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By Lin Lijuan 林麗娟, Beijing

Summary: Among the unidentified Syriac fragments catalogued in Hunter/Dickens 
2014 (Appendix VII), a group of philosophical fragments still awaits to be investigated. 
This article provides for the first time the full transliteration and translation of the 7 frag-
ments in question (SyrHT 255, SyrHT 285, SyrHT 389, n415, n417, n419, n420), and iden-
tifies these fragments as a hitherto unknown Syriac witness to Aristotle’s Categories.

Introduction

In the groundbreaking catalogue Syrische Handschriften. Teil 2. Texte der 
Berliner Turfansammlung / Syriac Texts from the Berlin Turfan Collection 
(2014), Hunter/Dickens mention a group of fragments which join up with 
one another (though they are sometimes dislocated) and would have come 
from the same manuscript. These 7 fragments (SyrHT 255, SyrHT 285, 
SyrHT 389, n415, n417, n419, n420) have proven to come from the only phil-
osophical text in the findings of the Christian library in Turfan and they 
contain, as rightly pointed out by Hunter/Dickens, not a few Greek loan 
words. They thus provide valuable evidence for the Greek philosophical ed-
ucation that once existed in the ancient Syrian Christian church of Turfan.

Regrettably, these fragments remain unidentified.1 This might be partly 
due to their state of preservation: the documents are too fragmented and too 
faded to be easily read. Nor is it easy to recognise the relationship between 
different fragments, especially to see how they join with each other and 

*	 The research leading to this paper is conducted within the framework of my project 
“Syriac Fragments Found in China”, funded by the National Social Science Fund of China 
(NSSFC). I would like to express my sincere gratitude to Hubert Kaufhold (Munich), 
Thomas Buchheim (Munich), Mark Dickens (Edmonton), and the anonymous referee 
for their valuable comments to the earlier drafts. I am also grateful to the Staatsbiblio-
thek zu Berlin – Preußischer Kulturbesitz and the Berlin-Brandenburgische Akademie 
der Wissenschaften for access to and permission to reproduce images of the relevant frag-
ments. Special thanks go to Yang Miao 楊淼 (Munich) for technical support and insight-
ful observations. It goes without saying that I alone am responsible for all mistakes that 
remain.

1	 See Hunter/Dickens 2014, Appendix II “Unidentified fragments in numerical se-
quence”, p. 432.
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which ones are dislocated. In addition, the mirror image caused by ink trans-
fer from SyrHT 285 a, n419 a and n417 b on SyrHT 255 a, n415 a and n420 b 
complicates the picture even more. Below I try to solve these difficulties 
and provide for the first time the full transliteration and translation of the 7 
fragments in question.2 I argue that this group of fragments belongs to two 
separate folios of the same manuscript, which contains an unknown Syriac 
witness of Aristotle’s Categories.3 This further indicates that Aristotle ar-
rived in what is today China much earlier than we previously thought.

The fragments are written in black ink, although both sides of SyrHT 
285 have faded and turned into brown or faded black. As to the script, the 
fragments have a mixed character and exhibit characteristics of both the Es-
trangela (e. g. the angled bēth, gāmal and šin) and the Serṭo (e. g. the closed 
mīm and waw, dālath and rēš as the rounded comma form, and the hē with 
the vertical on the right that joins the loop from the top of that line).4 Still, 
distinctive characteristics of the so-called East Syriac script can be clearly 
observed, namely the taw-ālaph ligature (a short v shape that hangs below 
the line and then joins a straight ālaph on the left) and the related v-shaped 
taw (like the taw-ālaph ligature without an ālaph component), the so-called 
third type of taw beyond the Estrangela and Serṭo form.5 Roughly speak-
ing, the dating of these fragments still corresponds with that of the other 
fragments found at Shuïpang, namely the period of the Uighur kingdom of 
Qocho (9 th–13 th centuries).6

2	 Sample texts have been offered in Hunter/Dickens 2014, and they proved to be 
helpful for my own reading.

3	 See also Kessel’s review of Hunter/Dickens 2014: Kessel 2018. For the Syriac 
versions of Aristotle’s Categories see Hugonnard-Roche 1987; Brock 1993; King 2010; 
Watt 2019.

4	 For a recent challenge to “the Standard Model of Syriac Scripts”, see Bush/Penn/
Crouser/Howe/Wu 2018 and Penn/Crouser/Abbot 2020.

5	 For the definition of East Syriac script and the special taw-ālap ligature, see the Syr-
iac Paleography Lesson by Bremer-McCollum in the vHMML school, Syriac Scripts. 
See also the table of Aramaic scripts in Gzella 2017.

6	 See Hunter 2012, p. 304: “Although there are no complete Syriac manuscripts, with 
a consequent absence of colophon information, the fragments may be given an overall dat-
ing between the 9 th–13 th centuries, corresponding to the period of the Uighur kingdom of 
Qocho.” The same applies to the Sogdian manuscripts from this site, see Ashurov 2015, 
p. 63: “Unfortunately, the Sogdian Christian manuscripts cannot be firmly dated. This 
is due to both the absence of ‘internal evidence,’ namely dates or colophons, as well as 

‘external evidence’ such as the securely dated archaeological context or C14 examination. 
The general agreement is that they probably originated in the 9 th–13 th centuries, that is, the 
manuscripts were produced (copied, translated) during this period. The actual texts (the 
contents of the manuscripts), however, represent much earlier literary traditions.” But see 
footnote 44 in Ashurov 2015, p. 63: “Professor Sims-Williams in a personal discussion 
on this matter pointed out to me that ‘we know no Sogdian written texts of any kind that 
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On the relationship of the seven fragments

According to Hunter/Dickens’ report, six of the seven fragments belong 
to the same (partial) folio (in recto and verso): One part is formed by SyrHT 
285, n419 and n417 (Group 1), while the other is formed by SyrHT 255, n415 
and n420 (Group 2) (Fig. 1). Given the existence of a mirror image of Group 
1 on Group 2, Hunter/Dickens also suggest that the former should be lo-
cated above the latter on the same folio:

Distinguishing marks: ink transfer from SyrHT 285, side (a), ll. 1–4 has caused 
a mirror image on the bottom of SyrHT 255, side (a), as a result of the original 
folio being folded together when the ink on the upper part (SyrHT 285, n417 
and n419) had not dried.7

As to SyrHT 389, Hunter/Dickens report that there is no evidence indicat-
ing that it forms a join (dislocated or not) with the other six:

… palaeography suggests that the fragment is the product of the same hand as 
SyrHT 255, SyrHT 285, n415, n417, n419 and n420, but it does not join or form 
a dislocated join with any of them.8

While agreeing with Hunter/Dickens that Group 1 and Group 2 form sep-
arately two parts of the same manuscripts, I doubt that they belong to the 
same folio, nor do I believe that SyrHT 389 “does not join or form a dislocated 
join with any of them.” I suggest instead that, on the one hand, Group 1 and 
Group 2 are from different folios and, on the other, SyrHT 389 proves itself to 
be part of SyrHT 255 b, and thus belongs to the same folio formed by Group 2.

First of all, it is worthy of note that a mirror image caused by ink transfer 
can be found not only on the bottom of SyrHT 255 a, but also on n415 a and 
n420 b. Accordingly, not only lines 1–4 of SyrHT 285 a, but also line(s) from 
n419 a and n417 b, including some vertical marginalia, are partially visible 
in the resulting mirror image. The original state of the two parts folded to-
gether can be reconstructed as Fig. 2.

The existence of the mirror image makes it tempting to suppose that 
Group 1 and Group 2 belong to the same folio. However, this view suffers 
from at least three difficulties: 1. It is hard to explain why the line lengths of 
the two parts from the same folio are unequal;9 2. It is also hard to explain 

are definitely later than the early 11 th century’.” A Syriac service-book from the site, MIK 
III 45, has undergone C14 dating and the paper has proved to be 8 th-9 th century, between 
771 and 884, see Hunter/Coakley 2017, pp. 11, 273.

7	 Hunter/Dickens 2014, p. 247.
8	 Hunter/Dickens 2014, p. 342.
9	 See above Fig. 1, right: The line length of SyrHT 385 a, n417 b, and n419 a is much 

longer than that of SyrHT 255 a, n415 a, and n420 b.



 A New Syriac Witness to Aristotle’s Categories from Turfan 295

why it was the ink of the upper part but not of the lower which had not dried; 
3. Since Group 1 contains a paraphrase of Categories (below C.) 12 b40–13 a7, 
and Group 2 C. 13 a36–b12 (see below), this indicates that if Group 1 and 
Group 2 belong to the same folio, then between the two there should have 
been a middle part containing a (lost) brief paraphrase of C. 13 a7–36 – a long 
passage which could hardly have been summarized in so few lines.

I suggest instead that the partial folio of Group 2 comes from another folio 
(Folio b) which follows the folio of Group 1 (Folio a), but one of the folios has 
for some reason been incorrectly turned upside down. The ink on the upper 
part of Folio a, having been wet through, then caused a mirror image on the 
bottom of Folio b. The possibility that the folios have been split into several 
parts and incorrectly put together also cannot be excluded. In fact, many Syr-
iac fragments found in Turfan seem to have been damaged by water and thus 
contain obvious ink smudges, e. g. SyrHT 29, 39, 53, 54, 57, 58, 61, 72, 78, 156, 
178, 200, 216, 256–258, MIK III 109, etc. Similar mirror images can also be 
found in fragments like SyrHT 56 (verso), SyrHT 72, SyrHT 294, etc.10

 10 A passage from von Le Coq may help explain the existence of so many water- 
damaged fragments and of so many small fragments: “Finally, with the increase of pop-
ulation came the peasants’ craving for land. Whole districts of the town had a clearance 
made by the gradual carrying off of the ruins, then the old sites and ground were levelled, 
water canals brought in to the ruined town, and with them the damp that worked such 
havoc. In many places the water had risen in the loess walls and done terrible harm to the 

Fig. 2: The original state of the two parts folded together

© Depositum der Berlin-Brandenburgischen Akademie der Wissenschaften  
in der Staatsbibliothek zu Berlin – Preußischer Kulturbesitz, Orientabteilung
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As to SyrHT 389, it is in fact not from a separate folio, but also belongs to 
Folio b. As can be seen in Fig. 1, unlike all the other fragments, the verso of 
SyrHT 255 is surprisingly blank. This partially explains the peculiarity of its 
state of preservation in Staatsbibliothek zu Berlin: of all the seven fragments 
SyrHT 255 is the only one mounted on pasteboard, and its verso, being blank, 
is concealed. However, taking into account the reconstructed text demon-
strated in Fig. 1, the verso of SyrHT 255 should have contained the beginning 
of the four lines on the n415 b and n420 a. The missing part of SyrHT 255 b 
could nonetheless be reconstructed from SyrHT 389 a (Fig. 3). The unusu-
ally clean surface of the upper part (in comparison with the lower) indicates 
SyrHT 255 b had, for some reason, become detached from its outer layer. That 
SyrHT 389 a is exactly the lost outer layer can be confirmed by considering 
ancient relics they contained. Thus I had the grief of discovering in the Manicheaan shrine 
K a library which was utterly destroyed by water … The whole room, into which this 
door led, was covered to a depth of about two feet with a mass of what, on closer inspec-
tion, proved to be remains of Manicheaan manuscripts. The loess water had penetrated 
the papers, stuck everything together, and in the terrible heat of the usual summer there 
all these valuable books had turned into loess. I took specimens of them and dried them 
carefully in the hope of saving some of these manuscripts; but the separate pages crumbled 
off and dropped into small fragments, on which the remains of beautifully written lines, 
intermingled with traces of miniatures executed in gold, blue, red, green, and yellow, were 
still to be seen. An enormous treasure has been lost here.” (von Le Coq 1929, p. 61). Water 
damage could also have been caused by a sudden storm, see p. 92 and p. 96.

Fig. 3: The matching relationship between SyrHT 255 b and SyrHT 389 a

© Depositum der Berlin-Brandenburgischen Akademie der Wissenschaften  
in der Staatsbibliothek zu Berlin – Preußischer Kulturbesitz, Orientabteilung
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the three following points: 1. SyrHT 255 b and SyrHT 389 a contain similar 
folds in the middle part; 2. the shape of the edge of SyrHT 389 a matches the 
edge of the upper part of SyrHT 255 b; 3. the verso of SyrHT 389 is also blank. 
In a word, SyrHT 389 must have originally belonged to SyrHT 255.

Below are the two (partial) folios reconstructed from the seven fragments: 
Folio a (above) and Folio b (below), each in recto (right) and verso (left). Folio 
a is formed from SyrHT 285, n417 and n419, while Folio b is formed from 
SyrHT 255, n415, n420 and SyrHT 389. The extant part is probably one third 
of the original folio, which is approximately 26.4 cm × 18.5 cm.

Aristotle’s Categories in Turfan

Folio a: SyrHT 285 b, n419 b, n417 a (recto)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

…
…
… it will be distinguished …
intermediate …
For above …
For … their intermediate
And not …

............].........[.................
... ܡܢ‍.....ܓ...].........[........

... ܢܬܦܠܓ ......]...[.......
ܡܨܥܬܐ ..................]...[ܒ‍.....‍‍

ܕܝܢ ܠܥܠ ܡ‍ܢ‍..........]...[ܓ...‍‍ܬ...
ܗܠܝܢ ܕܝܢ ............]...ܡ‍[‍ܨܥܬܗܝܢ
ܘܠܐ ܡܫܬ............].....[..........

As the recto side is too blurred to read, it is not easy to locate this passage in 
the Categories; still, given the repeated occurrence of ܡܨܥܬܐ “intermediate” – 
one of the central concepts –, it is highly probable that this passage has to 
do with either C. 11 b38–12 a20 or 12 b26–35, and thus deals with the dis-
tinction of two types of contraries. In 11 b38–12 a20, Aristotle distinguishes 
between two types of contraries. If it is necessary for one or the other of the 
contraries always to belong to the things they naturally occur, then these 
contraries exclude any middle term (sickness/health for bodies; odd/even 
for numbers); if it is not necessary for one or the other to belong, then these 
contraries allow for a middle term (black/white for bodies). The same dis-
tinction is repeated in 12 b26–35, where Aristotle remarks that privation and 
possession belong to neither of the contraries.

C. 11 b38–12 a20:
Ὅσα δὲ τῶν ἐναντίων τοιαῦτά ἐστιν ὥστε ἐν οἷς πέφυκε γίγνεσθαι ἢ ὧν κατηγορεῖται 
ἀναγκαῖον αὐτῶν θάτερον ὑπάρχειν, τούτων οὐδέν ἐστιν ἀνὰ μέσον· οἷον νόσος καὶ ὑγί-
εια ἐν σώματι ζῴου πέφυκε γίγνεσθαι, καὶ ἀναγκαῖόν γε θάτερον ὑπάρχειν τῷ τοῦ ζῴου 
σώματι ἢ νόσον ἢ ὑγίειαν· καὶ περιττὸν δὲ καὶ ἄρτιον ἀριθμοῦ κατηγορεῖται, καὶ ἀνα-
γκαῖόν γε θάτερον τῷ ἀριθμῷ ὑπάρχειν ἢ περιττὸν ἢ ἄρτιον· καὶ οὐκ ἔστι γε τούτων οὐ-
δὲν ἀνὰ μέσον, οὔτε νόσου καὶ ὑγιείας οὔτε περιττοῦ καὶ ἀρτίου. Ὧν δέ γε μὴ ἀναγκαῖον 
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θάτερον ὑπάρχειν, τούτων ἔστι τι ἀνὰ μέσον· οἷον μέλαν καὶ λευκὸν ἐν σώματι πέφυκε 
γίγνεσθαι, καὶ οὐκ ἀναγκαῖόν γε θάτερον αὐτῶν ὑπάρχειν τῷ σώματι, — οὐ γὰρ πᾶν 
ἤτοι λευκὸν ἢ μέλαν ἐστίν·— καὶ φαῦλον δὲ καὶ σπουδαῖον κατηγορεῖται μὲν καὶ κατ‘ 
ἀνθρώπου καὶ κατ‘ ἄλλων πολλῶν, οὐκ ἀναγκαῖον δὲ θάτερον αὐτῶν ὑπάρχειν ἐκείνοις 
ὧν κατηγορεῖται· οὐ γὰρ πάντα ἤτοι φαῦλα ἢ σπουδαῖά ἐστιν. Καὶ ἔστι γέ τι τούτων ἀνὰ 
μέσον, οἷον τοῦ μὲν λευκοῦ καὶ τοῦ μέλανος τὸ φαιὸν καὶ ὠχρὸν καὶ ὅσα ἄλλα χρώματα, 
τοῦ δὲ φαύλου καὶ τοῦ σπουδαίου τὸ οὔτε φαῦλον οὔτε σπουδαῖον.
If contraries are such that it is necessary for one or the other of them to belong 
to the things they naturally occur in or are predicated of, there is nothing inter­
mediate between them. For example, sickness and health naturally occur in 
animals‘ bodies and it is indeed necessary for one or the other to belong to an 
animal‘s body, either sickness or health; again, odd and even are predicated of 
numbers, and it is indeed necessary for one or the other to belong to a number, 
either odd or even. And between these there is certainly nothing intermediate – 
between sickness and health or odd and even. But if it is not necessary for one 
or the other to belong, there is something between them. For example, black 
and white naturally occur in bodies, but it is not necessary for one or the other 
of them to belong to a body (for not every body is either white or black); again, 
bad and good are predicated both of men and of many other things, but it is 
not necessary for one or the other of them to belong to those things they are 
predicated of (for not all are either bad or good). And between these there is cer-
tainly something intermediate – between white and black are grey yellow and 
all other colours, and between the bad and the good the neither bad nor good.11

C. 12 b26–35:
Ὅτι δὲ οὐδ‘ ὡς τὰ ἐναντία ἀντίκειται τὰ κατὰ στέρησιν λεγόμενα καὶ ἕξιν ἐκ τῶνδε 
δῆλον. Τῶν μὲν γὰρ ἐναντίων, ὧν μηδέν ἐστιν ἀνὰ μέσον, ἀναγκαῖον, ἐν οἷς πέφυκε 
γίγνεσθαι ἢ ὧν κατηγορεῖται, θάτερον αὐτῶν ὑπάρχειν ἀεί· τούτων γὰρ οὐδὲν ἦν ἀνὰ 
μέσον, ὧν θάτερον ἀναγκαῖον ἦν τῷ δεκτικῷ ὑπάρχειν, οἷον ἐπὶ νόσου καὶ ὑγιείας 
καὶ περιττοῦ καὶ ἀρτίου· ὧν δὲ ἔστι τι ἀνὰ μέσον, οὐδέποτε ἀνάγκη παντὶ ὑπάρχειν 
θάτερον· οὔτε γὰρ λευκὸν ἢ μέλαν ἀνάγκη πᾶν εἶναι τὸ δεκτικόν, οὔτε θερμὸν ἢ 
ψυχρόν, —τούτων γὰρ ἀνὰ μέσον τι οὐδὲν κωλύει ὑπάρχειν·
Nor are cases of privation and possession opposed as contraries, as is clear 
from the following. With contraries between which there is nothing interme­
diate it is necessary for one or the other of them always to belong to the things 
they naturally occur in or are predicated of. For there was nothing interme­
diate in just those cases where it was necessary for one or the other to belong 
to a thing capable of receiving them, as with sickness and health and odd and 
even. But where there is something intermediate it is never necessary for one 
or the other to belong to everything; it is not necessary for everything to be 
white or black that is capable of receiving them, or hot or cold, since something 
intermediate between these may perfectly well be present.

11	 In this paper I quote the Greek text from the Minio-Paluello edition, and I rely 
on the English translation by Ackrill with slight modifications.
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SyrHT 285 a, n419 a, n417 b (verso)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

ܕܠܐ ܡܨܝܐ ܕܢܘܪܐ ܬ]ܗܘܐ ܩܪܝܪܐ ܘ‍ܠ‍‍[ܐ ܬܠܓܐ ܢܗܘܐ ܚܡܝܡ ܐܘ
ܐܘܟܡ .ܡܕܝܢ ]ܠܘ ܠܟܠ ܡܿܢ ܡ‍‍ܩ‍[‍ܒ‍ܠܢܐ ܐܠܨܝܬܐ ܐܝܬܝܗܿ

ܕܚܕܐ ܡܼܢ ܗ]ܠܝܢ ܫܟܝ‍ܚ‍[‍ܬܐ. ܐܠܐ ܐܢ ܒܠܚܘܕ �ܠܗܿܘ
ܕܒܟܝܢܐ ܫ‍]‍ܟܝܚܬܐ[ ܠܗ ܚܕܐ ܡܢ ܗܠܝܢ .ܓܘܫܡܐ ܓܝܪ

ܠܘ ܡܼܢ ܐܢܢܩܐ ܐ]ܘ[ ܚܘܪܐ ܐܘ ܐܘܟܡܐ ܐܝܬܘ̄. ܒܕ ܡܨܝܐ
ܗܼܝ ܬܗܘܐ ܝܘܪܩ‍]ܐ[ .ܥܠ ܓܠܝܙܘܬܐ ܕܝܢ ܘܥܠ ܩܢܝܘܬܐ
ܐܦ‍]‍ܠ‍ܐ ܚܕܐ ܡܼܢ ]ܗܠ‍ܝ‍[ܢ ܕܝ�ܠܝ̈ܐ ܕܣܩܘ̈ܒܠܝܬܐ ܗܠܝܢ

ܕܐܬܐܡܪ̈ܝܢ ܫܪܝܪܬܐ ]..................................[ ܕܠܘ ܡܼܢ
ܐܢܢܩܐ ܚܕܐ ܡܢ ܗܠܝܢ ܠܡܩܒܠܢܐ ܬܗܘܐ ]..............[

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

That it is not possible that fire [should be cold or] snow should be hot or
black. Thus [not to all the receivers] is it necessary
that one of th[ese should belong] but only to that one
to which by nature one of these [should belong]. Since the body is
not from necessity white or black, it is possible that
it could be yellow. About privation and possession, however,
also neither of [these] contraries of the sort, these
[aforementioned things, is true …] that [it is] not from
[necessity that one of them should relate to that which receives it …]

Marginalia:

either hot…
that it should be…

ܐܘ ܚܡܝܡ ]...
ܕܢܗܘܐ ܦ‍]...

The partially-faded text could be safely reconstructed through the mirror 
image contained in Folio b (see Fig. 2). This passage continues the discussion 
on the recto side and corresponds well with the Categories 12 b40–13 a7:

οὐ γὰρ ἐνδέχεται τὸ πῦρ ψυχρὸν εἶναι οὐδὲ τὴν χιόνα μέλαιναν· — ὥστε παντὶ μὲν οὐκ 
ἀνάγκη τῷ δεκτικῷ θάτερον αὐτῶν ὑπάρχειν, ἀλλὰ μόνον οἷς φύσει τὸ ἓν ὑπάρχει, καὶ 
τούτοις ἀφωρισμένως τὸ ἓν καὶ οὐχ ὁπότερον ἔτυχεν. ἐπὶ δὲ τῆς στερήσεως καὶ τῆς 
ἕξεως οὐδέτερον τῶν εἰρημένων ἀληθές· οὐδὲ γὰρ ἀεὶ τῷ δεκτικῷ ἀναγκαῖον θάτερον 
αὐτῶν ὑπάρχειν, —τὸ γὰρ μήπω πεφυκὸς ὄψιν ἔχειν οὔτε τυφλὸν οὔτε ὄψιν ἔχειν 
λέγεται, ὥστε οὐκ ἂν εἴη ταῦτα τῶν τοιούτων ἐναντίων ὧν οὐδέν ἐστιν ἀνὰ μέσον·
For it is not possible for fire to be cold or snow black. Thus it is not necessary 
for one or the other of them to belong to everything capable of receiving them, 
but only to things to which the one belongs by nature, and in these cases it 
must be definitely the one and not whichever chance would have. But with 
regard to privation and possession, neither of these aforementioned things is 
true. For it is not necessary for one or the other of them always to belong to a 
thing capable of receiving them, since if it is not yet natural for something to 
have sight it is not said either to be blind or to have sight; so that these would 
not be contraries of the sort that have nothing intermediate between them.
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Worthy of note is also an explanatory interpolation inserted in lines 4–6, 
which has parallels in the Categories 12 a11–13, 17–18:

οἷον μέλαν καὶ λευκὸν ἐν σώματι πέφυκε γίγνεσθαι, καὶ οὐκ ἀναγκαῖόν γε θάτερον 
αὐτῶν ὑπάρχειν τῷ σώματι, — οὐ γὰρ πᾶν ἤτοι λευκὸν ἢ μέλαν ἐστίν· … καὶ ἔστι 
γέ τι τούτων ἀνὰ μέσον, οἷον τοῦ μὲν λευκοῦ καὶ τοῦ μέλανος τὸ φαιὸν καὶ ὠχρὸν …
For example, black and white naturally occur in the body, but it is not neces-
sary for one or the other of them to belong to a body, for not every body is 
either white or black; … In some cases there exist names for the intermediates, 
as with grey and yellow between white and black…

Folio b: SyrHT 255 a, n415 a, n420 b (recto)
1
2

3
4
5

Heat …
also not false, unless … a girdle for these 

(heat and cold) with a statement,
affirmative and negative, i. e. it is cold,
it is hot, it is not cold, it is again not hot.
And with relatives there is neither truth nor 

falsehood.

ܚܡܝܡܘܬܐ ]..................................................
ܓܠܐ :ܐܠܐ ܐܢ ]...[ ܟܒܢܐ ܠܗܠܝܢ ܒܡܠܬܐ ܐܦܠܐ ܡܕ

ܩܛܦܛܝܩܝܬܐ ܘܐܦܘܦܛܝܩܝܬܐ .ܗ̄ ܩܪܝܪܐ ܐܝܬܘ̄
ܚܡܝܡܐ ܐܝܬܘ̄. ܠܝܬܘ̄ ܩܪܝܪܐ ܠܝܬܘ̄ ]ܚ‍[ܡܝܡܐ ܬܘܒ

ܘܒܗܠܝܢ ܕܠܘܬ ܡܕܡ ܠܝܬ ܠܐ ܫ‍]ܪܪܐ[ ܘܐܦܠܐ ܕܓܠܘܬܐ

This passage begins with the distinction between contraries and affirmation/
negation: Contraries like heat and cold are not either true or false, unless 
they are combined with an affirmative/negative statement. The same applies 
to relatives, where the passage ends. The recto of Folio b has to do with the 
argumentation in the Categories 13 a37–b12:

Ὅσα δὲ ὡς κατάφασις καὶ ἀπόφασις ἀντίκειται, φανερὸν ὅτι κατ’ οὐδένα τῶν εἰρη-
μένων τρόπων ἀντίκειται· ἐπὶ μόνων γὰρ τούτων ἀναγκαῖον ἀεὶ τὸ μὲν ἀληθὲς τὸ δὲ 
ψεῦδος αὐτῶν εἶναι. οὔτε γὰρ ἐπὶ τῶν ἐναντίων ἀναγκαῖον ἀεὶ θάτερον μὲν ἀλη­
θὲς εἶναι θάτερον δὲ ψεῦδος, οὔτε ἐπὶ τῶν πρός τι, οὔτε ἐπὶ τῆς ἕξεως καὶ στερή-
σεως· οἷον ὑγίεια καὶ νόσος ἐναντία, καὶ οὐδέτερόν γε οὔτε ἀληθὲς οὔτε ψεῦδός ἐστιν· 
ὡσαύτως δὲ καὶ τὸ διπλάσιον καὶ τὸ ἥμισυ ὡς τὰ πρός τι ἀντίκειται, καὶ οὐκ ἔστιν 
αὐτῶν οὐδέτερον οὔτε ἀληθὲς οὔτε ψεῦδος· οὐδέ γε τὰ κατὰ στέρησιν καὶ ἕξιν, οἷον ἡ 
ὄψις καὶ ἡ τυφλότης· ὅλως δὲ τῶν κατὰ μηδεμίαν συμπλοκὴν λεγομένων οὐδὲν οὔτε 
ἀληθὲς ὄυτε ψεῦδός ἐστιν· πάντα δὲ τὰ εἰρημένα ἄνευ συμπλοκῆς λέγεται.
It is plain that things opposed as affirmation and negation are not opposed in 
any of the above ways, for only with them is it necessary always for one to be 
true and the other one false. For with contraries it is not necessary always for 
one to be true and the other false, nor with relatives nor with possession and 
privation. For example, health and sickness are contraries, and neither is either 
true or false; similarly, the double and the half are opposed as relatives, and 
neither of them is either true or false; nor are cases of possession and privation, 
such as sight and blindness. Nothing, in fact, that is said without combination 
is either true or false; and all the above are said without combination.
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SyrHT 389 a, n420 a, n415 b (verso)
1
2
3
4

There is truth in them (one of these)…
that a man sees; a blind man doesn’t see, but is blind.
And when they are formed, then it is an affirmation
and negation. And then in these actual things there 

is no…

ܫܪܪܐ ܐܝ‍]‍ܬ[ ܒܗܘܢ ].............................ܕ
ܕܒܪܢܫܐ ܚܿܙܐ :ܒܪܢܫܐ ]ܣ‍[‍ܡܸ‍ܐ. ܠܐ ܚܿܙܐ ܐܠܐ ܣܡܸܐ

ܘܐܡܬܝ ܕܡܬܪ̈ܟܒܢ ܗܝܕܝܢ ܩܛܦܣ̄ ܐܝܬܘ̄
ܘܐܦܘܦܣ̄. ܘܡܕܝܢ: ܒܗܠܝܢ ܣܘܥܪ̈ܢܐ ܕܠܝܬ 

ܒܗܘܢ

This passage continues the argument on the recto, and explains under which 
conditions it is possible for possession and privation like sight and blindness 
to be stated in the way that one is true and the other false. That is, they are 
said with combination: “a man sees” being contrary to “a man is blind”. Still, 
the difference between possession/privation and affirmation/negation lies in 
the fact that in the latter case one is always false and the other true, whether 
the man (the actual thing) exists or not.

A similar argument can be found in 13 b12–35, especially 13 b27–33:
οὐ μὴν ἀλλὰ μάλιστα δόξειεν ἂν τὸ τοιοῦτο συμβαίνειν ἐπὶ τῶν κατὰ συμπλο­
κὴν ἐναντίων λεγομένων, —τὸ γὰρ ὑγιαίνειν Σωκράτη τῷ νοσεῖν Σωκράτη ἐνα-
ντίον ἐστίν,— ἀλλ’ οὐδ’ ἐπὶ τούτων ἀναγκαῖον ἀεὶ θάτερον μὲν ἀληθὲς θάτερον 
δὲ ψεῦδος εἶναι· ὄντος μὲν γὰρ Σωκράτους ἔσται τὸ μὲν ἀληθὲς τὸ δὲ ψεῦδος, μὴ 
ὄντος δὲ ἀμφότερα ψευδῆ· οὔτε γὰρ τὸ νοσεῖν Σωκράτη οὔτε τὸ ὑγιαίνειν ἀλη-
θὲς αὐτοῦ μὴ ὄντος ὅλως τοῦ Σωκράτους … ἐπὶ δέ γε τῆς καταφάσεως καὶ τῆς 
ἀποφάσεως ἀεί, ἐάν τε ᾖ ἐάν τε μὴ ᾖ, τὸ μὲν ἕτερον ἔσται ψεῦδος τὸ δὲ ἕτερον 
ἀληθές·τὸ γὰρ νοσεῖν Σωκράτη καὶ τὸ μὴ νοσεῖν Σωκράτη, ὄντος τε αὐτοῦ 
φανερὸν ὅτι τὸ ἕτερον αὐτῶν ἀληθὲς ἢ ψεῦδος, καὶ μὴ ὄντος ὁμοίως·τὸ μὲν γὰρ 
νοσεῖν μὴ ὄντος ψεῦδος, τὸ δὲ μὴ νοσεῖν ἀληθές·ὥστε ἐπὶ μόνων τούτων ἴδιον ἂν 
εἴη τὸ ἀεὶ θάτερον αὐτῶν ἀληθὲς ἢ ψεῦδος εἶναι, ὅσα ὡς κατάφασις καὶ ἀπόφασις 
ἀντίκειται.
It might, indeed, very well seem that the same sort of thing does occur 
in the case of contraries said with combination, ‘Socrates is well’ being 
contrary to ‘Socrates is sick’. Yet not even with these is it necessary always 
for one to be true and the other false. For if Socrates exists one will be 
true and one false, but if he does not both will be false; neither ‘Socrates is 
sick’ nor ‘Socrates is well’ will be true if Socrates himself does not exist at 
all … But with an affirmation and negation one will always be false and 
the other true whether he exists or not. For take ‘Socrates is sick’ and 
‘Socrates is not sick’: if he exists it is clear that one or the other of them 
will be true or false, and equally if he does not; for if he does not exist ‘he 
is sick’ is false but ‘he is not sick’ true. Thus it would be distinctive of these 
alone-opposed affirmations and negations- that always one or the other of 
them is true or false.
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The Categories in Syriac: different versions compared

The Syriac philosophical fragments found in Turfan thus contain passages 
from “On Opposites”, Chapter 7 of Aristotle’s Categories. The remnant cor-
responds roughly to C. 12 b26–35 (less likely C. 11 b38–12 a20 due to the lim-
ited space), 12 b40–13 a7 (with an explanatory interpolation from 12 a11–13, 
17–18), 13 a37–b12 and 13 b27–33. This constitutes the latter part of Chapter 
7 on the third and fourth type of the opposites: ἕξις/στέρησις and ἀπόφασις/
κατάφασις. The fragments are thus very probably parts of two separate folios, 
one after the other, from the same manuscript.

As the first treatise to be studied in the Aristotelian curriculum, the Cat-
egories attracted most attention from the earliest Aristotelian commentators 
around first century bc, enjoyed great popularity in both the peripatetic 
school and the Neoplatonic tradition of late antiquity, and became one of 
the basic philosophical works in the middle ages.12 The Categories has three 
extant translations in the Syriac tradition:13
1.	 A: Anonymous version, edited by King,14 probably dating from the first 

half of the sixth century,15 preserved in a single manuscript of the seventh 
century (BL Add. 14658).

2.	 J: A late seventh-century revision by Jacob of Edessa (d. 708), the so-
called standard translation in the Syriac tradition, edited by Schüler 
(partially, up to 3 b32)16 and Georr17, preserved in several manuscripts.18

3.	 G: A seventh/eighth-century revision by George, bishop of the Arabs 
(d. 724), edited by Gottheil19 and Furlani20, preserved in a single man-
uscript of the eighth/ninth century (BL Add. 14659).

Below is a comparison of all four versions and the Greek text (both the orig-
inal and the English translation21). The passages chosen here from the Turfan 

12	 Gottschalk 1987, Sorabji 1990, Sharples 2008, Griffin 2015, 2016.
13	 For a detailed summary of the Catetories in the Syriac tradition see Brock 1993, 

pp. 3–4; Kessel 2019, pp. 397–398. For related discussion, see further Baumstark 1900, 
p. 157; Hein 1985, p. 27; Watt 2008–2009, 2017; King 2010, pp. 18, 21–22, 68.

14	 The attribution to Sergius of Reš ͑aina has been demonstrated as unconvincing by 
Hugonnard-Roche 1987.

15	 King 2010, p. 34.
16	 Schüler 1897.
17	 Georr 1948.
18	 Hugonnard-Roche 2004, pp. 91–97; King 2010, pp. 283–296; Kessel and Bam-

balli 2018, pp. 31–32.
19	 Gottheil 1892–1893.
20	 Furlani 1933.
21	 For A I follow King’s translation with slight modifications; for J and G the transla-

tions are my own.
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fragments are the relatively well-preserved Folio a verso and Folio b recto 
and verso.

Folio a: SyrHT 285 a, n419 a, n417 b (verso)

Greek
12 b40–13 a3

Anonymous
154 K. 15–19

Jacob
294 Ge. 16–20

George
38 Fu. 20–23

Turfan
SyrHT 285 a,
n419 a, n417 b
(verso 1–4)

οὐ γὰρ
ἐνδέχεται
τὸ πῦρ
ψυχρὸν
εἶναι
οὐδὲ
τὴν χιόνα
μέλαιναν·

— ὥστε παντὶ 
μὲν οὐκ ἀνάγκη 
τῷ δεκτικῷ 
θάτερον αὐτῶν 
ὑπάρχειν, 
ἀλλὰ μόνον 
οἷς φύσει τὸ 
ἓν ὑπάρχει, 
καὶ τούτοις 
ἀφωρισμένως τὸ 
ἓν καὶ οὐχ ὁπό-
τερον ἔτυχεν.

ܠܐ ܓܝܪ
ܡܨܝܐ
ܕܢܘܪܐ

ܩܪܝܪܐ
ܬܗܘܐ

ܘܐܦ ܠܐ
ܬܠܓܐ
ܐܘܟܡܐ

ܐܝܟܢܐ ܕ
ܒܟܠ ܙܢܐ ܠܐ ܐܠܨܐ 

ܕܒܐܝܢܐ ܕܡܩܒܠ ܚܕ 
ܡܢ ܬܪ̈ܝܢ ܢܗܘܐ

ܐܠܐ ܒܠܚܘܕ ܐܝܠܝܢ ܕܒܟܝܢܐ 
ܒܠܚܘܕ ܢܗܘܐ .ܘܒܗܠܝܢ 

ܦܪܝܫܐܝܬ .ܚܕ ܠܘ ܟܠ 
ܐܝܟ ܕܓܕܫܐ.

ܠܐ ܓܝܪ
ܡܨܝܐ
ܕܢܘܪܐ

ܩܪܝܪܬܐ
ܬܗܘ̣ܐ ܐܝܬܝܗܿ

ܘܐܦܠܐ
ܬܠܓܐ
ܐܘܟܡܐ

ܐܝܟܢܐ ܟܝܬ ܕܠܘ
ܠܟܠ ܡܩܒܠܢܐ 

ܐܠܝܨܬܐ ܐܝܬܝܗ̇. ܕܚܕܐ 
ܡܢܗܝܢ ܬܗܘ̣ܐ ܫܟܝܚܐ 

ܠܗ
ܐܠܐ ܝܬܝܪܐܝܬ �ܠܗܿܢܘܢ 
ܕܒܟܝܢܐ ܗ̱ܝ ܫܟܝܚܐ. 

ܘܠܗܠܝܢ ܡܬܚܡܐܝܬ 
ܗܿܝ ܚܕܐ ܘܠܘ ܐܝܕܐ ܕܗܼܝ 

ܡܢܗܝܢ ܕܟܝܢܐ.

ܠܐ ܓܝܪ
ܡܨܝܐ
ܕܢܘܪܐ

ܩܪܝܪܬܐ
ܬܗܘܐ

ܘܠܐ
ܬܠܓܐ
ܐܘܟܡܐ

ܡܕܝܢ
ܠܟܠ ܡܿܢ ܡܩܒܠܢܐ. 

ܠܐ ܐܢܢܩܐ ܕܐܚܪܢܐ ܡܢܗܘܢ 
ܢܗܘܐ

ܐܠܐ ܟܠܚܘܕ ܠܗܠܝܢ 
ܕܒܟܝܢܐ. ܗܿܘ ܚܕ 

ܐܝܬܘܗܝ .ܘܠܗܠܝܢ 
ܦܪܝܫܐܝܬ ܗܿܘ ܚܕ ܘܠܘ 

ܗܿܘ ܐܝܢܐ ܕܓܕܫ.

ܕܠܐ
ܡܨܝܐ

ܕܢܘܪܐ ܬ]ܗܘܐ
ܩܪܝܪܐ

ܘ‍ܠ‍‍]‍ܐ
ܬܠܓܐ

ܢܗܘܐ ܚܡܝܡ ܐܘ ܐܘܟܡ

ܡܕܝܢ ]ܠܘ
ܠܟܠ ܡܿܢ ܡ‍‍ܩ‍[‍ܒ‍ܠܢܐ 

ܐܠܨܝܬܐ ܐܝܬܝܗܿ
ܕܚܕܐ ܡܼܢ ܗ[ܠܝܢ 

ܫܟܝ‍ܚ‍]‍ܬܐ
ܐܠܐ ܐܢ ܒܠܚܘܕ �ܠܗܿܘ

ܕܒܟܝܢܐ ܫ‍[‍ܟܝܚܬܐ ܠܗ 
ܚܕܐ ܡܢ ܗܠܝܢ.

For it is not 
possible for 
fire to be cold 
or snow black.

Thus it is not 
necessary for 
one or the 
other of them 
to belong to 
everything 
capable of re-

For it is not 
possible that 
fire should be 
cold, or snow 
black.

Thus it is not 
necessary in 
every case that 
in relation to 
that which re-
ceives [it] one 
of the two

For it is not 
possible that 
fire should be 
cold, or snow 
black.

Thus not to all 
the receivers 
is it necessary 
that one of 
them should 
belong,
but especially

For it is not 
possible that 
fire should be 
cold, or snow 
black.

Thus it is not 
necessary that 
one of them 
should belong 
to all the 
receivers,
but only to

That it is not 
possible that 
fire [should be 
cold or] snow 
should be hot 
or black.

Thus [not to 
all the re-
ceivers] is it 
necessary that 
one of th[ese 
should belong],
but only to
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Greek
12 b40–13 a3

Anonymous
154 K. 15–19

Jacob
294 Ge. 16–20

George
38 Fu. 20–23

Turfan
SyrHT 285 a,
n419 a, n417 b
(verso 1–4)

ceiving them, 
but only to 
things to which 
the one belongs 
by nature, 
and in these 
cases it must 
be definitely 
the one and 
not whichever 
chance would 
have.

should belong, 
but only [in 
the case of] 
those in which 
it belongs by 
nature, and in 
these [cases] 
it is definitely 
one [of the 
two], not at all 
just by chance.

to things 
to which it 
belongs by 
nature, and 
to these it is 
definitely the 
one and not 
whichever 
of them by 
chance.

things to 
which the one 
belongs by 
nature, and 
to these it is 
definitely the 
one and not 
whichever by 
chance.

that one to 
which by 
nature one of 
these [should 
belong].

Greek
12 a11–13, 

17–18

Anonymous
150 K. 13–15, 

20–22

Jacob
291 Ge. 8–11, 

15–17

George
36 Fu. 13–15, 

18–19

Turfan
SyrHT 285 a, 
n419 a, n417 b 
(verso 4–6)

οἷον μέλαν 
καὶ λευκὸν ἐν 
σώματι πέφυκε 
γίγνεσθαι, καὶ 
οὐκ ἀναγκαῖόν 
γε θάτερον 
αὐτῶν ὑπάρχειν 
τῷ σώματι, — 
οὐ γὰρ πᾶν ἤτοι 
λευκὸν ἢ μέλαν 
ἐστίν·
… καὶ ἔστι γέ τι 
τούτων ἀνὰ μέ-
σον, οἷον τοῦ μὲν 
λευκοῦ καὶ τοῦ 
μέλανος τὸ φαιὸν 
καὶ ὠχρὸν …

 ܐܟܙܢܐ ܕܐܘܟܡܐ
 ܘܚܘܪܐ ܒܓܘܫܡܐ

 ܡܟܢ ܠܡܗܘܐ.
ܘܠܐ ܐܠܨܐ ܕܚܕ ܡܢܗܘܢ 

ܢܗܘܐ ܒܓܘܫܡܐ.

ܠܘ ܓܝܪ ܟܠ ܚܘܪܐ ܐܘ 
ܐܘܟܡܐ ܐܝܬܘܗܝ

...ܥܠ ܚܕܚ̈ܕܢܐ ܓܝܪ 
ܣܝܡܝܢ ܫܡ̈ܗܐ ܕܐܝܠܝܢ 

ܕܒܡܨܥܬܐ. ܐܟܙܢܐ ܕܒܝܬ 
ܚܘܪܐ ܠܐܘܟܡܐ. ܦܐܘܢ 

ܘܝܘܪܩܐ

ܕܐܝܟ ܐܝܟܢ ܐܘܟܡܘܬܐ 
ܘܚܘܪܘܬܐ ܒܓܘܫܡܐ 

ܡܟܢ̈ܝܢ ܠܡܼܗܘܢ.
ܘܠܐ ܐܝܬܝܗܿ ܟܝܬ ܐܠܝܨܬܐ 

ܕܚܕܐ ܡܢܗܝܢ ܬܗܼܘܐ 
ܫܟܝܚܐ ܒܓܘܫܡ̈ܐ.

 ܠܘ ܓܝܪ ܟܠ 
ܓܘܫܡܐ ܐܘܿ ܚܘܪܐ ܐܘܿ 

ܐܘܟܡܐ
...ܘܐܝܬ ܟܝܬ ܒܡܨܥܬ 

ܗܠܝܢ. ܕܐܝܟ ܐܝܟܢ: 
ܕܚܘܪܐ ܘܕܐܘܟܡܐ. 
ܣܘܡܩܐ ܘܝܘܪܩܐ

ܕܐܝܟ ܐܝܟܢ ܐܘܟܡܐ
ܘܚܘܪܐ ܒܓܘܫܡܐ
ܡܟܢܝܢ ܠܡܗܘܐ

ܘܠܘ ܐܢܢܩܐ ܕܐܚܪܢܐ 
ܡܢܗܘܢ ܢܗܘܐ 

ܒܓܘܫܡܐ.

 ܠܘ ܓܝܪ ܟܠ ܐܘ ܚܘܪܐ 
ܐܘ ܐܘܟܡܐ ܐܝܬܘܗܝ.

...ܘܐܝܬܘܗܝ ܕܝܢ ܡܕܡ 
ܡܨܥܝܐ ܕܗܠܝܢ

ܕܐܝܟ ܐܝܟܢ. ܕܚܘܪܐ ܡܿܢ 
ܘܕܐܘܟܡܐ ܩܘܢܥܐ ܘܝܘܪܩܐ

ܓܘܫܡܐ ܓܝܪ
ܠܘ ܡܼܢ ܐܢܢܩܐ ܐ]ܘ[ 

ܚܘܪܐ
ܐܘ ܐܘܟܡܐ ܐܝܬܘ̄. ܒܕ

ܡܨܝܐ
ܗܼܝ ܬܗܘܐ
ܝܘܪܩ‍]‍ܐ.[

For example, 
black and 
white naturally 
occur in the 
body, but it is 

For example, 
black and 
white naturally 
exist in a body,
and it is not 

For example, 
black and 
white naturally 
exist in a body,
and it is not 

For example, 
black and 
white naturally 
exist in a body,
and it is not 

Since the body 
is not from ne-
cessity white 
or black, it is 
possible that
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Greek
12 a11–13, 

17–18

Anonymous
150 K. 13–15, 

20–22

Jacob
291 Ge. 8–11, 

15–17

George
36 Fu. 13–15, 

18–19

Turfan
SyrHT 285 a, 
n419 a, n417 b 
(verso 4–6)

not necessary 
for one or the 
other of them 
to belong to a 
body, for not 
every body is 
either white or 
black; … And 
between these 
there is cer-
tainly some-
thing interme-
diate–between 
white and 
black are grey 
and yellow …

necessary that 
[either] one of 
them should 
be in the body, 
since not
everything is 
white or black; 
… And these 
[sorts of
things] do 
have a middle 
item, for ex-
ample between 
white and 
black are grey 
and yellow …

necessary 
that one of 
them should 
belong to a 
body, since not 
every body is 
white or black; 
… And there 
is certainly 
something 
intermediate 
between them, 
for example 
between white 
and black are 
red and yellow 
…

necessary that 
one or the other 
of them should 
belong to a 
body, since not 
everything is 
white or black; 
… And there 
is certainly 
something 
intermediate 
between them, 
for example 
between white 
and black are 
dark blue and 
yellow …

it could be 
yellow.
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ἐπὶ δὲ τῆς στε-
ρήσεως καὶ τῆς 
ἕξεως οὐδέτερον 
τῶν εἰρημένων 
ἀληθές·

οὐδὲ γὰρ ἀεὶ τῷ 
δεκτικῷ ἀνα-
γκαῖον θάτερον 
αὐτῶν ὑπάρχειν,

—τὸ γὰρ μήπω 
πεφυκὸς ὄψιν 
ἔχειν οὔτε τυ-
φλὸν οὔτε ὄψιν 
ἔχειν λέγεται, 
ὥστε οὐκ ἂν εἴη

ܥܠ ܓܠܝܙܘܬܐ ܕܝܢ 
ܘܐܝܬܘܬܐ

 ܘܠܐ ܚܕ ܡܢ ܐܝܠܝܢ 
ܕܐܬܐܡܪ ܫܪܝܪܐ.

ܠܐ ܓܝܪ ܐܡܝܢܐܝܬ ܐܠܨܐ 
ܕܢܗܘܐ. ܒܗܿܘ ܕܡܩܒܠ 

ܚܕ ܡܢܗܘܢ

 ܗܘ ܓܝܪ ܕܠܐ ܡܟܢ 
ܕܬܗܘܐ ܠܗ ܚܙܬܐ. ܠܐ 

ܣܡܝܐ ܘܠܐ ܚܙܝܐ ܡܬܐܡܪ 
ܕܐܝܬܘܗܝ. ܐܟܙܢܐ ܕܠܐ ܗܘܐ 
ܗܢܼܝܢ ܟܕ ܗܢܼܝܢ ܐܝܬܝܗܝܢ 

ܕܠܩܘܒ̈ܠܝܬܐ ܕܐܝܟ

ܥܠ ܓܠܝܙܘܬܐ ܕܝܢ
ܘܩܢܝܘܬܐ.

ܐܦܠܐ ܚܕܐ ܡܢ ܗܠܝܢ 
ܕܐܬܐܡܪ̈ܝܢ ܫܪܝܪܬܐ:

 ܐܦܠܐ ܓܝܪ ܐܠܝܨܬܐ 
ܐܝܬܝܗܿ ܕܒܟܠܙܒܢ 

ܠܡܩܒܠܢܐ
ܚܕܐ ܡܢܗܝܢ ܬܗܘܐ 

ܫܟܝܚܐ ܠܗ.
 ܗܿܘ ܓܝܪ ܕܠܐ ܥܕܟܝܠ 

ܡܟܢ ܕܢܗܘܐ ܐܝܬ ܠܗ 
ܚܙܬܐ ܘܠܐ ܣܡܝܐ ܘܠܐ ܕܐܝܬ 

ܠܗ ܚܙܬܐ ܡܬܐܡܪ: 
ܐܝܟܢܐ ܟܝܬ ܕܠܐ ܢܗܘ̈ܝܢ 

ܐܝܬܝܗܝܢ ܗܠܝܢ ܡܢ

ܥܠ ܓܠܝܙܘܬܐ ܕܝܢ 
ܘܩܢܝܘܬܐ.

ܘܠܐ ܚܪܢܐ ܡܢ ܗܠܝܢ 
ܕܐܬܐܡܪܘ ܫܪܝܪ.

ܘܠܐ ܓܝܪ ܒܙܒܢ 
ܐܢܢܩܐ ܕܐܚܪܢܐ ܡܢܗܘܢ 

ܠܡܩܒܠܢܐ ܢܗܘܢ. ܐܟܙܢܐ 
ܕܥܠ ܣܩܘܒ�ܠܝ̈ܐ ܠܐ 

ܡܨܥܝ̈ܐ.
 ܗܿܘ ܓܝܪ ܕܠܐ ܥܕܟܝܠ 
ܡܟܢ ܕܬܗܘܐ ܐܝܬ ܠܗ 

ܚܙܬܐ. ܘܠܐ ܣܡܝܐ ܘܠܐ 
ܕܐܝܬ ܠܗ ܚܙܬܐ ܡܬܡܪ 

ܡܕܝܢ ܠܐ ܢܗܘܘܢ ܗܠܝܢ 
ܡܢ ܗܠܝܢ ܣܩܘܒ�ܠܝ̈ܐ

ܥܠ ܓܠܝܙܘܬܐ ܕܝܢ 
ܘܥܠ ܩܢܝܘܬܐ

[ܐܦ‍]‍ܠ‍ܐ ܚܕܐ ܡܼܢ[ 
ܗܠ‍ܝ‍]‍ܢ ܕܝ�ܠܝ̈ܐ 

ܕܣܩܘ̈ܒܠܝܬܐ ܗܠܝܢ 
]ܕܐܬܐܡܪ̈ܝܢ ܫܪܝܪܬܐ 

]......
ܕܠܘ ܡܼܢ ]ܐܢܢܩܐ ܚܕܐ 

ܡܢ ܗܠܝܢ ܠܡܘܩܒܠܢܐ 
ܬܗܘܐ ......[
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ταῦτα τῶν 
τοιούτων ἐνα-
ντίων ὧν οὐδέν 
ἐστιν ἀνὰ μέσον·

ܗܠܝܢ. ܐܝܠܝܢ ܕܠܝܬ 
ܠܗܝܢ ܡܕܡ ܒܡܨܥܬܐ

ܣܩܘ̈ܒܠܝܬܐ ܕܕܐܝܟܿ 
ܗܠܝܢ: ܕܗܠܝܢ ܕܠܐ ܡܕܡ 

ܐܝܬܠܗܝܢ ܒܡܨܥܬܐ

ܕܐܝܟ ܗܟܢ ܕܗܠܝܢ ܕܠܐ 
ܡܕܡ ܐܝܬܘܗܝ ܡܨܥܝܐ

But with 
regard to 
privation and 
possession, 
neither of 
these afore-
mentioned 
things is true.

For it is not 
necessary for 
one or the 
other of them 
always to be-
long to a thing 
capable of 
receiving them, 
since if it is not 
yet natural for 
something to 
have sight it is 
not said either 
to be blind or 
to have sight; 
so that these 
would not be 
contraries of 
the sort that 
have nothing 
intermediate 
between them.

But with 
regard to 
privation and 
possession, 
also neither of 
these afore-
mentioned 
things is true.

For it is not 
always neces-
sary that one 
of them should 
relate to that 
which receives 
[it]. Since that 
which does 
not naturally 
have sight is 
not said to be 
blind and [is 
not said to be] 
sighted, such 
that [privation 
and posses-
sion] are not 
the same [type 
of] contraries, 
the kind that 
have nothing 
intermediate 
between them.

But with 
regard to 
privation and 
possession, 
also neither of 
these afore-
mentioned 
things is true.

For it is also 
not necessary 
that one of 
them should 
always belong 
to a thing 
capable of 
receiving it. 
Since that 
which is not 
yet natural to 
have sight, it is 
not said either 
to be blind or 
to have sight; 
so that they 
would not be 
those from 
the contraries 
of the sort, 
the kind that 
have nothing 
intermediate 
between them.

But with 
regard to 
privation and 
possession, 
also neither of 
these afore-
mentioned 
things is true.

For it is also 
not always 
necessary that 
one or the other 
of them should 
relate to that 
which receives 
them, as the 
case of the con-
traries which 
have nothing 
intermediate. 
Since that 
which is not yet 
natural to have 
sight, it is not 
said either to be 
blind or to have 
sight; so that 
they would not 
be those from 
the contraries 
of the sort, 
the kind that 
have nothing 
intermediate 
between them.

But with 
regard to 
privation and 
possession, 
also neither of 
[these] contra-
ries of the sort, 
these
 [aforemen-
tioned things, 
is true…] that 
[it is] not from
[necessity that 
one of them 
should relate 
to that which 
receives it…]
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Ὅσα δὲ ὡς
κατάφασις καὶ 
ἀπόφασις ἀντί-
κειται, φανερὸν 
ὅτι κατ’ οὐδένα 
τῶν εἰρημένων 
τρόπων ἀντί-
κειται·
ἐπὶ μόνων γὰρ 
τούτων ἀνα-
γκαῖον ἀεὶ τὸ 
μὲν ἀληθὲς τὸ 
δὲ ψεῦδος αὐτῶν 
εἶναι. οὔτε γὰρ 
ἐπὶ τῶν ἐνα-
ντίων ἀναγκαῖον 
ἀεὶ θάτερον μὲν 
ἀληθὲς εἶναι θά-
τερον δὲ ψεῦδος, 
οὔτε ἐπὶ τῶν 
πρός τι, οὔτε ἐπὶ 
τῆς ἕξεως καὶ 
στερήσεως·
οἷον ὑγίεια καὶ 
νόσος ἐναντία, 
καὶ οὐδέτερόν γε 
οὔτε ἀληθὲς οὔτε 
ψεῦδός ἐστιν· 
ὡσαύτως δὲ καὶ 
τὸ διπλάσιον 
καὶ τὸ ἥμισυ 
ὡς τὰ πρός τι 
ἀντίκειται, καὶ 
οὐκ ἔστιν αὐτῶν 
οὐδέτερον οὔτε 
ἀληθὲς οὔτε 
ψεῦδος· οὐδέ γε 
τὰ κατὰ

ܟܠ ܕܝܢ
 ܕܒܩܛܦܣܝܣ 
ܘܒܐܦܘܦܣܝܣ 

ܕܠܩܘܒܠܝܝܢ ܓܠܝܐ
ܕܐܦ ܠܐ ܒܚܕ ܡܢ ܙܢܝ̈ܐ 
ܕܐܬܐܡܪ ܕܠܩܘܒܠܝܝܢ 

ܒܠܚܘܕ

ܥܠ ܗܠܝܢ ܐܠܨܐ 
ܕܐܡܝܢܐܝܬ ܗܿܘ ܡܿܢ 
ܕܓܠܝܐ ܢܗܘܐ ܘܗܿܘ 

ܫܪܝܪܐ.

 ܐܦܠܐ ܓܝܪ ܥܠ  ܐܝܠܝܢ 
ܕܕܠܩܘܒܠܐ ܐܠܨܐ 

ܐܡܝܢܐܝܬ ܕܚܕ ܬܗܘܐ 
ܫܪܝܪܐ ܘܚܕ ܕܓܠܐ. ܘܐܦܠܐ 

ܐܝܠܝܢ ܕܠܘܬ ܡܕܡ. 
ܘܐܦ ܠܐ ܥܠ  ܐܝܬܘܬܐ 

ܘܓܠܝܙܘܬܐ

ܐܝܟ ܙܢܐ ܕܟܘܪܗܢܐ 
ܘܚܘܠܡܢܐ ܕܠܩܘܒܠܐ 

ܐܦܠܐ ܐܝܠܝܢ ܕܠܐ ܗܕܐ ܘܠܐ 
ܗܕܐ ܠܐ ܫܪܝܪܐ ܘܠܐ ܕܓܠܐ 

ܗܟܘܬ ܕܝܢ ܐܦ ܐܥܦܐ 
ܦܠܓܐ ܐܝܟ ܕܡܢ ܐܝܠܝܢ 
ܕܠܘܬ ܡܕܡ ܕܠܩܘܒܠܝܢ 
ܘܠܝܬ ܡܢܗܘܢ ܘܠܐ ܚܕ 
ܡܢܗܘܢ ܘܠܐ ܫܪܝܪܐ ܘܠܐ 

ܕܓܠܐ
ܘܐܦ ܠܐ ܐܝܠܝܢ ܕܥܠ 

ܓܠܝܙܘܬܐ ܘܐܝܬܘܬܐ ܐܟܙܢܐ 
ܕܚܙܬܐ ܣܡܝܘܬܐ ܟܠܢܐܝܬ 

ܕܝܢ ܡܢ ܐܝܠܝܢ ܕܐܦܠܐ 
ܒܚܕܐ ܡܢ ܓܠܝܙܘܬܐ 

ܟܠܗܝܢ ܕܝܢ ܗܠܝܢ ܕܐܝܟ 
ܦܛܦܣܝܣ ܘܐܦܦܣܝܣ 

ܣܝܡܝܢ ܕܠܩܘܒܠܐܝܬ: 
ܓܠܝܐ ܗ̱ܝ. ܕܐܦܠܐ ܒܚܕ 

ܡܢ ܗܠܝܢ ܙܢܝ̈ܐ ܕܐܬܐܡܪܘ 
ܕܠܩܘܒܠܝܝܢ

ܥܠ ܗܠܝܢ ܓܝܪ 
ܒܠܚܘܕܝܗܝܢ ܒܟܠܙܒܢ 
ܐܝܬܝܗܿ ܐܠܝܨܬܐ. ܕܗܿܝ 

ܡܿܢ ܡܢܗܝܢ ܫܪܝܪܬܐ: ܗܿܝ 
ܕܓܠܬܐ.

ܐܦܠܐ ܓܝܪ ܥܠ ܗܠܝܢ 
ܣܩܘ̈ܒܠܝܬܐ ܐܝܬܝܗܿ 

ܐܠܝܨܬܐ ܒܟܠܙܒܢ. ܕܚܕܐ 
ܡܿܢ ܫܪܝܪܬܐ ܬܗܘܐ 

ܐܝܬܝܗܿ. ܗܿܝ ܕܝܢ ܐܚ̱ܪܬܐ 
ܕܓܠܬܐ. ܐܦܠܐ ܥܠ 

ܗܠܝܢ ܕܠܘܬ ܡܕܡ. ܐܦܠܐ 
ܥܠ ܩܢܝܘܬܐ ܘܓܠܝܙܘܬܐ

ܕܐܝܟ ܐܝܟܢ ܚܘܠܡܢܐ 
ܘܟܘܪܗܢܐ ܣܩܘܒ̈ܠܝܝܢ 

ܘܐܦܠܐ ܚܕܐ ܡܢܗܝܢ ܟܝܬ 
ܐܝܬܝܗܘܢ ܘܠܐ ܫܪܪܐ ܘܠܐ 

ܕܓܠܘܬܐ ܗ݂ܘ ܗܟܘܬ 
ܕܝܢ ܐܦ ܥܐܦܐ ܘܦܠܓܐ 

ܐܝܟ ܗܠܝܢ ܕܠܘܬ 
ܡܕܡ ܕܠܩܘܒܠܝܝܢ 

ܘܠܐ ܐܝܬܝܗܝܢ ܐܦܠܐ ܚܕܐ 
ܡܢܗܝܢ ܘܠܐ ܫܪܪܐ ܘܠܐ 

ܕܓܠܘܬܐ
ܘܐܦܠܐ ܟܝܬ ܗܠܝܢ ܕܐܝܟ 
ܓܠܝܙܘܬܐ ܘܩܢܝܘܬܐ ܕܐܝܟ 

ܐܝܟܢ ܚܙܬܐ ܘܣܡܝܘܬܐ 
ܕܟܠ ܟܠܗ ܕܝܢ ܡܢ 

ܟܠܗܘܢ ܖܝܢ 
ܕܐܝܟ ܩܛܦܣܝܣ 

ܘܐܦܘܦܣܝܣ ܣܝܡܝܢ 
ܕܠܩܘܒܠܐ. ܓܠܝܐ ܕܐܦ 
ܠܐ ܐܝܟ ܚܕ ܡܢ ܗܠܝܢ 
ܙܢܝ̈ܐ ܕܐܬܐܡܪܘ ܣܝܡܝܢ 

ܕܠܩܘܒܠܐܝܬ

 ܥܠ ܗܠܝܢ ܓܝܪ 
ܒܠܚܘܕܝܗܘܢ ܒܟܠ ܙܒܢ 
ܐܢܢܩܐ. ܕܗܿܘ ܡܢ ܫܪܝܪܐ. 

ܗܿܘ ܕܝܢ ܕܓܠܐ ܢܗܘܐ.

ܘܠܐ ܓܝܪ ܥܠ ܗܠܝܢ 
ܣܩܘܒ�ܠܝ̈ܐ ܒܟܠ 

ܙܒܢ ܐܢܢܩܐ: ܕܐܚܪܢܐ ܡܢ 
ܫܪܝܪܐ ܢܗܘܐ: ܐܚܪܢܐ ܕܝܢ 
ܕܓܠܐ. ܘܠܐ ܥܠ ܗܠܝܢ 
ܕܠܘܬ ܡܕܡ. ܘܠܐ ܥܠ 

ܓܠܝܙܘܬܐ
ܘܩܢܝܘܬܐ

 ܕܐܝܟ ܐܝܟܢ ܚܘܠܡܢܐ 
ܘܟܘܪܗܢܐ ܣܩܘܒ�ܠܝ̈ܐ

ܘܠܐ ܕܝܢ ܐܚܪܢܐ ܘܠܐ ܫܪܝܪܐ 
ܘܠܐ ܕܓܠܐ ܐܝܬܘܗܝ 

ܗ̣ܘ ܗܟܘܬ ܕܝܢ ܘܐܥܦܐ 
ܘܦܠܓܐ ܐܝܟ ܡܠܝܢ 
ܕܠܘܬ ܡܕܡ ܣܝܡܝܢ 

ܕܠܩܘܒܠܐ ܘܠܐ ܐܝܬܘܗܝ 
ܘܠܐ ܐܚܪܢܐ ܡܢܗܘܢ ܘܠܐ 

ܫܪܝܪܐ ܘܠܐ ܕܓܠܐ
ܘܠܐ ܕܝܢ ܗܠܝܢ ܕ

ܒܓܠܝܙܘܬܐ ܘܩܢܝܘܬܐ 
ܕܐܝܟ ܐܝܟܢ ܚܙܬܐ 

ܘܣܡܝܘܬܐ ܟܠ ܟܠܗ 
ܕܝܢ ܡܢ ܗܠܝܢ ܕܐܦ ܠܐ 

ܚܡܝܡܘܬܐ ]......
ܓܠܐ: ܐܠܐ ܐܢ  ܐܦܠܐ ܡܕ
]...[ ܟܒܢܐ ܠܗܠܝܢ 

ܒܡܠܬܐ
 ܩܛܦܛܝܩܝܬܐ 

ܘܐܦܘܦܛܝܩܝܬܐ. ܗ̄ 
ܩܪܝܪܐ ܐܝܬܘ̄

ܚܡܝܡܐ ܐܝܬܘ̄. 
ܠܝܬܘ̄ ܩܪܝܪܐ ܠܝܬܘ̄ 

]ܚ‍[ܡܝܡܐ. ܬܘܒ
ܘܒܗܠܝܢ ܕܠܘܬ ܡܕܡ 
ܠܝܬ ܠܐ ܫ‍]ܪܪܐ[ ܘܐܦܠܐ 

ܕܓܠܘܬܐ
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στέρησιν καὶ 
ἕξιν, οἷον ἡ ὄψις 
καὶ ἡ τυφλότης· 
ὅλως δὲ τῶν 
κατὰ μηδεμίαν 
συμπλοκὴν λε-
γομένων οὐδὲν 
οὔτε ἀληθὲς 
ὄυτε ψεῦδός 
ἐστιν· πάντα 
δὲ τὰ εἰρημένα 
ἄνευ συμπλοκῆς 
λέγεται.

ܡܬܐܡܪ̈ܢ ܘܠܐ ܡܕܡ 
ܫܪܝܪܐ ܘܠܐ ܕܓܠܐ ܟܠ 

ܓܝܪ ܕܡܬܐܡܪ̈ܢ ܒܠܥܕ 
ܡܢ ܓܕܝܠܘܬܐ ܡܬܐܡܪ̈ܢ

ܗܠܝܢ ܕܐܦܠܐ ܒܚܕ ܥܘܪܙܠܐ 
ܡܬܐܡܪ̈ܢ ܐܦܠܐ ܡܕܡ 

ܘܠܐ ܫܪܪܐ ܘܠܐ ܕܓܠܘܬܐ 
ܐܝܬܘܗܝ ܟܠܗܝܢ ܕܝܢ 
ܗܠܝܢ ܕܐܬܐܡܪ̈ܝ ܕܠܐ 

ܥܘܪܙܠܐ ܡܬܐܡܪ̈ܢ

ܒܚܕ ܥܘܪܙܠܐ ܡܬܐܡܪܝܢ 
ܘܠܐ ܚܕ ܘܠܐ ܫܪܝܪܐ ܘܠܐ 

ܕܓܠܐ ܐܝܬܘܗܝ ܟܠܗܘܢ 
ܕܝܢ ܗܠܝܢ ܕܐܡܪ̈ܝܢ ܣܛܪ 

ܡܢ ܥܘܪܙܠܐ ܡܬܐܡܪ̈ܝܢ

As to things 
opposed as 
affirmation 
and negation, 
it is plain that 
they are not 
opposed in any 
of the above 
ways,

for only with 
them is it 
necessary 
always for one 
to be true and 
the other one 
false. For with 
contraries it is 
not necessary 
always for one 
to be true and 
the other false, 
nor with rela-
tives nor with 
possession and 
privation.

All things that 
are contrary 
as affirmation 
and negation, 
it is clear that 
they are con-
trary in none 
of the ways 
that have been 
mentioned.
Only in the 
case of these is 
it always nec-
essary that
one should be 
true and one 
false. For it 
is not always 
necessary
in the case of 
things that are 
contrary that 
one should be 
true and one 
false, not even 
in the case of

All things that 
are contrary 
as affirmation 
and negation, 
it is clear that 
they are con-
trary in none 
of these ways 
that have been 
mentioned.
Only in the 
case of these 
is it always 
necessary that 
one should be 
true and the 
other false. For 
it is not always 
necessary in 
the case of 
things that are 
contrary that 
one should be 
true and one 
false, not even 
in the case of 

All things that 
are contrary 
as affirmation 
and negation, 
it is clear that 
they are con-
trary in none 
of these ways 
that have been 
mentioned.
Only in the 
case of these is 
it always nec-
essary that one 
should be true 
and one false. 
For it is not al-
ways necessary 
in the case of 
things that are 
contrary that 
one should be 
true and the 
other false, not 
even in the 
case of things

Heat …
also not false, 
unless…a 
girdle for 
these (heat 
and cold) with 
affirmative 
and negative 
statement,
i. e. it is cold,
it is hot, it is 
not cold, it is 
not hot. Again
and with 
relatives there 
is neither truth 
nor falsehood.
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For example, 
health and 
sickness are 
contraries, 
and neither is 
either true or 
false; similarly, 
the double 
and the half 
are opposed 
as relatives, 
and neither of 
them is either 
true or false; 
nor are cases 
of possession 
and privation, 
such as sight 
and blindness. 
Nothing, in 
fact, that is 
said without 
combination is 
either true or 
false; and all 
the above are 
said without 
combination.

things that are 
relative, nor
in the case of 
possession and 
deprivation.
For example, 
sickness and 
health are 
contrary, but 
neither the one 
nor the other 
is true or false. 
Likewise, also 
double and 
half are con-
trary as being 
relatives, and 
yet neither one 
of them is true 
or false, and 
also none of 
the things that 
concern dep-
rivation and 
possession, for 
example, sight 
and blind-
ness. Of those 
things that are 
not said by any 
combination, 
absolutely 
none of them 
can be true or 
false. All the 
things [here] 
mentioned are 
said without 
combination.

things that are 
relative, nor 
in the case of 
possession and 
deprivation. 
For example, 
health and 
sickness are 
contrary, and 
neither of 
them is either 
true or false. 
Likewise, also 
double and 
half are con-
trary as being 
relatives, and 
yet neither one 
of them is true 
or false; and 
also none of 
the things like 
deprivation 
and possession, 
for example, 
sight and 
blindness. On 
the whole, of 
those things 
that are not 
said by any 
combination, 
none of them 
can be truth or 
falsehood. All 
these things 
mentioned are 
said without 
combination.

that are rela-
tive, nor in the 
case of dep-
rivation and 
possession.
For example, 
health and 
sickness are 
contrary, and 
neither is 
either true or 
false. Likewise, 
also double 
and half are 
contrary as 
being relatives, 
and yet neither 
one of them is 
true or false;
and also none 
of the things 
that concern 
deprivation 
and possession, 
for example, 
sight and 
blindness. On 
the whole, of 
those things 
that are not 
said by any 
combination, 
none of them 
can be true 
or false. All 
these things 
mentioned are 
said without 
combination.
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(verso)

ἐπὶ δέ γε τῆς 
καταφάσεως 
καὶ τῆς ἀποφά-
σεως ἀεί, ἐάν 
τε ᾖ ἐάν τε μὴ 
ᾖ, τὸ μὲν ἕτερον 
ἔσται ψεῦδος 
τὸ δὲ ἕτερον 
ἀληθές·
τὸ γὰρ νοσεῖν 
Σωκράτη καὶ τὸ 
μὴ νοσεῖν Σω-
κράτη, ὄντος τε 
αὐτοῦ φανερὸν 
ὅτι τὸ ἕτερον 
αὐτῶν ἀληθὲς ἢ 
ψεῦδος, καὶ μὴ 
ὄντος ὁμοίως·
τὸ μὲν γὰρ 
νοσεῖν μὴ ὄντος 
ψεῦδος, τὸ δὲ μὴ 
νοσεῖν ἀληθές·

ܥܠ
ܐܦܘܦܣܝܣ 
ܘܩܛܦܣܝܣ

 ܐܢ ܬܗܘܐ ܘܐܢ ܠܐ ܬܗܘܐ. 
ܚܕܐ ܗܘܝܐ ܕܓܠܐ ܘܐܚܪܬܐ 

ܫܪܝܪܬܐ.

 ܕܢܬܟܪܗ ܕܝܢ 
ܣܘܩܪܛܝܣ ܘܕܠܐ 

ܢܬܟܪܗ. ܟܕ ܐܝܬܘܗܝ 
ܗ̣ܘ̣. ܓܠܝܐ ܗܝ ܕܚܕܐ 

ܡܢܗܝܢ ܫܪܝܪܐ ܐܘ ܕܓܠܐ. 
ܘܟܕ ܠܝܬܘܗܝ ܗܟܢܐ. 

ܕܢܬܟܪܗ ܓܝܪ ܗ̇ܘ ܡ̇ܢ 
ܕܠܝܬܘܗܝ ܕܓܠܐ. ܘܕܠܐ 

ܢܬܟܪܗ ܕܝܢ ܫܪܝܪܐ

ܥܠ ܕܝܢ
ܩܛܦܣܝܣ ܘܥܠ 

ܐܦܦܣܝܣ ܒܟܠܙܒܢ 
ܐܢ ܟܝܬ ܐܝܬܘܗܝ. ܘܐܢ 

ܟܝܬ ܠܝܬܘܗܝ ܗ̇ܝ ܡ̇ܢ 
ܚܕܐ ܕܓܠܬܐ: ܗ̇ܝ ܕܝܢ 

ܐܚ̱ܪܬܐ ܫܪܝܪܬܐ.

ܗ̇ܝ ܓܝܪ ܕܟܪܝܗ 
ܣܘܩܪܛܝܣ ܘܗ̇ܝ ܕܠܐ 

ܟܪܝܗ ܣܘܩܪܛܝܣ: ܟܕ 
ܟܝܬ ܐܝܬܘܗܝ: ܓܠܝܐ 

ܗ̱ܝ ܕܚܕܐ ܡܢܗܝܢ ܫܪܝܪܬܐ 
ܐܘ̇ ܕܓܠܬܐ ܐܝܬܝܗ̇. 
ܘܟܕ ܠܝܬܘܗܝ: ܒܗ̇ 

ܒܕܡܘܬܐ ܗ̇ܝ ܡ̇ܢ ܓܝܪ 
ܕܟܪܝܗ ܟܕ ܠܝܬܘܗܝ 
ܕܓܠܬܐ: ܗ̇ܝ ܕܝܢ ܕܠܐ 

ܟܪܝܗ ܫܪܝܪܬܐ

ܥܠ ܕܝܢ
 ܩܛܦܣܝܣ 

ܘܐܦܦܣܝܣ ܘܐܢ ܗܘ݂ 
ܕܐܝܬܘܗܝ ܘܐܢ ܗܘ݂ ܕܠܐ 
ܐܝܬܘܗܝ ܒܟܠ ܙܒܢ 

ܗ̇ܝ ܡ̇ܢ ܐܚܪܬܐ ܕܓܠܬܐ 
ܬܗܘܐ. ܗ̇ܝ ܕܝܢ ܐܚܪܬܐ 

ܫܪܝܪܬܐ.

 ܗ̇ܝ ܕܝܢ ܕܟܪܝܗ 
ܣܘܩܪܛܝܣ ܘܗ̇ܝ ܕܠܐ 
ܟܪܝܗ: ܟܕ ܐܝܬܘܗܝ 

ܗ݂ܘ ܓܠܝܐ ܗܝ̣. ܕܗ̇ܝ 
ܐܚܪܬܐ ܡܢܗܝܢ ܫܪܝܪܬܐ 
ܐܘ ܕܓܠܬܐ ܐܝܬܝܗ̇. 

ܒܗ̇ ܕܝܢ ܒܕܡܘܬܐ ܘܟܕ ܠܐ 
ܐܝܬܘܗܝ. ܗ̇ܝ ܡܿܢ ܓܝܪ 

ܕܟܪܝܗ݂ ܟܕ ܠܐ ܐܝܬܘܗܝ 
ܕܓܠܬܐ ܗ̇ܝ ܕܝܢ ܕܠܐ 

ܟܪܝܗ ܫܪܝܪܬܐ

ܫܪܪܐ ܐܝ‍]‍ܬ[ ܒܗܘܢ]...
ܕܒܪܢܫܐ ܚܿܙܐ: ܒܪܢܫܐ 

]ܣ‍[‍ܡܸ‍ܐ. ܠܐ ܚܿܙܐ ܐܠܐ ܣܡܸܐ
ܘܐܡܬܝ ܕܡܬܪ̈ܟܒܢ. 
ܗܝܕܝܢ ܩܛܦܣ̄ ܐܝܬܘ̄
ܘܐܦܘܦܣ̄. ܘܡܕܝܢ: 

ܒܗܠܝܢ ܣܘܥܪ̈ܢܐ ܕܠܝܬ 
ܒܗܘܢ

But with an af-
firmation and 
negation one 
will always 
be false and 
the other true 
whether he 
exists or not.

For take 
‘Socrates is 
sick’ and 
‘Socrates is 
not sick’: if he 
exists it is

With regard to 
negation and 
affirmation, 
whether [the 
subject] exists 
or not, one of 
them is false 
and the other 
is true.

That Socrates 
is sick and not 
sick; when he 
does exist, it is 
clear that one 
of these is true

But with 
regard to 
affirmation 
and negation, 
whether [the 
subject] exists 
or not, one of 
them is always 
false and the 
other true.

That ‘Socrates 
is sick’ and 
‘Socrates is 
not sick’: if he 
exists it is clear 
that one of

But with regard 
to affirmation 
and negation, 
whether [the 
subject] exists 
or not, one 
of them will 
always be false 
and the other 
true.

That ‘Socrates 
is sick’ and 
‘Socrates is 
not sick’: if he 
exists it is clear 
that one

There is truth 
in them (one of 
these) …
That a man 
sees; a blind 
man doesn’t 
see, but is 
blind.
And when they 
are formed, 
then it is an 
affirmation
and negation. 
And then in 
these actual 
things in which 
there is no …
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clear that one 
or the other of 
them will be 
true or false, 
and likewise 
if he does not; 
for if he does 
not exist ‘he 
is sick’ is false 
but ‘he is not 
sick’ is true.

or false, and 
likewise when 
he does not ex-
ist. For to the 
one who does 
not exist, ‘to 
be sick’ is false, 
and ‘to be not 
sick’ is true.

them is true or 
false, and if he 
does not exist 
‘he is sick’ is 
false but ‘he 
is not sick’ is 
true.

of them is true 
or false, and 
likewise if he 
does not exist 
‘he is sick’ is 
false but ‘he 
is not sick’ is 
true.

The following facts emerge from the comparison above:

1. The Turfan fragments are not from a literal translation of the Categories, 
but rather a concise paraphrase or commentary. As already pointed out by 
Brock, the Syriac commentary tradition of the Organon consists, on the 
one hand, of general introductions to the Organon (Syriac translation of 
Porphyry’s Isagoge and other Syriac introductions written by authors in the 
sixth and seventh centuries22), and on the other, of diverse commentaries 
on individual books. The authors of the commentaries on the Categories 
include e. g. Sergius of Reš ͑aina, George, Bishop of the Arabs, Išoʿbokht, 
David bar Paulos, Moše bar Kepha, Dionysius bar Ṣalibi and Bar Hebrae-
us.23 An updated list of the extant Syriac translations of the Organon and 
the main commentary tradition can now be found in Kessel 2019.24 To my 
knowledge, the Turfan version doesn’t correspond with any hitherto discov-
ered treatise in the Syriac commentary tradition.

2. The Aristotelian text in the Turfan version is occasionally rearranged or 
expanded for the purpose of a clearer and more efficient presentation of the 
original thought.25 As we have seen above, lines 4–6 of Folio a verso are 

22	 I. e. Sergius of Rešʿaina, Paul the Persian, Probus, Athanasius of Balad and Jacob of 
Edessa etc. According to Brock some of these “concentrate primarily on the contents of 
the Categories”, see Brock 1993, p. 5.

23	 See Brock 1993, King 2010, Kessel 2019. Not a few Syriac commentaries on the 
Categories remain unedited; but see recently Watt 2015, Aydin 2016 and 2019.

24	 See pp. 393–401. For an earlier version see appendix of Brock 1993, pp. 12–13.
25	 On the “inventor” of the philosophical paraphrase, see Falcon 2016, pp. 363–366.
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an explanatory interpolation parallel to the Categories 12 a11–13, 17–18. An 
example of expansion can be found at the very beginning of Folio a verso. 
The original sentence in Greek – οὐ γὰρ ἐνδέχεται τὸ πῦρ ψυχρὸν εἶναι οὐδὲ 
τὴν χιόνα μέλαιναν, “For it is not possible for fire to be cold or snow black” – 
is slightly expanded in the Turfan version (different from the three Syriac 
translations) and turns into ܕܠܐ ܡܨܝܐ ܕܢܘܪܐ ܬ]ܗܘܐ ܩܪܝܪܐ ܘ‍ܠ‍‍[‍ܐ ܬܠܓܐ ܢܗܘܐ ܚܡܝܡ ܐܘ ܐܘܟܡ, “That 
it is not possible that fire [should be cold or] snow should be hot or black.”

3. The Turfan version can sometimes be quite literal, as a result of which 
part of the lost text can be safely reconstructed from the parallel texts in the 
other Syriac Categories. The lacunose Folio a (verso) serves again as a good 
example, since the gap between SyrHT 285 a and n419 a/n417 b can be filled 
to a significant extent in this way. This is especially obvious in the first few 
lines: ܗܘܐ ܩܪܝܪܐ ܘ‍ܠ‍‍[‍ܐ[ܬ in the first line, ܒ‍ܠܢܐ‍]ܠܘ ܠܟܠ ܡܿܢ ܡ‍‍ܩ‍[ in the second, and ܡܼܢ ܗ]ܠܝܢ 
.in the third ܫܟܝ‍ܚ‍[‍ܬܐ

4. Regarding the translation technique, the Turfan Categories share a num-
ber of similarities with A, J, and G. The following philosophical terms are 
translated consistently in all the four versions: ἀληθές (ܫܪܪܐ/ܫܪܝܪܐ), ἴδιον (ܕܝܠܝܬܐ), 
ὅταν (ܐܡܬܝ ܕ), πρᾶγμα (ܣܘܥܪܢܐ), πρός τι (ܠܘܬ ܡܕܡ), σῶμα (ܓܘܫܡܐ), στέρησις (ܓܠܝܙܘܬܐ). 
Slight differences can be detected in words like ἐνδέχομαι and ὠχρός, but they 
are not essential (see Appendix 1). The same applies to the translation of the 
verb εἶναι, whereas T agrees with the other versions and uses both ܐܝܬ and 
ܐܝܬܘܗܝ although J also uses) ܬܗܘܐ/ܢܗܘܐ ܬܗܘܐ/ܢܗܘܐ   The similarities shared by .(ܐܝܬܝܗܿ 
these versions suggest that T probably also comes from a later period of the 
Syriac translation movement, i. e. from the sixth century onward, in which 
there was “an ever increasing desire to provide mirror translations of the 
Greek originals.”26 This is furthermore confirmed by the mirror techniques 
applied in the following terms: 1. the use of ܕܝܠܝܬܐ instead of ܕܝܠܝܘܬܐ to represent 
ἴδιον (adjective for adjective);27 2. the use of ܐܡܬܝ ܕ instead of the earlier ܡܐ ܕ to 
represent ὅταν.28

5. The Turfan fragments probably preserve elements from a fourth version 
of Syriac Categories, which is most probably dated after A. This can be ob-
served from a series of terms in which the texts differ:

26	 Brock 1990, p. 322. According to King, the date of the earliest of the three extant 
Syriac translations, namely the Anonymous, should be located in the first half of the sixth 
century, see King 2010, p. 34. For the sixth century as a watershed, see e. g. Brock 1983.

27	 King 2010, p. 71.
28	 King 2010, p. 75.
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a)	 For θερμότης, κατάφασις, λευκόν, ὥστε, T agrees with A and G, against J. 
For θερμότης, T, A and G use ܚܡܝܡܘܬܐ, while J uses ܫܚܝܢܘܬܐ. For κατάφασις, T, 
A and G use ܐܦܘܦܣܝܣ (although T uses an abbreviation ̄ܐܦܘܦܣ), while J uses 
 For ὥστε, T, A .ܚܘܪܘܬܐ while J adopts ,ܚܘܪܐ For λευκόν, T, A and G use .ܩܛܐܦܣܝܣ
and G use ܡܕܝܢ (although A also uses ܐܝܟܢܐ ܕ), while J uses ܐܝܟܢܐ ܟܝܬ ܕ.

b)	For ἕξις, ἐναντίος, τὰ πρός τι, T agrees with J and G, against A. For ἕξις, T, 
J, and G use ܩܢܝܘܬܐ (although J also uses ܐܟܣܝܣ), while A uses ܐܟܣܝܣ ,ܡܣܬܬܘܬܐ, 
 ,the same term adopted by J and G; A ,ܣܩܘܒܠܝܐ For ἐναντίος, T uses .ܐܝܬܘܬܐ
however, uses ܕܠܩܘܒܠܐ. For τὰ πρός τι, T agrees with J and G (ܗܠܝܢ ܕܠܘܬ ܡܕܡ), 
while ܐܝܠܝܢ ܕܠܘܬ ܡܕܡ is used in A.

c)	 For ἀπόφασις, T agrees with A, against J and G. T and A use ܐܦܘܦܣܝܣ (al-
though T uses an abbreviation ̄ܐܦܘܦܣ), while J uses ܡܪܝܡܢܘܬܐ or ܐܦܦܣܝܣ, G uses 
.ܐܦܦܣܝܣ

d)	For ἐναντία, οὐδέτερον, ὑπάρχω, ψεῦδος, T agrees with J against A and G. 
For the plural form of ἐναντίος, ἐναντία, T agrees with J and uses the fem-
inine form ܣܩܘܒ̈ܠܝܬܐ, while G uses another plural form ܣܩܘܒ�ܠܝ̈ܐ and A uses 
 ܠܐ ܚܕ A uses the masculine form ,ܠܐ ܚܕܐ ܡܢ For οὐδέτερον, T and J use .ܕܠܩܘܒ̈ܠܝܬܐ

-a literal rendering of the Greek orgin ,ܠܐ ܚܪܢܐ ܡܢ and G consistantly uses ,ܡܢ
al.29 For ὑπάρχω, T agrees with J by using (ܬܗܘܐ) ܫܟܝܚܐ, while A uses ܢܗܘܐ and 
G ܢܗܘܐ  while A and G ,ܕܓܠܘܬܐ For ψεῦδος, T agrees with J by using .ܐܝܬܘܗܝ 
consistently use ܕܓܠܐ .

e)	 For ἀποφατικός, καταφατικός, T agrees with G against A and J. For the 
translation of ἀποφατικός, A uses ܦܣܩܐ ܕܠܐ, J ܡܪܝܡܢܘܬܐ, while T uses a similar 
loan as ܐܦܘܦܛܝܩܝܐ in G and employs the adjectival suffix -āyā to create a new 
adjective, a technique used by sixth- and seventh-century translators.30 
Similar observations apply to καταφατικός.

f)	 For ἀλλά, συμπλοκή, ἀναγκαῖος/ἀνάγκη, T differs from all the other 
versions. For ἀλλά, T uses ܐܢ  For .ܐܠܐ while all the other versions use ,ܐܠܐ 
συμπλοκή, A ܓܕܝܠܘܬܐ, J and G ܥܘܪܙܠܐ, while T uses ܟܒܢܐ. For ἀναγκαῖος/ἀνάγκη, 
A uses both ܐܠܨܐ and ܐܢܢܩܐ but indiscriminately, J “shows a surprising level 
of variety” but occasionally draws a distinction between the noun ἀνάγκη 
-con ܐܢܢܩܐ and G alone uses the loan ,(ܐܠܝܨܬܐ) and the adjective ἀναγκαῖος (ܐܢܢܩܐ)
sistently.31 T on the one hand agrees with A by using both ܐܠܨܐ and ܐܢܢܩܐ but 
indiscriminately, on the other differs from A by using ܡܼܢ ܐܢܢܩܐ.

29	 See also King 2010, p. 47: “For the neuter plural forms which we find so often in 
Aristotle, A and J both tend to prefer the feminine, G often the masculine …”

30	 See King 2010, p. 51: “ὥστε = ܕ ܐܝܟܢܐ (c. 44 %) or ܡܕܝܢ (c. 56 %) in A; ܐܝܟܢܐ ܟܝܬ ܕ in J; ܡܕܝܢ 
in G. There seems no very consistent reason behind the choice made in each case by A. It 
is clear, however, that J has picked up one of A’s equivalents and used it with consistency, 
whereas G has used the other with similar results.”

31	 For the translation of the noun ἀνάγκη and the adjective ἀναγκαῖος, see King 2010, 
pp. 57, 242.
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Given the mixed evidence, the relationship between T and the other versions 
is a complex one. Still, the fact that T doesn’t follow consistently any of the 
other three versions suggests that T could preserve elements from a fourth 
version of the Syriac Categories.32 It comes as no surprise that no term is 
shared by T, A, and J, since there are also fewer verbal equivalences shared 
by A and J against G than the contrary case (verbal equivalences shared by 
A and G against J).33 The fact that T is later than A is also indicated by the 
following two points: 1. Regarding the translation of τὰ πρός τι: unlike the 
anonymous version which uses ܐܝܠܝܢ ܕܠܘܬ ܡܕܡ, the Turfan version, along with 
J, G, uses ܗܠܝܢ ܕܠܘܬ ܡܕܡ. The use of ܗܠܝܢ rather than ܐܝܠܝܢ in these cases, as King 
points out, “is a typical trait of the later period.”34 2. For the Greek term 
ἐναντίος T uses ܣܩܘܒܠܝܐ, the same term adopted by J and G; A, however, uses 
 a term also used for ἀντίθεσις – and thus fails to make a distinction – ܕܠܩܘܒܠܐ
between ἐναντιότης and ἀντίθεσις.35 If we accept that the distinction goes 
back to Sergius,36 T should also postdate Sergius (d. 536).

Concluding remarks

In this paper I have demonstrated that the seven hitherto unidentified 
Syriac fragments discovered in Turfan can be reconstructed as two sep-
arate partial folios, one after the other, from the same manuscript, which 
contains a Syriac paraphrase of or commentary on Aristotle’s Categories. 
Dated roughly to the 9 th–13 th centuries, this manuscript has regrettably suf-
fered severe damage as a result both of human causes (the second folio has 
been turned upside down) and of natural causes (water damage and faded 
ink). The remnant concerns the latter part of “On Opposites”, Chapter 7 of 
Aristotle’s Categories, dealing with the third and fourth type of the oppo-
sites: ἕξις/στέρησις and ἀπόφασις/κατάφασις. On the basis of an analysis of 
the translation of philosophical terms in diverse Syriac versions, I conclude 
that the Turfan version seemingly preserves elements from a fourth version 
of the Syriac Categories, which would have come from a later period of 
the Syriac translation movement, i. e. the period from the sixth century 

32	 See Hugonnard-Roche 2004, pp. 11–12: “Rappelons, par exemple, que l’on n’exé-
cuta pas moins de quatre traductions des Catégories (dont trois seulement sont conservées) 
durant cette période de temps.”

33	 See King 2010, p. 83, where a whole series of individual lexical equivalences shared 
by A and G against J are listed. There are fewer examples in the contrary case, namely A 
and J share verbal equivalences against G, see King 2010, p. 84.

34	 King 2010, p. 47.
35	 King 2010, pp. 58, 236–237.
36	 Hugonnard-Roche 1987, pp. 215–216.
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onward, in which much greater attention was paid to the significant than 
to the signifié. It is, however, most probably later than the extant earliest 
Anonymous version and postdates Sergius. Although not a literal transla-
tion, the Turfan version of the Categories can occasionally be so literal that 
part of the lost text can be safely reconstructed on the basis of the paral-
lels in the other Syriac Categories. The author is obviously a specialist in 
Aristotelian philosophy, as he is very good at interpolating and extending 
the original text so as to make a clearer and more efficient presentation 
of the original thought. The remnant also provides a list of philosophical 
terms, including a number of Greek loans, which bears witness to the di-
versity of the translation techniques employed during the legendary period 
of the Syriac translation movement. All this valuable information adds to 
our knowledge of the translation and transmission history of Aristotelian 
philosophy in the Syriac tradition, especially its eastern branch in Central 
Asia and China.

Following Assemani, it was believed that the “Nestorians” started 
to study Aristotle in Syriac in the fifth century.37 The traditional stand-
ard account has been questioned in the past two decades by scholars like 
Hugonnard-Roche and King, who convincingly demonstrate that there 
is no evidence indicating that the Aristotelian studies among the Syrians 
can be traced back to the fifth century;38 it is argued instead that Aris-
totelian philosophy was first introduced into Syriac literature by Sergius 
of Rešʿaina39 and in the mid-sixth-century, Mar Abā was the first who 
introduced Aristotle to the School of the Persians.40 Setting aside its ob-
scure origin, it is beyond any doubt that Aristotelian studies among the 
Syrians flourished from the middle of the sixth century onwards in both 
the East and the West Syrian monasteries, with the most important centre 
in Qennešre in the seventh century.41 Also remarkable is the fact that the 
interest in Aristotelian studies among the East Syrians survived the eighth 
century, “a barren period” for Syrian philosophy,42 as can be seen from 
the two letters of the East Syrian Patriarch Timothy I (d. 823), who was 
eagerly looking for the commentaries and scholia of the later books of the 
Organon.43 The keen interest of Patriarch Timothy I for the Organon may 
partly explain why the Syriac work bearing on Categories ended up in a 

37	 BO III, 2, cmxliii.
38	 Hugonnard-Roche 2004, pp. 61–62; King 2010, pp. 3–8.
39	 Hugonnard-Roche 2004, pp. 167ff.; King 2010, p. 7; Watt 2019, p. 73.
40	 Brock 1984, p. 22; King 2010, p. 7.
41	 King 2010, pp. 9–11.
42	 King 2010, p. 14.
43	 Timothy, epp. 19, 43, 48, see Braun 1914–1915, Heimgartner 2012.
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monastic library belonging to the East Syrian tradition at Shuïpang in the 
9 th–13 th centuries.44 Due to the limited evidence we have, it is unclear to 
what extent Aristotle’s works were studied in Turfan; it is nevertheless true 
that the discovery of the Turfan Categories challenges our knowledge of 
the reception of Aristotle’s works in Central Asia and what is today China. 
According to the standard view, Aristotle’s works including the Categories 
arrived in China no earlier than the Late Ming (17 th century),45 while the 
existence of the Turfan Categories reveals that this might happen much 
earlier than we previously thought.

Αppendix 1: Greek-Syriac glossary of terms46

Greek A J G T

ἀληθές ܫܪܝܪܐ/ܫܪܪܐ ܫܪܝܪܐ/ܫܪܪܐ ܫܪܝܪܐ/ܫܪܪܐ ܫܪܝܪܐ )؟(/ܫܪܪܐ

ἀλλά ܐܠܐ ܐܠܐ ܐܠܐ ܐܠܐ ܐܢ

ἀναγκαῖος/ 
ἀνάγκη

ܐܢܢܩܐ
ܐܠܨܐ47

ܐܢܢܩܐ
ܐܠܝܨܐ

ܐܢܢܩܐ
ܡܼܢ ܐܢܢܩܐ

ܐܠܨܐ

ἀντιδιαιρέω ܐܬܦܠܓ ܐܬܦܠܓ ܠܘܩܒܠ ܐܬܦܠܓ ܠܩܘܒܠܐܝܬ ܐܬܦܠܓ )؟(

ἀπόφασις ܐܦܘܦܣܝܣ
ܡܪܝܡܢܘܬܐ
ܐܦܦܣܝܣ

ܐܦܦܣܝܣ ܐܦܘܦܣ̄

ἀποφατικός ܦܣܩܐ ܕܠܐ ܡܪܝܡܢܝܐ ܐܦܘܦܛܝܩܝܐ ܐܦܘܦܛܝܩܝܐ

εἶναι ܐܝܬ/ܢܗܘܐ/ܬܗܘܐ
ܢܗܘܐ/ܬܗܘܐ/ܐܝܬܘܗܝ 

ܢܗܘܐ/ܐܝܬܝܗܿ ܬܗܘܐ
ܐܝܬ/ܢܗܘܐ/ܬܗܘܐ ܐܝܬ/ܢܗܘܐ/ܬܗܘܐ

ἐναντίος
ἐναντία

ܕܠܩܘܒܠܐ
ܕܠܩܘܒ̈ܠܝܬܐ

ܣܩܘܒܠܝܐ
ܣܩܘ̈ܒܠܝܬܐ

ܣܩܘܒܠܝܐ
ܣܩܘܒ�ܠܝ̈ܐ

ܣܩܘܒܠܝܐ
ܣܩܘ̈ܒܠܝܬܐ

44	 Hunter 2012, Dickens 2019.
45	 The Coimbra Commentaries on Aristotle’s Logic (Commentarii Collegii Conimbri-

censis Societatis Jesu In universam dialecticam nunc primum) was included in the collec-
tion of books which Nicolas Trigault (Jin Nige 金尼閣) brought to China in 1620. It 
was then translated into Chinese and named 名理探 (Mingli Tan), which is in fact also a 
paraphrase of the original. See Verhaeren 1935, Fang 1969, Wardy 2000, Kurtz 2011, 
Meynard 2017.

46	 For the Greek-Syriac glossary of terms in A, J and G see King 2010, pp. 314–324.
47	 Also variants on ܐܠܨ̈ܐ ,ܡܢ ܐܠܨܐ ,ܐܠܨܐܝܬ :ܐܠܨܐ etc.
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Greek A J G T

ἐνδέχομαι ܡܨܝܐ ܡܨܝܐ ܩ̇ܒܠ/ܡܨܝܐ ܡܨܝܐ

ἕξις
ܡܣܬܬܘܬܐ

ܐܟܣܝܣ
ܐܝܬܘܬܐ

ܩܢܝܘܬܐ
ܐܟܣܝܣ

ܩܢܝܘܬܐ ܩܢܝܘܬܐ

θερμότης ܚܡܝܡܘܬܐ ܫܚܝܢܘܬܐ ܚܡܝܡܘܬܐ ܚܡܝܡܘܬܐ

[τὸ] ἴδιον ܕܝܠܝܬܐ ܕܝܠܝܬܐ ܕܝܠܝܬܐ ܕܝܠܝܬܐ

κατάφασις ܩܛܦܣܝܣ ܩܛܐܦܣܝܣ ܩܛܦܣܝܣ ܩܛܦܣ̄

καταφατικός ܦܣܩܐ ܕܐܝܢ ܣܝܘܡܐ ܩܛܦܛܝܩܝܐ ܩܛܦܛܝܩܝܐ

[τὸ] λευκόν ܚܘܪܐ ܚܘܪܘܬܐ ܚܘܪܐ ܚܘܪܐ

[τὸ] μέσον ܡܨܥܝܬܐ ܡܨܥܬܐ ܡܨܥܬܐ ܡܨܥܬܐ

ὅταν ܐܡܬܝ ܕ ܐܡܬܝ ܕ ܐܡܬܝ ܕ ܐܡܬܝ ܕ

οὐδέτερον ܠܐ ܚܕ ܡܢ ܠܐ ܚܕܐ ܡܢ ܠܐ ܚܪܢܐ ܡܢ ܠܐ ܚܕܐ ܡܢ

πρᾶγμα ܣܘܥܪܢܐ ܣܘܥܪܢܐ ܣܘܥܪܢܐ ܣܘܥܪܢܐ

στέρησις ܓܠܝܙܘܬܐ ܓܠܝܙܘܬܐ ܓܠܝܙܘܬܐ ܓܠܝܙܘܬܐ

συμπλοκή ܓܕܝܠܘܬܐ ܥܘܪܙܠܐ ܥܘܪܙܠܐ ܟܒܢܐ

σῶμα ܓܘܫܡܐ
ܦܓܪܐ

ܓܘܫܡܐ
ܓܘܫܡܐ ܓܘܫܡܐ

τὰ πρός τι ܐܝܠܝܢ ܕܠܘܬ ܡܕܡ ܗܠܝܢ ܕܠܘܬ ܡܕܡ ܗܠܝܢ ܕܠܘܬ ܡܕܡ ܗܠܝܢ ܕܠܘܬ ܡܕܡ

ὑπάρχω ܢܗܘܐ )ܬܗܘܐ( ܫܟܝܚܐ ܢܗܘܐ )ܬܗܘܐ( ܫܟܝܚܐ

ψεῦδος ܕܓܠܐ ܕܓܠܘܬܐ/ܕܓܠܐ ܕܓܠܐ ܕܓܠܘܬܐ

ὥστε ܐܝܟܢܐ ܕ
ܡܕܝܢ

ܐܝܟܢܐ ܟܝܬ ܕ ܡܕܝܢ ܡܕܝܢ

ὠχρός ܝܘܪܩܐ
ܝܘܪܩܢܐ

ܝܘܪܩܐ
ܡܘܪܩܐ

ܝܘܪܩܐ ܝܘܪܩܐ )؟(
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