GONSTANTINOS TH. PETSIOS

THE BEGINNINGS OF MODERN GREEK PHILOSOPHY:
A STSTEMATIC INTRODUCTION *

I. INTRODUCTORY REMARKYS

4. On the Beginnings.

Modern Greek Philosophy has been the object of systemetic re-
search for the past few decades, ever since the study of the philoso-
phical texts written during the Turkish Occupation was initially attem-
pted with historical-philosophical criteria, and since facets of the Mo-
dern Greek thinking were reconstructed with a view to drawing atten-
tion to its conceptual content. The focussing of modern research inte-
rest on the forms through which theoretical contemplation was cry-
stallised in the reality of Modern Hellenism resulted in the formulation
of the prerequisites that enable us today to comprehend the histori-
cal nature of idea formation. At the same time, analytical tools have
been generated through which we are now able to eschew resorting to
descriptive literary analysis. It is also possible to oritically inspect
Modern Greek thinking, which to a great extent continues to be un-
known, as the majority of evidence on which it is documented remains
unpublished. By exploring the thematic constituents and by substan-
tiating the connections and affinities of Modern Greck Philosophy
with its Ancient Greek and Byzantine thought, and with European
thought in particular, the prerequisite scientific foundations have been
laid so that the nature of the Modern Greek theoretical expression
can be approached on several strata and come into view, and the self-

* The present study constitutes a part of a synthetic work on Modern Greck
Philosophy. We shall therefore limit ourselves to presenting the absolulely cssen-
tial references.
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existant importance of the philosophical and scientific production du-
ring the Turkish Occupation can be unequivocally established.

The difficulty in utilising aspects of intellect as a quide to segment
History is intensified when dealing with the History of Philosophy,
where the temporal landmarks only function conventionally, as signposts
that assist in delineating the distinct contributions to this particular
field of intellectual production. In order to determine the beginnings
of Modern Greek Philosophy one should consider not only the singular
terms which have been defined as the distinctive features of philoso-
phising throughout the long tradition of thought but also their co-exi-
stence with the emergence of Greek awareness and the nascent Modern
Hellenism.

Regarding the first condition that needs to be satisfied, the study
of available evidence about the stages of Greek thought in its histo-
rical impression orient us towards the mid-15th century, a period when
the redefinition of the legacy of classical thought by Byzantine Philo-
sophy attained its apex, and the field of controversy between the phi-
losophical traditions of Platonism and Aristotelianism was shaped.
The novel methodological element that can be traced in the argumen-
tation of both sides was the systematic resort to the overall inter-
pretive tradition, not just from Greek sources but also Arabic and
- especially - Latin ones. As will be subsequentlly seen, the contact
with the scholastic tradition dates from the late 13th and early 14th
century. .

Both in the teaching establishments and in the philosophical pro-
duction in Byzantium, classical thought and especially Plato, Plo-
tinus and Aristotle had always exerted an influence, which was at times
palpable and at times more discrete, but in the mid-15th century the
comparative evaluation of their ontological and cosmological views,
with reference to the theological certainties, became the focus of an
intense controversyl. The autonomous dynamics attained by the phi-
losophical debate (rife in theological references, in accordance with
the theoretical perspective of the time) that transpired some years

1. See Petsios (22003: pp. 20-56; 2001: pp. 1 et seq.). On more recent bibliography,
see Kyrkos (1999), Psimmenos (1988-1989; 2000; 2004). On the issue of the begin-
nings also see the methodological remarks by Noutsos (2005: pp. 28-32, 36-39)
[Full references to the studies can be found in the bibliographical section].
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before the Conquest of Constantinople and continued for several de-
cades in Italy shaped a field of enquiry that influenced the History of
Philosophy and European Culture in general, as well as that of Modern
Greek Philosophy in particular. The Greek legacy, which was familiar to
the Byzantines, and especially the legacy of Plato, the representatives of
Middle Platonism and the Neoplatonics were imparted to Europe. Mo-
reover, Modern Greek scholars, functioning within the new historical,
political and financial realities that were shaped following the Fall of
Constantinople, made decisive contributions towards the creation of
the Humanistic movement?. In a parallel development, the rigorous
representation of Aristotelianism in the debate and its eventual esta-
blishment foreshadowed 16th and 17th century modern Greek thin-
king, which was not dissimilar, in terms of content or method, to the
theoretical premises that were formulated in the particular historical
junction, that may be considered as the deginnings of Modern Greek
Philosophy. As regards the second condition, the Modern Greek self
awareness, although relevant evidence is also to be found in 13th cen-
tury texts®, the overall intellectual presence of Plethon, who stressed
that «we are of Hellenic Genos, as is evidenced by both our mother
language and our traditional education» («Eouév [...] "ElMypes 106
yévos &g 7 e puvr) zal ¥ mdtotos aadela pagrvgein)* constituted a rigo-
rous confirmation of the proliferation, at that particular juncture of
time, of the historical prerequisites that assisted in the emergence of
Modern Hellenism, whose definition in terms of formal characteristics
presupposed the novel forms of collective life organisation thar appea-
red during the Turkish Occupation.

B. Encounter with Western Thinking.

Bearing in mind the connective tissue of Ancient Greek thought,
which can be traced both in the teaching process and in the structure

2. Geannakoplos (1965); Staikos (1989); Noutsos (2004).

3. Indicatively see Vakalopoulos (*1974: pp. 75 el seq.); Mastrodemelris (1983:
pp. 32-38). Also see the views articulated by Noutsos (2005: pp. 30-31). At this
point one should also underscore that important evidence is provided, among others,
by the Theodoros B’ Laskaris’ Seventh Lecture on Christian Theology, second
lecture against the Latins... («Tic Xototiamxijc Ocoloylag, Abyos &fdopoc, 6 xara
Aarlvaw Adyog devregog. . .») (terminus ante quem Christmas 1254). See Laskaris,
Theodoros B’ (1988, pp. 137-148).

&. Plethon (1926: p. 247).
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and content of Byzantine philosophical texts, it is beyond doubt that
during the 15th century all processes designated as philosophy origi-
nated in the final two centuries of Byzantium (mid-13th - mid 15th
century), when an intellectual blossoming was evidenced, also identi-
fiable in the level of Philosophy. Nikephoros Vlemmydes (1197-1272),
whose Epitomes of Aristotle’s Logic and Physics® became the standard
textbooks for the teaching of Philosophy throughout the Turkish Occu-
pation his disciple Theodoros B’ Laskaris (1222-1258)%, Nikephoros
Houmnos (1250-1327), Theodoros Metochitis (1260 /61-1332), Georgios
Pachymeres (1242-1310), Maximos Planoudis (1255-1305), Nikephoros
Gregoras (1295-1360), Varlaam of Calabria (1290-1350) and the bro-
thers Demetrios (ca. 1324-11397 /98) and Prochoros Kydones (ca. 1335-
1368 /69)" are a few of the intellectuals who have presented work of
significance, in terms of the History of Philosophical concepts (consti-
tuted through the critical perception of classical thought and espe-
cially the ontological and cosmological dictums of Plato and Aristotle),
of the reconstruction of orthodox Byzantine contemplation and of the
rejection or acceptance of the western tradition.

The relation with the Ancient Greek intellectual legacy was mani-
fested in print by Theodoros B’ Laskaris when he asserted that «all
contemporary philosophy and knowledge, to avoid naming each and
every science, has etther been discovered by the Hellenes or constitutes
an tmprovement on something which exists, and anyone seeking the
all-encompassing experience can learn thisy («ndoa roivor pilogopia %ai
Yvaoug, va un xatr’ dvopa Aéyw tag émotiuag, " EMavar 1 efpeua 7 mpog
76 xpelrTov &x Tivog Oy Smdoyet peractolyeiwpa xai 6 T meigay LyTdy T
TapptAocdopov diegyopuevos udboievn)®. This admission would recur in the
argumentation of the Modern Greek thinkers during the ensuing centu-
ries and would form a constant element of their self-awareness which
would be emphatically portrayed during the period of the Enlighten-
ment. However, at this point, it is worth pointing out that the initial
contact between Byzantine and western thought niaterialised within
the broader scientific theorological and philosophical framework of the

. Migne, J.-P. P.G., (142: pp. 688-1643).
Laskaris, Theodoros B’ (1988).
. On the distinct contributions of the abovementioned thinkers on the phi-
losophical debate of the time, indicatively see Tatakis (1977: p. 230 et seq.). Co-
mpare to Benakis (2002: pp. 533-584, 660 et seq.).

8. Laskaris, Theodoros B’ (1988, p. 141).
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«Palaiologic renaissance», as the period between 1259 and 1453 is con-
ventionally referred to.

According to what is now known, this was the lirst time when
works of Latin literature were translated into Greek by Maximos Pla-
noudes, the learned scholar who taught Rhetoric, Grammar, Mathe-
matics and Astronomy in the school of the monastery of Chora. Apart
from works by Cato the Eder, Ovid, Juvenal and Cicero, around the
year 1281 Planoudes, that «wisest and most honest monk» (6 «oopw-
Tarog xai Tipmdraroeg povayder), according to the titles of his manuscripts,
translated De Trinitate (: Ieoi tijc “Ayiag Towadog) by Augustine (354-
430)%, a fundamental treatise of western theological and philosophical
thought. When that book was translated into Greek the psychological
teachings on the Trinity became available to Orthodox theologians of
the era. As is known, the work would be annotated two centuries later
(in 1588) by Maximos Margounios!®. Around the year 1295 Planou-
des accurately rendered in Greek and commented on De Philosophiae
Consolatione (: Ilepi HagapvBiag tijc Pehooogiag), by Boethios (1525)1
which had become a standard reading and philosophical textbook du-
ring the Middle Ages. Planoudes also conveyed into the Greek language
a work erroneously attributed to Augustine, De duodecim abusivis
saecult (: Iegi 1@y dddexa fabudv Tijc nagaypjoews)'?, a moral teaching
work which had originated in the quill of an anonymous Irish monk
in the latter half of the 7th century and has been preserved throught
manuscripts of the 16th, 17th and 18th centuries.

In 1354, Demetrios Kydones, laboriously rendering texts by Augu-
stine and of the augustine tradition into Greek!?, translated the trea-
tise titled Summa Contra Gentiles (: Kaza *E0vixcv, 7 xal® “EAlipowy,
as the title is mentioned in most manuscripts) by Thomas Aquinas
(1225-1274) and the scholastic deduction became known to Byzantium
through this apologetic and philosophical text. Kydones subsequently
«published in the Greek dialect» the «First Part» («Pars Prima») and
the «First» and «Second Part» (“Prima Secundac” and ““Secunda Se-
cundae”’) of Aquinas’ Summa Theologiae (Second Part)'*, which enco-

9. Papathomopoulos - T'savari - Rigotti {1955).

10. Fedalto (1968).

11. Papathomopoulos (1999).

12. Giannakis (1974: 217-258).

13. Niketas (1982: 7-25).

14. Kydones (1976, 1979, 1980, 1982); This edition princeps «was based on
five principal manuscripts, among the thirty extant codices containing the complete
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mpasses scholastic thought both as content and method. The same
scholar can be accredited with the translation of De rationibus fidei
contra Saracenos, Graecos et Armenos, whereas the «Third Part» («Pars
Tertia») of the Summa was rendered into Greek by Prochoros Kydo-
nes, Demetrios’ brother, who also translated other works of Aquinas.
The most noteworthy of these are De potentia, De spiritualibus crea-
tures, which are contrained in the Questiones Disputatae, De aeterni-
tate mundi contra murmurantes, as well as the «Introduction» of Aqui-
nas’ Commentaries to Aristotle’s Metaphysics (S. Thomae Aguinatis,
In Metaphysica Aristotelis Commentaria)t®. Apart from De libero arbi-
trio (On the free arbitration) of Saint Augustine as interpreted by the
monk Prochoros (: Iepi tijc adrebovaidrnrog Tod ayiov Adyovativov éoun-
vevléy maga ToT iegouovdyov xveod Ilgoydpov)'®, this scholar translated
other wirks by Augustine!” as well as De topicis differentiis by Boe-
thios between 1362 and 1367, a text which had been composed based
on Cicero’s Topics and De inventione, Themistios’ Topics (: Tomixd),
which are now presumed lost, and Aristotle’s *Ogyavov. The same text
by Boethios, which had formed the work of reference during the Mid-
dle Ages for the instruction of «7Topics» in the framework of the subject
of Dialectic, had been conveyed «from the Latin tongue to the Greek»
(«ésx T7jc Aarevidog pavijs mpog T EAAnridar) around the year 1267, almost
a century earlier, by Maximos Olovolos under the title An excellent
division on the dialectic topics by Boetios a Latin philosopher (: Boe-
Tiov @iloodpov Aativov, Ilepl tonwv dwalextindv diaigesis dpiotn) and
was annotated by Georgios Pachymeresi.

The contact between Byzantine scholarship and western theolo-
gical and philosophical literature served to open the horizon of fami-
liarisation with different cultural codes. The theological tendencies of
the ‘““pro-Thomasians” [Demetrios and Prochoros Kydones, Nikolaos
Kavasilas (1320-1391), Theophanes of Nicaea (11381), Manuel Calecas
(11410), Andreas (11451) and Maximos (f post 1430) Chrisoverges,
Bessarion (1403-1472)] and the ‘‘anti-Thomasians’ [Varlaam of Cala-
bria (1290-1350), Neilos Kavasilas (11363), Matthaios-Angelos Pana-

translation: Vaticani graeci 612 and 611, Parisini graect 1235 and 1237, and Ozo-
niensis Bodleianus Roe graecus 21». See Glycofrydi - Leontsini (2003: 179).

15. Papadopoulos (1967: pp. 25-64);

16. Hunger (1990).

17. Hunger (1984).

18. Niketas (1990); Benakis {2002, pp. 187-197).
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retos (fpost 1369), Kallistos Angelikoudes Melenikiotes (tlate 14th c.)',
Markos Evgenikos (1392-1444)] who argued during that era?, are parti-
cularly interesting for the History of Philosophy, as is the debate bet-
ween the proponents of «hesychasm» [Gregorios Palamas (§1359)] and
their opponents [Varlaam of Calabria (1290-1350), Akindynos (11348/
50)], because the advocates of the various trends exploited the philo-
sophical deduction to a great extent, regardless of their method, their
primary theological objectives and their statutory agreements or disa-
greements. Moreover, their works visibly highlighted the fundamental
issue of the relation between «Philosophy and Theology», an issue
which emerges from the replies to questions concerning the priority of
«reason» or «faith» and the «limits» of dialectic in the investigation
of truth by revelation.

II. THE PHILOSOPHICAL CONTROVERSY BETWEEN PLATO-
NICS - ARISTOTELIANS

A. The philosophical context.

In the 15th century, the constant query concerning the degree
of alignment of Platonic or Aristotelian thinking to the theological
assumptions which encompassed the «sacred [...] truth («iegay {...]
dABscar») formed the starting point for the debate which unfolded
around the questions about the structure of the wolrd, the meaning
and role God — his identification with the Aristotelian «prime mover»
(«mwpdro xwoiwv») or the Platonic «Creator» («dnutovgyd»)—, the relation
of «form» («eidovgn) and «substance» («odoiacr), and the interpretive
adequacy of the theory of «four causes» («recodpwy aitiwv»). The di-
scussion also foccussed on issues such as movement («xivnon»), the
raison d’étre of the “fifth element” (ether) («rod #éunrov ocwuarog, tod
aiféoar), the nature of infinity («zo? dmeipov»), the creation ex ninilo
(«tip éx Tot undevog dnueovgyian) and the affinity between Becoming
and Being, («I'iyveafar xai Elvao) the possibility that «nature» («gpdon»)
and «art» («réyvmn) are wilful, as well as the potential that «luck»
(«rdyn») and the «automaton» («adrduarov») can be justified in a teleo-
logically articulated theory of natural becoming®.

19. Papadopoulos (1970).
20. Papadopoulos (1967: pp. 73 et seq.); Benakis (22002: pp. 633-646).
21. On the relative citations see Petsios (2003: pp. 25 el seq.).
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From the perspective of the formal features of available histo-
rical-philosophical evidence, the content of the Platonics’ and Aristo-
telians’ argumentation, which was not limited to the level of nominal
references but ventured deeperinto most salient facets of philosophical
enquiry, received signification from the previous debate while simulta-
neously exhibiting characteristics that enable us to trace the responsi-
veness of philosophy to the horizon shaped not only by the Greek com-
mentary tradition but also by -the interpretations of the Scholastics
during the M.ddle Ages. Georgios Scholarios, for instance, acknowledged
his debt not only to Theophrastos, Alexandros Aphrodisieus (1st/2nd
¢. AD), Porphyrios (233-300 AD), Themistios (330-390 AD), Philo-
ponos (490- 570 AD), Syrianos (4th /5th ¢. AD) and Simplikios (6th
c. AD), but also to the Latin «wisdom [which originates) from outside
[our] borders», («dnegdpiov copiavn t@v Aativar) i.e. the Scholastic Phi-
losophy of the «ancient [...] middle[...] and more recent and more
precise orientationy (tijc «dpyatorépas [ . . .J vijc péons [ . ..] #ai tijc vew-
tépag tadtns xai drpfeotéoag aipéoewen). The Latins were perceived by
Scholarios as intellectuals who had «augment Aristotle’s philosophy»
(«xny °Apiororédovs prhocopiov énnibénoav»)®®. In the same line of rea-
soning one may recognise the beliefs of Bessarion (1403-1472), a man
with a profound understanding of scholastic interpretation, that Aqui-
nas constituted the real heir of the «Aristotelian school» («zd Cwpud
[...] Tii¢c dotaToTeAxnijc ayolijc T dvrt Siaddywn)®.

The -eitures provided by the argumentation of Georgios Gemi-
stos-Plethon (1360-1452) and Bessarion pollinated the Platonic move-
ment of the Renaissance, and combined with the presence of Greek
scholars in the West after the Fall of Constantinople, paved the ground
for the philosophical shift of interest to routes which were not exclu-
sively defined by the premises of Aristotelian philosophy. In the mean-
while, the argument accentuated the robust foundations of the Ari-
stotelian structure, which would form the model of philosophical
teaching and the theoretical framework for thought within which the
philosophy of modern Greek scholars in the 16th and 17th century
materialised.

22. Scholarios (1936, VII: p. 3).
23. Bessarion (P.G., 161: p. 200).
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B. The. philosophical argumentation.

a. Georgios Gemistos - Plethon & Georgios Scholarios.

Plethon’s lecture in Florence in 1439 on the topic of The diffe-
rences between Aristotle and Plato (: Ilept dv *Aptototédns mpog IIAd-
Twva Siapéoerar) formed the theoretical opening of the philosophical
debate that would restructure the field of European philosophy and
highlight the dynamic of Platonic and Neoplatonic interpretation as
being at least of similar rigour with the Aristotelian legacy. In deli-
neating a cosmological view in which the dominant feature was the
unity of the universal «Whole» («"Olov») and which drew its ontolo-
gical validity from the affinity between natural becoming and its eternal
model, Plethon was in sharp contrast with the views of Aristotle, who
was described as «uneducated» («duabaivwy») not only in issues of na-
tural philosophy, but also ontology, such as, for instance, the «ko-
monymy of being» («Suwvvuia tob dvrogn) and the views regarding «uni-
versality» («xafdiovn)?4. Plethon’s lecture brought to the historical-
philosophical forefront the Platonic and Neoplatonic proposal for the
conjunction of “Being and Becoming” («Elvar xai I'iyvesbar»), as well
as the related elucidations about God and the substance of the soul.
His teachings impacted profoundly on western thought, since they
sparked the reorientation of pbilosophy. After the foundation in around
1662 of the Florence Academy (modelled after Plato’s Academy) by
Cosimo Medici (1369-1464), the (neo)platonic trend of thought, encom-
passed in Marcilio Ficino’s (1433-1499) treatise Platonica Theologia
de Immortalitate Animorum (1482), the analogous editions (Comme-
ntaria V perpetua in Platonem and Compendium in Timaeum, 1496),
and the Platonic Corpus that was translated and annotated by the
same scholar (Plato, Opera, 1484-1485), fertilised the multifaceted phi-
losophical debate in Italy.

Plethon’s philosophical thought constituted the terminus of a long
and ripe tradition of interpretations and reinterpretations of platonic
philosophy, which he conceived as descending from oriental wisdom
and in particular that of Zoroaster. The elements that the Philosopher
of Mystras drew from the founder of the Academy looked back on
neoplatonic admissions (Plotinus, Porphyrios, Iamvlichos, Proclos),

24. Petsios (22003: p. 26).
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resulting in the composition of an original philosophical production,
where the views on the affinity of the immortal soul with the perishable
body, the role of Fate («Eiuapusvnen)?s, the statutory importance of
virtue, «a habity, («tijc fewen») as he writes in the Laws (: Nouot), «acco-
rding to which we are benign», («wxal’ iy ayabol éouévn), the political
cohabitation as well as his teachings about the freedom of man all coa-
lesced with beliefs about gods that originated from the study of Zoro-
astrianism and ancient Greek mythology. According to Plethon’s an-
thropology, Man was defined as «ar immortal creature born to partake
a mortal naturen («C@ov dbdvarov Bvyrn xowrwyely gioer meguxog») and
as a «composite beingn, «of two [...], that is, both of divine and of
animaly («obvleroy dv», éx dvoiv [...], Oelov te o7 xai Onptwdovsn)®
who partakes in a self-contained and eternal divine substance and
—simultaneously —in variable and perishable matter, thus being su-
bjected to an unavoidable necessity that governs the function of the
Universe and guarantees cosmic harmony. The Greek awareness, which
was highlighted in his works, the perceptiveness on which he analysed
the social, financial and political problems of the Empire that had accu-
mulated during the first decades of the 15th century, the reform plans
and his simultaneous metaphysical concerns all reveal a philosopher
who belonged to the border of Byzantine and Modern Greek thought.

The reply to Plethon came from Georgios Scholarios - Gennadios,
whose work resonated with the centuries-old tradition of thought that
had been structured around the axis of Aristotle’s Philosophy and whose
founding premises were the conceptual clarifications of his commen-
tators, the critical perception of the fundamental ontological distin-
ctions of the philosopher from Stageira, which had been expressed in
the Byzantine patristic philosophy, the interpretations of the Arabs
[Avicenna (Abu Ibn Sina, 980-1037), Averroes (Ibn Rusnd, 1126-1198)]
and the compositions of the Scholastics (particularly Thomas Aqui-
nas). Aquinas was described by Scholarios as «a wise man [...] and,
compared to those who are -among humans- perfect in wisdom, se-
cond to none» («oogog [ .. .J] xai TGv év copia redeiwy év avBowrnois 0ddevog
&vderjon)??. Despite the pronounced opposition of Scholarios to the tea-
chings offered by the «doctor communis» of Scholastic Theology regar-

25. Gemistos-Plethon (1982 p. 64).
26. Gemistos-Plethon (2002: p. 613).
27. Scholaries (1931, V: p. 1).
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ding major doctrinal problems, such as the emanation of the Holy
Spirit (3 éxxdoevan tob ‘Ayiov IIvsdparog) and the distinction of divine
substancé and energy (1j dtagopd Osiag otoiag xai évegysiag), they both
met at the level of the interpretive approach to Aristotle: The trea-
tises Selection from the first part of the Ethics by the most wise Thomas
de Agquino, fully preserving the number and order of issues (:'Exlopyy)
100 oddtov @y "Hbixaw tob cogwrdrov Owud 0¢ *Axivo, Tob do.Ouot xai
Tijs Tdfews TAY {pmyudrey advtor aepriayuévor); On the difference
between essence and being by Thomas, translated and brought into
the Greek language (: Tot Owpud, mtepi dragopdg otoiag xal Tot elvar Egun-
verfér xal toog Toy EAAdda pereveyfey yAdtrar); Thomas® interpretation
of Aristotle’s treatise on the soul (: Eig iy sepl YPvyijc moayuareiay
> Aoworotéhors Ebrjynots Tot Owud); Selections from the introduction by
Thomas on Aristotle’s Physics (: *Ex t@&» vo0 Owud, IlgoAsydusva sig iy
Provapy *Axodasir *Aotorotélovg); Introductions or previews selected from
the works of Thomas (: Ilgokeydueva § IgoBewpovusva éx tar Tov Owpd);
On sophisms, selected from the works of Thomas the philosopher
(: Hegi t@v cogioudrww, &% T@Y tod ptiocdpov Gwud), which were tran-
slated by Scholarios and incorporated in his philosophical teachings
constituted evidence that he espoused the interpretation of Ari-
stotle, as established the «princeps scholasticorum»® With Scho-
larios, who produced Greek Summaries of Summa contra Gentiles
and of the first part of the Summa Theologiae®, a decisive step
was taken to bring together the ontological, cosmological and
gnoseological suggestions of Aristotle and the theological certainties
and the texture of Aristotelianism was formulated, which would define
subsequent Modern Greek thought.

In its essence, the argumentation of Scholarios, the first Ecume-
nical Patriarch of the subjugated Greeks after the Fall of Constanti-
nople, in his treatise Against Plethon’s gquestions on Aristotle (: Kata
1@y ITiriBwroc drooiav &v *Aotororéiet, 1443), would form the charter
of Modern Greek Aristotelianism, as the approach of Aristotelian
thought would materialise throughout the 16th and 17th centuries
along particular leitmotifs: the comprehension of «nature» («gvcewsn»)
as the point of departure from which the materialisation of beings
starts and as the cause of the transformation of the way in which beings

28. Petsios (22003: p. 43, n. 60).
29. Papadopoulos (1967: pp. 65-68); Benakis (2002: pp. 633-646).
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exist, the finite and geocentrically structured Universe, which was divided
into supra-Lunar and sud-Lunar regions, the nature of the «prime
matter» («xpdne GAne») and of the elements which were produced from
it, the causes of creation and of attrition of beings, the substance of
movement, the relation between «eternity» («dididryran) and «tempo-
rality» («ypovxdrnran), and the connection between the wmover» («wwu-
voow») and the «mover» (wuvodiuevorn) (or: the Creator and the uni-
versal becoming), which formed -in various appellations- a central
issue of traditional Metaphysics.

The Modern Greek scholar praised the contribution of Aristotle
to the comprehensive study of nature [«Had it not been for Aristotle»,
he remarked, «humans would not have partaken in natural philosophy»
(«dot’ &l uy da ye "Apototédn [ .. .] odx &v guowijc pilogopias 0 TOHWY
avBpawmwy uereiye yévogn)] and dialectics [«we would have neither the
dialectic method nor any scientific way in his absencen («uclddov 0é
dtadextixnijc xal mavtos SmioTnuovinod Tedmov éynocdouey v oftrw mdvon).
and he approved of the precedence of physics over mathematics because
the former studied beings as perceptible unities of substance and form,
whereas the science of mathematics examined beings in a secondary
level and an abstract manner®!. The philosophical works of Scholarios,
according to which Philosophy contributed decisively to the «salva-
tionn («swtnolar), «blessedness» («uaxapidtnran), «security» («dopd-
Aeta») and «freedom» («élevlegia») of humans®?, formed a study in
Aristotelian physics, dialectics and ethics, as these were condensed not
only in the Corpus of the founder of the Peripatetic School but also
in the interpretations and reinterpretations of the ensuing generations.
The study of Scholarios’ treatises An excellent and most wonderful
fundamental division of the books on Physics, evidencing both the
wisdom of the Philosopher who thus ordered them and the ingenuity
of what is herein presented, for concise knowledge (: Awaipeois xepa-
Aatddne tav Pufiiwv tijc Puowxijc *Axgodoecws dpiotn xai Bavuaciwrdry,
00 7ic xal 1) Tob DPihogdpov copla deixvvrar ol oftw tdéavrog Ta adrod
xai 1 ayyivora 1@y xal dteAdvrwy xai éxbeuévwr évraiba, wg opdrar, meog
yv@ow edosvontov); Notes on Aristotle’s books on Physics (: *Anoonpeid-
aeis Ty BifMov tijic Pvoinijs "Axpodesws *Aptorotédovs); Notes on the

30. Scholarios (1935, IV p. ).
31. Pelsios (22003: pp. 35-36).
32. Scholarios (1936, VII: p. 8).
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four books on the Heavens (: Znuaidoeis 8x 16w nepl Odparot Bifiiwy
Teoodowv); From the Meteorological Books A-D (: *Ex tov Merewgo-
Aoyweior Bifhior A'-A'); A preamble to Logic and on Porphyrios’ Introdu-
ction (: ITgoieydueva eig Ty Aoyixny xai eig 1y Iloggvoiov Eicaywyijpr); An
elucidation of Aristotles’ book Categories (: Eic vo ftfAiov o0 *Agisroté-
Zovg Katnyopidw 8&ijynais)R; An elucidation of the book on Interpretation
(: Eic 10 meol “Eounvelag fiflriov é&jynoig), as well as Notes on the three
books on the Soul (: Znuciddoeis 8x v neoi Yvyiic pfriwy Toedr), so
as to limit ourselves to some, bear testimony to a thorough knowledge
of the familiar concerns and unequivocally attess to the high level of
philosophical study in Constantinople during the mid-15th century.

b. Georgios Trapezountios & Bessarion.

The Aristotelian Georgios Trapezountios (1395-1472), working in
the same direction of thought, composed the treatise Comparationes
Philosophorum Aristoteles et Platonis (ca. 1455) in which he attacked
platonic philosophy with harsh remarks. The founder of the Academy
was criticised as being «inezperienced» and «unlearned» («rudis») as
regards dialectics and mathematics; his contribution to natural Philo-
sophy was also assessed as being of inferior importance and his meta-
physics rejected. With his polemics Trapezountios attempted on the one
hand to clarify the distance between platonic teachings and the «uni-
versal truth» («xaBolury dlijeran) of theology, and on the other hand
to compliment the superiority of Aristotle, who was considered «great»
(«magnus»), «better learned than Plato» («doctior est Platone») and
«superior to alln («princes omnium») in both dialectics and the study
of nature34,

On the opposing pole of the debate, one can find Bessarion, a disciple
of Plethon and later Cardinal of the Catholic Church. In his book In
Calumniatorem Platonis (:”Eleyyot tov »ara IIAdrwvos flacpnuidv, post
1455; publication of the Latin translation, 1469), the learned scholar,
whose overall intellectual presence impacted decisively on the huma-
nistic movement in Italy, countered the views of Trapezountios using
structured argumentation, without degenerating into a personal argu-

33. Petsios (22003: p. 32, n. 23).
34. Petsios (22003: pp. 32-34).
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ment, and defended Platonic Philosophy with arguments drawn from
the entirety of History of Philosophy. Simultaneously, he acknowledged
the contributions of Aristotle, the doyen, in his words, of «all our science»
(«mdome nulv émoriune»)d®, through the methodological perspective
«that we shouldn’t defame Plato in Aristotle’s defence, but justly pre-
serve the works of bothn («8xe 0 dei IIAdrwros dmoloyoduevov *Aptoro-
Télovs narapéoeobar, AL éxatépe Ta yryvdueva odlew dixatovn)®. Bessa-
rion considered that Plato philosophically contemplated «about the
divine and tmmaterial and the thought of the prime and true being»
(«epi Ta Ocia xai dvAa xai Tny To0 mEdTOv %ai SvTwe oxéywn»), whereas
Aristotle «excellently and perfactly» («dgiota xal Tededdrazar)investi-
gated «what was below the Moon and within nature» («ra 9o ceijyyy
xal Ta puoixa totadran)®.

Therefore, the evaluative priority attributed to Plato, or rather
the primacy which Bessarion acknowledged to him, referred to the
hierarchy of levels, or, as he himself remarked, was based on the quali-
fication «in as much as the supernatural is superior to the natural»
(«Bow ta dmeppvi] T@Y puowxdy dmepéyen ). The evidence that Bessarion
drew from the Commentaries of the «genuine» («yvnoiwy») interpre-
ters of Aristotle in order to substantiate his view that the premises
of Aristotle’s philosophy were incompatible with the ontology ema-
nating from the Christian teaching, underscored the demand for a self-
referring view of the works of Aristotle, i.e. for its emancipation from
the metaphysical exploitation of the Scholastics. In the same period,
the latter attempt was undergoing attack from a strictly orthodox
theological perspective, as can be evidenced by the observation of
Joseph Vryenios (11437 /1438), whose Collected Works were published
by Evgenios Voulgaris (1768-1784), that the «Philosophy» of Aristotle
is «of course good [...] and useful and beneficial to speech/[...], but
in matters of natural events, as well as issues above nature, it does
not have the same rigourn (7 gihocopia too *Agiorotédy elvar (xali) utv
[...] =ai yonopos xal edoevinn) Adywr [ .. .], GAL & voig pboet ywouévors,
0% uny 0é xai voic vmép @ioy TavTyy xéxtnTar Ty loyvn)%.

35. Bessarion (P.G., 161: p. 688).

36. Bessarion (1967, II: p. 82).

37. Op. cit., p. 24).

38. Petsios (22003: pp. 34-35).

39. Vryenios (1768, p. 85 = 1991: p. 95).
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Through the multifaceted philosophical themes which emerged from
the debate, which also encompassed the distinct contributions of the
Aristotelian Theodoros Gazes (1400-1475) To Plethon, in defence of
Aristotle (: 1Toos Mf0wra daée > Agiatorédovs), On willing and unwilling
(: ITeol éxovoiov xai dxovsiov) and Disputation (: °Avrigontixdy), an
essay by the platonic Michael Apostolis (1422-1480), Regarding the
opinions of Theodoros Gazes against Plethon on Aristotle’s cssence
(: ITodc vag omép "Agiarorédovg mepi odoias xava IIMjbwvos Geoddgov Tot
Tal# érviddjypess, 1461) -which was however criticised by Bessarion-
and the Aristotelian Andronikos Kallistos’ (11486) treatise Regarding
the views of Michael Apostoles against Theodoros (: Ilpog Tag Meyariov
> AmootdAov 2ara Ocddwgov dvridijyets), we may constue that, regardless
of the nominal admissions, interest in Plato was emphatically renewed
during the mid-15th century, while the validity of Aristotelian Dia-
lectics was affirmed, the developments of his moral writings were uti-
lised, and the importance of his teachings on the access of nature was
confirmed.

Moreover, two interpretive stances were codified as regards his
work: firstly, the medieval-scholastic stance, according to which the
views of the philosopher from Stageira were incorporated in many
ways to the theological structure of world view and secondly, a self-
contained study of Aristotelian thought independent from the theolo-
gical premises, with a parallel reading of the in extenso elucidations
of the ancients, among whom the prime rank was held by Alexandros
Aphrodisieus, and the later commentators. At this point, it is worth
noting that during this period (1468-1469) we also witness in [the wri-
tings of] Theodoros Agalianos (Theofanes of Medeias, ca. 1400-1474) and
Georgios Ameroutsis (fpost 1470) a debate indicative of the intellectual
concerns of the time, namely the controversy regarding «prescience»
(«agdyvwon») and predestination («rpoopioud»)®®, a multifaceted philo-
sophical issue which affected, among others, Georgios Scholarios in
his later writing period4l.

C. Theoretical reorientations.

During the early stages of the emergence of Modern Hellenisni,
the contact which had taken place with Medieval Philosophy and the
specialised techniques which were invented in Italy, based on natural

40. Petsios (22003: pp. 50-51).
41. Tatakis (1977: p. 276).
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research per experimentum all constituted the initial step for Modern
Greek thought in its exchanges with the western European intellect.
Andronikos Kallistos stressed that in his times, the Latins «have impro-
ved a lot on all the sciences and the methods of speech, as none of those
dealing with Plato and Aristotlen («zig [ .. .] émorijpas dndoag xal tag
uebddovs tav Adywv oftm tou Alay fxpifwoar, d¢ undé vois mepl Ildrwrva
xal *Apiororélny) and underscored the constant study of the pheno-
mena by his Moderns by emphatically pointing out that «if they [i.e.
the ancients] appeared now, they would accede to us»y («ei mepteiey
éxeivor viv, magaywpeijoar Gv onwootvn )2,

In this observation, which reflected a very broad debate, as can
be evidenced by Michael Apostolis’ monograph, 4 discourse towards
those who claim that the Westerners are better than the Easterners on
the entirety of Philosophy, and that they have better explained the
way of Christ’s first birth and the emanation of the Holy Spirit(: Adyog
7pog Tods Biioyvotcauévovs THw Avatodxndy elvar Tovs “Eoneplovs xgelr-
Tovg 14 gic ndoav Dilocogiay xal 7fev ndAhora eindvras mepl Tod TedMOV
1ijc mpdTng yevwijoews tot Xptorod xal Tijc Tod ‘Ayiov Ilvedpuarog éxmo-
vevaems)®, Aristotelian Kallistos was in agreement with the Platonic
Bessarion. By projecting his belief that «the Latins{...] have advanced
in such a degree of wisdom» («oi Aaxivoe [...] eic Téoov aopiag mpony-
fOnoav») thanks to exploitation of the knowledge that they had inhe-
rited «from the Greeks» («mag’ “EMijvwvn), the latter considered it an
urgent demand to transplant («uerayayeivn) the technical knowledge so
that his contemporary Greeks might develop certain practical skills. Bes-
sarion realised that at his time a very widespread shift was taking place
from the intellectual process to the application of conclusions through
craft. He also comprehended the financial and social consequences of the
new discoveries. For this reason, in around 1444 he persistently urged
Konstantinos Palaiologos, the Despot of Mystras, to take measures
that would permit, the learning of the four basic crafts, that is mecha-
nics, iron-forging, gun-making and ship-building, which he described
as «necessary and useful to those who wish to live welly («dvayxalag
nal yonotuovs toic ed {7y £0édovavn)*t. His proposal was based on the
theoretical premise that «we [...] will not receive anything foreign but

42. Kallistos (1967, III: p. 197).
43. Apostolis (1949).
44. Bessarion (1967, III: p. 447); Noutsos (1980:90); Petsios (22003: pp. 54-55).
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what s our own from our debtors, for they are obliged to produce upon
demand» what «was not given to them but taken» (asjueic [...] 0dd¢
aAAdreidy Ti Anyduela dida Td adtdy magd Tdw dpetidvrwy arnodnyducla,
dpeidovat yap Svrog 108 dnatrodvtos amododvary Exeiva o dmolw Stv «ané-
Aafov dAAa EAaflorn).t®

This was an argument which would recur in later literature and
would constitute -mutatis mutandis- a locum communem of the Modern
Greek Enlightenment during the 18th century, when the familiarisation
with the concerns of expertmental philosophy would be formulated in
totally different terms. What is particularly important for the approach
attempted here is that an unequivocally positive stance was formed
in the mid-15th century on the accomplishments of the recent gene-
rations. The views expressed by Kallistos and Bessarion constituted
revealing evidence for the earlier presence in Greek thought of the
debate regarding the superiority of the “ancients” or the “moderns”.
Moreover, their positive attitude towards the modern intellect, whith
was accepted after critical evaluation, should be registered as an impor-
tant contribution to a line of enquiry whose various stages preclude
uncompromising schematisations.

. The migration of Greek scholars to Italy during the 15th century
provided the spark for a rebirth of theoretical interest in extrinsic
wisdom, thus inaugurating a new period in Modern Greek thought?s.
Even at the end of the 14th century (1397) Manuel Chrysoloras (11415)
first taught Greek literature in Florence, according to the interpretive
methods which hed been formulated in the University of Constanti-
nople, the «Kafolixov Movoeiovn, and Georgios Trapezountios, who pro-
duced a rich writing and translating work, lectured on Rhetoric, Logic
and Poetics in the Universities of Italy (Venice, Florence, Rome) from
the beginnings of the 15th century. From 1440 to 1449, in Ferrara and
subsequently from 1450 onwards in Rome, Theodoros Gazes rose to be
one of the most important thinkers of the time and was entrusted by
the Pope Nicolas V (11455) with the responsibility of translating Greek
texts among which the most important were the works of Aristotle
that were be republished several times.

Great importance is placed by research on the teachings of Ioannis
Argyropoulos (1410 /15-1487) in the University (Stadium) of Florence

45. Bessarion (op. citl.,: pp. 447-448); Also Petsios (22003: pp. 54-55).
46. On this, see Geannakopoulos (1965); Staikos (1989); Noutsos (2004), pa-

ssim),
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(1457-1471) and subsequently in Rome ,where he built on the tradition
that had been established by Manuel Chrysolorast’, Georgios Trapezou-
ntios and Theodoros Gazes. Argyropoulos had a profound understan-
ding of Platonic and Aristotelian thought, but focussed his teaching
interests on Aristotle, as did Andronikos Kallistos, who succeeded Argy-
ropoulos in the Studium of Florence (1471-1475), while at the same
time Demetrios Chalkokondylis (1423-1511), «a zealot of Plato and the
Academy»*s, presented his lectures in the Studium of Paduua (1463-
1475) and in Florence (1475-1490), in the place of Kallistos, revolving
around the axis of the Philosophy of the founder of the Academy.
Within the humanistic landscape that was formed in Italy after the
Fall of Constantinople, the trends of Platonism and Aristotelianism
retained their respective alignments but were gradually emancipated
from the spirit of the controversy and coalesced around the demand
for a universal education of man, which was to be achieved through
the study of the classical texts, in the publication of which the role
. of Modern Greek scholars proved decisive.

As is characteristically stated by Kodrikas «By virtue of its hospi-
tality, Italy was the first to favourably receive the seeds of Greek edu-
cation, and fortunately protected the sparks of learning from being
extinguished. The despondent descendents of the Hellenes who sought
refuge there, bearing the Greek Letters, were restored as belated fa-
thers of a novel Greek Literature, which once again begot the spread
of the enlightenment and ennoblement of Europen*®.

47. Cammeli (2006).

48. Cammeli (2004: p. 49).

49. Kodrikas (1819: pp. 142-143): «'H ’Ivakia medrn &g vijs pihoberias s
tredéyOn ebpevds Ta onéopara taw ‘EAnpixdv padnpdrwr, xai diéowoey evtvyde dofe-
arov tor onwbijpa tijc pabijcews. O éxei xarapvydvres dvorvyeis rav “EAdpvwv dnd-
vovot, cvpuctaxopicarrss 1a ‘EAdngpxa Iodupara, drexareordbnoav maréges Syiyeveic
quds véag “Eldyppixijc Diholoylag, 1) omola éx véov émgokémoe Ty Exracty 100 pwitiopob
xal Efevyemonot tijc Ebodmnon.
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