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1 Introduction

1.1 A (Very Short) Tale of Two Scholars

Neilos Kabasilas (ca. 1300 — 1363) and Nikolaos Chamaetos Kabasilas
(1319/1323 — after 1391) were two of the most eminent scholars of four-
teenth-century Byzantium. Both belonged to the anti-Latin faction. Nei-
los is known to have been a renowned theologian familiar with Thomas
Aquinas’ works and also as an ardent adherent of Gregorios Palamas (per-
haps after 1341). Towards the end of his life Neilos succeeded Palamas as
Archbishop of Thessaloniki, holding the post from 1361 to 1363. Nikolaos
was born in Thessaloniki, was Neilos’ nephew and received his education
from his uncle whom he followed to Constantinople. Nikolaos showed a
strong interest in the study of Aristotelian philosophy and, in particular,
in Thomism. Although a competent theologian and a candidate for the
patriarchal throne at Constantinople (1353), he did not follow a career as a
prelate and avoided explicitly opposing Palamas, nor was he as openly hos-
tile to the Latins as his uncle. Yet, he seems to have been greatly devoted
to his uncle, for he took the latter’s last name in addition to his patronymic
Chamaetos.'

*I am grateful to Professor Sten Ebbesen for his valuable corrections and comments.
!There is extensive literature on both scholars. On the life and works of Neilos Kabasi-
las see PLP, n. 10102; Mantzanas 2016; Kapriev 2019. On Nikolaos Chamaetos Kabasi-
las see PLP, n. 30539; Kapriev 2011; Demetracopoulos 2019; Theodoropoulou 2019;
Hadjiafxenti 2021, pp. 6—18.
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1.2 An Essay on Syllogism

The text on Aristotelian logic that I examine in this paper (hereafter OS),
principally deals with the content of the first three treatises of the Organon
and it is transmitted in three versions (hereafter OS I, I1, III). The versions of
OS do not exhibit any originality. As is the case with other similar Byzan-
tine opuscula,' they were written with an exclusively didactic purpose in
mind, namely to serve as an introduction to the elementary study of Aris-
totelian syllogistic. However OS I-III provide us with the opportunity of
witnessing a compilation of a Byzantine compendium of logic ‘in the mak-
ing’. The structures of each of the OS versions are as follows (the number-
ing of chapters, sections etc. follows the numbering of the edited texts in
the second part of this article):

OS 1 Five chapters roughly corresponding to the content of:
1. Porphyry’s Introduction (Busse 1887, pp. 1.18—-13.5).
2. Cat. 4.
3. Int. 1-6.
4. APr. 11-2.
5. APr. 11, 4-6. This final chapter includes sections on:

5.1 The moods of the three figures of the categorical syllogisms.

5.2 The complete or perfect nature of the first figure and the meth-
ods for the completion or perfection of the other two figures by
reduction to the first.

ISee, for instance, the Zvvortikov ooviayuo pilocogioc by the so-called Anonymus
Heiberg (Heiberg 1929, pp. 1-50; see Ebbesen 1981, pp. 264-265; Barnes 2002, pp. 98—
100, 98—-100), the Epitome logica by Nikephoros Blemmydes (Wegelin 1605; see Ebbesen
1981, p. 330) and the Synopsis of Syllogisms which has been transmitted anonymously as a
rule. However, the latter work is in some cases ascribed to either Georgios Choiroboskos
or Michael Psellos (Moore 2005, pp. 248-249; see also below p. 36 n. 15), whereas
John Philoponos or Leon Magentenos are mentioned in a few codices as the authors of
the section on the hypothetical syllogisms. I am currently preparing a critical edition
of this text. On compendia and other literary genres used by Aristotelian scholarship in
Byzantium see Trizio 2017, pp. 405—411.
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5.3 Metatheoretical remarks on the properties of each figure.

5.4 Guidelines on finding the kind and the mood of a categorical
syllogism.
OS II This incomplete version includes:

1. A short introductory note followed by four chapters roughly corre-
sponding to the content of:

2. Cat. 4

3. Int. 1-6

4. APr. 12

5. APr. 14-5. This final chapter includes two sections on:

5.1 The moods of the first syllogistical figure.
5.2 The moods of the second syllogistical figure.

OS III The final version includes:
1. An introductory note followed by four chapters covering:
2. Cat. 4
3. Int. 1-6
4., APr. 12
5. The syllogisms.

5.1 A section on the categorical syllogisms in APr. 1 4—6 compris-
ing:
5.1.1 A presentation of the three figures:

5.1.1.1 The moods of the first figure and their diagrammatic
representations.

5.1.1.2 The moods of the second figure, their reductions to the
first figure and their corresponding diagrams.
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5.1.1.3 The moods of the third figure, their reductions to the
first figure and their corresponding diagrams.

5.1.2 Metatheoretical remarks on the properties of each figure.

5.1.3 Guidelines for finding the kind and mood of a categorical
syllogism.

5.2 A section on the hypothetical syllogisms.

Table 1 (p. 5) offers a comparative as well as quantitative overview of
the three OS versions presenting their sections along with each’s respec-
tive word count. The quantitative information, as well as further pertinent
qualitative aspects, hint at a change of teaching objectives. The author’s
focus changes gradually from a general examination of the first three trea-
tises of the Organon towards a more syllogism-oriented study. The intro-
ductory notes of OS II and III, which highlight the syllogism as the main
subject of the essay, have probably replaced the section on Porphyry’s In-
troduction present in OS 1. The sections on /nt. in OS II and III appear
significantly reduced when compared with their respective passage in OS
I. Furthermore, differences in OS III mainly relate to four aspects. Firstly,
the chapter on categorical syllogisms has been increased. Secondly, the
presentation of imperfect syllogisms has been made more coherent; the re-
spective sections comprise both the presentation of the mood and its proof.
In contrast, in OS I proofs are only mentioned after the introduction to the
fourteen valid moods, while OS II is incomplete and does not transmit these
sections. Thirdly, additional indirect proofs have been inserted.! Fourthly,
a chapter on the hypothetical syllogisms has been added. As a final obser-
vation, OS II seems to be an early draft of OS III rather than a fragment of
an in-its-own-right intermediary OS version.

1.3 In the Realm of Conjecture: The Author or the Au-
thors of the OS Versions
The authorship of the OS versions appears to be less clear than their textual

evolution. Common kinship, the same last name (and perhaps first name
too),” as well as shared intellectual interests could well have lead to erro-

ISee below OS 111, nn. 14, 16, 18, 23, 25, 27, 29, 31.
20lder scholarship has suggested that Neilos’ secular name must have also been
Nikolaos based upon a misinterpreted passage in loannes VI Kantakouzenos’ Historiae
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Content OSI | OSII | OSIII
Introductory note — 24 54
On Porphyry’s Introduction 446 — —
On Cat. 4%* 139% | 118* | 156%*
On Int. 1-6* 860* | 654* | 690*
On APr. 12%* 71* 81* 56%*

On the first two figures of the | 347* | 396* | 665*
categorical syllogisms*
On the third figure of the | 1176 — 1242
categorical syllogisms and on
the proofs of imperfect syllo-

gisms

On the properties of the syllo- 83 — 118
gistical figures

On finding the figure and the 192 — 303
mood of a categorical syllo-

gism

On hypothetical syllogisms - — 459
Subtotal* 1417* | 1249* | 1567*
Total 3314 | 1273 | 3743

Table 1: Comparative and quantitative overview of the OS versions. Ref-
erences and numbers with an asterisk (*) concern sections transmitted by
all three versions.

neous attribution.! OS I is preserved in a single codex and attributed to
Nikolaos.? OS II has been transmitted incomplete in two codices. In one
of them the text was copied with the later addition of the name of Niko-

(Schopen 1832, p. 275.5-6). This view is rejected by modern research since the text
in question is an indication of the candidacy of the younger Kabasilas for the patriarchal
throne (PLP, n. 30539). However, this does not exclude the possibility that both the reli-
gious and the secular name of Neilos began with the same letter, as continues to be usual
in the Orthodox Church.

Tt seems that this would not be the only pertinent incident; according to Demetra-
copoulos 2019, p. 187, Nikolaos’ Against Gregoras’ Nonsense is sometimes ascribed to
Neilos. However, I was not able to find the source of this information. The text is edited
in Garzya 1954, pp. 524-532.

2See below section 1.4.1.
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laos, whereas in the other witness there is no mention of the author.! OS
IIT was copied in six manuscripts and later translated into Latin. It seems
that the common ancestor of the witnesses to OS III ascribed this text to
Neilos Kabasilas.?

To be sure, Neilos would have been perfectly capable of penning all
three versions of OS. After all, the essay was a school text and he was
a teacher. He was familiar with logic too. Even a cross-reading of the
introduction to his treatise On the Procession of the Holy Spirit gives an
idea of how well he was acquainted with the Aristotelian syllogistic.’

Some sort of shared authorship or collaboration between uncle and
nephew should not be excluded either. It is attested that Neilos interfered
in the writing of one of his nephew’s works, which Nikolaos was then ‘con-
vinced’ to revise.* It would not be out of the question that Neilos interfered
again in the case of OS whose final version was then ‘published’ under
Neilos’ name. There is absolutely no reason to reject the validity of the
information provided by the only witness of OS I that Nikolaos was indeed
the author of this text. Similarly, Neilos could be the redactor of both OS II
and III as is suggested by the close content similarities between these two
versions® and by the explicit ascription of OS III to him. I think, however,
that Nikolaos should be considered as the main, if not the sole, contributor
in the writing of OS. I shall try to highlight some points that are in favour
of the latter hypothesis.

Nikolaos withdrew from the political and ecclesiastical scene after 1354
and it would not have been unheard of or unexpected from a man with his
prominence to have become a teacher. Moreover, when one compares Nei-
los’ pro-Palamite agenda and his subsequent hostile stance against secular
learning (he wrote only theological treatises) with Nikolaos’ appreciation
of Aristotelian philosophy and, in particular, logic.® then the latter appears
to be a more suitable candidate for the authorship of OS. In this regard, the

!See below section 1.4.2.

2See below section 1.4.3.

3Beside the several syllogisms that are discussed in this treatise, see also the following
citations to the Analytics: Candal 1945, §§ 20.6,24.3,37.7,39.11, 49.9.

4Kotzabassi 2003, p. 192.

3See p. 4. The earlier of the two copies of OS II has been transmitted anonymously;
see below section 1.4.2.

®For a selection of philosophically interesting works by Nikolaos Kabasilas see Deme-
tracopoulos 2019, p. 187.
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content of Nikolaos’ two opuscula Question on the Value of Reason' and
Against Things Said by the Accursed Pyrrho in Regard to Whether There is
a Criterion of Truth? is very telling. The purpose of the former work is to
“test the typical and real validity” of Gregorios Palamas’ arguments con-
cerning secular wisdom after forming them into syllogisms.? In the second
treatise Nikolaos examines the validity of the sceptical arguments.* The
first step towards these goals, however, would have been to study the ele-
ments that make up a syllogism, namely terms and propositions, and then
the theory of syllogism itself. These subjects are examined in Aristotle’s
Cat., Int. and APr. 1 respectively and constitute (beside some variations
including Porphyry’s Introduction and SE) the standard logical course at
Byzantium.> Cat., Int. and APr. 1 are also the core content of all three
versions of OS.

Furthermore, and with regard to cited non-secular or theological sources,
we should mention two quotations from orations 19 and 42 by Gregory of
Nazianzus (also known as Gregory the Theologian) that are introduced as
examples in OS I and I1.° A third passage employed in orations 38 and 45
by Gregory is used for the formation of two categorical syllogisms and their
diagrammatic representation in two of the manuscripts of OS III. In the lat-
ter case, however, both diagrams are only indirectly related to the content
of OS III.7 Gregory was, of course, a very popular author in Byzantium
and several Byzantine scholars cited his works or penned texts dedicated
to him.® Nevertheless, it was Nikolaos, not Neilos, who authored an en-
comium of the Cappadocian Fathers (Basil the Great, Gregory of Nyssa and
Gregory of Nazianzus),” and excerpts from Gregory of Nazianzus’ orations
are the only theological source mentioned in OS.

The scarcely represented tradition of OS I and OS 11, as well as the older
witnesses of the apparently wider disseminated OS III may be dated — albeit

"Demetracopoulos 1998, pp. 55-57. See also p. 64 n. 4.

?Demetracopoulos 1999, pp. 18-20. See also p. 64 n. 3.

3Demetracopoulos 1998, pp. 62—63; on the relation between Nikolaos’ text and Pala-
mas’ Triads see also Polemis 1993.

4Demetracopoulos 1999, p. 308.

SEbbesen 1981, p. 257; Barnes 2002, pp. 99—100; Erismann 2017, pp. 363-364.

®See below OS 1, vv. 63, 64-65; OS 11, vv. 26-27.

"See diagrams 29, 30 in the edition of OS III and on p. 65 the relevant n. 34.

8See, for instance, Linardos 2005, pp. 55-76.

9Hadjiafxenti 2021, pp. 149-155.
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very roughly — to the late fourteenth or early fifteenth century. From these
palaeographical findings we may infer that (a) the intervening period of
time between the first and the final version of OS would not have been a
long one; (b) scholars reasonably showed most interest in the final text. If
one were to accept that Neilos is the author of OS, then one would also be
forced to admit that almost three or four decades after his death (d. 1363) a
sudden disinterest in OS [ and OS II set in, but within a short period of time,
or perhaps almost simultaneously, interest increased in the final version
of OS. In other words, if Neilos were the author of all three versions of
OS, then the latter work followed (probably) decades after Neilos’ death a
reception pattern rather more expected of works of living authors. While
this possibility cannot of course be dismissed, I find it much more probable
that Nikolaos, who was still active in 1391, authored all three versions of
OS and that the completed task, namely OS III, received the attention of
readers during Nikolaos’ final years or not long after his death.

An additional element in support of Nikolaos’ authorship may be the
unproven hypothesis that the codex Meteor. Barlaam 202 should be con-
sidered as Nikolaos’ autograph.! The hypothesis is based on the fact that
besides the anonymously transmitted excerpt from OS II it contains a large
number of that scholar’s works and it may, at least partially, be dated to the
fourteenth century.? Although this argument appears to be weak, in fact
recent research has shown that sections of the codex might be an autograph
by Nikolaos® who seems to have been prone to revising his texts, resulting
in the creation of multiple versions of some of them.* Be that as it may,

"Without detecting that codices Vind. Theol. gr. 210 and Meteor. Barlaam 202
actually transmit two versions of the same text (OS I and an excerpt of OS II respec-
tively), John A. Demetracopoulos initially ascribed both texts to Nikolaos because of their
“Cabasilian” content (Demetracopoulos 1998, p. 60 n. 21). In his monograph on Niko-
laos’ Contra Pyrrhonem, the author seems (on grounds of similarity of content once more)
to be in favour of the excerpt’s authenticity, but he is uncertain about the authorship of OS I
(Demetracopoulos 1999, pp. 49, 168 nn. 99—100). In a recent publication Demetracopou-
los simply mentions that OS I was probably written by Neilos Kabasilas (Demetracopoulos
2019, p. 187).

2See below section 1.4.2.

30n the dating of the codex to the fourteenth century see Laurent 1936, pp. 188, 199;
Kotzabassi 2003, pp. 189 n. 9, 190 n. 13, 193-194; on the dating of Meteor. Barlaam
202 to the fifteenth century see the description of G. A. Papadimitriou in Sofianos 1984,
p. 305.

4See, for instance, Sevéenko 1960; Kotzabassi 2003, pp- 190-194.
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another interesting feature of Meteor. Barlaam 202 is a text that was copied
under the title Headings of the Chapters of Aristotle’s Book the Organon.
The latter paratext is actually a ‘table of contents’ comprising thirty-three
headings (émypagai) which seems to be a draft or to refer to the chapters
of a logical compendium rather! than to the treatises of the Organon. This
compendium — if ever written — must have been more extensive than OS
I11;2 its headings, as generic and typical as they are, hint at respective pas-
sages in OS, particularly in OS IIL.> In addition, there exists one further
short, anonymous text on the difference between demonstrative (deiktikr|)
and circular proof (dteAAniog 0€ig1g) in Meteor. Barlaam 202, f. 177v.
This may be attributed to Nikolaos.*

1.4 The Textual Tradition of OS
14.1 OSI

The earliest version of OS is found in Vind. Theol. gr. 210, ff. 398v—407r
(= T), a codex that is dated to around 1400 and principally transmits the
treatises of Nikolaos Kabasilas (ff. 1r—166v). The rest of the codex (ff.
167r-398r) contains various theological texts that relate mostly to topics
addressed during the Hesychast controversy.” Scribe d, in Hunger’s de-
scription,® is responsible for the addition of the title and the attribution of
OS I to Nikolaos, as well as for some of the corrections in T. The latter
copyist was probably contemporary with the main scribe of T.

IThe text has been edited in Papageorgiou 1985, p. 229. This publication is hard to
find and in addition the printed text contains several errors. A new edition may be found
in the Appendix of this article. Titles 1-5 refer to introductory themes; titles 6—8 relate to
the content of Cat.; titles 9-32 apparently pertain to APr:; title 33 concerns the content of
SE.

2See also Demetracopoulos 1999, pp. 41, 163-165 n. 77. The author attributes the
headings to Nikolaos and considers them to be a draft of an epitome which the latter was
perhaps planning to write. In a recent publication, however, Demetracopoulos deems that
this list of titles was probably written by Neilos (Demetracopoulos 2019, p. 187, 187).

3See Title 31 (p. 69) and the edited text in OS III, vv. 5-6, 292-293.

4Demetracopoulos 1999, pp. 48, 167-168 n. 95.

SHunger and Lackner 1992, pp. 44-50; Diktyon, n. 71877.

®Hunger and Lackner 1992, p. 49.
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142 OSII
There are two manuscripts transmitting parts of OS II:

* Meteor. Barlaam 202, f. 2rv (= M)
* Vat. gr. 1852, ff. 366r—368v (= D)

The codex from Barlaam Monastery contains, with only a few excep-
tions, works by Nikolaos. It comprises four codicologically and paleo-
graphically distinct units, namely the folia of four different codices that
were merged together. M is an anonymously copied fragment of OS II (vv.
80 xatd]paocic — 134) belonging to the first of the aforementioned codico-
logical units.! The dating of the hands in the codex to either the fourteenth
or to the fifteenth century is a controversial subject that is in need of fur-
ther examination.? I incline towards dating the scribe of M to the fourteenth
century. On the other hand, D is a miscellany with rhetorical, logical, math-
ematical, astronomical, astrological, theological and ethical content.> The
scribe is Isidoros (1380/90 — 1463), Metropolitan of Kiev and later Cardinal
and titulary Latin Patriarch of Constantinople.* A quantitative comparison
between OS II and the other two versions shows that D transmits in all
probability less than half of OS II (see Table 1 on p. 5).

Dependence of M on D can be excluded. There are errors in D that
are not found in M which, albeit more fragmentary, transmits overall better
readings than D.

91 Batépov M : Batepov D

92 xatnyopiiton M : katnyopeitar D

96 ntpmTov M : 1poéTOL D

108 xai — xotagatikiic M : om. D ex homoeoteleuto

Besides these erroneous readings, D transmits several spelling errors
and a couple of trivial omissions (initial letters that the scribe probably
wished to supplement later but never did).

There are also the following conjunctive errors:

'Sofianos 1984, pp. 300-301.

20n the content, date and paleographical features of the codex see p. 8 and, especially,
p- 8 n. 3. See also PLP, n. 41097. I am thankful to Father Barlaam for providing digital
copies of the manuscript’s folia.

3Canart 1970, p. 336; Diktyon, n. 68481.

4PLP, n. 8300; RGK 3, n. 258.
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112 o0deig — ABog conieci : mdg dvOpwmog dpo ovcio
MD

129-130 10 Agvukov — oV mavti avOpdOT® conieci : O (O
om. D) AiBioy 00devi Aevk® - 6 AvVOp®TOG TIVi ALK D
0 GvOpwmog dpa 0 mavti Aibiomt MD

I would not exclude the possibility that M and D depend on a now lost
manuscript. However, I would consider it more likely that M was the tem-
plate of D before the mutilation of the former.

143 OSI

The tradition of the final version of OS includes the following manuscripts.

* Ambr. A 185 sup., ff. 214r-218v (= G). OS III was copied by
Michael Lygizos who was active as a scribe during the seventh and
the eight decades of the fifteenth century in Crete.! The Ambrosianus
contains also the commentaries by Simplicius and John Philoponus
on Aristotle’s De anima and APr. respectively.?

» Par. gr. 2489, ff. 80r-88r [1r-9r] (= C). This codex is a miscellany
comprising ten paleographically as well as codicologically distinct
sections or units with mathematical, poetical, historical, epistolo-
graphical, rhetorical, philosophical, astronomical and logical con-
tent (14th — 17th centuries).’ In the middle of f. 88r (9r), right after
the end of the section of OS III, there is a bilingual title in Greek
and Latin in the hand of Manouel Chrysoloras (ca. 1350 — 1415).*
According to recent paleographical research, this group of twenty-
nine sections, of which C is one, belonged to Chrysoloras.’ This fact
should also provide the terminus ante quem for manuscript C. The
terminus post quem is given by the quire’s watermarks which may
be dated to the end of the fourteenth century.’

"Martinelli Tempesta 2013, pp. 108, 133, 140; RGK 3, n. 465; ACMGE 2, n. 38.

2Martini and Bassi 1906, pp. 90-91; Diktyon, n. 42274.

3Omont 1888(a), pp. 268-269; Diktyon, n. 52121; see also the detailed online de-
scription of the codex in Weddigen 2016.

4Zorzi 2002, p. 115; PLP, n. 31165.

3Zorzi 2002, pp. 107-109; on this list of manuscripts see also Rollo 2002.

®Weddigen 2016.
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e Par. gr. 2762, ff. 285r-292v (= P). Beside OS III, the codex in-
cludes rhetorical, theological, mathematical, ecclesiastical, lexico-
graphical content copied by a single (anonymous) scribe. From the
manuscript’s watermarks we may infer that it was copied in the first
third of the fifteenth century.'

* Rom. Ang. 30, ff. 197r—203v (= F). The codex contains portions of
Porphyry’s Introduction, Cat., Int. and APr. 1 1-7, as well as com-
mentaries on these texts; it was copied almost in its entirety by Joseph
Philagrios during the last decade of the fourteenth century in Crete
(according to his notes on ff. 117v and 138v, Philagrios included
his own commentaries on Cat. and Int. in 1393 and 1395 respec-
tively). OS III is the work of an anonymous contemporary scribe
and its watermarks are similar to patterns dated to 1387.2 It seems
that the respective quire suffered hardships before it was bound into
the codex, since there are two cases of text loss (between ff. 199
and 200; 201 and 202; see p. 14). The missing text hints at a lost
bifolium, which in turn means that the quire containing OS III was
certainly not a quadrifolium.?

e Vat. gr. 1735, ff. 211v-218r (= V). The codex comprises four the-
matic sections; one section is devoted to works with theological,
liturgical and hagiographical content, a second to rhetoric, a third
to Int. and a collection of logical compendia on the Organon as well
as minor essays on relevant issues, and a final fourth section to a col-
lection of works on Aristotle’s natural philosophy. The manuscript
should be dated to the middle of the sixteenth century based upon the
watermarks of its folia.*

* Vat. Reg. gr. 116, ff. 83r-86v (= R). The codex contains Por-

'Omont 1888(b), p. 37; Diktyon, n. 52398; Cariou 2013.

ZReinsch 1967; Papazoglou 2008, pp. 140—182.

3Cf. Reinsch 1967: “... 1 x 8 - 1 (Blatt 8 fehlt) (203) ...”. If — besides the lost
bifolium — the last leaf of the quire is also missing, as suggested by Reinsch, and if the
correct place of f. 203 is between ff. 201 and 202, then there are the following possibilities
for the quire: (a) it was a senifolium missing leaves 4, 11 and 12; (b) it was a quadrifolium
missing its second leaf (after f. 199 and before the missing bifolium) and had a bifolium
(ff. 197-198) attached before its first leaf (f. 199); (c) the previous quadrifolium had two
loose folia (ff. 197, 198) attached to its first leaf (f. 199).

4Gianneli 1961, pp. 129-136; Diktyon, n. 68364.
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phyry’s Introduction and the treatises of the Organon, as well as
respective commentaries, compendia, individual scholia and para-
textual material.! OS III was copied by an anonymous collaborator
of the Metropolitan of Selymbria Philotheos (1362-1389).2

* A Latin translation of OS III (= s) published by Giovanni Battista
Rasario (Lyon 1547) along with other commentaries on Aristotle’s
Organon translated into Latin.?

Manuscripts C P There are common errors in C and P that suggest the
existence of a common ancestor, the now lost manuscript f:

15-16 mowdv — péhaveg om. ex homoeoarcho
2351tovFGRV: 19 CP

330 ologFGR V : olov C P

336 6' om. CP

Both manuscripts transmit separative errors, although C was very care-
fully copied. It contains comparatively few errors and is the most complete
witness in regard to both text and diagrams. Here follow errors in C which
are not to be found in P:

12 B” supra mocdv et a” supra moiov add. (scilicet molov,
mocov) C

72 post ov¥ mdc add. xai C

78 kaiMPFGRV:16eC

79 évavtiong dnrovott P, F G im. R V : vmevavtiog C
(Om- in textu, -evavtiog i.m.)

176 mdhv om. C

181 t®*PFGR V :10v C

187 ué6vov P F GR V : pévoov C

239 xai om. C

IStevenson 1888, pp. 81-83; Agiotis 2021, pp. LVII-LVIII; Diktyon, n. 66286.

2PLP, n. 29896; Gioffreda 2020, p- 179; Pausillo 2022, pp. 333-334.

3See Rasario 1547, pp. 262-270.2 for OS III; an anonymous essay on Porphyry’s
Introduction and the Organon was printed right after OS III (Rasario 1547, pp. 270.3—
278) giving, thus, the impression that both texts formed a single work. The Greek template
of the same anonymous work was also copied after OS Il in Ambr. A 185 sup., ff. 218v—
223r).
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262 post devtépov add. oynpatog C
264 post 1010 add. 8¢ C
320 ti@epev P F G R V : tiBgvtan C

Unlike C, the probably younger P exhibits many errors; its scribe tried
to ‘improve’ the text. Of the many errors in P I only record those that belong
to the saut du méme au méme type:

62 Zokpdtng — dndépacic om. P ex homoeoarcho

75-76 1| 8¢ — amopatikn om. P ex homoeoteleuto

131 Aéyw — t® om. P ex homoeoteleuto

231-232 dvtiotpageiong—tdv I om. P ex homoeoteleuto
241 10 B — A? om. P ex homoeoteleuto

The Textin F Gs F G and s exhibit the following conjunctive error:
41 fj — tivog om. F G s ex homoeoteleuto

F lacks two relatively large chunks of the text that are transmitted by
both G and s (vv. 110-155 cvvaywv — counépacua; 241-277 kai ovdevi
— néoog). The older F is the ancestor of both G and s. The Greek text in
G and s was copied before the loss of text had taken place in F. Among
the common errors of F and G, several are clearly due to conjectures in the
former manuscript:

29 post amo add. tod F G

83 mpootBéuevov 10 C P R V : mpootiBepévou tod F G

83—-84 apvntikov C P R V : apvnrikiic F a.c : dpvntikod
Fpec.,G

165N CP, Fac. RV:6eFp.c. G

175 B2 CP R V : A F G (this error was corrected in s)

F does not transmit the following conjunctive errors present in G and s:

58 1o 8¢ — Batépov om. G s ex homoeoteleuto

79-80 1} 6¢ — dmoatiknv om. G s ex homoeoteleuto (see
also the critical apparatus on v. 79 évavting SnAovoTt)

227 10 B dpa — advvatov om. G s ex homoeoarcho

329 1j putov — Lwdéeutov om. G s ex homoeoteleuto
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Moreover, diagrams 13—16 (concerning the moods of the second figure
and their proofs) and 23-28 (visualizing the moods of the third figure and
their proofs) were omitted in both G and s.

Besides transpositions of text, Rasario introduced some syntactic adap-
tations in his translation:

35 6 mpootaxTikdg, 0 épwtnuatiké C P F G R V : inter-
rogationes, iussus s

48 gig katnyopovuevov koi vmokeipgvov CP F GRV :in
subiectum et praedicatum s

231 6y ° CPF G R V : Nunc ad Tertium convertat oratio
nostra s

2380 6’ C P F G R V : consequens est ut Quartum
quoque approbemus ac primum s

24506 €°° C P G R V : De quinto nunc dicendum est s :
deest in F

267 xoi arogatika Kol katapatikd C P GR V : vel aientes
vel negantes s : deest in F

296 €ipntar C P F G R V : multa dicta sunt nobis s

299 Olov C P F G R V : ut hoc exemplo perspicium et
planum fiat s

Finally, there are two interesting variants with regard to G F s. The first
of them concerns the title of OS III:

C =Tod aywrtdrov kai pokapiov Tatpdc nudv Neilov,
apyleniokdnov Oeccarovikng: mepl GLAAOYIGHOD

P = Tod paxapiotdrov O@cssarovikng tod Kapdoiia chvoyig
nePl GUAAOYIGLOD

F = ... cOvoyic m...alde antoig!

G = Nethov cOvoyig mepi GLALOYIGUDY

s = Nili De Ratiocinationibus, liber

R =Tlepi curlhoyiopod

V = Etépov tivog omovdaiov Emttoun, €1 Thv 10D 0pydvov
TpaypoTEiOLY

'Papazoglou 2008, p. 163 reads Tod [dyiov] matpdg Nudv Neihov dpylemokdmon
®eccolovikng cOVOYIG TEPL GLAAOYICUDVY [TMG O€T] dvoively avtovg. See also p. 64
n. 1.

Cabhiers de I’Institut du Moyen-Age Grec et Latin, No. 91 2022



16

It seems that part of the title was already erased in F when the scribe of
G was completing his task. In all likelihood he could read a little more than
what the reader of F may discern with the naked eye today. The reading in
s is the Latin translation of what the copyist of G was able to read in Greek
inF.

The next variant is the following:

79 évavtiomgdnAovotiPRV,F Gim. : om. s: vmevavting
(Om- in textu, -evavtiog i.m.) C

The variant was in all probability copied in the margins of F and G, but
was omitted altogether in s.

Manuscripts RV With regard to the last two text witnesses of OS III
there are conjunctive errors in R and V, and also errors in V that are clearly
due to the errors in R (see below the readings in vv. 167, 313).

4786 CPFG:yopRV

521taom. RV

53 olovom. RV

54dmom. RV

101 pevodov CPF G : yodvR V

167 ovdevi dipa C P F G : cancel. R : om. V

173 &otonr 10 A tvi t@® I' om. R V ex homoeoteleuto
255 10 B dpa mavti td A om. R V ex homoeoteleuto
30966¢ 0 CPFG:08¢RV

313 ante €ott add. o0k R i.m., V in textu

A dependance of R on V can be excluded. This is because V is younger
than R and the few errors or additions in R (see vv. 96, 182, and vv. 107,
143, 191 respectively) that are not transmitted in V could have easily been
corrected or omitted in V. Furthermore, V has its own separative errors that
are not, of course, to be found in R.

12—13 keicOat, &xetv C P F G R : Exewv, keloBor V

18 & xpovov C P F G R : dypovov V

74 oV mag dvOpwmoc Aovetar om. V ex homoeoteleuto
89 1pomog C P F G R : 1pitog V
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127 Aafeilv tod dmokepévov C P G R : tod dmokepévov
AoPeiv V : deest in F

279 cviroyiopog C P F G R : culhoyiotikog V

334 dvayeton tpomov C P F G R : tpomov dvayetor V

Contamination or Manuscript @ There are traces of possible contami-
nation in the descendants of manuscript f. Let us first examine a common
variant between the older descendant of 5, namely C, as well as R.

132 ook éotiv C, R s.l., V:om. GP : deestin F

The omission of ovk oty is a conjunctive error due to haplography
which is reproduced in both G and the younger descendant of £, that is P. It
would be reasonable to assume that the error occurred in F and (at least in
textu) in f, thus in the archetype as well. Nevertheless, the correct reading
was copied in textu in C and supplemented supra lineam in R (and then in
textu in the descendant of the latter manuscript V). In my opinion, there are
four explanations that may explain the occurrence of the correct reading in
CandR:

1. ovk €otv was supplemented in C and R independently. This expla-
nation seems to me, however, less probable than the following three.

2. ovk &otwv stood supra lineam in both f and R, and thus in the archetype
too.

3. ovk &otwv was a successful conjecture in R, that was then directly
adopted by C.

The fourth explanation — and in my opinion the most probable —is a par-
tial combination of the second and the third explanations which is related
to the following common variants between P and R/V:

20 mepi ovsiav C F G R : meprovsiav PV

330l0t CFGR:o0lovPV

120 &yoyov P V : {®dov in textu, dyvyov s.l. R : {®dov C
G :deestinF

163-164 tov B tpémov C F G R : 100 B"*° 1poéTTOL P V
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V is younger than P, and both P and R transmit two peculiar diagrams
(29 and 30 in the edition) before and after the chapter on the hypothetical
syllogisms, respectively. These diagrams are not found in the descendant
of R, namely V. It is therefore reasonable to assume that all the six variants
(text and both diagrams) shared by P and R/V are due to a lost member of
the lineage between R and V, namely a. The erroneous variants could have
easily been corrected in C. The assumption for the existence of o brings us
to the already mentioned fourth explanation with regard to the occurrence
of ovk &otwv in C:

4. The reading was a successful conjecture in R. The reading was trans-
mitted supra lineam first in a and then in 5, whose scribe occasionally
consulted a. Afterwards, ok £otiv was transmitted in textu in C, but
not at all in P.]

The presentation of the genealogy of OS III may then be concluded by
the following stemma codicum.

w

F R

a
5
C
P
G
s \Y%

1.5 Editorial Conventions

All three versions of OS have been divided into sections and titles (in Latin)
introduced in order to highlight the structure of the text and thus facilitate
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its better understanding. The latter paratextual material is not, of course,
included in the line numbering of the text. Spelling errors that do not render
a different meaning and errors of accentuation have been tacitly corrected,
but not registered in the apparatus criticus. lota subscripts have been in-
serted. Cardinal and ordinal numbers have been supplied as words rather
than Greek numerals. The punctuation has been standardized.

In regard to the critical edition of the fragmentary OS II, D has been
employed for the text not transmitted by M; the remainder of the edited
text 1s based on M.

The text in § F and R has been used for the edition of OS III. The text
of  can be reconstructed where C and P agree, or where C or P agrees with
F/G and/or R. Readings of C or P are noted in the critical apparatus (a) in
cases where these two manuscripts agree neither with each other nor with
F/G or R, or (b) when they offer plausible or interesting conjectures. This
criterion applies in the cases of the other two codices descripti, G and 'V,
too. G has been employed in the place of F for passages not transmitted by
the latter manuscript.

The edited text is followed by an apparatus of manuscripts (in OS 11
and OS III), a critical apparatus, an apparatus of sources (in OS I and OS
II) and an apparatus of diagrams.

Overspecified' versions of the syllogistic diagrams have been employed.
I have used colors (see “other conventions” below) in order to denote my
additions and / or deletions of diagrammatic material and associated word-
ing. Variant readings of terms, letters and quantifiers are registered in the
corresponding note to the apparatus of diagrams, after being marked by
means of superscripted exponents in the diagram.

In regard to composite second or third figure diagrams that include at
least one direct or indirect proof, I have opted for the presentation of the
different readings in groups:

+ Different readings in the wording of the diagram of the to-be-proved

"Namely, versions including all relevant diagrammatic elements and wording (terms,
letters, quantifiers etc.) according to the respective passages in the text of the edition.
An alternative presentation would have been to have used underspecified diagrams which
would have included only the absolutely necessary geometrical features and text for their
visualization (e.g. by avoiding repetition of quantifiers, curved lines for the presentation
of conclusion-conversions etc.). On the terms overspecification and underspecification in
regard to diagrams see Acerbi 2017, pp. 244-246. On the implications of these terms on
the visualization of syllogistic diagrams see Agiotis 2022, pp. 79-80.
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syllogism are printed after the indication Mod. (= modus).

* Different readings in the wording of the diagram of the direct proof
are introduced after the indication Prob. (= probatio).

+ Different readings in the wording of the diagram of an indirect proof
through the opposite (contradictory or contrary) of the major premise
of the to-be-proved syllogism are placed after the indication /mp.
Ma. (= ductio per impossibile ex opposito maioris).

* Different readings in the wording of the diagram of an indirect proof
through the opposite (contradictory or contrary) of the minor premise
of the to-be-proved syllogism are noted after the indication /mp. Mi.
(= ductio per impossibile ex opposito minoris).

Finally, the edition of each one of the three versions of OS is followed
by their respective notes. Unless indicated otherwise, all cross-references
in the notes concern the respective version of OS.

Abbreviations, Signa, Editions and Other Conventions

a.c. = ante correctionem

add. = addidit, addiderunt
cancel. = cancellavit

cf. = confer

Cod. = apparatus of manuscripts
Crit. = critical apparatus
Diagr. = apparatus of diagrams
diagr. = diagramma

eras. = erasit

Font. = apparatus of sources
gl. = glossa

iter. = iteravit

om. = omiserit / omiserunt

p.c. = post correctionem

s.l. = supra lineam

suppl. = supplevit

V., VV. = Versus, versus

< > = additions introduced in the text by the editor
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{ } = deletions introduced in the text by the editor

| = folio change in OS I or change in regard to the text
witnesses transmitting OS 11/ OS III

... = illegible passage

Ar. Nu. = Wilson 2007, pp. 132-202

Gr. Naz. Or. 19 = Migne 1857, cols. 1043-1064
Gr. Naz. Or. 42 = Bernardi 1992, pp. 48—-115
Hom. Il. = West 1998

Hom. Od. = West 2017

blue = deletions of diagrammatic elements and / or re-
spective wording in the diagrams by the editor

red = additions of diagrammatic elements and / or respec-
tive wording in the diagrams by the editor
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22
2 Edited Texts

2.1 OSI

Tod copmtdatov Kvpod Nikordov tod Kafdaciia, [Tept cuAroyiopod

1. De praedicabilibus'

"ATOROV £0TL TO &V AplOU®- 0lov «dde 6 dvOpmmoc» Kol «B8dg 6 Tnmoc»
Kol «TOOE TO HEVOPOVY.

Ei86¢ €6ty 00Tvog 6 0ptopdc papproletl moALoic ATOHOLS OLOPVESTY:
010V «0 kaB6LoL GvOpmTOCH - O Yap TOD AVOPOTOV OPIGHOG EPuPUOLEL TOA-
AOTG ATOpO1G OpOPLESY: EPappOlel Yap T® Zwkpdatel, T@ [TAdtwvt kol Tolg
dALo1G Kot LEPOG AVOpDTOLS: Opoime Kai 6 KaBoLov ntmog kai 1) kaboAov
gnaia.

T"évog £6Tiv 00 6 OpIopOG Epaprolel TOAOIG £decty: olov «Td {Povy-
0 yap T0d {Dov OPLoNdC EPapuolel T@ avOpOTT®, T¢ Tnmw, Td Pot, T@ Kuvi,
drwva iowv (0.

Tévoc yevik®dTaTov 0Tty DIEP O 0VK EGTIV HALO YévoC, 0DTIVOG O Op1-
OUOG <UEV> KOTO TOAAGDV YEVAV Kol €10V Kot yopeital, Kot ovtod O
003eVOC OPIGHOG BALOV KATNYOPETTOL: 010V «1} 0VGioN: O HEV Yap OPIGHOG
QTG KOTA TOALDY YEVAV Kol €10V Kot yopeitol (kai yop kol Katd ToD
oONOTOG, Kol KaTd ToD dcmpdtov, Kol katd Tod (dov kal Tod ayvyov,
drwva yévn eiot, kol katd 100 dvBpodmov &€, kol katd Tod Kuvog Kol Tod
Bodg, kai Tavtwv, doa gicly ovsiot), Kat' adthg 6& dALov TVOG OpIoUOg
oV Katnyopeitat. Al To0To 00K 0TV AAAO YEVOG DTIEP TV 0VGIV Kabo-
MK®OTEPOV OOTHC KABOAMKAOTEPOV YAP €0TL T1 TIVOC, TV O OPIGHOG OVTOD
kot &keivov kornyopRitol, ovkETL 88 1O dvamov: olov 10 {Pov kadoil-
KOTEPOV £€0TL TOD AvOp®OMTOV, HTL O OPIGHOG TOD {MOL KATA TOD AVOp®TOV
KOTnYyopeitat, 0 6& Tod AvOpdTOv OPIoHOG 0V KaTyopEiTal Katd Tod (Mov.

Tévog P&V oDV YEVIKOTATOV £6TIV 00 008EV KaboAkdTEPOV, | £100¢ 88
eldIKOTATOV 00 <6> OPIGHOG ATONOIG TOALOTC EQapHOLeL pdvov, ov pévtot
Kai €18ec1v: olov «O &vOpwmogy- O Yap OPIoUOC ToD AVOPAOTOV KT TGV
HEPIKDY AVOpOTOV LOVOV KOTNYOPETTOL.

Ta 8¢ kododpeva yévn kai £16m VTaAANAG gicty GV 6 OPIoUOC HEV TOA-
Aolc €ldectv €papuodlel, yevikotata 6 ovK giotv, GAL" EoTv dALO YéVOG
KAOOMKAOTEPOV 0DTAHV, & 6TV TO YEVIKOTATOV: 010V TO AU KOOOMK®D-
TEPOV WEV €0TL TOD {MOV, TNV 08 ovciay Exel KaBoAMK®TEPAY E0vTOD- Kol

Crit. 1 Tod 6o téton — cuALoytopod suppl. T2 || 13 pévaddidi || 25 6 addidi
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€100¢ P&V Aéyetan Tpog TV ovciav, Yévog 8& mpdg to {Pov- dpoimg 88 kai
70 {DOoV TPOG HEV TO oL 100G £0TL, TPOG 8¢ TOV GvOpmToV Yévoc.

1510V €oTv O POV €vi €1de1 TpdoEGTL Kol TatvTi Kol AEl, G TA AvOpOT®
TO YEAUOTIKOV, O Kai Kupimg 1010V AéyeTart.

Awpopd £6Tv @ S1apépovsty AMA@VY T €161 To V7O T avTd Yévoc:
olov 0 &vOpwmoc Tod mmov: Stapépovst Yap GAAYA®Y T6 AoYik® Kol Td
AAOY®* TOVTOV YOp EKATEPOV SLOPOPA AEYETAL.

TopPePnroc EoTtv O Ev TIVL VTOKEEVE TO Elvat YoV o TapolopBive-
T &V TG OPIGUED TOD DITOKEYEVOL® 010V TO &V T CMOUATL YO Kod P
1| 10 kaBficOou i} 10 TotacOar. TOV 0& cuuPepfnkotov Ta PEV yivovtal kol
amoyivovtat, Td 6& dAydPIoTA €lov: 1 YOp SOTNG | <> ypurndtng 1 ToD
KOPOKOG TO HEAQV T| TO TG Y1OVOG AEVKOV 0V YpilovTat TV DTOKEIUEV®V.

1. De praedicamentis?

Aéxa giol Ta yevikmTaTo yévn, €ic d mavTa ta dvta dvayovtolr ovoia,
e mico ovsioy mepéyel (olov «avOpomovy, «Bodvy, «dvay, «Aibov»,
«8&v8povy): mocov Ve’ O mhvto Té Apdpodueva Kol petpodueva (olov
«OPLOUOCY), «POVOCH, KYPOLLU», KETPAVELO, | «KGOMO»)* TOLOV O TAvVTOL
nepiéyet o motd (moldv 8¢ dott, ke’ & TL To1OVSE TL AéyETOL 0lov «odua
AgVKOVY 1| «AOYOC AyaBocy §| «EVAov €00D»): Tpdg TL 8¢ €ig O dvdryovton
TavTo T TPOG BALO AeyOpEVH (010V «IOTp», €U0 «S0DAOGY, «OEcTO-
mo»): mod 8¢ mavTa mEPLEXEL TO v TON®, KabOGoV v TOT® Eictv (olov
«&v dyopd», «&v oikig»): mote ToL &v Ypdve (olov «Béc», «Tépuo»): Kei-
o0a a1 Béaty Eyovta (olov «kadficOo, «ioTacow): Exetv TO Dmodéyechat
(<otlov> 10 «OTAIGOa, T «&vdedhcOa) kai Shwg ooy ovsiag mepi 0V-
olav mepifecty: motelv & mepiéysl micav dvépyetay (010V TO «TEUVEIYY, TO
«YPAPELVY, TO KKATEWV»)* TAGYEY (<0l0V> TO «TépvVESOa, TO «Koieaha).

3. De enuntiatione

[Taoa 0¢ eV oNUAVTIKY TVOG &V TL TOVTOV TAV Ovimv oniol. Kai
novn pev ekdotn Kob Eavtnv Aeyopévn onpaivet pév T, Adyog 8¢ ovk 6TV
08¢ Srévotav dmoptier. Toumdexdpevar 8¢ me SHvavrat kai Adyov eivat
Kai Stévotay dmaptilev: olov 6 «8vOpmTOg» onuaivel Hév Tva ovGiov Kol
TO «TPEYELY OMNUOLVEL TTOLETV TL, AAAL YWPIG EKATEPOV OVK EGTL AOYOS: GULL-
nhekopeva 8&, olov «O &vOpwmog Tpéye, Adyov dmoincey. Tdv 8 Adywv
0 PV EDKTIKOG 80TV (010V O¢ dmbAoiTo 1 Kakio), 6 8& TPooTaKTIKOG (MG TO

Crit. 40 10 suppl. T2 s.l. || 42 M addidi || 59 Aéyov conieci : Adyog T

Font. 63 Gr. Naz. Or. 19 col. 1060C 1; OS II vv. 26-27

Cabhiers de I’Institut du Moyen-Age Grec et Latin, No. 91 2022

33

35

37

39

41

43

45

47

49

51

53

55

57

59

61

63



65

67

69

71

73

75

77

79

81

83

85

87

89

91

93

95

97

24

16 vOv koafnbh), 6 8¢ EpOTNUATIKOS (G TO TAC TaL THS EKdNuIas DUV Exel
Tij¢ fuetépac;), 6 8& KANTkdg (g 10 dedpo, @ Zokpareg), O 8& Amopaviikdg
(&g 0 0vK dyabov molvkoipavin).> Tév & névie 00TV Adymv 0dSeiC 1
aAnBedel f) yevdetat, Hovog 68 O ATOPAVTIKOG: &V aVT® Yap Bewpeital 10
aAn0&g Kol 0 yeddog,.

Obtog 82 6 dmopavTikdg Adyog | Stonpeitar gig KoTAPacY Kol AmdPAGLY.
Kai dnogaocig pév £oty, dtav yopilopéy 1t dmd tivog (olov «6 Takpatng
oVK €0tV dyaBdcy - ywpilopev yap t0 dyabov Tod ZOKPATOVS), KATAPACLG
8¢ éoTtv, BTy GLVATTOUEY TL TIVE (010V «O TKpATNG GYadOcH* GLUVAMTO-
Hev yap to ayadov t@ Tokpdatet ). [16c 6& Adyog €€ Ovopdtov Kol PnudTmv
ovykertat. TOV 6& dvoudtov Kal prindtov Td Hev oplopuéva Aéyovtat, T 08
adpioTo Opopéva LEV dvopata kol pripata Aéyovtol 6o SnAodoty mpt-
ouévag Ev TL (0lov «8vOpomoc» T «Tpéye), adpiota 8 oa ddploTov Exst
TV onpasiay (01ov «ovk GvOpmToc», «ovy oy, «od Tpéyey - TadTo Yap
oV paAAov TodTo 1j €keivo onuaivet). TOV 6& &v 1@ AmoPavTikK@ Ady® OvO-
HOTO®V Kol PUATOV TO HEV KATNYOPOLLEVH AEYOVTOL, TO 08 VTOKEIEVAL
Kxad Vrokeipevov pév dott mepi 00 motovuedo OV Adyov, KatnyopoduEVOY
8¢ 0 Méyopev mepi xkeivov (olov «d Zaokpdtng ayadoc» - O pev «ZokpdTno»
voKeipevov Adyetat: mePl anTod Yap 0 AGY0G: TO 08 «ayaboc» KaTnyopov-
uevov: tobto yop Aéyopev mepl Ekeivov). T1ag & Adyog dmopavtikog | €€
VTOKELUEVOD Kol KATNYOPOLUEVOL GUYKELTAL LOVOV Ty €& DTOKEEVOD Kail
KOTNYOPOLUEVOL KOl TPITOV TPOGKATYOPOVUEVOL TTPOGKATIYOPOVLEVOV
8¢ Méyeton 10 «&otivy (olov 6 «ZwkpaTno» Vrokeipevoy, 10 «iyadogy Ko-
TITYOPOVLEVOV, TO «EGTL» TPOCKATIYOPOVLEVOV). ZOUTAEKOVTOL OE T® GITOo-
QOVTIK® AOY® Kal ol Aeyopevol Tpdmot, ob¢ Kol HAAG Kahodoty, giol 8 10
«BVayKTY, TO «EdHVOTOVY, TO «EvOEyETa, TO COTAPYEL (010V «EViEyETaL
TOV ZOKpATNV AovBijvam §| «avaykn | dvamveivy). Zvumiékovtal 6& Koi ol
AeyoUEVOL TPOGOOPIGHOL, O «TTAGH, O «OVOEIDY, O «Tigy, O «OV TACH* Kal O
HEV «TTAG» KABOAOL KOTOPATIKOC AEyeTal, O 08 «oVIEID) KABOALOL AToPaTL-
KOG, O O «TIG» HEPIKOG KOTAPATIKOGC KOl 0«0V TTACH» UEPIKOS ATOPATIKOG.

‘Entel ¢ év 101¢ Amo@avTikoic A0Yolg Kol KoTapdcels €iol Kol Amopd-
O€1G, 10TEOV OTL OV TAGA ATOPACIC TACTS KATAPAGEMS ATOPACLS AEYETAL:
TG Yap «O ZOKPATNG AOVETO KOTAPAGEMS OVK EGTLV ATOPACIG 1) «O [TAG-
TOV 00 AOVETO, GAL’ 1] «<6> ZOKPATNG 0L AOVETAY, dSNAOVOTL 1] Eovca

Crit. 73 10 conieci: 1@ T || 97 6 addidi

Font. 64 cf. Hom. Od. v 20; OS I v. 26 | 64-65 Gr. Naz. Or. 42 sec. 1.5-6 ||
65 cf. Ar. Nu. v. 866 || 66 Hom. Il. B 204
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70 aOTO KOTNYOPOVUEVOV KOl DTOKEIUEVOV: TH] YOP KATAPACEL TPOCTIOELE-
VOV 10 «oV» TTOlEl TNV athg anodgacty. [Ipootifetal 6¢ del 10 «ov» &v T0ig
KOTYOPOVUEVOLG, £V TOIG DITOKELUEVOLS O 0VOEMOTE: Kol YOp OV yiveTon
ATOPOOIC TPOSTIOEUEVOL TOD «oD» T@ vIokewéve. Kai el pév &€ vmoket-
HEVOL Kol KOTYOPOLUEVOL UOVOV GLYKEOLTO 1] KATAPUGLS, TPOSTIOEUEVOL
TOD «OD» TM KATNYOPOLUEV® 1 ATOPACIS YiveTol €l 0 Kl TPOGKATNYO-
POVLEVOV, TM TPOCKOTNYOPOLUEV®- €l 08 KOl TPOGOIOPIGUOC, TM TPOGO10-
PoU® (Koi yap ThG «mdg avOpmmog AELKOV» KOTAPAGEMS ATOPACIG 1) €0V
TG AvOpwmog AgLKOVY, THG 0€ «Tig AvOpmTOg AEVKOVY 1| «0VOEIS dvOpm-
TTOG AEVKOV»* TO YAP «OV TIG» TAVTOV £0TL T(M «OVOEICH) €1 &€ TPOC TOTG AA-
AO1G Kal TpOTOG €N TPOCKEIUEVOG TH KOTAPAGEL, TO AAAN TOPAAMTOVTEG TD
PO TPOGONGOLEY TO «OD» KOi TOWGOpEV THY AMOPAcLY (0loV Thig «&vaé-
YETOL TTAVTOL EVOPOTOV AOVOUEVOV ElVaL) KOTAPAGEMC, £l OeAcopey dmod-
Qoo EIMELV, 0VTE TM VIOKEEV® | TPOGONGOUEV TO «OV», TQ) «AVOPOT®H,
oUTE T® KATNYOPOLUEV®, T «AOVOUEV®Y, OVTE TG TPOGKOTIYOPOVUEV®,
() «EWVO, OVTE TA TPOGIOPIGUD, TA CTAVTO», AAAL TG TPOT®, TH «EVSE-
YETOLY, GLVAYOLEV TO «OV» Kol 0VTM TOWCOEV THV ATOPACLY, TiTIG £0TIV
«oVk &vdéyeton mava vOpmmov Aovduevov sivo). Ei 8& 10 «od» mpocdn-
OOLEV TG VTOKEWEVE T| TM KATITYOPOLUEVE® GVTOG TPOGKATYOPOLUEVOL T
TG TPOCKATIYOPOLUEV® HVTOG TPOGOIOPIGHOD T} TG TPOGIOPIGUD OVTOG
Kol TPOTOV, OV TOGOEV ATOPAGLY: TO YAP «OV» MG EV HEPOC AGYOL LETA
TOD VTOKEWEVOL T} TOV dAL®V Eotan kol O AGY0G OVK AmOPACLS, GAANL Kol
TAQac1g €€ AopioTov VTOKEWEVOL T} KOTNYOPOLUEVOV: OG YOP AOPLOTOV
dvoua 1j prjLa 10 T010DTOV KOTNYOPOVUEVOV KOl VTOKEIUEVOV TapaAopBa-
VETOL.

Kai 010 10970 TdV KaTopacemVy Kol Amo@icemV ol LEV amAal AéyovTal,
al 6¢ ovy amioi. Koi amAal pév ai Eyovcatl dpiopévo DToKEIEVE Kol Ko
TYyopovEVa, 0Dy, Aol 82 ai Eyovsot ddpiota, oi koi &k petadéoemc? Aé-
yovtot Kai amiai p&v «avOpmmog Aoveta, «8vOpwomog 00 Aoveta - «dv-
OpOTOC AOVOUEVOG EGTIVY, «EVOP®TOG AOVOUEVOC OVK EGTIVY * «TTAC AVOp®-
T0G AOVOUEVOG EGTIVY, «OV TG AVOP®TOG AOVOUEVOS EGTIVY: «EVOEXETOL
névo GvOpOTOV AOLOIEVOV EIvVay, «OVK EVva&xeTon TévTa dvOpomov Aov-
Opevov eiva. Ai 82 8k petadicemc: «ovk EvOpmmog AOVETA KOTAPAGIG
€€ AopioTOv VITOKEUEVOD: TADTNG ATOPACIS «OVK (VOP®TOG 0V AoVETA)
«avOp®TOg 0V AOVOUEVOS EGT KATAPACLG £ AOPIGTOL KATIYOPOLLEVOL:
| TODTNG ATOPUGIC «EVOP®TOG 0V AOVOUEVOC OVK E0TY* KOl ETTL TV AAL®V

Crit. 102 ovykéorro] -ot- suppl. T? || 112 obre! iter. et cancel. T || Aovopéve
conieci : Aovouevov T
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opoimg taig aniaic. ‘H tolann 6¢ suluyia Thg KOTAQAcEMG Kol AToPAceEmg
KoAgTTan AvTifeoic Kol dtd ToVTO TAV TPOSIOPIGUMY O HEV KaBOAOL KoTo-
QOTIKOG, O «TTAGY, Kol O KOOOLOL ATOQATIKOG, O «OVIEIGH, OVK AVTIKEIVTOL
AVTIQATIK®G, AAAL EVOVTIDg Exetv AéyovTtal: OLoimg 08 Kol O PEPTKOC KOLTO-
QOTIKOG TTPOG TOV LEPIKOV ATOPATIKOV: O 08 HEPIKOG AMOPATIKOC TPOG TOV
KOO0V KOTOPATIKOV AVTIPATIKMG AVTIKELTAL <OPOoimG 08> Kol O kaBOLov
ATOPATIKOC TPOG TOV UEPIKOV KOTAPATIKOV.

4. De conversione propositionum?®

[Mveton 8¢ €v T0iG Katapdoeot kol dnopdcest kai aviiotpodr). "Ectt 8¢
AVTIGTPOPT) TO TOUGUL TO KOTNYOPOVUEVOV VTOKEILEVOV KOl TO DTOKETLLE-
VOV KOTNYopovpevoV (0lov TG «ZmKPATNG YEAUGTIKOVY) AVTIGTPEPOVOTC
£0TALT| «TO YEAAGTIKOV ZOKPATNG»). AVIIGTPEPOVGHV OE TV KATUPAGEWDY
Kol AToQAceE®mV Kol 01 &V aOToig TPOGOIOPIoUOL AVTIGTPEPOVSL Kol O HEV
KoBOAOL KOTOPOTIKOG €IC TOV LEPIKOV KATAPATIKOV AVTIGTPEPEL, O OE LIE-
PO KOTAPATIKOG €1 £00TOV, O 68 KaBOAOL ATOPATIKOG €iC £0LTOV, O O
LEPIKOG ATOPOTIKOG OVK AVTIOTPEQEL.

5. De syllogismo et eius figuris

Ta 8¢ v 101G Katapdoeot Kal Amopicest KOTNYOPOOUEVO Kol DTOKET-
HEVOL LEPT YEVOUEVO GUAAOYIoHOD OpOt KAAODVTOL KOl O €K TOVT®V GLY-
KelPeval KatapAacels Kol AmoQacels TpoTdoelg AEyovTal. ZVAAOYIGHOG O0€
gotv, 6tav 600 AOY®V AmoPAVTIKAV 1) Kol TAEOVOV cuvaBEivTov ETepog
&K TV cuvaPOEVTOV EmicupBaivel: olov Amd Tod «) yoyT detkcivjtovy dmo-
QOVTIKOD AOYOL Kol TOD «TO detkivitov aBavotovy, GAAOG | Adyog EmoupL-
Baivet, TO «n yoyn adavatovy, kol 10 OAov cLALOYIGHOG KaAeitatl. Kai ol
ouvaPBEVTEG AOYOL, TO «1] Yuyn dekivntovy Kol <td> «T0 detkivntov abd-
VOTOVY, TPOTACELG €61 TO & KATNYOPOOUEVO KOl DITOKEILEVQ, «1) YOyM»,
«TO deivnTovy, «10 dBdvatovy, Opot Aéyovtar 6 0¢ émovuPaiveov Ad-
Y0G, TO «1) Youyn abavotovy, kadeltor cupmépaciia. Tod 6& GUUTEPAGHOTOS
7O PV KaTnyopovuevov pueilov 6pog kaleital, TO 8¢ VITOKEILEVOV EGY0TOG
Opog, 6 6& Aourog pécoc. Kai dtav pev 6 peilmv md pésm cuvaedt] («to det-
kivntov dBdavatovy) pueilov mpdtacic Aéyetar: dtov 0€ O HEGOC T@ £0)AT®
(«n youyn dewcivnrovy), ELdttev Tpodtactg Aéyetal. Tobtov Tod cLALOYL-
ouod tpia gicl oynuaTe: TPATOV, SEVTEPOV Kai TPiTOV.

5.1. De modis trium figurarum
5.1.1. De modis figurae primae

Crit. 135 dvtifeoig conieci : avtipacig T || 139 opoiong 8¢ addidi || 150 ai T
s.l. || 156 10 addidi
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"Otav pgv ovv Tpeig 8pot obtmg Eymot tpdg dAMAove, HoTe TOV HEGOV
vrokeloOot pev @ peilovi dkpw, kotnyopeichat 6¢ Tod €oydrtov, T0TE TO
TpdOTOV Yiveton oyfpa. Tovtov Tod oynuatog Tpomot il T€0oapEs.

[Tp&dT0g 0 £k peilovog kaBOAOV KATAPATIKNG TPOTAGEMS KOl EAATTOVOG
KOO0V KOTAPATIKAC KOOOLOV KATAPOTIKOV GUVAYMV GUUTEPAGLA: | OOV

ovsin  (Pov GvOpwmog

«

Agbtepog 6 €k peilovog KaBOAov AmoPaTiKig TPOTACEMG Kol EAATTOVOG
KaBOLOV KATAPATIKAC KOOOLOV ATOPaTIKOV GLUVAYOY cuumépacia-® olov
AMBog  C@®ov GvOpomog

\01’)8! n

Tpitog 6 €k peilovog KOOV KATAPATIKNG TPOTACEMS Kol EAATTOVOG
£402v  HEPUCHC KOTAPATIKTG LEPIKOV KATAPATIKOV GUVAYMV GOUTEPOGHO:® | 0loV
hoywodv dvOponog (dov
T

&

Tétaptog 6 €k peilovog kaBOAOL ATOPATIKT|G TPOTAGEMS KOl EAATTOVOG
LEPIKTIG KOTOPOTIKTG LEPIKOV AmopaTikdOV cuvaymv copmépacpa: ' olov
Aoywov  Tnmog  Cdov

01’)8! T

5.1.2. De modis figurae secundae
‘Otav 8¢ tpeig dpot oVTes Exmot TpOg AAAAOVG, BOTE TOV AKPWV G-
QOTEPMV TOV HéEGOV Katnyopeichatl, Tote TO devTepoV yivetan oyfjna. Tod-
TOV TPOTOL TEGGUPEG.
[Tp®dTog 6 €k peilovog KabBOLov <ATOEATI>KTG Kol ELATTOVOC KaBdAoL
KaTaPoTIKRC K0BOLOL AmoPuTOV GVVEY®OV cuumépacia-'! olov
Euyoyov

004, y

MBog  ovd  GvOBpwmog

AgVtepog 0 €k peilovog kaboAov Katapatikig Kol EAGTTovoc KaBoLlov
AmoQoTiKiig KaOOAOL AMOPATIKOV GUVEY®V GupTépaciia: 2 olov

Crit. 165 Otav] “O-supplevi:deestin T || 179-180 peiovog— kotapatiki ]
-Covog kaBorov — kata- T i.m. ext. etint. || 179 dmopoartikiic] dmogarti- supplevi
:deestin T
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AOYIKOV
T ovd

GvOpomog 003  immog

Diagr. 6
183 Tpitog 0 €k peilovog KaBOAOL ATOPATIKTC Kol EAATTOVOS HEPIKT|G Ko
TOPUTIKTIG LEPTKOV AMOPATIKOV GUVEY®V GUTEpPAcua ' olov
Agvkov
ovd T
Diagr. 7 Aibioy ovm GvOpwmog
185 Téraptog 0 €k peilovog kaBOAOV KATAPATIKNG Kol EAATTOVOS LEPIKTIG

ATOQOTIKNG HEPIKNG ATOPATIKTG LEPIKOV ATOPATIKOV GLUVAY®V GUUTEPOL-
187 opo-'4 olov
GvOpwmog

Diagr. 8 @060POG 00T AeVKOV
5.1.3. De modis figurae tertiae'>
‘Otav 8¢ 1peig Opot oVTmG EYMOL TPOG AAANAOVG, DOTE TOV HEGOV AL
189 @OTEPOLG VIokelohan Toig Akpolg | T0te TO Tpitov yiveton oyfua. TodToL  f 403r
Tpomot £E.
191 [Tpdtog 6 €k peilovog KaBOAoL KOTOPATIKTG Kol ELATTOVOC KaBdAoL
KOTOQPOTIKTG HEPIKOV KOTAPATIKOV GLVAY®OV cuumépacua: ¢ olov

AOYIKOV T dimovv

T T
Diagr. 9 GvBpomo
193 Agbtepog 0 €k peilovog kaBOAOV ATOEATIKTC Kol EAATTOVOS KaBO oL
KOTOQOTIKTG HEPIKOV AMOPUTIOV GVLVAY®OV cuumépacia-'’ olov
{nmog  obvm Aoywdv
00d T
Diagr. 10 avbpomog
195 Tpitog 6 €k peilovoc KaBOLoL KATAPATIKTG Kol ELATTOVOC LEPIKTG Kol

TOPOTIKTG HEPIKOV KATOPUTIKOV GLVAY®OV cuumépacia:'® olov
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£nyoyov T AEUKOV

v

Cdov

Tétaptog 6 €k peilovog KaBOAoL ATOEATIKTC Kol EAATTOVOG UEPIKTIC
KOTOQOTIKTG HEPIKOV AMOPUTIOV GUVAY®OV cuumépacia:® olov

Kopa&  ovm  CQov

Agvkov
[Téuntog 0 €k peilovog pepikig KOTAPOTIKTG Kol ELATTOVOS KaBOAoL
KOTAPATIKAC LEPTKOV KOTAPATIKOV GUVAY®Y cuumépacpo-2 olov

Aevkdy T Epyoyov

v

Coov

"Extog 0 £k peilovog pepikiic amopatikic Kol EAdTTovog KafoAoL Ko-
TOPOTIKTG HEPIKOV ATOPUTICOV GUVAY®OV GLUUTEPAGHA- 2 olov

Simovv oo m Epyvyov

OW

Cdov
5.2. De probatione syllogismorum??
f.403v Agictéov d¢ OtL 00 povov | €mi TV €xtefévtiav Opwv, AALG Kol md-
ong VANG amd TOV ipnUEVOV TPOTAGEDV TO TODTO GLVAYOVTOL GUUTE-
pacpoto: olov £k 390 KaBOAOL KATAPATIKAY &V TPMOTE GYAHATL KAOOAOV
KOTaoTikov Kol €k peilovog kabolov dmopatikig kol EAATTOVOS KaOOAoL
KATOQATIKTG KAOOAOL AToPaTikoV: Kal &l T®V dAL®V Opoimg.

5.2.1. De modis figurae primae®’

To pgv ovv Tpdrov oyfpa adtddev ol povepdv-2* éickeicOm yap dvti
navtog Opov ta A, B, T kai €otm 10 pev A kotd movtog tod B, 10 8¢ B katd
navtog Tod I (kotd mavtog 8¢ Ty, dtav undév 1 pépog Tod HIokeévou,
Ko’ od 10 Etepov 0V AexdnceTan: TOLTESTLY, £1 TO A Katd movtog Tod B,
g€otal Kot TAVTOV TOV pepdv 1o B). 'Erel toivov 10 B kot mavtog €oti
o0 I, uépog dpa tod B 10 ' €mel ¢ 10 A xotd movtog €oti tod B, fiyouv
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199
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Diagr. 15

217

Diagr. 16
219

221

Diagr. 17

223

225

Diagr. 18

227

229

231

Diagr. 19
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Kato Tavtev Tdv pepdv tod B, €in dv kota mwovtog tod I pépog yap 10 I
100 B* 10 A dpa katd movtog tod .

>
o]
—

s

‘Opoing 8¢ xai 6 devtepog TpOTOC Pavepdc 6Ty antddev-> &l yap 1O
B kota moavtog 1od I, uépog €oti 10 I' 10D B+ €mei 68 10 A kat’ 00devOg TV
puep®dv tod B, 10 A dpa kot 00devog Tod I
B
I N

>
—

&

Koai 0 tpitoc: énel yap 10 B katd tvog tdv I, Ti dpa t@dv I pépog 100
B énel 8¢ 10 A xotd Tavtev TV pepdv tod B, £in kai | kat’ ékeivov Tod
uépovg 1od I, 6 pépog €oti 100 B- 10 A dpa tivi tdyv I
B

>
—

&

Kai 0 tétaptog: €nel yap 10 B xatd tivog tdv I i dpoa tdv I' puépog 10d
B: 10 6¢ A xat’ 00devOg TdV puep®dv 10D B- énel 6¢ t1 tdV I puépog tod B,
10 A dpa kaTd TIvog TV pepdv tod I' 00 katnyopnOnoetal: ovk dpa Eoton
Kato Tovtog Tod .

>

B
00d T

—

.

5.2.2. De reductione modi figurae secundae ad modos figurae primae

Agictéov o1 TO devTEPOV YN S1d TOD TPMOTOV GYNUOTOS AVTIGTPE-
povong dc Tdv mpotdcemv.?® "Eotm yap 10 B mavti td I, 10 B 00devi
@ A+ Aéyo 81110 A ot 00devi @ I Eiyap 10 B 00devi @ A, kol 10 A
000evi T® B (0 yap «00deio» €l €avTdV AVTIoTPEPEL)- €1 TOTVLV TO A 00deVL
@ B, 10 6¢ B mavti t@ I, €oton 10 A 00devi Td I 610 TOV devTEpPOV TPOTOV
TOD TPAOTOV GYNUOTOC: €l dpo TO B ovdevi pev 1@ A, mavti o€ 1d I, ot
70 A 00devi t® 77

>
=}

g
=4
~
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Agictéov tOVv devtepov tpomov. Emel yap 10 B o0devi 1 I ol to I
ovdevi 1@ B- €l totvuv 10 I' 00devi 1@ B, 10 6¢ B mavti 1@ A, &otar 10 I’
o0devi T® A 810 TOV dgvtepov TpdmOV | ToD TPMTOV GYNUATOG: €1 0 10 I
00deviT® A, Eotat kol T A 00devi Td I. Ei dpa 10 B 00devi pév 1@ I mavti
5& 1 A, Eoton 10 A 00devi td I3

A 00 r

Agictéov tOv Tpitov. 'Emel yap 10 B 00devi @ A, €otan kol 10 A 00devi
@ B- &l toivov 10 A 00devi T B, 10 8¢ B Tivi 1® I, €6t0n 10 A 00 mavTi T®
I" 810 TOV TéTapToV TPOTOV TOD TPMOTOL GYNUeTOS. >

Y

0vd T

=
o)
—

e
S
A

>
~

Agitéov 1OV TETapTOoV 010 TOD AdVVATOV OV YAp SLVATOV S AVTIGTPO-
OT¢ €l¢ TO TPATOV GO Avayayelv: 1 HEV YOP EAATTOV TPOTOGIC OVK V-
TIoTPEQEL, 1| 08 peilmv, el dvtiotpaeein, Eotol pepikn (0 yap «mdc» €ig TOv
«TIE» AVTIOTPEPEL) Kol 0VTmG AAAOTPLOV E0TOL TOD TPMOTOL GYNHOTOC, dTep
aetl v peilova mpdtacty Eyel kaBoLlov. AeKTéov Toivuv aTo O1d TOD AdL-
vatov. Aéyw yap 011, €1 10 B mavti 1@ A, 10 8¢ B 00 mavti @ I, Eoton
10 A oV mavti 1@ I Ei 6¢ pn, €oton 10 A moavti 1@ I (€nl mavtog yap 1 1
Katdeaolg f| N | dmogaocic)- €l toivuv 10 B moavti @ A, 10 8¢ A mavti 1d I,
g€otar 10 B mavti t@ I, €011 8¢ kai ov movti- 1 dvtigaocig, émep advvatov:
yeddoc dpa 1o A mavti eivar @ I Ei 82 1 katdgacic yeddoc, 1} dmdpascic
GAndng- 10 A &pa od mavti ¢ I3

Crit. 239 8¢ iter. et cancel. T | 247 Ei & uy — @ I suppl. T? il.
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Diagr. 22

5.2.3. De reductione modi figurae tertiae ad modos figurae primae
Agktéov Kai 10 Tpitov oyfjta dEKTEOV TOV TPpdTOV TPpOTOV. "EcT® Yap
253 10 A movtiT® B, 10 6¢ I mavtitd B, Aéym 611 €otont kai 10 A Tivi d I Enel
vap 10 I' mavti éoti 1@ B, Eoton kai 10 B tivitd I (0 yop «mtdio» €ig 1OV «Ticy
255 AvTIoTPEQPEL)- €l Totvuv 10 A mavti 1@ B, 10 6¢ B tvi 1@ I, Eoton 10 A Twvi
6 I 10 1OV tpitov Tpdmov 10D TpdTov SYfuaTog. !

T

>
=1

3
=~
B

>
o]
—

&

Diagr. 23
257 Agictéov TOV devtepov tpomov. 'Emel yop 10 I moavti <t®> B, Eotan kai
70 B tivit®d I' €l toivuv 10 A ovdevi d B, 10 € B tvi 1 I, €oton 10 A ov

250 mavti @ I 10 1OV tétaptov Tpémov 10D TpdTov cyfuetod.

ov T

>
=

ovd g

B
B

>

ovd T

§

Diagr. 24
Agictéov TOVv tpitov Tpdmov. Eiyap 10 I' | ivi 1@ B, €oton kol 0 B Tivi £ 405v
261 T@ " €l 01 10 A movti T® B, 10 8¢ B tivi t@ T, €oton kol 10 A tvi Td I S
1OV TpiToV TPOTOV TOD TPAOTOL GYALATOC. >

>
a
—

>
w

&<

Diagr. 25
263 Agictéov tov tétaptov. Enel yap 10 I tivi @ B, Eotat kai 10 B vi 1
Crit. 257 t® addidi
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I" (6 yap «ticy €ig €avtdv AvtioTpépel): €l 01 TO0 A ovdevi 1@ B, 10 6¢ B

Tvi 1 T, Eotan 10 A o0 movti T ' dud tov tétaptov Tpdmov Tod TPMTOL
oyfuortog.>

>
=}
.
2
—

Agiktéov TOv méumtov. 'Emel yap 10 A tvi @ B, €oton ki 10 B Tivi T®
A- €l oM 10 I mavti @ B, 10 0& B twvi @ A, €otot 10 ' tvi t@d A S0 Tov
TpiTOV TPOTOV TOD TPMTOV SYNUATOG <el 6& 10 I' vl 1@ A, €oton kol T
A tvitd I El dpa 10 A Tvi 1@ B, 10 8¢ T mavti 1® B, €otan 10 A Tivi 10
1'*.>35

A T r
V
B
A B r

AgkTé0oV TOV EKTOV S0 TOD AOVVATOL: KOl YO 0VOE aDTO dSLVOTOV dvaL-
YOYEWV €ig TO Tp@dTOV oyfipta S Thg dvtiotpooiic. | "Eotw toivuv 10 A ov
navti @ B, 10 8¢ I’ movti 1® B- Aéyw 611 10 A 00 mavti t@ I Ei yap un,
gotal 10 A mavti @ I' (énl mavtog yap §j 1 Katdeaotg fj 1 dndeacic): &l
toivuv 10 A mavti T® I, 10 8¢ I mavti 1@ B, €oton 10 A mavti td B, €011 6
Kol o Tavti- 1 Avtipooic, Omep advvatov: yeddog dpa 10 A movti td I Ei
8¢ 1) KoTdpacic wevdng, aAndng 1 drdeacic: 1o A dpa o movti T I.3°

5.3. De propriis figurae syllogismorum?’
"I6100 TOD TPMTOVL GYNUATOG TO TOV HEGOV OPOV Kol DTOKEIIEVOV EYELV
K01 KT YOPOVIEVOV: TO GUVAYELY AV £100G GUUTEPAGLOTOS, KAOOAOL Kol

Crit. 269-271 €16 10 I —tivit® I' addidi
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LEPIKOV, KATAPOTIKOV Kol dmopatikdv: 10 TV peilova Exetv del kaborov,
v 8¢ éAdtTova Katagatikny. “1dio Tod devtépov 10 Exetv TOV pécov dpov
APPOTEP®V TAV AKPMOV KATYOPOVUEVOV: TO GUVAYEWV GEL ATOPOTIKE, Kol
ueptkd kol kaboAov- 10 Eyev v peilova del kabBolov, v 8¢ ErdtTova
avopotooynuova. Idta Tod tpitov 10 Exev TOV HEGOV VTOKEIUEVOV GLPO-
TEPOIC TOTG AKPOLG” TO GUVAYELY GlEl LEPTKEL, KO KOTOPATIKO KOl ATOQATIKGL.

5.4. De analysi syllogismorum

| Avalvoopev 8¢ Tovg €v Toi¢ PAiotg kol Taig StohéEECT GLALOYIGHOVG
T0dTOV TOV TPOTOV->® ANmTéOoV MPMTOV TO GLUMEPAGLO: GUUTEPAGLLO, OF
€oTv 0 Tpokeipevov Eotv amoderydijvat. Tovtov 8¢ Anedévtog (ntnoopuev
TO KOTNYOPOUUEVOV €V aOTD Kol <10> VIokeipevov, ToutéoTtt TOV peilova
Opov kaitov Eoyatov. Tovtwv 6& Anedévtwv kataleinetot 6 pEcog 6pog, 8g
gotv 1 aitia, U Ng KoTACKEVALETAL TO GUUTEPAGHO. ANPOEVTOV 8E TRV
dpov silnuuévar Ecovron oi mpotdoelc, f te peilov kai 1 hdttov. Eita
Bewpriocopey Ta KATNYOPOVUEVA KOl <TO> DTOKEIUEVA £V EKATEPA TMV TPO-
Tacemv, Kal EoTal pavePOg 0 LEGOC Opoc, €l Kol DITOKELTOL KO KOTYOPETTOL
(6 €011 TOD TPOTOV CYNUATOG), €1 KaTyopeital uovov (Omep €0Ti TOD d€L-
TEPOV), £l VTOKELTOU POVOV (STep €oti ToD Tpitov). ['veoHEvtog 6¢ gic molov
avayetol oyfo O TPOKEIUEVOS GLALOYIGHOG PadimG O TPOTOC AneOfceTaL,
dnhovoT gig Tiva Tpdmov Tod gbpedéviog oynpatoc avéaystal. <Eito> Osw-
PNOOUEV TAG TPOTAGELC, TAC EXYOVGL TEPL TO KOTAPATIKOV KO ATOPUTIKOV,
Kol LePIKOV Kol KaBOAov: @épe Yap elnelv, el ebpebein Tod TpdTOL TYNLLOL-
170G 6 GLALOYIGUAG, €1 PEV BUE® £lev ol TPOTAGELG KAOOLOV KOTAPOTIKOL, O
TPMOTOG E0TOL TPOTOG- €1 6€ 1 pev peilwv kaboAov dmo|eatikn, 1) 68 ELdTTOV
KaBOAOV KoTaQaTiky], E6Ton 6 e0TEPOC TPOTOG: Kol £l TV AAL®V OpoimC.

Crit. 290 toaddidi || 294 taaddidi ||299 Eitaaddidi ||299-300 Ocwpricopev
conieci : Oewpnoact T
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Notes

1 Unlike OS II and OS II1, OS I has no introductory note which would declare the “pur-
pose” or “aim” (okomdg) of the treatise. This may indicate a loss of text. However,
chapter 1 in OS I deals with two groups of definitions of terms in Porphyry’s Intro-
duction: (a) the — as traditionally called — zévze pwvai or predicables (genus, species,
difference, property, accident [yévoc, €idoc, dtapopd, id1ov, cuufepnroc]); (b) re-
lated terms (individual, most general genus, lowest species, subordinate genus and
species [&topov, Yévog yevikdtatov, £180¢ eidikdToToV, Yévoc / £180¢ DIdAANAOV]).
Why would a section including definitions of the latter terms be expected in a work on
syllogisms? Proofs concern syllogisms, definitions belong to the principles of proofs,
and one has to know what genus or species is in order to form a definition in the first
place (Busse 1887, p. 1.5-6). In this regard, it is reasonable to assume that a brief
presentation of important terms in Porphyry’s Introduction could be employed as an
introduction to OS I. On the other hand, OS II and OS III do not refer to Porphyry’s
pentad. Perhaps the author of OS deemed that the content of the Introduction was re-
dundant for his syllogism-focussed purposes as presented in the introductory notes of
OS II and OS TII. After all, genera in Porphyry’s text concern Aristotle’s ten types of
predication (Busse 1887, p. 6.5-7) which are indeed discussed in all three versions of
OS (OS I-II1, chapter 2 respectively). loannes Italos expresses an opinion in favour
of the equivalence between the so-called predicables and predicaments. According to
Italos, Porphyry’s five voices should eventually be considered as Aristotle’s ten types
of predication. The only difference is that Porphyry presents them in a formal manner
(Moyw®q), whereas Aristotle examines them according to the principles of the subject
matter of Cat. (puowdg); see Joannou 1956, pp. 38, 39. On the distinction between
Aoydg and puok®dg arguments see Zingano 2017, pp. 9-11.

2 An adaptation of the famous list “of things said without any combination” (t®v Kotd
pundepiov copmiokny Aeyopévav) in Cat. 4, 1626 — 2a4.

36266 Tov 6¢ Moyov — molvkotpavin ] The classical fivefold division of sentences
into wishes, commands, questions, vocations and assertions is attested (in a different
order) in Ammonius’ commentary on /nt. (Busse 1897, p. 2.9-23). Cf. OS I, n. 3;
OS 111, n. 5.

4 125 éx petabéoemg | On this use of the term “transposition” (perdfecic) see Busse
1897, p. 161.9-32.

5 135-140 310 todto — TOV pepkov katapatikov | Besides referring to what is already
mentioned in Int. 7, 17b16-26 concerning the two types of opposition between two
propositions, namely contraries (ndg — 00deic) and contradictories (0¥ mdg - mdg and
00delg - Tig), the author of OS I seems to consider subcontraries (tig - 00 7dc) as
contraries. Subalternates (ndg - tig and ovdeig - 00 ndg) are not mentioned at all. The
terminology for the latter two types of opposition (vmevavtiot, VrdAAnioy) is attested
for the first time by Alexander (Wallies 1883, pp. 45.14-46.1). All four types are
diagrammatically represented by means of the so-called square of opposition. On the
latter diagram see Busse 1897, p. 93.10-18; O’Meadhra 2012; Parsons 2021.

6 Conversion (4Pr. 12) is of imperative importance in order to prove directly eight of
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the incomplete or imperfect moods in the second and in the third figure. The proof or
completion or perfection of these moods is accomplished after converting one of the
two premises and subsequently inferring a conclusion in the first figure. Conversion
can occur simpliciter or per accidens. In a simple conversion subject and predicate of
universal negative and particular affirmative premises can be interchanged without
affecting the truth value of the premises. In an accidental conversion subject and
predicate in universal affirmative premises can be interchanged, but the latter do not
preserve their truth value since they are turned to particular affirmative premises.
Universal negative premises can be both simply and accidental converted. Particular
negative premises cannot be converted at all.

BAROCO and BOCARDO can be proved only indirectly, namely “through an im-
possibility” (Sia Tod dadvvartov) or by ecthesis; see below nn. 30, 36, and APr. 16,
28b20-21. In the former kind of indirect proof, the contradiction (or the contrary) of
the conclusion is employed as a premise together with one of the premises of the to-
be-proved or perfected syllogism. The new inference contradicts the other one of the
initial premises, therefore the assumption that the conclusion is false leads to a con-
tradiction. The second method of indirect proof, namely ecthesis, is not mentioned
in any of the OS versions. It entails the introduction of a term in addition to the three
terms of the to-be-proved syllogism — ecthesis is not clearly described by Aristotle.
On the latter method see Smith 1982; Smith 1989, pp. xxiii—xxv; lerodiakonou 2002,
pp. 150-151.

7 BARBARA (4Pr. 14, 25b37-39).
8 CELARENT (4Pr: 14, 25b40-26a2).
9 DARII (4Pr. 14, 26a23-25).

10 FERIO (4Pr: 14, 26a25-27).

11 CESARE (4Pr. 15, 27a5-6).

12 CAMESTRES (4Pr. 15, 27a9-10).

13 FESTINO (4Pr. 15, 27a32-33).

14 BAROCO (4Pr. 15,27a37-38).

15 There are three rankings of third-figure moods beside the one in OS (both I and III;
the section on the third figure is missing from OS II). The first is the traditional order
of moods presented by Aristotle himself in APr. 1 6 (DARAPTI, FELAPTON, DIS-
AMIS, DATISI, BOCARDO, FERISON). The second one is the order suggested by
Alexander who by following Theophrastus deems that DATISI should precede DIS-
AMIS, whereas BOCARDO should be placed after FERISON (Barnes et al. 1991,
p. 170 n. 21; according to the latter publication, Boethius’ De syllogismo categorico
belongs to the sources mentioning the Theophrastian ranking in Alexander’s com-
mentary. Boethius, however, follows Aristotle’s ranking; see Thomsen Thornqvist
2008, pp. 64.11-69.7, 74.13-75.12, 88.1-95.1). In addition to criteria with regard to
quantity and quality of the premises, Alexander also takes into account the number
of the steps needed for the proof of each mood as well as the kind of the proof itself

(Wallies 1883, pp. 95.25-97.9). Galen suggests a third variant by following the Aris-
totelian order of the moods until DATISI, but placing FERISON before BOCARDO
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(Kalbfleisch 1896, § 10). This occurs in this manner apparently because the latter
mood cannot be reduced to the first figure by means of direct proof. In all three ver-
sions of OS, DISAMIS is placed after DATISI and BOCARDO is considered as the
last mood of the third figure; FERISON, however, is introduced between DATISI and
DISAMIS. The criterion for this order or ranking must be solely the quality and quan-
tity of premises; the kind of proofis irrelevant. There are then three groups of moods:
(a) moods with universal premises (DARAPTI and FELAPTON; the former is placed
first, because it is formed by two universal affirmative premises); (b) moods with
universal major and particular minor premises (DATISI and FERISON; the former is
then placed first, because it has an affirmative major premise); (c) moods with par-
ticular major and universal minor premises (DISAMIS and BOCARDO; the former
is then placed first, because it has a particular affirmative major premise). It seems
that OS is not the only Byzantine source in favour of this ranking. It is employed in
the so-called Anonymus Heiberg (Heiberg 1929, pp. 23.26-24.29), in the Synopsis
of Syllogisms (Trincavelli 1536, pp. XXXXIIr-XXXXIIIIv.18, see also above p. 2
n. 1), in the essay On Syllogisms by loannes Italos (Joannou 1956, p. 78), in Manuel
Holobolos’ Greek adaptation of Latin mnemonics (Bydén 2004, p. 151 n. 71), in
Nikephoros Blemmydes’ Epitome logica (Wegelin 1605, pp. 238-242, 250-252),
and in the anonymously transmitted short treatise on the properties and moods of the
three syllogistical figures in Mon. 222, f. 90v and Vat. gr. 2173, ff. 155v—156r.

Note on Italos’ ranking cited above: After mentioning DARAPTI and FELAPTON
in his essay, Italos explicitly claims that “0 év 1® npdT® Tpitog Tpitog €Tl KoL €V
TOVT®, Kol TETaPTOg EkEloe O &v ToVT® TéTaptog”’; however, “méumntov ... kol EKtov
00K £0TWV &V TPOT® Kol LEGH CYNUATL EDPETY, &V 08 T® €oydt® pove”. It is clear
that the references to the first-figure moods concern the quality and quantity of their
premises. Therefore DATISI and FERISON should be the third and the fourth moods
respectively. On the other hand, the vague citation of the fifth and the sixth moods in-
dicates that DISAMIS and BOCARDO should be in exactly this order, since the latter
mood is proved indirectly and the kind of proof (as well as the number of conversions
in the cases of direct proofs) is a criterion for the ranking of third-figure syllogisms
in [talos’ essay.

16 DARAPTI (4Pr. 16, 28a18-19).
17 FELAPTON (4Pr. 16, 28a26-28).
18 DATISI (4Pr. 16, 28b12-13).

19 FERISON (4Pr: 16, 28b33-34).
20 DISAMIS (4Pr. 16, 28b7-11).

21 BOCARDO (4Pr. 16, 28b17-19).

22 There is a formal difference between the current section and the previous one with
regard to the presentation of moods. In section 5.2 letters have replaced terms in the
examples. Aristotle employs sets of three letters in order to declare the terms in each
syllogistic figure APr. 1 4-6; ABI for the terms of the first figure (major — middle
— minor); MNE for the terms of the second figure (middle — major — minor); [1PX
for the terms of the third figure (major — minor — middle). In the chapters after the
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end of the presentation of his assertoric logic, however, he uses ABI" for all three
figures. Recent research suggests that either the chapters on modal syllogisms are a
later addition (Striker 2009, pp. xv—xvi, 108) or that Aristotle’s assertoric syllogistic
— unlike modal syllogistic — must have been stylistically revised (Acerbi 2020, p. 31
n. 8); see also (Agiotis 2022, pp. 43—45). Whatever the case may be, the triplet ABI"
has been used for all three figures in OS I and III.

23 On the moods of the first figure see above nn. 7, 8, 9, 10.

24 Aristotle divides syllogisms into “complete” / “perfect” (tédeiot) and “incomplete” /
“imperfect” (ateAeic) ones. The former are those formed in the first figure and require
“nothing beyond the things posited for the necessity to be evident”. The latter, on the
other hand, are formed in the second and in the third figures and require “one or more
things that are indeed necessary because of the terms laid down” (4Pr. 11, 24b22-26).
Aristotle goes on to say that “it is evident too that all imperfect syllogisms are per-
fected through the first figure” (4Pr. 17, 29a30-31; for the Aristotelian quotes above,
I have employed the English translation of APr. in Striker 2009). However, Aristo-
tle formulates a theorem which implies that BARBARA and CELARENT suffice in
proving the validity of all other moods (4P~ 17, 29b8-15). In OS I the introduction
of “by itself” (a0160ev) for the presentation of BARBARA and CELARENT (see v.
216) could hint to the latter theorem.

25 216 avtobev | See above n. 24.

26 The author seems not to be taking into account the fact that direct proof and proof
by conversion do not apply in all cases of second figure moods; BAROCO is proved
indirectly. Nonetheless, the latter mood and its proper proof are examined below; see
30.

27 227-232 "Ecto yap 10 B —10 A 00devit® I | CESARE followed by its proof through
CELARENT (4Pr. 15, 27a6-9).

28 233-237 "Emel yop 10 B — 10 A oddevi 1® I' | CAMESTRES preceded by its proof
through CELARENT (4Pr. 15, 27a10-13). The presentation of the proof is very
concise. The transposition of premises and the final step to complete the formal proof
of CAMESTRES, that is to say the conversion of the conclusion in CELARENT (70
A ovdevi 1@ I'), are not mentioned. See also below n. 35.

29 The proof of FESTINO by means of FERIO (4Pr. 15, 27a33-36).

30 246251 €i 10 B — 10 A Gpo o0 movti 1@ I' ] BAROCO followed by its proof through
BARBARA (4Pr. 15, 27a38-b3).

31 252-256 dektéov — 10D mpdTov oyfuatog | DARAPTI followed by its proof through
DARII (4Pr. 16,28a19-22).

32 The proof of FELAPTON by means of FERIO (4Pr. 16, 28a28-29).
33 The proof of DATISI by means of DARII (4Pr. 16, 28b13—14).
34 The proof of FERISON by means of FERIO (4Pr. 1 6, 28b34-35).

35 The proof of DISAMIS by means of DARII (4Pr. 16, 28b9—11). The presentation
of the proof is condensed. The transposition of premises as well as the final step to
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complete the formal proof of DISAMIS, namely the conversion of the conclusion in
DARII (10 A tivi t@ I'), are not mentioned. See also above n. 28.

36 BOCARDO followed by its proof through BARBARA (4Pr. 16, 28b19-20).

37 The source of OS I with regard to the properties of the three syllogistical figures must
be Philoponus’ commentary on APr. 1. At any rate, the arrangement of properties in
OS I takes into account (a) the position of the middle term (Wallies 1905, p. 65.1-4);
(b) the quantity and / or quality of the conclusion (Wallies 1905, p. 65.23-29); and
(c) the quantity and / or quality of the premises (Wallies 1905, p. 70.7-8, 11-12).
In the latter case, the properties of the third figure (Wallies 1905, p. 70.20-22) are
omitted, but they have been supplemented in OS III (see OS III, n. 33). A similar
listing, which does not mention the position of the middle term, is included in a work
belonging to the dubia attributed to Michael Psellos (Duffy and O’Meara 1992, opusc.
52.542-549).

38 ‘To analyse a syllogism’ in this passage (and also in OS III, subsection 5.1.3) means
to reduce a syllogism to its elements or to determine the essential features of any
syllogism. On the different meanings given to the term analysis by Aristotle and / or
his commentators see lerodiakonou and Agiotis 2019, pp. 131-140.
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22 0OSII
Nwordov 100 Kapdora, [1epi cuiloyioudv

1. Prooemium!
TkomdC £€6TL TG cvvThypatt Siddéan 1o idog Tod cvALoyIGHOD, Hédo-
Sov dodvai, S’ fig Suvnooduedo dvardey Todg &v toig Pipriolg | &v Taig
SLAEEEST GLALOYICLOVG.

2. De praedicamentis?

‘Entel 8¢ 6 cuALOYIGHOC AOYOC Tic €oTl, pntéov Gv €in mepl Tod Adyov.
‘Emel 0¢ 0 AOyog dmd Ovoudtmv GOYKELTAL TOAADY, pnTéov mepi OVOUd-
TV TPOTEPOV: AEY® 08 TV AéEemv, i onpaivovst Ti. Tdv 6¢ dvopdtmv
| xoi pnudtov o pév odoiov onuoivel (olov «EvOpwmogy), Td 88 mocdv
(olov «dimmyv»), Té 88 mPdG TL (0lov «aTHP», «VIdGH), T 8¢ To1dY (olov
«EVKOV», CUELAVY), TO 02 TOLETY (010V KTEUVELVY, «KOEVY), TO 8& ThYEWY
(olov «téuvecow, «kaieoBa), To 8¢ mod (olov «&v dyopd»), To 88 mote
(olov «x08c», «mépooy), To 82 keicOar (olov «kadnTow, «icToTaw), To 8¢
Eyewv (olov «Omodédetow, «dmhotay). Tovtav o0&y kad’ Eavtd Aeyoue-
vov dtavotav dmaptilel, GALS ped’ £Tépov copmiexdpevov (olov «&vOpo-
7og dTAcTO 1| «Totatal O avOpmmog &v Ayopd»).

3. De enuntiatione

‘Enteil 0¢ ta vonuata eikoveg €iol TG Yuyhic, KaBdsov deikvhiovst T
avTig dabeotv, g Exetl 1 woyn, ovTmg Exel Kai ta vonuata. Emel 6& ovo
glol Ta pépn tfig Yoydic, 10 pEv Aoy, 10 88 dpekTikdy, elev v Kol To
vonuata Td eV Tod AoyukoD, T 8€ ToD OpeKTIKOD MOTE, HTAV TA VO LLOTOL
TAOV AOYoV dnpoctedmvtal, ol Adyot tdte diy@ds yivovtor 1j yap 10 AoyKov
dnhodot, TovtéoTt TV YVAGY THC Yoxdic, § TV 8petv. O pév obv Adyog O
ONA®V TV yvdSV THS Yuxng 1 AAnOg €otv 1} wevdn|g kol KoAETTaL Gmo-
QOVTIKOG: M YOp Yv®OLG THS yuyfg | aAnOng €ottv, dtav dakolovdi) toig
TPAYHOoLY, | WeLdNG, Otav un dxoAovdi). ‘O 8¢ Ldyog 6 INA®V Vv dpelv
e Yyuydic odte aMBeiav odte yeddoc onuaivel: ovtoc 8¢ Tprydg yivetar-
7| Yap mpootokTikd oty (olov i1 viv katdfnor) §) edkTikdg (olov ¢ dmd-
Joito 1 kaxia) 1 EpoTnuotikdg (olov tic mébev eic avdpdv;,)- mbvieg Yop

Cod. D

Crit. 1 rasura supra NikoAGov — coAAoyicu®v habet D

Font. 26 cf. Hom. Od. y 20; OS I v. 64 || 26-27 Gr. Naz. Or. 19 col. 1060C 1;
OS1Iv.63 |27 Hom. Od. a 170
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obto1 0i Adyor TV dpelv tfig Yuydic Snhodot kai obte dAnOevovsty odte
yevdovro.’

'Enel 8¢ 6 cvAloyiopdg Adyog tic €ott Kol aAndeiav {ntet (téhog yap
&xel 6 GLALOYIGUOG TV AANOglaY), €l GV O GLALOYIGUOG AOYOG ATOPOVTL-
KOG €mel 6& TOTE evpiokeTan 1) AANOsia, dtav 1) aAn0eia evpediy, Omep On-
1€l 0 ovALOYIopHOC. TotE GLALOYIGHOC YiveTal O AmoPaVTIKOG Adyog, dtav
net” oitiag Aéynrar, St fig 1 dAn0sia evpicketon (olov «) yuym dOdvoTog»-
Kai yop épistar evoeL Tod del etvar): Hote € av O cLALOYIGHOG AdYOC
dmogovtikdg petd aitiag sipnuévog, St fig 1 dAfOsia edpioketar. OdTog
0€ O AmoPavTikog Adyog drapeitan €ic katdpoaoty Kol andpacty. Kai amod-
POoIC HEV 0TV O AOYOC O dtoup®dv Ti Gmd Tvoc (olov «O TekpaTnc 0vK
Eotv yafoo»), Katdeaoic 8¢ 6 cuvamtmv Ti Tvi (olov «O Zokpdtng dyaddg
gotivy). ‘Exatépa € To0Tmv, 1 1€ KOTAPao1S Kol <1> Amopaoic, Slopeitol
glc katnyopoduevoy kai Hokeipevov: Kol VTOKEIUEVOV £6TL TEPL OV O AO-
Y0¢ (010V «O ZOKPATNG»), KoTyopovuevoV 8& O Aéyopev mepi éketvov (olov
TO «AyaBoc»). I1ag 6& Adyog AmopavTikog 1) €€ DITOKEUEVOD Kol KOTITYOPOV-
Hévou ovyKeTol povov, §j €€ DIOKEEVOL Kol KATyopoupévoy Kol Tpi-
TOV TPOGKOTIYOPOLUEVOL (TPOGKATYOPOVUEVOV OE AEyeTal TO «EOTivy:
010V «6 TokpaTng Gyafoc 8otvy), §| &€ DMOKEWEVOD KOl KOTIYOPOLLLE-
VOU Kol TTpockatnyopovuévov kal Tt tpdmov. Tpdmor 6¢ giot téocapeg:
7O «GVAYKNY, TO «&vEYETO, TO COTAPYEVY, TO «AdOVATOVY (0loV «O -
KpATNG £vaéyeTon AeEAOVUEVOG EIVOIY TO «ZWKPATNC» VITOKEILEVOV, TO «Ae-
AOVHEVOCH KOTIYOPOVLEVOV, TPOGKUTIYOPOVLEVOV TO «ELVALY, TPOTOC TO
«EvoE eTa).

T1 kataedoel 6& TPooTOEUEVOV TO «OoV» TTOLET TV ATOPACLY: TPOC-
TifeTon 6& 10 «o» 0V TR VIOKEWEV®D, GAL™ Vi TV Katnyopovpuévav. Ei
HEV 0DV & VIOKEWEVOL KO KOTIYOPOLUEVOL €I HOVOV 1) TPOTAGIS, TR
KOTIYOPOLUEV® GUVATTOVTES TOMGOUEV TNV ATOQAUGLY: €l O KOl TPOGKOL-
TIIYOPOVLEVOV, TQ TPOCKATIYOPOVUEV®: €l OE TPOTOG, TM TPOT®* AEl YAP,
€1 TPooTeDT, TOMGELS TNV ATOPAGY LETH TOD «OD».

T@V 0& KaTnYOPOLUEV®V KOl DTOKEIUEVMV T LEV DPIOUEVA EIGTLV VTTO-
Keipeva kai katnyopodpeva, to 8& dopiota. Adpioto PV 0OV gicty Hmo-
KEIPEVOL KOl KOTYOpOVUEVE <PETO> TOD «0B» (010V «0D TMKPETNC?, «OVK
aya000»), dpopéva 8¢ o Ympic ToO «obd» (010V «ZOKPATNGY KOl «Byoi-
00¢»). ‘H 10100t 8¢ KaTaQao1g Hetd THS AmoQdcems KaAeital avtipooic:
Cod. D

Crit. 34 evpioxknton D a.c. || 40 M addidi || 57 momoeig conieci : momjoer D ||
60 peta addidi
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010V «ZokpaTng dyadoc», ToHTNG AmOPuoIS «ZmipaTng 00K dyaddo) - «Zwm-
KPATNG AyafOg 6T, TOVTNG ATOPAUCIS «ZOKPATNG AyaBOG 00K E0Ty - Th-
MV «Zokpdtng vaéyetat dyaddg evoy, TanTNG AmdPsoIS «ZMKPATNG OVK
gvdéyeton dyadoc etvo- ai totodtar odv cvluyiat dvtipdoec Aéyovta.
SvumAékovtal 0¢ Tolg T0100Tog AOGYOIS Kol TPOGOIOPIGHOL Ol ONAODVTEG
TAG KATNYOPETTOL TO KATNYOPOUUEVOV TA VTOKEWEV® ™ KaBOAOL 1| pept-
KOG, KOTAPATIKADE | Amopatikég (olov «mdlg EvOpmmog AoyIKOV», «0DSELC
avOpwmTog GAoyovy, «Tig AvOPOTOC PILOGOPOVY, «0V TTAG vOp®TOG EIAL-
coovy). Teoobdpmv 0¢ dviwv TOV TPOGIOPIGUAY (KOBOAOV KOTOPATIKOD
TOD «Tic», KAOOLOL AmoPaTIKOD TOD «OVIEID), HEPIKOD KATAPAUTIKOD TOD
«Ticy, HePKOD ATOPATIKOD TOD OV TTAGY), O LEV KABOAOL ATOPATIKOC TPOG
TOV UEPIKOV KATAPATIKOV AEyeTol AvTiKeIoOot avTipatikd®s, Opoing Koi O
KOOOAOV KOTOPATIKOG TPOG TOV UEPIKOV ATOPATIKOV: O 08 KaBOAOV KO-
TAPATIKOG TPOG TOV KAOOAOL ATOPATIKOV 0V AEYETOL AVTIKEIGOOL AVTIPa-
TIK®G, AAAL EVOVTIDG: OUOIMG Kal O HEPIKOC KOTAPATIKOS TPOG TOV HEPL-
KOV dmopatikov. Abtn 8¢ 1) dvtipacic émi mavtoc Stapel 1o dAnOLc koi TO
yebdog: kai €l AANONG 1 KaTAQacts, Yeudng 1 andeacts: Kol €l aAnONS 1
ATOPOOIC, YEVONG 1] KOTA|Pac1g £5 AvaykngG.

4. De conversione propositionum?®

‘Totéov 0Tt AvTioTpoPn £0TL TO YEVEGHL TO KATNYOPOVUEVOV DITOKEI|LE-
VOV K0 TO DIOKEIEVOY KOTNYOpODUEVOV (010V «O GVOP®TOC YELUGTIKOVY -
TAOTNV AVTIOTPEPOVTES EPODEV TO «YEAAGTIKOV 8vOpmmocy»). TV mpotd-
oemV 0& AVTIGTPEPOVCAV, TV EXOVGMV TPOGIOPIGUOVE, AVAYKT KOl TOVG
TPOGIOPIGUOVE AVTIGTPEPELY: KO O LEV KAOOAOV KATOPATIKOG, {0 «TAC» },
€1G TOV LEPIKOV KATAPATIKOV AVTICTPEPEL, O 08 HEPIKOC KOTOPATIKOG E1G
E0VTOV Kol O KaBOAOL ATOPATIKOG €iG £AVTOV: O O HEPIKOG ATOPOTIKOG
ovK avtiotpépet. Kalodvtat 8¢ T Ovopota Kol ta prjpata Opot €v T@ GLA-
AOYIGU®, OTTIVEG CLUTAEKOUEVOL TOLODGL TAG TPOTAGELS.

5. De tribus figuris syllogismorum
Tovtov eipnuévav, dtav pev tpeic dpot ovtmg Exmot TpoOg dAANLoLG,
dote OV €va vokelohol pev Td £tépm, Kotnyopeichot 8¢ Batépov, T0TE
TO TPOTOV Yivetan oyfua: dtav 8& AUEOTEPMV KaTnyopttal, TOTE YiveTal
70 0e0TEPOV OYfUa OTaV O VITOKENTOL AUPOTEPOLS, TOTE TO TPiTOV YiveTal
OXTHO.

Cod. 63-80] D || 80-94] M

Crit. 85 0 ndg seclusi || 87 «kai 0 — &ig £avtov M s.l.
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5.1. De modis figurae primae

Préov mepi T0d mpmdTOL (0lov «O EvOpmmog (Hov, To {Hov ovaia, O
&vOpmmog dpa. ovsion)-¢ TovTov, Tod TpdTov, TEcTapéS £ict TpdTOL.’

[Tp&dT0g 0 £k peilovog kaBOAOV KATAPATIKNG TPOTAGEMS KOl EAATTOVOG
KOO0V KATOPATIKTG KOOOAOL KATAPATIKOV GUVAY®V GUUTEPACLO. LV~
népacpo pEv odv 8otiy, dmep dmodeivosty 6 cuiloylduevoc, O O kai
npoxerton Sgiéar (olov «O EvOpwmog dpa odoion). Tod 88 cupmepdouatog
0 L&V KOTNYOPOVLEVOC 8p0g tetlmv Kakeita (olov «1) ovcian), 6 8& Hrokei-
HEVOG 600G, 6 88 Aomdg TV TPV pmv Tod GLALOYIGHOD HEGOG (0lov
«t0 {DOoV»). Zuvartopevot 8¢ ol Opot TG TPOTAGELS TOODGL Kol dTay PEV
0 pellov t® péom cuvaedi, 1 peilov yiveton (olov «td {Hov odoion): dtav
8¢ O péooc 1@ doydtm, yivetar 1y éAdttmv (olov «O dvOpmmog {Hovy).t

[Tp&T0g TotvuV TPOTOG 6T TOD TPADOTOL GYNUATOG <TO> «TTdG AVOPWOTOG
Cdov, mav {Pov ovoia, g AvOpwmog dpa ovcion: Kol oty €k peilovog
KaBOAOV KOTAPOTIKNG Kol ELATTOVOC KOOOAOL KOTOPATIKTG KaOOAOV Ko
TOQATIKOV GUVAY®V GUUTEPOUGLLOL.

ovcia  LPov  GvOpwmog
T ks

Agbtepog 0 €k petlovog kaBOAoL AmoEaTIKRC Koi EAdTTovog KaBdiov
KOTAPATIKAC KOOOAOV AMOPATIKOV GUVAY®MYV GUUTEPUGHO. (010V «TTdg Gv-
Opwrog {Pov, 008&v {Hov Aiboc, ovdeic avOpmmog dpo Aibogy).?

AMBog  Cdov  GvOpwmog

Tpitog 6 €k peilovog KaBOAOL KOTAPATIKTG Kol EAATTOVOC PLEPIKTIC KO-
TAPATIKTG LEPIKOV KATOPATIKOV GUVAY®V cuurépaca (olov «ti {Hov dv-
Opwmoc, Tdg dvOpmmog Aoyuov, Ti DOV Apa AOYIKOVY).

Aoywov avBpwmog Ldov
T T

Tétaptog 6 €k peilovog KaBOAoL ATOEATIKTG Kol EAATTOVOG HEPIKTIC
KOTAQPOTIKNG HEPIKOV ATOPATIKOV GUVAY®V cuprépacua (olov «ti {Dov
dvOpmroc, 00deic avOpmmog droyov, od miv (Hov Epa droyovy).!”

Cod. M

Crit. 106 toaddidi || 112 00deig—AiBog conieci : g GvOpwmog Gpa odoio M (cf.
v. 106)
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hoywov  immog  (@ov
T

5.2. De modis figurae secundae

Tod devtépov TpdTOL TéGGaAPEC. !

[Tp&Tog 0 £k peilovog kaBOAoV dmoaTikiiG Kai EAdTToVog KaBdAoL Ka-
TAQATIKRG KAOOLOV ATOPUTIKOV GUVAY®MV GOUTEPAGHA 010V «TO ELYVYOV
K0T TOVTOC AvOpmdmov, Kot ovdevog 6¢ Abov, 6 Abog dpa Kat' ovdevog
avOpodTOLY).

Euyoyov

009, Y

AiBog ovd  GvBpomog

Agbtepog 0 £k peilovog KaboAov KaTa@oTIKiG Kol EAATTOVOG KaBdAov
amo@aTikiic KOOV ATOPATIKOV GLVAY®OV GLUTEPOGHO (010V «TO AOYIKOV
Kot 0VOEVOGS Tmmov, TO AOYIKOV Katd Tavtog avOpmmov, 6 innog dpa kot
00OEVOG AVOPDOTOLY).

AOYIKOV
k ovd

GvBpomog  ovd  immog

Tpitog 6 €k peilovoc kaBOAOV ATOPATIKTG Kol ELATTOVOC LEPIKTIG KOLTO
QOTIKTG LEPIKOV ATOPATIKOV CUVAY®MY GUUTEPAGHLA (010V «TO AELKOV 0V-
Sevi Aibiomt, TO Aevkov Tvi avOpdnm, 6 Aibioy dpo oD Tavti dvOpdTm»).'?

Aevkov

0vd T

Abioy  obm GvOpwmog

Téraptog 0 €k peilovog kaBOAOV KATAPATIKNG Kol EAATTOVOC LEPIKTIG
ATOQUTIKTIG HEPUKOV ATOPATIKOV GCUVEY®Y GLUTEPAGHA (010V «O EVOpmTOg
K0T TOVTOG PIAOGOQOL, O avOpmITOG KT 0L TaVTOG AEVKOD, O PIAOGOPOG
dpo Kot 00 TOVTOC AEVKOD).

Cod. M

Crit. 129-130 10 Agvkov ovdevi — 00 Tavtl avOpdT® conieci cum diagr. 7 :
Aibioy ovdevi Agvkd, 0 GvOpmmog Tvi Aevkd, 0 GvOpwmog dpa 0O wavti Aibiomt
M
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avOpwmog

@POGOPOG OV T AELKOV Diagr. 8
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Notes

1 It is reasonable to assume that OS II did not include any section on hypothetical syl-
logisms, since there is no reference to them in the introductory note; cf. OS III, v.
4 and section 5.2. However, there is no reference to the content of chapters 2 and 3
either. See also OS I, n. 1.

2See OS I, n. 2.

3 1727 Enei 6¢ 600 — avdpdv ] cf. OS I, n. 3; OS III, n. 5. The relation between types
of sentences and soul’s two faculties is presented in Ammonius’ commentary on /nt.
(Busse 1897, p. 5.1-15), but it should belong “to one of his immediate forerunners”
(Schenkeveld 1984, p. 298). The wording in OS II is slightly different than the one
used by Ammonius, since the former text distinguishes between logical and appetitive
parts (Aoyucdv / dpektikdv) of the soul, whereas Ammonius mentions cognitive and
vital (yvootikai / {otikai) or appetitive faculties (Opektikai dvvdypelg). Surprisingly,
only imperative, optative and interrogative sentences are mentioned with regard to
the latter group of faculties; the vocative type is missing.

4 71-78 Tecodpwv 8¢ dvtav — dmopaticdv | See OS I, n. 5.
5 See OS I, chapter 4.

6 95-96 6 avBpwmog {Hov — dpa ovoia | The example concerns the general arrangement
or the order of terms in a first figure. As they stand, the propositions in the example are
“indeterminate” (ad1opiotor; APr 11, 24a 17), that is to say they lack information on
their quantity and are, thus, equivalent to particular propositions. According to Aris-
totle’s commentators, valid categorical syllogisms must include at least one universal
premise (Barnes 1990, pp. 85-88). However, there were logicians, like Anonymus
Heiberg, who included indeterminate propositions in their exposition of valid moods
(Barnes 2002, pp. 100—108). A similar presentation of terms in the three figures by
means of indeterminate propositions may be found in Blemmydes’ Epitome logica
too (Wegelin 1605, pp. 225-226).

7 96 tovtov — Tpodmot | On the four moods of the first syllogistic figure, see also OS I,
nn. 7, 8,9, 10.

8 98105 Xvunépaocua — 6 dvOpomog {dov | This passage is a rather sloppy rehash-
ing of the material in OS I. It is in fact an excerpt from the introductory text on the
categorical syllogisms in OS I (vv. 151-155) which has been reformulated and then
rather unfittingly transposed into its current place in OS II. This, however, is not the
only peculiarity in section 5 (see also n. 6). In APr, as well as in the respective
Greek commentary tradition, the predicate term usually precedes the subject term.
The parts of a categorical proposition are then presented in the following order: pred-
icate term, copula, quantifier, and finally subject term (for instance 10 {®ov Vrapyet
mavti avOpdn). Moreover, the major premise usually precedes the minor one (on
both issues see Rose 1966). Indeed, the references to constituent propositions of syllo-
gisms, as well as the respective diagrams of sections 5.1-2 in OS II (and OS I) exhibit
the traditional order of premises and terms. However, this is not the case in most of
the adherent examples in these two sections. In all moods of first-figure examples, as
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well as in the examples of CESARE and CAMESTRES the minor premise is stated
first, whereas the predicate term is mentioned first in CESARE, CAMESTRES and
BAROCO. In addition, there are examples which either infer an erroneous conclusion
(see below n. 9), or are not in accordance with the wording in the respective diagram
(see n. 10), or exhibit the terms of the propositions in the false order (see below n.
12). The overall clear-cut structure of OS I and OS III, however, as well as the for-
mal presentation of syllogisms and diagrams in both versions reveal a rather careful
arrangement of the material. In this respect, both the transposed passage and the erro-
neous or not-traditionally-formulated examples in OS II could be held as indicators of
poor editing or — more plausibly in my opinion — as shortcomings of an intermediary
draft rather, than a version of OS in its own right. The peculiarities of OS II then
might be considered as unfortunate insertions of short notes which were copied in the
margins of the model of D and/or M, and then better adapted or corrected in OS TII.

9 112 ovdeig avBpwmog dpa AiBog | The conclusion in both D and M is erroneous; see
apparatus criticus and above n. 8.

10 117-118 11 {®ov — &pa droyov | The wording in the respective diagram is different;
seen. 8.

11 On the four moods of the second syllogistic figure, see also OS I, nn. 11, 12, 13, 14.

12 129-130 10 Agvkov — 00 wavti avOpdn® ] The terms of the example were erroneously
placed in the reversed order in both D and M; see apparatus criticus and above n. 8.
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23 OSIII

Tob ayiov matpdg MudV Neilov, dpylentokdonov @cooalovikng, Zovoyig
nepl GLALOYIGUOD!

1. Prooemium?

2KOTOG £0TL TG GLVTAYHOTL O10GENL TEPL TOD €100VE TOD GLAAOYIGLOD
70D € Kot yoptkod kol <tod> Hmodetikod, pédodov dodvat, St” fig Suvndn-
obueda avorve Tog € €v Toig PIAloI TOV TOAMMDY KEWWEVOVS GLAAO-
YIGLOVE Kol TOVG &V TG SHAEEETT TTOPA TAV TPOCTIIUAEYOUEVOV TPOPA-
Lopévouc, kai S1i TodTo empdv Todg &v Toic StadéEeot mapoloyilopévonc’
Tapd TO £160G ToD GLALOYIGUOD.

2. De praedicamentis

'Enel 0 0 pév ovAloyiopog Adyog Tig €oty, 0 08 Adyog del Amd TdV
OvoudTemV TV OVImV Kol YIvopévemv cuviotatal, Ogl TpoTeEPOV TTEPL TOV
Svtov OAlya kaBoAov mpodtalaPelv. Aéka o1 Yévn T®V dvimv gioty, €ig a
névta Ta dvta dvayovtor ovcia, Tocdv, moldv, TPOg T, Tod, TOTE, KeToOL,
gxev, molelv, mhoyew. Ovcia pev KaAeitar O pn &v Tvi, GAAL Ko’ EavTd
dv (olov «AiBogy, «BvOpwToc»)- TGOV 84, Kad & petpodvrart fi dptdpodyv-
Ton To peTpovdpeva (0lov «Ufjkogy Kai «aptOpudc»)- moldv 84, kad’ O motol
Tveg Aéyovion (<otov> «Aevkoi» {Tuyov} i «puéAavec»): Tpodg Tt 8¢, & oyé-
o TvdL SnAodoty (01ov «oThp», «VIOCH" «SODAOCH, «SEoTOTNCH): oD S,
8 tomov dnhodoty (olov «&v dyopd», «&v oikig»)- mote 88, & ypdvov (olov
«x08cy, «adprovy, «oNuepov»)- keicOat 8¢, & 0éotv Tve SnAol (olov «kd-
Ontow, «lotataw, «avakeitow)- Exewv, 0 dnAol ovciog mtepi ovaiay mepibe-
o (010V «OTOdESETA, «OTAMGTO, «EVEESVTOY): TToLETV 88, O dvépystay
(olov «Téuvevy, «koietvy)- Thoyev 88, O mébog dnAol (olov «Tépvesdon,
«KoieoOo).

3. De enuntiatione

Cod. fF R

Crit. 1-2 Tod ayiov — cvALoylopod conieci : Tod aylwtdrov Kol pakepiov TaTpog
nuav Neihov, apylemiodémov @socarovikng, [ept cviroyiouod C : Tod paxopt-
wtdtov Oeoocarovikng tod Kafdaostha Xovoyic mepi cuilhoyiopod P : ... Zovoyig
m...0Agw avtovc F (Tod [ayiov] matpog udv Nethov, dpylemokonov Oecoa-
Aovikng, Zovoyig mepi GLAAOYIoUAV, [Tidg O] dvaldely avtovg legit Papazoglou
2008, 163) : Neihov Zovoyig mept cvAloyiopdv G : Ilept cvAloyopod R || 4
to addidi || 15-16 mowv — «péhavee» om. f fortasse ex homoeoarcho || 16
oiov addidi || Tuyov seclusi
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ToOtv 00dev Ko’ €avtd Agydpevov dtdvoldv tva dhvatatr dniodv,
ocvumiekopeva o0& amaptiCovotv. 'Emel 6¢ ta vonpata dtabécelg Tivég giot
TG Wuyhic, dratiBeton € 1 yoyn Koatd Ta Ot pép, Avaykn KoTd To Lépm
TG Youyiic Ta vonuata dtonpeichot. Mépn ¢ Thg yoyig 16 1€ Aoyikdv €0TL
Kol 1O madnTkov,* Gote Kal T vouoTa T PV Avaykm Yv@ov TIvel Kod
Kpiow gueaivey The yoyig, Ta 6¢ Embopiav: Kol yap Kol 10 and Bvpod
vonua émBopiov Tiva Epueaivetl The woyic: del yap 6w v dpe&v Thg dvri-
Amnoemc 6 Bupovpevog kveitat. “Qote kol Tovg Adyovug gikovag dvtog TV
vonudtov avaykn todtov dinpricdot Tov TpOTOV: Kol TOVG HEV TOD A0YIKOD
g Yoydic ko tfig yvdoemg eikdvag eivar olot ol dmopavtikoi, oftiveg f
andetav 1 yeddog dnAodotv: Tovg O€ TG EmBupiog THe Yuyhg ONA®MTIKOVG
givat, Homep 6 EDKTIKAG, O TPOGTUKTIKOC, O EPOTNUATIKOG KOl O KANTIKOG:
TOVTOV YOp 0VOElG oVTe AANOeLay 0VTE YeDOOS ONAOT, AALG LOVOV TO TAOOG
g yuyfc, TV émbupiav.’ O 82 cvALoYIGUOC AOYOg BV EiC TOV AmopavTL-
KOV avayetal Adyov: E6TL Yap GVAAOYIGUOG AGYOG ATOPOVTIKOG LETA aiTiOg
gipnuévoc (olov «O Toxpdtne Tipdc o, S10TL GoPOCN).

Obtog 81 6 dmopavtikdg Adyog Staupeiton eig kotnyoptkdv Kol VoOeTI-
KOV* Kol KOTNYopKog HEV 0 ONAGDV Tt Katd Tivog 1 Tl Amd Tvog, §Tot O dtat-
POVUEVOG €iC KATAPAGY Kai AmdPacty (010V «O TmKPATNC SiKkoi1dg £6TIVY
| «oK £6Tivn)- VoDeTIKOC 88 O petd Vmofécemc mpoayduevog (olov «el
0 Zoxpdng dikaidg Eotivy 1 «ovk €otivy). "Eott 8¢ katdeacig pév, dtov
Aéympév TLTvi Tpoceivar (01ov «6 8vOpmmog Aoyikov» - Aéyopev yap tO Ao-
YIKOV TPOGETVAL T® AVOPOT®)- ATOPCIS OE, dTav AEYOUEV TL TV W) TPOO-
givar (0lov «6 8vOpmTog 00K E6T1L AOYIKOVY). Ataupeiton 88 1) KoTdpactS Kai
1 ATOPUGCIC EIC KATIYOPOVLUEVOV KO DTTOKEIEVOV KOL KATIYOPOVUEVOV LEV
gotv O Aéyopev TPOGEIVOL TIVL | P TPOGEIvOL, VTOKEIIEVOY 38 MTIVL Aé-
YOUEV TPOGEIVOL | LT} TPOGEIVOL (010V «O ZOKPATNCY HEV DTOKEIEVOV, TO
«Bya0Oc» 8¢ katnyopoduevov). OBtm pev ovv ExovTo T KATYOPOOUEVOL
Kol T0 DITOKEIEVO MPICUEVO KATIYOPOVUEVA KOl OPIGUEVO DTTOKEILEVOL Aé-
yovtat, Tpootedéviog 8& Tob «ob» (010V «0D TOKPATNG?, «OVK Ayaddcy)
4Op1oTO. KAAODVTOL KT YOPOVUEVH Koi ddpiota Dmokeipneva. Ovtog 81 O
ATOPAVTIKOG AOYOG LEPOC YEVOUEVOS GLALOYICUOD TPATAGIG KAAETTOL, T 08
KOTYOPOVUEVO. KOi DITOKEILEVA Bpot BOTE TAV TPOTAGEMY TAG MEV Elval
€€ VTOKEWEVOL KOl KATNYOPOVUEVOL MPICUEVOV, TAG 08 £ DTOKEUEVOD
Cod. S FR
Crit. 29 post amo add. tod F || 34 post tovg 6¢ lac. 10 fere litt. in F || 41 # —
twvog om. F ex homoeoteleuto || 47 8¢ S F :yap R || 50 post vmokeipevov add.
R |52 taom. R | 53 olovom.R | 54 &4 om.R
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Kol KATNYOpOouHEVOL AopioTmV, TOG 0¢ €K TOD HEV OpLopévov, Batépov o
dgopictov.

"Eoti 6¢ Tdong Amopacems KATApoolc Kol TAoNS KATAPACENS ATOQa-
olc. [ivetan 6& 1 and@acig TpooTIfEUEVOL TH KATAPAGEL TOD «OV» APV TL-
koD (olov: «ZoKkpatng Sikaoo» KoTaPacLc, TaNTNG ATOPACIS «ZOKPATNC
0¥ dikaogy). Tlaca 0 mpoTaoic 1| €€ VTOKEWEVOD Kol KOTIYOPOLUEVOL
€0tV 1} £ VTOKEWEVOL Kol KATNYOPOLUEVOL KOl TPITOV TPOGKATIYOPOL-
VoD (010V «ZmkpaTng dikondc 86Tin- 10 Yap «EGT TPOGKUTYOPOVLEVOV
KOAETTOL). ZOUTAEKOVTOL 08 TOAG TPOTAGEST Kai ol Aeyouevar DAt 1 avay-
Kaia, 1 §vdeyopévn, 1 advvatog (olov «Ttdv Tmkpdtny &vaéyetar Padilevy
1| «Gvaykn avamveivy 1 «adtvatov intacOu). Zopumriékoviot 6 kol ol Ae-
YOUEVOL TTPOGOIOPIGHOL, Ol SEIKVIVTES TAG TPOGESTL TO KOUTIYOPOVLEVOV
1@ VIOKEWEV® T) TDG 0V TPAGESTL, KAOOAOL 1| HepIKDS, OTTIVEG TECTAPES
glow €€ avaykng: kaBOAoL AToPaTIKOG O «OVJEIGY, KAOOAOL KATUPOTIKOG
0 «mACy, UEPIKOG AMOPATIKOG O «OV TACH, UEPIKOS KOTAUPATIKOC O «TIO»
(olov «obdeic &vOpmmog TntoTaw, «mic vOpmmoc Avamvel», «Ti¢ GvOpo-
TOG AOVETAY, «0V TAS dvOpwmog Aovetaw). KaAgital 6¢ 1) pev €yovoa tov
«TAG» TPOGIOPIGUOV KAOOAOV KATAPATIKT, 1] 0& EXOVGO TOV «OVIEIG) KO-
00L0V AToPATIKY, 1] OE EYOVOO TOV «TIG) PEPIKT] KATOPATIKY, 1] O& Eyovoa
TOV «00 TAG» HEPIKT Amo@atikn. Aéyovtal 0& avtikeiohot 1 peEv Kabdiov
KOTOQOTIKT) TPOG TNV KAOOAOV AmOQATIKNV EVOVTIOG Kol 1 LEPIKT] KOTO-
QOTIKT TPOG THY HEPIKNV ATOQUTIKNY &vavtimg dnlovott-® 1 88 kaboiov
KOTOQPOTIKT) TTPOG TNV UEPIKNV ATOPOTIKNV Kol 1 LEPIKT] KOTOPATIKT TPOG
TV KOOV AToQaTIKY AEYovTol GvTikeiohat AvTIQaTIKGG, MV THY &Té-
pav avaykn aandede f| yebdeobon ntl maong HANG, fivrva culuyiav Kol
avtipaow kaAodow. Enel 8¢ Tf] Katapdosl TpooTOEUEVOV TO «oD» Apvn-
TIKOV TNV ATOQPACY TTOLET, O10PIOTEOV £V TOIWM OP® TPOSTIOEUEVOV TO «OV»
TV andgocty towcel. Ei pév odv &€ Dmokelpévo Kol KaTnyopoupévoy po-
VoV &N 1) KaTdeao1c, TM KATNYOPOVUEVE® GUVAWYOVTEG TOMGOUEV TNV UTo-
Qoo €i 0 KOl TPOCKATYOPOVUEVOV, T TPOCKOTNYOPOLUEV®- €l O Kol
TPoGdOPIGOC (010V O «Tdc» § O «Tioy), TA TPocdloptoud (olov «oVSeic» )
«0V TiC») " €1 88 Kol TPOTOG TPOGESTL TH KOTAPAGEL (010 «8VEyETON TAVTOL
dvOpomov AovesBoy), T® TPOT® CLVAYAVTEG TO «OD» TOMGOUEV THV ATO-
pooty (olov «odk &véyetar mavra dvOpmmov Aovdijva).

Cod. S FR

Crit. 66 xoleltarf, Fp.c. R : MéyetonFa.c. || 79 évavtiog dniovott Fim. || 83
npootBépevov 10 f R : mpoctifepévov tod F || 83-84 dpvnrkov S R @ dpvnricig
Fa.c. : apvnricod F p.c.
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4. De conversione propositionum
Totéov 0¢ Kai KETVo, OTL AVTIOTPEPELY AEYOUEV TAG TPOTAGELS, OTAV TO
KOTIYOPOVLEVOV TOMCMLEV VITOKEIIEVOV KOl TO VTOKEILEVOV KOTIYOPOL-
pevov (olov «ovdev {dov ayvyov» Kol «ovdev dyvyov {Pov»). OV mdg 5&
TPOGIOPIGUOG EIC EAVTOV AVTIGTPEPEL, AAL’ O LEV «OVOEID» €IC EVTOV Kol
0 «Tio» €ig EaTdV, 0 08 «TTACH €ig TOV «TIG», O 0€ «0V TACH» OVK AVTIGTPEPEL.

5. De syllogismis
5.1. De syllogismis categoricis
5.1.1. De tribus figuris syllogismorum categoricorum

Tovtov vmokewévay, dtav 6pot Tpelc oVTmg EYmotl TPOG AAANAOLG,
®ote TOV Eva vmokeichotl pev T®V Aowm®dv 600 Batépw, KatnyopeicOat o
10D Aowmod, t61e 1O TPdTOV Yivetan oyfipa (olov «) odsio mavti (Hw, TO
DoV mavti avOpdT®, 1 00Gi0 TavTL AVOPOT®» ) TOVTOL TEGCAUPES EIGL TPO-
7Ol ZOUTEPAGHOL PHEV OV KOAETTOL TO GUVAYOUEVOV GId TOD GLALOYIGHOD
(olov «1| ovoio movti AvOphre»), pnellov 88 Epog O KaTNYOpPOVUEVOV &V
¢ ovpumepdopott (olov «1) odoian), Eoyoatog 8¢ 1O Vmokeinevov (0lov «O
8vOpmog»), Hécog 82 6 Aourdg (olov «td (Dov»). Koi peilmwv pév mpdtacic
gotv 1) cvvaen Tod peifovog dpov petd Tod PHEGOL, EAATTOV OE 1) GLVAET
70D pécov petd tod doydrov.’

5.1.1.1. De modis figurae primae®
| {ypéppota Eypoye ypopidt texvikoc)’
| T®V 0& TpOT®V TOD TPDOTOL GYNUATOC TPADTOG O £k peilovog kabdiov
KOTAPOTIKTG TPOTACEMG Kol EAATTOVOS KABOAOV KOTAPATIKTG KOO0V KO-
TAQATIKOV | GUVAY®Y cVpTEpacia (olov «¥) ovcia TavTi {Hw, TO {Hov mavTi
avOpoOT®, 1) oVvcia TAVTL AVOPOT®H).

ovcia  (dov GvBpomog
T T

Agbtepog 0 €k peilovog kabOAOV ATOEATIKTC Kol EAATTOVOS KaBO oL

Cod. 92-106] BFR || 107] G R || 108-110] BF R || 110-112] BG R

Crit. 96 litteras rubricatas supra dvtiotpépet legere non potui in R || 101 pév
obv B F : yobv R || 107 ypéupoto — texvikdg ut gl. seclusi : infra diagr. 5 G
i.m. : post diagr. 9 R i.m. || supra ypaupata artificium memoriae 7« w add. R ||
supra £ypaye artificium memoriae o0d 7 008 add. R || supra ypaeidt artificium
memoriae tttadd. R || suprategvikdg artificium memoriae 008 tod wadd. R ||
109 katapatikiic’ b, F p.c. R : ATOQUTIKTIC F a.c.
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95

97

99

101

103

105

107

109

111

Diagr. 1



113

Diagr. 2
115

117

Diagr. 3

119

Diagr. 4
121

123

125

127

129

131

133

Diagr. 5
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KOTAPATIKAC KAOOAOL AToQaTIKOV GUVAY®OV GUUTEPAGHO (010V «TO Eyv-
yxov 00devi LD, TO {Pov mavti AvOpOT®, TO dyvyov 0VdEVI AVOPOT®Y).

dyvyov  (Pov GvBpomog

Tpitog 0 €k peilovog KaBOAoL KaTapaTIKTg Kol EALATTOVOC PEPIKT|G Kol
TAPATIKAC HEPIKOV KATUPUTIKOV GUVAY®Y GUUTEPUGHOL (010V «TO ELYVLYOV
movti (O, T0 (DOoV Tvi AeVK®, TO ELyuyov dpa TV AEVKDY).

Euyoyov  CdOV  Agukov
n T

Tétaptog 0 €k peilovog KaBOAov AmTOPATIKNG Kol EAATTOVOS UEPIKTG
KOTOQOTIKNG LEPIKOV ATOPATIKOV GLUVAY®OV GUUTEPAGLO. (010V «TO dyvuyoV
00devi Lo, TO {DOV Tvi AeVK®, TO dyvyov dpa 00 TOVTL ASVKDY).

Gyoxov  {dov  Aevkov

‘Ot 8¢ obteg £rovcdv, MG ElpnTal, TOV TPOTAGE®V TOWDTO AVAYKT
ElvaL TO CUUTEPAGHOTA, O POVOV EML TAVOE TV SpeV TAV TPOTEDEVT®Y,
GG kad 8l ThvTov STiov éxgifev: Eotm 81 Gvti movtog pov T A, B, T+ 1°
deiéopev 01 Ao PEV TOD «TAG TAGH TO «TACG» GLVAYOUEVOV EE AVAYKNG, ATO
0& TOD «OVOELG TAGH TO «OVOEIC», ATO 6& TOD «Tdg TIH TO «Tig», Ao ¢ ToD
«oLOELG Tigy TO «0V Tag». Exeivo 8¢ mpoTepov eiAebm, Tt AdyeTon kot
TavTOG TL TIVE DITAPYELY, STav 0SSV HéPOg T AaPeilv Tod Drokeévov, Kad’
0V 0dtepov oD Agydncetar Opoime 8¢ kai 00devi Aéyetai Tt Tvi Ddpystv,
dtav o0d&v uépog N AaPeiv Tod vrokepévon, kad’ ob Bdtepov AexOnoeta.

Aedelybw om 10 TpdTov. Kai Eotm 10 A pév movti t@ B, 10 6¢ B mavti
@ [ Aéyw 611 10 A mavti 1@ I 'Enel yap 10 A mavti 1@ B (movti 6& Aéyw
¢ B, tovtéotiv ovk Eottv 0088V pépog Tod B, 0D ov katnyopsitor 1o A),
pépog 6¢ 10d B 10 I, 10 A dpa katd movtog tod I

A B T

* T i T )
Cod. BG R

Crit. 113 dmogatikov S R : dmogavtikov G || 117 dpaom. G || 120 éyoyov P :
Cdov C G : {dov in textu, dyvyov R s.l. || 127 dmépyew f R : dmépyov G || 131
Ayo! G: A& CR :om. P (Aéyo — 1@ T om. P ex homoeoteleuto) || 8 G s.l. ||
Myow? PG : A& CR | 132 ovk éotiv CR (Rs.l.) || 133 1od! iter. G
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AedelyBw 10 devtepov. 'Enel 10 A ovdevi 1® B, ovk dpa ot 1 puépog
~ it \ 4 r \ ~ \ \ P ) \ ~
100 B, 00 10 A katnyopnOnoetar pépog 8¢ tod B 10 I, 10 A dpa 00devi 1@

I.
A B T

01')5! TE

Aedelybw 10 tpitov. 'Enel 10 A movti @ B, katd mdvtov dpa tdv pepdv
00 B pépog 6 100 B ti 1@V I, 10 A dpa Katd Tvog Tdv pepdv tod I, 1o
A dpa tvi tdyv I

A B T

6

Aedelybw 10 tétaptov. 'Emel 10 A 00devi 1@ B, kat’ 00devog dpa TdV
uepdv tod B+ pépog 6¢ tod B titdv I, 10 A dpa 00 katnyopnOnoetal Koo
ThvTov TOV pepdv tod I, 10 A dpa 00 Tavtl @ I.

A B T

5.1.1.2. De figura secunda'!
5.1.1.2.1. Modi figurae secundae
{&ypoye Kbteye pétprov dxorov} 12

‘Otav 8¢ 8pot Tpeig obtwg EYmat Tpog GAAAOVG, BOTE TOV £Vl AUPOTE-
POV TV Aomdv kotnyopeichot, ToTe TO deVTEPOV YiveTar Gyfua (010V «TO
ayvyov ovdevi Lo®, TO dyvyov mavti Aibm, 10 {Pov 00devi AMbB»). Tovtov
TPOTOL TEGCOPEG.

[Tpdtog 6 £k peilovog kaBoLov dmopatikiig Kol EAdTTOVOS KaBOA0L K-
TaQaTIKRG KAOOLOV GTOPUTIKOV GUVAY®MV GUUTEPOGLO. (010V «TO GyvyoV
00devi (o, TO dyvyov Tavti AMb®, 10 {Hov 00devi AMbm»).

Gyoyov

00d, U

{dov 003 Aifog

Cod. BG R

Crit. 134 o0devi f R : 000eic G || 142 1@ fR:10 G || 143 Eypaye — dyodrov ut
gl. seclusi : in textu V : post diagr. 11 C i.m. : infra diagr. 12 G i.m. : infra diagr. 14
Pim.:postdiagr 16 Ri.m. || supra &ypaye artificium memoriae 003 © 008 add. R
|| supra kéreye artificium memoriae m 006 006 add. R || supra pétpiov artificium
memoriae 004 T o0 wadd. R || supra éyolov artificium memoriae 7 o0 00 7 add.
R || 146 w! fR: 1 G
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Diagr. 6
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139

Diagr. 7

141

Diagr. 8

143

145

147

149

Diagr. 9



151

153

Diagr. 10

155

Diagr. 11
157

159

Diagr. 12

161

163

165

167
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Agbtepog 0 €k peilovog KaBoAov Kata@oTikig Kol EAATTOVOG KaBOAov
AmoQoTiKTig KaOOAOL ATOPATIKOV GUVAY®Y GUUTEPAGHO (010V «TO AEVKOV
Thomn LLOVL, TO AELKOV 0VOEVL KOPOKL, 1] YLDV OVIEVI KOPAKL?).

AgVKOV
ﬂ ovd

KOV 003 KOpaE

Tpitog 6 €k peilovog KaBOAoL amoPaTiKi|g Kol EAATTOVOC HEPIKTG Kol
TAPATIKAC LEPIKOV BITOPUTIKOV GUVAY®MYV GUUTEPAGLLA. | (010V «TO AEVKOV
00OV KOPAKL, TO AEVKOV TIVi OUOTL, O KOpAE 0D TOVTL GOUAT)).

Aevkov

009, T

KOpaE 0O T CMDUO

Téraptog 0 €k peilovog kaBOAOV KATAPOTIKNG Kol ELATTOVOC LEPIKTIC
ATOPOTIKNG LEPIKOV ATOPATIKOV GUVAY®OV GUUTEPUCUA (O1OV «TO AEVKOV
Ao X1OvL, TO AEVKOV 0V TAVTL GOUATL, 1] IOV 0D TOVTL GOUATL?).

AEVKOV

YOV 00 T COHN

5.1.1.2.2. De reductione modi figurae secundae ad modos figurae primae

AedelyBw dm 10 de0TEPOV TN AVOYOLEVOV EIC TO TPDTOV GYTMOL S0
TG AVTIOTPOQT|G AVTIGTPEPOVONG ULAG TV TPOTAGEWMV.

Aedeiybm o1 10 mpdToVv. Emel 10 A ovdevi Td B, €otat kol 10 B 00devi
@ A- dAAG kol 10 A moavti T® I, 10 B dpa ovdevi @ I' dud tov devtepov
TpémOV 10D TPMTOL GYAUOTOS. P Aedelyfm Kol £Tépme d1d THC i ddVvarTov
Aeyopévng amoywyig: €i yap un 10 B o0devi 1@ T, Eotor tvi- €l 6n 10 A
ovdevi T® B, 10 8¢ B tvi 1d T, otan 10 A o0 mavti Td I, AL Koi movTi,
Omep advvaTov: ovk dpa 10 B tvi td I, ovdevi dpa. ITdhv, Enel 10 A moavti
6 I, 10 8¢ T 1vi 16 B, otar 10 A tivi 1§ B, 8mep ddvvatov. '

Cod. 151-155] SGR || 155-168] BFR

Crit. 160 post o1 add. xai P F R : seclusicum C || 165 yap Rs.l. || on S, F a.c.
R: 3¢ Fp.c. || 167 oddevi Gipa cancel. R

Diagr. 11 deestin F
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Aedelybm 10 devtepov. Emel 10 A 00devi 1@ I, Eoton kol 10 I ovdevi T
A- &0t 6¢ kol T0 A movti 1@ B, 10 ' dpa ovdevi 1@ B- €l 6¢ 10 I' 00devi
¢ B, kai 10 B 00devi ¢ I."° Kai 8160 10D ddvvértov- &l yap 10 B ovdevi
1@ I 00k &otv, Eoton Tvi- €mel Toivuv 10 A mavti T B, 10 6¢ B tivi @ T,
gotor t0 A Tvi @ I 610 TOV Tpitov tpdmov 100 TpdTov oynuatog. IlédAw,
émel 10 A ovdevi @ I, 10 8¢ I' i Tdv B, €otan 10 A 00 mavti 1d B, dnep
advvartov: ovk dpo to B tivi ¢ I, 10 B &pa o0devi ¢ I

ovd

ovd

[TéAv dedelyBm 1o tpitov. Emel 10 A 00devi 1® B, Eotan Kai 10 B ovdevi
@ A dAAQ Kol TO A Tvi @ T, 10 B dpa o0 mavti t@ I dua tov téraptov
TpoTOV 10D TPpDToL SYRreTos.!” Koi it Tod dduvatov- i 10 B ovk Eotiv
ov movti T® I, éotan mavti- €l 61 10 A 00devi T B, 10 6¢ B mavti 1d I,
g€otot 10 A ovdevi T® I' 010 TOV de0TEPOV TPOTOV TOD TPDTOV GYNIUATOG,
Omep advvatov: ovk dpa 10 A ovdevi 1@ I Kai mwéiwv €mel 10 A tvi @ I,
gotar kol 0 I tvi tdv A+ €1 01 10 B mavti t@ [, 10 0& I tvi 1dv A, €oton
70 B tvi tddv A <kai 10 A tvi tdv B>, dmep advvartov: ook dpa 1o B mavti
w18

Cod. BF R

Crit. 173 #ctar 10 — 1@ I om. R ex homoeoteleuto || 175 B2 R: A F | 181
o0deviP:maviiCFR || 182 T' g, Fpc.R:AFac. || BAF:B R | 183
Kol 70 — A addidi

Diagr. 13 Imp. Ma.] t' om. B F
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Diagr. 13
169

171

173

175

Diagr. 14

177

179

181

183



Diagr. 15
185

187

189

Diagr. 16

191

193

195

197
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Tov 8¢ té€taptov Tpdmov oUK EoTv Amodeiéon kat’ gvubeiav ovK AvTi-
OTPEPOVOTG THG EAATTOVOG TPOTAGEMG, THG LEPIKTIC ATOPATIKTIC, GAAN 1t
oD advvatov uovov derydnoetat. Ei yap un 10 B ov movti @ I, €oton
movti- €01t 0¢ Kol T0 A mavti 1@ B, 10 0¢ B mavti md I xai d1i todto Eotan
70 A mavti 1@ I, vmdkerton 6€ ov mavti, dnep dovvatov: T B dpa oV movti
LY

5.1.1.3. De figura tertia
5.1.1.3.1. Modi figurae tertiae
{8mact 60evapdg domidt pépiotoc iohkic dpardg)?!

‘Otav 8¢ 1peig Hpot oVTmG EYMSt TPOG AAMAOVG, BGTE TOV EVOL AUPO-
Tépo1c Vokeichan Tolg dKpolc, TOTE TO TPitoV YiveTan oyfjUa Kol ToOTOV 08
TpoTOoL €ioiv EE.

[Tp®T0G 0 £k 6O KABOLOL KATAPATIKDY LEPTKOV KATAPATIKOV GUVAY®V
cvumépacpo (olov {«d Tokpdg (Dov, 6 Tokpatng PIAOGoPov, Ti {Hov
apo IAOGoEovy - 1} «td DoV TavTi AvOpOT®, TO AOYIKOV TOvTi AvOpOTT®,
70 {®oVv Gpa Tvi LoYIKD»).

Cod. S FR

Crit. 191 amact—opaiogut gl. seclusi intextu V : infra diagr. 17 F i.m. : post diagr.
20 C i.m. : post diagr. 25 R i.m. : infra diagr. 28 P i.m. || supra dnact artificium
memoriae © 7t T add. R || supra c0evapog artificium memoriae 008 7 00 7 add.
R || supra donidt artificium memoriae 7 T T add. R || supra gépiotog artificium
memoriae 000 T ov m add. R || supra icékig artificium memoriae t n T add. R ||
supra OpoAdg artificium memoriae o T od wadd. R || 193 todtov] a R :tov-e
1p0- corr. F || 196-197 6 Zwkpdng — 1j ut gl. seclusi
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{dov AOYIKOV

T
T T
avOpomog
Agbtepog 0 €k petlovog kaBoAoL AmoEaTIKTC Kol AdtTovog Kafdiov
KOTAPATIKAC LEPIKOV ATOPATIKOV GUVAY®V GUUTEPAGLLA (010V «TO dA0YOV

00devi avOpoOTT®, T0 (HoV TovTl AVOpOT®, TO GAoYOoV 00 TTavTi (OMY).
Ghoyov  odm  (dov

dvOpwmog

Tpitog 0 €k peilovog KaBOAoL KaTapaTiki|g Kol EALATTOVOC PEPIKT|G Kol
TOAPATIKHC HEPIKOV KATAPATIKOV GLVAY®OV GUUTEPAGHLA (010V «TO AOYIKOV
TavTi AvOpOT®, TO AELKOV TVI AVOPOTT®, TO AOYIKOV TIVI ASUKDY).

hoywdv T levKkov

v

GvOpwmog

Tétaptog 6 €k peilovog KaBOAoL ATOEATIKTG Kol EAATTOVOG UEPIKTIC
KOTAPATIKAC LEPIKOV ATOPATIKOV GUVAY®Y GUUTEPAGHLA (010V «TO dA0YOV
003V AVOPOTT®, TO AEVKOV TV AVOPAOT®, TO GAOYOV 00 TOVTL ASUKDY).

Gloyov odm Aevkov

avOpomog

[Téumtog 0 €k peilovog PePIKNG KOTAPATIKTG Kol EAATTOVOS KaBOAov
KOTAPATIKC HEPIKOV KATAPATIKOV GLVAY®OV GUUTEPAGHLA (010V «TO GLAO-
coQOV TVi AvOp®OT®, TO0 AOYIKOV TOVTL AVOPOT®, TO PIAOCOPOV dpa Tvi
AOYIKD»).

QeuOcopov T Aoykov

v

avOpwmog

Cod. BF R
Crit. 205 post anopatikiig add. Tpotdoewc f R
Diagr. 21 hoywov F : {dov f R
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Diagr. 19
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Diagr. 20
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Diagr. 21



213

Diagr. 22

215

217

219

221

223

Diagr. 23

225

227

229
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"Extog 0 €k peilovog pepikiig amopatikiic kol EAdrtovog kaboAov Ka-
TAQATIKAG LEPIKOV BTOPUTIKOV GUVAY®MY GUUTEPUGLLY. (010V «TO AEVKOV 0D
avti avlpdn®, To {Hov Tavti AvOpmOT®, TO AeVKOV 00 TavTi (OMY).

hevkéy  ovm  C@ov
o0 T E
GvOpawmog

5.1.1.3.2. De reductione modi figurae tertiae ad modos figurae primae

Amnodeikvovton 8¢ kai ovTol dvarydpevor gig T TpdTOV YL S1d THC
AVTIGTPOPTG.

Aedelybw 10 mpdrtov. Emel yap 10 B mavti A, €ott 6¢ kol 0 A tvi I
avtiotpapeiong thg Tpotdoems, Eoton 10 B tvi ' 810 tOv tpitov tpodmOV
70D Tp®TOL GYNaTos.?? Koi S16 Tod ddvvdrov- &l yap un 1o B Tvi I, Eotan
o0doevi- il Toivov 10 B 00devi I, 10 6& I’ mavti A, €otar 10 B 00devi A, dmep
advvatov: ovk dpa t0 B ovdevi 1 I, Twvi dipa. TIaAwy, €1 10 I 00devi @ B,
10 0¢ B mavti 1® A, €otat 10 I 00devi 1d A, dmep adOvatov- 10 B dpa Tivi
v 3

B A r

‘0 devtepog. Emeito B ovdevi v A, 10 6¢ A Tivitdv I dvtiotpageiong
TG Tpotdoeme, £otan 1O B ov movti 1® ' 610 OV té€taptov tpdmov 10D
npdTov oYfpatoc.* Kai S tod advvértov- &i yap un mavti, ot 10 B
mavti T® [ 10 6¢ T mavti t@ A, 10 B dpa mavti t® A, dmep dddvatov, 0 B
dpo oV movti t@ I TIadAwy, €l 10 A 00devi TdV B, 10 6¢ B mavti 1d I, Eoton
70 A 000evi T®V I' <kai 10 I' 00devi TdV A>, Omep advvatov: 0 B dpa ov
novti td [

Cod. BF R

Crit. 217 post mavti add. t® B || 229 kaito I' — A addidi

Diagr. 23 Mod. ] diagr. fig. tertiac § F, R p.c. : diagr. fig. secundae R a.c. || tf
R:om.F || Prob.] t' om.PF
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ovd

w
>

ovd T

‘O tpitog. 'Enel 10 B mavti t® A, 10 8¢ A mwvi 1dv I dvtiotpageiong
TG TPoTAcEWS, £oTon TO B Tvi tddv I' S 1OV Tpitov tpdmov 100 TpdTOL
oyquotog.?® Koi St tod advvértov: &i yop Svvatov, Eotm 10 B 00devi 16
I, v 8& kai 1o T Tvi tdv A, 10 B 8pa 00 mavti tédv A, dmep dddvatov: ovk
dpa 10 B ovdevi tdv I, v dpa. TTaAw €neil 10 I ovdevi 1@ B, 10 0¢ B mavti
@ A, €otar to I 00devi T A, dAAL Kai Tvi, Omep ddvvatov: TO B dpa Tivi
tov T2

‘O tétaptoc. 'Enel 10 B 00devitdv A, 10 ¢ A Tvitddv I dvtiotpageiong
TG mpotdoewc, Eotatl Koi O B oV mavti 1@ I dud tov té€taptov tpdmov
100 Tp®@TOL TYaTog.? Kai S1 1o dduvdtov: &l yap duvatdv, Eotm 10
B mavti 1@ T, €01t 6¢ xai 10 I Tvi tdv A+ 10 B dpa tvi Tdv A, dAAd | Kol
00devi, dmep advvatov: 10 B dpa o0 wavti t@ I TTadAwy, émei 10 A 00devi T@
B avtiotpageiong tiic mpotdoemg kai 0 B wavti 1@ I, £otot 10 A ovdevi
¢ T, 4AAG ki Twvi, dmep adOvarov: 10 B dpa 0b movti td 1.2

Cod. 231-241] BFR | 241-244] BGR

Crit. 235 t@vF R : 1@ f
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Diagr. 24
231
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Diagr. 25

239
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243



Diagr. 26
245

247

249

251

Diagr. 27

253

255

Diagr. 28

60

'O néuntoc. 'Enel 10 I' mavti 1@ A, 10 6¢ A twi tdv B, Eotan xoi 10 I’
Twi t®v B 610 10V 1pitov TpoTOV T0D TPpMdTOL TYNHaToc €1 yop O I' Tivi
16V B, Eoton kai 10 B mvi dv 2% A1l 10D ddvvdtov- gi yap 10 B o0devi
v I, 10 8¢ I mavti tdv A, €otat 10 B 00devi v A, dAAL kai Twvi, dmep
aovvatov: 10 B dpa tvi tdv I ITdAwv, €nei 10 T ovdevi tdv B, 10 d¢ B Tivi
TV A, goton 10 I' o0 mavti tdv A, GAAG kol Toavti, dmep advvatov: 10 B
dpa Tvi tdv 3!

'O 8¢ &ktog kat’ e0Beiav pev o dvvarton delkvuchar did THg AvTioTpo-
OTic dvayouevog €ig 10 TpdTOV Gy, dcikvotal 8¢ 61d Tod advvdatov: &l
yop ovk &otan 0 B ov mavti @ T, éoton movti- €ott 8¢ kol 10 I moavtl 1d
A, 10 B Gpa movti Td A, dAAd Kol o0 wavti, Omep advvatov: O B dpa od
novti t® .2

Cod. G R

Crit. 255 10 B—1® A om. R ex homoeoteleuto

Diagr. 26 om. GR || 27 om. G || Prob.] t! conieci:ovn SR | 28 om. G
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5.1.2. De proprietatibus figurae syllogismorum categoricorum

"1 6€ TOD PEV TPAOTOL GYNUATOG TO TOV HEGOV OOV VTTOKETGOUL PEV
@ peilovi dxpw, katnyopeicOot 8¢ Batépov Kai 10 cuvdyetv del Kol Kado-
A0V Kol PEPTKA, KOl KOTAPATIKA KOl AmOQaTIKE: TO TNV EAATTOVO TPOTAGLY
ael Kota@atikny Exewv, kol §| kaboAov 1 pepiknyv, v 6¢ peilova del Ko-
00Lov, | KOTAPATIKNV T| ATOPATIKNV, Kol TO Td GAA 00O TeAeODV. “1d1
0¢ TOoD OELTEPOL TO TOV UEGOV AUPOTEP®V KaTryopeichat: TO cuvdyety del
amopoTikd, 1| pepka §j kaBolov: 10 &yev Vv peilova del kabBolov, TV
0¢ éNdttova dvopolooynuova, i Kaboiov §| pepknv. "6 Tod Tpitov 10
TOV HEGOV AUPOTEPOLG VTTOKEIEVOV EXEV: TO <EYev> TNV ELATTOVA AEL KO-
Tapatikny, {10} Vv peilova Kol peptkny koi kaborlov: tO cuvayew del
LEPIKA, Kod dmopaTicd Kol Katapaticd.®

5.1.3. De analysi syllogismorum categoricorum

Avvnoopeba 8¢ avalvey Tovg €v Toig PAI0IG GLALOYIGHOVG T} TOVG £V
Taig S1aAéceoty oVTwg: TpdTov (NTNoOoUEV €1 GLALOYIGUOC 0TIV E0TOL OE,
&l Mdyoc €in dmopavticdg petd aitiag eipnuévoc. Eita Ayoueda 1o cop-
Tépucpa, dmep Amodeicvooty 6 dmodsucvic: eita Dempricopey el GuvamTe-
TOL TO KOTNYOPOUUEVOV T® VTOKEUEVED 1| dlapeitol an’ avTtod, ToVTESTIV
el kaTaeatikov | dmogatikdv Eotv. Kai, €l Katagatikdv, tpddniov 61t 0
OLALOYIGHOG 0VK ECTLV €V EVTEPM CYNUOTL Kod €l LV KaBOAOL, povePOV
Ot 70D TPOTOV KOl O TPATOG TPOTOC: €1 6& UePIKOV, 1 avTod 1 TOD TPi-
Tov oyNuatoc. Emel 6& Anebévimv év 1@ cvunepdopatt tod peilovog 6pov
kol oD oydrov €€ dvhyxkng kol 0 péoog | eiinupévog €oti, Bewpnrtéov &l
VIOKELTOL O PEGOC TM £0XATM T KOt yopelTal avTod: Kol €l eV KT YOpET-
Tt O PEGOG, 6 GLALOYIoUOG EGTOL TPITOG TPOTOC TOD TPADTOL GYNUATOG" €
0¢ Katnyopeitar avtod 6 Eoyatog, 0Tl ToL TPitov: Kol Oemproouey Tag
TPOTACELS Kad, €1 HEV AUE® KaBOAOL KaTapaTiKai, O TPMTOG TPOTOG E5TAL
T0D Tpitov- €l 8¢ 1 pév peilov kaborov, 1 6 EAdttov pepikn, Eotat O Tpi-
T0G TPOTOG TOD TPITOL: €1 6€ TO AVATOALY, O TEUTTOC TPOTOG TOD TPITOL.
Ei 8¢ dmoeaticov €in 10 cvunépacpa, €l pev Koi kabodAov, ook Eotat Tod
TpiTov oVdauMdC, GALL §j TOD TPADOTOL T TOD deVTEPOL: &1 UEV 0DV O pésoC
Opo¢ Katnyopeitan Lovov, Tod 0euTEPOL Kol 1 O TPATOG TPOTOG 1} O devTE-

Cod. 257-277]1 BGR || 277-286] BFR

Crit. 257 3¢ tob om. G || 262 10v péoov S R : 10V pécwv G || 265 Eyewv addidi
1266 10! seclusi || 269 nticopev SR : ticouevG || 276 Inedéviov conieci
1 neBévtoc B G : Mnebévieg R || 282 8" BF, 06 R || 285 aAAa S R, 6AL’ F
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pog (toDT0o Kol AT TAV TPOTACEMY PAVINGETOL): €1 O Kol KATryopeitot Kol
VIOKELTOL, TOD TPATOV Koi O deVTEPOG TPOTOG: €1 O€ PePIKOV €in TO cLTE-
POGHO, TO HEV OYNHO TAAY GO TOD HEGOL dpov, TOV O TPOTOV ATO TV
potace®v ANyoueda. Ovtm 8¢ avarvey £0160€vtec T0DG GUALOYIGUOVG
Kol €V TG daAé€eoty £Tolume EEOUEV JAYIVOOKEY TO GYNUATO: OVT® O
€0TV €10€val ToUEC VOBV TV GLALOYICU®VY Kol TAV VYEIMV Kol <€V TOlG
Bipriolg TV Takadv> Keyévay dtoxpivelv: kai obTm Tovg Kot TO 160G
700 GLALOYIGHOD TOPOAAOYILOUEVOVG PMOPAGOLLEV.
700 K’ MUAS xpdvov

NV kol EoTon 00 0 @gdg 34

ael MV avTog E0v-
OV Ovopalet

{m} {m}

Eotv del 6 Ogdg

5.2. Tlepi tdV VToPETIKDY GLALOYIGU®V?S

‘Enel 8¢, kaBang gipntot, 0 ano@avtikog Adyog €ig TOV Katnyopikov dt-
apeltol Koi tOv VmofeTikdv, eipntot 6& TePl TOV KATNYOPIKDY GLAAOYL-
oudv, pntéov av €in Aowrov Kai mepl TV vmobetikdv. I1ag toivov Hrobe-
T1KOG NyoOpEVOV EYEL TL KOd ETOUEVOV, TPOGANYY Kai cupmépacia. Olov:
VTOOETIKOG GLAAOYIGUOG E0TV «El AvOpmmOG €oTl, Kol (PHOV €0Tv: GANQ
unv avlpmmoc €ott, Kol {Hov apa £5Tivy - 1YoOUEVOV €0TL TO «&l dvOpw-
oG €0TIVY, EMOUEVOV «Kal {DHOV E0TIVI - «AAAL UNV BvOpwTog £6Ti», TODTO
TPOCANYIG: CLUTEPAGHLO «Koi CDOV Gpa EGTIN.

TdVv 0& VTOOETIKAV TPOTOL TEGGOPES: TPATOG O TIVOG HVTOC Ti £0TL O1)-
Hoivev: 8e0TEPOC <O> TIVOC GVTOG Ti OVK EGTL TPiTOG <O> TIVOG U 6vtog Tl
Cod. FFR
Crit. 287 1010 Kol conieci : kai todto @ || 290 OVt conieci : toVT® @ || 291
obte conieci : 10010 @ || 292-293 £év — makadv addidi (cf. v. 5) || 295 @V
— cuMoyoudv eras. F || 304 1wvog conieci : tivog @ || 305 6 addidi || tvog!
conieci : tivog @ || 6 addidi || Tvog? conieci : Tivog @

Diagr. 29 seclusi cum F C || v conieci : §otv S R || post @edg add. dvta R ||
30 seclusi cum F C || del &v conieci : dvto f R
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€oTv: T€TOpTog <O0> TIVOG U dvtog Ti ovk Eott. [Tapdostypa tod TpdTov:
«&l avOpmmog éotl, Kai (DO Eotiv: AAAL UV avOpwmdg €0t Kai (Dov dpa
goti»- 10D Yap avOpmdToL DIoKeEVOL Elvar cuvéyetol TO {Dov ivor. ITo-
paderypa Tod devTéPov- «dde O ApONOG T ApTIOC E0TIV T TEPITTOC ALY
unv 8pTiog, ovK dpa TEPLTTOH TO Yop VIokeIcOot dpTiov eivar dvoupel
10 meprrTov eivart. Mopaderypa Tod Tpitov: «Tdde 10 TOGOV | SiwPIGHEVOY
€0TIV 1) oLVEYES: ALY UV 00K E0TL S1OPIGUEVOV, GUVEXES dpa €oTiw. TTa-
paderypa Tod TeTdpTon- «el AvOpTdS Eo0Tl, Kai DOV EoTv: AAAL punv (Ddov
oV E0Ttv, 003 BvOpTOg Epay- T® YA VroTOEvan uf tvon {Hov Seikvuot
um| eivo &vlpomov.

"Eot1 8¢ 00 LOVOV EViYOVUEV® Kod £Vi ETOUEVE® DTOBEUEVOIC TV TPOC-
Myv EmeveyKelv Kol T0 GUUTEPAGLO, GAAN Kol TOAAG SuvaTOV DTToBEGOL
KaBe&Tic Nyovpeva kal Exopeva, Kol LETA TADTA TNV TPOSANYIY EMEVEYKETV
Kol 10 ovumépacpo. Kai todto diydg dvvatat yiveshot: 1 yap EVinyovpuéve
TOoALG TiBgpey Emdpeva petd 610 evKTIKod Kol 00TMG EMGyoVTES TNV TPOC-
Iy coumepaivopev, | T@ €€ apyiic Emopévm dALo TiBepev Enduevov Kol
gkeive £tepov kod TovTm dAAO, uéypig ob pOC 1O Tpokeipevoy ENDmuEY
Kol HETA TODVTO TNV TPOSANYIV EIGAYOVTEG GLUTEPAIVOUEY: OG 61 GLAAO-
YIopOG €6 OAmv vmobBécemv cuvesT®g £oTtl. Kail <6> ék d1alevktikod pév
gotv olov: «t6de 10 Epyuyov fi (BOv Eotv i {ooPLTOV T PLTOV: GAAN
unv ovte {OOV €otiv ovTE (OOPVTOV, PLTOV APO» KOTA TOV TpitoV TPOTOV
TAV VIOPETIKADV- deikvust Yop Tv@v un dviov i €0t ToDTOV 6€ duvaTOV
Kol Katd TOV SevteEpoV TpOTOV TPodyechat: olov «TddE TO Euyvyov fi {Hov
gotv | LwoLTOV 1] UTOHV: GAAL PNV ELTOV, 0VK Apa (doV ) LwOPVTOVY.
0 & & 8oV HToBEGEMY GUVESTAOG 0TIV 010¢" «&l 6 B80¢ dyadde, dvtomd-
d001¢ Eatol TV Pefropévov- el dvtamddooic Eatol TdV Pefropévov, Eotat
N yoyn ueta Bdvatov- €l Eotar 1) yoyn petd Bavartov, abavatdg Eotiv: €l
dpa 0 Be0g dyaBog, dBGvatog 1 yoyn: aAAL Uy 6 Bedc dyabdc, 1 woym dpa
a0davatoc» - oTog 8¢ gic TOV TPdTOV AvyeTon TpOTOV: Selkvust Yap TIVOG
6vtog Tl £€0TL* TOV TOODVTOV 0& JLVATOV KOl KOTO TOVG AOITOVG TPEIC TPO-
movg mpoayaysiv. ‘Qote kal 0 €k dtalevkTikod VTOOETIKOG Kal O €€ OAwV
VIO0EGEMV GUVESTAG £i¢ TOVG EIPNUEVOVE TEGCAPOS AVAYOVTOL TPOTOVC.
Cod. f FR
Crit. 306 0 addidi || twog conieci : tivogw || 309 83 0 fF: 08¢ R | 312-313
[Mopaderypo om. S R || 313 ante éott add. ovk R im. || 316 &vi pyovpéve ...
évi émopéve conieci : v fyoduevoy ... &v éndpevov @ || dmobepévorg conieci :
vnobépevov C F R : dmotBépevov P || 322 &Moo B F : 6Ahov R || 324 ¢ addidi
| 327 tvédv R : tivov BF || 330 olog FR :oiov 3 || 334 tvodg conieci : tivog @
| 336 6' om. B
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Notes

1 If the deciphering of the title in F by Papazoglou is correct (see also p. 15 n. 1), then
the agreement between f and F is a proof that the archetype contained the reference
to the exegetical genre of the text (Zvvoyic). The readings of both G and s confirm at
any rate the variant read by Papazoglou. The singular form I1epi cuALoyiopod in the
title should be preferred, because of the agreement between £ and R. The archetype
must have included information on the author’s identity too, as it may be inferred
once more by the agreement between £ and F. I have opted for 10?0 ... motpog nudv
Neilov, apylenickdénov @eccarovikng, because it is transmitted by both F and one of
the descendants of £, namely the earlier C. In regard to the clerical capacity of Neilos
Kabasilas as Archbishop of Thessaloniki, C transmits a variant which seems to be a
compilation of the respective readings in F and P. I have opted for the lectio brevior
(reconstructed by Papazoglou) in the earlier of the latter two codices, namely F.

2See OS L, n. 1; OS Il n. 1.

3 TITaparoywopevot could be an allusion to Pyrrho’s fallacies as presented in Nikolaos
Kabasilas’ Contra Pyrrhonem; see Demetracopoulos 1999, pp. 18.22, 40-41 and
above p. 6.

4 27-28 Mépn — mabntdv | A discussion on the division of the soul into rational
(Moywov) and passive (mafnticov) parts is discussed in Quaestio de rationis valore,
another work by Nikolaos Kabasilas; see Demetracopoulos 1998, pp. 57.66—77 and
above p. 6.

5 32 —37 kai tovg pév 100 Aoykod — v €mbupiav ] On the connection between the five
kinds of sentences and the faculties of the soul (Aoyov / yvootikov vs. mabntikov /
opektikov) see also OS I, n. 3; OS I, n. 3.

6 78-79 xai 1| pepikn — évavtiong dSniovott ] See OS I, n. 5.
7 101-106 Zopnépacpo — éoydtov | See OS II, n. 8.
8 On the four moods of the first syllogistic figure see also OS I, nn. 7, 8, 9, 10.

9 The mnemonics are not included in any of the two previous versions of OS. Since
there is no explicit mention of or indirect hint to them in OS III and they are not
necessary for understanding the text (in the way the diagrams are), I have decided to
exclude them. On the use of the mnemonics in Byzantium see Agiotis 2022, pp. 66—
72.

10123 A, B,T" ] See OS I, n. 22.

11 On the four moods of the second syllogistic figure, see also OS I, nn. 11, 12, 13, 14.
12 See above n. 9.

13 162-164 'Enei 10 A — mpodtov oynpatog | See OS 1, n. 27.

14 164-168 Aedeiybw — advvartov | Two indirect proofs of CELARENT through contra-
diction of the minor (FERIO) and then the major (DARII) premise.

15 169-171 'Emei 10 A — 10 B 00devi t® I' ] See OS 1, n. 28.
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16 171-175 Kai dw tod ddvvétov — 10 B dpa ovdevi 1d I' ] Two indirect proofs of
CAMESTRES through contradiction of the minor (DARII) and then the major (FE-
RIO) premise.

17 176-178 Emel 10 A — 100 mpmdTov oynpatog | See OS I, n. 29.

18 178-184 Kai o1t tod advvatov — 10 B mavti 1@ I' ] Two indirect proofs of FES-
TINO through contradiction of the minor (CELARENT) and then the major (DARII)
premise.

19 187-190 Eiyap 10 B — 10 B dpa o0 mavti t@ I' ] See OS I, n. 30.

20 On the six moods of the third syllogistic figure, see also OS I, nn. 16, 17, 18, 19, 20,
21.

21 See above n. 9.

22 217-219 Emet yap 10 B — 10D mpdTov oynuartog | See OS I, n. 31.

23 219-223 Kai 61 10D advvatov — 0 B dpa tvi tdv I' | Two indirect proofs of DARA-
PTI through the contraries of the major (CELARENT) and then the minor (CELAR-
ENT) premise.

24 224-226 Enei 10 B — tod mpdtov oynpotog ] See OS I, n. 32.

25 226-230 Kai 610 tod advvatov — 10 B dpa o0 mavti 1@ I' ] Two indirect proofs of
FELAPTON through the contraries of the major (BARBARA) and then the minor
(CELARENT) premise.

26 231-233 Enei 10 B — 100 npdtov oynuotog ] See OS I, n. 33.

27 233-237 Kai 1t Tod ddvvatov — 10 B dpa tivi tédv I' | Two indirect proofs of DATISI
through contradiction of the major (FERIO) and then the minor (CELARENT) premise.

28 238-240 Enei 10 B — 100 mpwrtov oynpotog | See OS 1, n. 34.

29 240-244 Kai 610 tod advvatov — 10 B dpa o0 mavti 1d I' ] Two indirect proofs of
FERISON through contradiction of the major (DARII) and then minor (CELARENT)
premise.

30245247 Eneito I' —t0 Btwvitwdv ' ] See OS I, n. 35.

31 247-251 Aw tod advvdtov — 10 B Gpa tvi t@dv I' ] Two indirect proofs of DIS-
AMIS through contradiction of the major (CELARENT) and. then the minor (FE-
RIO) premise.

32 253-256 &i yap odk €otar— 10 B dpa od movti wd I' ] See OS I, n. 36.

33 264-267 1510 Tod tpitov — katagpatikd | The properties of the first two figures con-
cern the relative position of the middle term and the quality and quantity of the con-
clusion and then the premises. With regard to the third figure, however, the premises
are mentioned before the conclusion; perhaps the reference to the conclusions of the
third figure is a later addition (see OS I, n. 37).

34 Diagr. 29,30 ] The diagrams seem to be later additions. They must have been inserted
in the outer or inner margin of the archetype of OS III. In R they were transmitted
after the end of the section on the categorical syllogisms, whereas in P (and in all
probability in f too) after the end of OS III. Their position in R is more fitting, since
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the wording suggests the adaptation of a passage from two orations by Gregory of
Nazianzus into diagrammatic versions of the moods CAMESTRES and BARBARA.
The excerpt is the following (I have changed the punctuation):

@gd¢ MV pév el kai Eott kod Eoton, piAlov 8& «EoTvy Gsi- T Yap «fv» Kol «EoTan
70D K0’ UEG yPOVOL TUOTA KO THG PEVOTHS PUGEMG, O d& AV del- Kol ToDTo adTOg
€avtov ovopdlel ... (Moreschini 1990, § 7.1-4).

The adaptation of the Greek text in the diagrammatic forms of categorical syllogisms
entails the theses or the to-be-drawn conclusions that “no god is past and future” and
“every god is timeless”. The valid deduction (CAMESTRES) leading to the first
conclusion is then:

(Premise 1) All past and all future are time segments perceived by us humans
(Premise 2) No god is time segments perceived by us humans
(Conclusion) No god is past and future

Similarly, the second deduction (BARBARA) should be formed as follows:

(Premise 1) Every god is an eternal being
(Premise 2) Every eternal being is timeless
(Conclusion) Every god is timeless

The latter deduction, however, falls into the category of extra dictionem fallacies,
namely the petitio principii (10 €v apyfj aiteicbor), since “eternal” and “timeless”
mean the same thing. Both arguments may be a hint to the remark made in OS III: It
is useful to know the difference between valid and invalid syllogisms, because such
knowledge could be of use in regard to the critical assessment of syllogisms in the
works of previous scholars (vv. 4-6, 291-293).

35 John Philoponus’ commentary on APr. I must be the source of the section on the hypo-

thetical syllogisms. In his commentary, Philoponus claims that “generally speaking,
every syllogism proves either what is, or what is not the case; or what is the case, if
something is or is not; or what is not the case, if something is or is not” (Wallies 1905,
p- 243.12-13: xaB6rov mig cLALOYIGHOG T} TO 0TIV T} TO OVK 0Tt deikvuoty, fj Tivog
6vtog ti Eotv 1j Tl ovk EoTwv, f Tivog un dvtog Ti £otv i Tl ovKk Eotv). The author
of OS III suggests that there are four moods of hypothetical syllogisms echoing the
introductory remark by Philoponus and gives examples for each one of them:

1. If A, then B; but A; therefore B (vv. 307-308)

2. A or B; but B; therefore not A (vv. 309-310)

3. A or B; but not A; therefore B (vv. 311-312)

4. If A, then B; but not B, therefore not A (vv. 313-314)

It seems that the criterion for this classification was the quality of the “additional as-
sumption” (rpécinyic) and the conclusion. The author of OS III goes on to suggest
that a second grouping of hypothetical syllogisms is possible (vv. 316-337). This ad-
ditional division concerns syllogisms “by means of a disjunction” (éx dralgvktikoD)
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and “wholly hypothetical” syllogisms (£ 6Amv vmoBécewv). The former may be re-
duced to the second and the third moods mentioned above, whereas the latter may be
reduced not only to the first mood, but also to the other three as well.

The author of OS III, however, has an erroneous understanding of what is claimed by
Philoponus (see the detailed presentation of Philoponus’ text in Ierodiakonou 1996,
pp- 99-102). Philoponus deems that hypothetical syllogisms may be reduced to one
of'the three figures, since the antecedent is actually the conclusion of a categorical syl-
logism (Wallies 1905, p. 242.10-13). He then mentions three kinds of hypothetical
syllogisms: (a) a group of four types of “wholly hypothetical” (5t" dAwv vrobeTikol)
syllogisms with “at least” three constituent conditional propositions (Wallies 1905,
p. 243.11-36); (b) two types of hypothetical syllogisms (“in accordance with a con-
sequence” [kot’ dxolovBiov]; “in accordance with a disjunction” [kotd d16lev&wv])
whose “additional assumption” is a categorical premise (Wallies 1905, pp. 244.3—
246.14); (c) reductions to the impossible (Wallies 1905, pp. 246.15-247.32).

Moreover, the author of OS III seems to take into account only the first two groups of
hypothetical syllogisms in Philoponus’ text, while suggesting the reduction of both
“wholly hypothetical” and “by means of disjunction” syllogisms to the four moods
mentioned at the beginning of the section. However, the latter moods correspond to
four out of five types of hypothetical syllogisms with a categorical premise in Philo-
ponus’ commentary. Interestingly enough, the omitted fifth type is related to the
elements of the Stoic tradition in Philoponus’ commentary (Wallies 1905, p. 245.20-
24; Terodiakonou 1996, pp. 98-99, 101. Disjunction or conjunction seem to be in-
significant for the initial classification of the four moods in OS III. The remark that
“wholly hypothetical” syllogisms may be reduced to all four moods (vv. 336-337)
is erroneous — only their “reduction” to the first and fourth moods would be possible
— unless one regards the reference to the four moods as a hint to the four types of
“wholly hypothetical” syllogisms in Philoponus’ text (Wallies 1905, p. 243.23-32).
However, the example concerning “wholly hypothetical” syllogisms in OS III is pe-
culiar, since it has the following general form: If A, then B; if B, then C; if C, then D,
therefore if A, then D; but A; therefore D (vv. 330-334). This form suggests a “wholly
hypothetical” preliminary syllogism inferring a conditional proposition (therefore if
A, then D) which then serves as the premise of a syllogism belonging to group “b” in
Philoponus’ classification above.
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Appendix

Meteor. Barlaam 202, ff. 64r, vv. 3-23; 64v, vv. 1-16 (punctuation and
spelling have been normalized; | = change of line; || = change of folio).

‘Entypagai tdv keparaiov | thg Aptototédovg Pifrov, T10d Opydvoo
1. | Ei éott 1hocopia
2. Tiéotv 1| prhocogia
3. | E10mo T pépog tiig priocopiog 1) Aoyikn) avayetal | mpaypoteio
4. Tig 6 okomdg TG AoYIKiG
5. |'Otiavaykn anod tdv Katnyopidv Gpyecdot | v Aoyikny Tpaypoteioy
6. IlepitdV Katy|yopidpv
7. Aw ti dvopdalovton Katnyopiar
8. | Ti ot Katnyopoduevov Kai ti Vokeipevov
9. | Ti éott AdYOC
10. TTooaydg 6 Adyog
11. Tiéot mpd|tacig
12. Tiéot Kotdoaotg
13. Ti anoégooic
14. | Ti éoT1 TPOGOOPIGHOC Kol TOGOL TPOGOI0PIG| Lot
15. Tiéotwv avtipoaoic
16. Tiéoti10 évavting| dvtikelcal 10 TPOTACELS KOl TL E5TLTO AV|TIPATIKDG
17. Tlécor <ot>! tpomot

18. Tiéotwv 1| petd | IpodTOL TPOTACIG

ot addidi
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20.
21.
22.
23.
24.

25.

26.
27.

28.

29.
30.

31.
32.
33.

69

Ti éot1 katnyopovpevov kol | Ti TpockaTnyopodeEVOV

Ti éotv Gvopa Kai | Tt adpioTov dvopa

Ti AOpLoTOV KATIYOPOOUEVOV | Kol Ti AOPLGTOV VITOKEILEVOV
Tiveg ai €k TOVTOV | TPOTACELG

[Tod o€t T10var T

Ti 6pog

n

ApjvnTikodv «od», &v aic TV mpotdcemy | mpookatn|lyopoduevoy
€0TV 1| TPOTOG

Tig éotL T®V | AdywV 0 doup@dv 10 dAN0BEG Kol Wyedd0g
| T1 €011 GLAAOYICUOG

[Tepi 10D TpOTOL GYN|HOTOS ATOIEIELS EKAGTOV TV TPOTMV, Kol |
kat gobeiav kai o1 Tod ddvvatov

[Tepi | oD devtépov- dmmc Sl Kol avTO €1g TO TPATOV | AVAYEY GO

Iepi 0D Tpitov: | dmmg S&i kai adTd moTodcbar dvayduevov! | eic
10 TPATOV GYNA 01 THG AVTIGTPOPTIS

| TI®G pdota yévort™ dv AvadlvEY TOVG &V TOTG | TAA001G GLAAOYIGLOVG
‘Onwg v yévorto | un aratdcot mopd 1OV Tpocsdiaieyo|uévev

‘Ot dydg 10 mapoaroyilesbar | f| Tapd 10 oyfua, otav EE® TOV
KEWEVOV | yivnTon oynuatav, §j Tapd v VANV, étav | yevdeic motv
al giinuuévon Tpotdoelg
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