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Article

Ciro Giacomelli and José Maksimczuk | Padova and Hamburg

This paper offers the first edition and English translation of a Byzantine introduction to Aristotle’s
Categories. The introduction is transmitted in two primary manuscript witnesses from the fifteenth
century: Florence, Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana, 59.17 and Oxford, Bodleian Library, MS.
Barocci 87. They contain a corpus of scholia composed by Georgios Scholarios in the 1430s, or even
early 1440s, and it is most likely that the introduction that precedes the corpus was also written by
Scholarios. The paper examines the textual and manuscript sources on which Scholarios relied in

composing the introduction.

Aristotle’s Organon, logic in Byzantium, Georgios Scholarios, philosophical manuscripts

Georgios Scholarios (c.1400—c.1472), later patriarch of Constantinople under the name of Gennadios
I1,! began his teaching career in Constantinople, lecturing on poetry and rhetoric. As he states
in the dedicatory letter addressed to the Despot Konstantinos Palaiologos, prefixed to his long
commentary on the Ars vetus, Scholarios opened a philosophical school in the imperial capital,
presumably in the late 1420s or early 1430s. This new phase in his career started with the teaching
of logic, conceived as the gateway to the more advanced branches of philosophical inquiry.?
Scholarios’ lessons focused primarily (though not exclusively) on the part of Aristotle’s Organon
known in the Western Middle Ages as the Ars vetus, i.e. Porphyry’s Isagoge (hereafter, Isag.),
Aristotle’s Categories (hereafter, Cat.), and De interpretatione (hereafter, De int.).3 As a corollary of

1pLP 27304; for Scholarios’ biography, see Tinnefeld 2002 and Blanchet 2008.

211 the letter to Konstantinos Palaiologos, Scholarios wrote: Hp&apunv 6¢& amo Aoyikiig, {Tig 0Tdc0V T€ TPOG THV TOV dAADV
EMOTNUAV KTT|o1 GUUPAALETAL KOl OT®G, TOVTNG Ay VOOLUEVNG T [T YIVOOKOUEVNG MG SET, AdVVATOV VTIVOUV ETIGTAUNY
AaPeiv kol Exev KaA®DG, €K TAV TEPL ODTAG TPOLEYOUEVOVY €V T® TapdVTL cuvTaypatt yévorr’ av dfjdov (‘I started with the
logic. From the things said as introduction in this work it would become clear how much it contributes to the other sciences
and how it is impossible to acquire or have any science, if logic is ignored or not known as it should’) (OGS VII, 4, 25-29).
On Scholarios’ philosophical school in the broader context of fifteenth-century Constantinople, see Fuchs 1926, 66—68
and 70-71.

30Gs V1L, 5, 13-20.
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his teaching activity, Scholarios composed three extensive commentaries on Isag., Cat., and De int.,
respectively.* Together, these works occupy 348 pages in the modern edition and were passed down
to us in six main manuscript witnesses.® Four of these witnesses (numbers 1-4 in the list below)
were produced within Scholarios’ immediate circle, and two were copied (at least in part) by the
same scribe: the so-called Anonymus 18 Harlfinger, an as yet unidentified copyist whose script
resembles that of Scholarios himself and of his associate and student Matthaios Kamariotes.® What
follows is a brief overview of the main witnesses to the commentaries.

1. Vatican City, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. gr. 2223. Paper, fols III, 215 (+ 88a, 146a).
Autograph manuscript, copied around the fourth decade of the fifteenth century. Lilla 1985,
269-272; Balcoyannopoulou 2018a, 40*, 44*—47%*,

2. Vatican City, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Barb. gr. 124. Paper, fols 111, 244, mid-fifteenth
century, written by an anonymous scribe in collaboration with Georgios Scholarios, who
penned fols 407, 1. 9 (pthocdpovc)—40Y, 1. 3 (addkpitov) and 186Y, adding several marginal
and interlinear corrections. Balcoyannopoulou 2018a, 41*—43* (with a new palaecographical
assessment of the manuscript, which we follow while correcting some minor details), 62*—65*.

3. Paris, Bibliothéque nationale de France, grec 1941. Paper, fols II, 178. Composite manuscript
consisting of two codicological units. Unit 1: fols 1-146, mid-fifteenth century, copied by
Anonymus 18 Harlfinger (fols 3'—8, 103" were left blank). Scholarios corrected the text (see
e.g. fols 167, 18, 36, 141") and added fol. 146", copied in his own hand. Unit 2: fols 147-178,
first half of the sixteenth century, copied by Twdvvng Zevijpog Aaxedodviog (attribution in
RGK 11 241). Harlfinger 1971, 419; Balcoyannopoulou 2018a, 42*—43*, 70*-73*,

4. Modena, Biblioteca Estense universitaria, Ms 0.T.9.13 (Puntoni 50). Paper, fols I, 306, I’ mid-fifteenth
century, written by four main scribes: A. fols 5%, 6'-9v, 106'-193"; B. fols 10—105" (= Anonymus 18
Harlfinger); C. fols 194'-261"; D. fols 262-265", 266'-267", 268'—303". A few additions by a later
(possibly Western) hand are found on fols 5Y, 261", 265", 267". Puntoni 1896, 414—416; Harlfinger
1971, 419; https://cagb-digital.de/id/cagb0667680 (Giuseppe De Gregorio; accessed on 21 January
2026); Balcoyannopoulou 2018a, 43*—44* (with a different palacographical assessment), 76*—88*.

5. San Lorenzo de El Escorial, Real Biblioteca, Mss ®.1.15 (Andrés 193). Paper, fols 1V, 214,
mid-sixteenth century. The manuscript was copied by Nikolaos Mourmouris (RGK 1 314bis, 11
434, 111 507) and Petros Karnabakas (RGK 1 346, 11 474, 111 551), both active in Venice in the
sixteenth century. de Andrés 1966, 22-23; Sosower 2004 ad indicem.

4 These commentaries are traditionally dated to around 1433—1435 (OGS V11, 16*; Demetracopoulos 2018, 164). However,
this dating is uncertain, and manuscript evidence points to a later date, closer to 1440. Compare the dating of the ma-
nuscripts containing the commentaries below.

50GS VII, 1-348.

60n this anonymous scribe, see Harlfinger 1971, 419. Vatican City, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Pal. gr. 235 should be
added to the list of manuscripts transmitting works by Scholarios written by Anonymus 18 Harlfinger (attribution by Ciro
Giacomelli). The anonymous scribe wrote most of the codex in collaboration with other scribes from the same milieu.
For an overview of the manuscript, see the online description by Vinzenz Gottlieb published here: <https:/digi.ub.uni-
heidelberg.de/de/bpd/beschreibungen/bav_pal gr 235.html> (accessed on 21 January 2026). Pal. gr. 235 is not Scholarios’
autograph, as argued by Demetracopoulos 2018, 166.
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6. Vatican City, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Barb. gr. 34. Paper, fols I, 498 (+ 457a), sixteenth
century, written by a single, obviously Western hand. Capocci 1958, 36-37.

A further manuscript, Vatican City, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. gr. 1777, copied by another
of Scholarios’ students and collaborators, Theodoros Agallianos, around 1442 according to the
watermarks, is a particularly interesting witness to the commentaries.” In Vatic. gr. 1777, long
excerpts from Scholarios’ commentaries on Isag., Cat., and De int. are intercalated with the text of
the respective treatises, as well as with introductions, scholia, and other types of paracontent taken
from late antique and Byzantine exegeses.® To the list of witnesses already identified by previous
scholarship, we now add a further manuscript: Milan, Biblioteca Ambrosiana, A 160 sup., which
was copied by Theodoros Agallianos after 1450, again according to the watermarks.? Ambros. A
160 sup. is an apograph of Vatic. gr. 1777 and contains only a few fragments of the commentaries
prepared by Scholarios.!

As already well established in the existing literature, in composing his treatises on the Ars
vetus, Scholarios was strongly influenced by the Latin exegetical tradition — so much so that Sten
Ebbesen considered him to be a unique example of a Byzantine scholar capable of translating Latin
scholastic logic into Greek, in an attempt to imitate ‘an Italian course of philosophy following via
Thomae’M In other words, Scholarios seems to be the first — and arguably the only — Byzantine
author interested in updating the stiff and rather basic Greek logical doctrine of his time by
engaging with its much more advanced Latin counterparts.'? In the already mentioned letter to
the despot Konstantinos Palaiologos, Scholarios explains how he structured his commentaries.
They are divided into lessons (dvayvdoeic), each devoted to a specific portion of the Porphyrian
and Aristotelian works. Each lesson starts with an introduction (mpofswpia), followed by broad
analytical and interpretive discussions of the relevant pericopes. The lesson concludes with a set
of investigations ((ntiuata) related to the pericope under study. As Scholarios himself pointed
out, these investigations are organised according to a Latin pattern (mpo¢ todto td {ntripoata
TPOYWPOVUEY T® AoTVIKD Tpdm®), whereby arguments for and against a given problem are
presented before a solution is reached.® As noted by Sten Ebbesen and Jan Pinborg, both the
overall structure of the treatises and the internal arrangement of the lessons are similar to those in
the Latin tradition."

7 The identification of Agallianos’ hand in Vatic. gr. 1777 is in Harlfinger 1971, 408.
8 Maksimczuk 2023a, 47-49 (with an analysis of the paracontent for /sag. in Vatic. gr. 1777).
% Identification in Harlfinger 1971, 408.

1OE.g., fols 40" (= OGS VII, 111, 10-20) and 41" (= OGS VII, 112, 30-36). For the relationship between Ambros. A 160 and
Vatic. gr. 1777, see Maksimczuk 2026.

1 Ebbesen 2008, 4.

128¢¢ the useful overview offered by Ebbesen 2008, 137-156.
BogGs, V11, 5, 22-25.

M Ebbesen and Pinborg 1981-1982, 264-265.
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Another important way in which Latin exegetical treatises influenced Scholarios’ work can be
observed at the content level. In his letter to Konstantinos Palaiologos, Scholarios states that
he studied several treatises composed by the Latin masters (oi t®v Aativov diddokalot), who
themselves were familiar with exegetical works by Greek, Arabic, and Persian authors; however,
he does not (always) disclose the names of most of these Latin authorities.”® It has therefore fallen
to modern scholarship to discover Scholarios’ Latin sources, which he cited in Greek translations
prepared either by himself or by others. The Latin works identified to date include Radulfus
Brito’s Quaestiones super Artem Veterem and Quaestiones super Sophisticos Elenchos;' Thomas
Aquinas’ Expositio in libri Peryermeneias and Summa theologiae;" Ps.-John Pagus’ commentary
on Isag. and De int.;® Guillelmus Arnaldus’ Expositio in Artem Veterem;"® and William of Ockham’s
Summa totius logicae.®®

Scholarios’ decision to embrace the Western scholastic tradition does not imply a wholesale
rejection of the usual Byzantine exegetical approach to Aristotelian logic, namely the habit of
compiling excerpts taken from late-antique and early Byzantine commentaries. This approach never
ceased to constitute the backbone of any Byzantine engagement with Aristotle, and its influence
can be detected in Scholarios” works as well.?! As Katerina Ierodiakonou pointed out, Scholarios
sought to produce a synthesis of the new Western wisdom and the more traditional Byzantine
mode of interpretation, integrating newly translated texts alongside the familiar corpus of Greek
commentators: Themistius (d. ¢.388 cE); Syrianus (d. ¢.437 cg); Ammonius (c.440-517/526 cE);
and Simplicius (c.480—c.540 ck). Scholarios did not hesitate to draw on later authors, such as John
Philoponus (active in the sixth century), a main representative of the Alexandrian school and
the first truly Byzantine commentator on Aristotle. Scholarios also quotes much later Byzantine
commentators, including Michael Psellos (eleventh and twelfth centuries) and Leo Magentenos
(twelfth century).2

The extensive and carefully structured commentaries on the Ars vetus published by Scholarios
constitute our main source of knowledge about his teaching of logic; however, these conspicuous
works are not the only witnesses to his engagement with logic in the early phase of his career.
More recently, Jos¢é Maksimczuk has brought to light a corpus of exegetical notes to Isag. and Cat.,
connected to Scholarios’ teaching activity in Constantinople before the 1450s and most probably
compiled by Scholarios himself. The exemplar of the corpus has not yet been identified and may be

1B50Gs i1, 3, 10-20.
16 Ebbesen and Pinborg 1981-1982.

7 For the Expositio in libri Peryermeneias, cf. Demetracopoulos 2010, 88—89 and the table in Balcoyiannopoulou 2018a,
129*—138%*; for the Summa theologiae, see Maksimczuk 2024, 360-362.

18 For the commentary on Isag., see Maksimczuk 2023b, 68 n. 5; for the commentary on De int., see Balcoyiannopoulou
2018b, 106-107.

19Balcoyiannopoulou 2018b, 107-109.
20\ faksimczuk 2023b.
2 Epbesen 2008, 142-147.

22 gee Terodiakonou 2011. For further examples of the use of late-antique commentaries in Scholarios’ treatises on the Ars
vetus, refer to Maksimczuk 2024, 357-360.
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lost forever. Three apographs, however, survive: Florence, Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana, Plut.
59.17, fols 161™—181" (c.1440-1445); Oxford, Bodleian Library, MS. Barocci 87, fols 17, 1829,
35577 (c.1450); and Genoa, Biblioteca Universitaria, F VI 9, fols 2", 25'-39", 43'—67" (mid-sixteenth
century). A comparison of the structure and contents of these manuscripts allows us to reconstruct
the main features of the corpus:

1. it was compiled to accompany the text of Isag. and Cat., in the form of introductions and
marginal or interlinear notes;

2. it consists mainly in quotations from late-antique commentators (most prominently Ammonius
and Philoponus);

3. it includes notes attributed to Georgios Scholarios;

4. it transmits notes quoting Greek translations of Latin scholastic works (Aquinas and Ockham).

Importantly, the dating of Laur. 59.17, the oldest known witness to the corpus, allows us to establish
a terminus ante quem around the early 1440s.

Until recently, the link between the corpus and Scholarios rested primarily on philological and
content-based evidence advanced by Maksimczuk. In addition to the presence of scholia explicitly
attributed to Scholarios — most of which, however, are not found in his published commentaries
on the Ars vetus — the corpus exhibits striking affinities with the content of those commentaries.
Both the corpus and the commentaries cite the same Greek translations of Latin sources, often
in excerpts featuring identical incipits and desinits. A similar scenario can be observed with
quotations from late-antique Greek commentaries. In several instances, the corpus and Scholarios’
commentaries reproduce the same passages with identical (or very similar) incipit and explicit and
with identical variant readings.® The connection between the corpus and Scholarios can now be
firmly established on historical and palacographical grounds. As recently proven, Laur. 59.17, fols
161181, the earliest and most authoritative witness to the corpus, was written by none other than
Scholarios’ close associate and student of philosophy, loannes, who corresponded extensively with
him on Aristotelian logic and other subject matters in the mid-1430s.24

Therelationship between the corpus and the commentaries is not immediately evident. Philological
considerations rule out the possibility that the corpus depends on Scholarios’ commentaries, since
the corpus preserves a better text of the quoted passages from the Greek and Latin works. A more
plausible hypothesis is that Scholarios compiled the corpus in the margins and between the lines
of his now-lost manuscript of Isag. and Cat., initially as teaching material. He later drew on this
material as a kind of commonplace book during the composition of the commentaries.?’ This dual

B Maksimezuk 2023b and Maksimczuk 2024.

24 Giacomelli and Maksimczuk 2023 (with all the relevant literature). Since Dieter Harlfinger’s seminal book on the trans-
mission of Ps.-Aristotle’s On Indivisible Lines, the scribe is known as Anonymus 11 Harlfinger (Harlfinger 1971, 418).
The student loannes was probably the historian Ioannes Kanaboutzes (f. ¢.1430-1450; PLP 10871). See Giacomelli and
Maksimczuk 2023, esp. 99—105, adducing substantial evidence in support of a hypothesis put forward by Thierry Ganchou
in Blanchet 2008, 306 n. 149.

25 This is the hypothesis put forward in Maksimczuk 2023b and Maksimczuk 2024.
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use of the manuscript containing the corpus (i.e. as a teaching manuscript and as a repository of
quotations) would explain why the student loannes produced an early copy of it, preserved today
as Laur. 59.17, and why parallel quotations occur in both the corpus and Scholarios’ commentaries.

As is evident from the above exposition, research on the corpus offers us unique access to
Scholarios’ personal notes on Aristotelian logic and a privileged vantage point from which to
assess both his teaching practices and his appraisal of the late-antique Greek exegetical tradition
on the Organon. In this paper, we present for the first time a critical edition and English translation
of an important part of the corpus: the introductory text to Aristotle’s Cat. (hereafter, Intro.). The
edition and translation are accompanied by a study of the manuscript tradition of this portion of
the corpus, an analysis of the sources and parallels of the /ntro., and a study of the manuscripts that
may have served as Scholarios’ ultimate ‘material’ sources.

As noted in the preceding paragraph, the /ntro. and the corpus of scholia on Isag. and Cat. are
preserved in three manuscript witnesses. Here, we offer a brief description of each, based primarily
on existing literature.

1. Laur. 59.17. Paper, fols 184, first half of the fifteenth century. Composite manuscript comprising
several codicological units, assembled by loannes, Scholarios’ student. We distinguish six
scribes: loannes copied fols 1'-37Y, 74", 79, 1. 10-93", 94—-129v, 132"—137", 138"-143", 157",
1. 13-159¥, 161"-183"; hand B copied fols 38—50"; hand C, identifiable with John Kaloeides,
copied fols 50"—53"; hand D is responsible for fols 54—73"; hand E copied fols 75—79", 1. 9;
hand F transcribed fols 147'—157", 1. 12. The content is various, including shorter poetical texts
and prose (philosophy, history, rhetoric, grammar, and law). The student loannes wrote Isag.
and Cat. on fols 161'-181¥ (watermarks of type Harlfinger Ciseaux 22, 1441 and 1443). He
copied the Intro. on fol. 170" (Fig. 1), immediately preceding Cat., which starts on fol. 170".
Aristoteles Graecus, 212-214 (Rainer Nickel), now accessible here: https://cagb-digital.de/
1d/cagb9560179 (accessed on 21 January 2026); Giacomelli and Maksimczuk 2023, 109-110
(with references to previous literature).

2. Barocc. 87. Paper, fols V, 356, mid-fifteenth century (fols 111-94) and second half of the
fifteenth century (fols 95-353). Composite manuscript consisting of three codicological units
forming a complete edition of the Organon, assembled by the physician and scribe Demetrios
Angelos. Unit 1: fols I1I-57, Porphyry’s Isag.; Aristotle’s Cat., and several shorter introductory
and explanatory texts. Most of this unit is attributable to Theodoros Laskaris, a physician
living in Constantinople in the second quarter of the fifteenth century.26 Several titles and a
few notes were integrated by Demetrios Angelos and Andreas Donos, subsequent owners of

26 £or this scribe, see Stefec 2012, 133—136 with n. 167. The hand of Laskaris in Barocc. 87 was identified by Ciro Giaco-
melli. José Maksimczuk has identified another manuscript with logical content written by Laskaris: Paris, Bibliotheque
nationale de France, grec 2107, fols 3'-10¥ (4nonymus Heiberg).
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the unit in the second half of the fifteenth and mid-sixteenth centuries, respectively. Unit 2:
fols 59-94, De int.; First Analytics 1 1-7. It is likely that the core content of this unit was copied
by loannes Eugenikos in the 1440s. Some annotations and corrections can be attributed to
Theodoros Laskaris and Andreas Donos. Unit 3: fols 95-353, First Analytics 1 8 tf.; Second
Analytics; Topics; Sophistical Refutations. This unit was copied by Demetrios Angelos, who
inserted several marginal and interlinear notes, as well as diagrams. As in the other units,
Andreas Donos inserted several notes. The Intro. was written by Theodoros Laskaris and is
found on fol. 1", around 1450 (Fig. 2). Maksimczuk 2022, 322326 (with all the references to
previous literature).

3. Genuen. F VI 9. Paper, fols 105, XXII’, mid-sixteenth century (1540-1550). The content
of the manuscript is virtually identical to that of Barocc. 87, of which the Genuensis is an
apograph. Genuen. F VI 9 includes, among other shorter philosophical works, Porphyry’s Isag.
followed by Aristotle’s Cat., De int., and the first part of First Analytics (up to I 15, 34b41 des.
ovumépacpa avaykaiov). The entire manuscript was copied by a single scribe, whose script
is very similar — and likely identical — to that of Andreas Donos (identification by us), owner
of Barocc. 87. The Intro. is found on fols 2™. Aristoteles Graecus, 364-365 (Jiirgen Wiesner),
now accessible here: https://cagb-digital.de/id/cagh9372376 (with corrections; accessed on 21
January 2026); Maksimczuk 2022, 338.

Laur. 59.17 is the oldest witness to the Intro. It features a number of errors and inferior readings of
the text of the Intro. that are absent from Barocc. 87 and Genuen. F VI 9, indicating that it cannot
have been the model for the latter two manuscripts. See the following list:

ovvtébevtan] ovvtéberton Laur. 59.17

on] 6¢ Laur. 59.17

Ovtov] om. Laur. 59.17

10070 0¢ G| TovTo (g Laur. 59.17

KaTO TOUVOHO LOVOV TNV Kowvaviav] Thv kot ovvopa Laur. 59.17

Barocc. 87 and Genuen. F VI 9 share two mistakes:

Eig tac v xatnyopioc 100 Apiototédovg] om. Barocc. 87 Genuen. F VI 9
katoieinetor] mapaieineton Baroce. 87 Genuen. F VI 9

Genuen. F VI 9 yields errors not found in Barocc. 87, whereas the converse scenario, i.e. that
Barocc. 87 transmits errors not found in Genuen. F VI 9, never occurs:

petoyfi] petoyn Genuen. F VI 9
vd0eov] dndeov (sic ace.) Genuen. F VI 9

mcn°25(2) manuscript


https://cagb-digital.de/id/cagb9372376

¢ S )
U1 T ooge oV TevdH
o
UTON c:‘tv‘lq' K 49
yaoUtVOADS €% 067

v -V S -

MDA IS T (A THPN ©
@ dond ~oAM , UP

k

el b, g
PSrUL o o] o UL

& 'swedqTyTny Nl 44

e SNgm oUux R4AN

.
T IAL UM wore e

-t e
A= Tew v/ wloy Jaop
Lrap
g A
rod Chnes 4 2us pEChA TV §

6

Qe N,
e 2 s vwP Sy
'

21 1 =
n ef roudl Y

cac}

AU VA ot

4 cor '\‘ﬂ

W oo Jmo % 'GY & Ans A

a
o3 3 B T N[ worasp) Su By

wt«ﬁ R L LYY A ooy ey

A

i ova sl e T/ Y

7 o f o :.“V" "
LIod o (0 TRUSE rel AN

LM BN LY M 0 G uﬁ'm,’-"gn e

Ayarylu
el e
Dy CAVY O 0 A YN - - T AV W

4 L s .
{To Sored Mrou jpy 72w 0 yo JUROCHe] |

IAgfilay e -

Giacomelli and Maksimczuk | Teaching Aristotle’s Logic in Fifteenth-Century Constantinople

165
7 ~ At vV, ’}‘
2 - - v - PPy
% A aacie vi £ O - 47 CRCDII A~ 9 T G240 VORI U " oTber vty
) SR SRR NS, By g e
oy ey e 4 ) yrpeaty =g 90, K MY TR eo{rAal A a

coc b e

—» "
Cero N WA Lo ‘ -
TTON M u::vf.,tl']/'q >

- oA
Wy vht}bs ar o,

ol EUMN N8 iy X

e 78

[\ y “ 7 ) i e O &) Wiy
S TY e S LB (K 4 1F e Uo POU" o) 4 x
w04 ot %y (81 ¢ Z ool YL .u,“onpwﬂf) ‘

& °
@ Ly xy A V&, of selt

CAAN (A Pl fURP," WaE <

Y 7

o
“ 9 s 0] . Lk S ?
oy Tokli ajo e aeiPp Ak . 2
Lf;‘ﬂ ¢ o (s 3 -8 &, oA [} -
e 1 g Tty AN 00 ¢4 ,,4/[, U yLrs e (u;ﬂ‘-&"m.b-/
3 ey apvover AgAm ,157""“4 A 3 | wee A&
oo o 5 t z 1Y ey oot -mromusTog v s lo O
A U eV AY (15 Ve [ e uarh i g P ey v : s usEUAMEL

T I e on Ui & A Crg ey WU pOrOUAT = wr;wf‘u:/#-‘v

3 Gl <
< A 3 oo Ny ra v

A AL } o XA aug Turepecv () reoy 4 ;a,»“&Q. ‘g '“{

1) UM D

7¢

- 5 ‘o e 7 sl < SO ON ;
winot ~rodh av U jeuv AUR (4 joefargop -, v @Ok B8 WA O w7ty "t @ ‘

2

/ Yer's t 4V ”
b oleaps cubUBUPALY WIoy TR 6T

. « -, y/ (
0 vy nP AV

o s vl ¢ GarwIous A TOWN (9 N o 37 f‘q"r‘}‘u‘”“ dhaid = ok faih ) e A, '
™ e val : 5 ‘ 4 L i
A / 17 hy 4 A 2 TR AR Vs UL o4
(a1 A o' b (G A GNYs a7 Ts v T Vi oy v/ el q5al W 1 TR A i -

Ny LT, Ing

|
W,
e 7avAs i 05! Al ON A,.»}a«.f,qy Qo hup 4 i " i
! ey ooy 4 ,
TR e ) o AN 2 <
) * = 2 % Ppos @
alpdy AN 'rzﬁ" 2 Ty d/o s

an woP Wik 1A o &
v,

oD <C s N o gty e TOLUTA

@ gy

[2
DY) A4 o & D rguas -y *zreu

TG T @ oU TTOA AL YOI AT
A op
T i s @ /f yapi b

Py B (1L T O T Y YL 0 A VAV U A Gl
St YA i Tra =2t 180T VoA e VERV/ oy _\‘ \
v 1 . 2 - »
* ;,*1,,’ SR 8 A p o e il wsumapls ylw [ €Y oo @ P o A oA AW AMML A Wt (A
D@ THCA pep y @ 1ASOV Pl ol el gpp VA LD - d et Z o4
L o5 NTBY CTue 9y AN
. i ot
% {0, :
e iy g 1 £
Vo s R N\ i
v k. i
by
2
b
EH
1
A
Py
7 e
p L\%ro\ nw o5V
S @10 Mol S ma ~H oy Y

Sy g

i B A T

wi T ‘,'.*%'f’{“
* il {

<, - 7~/
,"\;:« o T1M ﬂ‘-’\t' v

Ay oVl

5 €14
Wiyw aye

.”“g‘A 5 \)“ ! (:V";‘(a JMM‘U“J’
: e
Dy <sls S wllevyreieum &

ad T

a2 3;

3 '4: U

) AN\ Rpens
-rr‘r_u.’:ﬁ,"‘ e

B

. A

> 8l

'/;/ l{\?\

: 74

Fig. 1: Firenze, Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana, Plut. 59.17, fol. 170, Page containing the Intro.
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Fig. 2: Oxford, Bodleian Library, MS. Barocci 87, fol. 1. Page containing the beginning of the Intro.
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Fig. 3: Oxford, Bodleian Library, MS. Barocci 87, fol. 1' (detail: upper margin).

Most tellingly, a material peculiarity in Barocc. 87 accounts for a mistake in Genuen. F VI 9, which
strongly suggests that the latter is a copy of the former:

TAOV AOUT®V TOVTOLS CLVAVAPAVOUEV®VY] TOV Ao®V T00TO1G GLVavapatvopev|..] Barocc. 87, t@v
Aou®v TovTolg cuvavagpaivopev Genuen. F VI 9

The word cuvavagaivopev in Genuen. F VI 9 can be explained as an error triggered by the material
conditions of Barocc. 87 at the time Genuen. F VI 9 was copied in the mid-sixteenth century. The
upper and outer margins of fol. 1 in the Baroccianus were restored with pieces of what appears to
be parchment, glued from the verso side of the folio. This intervention affected the content, since
the material used for the restoration covered some of the accents and ligatures in the first line of
the fol. 1V (Fig. 3). In the case of the word cuvavaeavouévev, the added piece of parchment must
have obscured the ligature for -®v, leaving the visible text as cuvavaeawvopev (without accents),
which is virtually identical to the word transmitted in Genuen. F VI 9.

The results of the above discussion can be depicted through the following stemma, which concurs
with the conclusions reached by previous scholarship:?

Laur. 59.17
Barocc. 87

Genuen. F VI 9

z7 Duffy 1992, XIV-XV (for the link between Barocc. 87 and Genuen. F VI 9 regarding an introduction to Aristotelian
logic); Maksimczuk 2024 (for the link between the three manuscripts regarding the corpus of scholia on Cat.). For further
examples of particular errors in one or another manuscript, see our Ratio edendi (below, pp. 97-99).
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The critical edition presented below distinguishes two units of contents within the Intro.: the core
text and the paracontent. We consider core content the text copied in the middle of the folios of
Laur. 59.17 and Barocc. 87. The paracontent, by contrast, is the set of notes written around the core
text, mainly to illustrate and expand upon the discussion it contains. In our edition, the core content
comes first, followed by four items of paracontent, which we designate as a)—d).?8

The edited text aims to reconstruct the /ntro. as it must have been transmitted in the lost model
of Laur. 59.17 and Barocc. 87, which we deem to be the exemplar of the corpus. Our text-critical
approach can be summarized as follows. When Laur. 59.17 and Barocc. 87 agree, their shared
reading is adopted. Where the two witnesses offer different variants, we make an ad hoc decision
based on context, grammar, style, or similarity to a (possible) source text.2?? Some of our choices
require explanation; others are self-evident.

3.1. Core content

Eic tag U katnyopiag 100 ApioToTEAOVC
We reproduce the title as it appears in Laur. 59.17. Although the relevant portion of the folio
has been partially trimmed, the text remains fairly easy to decipher. By contrast, Barocc. 87
transmits the /ntro. without any title. It seems likely that its scribe, Theodoros Laskaris, initially
intended to supply a rubricated title, together with rubricated initials at the beginning of certain
sentences. These, however, were never executed. The rubra now visible in the text of the Intro.
in Barocc. 87 were instead added several decades later by Demetrios Angelos (cf. Fig. 2). Since
Angelos did not have access to the exemplar of Barocc. 87, he did not supply a title for the /ntro.

Ve’ A 01 Ok YEvN AV TPaypa Kol oV TPaypatog dvopa dvaystot kol ovdEV OAmg EEm TOVTOV
KOTOAEITETOL
We adopt the variant of Laur. 59.17, whereas Barocc. 87 yields napaieineton (‘leave aside’, ‘omit’).
Besides the fact that kataAeineton fits the syntax of the sentence more naturally, a close parallel
can be found in Georgios Scholarios’ Disputationes Florentinae ad quaestionem religiosam,
where a formulation resembling the passage in the /ntro. occurs: 003€Vv TG kaBohkTic EkkAnciog
EEm kataleinetan todtev (OGS 1, 335, 11).30

ePL TAOV 600 POvoV 6 Aprototéig EvtavBa dohapPavet
We adopt the reading in Barocc. 87, whereas Laur. 59.17 reads évtadOa 6 Apiototéing; however,

28 Of course, these references are not present in the manuscripts; we introduce them to facilitate the discussion. For the
concept of ‘paracontent’, we follow the definition proposed in Ciotti et al. 2018, 1. According to this publication, the para-
content is a set of visual signs present in a manuscript in addition to the core content. The main function is to provide data
on the core content by structuring, explaining or documenting it.

2 For a discussion on the textual and manuscript sources for the /ntro., see Sections 5 and 6 below.

30For this work and its authenticity, see Blanchet 2008, 58—60, 358-359, 490—493.

mcn°25(2) manuscript



Giacomelli and Maksimczuk | Teaching Aristotle’s Logic in Fifteenth-Century Constantinople

this choice is not without hesitation. It is possible that the scribe of Laur. 59.17 inverted the position
of the subject and the adverb to construct a sentence in which the subject (0 ApiototéAng) stands
immediately next to the verb (Stalappdvey).

3.2. Paracontent

a) A list of how something can be in something else
The first piece of paracontent accompanying the core text of the /ntro. consists of a list outlining
eleven ways in which something can be in something else (0 &v vt évdekoy®dg). There are two
differences between the texts of Laur. 59.17 and Barocc. 87: (1) Laur. 59.17 introduces the title of the
list (t0 &v Tvi évoekay®dc) with the reference onpeimoon (‘nota bene’), abbreviated as o1; (2) Laur.
59.17 adds numbers (0—a)) at the beginning of each item in the list. Neither of these additions of
Laur. 59.17 drastically affects our understanding of the content of the list. As we will see, this piece
of paracontent depends directly on an Organon manuscript prepared by the Byzantine teacher and
polymath Neophytos Prodromenos around the 1330s. In Prodromenos’ manuscript, neither the sign
ofj nor the numbering of the individual items are present.3! We therefore print the text of Barocc. 87.

b) Square of oppositions with a note on paronyms

Only one difference is attested between the two main witnesses of the /ntro. Laur. 59.17 starts
the note accompanying the square with the words o] 11 Tt piypa... o Ttopdvopae (‘Note that the
paronyms are a type of mixture...”), whereas Barocc. 87 reads O16v 1t piypa... t& mapdvopa (‘The
paronyms are a sort of mixture..."). We print the version in Barocc. 87, as it seems to be a lectio
difficilior. Furthermore, loannes, the scribe of Laur. 59.17, is more prone to changes than Theodoros
Laskaris, the scribe of Barocc. 87, as can be observed from the analysis of other sections of the
Intro. Lastly, the expression oidv Ti piypo is replicated in Scholarios’ treatises on the Ars vetus
(OGS VII, 269, 24-25). This parallel provides further support for retaining oiov Tt piypa.

c) List of false homonyms
There is a single difference between the texts of Laur. 59.17 and Barocc. 87. Whereas Barocc.
87 reads simov eimov @apoc eapog, Laur. 59.17 inverts the order of these examples thus: ¢dapog
@apog einov eimov. Our edition follows the text in Barocc. 87 because it reflects better the order
of the required features of homonyms set out in the core text of the Intro., where the feature
apOpov (‘number’) precedes yévog (‘gender’).

d) Diagram ‘Of the things that exist’
Three differences can be identified between the texts of Laur. 59.17 and Barocc. 87:
T1] om. Barocc. 87
kol ol 10] add. Laur. 59.17
Kol wolel 10] add. Laur. 59.17

31Cf p. 126 below.
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The text we print is based on text-critical considerations and on a study of the possible source
of the diagram. The rationale behind our decisions is as follows. The adjective teyvactdv alone,
as transmitted in Barocc. 87, is syntactically problematic: déxeton texvactov KTA. (‘<substance>
is able to receive made by art and craft’, etc.). The presence of 11 accompanying texavotov is
therefore necessary (‘“<substance> is able to receive something made by art and craft’ etc.).

Laur. 59.17’s readings kai wotel 10 before ypove and toémw, respectively, offer a more complete
text than its counterpart in Barocc. 87, where those readings are absent. However, the simpler text
in Barocc. 87 (yp6éve moté and 1o mod) is also possible. We consider that loannes, the scribe of
Laur. 59.17, deviated from his model by introducing kai moiel 16 twice, following the text in other
branches of the diagram (e.g. 1j Tolc Tpd¢ Tt kol To1€T 10 KeloBar). Our choice is further supported by a
comparison with the possible ultimate source of the diagram, loannes Chortasmenos’ Commentary
on Aristotelian Logic, which offers a virtually identical diagram in which the branches featuring
the words ypdve and tom@ likewise lack koi wotel 16.32

Conspectus siglorum
Laur = Florence, Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana, Plut. 59.17, fol. 170"
Barocc = Oxford, Bodleian Library, MS. Barocci 87, fol. 1"

32For Chortasmenos (1370-1436/37) and his Commentary on Aristotelian Logic as the source of the /ntro.’s diagram, see
below pp. 116-118.
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Core content | Greek text

Eic tag U katnyopiag tod Apiototéhovg?

[1] Zkomog €011 @ ApioToTéret EvrodOa SaAaPelv mepl TAOV dEKA YEVIKOTATOV YEVAV, £TE MG
TPOYUATOV €ITE OC OVOUATOV KOl VONUATOV TPAYLOTO TOPIoTOVOVI®OV: D¢’ d O déka yEvn mav
mpaypa Koi iy Tpdrypatog dvopo avayetat kai o0dEv dAmg EEm TovTmv KotaAsimeTan.3

[2] Xpnotpov 6& 10 Pipriov gig v Aoyiknyv dracav mpaypateiov wg apyn koi Oepéiiov,
olov einelv, TavTnc. N P&V Yap Loyt émotiun 100 cvAloyilesBai Eotiv, O 88 GLALOYIGUOC
gk mpotdoemv ovykertor ol 8¢ cvvtébevta®® €& vmokeévou kal kaTnyopovpévov dpov,
ol kaAodvtal Kol edoelg amlol kol eoval kol dvopate Kol Puato — kol Opot dtd 1O UNKETL
avoldecOar eic dAlo TL GAL olov otoryelo etvol kai dpyai- ovTol 8¢ oi Bpot fj ol pwvoi Hrd T
Y€VOG TOVT®V TMV déKa Avayovtal, 60ev E0el TOV TNV AOYIKT|V TOPAIMGOVIN EXIGTHUNV ATO TOV
amAovotdtov ap&achat Kol Tpm®TOV, Kol Tepl TOHTOV TPMDTOV EINEIV — 0V KATA UEPOGC, TOVTO YOp
fv advvatov, AN eig dpiopéva Tve yévn cuveldvra, 1 81 kai Guveile.

[3] Kai 1 ta&1g 8¢ thig dvayvmcemg Tod Piiiov AN avaykaimg yop Ty Tpdtny EYet.

[4] Emypdoetar & 1@ ovopott 10D memomkdtog Kol tff UAN g vmobéceme: mepl déka yap
YEVIKOTATOV YEVOV TPAYUOTEVETAL, O TAVIOV TAOV GVTOV KOTIYOPOoOVTOL Kol 0VOEV KAT aOTMV.
Kamnyoplog 0 Aéyet kail od Katnyopovpeva, 6cov Evexdpet, tadta KoBOLoL TOL®dV: T0 HEV YOp
8l kaTyopodvtol Tdv ALV, Aéym 13 t6 Do TadTa yévn kal £1dn, petoyf Tvi katnyopiag,
T 0¢ avTOYPN U KaTnyopiot ictv.

[5] Tviciov 8¢, kai &€ v antod pépvnat moAloyod dALo0L koi To pépn TpocTidncty &k TovTOL
QoveP®OS dvta ToD CLVTAYUATOG, KOl 8K THG XpOve BePatmbeiong andvimv yneov Kol paptopiog —
00delg Yap dvTidéyey HElmoe pn etvol YVAGLOV.

[6] Awupeiton 8¢ T0 Bifhiov i t0 mpo Tiig Vmobiceme, fiyouv 1@V katnyopidv, kai¥ i adtiv
TV VO0esY Kal €ig Ta petd TV VIODETY.

[7] Avdyeton 8¢ VO v Aoyiknv tO PiPriov: 1| pépog €oti 100 Bewpmntikod ThG PrhAocopiog §
Opyavov 1j Kol apeoTepa.

33 Eig tag v xatnyopiag tod Aprototélovg om. Baroce

34 otodetnetan Laur : napo- Baroce

35 Guvtéfevton Barocc : -Ogtton Laur

36 on Barocc : 6¢ Laur

37 oi om. Laur
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Core content | English translation

On the Ten Categories of Aristotle

1. It is Aristotle’s goal to discuss here the ten most general genera, either as things or as names
and concepts presenting things. Every thing and every name of a thing is subsumed under these
ten genera and there is altogether nothing left outside of these.

2. The book is useful for the entire logical discipline, as its beginning and, as it were, its
foundation stone. For the logical science is concerned with syllogistic reasoning. Now, the syllogism
is composed of propositions, and these, in turn, consist of an underlying and a predicated term,
which are also called simple utterances, expressions, names, and phrases — and are called terms
because they cannot be dissolved into something else, but they are like elements and principles.
These terms or expressions are subsumed under a certain genus of these ten [genera]. For this
reason, the teacher who wishes to transmit the logical science should start from the simplest
and first elements and speak about them first — not in relation to each particular case, because
this would be impossible, but by taking them together into some determined genera, in the way
Aristotle himself did.

3. The position in the curriculum where this book should be read is also clear: by necessity it
must occupy the first position.

4. The title includes the name of the author and the subject matter. For the book treats of the ten most
general genera, which are predicated of all things that exist while nothing is predicated of them. He
calls them categories and not kategoroumena [i.e. predicated things]. By this he made them universal
as far as it was possible. All the other things — I mean the genera and species subsumed under these —
are predicated of others due to a kind of category participation, but these are precisely categories.

5. It is authentic, on the one hand, because Aristotle refers to it in many other places and cites parts of
it as clearly belonging to this treatise and, on the other hand, because of the judgement and testimony
that has been upheld by all people over time. For nobody deemed to claim that it is not authentic.

6. The book is divided into the part before the subject matter, that is the categories, the subject
matter itself and the part after the subject matter.

7. The book is subsumed under the study of logic. It is either a part of theoretical philosophy or
a tool or both.
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[8] Ei xoi téco0pd Tva eliow O Beswpelton €nl TAVIOV TPAyUATOV AOYOLS KOl OVOUOGL
OMAOVLUEVOV, IYOLV TO GLVAOVVLLOV, TO OLAOVVLLLOV, TO TOAVMVVLOV KO TO ETEPOVLLOV, ATep EK TNG
10D AdY0V Kai Tod OVOpATOC Kovmviag kol Stapopdic dvagaivetat, GAX odv tepi TV 00 povav 6
Apiototédng Evtadbo3® Stokappaver Todto piv dg to0TOV pdvev xpnoinony vieov3? th* tapodon
okéyet, Tod1o 3&H (¢ kal THV LodY TOVTOIS GVVOVAPULVOUEVOV,? B¢ Geioty AVTIKEIUEV®V: TOTG
uev®? yap cvvovopolg dvtikertoan* 1o tepdvopa, Toig 8¢ OU®VOLOLS TO TOAVMVULLA.

[9] TIpotattel 8¢ G Gmhlovotepa T0 Opdvopo: elye Tadta uév katd todvopa povov T
Kowvoviav €yet, T GUVOVLHLA O KOl KOTA TO TPAYLLAL.

[10] Totéov 8¢ &t T OUdVLRLO XPT) Uy KOTA LOVIY TV TPo@opivA® Gmhdc Kotvmvely, GAAL Kol
KT T QAL TOUPOCTATIKA TAV OLOVIU®V OKT® Ovia: fyouv TOVOV, TTOGLY, TVEDUO, YPUPNV,
apOpdv, yévoc, pépog Adyov, cuvnosiay.

Paracontent | Greek text

a) 10 &V TV1 EVOEKODG
&V POV
€V TOT®
&v ayyeim
O¢ 1LEPOG €V OA®
a¢ 6oV &v puépecty
®C £180¢ &V yével
G Yévog &v eideL
G TO APYOUEVOV €V T® ApYOoVTL
®¢ £160¢ &v DAN
AG €V TEAEL
O¢ cvuPePnrog v HTOKEIEVD

38 ¢vtadba o Apiototéhng Laur

39 $vtov om. Laur

40 ) periit in Barocc propter lacunam

452 om. Laur

a2 ovvavapavopévev Laur : cuvavagpawvopevl...] Barocc

4 pév om. Laur®<or

4 5 vtixertan Laur : -kewvron Baroce

8 cota tobvopa pévov v Barocc : v kat’ obvopa Laur

46 nop(PopdV (SiC) Lauracor
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8. Even if there are four aspects that are considered in all things expressed by explanations
and names, namely the synonym, the homonym, the polyonym, and the heteronym — a fact that
becomes clearly apparent from the commonality of explanation and name and from their difference
— Aristotle is certainly only discussing two of them here. He does this, on the one hand, because
these are the only useful ones for the present treatise, and on the other, because the remaining ones
will emerge together with these, since they are opposite to them. For heteronyms are opposite to
synonyms, and polyonyms are opposite to homonyms.

9. He starts with the homonyms, as they are easier, if they indeed have their commonality only
according to the name, while the synonyms have it also according to their essence.

10. You have to know that the homonyms must not merely coincide in pronunciation, but also in
all other aspects, that are manifestly related to homonyms, which are eight in number, namely in
accent, case, breathing, spelling, number, gender, part of speech, and usage.

Paracontent | English translation

a) Something can be in something else in eleven ways:
in time
in place
in a container
as a part in a whole
as a whole in its parts
as a species in a genus
as a genus in a species
as the <affairs> of the ruled in <the power or control of> the ruler
as form in matter
as in an end
as an accident in a subject¥

47 A5 will be shown below, this piece of the paracontent of the /ntro. derives from Ammonius, in Cat. (see below, p. 114).
Our English translation follows, with minor modifications, Cohen and Matthews 1991, 36.
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Kowavio OvOuaTog

V)

P1AAOAQO
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b)
commonality of name do not associate with difference of name
%o
g B s g
= S o
o \ 3
2 > 2 Z
= L2 5
commonality of thing do not associate with difference of thing

A sort of mixture of these are the paronyms. For they not only share but also differ in the thing and

the name, for instance: justice and just

c)49

argos argos
elatés elates
azoméneé hazoméne
kenon kainon
eipon eipon
pharos pharos
écheis écheis
harma harma

% The list below offers a transcription (not a translation) of the Greek terms in the list of false synonyms.
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d)
Of the things that exist
some exist on their own, i.e they are substance others exist in something else
substance is closely or with or with the relatives  or is able to .
. . . . . . . some are considered as others are
united with quantity quality and is the cause of receive something . .
o . being in a connection unrelated
being in a position made by art and . .
. like the relatives
craft and is the
cause of having it
. . . some have extension others do not have
either with or with o .
. . . and are divisible as the extension and are
time and is place and is p Y
quantities indivisible as the
the cause of  the cause of o
qualities
when where
doing, operating being affected
either towards or towards either in destructive or in perfective fashion
itself as the soul in something else as fashion as the wood as the student’s soul by
relationship to itself the fire to the wood by the fire the teacher

Introductions and similar paracontents found in manuscripts of the Organon were not accorded the
same respect normally reserved for the words of Aristotle and Porphyry. Thus, they were by default
open to alteration, updating, and revision in the course of the copying process. Despite the fluidity
typically observed in the transmission of such types of paracontent, Laur. 59.17 and Barocc. 87
preserve fairly similar versions of the /ntro., indicating that both scribes, the student loannes and
Theodoros Laskaris, faithfully copied from their now-lost antigraph.’® In the following, we discuss
in more detail the internal structure of the Infro. and its ultimate sources and parallels, both in the
core text and in the paracontent.

33 As noted in the ratio edendi section, most of the voluntary changes were introduced by the scribe of Laur. 59.17 and do
not drastically affect the content of the Intro.
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5.1. The core content

The internal structure of the core text of the Intro., which closely follows the canonical structure of
the proems opening late-antique commentaries,** can be divided into ten thematic sections, broadly
corresponding to the punctuation and visual organisation of the text in the manuscripts: (1) aim of Cat.;
(2) utility; (3) place within the Organon; (4) reason for the title; (5) authenticity; (6) internal division; (7)
part of the philosophy under which the Cat. is subsumed; (8) exclusion of a discussion on polyonyms
and heteronyms; (9) priority of homonyms over synonyms; (10) characteristics of homonyms. The
largest part of the Intro. (thematic sections 1-7) addresses the chapters to be investigated in each
treatise of Aristotle, according to the prescription in the prooimia to John Philoponus, in An. pr.
and Simplicius, in Cat.% In turn, sections 8-10 deal with the content already found in Cat. 1, i.e. the
concepts of homonym, synonym, and paronym. A close comparison between the text of the Intro.
and the late-antique commentaries on Cat. reveals strong parallels, as shown in Table 1.

Table 1. Thematic parallels between the Intro. and relevant late-antique commentaries.

Section in the Intro. | Ammon., in Cat. Philopon., inCat. | Elias, in Cat. Simplicius, in Cat. | Olymp., in (at.
1 (Objective) 8,20-13,2 12,9-10 129,6-131,14 9,4-13,26 18,21-22,2
2 (Utility) 13,3-6 12,12-16 132,5-18 13,27-15,12 22,3-12
3 (Order) 13,6-11 12,28-33 132, 19-21 15,12-25 24,21-25,4
4 (Title) 13,12-19 12,17-27 132,22-133,8 15,26-18,6 22,13-37
5 (Authenticity) 13,25-14,2 12,34-13,5 133,9-27 18,7-21 22,38-24,20
6 (Division) 14,3-5 13,67 133,28-134,7 18,22-20,7 25,5-7
7 (Part of the - - - 20,8-12 14,13-18, 12
philosophy)
8 (Exclusion of
polyonyms and 16,7-16 14,17-15,10 cf. 141, 24-34 19,8;23,3-19 27,21-32
heteronyms)
o (Homommspre- | 4¢ g o3 | IR0 ¢ 21,21-24,5 28,8-20
cede synonyms) 11-14)
10 (The eighth
MEPLOTATIKG of - - 140, 2628 - 33,8-35
homonyms)

34 On the standardised structure of proems, see Mansfeld 1994.

35 Philoponus, in An. pr., 1, 5-10; Simplicius, in Cat., 8, 12-13.
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From the information gathered in Table 1, it transpires that Scholarios must have somehow drawn
on late-antique commentaries to compose the Intro. However, since the Intro. does not slavishly
reproduce the content in these older commentaries but instead offers what appears to be a rephrasing
and condensation of parts of them, a more granular analysis is required to link its text to one or
another specific commentary based on conceptual and lexical coincidences.

The Intro. opens with a discussion on the aim of Cat., which it identifies as the examination of
the ten categories either as things or words and concepts that represent things. Most of this section
seems to be an abridgment and rephrasing of the main idea presented in Ammonius, in Cat., 9, 17—
18, according to which Cat. deals with words that signify things by means of concepts. Although
this view is stated in other late-antique commentaries on Cat., the lexical coincidences between
Ammonius’ treatise and the Intro. invites the assumption that Scholarios had Ammonius’ text in
mind — or, more likely, directly before him — when he wrote this part of the Intro.

Intro.
TKOTOG £6TL T® APLoToTELEL EVTODO0 SLaraPeiv meEPl TOV OEKO YEVIKOTATOV YEVRV, £(TE OG TPAYRATOV gite OG

OVOUATOV KOl VONRATOV TPAYRATA TOPIGTAVOVIMY.

Ammonius

"E6Tv 00V 6K0mOG £vTad0a Td ¢1L066Q0 SLulaPeiv mepl poviv oNUOIVOVCHY TPAYRATA S10 HEGHY vm"uiz‘rmv.56

The second section, concerning the utility of Cat. (ypficipov), can be divided into three subsections,
each of which finds close parallels in Ammonius, in Cat.: (1) Cat. offers the basis for the logic;
(2) logic is about syllogisms, whose basic components are the ‘terms’ (8pot); (3) since the terms
are infinite, they must be investigated in relation to the ten universals. The first subsection, which
states that Cat. is the beginning and foundation of logic, resembles Ammonius, in Cat., 13, 3—4.

Intro.

T Pipriov sic T Aoyiki|v dmacay mpaypatsiov O apy kai Ospéiov, olov simelv, TavTIC.

Ammonius

apym o1t Tijg Aoyikiig mpaypateiog To @V Kotnyopikdv Bl[iliov.”

The second subsection, which explains that logic produces syllogisms, which, in turn, are composed of
premises, which are themselves composed of terms, may be inspired by Ammonius, in Cat., 11, 1-4.

6 We quote the translation by Cohen and Matthews 1991, 17: ‘The Philosopher’s aim here, therefore, is to treat words that
mean things through mediating concepts’.

37 Translation by Cohen and Matthews 1991, 19: “(...) the book, the Categories, is the beginning of the study of logic (...)".

mcn°25(2) manuscript



Giacomelli and Maksimczuk | Teaching Aristotle’s Logic in Fifteenth-Century Constantinople

Intro.
N HEV yop Aoykn €mothun Tod cLAAoyilecOai €oTv, 60 6 GLVAAOYIONOG €K TTPOTAGE®V GUYKETAL Oi O
ovvtéfavTal £€ DTOKEIPEVOL Kol KATNYOPoupévov Gpov, ol kaAoDvTol kol pAcELS AmTAdl Kol oval Kol ovopaTa

Kol ppata — kol dpot S1o 1o pnrcéTt dvardecBar gic EALO TL GAX olov oTotysia sivar Kol dpyoi.

Ammonius, in Cat., 11 vide apparatum criticum ad 11. 1-4

dneldn kai O AmAdg 00Tog 6VAROYIENOG 0VK EoTtv amhodv mpdypa GALL cHVOETOV, O Kol 0dTd 1O dvopa dnoi,
oVALOYT Yo Tic E0TL AOY®V, SeT dipa TpdTOV Lodsiv Ta EE BV ovvTifsvTan, TadTa 8¢ sicwy ai mpoTdosis. GAN Emeld
Kol adTon 6VYKEVTOL & DITOKELPNEVOV KOL KATYOPOVREVOV Kol DITOKELTOL LEV TO OVORATA KOTyopsital 58 Té

ppaTa, Emokentéov dpo Kol TeEpL 1001wV,

The last subsection in this part of the /ntro. explains that, in Cat., Aristotle investigates the terms
grouping them under one of the ten universal genera rather than one by one, since they are infinite.
This remark also echoes concepts put forward in Ammonius, in Cat., although the lexical parallels
are far from telling:

Intro.
obtot 82 ol 8pot §| ai pwvel V1 TL YEvog ToVTOVY TAY déka Avayovial, 80ev ES&l TOV THV AOYIKTY TOpaSOGOVTO
EMGTAUNY GO TAV Gmhovotdtev dp&achat Kol TpdT®V, Kol Tepl T0HTOV TPMDTOV EIMETV — 00 KUTA LEPOG, TOVTO YaP

v &dvvatov, AN sic dpiopéva Tiva yévn coveldvra, 1| O Kai cuveie.

Ammonius
ap’ obv mepl TacdV TdV eavidv Staréyetar &v taic Katnyopioig; od S\mov- dmeipot yép eiot, 10 8 dmeipa mpdg
Emomuny ov mapolappdvetar. GAX gic kaBOLov TIVAC AVAYEL OVAG, 00K AopioTovg 08, AAAL TQ® TG 06KAd0G

apOpd mepikdelopévag Vo 8¢ TovTag dvayoviotl mdoat ol ovai, of oy 00cio TOGOV ToLOV xn>?

The third section in the Intro. deals with the position of Cat. in the Organon. 1t is limited to a
few words because section 2 had already set out the reasons why one should start the study (or
teaching) of the Organon with Cat. From a lexical perspective, the short section 3 exhibits parallels
with Philoponus, in Cat.

38 Our translation: ‘Since even this syllogism is not simply something simple but compounded, as its very name also indi-
cates it, for it is a kind of collection of words, it is, thus, necessary first to learn the things from which the syllogisms are
composed. These are the protases. However, since these in turn are composed of a subject and a predicate, and the nouns
act as subjects while the verbs are predicated, one must therefore examine these as well’.

59 Translation by Cohen and Matthews 1991, 19: “Then are all words discussed in the Categories? 1 think not, for they are
infinite <in number>, and infinite things do not lend themselves to science (epistémé). But he reduces <them all> to certain
universal words, not an indefinite <number>, but limited to the number ten. And all words are reduced to these, which are:
substance, quality, quantity (...)".
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Intro.

Kai 1) 16&1g 62 Tiig avayvdecemg tod Pipriov NI dvaykaing yap TV TpdTV EYEL.

Philoponus

‘H 8¢ ta&1g Tijg dvayvacemg d1An £k T0D 6KOTOD A0

The fourth section discusses various aspects related to the title of Cat. It can be divided into three
subsections: (1) the content of the title, i.e., author’s name and subject topic; (2) a discussion of the
subject topic; (3) an alternative but unsuitable title, i.e. Katnyopodueva. The topics addressed in
the second and third subsections are treated to varying degrees in the late-antique commentaries,
although no strong lexical coincides allow us to identify the ultimate source. The view that the title
Katnyopion indicates that the treatise focuses on the most general genera (mepi 6éka yevikotdtwv
vevdv), which are predicated of all things but are themselves predicated of nothing, is also found
in Ammonius, in Cat., 13, 12—19; Philoponus, in Cat., 12, 17-27; Simplicius, in Cat., 17, 10-26;
and Olympiodorus, in Cat., 22, 15-22. In turn, alternative, unsuitable titles for Cat. are discussed
in Elias, in Cat., 132, 22133, 8; Simplicius, in Cat., 15, 26—17, 31; and Olympiodorus, in Cat., 22,
22-37. However, none of the listed commentaries include a discussion of the title Katnyopovueva.

The fifth section concerns the authenticity of Cat. The Intro. advances two main arguments in
support of the view that Cat. is a tract written by Aristotle: (1) Aristotle refers to and quotes parts of
it in other treatises; (2) nobody has ever cast doubt on the authenticity of Cat. Both arguments have
parallels in several late-antique commentaries, although the absence of striking lexical coincidences
makes it difficult to identify an ultimate source for the Intro. See Ammonius, in Cat., 13, 25-14, 1;
Philoponus, in Cat., 12, 34-13, 5; Simplicius, in Cat., 18, 7-21; Elias, in Cat., 133, 9—14.

The sixth section refers to the tripartite division of Cat.: things preceding the subject matter,
the subject matter itself, and things following the subject matter. All the commentators mention
the same division: Ammonius, in Cat., 14, 3—4; Philoponus, in Cat., 13, 6—7; Simplicius, in Cat.,
19, 9-20, 7; Elias, in Cat., 133, 28—134, 1; Olympiodorus, in Cat., 25, 5-7. The text of the Intro. is
closer to that in Ammonius’ commentary.

Intro.
Avorpeitor 82 1o Piphriov gig Ta mpod Tiic VTOOEGEMS, TiyoUV TAOV KATNYOPL®Y, KOl €ig VTNV TNV VTOOEGV KOl &ig

TO peTa Ty VIOdECLY.

Ammonius
Avorpeitor 8¢ 0 Pipriov €ig tpia, €ig T PO TOV KATNYOPLDY, £ig TUS KATNYOPiog aVTAG, €ig TH PETH THG

Katnyopiug.61

60 Translation by Sirkel, Tweedale and Harris 2015, 50: ‘“The order in which it is to be read is clear from the aim’.

61 Translation by Cohen and Matthews 1991, 20: ‘“The book is divided into three parts: one is that of the ‘pre-categories’,
one the categories themselves, and one the ‘post-categories’’.
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The seventh section in the Intro. argues that Cat. must be subsumed under logic. Furthermore, it
states that logic is either part of theoretical philosophy (uépoc 0D Bswpnrikod Thg PrAocopiag) or
an instrument (3pyavov) of philosophy, or even both, i.e. a part and an instrument. This section has
parallels in the commentary on Cat. by Olympiodorus. Furthermore, it echoes a discussion introduced
by Ammonius and Philoponus in the prooimia to their respective commentaries on First Analytics.
The discussion can be summarized thus: the Stoics believed that logic was a part of philosophy;
the Peripatetics that it was an instrument; Plato argued that it was both a part of philosophy and
an instrument of it.8? The text of the Intro. is much shorter than the relevant sections in the late-
antique commentaries and no lexical parallels can be identified. Moreover, the Intro. differs from the
late-antique commentaries as the Intro. presents logic as part of theoretical philosophy, whereas the
commentaries regard it as part of philosophy without specifying whether it is theoretical or practical.

A thematic break is perceived after the seventh section. Sections 8—10 of the Intro. change gear
and focus on concepts that Aristotle introduced at the beginning of Cat.: homonyms, synonyms,
paronyms, and the related ones of heteronyms and polyonyms. Section 8 deals with what several
commentators thought to be a major omission in Aristotle’s treatment of the subject matter, namely
the absence of any articulate discussion of heteronyms and polyonyms. The explanation put forward
in the Intro. corresponds with that offered by Ammonius, in Cat., 16, 7-16 (and adopted, with some
minor conceptual differences, by Philoponus, in Cat., 14, 26—15, 6). To wit, Aristotle decided to
focus on synonyms and homonyms simply because they are the only lexical relations relevant to
the discussion in Cat. Moreover, these already implicitly encompass heteronyms and polyonyms
as contraries (synonyms are opposed to heteronyms while homonyms are opposed to polyonyms).

Intro.

Eikoitéco0pd Tiva gioty & Bewpeitol £l TAvTOV TpaypaTmv AOYOLS Kol OVOLOGTL SNAOVUEVOV, TlYOUV TO GUVAVVUOV,
0 OLLMVULLOV, TO TOAVOVVUOV Kol TO ETEPOVVUOV, dmep €K TG TOD AOYOV Kai ToD OVOLATOG KOW®VING Ko SLpopag
2 /s 2 ) 3 N ~ 4 r e 7 ) ~ r ~ \ 3 7 r
avagaivetal, GAL ovv TePl TAOV 000 pévev 6 Aprototéing évradba dolopfdaver ToDTO LEV OG TOVTOV POVAOV
XPNOIpOV vtV Tf| mopodon okéyel, ToDT0 8¢ OC Kol TAOV AOT@V TOVTOIS GLVAVUPUVOUEVOV, BG GOioY

AVTIKEREVOV: TOTS PEV YUP GUVOVOIOLG GVTIKELTOL TO £TEPAOVINA, TOTG 0 OPOVOLOLS TU TOAVAVLULA.

Ammonius

"EK T®V 1€660p®0V TOivLY TOVTOV TEPL TV 00 Povoy £vTatfa 6 ApreToTéing Stadéyetal, AEy® o1 TV OLOVOLOVY Kol
TOV GLVOVOLW®V, ETEITEP TODTA POVOV aDT® GUUPAALETOL PRSI HVTO £V TT] TOV KOTNYOPLAV Sdackaig, kol 6Tt
€K T00T®V dNAoDTot Kol T Ao V0 MG AVTIKEIPNEVA TOVTOLG GVTIKELTAL YAP TOIG HEV OUMVOLOLS TU TOAMVMVUNA,
€l ye TodTa KoTh PEV TO GVOLO KOWVMVET, KOTA 08 TOV AOYOV SLopEPEL, TO §€ TOAVOVLLL EIPNKOUEV KOTO UEV TO GVOLLOL
StapEpeLy KaTd 08 TOV AOYOV KOWVOVETV AAAAOLS. TOTG 0 GUVOVIIOLG AVTIKELTOL TA £TEPAOVIRA- Kol YOp TODTO HEV

KOWV®VELKOT ApeoTEP, EKETVO 08 KOT” AUPOTEPA SLapEPELl DOTE O TODTA EIOMG £ ADTAV KO TA AVTIKEIEVO, eloston.83

62 Olympiodorus, in Cat., 14, 1318, 12; Ammonius, in An. pr., 8, 15-11, 21; Philoponus, in An. pr., 6, 19-9, 20.

63 Translation by Cohen and Matthews 1991, 23: ‘Of these four, Aristotle here discusses only two — I mean homonyms and
synonyms — since he takes only these to be useful in his doctrine of predication, and because from them the other two are
obvious, since they are their opposites. For polyonyms are opposed to homonyms in that the latter have their name in com-
mon but differ in account, whereas polyonyms, as we said, differ in name but have their account in common. Moreover,
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Section nine, dealing with the reason why the discussion of homonyms precedes that of synonyms,
shows strong lexical parallels with the text of Ammonius, in Cat., 16, 19-23, indicating that the
latter is the ultimate source for that portion of the Intro.

Intro.
Mpotdtter 8¢ Og amhovotepa T OpdVLpa- €iye Tavto pEv TNV KT ToUvopa pévov kowvoviav £xel, To

oVVAVLRA O€ Kol KOTd TO TPaypLa.

Ammonius

APOETAEE O TU OPAOVVRE. TV GVVOVOU®OV, OVK ETELDT| TO OV KOTNYOPETTOL OLOVOU®S TOV SEKN KOTYOPLDY, AAN OT1
Sel 10 amhovoTepa TMV Ut TOLOVTOV del TpoTdtTechar Katd TV Sdackaiioy, E6TL 8 T OPAOVLRE TOV GUVOVIL®OV
amlovotepa, £l Y€ TadTO PEV TV KOTA TO Ovopa povov Kowveviav gL, T0 cuVAOVORE GOV TaHT] KO TNV KOTA

oV M)yov.64

Section ten serves as an appendix to the preceding paragraph: here, the Intro. explains that homonyms
should be considered such not only in relation to their utterance, but also in connection with eight
other related elements (Tapoactatikd):$ accent; desinence; breathing; spelling; number; gender; part
of speech; and usage. The only close parallel for this section is Elias, in Cat., 140, 26-27.

Intro.
‘Totéov 8¢ 6TLTa HPOVLPA Y P1| PT) KATE LOVIV TIV TPOPOPAY ATADNS KOLVAOVELV, GALY KO KOTO TU dALA TOPAUGTOTIKA

TOV OLOVOLOV OKT® VTo: iYouV TOVOV, TTMGLY, AVEDHA, YPOUQTY, ApLONlV, YEvog, pépog Loyov, cuviifciay.

Elias
A€l 58 T 6pAOVIVPE U] KOTH POéVIY THY TPOYOPEY KOWVOVELY, dALE Kol KaT’ dAla TEPIGTAUTIKA, OOV TOVOY

nTMOOW Tvedpo YEvog aprOpov ypaenv népog Aéyov m)vr']ﬁawv.“

The observations above can be summarized thus: most of the /ntro. appears to be composed on
the basis of Ammonius, in Cat. (sections 1-2, 6, 8—9); one section may be based on Philoponus, in
Cat. (section 3) and one on Elias, in Cat. (section 10); the main sources of sections 4—5 and 7 are
not clear but they have conceptual parallels in several commentaries on Cat. and First Analytics,
respectively. Table 2 reflects these conclusions.

heteronyms are opposed to synonyms. For the latter have both in common, while the former differ with respect to both.
Therefore, one who knows these will thereby know their opposites as well’.

64 Translation by Cohen and Matthews 1991, 23: ‘He put homonyms before synonyms, not because being is predicated
homonymously of the ten categories, but because in a course of study simpler things should always come before those
that are not as simple. Now homonyms are simpler than synonyms, in that they have in common only their name, whereas
synonyms have, along with that, their account in common’.

%5 For the dubious reading mapooctatikd in the manuscripts of the Intro., see below, p. 125.

%6 Our translation: ‘It is necessary that homonyms not only coincide in pronunciation, but also in other circumstances, such
as in accent, case, breathing, gender, number, spelling, part of speech, and usage’.
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Table 2. Comparison of the sections in the Intro. and their respective possible ultimate sources.

Intro. section Possible source
section 1 Ammonius
section 2 Ammonius
section 3 Philoponus
section 4 unclear
section 5 unclear
section 6 Ammonius
section 7 unclear
section 8 Ammonius
section 9 Ammonius
section 10 Elias

5.2. The paracontent

The paracontent to the Intro. consists of four items: (a) a list of the eleven ways in which something
can be in something else; (b) a square showing the differences between homonyms, synonyms,
polyonyms, and heteronyms (accompanied by a note on paronyms); (c) a list of ‘false’ homonyms;
(d) a diagram describing how all existing things fall under one category or another.

The first item of paracontent is the list of the eleven ways in which one thing can be in another.
It bears the title 10 &v Tvi £vdekayd®dg and reworks Ammonius, in Cat., 26, 32-27, 2:

Intro.
T0 £V TIVL EvEEKay DG £V YPOVE, £V TOM®, £V ayyEei®, Mg pépog &v 6Aw, Mg bLov £v népecty, O £160¢ £V YEVEL, (g

Yévog &v £18eL, MG TO apyOREVOV £V T® GpYovTL, MG £180¢ &v DAN, Mg &v TEAEL, OG cupPePnkog &v DTokenév.

Ammonius
AéyeTon yap TO £V TIVL EvEEKUYDG, £V POV £V TOTTM £V ayyeim MG PéPOg £V HLm Mg dLov &v Toig pépecty g £1d0g
&v yéver g YEvog &v £1de1L G TO TV apyopévav év T® dpyovt Mg £180¢ &v TAN MG £V TELEL OG &V DTOKEPEVE

olov 10 copPepnrog &v ovoic.5’

67 Translation by Cohen and Matthews 1991, 36: ‘In something is said in eleven ways: in a time, in a place, in a container, as
a part in the whole, as a whole in its parts, as a species in a genus, as a genus in a species, as the <affairs> of the ruled in
<the power or control of> the ruler, as form in matter, as in an end, as in a subject, for example, an accident in a substance’.
See also Ammonius, in Cat., 29, 5-17, where the list is repeated and expanded with pertinent examples.
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The list does not have a thematic counterpart in the core text of the Intro.; rather, it refers to a
discussion already found in Cat. 1a24: v vmokeéve 6 Aéym O &v Tvi Ui g HEPOG LITAPYOV
advvartov ympig etvor Tod &v @ £otiv (‘by in a subject I mean that which, being in something not as
a part, cannot exist apart from that in which it is’).

The second piece of paracontent is a diagram (a so-called ‘square of opposition’, a rather common
figure in Aristotelian logical manuscripts)® including homonyms, synonyms, polyonyms, and
heteronyms. Contrary to the previous case, this piece of paracontent clearly relates to the core text
of the Intro.: section 8 discusses four types of lexical relationships between words. The square
features a note on paronyms. None of the edited commentaries contains a square of this kind.
As we will show below, squares opposing homonyms, synonyms, polyonyms, and heteronyms
identical to the one in the Intro., are found in some manuscripts containing Ammonius, in Cat.
Thus, Ammonius’ treatise could well be the source for the square, even if the square is absent from
the printed edition of in Cat.%

The third piece of paracontent relates to the final section of the Intro. It consists of a two-
column list presenting cases of false homonyms. It includes examples illustrating the subject
matter discussed in the tenth section of the core text of the /ntro., namely that similar or even
identically written words can mean different things depending on accent, case, breathing, spelling,
number, gender, part of speech, or usage, and therefore do not qualify as homonyms. Among the
late-antique commentaries, the closest parallel to this list is found in Elias, in Cat., 140, 28—141, 16,
where seven of the eight examples in the list are attested. This does not come as a surprise since the
list closely relates to the tenth section of the core text of the /ntro., which itself is based on Elias’
commentary on Cat. (140, 26-28).

The terms listed warrant some further discussion. The first example illustrates a pair of false
homonyms distinguished by accent: drgos is the mythical Argos, killed by Hermes, while argds
means ‘lazy’, ‘idle’. In the second instance, the difference in accent also corresponds to a difference
in case and gender: one (elates) is male and a nominative, meaning ‘rower’, while the other
(elatés) is female and a genitive and it is the Greek name for the ‘silver fir’. The third pair of false
homonyms is the only one in the list not derived from Elias, but rather from Olympiodorus, in Cat.,
33, 21-27. It revolves around differences in breathing: hazoméné, written with the rough breathing,
means ‘reverent’, whereas azoméné, with the lenis, means ‘drought’. The terms kenon (‘empty’)
and kainon (‘new’) sound exactly the same in the late-antique and Byzantine pronunciation, but
their spelling differs. As for eipon, it can be interpreted both as the first-person singular or the
third-person plural of the aorist of the verb Aéyw (‘to say’), thus differing in number. The word
pharos can have three distinct meanings depending on gender: as feminine, it refers to the city of
Pharos; as masculine, it means ‘lighthouse’; and as neuter, it designates a large cloak or mantle.
The word écheis can likewise be interpreted in two ways: as a noun (“vipers’) or as a verb (second-
person singular of the present indicative of &yw: ‘he/she/it has’). Its meaning varies according to

8 For a discussion of examples of the square of oppositions in the Hebrew manuscript tradition, see the contribution by
Charles Manekin in this volume.

9 See the discussion below on pp. 126-127.
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the different part of the speech. The final example, hdrma, shows the strong influence of the Latin
language in the late-antique Hellenistic world, especially in matters of military tactics: in Latin,
Gppo (more correctly arma) means ‘weapons’, while in Greek it refers to the chariot. Its meaning
varies depending on the context or its usage.

The last piece of paracontent is a large diagram found at the end of the /ntro. It is a complex
tree offering a description of how all existing things fit into one of the ten categories. The diagram
is not attested in any of the published commentaries; nevertheless, several of its sections clearly
relate to content found in late-antique commentaries. According to the diagram, ‘substance’
(ovoio) combined with ‘quantity’ (m6coc) and ‘time’ (ypovoc) yields ‘when’ (moté); in turn, ‘when’
combined with ‘quantity’ and ‘place’ (t6moc) yields ‘where’ (mod). Alternatively, ‘substance’
combined with ‘quality’ (mowdtng) gives rise to ‘having’ (£xewv) and ‘being affected’ (mdoyew).
These perspectives are paralleled in (and most probably depend on) Philoponus, in Cat., 163, 18-24:

N yop ovoio 1@ moc@d cvumiekopuévn molel dHo KoTNyopiag, TNV T€ TMOTE Koi TNV Tod- T® HEV Yap YPOVQ
ovpuriekopévn motel TV ToTé (...) T® 8€ TOM® cvpmAekopévn Totel TV oD (...). TAAWY 1) OVGI0 GLUTAEKOUEVT] TO

Told £tépac 6o TOLET Katnyopiag, THV 1€ T0D TOLETV Kol T0D ndcxgw.m

As part of the same discussion, Philoponus states that ‘substance’ combined with ‘relatives’ (mpdg tv)
gives rise to ‘being in a position’ (10 kelcOar): 1 ovcia T0ig TPAHS TL GVUTAEKOUEVT TOLET TO KeToOL
(in Cat., 164, 3).71 This is exactly the concept expressed in the diagram: <obdoio cvledhyvotor>
T01g mPHG T1 Kol olel TO keiohat. As pointed out, none of the late-antique commentaries include
a diagram identical to the one in the Intro. Our exploration of additional exegetical literature on
Cat. shows, however, that the diagram found at the end of the Intro. is virtually identical to that
transmitted in manuscripts of loannes Chortasmenos, also known as Ignatios Metropolite of
Selymbria, Commentary on Aristotelian Logic, dating to the early fifteenth century.”? We were able
to consult three manuscripts of Chortasmenos’ work in which the diagram in question is preserved:
Bologna, Biblioteca Universitaria, 3637, fol. 99" (early fifteenth century);”® Florence, Biblioteca

0 we quote the translation by Share 2019, 99—100: ‘Substance combined with quantity produces two categories, [namely,]
when and where. For combined with time it produces when (...). And combined with place it produces where (...). Again,
substance combined with qualification produces two other categories, that of acting and that of being-affected (...)".

" Translation by Share 2019, 100: ‘Again substance combined with relatives produces being-positioned’.

2 For Chortasmenos (PLP 30897; RGK 1 191; 11 252; III 315), refer, at least, to Hunger 1969, 32; Canart and Prato 1981;
Acerbi and Bianconi 2020; Tempesta 2025. The Commentary on Aristotelian Logic remains unpublished (see Hunger 1969,
Ebbesen 1981, 344-350; Acerbi and Bianconi 2020, esp. 257-258; Vogiatzi 2025, 97-99; also the online entry of the CAGB
database <https://cagb-digital.de/werke/cagb3119705?ref=cagb4319730+idno:Laur.%2071.16+diktyon:16618>; accessed
on 21 January 2026).

3 The proposed dating depends on the watermarks. The folios containing Chortasmenos’ treatise, i.e. 83'-134", were first
attributed to Anonymus 6 Harlfinger (Harlfinger 1971, 418) and subsequently reattributed to Ioannes Chortasmenos in the
online description of the manuscript of the CAGB project. In our opinion, however, the script of the scribe of Bonon. 3637,
fols 83™—134" does not resemble that of Chortasmenos and these folios must have been written by another scribe. For the
report on the watermarks and the scribe of Bonon. 3637, refer to Aristoteles Graecus, 66—69 and <https://cagb-digital.de/
id/cagb1318057> (accessed on 21 January 2026).
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Table 3a. Transcription of Chortasmenos’ diagram, based on the manuscripts Bonon. 3637, Laur. 71.16, and Matrit. 4553.

~ 74
TV OVIOV

/\

TO pev elol Kob' anTd DPEGTATA TOVTEGTLY 0VGT 16 82 &v £1époig Exovot 1O eivol
i T® 100 fi Tff ;owdTTL 1) TOTC TPOG TU 1 8€yetar Tpog 0 8¢ v oyéoel Td 8¢ dioyeta gioi
ovlevyvuton fitoL 1fj Oécet kol Eovtny TEYvaoTOV TL  Bempodvial ¢ Th

motel 10 kelohon Kol otel 1o Eyev TPOG T

T puev €xouvot 10 8¢ 10 Apéplotov

T ApOV® TEOTE AT Tov 70 S10.0TOTOV Kol Gd1aoTATOV (G
£VEOTMG Kol LEPLOTOV ol TodTNTEG
TapeLeAVBDS dmiobev ¢ 10 TOGHV
HEAA@V Eumpochey ,

. ) TOLElv évepyelv naoyew
aplotepov /\ N
de&lov
KGTo 7| TPOg £avTd OC 1 7 TPOG ETEPOV MG 7| pOopomorov 1| TEAELOTIKOV
Gvo Yoy 00T TPOG 10 TOp €ic 1A MG YT TOD ®¢ M youymn Tod
£QVTHV Oeppovopeva EOla mopog T EVA0  pavBdvovtog VIO
10D didackdrov
Table 3b. English translation of the diagram.
Of the things that exist
some exist on their own, i.e they are substance others exist in something else
substance is closely or with or with the relatives ~ or is able to receive ~ some are consid- others are
united with quantity  quality  or the position andis  something for itself ~ ered as being in a unrelated
the cause of being ina made by art and connection like the
/\ position craft and is the relatives
cause of having

either with time or with place

; . some have others do not have
and is the cause and is the cause . .
fwh fwh extension and are  extension and are
n T L. e .
ot whe ot where divisible as the indivisible as the
present quantity qualities.
past after doing, operating being affected
future
before /\
either towards itself or towards some-thing  either in de- or in perfective
as the soul itself in else as the fire to the  structive fashion fashion as the
relationship to itself dried wood as the wood by  student’s soul by
u .
P the fire the teacher

74 I Matrit., we read: T@v Svtov] €k Tig d1aipeois.... T@V Hviov - Tdg gicl déka katnyopiot kai obte TAeiovg obte ELdTToNG.
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Medicea Laurenziana, Plut. 71.16, fol. 157 (first third of fifteenth century);”® and Madrid, Biblioteca
Nacional de Espafa, 4553, fol. 227 (early fifteenth century)’® We offer a transcription of the
diagram, based on the three manuscript witnesses we were able to consult, followed by our English
translation (Tables 3a and 3b, respectively).

A comparative analysis of the Intro.’s diagram and that transmitted as paracontent in
Chortasmenos’ work shows that the only important changes concern the Intro.’s omission of the
specifications attached to the categories ‘when’ (moté) and ‘where’ (mod), which are present in
Chortasmenos’ Commentary on Aristotelian Logic. Other changes are less important: e.g., 1 yoyn
avtn in Chortasmenos versus 1 yoy1 in the Intro.; and €ic o Oeppovopeva Evia in Chortasmenos
versus €ig 10 E0Aa in the Intro. That the Intro. quotes Chortasmenos’ work is hardly surprising,
since loannes Chortasmenos was among the teachers of Georgios Scholarios. Moreover, Scholarios
possessed (and most probably wrote) a manuscript containing Chortasmenos’ Commentary, namely
Laur. 71.16.”7

The Intro.’s paracontent bears a close relationship to the core text in terms of the employed
sources, proving that Scholarios relied mostly on the same materials in composing both types of
contents. Table 4 summarises the ultimate sources of the paracontent of the /ntro.

Table 4. Comparison of the paracontent of the /ntro. and its respective (possible) ultimate sources.

Paracontent (Possible) source
(a) Ammonius
(b) Ammonius
(0) Elias + Olympiodorus
(d) loannes Chortasmenos

As the above analysis shows, the Intro. follows a structure and set of interpretations that had
already become traditional in late-antique Greek commentaries. Thus, the scenario is quite

5 The proposed dating is based on the watermarks reported in Aristoteles Graecus, 230-232 (Diether R. Reinsch and Jiir-
gen Wiesner) and Cacouros 1994, 161-163 (see also the CAGB online description of the manuscript: <https://cagb-digital.
de/id/cagb4319730>; accessed on 21 January 2026). To date no name has been proposed for the scribe of fols 1'-38r, 1. 28.
We advance the possibility that it was Georgios Scholarios. The script corresponds to the identification of Scholarios” hand
proposed by Julian Bértola and Nina Sietis in a forthcoming article. The issue is, however, rather thorny because we know
nothing about Scholarios’ script during the earliest phases of his career. That forthcoming publication will be essential for
a revaluation of the script on Laur. 71.16, fols 1'-38", 1. 28. Be that as it may, the link between Scholarios and Laur. 71.16 is
certain: as shown by Michel Cacouros, Scholarios added some marginal notes in other portions of that codex (Cacouros
1994, esp. 166).

76 As in the previous cases, the dating of the manuscript is based on its watermarks, as described in de Andrés 1987, 14—15.

T For Chortasmenos as teacher of Scholarios, see OGS 111, 7, 18-22, with Blanchet 2008, 297, n. 92. See n. 75 and n. 96.
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different from the one we observe in Scholarios’ long commentaries on the Ars vetus, whose main
(but not exclusive) conceptual and doctrinal sources are scholastic treatises written in Latin and
translated into Greek by Scholarios himself or by others. As noted, Katerina Ierodiakonou and José
Maksimczuk have shown that Scholarios also employed late-antique commentators in his treatises
on the Ars vetus (especially those on the Isag. and Cat) whenever appropriate.”® According to
Maksimczuk, for this strand of content, Scholarios may have relied on the now-lost model of Laur.
59.17 and Barocc. 87, which he identifies as Scholarios’ teaching manuscript and his working
exemplar for the composition of the long commentaries on the Isag. and the Cat. The question here
is whether traces of the Intro. can likewise be detected in the long commentary on Cat., as is the
case for some of the scholia and interlinear notes elsewhere in the exegetical corpus on Cat. An
obvious starting point for such a comparison is the first lesson of Scholarios’ commentary on Cat.
(OGS VI, 114-119), which functions as a general introduction to the treatise.

A major difference between the first lesson and the Intro. is that the former proposes an
investigation of the four causes (aitia) of the treatise, in accordance with a Latin scholastic pattern,
whereas, as we have seen, the Intro. discusses seven features of Car.”® Although the first lesson and
the Intro. appear conceptually quite distinct, striking coincidences can nevertheless be identified.
The most important one concerns the authenticity of Cat. This topic is addressed in the fifth
section of the Intro. and in the part of Scholarios’ long commentary centred on the efficient cause
(0 momtwcov aitwov) of Cat. As noted, the Intro. offers arguments in favour of the authenticity of
Cat. that are already present in most of the late-antique commentaries; however, it deviates from
them in terms of vocabulary. Notably, the text of the fifth section in the Intro. is lexically close
to the text of Scholarios’ commentary in which he discusses the efficient cause of Cat. Compare:

Intro.
I'vijorov 8¢, kol 6 dv adTod pépvnTor ToAhayod 8ALlo0t Kal o pépn TPooTidNoLY £k ToVTOV PavepdS dvra Tod
GLVTAYUATOS, KOL €K TG YpOVe PefarmOsiong arnavtav yi@ov kai paptopiag — 0voEis Yap avriréyew néinoe

| £lval yviiciov.

OGS, V11, 119, 9-13
Tomtikov 6¢ aitiov todde 100 Piffdiov 0 Apiototédng €otiv, Kol YVAGLOV €0Tv 00TOD pépviTon yop avtod
TOALOYOD, KOl PEPN TV TPOSTIONGIY £K TOVTOV QUvEP®S dvTa- Kol dAL®G ToDTO OTjAOV €0Tv €K Tiig POV

pepormBsions amavTmV YReov Kol papTopiag: 00deic yap avrikéyew féince m) eivar adTo yvf]mov.so

8t on. 22.

1 0Gs, V11, 115, 14-17: {nrodpev mepi tovTov 10D PiPriov 1 T0D pépoug TG Aoyikiig @ Téccapa aitia, To Eml TAONMG
npaypateiog (nteiobor dpeilovta, 10 T€ VAIKOV SNAOVOTL KOl TO TOMTIKOV Kol TO TEMKOV Kol £iducov (‘“We investigate the
four causes of this book or part of logic, which ought to be investigated for every work, namely the material, the efficient,
the final, and the formal causes’). For the pattern of investigating the causa materialis, causa efficiens, causa finalis, causa
formalis of a given work, see, for instance, John Pagus, Rationes super Praedicamenta Aristotelis, lectio 1, prooemium,
composed in the first half of the thirteenth century (Hansen 2012, 9-10).

80 Our translation: ‘The efficient cause of this book is Aristotle. It is authentic. For Aristotle refers to it in many other places
and cites some parts of it as clearly belonging to this treatise. That it is authentic is clear in another way, because of the
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6.1 A manuscript source

As it transpires from the above sections, the /ntro. and the long commentary on Cat. appear to reflect
different phases (or strands) of Scholarios’ intellectual trajectory, as well as different compositional
objectives and intended audiences. Whereas the long commentaries rely heavily on translations of
Latin scholastic works and were written to be published, the Intro. and the corpus of scholia that
follows it draw almost exclusively on late-antique commentaries on the Organon and were primarily
composed for Scholarios’ own use, and eventually for circulation within his closest circle of students
and friends. We have already pointed out that Scholarios’ lost exemplar of Isag. and Cat. passed
through the hands of his student loannes, who made a copy of it, today preserved in Laur. 59.17. This
historical evidence highlights that the manuscript was used in teaching contexts. Equally relevant
for this conclusion is a sentence found in the middle of the Intro. At the end of section 2, Scholarios
wrote: 60gv £0gl TOV TV AOYIKNV TOPASDCOVTO EXGTAUNY ATO TOV AmAovotdtev dpéachot kol
TPOTOV, Kol el TOVTOV TPdTOV €imelv (‘For this reason, the teacher who wishes to transmit the
logical science should start from the simplest and first elements and speak about them first’). The
Intro.’s explicit reference to how a teacher of logic (tov trv Loy mapadmdcovta Emetiunv) should
structure their teaching provides compelling evidence that this short text was intended to be read and
used as an introduction to Cat. within a pedagogical context.

Reconstructing the context in which the Intro. was produced requires a study of its possible
sources. Above, we have already analysed in some detail the commentaries on which Scholarios
(may) have relied to compose the Intro. The question we address here is whether we can identify the
‘material source(s)’, so to speak — that is, the manuscript or manuscripts through which Scholarios
accessed those treatises. The most straightforward approach is therefore to examine manuscripts
containing commentaries on Cat., which certainly passed through Scholarios’ hands. To date,
scholars have identified three such manuscripts:

1) Athens, EOvikr| BifAoOnkn g EALGS0g, 1067 (mid 1460s; with a note by Scholarios on
fol. 1781

2) Paris, Bibliothéque nationale de France, Coislin 327 (end of the thirteenth century; notes
by Scholarios, e.g. fols 367, 2547, 267,82 Fig. 4a

3) Paris, Bibliothéque nationale de France, grec 1928 (1330s—1340s; notes by Scholarios on
fols 1367 and 137"),% Fig. 4b

judgement and testimony that has been upheld by all people over time. For nobody deemed it correct to hold the opposing
view that it is not authentic’.

81 1 dentification by José Maksimczuk in Maksimczuk and Orlandi 2025b, 210. The dating is based on the watermarks in
the manuscript (cf. Aristoteles Graecus, 9; and the CAGB online description: <https:/cagb-digital.de/id/cagb7341847>;
accessed on 21 January 2026).

82 1dentification in Mondrain 2000, 25. The dating is based on a palaeographic assessment of the scribes who wrote the
manuscript.

8 Scholarios” mentions himself in one of the notes (f. 136). See Mondrain 2000, 17 and the CAGB online description: <ht-
tps://cagb-digital.de/id/cagb3149492>; accessed on 21 January 2026. The dating of the manuscript rests on an investigation
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Fig. 4a (above): Paris, Bibliotheque nationale de France, Coislin 327, fol. 36" (detall lower margin). The folio was annotated by
Georgios Scholarios in the 1460s. Fig. 4b (below): Paris, Bibliotheque nationale de France, grec 1928, fol. 136" (detail: lower
margin). The folio was annotated by Georgios Scholarios (long note on the right), before the fall of Constantinople. In addition,
loannes Argyropoulos added a reply to Scholarios’ note (text on the left, next to the inner margin).

1

Chronological and content-related arguments rule out Coisl. 327 and its direct apograph EBE 1067
as possible manuscript sources for the /ntro. First, Scholarios must have consulted them at a very
advanced age, as suggested by the markedly trembling ductus of the notes he added to them.34
The watermarks of EBE 1067 confirm this impression and offers a reliable temporal reference for
Scholarios’ notes in both manuscripts, i.e. the 1460s. It follows that Scholarios could only have
gained access to EBE 1067 and Coisl. 327 on a date that postdates the composition of the Intro.
by around twenty or twenty-five years. Even more decisively, neither Coisl. 327 nor EBE 1067
contain the commentaries on Cat. that we have identified as the ultimate sources of the Intro.
More promising, by contrast, is the exploration of possible links between the Intro. and Paris. gr.

of the watermarks (cf. the CAGB entry). Adjacent to Scholarios’ note on fol. 136" (inner lower margin) Ciro Giacomelli
identified a note written by the Byzantine teacher loannes Argyropoulos that is actually a response to Scholarios’ remark.

84 The philological and historical link between these two manuscripts is discussed in Maksimczuk and Orlandi 2025b, 208-215.
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1928. The Parisinus contains a few notes by Scholarios in a much steadier ductus compared to the
notes in Coisl. 327 and EBE 1067 (cf. Figs 4a and 4b). Furthermore, Paris. gr. 1928 transmits long
portions of late-antique and Byzantine commentaries on Cat. Lastly, Jos¢é Maksimczuk has already
pointed out textual links between the core and paracontent of Paris. gr. 1928, on the one hand, and
those of Laur. 59.17 and Barocc. 87, on the other.?

Paris. gr. 1928, ¢.1330s—1340s, is a paper manuscript written by the Byzantine polymath
Neophytos Prodromenos (PLP 19254; RGK 11 411; III 481) and his collaborator Matthaios
Chortazes (RGK 11 367). This scholarly manuscript of the Organon contains Isag., Cat., and De int.,
together with extensive exegetical paracontent in the form of introductions to those treatises, a life
of Aristotle, exegetical marginal and interlinear notes, and diagrams authored by or attributed to
late antique and Byzantine commentators (e.g., Ammonius, Philoponus, Photios, Michael Psellos,
Leo Magentenos, Neophytos Prodromenos). Paris. gr. 1928 is the first tome of a multiple-volume
Organon manuscript. The second tome, transmitting First Analytics with exegetical commentaries
on this work, is preserved as Paris, Bibliothéque nationale de France, grec 1846, and was written
entirely by Neophytos Prodromenos.8

Paris. gr. 1928 transmits Cat. on fols 71'—131". The text of the treatise is written in the middle of the
folios and is surrounded by exegetical notes, mainly from Ammonius’ commentary. Paris. gr. 1928
is a multilayered written artefact and its impressive paracontent to Cat. is the result of successive
production processes carried out by Prodromenos. After having written an initial set of introductions
and interlinear and marginal notes, Prodromenos expanded the paracontent by (1) adding further
notes in the blank spaces he had left in the outermost external portions of the folios and (2) correcting
and reworking the text of the notes he had previously written (Fig. 5).87 Three exegetical texts are
prepended to Cat.: a life of Aristotle (fol. 66™);% a brief discussion on whether logic is a part or an
instrument of philosophy (fol. 67);3 the prooimion to Ammonius, in Cat. (fols 67*-717).%0

A close reading of the paracontent in Paris. gr. 1928 suggests that it could plausibly account for
a substantial part of the Intro. As noted above, most of the Intro. appears ultimately to depend on
Ammonius, in Cat. All the sections of that treatise that could have inspired Scholarios are found in
Paris. gr. 1928. Table 5 offers a detailed comparison.

85 Maksimczuk 2023b, 73 n. 15.

86 Mondrain 2000, 13.

87 For the concept of multilayered written artefact, see Maksimczuk et al. 2024.

88 This life is a version of the so-called Vita vulgata Aristotelis, cf. Diiring 1957, 120—139 (for Paris. gr. 1928, see p. 128).

89 This text lacks any title in Paris. gr. 1928. It was printed by Adolf Busse as a supplement to the preface to Olympiodorus,
in Cat. (pp. X—XII), under the heading De arte logica disputatio. Busse’s text is based on two manuscripts, Firenze, Bib-
lioteca Medicea Laurenziana, Plut. 71.3 and 72.1, and the Aldine edition (Venice, 1503); for further information about the
printed editions of this short text in the sixteenth-century, see Busse’s preface to Olympiodorus, in Cat. (p. VII).

9y Cat, 1,1-15, 2.
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Fig. 5: Paris, Bibliotheque nationale de France, grec 1928, fol. 71". It contains the beginning of Aristotle’s Cat., surrounded by a
dense corpus of exegetical paracontent that Neophytos Prodromenos expanded over years with further layers of notes.
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Table 5. Comparison of sections of Ammonius, in Cat. quoted in the /ntro. and transmitted in Paris. gr. 1928.

Section in the Intro. Ammonius, in Cat. Paris. gr. 1928
1 (Objective) 9,17-18 fol. 69", 1I. 25-26
. ) . fols 70", II. 32-33; 707, II. 20-25; 707, I.
2 (Utility) 13,3-4;11,1-14 (app. crit.); 12, 1-5 47-70° 1.4
4 (Title) 13,12-19 fols 70v,1.38-71',1.2
5 (Authenticity) 13,25-14,2 fol. 71", 8—12
6 (Division) 14,3-5 fol. 717, 12-13
8 (Bxclusion of polyonyms and 16,7-16 fols 71Y,36—72", 1 (paracontent)
heteronyms)
9 (Homonyms precede synonyms) 16,19-23 fol. 727, 2—6 (paracontent)

The other three sections of the Intro., i.e. 3 (position of Cat. in the Organon), 7 (logic and
philosophy), and 10 (on the false homonyms), are not based on Ammonius, in Cat. but rather on
other commentaries. As we will see below, two of the said sections of the Intro. also have parallels
in Paris. gr. 1928.

As argued above, the seventh section of the Intro. reflects the content in Olympiodorus, in Cat.,
33, 8-35, as well as in the final part of the prooimia to the commentaries on the First Analytics
by Ammonius and Philoponus, respectively. None of these works are contained in Paris. gr. 1928.
Notably, Paris. gr. 1846, the second volume in the multiple-volume set produced by Prodromenos,
contains the relevant part of Philoponus’ in An. pr., on fols 2, 1. 364", 1. 17. It is therefore tempting
to hypothesise that Scholarios could have accessed Paris. gr. 1846 and read Philoponus’ in An. pr.
through this volume. Although no palaecographical evidence proves that Scholarios ever handled
Paris. gr. 1846, this scenario cannot be excluded, since Paris. gr. 1928 and 1846 must still have
circulated together at the beginning of the fifteenth century. This is strongly suggested by the fact
that loannes Chortasmenos annotated both Paris. gr. 1928 and 1846 in the late fourteenth or early
fifteenth centuries.?! Yet, there is another, more plausible scenario, namely that Scholarios did not
draw on Philoponus’ in An. pr. for the content of the seventh section of the /ntro., but rather on an
anonymous, derivative piece known by the title De arte logica disputatio (given by Adolf Busse)
and found in some manuscripts as an introduction to Caz.?2 The anonymous exegetical commentary
discusses whether logic is a part or an instrument of philosophy and offers the same solutions as
the Intro. to that thorny question: logic can be either a part of philosophy (according to the Stoics),
an instrument (according to the Peripatetics), or both (according to Plato). Tellingly, Paris. gr. 1928,
fol. 67" transmits the Disputatio. There is, however, one important difference between the Disputatio

1 The hand of Chortasmenos in Paris. gr. 1928 was identified by Mondrain 2000, 16. His hand in Paris. gr. 1846 was
identified in RGK 11.

2(f n. 89.
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and the Intro. According to the Intro., logic is a part of theoretical philosophy (uépog €oti TOD
Bewpntikod Thc Prhocopiog), whereas the Disputatio lacks this qualification.® Scholarios must
therefore have derived this concept from somewhere else. Perusing the folios of Paris. gr. 1928,
one finds a piece of content that could have informed Scholarios that logic was not merely part of
philosophy but part of theoretical philosophy. It is a diagram written by Prodromenos on fol. 28"
(Fig. 6), which states that philosophy is divided into theoretical (eig Oempnticov) and practical parts
(elg mpaxtikov). The theoretical part, in turn, is divided into a pragmatic (gic mpoypaticov) and a
logic part (gic Aoyucov).

The tenth section in the Intro. draws on Elias, in Cat., 140, 2627, albeit with substantial
modifications when compared to the printed text in the CAG edition. Although most of the
paracontent on Cat. in Paris. gr. 1928 derives from Ammonius, in Cat., it is notable that the
Parisinus also includes the relevant section of Elias, in Cat., as one of the many later additions
introduced by Neophytos in the outermost parts of the margins of the manuscript. The note that
interests us here is written in the outer margins of fol. 72 and wrongly attributed to Philoponus by
Prodromenos. The following table offers a comparison of the three texts: Elias as printed by Busse
in the CAG edition, that of Paris. gr. 1928 copied by Neophytos, and the relevant part of the /ntro.

Elias CAG edition Paris. gr. 1928, fol. 72' Intro.
AEgT 8¢ T OpdVLpLOL ) Totéov Ot Ol T OUDdVLLLOL Totéov 8¢ Ot Ta Opm@vVua XN
KATO LOVNV TNV TPOPOPaY LT KOTO OV TV TTPOQOPAY | LT KOTA LOVIV TV TPOPOPALV
KOWMVELY, GALL Kol KOt KOW®MVELV, AAAL Kol KOToL ATADC KOW®VELY, AALY Kol
BALOL TEPLGTOTIKG, OLOV T GAAQL TTOPOCTOTIKO TRV KOTO TO GALO TOPACTOTUCL
TOVOV TTAGV TVEDO YEVOG OLOVOL®YV, OKT® TOV APIOHOV | TV OLOVOL®V OKT® OvTo-
ApOUOV Ypaenv HEPOg Adyov | dvtar dtva giot, TOVOG, TTIMOLS, | iyouV TOVOV, TTAGLY, TVED A,
cuvnosiov. vedpa, ypoen, apOudc, yévog, | ypaenyv, aptOpdv, yévog, LEPog
UéEPOG AOYov, cuvnifeta. Adyov, cuviOetov.

The texts of the /ntro. and Paris. gr. 1928 offer several binding variants not found in the CAG
edition, highlighting the existence of a strong link between the former texts:

‘Totéov 8¢ &t Intro., Totéov Ot1 Paris. gr. 1928 : non hab. CAG

TOPOCTATIKA TOV OU@VOU®V Intro. Paris. gr. 1928 : neprotatikd CAG

oKkt® dvta Intro., OxTd TOV Ap1OUOV dvta Paris. gr. 1928 : non hab. CAG

ypaon, apudc, yévog Paris. gr. 1928., ypaopny, apiOuov, yévog Intro. : yévog apOpov ypaenv CAG

The evidence presented above shows that the exegetical content in Paris. gr. 1928 may account for
all the sections in the Intro., except for section 3, which comes from John Philoponus’ commentary

9 A similar view is in Arethas, Scholia in Porphyry’s Isagoge, 3 (Share 1994): 'Totéov yap 611 €ic d0O T YeVIKOTATA 1|
Ap1oT0TéLOVG Sranpeitar priocopia, £ic 1 OempnTIKOV Kol TPOUKTIKOV, EV 8 TV T0D BepnTikod pepdv T0 Loyikov (‘One
must know that the philosophy of Aristotle is divided into two most general genera, into the theoretical and the practical
philosophy; logic belongs to the theoretical part’).
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Fig. 6: Paris, Bibliotheque nationale de France, grec 1928, fol. 28" (detail). It contains several diagrams. The largest one deals with
the bipartite division of philosophy into theoretical and practical.

on Cat., a work not transmitted in the Parisinus. Importantly, Paris. gr. 1928 can also be perceived
as the possible source for most of the paracontent of the /ntro., namely the lists and diagrams that
accompany its core text. We have distinguished four pieces of paracontent, three of which have
counterparts in Paris. gr. 1928.

The text of Ammonius, in Cat., 26, 32-27, 2, which is the ultimate source for the list of the eleven
ways in which one thing can be in another (t0 &v Tivt €vdekay®dg) and corresponds to the first piece
of paracontent in the /ntro., is transmitted in Paris. gr. 1928, fol. 76", 11. 2—-5: Aéyetan yop 10 &V TVt
Evderoy®c v xpove: &v TOm: &v dyyelm: M népog, v BAm- M BAOV, 8V T0iC UEPESTY: (G 100G
v yéver m¢ yEvog &v eldel MG TO THV APYOUEV®Y, &V TG ApYovTL MG £100¢ &V DA O 8V TEAEL GG
8v DmoKeEVE” 0lov 1O GVUPEPNKOS v ovsiq.?

The square used in the Intro. to illustrates the characteristics of homonyms, synonyms,
polyonyms, and heteronyms is attested in identical form in Paris. gr. 1928, fol. 71*. Significantly,
Paris. gr. 1928 also offers a note on paronyms adjacent to the square; however, its content differs
from that in the Intro. Tables 6a and 6b present, respectively, our transcription of the square as
transmitted in Paris. gr. 1928, fol. 71" and its English translation.

% Translation by Cohen and Matthews 1991, 36: ‘In something is said in eleven ways: in a time, in a place, in a container, as
a part in the whole, as a whole in its parts, as a species in a genus, as a genus in a species, as the <affairs> of the ruled in
<the power or control of> the ruler, as form in matter, as in an end, as in a subject, for example, an accident in a substance’.

manuscript mcn°25(2)



Giacomelli and Maksimczuk | Teaching Aristotle’s Logic in Fifteenth-Century Constantinople

Table 6a. Square of homonyms, synonyms, heteronyms, and polyonyms as it appears in Paris. gr. 1928, fol. 71".

Kowvevia OvOpaTog oV cvvicTtoTot Stapopa dvopaTog

Q 5, M-
= Qg 9
< o o
e~ N \)“ o
< 1 N o~
= < o s
5 *° 2 IS

=]

KOW®@Viol TpaypoTog 0oV cuvioToTon SL0popa TPAYHOTOG

Tadto 08 mAvTa cLVTPEYELY ElmOE TO1G TAPOVVLOLC.

Table 6b. English translation of the square.

commonality of name do not associate with difference of name
=
< bom, © e
g o) (1
= ]
= =
B g
commonality of thing do not associate with difference of thing

All these characteristics, however, usually concur in the paronyms.

The third piece of paracontent in the /ntro. is a list of false homonyms that relates closely to the
tenth section in the core content of the /ntro. Both parts of the Intro. rely ultimately on Elias, in
Cat., 140, 26141, 16. As noted, Paris. gr. 1928 contains the relevant passage from Elias in the outer
margin of fol. 727. In this manuscript, Neophytos copied the passage as running text (and not as
a list); as a result, the Parisinus version remains closer to Elias’ commentary. Yet, Paris. gr. 1928
also exhibits some major differences compared to the commentary. Crucial for our discussion is
the substitution of the example illustrating differences in spiritus. Whereas the CAG edition offers
the case of olog and oloc, Paris. gr. 1928 provides another example, namely, alopévn and dlopévn,
which comes from Olympiodorus, in Cat., 33, 21-27.% As already pointed out, this telling deviation
in Paris. gr. 1928 vis-a-vis the CAG text of Elias is paralleled in the list of false homonyms offered
as paracontent in the /ntro. This correspondence provides further evidence of a strong textual
affinity between the texts in Paris. gr. 1928 and the Intro.

The final piece of paracontent in the Intro. consists of a diagram depicting how everything that
exists is assigned to a specific category. This is the only part of the paracontent in the Intro. for

% The pertinent section is found in Paris. gr. 1928, fol. 72" and reads thus: Kotd 6¢ nvedpo @ 10 alopévn: yilodpevov
yop onuaiver Ty Enpotvopévny, dacvvopevov 8¢ v évipemopévny 1j v cevalopévny [sic pro cefalopévnv] (‘Accord-
ing to the spirit, as the word azoméne; for when it is written or pronounced with the spirit lenis, it means ‘dried up’, when
pronounced or written with the rough spirit, it means ‘ashamed’ or ‘afraid”).
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which no compelling parallel can be identified in Paris. gr. 1928. Nevertheless, there are some
telling coincidences between some sections of the diagram of the Intro. and parts of a diagram
found on fol. 17" in Paris. gr. 1928. Compare just one example among many:

Intro.’s diagram (detail) Diagram in Paris. gr. 1928, fol. 17" (detail)

<ovcio> 1} T® Tood cvievyvuTot <ovoio™> 1§ 1@ moc® cvledyvotal Kol
o — yiyvovtan 600 katnyopiog

1| XpOVED T 701 1 T® POV 1} TOTQ

Kol TOLET TO TOTE TOLET TO TTOD Kol TOlET TOTé TOLET TO TTOD

In our opinion, the diagram in Paris. gr. 1928, fol. 17° was not the direct model for the Intro.’s
diagram. As argued above, Scholarios must have copied the diagram from a manuscript containing
Chortasmenos, Commentary on Aristotelian Logic, which offers a diagram virtually identical to
that in the Intro. We have not been able to identify with certainty the manuscript source from
which Scholarios copied it. Laur. 71.16 appears to be an obvious candidate: as we proposed, fols
1'-38, 1. 28 in this manuscript could be Scholarios’ autograph, produced in the early phases of his
career, i.e. in the 1420s—1430s. Be that as it may, Scholarios must have owned Laur. 71.16, as he
wrote some scholia and diagrams in the margins of other parts of that manuscript.®® Fig. 7 shows
the diagram of the things that exist as contained in Laur. 71.16.

In sum, Paris. gr. 1928, a manuscript annotated by Georgios Scholarios, contains most of the
texts quoted (or substantially reworked) in the Intro. It is therefore tempting to identify it as the
main ‘material source’ for the composition of the short introduction to Cat., today preserved in
Laur. 59.17 and Barocc. 87. Only two parts of the /ntro. cannot be traced back to the contents
transmitted in Paris. gr. 1928: section 3, which deals with the position of Cat. in the Organon,
and the diagram illustrating the classification of existing things. The former appears to derive
from Philoponus, in Cat., 12, 28, a passage not attested in Paris. gr. 1928; the latter derives from
Chortasmenos, Commentary on Aristotelian Logic, which Scholarios could have copied from Laur.
71.16, a manuscript that belonged to him and may be a partial autograph.”’

% Cf n.75. As stated in that note, we look forward to new findings regarding Scholarios’ early script, which may allow us
to understand more about the identity of the scribe who wrote Laur. 71.16, fols 1'-38, 1. 28, whom we cautiously identify
in this paper as Georgios Scholarios.

97 When this paper was already at the proof stage, we gained access to the manuscript Bucarest, Biblioteca Academiei
Romaéne, Ms. gr. 1014. This manuscript is a witness to Chortasmenos’ Commentary, (partially) written by Chortasmenos.
Significantly, it includes folios copied or annotated by Georgios Scholarios.
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Fig. 7: Firenze, Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana, Plut. 71.16, fol. 15". It contains the diagram of existing things as paracontent
of loannes Chortasmenos’ Commentary on Aristotelian Logic. This part of the manuscript was most likely written by Georgios

Scholarios.
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