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Joy of Division: John Doxapatres’
Commentary on Hermogenes’ On Issues
and the role of Porphyry’s Isagoge in the

Byzantine Rhetorical Curriculum

Byron MacDougall

etween the late second and the early fourth century CE, two trea-

tises with a special focus on processes of division (S1aipeoic)

were composed that would become, each in its own way, sta-
ples of Byzantine school curricula for over a thousand years. The Ilepi
otdcewv of Hermogenes of Tarsus, a technical treatment of stasis or “is-
sue” theory, was incorporated by the fifth century into the five-part Cor-
pus of Hermogenes, which in turn would serve as the standard sequence
of textbooks in the Byzantine rhetorical classroom.! In that Byzantine
tradition, the work can be referred to alternatively as “the treatise on di-
vision” for its discussion of how to divide a given stasis into its so-called

" This article has been made possible thanks to the research project, “A Rhetoric for
the Empire: Education, Politics and Speech-making in the Byzantine Millennium”,
funded by a “Semper Ardens Accelerate” grant awarded by the Carlsberg Foundation,
under the direction of Professor Aglae Pizzone at the University of Southern Denmark.
I would like to express my gratitude to the editor and readers for their helpful com-
ments, which have done much to improve the article. My warm gratitude goes also to
Aglae Pizzone, Vessela Valiavitcharska, Daria Resh, Elisabetta Barili, Ugo Valori, and
Cristina Pepe for their expert and generous feedback on earlier versions. All errors that
remain are my own.

For the formation of the Corpus of Hermogenes, which included besides the two genu-
ine works by Hermogenes (On Issues and On Forms of Style) also the Progymnasmata
of Aphthonios and two treatises (On Invention and On the Method of Force) falsely
attributed to Hermogenes, see Patillon 2008, v—xxiii, and Kustas 1973, 5-26; on the
rationale behind the choice of Aphthonios to introduce the corpus, see Kennedy 2003,
89. For an overview of Corpus of Hermogenes in the Byzantine rhetorical curriculum,
see Riehle 2021, 300-301, as well as Papaioannou 2017.
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kepahoua or “heads of argument”.? The other treatise with a focus on di-
vision was Porphyry’s Isagoge or “Introduction”, which was canonized,
largely thanks to the Alexandrian Neoplatonists in Late Antiquity, as the
introductory text in the logical curriculum, and hence to philosophy as a
whole. It would retain this status throughout the Byzantine period, when
it was treated as a “quasi-member of the Organon”.> While offering an
account of the “five predicables” (névte pmvai) of genus, species, differ-
ence, property, and accident, the Isagoge’s most decisive contribution to
Byzantine philosophical culture (and to philosophy more generally) was
its treatment of how a genus is divided into species through the addition
of specific differences, and how those species are further subdivided into
sub-species, a process immortalized visually in the Arbor Porphyriana
diagrams that accompany the Isagoge and its Latin translations in both
the Byzantine and Western traditions.* Thus, generations of Byzantine
students received training in two types of division, with one treatise on
division meant for the rhetorical classroom and the other for the philo-
sophical classroom, all neat and tidy.

Or was it so neat and tidy? This paper turns to an unedited Byzantine
commentary on Hermogenes’ On Issues to show that the border between
those classrooms, and indeed between the two respective treatises on
division themselves, was more porous than we might imagine. Scholars
since George Kennedy have drawn attention to the philosophical under-
pinnings of stasis theory and its focus on division and definition in gen-
eral, and to Hermogenes’ logically inflected language in particular—he
refers explicitly for example in the second sentence of the proem to the
process of division from genera into species and differentiates it from

2 See also Heath 1995, 61 on how, despite the traditional title being On Issues (mepi
otdoewv), “there is good reason to suspect that Hermogenes himself would have called
it On Division”.

3 Erismann characterizes the Isagoge as a “quasi-member of the Organon” in Erismann
and MacDougall 2018, 43. For general background on the role of Porphyry in the logi-
cal curriculum see Erismann 2017.

4 For a brief overview of tree-diagrams in Byzantine manuscripts (though with no men-
tion of Hermogenes) see for example Safran 2020, 370-371; for Byzantine diagrams in
general see also Safran 2022. For a helpful introduction to diagrams in manuscripts of
the Corpus of Hermogenes, see especially D’ Agostini, (forthcoming), and D’ Agostini
2024.
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his own focus on division of a stasis into its heads of argument—and it
is such features as these which helped attract the notice of Neoplatonist
commentators like Syrianos in the first place.> We know as well that
Porphyry himself was deeply interested in rhetoric more broadly and
stasis theory especially, and its potential for teaching the methods of
definition and division, since he is said to have written a commentary on
another work of stasis theory, namely that of Hermogenes’ second-cen-
tury contemporary Minucianus, a work which was eventually eclipsed
by the former’s treatise on the same topic and which no longer survives
except in fragments.®

Thus the philosophical background to stasis theory on the one hand,
and the interest on the part of philosophers like Porphyry and Syrianos
in handbooks of stasis theory for teaching dialectical methods like di-
vision and definition on the other, have long been familiar to scholars.”
Receiving less attention however is the fact that the Isagoge and On
Issues do not just overlap in their concern with division—however dif-

5 Kennedy 1980, 182. See also Heath 2003a, 154, on how stasis theory had been
constructed around the three questions, familiar from the dialectical tradition, of if a
thing exists; what it is; and what kind it is; see also Valiavitcharska 202, 492n28 on
how Aristotle’s predicables, which later received definitive treatment in Porphyry’s
Isagoge, formed the philosophical background to stasis theory to begin with.

¢ For Porphyry’s commentary on Minucianus, see especially Heath 2003a, as well as

e.g. Kennedy 1980, 183 and Pepe 2018, 88. In addition to the testimony of the Suda

that he wrote a commentary on Minucianus, Porphyry is also said by other sources to

have written, variously, a “handbook” of rhetoric (t€yvn) or a “handbook on issues”

(1] mepl @V otdcewv t€xvn); Heath 2003a, 143—144 suggests that these different tes-

timonies may all refer to one and the same work, the commentary on Minucianus’s

work on issue-theory. Incidentally, this lost commentary by Porphyry seems to have
inaugurated the commentary tradition on technical rhetorical treatises, fout court; see

Heath 2003a, 146. Despite his interest in stasis theory, Porphyry seems however never

to have responded specifically to Hermogenes himself, for whatever reason; see id.

148.

For the place of division and definition among the traditional dialectical methods in the

philosophical classroom, see Lloyd 1988, 8—11. Porphyry and Syrianos were far from

exceptional in being Neoplatonists who were invested in stasis theory; for example a

certain Metrophanes of Eucarpia, described by Syrianos as a Platonist, wrote about

issues and authored a commentary on Hermogenes; see Heath 2003a 144. For Minuci-
anus’ lack of formal definitions that would satisfy the specifications Porphyry himself
outlined in the Isagoge, and how this represented one reason for his ultimate eclipse by

Hermogenes, see Kennedy 1980, 183—184.

-
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ferent their approach to division might be—but each treatise explicitly
refers to the logical methods of division (diaipeoig) and demonstration
(dmdderéic) in its very first sentence. As we will see, such formal paral-
lels can be multiplied. While today scholars of Porphyry on the one hand
and Hermogenes on the other might not feel compelled to juxtapose
the two texts against one another for philological purposes, the same
cannot necessarily be said for their Byzantine counterparts. Thus, in
the commentary on the Ilepi otdoewv in question, namely that of John
Doxapatres (11th century), we find the two treatises being read against
one another as a matter of course.® In addition to the textual parallels
between Porphyry and Hermogenes that Doxapatres calls attention to,
his commentary offers more evidence of how the relationship between
rhetoric and logic had been reversed since Late Antiquity, when philos-
ophers like Porphyry and Syrianus grew interested in using treatises on
stasis theory by Hermogenes and other rhetoricians like Minucianus as
training for logic.” With Doxapatres and other Middle Byzantine rhe-
torical commentators, it is the rhetoricians who are interested in using
Porphyry and the Organon as training for rhetoric.'

I. Stasis theory, Hermogenes, and the Commentary tradition

Before turning to Doxapatres and his commentary, it will be useful to
review Hermogenes’ work on stasis theory itself, as well as the long

8 For Doxapatres see e.g. Hock 2012, 127-132; Kustas 1973, 25n2 suggests that his
name meant he was a monk. Very little is known about him, except for the fact that
he was an extremely prolific commentator on the Corpus of Hermogenes: in addition
to the On Issues commentary discussed here, we also have a commentary on Aphtho-
nios’s Progymnasmata, edited in Walz Rhetores Graeci (RhG) 11 1835, as well as
commentaries on the On Invention and On Forms of Style. The latter two, like the
commentary on On Issues, remain unedited, with the exception of their prolegomena
which were published in Rabe 1931: for that of On Issues see Ixxvi-Ixxxix and 304-
318 (= Prol. no. 20); On Invention civ—cvi and 360-374 (= no. 27); and On Types of
Style cxiv—cxv and 420-426 (= no. 33); Rabe’s edition of Doxapatres’ Prolegomena
to Aphthonios also supercedes that of RAG 11, see xlviii-liii and 80-155 (= no. 9). See
Rabe 1931, L for the admiration later generations held for Doxapatres’ work.

? See aboven. 7.

10 For the merging of philosophy and rhetoric in middle Byzantine education, see espe-
cially Valiavitcharska 2020.
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tradition of commentaries that grew up around it."" Essentially, stasis
theory deals with identifying which kinds of arguments are to be used
in a given situation in forensic or deliberative oratory, depending on
what the precise “issue” or otdolg at contention is. Hermogenes did
not of course invent stasis theory, which can be traced back to Herma-
goras of Temnos and the second century BCE, but it was in his own
period that it came to be more fully elaborated by rhetorical theorists
during what was after all the high-water mark of the Second Sophis-
tic.'”? Hermogenes’ treatise was thus at first just one of many, and we
see him engaging enthusiastically in what were vigorous ongoing de-
bates about the finer points of stasis theory. However, by the time of
the formation of the Corpus of Hermogenes, his own work had long
secured its position as the definitive treatment.'’ The goals of his trea-
tise, and of stasis theory more generally, are first as mentioned above
to identify for any given scenario or “question” ({jtnua) in a forensic
or deliberative rhetorical setting what the precise “issue” (otdo1g) is,
and second to divide one’s approach to tackling the question into the
“heads” of argument (kepdAaia) that go with its particular stasis. Her-
mogenes’ treatise begins by outlining the staseis—which earlier had
been limited to as few as five but by his own day had reached the ca-
nonical number of thirteen'*—and showing how by asking a series of
questions we can identify the stasis of the question at hand. Thus, if
the parties do not agree on the facts of the case, the stasis is conjecture
(otoyaopog); if the facts themselves are not in dispute but their correct
classification is, the stasis is definition (8pog); if the parties agree on
both the facts and their characterization, but disagree on how to qual-
ify either aspects of the acts involved or the law or laws in question,
the stasis will fall under the umbrella groups of “logical” (Aoywai) or

' For the Greek text of Hermogenes, I cite Patillon 2009. For English translation and
commentary see Heath 1995.

12 Heath 1995, 19-20.

13 See for example Pepe 2018, 92-93.

4 In the commentary tradition, Minucianus is credited with being the first to establish
the canonical number of thirteen, but according to Heath 2003a, 153, this is unlikely
to be true”.
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“legal” (vopukoai) staseis, respectively, and so on and so forth.!> Some
of the staseis, including conjecture and definition, have sub-staseis or
sub-species (16n) of their own, which are treated in turn. The procedure
can thus be likened to the dichotomous keys in field guides that amateur
naturalists use to identify species of trees and other flora.

After outlining the method for identifying the stasis, Hermogenes
then proceeds to the division of the “headings” or “heads” of arguments
(kepdhona) that are to be used for each stasis, usually indicating for each
head whether it is used by the prosecution or defense or both. These
“headings” represent different kinds of arguments or argumentative
strategies, and they are often shared between multiple staseis. Further-
more, several headings share their name with a particular stasis, and
in these cases the heading represents the key argument in that stasis,
with the heading thus lending its name to the stasis.!®* For example, if
we have identified that the stasis is definition, then the headings around
which each party will construct their arguments are: the “presentation”
(mpoPoin) or outline of the case itself; “definition”—here the epony-
mous heading (6pog), proposed by the defense to show that the act does
not meet the strict definition required; a counterdefinition (&vBopiopog),
proposed by the prosecution, which follows up with “assimilation”
(ovAhoyiopdg) that assimilates the defendant’s act to the prosecution’s
counterdefinition; “legislator’s intention” (yvoun vopo6étov), in which
both sides claim that their account of whether the act meets the defini-
tion in question accords with the intent of the lawmaker; “importance”
(mMAkotne), in which the defense stresses the virtuous significance of
their act as a mitigating factor; “relative importance” (mpog t1), in which
the prosecution downplays whatever mitigating significance the defense
had cited; and so on and so forth.!”

15 For helpful visualizations of this scheme, which more or less reproduce the diagrams
of the staseis that were often included in the Byzantine manuscripts themselves, see
Heath 1995, 71 and Patillon 2009, xliii.

16 See especially Heath 1995, 26.

17 TV.1.1-5. For the involved sequence from definition to relative importance, I follow
here the essential treatment of Heath 1995, 103. Note that Patillon includes only in
the critical apparatus Heath’s final heading for definition, “common quality” (mowdtng
Kown).
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Hermogenes’ system is thus highly technical and full of specialized
vocabulary, and partially for those reasons required the attention of a
long series of commentators—many of whose works are available in
modern editions thanks to the indefatigable efforts of Michel Patillon—
with the earliest surviving example belonging to the second half of the
fourth century (probably) with Sopatros.'® To be dated shortly thereaf-
ter, at the end of the fourth according to its recent editor Patillon, is a
commentary by a certain Eustathios.!” There followed the commentary
by the Neoplatonist Syrianos, the teacher of Proclus, who also wrote
a commentary on the other genuine surviving treatise of Hermogenes,
On Forms of Style;* and another by a Marcellinus, probably of the fifth
century and generally identified with the author of a well-known Life of
Thucydides.?! The commentaries of Marcellinus and Syrianus together
with a third commentary attributed to a “Sopatros” (convincingly shown
by Heath to have been a different work than the Sopatros of our earliest
extant commentary on the [lepi otdoewv) were mined to produce the
composite work dubbed the “Dreiménner Kommentar” by Hugo Rabe,
who dated its compilation to the sixth century; of the three only the
commentary of Syrianos was transmitted independently, though the sec-
tions of the Dreimédnner Commentary attributed to Marcellinus and “So-
patros” have now been collected and published in separate editions.”

18 For a helpful overview of the Late Antique commentaries on the ITepi otdoewv, see
Pepe 2018, as well as Heath 2003a, 146; and Patillon 2009, Ix-Ixxiv. For Sopatros’s
commentary on the Ilepi otdocewv, first published in abridged form in C. Walz (ed.),
Rhetores Graeci V (1833), see now Patillon 2019b. For Sopater’s as "almost certainly
the earliest extant commentary”, see Heath 2003b, 13. For the difficult problem of
whether the commentator on Hermogenes in Ri#G V'is to be identified with the Atheni-
an rhetorician Sopatros who was the author of a Division of Questions, see e.g. Heath
1995, 245.

Patillon 2018.

Rabe 1892-1893; see now Patillon 2021.

Patillon 2023.

Rabe 1907. For the text see C. Walz (ed.), Rhetores Graeci IV (Stuttgart 1833) 39—
846. For an essential treatment of the formation of the Dreimdnner Kommentar, see
Heath 2003b, 27-29 and 32-34. Heath argues that the sections of the Dreimdnner
Kommentar attributed to ”Sopatros” were in fact taken from a separate composite
commentary, which itself was made of extracts from the fourth-century Sopatros
commentary (edited in abridged form in RAG V), another commentator named John,

°
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Add to these the commentary attributed to a George of Alexandria, the
first half of which survives and which is likely datable to the first half
of the fifth century, and we can fill out a cool half-dozen Ilepi otdcemv
commentators from before the seventh century whose works can be con-
sulted in modern editions.” In other words, exegetical activity on Her-
mogenes’ treatise on division was exceptionally intense from the fourth
through the sixth century, and it has been insightfully observed that in
this period rhetoricians invested their creative energies in participating
in this ongoing discussion about Hermogenes rather than authoring new
handbooks on stasis theory of their own.?*

When, in the ninth century, evidence for active engagement with
the Corpus of Hermogenes reappears, new generations of commentators
thus had a long tradition of exegesis to look back to.” Largely unedited
or only partially edited, the surviving mass of middle Byzantine (9th-
12th century) commentaries on the Corpus attests to continuous interest
in the On Issues in particular. This can be seen for one in the copying of
important manuscripts, such as the two oldest witnesses of the so-called
P-scholia: copied in the tenth and eleventh centuries (Paris. gr. 1983 and
2977, respectively), these manuscripts, which likely derive from a lost
ninth-century archetype, preserve an extensive compilation of scholia

and further unknown sources. Heath refers to this separate composite commentary
as “Deutero-Sopatros” (dubbed “Pseudo-Sopatros” by its recent editor, Patillon), and
suggests that its compiler was by coincidence also named Sopatros (hence the attribu-
tion in the Dreimdnner Kommentar), and goes so far as to identify this Deutero-So-
patros with an Alexandrian sophist named Sopatros known to have been a teacher of
Severus of Antioch. For the sake of clarity, it should be noted that Heath’s scheme
yields three “Sopatroi”: the author of the “Division of Questions”; the author of the
Hermogenes commentary printed in RZG V; and the homonymous compiler of the
latter whose work was in turn extracted to form the Sopatros sections of the Dreimdn-
ner Kommentar. Those “Sopatros” sections of the Dreimdnner Kommentar are now
available in a separate edition like those assigned to Marcellinus: Patillon 2022. For
the pedagogical approach of the triple commentary see now Valiavitcharska 2020,
489-498.

2 For George “Monos”, see Patillon 2019a.

2 Pepe 2018, 101.

5 For the study of Hermogenes in the ninth century, see especially Valiavitcharska 2020.
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on the entire Corpus that was probably put together in Late Antiquity.*
Furthermore, this period also saw the production of new commentaries.
Besides Doxapatres, it has been suggested that John of Sardis (ninth
century), author of the oldest surviving commentary on Aphthonios’ Pr-
ogymnasmata, is also to be identified with a surviving anonymous com-
mentary on the On Issues;*” Doxapatres himself refers to an On Issues
commentary by a predecessor of his, the poet, polymath, and soldier
John Geometres (late tenth century), which however does not survive;?
a commentary copied in a tenth-century manuscript (Paris. Supp. gr.
670; Diktyon 53405) by a certain Neilos the Monk has been attributed,
albeit tendentiously, to the famous monk, Saint Neilos of Rossano;* and
finally John Tzetzes, himself a careful reader of Doxapatres, produced a
commentary on the On Issues as part of his massive set of commentaries
on all the constituent works on the Corpus of Hermogenes.** Doxapa-
tres’ still unedited commentary on the On Issues thus represents a key
point in this wider network of exegetical activity, and the following dis-
cussion is offered in the hopes of showing what closer engagement with
these still largely unfamiliar materials can offer for the study of middle
Byzantine education and literary culture more generally.

I1. Doxapatres’ On Issues Commentary and Vienna,
Phil. gr. 130

Of foundational importance for our understanding of Doxapatres’ com-
mentary are the studies by Stephan Gléckner on its most important wit-
ness, a fourteenth-century manuscript now in Vienna (Vind. Phil. gr.
130; Diktyon 71244), identified by the siglum Wc.*' It was Glockner

26 For the On Issues sections of the P-scholia, see the edition by Walz 1833 in Rhetores
Graeci 7, 104—690. For extensive discussion of the treatment of On Issues in the
P-scholia, see Valiavitcharska 2020.

27 See below note 39.

2 Glockner 1908, 26-27.

» For discussion and bibliography see Patillon 2018, XL as well as Chu 2023, 189.

30 For Tzetzes as a close reader of Doxapatres, see Pizzone (forthcoming), and below,
note 35.

31 Glockner 1908-1909.
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who showed that the commentary attributed in Wc to Doxapatres repre-
sents a composite work, which can be divided into four sections. In the
first section (ff. 84v—119v), the only one in which Doxapatres features
abundantly, as Glockner was able to show through comparison with oth-
er witnesses, his commentary is interspersed among material from two
other sources in a kind of triple commentary.*? In addition to Doxapa-
tres, this includes a second, anonymous commentator whose entries are
prefaced in red ink as belonging to “the other commentator” (£tépov
€&nyntod); and finally a set of what were originally marginal scholia
in one of the earlier commentaries that were used to produce the triple
commentary. In We¢, comments of this third type are preceded by the
label &AAmg (“otherwise™).** In the second section (ff. 119v—143v), the
labels £tépov é&nyntod and dAlwg are not found, nor can the material
be identified with Doxapatres, with minor exceptions. In the third sec-
tion (ff. 143v—162r), the triple-commentary structure resumes, but here
instead of Doxapatres we have material from Tzetzes’ commentary on
the On Issues.** Finally, like the second section, the fourth section (ff.
162r-170v) lacks any identifying labels, and again as with the second
section its material is not drawn from Doxapatres.*

For identifying these different sections and how their source mate-
rial varies, of crucial importance was the fact that Glockner was able
to control Wc against two other witnesses to Doxapatres’ commentary:
Vat. gr. 1022 (Vt), in which the On Issues commentary, though incom-
plete, is also attributed to Doxapatres and which in addition to Doxap-
atres also features material labeled as belonging to the “other commen-
tator” (£tépov &€nynrod), as in Wc’s “triple commentary”; and Vat. gr.
106 (Ve), a thirteenth-century manuscript whose anonymous On Issues
commentary represents a condensed version of the Doxapatres material
in Wc, and which also features some of the third source of Wc’s triple

32 Glockner 1909, 3; see also Rabe 1931, Ixxxix.

3 Glockner 1909, 23-24.

3* As Pizzone (forthcoming) demonstrates, Tzetzes also left extensive notes on Doxa-
patres’ commentary on Aphthonios in the antigraph of Wc that were in turn copied
into the margins of Wc itself, and reveals himself throughout as a careful reader of
Doxapatres.

3 Glockner 1909, 11-20.
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commentary (i.e., those labeled dAAwc in Wc, though they lack any such
indication in Ve), but not the “other commentator” that accompanies
Doxapatres in Vt and Wc.* Finally, Glockner showed that the scribe of
We, before switching from the “other commentator” back to Doxapatres
in the first section of the commentary, almost always marks the end of
the non-Doxapatres material with a small cross.?” His observations made
it possible to isolate virtually all of the sections of Doxapatres’ commen-
tary that are transmitted in We.

The codex itself consists of 170 folios of oriental paper, and was dat-
ed by Hunger to the first half of the fourteenth century.*® The collection,
which consists entirely of rhetorical content related to the Corpus of
Hermogenes, begins first with Doxapatres’ prolegomena (titled opuion
or “lectures”) on the Progymnasmata of Aphthonios (f.1v—7v), followed
by Aphthonios’s text itself surrounded by commentary (f. 8r—83v); then
an excerpt from Sopatros’s commentary on the Staseis (f. 84r-84v =
RAhG V.79-83); and finally the commentary on the On Issues, together
with the text of Hermogenes (f.84v—170v). Rabe showed that as with the
On Issues commentary, the section on Aphthonios also takes the form of
a triple commentary, divided between Doxapatres, the “other exegete”
(é1épov €Enyntot), and material designated “other” (dAlwc).® He also
suggested that the manuscript would have once been part of a massive,
complete set of the Corpus of Hermogenes together with commentary,
with Wc representing the only surviving volume.*

3 Glockner 1909, 8-11. Glockner also showed that the stasis commentary in what is
otherwise the most important manuscript for all of Doxapates’ other works (Vat. gr.
2228 = V§) corresponds instead fully to the ”other commentator” of Wc’s triple com-
mentary.

37 Glockner 1909, 5 n. 5.

3 Hunger 1961, 238. Glockner 1908, 7 and Rabe 1931, Ixxvi, 304 had dated it to the
13th or 14th century.

¥ On the basis of two other manuscripts (Vat. gr. 1408 and Coisl. gr. 387), Rabe 1928,
iii—xi identified the “other commentator” in the Progymnasmata commentary with
John of Sardis, and also suggested that the incomplete On Issues commentary ascri-
bed to “the other commentator” (¢t€pov éEnyntod) in Vat. gr: 1022 (Vt) and Wce is also
the work of John Sardis; see Rabe 1931, Ixxxix—xc; as well as Valiavitcharska 2020,
487n4 and Hock 2012, 10-13.

40 Rabe 1909, 1020. Rabe cites the example of Vat. gr. 2228, also a copy of the Corpus
of Hermogenes plus commentary, which was so large that it was divided into two
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With pages measuring 240-245mm x 155-160mm, and the space of
the text taking up most of that at 190-205mm x 125-135mm, and with an
average of around 50-60 lines of commentary per page in the On Issues
section, the first impression given by the appearance of the commentary
is that of dense sheets of tightly written text. This impression is relieved
only by blocks of space, stretching out from the inner margin of the page
and taking up roughly half (though occasional ranging from one-third to
two-thirds) of the width of a full line of commentary text, that accom-
modate a few lines of the text of Hermogenes at a time, sometimes as
few as one or two lines and sometimes as many as 18 or more (f. 108r;
21 lines on f. 154r). Most pages have one of these blocks, some two or
even three (ff. 101v and 119v), and others have none at all, in which case
the entire face of the page is filled with commentary. As far as I can tell,
on a given page the commentary text is written by the same hand as the
block of Hermogenes text, with an exception on f. 94r, where the hand
of the commentary changes half way down the page, and the four-line
block of Hermogenes text is written by the first scribe, which supports
the assumption that the scribe, taking his cue from his exemplar, first
determined how many lines of Hermogenes he wanted to accommodate
on a given page, and after blocking off the corresponding amount of
space and copying the Hermogenes lines, proceeded to fill up the rest of
the page with commentary. At least once more the hand changes, again
to the extent I can judge, between ff. 138v and 139r, which also marks
the beginning of a new quire.*' The discussion that follows relies on my
transcription of the manuscript, based on the photographic reproduction
available online at the website of the Osterreichische Nationalbiblio-
thek.*

parts, the first of which consists, like the Vienna manuscript, of Aphthonios and On Is-
sues, in 190 folios, almost exactly what the total folio count of the Vienna manuscript
would have been before the loss of several folios.

41 Glockner 1909, 8.

42 https://digital.onb.ac.at/RepViewer/viewer.faces?doc=DTL_7935686&or-
der=1&view=SINGLE (last accessed 7/22/2024).
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II1. Doxapatres’ Commentary and Porphyry’s Isagoge

Even taking into consideration only those works of Doxapatres that have
already been published—namely the Aphthonios commentary and the
prolegomena to Aphthonios as well as to the commentaries on On Is-
sues, On Invention, and On Forms of Style®—Doxapatres’ interest in
incorporating Porphyry’s Isagoge into his exegesis already makes him
stand out. For example, throughout all of the 33 rhetorical prolegomena
collected and edited by Rabe, Porphyry is cited by name in connec-
tion with the Isagoge a total of eleven times—and six of those are in
Doxapatres.* One such instance features in the prolegomena to the On
Issues commentary. Most of these prolegomena are missing from Wc
because of folia that have fallen out, and Rabe edited them based on
Vt (Vat. gr. 1022). In the passage in question, which involves a dis-
cussion on why the works of the Corpus of Hermogenes are read in a
particular order, Doxapatres notes that just as a body is prior to its shape
and other accidents, so the On Invention (which discusses the structure
of a speech) is ordered before On Forms of Style (which deals with a
speech’s stylistic elaboration). He then adds, notably, that “substances
are prior to accidents, as we have learned in Porphyry’s Isagoge, when
he says that ‘prior to the accident is that in which the accident occurs’
(611 8¢ mpdTan yivovtan ail ovoiot @V couPepfnrdtov, kai &v Tij ToD
[Mopevpiov Eicaywyii uepadnrkopev &v avti] eimovrog ékeivov mpdTOV
givar 10 ® ovuPéPnke 10D cvpPepnrortog).” By addressing his audience
in such a way, Doxapatres suggests that together they are able to treat
the Isagoge as a common point of reference, and as a textbook he can
assume they have studied on their way to working through the Corpus
of Hermogenes. As we will see again and again in the unedited commen-
tary itself, this manner of quoting explicitly from Porphyry’s Isagoge in
order to provide explanations or parallels for the structure and thought
of Hermogenes is characteristic of Doxapatres’ method.

4 See above n. 8.

# Porphyry is cited on two other occasions elsewhere in Rabe’s collection of prolegom-
ena (Rabe 1931, 181.14 and 293.16), but in connection with his rhetorical commenta-
ry on Minucianus.

4 Rabe 1931, 309.14-17.
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IV. Doxapatres reading Hermogenes alongside Porphyry

We can begin with an entry of Doxapatres on the very first two words of
Hermogenes’ treatise, and it will be helpful to quote Hermogenes’ first
sentence in its entirety, as Doxapatres will have much to say about it that
interests us here:*®

TOALDV SVTOV Kol peydiwv, 6 TV PNTOPIKNV GUVIGTNGL Kol TEYVIY
motel, katonebévia 1e €€ Apyfic dnAadn kol cuyyvpvachivio T®
APOV®, GOOT TE TNV OQEAEIY TTapexopeva T@ Pi® kv taig fovioic
K6 T0ig StkaoTnpiolg Kai movTayod, HéytoTov eivai pot Sokel To mepl
g doupécemg adTdV Kai dmodeifewmg (1.1).

There are many important elements which constitute rhetoric as an
art. These have of course been grasped from the beginning, and set
in order by practice over time, and their practical usefulness, both in
deliberative and in judicial contexts and everywhere else, is manifest.
But the most important, in my view, is concerned with division and
demonstration.

Doxapatres seizes upon Hermogenes’ first two words— moAAGv dviov—
and immediately compares them to what Porphyry does in the Isagoge:

el 8& mév gimm Tig S8 T 0VK £lmev “Evimv MOAGDY Kol PeEYGA®Y”,
va 10 Ov wpotayi] OV dAl®v, 6mov kai @ [loppupie &v T mévte
POVAV TPOyPOTEIQ TPOETAYN TAV GAA®DV; ADo1g Epoduev OTL Ekeive
UEV TO OV €lkOTOG TPoeTAYN MG KOOOMK®OTAT® P1A0Gop® 6vTl, Kol
Topa ToOTO PLLOKAOOA®M TVYXAVOVTL, 01 8 PNTOPEG OV TMV KaBOAOV,
TOV pepk@®v 8¢ pdAiov avtéyovrat. (f. 86r 11.39-42)

Furthermore, if someone should ask why he didn’t say “there being
many great things...” [i.e., 6vtov ToA®V kol peydlwv instead of
TOM®V Svtov Kol peyadmv], so that “being” should precede the oth-
er words—which Porphyry also placed before the other words in his
treatise on the five predicables—we shall reply that “being” was un-
derstandably placed first by that philosopher, as he was most universal

4 For the Greek text see Patillon 2009, 1; translation from Heath 1995, 28.
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and for that reason happened to favor universal statements. But it is
not universals that rhetors embrace, but rather the particulars.

What is Doxapatres talking about here when he says that “being” was
understandably placed first by the philosopher? He is not referring to
any metaphysical interest on the part of Porphyry in being gua being, as
one might be tempted to think; this does not have to do with Porphyry
alluding briefly, early on in his treatise, to the vexed question of the on-
tological status of universals. Instead, Doxapatres is talking quite literal-
ly about the very first word in the Isagoge, which just like Hermogenes’
treatise begins with a genitive absolute of the verb “to be”. However, un-
like Hermogenes, Porphyry puts the participle for the verb “to be” first:*’
"Ovtog avaykaiov, Xpvoadpie... (“It being necessary, Chrysaorius...”).
In other words, when it comes to discussing a relatively minor point
related to word choice and order at the beginning of Hermogenes’ trea-
tise, Doxapatres’ go-to comparison is the very beginning of Porphyry’s
treatise. Why, for Doxapatres and his readers, might it seem a natural
or helpful procedure to read the respective proems of these two treatis-
es against one another? We can get some purchase on this question by
considering how Porphyry’s first sentence continues after those opening
two words:

"Ovtog avaykaiov, Xpvcadpie, kol €ig v T@V mopd AploToTérel
Katnyopudv ddaokoriov tod yv@dvor ti yévog Kol ti dopopd Ti TE
£1d0¢ ko ti 1810V kai Ti cuuPePnrdc, £ig 1€ TV TdV OPIGUGY AndS0TY
Kol dAmg €ig T mepl drupéoemg Kol amodeiEemg ypnoipng odong Tiic
ToVTOV Bempiog, cHVTIOUOV 601 TaPAOOGY TOLOVUEVOS  TELPAGOLLOL
S Bpayéwv domep &v gloaymyiic Tpon®... (Busse 1.3-8)

It being necessary, Chrysaorius, even for a schooling in Aristotle’s
predications, to know what is a genus and what a difference and
what a species and what a property and what an accident—and
also for the presentation of definitions, and generally for matters
concerning division and <demonstration>, the study of which is

47 For Porphyry’s Isagoge, I cite the text of Busse 1887, 1.3-8; translation taken (with
some adaptation) from Barnes 2003, 3.
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useful,—I shall attempt, in making you a concise exposition, to re-
hearse, briefly and as in the manner of an introduction...(tr. Barnes
3, with angular brackets marking an adjustment of my own to the
translation)

Porphyry says that the subject of his work, that is, the five predicables,
besides being necessary for understanding Aristotle’s Categories and
the process of forming definitions, is also crucial “generally” for the di-
alectical methods of division (d1aipecig) and demonstration (dr6de1&1c).
These last two terms are of course the same two methods that Hermo-
genes singles out in the first sentence of his treatise as representing “the
most important” element of rhetoric (uéyiotov eivai pot Sokel T0 mepi
g dropécemg avt®dv kol dmodeifewc). If it occurs to Doxapatres to
compare Hermogenes’ introductory proem with that of Porphyry’s, that
might be because they not only begin with strikingly similar formulas,
but they also foreground their focus on the same processes of division
and demonstration. Doxapatres takes it as a given not only that we are
already familiar with the other great treatise on division—that of divi-
sion not of political questions into so-called kepdloia but of genera into
species—but that these two treatises can be read against one another
with profit. Indeed, the formal parallels between the respective introduc-
tions of these treatises—the opening genitive absolutes and the explicit
references to the division and demonstration—seem striking enough to
me that I am tempted to think that the parallels themselves played an
active role in encouraging the interconnected use of the two treatises,
both with respect to Doxapatres and more broadly.

Furthermore, Doxapatres’ explicit reference to Porphyry’s Isagoge
in this entry can underscore for us the significance of his implicit use
of Porphyrian material in other comments of his on this same first sen-
tence of Hermogenes. Thus, the commentary tradition had long been
concerned with why Hermogenes seems not to define rhetoric at the be-
ginning of his treatise.* In contrast, Doxapatres argues that Hermogenes
does indeed define rhetoric, but that he does so periphrastically, by first

4 See Heath 2003a, 149 for how the commentators had also drawn attention to Minuci-
anus’ similar failure to offer a clear definition of rhetoric.
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hinting at the well-stablished definition of “art” and then adding lan-
guage that specifies the rhetorical art in particular.* He then proceeds to
show how Hermogenes’ words can be unpacked so as to yield a proper
definition of rhetoric, and the language Doxapatres uses to describe his
approach is noteworthy (f. 86r 1. 13—15):

AL €mel TG OPLOUOG £K YEVOUG KOl GLGTATIKMY S10LpOp@dY GUYKELTAL,
Bdouev &v T® TapoVTL THG PTOPIKTG OpIoU®, TOToV UEV £0TL TO YEVOG,
motlon 8¢ ol cvoTatikal S1apopal.

Now, since every definition is composed of a genus and constitutive
differences, let us see in the present definition of rhetoric what the
genus is and what the constitutive differences are.

What Doxapatres means by this is that we define something, say a spe-
cies like “human being”, by identifying its genus (in this case, “animal”)
as well as the “difference” or quality that distinguishes it from other
members of the same genus, which for humans as opposed to other ani-
mals is “rational”. Thus, the (simplified) definition of human is “rational
animal”. This approach to producing definitions derives from Porphy-

ry’s Isagoge:

gnel ovv ai odtol <sc. Stapopoi> mhOC pEv Anedeicon yivovton
ovotatikai, Tmg 08 dtupetikal, £i00molol TAcHl KEKANVTOL Kol
TOVTOV Y& poAoTa ypeia €ic 1€ TOC SLUPECELG TMV YEVDV Kol &ig
TOVG Oplopovg...(ed. Busse 10.18-19

Since, then, the same differences taken in one way are found to be
constitutive and in one way divisive, they have all been called spe-
cific; and it is they which are especially useful both for divisions of
genera and for definitions (tr. Barnes 10)

The influence of the Isagoge meant that the process of forming defini-
tions from genera and differences became part of the standard Byzantine

4 See also Heath 1995, 61 on how Hermogenes’ first sentence ““alludes to the common
definition of art”.
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intellectual toolkit. However, Doxapatres’ terminology here is notewor-
thy, especially how he specifies that “constitutive” (cvotatikai) differ-
ences, when added to genera, yield definitions. The term “constitutive
difference” does not appear, for example, in the commentaries of So-
patros or Syrianus on Hermogenes, nor in the composite “Dreimanner”
commentary. It appears once in the so-called P-scholia, where however
it is used in a more general discussion and not in order to analyze the
actual text of Hermogenes’ treatise.”® Again, Doxapatres’ implicit use of
Porphyrian material here should be considered in the light of his explicit
reference to the proem of the Isagoge in an entry for this same sentence
of Hermogenes. This is the first of several explicit invocations of the
Isagoge, and that does set Doxapatres apart. Whenever Porphyry is cited
by name in the commentaries of Sopatros, Syrianos, the “Dreiménner
Kommentar”, or the P-scholia, it is exclusively in reference to Porphy-
ry’s statements regarding stasis theory in his Minucianus commentary—
never to the Isagoge.

After the proemium, Hermogenes’ subsequent treatment of the
classes of “person types” (mpécmna) that can potentially play a role in
a declamatory theme based on stasis provides Doxapatres with his next
occasion to cite Porphyry’s Isagoge. The fifth item in Hermogenes’ cat-
alogue consists of composite types of hypothetical persons, for example
the “rich young man” (véog mlovolog). Hermogenes says that one or
the other of these labels on their own wouldn’t offer much potential
for building a declamatory theme around, but when combined they do.
Doxapatres finds noteworthy the language Hermogenes uses to refer to
“one or the other” of the two labels:

“tovtav yop éxdtepov”’ [= St 1.5.10]: Tpia Tiva mepikevTon GAAAOLG:
Odtepov: Ekdrepov: ExooTov: OV TO P&V Odtepov, &ml évog TO 68
EkGtepov, €mi 600 10 8¢ EkacTov, £mi MOAAGYV AauPdavetor Eott 68
Ote kal kataypopedo toig ovopacty: domep Kol 6 Tlopevpiog, &v i
TOV TEVTE QOVAV TTpaypoTeig: &v 1@, 0 8¢ Tl €oTl KoTnyopeichut
vévog yopilel amd TAV daPopdV Koi T®V KOWDS cuuPePnkotmv: &
oK &V T i éoTIv, GAL" &V 16 6moiov Ti éoTL Katnyopeital EKUGTOV MV

% RhG 7.396.31.

66



katnyopeitol [= Busse 3.17-19]%! 1@ &kaoctov, avti tod £xdtepov: &v
gxeivn toute ypnoapévou. (f. 94v 1. 9—-13)

“for one of the two”: A certain three words are related to one another:
thateron (“one of the two”), hekateron (“each of the two™), and hekas-
ton (“each one”). Of these, thateron is used with respect to one entity;
hekateron with respect to two; and hekaston with respect to many.
Sometimes however we use these words in an improper sense, just
like Porphyry does in his treatise on the five predicables. For in saying
“the fact that they are predicated in answer to the question ‘What is
it?’ separates genus from differences and common accidents, each of
which is predicated of the things they are predicated of in answer not
to the question ‘What is it?’ but to “What sort of so-and-so is it?””*?,
Porphyry has used hekaston instead of hekateron.

In other words, Doxapatres says Hermogenes uses €kdtepov loosely
instead of Bdtepov; he compares this to how Porphyry used the word
gkaotov in a loose or improper sense, since in the passage in question
(according to Doxapatres’ reading of Porphyry) it refers to “each” of
precisely two subjects (differences and common accidents), for which
we might expect xatepov instead. The fact that Doxapatres explicitly
cites Porphyry, not in reference to division or definition or anything else
having to do with logic, but rather to offer a parallel for a question of
semantic usage, is itself significant. For Doxapatres and his audience,
the text of the Isagoge, in various points of detail, can serve as a com-
mon point of reference. Again, it represents a textbook whose material
can be presumed to have been absorbed before the stage in the rhetorical
curriculum when stasis theory is taught.

The next moment where Doxapatres turns to the Isagoge to explain
Hermogenes’ authorial moves is more involved, and shows the former
engaging with some of the finer points of the Porphyrian method of
forming definitions. This comes after Hermogenes has gone through his
catalogues of classes of “persons” (nmpdcwmna) and “acts” (mpdypoto)

5! Note that Doxapatres’ text of Porphyry differs here slightly from Busse’s edition.
52 The translation here has been adapted from Barnes 2003, 5 to account for the fact that
Doxapatres takes ékaotov differently than Barnes does.
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that lend themselves to sfasis treatment in declamations (I.5-7 and
1.8-12, respectively). He then proceeds to outline the characteristics
that a given question must feature in order to be considered a {ftnua
oLVESTMG, a “valid question” or “a question with issue” (I.13). Doxapa-
tres refers to this set of characteristics—the lack of any of which renders
a question “invalid” or “without issue” (dovoTatov)—as Hermogenes’
kavov or “rule”. Doxapatres breaks down each of the elements of the
“rule”—the question must have persuasive arguments on both sides; a
verdict can in fact be rendered, etc.—by showing how they differentiate
valid questions from particular varieties of “invalid” or “nearly invalid
but still practiced in declamation” questions. The word order of Hermo-
genes’ rule is such that, according to Doxapatres, it differentiates valid
questions from the various kinds of invalid and nearly invalid questions
in no particular order, with, for example, kinds of invalid question fol-
lowed by a kind of nearly invalid question, then by another kind of in-
valid question and a second nearly invalid question, then other kinds
of invalid questions, and so on. Doxapatres here notes that one might
reasonably wonder why Hermogenes did not define valid questions in
such a way that he first differentiates them from what they are further
removed from—namely the invalid questions—and then from what they
are more closely related to, the nearly invalid questions. This is, after
all, how one is taught to produce definitions, according to the hypothet-
ical argument that Doxapatres rehearses. Take for example a long-form
definition of human: “animal, rational, mortal”. The first item, animal,
is the genus to which humans belong, and which sets humans and other
animals apart from what is furthest removed from them within the larger
category of all living things in general, such as plants. The second item,
rational, distinguishes humans and other rational beings (i.e., angels)
from what is more closely related to them, namely the mute beasts, like
horses. The third item, mortal, distinguishes humans from what we are
closest to, namely rational but immortal animals (angels). Doxapatres
responds to this hypothetical argument by noting that in presenting the
essential characteristics of a valid question, Hermogenes is not offering
a proper definition, but that even if he were, even the definitions that
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Porphyry himself presents in the Isagoge aren’t necessarily formulated
in such a fashion:

€polpev &1L ovk £0TL KOPLOg O OPIoUOS AAAL KAVOVY Tig 0TI LAAAOV
T B Tod cvveotdTog NTHUAT<0C>F, TaploTtdv: GAA®OTE, 00OE
£&v avToig T0lg OPIoUOIg Thoa AvAayKn TO ToloDToV Yiveshor avTtiko
yop xai 6 TTopevpiog v taig mévie PmVAIG TO YEVOG OpLoGevos Kol
€MV a0TO KOTO TAEOVOV Kol dopepdvtov T® &idel &v 1® Ti ot
Katnyopovpevov [= Busse 2.15-16] kai S0 pév 100 Katd TAEOVOV,
amd TOV ATOUOV oVTO JlaoTElAAG O O TOD SpEPOVIOV TG
€idel, amd TV €ld®V kol dimv: S 8¢ 10D &v 1@ Ti €oTIV, ATO TMOV
Stpop®dV Kol T@V cuuPePnrdtov: S0 6& TOD KATNYOPOVUEVOV, GO
TOV AONUAVIOV QOVOV: 00 TAVIMG GO TAV ToppOTEPOY Kol HOTEPOV
Ao TOV EYYLTEPAOV TO OPIOTIKOV £YOPNCE: TAOV YAP S0pOopdV TALOV
t0D idiov ovyyevelnlovodv @ YEVEL, ODK GO TOLTOV TPMTOV, Kol
Dotepov amd tod idiov avtod dieTAev: AL’ Eumaiy amd Tod idiov
TPMOTOV KOl VOTEPOV GO TAV S10.POPHDV. EMELTA OE KOl TAV ATOUDV Kol
TV €id®V: Kol TV dlapopdv: Kol TV idiov: kol TV cvuPfepnkotmv
HEALoV ovyYeEVElDLOVGOY TQ YEVEL Tj al AouavTol PwVal ...>* TpdTOV,
Kol Ao TAV ATOH®V: Kol 4o TV dlapop®dv: Kol TdV ld®dV- Kol TdV
idilwv: kol TdV cupPefnrotwv S1€6TELE TO YEVOG: Kol DOTEPOV GO TMV
aonuaviov eovav. (f. 100v 11.48-56)

We will reply that the definition here is not a proper one, but rather a
kind of rule that presents the properties of a valid question. Moreover,
even when it comes to proper definitions themselves, there is not every
necessity that such a thing be done. Thus take for example Porphyry
himself in the Five Predicables, when he defines genus and says that
it is predicated of multiple things that differ in species in answer to the
question “What is it?”. Here in saying “of multiple things”, he differ-
entiates genus from the individuals <sc. because an individual cannot
be predicated of multiple things>; in saying “that differ in species”,
he differentiates it from species and properties; in saying “in answer
to the question “What is it?”, he differentiates it from differences and
accidents <sc. which are predicated in answer to the question “What

3 ms {npata.
3 One word here is illegible.
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sort of thing is it?”>; in saying “predicated”, he differentiates it from
meaningless sounds. Thus the act of definition did not necessarily pro-
ceed from what is further removed and later from what is more closely
related: for although *differences are more closely related to genus
than property is**, he did not divide genus from differences first, and
later on from property, but the reverse, dividing it from property first
and then later from differences. Furthermore, although individuals,
species, differences, properties and accidents are more closely related
to genus than meaningless sounds are <...>, he first differentiated ge-
nus from individuals and differences and species and properties and
accidents, and then later from meaningless sounds.

Once again we see here Doxapatres walking his audience through a
granular analysis of Porphyry’s text in order to provide a parallel for
the way Hermogenes structures his own material: Porphyry’s definition
of genus is not formulated in such a way that it distinguishes genus
first from what is furthest removed from it and later from what is more
closely related to it, so there is no reason to expect Hermogenes’ “rule”
of what constitutes a valid question—whether or not the rule counts as a
proper definition—to be so formulated either.

After providing his “rule” for what constitutes a valid question, Her-
mogenes says that he will outline the invalid questions according to their
various types or “species” (£idoc). Here once again Doxapatres explic-
itly compares Hermogenes’ approach to Porphyry in the Isagoge, and
how after defining genus he then immediately proceeded to outline the
very things that had been differentiated from genus through the latter’s
definition:

“cipnoeton 8¢ kot €1doc” (1.13.11): énedny Siéotethe T0 GLUVESTAHTO
mmuoata, o tod kavovog amd T€ TOV ACLOTATOV: Kol TGV
€yy0G GoLOTATOV, VTIoYVEITal TOV Kovove dwocapfjioor &k Tod
napadelypotog Oivar ToVTOV: GV TO GLVESTAG, d1ecTéAleto (iTnua:
70 8" 1o TodTOo KOl TOV [Topeipiov Eyvapev, &v 1@ TdV TEve QOVAY

55 The text is most likely corrupt at this point, since Doxapatres’ argument requires him
here to say instead “for although differences are not more closely related to genus than
property is...”.
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Brio momoavta: KAKEIVOG Yap &v &velve OP1odevog TO YEVOG: Kai
gim®V yévoc elvat “10 Koo TAELOVOV Kol S1apepdvimv 1@ e(0eL &v Td
i €0t Ko[to]tnyopovpevov” [= ed. Busse 2.15-16]- kail drooteirog
o0TO GO TAV TUPUKEIUEVAOV, TIYOLV TV ATOU®V- Kal ToD €idove: Kol
0D idiov- Kol oD cvuPePnKdTOg, HETE TOV OPIGUOV, OG &V KEPUANID
nepi TovTOVY Stodopfaver Seucvomv Tiva £oTi TodTo OV 6 OPIGUOC TO
vévog diéotethey. (f. 101v 11.44-49)

“will be said according to species”. Now that he has used the rule to
distinguish valid questions from both invalid questions and nearly in-
valid questions, he promises to clarify this rule by providing examples
of the things that he was just distinguishing from valid questions. We
know that Porphyry did this same thing as well in his treatise on the
five predicables. For he too first defines genus there by saying that ge-
nus “is what is predicated, in answer to ‘“What is it?’, of several items
which differ in species”,* thus differentiating genus from the other
terms in question, namely individuals, species, property, and accident.
Then, after supplying the definition, he discusses those terms as if
giving a summary®’, thereby indicating what these things are that the
definition has distinguished from genus.

Thus, Doxapatres takes the organizational strategy of this section of
Hermogenes—first the rule of valid questions, then an outline of what is
excluded by that rule—and directly compares it to what Porphyry does
when he first defines genus and then offers a brief treatment of the terms
differentiated from genus through that definition.

After outlining the various “species” of invalid question, Hermo-
genes then offers an overview of three kinds of the “nearly invalid”
questions that are still however used in declamatory practice (1.22-24).
In an extended section of commentary on the opening sentence of this
section (1.22.1-2), Doxapatres turns once again to the proem of the Is-
agoge, this time to offer a comparison and a possible answer for why
Hermogenes chose to offer the “rule” for valid questions and then the

% tr. Barnes 2003, 4.
57 This refers to Isagoge ed. Busse 2.17-3.8.
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outlines of the types of invalid and nearly invalid questions, in that par-
ticular order:

pnréov Etepdv TL, TPOG MGV TOD ATOPNLOTOS POUEV Totvuv OTL €mel
T0iG P&V 880KEL TO AGVGTOTO TV CUVEGTAOTMOV TP<OT>0KTEN EIVOL: S0
TO KO TV VOLLOOETIKNV TpDTOV AVALPELV TO KOKA® Kol 0VT® AVTEIGAYELY
TO XPAOILA: TOIG O€ TOVVOVTIOV TO GLVEGTATO TAOV ACLOTATAY, OLdL TO
KoL TNV QIAOGOQOV TAELY, TO EVIEAESTEPA TV ATELECTEP®V, TPOTATTEL:
0wV dppotépag Tptioat Tag TAEEIS O TEXVOYPAPOC, KATEUEPLGE TOV,
TEPL TOV CLVESTAOTOV AOYOV: KOl TOV LEV Kavova avTOV TPoTalag:
v 8¢ pébodov petatdéag, T0 AovoTATH UEGH ETNPNOE: T UEV TA
GUVESTMTO, TV GCLOTATMOV TPOTATTOV: 7] 0& Kol EUTOAY TOIDV:
kol domep 0 [Mopelplog €v mpooipiolg TV méEvie VAV €noince:
KOKEIVOG YOp €v éKeive: €meldn Toig HEV TOV OKOMOV €00KEL OElV
wpotdrtechot Tod ypnoipov: 1ol 6& TO YPNOoWoV, ToD OKOTOD"
KOTOUEPIGOG TO XPNOIUOV: TO HEV aTO TPO ToD okomod Tébeke: TO
0¢& LETA TOV OKOTOV: ONol Yop oVT®S: GvTog Avaykaiov Xpucaople:
Kol €l TNV TV TEPL APIOTOTEAOVG KOTYOPI®V S1d0oKaAav: 160D Ev
100 ypnoipov pépog: elto Emeépel OV okomdv- Tod yvdvar Ti yEvog
kod Tl Stoupopd glta mEAY koi O Agimov Tod ypnoipov Aéyel- €ig e
TV 1@V Opoudv nddooty, kai T £ERc [= Busse 1.1-3] 8mep ovv
Ekevoc v 1@ mévte povdv PiPrin énoinoe, Todto Kol 6 ‘Eppoyévnc év
TQ TOPOVTL TOIET TTH] LUEV TO CLVESTATA TMV ACLOTATOV: T O€ KOl TAL
aovotata TV cvvesTdToV tpotdttav. (f. 104v 11.36-46)

Something else should be mentioned as a solution to the problem.
Thus we say the following: since some believe the invalid questions
should come before the valid questions, because the legislative ap-
proach to ordering also first gets rid of the bad and then introduces the
good in its place, while others believe the opposite and that the valid
questions should come before the invalid ones, since the philosophical
approach to ordering puts the more perfect before the less perfect, our
expert, in wanting to adhere to both principles of ordering, split up
his account of the valid questions, putting first the rule itself then af-
terwards the method for valid questions, and then keeping the invalid
questions in the middle. Thus in one way he puts the valid questions
before the invalid questions, while in another way he does the reverse,
and just like Porphyry does in the introductory part of the Five Predi-
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cables, so too does Hermogenes here. For there <sc. in the Isagoge> as
well, since some people think the goal of a work should come before
its utility, while others think the utility should come before the goal, so
Porphyry divided up the discussion of utility, and put part of it before
the goal, and another part after the goal. For he says the following:
“Since it is necessary, Chrysaorius, even for instruction in Aristotle’s
Categories”—behold here one part of the utility, and then he adds
the goal—"“in order to know what a genus is and what a difference
is”—and then in turn he adds what is left of the utility—"“and for the
production of definitions” and so on. Thus, what Porphyry did in his
treatise on the five predicables is the same thing that Hermogenes
does in the treatise at hand, in one way putting the valid questions
before the invalid ones, and in another the invalid questions before the
valid ones.

This requires a bit of unpacking. Doxapatres first says that Hermogenes
was faced with two competing principles for how to order his treatment
of valid questions and invalid questions, one a so-called “legislative”®
approach to ordering that would first dispose of the bad (in this case the
invalid questions) before dealing with the good (the valid questions), and
a “philosophical” one that would move instead from the more perfect
(the valid questions) to the less so (the invalid ones). Doxapatres’ take is
that Hermogenes gets to have his cake and eat it too, in that he actually
breaks up his overall treatment of the valid questions into the “rule”
or kav@v that outlines their required characteristics (I.13) and then the
longer péBodog or method for identifying the stasis of any given valid
question (II.1-17), with the treatment of invalid and nearly invalid ques-
tions being inserted in the middle (I.14-24). Thus, as Doxapatres puts
it, from one point of view Hermogenes has ordered the valid questions
before the invalid questions, and from another point of view he has done
the reverse. Then, as a parallel to Hermogenes’ compositional strate-
gy of breaking up his treatment of valid questions, Doxapatres turns
once again to the proem of the Isagoge. Here, in referring to Porphy-
ry’s introductory discussion of the “utility” (to ypficiuov) and “goal” (6

% The idea here seems to be that lawgivers first enact legislation delineating illegal
activities before dealing with laws related to legal activities.
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oxomog) of his work, Doxapatres is drawing on the formulaic language
used in the tradition of prolegomena of commentaries on works in the
philosophical and rhetorical curriculum.” These prolegomena posed a
standardized set of questions that were to be answered before studying
the work in question, and these inquired for example into the title of the
work in question as well as its “utility” and “goal”. Doxapatres says that
the phrases in Porphyry’s proem that refer to the “utility” of the work—
useful for learning the Categories and for producing definitions—are in-
terrupted by a phrase that identifies the actual goal of the work, namely
to learn what a genus and the other predicables are. Once again, we see
Doxapatres referring his audience back to the Isagoge and to Porphyry’s
individual phrases in order to shed light on Hermogenes.

The last bit of Doxapatres to be examined here comes from one of
his subsequent comments on Hermogenes’ outline of “nearly invalid
questions”. Although it does not cite the Isagoge explicitly as in the
previous examples, it is nevertheless revealing for how Doxapatres ap-
proached a key section of Hermogenes’ treatise through a Porphyrian
lens. In the lemma in question, Hermogenes has finished listing his eight
types of invalid questions (I.14-21), and he proceeds to discuss an in-
termediate category between invalid and valid questions, the so-called
“nearly invalid questions” that are nevertheless still practiced in decla-
mation (§tepa. £yy0g HEV AoLOTATOV, pEAETOUEVD 08 dume, 1.22.1-2). He
lists three different types of such questions, namely the “ill-balanced”
(t0 &tepoppenéc), the “flawed in invention” (10 kaxkdémAaotov), and the
“prejudiced” (t0 mposinupévov Tij kpicel). At this point Doxapatres
notes that as with the types of invalid questions, which began with the
“one-sided” (10 povopepég), here once again Hermogenes begins with
the more invalid and proceeds to the less so. He notes that one might
plausibly ask why Hermogenes didn’t reverse direction in his listing
of the “nearly invalid but still practiced” questions, and begin instead
with the more valid ones, since these questions occupy a middle ground
between absolutely invalid and valid questions, and presumably Her-
mogenes could have just as easily begun with the more valid among

% See Mansfield 1994.
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the “nearly invalid but still practiced” questions, had he wanted to.
Doxapatres responds that such a choice was not in fact available to him,
since the qualifiers “more” and “less” can be used of the invalidity of
questions but not of validity, so one cannot speak of beginning with
the “more valid” questions when treating the “nearly invalid but still
practiced questions” (in other words, when it comes to stasis, invalidity
admits of degrees, but validity does not). He follows up with a comment
on Hermogenes’ approach to the valid questions that is telling:

épodpev 6Tl émel év T0ig AOVLOTATOIG €0TL TO TPATOV Kol OEVTEPOV,
&v 08¢ TOIg GLVESTMOL TOUTO OVK &0TL TPATOV YOP, TAVTO ETIONG
ovvictovtar kai o0 T p&v pdilov, 1o 8¢ frTov: Momep &v Toic
dovotdrolg: 1o pev udilov éotiv dovotatov: O 8¢ NTTov- Emerto 88
Kai 1) Sidackario T@V GLVESTOTOY, 00 1 AmaplOufcemg £6Tiv: g TO
TPpMTOV KOl TO deVTEPOV 1010V AAAA 510 Srapécews PAAAOV THG Gmd
TV yevav &ig €ion (£.105r 11. 20-25)

We shall answer that while among the invalid questions there is a first
and a second, among the valid questions there is no such thing. For
first of all, they are all equally valid, and one is not more valid and
another less valid than the other, as among the invalid questions one is
more invalid and another less so. Secondly, his treatment of the valid
questions is not conducted through enumeration, a property of which
is to have a first and a second, but rather through division, namely that
of genera into species.

What Doxapatres means by the final remark here is that in the upcoming
section of On Issues, where Hermogenes gives an overview of how to
determine the stasis of a given question (a section of the treatise that
Hermogenes and his commentators refer to as a péodoc, 11.1-17), his
procedure is to identify the types of stasis by dividing them as genera
into species—in other words, the type of division learned in Porphyry’s
Isagoge. It is important to distinguish this section or “method” of On
Issues from the rest of the treatise (sections III-XII), in which Hermo-
genes fulfills the goal of the treatise he had announced in the proem,
namely to teach the division of the political questions, once their stasis
has been identified, into the corresponding “heads” of argument. That
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is the kind of division that Hermogenes says his treatise is about, but
Doxapatres pointedly observes that the “method” of classifying staseis
in the preceding section (II.1-17) in fact represents an exercise in the
other kind of division, the Porphyrian kind. This division of the staseis
into their genera and species is reflected in the diagrams that often ac-
company the text of the Ilepi otdoewv, which, as Valiavitcharska has
pointed out, strikingly recall the Arbor Porphyriana, the classic visuali-
zation of how a genus is divided into its constituent species based on the
addition of specific differences.®” Hermogenes had begun his treatise by
announcing that he was concerned not with the division of genera into
species, but of the political questions into their heads of argument (1.2).
However, users of the Ilepi otdoswv like Doxapatres recognized that in
classifying the staseis themselves through the method provided in the
first part of the treatise, Hermogenes was for all intents and purposes
concerned with the division of genera into species, and they approached
the teaching of Hermogenes accordingly.

If the formal and thematic parallels between the respective proemia
of the Isagoge and On Issues that were outlined earlier in this paper
hint at an invitation for users of the two treatises to read them alongside
one another, then that is an invitation that Doxapatres readily accepts
throughout his commentary. The two treatises on division were anchors
of the Byzantine curriculum, and in the Isagoge teachers of rhetoric had
an ideal tool for framing Hermogenes’ “method” of classifying the sta-
seis by dividing them as genera into species. Beginning with the very
first four words of Hermogenes’ text, Doxapatres finds it useful to refer
again and again to Porphyry’s Isagoge in order to explain Hermogenes’
language, ideas, and the organization of his material. The proem of the
Isagoge in particular has been internalized so thoroughly by Doxapatres
that he quotes from it twice in order to explain Hermogenes’ choice of
words and the order in which he wrote them; from later on in the Isago-
ge he twice quotes Porphyry’s definition of a genus; and he even cites

80 Valiavitcharska 2020, 490. See especially BNF Paris gr. 1983 f. 10r, available here:
https://gallica.bnf .fr/ark:/12148/btv1b10723839j/f16.item# (accessed: 7/22/2024).
For a more detailed study of the rhetorical diagrams in this famous manuscript see
also Valiavitcharska, forthcoming.
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Porphyry for the simple purpose of providing philological support for
Hermogenes’ loose use of the adjectival pronoun éxdtepov instead of
Odtepov. When Doxapatres analyzes definitions in Hermogenes’ text,
he does so by identifying what component of a given phrase represents
the genus and what part the specific difference, following precisely the
procedure Porphyry outlines in the Isagoge; when he turns to Hermo-
genes’ methodos for classifying the staseis, he identifies it explicitly as
an example of division from genera into species, and indeed it is in the
form of an Arbor Porphyriana that this method is visualized in texts of
the TIepi otdocwv, both Byzantine and modern.®! It is clear that for users
of Doxapatres’ commentary, whether teachers or students, Porphyry’s
Isagoge is expected to be a helpful point of reference, and that is worth
lingering over.

In Late Antiquity (and much more recently)®, philosophers com-
menting on the Isagoge famously argued over whether the treatise was
meant to be an introduction to Aristotle’s Categories specifically, or to
logic and/or philosophy more generally. Doxapatres’ commentary shows
clearly that in its Byzantine afterlife, in addition to the role it played in
the philosophical curriculum, Porphyry’s “Introduction” also served to
introduce something else altogether—the rhetorical curriculum and the
Corpus of Hermogenes. In a recent discussion of an unedited, anon-
ymous Byzantine commentary on Porphyry, we learn that the anony-
mous commentator explicitly says that the Isagoge is studied in order to
learn the Progymnasmata of Aphthonios, not the other way around.®* As
Doxapatres’ commentary suggests, it seems that the same could be said
of the relationship between Porphyry and Hermogenes as well.

¢! For the Byzantine diagrams see above n. 60; for their modern counterparts see e.g.
Patillon 2009, xliii and Heath 1995, 71.

92 See Barnes 2003, xiv—xvi.

% MacDougall 2017, 742-743.
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