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the ninth century is the sudden engagement with Aristo-

telian logical concepts.! In order to strengthen their
arguments in favour of image veneration, both Nicephorus,
Patriarch of Constantinople, and Theodore the Stoudite make
use of logical reasoning and concepts. In addition to syllogistic
reasoning, two Aristotelian doctrinal elements are used. First,
the doctrine of relatives (tpdg t1): the image and the prototype,
the latter considered as model, are relatives in the strict Aristo-
telian sense. All the properties attributed by Aristotle to relatives,
such as simultaneity in being?>—if one exists the other has to exist
as well—and the implication of knowledge—if one is known, the
other is necessarily also known—are properly applicable to
image and model. The second Aristotelian doctrine is the con-

3 NOTEWORTHY DEVELOPMENT in Iconophile discourse in

I See P. J. Alexander, The Patriarch Nicephorus of Constantinople: Ecclesiastical
Policy and Image Worship in the Byzantine Empire (Oxford 1958) 189-213; T.
Anagnostopoulos, “Aristotle and Byzantine Iconoclasm,” GRBS 53 (2013)
763-790; K. Parry, Depicting the Word: Byzantine Iconophile Thought in the Eighth
and Ninth Centuries (Leiden 1996) 52—63, and “Aristotle and the Icon: The Use
of the Categories by Byzantine Iconophile Writers,” in S. Ebbesen et al. (eds.),
Aristotle’s Categories in the Byzantine, Arabic and Latin Traditions (Copenhagen
2013) 35-57.

2 On this aspect see C. Erismann, “Venerating Likeness: Byzantine Icono-
phile Thinkers on Aristotelian Relatives and their Simultaneity,” BYHP 24
(2016) 405—425.
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312 THE DEPICTED MAN

cept of homonymy.? The model and the image are homonyms*
as they share the same name (I can say “Paul” of the Apostle and
of an icon which depicts him), but not the same definition (Paul
is a human being, whereas the icon is a piece of wood that is
painted and covered with gold). The latter doctrine has received
significantly less attention than the former. It is nevertheless an
excellent way to assess the philosophical and logical culture of
ninth-century thinkers, the nature of their sources, and their
contribution to the history of logic. It also offers an exceptional
case study for understanding better the complex itinerary fol-
lowed by logical ideas, from the original Aristotelian text to the
ninth-century thinkers who make use of them in their polemical
Writings.

Homonyms are discussed by Aristotle on several occasions,
but the main passage for us and the one which proved most
influential is the discussion which opens the Categories. There
Aristotle describes homonyms as things which have a name in
common, but which differ in their definition, or, to use his own
expression, in their defining-statement of essence (Adyog Thg
ovotog).” Homonyms are part of a bigger scheme, namely a clas-

3 This is not the first appearance of the concept of homonym in a theo-
logical controversy. Gregory of Nazianzus in Oration 29.14 offers an interest-
ing earlier example. He accuses Eunomius of using faulty logic and of a bad
understanding of the concepts of homonyms and synonyms. He forms a very
suggestive bridging with Aristotle’s famous illustration of homonyms: “Well,
do you really mean that the Son is not ‘God’ in the proper sense of the word,
in the same way that a picture of an animal is not an animal?” He is reacting
to the claim attributed to Eunomius (for which we have no textual trace in
his own writings) that Christis named “God” homonymously with the Father,
1.e. that the same name “God” is predicated of both, but that the essences of
both are different. The term kbwv is taken as an example for homonyms by
Gregory’s opponents (6 8¢ fttov 100 £1épov KVVOE, olov O BaAdttiog Tod
xepooaiov). We will find this precise example again later, as it is used by John
of Damascus.

+1 do not use the translation “equivocal,” as both Aristotle and the exe-
getical tradition clearly speak of things and not of terms.

5 I follow here Harold Coooke’s Loeb translation (1938) of Adyog by “state-
ment,” but I make it more precise (“defining-statement”), to render the idea

Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies 59 (2019) 311-339



CHRISTOPHE ERISMANN 313

sification of things, and this classification precedes and is in a
way similar to Aristotle’s discussion of the famous ontological
square. This is his classification of beings according to the cri-
teria of inherence (“being in a subject”) and predication (“being
said of a subject”). In the case of homonyms and synonyms, the
two criteria are “having a name in common” and “having a
statement of essence in common.” If you add polyonyms and
heteronyms, as the exegetes will do, then you have a full square.
According to the opening remarks of the Categories, two things
are synonymous if both the same name and the same definition
are applicable to them (as when “animal” is predicated of the
lion and of the donkey). They are homonymous if they share
only the name, the definitions being different in the two cases.
Aristotle does not draw the entire scheme, but we can recon-
struct it with the help of his late ancient commentators.°

Same definition Different definition
Same name SYNONYMS HOMONYMS

(cuvavop) (6udvopa)
Different name | [POLYONYMS] [HETERONYMS]

(moAvdvopo) (étepdvopo)

The Aristotelian doctrine of homonyms turns out to be a very
efficient tool for responding to one of the main Iconoclast claims.
It may even appear as predestined to play such a role in the
Byzantine dispute, because of Aristotle himself and the example
that he chose to use to illustrate his theory. For to illustrate what

of definition which is implied in this context. It is important to note that oboio
here refers to secondary substance, to the species, as it is only a species which
can be defined (see An.post. 83b3), for a genus is requested in the definition.
On the Aristotelian expression see J. Anton, “The Meaning of Adyog tiig
ovoiag in Aristotle’s Categories,” The Monist 52 (1968) 252-267.

6 See for example John Philoponus In Cat. (A. Busse, Comm. in Arist. Graeca
XIIL1 14.11-15): t@v 0dv mpoyudtov T pév kovovel GAMIAOLG Kortd TO
Svopo Sropépet 8¢ kot TOV OPIUOV Kol KOAETTOL OUAVVUOL, T 88 KOWVMVET
L&V K0T TOV Op1opov dtopépet 88 korrd 1O Svopo Kol KOAETTo TOAVMOVLLLOL,
70 8¢ 10Td TE TO FVOLLOL K0l TOV OPIGHOV KOVWVEL Kol KOAETTOU GUVAVVLLOL, TO.
8¢ kot 1O Gvopal kol kot TOV OPLoUOV dlopépel, O KOAETTOL ETEpMOVLLLOL.
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314 THE DEPICTED MAN

he meant by homonyms, he gave the example of a man and a
picture, both called by the same Greek word ({@ov) without
however sharing the same definition. The example given in the
Categories may nevertheless be read in two ways. The less obvious
reading will gradually be adopted by the exegetical tradition,
rendering the adoption of the doctrine even more natural for
Iconophile thinkers.

I will proceed in five steps in this paper. This is my reconstruc-
tion of the long history that resulted in the use of the Aristotelian
doctrine of homonyms by the ninth-century Iconophile theo-
logians.

The first step consists of an analysis of Aristotle’s description
of homonyms at the beginning of the Categories (1al6) and a
presentation of the ambiguities of the example he gives.

The second step 1s to discuss the interpretation of Aristotle’s
example by two late ancient commentators, Porphyry and Sim-
plicius, who consider it to be a case of intentional homonymy
(&md dravoiag) and of homonymy by resemblance (ko opot-
otnta). This characterisation allows only one possible reading of
Aristotle’s text.

The third focuses on the reformulation of this passage by the
vehicle chiefly responsible for transmitting Aristotelian logic
from Alexandria to Constantinople, namely the tradition of
logical compendia. These anonymous seventh-eighth century
logical handbooks offer a tendentious rendering of Aristotle’s
example which, very probably, led to its use by ninth-century
Iconophile thinkers. It will also be shown here that John of
Damascus incorporated this reading in his Dialectica.

The fourth step addresses which argument or problem the
doctrine of homonymy was intended to solve, or, to phrase it
differently, against what argument did the Iconophile thinkers
use this particular element of Aristotelianism?

The fifth and last part is a philosophical discussion of the
Iconophile understanding of homonyms, in order to establish
their contribution to an aspect of the doctrine. Ninth-century
Iconophile thinkers insist on the fact that homonyms are things,
but this is not an innovation; what is a real contribution to the
discussion is the elaboration of a relational characterization of
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homonyms. For them, homonyms are relatives in a strict Ari-
stotelian sense.’

1. Aristotle’s homonyms
Aristotle opens the Categories with the homonyms.® Things® or
beings are homonyms when they share a name, but not the state-
ment of essence (Cat. 1al—6):
opdvopa Aéyeton @OV dvopa povov kowdv, 0 8¢ KaTd TOVVOLOL
Aoyog g ovoiag Etepog, otov {Pov & e dvBpmmog kol 0 Yeypow-
pévov - To0TOV YOp Gvopo Lovov kowvov, O 8¢ kortd Todvopo Adyog
g 0volog ETepog. 0V Yop Gmodid® Tig T £6TIV OVTAV EKATEP®
10 {ho eivar, 1810v Exatépov Adyov dmodmoet.
When things have only a name in common and the defining-
statement of essence which corresponds to the name is different,
they are called homonyms. Thus, for example, both a man and a
picture are animals. These have only a name in common and the
defining-statement of essence which corresponds to the name is
different; for if one is to say what being an animal is for each of

them, one will give two distinct defining-statements. (transl.
Ackrill, mod.)

Depending on how one understands {@dov and 10 yeypopuué-
vov, two different readings are possible. The traditional reading

7 This article will be followed by a study offering an assessment of Photius’
reading of the question. In Amphilochion 137, the Patriarch of Constantinople
exposes the “ante-predicaments” (T& Tpd TOV KINYOPIDV), i.€. the concepts
treated at the beginning of Aristotle’s Categories, before the discussion of the
ten categories themselves, homonyms included. Photius shows a clear knowl-
edge of, at least, some of the Alexandrian commentaries on the Categories, but
he retains also elements of the Christian logical tradition of the compendia
and of previous Iconophile thinkers discussed in the present paper.

8 On the background of this doctrine see J. Anton, “The Aristotelian
Doctrine of Homonyma in the Categories and its Platonic Antecedents,” 7HPh 6
(1968) 315-326.

9 1 follow here the interpretation suggested by J. L. Ackrill in the com-
mentary to his translation of the Cafegories (Oxford 1963), according to which
homonyms are things: “The terms ‘homonymous’ and ‘synonymous’, as de-
fined by Aristotle in this chapter [i.e. Cat. ch. 1], apply not to words but to
things” (71).
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316 THE DEPICTED MAN

consists in understanding the example as follows: a man and a
depicted man, who may even be the same man, or any kind of
depicted beast, are both called “animal.” Adherents of this read-
ing would even translate the phrase with “a man and a portrait.”
The fact that the homonymy focuses on “animal” seems an ar-
gument for claiming that the depicted entity is a non-human
animal, as otherwise Aristotle would have said that the name in
common 1s “man.”

A different reading is also possible. The term {®ov in Ari-
stotle’s time had two meanings, the main one being “living
creature,” but there was also the less frequent but nevertheless
attested meaning, “a figure or image in painting, embroidery,
sculpture,”!Y in other words an image or a picture but not neces-
sarily of an animal. An illustration of this meaning is found in
Herodotus (4.88):

an’ dv 81 Movdpokéng amapyiv, (Mo yponydiuevog macoy T

Leb&wv 100 Boomopov kol Paciién te Aapelov év mpoedpin koth-

HevoV kol TOV 6TPotov ahTod dtaoivovto.

Mandrocles took the first-fruits of these and had a picture made

with them, showing the whole bridge of the Bosporus, and Darius

sitting aloft on his throne and his army crossing.
If one adopts this sense of {dov, then the example reads as
follows: the term {@ov is used to designate two things—the
animal and the image—which share a name, but not the state-
ment of essence. Homonymy is then purely accidental, just a fact
of language. This reading has the advantage of being in ac-
cordance with other passages of the Corpus Aristotelicum in which
Aristotle offers examples of homonyms. In both cases, the two
unrelated things are homonyms because they share only a name.

The first is in the Nicomachean Ethics, namely xAelg, which
means both a particular bone and a key (1129a27-31):

Now “justice” and “injustice” seem to be ambiguous, but because

the homonymy is close, it escapes notice and is not obvious as it

is, comparatively, when the meanings are far apart, e.g. (for here
the difference in outward form is great) as the homonymy in the

10 Gf. LSJ s.v. AIL: “in art, figure, image, not necessarily of animals.”
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use of kleis for the collar-bone of an animal and for that with which

we lock a door (olov 81t kokelton KAelg dumvipme 1 T IO TOV

avyéva tdv {pav kod 1) Tog 00pag Khelovoty).

The second appears in the Zopics and involves the word for
donkey. Here the concept of homonyms is not mentioned, and
the Adyog Thig ovotog of the Categories is reduced to simply Adyog
(107a18-21):

Look also at the genera of the objects denoted by the same name,

and see if they are different without the one falling under the

other, as (e.g.) onos is both the animal [i.e. the donkey] and the
engine (otov dvog 10 te {dov kol 10 okedog). For their defining-
statement that corresponds to the name is different; for the one
will be declared to be an animal of a certain kind, and the other
to be an engine of a certain kind (£tepog yop 6 Kot TOVVOUOL

Adyog odTdv 10 pev yop {dov mowdv Tt pnBicetan, tO 8¢ oxedog

TOWV T).

According to this reading, {®ov, kAeic, and §vog are three names
which happen to be respectively predicated of different pairs of
things which do not share the same definition, the same essential
being.

2. The commentators and the introduction of the concept of homonymy

by resemblance

The ambiguity of the Aristotelian text will be solved by the
systematicizing exegesis produced by the scholars of the Neo-
platonic schools.!! Two crucial distinctions will be introduced.
These distinctions are based on concepts that do not come from
Aristotle’s logical writings, but from the Physics. The first is the
opposition between what comes about by chance, &m0 TO¥NG,
and what is the result of thought, &no diavotag (Ph 2.5, 197a2—
3). The second is a distinction described by Aristotle as follows:
“some homonymies are far removed from one another, some
have a certain likeness, and some are nearly related either

11 For an overview of the Neoplatonic exegesis of Aristotle’s homonyms see
J. Anton, “Ancient Interpretations of Aristotle's Doctrine of Homonyma,” JHPh
7(1969) 1-18.
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318 THE DEPICTED MAN

generically or analogically” (7.4, 249a23-25). For our purposes,
the important element introduced here is the point about
“having a certain likeness” (Exovcoi Tvo, OHOLOTNTOL).

Porphyry offers the first presentation of homonyms that in-
tegrates these two elements,!? while also offering a personal and
vivid elucidation of Aristotle’s example:!3

12 Porphyry introduces the notions of homonyms by chance and hom-
onyms as a result of thought in his commentary on the Categories, but we
already find a mention of the concepts a few decades before, in the eighth
book of the Stromata of Clement of Alexandria, the so-called Liber Logicus
(8.8.24 [95.16—26 Stahlin): “Homonyms bear the same name, but do not
have the same statement, e.g. ‘man’ is both the living being and the one on
the picture. Of homonyms, some are homonymous by chance, like ‘Ajax’
from Locris and ‘Ajax’ from Salamis, others from thought. And of the latter
group, some [are homonymous] according to similarity, like ‘man’ being both
the living being and the one on the picture; some according to analogy, like
the ‘feet’ of a mountain and our ‘feet’, because they are lower; some according
to activity, like the ‘foot’ [i.e. rudder] of a ship, by which the ship is kept on
course, and our ‘foot’, by which we move. Homonyms are called after the
same thing and in view of the same thing, like a book and a scalpel are
‘medical’ after the medical man using them and in view of the same statement
of the ‘medical’,” T0. 8¢ dpdvVLUE T 0OTH SvopaTL Y pdUEVa, Adyov dE 00 TOV
avToV Exovia, otov avBponog 16 Te {Pov Kol YeYpopLLEVeC. TBV SE OUOVOUMV
TO HEV Amd TOYNG OpmVLpET, g ATog 6 Aokpog xai O Zakopiviog, To 8¢ dimod
Swwoiocg, kol To0TmV T pPév ko’ 6u01(’)1:m:oc g &vepconog 76 1€ {dov kol 6
yeypocuuevog, o 88 KoToL ocvochoyww g 7t088<; 18n<; Kol ot nustepot n6deg
S0 o Kom:cm:spco elvait, 1oL 08 Kot gvépyelav, OC Tovg tAoiov, 31 oV 10 TAoTov
TAET, Kol novg 0 nuetepog, 8t 00 Kwouuseoc keyswu oucovu pot &mo 100 adTod
Kol npog 70 o010, a)g [ér0] T0D wm:pou 70 BLBMOV Kol 10 Gmklov wm:pucot and
1e 100 ypouévou iotpod kol mpdg oV adTOV koyov TOv 1otpucdy (transl.
Havrda p.115, mod.). Here as well it is the name “man” which is common to
the two homonyms, i.e. to the living human being and to the depicted one. It
is highly probable that the eighth book of the Stromata integrates elements of
Galen’s logical writings, most likely of his lost treatise On Demonstration, see M.
Havrda, The so-called Eighth Stromateus by Clement of Alexandria: Early Christian
Reception of Greek Scientific Methodology (Leiden 2016) 34-50, with further refer-

ences.

13 A. Busse, Comm. in Arist. Graeca IV.1 65.25-30; transl. S. K. Strange, Por-
plyry: On Aristotle, Categories (Ithaca 1992) 45—46 (mod.).
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The others [homonyms] depend on thought (r6 Sravotag), as for
example homonyms by likeness (ko> dpoiwotv). Suppose I were
to use the name “man” both of a mortal rational animal and of
an image of a man (eikdvo dvBpdrov)—suppose I were to see it
and say, “That is a man” (&vBpwnog t0910). Clearly it is not just
a matter of chance that I call that which is drawn in the image (10
v Tfj elkOVL ypappo) “man’: it is because it is an image of a living
man. So it is due to thought (&no drovoiag) that I call both the
living man and the statue or image “man.”

Simplicius, following Porphyry, advances a more systematic
application of these elements to the homonyms and inscribes
Aristotle’s example into this scheme. For him homonyms are
divided between homonyms by chance (&m0 T0yng) and hom-
onyms by thought (&no diavolag), i.e. intentional homonyms.
This latter group is divided into four: homonyms by likeness (to
k0’ ouotdtnte), by analogy (kotd dvodoyiowv), by derivation
from one thing (&’ £€vog), and by reference to a single goal (tpog
€v). Simplicius interprets Aristotle's example as the result of a
thought on the basis of an existing likeness:!*

Having arrived at this point, the commentators are accustomed
to enumerate the types of homonyms (tovg tpdmOVLE TOV
opwvopwv), and they say that with regard to the highest types,
homonyms come about in two ways. Some of them come about
by chance (&m0 TOxNG), as both Paris and the Macedonian are
“Alexanders”; and some are by thought (66 dravotag). The latter
occur when someone thinks the matter over, and for a specific
reason imposes the same names [on different things]. Chance
homonyms, being contingent and indefinite, admit of no di-
visions. By thought homonyms, by contrast, are divided into four:
Firstly, the [homonyms] by likeness (xo’ dpotdtnta): this is the
kind Aristotle used in his example of homonyms, when he said
“both the man and the depicted [man] are animals.” These have
this name in common, but their defining-statement is different
(tov 8¢ Adyov Etepov), since the man is an “animal” as it is an
animate, sensitive substance (ovoto fuyuyog aicOntixn), while
the image or statue of a man is an “animal” in the sense that it is

14 K. Kalbfleisch, Comm. in Arist. Graeca VIII 31.22-32; transl. M. Chase,
Simplicius On Aristotle’s Categories (Ithaca 2003) 45—46 (mod.).
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320 THE DEPICTED MAN

a semblance of an animate, sensitive substance (1} 8¢ €lk®v 100
avBpdmov § 6 avdprog Ldov obtmg Og Opoiopa odoiog Euydyov
aioBntikic).

Porphyry’s and Simplicius’ contributions—widely endorsed by
the Alexandrian commentators!>—constitute an important step
in the history of Aristotelian homonyms for several reasons.
First, they offer a precise interpretation of Aristotle’s example by
reformulating it in terms of “an image of the man,” 1 8¢ eix®v
700 &vBpdrov. Their reading seems to ignore the second sense
of {@ov. Then, they clearly state that this predication is not by
chance, but that this homonymy results from thought and is
based on a similarity or likeness (ka8 opotwoty, ko’ opoldT-
t0r). Finally, the distinction of essence between the man and the
image is clearly stated, as man is defined as animate and capable
of sensation, whereas the icon is not.'® Porphyry (128.18-19)
states as a general rule that “homonyms never belong to the
same genus,” TOV 8¢ OUOVON®V KoTd TaOTOV 00dEV dNmov
vévog. Simplicius notably insists on the fact that the man and his
image belong to two different categories: “Socrates and the
painted Socrates, however, do not both participate in the essence
of ‘animal’; but one participates in the substance [of ‘animal’],

15 For example in the very influential commentary on the Categories by Am-
monius: A. Busse, Comm. i Arist. Graeca IV.4, at 21.15-22.11.

16 Aristotle himself gives an example of homonyms in the De anima, which
functions exactly like the Neoplatonic reading of the man and the statue:
“Suppose that the eye were an animal—sight would have been its soul, for
sight is the essence of the eye which corresponds to the defining-statement,
the eye being merely the matter of seeing; when seeing is removed the eye is
no longer an eye, except in name—no more than the eye of a statue or of a
painted figure,” et yop fv 6 0¢BaApog {Pov, yoyh dv AV adtod 1 yig: odn
vop ovota 6eBoipod N kot OV Adyov (O & deBodude VAN Swewg), Mg
dmoAetmovong ovkér’ dBoApde, TANY dpeviopne, kobdrep 6 AiBvoc xai 6
veypoupévog (412b18-23; transl. J. A. Smith, mod.). The eye of a living being
—1.e. an eye which sees—and the eye of a depicted or sculpted animal are
homonyms because both have the name “eye” in common, but the statement
of essence—in this case sight is described as the essence of the eye—is not the
same (which is clear from the fact that a statue does not see).
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while the other participates in ‘colour’ or ‘surface figure’. Thus,
they are not reduced under the same category, but Socrates
comes under the category of essence, while the painted Socrates
comes under the category of the quality.”!”

Two main conditions necessary for the utilisation of the
doctrine of the homonyms by the Iconophile theologians of the
ninth century—the causal explanation of some homonyms by a
likeness between two things and the necessary essential differ-
ence between two homonyms!®—are formulated here for the
first time.

17 Simpl. 21.17-20: 6 8¢ Zwxpdng kol 6 yeypoupévog drte pn Thg ovoiog
Gpoem 100 {dov pnetéxovieg, GAL’ O pev thg 00o10G, 6 O XpOUATOG | GYNHoTOg
émimodaiion, oby DO TV DTNV AvdryovTot kortnyopiow, AN O pév Tapdng
V1o v oveiaw, O 88 yeypopévog Ho 0 mo1dv (transl. Chase 36, mod.).

18 The difference of essence between the man and the image is stated in
very clear terms by the later commentator David, who says in his Introduction
to Philosophy—a series of prolegomena to the study of logic preceding his
commentary to Porphyry’s Isagoge (Prolegomena Philosophiae (A. Busse, Comm. in
Arist. Graeca XVIIL.2 35.9-20; transl. S. Gertz, Elas and David [London 2018]
118, mod.): “‘like’ 1s used in the case of image and original, as when we say
that an image of Socrates is similar to Socrates. We should know that the
archetype is called ‘model’ and that, as it were, the image was produced in
relation to it. For example, we say that Socrates is the model of Socrates’
image, since it 1s in relation to him that the image was produced. We say that
the philosopher is like god in this sense: just as we say that the image of
Socrates 1s like Socrates, even though the image of Socrates and Socrates are
different (for one is inanimate, but the other animate), in this sense we also
say that the philosopher 1s like god, even though the essence of god and man
are different,” néAv & Guotov Aéyeton ig €nl TT](; eucovog kol 100 mopadelypo-
106, olov cog Stav v glxdvo Zcmcpom:ong ouowcv etvot keycousv 0 Zcmcpom:et
lotéov 8¢ 011 mapdiderypo; keyewu 10 Gpy€Tumov kol olovel Tpog O syeveto n
elkov: olov nocpocSewuoc TT](; eucovog Zcmcpom:oug keyousv OV Za)Kpom:nv TPOG
yocp T0DTOV syeveto 1 elkdv 00100, KorTd T0dT0 OVY TO cnuouvouevov Aéyopev
OV (leGO(pov ouowv 1) 0ed eivor cocmsp yocp TT]V elkéva Tokpdrovg
keyouev ouowcv elvarL T Zcmcpom:et el kol GAho éotiv 7 elxav 10D Zcmcpom:ong
Kol GALog O Tokpatng (M usv Yop Byoydg éotwv, 6 B¢ euwuxog) Kot 10010
70 onuouvousvov Aéyouev 1OV @1AdGOQOV Spotov eiva 1 Bed, el kol GAAN
¢otiv 1 ovoto 10D Be0b kol EAAN 10D &vBpdnov.
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322 THE DEPICTED MAN

3. Logical handbooks and John of Damascus’ Dialectica

Middle Byzantine compendia of logic, which usually offer
short summaries of all or part of the content of Porphyry’s
Isagoge, Aristotle’s Categories, and sometimes of the Peri Hermeneias
or of some elementary syllogistic, are historically crucial. They
constitute one of the most efficient transmitters of the ideas
about logic worked out by the Neoplatonic exegetes of Aristotle
in Alexandpria to the early Byzantine thinkers in Constantinople.
Homonyms were presented in various logical handbooks com-
posed in the seventh and the eighth centuries. Interestingly
enough, the kind of short formulations featured in these com-
pendia reflect several changes in comparison to Aristotle’s
phrasing. The same paragraph about homonyms is to be found
in two different compendia of logical terminology. The first of
these compendia 1s devoted to some terms and concepts related
to the Categories (OQUOVVLOV, GVVAOVVLLOV, TAPOVVLOV, ETEPOVL-
pov, but also kotryopovueve, Tpdtepov, G, GTOUOV, KOTAPO-
o1g, andeoots, avtigpoots). The second devotes more coverage
to the concepts at stake in the Isagoge (yévoc, €1doc, drapopd,
id1ov, ovuPePnkdc) and in the Categories (several definitions of
ovola, a few lines about opwvope kol cvveovope, and a para-
graph for each of the nine remaining categories).

Homonyms are defined as follows:!?

OUL@VVUOV £6TLV, OTaY 8VO TPAYUOTO LOVE OVOROTL KOWV@VODGLY,

0g €l eikovog kol 100 IModAov: T yop dpedtepo Aéyeig Gv-

Bpomov, GAAL PéVE 1@ dvopoTt Kowvevodoty, 1@ 88 mpdyuott

dapépovot.

A homonym is when two things have only a name in common, as

with an image and Paul, for you say “man” of both of them, yet

19 M. Roueché, “Byzantine Philosophical Texts of the Seventh Century,”
JOB 23 (1974) 61-76, at 72.2—4. A new edition of this very short text has been
published by B. Roosen and P. Van Deun, “Les collections de définitions
philosophico-théologiques appartenant a la tradition de Maxime le Confes—
seur: le recueil centré sur op@vVOLULOV, cvvcovuuov TOLPOVLLOV, ETEPOVVLOV,”
in M. Gacouros et al. (eds.), Philosophie et sciences @ Byzance de 1204 a 1453. Les
lextes, les doctrines et leur transmission (Leuven 2006) 53—76 (there is no textual
difference for this passage, at 70.1-4).
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they have in common only this name, while they differ with re-
spect to the thing itself.

This text represents an important step. The example is
Christianised, the mentioned individual is no longer any given
man or Socrates,?’ but Paul. Further, “animal” is not used any
more, but “man,” which is predicated of both Paul and an icon.
It seems quite reasonable to read the text as referring to Paul and
an icon representing the Apostle.

John of Damascus compiled an extensive logical compen-
dium, the Philosophical Chapters (Capita Philosophica), better known
under the title of Dialectica.?’ He considers the question of hom-
onyms in two distinct paragraphs. Paragraph 32 focuses on the
case of the two types of animals called xbwv or “dog,” one being
the familiar canine and the other a particular type of fish. Both
share the same name,?? but not the same definition (0ptoudg) be-
cause they are of a different nature (ére1dn kol £1€po @UO1G Kol
etépa, 101.5 Kotter). The second paragraph deals with homon-
ymy in the case of an image (86.8-13):

Predication is homonymous when [the two subjects of the predi-

cation] admit of the [same] name (16 pév Gvopo d¢xeton), but not

at all of the [same] definition (tov 8¢ Opov 0VdaudG). For instance,
the image of a man admits of the name of man, but it does not
admit of the definition of man (otov 1 eix®v 100 &vOpdrov 1o pev

Svopo 100 avBpdmov déxeta, TOv 8¢ Spov 100 dvBpdmov o Séye-

to). For the definition of man is an animal rational, mortal, and

receptive of intellect and scientific understanding (C@ov Aoyikdv,

Bvntov, vod kol émothung dektikdv). And the image, however, is

not an animal; for it is not animate (ELyvy0g), nor is it rational or

receptive of intellect and scientific understanding.

It is interesting to note the clear understanding of the Aristo-

20 Simplicius, on one occasion, rephrases the Aristotelian example as fol-
lows (21.14-16): “Again, Socrates 1s an animal, and so, too, is an image of
Socrates, even though the latter is a configuration of colours,” kol téAw {dov
8 1e Zokpdng kol 1 100 Zokpdtoug eikov xpoudtnv 00ca GYNUATIGUOC.

21 Ed. P. B. Kotter, Die Schrifien des fohannes von Damaskos I (Berlin 1969).

22 The example of k0@v as a homonymous term is found in Arist. Soph el.
166a16-17.
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telian expression A0yog Tfig ovoiog in both passages as definition.
John of Damascus uses both terms Gpog and Opioudg. This
understanding is indeed perfectly justified from a philosophical
point of view.

John of Damascus also wrote three treatises defending the
veneration of images. He does not use Aristotelian logical ter-
minology in the argumentation developed there. The introduc-
tion of such terminology is a Constantinopolitan phenomenon
well documented in Iconophile writings composed during the
years between the restoration of iconoclasm by the emperor Leo
V in 814/5 and the death of Theodore the Stoudite in 826.
Logical concepts like homonymy were introduced by Nicepho-
rus and Theodore in attempts to answer Constantine V’s the-
orising of iconoclasm, but were not yet in use among Iconophiles
at the time of the Second Council of Nicaea (787), as we shall
see.

4. Constantine V

The Iconophile use of the theory of homonymy can partly be
explained by the need to refute an argument put forth by the
Iconoclast emperor Constantine V (741-775). Constantine 1s
particularly important for the history of the problem of images
because he transformed an old issue partly grounded in the
exegesis of the Old Testament into a Christological one. In the
time of his father and predecessor Leo III, the veneration of
icons was combatted as idolatry;?® during Constantine’s reign it
was fought as heresy. We know the thought of Constantine V
thanks to 47 fragments of his polemic theological inquiries
(Mevoeig) about images.?* They are quoted by Nicephorus, who
tries to answer them and to refute Constantine’s position.?> One

2 See S. Gero, Byzantine Iconoclasm during the Reign of Leo III (Louvain 1973)
102-109.

24 S. Ger0, Byzantine Iconoclasm during the Reign of Constantine V (Louvain 1977)
37-52.

%5 Constantine’s work was written as a succession of questions and answers,
according to the traditional Christian literary model of the erofapokrisers. They
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of them, particularly relevant for our topic, is reported by
Nicephorus as follows:26
elodyel yodv evBic xoi el koddg, Opoodolov ovThy [i.e. TV
etxova] etvor 100 eixovilouévov.
That is why he [Constantine V] immediately adds: “If the icon is
good, it 1s consubstantial with the one of whom it is an icon.”

For Iconoclasts following Constantine V, Christ himself and a
good 1con of Christ are consubstantial and do not differ in
essence.?’ Testimony for this position is in the discussion of the
Iconoclast Council of Hiereia (754) as recorded during the sixth
session of the Iconophile Council of Nicaea II (787):28

1001 8¢ 1§ TPONE Ko 0vTOL THY eikdva T0D Xp1oTod Kol oD TOV

10v Xp1otov 00dev kot ovciov Aéyouot Sropepety.

In the same manner, they [the Iconoclasts] assert that the icon of
Christ and Christ himself differ in nothing regarding their es-
sence.?

have been collected and edited in H. Hennephof, Textus Byzantinos ad Icono-
machiam pertinentes in usum academicum (Leiden 1969) 52-57. An earlier edition
was included in G. Ostrogorsky, Studien zur Geschichte des byzantinischen Bilder-
streites (Breslau 1929) 8—11.

26 Hennephof, 7extus Byzantinos 52 no. 142 (= Nicephorus Antirheticus 1, PG
100.2254).

27 See A. Giakalis, Images of the Divine: The Theology of Icons at the Seventh
Ecumenical Council (Leiden 2005) 132: “The identifications made by the icono-
clasts were numerous. First, all true images are taken to be ‘natural’ or
consubstantial with their archetypes. From this derives the utter impossibility
of distinguishing between ‘natural’ and ‘imitative’ icons. By further con-
sequence, image and archetype or prototype are identified. Consequently,
Christ and an icon of Christ must be identified in their essence, that is to say,
icon and person represented (prototype) must always be consubstantial. Every
icon not identical with the prototype in essence is an idol.”

28 F. Lamberz, Concilium Universale Nicaeum Secundum (Berlin/New York
2008) 668.20—21.

29 In the Acts of Nicaea II, this claim is followed by a comment by the
Iconophile redactor: “if they recognized the difference [in essence between
Christ and the image of Christ], they would not have uttered all this bizarre
nonsense. For it is obvious to all that a prototype is one thing and an image
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The condition for a good icon, for Iconoclasts, is that it is of
the same essence as, and consubstantial with, its archetype. The
nature of the model and of the copy has to be the same. If this
condition is not fulfilled by an image, then venerating it is
idolatry. This condition is indeed impossible to fulfil. The argu-
ment is simple: rationality is part of the human essence, but it 1s
impossible for an icon, as a piece of wood that is painted and
covered with gold, to be rational.3® This criterion makes it, de
facto, impossible for any material depiction to fulfil the condition
required to be considered as a good (kaA®g) icon and a proper
object of veneration. Even if we do not have it in its entirety, it
1s possible, on the basis of the fragment transmitted by Nicepho-
rus and his refutation of this position, to reconstruct the argu-
ment of Constantine V along the following lines:

1) A good image is consubstantial with its prototype.

2) Consubstantial entities share all the same essential properties
[by definition].

3) A prototype is by essence rational and animate.

4) A depiction being only material is without reason and
Inanimate.

5) Therefore the depiction does not share all the essential
properties of the prototype.

6) Therefore the depiction and the prototype are not
consubstantial.

7) Therefore the depiction is not a good image, it is an idol.
8) Therefore it is wrong to venerate it.

The argument is sound and difficult to contradict, with the

another; the former is animate, while the latter is inanimate,” ei thv dwopopov
Eyvooay, obK Qv ToToC TG Kevopmviog &tepotoddmoay. dpidniov yop
noey Ldpyel 8tL GAAo éoTiv eikav kol dAAo mpwtdTuNoV: TOoDTO MV F-
YooV, Ekevo 8¢ yuyov (668.21-24 Lamberz; transl. R. Price, The Acts of the
Second Council of Nicaea [Liverpool 2018] 475, mod.).

30 The affirmation that a man and his image differ essentially is indeed not
an Iconophile innovation. Itis implicitin Aristotle, as homonyms do not share
the same Adyog tfig ovoiog. Already Simplicius, as we have seen, has insisted
on this by underlining the fact that they both belong to different categories
(substance for the model, quality for the image). John of Damascus, in a
passage discussed below, states clearly that the image, contrary to its model,
it is not animate, nor rational.
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exception of the first premise (1). The understanding of con-
substantiality as sharing the same essential properties (2) 1s a
well-accepted thesis among both philosophers and theologians.
The descriptions of the prototype (3) and the depiction (4) are
based on common-sense experience. The conclusion that the
prototype and the depiction do not share all essential properties
(5) and the rejection of consubstantiality between them (6) are
logical deductions. The conclusion that the depiction is an idol
is based on a logical application of the first premise (1). The final
conclusion about the wrongness of the veneration of an idol (8)
1s a traditional Christian theological statement.

Any attempt to refute such a reasoning must focus on the first
premise. Exactly this will be the argumentative strategy of the
Iconophiles, first at the Second Council of Nicaea in 787, then
in a more philosophical way and with the help of the concept of
homonyms in the Antirrhetici of both Nicephorus and Theodore
the Stoudite.

The Second Council of Nicaea, an Iconophile council, adopts
the principle that the prototype and the image share a common
name but insists on their difference in essence. It is nevertheless
interesting to note that the Aristotelian terminology of hom-
onyms is never used. It is therefore clear that this terminology
was introduced only later, by Nicephorus and Theodore the
Stoudite. I will mention just two examples from the Acts which
precisely state the commonality of name and clearly reject an
identity of essence between the icon and the model; these two
passages would have been the right place to introduce the Ari-
stotelian terminology of homonyms.

658.16—20 Lamberz:
Therefore, since Christ is depicted according to his human
nature, it is obvious, as the truth has proved, that Christians con-
fess that the icon which is seen has in common with the archetype
only the name, and not the essence (koto T0 Gvopo povov OUo-
Aoyobotv ol XpioTiowol KOWmVELY TV OpOUEVIV EIKOVOL TG GpYE-
TOR® Kol 00 Koto Ty ovoiav). However, these senseless men say
that there is no difference between an icon and the prototype and
they decide for the identity of essence in things which are different
in essence (odtol 8¢ kememBévie &d1dpopov Aéyovoty eivor
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elxdvo Kol TPOTOTLROV Kol &V ETEPOOVGIOIC TO TODTOV THg 0VG10Gg
KPIVOLGTL).

664.28-31:
For the icon is one thing and the prototype another. No one
among those who think rightly looks in any way to the icon for
the qualities of the prototype. For the right reason discerns in the
image nothing other than that it [i.e. the image] has the name in
common with him of whom it is the image, and not the essence
(6GAAO Ydp 0TIV ElKGOV KO GAAO TO TPWTOTLTOV" KO TO, 1OTOUOTOL
100 Tp@TOTOHMOV 0VSAUDS TIC TAV €D PPOVOLVTMY &v Tf elkdvt
¢mlntel. v yop TR eixdvi GAAo 008V O dAnBN g Adyog yivdokel
| KT TO GVOUOL KOWVOVETY 00TIVOG £0TIY ElKMV KOl 00 KOT) TV
ovGiow).

5. The “Iconophile” understanding of homonyms:
Nicephorus and “Theodore Stoudites

Iconophile thinkers saw that the answer provided by Nicaea 11
was not sufficient to prevent a second uprising of Iconoclasm.
The superficial refutation of the definition of the Iconoclast
Council of Hiereia that was included during Nicaea II was not
enough to win the intellectual battle. More had to be done on a
theoretical level against the stronger official theorisation of
iconoclasm, that of Constantine V, which was still the doctrinal
nucleus of Second Iconoclasm. This is exactly what Nicephorus
tries to do in his Anturheticc in offering counter-arguments,
written between 818 and 820, to the statements made by
Constantine V. Nicaea II focused on the justification of the
veneration of images. In order to win the battle, new weapons
had to be used, the main one being Aristotelian logic.

Nicephorus of Constantinople

Nicephorus adopts homonymy first and foremost for the case
of the icon of Christ, which also receives the name “Christ.” He
says that “the icon, taking the name common to both natures, is
called homonymously with the archetype.”! But he rejects the
consubstantiality of the pattern and the image. For him, they are

31 Antirrh. 1.47 (PG 100.324A-B): 1y eikov ... obtog olkeiwBeloo wol 1@
KOW® 1@V OoEMV OVOROTL TPOsYP®UEVT, OLOVIL®G Td &pYeTOT® TPOsOYO-
pebeTou.
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not opoovoiot (Antirrh. 1.30 [PG 100.2808—C]):

[The image] has not acquired identity according to essence [with
the archetype], nor need everything that is predicated of the
archetype qua archetype be predicable of the image of it (00 ko’
obGio 10 TODTOV KeKTNUEVT, 0VOE YOp Go0 Kot TOD APYETVTOV
0O APYETOTOL KOITNYOPETTOL, Kol THG O’ orhToD elkdvog Kot yopn-
Bnoeton néviwg). Indeed, the archetype may be animate, while
the image is inanimate. The archetype may be rational and able
to move, while the image is without reason and motionless. Con-
sequently, these two are not identical, but they are similar to each
other in their visible form and dissimilar from each other in es-
sence (0VKODV 00 TODTOV AUPOTEPOL, GAAG TN eV Eotkev GAANAOLG
10 €1de1, nN O¢ améotke T} ovoiQ).
This text clearly shows that Nicephorus has Constantine V’s
argument in mind. He is taking care to mention both the con-
substantiality—in terms of identity of essence—and the key
definitional element of the consubstantiality, 1.e. that what is
essentially predicated of one of two consubstantial entities also
has to be predicated of the second. He indeed concedes, like
John of Damascus before him, that the model and the image do
not share all essential properties (like rationality and motion in
his example).

The introduction of the concept of homonyms by Nicephorus
1s intrinsically linked to his relational understanding of images.
For him, as for Theodore the Stoudite, the model and the image
are relatives in the strict Aristotelian sense elaborated in the
Categories. Here 1s one example of Nicephorus’ use of the concept
of relatives (with the notable addition of the Neoplatonic concept
of relation) (Antirrh. 1.30 [277C—D]):

The image is related to the archetype and is the effect of a cause.
Therefore, necessarily it belongs to, and 1s called, a relative (t@v
npdg T1). Relatives are said to be such as they are from their being
of some other thing, and through their relation (oyéoel) they are
mutual correlatives. A father, for instance, is called the son’s
father ... thus an archetype is called the archetype of an image
and an image the image of an archetype, and nobody will call the
image of an individual an unrelated image; for the one and the
other are introduced and contemplated together.
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The very interesting point is that Nicephorus elaborates on the
two elements—a particular kind of Tpdg T, i.e. two things linked
by a relation of resemblance, and the homonyms—not sep-
arately but together. One will be the condition of the other. On
the basis of the distinction found in the Neoplatonic com-
mentaries, Nicephorus introduces a fascinating claim about the
grounding of the homonymy in the relation of resemblance

(Anterrh. 1.30 [280B]):

Moreover, the resemblance confers homonymy [on the icon and
its archetype] (éx meprovoiog 8¢ kol v opovuuioy xopileton 1
opotwotg). The designation (rpoonyopia) is one and the same for
both [i.e. the icon and the archetype]. The icon of the king is
called “the king,” and might well say: “the king and I are one,”
despite the evident fact that they are different in essence (dfjAov
8¢ Ot mapd 10 Thg ovolag didpopov). We have said these things
in order to demonstrate the way in which the image, being con-
sidered together with the archetype (mpog 10 dpyétumov Bewpov-
uévn), is related to it (thv oyéow £xe).

Homonymy is not accidental at all but supervenes on the exist-
ing relation of resemblance. Iconophile thinkers are aware of the
risk of a purely accidental homonymy, since in that case this
logical tool would not be useful at all as an argument against the
Iconoclasts. If there is merely an accidental commonality of
name between Peter and the image of Peter, then there is no
gain in calling them homonyms. Iconophile thinkers try to avoid
this by grounding homonymy. This is exactly what Nicephorus
does when he introduces a very interesting claim about ground-
ing the homonymy in the relation of resemblance. This is only
possible because of his endorsement of the Neoplatonic analysis
of Aristotle’s example.

This grounding is confirmed by the seventh of the ten syl-
logisms written by Nicephorus to establish the priority of the
image of Christ over the Cross (Antirrh. 3.35 [432B]):

The name “Christ” is predicated homonymously of the image of
Christ (10 Xp1610¢ Gvouo OUOVOLOG KOTo THG £1kOVog Xp1oTod
kotnyopelton). It is called “Christ” as the image of the emperor is
called “Emperor.” But it is impossible to say this about the Cross,
as no one among the people who are sound of mind would call
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the cross “Christ” in any possible way. That which has come to

participate in the name itself because it has already shared in the

form of the body (koBdmep 0N kol 1® 100 chOpatog TONW Ke-

Kowmvnkev) is more precious than that which participates in none

of these. So the image is more precious than the cross.

This is not the place to discuss this argument as such and its
place in Nicephorus’ anti-Iconoclast argumentation about the
superiority of the image of Christ over the Cross.3? The relevant
aspect of the text for our purpose is the clear causal explanation
of homonymy. There is homonymy because there was before
some sharing of formal appearance, which is, phrased differ-
ently, nothing else than the relation of resemblance described in
Antirrheticus 1.30. Here as well, homonymy does not come at ran-
dom, but expresses a previous likeness, a resemblance in reality.
It is because two things resemble one another or share some
features in their appearance that they can be homonyms. The
homonymy is grounded in the relation of resemblance.

Theodore the Stoudite

Theodore follows a similar line of argumentation as Nicepho-
rus.? His claim about the fact that Christ and the icon of Christ
share the same name is directly supplemented by the affirmation
that there 1s no consubstantiality between the prototype (Christ)

and the image (Antirrh. 1.8 [PG 99.337C]):

It is not possible to distinguish one from the other [i.e. an image
from its prototype] by the name which they have in common (tfj
opovopia), but by their natures (tfj Ooe).
If the distinction is possible thanks to their natures, it is obviously
because the two natures are different. This point is also stated in
another passage: “His image ... is called ‘Christ’ because of the
signification of the name (tfj onuooiy Tfig Tpoonyopiag), not be-
cause of the nature of divinity and humanity” (00 1fj Vo€l Thg

32 See C. Erismann, “Nicephorus I of Constantinople, Aristotelian Logic
and the Cross,” in M. Knezevi¢ (ed.), Aristotle in Byzantium (Alhambra 2019)
193-206.

33 For some remarks on Theodore on homonymy see T. Tollefsen, St
Theodore the Studite’s Defence of the Icons. Theology and Philosophy in Ninth-Century
Byzantium (Oxford 2018) 42—49 and 121-123.
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Be6ttog e Kol dvBpondttog). The icon does not have the
divine and human essence of Christ. For Theodore, sharing a
name—and the veneration—is not the same as sharing an es-
sence: “It shares the name of the prototype (toUvopo pev kot-
vovel), as well as its honour and veneration, but it has no part in
its nature (tfig 8¢ Vo NAAoTpiwTan)” (Antirrh. 2.17 [361C]).

It 1s interesting to note that Theodore uses the concept of
homonymy also in his literary work, as in his poem On the Holy
Icons (no. 30), where he articulates the identity of name (here
kAfoig) with the difference in essence or nature:3*

The Icon which you see is [an icon] of Christ.

Call it also “Christ,” but homonymously;

For the identity is in appellation, but not in nature.

(Xprotov ¢ kovty Aé€ov, GAL OpeVOLOG:
KANGEL YOp €0TL TOTOTNG, GAL’ 00 @UoEL)

For both, there is one undivided worship.

Therefore, who venerates this [image], worships Christ;

for who does not venerate it, is also completely his enemy,

since who rages against him does not want

his painted appearance in the flesh to be worshipped.

Theodore also insists on the link between the npdg t1 and the
homonyms. This is clear in his £p. 528, which according to its
editor, G. Fatouros, was probably written between 821 and
826.3% This letter is an explanation sent to John the Grammarian
about the terminology used about images in another letter (£p.
428), notably about the terms o)£01¢, OL®VLULKT, DTOCTATIKT.
This very rich text states (789.50-790.59 Fatouros):

For relation (o)éo1g), as they say, belongs to the relatives (tdv npdg
). For they both exist together with one another (Guo) and are
predicated reciprocally one of the other (Gvtiotpépet mpog GA-
AnAa), as archetype of image. For the one could not exist if the
other were not present (00 yop &v €in Bdtepov un Botépov mopdv-
10G), as has been philosophized also in the case of things that exist

3% P. Speck, Theodoros Studites, famben (Berlin 1968) 175.1-8.

35 G. Fatouros, Theodor: Studitae Epistulae 1 (Berlin 1992) 470. See also V.
Grummel, “Jean Grammaticos et saint Théodore Studite,” EchOr 36 (1937)
181-189.

Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies 59 (2019) 311-339



CHRISTOPHE ERISMANN 333

at the same time (Gpor). There is added as well the word “homon-

ymous” (Opwvopkn), and this word too is of the same meaning

[i.e. it is relational]. For a name is a name of something that is

named. Thus in this case too the account of homonyms belongs

to the relatives, since according to the definition used in philoso-
phy we are taught that homonyms are those things “which have
only their name in common, while the defining-statement of es-
sence that corresponds with the name is different,” such as Christ
himself and Christ when he has been depicted (Hote KbvtadOo

TV TPAC TL O Adyog, Enel Kol KarTd pLA0GOPLog Opov OpmvLUe 6Tl

S1dacKkoueda, v dvopa pévov kowvdy, O 8¢ kot Tovvopo Adyog

¢ odoiag étepoc, olov adTdg Xp1oTdg Kol 6 Eyyeypouuévo).

The last sentence of the passage is a literal quotation of Ari-
stotle’s Categories, who is not mentioned by name but referred to
by the expression kot grlocopiog. However, Theodore inter-
venes in the text to change the example used by Aristotle: the
man is changed to Christ. Where Aristotle has ¢ te &vBpwmrog
kol 10 yeypoupévov, Theodore writes otov adtog XptoTog kKoi O
¢yyeypopupévog. The iconophile interpretation and adaptation of
the Aristotelian example are now complete. It is not even about
the icon of Paul, but directly about the icon of Christ which was
the absolute core of the debates in the ninth century.

On a terminological level, noteworthy is the use of the un-
common term— T'heodore is known for his use of rare words and
neologisms36—opwvopikdg. A literal translation would be “re-
lating to the identity of name.””’

For Theodore, the close link between homonyms and relatives
is also due to the relational nature of homonyms. Homonyms
are mpog T1. As there is no master without a slave, there is no
homonym without another homonym. An entity is never a
homonym alone, but always with something else. Being homon-
ymous 1s a relational property. Once it is stated that homonyms

36 See E. Trapp, “Zum Wortschatz des Theodor Studites,” in M. Griinbart
(ed.), Theatron. Rhetorische Kultur in Spétantike und Mittelalter (Berlin 2007) 449—
462.

37 Here 1 follow the translation die Glewhnamigkeit betreffend, as given in the
Lexikon zur byzantinischen Grazitdat V 1133, which cites precisely this example.
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are relatives, Theodore can apply to homonyms the charac-
teristics of relatives, such as simultaneity of being. Since a thing
cannot be a homonym alone, it means that it only exists as a
homonym when a second homonym exists.

The link between the concepts of homonyms and relatives is
so strong that in the same letter, when he quotes his letter 428,
he dares a surprising glossing of the term “relational” by the
term “homonymous”: “it is however relational, that is to say
homonymous” (cyetixn 0& Opmg, yovy Opmvopkn, 788.22-23).

The fact that both Nicephorus and Theodore adopt relatives
and homonyms in the same theoretical move has possibly influ-
enced their understanding of both concepts. All the examples
they discuss—i.e. a very specific kind of image—are both hom-
onyms and relatives. Theodore seems to deduce from the two
claims that Christ and his image are homonyms as they share
the name “Christ,” and that Christ and his image, as archetype
and image, are relatives (tpdg t1), the understanding that hom-
onyms are relatives.

Such a conclusion would be corroborated by the fact that the
homonymy is grounded in the relation of resemblance, which,
precisely, is the explanation of the ontological fact that the model
and the image are relatives. The two concepts function in a sim-
ilar way, 1.e. in both cases it requires two entities. One is neither
a relative nor a homonym alone, but always of something or to
something.?® Independently of the question of images, it is one
of the great merits of the applied logic of Nicephorus and Theo-
dore that they underline the relational nature of homonyms.

38 This point was already made by Ammonius in his commentary to the
Categories (Comm. in Arist. Graeca IV.4 17.16-18): “See how precisely he [Ari-
stotle] says not ‘homonym’ but ‘homonyms’, using the plural form of the
word, since homonyms are thought of as many things, or at least two, but one
never speaks this way in the case of one thing” (¢ne1dn tobto Oewpelron év
nAeloot mpdypoowy N év dVo 10 EAdyiotov, €v Evi Ot 00dEémote Aéyetan).
Philoponus (Comm. in Arist. Graeca X1I1.1 15.34—16.1) has followed his master
by claiming that one cannot find one homonym, as one does not say that one
thing is homonymous to itself (00 yop Aéyeton odT0 VT Tt EIVOLL OLAVVLOV).
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Later Iconophile writings

The concept of homonyms is also present in later Iconophile
literature; these texts very probably reflect the work done by
Nicephorus and Theodore.

Karl Hansmann has published nine homilies on the Gospels
of John and Matthew that contain several remarks about images
that defend an Iconophile point of view.?? These passages con-
tain an application of logical terminology to the question of
images which 1s extraordinarily close to Nicephorus’ and Theo-
dore’s way of writing, notably in the endorsement of the re-
lational understanding of images. Hansmann proposed a date of
composition between 809 and 811. It has recently been sug-
gested that these homilies could be the work of Metrophanes of
Smyrna,*’ the bitter adversary of Photius in the 860s. Their
author offers an interesting remark about the homonymy in the
case of images, which, for once, does not only concern religious
icons (188.2—6 Hansmann):

For, the image of the man, of the horse, and of the lion are named

“man,” “horse,” “lion” homonymously but not synonymously.

For it 1s not the case that one finds among those things admitted

in things named homonymously complete identity of nature and

form (Opovipmg yop 1 100 &dvBpdnov koi {mrov koi Aéovtog
etkov ovopaotal dvBponog kol Tnmog kol Aéwv AL ovxl

CUVOVOULG. OVK £0TL 08 TV &vdeyouévav v TolC OUMVOLOG

OVOHOGUEVOLG EVPETY TOVTEAT] TOWTOTNTO PVOEMG KOl LOPPTG).

In this text, in which the author shows his familiarity with the
logical terminology by contrasting homonymy with synonymy,
consubstantiality is clearly rejected. Two homonyms are not
essentially identical: here the notion of essence is expressed by

39 K. Hansmann, Fin neuentdeckter Kommentar zum jfohannesevangelium: Unter-
suchungen und Text (Paderborn 1930). These homilies are transmitted in a single
manuscript (British Library, Add. 39605), which dates to the early tenth cen-
tury. The name of the author has unfortunately been erased.

40 P. Van Deun, “La chasse aux trésors: la découverte de plusieurs ceuvres
inconnues de Métrophane de Smyrne (IXe—Xe siecle),” Byzantion 78 (2008)
346-367.
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the term @Uo1g, a traditional way in the Christian logical tra-
dition to refer to species, also used by Theodore.

One last text probably linked to the second period of Icono-
clasm (814—843) has to be mentioned here, even if its authen-
ticity 1s strongly contested. It is the so-called Letter of the Three
Patriarchs (Epistula synodica ad Theophilum imperatorem, BHG 1386).4!
The letter purports to have been written to Emperor Theophilos
(829-842) by the Patriarchs of Alexandria (Christopher), Anti-
och (Job), and Jerusalem (Basil) during a synod held in Jerusalem
in 836. The existence of this synod is not attested. Nevertheless,
the ninth-century origin of the text is proved by the oldest testi-
mony to the text, a ninth-century manuscript in majuscule,
today in the Monastery of St. John on Patmos (MS. 48).*2 The
heterogeneous nature of the work and its complicated transmis-
sion render very difficult a clear decision about which chapters
are original and which are not. Scholars have given various
judgements on the chapters reasserting the Iconophile convic-
tions of the Patriarchs. It is not my purpose here to tackle this
vexed issue. I will limit myself to mentioning a passage about
homonyms.

This passage 1s doctrinally interesting in any case, either as an
original claim of the Patriarchs, or as part of a later ninth-
century interpolation of the text. If the passage is part of the
original letter, as claimed by Julian Chrysostomides, then it is
interesting to note the relatively quick diffusion of the use of
homonyms in the discussion about icons—once again, a very
Constantinopolitan terminology—among Melkite theologians
under Muslim rule. If the text is not authentic, then it constitutes
one more example of the acceptance in the second half of the

1 Ed. and transl. J. A. Munitiz, J. Chrysostomides, E. Harvalia-Crook, and
C. Dendrinos, The Letter of the Three Patriarchs to Emperor Theophilos and Related
Texts (Camberley 1997). See also J. Signes Codoner, The Emperor Theophilos
and the East, 829-842: Court and Frontier in Byzantium during the Last Phase of
Iconoclasm (Farnham 2013) 365-420.

2 A, D. Kominis, Hatuiaxn BiAo0ixn fitor Néog xatdAoyog tdv yeipo-
ypapwv kwdixwv thc lepac Moviic Ayiov Todvvov 100 OoAdyov Idtuov I
(Athens 1988).
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ninth century of the lexical and conceptual innovations intro-
duced by thinkers of the early ninth century (23.1-5 Munitiz):
For the copies of the prototypes are [named] homonymously
[with the prototypes], the copies display the particular features of
the visible non-essential form, those by which it is recognized, e.g.
the hookedness of the nose, greyness of the eyes or the whiteness
and blackness of skin and the similar characteristics among qual-
ities; for the image of a person is drawn not by nature, but by
convention (Kol yOop OUOVOLOG TO TOPAYOYO TOV TPOTOTUTMV,
gugoivovot to ididporto thg Opopévng €movoiddovg Hopeiic, To
yoplouato, olov, T ypumdy, 0 yAavkdv, 1§ 10 Aevkdv, §| O
pwéAav, | kol Té Opolo TV TOLOTHTOVY XOPOKTNPIGHOTO: 0D YO
eVoeL T eikav éyyéypantot 100 dvBpdrov, dAAL Béce).
According to this, homonymy is linked to the exemplification of
common visible properties, of shared aspects of appearance. It is
clear that for the author(s) of this passage there is no consubstan-
tiality between prototype and image, as the shared properties are
clearly described as non-essential (¢rovsl@dng); yet consubstan-
tiality consists in sharing all essential properties. The properties
exemplified by both the prototype and the images are accidental
qualities, that is to say, they do not belong to the essence of the
two entities and are not subsumed in the category of ovoio but
in that of quality (ro1v).

Conclusion

The main philosophical conviction of the Iconophile theo-
logians of the first quarter of the ninth century in Constantinople
consists of two tenets: the image is named “Christ” homon-
ymously (kotd 10 opudvopov) and it is Christ’s image relatively
(koo to Tpog tv). This is formulated thanks to Aristotelian logic,
but, in the case of the homonyms as well as in the case of rela-
tives,*® only after a long exegetical journey. As such, Aristotle’s
example of a man and a picture in the first lines of the Categories
was predestined to be used in a controversy about images, but not
yet ready to be used. It is thanks to the various steps and layers of

#3 The main proofis the use of the typically Neoplatonic concept of relation
(oxéo1Q).
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interpretation that his example became the perfect tool for
Iconophile theologians. We have followed the evolution of the
example over centuries, starting with Aristotle’s wording & te
GvBpomoc kol 10 yeypoupévov. It became first | 8¢ eikmv 10D
avBpanov and 6 8¢ Twxpding xai O yeypouuévog by the Neo-
platonic commentators. It was then Christianised in middle
Byzantine logical compendia as gikévog kot 100 [avAov, before
reaching its final form of o0t0g Xp16T0g KOl O EYYEYPOUUEVOG
among Iconophiles, whose analysis was focused on the Christo-
logical dimension of the iconoclast controversy.

From a philosophical point of view, it is remarkable to observe
how Iconophiles have so fruitfully developed the Neoplatonic
classification of homonyms. Slmphclus analysed the case of
Aristotle’s example of a man and an image of a man as a kind of
homonymy which is both intentional/by reason—i.e. which
results from an act of thinking—and which is based on a
similarity or likeness. Nicephorus and Theodore the Stoudite
both adopted such a view, as for them the homonymous use of
the name “Christ” for both Christ and an image of Christ is
grounded in the relation of resemblance existing between Christ
and his icon.

It is not possible to decide if Nicephorus or Theodore did read
specifically the commentary of Simplicius or that of another
Neoplatonist, as this exegetical view on homonyms was common
among the School and is mentioned in other expositions. It is far
from impossible that the Iconophiles had direct recourse to Sim-
plicius’ commentary, as this text was very probably accessible in
the first half of the ninth century. A copy of Simplicius’ com-
mentary on the Categories—today in Paris, Par.gr. 2575%— was
produced in connection with the so-called “Philosophical Col-
lection,” a very important set of scientific manuscripts copied in
Constantinople between 850 and 875.# This implies the
existence, at the time of copying, of an older codex, on the basis

# The manuscript is a palimpsest and Simplicius’ commentary is the seriptio
inferior.

# A, C. Cataldi Palau, “Un nuovo codice della ‘Collezione filosofica’ il
palinsesto Parisinus Graecus 2575,” Scriptorium 55 (2001) 249-274.
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of which the new manuscript was made.

It remains to note that the question of homonyms offers an
excellent illustration of the depth of the logical and philosophical
culture of the preeminent theologians of the first half of the ninth
century. It confirms also that the introduction of logical ideas
into the dispute about image veneration was a Constantino-
politan phenomenon. Detailed analysis of the question of hom-
onyms allows us to claim that this introduction was posterior to
the Second Council of Nicaea. If one accepts the attribution of
Hansmann’s anonymous text to Metrophanes of Smyrna, and
even with 836 as the date of composition of the Letter of the Three
Patriarchs, then clearly Nicephorus and Theodore, mainly in
their respective Antirrhetict, seem to be at the origin of the Icono-
phile move.

The study of the long history of homonyms offers also a clear
proof that Aristotle was not read without his Neoplatonic
exegetes. This history offers a remarkable case study of the
modalities of the transmission of logical ideas. Above all, it shows
that transmission of theses and concepts in the history of philoso-
phy does not always follow the scheme of one medieval author
reading one ancient text, but is often the result of a long suc-
cession of engaged intermediaries with their own opinions, who
silently but efficiently modify aspects of the ancient text.*®
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