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Dissertation Abstract

Competence and competitiveness are mutually intertwined. While competence provides
individuals with the knowledge and skills necessary to be superior in competitive situations,
competitiveness is a motivational force that urges individuals to strive for competence. Thus,
in the highly competitive intellectual environment of twelfth-century Byzantium, in which
learned people without an aristocratic background struggled to acquire salaried posts in the
bureaucracy, private or state-funded teaching positions, wealthy patrons who would finance
their literary or artistic production, or the support of other private individuals who could hire
them for their proficiency in their respective skills and disciplines, the display of one’s
competence was crucial. One of these learned men was Theodore Prodromos (ca. 1100 - ca.
1158), renowned court poet and an important public figure. The Byzantine polymath
procured his fame not only through his poetic endeavors but also as a teacher, rhetorician,
and philosopher. Prodromos’s intellectual and literary versatility is attested in the enormous
corpus of his works, which includes poetry, panegyric orations, monodies, theological
writings, letters, and satirical, philosophical, astrological, and grammatical works. This thesis
examines some of Prodromos's satirical, polemical, and philosophical works in which he, by
fighting on behalf of the truth, conducts an examination that serves to expose either social
follies, errors in knowledge and expertise, or both. By assuming the superior position of an
examiner in these works, Prodromos not only expresses his criticisms in a competitive spirit
but also displays his authoritative intellectual presence and competence. The thesis sheds
light on Prodromos’s expertise in logic and philosophy not only as a teacher, but also as an
independent thinker and philosopher. Additionally, the thesis provides deeper insight into the
anxieties and struggles, as well as the ethical and intellectual criteria, of a Byzantine teacher,

rhetor, and philosopher in twelfth-century Byzantium.
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INTRODUCTION

Competence and competitiveness almost always go hand in hand. While competence
enhances competitiveness by providing individuals with the skills and knowledge necessary
to excel in competitive situations, competitiveness urges individuals to strive for excellence
and motivates them to improve their competence. Competence and competitiveness play an
essential role in shaping individual behavior, social interactions, and societal structures. They
are conditioned by cultural values and social norms and provide insight into how social
power dynamics are formed, maintained, and challenged in a given society.

In the highly competitive intellectual environment of twelfth-century Byzantium, in
which learned people without an aristocratic background struggled to acquire salaried posts in
the bureaucracy; private or state-funded teaching positions; wealthy patrons who would
finance their literary or artistic production, or the support of other private individuals who
could hire them for their proficiency in their respective skills and disciplines, the display of
one’s competence was crucial.! This exhibition of knowledge and skill not only served to
reinforce an individual’s social standing and intellectual authority, but also represented an
important aspect of one’s self-promotional strategies. Besides this display of intellectual
competence, Byzantine authors often resorted to the denigration of rivals and competitors to
assert their own value as instructors and solidify their authority in the competitive intellectual
market. Moreover, in this context, a strong authorial voice became particularly important in
any kind of literary production. The recognizable authorial voice, as Ingela Nilsson explains,
plays a crucial role in self-promoting strategies and in establishing one’s own authority that
can lead to potential commissions by wealthy patrons. This authorial voice can be
distinguishable by linguistic, narratological and rhetorical markers. In this way, an author,
while assuming various literary personae suitable for their respective occasions, is able to
maintain his own distinguishable authorial trademark.?

One of these intellectuals with strong authorial presence was Theodore Prodromos.
Within the competitive intellectual landscape of twelfth-century Byzantium, Prodromos

sought to differentiate himself from other intellectuals, who were also striving for social

! Paul Magdalino, The Empire of Manuel I Kommenos: 1143-1180 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1993), 325-329; Robert Browning, “Teachers,” in The Byzantines, ed. by Guglielmo Cavallo (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1997), 101-108.

2 Ingela Nilsson, Writer and Occasion in Twelfth-Century Byzantium: The Authorial Voice of Constantine
Manasses (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2022), 6-12.
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recognition and opportunities. Prodromos employed peculiar literary techniques and means in
order to display his own intellectual authority and discredit his real and/or imaginary rivals.
This is particularly seen in, but not limited to, his works with a satirical, polemical and
philosophical character, which will be analyzed in this thesis. However, before I set forth the
main research objectives and the structure of the present work, it will be first important to

briefly reflect on Prodromos’s life as well as the current state of Prodromian scholarship.

Theodore Prodromos: A Biographical Note

Prodromos was not only a court poet and an important public figure, but he was also a
rhetorician, teacher, philosopher and above all one of the most prolific and innovative authors
of his time. Despite the fact that Prodromos was a superstar intellectual even in his life-time
and a prolific writer who left an enormous literary corpus behind, many things about his life
are still obscure. His fame is attested not only by the fact that he was praised and imitated by
many contemporaries, but also by many spurious literary pieces later attributed to him.
Information about his life is mainly derived from his own works as well as from works of his
friends, students and admirers. He was born in Constantinople, most probably around 1100,
in a well-situated family. Because Prodromos was unable to pursue a military career due to
his poor health, his father, being fairly educated, advised Prodromos to put effort in studying,
which could bring him wealth and glory. Thus Prodromos, as most of the highly-educated
people of that time, acquired training in grammar, rhetoric and philosophy.?

After completing his education, Prodromos was under the patronage of the empress
Irene Dukaina (c. 1066-1132), the wife of Emperor Alexios | Komnenos (r. 1081-1118).
When the empress died, Prodromos continued his work under the patronage of her son,

3 For the life of Theodore Prodromos see: Synodes D. Papadimitriou, Feodor Prodrom (Odessa:
Ekonomiceskaja tipografija, 1905) 14ff.; Wolfram Horandner, Theodoros Prodromos: Historische Gedichte.
Wiener Byzantinistische Studien 11 (Vienna: Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 1974),
21-35; Alexander Kazhdan, and Simon Franklin, Studies on Byzantine Literature of the Eleventh and Twelfth
Centuries (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1984), 87-114; Wolfram Hoérander, “Prodromos,
Theodoros, byzantinischer Autor, Lehrer der Grammatik und Rhetorik (um 1100 - wahrscheinlich vor 1158),” in
Lexikon des Mittelalters, volume 7 (Munich: Artemis, 1995) 239-40; Georgios Fatouros, “Theodoros
Prodromos,” in Friedrich Wilhelm Bautz, Traugott Bautz (ed.). Biographisch-bibliographisches Kirchenlexikon,
vol. 11 (Hamm: Herzberg, 1996) 972-6; .Marina Bazzani, “The Historical Poems of Theodore Prodromos, the
Epic-Homeric Revival and the Crisis of Intellectuals in the Twelfth Century,” Byzantinoslavica 65 (2007): 211-
4; Tommaso Migliorini, “Gli scritti satirici in greco letterario di Teodoro Prodromo: Introduzione, edizione,
traduzione e commenti” (Ph.D. diss., Universita di Pisa, 2010), xi-xxiii; Pantelis Golitsis, “Theodore
Prodromos,” in Encyclopedia of Medieval Philosophy: Philosophy between 500 and 1500, ed. Henrik Lagerlund
(Dordrecht: Springer, 2011) 1269-70; Nikos Zagklas, Theodoros Prodromos, Miscellaneous Poems: An Edition
and Literary Study (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2023), 32-42. There are some disagreements about
Prodromos’s lifespan, which are particularly reflected in the abovementioned studies by Papadimitriou,
Horandner and Kazhdan.
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Emperor John Il Komnenos (r. 1118-1143). During the reign of John II, Prodromos was in
charge of the poetic celebrations of the victories of the Byzantine army. There is not much
information about his position at the beginning of Manuel I Komnenos’s reign (r. 1143-1180),
since few of his works survive from this period. His laudatory poems for military
achievements and several official eulogies for Manuel | date to after 1149. Prodromos died as
the monk Nicholas in the Church of the Holy Apostles probably before 1158, where he also
spent the last years of his life.*

In his literary production, Prodromos played with different registers of Greek and
wrote in variety of genres. His profound knowledge of ancient literature, philosophy and
science is evident from the diverse and enormous literary corpus he left behind. His literary
output includes poetry, panegyric orations, monodies, theological writings, letters, satirical,

philosophical, astrological and grammatical works®.

State of the Scholarship

As one of the best-known twelfth-century Byzantine literati, Theodore Prodromos long ago
attracted the attention of scholars. To date, most of the scholarship has focused on
Prodromos’s poetic production.® In the second half of the twentieth century, several
pioneering studies and editions of Prodromos’s poetic output appeared, such as Herbert
Hunger’s critical edition of Prodromos’s Cat and Mice War, a satiric drama written in
dodecasyllable.” However, the foundational study of his poetic literary output is Wolfram

Horandner’s Historische Gedichte, a critical edition of Theodore Prodromos’s historical

4 Kazhdan and Franklin, Studies on Byzantine Literature, 93-100.

5> A detailed overview of Prodromos’s literary production is available in: Horandner, Theodoros Prodromos:
Historische Gedichte, 34-68.

8 In this section | will pay attention only to studies dealing with the works certainly attributed to Prodromos and
try to narrow down the main thread of the discussion to the most important studies because his doubtful works
and “the question of three Prodromoi” (i.e., Theodore Prodromos, Ptochoprodromos and Manganeios
Prodromos) has caused vigorous debate among scholars, which at this point goes beyond my research scope.

" Herbert Hunger, Der byzantinische Katz-Méause-Krieg. Byzantina Vindobonensia 3 (Graz, Vienna, Cologne,
1968); in the same year another, slightly different edition of the same piece was published: Helmut Ahlborn,
Theodoros Prodromos: Der Katzenmausekrieg, (Berlin, 1968). On questions related to these two editions see:
Anna Kotlowska, “On the two critical editions of Cat and Mouse War by Theodoros Prodromos.” Pomoerium 6
(2007/08). On perceiving this work as mock-epic poetry see: Przemystaw Marciniak and Katarzyna Warcaba,
“Theodore Prodromos’ Katomyomachia as a Byzantine Version of Mock-Epic,” in Middle and Late Byzantine
Poetry: Texts and Contexts, ed. Andreas Rhoby and Nikos Zagklas, January 2018, 97-110,
https://doi.org/10.1484/m.sbhc-eb.5.115585 . Before Hunger and Ahlborn, Ciro Giannelli edited Prodromos’s
tetrastichs calendar as well as tetrastichs on the great martyrs Theodore, George, and Demetrios: C. Giannelli,
“Un altro «calendario metrico» di Teodoro Prodromo,” EEBX 25 (1955) 158-169; and idem, “Epigrammi di
Teodoro Prodromo in onore dei santi megalomartiri Teodoro, Giorgio e Demetrio,” in: Studi in onore di Luigi
Castiglioni (Florence, 1960) 333-371.
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poems.® In the introduction, besides the biography of the author, the functions and the form of
historical poems, and the use of language and metre, Horandner also gives an extensive
overview of almost all of Prodromos’s works. He divides Prodromos’s literary pieces into
three groups: works confidently attributed to him, doubtful works and literary pieces which
are falsely attributed to Prodromos. With this study, Hérandner not only made a crucial
contribution to “Prodromic studies”, but also attracted the attention of many scholars to
Prodromos’s historical poems as well as to his other poetic literary output.®

After Horandner’s monumental study, an important contribution towards our
understanding of Prodromos’s authorial and intellectual persona, his poetic output and literary
production general was made by Nikos Zagklas’s doctoral dissertation Theodore Prodromos:
The Neglected Poems and Epigrams, which was published as Theodoros Prodromos,
Miscellaneous Poems: An Edition and Literary Study. Apart providing a critical edition of the
text, translation and extensive commentary on neglected religious and poems on various
subjects, Zagklas also pointed out crucial problems in the scholarly understanding of
Prodromos’s overall intellectual persona. Thus, as Zagklas argues, Prodromos should not only
be seen as a court poet, but also as a private teacher. This professional aspect certainly plays a
large role in how Prodromos presented himself as a man of letters. Additionally, Zagklas
draws our attention to the reuse of Prodromos’s works in various contexts — court, theatron,

and classroom.1°

8 Wolfram Horandner, Theodoros Prodromos: Historische Gedichte, Wiener Byzantinistische Studien 11
(Vienna: Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 1974).

® On Prodromos’s historical poems, see, e.g.: Maria Tziatzi-Papagianni, “Theodoros Prodromos, Historisches
Gedicht LXXVIIL,” Byzantinische Zeitschrift 86/87 (1993/94) 364-382; Grigorios Papagiannis, “Bemerkungen
zu Theodoros Prodromos Historischem Gedicht XXX,” in: Lesarten: Festschrift fiir Athanasios Kambylis zum
70. Geburtstag dargebracht von Schiilern, Kollegen und Freunden, edited by lI6annés Bassés and Athanasios
Kambylis (Berlin: De Gruyter, 1998) 119-128; Vlada M. Stankovic, “Serbs in the Poetry of Theodore
Prodromos and Anonymous Manganeios,” Zbornik Radova Vizantoloskog Instituta 43 (2006): 437-450; Maria
Bazzani, “The Historical Poems of Theodore Prodromos, the Epic-Homeric Revival and the Crisis of
Intellectuals in the Twelfth Century,” Byzantinoslavica 65 (2007): 211-228; Paul Magdalino, “Cultural Change?
The Context of Byzantine Poetry from Geometres to Prodromos,” in: Poetry and its Contexts in Eleventh-
Century Byzantium, edited by Floris Bernard and Kristoffel Demoen (Aldershot, UK: Ashgate 2012), 19-36;
Roman Shliakhtin, “Master of Kastamon, Emperor of Eternity: Ioannes Komnenos as Border-maker and Border-
breaker in Theodoros Prodromos’ poem ‘On the advance to Kastamon’,” in From Constantinople to the
Frontier: The City and the Cities, edited by Nicholas S. M. Matheou, Theofili Kampianaki, and Lorenzo M.
Bondioli (Leiden: Brill, 2016), 425-34. For editions of Prodromos’s other poetic output, see: Acconcia Longo, Il
Calendario Giambico in Monostici di Teodoro Prodrome (Testi e Studi Bizantino-Neoellenici V) (Rome, 1983);
G. Papagiannis, Theodoros Prodromos: Jambische und hexametrische Tetrasticha auf die Haupterzahlungen des
Alten und des Neuen Testaments (Meletemata 7), vols. I-1I (Wiesbaden 1997); Mario D’Ambrosi, | Tetrastici
Giambici ed Esametrici sugli Episodi Principali della Vita di Gregorio Nazianzeno, Introduzione, edizione
critica, traduzione e commento (Testi e Studi Bizantino-Neoellenici XVII) (Rome 2008); and idem, “Un
monostico giambico di Teodoro Prodromo per i ss. Tre Gerarchi,” Bollettino dei Classici 33 (2012): 33-46.

10 Nikos Zagklas, Theodore Prodromos: the Neglected Poems and Epigrams (Edition, Translation and
Commentary) (Ph.D. diss, University of Vienna, 2014); Nikos Zagklas, Theodoros Prodromos, Miscellaneous
Poems: An Edition and Literary Study (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2023).
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Prodromos’s letters and orations were recently edited, translated, and commented by
Michiel D.J. Op De Coul in Epistulae et orationes, which is based on his doctoral
dissertation.!! Prodromos’s works, both prose and verse, with a satirical character have also
been the object of scholarly research. Giuditta Podesta, Roberto Romano and Tomasso
Migliorini, in his unpublished doctoral dissertation, provide a critical edition and commentary
on several of Prodromos’s satirical works in verse and prose.*?> However, probably the most
important contribution to our understanding of Prodromos’ works with a satirical character
such as Sale of Poetical and Political Lives, Against an Old Man with a Long Beard and
Against a Lustful Old Woman, Philoplaton and The Ignorant or Self-Proclaimed Gramarian
are the various studies by Przemyslaw Marciniak.'® Finally, an attempt towards a more
comprehensive analysis of Prodromos’s literary output has been undertaken recently by lan
Zaripov in his unpublished doctoral dissertation. In his thesis, Zaripov explores mimesis and
intertextuality in Prodromos’s satirical, philosophical and poetical works. 14

Prodromos’s philosophical, astrological and grammatical works are for the most part
known through outdated nineteenth-century editions and are either neglected by modern
scholars, or if treated, still require more in-depth research. While there is nothing written
about Prodromos’s astrological poem, there is a single study on his grammatical treatise, by

Nikos Zagklas.'® After Cacouros’s edition of Prodromos’s commentary on Aristotle’s

11 Michael D.J. Op De Coul, “Théodore Prodrome. Lettres et Discours. Edition, Traduction, Commentaire,”
vols. I-1I. PhD Thesis. Paris 2007; Michiel D.J. Op De Coul Theodori Prodromi Epistulae etOrationes (Corpus
Christianorum Series Graeca 81) (Turnhout: Brepols 2023). Other important works on Prodromos’s letters and
his networking practice are: Michael Griinbart, “Zwei Briefe suchen ihren Empféanger: Wem schrieb Theodoros
Prodromos? Mit Anhang: Edition der beiden Schreiben,” Jahrbuch der dsterreichischen Byzantinistik 51 (2001)
199-214; Michael D.J. Op De Coul, “Deux inédits a I’ombre de Prodrome,” Jahrbuch der &sterreichischen
Wissenschaft 56 (2006) 177-192; ibid. “The letters of Theodore Prodromus and some other 12th Century Letter
Collections,” Medioevo Greco: Rivista di storia e filologia Bizantina 9 (2009): 231-239.

12 Giuditta Podesta, “Le satire lucianesche di Teodoro Prodromo,” pt. 1, Aevum 19 (1945): 240-41; Ibid., “Le
satire lucianesche di Teodoro Prodromo,” pt. 1, Aevum 21 (1945) 242-252; Roberto Romano, La satira bizantina
dei secoli XI-XV (Torino: Unione tipografico editrice torinese, 1999); Migliorini, “Gli scritti satirici in greco
letterario di Teodoro Prodromo.”

13 Przemystaw Marciniak, “Theodore Prodromos’ Bion Prasis: A Reappraisal,” Greek, Roman and Byzantine
Studies 53 (2013): 219-39219-39; idem, ““‘Prodromos, Aristophanes and a lustful woman,” Byzantinoslavica:
Revue internationale des études byzantines 73 (2015): 23-34; Kucharski and Marciniak, “The Beard and its
Philosopher: Theodore Prodromos on the Philosopher’s Beard in Byzantium,” Byzantine and Modern Greek
Studies 41 (2016): 45-54; Marciniak, “The Art of Abuse: Satire and Invective in Byzantine Literature. A
Preliminary Survey,” Eos 103.2 (2016): 349-362; Idem., “Of False Philosophers and Inept Teachers: Theodore
Prodromos’ Satirical Writings (with a Translation of the Poem against the Old Man with a Long Beard).,”
Byzantina Symmeikta 30 (February 12, 2020): 13148, https://doi.org/10.12681/byzsym.20889 .

1% Yan Zaripov, “Mimesis and Intertextuality in Twelfth-Century Byzantine Literature: The Case of Theodore
Prodromos” (PhD Dissertation, Oxford 2022).

15 Nikolaos Zagklas, “A Byzantine Grammar Treatise Attributed to Theodoros Prodromos”, Graeco-Latina
Brunensia 16 (2011): 77-86.
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Posterior Analytics 2, there were several scholarly attempts to treat this as well as other
philosophical works by Prodromos.®

For example, several scholars became interested in Prodromos’s Platonic dialogue
Xenedemos or Voices in which through unique aporias Prodromos discusses the five universal
items from Porphyry’s Isagoge. Thus, Nikolaos G. Charalabopoulos examined Platonic
influences on this dialogue and how this impacted Prodromos’s intention to be perceived as a
legitimate successor of a Plato as a writer.!” However, despite a very informative and rich
discussion on this matter, what Charalabopoulos fails to observe from my point of view is a
substantial relationship that Prodromos’s Xenedemos bears with Plato’s Phaedrus. Recently
Lydia Spyridonova, Andrey Kurbanov, and Oksana Yu Goncharko provided a new critical
edition of this text accompanied by an English translation. According to them, Prodromos in
this work criticizes Porphyry’s definitions of five universal terms (genus, species,
differentiae, propria and accidents). Moreover, Spyridonova et al. argue that the work reflects
Prodromos tendency to doubt possibility for any such definitions to be formulated.
Spyridonova et al. do not delve into any deeper into analysis of logical aporias present in this
work, but rather discuss possible historical characters behind two main interlocutors of this
work — Theocles and Xenedemos. * Similar tendencies can be also observed in two studies
penned by Oksana Yu Goncharko and Dmitry A. Chernoglazov, Thus, among other things,
these authors discuss the Platonic influence, possible historical figures, Prodromos’s criticism
of Porphyry’s definition of five predicable, the didactic and analytic value of this text as well

as Prodromos’s alleged play with self-referential notions.!® This last idea is further explored

16 M. Cacouros, “Le commentaire de Théodore Prodrome aux Analytiques postérieurs, livre II d’Aristote: Texte
(edition princeps, tradition manuscrite), étude du commentaire de Prodrome” (PhD dissertation, Paris: Sorbonne
1992); and idem/ “La tradition du commentaire de Théodore Prodrome au deuxiéme livre des Seconds
Analytiques d’Aristote: quelques étapes dans l’enseignement de la logique a Byzance” Aimroyo FEroupeiog
Bolovtivav kai Metafvloviivay Meletdv 6 (1994-1995) 329-354.

17 Nikolaos G. Charalabopoulos, “Evac ‘mlatovikdg’ SiéAoyog tod 120v oidvog: @goddpov IIpodpduov
‘Eevédnuoc f| Povai’ [“A twelfth-century platonic dialogue: Theodore Prodromos’s Xenedemos, or Voices™],
Apidovy 11 (2005): 189-214.

18 The first modern edition of this text is based only on two manuscripts Bodl. Barocc. gr. 165 (68r-73v, XV
century), Bodl. Barocc. gr. 187 (245r-248v, XVI century), and it is available in John A. Cramer (ed.), Anecdota
Graeca e Codd. Manuscriptis Bibliothecae Regiae Prisiensis, vol. 1l (Oxford: E Typographeo Academico,
1836), 204-215. The next modern edition of this text was made a couple of years ago and is accompanied by a
detailed introduction and English translation of this text in Lydia Spyridonova, Andrey Kurbanov, and Oksana
Yu Goncharko, “The Dialogue Xenedemos, or Voices, by Theodore Prodromos,” Scrinium 13, no. 1 (2017): 259-
281, 246-275. There is also a translation of this work into Russian: Oksana Y. Goncharko, Dmitry A.
Chernoglazov, “«Kcenenem, nnmn I'macel» @®eonopa Ilpoppoma: pycckuil mepeBoj € JIOTHKO-(PHIOCOPCKIM
BBeneHueM” [“Xenedemos, or Voices by Theodore Prodromos: A Russian Translation with Logico-Philosophical
Introduction”), Ilramoroeckue ucciedosanus 12.1 (2020): 259-281.

1 Oksana Y. Goncharko, Dmitry A. Chernoglazov, “«Kcemenem» ®eomopa Ilpompoma: Bospoxmenue
ITnaronoBckoro Jlmanora B Bmsantum XII Beka” [“Theodoros Prodromos «Xenedemos»: Renaissance of
Platonic Dialogue in 12th century Byzantium”], Becmuux Pycckoii Xpucmuanckoti I ymanumaphoii Axademuu
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in the paper written by Goncharko Yuriy M. Romanenko. According to them, Prodromos in
Xenedemos is the first person in the history of Byzantine logic who attempts to use universal
terms to define themselves and “expresses the seclf-referential character of definition
problem”.?’ More or less the same ideas are expressed in Goncharko’s MA thesis.?! However,
all these discussions, according to my point of view, are rather problematic and quite
superficial. Not only do they fail to observe that the main intention of Prodromos is not to
criticize Porphyry’s “definitions” of five universal items, but they also display a poor
familiarity with ancient, late antique and Byzantine logic in general. Thus, for the most part,
Prodromos intricate aporias which mostly rely on Neoplatonic and Byzantine commentary
tradition on Porphyry’s Isagoge are left inadequately analyzed and misunderstood.

After the nineteenth-century edition of Prodromos’s treatise On Great and Small in
which he criticizes Aristotle’s stance in Categories on this matter, the first person to tackle
this work was Katerina Ierodiakonou. However, as her treatment of Prodromos’s work was
part of the broader discussion on the reception of Aristotle’s Categories, Ierodiakonou’s
analysis included only a brief summary of the main points of this treatise.?? Additionally, this
work was also discussed in one paper by Oksana Y. Goncharko, Yaroslav A. Slinin and
Dmitry A. Chernoglazov as well as in Goncharko’s MA thesis. These scholars examined
Prodromos’s work only in comparison with Aristotle’s Categories and Porphyry’s
Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories.”> However, for the most part, their interpretation of

Prodromos’s text is either incomplete or incorrect as they do not include other Neoplatonic

16, no. 4 (2015): 29-36; Oksana Y. Goncharko, Dmitry A. Chernoglazov, “IlnatonoBckuii auanor «Kcenemxem»
deonopa Ilpompoma: mceBnoaHTHYHBIE TepoW M UX Bu3aHTHiickue nportotursl” [The Platonic Dialogue
Xenedemos by Theodoros Prodromos: Ancient Protagonists and their Byzantine Prototypes], ZXOAH (Schole)
10.2 (2016): 571-582.

20 Oksana Yu. Goncharko and Yuriy M. Romanenko, “A Brief History of Self-Reference Notion Implementation
in Byzantium. Did the Byzantine Theologians and Scholars Formulate Russell’s Paradox?,” Scrinium 12, no. 1
(November 17, 2016): 244-60.

21 Oksana Y. Goncharko, The Logical Works of Theodore Prodromus: Issues of Genre, Stylistics and Reception
of the Ancient Tradition, 16-51.

22 Théodore Prodrome. Sur le grand et le petit (a Italicos). Texte Grec inédit et notice,” Annuaire de
[’Association  pour [l’encouragement des études grecques en France 21 (1887): 104-110.
https://www.]stor.org/stable/44253699, 111-117. The Russian translation of this text is available in: Dmitry A.
Chernoglazov, Oksana Y. Goncharko, “«O Benmmkxom u manom» deonopa I[Ipogpoma: U3 HCTOPHUM BU3aHTHHCKON
nmormdeckord mpicin XII Beka” [“On the Great and the Small by Theodore Prodromos as a Sample of
Neoplatonic Commentary to Aristotle’s Categories”], Becmruux Pycckoil XpucmuaHckou 2ymMaHumapHoil
axademuu, 19, no. 2 (2018): 204-213; Katerina lerodiakonou, “The Byzantine reception of Aristotle's
Categories,” Synthesis Philosophica 39 (2005), 7-31, 27-29.

2 QOksana Y. Goncharko, Yaroslav Anatol'evich Slinin and Dmitry A. Chernoglazov “Jloruueckue Wneun
®deonopa [Iponpoma: «O Benukom u Manomy»,” [“Logical Ideas of Theodore Prodromus: “On the Great and the
Small”]  Jloeuueckue  uccredosamusi  [Logical — Investigations] 24, no. 2 (2018):  11-35,
https://doi.org/10.21146/2074-1472-2018-24-2-11-35; Oksana Y. Goncharko, The Logical Works of Theodore
Prodromus: Issues of Genre, Stylistics and Reception of the Ancient Tradition, 52-87.
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and Byzantine commentaries on Aristotle’s Categories and thus fail to accurately and fully
comprehend Prodromos’s arguments.

Besides Xenedemos and On Great and Small, in her MA thesis Goncharko also
provided a very brief and superficial summary of Prodromos’s Commentary on Aristotle’s
Posterior Analytics 2. She does not engage in any substantial manner with this work.?* It is
also important to mention that Zaripov in his PhD thesis already mentioned above dedicated a
short chapter to Prodromos’s philosophical works.?® Although Zaripov makes some correct
general remarks regarding Prodromos’s philosophical production, his overall analysis is
rather superficial. Zaripov does not examine these works from logical and philosophical
perspective, but rather from the angle of intertextuality and mimesis. However, it would have
been beneficial if Zaripov had actually read Porphyry’s Isagoge, Aristotle’s Categories and
Posterior Analytics in order to avoid terminological mistakes and errors in the translation of
relevant passages from Prodromos’s philosophical works.

Besides these philosophical works of Prodromos, there is yet another work that
substantially deals with philosophical issues, namely To the Caesar or For the Color Green.
This polemical piece with an invective tone has been classified by Horandner among
Prodromos’s prose rhetorical-satirical works. However, | believe that this text must be also
assessed together with Prodromos’s other philosophical works as it displays Prodromos’s
serious scholarly engagement with Aristotle’s theory of colors. This text was recently edited
and translated into English by Eric Cullhed.?® However, Prodromos’s philosophical views

expressed in this piece are yet to be examined.

24 Goncharko, The Logical Works of Theodore Prodromus: Issues of Genre, Stylistics and Reception of the
Ancient Tradition, 88-100.

%5 Zaripov, “Mimesis and Intertextuality in Twelfth-Century Byzantine Literature: The Case of Theodore
Prodromos” 56-78.

% This work received its first edition based on Matr. Gr. 4630 (olim N 109) in Juan de Iriarte, Regiae
Bibliothecae Matritensis codices Graeci MSS, (Matriti: E Typographia Antonii Perez de Soto, 1769), 429-431.
The next modern edition based on Bodl. Barocc. gr. 165 (77r-79v, XV century), Bodl. Barocc. gr. 187 (250v-
252v, XVI century) is available in: John A. Cramer (ed.), Anecdota Graeca e Codd. Manuscriptis Bibliothecae
Regiae Prisiensis, vol. 11l (Oxford: E Typographeo Academico, 1836) 216-221. And the most recent modern
edition of the text, accompanied with short analysis and english translation could be found in And the most
recent modern edition of the text, accompanied with short analysis and english translation could be found in Eric
Cullhed, “Theodore Prodromos: To the Caesar or For the Color Green,” in Foteini Spingou (Ed.), Sources for
Byzantine Art History IllI: The Visual Culture of Later Byzantium (c.1081-c.1350), vol. | (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2022), 380-387.
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Research Objectives

Taking into consideration existing scholarly production on Prodromos, the research aims of
the present work are rather modest. My main aim will be that through analysis of some of
Prodromos’s satirical, polemical, and philosophical works shed only small light to
Prodromos’s overall teaching, rhetorical and philosophical endeavors.

As it was already mentioned, in the competitive scholarly environment of twelfth-
century Byzantium, learned men needed to demonstrate their skills and knowledge to stand
out and gain fame and recognition. To achieve this, they used various strategies, including
displaying their intellectual competence, denigrating rivals, and establishing a strong
authorial voice. All these factors were crucial for self-promotion, securing the patronage of
wealthy individuals and attracting fee-paying students. Like his contemporaries, Prodromos
shared similar anxieties and aspirations. This was particularly evident in Prodromos’s works
with satirical, polemical, and philosophical themes. In these works, Prodromos often voiced
criticism against real and/or imaginary contemporaries, societal follies, and ancient authors in
order to assert his intellectual authority and discredit others.

Thus, my main research focus will be on eight different works of Prodromos, namely
satirical work Sale of Poetical and Political Lives, apologetic and invective poem Against
Barys, three satirical prose invectives — Philoplaton, or Leather Tanner, The Ignorant, or
Self-Proclaimed Grammarian, The Executioner or Doctor, one platonic dialogue Xenedemos,
or Voices and one logical treatise On Great and Small. As can be clearly seen, except for
three prose invectives, none of these works belong to the same genre, nor are they delivered
in the same form or composed for the same purpose. However, in all of these texts,
Prodromos, by fighting on behalf of the truth, conducts an examination that serves to expose
either social follies, or errors in knowledge and expertise, or both. By assuming the superior
position of an examiner in these works, Prodromos not only expresses his criticisms, but also
displays his authoritative intellectual figure and expertise.

It must be noted that Prodromos executes similar kinds of criticism in his other
satirical works, but in none of them does he conduct this sort of “question-answer”
examination or systematic refutation of his real or imagined opponents and ideas. Moreover,
this kind of tendencies towards examining, refuting, and correcting mistakes of stereotypical
contemporary characters or ancient authors can be detected to a certain extent in his
Commentary on Aristotle’s Posterior Analytics 2. However, | have consciously decided to

omit this work from my thesis as it does not involve any kind of systematic refutation of

32



CEU eTD Collection

Aristotle’s views in Posterior Analytics. The proper and thorough analysis of this work would
indeed be useful to shed an additional light on Prodromos’s expertise in logic and philosophy,
but at the moment it goes beyond the scope of my present research.

In the first chapter of this dissertation, | will explore how Prodromos employed the
Lucianic authorial alter-ego Frank-speaker (ITappnoiadnc), and its main allies Truth
(AM0e1a) and Examination/Refutation ("EAeyyoc), in order to strategically display his own
competence and knowledge. The chapter will open with an analysis of Prodromos’s satirical
work Sale of Poetical and Political Lives to demonstrate how Prodromos assumes the
Lucianic alter-ego Frank-Speaker in the first place. This type of authorial self-identification,
as | will argue, allows Prodromos to clearly signal to his audience the main intention behind
his satirical literary endeavor — the criticism of inept intellectuals, unskilled professionals,
and people unfit for their societal roles. Additionally, the focus of my analysis will revolve
around the five works of Prodromos that | have already mentioned. It will include the
apologetic poem Against Barys, in which Prodromos not only defends his Orthodoxy, but also
fiercely refutes his accuser.?” Additionally, I will examine the examination procedure in his
three satirical pieces in prose, namely Philoplaton, The Executioner, or Doctor and The
Ignorant, or Self-Proclaimed Grammarian, as well as the polemical text To the Caesar or For
the Color Green, which has a strong invective tone. Through these critiques, Prodromos
displays a high level of competitiveness and enhances his influence in the intellectual realm
of twelfth-century Constantinople. However, his display of knowledge in the refutation
process is not equally distributed across these works. The demonstration of Prodromos’s
intellectual competence is mostly evident, as we will see, in The Ignorant, or Self-Proclaimed
Grammarian, and in For the Color Green. While in the first work, Prodromos demonstrates
his expertise as a grammarian, in For the Color Green, he shows an unprecedented
understanding of Aristotle’s theory of colors.

In the second chapter, my analysis will focus on Xenedemos or Voices. In this Platonic
dialogue, 1 will demonstrate how Prodromos’s display of his own competence and
competitiveness reaches a perfect balance. Both Examination/Refutation and Truth are not
straightforward, but rather embedded in rhetorical play. Thus, in this Platonic dialogue,
Prodromos only seemingly examines Porphyry’s formulation of the predicables (genus,
species, differentia, property, and accident) as presented in the Isagoge. However, a deeper

look into this interrogation will reveal that this dialogue is not merely a critique of Porphyry’s

2 Theodore Prodromos, Against Barys, Who Blurted the Name of Heretic at Him, ed. Horandner, Theodoros
Prodromos: Historische Gedichte. 474-473.
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Isagoge. Rather, as | will show, it is directed towards an ignorant philosopher and teacher,
who is unable to properly comprehend, interpret, and convey the correct understanding of
Porphyry’s Isagoge to his students. In a similar fashion, the puzzling questions, which at first
glance seem to be nonsensical, are not Prodromos’s true knowledge. These are rather, as 1
will demonstrate, carefully composed aporias deeply rooted in Prodromos’s knowledge of the
commentary tradition on Porphyry’s Isagoge and Aristotle’s Categories. These logical
puzzles could only be solved by somebody versed in logic. In this manner, as we will see,
Prodromos displays his own philosophical knowledge and teaching competence and offers a
possible didactic tool for his students. The work itself, through its fictional setting, reflects
the philosophical, interpretative, and educational concerns of twelfth-century Byzantium.

In the third chapter, I will examine Prodromos’s logical treatise On Great and Small.
In this treatise we will see how Prodromos went beyond criticizing the inadequate skills and
incompetence of his contemporaries and extended his scrutiny to rectifying inconsistencies in
the work of an ancient author. Prodromos’s critique of Aristotle’s perspective on great and
small is a unique example in the late antique, Neoplatonic, and Byzantine commentary
tradition on Aristotle’s Categories. Therefore, this chapter will primarily delve into an
examination of Prodromos’s arguments and explore how his approach differed from and was
influenced by the existing commentary tradition. Through this analysis, we will not only gain
a deeper understanding of Prodromos’s philosophical Truth on this matter, but also discern
how his approach to this issue allowed him to display his expertise in contrast to his

predecessors and peers.
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Chapter 1: Competitivity: Prodromos, or the Examiner

In this chapter I will first examine how Prodromos in his Sale of Poetical and Political Lives
assumed the role of Lucianic alter-ego, Frank-Speaker (ITappnoiadng). I will try to
demonstrate here that Prodromos’s main intention in this work was not to criticize classical
authors, but rather to mock contemporary inept intellectuals and professionals. The remaining
part of this chapter will explore how Prodromos employed the Lucianic authorial alter-ego
[Moppnoidong, and its main allies Truth (AA0e1a) and Examination ("EAgyyog), in his other
satirical works in order to strategically display his own competence and knowledge. My
analysis will focus on one apologetic poem Against Barys, three satirical invectives in prose
Philoplaton, The Executioner, and The Ignorant, and the polemical piece To the Caesar or
For the Color Green, which has a prevalent invective tone. The special focus will be placed

on Prodromos’s examination/refutation procedures in these works.
1.1 Assuming the Role of a Frank-Speaker (Ilappnoudong)

The setting is ancient. The protagonists are the pagan gods Zeus and Hermes and classical
authors: the poet — Homer, the doctor from Cos — Hippocrates, the comedian — Aristophanes,
the tragedian — Euripides, a legal authority — Sextus Pomponius, and finally the rhetor —
Demosthenes. The plot presents a fictional auction of “poetical and political lives” organized
by Zeus and Hermes. The form is Menippean — a prose dialogue with verses skillfully
embedded on suitable occasions. The language is mainly Attic with some line in lonic. The
tone is colored with playfulness, mockery, and parody. The text is rich in quotations,
allusions, and other intertextual references to classical authors — a patchwork one of its

kind.?® However, the text was not penned by Lucian of Samosata (c. 125—after 180) but was

28 After this text was edited and published for the first time at the dawn of the nineteenth century, it took exactly
two hundred years for Prodromos’s Bion Prasis to be edited and translated into Italian in the unpublished
doctoral dissertation by Tommaso Migliorini. Soon after, the next edition of this text by Eric Cullhed was
published in the appendix of Marciniak’s study on Byzantine satire. La Porte Du Theil de Frangois Jean Gabriel,
“Notice d’un manuscrit de bibliothéque du vatican, coté cccv parmi les manuscrits grecs”, Notices et extraits des
manuscrits de la Bibliothéque Nationale et autres bibliothéques 8.2 (Paris: De I’Imprimerie Impériale, 1810),
128-150; Migliorini, “Gli scritti satirici in greco letterario di Teodoro Prodromo”, 127-168; Eric Cullhed,
Edition of Bion Prasis by Theodore Prodromos (Appendix Ill) in: Przemystaw Marciniak. Taniec w Roli
Tersytesa: Studia Nad satyrg bizantyjskg, Katowice: Wydawnictwo Uniwersytetu Slaskiego, 2016. Besides
Italian, this work has also received English, Spanish and Polish translations: Michael. J. Kyriakis, “Trial and
Tribulations of a Man of Letters in Twelfth-century Constantinople: Theodoros Prodromos and his Adversities,”
Aimroyo Etaipeiog Bolovtivaw kai Metofolovnivasy Meletav 4 (1986-87): 58-93; Pablo A. Cavallero, “Teodoro
Prédromos, Venta de vidas de poetas y politicos (Biowv mpdcic). Su rango dramatico en el contexto del teatro
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composed ten centuries later by a Byzantine polymath, Theodore Prodromos (c. 1100 —
before 1158).

In the case of Prodromos’s Bion Prasis or Sale of Poetical and Political Lives, Lucian
and his Bion Prasis or Sale of Philosophical Lives come as a natural point of reference. While
in Lucian’s dialogue, Zeus and Hermes auction philosophical lives — not the founders of
philosophical schools, but rather typical representatives of a certain philosophical tenet and
their teachings (i.e. Pythagorean, Cynic, Cyrenaic, Democritean, Heraclitean, Platonian,
Epicurean, Stoic, Peripatetic, and Sceptic), in Prodromos’s Bion Prasis Zeus and Hermes
conduct the public sale of lives of ancient authors from the Byzantine educational curriculum
and authorities in their respective disciplines.?® Prodromos clearly fashioned his dialogue by
following the Lucianic model in terms of form, content, and literary motifs.
Characteristically, Prodromos’s text begins precisely where Lucian’s text finished: in
Prodromos’s opening remarks, Zeus talks about the preparations and announcement done on
a previous day and thus conveniently leans on Hermes’s concluding announcement about the
next sale from Lucian’s Sale of Lives.

Przemystaw Marciniak has recently argued that this text should not be simply
regarded as an unoriginal imitation of Lucian “but rather a sequel in the most modern sense
of the term.” By applying Gerard Genette’s methodological toolbox of transtextuality (i.e.
intertextuality, paratextuality, metatextuality, architextuality, and hypertextuality), Marciniak
has provided fresh insight into the multifaceted relationship not only of Podromos’s dialogue
with Lucian’s Bion Prasis, but also its intertextual relationship with other ancient texts. Thus,
according to Marciniak, a metatextual relationship can be detected in the way in which
Prodromos’s dialogue appropriates and reflects on ancient texts in general. Paratextuality is
to be found not only in the usage of the same title, but also in the opening remarks of Zeus
mentioned above. Architextuality is reflected in the fact that Prodromos positions his work in
the same generic and textual tradition as Lucian, while the relationship between Prodromos’s
hypertext with Lucian’s hypotext is more than obvious.*

But what was the reason behind composing the work in the manner of Lucian? Why

write a sequel on this specific work of Lucian and not on another one? And ultimately what

bizantino,” Anales de Filologia Clasica 30. 1 (2017): 5-32; Jan Kucharski, Przemystaw Marciniak, and
Katarzyna Warcaba, Nie Tylko Dialogi: Recepcja Tworczosci Lukiana W Bizancjum (Wydawnictwo
Uniwersytetu Slaskiego, 2019), 201-229.

2 Lucian, Philosophies for Sale, in: Lucian: Volume Il, (Loeb Classical Library 54) translated by Austin Morris
Harmon, (Cambridge Massachusetts: Harvard University Press; London: William Heinemann LTD, 1960);
Theodore Prodromos, “Sale of Poetical and Political Lives”, in Migliorini, “Gli scritti satirici in greco letterario
di Teodoro Prodromo”, 127-168.

30 Przemystaw Marciniak, “Theodore Prodromos’ Bion Prasis”, 219-239.
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was the skopos behind Prodromos’s text? These questions become particularly important if
one takes into consideration that Prodromos’s literary oeuvre contains other texts which are
clearly inspired by Lucian. Undoubtedly, the popularity of the Syrian rhetor among educated
Byzantines played a significant role in Prodromos’s choice. Though disparaged for his anti-
Christian sentiments, Byzantines particularly commended Lucian as source of vocabulary, a
model of Attic style, and perhaps even as a model for creation of didactic texts, as Marciniak
suggests.®* However, before the matter of Prodromos’s specific choice of Lucian’s Bion
Prasis as the foundation text of his sequel is explained in greater detail, it is important to
understand the purpose (or even better to say purposes) of Prodromos’s Bion Prasis.

On this question Marciniak suggests that Prodromos composed this text with his
students in mind, who could recognize references and allusions to ancient authors. However,
the didactic usage of this text certainly does not diminish its literary value, and thus it was
possible that the text was performed in Byzantine literary gatherings. Additionally, the text
might have mocked ancient authorities and their usefulness in the educational curriculum.®?
Eric Cullhed gives another interpretation of this text. Just as Lucian’s lives represent the
philosophical lifestyles and not philosophers per se, thus similarly lives in Prodromos work
represent “‘authors of texts, founders of textual professionalisms, or perhaps even
embodiments of books and classroom readings.” According to Cullhed, Prodromos’s
characters are sold according to their usefulness to their patrons. Additionally, Cullhed draws
parallel between the depiction of Homer and Prodromos’s own self-representation.® For
Ingela Nilsson, on the other hand, this text represents the sale of the literary tradition and
mimesis. Prodromos’s Sale of Poetical and Political Lives is a metaliterary comment on the
Byzantine relation to ancient literature. Thus, it is not simply about the admiration of ancient
authors, but also about how these authors could be practically used for someone to become a
successful writer-rhetorician.®* Konstantinos Chryssogelos, while not excluding Marciniak’s
reading of the text, examines Prodromos from a different perspective. His examination is

primarily focused on the enigmatic character presented at the end of Prodromos’s Sale of

31 Przemystaw Marciniak, “Reinventing Lucian in Byzantium,” Dumbarton Oaks Papers 70 (2016): 209-224,
213-217. For more information on Byzantine reception of Lucian, see for instance: Charis Messis, “The Fortune
of Lucian in Byzantium,” essay, in Satire in the Middle Byzantine Period: The Golden Age of Laughter?, ed.
Przemystaw Marciniak and Ingela Nilsson, vol. 12, Explorations in Medieval Culture, (Leiden, Boston: Brill,
2021), 13-38. For Lucian in the school context see: Przemystaw Marciniak, “Teaching Lucian in Middle
Byzantium,” Philologia Classica 14, no. 2 (2019): 267-279.

32 Marciniak, “Theodore Prodromos’ Bion Prasis”, 225-230, 238-239.

33 Eric Cullhed, “The Blind Bard and ‘I’: Homeric Biography and Authorial Personas in the Twelfth Century,”
Byzantine and Modern Greek Studies 38, no. 1 (March 10, 2014): 49-67, 50-58.

3 Ingela Nilsson, “Poets and Teachers in the Underworld: From the Lucianic Katabasis to the Timarion,”
Symbolae Osloenses 90, no. 1 (January 1, 2016): 180-204, 191-194.

37



CEU eTD Collection

Poetical and Political Lives. In the closing scene, Zeus announces that the life of a man,
known also as a Swan (Kvkvkvocg), who is left unsold will be auctioned the next day with
lives of commoners (&yopaiot Piot). Although he initially deliberates that this might be a
reference either to Lucian, or even Prodromos himself, Chryssogelos argues that most likely
it refers to a specific individual or a type of person that the author wanted to attack, most
likely a well-situated patron.®® Yan Zaripov, on the other hand, disagrees with Marciniak’s
view that this text was initially intended for a school use. Although Zaripov does not exclude
this as a possible function of the text, he considers didactic usage rather secondary to its main
purpose — a kind of a business card of Prodromos’s authorial and intellectual persona.
According to Zaripov, through the characterization of ancient authors (Homer, Aristophanes,
Euripides and Demosthenes), Prodromos promotes his own ability to compose work in
different genres, styles and for various occasions. Additionally, with characterizations of
Hippocrates and Pomponius, Prodromos displays not only his own polymathy, but also his
concerns for the limited professionalism of his contemporaries in medicine and law. Zaripov
also argues that this text reflects Prodromos’s own dissatisfaction with professional writers’
dependence on their patrons.3®

While I do not disagree with all these interpretations of Prodromos’s Sale of Poetical
and Political Lives, | do believe that it is possible to offer a more holistic view on the
purpose(s) and function(s) of this text. The solution to this puzzle might be found in another
work of Lucian — The Dead Come to Life, or the Fisherman, in a way Lucian’s own sequel to
the Bion Prasis. In this satirical dialogue, Lucian explains and justifies the real motivation
behind the slanderous auction of philosophical lives in Bion Prasis. The storyline in The
Dead Come to Life revolves around enraged founders of various philosophical tenets, namely
Pythagoras, Empedocles, Diogenes the Cynic, Antisthenes, Crates, Aristippus of Cyrene,
Epicurus, the stoic philosopher Chrysippus, Plato, and Aristotle, who come back from the
underworld to the world of the living in order to take revenge on Lucian for mocking their

doctrines in his dialogues, and most particularly in the Bion Prasis.®’

% In order to prove his point, Chryssogelos makes a reference to another work — Anacharsis, or Ananias, most
probably penned by Niketas Eugeneianos. According to Chryssogelos, the character after whom this work is
titled, depicted as a rich powerful aristocrat who abandoned and mistreated his teacher, closely resembles the
enigmatic life at Prodromos’s Sale of Poetical and Political Lives. Konstantinos Chryssogelos, “Theodore
Prodromos’ Biov [Ipdoig as a Satire,” Medioevo greco: Rivista di storia e filologia bizantina 21 (2021): 302-13.
% Yan Zaripov, “Mimesis and Intertextuality in Twelfth-Century Byzantine Literature: The Case of Theodore
Prodromos”, PhD Dissertation (Oxford 2022), 27-55.

37 Lucian, “The Dead Come to Life or Fisherman”, in Lucian, vol. 3, trans. A. M. Harmon (Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press, 1921), 1-82.
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Lucian, who in the dialogue speaks through the figure of Frank-speaker
(ITappnoradng), is surprised by their attack, as he clearly states that he was simply the
benefactor (ebepyétng) and the guardian of their ways of life (kndespov oV
gmmdevpdrmv).® Moreover, in his defense, Frank-speaker, Lucian’s alter-ego, claims that
his admiration for their doctrines is clearly reflected in the carefully patched quotations and
phrases that he picked from their works. The audience was pleased with his literary bouquet
(&vBoroyia) and was able to distinguish and commend each flower that derived from the
gardens of their philosophical doctrines, especially “if one but knows how to select and
interweave and combine them so that they will not be out of harmony with one another” (&i
TG avorégacBol te avtd €miotorto Kol dvamAédol kol appocal, wg un amdosw Bdtepov
Batépov).3® However, Lucian would agree to properly respond to the attacks of the furious
philosophers, if he would have a fair hearing judged by Lady Philosophy (8écmotva
dlocopia) and the founders of the philosophical schools themselves. Philosophy accepts to
preside over the trial, warning that it might be the case that Frank-speaker’s aim was not to
insult her but rather to attack impostors (yonrag &vépag) in the discipline.*® Lady Philosophy
is joined by Truth (AMPbew), Liberty (EXlevOepia), Free-Speech (ITappnoia),
Examination/Refutation ("EAeyyoc), and Proof (Andde1£1c) as jurors in the trial. 4!

In this trial Lucian presents himself to Lady Philosophy as ‘“Frank-speaker, son of
Truthful, son of Investigator of Fame” (ITappnotddng AAnBimvoc 1o Eley&ikiéong). On the
one hand he considers himself to be a hater of braggarts, frauds, liars and arrogant people
(Mwoaralov eipt Kol Piooyoms kol Hooyeudns Kol picdtveog), and on the other a lover of
truth, beauty and simplicity (@iAaAiOng te yap Kol @UAOKoAOG koi griamioikdg).*? Lucian
defends his taunting sale of philosophical lives in his response to Diogenes the Cynic, who
acts as a prosecutor on behalf of the whole group of wronged philosophers, accusing him of
offending philosophy by employing their tool — dialogue — and joining forces with Menippus.
According to Frank-speaker, i.e., Lucian, the lives sold at the auction and mocked were not
the lives of famous philosophers, but rather of charlatans (dAalovec) and tricksters (yonreg)
who presented themselves as followers of these philosophical schools. After being
disappointed in the life of rhetor, he pursued philosophical knowledge and the true life of a

philosopher. But as Frank-speaker explains to his prosecutors:

% 1bid., 10-11.
¥ 1bid., 12-13.
“0 1bid., 22-25.
! 1bid., 26-29.
%2 |bid., 30-33.
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When | saw, however, that many were not in love with Philosophy but simply
coveted the reputation attached to this profession, and that they very well
resembled to good men in these easy and popular issues that anyone can easily
imitate, | mean the beard, the way of walking, and the cloak, yet, in their
conduct and actions they contradicted their outward appearance, were striving
for aims contrary to yours, and destroyed the honour of their promise, |

became angry.

Opdv 6& TOALOVS 0VK EpmTL PLAoGoeTag EXOpEVOVS AALL dOENG HOVOV THG Ao
10D TPAYLOTOG EPLEUEVOLGS, KOl T PEV TTPOYEIPO TODTA KOl dSNUOGLa Kol OTOcH
mavtl pipgicOar padiov &b pdia éotkotag dyadoic avdpdot, To Yévelov Adym
Kol T0 Padicpo koi v avafoAnv, €mi 0¢ tod Plov Kol TAV TpaypdTmV
avtipBeyyopévoug t@ oynuatt Koi tévavtio vulv - €mmdegvovtag Kol

SrapBeipovtog 10 dfimpa i YmoosyEceme, Nyavaktovy [...]J*

According to Frank-speaker, these self-proclaimed philosophers behaved as
unsuitable actors for the roles they assumed, and he was not able to bear the shame of their
hypocrisy (tv aiocydvnv tij¢ dmokpicemq) as they were like apes covered with heroic masks
and asses of Cumae under lion-skins. Since the acts of these charlatans sullied the name of
philosophy, Frank-speaker or Lucian felt invited to expose them and to distinguish them from
the real philosophers (fjAeyyxov adtovg Kol diEkpwvov ae’ vu@v). These money-hungry people
were not leading their life in accordance with the philosophical schools they were identifying
themselves with and they certainly did not deserve to be compared with the real philosophers
simply “because they have long beards and claim to be philosophers and look sour” (dtott
TOyovVag Eovct kol IA0GOQEY packovct kol okvdponoi sict).* At the end of the story,
Frank-speaker’s (i.e. Lucian’s) name is cleared and he receives the pleasure to cure and
punish those tricksters.*

Why is this specific work of Lucian important for the present discussion? In the first
place, Lucian’s The Dead Come to Life does not only offer the explanation behind the

rationale of his own Sale of Philosophical Lives, but it also enables us to grasp the purpose of

43 Ibid., 47. Revised translation by Istvan Perczel.
4 1bid., 56-57.
“ 1bid., 79-80.
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Prodromos’s Sale of Poetical and Political Lives. As Chryssogelos notes, several schede from
the twelfth century corroborate the popularity of Lucian’s The Dead Come to Life.
Additionally, as this work of Lucian is also characterized by interspersed quotations from
Homer and Euripides, characteristic features present in Prodromos’s own work, it might be
the case that Prodromos was familiar with this work as well.*® However, | argue that this is
not a mere possibility but rather actuality as I believe that Lucian’s The Dead Come to Life is
not only deeply ingrained in Prodromos’s literary agenda in Sale of Poetical and Political
Lives but also in his overall satirical literary production and beyond.

By following the Lucianic model, Prodromos carefully picks and plucks quotations
and ideas from the works of these authors and produces a literary “bouquet” (évBoloyia)
through which he delivers a humorous characterization (n6omnotia) of each life. In this way
Prodromos demonstrates, as Zaripov already noted, his own polymathy and ability to write in
different registers, styles and genres as well as for different occasions.*” However, | would
also add here that by these characterizations Prodromos also manages to achieve his other
goal — ridiculing contemporary self-proclaimed authorities. In almost all manuscripts of
Lucian’s Bion Prasis, as well as in modern editions of this work, figures who represent
different philosophical schools are assigned to the specific individuals, i.e., Epicureans to
Epicurus, Heraclitans to Heraclitus, Pythagoreans to Pythagoras, Academics to Socrates etc.*®
In a similar way, Prodromos does not merely mock the authors from the Byzantine
educational curriculum (Homer, Aristophanes, Euripides and Demosthenes) and authorities in
their respective disciplines (Hippocrates, and Sextus Pomponius), but rather taunts those
people who claimed to be experts in these authors, such as teachers, medical doctors, public
rhetoricians, and legal practitioners. Additionally, his mockery also extends to prospective
students or patrons who would “buy” this kind of expertise.

Furthermore, in Lucian’s Sale of Philosophical Lives, the Academic is sold for two
talents, the Peripatetic for twenty minas, the Stoic for twelve minas, the Pythagorean for ten
minas, the Epicurean for two minas, the Sceptic one mina, the Cynic for two obols, while the
Cyrenaic, Democritean and Heraclitan are left unsold. In the same manner, characters in
Prodromos’s Sale of Poetical and Political Lives are mockingly sold for different prices:

while Homer is sold for five talents, Hippocrates is sold only for four minas, Euripides for

%6 Chryssogelos, “Theodore Prodromos’ Biov Ipéocig as a Satire,” 306.

47 Zaripov, “Mimesis and Intertextuality in Twelfth-Century Byzantine Literature: The Case of Theodore
Prodromos”, 27-55.

48 Marilia P. Futre Pinheiro, “Irony, Satire and Parody in Lucian’s the Dead Come to Life, or the Fisherman,”
Trends in Classics, 4.2, 2012, 296-315.
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two minas, the value of Demosthenes and Pomponius is estimated to a half a mina each, and
Aristophanes is left unsold. However, the price for which they are sold is not proportional to
the amount of appreciation Prodromos held for these authors, but rather reflects his low
opinion on the expertise of professionals who claimed to have mastered them. To this can
attest Prodromos’s stance in prose satirical invective Philoplaton or Leather Tanner. At some
point, while criticizing inept Platonist, Prodromos mockingly says that “With pleasure, I
would purchase for a half-drachma the philosophy established such as this.” (XxoAfj av &ym
TPLOPROAOL TpLoipny totovTolg KatopBovpuévny erhocopiov). In this way Prodromos clearly
aims to diminish the value of philosophical knowledge of an intellectual who pretends to
understand Plato’s works.*°

My interpretation can be further reinforced by the last enigmatic character, a certain
“Swaswan” (Kvkvkvoc) who is announced for the next-day auction, along with the lives of
common people (&yopaiot Pior). In this way Prodromos intends to keep the promise of
Lucian’s Zeus who also says that tomorrow there will be the auction of the lives of laymen
(idudtan), workingmen (Bdvavcot), and commoners (dyopoiot), which he did not keep in his
work, as he auctioned poetical and political lives. Marciniak and Chryssogelos reject the idea
that this character can be identified with any of the ancient poets known as Swan, such as
Pindar, Anacreon, or Alcaeus, as the description does not match any of them. Instead, they
suggest that Prodromos might be referring to one of his contemporaries. While Marciniak
considers this possibility very cautiously, Chryssogelos more confidently proposes that this

character might have been a specific individual or a stereotypical character from his time. %°

49 Prodromos, Philoplaton, (ed. Migliorini), 69.52-53. There are also three editions of this text, accompanied
with Italian translations: Giuditta Podesta, “Le satire lucianesche” pt. 2, (1947): 4-12; Roberto Romano, La
satira bizantina dei secoli XI-XV (Torino: Unione tipografico editrice torinese, 1999), 327-335; and Migliorini,
“Gli scritti satirici in greco letterario di Teodoro Prodromo”, 69-81. The text is also translated into Russian and
Polish: Augpeii Bukroposuu Kypbauos, Jluaus BanentuHoBHa, “TlnatoHomo0, wiu koxeBHHK Deogopa
Iponpoma”, Becmuux Pycckoii xpucmuancxon eymanumaphou akademuu, tom 19. Beimyck 3 [Andrej
Viktorovich Kurbanov, Lidija Valentinovna, “Platonoljub, ili kozhevnik” Feodora Prodroma” (“Philoplaton, or
the Currier, by Theodore Prodromos™), Vestnik Russkoj hristianskoj gumanitarnoj akademii, tom 19. vypusk];
Kucharski, Marciniak, and Warcaba, Nie Tylko Dialogi, 167-179.

49 This work received its first edition in Juan de Iriarte, Regiae Bibliothecae Matritensis codices Graeci MSS
(Matriti: E Typographia Antonii Perez de Soto, 1769), 388-391.The next modern edition is available in: John
A. Cramer (ed.), Anecdota Graeca e Codd. Manuscriptis Bibliothecae Regiae Prisiensis, vol. 11l (Oxford: E
Typographeo Academico, 1836) 222-27. Other modern editions with translations into Italian: Giuditta Podesta,
“Le satire lucianesche di Teodoro Prodromo,” pt. 1, Aevum 21 (1945) 242-252; Roberto Romano, La satira
bizantina dei secoli XI-XV (Torino: Unione tipografico editrice torinese, 1999), 298-309; Migliorini, “Gli
scritti satirici in greco letterario di Teodoro Prodromo,” 29-49. A polish translation is also available in:
Kucharski, Marciniak, and Warcaba, Nie Tylko Dialogi, 153-166.

50 Marciniak, “Theodore Prodromos’ Bion Prasis”, 237; Chryssogelos, “Theodore Prodromos’ Biov IIpéocic as a
Satire,” 206-312.
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Yet, if this is indeed the case, the question is why Prodromos would announce the sale
of the life of one of his contemporaries, or a stereotypical contemporary character, if he was
really selling ancient authorities in his work? However, if what | argue is correct - i.e., that
behind characters of ancient authors auctioned in Prodromos’s work are indeed stereotypical
contemporary figures who claimed to be experts in these authors - the last enigmatic
character will perfectly fit this agenda. Since all mocked stereotypical figures are hidden
behind ancient authorities, the only remaining puzzle will be to whom of the ancient authors
the last mysterious character could be related. Besides Pindar, Anacreon, or Alcaeus, there is
another ancient author to whom name Swan (k0kvoq) is related, namely Plato. Diogenes
Laertius in his Life of Plato, informs us that Plato initially composed poems (dithyrambs,
lyric poems and tragedies), but that he had a weak voice (ioyvoewvog). Additionally, Laertius
tells us that Socrates allegedly had a dream in which “he saw a young swan” (£id¢ Kkbdivov
veottov) sitting on his knees, which suddenly grew feathers and flew away making a sweet
sound. The next day, Socrates met Plato as his new student and immediately recognized that
he was the bird from his dream. Soon afterwards, Plato abandoned his poetic aspirations.®!
The possibility that behind this mysterious figure is hidden someone who pretends to be
versed in the works of Plato can be further corroborated by the fact that Prodromos indeed
penned a work in which he criticized an inept Platonist, namely Philoplaton.

Prodromos’s criticism of inept professionals is particularly evident, for instance, in his
characterization of Hippocrates. The playful depiction of Hippocrates’s persona reflected in a
brief dialogue between the famous medical practitioner from Cos and a potential buyer is
patched from allusions and quotations taken from Hippocrates’s works. This characterization
also incorporates ironical advice to a merchant on how to pursue the career of doctor:
“Indeed, it would not be difficult to make you resemble many of today’s doctors” (‘Opwg
LEVTOL TOIGL TOAAOIGL TV VDV INTpdV Eupepéa oe Toléety o yohemov).>? Here Prodromos
employs Hippocrates as a medium to express his own attitude towards and perception of
contemporary medical doctors, and explains to a potential buyer that, to put it shortly, if he
would like to become a doctor he will need neither expertise nor knowledge, but it would be
enough simply to play the role of doctor without having the qualities necessary for exercising

such a role.>® Prodromos’s attitude towards incompetent doctors is also attested in one of his

51 Diogenes Laertius, Life of Plato 3.5, in ibid., Diogenes Laertius. Lives of Eminent Philosophers, Volume I:
Books 1-5, (Loeb Classical Library 184), translated by R. D. Hicks (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press,
1925), 281.

52 Prodromos, Sale of Poetical and Political Lives, (ed. Cullhed) 195.

53 bid. 131-132.
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other satirical works, namely in The Executioner or the Doctor. In this satirical prose
invective, Prodromos, being outraged with his personal experience at the stomatologist,
mocks unskilled medical doctors who rather have the expertise of slaughterers than that of
healers of humankind.>*

A similar stance towards incompetent professionals can be observed in the case of
Pomponius through whose character Prodromos mocks contemporary lawyers. Thus, for
instance, an anonymous buyer inquires by what means Pomponius could make him rich, if
Pomponius himself is a poor laborer, unless he initiates his buyer in the mysteries of stealing.
On this inquiry Pomponius responds that it is very easy to earn a fortune as a lawyer. The
only necessary thing is to memorize some legal terms in Latin and to arbitrarily use them in
courts. Additionally, he needs to let impudence (avoiwoyvvtia) lead the way and let
foolishness (@Avapio) follow, accompanied with a harsh voice, mad disposition and
aggressive behavior against his opponents.>®

Although not immediately evident, a similar agenda can be observed in Prodromos’s
characterization of other characters as well. For instance, when the life of Homer is sold, at
some moment, Hermes notices that he offended the buyer as he left some of his answer
regarding the ability to speak in five dialects unrecited. In response to this, Homer requests
from Hermes, whom he recognized as skilled, to testify on behalf of Homer’s ability. For
corroborating Homer’s dialectical versatility, Hermes paraphrases and adjusts the quotation
from Empedocles that pertains the transmigration of souls “for now become a child and a girl,
a bush and a large bird and a fish that swims in the waves” (110n yap 1€ yévov xoDpdg 1€
Kovpn 1€ Oduvog T olwvog T Kol elv GAL vixvtog iydc).>® Soon afterwards, among other

things, anonymous buyer questions Homer:

% Prodromos, The Executioner or Doctor (ed. Migliorini), 51-68. There are three editions of this text,
accompanied with Italian translations: Giuditta Podesta, “Le satire lucianesche di Teodoro Prodromo,” pt. 2,
Aevum 21 (1947):12-25; Roberto Romano, La satira bizantina dei secoli XI-XV (Torino: Unione tipografico
editrice torinese, 1999), 299-309; and Migliorini, “Gli scritti satirici in greco letterario di Teodoro Prodromo”,
51-68. A Polish translation of the work is available in: Kucharski, Marciniak, and Warcaba, Nie Tylko Dialogi,
181-199.

% Prodromos, Sale of Poetical and Political Lives, (ed. Cullhed) 198-200.

% Prodromos, Sale of Poetical and Political Lives, (ed. Cullhed), 190. “Before now I was born a boy and a maid,
a bush and a bird, and a dumb fish leaping out of the sea” (1101 Yap mot’ €yd yevounv kobpog 1€ kOpn te Oapvog
T’ olwvog te xai E€ahog Eumupog iy0c), Diogenes Laertius, Life of Empedocles 8.2.77, in idem, Lives of Eminent
Philosophers, Volume 11: Books 6-10 (Loeb Classical Library 185) translated by R. D. Hicks, (Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press, 1925), 390-391. Zaripov, “Mimesis and Intertextuality in Twelfth-Century Byzantine
Literature: The Case of Theodore Prodromos”, 34, wrongly says that this exchange takes place between
anonymous buyer and Homer: “At some point a customer notice that Homer’s utterance does not comply with
metrical rules”. This mistake occurs because he actually does not use Migliorini’s edition of this work as he
claims (See footnote 84 “Migliorini (2010) p. 129 In. 140-50 P. 129 In. 140-50” on the page 34), but rather
Migliorini’s Italian translation of this work whereby accidental mistake it is indicates the name of a buyer
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However, above all, | would like to ask you this, O Homer with the divinely
sweet voice: Why do you prefer such a varied versification, which
sometimes is not in harmony with itself? So | am often deafened by the
malicious grammarians, who speak nonsense about the thin-waist
[Aayapovg], with prefixed syllables [mpokepdaiovg], tapering [perovpovg]

verses, even though I don’t know if they exist.>’

[T AN 8yd og, @ Oeoméole ‘Ounpe, 10010 TPO THV GBIV Epoiuny &v- i
moté ol 1O mowkilov tod pétpov Poddeton koi Eotv o0 pn mPOg Eavtd
oLuVEOOV, MG &y® oLK &oTv <elmelv> Oc0 Kol EKKEKOQ®UOL VIO TMOV
GAOCTOPOV YPOUUOTIKGY, AOyOpOVG TIVOG KOl TPOKEPAAOVS KOl TOVG OVK

010’ &1 TIvec v Kai elev HEIOVPOVS YVYPOLOYOHVTMV;S

To this inquiry Homer responds that he is not even aware what these terms mean. The
anonymous buyer is shocked and refers to one of the verses from Homer’s Iliad that the noble
grammarians regard as a tapering (peiovpog) verse. To this Homer again playfully retorts that
he had no idea what a tapering verse is and adds, “But you will distinguish the good from bad
when you approach this multitude of verses” (mAn0et &’ éuneddov €60A00¢ Te KakoVOC T€E
vonoeic).>® Although Homer’s response might be taken as suitable for his characterization
(i.e., it is not expected for Homer to be familiar with matters that were discussed much later),
it is also possible that it is a subtle hint at something else. The ignorance of Homer's character
on this matter actually enables a potential buyer to differentiate good from bad verses
arbitrarily, without consulting the theoretical knowledge of the grammarians with whom he is
so much annoyed. In this way, Prodromos makes a subversive criticism of ignorant
grammarians who do not care about theoretical discussion simply excusing themselves with
the notion that Homer himself was probably not aware of these practices. This aligns with
Prodromos’s concern regarding incompetent grammarians expressed in one of his other

works, namely The Ignorant, or Self-Proclaimed Grammarian. In this prose invective,

instead of Hermes’s name. See: Prodromos, Sale of Poetical and Political Lives (ed. Migliorini) 129, 117-124;
Prodromos, Sale of Poetical and Political Lives (tr. Migliorini), 139, 117-124.

5 Translation taken from Nikos Zagklas, “Experimenting with Prose and Verse in Twelfth-Century Byzantium:
A Preliminary Study,” Dumbarton Oaks Papers 71 (2017): 229-48, 235.

%8 Prodromos, Sale of Poetical and Political Lives (ed. Cullhed), 191.

% Prodromos, Sale of Poetical and Political Lives (ed. Cullhed), 191; translation taken from Zagklas,
“Experimenting with Prose and Verse in Twelfth-Century Byzantium: A Preliminary Study,” 236.
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Prodromos criticizes an inept teacher, who never mastered the basic skills in the discipline
yet pretends to be an expert.® It is also important to note that only in the case of Homer’s
purchaser Prodromos does provide a name — a certain Hermagoras from Athens (‘Epuayopog
0 Abnvaiocg). Interestingly, the same name also appears as an incompetent teacher of logic in
another work of Prodromos, namely the platonic dialogue Xenedemos, or on Voices that deals
with Porphyry’s Isagoge. Although this might be a purely coincidental occurrence, it is
possible that by this Prodromos provides a subtle reference to the critique of this fictional
persona in his other work.%!

Unlike the Cyrenaic, hedonist philosopher, the Democritean, laughing philosopher,
and the Heraclitan, weeping philosopher who are left unsold in Lucian’s work, Prodromos
fails to sell only the comedian Aristophanes as the tragedian Euripides gets his purchaser at
the second attempt. However, the tragedian is not sold because of his value as a drama writer,
but for his usefulness to mourn the deceased daughter of an anonymous buyer. Prodromos
mentions that the young daughter of Euripides’s buyer was snatched by death “from the
middle of the bridal chamber” (éx péowv td@v vopuedvov).%? It might be the case that
Prodromos makes here a subtle reference to his other work, namely Amarantos, or the Erotic
Desires of an Old Man. The object of mockery in this satire is an old Stratocles, who
transformed his appearance from a philosopher into a rejuvenated man in order to become a
suitable groom for a very unsuitable marriage to a very young girl. Not surprisingly, the
young bride, the daughter of Stratocles’s gardener, was not very pleased with her marriage to
an old man. Thus, in the procession after the marital ceremony she proceeded with a sad
countenance and downcast eyes, looking as someone prepared not for marriage, but for death
(oxvBpom T TPONEL KOl KOTNPNG, MG &V TIG €iKAoELE TNV OVK €Ml Yapov, GAL’ Emi Bdvatov
otehovpévny).® The connection between the gardener who left his daughter to marry an old

rich Stratocles, and the rustic buyer of Euripides who mourns his daughter snatched away by

% Prodromos, The Ignorant or the Self-Proclaimed Grammarian, (ed. Migliorini), 29-35

81 Prodromos, Xenedemos 246-259.

62 Prodromos, Sale of Poetical and Political Lives, (ed. Cullhed), 197.

8 Prodromos, Amarantos (ed. Migliorini) 87, Il. 224-226. The text is edited in: Theodori Prodromi Philosophi
Rhodantes et Dosiclis Amorum Libri IX Graece et Latine: Interprete Gilberto Gaulmino Molinensi (Paris: T. Du
Bray, 1625), 425-467; La Porte Du Theil de Frangois Jean Gabriel, “Notice d’un manuscrit de Bibliothéque du
Vatican, coté CCCV parmi les manuscrits grecs” Notices et extraits des manuscrits de la Bibliotheque Nationale
et autres bibliothéques 8.2 (Paris: De I’'Imprimerie Impériale, 1810), 105-127; and in Migliorini, “Gli scritti
satirici in greco letterario di Teodoro Prodromo”, 83-127. Migliorini’s edition is accompanied with detailed
commentaries and translation into Italian. The text is also translated into Polish in Kucharski, Marciniak, and
Warcaba, Nie Tylko Dialogi, 135-151. For more information about the dialogue, see: Eric Cullhed, “Theodore
Prodromos in the Garden of Epicurus”, in Dialogues and Debates from Late Antiquity to Late Byzantium, ed.
Averil Cameron and Niels Gaul (New York: Routledge, 2017).
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death from her bridal chamber is quite far-fetched. Yet, it is not impossible to speculate that
Prodromos intended to perhaps provide a subtle reference to his other work for his audience.

Ultimately, only Aristophanes due to his offensive language and abusive humor has
been left unsold. However, | disagree with the idea that Aristophanes is left unpurchased
because Prodromos deemed his life the least valuable, or because Aristophanes was not
worthy of imitation. As Baukje van den Berg notes “Hermes’ request in Prodromos’ Sale of
Poetical and Political Lives, that Aristophanes abandon his jokes and foul language, does not
necessarily reflect Byzantine satire and the Byzantine reception of the ancient satirist.” On
the contrary, as Van den Berg demonstrates, literary humor in the twelfth century Byzantium
was firmly rooted in the Lucianic and Aristophanic tradition. Byzantines did not only employ
Aristophanes as an exemplary model of Attic Greek, but also as a paradigm for mockery and
ridicule. Moreover, twelfth-century Byzantine scholars such as Gregory Pardos (c. 1070-
1156), John Tzetzes (c. 1110-1180), and Eustathios of Thessaloniki (c. 1110-1195),
appreciated Aristophanic satire for social criticism and moral instruction.54

Moreover, Prodromos, as his other contemporaries, shows appreciation for
Aristophanes by composing satirical works that heavily rely on Aristophanic language,
ridicule and mockery. This can be particularly observed Prodromos’s two invective poems,
namely Against an Old Man, Who Thinks Himself Wise because of His Long Beard, in which
he mocks a stereotypical wannabe philosopher, and Against a Lustful Old Woman, in which
he attacked a stereotypical old woman who assumes social behavior and individual
characteristics unsuitable for her age.%® Aristophanes, whose fierce humor expressed serious
criticisms, was perceived by authors of the Roman imperial era as a symbol of frankness
(mappnoia).®® Thus, it is not inconceivable to speculate that Aristophanes remained unsold in
Prodromos’s work because people who claimed to follow in Aristophanes’s footsteps actually
lacked the courage and frankness to do so.

The term nappnoia is attested for the first time in the works of the tragedian Euripides
(c. 480406 BC). In fifth- and fourth-century BCE Athens, free speech or frankness was the
right of every adult free male Athenian citizen to speak in the assembly, and thus denoted

equality of rights. However, the situation changed in the time of the Hellenistic kingdoms

® Baukje van den Berg, “Playwright, Satirist, Atticist: The Reception of Aristophanes in 12th-Century
Byzantium,” in Satire in the Middle Byzantine Period: The Golden Age of Laughter?, ed. Przemystaw
Marciniak and Ingela Nilsson (Leiden, Boston: Brill, 2021), 227-53, 238-253.

8 Janek Kucharski and Przemystaw Marciniak, “The Beard and its Philosopher: Theodore Prodromos on the
Philosopher’s Beard in Byzantium,” Byzantine and Modern Greek Studies 41 (2016): 45-54; Przemystaw
Marciniak, “Prodromos, Aristophanes and a lustful woman,” Byzantinoslavica: Revue internationale des études
byzantines 73 (2015): 23-34.

% Dana Fields, Frankness, Greek Culture, and the Roman Empire (London: Routledge, 2021), 12-13.
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when exercising free speech was rather a privilege than a right. Thus, in this context, political
free speech was replaced with individual virtue; frankness was a moral duty which required
courage and a true commitment to honesty. However, frankness was not always seen as a
good characteristic. Too little frankness denoted hypocrisy and cowardice, while too much
was regarded as offensive. Therefore, one had to exercise the right amount of frankness at the
right time.®” In the Roman imperial era, the concept of frankness heavily relied on the
idealization of free speech as exercised in classical Athens, Old Comedy, philosophy (e.g.,
the cynic philosopher Diogenes of Sinope) and rhetorical practice (e.g., Demosthenes).%® In a
Christian context, the concept of frankness involved someone’s ability to speak the truth
clearly, as well as their capacity to preach with confidence and courage. The notion of
frankness was not limited only to the act of speech, but also related to one’s behavior — that is
to say, the capacity to act with boldness and courage.®®

As Michel Foucault explains in his lectures on Ancient Greek notion of frankness,
delivered at the University of California at Berkeley in 1983 as part of his seminar
“Discourse and Truth”, there is always a concurrence between belief and truth in frankness,
when taken in its positive connotation. The frank-speaker (roppnoiootnic) is someone who
does not simply believe that he knows the truth but has the moral capacity and personal
qualities that enable him to know the truth and conveys it to others as such. However, it is not
enough for belief and truth to coincide for someone to exercise frankness. The frank-speaker
is someone who takes a risk and has a courage to state the truth despite the repercussions that
might follow. Additionally, frankness involves some sort of criticism that comes from the
inferior position and risks to trigger anger in the object of criticism. Finally, frankness
involves a sense of duty and moral obligation to tell the truth in order for benefit of oneself,
others and community in general.”

Foucault’s description for the most part corresponds to the frankness that Prodromos

exercised in his works. For example, at the end of a polemical piece with an invective tone

57 Michel Foucault, Fearless Speech, ed. Joseph Pearson (Los Angeles, California: Semiotext(e): Distributed by
MIT Press, 2001), 11-15; Ineke Sluiter, Ralph Mark Rosen, “Chapter 1: General Introduction,” in Free Speech
in Classical Antiquity, ed. Ineke Sluiter and Ralph Mark Rosen (Leiden: Brill, 2004), 1-20, 4-8; David
Konstan, “The Two Faces of Parrhésia: Free Speech and Self-Expression in Ancient Greece,” Antichthon 46
(2012): 1-13, 1; Irene van Renswoude, The Rhetoric of Free Speech in Late Antiquity and the Early Middle
Ages (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2019), 4-9. Fields, Frankness, Greek Culture, and the Roman
Empire, 8-10.

% Fields, Frankness, Greek Culture, and the Roman Empire, 12-17.

% van Renswoude, The Rhetoric of Free Speech in Late Antiquity and the Early Middle Ages, 9.

0 Foucault, Fearless Speech, 12-20.
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addressed to an unnamed caesar, most probably Nikephoros Bryennios, To the Caesar or For

the Color Green, Prodromos says:

| have treated these things as far as | am capable. If | have not spoken in
accordance with the opinion of wise Caesar, excuse [this] discourse, which
has two friends but privileges truth over the other, and it honors it for ever

and ever.

Tadté pot g 016V Te mepi TdV To10VTOVY Eppin: £l 62 Kol 16 GoPd un Kot
yvounv éppédn  Kaicapt, cvyyvoun @ Ady®, dvoiv dvtowv @ilowv

TPOTINAGAVTL THY GANROtay, fiv kol adTdg £V dmact TdV amdvtov Tudtor.’t

Despite the possible disagreement of the unnamed caesar, Prodromos’s choice is to speak the
truth — knowledge of which, as we will see in the second chapter, he confidently
demonstrated. This was an act of Prodromos’s moral duty towards paideia and society.

However, as Irene van Renswoude notes, “Free speech is not a natural given; it is a
cultural construction, governed by social norms, legal rules, rhetorical conventions and
scripted roles.”’? Prodromos’s identification with the Lucianic notion of frankness, which
represented a mixture of Cynic philosophy, Socratic frankness, and Aristophanes’s aggressive
frank-speaking, provided Prodromos with the means to critically reflect upon the follies of his
own era and at the same time construct his own authority.”® Thus, by employing Lucian as a
literary role model, Prodromos was a key figure, as Marciniak observes, that prompted
Lucianic revival in the twelfth-century Byzantium.” Besides the Sale of Political and
Poetical Lives, Prodromos also penned two invective poems Against an Old Man, Who
Thinks Himself Wise because of His Long Beard and Against a Lustful Old Woman, the
satirical dialogue Amarantos, or the Erotic Desires of an Old Man, as well as three satirical
invectives entitled Philoplaton or Leather Tanner, The Ignorant or the Self-proclaimed
Grammarian and The Executioner or the Doctor, which | have already mentioned.
Prodromos’s literary and methodological approach to various objects of criticism in all these
works was to a greater or lesser extent influenced by Lucian’s self-vindicating exposé from
The Dead Come to Life.

"L Prodromos, To the Caesar or For the Color Green, (ed. trans. Cullhed), 12-13.

2 yan Renswoude, The Rhetoric of Free Speech in Late Antiquity and the Early Middle Ages, 3.

3 For the notion of frankness in Lucian see Fields, Frankness, Greek Culture, and the Roman Empire: 162-191.
4 Marciniak, “Reinventing Lucian in Byzantium,” 218-219.
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Inspired by Lucian, Prodromos implicitly assumes the alter-ego of Frank-speaker
(ITappnordng) and takes upon himself the role of a social and intellectual watchdog, who
scrutinizes his subjects’ expertise and the social persona they assume, and in a joking manner
exposes their real nature. However, it is only in three prose invectives that Prodromos
employs the complete Lucianic “toolbox™. In these works, it can be clearly seen how
Prodromos appropriates Lucian’s critical methods and equips himself with Truth (AAn0g1a),
Liberty (Erevbepia), Free-Speech (ITappnoia), Examination/Refutation ("EAeyyog) and Proof
(Amddei&v) to expose tricksters and those who claim that they are something they are not, or
to put it simply, hypocrites.

However, the appropriation of the Lucianic Frank-Speaker (ITappnoiédng) and his
methodological toolbox was not limited to Prodromos’s satirical production. It can be also
detected in his other works in which Prodromos puts a particular emphasis on
Examination/Refutation ("EAeyyoc). For instance, in the poem Against Barys, who Blurted the
Name of Heretic at Him, Prodromos employs the fictional examination to refute his opponent
and to vindicate of Prodromos’s orthodoxy. Thus, it is his accuser who is heretic and must be
examined, i.e., refuted (tov oipeticov... ééetactéov).”> Moreover, in To the Caesar or For
the Color Green, Prodromos criticizes an unnamed contemporary who assigned to white and
black a higher rank than other colors.” In this piece of writing, Prodromos assumes implicitly
the role of ITappnoiddng for which the Truth (AA0<wa) that he claims to represent and the
Refutation ("EAeyyoc) that he conducts are simply the other side of the same coin. The
attitude of subversive Frank-Speaker and Examiner can be detected in its most accomplished
literary form in the platonic dialogue Xenedemus, or Voices, in which Prodromos, by means
of the so-called Socratic method, or to be more precise the method of &\ieyyoc, criticizes a
teacher who delivered unsatisfying instruction in this work to his student. Thus, while
examining a novice student in logic about Porphyry’s descriptions of universal terms, as
transmitted to him by his ignorant teacher, accomplished philosopher Theocles at some
moment says: “Yet we should tap this definition all round to verify it, lest it should sound like
a cracked pot” (mAnyv dALQ TEPIKPOLGTEOV TOV OpOV PNTL Kou KOTO TAG OVY VYLVOVCOS
90éyymTon yoTpoc).”” And finally, the voice of Examiner and Frank-Speaker who assumes the
possession of the true knowledge is found in the treatise About Great and Small, as well as

Many and Few, that these are not Relatives, but Quantities and [also] Contraries. In this

S Prodromos, Against Barys, Who Blurted the Name of Heretic at Him, (ed. Horandner), 474-483.
6 Prodromos, To the Caesar or For the Color Green, (ed. trans. Cullhed), 380-387.
" Prodromos, Xenedemos, 255, 271.
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work, addressed to his teacher and friend Michael Italikos, Prodromos criticizes Aristotle’s
classification of great and small, as well as many and few. Thus, Prodromos fictionally
addresses Aristotle: “However, | will question you: and you should respond to me coming out
of your [syllogistic] labyrinths!” (mAv GAL" &prcopai oe kai pot @ 7mpdC TdV GHV
LoPopivimv amdkpvar).’

As can be clearly seen, except for three prose invectives, none of these works belong
to the same genres, nor are they delivered in the same form or composed for the same
purpose. However, in all of these texts, Prodromos, by fighting on behalf of the truth,
conducts an examination that serves to expose either social follies, or errors in knowledge
and expertise, or both. At the same time, by assuming, transforming, and adapting Lucianic
Frankness and Refutation in these works, Prodromos creates an authorial signature with
unique characteristics. In the highly competitive intellectual environment of twelfth-century
Byzantium, in which learned people without an aristocratic background struggled to acquire
salaried posts in the bureaucracy, private or state-funded teaching positions, wealthy patrons
who would finance their literary or artistic production, or the support of other private
individuals who could hire them for their proficiency in their respective skills and disciplines,
a strong authorial voice became particularly important in any kind of literary production. The
recognizable authorial voice, as Ingela Nilsson explains, plays a crucial role in self-promoting
strategies and in establishing one’s own authority that can lead to potential commissions by
wealthy patrons. This authorial voice can be distinguishable by linguistical, narratological
and rhetorical markers. In this way an author, while assuming various literary personae
suitable for their respective occasions, is able to maintain his own distinguishable authorial
trademark. Even though, as Nilsson notes, “all literature could be seen as ‘entangled’ with
reality or ‘suggested by real life’, since all artistic expression is necessarily based on human
experience”, this does not imply that the authorial voice necessarily reflects the real historical

author.”

8 Prodromos, On Great and Small, ed. Tannery, 111-117, 113.
 Ingela Nilsson, Writer and Occasion in Twelfth-Century Byzantium: The Authorial Voice of Constantine
Manasses (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2022), 6-12.
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1.2 A Fighter on Behalf of the Truth: The Necessity to Examine

The common thread in all those works, especially those with invective character, which
involve the examination and refutation processes is that Prodromos always provides a
rationale for his criticism either by clearly stating what triggered his reaction in the first
place, or by emphasizing the general necessity for scrutiny of anyone who claims to
possesses a certain expertise. This literary practice of Prodromos somewhat differs from that
of his role model Lucian. Taking into consideration Lucian’s overall literary production, with
the exception of The Dead Come to Life, where he openly states the rationale behind his
satire in Sale of Philosophical Lives and implicitly provides a theoretical manifesto for his
overall literary output, Lucian typically never discloses what triggered his satirical and/or
critical endeavors. Whereas Lucian’s authorial persona, [Tappnoiadng, is vested with power
and authority by Lady Philosophy (6éomowva ®ihocoein) and Truth (AAnOeiwa) to take
Examination ("EAeyyog) with him and critically differentiate the false from the true
philosophers, Prodromos, though employing these literary devices, delves much deeper to
both justify his critical reactions and construct his intellectual authority to take on the role of
the examiner.8°

The parallel to Prodromos’s literary approach, to a certain extent, might be found in
Isocrates’s Against the Sophists. Isocrates, in this work, briefly mentions that the bad
reputation of some teachers is transferred to the whole profession and thus clearly affects
those who conscientiously fulfill the teaching duties and intellectual prerequisites of the
profession. For this reason, among other things, Isocrates claims that it is his duty both to
reproach this type of people and to declare his own views.®! In the same manner, Prodromos
also wants to differentiate himself and the group of highly skilled professionals from inept
persons who claim to occupy the same positions. However, in the case of Prodromos, again,
the emphasis on justifying his reproaches and his authority to criticize goes much deeper.

Yet generally, it seems that it was not a common practice for authors of invectives to
justify their attacks, or, as in case of Prodromos, to additionally underline the necessity to
examine incompetent professionals. Invective, according to Aphthonius, can be used to
criticize a broad range of subjects, or focus on specific targets. It can be directed towards

persons, things, places, occasions, animals, and plants. However, none of the four handbooks

8 Lucian, The Dead Come to Life, 70-73.

81 Tsocrates, “Against the Sophists,” in Isocrates, On the Peace. Areopagiticus. Against the Sophists. Antidosis.
Panathenaicus, translated by George Norlin, Loeb Classical Library 229 (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University
Press, 1929), 171.
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of preliminary exercises or progymnasmata attributed to Theon, Hermogenes, Aphthonius
and Nicolaus the Sophist, mention anything about a practice according to which author needs
to provide any justification when it comes to psogos.®?

The situation within the Byzantine literary tradition, which was shaped by these
rhetorical handbooks, was quite similar. Therefore, it can be noted that in Byzantine
literature, psogos functions both as a rhetorical mode and as an independent literary genre,
targeting both specific individuals and topics, as well as general subjects and stereotypical
characters. Additionally, in most cases, Byzantine authors did not feel compelled to explain
the rationale behind their use of psogos, whether in prose or in verse invectives.®®
Exceptionally, in case of some personal attacks, the cause is explicitly provided. Thus, for
example, in an abusive poem composed by Prodromos’s contemporary, John Tzetzes, we
learn from its lengthy title that psogos was composed as a response to a personal offense by
George Skylitzes, most probably, and a certain Gregory. Since he was accused of lacking
competence to write high-level poetry, Tzetzes was compelled to respond with a
counterattack that served to demonstrate his intellectual superiority over his rivals.3*

In like manner, but with more verbosity, in the poem Against Barys, who Blurted the
Name of Heretic at Him (Eic Bapéa tov xatapivapncovto adtod 1O 100 aipetikod dvoua),
Prodromos excuses his psogos as being a response to an unjust accusation against him as a

promoter of heretical views. Initially, Prodromos wonders:

What do you say, honorable and wise council?
Shall I now remain silent or speak rightfully?
Shall I proceed to defense against the inimical Barys,

Or shall | endure his drunken insult once more?

82 While Theon gives instructions only for writing encomium and says that invective should be derived from its
opposites, Hermogenes does not provide any discussion on psogos. Aphthonius provides a few sentences on
psogos and gives an example of prose psogos; Nicolaus the Sophist gives a more elaborate description. Aelius
Theon, “The Exercises of Aelius Theon,” in Progymnasmata: Greek Textbooks of Prose Composition and
Rhetoric, trans. by George Kennedy (Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2003, 50-52; Hermogenes, “The
Preliminary Exercises Attributed to Hermogenes,” in Ibid., 81; Aphthonius the Sophist, “The Preliminary
Exercises of Aphthonius the Sophist,” in Ibid., 111; Nicolaus the Sophist, “The Preliminary Exercises of
Nicolaus the Sophist,” in Ibid., 157-159.

8 See, for instance: Constantine the Rhodian, “Poems Against Leo Choirosphaktes and Theodore Paphlagon,” in
Anecdota graeca, ed. P. Matranga, vol. 2 (Rome, 1850), 625-632; Emilie van Opstall, “The pleasure of
mudslinging: an invective dialogue in verse from 10th century Byzantium,” Byzantinische Zeitschrift 108, no. 2
(2015), 775-77; Floris Bernard, Writing and Reading Byzantine Secular Poetry, 1025-1081 (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2014), 90-92, 280-290; Teodoro Il Duca Lascari, Satira del pedagogo, testo edito per la prima
volta a cura di L. Tartaglia, Napoli 1992; Jean Argyropoulos, La comédie de Katablattas: Invective byzantine
du XVe siécle, P. Canivet and N. Oikonomides (eds.), Diptycha 3, 1982-83, 5-97.

84 Nikos Zagklas, “Satire in the Komnenian Period: Poetry, Satirical Strands, and Intellectual Antagonism,” in
Satire in the Middle Byzantine Period: The Golden Age of Laughter? (Leiden: Brill, 2021), 279-303, 296-300.
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Shall I keep my sworn oath, (5)

not to sharpen the pen for writing any invective,

Or shall | break the oath with a discourse worthy of an oath,
And publicly expose his malignant nature?

For if his delirium were within limits,

And were mocking my fate, or my genealogy, (10)

Were imputing to me a flaw in nature,

A lack of learning, or a corrupt behaviour,

| would be resenting it but I would still endure,

And would not disregard the laws that | had established.

Ti pate, cepvn Kai GoQn| Yepouasia;

Koi VOV oty@pev 1 Aahodpev Evotkmg;
yopoduev gic apovav £x0pod Bapéog

1| KapTeEPODUEV TNV TOPpOVIaY TAALY;
TNPOVUEV NUDV TAG EVOPKOLS £YYOaG (5)
un kdAapov EEovteg €ig yphppo yoyov
1} Aopev OV HpKov E0OPK® AOY®

Kol TNV ToVNpOV GTNAITEDOUEV PUGLY;

&l pév yap v 6 AMfipog dypt petpiov,

av eig Thymv Eokwmntev 1) yodv gig yévog, (10)
av TANUUELEIOY QUGEMG EAOLOOPEL,

av dvouddetav, av tpoémov poydnpiav,
€0VGPOPOVV UEV, GAL’ OUMG EKOPTEPOLV

Ko ToVC TePEVTOC 0OVK AmésTepyov vopoug. &

After this introduction, Prodromos further elaborates and argues against the idea that an
unfortunate life, poorness, low birth, or defects of physical appearance should be considered a
matter of reproach. Thus, he again underlines that, if the attack on him concerned these
matters, he would follow the evangelical command “If someone strikes you on one cheek,
turn the other cheek, O man, to be struck” (t@® tOyavtt v piov yvédBov kol Batépav,

avOpomne, tontiicon otpéee). Similarly, if someone would barbarously snatch his cloak,

8 Theodore Prodromos, Against Barys, Who Blurted the Name of Heretic at Him (H59), ed. Horandner,
Theodoros Prodromos: Historische Gedichte, 474.
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Prodromos in pious fashion would give him also his tunic. By referring to Mathew 5:39-40,
Prodromos aims to show that he, as a pious Christian, would never react to such slanders.
However, since his opponent accuses him of heretical customs (dvecéfeiav ykaiel pov @
Biw), he is compelled to react. Prodromos solemnly says: “I decide to break the oath and
move my pen, persuaded by the venerable Fathers” (A0w 10 dpKov Kol Kiv®d TNV ypopida TOig
TV oePacTdV TatEpwv melsbeig Adyoic). He explains that by following their words, he would
accept any reproach with piety, except the accusation of impiety, as silence on these
accusations would indicate a denial of God. In fact, it is his accuser who is heretic and must
be examined (tov aipeTikov. .. éEstactéov).5

Being aware of the evangelical precepts of not returning evil to evil. Prodromos feels
obliged to apologize for turning to psogos against his earlier decision. Nevertheless, the
accusation of heresy is such a serious matter that he feels obliged to respond. Thus,
Prodromos does break one Christian command by reacting to slander, but he remains faithful
to the example of orthodox Church Fathers who advised strong reactions if one’s faith is
brought into question. This precept of Church Fathers grants Prodromos the authority to
conduct a slanderous examination and refutation of his accuser.

Although the invective tone permeates the entire poem, as argued by Zagklas, this
work cannot be seen as an independent psogos in the traditional sense. Rather, it is a verse
apologia made as a fusion of modes and features from various genres. Unlike his other works
in the invective mode, this poem does not put much emphasis on intellectual competition.
Prodromos indeed seizes the opportunity to display his intellectual superiority, yet his
primary goal is not to compete intellectually, but to vindicate himself from charges of
heresy.®’

Specifying the cause for rebuttal was perhaps more usual when it comes to the critical
assessment of ancient writers. Thus, for instance, Prodromos’s contemporary Tzetzes, in the
description of his Logismoi given in the scholia on Aristophanes’s Frogs, explains, among
other things, that he did not attack any of the classical authors because of personal hostility,
but rather because he observed their contradictions and mistakes, so that he felt compelled to

clarify them.® A similar approach to criticism of ancient authors can be found in

% |bid, 474-477

87 Zagklas, “Satire in the Komnenian Period: Poetry, Satirical Strands, and Intellectual Antagonism,” 296. See
also: Nikos Zagklas, “Theodore Prodromos and the Use of the Poetic Work of Gregory of Nazianzus:
Appropriation in the Service of Self-Representation,” Byzantine and Modern Greek Studies 40, no. 2 (2016):
237-238.

8 Aglae Pizzone, “Self-authorization and Strategies of Autography in John Tzetzes: The Logismoi
Rediscovered,” Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies 60 (2020): 663-665.
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Prodromos’s treatise On Great and Small, dedicated to his teacher and friend Michael
Italikos. After citing the paragraph that reflected the core of Prodromos’s problem with the
treatment of the categories of great and small, as well as many and few, in Aristotle’s
Categories, Prodromos contradicts Aristotle with a polemical tone full of disapproval, in the
same manner as in his fictitious personal debates with one of his contemporaries in the prose

invectives. Thus, for instance, Prodromos addresses Aristotle:

Bravo for your arguments and of your philosophical refinement in these
matters, Aristotle! What other than this should one say to you, who are
Aristotle himself? However, | will question you: and you should respond to

me coming out of your [syllogistic] labyrinths.

Q¢ edye TV Emyepnudtov Kol TG &v ToVToIg PIA0GOPOL Kopyeiag Gov,
Apiototéleg kol T yép oe dALo, AptoToTéAnV dvta, 1| ToladTa Adyev €ikdC;

TV AL €piicopai e Kai ot & Tpog TV odv Aafupivimy dmdicptvor.®®

The act of justly provoked examination was pivotal in those texts of Prodromos where his
main intention was to disprove someone, like Barys, or to refute a particular intellectual
stance, such as Aristotle’s view on great and small. The same concept of a just cause for
libelous examination is even more prominent in Prodromos's polemical piece For the Color
Green, as well as in his prose invectives. In these works, Prodromos displays a very
competitive spirit and disparages his real or imagined opponents on account of their
intellectual incompetence. Thus, for instance, in To the Caesar or For the Color Green,
Prodromos criticizes an unnamed contemporary who assigned to white and black higher rank
in comparison to other hues in the genus of color. In Prodromos’s words, the reason for this

criticism is the following:

This issue must be investigated with abstract reasoning as a Lydian
touchstone, namely which one is nobler and more majestic, and | must allot
this privilege to the superior color. At the very least, seeing as some have
already considered green a no-show in this contest and voted against it, |

must confront them in this text and let discourse wrestle with discourse, as

8 Prodromos, On Great and Small, 113.
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the proverb goes. This is not to say that I am simply exerting myself to fulfill
an unreasonable and irrational request. No, by the head of Caesar, we are not
willfully debating with great peoples’ wishes in matters of such importance!
Rather, first of all, I believe that | am fighting on behalf of the truth when |
fight on behalf of the color green. Secondly, | extend helping hands to a
creature surrounded by enemies. May Caesar’s eyes look graciously upon my

discourse, even if it struggles against his wishes.

[...] xoi Oswpnréov olov Avdig td Aoy Tavti TapéEetacty, Omoiov avTdv
€VYEVESTEPOV KO GEUVOTEPOV, KOL AITOJ0TEOV (G EVI LOAGTA TG KPElTTOVL TA
npeoPeio 1§, &medn @OAcOVIEC Tveg TOV Aydvo Epnunv ondnoov Ttod
Tpacivov Kotoyneicactat, avtolg ye T00Tolg AvTmapapAnTéoV TO YpOpLLa
Kol Adyov AOY® TOAOLGTEOV KOTO TNV TOPOiav, ovy ¢ GAOYOV Tiva
BovAncwv 1| mopahoyov EKTEAEGELY AMADS UMV OOTEWVOUEVOV—OV LdL YO
mv Kawsapiknyv kepoalv, ovk €9’ obtw peyarolg arAdymg BeAnpotaivopev—
ALY TpdTa eV ToD GANOODC VIOTTEVOVIMV VIEPUOYELY, Ol TOD TPAGIVOL
omeppayoduey, Emerta Kol KOKA® TOAELOVUEV® TPAYUATL SOOVI®V YXEIpa
EuvépiBov. inkotev 08 1@ Aoyw ol tod Kaiocapog 69Boipoi, kdv dymvieital

ol mapd v Povincty. 2

Although this text cannot be regarded as an independent prose psogos, the polemical
nature of this work and its invective tone closely resemble that of Philoplaton, The
Executioner or Doctor and The Ignorant or Self-Proclaimed Grammarian. In For the Color
Green, Prodromos specifically emphasizes that his endeavor is not an irrational whim, but
rather he is compelled to react and to undertake the fight on behalf of the truth. The unnamed
person whom Prodromos refers to here was someone who could have considerable
intellectual influence in the close circle of the Caesar. Prodromos, taking this into
consideration, excuses his polemical piece in a diplomatic manner and delivers carefully built
arguments.

In a similar way, Prodromos takes the role of a “justice fighter” in Philoplaton when,

after a short eulogy addressed to Plato, he announces that he will direct his speech against the

% The translation is taken from Prodromos, To the Caesar or For the Color Green, (ed. trans. Cullhed), 380-
381. For this work, I have always used Cullhed’s translation, unless indicated otherwise.
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person who insults Plato’s works.®* Moreover, in The Executioner or Doctor, before delving

into full-blown assault triggered by an alleged unpleasant visit to the dentist, he highlights:

And so that no one can slander the quarrelsome nature of the work, as some
people are most prepared to accuse the opponents, having taken it from here

I will reveal the robbers of my inborn teeth.

Kol tva pq 11 10 @ikept katafracenuoin tod Adyov, O6moiol Tiveg TOVG
gvavtiovg aitidoacOor mpoyepdtator, &vBev €AV TO KOTA TAOV EUELOV

086vTOV Anotiplov Ekkardyopor.

Prodromos critical reaction against incompetent doctors thus justified with an alleged
personal experience with unskilled dentist. However, this is not the sole reason for
Prodromos to write an invective against doctors. At the end of the text, Prodromos declares
that he is writing a psogos against inept medical practitioners on behalf of the medicine and

on behalf of those who possess real expertise in this profession. In Prodromos’s words:

If, however, this is said on your behalf, 0 most noble science, the one that
cures the human bodies, and on behalf of you both, o luminaries of the art,
you, Kallikles Nicholas, the most brilliant and the most knowledgeable soul in
everything, and you, Michael excellent among those from Lysica, the
invective of non-doctors and, on the contrary the praise of doctors would be
your task, and also to care for this weak body of mine and to destroy together

with me these transgressors.

Ei &0 tadta vmép cod, & yevvarotdtn &Ppédn tédv avlponivov Emotiun
copdTov loTpiky Kol Vrgp VUV 8¢, ® kudnyspdvee tig Térvne, cod TE, ®
KoAAikAelg Nikdrae, e0QLESTATN T OVTL KOl EXIGTNUOVIKOTATY TAVTO WYoyn,

koi cod 0¢ Alikwv dprote Miyonhk, yoyog yap avidtpwv, Emaivog GvTiKpug

%1 “Then, in order that I leave you, Plato, and turn myself towards the one who insults your book, I will extend
my speech to him”. gita iva, og [IAGToV Tapalmdy, £mi OV VPPIETHY cov Tiic BiPAov Tphmmuar, Kol Tpdg adTdV
dmotevodpot tov Adyov- Prodromos, Philoplaton, (ed. Migliorini), 69.24-26.

9 Prodromos, The Executioner, or Doctor, (ed. Migliorini) 53.73-75.
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ioTpdyv, LuETepov v €in mpovoeicHai te pov T0d dcbevodg TovTovl CONTION

Kai ot Tovg dAtnpiovg TovToug cuvemtpiPetv. >

By addressing Michael Lyzikos and Nicholas Kallikles, a prominent physician and poet, and
speaking on their behalf, Prodromos clearly aligns himself as belonging to the group of
experts in various disciplines who fulfill the intellectual criteria. In this way Prodromos
imposes himself as an authority who has the right to speak, slander and refute on the behalf of
the science and real expertise.

Moreover, Prodromos indicates his own role as a just and competent examiner
through different rhetorical techniques. Thus, for instance, as can be seen in the passage from
For the Color Green quoted above, the rebuttal of his opponent’s erroneous views and a
thorough examination is signaled by the examination which must be conducted by abstract
reasoning as a Lydian touchstone. While in Philoplaton, Prodromos only briefly mentions
that Diogenes the Cynic has tested both the life of a moneychanger and the life of a
philosopher with abstract reasoning as coins with a Lydian stone,® in The Ignorant he uses

this reference to put even greater emphasis on his role as an examiner:

Therefore, it will not be sufficient for you either to say that you are a
grammarian to prove that you are one if you have not been put to the test
first; for probably, the Lydian stone will expose the spurious coin, the Rhine
the illegitimate child, and the Sun [the nestling that] is not an eaglet. At any
rate, either you must deny the title or, if you do not deny it, you must accept

the test.

Ok dpa, 00dé col amoxpdV E6Tar TO AEYElV Elval YPOUUATIKG ¢ Evoetéy
10D elvar toovTE, p kol dokipacévtt ye mpdtepov. Téya yop 1 Avdia
ENEYEel 10 KiPONAov kal 10 vobov 6 Pijvog, kol Tov odk detidéa 0 fjAtog. "H
yoUv apvntéov cot kol 10 Ovopa, 1| ToDTO UN GPVOLUEVE® KOTOOEKTEOV TNV

Soxiv.

9 Prodromos, Executioner, or Doctor (ed. Migliorini), 55.
% Prodromos, Philoplaton, (ed. Migliorini), 70.82-86.
% Prodromos, The Ignorant or the Self-Proclaimed Grammarian (ed. Migliorini), 69.50-54.
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Prodromos, most probably inspired by Lucian’s The Dead Come to Life, where Lady
Philosophy encourages Frankness to examine fake philosophers like “eaglets against the sun”
(tdv detdv mpdc OV fAov), enhances the power of this saying by adding two more
proverbs.®® This type of testing is recorded by Aristotle in his History of Animals, according
to which sea-eagles tested their younglings by making them gaze at the sun. Sea-eagles
would allegedly kill those eaglets whose eyes would become watery upon sun-gazing, as this
would imply that they are not fit for their natural role.®” In addition to this, Prodromos also
refers to the legend that Celtic tribes had the custom to put newborns either on the river’s
edge or on a shield floating in the Rhine. They believed that the Rhine itself would determine
the legitimacy of the child by returning the legitimate children to their parents, while causing
the death of illegitimate babies by overflowing its banks or floating shields.®® And finally, the
Lydian touchstone, which Prodromos employs in several instances, in a proverbial sense was
used to indicate someone’s ability to accurately examine and judge things.®® This metaphor
derives from the fact that Lydian touchstone was used as testing stone for assaying gold.
Thus, by identifying his role as an examiner with the Lydian touchstone, Prodromos
underlines his intellectual capacity and power to make a just examination and assessment of
his opponents.

The necessity for an examination of Prodromos’s targets of criticism is most evident
in The Ignorant, or Self-Proclaimed Grammarian. In the opening lines, Prodromos utilizes
two mythological stories about Marsyas, the flute-player, and Arion, the harper from
Methymna, to justify the prerequisite for his fictional opponent to be examined. Thus, anyone

would be perfectly right, if requested a proof and if:

He said: “Marsyas, I have also heard that you once competed in music with
the Long-haired and that, when the Muses heard both of you, they granted the
victory to the god. | also have heard the rest of the story about the blows that
Apollo inflicted upon you and that, because of this, a river was born from the

streams of your blood and was named after you. However, if this is not an

% Lucian, The Dead Come to Life, 68-69.

9 Aristotle, History of Animals 620al1-4. ‘O "HAtog tov ovk detidéo: Aeimel 10 éAéyyel. 'Emi Sokiufic, Michael
Apostolius X11.32, in Corpus paroemiographorum Graecorum 1.

% For the legend, see for example: Libanius, Progymnasmata, 2.35, in Libanius’s Progymnasmata: Model
Exercises in Greek Prose Composition and Rhetoric, trans. Craig Alan Gibson (Leiden: Brill, 2009); Greek
Anthology, 9.125, trans William R. Paton, The Greek Anthology: Volume Il (London: Heinemann, 1917), 65.°0
Pivoc &\éyxst tOv vobov: émi tdv Soxipalopévovei tolodtol eicy, olor goivovrar eivoil Arsenius,
Apophthegmata XIlII.1b, in CPG 1.

9 Avdio AiBoc: &mi tdv axpiBidc EEeTalovioy kol Stakpvoviov To mpdypate, Macarius V.75, CPG 11, 186.
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invented story, and if it is not the result of poetic ambition, come, take this
flute and prove it!” — and if he were to put the instrument in Marsyas’s hands,
would we approve of this man, if he were to test the flute-player in this way?
And if one were not to accept easily the account about the lyre-player from
Methymna [i.e. Arion] — his song, the dolphin and the unheard-of ride on the
sea — and ifArion were to protest that the story is not an invention, he would
say: “all this is very decent, o, Arion. However, I do not know why but I am
unabke to believe your story, unless you first take the lyre and sing in the same
way as on the prow of the ship back then”. Indeed, if he were to demand this,

wouldn’t he be considered to be at the doorways of truth?

“MavBdve pév kai tadta, simev, @ Mopova, O¢ dtopudindeing moté mepi
LOVGIKTG T@ dxepoekOun Kol g ai Modoat dpgoiv katakovcacat T@ 0ed v
viknv émymoicawvto. Té te On dAAa ThG ioTopiag KoL Kai TG Engveybeicag
oot Tapd 100 ATOAA®VOC TANYAG, Kol (¢ £viedBey amd TAV aipdtwv yEvolto
notapdc, Kol and cov mopovopacsHein. Ei 6& pun Adyog dAAmG tadto, UndE
QuAOTIUI TTOMNTIKY, Y€ LOL, TOVTOVL TOV ADAOV AVEAOUEVOG, EvdelEon” kal dpa
ol mopd toig xepoiv €tiber tO dpyavov, amedeyodueba dv tod AavOpdmov, &l
oUTmG AKplPoAoyoito TOV aWANTAV; KAV TIC Un Padiog HEV T KoTd TOV €K
Mn0dpvng klapwdov mopedéyeto, 10 Gopa 8keivo, kol TOV dedpiva ékeivov,
Kol TV Kowvnyv €0’ Vypov immaciov. ALY kdkeivov prn v dAlmg Exewv TOV
Loyov Stapaptupopévon. “Tepva pév oot kai tadto, ® Aplov, Ereyev: &yd 02
0Dk 018’ BT T AOY® TIGTEVEY OVK 010G T £t €1 UT) TPOTEPOV EVOWALEVOS
™V kBapav, toodtov doalg Omolov €ml ThHe mpdpag 1O Tvikadta”. Ei om

TodTol EKEIVOC AITEL, Tapd BOpag GV ovK dmavtdy £86ket Tii dAndeiq.

This masterfully composed rhetorical introduction serves to showcase the righteousness of
someone who would ask Marsyas and Arion to prove their fame by demonstrating their skills,
and to persuade the audience that Prodromos is in his right mind when he asks from the self-
proclaimed grammarian to do the same. Although Lucian also refers to the legends of

Marsyas and Arion in his works, it seems that Prodromos is not simply emulating Lucian, but

100 prodromos, The Ignorant or the Self-Proclaimed Grammarian, (ed. Migliorini), 29.7-25.
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rather that he transforms and employs stories with which his audience would be familiar
through their education.

Thus, for instance, in Lucian’s Dialogues of Sea Gods, the dolphin retells to Zeus the
famous story about Arion from his own perspective.!%t However, Prodromos’ account and the
specific purpose of this tale in his invective differ from that which we can encounter in
Dialogues of Sea Gods, and it would be difficult to simply identify Lucian as the main
source.'%2 The same goes for the story of Marsyas. While Lucian only briefly mentions in his
Ignorant Book-Collector that possessing Marsyas’s flute does not automatically guarantee the
ability to play it without prior instruction, Prodromos goes into much greater detail and
incorporates the myth in accordance with the purpose of his text.2%® The earliest reference to
this story can be found in the seventh book of Herodotus’s Histories, where he briefly
explains that Apollo flayed Marsyas after the contest.!* A more detailed account can be
found in Apollodoros’s Library of Greek Mythology.!% The account that resembles that of
Prodromos most closely can be found in the first book of Xenophon’s Anabasis, where he
explains that Apollo stripped off Marsyas’s skin after winning the musical competition,%®
Plato also refers to this myth in his Republic and Symposium. While the reference in the
Republic is brief, in the Symposium, Alcibiades compares Socrates to the famous flute player,
stating that Socrates enchants his listeners with words as Marsyas does with his flute.*%

The decision to begin the work with a reference to Marsyas's story is not coincidental.

Marsyas, despite his skill in flute-playing, is depicted as foolishly proud and dangerously

101 | ycian, Dialogues of the Sea-Gods, in Lucian, vol. 7, translated by M. D. MacLeod (Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press, 1961) 197-199.

192 The initial account of the famous harp-player, Arion, is given by Herodotus. Herodotus informs us that Arion
was the creator of the dithyramb and was supported by Periander, the ruler of Corinth. At one point, Arion
decided to travel to Italy and Sicily, where he amassed great wealth through his musical talents. However, upon
his return journey with some Corinthian sailors, Arion discovered their deceitful intentions. The sailors
conspired to Kkill him and steal his riches. Despite his unsuccessful attempts to change their minds, Arion
managed to perform one last time on his lyre before plunging into the sea. Remarkably, a dolphin emerged and
saved his life by carrying him to the shores of Cape Tainaron. Arion promptly recounted the entire ordeal to
Periander, who initially doubted him. However, when the sailors eventually arrived and were caught in a lie, the
truth became evident to Periander. Herodotus, The Histories, trans. Robin Waterfield (New York: Oxford
University Press, 1998), 11-12)

103 |_ycian, The Ignorant Book-Collector, 181. Lucian also mentions tale of Marsyas in two other works: Lucian,
“Harmonides”, in Lucian, vol. 6, trans. K. Kilburn, (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1959) 219;
“Dialogues of the Gods™ in Lucian, vol. 7, translated by M. D. MacLeod (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University
Press, 1961) 327.

104 Herodotus, The Histories, trans. Robin Waterfield (New York: Oxford University Press, 1998), 418.

105 Apollodorus, The Library of Greek Mythology, trans. Robin Hard (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2008),
32.

106 Xenophon, Anabasis, trans. Carleton Lewis Brownson (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1980),
13.

07 Migliorini, “Gli scritti satirici in greco letterario di Teodoro Prodromo”, 41, in his comments on The
Ignorant, or the Self-Proclaimed Grammarian indicated that Marsyas’s story is mentioned in Plato’s Republic
and Symposium among many other sources.
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overconfident in challenging Apollo, which resulted in severe punishment. Prodromos thus
suggests that his adversary is equally impudent. He aims to demonstrate that, just as it would
be legitimate to test the legendary stories surrounding renowned mythological characters like
Marsyas and Arion, it is equally legitimate to examine his adversary’s self-proclaimed

competence. Therefore, Prodromos continues in the same tone:

Should we call you a grammarian, dear friend, because you grant yourself
expertise, and should we not demand in one way or another that you
demonstrate your provenness in having practiced this art, rather than simply
saying about you, “He himself said so,” just as in the case of the ancient

sage from Samos [sc. Pythagoras]?

Yol 8¢ ypoupotik® Soiuev eivar, @ @iA’ £toipe, S10TL GG THV EMGTAUNY
gmuymoiln, un o0& AmoTnooley OTMOTIODV TEPL OVTNV EVEPYNOAVTO TO
e0d0KIpov émdei&achat; aAAG eatéov Kai &l cot 10 “AvToc Epa’”, Kabdmep

i 1@ Zopio mdlot coed; 1%

Here Prodromos again emphasizes the fact that it is not enough for his ignorant opponent to
claim to be a teacher, but he needs to prove by his actions that he belongs to that profession.
In a playful manner, he uses the proverb that was ascribed to Pythagoras’s students and
followers, “Avtog £pa”, which is usually translated as “He himself said it”. This saying
enjoyed great popularity in the Latin West and was first translated into Latin as “ipse dixit”
by Cicero in his De Natura Deorum. Cicero explains here that Pythagoreans would use this
phrase and invoke their master’s authority whenever they could not corroborate their
arguments.’® In the Greek-speaking world, the earliest preserved mention of this saying is
available in the proverb collection ascribed to Diogenianus (2" century CE), a Greek

grammarian from Heraclea in Pontus.'® This proverb enjoyed great popularity not only

108 prodromos, The Ignorant or the Self-Proclaimed Grammarian, (ed. Migliorini) 29.26-29.

109 Cicero, “De Natura Deorum” in Cicero, On the Nature of the Gods. Academics, translated by H. Rackham,
Loeb Classical Library 268 (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1933), 13.

110 The proverb is mentioned in two different forms by Diogenianus: “A0tog &po: &mi TGV GvaQepOVIOV &
Aéyovowv éni tivag” (He himself said it: about those referring on someone the thing they say), Diogenianus II1
19, in Corpus Paroemiographorum Graecorum I, ed. Ernst Ludwig von Leutsch and Friedrich Wilhelm
Schneidewin (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck et Ruprecht, 1839), 216; and also: Avtog Epa: €mi T®V Avapepovtv Emi
Twva. Tiotemg G&ov.”(He himself said it: about those referring on something trustworthy)” Diogenianus 1 94, in
Corpus Paroemiographorum Graecorum Il, ed. Ernst Ludwig von Leutsch (Gottingen: Sumptus fecit libraria
Dieterichiana, 1851), 16.
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among Early Christian theologians and Church Fathers, but also among Prodromos’s
predecessors and contemporaries, such as Michael Psellos, Eustathios of Thessalonike, and
John Tzetzes.!'! Thus, for instance, in his commentary on Aristophanes’s Clouds, Tzetzes
provides an explanation of this saying by relating that disciples of Pythagoras, when asked
about a certain natural cause, they did not have an answer to give and would simply resort to
their teacher’s authority.'?

Thus, Prodromos’s usage of a proverb with which his learned contemporaries were
definitely familiar enables him to indicate to his audience that it is not enough for his
opponent to claim something, but that he also needs to prove it. Later on in the text,
Prodromos emphasizes this point by arguing that he would never call anyone a cobbler, if he
was not capable of skillfully making boots and slippers.t!2 To this, he also adds the argument
that no one could win the prize at the Nemean or Isthmian games in boxing or wrestling,
unless they first participated in the contest and proved their skills.!** The necessity for his

opponent to be examined is best reflected in the following passage:

And besides, who would entrust his son to you just like this without due
examination? Do you really think that, while intending to buy a pot, we
would not do so without having examined the earthen vessel with our eyes
and having tapped all around it with our fingers, to check whether it emits
some ill-sound, like cracked pots do, but when we intend to make our
children embark on their studies, we would do so without due trial? And that
while we do not entrust a young horse to an ignorant trainer, we would
entrust our child to a foolish teacher? And while we consider it important
that the tongues of slavesmight be refined to speakcorrect Greek, we would
consider it a negligible problem that the tongues and souls of our sons are
barbarized and reduced to utter slavery? Men are not so foolish; neither was

Peleus such a Melitides as to entrust his son Achilles to a pig instead of

111 For usage of this phrase by Christian theologians and early Church fathers see, for instance: Origen, Contra
Celsum 1. 7.15 and 1V.9.17, 1; For Byzantine usage, see for instance: Eustathios, Commentary on the lliad 1, 61,
90, 122, in Eustathii archiepiscopi Thessalonicensis commentarii ad Homeri lliadem pertinentes, vol I, ed.
Marchinus Van der Valk. Michael Psellos, Letter 174, in Michael Psellus. Epistulae, vol Il, ed., Stratis
Papaioannou, (Berlin, Boston: De Gruyter, 2019); John Tzetzes, Commentary on Aristophanes, in “Jo. Tzetzae
commentarii in Aristophanem, Commentarium in Nubes”, in Scholia in Aristophanem 4.2, ed. D. Holwerda
(Groningen: Bouma, 1960), 367-689, 1432a. .

112 John Tzetzes, Commentarium in Nubes 1432a.

113 prodromos, The Ignorant or the Self-Proclaimed Grammarian, (ed. Migliorini), 30.39-43.

114 1bid. 29.46-51.
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Chiron, nor was Alexander such a Coroebus as to become the pupil of a

completely unaccomplished fellow instead of Aristotle.

Kol GAAC 8¢ 00dE aPacaviotwg obte Tig 6ot mapaborto Tov viga. Ofel yap
xotpav pev €wmvijobor péAlovtoc, un GAA®C todto TolElv, mplv Gv Kol
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péAlovtog EuPiPaletv, un ovyl S£d0KILAGUEVOG TODTO TOLETV; Kol TOV UEV
TOAOV  0UK  Apofel moAodduvy, avont® o6& TOV moido  O100CKAAD
napoTiféval;, kol TdV pEV avopoamddmv ov Hikpov TiBesBar Adyov, €l Tmg
amo&ecbeiev avtoig ail yAdTTol Tpog 10 EAAnvik®dtepov, @V 68 vidV Tag
YAOTTOG Kol TOg wuyag KotopapPapodvrag koi €Eavopamodiloviog Tdv
gvkata@povitov Myeiclor 1O mpdypo; Ovy obtwg dvontaivovowy ol
avOpomol, ovy oVtwg 0 Ileledg Meadidng, ¢ avti Xelpmvog yoipm TOV
gantod éumotevoachor Ayiliéa, ovy ovtwg KopoPog 6 AréEgupog, MG TM

TaVTAmooty GTelel v’ Apiototélovg podntidy.

In this passage, the necessity for the ignorant grammarian to be examined reaches its peak.
Here, Prodromos not only justifies his reaction against his opponent, but also indicates his
own ethical, intellectual, and pedagogical values. A good instructor must possess a high level
of intellectual competence to be entrusted with the shaping of young minds. This idea also
permeates another work of Prodromos, Xenedemos, or Voices, in which he incessantly
underlines the importance of a good education that essentially relies not on didactic text
themselves, but on the competence of the teacher.!®

Prodromos’s criteria, when it comes to teaching practice, are in fact a manifestation of
his own competitive spirit. By setting a high standard for intellectual competence, Prodromos
is effectively positioning himself as a superior intellectual — one who is capable of meeting
the demands of providing adequate education for pupils. This, in turn, serves to distance
himself from those who may not possess the same level of intellectual rigor. In this,
Prodromos was not an exception, but rather a product of his own time. A similar attitude is

observed among contemporaries such as John Tzetzes. As Van den Berg explains, Tzetzes

115 |bid. 33-34.149-161.
116 On Xenedemos, see Chapter 2 below.
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self-fashioning as a model grammarian and his teaching philosophy was utilized to increase
his value as an instructor and his authority in the competitive teaching market. However,
Prodromos’s competitiveness was not limited to teaching practice. His critiques, self-
representation as of someone committed to defend the truth, and a desire to publicly
disparage real or imagined individuals who claim to be experts in various fields, serve to
create an overall intellectual authority among his esteemed contemporaries, peers, and

students.

1.3 The Examination ("EAgyyoq)

The justification for exposing stereotypical incompetent professionals or perhaps even
personal enemies to scrutiny enabled Prodromos to assume the role of examiner. Overall,
Prodromos’s examinations serve as a means to assert his intellectual superiority and
demonstrate his expertise in various fields. By critiquing his opponents and establishing his
own intellectual dominance, he reinforces his authority as a scholar and thinker. However, the
examination process is not conducted in the same manner in all these works, nor does it
reflect the same level of competitiveness, or display the same amount of intellectual
competence. In Against Barys, the intellectual competitiveness of Prodromos and display of
his competence are confined to the vindication of his orthodox beliefs. On the other hand, in
Philoplaton, the situation is quite different; the examination pertains to refuting an ignorant
Platonist and displays Prodromos’s competitive intellectual spirit. However, Prodromos’s
substantial philosophical competence and teaching methods are revealed in a general fashion
only in a few instances. The same can be observed in The Executioner, or Doctor. Here,
Prodromos does not simply refute an unnamed opponent for his lack of medical expertise, but
rather focuses on his insufficient knowledge of philosophy. This leaves some room for
Prodromos to display bits and pieces of his philosophical erudition. Besides his
competitiveness, in The Ignorant, or Self-Proclaimed Grammarian, Prodromos also
demonstrates in a more substantial manner his knowledge and teaching competence. And
finally, Prodromos’s competitive spirit and his display of philosophical knowledge reaches its
peak in For the Color Green. Through the examination procedure in this work, we gain clear
insight into the depths of Prodromos’s philosophical erudition, which served to showcase his

superiority over an ignorant opponent.
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1.3.1 Against Barys

In Against Barys, the fictional examination is focused on apologia and the vindication of
Prodromos’s orthodoxy. In his defense, among other things, Prodromos offers a beautifully
composed acrostics dedicated to the Holy Trinity, fashioned after alphabetical acrostics of
Gregory Nazianzen.''’ Additionally, he emphasizes that he also penned a verse paraphrase of
the Old and New Testament.}'® As the attack against him was based on his proficiency in
pagan learning, in his response to this accusation Prodromos provides an apologia for his
erudition. Thus, he underlines that although he neglecting all earthly things, he has never
neglected the zeal for God. Despite the fact that he was brought up with pagan education, he
only kept those things that are useful for and in accordance with Christian faith, while the rest
he disregarded. Prodromos explains that he studied the works of Plato and Aristotle in order
not to fall into the labyrinths and traps of syllogistic reasoning.!*®

In the counterattack on Barys, Prodromos presents his opponent as someone who is in
fact heretical and impious, and he ridicules his sinful nature, the meaning of his name, his
physical appearance, and his stupidity. Thus, besides offending Barys as the one who makes
sacrifices to false gods and deities such as the Scythian Baal, Prodromos also accuses him of
turning the house of God into a marketplace. The name of Barys also discloses his real
nature. Thus, Prodromos explains that “Bép” means “son” (vidc) when translated from Syriac
into Greek, which can be corroborated with Bar-Jonah (Simon, son of Jonah: the Apostle

[T T)

Peter), while the ancients used the word “v¢” to denote the pig (yoipoc). From this, it is clear
for Prodromos that his opponent’s name means “son of a pig”.1%

When it comes to erudition, the competitiveness of Prodromos is best reflected when
he challenges the intellectual capacity of his adversary. Prodromos openly invites Barys to
examine his heretical views and to publicly demonstrate these claims in front of the synod

who can decide which of the two is correct. But in case Barys would have assumed the role

117 Prodromos, Against Barys, Who Blurted the Name of Heretic at Him, (ed. Horandner), lines 144-167, pp.
478-479; Zagklas, “Theodore Prodromos and the Use of the Poetic Work of Gregory of Nazianzus:
Appropriation in the Service of Self-Representation,” 237-238.

118 prodromos, Against Barys, Who Blurted the Name of Heretic at Him, (ed. Horandner), lines 175-177.

119 1hid., lines 191-203.

120 1hid., line 81; lines 102-103; lines 235-239.
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of examiner and attempted to expose Prodromos’s allegedly faulty views, he would just
display utter ignorance and consequently would be expelled from the house of God.'?
Prodromos argues that Barys could never understand any great dogmatic matter. His
stupidity is so great that even his hair has abandoned his ignorant head.*?> Prodromos also
underlines the ignorance of his opponent by saying: “Are you calling heretic the one who is
brought up in pagan learning, you who is devoid of reason, in order to conceal your own
ignorance?” (Gp’ oipeTikdv OC Adyorc Tedpappévoy Kareig, Aoymv dpotpe, toig SEmTéporg, Mg
cvykaAvyng v £avtod popiav). If this is the case, Prodromos argues, then the accusation of
heretic should also be proffered against Basil the Great, John Chrysostom, Gregory of Nyssa,
and Maximus the Confessor, who all excelled in pagan learning and in front of whose
erudition even Plato and Socrates would have been put to shame.*?® In this way Prodromos
not only justifies his interest in Plato and Aristotle, but also puts himself in the same rank

with the most learned Church Fathers and assumes the superior position over his opponent.

1.3.2 Philoplaton

The examination procedure in Philoplaton is mostly focused on ridiculing the base and
ignorant nature of an unnamed Platonist. Only in a few instances it is possible to detect more
palpable remarks that reveal Prodromos’s learning criteria and teaching methods. After a
short eulogy of Plato and a display of his own erudition, Prodromos starts his merciless
interrogation of his opponent. The latter opens the book containing the Platonic dialogues,
plays the serious, simulates to read it from the very beginning (koatd xke@alf|g), but in fact he
does not understand a word of what he reads. Prodromos explains that his opponent is not
only incapable of understanding Plato’s philosophy but cannot even read it according to the
correct (Attic) prosody.'?* This seems to be a precious indication that Classical Attic texts
were supposed to be read according to a specific archaizing pronunciation. However,
Prodromos philoplatonic foe is inexperienced in this practice. Furthermore, while he would

be able to answer what the title of the Platonic dialogue he reads is, he would never be able to

21 1bid., lines 123-134.
122 1bid., lines 245-248.
123 |bid., lines 111-122.
124 prodromos, Philoplaton, (ed. Migliorini), 69.27-35.
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answer the question of what the subject matter of his reading is.}?® In addition to this

ignorance, Prodromos’s opponent goes even further in offending Plato’s teachings:

But you, my dear, perhaps you would even reproach Plato somewhere in his
writings and say that the wording would be better formulated in this rather
than that way, or you would even somewhere polish his alleged mistakes,

and you will instead [of this] insert your novelties into the book.

GAAL oV pév, @ “yadé, thyo dv kai dmripnostag 1@ IAdtovi, Eotv ob TG
YPAPRG, Kol MG KpelTToV oVTMG 1) kelvag €evnvéyBan v A€ €peic, 1| mov
Kol amo&Ecelg ey ta éketvou 0f0ev apaptiuato, aviypayels 68 té Hd Gov

0 BPAie Kouvovpyruato. 2

Here Prodromos’s attack strongly resembles motifs that Lucian used in his The Ignorant
Book-Collector. Thus, for instance, while the ignorant book collector is capable of fluent
reading aloud, he lacks the ability to comprehend the content and to identify whether the
writer applies expressions correctly. Furthermore, Lucian’s ignorant book collector, as
Prodromos’s inept Platonist, is only capable of providing the title of the work he is reading,
but not answering any further questions regarding the content.!?” In the passage quoted
above, it is also evident that Prodromos’s opponent used his (faulty) interpretative skills to
correct the writing of Plato. While it would be difficult to assume that his opponent worked
on any kind of commentary of some Platonic work, it is quite probable that he was making
personal notes and corrections that he shared with his close circle of learned friends, or even
his pupils in the classroom.

While the rest of Prodromos’s interrogation is focused on demonstrating how his
opponent pretends to read in front of others, as well as that essentially his nature is vulgar and
ignoble, as was shown in the previous chapter, he opens his final argument with a reference
to Plato’s Phaedo: “for it is not permitted for the impure to approach what is pure” (un
koBap@ yap kabapod épdmtesbor un o Beputov f).12 The purpose of this phrase is two-fold.
Firstly, it serves as a mockery towards the adversary, suggesting that as a Platonist, he should

be familiar with this principle. Secondly, it implies that the adversary’s impure and base

125 1bid. 69.36-38,

126 1bid. 69.39-42.

127 |_ucian, The Ignorant Book Collector, 177, 194-197.

128 prodromos, Philoplaton, (ed. Migliorini), 71.94-95; Plato, Phaedo 67b.
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nature hinders him from attaining true and divine knowledge, which can only be obtained by
abstaining from the material world and its physical pleasures. The purification of one’s soul
before approaching the studies of philosophy in general was the main requirement. In this
context, the saying of Plato is often employed by Neoplatonic philosophers in the
prolegomena to studies of philosophy in general, or in the prolegomena to commentaries on
Aristotle’s Categories. For instance, Ammonius refers to this saying from Plato to explain
that one must be well-educated and purified in soul in order to prepare oneself to follow the
Avristotelian writings.1%°

Prodromos’s opponent retorts to this reference by saying “One should not reproach
the poet, who praises the appearence even if it does not correspond to the truth” (“[...]J&AL’ o0
TOPALOYIGTEOV TOV TomTHY TO Sokelv €monvécavta, kdv dAndsiac amfi”).*° Thus, by this
answer Prodromos’s adversary implies that even if his soul is not purified in its essence, the
fact that he resembles a philosopher by appearance would be sufficient for him to engage
with philosophy. This fictitious response allows Prodromos to demonstrate the inability of his
opponent to properly use the verses and quotations from poets and ancient writers. In the
answer of the inept Platonist, Prodromos embeds verses from Euripides’s Orestes: “Oh, yes;
for that has a semblance of health; and the semblance is preferable, though it is far from the
truth” (uéAiota: d6&av yap 168" Vyieiag £xel. kpelooov d& 10 dokelv, kv GAnOsiog Amfy).
Tormented by Furies for his matricide, Orestes was physically and emotionally exhausted.
His sister, Electra, tries to comfort him and to help him feel more relaxed. Thus, she assists
Orestes to be comfortably laid back on his bed and urges him to lay his feet down on the
ground, so at least his bodily state resembles health, even though he is not very well. It is to
this particular situation that the character of Orestes responds with the lines in question.!3!

Prodromos’s fictional opponent takes these verses for granted and applies them
without considering the broader context in which they were used. Prodromos explains that
one must be careful when employing sayings of poets, and especially of tragedians, as what
they say often does not reflect their own stance, but rather it is adjusted to what would be
fitting for a particular character to say. Therefore, one must take into consideration personal

129 Ammonius, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 6. See also: Olympiodorus, Prolegomena, 10; in
Olympiodori Prolegomena et in Categorias Commentarium, ed. Adolf Busse, vol. 12.1, XXIIl vols., of
Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca. Edita Consilio et Auctoritate Academiae Litterarum Regiae Borussicae
(Berlin: Georg Reimer, 1902), 1-25, 10; David, Prolegomena, 29, in Davidis Prolegomena et in Porphyrii
Isagogen Commentarium, vol. XVI11.2, XXIII vols., ed. Adolf Busse, of Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca.
Edita Consilio et Auctoritate Academiae Litterarum Regiae Borussicae (Berlin: Georg Reimer, 1904), 1-79, 29.
130 prodromos, Philoplaton, (ed. Migliorini), 71.95-97.

131 Euripides, Orestes 235-236.
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traits of each character in order to properly use the specific saying ascribed to that
character.1%2

The usage of verses improperly contextualized is also part of the criticism of an
unnamed individual in For the Color Green. Apparently, the ignorant rival argued that the
supremacy of white is corroborated by Hesiod, who, while praising the silver generation, is
actually praising the color white. Prodromos questions the logic and consistency behind this
comparison. In Works and Days, Hesiod lists five ages in the history of the world in a
declining order: golden, silver, bronze, heroic, and iron. Therefore, Prodromos wonders why
his opponent does not praise ocher, which can be related to the golden age considered
superior to silver, and why he omits black and does not relate it to the iron generation deemed
corrupted.

It is quite peculiar that, although Prodromos’s intention in this work is to refute an
inept Platonist, he does not at all engage in a thorough examination of the Platonic knowledge
of his opponent. In this way, most probably, Prodromos wants to signal the utter ignorance of
his fictional opponent in Platonic matters. Additionally, as we can see, Prodromos’s criticism
is directed against his grammatical and rhetorical expertise. Not only does his fictional
opponent not know how to read classical texts according to prosody, but he is also incapable

of correctly employing quotes from poets.

1.3.3 The Executioner, or Doctor

In The Executioner, or Doctor, Prodromos also has a fictitious dialogue with his unnamed
opponent and conducts the examination process. Triggered by personal experience and
witnessing through personal suffering the ignorance of the self-proclaimed doctor,
Prodromos starts a vicious attack. It is peculiar that while in the opening section of this
invective, Prodromos displays theoretical medical knowledge, in the very examination
process he does not question his opponent about medicine, but rather about the ability to
claim the title of medical doctor, as well as his knowledge of philosophy. Perhaps the
description of Prodromos’s personal experience was simply enough to demonstrate the
incapacity of his opponent to perform a basic dental procedure. Prodromos argues that
people are buying an expensive death at home when they hire these people who claim the
title of medical doctors. These people not only remain unpunished but are in fact richly

rewarded for their transgressions against human health. In the response to Prodromos’

132 prodromos, Philoplaton, (ed. Migliorini), 72.102-117.
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accusations, his opponent responds:

“Yes”, he says, “but it is unjust for you to indict the doctor as ignorant for a
single mistake. for neither about a shoemaker, or a potter, or anyone named
after any art or science, one would say that they are unskilled, even if the
former (the shoemaker) had sewn the sandal wrong once, or if it occurred so
(obtow ovunecov) that the latter (the potter) beveled the brim of the pot so
that it became oblique; for even in nature sometime there happens an error -
witness to this are the bovines of Empedocles, who are born with a man’s

face - , however, this does not make nature an ignorant architect.”

«wal, enotv, AL’ o0 mopa piav dmotvyiov aupodeiog dkaimg yphon ToOvV
toTpov, oVdE Yap 0VOE TOV VTMOONUATOPPAPOV, §| TOV yuTpéa, T TOV €&
olacodV T€(vNg 1| EMOTNUNG OVOUAGUEVOV ATEXVOVS glmot Tig dv, Kdv &1 O
pev €pdma mapéppaye 10 HLOdMUA, O O TNV oTEPAVNV THS YVTPAG OVT®
oVUTEGOV S1EAOEMGE: TV Yap oty 0D 8¢ dpaptioy 00SE 1) PVGIC fyvonce,
Kol T& Bovyevii 100 EumedokAéog €ig paptopiov dvopompmpa GAL oV mapd

TODTO APYLTEKTOV QUGIC BVETIGTAHOV». 132

In his defense, Prodromos’s opponent thus argues that practitioners of other arts could
make mistakes, but would never have been accused of lacking expertise in their profession.
Prodromos continues by mockingly arguing that if the incompetent doctor would be as
capable in the art of medicine as he is semi-capable in constructing rhetorical arguments,
there might be even some hope for him. According to Prodromos, the argument of his
opponent does not make sense, since he does not properly understand the philosophy of
Empedocles. In a subtle way, Prodromos seems to refer here to the inability of his opponent
to understand the concept of Love and Strife, which, besides the four root causes (water, air,
earth, and fire), formed the world in Empedocles’s cosmological system. According to
Empedocles, Love and Strife were two opposite creative forces that either united or separated
different elements, and thus actively participated in the ongoing becoming of the universe.!3

The mention of man-headed bovines in the excerpts of Empedocles’s philosophical poem

133 prodromos, The Executioner or Doctor, (ed. Migliorini), 54.154-160.
134 Brad Inwood, The Poem of Empedocles: A Text and Translation with an Introduction (Toronto: University of
Toronto Press, 2001), 49-55.
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refers to the situation when the limbs and parts of different animals were freely floating in the
universe and were brought together in the initial action of Love.*®
Besides Empedocles, Prodromos brings into his argument a reference to another pre-

Socratic philosopher, Heraclitus (6" century BCE):

For to me, one is ten thousand, says the the sage, so even if you believe that
you have offended one, nonetheless you have offended ten thousand. The

matter should not be scrutinized for quantity, but rather for quality.

Eic yap éupoi pupiot ol 0 copOg, Mote KOV €vi Eumapotvijoal SOKT)
2 2 [ b
popiolc 00dEV NTTOV EUMETAPOYNKOG: OV Yap T® TOS® UIALOV | T6 moim TO

npéypo dokipoctéov- 138

Here Prodromos refers to a fragment from Heraclitus’s work On Nature: “To me, one is ten
thousand if he be the best.”*3’ Prodromos implies here that the bad medical treatment against
someone who is considered to be the best, that is, himself, is an offence not against one only
but against ten thousand. The problem, according to Prodromos, is that incompetent doctors
measure the life of other humans according to the low worth of their own lives.*3

In continuing his fierce examination of his opponent, Prodromos sarcastically
emphasizes that this unskilled doctor sent so many innocent souls to Hades that he should be
proclaimed a new conductor of souls in place of Charon. The unnamed doctor, afraid that
Prodromos will abolish all incompetent doctors with his refutations, expresses concern that
he and his inept colleagues will stay hungry and barefoot as they are inexperienced in any
other art apart from medicine. To this, Prodromos strongly responds with the following

words:

Do you, vain man, call the killing of humans an art? And calling it so, don’t
you blush? For tell me, if some Brahmin or a man from Brittany, or one who
drinks the waters of the Tigris, or washes in the waters of the Nile, or [even]

one who inhabits the area around Byzas and Barbyssos, were to come to us

135 |bid. 123-125.

136 prodromos, The Executioner or Doctor, (ed. Migliorini), 54.164-166.

137 patrick George Thomas White, The Fragments of The Work of Heraclitus On Nature (Baltimore: N. Murray,
1889), frag. CXIII, 110.

138 prodromos, The Executioner or Doctor, (ed. Migliorini), 51-52.47-49.

73



CEU eTD Collection

and ask for the names of each art, and if then we were to say that by us there
is statuary and stone carving — for we should leave out the rhetoric and
mathematics — and also architecture, leather tanning, and so on, and if
finally we were to add the art of killing men, don’t you think that the man
would laugh at this word, and then go away ridiculing the whole state? Thus,
| believe, you would also agree with the argument and, if not, let us suppose
that you are to grasp for yourself also the victory in this and let the foreigner
depart after praising all the arts. Why then the city, given that you, offenders

do not starve, should starve of its own citizens?

Téyvnv, ® &amopmdAle, koAl THV GvOpOTOKTOVIKAY; KOoi KOAGY, OVK
gpubpidc; eime yap pot €1 1ig Bpayuav f| Bpetavog dvBpwmog, fj Tod Tiypntog
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10’ fuelc eimdviec m¢ 1 pév MUiv dyodpatomomtik, 1 8¢ Abofoukr—
TAPETEOV VAP TAG £V AOYO01G Kol TTepl TO Lo HoTo—Kal 1) HEV OTKOOOMIKT, 1)
0¢ Pupcodeyikn, oi 0& TOwdE Kol TOWIdE, TEAOG TNV AVOPOTOKTOVIKTV
EmBdUeY, ofel un v émpdEovia mpog 1O PRApa OV dvopa Kol Thg OAng
KaTakoyydoavta moAteiag oiynoeshor; obtmg oipan koi odTdg Evvoeio Td
MOyo, €l 6 pn, AL’ ot kaBdmep Gv aipolo Koi TOUTO, Kol GMiTO TG
amdoog émouvécag téxvag O Eévog- Ti 88 1 mOMC 8¢’ @ pny Todg dArtnpiovg

Dudc Mpudéecshon Mpoéeitar tdv £avthg motdv;

From Prodromos’ humorous attack, it is clear that he makes a distinction between
theoretical arts or sciences on the one hand, and productive arts such as s statuary, stone-
carving, masonry, and leather tanning, on the other. In the numerous scholia on Dionysius
Thrax’s (c. 170-90 BCE) The Art of Grammar, we learn that the most scholiasts
differentiate between theoretical (6swpntikn), practical (mpaktikny), productive (mromtikn),
and mixed (wwkrtn) types of arts. Thus, according to some of the scholiasts, the theoretical
arts comprise astronomy, arithmetic, geometry, and philosophy; the practical arts are
strategy, flute-playing, lyre-playing and dancing; the productive arts are sculpting,
shoemaking, architecture, smithery, and carpentry; and the mixed arts are medicine and its

139 prodromos, The Executioner or Doctor, (ed. Migliorini), pp. 54-55, 176-187.
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sister, grammar.'*® This division of arts into theoretical, practical, and productive is
probably based on the Aristotelian classification of the sciences in the Topics.!*
Prodromos, familiar with the division of arts and sciences, was certainly aware that
medicine is usually placed among the mixed arts. However, as the inept doctors practice
the art of killing rather than medicine, their expertise is classified under the productive arts.

Similarly, like in the Philoplaton where a wannabe-philosopher was not only called
out for his philosophical ignorance, Prodromos's criticism in The Executioner or Doctor
goes beyond just questioning the medical expertise of his fictional opponent. Rather,
Prodromos also disparages his opponent for his fundamental shortcomings in constructing
coherent and persuasive rhetorical arguments, as well as his philosophical ignorance. By

highlighting these deficiencies, Prodromos aims to discredit his opponent’s overall

intellectual authority and at the same time display his own.

1.3.4 The Ignorant or Self-Proclaimed Grammarian

In The Ignorant or Self-Proclaimed Grammarian, Prodromos’s examination offers a more
in-depth insight into his teaching of philosophy and its didactic criteria. In this work, he
again expresses concerns about the professional expertise of those who claimed to be
masters in their respective fields in various arts and sciences. Thus, for instance, Prodromos

says:

However, | could not agree with such a belief to such an extent that | could
neither easily call anyone a cobbler, even if a “Diomedean necessity” would
press upon me as | was being struck on the back with a sword, unless he

skillfully applied the cobbler’s knife and awl, and made shoes well, and

140 See Prolegomena Vossiana 2-3, 7; Scholiorum collectio Vaticana 110, 157; Scholiorum collectio Marciana
297, 300. Besides this division of arts, the scholia to the Art of Grammar mention two more. Thus one scholiast
informs us that Lucius Tarrhaeus differentiates causative (dmoteheouatiki) art into carpentry, smithery,
architecture, and the art of weaving; practical art (mpaxtikn) is divided according to movement: self-moving arts
such as dancing; antagonistic arts, such as wrestling, boxing, and fighting with heavy arms; aiming? arts, such as
rhetoric; methodical arts, such as hunting and fishing; service-rendering arts, such as driving and steering ships;
instrumental art (0pyovikny) is divided into wind-instruments like piping and trumpet playing, touch-instruments
as kithara-playing, and combined instruments such as flute-playing; and finally, theoretical art (Be@pnrtikn)
includes geometry and astronomy. Another scholiast gives the following classification: theoretical (Bewpnrtikn),
which includes astronomy and arithmeticl practical (zpaxtiki), among which are lyre-playing and dancing;
causative (amoteAeotikn]), which includes sculpture and architecture; and finally procuring (mepumomnrikn),
which incorporates hunting and fishing. See: Scholiorum collectio Vaticana, 110, 122-123.
141 Aristotle, Topics 145a15-16, 157a9-10.
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artfully sewed half-boots and small slippers.
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The famous “Diomedian necessity” originates from the tale of Diomedes and Odysseus
stealing the Palladium, the protective statue of Pallas Athena in Troy. According to
Zenobius’s collection of proverbs, the story unfolds as follows: While carrying the stolen
Palladium towards their ship, Odysseus, desiring sole credit for the theft, tried to kill
Diomedes, who was in front of him with the Palladium. However, Diomedes saw the shadow
of the sword in the moonlight, turned around, and overpowered Odysseus instead. He then
bound Odysseus’s hands and struck his back with a sword.#® With this proverb, Prodromos
emphasizes that by no means he would ever approve of someone who by vocation belongs
even to the lowest type of arts (i.e., practical), such as a cobbler, unless the expertise is
proven. The same goes, according to Prodromos, for professionals of other fields of practical
arts, such as boxers or wrestlers — they all would need to compete and prove their athletic
skills.}** The same demonstrated competence in his respective field is therefore required also
from the grammarian.

After a compelling rhetorical exposé in which Prodromos elaborates on the necessity
for the incompetent grammarian to be scrutinized, he implicitly invites himself to be the
grammarian’s examiner and proceeds to a full-fledged attack. Prodromos’s refutation is
focused on demonstrating that his opponent lacks the basic expertise that a good teacher of
grammar should possess. A grammarian’s main duties as a teacher are probably best reflected
in the above-mentioned The Art of Grammar by Dionysios Thrax, which defines grammar as
an experience and divides it into six parts: fluent reading in respect of prosody, interpretation
of poetical figures, explanation of dialectical peculiarities and allusions, discovery of

etymology, accurate account of grammatical regularities (analogies), and critical approach to

142 prodromos, The Ignorant or the Self-Proclaimed Grammarian, (ed. Migliorini), 30.39-43.

143 For detailed information about other sources and versions of the story, see the comments in Zenobius 111 8,
CPG 1, 59-60.

144 prodromos, The Ignorant or the Self-Proclaimed Grammarian, (ed. Migliorini) 29.46-51.
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poetical works.}* Thus, Prodromos, undoubtfully familiar with this work and its rich
commentary tradition, attacks his opponent for the inability to adequately grasp the proper
definition of the discipline, as well as his failure to fulfill at least two out of the six teaching
responsibilities of a good grammarian — to interpret etymologies and to have a critical
approach to poetry. He probably referred to these two skills as students were instructed in
them at the advanced stages of grammar learning.

The first argument goes as follows:

Perhaps you assume that there are two grammars — the one more incomplete
and the other more accomplished, and you hold the opinion that one is to be
called experience and the other art? Or do you bestow upon one both names,
as if art and experience were the same? However, neither would you, |
suppose, assume that art and experience are the same thing, nor would I
agree with your opinion if you did as long as | am listening to Aristotle, who
teaches that experience is born from many recollections, and that art
develops from this. I am afraid that | would fall into contradiction from
another point of view, too, assuming that the same thing does not and does
have rationality, if, knowing that experience is an irrational habit and
listening to Plato, who thinks that it is not appropriate to call an art that
which is irrational, | would identify experience and art as synonymous. So
there remains to assume that there are two grammars and apply one name to
the first one, and another [name] to the other one. Therefore, o admirable
man, one [that is, the art] is here with us and long is the line of the
grammarians who are named after it; the other you should discover yourself.
But I don’t believe you could, even if you were to endure countless toils,

unless you would like to call elementary grammar thus.

Eine yép pot mdc kai téqvnv 0 TtEYVOGOC TIOETOL TNV YPOUUATIKNY Koid
gumelpiav  avOig tavtmy Opileton; ITotepov dVo tTiOng elvai pot Tag
YPOLUOTIKOG, ATEAECTEPOY TE KOL TEAEMTEPAV, KOl TNV UEV Eumelpiav, TV 08

éxvmv ovopalestar agloic; "H kol duem didmg Kot [dg T OvouaTo, Mg

145 Dionysius Thrax, The Art of Grammar, trans. Thomas Davidson (St. Louise: R.P. Studley, 1874), 3-4. See
also: Browning, “Teachers,” 95-97; Robert Henry Robins, The Byzantine Grammarians: Their Place in History
(Berlin; New York: Mouton de Gruyter, 1993), 41-42.
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TaTod dvToC TEYVNG, Kol eumelpiag; ~AAAA TévNV HeV Kal éumelpiov ovTe
ob Tavtév, olpar, Osinc, odt’ &y® oot Evvleiumv Ospéve, péypic av
"Ap1oToTéAOVG AKOV®, K TOAMY HEV VUMV TV EUmElpioy YEVVDVTOG, €K
0¢ TN TV TéYVNV Tpofdiiovtog. Aédowka & kol GAA®G U AvTpdost
TEPMEGOVLOL, TO aOTO Kol un Exev AOyov Kai Eyetv T0épevog, simep Groyov
pev tpny myv gumeipiov €idag kol IMidtovog 8¢ dxovwv, un a&lodvrog
vV KoAelv O v dloyov 1, Emerta éumepiov koi téxvny todTiout.
Aginetan on ypoppotikag 600 Béuevov €kdtepov T®V OVOUATOV EKATEPQ
npocéyar. ‘H pév ovv pio o1t mov Koi map” Huiv, @ Bovpdote, Koi ToAdg O
€K TOOTNG TOPOVOUAGUEVOS TAV YPOUUOTIKAV Opuafog, v 0& dAAnv
gopiokolg ovTdc. "AAL’ 0K ot kdv popiov dvatiaing Tov képotov, &l un

oot gikov oDTm TV YpappoTIcTIKNV dvopdalsty. 46

In this passage, Prodromos obviously refers to the controversial definition of the art of
grammar given by Dionysios Thrax. Although he explains that the critical judgement of
poetry is “the noblest part of grammatical art,” he simultaneously argues that “grammar is the
experience of the things that are often said in the writings of poets and prose-writers.”4’
From Sextus Empiricus’s (2" century CE) treatise Against the Grammarians, as well as from
the commentaries on Dionysios Thrax’s The Art of Grammar, it can be seen that Hellenistic,
Late Antique and Byzantine grammarians tried to move away from this definition by
criticizing it, by explaining the reasoning behind it, or by proposing alternative solutions. For
many learned men, the problem with Dionysios’s definition was that, by defining grammar as

an “experience”, he called the “mother of rational arts an irrational practice.”*8

146 prodromos, The Ignorant or the Self-Proclaimed Grammarian, (ed. Migliorini),30-31.55-70.

147 Dionysius Thrax, The Art of Grammar, 3-4: Ipaupaticr] éottv éumeipio tdv mopd momtoic € Kai
oLYYpPaEedoy (¢ £ml TO mOAD Aeyouévov. See: Robins, The Byzantine Grammarians, 42; Minna Seppénen,
“Defining the Art of Grammar, Ancient Perceptions of I'pappoatic and Grammatica”, PhD Dissertation (Turku:
University of Turku 2014), 53; Alfons Wouters and Pierre Swiggers, ‘“Definitions of Grammar”, in Brill's
Companion to Ancient Greek Scholarship, vol. 1, ed. Franco Montanari, Stephanos Matthaios, and Antonios
Rengakos (Leiden; Boston: Brill, 2015), 523.

148 pProlegomena Vossiana 6: Méugovtar odv Tveg 1@ Atovusio, S Tl THV YPAUHOTIKTV dAoyov Tpifnyv
ékaleoe, TV mhong téxvng Aoywkils untépa. In Scholia in Dionysii Thracis Artem Grammaticam, ed. Alfred
Hilgard (Lipsiae: In aedibus B.G. Teubneri, 1901), 6. The first person to object to this definition, according to
Sextus Empiricus, was Ptolemy the Peripatetic, who argued that “experience” is irrational and non-expert
practice, and as such cannot be said of the grammar which is an art. However, Sextus Empiricus offers an
alternative view on Dionysios’s definition and explains that “experience of the things said in poets and writers”
probably meant that the grammarian should be “someone of broad knowledge and learning.” Sextus Empiricus
also gives an account on the objections to Dionysios and the alternative definitions given by Asclepiades of
Myrlea, Chaeris, and Demetrius Chlorus. All these grammarians define grammar as an art. Sextus Empiricus,
“Against the Grammarians”, in Sextus Empiricus, Against Professors, trans. R. G. Bury (Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press, 1949) 35-53.
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In order to gain a better sense of why Dionysios’s definition was problematic, and of
how Prodromos’s position fits into the broader tradition of the understanding of grammatical
art, it is important to provide a general framework on how the majority of scholiasts on The
Art of Grammar classified and defined grammar. Thus, before explicating Dionysios’s
definition, certain scholiasts differentiate between experiment (meipa), experience (éumeipion),
art or expertise (téyvn), and science (émotiun).}*® With a few exceptions, most of the
scholiasts agree that grammar is to be defined as an art and not as an experiment, experience,
or science. Another important classification that we find in many scholiasts, as was already
mentioned, is the differentiation between theoretical (Bswpntikn), practical (mpoxtikn),
productive (momtwkn}), and mixed (piktn) types of arts. Most scholiasts classify grammar as a
mixed art, because it combines all three, or at least the theoretical and practical types of art.*>
This view of grammar as a mixed art is also evident when some scholiasts define grammar
either as a theoretical and practical skill in knowledge of the texts of the poets and prose
writers, or as a theoretical and practical skill that teaches us to speak and write well.*®! In this
way, they avoid using the controversial term “experience” from Dionysios’s definition. Only
one scholiast objects to this view and argues that grammar is neither mixed nor practical, but
only theoretical. This is because it is not the grammar that corrects the accents, aspirations,
and punctuation, but the practitioner of the art — the grammarian.*?

From Prodromos’s criticism of his fictional opponent, it is evident not only that he is
well-acquainted with this issue, but also that he clearly states his position within the
mainstream tradition when he identifies himself with “the long line of grammarians” who
define grammar as an art and not as an experience. But unlike the scholiasts, who just state
what the difference between an experience, an art and a science is, Prodromos summons to
his aid the authority of Aristotle and Plato and explain where this differentiation comes from.

Thus, he refers to Aristotle’s position in the Metaphysics, where it is argued that art and

149 According to scholiasts, meipa is an irrational experience which happens only once or twice, uneipia is also
an irrational experience of a certain thing which occurs many times, téyvn is “a system of perceptions organized
for some goal advantageous in life,” and émiotiun is unchangeable and infallible. Furthermore, neipa leads to
gunepia, umeipio to téyvn and t€xvn to émotiun. “Prolegomena Vossiana,” 8-1. See also, “Commentarius
Melampodis Seu Diomedis,” in Scholia in Dionysii Thracis Artem Grammaticam, ed. Alfred Hilgard, (Lipsiae:
In aedibus B.G. Teubneri, 1901), 11; “Scholiorum collectio Vaticana,” Ibid. 112-113, 162; and “Scholiorum
collectio Marciana,” Ibid. 298.

150 See: “Prolegomena Vossiana,” 2-3, 7; “Scholiorum collectio Vaticana,” 110, 157; “Scholiorum collectio
Marciana,” 297, 300.

B Ppappaticy oty EE1g BempnTikn Kol TpoKTIKn TdV mopd TomToic 1€ Koi cvyypagedot... (Grammar is a
theoretical and practical skill in knowledge of the texts of the poets and prose-writers...). See: “Prolegomena
Vossiana,” 3; “Scholiorum collectio Vaticana,” 119; “Scholiorum collectio Marciana,” 297, 300 ““E&ig
BempnTiKT Kol TPOKTIKY, TO €0 AEyely Kai TO €D ypagey Sidokovoa Nudc ...” (Theoretical and practical skill
that teaches us to speak and write well...). Scholiorum collectio Marciana 300.

152 Scholiorum collectio Vaticana 123.
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science are acquired through experience, which in turn derives from many memories of the
same thing, and to Plato’s Gorgias, which argues that experience is irrational practice and
therefore cannot be regarded as an art, as art is rational by definition.**3

Although almost all commentators mentioned the traditional objection to éuneipio and
defined grammar as an art, some of the scholiasts justified Dionysios’s definition to a certain
extent and explained the reasoning behind it. Only one of the scholiasts openly defended
Dionysios and argued that people who object to his definition are ignorant, because
experience comes from the practical aspect of grammar, which is classified as a mixed art.1>
Others simply transmit the traditional justifications of those who defend Dionysios by giving
a similar explanation that grammar does not always rely on reason, but also on experience in
the works of poets and prose writers.'® Furthermore, probably drawing on Sextus Empiricus,
they point out that Dionysios actually uses the term “experience” instead of knowledge.>®
According to one scholiast, for instance, it is because some medical practitioners are called
“experienced” that the term “experience” is transferred by mistake to grammar, while
according to another, Dionysios just wanted to make the definition simpler for beginners.’
And finally, one commentator argues that for Dionysios “experience” does not bear the
meaning of irrational practice but is synonymous with “art”, because he employs both terms
interchangeably.'®®

While denigrating the inept grammarian for his lack of basic theoretical knowledge
about the problematic definition of Dionysios, Prodromos seems to be particularly annoyed
by two matters. One of them is concerned with the understanding of “experience” and “art”
as synonyms, which would imply the logical inconsistency of one thing being both rational
and irrational at the same time. But was this inability of an incompetent grammarian to
properly understand the term “experience” from Dionysios’s definition an exception, or was
it a recurring issue among Byzantine teachers of grammar? For instance, in one Byzantine
commentary on The Art of Grammar, an anonymous Christian scholiast explains, among
other things, that experience is sometimes called irrational and sometimes rational
knowledge, and that Dionysius uses the term “experience” in a rational sense when he defines

grammar.t®® This explanation is unique, as we do not have any comparable examples in any

153 Aristotle, Metaphysics, 980026-981b13.

154 «Scholiorum collectio Vaticana,” 167.

155 1pid. 165-166.

156 “Prolegomena Vossiana”, 6,7; Sextus Empiricus, “Against the Grammarians”, 39.

157 «“Commentarius Melampodis seu Diomedis,” 10-11; “Scholiorum collectio Vaticana,” 167.
158 «“Scholiorum collectio Marciana,” 300.

159 «“Commentariolus Byzantinus,” 566.
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of the other preserved commentaries on The Art of Grammar. Since this commentary has
been preserved in more than a dozen manuscripts (the oldest one derives from before the
tenth century), it might be the case that it was a popular explanatory manual among teachers
of grammar who did not possess the higher knowledge of philosophy to bring into question
this understanding of “experience” as both rational and irrational.'®® Even if Prodromos’s
attack was not directed against any particular rival teacher, he may have wanted to point out a
burning issue in the Byzantine educational system — underqualified teachers of grammar, or
rather the way in which teaching practice was predominantly conducted in his time.

Another matter is brought up when Prodromos sarcastically refers to the possibility
that his opponent might be assuming that there are two types of grammar, one more imperfect
and to be understood as an experience, the other more perfect and to be taken as an art. This
differentiation bears close resemblance to the one that is made by Philo of Alexandria (c. 20
BCE-c. 50 CE). According to him, the imperfect grammar, which some people wrongly call
grammatistica (ypappatiotikn), covers basic reading and writing skills, while the more
perfect grammar deals with poetical and historical works. However, Philo does not refer to
any of these as an empirical practice and also emphizises the importance of philosophical
knowledge for practicing grammar. Thus, those who are not equipped with proper
philosophical knowledge, when dealing with the parts of speech, they often make mistakes.

Similarly, Prodromos also emphasizes the importance of philosophical education for
teaching the art of grammar at the advanced level. This is particularly reflected in
Prodromos’s second point of criticism that revolves around the inability of his adversary to

use etymology properly:

[...] how come that according to you, dotard, the name Xenophon could be
derived from foreign lands in which your ancient [author] was killed? Was
he killed because he is called thus? Or is he called so because he was killed?

If the first is the case, then those who have given the name to the man are

160 «praefatio”, in Scholia in Dionysii Thracis Artem Grammaticam, ed. Alfred Hilgard (Lipsiae: In aedibus B.G.
Teubneri, 1901), XXXVII-XLI.

161 Philo, De Congressu Eruditionis Gratia 147-150 ed. P. Wendland....: T ye pfv ypa@etv xoi GvayvdoKew
YPOUUOTIKTG TG ATEAECTEPOG EMAYYEALLD, TV TOPATPETOVTEG TIVEG YPAULOTICTIKTV KAAODGL, THG 0€ TEAELD TEPOG
avamtuélg tdv Topd momtaig te Kol cvyypagedow. (“.Writing and and reading is the subject of this more
imperfect grammar, which some people wrongly call grammatistica .....). Philo, “De Congressu Eruditionis
Gratia”, in Philonis Alexandrini Opera quae Supersunt, ed. P. Wendland, vol. 3 (Berlin: Reimer, 1898). This
differentiation, also understood as the distinction between old and new, as well as small and great grammar, was
also mentioned by scholiasts and Sextus Empiricus. Seppénen, “Defining the Art of Grammar”, 3. However, it is
important to emphasize that none of them refers to incomplete, small, or old grammar as an experience.
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misanthropes, if because of this he had to be killed on foreign soil; or they
give evidence of their shortage of names so that they had left aside Diomede,
Pherecydes, Themistocles, Pericles, Aristodemus, Alcinous, and many other
honorable names, and they came across this most ominous name of
Xenophon. If, however, he is called so because he was killed, it escapes my
notice how he could have been killed first, and [only] then born and named.
On the other hand, | notice many other Xenophons, unless | am encountering
the books in my dreams, who paid their dues neither abroad, nor violently.
Therefore, one must either kill them, or not deem it correct to call them
Xenophons, so that it may not happen that the true etymology is refuted. But
the grammarian (1@ teyvik®d) should not give occasion for being rebuked on
account of this - as he was appointed to indicate models and explanations of
etymologies, rather than to philosophize about them in a more accomplished

manner.162

[...] mdc ék TOD v EEvolg poveveahal TOmolg O Ecvop®dV MTOHOAOYHON TdD
nadol® oov; I[lotepov yap 0T kékintar oVtw, mepovevtor, "H 61011
nePdveLTOl, KEKANTOL, €l pEv 10 mpdrtov, edvipomotl ol T avlpoOT® TO
dvopa Bépevot, €1 S Todto pHEALOL povevesbot &m’ dAAOdAmiC: 1 TocaHTNV
€0VTOIC TAV OVOUATOV TEVIOV TPOCEUAPTIPAVTO, O ElOKEVOL HEV TOV
Aopndm, tov Oepekdon, Tov Ogiotokiéa, Tov [epkdéa, tov Aptotddnpov,
10V Alkivoov, kai 6ca dAho T®V OVOUATOV GEUVE, €L TO OLGENUOTUTOV OL
100710 KoTnVInKéEvar tOvV Egvoedvta. Ei 68 510t mepovevtor KEKANTOL,
AavOAVEL TPOTOV KTIVWOLEVOC KQTO TIKTONEVOS, Kai ovopalouevos. Eyo 8¢
Kol Eevoedvtag povldve mhvv moAAovg, &1 un ovelpo 1oig Piiiolg
gpiomut, unte én’ dAAodamhg, UNte Proimg TO XPEDV ATOAEAEITOVPYNKOTAG;
dote §| agaipetéov €keivoug 1 O Ovopo pnde Egvoedvtag KoAeicOot
a&lotéov, tva un tov Etvpov kol aAnbéa Adyov cuuPty dtayevdechat. “AALA
™ TeYVIK® p&v Mrtov av S tadta koi Smtiumtéov: TOMOLS | YOp
VTOSEIKVOELY LOVOUG ETVHOAOYIDY Kol EUPACELS TOVT® TPOEKELTO, OV HEVTOL

(PILOCOPETY TTEPL TOVTOV TA. TEAEMTOTOL.

162 prodromos, The Ignorant or the Self-Proclaimed Grammarian, (ed. Migliorini), 31.74-90.
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Generally speaking, according to the scholiasts on Dionysius Thrax, the main task of
etymology was to discover the true meaning of the word and to provide an immediate
explanation for it.1%3 Ancient etymology, as Ineke Sluiter explains, was quite different from
modern etymology. While modern etymology is focused on phonology and historical changes
of word forms, ancient etymology is concerned with semantics and finding the reason of why
things are named in the way they are. Ancient etymological discourse is concerned with
causality, motivation, and explanation. Although ancient and medieval etymological practices
aspired to trace the meaning of the word, it was still possible for several different etymologies
to co-occur and be valid, as they would be explaining different aspects of the same word.
These etymological explanations were often based on a phonetic link between the word in
question and the phrase used to expound this word.'®* Thus, according to the Etymologicum
Magnum, which was probably compiled c. 1150 in Constantinople, the name Xenophon
consists of two parts: Eévoc (foreigner) and @aive (to radiate).'®® However, in some other
lexica, such as that of Pseudo-Zonaras, the Etymologicum Gudianum, and the Lexicon artis
grammaticae, it is said that the name Xenophon derives from &évog (foreigner) and @dvog
(murder).16®

It might be the case that Prodromos was irritated by the etymology of the name
Xenophon provided in these lexica, or, perhaps it is more accurate to say, followed by a
bunch of teachers. However, the key target of Prodromos’s criticism is the inability of the
anonymous grammatikos to properly conduct philosophical discussion on etymology. As
Prodromos’s inept grammatikos can only give a glimpse into models and the outward
appearance of etymologies, he should restrain from philosophize about them in a more
accomplished manner.’®’ In this way it is clear that Prodromos’s adversary is not merely
criticized for being an inept grammarian, but rather because his expertise does not go beyond

the basic scope of grammar and thus lacks more advanced philosophical knowledge.

163 Robins, The Byzantine Grammarians: Their Place in History, 47; “Commentarius Melampodis seu
Diomedis,” 14; “Scholiorum collectio Vaticana,” 169; “Scholiorum collectio Marciana,” 303; “Scholiorum
collectio Londinensis,” 470; “Commentariolus Byzantinus,” 568.

164 Tneke Sluiter, “Ancient Etymology: A Tool for Thinking,” in Brill’s Companion to Ancient Greek
Scholarship, ed. Franco Montanari, Stephanos Matthaios, and Antonios Rengakos, vol. 2 (Leiden: Brill, 2015),
896-922, 898-893.

15Zgvopdv, mapd 10 EEvog kol 10 @aivo, 0 &v toig E&volg TOmOIG QavOuEVOG: Kol Anuo@av, 6 &v Td dMum
@owopevog kai ta Opoto Oopoiwg:  T. Gaisford (ed) Etymologicum Magnum, 610.8-30, Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1848 (repr. Amsterdam: Hakkert, 1967),

166 ps.-Zonaras, Lexicon 1416.5: Zevopdv. kvprov. mapd 10 EEvog koi 1O @O6vog. O &v Toig EEvolg TOmOoLC
POVELOLEVOC:;“Eevoe®dV, 0 €v 1oig Eévolg vipwv, todT’ Eotiv edyopevog: 1| 0 €v tolg &EEvolg TOmOIg
@ovevopevog”: Etymologicum Gudianum 415.10.

167 Theodore Prodromos, The Ignorant of Self-Proclaimed Grammarian, 31.87-89.
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In this passage, Prodromos also makes a playful reference to Plato’s Cratylus, in
which Plato discusses and mocks different etymological approaches. One position is
presented by Hermogenes, who thinks that names are assigned according to custom and that
there is no direct connection between the nature of things and their names. According to
Cratylus, conversely, all names derived from a divine name giver and indicate the true nature
of the thing named. Things or persons whose names are improperly assigned do not have the
right to have that name. Socrates takes a middle position and argues that original names have
divine origin, but that they may alter over the time. He also claims that names can be given
either correctly, in which case they indicate the true nature of the thing, or incorrectly, when a
true nature is not necessarily signified by the name.®® In his The Ignorant or Self-Proclaimed
Grammarian, Prodromos seems to mock both Cratylus’s position and the etymological
practice of his adversary, when he underlines that he is aware of many persons named
Xenophon who died neither abroad nor violently. For that reason, one has to either remove
their name or consider them unworthy to be called Xenophon in order to escape logical
inconsistency.®® It goes without doubt that Prodromos used these references not simply to
mock an ignorant grammarian and entertain his audience, but also to use the opportunity to
show off his own learning.

Prodromos’s concern with etymological practice is also attested in For the Color
Green, where he criticizes the unnamed scholar for being incapable to conduct etymological

interpretation properly:

So, we have said and demonstrated — and perhaps correctly! — that you,
suffering from some unknown madness, tried to accuse the color purple-red
in that you derived it etymologically from murder, unaware of the fact that it
is possible to give an alternative etymology and claim that it derives from the
word “to radiate”, since it is of the most radiant kind of appearance, and thus

you have perverted the entire discourse.

OVt pév Muiv mepl tovTev gipntal te kol dnonéeavtol kol 0pode iowe, ovL
8 ovk o010 6t mabav, @ Gvlpone, T T QOWIKODV SraPdAierv

gmiceyeipnkoc, oig £k Tod POVOL NTLHOAGYNKAC, 1T EI8MOC Tt Suvarai Tic Kai

188 George A. Kennedy, “Language and Meaning in Archaic and Classical Greece,” in The Cambridge History
of Literary Criticism, vol. 1, ed. George A. Kennedy (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2008) 86-87.
169 prodromos, The Ignorant or Self-Proclaimed Grammarian, (ed. Migliorini) 31.83-87.
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GVTETVUOAOYETV aDTO €K TOD Qaivelv d1d TO PavoTaTOoV THG LOPETIC, Kol TOV

drov Aoyov KatepetdArevcog.t©

The ridiculing of the idea that “red” (@owwodv) could be derived from murder (@dvog),
resembles Prodromos’s etymological concerns expressed in The Ignorant.

Finally, Prodromos rebukes the inept grammatikos for his inability to provide proper
critical assessment of poems, which is the most important task of a grammarian. Prodromos
mockingly interrogates the incompetent teacher about which of the poets he prefers the most.
His adversary would only seemingly give the correct answer, if he says that he endorses
Homer above all other poets as the wisest, and then Hesiod after him. For Prodromos this was
apparently a trick question, as he instantly refutes this stance. He explains that Homer is
useless because according to Plato, young people should not be instructed in Homeric poetry,
which is full of various kinds of wicked images, and that Hesiod’s Works and Days are more
advantageous for farmers and sailors, who are not even able to understand them, rather than
for teachers.!"

According to Dionysios Thrax, the critical assessment of poems “is the noblest part of
grammatical art”.'’2 However, as Dionysios does not specifically explain what critical
assessment of poems entails, we must turn again to the commentary tradition for further
clarification in order to better understand the basis of Prodromos’s criticism. According to
most scholiasts, the critical assessment of poems is the key part of the grammatical art,
because it requires in-depth knowledge of all previous parts of grammar.'’® It is expected
from a grammarian not to assess the literary quality of poems, but rather to evaluate them as a
craftsman in the art of grammar based on words, meter, history, form, composition, proper
meaning, arrangement, order, and disposition. Therefore, as the grammarian is not a poet, he
needs to refrain from any kind of aesthetical literary criticism and to be able, above all, to
discern forgeries from authentic poems. For scholiasts, this was apparently the main role of
the grammarian, as well as the greatest concern, as many counterfeit works circulated under
the name of famous authors.™

Critical assessment was not limited to poetry alone, but also to works written in prose.

For instance, some scholiasts indicate that grammarians are also versed in prose writers.

170 prodromos, To the Caesar or For the Color Green, (ed. trans. Cullhed), 384-387.

111 prodromos, The Ignorant or Self-Proclaimed Grammarian, (ed. Migliorini), 31-32.95-118.

172 Dionysius Thrax, Art of Grammar, 4.

173 “Commentarius Melampodis Seu Diomedis,” 15; “Scholia Vaticana”, 161, 169; “Scholia Londinensia”, 472.
174 «Scholia Marciana”, 303-304; “Scholia Londinensia”, 471-472; “Commentariolus Byzantinus”, 568.
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However, they assessed texts in respect of their expertise in grammar and not in respect of
more complex matters, such as Platonic doctrine or political issues.!” Furthermore, it is
worth mentioning that some scholiasts differentiate critical assessment from the comparison.
While it is not clearly specified whether comparison is also one of the duties of grammarian,
and what methods in particular the comparison would include, it is emphasized that one has
first to know how to critically assess poems before being enabled to conduct comparison.’®
Taking all this into consideration, Prodromos’s disapproval of the inept grammarian
on the basis of the critical evaluation of poems becomes even more peculiar. First of all,
Prodromos invites his adversary to make a comparison and to choose the wisest and the most
useful poets in which he will train young students. The obvious answers are definitely first
Homer and then Hesiod. Their works, especially the epics of Homer, represented a kind of
grammatical inventory for instructors and therefore were mostly used in teaching practice.!’’
However, it seems that Prodromos is not really satisfied with the supposed answers given by
his inept grammarian. But does Prodromos really disapprove of using Homer and Hesiod in
the school curriculum? Did he want to change the Byzantine educational system? Although
this cannot be excluded, it is indeed quite hard to assume this, as Prodromos frequently boasts
of his familiarity with their works and quotes both Homer and Hesiod for rhetorical purposes
in his own texts. Most likely, he strives to demonstrate that his grammarian is incapable of
explaining why these two classical authors are important to be taught to students.
Furthermore, for Prodromos one cannot be a grammarian without being previously
well-instructed oneself. He advises the incompetent teacher to work actively on gaining
knowledge — to start from the basics and to improve gradually, until he is able to seize the
fortress of grammar (Vv TH¢ YPOUUOTIKTG KaTOAAPNG dkpdmoAiv). Prodromos also makes a
brief reference to Hesiod’s Works and Days by saying that gods put sweat before virtue and
mockingly argues that while Hesiod was made wise by the Muses by being granted a laurel
wand, it would only be just if an inept grammarian would be struck with a thick pomegranate
stick because of his stupidity.1’® Although this advice resembles an excerpt from Lucian’s
Professor of Public Speaking, it is striking that another twelfth-century Byzantine author had
similar remarks regarding learning and teaching grammar. John Tzetzes employs the same

ethical topos from Hesiod to emphasize the necessity of laborious work and describes in

175 «“Scholia Marciana”, 301; “Scholia Londinensia”, 448.

176 «Scholia Marciana”, 303; “Scholia Londinensia”, 471.

17 Browning, “Teachers”, 96-98.

178 Prodromos, The Ignorant or the Self-Proclaimed Grammarian, (ed. Migliorini), 32-33.117-123, 131-136;
Lucian, A Professor of Public Speaking, 135-45.
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detail the toilsome and painful road to be followed by the one who strives to master grammar.
Tzetzes, like Prodromos, often expressed his dissatisfaction with the teaching practice of less
qualified contemporaries.!” Although this might point to a widespread issue in the Byzantine
teaching practice, at the same time, these complaints conveniently served these Byzantine
intellectuals to promote their own teaching abilities and authority.

The basis on which Prodromos requests his grammarian to make a critical assessment
IS surprising, since most of the scholiasts agree that the grammarian should not conduct
literary criticism and assess which author or poem is better, but rather focus on characteristics
of language and composition to determine the authenticity of poems. Was he mocking inept
grammarians, because they did not even understand that they should possess this kind of
knowledge, or was he challenging the traditional role of the grammarian? | am prone to
believe that the second is the case. For Prodromos, it was not enough for a good grammarian
to have a superficial understanding of language and forms; rather, a grammarian required in-
depth knowledge of matters beyond the scope of grammar. This supposition might also be
corroborated by Prodromos’s sarcastic comment that the inept grammarian is “appointed to
indicate the forms alone and meanings of etymologies, and not, however, to philosophize
about them in a more accomplished manner” (tOmovg 7§ YOp VTOSEKVIEW UOVOLG
ETUUOAOYIDV KOl EUQACELS TOVT® TPOEKEITO, OV HEVIOL QGIAOGOPETV TEPL TOVT®V TA
tededtata).® It seems that to a certain extent Prodromos’s stance aligns with Sextus
Empiricus, according to whom grammarians are not capable of conducting proper critical
assessment of poetry and prose, as they are not specialists in any of the fields in which these
works are produced, such as mathematics, music, physics, or medicine.*®! However, while for
Sextus Empiricus all grammarians are too incompetent to have any deeper understanding of
other disciplines, Prodromos’s negative evaluation was restricted to a limited group of
incompetent grammarians, or rather to how grammar was taught in his time.

When writing this piece, Prodromos may have had in mind a particular teacher,
perhaps the same person whom he attacked on the basis of his understanding of colors in For
the Color Green. However, as there is no evidence that can corroborate this, it can be rather
speculated that the incompetent grammarian was a prototype for an entire group of
incompetent educators to which this invective could be easily extended. Based on

Prodromos’s refutation, he challenges the traditional role of the good grammarian, which

179 |ucian, A Professor of Public Speaking, 135-45; Baukje van den Berg, “John Tzetzes as Didactic Poet and
Learned Grammarian,” 295-301.

180 Prodromos, The Ignorant or Self-Proclaimed Grammarian, (ed. Migliorini), 31.74-90.

181 Sextus Empiricus, Against the Grammarians, 172-173.
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should not be assumed by his contemporary teachers. Even though the scholiasts on
Dionysius Thrax argue that the grammar teacher should not assess poems as a literary critic,
for Prodromos he should. The commentary tradition does not expect a grammarian to be
versed in Platonic and Aristotelian philosophy; at the same time, for Prodromos this is a
must. For Sextus Empiricus, all grammar teachers are incompetent in matters that go beyond
basic grammatical skills, while for Prodromos this is not the case. Based on his arguments, it
seems that Prodromos implicitly presents himself as a role model of the excellent teacher.
The line between the grammarian and the philosopher seems to be blurred and
therefore, the excellent grammarian has to possess also higher philosophical erudition to
provide the best possible education for his students. However, this is not the case only for the
grammarian. As we have seen, the ideal philosopher should also be able to read the text aloud
according to the rules of prosody. He should also be competent in rhetoric and, when
composing arguments, be careful as to how he employs quotations from various poets. The
same goes for the unskilled doctor. Besides obviously necessary practical and theoretical
knowledge of medicine, a good doctor must demonstrate his rhetorical mastery by correct
usage of quotations from poets and writers. Prodromos also expects a good doctor to be
familiar and versed in more complex philosophical teaching. Based on the attacks of
incompetent professionals in these works, it can be seen that Prodromos expects them to go

beyond their expertise in specific disciplines and display overall erudition.

1.3.5 For the Color Green

The treatise To the Caesar or For the Color Green represents a critique of a written piece
about colors authored by one of Prodromos's contemporaries. As previously mentioned, the
text is addressed to an unnamed Caesar, likely Nikephoros Bryennios, the husband of Anna
Komnene. In terms of its invective tone and humorous style, it closely resembles three prose
invectives — Philoplaton, Ignorant or Self-Proclaimed Grammarian, and Executioner or
Doctor — which | have previously discussed. But unlike the other three prose invectives,
where attacks on incompetent individuals are more general, To the Caesar or For the Color
Green predominantly focuses on refuting a specific individual on a particular subject.

Right from the start, it is evident that Prodromos aims to distinguish himself from
those who previously discussed the matter, as their philosophical approach may suffice for

ordinary people, whereas he chooses a different path. His intellectual reaction is triggered by
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an individual who praised the superiority of white and black over other colors, and more
broadly, against those who share this view. As a defender of truth, Prodromos addresses this
issue, even if it goes against the wishes of the Caesar, and humorously states that he will
advocate on behalf of the colors green and purple. Here, again we detect Prodromos intention
to differentiate between the “in-group” to which he belongs, and the “out-group” that he
wants to discredit.18?

In the initial argument, Prodromos explains that four colors — white (t0 Agvkov), black
(to pérav), red (to @owikodv), and green (to0 mpdowov) — clearly fall under the same
subordinate genus, which is color (10 ypdua) that further belongs to quality (mo1dv) — one of
the highest genera. The problem for Prodromos is that some learned men consider white
together with black as being “simple, elementary, and the cause of other” colors (amAodv Kai
oTOEIMOEG Kol Toilg BAAOLG aitiov), since it is through their mixture in different proportions
that the other colors are produced. '8 However, it seems that Prodromos’s opponent holds the
commonly accepted view that could be traced back to Aristotle and beyond. Thus, in
Aristotle’s Sense and Sensibilia, intermediate colors are described as a mixture of white and
black (ta ypopoata €k Aevkod kai pélavog pitemg éotv). The intermediate species between
white and black include most probably yellow ({avB0v), and certainly red (powvucodv), purple
(dAovpyov), green (mpdoivov), and dark blue (kvavodv). All other tertiary colors are mixed
from these. '8

A similar view on this matter can also be found in the work of Prodromos’s
contemporary, Michael of Ephesus (c. 1090-1055). In the commentary on pseudo-Aristotle’s
treatise On Colors, he explains that the author (whom he believed to be Aristotle), in his
theory of colors “does not seek the final cause, but their productive and material cause” (o0
el 10 TeEMKOV altiov AALN TV TOMTIKNV TOVTOV aitiov Kol Thv DAknv). Moreover, as he
explains, “there are only two simple colors” (8o To GmAd ivan ypodpata), white and black.
While all elements (i.e., earth, water, air, and fire) in themselves are white by nature (ta

otoyelo ko' avtd Tf) evoel Agvkd giowv), black belongs to their transformation into each

182 prodromos, To the Caesar or For the Color Green, (ed. trans. Cullhed), 380-381.

183 |bid. 380-381.

184 Aristotle, Sense and Sensibilia 442a12-25. Richard Sorabji also explains that the Greek words for color may
be used to indicate both the color and the hue. Therefore, “Aevicov” does not only mean “white”, but it could
also mean “light-colored” or “bright”, and “pélav”, besides black, can signify “dark-colored” or “dark”. Richard
Sorabji, “Aristotle, Mathematics, and Colour,” Classical Quarterly 22, no. 2 (1972): 293-308.
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other (16 6¢ péhav €v T Tpog dAnia tovtwv petaforii). All other colors arise from the
mixture of these two (td 8¢ dAAa Tévta Tf] ToVTOV pifet yiveohor). &

Prodromos, however, initially disputes this view. In response to the problem at hand,
Prodromos sarcastically presents three potential solutions to his opponent. First, he inquires if
his opponent aims to create a new principal genus that will be added to the existing ten
highest genera. But if this is the case, Prodromos mocks his adversary: “first of all [ am at a
loss concerning how this genus passed by the sharp mind of Aristotle, but was uncovered by
you” (amop® T TPATU TAS TNV APLoToTEAOVS OELTNTA TOPEADOV, DUTV YE AmekoAVEOT ToDTO
10 yévog). This solution also raises the issue of determining subaltern and specific species
within this new genus. Second, he considers whether his opponent assigns white and black to
a different genus, which is as ridiculous as the previous option. And finally, Prodromos
inquires if his adversary considers them to belong to the same genus together with other

colors. In Prodromos’s words:

But if you are sane enough to categorize color as a genus to which white and
the others belong: what demon persuaded you to accept that one member of a
genus is the cause of the others, whereas another is an effect, even though
philosophy initiates us into the realization that the advancement from a genus
to its many species is equal in degree? You accept that they belong to the

same genus but dishonor their equality in degree.

el 0¢ xol todto Téwg Eppopéveg €xete TOD VOODVTOG, TO TO YpDdUO
KOTNYOPEWV ®G Y€vog Kol Tod Agvkod kol T®V Al®v: Tig LHdg Suvémeioe
Soipov o pév tdv dpoyevdv aitiov givar, 0 8 aitioTdv ye dpuoloyely, kai
TadTa THS PAoGoPiac OUOTILOV vl HUGTAY®MYOVeTC THY £K TOD YEVOUG TOIG
€ldect mpofoinv; ol 8¢ kai avtol 16 e OpoyeveS Amodéyeabe kol Avpaiveche

] icoTyuiq- 188

Prodromos bases his counterargument primarily on Aristotle’s Categories. Simplicius, in his
commentary on this work, explains that for Aristotle, one thing is prior to another in five

ways: in terms of time (TOv xotd ypovov), nature (TOv katd eOoWV), order (TOV Kotd TAEWY),

185 Michael of Ephesus, Commentaries on De Coloribus, in Vasiliki Papari, “Der Kommentar des Michael von
Ephesos zur ps.-aristotelischen Schrift De coloribus / Ilepi ypopdrov. Editio princeps”, (Ph.D. diss., Universitét
Hamburg, 2013), 47-60, 47-48.

18 prodromos, To the Caesar or For the Color Green, (ed. trans. Cullhed), 380-381.
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capacity (tov xota 6vvouv), and cause (tov katd aitiov). Additionally, Aristotle identifies
three ways in which things can be simultaneous. Firstly, things can be simultaneous in terms
of time (Gua 8¢ katd tOv ypdvov). Secondly, things can be simultaneous by nature (épo i
evoe), if they reciprocate in terms of the implication of existence, as long as they are not the
cause of each other’s existence, such as some relatives like double and half. Finally,
simultaneous by nature are also co-ordinate species taken from the same genus (td €k 10D
avTod YEvoug avTdmpnuéva dAAAoLS), as they originate from the same division (T Kotd
v adTv dtaipectv), such as bird, beast, and fish.18

With this in mind, Prodromos argues that it is illogical to consider black and white,
which belong to the same genus as other colors, as their cause, since this implication would
suggest that black and white are prior to other colors. Nevertheless, Prodromos explains that
even if one is to accept that white belongs to the same genus as other colors and still is their
cause, this does not imply that white should be considered better than the other colors. For
instance, even though a house is made from bricks, no one would assume that bricks are more
valuable than the house. Also, although the earth as an element is part of the human being, it
is certainly not better than the human. Prodromos continues further in the same fashion and

says:

Indeed, if the lyre-player from Methymna could hold unconnected strings
and unconnected pegs with his hands, he would not produce much of a
melody. If, however, he would hold the composite object in his hands, “the
truly beautiful lyre,” as Homer puts it, he could perhaps even attract dolphins

with his melody, ride over the waves and be saved.

Kol yopddg pev poévog kol poévovg KoAAdPouvg eimep dva yeipag O €k
MnBvpvng B€ito KIBapmOdS, 00K v 0VOE TOAAOGTOV TL LEAOG TpONGETOL: €l
0¢ 10 &HvBetov peta yeipag AdPot, v mepikaAréa Kad’ ‘Ounpov kibBapry,
Thyo woi Ochpivag &AEel T pHel®Oly kol immdostor €9° VYpAV Kol

codnoeto.. 18

As discussed previously, Prodromos mentions Arion of Methymna in The Ignorant or the

Self-Proclaimed Grammarian. However, in this case, Prodromos uses this mythical figure to

187 Aristotle, Categories, 14b24-15a13; Simplicius, Commentaries on Categories, 421.
188 prodromos, To the Caesar or For the Color Green, (ed. trans. Cullhed), 382-383.
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support a different argument. It is tempting to assume that Prodromos here subtly draws an
analogy with Plato’s Phaedo. When Simias challenges Socrates’s argument on the
immortality of the soul, he likens the material, composite, and earthly body to a lyre and its
strings, and the soul to a harmony. He explains that just as the harmony ceases to exist when
the lyre and its strings are destroyed, so also the soul discontinues its existence when the
body dies.’® Though probably not agreeing with Simias’s stance, Prodromos seems to
employ this analogy to create a masterful metaphor about the most valuable composite thing
— the human being.

Prodromos acknowledges that black and white can be perceived as simple colors and
cause of other colors, but he does not support the idea that they should be esteemed above
composite colors. This perspective is evident in his second counterargument. He admires how
his opponent has ingeniously and philosophically organized the colors, placing white and
black at the extremes and green and purple in the middle. However, he rejects the notion that
white, and by extension black, should be praised for being extremities, as this would imply
that cowardice and audacity should also be celebrated for the same reason. %

The same arrangement of colors that Pordromos supports, as we have seen above, is
also found in Aristotle. This classification is based on the concept that white and black are
perceived as contraries (td €vavtia). According to Aristotle, contraries signify the greatest
difference that cannot be surpassed. Contraries must either fall under the same genus (e.g.,
white and black in terms of color), belong to opposite genera (e.g., justice and injustice in
moral virtues), or stand as genera themselves (e.g., good and bad). Contraries that must be
inherently present in the things they naturally occur in, such as odd and even in numbers, do
not have anything intermediate between them. Conversely, contraries that do not need to be
inherently present in the things they naturally occur in, like black and white in bodies, always
have something intermediate between them. When these contraries manifest in things capable
of embodying them, they can change from one into the other, as for instance, from white into
black and vice versa.'%

Furthermore, in the Metaphysics, Aristotle explains that the contraries that have
something intermediate between them change into each other through these intermediates.
For instance, “in colors if we are to pass from white to black, we shall come sooner to

crimson and gray than to black” (év ypopaoctv €i [jEet] €k Tod Agvkod gig 10 pélav, TpodTEPOV

189 Plato, Phaedo, 85e-86d.
190 prodromos, To the Caesar or For the Color Green, (ed. trans. Cullhed), 382-383.
191 Aristotle, Categories 12a1-25, 13a37-b11.
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fiéet €ig 10 eowvikodv kol eotov 7 €ig 10 pérav). Therefore, intermediates must belong to the
same genus as their contraries and “must be composed out of these contraries” (avdykn adtd
ovykeichar éx tovtev TV évavtiov).l®? Moreover, Aristotle adds, since each species is
derived from the genus and the constitutive differences, in the case of contrary species of the
same genus, their differentiae will be prior contraries. Thus, for example, the differentiae of
white and black — piercing (Siokpitikov) and compressing (cvykprtikdv) — are prior
contraries. But since intermediate species must be composed of the genus and certain
differentiae, these differentiae cannot be the primary contraries because every color would
then be either white and black, but differentiae that are intermediate between primary
contraries (e.g., piercing and compressing).3

Keeping in mind these two contrary differentiae of white and black, Prodromos
presents another counterargument again rooted in Aristotle’s teachings. He argues that it is
commonly acknowledged that the most aesthetically pleasing things are those that are
pleasurable to the senses. But this cannot be said in the case of white and black: “For the
former, i.e. white, dilates the eye, dissolves and scatters it, and the latter utterly contracts and
gathers it” (T0 pév yap drakpivel Ty dyv Kol dtayel kol okeddvvuot — TO Aevkov, TO € — 10
péAay — ouykpivel Kol ocvuvayetl mavranact). Prodromos argues that white and black not only
lack aesthetic appeal, but are also harmful to vision. Additionally, yellow (EovOov) and red
(powvikodv), which are close to white, as well as gray (¢aiov) and blue (kvavodv), which are
close to black, are also unpleasant to the eye. On the contrary, green (npdcivov), being the
color closest to the center and the most balanced blend of white and black, is considered by
Prodromos to be the most beautiful (kdAAotoév) and worthy (tipudtatov), closely followed
by purple (dhovpyov).t% In this way, Prodromos clearly aligns his views with Aristotle’s
arguments regarding sense perception as expressed in On the Soul. According to Aristotle,
the special perceptible things (idio aicOntd) — which are inherently perceptible and specific to
one sense — are most pleasing to the senses not in their pure and unmixed form, but when
they are in proportion and harmony. Extremes, such as overly bright or dark colors, can harm

the senses, while a harmonious blend of contrasting elements brings pleasure.1%

192 Aristotle, Metaphysics 1057a18-b5.

193 1bid., 1057b4-34.

19 prodromos, To the Caesar or For the Color Green, (ed. trans. Cullhed), 382-383.

195 Aristotle, On the Soul 426a27-b8. According to Aristotle, all perceptible things are divided into three types:
two are perceptible in themselves (kaB’ avtd) — special perceptibles (idio aicOntd) and common perceptibles
(xowa aicbntd), and one is incidentally perceptible (kotd cvpPefniog). Special perceptibles are those that
pertain to one sense, such as color to sight, sound to hearing, flavor to taste, or odor to smell. Common
perceptibles are those like movement, number, figure, and magnitude, which can be perceived by several
different senses. Accidental perceptibles occur, for instance, when we attribute a characteristic such as Socrates
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Through a continuous display of his extensive knowledge of Aristotle’s works,
Prodromos strategically works to discredit his rival’s familiarity with Aristotle and assert his
own intellectual superiority. This is particularly exemplified in Prodromos’s confrontation
with an unnamed opponent who wrongly asserts that the heaven is blue, the earth is black,

and water is white. Thus, he argues:

You who are so well versed in physics, answer me this much: Do you assign
a color to air or not? | believe that you do not, out of reverence for the man
you proclaim to be your teacher, Aristotle, who shows that it is devoid of all
color. If air — the body that surrounds us and is so liable to external influence
and change — is devoid of all color, it must be even more so with that
etherian body that is not liable to external influence. But even if we would
agree that heaven has a color, the most impossible of questions will arise: for
how can heaven, being a simple and completely non-composite body, not be
allotted a simple color, i.e. white or black, but the composite color blue? As
for my part, | would stoutly maintain that none of the simple bodies has

color: not fire, not water, not earth.

ATOKPIVOL YOOV Ol O QUGIKMOTATOG GV ¥PDUA dIOMG T® Aepim couaTt f
oOyi; GAL’ odk &v oilpoun Soing aidol Tod, Ov Siddokarov kopmblel,
Apiototéhovg, dypopdtictov eivar avto[v] dmogotvopévov. &1 8¢ dnp
aypoudtictov T mepl NUAG ToDTo GAOUA TO TaNTOV Kol GAAOLOTOV, TOAAD
A éov TO aiféplov ékelvo kol amabéc: AL’ €l kol kexpdobal Qoipey TOV
ovpavov, évtadbo TO amopdTaToV AVaKOYEL TOV (NTnUatOv: TOS Yop
amAodv o®dpa dv 0 o0pavog Kol AcVVOETOTOTOV oVY GmAoDV eilfyel kol
YPOU, TO AEVKOV TUYOV T| TO péAaVY, AAAG EHVOETOV TO KLAVEOV; DG EYdYE
008’ ALO 0VOEV TV ATA®DY cOUATOV KeypDohal dtatevoduatl: o Top, ovy

Hdwp, ov yijv.1%

After a clear exposition of his stance, Prodromos explains that his rival cannot base his

argument on a single verse from Homer, as the poet interchangeably uses various colors to

to a white object we see. Here, Socrates is incidental to the white perceptible object. Aristotle, On the Soul
418a7-25. See also: Aristotle, Sense and Sensibilia 442a16-17.
1% prodromos, To the Caesar or For the Color Green, (ed. trans. Cullhed), 382-385.
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describe the sea, such as “gray” (mdéiov), “black” (uéiav), and “murky” (fepocidéc). This
inconsistency in the choice of colors, according to Prodromos, either supports the idea that
water and air are colorless or suggests that water and air, being simple bodies, can receive
various hues such as “murky, violet, black, gray and all the other colors that can be gathered
from the rhapsody” (10 Nepoedéc, 10 i0e1déc, 0 péLav, TO TOAOV, Kol dALa dtTto OTOGa TG
paydiog £oTi petapépew).t’

Prodromos’s viewpoint on this matter is somewhat more clearly elaborated in one of
his other works. In his commentary on John of Damascus’s canon on the Holy Lights (ta
Ay Pdta), Prodromos explains why the Red Sea is referred to as black by the
hymnographer, even though black and red are different colors. According to Prodromos,
water, just like air, is colorless (aypoudrtiotov) and shapeless (doynudrtictov) by its own
nature (Kot pev v €ovtod evowv). However, when water is poured into vessels of a certain
shape and color, it takes on the shape and color of those vessels. For example, if water is
poured into a square blue vessel, it will appear blue and square, and if poured into a round
green vessel, it will appear green and round. Therefore, as Prodromos explains, the Red Sea
appears reddish on its surface and towards the shores due to the existence of red stones
beneath the waters. However, the seas deep inside themselves appear black due to lack of
visibility, since the depth does not allow sunlight to penetrate the seabed that might also be
covered by red rocks. This is why the entire sea and all the depths are commonly classified as
black, even if the material of the seabed is of different colors.'%

Prodromos’s argument in For the Color Green, as well as his overall understanding of
the colorless nature of air and water, is again heavily influenced by Aristotelian thought. In
On the Soul, Aristotle explains that air, water, and some other solid bodies are “transparent”
(dwpavég). Transparent things are those that are not visible in themselves, but owe their
visibility to the color of something else and thus they are colored accidently. Air and water

owe their transparency to “a certain inherent nature” (tig Vo1g évundpyovoa) that could also

197 |bid., 384-385.

1% Theodore Prodromos, Commentary on the Canons of Jerusalem and John of Damascus, 101, in Theodori
Prodromi Commentarios in Carmina Sacra Melodorum Cosmae Hierosolymitani et loannis Damasceni Ad
Fidem Codd. MSS. Primum Edidit: In Qvingvagesimum Sacerdotii Natalem Leonis XIlI Pont. Max, ed. Henrik
M. Stevenson (Romae: Bibliotheca Vaticana, 1888) A similar stance could be also found in Aristotle’s On
Generation of Animals (779b31-33), where Aristotle explains that the sea at its surface is light blue (yAowkov),
in the middle watery (0dat®dec), and at its bottom black (uéhav) and deep blue (kvavoedéc) due to its depth
(51x BaBoc). I owe this reference to Katerina lerodiakonou, “Aristotle and Alexander of Aphrodisias on Colour”
in The Parva Naturalia in Greek, Arabic and Latin Aristotelianism: Supplementing the Science of the Soul, ed.
Borje Bydén and Filip Radovic, vol. 17, Studies in the History of Philosophy of Mind (Cham: Springer
International Publishing, 2018), 77-90, 84.
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be found “in the upper eternal body” (v 1@ idi® T® édvo copott).’®® This theory is further
elaborated in Sense and Sensibilia, where Aristotle clarifies that light (p&c) is the inherent
nature of indeterminate bodies (d6piota) such as water and air, while color is inherently
present in determinate bodies (opiopéva). Thus, according to Aristotle, “air and water appear
to be colored” (paiveton 8¢ kai anp kol HVOwpP ypouatildueva) because they are indeterminate
bodies that participate in color accidentally, exhibiting varying hues that depend on viewing
distance and other underlying determinate objects.?®

In the argument discussed above, it can be seen how Prodromos employs Aristotle’s
teachings to challenge his opponent’s belief that heaven is blue, the earth black, and water
white. He entertains the notion that, theoretically, heaven, being a non-composite entity,
could possess a simple color like white or black. This stance likely reflects the prevailing
view held by Peripatetics after Aristotle and followed among Prodromos’s scholarly peers
such as Michael of Ephesus. As discussed above, Michael of Ephesus, in his commentary on
the Pseudo-Aristotelian treatise On Colors, asserts that the four elements — Earth, Water, Air,
and Fire — are inherently white, while black appears in the process of their transformation into
each other.?’* However, Prodromos diverges from this perspective by explicitly stating that
none of the four basic elements have an inherent color. This assertion is rooted in Aristotle’s
explanation in On Generation and Corruption, where Aristotle argues that black, white, and
consequently color in general, do not inherently belong to four fundamental elements.
Instead, four simple bodies are qualified only by two pairs of tangible contrary differentiae:
hot and cold, as well as dry and moist.?%2

The notion that simple bodies are colorless in themselves and that they only derive

their color accidentally is also evident in the following passage. After removing the blue tunic

19 Aristotle, On the Soul 418b4-9. This notion of transparency is further elaborated in Aristotle’s Sense and
Sensibilia (439a17-23), where Aristotle explains that transparency does not only belong to air and water, and
other bodies usually called transparent. Transparency is “a common nature and power, capable of no separate
existence of its own” (tig £ott Ko™ PHOIC Kal dVvauLG, | YoploTh uev ovk Eotiv) that resides not only in those
things usually called transparent, but in all bodies to greater or lesser degree. As lerodiakonou explains,
according to Alexander of Aphrodisias’s interpretation, Aristotle seems to differentiate here between two types
of transparency. In a narrower sense, a transparent object becomes visible because it allows light to pass through
to such an extent that the color of an object behind it can be observed. In a broader sense, an object is considered
transparent when it admits the light and partakes in a certain color. See Katerina Ierodiakonou, “Aristotle and
Alexander of Aphrodisias on Colour,” 81.

200 Aristotle, Sense and Sensibilia, 439a26-b14; lerodiakonou, “Aristotle and Alexander of Aphrodisias on
Colour”, 82.

21 Michael of Ephesus, Commentary on De Coloribus, 47-48; lerodiakonou, “Aristotle and Alexander of
Aphrodisias on Colour”, 87-89.

202 Aristotle, On Generation and Corruption, 329b6-16, 330a30-b7; Ierodiakonou, “Aristotle and Alexander of
Aphrodisias on Colour”, 87.
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from heaven with his argument, Prodromos proceeds to the next step — taking off the black

garment from earth put upon it by his rival:

Let me put it simply: do you want to remove this black garment that you put
on many-colored earth yourself, or do you prefer that | cut it up with the
blade of discourse and tear it off? Surely, you will take it off yourself. For
why would the mother of all things wear black, even if she were drunk out of

her mind?

Kol 10 SAov @dval, moavtodamnyv PovAel kol v Yyijv dmoddoar 6 mepiEdov
TOOTNV HEAQY YLITOVIOV, T MUETG ye TN ToD Adyou poyaipg eBdoavteg avtd
nePppNEOUEY; ATOSVOELS Ve TTAVTIOG OVTOC TL YOp KOl TETAPOVNKLIO 1)

ToppTop pelapgopnioet; 203

Prodromos argues that no one would assume that the earth is black considering the variety of
colors it displays. He mockingly wonders why anyone would need to use arguments and
words to prove something so self-evident. Additionally, Prodromos uses the natural process
of aging and decay, most likely inspired by Aristotle’s Generation of Animals, as an example
to discredit the supremacy of the color white. Thus, Prodromos explains that human hair and
facial features transform from vibrant colors, such as yellowish-red (mvppév), vermilion
(€pvOpdv), and scarlet (kékkivov) in youth, into ochre (oypdv) and white (Aevkdv) in old age
— a color that ultimately symbolizes the weakness of nature (dcOévnpo evcemg). The same
process can be seen in the case of corn — in its blossoming stage, the ear of corn is endowed
with a green color, while as it approaches the end of its lifecycle, it turns white.?%

Continuing in the same fashion, Prodromos focuses on the beauty and symbolic value
behind colors like green and red, as opposed to white. He points out how nature is enriched
with plants and fruits that come in a spectrum of green and red shades. Furthermore, he points
out how rubies and emeralds are emblematic of life and growth, while purple symbolizes the
highest rulership. Additionally, he argues that the surface of Earth is more aesthetically

203 prodromos, To the Caesar or For the Color Green, (ed. trans. Cullhed), 384-385.
204 prodromos, To the Caesar or For the Color Green, (ed. trans. Cullhed), 384-385; The whiteness as the
symbol of decay can also be found in Aristotle. See: Aristotle, On Generation of Animals, 784a23- 785a6.
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pleasing in spring when it is adorned with blooming herbs and plants, compared to the white
appearance it takes on in winter when covered in snow.2%

To the Caesar or For the Color Green is a treatise that embodies Prodromos’s unique
and unprecedented intellectual reaction to an individual who praised the superiority of white
and black over other colors. Through a masterful display of his knowledge of Aristotle’s
works, Prodromos aims to discredit his rival’s familiarity with Aristotle and assert his own
intellectual superiority. By employing a humorous tone and clever wordplay, Prodromos
refutes his opponent's views and presents a counterargument that are for the most part rooted
in Aristotle’s Categories, Sense and Sensibilia, On the Soul, Generation and Corruption.
Moreover, while Michael of Ephesus, a scholarly peer of Prodromos, wrote a commentary on
the Pseudo-Aristotelian treatise On Colors, Prodromos takes a different approach. Not only
does he not use this work, but he also rejects the mainstream Peripatetic views followed by
Michael of Ephesus. Instead, Prodromos closely follows Aristotle’s own works and argues
that none of the four basic elements have inherent color, diverging from the mainstream
Peripatetic tradition after Aristotle. Having in mind Michael of Ephesus philosophical and
exegetical activity, it could be tempting perhaps to assume that Prodromos’s criticism was
directed towards him. Yet, this is just a mere speculation as there is no other existing internal
textual evidence that can further corroborate this. Furthermore, since Prodromos addresses
his work to Caesar, we might also speculate that Prodromos’s intention to defend the truth

and the scientific inquiry is not entirely innocent, but served as a strategy to attract a possible

patron.

1.4 Cure and Punishment through Invective

The cure and punishment for Prodromos’s opponents is reflected in his examination
and vicious rhetorical attacks, in which stereotypical figures and rival professionals were
mocked and refuted. That this is the case is particularly evident from the following sentence
in The Executioner, or Doctor, with which Prodromos announces the examination process:
“But now I propose, as the saying goes, the fig-tree as aid, [that is to say], the rational
arguments against the one who is irrational” (NOv 8¢ dAlo v ovkivny, 6 ooy, TaOTNV
gmukovpiay TodC Adyove katd T dAdyov mpofdilopar).?% The expression “fig-tree as aid”

(ovkivn émwovpia) is proverbially used to designate something that is of weak or useless

205 prodromos, To the Caesar or For the Color Green, (ed. trans. Cullhed), 382-383.
206 prodromos, The Executioner or Doctor, (ed. Migliorini), 51.42-43.
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assistance. This understanding derives from the perception of the fig-tree as a feeble plant
that produces useless wood.??” In this context, Prodromos employs this proverb to imply that
his intelligent arguments against a non-intelligent doctor would be of little or no help for
curing his stupidity. From this, it is not difficult to conclude that Prodromos’s main intention
in his prose satirical invectives is not to genuinely help and enlighten his adversaries, but
rather to utterly denigrate them and expose their stupidity to public ridicule. The same can be
observed certainly in the case of his poem Against Barys, in which he denigrates his accuser,
as well as in For the Color Green, which systematically disparages his ignorant peer. This
kind of intellectual “remedy” allows Prodromos to display his own superiority, which
ultimately serves toward creating and maintaining a positive self-image.

Medical treatment in the form of rational arguments is also offered to our ignorant
Platonist. Prodromos heals the drunkenness and vomiting of the rhetorical syllogisms of his
opponent with intelligent reasoning. However, as a payment for his services, Prodromos
expects from his opponent not to insult Plato’s books anymore.2%® This expectation is clearly

stated in the concluding passage of Philoplaton:

You, my friend, have the full medical treatment, for by now your vomit has
been treated; so, pay me also my reward, pay for the cure, put down the book
from the hand, yes, in the name of fair voyage and swiftness of winds, put it
down. Should you not want to put it down, insult the book, even if in front of
many; but paraphrase the words of Homer, “in silence by yourself”, so that
Plato does not learn thereof. Plato by no means [will learn of it], because
long ago “his soul fleeting from his limbs went to Hades,” but rather one of
his more noble friends, who, utterly annoyed at this matter, will tear the book

from your hands and he will give you many fist-punches on the head.

améyeic, ® PIAOTNG, TV ioTpeiav, idM oot 6 Euetog tedepdmevtar, Amddoc pot
Kol 00 TOG TOV Hcov, amddog Ta iatpia, Katdbov ThHe xepoc to Pifiiov, vai,

® TpOC EVBMAOIY Kol Qopdv AvELmYV, KaTdOov- £l 8¢ ur Povroto katadécdan,

27 yokwov: dodevéc. koi mapowio: Zvkivn péyotpo, Gvii 100 cuko@dvtig. kai £tépa mopotpio: Tvkivn
gmkovpia, £l TAOV AVOPEADV. NUELG 0& 01 KAOMEVOL TNV GLKIVIV ETLKOVPINY, TOVG OTPUTIDTAS, TPOCIEYOUEVOL.
611 ukivn vade T0 gbteleg dnlot. kai {Ntet &v Td €yéveto kai Mavdpwve”: (Suda Lexicon 1324, line 4) | “Xvkivn
gmkovpio: avtl 100 AcOevg Kol AVOPEAS GmO PETaPOpPAS THG GLKHG 1 Yap ovKi yodvov euTov €0TL Kol
avoeerii EOla mowel”: Michael Apostolius, Collectio paroemiarum, 15. 81. 1 | “Zukivn Baxtnpio: koi- Zvkivn
gmucovpia: éni TV dobevddg Bonbovvtmv’: Macarius Chrysocephalus, Paroemiae, 7, 83, 2.

208 prodromos, Philoplaton, (ed. Migliorini), 71.98-105.
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KOV yoOv un €mi moAA®v, &voPpile t@® Pipiio, AL’ iva 0 ‘Ounpikov
Tapodom «owyf] €nl ogloy, tva un IAdtov ye modnton, 1 [MAdtov uev
0VOOUMG, TPO TOAAOD YOp aVT® 1 Yoy «€K pebéwv mrapévn, 'Atdog 6&
BePrixew, 2% 1@V 8& Tic yevvauotépav Etaipov antod, O¢ kol duoyepdvag &t
udAoto Tpog O mpdyua, O t€ PiAiov dmoomdcEl cov TAV XEPAV Kod

TOALODC KOTd KOPPNG KovdvAovg Evipiyeton.?tl

Prodromos assumes the role of doctor and healer of the learned society in twelfth-century
Byzantium by providing his opponent with medical treatment and offering the cure for his
intellectual state. Prodromos’s need to purify the intellectual circles of hypocrites and
incompetent professionals is perfectly reflected in this humorous passage. After delivering his
fierce invective, Prodromos expects that his opponent will be so humiliated that he will not
dare to insult the works of Plato with his ignorance, at least not publicly. In this way,
Prodromos seems to censure his opponent’s ability to teach and transmit his Platonic
(non)expertise within Constantinopolitan learned circles. Even though his opponent should
not be afraid of Plato, who could certainly not hear him, Prodromos warns him that he might

13

be heard by one of Plato’s “more noble friends” (tig yevvarotépav £taipov), i.e., by someone
more proficient in Platonic works, including Prodromos himself, and thus risks being
severely punished for his ignorance. Prodromos’s advice and punishment mirrors those
offered by Lucian in his Ignorant Book-Collector. Here Lucian also recommends the ignorant
book-collector not to offend the books by reading them, and also gives an example of how
once Demetrius the Cynic tore apart the book of an ignorant person, as this act was less
offensive towards the book than a foolish person reading it.?!*

Besides the healing offered through his learned refutations, which has been discussed
in the previous section, Prodromos also provides a more humorous medicine to the
incompetent professionals, especially in his three prose invectives. Thus, for instance, in The
Executioner or Doctor, he casts a curse upon them to fall into their own hands so that in this
way they might be destroyed swiftly (émapdpot adtoig dALo PEV 0VOEV TMV devdv, 1j Taig
cpdV Sautdv Eumecsiclar yepoiv).?t? Prodromos adds another curse and wishes that inept

doctors should die a wicked death, as they bestow sorrows upon people.?*®

209 Homer, Iliad 22.362.

210 prodromos, Philoplaton, (ed. Migliorini), 71.124-132.

211 ycian, The Ignorant Book Collector, 196-197.

212 prodromos, The Executioner or Doctor, (ed. Migliorini), 51-52.42-50.
213 |bid., 55.187-190.
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Prodromos utilized psogos to procure a positive self-image for himself and his close
circle of friends, while denigrating inept intellectuals. Thus, for instance, in The Ignorant or
Self-Proclaimed Grammarian, besides advising an incompetent teacher to climb the fortress

of grammar, starting from the basics, he sarcastically adds the following:

You, on the other hand, “may become water and land,” as your poet says, if
you are not already a mix of both, being made of clay when it comes to
grammar. After we have left you to think of yourself as you wish, we will

sing of another world hereafter.

AMAG oV pev BOwp Kol yaio YEVOl0 KAt TOV o0V oY, &l U €€ dugoiv ye
NN meevpacal, TAvog @V Ta ypappatikd. Huelg 8¢ oe mopévteg, vg Gv

£0€Anc SrovosicHon mepi conTod, BAAOV EviedBey kOGHOV deicopey. 2t

By citing a verse from Homer’s Iliad, Prodromos at the end of his work playfully casts a
verdict on his opponent to perish in oblivion.?'> But even this might not be possible, because
the incompetent grammarian is already so stupid that he is already made of clay. As
Prodromos indicated earlier in his text, his opponent is so ignorant that he stands silent to his
interrogation as a “statue of clay” (mqAtvoc avdpiac).?18

This kind of abusive humor, including physical violence and threats, was popular in
Byzantium. This is particularly evident, for instance, in the twelfth-century satire Timarion,
where a humorous fight occurs between John Italos and Diogenes the Cynic in the
underworld.?!” Although both Lucianic and Aristophanic influence can be detected in the
mechanisms of how Prodromos’s constructed abusive language in all his satirical works, it is
important to underline that these works exemplify a broader cultural phenomenon and shed
light on the comic sensibilities of Byzantine society. As noted by Lynda Garland, humor in
Byzantium often took on an abusive and insulting nature. To a modern reader, this particular
type of humor may come across as cruel and vulgar. Byzantines employed a wide array of
techniques, such as mockery, puns, anecdotes, violent threats, and personal insults, to infuse

humor into their lives. They reveled in poking fun at aspects like physical appearance,

214 Prodromos, The Ignorant or Self-Proclaimed Grammarian, (ed. Migliorini), 34.162-164.
215 Homer, Iliad 7.100.

216 prodromos, The Ignorant or the Self-Proclaimed Grammarian, line 93.

217 Timarion, trans. Barry Baldwin (Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1984), 72-74.
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lifestyle choices, intellectual ignorance, commonplace situations, accidents, foreigners, and
the ineptitude of government officials, intellectuals, and clergy alike.?8

Offering medical treatment and cures to the unnamed objects of ridicule, even if
brutal and violent, can be considered to be part of a universal satirical language. This is

particularly evident from Highet’s reflections on the differences between invective and satire:

The man who writes an invective would be delighted if, after delivering it, he
were told that his subject had been overwhelmed by shame and obloquy and
had retired into oblivion. [...] As for satire, the satirist always asserts that he
would be happy if he heard his victim had, in tears and self-abasement,
permanently reformed, but he would in fact be rather better pleased if the
fellow were pelted with garbage and ridden out of town on a rail. [...] The
purpose of invective and lampooning is to destroy an enemy. [...] The
purpose of satire is, through laughter and invective, to cure folly and to
punish evil; but if it does not achieve this purpose, it is content to jeer at folly

and to expose evil to bitter contempt.?%°

Based on the modern perception of satire and invective, it will not be easy to classify
Prodromos’s prose invectives in any of these two categories. Prodromos does indeed offer
cures for social folies and aims to punish evil, but his intention is rather sarcastic and abounds
in abusive language. As Marciniak explains, it is tricky to anachronistically apply modern
generic markers to Byzantine satirical works, since they might not work. The borderline
between invective and satire, taken in its modern sense, is often blurred in Byzantine satirical
production.?? Although Prodromos himself characterizes for instance The Executioner, or
Doctor as a psogos, these works are rather a fusion of satire and invective.??* A similar
conclusion can be drawn for For the Color Green. This piece is not simply a polemical
refutation of an intellectual stance and of a person who represents it, but involves abusive

elements of psogos and satire. This is also in tune with what Zagklas argues, as has been

218 Lynda Garland, ““‘And His Bald Head Shone Like a Full Moon ...”: an appreciation of the Byzantine sense of
humour as recorded in historical sources of the eleventh and twelfth Centuries,” Parergon 8, no. 1 (1990): 1-5,
25-28. See also: Floris Bernard, “Humor in Byzantine Letters of the Tenth to Twelfth Centuries: Some
Preliminary Remarks,” Dumbarton Oaks Papers 69 (2015): 179-196.

219 Gilbert Highet, The Anatomy of Satire (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1962), 155-156.

220 Marciniak, “The Art of Abuse: Satire and Invective in Byzantine Literature. A Preliminary Survey,” 358-
362.

221 prodromos, The Executioner or Doctor, (ed. Migliorini), 55.194-196.
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mentioned above, about Against Barys; instead of being seen as an independent psogos or
apologia, this work is a blend of several different genres and modes. 22

Prodromos’s usage of psogos is not surprising, since it played a significant role in
Byzantine literature as both an independent genre and as a rhetorical tool. Invective was a
powerful means of refuting various matters, opinions, and adversaries in literature and real-
life situations. In a highly competitive scholarly landscape, where intellectuals competed for
patronage, teaching positions, and roles in imperial service, psogos was a convenient way to
denigrate rivals and personal enemies. Invectives demonstrated the opponent’s intellectual
inferiority and humiliated them, while also allowing authors to shape a positive self-image for
themselves.??3

Prodromos’s works that utilize psogos, and perhaps his overall satirical production,
are part of a bigger scheme. The closing paragraph of The Ignorant or Self-Proclaimed
Grammarian quoted above can perhaps attest to this stance. Here Prodromos announces that
he will compose another work dedicated to some other “world”. These somewhat enigmatic
lines can be further clarified by a statement in The Executioner or Doctor. When Prodromos
explains that medical practitioners should be assessed based on the quality of their
performance, rather than its quantity, Prodromos adds that since philosophers say that man is
a great universe in small (kocpov év pkp®d péyav tov avBpwmov), incompetent doctors could
be prosecuted for murdering the cosmos on account of their homicide.??* Many ancient
philosophers, from Anaximander to Neoplatonists, were proponents of this microcosmos and
macrocosmos analogy. For instance, in the Philebus, Plato implicitly employs this analogy
when he explains that both humans and the universe are composed of a physical body and a
rational soul. According to him, as the human body has its origin in the universe, thus also a
human soul derives from the universal soul.??®

Having in mind that a man in a philosophical context is perceived as a universe in
small, it will not be difficult to assume that Prodromos, by stating that he will write another
work dedicated to another universe (k6copoc), in fact has in mind a certain individual that he
intends to expose. Based on this, it is possible to conclude that Prodromos consciously
undertakes a systematic attack against several contemporary intellectuals, who were probably

influential and powerful rivals to him and his friends, in claiming certain professions, salaried

222 7 agklas, “Theodore Prodromos and the Use of the Poetic Work of Gregory of Nazianzus: Appropriation in
the Service of Self-Representation,” 237-238.

22 Van Opstall, “The pleasure of mudslinging: an invective dialogue in verse from 10th century Byzantium,”
771, 789-790.

224 prodromos, The Executioner or Doctor, (ed. Migliorini), 54.167-168.

225 Pato, Philebus 28e-30d.
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posts, and patronage of wealthy individuals. At the same time, these attacks enabled
Prodromos to competitively display his own erudition and impose his intellectual authority.

Psogos, satire, and refutation were convenient tools to implement this agenda into reality.

Conclusions

In the first section of this chapter, I primarily focused on analyzing Prodromos’s Sale of
Poetical and Political Lives. My analysis showed that Prodromos’s work not only serves as a
sequel to Lucian’s Sale of Philosophical Lives but should also be read and interpreted in
consideration of Lucian’s other work The Dead Come to Life, or The Fisherman. My
examination has demonstrated that Lucianic piece not only heavily influenced the literary
strategies behind Prodromos’s Sale of Poetical and Political Lives, but also his overall
satirical production. By adopting Lucian’s alter-ego, Frank-Speaker, and adapting it to his
own needs, Prodromos created a unique authorial voice. In the subsequent three sections, my
analysis examined five works by Prodromos: Against Barys, Philoplaton, The Ignorant, The
Executioner, and For the Color Green. Through an analysis of these works, | demonstrated
that Prodromos by utilizing Frankness, Truth and Examination not only criticized inept

professionals and intellectuals, but also showcased his own expertise.

A close analysis of the examination procedures in these works revealed the
expectations Prodromos had from skilled professionals and how he wanted to present himself
as an intellectual. Rather than simply attacking his opponents based on their expertise in a
specific discipline, Prodromos critiques their lack of erudition in other intellectual areas. For
example, he rebuts his alleged accuser, Barys, not only for impiety but also for his lack of
familiarity with ancient authors, which Prodromos, as Church Fathers, possessed. Similarly,
Prodromos’s does not criticize inept Platonist for lacking philosophical knowledge. He also
criticizes him for his poor grammatical and rhetorical skills, including his inability to read
ancient texts according to prosody and properly employ quotations from poets in his
rhetorical expositions. This pattern is repeated with the inept doctor, who is criticized not
only for lacking practical and theoretical medical knowledge but also for his lack of
philosophical erudition and inability to correctly use quotations from poets and writers.
Similarly, the inept grammarian is not only critiqued for his grammatical expertise but also
for his inability to conduct etymological inquiries in a more philosophical manner. As such,

Prodromos expects the ideal grammarian to possess philosophical knowledge that goes
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beyond mere grammatical expertise. Finally, an unnamed opponent who lacks understanding
of Aristotle’s theory of color is also incompetent in conducting etymology and properly
contextualizing and applying quotations from ancient poets. By exhibiting all these
criticisms, Prodromos not only revealed what kind of knowledge an ideal intellectual should

have, but also indicated in what way he wanted to portray as in intellectual.
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Chapter 2: Competence and Competitiveness: Prodromos on

Porphyry’s Isagoge in Xenedemos, or On Voices

In Xenedemos or Voices, Prodromos’s display of his own competence and competitiveness
reaches its peak. In this Platonic dialogue, Prodromos only seemingly criticizes Porphyry’s
formulation of the predicables as presented in the Isagoge. The dialogue recounts a
conversation between Xenedemos and Theocles, in which Theocles questions Xenedemos
about Porphyry’s definitions of the five predicables: genus, species, differentia, property, and
accident. Through probing questions, Theocles seemingly aims to highlight the flaws in
Porphyry’s account. However, a deeper look into this interrogation reveals that this dialogue
is not merely a critique of Porphyry’s Isagoge. Rather, it is directed towards an ignorant
philosopher and teacher, who is unable to properly comprehend, interpret, and convey the
correct understanding of Porphyry’s Isagoge to his students. Through puzzling questions that
could only be solved by somebody versed in logic, Prodromos displays his own philosophical
knowledge and teaching competence and offers possible didactic tool for his students. Taken
in general, the work itself, through its fictional setting, reflects the philosophical,

interpretative, and educational concerns of twelfth-century Byzantium.
2.1 Plot, Characters, and Skopos of Xenedemos

2.1.1 Plot

Xenedemos, or Voices is a prose work written in the manner of a Platonic dialogue. The text
opens with a short discussion between Mousaios from Athens and Xenedemos from
Constantinople. In this conversation, Mousaios seeks to learn more about a certain
philosopher from Constantinople, Theocles, whose fame he only became acquainted with
through fantastic stories told by travelers coming from Byzantion to Athens. Xenedemos,
being a pupil and friend of Theocles, is seen by Mousaios as the most legitimate source of
information. Initially, in response to this inquiry, Xenedemos delivers a short eulogy for
Theocles, praising his “winged nature, eloquent tongue, rapid hand, and wise soul” (pOotv
HEV YOp AmADS TTVIV: Kol YADooav detviv: Kol elpa yopynyv, Kol yoynv coenv). However,

this general description does not satisfy Mousaios. Therefore, he asks Xenedemos to provide
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a more concrete example based on Theocles’s actual writings or words, in order to gain an
accurate perception of Theocles’s intellectual capacity.??®

Faced with the difficult task of selecting one of Theocles’s numerous works,
Xenedemos decides to recount an episode involving Theocles instead. Thus, Xenedemos tells
the story of when he was a student of a certain Hermagoras and unexpectedly encountered
Theocles on his way to school. Upon noticing that Xenedemos was holding Aristotle’s
Categories, Theocles began questioning him about Porphyry’s Isagoge, with which
Xenedemos was already familiar. The remaining part of the dialogue is dedicated to
Theocles’s witty examination of Xenedemos’s knowledge of Porphyry’s definitions of the
five universal terms. Initially, it appears that Theocles’s persona aims to convince the young
Xenedemos, and implicitly Prodromos’s audience, that Porphyry’s definitions are incorrect.
However, Prodromos’s criticism, delivered through the persona of Theocles, is far more
complex than simply pointing out certain problems in Porphyry’s description of the five
universals. On the one hand, it involves criticism of an ignorant teacher and fraudulent
philosopher, Hermagoras, who lacks adequate understanding of Porphyry’s Isagoge. On the
other hand, it displays a masterful representation of an ideal teacher, rhetorician, and

philosopher — Theocles.??’

2.1.2 Characters

As seen in the above summary, four individuals are mentioned in this dialogue, Mousaios,
Xenedemos, Theocles, and Hermagoras. However, they do not all participate equally in the
conversation. Hermagoras is referred to multiple times throughout the text but does not
participate in any discussion. Additionally, the dialogue between Mousaios and Xenedemos
simply sets the stage for the central theme of the work — the conversation between
Xenedemos and Theocles. While these characters may be purely fictional, Lydia
Spyridonova, Andrey Kurbanov. and Oksana Yu. Goncharko in their edition and translation
of this text have considered, as have several scholars before them, the possibility that they
were inspired or modeled after real historical figures.??® While it is unclear who Mousaios

from Athens and Hermagoras from Constantinople might have been, as the text provides

226 prodromos, Xenedemos, 246-248.

227 prodromos, Xenedemos, 248-259.

228 For detailed discussion, as well as for more information about previous scholarship on this matter see:
Spyridonova et al., “The Dialogue Xenedemos, or Voices”, 229-233. | am using this translation but occasionally
modify it.
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limited information about them, they have suggested that Xenedemos’s character could have
been influenced by Plato’s Phaedo and/or by Prodromos himself. The way in which Theocles
plays with and caresses Xenedemos is reminiscent of how Socrates interacts with Phaedo.?%°

Hermagoras is portrayed as a stereotypical fraudulent philosopher and teacher.
Spyridonova et al. noted that the description of Hermagoras resembles the depiction offered
by Lucian in Icaromenippus and in Prodromos’s poem Against the Man with a Long
Beard.?*® However, this stereotypical portrayal of a deceitful philosopher, with a long beard,
pale face, and flowing cloak, is a recurring motif in Lucian’s works. Lucian often ridicules or
alludes to phony scholars with similar descriptions in works such as The Fisherman, or the
Dead Come to Life, Timon the Misanthrope, Dialogues of the Dead, and The Dependent
Scholar, to name a few. Prodromos’s works feature a similar imagery of deceitful scholars, as
evidenced in The Ignorant, or the Self-Proclaimed Grammarian, Philoplaton, and
Amarantos, or Desires of an Old Man. Based on the generic description of this character, it is
impossible to speculate about possible historical figures who could have inspired this
character.

In the case of Theocles, Spyridonova et al., following in the footsteps of previous
scholarship, have tried to decipher who could potentially be the historical figure behind this
character. In the text, Theocles, whose family originates from Italy, is praised for the
outstanding qualities of his philosophical soul. He is also presented as someone “endowed
with a tongue breathing the force of Attic fire” (YA®ocav 6& TAOVTNCOG ATTIKOD TVPOC HEVOG
nveiovoav), despite occasionally duplicating a syllable or a word. Besides his eloquence,
Theocles is particularly commended for his improvisation skills. He composed numerous
prose and verse works, divided into two groups. The first group, dedicated to emperors,
celebrates imperial victories and discusses medical issues, while the second group is
dedicated to private individuals and composed for various occasions. Based on this
information, it has been speculated that this character could have been inspired by John
Italos, Michael Psellos, Michael Italikos (Prodromos’s teacher), or even a combination of
Italikos and Prodromos.! Zaripov, however, is prone to offer a more determinate

interpretation. He identifies Theocles specifically with Italikos and Xenedemos with young

229 spyridonova et al., “The Dialogue Xenedemos, or Voices”, 230. See also: Plato, Phaedo 89a.
230 Spyridonova et al., “The Dialogue Xenedemos, or Voices” 230.
21 Spyridonova et al., “The Dialogue Xenedemos, or Voices”. 231-233.
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Prodromos. Additionally, Zaripov argues that the persona of Theocles served Prodromos not
only to depict his teacher, but also to promote his own erudition and teaching methods.?3
Although it is difficult to say with certainty whether Zaripov’s identification of
Theocles with Italikos was correct or not, | completely agree with his observation that
Prodromos exploited Theocles persona to promote his own learnedness and teaching
methods. As tempting as it may be to figure out who is actually hiding behind the personae
of Theocles and Xenedemos, or even Hermagoras and Mousaios, it is a futile inquiry. Instead,
from my point of view, attention should be directed to the questions of how these characters
were portrayed, what Prodromos tried to achieve with these depictions, and ultimately what

the overarching skopos of this work was.

2.1.3 Skopos

The first step towards answering all these questions might involve the description of

Theocles’s philosophical nature. In the words of Xenedemos:

He was gifted with aethereal and winged nature which was capable not only of
flying like the Homeric bay “mares coursing over the topmost ears of corn,”
but also of elevating up from the earthly substance by a royal cubit, flying
over the aerial fluid and [the sphere] composed of small particles of fire, then
after the movable stellar constellation [i.e., sphere of the planets] he
approached [the sphere] of fixed [stars] and the starless [sphere], and then

ascending into being with God.?*

eVOow pev aifepiav einyog Kol vy kol ov povov én’ dxpov dvlepikwv
Katd ToGg Ounpkag epouévny oibog: GAAL TV HEV YENPAV PACIAMKE T® T)EL
vrepavaPaocay ovoiav: 1O O0¢& déplov Vmepmtdoav yOud Kol TNV TOD
VIEKKOVILOTOG AETTOUEPELOY: UETA O TNV AGTPOAYV VGV KOl TAAVOUEVV TH)

amAavel Kol GvaoTp® TELdcacay, Kol Petd Bgod yevopévy-234

232 7aripov, “Mimesis and Intertextuality in Twelfth-Century Byzantine Literature: The Case of Theodore

Prodromos”, 74.
233 Modified translation from: Prodromos, Xenedemos, (tr. Spyridonova et al.), 260-261.
234 prodromos, Xenedemos, 246.
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By mentioning Theocles’s ability to traverse above “the topmost ears of corn” (én’ Gxpwv
avOepikwv), Prodromos makes the reference to lines from Homer’s Iliad (20.227) that
mention twelve fillies that “when they bounded over the earth, the giver of grain, would
course over the topmost ears of ripened corn and break them not” (ai 6* dte p&v oxptdev €mi
Ceidwpov dpovpav, dxpov én’ avOepikov kopmov Béov 00 katékiav).Z*® This expression is
frequently used in rhetorical textbooks as an example of hyperbole.?*® With this rhetorical
figure, Prodromos aims to imply the swiftness and delicacy of Theocles’s philosophical mind.

However, not all of Prodromos’s contemporaries shared his opinion regarding the
ideal philosopher and intellectual. Thus, for instance, Eustathios of Thessalonike (c.1115-
1195) employs the same expression in his dialogue between two speakers, Hierocles and
Theophilos, exactly to denigrate this type of philosopher who were untouched by earthly
words and matters.?®” A similar process can be observed with Prodromos’s characterization
of Theocles as someone “gifted with an aethereal and winged nature” (pVowv pév aifepiov
elyog ol mmvnv). For instance, the aethereal rhetors are also often mentioned in a
negative context by John Tzetzes.?*8

Returning to Prodromos’s excerpt, it can be observed that the overall description
derives from the Pseudo-Aristotelian treatise On the Universe, where an unknown author
describes the entire universe with the earth at its center, divided into two main parts. The first
part is the supralunary realm made of aether, which is unchanging, and the sublunary realm
made of fire, air, water, and earth, which is subject to corruption. The description then moves

from the outermost parts of heaven, where the gods dwell amongst the fixed stars that move

235 Homer, The lliad: Books 13-24, trans. Augustus Taber Murray, revised by William F. Wyatt, vol. I, of Loeb
Classical Library 171 (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1924)

236 See for instance: Anonymous, On Poetic Tropes 211.19, in Rhetores Graeci ed. Leonhard von Spengel, vol. 3
(Leipzig: Teubner, 1856 [repr. Frankfurt am Main: Minerva, 1966]): 207-214; George Choeroboscus, On Poetic
Tropes 252.31, Ibid.,244-256; Trypho, On Tropes 14.1.5, ed. Martin Litchfield West, “Tryphon. De Tropis,”
Classical Quarterly 15, no. 2 (December 1965): 230-48.

237 Kai éxétw oltwc, Kai yévortd ool dhocodelv kai tov Tpomov todtov, £l kai Tiveg Suoapeotodvral, otpudvol
ve alTol 6vteg Kol SuaévteukTol Kal ABLYelg TV KATW Kal XUUEPTIOV PNUATWY TE Kol TPayUATtwy: ol ol pévov
Gkpwv E€r’ avBepikwv é€avepolvral By, AAAA kal MrAyacol depoundtntol dEpovral, nepidpovolvieg v
duaoLloloyov ypappatikiv. (“And let it be so, and may you continue to philosophize in this manner, even if some
are displeased, being themselves rigid and reluctant, and not having touched the lower and earthly words and
matters; they are not only puffed up to run on the tops of the mountains but are also conducting themselves
like high-soaring Pegasuses, despising the natural grammar”). Eustathios of Thessalonike, Dialogue of Hierocles
and Theophilos XV1.9.12-18, ed. Gottlieb Lukas Friedrich Tafel, Eustathii Metropolitae Thessalonicensis
Opuscula: Accedunt Trapezuntinae Historiae Scriptores Panaretus et Eugenicus, e Codicibus Mss. Basileensi,
Parisinis, Veneto (Frankfurt: Sumptibus Sigismundi Schmerber, 1932), 141-145.

238 For more information see: Panagiotis Agapitos, “John Tzetzes and the Blemish Examiners: A Byzantine
Teacher on Schedography, Everyday Language and Writerly Disposition,” Medioevo greco 17 (2017): 1-57, 24;
Valeria F. Lovato, “Odysseus the Schedographer”, in Byzantine Commentaries on Ancient Greek Texts: 12th-15th
Centuries, ed. Baukje van den Berg, Divha Manolova, and Przemystaw Marciniak (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2022), 148-168, 162-164.
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in unison with the heavens, to the realm of the wandering stars (planets), which exist in seven
circles, each surrounding the other (Saturn, Jupiter, Mars, Mercury, Apollo, Venus, the Sun,
and the Moon), followed by the realm of fiery particles and then the realm of murky and cold
air, beneath which lie the sea and the earth.?*® However, while this description of the universe
begins from the wide-angle lens perspective, portraying it from the outermost sphere to its
center, Theocles’s philosophical journey starts from the earthly realm at the center and travels
towards the outermost parts of heaven, ultimately aiming to achieve union with God.

The description of Theocles’s philosophical soul also draws on the opening lines of
On the Universe. The anonymous author of this work explains that the soul, “seeing that it
was not possible (as once the foolish Aloades attempted) for the body to reach the heavenly
region” (Emedn yap ody oldv & v 1@ copatt &g tOv odpdviov deucécdar tomov [...],
kaBdmep ol avonrtol mote €mevoovv AAmdadar), is capable of traversing and comprehending
distant entities only when guided by philosophy and the intellect. It is through its divine
insight that the soul apprehends and interprets divine concepts for humanity.24

Prodromos refers to the same myth about the giant Aloads — two brothers who
received punishment for trying to invade heaven by piling up three mountains (the Olympos,
the Pelion, and the Ossa). Thus, when the young Xenedemos says that he is ready to embark
on the third step — to discuss Porphyry’s definition of the third term, difference, he says that
he wishes the ladder had more steps so that he could reach heaven like the Aloades. To this,
Theocles responds that Porphyry, being aware that the Aloades were punished for their
endeavor, did not create such a great ladder. Nevertheless, as Theocles explains, “And even if
the ladder has only a few steps, it still reaches the heavens” (kaitol xai adtn Pabuict pev
OAlyong katopeTpftal €l avtovg 08 Opme eBdvel Tovg ovpavovg). Theocles warns young
Xenedemos that he must be careful not to fall on his way up, as the road is difficult and
dangerous. In response, young Xenedemos assures Theocles that such an accident will never

occur under Theocles’s guidance.?** In this way, Prodromos implies that the Arbor

239 pseudo-Aristotle, On the Universe, 391b9-393a9. While it is rooted in Aristotelian principles, the text is
influenced by Platonic, Stoic, and Neopythagorean philosophies and delves into theological, cosmological,
geological, and meteorological subjects. The unknown author emphasizes how God preserves the cosmos,
while remaining transcendent and independent. This perspective contrasts with Aristotle's belief in a non-
transcendent unmoved mover. See: Johan C. Thom, Cosmic Order and Divine Power: Pseudo-Aristotle, On the
Cosmos (Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2014), 4-5; Pavel Gregoric and George Karamanolis, Pseudo-Aristotle: De
Mundo (On the Cosmos). A Commentary (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2020), 4-5.

240 pseudo-Aristotle, On the Universe, 391a8-16; Translation from: Pseudo-Aristotle, On the Universe (tr.
Forster), 626.

241 prodromos, Xenedemos, 254.
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Porphyriana, composed of five universal terms, has the capacity to direct one to ascend to the
heavenly realm by means of philosophy and intellect, but only with the right guidance.

It is not surprising that Prodromos was influenced by On the Universe, a widely read
work, as its description of the philosophical soul’s journey by means of intellect to the
heavenly realms aligns with Plato’s ideas expressed in Phaedrus. This is particularly evident
in his choice of words. Instead of utilizing “aethereal and divine nature” (v aiféplov kai
Oeiav @vOowv) as the anonymous author in On the Universe does, Prodromos describes
Theocles as “gifted with an aethereal and winged nature” (pVowv pev aifepiav eibnymg kai
nmviv).24? By incorporating the concept of “winged” (mtnviv) instead of “divine” (siav),
Prodromos, as I believe, subtly alludes to Plato’s portrayal of the divine aspect of the soul in
Phaedrus. According to Plato, aside from the souls of immortal gods, which are winged, the
soul of a philosopher also possesses a winged nature, as it constantly recollects divine truths
and embraces philosophical wisdom.?*® The influence of Phaedrus can also be seen in how
Prodromos portrays the encounter between Xenedemos and Theocles. Similar to Socrates
meeting Phaedrus on his way back from hearing Lysias’s speech with the speech’s text in his
left hand underneath his cloak, Theocles encounters the young Xenedemos on his way to
Hermagoras with the book of the Categories in his hands.?**

As Charalabopoulos notes, Xenedemos shows many intertextual connections with
various Platonic dialogues.?*® Additionally, Zaripov is certainly correct to identify Plato’s
Phaedrus as one of the core texts with which Prodromos establishes intertextual connection

242 pseudo-Aristotle, On the Universe, 392a31; Prodromos, Xenedemos, 246.

243 plato’s Phaedrus begins with Socrates meeting Phaedrus in Athens, after Phaedrus had just heard a speech
by Lysias about eros. Phaedrus agrees to share the speech with Socrates, which argues that a boy should
choose a non-loving old man over a lover in a relationship. In response, Socrates delivers two speeches. The
first speech supports Lysias by portraying the negative aspects of the lover and presenting eros, as a form of
madness, in a negative light. On the other hand, in the second speech, Socrates praises eros and the madness it
brings, highlighting its divine and beneficial characteristics. Socrates also describes the nature of the soul, using
a metaphor of two winged horses and a charioteer, illustrating how immortal gods have horses and charioteers
that are always essentially good, while mortal humans have one good horse (emotions) and one bad horse
(desires) steered by the charioteer (mind). The ultimate goal for the soul is to gain wings and fly alongside the
gods and to attain genuine knowledge. This universal knowledge is achievable only if the mind controls its
desires. Therefore, it is only the philosopher's mind that possesses wings, as it continuously recalls divine
truths and embraces philosophical wisdom.

244 plato, Phaedrus, 227a and 228d; Prodromos, Xenedemos, 249. A very similar description is found in the
opening lines of Lucian’s Hermotimus, where Lycinus sees Hermotimus with a book in his hand, running over to
his teacher. See Lucian, Hermotimus, or Concerning the Sects, in Lucian Vol VI, translated by K. Kilburn. Loeb
Classical Library 430, (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1959), 260-261.

245 Nikolaos Charalabopoulos, “Evag ‘Thatwvikdg Stdhoyog tol 120u aidvog: Osodwpou MNpodpodpou
‘Zevédnuog i Qwval.” [“One twelfth-century platonic dialogue: Theodore Prodromos’s Xenedemos, or
Voices.”], Aptadvn 11 (2005): 189-214.
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in portrayal of Theocles and Xenedemos.?*® However, I believe that the influence of Plato’s
Phaedrus does not concern solely Prodromos’s portrayal of Thecoles’s philosophical nature
or his description of the accidental encounter between Theocles and Xenedemos, but runs
much deeper and is ingrained in the core methodology and skopos of Xenedemos. The
persona of Theocles is modelled after the exemplary rhetorician from Plato’s Phaedrus, who
must possess mastery of dialectics and philosophy. The portrayal of other characters, like the
young student of philosophy Xenedemos, who can easily be manipulated, and the
incompetent teacher Hermagoras, as well as the dynamics of the two dialogues as a whole,
serve to highlight Theocles’s rhetorical abilities.

The influence of Plato’s Phaedrus on Prodromos’s depiction of Theocles’s persona

can be implicitly detected when Xenedemos praises the philosopher from Byzantion:

Indeed, you have the gift of persuading! There is no passage more suitable
for quotation in this connection than that of the comic poet Menander, which
refers jestingly to the marvel of Alexander of Macedon:

How Alexander-like, indeed, this is; and if | seek someone,

Spontaneous he’ll present himself; and if I clearly must

Pass through some place by sea, this will lie open to my steps.

But | would rather say:

How Theocles-like, indeed, this is; — I slightly modify it for your sake —

If something seems clear, thanks to Theocles it will become unclear;

If something is known with certainty, it will be refuted certainly. 247

oo 8¢ Th¢ &ml T} meol yapttog, Ti v dALo oikeldTeEpOV KoTETAGOUUL ) ©
mote Kai O kopoddg Mévavdpog émi toig edtuyioug tod Moakedovog eime
noilov mpog TO mapdoofov: ®g AreEovdpddec TodTO: KAV (NT® TWVA
adTONATOC 0VTOC MAPEsTL: Kdv Seldely d1d Doddoong 8én Tomov- odTOg
gotal pot Patog &ym & ¢ Oeokleddec todTO: gimoy’ Av €mi ol TOG
oLALPag VTOAAGENG: KAV TL dvamdpntov dokoin dmopnOncetor Kav &’

dopalodc E6TNKOC Te dvaTpomioeTon- 248

246 7aripov, “Mimesis and Intertextuality in Twelfth-Century Byzantine Literature: The Case of Theodore
Prodromos”, 74.

247 prodromos, Xenedemos, (tr. Spyridonova et al.), 273-274.

248 prodromos, Xenedemos, or Voices, 257-258. [I've quoted the text in the form it was given in the edition.]
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Prodromos probably takes the quoted lines from Menander from Plutarch’s Life of Alexander.
According to Plutarch, when Alexander traveled through Lycia, a spring overflowed and
brought to the surface a bronze tablet with an inscription prophesying the downfall of the
Persian Empire at the hands of the Greeks. Encouraged by this prophecy, Alexander
continued his military campaign, advancing through the coastal region of Pamphylia towards
Cilicia and Phoenicia. As Alexander’s journey through Pamphylia was so swift, some
historians even said that it was as if the sea miraculously split to let him pass through with his
army. Plutarch thus says that even Menander, in one of his comedies, “refers jestingly to this
marvel” (mailov mpdg 1O mapddotov) and gives the same quotation from Menander as
Prodromos does in the excerpt above.?*® With this quotation, in which Menander suggests
that Alexander was so fortunate that everything went his way, Plutarch underlines the
miraculous nature of Alexander’s campaign. Prodromos, on the other hand, transforms the
same verses to highlight Theocles’s persuasive nature and his “miraculous” ability to confuse
any interlocutor effortlessly.

These traits of Prodromos’s Theocles align with the traits of an ideal rhetorician in
Plato’s Phaedrus. According to Plato, the accomplished rhetorician, possessing both
persuasive skills and an understanding of the truth about the subject at hand, will not only
effectively argue in favor of what aligns with the truth, but will also be capable of deceiving
his audience. Knowing the truth, a good rhetorician can easily discern what resembles it the
most and use this knowledge to deceive others, but he cannot be easily deceived. Moreover, a
skilled rhetorician must also understand that rhetoric is more effective when addressing
abstract concepts like goodness and justice rather than non-abstract concepts like iron. Thus,
a competent rhetorician must excel in dialectic, which aids in the systematic organization and
analysis of knowledge and concepts. Finally, as rhetoric plays a significant role in guiding the
soul, competent rhetoricians must grasp the nature of the soul, understand their audience, and
adapt their speech accordingly. Therefore, since true proficiency in dialectic can only be
attained through philosophical contemplation about life and the soul, a proficient rhetorician
must also be a good philosopher.?>°

The persona of Theocles is portrayed exactly in this vein. Theocles is a master of
persuasiveness who can easily perplex his interlocutor because he possesses true knowledge.

His rhetorical might is further demonstrated by his ability to manipulate abstract terms, such

249 plutarch, Alexander 17.2-5, in Plutarch, Lives, Volume VII, translated by Bernadotte Perrin, Loeb Classical
Library 99, (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1919), 270-271.
20 plato, Phaedrus, 259e-262c, 265e-266d, 269a-269e, 270b-272b.
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as Porphyry’s universal terms, rather than simple concepts, in order to confuse his
interlocutor. Theocles, as a good dialectician, always first enquires about the definition of the
universal in his questions and examines it: “Yet we should tap this definition all round, lest it
should sound like cracked pots” (TANV GAAL TEPIKPOVGTEOV TOV OPOV UNTL KOl KOTA TAG OVY
vyvovcag egyynTar yotpoc).?t Theocles, as an ideal philosopher and rhetorician,
understands the nature of Xenedemos’s soul and is capable of guiding it in the right direction.
Thus, he comprehends that a young pupil such as Xenedemos, who has recently mastered
Porphyry’s Isagoge and embarked on the study of the Categories under the incompetent
guidance of Hermagoras, might struggle to refute or respond to Theocles’s puzzling
arguments.?®? It is noteworthy to mention that the idea of combining rhetorical and
philosophical knowledge is also present in another work of Prodromos, namely Philoplaton.
At the very beginning of this text, he provides a short encomium of Plato. Here Prodromos
not only enumerates various Platonic works that he admired such as Timaeus, Gorgias,
Phaedo, Theaetetus, and Axiochus to show his expertise and affiliation with Platonic
tradition, but also indicates what kind of philosophy he was practicing. Thus, he particularly
commends “Plato’s words, Plato’s dialogues, all of Plato’s rhetoric and in turn all his
philosophy separately, on the one hand, and jointly philosophical rhetoric and rhetorical
philosophy, on the other” (ITAdtwvog td &nm, [TAdtwvog ol didhoyot, [TAdtwvog 1 mdca
Smpnuévec pnropucty koi 1) mico odIg Prhocopio Kol 1| PIAOGOPOS GLVIUUEVOC PNTOPIKT
Kad 1) piiTop erhocopia). 23

By praising Plato for his “philosophical rhetoric and rhetorical philosophy” in
Philoplaton, Prodromos aligns himself with other eleventh- and twelfth-century Byzantine
intellectuals, who were particularly concerned with the combination of philosophy and
rhetoric. Studies of rhetoric and philosophy in Byzantium, as Magdalino notes, were never
completely separable from each other. However, the synthesis of philosophy and rhetoric
reached its peak in the eleventh century with Psellos, who advocates the importance of both
in many of his works. For Psellos, rhetoric served to embellish philosophy, while philosophy

provided meaning to rhetoric.?>* One of the numerous examples of this approach can be seen,

21 prodromos, Xenedemos, 255; Prodromos, Xenedemos, (tr. Spyridonova et al.), 271.

252 Xenedemos’s limited capacity to engage in an intricate discussion about Porphyry’s predicables is also hinted
at by Mousaios, who asks Xenedemos whether he can even understand such elevated speculations and
theories as a beginner student of philosophy. Prodromos, Xenedemos, 266.

253 prodromos, Philoplaton, 69.12-14.

254 paul Magdalino, The Empire of Manuel | Kommenos: 1143-1180 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1993), 331. See also: Geroge L. Kustas, “The Function and Evolution of Byzantine Rhetoric,” Viator 1(1971), 55-
74, 69.
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for instance, in Psellos’s letter to Konstantinos (1043-1058), the nephew of Michael |
Keroularios (c. 1000 — 1059). In this letter, influenced by Plato’s Phaedrus, Psellos criticized
his addressee for failing to comprehend the mixture of rhetorical style with philosophical
meaning. Here Psellos, as Papaioannou observes: “appropriates Plato’s rhetorical philosophy,
perfectly mixing meaning with form.”?® Psellos’s blend of philosophy and rhetoric not only
served his own purposes of self-representation but also had a profound impact on twelfth-
century intellectuals, who frequently reused this idea as a token of intellectual excellence.?%

Needless to say, Prodromos was one of those intellectuals who promoted this fusion
of disciplines. Following in the footsteps of Psellos and inspired by Plato’s Phaedrus,
Prodromos in the very text of Xenedemos creates the perfect blend of rhetoric and
philosophy. Through the construction of the entire discussion between Theocles and
Xenedemos, as well as the contesting of Porphyry’s definitions of the five predicables,
Prodromos aims to illustrate Theocles’s proficiency in dialectics and philosophy and thus
gives us a portrait of an ideal rhetorician and philosopher. These are indispensable qualities
for a teacher who explicates written texts and instructs young minds. A written text itself, for
Prodromos, is simply not enough for acquiring true knowledge. This is particularly visible
from the quotation that Prodromos takes from the Stromateis of Clement of Alexandria: “I do
not think that there is such a fortunate writing, which no one would refute but that there is
such a reasonable writing that nobody could reasonably refute” (oK oipai ttvo obtmg edTUYR
YpapV, {| UNdeic avtepsl- GAL’ ketvny ebloyov, 7| indeig edAdYmC dvtepel). >’ From this we
can see that Prodromos’s idea is not to merely criticize Porphyry’s Isagoge, but to
demonstrate that its text is not enough to acquire the essential knowledge of universals.

The written word is also devalued in Phaedrus. According to Plato, a written text is a
mere representation and reflection of genuine, internalized knowledge. It is inadequate
because it lacks interactivity — the written word cannot adapt itself to different audiences,
defend itself, or respond to questions. Additionally, the written text does not enhance
memory, but rather leads to forgetfulness, because students would depend on written words
as reminders and not have a deep understanding of the matter in question. Furthermore,

students, deprived of proper guidance, may be exposed to various ideas from texts without

255 Stratis Papaioannou, Michael Psellos: Rhetoric and Authorship in Byzantium (Cambridge, United Kingdom:
Cambridge University Press, 2016), 177-178.

2%/pjd., 38, 245.

257 prodromos, Xenedemos, 252. Modified translation: Prodromos, Xenedemos, (tr. Spyridonova et al.), 268.
See; Clement of Alexandria, Stromateis, 1.1.17.2.
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actually comprehending them. For this reason, oral instruction is essential when it comes to
obtaining knowledge from the written text.?%

Similarly, Porphyry’s Isagoge cannot defend itself in the face of Theocles’s questions,
nor is Xenedemos equipped with the knowledge to properly respond on behalf of Porphyry.
He is only able to reproduce from his memory the text of the Isagoge or to read the text from
the book in his hand without comprehending the ideas conveyed. This is implied throughout
the text. When questioned about the content of the text and the definition of predicables,
Xenedemos, “who has devoured the book of Porphyry in his adolescence” (§ & ¢ tov
[ToppOplov pepdxiov kataménmkag), is depicted as simply repeating information from
memory of the text itself without fully grasping its meaning.?>® However, the sheer memory
and superficial reproduction of Porphyry’s Isagoge is not enough in front of Theocles’s
questioning. Xenedemos is required to demonstrate that he understands the meaning behind
the concepts and ideas he repeats.?®® When he cannot accurately recall the definition from
memory, Xenedemos consults the text in his hands. In the words of Xenedemos: “It is for a
good reason I have all time the book in my hands” (4AL’ i pu#) paTnv pot &v yepoiv v & €yo
mavtdmoot 1o Ppriov).?8t This statement highlights Xenedemos’s dependence on the written
text as a mnemonic repository rather than a tool for genuine understanding.

The portrayal of Xenedemos’s limited comprehension of the subject at hand reflects
the incompetence of his teacher, Hermagoras. Thus, when Theocles is about to start his
examination, he mockingly inquires whether Xenedemos is capable of giving answers worthy
of Hermagoras’s pupil.?®2 Xenedemos does exactly that — he provides shallow responses
worthy of his unworthy teacher. These answers would be satisfactory for Hermagoras (tvyov

0¢ kol Epuaydpa tadta Aégac yoapicato), but not for a real philosopher, rhetorician, and

258 Plato, Phaedrus, 274c-276a. On the importance of orality in Byzantine teaching practice and the
commentary tradition see: Michele Trizio, “Forging Identities between Heaven and Earth Commentaries on
Aristotle and Authorial Practices in Eleventh- and Twelfth-Century Byzantium” in Byzantine Commentaries on
Ancient Greek Texts: 12th-15th Centuries, ed. Baukje van den Berg, Divha Manolova, and Przemystaw Marciniak
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2022), 61-99, 67-71.

259 prodromos, Xenedemos, 255; Prodromos, Xenedemos, (tr. Spyridonova et al.), 271. For example, question -
“So what is the definition of the difference which Hermagoras gave to you and Porphyry had formulated long
before him?” (kai 6¢ oUkoiv tiva ool taltng 6 Eppaydpag kai 6 MopdUplog oAU Tpd TouTtou Adyov anédoto).
Prodromos, Xenedemos, 255; Prodromos, Xenedemos, (tr. Spyridonova et al.), 270.

260 “| have understood that you had invoked perfectly the description of the genus; but have not understood
yet what place among the beings does this description assign to the genus.” (mAfv @AAG Thg pév Tol yévoug
umoypadiic wg kaAAlota cou dpapévou, EuvAKapey: Ti 6€ TV GVTWV UTIAPXOV TO YEVOC, T( ToLoUTwW amodidotal
Aoyw, oOmw Euviapev). Prodromos, Xenedemos, 250; Translation by Istvan Perczel.

261 prodromos, Xenedemos, 253; Trans. Prodromos, Xenedemos, (tr. Spyridonova et al.), 268.

262 prodromos, Xenedemos, 249.
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teacher, such as Theocles.?®® In this way, it becomes obvious that Xenedemos, under the
tutelage of Hermagoras, has not been enabled to truly comprehend and apply knowledge from
Porphyry’s Isagoge in a meaningful way.

The incapacity of Hermagoras is ironically reflected in Theocles’s words to
Xenedemos: “your book is most wise and your teacher, Hermagoras, is one of the most
learned” (copdTatdv e yap 1O Ppriov koi Sidackdrwov 6 Eppaydpoc molvpadéotaroc).?8
Throughout the text, Hermagoras is portrayed as a stereotypical imposter who gives the
impression of a philosopher only by his outward appearance — “besides many other things the
moustache and the paleness witness him being a philosopher: the one covers his cheeks and
the other is falling down to his knees” (ék mOAAGDV 1€ dAL®V Kol THG VMVNG PdAGTA KOl THS
dypag TS UEV, TG TPOoOTA TEPMAAVOUEVNG: THG O dypt kol €mi yovatov kabeipuévng,
TEKUNPIOVEVOC TO PIAOGOQPOV), but not in his essence.?®®

On the other hand, Xenedemos is also presented as someone who has the intelligence
and potential to achieve true knowledge with the proper guidance. While being questioned,
he indeed comes to the comic realization that he trusted too much in the beard of Hermagoras
and that he was deluded by him (oioc pe mapd ‘Eppaydpa dnekdppave mAdvoc 1@ Guelagel
gxetve motevovia mwoymvi).?%® This realization is even better reflected in the following

passage:

Oh, how miserable I am from the gross ignorance that seized my mind
without being noticed. If one had asked me: “Xenedemos, which do you
know better, your proper name or Porphyry’s Isagoge,” I would have replied
with confidence: “The latter.” But I don’t know how, the situation has been

reversed, and I feel that I don’t know anything.’

ol éym defhauog fv & &ye TG dyvolac: omdom Tig pov mepikodnuévn oV

3

vodv, éAavBavev: ¢ €l TIg pe fipetd mote, molov @ EEVEOMUE KPETTOVMG
aueotépoty TovToy &micTono, TNV oavtod KAfowv, 1| Vv Ilopevpiov

gloaymyny, TO deNTeEPOV AV, BapPodVIOC ArekpvVaunNy: ViV &’ GAL’ oVK 010’
9 9

263 prodromos, Xenedemos, 258.

264 prodromos, Xenedemos, 249; Trans. Prodromos, Xenedemos, (tr. Spyridonova et al.), 264.
265 prodromos, Xenedemos, 249; Trans. Prodromos, Xenedemos, (tr. Spyridonova et al.), 264.
266 prodromos, Xenedemos, 255-256.

267 prodromos, Xenedemos, (tr. Spyridonova et al.), 270.
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Ommg &g 10 €vavtiov 10 TPAYUN TEPLETPATT MOL Kod TOVTO ye NofoOuNV TO

gidévon undev-2%8

Xenedemos, upon acknowledging his ignorance, is willing to embark on the real path of
learning and to climb the intellectual ladder. Therefore, he requests that Theocles lead him.?®°
The result of Theocles’s interrogation is the gradual “conversion” of Xenedemos from
someone confident in his knowledge into a person who admits his own ignorance and
expresses the readiness to embrace true wisdom. Xenedemos’s confidence is strongest at the
beginning of the dialogue. Thus, when Theocles commences his inquiry about the first
universal, genus (yévog), Xenedemos, assured of his knowledge, excitedly responds that he is
ready to clarify everything. Nonetheless, Theocles does not immediately request the account
of the genus from Xenedemos, as would be expected. As Aristotle “said that things we seek
correspond to the things we scientifically know” (ta {ntodpeva ocavtmg Eyetv AéyovTt, Toig
a émotapeba), Theocles decides to inquire “whether the genus exists or not” (gi &otiv §j un
€01 10 Yévog) in the first place. Here Prodromos refers to the introductory lines of the second
book of Aristotle’s Posterior Analytics.?® In his commentary on this work, Prodromos

explains in what way the questions asked reflect someone’s knowledge and why they are

important:

For the one who is doubly ignorant also being ignorant of his ignorance, will
never inquire — for how could one who does not know that he is ignorant? —
and having not inquired, he will not know; but he who does not remain

ignorant of his ignorance, will inquire and will acquire knowledge.

O pEV yap TNV OwAfv &ov dyvowav kol TO Ayvoeglv avtd dyvodv, oUTE
{nton &v mote — @G yap O Un Ayvoelv olOPEVOG; - 0UTE EMIGTHGETOL UN)
nmoag: 0 & avtd ye Témg UN dyvonoag TO Ayvoelv, kai (nmmoet Kol

émotioeton. 2’

268 prodromos, Xenedemos, 254.

269 prodromos, Xenedemos, 254.

270 prodromos, Xenedemos, 249; Aristotle, Posterior Analytics Il, 89b23-24. Trans. Aristotle, Posterior Analytics
(tr. Barnes).

271 prodromos, Commentary on Posterior Analytics, 172-173.
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The Platonic notion of double ignorance that Prodromos employs in the passage above
reflects his overall approach to both teaching and learning that is also demonstrated in
Xenedemos. The interaction between Theocles and Xenedemos at its core closely resembles
that between Socrates and Alcibiades in Plato’s Alcibiades. Xenedemos, just as Alcibiades, is
depicted as someone in the state of double ignorance — he believes that he knows things that
he actually does not. Double ignorance is not only harmful for Alcibiades, but also for those
around him. However, through his conversation with Socrates, Alcibiades begins to recognize
and acknowledge his own ignorance. By understanding what he does not know, Alcibiades
transitions from double ignorance to the state of simple ignorance.?’? Likewise Xenedemos,
through his discussion with Theocles, comes to realize his own ignorance and comprehends
what he does not know — Porphyry’s Isagoge. This makes him closer to genuine knowledge,
wisdom, and enlightenment.

For Prodromos, good education plays a pivotal role in shaping one’s intellectual and
moral development.?”® This idea is reinforced at the end of the work when he transmits the
alleged saying of Anaxarchus (c. 380—c. 320), a follower of Democritus, written in pseudo-

Doric dialect:

Wide learning can be both extremely helpful and extremely harmful—useful
for worthy people and harmful for those who lightly say anything in any
company. You must know the measures of the appropriate moment. That is

the definition of wisdom.

moAvpodin Kapto pEv deeréel: KApTo 08 PAATTEL ®PEAEEL PEV TOV GELOV
govta- PAAmTEL 08 TOV PNIdimg pmvEovTo TAV ETOC Kol &V TavTi SMUm- yp1| 08

Kopod pétpa idévan: coping yap dpog odtog-2’

272 The notion of double ignorance is mentioned in Plato’s Sophist (229b7-8), but the transitional process from
double ignorance to simple ignorance is perfectly depicted in Plato’s First Alcibiades (116b-119a). Double
ignorance is not only discussed in commentaries on First Alcibiades, but also in other philosophical works and
commentaries. Proclus, Commentary on the First Alcibiades of Plato, 189 ed. Leendert Gerrit Westerink
(Amsterdam: North-Holland Publishing Company, 1954; Olympiodorus, Commentary on the First Alcibiades of
Plato 123-146, ed. Leendert Gerrit Westerink (Amsterdam: North-Holland Publishing Company, 1956).

273 prodromos, Xenedemos, 256-257: “The son of Ariston [sc. Plato] teaches me that the naturally best souls
which happen to have a bad upbringing become particularly evil, and so he implies that education has a
significant influence on virtue and viciousness” (tag¢ yap evdueotatag Puxag Kokhg matdaywyiag tuxovoog,
KaKWTEpaG yiveoBal S16aokel pe 6 Aplotwvoc péya UEPOC Afywv i Apethv Kal Kakiav, v avatpodnv
ouvteAely). Cf. Plato, Republic 491e.

274 prodromos, Xenedemos, 259; Trans. Prodromos, Xenedemos, (tr. Spyridonova et al.), 275.
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This quotation brings us back to the main idea from Plato’s Phaedrus that gives power to “the
living and ensouled word of the man who knows” (tov tod €id6t0og Adyov (dvta kol
guyuyov), over the written word, which is just an image (¢{dwlov) of what is spoken. Thus,
for Socrates, in this dialogue, power belongs to “The word that is written, along with
knowledge, in the soul of the one who is learning, capable of defending itself, yet knowing to
whom it should speak and with whom it should be silent” (6¢ [0 Adyog] pet’ E€moTuNg
yphopetor &v T oD pavBdvovtog yuyh, SuVaTOC HEV apdval E0VT®, EMOTHROV OE AEYEw T
Kol o1y Tpdg odg Sel).2"

It is evident that Plato’s influence on Prodromos’s Xenedemos goes beyond the
dialogical form in which this work is presented, and the few direct quotations interspersed
throughout the text. Plato’s teachings are deeply embedded in the essence of this dialogue.
Depictions of Hermagoras as a fraudulent teacher, Theocles as a skilled philosopher who
already possesses true knowledge and can effortlessly manipulate abstract concepts, and
Xenedemos who, upon realizing his own ignorance, takes the first step towards attaining true
wisdom, all serve to display Prodromos’s own “teaching philosophy.” For Prodromos,
influenced by Plato’s Phaedrus, the inert knowledge of the written text, which has its own
technical limitations, is not enough. The proper understanding of a text is conditioned by the
guidance of a knowledgeable and experienced teacher. This teacher must also be an
accomplished rhetorician who has persuasive skills, philosophical erudition, and the ability to
discern the “souls” of his students, so that he can accommodate their learning needs and
transmit true knowledge to them. Moreover, the dialogue itself demonstrates how Prodromos
in practice created a seamless blend of rhetoric and philosophy. By expertly combining his
rhetorical skills with his profound philosophical knowledge, Prodromos crafts logical aporias

that showcase his mastery of both disciplines.

2.2 Examination

At the core of Xenedemos is the examination and criticism of Porphyry’s five universal terms.
Through this examination, as has been already said, Prodromos not only reflects upon the
incompetent teaching practice of his contemporaries, but also displays his own learnedness
and his teaching philosophy. Besides critical reflection on certain aspects of Porphyry’s

Isagoge, Prodromos also demonstrates his in-depth philosophical knowledge of the

275 Plato, Phaedrus 276a.
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commentary tradition on the Isagoge and the Categories, which is clearly reflected through
the logical puzzles that Theocles poses in front of the young Xenedemos. Even though these
puzzles are often left unsolved, Prodromos does leave subtle hints and points out the
directions which could lead the careful reader to an answer. This might suggest another
possible purpose of this work — a didactic tool for beginner students. The text of Xenedemos,
besides offering a kind of overview of the most important aporias in the studies of the
Isagoge, thus also allows students to check their knowledge and urge them to seek the right
answers. This possibility corresponds to Zagklas’s observation that many of Prodromos’s
works could potentially serve multiple purposes and be suitable for different contexts. As a
court poet, writer, intellectual, and teacher, Prodromos created works that could be used in
three different settings: the imperial court, the theatron, and the classroom. Thus, as Zagklas
explains, Prodromos’s works could be easily reused in different contexts regardless of their

primary skopos.?’®

2.2.1 Porphyry’s Isagoge and the Late Antique and Byzantine Commentary Tradition

The lIsagoge deals with five universal terms, namely genus (yévoc), species (£180¢),
differentia (dtapopd), property (idiov), and accident (coppepnkédc). In the first part of the text,
Porphyry describes and explains each of these items. In the second part, he examines the
commonalities and differences among them in all possible combinations of the five entities.
This text was envisioned as a gateway into logic and Porphyry’s language for the most part is
simple and clear. However, it was not an easy task for novice students to digest this work, as
it is packed with technical terminology and contains some less well-explained and obscure
passages. Therefore, late antigue and Byzantine authors expounded, explained, and
summarized this text to make it more accessible for beginner students of logic. Preserved
Greek commentaries by Ammonius (c. 440—between 517 and 526), Elias (sixth century),
David (sixth century), and Pseudo-Elias (Pseudo-David) (seventh century) survive from late
antiquity. These commentaries heavily influenced the marginal scholia written by Arethas (c.
860-939). 2'” Other Byzantine learned men, such as Maximus the Confessor (c. 580-662),
John of Damascus (c. 675/6-749), Photios (c. 810/20-893), the Anonymous Heiberg, Michael

276 7agklas, Miscellaneous Poems, 58-70.

277 Ammonius, Commentary on Porphyry’s Isagoge, 1-128; Elias, Commentary on Porphyry’s Isagoge, 1-104;
David, Commentary on Porphyry’s Isagoge, 82-219; Pseudo-Elias (Pseudo-David), Lectures on Porphyry’s
Isagoge 1-136; Arethas, Scholia on Porphyry’s Isagoge, 1-130.
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Psellos (1018-1078), John Italos (c. 1025-1082), John Tzetzes (1110-1180), Nikephoros
Blemmydes (1197-1272), and George Gennadios Scholarios (c. 1400-1472), also dealt with

the Isagoge in their compendia, synopses, and short treatises.?’8

2.2.2 Genus (yévoq)

Theocles’s interrogation of Xenedemos about the 1sagoge begins with genus (yévog), the first
universal term discussed by Porphyry. However, before inquiring about the definition of
genus as given by Porphyry, Theocles first asks Xenedemos “whether genus exists or not” (&l
gotv | un Eott 10 Yévoc).2’® An explanation as to why Prodromos even poses this question
might be found in the opening lines of the second book of Aristotle’s Posterior Analytics:
“The things we seek are equal in number to those we understand. We seek four things: the
fact, the reason why, if it is, what it is.” (Ta (nroduevd €otv ioo OV apOuOV doomep
émotdpeo. (nroduev 8¢ téTTapa, TO 81, TO 1071, €l Eott, Ti €o1v). 20 In his commentary on
this work, Prodromos explains that Aristotle proceeds from less honorable to more honorable
questions (&£ dTpotépv UEV O€iv eic Tymtepa petafaivewv), as he first posits “the fact” and
“the reason why”, which pertain to accidentals, and afterwards proceeds to “if it is” and
“what it is”, which pertain to substances. This approach, according to Prodromos, stems from
the belief that “the scientific knowledge of substances is more honorable than the [scientific

knowledge] of accidentals” (tyuotépav 88 givar v TV 0VCIOV SmCTHUNY THG TGV

278 John of Damascus, Philosophical Chapters, 25-146; Maximus Confessor, On Porphyry’s Isagoge and On
Aristotle’s Categories, ed. Mossman Roueché, “Byzantine Philosophical Texts of the Seventh Century,” Jahrbuch
der Osterreichischen Byzantinistik 23 (1974): 70-71 Photios. Synopsis on Ten Categories (qu. 137 -147), in Photii
Patriarchae Constantinopolitani Epistulae et Amphilochia, ed. Leendert Gerrit Westerink, vol. VI.2, VI vols.
(Leipzig: Teubner, 1989), 140-165; Anonymous Heiberg, Logic and Quadrivium, in Johan Ludvig Heiberg, ed.,
Anonymi Logica et Quadrivium: Cum Scholiis Antiquis, vol. 15.1, of Det Kgl. Danske Videnskabernes Selskab.
Historisk-Filologiske Meddelelser (Copenhagen: Hovedkommissioncer, 1929); Psellos, Philosophica Minora 1
(Opus. 13, 50 and 51), 40-43, 186-190, 190-217; Italos, Problems and Solutions, (qu. 9, 10, 11, 13, 14, 15, 21,
22, 26, 67); John Tzetzes also wrote a synopsis of Isagoge in twelve-syllable verses. An edition of this text is
currently being prepared by Rogelio Toledo Martin; Blemmydes, Compendium on Logic, 685-1004; Gennadios
Scholarios, Commentary on Aristotle’s Logic and Porphyry’s Isagoge, 7-113. For general information on
Byzantine reception of Porphyry’s Isagoge see: Christophe Erismann, “Logic in Byzantium,” in The Cambridge
Intellectual History of Byzantium, ed. Anthony Kaldellis and Niketas Siniossoglou (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2017), 362-380; George L. Kustas, “The Commentators on Aristotle’s ‘Categories’ and on
Porphyry’s ‘Isagoge,” chapter, in Studies in Byzantine Rhetoric, ed. George L. Kustas (Thessaloniké:
Patriarchikon Hidryma Paterikon Meleton, 1973), 101-126; Christophe Erismann, Byron David MacDougall,
“The Byzantine Reception of Porphyry's Isagoge”, in Medioevo. Rivista di storia della filosofia medievale 43
[L'Isagoge di Porfirio e la sua ricezione medievale] (2018): 41-72.

273 prodromos, Xenedemos, 248.

280 Aristotle, Posterior Analytics 2, 89b23-24.
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ovpPepnrotav).?8t Therefore, if someone inquiries about substantial things such as genus, it
would be logical to ask first whether genus exists and only after this is established to inquire
into what genus is and consequently provide a definitional account for it.

By posing the questions “if it is” and “what it is” regarding genus, Prodromos makes a
subtle reference to the fact that scholars reproached Porphyry for not asking these questions
first. For example, Pseudo-Elias mentions that some people criticized Porphyry for not
inquiring first “if it is, what it is, what kind it is, and why it is” (10 &i &€ot1, i éoTLV, OTTOIOV Ti
€oTl, Kol olati €otl) in respect of genus. In response to this criticism, Pseudo-Elias explains
that Porphyry does not inquire into these issues regarding universals as his work is of an
introductory nature. He argues that Porphyry deliberately refrains from asking “if it is” (i.e.,
whether universals subsist or depend on bare thoughts alone), “what it is” (i.e., whether they
are corporeal or incorporeal), and “what kind it is?” (i.e., whether they are separable or are in
perceptible items and subsist about them). Consequently, by avoiding these three questions
altogether, he also avoids discussion pertaining to the question “why it is.””?®2 Prodromos was
undoubtedly aware of the commentators’ suggestion that Porphyry intentionally refrained
from asking these questions. With the two initial questions that he poses in the dialogue, he
subtly signals that his discussion on five universal terms would require knowledge that goes
beyond Porphyry's introductory text.

In response to the question “if it is”, Xenedemos quickly gives an affirmative answer.
Theocles agrees with the response and adds that if this perspective is not accepted as
accurate, most books would disappear and “the best of philosophy would be overturned” (ta
KGAMoTO Tii¢ Prhiocogiog dvatpamioetol).?8® Here Prodromos makes a subtle reference to
Aristotle’s Metaphysics. While other sciences do not deal with substantial questions such as
whether the genus exists or not (gi éotiv §j un €ott 10 yévog) and what it is (ti €ot), it is the
task of the first philosophy (@ihocogio mpmtn), i.e., metaphysics, to inquire into these
matters. Since this is the highest science, it is its task to deal with the highest genera.?®*

Theocles’s next question, not surprisingly, pertains to “what among the existing

things the genus is and through which definitional account it is explained?” (ti 6¢ t@®v dvimv

281 prodromos, Commentary on Aristotle’s Posterior Analytics 2, 172-174.

282 pseudo-Elias (Pseudo-David), Lectures on Porphyry's Isagoge, 71; See also: Porphyry, Isagoge, 1. Prodromos
line of inquiry was not an isolated instance in metatextual production on Porphyry’s Isagoge. David, for
example, applies the same line of inquiry as Prodromos. Thus, he announces that he will first inquire in respect
of genus “if it is”, and afterwards “what it is”. However, since “what it is” is revealed either through definition or
through description, he explains that he will first discuss difference between these two concepts. This will allow
him to inquire whether the genus is described or defined. David, Commentary on Porphyry’s Isagoge, 130.

283 prodromos, Xenedemos, 250; Prodromos, Xenedemos, (tr. Spyridonova et al.), 265.

284 Aristotle, Metaphysics VI.1: 1025b15-18; 1026a21-32.
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goti kai Tivt amodidoton Ady®).?®® In his response, Xenedemos swiftly cites “the description
of genus” (tod yévovg vmoypaenv) as provided by Porphyry. However, Theocles is not
satisfied with this answer as he believes that Xenedemos does not understand what is meant
by this definition. Hence, he asks Xenedemos to tell him to which out of the ten categories he
would assign genus. Xenedemos again readily responds and assigns genus to relatives (t®
TpoC Tv), since one can say that “the genus of the species” (yévog yap sidovc éotiv).28®

Xenedemos’s response to this question is problematic. A similar issue regarding the
species and genera of substances had been brought up by Aristotle in the Categories. In his
discussion on relatives, Aristotle explains that neither primary substances, taken as a whole or
in its parts, nor secondary substances can be relatives. Still, in the case of the secondary
substances (i.e., genera and species of substances), Aristotle refrains from asserting any firm
conclusion and leaves room for debate.?®” Aristotle’s interpretation is commonly accepted
and further explicated in the commentary tradition on the Categories. Commentators for the
most part agree that no substance, whether primary or secondary, nor their parts should be
considered relatives.?®

This is the case for genera and species of substances. Yet, what about genera and
species in general? Is it possible for them to be classified as relatives? It appears that the
commentary tradition on the lIsagoge is affirmative on this matter. Ammonius, when
explaining why the genus is given priority over the species, says: “Genus is causally prior to
species, although genus and species belong among the relatives” (npdtov 8¢ €61t 1O YEvoC
6V £1d®V kat’ aitiav, kaitol TdV mpdg Ti doTt TO Yévog Ko TO £1060¢). For instance, a father,
as a human being, takes causal precedence over the son, even though relatives are

simultaneous and constitute each other. As “relatives must be substances first” (Tt yop mpog

285 prodromos, Xenedemos, 250; Modified translation: Prodromos, Xenedemos, (tr. Spyridonova et al.), 265. |
translate the following terms as follows: Adyog — definitional account; umoypadry — description; 6pog —
definition; anosidwpuL — to explain.

28 prodromos, Xenedemos, 250.

287 Aristotle, Categories 8al14-28. According to Aristotle, this problem (i.e., whether the primary and secondary
substances or their parts can be considered to be relatives) occurs because the first description that he gives
for relatives, “things that are said to be what they are either about other things, or in some other way in
relation to something else” (mpoc Tt 8¢ t& toadta Aéyetal, doo avtd dmep éotiv £tépwy eivat Aéyetat R
onwoolv GAwg mpodg £tepov), is not accurate enough. Therefore, he introduces another description and
explains that for relatives “being is the same as being somehow related to something” (0i¢ T €lvol TAUTOV £0TL
™ TMPOG Tl Twg €xewv). This allows him to exclude the possibility for primary and secondary substances to
belong to the category of relatives. Translation from: Aristotle, Categories (tr. Ackrill modified) 8a14-28. See
also: Ibid. 6a37-8b24; 6a37-6b1; 8a37-39.

288 See: Porphyry, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 121-126; Ammonius, Commentary on Aristotle’s
Categories, 77-80; Simplicius, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 197-205; Olympiodorus, Commentary on
Aristotle’s Categories, 110-113; Philoponus, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 124-133; Elias, Commentary
on Aristotle’s Categories, 215-219.
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T dvérykn mpdtepov ovoiag givar), the pre-existent substances (v mpobmépyovcay odoiay)
can be causally prior either in respect of time or by nature (f} xpdve® 1| pvoet). Thus, while the
father is causally prior to the son in respect of time, the genus is causally prior to the species
by nature and becomes constitutive of their substance, because the genus is divided into
species.?8®

The same line of reasoning can be observed in Elias’s commentary on the Isagoge.
Elias beautifully illustrates the Porphyrian tree and explains that discussion must start from
genus, “because the genus seems to be like the root, differences like the trunks, the species
like the branches, and properties and accidents like twigs” (d10tt 10 pev yévog piln €oixe,
TPEUVOLS ol dtopopal, KAAd01G ta £10m, mapapudct T id1a kol td cvuPepnkota). For Elias, it
is reasonable to start from the genus, since when the genus exists, there are species,
differences, properties, and accidents, but when it does not exist, none of them exists.
However, the existence of the genus does not depend on the other four universals, because if
any of them is removed the genus will still exist. Therefore, “if the genus is the cause of the
species and species of the genus” (&l yap kai 10 Yévog 1@ £idet aitiov koi 1O £160G 16 yével),
they are not each other’s causes equally. Just as the father is the cause of the son’s existence
and relation, while the son is only the cause of the father’s relation, in the same way “the
genus is the cause of the existence and of relation for the species” (t0 yévog aitiov 1® €idet
xai Tod sivon koi tfig oyéoemc), while the species is only the cause of relation for the genus.
This is the reason why, according to Elias, Porphyry commences his discussion with genus.?%°

Although Elias does not explicitly state here that genus and species are relatives (npog
11), based on how he describes the relationship between genus and species, it can be
concluded that he clearly considers them to be relatives. This can be further corroborated by
the fact that later, in his discussion on species, he indeed briefly refers to genus and species as
relatives.?®! Similarly, David briefly mentions that “the genus is a genus of species” (0 yop
vévog €ldovg €oti Yévog) when discussing genus, and only later when he talks about species
mentions them as relatives. Furthermore, Pseudo-Elias and Arethas consider genus and

species relationally. Their account agrees with what is said by Ammonius and especially

289 Ammonius, Commentary on Porphyry’s Isagoge, 47. Ammonius did not perceive genera strictly as relatives,
but relation was accidental to genera.

290 Elias, Commentary on Porphyry’s Isagoge, 50-51; 63.

21 Elias, Commentary on Porphyry’s Isagoge,63,
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Elias, as they consider genus not only to be the cause of the relation to the species, but also of
its existence.?%?

However, as we will see, Prodromos, in his dialogue, seems to represent a different
stance. Theocles disagrees with the possibility that the genus can be assigned to the category
of relatives. He argues that there must be first Socrates, as a primary substance, ‘“so that,
secondarily, his being a father comes to existence” (&1 yap eivou mpdTov Tmkpdmv ivo
TapLTOoTOiN AT Kol ToTp), just as there must first be the number four in order for the
double or half of four to exist.?®® This line of reasoning does not seem to contradict the
commentary tradition on the Isagoge, as Theocles says that a substance or a definite quantity
must be pre-existent for a relation to exist. In this way, he goes along with the commonly
accepted view that relatives cannot be conceived in themselves, but only through some other
category.?®* However, Prodromos, through the words of Theocles, brings to absurdity the
possibility that a genus could belong only to one category, as this would imply that the
remaining nine categories are alien to it, which is impossible given that all ten categories are
equal. Therefore, according to Theocles, there are two options: either the “genus will perish
as a being” (10 glvan 1o yévog dtomeceiv) if it is considered as a relative, or it will be above all
ten categories. Since the first is not possible, the latter must be the case.?®

Why does Prodromos reject the possibility that genus is considered a relative, if this is
a mainstream view in the commentary tradition on the Isagoge? First of all, it is not that
Prodromos denies that genus is considered relationally in respect of species, but rather that
genus should not be classified in the category of relatives. This does not contradict the
commentary tradition on the Isagoge per se since the relative relationship between genus and
species is only secondary. Perhaps the best explanation for Prodromos’s aporia might be
found in Simplicius’s commentary on Aristotle’s Categories. He explains that “we say that
the ten categories are ten genera” (tag 0éka kotnyopiog déka yévn Aéyopev), each of which is
divided into species. Relatives are one of these ten genera. However, since it is said that “the
genus is the genus of species, and the species is of a genus” (10 yévoc €id®V €Tt Yévog, Kol TO
gidoc 8¢ yévoug gotiv)”, it will also imply that “if genus belonged to relatives, it would also

have to be one of the species of relatives” (dote Tdv TpOC TL G €1 0 Yévog Kai £100¢ &V TdV

292 David, Commentary on Porphyry’s Isagoge, 121, 143; Pseudo-Elias (Pseudo-David), Lectures on Porphyry's
Isagoge, 70; Arethas, Scholia on Porphyry’s Isagoge, scholion 31.

293 prodromos, Xenedemos, 250.

294 See, for instance, Porphyry, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 114.

2% prodromos, Xenedemos, 250.
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npoc 11).2% According to Simplicius, this is absurd. Firstly, it implies that the highest genus is
one species of relatives. Secondly, if we say that genus is relative and thus one species of
relative, and since genera inherently exist before their species, it will appear that genus exists
before its own existence (i.e., as a species of relatives). Thirdly, since relatives are an
accidental category, if they are removed, their species, including genus, would also be
removed. This is absurd because it implies that relatives would remove together with
themselves all ten genera, including the substance, which is prior by nature. Finally, if the
genus is merely one of the species of relatives, this would imply that all ten categories should
be classified as relatives. According to Simplicius, this problem should be treated in the same
way as unity (10 £€v) and being (10 0v) that belong homonymously to all ten categories. The
genus belongs primarily to substance and to all other things because of it. Thus, even if genus
“is classed with relatives according to the relational, even so, in so far as it belongs
homonymously to all the categories, in that respect it would not be classed definitively in any
one category” (Kdv Kot TO GYETIKOV TOIS TPOS TL GLVTETAKTAL, GAAL KB’ doov mdcog Taig
Katnyopiong OpOVOH®G VRAPYEL, KOTA TOCODTOV OVK v €V HId TVl KOTOTATTOITO
apmpiopévec).2Y’

Prodromos must have been familiar with Simplicius’s commentary, or at least with
the tradition that explicated this issue in a similar fashion. Prodromos expected his learned
audience to get his hints and be capable of providing an answer to this aporia - i.e., how
genus does not belong to the category of relatives exclusively, even if there is a relational
connection between genus and species.

Going back to the dialogue, we can see that Xenedemos agrees with Theocles that the
genus should be placed above the ten categories. Yet, this opens the stage for Prodromos to
posit a new aporia for his audience: If this is the case, Theocles asks, how should the name of
“genus” be predicated for all ten categories? This conundrum addresses the question of
whether genus should be predicated homonymously or synonymously for the ten categories.
Thus, if the name of the genus is predicated about the ten categories and the account
corresponding with the name (xotd tobvoua tovTov AdYoq) is not, then, the genus will be
homonymous (op®vopog); and if both the name of the genus and the account corresponding

with the name are predicated about the ten genera, then, the genus will be synonymous

2% Simplicius, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 204; Modified translation from Simplicius, On Aristotle
Categories 7-8, (tr. Fleet), 62.
297 Simplicius, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 204-205. Translation from Simplicius, On Aristotle
Categories 7-8, (tr. Fleet), 63.
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(ovvdvopoc).?®® On Theocles’s interrogation, Xenedemos first provides an account of the
genus from Porphyry’s Isagoge according to which “the genus is that which is predicated of
multiple things differing in species, in answer to what a thing is” (yévoc yap [...] eivar To
KoTo TAEIOVOV Kol Sopopov T¢ £idel &v 1@ T €01t katnyopovusvov”.2% Additionally,
Xenedemos confidently responds that genus is synonymously predicated as the name of the
genus and its account coincides with the ten genera.3®

Obviously, the answer Xenedemos gives is wrong. We have already seen that
Simplicius also explains that genus is homonymously predicated of the ten categories.

Furthermore, in the Isagoge, Porphyry himself clearly states the following:

For the existent is not a single genus common to everything, nor are all
things cogeneric in virtue of some single highest genus — as Aristotle says.
Let it be supposed, as in the Predications, that the first genera are ten — ten
first origins, as it were. Thus, even if you call everything existent, you will
do so, he says, homonymously and not synonymously. For if the existent
were a single genus common to everything, all things would be said to be
existent synonymously. But since the first items are ten, they have only the

name in common and not also the account which corresponds to the name. 3%

oV Yap €0TL KOWOV &V YéVOG TAVT®V TO OV 000€ TTavta Opoyevi] kab’ €v To
avoTtdto Yévog, OG enow O AplototéAng. GAAd kelcBw, domep €v TOig
Katnyopioug, o mpdto Séxo yévn olov dpyoi déka mpdTar: kav o1 mdva Tig
dvta KoAfj, OpOVOR®G, ENGi, KaAéoel, GAL’ 0D GLVOVOL®C. &l PV yap &v fv
KOWOV TAVI®OV Yévog TO OV, cuveVOU®G av TTdvto dvta €AEyeTo: Oéka O
SVTOV TAV TPAOTOV 1] KOWOVIO, KOTO TOVVOUO LOVOV, OVKETL PNV Kol KOTo

OV AOyoV TOV Katd Tovvopo. 30

This view is commonly accepted in the commentary tradition on both Porphyry’s Isagoge
and Aristotle’s Categories. It is clearly impossible for the ten genera to be predicated

synonymously. Although they share a common name, “genus,” they do not have a common

2%8 prodromos, Xenedemos, 251.

2%9 prodromos, Xenedemos, 251; Prodromos, Xenedemos, (tr. Spyridonova et al.), 266; Porphyry, Isagoge, 2.
300 prodromos, Xenedemos, 251; Prodromos, Xenedemos, (tr. Spyridonova et al.), 267.

301 porphyry, Isagoge (tr. Barnes), 7.

302 porphyry, Isagoge, 6.
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description, as each genus has its own description. On the other hand, genera are predicated
synonymously of species, and species are predicated synonymously of individuals.3%
However, Prodromos did not inquire if genera share the name “genus” and the descriptions of
each genus, but rather the name “genus” and the description of genus in general. The question
is why he created such an aporia and how do we solve it?

Before | proceed to answer this question, it is important to clarify three concepts that
will be important for our discussion. There is a difference between definition (&pog),
description (bmoypaen), and definitional account (Adyog tfig ovoiag). The perfect definition is
made from genus (i.e., matter) and its constitutive differences (i.e., form), signifies the
essence of the definiendum, and is convertible with it. Description, on the other hand, through
a unique mixture of accidents, signifies the substance that underlies them. While definition
clearly reveals the realities (ta mpdypata) through substance (éx tfg ovoiag), description is
like an image of these realities and reveals them through accidents (éx T®v copPepnrdTv).
The definition is always composed from essential words (¢ ovciwddv ewvdv), while the
description is composed from non-essential (émovoiwd®dv). Moreover, the definition always
pertains what is existing (éri évtov), while description can pertain both to existing and non-
existing things (éni dvtov kai pn dviwv). The highest genera do not have definition but only
description, while the subalternate genera and most specific species have a definition. A
definitional account that reveals the essence can be used to designate both definition and
description.3%

Returning to the aporia, the issue posed by Prodromos regarding genus has also been
explored in the commentary tradition concerning homonyms and their definitional account.
The problem with homonyms is that by virtue of being named homonyms, they share both the
name and the definitional account of homonyms, which makes them synonyms. Therefore,
everything with the same name would be considered synonymous. For instance, Simplicius,
in his commentary on the Categories, notes that Porphyry was the first to resolve this aporia

by suggesting that the same realities can be both homonyms and synonyms in respect of

303 For the commentary tradition on Categories, see: Porphyry, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 61;
Dexippus, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 13-15, 17, Ammonius, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories,
16; Simplicius, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 22; Olympiodorus, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories,
28; Philoponus, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 15; Elias, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 135;
For commentary tradition on Isagoge, see: Ammonius, Commentary on Porphyry’s Isagoge, 41-42; Elias,
Commentary on Porphyry’s Isagoge, 51; David, Commentary on Porphyry’s Isagoge, 130-131, 158-159; Pseudo-
Elias (Pseudo-David), Lectures on Porphyry's Isagoge, 91; Arethas, Scholia on Porphyry’s Isagoge”, scholion 80.
304 see for instance: Porphyry, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 60; Dexippus, Commentary on Aristotle’s
Categories, 20; Simplicius, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 19; Ammonius, Commentary on Porphyry’s
Isagoge, 54-55; Arethas, Scholia on Porphyry’s Isagoge, scholion 37.
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different predications. We can consider the well-known example of the “two Ajaxes.” While
they are homonyms as two distinct individuals, they are synonyms as they belong to the
species of men, sharing the same definitional account of “rational mortal animal.” Just as
there is nothing preventing the two Ajaxes from being homonyms in terms of their
participation in the nature of men, they can also be considered synonyms in their participation
in the definitional account of homonyms.3®® One could provide the same explanation for
Prodromos’s puzzle: the ten genera are homonyms in terms of their unique descriptions and
synonyms regarding the description of what a genus is.

Another peculiar answer to this puzzle can be found in Ammonius's commentary on
the Isagoge. He explains that things with the same definitions also have the same realities.
Homonyms cannot have one common definition but are instead described. Since description
is based on accidents that can belong to different substances, it is possible to give one
description of things that differ in substance without making them identical, as is the case
with genera and homonyms.3%

Returning back to the dialogue we can clearly see that Theocles only seemingly
accepts Xenedemos’s response and says this would indeed imply that “the genus is a genus of
ten categories” (yévog eivar Tdv déxo. O yévog), then the polyarchy would turn into monarchy
(moivapyia i povapyiov) and plurality into monad (eic évada 10 mA00c).3” However,
Theocles explains that someone might oppose this answer by saying “that the genus is not a
real thing, but a word; it does not subsist in itself but receives when the ten categories are
given” (poviVv 10 vévog Aéymv etvol dmpdypotov: pn 8¢ kad’ Eavtiv Veeotdoav: GAL &v
t0ig mpoyeiplopévolc Tdv déka O sivar AapBdvovsav).’® To this objection, Theocles
ironically says that Porphyry was not a true philosopher since “he defined a word without
existence” (GvumdoTaTOV EOVI)V OPLGALEVOG), as he was not aware that “the definition of
anything is the statement of its nature” (tov yap £kdoTov dpov, Tiic T0VTOV PHGEMS Elval

dnhoticov).3% Afterwards, Theocles continues and argues:

305 Simplicius, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 30-31; Porphyry, in the preserved commentary on the
Categories, does give an example of the “two Ajaxes”, but he does not explicitly say that the same thing can be
both homonymous and synonymous in respect of different appellations. It might be the case that Simplicius
refers here to Porphyry’s more extent commentary on the Categories, namely the book titled To Gedalius,
which is lost. See also: Porphyry, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 64; Dexippus, Commentary on
Aristotle’s Categories, 20-21; Elias, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 135-136.

306 Ammonius, Commentary on Porphyry’s Isagoge, 56.

307 prodromos, Xenedemos, 251; Modified translation: Prodromos, Xenedemos, (tr. Spyridonova et al.), 267.

308 prodromos, Xenedemos, 251; Prodromos, Xenedemos, (tr. Spyridonova et al.), 267.

309 Modified translation from: Prodromos, Xenedemos, (tr. Spyridonova et al.), 267. From hereafter | translate
“avunootatoc pwvn” as “non-substantial word” or “word without real existence”, as | find Spyridonova et. al.
translation of “avumndctatog dpwvr)” as “a word without significance” terminologically misleading. For the five
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But then | would demand that he considers animal as such an unsubstantial
word (i.e., word without existence) unless it is comprehended in a human
being, given that it is not comprehended in itself. | will call Aristotle to
witness, he who said that “the universal animal is either nothing or is
posterior.”%1% But if he attributes an actual existence to the animal, saying
that it is an animate sensitive substance, then, accordingly, we would also
attribute real existence to the genus, describing it as something ‘that is

predicated of multiple things differing in species, in answer to what a thing
iS.’Sll

gnerta kol 10 {dov, TolnTVy £ivar poVIV Avurdcstatov VmodécOar avTov
amortioopev: €l un v avBponw Anedein, kad’ coavtnv un Beopovpévny- kai
1OV AplototéAn Kopicopev paptopa 1o (dov Aéyovta TO KaBOLov, T 0VOEV
gotv §j Votepov: €l & VIOoTACY €KEIVOG T (O® ddoin: ovoiav Euyvyov
aicOnTuchv TI0épevog slvar koo TOLTOV Kol MUES, 1@ Yével VmdoTUGY
doinuev: 0 Kath TAEWOVOV ATOdOOVTES Kol dtapdpwv T® €idetl kol &v 1d Tl

got1-312

This aporia actually addresses the question from Porphyry’s Isagoge regarding genera and

species that he restrains to discuss:

For example, about genera and species—whether they subsist, whether they
actually depend on bare thoughts alone, whether if they actually subsist they
are bodies or incorporeal and whether they are separable or are in perceptible

items and subsist about them [...]3!3

universals are all significant words “onuavtikai pwval”. For example, as Arethas explains, a word can be
articulate (EvapBpoc) or inarticulate (avapBpoc). Furthermore, words can be significant (onuavtikn) or without
significance (donpoc). Articulate significant words can be either universal (kaB6Aou) or particular (peptkn).
Philosophers deal only with articulate significant universal words. These words can be further divided into
substantial (o0owwénc) and non-substantial (émoucwwdng). Substantial words can either accommodate one
nature (L@ dpUoeL apUOlel) i.e., species, or many (moAAAlc) natures i.e., genus and difference. Non-substantial
words can also accommodate one nature i.e., property or many natures i.e., accidents. Arethas, Commentary
on Aristotle’s Isagoge, scholion 4.

310 Aristotle, On the Soul, 402b7.

311 Modified translation from: Prodromos, Xenedemos, (tr. Spyridonova et al.), 267.

312 prodromos, Xenedemos, 252.

313 porphyry, Isagoge (tr. Barnes), 1.
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avTiKo TEPL TOV YEVDV TE KOl 100V TO HEV €ite DPEaTNKEY £ite KOl &V POVOIS
YAoig €mwvoialg keltor €ite kol VEECTNKOTA COUOTA 0TIV T ACMUOTA Kol

ToTEPOV YOPIOTA T £V TOIC aicONToic Kai mepi TadTa VpeotdTa [... ]2

However, although Porphyry restrains himself from this discussion, the commentary tradition
did not. Thus, for example, Ammonius in his commentary on the Isagoge explains that of
beings (t@v 6vtwv), some subsist (ta pev vVeéotnke) whereas others are mere concepts (ta 6
év yhoig émwvoiong vrapyet), such as centaurs, which exist only when they are conceived
(when they are not conceived, they do not have existence). Antisthenes, as Ammonius
explains, held that genera and species were mere conceptions (ta yévn kal o €idn &v yiloig
gmwvoioug elvar), with which Ammonius disagrees. Ammonius further explains that of
subsistent things (t@v veeotmkotwv), some are bodies, and others are incorporeal (to pev
oopotd €ott, 0 08 dcmpota). Therefore, Ammonius then explicates, of those who believed
that genera and species are subsistent, some argued that they are corporeal, and some that
they are incorporeal. Of those who said that genus and species are incorporeal, some argued
that they subsist in themselves (ot pév xa®’ avtd), and others that they subsist within sensible
things (ol 8¢ év 1oig aicOnroic Veeotdvar). Again, from those who believed that genera and
species subsist within sensible things, some believed that they are present throughout (o
6Aov €otiv), some said that they subsist at the surface (kata v émedveav), and others that
they subsist around subsistent things (mepi ta Vopeotdta). According to Ammonius, Porphyry
holds that genera and species are subsistent and incorporeal. Having established this, he was
able to inquire “whether they are inseparable from matter and in the many, or prior to them,
and have become separate” (gl dydplotd €Tt TG VANG Kol €v T0ig TOAAOIG §j TPO TOVT®V Kol
kexdprotar). 3L

Ammonius, like other Neoplatonic commentators, distinguished between three
different types of universals. 31® Therefore, for Ammonius, “genera are threefold” (tpittd éott
T YEVN):

1) “some before the many” (10 puév mpoO TGV TOAADV)

2) “some in the many” (ta 8¢ &v 101G TOALOTG)

314 porphyry, Isagoge, 1.

315 Ammonius, Commentary on Porphyry’s Isagoge, 39-41.

316 For more information on this see: Katerina lerodiakonou, “John Italos on Universals,” Documenti E Studi
Sulla Tradizione Filosofica Medievale 18 (2007): 231-47, 231-235.
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3) “some upon the many” (td¢ 6¢ éni T0ig TOAAOIC), “which are also called last-born
and conceptual, since they are in our thought” (G kai VoTEPOYEVT] KOAsiTan Kol
gvvonpatikd &g £v tf Sravoiq dvra T Huetépq).3t’

For instance, Ammonius invites the reader to imagine that there is a ring-seal bearing a relief

of Achilles, which is used to imprint the same relief on multiple pieces of wax. Someone,

who comes later, will observe that all the wax pieces bear identical imprints, each derived
from the same seal. As a result, this person forms an impression of the seal-relief in their
thought. In this example, the relief of the seal ring is what is before the many, its imprint in
pieces of wax is something what is in the many, and “the one in the thought concerning that
thing that made the impression on the many and is last-born” (f 8¢ &v 11 dwovoig TOD
amopa&apévou £t Toic ToALolg Kai votepoyevn). The same can be said in the case of genera
and species. Since all the forms are within the mind of the Demiurge, thus is also the form of
the human being as the impression in the ring. This form is before the many and is separable
from matter (10 &€idog mpd TV TOAGV Kol yopioTov Tiig VAng). However, the form of a
human being is also to be found in each particular human being, just like the seal-ring relief is
to be found in pieces of wax. These types of forms are in the many and inseparable from
matter (to towadta &v Toig ToAAOIg ivan Ko dympiota Tiig DAnG). Finally, the impression that
we have for all particular human beings, just as in the case of identical imprints on the pieces
of wax, exists in our thought. This form is upon the many and the last born (éxni toig moAAoig

[...] xai Votepoyevég). Although these forms “are separable from bodies” (gici 6& T0 ToldTOL

coudtov pev yoplotd) because “they do not subsist in a body but in the soul” (ovde yop &v

ocOpOTL DVEESTNKEY, AAL €v Yoyf), they are “not separable properly speaking” (ovy anidg o

xoplotd) because “they cannot be known in and by themselves” (006¢ yap adtd kb’ avTd

yvopilesdon Svvarar) unlike the Platonic forms before the many.3!® For Ammonius, Porphyry
does not speak about genera that are before the many, nor those that are in the many, but of
those that are upon the many. This is the reason why Porphyry provides a “‘description of the
concept’, that is, of the conceptual genus” (Vmoypagnv Tfic évvoiog, todT’ £o0TL TOD

gvvonpattkod yévoug).3to

317 Ammonius, Commentary on Porphyry’s Isagoge, 69; translation from: Ammonius, Interpretation of
Porphyry’s Isagoge (tr. Chase), 50.

318 Ammonius, Commentary on Porphyry’s Isagoge, 41-42; translation from: Ammonius, Interpretation of
Porphyry’s Isagoge (tr. Chase), 48-50.

319 Ammonius, Commentary on Porphyry’s Isagoge, 69; translation from: Ammonius, Interpretation of
Porphyry’s Isagoge (tr. Chase), 50.
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Prodromos shares the same stance with Ammonius when it comes to genera. This is
particularly evident from his reference to Aristotle’s On the Soul. However, before we
proceed to deciphering Prodromos’s aporia, it is important to clarify two things. First of all,
Prodromos only ironically says that Porphyry was not a philosopher as he “defined a word
without existence” (avvmootatov pwvny opioduevog). Porphyry does not give the definition
of the genus, but rather its description. Secondly, it is important to understand what
Prodromos actually means by “dvomoctotov”. As John of Damascus explains in his
Philosophical Chapters, what has no real existence (avvrdctatov), can be described in two
different senses — that which has absolutely no existence, and that which does not exist in
itself (10 undaufi pnodapdc dv), but subsists in a substance (ovk &yet diav Dmap&rv, AL &v Ti)
ovGig VeéoTNKeY), as an accident (10 cvpPePnioc).>2° This is exactly, as we will see, how
genera as universals are understood — even though they do not have the real existence in
themselves, they are still subsistent in the primary substances.

Therefore, Prodromos, holding this view, uses the example from On the Soul in which
Avristotle says that the universal animal is either nothing, or posterior (10 (®ov Aéyovto 10
KkaBorov, 1 00év dottv §j Dotepov).3?t With this reference, Prodromos gives a hint to his
audience about how it is possible to solve the puzzle at hand. However, in order to understand
both what Aristotle meant by this and how Prodromos employs this idea, it will be useful to
briefly discuss the authors who dealt with this matter. For instance, in Questions and
Solutions (Physical problems), attributed to Alexander of Aphoridisias, it is explained that the
universal is not a real thing in the strictest sense (10 8¢ kaboAov od Tpdyud Tt Kupimg), but
rather something that is accidental (cvupepnkog) to that thing. Therefore, genera exist
universally, but not as something real in themselves. For example, an animal is something
real (mpdyua) and indicates a certain nature — it signifies an animate sensitive substance
(onpaiver yap odoiav Epyuyov aicOntiknv) which according to its own nature is not universal
(6 kot pév v avtod evov odk Eott kKaBoAov). However, the animal as the genus, is either
nothing or posterior because it does not signify the proper nature of its own (ur @vow Tva
oikeiov onpaivet), but is an attribute (cOuntoua) that happens to some real thing. So, even if
genera exist in this way, they will be posterior to that to which they belong.3??

A somewhat similar account is also given by Themistius, who in his paraphrase of On

the Soul, explains Aristotle’s statement by saying that genus is a concept (€vvonuad) without

320 John of Damascus, Philosophical Chapters, chapter 29.
321 prodromos, Xenedemos, 252; Aristotle, On the Soul, 402b7.
322 Alexander of Aphrodisias, Problems and Solutions, 21-22
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real existence (avvmootatov). Thus, the definitions of genera and species are not the
definitions of notions, but rather of entities that really exist in individuals. For the notion
(vonua) of animal is not animate sensitive substance, but rather the particular animals are
animate.®23 Philoponus in his commentary On the Soul, agrees with what was previously said
by Alexander of Aphrodisias and Themistius. Philoponus also adds that with the statement
that “the universal animal is either nothing or posterior,” Aristotle actually refers to forms
that are last-born (Dotepoyevi)), i.e., to those universals that are upon the many. Thus, an
animal exists and is defined as a substance, but as a universal it does not have real
existence(to 8¢ kaboLlov ovk £otv v vootdoet). Therefore, the animal, as universal and as

genus, is either nothing or posterior, because it exists only conceptually (&vvonuaticdc).>?*

2.2.3 Species (£id0¢)

The next universal term that Prodromos treats in his dialogues is species. This section begins
with Theocles inquiring about the account (Adyog) of the most specific (eidikdTatov) species.
Xenedemos readily takes the answer from the book at his hand and says that “the most
specific species is the species that is predicated, in answer to ‘What is it?’, of several items
which differ in number” (eiducdtatov ldoc slvan Aéyetal, TO KOTA TAELOVOV KOi SL0PEPOHVTIDV
@ apOud &v 1@ Ti éott Kornyopoduevov).3® Satisfied with this answer, Theocles further
inquires whether the given account should be applied to one of the most specific species, such
as horse or man, or to the most specific species in general. According to Theocles, the
account should certainly apply to the most specific species in general. For instance, Theocles
argues, when someone defines a man (yap 6 tov dvBpwmov opilopevog), they do not define a
particular man, but a man in the absolute sense. Since the definition is indicative of the
universal and united nature of the definiendum, we should not define some of the most
specific species, but the specific species as whole. However, if this is the case, Porphyry's
account of species seems not to be accurate enough. Theocles keeps confusing his opponent

and says:

323 Themistius, Paraphrase on Aristotle’s On the Soul, 3-4.
324 philoponus, Commentary on Aristotle’s On the Soul, 37-38.
325 prodromos, Xenedemos, 253; Porphyry, Isagoge, 4.
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The most specific species are different in nature and species and, therefore,
they should not be considered as something ‘predicated of many things
differing in number, in answer to what the species 1is,” but rather as
something ‘predicated of the things differing in the species.” And, if we
suppose that this is the case, then the account (Adyoc) of the species will
coincide with that of the genus. If the two definitions do not differ in
anything other than one differing in number and the other differing in
species, and the last definition undermines even this distinction, then nothing
remains for us to do but to equate both definitions. Given that the definitions
do not differ in anything, the things they define do not differ either.
Consequently, the genus and the species will be the same. Thus, our five

voices will reduce to four.32

Ta 0€ €ldIKMTOTA £TEPOPLT Kol €101 AAMANA®V d1apopa, 0V TO KATH SL0POP®V
6 4pOud Aeyopevov &v 1@ ti dotv £100¢ £det 06c0a1-327 ALY pdAAov TO
Kot Stopdpwv @ €idel: T 8¢ €l TodTO d001, 06 Adyog ToD £Id0VE TA TOD
vévoug tavticOnoetor AOy®- €l yop kot GAAO pn O&v AUEOTEP® T® Opw
devnvoyoatov, €l pn 10 ddpopov £idel Kai dtapopov Aplud, veérot 68 O
Loyoc kai Todto, Asimeton mavtdmacty Ao icdle T pnoévie Spw- GV
0¢ ol dpot kat’ ovdev SAATTOVGL, TOVTOV 0VOE TA OpLlopEVa TPAYIOTOL:
goton dpo yévog T& Kail £100¢, TAWTOV: Kol 0DTmg NIV 1) TEVTAG TV PuVdV,

gic TeTpada peteveydij->28.

As can be clearly seen, the description of the most specific species bears a striking
resemblance to the one provided by Porphyry regarding genera — “10 xotd mAeldvov Kol
dwpepdviov 1@ €idel év @ Ti €oTt Katnyopovuevov” (a genus is what is predicated, in
answer to 'What is it?, of several items which differ in species). Thus, while species are
predicated of several items that differ in number, the genus is predicated of several items that
differ in species. However, if the description of the most specific species is taken as a

universal definition, it will imply that the most specific species are predicated of several

326 Translation from: Prodromos, Xenedemos (tr. Spyridonova et al.), 268-269. | have just substituted here the
term “definition” with “account” in case of “Adyo¢”.

327 Here Istvan Perczel has changed the punctuation and, per consequent, also the translation, of Spyridonova
et al. According to Perczel this is the obvious sense of the sentence.

328 prodromos, Xenedemos, 253.
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items differing in species. As previously explained in the section on the genus, the most
general genera cannot be defined, but only described, since a perfect definition arises from
genus and constitutive differences. The same applies to the genus taken as a universal term,
as it is predicated homonymously of the ten highest genera. However, the most specific
species, as well as subalternate genera and species taken individually, can be defined since
they all possess genera and constitutive differences. Yet, the question remains: what happens
with the most specific species taken as a universal term? Can universal terms in general be
defined or only described? In order to clarify the issue at hand, I will first briefly summarize
how Porphyry describes species. Then, | will examine how the commentary tradition
approached the question of defining universals in order to decipher Prodromos’s aporia.

According to Porphyry, “they render” (drodiddacv) species in the following ways:

1) “a species is what is ordered under a genus” (£166¢ €Tt TO TaTTOUEVOV VIO TO

Yév0Q);

2) a species is “that of which a genus is predicated in answer to ‘What is it?’” i.e.,

essentially (o0 10 yévog év t® ti ot KaTnyopeital);

3) “a species is what is predicated, in answer to ‘What is it?’, of several items which

differ in number” (£186¢ &6t 10 KoTd TAEWOVOV Koi S10PEPOVTIOV TG ApOUG &v T Ti

0T Kot yopovpevoy.). 32
While the last account is suitable only for the most specific species, the first two are also
applicable to species that are not the most specific. To clarify this, Porphyry explains that in
each type of predication (ka6’ ékdotnv katnyopiav) there are:

1) the most general items (yevikdtata);

2) the most specific items (gidikdtoTa);

3) the intermediate items (td 0& péca).
The most general items are the ten genera and there is no other superordinate genus above
them. The most specific items are those after which there are no other subordinate species —
they cannot be further divided into species, but only into individuals. The intermediate items
are those that are between the most general and the most special. They are also called
subaltern genera and species (bmdAAnAa yévn kol €idn) as they can be both genera and species
depending on the relation. Whereas the extremes have a single relation (ta 6¢ dkpa piov yet
oyéow) — the most general with items below them, the most special with items above them,

the intermediate items (ta 6¢ uéoa) have two relations (dvo oyéoeic) — one to the items before

329 porphyry, Isagoge, 4; Translation from: Porphyry, Isagoge (tr. Barnes), 5.

138



CEU eTD Collection

them in respect of which they are species, and one to the items after them in respect of which
they are genera.3*

It can be clearly seen that Porphyry does not provide a definition of the most specific
species as universal term, but rather its descriptions. Prodromos, on the other hand confuses
his audience by interchangeably using two fundamental concepts, namely account (A6yoq)
and definition (6pog). This is indicated by his inquiry about the definition of the most specific
species. However, while each of the most specific species can be defined, the most specific
species as a universal term cannot. To the best of my knowledge, only two authors in the
entire Neoplatonic and Byzantine commentary tradition on the Isagoge, namely Pseudo-Elias
and David, explicitly examine why Porphyry used description instead of definition for the
genus and the remaining universal terms. According to Pseudo-Elias, for example, the true
reason why Porphyry did not define the five universal words is because they are
homonymous. Since homonyms are not defined, so also the five universals are not defined.
Pseudo-Elias further clarifies that homonyms cannot be defined because the definition
signifies one essence (6 Opiopog piav ovoiov onuaiver), while homonyms indicate many
natures. Moreover, he explains that universals are considered as homonyms because they fall
under the ten categories that are also homonymous. To be precise, in each category there is a
genus, difference, species, and property in most cases as something accidental (to
ovpPepnrog).*

Although someone with a limited understanding of logic might mistakenly assume
that Prodromos is criticizing Porphyry’s definitional account of species here, this is not the
case. By presenting this aporia, Prodromos not only cleverly exposes inadequately trained
students under the tutelage of incompetent instructors, but also skillfully crafts a puzzle that
allows his audience to identify logical inconsistencies in his argument and find a solution.
Firstly, in this aporia, Prodromos exploits the similarities between the descriptions of the
genus and the species to confound his audience. Secondly, Prodromos keeps perplexing a
reader with two fundamental concepts, namely account (A0yog) and definition (6poc).
Although a definitional account that reveals the essence can serve as both a definition and a
description, Porphyry does not provide a definition for the universal term species; instead, he
offers its descriptions. Finally, and most importantly, Prodromos make a confusion between

“this particular” most specific species (e.g., man, horse), and the most specific species

330 porphyry, Isagoge, 4-6; Translation from: Porphyry, Isagoge (tr. Barnes), 5-7.
331 pseudo-Elias (Pseudo-David), Lectures on Porphyry’s Isagoge, 75-76; David, Commentary on Porphyry’s
Isagoge, 131-133.
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understood as a universal and a homonymous. While “this particular” most specific species
such as man and horse can be defined, the most specific species as universal and
homonymous term can only be described. This is the answer that Prodromos expects from a
knowledgeable reader to provide.

2.2.4 Differentia (6vaQopd)

After finishing the discussion on species, Prodromos leads the dialogue to the third term from
Porphyry’s Isagoge — differentia (dtapopd). In this section, Theocles asks Xenedemos to tell
him what the definitional account (Adyov) of difference is as rendered by his teacher
Hermagoras and as formulated by Porphyry before him. Xenedemos readily responds to this
question, stating that there are several definitional accounts, but not all of them are applicable
to every difference. Therefore, he decides to provide the definition that he believes befits
every difference: “the difference is that by which each singular thing differs as a whole”
(Srapopd Ty, Tt Srapépet Ekacta OS dAov).332

Theocles, not surprisingly, is not satisfied with this answer and invites Xenedemos to
examine and check whether this definition (6pog) is correct. For, if it is the case that
differentiae are defined as that by which each type of thing differs (0piloito 8¢ @ Ot®
gxaota opEpet), then, the genera, though prior by nature, will become equivalent to them,
since each type of thing differs in genus as well. For example, Socrates, who belongs to the
genus of animal, is different from white, which belongs to the genus of color. Moreover,
since each type of thing could be differentiated based on their species, such as man and horse,
the species will also become differentiae. If genera and species are equivalent to differentiae,
they will not be predicated in answer to “what a thing is” (ovkétt v t® ti £€oTv), but as the
difference in answer to “what kind of thing it is” (¢v 1® omoiov ti €otv). In addition, this will
also imply that “the species will be predicated of several items that differ in species” (10 €1d0g
KoTO TAEWOVOV Kol dlopopmv T@ €idel pndncetar). Furthermore, since the genus corresponds
to matter (VAn) and the difference to form (popen), it will imply that matter and form will be
the same. If this is the case, then also substance (ovOcia) and privation (ctépnoic), as well as
being (10 sivatr) and non-being (1o pry etvon) will be the same. None of this is possible. 333

In order to decipher the aporia that Prodromos poses, it is necessary to briefly turn to

what Porphyry says about the differentia in general, how he defines it and ultimately how the

332 prodromos, Xenedemos, 254-255.
333 prodromos, Xenedemos, 255.
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Neoplatonic and Byzantine commentary tradition deals with the definitional account in
question.

According to Porphyry, difference can be called: commonly (kow@®c) - when one item
is distinguished “by otherness” (étepdtntl) in any manner, either in relation to itself or in
relation to another item (e.g., young Socrates from old Socrates, or Socrates from Plato);
properly (idiwg) — when one item differs “by an inseparable accident” (dympict®
ovuPepniort) from the other one (e.g., blue-eyedness and black-eyedness); and most properly
(idwaitata) — when one item differs by a specific difference (gidomol®d Swpopd) from the
other item (e.g., man differs from horse by the specific difference of rationality). The
common and proper differences make an item other-like (ai pév kowdg kol idiwg dAloiov
nolodotv), whereas the most proper difference makes an item other (ai 8¢ iSwoitato §Ako).33

Moreover, differences can be separable (ywpiotd) — such as being healthy and being
ill, and inseparable (dymprota), which are further distinguished into those by accident (kotd
ovuPePnrota) — such as blue-eyed and black-eyed, and those in their own right (ka6 adtdc)
— such as rational and receptive of scientific knowledge. Accidental differences (xotd
ovpPePnkdg) are not included in the definitional account of substance; they make an item just
other-like and not other, and they accept augmentation and diminution. Differences in their
own right (ka8 avtdc), on the other hand, are taken into account in the definitional account
of the substance, they make the item other, and they do not admit the more and the less.3®

Differences in their own right can be divisive (dwupetikai) and constitutive
(ovotatikai) and they are called specific (eidomotot) differences. For instance, the differences
or rational and irrational are divisive differences through which the genus of animal is
divided into species. At the same time, these divisive differences of genera are completive
(ovuminpotikai) and constitutive differences of the species. These specific differences are
used to divide genera into species and for definitions.33®

Porphyry provides four different definitions of differentiae. According to the first
definition “a difference is that by which a species exceeds its genus” (Swapopé €oTv 1
neprocevEl TO £160¢ Tod yévouc). For example, man exceeds the genus of animal by rational
and mortal. The genus of animal, however, does not possess any opposite differences (e.g.,
rational and irrational, mortal and immortal) at the same time in actuality but rather in

potentiality only. According to the second definition, “a difference is what is predicated, in

334 porphyry, Isagoge, 8-9.
335 porphyry, Isagoge, 9-10.
336 porphyry, Isagoge, 10
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answer to ‘What sort of so-and-so is it?’, of several items which differ in species.” (diapopd
€0TL TO KOTO TAEWOVOV Kol Sopepdvtov T@ €idel €v 1@ Toidv Ti £€0TL KATNYOPOVUEVOV).
Porphyry further explains that real things are constituted from matter (6An) and form (£iSog) —
e.g., a statue is constituted from bronze (i.e., matter) and figure (i.e., form). In the same way,
the common and special man (0 dvOpwmog 6 Kowog e Kol €id1k0g) are constituted from the
genus (i.e., animal) that is analogous to matter, and the difference (i.e., rational and mortal)
that is analogous to form (popoen). According to the third description, “a difference is what is
of a nature such as to separate items under the same genus” (Stapopd €otiv 10 Ywpilew
TEPLKOG T VIO TO AVTO YEVOC), just as rational and irrational separate man and horse, species
that belong to the genus of animal. Finally, according to the fourth rendering, “a difference is
that by which each type of thing differs” (Siapopd éotv 6t drapépet Ekaota). For example,
man and horse do not differ in virtue of their genus as they are both mortal animals, but in
terms of rational and irrational. Similarly, humans and gods are both rational animate
substances, but they differ in terms or mortal and immortal.3*’

Porphyry further explains that difference is not anything that by chance divides items
under the same genus, but rather something that adds to their being and is a segment of what
it is to be the thing itself.3® In Neoplatonic and Byzantine commentaries on the Isagoge, this
explanation of Porphyry is often used to explicate not only the third, but also the fourth
description of differentiae. While Ammonius does not delve much into this matter, other
commentators employ Porphyry’s explanation more thoroughly.®* Elias, for example, notes
that the first two descriptions of differentiae relate to constitutive differences, whereas the
other two refer to divisive differences. Elias further emphasizes that in the case of the third
description of difference, namely what is of a nature such as to separate items under the same
genus, it is necessary to add “according to essence” (10 kat’ ovoiav). To illustrate this, Elias
uses the example of being capable of laughing, which distinguishes humans from horses.

However, this is not a difference but a property. Similarly, in the case of the fourth

337 For the first two accounts, | have used the term “definition” as Porphyry uses the verb “dpilw”. For the third
account, | have used the term “description” since Porphyry employs the verb “Omoypdaw”. For the fourth
account, | have used the term “to render” since Porphyry employs the verb “damodiéwul”. See: Porphyry,
Isagoge, 10-11. Translation of quotations is taken from: Porphyry, Isagoge (tr. Barnes), 10-11.

338 porphyry, Isagoge, 11.

339 Ammonius, Commentary on Porphyry’s Isagoge, 108. The commentary tradition has extensively explored
the four descriptions of differentiae, with particular attention devoted to the first. However, since this topic is
not directly relevant to our current discussion, | will focus on the information that is most pertinent to the
fourth description. For general discussion on all four descriptions of differentiae see: Ammonius, Commentary
on Porphyry’s Isagoge, 101-108; Elias, Commentary on Porphyry’s Isagoge, 82-88; David, Commentary on
Porphyry’s Isagoge, 187-199; Pseudo-Elias (Pseudo-David), Lectures on Porphyry’s Isagoge, 110-117; Arethas,
Scholia on Porphyry’s Isagoge, scholia 142-163.
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description of a difference, namely that by which each type of thing differs, it is also
necessary to add “according to essence”. For example, white and black also differ from each
other. However, these are not differences in the proper sense, but rather accidental attributes.
Elias also adds that the fourth description of differentiae is more comprehensive
(kaBoAkmTépa) than the third one because the third description only includes differences that
belong to the same genus, while the fourth description pertains all things that differ in their
essence.3*

David’s account on differentiac somewhat differs from Elias’s account. According to
David, all four definitions of differentiae are necessarily given and are crucial for
understanding the concept of differentiae. Specifically, the first definition, which defines
differentiae as that by which a species exceeds its genus, includes both constitutive and
divisive differences. The second definition, which answers the question “What sort of so-and-
so is it?” when applied to multiple items that differ in species, includes only constitutive
differences. The third definition, which defines differentiae as that which separates items
under the same genus, includes only divisive differences. Like Elias, David also underlines
the importance of the addition “what is essential” (10 oVvc1wO®DC), as Porphyry implicitely
does in his own account. However, David does not discuss the fourth definition of
differentiae at all.3*

Pseudo-Elias (Pseudo-David), while following the same line of reasoning as David,
presents a more detailed account of this matter. He explains that it is necessary to have four
descriptions of the differentiae (Swapopai) because they are either of the same genera
(opotoyevayv) or of different genera (dvopoloyevdv), or they are either divisive (dwopetucod)
or constitutive (cvotatwkai), or they are both divisive and constitutive. As a result, the first
description befits both constitutive and divisive differences, the second description
accommodates constitutive differences, the third description pertains to divisive differences,
and finally the fourth description - i.e., that by which each type of thing differs — is suitable
for differences that belong to different genera. To illustrate the last description, Pseudo-Elias
provides the following example: “scientific knowledge differs from the line” (Siapépet
EmoTUN ypappfs), since scientific knowledge belongs to the genus of quality, while line
belongs to the category of quantity. He also notes that this description of the differentiae is

listed in the last place because it also befits common (kowv@®g) and proper (idiwg) differences.

340 Elias, Commentary on Porphyry’s Isagoge, 88.
341 David, Commentary on Porphyry’s Isagoge, 196-199.
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Therefore, according to Elias, Porphyry says that it is necessary to add to these descriptions
that they “essentially” (10 00G1®md®C) contain what is said about them.>*2

Although Pseudo-Elias does not mention it explicitly, it is obvious that the first three
descriptions befit differences that belong to the same genus. This is emphasized by Arethas,
who provides a similar treatment of the four descriptions of differences. In addition, Arethas
mentions that while the first three descriptions pertain to actual differences, the last
description can also be used for differences in a broader sense. However, Arethas also
emphasizes that it is necessary in the case of the third and fourth description also to add that
they are essential differences.4®

Taking Porphyry’s own account of differentiac and their four descriptions into
consideration, as well as the explications provided by the Neoplatonic and Byzantine
commentary tradition on this matter, it becomes immediately apparent that Prodromos's
primary objective was not merely to criticize the fourth definition as presented by Porphyry,
but rather to expose how it might be misinterpreted or inadequately explained by an
incompetent teacher to a beginner student. However, his decision to subject the fourth
definition of differentiae to scrutiny is not arbitrary. Based on Porphyry’s presentation of the
fourth definition in the Isagoge, when considered in isolation, it leaves considerable room for
criticism. Firstly, it is not sufficient to select only the last definition that, when taken
generally, applies to all differences. Instead, one must enlist all four definitions as they are
equally important. Secondly, even if one were to choose the last definition, it would be
necessary to emphasize that a difference is that by which each type of thing differs
essentially. In this manner, differentiae would never be considered equivalent to genera or
species. Prodromos’s treatment of this subject reveals that he expected anyone claiming
knowledge of Porphyry’s Isagoge to demonstrate a thorough understanding of its intricacies.
Consequently, one should either consult what has been written on this subject or receive

proper oral guidance from a teacher possessing comprehensive knowledge.

2.2.5 Property (idiov)

The aporia about property (idiov) in this dialogue begins with Theocles asking Xenedemos to
explain how this universal is divided. This description leads to Theocles questioning the

342 pseudo-Elias (Pseudo-David), Lectures on Porphyry’s Isagoge, 113-114, 117.
343 Arethas, Scholia on Porphyry’s Isagoge, scholia 150, 157, and 158.
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validity of the definition of proprium in the most proper sense. The Xenedemos character

closely follows Porphyry’s text on this matter:

“The fourth is divided into four!” I said. “The first one is that which
‘happens to some species alone, though not to every individual of that
species and not always, as to a man to practice medicine.” The second one is
that which ‘happens not to that species alone, but to every individual of that
species, as to man to be a biped.” The third one is that which ‘happens to a
species alone, and to every individual of it, but not always, as to every man
to become gray-haired in old age.” The fourth one is that in which ‘all three
cases concur: to happen to one species alone, and to every individual of it,

and always.” These four parts Porphyry called the properties.”3*

el téttapac qv & &yd M tetdpTn: O T& yap pove i EvpuPéPnkev eidel kv
el un mavtli un 8’ del- ®¢ T@® AvOpOT® TO laTpevEW: Kol O movTl KAV &l pn
HOVE* MG ToLTE TO £tvon Simodt: kai O POV Kai TavTi kv &l ) del- g 6
adTd 1 &v yHpe moMmoig: kai 10, ¢’ 0D T Tpia cuVESpaOV TO, HLOVE Kai

movTi kad i, 18100 @ TToppupie dvopactor-34°

In response to this, Theocles ironically reacts by saying that this is indeed a scientific and
precise division (tfig émompovikic 1 & ¢ Kai dxpiBodg Srupéoemg). However, he expects
from his interlocutor, if he is really to be a true philosopher, to be careful in what he is saying
and add the details that are lacking in this explanation. Theocles further confuses his
interlocutor by asking him to specify the difference between the first and the fourth type of
property: the capability to laugh (10 yehaotikov) and practicing medicine (t0 iatpgvewv). The
main reason behind this interrogation is to confuse his interlocutor and ultimately
demonstrate that if there is no difference between these four types of properties, then the
division is not conducted correctly and the definition of property in an absolute sense is not
accurate. Xenedemos, shocked by this inquiry, responds that the answer is simple — “to laugh

is inherent to every man and always, and to practice medicine only to some men and

344 prodromos, Xenedemos, (tr. Spyridonova et al.), 272.
345 prodromos, Xenedemos, 256. See also: Porphyry, Isagoge, 11-12.
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sometimes” (®V 1O pév, del kol movti T YeAdv: 1O 88, Tvi Kol Toté 1O ioTpevely avOpdOT®
népukev).340

Not surprisingly, Theocles is not satisfied with this answer. Firstly, he argues that not
everyone laughs on all occasions. There are examples of people who could never laugh or
cry, such as the husband of Torone mentioned by Lycophron.®*” Also, people do not laugh at
moments of sorrow, or sickness, or while drinking, eating, speaking, and sleeping. Here,
Theocles thus expects the young student to recall and properly understand the reference from
Porphyry’s Isagoge that every man is always of such a nature as to laugh, even though he
does not always laugh.3*® In the commentary tradition on the lIsagoge, this is usually
explained by the potentiality versus actuality paradigm. Thus, for instance, Ammonius
clarifies that the capability of man to laugh always is said according to potentiality, but not
actuality — every man always has the potential to laugh, but a man does not always laugh in
actuality. This interpretation of Ammonius is particularly evident in two specific paragraphs.

Firstly, when explaining the fourth type of property, Ammonius states:

Each of these is said according to potentiality, not to actuality; for it is not
said to be capable of laughing or neighing insofar as it laughs or neighs, but
insofar as it is naturally suited [to do so]. For this is the property in the
proper sense — that which belongs to [a species] alone, and to all of it, and

always. 34°

TOVTOV 0¢ EkacTov ALyetan KoTd OUVOLY, o0 Kat’ &vépyslov: oV yap kabo

veAd §| xpepetilel, YEAAGTIKOV AEYETOL ) YPEUETIOTIKOV, OAAL KOOO TEQUKE.

10070 Yap £0T1 TO KVPIS 1310V TO POV Kol TovTi Kai del Vrapyov. 30

346 prodromos, Xenedemos, 256-7; Modified translation after: Prodromos, Xenedemos, (tr. Spyridonova et al.),
273.

347 prodromos, Xenedemos, 257. Lycophron in Alexandra indirectly refers to Proteus, a shape-shifting sea-god, a
husband of Torone, which is a female eponym of a city in northern Aegean: “For the grim husband of the
Phlegraian wife Torone, he who hates both laughter and tears, and is ignorant of and lacking in both” (6 yap oe
oUMékTpolo DAeypaiag MOGLS oTUYVOG Topwvng, M yEAwG améxBetal kai SAkpu, Vilg 8 £0Tl kol TNTWUEVOS
audotv). According to the myth, Proteus lost ability to laugh or cry due to loss of his children. See: Simon
Hornblower, Lykophron: Alexandra. Greek Text, Translation, Commentary, and Introduction, (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2015), 148-149, lines 115-118. On this passage, see also John Tzetzes, Scholia on Lycophron,
ed. Christian Gottfried Miiller, vol. 1 (Leipzig: Sumtibus F.C.G. Vogelii, 1811), 392.

348 prodromos, Xenedemos, 257; Porphyry, Isagoge, 12.

349 Translation taken from: Ammonius, Interpretation of Porphyry’s Isagoge (tr. Chase) 107-108.

350 Ammonius, Commentary on Porphyry’s Isagoge, 109-110.
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Secondly, when explicating Porphyry’s statement that man is of such a nature as to laugh,

Ammonius adds:

By saying ‘connatural’, he indicated potentiality and the fact of having a
natural tendency, not actuality. For even if we do not always laugh, we are
said to be always capable of laughing, for we have laughing potentially, and
we always have a natural tendency to laugh. We are therefore capable of
laughing, although we do not always laugh; for it is one thing to laugh, and
another to be capable of laughing; and neighing is one thing, and being

capable of neighing is another.!

T® einelv ovpgutov TV SVVOUY Kol TO TEPLUKEVAL EONAMGEV, OV TNV
gvépyslav- €l yap xoi un del yehdpev, GALL yelaoticol etvon Aeyopedo del:
Suvéuetl yap Eyopev tO yeAGV del kol me@OKopey yeAdv del. yelaoTikol ovv
goev oV yeA®dVTeG del: AL Yap TO YeAAV kol dALO TO YeEAAOTIKOV, Kol GAAO

0 YpepeTiev Koi SANO TO YPEUETIOTIKOV. 352

Although Prodromos does not explicitly mention the potentiality versus actuality paradigm,
his familiarity with it and the commentary tradition is implicitly attested in the very example
that he gives — Proteus, a shape-shifting sea-god and the husband of Torone (a female
eponym of a city in northern Aegean), who lost his ability to laugh or cry after the loss of his
children. A similar example is given by David, Pseudo-Elias, and Arethas, who provide as an
example people who, after visiting the cave of Trophonius and seeing all the dreadful images
there, completely lost their potential to laugh.®>® Whereas David, Pseudo-Elias, and Arethas
used this example to demonstrate that the capability to laugh is a non-substantial property,

Prodromos simply wants to show that the young Xenedemus, guided by a fraudulent teacher,

351 Translation taken from: Ammonius, Interpretation of Porphyry’s Isagoge (tr. Chase) 108.

352 Ammonius, Commentary on Porphyry’s Isagoge, 110.

353 The loss of the potentiality to laugh in all three sources is mentioned in the context of demonstrating that
the ability to laugh is a non-substantial property. Firstly, the substantial items are perfective (td oUowwén
telewwtikd) when actualized. The capability to laugh in no way perfects human nature when actualized.
Secondly, the substantial qualities are constituent of human nature. Laugher cannot be constituent of human
nature, as that would imply that crying, its opposite, will also be constituent of human nature, and human
nature cannot be constituted of opposites. Finally, what is substantial does not separate from the subject, even
by a mere conception. Since there are cases of humans who lost their potential to laugh completely, this will
imply that the capability to laugh is not substantial, but non-substantial property. See: David, Commentary on
Porphyry’s Isagoge, 203-204; Pseudo-Elias (Pseudo-David), Lectures on Porphyry’s Isagoge, 119; Arethas,
Scholia on Porphyry’s Isagoge, scholion 165.
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cannot even comprehend the basics from Porphyry’s Isagoge, such as that all men are always
of such a nature as to laugh and not that all men are always laughing. With this claim,
Prodromos paves the way for further argumentation, in which the potentiality versus actuality

paradigm is more evident:

If we assume this, then I would like to know the reason why we cannot also
say that practicing medicine is always inherent to every human. For even if
every human does not always practice medicine, every human is of such a
nature as to practice medicine. Thus, practicing medicine will be a property
of a human like the capability to laugh. If so, then even practicing geometry,
rhetoric, and any science in general will be a property of every human. Thus,
if every human is defined as receptive of scientific knowledge, and if this is
so, though the properties assigned to the same species will be more
numerous, one property will be implied by another property. Thus, it seems
that Porphyry has not classified and explained the properties in the best

way. 3%

AL €l TodTo oVTMG doipev Exetv, (NT® pobelv v aitiov: 6" v pun Koi to
foTpedey del kol mavtl T@ avOpmmm AeyOein: &l yap kol pn iotpevol aiel,
AL aiel loTpedey TéQukey AvOp®TOG: Kal €1 pn Tag iaTpevol, AAAG TEQUKE
nag Eotan dpa kol 10 toTpedety, avOpoOT® 1010V KaTh TO YEAUCTIKOV: €1 08
10070, KOl TO YEMUETPEV KOl TO PNTOPELEV: KOl EMOCTHUN GLVOAWMG maca:
€l ye dexTkov €moTnung amdong 0 avlpmmog dplotor kiv &l TodT0, TAEI®
10D avTod €ogitan €idovg Ta 1O AAL’ Ev £vog Hmotébettar: KivduveveTat dpa

I KaA®G pte Steksiv pqt’ amododvar 1o 1d1ov ov Iopeiprov- 3%

To understand Prodromos’s argument here, it is again important to return to the reception of
Porphyry’s Isagoge. According to the commentary tradition, the five universals are divided
into two types: substantial (ovo1dNG) — genus, species, and difference — and non-substantial
(émovoumodng) or adventitious (émeicodiddeg) — property and accident. Both substantial and
non-substantial universals can again be divided into those that accommodate either one nature

(md o@voer apupolel), such as species and property, or many natures (moAloic @OGECY

354 Modified translation from: Prodromos, Xenedemos, (tr. Spyridonova et al.), 273.
3% prodromos, Xenedemos 257.
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appoler), such as genus, difference, and accident.®® The point of divergence among
commentators comes at how property is perceived. Some commentators (e.g., Ammonius and
Elias) strictly perceive property as a non-substantial or adventitious universal; others (e.g.,
David, Arethas, and Nikephoros Blemmydes) argue that although property is non-substantial,
sometimes it can be understood substantially (ovc1wd®dg), such as receptive of thought and
scientific knowledge (t0 vob xoi émotiung dektikov), or non-substantially (émovcimddq),
such as capable of laughter (10 yehaotikov).>>

This divergence on the same subject is linked to the contrasting views of Porphyry
and Aristotle on how “t0 vod kai émomung dektwcov” should be understood. Porphyry
enlists it as a difference which is problematic, because “receptive of thought and scientific
knowledge” overlaps with his definition of properties, as it pertains exclusively to humans
and is convertible.®® In contrast, in the Topics, Aristotle views “receptive of scientific
knowledge” as a property in the strict sense (anA®dg 1dov) — “something which does not
indicate the essence of a thing, but belongs to that thing alone, and is predicated convertibly
of it” ("I8wov & dotiv O ) SnAol pév 1o i v etvan, podve 8 VIdpysl Kod dvtikaTnyopeitat Tod

npdrypatog,). >

35 Ammonius, Commentary on Porphyry’s Isagoge, 33; Elias, Commentary on Porphyry’s Isagoge, 36; David,
Commentary on Porphyry’s Isagoge, 85; Pseudo-Elias (Pseudo-David), Lectures on Porphyry’s Isagoge, 29-30;
Arethas, Scholia on Porphyry’s Isagoge, scholion 4; John of Damascus, Philosophical Chapters, 60-63;
Anonymous Heiberg, chapter 1, section 4; Blemmydes, Compendium on Logic, 746-749.

357 Ammonius, Commentary on Porphyry’s Isagoge,”, 33, 108; Elias, Commentary on Porphyry’s Isagoge, 101-
102; David, Commentary on Porphyry’s Isagoge, 85; Pseudo-Elias (Pseudo-David), Lectures on Porphyry’s
Isagoge, 52-53; Arethas, Scholia on Porphyry’s Isagoge, scholion 164; Blemmydes, Compendium on Logic, 749.
358 For instance, Porphyry, Isagoge, 19: “Proper to differences is the fact that they are often said of several
species—for example, rational applies both to man and to god—whereas a property applies to one species (the
species of which it is a property). Differences follow the items of which they are differences but do not convert,
whereas properties are counterpredicated of the items of which they are properties inasmuch as they convert.”
(18w0v 8¢ Stadopdc dtL altn pév émt mAelOVwWY el8®V Aéyetal TOANGKLS, 0lov TO Aoylkov Kal €mi Beol kol &mt
avBpwrou, TO 8¢ (8lov éd' vodc eldouc, ol oty (SLov. kal A pév Sladopd Emetat ékelvolg, Wv Av Stadopd, ov
HAV Kal AvTioTpédel: Ta 8¢ (Sla dvtikatnyopeital Mv av 1 (Sla St o Avtotpédetv.) Translation taken from:
Porphyry, Isagoge (tr. Barnes), 17. This explains why Ammonius and Elias, following Porphyry, categorize
“receptive of thought and scientific knowledge” as a difference. In Elias, for example, property is seen as
strictly accidental. He explains that Porphyry’s description of property as what is reciprocal ({6l6v £otL 0
avtiotpedov) is not sufficiently accurate, because it would include other reciprocal items such as definitions or
receptive of thought and scientific knowledge, but it should be rendered that as what is reciprocal accident
((6lov €otL oupPePnkog avtiotpédov). In this manner he implicitly indicates that he does not consider
receptive of thought as scientific knowledge to be property. This stance is further corroborated when Elias uses
Porphyry’s explanation: “proper to differences is the fact that they are often said of several species” (16lov 6&
Sladopdg 6tL altn pev €ml mMAeldvwy eld®v Aéyetal OAAAKLG), in order to underline that Porphyry “adds
‘often” (moAAdkig) because of receptive of thought and scientific knowledge: for this difference is not said
regarding many species, but only about humans (mpdokettat 6€ 16 oAAAKLG §1d TO Vol Kal EMLoTHUNG SEKTLKOV:
adtn yap n Stadopd oUK €ml MAELOVWY TVOV Aéyetal, GAN' €Ml povou avBpwrou). Ammonius, Commentary on
Porphyry’s Isagoge, 33, 108; Elias, Commentary on Porphyry’s Isagoge,101-102.

359 Aristotle, Topics 1, 102a19-20; 5, 128b33-1293a5; 131b37-134a18. David, Pseudo-Elias (Pseudo-David),
Arethas, and Nikephoros Blemmydes take the middle position between Aristotle and Porphyry by classifying
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Prodromos does not enter the discussion of substantial and non-substantial properties,
but he certainly follows Aristotle and aligns with the majority of the commentary tradition by
classifying “receptive of scientific knowledge” as a property in the strict sense. Prodromos
goes even one step further and argues that if all humans are receptive of scientific knowledge
by nature, then consequently the practicing geometry, medicine, rhetoric, or any other science
will also belong to all humans.

Prodromos’s idea can be corroborated by Aristotle’s Topics, in which he clearly states
on one occasion: “Thus it is a property of man to be receptive of learning grammar; for if he
is a man, then he is receptive of learning grammar, and if he is receptive of learning grammar,
he is a man” (olov iS10v avOpdmov 1O ypaupaticiic elvar dektikdv: &l yap dvOpondc Eoti,
YPOLPATIKTC SekTikOC £0TL, KOl €1 YPOPMATIKAG OeKTIKOC £oTwv, GvOpmmdg Eotty).3e0
Additionally, Aristotle explains in Topics that if genus is predicated of something, one of the
species that belong to that genus must also be predicated of that same thing. Similarly, if
something has a certain genus or paronymously derives its name from that genus, then it must
also possess or paronymously derive its name from one of the species contained within that

genus.®®! For example, in Aristotle’s words:

if scientific knowledge is predicated of something, then so too will be
grammatical or musical knowledge, or knowledge of one of the other
sciences; and if any one possesses knowledge or is described by a term
derived from knowledge, then he will also possess grammatical or musical
knowledge or knowledge of one of the other sciences, or will be described by

a term derived from one of them, e.g. as a grammarian or a musician.

“16 voU kal érmotAung SekTikov” as a substantial property. For example, Nikephoros Blemmydes explains that
“Most characteristics are accidental; however, sometimes they are also substantial, such as the receptive of
thought and scientific knowledge in humans. For this is not a difference. The difference is in respect of several
species, not in respect of one species” (Kal t@ moA\Ad eV EMOUCLHSECG £0TLV: eUplokeTal 6€ TTOU Kal oUoLWEEG:
olov £V TG AvBpWIw TO Vol Kal EMOTAKNG SeKTkOV. OV ydp £ott ToUTO Stadopd. Katd mAetdvwy yap eldGv,
oU kaB’ évog n Sladopa). David, Commentary on Porphyry’s Isagoge, 85; Pseudo-Elias (Pseudo-David), Lectures
on Porphyry’s Isagoge, 52-53; Arethas, Scholia on Porphyry’s Isagoge, scholion 164; Blemmydes, Compendium
on Logic, 749. Besides this division between substantial and non-substantial properties, Arethas, John of
Damascus, and Nikephoros Blemmydes also mention the Platonic threefold division of property from
potentiality (&no tiig Suvauewc) — e.g., the ability to laugh and receptive of thought and scientific knowledge,
from actuality (amd thig évepyeiag) — e.g., walking erect in man; from the way thing is formed (ano tfig
Slopyavwoewc) — e.g., being broad-nailed. (These specific examples are taken from Arethas; other authors use
different examples). See Arethas, Scholia on Porphyry’s Isagoge, scholion 164; John of Damascus, Philosophical
Chapters, 84; Blemmydes, Compendium on Logic, 780.

360 Aristotle, Topics 102a20-24. Modified translation from: Aristotle, Topics (tr. Pickard-Cambridge).

361 Aristotle, Topics 111a33-37.
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010V &1 TIVOG MGTAUN KATNYOPETTOL, KO YPOUUATIKT | LOVGUKT T} TOV ALV
TIG EMOTNUAOV KatnyopnOncetal, kol & Tic &yl EMGTHUNY T} TAPOVIU®S GO
TG EmoTung Aéyetal, Kol ypoppatikny €Eel fj LOLGIKNV 1 TV TOV GAA®V
EMOTNUOV 1| TAPOVOUOC 4T Tvog odT@dY PNONCETOL, 010V YPOUUOTIKOG T

HovoKkoc. 36

Based on this passage, it is quite logical to assume that if human beings are receptive of
intellect and scientific knowledge, they are also receptive of any kind of scientific knowledge
— grammatical, musical, philosophical. Yet, how do we solve the aporia presented by
Prodromos then? Prodromos correctly argues that just as every man is of such nature as to
laugh, even though he does not always laugh, so it is also every man, being receptive of
intellect and scientific knowledge, of such a nature to practice medicine for example, even
though he does not always practice medicine. However, it is important to underline that
Prodromos in the passage does not make the comparison between being receptive of
knowledge of medicine, geometry, rhetoric, or any other science and capable of laughing. He
rather makes comparison between practicing medicine (10 iatpgvewv), practicing grammar (10
yvewpeTpeiv) and practicing rhetoric (t0 pnropedetv) on the one hand and capable of laughing
(t0 yelaotikov) on the other. As we have seen in the excerpt from Ammonius’s commentary
on the Isagoge, it is one thing to laugh (t0 yeAdv), which exists in humans potentially, and
another to be capable of laughing (10 yeloaotikdv). Consequently, it is not difficult to
conclude that there is also a difference between practicing medicine and being capable of
practicing medicine.

Prodromos’s aporia can be perhaps best clarified with an explanation provided three
centuries later by George Gennadios Scholarios in his commentary on Thomas Aquinas’ On
Being and Essence. Here, Gennadios Scholarios explains that to laugh is not a property of
man, but it is a common accident (10 yeAdv ovk €oTv 1010V T0D AVOP®OTOL, AAAL KOOV €0TL
ovuPepPnkdg). According to Porphyry, the property in the absolute sense is something that
belongs “alone and all and always” (10 mavti kol uéve koi ael). However, laughter, as
Gennadios Scholarios clarifies, although it belongs only to humans and all of them, does not
always exist in them, but rather sometimes “for humans do not always laugh in actuality” (o0

yop dei yeld 0 dvOpwmoc évepyeia). However, the property of humans in the strict sense is to

362 Aristotle, Topics 111a37-111b5. Translation from: Aristotle, Topics (tr. Pickard-Cambridge)
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be capable of laughing “for man are always in actuality capable of laughing” (del yap o
8vOpomdc EoTtv évepyeia yehaoTikdv). 363

Prodromos likely anticipated that a person well-versed in logic would be able to
unravel the puzzle and elucidate the distinction between being capable of practicing
medicine, or more precisely, being receptive to medical knowledge, on the one hand, and “to
practice medicine” on the other. Just as “to practice medicine” pertains to the first type of
property, as described by Porphyry, so too does “to laugh”. Similarly, just as being capable of
laughter represents the fourth type of property — namely, property in the strict sense — so too
is being capable of practicing medicine. Therefore, in the case of this aporia, we also observe
that Prodromos is not concerned with Porphyry's inadequate description of the four types of
properties, but rather with a student who being poorly instructed by an incompetent teacher

was unable to decipher this aporia.

2.2.6 Accident (coppepnkoc)

Prodromos’s fifth and final question deals with the accident (cuppepnkég), which is the last
universal item discussed in Porphyry’s Isagoge. After a short interlude between arguments,
Theocles mockingly asks Xenedemos to give him the definition of accident since he has
already defined the previous four universals in the best possible way. Xenedemos swiftly
responds by paraphrasing Porphyry’s definition: “An accident is that for which it is possible

to be present or absent in the same thing” (0 yap &vdéyeton 16 odTd £ivon Koi uf etvat, TodTo

couPepnicog).>*

In his account on accidents, Porphyry distinguishes between separable accidents
(yopotov ovuPefnkdc) — e.g., sleeping, sitting, walking, and inseparable accidents
(dydprotov cvpPepnkdc) — e.g., black-eyedness in ravens and some humans. Additionally,
Porphyry provides two different definitions of accidents. According to the first, “accidents
are items which come and go without the destruction of their subjects” (copupepnkog 8¢ Eotv
0 yiveton kol dmoyiveton yopic Tiic Tod vmokeévov @Oopdc), while according to the second
“accidents are what can hold or not hold of the same thing; or: what is neither a genus nor a
difference nor a species nor a property but is always subsistent in a subject” (coppepnkodg

€oTv O €vdéyetal T@ anT®d VIapyew 1 U vdpyewy, f| 0 obte Yévog €oTiv 0UTE dLAPOPA OVTE

363 Gennadios Scholarios, Commentary on Thomas Aquinas’s On Being and Essence, 312-313.
364prodromos, Xenedemos, 258; Prodromos, Xenedemos, (tr. Spyridonova et al.), 274.
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gid0¢ obte 1310V, del 8¢ dotv &v Vmokeéve VPoTaUEVOY).2®® Prodromos’s reference, as it
can be clearly seen, is based on the second definition.

Satisfied with this response, the Theocles character proceeds with his inquiry and
poses another simple yes-or-no question to Xenedemos: If Socrates is to be defined
(0piCeaban) not through species (i.e., man) but as an individual, would not he be designated as
“the combination of accidental attributes” (tfj cvvdpoui] T®v T0VT® cLuPePnrodtwv)? For
Xenedemos, familiar with the Isagoge, the only possible answer to this question is
affirmative.3® Obviously, Prodromos here refers to Porphyry’s explanation of individuals
according to which each individual is constituted of a unique mixture of accidental
attributes.3%’

This exchange creates a perfect setting for Theocles to confuse young Xenedemos

even more by stating the following:

In this case, you may describe Plato and Socrates, for instance, as follows.
The first one is dark-haired, straight-haired, snub-nosed, and thin, or
somehow otherwise. The second one is dark-haired, straight-haired, snub-
nosed, but potbellied. So, what is the difference between one and the other?
The answer is clearly evident, the former is thin and the latter is potbellied, is
it not? However, if being thin and being potbellied are accidental attributes,
they can be present and absent in the same subject; hence, Socrates can be

thin, and Plato potbellied, and consequently, Plato will become Socrates 368

Kol &M vmoypayor 1 8 8¢ IMAdtove kol Tokpdtn: OV ey, péhava Tuxov
TETAVOTPLYO. GOV Aayopov: §| OTmg GAAWS: TOV O€, T® TPOKOM® EKEIVOV
dlpopov: pEAOVA T YOPp Kol TODTOV KOl TETOVOTPYYO KOl OLUOvV: Tivt
SPEPETOV AAANA®V TO EVOpE, T| TAVTMG T Aayopd Kol T@ TPOKOM®: AL’

&l supPePniog 1o hayapdv Koi Tpokoiliov, TodTo & &vdéyeTar Td avTd sivar

365 porphyry, Isagoge 12-13; Translation taken from: Porphyry, Isagoge (tr. Barnes), 12.

366 prodromos, Xenedemos, 258; Prodromos, Xenedemos, (tr. Spyridonova et al.), 274.

367 porphyry’s explanation of individuals goes as follows: “Such items are called individuals because each is
constituted of proper features the assemblage of which will never be found the same in anything else —the
proper features of Socrates will never be found in any other of the particulars” (&topa oOv Aéyetat Ta Toladta,
&L &€ 18loTtATwY ouvEoTnKev EkaoTov, WV TO &Bpotopa oUK Gv &’ BAAOU ToTE TO aUTO yévolto - ai yap
JwKpAtoug i6Lotnteg oUK Gv €’ GAAOU TWOC TV KATA HEPOG yévolvto av ai autail). Porphyry, Isagoge, 7;
Translation taken from: Porphyry, Isagoge (tr. Barnes), 8.

368 prodromos, Xenedemos, (tr. Spyridonova et al.), 274-275.
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Kol pny etvon, €voéyotto av kol Aayapdv eivol TokpATnv Koi Tpokoiliov

MGrova: kol odtom Tokpamg dv 6 ITAdtov éositar- >

The aporia that Prodromos poses here has been brought into question by many learned men
before and after him in their commentaries, treatises, and logical compendia. As has already
been explained, the commonly accepted view in the commentary tradition is that the highest
genera and individuals cannot be defined, but only described, while definition is possible
only in the case of intermediate genera and species.®”® The perfect definition is composed
from genus and constitutive differences, while the description signifies the substance through
the peculiar combination of accidents that underlie the substance.®”* Furthermore, according
to Aristotle, the definition mostly relies on the question of sameness and difference; things
can be the same or different in three ways: either in genus, or in species, or in number (1] yop
1@ yével £0Ti TaVTOV 1) T@® €10el ) @ apOud). Thus, for example, Socrates is the same with
horse, as they both equally participate in the genus of animal. Secondly, Socrates is the same
with Plato, as they equally participate in the human species. Finally, Socrates as an individual
will not be the same as Plato or another person named Socrates, as they would not share the
mixture of the exact same accidental attributes.3"

Authors tackling this matter are unanimous in following Porphyry that a particular
substance, e.g., Socrates, can be only determined through this peculiar combination of
accidents which cannot be found in any other particular.3”® Yet, what happens if we assume
that there are two particular items that are supposedly made from the combination of the
exact same accidental attributes? According to Ammonius, this would simply be impossible,

because even if two individuals have the same accidental attributes, they would not have it at

369 prodromos, Xenedemos, 258-259.

370 See for instance: Ammonius, Commentary on Porphyry’s Isagoge, 56-57; Psellos, “Whether the Two Basils or
the Two Gregories are Homonyms or Synonyms” (opus. 6), in Psellos, Philosophica Minora 17-21, 18.

371 The reason why highest genera cannot be defined is due to the fact that they do not have constitutive
differences, but only divisive ones. See for instance: Ammonius, Commentary on Porphyry’s Isagoge, 56-57;
Psellos, “Whether the Two Basils or the Two Gregories are Homonyms or Synonyms”, 18.

372 Aristotle, Topics 1, 102b7-103a35; 7, 152b30-33. See also for instance: Alexander of Aphrodisias,
Commentary on Aristotle’s Topics, 58-59; Ammonius, Commentary on Porphyry’s Isagoge, 65; Psellos, “Whether
the Two Basils or the Two Gregories are Homonyms or Synonyms” 18-19; Blemmydes, Compendium on Logic,”
809.

373See for instance Ammonius, Commentary on Porphyry’s Isagoge, 56-57; Elias, Commentary on Porphyry’s
Isagoge, 76; David, Commentary on Porphyry’s Isagoge, 122, 167; Pseudo-Elias (Pseudo-David), Lectures on
Porphyry’s Isagoge, 98; Arethas, Scholia on Porphyry’s Isagoge, scholion 103; John of Damascus, Philosophical
Chapters 88, 165; Psellos, “Whether the Two Basils or the Two Gregories are Homonyms or Synonyms”, 20;
Blemmydes, Compendium on Logic, 805.
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the same time (8v 1@ avt@ Ypove).5’* This is also argued, though more elaborately, by David
and Arethas.®”® Besides this impossibility for two individuals to have the exactly same
characteristics at the same time, Elias and Pseudo-Elias (Pseudo-David) add that they would
also never occupy the same space (&v T® avt@ tomm). 3'® Elias, for instance, says: “Surely it
is not possible for them to be also standing in the same place: for the one [peculiar
combination] of the accidental attributes in Socrates is impossible also to exist in someone
else, so that these two would stand at the same time and the same place, without one body
containing the other body.” (o0 dMmov kol 1O &v avT®d T TOT®W £0TAVOL €V YOp OV TV
ocuuBepnrdtov @ Zokpdtel 00 dvvatol kai AL® vdpEat, Tva oi 600 &v T® aVT® XPOVE Kol
&v 1 avTd TON® oTaisy, tva pn ywprion odpa S sodpatog).3’!

How this differentiation of the particular individual works can be perhaps best seen,
for example, in Pseudo-Elias’s commentary on Porphyry’s Isagoge. He explains that since
there are many accidents, Porphyry categorizes them into three distinct groups: homeland,
parents, and individual attributes (§k te Tijg moTpidog Kol TOV yovémv Kol TOV EKAGTQ
npocoévtwv). Accordingly, Socrates by being Athenian is differentiated from people who
inhabit different places, and from other Athenians by being son of Sophroniscus. If Socrates
has a brother, he can be further distinguished by specific attributes “the philosopher, the
teacher, the snub-nosed, the barefooted” (0 @WdcoQog, O mpoydotwp, O OlWOG, O
avagalavtiog). If Socrates has a brother who shares exactly the same attributes as he does,
they can be still distinguished by the time of birth (t@® ypove tfic yevviicemg), as one must be
born before the other, and in terms of place (1® tOnw), as “they cannot stand in the same

place according to the number” (katd yop TOV dptOUdY ovK &v T avTd ToT ioTovar).3’

374 Ammonius, Commentary on Porphyry’s Isagoge, 90.

375 David, Commentary on Porphyry’s Isagoge, 122, 167-168; Arethas, Scholia on Porphyry’s Isagoge, scholion
103.

378Elias, Commentary on Porphyry’s Isagoge, 76; Pseudo-Elias (Pseudo-David), Lectures on Porphyry’s Isagoge,
99-100.

377 Elias, Commentary on Porphyry’s Isagoge, 76. David and Arethas, who probably follows David, consider that
this view is erroneous. According to David, for example, who seems to be directly criticizing Elias, by saying that
those who say that “For it is not possible for two to sit in the same place, since one body will contain another”
(oUte yap duvartal dVo v T® alT® Tonw kaB&lecBal, énel £otal cWua Sla cwpatog xwpolv) are wrong for
two reasons. Firstly, if place is understood universally, the proposition is false, because Socrates, for instance,
does not differ from Alcibiades as far as the place is concerned, and if place is understood accidentally, the
proposition is again false, because the place in the Lyceum, for instance, is not solely the place of Socrates, but
it can be occupied also by Plato. However, | am prone to believe that David and Arethas probably
misunderstood in what way a place was used to differentiate between two different particulars, but | refrain
from entering this discussion at the moment, as it is not relevant for the subject matter at hand. For more
information see: David, Commentary on Porphyry’s Isagoge, 122, 167-168; Arethas, Scholia on Porphyry’s
Isagoge, scholion 103.

378 pseudo-Elias (Pseudo-David), Lectures on Porphyry’s Isagoge, 99-100.
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Another peculiar example can be found in Arethas. After giving a similar explanation
as the one offered by Pseudo-Elias, Arethas also provides a response to the Stoics who
disagree that the combination of accidental attributes of one individual could have never been
found in someone else. According to Arethas, even if Socrates is made countless times, he
would never be the same: “But neither in number (for this one is different from that one), nor
in time (for the former is earlier than the latter), nor using the same things (for this one and
that one do not share the same accidents), it impossible to make them the same.” (4AL> oOte
ap1Ou® TOV anTodv (EALOG Yap 00TOC KAKEIVOC), 0UTE XpOV® (Tpdmy Yap TovTOL EKEIVOC), obTe
T0ig aNTOIC XPOUEVOS TPayIacty oDTog Kakeivog, & &1, cuuPefnrdta dvia kai od T0 AT,
TOV 0)TOV otfoon advvarov).3’

It is possible to infer that Prodromos posed an aporia for which a solution would have
been readily apparent to anyone acquainted with the commentary tradition on Porphyry’s
Isagoge or to someone instructed by a knowledgeable teacher. By leaving his question
unanswered, Prodromos may have anticipated that his audience or, perhaps, his students
would propose multiple solutions to resolve the enigma. The most straightforward solution to
this puzzle would be that Prodromos in his example did not exhaust all the accidental
characteristics of Socrates and Plato in the first place. For if he had, it would be inconceivable
for Socrates and Plato to share identical accidental characteristics at the same time, given that
they do not have common ancestry and the fact that they occupy different physical spaces as

two distinct individuals.

Conclusions

In this chapter, I have demonstrated that Prodromos’s main intention in Xenedemos is not to
criticize Porphyry’s Isagoge. Instead, just as Zagklas observed in the case of his other works,
this complex text serves multiple purposes. The most obvious aim of this work is to utilize
Prodromos's own self-promotional agenda. Thus, not only does Prodromos disparage a
stereotypical incompetent teacher, but he also promotes a model instructor that he himself
identifies with. Furthermore, the text stresses the importance of a good and skilled teacher for
educating young minds. This reveals not only Prodromos’s ethical and intellectual concerns,
but also signals the competitive anxiety of an instructor whose personal income depends on

fee-paying students. The representation of Theocles’s impeccable rhetorical and

379 Arethas, Scholia on Porphyry’s Isagoge, scholion 104.
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philosophical abilities, inspired by Plato’s Phaedrus, in fact discloses what kind of rhetorician
and philosopher Prodromos was, or was at least, striving to be. Thus, the text itself displays a
perfect fusion of rhetoric and philosophy, as Prodromos combines his rhetorical skills with
profound knowledge of philosophy to create aporias.

With the series of logical puzzles pertaining to Porphyry’s five predicables,
Prodromos displays a high level of competence and erudition that surpasses that of the text of
the Isagoge itself. His knowledge entailed in-depth familiarity with the rich commentary
tradition on this text and beyond. At the same time, these logical puzzles also implicitly
reveal Prodromos’s own interpretative concerns when it comes to the Isagoge. They indicate
the pitfalls that someone could easily fall into without proper education and guidance or even
errors that some of his less educated contemporaries made in their teaching practice. In fact,
Prodromos’s aporias reflect almost all the major problems that the Neoplatonic and Byzantine
commentators on the Isagoge dealt with. While some aporias have an evident solution, others
are more complex and require knowledge that exceeds elementary education in logic. This
might imply that the text was not intended for beginner pupils of logic but rather for those
students at a more advanced level. By posing logical puzzles that only a person well-trained
in logic could solve, Prodromos offers a unique didactic tool for students that allows them to
check their own knowledge and inspires them to perfect their education by seeking correct

anSWers.
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Chapter 3: Competence: Prodromos’s Cirticism of Aristotle’s

Categories in On Great and Small

Prodromos’s criticism was not limited to the intellectual, professional, and societal
competence of his contemporaries; it extended to pointing out and correcting contradictions
in the works of ancient authors. This enabled Prodromos to display his own competence and
increase his intellectual reputation in the competitive, learned environment of twelfth-century
Constantinople. One example of this criticism is his treatise — By the Most Wise and Learned
Lord Theodore Prodromos: On Great and Small, Many and Few, that These Terms Do Not
Belong to the Category of Relation but to That of Quantity, and [that they are also]
Contraries. (Tod copwtarov kai loyiwtdtov kvpod Ocodwpov 100 Ilpodpduov: mepl T0D
Ueydrov kol 100 uikpod, kol tod moALOD Kal ToD OAlyov: 6TL 00 TAV TPOS Tl gloty, GAlo TOD
moood, kai évavtio), addressed in the form of a letter to his teacher and friend Michael
Italikos.®®° Although criticism and correction of ancient authors was not an unusual practice
for twelfth-century Byzantine intellectuals, Prodromos’s disapproval of Aristotle’s stance on
great and small is unique in the late antique, Neoplatonic and Byzantine commentary
tradition on Aristotle’s Categories. This chapter will primarily focus on an analysis of
Prodromos’s arguments and an examination of the extent to which his approach diverged
from and was influenced by the commentary tradition. Through this analysis, we will gain
insight not only into Prodromos’s contribution to this topic, but also how his approach
enabled him to demonstrate his expertise in comparison with his predecessors and

contemporaries.
3.1 Rhetorical Introduction and Skopos

Prodromos’s On Great and Small can be divided into two unequal parts. The first part of the
text consists of a rhetorical introduction in which Prodromos explains to Italikos how he was
triggered by the incongruities in Aristotle’s Categories and felt obliged to address them.38!
The second part is written, as Prodromos himself underlines, in the manner of works of

natural philosophy (pucikod yapaktipoc).38? Again, the second part can be divided into two

380 Prodromos, On Great and Small, (ed. Tannery), 111.
381 prodromos, On Great and Small, (ed. Tannery), 111-113.
382 prodromos, On Great and Small, (ed. Tannery), 112.
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more or less equal sections. While in the first section Prodromos brings six counterarguments
to prove that great and small, as well as many and few, do not belong to the category of
relatives, but to the category of quantity, in the second section, with another six
counterarguments, he intends to demonstrate that these pairs are opposed to each other as
contraries and not as relatives.®® This division into six counterarguments for each section is
noted in the margins of two of the three manuscripts on which the modern edition of the text
is based.38

The introductory part of the treatise is packed with rhetorical language and figures.

This is immediately evident from its opening lines, which praise Italikos:

By what other than reason should one reason about the things that are the
object of reasoned thought, my friend full of reason? And by what other than
the Rule should one rule about the things for which a ruling should be
declared? Also, all philosophy and rhetoric, both conjointly and separately,
and any other reasoning, both ours [i.e., Christian] and that from the outside
[i.e., pagan], by whom else should they be judged than by Italikos? Just as, of
course, gold [is judged] by the Lydian stone and eaglets by the sun.

Tivt 8¢ AW, | AOY®, T0 Aoyldpeva Aoylotéov, Aoyio Lol KEQOAT; Kol T
kavovilopeya tivi, §| Kavovi, Kavoviotéov;, oihocoeiav o0& Gmacav, Koi
PNTOPIKNV, Kol GUVOEOEUEVDG BUP® Kol AGVVOETMGS, Kal TavTa Adyov, TOV 1€
nuedamov Koi tov Bvpabev, tive v GAA®, | Ttolkd ye, kprtéov; domep AUELEL

TOV ¥PLGOV T Adig kai Todg deTidsic @ HAim->&

Prodromos’ stylistic playfulness here is displayed by employing a rhetorical device known as
figura etymologica (moAvmtwtov): using words of the same etymological root to give
emphasis to his statement. By using this device, Prodromos creates a unique rhetorical
tautology to eulogize Italikos as the ultimate authority by which philosophy and rhetoric must
be assessed. Just as gold needs to be assessed by the Lydian touchstone and eaglets against

the sun, philosophical and rhetorical discourses need to be examined by Italikos. Prodromos

383 Prodromos, On Great and Small, (ed. Tannery), 113-119.

384 The enumeration of arguments is evident in Paris. gr. 1928 (6r-8r, XV century) and Paris. gr. 2350 (89-93,
XVI century), which was most probably a copy of the former manuscript. See: Tannery, “Théodore Prodrome.
Sur le Grand et le Petit (a Italicos). Texte Grec inédit et notice” 107, 113.

385 prodromos, On Great and Small, (ed. Tannery), 111.

159



CEU eTD Collection

again here re-uses his authorial signature lines — Lydian touchstone and eaglets against the
sun. He also presents Italikos as someone who is a specialist in rhetoric and philosophy, both
jointly and separately. By doing this, Prodromos alludes that Italikos, like Prodromos himself
and Psellos before him, was practicing philosophical rhetoric and rhetorical philosophy.

Like Prodromos himself, Italikos’ authoritative role resulting from his learnedness
gave him the authority to correctly assess the intellectual proficiency of both his
contemporaries and ancient authors. For this reason, Prodromos continues, just as the
goddesses presented themselves nude to Paris for judgement in their beauty contest,
Prodromos presents his naked work to Italikos, who has infallible eyes regarding this type of
discourse (v yopvov kai avtog @ &v Adyolg aladnt® cov 0eOoAUG TOV EUOV TOPLETAVED
Loyov).38® However, Prodromos does not expect Italikos to assess his text from the position of
a judge, but rather from the position of an advocate (koi dvtiford Sioutiicai oi o0 udAiov
Kot kprenv 1 vepryopdv). This is certainly not, as Prodromos himself explains, because he
expects Italikos to disregard mistakes in the discourse (dedpevog mopdelv 1@ AOY® TOG
nAnuueleiag). He rather requests that his friend approach his work mildly, eliminating
disorder and shortcomings without taking severe action.®®’

Prodromos and Italikos probably frequently engaged in intellectual exchange, and it is
therefore not surprising that Prodromos asks for the opinion and for corrections from his
teacher and a friend. For example, in the first part of one of his letters to Prodromos, Italikos
provides a playful description of their relationship. Italikos’s rhetorical display is packed with
logical terms and metaphysical allusions that reveal someone well-versed in logic and
philosophy. Thus, when he describes how they relate to each other, Italikos subtly uses
Aristotelian terminology from the Categories, explaining that: “We, on the other hand, are in
each other and whoever says Prodromos has included Italikos, and whoever calls Italikos has
simultaneously revealed Prodromos” (peig 0¢ ditepog €v Batépw kai 6 ginmv [Ipddpopov Tov
Trolkov cvveiMieet kol 6 tov Trolkov tov IIpodpopov cuvevéenvey).38 This description
resembles the one that Aristotle provides for relatives (mpdg t1), when he explains that for
relatives “being is the same as being somehow related to something” (o1 T eivou TaNTOV £0TL

1@ Tpog 11 mwg &xewv) and therefore “if someone knows any relative definitely he will also

386 Prodromos, On Great and Small, (ed. Tannery), 111.

387 Prodromos, On Great and Small, (ed. Tannery), 111.

388 Michael Italikos, To Prodromos, ed. Paul Gautier, Michel Italikos: Lettres et Discours (Paris: Institut Francais
d’Etudes Byzantines, 1972), 60. For this letter, I have used translation from: Stratis Papaioannou, “Language
Games, Not the Soul’s Beliefs: Michael Italikos to Theodoros Prodromos, on Friendship and Writing,” in in
Martin Hinterberger and Elisabeth Schiffer (eds.), Byzantinische Sprachkunst: Studien zur Byzantinischen
Literatur Gewidmet Wolfram Hérandner zum 65. Geburtstag. Byzantinisches Archiv 20, (Berlin: De Gruyter,
2007): 218-233, 220.
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know definitely that in relation to which it is spoken of” (€av Ti¢ €idf] TL OpIGUEVDS TOV TPOG
T1, KAKeEIVO TTPOG O Aéyetan dpropéva eloetan). 3

With this quoted sentence, Italikos begins a series of playful references to the
Aristotelian description and the propria of relatives. In the first place, he refers to the
common proprium of some relatives by which Aristotle considered them to be simultaneous
by nature (duo tf] evoet) and therefore to reciprocate as to the implication of existence (i.e.,
without being the cause of each other’s existence).3® However, since there are other items
that are simultaneous by nature, such as the coordinate species of the same genera, he makes
a playful reference to those species that are not coordinate with each other and therefore do
not reciprocate as to the implication of existence. Therefore, Italikos states that the
simultaneity between him and Prodromos is not comparable to that between an “animal”
(genus) and “man” (species), since these two items do not reciprocate as to the implication of
existence. Secondly, he refers to the proprium of relatives in the strict sense, according to
which they are said in relation to correlatives that reciprocate, provided that they are properly
given (mévta ovv Té TpOC T, EGvIep oikelog AmodiddTol, TPOC AvTicTpépovta Adystar). 3t
However, this type of reciprocity is to be found also in other items, such as a perfect
definition and the thing being defined, as well as a property with the thing of which it is
property.3®? Therefore, Italikos emphasizes that the simultaneity between Prodromos and
himself does not correspond to the reciprocity of the concepts of “man” (thing to which a
property belongs) and “laughing” (property). Moreover, their reciprocity, Italikos continues,
also cannot be compared to the “definition” and the “definiendum”.3% Italikos’s rhetorical
and philosophical play continues with other examples from logic and metaphysics that he
employs to depict the uniqueness of their connection. Ultimately, Italikos arrives to the
conclusion that their connection can be best depicted, as Papaioannou concludes from
Italikos’s description, with the kind of unity that exists in the Christian Trinity and the
Neoplatonic One.®* Although what Italikos says here might not have been his “soul beliefs”
regarding their friendship, it certainly shows that their friendship was based on common

philosophical interests.

389 Jtalikos, To Prodromos, 60; Aristotle, Categories, 8a33-34, 8a38-39.

3% talikos, To Prodromos, 60; When discussing simultaneity, Aristotle differentiates two — in terms of time (&po
8¢ katd TOv ¥povov) and by nature (Gipo tij pOoey). Aristotle, Categories, 14b24-15a13.

%1 Jtalikos, To Prodromos, 60; Aristotle, Categories 6b15-8a13.

392 See, for instance: Aristotle, Topics 102a18-30; 109a9-26.

39 Italikos, To Prodromos, 60.

39 Italikos, To Prodromos, 61; Papaioannou, “Language Games, Not the Soul’s Beliefs: Michael Italikos to
Theodoros Prodromos, on Friendship and Writing,” 225.
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After praising Italikos, Prodromos excuses himself for his lack of eloquence: he is
writing for his friend and will present his text in a writing style suitable for works of natural
philosophy (pvowod yapaxtijpog). Next, Prodromos provides an explanation regarding the
purpose (mpobecig) of his work. As he allegedly recently became familiar with the
Categories, he was triggered by Aristotle’s discussion on quantity in the part “where he refers
to great and small, and in addition to these, many and few, as relatives rather than quantities”
(61ov 1O péYa Kl TO PIKPOV Kol TO TOAD TTPOG TOVTOLG Kol TO OAiyoV TOig TPOG TL LAAAOV T} TG
106 Gvetifeto).3%®

Concepts of ckomdg and npdbecic played a pivotal role for the correct understanding
and interpretation of any text in the late antique and Byzantine philosophical tradition, as they
give insight into the author's purpose in composing a philosophical work and the specific aim
they seek to accomplish through their writing. In the late antique commentary tradition, it was
common to answer in most cases six questions about the interpreted text: what is its purpose
(oxomodc, mpdbeoic), its utility (yprioywov), the order in which text needs to be read in relation
to other works of the same author (td&ic), what is the title of the work (émtypaeny), whether
the text is authentic (yviotov), as well as what is its chapter division (Staipeoic)®®® Thus, for
instance, Porphyry, Simplicius, Ammonius, Dexippus, and Philoponus, in their commentaries
on Aristotle’s Categories, raise these questions and dedicate special attention to its ckomdg or
mpobecic.3®” However, taking into consideration the importance of clarifying the aim of a
specific work, Neoplatonic and Byzantine philosophers often also underlined the purpose of
their own works. For example, Simplicius clearly states that the purpose of his commentary
on the Categories is to provide an accurate comprehension, make the text more accessible,

and summarize the most important contributions from earlier commentators.3%® Therefore, it

3% Prodromos, On Great and Small, (ed. Tannery), 112.

3% For more information see: Jaap Mansfeld, Prolegomena: Questions to Be Settled before the Study of an
Author, or a Text (Leiden: Brill, 1994), 10-11; Charles Vergeer, Philosophy in Late Antiquity: Boundaries of
Being (Cambridge: Cambridge Scholars Publishing, 2019), 14.

397 Porphyry, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 56; Dexippus, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, T,
Ammonius, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 8-10; Simplicius, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 9-
13; Philoponus, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 8-9. For more information on how the skopos of a
certain philosophical work can be determined see: L. G. Westerink, trans., Anonymous Prolegomena to Platonic
Philosophy (Frome, England: Prometheus Trust, 2010), 38- 44.

3% Simplicius, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 3. The importance of precisely delineating the aim of
someone’s work is perhaps best reflected by John of Damascus in his Philosophical Chapters: “Anyone who
begins something without a purpose is like someone fumbling in the dark, because he who labors with no end in
view is entirely at loose ends. So, then, let us state at the very beginning what the proposed purpose of this work
is, so that what we are to say may more easily be grasped.” (Engidn| ndic Gokonmg Evapyouevog Tpéyatog Mg &v
GKOTEL SLATOPEVETAL—O VAP ACKOTWOG KOTIDY KOUBOMKDG TTOYXEVEL—, PEPE TOV TPOKEILEVOV TOD AOYOV GKOTOV
npdtepov ginwpev, do¢ av edinmta £in 10 Aeyopeva). John of Damascus, Philosophical Chapters 55; translation
from: John of Damascus, Writings (tr. Chase), 10.
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is not surprising that Prodromos, in writing a philosophical work, also justifies the purpose of
his own work.

It is difficult to believe that Prodromos became familiar with Aristotle’s Categories
only shortly before writing his treatise as he says: “Yesterday and not quite yesterday, nor
long before this day, | happened to busy myself with the Categories of Aristotle” (X601 a xoi
o0 whvv ¥01Ld, 000¢ PO MOALOD TavTNG MUEPDV, TAiG ~Apiototélove Karnyopiog obtm
Toyov kofounkoc).3% As mentioned before, together with Porphyry’s Isagoge, Aristotle’s
On Interpretation and Prior Analytics, the Categories were one of the first texts that a
Byzantine student of logic encountered in an educational setting. Moreover, the text of the
treatise itself — the manner in which the arguments are constructed as well as the sources used
to support this argumentation, reveal an author versed in logic and philosophy far beyond the
beginner stage. Byzantine scholarly production on Aristotle’s logic, as Michele Trizio argues,
emerged for the most part in the didactic context. Byzantine intellectuals engaged in
discussing, compiling, paraphrasing, and commenting on Aristotle in order to facilitate the
teaching process and to make knowledge of his works more accessible to future generations
of both scholars and students. Additionally, most probably under the guidance of a prominent
figure, Byzantine scholars orally discussed and interpreted problematic passages from
Aristotle’s works in their own intellectual circles.*®® Thus, it is possible that, Prodromos
might have re-encountered this issue in his teaching practice and decided to correct the
problematic view in the Categories.

Even though he was not satisfied with Aristotle’s stance on great and small,
Prodromos initially tried to restrain his critical reaction by repeating relevant Homeric verses
such as “Endure my heart” (tétAabt... xkpadin) and “be seated still and listen to the story of
others” (dtpépog Moo kai dAlmv pdbov dicove).*%r Both of these verses refer to scenes in the

Odyssey and the lliad, respectively, where patience and self-control is required.*®? However,

3% Prodromos, On Great and Small, (ed. Tannery), 112.

400 Michele Trizio, Reading and Commenting on Aristotle, in The Cambridge Intellectual History of Byzantium,
ed. Anthony Kaldellis and Niketas Siniossoglou (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2017), 397-412, 398-
399.

401 Homer, Odyssey, 20.18; Homer, Iliad, 2.200.

402 For more information see: Zaripov, “Mimesis and Intertextuality in Twelfth-Century Byzantine Literature:
The Case of Theodore Prodromos™, 66. In his response to Simias in the Phaedo (94d), Plato refers to the same
scene from Homer’s Odyssey with the lines: “Beat his breast and addressed his heart in reproach: Be strong, my
heart: you have endured worse than this before” (otfjfog 6¢ TAnEag kKpadinv fvimare podo: éthabl 61, Kpadin:
Kol kOvtepov GAAo mot  &tAng) in order to enhance the image of the opposition between soul and bodily
emotions. Although it would be tempting to ascribe Prodromos’s usage of the same reference to Plato’s Phaedo,
as his stance on great and small is heavily influenced by this work, this is most probably not the case, if one
takes into consideration the popularity of this verse among Byzantine authors. Translation taken from Plato,
Phaedo (trans. Emlyn-Jones and Preddy).
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as he could not agree with Aristotle’s contradicting arguments, Prodromos ultimately arrives
at a critical response worthy of the philosopher’s authority. In this way, we can see that also
in this work Prodromos justifies his critical reaction. Even though his criticism here was not
incited by the hypocrisies or follies of his contemporaries but by what he considers a faulty
stance of an ancient authority, Prodromos, as a speaker on a behalf of the truth, feels an
internal urge to react and correct the teaching according to his own intellectual convictions.
Although this work was initially intended to be read and assessed by Michael Italikos,
he was probably not the only intended audience. It is possible that Prodromos’s work was
read and discussed in private intellectual circles consisting of his peers, students and learned
friends. Moreover, this treatise did not only serve Prodromos to argumentatively show his
intellectual stance and display his philosophical competence but was also utilized for
Prodromos’s own self-promotional strategies. There was significant revival of Aristotelian
scholarship in eleventh- and twelfth-century Byzantium. This started with Michael Psellos
and John Italos. Besides compendia, short treatises and paraphrases on works of logic, in this
period we can also observe the emergence of fully-fledged commentaries written in the
manner of Neoplatonic commentators. Anna Komnene (1083-1153), a daughter of the
emperor Alexios | Komnenos, played an important role in this revival and supported the
scholarly production on Aristotle of scholars such as Eustratios of Nicaea (c.1050-1120), who
commented on certain books of the Nicomachean Ethics and the second book of Posterior
Analytics, and Michael of Ephesus (c. 1090-1155), who commented on other books of the
Ethics, sections of the Organon, the Rhetoric, the Physics, the Politics, and several zoological
and anthropological works. Regarding this vivid interest in Aristotle’s works, we can add the
translatory activity of James of Venice who in thirties of the twelfth century translated from
Greek into Latin the missing works from Aristotle’s Organon, as well as Physics,
Methaphysics and On the Soul. As Robert Browning points out, it appears that almost all
literary activity in twelfth-century Byzantium was closely connected to the institutions and
literary circles that formed around wealthy patrons. Thus, for instance, besides Anna
Komnene’s so-called Aristotelian circle, several literary circles existed in the early twelfth
century, including those centered around the Patriarchal School (e.g., Michael Italikos) and
the sebastocratorissa Irene (e.g., Prodromos, Constantine Manasses, John Tzetzes).*® Thus,
Prodromos’ treatise On Great and Small, along with his other philosophical works, must be
situated within this broader context. It can be speculated, that with this work, Prodromos also

403 Robert Browning, “An Unpublished Funeral Oration on Anna Comnena,” Proceedings of the Cambridge
Philological Society 8 (1962): 1-12, 6-9. https://doi.org/10.1017/s0068673500005290 .
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aimed to reinforce his own teaching and intellectual authority in order to attract more fee-

paying students or wealthy patrons who would sponsor his intellectual pursuits.

3.2 The Byzantine Commentary Tradition on Categories and the

Problematic Passage

Aristotle’s Categories is one of the most influential philosophical texts of all time. The
Categories were interwoven into Greek, Latin, and Arabic philosophical traditions as being
an integral part of logic.*%* This text, together with On Interpretation, Prior Analytics,
Posterior Analytics, Topics, and On Sophistical Refutations, represented a collection of six
logical and dialectical works traditionally known as the Organon. The popularity of the
Organon in Byzantium is corroborated by the fact that its text is preserved in more than one
hundred manuscripts from the tenth to sixteenth centuries. This makes the Organon, after the

Bible and works of John Chrysostom, the third most copied text in Byzantium.*%®

3.2.1 The Structure of the Categories

The text of the Categories can be divided into three sections conventionally referred to as the
Pre-Predicamenta, the Predicamenta, and the Post-Predicamenta, after the Latin title of the
work. In the Pre-Predicamenta (chs. 1-4), Aristotle first discusses the differentiation between
homonyms (1 op®vope), which have a name in common but have a different definition of
their essence; synonyms (10 cvvodvopa), which share both the name and the definition of
essence; and finally, paronyms (t0 map®vopa), which derive their name from something else.
Aristotle also explains that things that are said (ta Aeyoueva) can be said either according to
combination or without combination.

Furthermore, Aristotle makes two distinct divisions of being or of things that are (td
ovta). According to the first division, Aristotle classifies things that are into four groups by
combining two different notions: said-of a subject (ka0 vrokepévon Aéyetar) and exist in a

subject (év vmokeéve éotiv). Thus, things that are can be (1) said of a subject and do not

404 Michael J. Griffin, Aristotle’s Categories in the Early Roman Empire (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2015), 1-2.

405 Sofia Kotzabassi, “Aristotle’s Organon and Its Byzantine Commentators,” The Princeton University Library
Chronicle 64, no. 1 (2002): 51-62, 51-52.
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exist in a subject — universal or secondary substances, (2) not said of a subject and exist in a
subject — particular accidents, (3) both said of and exist in a subject — universal accidents, and
finally (4) both not said of and not exist in a subject — particular or primary substances.
According the second division of things there are, when they are said without any
combination, they can either signify substance (ovcia), such as “man”, “horse”; quantity
(mooov) such as “four-foot”; quality (mowov) as, for instance, “white”, “grammatical”;

99 Cey

relation/relatives (mpdg t1) as “double”, “half”, “larger”; where (mov), as “in the Lyceum”, “in

2% ¢

the market-place”; when (mwot¢), such as “yesterday”, “last-year”; being-in-position (keicOa),
as “is-lying”, “is-sitting”; having (£yew), such as “has-shoes-on”, “has-armour-on”; doing
(moieiv) like “‘cutting”, “burning”; and finally being-affected (ndoyewv) like “being-cut,”
“being-burned.”

In the second part of Categories (chs. 5 to 9), Aristotle discusses in detail substance,
quantity, quality, and relatives, while other categories are mentioned only briefly. In the last
part of the Categories (chs. 9-15), he discusses opposites (td Gvtikeipeva), priority

(mpéTepov), simultaneity (8ua), motion/change (kivnoic), and having (10 &ystv).40®

3.2.2 The Ancient, Neoplatonic, and Byzantine Commentary Tradition: A Brief

Summary

Aristotle’s pupils, including Theophrastus (c. 371-287 BCE), his heir as head of the Lyceum,
maintained a high level of interest in the Categories and the works of Aristotle in general.
However, soon after the first generation of Aristotle’s immediate successors, the Lyceum
faced a slow decline. The revival of serious engagement with Aristotle’s texts happened only
in the first century BCE. This revival on the one hand is reflected in the editorial activity that
culminated with Andronicus of Rhodes (first century BCE), the compiler and chief editor of
the whole Aristotelian corpus, and on the other, in the critical engagement with the works of
Aristotle. Thus, for instance, based on the information passed down by Simplicius, there are
allegedly five authors in the first century BCE who commented on the Categories:
Andronicus, Boethus of Sidon, Athenodorus, Ariston, and Eudorus. Interest in the Categories

continued well into the first and the second century CE. The scholia of Alexander of Aegae,

406 See also: Griffin, Aristotle’s Categories in the Early Roman Empire, 16-18.
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Sotion, Achaius, Galen, Adrastus of Aphrodisias, and Aspasius are lost for the most part, or
have come down to us only in fragments.*%’

The continuation of interest in Aristotle’s Categories is well attested in the works of
Neoplatonic philosophers, who for the most part tried to reconcile Aristotle’s logic with
Plato’s metaphysics. Undoubtedly, Porphyry (239-309 CE) exercised the greatest impact on
the Neoplatonic reception of the Categories. He penned the Isagoge, an introduction to the
whole Organon, as well as two commentaries on Aristotle’s Categories. While one
commentary is still preserved, the other more extensive commentary, addressed to Gedalius,
which also influenced other Neoplatonic commentators, survives only in fragments.
Porphyry, it seems, disagreed with his teacher Plotinus’s rejection of the Aristotelian
categorial system. According to Plotinus (c. 204/5-270 CE), in his treatise On the Genera of
Being (Enn. 6.1-3), this scheme first of all is not applicable to the intelligible realm of being.
Therefore, he takes Plato’s five highest genera — being of substance, otherness, identity, rest,
and motion — as the most suitable to categorize the intelligible realm. Furthermore, for
Plotinus, only four out of ten Aristotelian categories — substance, quality, quantity, and
relation, to which he also adds motion — are suitable for the categorization of the sensible
realm of being. However, while for Plotinus Aristotle’s Categories had ontological
implications, for Porphyry Aristotelian categories did not represent actual things but rather

words denoting tangible objects.*®

407 This exegetical activity culminated with Alexander of Aphrodisias’ exegesis of various Aristotelian texts.

However, it is most likely that he never wrote commentaries on the Categories. See: Richard Sorabji, “The
Ancient Commentators on Aristotle,” in Aristotle Transformed: The Ancient Commentators and Their Influence
(London: Bloomsbury Academic, 2020), 1-30, 1-5; Andrea Falcon, “Commentators on Aristotle,” Stanford
Encyclopedia of Philosophy, September 24, 2021,
https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/sum2022/entries/aristotle-commentators/. For more information on
ancient and Neoplatonic Aristotelian commentary tradition, see also other chapters in Richard Sorabji, ed.,
Aristotle Transformed: The Ancient Commentators and Their Influence (Ithaca, New York: Cornell University
Press, 1990); Griffin, Aristotle’s Categories in the Early Roman Empire; and Andrea Falcon, ed., Brill’s
Companion to the Reception of Aristotle in Antiquity (Leiden: Brill, 2016). For more information on the Greek,
Latin, and Arabic commentary tradition on Aristotle in general and relevant bibliography, see: Silvia Fazzo,
“Aristotelianism as a Commentary Tradition,” Bulletin of the Institute of Classical Studies 47: Issue Supplement:
Philosophy, Science and Exegesis in Greek, Arabic And Latin Commentaries, no. 83, part 1 (2004): 1-19,
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2041-5370.2004.tb02292.x; and John Sellars, “The Aristotelian Commentators: A
Bibliographical Guide,” Bulletin of the Institute of Classical Studies 47: Issue Supplement: Philosophy, Science
and Exegesis in Greek, Arabic And Latin Commentaries, no. 83, part 1 (2004): 239-268,
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2041-5370.2004.tb02305.x.

408 This is a simplified explanation of a much more complex issue that has provoked fierce debates in modern
scholarship. Porphyry’s student Iamblichus (c. 245-320), whose commentary on the Categories is only
fragmentarily transmitted through Simplicius’s work, went even further and deemed categories to be applicable
both to the sensible and to the intelligible realm of being. Christos Evangeliou, Aristotle’s Categories and
Porphyry, vol. 48, of Philosophia Antiqua: A Series of Studies on Ancient Philosophy (Leiden: Brill, 1996), 23-
33, 93-128; Frans De Haas, “Did Plotinus and Porphyry Disagree on Aristotle’s Categories?,” Phronesis 46, no.
4 (2001): 492-526, https://doi.org/10.1163/156852801753736517, 492-496; Riccardo Chiaradonna, “Genera
and Predication: Plotinus, Porphyry, and Iamblichus,” in Ontology in Early Neoplatonism: Plotinus, Porphyry,
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Porphyry’s approach heavily influenced all posterior Neoplatonic commentators on
the Categories. Most of the preserved Neoplatonic commentaries were published in the
Berlin Series Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca. Thus, besides the commentary of
Porphyry, we have available commentaries by Dexippus (fourth century), Ammonius (c. 440-
between 517 and 526), Simplicius (c. 480-560), Olympiodorus (c. 495-after 565), Philoponus
(c. 490-570), and Elias (sixth century).*®® However, when it comes to the Byzantine
commentary tradition, there are a large number of texts that yet remain unpublished. This
represents the major obstacle in our overall understanding of the reception of the Categories
in Byzantium. The lack of interest in these Byzantine texts is usually justified by the fact that
the Byzantine contribution to the philosophical interpretation and development of Aristotelian
logic is insignificant. Byzantine authors produced various different types of exegetical texts
such as fully-fledged commentaries and paraphrases, marginal scholia, and concise treatises
dealing with particular topics as well as compendia, which were used in didactic settings as a
general introduction either to Aristotle’s Categories or to the whole Organon and in this way

prepared students for more advanced study of philosophy and theology.**°

lamblichus (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2023), 138-162, 139-146; Sara Magrin, “Plotinus’ Reception of Aristotle,” in
Brill’s Companion to the Reception of Aristotle in Antiquity, ed. Andrea Falcon (Leiden: Brill, 2016), 258-276,
262-268; Riccardo Chiaradonna, “Porphyry and the Aristotelian Tradition,” in Brills Companion to the
Reception of Aristotle in Antiquity, ed. Andrea Falcon (Leiden: Brill, 2016), 321-340, 224-327; Jan Opsomer,
“An Intellective Perspective on Aristotle: lamblichus the Divine,” in Brills Companion to the Reception of
Aristotle in Antiquity, ed. Andrea Falcon (Leiden: Brill, 2016), 341-357, 349-352. For Plotinus’s treatisem see
the following translation: Plotinus, “On the Genera of Being (Enn. VI.1-3),” in Plotinus: The Enneads, ed.
Lloyd P. Gerson, trans. George Boys-Stones et al. (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2019), 641-736. For
the opposite view on Plotinus’s and Porphyry’s reception of the Categories, see for instance: Karl Praechter,
“Nikostratos der Platoniker,” Hermes 57, no. 4 (1922): 481-517; and Steven K. Strange, ‘“Plotinus, Porphyry and
the Neoplatonic Interpretation of the Categories,” in Teilband Philosophie, Wissenschaften, Technik. Philosophie
(Platonismus [Forts.]; Aristotelismus), ed. Wolfgang Haase, vol. 36.2, Aufstieg Und Niedergang Der Romischen
Welt (ANRW) (Berlin and Boston: De Gruyter, 1987), 955-974.

409 Porphyry, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 55-142; Dexippus, Commentary on Aristotle'’s Categories;
Ammonius, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories; Simplicius, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories,
Olympiodorus, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 26-148; Philoponus, Commentary on Aristotle’s
Categories; Elias, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 107-255. (For full bibliographic description see the
list of abbreviations)

410 Katerina Ierodiakonou, “The Byzantine Reception of Aristotle’s ‘Categories,”” Synthesis Philosophica 20,
no. 1 (2005): 7-31; Christophe Erismann, “Logic in Byzantium,” in The Cambridge Intellectual History of
Byzantium, ed. Anthony Kaldellis and Niketas Siniossoglou (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2017),
362-380. For general information on Aristotle’s commentary tradition in Byzantium, see for instance: Klaus
Oehler, “Aristotle in Byzantium,” Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies 5 (1964): 133-146; George L. Kustas,
“The Commentators on Aristotle’s ‘Categories’ and on Porphyry’s ‘Isagoge,’” chapter, in Studies in Byzantine
Rhetoric, ed. George L. Kustas (Thessalonikg: Patriarchikon Hidryma Paterikon Meleton, 1973), 101-126; Linos
G. Benakis, “Commentaries and Commentators on the Logical Works of Aristotle in Byzantium,” in
Gedankenzeichen: Festschrift fiir Klaus Oehler zum 60. Geburtstag, ed. Regina Claussen and Roland Daube-
Schackat (Tiibingen: Stauffenburg-Verl, 1988), 3-12; Michele Trizio, “Reading and Commenting on Aristotle,”
in The Cambridge Intellectual History of Byzantium, ed. Anthony Kaldellis and Niketas Siniossoglou
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2017), 397-412; Mikonja Knezevi¢, ed., Aristotle in Byzantium
(Alhambra, CA: St. Sebastian Orthodox Press, 2020); and Michele Trizio, “Forging Identities between Heaven
and Earth Commentaries on Aristotle and Authorial Practices in Eleventh- and Twelfth-Century Byzantium,” in
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One of the first texts dealing with the Categories that sprouted from the Byzantine
milieu is the Philosophical Chapters by John of Damascus (c. 675-749). This work is the first
part of the Damascene’s larger literary enterprise known as The Fountain of Knowledge,
which includes two more works: Concerning Heresy and An Exact Exposition of the
Orthodox Faith. In Philosophical Chapters, the Damascene recapitulates the most important
aspects of the Isagoge and the Categories and aims to provide a synopsis of the basic
philosophical knowledge and terminology necessary for the correct understanding of the
other two works.*!

Among ninth-century Byzantine authors who dealt with the Categories, one can find
Photios (c. 810/20-893), Patriarch of Constantinople, who besides scholia, also composed a
synopsis, which is included in his monumental question-and-answer work Amphilochia,
dedicated to Amphilochius, archbishop of Cyzicus.*'? In addition to this, Photios also left
commentaries on the Isagoge and Categories, preserved in different manuscripts together
with scholia by Ammonius. Photios’ work was continued by his students Zacharias of
Chalcedon and Arethas (c. 860-939), archbishop of Caesarea in Cappadocia. While in his
short treatise on time, Zacharius of Chalcedon relies on both Aristotle’s Categories and
Porphyry’s Isagoge, Arethas composed scholia on both the Categories and the Isagoge.**®

From the beginning of the eleventh century, the Categories are also covered in a
philosophical synopsis known as Anonymous Heiberg, which deals with logic, arithmetic,
music, geometry, and astronomy. The logical part of this work, besides a synopsis of the
Categories, includes a short summary of Isagoge, On Interpretation, Prior Analytics, and

Sophistical Refutations.*** Michael Psellos (c. 1018-1078) also commented on Categories,

Byzantine Commentaries on Ancient Greek Texts: 12th-15th Centuries, ed. Baukje van den Berg, Divna
Manolova, and Przemystaw Marciniak (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2022), 61-99.

411 John of Damascus, Philosophical Chapters, 55.

412 photios. Synopsis on Ten Categories (qu. 137 -147), in Photii Patriarchae Constantinopolitani Epistulae et
Amphilochia, ed. Leendert Gerrit Westerink, vol. 6.2, of 6 vols. (Leipzig: Teubner, 1989), 140-165; See:
lerodiakonou, “The Byzantine Reception of Aristotle’s ‘Categories,”” 9.

413 Terodiakonou, “The Byzantine Reception of Aristotle’s ‘Categories’,” 9; Erismann, “Logic in Byzantium,”
371; Arethas’s commentary is preserved only in a single manuscript and ends abruptly with 4b15, just after the
start of the discussion on quantity. It is heavily influenced by Simplicius, Philoponus, and Elias. Arethas, Scholia
on Aristotle’s Categories, 131-229; and Michael Share, “Introduction,” in Ibid., ed., drethas of Caesarea’s
Scholia on Porphyry’s Eisagoge and Aristotle’s Categories: A Critical Edition by Michael Share, vol. 1 of 7
vols., of Corpus Philosophorum Medii Aevi / Commentaria in Aristotelem Byzantina (Athens: Academy of
Athens, 1994).

414 Terodiakonou, “The Byzantine Reception of Aristotle’s ‘Categories’,” 9; Erismann, “Logic in Byzantium,”
373. A modern edition of the text is available in Johan Ludvig Heiberg, ed., Anonymi Logica et Quadrivium:
Cum Scholiis Antiquis, vol. 15.1, of Det Kgl. Danske Videnskabernes Selskab. Historisk-Filologiske Meddelelser
(Copenhagen: Hovedkommissioncer, 1929). For more information on this commentary see: Christian Marinus
Taisbak, “The Date of Anonymus Heiberg, Anonymi Logica et Quadrivium,” Cahiers de I’Institut Du Moyen
Age Grec et Latin 39 (1981): 97-102; Jonathan Barnes, “Syllogistic in the Anonymous Heiberg,” in Byzantine
Philosophy and Its Ancient Sources, ed. Katerina lerodiakonou (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2006), 97-
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On Interpretation, and Prior Analytics.*'® He also penned four brief treatises in which he
reflects upon specific parts of the Categories. In Opusculum 6, Psellos debates homonyms
and synonyms, and in Opusculum 7, he discusses the self-subsistence of substance.
Opusculum 8 is dedicated to discussion of natural and acquired qualities, as well as states and
conditions, while in Opusculum 9 Psellos deliberates on the category of relatives and briefly
discusses qualities such as shape, color, and form, as well as capacity and incapacity.**®
Psellos has also been considered to be the author of three synopses (Opuscula 50, 51, and
52), in which Porphyry’s Isagoge and Aristotle’s Categories are treated.*!’

Certain aspects of the Categories were also the subject of John Italos’s (c. 1025-1082)
Quaestiones Quodlibetales (Problems and Solutions), in which he concisely discusses why
substance should be the first in respect to other categories (qu. 25, and qu. 72), answers the
question of why Aristotle claims that neither substance nor differentia are in the subject (qu.
26), demonstrates how quantity just seemingly accepts the contrariety in the case of place
(qu. 27) and argues how the category of quality is derived from the mixture of relatives and
quantity (qu. 35).418

While from the twelfth century we have only Prodromos’s treatise On Great and
Small, several works dealing with the Categories came down to us from the thirteenth and
fourteenth centuries. Thus, for instance, Leo Magentenos, twelfth-century bishop of
Mytilene, wrote scholia, while Nikephoros Blemmydes (1197-1272) composed a logical
compendium as a general introduction to studies of logic that paraphrased the Isagoge,
Categories, On Interpretation, Prior Analytics and Sophistical Refutations. Sophonias
(thirteenth and fourteenth century) paraphrased Aristotle’s Categories. Finally, George
Pachymeres (1242-c. 1310) wrote an all-encompassing epitome of Aristotelian logic covering
the whole Organon as well as the first chapter of his Philosophy.**® Additionally, Pachymeres

also composed a still unedited fully-fledged commentary on Aristotle’s Organon. 4%

138; Gianna Katsiampoura, “The Quadrivium of 1008 and Pachymeres’ Syntagma: Comparing Two Byzantine
Quadrivia,” essay, in Libri Di Scuola e Pratiche Didattiche: Dall’ Antichita Al Rinascimento: Atti Del Convegno
Internazionale Di Studi Cassino, 7-10 Maggio 2008, ed. Del Lucio Corso and Oronzo Pecere (Cassino: Edizioni
Universita di Cassino, 2010), 409-424.

415 Erismann, “Logic in Byzantium,” 373.

416 psellos, Philosophica Minora 1, (opus. 6, 7, 8, and 9), 14-32.

47 psellos, Philosophica Minora 1, (opus. 50, 51, and 52).186-236. Although in some manuscripts Psellos has
been named as the author of these works, due to their style, John M. Duffy, the editor, has designated these
works as dubious. See also: Ierodiakonou, “The Byzantine Reception of Aristotle’s ‘Categories’,” 10-11;
Erismann, “Logic in Byzantium,” 374.

418 |talos, Problems and Solutions, (qu. 25, qu. 26, qu. 27, qu. 35, and qu.32), 26-28, 43-44, 125.

419 | would like to thank Michele Trizio for providing me with information about new date for Magentenos and
reference to: Nikos Agiotis, “The Reception of Magentenos’ Work and Modern Scholarship on him: an
Overview” in Ibid. ed., Leon Magentenos, Commentary on Aristotle, »Prior Analytics¢ (Book II). Critical
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In the fourteenth century, the Categories were covered in Joseph Rhakendytes’s
(c.1280-1330) Encyclopedia of Rhetoric, Logic, Physics, Psychology, Mathematics, Ethics
and Theology, Joseph Philagrios’s fourteenth-century synopsis and scholia on Categories, as
well as John Chortasmenos’s (c.1370-1436) collection of different texts which served as a
companion to Organon.*?! Finally, from the fifteenth century there is only one work,
composed by George Gennadios Scholarios (c. 1400-1472), which represents the most
extensive preserved Byzantine commentary on the Categories. This long commentary is
dedicated to the last Byzantine emperor, Constantine XI Palaiologos (r. 1449-1453) and its

form is heavily influenced by the Latin commentaries of that time.*??

3.2.3 The Problematic Passage

The Byzantine reception of the Categories was mostly influenced by Neoplatonic
commentators such as Porphyry, Ammonius, Simplicius, Philoponus, Olympiodorus, and
Elias, as well as by the logical tradition deriving from the works of Church Fathers. When
dealing with the Categories, Byzantine authors mostly adhere to what they believe was
Aristotle’s view according to tradition and the previous commentaries. However, it was not
always the case that Byzantine authors aimed to present themselves as faithful to Aristotle’s
views. Thus, for example, Photios emphasizes his own input on the subject and openly
criticizes Avristotle for his treatment of substance.*?®

Byzantine authors were concerned in their treatment of the Categories with several
questions, such as the question of what the correct order of categories is, whether individuals
bearing the same name should be regarded as homonyms or synonyms, in what way
substance is “self-subsistent” (avOOmapKTOC), as well as to which category the great and the

small, the many and the few belong. When it comes to the last question, most Byzantine

Edition with Introduction and Translation, vol. 5 of Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca et Byzantina — Series
academica (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 2021), XXVII-XXXVII. Blemmydes, Compendium on Logic, 685-1004;
The Anonymous Commentary to Aristotle’s Categories most probably, according to the editor of the text,
belongs to Sophonias. See: Anonymi in Aristotelis Categorias Paraphrasis, ed. Michael Hayduck, vol. XXI11.2,
of XIII Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca. Edita Consilio et Auctoritate Academiae Litterarum Regiae
Borussicae (Berlin: Georg Reimer, 1883), 1-72. George Pachymeres, Synopsis of Aristotle’s Logic, in Philp
Bech, ed., Georgii Pachymerii Hieromnemonis, in universam fere Aristotelis philosophiam, epitome. MicFor
more information see also: Ilerodiakonou, “The Byzantine Reception of Aristotle’s ‘Categories’,” 11-12;
Erismann, “Logic in Byzantium,” 377-378.

420 | would like to thank Michele Trizio for providing me with this information.

421 Terodiakonou, “The Byzantine Reception of Aristotle’s ‘Categories’,” 12-13.

422 Gennadios Scholarios, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 114-237. For more information see:
lerodiakonou, “The Byzantine Reception of Aristotle’s ‘Categories’,” 13-14; Erismann, “Logic in Byzantium,”
380.

423 Jerodiakonou, “The Byzantine Reception of Aristotle’s ‘Categories’,” 15-16.
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authors agreed either with Aristotle that the great and the small, the many and the few are not
quantity but relatives and that they are opposed to each other not as relatives, but as
contraries. A few of them, probably influenced by Neoplatonic commentators, allowed in
some cases for the great and the small and the many and the few to be considered indefinite
quantities or even indefinite quantities in the absolute sense when things compared do not
belong to the same genus.*?* Therefore, taking both the Neoplatonic and Byzantine
commentary tradition into consideration, it appears that Prodromos’s stance on this issue was
an exception. However, in order to position Prodromos within this tradition, it will be
important to first take a closer look at the problematic passage in the Categories that
triggered Prodromos’s critical reaction.

After the statement about the subject matter of his treatise, Prodromos provides a
carefully patched excerpt from the Categories which gives the reader the gist of Aristotle’s

line of reasoning:

Let us state here, first by citing as a proof the passage of Aristotle, as it is: for
he says that “a quantity has no contrary” and proving the argument from the
induction, he adds: “unless someone would call ‘great’ the contrary of ‘small,’
or ‘many’ the contrary of ‘few’.” None of these, however, is a quantity; they
are relatives. For nothing is called large or small just in itself, but by reference
to something else. For example, a mountain is called small yet a grain of millet
large because the latter is larger than other things of its kind, while the former
is smaller than other things of its kind.” He continues: “Moreover, whether
one counts them as quantities or does not, they have no contrary. For how
could there be any contrary to what cannot be grasped just in itself but only by
reference to something else? Further, if large and small are to be contraries it
will turn out that the same thing admits contraries at the same time, and that

things are their own contraries.” 4%

Aéyopev 81 0de, avtVv TpodTEPOV THV APIGTOTELOVG, (G EYEL, TapadEpEVOL
pricwv: 000&V Yap enotv €kelvog T® mocd Evavtiov, Kol €K ThG EMAyWYHG TOV

AOyoV TIGTOOUEVOG, «&El U] TO TOAD T® OAlY® @ain Tig Evavtiov» Emdyst «ij TO

424 bid.
425 My translation here is combined with translated quotations from: Aristotle, Categories (tr. Ackrill), 5b10-13,
5b19-22.
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HEYO T HIKPD: TOVT®V 0& 0VOEV £€0TL TOGOV, AALL TV TPOG Tl OVOEV Yap
adTO KoO™ aOTO péya Aéyetol 1| Kpdv, GAAL T@® PO ETepov avapépestar
0lov 8pog &V pkpdv AEyetat, KEYXPog 8¢ peydn, T®, THV UEV TV OHOYEVRY
peiCova etvan, 0 & Edottov 16V dpoyevay (Arist. Cat. 5b10-13)». Koi &peéiig
0 ofiow «€av te TION TG TadTA TOGA, £4v TE un TOT, OvK 0TV AVTOIC
gvavtiov ovdév: O yap un €ott AoPeiv avtd kab’ adtd, AAAG TPOg ETepov
avagépovta, TOG Av @ain T ToLTE TL Evavtiov; €Tt 0¢ &l Eotat 10 péya Kol o
piKpoOv Evavtia, copPnoetol o avto Gua td Evavtio £mdéyecOon Kol avtd 68

oToig vavtio sivar» (Arist. Cat. 5b19-22).42

With this excerpt, Prodromos summarizes what Aristotle says about great and small, many
and few. In order to refute Aristotle’s stance, Prodromos formulates six counterarguments to
prove that the great and the small, the many and few, actually do belong to the category of
quantity and not to the category of relatives, and another six counterarguments in order to

show that they are opposed to each other as contraries and not relatives.

3.3 Great and Small Belong to the Category of Quantity

3.3.1 Aristotle on Quantity

In order to contextualize Prodromos’s counterarguments, I will first give a brief overview of
what Aristotle himself says on quantity and relatives in Categories. On one hand, this will
help us to better comprehend Prodromos’s line of reasoning and clearly see in what manner
he crafted his refutation, and on the other, it will set up the basis to properly situate
Prodromos within the Neoplatonic and Byzantine commentary tradition.

Quantity (mowv) is, after substance (ovoia), the second category that Aristotle lists.*?’
He outlines two major differentiae of quantity. According to the first one, Aristotle divides

quantities into those that are discrete (Suwpiopévov) and therefore do not have a common

boundary, and those that are continuous (cuveyéc) and therefore have a common boundary.

426 prodromos, On Great and Small, (ed. Tannery), 113; Aristotle, Categories 5b10-13, 5b19-22. For the
translation of the excerpts that Prodromos inserts here, as well as for all subsequent translated quotations that |
include in the main body of my dissertation, | have used the translation of John Lloyd Ackrill from: Aristotle,
“Categories,” translated by John Lloyd Ackrill, in Jonathan Barnes (ed.), The Complete Works of Aristotle: The
Revised Oxford Translation (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1995), 9-10.

427 Aristotle, Categories 4b20-6a36.
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Discrete quantities are number (4p1Ouog) and language (Adyog), while continuous are line
(ypopun), surface (émpdvewn), body (cdua), time (ypovog), and place (témog). The second
division Aristotle provides is differentiation between quantities composed from parts which
have a position in relation to one another (1 pév éx Béov €xdévtwv mTpoOg dAANAa T®V €v
aTOiC popimv cuvéatnke), such as line, surface, body, and place, and those whose parts do
not have a position in relation to one another (t& 6& ook £ &yoviov 0éowv), such as number,
language, and time. Aristotle adds that only these quantities are called quantities in the
strictest sense (kvpiwg) and all others are called quantities accidentally (kata cvppepnkaog).
For example, the action (npa&ic) is called long because the time to execute the action is long,
or the white (Aevkov) is called large because the surface in which it inheres is large. In this
case, both the long action and the large white surface are quantities accidentally, and not
quantities in the strict sense, because they are not quantities in themselves, but rather in virtue
of something else (i.e., large surface, long time).*?

Each category is characterized by certain properties. Yet, before we turn to propria
(idio) or common characteristics of quantity, it is important to explain what types of
properties there are. In his Commentary on the Categories, Porphyry differentiates between
three types of propria. The first type of proprium is what is characteristic of all members of a
species, but also belongs to other species. The second type is what is characteristic for some
members of a species, but not all of them. The third type of proprium is what belongs to all
and only to the members of species and this is the proprium in the strictest sense.*?® In the
Isagoge, as we have seen in the previous chapter, Porphyry lists four different types of
propria as he divides the third propria mentioned here into two separate types based on
whether it occurs only and in all members of a species at some time (wot€) or always (det).
Thus, according to the Isagoge, the third type of proprium is what belongs only and to all the
members of a species and at some time (pove kol mwavti kol woté), such as a man going gray
in his old age. Finally, the fourth type of proprium is what is characteristic only and to all
members of a species and always (LOve kol wavti kol del), such as laughing to men. This is
the strictest type of propria as they are convertible (i.e., if laughing, man; if man,
laughing).*%°

When it comes to propria or common characteristics of quantity, Aristotle mentions

three. In the first place, a quantity has no contrary as there is nothing contrary in case of

428 |bid., 4b20-5b11.
429 Porphyry, Commentary on Aristotle s Categories, 94.1-3.
430 porphyry, Isagoge, 1-22, 12.15-24.
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definite quantities (£l pev yap 1@V ApOPIGUEVOY ovepOV OTL 00OEV EoTtv €vavtiov) such as
for instance to four-foot or five-foot.*** Secondly, he claims that quantity does not seem to
admit of a more and a less (00 doxel 8 10 mocoOV Emdéyecbar o pudilov koi frrov); for
example, a three is not more three than any other three.*3? Finally, the last and the most
distinctive feature of quantity is that it is being said both equal and unequal (i610v 0¢ paiicta
100 Tocod 10 Toov e Kol dvicov AéyecOar). Thus, for instance, a body can be called equal and
unequal, as well as time, line, or number.*** As Porphyry explains, only the last one is the
proprium of quantity in the strict sense, because the first two are rather common
characteristics of quantity in a broader sense, since they are also a property of substance and

some qualities.*3*

3.3.2 Aristotle on Relatives

After quantity, Aristotle introduces the category of relatives (npdg tt), which he describes as
“those things as are said to be just what they are, of or than other things, or in some other way
in relation to something else” (mpdg Tt 8¢ Ta TowadTa Adyetal, oo avtd Gnep £oTiv ETEpmV
givon Aéyetan {f dmmcodv dAhog Tpog Etepov).*®® As this description does not fully reflect on
the nature of relatives, Aristotle later makes it more specific and explains that for relatives
“being is the same as being somehow related to something” (oig 0 £ivol TaNTOV £0TL T® TPOG
11l mog &yewv) and therefore “if someone knows any relative definitely he will also know
definitely that in relation to which it is spoken of” (€&v Tig €idf] T1 OpoUéveg TV PGS T!,
KoKeivo mpodg O Aéyeton dpiopévac elcetar).**® Among relatives he includes larger (ueiCov)
and smaller (8Aattov), double (dutAdoiov) and half (fjpiov), state (€€1c), condition (5140e01g),
perception (aicOnoic), knowledge (émotiun), and position (8o1c). 3

As common characteristics of this category, Aristotle explains that there is contrariety
(évavtiotng), that they seem to have ability to admit of a more and a less (t0 pdAiov Koi o
frrov émdéyecOar), that they seem to be simultaneous by nature (&uo tf) ¢¥ost), and that they
cancel each other (cuvavoipel 8¢ tadta dAAnia). However, these common characteristics are

not applicable to all relatives because, for instance, double and half do not have contrariety,

431 Aristotle, Categories 5b12-14.

432 1bid., 6a19-25.

433 1bid., 6a26-36.

434 porphyry, Commentary on Aristotle s Categories, 110-111.
435 Aristotle, Categories 6a37-8b24; 6a37-6b1.

436 Aristotle, Categories 8a32, 8a40.

437 Aristotle, Categories 6a37-6b6.
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nor do they admit of a more and a less. Also, when it comes to knowledge and the knowable,
as well as to perception and the perceptible, it is clear that these relatives are not
simultaneous by nature as they do not cancel each other. Thus, for instance, while the
destruction of the knowable cancels knowledge, the same cannot be said vice versa, because
the destruction of knowledge does not lead to the destruction of the knowable. The same goes
for the perception and perceptible — annihilation of the perceptible cancels perception, but the
destruction of perception does not destroy the perceptible itself. The only proprium of
relatives in the strict sense is that they are said in relation to correlatives that reciprocate,
provided that they are properly given (mévta odv té mpoc T1, &dvrep oikeing dmodiddrar, TPOg

avtioTpépova Aéyetar). 4%

3.3.3 Prodromos’s Counterarguments: Summary

Whereas Aristotle argues that great and small, many and few cannot be quantities but
relatives, Prodromos intends to prove exactly the opposite. He does so by adducing six
counterarguments, which mostly revolve around proving that the definition and common
characteristics of relatives are not applicable in the case of the great and small. In the first
place, Prodromos aims to demonstrate that Aristotle’s description of relatives as “things as
are said to be just what they are, of or than other things, or in some other way in relation to
something else” (mpdg T1 8¢ 1& TorodTo Adyeton, Sc0 avTd dmep dotiv ETépv sivon Aéyetot f)
omwcodv dAhwg mpog &tepov) is not applicable to great and small, and thus denies the
possibility for these to be understood in the relative sense.**® Here, it appears that Prodromos
understands the great and small as indefinite quantities in their absolute sense and denies
completely the possibility for these to be used in a relative sense.**® Secondly, Aristotle’s
more accurate “definition” according to which for relatives “being is the same as being
somehow related to something” (oig o givar TavTdV doTl 6 TPHC Ti TG EYetv) and therefore
“if someone knows any relative definitely he will also know definitely that in relation to
which it is spoken of” (€4v Tic €idf] Tt OpOUEVOS TAOV TPAC TI, KAKEIVO TPOC O AéyeTon
OpIopéVeC sioeTar) is again not applicable to the great and small. 4! Thirdly, great and small,

as well as many and few, are predicated of quantity.*? Fourthly, Prodromos implicitly refutes

438 Aristotle, Categories, 6b15-8a13.

439 Aristotle, Categories, 6a37-8b24; 6a37-6b1.

440 prodromos, On Great and Small, (ed. Tannery), 113-14; Aristotle, Categories, 8a32, 8a40.
441 Prodromos, On Great and Small, (ed. Tannery), 114; Aristotle, Categories, 8a32, 8a40.
442 prodromos, On Great and Small, (ed. Tannery), 115.
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the ability of relatives to admit of a more and less (10 pdAlov xoi O oV EmdéyecOot).
While according to Aristotle this is one of the common characteristics of some relatives, for
Prodromos no relatives can admit of more and less. He argues that other categories, by
admitting of more and less, might become relatives, but once they are relatives, they cannot
further admit of more or less. As small and great are a quantity, according to Prodromos, they
can become greater and smaller and thus be understood as relatives.**® In the fifth argument,
Prodromos aims to prove that great cannot be said in relationship with other small that
reciprocate. In this way, Prodromos denies these items the proprium of relatives in the
strictest sense — relatives are said in relation to correlatives that reciprocate, provided that
they are properly given (mévta odv 10 mpdg T, dhvmep oikeing Gmodiddron, TPOG
avtiotpépovta Aéyeton).*** In the final argument, Prodromos builds on the first and fourth
arguments and ultimately denies the possibility for great and small to be understood in a
relative sense.**

The following analysis of Prodromos’s arguments will mostly revolve around the
first, the second, the fourth, and the fifth argument, since the third argument is quite
straightforward and the sixth argument summarizes what has already been said in the first,
third, and fourth arguments. In this analysis, | will incorporate, when applicable, the
Neoplatonic and Byzantine commentary tradition, including both authors who produced their
works before and those who did so after Prodromos’s lifetime, in order to situate

Prodromos’s stance within the broader tradition.

3.3.4 Great and Small are Indefinite Quantities in an Absolute Sense Only

The first argument revolves around demonstrating that Aristotle’s description of relatives as
“things as are said to be just what they are, of or than other things, or in some other way in
relation to something else” (pdg Tt 8¢ 1d ToradTo Aéyetar, doa avTd bmep dotiv ETépmv eivar
Aéyeton | OTwoodV dAlmG TpoOg Etepov) is not applicable to the great and the small. This is
particularly evident in the case of species which consist of only one individual, according to

commonly accepted scientific opinion of that time, such as heaven, sun, moon, earth and

443 Prodromos, On Great and Small, (ed. Tannery), 115; Aristotle, Categories, 6b20-6027.
444 Prodromos, On Great and Small, (ed. Tannery), 115-116; Aristotle, Categories, 6b15-8a13.
445 prodromos, On Great and Small, (ed. Tannery), 116.
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air.**% In this way, Prodromos denies the possibility for great and small to be understood in a

relative sense at all. The first part of this argument goes as follows:

For, if we compared a grain with a grain, as you know well, we could say that
it is great; and if we compared a hill with a hill, we could call it small; and
nothing else is to be assumed concerning these things, because it has been
ordained so by your laws; but in case of these species, to you admirable,
whose individuals would not be more than one, such as, for example, the sun
as well as the moon and the heaven itself, how will we be able to predicate the
great? For not just as one grain tends to take the name ‘great’ or ‘small’ in
relationship with another one and one mountain in relationship with another,
the same would also be in the case of these. For the heaven is great and, by
heavens, there is no one who, while saying heaven, did not immediately
attribute great, or if not having attributed this does not seem to be impious
about such a great matter; but certainly, the great is not at all in relation to
another small. For in relationship with what is the one and only? Thus, it is in
similar manner with other cases: for instance, the size of the whole earth is
called great, and the entire mass of air is called much; but the former (i.e. great
heaven) is not compared in relationship with another small one, nor is the
latter (i.e. much air) in relationship with other few. For these individuals are
monadic and numerically one according to each species (to which they
belong); unless someone would like to invent the plurality of worlds again, or

to fabricate an infinite number of them.

Kéyxpov pév yap kéyyp® mopaBaiovieg peybinv v, oc ed oicOa, @oinuev:
Kol Opog Opet mapeEeTdoavTeg LyYPOV Ovopdoatpey: kol ovy €0ty dAA®G TEpl
T0UTOV VIEN@éval, 6od Ye vopolsThcovtoc £ GV 8¢ eiddv, ® avudots,
) av mheio £vog T dtopa £, olov HALov Te Kol GEAMVIGS Kai adTod ovpovod,
TG EEopev TO Péya KATNYOPETV; 0L Yap KoBAmep N TG TPOG TNV TV KEYYPOG
Kol 10 TL mPOg 1O TL dpog TNV TOoD pEYdAOL T} TOD HiKpoD mpoomyopiov
EnapPavov, obTwg av £xol Kol £l TOVT®V. O YOp oVPavOg HEYOS HEV Koi, vai

1o TOV, 00K E0TIV OC TOV 0VPAVOV EITMOV, 0VY 0OVC TOV péEyov EMVEYKEV T} Un

446 Aristotle, Categories, 6a37-8b24; 6a37-6b1.
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EMEVEYKMV 0VY AGEPETV Tepl TO TNAIKODTOV £50EE YpTIHar AL OV LV T® TPOG
AoV péyog tkpov. Tpdg Tive yap O novog Kol £1¢; ®oodTOg 08 Kol &l TGV
AoV olov, péyag 6 THC YA Gmdong dykoc, kol mold tO Emav Tod dépog
Aéyeton yOpor GAL oVt Ekelvog mpOg BAAOV HIKPOV GUYKPLVOUEVOG, OVTE
T00TO0 TPOC GAAO OAlyov. povadikd yop tadta kol &v apldud kab’ Ekactov
g1dog Gropa €l un moAhovg Tig dvamAdttely 06Mo1 KOGUOVG Kol Al i Kol

ameipovg TovToug dnpovpysiv- 447

In what sense heaven, sun, moon, earth and air are perceived monadically is perhaps best
explained by Pseudo-Elias (Pseudo-David). In his commentary on Porphyry’s lsagoge,
Pseudo-Elias clarifies that there is a difference between notions of each particular
(kabékaota), individual (dropov) and monadic/single (povadwéov). While each particular can
refer to any particular, like a horse, or a man, the individual refers to the specific individual,
such as this specific Socrates, and monadic is something that does not have any
corresponding companion (ur &ov 8& 6polvyov) such as this sun, or this moon.*48
Additionally, Simplicius in his commentary on Categories provides us with an
explanation in what sense these monadic items are considered as species. Simplicius reflects
implicitly on possible issues one might encounter in Porphyry’s descriptions of differentiae
and species. As there is no need at the present moment to provide an account of the entire
discussion, I will here briefly reflect on Simplicius explication of this matter when it comes to
species. Thus, according to Simplicius, there is a problem with applying the term species to
things that differ in number, as there are some species that are monadic (¢idn twa éotwv
novadika) both among the perceptible things (év toig aicOntoic) as well as in all the eternal
things (ta pév aidwo mavta). For instance, in case of the monadic perceptible things, such as a
phoenix, there is no problem as the species phoenix is predicated of several individual
phoenixes that do not exist simultaneously, but successively. The situation with all eternal
monadic things such as sun (fjAtoc) and moon (ceAnvn), on the other hand, is different. There
is a distinction, as Simplicius explains, between the species that is said of several things
differing in number as they are not ordered (0 dxatdraxtov) and considered in many things
(év moAhoig Bswpovpevov) on the one hand, and the species that pertains to that which are

ordered within matter (¢v VAn katatetayuévov) and monadic (novadikov) on the other. The

447 Prodromos, On Great and Small, (ed. Tannery), 113-114.

448 pseudo-Elias (Pseudo-David), Lectures on Porphyry s Isagoge, 77. For similar stance about monadic items
see for instance: Philoponus, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 18; Blemmydes, Compendium on Logic,
917.

179



CEU eTD Collection

latter type of species is in fact something between individuals (dtopa) and species/forms in
the strict sense (kvpimg €idoi.), as they exceed individuals by being monadic, and are
exceeded by species/forms in the strict sense as they are generated within matter.*4°

Prodromos, probably inspired by this type of example regarding monadic items,
constructs the argument to implicitly prove that great and small and many and few are
quantities absolutely and denies any relative usage of these items. Although Prodromos here,
as Aristotle himself, does not explicitly distinguish between definite (opiopévov técov) and
indefinite (&0piotov mwoOcov) quantities, this differentiation is present in the commentary
tradition. For instance, Porphyry explains that there is a differentiation between definite (two
cubits, three cubits) and indefinite quantities (great and small). Thus, the great and the small
as well as the many and the few can be understood either absolutely (GnA®c), in which they
are to be taken as indefinite quantities, or in their relative sense (np6g 1), in which they are to
be taken as relatives. As Porphyry further explains, Aristotle does not state that they are
indefinite quantities and therefore does not accept these in their absolute sense, but considers
them only to be taken in the relative sense. Porphyry seems to agree with Aristotle’s position,
because even when great and small are taken absolutely, they are still indefinite quantities
which cannot be conceived in themselves; therefore, it is more appropriate for them to be
understood as relatives and not as quantities in a strict sense (kvpiwg), i.e. as definite
quantities.*°

Ammonius also differentiates between definite and indefinite quantities. In this
matter, he closely follows Porphyry by saying that only definite quantities are quantities in
the strict sense (kvpimg), while great and small are indefinite quantities and are said only in
relationship with something else; therefore, they belong to the category of relatives.
However, unlike Porphyry, he does not mention the possibility that indefinite quantities could
be taken either in an absolute or a relational sense. The only peculiar thing that Ammonius
adds to the discussion is that great and small are applicable to continuous (cuveyég), while
many and few to discrete (Sitopiopévov) quantities.**! Essentially the same stance, although in
a longer discussion, is expressed by Olympiodorus the Younger, a student of Ammonius, as

well as by Elias, a student of Olympiodorus.**2

49 Simplicius, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 55-56.

450 Porphyry, Commentary on Aristotle s Categories, 107-109.

41 Ammonius, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 61-63.

452 Olympiodorus, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 92-94; Elias, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories,
196-197.
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Philoponus follows the same line of reasoning by saying that great and small are
indefinite and therefore are not quantities. He further elaborates that this does not mean that
all indefinite quantities are not quantities. Thus, for instance, he brings to his readers’
attention the case of “continuous” (cuvveyég) quantities and “number” (ép1Oudc), which, as
genera, are certainly more indefinite than any definite quantity, such as two and three cubits.
However, according to Philoponus, continuous quantity and number do not display the same
indefiniteness as great and small for two reasons. Firstly, continuous quantities and number
are genera and therefore by default display indefiniteness, while great and small occur in the
individual quantities; individuals can be compared only with individuals, not with genera.
Secondly, continuous quantity and number as concepts denote quantity and the type of
magnitude they convey is exactly defined, while great and small occur only in individual
quantities and denote quantity, but do not convey the exact magnitude as two cubits and three
cubits. For this reason, great and small cannot be regarded as quantity.*>

Simplicius takes a middle position. In a similar way to Porphyry, he explains that
there are definite and indefinite quantities and that indefinite quantities can be taken either
absolutely or relationally. Here, Simplicius goes a step further in clarifying this matter and
explains that indefinite quantities (e.g., great and small) are to be understood absolutely when
they are compared with other things that do not belong to the same kind (évopotoyevig),
because they participate in the size in itself (t0 kab’ av10); they are to be perceived as
relatives when they are compared with things that belong to the same kind (opoyevig).
According to Simplicius, it was Andronicus who first pointed out the distinction between
definite and indefinite quantities, followed by lamblichus, who also claimed that great and
small do not only signify relatives, but also imply a certain indefinite quantity. Furthermore,
lamblichus argues, as Simplicius informs us, that when taken absolutely, that is to say in
themselves (ta ko0’ avta), great and small are “to be considered among immaterial forms”
(v 101c k0B’ avta kol avroig €idecty Bewpeichar), while when taken relatively they are “to
be considered among enmattered forms” (€v toig £évOAolg 0pav). When the immaterial form
approaches the matter, as lamblichus explains, the combination of the two creates certain
power, which has the characteristics of both. Therefore, the enmattered great and small
partake in their immaterial form, while at the same time, due to the indefiniteness of the
matter, they also participate in the more and less, relation and contrariety. Here lamblichus
openly disagrees with Plotinus, who in his On the Genera of Being considered the great and

453 Philoponus, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 94-96.
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small to be taken only as quantities in their absolute sense. According to lamblichus, this is
wrong because in common speech great and small are mostly understood relatively in the first
place. Secondly, lamblichus extends the concept of magnitude, which for Plotinus cannot be
understood relationally, to things perceived both absolutely (quantities in the strict sense) and
relatively (great and small, many and few). Finally, even if someone is to perceive, for
instance, multitude as the expansion of number and few as the contraction in the absolute
sense, there are still consistent differences in their relationship to each other based on excess
and deficiency.**

Some of the Byzantine authors that tackled this matter, such as Arethas, Psellos, and
George Gennadios Scholarios, although distinguishing between definite and indefinite
quantities, and including great and small and many and few within indefinite quantities,
closely follow the Porphyrian mainstream commentary tradition on this matter and explain
that these are not quantities in the strict sense but simply relatives.**® Others, like Sophonias,
who in his commentaries closely paraphrases the view of Simplicius on this matter, accept
that, depending on the context, great and small can be understood either as quantities or
relatives.**® John of Damascus and Nikephoros Blemmydes also belong to this group and
bring a Christian perspective on the matter. Thus, John of Damascus recognizes indefinite
quantities, such as the great and the many, in their absolute sense, and thus implicitly the
small and the few, by stating that the compassion of God is plenty
(TToAAN 1 edomAayyvio Tod Beod) and the mystery of the dispensation of God the Word is
great (uéya 0 pvotprov Tiig o0 0eod Adyov oikovopiog). He explains that although
Aristotle considers these to be relatives, under different circumstances the same thing can be
assigned to different categories. Thus, when great is said in relation to another small, it will
be placed in the category of relatives, but when used as in the given example, it will be

454 Simplicius, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 143-145. See also Plotinus, On the Genera of Being (Enn.
6.1-3), 6.3.11.12-14, 6.3.12.7-8, 6.3.12.9-15. Unfortunately, lamblichus’s commentary on the Categories is
available only in fragments transmitted by Simplicius. Also, it is important to note that in what is preserved from
the commentaries on the Categories written by Dexippus, a student of lamblichus, there is not much that is said
about the matter in question: Dexippus, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 71.

4% Although Arethas’s commentary abruptly stops just after he was about to start his discussion on quantity, it
briefly tackles the issue of indefinite quantities (great and small) in the section where he explains that the
proprium according to which there is nothing contrary to the substance is not the property of the substance in the
strict sense, since it also belongs to the category of the quantity. In his exposition he follows Olympiodorus and
Elias for the most part. Arethas, Scholia on Aristotle’s Categories, scholion 297, lines 74-96; Psellos,
Philosophica Minora 1, (Opus. 51), 172-173. Some other Byzantine compendia, synopses and commentaries on
Categories, available in modern editions, that also cover discussion on category of quantity, do not even
mention the differentiation between definite and indefinite quantities. See, for instance: Photios. Synopsis on Ten
Categories (qu. 137 -147), 142; Psellos, Philosophica Minora 1, (Opus. 50), 186-190, 189; Ibid., (Opus. 52),
218-236, 222; and George Pachymeres, Synopsis of Aristole’s Logic, 9.

4% Sophonias, Commentary on Aristotle s Categories, 24-25.
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assigned to the category of quantity.*>” A similar train of thought can be found in the logical
compendium of Nikephoros Blemmydes, who also admits that indefinite quantities such as
great and small, many and few, can be understood in their absolute sense, especially when it
comes to saying that “Oh how great is your goodness, my Lord, for great is your compassion
towards me” (‘Qg oAV 10 mAT00¢ T ¥pnoToTTOHS cov, Kidpie, 611 10 EAedC cov péya €’
£pue). 458

These religious references are not unusual for Byzantine compendia, synopses, and
commentaries on Aristotle’s Categories. Byzantine authors frequently used Christian
examples, parallels, and metaphors to clarify logical intricacies.**® However, Prodromos
refrains from directly employing any reference to Holy Scripture, as for example John of
Damascus does before him or Nikephoros Blemmydes after him, when pointing out the usage
of great and small in their absolute sense and denying any possibility for these items to be
understood relatively. However, he evokes a Christian religious feeling by pointing out that it
would be very impious not to call heaven great. | believe that his choice was again
consciously dictated by the way he delivered his treatise. As he is composing a work of logic,
in the manner of ancient and late antique philosophical treatises, he leaves very little room for
references to Christian teachings. He rather chose ancient authorities, and in this specific case
Aristotle himself, in order to demonstrate contradictions in the philosopher’s own line of
reasoning. In fact, when signaling at the end of the excerpt quoted above, that it is impossible
to have plurality of the worlds, Prodromos draws his readers’ attention to another important

work of Aristotle:

But this is neither possible, as it has been demonstrated most clearly in your
On the Heavens, nor it was assumed to be, as it will inflict indignity on the
discourse. For even those who postulate [several] worlds would have
postulated them to be equal in size, and “great” and “small” would never have
been understood comparatively with regard to them. Therefore, either heaven
is not great — something that is very blasphemous — and the air mass is not
much — something that is very laughable — or “great” and “much” are not
relatives. And if these are not [relatives], then neither are, of course, the things

corresponding to them, I mean the small and few.

47 John of Damascus, Philosophical Chapters, chapter 50, lines 63-80.
4% This is a combination of Psalms 86:13 and 31:19. Blemmydes, Compendium on Logic, 825.
49 Jerodiakonou, “The Byzantine Reception of Aristotle’s ‘Categories’ 17-18, 27-28.
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€M aOTAV EKANQOEin. dote 1§ 0Opavog oV uéyas, 10 PAacenudTaTOoV, KOl TO
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ToAD. €1 68 un) TadTo, 0VOE TA TOHTOIG ONANOT AVTIKEIHEVA, TO HKPOV AEY® Kol

70 OAiyov.*90

In the ninth chapter of the first book of On the Heavens, Aristotle refutes the possibility that
heaven can be more than one. According to Aristotle, there is the differentiation between a
heaven in an absolute sense (ovpavoc amldc) taken as a form (£i80c) or a shape (popen), and
this specific heaven (66¢ 6 ovpavoc), which, being perceptible, must be counted among the
particulars (t@v ka6’ &kactov) which result from combination of form and matter (OAn). As
any form might have several particular instances or an infinite number of them, it is logical
that someone might question whether there are several heavens, or an infinite number of
them. However, as Aristotle says, it is impossible to assume a plurality of worlds (z\eiovg
koopot) as all existing matter, including the moon, the sun, and stars, is encompassed within
this world (i.e., heaven).*®! Prodromos thus uses Aristotle’s own work to demonstrate that
Aristotle’s claim that great and small are relatives is erroneous.

Contrary to the Neoplatonic and Byzantine commentary tradition, which either
perceives great and small and many and few simply as relatives, or differentiates between
their relative and absolute sense as indefinite quantities, Prodromos perceives them only as
quantities in their absolute sense. However, although the only parallel to Prodromos’s
viewpoint could be detected in Plotinus’s On the Genera of Being, we have to be careful
when assessing whether Prodromos was indeed influenced by Plotinus or not, and if he was,
to what extent. In any case, with the first counterargument Prodromos calls reader’s attention
to the trickiness of Aristotle’s syllogistic reasoning in this specific case that results in the
conclusion that the great and small and many and few cannot be conceived in themselves, but
only in comparison to something else. It seems indeed logical to call a grain great as well as a
mountain small in comparison with items belonging to the same species. However, as

Prodromos demonstrates, this specific line of reasoning would definitely not work in the

460 prodromos, On Great and Small, (ed. Tannery), 114.
461 Aristotle, On the Heavens, 1.9, 278a.
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species that consist only of one individual, because there is no other individual belonging to
the same species that they can be compared to.

Oksana Goncharko, Yaroslav Anatol'evich Slinin, and Dmitry A. Chernoglazov argue
that, while Aristotle allows comparison of items that belong to different species in virtue of
magnitude, Prodromos understands it more strictly and writes that comparison is possible
only between items belonging to the same species. However, according to Goncharko et al.,
Prodromos, by inducing the example of species consisting only of one individual, tries to
create an objective set which includes other types of items that have the property of
magnitude. In this way, Prodromos seems to approach Cantor’s set theory, according to
which any property defines a set of elements that satisfy this property and consequently
implies that the sky could be called great in comparison for instance with grain.*62

| disagree with this interpretation. First of all, it is not that Prodromos believes that
according to Aristotle we cannot compare items belonging to different species, but rather that
Aristotle’s specific line of reasoning is not applicable in the case of those species consisting
of only one individual. Secondly, even if Goncharko et al. are right that Prodromos in this
way approaches Cantor’s set theory by implying the possibility to compare items belonging
to different categories in terms of size, he would certainly not be an exception in the
Neoplatonic and Byzantine commentary tradition. For instance, as has already been
discussed, Simplicius and Sophonias, who closely follows Simplicius, perceive indefinite
quantities absolutely when compared with other things that belong to a different kind, and
relatively when compared with things that belong to the same kind. Finally, if one takes into
consideration the other counterarguments that follow in the treatise, it is evident that
Prodromos allows no room for great and small, as well as many and few, to be understood in

a comparative sense (i.e., a relative sense) at all.

3.3.5 Great and Small Have an Independent Meaning of Their Own

Prodromos’s second counterargument could be divided into two different parts. In the first
place, he attempts to show that Aristotle’s more elaborate description of relatives — according
to which it is in their essence to be somehow related to something (oig 10 etvon TadTOV d0TL

@ mpog Tl mwg &xew) and if someone knows any relative definitely he will also know

462 Goncharko, Slinin, Chernoglazov, “Jlornueckue WUneun ®Deomopa IMpoapoma: «O Benukom u Manom»,”

[“Logical Ideas of Theodore Prodromus: “On the Great and the Small”] 15-16; Goncharko, Jloeuueckue
couunenusi @eooopa Ilpodpoma: eonpocul scanpa, cmunucmuku u peyenyuu anmuynoi mpaouyuu [The Logical
Works of Theodore Prodromus: Issues of Genre, Stylistics and Reception of the Ancient Tradition], 68-69.
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definitely that in relation to which it is spoken of (é&v Tig €idf) T OpIOUEVMG TOV TTPOG TL,
KaKeivo TPog O Aéyetan dpopévag eloetan) is not applicable to great and small.*®® This is
particularly visible in the case of double and half — if someone would know a certain double,
they will also know of which thing it is a double and vice versa.*®* The first part of

Prodromos’s counterargument goes as follows:

Moreover, in the case of double or half, neither does the speaker indicate
something with the speech when he stops, nor does the hearer pause his
thought; the reason is that each of these is said what it is in relation to the
other. If, accordingly, both “great” and “small” were relatives, the same
should apply to them, but now we observe the absolute contrary. For the one
hearing “great” does not immediately think of the small, nor vice versa; but
having discharged contemplation towards the greatness of the former or

towards the smallness of the latter, he pauses.

"Ett énl Sumhaciov pév 1§ nuiceog ovd 6 Aéywv Pefnkdg TL TH QOVR
dteonunvey, ovh” O dkovcag Tf) dwavoig NPEUNCEV: aiTov 08 TO EKATEPOV
adTAV mep EoTiv Exatépov etvor AéyecsOot. i Toivov Tpdg TL NV Kod TO péya
T Kol puKkpdv, £0el kal €ml ToOTOV Opoimg Eyetv: vV 8 TO évavtiov dmov
OpdUEY. 00 Yap O «u€yo» AKovcag €VOVC Kol «UIKpOV» €vevonoev, oVdE
EUmoAY: GALO TPOG TNV €KEIVOL PEYOAEOTNTA T| TPOG TNV TOVTOL HKPHTNTA

™V Bswpiav arotoéedoag, péunosy. %

Prodromos clearly accepts Aristotle’s line of reasoning when it comes to the relative
relationship of double and half. However, he goes a step further with his paraphrasis of the
expression from Aristotle’s On Interpretation according to which when names signify
something (e.g., verbs) “the speaker arrests his thought and the hearer pauses” (iotnot yap 6
Aéyov v owdvolav, Kai 0 dkovoag mpéuncev); based on this Aristotelian expression,
Prodromos implies that double and half, being relatives, do not have an independent meaning
in abstraction.“®® In this way, Prodromos refers to what Aristotle says about relatives in his

Sophistical Refutations, according to which relatives do not have in abstraction an

463 Aristotle, Categories 8a32, 8a40.

464 Aristotle, Categories 8b5-8.

465 prodromos, On Great and Small, (ed. Tannery), 115.
466 Aristotle, On Interpretation 16b19-21.

186



CEU eTD Collection

independent meaning of their own, such as in the case of double and half. Even if one is to
grant that they have an abstract meaning by themselves, it would not have been the same
meaning as the meaning they convey together in their relative relationship. For instance, as
Avristotle explains, the specific knowledge of a primary substance is not the same as general
knowledge, which, as relative, is always considered in the relationship with the knowable.*¢’

In his commentary on the Categories, Porphyry seems to adopt the same view and
states that also great and small, being relatives, do not have an independent meaning of their
own, because they cannot be conceived independently in themselves. He claims that
“whenever our thought says that a thing is large, it is immediately directed towards a
particular small thing, so that it can conceive the quantity by which the large thing in question
is large” (e000g oDV @épetar 1) Sdvota &mi 1 pkpodv, dtav imn péya, tva Sroavondii, Tosm TO
péya pnosv éotv).*%8 It is quite striking that by using similar vocabulary, Prodromos intends
to prove exactly the opposite — that great and small have an independent meaning, because
someone does not think of great when they hear small and vice versa. A similar line of
reasoning can be found in Plotinus’s On the Genera of Being, where he briefly notes that
great and small are called such due to participation in the form of greatness and smallness,
respectively.46°

Although Prodromos might have been familiar with Plotinus’s work and perhaps
inspired by this specific passage, it is more likely that here he, as Plotinus himself, simply
refers to Plato’s Phaedo and does not rely on Plotinus’s work per se. In the final argument of
this work, Socrates explains that the Forms are causes of all existing things and that all things
participate in them. Thus, for instance, he says that it is by magnitude that great things are
great and greater things greater, and by smallness that smaller things are smaller (koi peyéfet
dpo o peydio peydho kol to peilo peilom, kol opkpdmtl T EAATTO EAdTT®). In other
words, things are either small or large, because they participate either in the Form of
Greatness or in the Form of Smallness.*”® While the first part of this counterargument is very

straightforward, the second part is somewhat enigmatic:

467 Aristotle, Sophistical Refutations 181b25-182a6.

468 porphyry, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 108. The Neoplatonic and Byzantine commentary tradition
mostly agrees with Porphyry on this matter. See for instance: Ammonius, Commentary on Aristotle s Categories,
61-63; Olympiodorus, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 92-94; Elias, Commentary on Aristotle’s
Categories, 196-197; Philoponus, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 94-96; Psellos, Philosophica Minora
1, (Opus. 51), 211-212; Gennadios Scholarios, Commentary on Aristotle s Categories, 172-173.

469 While in the first instance Plotinus simply says that great and small are due to the presence of greatness and
smallness respectively, in the second instance he probably again refers to Plato, when he says that someone will
say that greater and smaller come by participation in greatness and smallness. Plotinus, “On the Genera of Being
(Enn. 6.1-3),” 6.1.8 and 6.1.11.

470 Plato, Phaedo 100a-102c.
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But, if someone would also enumerate these [i.e. great and small] among
relatives, for which someone hearing about the one seems to have also
understood the other, he would also observe both rational and irrational to be
relatives, and moreover the aquatic and terrestrial: for in a similar way the
sequence of argumentation will apply to these things, and the one hearing the
irrational would have had certain thought also of the rational. But when this
IS assumed, it is clear, even to the blind man, as the saying goes, that it is
absurd; for it is necessary to assume that parts of the substances are not

substances; therefore, the great is not a relative, if indeed the rational is not.

&l 8¢ Tig kol TadTa T0i¢ TPOG TL cVVaPdpoiN, 0ig 6 BdTepoV dkovcHC Kol TTEPL
Dotépov g cuvumelineévar dokel, dpa ol mpdg TL eivar TIOEvar Kol TO
Aoywov kol dloyov, kai £tt 10 TAMTOV Kol meldv: opoimg yop &gl kai &mi
TOVTOV TO TG AKoAOVONCE®MC, Kol 0 TO dAoyov yYOap AKOLGOS EVVOldV TV
oxf kol 00 Aoykod: TovTov O6& VTOTENEVTOS, Kol TVEAQD, (UCl, dHAov TO
dtomov: ovk ovciag yop Ta UEPN TOV OVLGLDY VIOBEIvVaL AvAyKN: 00K dpa

TPOG TL TO PEYQ, Elmep PUNOE TO AOYIKOV.

From the excerpt above it is not quite clear what the connecting point would be between these
three different pairs — the great and small, the rational and irrational, and the aquatic and
terrestrial. Why should someone who enlists the first pair of items among relatives do the
same for the remaining two pairs?*’* Goncharko, Slinin, and Chernoglazov argue that
Prodromos here actually confuses the concepts of contraries (td évovtia) and opposites (Td
avtikeipeva). They explain that just because certain instances of opposing concepts fall into
the realm of relation (e.g., great and small), it does not necessarily mean that all other types
of oppositions (e.g., rational and irrational), as per Aristotle, must also fall into this category.
I disagree with this explanation. Half of Prodromos’s argumentation in this treatise is
dedicated to proving that great and small, as well as many and few, are opposed to each other
as contraries and not as relatives. Therefore, it would be difficult to assume that Prodromos

was not well acquainted with the other two types of opposition besides contraries and

4lGoncharko, Slinin, Chernoglazov, “Jlornueckne Wneu ®eonopa IMpogpoma: «O Benukom u Manom»,”
[“Logical Ideas of Theodore Prodromus: “On the Great and the Small”’] 17; Goncharko, Jloeuueckue couunenus
®@eooopa Ilpodpoma: sonpocel dxcanpa, cmurucmuku u peyenyuu anmuunoi mpaouyuu [The Logical Works of
Theodore Prodromus: Issues of Genre, Stylistics and Reception of the Ancient Tradition], 70-71.
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relatives — namely, privation and possession on the one hand, and affirmation and negation on
the other. Rather, Prodromos probably wanted to say the following: if someone would enlist
the pair of opposites such as the great and small, which he considered as contraries, they
would also need to enumerate other types of opposites, such as the rational and irrational, the
aquatic and terrestrial. The problem here is that while rational and irrational can be
considered items opposed to each other as affirmation and negation, it is questionable to
which type of opposition, according to Aristotle’s Categories, the concepts of aquatic and
terrestrial belong.

The answer might lie in the fact that part of the Aristotelian commentary tradition
considered differentiae of species to be opposites. This can be seen for instance in
Simplicius’s interpretation of simultaneity in Aristotle’s Categories. Aristotle differentiates
two types of simultaneity: in terms of time (Gpa ¢ katd TOV ¥poévov) and by nature (Guo T
evoet). While the first type of simultaneity is strict and absolute, things that are simultaneous
by nature reciprocate as to the implication of existence, and therefore they are not the cause
of each other’s existence, as in the case of double and half (dvtiotpépetl pev katd v TOD
givar dkorovOnoty, undapdc 8¢ aitiov Odtepov Oatépm Tod eivai dotv, olov émi 10D
dumhociov koi Tod Mpiceoc).*”> However, this is not only a common property of almost all
relatives, but it is also characteristic of contradistinguished things (i.e., co-ordinate species)
from the same genus (td £k T0D adTOD YEvoug Avtidmpnuéva aAANA01G), such as winged (T
nTvov), terrestrial (10 melov), and aquatic (10 &vudpov) in the case of animals.*”® According
to Simplicius’ interpretation, this contradistinction (dvtidwaipesic) of genera represents the
opposition (dvrtifeoic) of the divided items (dioupripata) that arises from the one and the
same split. Therefore, inanimate (&yvyov) is contradistinguished from animate (£puyvyov) and
the terrestrial (meCov) and aquatic (&vvdpov) are contradistinguished from the winged
(mTnvov). 474

Further evidence might be found in the commentaries on Aristotle’s Posterior
Analytics. In his Posterior Analytics 2.13, Aristotle discusses how to arrive at the definition
of what something is by means of differentiae, i.e., by means of division. Among other
things, he explains that one who defines and divides does not need to know everything there
is. If one would consider the opposites and the differentiae and conclude that what one is

categorizing belongs to one of them, it is not necessary for one to know all the other things of

472 When discussing simultaneity Aristotle differentiates two forms — in terms of time (&ua 3¢ xotd TOV YpdVOV)
and by nature (éipa tfi pVoey); Aristotle, Categories 14b24-15a13.

473 Aristotle, Categories 14b24-15a13.

474 Simplicius, Commentary on Aristotle s Categories, 424-245.
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which these differentiae are predicated.*”® In his commentary on Posterior Analytics,
Philoponus explains that here Aristotle uses the differentiae and opposites interchangeably.
He explains that of those differentiae that are opposites which have nothing between them, it
will be necessary for everything that is divided in virtue of these differentiae to belong to one
of them. Furthermore, as examples of opposing differentiae of the animal that have nothing
between them, he mentions the rational (Aoywov) and irrational (dAoyov), also opposed to
each other as affirmation and negation, as well as terrestrial (ne{ov), winged (mtmvov), and
aquatic (vnktov).*’® Eustratios seems to closely follow Philoponus’s stance on this matter as
he expresses the same line of reasoning and mentions rational and irrational as examples of
opposed differentiae.*’” Prodromos’s opinion on this matter, in his commentary on the second
book of Posterior Analytics, seems also to be not far from Philoponus and Eustratios. Thus,
for instance, while he mentions winged (rtnvov), terrestrial (teCov), and aquatic (mAmtov) as
differentiae of animal in a different context, he specifically mentions opposition in

differentiae of rational and irrational.*’®

3.3.6 Great and Small are Predicated of Quantity

Prodromos’s third argument is quite straightforward. Here, he explains that if there is a
certain amount of quantity, just as there is a certain kind of quality and a certain essence of
substance, and if someone would inquire what the size of the Atlantic Ocean is, it would be
appropriate to answer great (mov).*”® With this argument, Prodromos thus simply intends to
argue that great and small, as well as many and few, are predicated on quantity.

To a certain extent, a parallel to this kind of reasoning can also be found in the
Neoplatonic commentary tradition. Thus, for instance, when Ammonius differentiates
between definite and indefinite quantities, he explains that great and small are said of
continuous (cvveyéc), while many and few of discrete (Siwpiouévov) quantities.*®® The same
line of reasoning is expressed also by his student, Olympiodorus the Younger. However,
Olympiodorus asks, if this is really the case, how then could we, for instance, predicate
“much” (moAv) of water (bdwp) or time (ypovov), which belong to continuous quantity? This

happens due to the fact that both items are divisible conceptually (év émwvoig), as water is

475 Aristotle, Posterior Analytics 97a14-23.

476 Philoponus, Commentary on Aristotle’s Posterior Analytics, 407-408.

477 Eustratios, Commentary on Aristotle Posterior Analytics 2, 206-207.

478 Theodore Prodromos, Commentary on Aristotle s Posterior Analytics, 314-318.
47 Prodromos, On Great and Small, (ed. Tannery), 115.

480 Ammonius, Commentary on Aristotle s Categories, 62.
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divisible by amphoras and time by years, days, weeks, months, and hours. Therefore, he
concludes, it is possible for continuous quantities to be discrete, but for discrete quantities it
is impossible to be continuous. Consequently, continuous quantities can receive predicates of
discrete quantities, but discrete quantities cannot receive predicates of continuous.*®! Whereas
Elias, a student of Olympiodorus, only mentions that great and small are predicated of
continuous quantities and many and few of discrete, Arethas offers a somewhat similar, albeit
very brief, explanation to that of Olympiodorus. He explains that some discrete quantities
accept predicates of continuous quantities, because they can be conceptually divided. That is
why we say, for instance, that water is “much” (moA0), because it is divisible by amphoras,
and that the road is “much” (moAAn), because it is divisible by the footsteps of those who
walk.*8 Although these scholars accepted that great and small, as well as many and few, can
be predicated of continuous and discrete quantities, they still regarded them as relatives and
not quantities in an absolute sense. Prodromos, on the other hand, uses this predication in an

absolute sense.
3.3.7 Great and Small Admit of a More and a Less

With the fourth argument Prodromos implicitly disproves one of the common properties of
some relatives according to Aristotle, namely the ability to admit of a more and a less (10

pdALov kai T frTov émdéyecbor).*3The argument goes as follows:

Moreover, from proper names of quantity, of quality or of some other
category, some relatives come to exist and are called paronymously, just as,
indeed, double from dyad and more beautiful from beautiful; but no further
other relative is called paronymously after relatives. For there is not, just as
from dyad double, thus also from double more double: for double is not more
or less than double; nor, just as from beautiful there is more beautiful, thus
also from more beautiful there is even more beautiful. We say paronymously
“greater” from great and ‘“smaller” from “small.” This should not have
happened if these were relatives; but it happened; therefore, the great and the

small are not relatives.

481 Olympiodorus, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 92.

482 Elias, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 195; Arethas, Scholia on Aristotle’s Categories, scholion 297,
lines 74-81.

483 Aristotle, Categories, 6b20-27.
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This argument is in clear contradiction with what Aristotle says in the Categories, according
to whom relatives do seem to have the ability to admit of a more and less. In order to
understand Prodromos’s counterargument, it is important to first explore what exactly
Avristotle says on this matter, and how the Neoplatonic and Byzantine commentary tradition

dealt with this issue. In Aristotle’s words:

Relatives seem also to admit of a more and a less. For a thing is called more
similar and less similar, and more unequal and less unequal; and each of
these is relative, since what is similar is called similar to something and what
is unequal is unequal to something. But not all admit of a more and less; for
what is double is not called more double or less double nor the same applies

to any of such things.

Aokel 8¢ kai 10 piAlov kai 1O frrov EmdéyecOon To TPOC TI- BpOloV Yip
pdAlov kai frTov Adyetan, kai dvicov pdilov koi HTTov Aéyetal, EKUTEPOV
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Léyetar poAlov Kai NTTov SITAGGIoV 0088 TdY TOoVTOVY 00dEY. 8

This excerpt shows the complete contradiction with Prodromos’s line of reasoning.

Aristotle’s statement here is problematic because similar (dpotov), together with dissimilar

484 Prodromos, On Great and Small, (ed. Tannery), 115.
485 Aristotle, Categories 6b20-27.
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(avopotov), is considered by Aristotle himself also as the property of quality in the strict
sense, and unequal (&vicov) is together with equal (icov) considered to be the property of
quantity in the strict sense.*® So, how can they also belong to the category of relatives, while
they are simultaneously properties in the strict sense of quantity and quality, respectively?
Aristotle solves this contradiction with two distinct arguments. In the first place, many
relatives such as states and conditions are included among qualities, because when they refer
to universals, they are relatives; when they refer to particulars, they are considered to be
qualities in which particular things are being qualified. Secondly, there is nothing illogical for
the same thing to belong to two different genera, in this case specifically to be counted both
as a quality and as a relative.*®’

Porphyry strictly follows Aristotle in respect of these two arguments.*®® Additionally,
he brings two more arguments that corroborate Aristotle’s view. Firstly, when he explains
how there is contrariety in some relatives, he explains that it is not possible to imagine any
relative in itself, without reference to some other category. Therefore, once a relative is
considered to belong also to another category which admits of contrariety, such as quality, it
will also admit of contrariety. The opposite applies too: if the relative belongs also to another
category that does not admit of contrariety, such as substance, it will not be receptive of
contrariety either. Secondly, Porphyry explains how equal and unequal, which are taken to be
the property of quantity in the strict sense, can admit of more and less as accidents of
quantity, while quantity as a category does not. A parallel to this line of reasoning can be
found in the case of substance and contrariety. Although there is nothing contrary to
substance, accidents of substance do admit contrariety. Furthermore, he argues that quantity
and its proprium are two distinct things; since proprium is a quality and an essential affection
of quantity (§ott Yap 10 1010V TO10TNC <KOT> TABOG 0VGLDOEG TOD TocoD) and as qualities and
affections admit of a more and a less, in the same way the property of quantity does as
well 489

A similar line of reasoning, although expressed in a simpler way, can also be found in

Ammonius, who adds that when there is a contrariety in relatives, there is also more and

486 Aristotle, Categories 6a26-6a36; 11a15-19.

487 Aristotle here gives an example of knowledge. As long as it is considered to be universal, that is to say the
knowledge of the knowable, it is counted among relatives, but once it is referring to species, that is to say the
knowledge of something, such as, for example, the knowledge of grammar, in which certain species are
qualified, it is considered to be quality; Aristotle, Categories 11a20-37.

488 Porphyry, Commentary on Aristotle s Categories, 140-141,

489 Porphyry, Commentary on Aristotle s Categories, 114-115.
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less.*® His student Olympiodorus mentions the same idea and explains that it is not
surprising that we find equal and unequal as well as similar and dissimilar also in relatives,
because they can be conceived only through other categories, such as substance, quality and
quantity.*®* Simplicius’s account on this issue is more extensive and mostly follows
Aristotle’s stance and Porphyry’s explications of it.*%? Philoponus has another view on this
matter. Although Philoponus agrees with Aristotle that one thing can belong to two different
categories, e.g., to the category of quality and to the category of relatives when considered
from different perspectives,*®® as well as that admitting of a more and a less is a common
property of some relatives, he questions whether unequal admits of a more and a less or not.
According to Philoponus, more or less occurs only in things in which contraries are present
through mingling of those contraries. However, since there is no contrariety in quantity, equal
and unequal cannot be considered as contraries, and therefore they are not capable of
admitting of a more or less. He points out that if an item is considered to be more or less
unequal, it follows that it must be considered also to be more or less equal, which is
impossible. Therefore, unequal is rather opposed to equal in terms of privation and
indefiniteness than in terms of contrariety.*%*

When it comes to the Byzantine commentary tradition, it is evident that most exegetes
followed the mainstream view that it is a common property of some relatives to admit of a
more and a less. Thus, while John of Damascus avoids discussion of the matter, Photios in his
Amphilochia mentions the same common property of both some relatives and some
qualities.*®> Without entering into a detailed discussion of this issue, Sophonias also explains
that admission of a more and a less can be found in those relatives which display
contrariety.**® Both Nikephoros Blemmydes and George Gennadios Scholarios not only agree
that some relatives admit of a more and a less, but also, when discussing the problem of

490 Ammonius, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 69-70.

491 Both Ammonius and Olympiodorus use the same reference to Aristotle’s Nichomachean Ethics 1096a21-22
to corroborate their argument that relatives are offshoots of and produced from other categories. While
Ammonius does not specifically mention his source, Olympiodorus makes direct reference to this work of
Aristotle: Ammonius, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 69; Olympiodorus, Commentary on Aristotle’s
Categories, 96. Elias, Olympiodorus’s student, also agrees that two items can belong to two different categories,
as well as that relatives originate from other categories. His discussion is brief and does not add anything new;
Elias, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 239.

492 As Simplicius does not shed any new light on this matter which will be relevant for our discussion, I will not
engage in detail with his exposition. Simplicius, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 176-179.

493 philoponus, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 98-99.

49 philoponus, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 53-54.

4% John of Damascus, Philosophical Chapters, 23-24; Photios. Synopsis on Ten Categories (qu. 137 -147), qu.
141, page 157.

4% Sophonias, Commentary on Aristotle s Categories, 32.
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whether equal and unequal admit of a more and a less, transmit the same justification as
Porphyry does on this issue.*%’

Prodromos’s fourth counterargument is in direct contradiction not only with Aristotle,
but also with the Neoplatonic and Byzantine commentary tradition. Prodromos certainly
agrees with the stance that relatives can be derived from items belonging to other categories.
However, once they are derived, by the procession of admission of a more or less, they
cannot further accept more or less. None of the Neoplatonic and Byzantine commentators on
Aristotle’s Categories has used an argument similar to the one we find here in Prodromos.
The only similar argumentation can be found in Plotinus’s On the Genera of Being. Firstly,
Plotinus explains that “the great is great because of some quantity, and magnitude is not a
relative, rather more and less are, since they are more and less relative to something, as is
double” (ITocdtntt Yap Tvi p€ya 10 péya, Koi 10 péyebog 6& oV TV mpodS T1, GALL TO pEloV
Kol 10 Elattov TV Tpog TI- TPOG Yap Etepov, domep Kol O duthdoiov). Therefore, it is by
mistake that a mountain is called small instead of smaller and a millet seed large instead of
larger. Secondly, Plotinus points out that if great and small are said to belong to relatives,
then also beautiful, being a quality, should be counted among relatives. However, Plotinus
explains that beautiful as participating in the form of beauty is to be taken as a quality, while
“more beautiful” is to be taken as a relative. Thus, one thing taken in itself would still be
beautiful, but when compared to something else it will be either more or less beautiful. In the
same way, we say that something is great because it participates in magnitude, while when
compared to something else it can be more or less great.*%

Although there is a similarity of Prodromos’s arguments to those of Plotinus’s,
however it is difficult to assess to what extent Prodromos could have been, if he even was,
influenced by Plotinus’s work. Perhaps, it can be speculated, that Prodromos might have been
influenced by these specific passages from Plotinus, but not by the teachings expressed in the
treatise taken as a whole. This will be particularly evident in the section 3.4.2 of the present
work, where it will be clearly demonstrated that while Plotinus considered “up” and “down”
as relatives, Prodromos perceived them as quantities. Furthermore, Prodromos’s own
argument is quite peculiar as he argues that even though items from other categories, for
instance quantity or quality, become relatives by admitting of a more and a less, once they

have become relatives, they are no longer able to admit of a more and a less. Consequently,

497 George Gennadios Scholarios, when discussing the problem of unequal and equal, refers to Boethius as his
source. Blemmydes, Compendium on Logic, 856-857; Gennadios Scholarios, Commentary on Aristotle’s
Categories, 190.

4% Plotinus, On the Genera of Being 6.3.11, 716-717.
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these relatives obtain names paronymously from the items that they are derived from. In this
way, Prodromos challenges admitting of a more and a less to be a common property of some
relatives.

This counterargument does not only affect the common proprium of relatives, but also
one of the common propria of quality. According to Aristotle, some items belonging to the
category of quality have the capacity to admit of a more and a less. Thus, for instance, one
pale thing can be called more or less pale than another thing. However, not all qualities can
accept more or less, such as in the case of square and triangular.*®® Taking this into
consideration, Prodromos’s argument would also imply that qualities, once they admit of a

more and a less, are not qualities anymore but relatives.

3.3.8 Great and Small Are Not Reciprocal

When discussing relatives, Aristotle argues that a proprium of all relatives and only of
relatives is that they are spoken of in relation to the relatives that reciprocate, if they are
properly given (mévta odv T mpdg T, Ehvmep oikeing AmodiddTol, TPOG AVTIGTPEPOVTAL
Aéyetor). When discussing this issue, Aristotle does not explicitly mention grammatical cases,
but they are implied in his description of the ways in which different relative pairs can be
reciprocated.’® However, Prodromos’s fifth counterargument does not only revolve around
this distinct feature of relatives, but actually uses it to disprove the incomplete definition of
relatives that we already discussed and therefore the possibility that relatives can be

reciprocated in any other way than those he mentions:

Moreover, relatives can be clear through implication [of existence] and
through reciprocation; reciprocation and implication have been divided
through the following three cases only: either one must define the word in

the genitive and it should be reciprocated equally, as is possible in the case of

4% Aristotle, Categories 10026-11a4.

500 In Aristotle’s words (Categories 6b28-36): “For example, the slave is called slave of a master and the master
is called master of a slave; the double double of a half, and the half half of a double; the larger larger than a
smaller, and the smaller smaller than larger; and so for the rest too. Sometimes, however, there will be a verbal
difference, of ending. Thus, knowledge is called knowledge of what is knowable, and what is knowable
knowable by knowledge; perception perception of the perceptible, and the perceptible perceptible by perception
(olov 6 Sodhog SeomdTov Aéyetan SodAhog kol 6 deomdTng SodAov Seomdng Aéystan, kol T© Smhdciov fuiceog
dumAdoov kol T0 fjruoy duthaciov fuov, kol to peilov éhdttovog peilov koi 1o Ehattov peilovog Elattov:
OoovTmg 88 Kol &ml v dAov- TV 11 mtdoet éviote Soicel katd TV AéEw, olov 1 EmoTHun micTnTOD
Aéyeton EmoTAUN Kol TO €motnTov Emiothun €mottdv, kal 1 aictnoig aictntod aicOnoig kai 10 aicOntov
aicOnoet aicOnTov).
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the relationship in respect of a son and a father; or one must give it in the
genitive, but it must be reciprocated in the dative, just as in the case of the
knowable and of knowledge; or, again, it must be given as well as
reciprocated in the dative, just as in the case of similar and dissimilar; or
having been given in the accusative, it must be reciprocated in the dative, and
vice versa, just as it is possible, in the case of the things said with regards to
actuality and affection. So, what would not happen according to some of the
above-mentioned manners, but in some other way is given, such a [case]
clearly, as it seems to me, is alien to the category of relative. However, the
great and small would have been given according to none of the given
definitions; thus, neither are they relatives, if indeed they have not in any
manner been given, as we were saying. Indeed, it would be absurd and fairly
barbarous either to say the small is small of the great, or by great, and vice

Versa.

"Ett td pdc TL Ko TR dkolovdnoet e kol avTioTpo@i Sfila ivon oldt’ €otTiv:
n & Aavtiotpoer koi 1 dkoAovONolg TOilg TPlol TOICOE Kol pHOVOILG
GLVOPNVTOL TTOCEGY: 1] YOP YEVIKDG AmT0d0TEOV TOV AOYOV Kol OpOimg
AVTIOTPENTEOV, OOG ML TG Ko™ VIOV Kol TOTEPA GYEGEWS EYXEL | YEVIKDG UEV
Gmod0TéoV, OO0TIKDG O& OAVTIOTPENTEOV, MG &ml TOD £mMoTNTod Koi THG
gmotung Kol ovoic ff Sotikdg dmodotéov Opod kol dvticTpentéov, ¢ &mi
100 Opoiov kai dvopoiov: 1 aUTATIKDS ATOOOVTOS dOTIKDS AVTIGTPENTEOV
Kol EUmoiy, ¢ €ml TOV Kot &vépyelay kol mabog Asyopévov Exel. g Omep
U Tpdc Tva TV gipnuévev EUTintol TPoOToV, AAL’ GALMG TS amodidotal,
0 1010010V GaPdS Gv dALGTpiov eivai pot Soyel Thg TV Tpodg TL Katnyopiog:
GAAQ v TO p€ya Kol TO pIKpPOV KT~ ovdEpUiay amodobein t@v dmododeic®dv
GmodOGEMV: OVK Apo 0VOE TPOG T £0TLY, £AVIEP OVS™ OTNOVV ATOSODTAL, (G
gpapev. yelolov pévt av ein ki Emekdc BapPapov, 1 peydiov 10 pikpov

Aéysw etvan pkpov, { peydho, kol Eumaity.>0t

In the commentary tradition, reciprocation or correlatives were commonly expressed by

explicitly mentioning grammatical cases. Thus, for instance, Porphyry claims that

501 prodromos, On Great and Small, (ed. Tannery), 115-116.
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reciprocation of correlatives can be expressed in three different ways — by employing the
same grammatical case, with different grammatical cases, and by not using grammatical cases
at all. Thus, in the first instance, when the same grammatical case is used, we have as an
example “father of a child” and “child of a father”, where both relatives are given in the
nominative case and their correlatives are reciprocated in genitive case. In the second
instance, Porphyry gives as an example the perception of the perceptible and the perceptible
by perception: in the first case, the correlative is reciprocated in the genitive, but in the
second in the dative case. Finally, the instance in which grammatical cases are not used at all
is, of course, the instance of great and small which are not reciprocated as other relatives,
because it is impossible to say that great is great of the small and conversely that small is
small of the great. Porphyry claims that from Aristotle’s definition of relatives as “things as
are said to be just what they are, of or than other things, or in some other way in relation to
something else” (mpdg T1 82 1d TorodTo Adyeton, dc0 adTd mep dotiv ETépav eivon Aéyetot 1)
omwcodv dAlmg mpog Etepov), the last part “in some other way relative to something else”
does not refer to reciprocation expressed by grammatical case, but in some other way as in
the case of the great and the small. Thus, their relationship is not expressed by grammatical
case, but in another way in relation to something else.>%?

While Simplicius holds almost the same opinion on this matter as Porphyry, other
Neoplatonic commentators expressed slightly different views.®® Thus, for instance,
Ammonius, who does not dwell on this issue in much detail, interprets the description of
relatives in question differently. He simply states that the first part of the definition refers to
those relatives reciprocated in the genitive, and “in some other way” assumes relatives
reciprocated in the dative and in the accusative.>® While Olympiodorus and Elias follow
more or less the same view as Ammonius, Philoponus seems to be more exclusive in this
matter. He explains that all relatives are given in the nominative case and their correlatives
are reciprocated in one of the oblique cases.>%

There is very little discussion on reciprocation expressed by grammatical cases in the
Dialectica of John of Damascus.>® Photios, in his Amphilochia, only briefly mentions, when

he discusses reciprocation of relatives, that larger is said to be larger than smaller and smaller

%92 Porphyry, Commentary on Aristotle s Categories, 112-116.

593 Simplicius, Commentary on Aristotle s Categories, 162-163.

04 Ammonius, Commentary on Aristotle s Categories, 68, 70-71.

595 Olympiodorus, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 100; Elias, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories,
207; Philoponus, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 105-106, 111.

508 John of Damascus, Philosophical Chapters, 77-78.
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is said to be smaller than larger.5®” On the other hand, in the unfinished Synopsis of the
Categories (Opus. 50) attributed to Psellos, it is stated that the great is called great in
relationship with the small (kai péya mpdc pcpov Aéyeton uéya).>%® Another philosophical
text, On Five Voices (Opus.51) also attributed to Psellos, discusses reciprocation of relatives
expressed by grammatical cases, but nothing is stated in particular for the instance of great
and small.>® It is quite surprising that Sophonias, who in other instances closely follows
Simplicius, does not offer any discussion about the reciprocation of great and small. He only
mentions that larger is called larger than smaller, and the smaller is said to be smaller than
larger.5*® Nikephoros Blemmydes, besides mentioning different grammatical cases by which
reciprocation might be expressed, also states that in some cases reciprocation can be
expressed by relative proposition, as in the case of great and small (og t0 péya Tpog pikpov
péya, Koi T pkpdv mpog péyo pkpdv).>t

From this brief overview, it is evident that while some Neoplatonic commentators
differed in opinion from Porphyry, Byzantine scholars who dealt with the Categories either
agreed with the stance of Porphyry when it comes to the reciprocation of great and small, or
stayed silent on this matter. Contrary to other Byzantine intellectuals, Prodromos clearly
contradicts Porphyry and rather aligns himself with Ammonius, Olympiodorus, and
Philoponus, whose views he articulates in a much more drastic way. It seems reasonable to
assume that Prodromos directly criticized Porphyry, as well as those of his Byzantine
predecessors who followed Porphyry’s opinion, that great is called great in relationship with

the small. Thus, Prodromos continues:

But, if someone would invent also the fourth definition in addition to these
and somehow in the same way would carry on methodically the reasoning
that the great is called great in relationship with the small, and the small in
relationship with the great, such a person should know that he strives to
include the majority of existing things among relatives. For also the body is
called in relationship with the bodyless; and inanimate in relationship with

animate; and immortal in relationship with mortal; and in general, all the

507 Photios. Synopsis on Ten Categories (qu. 137 -147), qu. 141, page 157.

%08 psellos, Philosophica Minora 1, (Opus. 50), 190.

509 psellos, Philosophica Minora 1, (Opus.51), 215-216.

510 Sophonias, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 32.

11 Blemmydes, Compendium on Logic, 856. George Gennadios Scholarios, mentions the reciprocation of
relatives expressed by grammatical cases, but does not say much about great and small. Gennadios Scholarios,
Commentary on Aristotle s Categories, line 264.
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logically distinguishable differentiae of genera at once. Therefore, these will
also be relatives. That this has slipped into a place of absurdity, has been said

above.

Ei 8¢ 11¢ kol tetdptnV mpog Taig eipnuévaug amddooty dvevpickot, Kol oDTm
g £podedol TOV Adyov, 1O péya péyo Aéyov ivorl Tpog O WKpOV, Kol TO
HKpOV mpog 10 p€ya, O torodtog T mAeiw iotw T@V dvimv Toic TPoHS T
(QUAOTLLOVUEVOC. TO TE Y0P GO TPOG TO ACMUATOV AEYETAL Kol TO dyvyov
pOg Euyuyov: Kol mpog 10 Ovntov 10 afdvatov: Kol AmA®dg oi dropeTikol
TV YeVAV dopopai ara&amacar Tpdc Tt dpa Kol T Totadta EGoviar TodTo

8’ émot drromtiog EEdMoheV, avatépm Aéhekton.

Prodromos here brings the possibility that large and small are relatives to absurdity by
drawing attention to the absurdity that if one would follow the vague definition “or in some
other way related to each other”, all existing things would be called relatives. A similar line
of reasoning is also found in Philoponus’s commentary on the Categories. When explicating
Aristotle’s claim that there is contrariety in relatives, Philoponus draws the reader’s attention
to the absurdity of the first given definition of the relatives — that they are things that are said
of other things. According to Philoponus, this would imply that all other nine categories,
except for substance, that come from accidents are also to be considered relatives because
they are being said of a substance. However, Philoponos categorically rejects this possibility
and explains that relatives do not derive their essence from being said of another thing, but
from them being somehow related to something else fundamentally.>*3

The view that all things are relatives was held by Protagoras and refuted by Plato in
his Theaetetus.>** In the commentary tradition on the Categories, both Ammonius and
Philoponus draw the reader’s attention to this dialogue of Plato, in which it was proven that
not all things can be considered relatives. In addition, Philoponus mentions that this stance is
refuted also by Atristotle in the Metaphysics.>*®

Even though it cannot be said with certainty whether and to what extent Prodromos

was familiar with the commentaries of Ammonius and Philoponus, it is clear that he was well

512 Prodromos, On Great and Small, (ed. Tannery), 116.

5B Philoponus, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 108-109.

514 Plato, Theaetetus (trans. Rowe)151e-187a.

SISAmmonius, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 78 Philoponus, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories,
47-48.
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acquainted with Aristotle’s Metaphysics, as he explicitly mentions it in the treatise under
discussion, as well as with Plato’s Theaetetus, as he himself claims in the Philoplaton that he
admires, among other works of Plato, his Theaetetus.>'® In the quest for the true nature of
knowledge, by refuting the first definition of knowledge of Socrates’s interlocutor Theaetetus
that knowledge is perception, Plato actually refuted Protagoras’s view that “man is the
measure of all things”.%*" For this would imply that everything is relative and, according to
Plato, that there would not be great and small, because small will be great and great small. In
the series of demonstrations used to rebut relativity and becoming of everything existent,
Plato employs change in size as one of the examples. Thus, for instance, in the dialogue,
Socrates explains that if he compared himself with something else great in size, its size could
not have simply changed by mere comparison, unless it changed in itself. For these reasons,
Plato provides the following conclusion: First, “nothing will ever become greater or smaller,
whether in size or in number, so long as it is equal to itself.” Secondly, “if a thing had nothing
either added to it or taken away from it, it never grows or shrinks but is always equal.”
Thirdly, “that it’s impossible for a thing to be, later on, what it was not before, and for it to be
this without having become it or becoming it.”>!8 Therefore, it is quite compelling to assume
that Prodromos was influenced by this Platonic work when writing his treatise; following

Plato’s authority, he did not consider great and small or many and few to be relatives.

3.3.9 Great and Small are Quantities in Their Own Right

In the final argument, Prodromos differentiates between the absolute and relative sense of
great and small, and ultimately denies the possibility that great and small can be understood

relatively:

Moreover, if size is said in respect of small and great, the predication must
be sought either in its own right (per se) or accidentally (per accidens); and if
it is in its own right, we would obviously have such things as quantities
synonymously, when both are predicated of size, because it is a quantity; but
if accidentally, just as for instance we say ‘human’ of a son and a father, then

it needs to be asked what greater and smaller mean, and for the sake of what

516 Prodromos, On Great and Small, (ed. Tannery), 116. Prodromos, Philoplaton, (ed. Migliorini), 69, In. 15-18.
517 Plato, Theaetetus (trans. Rowe) 152a.
518 Plato, Theaethetus (trans. Rowe) 152d-e, 155a-b.
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they have been invented? For if the smaller and greater are the same as small
and great, why is there a need of polyonomy? And if they are different, the
greater is called greater of something smaller, and vice versa, it is
undisputable: the fact remains that great is something else and is not a

relative.
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In this rhetorically triumphant finish, Prodromos effectively combines the first, third, and
fourth arguments. Here, he transmits the commonly accepted differentiation in the
commentary tradition between the absolute and relative sense in which great and small can be
understood. He ultimately denies the possibility for these to be taken in a relative sense. Yet,
as Prodromos’s first argument implies, for him there is no room for great and small to be

considered comparatively.

3.4. Great and Small are Opposed to each other as Contraries and not as

Relatives

In order to demonstrate that great and small, as well as many and few are opposed to each
other as contraries and not as relatives, Prodromos brings six counterarguments. These Six
counterarguments can be reduced to three. The first and the second counterargument and
revolve around the notion that one thing cannot be opposed to two things at the same time.
The third counterargument is based on Aristotle’s own view according to which contraries of
existing things able to receive them turn into one another, such as for instance in the case of

great and small. The fourth and the fifth counterarguments revolve about Plato, Aristotle and

202



CEU eTD Collection

other philosophers who posited contraries, including great and small, as the first principles of
all existing things. Finally, the sixth counterargument goes back to the idea that even if one
thing is opposed to two at the same time, the nature of the opposition involved is never the

same.>?

3.4.1 Aristotle on Contraries

Before we proceed to analysis of Pordromos counterarguments, it will be useful to briefly
reflect on what Aristotle says in Categories about contraries. This will enable us to properly
contextualize Prodromos’s line of reasoning. According to Aristotle’s Categories, there are
four different types of opposites (ta dvtikeipeva): relatives (ta mpdg t) — such as double and
half, contraries (td évavtio) — such as bad and good, privation (ctépnoig) and state (£€1g) —
such as blindness and sight, and finally affirmation (xatdeacic) and negation (drdé@acic) —
such as he is sitting, and he is not sitting. While things opposed to each other as relatives are
said to be what they are in relationship with their correlatives, things opposed to each other as
contraries are not said to be what they are in relationship with their opposites, although they
are being contraries to each other. Thus, for instance, white is not being said white of black
but contrary to black, while knowledge is said to be the knowledge of knowable. Privation
and possession are spoken in the connection with the same thing that they would naturally
occur in at the specific period of time. Thus, one would not call a baby toothless, or a puppy
blind. However, it is important to differentiate privation and possession, from being deprived
— having a privation (10 €otepiofar) and possessing — having a possession (10 &xewv). While
being deprived and possessing are qualities in themselves, being deprived and possessing are
predicated of qualified things named paronymously after qualities. While the first three types
of the opposition refer to things said without the combination, the fourth type of opposition

refers to statements i.e., things said with the combination.5*

51% Prodromos, On Great and Small, (ed. Tannery), 116-118.

520 Aristotle, Categories, 11b18-13b36. Ammonius further explains that opposites are opposed either as
statements (AGyot) or as things (zrpdypota). Those opposed as statements are affirmation and negation, and those
opposed as things are either in relation or manifested on their own. Those in relation are relatives, and those that
are not in relation are divided into those that change into one another — i.e., contraries, and those that do not
change into one another — i.e., privation and state. Ammonius also explains that Aristotle arranged the opposites
from the mildest type of opposition to the strongest one. While Philoponus follows Ammonius and gives the
same explanation on this matter, Olympiodorus besides this division, mentions also another one. According to
the other division the existing things either preserve each other, or destroy each other, or neither preserve nor
destroy each other (10 6vta fj odlel GAANAQ T} dvoupel, T 00de odlel ovdE dvoupel). If they neither preserve nor
destroy each other they are not opposites. If they do not preserve, they either change into each other or do not
change. And if they do not change, they make affirmation and negation. And if they do change, either they
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As it has been already mentioned in the first chapter of the present work, Aristotle
says that contraries signify the greatest difference that cannot be surpassed. According to
him, there are two types of contraries. Those contraries for which it is necessary to be present
in things that they naturally belong to or are predicated of, such as for instance sickness and
health to animals’ bodies or odd and even to numbers, do not have intermediaries. However,
contraries for which it is not necessary to be present in things that they naturally occur in,
such as for instance black and white in bodies, always have something intermediate between
them.>2* Once they occur in the things capable of receiving them, contraries can alternate
from one into another, like from sick to healthy and vice versa. The exception happens in
cases where one contrary is inherent to the nature of the thing like heat is to fire.>*

All contraries must either belong to the same genera (e.g., white and black in color),
or to contrary genera (e.g., justice and injustice in virtue and vice), or be themselves genera
(e.g., good and bad). Moreover, contraries occur in the things that are either same in genera
or in species, like justice and injustice in a soul, and white and black in a body. In addition, if
one contrary exists, it does not necessarily mean the other contrary exists as well. For
example, if everything is white, whiteness would exist, but blackness would not. Also,
contraries never occur simultaneously in the things capable of receiving them. They are
mutually destructive.>® For example, there is nothing contrary in substance, but substance,
which is numerically one and the same, can receive contraries. This is the proprium of
substance in the strict sense. However, substance does not receive contraries at the same time.
Thus, Socrates can be either healthy or sick, but not simultaneously. One contrary is
substituted with another once the primary substance itself undergoes the change.>**

Aristotle also discusses contrariety when discussing propria of quantity. According to
him, quantity has no contrary and even if someone would assume that great and small, as well
as many and few are to be regarded as quantity, they are not opposed to each other as
contraries but as relatives. First of all, according to Aristotle, they are not to be regarded as

quantities at all, just as relatives. Secondly, they cannot be opposed as contraries because they

change completely and make contraries, or they do not change completely themselves, but one thing changes
and the other does not change and make state and privation — for state changes into privation, but privation does
not change into state. The similar explanation on this matter is also to be found in Elias’s commentary. See:
Ammonius, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 93-94; Philoponus, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories,
168-169; Olympiodorus, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 139 Elias, Commentary on Aristotle’s
Categories, 242.

%2 Aristotle, Categories, 13a37-13b11.

522 Aristotle, Categories, 12al1-12a25.

523 Aristotle, Categories, 14a7-14a26.

524 Aristotle, Categories, 3b24-3b31, 4a10- 4b19.
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cannot be regarded in themselves, but only in relation to something else. Thirdly, if they were
to be contraries, that would imply that the same thing at the same time would have been both
great and small in comparison to other things, and therefore that thing would have been
contrary to itself. Finally, although substance is capable of receiving contraries, it is not the
case that receives them at the same time.>*

This is in fact the problematic passage, which we have already mentioned, that
Prodromos refers to in his treatise. Excepting Plotinus, who in “On the Genera of Being”
considers great and small as contraries, authors of Neoplatonic and Byzantine commentaries,
synopsis and compendia on Categories closely follow Aristotle on this matter and agree with
him that great and small are not opposed to each other as contraries, but as relatives.>*

3.4.2 One Thing Should be Compared with the Other Thing at the Time

The first and the second argument revolve around two notions. Firstly, Prodromos argues that
there is philosophical consensus according to which one thing can only have one contrary.
Secondly, and more importantly, one thing can be opposed to one thing at the time. *’This

clearly underlined in his first counterargument:

That the above-mentioned matters are not relatives has, as | believe, been
demonstrated in this way, and equally, | believe, is not far from reason. It
must therefore be concluded that they are opposed to each other as
contraries: after having understood this before the other things, the
philosophical discourse used to declare long before our time that one [thing]
has one contrary, and elsewhere, | believe, also used to assume that it is
unjust that two [things] are opposed to one; and nor it seems [to be just] for
proverbial Heracles [to be compared] in respect of two. Aristotle’s false

reasoning escaped the reader’s notice; for by comparing the same size with

525 Aristotle, Categories, 5b12-6a12.

526 Plotinus, “On the Genera of Being”, 6.3.12; Porphyry, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 107-110;
Ammonius, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories,, 61-64; Philoponus, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories,
96-99; Simplicius, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 143-144; Olympiodorus, Commentary on Aristotle s
Categories, 92-94; Elias, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 195-197; Arethas, Scholia on Aristotle’s
Categories, scholion 297, lines 74-96; Photios. Synopsis on Ten Categories (qu. 137 -147), qu. 139, p. 152;
Psellos, Philosophica Minora 1, (Opus. 51), 210-212; Blemmydes, Compendium on Logic, 825; Sophonias,
Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 23-24.; Gennadios Scholarios, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories,
172-174.

527 Prodromos, On Great and Small, (ed. Tannery), 116-118.
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two [things], and by assuming it to be in respect of one [thing], great, but in
respect of another, small, and by following this assumption, he syllogistically
infers reputable opinions. So, if he would not compare the comparandum to
one and then to another [thing], but to one and the same thing, what seemed
an absurdity to reason would not have occurred, nor would the same great

thing seem to be also small at the same time, but necessarily one of the two.

"‘O11 pé&v odv od oG TL Ta gipnpéva, ToTn, GG ye ofopot, dédeuctan, Koi ov
noppo icmg ofopor Adyov: 8Tt 8¢ kai GAANAOL @¢ T €vavtia AvTikelTa,
g&vlev EAOvTa patéov: ToDTo PO TV ALY VTENEOTES, OTL &V €Vi Evavtiov
givat oA pd NUABY O PILdcopog E0éomice Adyoc, Ti Te BAAN Kai &L, oipol,
500 &vi avtidsivon Tdv adikotdrov Edotey sivar unde Hpaxiel mpdc dHo i
napolpiq dokel, AploToTéANG O& AavBdvel TOV dkpoatnv Tapaioylouevos:
dvoi yap 1O avtd mopafdriov péyeboc, Kol Tpog pEV o, péya, mpog o 10,
iKpov vmobépevog, évtedbev dkoAovbwg T VmoBécel th dokodvtd oi
OLVETEPAVATO. MG €lye U mPOg GALO Kol dALO, GAAL TPOC TaOTO Kol &V
napéPaire 10 mapoboriduevov, ovK av 1 dokodoa T@ AdY® AmnvInyev
atomic, 0VOE TO OOTO Kol HEYO €JOKEL KOTO TOVTOV KOl HKPOV, GAN

Apeotépoty €& Avarykng to £tepov.528

In the first place, Prodromos refers primarily here to Aristotle who, besides other
philosophers, argues that one thing can have one contrary. This stance is particularly evident
when Aristotle in his Metaphysics explains that contraries represent the complete difference.
For example, the two extremes of different species within the same genus that generate all
intermediate species in between are placed at the greatest distance from each other. Since this
greatest distance cannot be surpassed, the difference between two contrary extremes is
complete. Additionally, since there cannot be something more extreme than the extreme, nor
there can be more than two extremes for the one interval, therefore one thing cannot have
more than one contrary.>*

However, the explanation above is applicable to contraries taken absolutely, but what
about those instances when contraries occur in particular subjects and when comparison is

involved? We have already explained that contraries in things capable of receiving them

528 Prodromos, On Great and Small, (ed. Tannery), 116-117.
529 Aristotle, Metaphysics, 1055a9-1055a31.
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cannot coexist simultaneously since they are mutually destructive. As it can be seen from the
excerpt above, Prodromos argues that Aristotle makes conclusion on false premises for he
compares the same thing with other two things, and consequently it appears to be small in
comparison with one thing, and great in relation with the other. This would imply that one
thing would be contrary to itself which is impossible because things capable of receiving
contraries could never receive both contraries simultaneously. However, according to
Prodromos this absurdity, would have never happened if the thing would have been compared
in relation to itself and to other thing only.

The similar idea that forms the basis of Prodromos’s counterargument can also be
found in Simplicius’s commentaries on Aristotle’s Categories. When discussing the types of
opposition, Simplicius notes that some Peripatetics (likely Nicostratus) argued that opposites
are a separate genus because they share a common definition. According to this definition,
opposites are those things that cannot coexist in the same subject nor in relation to the same
external thing at the same time. Simplicius agrees that this rule applies to all four types of
opposition. For instance, in the case of contraries, it is impossible for a thing to be both white
and black at the same time. Similarly, in the case of relatives, it is impossible for a thing to be
both greater and smaller when compared to the same thing, or for a person to be both master
and slave of the same person. The same principle applies to state and privation, as it is
impossible for a thing to have both sight and blindness in the same eye. Finally, affirmation
and negation cannot coexist simultaneously, as seen in statements like “it is day” (which is
true) and “it is not day” (which is false).>® Additionally, when speaking about relative
opposition, Simplicius underlines that it is not conflicting if one and the same thing is called
greater in relation to one thing, and smaller in relation to another. >3

We can clearly see that Simplicius regards greater and smaller not as opposed
contraries, but as relatives. The relative opposition, just like other types of opposition, cannot
coexist simultaneously in the subject when compared to the same external thing. However,
even though Prodromos also perceives greater and smaller as relatives, his view diverges
from Simplicius because he believes that there is a contrariety between greater and smaller.
This can be explained in the following way: Since relatives often derive their existence from
other categories, there will be contrariety among them insofar as there is a contrariety in those
categories from which they derive their existence. For example, as there is no contrariety to

substance, there will be no contrariety in relatives derived from substance, like in the case of

530 Simplicius, Commentary on Aristotle s Categories, 381.
531 Simplicius, Commentary on Aristotle s Categories, 384.
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father and son. Yet, since there is contrariety in qualities, relatives derived from them, such as
virtues and vices, will have contrariety. Since Prodromos considers great and small to be
quantities opposed as contraries, therefore relatives derived from them - greater and smaller -
will also have contrariety.

What is more important to take from Simplicius’s account above is the fact that any
opposition cannot coexist, neither in the same thing nor in relation with the same external
thing, at the same time. Prodromos uses the same rationale to criticize Aristotle for opposing
two things to one, also in his second counterargument. Thus, he argues, if one were to apply
this logic to great and small, the same thing should have been done in the case of up and
down, from which all other contraries derive their appellation of contrary. For example, as
Prodromos explains, if he were placed in the middle between two things — one below his feet
and another above his head — it would also appear that “up” (&vw) and “down” (kdt®) as
contraries would also occur in one and the same person at the same time, and consequently
Prodromos would be contrary to himself. However, this accidental absurdity of joining two
contraries in one and the same thing happens because one thing is opposed to two at the same
time, which should not have been done in the first place.

The example that Prodromos employs here is certainly inspired by Aristotle himself.
Although Aristotle in Categories argues that there is no contrariety in quantity, he suggests
that it appears that there is contrariety in terms of place, which is a property of quantity.
Many people consider “up” and “down” to be contraries, since “down” refers to the space
near the center of the world, which is farthest from the limits of the world i.e., “up”. It is most
probable that these people also derive their definition of contraries from “up” and “down”
since contraries are defined as those things that belong to the same genus and are at the
greatest distance from one another.>*?

Nevertheless, Prodromos’ usage of this example is problematic. As Aristotle leaves
this question open, the majority of the commentary tradition, following the general rule that
there is nothing contrary to any definite quantity struggled to prove that Aristotle certainly did
not hold the view that “up” and “down” are contraries. However, in his commentary on
Categories, Porphyry cautiously says that perhaps contrariety exists in the case of place, if
indeed “up” and “down” are species of place and opposed to each other as contraries.
Porphyry does not give any definite judgement of his own, but simply enlists three different

views on this matter. He first explains that some people (probably referring to Plato’s

532 Aristotle, Categories, 6a 13-6a18
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Timaeus) do not take “up” and “down” to be place, but simply relations of place because
what is above our heads is “up” and what is below our feet is “down”. Since the universe is a
sphere, there is neither “up” nor “down” in itself.>® In the second place, Porphyry explains
that if we consider “down” and “up” in respect of the universe taken as a whole, and not in
respect of other dimensions in between, then they will be contrary to each other. This is
because the distance from the center of the universe to its outermost limit is the greatest
possible, and thus what is above will be only above and what is below will be only below.
This will imply that “up” and “down”, being differentiae of place, when taken absolutely will
be contraries and consequently the category of quantity which contains place will admit of
contraries.>** Finally, he says that this problem is solved by Herminus who eliminated
contrary from quantity by explaining that “above” and “below” belong to category of
“where” rather than to “place” which belongs to category of quantity.>®

Other Neoplatonic interpreters of Categories are more explicit in claiming and
proving that Aristotle does not consider “up” and “down” as contraries of place. Ammonius,
for instance, simply says that although Aristotle takes into consideration “up” and “down” as
contraries, he ultimately rejects this notion because there is no absolute up and down, but
only circumference (nép1§) and center (uécov) which are not contraries but relatives since the
circumference is called circumference of the centre.>*® Philoponus endorses Ammonius’s
view and elaborates it further. He distinguishes two types of “up” and “down” — one by
nature (@voel) and one by position (Bécet). This differentiation is in alignment with
Aristotle’s account in Physics. However, Philoponus diverges from Aristotle and argues that
“up” and “down” do not exist by nature in the strict sense since they have to be separated
from one another by “the distance at the diameter” (tnv xotd Owdpetpov ddctacty).
However, the earth, which is considered to be the center of the universe, is not separated from
the outermost limits of the universe by the diameter. Therefore, the center and circumference
are neither up and down by nature in the strict sense, nor they are contraries but relatives. For

Philoponus, “up” and “down” exist only by position (i.e., relatively), as for example a roof

533 Porphyry, Commentary on Aristotle s Categories, 107; Plato, Timaeus, 62c-63a.

53 Porphyry, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 107. This view is most probably derived from Aristotle,
who in On the Heavens, rejects the view from Plato’s Timaeus and claims just the opposite. He explains that
people who claim that there is not up and down in the heaven are wrong because the extremity of the whole is
above according to position and primary by nature. The universe must have both up and down because it has
extremity and the center. Aristotle, On the Heavens, 380a17-38a28.

53 Porphyry, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 107.

5% Ammonius, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 64-65. This argument actually derives from Plato’s
Timeus and not from Aristotle. See: Plato, Timaeus, 62c-63a.
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which is in relation to us is “Gvm”, but in relation to something above it is “kétm”. Therefore,
these type of “up” and “down” are not contraries, but relatives.>%’

Simplicius, Elias and Olympiodorus also differentiate between these two types of
“up” and “down”. However, while their explanation of “up” and “down” taken in their
positional sense or according to their relationship towards us (katd TV TpOG NUAC GYXEGLV) iS
similar to the one given by Philoponus, their stance towards “up” and “down” by nature is
different. For instance, Simplicius (just as Porphyry) explains that both place (t6mog) and
time (ypovog) belong to “quantity” only in respect of their extension, while in terms of their
particular characteristics they belong to category of “where” (mod) and category of “when”
(mote) respectively. Just as “yesterday” and “today” do not belong to category of “quantity”
but to “when”, so also “up” and “down” as differentiae of place do not belong to “quantity”,
but rather to category of “where”. Even though this clarification pertains “up” and “down” in
their positional sense, it seems that Simplicius applies it somehow also when they are
understood by nature.>®

Simplicius also underlines that “up” and “down” are not contraries insofar as they are
quantities, but their contrariety, taken from “where”, comes to effect only in their relative
sense. For instance, in relation to us what is below our feet is “down” and what is above our
head is “up”. In relation to the whole universe, “down” or the center is the direction towards
which heavy things fall, and “up” or periphery is the direction towards which light things
rise. Furthermore, he argues that contrariety is not a property of quantity itself, but rather
accidental to certain things that exist within or in relation to quantity. For example, straight
and curved are not contraries insofar as they are quantity, but rather because they are
accidental characteristics of existing quantity — line. Similarly, just as animal has nothing
contrary to it, but it is demarcated according to contrary differentiae, so is the place
demarcated with contrary differentiae — up and down.

However, opposite to Philoponus, for Simplicius “up” and “down” exist not only
relationally, but also in themselves by nature. Thus, he explains that although extremes of the
diameter are contraries in terms of the distance, but in respect of their form, being at the
circumference of the universe, they are identical. This is the reason why Aristotle takes the
center and the circumference, which are distinct in the form itself, as contraries and claims

that the distance between them is the greatest. In this way, according to Simplicius, Aristotle

537 Aristotle, Physics, 206a3-206a6; 2080h9-208b26; Philoponus, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 99-100.
538 \We have seen that Porphyry ascribes this view to Herminus (2™ century CE), a peripatetic philosopher, but
Simplicius says that this is also the opinion of Andronicus of Rhodes (1% century BCE). Simplicius,
Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 142-143.

210



CEU eTD Collection

aimed to present the immutable difference made by nature between the center and the
circumference of the universe, and not relational “up” and “down”. However, Simplicius
disagrees with that “up” and “down” should be considered as parts of place opposed to each
other as contraries, instead as contrary differentiae predicated of parts. According to this
view, “up” and “down” being at the greatest distance from each other define the natural
movement of light and heavy things. For Simplicius, it is not that the place in itself causes
their movement, but rather it is their movement according to their essence — light or heavy,
that defines the limits of place — up and down. Therefore “up” and “down” should not be
considered as parts of place in themselves.>°

Elias also explains that “up” and “down” are not contraries either in relation to us
(i.e., by position), or in respect of nature. While he does not say anything new about relational
sense of “up” and “down”, in terms of nature he brings three major arguments to prove that
they are not contraries. First of all, the limits of the contrary motions (upward and downward)
are not places but pauses (mé€pata yap 1@V Evavtiov Kvioewv ovy ol TOmoL, GAA’ ai Npepion).
Secondly, one place is not contrary to another place in itself and therefore the upper place is
not contrary to the lower place. For just as cities are enemies to each other not because of the
buildings and territories, but because of the enemies who inhabit them, so too the upper place
is not opposed to the lower place as a place, but rather because of the opposing bodies that
exist within them. Thirdly, it is not enough merely to have greatest distance to make things
contraries. For if this is the case, the radius between the center and circumference is twice
smaller than the diameter of the whole universe. Therefore, it is not enough to be separated
by the greatest distance in terms of place, but also by the greatest distance in terms of nature
(oVK ApKel oVV TO TOTIKMC StecTdvol TAioToV, GALL Kol TH pVoeL S&1 mhelotov Siectdvan).
However, this alone is again not sufficient. For example, substance and accident, as well as
being and non-being are also separated by nature, but they are still not contraries. It is also
necessary to be under the same genus (b6 10 a0t Yévog). Again, this does not suffice. For
instance, whiteness and heat are in the same genus (i.e., quality) but they are not contrary to
each other. Contraries must also occur in the same substrate (év évi vmokewévw). Thus, heat
or coldness, and dryness or wetness first occur in an unqualified body (év amoi® copart), and
then whiteness and blackness appear in a qualified body (év memowwpéve ocmdpott) as
secondary qualities. Once again this is not enough. For whiteness in a swan and blackness in

a raven occur in the same substrate — a qualified body, but they are not contrary to each other

5% Simplicius, Commentary on Aristotle s Categories, 147-151.
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because they do not alternate from one to another (énewdn od petapdArovtar gig GAANAQ).
Therefore, since “up” and “down” do not fulfill all of these requirements, they cannot be
regarded as contraries.>*

Olympiodorus also differentiates between “up” and “down” by nature — i.e., sky and
earth, and by position. According to Olympiodorus, “up” and “down” (i.e., sky and earth), as
places by nature, are not inherently contraries, but rather they are called contraries because
they are receptive to contrary bodies. Specifically, “up” is receptive to light fire, while
“down” is receptive to heavy earth. Moreover, just as in the case of great and small, it is not
the gquantities themselves that are contraries, but rather the quality that is inherent in them,
namely the increase and decrease. Similarly, “up” and “down” as places are not contraries in
themselves, but rather it is the distance between them that belongs to quality, not quantity.
Furthermore, according to Olympiodorus, “up” and “down” by position are not contraries but
rather relatives, since it is possible to say that the same thing is both “up” and “down” by
position (e.g., house). If this was not the case, then the same thing could have been said about
great and small. Therefore, “up” and “down” by position can be only perceived as
relatives.>*

This last argument by Olympiodorus perhaps illustrates why it is important for
Prodromos to consider “up” and “down” as contraries, although majority of the Neoplatonic
commentary tradition rejected this view. Even Plotinus in his On the Genera of Being, who
just like Prodromos considers great and small as both quantities and opposed to one another
as contraries, argues that “up” and “down” are neither quantities, nor contraries. Probably
influenced by Plato’s Timaeus, Plotinus explains that even if place were a quantity, “up”
would have not been contrary to “down” since there is no such a thing as “down” in the
universe.>* Additionally, the authors of Byzantine commentaries, logical compendia, and
synopses also share the view that “up” and “down” are either not contraries at all, or if they
are considered contraries, they are not quantities, but rather belong to category “where”.>*

For instance, Prodromos’s contemporary, John Italos, who specifically addresses this from

540 Elias, Commentary on Aristotle s Categories, 197-200. Similar line of reasoning is also to be found in Italos,
Problems and Solutions, qu. 27, which specifically deals with the passage from Aristotle’s Categories in
question (i.e., “MéMota 8¢ 1| EvavtidTg Tod mocoD Tepi TOV TOmOV dokel sivar” [“But is most of all with regard
to place that there seems to be contrariety of a quantity”]). Thus, Italos, probably inspired by Elias, explains that
contraries are not only those things between whom is the greatest distance, but also those that alternate one into
other and mutually destroy each other. Since this is not applicable to “up” and “down”, they are not contraries.
%41 Olympiodorus, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 94-95.

542 Plotinus, On the Genera of Being, 6.3.12.

43 John of Damascus, Philosophical Chapters, chapter (38) 55, p. 124; Blemmydes, Compendium on Logic,
784; Sophonias, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 25; Gennadios Scholarios, Commentary on Aristotle s
Categories, 174, 176.
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Categories, argues that “up” and “down” are not contraries. Thus, Italos, perhaps inspired by
Elias, explains that contraries are not only those things between whom is the greatest
distance, but also those that alternate one into other and mutually destroy each other. Since
this is not applicable to “up” and “down”, they cannot be considered as contraries.>**

Why then does Prodromos take at the face value this passage from Categories that the
entire Neoplatonic and Byzantine commentary tradition has rejected? Certainly, as Aristotle is
ambiguous on this matter, it is convenient for Prodromos to use the case of “up” and “down”
to support his own argument on great and small. However and besides this, Prodromos might
have relied to certain extent on Aristotle’s Physics and On the Heavens to make these claims.
Thus, Aristotle in Physics explains that there are six species (€i6n), differences (diapopati), or
parts (uépn) of place: up and down, in front and behind (EunpocOev kai dmicbev), right and
left (de&10v kai dprotepdv). According to Aristotle, these exist not only in relation to us and
by position (rpog Mg kai 0£oet), but also in the whole itself (€v adtd t® 6A®). In relation to
us they change, and thus the same thing can often be both up and down, in front and behind,
right, and left. However, in nature (év tf] @boet), each has been distinguished separately by
itself. Furthermore, the natural movements of the bodies — light things and fire move up, and
what is made of earth and heavy go down, indicate that these places do not differ only by
position, but also by power (tfj Suvaper).>*® In On the Heavens, Aristotle mentions that
contrarieties of movements actually correspond to contrarieties of places, namely “up” —
“down”, “in front” — “behind”, and “left”- “right”. Additionally, he mentions that two types of
rectilinear motion (i.e., upwards and downwards) are opposed to each other on account of
their places — because up and down are differences and contrariety (évavtiooic) of place.54
Furthermore, when explaining that the existence of infinite body and of infinite motion is
impossible, Aristotle argues that “up” and “down” are not infinite (dmepov) but definite
contrary places. Since the center (i.e., down) is definite (opiopévov), its contrary pair — the
upper place (&ve tomov) must be definite as well.>*

Clearly, Aristotle recognizes “up” and “down” not only as relatives, but also as
contraries in their absolute sense. This is most probably the reason why Prodromos, in
opposition to the commentary tradition, takes that “up” and “down” in themselves are
contraries. His example, as we could see, involves the relational usage of “up” and “down” —

one thing would be both “up” and “down” when compared to what is above and what is

54 Italos, Problems and Solutions, qu. 27.

54 Aristotle, Physics, 206a3-206a6; 208h9-208b26.

546 Aristotle, On the Heavens, 271a2-271a5; 271a26-271a28.
547 Aristotle, On the Heavens, 273a7-273a21.
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below at the same time and thus it will be contrary to itself which is impossible. However,
this relative usage does not exclude the existing contrariety between “up” and “down” when
taken absolutely. This is exactly what he tries to prove about “great” and “small”. Although
they are contraries in themselves, when the comparison is involved, they become relatives —
“greater” and “smaller”. The problem arises only when the one thing is simultaneously
compared with other two things.

The gist of Prodromos’s argument can be best grasped from the other two examples
he provides. For instance, when Hector is compared to both Menelaus and Achilles
simultaneously, he appears to be both strong (poudieog) and weak (doBevng) at the same
time. In comparison to Menelaus, he is strong, but in comparison to Achilles, he is weak. As
a result, Hector appears to be contrary to himself. However, as Prodromos again underlines,
this contradiction would not occur if he were compared only to one of them at a time.
Similarly, a just (dikaioc) person may be considered unjust (&dwkog) when compared to
Aristides, a renowned just statesman from Athens. On the other hand, the same person may
be seen as just when compared to Echetus, a sinister figure from mythology, or Phalaris, a
notorious tyrant.>*® With these two examples, Prodromos aims to demonstrate the same thing
as with “up” and “down”. Both contrary pairs strong-weak and just-unjust which, when taken
absolutely, belong to category of quality. Yet, once the comparison is involved, they become
relatives. This is not unusual since relatives, as it has been already pointed out, often derive
their existence from other categories. Therefore, the relative usage of these concepts by no
means cancels their existence as contrary qualities. However, if two things are simultaneously
compared to one, as Aristotle does in case of great and small, these concepts would also
appear to be relatives only which is not the case.

The rationale behind Prodromos’s argument can be also found in Plato’s Phaedo. In
the final argument of this dialogue, Socrates uses “great” and “small” as one of the examples
to demonstrate to his interlocutors that the soul is indestructible and therefore eternal. He
explains that Simias, when compared to Socrates, is greater, and when compared to Phaedo,
he is smaller. This implies that Simmias has both greatness and smallness within him. Thus,
Simmias is not greater than Socrates due to his being Simmias, but because he has a certain
amount of greatness. Similarly, Simmias is not smaller than Phaedo because he is being
Phaedo, but because Phaedo has greatness relative to Simmias’ smallness. Therefore,

Simmias is both great and small. However, greatness in itself could never be both great and

548 Prodromos, On Great and Small, (ed. Tannery), 117-118.
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small. Although the greatness in someone will withdraw or cease to exist when the smallness
approaches, it will never in itself as a concept admit the smallness and become other than
what it is — greatness. Likewise, smallness in itself will never accept greatness and change
into greatness. Great and small as contrary in themselves never change into each other, nor
they are generated one from another. This process happens only when contraries appear in the
concrete real things capable of receiving them. Therefore, one contrary as an abstract concept

is immutable and it would never change into its contrary.>#

3.4.3 Great and Small as Contraries can Alternate Into Each Other in Things Capable

of Receiving Them

Prodromos’s third counterargument is quite straight-forward. Here, Prodromos refers to
Aristotle’s teaching according to which once contraries occur the things capable of receiving
them can alternate from one to another, as for example from warmth into cold, and from vice
into virtue.®° For relatives, as Prodromos points out, this is not the case since neither
perception turns into perceptible, nor knowledge into knowable. However, in the case of great
and small, the one and the same subject capable of receiving them can turn from small into
great. In this way, Prodromos leads his reader to the conclusion that great and small are
opposed to each other as contraries and not as relatives.*!

Besides Aristotle’s own teachings, Prodromos in this counterargument probably again
relies on Plato’s Phaedo. In this dialogue, Socrates implies three different arguments to prove
the immortality of the soul - the cyclical argument, the argument from recollection, and the
affinity argument. In the first, so-called cyclical argument, Socrates employs the theory of
contraries to prove that just as the souls of the dead in the underworld came from the living
souls of this world, thus also the living souls in this world originate from the souls of the
dead. As Socrates explains, contraries are always derived from their contraries (§k T®V
évavtiov ta évavtia). For instance, when a certain thing becomes larger from previously
being smaller and in turn it becomes smaller from being larger. The same applies to weaker
and stronger, slower and quicker, worse and better, just and unjust, as well as to all other
contrary pairs including dead and alive. Furthermore, between every pair of contraries there
are two opposite kinds of generation that lead from one contrary to the other and vice versa.

549 plato, Phaedo, 102b-103c.
550 Prodromos, On Great and Small, (ed. Tannery), 118; Aristotle, Categories, 12al-12a25
551 Prodromos, On Great and Small, (ed. Tannery), 118.
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For example, between greater and smaller there are the processes of increase (adénoig) and
decrease (¢0iocig), while for dead and alive there are the processes of coming to life and
dying. The same goes for cooling and heating, sleeping and being awake, and so on. Both of
these two contrary processes of coming-to-be must exist in order to balance each other out. If
one of them did not exist, eventually everything would be in the same state. For instance, if
there was no process of waking up to balance the process of falling asleep, eventually
everything capable of sleeping would be in the state of sleeping. In the same way, if there is
no process of coming back to life to balance the process of dying, everything would have

been eventually dead.**

3.4.4. Great and Small as Contraries are Principles of Existing Things

In the fourth counterargument, Prodromos explains that there is a philosophical
consensus according to which contraries are the first principles of all existing things.
Moreover, Plato himself posits the Great and the Small, as the contrary pair and the first
principles from which all existing things are produced. Therefore, one must either reject the
commonly accepted opinion as well as the teaching of Plato or accept that great and small are
contraries. According to Prodromos, no one would be so ignorant to go against these
philosophers and Plato, and thus great and small must be considered as contraries.>*

Prodromos connects the fifth counterargument to the previous one and argues that
even Aristotle in Physics and Metaphysics agrees with this view and explicitly calls great and

small contraries. In Prodromos’s words:

Moreover, Aristotle himself often, in the treatise On Natural Principless=«
and in the first [book] of the Metaphysics, disagrees with many

[philosophers], including Plato himself, on many other points, because they,

%52 Plato, Phaedo, 70c-72e.

553 Prodromos, On Great and Small, (ed. Tannery), 118.

554This title refers On Natural Pricnicples (ITepi ®voikdv dpydv) refers to the first three or first four books of
Aristotle’s Physics (Qvown dxpdaoctg). Simplicius, in his commentary on Aristotle’s Physics, explains that
Aristotle calls the five books of the Physics by the special term On Natural Principles, and the last three On
Motion. (giwbev 6¢ 10 mpdTa mévie Piffhio Dvowa korelv eEopétog kol Tlept puowdy apydv, domep Ta
tedevtaia tpia [epi kivioewg). See Simplicius, Commentary on Aristotle’s Physics, vol 10, 1358. However, in
his commentary on Aristotle’s On the Heavens, Simplicius says that Aristotle actually calls first four books on
On Natural Principles and the other four On Motion (koAel 8¢ mepi apydv td Téocapa mpdra Piio Tfig
dvoiki|g dkpodoewg, domep To Aowmd TéGoOpa mEPL Kwvnoewg £kdAer). See: Simplicius, Commentary on
Aristotle’s On the Heavens,226. For the detailed discussion on this matter see also William David Ross,
“Introduction”, in Ibid. ed., Aristotle's Physics. A Revised Text with Introduction and Commentary, (Oxford:
University Press, 1936), 1-5.
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in his view, were wrong; in this alone he approves them and says something
cognate — for they have established the contraries as the first principles of
existing things: some [proposing] Love and Strife, others Rarity and Density,
and some the Great and the Small. At some point placing Plato above the
other [philosophers], he says that the former [sc. Plato] ranks contraries
according to reason- i.e., the Great and the Small of course, [thus] calling
these explicitly contraries; and the latter [sc. the other philosophers] rank

[contraries] according to sense perception, | mean, rarity and density.

"Ett kol a0tog 0 Apiototédng morhayod g Ilepit Duowdv dapydv
npoypoteiag, kol &v TPpOTO 0 TV META TA QUOIKA, TOAAOIG Kol aOT®
[MAdtovt Ta GAAo dStapayOpUeEVos, d¢ Tapd Bvpac, Ekeive dokodv, Amovidot
Th dAnOeiq, Tavtn povov dmodéyetal te adTOVG Kai AdeApd @O&yyeTAN, T) TA
gvavtia T@v Oviov apyag &Bscav: Kdv €1 0 pev @iy kol velkog, O ¢
pavomTo Kol moyvotnTe, 0 88 1O péya kol TO pikpdv. Eott 88 oD Kai
[MAdtova TdV dAAoV VIepTIBEUEVOC, TOV HEV Ta KoTh Adyov enoiv évavtio
npecPevey, TO péyo dMAOVOTL Kol TO HIKPOV, Oppnony &vavtia todTo

KOAGV, TOVG 08 T KaT aicOnoty, HovotnTd enut Kol TukvoTnTa. 55

Prodromos here points out to the clear contradiction with Aristotle’s Physics and
Metaphysics, where great and small are indeed mentioned as contraries. Although Aristotle
here gives an account of what other thinkers say, he implicitely accepts that great and small
are considered as contraries, as he does not deny this.

In both Physics and Metaphysics, Aristotle informs us that all great thinkers agree in
establishing contraries as the first principles.>*¢ However, they disagree as to which contraries
specifically should be posited as the first principles. For instance, Empedocles considers Love
and Strife as two contrary forces through which everything is created, while some other
natural philosophers consider Rarity and Density.>*’ Plato, on the other hand, posits Great and
Small (i.e., Indefinite Dyad) as primary contraries. While for Plato, Great and Small represent
the matter, while the one represents the form, the other thinkers posit the one as matter, and

%% Prodromos, On Great and Small, (ed. Tannery), 118.

556 Aristotle, Physics, 188a19-188a21; Aristotle Metaphysics 1.5. 986b2-986b3.

557 Aristotle, Physics, 189a21-189a27; Aristotle, Metaphysics 1.4. 985a5-985a28; 985b4-985b20; 1. 7. 988a18-
988a32; 3.4. 1000a25-1000b16.
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contraries as forms.>*® However, as Aristotle explains, some contraries are “more knowable
in the order of explanation” (ol pev yvopiudtepa Katd tOv Adyov), “others more familiar to
sense” (ol 8¢ kata v aicOnow). Those contraries more knowable in the order of explanation
are prior (zpotepa), and pertain the universal (to kaB6Aov), such as Love (eiriav) and Strife
(pAiav), Odd (mepirTov) and Even (&ptiov), Great (uéya) and Small (ukpov). On the other
hand, those contraries that are more familiar to sense are posterior (botepa) and pertain the
particular (xab’ &xactov), like Hot (Bepuov) and Cold (yoypoév), Moist (bypov) and Dry
(Enpov), the Rare (navov) and Dense (mokvov).>*

Aristotle argues in Physics that positioning contraries is the correct view since the
first principles cannot be derived from each other, nor from anything else, but everything
must be derived from them. All these conditions are fulfilled by the primary contraries.
Additionally, it is clear that everything existent changes either into its contrary or
intermediate state. However, for Aristotle the first principles are three in number — one pair of
contraries and the substance that underlies them.>*°

However, Prodromos is not the only one to observe this contradiction. The similar
observation is made by Olympiodorus in his Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories. After
providing four counterarguments as to why great and small cannot be regarded as contraries,
Olympiodorus questions why then Plotinus (probably referring here to On the Genera of
Being) and Aristotle in Metaphysics say that great and small are contraries. Initially,
Olympiodorus explains that both positions are true. Thus, he says: “For if the great and the
small are present in two different substrata, they are not contraries but relatives” (é&v pev yap
Vo vrokewévolg Gvta O puéyo Kol TO UIKpov oK gicty évavtia aAAa mpog tu-). This is the
case because “the contraries fight against each other in one substratum” (td 6¢ évavtio mepi
&v vmoxkeipevov pdyovrar). On the other hand, when they are considered in one substratum
(6te 0¢ év €vi vmokewéve Bewmpodvrar), in which there is augmentation (abénoig) and
diminution (ueimotg), then they are contraries. This happens because the great is the boundary
(6pog) of augmentation and the small is the boundary of diminution. Since augmentation and
diminution, being contrary paths (®v 8¢ ai 6301 évavtiot), are contraries, then also great and
small, being their limits (tobtov kai T wépata €vavtia), are also contraries. However,
Olympiodorus wonders why it is impossible for the second argument to be true. Great and

small, according to him, are not contraries when they are present in one substratum (év évi

558 Aristotle, Physics 187a17-187a20; Aristotle, Metaphysics 1.6. 987b19-987b22.
559 Aristotle, Physics 188b29-188b35; 189a2-189a10; translation taken from: Avristotle, Categories (tr. Ackrill).
560 Aristotle, Physics 188a27-188a31; 188b21-188b26; 191a3-191a8.
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vrokeléve Gvta ok giowv Evavtia). This is because the size of great is not opposed to the
size of small (10 yap péyebog 100 pikpod @ peyébet tod peydrov ovk avtikertar). Even if the
augmentation is considered to be contrary to the diminution, these are not quantities but
qualities (ovk €0t Tocov aAla mwowdv). However, deficiency and excess are contraries (1 6¢
EMewyic kai 1) mheovetia évavtia) since they participate in the magnitude (ta uey£0n petéyet).
Yet, deficiency and excess participate in the magnitude only accidentally, just as odd and
even are only accidental contraries of numbers. For it is not that a number is opposed to a
number, but oddness and evenness are.*®

As it can be seen, for Olympiodorus, ultimately great and small are not contraries.
However, for Prodromos, Aristotle’s account of Plato’s supposition of Great and Small as
primary contraries and first principles is sufficient to make his argument. The importance of
this is argument for Prodromos is particularly evident in the closing remarks of the whole

treatise:

Either one must consider the great and small as contraries, if we are
convinced by Aristotle and Plato, as the latter [i.e. Plato] considers the Great
and the Small the first principles of existing beings, and it is undisputable
that contraries are the first principles of all existing things; the former [i.e.
Aristotle] accepts the same opinion, and follows it, as it is possible to gather
from the great treatises of the man that we mentioned. Or if we are not
convinced, one should understand and speak about these things in whatever

way is preferable to each.

"H meBopévoug Aprototéret kai [TAdtovi, to0t pev apydg tdv dviov 1o
péyo T0spéve Kai T pkpdv, dpyic 88 mhvtov Tdv dvimv Td dvavtio ivat
avapelofimrov: ékeivo 0¢ kol dgyopéve v d0&av  TadTNV, Kol
dmodeyopuéve, ®¢ £ OV Epapev pEYGA@V Tpaypotel®dv ToD  GvOpodg
avaréacOar dvvatov, évavtia Oetéov TO péyo yoi TO WKPOV: T W)
nelfopévoue, Ommg Gv aipeTOV EKACT®, Kol VTOANTTEOV TEPL aVTMOV Kol

QoTEOV.>®?

%61 Olympiodorus, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 94.
%62 Prodromos, On Great and Small, (ed. Tannery), 119.
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However, Aristotle indeed agrees with the view that contraries are the first principles of all
existing things. Yet, even though he implicitely accepts Great and Small as contraries, it is
not the case that Aristotle like Plato posits Great and Small as the first principles. Prodromos

must have been aware of this, even though his concluding remark might imply otherwise.

3.4.5. One Thing can be Contrary to Two at the Same Time When the Different Type of

Contrariety is Involved

In the final counterargument, Prodromos argues that even if one thing is compared to two
contrary things at the same time, it would not necessarily mean that a particular thing is

contrary to itself. Thus, he explains:

Moreover, even if it would be assumed that contraries have come together in
the same thing when, in relation to one and then another thing, the same
great thing at the same time is also called small, the thing will not necessarily
also be contrary to itself. For temperance is said to be contrary to
licentiousness and insentience, and it seems somehow that contraries have
been joined in the same thing; however, temperance itself will not be

contrary to itself.

"Eti, kGv mpdg GAA0 Kol GAAO TOD avTOd peydiov 67 duo kol pikpod
Aeyopévou v tant@d cvveAnivBévar ta Evavtio votebein, ovk €& dvaykng
Kol oa0T0 €oT® &vovtiov €oeital. 1 yap cw@pochVn GKolocig uEv Kol
MO Evavtio Aéyetal, kKol SoKeT Tmg T0 Evovtia €ig TO aOTO cLVELDETV:

0V UEVTOL KOl aTH 1] GOPPOGVHVI £0VTH EVOVTio £0ETTaL.563

With this final argument, Prodromos makes a subtle reference to Aristotle’s stance from
Categories. When discussing contraries, Aristotle explains that what is contrary to a good
thing (dyaBdv) is always bad (e.g., sickness is contrary to health, and injustice to justice), but

what is contrary to a bad thing (xaxo6v) is not necessarily always good. For instance, excess

563 Prodromos, On Great and Small, (ed. Tannery), 118.
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(OmepPoin)) is contrary to deficiency (£vdein) and they are both bad, while mean (puec6tng)
which is a good thing is contrary to both of them.>¢*

Aristotle’s explanation is problematic because it seemingly implies that one thing can
have two contraries. While Ammonius does not dwell much on this issue, Philoponus,
Simplicius, Elias and Olympiodorus provide a more substantial explanation on this matter.>
Just like Prodromos in the case of great and small, Philoponus, for example, ponders “What?
Is nature so unfair as to oppose two things to one?” (ti ovv; obtwg &dikoc 1) HoIg O §V0 Evi
avtita&a;).>*® However, as Philoponus explains, this is not the case, and there are actually
two different types of contrariety involved. On the one hand, injustice (&dwia), which is a
bad thing, is opposed to justice (dikatocvvn), a good thing. Here, the good thing is opposed to
the bad one as proportion (coppetpio) to disproportion (dcvppetpic). On the other hand,
greediness (mAeove&ia), which is a bad thing, is not always opposed to justice, but also to
taking less than one's due (peoveéia). Here, the bad thing is opposed to another bad thing,
both being disproportionate (apetpia), as excess (bmepPoin) to deficiency (Evoeia).

In fact, virtue (épetn]) is considered to be proportion, and vice (xokia), either as an
excess or deficiency, is considered to be a disproportion. For instance, temperance
(cophrosyne) is proportionate, licentiousness (dxoAaocia), as its deficiency, and insentience
(MAB10TNC), as its excess, are disproportionate. Similarly, courage (&vdpeia) is proportionate,
while cowardice (deilia) is its deficiency and over-boldness (Bpacvng) is its excess.
Prudence (ppdvnoic) is proportionate, while folly (Gvoia) is its deficiency and knavery
(mravovpyia) is its excess. Vices, bad things, are thus opposed to virtue, a good thing, just as
disproportionate things are opposed to proportionate things. However, vices are opposed to
each other as excess and deficiency. Accordingly, as Philoponus explains, it is not the case
that one thing is opposed to two things, but rather one thing is opposed to one thing in one
respect, and to another thing in a different respect.>*’

A similar explanation can be found in Elias and Simplicius. While Elias provides

almost the same explanation as Philoponus, Simplicius elaborates on this matter even more

564 Aristotle, Categories 13b37-14a6.

565 Ammonius, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 101; Philoponus, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories,
187-188. Simplicius, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 409-411; Elias, Commentary on Aristotle’s
Categories, 248-249; Olympiodorus, Commentary on Aristotle s Categories, 141-142.

%6 Philoponus, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 188. The same concern is to be found also in
Olympiodorus, Elias, John of Damascus, and Nicephorus Blemmydes. For instance, Elias says: “But nature is
unjust to oppose two things to one.” (GAL’ &dtkog 1 @Oo1g Vi 800 dvtitdéaoa.), Elias, Commentary on Aristotle’s
Categories, 249. See also: Olympiodorus, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 141; Blemmydes,
Compendium on Logic, 876; John of Damascus, Philosophical Chapters, chapter 41 (58), p. 126.

%67 Philoponus, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 187-188.
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and provides an additional insight into the nature of contrariety. He suggests that the first type
of contrariety, in which the good thing is opposed to the bad one as proportion (cvpperpia) to
disproportion (dovupetpia), is expressed in terms of quality. On the other hand, the second
type of contrariety, in which a bad thing is opposed to another bad thing as excess
(OmepPoin) to deficiency (Evdein), is expressed in terms of quantity.>®

Prodromos, likely familiar with these explanations, argues in a similar manner for the
concepts of great and small. Just as temperance, which is opposed to both licentiousness and
insentience, is not contrary to itself, similarly, the same thing, when referred to as small in
relation to one thing and as great in relation to another thing, will not be contrary to itself.

However, it would be difficult to claim that Prodromos’s point here is valid.

Conclusions

Prodromos’s discussion on great and small is indeed a unique example in Neoplatonic and
Byzantine reception of Aristotle’s Categories. Although some authors have expressed similar
views when it comes to great and small (e.g., Plotinus), or observed the same contradictions
(e.g., Olympiodorus), none of them treated the problem of great and small in the same
manner as Prodromos did. In his treatise, Prodromos tries to demonstrate that propria of
relatives are not applicable to great and small. Additionally, contrary to his Neoplatonic and
Byzantine predecessors, Prodromos regards the great and the small, the many and the few as
an indefinite quantity only in their absolute sense. Moreover, Prodromos, with one of his
counterarguments, implicitly rejects one of the common propria of relatives, i.e., the ability to
admit of a more and a less. Finally, by trying to prove that these items are not only quantities,
but also opposed to each other as contraries, he implicitely refutes one of the common propria
of quantity according to which there is no contrariety in this category. Consequently, this
implies that the same common proprium of substance according to which there is nothing

contrary to substance would become the proprium in the strict sense. Although this was not

%68 Simplicius, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 409-411; Elias, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories,
248-249. Olympiodorus very briefly tackles this matter and suggests as Simplicius does, that deficiency is
opposed to proportion as quality, and to excess as quantity. Olympiodorus, Commentary on Aristotle’s
Categories, 141-142. John of Damascus and Blemmydes also provide very short explanations on these two
types of contrariety, that mostly resembles the account of Philoponus. See: John of Damascus, Philosophical
Chapters, chapter 41 (58), p. 126; Blemmydes, Compendium on Logic, 876.
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Prodromos’s primary intention, his refutation bears greater implications towards the
understanding of the Categories in its entirety.

Contrary to his dialogue Xenedemos, or Voices, which represents a perfect balanced
mixture of rhetorical philosophy and philosophical rhetoric, the treatise on Great and Small,
except for the introduction, is written without any rhetorical embellishments. By presenting
his ideas in a clear and concise manner, suitable for works of natural philosophy, Prodromos
clearly aimed to display his own philosophical erudition and to offer a different and, | am
tempted to say, an original view on the great and small. Although Prodromos claims in the
treatise itself that he only became recently familiar with Aristotle’s Categories, his
counterarguments reveal someone very well versed in logic and philosophy. This is not only
attested by Prodromos’s reliance on works of Aristotle and Plato, but also by his implicit
familiarity with the Neoplatonic and Byzantine commentary tradition on Categories.

Considering Byzantine scholarly production on Aristotle’s logic, it is not
inconceivable that Prodromos, being a teacher, re-encountered the issue of great and small in
the school setting and felt compelled to give his view on this matter. His work was initially
intended to be read and scrutinized by Michael Italikos, his friend and teacher, with whom
Prodromos must have frequently discussed matters pertaining logic and philosophy, as it can
be concluded based on Italikos’ letter to Prodromos. However, it is unlikely that Prodromos
envisioned Italikos to be the sole audience for his work. Most probably Prodromos’s work
was read and discussed in private intellectual circles consisting of his peers, students and
learned friends.

The significant revival of Aristotelian scholarship in eleventh- and twelfth-century
Byzantium, on the one hand, and the competitive scholarly environment, on the other,
certainly influenced Prodromos’s own scholarly production. Prodromos's display of
competence in logic did not serve solely to incite discussion on this specific subject matter in

learned circles, but was also part of his self-promotional strategies.
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CONCLUDING REMARKS

In the present work, | firstly explored how Theodore Prodromos employed the Lucianic
authorial alter-ego Frank-speaker, together with its allies Examination/Refutation and Truth
to criticize inept intellectuals, unskilled professionals, and those unfit for their societal roles.
Through a close analysis of his satirical and polemical works, including Sale of Poetical and
Political Lives, Against Barys, Philoplaton, The Executioner, The Ignorant, or Self-
Proclaimed Grammarian, and For the Color Green, | showed how Prodromos used his
writings not only to voice his criticisms, but also to showcase his expertise as a grammarian,
teacher, and philosopher. This can particularly be seen in his invective The Ignorant, or Self-
Proclaimed Grammarian where he displayed his teaching and grammatical expertise, as well
as in the polemical treatise For the Color Green where his knowledge of Aristotle’s theory of
colors came to the fore. Additionally, the close analysis of these works has revealed not only
how Prodromos created a unique authorial voice to express his criticisms and intellectual
pursuits, but also showed what were Prodromos’s expectations from an ideal intellectual,
expert, and polymath, with whom he identified himself. Thus, for example, we have seen that
for Prodromos a clergyman, a philosopher, a grammarian, a doctor, and an expert in logic
should not have knowledge limited to their respective professions. Thus, for instance, a
clergyman should be also familiar with ancient authors, a philosopher should be also able to
create rhetorical arguments, a grammarian should also have a philosophical expertise, a
doctor should be also versed in rhetoric and philosophy, and finally expert in logic should
also have grammatical and rhetorical knowledge. All these criticisms that address the lack of
knowledge that go beyond one’s discipline and profession, certainly suggest that Prodromos’s
main intention was to utterly denigrate his real or imagined opponents and stereotypical
characters. At the same time these criticisms also reveal what kind of expertise Prodromos
expected for an ideal intellectual and simultaneously claimed for himself.

The second chapter was focused on Prodromos’s Platonic dialogue Xenedemos. In this
chapter, I argue that Prodromos’s primary objective is not merely to deliver a critique of
Porphyry’s Isagoge, but rather of a more complex nature. First, it delivers a subtly embedded
examination/refutation of an ignorant teacher who is unable to properly comprehend,
interpret, and convey the correct understanding of Porphyry’s Isagoge to his students.
Secondly, by emphasizing the essential role that a good teacher plays in shaping young
minds, Prodromos not only reflects his ethical and intellectual concerns but also his anxiety

as an instructor whose livelihood depends on attracting fee-paying students. Thus, through
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the representation of an ideal teacher, rhetorician, and philosopher inspired by Plato’s
Phaedrus, Prodromos creates a self-promotional manifesto and implicitly reveals what kind
of intellectual he aspired to be or considered himself to be. This is also reflected in the perfect
blend of rhetoric and philosophy in the text, which aligns with the intellectual tendencies of
that time. Thirdly, the series of logical aporias that, at first glance, seem nonsensical actually
attest to Prodromos's exceptional rhetorical competence and in-depth knowledge of logic that
goes far beyond the basic text of Isagoge. These aporias reveal Prodromos’s interpretative
concerns about the Isagoge and underline the potential errors that less educated instructors
might make in teaching practice. Additionally, I demonstrate in this chapter that through
these aporias, Prodromos reflects upon the same challenges faced by Neoplatonic and
Byzantine commentators when interpreting the text of Isagoge. Finally, the results of this
analysis suggest that the text was also intended for advanced students who would require a
deeper understanding of logic to solve these complex problems. This implies that another
function of this text was to serve as a unique didactic tool for students, allowing them to
check their skills and improve their knowledge..

In the third chapter, | examined Prodromos’s treatise On Great and Small. In this
philosophical work, Prodromos’s criticism extends beyond merely addressing the inadequate
skills and incompetence of his contemporaries; it focuses on rectifying inconsistencies in the
works of an ancient author. I have demonstrated that Prodromos’s critique of Aristotle’s
perspective on the great and small is a unique example in the late antique, Neoplatonic, and
Byzantine commentary tradition on Aristotle’s Categories. Although some authors have
expressed similar views regarding great and small (e.g., Plotinus) or noted the same
contradictions (e.g., Olympiodorus), none of them addressed the problem of the great and
small in the same manner as Prodromos. In his treatise, Prodromos tries to demonstrate that
propria of relatives are not applicable to great and small. Additionally, contrary to his
Neoplatonic and Byzantine predecessors, Prodromos regards the great and the small, the
many and the few as an indefinite quantity only in their absolute sense. Moreover,
Prodromos, with one of his counterarguments, implicitly rejects one of the common propria
of relatives, i.e., the ability to admit of a more and a less. Finally, by trying to prove that these
items are not only quantities, but also opposed to each other as contraries, he implicitely
refutes one of the common propria of quantity according to which there is no contrariety in
this category. Consequently, this implies that the same common proprium of substance
according to which there is nothing contrary to substance would become the proprium in the

strict sense. Although this was not Prodromos’s primary intention, his refutation bears greater
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implications towards the understanding of the Categories in its entirety. Moreover,
considering the Byzantine scholarly production on Aristotle’s logic, it is not inconceivable
that Prodromos, as a teacher, encountered the issue of the great and small in an academic
setting and felt compelled to share his perspective on the matter. Although the treatise was
addressed to Michael Italikos, Prodromos’s teacher and friend, it is unlikely that Italikos was
the sole audience for this work. Most likely, Prodromos’s work was read and discussed in
private intellectual circles comprising his peers, students, and learned friends. Additionally,
in light of the revival of Aristotelian scholarship in eleventh- and twelfth-century Byzantium,
Prodromos’s displays of competence in logic did not merely serve to incite discussion on this

specific subject matter in learned circles; they were also part of his self-promotional

strategies.
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Appendix

By the most wise and learned lord Theodore Prodromos, On Great and Small, Many and
Few, that These Terms Do Not Belong to the Category of Relation but to That of Quantity,
and [that they are also] Contraries.>®

By what other than Reason should one reason about the things that are the object of
reasoned thought, my friend full of reason? And by what other than the Rule should one rule
about the things for which a ruling should be declared? Also, all philosophy, and rhetoric,
both conjointly and separately, and any other reasoning, both ours [i.e., Christian] and that of
outside [i.e. pagan] by whom else should be judged than by Italikos, just as, definitely, gold
by the Lydian stone and eaglets by the Sun? | leave aside the judge of Mount Ida [i. e. Paris]
and the goddesses being judged for the apple in Gargaros, as the myth says, because | shrink
away from poetical ambition in these matters. From the latter [i.e., from the poetic ambition],
I would only keep this, namely that I, myself am alsopresenting my naked discourse to your
eye that is infallible in judging discourses. | beseech you to arbitrate about it [i.e., discourse]
not so much as a judge but rather as an advocate, and | am not asking this — on you | swear!-
so that you may disregard the mistakes in the discourse, — for why would | need a child that is
unruly or unhealthy in some other manner? — but to eliminate, be it in a mild way, its
disorderliness, and to cure the patient, but in no way by scorching or cutting, and to eliminate
the defect.

You should not be surprised, o, living statue of oratory, if my writing does not
encounter you with embellished cheeks and softened in all manners. First, she [i.e., writing]
had left these things to the younger ones and to those, for whom the appended make-up has
been found to be of assistance to their natural ugliness, while she was rather looking at the
daughters [i.e., writings] of Demosthenes, Plato and Aristeides — | would also add here, of
Italikos. Also, she thought that it would be unworthy of my sincerity towards you if my
envoy to you [that is the letter/treatise sent to you] would be bragging. In fact, let the general
concepts and their signified be appropriated by you by means of the appropriateness of the

discourse and of its stage. If perhaps, 0, most wise soul, | were carving the present letter for

569 This translation is based on edition of this text available in Paul Tannery, Théodore Prodrome. Sur le grand et
le petit (a Italicos). Texte Grec inédit et notice,” Annuaire de I’Association pour I'encouragement des études
grecques en France 21 (1887): 104-110. https://www.jstor.org/stable/44253699, 111-117
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someone else, | would have shown off as much as | would be able to and would have
beautified myself if as much as possible, and certainly beyond moderation. However, now
that 1 am writing to you, who are mine and who are wise, | will not beautify myself, nor will
show off by any means, since it is unwise to play the wise to a wise man, and unfriendly
show off to a friend. 1 will exhibit a writing [style] corresponding to its natural character.

But thus far | have been apologizing about such things. The following things discuss
what the purpose of the discourse is.

Yesterday and not quite yesterday, nor long before this day, | happened to busy
myself with the Categories of Aristotle, and when | arrived at that passage on quantity, where
he refers to great and small as well as many and few, as relatives rather than quantities, | was
not easily satisfied to agree with the Philosopher on this part. Rather, even if | sang it many
times in my mind- sometimes like this:

“Endure my heart 57
and other times like this:

«....be seated still and listen to the story of others.” ®%

and other such lines from the poetical Calliope; for ever since | was a child there is in me a
certain fondness of and reverence for Homer — for him more than for anyone else; [so] |
recited upon myself, yet I still was not able to master the movements of the soul. In fact, the
minds of young people, according to that same wise man [i.e., Homer], not only “turn with
every wind,”>’? but they also are difficult in respect of opinions and preconceptions, because
they are above all the most vigorous. As, on the one hand, many noble (as it seemed to me)
counter-arguments occurred to my mind in travail, and on the other, in many places I
understood that Aristotle himself was practicing more than demonstrating — for not only this
man [i.e. Aristotle], if anyone, knew [how] to infer syllogistically from immediate and
primary [propositions], but also [how] to draw good conclusions from reputable opinions and
to argue dialectically from both sides — and therefore | considered it necessary to find a
middle way between both of these options [i.e., to give refutations or to respect Aristotle’s
expertise] and to give free rein to speech, but not so that the runaway horse would throw the
rider over the cliff; and at the same time, [l considered it necessary] not to venture to say

something unworthy of the respect appropriate for Aristotle.

570 Hom.0d.20.18. trans. A.T. Murray.
571 Hom. 11. 2.200, trans. A.T. Murray.
572 Hom.I1.3.108, trans. A.T. Murray.
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Let us state here, first by citing as a proof the passage of Aristotle, as it is: for he says
that “a quantity has no contrary” and proving the argument from the induction, he adds:
“unless someone would call ‘great’ the contrary of ‘small,’or ‘many’ the contrary of ‘few’.”
None of these, however, is a quantity; they are relatives. For nothing is called large or small
just in itself, but by reference to something else. For example, a mountain is called small yet a
grain of millet large because the latter is larger than other things of its kind, while the former
is smaller than other things of its kind.” He continues: “Moreover, whether one counts them
as quantities or does not, they have no contrary. For how could there be any contrary to what
cannot be grasped just in itself but only by reference to something else? Further, if large and
small are to be contraries it will turn out that the same thing admits contraries at the same
time, and that things are their own contraries.”®"

How well said of dialectical proofs and of your philosophical refinement in these
matters, Aristotle; and, in fact, what else other than this, being Aristotle, befits you to say?
However, | will question you: and you should respond to me on account of your labyrinths.

For, if we compared a grain with a grain, as you know well, we could say that it is
great; and if we compared a hill with a hill, we could call it small; and nothing else is to be
assumed concerning these things, because it has been ordained so by your laws; but in case of
these species, 0 you admirable, whose individuals would not be more than one, such as, for
example, the sun as well as the moon and the heaven itself, how will we be able to predicate
the great? For not just as one grain tends to take the name ‘great’ or ‘small’ in relationship
with another one and one mountain in relationship with another, the same would also be in
the case of these. For the heaven is great and, by heavens, there is no one who, while saying
heaven, did not immediately attribute great, or if not having attributed this does not seem to
be impious about such a great matter; but certainly, the great is not at all in relation to another
small. For in relationship with what is the one and only? Thus, it is in similar manner with
other cases: for instance, the size of the whole earth is called great, and the entire mass of air
is called much; but the former [i.e., great heaven] is not compared in relationship with
another small one, nor is the latter [i.e., much air] in relationship with other few. For these
individuals are monadic and numerically one according to each species [to which they
belong]; unless someone would like to invent the plurality of worlds again, or to fabricate an
infinite number of them. But this is neither possible, as it has been demonstrated most clearly

in your On the Heavens, nor it was assumed to be, as it will inflict indignity on the discourse.

573 My translation here is combined with translated quotations from: Aristotle, Categories (tr. Ackrill), 5b10-13,
5b19-22.
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For even those who postulate [several] worlds would have postulated them to be equal in
size, and “great” and “small” would never have been understood comparatively with regard
to them. Therefore, either heaven is not great — something that is very blasphemous — and the
air mass is not much — something that is very laughable — or “great” and “much” are not
relatives. And if these are not [relatives], then neither are, of course, the things corresponding
to them, I mean the small and few.

Moreover, in the case of double or half, neither does the speaker indicate something
with the speech when he stops, nor does the hearer pause his thought; the reason is that each
of these is said what it is in relation to the other. If, accordingly, both “great” and “small”
were relatives, the same should apply to them, but now we observe the absolute contrary. For
the one hearing “great” does not immediately think of the small, nor vice versa; but having
discharged contemplation towards the greatness of the former or towards the smallness of the
latter, he pauses. But, if someone would also enumerate these [i.e., great and small] among
relatives, for which someone hearing about the one seems to have also understood the other,
he would also observe both rational and irrational to be relatives, and moreover the aquatic
and terrestrial: for in a similar way the sequence of argumentation will apply to these things,
and the one hearing the irrational would have had certain thought also of the rational. But
when this is assumed, it is clear, even to the blind man, as the saying goes, that it is absurd;
for it is necessary to assume that parts of the substances are not substances; therefore, the
great is not a relative, if indeed the rational is not.

Moreover, if there is a certain amount of quantity, just as there is a certain kind of
quality, and a certain essence of substance, then if someone has enquired what the size of the
Atlantic Ocean happens to be, it would be appropriate to answer great, because clearly it will
have been classified as great.

Moreover, from proper names of quantity, of quality or of some other category, some
relatives come to exist and are called paronymously, just as, indeed, double from dyad and
more beautiful from beautiful; but no further other relative is called paronymously after
relatives. For there is not, just as from dyad double, thus also from double more double: for
double is not more or less than double; nor, just as from beautiful there is more beautiful, thus
also from more beautiful there is even more beautiful. We say paronymously “greater” from
great and “smaller” from “small.” This should not have happened if these were relatives; but
it happened; therefore, the great and the small are not relatives.

Moreover, relatives can be clear through implication [of existence] and through
reciprocation; reciprocation and implication have been divided through the following three
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cases only: either one must define the word in the genitive and it should be reciprocated
equally, as it is possible in the case of the relationship in respect of a son and a father; or one
must give it in the genitive, but it must be reciprocated in the dative, just as in the case of the
knowable and of knowledge; or, again, it must be given as well as reciprocated in the dative,
just as in the case of similar and dissimilar; or having been given in the accusative, it must be
reciprocated in the dative, and vice versa, just as it is possible, in the case of the things said
with regards to actuality and affection. So, what would not happen according to some of the
above-mentioned manners, but in some other way is given, such a [case] clearly, as it seems
to me, is alien to the category of relative. However, the great and small would have been
given according to none of the given definitions; thus, neither are they relatives, if indeed
they have not in any manner been given, as we were saying. Indeed, it would be absurd and
fairly barbarous either to say the small is small of the great, or by great, and vice versa.

But, if someone would invent also the fourth definition in addition to these and
somehow in the same way would carry on methodically the reasoning that the great is called
great in relationship with the small, and the small in relationship with the great, such a person
should know that he strives to include the majority of existing things among relatives. For
also the body is called in relationship with the bodyless; and inanimate in relationship with
animate; and immortal in relationship with mortal; and in general, all the logically
distinguishable differentiae of genera at once. Therefore, these will also be relatives. That this
has slipped into a place of absurdity, has been said above.

Moreover, if size is said in respect of small and great, the predication must be sought
either in its own right (per se) or accidentally (per accidens); and if it is in its own right, we
would obviously have such things as quantities synonymously, when both are predicated of
size, because it is a quantity; but if accidentally, just as for instance we say ‘human’ of a son
and a father, then it needs to be asked what greater and smaller mean, and for the sake of
what they have been invented? For if the smaller and greater are the same as small and great,
why is there a need of polyonomy? And if they are different, the greater is called greater of
something smaller, and vice versa, it is undisputable: the fact remains that great is something
else and is not a relative.

That the above-mentioned matters are not relatives has, as | believe, been
demonstrated in this way, and equally, | believe, is not far from reason. It must therefore be
concluded that they are opposed to each other as contraries: after having understood this
before the other things, the philosophical discourse used to declare long before our time that
one [thing] has one contrary, and elsewhere, | believe, also used to assume that it is unjust
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that two [things] are opposed to one; and nor it seems [to be just] for proverbial Heracles [to
be compared] in respect of two. Aristotle’s false reasoning escaped the reader’s notice; for by
comparing the same size with two [things], and by assuming it to be in respect of one [thing],
great, but in respect of another, small, and by following this assumption, he syllogistically
infers reputable opinions. So, if he would not compare the comparandum to one and then to
another [thing], but to one and the same thing, what seemed an absurdity to reason would not
have occurred, nor would the same great thing seem to be also small at the same time, but
necessarily one of the two.

However, if someone would not want to pay attention to these things but would
tightly hold on to Aristotle’s disposition, he would say: “if great and small are contraries, at
the same time the thing will admit contraries in itself, and that thing would be its own
contrary.” But if someone would say this, he should apply the same problem to the case of up
and down, in as far as there is contrariety in them, as from these also the rest of contraries
obtained the appellation of contrary. For, if by chance, | stand in the middle of the two — the
one thing below the feet, and the other thing above the head, the contraries would happen at
the same time in myself, that is to say, up and down, and | would be contrary to myself. If
this is absurd in this case, then it is thus also in the case of former [i.e., great and small]: or
why would this be so in certain cases but not in others? The cause, however, of the accidental
absurdity, is the following, in order that I reveal the secret of false inference: for it does not
suffice to join only these two things to make the union of contraries impossible, at the same
time and in the same subject, but a third one in addition to these, in relationship to the same
thing. Indeed, when this has been added, the contraries would not be joined together; if not,
then their coming together is nothing absurd. For, if the same thing according to the same
interval of time in relationship with the same [other] thing is called great or small, the same
thing would not be at the same time great and small. If, however, [it is placed] in relation to
one and then another, there is nothing absurd. For example, when Hector has been compared
with Menelaus son of Atreus, he would naturally be called strong, if indeed this Homeric
passage is not read as incidental/beside the subject:

“And now Menelaus, would the end of life have appeared for thee

at the hands of Hector, seeing he was mightier far’>"*

This same person [i.e., Hector] at the same time, in relationship with the son of Peleus [i.e.,
Achilles], is weak. Thus, at the same time there are contraries in Hector, and Hector himself

574 Hom. 1l. 7.104-105, trans. A. T. Murray.
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is contrary to himself; the same thing would have never happened, if he had been compared
only with Menelaus or only with Achilles. In the same manner, also a particular just person,
in comparison with Aristides, who is just by name, is unjust, but in comparison with Phalaris,
by chance, or Echetus he is just; he is definitely not both in comparison with the same person.

Moreover, contraries change into one another, just as, of course, warmth changes into
cold, and vice changes into virtue. However, for relatives, this is not necessary. For neither
does perception changes into the perceptible nor knowledge into the knowable. Indeed, when
the subject stays the same, the small of the thing capable of receiving it changed into the
great; therefore, they are contraries and not relatives.

Moreover, if almost all wise men laid down the contraries as the first principles of
existing things, while Plato generates the existing things from the Small and the Great, either
one of them must be disbelieved — | mean of the general rule and of the Platonic thesis — or
clearly the great and the small must be considered contraries. But may no one introduce this
[as an argument] to such an extent that he would either disagree with those who follow
common consent, or with Plato himself; therefore, the second [possibility] remains.

Moreover, Aristotle himself often, in the treatise On Natural Principles and in the first
[book] of the Metaphysics, disagrees with many [philosophers], including Plato himself, on
many other points, because they, in his view, were wrong; in this alone he approves them
and says something cognate — for they have established the contraries as the first principles of
existing things: some [proposing] Love and Strife, others Rarity and Density, and some the
Great and the Small. At some point placing Plato above the other [philosophers], he says that
the former [i.e., Plato] ranks contraries according to reason— i.e., the Great and the Small of
course, [thus] calling these explicitly contraries; and the latter [i.e., the other philosophers]
rank [contraries] according to sense perception, | mean, rarity and density.

Moreover, even if it would be assumed that contraries have come together in the same
thing when, in relation to one and then another thing, the same great thing at the same time is
also called small, the thing will not necessarily also be contrary to itself. For temperance is
said to be contrary to licentiousness and stupidity, and it seems somehow that contraries have

been joined in the same thing; however, temperance itself will not be contrary to itself.

The summary of the discourse

Either one must consider the great and small as contraries, if we are convinced by
Aristotle and Plato, as the latter [i.e., Plato] considers the Great and the Small the first
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principles of existing beings, and it is undisputable that contraries are the first principles of all
existing things; the former [i.e., Aristotle] accepts the same opinion, and follows it, as it is
possible to gather from the great treatises of the man that we mentioned. Or if we are not
convinced, one should understand and speak about these things in whatever way is preferable

to each.
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