A New Syriac Witness to Aristotle’s Categories from Turfan*
By Lin Lijuan # B4R, 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.' 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
(NSSFCQC). I would like to express my sincere gratitude to HuserT KaurHOLD (Munich),
Tromas BucurEIM (Munich), MarRk Dickens (Edmonton), and the anonymous referee
for their valuable comments to the earlier drafts. I am also grateful to the Staatsbiblio-
thek zu Berlin — Preuflischer 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 M1ao # 4% (Munich) for technical support and insight-
ful observations. It goes without saying that I alone am responsible for all mistakes that
remain.

! See HunTER/DIickEens 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 285a, n419a and n417b on SyrHT 255a, n415a and n420b
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.” 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 Caregories.® 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 beth, gamal and $in) and the Serto (e. g. the closed
mim and waw, dalath and ré§ as the rounded comma form, and the he with
the vertical on the right that joins the loop from the top of that line).* Still,
distinctive characteristics of the so-called East Syriac script can be clearly
observed, namely the taw-alaph ligature (a short v shape that hangs below
the line and then joins a straight alaph on the left) and the related v-shaped
taw (like the taw-alaph ligature without an alaph component), the so-called
third type of taw beyond the Estrangela and Serto form.” Roughly speak-
ing, the dating of these fragments still corresponds with that of the other
fragments found at Shuipang, namely the period of the Uighur kingdom of
Qocho (913 centuries).®

2 Sample texts have been offered in HunTER/DickENS 2014, and they proved to be

helpful for my own reading.

> See also KesseLl’s review of HunTER/Dickens 2014: KesseL 2018. For the Syriac
versions of Aristotle’s Categories see HucoNNarD-RocHE 1987; Brock 1993; King 2010;
WaTT 2019.

* For a recent challenge to “the Standard Model of Syriac Scripts”, see Busa/PENN/
Crouser/Howe/Wu 2018 and PENN/CRrROUSER/ABBOT 2020.

> For the definition of East Syriac script and the special taw-alap ligature, see the Syr-
iac Paleography Lesson by BREMErR-McCorrLuM in the vVHHMML school, Syriac Scripts.
See also the table of Aramaic scripts in GzeLLa 2017.

¢ 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%—13% 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*—13 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 AsHurOVv 2015, p. 63: “Professor Stms-WiLL1AMS 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), Il. 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.’

As to SyrHT 389, HuNTER/Di1cKENS 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.?

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 255b, 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 255a, but also on n415a and
n420b. Accordingly, not only lines 1-4 of SyrHT 285a, but also line(s) from
n419a and n417b, 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;’ 2. It is also hard to explain

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

7 HuNTER/DICKENS 2014, p. 247.

8 HunTeER/DICKENS 2014, p. 342.

? See above Fig. 1, right: The line length of SyrHT 385a, n417b, and n419a is much
longer than that of SyrHT 255a, n415a, and n420b.
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© Depositum der Berlin-Brandenburgischen Akademie der Wissenschaften
in der Staatsbibliothek zu Berlin - Preuflischer Kulturbesitz, Orientabteilung

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

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.) 12b40-13a7,
and Group 2 C. 13a36-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. 13a7-36 —along
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 A passage from von Le CoqQ 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
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SyrHT 255b SyrHT 389a

© Depositum der Berlin-Brandenburgischen Akademie der Wissenschaften
in der Staatsbibliothek zu Berlin — Preuflischer Kulturbesitz, Orientabteilung

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

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 n415b and n420a. The missing part of SyrHT 255b
could nonetheless be reconstructed from SyrHT 389a (Fig. 3). The unusu-
ally clean surface of the upper part (in comparison with the lower) indicates
SyrHT 255b had, for some reason, become detached from its outer layer. That
SyrHT 389a 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 Lt Coq 1929, p. 61). Water
damage could also have been caused by a sudden storm, see p. 92 and p. 96.
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the three following points: 1. SyrHT 255b and SyrHT 389a contain similar
folds in the middle part; 2. the shape of the edge of SyrHT 389a matches the
edge of the upper part of SyrHT 255b; 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 x 18.5 cm.

Aristotle’s Categories in Turfan

Folio a: SyrHT 285b, n419b, n417a (recto)

... it will be distinguished ...
intermediate ...

For above ...

For ... their intermediate

And not ...

NN U~ W

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 Jas» “intermediate” —
one of the central concepts —, it is highly probable that this passage has to
do with either C. 11b38-12a20 or 12b26-35, and thus deals with the dis-
tinction of two types of contraries. In 11b38-12a20, 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 12b26-35, where Aristotle remarks that privation and
possession belong to neither of the contraries.

C. 11b38-12a20:

‘Oga 8¢ Tav evavtioy ToladTd E0Twy doTe év olg medvke yiyveaar §j dv xatyyopeitar
Gvaryxaiov adTév 88Tepoy D pyely, TOVTWY 0VSEV aTv &ve méaov- olov vooog Kal Uyi-
eloL &V oopatt {hov Tedvke yiyveaBal, kol dvayxaidy ye Odtepoy dmapyey ¢ Tod {ghov
oouatt f vooov | Dytetav: kol mepttdy 88 kel dpTiov dptBpod kaTnyopeltal, kol dve-
yraiov ye Bdtepov @) apiBu vmapyey f TepLTTOV 1] dpTioy: Kol 0Dk E0°TLYE TOVTWY 0D-
StV &viL eaov, odTe voooL kel Dytelag obTe mepLTToD kel dptiov. Qv 02 ye ui dvayxkaiov
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Batepov DhpyEwy, TOUTWY EoTLTL Ava péaov: olov puéhay Kol Aevkdy &V oouatt Tépuke
yiyveaOau, kel otk dveyxaidy ye Bdtepov adTdY dmhpyey TY owpTL, — OV Yép TEY
oL Aevkdy § péday oTiv— kol dadhov 8% kol omovdeiov kaTnyopeltal Uty kel kat'
avBpwmov kol xat® &AWy ToAAGY, 0k dvorykaiov Ot BdTepov adTGY dmdpyely éxetvolg
@V xaTyopelTaL o0 yap TavTe fTol dadle f omovdaid totwv. Kol éott yé Tt TobTwv dver
wéaov, olov ToD pugv hevkod kel ToD wedavos T Gaudy kel wypdy kel boa &k ypwuaTa,
700 8¢ dpabhov kal ToD omovdaiov T6 olTe pablov oiTe GTOVLdNtiov.

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.!!

C. 12b26-35:

‘Ot1 68 008° &g T& Evavtia dvTikertal T& ket oTépnoy Aeydueve xal 61 ék TGVOE
Ohov. Tav utv yap vavtiwy, v undéy 2oty &vé uéoov, dvaykaiov, v olg Téduke
yiyveaBat fj v xatnyopeital, Batepoy adT@V dmapyew del TobTWY Yap 0008V AV dvet
uéoov, &v Batepoy dvayxaiov Av T¢ dexTik® dmapyewy, olov &ml véoov kal Dytelug
kel weptTTol kel ApTiov: BV 08 0Tt T AV wéToV, 0DBETOTE AVdykn TavTl DTdpyEL
Bdtepov: obte yop hevidv 7 wéAav aveyxn mav elval T6 OexTukdv, obite Bepudy 7
Vuypdv, —TodTWY Yip Ave uécov TL 008EY Kwhbel Hapyety:
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.

"' In this paper I quote the Greek text from the Min1o-PaLUELLO edition, and I rely

on the English translation by AckrrLL with slight modifications.
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SyrHT 285a, n419a, n417b (verso)
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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:

The

either hot... ] e o
that it should be... o Joouy

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 Caregories 12b40-13a7:

ob yép vOeyeTo TO THP YLy pdY elvert 008E THY Y1dvaL EAaUVAY: — GOTE TAVTL PEY 0DK
Gvdryxy 1@ OexTied BdTepoy adT@Y DTapyELy, A udvoy olg ddael T Ev Dmdpyel, kol
TOUTOLG APWPLTUEVKG TO &V Kol oDy OTOTEPOY ETVYEY. éTrl Ot Tig oTepoEWG KAl TTg
£ewc 000ETEpOY TRV elpnuévay aAnbéc 008t yap del T dexTikg dvayxaioy BdTepoy
a0T@V DThpyEy, —TO Yap uimw Tedukdg SYiy Exery olite TuAOY obTe EYv Exew
Aeyetal, (oTe ovk &V eln TadTe T@Y ToLoDTWY EvayTiny @V 008y EoTy dvi uéooy:

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 12a11-13, 17-18:

olov péhay xal hevkdy v cmuatt medvke ylyveohar, kel odx dvaykaidy ye BdTepov
AOT@Y VTAPYELY TG TWRATL, — 0 Y&p TAY HTol hevkdy 7 wehay totiv- ... xal ol
YE TUTOVTWY Ve [LETov, olov Tod uév AevkoD xal Tod pehavog T dotdy Kol dypodv ...
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 255a, n415a, n420b (recto)

W

Heat ... e 1 Nasaasan

also not false, unless ... a girdle for these IS @S Lan [] U L ro U
(heat and cold) with a statement,

affirmative and negative, i.e. it is cold, SN fuio 5. Ihaandocole [haadode

itis hot, it is not cold, it is again not hot. ool bansofn] SAN Juio SAN AN bsoasan

And with relatives there is neither truth nor  Jlawg lsts [ila U AN s Ly Soso
falsehood.

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 13a37-b12:

‘Ooo 8¢ d¢ xatddaois kal dmddacig avtixertal, dovepdy 8Tt xat’ 0vdéva T@V elpy-
UEVWY TPOTIWY GVTIKEITaL ETL OVWY Yap ToVTWY dvaykaiov del TO pév dAndic To Ot
Veddog adT@y elval. obte yap éml TOV évavTiny dvaykalov del Bdtepov uv din-
Bt elvau Bdtepov Ot Yeddog, olte éml T@Y Tpdg TL, 0UTE Ml T E5ews Kol aTEPY-
oewg: olov Dyleta kol véaog évavtia, kel o08eTepdy e obte &ANBEg oBiTe Yedddg toTiv:
OoavTwg 08 kel TO SITAAoLoY kel TO Loy &g T& Tpde TL AvTikettat, kal ok ¢0TW
a0T@Y 000eTEPOY 0DTE AAN B¢ 0BTe Veldog: 0D0E Ye Ta kT TTEPNOLY Kkal EELY, olov 1)
8Vic kol 1] TVGAOTYG Ehwg 88 TOV koTd undepioy cupTAOKNY Aeyouévwy 000 olte
6AnBic Bute Yelddg toTiy TAVTAL OF T& elpruéve. dvev cupThok g MyeTaL.

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 389a, n420a, n415b (verso)

S W N -

There is truth in them (one of these)... g 1 oon [N fiia

that a man sees; a blind man doesn’t see, but is blind. Lo 0 ha I Lsalo] Luin: e Lasisy

And when they are formed, then it is an affirmation 0.0 Gejo wro @nilssy whslo

and negation. And then in these actual things there A, Lisos Do iersoo @000l
is no... oo

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 13b12-35, especially 13b27-33:

oD uiv &Ade paloTta 06&etey &v 16 TotodTo cupfaively ¢l TV kaTd CUETAO-
®iV Evavtiny Aeyopévwy, —10 yap dytalvely Zwkpdtn T) vooely Zwkpdty dvo-
vTioy ¢oTly,— &AN 008’ éml TodTwY dvaykaiov del Bdtepov utv dandec Bdtepov
8¢ Vebdog elval 8vTog uev yip Zwkpdtovg Eotal TO utv ainbic o 8¢ Vebdog, un
8vTog 8¢ auddTepa Veudils oTe Yip TO vooelv Zwkpatn olte TO Vylalvery dAn-
B¢ a0Tod pi| 8vTog SAwg ToD ZwkpdTovs ... €T O¢ Ye THg kKaTadhTENG Kal TG
amodacews del, 24V Te ) €4y Te Ui 1), TO uév Etepov éotar Yeddog TS Ot ETepov
aMnBéc-Td yap vooely Twkpdty kal TO wi vooslv Zwkpdty, 6vTog TE adTod
davepdy 8Tt TS ETepov adT@Y Ay OEc 7} Veldog, kal wi] §vTog Spolwg Td nEv yap
voaelv i 6vTog Yeddog, TO 08 Ui vooelv 4AnBig-daTe el udvwy TovTwWY dlov &y
el 10 del Oatepov adT@Y dAnBE¢ 7} Veddog elval, 8ow ¢ katadaots kel dwoddoatg
avtikertal.

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. 12b26-35 (less likely C. 11b38-12a20 due to the lim-
ited space), 12b40-13a7 (with an explanatory interpolation from 12a11-13,
17-18), 13a37-b12 and 13b27-33. This constitutes the latter part of Chapter
7 on the third and fourth type of the opposites: £ic/otépnoic and dnddacic/
xatadaotg. 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.'> The Categories has three
extant translations in the Syriac tradition:"

1. A: Anonymous version, edited by King," probably datlng from the first
half of the sixth century," 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 ScHULER
(partially, up to 3b32)" and GEORRY, preserved in several manuscripts.'®

3. G: A seventh/eighth-century revision by George, bishop of the Arabs
(d. 724), edited by GoTTHEIL" and FURLANI®, 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 translation®"). The passages chosen here from the Turfan

12 GorrscHALK 1987, SoraBj1 1990, SHARPLES 2008, GRIFFIN 2015, 2016.

3 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; KNG 2010, pp. 18, 21-22, 68.

" The attribution to Sergius of Re§ aina has been demonstrated as unconvincing by
HucoNNARD-ROCHE 1987.

15 KinG 2010, p. 34,

16 ScHULER 1897.

7" GEORR 1948.

8 HuconNARD-ROCHE 2004, pp. 91-97; KinG 2010, pp. 283-296; KesseL and Bam-
BALLI 2018, pp. 31-32.

¥ GoTTHEIL 1892-1893.

2 FurLANT 1933.

2! For A T 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 285a, n419a, n417b (verso)

Turfan
Greek Anonymous Jacob George SyrHT 285a,
12b40-13a3 154K. 15-19 | 294Ge. 16-20 | 38Fu.20-23 | n419a,n417b
(verso 1-4)
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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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Turfan
Greek Anonymous Jacob George SyrHT 285a,
12b40-13a3 154K. 15-19 | 294Ge. 16-20 | 38Fu.20-23 | n419a, n417b
(verso 1-4)
ceiving them, |should belong, | to things things to that one to
but only to butonly [in | to which it which the one |which by
things to which | the case of ] belongs by belongs by nature one of
the one belongs | those in which | nature, and nature, and these [should
by nature, it belongs by | totheseitis |totheseitis | belong].
and in these nature, and in | definitely the |definitely the
cases it must these [cases] one and not one and not
be definitely | it is definitely |whichever whichever by
the one and one [of the of them by chance.
not whichever |two], not at all | chance.
chance would | just by chance.
have.
Greek Anonymous Jacob George S ?Huf[fzr; 5,
12a11-13, 150K. 13-15, | 291Ge. 8-11, | 36Fu. 13-15, 3719 417b’
17-18 20-22 15-17 18-19 nr o
(verso 4—6)
olov uéray Jsanoly Lys! Jlasasol caul uly Jsanol ol yuly i emag
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Ud)HOCTl ﬂéq}u}{i Joosa ax oo in Joowad as ([
yiyveabal, kel oy [N Lo | LN Ao subd o iy kool o | s 300 Lsasol of
oVK GvaryKaldy Jsomase Joou Jool @ouss Jpany Joou (oous Lo
ve Bdtepoy Jnaye buna VN ool o
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uéharvog 6 deutdy Lojao
Kol dYPOY ...
For example, |For example, |Forexample, |Forexample, |Since the body

black and
white naturally
occur in the

body, but it is

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

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

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

is not from ne-
cessity white
or black, it is
possible that
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Turfan
Greek Anonymous Jacob George SvrHT 2852
12a11-13, 150K. 13-15, | 291Ge. 8-11, | 36Fu. 13-15, nZl‘)a n417b,
17-18 20-22 15-17 18-19 i
(verso 4—6)
not necessary | necessary that |necessary necessary that | it could be
for one or the |[either] one of |that one of one or the other | yellow.
other of them |them should | them should | of them should
to belong toa | be in the body, | belong to a belong to a
body, for not | since not body, since not | body, since not
every bodyis |everythingis |everybodyis |everythingis
either white or |white or black; | white or black; | white or black;
black; ... And |... And these |... Andthere |... And there
between these |[sorts of is certainly is certainly
thereis cer- | things] do something something
tainly some- | have amiddle |intermediate |intermediate
thing interme- | item, for ex- between them, |between them,
diate—between |ample between | for example | for example
white and white and between white | between white
black are grey | black are grey |and black are | and black are
and yellow ... |and yellow ... |redand yellow | dark blue and
yellow ...
Turfan
Greek Anonymous el George SyrHT 285a,
13a3-7 154K. 20-25 294Ge. 38U 231 41194, n417b
’ 20-295Ge. 1 39Fu.3 >
(verso 6-9)
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Turfan
Greek Anonymous Jsoie George SyrHT 285a,
13237 | 154K.20-25 |  294Ge. 38Fu. 23= | 4194, n417h
’ 20-295Ge. 1 39Fu.3 ’
(verso 6-9)
TOOTE TV Ay & Do ol MDsdec |y Doy ooyl
TOLOVTWY Evat- INs pos o o | e lly Do i Do | Ly weold pes
VTl &V 000EY INs s eod A
E0TLV AVOL LETOV:
But with But with But with But with But with
regard to regard to regard to regard to regard to
privation and | privationand |privationand | privation and | privation and
possession, possession, possession, possession, possession,
neither of also neither of |also neither of |also neither of |also neither of
these afore- these afore- these afore- these afore- [these] contra-
mentioned mentioned mentioned mentioned ries of the sort,

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.

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.

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.

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.

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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Folio b: SyrHT 255, n415, n420 (recto)

Anonymous George Uiz
Greek 156K, 22— Jacob 39Fu. 27-40Fu SyrHT 255a,
13a37-b12 ; 296Ge. 9-24 ’ ‘| n415a, n420b
158K. 3 12
(recto)
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Anonymous George Uiy
Greek 156K, 22— Jacob 39Fy. 27-40Fu SyrHT 255a,
13a37-b12 : 296Ge. 9-24 : | n415a, n420b
158K. 3 12
(recto)
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xaTé undeploay fy wesollly S| il Ues oo
oupTAOKYY Ae- ol D
Youévwy 0vdEy
obte dnbic
dute Yedddg
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Aeyetal.
Asto things  |All things that |All things that |All things that | Heat ...
opposed as are contrary | are contrary | are contrary | also not false,
affirmation as affirmation | as affirmation |as affirmation |unless...a
and negation, |and negation, |and negation, |and negation, |girdle for
itis plain that | itis clear that |itis clear that |itis clear that |these (heat
they arenot | they are con- |they are con- |they are con- |and cold) with
opposed in any | trary in none | trary in none |trary in none |affirmative
of the above | of the ways of these ways | of these ways |and negative
ways, that have been | that have been | that have been | statement,
mentioned. mentioned. mentioned. i.e. it is cold,
for only with | Only in the Only in the Only in the it is hot, it is

them is it
necessary
always for one
to be true and
the other one
false. For with
contraries it 1s
not necessary
always for one
to be true and
the other false,
nor with rela-
tives nor with
possession and
privation.

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

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

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

not cold, it is
not hot. Again
and with
relatives there
is neither truth
nor falsehood.
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Anonymous George Turfan
Greek 156127 29 Jacob 39F 27—g4OF SyrHT 255a,
13a37-b12 ; 296Ge. 9-24 e Y n415a, n420b
158K. 3 12
(recto)

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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o Turfan
Greek Anonymous Jacob 40Fu. 26— SyrHT 389a,
13b27-33 158K. 18-22 | 297Ge. 27-31 ’ n420a, n415b
41Fu. 12
(verso)
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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 1s
not sick™ if he
exists it 1s

With regard to
negation and
affirmation,
whether [the
subject] exists
or not, one of
them is false
and the other
1s 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 1s

not sick’ if he
exists it 1s 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
thereisno ...
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Georee Turfan
Greek Anonymous Jacob 40F %6— SyrHT 389a,
13b27-33 158K. 18-22 297 Ge. 27-31 v n420a, n415b
41Fu. 12
(verso)

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

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.

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
Brocxk, 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 centuries??), and on the other, of diverse commentaries
on individual books. The authors of the commentaries on the Categories
include e.g. Sergius of Re$ aina, George, Bishop of the Arabs, I3o'bokht,
David bar Paulos, MoSe bar Kepha, Dionysius bar Salibi and Bar Hebrae-
us.”” An updated list of the extant Syriac translations of the Organon and
the main commentary tradition can now be found in Kesser 2019.%* 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 eflicient presentation of the
original thought.”> As we have seen above, lines 4—6 of Folio a verso are

22 T.e.Sergius of Res‘aina, 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.

# See Brock 1993, King 2010, KesseL 2019. Not a few Syriac commentaries on the
Categories remain unedited; but see recently WarT 2015, AypIin 2016 and 2019.

2 See pp. 393—401. For an earlier version see appendix of BRock 1993, pp. 12-13.

% On the “inventor” of the philosophical paraphrase, see FaLcon 2016, pp. 363-366.
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an explanatory interpolation parallel to the Categories 12a11-13, 17-18. An
example of expansion can be found at the very beginning of Folio a verso.
The original sentence in Greek — od yap évoéyetan 0 whp Yuypov elvat ovoe
Y y16ver pehavay, “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 yoel of yasa Joou Ll Io o Jooll iy ks lly, “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 285a and n419a/n417b can be filled
to a significant extent in this way. This is especially obvious in the first few
lines: Ifso fuio ool in the first line, Ixalas & Na o] in the second, and XNo o
JN[asaa 1n the third.

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: &An0ég (Juia/lia), 110V (IA,),
8Tay (5 whsol), TpayUeL (binas), TPOG Tt (jopso L), TOUL (Lamayy), TTEPNTLG (o)
Slight differences can be detected in words like voéyouar and dypég, but they
are not essential (see Appendix 1). The same applies to the translation of the
verb elvat, whereas T agrees with the other versions and uses both st and
Joow/Jool. (although J also uses wootil Joou/losl suNl). The similarities shared by
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.”?® This is furthermore confirmed by the mirror techniques
applied in the following terms: 1. the use of Iax., instead of JLax., to represent
{d1o0v (adjective for adjective);” 2. the use of , .al instead of the earlier , 1w to
represent to.”®

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:

% 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.

¥ King 2010, p. 71.

2 King 2010, p. 75.
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a) For Bepudtng, xatadaois, hevkdy, dote, T agrees with A and G, against J.
For Bepudtng, T, A and G use LLasusa., while J uses Law.a. For xatadaotg, T,
A and G use wsoo! (although T uses an abbreviation weas!), while J uses
wumslpo. For hevkdy, T, A and G use Jie., while J adopts Lejau. For dote, T, A
and G use ., (although A also uses , La.l), while J uses y a5 Laul.

b) For &g, évavtiog, & mpdg 71, T agrees with ] and G, against A. For &g, T,
J, and G use llaus (although J also uses wwsl), while A uses JLolisasw, wuxsl,
Lort. For évavtiog, T uses Lnscam, the same term adopted by J and G; A,
however, uses lsaan,. For 1 mpée 11, T agrees with J and G (pes Ly &),
while poo L, &ulis used in A.

¢) For énédaoig, T agrees with A, against ] and G. T and A use wmsas! (al-
though T uses an abbreviation wseel), while ] uses JLasais O wamas!, G uses
camao.

d) For évavtia, o0détepov, dmapyw, Vebdog, T agrees with J against A and G.
For the plural form of évavtiog, évavtia, T agrees with | and uses the fem-
inine form |An3eam, while G uses another plural form Insees and A uses
INS3ea,. For 000étepov, T and J use o I I, A uses the masculine form .. ¥
o, and G consistantly uses & L. I, a literal rendering of the Greek orgin-
al.?” For dmapyw, T agrees with J by using Luaa (Jesl), while A uses Josw and
G foou wootul. For Vetdog, T agrees with ] by using Law,, while A and G
consistently use ILg,.

e) For amodaticds, katadatikéds, T agrees with G against A and J. For the
translation of dmodatikdg, A uses Iy lome, ] Llasais, while T uses a similar
loan as Leeeel in G and employs the adjectival suffix -aya to create a new
adjective, a technique used by sixth- and seventh-century translators.”
Similar observations apply to xatadeatixés.

f) For &\\a, ovumhoxy, dvayxaiog/dvayxn, T differs from all the other
versions. For é\\d, T uses ¢ #, while all the other versions use #. For
oVUTAOKT, A Ly, J and G e, while T uses Las. For dvayxatog/dvéyxn,
A uses both |x and Leu! but indiscriminately, ] “shows a surprising level
of variety” but occasionally draws a distinction between the noun &véyxn
(Lewt) and the adjective avayxaiog (IL,\), and G alone uses the loan el con-
sistently.” T on the one hand agrees with A by using both | and Lau! but
indiscriminately, on the other differs from A by using Lol .

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

% See KInNG 2010, p. 51: “@ote = Ladl 4 (c. 44 %) Or ers (c. 56 %) in Aj y Aus Lol in J; opso
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.”

! For the translation of the noun évayxn and the adjective dvayxaiog, 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.”? It comes as no surprise that no term is
shared by T, A, and ], 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).>> The fact that T is later than A is also indicated by the
following two points: 1. Regarding the translation of t& mpég Ti: unlike the
anonymous version which uses p.s L, &, the Turfan version, along with
], G, uses pes Lasy . The use of o rather than o in these cases, as King
points out, “is a typical trait of the later period.”** 2. For the Greek term
¢vavtiog T uses Insaam, the same term adopted by J and G; A, however, uses
flsasn, — a term also used for &vtifeoic — and thus fails to make a distinction
between Zvavtidtng and &vtifeaic.” If we accept that the distinction goes
back to Sergius,”® 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 9t—13 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: éEic/otépnaig and amddaaig/xatadaatc. 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 Caregories, which would have come from a later period of
the Syriac translation movement, i.e. the period from the sixth century

2 See HUGONNARD-ROCHE 2004, pp. 11-12: “Rappelons, par exemple, que 1’on n’exé-
cuta pas moins de quatre traductions des Catégories (dont trois seulement sont conservées)
durant cette période de temps.”

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

* KinG 2010, p. 47.

% K1ING 2010, pp. 58, 236-237.

* HuconnNarD-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 Caregories 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.” The traditional stand-
ard account has been questioned in the past two decades by scholars like
HuconNarRD-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;®® it is argued instead that Aris-
totelian philosophy was first introduced into Syriac literature by Sergius
of Re$‘aina® and in the mid-sixth-century, Mar Aba was the first who
introduced Aristotle to the School of the Persians.*® 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 Qennesre in the seventh century.*! 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,* 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.* The keen interest of Patriarch Timothy I for the Organon may
partly explain why the Syriac work bearing on Caregories ended up in a

¥ BOIII, 2, cmxliii.

* HuconnarD-RocHE 2004, pp. 61-62; King 2010, pp. 3-8.

» HuconnarD-RocHE 2004, pp. 1671f.; King 2010, p. 7; WarT 2019, p. 73.
“© Brock 1984, p. 22; King 2010, p. 7.

1 KinG 2010, pp. 9-11.

2 KinG 2010, p. 14.

# Timothy, epp. 19, 43, 48, see BRAUN 1914-1915, HEIMGARTNER 2012.
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monastic library belonging to the East Syrian tradition at Shuipang in the
9th_13th centuries.** 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 century),” while the
existence of the Turfan Caregories reveals that this might happen much
carlier than we previously thought.

Appendix 1: Greek-Syriac glossary of terms*

Greek A ] G T
o’awleég Jyian/ Jiwia Jya/ i Jyia/ Jisia Jia/ (S) Jain
N 0 0 0 Jm
avayxaiog/ Lo Lol land foul oo
avéyien i LS >
GvTidialpéw ol | Sasas (ol | Alseas Qb (9) el
5 1 ’me
amodoais wa.moao] c.mao) Soa0]

oo
amodaTikdg Uy Lomo Lasaiso Ladoas! [NETY:Y)
elvoul Joork/ Joou/ NI “WL\.Z/,th/'ow Joorl/ Joou/ N Joorl/ Joou/ N
Joork Subul/ oo
éVOWTiO; BN INseoc NGy INsaaw
gvavtia [[SNET AN RSP IANDsdam

* HunTER 2012, Dickens 2019.

# 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 Nicoras TricaurT (JiNn NiGe £ /) brought to China in 1620. Tt
was then translated into Chinese and named % 2% (Mingli Tan), which is in fact also a
paraphrase of the original. See VERHAEREN 1935, FanG 1969, WarDY 2000, Kurtz 2011,
MEYNARD 2017.

* For the Greek-Syriac glossary of terms in A, ] and G see KinG 2010, pp. 314-324.

¥ Also variants on S AN, [N o, [ ete.
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Greek A J G T
gvoeyopat L Lo Lo/ Nas L
JLol Neass Lewo
gbic ) ot NLows oo
JLoAu!
Beppotng JLasacsan Jlaroea JLasacsan JLasaaran
[t0] 1d1ov IS, I, JA., I,
xatadaatg wumeho waamolfo umaNo =TI
KaTadaTidS o)y lomo Jsoaue Leasd oo Lo aho
[t0] hevicdy [ JLojau Jjam Jjom
[To] péaov [N 1N [N [N
étoy s Aol ) Aol s wNol s Aol
000ETEpOY ol o o I o b I @ U
TPAYRO Lisao Lisxam Liseco Lisam
aTEPNTLG Jloda Nlopdy Jlod Jlopdeg,
GUUTAOKH N (1N N Juas
oBuc lanas, b:ji lanasg lsmay,
T& TPOG TL P Ly U P Ly Do P LNy o P LNy oo
bapyw Joou fran (Jool) Joos Jnan (Josll)
Vebdog ) I/ e N} )
doTe rhad y Mo uad s e
e
dxpds LL:: L: . Loie (9) Loian
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