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SOPHRONISCUS’ SON IS APPROACHING:
PORPHYRY, ISAGOGE 7.20-1*

In a well-known passage of the Isagoge Porphyry presents his conception of the in-
dividual as a collection of properties. In Busse’s edition (CAG IV.1, 7.19-24) the text
runs as follows:!

dropov 8¢ Aéyetar 6 ZwrpdTns kal TouTl T6 Aevkov kal ovTodl & mpootwy Zwdpovickov
vids, €l pévos adrd €in Zwrpdrns vids. dropa odv AéyeTar Ta TotalTa, STL €€ BoTiTwWY
cuvéatnrer €xacTov, dv 16 dfpoioua ok dv ém’ dAdov moTé 1O adTo yévoiro. al ydp
ZwkpdTovs i818TnTeEs ok dv ém’ dAAov Twos TAV kaTd uépos yévowro dv al avTal, KTA.

We call an individual Socrates and this white thing and this approaching son of Sophroniscus,
if Socrates were his only son. Such things are called individuals because each is composed of
peculiar properties, whose collection could never come into being as the same in anything else.
For Socrates’ peculiar properties could not come into being as the same in any other of the
particulars, etc.

Porphyry’s doctrine of the individual® is the subject of several acute and learned
studies,® to which I shall not try to add anything substantial. But I do have something
to say about the instances of individuals (or of expressions that refer to individuals)
listed in the passage, more precisely about the phrase odrootl 6 mpooiwv Zwdpovickov
vids at lines 20-1. According to the apparatus, the only (apparently minor) trouble
with the transmission of these words is that MS B* adds the article ¢ before
Zwepoviokov. To my mind, however, Busse’s text hides a corruption. There are at least
two reasons for believing so.

(1) The qualification ‘if Socrates were his only son’, which immediately follows in
the text, clearly should have the function of ensuring that the previous description
refers to only one thing. But, according to our text, the previous description is ‘this
approaching son of Sophroniscus’. Therefore description and qualification do not fit
well together. On the one hand, the description would seem to require a qualification
like ‘if Socrates were his only approaching son’; on the other hand, the qualification
seems to presuppose a description like ‘the son of Sophroniscus’. More precisely, ‘if
Socrates were his only son’ states a sufficient, but not a necessary condition for ‘this
approaching son of Sophroniscus’ to refer to only one thing.

(2) A second problem consists in the pronoun ‘this’ (ovToai: more precisely ‘this
here’), which so far I have not taken into account. This strong demonstrative is actually
sufficient to ensure the uniqueness of the description’s referent. Never mind how many
sons Sophroniscus has or how many of them are approaching; even if a horde of sons
of Sophroniscus were approaching, ‘this here’ (presumably accompanied by an osten-

* I thank Riccardo Chiaradonna and Paolo Fait for helpful comments and advice.

! The text is reprinted without changes and translated in A. de Libera and A. Ph. Segonds,
Porphyre: Isagoge (Paris, 1998).

2 The Isagoge passage must be compared with other related texts: see at least Porph. in Cat.
129.9-10; Dexipp. in Cat. 30.20-6; Simpl. in Cat. 55.3-5, 229.16-8; Philop. in An. Po.
437.11-438.2. 1t is also instructive to read the ancient commentaries on the Isagoge: Ammon. in
Porph. 89.18-90.23; Elias 76.2-11; David 167.18-171.22; ps.-Elias §38.11-16; Boeth. in Porph.?
233.20-236.6 Brandt. On their importance for the text of our passage see below.

3 See first and foremost R. Chiaradonna, ‘La teoria dell'individuo in Porfirio e 'J4IQX
ITOION stoico’, Elenchos 21 (2000), 303-31. See also P. Hadot, Porphyre et Victorinus (Paris,
1968), 1.131, 2.99, n. 4; R. Sorabji, Matter, Space and Motion. Theories in Antiquity and Their
Sequel (London, 1988), 44-59; A. C. Lloyd, The Anatomy of Neoplatonism (Oxford, 1990), 43-7.

4 B = Parisinus Coislinianus 387 (tenth—eleventh century).
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sive gesture) suffices to convey a reference to only one of them—as with the preceding
‘this white thing here’ (rouri 76 Aevkdv), to which no qualification is added, because
none is needed.’ Therefore the qualification ‘if Socrates were his only son’ now appears
to be altogether superfluous. Indeed, yet a further problem arises. If the demonstrative
ensures uniqueness of reference, why does Porphyry take pains to attach it to so
complex a description as ‘approaching son of Sophroniscus’?

I think we should therefore print the text as follows:

y Y ‘ , | v \ T \ Ve
dropov 6é Aéyerar 6 Zwkpdtns kal TouTl TO A€vkov kal oUTOGL 6 mpooLwy <kai 6>
Zwpoviorov vids, € udvos adrd ein Zwrpdrys vids.

We call an individual Socrates and this white thing and this approaching man <and the> son of
Sophroniscus, if Socrates were his only son.

This supplement seems to solve all our problems. The problematic description ‘this
approaching son of Sophroniscus’ splits up into two autonomous descriptions. The
former, namely ‘this approaching man’ (ovTo0! 6 mpoowwv), contains the demon-
strative ‘this’ without any qualification being added. The latter, namely ‘the son of
Sophroniscus’ (6 Zweépoviorkov vids), contains no demonstrative but is provided
with a perfectly fitting qualification. Indeed, there is also the further advantage that
the former description turns out to take over an Aristotelian example, 76 mpoaidv or
6 mpoaouwv, which occurs in similar contexts: see Soph. El 24 passim and An. Pr.
43a35-6 (where 76 mpoawdv is tellingly associated with 76 Aevkov éxeivo).b

Immediately after stating this proposal I am bound to acknowledge that it is not
really my own. An almost identical conjecture was already advanced by Pacius in his
1597 edition.” Pacius translates our passage as follows:

Individuum autem dicitur Socrates, & Hoc album, & Hic qui accedit, ¢ Sophronisci filius, si
modo solus ei Socrates filius sit.

He appends a note to the ¢ before Sophronisci:

5 Cf. 2.17-18 ‘Of predicates some are said of only one thing, namely individuals, for example
Socrates and “this (man)” and “this (thing)” (s 7d dropa ofov Zwkpdrys kal 76 odTos kal 76
T70070)’.

¢ CQ’s anonymous reader suggests a defence of Busse’s text: ‘It does seem to me to be possible
that “the son of Sophroniscus who is approaching” would only definitely identify Socrates if
Socrates was indeed Sophroniscus’s only son. If he wasn’t, then just the same expression would be
used either way, and the witness might not be able to identify which person was identified through
it . . . without the addition of “if Socrates is his only son” the description could fit any of an
unknown number, and so doesn’t pick out one in particular. Adding “I mean the one that is
approaching” doesn’t help to specify which it is until the appearance is no longer ambiguous.’ I
have two replies. (i) What is relevant to Porphyry’s passage is not our knowledge of the referent’s
identity, but only the referent’s uniqueness. Cf. the parallel ‘this white thing here’, to which no
qualification is attached: this may turn out to be ambiguous with respect to the referent’s identity,
but surely it has a unique referent, and that is enough. (ii) In any case, ‘if Socrates were his only
son’ states a sufficient but not necessary condition, not only for ‘this approaching son of Sophro-
niscus’ to refer to only one thing, but also for a hearer to know its identity: what is necessary and
sufficient to know is just that Socrates is Sophroniscus’ only approaching son. Therefore, even if
the reader’s worries were relevant to our passage, the qualification would state too strong a
condition and would not fit the description. Perhaps the reader takes ‘approaching’ as a mere
gloss on the pronoun ‘this’. But it must instead be a proper part of the description, like ‘son of
Sophroniscus’, as it is natural to think and as the Aristotelian passages confirm.

" Aristotelis Stagiritae Peripateticorum Principis Organum ul. Pacius recensuit, Editio Secunda
(Francofurti, 1597), 13.
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Lego, xal Zwepoviokov vids, ut hoc sit exemplum individui diversum a precedente odroo! 6
mpoaiwy: ne Porphyrius videatur frustra adiicere, €/ udvos &c. quia demonstratio illa, ovroot 6
mpoaowwv, satis distinguit Socratem a fratribus, si forte fratres habeat.

Thus before Zwdpoviokov in line 20 Pacius supplied just <«ai>, rather than <kai 6>
as [ would prefer to do.

Actually, however, the conjecture is neither mine nor Pacius’. It is, in fact, no
conjecture at all: for it turns out to find confirmation in part of the very tradition of
the Isagoge.

I shall not attach much weight to the fact that B’s reading od7rooi 6 mpociwwv o
Zwppovicrov vids might (but need not) be a remnant of an original reading with xal
6. Much more important is the confirmation coming from the indirect tradition. Let
us begin with Boethius’ translation of the passage. As printed by Minio-Paluello
(Aristoteles Latinus 1.6-7, 13.21-3, here agreeing with previous editions® apart from a
minor detail of word order), Boethius’ text is as follows:

individuum autem dicitur Socrates et hoc-album et hic-veniens, ut Sophronisci filius, si solus ei
sit Socrates filius.

But a glance at the apparatus shows that ut is the reading of all testimonies except
LgHeKs,® which read er. The text with e seems to me clearly correct (indeed, ut does
not seem to make much sense) and is a perfect Latin translation of Porphyry’s text
with my supplement.

That Boethius read «at odro0i 6 mpociwv kai 6 Zwegpoviokov vids in the Isagoge
is confirmed by his larger commentary, 233.20-234.13 Brandt. See especially lines
233.20-234.6:

Individua autem de singulis praedicantur, ut Socrates et Plato, eaque maxime sunt individua
quae sub ostensionem indicationemque digiti cadunt, ut hoc scamnum, kic veniens atque quae
ex aliqua proprie accidentium designantur nota, ut, si quis Socratem significatione velit
ostendere, non dicat ‘Socrates’, ne sit alius qui forte hoc nomine nuncupetur, sed dicat
‘Sophronisci filius’, si unicus Sophronisco fuit.

If from Boethius we turn to the Greek commentators, we see that none attests to the
reading printed by Busse. Indeed, three of them (Ammon. in Porph. 90.16-23; Elias
76.2-11; ps.-Elias §38.11-16), in supplying examples of the accidents whose collection
constitutes the individual, refer to the fact that Socrates is Sophroniscus’ son without
mentioning ‘this approaching man’. What is more, David (sixth century A.D.) has this
to say about the qualification ‘if Socrates were his only son’ (in Porph. 171.10-12):

-~ 5 (%] ’ 3 -~ > ’ €r 9 k] \ » \ » ’ \
Kalds elmev ‘el pévos avrd éort Zwwpdrns vids™ €l yap éori kal dAdos, TéTe TOv
/ s = a3 2 TN vSs Y
Zwkpdtny ob SnAoi, AAX’ ddpLoTov viov Aéyer, Ta O€ ye dTopa <oUk> ddpioTa.

He said well ‘if Socrates is his only son’. For if there is another one, then [sc. the description]
does not indicate Socrates, but speaks of an indefinite son, whereas individuals are <not>
indefinite.

8 Namely those by Busse and Brandt (in his edition of Boethius’ larger commentary, CSEL
48).

° Lg = Petropolitanus (olim Leninopolitanus), bibl. nat. (o/im bibl. publ) F. V. class. lat. 7:
ninth century. He = Parisinus lat. 12949: ninth century. Ké = Coloniensis, bibl. Eccl. Metropol.
CXCI: eleventh century.

10 In line 12 <od«k> is my supplement, which seems necessary to the meaning.
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David’s point seems to be that the qualification is necessary because, if Sophroniscus
had more than one son, then the description would refer to something like a gereric
son of Sophroniscus. This clearly suggests that the description at issue is ‘the son
of Sophroniscus’, and that therefore David had xai ¢ Zwépovickov vids in his
Porphyry. So, I think, should we.!!

Universita di Firenze FRANCESCO ADEMOLLO
fademol@tin.it

"' When this paper had already been submitted to CQ Jonathan Barnes published a new
translation of the Isagoge, with a commentary (Porphyry: Introduction [Oxford, 2003]). I am glad
to acknowledge that at p. 150 he mentions the variant in Boethius’ translation and avers that ‘This
last text is surely what Porphyry wrote’, referring to Arist. An. Pr. 43a35-6 and Al. Aphr. in An.
Pr. 291.8. He translates accordingly: ‘Socrates is said to be an individual, and so are this white
thing, and this person approaching, and the son of Sophroniscus (should Socrates be his only
son).’

THE CONSTANTINIAN ORIGIN OF JUSTINA
(THEMISTIUS, OR. 3.43b)

L Sia oy Pl s s od T s el ld . s . R
kal 8ia Tov NueTepov olkiaTny ob I'epuavol kai ‘Idlvyes Tois mévois évtpudwaor TV
s .
madar ‘Pwpaiwv, 008€ 170 cgeuvov kal uéya tis ‘Pduns évopa mepiifpiorar mavrdmact
e N ses 3 g ; / . , ANy sy
kal éfadjlmrTar, 008’ és véhovs petéarn duaddyouvs kal mapaciuovs, dAX’ els TO yviioLov
alpa kal dxfpatov émaviker Tév Bacidéwy kai puldTTeTal Huiv dAdBNTOS Kal dxépatos.

... and it is because of our [Constantinople’s] founder that the Germans and Jazygi do not
luxuriate in the labours of the ancient Romans and that Rome’s proud and mighty name has not
been utterly abused nor has been erased or falls to bastard and spurious successors but has
returned once more to the legitimate and unsullied blood line of the kings and is preserved for
us intact and undefiled.

It is in this way that Themistius thanks Constantius IT (A.D. 337-61) for his defeat of
the western usurper Magnentius (A.D. 350-3) during his ambassadorial speech
on behalf of Constantinople delivered before the emperor himself in Rome in May
A.D. 357. As has been duly noted in Heather and Moncur’s recent translation and
commentary, the reference to the Germans and Jazygi is a development of the claim
that Magnentius was of barbarian origin, allegedly having been born to a British
father and a Frankish mother.? Although doubt has rightly been cast upon the
reliability of such claims, Magnentius was certainly of low and obscure origin for
such propaganda to have gained the hold that it did.* The significance of what
Themistius says next, however, has passed unnoticed. Since Constantius saved Rome
by defeating Magnentius, then the ‘bastard and spurious successors’ from whom he
also saved it are recognizable as the successors of Magnentius, his future children.
The interesting point here is their description as ‘bastard’ successors in contrast to the
‘legitimate and unsullied blood line’ represented by Constantius. This concedes

! Ed. H. Schenkl and G. Downey, Themistii Orationes Quae Supersunt 1 (Leipzig, 1965), 61.

2 Trans. P. Heather and D. Moncur, Politics, Philosophy, and Empire in the Fourth Century:
Select Orations of Themistius, Translated Texts for Historians 36 (Liverpool, 2001), 128.

3 Epit. de Caes. 42.7; Zos. HN 2.46.3, 54.1; Zonar. 13.6.1.

4 See J. F. Drinkwater, ‘The revolt and ethnic origin of the usurper Magnentius (350-53), and
the rebellion of Vetranio (350)’, Chiron 30 (2000), 131-59.



	Article Contents
	p. 322
	p. 323
	p. 324
	p. 325

	Issue Table of Contents
	The Classical Quarterly, New Series, Vol. 54, No. 1 (May, 2004), pp. 1-331
	Front Matter
	Frölich's Table of Homeric Wounds [pp. 1-17]
	Asclepius and the Legacy of Thessaly [pp. 18-32]
	Draft Evasion Onstage and Offstage in Classical Athens [pp. 33-57]
	Idealized ΣΧΟΛΗ and Disdain for Work: Aspects of Philosophy and Politics in Ancient Democracy [pp. 58-79]
	Fathers and Sons in Plato's "Republic" and "Philebus" [pp. 80-87]
	Reversing the Myth of the "Politicus" [pp. 88-108]
	A Note on Plato "Politicus" 285d9-286b1 [pp. 109-116]
	A Haruspicy Joke in Plautus [pp. 117-127]
	The Composition and Circulation of Cicero's "In Verrem" [pp. 128-142]
	Cicero and Quintilian on the Oratorical Use of Hand Gestures [pp. 143-160]
	Did Julius Caesar Temporarily Banish Mark Antony from His Inner Circle? [pp. 161-173]
	Octavian's Arrival in Rome, 44 B.C. [pp. 174-184]
	Masculinity and Femininity in the "Laudatio Turiae" [pp. 185-197]
	The End of the Rhine Mutiny in Tacitus, Suetonius, and Dio [pp. 198-210]
	Omnia Vincit Amor: Why the "Remedia" Fail [pp. 211-223]
	Playing with Marble: The Monuments of the Caesars in Ovid's "Fasti" [pp. 224-239]
	Textual Notes on "Hercules Oetaeus" and on Seneca's "Agamemnon" and "Thyestes" [pp. 240-254]
	Martial's Fiction: Domitius Marsus and Maecenas [pp. 255-265]
	A Speech of the Emperor Hadrian [pp. 266-273]
	Shorter Notes
	Medea 1250: ΔΥΣΤΥΧΗΣ Δ' ΕΓΩ ΓΥΝΗ [p. 274]
	Menis and Pelex. Protagoras on Solecism [pp. 274-277]
	Aristotle on Sperm Competition in Birds [pp. 277-278]
	A Pun in Antiphanes (fr. 225 K-A = Ath. 60C-D) [pp. 278-283]
	Some Notes on ΜΕΘΙΣΤΗΜΙ in the Inscription from Troizen [pp. 283-285]
	Cyclopea: Philoxenus, Theocritus, Callimachus, Bion [pp. 285-292]
	What Did He Do? Clearchus on Philoxenus (Ap. Ath. 1.5f-6a = Clearch. fr. 57 Wehrli) [pp. 292-296]
	Ferimus [pp. 296-297]
	"Lucretius" 5.1105-7 [pp. 298-299]
	"Aeneid" 1.567-8 [pp. 299-300]
	The Wolf and the Dog (Horace, "Sermones" 2.2.64) [pp. 300-304]
	On the Number of Books in Ovid's "Metamorphoses" [pp. 304-307]
	The Elder Seneca, "Controversiae" 2.1.1: Sub domino sectore [pp. 307-310]
	Seneca, "Epistulae Morales" 12.5: Rulers and Roofs [p. 311]
	A Note on Seneca, "Quaestiones Naturales" 6.1.5 [pp. 311-312]
	The Star Signs at Brundisium: Astral Symbolism in Lucan 2.691-2 [pp. 312-317]
	Peregrinus in Armenia [pp. 317-318]
	The Ending of Apuleius' "Metamorphoses" [pp. 319-321]
	Sophroniscus' Son Is Approaching: Porphyry, "Isagoge" 7.20-1 [pp. 322-325]
	The Constantinian Origin of Justina (Themistius, Or. 3.43b) [pp. 325-327]
	Julian's Bull Coinage: Kent Revisited [pp. 327-330]
	Anth. Lat. 36 De Euryalo: A Sole Surviving Solace? [pp. 330-331]

	Erratum: Volume Information [pp. 331]
	Back Matter





