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1. Introduction

The two major obstacles encountered by a scholar considering the work
of Neohellenic philosophers of the 15t century are, on the one hand, a lack
of up-to-date editions of most of their writings and, on the other, the fact that
in the specific case of certain treatises, such as the Laws (Ndpuwv Zvyypap#)
of Georgios Gemistos, the text that has been preserved to our era is fragmen-
tary and therefore incomplete. Moreover, even though the current research
and bibliography on the subject cannot be regarded as sufficient, diverse
lines of elucidating 15"-century Greek texts have already been drawn? and

1 This paper is of a double origin as for the conception of its subject: its first part initially resulted
from reading Plethon’s philosophy in the light of early Neohellenic philosophy; some of the
material included also appears in my paper entitled “Reconsidering a 15*" Century Controversy
on the Philosophy of Plato and Aristotle” (@idocogia. Yearbook of the Research Centre on Greek
Philosophy at the Academy of Athens, 46, 2016, No. 2, pp. 152-162. Its second part was created
on the occasion of the international conference entitled “Issues of Perception between Medi-
eval and Early Modern Philosophy” (Ostrava, 67" October 2016) organised by the Depart-
ment of Philosophy and the Vivarium — Centre for Research in Medieval Society and Culture of
the University of Ostrava and the Czech Society for the Study of Aristotle. It is expected that
the approach to the issues suggested here will initiate a new research project at the Academy
of Athens, focusing on the philosophy of Plato and Aristotle as interpreted in 15™-century Greek
scholarship.

2 The account, in the first part of this paper, of the 15% c. controversy amongst Greek schol-
ars on the comprehension of the philosophy of Plato and Aristotle is given under the need to
overcome the dividing diversity of the ways 15" c. Greek philosophy is elucidated in contempo-
rary Greek scholarship. In a similar way, the reference, in the conclusion of this paper, to the
issue of the Neohellenic identity, a central notion of the Neohellenic thought from the time
of Plethon up to our days and a subject related to the perception of both ourselves and the
rest of the world, aims to show that, in terms of appeal within the contemporary Greek cultural
heritage, the thought of philosophers and scholars such as Plethon, Bessarion and Scholarios
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the need for a coherent and amalgamated understanding of the texts has
already become apparent and isunder concern. Additionally, the exact degree
to which 15%-century Greek texts were reflecting the ideas of Western Euro-
pean late mediaeval and early Renaissance philosophy has not been investi-
gated yet, either as direct translations or in the form of assuming someone’s
alleged thought and expanding on his primary wording and notions.

At the same time, a contemporary scholar must, within the framework
of his research, pay tribute and respect to particular and at their time
ground breaking approaches, which have marked modern research on the
subject under consideration. Such was the dissertation entitled Georgius
Gemistus Pletho’s Criticism of Plato and Aristotle by John Wilson Taylor, who
should be regarded as the first scholar who has attempted to come up with
acoherent chart presenting the Greek scholars of the 15t century involved in
the dispute over the priority of Plato’s and Aristotle’s philosophy, although it
was insufficient due to the limited primary sources employed.? In this paper,
following a memorable form of inquiry set by him in a paper reflecting on
Cardinal Bessarion* and adopting a textual approach similar to the tech-
nique of working with text quotations and excerpts introduced by David
Konstan,® I will attempt, after giving a bibliographically detailed account of
the scholars and treatises involved in the 15%"-century controversy on the
philosophy of Plato and Aristotle, to present specific traces of Plethon’s view

should not be restricted within the chronological boundaries of mediaeval and Renaissance
thought, as they are also part of the core from which the Neohellenic thought evolved.

3 Taylor, J. W., Georgius Gemistus Pletho’s Criticism of Plato and Aristotle. Menasha, The Collegate
Press 1921, p. 19. This controversy should be thought of now more in the sense of a comparatio,
namely of comparative assessments, and less in the sense of a persistent duration in the case
of each individual scholar and coherent in argumentation dispute. The accuracy of the diagram
suggested by Taylor on page 19 of his treatise is still open to further elaboration, minor correc-
tions and additions, as a great number of texts are (a) still either unedited, or (b) have not been
yet thoroughly studied, and (c) the chronological order of many of the writings involved in the
dispute has not yet been established.

4 Idem, Bessarion the Mediator. Transactions and Proceedings of the American Philological Asso-
ciation, 55, 1924, pp. 120-127. Following the example of G. W. Taylor, | have translated here in
English the Greek texts presented on the occasion of this paper.

5 Konstan, D., Excerpting as a Reading Practice. In: Reydams-Schils, G. (ed.), Thinking Through
Excerpts. Studies on Stobaeus. Tournhout, Brepols 2011, pp. 9-22. It is worth noting that work-
ing with excerpts, as also working with extracts and quotations taken from treatises the full
content of which is sometimes lost, is a process similar to working with pieces of philosophi-
cal correspondence or partially edited text. It is not a matter of just selecting, ordering, copy-
ing and pasting certain references in view of some fresh re-coordination of their content, but
rather a technique and practise of reconsidering philosophical conceptions and their associa-
tions - a technique taken out from the same ancient toolbox in which abridgements, synopses,
compendia and epitomes are also included, in an attempt to open a new window on the trans-
mission of a cultural heritage.
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of sense perception, and of the reaction to it by two of his main adversaries,
Cardinal Bessarion and Georgios Scholarios.

2. The controversy on Plato and Aristotle

Georgios Gemistos (ca. 1360-1452), also known under the pen name ‘Plethon’,
was a Platonic philosopher who taught in Constantinople, Mistras and Flor-
ence.® Under his influence, Cosimo del Medici is said to have established the
Platonic Academy of Florence,” through which Western European thought
became acquainted with Plato’s philosophical tenets. A major figure in the
revival of Hellenic identity in the collective consciousness of the Greeks,®

6 Abrief and historic account of Plethon’s life is included in Anuntpakomovaov, A. K., Opfodoéog
EAés, fitor Hepi 1@v EAMvwy 1@v Ipaydvtwy katd Aativwv kol mepl TOV 0vyypappdTey
avT@Y. Leipzig, Metzger und Wittig 1872, pp. 108-109. For a thorough account of the life and
works of the philosopher as a social reformer, cf. Matula, J. & P. R. Blum (eds.), Georgios Gemis-
tos Plethon: The Byzantine and the Latin Renaissance. Olomouc, Univerzita Palackého v Olomou-
ci 2014; Siniossoglou, N., Radical Platonism in Byzantium: Illlumination and Utopia in Gemistos
Plethon, Cambridge Classical Studies. Cambridge, C.U.P. 2011; Blum, W. & W. Seitter, Georgios
Gemistos Plethon (1355-1452): Reformpolitiker, Philosoph, Verehrer der alten Gétter. Ziirich, Dia-
phanes 2005; Schulze, F., Georgios Gemistos Plethon und seine Reformatorischen Bestrebungen.
Jena, Mauke’s Verlag 1874; Tozer, H. F., A Byzantine Reformer. The Journal of Hellenic Studies, 7,
1886, pp. 353-380; Ocodwpakomovrov, . N., ITAnBwveta, Aakwvikés Xmovdés, 3,1977, pp. 5-35;
ToAddtov, Xp., Tewpyiog Ieptato ITA70wv, ABfva, 1973; Hladky, V., The Philosophy of Gemistos
Plethon. Platonism in Late Byzantium, between Hellenism and Orthodoxy. Surrey, Ashgate 2014;
Woodhouse, C. M., George Gemistos Plethon. The Last of the Hellenes. Oxford, Clarendon Press
1986. On Plethon’s contribution to the study of rhetoric, cf. [I\Bwvog, T., Zvvtopn mept Tvav
pep@®v TG pnropikiic. Walz, Ch. (ed.), Rhetores Graeci. Stuttgart-Tiibingen, J. G. Cotta 1832,
VI, pp. 542-598; Temmerman, K. de, Ancient Rhetoric as a Hermeneutical Tool for the Analysis
of Characterization in Narrative Literature. Rhetorica. A Journal of the History of Rhetoric, 28,
2010, No. 1, pp. 23-51; Monfasani, J., Byzantine Scholars in Renaissance Italy. Cardinal Bessarion
and Other Emigrés. Ashgate, Variorum 1995, pp. 174-187; Stavelas, A., Reconsidering a Fifteenth
Century Controversy on the Philosophy of Plato and Aristotle, ®ilocogia, ed. by the Research
Centre on Greek Philosophy of the Academy of Athens, 46, 2016, No. 2, pp. 152-162.

7 This old and rather romantic view was stated by Marsilio Ficino in the prologue of his Latin
translation of Plotinus’s Enneads (Florence, 1492). As Al. Brown notes: “The revival of Platonism
in Florence after the arrival there of Plethon in 1439 was particularly important from our point
of view, because Plato contributed two vital elements to the new theory of sovereignty that
provided the flexibility and authority needed by rulers like the Medici: a secular universal law,
which was the basis of Stoic natural law, and the justification of the free rule of the wise phi-
losopher-ruler”: Brown, A., Political Thought in Early Modern Europe, I. The Renaissance. The
Journal of Modern History, 54,1982, No. 1, p. 53; Hankins, J., Cosimo de’ Medici and the ‘Platonic
Academy’. Journal of the Warburg and Courtauld Institutes, 53, 1990, pp. 144-162; Idem, The
Myth of the Platonic Academy of Florence. Renaissance Quarterly, 44,1991, No. 3, pp. 429-475.

8 On this subject, cf. Kaldelis, Ant., Hellenism in Byzantium. The Transformations of Greek Iden-
tity and the Reception of the Classical Tradition. Cambridge, University Press 2007, pp. 121, 173,
183. On the reception of Plethon’s tenets within later Neohellenic thought, cf. Awvdpdov, N.,
H 6pnokevtiki) kai €0viki tavtomta 100 Tewpyiov Tepotod MAnBwvog. Eva napaderypa
petafaddopevov TavtoTHTWVY 0TOV EAANVIKO KOOHO. In: Dimadis, K. A. (ed.), Identities in the
Greek World. Proceedings of the 4th European Congress of Modern Greek Studies, V, pp. 127-142;
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Plethon associated the political shrinkage of the Byzantine Empire with
the doctrines of Orthodox theology. Moreover, he regarded the attempts
to form a unified Christian Church, made in the course of the Ferrara-Flor-
ence Council (1438-1439), as a commercialised sophistry, aiming at polit-
ical profit, not at the pursuit of truth.® Hence, he attempted to construct
a comprehensive philosophical and theological system, based on Neopla-
tonic philosophy and incorporating features of Zoroastrianism. In his
treatise entitled Laws (NSpwv Zvyypagn) he attributed the power and the
means for the recovery of the Greek nation to Divine Providence. Within
this conception and acting as a quasi-precursor of the Age of Reason,® he
resorted to a system of universal theism - a novel conception of a universal
religion, involving features of lamblichus’s and Proclus’s syncretic mysti-
cism, in which God is the central notion and piety (Beooéfei)" is the prin-
cipal virtue, by means of which one may assimilate oneself with God. In
response to Plethon, Cardinal Bessarion (1403-1472), his former disciple
in the School of Philosophy at Mistras and a dedicated reader of Aquinas,
primary Bishop of Nicea, Latinorum Graecissimus and Graecorum Latinis-
simus, held that the subject issue posed by Plethon is explicable only with
respect to the theory of ideas and that Plethon’s objections against Aristotle
derived from his own endorsement of the Platonic theory of ideas. Addition-
ally, Bessarion proposed that Plethon’s conception, stated in his treatise De
fato (Ilepi eipappévng),” viz. that causality should be thought of as belonging

Cheadle, M. P., The Vision of Light in Ezra Pound’s The Unwobbling Pivot. Twentieth-Century
Literature, 35,1989, No. 2, p. 120.

9 Tatdkn, B. N., H Bu{avtivij Pidocogpia, ABfva, Etaipeia Zmovddv NeoeAAnvikod ITohitiopod
kat Tevikfg Taudeiag, 1977, p. 263.

10 Peritore, N. P., The Political Thought of Gemistos Plethon: A Renaissance Byzantine Reformer.
Polity, 10,1977, No. 2, pp. 168-191; Webb, R., The Nomoi of Gemistos Plethon in the Light of Pla-
to’s Laws. Journal of the Warburg and Courtauld Institutes, 52, 1989, pp. 214-219.

11 For the later development of feooéfeiar under the influence of deism and within the scope
of Greek Enlightenment, cf. Kaipn, ., IvwoTiks). Xroiyeiaw Pilooogiag. Ed. N. Ziviocoylov,
‘Avdpog, Evpacia-Kaiptog BipAodnn, 2008. Kaforéa-TaBovAapn, I1., Osopirog Kaipns. Amo
17 Dihooogik Yuyoroyia otr) Ocooefuxs) HOucrj, ABrva, TomwOntw, 2005.

12 Mobhler, L., Kardinal Bessarion als Theologe, Humanist und Staatsmann. Paderborn, Ferdinard
Schéningh 1927 (vol. I1) & 1942 (vol. l1l); Mariev, S. - Marchetto, M. - Lucher, K., Bessarion. Uber
Natur und Kunst. Hamburg, F. Meiner 2015; Keller, A. G., A Byzantine Admirer of ‘Western’ Pro-
gress: Cardinal Bessarion. The Cambridge Historical Journal, 11, 1955, No. 3, pp. 343-348. Idem,
Two Byzantine Scholars and Their Reception in Italy. Journal of the Warburg and Courtauld In-
stitutes, 20, 1957, No. 3, pp. 363-370. For a short sketch of Bessarion’s life, cf. Karamanolis, G.,
Basil Bessarion. In: Lagerlund, H. (ed.), Encyclopedia of Medieval Philosophy Philosophy Between
500 and 1500. Dordrecht et. al., Springer 2011, pp. 145-147.

13 Keller, A., Two Byzantine Scholars and Their Reception in Italy, op. cit., p. 363. On the discussion
upon the the De Fato treatise cf. Taylor, G. W., Tehdore Gaza’s De Fato, University of Toronto
Studies. Philological Series, 7, Toronto, 1925.
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to the advanced and superior level of ideas in comparison with empirical
data, should not be accepted.

3. Textual testimonies on sense perception

Pending Plethon’s view upon sense perception, one has to admit that, for
him, the relationship between theology and the world of our senses is estab-
lished as the deity moves the higher part of the soul, which participates in
the deity and subsequently moves the lower part of the soul. On this concep-
tion Plethon based the relationship of physics to theology, by which physics
may become excellent. Within the framework of an absolute theism and an
unconditional idealism, the problem for Plethon was that Aristotle seemed
to have disregarded God as the creative force, favouring a discussion of the
virtues and failing to introduce immortality of the soul. In this view, Aristotle
would be regarded as a strict materialist, while Plethon preferred to resort
to Zoroastrianism, as initially introduced in Greece by Pythagoras. Plethon’s
treatise on the shortcomings of Aristotle’s philosophy in comparison with
the philosophy of Plato, in which Plethon declared Plato to be the superior
philosopher of Greek antiquity and qualified Aristotle as ignorant in the most
vital issues, was eventually refuted by Georgios Scholarios (1405-1472) in
his treatise Against the Questions of Plethon to Aristotle.”

It is literarily a pity and a misfortune that a whole chapter entitled “On
the senses and their particulars” (Ilepi aioOfoewv e kai T@v kal’ éxdoTac)
of Plethon’s treatise Laws'® has not been preserved in the manuscript tradi-
tion of his works. Consequently, one is obliged to restrict, at least at this
primary level of research, the scope of such an inquiry to the partial refer-
ences on the subject made by Plethon, as they are found in various parts
of his treatises. In the 6th chapter of his treatise De Platonicae et Aristo-
telicae Philosophiae Differentia (Ilepi &v AprototéAns mpdg ITAdTwva StapépeTe)
Plethon notes:”

14 “TI®g yap ov mept T péytota apadng Aptototéhng.” In: Migne, J.-P. (ed.), Patrologia Graeca,
160, 928D4.

15 Anuntpakomovlov, I. A., O avti-ITAn6wviopodg tod Tewpyiov Zyohapiov-Tevvadiov B wg pila
100 @rloBwpaviopod Tov kai 6 Avti-xptoTtiaviopog tod Tewpyiov Tepiotod-IABwvog wg pila
100 dvti-dplototeliopod tov. In: Aebvig Etatpeia IIAnOwvik@v kai Bulavtivov Meketdv
(ed.), Ipaxtikee A" Emotnuovikiic Zvvavrnons «Bvldvtio, O xéopog tov kai 1§ Evpdmn»,
ABrva-Mvotpag, 2001, pp. 109-127.

16 Tepotod ITABwvog, I'., Nopwv Zvyypags, O@cocalovikn, Zitpog, 2005, p. 66.

17 The character of the Greek text in the extracts quoted from this point and thereafter is enig-
matic in itself and on several occasions dubious. These attributes had to be preserved in the
English translation so as to defend the polysemy of the content, the ambiguity of which had
raised in the 15" c. a great deal of troubles for Plethon and his colleagues.
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18

19

Kai pev o) o008’ dv €xkeivo adt® 0pBdg Aéyolto, TO TO aicOnTOV MpoTe-
pov xpovw olov T elvat Tiig aioBroew eivat, dvatpodvTLKaAd Exovta
kaBOAov Adyov, g T TPHG Tt T& Kal oXeTIKA dvaykalov in dua elvat.
Ei p&v yap g o0d¢ ot v €copévng aiobnoews, mwg &v olov T’ €l
aioBnTov Tt eivan unte odong, Rt dv mote Ecopévng alodnoewg; i §
g mote kai éoopévng, OfAov OTL €k TG Suvartiig dv éoeaBat éoopévng
o7 €otal kal 10 aioBnTov adtod Te Suvapel aioBntov kal mpog duvd-
et aloOnow, 1 te Suvapet aiobnoig mpog Suvdpet aioOntov, evepyia &
00d£TEPOV 0VSETEPOL TIPOTEPOV, TIPiV Y &V Evepyia dupw 1. Kai obtwg
ol ot &v yévolto aiocOntov Tt aicbnoewg mpodTepOV.

Andyetitwould not be right for him to say that it is possible for the
sensible, which is prior in time, to belong to the function of sense
perception (aioBnotg), against the well-posed universal reason,
namely that it would be necessary for those in reference and in
relation to coalesce at the same time (&ua eivaw). (And this is so)
because, if sense perception could not be established at any time,
how could something perceptible via the senses subsist without
it, how can it be perceived when sense perception is not present,
or is not about to be present? And if sense perception is to be or
become present at some future point of time, it is obvious that it
becomes present out of the possibility of being present. Thus, the
possible object of sense perception will be both a potency of the
object to be perceived and also something referred® to sense

Migne, J.-P. (ed.), op. cit., c. 897-900; Lagarde, B., Le ‘De differentiis’ de Pléthon d’aprés I’auto-
graphe de la Marcienne. Byzantion, 43,1973, pp. 312-343.

The reference, here mentioned in italics, is a hyperonym and has the meaning of the Greek tech-
nical term anaphora, conceived not just as employed in Greek oratory but within the broader
philosophical scope of Greek thought. Traditionally contrasted to deixis and nowadays con-
trasted to cataphora or backwards anaphora, as in the case of the sentence If he is lucky, John
will win, anaphora is that layer of syncategorematic function in wording which, while falling
within the broader category of relation, describes a logical relation between the essence and
the attribute of it. For the character and linguistic problems related to anaphora in classical
Greek, cf. Kiparsky, P., Greek Anaphora in Cross-Linguistic Perspective, Journal of Greek Linguis-
tics, 12,2012, No. 1, pp. 84-117. On the place of anaphora in the modern logical analysis, in which
it is treated (as also tense, adverbial modification, identity, definite description, propositional
attitude verbs, indexicality and modality) as a logical form, cf. Lamarque, P. V. - Asher, R. E.,
Concise Encyclopedia of Philosophy of Language. Pergamon, B. P. C. Wheatons 1997, p. 23. The
crucial point in the case of reference as anaphora is to understand that in the core of the act
of noting something by making a reference there is also denoted a syncategorematic element
of ellipsis. On the syncategorematic function of reference within the discussion of universals
cf. Rdzicka, M., Some Marginal Notes on Polarity and Negation. Brno Studies in English, 25,1999,
pp. 43-57.
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perception as a potency, and also the potency of sense perception
will be referred to the potency of the object to be perceived; also,
issues that do not subsist have no actual (¢vepyiq) priority relating
them to each other, but that is possible before their substantia-
tion as actualities. And consequently, it would never be possible
for an object of sense perception to become perceptible prior to
sense perception itself.

The key term of this passage is Plethon’s conception of universal reason?
as outlined a little earlier:

IMapamAnotov § advtd kakeivo, 10 TO puev kabolov Tf) DAn gdokewv avd-
Aoyov €xewv, 10 0¢ katd pépog idet. Todvavtiov yap dv dnav ein, &l ye
Shov pév L 10 kaBolov, 1O 8¢ katd pépog pépog. To § eidog mavtaxi
£v 1@ 6Aw paAlov fj év Toig puépeat, kai évepyia 6¢ paAlov t0 kabBolov
£0Tiv 1) TO Katd épog. TO pev yap kabolov, kaboAov ¢m’ adTOV TOV
Tpaypdtov AapBavopevov, adTd Te €vepyiq 0Tl Kal TA KATA UEPOG
dmavta évepyiq mepiéyet O 8¢ kaTd HEPOG adTO eV Evepyia €0Ti, TO 6¢

kaBolov v Eavt® od kaBoAov €xel, &AN G0V HOVOV KaKeiVOL £V T
npoorkel. Kal téletov pév Tt 10 kabdAov, dtedeg 8¢ 10 katd pépog.?!

Itis in the same way, to say (Aristotle) that the universal has some
correspondent to matter and that the particular has some corre-
spondent to species. But everything could be conceived contrary
to this statement, if, of course, the universal is an entirety and the
particular is a partiality, since the species is in every case to be
conceived in entirety rather than in partiality and since it is the
universal rather than the particular which is (to be conceived) as
active (évepyiq). [And this may be accepted] because the universal
as taken into consideration conclusively on these issues, it is both
an actuality (évepyia) and an inclusive of all particular partialities;
and the partial itself is an actuality on the one hand, while the
universal is universal in itself only insofar as it refers to itself. And
the universal is perfect, while the partial is incomplete.

20 Itis preferable and, | believe, more accurate to render kafléAov Adyog as universal reason, con-
sidering kaB0Aov as an adverbial adjective and not just simply as an adjective, rather than as
simply a general statement, because of the context of the reference quoted, of the polysemy
of Adyog in the Greek language, and of the comprehensive and all-encompassing meaning
of kaBoAov.

21 Ibid.
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An immediate reply to Plethon’s proposals came from Cardinal Bessarion
in his treatise In Calumniatorem Platonis, in which?? he stated that what is
in issue here is species, matter and privation considered as natural prin-
ciples (&pyai).”® Following Aristotle, he explained that Aristotle’s species
corresponds to Plato’s notion of ungenerated and indestructible (&yévvytév
Te kol dvarebpov),* differentiating also between noetic entities (vontov 6v)
and proper entities (kvpiwg 6v), between sensible objects, natural principles
(puokai &pyai) and elements (o7oryeicr).>> What was aiofnov for Plethon was
mainly what Bessarion explained as follows:

[...] tov aioOntov TodTOV KAl KAO' EKaoTa &vOpwmOV 00K AVTOV
dvBpwmov eivau Aéyovtes, kALX i) petoxFj T0D avToavBpwmov &vBpwmov
evou [...]%

[..] it is not the conception of man, as a natural species, in
the meaning of the separable (ywpiorov) and in the sense
of a compound material entity reducible to something immate-
rial and simple, but it is the share in the humanity of each indi-
vidual person.

This conception of man as a compound entity refers to the content and the
tradition of Aristotle’s On the Soul, where the soul is essentially (odoiwd@¢)
comprised of nous, as a potency (Svvduer) and an actuality (évepyeia), where
potency replaces matter and actuality replaces species.?” And as corporeal
entities are comprised of matter and species perceptible via the senses, in
the same way separated substances (ywpiotai ovoiai), apart from the prime
one, are comprised by the potency and actuality of the nous in the sense
of the out of which noetic matter and species or form.?® Bessarion quotes
Averroes,? according to whom, “[...] as the object perceptible by the senses
is divided into matter and form (or species), in the same way that which is
a noetic entity (ro vonov eivau) is in the same way divisible into something
assimilating matter and something assimilating form (or species).”°

22 Mohler, L., op. cit., Il, ch. 6.
23 Ibid., 1.6.2.1-3.

24 1bid., 1.6.2.11-12.

25 Ibid., 2.12.5.1.

26 Ibid., 3.3.1.20.

27 Ibid., 3.22.11.5.

28 Ibid., 3.22.12.14.

29 Ibid.

30 Ibid., 3.22.12.14.
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Then, referring not to man and his definition but to the world as a sense-
perceptible totality (aioOntov xéopov), Bessarion argues® that Plethon’s
conception of the tangible and feasible world as an image of the mental
cosmos would lead to the conclusion that mental essences (voyzai odoio)
would necessary admit of origination and corruption, which should be
viewed as absolutely false:

[...] el yap S 10 TOV aicBn OV KOGpOV gikdVa elvat ToD vonTod mdvTta
TAEV TO aloONTd Kai £V TQ vonT® eivaun Sel, EmeTau mavTw Kat gBapTtov
TLelvat év advt® domep evtadBa. kal domep €v T aioOnT® KOOUW
Ta popla TG YANG odk del CLUTMAPAUEVOVOL TOIG ATOUIKOIG AOTMV
€ideotv, AN eiot Suvdpel pdg &0 €i80g 1 TO TO ToLODTOV €180G Ui
£xewv maoav v Tod €idovg TeeldTNTA, 0DTW KAV TO VoNT®, EMeldn
eiot mheiw Tod avToD €idovg dTopa, Td HopLla ékelva TG DAnG ovk dv
ovpmapapévety del Toig adT®v eideot Svarvto did TO €KAo TOLG AV TOV
TV 6Any 10D €ldovg pun mepiéxeoat tehedtnTa, AN €ln v étépou
€ldovg del é@Lépeva. kal Tav Ty yevnTtag etval kai BapTag avaykn Tag
VONTAG 000G KATA TOV VEOV TODTOV QLAOGOPOV. ™

[...] if there should be that, for having the sense-perceptible world
standing as an image of the noetic one, everything in the sense-
perceptible world must subsist also in the noetic one, it follows
that there must be something corruptible in itself, as is the
case here. And precisely as the particles of matter in the sense-
perceptible world cannot all the time stay adherent to their own
individual species, but they are potencies referred to a different
species, as that kind of species does not have the full perfection
of (@) species, even in the noetic world, since a greater number
of individual (particulars) of the same species subsist there,
those particles of matter could not stay adherent continuously to
their own species, because the whole perfection of (their) species
cannot be included in each of them, but they are brought upon
a different species. And in this way it is (shown as) necessary,
according to this young philosopher, that the noetic essences
admit of generation and corruption.

As Bessarion explains, one is to realise that the whole being is comple-
mented by the nous, the soul and body, that soul is the medium between the

31 Ibid., 3.24.
32 Ibid., 3.24.1.19.
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intellect and the material body, having its essence as mediating, its assets
(idi6tyTau) eternal in its essence and timely active in its actualities, giving
the sense of an essence both indivisible and divisible: the soul of being (or
cosmos) indivisible as an image of the noetic universe, divisible in the para-
digmatic (exemplary) forms of perception.’

Perhaps the most detailed reaction to Plethon’s statements on sense
perception is to be found in the writings of Georgios Scholarios. For him, the
solution to this problem is Aristotle’s division of essence into primary and
secondary substance, differentiating on the nature of the essence’s qualita-
tive attributes (id:67y7eq): not everything coalesces with each other in accord-
ance with nature, but only those co-subsist and co-testify the truth of each
other, in which there is a two-sided, mutual and permanent order, equally
in reason referred and really dependable on each other. Because, Aristotle
claimed, of the things referred to, some have being as their object of refer-
ence and others have their object of reference in the wording of the refer-
ence - two cases following diverse ratios. In Scholarios’s own words:

o ITARBwv ... eindv yap, noi, mepl TOV mPoOG T, 6TL dpa eiol Tf) pOOoEL,
Kak®g émnyayev 6t 10 aioOntov Svvatal xpovw mpoTEPOV TAG
aioBnoewg elvar advvatov ydp, enotv, eivai Tt aicOntov, unte odong
avtod aioBnoews, pnte duvapévng eivar dote €l Tvog aiohntod 7
aloOnoig Suvatn €0t kai adTo Suvapel aiodnTdv €0l kal dpa Té 0Ty
avTo duvapet alodnTov, unmw obong TG Evepyeiag adtod aiocdnoews,
Kal 1) Svuvapet aiodnotg adtod pinw évepyeia 6vrog OTO T aioOroeL.
Kai adfig ¢neidav Oatepov évepyeia 1, kal O Aotmov €vepyeia £0Ti,
Kal dpa eiotv dpgw €vepyeiq, kat ovdétepov 0bdeTépov MPOTEPOV, 1)
Votepov.®

Plethon [...] was mistaken in concluding that it is possible for the
sense-perceptible to be prior to sense perception. Because it is
impossible, he says, for something to be perceived by the senses
without the presence of sense-perception itself or the potenti-
ality of it becoming present; thus, if the perception of a percep-
tible is possible, this means that the perceptible is potentially
perceptible, and at the same time it is perceptible as a poten-
tiality, namely without the actuality of its perception, and that

33 Ibid., 4.15.2.1-19.

34 Curteses (Scholarius), G., Contra Plethonis ignorationem de Aristotele. Ed. Jugie, M. - Petit, L.
-Siderides, X. A. (eds.), Oeuvres Complétes de Georges (Gennadios) Scholarios. Paris, Maison de
la Bonne Presse 1935, 2.69.37-2.70.9.
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its potentiality of being perceived is not yet actualised by the
senses. And [i.e., Plethon] states that whenever one of the two
cases is actualised, the other is also actualised; thus they are to be
conceived as being both active and thus neither of them is prior
or posterior to the other.

4. Conclusion

As obvious in this passage, Scholarios’s contribution to Neohellenic philos-
ophy and Aristotelian studies is paramount, mainly because of the apparent
clarity with which he treats such complex issues. Testifying that “as the
awareness of the conceptual begins with the knowledge of the sense-percep-
tible, we conduct the names employed in sense perceptible awareness
towards an intellectual cognizance”* he aligns himself with Aristotle, who
noted that the man perceiving something via his senses is somehow making
a judgement*® and with Leon Magentinus (1300-1399), who in rephrasing
Aristotle’s observation admitted of sense perception as a form of judging.’’
In Scholarios’s wording the object of this conduct (petagopd) is identical with
the assets or attributes (i5totnteg) mentioned also by Bessarion.

For the Neohellenic philosophy, the fundamental and ultimate issue under
scrutiny as for the sense and/or intellectually perceptible object of aware-
ness is the issue of the Neohellenic identity and self-identification of the
Greeks - an issue utterly dissimilar to that of “national identity” and of the
evolvement of a national consciousness, and also a theme quite chaotic in
its contemporary interpretations and semantic intermingling of the terms
#0vog (nation), yévog (genus) and ¢ulr (clan). These terms are often miscon-
ceived and confused with each other, always disregarding the philosophical
background of the term yévog when referred to the genus of the Greeks or
Hellenes, making its sense less tangible and feasible and, consequently, disre-
garding the interrelation between yévog and aiobnoig within the broader
scope of the “Neohellenic identity” subject® - an enduring requisitive of the

35 'Emel 82 ék TOV aicOnT@V &Ml TNV yvdoLy T@V vogp@dv dgikvodueda, kai Tig aiodntiig yvaoe-
WG TA dvopaTa TPOG THV VONTHV petagépopev yvdoly, Epitome Summae Contra Gentiles
Thomae Aquinae, 3, 53,7-8.

36 Topica, 1111a19.

37 “N aioBnoig idog tod Kpivety éotiv”’, Magentini, L., In Aristotelis Topicorum Prooemium et
Librum Secundum Commentaria, 1.46,7. In: Kotzabassi, S., Byzantinische Kommentatoren der
aristotelischen Topik: Johannes Italos & Leon Magentinos, Etatpeia Bu{avtivav Epevvav 17.
Baviag, ®@eooalovikn, 1999.

38 Cf. Angelou, Ath. D., (co-ed.) “Who am I2”” Scholarios’ answers and the Hellenic identity, in
DiAéAAnv. Studies in Honour of Robert Browning, Bibliotheke 17. Venice, Istituto Ellenico di Studi
Bizantini e Postbizantini 1996, pp. 1-20.
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Greek culture. It is in this spirit that Scholarios’s view of sense percep-
tion may be highly appreciated and may be considered as more venerable,
when compared to the view of many of his contemporaries and many of our
contemporary scholars.

ABSTRACT

In Categories 7b36-38 Aristotle prioritized the object of sense perception over the
act of perception itself, observing that the withdrawal of the perceptible (aigfn7ov)
entails the cancelation of perception (aiofroic), while the removal of the act of per-
ception leaves the perceptible subsisting. This last point was enough for Plethon to
initiate his own critique, advocating that Aristotle did not seem to have endeavoured
a solid coalescence between the problems raised in his theory of knowledge and the
issues elaborated in his Metaphysics.

In an attempt to present these two fields of inquiry as in greater harmony with
each other and to shed light on what he considered to be the weak points and con-
tradictions of Aristotle’s theory of knowledge, Plethon claimed that Aristotle’s view
seemed to disprove his own vision of kafléAov A6yog, especially insofar as the category
of relation (mpdg 1) is involved. Plethon conceived of relation as of the simultaneous
and necessary character of the natural concurrence (&ua 7jj pvoei, Cat., 14 b 27-28) be-
tween the act of perception and its object. Thus, for him, Aristotle’s approach should
be thought of as false or, at least, as inadequate; first, because an object and an act of
perception must always concur naturally and, second, because, in accordance with
Metaphysics 1010 b 30-32 and De anima 425 b 25, if sensible perception (aiofroic) is
not sustained or is withdrawn, the object (aicy76v) of a non-subsisting sense per-
ception cannot subsist. On the other hand, if sense perception is to subsist in the
future, it is obvious that it will appear out of something potentially subsisting (vva-
pet bmapyov). Thus, for Plethon, the object of sense perception is both the potentially
perceptible (Suvdypet aicOntov) and perception in relation to its potency (pog Suvdpet
aiodnotg).
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