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Introduction

George Gemistos Plethon is certainly one of the most important, but at the same time also
mysterious figures of Byzantine and Renaissance philosophy. The lectures on Plato he gave to the
Florentine humanists during his stay in Italy certainly — directly or indirectly — helped to promote
the renewal of Platonic philosophy in the West. However, as it seems, his own version of
Platonism has not been sufficiently explored yet and his religious beliefs and their relation to his
philosophical thought have not also received a satisfactory treatment. This both should be the

task of the present study.

1. The Man and his Work

George Gemistos, surnamed later also Plethon, was born in Constantinople' some time around
1360.> He might have studied under famous philosopher Demetrios Kydones, who played an
important role in introducing Latin scholasticism into Byzantine thought,” and mysterious Jew
Elissacus,’ but we cannot be sure in any of these two cases. Gemistos appears in Constantinople
around 1405, but shortly afterwards moves to Mistra, the capital of the despotate of Morea
(today’s Peloponnese) where he was active at the court of the Despot as one of his officials’ and
at the same time as a distinguished humanist and teacher of ancient Greek thought and culture.’
He must have soon become well known as a statesman, philosopher, and an authority on the
ancient Greek world. In spite of being a layman, he travelled as a counsellor with the Byzantine
delegation to Italy to participate in the Council at Ferrara and Florence in 1438-1439, where the
Church union was to be concluded. There he met the Italian humanists and gave his famous
lectures on Plato’s philosophy.” After the Council he returned to the Peloponnese and spent the

rest of his life in Mistra." He died most probably in 1454, but the year 1452 is also possible.” After

1 Cf. Bessarion, De nat. 93.10 (Latin version): Plethon Constantinopolitanus, Alexandre (1858), p. v, n. 1.

2 This date may be deduced from the statement of George of Trebizond, according to which Gemistos died almost
hundred years old (centum enim pene misera aetate annos complenit), Comp. 111 (penultime chapter = LEGRAND 111, p.
289), ¢¢. Woodhouse (19806), p. 5.

3 Gemistos mentions his discussion with Kydones about Plato (Ad Bess. 1 467.18-22), so it is clear that he at least
knew him. Whether he was in fact his pupil is, nonetheless, far from certain, ¢f Woodhouse (1986), p. 22.

4 Cf. infra.

5 Cf Filelfo’s letter from 1441 (Ad Sax.): [Gemystus] est enin jam admodum senex, quique magistratum gerit nescio quenms.

¢ Cf. infra and Woodhouse (1986), pp. 33-47, 79-118.

7 Cf. Woodhouse (1986), pp. 118-188.

8 Cf. Woodhouse (1980), pp. 215-239, 267-282, 308-321.

? Cf. Monfasani (1976), pp. 163-170, contra e.g. Alexandre (1858), p. xliii with n. 2, Woodhouse (1986), pp. 3, 5, who
accept the eatlier date on the basis of a manusctipt note: May. fovy. xg” Nie’ éredelrmoey 0 ddaoxaros o Iopootog
[sic] Muéea deutéoq, Weg a’ THs Muéeas [= 26.6.1452]. In contrast, Monfasani concludes for 1454 in his overall
reconstruction of the chronology of Trebizond’s works. It may be also noted that the corruption of Gemistos’ name

1



his death he was accused of paganism and ancient Greek polytheism by his main personal as well
as philosophical opponent Scholarios, who finally managed to seize and burn Gemistos” most
important work, the Laws, discovered after his death." His alleged polytheism inspired by Plato
subsequently began to provoke condemnation, censure, but also fascination among the Byzantine
and Renaissance thinkers, so that even his remains were transferred to Italy in 1464 by his
admirer Sigismondo Malatesta, who buried Gemistos in his neo-pagan Tempio Malatestiano in
Rimini."

Gemistos left behind numerous texts covering such diverse disciplines as grammar,
rhetoric, literature, music, geography, astronomy, ancient history, politics, religion, philosophy,
and theology."” Although some of them are only excerpts and summaries from ancient authors,
most probably made in his school for teaching purposes, the wide range of his interests definitely
shows that he was not only an excellent scholar, but, in fact, a kind of polymath.”” For practical
reasons the present study will have to concentrate only on the texts that are somehow relevant
for his philosophy, although those political, religious, and theological treatises that contribute to

the understanding of his philosophical thought will be also sometimes discussed here.

(“Gomostos”) does not make the manuscript note much trustworthy. Moreover, there is one fact that may further
support the later date (1454) of his death. When Scholatios is writing about the events in the late 1440s and early
1450s, he says that Gemistos replied to his Defence of Aristotle but that he himself could not do the same because of
“the fate of our country”. (‘O uev olv addig avrévoape, Tov alToy meos Te AgIaToTEAn xal fuas, éxeive Ofdey
ouynyogolvtags, ayiva memomuevos. Huag 08 v Ths maTeidos avTiveapey al éxwAve aunpogs ..., Ad Jos. 156.14-
16.) It is noteworthy that it was the fall of Constantinople, and not the death of Gemistos which is mentioned as the
obstacle that prevented Scholarios from answering properly. This would certainly fit better to the sequence of events,
in which Gemistos died a year after 1453 and not the one before it. Nonetheless, this hint is naturally quite feeble.
Furthermore, Kamariotes at the very outset of his treatise, begun probably after the fall of Constantinople and
finished in 1455 (¢of In Pleth. IX.8 Astruc, Astruc (1955), pp. 259-261), seems to talk about Gemistos as of somebody
who is alive rather than dead, In Pleth. 2: [IAMSwyv o adeog, éml @ilogooia, eimep Tis T@V mwmote avaiws wéya
TEPEOVNHWS, %ol TG TEQIOVTI THS &V alT® doxolams copiag ol Os0VTwS XeNTamevos: ol e ém weeleiq oY olTe
ToU arov émi BAaByn wev olv auTol Te, xal &l TIS aUT() TEOTEXEIY aiQoiTo, QaiveTal xexpmuévos ... However, in
the closing part of the treatise he makes clear that Gemistos recently died, ibid. 218, ¢ n. 706. This would place
Gemistos death between 1453-1355. Moreover, it is really strange that if Gemistos really died in late June 1452,
Kamariotes learnt it only some time after the fall of Constantinople in late May next year.

10 Cf infra.

11 ¢f Woodhouse (1986), pp. 159-160, 374-375.

12 For the overview of Gemistos’” works ¢f. Woodhouse (1986), xvi-xviii. Unfortunately Woodhouse fails to note that
later Masai (1963) found out that an unpublished treatise On Fortune (Ilegi Tigns) is in fact a text by Alexander of
Aphrodias and not by Gemistos as he claimed in his previous works. Similatly, the On #he Procession of the Holy Spirit
(Megi Tijs éxmogetoews ToU ayiov mveluatog) is a later forgery published under the name of Gemistos, ¢f Monfasani
(1994). For other unpublished texts by Gemistos and the survey of manuscripts ¢ also Masai-Masai (1954), Dedes
(1981).

13 ¢f Woodhouse (1986), pp. 27-28.



2. Gemistos and Scholarship

The secondary literature on Gemistos is surprisingly rich,' and for this reason in this study of his
philosophical thought only the most important contributions that have significantly influenced
the discussion over his work may be taken fully into account. There are thus many occasional
informative or, in contrast, very specialized writings on some aspects of his thought and legacy,
interesting as they sometimes may be, that must be necessarily left aside.

5

The modern Plethonic scholarship begins with the works of W. Gass,” and especially C.
Alexandre,'® who both around the middle of the XIX™ century published some of Gemistos’ key
texts, accompanied with their studies. Alexandre’s edition of Plethon’s Laws and other shorter
texts related to it has not been superseded until today although in the meantime some more text
of the Laws has been discovered by R. and F. Masai. Alexandre’s book is also a turning-point in
the overall interpretation of Gemistos’ religious beliefs, because while W. Gass was not still sure
about his paganism,'” Alexandre’s extensive edition of the Laws is widely accepted by modern
scholars as the decisive proof of it. In the second half of the same century F. Schultze made the
first important attempt to reconstruct Gemistos’ metaphysical system in its entirety.”” He was
followed by a Greek scholar I.P. Mamalakis who in the late 1930s published important works on
Gemistos,"” as well as M.V. Anastos who shortly after the World War II wrote detailed and very

interesting studies on diverse aspects of his thought and learning.”

Nevertheless, arguably the
most important works on Gemistos’ philosophy still remain those by F. Masai from the 1950s,
who has also re-examined the tradition of the transmission of his texts and have discovered some
important manuscripts.”’ Of many Greek scholars who contributed significantly to the Plethonic
scholarship we should mention especially Th.S. Nikolaou,” I.. Bargeliotes,” and Ch.P. Baloglou,**
the last one being especially interested in political and economical aspects of Gemistos’ writings.

J. Monfasani® and ]. Hankins,® both concentrating on themes that have some relation to

Gemistos, made very important contributions to understanding of Gemistos’ work in the

14 (. the list of the secondary literature at the end of this study, including the systematic bibliographies cited there.

15> Gass (1844).

16 ALEXANDRE.

7. Cf. Gass (1844), pp. 35-37.

18 Schultze (1874).

19 Mamalakis (1939), (1955), for other works on Gemistos by this author ¢ the systematic bibliographies.

20 Anastos (1948), for other works on Gemistos by this author ¢f the systematic bibliographies.

21 Especially Masai-Masai (1954) and Masai (1956), (1963), (1976), for other works on Gemistos by this author ¢ the
systematic bibliographies.

22 All his diverse papers on Gemistos were collected in: Nikolaou (2005).

2 E.g Bargeliotes (1973), (1975), (1976), (1979), (1980), (1989), (1990-1993), for other works on Gemistos by this
author ¢ the systematic bibliographies.

24 E.g Baloglou (2002), for other works on Gemistos by this author ¢ the systematic bibliographies.

25 Monfasani (1976), (1992), (1994).

20 Hankins (1991).



contemporary context of the Renaissance thought. B. Tambrun-Krasker, specializing on
Gemistos, has prepared several important editions of his texts and, besides some articles, wrote
an extensive PhD thesis on him, unfortunately unpublished so far.”” Finally, in 1986 C.M.
Woodhouse put out a complex and detailed study of Gemistos’ life, the events in which he took
part, and his writings, the most important of which are translated or summarized in English
there.”® Even if Gemistos’ philosophy and religious beliefs will be treated from a significantly
different perspective here, the present work is much indebted to this exceptional book that
provide an ideal starting point for anybody interested in the remarkable thinker of Mistra. Thus,
although this text can hopefully be understood on its own, the previous knowledge of

Woodhouse’s book is to a certain extant presupposed.

What is now, as it seems, most needed for the proper understanding and appreciation of
Gemistos’ thought is a kind of global sehizzo, a systematic overview of his philosophy
concentrating especially on his Platonism. Such an overall reconstruction must be primarily based
on his own texts, and it should be confronted with the testimonies of other writers and
supplemented with them only in the second place. Plethonic scholarship often relies too much on
the external information about this, certainly extraordinary and fascinating, personality and thus
tends to interpret his works from the perspective of the contemporaries that might have perhaps
misunderstood them or were even overtly hostile to their author. This unfortunately leads many
interpreters to regard some of his texts as hypocritical, tactical, and not-representing Gemistos’
real thought. The approach of the present study is thus purposely reversed one — it will attempt
to concentrate first on Gemistos’ texts, accept all of them, as much as possible, as serious,
although perhaps at the same time various expressions of his philosophical and religious beliefs,
and interpret them in their proper context. Only then external testimonies may be introduced,
which must be, nonetheless, always submitted to a careful examination that is especially necessary
in the case of Gemistos’ real religious standpoint. Only then the conclusions can be drawn.

To discuss Gemistos’ thought propetly, it seems convenient to divide his writings into three
groups that correspond to the most important aspects of his philosophy. The first one is the so-
called public philosophy, that means, the philosophy Gemistos presented publicly as his own and
in the case of which it is also probably that he himself adheres to it. The second group is the
Platonism contained in his commentaries and interpretations of the thought of others in the first

place Plato and Chaldaean Oracles. The mysterious Laws, discovered after Gemistos’ death, belongs

27 Especially De virt., Or. mag., Tambrun-Krasker (1992), (1998), (1999), (2001), (2002), (2005). Tambrun-Krasker’s
editing of other Gemistos’ text is still in progtess, for other works on Gemistos by this author . the systematic
bibliographies.

28 Woodhouse (1986). In his review Monfasani (1988) discusses some shortcomings of Woodhouse’ book. Cf. also n.
12.



also to the same group of texts that are subsumed here, for the reasons that will be apparent later
on, under a common designation the phzlosophia perennis. Finally, the third part of the present work
will treat the problem of Gemistos’ religious beliefs including his sole treatise dealing with
Christian theology, often considered as hypocritical and not representing his real opinions. This
part will also discuss at length external testimonies as well as the content and the intentions of the
Laws, on both of which the usual conclusion about his paganism is based. For the reasons that
will become apparent only in the third part of this study, the name “Gemistos” will be used — to
some extent in the similar manner as Woodhouse — when his personality or public philosophy is
meant, whereas his surname “Plethon” will be restricted solely to the context of the philosophia

perennis.



W.B. Yeats
SAILING TO BYZANTIUM
1

That is no country for old men. The young
In one anothet’s arms, birds in the trees
— Those dying generations — at their song,
The salmon-falls, the mackerel-crowded seas,
Fish, flesh, or fowl, commend all summer long
Whatever is begotten, born, and dies.
Caught in that sensual music all neglect
Monuments of unageing intellect.

11

An aged man is but a paltry thing,

A tattered coat upon a stick, unless
Soul clap its hands and sing, and louder sing

For every tatter in its mortal dress,

Nor is there singing school but studying
Monuments of its own magnificence;
And therefore 1 have sailed the seas and come
To the holy city of Byzantium.

111

O sages standing in God’s holy fire
As in the gold mosaic of a wall,
Come from the holy fire, perne in a gyre,
And be the singing-masters of my soul.
Consume my heart away; sick with desire
And fastened to a dying animal
It knows not what it is; and gather me
Into the artifice of eternity.

v

Once out of nature I shall never take
My bodily form from any natural thing,
But such a form as Grecian goldsmiths make
Of hammered gold and gold enamelling
To keep a drowsy Emperor awake;
Or set upon a golden bough to sing
To lords and ladies of Byzantium
Of what is past, or passing, or to come.

1927

(The Tower, 1928)



1. Public Philosophy

1. Platonic Reforms

The part of Gemistos’ philosophy that was presented as his own reflections openly to a larger
public consists of five texts which contain several more or less general philosophical arguments
and reasoning. We may divide them into two groups. The first one comprises an informative
letter and two advisory speeches of a political character, written most probably during 1414-1418.
The other two texts are two funeral orations, on the empresses Cleope and Helen, which were
delivered much later, in 1433 and 1450 respectively, and will be discussed bellow.”” The eatliest of
the political texts is Gemistos’ letter to Manuel 11, usually cited as the On the Isthmus, the main
scope of which is to inform the Emperor about the situation in the Peloponnese, where
Gemistos moved probably not long time before. At the same time Gemistos attempts to propose
some basic reforms to improve the unfavourable situation there.” The letter was written
probably in 1414, just before the Emperor’s visit to the peninsula.”’ The second text,
philosophically by far the most interesting, is an advisory speech in the ancient style, known as
the Address to Theodore, the ruling Despot of Morea at that time. Written some time during 1416-
1418, it urges the introduction of radical reforms into the despotate. The reformatory proposals
of the speech were developed into further details in the last text composed in 1418, the Address to
Manuel, to whom the On the Isthmus had been already directed. Moreover, the speech clearly
presupposes that the Emperor also knows the Address to Theodore.”

According to what Gemistos says in the On the Isthmus, the main reason why it is not
possible to defend the Peloponnese against the incursions of “barbarians”; that is, the Ottoman
Turks together with Italians and other Latins, is its bad political organisation (xaxomoAiteia). The
cases of the Lacedaemonians, Persians and Romans, as well as the barbarians who threaten the
state now, show that their success or failure depends on the virtue (agety) of the political
organisation or constitution (moAireia). The reform of it is thus urgently needed, because the
present weakness of the despotate can only be counterbalanced by the quality of its political
organisation (moArteia).”! In the Address to Theodore Gemistos similarly claims that the only way
the city or nation can change for better from worse is the reform of its state-organisation (Tnv

moliTelay énavogdwaapevor). There is no other cause (aftia) for its well-being or the opposite,

2 Cf. Zakythinos (1932), pp. 190, 240, Woodhouse (1986), pp. 113, 309-310.

30 Cf. Baloglou (2002), pp. 35-36.

31 Cf Baloglou (2002), p. 97, Woodhouse (1986), p. 100, dates the letter to the years 1415-1416, Masai (1956), pp.
387-388, before 1415, Blum (1988), 12, p. 30, n. 8, to 1427.

32 Cf. Baloglou (2002), p. 99, Woodhouse 92, Masai (1956), pp. 387-388.

3 _Ad Man. 265.18-20, ¢f. Baloglou (2002), p. 103, Woodhouse (2002), p. 92, Masai (1956), pp. 387-388..

34 De Isthmo 309.4-310.18.



because although this may also be a result of chance (tug), the situation of such city would be
uncertain and can change quickly. The prosperity of the cities is in fact mostly due to the virtue
of its constitution (01" @eeTav moMiTeiag) and, conversely, they deteriorate if it is corrupted.”

Gemistos then gives a series of examples from ancient mythology and history to support
this claim. — The rise of the Greeks (Hellenes) is connected with Herakles who instead of
lawlessness and outright injustice (avomia xal adixia xaSaga) introduced the law and zeal for
virtue ({fAog ageTij). Before him the Greek nation was ruled by strangers and was not important
in any significant way. Afterwards many successes in Greece and abroad may be remembered.
Similarly the Lacedaemonians became the leaders (yemoves) of all the Greeks only after
Lycurgus proclaimed his famous constitution, and they remained in this position as long as they
were observing it. Then came the time of the Thebans whose leader, Epameinondas, had
received the Pythagorean education. He, in turn, trained Philip of Macedon while the future king
was kept as a hostage in Thebes. Philip, together with Aristotle, was responsible for the education
of his famous son, Alexander the Great who, having conquered the Persians, was to become the
leader of all the Greeks and, as well as the king of all Asia. The great power of the Romans
(apparently not only of the ancient Romans, but also of the Byzantines) was due to the virtue of
their constitution and it lasted until the Saracens appeared, who were originally a small part of the
Arabs and subordinated to the Romans. When the Saracens introduced new laws and
constitution to the Arabs, they managed to seize “the biggest and best part of Roman empire”.
They thus conquered Libya and introduced their political order (moAiTeia) to the Persians as well
as to many other nations who eagerly follow these laws (vowor) and for this reason seem to
prosper (sUtugeiv). This is also true about the barbarians, that is, the Turks, “who have been very
successful in the fight against us” because “using these laws, they are much powerful”.”* A short
treatise by Gemistos is preserved, or rather an excerpt from the work of the monk Theophanes,
which shows that he was interested in the history of early Islam.”” Mohammad is there called “the
leader of the Arabs and their lawgiver (0 agaBagx{ms> Te xal vouoSeéT(ms))”, which suggests
that for Gemistos he was a political as well as a religious reformer, who — as we have just seen —
was ultimately responsible for the military successes of his followers including those of the
contemporary Turks.”

In the Address to Theodore Gemistos then sets the present political situation of the Byzantine
state into a broader historical context, identifying the Turks, “the neighbouring barbarians, who

have deprived our empire of many fertile parts”, with the ancient Parapamisadai. These were

3 Ad Theod. 116.16-24.

36 1bid. 116.24-118.12.

37 ¢f. Klein-Franke (1972), pp. 2-4.
38 Mah., Dedes (1981), p. 67.



previously attacked and defeated by Alexander the Great and “his Greeks”, and now, after much
time and having become stronger, they seek the revenge of his Indian campaign on “us ... the
Greeks ("EAMmreg)”.” The identity of ancient and present inhabitants of the Peloponnese is even
more emphatically declared in the Address to Manuel. — “We, whom you lead and rule over, are
Greeks by descent ("EAAmres 0 7évos), as the language (pwvm) and traditional culture (maToiog
ntatdzia) shows.”* This is a notorious and frequently quoted statement of Gemistos, who is often
seen as the forerunner of modern nationalism."" As it is well known, the Byzantines usually called
themselves Romans (Pwpalor) and the name “Greek (Hellene)” was normally reserved for the
ancient Greeks, that is, pagans. We must not, however, overlook the context of the whole
passage. As we have just seen, Gemistos situates current events into a global historical
perspective, in which they are the long-term result of what happened in the ancient Greek
history. The Byzantines are thus threatened by the Ottoman attacks because of the age-old
antagonism originated by Alexander’s expedition to the East. Contemporary nations are here
apparently considered to be the descendants of those since the ancient past. (It was also a
widespread Byzantine custom to designate the peoples settled down and living in the territories
known from the ancient historians by the names of their ancient inhabitants.))* As it has been
said, the chief goal of Gemistos’ speech is to persuade the Emperor of the necessity to defend
the Peloponnese. To achieve this he claims that for the Greeks there cannot be any other country
to live in than the Peloponnese, the adjacent European mainland, and the neighbouring islands.
The Greeks lived in this country since time immemorial because it is not known to have been
previously inhabited by any other nation, and from the peninsula they moved to and settled in
many other countries. The Greeks originating from here also accomplished many famous deeds
and even the founders of Constantinople were the Peloponnesian Dorians.” To defend the
Peloponnese is not only necessary, but also realisable. — In the .Address to Theodore Gemistos
demonstrates at length, using many mythological and historical examples, that many nations, due
to their determination, managed to overcome situations even worse than that of the despotate at
that time."

That the broad affinities with the ancient past and culture in general is what Gemistos has
in mind in the first place, proves also the Funeral Oration on Helen, written, however, more than

thirty years later (in 1450). Here he talks about the Byzantines in a more traditional way as “this

3 Ad Theod. 114.22-115.5.

40_Ad Man. 247.14-15, ¢ 250.1.

4 (f. Zografidis (2003), p. 130-131, n. 4 and the literature cited there, in particular: Bargeliotes (1973), (1989), (1990-
1993), Nikolaou (1989), pp. 99-102, Patrick Peritore (1977).

42 (. Ditten (1964), who concentrates especially on a pupil of Gemistos, the historian Laonikos Chalkokondyles.

4 Ad Man. 247.15-248.18.

44 _A4d Theod. 115.20-116.15.
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Roman nation of ours (T0 TolTo nuéTegoy T@Y Pwuaiwy vévog)” and uses the traditional title
of Byzantine rulers “the Emperor of the Romans (Bacirets Powaiwy)”. In the Address to
Theodore the continuity with the ancient Roman Empire is nevertheless also implied when
Gemistos says “we thus see whereto the matters got for us from the great Roman Empire ... (x
Tiis weyiotns Powuaiwv myswoviag ...)”." In Gemistos’ historical perspective, among many
other interconnections and mutual influences, there is also an ethnical bond between the Greeks
(Hellenes) and the Romans. — Rome was founded by the Trojans who after the fall of Troy
moved under the leadership of Aeneas from Phrygia to Italy. They joined together with the
Sabines, who were the Lacedaemonians and came there from the Peloponnese. These two
nations thus jointly established city that was to create “the greatest and at the same time best
Empire of all that are remembered”.*

Thus, according to Gemistos, the ancient Greeks and Romans are closely related because of
their origin and the cultural continuity. For him, as it seems, the Byzantines were descendants of
both the Greeks and the Romans, and the invoking the ancient Greek past of the contemporary
inhabitants of the Peloponnese is therefore just one side of the story. Despite all this it must be
admitted that to go back to the ancient Greek identity of the Peloponnesians and to call them by
their ancient name is in the Byzantine context indeed a daring and extraordinary thought. What is
not entirely clear and what will be the problem that we will have to deal with repeatedly, is how
far Gemistos was willing to go in his identification with the ancient Hellenes, that is, pagans. The
crucial question, which appears already here, is whether he was just trying to point out the
historical roots of the Byzantines, or whether he was attempting to revive the Hellenic culture
and religion in its entirety.

In the Address to Theodore, after Gemistos presented in a large historical perspective the
necessity to reform the political order on the Peloponnese, he proceeds to his own considerations
and proposals for the best constitution. According to him, there are three kinds of the
constitution (moAiTela) — monarchy, oligarchy and democracy, all of which exist in several forms.
Those who are concerned about what is best (ta BéATioTa), claim that the best of them is a
monarchy which uses the best counsellors (gupBovlors) and good laws. There should be a
moderate number of counsellors, composed of educated men. This is because the mass of people
is unable to discuss the problems properly, lacking the necessary knowledge, and so its decisions
are usually unreasonable. On the other side, a very limited number of counsellors would pursue

exclusively their own profit and not the common good, and thus only the moderate number of

45 In Hel. 271.5.

46 Ihid. 272.7.

47 _Ad Theod. 129.13-14.

4 Ibid. 115.23-116.2, ¢f Ad Man. 248.18-249 4.
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them will pursue what is profitable for all. They need to be moderately rich, because those who
are very rich are only interested in gaining even more, while the poor seek to satisty their needs in
the first place.” The solution proposed by Gemistos is thus a certain kind of compromise
between monarchy and oligarchy — a system with one sole ruler advised by a wider body of
counsellors. It is seemingly a deviation from the ideal constitution proposed by Plato in the
Republic, which presupposes the ruling class composed of limited number of the philosophers-
guardians and which in Gemistos initial distinction would be probably closest to the oligarchy.”
He can, however, base his decision for monarchy on Plato’s Po/iticus and perhaps also on some
passages in the Republic itself, and this suits much better the context of Byzantium, in which the
Emperor’s exclusive power is fact that can never be challenged.”’ At the same time, nonetheless,
Gemistos obviously tries to be faithful to the Platonic ideal of a philosophical oligarchy from the
Republic and so, as we have seen, postulates as the second highest authority in the state a body of
educated counsellors who should help the monarch to rule properly.

According to the Address to Theodore, almost every city or state is divided into three classes. —
The first are the self-sufficient producers (aUTovgyixov), that is, farmers, shepherds, and “all who
by themselves produce the fruit of the earth”. The second are the suppliers of services
(Draxovixoy), including the craftsmen, merchants, and retailers. Finally, the third is the ruling class
(agyixov), composed of those whose main task is to preserve (cwT7jges) the whole city as well as
serve as its guardians (gUAaxeg) if necessary. Its head is the Emperor or some other leader
(Bagirevs M T myswwy), but it cover judges, officials (@gxovTes), and soldiers as well, who all
must naturally be supported by the taxes.”” In the Address to Mannel the two tax-paying lower
classes are jointly called “helots”, which was the name for the inhabitants of ancient Spartan
tertitory who had no civil rights. > The producers and suppliers thus apparently stand in contrast
to the “free” defenders and governors of the state. At the same time it also is typical for
Gemistos’ interest in ancient Greece and his attempt to stress the historical continuity in the
Peloponnese.

As the Address to Theodore continues, these three “first kinds (yévm)” of people can be
distinguished in the city by their very nature (xaTa @Uo1v) and each has its own occupation and
work (ta émTnleUpata xal al meates). It should be determined by good legislation that each of

them does what belongs to its competence (ta avTtol meaTTe) only and should not become

49 Ad Theod. 118.24-119.19, ¢ 113.5-114.3.

50 Plato, Resp. 1T 369b-376d, III-IV 412b-427c.

SU Idem, Polit. 291d-303b, Resp. IX 579¢-580c¢, 587b-588a. Plutarch, too, another possible source for Gemistos, prefers
monarchy from these three kinds of constitution (De zon.), for Plethon’s general interest in Plutarch ¢f Diller (1954),
Mioni (1985), p. 385. Cf. Ellissen (1860), p. 1406, n. 32, p. 149, n. 42, Baloglou (2002), pp. 190-193, nn. 25-26. For the
general outline of the Byzantine political thought ¢ Dvornik (1966).

52 Ad Theod. 119.20-120.24, ¢f. Ad Man. 254.11-255.17.

53 Thid. 255.17-256.4, 256.11-13.
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involved in the occupation reserved for the other kinds. Especially the ruling class ought to be
engaged in trade and retailing because it is primarily responsible for the defence of the city and
this is also the reason why it is supported by the taxes of the others. These, on the contrary,
should not be obliged to serve as soldiers, because it is too burdensome to do both.” This is, in
fact, Gemistos’ long term—preoccupation,55 which, together with the refusal of the common
Byzantine usage of unreliable foreign mercenaries,” appears already in his earlier speech the Oz
the Lsthmus as well as in thelater .Address to Manuel. There he even claims that if the defenders, who,
as it is said elsewhere, fight for their freedom in the first place, and producers were not strictly
separated, the state would not be able to defend itself because the latter ones would desert from
the army and return back to their duties at home.” For theses reasons Gemistos considers the
strict division of the three kinds in his state as necessary. However, he may also have been
influenced by Plato because the chief principle on which the ideal city of the Republic is based is
basically the same. — Everybody, individuals and classes, should do one work only, fulfil only
what has been assigned to him as his duty and occupation and not to attempt to be active in
several fields at the same time. This is equalled with the justice.” In the Republic, too, the city is
divided into three classes — farmers (yewgyol), craftsmen (Omuiovgyol), and the guardians
(pUAaxes), including those of them “who ate able to rule (ixavol agyzv)”. The guardians should
be supported by the other two classes — basically for the similar reasons as are those given in
Gemistos’ political writings. However, what is absent there is the communism of the Repubiz,
including the living in common and the prohibition of the personal property with the exception
of the most indispensable things.”” This is again most probably due to the specific situation, in
which these proposals should be realized. For the Byzantine society of that time such type of
communism would have been simply unacceptable.

We may leave aside Gemistos’ proposals, sometimes very detailed and concrete, about the
organisation of the army, taxation, punishments, and the public life in general.(’o What for him is
the most important part of the legislation (xepadatov amavtwy) are, nevertheless, the laws
concerning the public as well as private opinions about the divine (ta. wegi Ty ToU Seiov dofav).
There are three main principles: “First, there is one divine entity in reality (ev wév efvar 11 Selov
év Tols oUa), an essence that surpasses everything (mgoUgoveoa Tis T@v oAwy ovaia). Second, this
divine entity cares also about humankind (1o Jelov TolTo xai émueAes elvar avowmwy) and all

the human affairs, either small, or great, are ordered by it (dwcoixeioSar). Third, it orders

5 Ad Theod. 121.1-14.

5 De Isthmo 310.18-311.7, 311.21-312.12, .Ad Man. 253.17-254.10.

56 Ad Theod. 121.14-19, Ad Man. 252.14-253.5.

57 Ibid. 251.5-252.5.

58 Plato, Resp. 11 370b-c, 374b, IV 433a-434c, ¢ Baloglou (2002), pp. 197-198, n. 37.

% Plato, Resp. 111 414b-417b, especially 415a-c, ¢ Baloglou (2002), pp. 195-196, nn. 32-34.

% For a detailed commentary of Gemistos’ political treatises ¢ Masai (1956), pp. 66-101, and Baloglou (2002).

12



everything according to its judgment (xata yvouny Ty avtol doxely Exacta), always rightly
and justly, it neither fails in its duty towards each thing, nor can it be flattered and its intentions
be changed (Swmevouevoy Te xai magaTgemowevoy) by human gifts.” According to Gemistos, the
divine entity does not in fact need humans. However, they may still practice their religious
ceremonies and sacrifice offerings to the divine (al meos To Selov ayioteiar Svoiar Te xal
avadnuata) if they are moderate and inspired by the pious intention. These religious practices
should be nevertheless understood merely as symbols of the recognition (owoloyias ovra
EUuBoAa) that source of our good is “out there” in the divine and that we have not begun to be
guilty of the first two kinds of impiety, that is, not believing that there is some divine entity and
that it cares about the world including humankind. Such ceremonies and offerings, though, must
not be excessive as this would naturally be the third kind of impiety — an attempt to change the
will of the divine and the way it orders the world.”"

Those, who, both in public and private, respect these principles, live in accordance with the
virtue (a@geT) and pursue the good (to xahov). Badness (xaxia) and wrongdoings (apagruaTa)
arise from a behaviour that follows the opposite principles. Now, Gemistos resumes the three
kinds of the impiety. — There are always some people (1) who are mistaken by their belief that
there is absolutely nothing divine in the universe (000 efvar T1 T0 magamay Jeiov év Tols olaw).
Those (2) who believe, that there is some divine, but is not concerned in any way with human
affairs (of 0" elvar wev, @eovtiCety 0 umdsy T@Y avdewmivwy). And, finally, those (3) who,
though accepting that there is something divine and, moreover, that it cares about humans,
believe that they may “persuade and enchant” it by some religious ceremonies, offerings and
prayers in order that it does not always fulfil what is just (o1 0" efvar xal émpeAeioSal,
nagaitToy O elvar xal Tiol Svoialg xal avadnuact xal elxals xmAovwevoy wh axgiBoly
exagTtote Ta Oixata). In other words, Gemistos claims here that if the divine is just it may not
change its decisions. These two opposite opinions about the divine correspond to the two
opposite manners of life mentioned above. The first has the pursuit of the good (t0 xaAov), the
second pleasure (1) Mdovm) as its chief goal of life.

As Gemistos says, according to all the Greeks (Hellenes) and “barbarians” who “partake to
some extent in the intellect (of ye xal ogovolv voU weTéxovTes), man is a nature composed of a
divine and a mortal essence (§uvSeTog TIs QuUaIS Ex Te Selag ovaiag xal SvqTs). The divine part
of this composition is the soul, the mortal is the body. Those who follow “the divine in them (1o
év avuTols Jelov)”, which has prevailed over the other part, have the right opinions about the
divine, which is akin to it (mepi v Suyyevdj olaiay), and their whole life is guided by the virtue

and the good. The others who are subdued to “the mortal and animal in them (to év avTolg

1 _Ad Theod. 125.3-22.
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Svmrov xal Smgiddeg)” are mistaken in their opinions about the divine and devote their life
entirely to pleasure. There are also people “in between” who either look for fame, which is in fact
a (false) image (eldwAov) of the virtue and the good, or for money as a means to achieve
pleasure.”” As usually, Gemistos finds examples from history and mythology for both these
manners of life. Thus Herakles, Lycurgus, Alexander, and Cyrus represent the virtuous life
revering gods, Paris, Helen, Sardanapalus, and Nero the opposite one.”

The authority on which Gemistos grounds his reasoning is, once more, Plato. The
distinction of three kinds of impiety corresponds exactly to the discussion in book X of Plato’s
Laws.** The radical difference between the soul, “the divine part of us”, and mortal body pursuing
the pleasures is, no doubt, also Platonic.”” Notable is Gemistos’ constant use of the expression
“the divine (to Selov)” instead of “the God (0 Jz05)”. Perhaps he wanted to leave his claims
about the divine principles as general as possible to be accepted by anybody “who partakes in the
intellect” and clearly distinguish his philosophical speculations from Christian theology.
However, some of his proposals are obviously directed against the religious customs of his time.
When in the Address to Manuel he discusses the distribution of the collected taxes, he allocates to
the high priests (t@v Izgéwy o1 émi Tijs weilovos lepwaivmg) that serve the community just one
“helot” to each, — that is, one taxpayer — to support them, because, living in celibacy (wovavAia),
they do not have to sustain the family.”” From the last remark it is clear, that Gemistos must have
the higher orthodox clergy in mind that cannot marry. In contrast, the monks should not be
supported from the public revenue at all (but at the same time they do not have to pay taxes),
because they do not contribute to the public welfare in any way. Gemistos treats them extremely
harshly calling them “those who claim to philosophise (of 0¢ @rhogopely pev gagxovtes)”, which
in the Byzantine context often means to live the monastic life.”” They think that on this pretence
they may profit from much of the public money. As they say, they keep apart of everything in
order to worship God in private and care for their own souls. However, for Gemistos, it is not
pious (0a10v) to support them for the sake of public secutity on the pretence of their virtue (To
meooymua Tis aeThs) and at the same to take the money from those to whom it really belongs.
This is obviously being done in order that the monks pray to the God for the well-being of the

whole state. But this equals again with the third kind of impiety, which, as we already know,

62 Ibid. 125.22-126.23.

63 Ibid. 126.24-128.13.

64 Plato, Leg. X 884a-907b, especially 885b, ¢ Webb (1989), p. 217. For Proclus’ interest in this passage of Plato’s
Laws ¢f Dillon (2001), pp. 250-254.

05 Cf. e. g. Plato, Resp. X 611b-612a, Leg. 899d-900c¢, Phd. 62b, Phaedr. 250¢c, Philb. 31d-32d.

66 _4d Man. 257.5-8, ¢f. 256.5-6.
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consists in the belief that God will accept something apart from the offerings that are

appropriate.”

2. Fate of the Soul

The funeral orations on the empresses Cleope and Helena, composed, as we already know, in
1433 and 1450,” are undoubtedly quite unusual examples of Gemistos’ rhetoric abilities. After
the obligatory recapitulation of the empress’ descent, set by him, as was his custom, into a wider
mythological and historical context and followed by a eulogy of her virtues, Gemistos surprised
his contemporary listeners or readers by a series of purely rational arguments demonstrating the
immortality of the soul. Perhaps Gemistos had already made his name as a philosopher so that he
was even expected to do so, especially in the case of the second oration when he was perhaps
invited to repeat the success of the previous speech, composed almost twenty years ago. As it is
well known, the immortality of the soul is, once more, a prominent theme in Platonism.”

In the On Clespe Gemistos reminds the audience that the empress was from Italy, which in
ancient times was occupied by the Romans who managed to conquer almost all the inhabited
world.”" Then her beauty as well as her virtues are praised, and her prudence (povmais),
temperance (cweoauyvm), clemency (émeixela), honesty (xenaToTns), piety (evoeBeia), love for
her husband (@iAavdgia), and nobleness (yevvaidTmg) are mentioned.”” Gemistos also stresses
that Cleope converted to the Orthodoxy. — A sign of her piety “was her worship of the God (%
ToU Yeol Aatgeia), which she demonstrated by prayers and continuous fasting according to our
custom”.” He similarly mentions that she “abandoned the life here” and was “received by God
(o JeoU  aveiAmuuévm)”, “she partook in our mysteries (T@V MueTéQWY peTEIANQUIR
wuoTneiwy)”, that is sacraments.”* As it therefore seems, Gemistos identifies clearly with the
Orthodoxy here.

In order to relieve the grief at the death of the empress, he then proceeds to an
argumentation demonstrating the immortality of the human soul. As he claims, if there were
nothing in a human being that is immortal, the desperation caused by death would probably be
incurable. In fact, however, there is a part of us that is mortal and another that is immortal (To

wév 11 My Syyrov elvat, o 0° adavaTov), which is actually the principal part of us and which
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is human being in the proper sense of the term (To xvpiwTaToy UMY xal 0 wahiota avdewmos
eim). The mortal part is a kind of tunic (grTwviov) attached to our immortal part. For this reason
it is wrong to despair when we or our friends take off this tunic, as if the principal part of us,
what we ourselves are (10 xugloTaTov MV xal 0 01 alTol éouev), not only survives and is
preserved, but passes over to another life, better than the one here. This is because being the
better and the purest part of us (@uevoy Te xal elhixgivérTtaToy) it can, after putting aside its
mortal and earthly garment, attain and enjoy the divine (ta Seia), especially if somebody cared of
and was regularly acquainted with things divine here already. This must be certainly true also of
the just deceased Cleope, who lived here, as it has been emphasized, well and piously and is thus
prepared for the life there. In contrast, the person, who did not care here about the divine will
feel dizzy there and will stay without contact with the divine because of not being accustomed to
it.”

At this moment Gemistos feels the need to argue for the reality of the life after death. First,
he points out that the belief in the immortality of the human soul is very ancient and widespread
and almost all the people venerate (Yegameiag TIvas ... meospegety) those who have deceased, not
as not existing any more, but, on the contrary, as being and continuing in their existence. People
seem to be of a similar opinion about the divine (1) mei ToU Jeiov d08a) as about the immortality
of the soul. All people thus think that there is something divine (1t Sefov) and venerate
(Seoamelouat) it in a similar way as all of them venerate (Segamnciag ... mgoTpegoyTes) the dead as
being and continuing in their existence. Although one must have doubts about any doctrine, it is
impossible to doubt these opinions which are “obvious, common, and accepted always and by all
people”.”

Non-rational animals (ta @Aoya) have no idea about the existence of the divine because
they do not understand causation (aitia), nor do they desire everlastingness (aid1o1n¢) because
they do not understand infinity (ameigia). The understanding of the causation and infinity (apart
from other things) is accessible only to the logical nature () Aoy @voig) by which mankind,
having received the rational soul from God (o Jz0¢), both understands and desires the divine and
everlastingness. God would not enable a nature which is entirely different and mortal to know
himself, but it must be somehow akin to him (my xal oixeia). This is because knowing must have
something in common with what is being known (xovwvelv yag av déo1 T0 yyvdoxoy Td
yiyvwaxowéye) and what is in such a community (xorvwvelvta) must be somehow mutually akin

(oixela, my arAnlois dzo1). Nor would God have inserted into man the desire for evetlastingness

(aidiotyTos émSuwia) if it were to have remain unaccomplished (aTeAd)) and worthless. God
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does not leave any major being that exists according to nature (0U0sv T@V weyalwy xal xaTa
euay) unaccomplished but, as far as possible, accomplishes everything appropriately. Gemistos
thus concludes that, because of these two things, the doctrine about the divine and the desire for
everlastingness, the human soul is everlasting (4idi0g).”

He supports this claim further by a rather strange argument concerning suicide. Non-
rational animals do not seem to kill themselves deliberately (éx mgovoiag), but there are some
people who do. In general, there is nothing that would desire its own destruction. Non-rational
animals, as we have just seen, do not desire everlastingness because they do not understand it,
nor for this reason do they willingly (éxovTa) seek their own destruction. The human soul would
not have such inclinations (wgua), if the death of the body were to cause its destruction.
According to Gemistos, a suicidal soul must therefore either consider it as no longer profitable
for it to stay in the body, or must at least be convinced that a suicide will not bring any harm to

itself and it, will just go away, leaving the body.™

In the funeral oration Oz Helen, similarly as twenty years before, Gemistos begins by reminding
the origin of the dead empress. She is said to be “a Thracian”, which is, again, the name of an
ancient tribe later used by the Byzantines for the Slav peoples in Balkans. (Helen was a Serb.)”
Gemistos thus attempts, as usually, to demonstrate the continuity between antiquity and his own
time. He thus says that the Thracians are an ancient nation, which occupies a very large part of
the inhabited world and which has been important and distinguished from the ancient times.
Eumolpus, who founded for the Athenians the Eleusinian mysteries connected with the doctrine
about immortality of the soul, was a Thracian, and the cult of the Muses, too, came to Greece
from Thrace.*” Gemistos then praises the virtues of Helen, mentioning especially her intelligence
(aUveais), nobleness (yevvaioTg), temperance (Fwegoatvy), and justice (duxatoaivy).”

Then he proceeds again to an argumentation concerning the immortality of the human
soul. Although it is impossible to refrain from grief when our relatives or friends die, we must
consider their death to be a departure of “the better and principal patt of us (t0 auevov Te xal
xugLwTeQoY MU@Y)” to the place proper to it, but not as its entire destruction.*”” For Gemistos, the
latter opinion makes those who accept it worse and more ignoble than those who claim the
opposite, presumably because they are afraid of death and therefore, for instance, of fighting for

their own country. Moreover, he tries to prove that it is also false. First, its falsity is obvious from

77 1bid. 172.8-173.8.

78 1bid. 173.9-174.4.

7 Cf. Woodhouse (1986), p. 310.
80 In Hel. 267.3-269.6.

81 1bid. 273.2-8.

82 Ibid. 274.1-12.

17



the very fact that it makes people worse. As he puts it, the false opinion cannot make people
better and the right one worse, but the opposite must be true. Second, we should not only
concentrate on what we have in common with beasts, thinking that our entire essence is similar
to them. If we take into account other “actions and contemplations of ours (meaets Te xal
Sewgiatl)” as well, we must conclude that there is another essence in us, which is more divine
than that of beasts. For Gemistos, there is nobody “sane in thought (1 diavera)” who would not
believe — either due to his own considerations or to the influence of others — that there is “one
God (@eog Tig &ig) that presides over all and that he is the creator (Omuiovgyos), being producer
of it (magaywyos) and supremely good (axgws ayados)”. Nor is there anybody who would not
accept that between God and us there is some other nature, either one by genus, or divided in
many genera, which is superior to us, though being much inferior to God. “Because nobody will
think that we are the supreme of the works of God.” Everybody also believes that those natures
superior to us are the intellects (véeg)* and souls (Yugai) superior to ours. There cannot be any
other higher work and activity (to xvgioTaToy ... ggyov xal mgakis) of these natures than the
contemplation of reality () T@v ovTwy Jewgia), the notion of the creator of all (f ToU T@v 0Awy
Onuiovgyol évvaia) being at the top of it (xai én’ aitf). There is no other activity that would be
superior or happier for those who are capable of it, and it can even be achieved by human
beings.** In other words, the natures superior to us are intellective and not material. The
mentioning of these natures, existing either in one genus or in more between God and us may be
considered as close to ancient paganism. However, it can be interpreted as a statement in perfect
accordance with the Christian faith because in the Byzantine theological tradition angelology, or
the “hierarchies” of the divine beings described by Dionysius Areopagite, always played an
important part and this was probably how the passage was understood by Gemistos’
contemporaries.

According to his further argumentation, human beings are not only capable of the animal
action and behaviour, but can also emulate those genera that are superior to us. This is, again,
because if man is himself capable of achieving, as far as it is possible, the same contemplation as
they are (Td)s alTis avTols Jewglag &5 duvamy xal altos amteTal), he must necessarily share
not only their actions, but also their essences (ta 0¢ xovwvolvta Tols Egyois xal Tals olaialg
avayxm xowwvely). This is due to the axiom that the actions must be analogous to the essences
and the essences to the actions. Now, if somebody’s actions are identical with those of animals,

he must share a similar essence, too. And conversely, if somebody’s actions are the same as those

83 Gemistos seems to systematically avoid the using of the nominative plural of the Greek substantive vols that was
usually turned into a rather irregular grammatical form voeg by Proclus and other Neoplatonists. We will keep to
their usage however un-Plethonic it may be.

84 In Hel. 274.12-276.11.
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of the genera superior to us, his essence must be similar to theirs. This enables Gemistos to
conclude that man is composed of two different essences — the divine and the animal one. The
animal part in us is naturally mortal, but the divine must be immortal if the essence of the genera
higher than us is also such. This would be impossible if the god that is supremely good and free
from all envy (¢Jovov 25w mavTog), did not produce — “besides other things”, that is presumably
the material world — also the essences that are closer to him by their immortality. If they are
immortal, the essence in us that is similar to them must be also such, because what is mortal
could never become similar to the immortal, and what has a somehow limited and deficient
potentiality to exist could never bear a resemblance to that which has not.*’

At this point Gemistos introduces again his argument concerning the suicide, similar to the
one we have just seen in the previous funeral oration. — Those who kill themselves show that
man is composed of two essences, a mortal and an immortal one, as has just been claimed. There
is nothing that would be inclined (ogu@v) to its own destruction, but everything tends, as much as
it is possible, not to abandon its being and preserve itself. If therefore somebody commits
suicide, it is not so “that his mortal part kills the mortal, but the immortal the mortal”.® In other
words, if human beings had been composed solely of one mortal essence, they would not able to
kill themselves due to the principle that everything tends to preserve its own existence. Thus we
have to surmise from the occurrence of the human suicide that in the course of it the mortal part
in man is destroyed by some different essence which survives that is, by their immortal part.

As in the previous oration, Gemistos claims that the most ancient and most venerable
nations in the world believed in the immortality of the human soul. That this doctrine is ancient
and widespread is demonstrated by a series of nations who all adhered to it — the Iberians, Celts,
Tyrrhenians, Thracians, Greeks, Romans, Egyptians, Medes, Indians and others.” As has been
said already at the beginning of the speech, death is therefore only departure of the principal part
in us to a place proper to it. There those who are good will be rewarded and the bad will be

punished “by the most just God, the judge whose intentions cannot be changed”.*

3. Conclusion I: Platonism in Practice

As we have thus seen, the starting point of Gemistos’ considerations, aimed to reform the

political system of the despotate of Morea and to save it against Ottoman attacks, is the question

85 1bid. 276.12-278.4.
86 1bid. 278.4-279.2.
87 1bid. 279.3-8.

88 1bid. 279.9-280.8.
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of the right constitution and the laws. In this context the activity of a lawgiver is crucial because
the welfare of a state depends directly on its organization. This is already a Platonic motive
discussed at length by Plato in the Republic and the Laws, to mention just his most important texts
dealing with similar problems. In order to understand in depth the difficult situation of the late
Byzantine state, Gemistos, as a humanist and an authority on ancient culture and thought, locates
political philosophy into a broader historical perspective. This enables him to use many historical
examples to prove his claim about the importance of the good constitution. At the same time he
reveals the roots of contemporary problems, which, in his view, have resulted from a long-term
competition between the East and the West, the ancients and the “barbarians” from Asia.
Furthermore, this leads him to a position in which he radically emphasizes the continuity
between the nations known in antiquity and the contemporary ones. From this perspective he
finds it necessary to defend the Peloponnese from which the Greeks had originated. Although by
stressing the ancient origin of the inhabitants of the Peloponnese he certainly goes well beyond
the usual Byzantine conception of national identity, this does not mean that he disregards the
tradition of the Roman Empire, of which Byzantium is the direct successor. On the contrary, the
achievements of both the Greeks and the Romans represent for him the best ancient tradition in
which it is necessary to continue. However, what is apparently missing in his account is the
Christian identity of the Byzantines. For Gemistos, the political or military success of a nation
thus does not seem to depend entirely on its religion but rather on its state organization. This, at
least, together with the historical conditions mentioned above, enables him to explain why the
Muslim Ottomans were so successful in their fight against the Christian Byzantines. — They owe
their efficient state organization to Muhammad.

In his own proposals for the best political constitution Gemistos always tries to give
rational arguments for his conceptions. However, in many cases he obviously derives his
inspiration from Plato, although he modifies some of his radical conclusions to suit the Byzantine
context better. The state should thus be ruled by a monarch, who is advised by the body of the
counsellors. Society should be divided into three classes — the producers, the suppliers of the
services, and the rulers who are responsible for its defence. These classes should be engaged in
their proper activities only, because otherwise society cannot work properly and is vulnerable to
attacks from the outside. A central part in Gemistos’ legislation is played by “the divine”, as he
constantly stresses. Similarly to book X of Plato’s Laws, there is something divine that cares about
humans and whose will cannot be altered by their supplications. Gemistos refuses excessive
forms of its worship and goes even so far as to criticise the contemporary monasticism, which

does not contribute by anything to the welfare of the society.
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The considerations about the best organisation of the state are supplemented with
Gemistos’ rational arguments for the immortality of the human soul presented in the funeral
orations on the dead Empresses. In the Platonic tradition this doctrine is crucial. As he claims,
man is composed of two natures — the mortal body and the immortal soul that is akin to the
divine. Human beings thus may behave according to their higher part, contemplate the divine,
and live righteously. Alternatively, they may behave according to the body and live similarly to
beasts. Both doctrines about the existence of the divine and the immortality of the soul are
connected, the latter depending on the former. They are also shared by the majority of people,
which again proves their importance. Noteworthy is also Gemistos’ mentioning of the
nonmaterial natures between God and us, which are most probably to be identified with angels
or daemons.

The main features of Gemistos’ philosophy presented to the public are thus certainly
Platonic by their inspiration, but this does not mean that they are in conflict with Christianity.
Although some of its contemporary peculiarities such as the excesses of the monasticism are
criticised, Gemistos, nevertheless, speaks of it especially in his funeral orations, as of “our”
religion and seems to identify with the Orthodoxy. The principles about the divine, representing
for him the core of all the legislation, as well as the doctrine of the immortality of the human
soul, are formulated generally enough to be acceptable equally by Judaism, Christianity, and
Islam, but also by ancient Greek polytheism (at least in the form it appears in Platonic tradition).
This is because Gemistos avoids the controversial issues, such as the question whether the world
was created by God in time or is everlasting, or whether the immortality of the human soul
implies also its pre-existence before birth and periodical reincarnations. Moreover, by constantly
speaking of “the divine”, Gemistos is able to avoid complicated religious disputes about
monotheism and polytheism, Christian belief in the Holy Trinity and the conceptions in which
the highest god is unique and “simple”. However, as we will see, all of these problems will re-
appear in his Laws.

Gemistos, in other words, presents such basic principles as might be, as he claims,
universally accepted by all the religions, that he could know. Furthermore, as he repeatedly says,
these theological principles are so generally widespread because they are based on reason
common to all people. Thus he is able to constitute universal religion that is at the same time the
source of universal legislation, necessary to save the despotate of Morea. At the same time, as it
has been already mentioned, it enables him to presuppose the existence of rules on which the
fortune of the diverse nations believing in different religions depend and which have found their
expression in the good constitution based on certain fundamental principles leading people to

live according to the virtue. These universal principles thus represent the fundament of history
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that develops according to them. For this reason they may also be reconstructed from past
events. The apparent unimportance of the Christian religion in this conception might perhaps
have been troublesome for some of his contemporaries, but we should not forget that, after all,
Gemistos was a Platonic philosopher and an interpreter of the ancient Greek tradition, not a
professional theologian. Furthermore, as it has been said already, this conception makes it
possible to understand better the recent military success of the infidels and find a rational

explanation for them.

Although it seems that none of Gemistos’ political proposals were put into practice, they must
have been certainly appreciated by the Emperor and the Despot.” The same is true about his
funeral orations, which probably further helped to establish his fame as a Platonic philosopher in
the ancient sense of the word. It is also interesting to compare Gemistos’ approach to that of his
pupil Bessarion who studied with him in Mistra in the first half of the 1430s (before 1436)” and
whose relation to Gemistos will be discussed in full later on. Like his teacher, Bessarion
composed a funeral oration on the dead empress Cleope in 1433, but, unlike the one written by
Gemistos, it does not contain any philosophical speculations about the immortality of the human
soul and is entirely Christian in its tone.” In the speech to the Emperor John VIII on his wife
Maria Comnena, who died in 1439 while the Byzantine delegation attended the Council of
Florence,” Bessarion perhaps attempted to imitate Gemistos in providing a more philosophical
consolation. It thus contains a rational argumentation, which, however, demonstrates not the
immortality of the soul, but, in contrast, the inevitability of death by showing the necessary
corruption of everything in time, including man who is the rational animal (Aeyixoy {@ov).
Bessarion then tries to overcome this inescapable fate of the mortals by the traditional Christian
hope in the future life with the God that is better than the earthly one.”

Probably in 1444, just before the disastrous battle of Varna that definitely destroyed all
hopes for saving Byzantium, Bessarion, who meanwhile became a cardinal and settled down in
Italy, wrote a letter to Constantine Palaiologos, the ruling Despot of Morea (1443-1449) at that
time and, as Constantine XI, the future (and the last) Byzantine emperor (1449-1453).”

Bessarion’s letter is the only surviving part of the obviously more extensive correspondence

89 Cf. Masai (1950), p. 94, Woodhouse (1986), pp. 99, 109.

% Cf. Mohler (1923), p. 45, Labowsky (1967), p. 687, for the eatly writings of Bessation, collected by their author
himself in the Mare. Gr. 533 (=788), and their dating ¢ Mohler (1923), pp. 51-55, Loenertz (1944), pp. 116-121,
Saffrey (1964), pp. 279-292, Stormon (1981), Mioni (1985), pp. 421-423, Mioni (1991), pp. 25-46, Rigo (1994) 33-37.
91 Bessarion, In Clegp. Cf his other consolatory letters from this time (Ep. IX-XII 431-437) which are predominantly
Christian in its tone, even though Plato and other ancient classical writers are occasionally mentioned.

92 f. Gentilini’s introduction to Iz Mar., p. 151, Woodhouse (1986), pp. 171-172.

93 Bessarion, In Mar. 72-187.

% Cf. Mohler (1923), pp. 210-211, Zakythinos (1932), pp. 226-228, Keller (1955), p. 343, Labowsky (1967), p. 688.
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between them” and it is interesting for us because it contains many parallels with the Addresses to
the Despot Theodore and the Emperor Manuel written by Gemistos more then twenty-five years
before. Similarly to his teacher, Bessarion, too, urges the Despot to introduce the reforms in
order to be able to defend the Peloponnese against the Turkish threat. However, in contrast to
Gemistos, his proposals are, as it seems, deliberately less radical and perhaps more realistic. The
letter is especially remarkable and quite exceptional for that time because of the admiration that
Bessarion express towards the development of the new technologies which he saw in Italy and
which he proposes to be introduced also to Morea.” Similarly to Gemistos’ Addresses, the
importance of good legislation, including also religious rituals, is particularly emphasised, and the
local Spartan tradition of Lycurgus is reminded several times, although other famous lawgivers,
namely Zalmoxis, Solon, and Numa, are also mentioned.”” Moreover, the reform of the
constitution is said to be a task for the philosopher-king such as Constatine.”® The population of
the Peloponnese should be divided into those working in agticulture (to yewgyixov) and those
who fight (To aTeaTnyix0v), the latter being chosen from the former, in order that “each gets his
own (exatéew amodwoels Ta 101a)”’ and is engaged in one art (Téxym) and occupation
(mtndsupwa) only.” Like Gemistos, Bessarion uses the same expression “guardians (pUAaxeg)”

taken from Plato’s Republic.""”

He furthermore claims that for the moral of the soldiers religious
legislation is important, as the lawgivers and military leaders perceive, because the belief in the
existence of “some divine (Sefov T1)”” helps to eliminate anxiety and uncertainty from the soul of
people.'”" Although, similarly to Gemistos® writings, the word “Hellenes”'” is used throughout
the text to designate the inhabitants of the despotate and many examples from history are

. . . . . 1 3
invoked, its tone is, however, once more, undoubtedly Christian."’

% Cf. Bessarion, Ad Const. 439.19 with Mohler’s note ad /loc.

% Cf. Keller (1955).

97 Bessarion, .Ad Const. 443.1-2, 445.3-7.15-20.

98 Ihid. 446.1-4.

9 Ibid. 442.10-12, of Lambros (1906), pp. 35-37.

100 Bessarion, ~Ad Const. 441.4, of Lambros (19006), p. 37.

101 Bessarion, .Ad Const. 446.20-29.

102 Tn 444.23 éAAmuixoy yévos is even compated to gmpaixov, that is, Italians, as it is evident from the context.

103 For other detailed parallels between Gemistos” and Bessarion’s texts ¢ Lambros (19006), pp. 38-41, Zakythinos
(1932), pp. 226-228.
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W.B. Yeats

from THE SONG OF THE HAPPY SHEPHERD

The woods of Arcady are dead,
And over is their antique joy;
Of old the world on dreaming fed;
Grey Truth is now her painted toy;
Yet still she turns her restless head:
But O, sick childten of the world,
Of all the many changing things
In dreary dancing past us whirled,
To the cracked tune that Chronos sings,
Words alone are certain good.
Where are now the warring kings,
Word be-mockers? — By the Rood,
Where are now the warring kings?
An idle word is now their glory,
By the stammering schoolboy said,
Reading some entangled story:
The kings of the old time are dead;
The wandering earth herself may be
Only a sudden flaming word,

In clanging space a moment heard,
Troubling the endless reverie.

(Crossways, 1889)
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II. Philosophia perennis

1. Writings about the Perennial Philosophy

As we will able to observe, the “perennial philosophy”104

as understood by Plethon is a rational
conception of the world, shared by all the people who rely on their reason and identical
throughout the different ages of the history. Plethon elaborates this philosophy in the works that
might be divided into three main groups.

To the core of the first one belongs the ancient Chaldaean Oracles, which he attributes — for
some reasons — to the Mages, the legendary disciples of the Persian sage Zoroaster.'” He made
his own careful edition of the fragments of the Oracles'” based on the previous work by Michael

108

Psellos."” However, in his accompanying commentary'” Plethon, unlike Psellos, completely

ignores their theurgical dimensions."” Similarly, he provides a philosophical rather than religious

. 110
explanation

of these notoriously mysterious utterances, which describe in half philosophical,
half mythical terms the journey of the soul as well as the means of its salvation'"" and which were
highly esteemed already by the late Neoplatonists.'”” Plethon also diverts in some important
points from the original doctrine of the Oracles (as interpreted by Proclus and reconstructed by

modern scholarship).'”’

— It is significant for his approach that, according to him, as we will see,
the highest god seems to be altogether transcendent and in his interpretation there is no place for
Hecate''* or Power, that in the Oracles, together with the First God or the Father and the Second
God or the Demiurgic Intellect, forms a kind of trinity (which allows an Christian interpretation

provided by Psellos).'” Furthermore, he refuses the existence of the evil daemons claimed by the

104 For the origin and the Renaissance usage of the term the philosophia perennis ¢f. Schmitt (1966), (1970), (1972), for
Plethon’s role in the tradition of prisca theologia culminating in Ficino ¢ Vasoli (1994), (1999), pp. 11-50, (2001).

105 Cf. the discussion in the part 111 znfra.

196 Or. mag. 1-XXXIV 1.1-4.8.

107 Or. Chald. 153-186.

198 Or. mag. 4.9-19.22 |ad I-XXXIV].

109 Cf. especially Lewy (1978).

110 Plethon thus orders the fragments of the Chaldaean Oracles scattered throughout Psellos’ treatise in a systematic
way, ¢ Tambrun-Krasker’s commentary to Or. mag., pp. 47-48. He also excludes six Oracles which are found in
Psellos mostly because of their non-philosophical content and magical practices described in them, ¢f Tardieu (1987),
pp. 153-154, Tambrun-Krasker’s commentary to Or. mag., pp. 44-45, 155-156, Tambrun-Krasker (1992), p. 17, and
Athanassiadi (2002), pp. 239-241.

11 Cf Brisson (2003), pp. 111, 128-129.

112 Cf. des Places’ introduction to Or. Chald., pp. 18-52, and Hadot (1978), pp. 707-716.

113 Cf. Athanassiadi (1999). For the manner Plethon emends and interprets the Oracles ¢f Lewy (1978), pp. 474-475,
Tardieu (1987), pp. 155-164, and, in comparison with Psellos, Athanassiadi (2002).

114 She disappeats from Plethon’s edition and commentary of the text of the Oracles due to the corruption in the
textual tradition, but it is also possible that Plethon deliberately excludes her as incompatible with the philosophical
content of the Oractes, ¢f Tambrun-Krasker’s commentary to Or. mag. X [= Or. Chald. 1L11], pp. 79-81.

115 Cf. des Places’ introduction to Or. Chald., pp. 12-14, 50-52, Majercik (1989), pp. 5-8, Brisson (2003), pp. 114-119.
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. e 116
original Oracles.

Plethon also resumes the doctrine of the “Magian” Oracles, as he calls them, in
his Brief Clarification,''” which is a short summary of the main ideas of his commentary. We are not
sure about the exact time of composition neither of this work, nor of the “long” commentary. It
was perhaps already before the Council of Florence, but there are no convincing indications
enabling us to solve this question definitely.'"

The second group of the writings concerning the perennial philosophy may be dated more
precisely. It consists of the texts, in which Plethon attempts to demonstrate the priority of Plato’s
philosophy compared to that of Aristotle.'” The famous treatise On the Differences of Aristotle from
Plato was written during the Council in Florence in 1439 and was directed to Italian humanists
who had the interest in Plato, still virtually unknown in the West at that time.'” This unusually
radical critique of Aristotle, however, provoked immediate reactions only among the Byzantines.
In the first half of the 1440s'*' the Emperor John VIII Palaiologos wrote a letter to Plethon in
which he raised two questions concerning the Differences.'”” They were then answered at length by
its author.”” Some time around 1444'** the most hostile attack against it came from George
Scholatios, who wrote a lengthy Defence of Aristotle.'” Plethon got this reaction only in the late
1440s and he immediately, most probably in 1449,"° wrote a similarly fierce response known as
the Reply 10 S cholarios.””’ Meanwhile, about 1447,'® Plethon exchanged two letters with Bessarion
who inquired of him about some Platonic questions.'” It is usually assumed that they had been
inspired by the reading of the Differences,” however, it might not be so due to the time distance
and because there is no apparent connection in these letters with Plethon’s treatise.

The third group combines in a certain sense both previous ones. The most important work,
which belongs to it, is the Laws explicitly based on the doctrines of Zoroaster and Plato.”" Its

closing chapter entitled Epinomis proves that this book was intended as an imitation of the Laws

of Plato which is a problem we will have to turn back to at the end of this study. The modern

116 Cf. des Places’ introduction to Or. Chald., p. 14, Majercik (1989), pp. 13-14.

U7 Or. mag. 21.1-22.9.

118 Cf. the discussion in: Woodhouse (1986), pp. 50-51.

119 For the vatious aspects of this problem ¢ Bargeliotes (1980) and Moutsopoulos-Bargeliotes (1987).

120 Cf: Contra Schol. XXIV 438.3-8, Woodhouse (1986), p. 156, Monfasani (1976), pp. 201-202.

121 Cf. Benakis (1974), pp. 332-333.

122 John VIII Palaiologos, Ad Genzist.

123 _4d quaes., o Woodhouse (1986), pp. 229-232.

124 Masai (1956), p. 406, Monfasani (1976), p. 206, and Woodhouse (1986), p. 237, accept the date 1443-1444, Turner
(1969), p. 450, argues for the years 1444-1445.

125 Scholarios, Pro Arist.

126 Cf. Masai (1950), p. 406, Monfasani (1976), p. 206, Woodhouse (1986), p. 270.

127 Contra Schol.

128 Cf. Mohler (1923), pp. 336-337, Monfasani (1976), p. 208, Tihon’s commentary to Meth., pp. 21-22. Woodhouse
(1980), pp. 232-233, thinks that the letters were written during the early 1440s.

129 Ad Bess. 1 s the answer to Ad Gemist. 1, Ad Bess. 11 to Ad Gewist. 11.

130 ¢f. Woodhouse (19806), p. 233, who, unlike Mohler, dates the letters to the early 1440s.

131 [ eg. 2, 30 [1,2], 32 [1,2], 252 [111,43: Epinonsis|.
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edition of this work does not contain all the text that has been preserved to us and some more
may be found in a manuscript .Additus 5424, which is in the possession the British Library'” and
will be occasionally consulted also in this work.' The Swmmary of the Doctrines of Zoroaster and
Plato"™* seems to be in the same relation to the Laws as the Brief Clarification to The Explanation of
the Oracles. In both cases we have to do with a short summary of much longer texts and it is thus
possible that they were in both cases appended as a kind of recapitulation of the main ideas of
these treatises.'” As for the probable date of the composition of the Laws, which is crucial for the
proper evaluation of it, it will be also discussed later on in the proper place.

There are two other smaller philosophical works by Plethon that have some relation to
those in which the perennial philosophy is elaborated. The first one is the On [7rtues, a systematic
exposition of a rationally based ethics,"” which was written certainly before Plethon’s journey to
Italy in 1438-1439, perhaps already in the first years of his stay in the Peloponnese.””” The Prayer

to the One God™ is presumably also an early text."”

However, its author uses some rather poetic
expressions' "’ which we do not find in other texts by Plethon. For this reason and because it does
not contain anything substantial in addition to them, it may be perhaps left aside as spurious or at
least as not so important.

As it is apparent already from the preliminary account of the first two groups of the texts in
which Plethon’s “perennial philosophy” is presented, the most important representatives of it are
Plato and Zoroaster, the latter being the presumed inspirer of the Magian Oracles. Two whole

treatises are thus dedicated by Plethon to the defence of the philosophy of the former, he edits

and comments Oracles of the latter, and Zoroaster himself appears several times in his writings as

132 Cf Masai-Masai (1954), p. 554, (1956), pp. 399-400.

133 Its tentative transcription may be found zzfra in the Manuscript Supplement.

134 Zor. Plat.

135 The close connection between the Summary of the Doctrines of Zoroaster and Plato and the Laws is also supported by
the fact that they are both contained in Add. as well as in an early Arabic translation of some of Plethon’s works, in
which they are followed by Plethon’s edition of the Chaldaean Oracles (without his commentary) accompanied with
few lines from the Brief Clarification, ¢f Nicolet-Tardieu (1980), pp. 43-55, and also his edition of the Arabic text in an
appendix to Or. mag. and Decl. brev., pp. 157-171. However, only a detailed investigation of the manuscript tradition
could naturally confirm this suggestion.

136 De virt.

137 There is a copy of the text made by John Eugenikos in 1439, which means that the treatise must have been
written before this date, ¢f Tambrun-Krasket” introduction to De virt., pp. xxviii-xxix, xxxiv, xlv-vi, Knés (1950), p.
178, Woodhouse (1986), p. 179, Mioni (1991), p. 49, Arabatzis (2003), pp. 221-224. Masai (1950), pp. 402-403, dates
it, unconvincingly, after 1439.

138 _Ad denm unun.

139 Cf. Woodhouse (1986), p. 45, Blum (1988), p. 10.

140 To take just the first sentence (Ad denm nnum 273) — mayyevétog, mavumégrate, eoxe ... BagiAel might have
been copied from Plethon’s hymn to Zeus (Leg. 202 [IIL,35]) where these epithets of the supreme god, called in both
passages similarly Bagidels, appear exactly in the same order. Of the other epithets only 280y is used also in the
Laws (in fact, quite frequently) whereas mapuéyiore, mavoixTiguov, @havdgwmoTtaTe, wove, TuuTadéoTaTe,
avebigviaaToy, avebegelvytov, apaTtov, medayos, and damsigos piravSowmia can be found in the Prayer to the One God
only. Could it be that its author, who used obviously quite different vocabulary than Plethon, made use of one of the
hymn he found in the Laws and supplemented the expressions from its beginning with other epithets of the supreme
god of his own?
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the most ancient sage.'"' According to the testimony of Plutarch,'” whom Plethon refers to, he
lived 5000 years before the Trojan war, or alternatively, before the return of the Herakleidai.'"
The latter event is situated in Plethon’s astronomical treatise to 1103 BC, while, according to the
tradition, the former one took place only some decades before.'** Zoroaster is thus “the most
ancient man of those that are remembered (avne agyatoTatos T@Y ve év wvnuy)”. Nevertheless,

that does not mean that he is the first one, because, as Plethon claims

3

the similar periods, lives,

<

and actions” repeat again forever, and the perennial philosophy, too, is “co-eternal with the
whole heaven (guvaidia yag &v ¢ mavt olgav®)”.'” This means that, although, according to
our historical records, Zoroaster is indeed the most ancient sage, there is an infinite series of the
similarly wise men both before and after him. From those further mentioned by Plethon only the
Egyptian Min is, however, comparably old, having lived, as it is sometimes claimed, more than
3000 years before the same date,'** however, for Plethon, he was not the real sage, because he
introduced etroneous rites (ay1oTeial pavlal) to the Egyptians who later adopted the doctrines
of Zoroaster, although they could not change the faulty legislation of Min. Nearly contemporary
to Zoroaster and in accord with him are the laws of the Indians, whose lawgiver was the
legendary Dionysos or Bacchos, and those of the western Iberians, whose lawgiver we do not
know.'"” As Plethon claims, Plato did not attempt to conceive a philosophy of his own that
would be radically new but he accepted the ancient doctrines of Zoroaster.'* It came to him
through Pythagoras who got in Asia in contact with the “Mages of Zoroaster”, the presumed

authors of the Chaldaean Oracles."* For Plethon, the philosophy of Plato is thus in accord with that

141 For the thorough treatment of Zoroastet’s role in Plethon’s philosophical system ¢. Nikolaou (1971).

142 Plutarch, De Is. 369d, for Plethon’s general interest in Plutarch ¢ Diller (1954), Mioni (1985), p. 385.

13 Or. mag. 19.20-22, Leg. 252-254 [111,43: Epinomis|, Contra Schol. V' 378.16-19.

14 Cf. Mercier’s commentary to Mezh., pp. 228-229 (“-11027).

145 Thid. 252 [111,43], 256 [111,43].

146 Alexandre’s conjecture TovTtou (Leg. 253, n. 12) emending the codex reading ToUTov seems to be mistaken. The
sentence: &7t al xal ToUTov mAelogt M) Taiayihiors ETeqty igTogoUpevoy meeaBuTegoy can well mean that “similatly to
Zotoaster, Min, too (ET1), is an old sage”, not that he is “even (71) more than three thousand years older than
Zoroaster (toutou)”. First, the sentence on Min is exactly parallel to the one on Zoroaster: mAeiogwy
mevtaxighiors ioTogolpevos Ths Heaxheddv xa3odov Etedt mpeaBiTegos, the return of Herakleidai being
obviously the common begininning of the counting. Second, Zoroaster would not thus be avig agxaioTaTos T@Y e
év wvmuy ot doyuaTwy TGV ve 6p3@v EEmymTis ... 0 maAaioTaTog, as it is claimed on the same page, just before
Min is mentioned.

147 1 g, 252-254 [111,43: Epinomis|, ¢f. Contra Schol. V 378.19-23. Plethon most probably derives his information about
Min from Diodorus Siculus, whom he excerpted (¢, Diod. Plut., Diller (1956), pp. 34-37, Mioni (1985), p. 158), and
Plutarch, who atre supported by the authority of Herodotus mentioning Min as the first king of the Egyptians (Hist.
IL,4, 99). According to both Diodorus (Béb/. hist. 1,45,1-2) and Plutarch (De Is. 354a-b), Min substituted the original
simple life of the Egyptians by the luxurious one, however, according to the first author, he (previously) introduced
to Egypt the veneration of gods and sacrifices. In Diodorus (Bébl hist. 1,94,1-2) he is also named together with other
famous legendary lawgivers, including Hermes (Trismegistos), Minos, Zoroaster, Zalmoxis, and Moses, ¢f Gentile
(1990), pp. 64-69.

148 Contra Schol. V 378.12-14.

149 Cf the title of Plethon’s edition of Chaldaean Oracles: Mayixa Adyia 1@y amo Zwgoaortoov paywy, Or. mag. 1.1.
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of Pythagoras and the teachings of Zoroaster expressed in the Oracles.”™ Plato and the Oracles are
said to share the common doctrine about the first god that leads the others, which is
“transcendent by its divinity (19 Ye6tymi éSaigetos)””" and called “the Father” by both."” The

beliefs in the immortality of the soul™

and in the astral body are also common to both of
them." Unlike in the doctrines held by “the Egyptians”, according to the Oracles and Plato, there
are no evil daemons.'” And, what is the most important thing, for Plethon, as we will see, the
whole structure of reality in the teachings of Zoroaster and in Plato is the same."

The similarities of the doctrines explicitly recognized by Plethon among the treatises of the
first two groups in which the “perennial” philosophy is developed enables him to conceive the
texts of the third group, that is, the Laws and the Swummary of the Doctrines of Zoroaster and Plato
which are both based on the supposed teaching of Plato and Zoroaster. However, there is a
significant difference between these treatises and other writings pertaining to the perennial
philosophy. — The first two groups of texts are either explanations of Plato’s philosophy
compared to that of Aristotle, or commentaries to the Magian Oracles, whereas, as we will see, in
the case of the third Plethon claims that it contains the rational theory which closest to the truth.
The Laws and the Swummary also differ by the fact that the ancient Greek names of pagan gods are
used in them for the description of the metaphysical principles. It should be, nevertheless, noted
already here that Plethon is far from being a polytheist in the ordinary sense of the word. He says
at the very beginning of the Laws that he intends to call the gods that are “recognized by the
philosophy (oi dia @ihodogias avayvogilopevor Jeol)” by the “traditional Greek names (tols
"EAnat Sedv ovopaat)”. In order to be “more in accordance with the philosophy”, he, however,
feels a need to transform them from the form, into which they have been distorted by the
poets.”” In another passage he adds that in a work on legislation it is not appropriate to use
reasoning (Aoyor) instead of the traditional names of gods “because it would be complicated for
the majority (o0 yag xal Tois moAAols gadioy To ToloUT0)”. Similarly inappropriate is, nonetheless,
to introduce some names that are new or “barbarian”. It is true that the names familiar from the
myths which were invented by the poets and which are “in disaccord with philosophy” are

somehow defiled, yet it does not mean that they must necessarily always remain so. If they are

150 Contra Schol. N 378.13-16.23-380.1, Ad Bess 1 459.8-10, Or. mag. 19.5-9, o Leg 30-32 [L2], 252, 256 [I11,43:
Epinomis).

151 Contra Schol. XXX 486.23-20, of XVII 414.2-3.

152 Jbid. 412.8-9.

153 Or. mag. 4.11-12 [ad 1], Contra Schol. XXIX 474.20-25 the immortality of the soul is implied here by the verb
amadavaTiCery describing the activity it exercises on the body.

154 Or. mag. 10.4-12.1 [ad XIV], Contra Schol. XXIX 474.25-476.2.

155 _4d Bess. 1 459.5-11.

156 Or. mag. 19.5-22. For the inspiration of the Oracles by Plato’s philosophy ¢f Brisson (2000), pp. 111-112, Brisson
(2003).

157 [ g. 2.
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used to express the proper doctrine, they will not be misleading any more. Furthermore, it would
be difficult to find a name that is not misused in some way, even the very name of “god” (To
Ocol Gvopa) may be defiled by some people.'

The chief reasons why in the Laws Plethon decides to use the ancient Greek of gods thus
seems to be to a large extent practical and required by the specific genre of this writing, so as the
perennial philosophy may be more understandable for the majority. He intends the ideal system
of laws to be used in a community, in which everybody cannot be naturally expected to
understand the subtleties of the philosophical speculations, on which they are based. At the same
time Plethon, nonetheless, refuses the presentation of gods we known from ancient Greek
mythology and wants to conceive a new theology that is more in accordance with his rational
philosophy. If the ancient names were used propetly, it might then become a kind of “the
philosophy for masses”. In this Plethon comes close to what Plato says at the end of book II of
his Republic, in which the myths narrated by Homer and Hesiod are criticised. According to Plato,
in contrast to what these poets and “teachers of Greece” tell us, the god is good, and cannot be a
source of any evil. Furthermore, he is perfect and cannot change, which also means that he
cannot appear to men in different forms and thus deceive them, because he refuses any
falsehood."”” As we see, both, Plato and Plethon, therefore advocate a kind of rational theology,
which is irreconcilable with the traditional Greek myths found by the poets. In the Reply 7o
Scholarios, Plethon further explains that Plato invents his own myths in order to make the deeper
truth accessible to many in order to counterbalance the bad influence of the poets. What may be
otherwise said clearly, is necessarily somehow obscured in the myths because the majority,
paradoxically, understand it better this way.'” However, as Plethon tells Bessarion, it necessarily
means that not everything is said precisely even in the myths natrrated by Plato (ov ... o
axgiBelas amavta Aeyoweva), because it is only in the very nature of myths to express the truth
imprecisely.'” In other words, if in the myths the higher truth is hidden, it is in an imperfect way

as compared to the thinking based on reason.

The best way to approach to Plethon’s “perennial philosophy”, seems to follow now the
introductory chapters of the Laws which discuss its most basic presuppositions. Afterwards the

philosophia perennis can be, with the help of other Plethon’s writings, presented in a systematic way.

158 JThid. 130-132 [111,32].

159 Plato, Resp. 11 376e-383c, ¢ X 606e-608b.
160 Contra Schol. V1 382.23-384.7.

161 _4d Bess. 1 462.32-35.
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2. Introduction to the Perennial Philosophy

At the very beginning the main intentions behind Plethon’s principal work are summarized. —
The Laws are supposed to contain “the theology according to Zoroaster and Plato”. As it has
been already mentioned, the gods “recognized by the philosophy”, are to be called by their
traditional Greek (Hellenic) names (toig maTgioig Tois "EAAng1 Se@v ovouaady), they should not
be, however, conceived in the form into which they have been distorted by the poets, but in the
manner which is more “in accordance with the philosophy”. The ethics contained in the Laws
was similarly devised to be in accord with the same sages, Plato and Zoroaster, but also with the
Stoics. The constitution proposed in the Laws is Spartan, without its harshness, which would be
unacceptable to most of the people, and “with the addition of philosophy, to be practised
principally among the ruling class, this being the supreme merit of the Platonic systems of
politics”.l(’2 The rites (ay1oeiar), described in this work, should be simple, not supetfluous, but
sufficient, the physics is conceived mostly according to Aristotle. Finally, the book touches also
upon the principles of logic, ancient Greek archaeology, and the healthy diet (Uy1eivs diaitn).'*

In the first chapter of the Laws proper (I,1) Plethon reveals the background against which
he intends to expound his philosophy. — This work of his is supposed to be devoted to the laws
and the best constitution according to which the “people that think (daveotpevor avdowmor)”
may lead, both in the private and public, the life that is, as much as it is possible, the best and
most happy (s0daiwovéatata). By their nature (meguxaat) all the people desire in the first place
to live happily (s0daiwovws Broy). This is the chief goal (téAog), for the sake of which everybody
does everything else. Opinions, nevertheless, differ about what the real happiness is.

Now Plethon provides a classification of diverse opinions, which may be held by different
people. As it will gradually become clear, the alternative that he accepts himself is always the last
one. — (1) Some people search for pleasure (dov), others for money, still others for glory (dofa),
but some for the virtue and the good (agetn xal To xalov) because they consider the virtue to
be the only source of a happy and blessed life. (2) Opinions about the virtue itself, however, also
differ, because not everybody considers the same things to be similarly good or shameful (xaAa
Te xal aloyea). Some people thus believe that reason and knowledge (Aoyos Te xal wadnaig) is
not necessary for virtue. Some even avoid these because certain charlatan sophists (yomres o
Tives gopiotal) have persuaded them that such an occupation could be only a source of

dishonour and ruin for them. Others, on the contrary, think that reason and knowledge is the

summit of the virtue (xepalatov agetds) and their main concern is how to become as much

162 Transl. Woodhouse (1980), p. 322.
163 | g, 2-4.
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prudent and sage as possible (pgovipwTaTor Te xal gopwTaTor). (3) Some people conduct very
many sacrifices (YUpata) and other rites (ay1areiat), others do not consider any of them to be
pious (0a10v), still others consider some pious and some not. (4) Some profess celibacy
(wovavhia) and complete abstinence of the sexual love (aggodigia), others think that marriage
and the procreation of children is better and “more divine”. (5) Some divide food (¢dwdiua) into
that which is forbidden even to taste and that which may be eaten, others believe that there is not
anything that is not allowed to eat and limit themselves only by measure (to wétgov) in the eating.
(6) Some let themselves stain by the dirt, others search for cleanliness “as one of the goods”. (7)
Some praise extreme poverty, others admit the earning of money in a moderate way. (8) Some
pride themselves on shamelessness (7 avatdela), others prefer gracefulness to its contrary
(saymuoaivy ... Teo aoymuoauyns). (9) Finally, some people believe that we should seek for the
virtue not because of the virtue itself, but because of some reward from gods and do not
consider it as something that provides happiness by itself. Others, on the contrary, claim that the
virtue should be pursued not because of a reward, but because of the virtue itself (avtn O
avtny). Still others, nonetheless, think that it should be sought because of both, the virtue itself

' Although he expressively does not say so, the target of Plethon’s

and the reward from gods.
criticism seems to be the Orthodox Church of his time (the non-rational ethics, the excessive
rites), or, more precisely, as in the _Address to Manuel, Orthodox monks (celibacy, fasts, the
contempt of hygiene, the refusal of money, shamelessness).'*’

Given so many different opinions about human life, in order to choose among them
rightly, it is necessary, to determine what is the best life and in what happiness really (To
eUdaiuwov) consists. However, this is impossible without previous examination of what the human
beings are as well as what their nature and potentiality is (tig moTe 1 @UoIS avTol xal OUvaumis
éoT1). But, according to Plethon, we cannot find out what the nature of man is without previous
understanding of the nature of the whole (1) T@v oAwy @Uais), that is, of the nature of reality. We
should thus ask which being is the “eldest” (11 wév meeaBuTaToy T®V ovTwy), that is, the ultimate

source of the generation, which natures are “second” and “third”, which are the “last”, and

which is the potentiality (dvvauig) of each of them. This clearly implies a hierarchical structure of
reality and the distinction between what is more and what is less principal or important. Then, in
the third step of his philosophical project, Plethon returns back to the examination of man, in

this case conceived as a part of a larger whole. Thus only after it is determined what the human

164 Thid. 16-20 [L1].
165 Cf. Katsafanas (2003).
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beings are in the relation to the other things, it is possible to decide how they should live and
act.'*

It is interesting to note that in the Reply o Scholarios Plethon refuses critique of Plato by
Scholarios, who claims that Plato, unlike Aristotle, was not able to distinguish properly the
theoretical disciplines one from another. According to Plethon, it is not in fact possible to
separate the disciplines absolutely, but some of them are less perfect and require the higher ones.
As geometry needs arithmetic so that its objects may be quantified, so physics and ethics need
theology, since physical things (ta @uaixa) cannot exist without the divine cause (1) amo Jeiov
aitia), because it is their highest (xugiwTaTy) cause and the highest knowledge is about the
causes of things. Ethics also needs theology and even the legislation depends on the god.'” In the
On Virtues Plethon further claims that ethics is based on the physics or the understanding of
nature (puonen), which is one of the virtues. This knowledge is a source of happiness because
thanks to it man lives according to his rational part (AeyigTixoy), establishes the relation to the

% For Plethon, ethics

whole of the world, and finds out what is good for him and what is not.
thus seems to depend on physics and this one, in turn, on theology.
However, as in the case of man and his happiness, there are many differences in the
opinions about the nature of things. (1) Some believe that there are absolutely no gods. (2)
According to others, gods exist, but they do not exercise any providential care of human affairs
(v & avdewmivwy ovx ay meoveelv moaywatwy). (3) Still others claim that gods exercise the
providential care of all, both the world and human affairs. These people are further divided into
(a) those who believe that gods ate the cause (alT101) not only of good things, but also of the bad
ones and (b) those who think that gods are not the source of anything bad, being the cause of
good things only. Opinions also differ regarding the question whether (aa) gods can be persuaded
(ragartyTol) by human supplication to change their intentions (ragaTeemgoi), or (bb) they carry
out everything in accord with their judgment (yvouy ael T4 aeetégq), which proceeds according
to fate (xad eipaguévny) and chooses always the best of the possible alternatives.'”” As we have
seen above while discussing the Address to Theodore, the obvious source of this tripartite division is
book X of Plato’s Laws, where the three types of impious people are distinguished. — (1) Those
who do not believe in gods, (2) those who accept that gods exist, but do not think that they care

about humankind, and (3) those who think that gods can be relented by the offerings an

prayers.'”

166 [ gg, 20-22 [L,1].

167 Contra Schol. XX V1 444.28-446.21, 448.2-5, 450.8-14.

168 De virz. [B,10] 11.15-24.

169 ] gg. 22-24 [L1].

170 Plato, Leg. X 884a-907b, especially 885b, ¢ Webb (1989), p. 217. For Proclus’ interest in this passage of Plato’s
Laws ¢f Dillon (2001), pp. 250-254.
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The opinions about the divine world (1) also differ. — (a) Some believe that there is only
one and sole god and absolutely nothing else may be revered or honoured by men. (b) Others
think that there are many gods, similar to each other and identical by their divinity (of alTot
Seotmmi). (c) Still others, however, claim that there is one transcendent (¢§aigeTos) and highest
(wéyiaTog) god, the eldest leader of all (0 meeaBuTaTtos T@Y oAwy agymyéTns) and the other gods
are of the second and third level of divinity (1) S20tms). Concerning the nature of the cosmos (2)
— (a) some believe that, with the exception of the one creator god (5w évog ToU memoimxoTog
Seol), this universe (tode 7av) has been generated in time (yevmrov xove) as by some cause (77
aitig) and, at some moment (moTe) in the future, it will disintegrate and perish. (b) Others think
that the world has been generated and in the future time will remain forever indestructible (T@y
e, yeyevijodar wev, dlauevery 0s Tov EmeiTa xQovov & asl avwAedgoy). (c) Still others claim that
the world is being constructed and generated (guvicTagSai Te xai yiyveaSal) in some part (v
wéger) while in another part it disintegrates and perishes and this happens eternally (aet or’
ai@vog). (d) Others regard the universe (10 glUumav) as generated by cause (T wév aitig
yevmrov), but ingenerated in time and imperishable (1@ ¢ xgovew ayévyTov ... xal avwAedgov)
and unchangeable (amagarlaxTov) by the god who has constituted and established it because
such a god is always in the same state (@&l ... xaTa TalTa Zyxwy), never in any respect idle
(a@y05) and therefore producing the universe also always and in the same way (ael 02 xal xata
Ta aUTa WOAUTWS xal To TaY To0: TaedyovTos). At this point Plethon turns from the opinions
about the divine and the world back to the human nature (3). — (a) Some people think that it is
similar to other mortal natures and to beasts and there is nothing more noble or divine in it than
in them. (b) Others are “led by their hope to the nature that is divine and altogether undefiled”.
Finally, (c) some suppose that the human beings occupy “now and always (Vv xai aei)” the
middle place between the immortal (divine) and mortal nature and are a kind of mixture of both
(Wit €5 auepotv)."”" Again, as we will gradually able to observe during Plethon’s presentation of
his philosophia perennis, also here it is the last option, with which he himself agrees. Now, however,
he limits himself just to the systematic classification of different opinions about the best life and
of the nature of the divine, man, and the universe.

According to Plethon, all these things are naturally full of confusion and controversy,
unless they are examined and until it is determined what can become the firm fundament for
happiness, which is, as we know, the chief goal of the human life."”” The problem is obviously
how to approach the examination (gx£dig) of these problems or which “leaders of reasoning

(myemoves Aoywy)” to choose. The people who often speak about these matters are the poets

171 g 2226 [L1].
172 Ihid, 22 [L,1].
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(moimrai), the sophists (gogiaTal), the lawgivers (vowodétar), and the philosophers (p1Aogogor).
However, for Plethon, the poets and sophists, who stand here against the lawgivers and
philosophers, are not justly considered to be the right “expounders (é§mymTai)” of these
problems. The poets use much flattery (xoAaxeia) and their chief goal is to gain the favour
(xao15) of the others. For this reason they are not concerned about what is the truth and what is
the best. The sophists are even worse because they are accustomed to beguiling (yonteia), they
try to increase their reputation by any means, and in this some of them have even higher
ambitions than it is appropriate for men. Unlike the poets, they are not only unconcerned about
the truth, but often even attempt to destroy it. Both of them seek to “bring down” the divine
things to the more human form or, in contrast, to raise the human ones to the more divine form
than it is allowed for the human beings, and thus they turn everything upside down and cause a
harm to their associates.'”

One can thus learn something “healthy” about the problems stated and classified above
rather from the lawgivers and philosophers. This is because the lawgivers, unlike the poets,
propose laws for the common good (¢m T@ x01v® ayad®) and it is not likely that they have
entirely missed it. The philosophers, in turn, identify the summit of happiness (xzpaAaiov
eUdatuwoviag) with the truth about being, they seek it rather than any money and, hence, they are
the most probable, if anybody, to attain it. According to Plethon, there are only two dangers. The
nature of many people is too weak to acquire the knowledge about the highest things and the
certainty about them (1o megl alta axgiBss). We must therefore be cautious whether even those
men, due to the weakness of nature, are not, after all, unable to know what is the truth and the
best. Furthermore, we must not mistake the pretenders who are in fact the sophists and poets for
the real lawgivers and philosophers.'™

At this point Plethon enumerates those who are for him the right “leaders of reasoning
(yemoves ... T@v Aoywy)”. The foremost position, belongs, again, to Zoroaster, the most
ancient of the sages and lawgivers. He was the famous “expounder (§nynns) of the divine and
other good things” for the Medians, the Persians, and for many other people in ancient Asia.
Then Eumolpus is mentioned who founded for the Athenians the FEleusinian mysteries
connected with the doctrine about the immortality of the soul and who appears in the same
context already in the Funeral Oration on Helen. Minos was the famous lawgiver of the Cretans and

Lycurgus of the Spartans. Iphitus, together with Lycurgus, founded the Olympic tites (ayioTeiar)

173 Tbid, 26-28 [1,2], of Plato, Leg. X 885d-e.
174 [ gg. 28-30 [1,2].
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in the honour of Zeus, the highest god, whereas Numa was the lawgiver of Romans, who, apart
from other things, established the rites to gods.'”

Besides the lawgivers Plethon mentions also the sages (gogot) of the “barbarians” — the
Brahmans of India, whose lawgiver was the legendary Dionysos or Bacchos, and the western

Iberians.'”

The most important are, however, naturally the Median Magi, who, as we know,
according to Plethon, are the disciples of Zoroaster and the authors of the Magian (Chaldaean)
Oracles. In Greece the Kouretes are “the most ancient ones being remembered”. They
reintroduced there the doctrine about the gods of the second and third order together with that
about the everlastingness of the works of Zeus, “his children”, and the whole universe.
According to Plethon, this doctrine was abandoned by the Greeks at that time because of the so-
called Giants who were not mythical creatures, but “impious men who fought against gods”.
However, the Kouretes defeated them by using irrefutable arguments (Aoywv Te avayxaig
avupihéxTwy) against their beliefs, according to which and in contrast to those of the Kouretes,
everything, with the exception of the one “eldest” creator, is mortal. What is noteworthy here, is
the manner, in which Plethon provides a philosophical and rational allegory of the ancient Greek
myths about the battle between gods and Giants or the Kouretes who protected the infant Zeus
by dancing around him.'” Plethon further mentions the priests and interpreters of Zeus in
Dodona, the prophet Polyeidos, visited because of his wisdom even by Minos, and Teiresias who
became the most famous expounder of the doctrine about the infinite ascents of our soul “from
here” and its subsequent descents. After Cheiron, who in Greek mythology was a teacher and
educator of many famous men, Plethon turns to historical or semi-historical persons. He thus
mentions the seven legendary sages — Chilon of Sparta, Solon of Athens, Bias of Priene, Thales
of Miletus, Cleoboulus of Lindos, Pittacus of Mitylene, and Myson of Chenai. Then Pythagoras
and Plato are named together with other eminent philosophers from their school (o1 am’ atT@v).
According to Plethon, the most glorious of them are Parmenides, Timaeus of Locri, Plutarch,
Plotinus, Porphyty, and Iamblichus.'™

If we compare this list of the famous Greek sages and lawgivers to that in the Address o

Theodore, there are only few common names (Lycurgus and the Pythagoreans), this might be,

175 Ibid. 30 [L,2]. Plethon derives the information about Numa probably from Plutarch’s L#fe of this legendary Roman
lawgiver whose relation to Pythagoras is discussed there at length (Numa 60a-b, 64f-65¢, 69¢-d, 69¢, 74d-¢). In one
passage (62b) Zoroaster is mentioned along with other lawgivers (62b), who, according to Plutarch, are always
responsible also for religious legislation. In Plutarch’s Aez. Rom. 268c-d, Numa fixes the beginning of the year
according to nature (T§) @Uoel) to the winter solstice, which Plethon accepts in the Laws (58 [111,36]), ¢f Anastos
(1948), p. 2006, Tihon’s commentary to Meth., pp. 179-180, and also znfra. For Plethon’s general interest in Plutarch ¢
Diller (1954), Mioni (1985), p. 385.

176 T eg. 30 [1,2], 254 [111,43: Epinomis).

177 Cf. Gantz (1996) 1, pp. 147-148, 445-454. For the Kouretes ¢. also lost chapter 11,9 of Plethon’s Laws: Ilzoi Tijg
xara Koboyrag SeoceBeiag (“On religions belief according to the Kouretes”), Leg. 10, transl. Woodhouse (1986), p. 323.

178 T eg. 30-32 [1,2].
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nonetheless, explained by the fact that the perspective there is political and historical whereas
here mythological and philosophical. It is interesting, too, to note who all in this list is, in some
way, a follower of Pythagoras that, as we have seen, provides the connection between
Zoroastrian Magi and Plato. As it is well known and as Plethon could not certainly ignore, the
Neoplatonists Porphyry and Iamblichus both admired the ancient sage and each of them wrote
his own account of his life."” As it was usual in antiquity, (Pseudo-)Timaeus of Locti is also
considered by Plethon to be a Pythagorean and even a teacher of Plato who is supposed to share
the theory of Forms with him as well as the doctrine about the eternity of the world, not
mentioning Plato’s dialogue named after him."™ As for Parmenides, he was not only highly
esteemed by Plato (who, again, named one dialogue after him), but he is also connected with
Pythagoreism by Diogenes Laertius.'™ As Plethon further says, both the Pythagoreans and Plato
lay emphasis on the oral teaching, although in the less favourable circumstances using of
“reminders (UmouviuaTta)” of the former thought may be allowed."™ Finally, in the Reply #0
Scholarios, the Golden 1 erses attributed to the Pythagoreans are quoted and this is certainly what
Plethon considered to be the genuine testimony of the ancient Pythagoreism.'®

Plethon claims that all the aforementioned thinkers agreed among themselves about the
majority of things and their doctrines seemed to be the best to “those who were concerned with
what is better”. He himself agrees with them too, without searching for his own innovation in
these ancient matters, nor is he going to accept some recent innovation by some sophists.
According to him, the sages declare that their opinions are always in accord with those that are
more ancient and, moreover, it is erroneous to suppose that the truth can change in the course of
time. The sophists, on the contrary, strive to make innovations in many things and are anxious
for the novelties because the chief goal of their activity is a vain glory.'™

In his own work, Plethon thus wants to keep to the best ancient opinions and, unlike the
poets and sophists, he considers reasoning (Aoyiguog) to be for him “the most powerful and
divine of our criterions (T@v e MueTEQWY xQITMEIWY TO XEATITTOV Te xal JeloTaTov)”, which
only can help to attain truth.'"” However, if he plans to rely on the rational argument, he must
quite naturally defend it against the potential refutation of the very possibility of any rational
argumentation. In his eyes the main opponents of it are the sophist Protagoras and the sceptic

Pyrrho who are dealt with in chapter 3 of book I entitled: “On he opposing doctrines of Protagoras and

179 Porphyry, Vita Pyth., lamblichus, 177ta Pyth.

180 De djff. X 334.26-33, 336.25-27, Contra Schol. X 392.22-394.7, XXII 422.26-430.17.

181 Diogenes Laertius, [7tae IX,21.

182 Contra Schol. V 376.25-378.12, ¢f. Plato, Phaedr. 276d, Ep. X1I 359c¢.

183 Contra Schol. XX1 422.21-25, there is also an excerpt of this text preserved in Plethon’s hand ¢ Diller (1956), p. 37,
Mioni (1985), p. 159.

184 | ¢g. 32-34 [L,2].

185 Ibid. 34-36 [1,2].
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Pyrrho (Iegi Toiy duoiv Adyorv Toi Te Hpwtayopeiov xai toi Iugowveiov)”."* For Plethon, their
doctrines, although mutually opposing, are both likewise vain and presumptuous (aralove Te xal
atacYaAw) and as such have to be rejected. In his presentation Protagoras claims that man is the
measure of all things (mavTwy yenuatwy wéteov) and what appears to each individual also exists
(t0 doxoly exaoTw, ToUTo xal ov). Pyrrho, on the contrary, argues that nothing is true and man is
therefore not able to decide (xgiTn) anything and the things themselves are somehow unsure (ta
moaymaTe mou avta amoTta ovTta). Plethon does not spend much time on refuting both these
doctrines. — If somebody, like Protagoras, claims that everything is true (mavra aAnd4)), he must
nevertheless accept also the opposite opinion held by the majority of people, according to which
not everything is in fact true. If, on the contrary, somebody, similarly to Pyrrho, argues that
nothing is true, he must concede that also this very opinion is not true. Thus both Protagoras and
Pyrrho are self-refuted. There are, moreover, a further reason for rejecting both doctrines in
question. Almost everybody thinks that some people are more wise than the rest and others, who
know less, therefore come to them to learn something, while at the same time they refute the
ignorant for their false opinions. However, this would not be possible if they thought that either
all, or nobody knows the truth. Furthermore, nobody would certainly claim that the contradicting
opinions (ta avTigagxovTa) are true and not true at the same time. All the people, for example,
consider the opinion that this universe (t0de To may) is everlasting (aid10v) and the one that it is
not to be in a contradiction (avri@agxew). This definitely cannot mean that both opinions ate at
the same time true, or both are false, but one of them is entirely (0bAwg) true, whereas the other is
false. When we talk about future events (megl T@v peAAovtwy), nobody supposes that everything
will happen as he thinks, nor will everything proceed differently, but something will come off
according to the opinion conceived beforehand and something contrary to it. The opinions about
future events, confronted with what really happens, therefore prove to be true, or false t0o."’
Plethon similatly refuses the claim, according to which in spite of our ability to apprehend
the truth about something (aAndeiag xatainds), it is not appropriate for human beings to
inquire into what is divine, because we cannot learn anything clear (agés) about gods, who are
higher beings than we are (xgeiTToves m xad Muag) and, moreover, this is not pleasant (piAov) to
the gods themselves. Such consideration is wrong because gods would not have made us capable
of inquiring into these things ({nTmrixoi), if they had not wanted us to inquire into them, nor
would they have provided us with the disposition (€§ig) to learn something clear about these
matters. It is equally absurd that we would have no idea about these things and we would live as

irrational animals, which are capable only of consenting to what happen to them. In such a state

186 Transl. Woodhouse (1980), p. 322.
187 | g. 36-40 [1,3].
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we would not be able to strive after happiness (evdaipovia). But, for Plethon, finding truth in
these things cannot be just a result of “some divine chance without reason (Seia Ti1g TUXY ...
aveu Aoyov)” since in such case nobody would ever acquire an opinion about anything in a
permanent way. The other reason is that such people would not be perfectly happy because they
would be deprived of the rational knowledge about the highest things (Aoyov Tz éotegnuévos xai
EMOTNWNS TNS el Ta WeYIoTa), no matter if they were otherwise doing well (eU gye1), or not.
As Plethon claims, to do well does not suffice because even the madmen can happen to do well.
What is therefore necessary is to have a satisfactory knowledge about what means that somebody
is doing well, and what is good and bad for man. Furthermore, there is not anything bad in the
divine things (oUte aloygol Tivog Tols Seloig weTeatt meaypwaot) so that gods would not want us
to know their matters (ta alt@®v). — The divine, by its very nature, is not envious (oUTe @Jovegoy
To Jelov) and does not prevent us to benefit from this knowledge. Although the divine is much
higher (xgeiTTov) than us, this does not mean that it is unknowable for us since our nature is that
of rational beings (Aoyixor) and it is not entirely different from it. The god has made us able to
inquire into his matters ({nTnTIxol T@V éavTol) in order that we do so and benefit greatly from
learning something about him."*®

At this point Plethon states the main presupposition of his further work: “If we use as the
principles the notions that are given by gods in common to all the people, or at least to the most
and better of them, along with the divinations about the divine (yewuevor yag agxals Tals xoj
Aoy avewTols UTo Jed@y O10opevals évvolals Te xal mepl ToU Jelov wavTeials, 9 xal Tals TOY
mAeigTwy xal BeATiovwy), and if we establish these [principles] as fixed for us (xai TalTag Huiv
BeBaiag avtols T1démevar), and if we, under the leadership of the sages, proceed at each point by
a necessaty reasoning (@m0 ToUTWY Gy Aoyiouols exaoTa avayxalols, 7 ol Gogol UenydvTal,
peTiovTes), we will not — with the divine help — miss the best rational knowledge about everything
(Sedv av gurhauBavovtwy, Tol BeltioTou Tegl exagTwy Aoyou olx amotevboueda).” He then
dedicates a prayer to the gods of reason (Seoi Aoyiar), asking them to enable us to attain the
truth." This prayer at the beginning of the exposition of his philosophy corresponds to the
allocutions and hymns with which the Laws ends."”
What is a crucial point here, is the introduction of “the notions that are given by gods in

s 191

common to all the people”. These “common notions (xowal gvvaiar)”,”" a conception taken by

Plethon from the ancient philosophy,'” are the basis that allows him to claim that the rational

188 Jhid. 40-42 [1,3].

189 Thid. 42-44 |1,3-4], ¢f 252 [111,43: Epinomis).

190 1hid. 132-240 [111,34-30], Add.

191 Cf the title of lost chapter 11,2: ITooAns éwvorioy oy (“Preliminary account of common notions”), 1eg. 8, transl.
Woodhouse (1986), p. 323 (altered), and perhaps also A4 Bess. 1 459.29-30.

192 Cf. Masai (1956), pp. 115-130.
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knowledge of the divine (and subsequently also of the wortld) is possible and that it is the same
for everybody. The common notions are “a gift of gods”, because the divine obviously wants us
to have the knowledge about itself and, hence, to be attainable through our reason, although at
the same time “divination” is also mentioned. However, it means that if the divine is knowable by
reason, it is necessarily intelligible and its own nature is similarly rational. In this we are thus, due
to the gift of reason from gods, akin to the rationality of the divine. The “common notions”
seem to be also meant in the Magian Oracle XV1I, which will be discussed later on and according
to which: ““The paternal intellect’ (0 maToixog voUs), that is, the immediate creator of the essence
of the soul, ‘has sown’ also ‘the symbols to the souls’ (tals Yuxals évéomeige xal Ta aluBola),
or the images of the intelligible Forms (1701 Tag 1@y vomtdv elddv eixovag), from which each

. . ¢ ~ 2 ’ 193
soul always acquires reasons of things (ol T@v 0vTwY ... Adyor).”

3. The Division of Reality

In Plethon’s metaphysical system reality is divided into three degrees ordered in a hierarchical
scale. In the conclusion at the end of his Explanation of Magian Oracles he interprets the account of
“the mythology of the Magi” found in Plutarch’s Isis and Osiris from his own philosophical

perspective.'”*

One of Plethon’s intentions here is certainly to demonstrate his claim about the
mutual agreement of the “Oracles of Zorvaster” and the philosophy of Plato. As he claims, very
many have made their opinions to be in accord with these Oracles, in the first place the sages
“around Plato and Pythagoras”, as it is also confirmed by Plutarch. On the basis of Isis and Osiris
by this author Plethon concludes that Zoroaster divided the existing things (ta ovra) into three
kinds. The first of them are “presided over” (EgiaTen) by Horomazes (Qoouwalng), the last ones
by Ahriman (Agiwavmg), whereas Mithra (Midgag) is in the middle. Plethon then identifies
Horomazes with “the Father (matne)” of Magian Oracles, Mithra with “the second intellect
(OeUTegog voUs)” and Ahriman, who, as it seems, has no equivalent in the Oracles, with the Sun.
Hotromazes is “three times bigger and further (teimAaciov éavtoy ageotnxévar)” from the Sun
while Mithra who comes after Horomazes is “two times bigger (dimAagiov)”. As Plethon
attempts to show, this structure of Zoroastrian cosmos is the same as the division of reality in a

famous passage in Plato’s second letter: “Upon the King of All (0 mavtwy Bagiiels) do all things

turn; he is the end of all things and the cause of all good. Things of the second order turn upon

193 Or. mag. 16.6-9 [ad XXVII], ¢f XXVII 3.16, transl. Woodhouse (19806), p. 52 (altered).

194 Plutarch, De Is. 369d-370c. It is significant for Plethon’s own philosophical perspective that his interpretation of
the Zoroastrian teaching completely disregards the dualism apparently present in the mythology described by
Plutarch.
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the Second, and those of the third order upon the Third.”"” The analogy of the doctrines found
in the myth of Zoroastrians recounted by Plutarch, in the Magian (Chaldaean) Oracles, and in Plato
thus enables Plethon to claim that these three texts represent three expressions, differing only in
their particular formulation, of one omnipresent and evetlasting philosophia perennis, in which
reality is divided into three hierarchically ordered kinds."

We must, however, always distinguish three different principles and the levels of things
corresponding to them. “The king of all” (or alternatively “the Father” and “Horomazes”) is the
source of being for everything else, but the things on the first and second level of created things
are identical with “the Second” (or “the second intellect” and “Mithra”) and “the Third” (or “the
Sun” and “Ahriman”). Everything that has been caused by some higher principle is thus divided
into the things that are eternal (ta alwvia), those that are in time, but everlasting and never
perish (ta 2yxeova weév, aidia 0z), and finally those that are mortal (ta, Jvmta). This means that
while the first principle is the originator of everything else, the things on the second and third
level have also further causes — the second and third principle respectively. Only what is “closest”
to “the King of All” and has no other cause is eternal. Where the second or even the third
principle is implied and it is not just the highest god who is the immediate creator, but the lower,
second or the third principles, the things thus generated are “in time, but everlasting” or even
“mortal”. Further details of this metaphysical system will become clearer in the subsequent
exposition here. Now it may be, nevertheless, mentioned that in the Laws the first principle is
called “pre-eternal (mgoatwviog)” because, being the immediate cause of eternal things, it must be
even “before the eternity”."”’

In chapter 5 of book I of the Laws Plethon distinguishes the analogous degrees of divinity
(Se10mmg). The foremost place belongs to Zeus, the first and ultimate principle of everything else
that is not caused by any higher principle. After him Plethon posits the gods located in the
second and third place according to their lesser divinity, “the children and creations and the
children of children and creations and creations of Zeus”. The supreme god orders and governs
(raTaxoouel) everything “and especially human affairs” through the second and third gods, each
of them having assigned a larger or smaller field they preside over. Due to their degree of divinity

the gods of the second order are immediately next to Zeus. They are the so-called supracelestial

195 Plato, Ep. 11 312e, transl. in: Cooper-Hutchinson (altered), p. 1638. Although in the modern times the authenticity
of this text has been often doubted, for Plethon, who was relying on the ancient Platonic tradition, it was an
important summary of Plato’s metaphysics. For the history of its interpretation ¢f Saffrey’s and Westerink’s
introduction to Proclus, Theol. Plat., 11, pp. xx-lix (Histoire des exégéses de la Lettre 11 de Platon dans la tradition
Platonicienne). Plethon belongs to those Platonists who conceive the relation between the three orders of things
mentioned by Plato as hierarchical rather than trinitarian. Cf. also Tambrun-Krasker’ commentary to Or. mag., pp.
153-155, and Dérrie (1970).

19 Or. mag. 19.5-22.

197 [ eg. 96 [111,15].
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gods (Umegovgavior Jeol) that are “completely detached from bodies and matter”. Translated into
the philosophical terms, they represent Platonic “pure forms (eiom ... ethixgd)”, that exist
“themselves by themselves (alta xad” aiTa)” and “the immovable intellects (voeg axivnTor)”,
that are “always and in every respect (megl mavTa) active by one simultaneous intellective act in
which they mutually conceive themselves (Gua @@ T4 EauT@y éxagTovs vorael dvegyols)”.'”
The gods of the third order are located “inside this cosmos (évtog olgavel ToUde)” and they are
“rational and immortal living beings ((@a Aoyixa Te xai adavata) composed of the infallible
souls and unageing and undefiled bodies. In other words, they are stars and other heavenly
bodies and daemons."” Next, after the gods of the third order, there is apparently that part of the
world in which we and other mortal creatures live. As Plethon’s account makes clear, the
common feature of the gods of all three orders is their perpetual existence, which can never

terminate (nor begin).””

Thus in contrast to sensible things, that begin and cease to exist at their
due time, everything that is divine, has a permanent existence, regardless whether it is self-caused,
as the first principle, or caused and sustained by some higher cause, as in the case of the second
and third gods.

In chapter 15 of book III of the Laws further characteristics of the tripartite world created
by the first principle are added to those we have seen above in the commentary to the Magian
Oracles. — The highest part of reality, the realm of Forms, is wholly and completely eternal
(aiwviov) and immovable (axivnrov), and since there is neither the past, nor the future in it,
everything is present on this level of reality simultaneously (to glumav éveatmxos aci). The
second patt, the realm of the gods inside the cosmos, exists already in time (Eyxgovov) and
motion, but it is everlasting (aidi0v) and has neither the beginning in time (oUt’ av mMeyuévov
200vw), nor will it ever cease to exist (U’ av moTe mavaowevoy). Finally, the lowest part of the
universe exists in time (Eyggovov) and is mortal (SyyTov), because there the beginning and the end
of life is determined by time (agxny Te T@ xeovw ToU Biov xal Televtny igyov). Plethon infers
that because there are three entirely different kinds of the essences (oUgiat), three principally
different types of generation (yevégers) must similarly exist. There is therefore an analogy
between the generation and the essence, and the essence and the generation.”” Thus if any of the
eternal essences proceeds from Zeus, the first principle, which alone is caused by himself (wovog
on T mavtwy avtos o’ avtov) and which is the pre-eternal (mgoat@viog) cause of the eternal
Forms, all such essences must be similarly eternal. This is because an eternal substance, being

eternal as a whole (Emeita amaga av alwvios &im), cannot be caused partly by a pre-eternal

198 Ihid. 44-46 [1,5].

199 Ihid. 52 [1,5].

200 According to Plethon, the lowest of gods are daemons (¢f Leg. 176 [111,34]), presumably because the ensuing
human soul is already connected to the body that is mortal.

200 Cf. Leg. 242 [111,43: Epinomsis].
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principle (¢x mgoatwviov) and partly by something that is not pre-eternal any more. Thus Zeus,
the first pre-eternal principle, generates the eternal essence in its whole. He has subsequently
charged (émiTgémor) its immediate product with the creation of what exists in time, but is
everlasting, and similarly, this one has been further put in charge of the creation of what is
temporal and mortal. Thus each kind of essence is created by another, immediately preceding
supetior essence (amo T7g EauTH)s TEOTEXMDS Umegrelpwevns exaaTns) and, according to its own

*2 However, as it is evident, the higher level of

character, has its appropriate type of causation.
reality does not cease to be in a certain sense present in the lower ones created by its activity. —
Although the first principle “charges” the essence generated immediately by it with the creating
of the subsequent ontological level, being the highest cause, it is always present in it as the first
and utmost principle of everything else.

The text of chapter 5 of book I of the Laws offers yet another perspective on the division
of reality, which has a close parallel in two passages in sections IV and X of the treatise On zhe
Differences. 'The first place is reserved, again, to Zeus, the highest god in the Laws, or “the
superessential (Umegovaioy) One of the Platonists” in the Differences, in both cases the first
principle that is “supremely one (@xgws £v)”, so united that in it even the distinction between its
essence (oUgia), activity or actuality (meabig/évegyia),”” and potentiality (dvvamig) cannot be
traced. In the intellects (voeg) or Forms (s10m) the essence (ovgia) is already distinguished from
the activity-actuality (meais/évegyia), but it is permanently active or actualised and there is no
distinction between it and the potentiality (d0vauig).””* The intellects and Forms thus “possess all
their attributes (ta meogovTa) permanently in the present, not potentially (duvauer) but actually
(3vegyia)” and they are therefore “immovable (axiyta)’. *” For this level of reality the
distinction between attributes and the essences is also alleged, whereas the same is not true about
the superessential One”® In the soul (Juygn) the essence (oUgia), activity-actuality
(moaig/évegyia), and potentiality (dUvamig) is distinguished because it is not always active
(Bveeydy) and often remains in the state of “the pure potentiality (YuAn Slvawig)”*” Or
alternatively, this is so because “the soul moves (xivouuévy) from one thought (vomua) to
another, and the human soul from thinking (voeiV) to not-thinking (wn voelv) as well as, in
contrast, from not-thinking to thinking, and so it does not always possess knowledge of things,
nor possesses it entirely in actuality but rather potentially”.*” In the body (7@ua) the essence

(ovaia) is further divided into form (efdog) and matter (UAm) that is not only movable (¢vnTT),

202 [hid, 94-96 [I11,15], of 180 [I11,34].

203 The term vegyia is being used in the Differences, meafis in the Laws.

204 [ ¢g. 54 [1,5], De diff: TV 326.31-327.4, X 337.7-26.

205 Ibid. IV 326.35-37, transl. Woodhouse (1986), p. 198.

206 Thid. X 337.19-23.

207 [ 4g. 54 [L5].

208 De diff. IV 326.37-327.4, transl. Woodhouse (1980), p. 198, ¢ Or. mag. 18.4-6 [ad XXXI].
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2 The matter

but also dissoluble (sxedagtn), and divisible into infinity (uegiaTn ém’ ameigoy).
thus appears to be a specific kind of potentiality that in contrast to the potentiality in the soul can
even cease to exist and may be divided ad znfinitum. Similarly, this potentiality, in the case of
matter and the body even dissoluble and divisible, seems to be passive, that is, able to suffer a
change under the impulse of something else, whereas in the soul the potentiality, as distinguished
from the activity, appears rather as an active potentiality that is able to cause some outward
effect.

In section X of the Differences the division described above is supplemented with the
reflections on the unity, multiplicity, and infinity. Because the superessential god (0 Umegouaiog
Seoq) is supremely one (@xgws &v), there is no multiplicity (mA%S0¢) within him. It appears only
on the level of the intelligible order (0 vomTog diaxooumos), “but it is finite (memegaouévoy) and in
no way infinitive (00dawf ameigov), either potentially or actually (oUte duvauer olte Zgyw)”. In
the sensible wotld (0 algdmTos xoogwmos) the infinity (ameipia) appears due to the presence of
matter (UAn) “to which, in the first place, the infinite is attributed (me@Tws TO ameigov
mgooeaTy)”. Although matter, as everything in the sensible wotld, has its cause (aitia) in “the
other wotld (éx£i¥ev)” of the Forms, “the cause there”, being one of the ideal entities, “is not
itself infinite (o0 xaxel ameigoy oloa)”.*'’ As Plethon claims in the Laws, the Forms and daemons
closer to the first principle, which is itself “purely one (eidixgivds €v)”, are in lesser number they
are, and vice versa.”"!

Plethon thus descends from the absolute oneness of the first principle across the intelligible
Forms and the Soul to the infinite and plural matter. The nature of the difference between the
first principle or the first god, and the intelligible order of the Forms or the second gods, seems
to be well understandable. If there is something distinct from the first principle conceived as
“supremely one”, it must necessarily be many. (And that there exists something that is distinct
from the One is obvious from our experience of the sensible world that is apparently many.) On
the level of the order of the Forms this multiplicity is, however, still “finite”, well defined, and
delimited. In order to explain the nature of this first level of the finite multiplicity, Plethon
presupposes two distinctions that may be traced inside it — the difference between the essences
and attributes of the Forms and the difference between their essences and their activity-actuality.

Because the essence (oUgia) appears as an independent principle first on the level of the Forms

which are already multiple, this may explain why, as we have seen, the first principle, which is the

209 I eg. 54 [L5].

210 De diff. X 337.7-13, transl. Woodhouse (1980), p. 207 (altered).

211 T eg. 56 [1,5]. We have left here aside a similar account on the progressive differentiation of reality that Plethon
gives in his letter to Bessarion (Ad Bess. 1. 459.13-460.5), because it seems to be to a large extant an interpretation of

a philosophical conception of Proclus, being originally inspired by a Proclean question posed by Bessarion (Ad
Gemist. 1 455.5-456.22).
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immediate creator of the Forms, is sometimes described as “super-essential (Umeg-oUaiog)”. In
other words, the One is placed above being because, as completely united, it has no
distinguishable and independent essence that would determinate its nature.

However, from the passages quoted so far, the details of Plethon’s conception of essence
(oUoia) and attributes (mgogovta) as well as the precise nature of their distinction are not
altogether clear and other texts have to be introduced to make it understandable. When Plethon
uses the concept of attribute, he certainly means a permanent quality or a typical feature of some
essence as opposed to accident that is temporal and contingent.212 This, nevertheless, does not
necessarily mean that an attribute is simply identical with its essence although the close relation of
these two is quite natural. In the Reply to Scholarios it is thus claimed that the essence as compared
to attribute has more being (8v), which is, nonetheless, the common genus for both.””’ In the
Laws the Forms, in spite of their plurality, are said to be indivisible as to their essence (auégioTa
Ty olgiay).”* Similarly in the already quoted passage from chapter 5 of book I of the Laws
Plethon further explains that every Form has its essence from Zeus itself, “the indivisible from
the indivisible (apee® €5 auegols)”. The essence of each Form “has in itself beforehand
(mooetAmeuiay) collectively and individually (GuAAmBOnY Te xal xaS &v) every plurality (omoowy
7’ av mheiovwy) that each [Form] is the cause (aiTiog) of in the things under it (tols v¢’ eavTov).
With the only exception of Poseidon, the eldest of them, they order and arrange among
themselves (Qiatideadal Te xal xogueiogdal) attributes (ta 0¢ mgooovta), one from another
(aArovs Um’ aAAwy), because the king and the Father has established a mutual community
(xovwvia) of the goods of his children among themselves. This is the greatest thing and the good
that he has made to them (aUTols ... éumemoinxer), after the community with himself ( éavtol
rowwvia).”*"

From this account it thus seems that each Form has its proper position in the intelligible
order, but at the same time it reflects in itself the rest of the Forms because the intelligible world
is constituted by the mutual relations of the Forms among themselves. The alleged distinction
between essence and attribute, that is the source of the (finite) multiplicity of the Forms, appears
to be analogous to their being one and many at the same time. The Forms have certain common
features — they are eternal, changeless entities, being the gods of the second order that are the
models and causes of the sensible world. These are the main characteristics of their “indivisible”
essence by which they are in some way similar to Zeus and which are common to all of them,

that is, to the essence of the Forms. Furthermore, as we will see later on, the Forms are not equal,

212 For the use of the verb mgogeivar and its derivatives ¢ Leg. 102 [111,15], 114 [111,15], De diff. X 337.32, X 338.35,
Contra Schol. XIX 416.21, XXIII 434.13, XXIX 472.2, XXXI 500.21.

213 Jhid, XXIII 434.13-14.

214 Add. 119v.4-5.

215 [ eg. 46-48 [L,5], of ibid. 102 [111,15], Ad Bess. 1 459.13-19.
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but some are “higher”, “closer to the first principle”, and more general, while other “lower”,

>
“closer to the sensible world”, and more specific. However, each Form has also its own specific
characteristic, it is a general Form of a thing, quality or feature, and this is what should be most
probably understood under the attributes proper to the Forms. Because, as it has been said, the
Forms are models and causes of the things in our sensible world created by their specific
causation, attributes are thus perhaps in some way identical with their activity. This is perhaps the
meaning we should finally give to the ambiguous “activity-actuality (mea§ig/évegyia)”, at least on
the level of the Forms. In the Differences Plethon thus maintains that they exercise their activity in
the sensible world.”® Moreover, as he tells us elsewhere, there is no distinction between the
potentiality and actuality in them, the specific essence and the attribute of each Form being
determined by its position in the intelligible order, not by the actualisation of the specific
potentiality inherent in its essence.”’’ In this interpretation of Plethon’s rather partial and
mysterious statements, the distinction between essence and attribute traceable in the Forms
would mean that the essence describes the common nature of the Forms, that is, what makes a
Form to be the Form, whereas attribute determines the specific characteristics of each Form, that
is, of what this is the Form, or what it is a model and cause for.

In the sensible world, as we have seen, a further distinction between the potentiality and
activity-actuality appears. As it has been already hinted at, the Aristotelian concept of potentiality
(dUvauig) seems to be twofold here since it can either mean an active potentiality to act, or a
passive potentiality to be acted upon.”® In the case of the soul we have to do with the active
potentiality only — the soul is either active or not. In section IV of the Differences Plethon seems
even to distinguish several different kinds of souls: “In the soul, however, they [i.e. Platonists]
distinguish essence (oUoia) and potentiality (dUvauig) and activity-actuality (évegyia), because the
soul moves from one thought to another, and the human soul from thinking to not-thinking and
from not-thinking to thinking, and so does not always possesses knowledge of things nor
possesses it entirely in actuality (évegyig) but rather potentially (Quvauer).”””” According to this

account, the soul of a higher kind, presumably the world-soul or the soul of the gods of the third

216 De diff: X 341.39-342.1.

217 Dimitrakopoulos (2004), pp. 29-38, argues that the distinction between ovgia and meais/évepyia is inspired by
the Thomism of Plethon’s alleged teacher Demetrios Kydones. However, although there might be some documents
(excerpts and notes) proving some interest of his in Thomas Aquinas and, despite all Dimitrakopoulos’ effort to
support his claim, it still remains uncertain whether Plethon was really influenced by this Latin and Aristotelian
philosopher. Furthermore, the distinction in question does not seem be the same as the one between essentia and
esse/ actnalitas by Thomas. — Whereas évegyia, may be both activity-action and actuality, meais can have only the first
of these two meanings and the usage of this word thus seems irreconcilable with the Thomistic distinction between
essence and its being or actuality. Although Dimitrakopoulos quotes a number of Thomistic texts, including some
alleged Plethon’s excerpts (pp. 147, 153-4, n. 475, 155-159, 165) in none of them, however, mpa&ig appears, and
évegyia is being constantly used.

218 The similar distinction may be found in De diff. IX 334.8-12.

219 De djff. IV 326.37-327.4, transl. Woodhouse (1986), p. 198 (altered).
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order, cannot think everything at once but moves from one thought to another. The human soul,
on the contrary, “moves” from the state in which its activity is not exercised but remains in
potentiality, to that in which this potentiality is actualised. On the lowest level of the sensible
wortld, in the body, there exists further distinction between the infinitely divisible matter (UAm)
and form (efdog), in other words, between the passive potentiality (to be acted upon) that is not
actualised and its actualisation. Where the bodily principle prevails, all the actualisation can,
however, be only temporal because due to the infinity of matter nothing can exist permanently in
the same state and everything is necessarily doomed to extinction. The world of bodies is not
divine any more, because as we know, the main feature of the gods of all the orders, is that, being

eternal or everlasting, they enjoy the existence without a beginning or an end.

4. Zeus, the First Principle™

Plethon calls the first principle of everything by diverse traditional names derived from different
sources. Thus in the Laws he names it Zeus, which is a familiar name of “the Father of gods and
men” of ancient Greek mythology. The designation “Father (matmg)” can be found in the
original text of the Magian Oracles, which Plethon comments, but also in Plato’s Timaens.” The

name “creator (Omuiovgyos)” is appatently also borrowed from the same dizdogue,222 whereas the

223
7

title “king (BagiAevs)” appears in Plato’s Second Letter™ discussed by Plethon in his commentary

to the Magian Oracles.

As we have seen, he conceives the first principle to be “supremely one (axpwe &v)”>**
> y

without any trace of the plurality, being the perfect unity of essence, actuality-activity, and

95225

potentiality. This is similar to his description of Zeus as “purely one (sihixgivids &v)”** or “the

20 that exists in “the supreme simplicity (@xga amAéTng)”.””’ Plethon goes

One itself (atToev)
even so far to claim that the first principle cannot be “many and one at the same time (oU moAAa
Te opol ... xal £v). Because, even if it were a kind of one composed of things that ate all similatly
uncreated (oUT’ av &5 omolwg TOV mavTwy ayeviTwy gv T guaTivat), it would still need

something different and higher that would hold it together (éTegol yag déorto xal xgeitTovog

220 For a detailed discussion of this aspect of Plethon’s philosophy ¢ Zografidis (2003).

2V Cf Or. mag. NV 1.10, VII 1.14, XII 2.7, XXX 4.1, XXXIII 4.6, XXXIV 4.8, Plato, Tim. 28¢c3, 37¢7, 41a7, 42¢7,
50d3, 71d5, ¢ Brisson (2003), pp. 114-117.

222 Cf. Plato, Tim. 2846, 2923, 41a7, 42¢8, 68¢2, 69¢3.

223 Plato, Ep. 11 312¢1-2.

224 Cf. further Or. mag. 16.16 [ad XX VIIIb].

225 ] eg. 46 [L,5], 170 [1I1,34].

226 Jbid. 132 [111,34], 184 [111,34], 202 [111,35].

227 Ibid. 100 [11L,15].

47



apa ToU auvebovtog). Nor if [it were one composed of] something uncreated and other things
that already proceed from it (oUt” av €5 évos wev avevmrou, T@y 0 arlwy amo Toutou MOM
moiovTwy), they would not yet proceed with a nature akin (oU ... &7 gupeua ... meoior) to the
first principle. The latter is itself by itself (to avTo o’ alTo ov), whereas those are already by
something different and thereby distinguished (ta o1 &Etegov 70m ovta, xal TooOUTQ®
draxgrvoweva).””*® Thus, according to Plethon, the principle which is really the first, that means,
uncreated by any higher cause, has to be one (8v) without any distinguishable individual parts
(moAAa). Similatly it cannot be one complex of several first, (seemingly) uncreated entities
because even in such case the structure of this composition would be different than its parts, and
would be, in fact, a higher cause of them. This is because, for Plethon, a structure is responsible
for the unity and therefore the very existence of an entity that is one and many at the same time.
The situation is just the same in the second proposed alternative where some parts of the first
principle are created by another higher, but similarly intrinsic cause. It is in the very nature of the
first principle, which is an utmost cause of everything else, that it has to be “by itself” and
uncreated. The parts in question, being created by something else, thus exist thanks to the One,
and for this reason they cannot be identified with the first principle and have to be something
different and lower than their cause. To conclude, according to Plethon, the first principle is thus
not only one, but also “most identical with itself (6 671 waAioTa adTos aliTd)’.>”

This absolute unity and identity makes the first principle radically different from everything
else that is created by its activity. Because the first principle is absolutely one, being different
from the other things that are many, in the Differences, as it has been already mentioned, it is called
“super-essential (Umeg-oUa0g)”, in contrast to the things that have their distinguished essences
(oVoiatr) and in which there is a distinction between their essence and activity. The first principle
is also called by an obviously hyperbolic expression “true being that really is (ovTwg @v T@

s 230

oVTI because it is not just ordinary being, but the “being itself (alTowv)”, >’
) ] ry g g

b

the source of all
being. This is what Plethon obviously has in mind when he claims in a letter to Bessarion that the
being (o 0v) should be ascribed also to the first cause (To me@Tov aiTiov), because it cannot be
assigned to anything more appropriately than to what is itself by itself (T6 adTo o alTo 6v).”” By
this statement Plethon presumably means that the first principle is the ultimate source of all being
and as such it can be also called in a certain sense being. However, there is the insurmountable

difference between the One and Many, grounded in the very fact that the first principle “is itself

228 Thid. 170 [11L1,34].

229 Ibid. 46 [1,5], of. Add. 119.12-15.

230 Ihid. 46 [1,5], 168-170 [111,34].

231 Ihid, 132 [111,34], 168 [111,34], 202 [111,35], 216 [111,35]. For the metrical reasons Plethon uses sometimes a slightly
different form alUToswv.

22 _Ad Bess. 460.33-461.1.
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by itself (to0 avTo & alTol ov) and “in every respect and altogether uncreated (ayévmrog

’ \ ’ ’ 234 .
mayTn Te xal mayTws @)~ that means, not produced by any higher cause. For these reasons

Zeus may be described as “transcendent (2£aigeTog)”,”” “eminent (250x05)”,” “of incomparable

supetiority (aovuwBAnTog Umegoym)”,>" or “impossible to be counted (oUx évagidwog) among
other gods”.”® The address “you great, really great and more than great (oU wéyag, uéyas T@

239
ovTi xai Uméueyag)’’

also gradually intensifies the insurmountable difference between him and
his creation. As it has been mentioned above, Plethon speaks of Zeus as being “pre-eternal (mgo-
atwviog)”, that means, even before and beyond the eternity of the most immediate of his creation
— the Forms.*

Not only these, but also some other expressions quoted above, bring Plethon close to the
Platonic tradition of negative theology that attempts to describe the more perfect degrees of

reality through indirect means.”"!

This is so because the pre-eminence of the first principle,
grounded in its absolute unity, identity, and self-subsistence, cannot be expressed in an
incomplete and partial description which we are only capable of in our imperfect speech and
reasoning which by its nature is always necessarily plural. Good examples are the Magian Oracles
XXVIII and XXXIII. According to Plethon’s commentary, the latter (““The Father has snatched
himself away; / not even shutting off his own fire in his intellectual power (dUvawis vosea).”**)
affirms the absolute difference of the first principle from the things created by it. He describes
“the Father” as “transcendent (¢aigeTog)” and not limited in any way because he is uncreated
and itself by itself. He is “wholly incommunicable to something other (6Awg weTtadoToy eTéw
6v)” due to his envy, but because it is simply impossible.”*’ There is only an ostensible contrast
between this utterance and the Oracle XXVIIIb (“There is indeed something intelligible (1
vontov), which you must understand by the flower of intellect (voely voou avder).”) that follows
immediately after XXVIIIa (“Learn what is intelligible (wavSave To vomTov), for it exists outside

244

the intellect (voou 26w uvmagyer).”).”* As we know, in the commentaty to this Orack Plethon

emphasizes the need to acquire actually (évegyeig) the cognition of the intelligible things (ta

233 [ eg. 56 [L,5], Or. mag. 18.16-17 [ad XXXIII].

234 [ eg. 46 [L,5], 156-158 [111,34], Zor. Plat. 262, of to maumav ayévqrov, Or. mag 18.16 [ad XXXIII|, Ad Bess. 1
459.30.

235 [ eg. 24 [L,1], 44 [L,5], 152 [I11,34], 182 [I11,34], Zor. Plat. 262, Or. mag. 18.14 [ad XXXIII], Decl. brev. 22.8, Contra
Schol. XII 404.1, XVII 414.3, XXX 486.25, ¢f 1 altol Jeotng T@v arrwv mavrwv éngnrat, Or mag, 18.17 [ad
XXXIII].

236 [ gg. 202 [111,35], 204 [111,35], 206 [111,35], 214 [I11,35], 218 [I11,35], 220 [I11,35].

237 1bid. 170 [111,34].

238 Contra Schol. X11 404.1, XVII 414.3.

239 [ eg. 132 [111,34], 182 [111,34], 200 [111,34].

240 1hid. 96 [111,15].

241 Pace Tambrun-Krasker (2002), pp. 7-9, 147-150, 314-317, (2003).

242 Or. mag. XXXIII 4.6-7, transl. Woodhouse (1986), p. 53.

243 1bid. 18.14-19 [ad XXXI11], ¢f Decl. brev. 22.8-9.

244 Or. mag. XXVIla-b 3.17-18, transl. Woodhouse (1986), p. 53, ¢ also the Oracle XXIV 3.11 and Plethon’s
commentary to it (15.9-12).
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vonTa), the images (ai eixoveg) of which have been sown in us by the creator and exist potentially
(Quvauer) in our soul.”™ He obviously means here acquiring the knowledge of the intelligible
Forms that, according to Platonists, are “outside” us, as the Oracle says, and may be known in the
recollection.

In the commentary to the following Oracle XXVIIIb Plethon then makes one step further
(or higher) and accounts for the cognition of the first principle: “The highest god, being
supremely one (8v axgws), cannot be known (voel) in the same manner as the other intelligible
things (vomra), but through the flower of intellect (@ To¥ voU avJer) or through the highest and
unitary [part] (T@ axgoTaT® xal éviaiw) of our intellection (vonaig).”*** The “flower of intellect”

is an influential metaphorical image introduced by the original Chaldaean Oracles

and
commented and philosophically systematized by the later Neoplatonists, especially Proclus.
According to them, the flower of intellect is the principle of our unification with the higher
realities, sometimes even, identified with “the one in us (1o &v év muiv)”, the principle of the
unification with the One itself, the utmost principle of everything.** The very same idea seems to
be present also in Plethon’s commentary to the Oracle XXVIIIb. Similarly to the differentiation of
the basic levels of reality in the philosophia perennis, also here he distinguishes the supremely united
One from the intelligible Forms, constituted already as a kind of finite plurality. Whereas the
intelligible can be known through the intellect, this is not possible in the case of the One that is
even above the limited plurality of the realm of the intelligible Forms. It can be only approached
“through the flower of intellect”, that is, “through the highest and unitary [part] of our
intellection (vomaig)”. According to this statement, the flower of intellect seems to be for Plethon
the most perfect, that means, the most united cognitive act. Similarly to the One, we and our
intellect are also in a certain sense united one, the one composition of many parts, and for this
reason we may also presuppose the existence of “the one in us” corresponding to the One, the
first principle of all. Despite the absolute transcendence of the One claimed in the Oracle XXXIII,
the analogy that exists between it and “the one in us” thus enables us to know in a very specific
sense also the One. Such knowledge has to obviously overcome the profound difference between
the supreme One and the plurality of its creation, because it must go even beyond the plurality of
the intelligible world, to which we have an access through our intellect. It must therefore be a
kind of supra-intellective, mystical union with the first principle.””” For this reason Plethon may
also claim in the Oracle XXXIV that the “image .... of the god (@yaAua ... 700 Se00)” cannot be

seen through eyes (oUx o@pSaiuwols opatov) and what appeats to those who atre being initiated (ta

24 Ihid. 16.10-14 |ad XXVIlIa].

246 Ihid. 16.15-17.2 [ad XXVIIIb].

247 Or. Chald. 1.1, IL.2, ¢f the commentary ad 1.1 in: Majercik (1989), p. 138.

248 Cf. Majercik (1989), pp. 30-45, Rist (1964), C. Guérard (1987), Beierwaltes (1979), pp. 367-382.
249 Pace Tambrun-Krasker’ commentaty ad /loc., p. 134.
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0 Tehouuevois patvoueva), whether it is “thunderbolt, fire or something else”, are only symbols
(auPBoAa) and “not some nature of the god (00 Seol Tis @UaIg)”. >’

Thanks to “the flower of intellect” we can thus know the main features of the first
principle. — As an aggm in the twofold sense this notion was understood in ancient Greek
philosophy, it creates and subsequently directs everything. This first aspect of Zeus fits well with
his description as “the creator (dnutougyds)” and “the Father (maT1g)” mentioned above.”' Being
absolutely one, he is compared to a father that gives birth to the other gods (that means, the
Forms) without any mother (aunTwess) because there is nothing that might join him in the
creation as a by-cause (guvaiTiov) of the female kind (v SmAeos Aoyw). The “female” is here — as
Plethon explains — the principle that supplies matter (UAm) to things, and for this reason this
principle is completely absent when Zeus creates the Forms.”” Furthermore, because of his
supreme simplicity (f @xga amAotng) and because he has the potentiality to realize whatever he
wills (BovAeoSar te ama xai dvvagdar), there is no difference between creating (Omutovgyeiv)
through the intellective act (g0v Te vomaer), and generating (yevvay) through nature (ovv Te ad
1§ mepuxévar) within him.*® Zeus is therefore similarly called also “the Father himself

9254

(adTomaTwe)””* or “before Father (mgomatwg)”.” As the creator of everything he is also

“supremely good (Gxews ayadev)”>>* “the good itself (alToayadsg)”,”” and “the exceeding
good (ayaSot vmegBoAn)”.” The Magian Oracle V thus may assert: “For nothing imperfect
(@teAés i) rolls from the principle of the Father (matone) doxn)”,”” whereas in the Oracle
XXXIV Plethon further claims, that the Father, just because being himself supremely good
(axgws alTog ayados @v), is not the cause of the evil for anybody (000 av xaxol aiTios ein
oUdevi), but, in cotrast, being the cause of the goods for all, he is loved by everybody (ayan@To
imo mavTwy).””

The other aspect of Zeus acting as an agym is exptressed by the aforementioned epithet
“king (Bagihes)” who — as we will see — directs everything in such a way that he may be also
called “the highest and most powerful necessity of all (0 weyiory macdv avayxn xal

xpamiaTy)”. Whereas everything else is determined (ogilopevoy), Zeus is not, because although

everything else is determined by its higher cause, this cannot be true about him — there is no

20 Or. mag. 15.10-12 [ad XXIV].

251 ¢f. turther Or: mag. XXIX 3.19 with Plethon’s commentary (17.3-4).

252 ] eg. 92 [IIL15].

253 Ibid. 100 [11L,15].

254 Ibid. 46 [L,5], 152 [111,34], 158 [111,34], 170 [I11,34], 200 [I11,34], 204 [I11,35].

255 Ibid. 204 |111,35].

256 Jbid. 66 [IL,6], 144 [111,34], 154 [111,34], 170 [111,34], 172 [111,34], 180 [111,34]|, 242 [111,43: Epinomis|, Or. mag. 19.3
[ad XXXIV].

257 Leg. 132 [111,34], 150 [111,34], 168 [111,34].

258 1bid. 242 [111,43: Epinonris].

259 Or. mag. V 1.10, transl. Woodhouse (19806), p. 51 (altered), ¢ also Plethon’s commentary 7bid. 6.11-14.
200 Tbid. 19.2-4 |ad XXXIV].
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further cause of his existence and he himself is the first principle. To conceive Zeus as an all-
determining necessity, which is by itself and not by anything other, is, as Plethon adds,
appropriate to the first principle because what is necessary is “better” than what is not.*'

From this account it is furthermore obvious why Plethon must be inevitably critical
towards Aristotle’s conception of the first principle acting as “the first unmoved mover”. Indeed,
the Differences begins with the denial that Aristotle would have ever espoused the conception of
God as a productive cause of the world, which is the first and most important argument against
his philosophy, being compared here to that of Plato. (“First, then, Plato’s view is that God, the
supreme king (BagiAels), is the creator (nuiovgyog) of every kind of intelligible and separate
essence (1 vomTn Te xal xweioTy ovgia), and hence of our entire universe. Aristotle, on the
other hand, never calls God the creator of anything whatever, but only the motive force (70 ...

nivqmixoy) of all this heaven.”*”)

In Plethon’s eyes Aristotle’s philosophy is thus fallacious in two
respects. — First, it does not presuppose the existence of the creator god as an eternally operating
productive cause of the world, but conceives him only as the final cause. It thus means that the
wortld, which, according to Aristotle, is eternal, has no cause of its existence. Second, Aristotle’s
philosophical astronomy, by postulating a series of planetary spheres and their corresponding
intellects that act as their movers, clearly implies that the god as the first mover is on the same
ontological level as the rest of the moving intellects, and for this reason it lacks the transcendence

that, as we have seen, is one of the most important features claimed for the first principle by

Plethon.”®

5. Supracelestial Gods, the Forms

After the first principle of all, Plethon, following Plato, postulates the world of the intelligible
Forms that is the model of our sensible world. The One is thus not an immediate creator of the

cosmos, this is the ideal model, in which plurality already exists.”*

As Plethon says, “the
proponents of the Forms do not suppose that the god which is supremely good (0 axews
ayadog Jeog) is the immediate creator (Onuioveyos meoaexms) of this universe (00z 0 ovgavog) but
rather of another prior nature (pvotg) and essence (ovaia), more akin to himself, eternal (aiwvia)

. . b \ \ \ \ \ b \ ¢ ’ b4
and being always in the same state (ael Te xal xaTa Ta avTa WOAUTWS exovoa), and that he

261 L eg. 66 [IL,6].

262 De djff. 1 321.23-27, transl. Woodhouse (19806), p. 192 (altered).

263 1bid. 1 322.4-323.4, of. Contra Schol. VII-1X 384.14-392.9, X-XX 392.18-419.19.
204 De diff: X 336.20-26.
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created the universe not by himself (alTos &’ alTol) but through that essence (olaia)”.** The
reason for postulating it might be our experience of plurality inside the world of the Forms in
intellection, in which our different intellective acts correspond to different Forms with
distinguished essences and attributes, in contrast to the first principle that is absolutely one and
simple. However, Plato’s works and the Magian Oracles, discerning between the first, higher god
and creator and the second, lower one,”* must have had also an important influence on Plethon
in this point. In the Oracles the Forms are called “charms (ivyyes)”, the name taken from the
original Chaldaean Oracles”” They are characterised as “inflexible intellective upholders (voegol
avoyels axaumeis)” because they sustain in being the incorruptible part of the sensible world.””
According to Plethon, the name “charms” indicates that “the things here attach to them because
of the desire for them (T4 ZowTixds eis éavta Ta THde avagrav)”.”” They are therefore both
the generative source of our world as well as the goal to which the things, created and sustained
by them, revert.

In a similar way as when he discusses the first principle, Plethon must defend his
conception against the criticism of Aristotle. For the purpose of this work we may skip the details
of Plethon’s refutation of Aristotle’s arguments against the Platonic Forms and to concentrate
just on the way this theory is presented and developed by him. In section III of the Differences
Plethon refuses the priotity of the particular to the universal (to amAds xaJolov ElatToly Tol
xaTa weos) or, more precisely, Aristotle’s distinction found in the Categories between the first and
the most principal essences of particulars (ogiat wev medTal xal xvgloTaTal al xad ExaoTa)
and the species and genera that are the essences of the second and lower kind only (ta 0’ eidn &
xal yévm adTdv dstTepar Té olaial xaxeivwy weiovs).”” For Plethon, this is clearly unacceptable
and he claims that there is no difference between “every man (0 mag avdewmog)” and “all men (ot
navtes avdgwmor)”. The latter are different from “all particular men (of xay’ ExaoToy mavTes
avgwmor)” only because in the first case humans are taken together (opol) and in the second
separately (xweis). From this perspective it thus makes no sense to consider the particular men
(01 xaY ExaoTov avdewmol) to be more principal than every man (0 mas avdgwnog) although
Aristotle may perhaps seem to prefer to argue for the priority of the particular.””" In contrast to
him, Plato claims that the god (0 z0¢) orders (QaT1deig) the particular men (of xad ExaoTov
avdewmol) for the sake of the whole human nature (T4js 0Ang avdowmeiag guaews gvexa) and the

latter, in turn, for the sake of the whole rational nature (t4js oAng Aoyixdjs vexa @uaews). In

265 Thid. X 336.20-23, transl. Woodhouse (1986), p. 207 (altered).

266 This distinction is apparent most patently from Or. zag. XXX 4.1-2.

267 Cf. Tambrun-Krasker’s commentary to Or. mag., p. 143.

268 Jbid. XXXII 4.5, transl. Woodhouse (19806), p. 53, ¢ 18.10-12 [ad XXXII], Decl. brev. 21.7-8.
269 [bid. 21.9-10.

210 De diff. 111 324.28-31, o Aristotle, Caz. V 2211-19.

211 De djff. 111 325.2-10.

53



general, according to Plethon, the part is made by the God for the sake of the whole (6Awg wégog
gvexa ohov ... amegyalomevoy), and not vice versa. Similarly “the knowledge of the universal (7 Tol
xaJolov émaTnum)” is superior to that of the particular (tol xata wégog), as Aristotle also
thinks, and “nor could it be superior unless its subject were superior because possessing a greater
degree of being (i w1 w@Arov T¢ 6vTog xai dia TotTo BeATiovog ) .*”

Plethon goes forth in his argumentation against Aristotle explaining that a species exists in
every respect “more” in the whole than in the parts (to 0 eldog mavTaxf év 7@ oAw waAlrov m
Tols wégeat) and the universal is more in actuality than the particular (évegyig 0 w@Adov To
xaJolov éoTiv 1 To xaTa wégog). The difference between the universal and the particular
consists in the fact that the universal is taken from all things universally (xaSohov én’ avT@y T@vY
moayuaTwy AapBavopevov) and hence, it is itself in actuality as well as it comprehends actually all
the particulars (aUTo Te évegyig 0Tl xal Ta xaTa Wegos amavTa éveeylq megiexel). The
particular, in contrast, is itself also in actuality (o 0z xaTa wégog avTo wey évegyig éoTi), but has
not in itself the universal universally (To 0¢ xaJoAov év cauTd oU xadohou Exyer), “but only so
much [of the universal] as properly belongs to it (@AA” 6aov wovey xdxeivou meoanxer)”.”” To
sum up, the universal is something accomplished, the patticular unaccomplished (téAetoy wév T

T0 xadolov, aTelés 0¢ TO xaTa u,égog).274

Thus in his refutation of Aristotle that has just been
presented here, Plethon simultaneously explains his own perspective, which stands at the
background of his version of the theory of Forms. — The universal is not just an “emptier”
abstraction from particulars and their complex sensible existence. On the contrary, for Plethon,

the universal is a sum of all the particulars subsumed under it and has therefore more being than

they do.

The main passage where Plethon deals with the Forms is, nevertheless, the closing and by far the
largest section X of the Differences, in which he argues against Aristotle’s criticism of Plato’s theory
of Forms contained in chapter 9 of book I of the Metaphysics.”” At the beginning of Plethon’s
argument the main views about the Forms held by the Platonists are first explained. The relation
of the intelligible model to particulars created by it is that of a specific kind of homonymy, not
synonymy, as Aristotle would claim.”® In his Casegories the latter distinguishes between the things

that are homonymous because they have only a name in common, and those that are

272 Ihid. 111 325.11-20, transl. Woodhouse (1986), p. 196 (altered).

273 Transl. Woodhouse (1986), p. 197.

274 Ibid. 111 325.26-34.

25 Cf 0. 799.

276 Ibid. X 334.33-335.15, apart from this passage, Plethon devotes to the criticism of Aristotle’s conception of
homonymy also the whole section 11 (323.5-324.27) of the Djfferences. For the problem of homonymy in Plethon’s
philosophy ¢ Tavardon (1977).
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synonymous sharing furthermore the same definition.””” Plethon does not accept this distinction.
As he says in yet another passage of the Differences, Aristotle says that if particulars share their
Forms, there must be another different Form for both because otherwise there would be no
community between them and they would be just homonymous.”® Plethon argues against this
objection claiming that the mutual relation between the Forms and particulars still need not be
synonymous in the way that would enable Aristotle to refuse the theory of separated Forms and
to identify them with particulars. Some things that are homonymous have indeed nothing in
common, other have. There is absolutely no reason to suppose that there is no similarity among
them, for instance, such as between Lysander or Herakles and their statues. At the same time, it is
evident that the model and the image are something radically different and cannot be therefore
considered as synonymous.””

In his letters to Bessarion Plethon describes the relation of the separated Forms to sensible
things as “the participation according to the cause only (uetoxm 1 xata wovyy TNy aitiav)” so
that the producer transmits something of its characteristic to the product (to magayov ... T@v
alTol TIVoS TG Tagayowevw weTadtdoy) even if it remains separated itself by itself (xai av yweig
alTo xaY alTo wéver).”™ In his main argument against Aristotle’s conception of homonymy in
section II of the Differences he furthermore claims that “if all things proceed from one, and the
supremely one, numerous and innumerable though they be (sf yag a@’ évos anavra mgoeiot, xal
axgws €vog, xav moAAa Te 7 xal mapumAndT), it is still impossible that they all have not
something one mutually in common (aunxavoy owws w1 oU xal v T EXEIV Xal X01V0Y ATAVTA
arnlog)”. This, however, can only be being (to 0v) and if it were homonymous in the sense
required by Aristotle, it would not be any longer one.” Unlike in the latter’s philosophy in which
there is no ultimate creator, everything is thus subsumed here under the one common genus (vt

. xo® megihapBavery yéver) according to the principle, taken from Aristotle’s philosophy,
namely, “one is a cause of one (v wev évog aiTiov)”, but in this case the “indivisible one (v
apeés)” or, alternatively, “one without parts” is not a cause of anything that is similarly
indivisible, but of the one which is divisible (uegioTov), that means, the one which has parts.*”
This, however, does not mean that there is no hierarchy among the things created by the first
principle. Each genus is indeed by definition (Aoyw) participated by its species in the same
manner (¢miong Umo TV eld@Y weTeéxeTal T@Y eauvtol). In reality (¢ meaywaTi), however, the

rational animal ({@ov To Aoyixov) is “more (waAlov)” because the rational life is more than the

277 Aristotle, Cat. 1 1a1-12.

278 Cf. idem, Met. 1 991a2-8.

279 De diff. X 335.12-18, 339.16-28.

280 A4 Bess. 1 460.9-11.14, 11 465.27-466.2.

281 De diff. 11 324.19-23, transl. Woodhouse (1986), p. 195 (largely altered), ¢ Contra Schol. XXI11 432.14-21, Ad Bess. 1
460.31-461.5.

282 Contra Schol. XXIII 432.1-9.
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irrational one (@Aoyog), the latter being an imitation (wiwnua) of the former. Similarly immortal
essence (1 adavaTos oloia) is more than the mortal one (SvmT), which imitates it in the
perpetual succession of the mortal creatures that are always different (tals ael étégwy dadoyals
wiweital), and an essence (oUaia) is more than its attribute (to mgogov), the common genus of
both being the being (to 0v). In general, each genus is thus always divided into some more
perfect and less perfect species (0Awg Te amay yevos és TehewTeoy TE TI el xal aTEAETTEQOV
eldog diatgovpevoy), and, in reality — not by definition — is participated more by the more petfect
ones.””

According to the second Plethon’s point in section X of the Differences, the Platonists
postulate an independent and separate world of the Forms in order to solve the problem of
cognition of the rational structures (Aoyor) in sensible things. The soul comprehends them in
itself in more precise and perfect way than they exist in the sensible objects. Plethon seems to
mean here that in a cognitive act we conceive some general, and hence also eternal and invariable
Form. This must be, however, squared with the fact tat the process of cognition begins from a
particular that is prone to changes and variations, being just one of many instances of the general
principle and less perfect compared to it. According to Plethon, it is thus impossible that the soul
derives this perfected universal directly from a particular, which is an imperfect instance of it.
Nor is it possible that it makes it up itself — the soul cannot conceive something that does not
exist in reality and the false beliefs emerge just from a wrong combination of the existing things.
The only possibility, which remains, is that such cognition comes from outside the soul, from
some higher and more perfect nature (¢uais), in other words, from the realm of separated and
intelligible Forms.*

Finally, according to the proponents of the Forms, if many things (moAAa) have “something
one and identical (8v 71 xal TavTov)” in common, this cannot happen just spontaneously (amo
ToU altopaTov), simply because the things cannot be ordered (tetagdai) spontaneously. If
therefore the things have “something one and identical” in common, “by itself (xad” avT0)” and
not as an accident (00 xata guwBeBnxog), there must “stand over them some transcendent one

285 :
An accident, or a

(v 11 ESaigeTov épeatavar)” that bestows the identity on the many (moAAa).
coincidental event (cuuBeBnxog) in fact appears as a result not of one cause, but of a meeting of
several ones (mAslovwy altiov guwodw), “each of which can be referred to the other world”, and
thus they can be also rationally known thanks to the formal causes that are interconnected in it.”*

For this reason there are necessarily not only the Forms of substances, but also accidents can be

283 Jbid. XXI11 432.27-434.14, ¢f. Ad Bess. 1 461.5-14.

284 De diff. X 335.25-30.

285 Ihid. X 336.3-9.

286 Thid. X 336.40-337.3, 338.10-14, transl. Woodhouse (1986), pp. 207, 209.
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deduced from the intelligible model as a composition of several causes.”’ Similarly, the things,
such as numbers or magnitudes, (potentially) infinite in our world, have only one Form as their
intelligible model because, as we already know, the Forms are not in any way infinite, but
limitedly and finitely plural.”®

Analogically, what a Form is the representation and cause of, is not a part of its nature.
Hence, the Form of the irrational is not itself irrational and the Form of moving things does not
itself move. According to the explanation proposed above, the nature or essence of the Forms
seems to be just their being Forms, and not their attribute, that is, the specific action by which
they “form” the sensible world. Plethon further claims that, apart from the Forms of essences
(ovaiat) and attributes (mgogovTa), there are also the Forms of relations (ayéaeig) because “even
in the other world things must be related to each other, so that relations in this world must be

% Due to the

images of relations in the other”. Similarly, the Forms must have attributes.
distinction between their essence and attributes, the Forms serving as the intelligible model of
our world thus seem to be not only diverse and plural, but they are also mutually interconnected.
The vexed question whether the human artefacts (ta vn’ avdpwnwy oxsvaota) have their
corresponding ideal Forms, or not, is solved by Plethon by the localisation of artefacts into the
Form of man (¢v 7@ éxel ... avdgwmou elder) where they are “comprehended in one (xad &v
megréygeodat)” and wherefrom they are received by the thought (17 diaveig) of individual
craftsmen (Onuiovgyor).””

The already mentioned example of statues of Lysander and Herakles helps us to understand
the nature of the Forms and their relation to particulars. According to Plethon, Plato postulates
an analogy (avahtoyov ... T13eig) between the intelligible model and its particular realisations,
which is similar to the relation of images in the water and shadows of sensible things to the
sensible things themselves.”” A spatial object can naturally produce several plane reflections
(eidwAa) on the water or several shadows at the same time that reflect partially its original
complexity. In the similar way, the Forms are more general, and therefore ontologically more

complex or higher entities than the things which they are the models of and which are thus

somehow “comprehended” in the Forms. Aristotle must be wrong if, in his polemic against

287 Thid. X 338.31-339.16.

288 Thid. X 337.3-7, ¢f 337.34-338.1, 338.27-30, ¢. the parallel in the Laws where the mathematical objects subsist “in a
kind of one (xa3" &v T1)” in Hera, Leg 114 [1IL15].

289 De diff. X 337.14-19, translation Woodhouse (1986), p. 208.

290 Jhid. X 338.6-10, ¢f. 340.38-341.11. An interesting parallel may be found in the Laws (114 [I11,15]) where artefacts
are said to be present in Pluton, o, in other words, in the Form of the human soul, ¢ also infra. In section VII of the
Differences (332.19-22) Plethon distinguishes two kinds of art (téxv), the divine and the human one, which “both use
the intellect (V@ appw xowwévw)”. The human produces attefacts (To oxevacTov mav), the divine the things
originated by natute (& @Uoe1 mavTa yryvopeva).

1 De diff. X 338.3-0.
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Plato, he infers from the theory of Forms that there must be as many intelligible models as there
are the sensible things we have the knowledge of.*”

As we have already seen, there are not only the Forms of species (¢19m), but also the Forms
of infinite things, such as numbers or magnitudes, artefacts and accidents.”” Similarly, even if we
are able to think of something that has ceased to exist, this does not mean that there are the
Forms of the perished things.”” For the Platonists, particulars, either already perished, or yet
non-existent correspond always just to one Form, from which the soul can derive its knowledge
even about the thing that is not existing any more.”” In other words, nothing prevents us to
accept that there are several particular sensible realisations of one general intelligible model. The
analogical relation must be, however, applied also to the ideal world. Plethon touches briefly
upon the problem when answering Aristotle’s arguments, according to which the Forms are both
models and images as it is apparent in the case of genus and species. For Plethon, the solution is,
however, again simple — nothing prevents a species to be an image of a genus and at the same
time a model for sensible things, “just as a painter might paint an image of a statue which is itself
an image, and a reflection (¢idwAov) of it again might be reflected on water.”*” The more specific
Forms — species — therefore seem to be comprehended in the more general and complex Forms
— genera.

Plethon further replies to Aristotle’s argument positing “one over many” which implies that
if everything has its ideal model, then we have to postulate also the Forms of negations
(amogaaeig),””’ by claiming that there are no Forms of such things. “The privations (sregnoezis)
and failures (amotevyuata) and whatever falls away into non-being (to w#m 0v)” cannot be,
strictly speaking, caused by the intelligible Forms, being rather produced by the absence
(amoheifer) of the cause. The same must be inferred also about the negations produced by the
absence of the cause that is the foundation of the contrary affirmations (7@ yae ToU T@Y
AATAPATEWY TOV Ve QUTIXEWEYWY aiTiov xal TalTag amodeimeadal, amopaaels damoBaiver).”
Plethon similarly refuses Aristotle’s conception of formal cause inherent “in each sensible thing
(2v 1@V alodnTdv éxaoTe)” since this is not a cause (aiTiov) but a product (Egyov) and effect
(amoTtereaua) of some other cause, similatly as the matter in a singular thing is an offshoot

(amoxgipa) and effect (amoTédeoua) of the matter of the whole heaven ( Tol mavTos ovgavol

292 Jhid. X 335.37-39.

293 Jhid. X 337.29-338.15.

294 Ihid. X 335.39-336.1.

295 Jhid. X 338.20-24.

29 Jbid. X 340.28-37, transl. Woodhouse (1986), p. 211 (altered).

27 Ibid. X 335.21, 336.2-3, 9-16.

298 Jhid. X 336.35-40, transl. Woodhouse (19806), p. 207 (altered), ¢ X 338.15-20, Contra Schol. XXI11 434.18-21, Ad
Bess. 1. 461.14-15.
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UA1). The real formal causes are thus to be again placed into the separate intelligible Forms.””
The Forms therefore operate as the causes on which the general character or qualities of things
depend. This effect, however, may be only positive and as we have seen, the absence of the
formal causality is responsible for the existence of negative entities and imperfections present in
our world.

There is some further information about the Forms that may be supplemented on the basis
of section X of the Differences: “And they [the proponents of Forms| make an assemblage of all
these Forms of all kinds and their intellects (Ex mavTwy Te xal navroiwy elddy ovyTISEVTES VDY
Te T@Y aUT®Y), and place a single perfect intellect over the whole of the intelligible cosmos
(xoopos vomTog), assigning to it the second place in the sovereignty of the universe after the God
that is supremely good (Gxews ayadss).””” Furthermore, as regards the question of the presence
of the Forms in the intellect of the Sun, that is assumed by Aristotle, but denied by Plethon,
according to the latter, the proponents of the Forms would argue in the following way:""' “And
we divide the totality of the separated Forms (xwetoTa 1dm) into those which are by themselves
(ixava alta O auT@v) capable of achieving their results (ta ggya £6zoyaleadar) and those
which are not so capable, assigning the former as examples and causes to eternal things here (toig
Ti0e aidiolg magadsiyuata Te xal aiTia) and the latter to perishable things here (Tois T#de
@JagTois), since the latter need the co-operation of the Sun to prepare material for them, but
when they have taken hold of their material they are able to operate on it by themselves (atta o/’
alT@v).””” These passages cannot be apparently understood from the text of the Differences only
and we therefore must turn to another Plethon’s work that offers different perspective on the

problem of the Forms, namely the Laws.

As we already know, in this Plethon’s most important treatise the world of the Forms is
described with a help of a peculiar pagan theology. It is also here where Zeus appears as the
highest god and, accordingly, the highest principle. We have seen that, in contrast to his absolute
unity, the Forms, or the gods of the second order, represent the multiplicity that is nevertheless
finite and well delimited. Also, whereas Zeus, being their immediate cause, is pre-eternal
(meoaiwviog),”” the lower level of intelligible reality, which exists continuously, is eternal (alwvior)
and the distinction between the past (oixowevoy) and the future (wéAdov), or the state that is
before (mpoTegov) and after (UoTegov) does not apply to it. To be eternal, that is, to exist as a

\ e’ U \ b I . . .
whole at once and always (T0 oAov aua Te xal aei) is thus the same as remaining forever

29 De diff. X 342.10-17.20-21.22-23.

300 Jhid. X 336.27-30, transl. Woodhouse (1986), p. 207 (altered).
301 Thid. X 341.11-342.1.

392 Jbid. X 342.1-7, transl. Woodhouse (1986), pp. 212-213.

303 T eg. 96 [1IL,15].
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(wévovtes Te del) and being immovable (axivyror).”” Furthermore, the eternal Forms cannot be
determined by a place or a position in space (oUT’ av Tom@ Stoty Exovti me@IAmTTOUS elvad).
According to Plethon, the things determined by a position in space are connected with bodies,
whereas the Forms “have the essence without bodies”. Their proper position is determined by
the order (tadig) of intelligible reality where “ecach has obtained the middle place between the
higher and lower ones”.”” As we already know, this is because they have been created by Zeus
without any use of the female principle, and for this reason they are completely devoid of
matter.””® Through “the ordering of Zeus (1@ Bagirel Aii’ xateaxevaaSar)”, the hierarchy of the
Forms-gods is produced, together forming “a kind of one big and saint (Ev 1 wéya xal ayiov),
intelligible, complete (0 vomtos Te ouwmag), and supracelestial .. order (Umsgovgaviog
diaxoauos), that is always (aet) and that is full of all goods™. In it the second gods constitute a
self-sufficient number (¢5 aeidwoy Tiva altagxm guverT®dTey), into which nothing needs to be
added (éyyevéadar).””

To explain the nature of this intelligible order Plethon uses a comparison with number. A
certain number of the Forms (evidently larger than one) is a finite plurality and at the same time a
united sum. Plethon develops this paradoxical character of the world of the Forms further. — The
intelligible order is “divided according to each of them in the best way by the most precise
division (Qlaxexgiuévos wev xad exaoTtovs alTdY ws xaAhaTa axgiPeataty daxgiger) so that
each of them is, as much as it is possible, perfect and self-sufficient (wg TeAewTaTos ... xal
atTagrms xata dvvauy)’.” Thus not only the world of the Forms is self-sufficient in the sense
that it is closed and so perfect that nothing else from outside may or should be added to it, but
each of its components, too, existing in its specific conditions (xata dvvauw), is a perfect entity.
However, although the Forms are self-sufficient, they are not absolutely separated one from
another, but they together form a complex whole. The intelligible order is thus “at the same time
united by the mutual communion of goods (vwuéves & awa T7 aAAAwy xowwvig TV
ayad@y) and most friendly towards itself (gidTaTog aitos aliT®)’.” The “goods” come
naturally from Zeus, the highest god, which is the principle and creator of the Forms or the
second gods. Plethon explains that they are “a kind of one from all [of them] (1o &£ amavrwy &v
71)” because they proceed from one principle (€x Te widg meoiovtes agxds) and they revert to the
same end (é¢ TaUTov al Téhog). This is the first principle or Zeus, the Father and creator of

everything, who is, as we know, himself “supremely one (axgws i5)”. There thus seems to be a

304 Tbid, 48 [1,5], of. 54 [L5).

305 [hid, 48 [L,5).

306 Cf. ibid. 92 [I11,15].

307 Tbid, 50 [1,5].

308 Thid,

309 Thid., of 46-48 [1,5], 98 [IT1,15], 172 [I11,34].
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certain sort of similarity between the perfect unity of the first principle and the overall unity of
the intelligible order established across the plurality of the individual Forms. Because Zeus is
their principle and goal, all the second gods are subordinated to him willingly (gUv etvoig), they
have customary and friendly relations among themselves (aAAnAois guvmders Te elvar xal
@iAovg) and they think the same (taUToy @govoivTes). Thus some gods, according to their rank (4

<

abia), lead (nyoluevor) the “younger (vewtegor)” or lower gods and, in turn, they themselves
follow the “elder (mgeaBuTegor)” or higher gods, so that, as Plethon concludes, everything in the
wortld of the Forms is in the state of petrfect order and arrangement (etvopiag Te axpas xal
elnoowiag weota)."”

To sum up, according to Plethon, the world of the Forms or the second gods is perfect in
several ways. — The Forms do not change or develop in time because they are eternal and
detached from matter, which is, as we know, the source of infinity, change, or even the potential
dissolution of things. Furthermore, each of the Forms has its proper place in the hierarchical
arrangement of the intelligible order that is itself perfect, a “self-sufficient” whole, to which
nothing needs to be further added. Due to this unity within the plurality of the individual Forms
the intelligible order is akin to the perfect unity of the first principle. The Forms are “self-
sufficient” not only because they together form the whole of the intelligible order, but also each
of them, possesses, “as much as it is possible”, its own perfect degree of “self-sufficiency”,
having its proper place determined by the hierarchy of the Forms and their mutual relations and

dependency. The intelligible order, composed of a finite plurality of the Forms into a perfect

united whole, thus represents the fullness of being on its own level of reality.

Plethon expounds this conception of the intelligible order in chapter 5 of book I of the Laws. In
chapter 15 of book III he explains in more detail how the Forms are created by the First
principle and the character of their mutual relations. As it has been mentioned above, Zeus
produces them without contribution of the female principle, which means that the Forms, too,
are not connected with matter. He subsequently makes use of the gods previously originated
from him for the creation of the others, one of another (tols ¢§ cauTol Zevs arw é5 aAlov
véveay guyxedTo av), during which they serve as an example (ragadsiyua), not as the female
principle. Zeus has thus generated Poseidon, who is the highest of the gods of the intelligible
order, using himself as an immediate example (cavT® auéow magadsiyuatt Kowuwevos), and the
rest of the second gods as an image, one god of another, of those previously generated from him
(tovg 0 arhovg mavTtag ardov ardou Jeol T@y €6 cautol yevv® av eix®). This creation is

compared by Plethon, inaccurately, as he himself emphasizes, to the creating of images through

310 Tbid, 50 [1,5].
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several mirrors (T d1a mAeiovwy évomTewy eldwAomoiig). If a body, which in this comparison
represents the first principle, is seen in this manner, it produces one immediate reflection of itself,
but other reflections are produced already one from another (.. xavraida 1o odua To
0QWUEVOY, EV TI QUETOY EAUTOU el0wAoY TUTTRHTAY TWS, Ta aAla 70n TavTa aro am’ arlou

owigTnaw  eidwlov).”!!

Plethon, however, claims that the comparison with the mirror is
inaccurate, because we need several mirrors to produce the images, and so he uses once more a
comparison with number. If we think of a unit (v povada évvoduev), representing the first
principle that is supremely one, it will successively generate every other number by adding the
previous ones into the composition of the number that is being created (wg Tov agduov
ocuumavta altn alov é¢ arou aloTacty mgogAauPavovca yevvg) and thus other by-cause
(guvaiTiov ETegov) is not needed. However, this comparison is also inaccurate and does not
describe satisfactorily all the aspects of the process of the creation of the Forms because the
addition of numbers may potentially proceed to infinity (ég ameigov attn [ yéveaig] mooeior T4
duvapet), whereas the intelligible order is both, actually and potentially, a limited multitude (xat
EoYw xal Ouvauel & wQITWEVOY TI megaivouga TANS05). “Zeus”, in fact, “does not add a
previously created Form (1o 1on yeyovos eidos ol meogAauBavwy), but he divides it (Diatgdv)
and unfolds what is inside it collectively and in one (ta. alT® cuAA BONY Te xai xad v évovrta
avamTuaoovTa), taking one thing off, leaving another (1o wév agalgdv, To 0t Asimwy)”. Plethon
further explains that Zeus makes this division according to the contradictions (xata avrieaceis
da1g@v), which means, first, that he leaves no middle between the patts originated through the
division (oUte wégov av Asimovta oldévwy ouvdev) and, second, that these divisions cannot
proceed to infinity and must stop at some point (oUT’ ém amelgoy av Evov Tag TOIAUTAS
oy weely dlaigéaels, maveadal mote dlaigéaews Ths Totautng). Thus “the limited multitude of
the Forms is generated (wgiowévoy Té T1 yeyevymxos eid®y)”, and they together constitute one
system composed of all and diverse Forms (xai & &v TI aUTo gUTTNUA TAYTWY Té Xl TAVTOIWY
eld@Y TATges ouTTNTAMEVOY).

The passage we have just gone through is apparently very important for the understanding
of Plethon’s conception of the intelligible order. As we know, the more abstract Forms are not
“emptier” than the less abstract ones, but, on the contrary, the higher or more general a Form is,
the more being it has. For Plethon, the lower and less general Forms are comprehended, united,
or implicated in the higher ones and they must be “unfolded” by the division into more specific
ideal entities. Plethon’s theory of Forms also presupposes that the higher Forms contain in

themselves simultaneously otherwise mutually excluded contradictions, differentiated only in

311 Thid, 92-94 [I11,15).
312 Thid, 94 [111,15].
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their “division” into the more specific ones. Also the first principle must implicitly contain in its
supreme oneness everything that is produced in the creation of both the Forms of the intelligible
order and the things within the sensible world. As for the Forms, if they are not just abstractions
from sensible particulars, somehow devoid of the complexity of sensible things, they must
comprehend simultaneously in their immovable eternity everything that originates in the sensible
world and gradually evolves in time. Thus the richness of various features, appearing across the
changes of the sensible world that might be even sometimes mutually exclusive, is simultaneously
present in the corresponding Form in the similar way as the mutual contradictions among some

Forms are co-present in the higher ones.

As we have seen above, Plethon continues in this passage of the Laws (II1,15) by arguing that
each level of reality, distinguished by its specific ontological character (unmoved eternal, moving
everlasting and temporal mortal essence), must have its corresponding superior cause.”” If all the
Forms had exactly the same essence (@mavta Ta xaTa TaUTHy TNV ovgiay &lon), were mutually
equal (@AAnAoig Toa), and none of them supetrior (mgoligov) or infetior (Aetmouevov) to the rest, it
would mean that it is exclusively Zeus who produces the whole intelligible order (éx Atog povws).
But, as Plethon claims, “first, because of the perfection of all parts, it was necessary that this
essence was generated as full of all and diverse Forms (021 0 modTov wev mavtwv Te xal
TavTolwy 0@V TAUTNY Yevéadal TMY olgiav TANGY, ThS Tauwegols evexa TeleloTnTos)”.
Second, each Form is “one and only-begotten (8v Te xai wovoysvés)”, the composition of the
Forms (ovotyua) being “a kind of whole made up of all Forms and one through their
communion (1o £§ amavtwy ohoy Té TI xal &v T xowwyig)”, so that it is, both in its parts and
in whole, as similar as possible to its generator (iva 0n xata Te wégm xal olov apa ... T®
Yew@vT @ oixeiotata altny 7 olaia Zyor).”" In order to be as similar as possible to the first
principle, the intelligible order thus must not be homogenous, but paradoxically diverse in order
to express the richness of the perfection of its supremely united creator on its lower ontological
level by the plurality of diverse Forms. Each of them is “only-begotten”, that is, unique since, as
it is said elsewhere, the first principle does not create anything “superfluous (megicgyov)”.’”
Because the Forms must be distinguished among themselves, this means that there must exist
also a difference depending on the ontological perfection of the Forms, which is in fact
determined by the place of a Form in the intelligible order and by its distance from the first

principle. There cannot be two Forms that possess the same perfection because in the relations

313 Thid, 94-96 [I11,15].
314 Tbid, 96-98 [I11,15].
315 Tbid, 100 [I11,15].
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within the intelligible order it would mean that they are in the same place and in the same
position within it, which is for Plethon obviously impossible.

He thus explains that, as we have already seen, Zeus first generates one entity that is made
as an image of himself only (me@Tov wev &v v T éauTol wovws eix® memoimuévos yevva) and
that is also the highest (xgaTioTov) Form of the intelligible order. The next Form is made again as
an image of the first one (ETegoy TouTou al eix®) and subsequently all the Forms are made as an
image one of another (téAda 1N arro ardou eix@). Among the Forms, created in this way,
each is then necessarily gradually less perfect than the previous one (Aeimopeva 0 Exaota
exagTwy) in the very same way as in the case of images (Womeg xal elxoves sigiv) where a copy is

deficient in comparison with its original.”"®

All Forms together constitute a whole united as much
as possible (to é§ amavtwy al olov Té T1 xal gv, ) évexweer). However, among the plurality of
individual Forms there cannot be other unity than that of a communion (4] xovwvig). As we
know, the Forms are thus mutually different (ETegov exaoTov yiyvorto eidog), but at the same
time connected together through a communion based on the relation between model and the
image (xowwvia Tig elm elxovt Te xal magadelyuatt). Furthermore, species are not only the
images of genera (00 wovoy T@V yev@y Ta, £10m elxoves eley av), but also of those (higher) species
that have originated by mutual division out of this genus (@AAa xav alT@v T@v ye amo TavTol
TIVOG YEVous avTIdialgovpwévwy arAnlols eid@v). Because they are always divided into those that
are more and those that are less perfect (5 TedewTega Te atTa a&l xal aTeAéoTega
diatgoupevamy), the less perfect are images of the more perfect ones (YaTega Ta aTeAéoTega T@V
TehewTéQwy elnoves elev). Hence, what exists in time (to Eyypovov) is an image of that what is
eternal (To aiwviov), the mortal (to JvmTov) of the immortal (to adavaTov), and the irrational (To
aAoyov) of the rational (Aoyixdv), and so forth.”"” In this communion (xervwvia) the lower
realities receive, as much as it is appropriate to them, their attributes (ta mgogovta) from the
higher ones so that they are lower, but not entirely different (Vmodeéotega Te ... xal aua ovx
aMotoia)."

Zeus as the first principle produces the essence of each eternal Form, nevertheless, due to

. . ~ b ’ b ~ ’ 44 .
their mutual communion (t4js Te aAAnAwy alT@v xowwvias évexa) he uses the previously

created Forms when producing the later ones as examples of them only (ragadeiyuaot wovov

316 Tbid. 98 [111,15], Plethon then continues by comparing the generation of the intelligible order by Zeus with the
human generation and the gradually increasing distance in the similarity among the children begotten by the father
(¢bid. 98-100 [I11,15]).

ST Cf. Contra Schol. 432.25-434.12.

318 Teg. 100-102 [IIL15]. This statement only seemingly contradicts another and quite solitary passage (ibid. 94
[IIL,15]), in which it is claimed that Zeus does not “use” any second god during the generation of the others (6 Zevg
To TGV Umegovgaviwy TouTwy Je@y mAGYos yewd, xal olte aMw [ég] Ty @Ahou yiveow auyxewwevos ..).
However, in the present passage Plethon in fact claims that it is Zeus himself too who is responsible for the creation
of the essence of each Form and he then uses the previously generated Forms as tools for the creation of the
subsequent ones.
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Tolg MOM ol Tgoyeyevmuevols atdois e arwy yéveow guyyxewuevos). The images are always
present in the examples and the examples in the images according to their similarity (xata TV
owototyTa). However, in the intelligible order the difference is also present (xai aua eTe0oTMS),
“because the different is always the cause of the different (t@ £Tegov éTégov aiel ... alTiov ...
yiyveadar)”. As we know, Zeus himself is thus the cause of one Form only (xa$" aitov pév
ToU0” évog 0m), and then, using it as an example, he creates a different one (ovv 0 TPJ= T®
magadslyuwaT Tégou al ToUde) and so forth “till the completion of all and whole system (ayo!
Tiis ToU mavTog Te xal olov gurTnuaTos TAngwaews)”. Zeus thus himself produces the essences
of all Forms (magaywv 0" oUtw alTos Tas oloiag éxaaTois aUT@v) because he only can create
the intelligible order of the Forms, “the highest realities that together form this whole eternal
essence (Ta, XQATITTA ..., ola On 7 alwvios aUtn ouumada ovaia éoi)”. The further ordering
(Emxooumaig) of attributes (Ta mgooovTa) is then entrusted to a different principle, that is, to the
Forms themselves, the higher ones ordering (xooumoovta) the lower ones. There is a limit
(mégag) in the communion of the second gods who “all together compose a kind of one system
and one order, the most beautiful possible” (és &v TI amavtes gUTTYUWE xal %0TWOY Eva, TOY
naAMaTov éx T@Y évovtwy auveataai).”

In a letter to Bessation Plethon further explains that each separated intellect (0 ywgiaTog
vols), that is, Form, which is already a kind of one that is plural (70m memAnSuvauevoy 1 v) was
produced by the first principle. Its highest part, however, immediately produces the rest of the
separated intellect (0 x@aTIgTOV EXAOTOU ... QUETWS TaAyoyTa To Aoimoy mayv), producing it
already through itself (0" aUtol 7om Tol xpatioTou avtol magayew). Thus each intellect is
produced by the first cause, but at the same time it is also “self-produced (avTomagaywyov)”,
producing by one its part the remaining one (uéget To Aoimov éauTol wégog magaywy).”
Although it is not entirely clear whether “the highest part” of each Form is one and by this it is
similar to its producer, it seems very probable. If it were so, the highest part would be thus
responsible for establishing the unity in the plurality which is already present in each intellect and
which consists in the distinction between essence and attribute or activity.

The passage from the Laws we have just gone through thus treats again the crucial problem
of the constitution of the (limited) plurality out of the absolute unity of the first principle. First,
Plethon’s statement, according to which “the different is always the cause of the different”,
implies, that everything what is caused by a superior principle must be different from it and so

more plural. Every product of a cause, which is therefore always necessarily inferior to it, thus, as

we move down in the hierarchy of the levels of reality, gradually decreases from the primary unity

319 Thid. 102 [111,15].
320 _Ad. Bess. 1. 459.13-19.
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into plurality. However, although the intelligible order is already plural by its very nature, its unity
is established by the fact that it proceeds from one source absolutely united within itself, the first
principle, whose image it is and whose nature it shares. The mutual unity of the Forms, which are
many, each of them being different from the rest and self-sufficient, is due to their communion
based on the manner in which they are created. While the essence of each Form or its “higher
part”, including the essence of the whole intelligible order, must be “produced” by the first
principle alone (because otherwise they would not be all eternal), their attributes are “ordered” by
Zeus who makes use of the higher or more general Forms as the models for the lower ones
which are images of them, related to their examples by mutual similarity. As we have seen, Zeus
thus generates Poseidon as the first and highest Form and then by using him as an example or,
from another point of view, by dividing him he produces the lower Forms. These are present in
Poseidon collectively but differentiated among themselves according to the mutual contradictions
contained implicitly already in the highest Form. This is most probably what Plethon means by
the ordering of attributes that is not due to Zeus but to the Forms themselves and their mutual
relations and hierarchical structure. However, Zeus is naturally involved in both these aspects of
the creation of the intelligible order, in the first one directly, in the second one indirectly and
through the mediation of the higher Forms. Elsewhere, as we have seen, Plethon claims that the
highest part of the Form, produced directly by Zeus, subsequently produces the rest of itself.
This supplement the conception presented in the Laws. — A Form is self-produced although,
from a different point of view, also determined by its relations to the other Forms and therefore

ordered within the overall structure of the intelligible order.

The unity of the eternal intelligible order is thus established by the mutual relations of similarity
as well as by their common source in the pre-eternal first principle. However, equally important is
also the mutual intellection of the Forms among themselves. The Forms are not only intelligible
examples (£idn) of sensible things, but they are themselves also the intellects (véeg).””" Similarly, in
the Magian Oracles immediately after the Father, who is the first principle here, “the second god”

32 or “the second intellect (deUTegog vois)”

is placed, called “the paternal intellect (maTgixog vots)
by the Oracles.”” This “second intellect” is apparently Poseidon, the highest Form of the Laws
created by Zeus as the first.”* It is obvious that the Forms cannot know the sensible world,

which they have no means to perceive, but, being intellects, their cognition must be necessarily

2L Cf De diff. IV 326.33, X 336.27-30, 337.21-22, Contra Schol. XXV 440.15, XXX 4806.14-16, Or. mag. 10.7-9 [ad
X1V], 17.15-18.3 [ad XXX1], Leg. 46 [L,5], 120 [IIL,31].

322 Or. mag. V1 1.11, ¢f also 7.2-3 |ad V1], and 9.12-14 [ad X11], 16.6 [ad XX V1], Decl. brev. 21.5-7.

323 Or. mag. XXX 4.1-2, ¢f also 17.6-8 [ad XXX, and Decl. brev. 21.5-7.

324 The designation “the second intellect” is to be, however, understood as the intellect that has been placed at the
second ontological level of reality, not as the second intellect with an implication that it follows after some first one —
as we know, the First principle is not an intellect in the same sense as the Forms are.
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directed towards the intelligible order, that is, the other Forms. Each Form thus contemplates the
others (and itself) thanks to its capacity of intellection through which the whole intelligible order
is in a certain sense present in it. Such interpretation is supported also by a statement from the
Laws, quoted already above, according to which the supracelestial gods are the Forms or “the
immovable intellects (voeg axivnTor)” that are “always and in every respect (megl mavTa) active by
one simultaneous intellective act in which they mutually conceive themselves (aua wi@ T4
EQUT@Y éxaaToug vorael évegyols)”.”” Such an intellective act, through which each Form knows
and in a certain way contains in itself the other ones, helps, once more, to establish the intelligible
order, in which the whole and each part of it is reflected in every other part. Its unity is thus, first,
due to the way it is created — by its generation from one principle, which creates it in such way
that the Forms are produced both directly from it as well as one from another while at the same
time sharing the similarity common to them all. Second, the unity of the intelligible Forms, which
are also the intellects, is established by their mutual cognition through the act of intellection.
Plethon therefore distinguishes two types of similarity. First, the one between the higher
and lower levels of reality, because the world generated in time is made in an image of the
intelligible order, which is again produced as an image of the first principle. Second, the relations
among the Forms are based also on the similarity between the model and image. As we have
learned above, Plethon thinks that the lower Forms are implicitly comprehended in the higher
ones and they are created by “the dividing” of genera into species. This is just a different
perspective on the mutual similarity among the hierarchically ordered Forms and their reciprocal
model-image relations. As we know, the limited plurality of the intelligible order is due to the
difference between the essence and the attribute (and the activity) of the Forms. The account of
their constitution seems to further support the earlier suggestion that by the essences of the
Forms created directly by Zeus Plethon means their common nature of eternal entities serving as
models for the world generated in time. Attributes thus represent the “specific nature” of the
Forms that makes it different from the rest of them, in other words, what is a certain Form
model or example of. All the attributes are thus implicitly present already in the first Form, but
unfolded only in the lower ones by Zeus who uses the first Form as an example when creating
the others. The main goal of the producing and ordering of the intelligible model, which is
necessarily many, is, however, to create a plurality that is the most perfect and united possible.
This means that the number of unchangeable Forms is limited and their composition is
completed in such a way that nothing else can be added and they together constitute a perfect

whole of the intelligible order.

25 [ eg. 46 [1,5], Add. 119v.5-7.
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6. Differentiation of the Forms

As we have seen, in spite of all their mutual similarity, the Forms are not the same but gradually
more and more deficient in their being. In the Laws each of the gods of the second order is said
“to preside over a different, larger or smaller, part of this universe (@Adrog wev arhe weilovi m
pelovi ToU mayTog Tolde wégel émartnoag)”.”” The Forms are thus divided into the “greater
(weiloug)” ones that are ordered by a smaller number of the Forms higher than themselves (o
Umo wev EAAaTovwy av xoomovuevor) and that exercise bigger effects and cause more (aUTol 02
mheiw Te av dodvTes ... xal wellw) “in this universe (Ev 7@ mavti T@d:z)”. On the contrary,
those Forms that are “lesser (welovg)” and capable of having fewer effects and cause less (EAatTw
wev xal welw dgdvtes) are ordered by a bigger number of the higher Forms (altor 0" av vmo
mAetovwy xoauovpevor). The Forms are thus divided into two principal groups according to their
generality, the higher and lower ones. — The first are the legitimate genus of the Olympian gods
of the second order (to wév yvmaoy 71 Je@v vévos), they have more being and in the sensible
wortld they are therefore able to produce primarily the things that are evetlasting (@idiwy xal avTo
g7 yoviwov), that means, the gods of the third order. The other group is generated in the same
manner but it is much inferior in its rank and potentiality (t7js 07 duvaueas Te xal afias TOAAD
mou Aetmopevoy). It is able to produce only the things that are mortal and that are not evetlasting
any more (SvmT@v 7M0n xal olxéTi aidiwy). Plethon calls it the illegitimate genus of Titans

(Titdvwy T1 yévog voJov), dwelling in Tartarus.”’

a. Olympians

As we already know, in his commentaries to the Magian Oracles Plethon calls the highest Form,

which was produced by Zeus as first and which presides over all the other supracelestial gods,”®

2 ¢ 2 ¢

“the second god (QeuTegog Jeog)”, “the power of the Father (matoos dUvauis)”, “the intellective

¢

power of the Father (Qvvauis maTgos voega)”, “the paternal intellect (vois naToixos)”.””’ He is the

330
1,

immediate creator of the sou and this is why, according to Plethon, the people tend to call

320 ] eg. 46 [1,5].

327 Ihid. 48-50 [L,5], ¢ 52-54 [1,5], 172-174 [111,34].

328 Cf. Or. mag. 17.7-8 |ad XXX], Decl. brev. 21.6-7.

329 Or. mag. VI 1.11, XII 2.7, XXVII 3.16, XXX 4.1-2, XXXIII 4.6-7 and 7.2 [ad V]|, 9.12-13 [ad X11], 16.6 [ad
XXVII], 17.7-8 [ad XXX], 18.10 [ad XXX1I], 18.14-15 [ad XXXI1I], Decl. brev. 21.5-6.

30 Or. mag. 7.2-3 [ad V1], 9.15-16 [ad X11], 16.6-7 [ad XXVII].

68



him the first god instead of the second one, considering him to be the utmost creator of the
universe and not knowing that there is even higher god than him.”'

In the Laws Plethon compares the generation of the Forms by Zeus to the human
procreation. Despite the differences among the diverse human laws and customs the intercourse
(wibg) between parents and their children is unanimously prohibited by all the people. Similatly,
the first principle cannot mingle with the lower ontological level of the Forms and hence, in the
creation of the Forms makes use of those created previously, employing them not as a female
principle, with which he would beget the rest of the Forms, but as an example (¢v
TagadsiyuwaTos, olx év Imheos Aoyw auyxe®dTo av). The same is true of the distinction between
the Forms and the things of the sensible world — they can never join to produce together

: 332
something else.”

However, the human generation naturally differs from the divine one because
the children exist on the same ontological level as their parents whereas the result of the creation
of Zeus as well as of the gods of the second order (the Forms) is always located one step lower
on the scale of being than their principle. As we will see, the comparison with the human
generation is used by Plethon throughout all his explication of the constitution of the intelligible
order as described in the Laws.

Unlike in the Magian Oracles, the highest Form, which is the supreme god of the second
order and of the Olympian gods, is called Poseidon there. The reason why Plethon reserves this
function in the ideal world for the ancient Greek god of the sea is neither clear, nor based on an
ancient tradition.”” F. Masai tentatively suggests that he may etymologically analyse the name
[ooe1ddy into [ogig eid@y, “the master” or, more precisely, “the husband of the Forms”.”** Be
it as it may, in Plethon’s philosophical mythology Poseidon is the second highest god after Zeus,
the “eldest (mpeaBuTtatos)” of them all, generated “without mother (aumTwe)”’, “charged
(mteToapSar) with the leadership (fyswovia)” of the second gods.”” As we know, having been
generated as the first of them all, Poseidon is an image (sixwv) of Zeus as similar to him as much

as possible (xaTa ye o) To dyxogotv).” Poseidon is thus “ordered (xoouoluevos)” by Zeus alone

and he then “orders (xaTaxoouelv)” the whole intelligible order, namely, as we have seen, the

331 Ihid. 17.11-13 [ad XXX].

332 [ eg. 86-88 [111,14], 92 [1IL,15], 118 [II1,15]. The biological comparison of generation of the Forms with the human
generation is apparent also from the title of the whole chapter 111,15 dedicated to the description of the individual
gods of the second order, p. 92: Ilegi Se@v yevéoews dia péoms T4 megl yovéwy ényovors ov wiews tmoSiaews (“On the
generation of the gods, based upon the postulate of a probibition of sexual intercourse between parents and children”, transl.
Woodhouse (1986), p. 324).

333 (f. Gantz (1996), pp. 62-63.

334 Masai (1956), pp. 279-280, ¢ also Masai’s later remarks in: Néoplatonisme (1971), p. 394.

335 L eg. 46 [1,5], 56 [L5], 134 [11L,34], 156-158 [111,34], 174 [111,34], 204 [I11,35], ¢f. Add. 119.17 sqq., Zor. Plat. 262.

336 [ eg. 174 [111,34], ¢f Add. 119.17-19.
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attributes that are distributed throughout the hierarchical structure of the secondary gods in the
dependence on their mutual relations.”’

We have already mentioned that, according to Plethon, the lower Forms are implicitly
contained in the higher ones. For this reason, Poseidon, the highest of them all, is the Form par
excellence, not any concrete Form of this and that (eidog ye @v, oU T0de 01 T1, 0U02 T0de), but “the
genus itself of the Forms-species that contains in one and collectively all the Forms (atto 1o
ouuTavTa 10m xad gV Te xal cUAANBONY megieiAnpos yévos eid@y)”. He is thus, after Zeus, the
most important actual cause of every form in our wotld (toU T§jds oy eldovs mavTos avTov
elval weta Ala Tov aitiotaTtov) and in the Laws he is connected with the male principle that
provides the generated things with form (tqy ... aggeva elvar QU TNV TOIS YeVVWWEVOIS TO
eldog émiepegovaay). In contrast, Hera, the Form that follows immediately after Poseidon, is the
Form of matter. Poseidon thus contains in himself actually all the Forms and at the same time he
is also the actual cause of every form in our world (Tov wev yae Zeyw &v ve cauTd amavta
ExovTa £10m, xal ToU T{j0s E@yw &ldous TavToS auToy yiyveadal aitiov). Similarly, Hera does not
contain in herself other Forms which are present in her potentially, but actually, because, as
Plethon seems to presuppose, there is no matter or potentiality in the intelligible order (tmv 02
goyw al xal altiy amavte xexTnuévmy eion). In contrast to Poseidon, Hera is not any longer
the actual cause of any form in the sensible world, she is just the cause of the “eldest”, that is,
primary matter that contains all forms (again, those originating in the sensible world are meant)
potentially and not actually (o0xeTt xail Tols T70e Egyw ovdoTovoly ldovs aiTiay yiyveadal: all’
UAme wariota Th¢ meeoButaTme, M al amavTa €10 OUVAWEL, 0UX £0YW, E0TIV' £0Yw YaQ OU
wovov oty amavta). Analogically to Poseidon, Hera is the female principle (tqv ... SmAeiay mov
elval @ua1y). Plethon uses the image of a male providing a form and a female providing matter to
their common offspring, which — however misleading and inaccurate it can be — is intended to
demonstrate the roles that the two highest Forms play in the creation of the world. (This seems
be exactly the reason why Plethon uses the polytheist imagery of ancient Greek mythology with
the divinities divided into gods and goddesses.) Because they are both Olympians, that is, the
higher gods among those of the second order, by their intercourse they produce primarily the
everlasting things in the sensible world.”

Poseidon, who, as we have just seen, is the (ideal) Form of all the (sensible) form, is thus
alternatively described also as “Form itself (aUToeidog)”, “limit itself (avTomégag)”, or “beauty

itself (adroxahov)”. Poseidon is called “the limit of the perfection of all the generation of things”

37 Leg. 46-48 [1,5)].
38 Ibid, 104-106 [I11,15], of Zor. Plat. 262.
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(méoag THs TOV OVTWY GUUTATNS 7Yevégews TeletotnTog)” which implies a conception
according to which a Form defines the limits of each thing and determines its perfection into the
most beautiful shape. The beauty is thus — in a very much traditional way — made dependent on a
perfect form and limit in the similar manner as in Latin the adjective formosus (beautiful) is derived
from the word forma. As the highest ideal producer of the sensible world, Poseidon is called also
“the father of this heaven (oUgavol d¢ Tolde matmg)” and “the second creator (dmutovgyog
delTegog)”, " that is, the second after Zeus, the first principle and the highest cause of all. Despite
minor divergences (the identification with the “intellective power of the Father”), this
corresponds well to the position of the second god in the Magian Oracles.

In the case of Hera it is not also entirely clear why Plethon chose exactly this mythological
name for the second highest Form. In the ancient Greek religion Hera certainly represents the
highest female goddess, but she is usually the spouse of Zeus, and not of Poseidon.* As we
know, for Plethon, the position of the first principle, which is supremely one, is so exceptional
and elevated that it simply cannot enter into a contact with anything else. However, on the lower
level of the Forms, where the plurality is already present, Poseidon as the second father, creator,
and immediate representative of Zeus, may perhaps also substitutionally serve as the husband of
Hera. As it has been just said, in the highest divine couple of the gods of the second order,
Poseidon as the (second) father is the Form of form, Hera as the mother is the Form of matter
and their common offspring is the sensible world created on the lower, third level of reality. **
However, Hera herself is also a Form and for this reason, similatly to Poseidon, she is called
“mother without mother (GunTwg wnTne)’,”” which means that she is generated without a
contribution of a material principle. As the Form of matter she is responsible for the production
of the body (e@ua) of all things created in the sensible world.™* She is also the principle of
mathematics. As Plethon claims, “the mathematical number and the mathematical magnitudes are
both present as attributes in one in the goddess Hera (xai agidwoy Tov wadmuatixov xal peyedn
Ta padnuaTtixa xad &v T 1§ e "Hog exategov avtoly mgogovte)”. This should not be
surprising for us, because we have already seen above the passage in which Plethon says that by
its very nature the number may be extended to infinity that is, as we know, connected with
matter. Whereas the mathematical objects are present in Hera “in one” as in their principle, “the

soul receives them already extended, being a kind of shadows and reflections of the divine things

(v Yuxmy Mom avTa ExTadny Um0l eadal, TXIAS WEY TOU TOV Jelwy xal el0wAa ATTO 0VTAQ)

9 [eg. 158 [111,34], 174 [111,34].
0 Ihid, 134 [111,34].

M1 Cf Gantz (1996), pp. 61-62.

42 [ g, 134 [I11,34], of. 174 [I11,34].
3 Ihid, 154 [I11,34].

4 Thid, 136 [I11,34].
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that, nevertheless, have led people up to the precise knowledge of them (mgos & axgi3%
ndxeivoy avdewmorg Ematnuny avaywyovta)’.”* This sentence thus seems to be a summary of
Plethon’s philosophy of mathematics. The mathematical objects are in fact present “in one”, that
is, undeveloped in Hera that is their principle, being the Form of matter. They cannot be placed
into Poseidon, the higher Form of form, because, by their very nature the numbers and
magnitudes expand and develop to infinity. At the same time, they are highly abstract and more
perfect than the sensible world where our soul belongs, so that their cognition must be based on
an ideal principle which is thus necessarily represented by the goddess of matter. They therefore
occupy an intermediate position between the sensible and intelligible world, in a certain sense
similar to Plato’s Republic.**

In Plethon’s hymn dedicated to her Hera is also called “the seat for forms here (€dgn Tols
140" eldeao)”’, which is a designation that appears already in Plato’s Timaens in the connection
with the space (ywga) that is the primordial background for the generation of our sensible
world.™" However, in this dialogue it is not an ideal principle, but, on the contrary, something
that is altogether different from the intelligible world and that subsists as a principle which is
independent on it.”** Hera is thus an ideal model and the source of matter in our world derived
directly from her.”” This is a rather peculiar doctrine by Plethon, which is, however, as we will

see, crucial for his philosophical system.

We are told much less about the other gods of the second order. Apart from the division
between Olympians and Titans, the higher and the lower ones, mentioned above, there is another
distinction among them that helps to differentiate their proper function. — In Plethon’s
comparison that should be again considered as “a mere image (sixwv Tig @wovog)” only because it
is true in the proper sense of the word just in the sensible world, all the second gods are either
males (aggeves), or females (ImAetar) — gods or goddesses. As in the case of two highest Forms,
Poseidon and Hera, the “male” Forms are responsible for form and activity (dgaoTixov) in the

30 This distinction

sensible world, while the “female” ones for matter and passivity (madmTixov).
is kept consequently throughout the whole Laws, although in few cases it is not entirely sure why
certain Forms are connected with the “male” gods or vice versa. (The most important examples,
where Plethon’s motivation is far from being clear, is the female Dione, the Form of fixed stars,

in comparison to the males Tithonos and Atlas, the Forms of planets and stars in general, or the

¥ Ibid 114 [IL15], a similar account of mathematics may be found in the Djfferences X 337.37-338.6, in both
passages in the connection with the problem of human artefacts.

346 Cf. the position of the mathematical objects in Plato’s analogy of the divided line, Resp. 509d-513e.

347 [ eg. 206 [111,35], of. Plato, Tim. 52a8-b1: £dgav 0: magéyoy 6oa Exel yéveaty magv.

348 Plato, Tim. 47e-53c.

39 ¢f. Tambrun-Krasker (2002), pp. 320-328, Karamanolis (2002), pp. 75-76.

30 [ eg. 116-118 [I11,15], 146 [I11,34].
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male Pan, the Form of irrational animals in comparison to the female Demeter, the Form of
plants.)

As Plethon also claims, each god has a different nature (¢uaig), higher or lower, more or
less general, and each of them administers its own appropriate part of our world (T4js avTol
meoamxolans év T@J: mavti ExacTtos woigas mgooTatelw).” The third highest god is thus
Apollon who in the metaphysical system of the Laws is the ideal bestower of identity (tavtoTng)
in our sensible world. According to Plethon’s hymn dedicated to him, he introduces the unity
into the things that are mutually different (@Ala Te arAnlotaw / eig &v ayzig) and, moreover, he
establishes “one harmony” in the universe with many parts (10 may atTo, T0 movAuwegss meg /
ToUAUxexoy Te E0v, wif) aguoviy Umotagaels). Similatly, he produces the concord (opovim) in the
souls, from which the prudence (pgovmaig) and justice (dixm) originate. For bodies he is the

352

source of health (Uyiera) and beauty (xaAros).” We may note that the traditional etymology of
the name of this god is indeed A-pollon (a-moAlor), “not many” and therefore “simple (amhols)”
and one.” If Apollon is the Form of identity, his twin sister Artemis must be naturally the patron
of difference (¢Te@oTms). In Plethon’s hymn dedicated to her she contains everything in one
(rageitineuia ... v Te To ouwmay) and then she “divides it completely” into the plurality of
forms, (eft’ & ToUoxatov arAy xai aldy dwaxgivers / &5 pév mheiw eldea), up to the each
individual Form (é¢ 0¢ & éxaot’ £§ eldéwy). She thus proceeds from the wholes to the parts and
limbs (Ex Te oAwv al & wége’ apdpa Te). Because she also separates the souls from their
attachment “to the worse” (Ex Tig mos To xEgeiov gewy Oaxgigios), that is, to the body,
Artemis is entreated to bestow on bodies the power (aAxm) and temperance (cw@oaivm),
strength (foyls) and soundness (agTewin).”* From this last of her gifts Plethon also obviously
derives the etymology of her name.

After the first two divine couples, Zeus and Hera, Apollon and Artemis, three gods follow
that together form an independent group. Hephaistos is the patron of the rest (eTagig) and “the
remaining in the same (1 év TavT® wovy)”. He provides everything with “a place (ywen)”, “seat
(£0gm)”, and “‘everlastingness (aid16Tms)”.”> Dionysos, or alternatively Bacchos, is the giver of
“self-motion (alToxnmaia)” and “draught, the leading up towards more perfect (0Ax7, 7 Te &
To TedewTegoy avaywym)”. Furthermore, in Plethon’s hymn dedicated to him, he is called “the

creator of all rational souls (Jux@y Aoyix@y yevétwg magawy)”, celestial, daemonic, or human.

He is the cause of “the motion, which drags due to the desire for the good (xivmais éadrol

31 bid. 158 [111,34].

32 Ibid. 208 [111,35].

33 Cf. Plutarch, De Is. 381f, De E 388f, 393b-c. Cf. also Plato, Crat. 405c.
354 I eg. 160 [111,34], 208 [I1L,35].

355 Jhid. 160 [111,34], 212-214 [111,35].
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eMnouévn ve Egwmi)”.> Finally, Athena is “the motion and pushing caused by different things (4
v’ ETEQwy nivmoews Te xal @oews)” and “the separation of what is superfluous (ol Te
megiegyov amoxgiaig)”. In Plethon’s hymn dedicated to her she is said to administer and to create
“form that is not in any respect separated from matter (eidzos olUdama UAnS / xweioTolo
neoaTaTéelS) .

The most important point here, though only hinted at, seems to be the approximation of
the soul and self-motion under the patronage of Dionysos. In contrast to it stand “the forms not
separated from matter”, that is, the bodies connected with the motion caused by the different
things under the patronage of Athena. These are the two kinds of motions we can encounter in
the sensible cosmos. Similarly to book X of Plato’s Laws or his Phaedrus,”® here too, the soul is
self-moving, its motion is caused by the soul itself and it is motivated — under the leadership of
Dionysos — by its yearning for the good. For this reason it is more perfect than the motion of
bodies that are moved “from something different”, either from inside, by the soul, or from other
bodies in the sensible world. Although, as Plethon says, this motion is not able to move towards
the good any more, it is still capable of separating what is “superfluous”, that is, presumably bad.
Above these two types of motion Plethon places the rest — under the patronage of Hephaistos —
that bestows the proper place and everlastingness to things.

The seven highest gods of Plethon’s Laws seem to correspond to, at least, some of the most
general ontological distinctions, “the greatest genera (uéyiora T@v yev@v)” borrowed from
Plato’s Sophist and perhaps also from the Philebus (limited, unlimited, identity, difference, motion,
and rest).”” Plethon’s hymn to the Olympians: “... you, seven gods, who are higher / than the
others, following only after the eminent [Zeus], ruling on high. / The other who dwell in
Olympus ... (... EmTa Je0l Tol xéTooves eate / T@V aMwy mavtwy wet’ ag’ eSoxov vhipedovta:
/ "Addot ¥, of ga "Olvumoy vaiete ...)"" along with the title of lost chapter 10 of book I1: “Ox

the seven eldest gods and the other supracelestial gods (I1egi Se@v T@v Te émta moeofutaTwy xal T@v alwy

356 hid. 160 [111,34], 210-212 [111,35].

357 Ibid. 160 [111,34], 210 [I11,35].

358 Plato, Leg. X 893b-899d, Phaedr. 245c-246a.

39 The differentiation of being into Poseidon and Hera seems to have been inspired by Plato’s Philebus (23c-27¢) and
the distinction that is made there between the limited (10 mégas), the principle of unity, and unlimited (to @meigov),
the principle of multiplication, which are both mixed into the third kind, the things that are generated “into being”
(yéveaig eig oloiav). As for motion, differentiated here into the two kinds under the patronage of Dionysos and
Athena, along with rest and the previous twin gods representing the identity and difference, they seem to correspond
to four out of five “greatest genera (uéyioTa T@Y yev@y)” from Plato’s Sophist (248e-259b). The remaining last kind,
being, is certainly a gift of the first principle alone but, as we have seen, it cannot be simply identified with Zeus
because he is superessential, above all being, and being itself rather than being in the ordinary sense. We have rather
look for it on the level of the intelligible order, where being should be most probably connected with Poseidon and
Hera, the highest couple of the secondary gods, which as the Forms of form and matter represent and create the two
main components of every sensible thing. Being might have been therefore divided between them in the same way as
the motion is divided between Dionysos and Athena. This all, however, remains only a conjecture.

360 T eg. 206 [111,35].
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< e 361
vmegovgaviwy)”

suggest that the seven highest gods of the second order together form a closed
system that is somehow separated from the other Forms. Such distinction among the Olympian
gods may indeed reflect the difference between the highest genera that are the principles of the
most general features of sensible things, and the Forms that are also capable of producing the
everlasting sensible entities, which are, however, lower and more concrete. The other Olympian
gods mentioned by Plethon are indeed, in the first place, the source of the celestial gods of the
third order that are, as we know, located inside the cosmos. First of them is Atlas who
administers stars in general (xorvq)) after whom Plethon places Tithonos, who is more specifically

(idig) charged with planets,™

and Dione, who produces the fixed stars. Then Hermes is
mentioned, who is the creator of terrestrial daemons (Qalwoves ... xdovior) and “the whole lowest
and servant divine kin”, and, finally, Pluton who is the originator of the immortal, principal part
of our nature (Qu@v 8¢ Tol adavaTou, TNS NUETEQAS PUTEWS XUQIWTEQOY WweQoys), that is, of the

363
human soul.”™

According to Plethon’s hymn dedicated to him, Pluton “possesses in one
everything that would happen / or occur to us divided (mavrta xaS &v, Ta xev auur diaxgidov
eyylyvorto / mOe évelm, Exwv)”. This may mean not only all the possible variations and
differences of the human kind, but also the fate of all people, which is perhaps hinted at in the
verses: “do administer well also us / always here, and ever when you lead us up from here (0
mgoTTaTéey xal Nuiwy / maumay T évdads, MO’ Evdevd avaywy al aisv)”. Around Pluton
there are quite naturally gathered heroes, “the nature that surpasses us (pvgig Mueéwy 7’ 4
meoéyovaa)”, and “the good and virtuous friend of ours”.”* For Plethon, this god is the ruler of
the place where all souls return after the death. Nonetheless, in the Laws he is not any longer the
dark lord of Hades and his position among the Olympian gods suggests that his role has been
transformed primarily to that of the patron of the human soul who is responsible for both their
creation and their fate after the death of the mortal bodies they have been assigned to. As in the
case of Hera there is another specific function in his competence. — Having been put in charge of
everything that is connected with man (sidovs ToU avSewmeiov mgoéatyxe), he contains in
himself, similarly to what is claimed in the Dzfferences, also all Forms of human artefacts. That is
because “he posses all human things present in himself in a kind of one (slumavta Exwv év
EQUT) xad Ev TI, TG e avdpwmela TEAYWaTa, évovta)’. If somebody is to make a thing he
thus “receives by his thought (tals diavoias vmodéyeadar)” what is present in Pluton “in a kind

of one (xad v T1)” as “already separate and each of them [receives] something different (ywaig

361 Jhid. 10, transl. Woodhouse (1986), p. 323 (altered).

362 In another passage of the Laws (178 [I11,34]) each planet is said to have its appropriate Form (@AAo mgog @Alo
eldog TV alwviwy 010V Te xal TEogexss), Plethon perhaps just do not feels the need to enumerate all the planets in
this place.

363 Thid. 160 [111,34].

364 Ihid. 220 [111,35].
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nom Exaatov, xal aArov arro)”. Artefacts thus do not exist in themselves separated each from
other (00 yag alTo xad avTo eldog xwels ExaaToy alTd®Y UeeaTyxéval), but must be derived
from the Form of man, or, more precisely, of the human soul.””

The lowest Olympian gods are the gods of the elements. These are naturally close to the
passive matter and for this reason they are represented by goddesses. However, the elemental
masses as a whole are not generated, nor ever perish, but they just undergo the perpetual change.
For this reason they have to be connected with the Olympians. — In general (xo1vf) they are
represented by Rhea. More specifically (idig) Leto creates acther that is warm (Seguov) and
separative (d1axgiTixov), Hecate air that is cold (Yuggov) and connecting (cuvexTixov), Tethys the
water that is wet (Uygov) and dissolving (diagguTov), and, finally, Hestia earth that is dry (§neov)
and fixing (myero).* From Plethon’s text it seems that this list of legitimate children of Zeus is
complete and no other may be added.’” At any rate the Forms he enumerates as the Olympian
gods describes adequately everything in the sensible world that is immortal and divine, that

means, exists in time but is everlasting.

b. Titans (Tartarus)

After the Olympian gods Plethon places Titans, the illegitimate children of Zeus, or the lower
Forms that are so distant from the first principle that are not capable of producing immortal
thing any more and they are therefore the source of being subdued to generation and corruption
only. The highest two gods among them is Kronos and Aphrodite, which have the role analogous
to those of Poseidon and Hera among the Olympians. Kronos is thus the highest god in Tartarus
and, similarly to Poseidon, he is the “eldest (mpeaBiTaTos)” of them all and charged with the
leadership (yswovia). As we will see, together with the Sun, the highest god of the sensible
world, he is responsible for “the creation of all the mortal nature (n cuumaons Tis SvnTijs
euaews dnuiovgyia)”. Kronos and Aphrodite create the mortal things together in a similar way
(ragamAnaing) as Poseidon and Hera create the everlasting ones. — The first one bestows form
on them, the second one matter. Plethon explains that what is meant here is not “the eldest and
indestructible (mgeaPBuraTn Te xal avwredgog)” matter, but that which is “separated from the
eldest bodies and other elements (FwpaTtwy T@Y ve meedButaTwy xal TAOV arwy FToiygEiwY
yiyvouévwy amoxpivowévn)” and which receives (Em@egouwévn) “the forms subsisting in the whole

bodies (ta eidn, a ye év Tols oloig umagyovTa ETUyxavey gwwaaty)”’, obviously the bodies

365 [hid, 114 [IIL,15], of De diff. X 338.6-10.
366 I gg. 160 [111,34], of. De diff: V1 331.2-12, Contra Schol. XXIX 472.6-12.
367 Cf. “Ofror mavres Atog Bagiréws yyvnoiol Te xal xaTioTol yeyovoTes maides ...”, Leg 160 [111,34].
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composed of matter and form. For this reason these forms are mortal (Svyra) and the matter
connected with Aphrodite is “the most proper matter each time given to the mortal bodies
(oixgtoTaTn altn Uy cowad Tois ve Jvqrols yiyvetar éxaatore)”.”® In Plethon’s philosophy
two kinds of matter are thus to be distinguished. — The first one is produced by Hera and, more
specifically, the Olympian gods that are the patrons of the elements (Rhea, Leto, Hecate, Tethys,
and Hestia). It is everlasting, because it can never cease to exist, being the Aristotelian first (“the
eldest”) matter, which undergoes changes during the creation of sensible things, that are

* The other one is the matter that is mortal and that is administered by

composed of it.
Aphrodite. It is present in the bodies composed of forms and matter and it is not any more the
indeterminate first matter being specified by the body in which it is present. However, this
concrete composition of form and the specified matter is always unstable and ceases to exist with
the destruction of the body which is composed out of it. To sum up, the mortal matter is
produced (or literally “separated (amoxgivowéyn)”) from the indefinite first one — which receives
only the primary determination into the four elements — through the connection with a form.
Exactly this concrete determination that later disintegrates again into the primary undefined
matter is presided over by Aphrodite. Plethon describes this goddess also as the “patron of the
succession of evetlastingness in the mortal things (t7s év Svmrois 77 adoyf aidioTnTog
neoataTig)”.” He obviously means her role in securing the succession of forms from one
individual to another across the series of generations. As we will see later on, in this manner
humankind has its share in the everlasting being. Perhaps this is also the reason why, for Plethon,
this Form is associated with Aphrodite, the ancient goddess of love. We may only speculate what
role is assigned to the world-soul, to which we will get later on, in forming the elementary
masses.

After Kronos and Aphrodite, the highest couple, there follow also other Titans, appearing
in the Laws. In contrast to the Olympians, Plethon’s text suggests that not all gods that create
sensible things are enumerated by him here.””" It is because the Olympians who are higher and
closer to Zeus are less in number than the rest of the gods who are more numerous, being
further from the first principle that is purely one (eihixgividg €v).”” It would be indeed tedious or
perhaps even impossible to go through all the Forms of species, attributes, qualities, and so forth,
which appear in the sensible world. Each of the Titans is thus responsible for his appropriate part
of the “mortal nature”, Kronos and other “co-creators (guvdnuiovgyot)” of this world, however,

still belong, along with the Olympians, among the supracelestial gods of the second order, whose

368 Jbid. 108 [111,15], 164 [111,34], ¢ 212 [111,35].

369 Cf. Ad quaes. 67-88.

370 T eg. 164 [111,34].

S CF ... aMdor Te glpmavTes ol xaTa wee, ol wev weilw, ol 0t peiw, T@Y SymTdY ExacTa dieiAmeores, ibid.

72 Tbid, 56 [1,5].
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essence is eternal (¢v alwviw Téws T§ UueTéea olaig).”” Plethon unfortunately mentions only
Pan that is the patron of the Form of irrational animals (17 T@v (owy T@Y aroywy
mgoea TN 10¢as), Demeter that does the same for plants (T4 T@v @uT@Y), and, as it has been
just said, the unspecified rest of the Titans, which have been put in charge of the higher or lower
of the mortal things. One of them is also Kore that is a patron of our mortal part (1 ToU
nuweTégou JvmTol mooaTaTis Jeog). When mentioning her, Plethon alludes to the ancient myth in
which Kore (or Persephone) is abducted by Pluton who otherwise belongs to the Olympians.
Their union — “concluded under the commands of the Father Zeus (tols TolU matgos Atog
Sequols wnyxavwmevos)” — thus establishes the connection (xovwvia) between the Olympus and
Tartarus.”™* As we will see, this unique connection of these two different parts of the ideal world,
profoundly determines the position of man in the cosmos as described in Plethon’s philosophy.
Human being is thus conceived as the connection of the soul and the body that is at the same

time the boundary between the immortal and mortal parts of the sensible world.

c. Table of the Gods of the Second Order

The structure of the intelligible order or the second gods or Forms, as described by Plethon in

his Laws, may be summarized in the following table:

Position Males Females
Olympians
1. Poseidon — form (gidog)
2. Hera — matter (UAm)
3. Apollon — identity (tavTtoTng)
4, Artemis — difference (¢TegoTmg)
5. Hephaistos — rest (ataoig)
6. Dionysos — self-motion (aUtoxivnaia)

373 Tbid, 134-136 [111,34].
74 Thid, 164 [I11,34], of. 212 [I11,35], 220 [I11,35].
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7. Athena — the motion by different

things (1 V@’ eTégwy x1VMaIs)

8. Atlas — stars in general

9. Tithonos — planets

10. Dione — fixed stars

11. Hermes — daemons

12. Pluton — the human soul

13. Rhea — elements in general
14. Leto — aether

15. Hecate — air

16. Tethys — water

17. Hestia — earth

Titans (Tartarus)

18. Kronos — mortal form

19. Aphrodite — mortal matter
20. Pan — irrational animals

21. Demeter — plants

22. Kore — the human body’”

7. Sensible Cosmos

a. Gods of the Third Order

As it has been already mentioned several times, our sensible cosmos has been created as an image
of the intelligible order of the Forms under the leadership of Poseidon. He, imitating the first

principle and forming this heaven (tovde TexTatvouevos Tov ovgavov), has made “for Zeus” the

% The order of the last three gods (20-22) as well as the definite number of the Titans (the lower Forms) is
obviously neither certain nor complete. Kore, the patron of human body mentioned by Plethon in the last place (ib/d.
164 [111,34]), should be, for instance, because of its more complex constitution, probably placed above irrational
animals and plants.
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cosmos that is the most beautiful as possible (wg xaAAiocTa alTov e§ovta amegyacaito). He has
thus produced the gods of “the third nature (teiTm ... Je@v TIs @Ua1S)” and placed them inside
the heaven (a0t® Zyxadigtnar).”® Having been created by the Forms that are themselves, in
turn, created by the first principle, they atre called “the children of children of Zeus (oi 02 maidwy
Te Taideg)” and “the works of the works (Fgya Zgywv)” of his.””” These gods of the third order,
who “observing closely [the heaven], sustain and at the same time order it (yyUSey alrov
ocwloigy Te guvovTes, xal aua xoowolsy)” are “already composed of the soul and the body (Yuxd]
70N xal copat cuumemnyotss)”.”® Due to the adjoining bodies (Sia Ta owivra aoio
yeyovévar cwuata) these gods are already determined by a place and a position (xal Tomw o
nom Séaw Exovti Tovg eols ToUToug megiAmmTol).”” In another passage Plethon, nevertheless,
further distinguishes the intellect (voUs) inside the soul of the Sun, which apparently applies to all
souls in general. It is said to have been created by Zeus and transmitted down to the highest star
with the help of Poseidon, who is himself the creator of the soul of the Sun, whereas Hera is the
producer of its body. We have apparently to do here with an idea that the intellect must have
been created by the same principle (Zeus) as have been the Forms that are, as we know, not only
intelligible entities, but themselves also the intellects. Then Poseidon has submitted (Umreleugw)
the solar body to the soul and the soul to the intellect. Due to its double nature the Sun thus
serves as the common boundary (0gog of, alternatively, mégag) as well as a bond (sUvdeaumog)
between the Forms and the sensible world. Its position is thus to a certain extent similar to that
of Poseidon, who is the first in the intelligible order, the leader (fyepwv) of the whole heaven
(o0gavog), and the creator of all the mortal nature (Svmtn @Uaig) that is contained in it.”™ As we
will see later on, the intellects of the Sun is not any more separated from the sensible world, as
are the intelligible Forms which are, for Plethon, at the same time also the intellects, but
participated (ueSexTog) by the Sun. The difference between these two types of intellect consists
in the fact that the participated one cannot act upon something different without the mediation
of a body.”™ As it seems, the same is true also about the other intellect participated by the souls
in the sensible world, including the human one.

If the Sun is such a bond between these two levels of reality, it, similarly to the other gods
of the third order, naturally must be corporal. As gods, they, however, differ from the rest of

sensible things by their permanent existence. In order to create the heaven of the sensible

376 Thid. 174 [111,34].

377 1bid. 46 [1,5], of. Plato, Tim. 40b-41a.

378 ] eg. 174 [111,34].

379 Ibid. 56 [L,5].

380 Jhid. 136-138 [111,34], 164-166 [111,34], 178 [111,34], Add. 120.1-4, Plethon probably derived the conception of the
middle position of the Sun from Julian, Or. So/ 135¢, 138¢-142b, 132d-133a, ¢f Lacombrade’s introduction, pp. 84-
87.

381 [ eg. 110 [1IL15], o 178 [111,34], De diff. X 341.30-32.
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cosmos, Poseidon, the Form itself, “uses” himself together with the rest of the intelligible essence
(EauT® Te xal guumacy TY xad EaUTOY oUTIg ... Xewwevos), which is “in every respect and
altogether separated from matter (T4 UAng mavTn Te xal mavTws xweioTy)”, as an example
(magadsiyua) for sensible things. Inside the heaven he thus creates the forms of sensible things
(e10m wev xal T@Oe évemolel T@ olpav®) and composes it from them (cuvetider £§ eid@y alTov).
However, these forms are not more entirely separated (mavTn gwgioTa) any more, but grounded
in matter (@’ UAms ... BePmxota). They are the images of the Forms contained in the intelligible
order (eixoveg) and made in the resemblance to them (mgog éxciva agpwuoiwweva). The matter is,
as we know, provided by the Olympian Hera, the source of the matter for the things that are
everlasting, and the Titan Aphrodite, the Form of the matter for the mortal ones. Two kinds of
sensible things are thus produced. — The lower one is entirely inseparable and tied to matter (0
WEV TAVTN AxweITToY TI THS UAMS ... xal Tautms e§nuuwévov) and equal to all the irrational
species (to atoyov 0 eidog avumay). The higher one is “not any more” tied to matter, but, on
the contrary, “it has matter tied to itself (avto gxov avTny é§numévmy)”. Although it is not
separated actually (Egyw wev oU yweiaToy), it is separated and may exist “as itself” potentially (7]
0 duvauer yweioToy Té T xal avTto 0v). For this reason it is also more akin to the essence that
exists by itself, that is, to that of the supracelestial Forms. In contrast to the irrational beings, all
these descriptions belong to the rational soul (1 Yuy 0 7 Aoyixn).”*

The beings with the rational soul are further divided into the three kinds according to the
precision of their knowledge.” The first one has the proper knowledge of everything (T6 wév
TavTWY Té TI émaTmuovixoy) and this is the legitimate (yvmaiov) celestial genus of stars. The
second kind has only the right opinion of everything (sgS0doSagTixov 0¢ mavTwy) because “it
cannot attain the proper knowledge (émarnum) of it” and this is the illegitimate and terrestrial
genus of daemons (VoSov Té Ti ... xal xIovioy ... vévog daipwovwy). It represents the lowest genus
of gods, which, when it is needed, serve to the higher ones (Se@v Te Zoyatov mavtwy, xal
TouTolg omm Ozor UmmgeTixov). Finally, at the third and lowest place, immediately after the
daemons, the fallible kind (apagTnTos) is placed, which is not any more a “proper offspring” of
Zeus (omovdaiogs eavtol Exyovog) and which is our human soul () e Muéteoa avdewmivy

384

Jugm).”™ This hierarchy is further strengthened by the fact that the human souls are ordered by

. . . \ e’ ¢ ’ ¢ \ ~ ~ ¢ ~ ~ ’
the superior, divine ones (Yuxal al’ ve muétegar Umo Yux®v TOV £auT®Y TEOUXOUT@DY Selwy

382 [ eg. 174-176 [1IL,34].

383 Cf. the title of lost chapter 1L,12: Koy 115 ancdeibis @v Tijs Yuxiis To1dy edidv (“General proof of the three species of the
soul”), ibid. 10, transl. Woodhouse (1986), p. 323 (altered).

384 Jbid. 176 [111,34], ¢ 52 [L5].
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xoquolpevat), proceeding, nonetheless, from the same source and sharing with them evetlasting
essence (oUgia aidiog).””

The kind of the irrational beings (@Aoyov efdog) is constituted of the four “eldest” kinds of
bodies (tétTaga Ta mesoPiTaTa ... cwuaTwy &idn), that is, out of the four elements, fire, ait,
water, and earth that together form the whole “body” of the visible world.™® In section VI of the
Differences Plethon argues against Aristotle and in support of the Platonists, claiming that there
exist only these four elements and not five (the fifth one is supposed to be acther). Fire and earth
are located at the most opposite places (EvavrioTaTa Exery mgos arAAw), fire being the lightest
(rovgpoTaToy) because of the tenuity of its texture (wavorms), and thus rising up (maow
emmoAalov). Earth, in contrast, is the heaviest (Baguratn) due to its density (muxvorms) and
therefore sinking down (magw Ugiotapwévm). Air and water are in the middle of these two,
because their tenuity and density is middle in comparison with them. A similar disposition holds
true for their motion (xivmaig), locomotion (poga), and rest (cTagis). — Being at the opposite
extremes, earth is thus immovable (axivnTog), whereas fire is in the perpetual motion
(azixivyTov). Water is even motre movable than earth, and air more than water, but less than fire.
Howevet, due to its perpetual motion, it can move only in a circle (¥UxAw), because everything
that moves straight (¢n’ e030) must necessarily sometimes stop. Aether is thus made of this
element, as it is everything that is the upper body and that is in the proper sense of the word
(idiwg) called heaven (o0gavég).” Plethon then rejects Aristotle’s possible objection, according to
which fire can move only in a straight line (similatly to the otherwise motionless earth). As he
argues, it may happen solely when it is moving back to its proper place (oixeiog T6mog).”™

In the same passage of the Differences Plethon also claims (once again to refute an argument
by Aristotle) that, because the elements are destructible in their parts (t@v TeTTagwy ... ToUTWY
TORATOY ATAVTWY XaTa Ween @eigopévwy), the Platonists deny that there is any body, even
that of stars, which is by itself indestructible (xad" alTo dodaeTov gdua),” since every body is
divisible (wegtorov), dispersible (oxedaotov), and dissoluble (diaiutoy). However, there are
bodies considered to be indestructible even by the Platonists. They are not, nevertheless,
indestructible by themselves (00 xa¥ avTa aeSaeTa), but thanks to the presence of the soul, by
which they are “immortalized (@madavatileaSar)”.” In the Reply to Scholarios Plethon also admits

that the elements as a whole are indestructible (@ wev oA@ avaoredgov), although destructible in

385 Thid. 104 [111,15].

386 Thid. 176 [111,34].

387 De diff: VI 330.7-25, the summary of the passage is based partly on the translation in: Woodhouse (1986), p. 201,
where the references to Aristotle’s De caelo and other writings are also provided (pp. 201-202, nn. 50-56).

388 De diff: V1 330.25-331.2, ¢f. Contra Schol. XIX 472.1-4.

389 What is meant here, is the body composed of the four elements first mentioned in De diff VI 331.4: 000’ oTovody
alT@VY [i.e. TAOY TETTAQWY ... TOUTWY CWUATWY| TAVTN a@SagToU GVToS.

390 Tbid. V1 331.2-12.

82



their parts (tolg ¢ wégedt @dagTov), but he still claims that even if stars are virtually

indestructible, this is not because of their peculiar fiery matter, but because their bodies are

s 391
5

entirely “immortalized” “by the Forms that are much more divine than form of fire
apparently the one immanent in them. The Forms that are meant here are obviously the five
lowest Olympians from the Laws — Rhea (responsible for the elements in general), Leto, Hecate,
Tethys, and Hestia (responsible for aether, air, water, and earth respectively).”” There is thus no
special matter out of which the everlasting part of the world would be formed and even in stars
matter circulates flowing in and out.” It is not also entirely clear why in the first passage the soul
is the cause of the indestructibility of stars, whereas in the second one it is their immanent form.
Perhaps Plethon just stresses in both cases a different aspect of the same problem — stars are
“immortalized” by their souls, whose immortality is in turn secured by the corresponding
Form.” More important is that both passages agree on the question why the elements have their
Forms placed among the Olympians that produce only the things that are everlasting and not
liable to destruction. — The elemental masses are indeed “indestructible as a whole”. However,
they also change as the things composed of them are generated and perish, and for this reasons
they are “destructible in parts”. Providing matter for sensible things, they are administered by the
goddesses, who, as we know, are the patrons of matter and passivity.

Because, despite their everlasting being, the gods of the third order (stars and daemons) as

well as the human soul belong to the sensible cosmos, they have to be placed in an appropriate

95 395
>

body. Their souls are thus put into “the vehicles (ta oxnuaTa) made of the element that is,
the most beautiful and “contains the tiniest matter in the biggest mass (EAaxioTny v pweyioTe
oyx@ xexTnuévoy UAm)”, that is, fire. Stars are thus made of the fire which is bright (Aaumeov)
and fiery (phoy@des), whereas the “vehicles” of daemons and the human souls of the one that is
invisible (@ogaTov) and acthereal (aldégiov). At the same time this theory helps to explain how the
bodies are connected to the souls of the “three genera of immortal and rational things”, the

396

“eldest” ones of those created.” Their bodies are also called “unageing (aymgea)” and “unmixed

(@xnjgata)’,” the second characteristic being obviously derived from the fact that they are made
of the pure fire. What is remarkable, is the claim, required also by the need to explain the obvious
phenomena that the matter in stars, being of the higher quality than that of daemons and the

human souls, is in fact more visible. Perhaps it is so because, for Plethon, the fire of stars is both

I Contra Schol. XIX 472.6-12.

392 [ eg. 160 [111,34].

393 Contra Schol. XXIX 472.12-474.20, Ad guaes. 58-88.

9% Cf. Contra Schol. XIX 474.25-30, and the discussion bellow.

35 For the origin and later usage of the so-called astral body ¢ Dodds (1933), Sorabji (2005), pp. 221-229, for
Plethon’s variant of this traditional Neoplatonic doctrine ¢ Nikolaou (1982).

3% ] eg. 176 [111,34].

397 Ibid. 52 [1,5].
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bright and warm, whereas that of daemons and humans is just warm (as it is, for instance, evident
in the case of breath) and is not visible any more. However, as we will observe later on, the
situation in the case of the human soul, which, unlike the gods of the third order, cannot fully
profit from the pure existence, is still more complicated.

Such is a basic outline of the sensible cosmos as presented by Plethon in the main text of
the Laws. In the appendix to the book, the ensuing Epinomis, Plethon supplements few other
important features. The universe (To ma@v) must be, first, “evetlasting together with Zeus (aidiov
7@ Aul)”. Second, it is the most beautiful possible (6 71 0n xaAhigTov éx T@Y évovTwy yeyovos),
that is, it remains forever in the same state (év T§ aUT{] wével & TOV TTAYTA AIWVA XATATTATEL)
and it cannot change the shape that has been once assigned to it (éx ve 01 ToU xadamal aiTd
amodede1yuevou axnuaTos amagaxivytov). This is because it is impossible that the god who is
the best (BeATioTog dv 0 Je05), either at some moment does not produce his work (wn magayey
moTE ToUgyoy To auTol), or does not create anything well (und” &0 mowely wmdotiody). For
Plethon, something that is itself the best must, as much as possible, always necessarily give a
share of its own good to the other things (0201 yag av To avto BeATioTov xal arhois ToU olxelov
ayaSol & ooov Te Eyxweel xal ael wetadidovar). This is the traditional Platonic concept of
bonum diffusivum sui, according to which the supreme good, due to its goodness, cannot refrain
from creating something different and yet similar to itself. Plethon develops this train of thought
further. — If it is really so that the god “creates and produces well” (eU Te motoly xal Tagaywy), it
means that he can never create something with a limited potentiality (évdséaTegoy moTe Tijg
duvapews eU morfjoar). Nor can he originate such a work that is worse than the best possible.
Given this, if Zeus changed a thing among those, which have been established by him (t@v
xadeatyxotwy el T Zevs magaxivnoeie), he would thus, earlier or later, make also the whole
universe worse. Even if only a parcel of the cosmos changes, “either because before it was not
usual for it to change, or it changes differently than it is usual (xav wogiov 1 alrol wetaBaly,
nTol 0U mEoTeQoy weTaPalde siwdog, N ovx & To elwdog wetaParov)”’, it is impossible that
together with this patrcel a whole shape of the universe does not change as well (aunyxavov un ol
nai 6oy alTd ouupetaBalely To axifiwa).”” Further on, Plethon goes even so far to claim that
in the eternal cosmos the similar periods as well as “lives” and “actions” repeat again and again,
and there cannot happen anything new.” In the Differences as well as in the Reply to Scholarios,

while criticising Aristotle, he distinguishes between the creation in time (¢ xgovw) and by cause

398 Ibid. 242-244 [111,43: Epinonuis].
399 Thid. 256 [111,43: Epinonsis|.
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(7 aitig). The universe is then claimed to be created by a higher cause, even although it is
everlasting and did not originated at a concrete moment of time.*”

For Plethon, it is thus impossible to keep the whole universe if all its parcels do not remain
in the same state (@oatTws)."”" This naturally does not mean that the change is completely
excluded from his universe. The key term in his argumentation against the possibility of the
change of the world to the worse state than before is apparently the word “usual (siwS05)”. The
universe may change, but as far as we presuppose that its producer is good, it cannot happen in
the way that is not “usual”. That means — it cannot divert from the laws determining the regular
processes in it just because of a pure chance. This thought, as we will see, opens the way for
Plethon’s doctrine of fate, which ensures that, despite its apparent changes, the sensible world
remains always in the state that is the best possible. In contrast to the “inner” transformations of
the cosmos, including even the generation and the corruption of things, the cosmos as the whole
as well as the human soul, cannot have either a beginning or an end. According to Plethon, it has
no beginning in time (xeove Te Meywevos) because to be everlasting (aidiov) and to extend into
both directions is simply “much more perfect and beautiful (moAv Tede@Tegoy xai xaAlioy)”.*”
For the same reason it also cannot ever perish. As it has been said at the beginning, the universe,
together with the soul, must thus be coeternal with the principle by which they both have been

created.

b. Stars and Daemons

In Plethon’s philosophy the Sun together with the Moon form a pair analogous to Poseidon and
Hera among the Olympians, and Kronos and Aphrodite among the Titans.*” It has an eminent
position among stars and sensible things in general because it is the boundary and bond between
the sensible and intelligible world. As such it has an important role in the creation of the sensible
world to which it also belongs. Together with Kronos and the other Titans or Forms, which are
less general and capable of producing the perishable things only, the Sun creates the whole

mortal part of the sensible world.*”*

40 D diff: 1 322.8-19, Contra Schol. VII-VIII 386.15-392.9, X 392.18-398.15.
401 g 244 [TIL43: Epinomis].

402 Ty, 258-260 [IIL43: Epinomis), of. Zor. Plat. 266.

403 T 49 106-108 [IIL,15].

404 Thid, 164-166 [I1L,34], 178 [II1,34], 244-246 [I11,43: Epinomis), Add. 120.4-9.
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Plethon argues at length against the opinion405

that the Forms of the mortal things are to be
placed into the intellect of the Sun and that they do not subsist anywhere by themselves (év v
gxovta, TQ cautol Ta TV SvmTdv Talte &lon, OlavomTa Te xal xad cavTa ovdauol
UpeaTmxoTa). — In this conception the Sun would produce every mortal thing in the same
manner as craftsmen have the forms of artefacts (ta T@v oxevaoT@®y &idm) in their minds.**
However, according to Plethon, this comparison in fact clearly shows that such solution of the
problem of the Forms is simply impossible. This is because artefacts, as we may observe, proceed
towards their perfection only when the craftsmen are present and work on them. If, on the
contrary, they are left half-finished they do not proceed any more to anything (oUxéTi oUQz
mooywolyTa & 0Ud:Y), “because the craftsmen have carried away (guvamogegovtwy) from them
not only their hands, but also these examples (ta magadsiymaTa)’. Artefacts are thus perfected
(teAetovpeva) according to an amount of the work (xata Aoyov Tov Tijs peTayeiploews) exerted
each time upon them by the craftsmen. We do not, in contrast, observe that the things produced
by natute (ta 0t @uger TalTa cungTaueva) are either perfected or living (teletovueva, oUde e
{@vra) in the dependence on the approaches and the retreats of the Sun. If it were really so,
everything would be either diurnal (¢¢nuega), or annual (éméteia), by which Plethon apparently
means the influence of the motion of the Sun during the day or during the year. Furthermore,
nothing would proceed to the petfection during night (WUxTwg). This cannot be obviously true
because some plants and fruits often ripen, that is, are perfected (teAetovpeva), also at night.
Plethon similarly refuses the possibility that it is just the intellect of the Sun, without its body
(avev ToU eauT@® guvovTos cwUaTos), that produces such effect. He argues that, in contrast to the
separated Forms, the intellects that are participated (uedexoi) by the body, as it is the case of the
intellect of the Sun, cannot act upon other bodies in any way (000" av oTioUy dgav &5 ve £Tega
cwpaTta) in the absence of the body connected to them (avev T@v geiot GuovTEY TORATWY).
The bodies that are able to have an effect on the other ones have to be in a certain position
towards the things that are being affected (Yéoewg deiv Toragde 7 To1agde moog Ta meigopeva).””
Another possibility considered by Plethon is that the things which are being petfected (ta
Tehetovpeva) might be petrfected by themselves (atta av Ve’ avt@y Teleiolodar). He finally
refuses this solution too because no potentiality may pass over to the actuality (o0depiay yag av

dUvauty &g évépyeiay xweety) if it is not pushed forward by some other actuality preceding the

former (um oly Vg’ ETégas évegyelag moeaPutéoas meoBiBalowévmy). In other words, nothing

405 In the Differences (341.11 sgq.) he connects this idea with Aristotle who “clearly makes the Sun the cause of
generation of whatever comes into existence”, transl. Woodhouse (1986), p. 212 (altered), ¢ Aristotle, Mez. XII
1071a15, De gener. et corr. 11 336b17-19.

400 T eg. 108 [IIL15], of De diff: X 341.11-19.

407 T eg. 108-110 [LILA5], of ibid. 178 [1IL34]: “Hhiov ... v@® T@v pedextdy Toltwy 1@ xeatiote [[looeiddv]
vmeleuywe.
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that is perfect only potentially (to duvauer TéAeiov) might ever become such also actually (Egyw)
if it is not pushed forward to a perfection by something that is already actually perfect. The last
possibility, which Plethon, nevertheless, also refuses, is a theory that the principle that is
responsible for the perfection of things is the heat received from the Sun (1 vmo HAiou
Seguotng) or that some other affection (11 aAro madmua) absorbed by all the mortal things
(Bvameidmuuévoy ay éxaoTois T@Y SvmT@dy) might be the cause of such perfection each time
when the Sun retreats (teAetoly avta xai ToU HAlov exaotote amoxweolvros). According to
Plethon, the perfecting principle must precede the thing that is being perfected (mgeaBuTegov yag
mou TO e Teletoly ToU Tedetoupévou elvar 0el) but no affection may precede form or essence in
general (s1doug 0c xal oAws olaiag oUdey madmua meeoPuTtegoy). In other words, to what is
further added or what happens (10 ye mgooy1yvopevoy) may not precede what it is each time
added or in what it happens (@ av éxaotote mgogyiyvyrar)."” The last argument apparently
presupposes the distinction between an essence (ovgia) and the affections (madnuata) that
modify it without changing radically its specific character. Such affections are, however, entirely
dependent on the essence “in which” they are. If we return to Plethon’s example of the Sun
shining on a fruit, the essence of the fruit is modified by the heat only at the moment when this is
happening and it is therefore impossible that the Sun would have produced an effect that is
independent of the essence and that remains separately in the fruit and gradually modifies its
essence later, when the Sun is absent.

From these considerations Plethon concludes that there must be some Forms subsisting by
themselves (e10n atTa xad éavta UpeotmxoTa) in the supracelestial space (Ev T@ Umegovgavi
ovta yxwew), that is, outside the sensible world, because, as we have just seen, the forms
contained in the intellects participated by the bodies cannot act upon something when the bodies
are absent. Such Forms, however, are not always capable of producing the things “here” by their
mutual co-operation only (talTa weta wev arlAnrov wovwy olxéti oia Te elval magaysy, aTT
av magayor T4oe). Only those that are “elder” (ta mgeaBUTega) are able to do so, producing the
Sun, Moon and other immortal things in our world. Other, the lower Forms, need a contribution
of the Sun, the Moon, and “the gods around it” to be able to produce the sensible world.*”
Similarly to the two other divine pairs on the higher level of the intelligible Forms, the Sun is said
to bring to the mortal thing a form from “the Forms and gods of Tartarus” (10 ... eldog £x Te
eld@v xat Je@v T@v TagTagiwy émeégwy), while the Moon provides them with matter. They are
thus the highest male and female gods in our heaven."’ In the Differences Plethon further claims

that the Sun connects (meogawy) matter with the Forms, whereas the Moon is not mentioned at

408 Thid. 110-112 [111,15], De diff- X 341.15-39.
409 Thid. 112 [111,15], De diff: X 341.39-342.5
410 gg. 106-108 [1I1,15].
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all.*'' The role of the heavenly bodies thus seems to be that of the transmitters that bring forms
from the supracelestial order down to the sensible things, which are under their direct influence.
The Sun does this in the case of those that are rather active and “formal” while the Moon in the
case of those that are passive and “material”. When something that is produced in such a way
already acquires certain constitution (gUoTagis), at this moment the lower Forms of the mortal
things, “themselves by themselves”, ate able to perfect and preserve it for some time (alTa oia
T’ elvar Mom O altdy alto éml Tiva xeovoy Tehetoly Te xal gwla). The more perfect Forms
are more able to do this, the less perfect less. Plethon then concludes that for the reasons given it
is not necessary to suppose that the mortal things are perfected and preserved according to a
degree the Sun approaches to the Earth or retreats.”'” In another passage he further specifies that
Kronos and the other Forms, which preside over the creation of sensible things (Kgovos e xat
voes ol alAor TeoeaTYxoTES YweIaTol), “take over everything” from the Sun (of maga ToU HAlou
nagalapBavovres Exaota), “which is the beginning of their generation and life (t7s Te
yevéaews xail ToU Biov xaTagyovTos alToig)’.

The difference among the Forms in this passages is thus naturally analogous to the one
between the Olympian gods and Titans we know from the Laws. As we have also seen, Plethon
uses this division in order to explain the difference which he situates between the everlasting and
the mortal part of the sensible world. The higher part of it is thus generated by the higher part of
the intelligible order without a contribution of any other principle, whereas the lower one is
produced by the lower Forms with a necessary assistance of the Sun and planets. These are,
according to Plethon, “the brothers (adeAgor)”, or “attendants (6mador)” of the Sun that
participate in the creation of the mortal things, they administer it jointly, and each has assigned a
patronage and leadership over certain part of daemons (daiwoves ol govior) and the human
souls. They have also the same tripartite nature, being composed of the intellect (voUs), the soul
(Yuxm), and the body (e@wa), and they, too, ensure a communion (xovwvia) or a bond
(uvdeouog) between the supracelestial order and the heaven.”* As we already know, the souls of
stars are connected to their bodies by “the vehicles” or aethereal bodies which are even higher
(xgeiTToug) and which are bright because of the amount of the active potentiality in them (dia

415

wéyedos dgaaTinds duvapews Aaumea Talta cwpata).'” Apart from the Sun, Plethon names

also the Moon (ZeAnvy), Venus (Ewaeogog or Dwagogog), Mercury (ZtiABwv), Saturn (Daivwy),

41 De diff. X 342.5-7.

412 T eg. 112-114 [IIL15]. Plethon uses the example of a projectile that moves forward by itself due to the effect
described in the Aristotelian physics as avTimegiotagis (ibid. 112 [I11,15)).

413 1bid. 120 [111,31].

414 Thid. 178 [111,34], of. 136-138 [111,34], 154 [I11,34], 166 [I11,34]. Cf. also the title of lost chapter 11,14 [1egi T@y Téy
énta aotéowy Suvauéwy (“On the potentialities of the seven planets”), ibid. 10, transl. Woodhouse (1986), p. 322 (altered).

45 Or. mag. 11.14-16 [ad XIV].
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Jupiter (@aédwy), and Mars ([Tugéers)."'® Whereas the wandering stars, planets, and especially the
Sun and the Moon, play an active part in the producing of the world, the only thing that we are
told about the fixed stars, which circulate regularly, is that they have been created in order to
contemplate what (really) exists (¢l Te Jewgiay Ty T@v ovTwy), probably the intelligible Forms,
and to praise their creator ([émi] Uuvoy Tov a6v)."'” This is in some way similar to Plato’s Timaeus

where humans are supposed to contemplate the motions of stars.*'®

In contrast to stars, daemons ate the terrestrial genus (yJdovioy vévog datpovwy) of the gods of the
third order and the lowest of all gods."” Contrary to the wide-spread Christian conception
according to which they are malicious beings, Plethon does not regard them as evil powers. This
is clear from the titles of two lost chapters of the Laws (I,19: “That daemons are not evil (Qs ov
movmeol ol daiuovés elgw)’, 20: “Refutation of the calumnies against daemons ("Eleygor Ty xata
dawovwy dafoldv)’*™) and it is also claimed by the Magian Oracle XIX (“Nature persuades that
there are pure daemons / and the fruits even of evil matter are worthy and good (‘H @uaig metde
eivar Tolg daiwovas ayvols / xai Ta xaxis UAng BlaotiuaTta xemota xal éodAa)”).”" In the
commentary to this Oracle Plethon explains that it is so because everything that has proceeded
from the god, which is the good itself, must be also good (amAds mavta Ta éx ToU Seol
avtoayadol ovTos moeAnAudoTa yemoTa elval), including matter. This must therefore be even
more true of daemons that surpass the matter, from which the world is made, by the rational part
of their nature (T@ Te Aoyix® THs @uaews), that is, by the intellect which does not mingle with

“2 Also their aethereal bodies are

the mortal nature (xal T@® mEog TNV SvMTNY QUIIY GUIXTY).
nobler than the human ones and their souls are “unmingled with the mortal nature (awixTor T4
ve Syt eivar @uaer)”.* In his letter to Bessarion Plethon claims that whereas “Proclus derives
matter from the first cause (v UVAnv Igoxhos wev amo ol mowTov aitiov magayer)”, “Plotinus
[derives] from the second intelligible essence, following after the first [cause], the doctrine that
there are evil daemons ([TAwTivos [magayet] 0z amo Ths weta To medTov [aiTiov] dsuTegag xal
vomTi)s olailas TNy megl daiwovwy movnedy 0oSav)”. However, as Plethon claims in the same

letter, Plato, Pythagoras and others did not accept this doctrine of the Egyptian origin.

Furthermore, the same doctrine about the good daemons is expressed in the Oracle XIX, which

416 T gg. 166 [111,34], 210 [IIL35], of. Meth. 52, 56, 58, for the “Chaldacan” names of planets used by Plethon both in
the Laws and his astronomical treatise ¢f Cumont (1935).

47 [ eg. 176-178 [111,34].

418 Plato, Tim. 90a-d.

419 T eg. 52 [L5], ¢ 138 [111,32], 166 [111,34], 214 [111,34]. Plethon derives his conception of daemons possibly from
Plato, Epin. 984d-e, Symp 202d-e.

420 [ g. 10, transl. Woodhouse (1986), p. 324 (altered).

21 Or. mag XIX 3.1-2, transl. Woodhouse (1986), p. 52 (altered).

422 1bid, 14.2-11 [ad XIX].

423 1bid. 11.11-14 [ad XIV].
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he also quotes there."”* It is not, however, entirely clear why the doctrine about the evil daemons
should have originated in Egypt, perhaps it is because Plotinus came from there, as well as Min
who, according to Plethon, was not in fact the real sage, in contrast to Zoroaster.

In the Laws daemons atre further described as the creatures that are at the service of other
higher gods (Sz0ls 7ol aMhrotg UmmeeTinn [wolgal) and that are adjoining (mgooeyms) to our
nature. They are infallible (avamagryros) and have no experience of the evil (xaxdv Tig
amadng)."” This is probably to be understood in the sense that, as we have seen above, daemons,
although unable to acquire the proper knowledge, still have the right opinion of everything.
Furthermore, as we know, they are in fact good, and for this reason, being a kind of the higher
creatures that are closest to us, they are also the source of all our good. In the hymn dedicated to
them Plethon enumerates all their functions. — Some of them are responsible for the purification
of men (o wev xadaigovtes), others “lead them up (o1 8" avayovtes), guard (Toi O pgovgelvTes),
or preserve them (ewlouaiy)”, and still others are able to “correct easily their intellect (geia par’
6edolyTeg vo0v)”.**" In another passage of the Laws, apart from the purification, another function
of daemons is “to cure (SepameuTings)” humans.*’ This is perhaps to be understood as making
them “good and beautiful (xaloi xdyadoi)”.**® As Plethon makes clear in his commentary to the
Magian Oracle XX, the cotrecting ot punishing daemons (al xoAaoTixal daiwoves) divert humans
from their vice (@ amayerv Ths xaxias avTovs) and bind them to the virtue (T7 ageTq]

éynatadolioar).”

8. Nature Mortal and Human

a. The Soul and the Human Situation

The daemons are the lowest reality that have the everlasting being and do not perish, which, as
we know, is Plethon’s definition of divinity. Men, on the contrary, due to their mortal body, do
not belong among gods, including even those of the third order, who are the lowest of all.
However, for Plethon, man is also partly a divine creature since his nature is in fact twofold,

composed of the body and the immortal soul. In the Epinomis, to prove this claim, he uses an

424 _Ad Bess. 1 459.4-11. The negation o0 in the text of the letter to Bessarion (1 ¢l oU meider efvar Tovs daipovag
ayvols, ibid. 459.10-11) seems to be added by a mistake of the textual tradition, ¢ the same text in Or. mag XIX 3.1-
2.

425 T eg. 138 [1IL,34], of 166 [1IL,34], 188 [1I1,34], 198 [II1,34], 200 [II1,34], 214 [I11,35].

426 [hid, 214 [111,35].

427 1bid. 188 [111,34].

428 [bid. 200 [111,34].

429 Or. mag. 14.13-14 [ad XX].
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axiom he states beforehand, according to which actions must be analogous to their essences and
essences to their actions (ta ggya Tals olglalg, xal Tag ouglag Tolg £QYolS TOIS TQETEQOIS
avadroyov Oev).”" This is because man is apparently capable of the actions that are animal
(Smetwdn), but also of those that are close to the divine ones (T@v Ye@y magamAnaia), that is, the
contemplation of being and even of acquiring the notion of Zeus. Man is thus composed of two
kinds (efdee), animal (Smgiwdns) and mortal (Svmrov) one, but also that which is immortal
(@3avaTov) and akin to gods (ol Jeois guyyevég).”' Plethon thus conceives the human nature
(@uaig) as “not unmingled (oUx axmeaTog)”, that means, as necessarily attached to the mortal
body, but still immortal (adavaTog). Its attachment to the mortal nature is required for “the
completion of the universe (t7s Tol TavTos TAMEwaews gvexa)” and its “union (evaguooTiag or
aguoviag)”. In order that the descending ontological structure of Plethon’s universe is complete,
there must be some “boundary (weSogiov)” and “bond (gUvdzaumog)” between the immortal and
unmingled nature of gods and the perishable and mortal one.*”* The universe (T6 m@v) cannot be
divided or torn asunder (Maomacuévoy), and must together form one composition (Ev Tt 7@ ovTI
ovoTyua). Similatly to the things that differ significantly between themselves, but at the same
time are, as much as it is possible, connected together by some boundaties (ueSogiots iy éx
T@OV EvovTwy guvneuoodm), the mortal things are bound to the immortal ones by the boundary
located into man (t@ xata Tov avewmov TolTov wedogiw ouvededm). Plethon then argues, that
if they were united permanently, the mortal part of the human being would be immortalised
because of the continuous contact with its immortal part (Ex THs meos To aSavaTtov acl
owovaias amadavatiCopevoy) and man would not any longer play the role of the common
boundary, necessary for the completion of the universe. Both these natures cannot be also
connected just once (@ma& ... wwiAnxog) and then released for the rest of time (tov Aotmoy
amavta ygovov ammAlaxTo). This is because the boundary between the immortal and mortal
things would thus exist only at one moment and not forever (@ma§ yeyovos, ovx ael wev ov
wedogiov). It would not therefore unite these two parts of the universe permanently (0vd” ael
Svmra adavatols auvaguotTov), which is necessary for its perfection, but the union (7 aguovia)
would cease with the death of the body. According to Plethon, we have to conclude that the
immortal nature is partly (maga wégog) connected (xowwvely) to the mortal one, and partly, when

the mortal body is destroyed, it exists by itself (xad" aiTo Te éxagTote yiyveadar) and lives apart

430 [ eg. 242 [111,43: Epinomis).

B 1bid. 246 [111,43: Epinoniis|, of 248 |111,43: Epinomis|, Zor. Plat. 266, Or. mag. 9.2-5 [ad X1], 9.16-18 |ad X11], Ad guaes.
91-132. Cf also Benakis intoduction to Ad quaes., pp. 340-343.

432 ] eg. 138-140 [1IL,34], of. 142-146 [111,34], 182-184 [111,34], 194 [111,34], 196 [111,34], 250 [111,43: Epinomis|, Zor.
Plat. 266, Or. mag. 9.5-10 [ad X1, Decl. brev. 21.15-18, Ad guaes. 128-132, Contra Schol. XXVII 456.24-458.8. Cf. also
Matula (2003).
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(xai {hy xweig). This happens forever in the infinite time (xal ToUTo oUTw TOV Gel yweely xal
ameigoy xovoy)."”

The position of man, as it is apparent also from the vocabulary employed by Plethon, is
similarly exclusive as that of the Sun, which is, as we have seen above, also a boundary (ggog) and
bond (gUvdeguog) of the intelligible order and the sensible world. In an important passage from
the Epinomis Plethon discusses the problem of the duration of the soul in the connection with the
duration of the whole cosmos, which, as we have seen, is, according to him, everlasting and has
no beginning in time. The soul, having its specific function of the boundary between the mortal
and immortal part of the cosmos, must be, first, also everlasting and, second, it must undergo
successive reincarnations in order not to remain either permanently connected to the body, or, on
the contrary, altogether disconnected from it. This is exactly the way the human soul contributes
to the unity and harmony of the whole cosmos.**

Plethon explains in more depth how such a union of mortal and immortal nature is possible
in his commentary to the Magian Oracle XIV. According to him, the Pythagoreans and the
Platonists believe that the human soul is neither an essence entirely separated from the whole
body (o0 mavTy TIS YwelTTY olola TayTos FwWaToS), nor entirely unseparated (ov 0" al mavTY
ayxweiaTog), but partly separated and partly unseparated (74) wev xweiotn, T4 0 axwEITTOS).
This means that the soul is potentially separated (T4j wev duvauer dnmov yweiotn) from the body,
but actually always unseparated (19 0" Zgyw ael ayxweioTos). Plethon now describes in short the
basic division on which his metaphysics is based. — The Pythagoreans and Platonists distinguish
three kinds (e10m) of being: The first is entirely separated from matter (1o pev maAVTY XWEITTOV
UAmg) and identical with the supracelestial intellects (o1 voeg 0m oi Umegouvgavior). The second is
entirely unseparated (o 9” aywgiaToy mavTy) because it has not the essence that subsists by itself
(00 v e olalay xaS Eavtny UgeaTnxuiay Exov), but it is dependent on matter (T7g UAng o)
e€muumevny) and therefore disperses and perishes together with it. In contrast to the intellects, this
kind is irrational (@Aoyov). Finally, the third kind is that between the previous ones (uetaby
TouTo) and this is the rational soul (1 Yuxm ... 9 Aoyixm). The intermediate position of it is due
to its specific nature. It differs from the supracelestial intellects by its permanent connection with
matter (¢ ael UAY ouvvelvar) whereas from the irrational kind by the fact that it is not dependent
on it (T¢ wm avtny Ths UAng éEfj@dar), but, on the contrary, in this case, as we have already seen,
matter is permanently dependent on the soul (9 UAny éauvTdis del Exery éEmuuévay).”

Plethon then claims that the soul subsists potentially itself by itself (et idia cavtiis xal

%0y avTny T e duvauel Exovaa UpeaTnxuia) and, similarly to the supracelestial intellects, it is

433 [ eg. 250-252 [111,43: Epinomis|, ¢f. Zor. Plat. 266.
434 | eg. 258-260 [111,43: Epinomis|, ¢f. Zor. Plat. 266, Contra Schol. XXV 442.20-444.27. Cf. also Bargeliotes (1979).
5 Or. mag. 10.4-15 [ad X1IV].
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“indivisible (awegns)”, that is, without parts. At the same time it is akin to them (cuyyevmg)
because it is also capable of attaining “the knowledge and contemplation of being (tis T@v
ovTwy 0N Yvwdesws xal Yewgiag)”, up to the highest god himself (axgr xai avTol Tol avwTaTw
Seol) and for this reason we may assume that it is indestructible (Mg ToUTo dvwAedgov).* It is
thus said to be the immediate (mgooeys) creature of the highest Form of the intelligible order.*’
The common feature of both the soul and the supracelestial kind is naturally the intellect that
enables us to know the Forms and that is, as participated (uwedexTog), present in the souls. As we
know from the discussion of the Magian Oracle XXVIII, the knowledge of the highest god, which
is supremely and perfectly one, is possible thanks to the flower of intellect, the most supreme and
united part of us.

The soul thus conceived is permanently connected with the aethereal body (cwuat: act
ouvelval aidegiw) as to its vehicle (ofoy dymuaT éavtis), which is a doctrine elaborated in the
various forms by the Neoplatonists.”® According to Plethon, the soul immortalizes the acthereal
body by the immediate contact (cuvamadavatiovoa xal alto 1§ moodexel émaey). This vehicle
is itself without the soul (@duvyov xa3" aiTo), but it is ensouled by another, irrational kind of the
soul (@A’ euduyxdoSar xal avTo, T@ éTéew Te xal aloyw Yuxds eider). The Pythagoreans and
Platonists call this kind of soul an image of the rational soul (Yuxfis Aoyixijs eldwAov), which is
“adorned” with imagination and perception (pavragia Te 0n xexoounuevoy xal aigdnaet). This
kind of the soul thus “sees and hears the whole through the whole (6Aov o1’ ohov 0y Te xai
axolov)”, being responsible for every perception. Other irrational faculties that are related to
these two are also located into it. Plethon, however, claims that because the imagination is the
most eminent capacity of the aethereal body, it is through it that the irrational soul is
permanently connected to the whole aethereal body. At a certain moment the human soul is
connected through this body also to the mortal nature. It happens during the conception when
the aethereal body as a whole is connected to the whole life spitit of the embryo (6Aoy oAw T®
Tol éuPBovov CwTin® mvevuatt). They might be interwoven due to their mutual kinship consisting
in fact that the aethereal body is also a kind of spirit (mvetjua). The souls of daemons, although
otherwise not much different from the human ones, are more “noble” and “use nobler vehicles
because they are not mingled with the mortal nature (ysvvaioTégois oxmMuad: xewuévas,
awixtous T e dvnTh elvar @uoer)”. As we know, the souls of stars which are even higher
(xgeiTToug) use also more powerful vehicles (xgeiTTm), that is, the bodies which are bright

because of the amount of the active potentiality (d1a péyedos doaotixds duvapews Aaumoa

456 Tbid, 10.15-20 [ad XIV].
457 Ibid, 9.2-4 [ad XT], 9.14-18 [ad XII].
438 Cf Dodds (1933), Sorabji (2005), pp. 221-229.
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Taita cwwata).” According to Reply to Scholarios, the human soul uses “the fiery spirit (mvefua
TUe@des)” of the aethereal body as a middle (T6 wéaov) connecting it to the body." We may also
note that, as he claims in his letters to Bessarion, the relation of the soul to the body is for
Plethon an example of “the participation according to attachment (weToxn 7 xata meooAniry)”
or “according to entanglement (xat’ émmAoxny wédebig)”, in which a producer, mover or,
generally, principle (to magayov 7 xwolv m olws agyov) attaches to itself the thing that is
ordered “under it” (mgogAauBavoy éauvtd To U’ tavtol daTidéuevoy). !

As we have just seen, according to Plethon, the human soul is divided into two parts, the
rational and irrational one. The irrational one is called the image (sidwAov) of the rational soul
and while the latter is responsible for thinking, the former is charged with imagination,
perception, and other irrational faculties. However, in order to be able to receive the stimuli
coming from the sensible world outside, the irrational soul must be naturally connected with the
body. It is not, however, connected to the body directly, but through “the vehicle of the soul” or
the “aethereal body”, made, as we know from the Laws, from the finest matter, that is, fire which
is bright and fiery in the case of stars, but invisible in the case of daemons and humans. Being at
the same time also a spirit (mvedua), as such it is connected with the life spirit we have received at
the moment of our birth. Plethon’s theory of the relation of the soul to the body is summarised
in his commentary to the Magian Oracle XVa: “[The Oracle] calls the image of the soul the
irrational part that is dependent on the rational and that is attached to the vehicle (sidwAov Yuxdjs
xael, T0 Eyouevoy ToU Aoyixol aloyov, 0 ToU oxmuaTos altis éEfmTal). It says that ‘even this
image has its portion in the entirely light place (2ot1 xal sidwiw wegis elis Tomoy apeieaovta)’,
because the soul never puts away its adjoining vehicle (00 yag amotideaSal mote Yuxmy To
éautiis meogexés oxmua)’.** From the second part of this quotation it is also clear what is
Plethon’s solution of the long-lasting discussion among Neoplatonists concerning the
immortality of the aethereal body."’ — The soul never puts away its acthereal body, which is thus
also everlasting.

We are not unfortunately told whether in the division of the soul in Plethon’s commentary
to the Magian Oracles the rational soul is identical with the participated intellect (uedextog vois),
which is, as we know, according to the Laws, present in stars, daemons and men. We may,
nevertheless, perhaps assume it on the basis of Plethon’s commentary to the Magian Oracle XV1I,
which has been already mentioned above in the connection with the “common notions™: ““The

paternal intellect’ (0 maTeixog voUs), that is, the immediate creator of the essence of the soul (o

439 Or. mag. 10.20-11.16 [ad XIV], of Decl. brev. 21.18-21, Leg. 186 [111,34], Contra Schol. XXV 440.15-17.
440 Jhid, XXIX 474.25-30.

441_A4d Bess. 1 460.11-15, 11 466.2-3.

442 Or. mag XVa 2.12, transl. Woodhouse (19806), p. 53 (altered), ibid. 12.8-11 [ad XVa).

43 ¢f Dodds (1933), pp. 319-320, Sorabji (2005), pp. 227-228, Tambrun-Krasker (1999), p. 43.

94



Tiis s Yuxis dnladn olaiag meogeyms dnuiovgyos), ‘has sown’ also ‘the symbols to the souls’
(oUrog Tals Yuxals évéomeige xal Ta aupBoAa), or the images of the intelligible Forms (fror Tag
T@OV vonT@Y eld@®V eixovag), from which each soul always acquires reasons of things (2§ @v Tovs
T@Y ovTwy Yuxn) xaogTtn év EauTy ael xéxtnTar Aéyoug).”** The “symbols in souls,” mentioned
by the Oracle are thus interpreted by Plethon as the “images of the intelligible Forms”.** Thanks
to the participated intellect “sown” into it, the human soul is therefore capable of knowing the
Forms, or, as Plethon puts it, of “acquiring the reasons of things”, in other words, of finding out
the rational reasons explaining the nature of the world. These are also most probably the
“common notions (xowval évvoiat)” from the beginning of the Laws.

As we have just seen, man is endowed with the rational soul serving as the boundary
between the immortal and mortal nature. In a chapter of the Laws Plethon considers at length the
question whether there are other mortal creatures that are also rational. If they really did exist, it
would obviously bring a difficulty for him because there would be more boundaries similar to
those in humans. He claims that in the case of animals acting according to reason, for instance,
“the government of the bees, the economy of ants, or the skilful hunting of spider (uehiTT@y Te
ToAITEIG, XAl UUQWNXWY 0IX0VOWIG, TTIOU X4l GQAXYOU EUUMyavou dnea)’, we must inquire
whether they do this using their own thought (idig ... xewueva diavoig), or some higher than the
human one, lower, or similar. If they used some higher thought, it would be higher in all or more
things than that of men (ka7 avJewmov), nevertheless, this does not seem to be true. If they
relied on a thought that is worse, they would not always attach themselves exclusively to one
activity each accomplishing it in the best possible manner, which is something that is appropriate
to the perfect thought and higher than man. If it were similar to human thought it would neither
attach itself just to one activity, nor would it be worse in most things than the human one. For
Plethon, it is thus clear that animals do not “use” their proper thought (idia diaveia), but that of
“the soul governing this heaven (9 To0de ToU olgavol myoumévns Yuxis)” and of the separated
intellects (voeg ywgtarol) which preside over them from outside (E§wSey épeatmxoTes) and to
which the soul “attaches everything here (ofs 1 Yuxm altn éxaota meogayer)”. The world-soul is
thus responsible not only for the actions of animals but also of the things lacking perception
(avaigdnTa), such as, for instance, the tendrils of a vine and a pumpkin, or a magnet and the
reactions of certain metals.**

Plethon thus seems to be talking here about the relation of particular things that — in
contrast to stars, daemons, and humans — are without the intellect, to their corresponding

separated intellects that are identical with the Forms. This relation is mediated through the world-

444 Or. mag. 16.6-9 |ad XXVII|, ot XXVII 3.16, transl. Woodhouse (1986), p. 52 (altered).
45 Cf. Tambrun-Krasker’s commentary ad loc., p. 132.
446 J eg. 80-82 [11,26], ¢ 122 [111,31].
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soul that is therefore responsible for the actions of the beings lacking their proper intellect and
soul. In another passage from the Laws Plethon places the “soul governing this heaven” into the
Sun, which, together with Kronos and other separated intellects, presides over sensible things
and is a leader of the things that are devoid of intellect. The actions that are in these Forms
united (xad’ &v évovta) become distinguished (dtaxgidov) in the things governed by them. Being
led by the separated intellects and by the world-soul, animals cannot do anything inappropriate
(oU megizgyws mouel). For this reason their actions are more correct (moAv 0gdoTegov) than those
of men who use their own fallacious thought and opinion (idig diavoig Te xai 005y xefioSal,

7 However, according to Plethon’s conception of the civil virtues

AUaQTNTY WEVTOI alTH).
(mohitela) exposed in the On Virtues, they are limited in their relation to what is common (xo1vov)
and to the whole. The plants and the whole nature lacking perception () avaigSnTos @uais) as
well as the soul (@duyos) thus exist without the mutual relation among themselves (Mx1o1’ av
emxovwvoln aAAnAoig), whereas animals already have a kind of the social existence, the more
perfect being those living in herds (§uvayeralopeva). Man differs from all the animals by his life

<

in community (xowvotms Biov), whereas the “higher genera” live probably in even “a more
common way” than him (ta Te al xeiTTw ToU Yévm xowoTegov ETi avdewmov Plol ay xaTd TO
eixog), and this is why man should, as much as possible, assimilate himself to them (tois avTol
TedewTéoig Yéveaiy eig dvamly apouoioluevog).

Another function of the world-soul is the measurement and differentiation of the time of
the universe. According to Plethon, in contrast to the higher eternal levels of reality, “time begins
from the soul that governs this universe (ygovov yag agyesdar wev amo Yuxds Tis Tolde av
nyoupévns Tol olgavel)”. Time is “the first always moving entity” that measures the action of
the soul (me@Tov T0 el xwvmTov alTY weteolvTa Tis meabsws). “It already goes through all the
soul and the bodily nature (xwgelv 0” mom dia. magns Yuxis Te xal cwpaToy euoews)” and it is
defined by Plethon in Platonic terms as “an image of eternity (eixova al@vog veyovota)”.* The
main character of its nature is that “it has always passed and it is not any more (to wév ael
olyeTat Te xal oUxeTt éaTi) and at the same time it will be and it is not yet (T0 0¢ weAder Te 71
xal oUmw éaTiv)”. It is thus “always in the present moment and now (2oT1 8” v axagel asl Te
xal viv) which, however, by becoming always different and different (0 99, aAro xai arro aci

yiyvopevoy), divides time into that which has passed and that which is to be (tov Te oiyouevoy

nai wéMovta diogiler yxeovoy)”." In another passage Plethon defines time in a rather

47 Thid. 120 [111,31].

448 De virt. [B,11] 12.1-23.

449 Cf. Plato, Tim. 37d.

40 I eg. 56 |L,5], ot Add. 119v.18-22.
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Aristotelian way as “the measure of the motion (xivneews ... wétoov)”,*" but this only completes
the definition just mentioned. Time is thus the motion derived from the world-soul and,
permeating the whole universe, it is, similarly to it, also without beginning and end, being

differentiated by the periodical motions of the heavenly bodies.*”

b. Fate and Freedom

The philosophy of Plethon is notoriously famous for its determinism.” In section VIII of his
Differences, two axioms are stated, which are said to be presupposed by those who think that
everything is determined and “occurs necessarily (6§ avayxms anavra ... yiyveadar)”. According
to the first one, “whatever occurs must necessarily do so from some cause (@may To yiIyvouevoy
un’ altiov TIvOS avayxalov ay sival yiyvesdal)” and, according to the second, “every cause
must produce whatever effect it may have in both a necessary and a determinate way (amav
aiTIoV 0 TI GV 00T AVAyxy TE xal WEITWEVWS auto 0gav)”. Aristotle, as Plethon claims, in
order to avoid the consequences that follow from these two axioms and that lead to the
assumption of the universal determinism, decides not to accept the first axiom, because he needs
the second one “when he speaks about the evetlasting motion (év Tolg megl aidiov xwnorews)”.
According to him, there are thus things that occur without any cause (yiyveaSai T T@v
yiyvouevwy xal aitiov xweig) and his rejection of the first axiom is contrary to what is otherwise
accepted by “all wise men and laymen”. In Plethon’s eyes this, furthermore, clearly leads to
atheism, since “in accepting this [first] axiom, men are adopting the first and readiest of all beliefs
in the deity”, since thus they attempt to explain everything that has no visible cause by the
existence of the divine. Plethon then also tries to show that the denial of the first axiom is in
contradiction with what Aristotle says elsewhere.*

The similar conception of determinism is presented also in the Laws too. As we know,
Plethon says at its very beginning that the book comprises the ethics according to the Stoics,"
having quite evidently their famous doctrine of fate in mind. The main exposition of this
doctrine, which seems to be in fact a quite natural outcome of the refutation of the third type of
atheism mentioned at its beginning, is to be found in chapter 6 of book II entitled “On Fate (ITegt

elwapmévns)”, a text that very probably circulated separately and was by far the most copied part

1 [ eg. 48 [L,5], of. Atistotle, Phys. IV 220a24-26, 220a32-221al.

452 Cf. Add. 120.9-23.

453 Cf. Masai (1956), pp. 186-200, Bargeliotes (1975), Arabatzis (2005).

454 De diff. V111 332.24-334.4, transl. Woodhouse (1986), pp. 203-204 (altered), of Contra Schol. XXX 488.10-16, XXXI
492.10-498.25.

45 L eg. 2, of Ad Bess. 1462.11-13.23-27.
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of the Laws.** Plethon provides here a series of arguments in support of determinism, beginning
with the question whether all future events are determined and fixed by fate (moTega 9 weloTat
Te xal ElwaQTal aTavTe Ta weAAovta), or whether there are some that are not determined and
proceeds indeterminately and randomly by chance (@AX’ aogiotws Te On xal aTaxTws xweel,
xal oUTwg omws ay Tuxol). Plethon’s answer is that everything must be determined because of
the two reasons that are basically the same as both axioms he proposes in the Differences. 1f
something were not determined (ef yag oTi0lv oUy weiouwévws yiyvorto), it would be either
without a cause, or a cause would not produce its effect in the determinate and necessary way (1
oUy WEITWEYWS alTo, 0U0E GUV Qyayxy TO aiTiov ameeyaceTat), which is both impossible. It
would be even more impossible, if somebody claimed that gods can change their decision about
future events and would accomplish something different than they intended previously, either
because they have been moved by human prayers or gifts (eIte vn’ avdewnwy MTals 7 Tiol
dwgols magametdopevor), or because they have been affected in some other way (eite 0n xal
arMws vé mws alto macyovtas). This is naturally the third type of atheism from the beginning
of the Laws. Furthermore, similarly as in the Differences, here too, Plethon claims that rejection of
these two reasons on which the determinism is based leads to atheism. Those who refuse to
accept the necessity and fate in future events, risk two things. They are either forced to deny
entirely that gods exert a providence on the “things here” (tdjs moovolas olws TV Tfoe
exBardery Tovs Seots), or to admit that gods are the cause of the things that are worse, and not
the best possible (1 xal TNy T@Y ye1govwy alTols aiTiay avTi TOY éx T@V dwaT®v PeATioTwy
megramtery). This is because, as Plethon claims, the things decided by them later are worse than
what was decided first (um o0 YaTega asi, MTol TA TEOTegov M UGTeQoy aUTOIS EYVWTWEVE,
yelow TV éTéwy eivar).”’

Plethon considers these two ways of denying fate impossible from many reasons. In his
theology all future events are eternally fixed by fate and ordered as much as possible (xal Ta
werhovta amavrta slpaeTal Te 5 aldvos xal TéTaxTAl, WS duvaToy auTols), “being ordered and
determined under Zeus, the one king of everything”. He is the only one who is not determined
(wgirTtat) by anything else since everything that is determined is determined by its cause and
there is not any higher cause than him. Zeus, being the first principle of all, is thus greater
(xgeiTTwy) than to be able to be determined and he remains always in the same state (wéver Tz ael
xal xaTa T4 aUTO wralTws). As the first principle, Zeus equals with the “the highest necessity”
that is itself by itself and “by nothing else” (xal Ty weyioTyy macdy avayxny xal xeaTioTny,

K \ b) < \ icH b ’ b b b \ A4 b ’ b 13 ’ . .
alty O avtny oloay avayxmy, ob 01" oUOEY ETegov, alToS 0TIV 0 xexTnuevos). This is because

456 Cf. Alexandre (1858), pp. xc-xci, n. 3, Masai (1950), p. 396, n. 1, Woodhouse (1986), p. 318.
457 I eg. 64-66 [IL,0].
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necessity is better than non-necessity and for this reason the greatest necessity must be attributed
to the one, who is the supremely good (axgws ayaJos). “This same thing”, that is most probably
the necessity, is then communicated in the second degree to the things that follow immediately
after Zeus (Tolg e moogexds meoiolaly am alTol TalTo ToUTO O0sUTEQWS Wed EauTov
naéxeTat), and thus everything, without an exception, is determined by the first principle which
is the cause of all.**

Another reason why future events must be determined, is that otherwise they could not be
known in advance (0Ud” av mgoeyivwoxeTo), not only by humans, but also by any god, because
there cannot be a knowledge of anything which is entirely indeterminate (mavtn aogioTov) and
about which it is not possible to determinate truly whether it is to be or not. Gods in fact know
future events because they determine them and they are always present in them as their cause,
even before they happen. They thus know the things because they order (QiaTidévar) them and
because they are their cause, not because they are themselves in some way affected by the “things
here” while disposing them. This is because gods cannot be affected by something that is lower
and non-existing. They are thus not only the causes of future events, but have also a perfect
knowledge of them determining them fully in advance. Plethon further adds a comment that
gods reveal the future to some men, who then try sometimes to avoid their fate, but gods,
knowing and ordering all, foresee even this so that such human attempts to avoid one’s lot only
support the universal necessity.*” Plethon’s universal determinism is possible because of his
conception of the generation of matter in the sensible world. As we have seen, it is not an
independent or semi-independent principle but it is derived directly from its intelligible Form,
Hera. In this type of metaphysics the causality, descending from the first principle down the
lower levels of being, establishes a universal determinism, in which everything has its specific
cause. At the same time this means that in this situation the supremely good creator is not

hindered by anything else in producing a world that is the best possible.*”

This, however, provokes a further question discussed at length by Plethon in the same chapter of
the Laws. — One may ask whether, given the assumption of the universal determinism, human
freedom as well as divine justice are not undermined because gods cannot punish the unjust, if
these are such “by necessity”. A more specific objection then could be raised, namely, that,
despite the general determination of everything, humans are their own masters (xuglovs av
eauT@y elvat) because there is “the prudent part (to @eovelv)” in them which rules over “the

major part” of them (11 év cauvTols agyov ...., To 0¢ moAU agyowevov) and which, being by its

458 Tbid, 66-68 [I1,6).
459 Ibid, 68-70 [IL,6], of Ad Bess. 1 463.3-19.
460 Cf Masai (1956), pp. 226-244, Bargeliotes (1976), pp. 120-125, Tambrun-Krasker (2002), pp. 320-328.

99



nature their best part, is also the governing one (xvgtov). However, as Plethon claims, it is
impossible to deny that even this prudent part of us may be determined by something else.”" In
his letter to Bessarion, he treats this problem, which he connects, once more, with Aristotle’s
attempt to deny fate, in a more detail. He first, considers the possibility that our ability to decide
between two alternatives (To én’ au@oTega ToUTo Evdeyomevoy xal aupipgomov) depends on our
will (BovAnaig). However, as regards the will, there are two possibilities. — It may “move” without
any apparent cause (7 @avTwy vmo wndevos ay aitiov TNy BovAnow Mudy xwvelodat) and
altogether randomly (@AM’ eix§) waTmy), which is, nonetheless, unacceptable for Plethon. Or,
alternatively, our will is moved by some good, even if it is just an apparent one (Un” ayaSol ovtog
M xal eavowévov), but in such case it will be in fact determined by some necessity (gvv avayxf

. swveigSar). As Plethon concludes, our will thus cannot be self-moved (avToxivyrtog), if it
seems to be always moved either by our prudent part (to @govolv mu@v) or by the good
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(tayad0v).*” Similarly to the intellects, which are, as we have seen, “self-produced
(aUTomaaywyov)”, our soul, too, as a whole, is self-moved (1) 0" oAn Hudy Yuygm alToxivyTog),
moving by one its part the rest (wéget T6 Aormov cautds xvoioa).*

To return back to the Laws, according to Plethon, our prudent part is not an independent
principle of our action since it seems to “follow the external things (tols 5w meayuad eaivort’
av émouevoy)”, that means, it is apparently influenced by the stimuli coming from outside.*”* In
the letter to Bessarion he further explains that “the moving part in us itself (avto To év Muiv
xvody)” is in fact moved by “the external things that surround us (Umo Te T@v fwdev ...
TeQUiTTAMEVWY NS TeaywaTwy)”’. Moreovert, being capable of “the divine interpretation (ofov
Te yiyvnTar T4 Selag éEmymoews)”, it is not also without the contact with the divine (xai 04 xal
Tol Jelov ... wn amoleimeadat), which thus also exercises an influence upon it. This all is due to
our prudent part that, influenced by the opinions received from outside (doyuaot Tols cavt®
efwdev Eyyyvopévorg), moves the rest of the soul, namely, will, desire (ogu), and the passions
that are connected with both of them (ta ToUtorw al émoueva madm). Other emotions,
enumerated by Plethon, which are submitted to the influence of the prudent part in us, are joy
(xaea) — “the inner one, and not that coming through perception (yaga Te o1 1 gvdov, ol 1 o1
alodnoews)” —, “the similar kind of itritation (@ayavaxtnois weaitws)”, hope (EAmis), fear (0205),
appetite (¢mduwia), spirit (Jupos), and fantasy (pavtacia). According to Plethon, these things
were called to be “upon us (2@’ Muiv)” since they depend upon the prudent part, the highest one

in us (Em TP rvgWTATY MUAY ovTa TG @eovolvTl). The prudent part itself neither depends

461 T g9, 70-72 [IL6].

462 A4 Bess. T 461.28-36.

463 Thid, 1 459.18-23, 461.36-462.2.
464 T gg. 72 [ILG].
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upon another part of ours (00T’ ém T@ @Al TOY MueTégwy), nor itself upon itself (00T’ alTo
¢@” éaut®).*”

Let us now turn to the second reason why, according to Plethon, our prudent part is
determined as everything else in the world. “Even if it is not affected by the same things in the
same way in all the people (sf xal un wcavTws amacy avdewnolg To @eovoly ToUTo UTO T@Y
alTOY TEAYWATWY PaiveTal MlaTIYEWEVOY), it is not correct to assume that it does not follow the
things necessatily (o0x av 0g3@s Tis oimdeim wnd’ &5 avayxmsg av emeddar aluTo TOlg
meaywaoty)”’, namely, that it is not, after all, determined by necessity. The prudent part is in fact
always affected according to its individual nature (¢uaig) and, moreover, according to its training
(aoxmaig). The same impulse (mgoomimToy) thus provokes different affections (ta madnuaTa) in
different humans according to the nature of their prudent part, which, however, in fact
furthermore depends on gods. As for training, it is dependent on the opinion (do§a), namely, that
the training in the virtue is a desirable thing. Such opinion must be, nonetheless, present in us in
advance, which means, that also here the contribution of a god is necessary since without it
nobody in fact capable of acquiring it. Plethon thus concludes that people are their own masters
insofar they are able to rule over themselves by their prudent part. However, they are
furthermore ruled by gods, who determinate the preconditions of their prudent behaviour. In
other words, people are free and at the same time they are not."*

At this moment Plethon feels a need to precise what, in the conditions just described, he
considers to be freedom (EAevdegia). According to him, it is wrong to define it as opposed to
necessity (avayxm), since this necessity cannot be slavery (dovAeia), which always presupposes
domination (deomoTeia). It makes in fact no sense to distinguish between slavery and domination
when we speak of the “eldest” necessity, which is identical with Zeus, who, being the principle of
everything else, is the only necessity that is by itself. If slavery really equalled with being ruled
over (T@ agxeodar) and freedom with not being determined (w ogieiTat) by anything from
outside, nobody would be then free, not only among the people, but also among gods with the
sole exception of Zeus alone who rules and orders everything else. But if this is really so, such
slavery is nothing dreadful, since serving to the good, which, too, is ultimately identical with
Zeus, is profitable and pleasant even for a slave. This is because a servant of the good does not
experience anything else than the good (000ev yag av aAX’ 7 ayaSov amodavaeié Tis doulelwy
aya3®). Plethon therefore refuses the definition of slavery and freedom, which may be
presumably objected to him and according to which these two terms are identical with hindering

or allowing somebody to live as he wishes (T@ xwAleaSar 1 wn xwAieaSal Tva (v wg

465 _A4d Bess. 1 462.3-13.
466  eg. 72-74 [11,6], of. Ad Bess. 1 462.13-21. Cf. also ibid. 462.21-463.3.
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BovAetar). Plethon then restates the whole problem. — For him, everybody in fact wishes in the
first place to do well and to be happy (meatTey Te el xal evdaipovelv), and so the one who is
doing well, is hence also free, either ruled over or not, because he lives as he wishes. In contrast,
the one who is not doing well (xaxds d¢ mgatTwy TIg), does not live as he wishes, and,
consequently, is not free. The people who do not do well (xax@s 0¢ meaTTey) are in fact in such
state because they have become unjust (xaxoi yeyovotes). For this reason nobody wishes to
become unjust since it also means not to do well. The unjust become such only because they
behave in an unjust manner unwillingly (@xovtes), the only one who is free being therefore a
person who is just.*”’

In another letter to Bessarion, Plethon, while commenting some Platonic passages, claims
that Plato connects fate (siwaguévn) and necessity (avayxm) with “the most prudent soul (7
eeoviwwTaTny Yuxn)”. However, the imprudent (@ggwv) one, too, is not exempt from necessity
since, as Plato constantly shows, no one is unjust willingly (o0dzig exwy xaxog), but the unjust
become such since they err (ESauagTavovtes). If they do it unwillingly, this must be then caused
by some necessity (Un’ avayxmg Tivog). Plethon then distinguishes between two senses in which
the necessity may be understood. — In the first one it means “everything that cannot be otherwise
(may 1o wm évdeyouevov aAlws axely)”, in the second, more specific (idiwg) one, it designates
force (Bia). It would be, nonetheless, wrong, along with “the liberation” of the soul from the
second type of necessity, to refuse also the other, “more divine” one, which is in our willing (¢v
T@® exoudiw) and intellect (xata volv). It is rather so that “the good which is much prior (moAv
mgoTegov TayaJov) with necessity which it directs (ovv avayxy, mv av ayy)” directs also the
soul, being the highest and most active of all causes (alTiov TayToS AUTO 0V XQATITTOV Te X4l
doaoTixwTaTov). According to Plethon, those who refuse all necessity do not note that they
make the good feeble and the soul behave randomly (t@ wev ayad® acSévaiav, T4 0t Yuxf
WaTAIOTYTA ToTaTToVTES), since they think that in the case when the soul senses something
good (owvigiga €03 ote ayadol otovolv Yuxm) which seems better than other things (touTou
ETEQWY auelvovos @aivowevoy), “it will choose everything else” than just the thing that seems to it

~ ~ " Ao 3 ~ ’ ¢~ 468
to be better (mav warAoy 7 To auevoy EQUTY EaIVOUEYOY AIQEITIAL).

Plethon thus argues that
the soul always decides for the alternative that appears to be the best or the most profitable for it
and for this reason necessity is always implied in the human conduct. This necessity is,
nonetheless, ultimately determined by the good itself so that the decisions made by humans

prove, in the end, to be always the best and most profitable for them. Those who err in their

moral conduct, are unjust, which, according to Plethon, means that they are “not doing well”.

467 g, 74-76 [11,6]
468_A4 Bess. 11 466.8-467.3
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This must be probably understood as that they have turned away from the good under the
influence of some other cause that is only seemingly good.

In the remaining part of this chapter Laws thus Plethon explains that if gods punish some
people, they want only to cotrect their errors (ta auagTuaTtae énavogdoivres). However, man is
unable not to et because he is composed of the divine and perishable nature (Ex e Seiag xal
emxngov puoews ouvdeTov). Sometimes he is led by the divine part in him (xata 1o Seiov 1o év
alT®) to the assimilation (a@owoiwaig) with what he is akin to (1o gvyyevég) and then he is doing
well and is blessed (e0 Te maTTe xal waxagios (7). At another time, in contrast, he is pulled
down by the mortal part and is not doing well any more. In such case gods attempt to help such
person by correcting him, sometimes even by punishments (dia T@v xoAagewy ... énavogdwaig).
Plethon compares this to a bitter medicine that is applied during the illness of the body since,
here too, the main aim is to make people to do better and “to participate in freedom instead of
slavery”. This may be done even by punishing them if, in some difficult cases, this is necessary
for somebody’s good.”” As we know, those who are responsible for correcting people are
daemons. However, Plethon never excludes, that it may be also just the very circumstances

determined by fate directed by gods.

c. Ethics and Cult

The problems just described are naturally closely related to ethics. Plethon develops his moral
philosophy most systematically in a short separate treatise On Virtues.""" Nevertheless, as we will
see, its content is undoubtedly close to the theories appearing as a part of the philosophia perennis in
the Laws and other Plethon’s treatises. At the beginning of the text the virtue is defined as “the
disposition according to which we are good (615 xay" My ayadol équev)”. However, as Plethon
immediately adds, in reality the only one who is good is the god (6 Sedg) and people become
good only by following him as much as it is possible for human being (émopevor $ed xata 1o
duatov avdewmw). Plethon then proceeds by classifying virtues according to their main
functions in human life. Man may be, first, conceived as existing himself by himself (atTog Tig
xad avTov) and as such he is defined as a rational animal (Aeyixov T {@ov), whose main
characteristic is prudence (povmaig). Second, in the relation “to the other (mgog eTégov)”, that is,
“to the different things (mgog aAA’ oTioly T@y ovTwy)”, his behaviour is regulated by justice

(Qixatoovyy). In the relation to what belongs to man himself (mgog 71 T@v avTol), which is not

49 T eg. 76-78 [1L,6].
470 For a detailed interpretation of this treatise ¢f Tambrun-Krasker’s commentary to Or. mag. For a discussion of
Plethon’s ethics ¢ also Masai (1956), pp. 245-263, Arabatzis (2003), Tambrun-Krasker (2005).
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any more what we are by ourselves, but “the worse part by us (1o xeigoy T@v mag’ Nuiv)”,
Plethon names, third, courage (avdeeia), which he associates with “violent affections (mwegl wev
Ta Plata TGV madnuatwy Exov)”, and, fourth, temperance (cwegoaiyvm), associated with “the
voluntary ones (megl 0¢ Ta éxolaia)”.*"

In the following text Plethon further explains the origin as well as character of individual
virtues and orders them from the least to the most perfect one. The lowest virtue (IV) is
temperance (Fwegoauvm). The god in fact does not lack anything (t@ ovti avemdens), being the
most perfect and, as much as it is possible, self-sufficient (teAewTaTos Te @V xal wg olov Te
waliota avtaexms). Although it is impossible for man to attain such a perfect state, when he
lacks and desires only few things, he becomes the most similar to the god and “belongs to
himself at most” (EAayioTwy wey olv dsomevos, Se® Te 0UoIOTATA ITYEl, %@l XQATICTA AUTOS
avTol). Temperance is thus “the self-sufficient disposition of the soul (E§is Yuxis aiTagxns)”
which attempts to meet this moral demand.*”?

Moreover, the god is also immovable (axivnTog), a quality that is, again, impossible for
humans to attain in its perfect form. The following virtue (III), courage (avdgeia), is therefore
“the disposition of the soul that is immovable by violent passions during life (€515 Yuxiis
axivnTos umo T@Y xata Tov Biov Biaiwy madmuaTtwy)” and that protects men from being
“moved” by evil things (@m0 T@Y xaxdv).'”

Furthermore, according to Plethon, each of us is in the first place a work of god (Hudv
EXa.0TOS Yeyove TE@TOY Wev Jeol TI Egyov) that is not much different, but in a sense relative and
akin to its creator (oU mavv Tor aAAoTgiov, arAa Ty oixelov Te xal guyyeves). At the same time
Plethon claims that we are only a particle of some other parts that are larger than us and that
constitute this universal whole, which is composed as one from many (Emeita wogiov arlwy Te
nudy welovwy weedy Tolde Tol TavTos 0Aou Te xal évog éx TOAA@DY ovTog) and in which each
place is filled in such a way to be profitable for both, the particle and the whole (ywgay HyTivoty
ATOTANQWTWY ExaTTAX0U, WS GY 0TI WAAITTA alT® Te xal T® 0Aw éweAle guvoigew). For this
reason we may not leave the place assigned to us by the god, but we must remain in it, as much
as it is possible. From these considerations Plethon derives also his claim that each particle must
be in an agreement with what it is the part of, and not in a disagreement (woglov 0¢ amav
omoroyoly Te éxeslv olmeg av wogiov ein, xal wn dagwvoly), in order to behave according to
nature and do well (xata @uaw Te xal &0 walior’ av mgatTor). And because everybody is a
member of a family, community, city, nation, or a part of this universe in general ()Awg T0de T0

mavTos), he must give what is due (@modidovs Ta meognxovTa) to his neighbours and to the god

411 De pirt, [A1] 1.3-16.
72 De pirt. [A,2] 1.17-2.13.
73 Thid, [A,2] 2.14-22.

104



as well. The next virtue (II), justice (Quxatogiyvm), is thus “the disposition of soul, which maintains
what is due to each of us himself, according to what we are, in relation to everybody (515 Ymydjs
ocwlovaa To moTTxoY AUTH EXATTW NUWDY OTEQ EaUéy, TTEOS ExaaTov) .t

Finally, because, as we have seen, man is by himself (xa3" aiTov) “a reasonable animal
(Aoyixov 11 {Pov)”, one of his main tasks is to contemplate each existing thing and the mutual
relations among them (Yewgnowy Ti Té éom1 TOV OvTWY ExagTov, xal Y ToTE TEOS AAAMAQ
gxet). Thus the most perfect virtue (I) is prudence (geovmais), the disposition by which the soul
contemplates the real being how it is (€815 Yuydis Sewgetixny 1@y ovTwy, fimée éotv Exaata),'”
presumably the intelligible Forms o, as it is claimed in the Reply fo Scholarios, the highest god (1)
Tot Yeol ToU dvwTaTw Jewgia Te xai vomaig).”® As we will see, we can find a parallel for such a
classification of virtues in Plato’s Laws."”" As for Plethon, these four virtues are, according to him,
general, each of them being further divided into three specific ones. The resulting system of

virtues, all rationally deduced according to the principles presented above, may be systematized in

the following way:

Virtue
(GoeTm)
general virtues
I. prudence IL. justice I11. courage IV. temperance
(pgovmaig) (Qixatogiym) (avdgeia) (cwegoaivm)
specific virtues
1. religiousness 2. plety 10. high spirit 9. moderation
(SeoaeBeia) (0010TMS) (etuyia) (weT@1oTNg)
4. the understanding 3. the civil virtues 11. nobleness 8. liberality
of nature (moMiTeia) (yevva1oTng) (ehevdegroTng)
(puerie)
5. good counsel 6. honesty 7. mildness 12. propriety
(sUBovAia) (xemoToTNg) (me@oTmnS) (xoTui10TN)

4 Thid, [A,2] 3.1-21.
75 Tbid, [A,2] 3.22-4.5.

476 Contra Schol. XXVIII 466.5-11.

477 Plato, Leg. 1 631c-d, 632d-650b, XII 963a-964b

105



The excellence of the specific virtues rises up, analogously to the generic ones, in the following
order: (1.) religiousness (Se00efBeia), (2.) piety (oa107m5), (3.) the civil virtues (moliteia), (4.) the
understanding of nature (guaix), (5.) good counsel (evBovAia), (6.) honesty (xemoToTng), (7.)
mildness (moaotng), (8.) liberality (EAeudegiotmg), (9.) moderation (wetgrotng), (10.) high spirit
(elduyia), (11.) nobleness (yevvaidtng), and (12.) propriety (xoouidtng)."” Similarly to what is
claimed in the Laws in the discussion of fate, for Plethon, the right nature (¢vgzws) and divine
contribution (Sela woiga) is necessary in order to acquire virtue, because without this it is
impossible to achieve any good. The same is true also about understanding (Aoyos) and
knowledge (Ematnum), as well as practice (weAéTm) and training (aoxmaig). Plethon’s ethics is in
fact highly intellectual. — If we lack some goodness, we are impetfect (@TeAns). In order to
acquire it, we must, first, have the understanding (Aoyog) of each virtue, that means, what is good
for man, in which sense and how (ofovTe 011 T® avewnw, xal omy xal omws ayadoy). After
having gained such understanding and knowledge (Aoyov 9¢ xai émarnuns petaoywy), we will
be even more perfect (TeAewTegog) if we acquire also practice and training (weAéTmy Te xal
agxmay mgooAaPBwy). And if we make a habit of mingling the pleasant with the best (to amo Tol
edoug MOV T@ agloTw éyxaTtawiSas), we may consider the pleasant, the best and the blessed to be
the same (tadTov MOV Te xal agioTov xal paxagioy amognvas). The most important thing is to
avoid by every means badness (mavti Teémw @euxTéov ... xaxiav)."” Thus, as Plethon argues
against Aristotle and Scholarios, the final goal (to TéAog To ZayaTov) of ethics is the good (1o
xahov) which is altogether independent on the pleasure (f mdovn) that may possibly accompany

it.480

It has been said already at the beginning of this chapter that the general principles of the ethics
presented in the On 1irtues are in accordance with the moral principles that we find in the
perennial philosophy. The chief and common desire that all the people are said to share is thus to
live happily (s0daiuwovws §iy) even though they do not pursue it in the same way.”' The main
ethical precept of the human behaviour as stated by Plethon in the Laws is the assimilation

(dpopoimaig) with or the imitation (wiumaig) of the divine world and its goodness.*

He goes
even so far as to claim that humans imitate the eternal divine world by the procreation of
children that ensures the succession of the human generations in the mortal world, thus attaining
in a certain sense immortality. Moreover, Gods gave us the generative ability and the capacity to

cause something similar (éTégov ToU opolov TG yewwévew yevymrixy T TEASIS xal aiTia), both

478 De virt. [B,14] 14.16-15.10, for the definition of the individual virtues ¢¢ 5.14-13.26 [B,1-13].
419 Thid. |B,14] 14.1-15, ¢f De diff. V 328.5-8.

480 bid. V 329.9-330.06, ¢f Contra Schol. XXVIII 460.4-466.23. Cf also Leg. 148 [111,34].

481 [bid. 242 [111,43: Epinonris].

482 Tbid. 74 [11,6], 144 [111,34].
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these characteristics being proper to gods, which we thus imitate in the procreation of children.
The only difference is that immortal gods produce again immortal creations, whereas mortal
beings produce, of course, only mortals. For Plethon, marriage and sexual love is not therefore
anything shameful (aigggov), but, on the contrary proper (cmovdaiov) and venerable (Feuvov). As
he claims, whether an activity (mga&ig) is shameful or not depends in fact on whether it is

* This is certainly the reason why, as we have

accomplished well (xaAds moaTTomévm) or not.
seen in the Address to Manuel, Gemistos was particularly hostile to monks that lived in celibacy
and, according to him, did not contribute by anything to the common welfare. On the basis of
these considerations Plethon also argues for the prohibition of the intercourse between parents
and their children. This is because, as we know, the human procreation imitates the divine
generation of the lower degrees of reality by the higher ones and, similatly to the three successive
orders of gods, the successive human generations must not also mingle together.*

The most eminent activity how humans can get close (Satega avdoamy T@V Eoywy Tolg
T@V Je@v magamAnaia) to the god is the contemplation of what (really) exists (f T@v ovtwy
Sewglia), presumably the intelligible Forms. The peak of it is identified with acquiring the notion
of Zeus (g xz@aiatov 7 Aiog gvvoia), which is the utmost boundary that even the gods
themselves can reach (ayer 7s éoxatns xal altol Jeol Sixvolvrar). From this contemplative
ability it is also apparent that human beings are, at least in a part, similar to gods and that they,
too, have share in immortality. At the same time the human happiness (to0 e eldaiuov

485

avewm) consists also in this capacity.” The understanding of the nature of things leads

certainly to the acceptance of one’s destiny allotted by gods. Those who have acquired it neither

0 Ag Plethon states in brief in the

blame gods for anything, nor wish their lot were different.
Summary of the Doctrines of Zoroaster and Plato, the human souls are akin to gods (Seois 1 Yuxn nudv
olga, guyyevis), and because of this kinship the good is also the proper goal of our life (wg 10
xahov muly, oixslws Tf meos Seovs guyyevelg, TO Teoaixov ToU Plov Télog), our happiness
being located in our immortal part (16 eldaiwov quiv, év 1@ adavate muwdv).””’ In his

commentary to the Magian Oracle X, Plethon further claims that the potentiality of virtue remains

always in us impassible and undetachable (amad7 yag xal avamoPAnrov &v mulv THv Tis ageThs

483 [ eg. 86-90 [111,14], o Plato, Leg. IV 721b-c, ¢ Webb (1989), p. 217.

484 Cf chapter 111,15 of Plethon’s Laws (Leg. 92-118): ITegi Se@v yevéoews dia wéons Tis meal yovéwy éwyovors ol witews
UnoSéaews (“On the generation of the gods, based upon the postulate of a prohibition of sexual interconrse between parents and
children”’, transl. Woodhouse (19806), p. 324), for the prohibition of the acts against the nature and the punishments
for them ¢f. zbid. 86 [111,14], 124 [111,31].

485 [hid, 246-248 [111,43: Epinomis|, ¢f 144 [111,34].

486 [hid. 146 [111,34].

487 Zor. Plat. 266-268, of. Leg. 144, Contra Schol. XXVII 456.24-26.
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ael dUvauty vmagyely), even when its activity ceases (xav m évégyeia alTi)s amoPAnT 7).** The
stability of the virtue thus seems to be founded in the immortal soul.

However, in the same treatise we are told that we should not neglect our body and take
care of it."” The matter which it is composed of is good as everything else created by the god that
is good itself (avToayados). If it seems to be bad, it is not by its essence (14 ovgig), but because
it is in the last place among all essences and therefore of them all it participates in the good at
least (To0 dyadol én’ éAdyioToy wetéyovaa)."” In the commentary to the Oracle 11 (“Incline not
downwards: below the earth lies a precipice / that drags down beneath the sevenfold steps,
below which / is the throne of dread Necessity (umde xatw velong, xenuvos xaTa Y7
UmoxeiTal, / émtamogov glgwy xata Badwidos, Ny Umo dsvig / avayxms Seovos éai)),”
Plethon interprets “the earth” as the mortal body (Svntov g@ua). The “sevenfold steps” are,
according to him, the fate determined by planets ( éx T@v mAavnTwy siwaguéevn), that is, the
seven planets that exert (astrological) influence upon the human life. We are, nevertheless, told
that “under this fate, the dreadful and unchangeable necessity is founded (U@’ v xai detvn) Tig
10gUodal xal amagaTeenTos avayxy).” Plethon warns against following such kind of necessity
because it is wholly connected with matter and the human beings, who, as we know, are situated
on the boundary of purely material and psychical worlds, should always behave according to the
intellect, that is, the higher part of them, while at the same time we are also invited not to neglect
our lower part, the mortal body."”” However, similarly to the Laws and the Differences, the Oracle TV
plainly states that humans are not capable of changing their individual fate.”” Rather than denying
his conception of universal determinism, Plethon thus seems to be emphasizing here, once more,
the importance of the rational life in contrast to the one that is too much influenced by the body.

In the commentary to the Oracle 1 Plethon describes the journey of the soul between life
and death. Being immortal, it descends from “above” (@vwdév Te xaTiévar), and then, connected
with matter, “it serves for some time to the mortal body by making it alive and by ordering it as
much as it is possible (T@ SvnTd TOIe TwwaTI INTEVOUTA, TTOI ET TIVG XQOVOV EQYATOWEVT
alT®, xal {wwoouaa Te xal xogunoouca éx T@v duvatdy)”. Afterwards, when it departs again
from “here to there” (aldig évdévde éxeloe amoxweely), the soul can go to several places
(mAetovewy O éxel ovtwy Th Yuxd xwewv) — either to the one entirely bright or to the entirely

dark (toU wev apeipaols, ToU 8" auevepols), or to some between, partly light and partly dark

488 Or. mag. 8.14-15 [ad. X], ¢f Decl. brev. 21.11-15.

49 Or. mag. 12.13-16 [ad XVb], Decl. brev. 21.23-22.1, ¢f. Or. mag. 12.4-6 [ad XIVa), Decl. brev. 21.23-22.8, Leg. 246-252
(111,43: Epinomis|.

490 Thid. XIX 14.2-8, Decl. brev. 22.4-6.

41 Ihid. 11 1.5-7, transl. Woodhouse (1956), p. 51.

492 Jhid. 5.15-6.4 [ad 11]. Cf. also the title of lost chapter 11,14: Ileoi T@y Tdv émta aotégwy Swauéwy (“On the
potentialities of the seven planets”), Leg. 10, transl. Woodhouse (19806), p. 322 (altered).

493 Or. mag. IV 1.9 with Plethon’s commentary 6.9-10.
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(T@v 0t Tvwy weTall TouTwy, eTego@av®y Te On xal eTegoxve@®y). If the soul has come from
the entirely bright place and serves well during its stay on earth, it will return to the same place. If
it has not, it will come to the one which is worse, in dependence on the previous life. Plethon
further explains that, according to the Oracles, in addition to the sacred speech about religiousness
(1egog Aoyog megl Thg SeodeBeiag), initiation (teAeTn) is also needed to lead the soul up (9 T
Yugiis avaywy). ** In the Oracles, the task of the initiation is said to bring the soul closer to the
divine, symbolized by the light, fire, or thunderbolts. However, Plethon talks about it in a very
abstract way, saying that it is practised by the intellect which the soul has received from “the
entirely bright place”.*” At the same time we are told that to those who are being “initiated
(teAoupevor)” phantoms appear, “appatitions without any substance (patvopeva avvmoorTaTa),
not conveying any truth” since they originate in our mortal body and its irrational passions
(eUmeuta madm aloya) not yet sufficiently ordered by reason (olmw Umo ToU Aoyou ixavwg

4 496
HOTAKEXOTUNUEVQ).

As we know from elsewhere, the soul should not let itself dominate by the
body,”” and so the initiation seems to mean the liberation of the soul from the domination of its
body and its turning towards the divine with a help of reason rather than some magical or
theurgical ritual.

Plethon’s ethics is thus connected closely not only with metaphysics but also with
eschatology, very much present already in the original Chaldaean Oracles. 1t is noteworthy that its
peak is said to be in the assimilation with the divine, either in the human (ethical) action or in the
contemplation of reality up to the highest god. As we have seen, the nature of Plethon’s ethics is
intellectual, virtues are deduced and classified in a systematic way and rational understanding is
needed even for the acquiring of them. Also the initiation appearing in the Magian Oracles, as
interpreted by Plethon, is intellectual in its character. The double nature of man, however,
provokes a specific problem. — If our happiness and virtue is to be placed into our reason, it is
the rational soul that should determine our action, and not the body, through which the passions
and stimuli from the sensible word come to us. This means that in Plethon’s philosophy there is a
certain ambivalence as regards our body. As everything that has been created by the first principle
it is good and we should care of it. Nonetheless, at the same time, it is composed of matter,
which is the lowest of all the creation, and, being less perfect than our rational part, it may
sometimes lead us astray and thus disturb our acting according to the rational ethics, which at the

same time equals with our relation to the divine.

94 Thid, 411-5.13 [ad 1], of. 7.9-11 [ad V1I], 8.2-6 [ad VIII], Decl. brev. 21.10-11.
95 Or. mag. 7.9-11 [ad V1], 13.5-7 [ad XVII], 15.5-8 [ad XXIII], 15.14-16 [ad XXIV], of. 5.15 [ad 1], 9.16 [ad X1I], 17.4
[ad XXIX], 18.16 [ad XXXIII].

496 Thid, 13.9-15 [ad XVIII), of. Decl. brev. 22.2-4.

97 Thid, 5.19-6.4 [ad TV], 12.3-6 [ad XIV].
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The rituals that are described by Plethon at the end of Laws are also related to the problems just

8 The core of his cult

discussed and for our purposes may be summarised only briefly here.
consists in reciting or singing of somewhat artificial allocutions and hymns to gods which,
especially in the case of the allocutions, contain rather rational theology than poetical exaltation

of the divine.*”

Moreover, Plethon gives detailed instructions when and how to perform the
allocutions written in prose and resembling Julian’s Oration the Sun King or perhaps also Plato’s
Timaens by their form, as well as the hymns composed in metre. There is one allocution to be
recited in the morning, three in the afternoon, and one in the evening. The proper place of the
ritual as well as the proper gestures and utterances of a herald directing it are specified too. The
allocutions are followed by the hymns to various gods that differ according to whether they are
performed daily, monthly, or yearly, their usage at the proper time being also determined by
Plethon.™”

A very interesting part of Plethon’s ritual prescription is the calendar, which he proposes

with his usual emphasis on rationality and regularity.””"

The months and years should be fixed
“according to nature (xaTa @Uo1)”, that is, in the relation to the motion of the Moon and Sun
respectively. The beginning of the year should be located to the winter solstice,”” the beginning
of the month to the New Moon. Plethon then develops a calendar based on the year consisting
of twelve months to which sometimes the thirteenth, intercalated one must be added. The
months may have either 30 or 29 days, being called “full (mAngeis)” or “hollow (xoiAor)”
respectively. Remarkable is the fact that the months does not bear the traditional names, either
ancient Greek or Byzantine and they are just numbered.”” The days of the month are also
numbered according to the five or six sacred days which fall on: (1) the first one (the new moon),
(2) the eighth, (3) the fifteenth (the full moon), (4) the twenty-second, (5) the twenty-ninth, and,
in the full month, (6) the thirtieth day of the month and thus the month is at the same time also

divided into four seven-day weeks.”"™ Tt is interesting for us that Plethon associates these sacred

days with the gods. — (1) The first of them is thus dedicated to Zeus, (2) the following one to

498 For a thorough treatment with a discussion of Plethon’s possible sources ¢f. Anastos (1948), pp. 252-269.

499 [ eg. 132-228 [111,34-35], one more allocution missing in the modern edition of the Laws and some more text may
be found in Add. 99.1-7, 108v.1-3, 114.2-7, 118v.21-123.17.

500 T eg. 228-240 [111,36], the rest of the chapter may be found in Add. 132.5-133.3.

501 [ gg. 58-60 [111,36], some more text, missing in the modern edition of the Laws, may be found in Add. 133.4,
133v.7-134.4. In the edition of the Laws this chapter is classified wrongly as 1,21, ¢ Masai (1956), p. 395, n. 2.
Theodore Gaza had to have the supplementary text in 4dd. at his disposal as it is apparent from some of his reports
of Plethon’s calendar in: Gaza, De mens. 1168B-C, 1193D, 1197D, 1200D, 1201A-B, 1208A-C, 1209C, 1213B-C, the
last two passages being obviously based on the text absent from the edition, but contained in Add., ¢f Alexandre
(1858), pp. xcii-xciii.

502 Plethon was probably influenced in this point by Plutarch, Aet. Rom. 268c-d, who attributes it to Numa, ¢
Anastos (1948), p. 206, Tihon’s commentary to Mezh., pp. 179-180.

503 Gaza criticises Plethon for this, De mens. 1168B-C.

504 I gg. 58-60 [111,30], for a detailed reconstruction with a discussion of Plethon’s possible sources ¢ Anastos (1948),
pp- 188-252, and also Tihon’s and Mercier’s commentary to Mezh., pp. 178-18, 235-236, 275.
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Poseidon and the Olympians, (3) the next one to “all gods after Zeus of the second rank
(eUpumavTes ol Seol weta Ala aiay 0: dsutépay)”. (4) The fourth sacred day is dedicated to the
Sun, Kronos, and “all gods after the Olympians”, that is, to the Titans and the gods of the
sensible order, (5) the following one to Pluton, “specifically out of the other gods (idig T@v
arMwy Je@v)”, and at the same time to the remembrance of heroes and “other deceased friends
and relatives of ours”. (6) Finally, the sixth sacred day should be devoted to our self-examination
(emi T MUy avT®y émioxeder) and correction of our errors, deficiencies, and faults (T@v ye
NUAQTIWEVWY, éxAeleiuuevoy Te 0N xal memAquueAnuévay ... énavogdwael). In the “hollow
months” the two last sacred days are celebrated at once. In the first month of the year the second
day is further dedicated to Hera and the third one to Poseidon, whereas at the end of the year
there are also some other feasts, the third day before the end of the year being dedicated again to
Pluton and the remembrance of the deceased.™

On the example of Plethon’s calendar and its sacred days we can observe the rational and
regular form it has as well as certain artificiality present in the cult proposed by the Laws. The
most important day of each month is certainly the first one, the new moon (1), which is, as we
have just seen, dedicated to Zeus, the first principle and the highest cause of all. Other sacred
days, according to their importance, are the new moon (3) that is dedicated to the gods of the
second order, the eighth day of the month (2) when the feast of the Olympians gods is
celebrated, and the twenty-second day (4) dedicated to the Titans and the gods of the third order.
At the end of the monthly and yearly cycle Pluton is quite understandably worshiped and the
deceased remembered, whereas at the beginning of the year the two highest gods of the second
order, Hera and Poseidon, each has its own sacred day, following after the one dedicated to Zeus.
This disposition is thus obviously due rather to the mathematical and astronomical calculations
than to a religious tradition in which the sacred days may have originated due to some previous
accidental events or customs that have nothing to do with a rational conception of the world.
Moreover, in devising his religious calendar Plethon was evidently influenced by the Laws of

Plato, which is a problem we will get to later on.”

9. Conclusion II: Plethon’s Platonism

Now we may gather up and connect together the diverse parts of Plethon’s “perennial
y g p g p p

philosophy” we have just gone through and try to provide a kind of global overview of it. — As

505 _Add. 133v.7-134.4, ¢of 121.9-18.
506 Plato, Leg. VIII 828a-d, ¢f. Webb (1989), p. 217.

111



we have seen, Plethon begins his philosophical quest with the question about human happiness,
which is, however, impossible to achieve without the knowledge of the nature of man as well as
of the universe which he is necessarily a part of. Plethon systematically distinguishes and classifies
diverse possible solutions and by refuting the Protagorean and Pyrrhonean scepticism he
concludes that it is possible to decide by means of reason among the conflicting opinions on the
world, man, and the right ethics. The only true wisdom is “the perennial philosophy” advocated
throughout the ages by different lawgivers and philosophers (opposed to the poets and sophists).
It may be acquired thanks to the rational “common notion” containing truth about reality and by
the grace of gods universally accessible to all the people. Plethon bases his version of philosophia
perennis on the “Magian” (Chaldaean) Oracles and Plato’s philosophy that, according to him,
mutually agree and contain the same truth because the structure of the world as described by
them seems to be the same.

In the perennial philosophy reality is thus divided into “pre-eternal” first principle, the
eternal intelligible order of the Platonic Forms, which are at the same time also the intellects, and
the sensible world. Within this lowest, ontological level there is a further division between the
higher, everlasting part, and the lower one that is mortal and created by the partial contribution
of the everlasting heaven. Everything that is immortal and that possesses permanent existence is
conceived by Plethon as divine and at the same time as a principle for something else. The higher
principle is always the cause and the source of being for everything that is lower, acting either
directly or through other, lower entities which are caused by it and which are thus a kind of the
auxiliary principles for the higher ones. We thus get a structure of reality, in which “the gods of
three orders” are distinguished, that is, the first principle, the Forms, and the heavenly bodies
taken together with daemons. They serve as principles for the corresponding three different
levels of reality. — The first principle produces everything else and is directly involved in the
creation of the Platonic intelligible Forms. These Forms, in turn, cause the existence of the
sensible world, whereas the higher, everlasting part of it is, along with the lower Forms,
responsible for the generation of the lower, mortal part. The division within the sensible world
between heaven and the lower part of it thus has its model in the intelligible order, in which the
Forms are correspondingly divided into the higher ones that are capable of producing the higher
part of the sensible world and the lower Forms that generate its lower part.

When elaborating this metaphysical system divided into the three, or from another point of
view four levels, Plethon naturally faces the problem how to account for the differentiation of
complex reality from one source. He thus conceives the first principle as supremely one, so
united that within it no distinction can be traced. The intelligible order of the Forms is the limited

plurality that is unchangeable, in contrast to the sensible world that changes, or in other words, it
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is differentiated not only by the internal relations among the entities contained in it, but also by
the processes and developments in time. Furthermore, the lower, mortal part of the sensible
world is not only attached to matter as the higher one, but entirely dependent on it. Because, for
Plethon, matter is the source of infinity, the plurality of the lower part of the world is not limited,
but undetermined, which is also a reason for the perpetual and incessant generation and
corruption of the things within it. Plethon attempts to explain the degressive differentiation and
pluralisation of reality by the multiplication of the main ontological distinctions on each level of
it. There is no real plurality in the first principle, whereas in the Forms there is already a
difference between their essence, common to them all, and their diverse attributes, which
correspond to the diverse activities of the Forms, that is, their various abilities to act upon or to
create something else. The essence thus constitutes a Form as Form, that is, as one of the
intelligible entities which are models of the things in our sensible world, whereas the attribute
determinates what a Form is Form of. In the soul located in the higher part of the sensible world
and closely connected with time, there is a further distinction between the (active) potentiality to
act and the activity itself. In contrast to the Forms, the activity of the soul is not therefore eternal
but it begins at a certain moment of time and ends at another. Finally, in the body the distinction
between the active potentiality to act and the passive potentiality to be acted upon appears. This
is due to matter which is potentially divisible into infinity and thus, as we have seen, it is the
source of the unlimited plurality. For this reason it also causes that the things constituted of it are
mortal because being ontologically “unstable” it cannot provide them with a permanent existence
and they thus necessarily begin and cease to exist.

The first principle that is named Zeus in the Laws and that both creates and sustains
everything else, is described by Plethon as supremely one, perfectly united, simple, and identical
with itself. As such it is also transcendent to everything other. However, according to Plethon, it
is possible for man to know and to unite with it through “the flower” of intellect thanks to which
he can transcend his rational knowledge that, being based on the realm of the differentiated
intelligible Forms, is still necessarily plural.

The main presupposition necessary for the correct understanding of Plethon’s conception
of intelligible Forms is that the one which is more general and universal is not “emptier” in its
content but, on the contrary, it comprehends in itself “in one” everything that it is cause and
principle of. For this reason it is also necessary to postulate the world of the Platonic Forms
parallel to this sensible one because otherwise it would not be impossible to explain how the
rational knowledge that we are capable to attain and that is always general and universal could
have been derived from the singular sensible particulars. This principle must be applied not only

to the relation of particulars to its corresponding Form, but also to the Forms themselves, among
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which the more general contain in themselves already the more specific ones. The Forms are not
only differentiated by their mutual distinctions but they constitute a united whole located outside
space and time. This is due to their origin since the first principle that creates them by “dividing”
the highest of them, which is the Form of Form, and does so according to the differences
contained “implicitly” in it. Thus the whole intelligible order is established, in which each Form
has its proper place and which is “closed” because it is so perfect that no other intelligible entity
may be added to it. The lower Forms are thus the images of the higher ones in the similar way as
the sensible particulars are the images of them. Seen from the different perspective concentrating
on the distinction between the essence and attributes of the Forms, as for their essence they are
all created by Zeus whereas during the creation they distribute among themselves their various
attributes, that means, they mutually differentiate among themselves according to what they are a
model of and what is their proper identity. The intelligible order is thus a kind of whole in which
each part or each Form reflects in itself the rest. This is further strengthened by the fact that each
of the Forms is not only an intelligible entity but also an intellect that conceives in an intellective
act the rest of them.

There are two main perspectives by which the Forms may be further distinguished. First, it
is the division between the higher ones that are models of the main ontological characteristics of
the sensible world, such as form, matter, identity, difference, rest, self-motion, motion from
different, and everything that is everlasting. Plethon identifies these Forms with the Olympian
gods, whereas the lower ones that are capable of producing mortal things only are, according to
him, Titans, the god of the Tartarus. Another division that permeates through both parts of the
intelligible order, the higher as well as the lower one, is the polarisation into the “male” and
“female” Forms, that is, those that provide the things with an attribute that is a kind of active and
determined form and those that are, in contrast, rather connected with undetermined and passive
matter. We may also surmise that this is perhaps the reason why Plethon, when exposing his
philosophy, uses ancient Greek polytheist mythology, in which male and female principles join
together in order to generate something else. In this case the common offspring is identical with
our wortld created at the lower ontological level than the Forms.

Into the higher, everlasting part of our world the gods of the third order are situated,
namely, the Sun and the Moon along with other stars and planets and daemons. Each of them
have an independent soul for which a participated intellect is provided directly by the first
principle. The matter which they consist of depends on this rational soul and not sice versa and in
their case it therefore cannot be the cause of the dissolution of these everlasting entities. The Sun
is a boundary between the Forms and the sensible world and, as it has been already mentioned,

together with other stars, it is responsible for the creation of the mortal things in its lower part,
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providing them with matter. The lower Forms (Titans) would be otherwise unable to produce
them themselves, but, on the other hand, the Sun itself cannot produce them too and thus the
contribution of the immaterial Forms is always necessary. Daemons, who are, besides other tasks,
charged with correcting people, are good, similarly to the whole cosmos, which is the best
possible. It has not been created in time and it is thus everlasting “in both directions”, which
means that it has been existing since the infinite time and will continue to exist for the infinite
time. The mortal part of the cosmos is constituted of four elements, each of them being
permanent as a whole. Within it the world soul is active, its motions establishing time, and, as
every other soul, it is also everlasting. The main structure of the body of the cosmos is thus also
everlasting, only the parts and particles within this permanent structure, that is, the individual
things dependent on the body, begin and cease to exist. This is because they have not their
proper individual soul that would maintain them in existence when their bodies cease to exist.

On the point of contact of the higher and lower part of the universe Plethon places the
human nature which is thus the necessary boundary and the bond between them required by his
whole metaphysical system. For this reason there are two Forms that are the models of human
being — Kore, a lower, Titanic one, which supplies the body, and Pluton, a higher, Olympian one,
which provides the soul. Unlike stars, possessing the proper knowledge, and daemons, with the
right opinion, the human soul is already located so low on the scale of being that it is fallible. It is
connected to the body through the higher part of it, the so-called astral body that mingles
together with the lower, irrational part of the soul. Unlike the higher souls of the gods of the
third order, the body is thus apparently not wholly dependent on the human soul that, being
furthermore at the boundary of two radically different natures, cannot make it forever eternal.
Similarly to the other souls, the human soul, nevertheless, also has a “participated” intellect and is
coeternal with the cosmos. Its intermediate position between the mortal and immortal nature
forces it to undergo periodical reincarnations, required also by the fact that there can only be a
limited number of the immortal souls which thus have to return again and again to make the
bodies alive.

According to Plethon, the sensible world in its entirety is derived from the intelligible
Forms that are the cause of everything in it, including even matter that has also its corresponding
Form (in fact two, one of the matter in general and other of the mortal one). It is not therefore a
principle that would be independent on the world of the Forms. This necessarily leads to a
conclusion that everything has its cause in the intelligible order and, furthermore, that everything
is wholly determined by it. For Plethon, only the first principle is thus free and for this reason
there is no room for man’s free will. However, he claims that the human freedom consists in an

concord with the world that is created as the best possible and although our potentiality to act
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virtuously is also dependent on whether we are given this ability by gods or not, this does not
mean that we should not be in agreement with their will if we are able to know it. Plethon
deduces and classifies rationally the human virtues and the highest good for him is the imitation
of the divine order (including a rather peculiar idea of imitating the Forms by the procreation of
children) and the contemplation of it with its summit at the first principle, on which all also the
fate of an individual man after death depends. The knowledge of the structure of reality, just
described, as well as the rational ethics based on it thus enables Plethon to decide between the
alternatives classified at the beginning of the Laws with which his quest for the human happiness

began.

It is thus apparent that Plethon’s philosophy presupposes a very concise metaphysical system
that, despite its peculiar theology is much more rational than just religious in the traditional sense
of the word. The same is concluded also by P.O. Kiristeller: “We may note in Plethon’s Platonism
a strongly rationalistic character and the apparent absence of that mystical or spiritualistic element
that is so prominent and central in the thought of the ancient Neoplatonists and of many

8 _ that

Renaissance Platonists.”™ It is often claimed — by Kiristeller in the same passage too™
Plethon was heavily influenced by Proclus. This is already a suggestion of Scholarios who accused
him of deliberate not mentioning this main inspirer of his philosophy in the line of the great
philosophers at the beginning of the Laws which we have seen above (the Seven Sages,
Pythagoras, Parmenides, Timaeus of Locri, Plato, Plutarch, Plotinus, Porphyry, and Iamblichus).
For Scholarios the situation is clear. — It is Proclus from whom Plethon derived his own doctrine
about the plurality of gods and “the generations, orders, differences, and activities in this
universe, of the human souls ... and stars ...” According to him, Plethon tried to conceal this
source of his philosophy, but it is nevertheless easy to detect it."” This claim of Scholarios is
simply ridiculous. Plethon’s Laws was apparently a book that was not written for a wide public
and there is no sense in trying to conceal something in a text that is itself esoteric. Furthermore,
the polytheism contained in it was just enough or even more likely to raise the suspicion of a
Byzantine reader than a marginal mention of Proclus. However, this Neoplatonist philosopher
had a very bad reputation in Byzantium and it is clear that by mentioning him Scholarios attempts
to discredit the author of the Laws.”"" Although he might have been really convinced that this was
the real source of his philosophy, we should not rely on this Plethon’s main philosophical

opponent who obviously did not study it in depth and did not know it thoroughly. In contrast,

307 Cf. Kristeller (1972), p. 98.

508 f Alexandre (1858), pp. Ixxx-Ixxxi, n. 2, Anastos (1948), pp. 289-299, Kiisteller (1972), p. 97, Woodhouse
(1986), pp. 72-77, Hankins (1991), p. 200.

599 Scholarios, Ad Jos. 153.22-34.

510 For the general Byzantine opinion of Proclus ¢f Parry (20006).
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there is no apparent reason why we should not take the list of the philosophers at the beginning
of the Laws seriously.

In fact, although it is perhaps possible to observe some outward similarities between the
philosophy of Proclus and Plethon’s perennial philosophy, more significant divergences may be,

nevertheless, pointed out. There are thus apparent differences as regards the concrete doctrines,

1511 512

for instance, that of the vehicle of the soul” or the origin of matter.”” As we have seen,
following Plato, Plethon is critical to the ancient Greek poets and their depiction of gods,
whereas Proclus, defending the traditional polytheism, attempts to reconcile Plato’s philosophy
with Homer, Hesiod, and other poets that are criticised in the Republic." For Plethon. the poetic
account of gods, including even Plato’s own myths, is not by any means a higher revelation, but,
on the contrary, an imprecise or false conception of the divine that must be corrected by rational
thought. He also does not seem to have a slightest interest in theurgy although he comments the
Chaldaean Oracles that are the main source of Proclus’ theurgical practice.514 Thus, as we have seen,
Plethon’s explanation of the Oracles is always rather philosophical, than mystical, religious or

theurgical. Although we know that Plethon was interested in Proclus’ hymns,"’

there are only
few similarities between them and his own, their main purpose not being, again, theurgy, but
simply the exaltation of the divine.”'® It may be also argued that Plethon was inspired by Proclus
in his attempt to identify the gods of the ancient Greek religion with the metaphysical principles.
However, Proclus identify the ancient gods primarily with henads, not with the Forms as Plethon
does, he does not call the first principle after any of the ancient gods, whereas, for Plethon, it is
Zeus, and despite some similarities that may be perhaps pointed out, their pantheons are, after all,
also different.””’

Finally, the structure of reality in Plethon’s philosophy is far less complicated than in
Proclus,”® who by postulating subtle distinctions between the multiple levels of his hierarchical
metaphysics became a kind of the forerunner of medieval scholasticism. This is clearly apparent

from the discussion between Gemistos and his pupil Bessarion. Bessarion asks his teacher for an

explanation of some problems provoked by his study of the Platonic tradition and apparently

11 Cf. Nikolaou (1982).

512 ¢f. Tambrun-Krasker (2002), pp. 320-328, for the comparison of Proclus’ and Plethon’s philosophy ¢f. ibid., pp.
310-330.

513 Proclus, I Plat. Remp. [V1] 1,69.23-154.10.

514 Cf. des Places’ introduction to Or. Chald., pp. 41-46 and Lewy (1978).

515 ¢f Diller (1950), p. 37, Mioni (1985), p. 159, Betg (2001), pp. 5-8, and also Anastos (1948), p. 267.

516 Cf Berg (2001), pp. 86-111.

517 ¢f. Dodds’ commentary to Proclus, Inst. theol, pp. 257-260, 278-279, 282-283, Saffrey’s and Westerink’s
introduction to Proclus, Theol. Plat., 1, pp. ix-Ixxvii, Berg (2001), pp. 38-40.

518 For the overview of Proclus’s metaphysical system ¢ Dodds’ commentary to Proclus, Inst. theol., p. 282, and
Wallis (1972), pp. 138-158.
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relies in the first place on Proclus whom he frequently refers to.””” In his reply Gemistos claims
that one should not thing that the philosophers mentioned by Bessarion agree (cuu@wvely) on
everything, they are in accord (cuvgdzry) in the things that are “greater and more important (ta
peilow xal xvgiwTtega)”, nevertheless, there are also things on which they disagree (Qia@wveiy).
Plato thus places the creator of the wotld immediately next to this heaven (mgogeyd ToUde Tol
ovgavol TideTatr Omuwiougyov), Proclus, however, transforming Plato’s philosophy to be in
accordance “with the myths of Orpheus”,” conceives him “as fourth [beginning] from the first
cause (TéTagTov amo Tol mewTou TiveTal aitiov)”. Plotinus, “with regard to many poets”, claims
that the creator is third, according Julian (the Apostate), “following probably Maximus”, he is the
second.” This seems to be also the position of Plato, who says in his account of the creation of

the soul in the Timaens™

that “the soul was generated as the best of the generated things by the
best of the intelligible and eternal realities (Tqv Yuxmy ... T@V vonT@V Gl Te ovTwy UTo Tol
agigTou agiaTny yeyovévar T@v yevndévtwy)”. According to Plethon’s rather dark statement,
Proclus thus distorts Plato’s original conception and he — unnecessarily — elevates the intelligible
order to the higher level of reality (to T@v vomT@y ael Te OVTWY TR GVWTEQW XWAQW 0UOSY
TolaUTNS TEoTINxMS Osopévey guvamTwy), whereas the level of reality created in the Timaeus
directly by the intelligible order is located far from “the best” cause (1o d¢ vmo ToU agicTou
émdeés Aeimwy Tol Twwy agioTov).”” In other words, for Plato, the immediate creator of the
sensible world is the second highest cause following just after the first one, which is the highest
principle. As we have seen, according to Plethon’s interpretation, the same doctrine is contained
in the Magian Oracle XXX, where the first god, the creator of the intelligible order, and the second
one, the immediate creator of the sensible world, are distinguished.”™ In the Laws Plethon
identifies the second god with Poseidon, the highest Form. However, Proclus and Plotinus places
him in the fourth or third position respectively, starting from the highest principle, which means
that they postulate other independent ontological levels of reality between the creator of the
world and the first cause of everything. Proclus, furthermore, does this by elevating the Forms up
on the scale of being, further from the soul located into the sensible world. Moreover, according
to Plethon, Proclus derives matter from the first cause, while, as we have seen, Plotinus deduces
from the second intelligible essence the doctrine about the evil daemons that originally comes
from Egypt. As we know too, in this point Plato as well as Magian Oracles disagree. According to

Plethon, there are also different opinions concerning fate (1 eipwaguévm), “some of these men”

519 Bessarion, Ad Gemist. 1, ¢f. Hankins (1991), pp. 441-444.

520 Plethon derives this claim possibly from Proclus, Theol. Plar. [1,4] 20.6-25, [L,5] 25.24-26.22.
521 Plethon derives this claim possibly from Julian, Or. So/ 132c-d.

522 Plato, Tim. 37a1-2.

523 _Ad Bess. 1 458.21-459.4.

524 Or. mag. 17.6-13 [ad XXX].
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refuse this doctrine, some accept it.”> Furthermore, Proclus thinks that the first principle is only

one and good (16 v wévoy xal dyadsv), whereas Julian attributes to it also being (6 6v).”*

Similarly, in the Reply to Scholarios Plethon asserts that there are divergences among the
Platonists concerning the question whether Plato and Aristotle differ just on the level of words,
or whether they really advocate different doctrines. According to him, it was Simplicius only who
attempted to show that there is a general agreement not only between Plato and Aristotle but also
among other ancient Greek (Hellenic) philosophers, of which Parmenides is specially mentioned.
Simplicius does this in fact in order to attack the Church, showing that all the pagan philosophers
are of the same opinion, while the Christians hold many mutually opposing doctrines. However,
as Plethon claims, there were many ancient Platonists who argued against Aristotle, for instance,
Plotinus and Proclus.”’

It is well known that Plethon distinguishes sharply between the philosophy of Plato and
that of Aristotle, as may be best seen in his Differences which is one of his most original
achievements.” In this he differs from his pupil Bessarion who is, furthermore, as we have just

seen, more interested in Proclus than his teacher seems to be.””

But not only this — from the
passages we have just gone through it is apparent, that Plethon is also able to distinguish among
different forms of Platonism, as advocated by diverse Platonists, and similarly able to decide to
what extent they are in accordance with the philosophy of Plato as it was reconstructed by him.
He is thus in a certain sense a forerunner of modern scholarship that attempts to trace the

divergences among the individual Platonists and to reconstruct the development of Platonism as

a complex movement which covers many varying opinion concerning some problems. However,

525 _Ad Bess. 1 459.4-12.

526 Jhid. 1 460.34-461.1.

521 Contra Schol. 11 370.7-23. On the problem of the harmony between Plato and Aristotle by the late Neoplatonists
and the development of this idea ¢ Gerson (2005), (2006), Karamanolis (2006), Sorabji (2000).

528 Karamanolis (2002), pp. 264-267, argues that Plethon was inspired in his anti-Aristotelism by the Platonist Atticus
and that he based his Differences on Eusebius’ Praep. evan. XV,4-13, which contains Atticus’ fragments. This claim
must be seen in the broader context of the ancient problem of the philosophical agreement between Plato and
Aristotle, which Karamanolis traces in depth and detail in his other book (Karamanolis (2006)). He thus shows that,
among the ancient Platonists, Atticus, in his radical criticism of Aristotle, was really exceptional. However stimulating
and important this suggestion certainly is, it, nevertheless, provokes some questions and doubts. First, although the
structure and topics in Eusebius and the Dzfferences are really very similar, they are not identical, and this is even more
true about the argumentation contained in both these texts. Atticus’ criticism of Aristotle is also rather general,
whereas Plethon quotes directly from his works, ¢ the notes to Woodhouse’s translation of the Differences based on
Lagarde’s unpublished thesis (Woodhouse (1986), pp. 191-214). Second, Plethon never mentions either Atticus, or
Eusebius, which is really strange if this was really the source of his anti-Aristotelism. Instead, as we will just see here,
he names Plotinus and Proclus who, unlike Simplicius, were, as he claims, critical towards Aristotle. (But ¢ the
excerpts of Atticus from Eusebius attributed to Plethon by Dedes (1981), pp. 76-77.) Third, Eusebius’ Christian
perspective, in which Atticus’ fragments are used, is entirely alien to Plethon’s perennial philosophy since Plato is
subordinated there to the revelation given to the Jews.

529 For Bessarion’s Platonism influenced strongly by Proclus and his role in the Plato-Aristotle controversy in the
XVt century Italy ¢f Hankins (1991), pp. 217-263, for the reception of Proclus’ philosophy in Byzantium and the
eatly Renaissance Italy and Bessarion’s role 4 Saffrey’s and Westerink’s introduction to Proclus, Theol. Plat., 1, pp. cli,
cliv-clx, and VI, pp. xlix-Ixxii. It is important to note that claim about Plethon’s importance for the renewal of the
interest in Proclus is based here, once again, on Scholarios’ testimony (introduction to Theol. Plat., 1, pp. clviii-clx). Cf.
also Saffrey (1965), pp. 536-547.
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at the same time, there is an important difference because, as we know, Plethon does not share
the belief of modern scholarship in historical development. He, in contrast, presupposes the
existence of the perennial philosophy accessible to everybody across the ages thanks to the
rational reasoning, with which certain thinkers are in accord or, on the contrary, more or less
deviate from it. Plethon himself thus advocates a form of Platonism that is, in comparison with
the later development after Plotinus, relatively simple, because he seems to rely much on the
letter of the original texts of Plato and tries to interpret it with a help of the Chaldaean Oracles that
themselves contain a version of Platonic philosophy as developed in the 1™ century A.D.”* And,
vice versa, he bases his explanation of the Oracles on the conceptions he derives from the text of
Plato’s dialogues, thus to some extent abandoning the previous exegetical tradition of this text
originated by the Neoplatonists. This does not mean that he is not much influenced by some of
their particular doctrines, as for instance, the conception of the acthereal body and the flower of
intellect, while as far as the overall structure of his metaphysical system is concerned, the most
important contribution of the Neoplatonists is certainly the postulating of the One as the highest
principle of everything.”' However, in spite of all this as well as his belief in the existence of the
one perennial universal philosophy, his ability to see the differences where the previous, but also
subsequent tradition presupposes the homogeneity of the doctrine is indeed exceptional and

admirable.

530 Cf. des Places’ introduction to Or. Chald., pp. 7-18, Hadot (1978), pp. 703-706, Majercik (1989), pp. 1-5.
31 Cf Dodds (1928), Rist (1967).
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W.B. Yeats
BYZANTIUM

The unpurged images of day recede;
The Emperor’s drunken soldiery are abed;
Night resonance recedes, night walkers’ song
After great cathedral gong;

A starlit or a moonlit dome disdains
All that man is,

All mere complexities,

The fury and the mire of human veins.

Before me floats an image, man or shade,
Shade more than man, more image than a shade;
For Hades’ bobbin bound in mummy-cloth
May unwind the winding path;

A mouth that has no moisture and no breath
Breathless mouths may summon;

I hail the superhuman;

I call it death-in-life and life-in-death.

Miracle, bird or golden handiwork,
More miracle than bird or handiwork,
Planted on the star-lit golden bough,
Can like the cocks of Hades crow,
Or, by the moon embittered, scorn aloud
In glory of changeless metal
Common bird or petal
And all complexities of mire or blood.

At midnight on the Emperor’s pavement flit
Flames that no faggot feeds, nor steel has lit,
Nor storm disturbs, flames begotten of flame,
Where blood-begotten spirits come
And all complexities of fury leave,
Dying into a dance,

An agony of trance,

An agony of flame that cannot singe a sleeve.

Astraddle on the dolphin’s mire and blood,
Spirit after Spirit! The smithies break the flood.
The golden smithies of the Emperor!
Marbles of the dancing floor
Break bitter furies of complexity,

Those images that yet
Fresh images beget,

That dolphin-torn, that gong-tormented sea.

1930

(The Winding Stair and Other Poems, 1933)
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III. The Question of Religion

1. Becoming Pagan
The usual conclusions of modern scholarship (after the pioneer work of C. Alexandre)™

concerning Gemistos’ religious beliefs may be summarized as follows:

1. Gemistos, who had a vivid interest in ancient thought and culture already since his early
youth, was further influenced by his polytheist Jewish teacher Elissacus, with whom he spent
some time at the Ottoman court.” Moreover, M. Tardieu, followed by B. Tambrun-Krasker, has
suggested that Elissacus was an adherent of Persian fa/safa and more specifically of the school of
Suhrawardi, which is thus supposed to be the source of Gemistos’ unusual emphasis on the
importance of ancient Zoroaster.”*

2. After his return from abroad and the expulsion from Constantinople, Gemistos settled
down in Mistra at the court of the Despot of Morea. There, in addition to other duties, he was
active as a teacher and established a circle of his pupils who shared with him his pagan beliefs.
The Laws was presumably intended as a kind of sacred book for this pagan religious
community.””

3. During his visit to Italy in 1438-1439 Gemistos gave lectures on Platonic philosophy to
the humanists there. He was perhaps inspired by their admiration and, having been called by
them the second Plato, he changed his name to Plethon. Thus, for I.P. Mamalakis, this was a
radical turning point of his career. — Being moved both by the futility of the discussions at the
Council and the enthusiasm of his Italian listeners for the polytheistic Platonism, he became a
real pagan only there. According to Mamalakis, although apparently interested in the ancient
authors, before his journey to Italy Gemistos remained always an orthodox Christian.”
According to other scholars, he was a polytheist already before the Council of Florence and his

position was only somehow radicalised there.””’

532 There are, however, some scholars who think that Gemistos was a Christian, ¢ Ruggiero (1930), pp. 117-118, n.
2, Kiisteller (1959), pp. 511-512, (1972), pp. 97-98, Wind (1967), pp. 244-248, Hankins (1991), pp. 197-205 (with
other references, p. 197, nn. 74-75). For different opinions about Gemistos’ beliefs throughout history f.
Woodhouse (19806), p. 378. For the early tradition of the non-pagan interpretation of the Laws ¢f. Masai (1956), p. 404
with the n. 3. Cf also Codofier (2005) who argues that Gemistos attempted to reach a compromise philosophical
position between ancient paganism and Christianity.

533 Cf. Masai (1956), pp. 55-60, Woodhouse (1986), pp. 23-28

534 Cf Tardieu (1987), pp. 142-148, Tambrun-Krasket’s commentary to Or. mag., pp. 41-43.

5% (f. Alexandre (1858), pp. Ixxxii-Ixxxiv, Masai (19506), pp. 300-314, Woodhouse (1986), pp. 32-47.

53 Mamalakis (1939), p. 176, ¢ also pp. 123, 222-223, and Mamalakis (1955), pp. 521-525, Knés (1950), pp. 113-122.
7 Cf. Masai (1956), pp. 327-346, Woodhouse (1986), pp. 154-170, 186-188.
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4. It is generally accepted that Gemistos wrote, at least the largest part of his Laws if not the
whole book after 1439.”® Moreover, it is generally assumed that he fully agreed with the doctrines
contained in it and for this reason the outwardly Christian Reply fo the Treatise in Support of Latins
on the procession of the Holy Spirit written at the same time is usually treated as an example of

the hypocrisy and an attempt to conceal the real beliefs of its author.””

To consider Gemistos’ personal philosophical and religious opinions we will have to go in the
following chapters through all these conclusions point by point and examine each of them

separately.

2. Gemistos’ Mysterious Teacher

The only report we have about Gemistos’ eatly life and education is provided by Scholarios. The
two passages we are interested in, are contained in two letters, written some time during the years
after the death of Gemistos. The first one is addressed to Theodora, the wife of Demetrios
Palaiologos, the contemporary Despot of Morea. Here Scholarios informs about the results of his
examination of the book found after the death of Gemistos and gives the reasons why it had to
be destroyed. In the second letter sent to the Exarch Joseph, written after the burning of it,
Scholarios then justifies his decision. In both cases he feels the need to explain how and where

Gemistos learnt his paganism:

“Before he had acquired the maturity of reason and education and the capacity of judgment
in such matters — or rather, before he had even devoted himself to acquiring them — he was
so dominated by Hellenic ideas that he took little trouble about learning traditional
Christianity, apart from the most superficial aspects. In reality it was not for the sake of the
Greek language, like all Christians, that he read and studied Greek literature — first the poets
and then the philosophers — but in order to associated himself with them; and so in fact he
did, as we know for certain from many who knew him in his youth.

It was natural in the case of a man under such influence, in the absence of divine grace,
that through the daemons with whom he associated there should have come a tendency
towards an ineradicable adherence to error, as happened to Julian and many other

apostates. The climax of his apostasy came later under the influence of a certain Jew with

538 Cf Masai (1956), pp. 401-404, Woodhouse (1986), pp. 318-321, 357.
539 Cf Masai (1956), pp. 391-392, Masai (1976), Woodhouse (1986), pp. 271-273.
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whom he studied, attracted by his skill as an interpreter of Aristotle. This Jew was an
adherent of Averroes and other Persian and Arabic interpreters of Aristotle’s works, which
the Jews had translated into their own language, but he paid little regard to Moses or the
beliefs and observances which the Jews received from him.

This man also expounded to Gemistos the doctrines of Zoroaster and others. He was
ostensibly a Jew but in fact a Hellenist [pagan]. Gemistos stayed with him for a long time,
not only as his pupil but also in his service, living at his expense for he was one of the most
influential men at the court of these barbarians. His name was Elissacus. So Gemistos
ended up as he did.

He tried to conceal his true character, but was unable to do so when he sought to implant
his ideas among his pupils, and he was dismissed from the City by the pious Emperor
Manuel and the Church. Their only mistake was that they refrained from denouncing him
to the public, and failed to send him into dishonourable exile in barbarian territory, or in

some other way to prevent the harm that was to come from him.””*

“You first learned about Zoroaster, having no previous knowledge of him, from the
polytheist Elissacus, who was ostensibly a Jew. Departing from your own country, you lived
with him in order to benefit from his famous teaching at a time when he enjoyed great
influence at the court of the barbarians. Being what he was, he met his end in the flames,

just like your Zoroaster.”>"!

The main problem with Scholarios’ report is obvious — he has to defend his decision to destroy
the Book of Laws and to show by all the possible means, that its author, once an important and
respected person — especially after the Council of Florence, where, as we will see, Gemistos as
one of the few supported consistently the anti-Latin side, while Scholarios failed to do the same —
was in fact a secret pagan and enemy of Christianity. As we have just learnt from Scholarios, his
apostasy was supposedly caused by his early education, his stay with Elissaeus, and proved by his
forced departure from Constantinople to Mistra. Another significant problem with Scholarios’
report is the time distance. As we know, Gemistos died as nearly one hundred years old man, so
some events that are described must have happened already some eighty years ago. When
Scholarios, our only source of the information about Elissaeus, claims “we know for certain from
many who knew him in his youth”, it is queer why he does not name his sources and, needless to

say, it is not sure whether these sources themselves are really reliable after so much time passed.

540 Scholarios, Ad Theod. 152.26-153.15, transl. Woodhouse (1986), p. 24 (altered).
541 Scholarios, Ad Jos. 162.8-12, transl. Woodhouse (1986), p. 25.
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It was not certainly difficult for Scholarios to surmise that Gemistos, an outstanding
authority on ancient culture, literature, science, and philosophy, was a fervent student of ancient
texts in his early youth and no informer would have been in fact needed to conjecture this. The
report about Gemistos’ banishment from Constantinople is more problematic, as Scholatios
himself shows when he regrets that he was not sent to exile outside the empire. In the last days of
Byzantium Mistra was in fact the second important centre of the Empire as well as the capital of
the semi-independent despotate of Morea’ and Gemistos’ settling there may be well explained
by other reasons. — In 1407 the Despot Theodore I (1383-1407) died and his brother, the
Emperor Manuel II (1391-1425), sent his son to Mistra to become the Despot Theodore 11
(1407-1443, born around 1396). Now, Gemistos, who seems to be in Constantinople still around
the year 1405, after which date he is reported to teach Mark Eugenikos,” appears some time
during the following years in Morea at the court of the young Despot, where, as Theodore 11

>* This is in accord with

later mentions, he was sent by the Emperor himself to serve him.
Scholarios’ report about Gemistos’ banishment from Constantinople “by the pious Emperor
Manuel”, however, the reason for his moving to Mistra seems to be entirely different. It rather
seems that Gemistos was in fact sent to Mistra to help the young Despot who had just acceded to
the throne there.

It is sometimes claimed that he was the general judge in Mistra, be it as it may, it is clear

545 .
¥ Furthermore, there is no

that he definitely had some important position at the Morean court.
evidence that he would have been suspect to the Emperor in any way, nor that he would have
fallen into disgrace in Constantinople. — On the contrary, shortly after 1407 he wrote a “Preface
(TlgoSewgia)” to the funeral oration by the Emperor Manuel on his brother, Despot Theodore.™*
This is the first dated text by Gemistos preserved to us and in fact a great honour from the
Emperor. As we have also seen, in the subsequent years, some time during 1414-1418, he wrote
three famous texts with his proposals of the reforms in the Peloponnese. The first one, the Oz #he
Isthmus, is 1in fact a report about the state of the despotate, or rather an analysis of its problems,

and was written for the Emperor Manuel shortly before his visit there.”” As we know, the

reformatory Addresses, written in the following years, were directed to both, the Despot and the

542 For the outline of the history of Morean despotate ¢f especially Zakythinos (1932), (1953).

33 (f. John Eugenikos, Acol. in Mare. Eugen. 213.17-24, ¢f Masai (1950), p. 59, Woodhouse (1986), pp. 28-29.

54 Theodore 1I Palaiologos, Bull. arg. 106.1-4: O oixeiog 7§ Baciteiq wol xUp Tewoyios 0 epiotos fASe wev mo
TIVWY Yeovwy 0Ig® Tol ayiov wou aldévtou xal Bagiléws Tol maTeos wou, ToU aotdiuoy xal waxaeigTou, Xal
elploneTal sis THY douAoaUvmy NUAY ...

35 Cf Woodhouse (1986), p. 87, Baloglou (2002), pp. 35-36, on the basis of Filelfo (Ad Sax.): magistratum gerit nescio
guem, and Chatitonymos (In Gemist. 379): Kai uny xai ducatogivy Tolattn Tis v 7@ avdei, ws Afjgov eivar Mivw
éxclvoy  xal 'Pa,aa',,u,a,vva ToUT wagaBaMay,évovg OUxouy 'ﬁ%SéaS'r; Yol of@a‘g TOTOTE TI TV Exeive
3onow~rwv, al’ a)g Seia Lhr)(pog TO0 TOUTQ 30§av M. ZTégyovtes O oy ay,q:w xal ngomtuvouv-rag 5 e frndeis
%ol 0 Vixnoag amyeTay, xal Tol w1 oUTw TeUXOTOS Tols AAAolg aupBaively: xal Tout eixdTws, oipal.

546 Proth., ¢f. Woodhouse (1986), pp. 88-92.

547 De Isthmo, o Woodhouse (19806), pp. 100-101, Baloglou (2002), p. 97.
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** This all leads rather to the conclusion that Gemistos was in fact charged with a

Emperor.
mission in the Peloponnese by Manuel II in order to help his son in his difficult task and not that
he fell into disgrace and was banished from the City because of some nonconformist beliefs. Also
the rewards and honours he got during his stay in Mistra confirm that he was far from being an
outcast there and his position at the Morean court must have been very important. Five bulls by
the Emperor of the Despot have thus been preserved in which a land is assigned to Gemistos or

the acquisitions are confirmed for his sons.””

If he had been suspected of paganism, would it all
have been possible? It is also hardly thinkable that such an unfaithful person would be even
invited as an advisor to the Council in Italy where the traditional faith was at stake, as happened
later at the end of the 1430s. And it is also highly improbable that in a relatively small city as

Mistra was at that time, it would have been possible to carry out any major pagan activity in such

a way that the Despot either did not know about it or was even willing to tolerate it.

Equally problematic is Scholarios’ account of Elissaeus, the alleged teacher of Gemistos. The
corruption of a Christian by a Jew was a kind of locus commmunis in the Middle Ages and Gemistos,
in fact, does not anywhere speak about or hint at his studies with anybody like Elissacus.”

Moreover, what Scholarios says about Elissacus is rather puzzling. He is supposed to be:

1. An interpreter of Aristotle, an adherent of Averroes and other Persian and Arabic
commentators of the Stagirite.

2. The one who introduced “Gemistos to the doctrines of Zoroaster and others”.

3. A Jewish heretic and only “ostensible Jew”, but, in reality, Hellenist (pagan) and
polytheist.

4. An important person at the Sultan court, but finally “he met his end in the flames (mvgi

TNy TedeuTny elgeTo), just like ... Zoroaster”.

548 _Ad Man., Ad Theod., ¢f Woodhouse (1986), pp. 92-98, 102-108.

54 They are edited in: LAMBROS 111, pp. 331-333, IV, pp. 19-22, 104-105, 106-109, 192-195, ¢f. Zakythinos (1953),
pp. 122-123, 199.

30 Woodhouse (1986), p. 65, quotes in the connection with Elissacus two passages from the Reply to Scholarios in
which Gemistos talks about the Jews. However, the first one is Gemistos’ reply to another passage by Scholarios (Pro
Arist. 4.21-25), where it is already said that “it is possible to hear from the Latins and Jews (2§zat1 axolery Aativoy
Te xai Tovdaiwy)”, who know Averroes’ writings, about the erroneousness of Gemistos’ explanation of his thought.
Scholarios’ text, in fact, reacts to the beginning of the Differences where Gemistos criticizes Averroes but where only
the Westerners (ol mgog £omégay) are mentioned in the connection with him (De diff. 321.4-13). Gemistos then
answers with the sentence which is often quoted as his allusion to Elissacus: “But we have learnt, oh dear, from the
wiser Italians and Jews what Averroes teaches about the soul. (Kai nueis, @ yade, maga T Traddv Tdv
copwTégwy xai Tovdaiwy ZoTi @y memloueda Ta megl Yuxis avewmivyg)” (Contra Schol IV 374.15-24). It is
difficult to be certain whether Elissacus is really meant here. — Given the context and rather angty tone of Gemistos’
Reply to Scholarios, it seems that rather not. Another passage from the Reply fo Scholarios, mentioning an unknown
empire that is sometimes invoked by the Jews, is simply too general and depreciative, that it is highly improbable that
Elissacus could be meant (7bid. 418.1-5). For the attempts to identify Elissacus ¢f Tihon’s commentary to Mezh., p. 7-
8 with the n. 8.
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To start from the last point — it is extremely improbable that Elissacus was burnt, because this

551

kind of punishment was only scarcely used by both the Ottomans and Byzantines.” Elissaeus’
death thus need not necessarily be a punishment for the heresy, but perhaps just an accident™ or
perhaps the eternal damnation of the Jewish heretic in hell is what Scholarios has in mind.
Because he definitely makes a connection between Elissacus’ death and Zoroastrian cult of fire,
the whole story about the death of Gemistos’ teacher might be, after all, just a spectacular
rhetorical comparison.

As for the other points, it is obviously a question whether at the Sultan court, either in
Brusa or Adrianople, some time in the 1380s or a bit later, there could live someone who was (1)
an Aristotelian, (2) a Zoroastrian, and (3) an ancient polytheist at the same time. These three
aspects of Elissaeus’ personality as described by Scholarios seem to be mutually exclusive. — The
Aristotelians are not usually polytheists and Zoroastrianism is different from the Greek
polytheism. Perhaps we should not go so far as to the conclusion that Scholarios simply made the
whole story up and we may admit that Gemistos could really study with a certain Elissaeus. In
this case it would be more probable to suppose that he was a Jewish Aristotelian, only later
identified as Zoroastrian and polytheist by Scholarios, who was trying to prove that Gemistos
was a heretic and pagan since his earliest years basing his claim mainly on Plethon’s Laws. (As he
puts it: “This man also expounded to Gemistos the doctrines of Zoroaster and others.”) It has
been, however, suggested that Elissacus was in fact an adherent of fa/safa, and more specifically of
the school of Suhrawardi, representing the Eastern and Persian current in the Islamic philosophy
and in many features different from its Western, Averroist branch. According to Scholarios’
report, in which Arabic and Persian commentators of Aristotle are mentioned together, Elissacus
was supposed to know both traditions. A combination of otherwise irreconcilable aspects of his
personality might have been allegedly possible in the framework of Islamic philosophy of the
Eastern, Persian type.”

It is thus perhaps more useful to make an attempt to determine the influence which
Elissacus might have exerted on Gemistos. First, there is an obvious difference of opinions
between them. — Gemistos was a determined Platonist while his teacher is supposed to be an
Aristotelian commentator. As we have seen, Gemistos knew Aristotle well enough to write a
competent critique of him and this knowledge he could have perhaps acquired thanks to his

teacher. The problem is that Gemistos’ exegesis of Aristotle is based much more on the very

51 ¢f Woodhouse (1986), p. 27.
552 f. Tihon’s introduction to Mezh. p. 8.
53 Cf. Tardieu (1987), pp. 142-148, Tambrun-Krasket’s commentary to Or. mag., pp. 41-43.
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good knowledge of the primary Greek texts™

than on supposedly syncretic philosophy of
Elissacus combining together — apart from other things — Aristotelism with Neoplatonism and
the Greek and Persian religious traditions.”” In his Differences, as we know, Gemistos, in contrast,
argues against Aristotle because of his alleged atheism.”® Furthermore, it seems that Gemistos
did not know any Persian.””” Out of the Islamic thinkers he mentions Averroes, but he criticizes
him for his doctrine about the mortality of the human soul and his negative influence on the
understanding of Aristotle in the West, who, thanks to the commentaries of Averroes, is
considered as the supreme sage there and his atheism is concealed.”™ Avicenna “the Arab” is also
invoked in the Differences, being described as the one who understood Aristotle’s mistake and
although he, too, similatly to Aristotle, assigned the separated intellects to stars and spheres, he
did not make the same with God and left him transcendent.”” In other words, Gemistos not only
strongly disagrees with Averroes but he also observes a difference between the teachings of
Avicenna and Aristotle. This he could not certainly learn from Elissaeus, who is supposed to be
relying on the Islamic commentaries of Aristotle and especially Gemistos’ last point is, again,
dependent on his knowledge of the original texts. Also his criticism of Averroes reflects rather
the situation in Italy where the Differences were written and he has thus here presumably the
Latins, not his former Jewish teacher in mind. In general, it is difficult to prove that Gemistos
was influenced by the Islamic culture in any substantial way and it seems that in his philosophy

560

he always relies primarily on the ancient Greek sources.” Furthermore, Suhrawardr’s

561 :
and even in

“philosophy of illumination” seems to be entirely absent from Gemistos’ thought,
his short text, or rather excerpt on Muhammad, which we have seen above, all the information is
derived from his Byzantine predecessors.’”

There has been, however, suggested a possibility that Gemistos was influenced by Elissacus
and the Fastern Islamic philosophy of Suhrawardi and his disciples in one point that is extremely

important for his conception of the perennial philosophy. There does not seem to be a direct

ancient parallel for, first, his placing of Zoroaster to the leading place among the ancient sages,

54 In the Differences Gemistos thus quotes from various Aristotle’s texts, ¢f the notes to Woodhouse’s translation of
this treatise based on Lagarde’s unpublished thesis, Woodhouse (1986), pp. 191-214.

555 Cf. Corbin (1946), (1964), pp. 284-304, Ziai (1997).

5% In section I of the Differences (321.23-323.4).

557 Woodhouse (1986), pp. 25-26.

58 De diff. 321.7-13, Contra Schol. IV 374.15-24, XXX 488.25-31. ¢ n. 550.

59 De djff. 1 322.37-323.4.

560 Cf. Anastos (1948), 268-303. In contrast, Suhrawardi could not definitely know Plato’s dialogues, nor probably the
original texts of Aristotle, but just the works of Islamic Peripatetics, ¢f Walbridge (2000), pp. 88-97, 127-137.

561 Cf. Cotbin (1964), pp. 286-299, Ziai (1997), pp. 782-783, Walbridge (2000), pp. 19-29. What might be pethaps,
after all, seen as a parallel between Gemistos and Suhrawardi is their shared criticism towards Aristotelism. However,
unlike Gemistos, Suharwardi, as it seems, undertakes it in order to advocate the “real” Aristotle, that is, the one that
has been created by the Neoplatonic reinterpretation of his works, against the traditional Islamic Peripatetics, ¢f
Corbin (1964), pp. 290-291, 295, Ziai (1997), pp. 782-783, Walbridge (2000), pp. 117-185, 225-229.

562 Cf. Klein-Franke (1972), pp. 3-4.
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and, second, for his identification of the Chaldaean Oracles with the writings of Mages, the disciples
of Zoroaster. For this reason it has been claimed that such a parallel in fact can be found in the
Persian philosophy, to which Gemistos was allegedly introduced by Elissacus. Unfortunately, so
far there has not been presented a text from this tradition, in which Zoroaster would have the
same sovereign position of the first and wisest Sage in the succession of the wise men, religious
thinkers, and philosophers as in Plethon’s philosophia perennis. In fact, although in this current of
Persian thought, also for the patriotic reasons, Zoroaster appears, the foremost place is rather
reserved to Hermes.””

It is therefore in this case, too, more probable that Gemistos relies here on the ancient
Greek sources™ which he perhaps just pushes one step further.” As we know, he derives his
conviction about Zoroaster’s antiquity from Plutarch and he could find further support of the
astonishingly early date of his life (5000 years before the Trojan war) also in Diogenes Laertius.””
This seems to be actually one of the reasons, if not the most important one, why he considers
him to be the most ancient known sage and lawgiver. Moreover, already the ancient
Neoplatonists were interested in the Chaldaean Oracles because they considered the doctrines
contained in them to be similar to those in Plato’s dialogues.%7 There is an ancient tradition,
which brings the Mages close to the Chaldaeans. Furthermore, the traditional Greek etymology
of Zoroastet’s name, a one component of which seems to be star (aoTmg), along with his alleged
astronomical interests (he is sometimes claimed to be the inventor of astronomy) could also help
to associate him and the Magi with the Chaldacans, famous for their astronomical and

56

astrological knowledge.® They are definitely identified in the biographies of Pythagoras, who, as

we have seen, provides for Gemistos a connection through which, with a help of his pupils, the

563 Cf. Corbin (1946), pp. 18-19, 22-26, Walbridge (2000), pp. 7, 29-35, (2001), pp. 17-50. The parallel between
Gemistos” emphasizing of the significance of Zoroaster and the school of Suhrawardi was suggested by Corbin
(1964), p. 285-6 (“Les grandes figures qui dominent la doctrine sont celles d’Hermes, de Platon et de Zoroastre-
Zarathoustra. D’une part donc, il y a la sagesse hermétiste (déja Ibn Wahshiya faisait état d’une tradition nommant
les Ishragiysin comme une classe sacerdotale s’originant a la soeur d’Hermes). D’autre part, la conjonction entre Platon
et Zoroastre qui, en Occident, s’établira, a "aube de la Renaissance, chez le philosophe byzantin Gémiste Pléthon, est
ainsi déja le fait caractéristique de la philosophie iranienne au XII¢ siecle.”), ¢/ p. 346. The suggestion that this parallel
is in fact a result of a direct influence through the mediation of Elissaeus, is due to Tardieu (1987), pp. 146-148, .
Tambrun-Krasker’s commentary to Or mag., pp. 41-46. Stausberg (1998), pp. 40-41, disagrees and thinks that
Gemistos” “Zoroastrianism” is to be derived from the ancient Greek sources. Furthermore, Walbridge (2000), pp. 7,
27-35, 83-125, 223-224, (2001), pp. 13-16, 57-64, 107-110, tries to show that Suhrawardi is himself influenced by
ancient Greek philosophy, and more particularly Platonism, in the form it has been absorbed in the Islamic thought
and argues against convincingly against Corbin’s attempts to see him as an inheritor of ancient Persian tradition.

564 Cf. Nikolaou (1971), pp. 334-341.

565 f. Bidez-Cumont (1938) I, pp. 158-163.

566 Contra Schol. V 378.11-380.1, Or. mag. 19.20-22, Plutarch, De Is. 369b, Diogenes Laertius 1,2, ¢f Bidez-Cummont
(1938) 11, pp. 7-9 (B 1). Cf. also Kingsley (1990)

567 Cf. des Places’ introduction to Or. Chald., pp. 18-46. The Oracles were not quoted by the Neoplatonists always as
“Chaldaean”, of. Lewy (1978), pp. 443-447, Brisson (2000), pp. 119-120, although Psellos on whom Plethon relies in
his edition does so (Or. Chald. 153-180).

568 Cf. Bidez-Cumont (1938) 1, pp. 6-7, 30-38, 11, pp. 17-21, 23-25 (B 6-9, B 11), Diogenes Laertius, 17ae 1,8, ¢f.
Bidez-Cumont (1938) 11, pp. 67-70 (D 2). On Zoroaster’s astronomical interests ¢f further Bidez-Cumont (1938) II,
pp. 161-163, 174-190, 193-197, 208-227, 227-230 (O 14-15, 39-46, 52, 79-83, 85). Cf. also Kingsley (1995).
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teachings of the Zoroastrian Mages reached Plato. The source on which Gemistos bases the
connection of Zoroaster and the Chaldacans may be therefore Porphyry and Iamblichus, who
both, in contrast to Proclus, are named in the line of the real philosophers at the beginning of the
Laws. In Porphyry’s Life of Pythagoras the Chaldaeans appear together with “Zaratos” who all
Pythagoras allegedly met in Babylon, according to Iamblichus, Pythagoras was there in contact
with the Mages.” Also Lucian, a widely read school author, mentions Pythagoras’ alleged stay in
Babylon, where he was supposed to meet “the Mages, the disciples and successors of Zoroaster
(oi Mayor oi Zwgoaatoov padntal xal diadoyo)”.”” As for the doctrines, many points on
which, as we have seen above, the “Magian” Oracles are claimed by Plethon to agree with Plato,
are in fact also recorded about Zoroaster and the Persian Magi. According to Herodotus and
Strabo, an author extensively studied by Gemistos,”” Persians venerated Zeus.”” In Diogenes
Laertius they are also said to believe in the immortality of the human soul and, according to

Porphyry, they even taught reincarnation.””

As it is claimed by Plutarch, they maintained the
doctrine about the existence of daemons as the third kind between gods and humans.’™
Moreover, in his commentary Plethon claims that in the Magian Oracles the image of fire is used to
designate the divine,”” which agrees well with the notorious veneration of fire by Zoroastrians.”
This all fits well into an extremely favourable picture of Zoroaster we find in the Alibiades 1
by Plato. According to him, the young Persians are so successful because they are educated by
the special instructors. These are presumably the followers of Zoroaster because the first of them
teaches the youths magic, that means, the wisdoms of Mages (uayzia), invented by “Zoroaster,
son of Horomazes”, which consists in the veneration of gods (Ye@v Segamsia) and, moreover, he
instructs them how to rule (ta Bagihixa).””” Plethon, too, always emphasizes that Zoroaster is
not only a sage, but also an eminent lawgiver and the same may be similarly claimed about
Pythagoras along with his followers whose political activities in Southern Italy are well known.”™

Moreover, there is an ancient tradition recorded by Proclus (who, nevertheless does not agree

with it), according to which Er, the hero of the myth about reincarnation related in book X of

509 Porphyry, 1ita Pyth. 12, lamblichus, 1ita Pyth. 19, ¢ Bidez-Cumont (1938) 11, pp. 37-38 (B 27).

570 Lucian, Men. 6.6-8, the texts about Pythagoras’ studies with the Mages were collected and commented by Bidez-
Cumont (1938) 11, pp. 17-21, 35-40 (B 6-B 9, B 25-B 30), ¢ Nikolaou (1971), pp. 319-327.

571 ¢f: Diller (1937), (1956), pp. 27-29, 31-35, Mioni (1985), pp. 136-137, 158, 386, 417, Woodhouse (1986), pp. 181-
186 with further references.

572 Herodotus, Hist. 1,131, Strabo, Geoggr. XV,3,13.

573 Diogenes Laertius, I7tae 1,9, Porphyry, De abst. 1V,16,2, ¢f Bidez-Cumont (1938) 11, pp. 67-70 (D 2).

574 Plutarch, Def. orac. 441f, based on Plato, Symp. 202e, ¢/ Bidez-Cumont (1938) II, pp. 16-17 (B 5), for Plethon’s
general interest in Plutarch ¢f Diller (1954), Mioni (1985), p. 385.

575 Or. mag. 516 |ad 11], 9.16 [ad X11], 17.4 [ad XIX], 18.15-16 [ad XXXII], Dec/. Brev. 21.4.

576 Cf. Herodotus, Hist. 111,16, Strabo, Geogr. XV,3,13-14, and even Scholarios, Ad Jos. 162.11-12. Cf also Bidez-
Cumont (1938) I, p. 161.

577 Plato, Ale. 1 121e-122a.

578 Gemistos’ interest in Plato’s activities in Italy is proved by his Diod. Plut. 16,4-17,1 18,2-20,5, 22,1-3, 41,1-2.
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Plato’s Republic, is identical with Zoroaster.”” We have furthermore seen that, for Plethon, the
structure of reality in the myth of the Magi from Plutarch, in the Magian Oracles, and in the second
letter attributed to Plato is the same. Connecting together these or some other ancient texts,
Plethon may have perhaps “rediscovered”, but in fact rather created an ancient tradition,
according to which the most ancient sage was Zoroaster, whose followers, the Mages, wrote
down his doctrines in the Chaldaean Oracles, and revealed his wisdom to Pythagoras, through
whom and his followers it reached Plato. An immensely important role in developing this
conception must be also obviously attributed to the fact that, as it has been just suggested, all the
important representatives of this tradition, that is, Zoroaster, Pythagoras, and Plato were both
philosophers as well as lawgivers. This is not, for instance, the case of Orpheus, mentioned by

: )
Gemistos only en passant,”™

or Hermes Trismegistos, not mentioned at all, who would be other
potential candidates for the greatest sage of all time. By this conception of the philosophia perennis
Plethon influenced other thinkers in the Renaissance and later,” the first of them being most
probably Francesco Filelfo in 1464, a humanist who knew Gemistos personally” and may be
counted among his admirers if not pupils.™®

To sum up, it is not certainly excluded that there was some Elissaeus whom Gemistos
knew. If he really existed, he was most probably a Jewish Aristotelian, but his alleged polytheism
is extremely unlikely and it seems to be a later conjecture of Scholarios. Even if he had told
Gemistos about Zoroaster, which is also quite improbable, it would have remained upon his
puplil to place this sage in the foremost place in the perennial philosophy, for which he was trying
to find a support in the ancient Greek sources. Thus the influence that Elissacus might have
exerted on Gemistos, who did not share with him even his probable Aristotelism, is indeed
scanty and he certainly cannot be seen as the decisive impulse for Gemistos’ apostasy, as

Scholarios claims. If Gemistos was really a pagan, it had to be the result of his studies of ancient

thought rather than of the influence of his mysterious teacher.

579 Proclus, In Plat. Remp. [ XVI] 11,109.7-11.5 (ad Plato, Resp. X 614b), o Bidez-Cumont (1938) 11, pp. 158-161 (O 12-
13). Cf. also Eusebius, Praep. evan. X111,13,30.

580 Contra Schol. XX1 420.10-11, Ad Bess. 1 458.25-26.

81 Cf. Stausberg (1998), for Plethon’s role in the tradition of prisca theologia culminating in Ficino ¢f Vasoli (1994),
(1999), pp. 11-50, (2001).

582 Filelfo, Vers. in Gemist., Ad Gemist, Ad Sax.

583 Hankins (1991), p. 93, considers him to be in this a forerunner of Marsilio Ficino. However, the text he publishes
to support his claim seems to be, at least partly, dependent on Plethon’s conception of the ancient wisdom and of
the role that Zoroaster, Pythagoras, and Plato play in it, ¢ Filelfo, Ad Dom. 21-24, 250-271, ¢f. furthermore Kraye
(1979), pp. 121-124. Both Plethon and Filelfo thus, for instance, mention Plutarch and his dating of Zoroastet’s life.
It is therefore probable that Filelfo knew either Plethon’s commentary to Magian Oracles or his Reply to Scholarios in
which both Zoroaster and the perennial tradition, similar to that in his text, appear, 4. Stausberg (1998), 137-139. For
the relation of Gemistos to Filelfo ¢ Knds (1950), pp. 138-140, Woodhouse (1986), pp. 158-159. Plethon could
possibly influence also John Argyropoulos, ¢ Field (1987), pp. 315-316, Stausberg (1998), pp. 140-141.

131



3. Witnesses

Gemistos’ contemporaries that might in any way serve as a testimony for his religious beliefs, can
be divided into three groups. — First (a), his direct pupils who for some time studied in Mistra
and, being in a close contact with him, should naturally know much about his beliefs. Second (b),
his distant admirers who although very sympathetic to him actually neither studied, nor were in
any substantial contact with him. Third (c), all his adversaries who, accusing him of paganism,
being usually motivated by their different philosophical position, do that always “from outside”,
since none of them was in close relations with him. It is certainly flattering for Gemistos that, as
it seems, there was nobody who would have been a close friend, associate or pupil of his and at
the same time would have radically criticised or doubted his personality, philosophy, or

Christianity.

a. Pupils

The main problem with Gemistos’ close associates is that there is in fact difficult to find anybody
influenced in any way by his alleged paganism. His most notable pupils are Mark FEugenikos and
Bessation,”®* both monks and later Orthodox Metropolitans of Ephesus and Nicaea respectively,
whose views became radically opposed during the Council of Florence, which they both attended
and played extremely important part in. Eugenikos thus was the main critic of the proposed
Union, refused to sign the final decree, and after the return to Constantinople acted as the head
of the anti-Unionist party. Bessarion, in contrast, gradually became the main proponent of the
Union, taking a firm pro-Latin stand, and finally was created a Cardinal in Italy, later being even a
candidate for the pope.”

Nobody can deny the firm Orthodox views of Eugenikos that certainly do not show any
trace of paganism.” The same must be said about his brother John, who finally became the
bishop of Lacedaemon. However, he also showed great interest in Gemistos’ treatise On 7rtues
and wrote a warm letter to its author whom he knew relatively well and evidently did not suspect
of heresy.” Bessarion is a more puzzling case.” Although, here too, it is impossible to deny his

firm Christian faith, he is certainly influenced by the Platonism of his teacher as well as his vivid

%8 (. Syropoulos, Men. [V.30] 284.25-27, John Eugenikos, Acol. in Marc. Eugen. 213.21-22, Bessarion, Ad Dem. Andy.
469.1-2.

385 Cf. Woodhouse (1986), pp. 32-33, Gill (1964), pp. 45-64.

586 On Mark Eugenikos ¢f. Gill (1964), pp. 55-64, and Constas (2002).

587 John Eugenikos, Ad Gewist., ¢f. Woodhouse (1986), pp. 29, 38-39, 179-180, 225.

588 On Bessarion ¢ Mohler (1923), Labowsky (1967), Mioni (1991), and Fiaccadori (1994).
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interest in ancient Greek culture.” As a sign of their common inclination to ancient polytheism
Bessarion’s letter of consolation to Demetrios and Andronikos, the sons of Gemistos, is often

quoted which is filled with a pagan imagery:

“I have learned that our common father and master has shed every earthly element and
departed to heaven, to the place of purity, joining the mystical chorus of Iacchus with the
Olympian gods. I too rejoice to have studied with such a man, the wisest that Greece has
produced since Plato (leaving Aristotle out of account). So if one were to accept the
doctrines of the Pythagoreans and Plato about the infinite ascent and descent of souls, 1
should not hesitate even to add that the soul of Plato, having to obey the irrefragable
decrees of Adrasteia and to discharge the obligatory cycle, had come down to earth and

assumed the frame and life of Gemistos”.””

However, this does not necessarily mean that Gemistos or Bessarion in fact were pagan

Platonists as it is sometimes assumed.™"

What is important to note is the concession “if one were
to accept” which makes from the reincarnation hinted at in the letter a mere theoretical
possibility.””” The exalted and “pagan” tone of the text may be explained simply as a homage to
the great interpreter of the ancient philosophy that Gemistos certainly was. In an earlier letter to
his former teacher Bessarion, while asking about some problems of Platonic philosophy, calls
him: “nowadays the only initiator and initiated into the divine knowledge of the Platonists (o

593 .
7% and in another one

wovos Taviyv Tis TAatwvixils émomTelas UUOTAYWYOS xal WUTTTNS)
written after Gemistos’ death an expert on “not only the Platonic [wisdom]| but also that of those
men who inquire into the divine things (008’ oo wovoy MAatwviey [oogial Te xal T@v Ta Jeia
éoevymaauévey dxslvwy avdedv)”.”* Bessarion’s “pagan” funeral speech on Gemistos may be
therefore just an eulogy for the great teacher of ancient philosophy written in an elevated and
classicising style and full of mythological hints, that he used on other occasions too, including the
verses on his dead teacher he also composed.”” Nevertheless, as we have seen, the pagan
allusions are limited by the due reservation. Furthermore, being probably intended for a public

presentation, the consolation letter should not be certainly read as the expression of a secret

ideology of neo-paganizing circle, but rather as a public tribute.””

589 Cf. Hankins (1991), pp. 217-263.

590 Bessarion, Ad Dem. Andr. 468.14-469.8, transl. Woodhouse (1986), p. 13.
1 Cf Alexandre (1858), pp. Ixxxili-Ixxxiv, n. 1, Woodhouse (1986), pp. 13-16.
392 Cf Wind (1967), pp. 256-258.

593 Bessation, Ad Gemist. T 456.35.

9% Idem, Ad Secund. 470.12-13.

595 Idem, Vers. in Gemist.

59 Idem, Ad Secund.. 470.6-7, of Woodhouse (1986), p. 14.
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There are two other funeral orations on Gemistos, by Hieronymos Charitonymos and by
certain monk Gregorios, however, as it is clear from their texts, only the latter really studied with
597

him.”” Although the orations are often quoted as a proof of his paganism,” there is,

nevertheless, no direct and unambiguous clue to claim this, and in the one written by Gregorios,

599

who seems to be his pupil, even a series of the Church Fathers is quoted.” For the comparison

with Bessarion’s consolation letter it is interesting to note that in both orations Gemistos is called
“initiator into the secret and divine things (6 T@v amoggnTwy xal Jeiwv pvotaywyss)”, ™ and
“the one who was much occupied with the secret and divine things, the initiator into the lofty
celestial doctrines (0 T@v amoggnTwWY mMoAuTgAYUwWY xal Sesiwy, 0 TOV UVYmAdY olgaviwy
doyuwaTtwy wuetayoyss)” ™ in the both cases, again, in the context of Gemistos’ teaching.
Similarly, Francesco Filelfo extols Gemistos in his verses from 1439 as “the head of the sages, an
embodied statue of virtue which shines for the Danaans with the knowledge of all learning ...”
Although he uses the expression “by Zeus (v Tov Ala)”, it seems, again, to have rather
rhetorical than religious function, leaving aside the fact that Filelfo does not seem to have
propetly studied with Gemistos or stayed some longer time in Mistra.*” It therefore seems that
his pupils and admirers were used to talk about him in a rather exalted and antiquated style, but
this does not necessarily mean that they had anything more than their “initiation” into the ancient
Greek culture and philosophy in mind.

603

We can learn from Bessarion’s relation to Gemistos also from the letters”™” which he wrote

in the first half of the 1430s (before 1436) while staying with him in Mistra®* and which were
addressed most probably to Scholarios, with whom he was on friendly terms at that time.””
Gemistos (although not mentioned by his own name) seems to appear in Bessarion’s
correspondence at least twice. He is praised as an excellent teacher, persuasive like Odysseus,

surpassing Nestor by his language, and able to penetrate to the utmost depth of thought, not

speaking about all his outstanding virtues and the extremely kind approach to his pupils.” In a

597 Charitonymos, In Gemist. 385, ¢f. Woodhouse (1986), p. 7.

%8 In order to prove Gemistos' paganism Alexandre added them to his edition of the Laws as appendices XIII-XIV,
¢ also Woodhouse (1982), pp. 8-12.

39 Gregotios, In Gemist. 390, 392, ¢ Monfasani (1992), pp. 58-59.

600 Chatitonymos, Iz Gemist. 377.

601 Gregorios, In Gemist. 388.

602 Filelfo, Vers. in Gemist., cf. Knos (1950), p. 139.

603 The early Bessarion’s writings were collected by the author himself in the Mar. Gr. 533 (=788), for the
description of the manuscript and the dating of the texts ¢f Mohler (1923), pp. 51-55, Loenertz (1944), pp. 116-121,
Saffrey (1964), pp. 279-292, Stormon (1981), Mioni (1985), 421-423, Mioni (1991), pp. 25-46, Rigo (1994), pp. 33-37.
604 Cf. Mohler (1923), p. 45, Loenertz (1944), Labowsky (1967), p. 687.

005 Cf. Loenertz (1944), pp. 133-142, it seems that Bessarion later erased Scholarios’ name from the heading of his
letter (Ep. I).

606 Fp. 1 417.23-418.7, IV 426.30-31, for the identification of Gemistos in Bessation’s letters ¢f. Mohlet’s notes ad /oc.
Loenertz (1944), p. 140, n. 2, Mioni (1991), p. 35, n. 2, disagree and think that the Despot Theodore 1I is meant,
however, the description provided by Bessarion in his letter suits definitely Gemistos better and the expression o
Savpuaoros deamotns (417.29) need not necessarily designate the Despot of Morea. Gemistos is perhaps mentioned
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word, Bessarion was really enchanted by Gemistos when he studied with him, however, his
letters from this period are otherwise all uniformly and indisputably Christian in their tone.
Similarly to his other texts, the consolations and the letter to Constantine XI Palaiologos, written
at around the same time and discussed above, Christian themes are predominant, and even if
Plato and other ancient classical writers are sometimes incidentally mentioned, there seems be no
trace of the pagan and polytheistic influence of his former teacher.”’

What is, nevertheless, more difficult to explain is Bessarion’s later silence regarding his
otherwise much admired teacher whom he extols so much in the letters written on him after his
death and also in the verses. A possible conclusion may indeed be that of J. Monfasani: “But
Bessarion was not revealing his own views here [i.e. in his letter of consolation to Gemistos’
sons|, but delicately acknowledging those of his departed mentor. It is no accident that in his
massive In calummniatorem Platonis where he meticulously refuted George of Trebizond’s criticisms
of Plato point-by-point, Bessarion never took up George’s culminating attack on Plethon’s neo-
paganism. George’s whole prior discussion of Platonism built up to this finale, and to have
stopped short of answering it was tantamount to admitting its truth.”” Indeed, in his famous
response to Trebizond’s Comparisons of Philosophers Aristotle and Plato, Bessarion mentions
“Plethon” (not Gemistos) only once as a contemporary Platonist (o6 [IAnSwy, avie £¢’ nudy
veyovws xal ta TTAaTtwvos amodeyouwevos), just to refuse his criticism of Aristotle in one of the
discussed points.”” He talks about “Plethon” in a similar way also in his treatise On #he Nature and
Aprt intended as a response to another text by Trebizond, and in a short paper Against Plethon on
Substance which were both written during the Plato-Aristotle controversy in the second half of the

' there thus

1450s."" With the exception of the private conversation recounted by Kabakes,”
seems to be no text by Bessarion written in the years following Gemistos’ death in which he
would have talked about his former teacher in a personal way. In all Bessarion’s contributions to
the Plato-Aristotle controversy “Plethon” is always mentioned either as someone who originated
the discussion of the problem in question (by his Differences),” or as somebody whose criticism of
a certain point of Aristotle’s philosophy, however ingenious it can be, may be finally refuted from

3

another, properly Aristotelian position.”> On the other hand, mentioning Gemistos as

Bessarion’s former teacher was not certainly a taboo because this was repeatedly done in the

also in VIII 430.12.32, ¢f Mohlet’s note ad /oc. However, in this case by ¢ Setotatos qudy fyepav te xal deamoTng
Bessarion may simply mean the current Despot of Morea, ¢ Mioni (1991), p. 40, n. 21.

607 Ep. I-X1I 416-439, for the ancient texts that Bessarion could probably study in Mistra ¢ Mioni (1991), pp. 50-56.
608 Monfasani (1992), p. 56, ¢ Alexandre (1858), pp. Ixxxix-xc, n. 4, Knds (1950), pp. 144-146, Hankins (1991), p. 92.
609 Bessarion, In calumm. 272.22-32, (Latin version: 273.16-19).

610 Cf Monfasani (1976), pp. 152-170, 201-229, Woodhouse (19806), pp. 364-372.

o1 Cf n. 645.

012 Cf. Bessarion, De nat. 92.4-14.23-26 (Latin version: 93.6-13.25-27), Adp. Pleth. 149.3-10.

013 Cf. idem, De nat. 98.14-17.26-28 (Latin version: 99.16-21), 128.23-26 (Latin version: 129.29-33), Ady. Pleth. 149.21-
25,150.8-11.
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laudatory speeches on the Greek cardinal, both during his life and after his death, in order to
prove his excellent education (in particular, specialized mathematical studies are usually

mentioned).”"*

Bessarion also avidly collected Gemistos’ works and manuscripts, including some
of the most important autographs. In his collection there were thus some chapters of the Laws,
and, furthermore, Bessarion possessed a copy of the Summary of the Doctrines of Zoroaster and Plato
with the exactly similar pagan doctrines.”> Moreover, his close associate, Theodore Gaza,”® who
was otherwise very critical towards Gemistos,’'” had at least a chapter of the Laws at his disposal,
the one that is otherwise preserved in the manuscript owned by Kabakes.”"* We may therefore
ask how much Bessarion knew about the Laws and what he thought of it.

The most obvious reason why Bessarion might have been so reluctant to speak about his
former teacher, were obviously his political ambitions. In 1455, at the start of the heated
discussion among the Greeks about Plato and Aristotle, he was even close to become pope.””’
The charge of paganism, by which Scholarios marked Gemistos in the East, was in the eyes of
the contemporaries a very serious accusation and, as we will see, Trebizond’s anti-Platonic
attacks, motivated by his lunatic and apocalyptic visions and published in Latin, made it known
also in Italy. It must have been very uncomfortable for Bessarion and this is presumably the
reason why he took so much care to refute Trebizond’s objections in detail in the two treatises
just mentioned and to defend the doctrines of the ancient Platonists that had only started to be
known in the West. For the cause of Platonism there it was not so much important to defend
Gemistos, but to disperse any doubts about its compatibility with Christianity, in other words, to
refute convincingly Trebizond. The reputation of Bessarion’s teacher thus might have been
sacrificed to this goal.

Another reason why Bessarion probably did not feel the need to invoke his teacher more
often, especially during the Plato-Aristotle controversy, was that he was far from being his
uncritical devotee. In fact, there were two points in which he strongly disagreed with him. The
first one, as we will see later on, was their radically different, but in both cases very consequent
and honest views on the Union of the Eastern and Western Churches. The other one was
obviously Gemistos’ radical anti-Aristotelism. Bessarion, in contrast to his teacher, was firmly

convinced of the deep agreement between the philosophical opinions of these two thinkers,

614 Platina, Paneg. cv, Capranica, Acta 406.33-407.3, Apostolis, I Bess. cxxxiii.

615 Mare. Gr. 406 (=791), ff. 138-139v, thus contains chapter I11,31: ITegi dix@v (Ieg. 120-128.10), ¢f Mioni (1985), pp.
157, 159, whereas Mare. Gr. 519 (=773), ff. 94v -95v, 98v-102, chapters 11,6: Ileoi eiuaguévns (Leg. 64-78), 111,43
Epinomis (ibid. 240-260), ¢ Mioni (1985), pp. 388. For Zor. Plat. in Bessarion’s manuscripts, ¢- Mioni (1985), p. 159
(Mare. Gr. 406 (=791)). Cf also Mioni (1991), pp. 170-172.

016 On Gaza ¢ Geanakoplos (1989), pp. 68-90, Bianca (1999), for his philosophy and role in the Plato-Aristotle
controversy ¢, Monfasani (2002).

017 Cf. especially Gaza, Ad Bess. 196, Labowsky’s introduction to this text, pp. 185-186, and Monfasani (2002).

618 That is Add., ¢f n. 837.

019 Cf. Monfasani (1976), p. 137.
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diverse only apparently, and in this he was close to their Neoplatonic commentators.”” In the
short paper mentioned above, he thus claims: “Aristotle and Plato and Plethon say the same,
being at one in their thoughts even though the first two have differed in their words (7
AgioTotéAn xai IMhaTtwva, Tadto & eimelv xal IIAndwyva, Toic voquao: ... cuuewyvous, xay
gnuaat devnyoyaToy)”. ! A similar moderated position is apparent from his letter to Michael
Apostolis, who was, as we will see, one of the most fervent “distant” admires of Gemistos and
who passionately defended his Platonism against Theodore Gaza, partly in order to gain
Bessarion’s favour.””” However, the response was rather cold — Bessarion makes clear that he
praises “Plethon”, along with Plato and Aristotle, for his wisdom and many virtues, but at the
same time criticizes him for his condemnation of Aristotle.”” In short, Bessarion admires
Gemistos for his teaching of Platonism and mastery of ancient philosophy, but disagrees with his
— from Bessarion’s point of view — one-sided and extreme critique of Aristotle, attempting to find
his own independent position in the Plato-Aristotle controversy.”* His interest in Aristotle, apart
from his other Aristotelian studies, is also proved by the fact that in the second half of the 1440s
he made a new Latin translation of his Mezaphysics.”” This seems to be more important reason for
Bessarion’s reservation towards his former teacher than Gemistos’ alleged paganism.

It is difficult to be sure who were other pupils of Gemistos, the only one who is certain is
the historian Laonikos Chalkokondyles, but also in his case it is difficult to prove that he was
influenced by the supposed paganism of his teacher.” There are, nevertheless, some similarities
between them. Laonikos perhaps changed his original name Nikolaos to a more “classical” form
and he also uses the name Hellen in the positive sense for “Greek” and not for “pagan”.””” Even
more noteworthy is that Laonikos does not seem to be much interested in religious matters and
thus, for instance, does not speak about Christian God interfering by miracles in the history of
nations, as it was usual in the Byzantine historiography. Instead he introduces fate (tUxm or
elwaomévn) that punishes the arrogance (UBgig) of nations, being somehow connected with God
(Jedg) or the divine (10 Jeiov).”® This would be indeed an important similarity with Gemistos’
own thoughts expressed not only in his philosohia perennis, but also in his “public philosophy”.

What, however, speaks against Laonikos’ possible deviation from the Christian faith is an

020 Cf. Hankins (1991), pp. 236-263.

621 Bessarion, Adp. Pleth. 150.10-11, transl. Taylor, p. 125 (altered), ¢f De nat. 128.23-26 (Latin version: 129.29-33).

622 Apostolis, Ad Gagae, of. Geanakoplos (1962), pp. 85-88.

623 Bessarion, .4d Apost. 511.11-13, 512.7-9.25-34, 513.3-6.13-14.

024 Cf. Taylor (1924), pp. 120-121, 125-127.

625 Cf. Mioni (1991), pp. 120-126, 136-148.

626 Cf. Woodhouse (1986), pp. 33, 40, 223, Nicoloudis (1996), pp. 42, 44-45. Cyriac of Ancona met both of them in
Mistra in the summer 1447 (Ep. V,2), ¢f Woodhouse (19806), pp. 223, 227-8. Chalkokondyles does not mention
Gemistos in his historical work, not even when he talks about the Council of Florence and the negotiations of
Greeks in Italy (¢f Hist. 1.5.16-6.12, 11.67.18-69.24).

627 Cf. Nicoloudis (1996), pp. 58-60.

028 Cf. Turner, (1964), pp. 358-361, Nicoloudis (1996), p. 63.
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apparent amazement he shows when he talks about the alleged polytheism of the contemporary
Bohemians and their veneration of the Sun and fire, Zeus, Hera, and Apollon.629 (We have to do
here with the obvious misunderstanding of the Czech Hussite movement.) Bohemians are
mentioned together with the Samots (ZaudTar) who are also polytheists and venerate Apollon

and Artemis.®

" Other examples of polytheism are located in the Far East — in India and in
“Chataie (XaTain)”, where Hera, Apollon and Artemis are venerated, the last one even by the
human sacrifices.”’’ This leads Chalkokondyles to the conclusion that Bohemians are the only
nation in Europe which does not profess any religion “we know now” (éxtog yevouevoy Tais
Eyvwouevals mulv év TG TagovTi Jemoxeialg), that is, “the one of Jesus, Muhammad, and
Moses”, which dominate (d1axaTéyev) the major part of the known world.”” Also elsewhere he
similarly claims that the world is divided between Christianity and Islam, which struggle among
themselves, whereas other religions have not managed to acquire such power and domination.®”
It would be tempting to conclude, that, for Laonikos, in contrast to Judaism, Christianity, and
Islam, which are the religions based on a revelation, there exist also some original and natural
religion, which can be still found in some remote parts of Europe and in the Far Fast.
Unfortunately, it is difficult to claim this just on the basis of the hint he provides in his text. What
is important for us, is the obvious distance he expresses towards the alleged contemporary
polytheism, which, according to him, survives only in rather exotic parts of the world and which
is described by the names of the ancient Greeks gods used also by Gemistos in his Book of Laws.
If Laonikos was really influenced by the opinions of his teacher, these must have been rather
those we know from Gemistos’ public philosophy that situates itself above different
contemporary monotheistic religions and acceptable, after all, for any of them, and not the
outright pagan and polytheist philosophia perennis.*™*

In the overview of Gemistos’ pupils possibly influenced by his alleged paganism we should
perhaps mention also a heretic called Juvenal who was executed around 1450 on the accusation

635

of polytheism.” According to Scholarios, who writes about him in a letter to Manuel Raoul

% and Scholarios’

Oises, he was connected to a certain brotherhood (¢aTeia) in the Peloponnese,
suspicion that he was close to Gemistos is well demonstrated by his using of some expressions

from Plethon’s Laws he knew already at that time.*”” However, despite all this, Scholarios fails to

29 Chalkokondyles, Hlist. 1,124.8-22, T1,180.18-21, 186.21-187.4.

630 Thid, 1,124.4-7.

61 [hid 1,153.10-16.

632 [hid 1,124.14-17.

633 [hid, 1,95.21-96.3.

634 Cf, Harris (2003).

635 Cf Masai (1956), pp. 300-304, Woodhouse (1986), pp. 35, 225, 271-272, 315-318.
636 Scholarios, Ad Ois. 477.1-2, 479.17-19, ¢f Masai (1956), p. 304.

7 Thid, 479.19-30, of. Leg. 2-4, and perhaps also 130-132 [I11,32], of. Appendix X.4-6.
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prove that Juvenal was really a pupil or a close associate of Gemistos, because otherwise he
would have said it openly.” Due to the lack of any evidence there is thus no reason why we

should connect Juvenal with Gemistos or his humanist circle in Mistra as it is often done.

b. Admirers

One of the most outstanding admirers of Gemistos was certainly Demetrios Raoul Kabakes.””
He and another enthusiast for his philosophy, Michael Apostolis, were very much active in
collecting and editing of the remnants of his Book of Laws burnt by Scholarios®” and obviously
interested in its pagan content. Furthermore, the roots of Kabakes’ family lay also in the
Peloponnese and he is therefore usually claimed to be a pupil of Gemistos.”*! This, nevertheless,
seems to be hardly possible. Kabakes is notorious for his barbaric spelling of ancient Greek that
is not far from phonetic record of the contemporary spoken language, which rather points
against the possibility that he received education from Gemistos who emphasised the classical
and Attic models.”” He was a fervent worshiper of the Sun since the age of seventeen, as he
claims, and an admirer of Julian the Apostate (but also of Virgin Mary). However, as it has been
shown, heliolatry is quite difficult to reconcile with the kind of polytheism contained in the Laws
and there is thus no wonder that Kabakes complains that Gemistos did not use Julian’s text.”* If
he really became a worshipper of the Sun at the eatly youth, it would have to be already before he
supposedly met Plethon. Even when the latter appears to him in a dream® or Kabakes talks

about him with Bessarion,”” who would have been his younger colleague if he had really studied

038 Cf. Woodhouse (1986), pp. 35, 225, Monfasani (1992), p. 59.

039 On Kabakes ¢ Keller (1957), pp. 366-370.

640 Cf. Masai-Masai (1954), p. 554, Masai (1956), p. 398, n. 1, Woodhouse (1986), p. 363.

041 Cf. Woodhouse (1986), pp. 34-35.

042 Cf. Keller (1957), p. 367, Monfasani (1992), p. 58, n. 65.

043 Cf Bidez (1929), p. 70-71, 76-79, Grégoire (1929-1930), pp. 733-734, Keller (1957), p. 368, Medvedev (1985), pp.
737-749, Woodhouse (1986), p. 35, Monfasani (1992), pp. 57-58 contra Garin (1958), pp. 195-196. Gemistos was
certainly interested in Julian’s Oration to the King Sun which probably influenced his conception of the Sun, placed in
the middle position between the intelligible order of the Forms and the sensible world. However, he never identifies
the higher levels of reality with the Sun as Julian does, ¢f e.g. Or. Sol. 133a-134d.

64 Cf Lambros (1907), p. 336: T§ magerSolor vixty 1dov xatovag: 6T1 els Tomov TIvG TuveuEédmuey WweTad ToU
ethogopov TIASwvos xal olmw Tivog arhov Aoyou gidévtog, enal mos 2ue TIANSwy, ™y arqgdeiay vmeg éy@d 0s
oweaTalny xai agixgouny gromov, doalov elva AéSt xal TI mAfov meds To va xaTalafBo Ti xal moog TI PouleTe
omeg E@m° Owog oUdey aAAo Taixey: og gy oAivo Of, éyépdmxa: dnuaTglog.

645 Mercati (1937), pp. 173-174, n. 2: Oumlolvros éuol évralra mepl Tny oxolqy Tis Teamélns, weta ToU
évdoboraTou yagduvahiov éxivou xup. Bigagiovog: 20éSer Aoyog megl Tob H}\'/)Swvog xal MEoTITR 7oV Ey®* duévm M)
mooAnns Ty opiles ﬂ'o)\)\dmg meo! ‘roﬂ Ceumotot, 1 %aglgousvog, T0. op1lec. a.m}thS'n OTI ou3ev Eeyoy
%anCOMEVOg, aMa Sého ge mmiy peta aMeias xal viv 611 amo ToU Ihotivou Tov xegov, og v meo yiAiwy
TeToaKOTIWY ET@Y, TOo@oTEQoy avdpwmov ovdiva émoimoey m BAAds ToU IIAnSwvos. Amumrorog. (With the
marginal note by Kabakes: [TAatwy: [hotivog: TTIAnSwv.) Cf. also Scholatios’ letter to Kabakes from around 1450
(according to its editors) where he informs the latter about their current relations with Gemistos (Ad Cab. 457.29-
458.3.13-19, ¢ Woodhouse (1986), pp. 314-315). This is certainly a very weak hint, but would it have been necessary
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with Gemistos,”** he does not seem to be acquainted with the famous philosopher, whom he
evidently admired so much, more than superficially, and there appears to be always a certain
distance between him and Gemistos as well as Bessarion.*"’

648

Another enthusiast admirer of Gemistos, Michael Apostolis,”™ went even as far as to write

to him expressing his devotion for Plato and asking to be accepted as a pupil.“g Then he sent two

letters to John Argyropoulos,”

who, although most probably was not a close associate of
Gemistos, knew him from Italy and, as we will see, whose treatise supporting the Western
position in the question of the procession of the Holy Spirit became the target of Gemistos’ own
treatise. The letters in which Apostolis asks Argyropoulos for an intervention by Gemistos are
often quoted as the evidence of the paganism of the latter, because they are full of polytheist
imagery and the admiration for the ancient polytheism. However, there is obviously no certainty
that their paganizing content is identical with Gemistos’ own beliefs. Furthermore, after all, both
Argyropoulos and Apostolis proclaimed themselves Christians.”” It is also noteworthy that
Apostolis attempted to gain the favour of the famous teacher of Platonism by proving that it was
him who had managed to get a copy of Scholatios’ Defence of Aristotle in order to send it to
Gemistos.”” As we have seen, at the end of this treatise there is a passage attacking Plethon, the
presumed author of the Differences, because of his paganism and some lines of the Laws are
quoted. It is therefore possible that Apostolis’ imagination was in fact stimulated by this text of
Scholarios, who, however, as we will see, at this moment was not sure about what he should
think about Gemistos’ beliefs. We have already mentioned that later, during the Plato-Aristotle
controversy, Apostolis attempted to defend Gemistos’ against Gaza, but was rather harshly
silenced by Bessarion, who disagreed with the extreme anti-Aristotelian position which they both

shared.

if Kabakes had been really in touch with Gemistos? The letter also shows that, unlike Gemistos, Kabakes was not
suspected from paganism by Scholarios, ¢ Woodhouse (1986), pp. 314-315.

646 Cf. Woodhouse (1986), pp. 33-35.

%47 However, the letters to Kabakes from Scholatios (Ad Cab.) and Kamariotes (Ad Cab.) show that his interest in
Gemistos’ philosophy preceded the lattet’s death. It is interesting to note, that, as it has been said in a note above,
both these opponents of Gemistos did not suspect Kabakes of heresy at the time when the letters were written.

648 On Michael Apostolis ¢ Geanakoplos (1962), pp. 73-110.

049 Apostolis, Ad Gemist. 370-371.

050 Idem, Ad Arg. 1-11 372-375, ¢ Woodhouse (1986), pp. 40-41, 224-225. On Argyropoulos ¢f Field (1987),
Geanakoplos (1989), pp. 91-113.

651 Monfasani (1992), pp. 56-57.

052 Apostolis, Ad Gemist. 370. Apostolis proves his claim by describing the copy of Scholarios’ book he managed to
obtain for Gemistos. It was divided into two parts, the beginning and the end (uag@Tuel wov T@ Aoimw Tolv Adyory
TG Aoy, TO wev megas, T O agxm ovre). The manuscript Gemistos used was indeed incomplete and divided into
the beginning and the end with the middle part missing, ¢ Lagarde’s note to Contra Schol., p. 369, n. 6, Mioni (1972),
p. 223. For this reason Gemistos complains that he has not got the book by Scholatios in its entirety (Contra Schol. 1
368.12).
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There were perhaps some other admirers of Gemistos in Italy,”” for instance, Cyriac of
Ancona,” but, as it has been mentioned above, only Francesco Filelfo, who was, moreover, in a
direct contact with him, seems to be influenced by his teaching without, however, showing any

pagan tendencies exceeding the usual humanist interest in the ancient past.

c. Adversaries

%> He accused him of

Gennadios Scholarios is certainly Gemistos’ most notable adversary.
paganism still during his life and he is our most important source for almost everything that is
usually claimed about Gemistos’ polytheism. His first attack against Gemistos came around 1444
in his Defence of Aristotle that was written as a response to the Differences.”® At the end of his
treatises Scholarios mentions that he has in his possession parts copied from the book about the
best legislation based on the pagan beliefs and written by certain Plethon and asks its author to
provide the whole book in order that he may learn what is really contained in it.””" Scholarios’
treatise was destined and sent to the rather pro-Unionist Despot Constantine who was ruling in
Mistra at that time (1443-1449) and who, as Constantine XI, was to become the last Byzantine
emperor (1449-1453). Tt is thus possible that Scholarios was trying to discredit Gemistos at the
court in Mistra and warn the Despot against him. However, as we will see, Gemistos received the
treatise directed against him only about five years after it had been written, so it is possible that
the Despot simply did not care about what Scholarios says or even did not read his treatise at
all.”” Tt may be also noted that Scholarios’ position at the court that, unlike him, supported the
Church Union, was rather uncertain at that moment.*”

At the same time Scholarios wrote a letter to Mark Eugenikos, a former pupil of Gemistos

and the first teacher of Scholarios. After the Council of Florence Eugenikos was the leader of the

anti-Unionist party in Byzantium and after his death was succeeded (probably June 1445) by

53 Masai (19506), pp. 315-346, attempts to show the enormous influence Plethon and his teaching in Italy had on
humanists and philosophers there Woodhouse (1986), pp. 154-170, Monfasani (1992), pp. 52-56, and Hankins
(1991), pp. 436-440, are, however, rather sceptical in this point. It seems indeed that Gemistos’ perennial philosophy
was discussed more among the Greeks than among the Latins who wete not still ready to understand the kind of
Platonism he was professing during his stay at the Council. Nevertheless, this still does not exclude that he left
mighty impression there as a person if not as a philosopher. Cf also Knos (1950), pp. 132-142, 153-157, Garin
(1958), pp. 216-219, Hankins (1991), pp. 436-440, Gentile (1994), 822-831.

054 Cyriac of Ancona, Ep. V,2, 55, Zeno, Ad. Cyr. 329-330 with Bertalot’s and Campana’s introduction, pp. 322-323,
¢ Woodhouse (19806), pp. 21, 130, 165, 223, 227-228.

955> On Gennadios Scholarios ¢f Gill (1964), pp. 79-94, Turner (1969), and Tinnefeld (2002).

056 Turner (1969), p. 430, Monfasani (1976), p. 206, Woodhouse (1986), pp. 237-238.

657 Scholarios, Pro Arist. 114.18-33, 115.20-30, ¢f. Appendix X.1 and Woodhouse (1986), pp. 264-266.

8 Iden, Pro Arist. 1.5, Ad Gemist. 118.31-33, ¢/ Woodhouse (19806), pp. 219, 221, 308-309.

059 Cf. Woodhouse (1986), pp. 238-239.

660 Cf. Turner (1969), pp. 431-434.
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Scholarios.” In his letter the latter asks him for the approval of the Defence of Aristotle since it is
Eugenikos who should obviously know the truth about his former teacher.”” It is thus clear that
at this point Scholarios was not still sure about what to think about Gemistos — he admits his
scholarly as well as personal qualities, but he is shocked by what he has heard about him and by
the parts of the Laws he has at his disposal. We do not unfortunately know what was Eugenikos’
answer. Did he die before he was able to provide any? Or was he just too busy in his fight against
the Unionist that he did not just have time to answer to Scholarios’ letter? Or was he simply
unable to decide? We might also suppose that Scholarios, remaining unsure about Gemistos, did
not made his treatise accessible for the general public, but distributed it only in a limited circle of
his associates. Gemistos indeed complains that he asked for it several times but managed to get it
only surreptitiously — in fact, as we already know, it was sent to him by Michael Apostolis — and
asks Scholarios why he writes against him, if he has no confidence in his treatise and do not want

% What can be thus only claimed for sure is that at the moment Scholatios

to send him a copy.
was still trying to test the orthodoxy of Plethon by mentioning his allegedly pagan book at the
end of his attack against his another work, On the Differences.

The second attack came when Gemistos, some time around 1449, published his Reply 7o the
Treatise in Support of Latins, where he criticised Western theological conception of the procession
of the Holy Spirit and which we will discuss later on. Scholarios sent then to him a lengthy letter
in which he seemingly congratulates him. At the same time it is obviously the second test of
Gemistos’ orthodoxy because it rather illogically contains a passage that, in the context of the
fierce condemnation of polytheism appearing in fact already in Gemistos’ text, quotes few
expressions from the Book of Laws together with denouncing those who would try to revive
similar ideas.’”* From this writing as well as from a roughly contemporary Scholarios’ letter to
Oises concerning Juvenal it is thus clear that Scholarios had at the moment the beginning of the

1 665

Laws at his disposal.”” However, it is far less certain that he knew any more about the book
because in this case he would have surely attacked Gemistos more directly and openly. The
relations between them thus, as it seems, remained, at least outwardly, friendly (“Gemistos wrote
to me kindly”, says Scholarios in his letter to Kabakes, and at the beginning of his letter to
Gemistos himself he also mentions that he is glad about him not being angry that he has sent his

treatise in defence of Aristotle to the Emperor).”

61 Cf. dbid., pp. 237-238, 268, Gill (1964), pp. 222-232, Constas (2002), p. 413, Tinnefeld (2002), p. 478.
662 Scholarios, Ad Eungen. 117.18-21, of. Appendix X.2 and Woodhouse (1986), pp. 267-268.

663 Contra Schol. 1 368.5-370.6.

664 Scholarios, Ad Gemist. 125.18-23, ¢f Woodhouse (19806), pp. 277-279.

665 Scholarios, Ad. Ois. 479.17-40, of. Appendix X 4.

666 Scholarios;, Ad Cab. 457.29-458.3.13-19, Ad Gemist. 118.30-33.
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Probably around the time when he received the letter from Scholarios concerning his
treatise against Latins, Gemistos, however, finally got also his Defence of Aristotle. He reacted to
this attack by his equally fierce Reply to Scholarios’ Defence of Aristotle, to which we will come back
later on. Gemistos, similarly to Scholarios, did not care about showing his treatise to the author
of the criticised text, but sent a copy of it just to Constantine XI, now the Emperor, something
about which Scholarios complains failing to notice the fact that he has done the very same

667
before.

He claims some years after the event took place that when Gemistos received his
second attack contained in the letter of congratulations, he much grieved “and gave up hope that
his best legislation would ever prove effective after this, since we would outlive him and could
nullify it either in the flames or by the pen, whichever we might choose”.” However, this does
not help much to understand why Gemistos virtually at the same time when he received the letter
of Scholarios did not hesitate to answer to his first attack and warning contained in the Defence of
Apristotle in such a resolute and uncompromising way as it is apparent from many passages of the
Reply to Scholarios.”” Although Scholarios promises in his letter to Gemistos not to continue with
the polemics about the priority of Plato and Aristotle,””” whereas later he claims that the “fate of
our country” prevented him from doing so,”" he in fact never really attempted to answer
propetly. The end of the whole story is well known. — When after the fall of Constantinople
Scholarios became patriarch, he, as he himself admits, wrote several times to Theodora, the wife
of Demetrios, the Despot of Morea, about “the book of Gemistos or Plethon”,””” who had died
not long before. The rulers in Mistra managed to confiscate it and, although asked by many,
refused to let to make copies from it, but sent it to Scholarios for examination.”” Scholarios thus
finally got the book he was seecking for such a long time, and after a brief inspection, he
condemned it to the flames. After some hesitation and exchanges with Theodora, he himself

took care of its public burning, presumably some time after 1460, sparing just some explicitly

%67 Ibid. 118.31-33, 119.5-17, ¢f Woodhouse (1986), pp. 278-279.

668 Scholarios, Ad Jos. 156.21-24, transl. Woodhouse (1986), p. 281 (altered).

09 Cf. Woodhouse (1986), p. 308.

670 Scholarios, . Ad Gemist. 151.6-10.

7V Idenr, Ad Jos. 156.15-16.

72 Idem, Ad. Theod. 151.31-4152.1, ¢f. the lamentation over the destruction of Plethon’s book written by some of his
admirers (Kabakes?) in: ALEXANDRE, p. 410: ... mgog Tois aAhois émicTapar xal & guvéPnoav xata mgodogiay
el Ty wny BifAlov xal guyyeaeny Taga ToU Osigidaiuovos avogos weT® TTS YUVaIXwYITIOOS EXelvng TTEOS TOV
dimholy xal xaxondm xal awad? avdewmov. It is perhaps Theodora, whom Gemistos has in mind when he
reproaches Scholarios for boasting about his success with an otherwise unspecified shameful woman (Contra Schol.
382.4-5, . Lagarde’s n. 40 ad loc., Alexandre (1858), p. xlvii, n. 1).

673 Scholatios, Ad Jos. 157.27-32. This situation is described by Trebizond writing in 1456 and 1457 respectively: Sed
multa certe invenierentur, si libri in lucem emergerent. Nam, ut ferunt, a Demetrio Peloponnensium principe sive ab nxore, ut alii ainnt,
ipsins vel cremati vel reconditi sunt. (Ady. Gazam 340.24-27.) Nam librum quem de bis rebus composut, post ... exitum eius ..., ne
publice legeretur et multis officeret, a Peloponnesi principe Demetrio, sicut fertur, ereptus celatusque est. Quare nisi diligenter ab iis qui
Ssimilibus rebus praesunt quaesitus igni tradatur, ... maior clades generi humano futura est quam Machumetus inuexit. (Comp. 111
(penultime chapter = LEGRAND 111, pp. 287-288))

674 Cf. Alexandre (1858) pp. xliii-xlv, xlix, Astruc (1955) pp- 259-262, which is based on Scholarios, Ad]o; 158.27-
35: ‘Emel 0¢ 0t mavTa @avegolodal T@) xeovew, xal Ny wev TO [3157\107/ T0U Leptotol TeSvedToc maga Tois doxovat
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pagan parts of it in order to support his judgment. At the same time, perhaps by the authority of
patriarch, he issued an order under threat of the excommunication that all the copies of it
potentially made by Gemistos’ pupils must be equally destroyed.””

Scholarios claims that he was sure about the true character of Gemistos for a long time and
heard about his working on the book, which took many years, from many trustworthy people
whereas he himself had some clear proofs already before the Council in the Peloponnese and also
later in Ttaly.”” From Scholarios’ behaviour towards Gemistos, we have just followed in detail, it
is apparent that the main reason why he suspected him of being pagan was certainly the Book of
Laws. As we have seen, he possessed some parts of it at least around 1444 when he tried to test
Gemistos” orthodoxy and possibly also to prompt the authorities to take measures against him.
However, apart from the Laws, which he had finally managed to acquire and destroy, he did not
have many other proofs for his accusation. As we have seen, he thus can only claim that since his
early years Gemistos was interested in the ancient literary and philosophical authors, and
especially in Proclus — whom Gemistos, however, deliberately do not mention — not only because
of the style and general education, but also because of the ancient paganism. He explains
Gemistos’ apostasy from Christianity by his studies with the Jew Elissaeus, his alleged polytheist
teacher, and mentions that the Emperor Manuel II sent Gemistos off Constantinople because of
his heretical ideas.””” The problem with these two proofs of his pagan beliefs is, that they are just
too remote and Scholarios could know them only indirectly by hearsay and that they are not, as
we have seen above, not really reliable. If the assumption that Apostolis really learned about his
alleged paganism from the end of Defence of Aristotle is true, Scholarios remains with his suspicion
towards Gemistos, that is, furthermore, based primarily on few lines from the Laws, completely
isolated.

At the same time, it is sure that Scholarios is being, at least to some extent, tendentious.
Although the main reason of his attacks against Gemistos seems to be indeed the suspicion of
paganism, there are also other, personal reasons for his hostility. First, it has been assumed that
both held the office of General Judge — Scholarios in Constantinople and Gemistos in Mistra —
which may have possibly provoked their mutual rivalry.”® What is, however, more sure is the bad
conscience of Scholarios after the Council of Florence. While, as we will see, Gemistos, together

with his pupil Eugenikos, took a decisive anti-Unionist position, Scholarios was more reluctant

TG Hs)xorrow'n'a'ov (3:776)1/ 0t ovTwY, ‘rof)g &130'&650'%5@00; Te nal u&fCoug onui), oUx siygov de o’lfyvo&Tv TGV v alT)
'y:—:q/gay,,u.evwv ™Y aToTiay, eBov)xoV'ro wey auﬂxa wsunew NI, Kal TroMmg aTra,l'roua'lv sm/ga(paw oUx 'nglow
ddoval* zm'o 3& TV nagldy ToUT! nw)\USawsg, UTL’O TOV altdv alTol xal wag’ EAmidas 1) 'nu,w Moy (pagom'&g, xal
oimholy Muiv fveyxay mévdos, To wev ém alTols, amovauévols Tig xolvis aUwogds, &5 @y aAlol moomeTéTTeQoY
BovAevaauevor xatempaavto: o 0, ém T@® PiBAiw.

675 Scholarios, Ad Jos. 171.8-11.34-172.10, ¢f Woodhouse (1986), pp. 355-360.

676 Scholarios, Ad Jos. 155.30-156.1.

77 Idem., Ad Theod. 152.26-153.15, Ad Jos. 162.3-162.31.

678 Cf. Zakythinos (1953), p. 131, Masai (1950), p. 63, n. 2, Turner (1969), p. 429, (1976), p. 57.
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and tried to stand between the both sides, if he was not at some moment even supporting the
Latins. However, after his return home he became a devotee of Mark Eugenikos and finally, as it
has been already mentioned, even succeeded him as the head of the anti-Unionist party.”” It is
just no wonder that Gemistos regarded Scholarios as an inconsistent opportunist in the religious

questions and did not hesitate to say it in full in his Rep.®

What is, nevertheless, certainly the
main reason why Scholarios looked at Gemistos with animosity, was his critique of Aristotle.
Scholarios was not only Aristotelian in the traditional Byzantine style, but at the same time he was
also strongly influenced by the Western scholastics. He thus did not observe the traditional
distinction between the secular philosophy of Aristotle and the sacred theology of the Fathers, as
it was usual in Byzantium,”' but, in contrast, he attempted to introduce to Byzantium rational
speculative theology according to the Western models and based on the works of Philosopher. In
this situation, Gemistos published his the Differences in which he claimed that Plato was superior
to Aristotle and, furthermore, hinted that the former was also closer to the Christian faith.** Such
opinion was certainly very uncomfortable for Scholarios and may have perhaps even equalled
with a heresy in his eyes.

Another important critic of Gemistos, who attacked him probably just shortly after his
death, was Matthew Kamariotes. He was formerly an enthusiastic admirer of his treatise Oz
Virtues, even expressing a wish to see its author, which was unfortunately impossible.”*> Some

684

time around 1455 he finished a treatise™" refuting the determinism contained in Plethon’s Laws.

He had obviously at his disposal chapter 2 of book II, devoted to the problem of fate.”” It seems

that this text circulated separately®®

— most probably because it has been copied from the Laws
without the knowledge of its author — and was never officially published. (Scholarios at least does
not mention it anywhere.)®® Kamariotes was, however, a pupil of Scholarios, so it is probable
that he learned about Gemistos’ polytheism from this source,”® and this information was just
confirmed by the text on fate, which he somehow managed to obtain and which he denounced in

his treatise. From his previous wish to see Gemistos mentioned above it, nevertheless, seems that

he did not know him personally.

679 Gill (1964), pp. 222-232, Turner (1976), pp. 428-438.

080 Contra Schol. XXVII 452.20-454.3.
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082 Cf. Turner (1969), pp. 424-428, 430-431.

683 Kamariotes, Ad Cab. 311-312.

84 Idem, In Pleth., ¢f. Astruc (1955), 259-261.

685 However, Kamariotes makes clear that it was the only text by Plethon he had at his disposal, Iz Pleth. 208-210: g
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Scholarios was the most important opponent of Gemistos in the Greek East, George of
Trebizond was to play a similar role in the Latin West.”” Most probably in 1456 and 1457 he

wrote in Latin two important treatises®”

that contain an account of Gemistos’ paganism and that
are often accepted as a reliable source of information about it. For many reasons they deserve to
be quoted in full. In 1456 in the treatise against Bessarion’s associate, Theodore Gaza, Trebizond

relates:

“There lived in the Peloponnese a certain man who was utterly impious and irreligious, by
name Gemistos. During his lifetime he perverted many from faith in Christ to the foulest
beliefs of the pagans; and on his death, which took place about two years ago, he left some
books whose theme was De Republica, which laid down to his own satisfaction the
foundations of his whole profanity. For he thought to bring it about through his writings
and his eloquence that one day all men would adhere to his follies. Thus he preached, while
still living, that within a few years after his death all nations would revert to the true
theology of Plato. Whether it was from devilish inspiration or from the ungodliness of
powerful friends that he convinced himself of this, I do not know. But much would
certainly be discovered if the books came to light. It is said that they were burned or hidden

by either Demetrios, prince of the Peloponnese, or his wife.”*”

Two years later in his famous Comparisons of Philosophers Aristotle and Plato he gives even more

details:

“A second Muhammad (Machumetus) has been born and brought up in our time who, unless
we take care, will be as much more destructive that the first as Muhammad was himself
more destructive than Plato.” Than Trebizond introduces Gemistos, praises his abilities and
mentions that he has changed his name to Plethon, “so that we should more readily believe
him to have come down from heaven, and thus the sooner adopt his doctrine and law”. He
also wrote new customs of life, in which there is much against the Catholic faith. “It is
known that he was so much a Platonist that he claimed that nothing other than what Plato
believed about the gods, the soul, sacrifices to the gods or daemons, and all the rest, great
and small, was true, and he dared to write it without restraint. I myself heard him at

Florence — for he came to the Council with the Greeks — asserting that the whole world

99 On George of Trebizond ¢ Monfasani (1976).
090 Cf. Monfasani (1976), pp. 162-170.
01 Trebizond, Adv. Gagam 340.15-27, transl. Woodhouse (1986), pp. 365-366.
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would in a few years adopt one and the same religion, with one mind, one intelligence, one
teaching. And when I asked: ‘Christ’s or Muhammad’s?’ he replied: ‘Neither, but one not
differing from paganism.” I was so shocked by these words that I hated him ever after and
feared him like a poisonous viper, and I could no longer bear to see or hear him. I heard,
too, from a number of Greeks who escaped here from the Peloponnese that he openly said,
before he died, almost three years from now, that not many years after his death both
Muhammad and Christ would be forgotten and the real truth would shine through on all

the shores of the world.”*

The problem with George Trebizond’s testimony is that it is burdened with his hatred towards
Plato (he was a firm Aristotelian) and to Cardinal Bessarion and his humanist circle that he
believed to conspire against him. The two testimonies, just quoted, must be therefore read in this
particular context. — Trebizond’s Comparisons, one of the main proofs that is usually quoted to
illustrate Gemistos’ paganism, certainly deserves the verdict, according to which it “has an
excellent claim to rank among the most remarkable mixtures of learning and lunacy ever
penned.”® Tt starts with a relatively reasonable criticism of Plato, but at the end it culminates
with an apocalyptic vision in which Trebizond claims that Christian faith is threatened by four
succeeding Platos — Plato himself, Muhammad who received his education from a Platonic
monk, and Gemistos Plethon, who recently preached the pagan Platonism. The fourth Plato is
not named, but it may well be Bessarion, who almost became a Pope in 1455.”* It therefore
seems that Trebizond, apart from expressing his indignation over the news of the recently found
neo-pagan book which was perhaps really genuine, attempts to involve Gemistos in his own
previous personal quarrels with the circle of Bessarion and the cardinal himself, using his former
teacher as a means to discredit him.

These are not, however, the only problems with Trebizond’s testimony. First, both
accounts were obviously written after Gemistos’ book was confiscated and handed to Scholarios
under the charge of paganism, which must have certainly provoked a scandal and attracted public
attention to its author, already dead at that time. From the first text we do not, in fact, learn
much more than anybody in Mistra or perhaps Constantinople would have known (but naturally
not in Italy). Trebizond even does not mention here that he met Gemistos some years ago and

knew about his polytheistic beliefs, as he claims later, which is strange, but still not impossible to

092 Trebizond, Comp. 111 (penultime chapter = LEGRAND 111, p. 287), transl. Woodhouse (1986), pp. 168, 366-367
(altered, cf. Monfasani (1976), p. 163, (1988), p. 119). Cf also the English summary of the whole passage in:
Woodhouse (1986), pp. 366-368.

693 Hankins (1991), p. 236.

094 Cf. Monfasani (1976), pp. 79-84, 90-97, 108-109, 152-162, Hankins (1991), pp. 236-245.
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accept. More important is thus the second text, where Trebizond speaks about his personal
encounter with Gemistos. The way he describes it is, nevertheless, highly untrustworthy. First, it
is far from certain that Trebizond was at that time in Florence.”” We may also ask why he did not
warn against such a dangerous person, as Gemistos in his eyes had been, eatlier, but published
the truth about him only after Scholarios publicly denunciated his paganism. Furthermore, as we
have seen, if Gemistos was really a pagan, he must have been very successful in concealing his
true beliefs from the people around him, including the participants in the Council. But why then
he would have so openly talked to Trebizond whom he scarcely knew? The conversation
reported by Trebizond thus can be, at best, an ex post interpretation of some his, certainly more
cautious and innocent, talk with Gemistos.””” Furthermore, it is clear from another passage in
which, similarly to Kabakes, he attributes to Gemistos the belief in the Sun and the heliolatry that
Trebizond was not in fact propetly informed about the type of the paganism described in the
Laws.”” Despite all his unreliability, what is still sometimes accepted as a true point of
Trebizond’s narrative is Gemistos’ belief in the revival of paganism in the near future.””
However, the similar prophetic vision is in fact already contained in the first Trebizond’s text
quoted above and the problem is that it is not really compatible with Gemistos’ and Laonikos’
conception of the history, in which fate, quite indifferently to any concrete religion, saves the just,
and punishes the unjust. The belief in the recent revival of paganism suits certainly much better
the apocalyptic and eschatological fears of Trebizond who even considered himself a prophet and
many times in his life professed clear visions of the future, in which Plato and Aristotle had also
their specific roles.””

To illustrate further this side of his character, we may quote two other, much later texts, in
which he speaks about Gemistos and his connection to Bessarion. The first one is an address to
the sultan Mehmet II, written in Greek probably in 14706, in which Trebizond undertakes a rather

difficult task to persuade the triumphant conqueror of Constantinople to embrace Christianity:""

“Then also occurred at Rome the apostasy from Christ to Plato at the instigation of
Cardinal Bessarion, who is honoured as pious by Pope Paul and by all his own people
because he lives his life according to Plato and who is held in reverence by the Venetians

and by King Ferrante of Naples as a saint and a wise man, or rather one should say, as an

095 Cf. Monfasani (1976), pp. 39-40.

696 Tbid.

097 Trebizond, Ady. Gazgam 302.38-303.4, Comp. 111 (penultime chapter), ¢f Woodhouse (1986), pp. 367-368.
098 Cf. Monfasani (1992), pp. 59-61.

099 Cf. Monfasani (1976), pp. 35, 49-53, 85-103, 128-136, 140-141, 148, 183-184.

00 Cf. ibid., pp. 223-224.
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apostle and evangelist of Plato himself, and of Gemistos, who strove to paganize the

Eastern Church by his own writings.”™”"

In 1466 he warned Sigismondo Malatesta, who, as we know, two years ago transferred the
remains of Gemistos from Mistra to his paganizing temple in Rimini, against the dangerous

influence the philosopher may have even after his death:"”

“I told Sigismondo that unless he threw out of his city the Apollo who lives in the corpse
of Gemistos, something bad would befall him. He promised to do it. He left it undone.
Sickness brought him to the brink of death in Rome. He sent for me the hour he was
stricken so that through the vain predictions of the astrologers I might tell him what would
happen to him. Putting my trust in God, I sent the message: ‘In eight days he will be well.”
After the prophecy came true, I told him that the disease had struck him because he
retained in his home the corpse of Gemistos. He promised again that as soon as he
returned to Rimini, he would cast it into the sea. I praised his resolution and urged him to
do it lest worse happen to him. He returned to Rimini. Again he left it undone. Again he
became ill. Before I learned about it, he died [9 Oct. 1468 — J.M.]. I wrote to his wife and
children why this had occurred and added that unless they fulfilled what he had promised,

worse would befall them.”’”

It therefore seems that the testimony of Trebizond on Gemistos is not only highly tendentious as
it is the case of Scholarios, but also extremely unreliable and, in fact, it is doubtful whether it

contains any independent information about his alleged paganism at all.

Having gone through the testimony of the most important contemporaries associated in diverse
ways with Gemistos, we may conclude that, strangely enough, those who most resolutely accuse
him of paganism or, on the contrary, admire him for it, were not, in fact, in a close contact with
him and they base their accusation or admiration on the fragmentary information they had.
Gemistos” direct pupils, in contrast, do not provide any substantial evidence for his alleged
paganism. Furthermore, it is highly improbable that there was any neo-pagan circle in Mistra
because, again, there is no evidence that anybody of them would have been a member of it or
directly influenced in this way by their allegedly pagan teacher. There are also further external

indications pointing strongly against the existence of a paganizing circle in Mistra or any

701 Trebizond, De div. 571 (cap. 3), transl. ibid. 565-566 (cap. 3).
702 Monfasani (1976), p. 214.
703 Trebizond, Ad Bess. 171-172 (¢cap. 38), transl. Monfasani (1976), p. 214 (altered).
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Gemistos’ pagan activity there. — First, it is highly improbably that any Despot of Morea would
have tolerated any unorthodox activity by Gemistos and his pupils. On the contrary, as we have
seen, during his roughly forty years long stay in Mistra, Gemistos was allowed to take part in the
governing of the despotate, he received several times the land in reward for his services, he was
also invited to participate in the Council, and, moreover, he was buried according to the
Orthodox custom.”™ Second, even if an extremely well concealed circle of neo-pagans really had
existed in Mistra, it would have supposedly included also Gemistos’ sons as well as other relatives
and close associates.”” In such case it is difficult to imagine, that after the death of Gemistos the
Laws, allegedly a sacred book of a secret society, could ever have been seized by the Despot and
his wife and also, as we will see, that there would have been only one copy of it. We thus have to
conclude, that if Gemistos had been really a pagan polytheist, it had to be his personal belief

706

only.

4. Change of Name

What is usually invoked as a proof of Gemistos’ paganism is the change of his name to Plethon,
which should have supposedly happened in 1439 in Florence during his lectures on Plato to the
humanists. The name itself, which is just a classicised form of Gemistos, certainly associates its
bearer with Plato.””” But not only this — because, as we have seen, the metaphysical system of the
philosophia perennis requires that the human soul is repeatedly reincarnated, “Plethon” could be also
understood as the second Plato in the sense of a new reincarnation of the soul of the “divine
philosopher”.

In order to trace how this “pagan” pseudonym progressively begun to be used, we must
naturally rely only on Gemistos’ autographs (the manuscripts written in the hand of the author),

or on the texts within which it appears, not on their headings or titles that may be easily a result

of later alterations. The text in which the name “Plethon” is usually thought to be used for the

704 Cf. Alexandre (1858), p. xxxix, Woodhouse (1986), p. 7.
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first time is the Differences, written in Florence during the Council."” However, at the beginning of
the autograph, which has been preserved to us, only George Gemistos appears as the name of
the author.”” Thus the usage of the surname Plethon is not in fact documented until the Defence of
Abristotle, written by Scholarios around 1444.”" Tt is similarly absent from the headings of the
autographs of the Reply to Scholarios’ and appears in the text of this treatise in the two passages
that are direct quotations from Scholarios only.””” Other eatly occurrences are two letters of
Apostolis to Argyropoulos* and Kamariotes’ book,” the former written still during Gemistos’
life, the latter probably shortly after his death. These three texts have been discussed above and
we have seen that they all depend in some way on Scholarios. It is noteworthy that even he, when

% There is no other

writing to Eugenikos, does not talk about Plethon, but about Gemistos.
reliable evidence that the name “Plethon” was publicly or privately used during Gemistos’ life
with just one important exception, which is the Book of Laws. According to Scholarios’ thorough
description provided in order to justify his decision to burn it and the reliability of which we have
no reason to doubt, it was entitled: “Plethon’s First Book of Laws (IIApSwvos Nowwy ovyyeaeis
BiBrioy me@Toy)” and similarly in the case of the other two books.”"” As we have seen, at the end
of the Defence of Aristotle Scholarios makes clear that he possesses a part of the Laws, presumably
its beginning with the heading declaring its author. It is therefore possible that he consciously
connects together the excerpts from the polytheistic book, which has first aroused his suspicion
against Gemistos, with the recently published Differences and wrote his reply to this treatise using
the name “Plethon”, and not “Gemistos” under which it had appeared. This intrigue was
intended to enable him to test Gemistos’ real beliefs, about which, as we know, he was far from
sure at this time. To a Byzantine with the classical Greek education it had to be undoubtedly clear
that both names mean the same. Scholarios, in the Defence of Aristotle, however, pretends not to be
certain whether this identification is correct. He claims that he has also heard a rumour about the
book on “the best legislation” and that he has parts of it at his disposal. As he further says, the
book containing it is reputedly signed by the name of Plethon, either as an attempt to conceal the
identity of its author or because of his predilection for the classical word forms. He states openly

that the Differences criticising Aristotle is not in fact so important as this book, which would be

709 Masai (1956), pp. 384-385.
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certainly interesting to see.”'® It therefore really seems that Scholarios connects the recently
published critique of Aristotle, whose author, Gemistos, is well know and which is in his eyes
itself impious, with his information about the Laws written by a certain Plethon. This is
confirmed by Scholarios’ appeal to Gemistos. He wants him to declare that he is not Plethon, nor
does know he any Plethon writing against Christian faith, which would dispel any suspicion and
refute his accusers.”"” If both treatises had been published under the name of Plethon, or this had
been a well-known surname, Scholarios would not have had to ask this.

It therefore seems that the name Plethon was neither used publicly before Gemistos’
death,” nor was his works published under it and that it was restricted solely to the Laws. From
there or from his informers who somehow managed to see it Scholarios learnt about this name
and used it throughout the Defence of Aristotle. From this source it became known to Apostolis as
well as to Kamariotes. The latter either learnt Gemistos’ secret from his teacher Scholarios
himself or from the same source from which he had the chapter on fate, another text that had
been surreptitiously copied from the Laws.

However, in the years following Gemistos’ death, during the Plato-Aristotle controversy

! the situation

that took place among the Greek émigrés in Italy in the second half of the 1450s,
changes and the texts written in Greek at that time mention exclusively Plethon.”” One of the
possible strands, through which this name became known might have been Kamariotes” On Fate,
in which, as we know, the name Plethon already appears. Thus in the late 1450s Theodore Gaza

. . . . 723
wrote a treatise with a similar name,

where Plethon is mentioned. More important is that
during the controversy Gemistos is never mentioned as a person influential at the court of
Mistra, an eminent humanist, and teacher, or someone suspect of polytheism,””* but rather as an
extreme Platonist and radical anti-Aristotelian. He thus appears as an abstract character, rather

than a living person and a late colleague of the debaters. The Differences and the Reply to Scholarios,

the autographs of which, as we have seen, have “Gemistos” written in their headings, had to be

8 Idem, Pro Arist. 114.17-33.

719 Ihid. 115.20-30.

720 Cf. Masai (1950), p. 52.
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Gaza, Ad Bess. 196, De fato 243.22.25, 244.21, Adp. Pleth. 153.3.10, 154.12.15.17, 155.12.19.30.34, 156.18.33,
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724 Not a really important exception is Andronikos Kallistos, who claims that Plethon does not represent a real
Platonic theology, because this was genuinely Greek and Plethon’s book is reported to be influenced by Zoroaster
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gradually subsumed under the name “Plethon”, which, due to its form, was naturally very

>
appropriate to designate a determined Platonist. However, the situation is much different when
the concrete personality is meant. In this case Gemistos always comes to the fore, sometimes just
with a note that he changed his name to Plethon. Trebizond thus always speaks about Gemistos,
who was guilty of paganism, and only in the second place about Plethon.™ Similarly, although
Kabakes writes about Plethon in his personal notes, in their conversation with Bessarion they talk
about Gemistos.”

It therefore seems that the name “Plethon”, which was originally restricted to the Book of
Laws, was later, basically due to its similarity with Plato, gradually used to designate the author

who with his two anti-Aristotelian treatises On the Differences and Reply to Scholarios started the

whole controversy about the priority of Plato or Aristotle.

5. Fight for Orthodoxy

Gemistos” Reply in Support of Latins is directed against the work of John Argyropoulos whom he
knew well from the Council of Florence.””” With a certain degree of probability we may suppose
that the treatise was written around 1449 when its addressee Luke Notaras became a minister of
the new (and last) Byzantine emperor Constantine XI (1449-1453) and it is likely that both parties
active at that time in Byzantium, the Unionists, defending the recently signed agreement with
Rome, as well as the anti-Unionists, attempted to influence the politics of the new government.
Probably in this situation Gemistos was, as he says, asked (Vv xehevaSeis) to defend his previous
stand at the Council, or perhaps he wished to answer to the Unionist treatise by his colleague
from the Council discussions himself. His reply is most probably to be dated to around 1450.”*
Both Scholarios™ and Bessarion then reacted to his work.™

We cannot go into all the details of the theological reasoning about the Trinity developed
by both thinkers, but it is certainly useful to look closely at the key arguments of Gemistos. The
main target that is contested by him is Argyropoulos’ argument introduced to support the Latin
position, according to which the Holy Spirit proceeds from both the Father and the Son alike

(the problem of the filiogue). To assure the common consubstantiality (opoovaiog) as well as the

725 Trebizond, Ady. Gazam 302.39, 340.16, Comp. 111 (penultime chapter = LEGRAND II1, pp. 287-289) with the
mentioning of the change of Gemistos’ name (“is vulgo Gemistus a semetipso Pleton est agnominatus”), De div. 571 (cap. 3),
Ad Bess. 171-172 (capp. 36-39.41).

726 Cf. nn. 644, 645.

727 Woodhouse (1986), pp. 40-41.

728 Masai (1956), p. 391, Turner (1976), pp. 61-63, Woodhouse (1986), pp. 270-272, Monfasani (1994), p. 841.

729 Scholatios, Ad Genist.

730 Bessarion, Contra Gemist.
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same “perfections (teAetotnTes)” of the first two divine persons, Argyropoulos postulates the
following principle: things with different potentialities must have also different essences (@v yag
al duvauels O1a.@ogol xal alTa av elev Tals olaials diagoga), which is obviously not true about

the Father and the Son.”"

Gemistos apparently takes this “axiom (11 a&iwpa)” as representing
the official Latin theology. He admits that it is intended to ensure Son’s role in the procession of
the Holy Spirit because if the Son did not participate in it, he would have different potentiality
and, consequently, also essence than the Father. However, he criticises rather maliciously the
axiom as “much convenient” for Hellenic, that is pagan, theology (EAAmvixf] Seoloyig xai
uaAa @ilioy), but fundamentally opposed to the Church (14 02 'ExxAnaia moAepiwratoy).””
This and other details as well as the overall tone of his treatise show that Gemistos does not
attempt to argue against Argyropoulos only, but against Latin and pro-Unionist theology in
general.

To support his criticism, he first explains that Hellenic theology (EAAmvixn Seoloyia)
places one God in the uppermost place of all things (Eva @zov Tov avwTatw Tois olaIy
épiotaoa). This God is himself indivisible one (@Towov &v), in contrast to the plurality of his
children, of whom some are higher and some lower and each has assigned a bigger or smaller
part of this universe (@Ahov arh@ al weilovi M welovt Tol mavTos ToUde weger épiTTnaIy).
Nevertheless, none of them is either equal to the Father, or similar to him because all the other
essences are much lower in their divinity (Seotmg). They ate also called gods as well as children
and the works of the highest God since the Hellenic theology does not distinguish between
God’s generation and creation (oux a&ioliga émi ye ToU Ocol yevymoews Onuiovgyiay diaxgivery),
will and nature (BovAnay @loews), or, “in general”, between activity and essence (umd’ ovgiag
évégyetay). The Hellenic theology presupposes that the children of the highest God are different
in their divinity being lower essences (¢Tégag 0” 00v Je0TmT0OS Te X0l 0UTIAg UTT00EETTEQAS Ol TOU
avwTaTw Osol maldsg) and bases this claim on the axiom in question. According to it, the
greatest difference of the potentialities may be found between the thing that exists itself through
itself and the one that exists through something different (xgivovsa Te peyiotny duvapewy
diapogay Ty ToU alTol O auTo ovTog TEog To O’ ETegov Mom ov). As Gemistos claims, this is,
nonetheless, unacceptable for the Church because, if we admit the axiom introduced by
Argyropoulos, it would necessarily lead to a conclusion that the first two divine persons have
different essences. This is because the Father has a potentiality to be himself through himself and

is really so (0 pev avTog O’ avTov dvvaTal Te elval xal éaTiv), whereas the Son, apart from other

731 Argyropoulos, De proc. 118.10-119.6, ¢f Monfasani (1994), pp. 842-843.
732 Contra Lat. 300.
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differences between them, is not any more himself through himself, but through the Father (o &’
oUxéTt avTog O alTov, dia 0¢ Tov Ilatéea éotiv).””

According to Gemistos, there is, in fact, one essence (ovgia) of the Father, the Son, and the
Spirit, but three different persons, each distinguished from the other two by its individual
properties (1010tmTeg). There are thus some features that are common to each of them — essence
(oUoia) and nature (@uais), creation of the wotld (f dnuiovgyia Tis xTioews), providence
(meovoia), being the principle of the universe (7 Tol mayTog agym), and so on. However, there are
likewise also some properties that cannot be attributed to all of them alike and which belong to
one or two individual persons of the Trinity only. Such is also the property of “having been
caused (70 ... aiTiaToy)” that is not common to the whole Trinity but just to the Son and the
Spirit, who have been caused by generation (yevymTds) and procession (xmogeutds) respectively.
As a result of these considerations Gemistos states a different axiom which he claims to be
compatible with the teaching of the Church (oU t@v 7§ ExxAnaig molewiwy, arra xal wara
@iAtov) and according to which nothing can produce himself but what is being produced must be
different from its producer or, more generally, what is being caused must be different from its
cause (oUx 0TV 0,71 aUTO £auto OuvaTtal meoBalrdety, all’ &etegov asl Oel elvar ToU e
mgoBardovtos To meoBaAlduevoy, xal oAws aitiov aitiaTov).”* This conclusion then enables
Gemistos to show that the Spirit must be produced not by the essence common to all the divine
persons but by one or two other members of the Trinity. If he were produced by the essence
which is common (xaTa THv olaiay xowny olaay) to them all, he would produce himself, which
is impossible (due to the axiom just stated by Gemistos), or he would have a different essence,
which would be heretical. However, if the Spirit were produced by both the Father and the Son
alike their persons would be somehow coalesced (guvaroren), which means that we would get a
Holy Dyad. Conversely, if he were produced by two different acts, or the Son served as a by-
cause (guvaiTiov) to the main production by the Father, the Spirit would suffer an inner division
(dragum) and the result would be a Tetrad. This is because if the Father were not capable of
producing the Spirit himself and had to be supported by the Son, the Spirit would have from
each of them something different (0 wév 71 éx ToU IlaTeos, T0 & éx ToU Tiol ioyov).””
According to Gemistos, his views are supported by various saints and theologians (he mentions
John of Damascus, Dionysius Areopagite, Justin Martyr, Gregory of Nazianzus, and Cyril of
Alexandria, who are, as he claims, often misunderstood or misinterpreted by the Latins). Another

support he finds in the Scripture he quotes.m

733 Ibid. 302-303.
734 Ibid. 304.

735 Ihid. 305-300.
736 Ihid. 307-309.
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Gemistos then complains that the manner by which the Council of Florence achieved the
Union of the Eastern and Western Church was not fair — “because in Italy, when our delegates
concluded the Union, they were not defeated by arguments to conclude it, but we know how the
Union was concluded (¢mei xai év Tralia, oTe of muéTegol éxsivols auvedevto, oU T@® Aoyolg
NTTNITval xal ouvédevto, all’ Touey ov Tgomov aguvéSeyto)”. Some of them joined the Latin
side because they thought it would be profitable for Byzantium. However, not everything that
seems profitable in the end really proves so and sometimes, on the contrary, it can even cause a
great damage. Furthermore, such approach in fact equals with not believing that the God cares
about human affairs (tov @eov T@v avgwmivwy mgovoely). Many Byzantines, nonetheless, share
this belief because their affairs are in a bad state for a long time and thus there is no wonder that
the God let their enemies to prosper and leaves them to perish, since many of their enemies have
the opinion that he cares about human affairs embedded more firmly in their souls. The impiety
in this point cannot be counterbalanced by a piety in another one since one either accepts the
belief that the God presides over us (Epiotavar fuag), or refuses it. But then it is natural that
God let such people perish, as can be shown on many examples from the past — the nations
prosper or perish according to whether they attach to the opinion about the divine providential
care (gUv T§) ToU Jeiou moovoiag 00§y), or refuse it. The proof of this is that those who keep their
oath prosper, while those who break it perish. The Byzantines cannot be saved unless we correct
every wrong opinion about the God, not by concluding a Union with the Latins.”” In other
words, the contemporaries of Gemistos are in his eyes guilty of the second type of atheism he, as

we have seen, systematically criticizes since his very first works.

The treatise about the procession of the Holy Spirit is certainly very difficult to put into the
context of other Gemistos’ writings. Most interpreters tend to think that he is trying to gain
favour of the anti-Unionist party and hide his own opinion here, having in fact no setrious interest
in the problem of the Trinitarian debate.” Scholarios seems to be also of the same opinion and,
as we have seen, the long letter of congratulation he sent to Gemistos with many tirades against
the ancient Greek polytheism should be most probably read as a hidden threat and (the second)
attempt to find out what his real religious beliefs were.” Scholarios must have been certainly
convinced that the main intention of the treatise seemingly consecrated to the problems of

Christian theology is just to dispel the suspicion he expressed in Defence of Aristotle, which, as it is

737 1bid. 309-311.
738 Cf. Masai (19506), pp. 321, 325-327, Woodhouse (1986), p. 273, Monfasani (1994), p. 833-834.
739 Scholarios, Ad Gemist., of. Woodhouse (19806), pp. 278-282.
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clear from his letter, was already known to Gemistos at this moment who, moreover, had just
finished his Reply to Scholarios.”"

However, if it were really so, it would not be very wise of Gemistos to talk about the
Hellenic theology at the beginning of his treatise on the procession of the Holy Spirit instead of
concentrating strictly on the problems of the Christian religion. Furthermore, if he is not being
serious here in criticizing Hellenic theology and in reality accepts it as his own, his behaviour is
hardly understandable. — Why, when attending the Council, he simply did not join the Latins if
their theology is really closer to the Hellenic beliefs as he asserts in the treatise in question and
defended the anti-Unionist side instead? Is not it possible that, despite his alleged paganism, he in
fact adhered to the Orthodox position clearly professed in it and intended his treatise as a
contribution to the theological discussion that was going on after the Council till the end of the
Byzantine Empire? Bessarion’s opposition to Gemistos’ argumentation may perhaps help to
settle this question and it shows, once again, that it is not only Argyropoulos’ treatise, but wider
theological problems which are at stake. His reply has not got a form of a finished text, but
consists of short remarks that probably originated as marginal notes to Gemistos’ treatise and
were then obviously sent back to him because Gemistos reacts to them in a short letter.”"
Bessarion resolutely and quite naturally refuses the axiom that, according to Gemistos, lies behind
the fallacy of the Latins. — He thus claims that, what may be attributed to one divine person in
the Trinity must be indeed common also to the other two, but only under the condition that it is
not in a contradiction with some of its individual property (id10Tmg). The axiom contested by
Gemistos should thus be restated as follows: what has the same essence, has indeed the same
potentiality too, unless this potentiality contains something which is in a contradiction with the
individual property of one of them [i.e. the persons of the Trinity] (ta avTfs ovolag xal T
aUThC 0TI OUVAWEWS &l W) TI TOIOUTOY Exelvy TEQIEYOITO TY OUVAWE! 0 T TIVOS Exelvwy
avTixeital idioTnyTi).

We may skip Bessarion’s technical argumentation and just mention that he wonders why
Gemistos was silent in Italy’™ and claims that Byzantines at the Council did not listen to rational
arguments.”* Interesting is also the final comment directed to Gemistos’ remark that the enemies
of the Christians have more firmly embedded in their soul the belief about the divine providential
care (mgovoiely). Bessarion, in order not to be impolite, as he says, refuses to speak against the

opinion that those “who follow the Arabian sophist”, that is, Muhammad, “will due to their piety

740 Scholarios, Ad Gemist. 118.31 sqq.
741 Monfasani (1994), pp. 838-841.
742 Contra Gemist. 1, 5.

743 Thid. 21.
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... prevail over those who are called after Christ”, that means, the Christians.”* In his answer to
Bessarion Gemistos leaves it to the readers to decide whether Bessarion says something
reasonable (Tt xal volv gxov) or “whether he managed to penetrate into what is usually for you”,
that is, presumably the Latins and Unionists, “impenetrable (@Aws ¢ Ta siwSota vuly advta
xaTadveg)”. He then explains that he was silent in Italy because he thought that it was not
appropriate for him to speak about these matters there leaving it to the priests (tols iegelotv) and
now he has written his treatise because he was “asked” to do so (Vv xeAevodeig). During the
Council they would not have even allowed him to speak because the present patriarch was often
saying that the unordained persons should not discuss theological issues. Furthermore, Mark
Eugenikos, who was sufficiently arguing about these matters was never defeated but only ordered
to be silent so that the Unionists might achieve what they wanted. At the Council there were
other things that were unjust and those who concluded the Union were not persuaded by
arguments because when they came back to Greece they retracted what they had agreed on,
“with an exception of very few and I will be silent about what our people think of them because
of you”.™

What is remarkable in this discussion between Gemistos and his pupil, who gradually
became the main proponent of the Union, is certainly its agitated tone. Gemistos seems to be
entirely engaged in the problem of the Procession of the Holy Spirit as well as of the Union,
something we would not expect of somebody who tries to hide his secret pagan beliefs and is
not, in fact, interested in Christian theology and politics at all. As we have just seen, at the end of
his letter he goes even so far as to offend his pupil who despite all the criticism is otherwise very
polite to him, and generally behaves as somebody who think that the suppressed and silenced
truth is on his side. Unlike the original treatise, Bessarion’s comments and Gemistos’ reply were
not intended for the general public, so it is improbable that Gemistos just pretends here to be
scandalized by the Latins merely in order to conceal his real opinions. Conversely, when
Bessarion argues with Gemistos, it seems that he considers him to be a perfectly orthodox
Christian, with just a small reservation concerning the providential care that might favour the
enemies of the Christians, which is otherwise a theme appearing also in his teachet’s public
philosophy. We should also note that this debate took place just few years before Gemistos’
death after which Bessarion sent to his sons the famous letter of consolation filled with the
paganizing imagery and which we have already discussed above. Thus, although he shares

Gemistos” admiration for the ancient culture and appreciates his knowledge of it, Bessarion at the

745 Thid, 24.
746 Contra Bess. 311-312.
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same time seems to regard him as a faithful member of the anti-Unionist party and does not

appear to hesitate about the sincerity of his Christian faith.

Indeed, if we go back to the discussions at the Council of Ferrara-Florence,™® it is obvious that
Gemistos is critical towards Catholics and especially towards their position in this dogmatic
dispute from the very beginning.”*® In the texts related to the Council he appears in a slightly
more significant way only in the Memoirs of Sylvester Syropoulos, written some time after 1444,™
where he is often called the sage Gemistos (06 dogog I'epiarog). He is recorded there to recall in
Ferrara a warning he gave to the Emperor twelve years before that during the voting at a possible
council in Ttaly the Byzantines would risk to be outvoted by the Latin majority.”’ Along with his
former pupil, the anti-Unionist Mark Eugenikos, he proposes to begin the discussions about the
procession of the Holy Spirit with the question whether the addition of the filiogue to the Latin
text of the Creed is justified, and not by the problem of the Western doctrines because, according
to them, the former was the main cause and the origin of the schism.”" He replies to cardinal
Cesarini, who has presented the text of the Acts of the Seventh Council containing the filiogue,
that if it has been really a genuine part of the Creed since that time, he does not understand why
Thomas Aquinas and other Latin authors would have spent so much time defending the

justifiability of its addition and why they never mention that it is so ancient.”

Before proceeding
to the discussion of the Western doctrine he advises the Byzantine delegation to adopt a careful
tactic preparing themselves well beforehand for the probable argumentation of the Latins and
allowing the discussion only if the reasons of the Greek party are stronger.”” Furthermore, when

asked by the patriarch whether the Catholics or the Orthodoxs are right in this matter, according

to Syropoulos, he answered:

“None of us should be in any doubt about what our side is saying. For see, we hold our

doctrine in the first place from our Lord Jesus Christ himself, and secondly from the

747 For the role Gemistos played at the Council in Ferrara and Florence and in Italy in general ¢f. Woodhouse (1980),
pp. 130-188.

748 V. Laurent, J. Gill and C.M. Woodhouse think that at one point during the negotiations Gemistos submitted, on
the demand by the Emperor, a written declaration in favour of the compromise with the Latins. They claim this on
the ground that all the members of the Greek delegation were asked to do so and only Mark Eugenikos is said to
refuse. (Laurent (1952), Gill (1959), pp. 260-261, Gill (1964), p. 258, Woodhouse (1986), p. 174.) However, this is
only an argument ex silentio and, on the basis of our records, we cannot be sure whether Gemistos really agreed with
the filiogue at a certain point, perhaps even forced by the Emperor. We have also keep in mind, as he himself later
writes to Bessarion, that he did not feel authorised to discuss the question of the procession of the Holy Spirit
(Contra Bess. 312). Be it as it may, even if he was really forced to agree with the aforementioned compromise, he
would not probably have felt obliged by this involuntary consent.

749 Gill (1959), p. xi, ¢ Gill (1964), p. 149

750 Syropoulos, Men. [V1,19] 312.1-17, ¢f. Woodhouse (1986), pp. 111-112.

751 Syropoulos, Men. [V1,21] 316.27-30, ¢f Woodhouse (1986), pp. 140.
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Apostle; and these are the foundations of our faith on which all our teachers base
themselves. Since therefore our teachers adhere to the foundations of the faith and do not
deviate in the slightest, and since the foundations are absolutely clear, no one should have
any doubt about what they say. If anyone is in doubt about these matters, I do not know
how he can prove his faith. For even those who disagree with us do not doubt what our
Church holds and proclaims, since they admit that what we say is valid and wholly true, and
they feel obliged to prove that their own views coincide with ours. So no one who belongs
to our Church should be in any doubt about our doctrine, when even those who differ
from us are not. As for the Latins’ doctrine, there is nothing unreasonable about calling it in
question, and doing so perhaps where it is subject to examination and proof, for it would

be another matter where their doctrine is completely irreconcilable with our own.”

As Syropoulos relates, Gemistos said to the patriarch more in the similar manner about the
procession of the Holy Spirit in order to reassure him about the position of the Eastern
Church.” Furthermore, when, before the discussion about the purgatory, the Emperor asked the
Byzantine delegation to free themselves of the preconceptions and not to consider the Latin
doctrine to be false, nor the Greek one to be true, but doubt similarly both until they are
examined, Gemistos, according to Syropoulos said to “us” and especially to his pro-Unionist

pupil Bessarion:

“In all the years I have known the Emperor, I never heard a more deplorable remark from
him than what he has just said. For if we are to be doubtful about the doctrine of our

Church, there is no reason to believe its teaching; and what could be worse than that?”’™*

And just before the beginning of the discussions about the Procession of the Holy Spirit,
Gemistos is supposed to say: “This day will bring us either life or death.”” Whenever he then —
very rarely — took part in the discussions he is always recorded to adopt a rather anti-Union
stand,”” and once was even offended by George Amiroutzes when he was trying to defend
Eugenikos who violently disputed with this pro-Unionist Greek. According to Syropoulos,
“everybody was amazed that the Emperor did not thereupon rebuke Amiroutzes for his

insolence, nor did he say a word of consolation to the good Gemistos (0 mavt’ agioTog

754 Syropoulos, Mem. [VI1,17] 366.23-368.7, transl. Woodhouse (1986), pp. 144-145.

755 Syropoulos, Mem. [VI1.18] 368.8-16, transl. Woodhouse (19806), p. 145, ¢ [VII.28] 380.24-27.
756 Syropoulos, Mem. [VI1.21] 370.24, transl. Woodhouse (1986), p. 146.

757 Syropoulos, Men. [VII1.34] 420.19, [VII1.39] 426.10.15, ¢ Woodhouse (1986), pp. 172-173.
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Cewiotog)”.” Finally, in order to express his disagreement, he, together with Scholarios, joined
the Despot Demetrios and left Florence before the official signing of the Union.”™

In Syropoulos’ Memuoirs, written about five years after the Council, Gemistos, who appears
only scarcely in his narrative and cannot certainly be regarded as one of the most important
participants, is thus portrayed as an honest and rather sympathetic figure. This is not surprising
since Syropoulos’ chronicle was intended to support the anti-Unionist cause and to excuse the
failure of the Byzantine delegation. For this reason the heroes of the day are the firm anti-
Unionists, especially Mark Eugenikos, but also to a certain degree his teacher Gemistos, who did
not yield the pressure of the Latins. The point which is important for us is that Syropoulos
regards Gemistos as perfectly orthodox as it is shown by his few interventions which the
historian records and which have been quoted here at length. It might be, again, objected that
Gemistos was only trying to conceal his real pagan inclinations by a pretended Orthodox zeal.
This explanation is, however, once again, not very convincing. Adopting, along with Eugenikos,
an anti-Unionist position, he certainly did not please very much the Emperor who desperately
needed the union of the Churches in order to get the military help from the West. If Gemistos
were just an opportunist, we might, once more, expect that, in contrast, he would have adopted a
pro-Latin stand or would have simply remained silent as far as the religious beliefs were
concerned. In fact, in Syropoulos’ account we see that he was highly critical towards the Latins,
declaring himself firmly persuaded of the truth of the Orthodox side, and especially interested in
the problem of the addition of the filiogue as well as the procession of the Holy Spirit. He is thus
very consequent in his interest in this dogmatic question since the very beginning until his treatise
written at the end of the 1440s and, as it appears, he is also absolutely serious. It might be
perhaps suggested that his motivation for adopting such a firm Orthodox stand may still be just a
result of his pagan philosophical beliefs, namely, his conviction about the providential care of the
God that must not be abused by the mistrust and unjust behaviour and that is expressed also in
the texts just discussed. This opinion is certainly behind both his treatise on the procession of the
Holy Spirit and what, according to Syropoulos, he says and does at the Council. Nevertheless,
this does not manage to explain why the Trinitarian theology seems to him relevant at all, and
why, as we have seen, the Latin position, claimed by him to be more close to the Hellenic beliefs,

should be rejected.

Another important philosophical treatise written by Gemistos at this time, the Reply to Scholarios,

fits also well to the picture just sketched. Its addressee, who, as we have seen, intended his Defence

758 Syropoulos, Mem. [1X.12] 446.17-21, transl. Woodhouse (1986), p. 173.
759 Syropoulos, Mem. [IX.25] 460.22-25, ¢f. Woodhouse (1986), p. 175.
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of Aristotle as a test of Gemistos” orthodoxy and a means how to frighten and discourage him
from his alleged pagan activities, must have been probably surprised by the fierceness of the
counter-attack. The author of the Reply 70 Scholarios certainly does not seem to be scared by his
accusation, as might have been somebody with a bad conscience who tries to hide his secret
beliefs. In the Dzfferences he takes rather neutral position towards specific religious questions

760

although he makes clear that he does not necessarily agree in everything with Plato.”™ Here, in

contrast, Gemistos repeatedly points out that, compared to Aristotle, Plato’s philosophy is more

! There are

in accord with Christianity, without, again, maintaining the same in all the points.
thus some passages in which he distinguishes between Platonism and Christianity or speaks in
favour of the latter. As we have seen above, Simplicius is presented in this treatise as someone
who conceived his doctrine about the harmony of Plato and Aristotle against the Church.’”
Although elsewhere’” Gemistos accepts Plutarch’s claim that Zoroaster lived 5000 years before

the Trojan war, he says here that this dating is not credible (o0 maTov)*

obviously because it
would be in a conflict with the traditional Byzantine date of the creation of the world.”” He
mocks Scholarios, who accuses him of writing his treatise against the Christians, by saying that if
he really adheres to an Aristotelian axiom he defends, it means that he belongs to the Arian and
not to “our” (xad Muag) Church.” In the reply to a Scholarios’ reproach, he says that he know
well which divine inspirations (évdovaiaouor) and which human reasoning (Aoyor avdewmvor)
should be accepted and which should not.”” Gemistos also shows certain distance towards
Plato’s doctrine of the reincarnation which, similarly to what he claims in the Laws,*® is for him
here a necessary conclusion if one maintains both the eternity of the world and the immortality
of the human soul (the number of the souls has to be finite and so they have to descend into
bodies again and again). However, at the same time he does not refuse it explicitly and only tells

76

Scholarios to leave it to more competent critics.”” This all may support an impression that also
y

here Gemistos talks as a Christian who just comments Plato’s philosophy.

760 De diff: X 334.22: “without following Plato on this subject [i.e. the theory of Forms]”, transl. Woodhouse (1986),
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mean that Zoroaster lived eatlier than 6600 BC. However, at the same time he accepts 5508 BC as the traditional
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We have thus seen, that if we were to judge just from Syropoulos’ account of Gemistos’
behaviour at the Council, his treatise on the procession of the Holy Spirit, and from the Reply 70
Scholarios (including boldness of its tone), the necessary conclusion would be that we have to do
with an Orthodox Christian. Gemistos thus seems to be interested, mainly for the religious
reasons, in Trinitarian theology, he consistently defends it at the Council as well as later in a
special treatise, he is also critical of the conditions under which the Union was concluded, and he
is treated as a serious Christian by his pupil Bessarion. The last one is for us an extremely
important testimony for assessing Gemistos’ orthodoxy, because, being a close associate of his,
he had to know very well about his religious beliefs whereas, as we have seen, he shared with him
the admiration for ancient thought, not even hesitating to resort to “paganizing” imagery
without, however, showing any trace of real paganism.

There is, however, one serious thing that speaks against Gemistos’ Christianity, namely, his
Laws, written in an apparently very pagan tone, being, as we have seen, the source of Scholarios’
accusation. Before reaching the final conclusion on Gemistos’ religious beliefs we have therefore

examine the intentions behind this, definitely very unusual, text.

6. The Book

In order to understand well the Laws of Plethon (and not, as we have seen, by Gemistos) it is,
first, appropriate to summarize what we know about this text. According to Scholarios, who
provided its detailed description before he let it burn, it was divided into three parts or books in
the ancient sense of the word. Each of them was preceded by a long list of the topics treated in it
(Umodégels ... moAdal, xadameg &v mivaxi), which correspond exactly to that edited at the
beginning of the modern edition of Laws.””” Each book had also a heading: “Plethon’s First Book of
Laws ITAqSwvos Nowwy ovyyeaeis BiBAiov mp@wtoy)” and so forth,””" all beginning with the same
general introductory sentence.”” We are told by Scholarios that “the whole book was written in
his hand”.”” Tt was therefore Gemistos’ autograph and the source for all the copies which seems
to have been sometimes made, with his consent or not. When Scholarios was destroying it, he
spated just the list of topics, which were bound to the boards of the book (tovg T@v vmodéaewy

TIVAXAS WOVOUS GONXAUEY TAIS Taviagl wevely meoadedswevors), and the hymns to “his gods” in

770 Scholarios, Ad Jos. 157.37-159.12, ¢f Leg. 6-14.

771 Scholarios Ad]os 159.10-12, ¢ Leg 16.

7 Tade O'U’)/’)/&’)/Qa,ﬂTal meo! voy,a)v Te xal ﬂo}\lTElag TS AEITTNS, 7 AV d1avooUuEVol avf}ga)ml xal GTT av xal
i0lg xal o1y WeTIOVTES Te nal EMTNOSVOVTES, WS OUVATOV, GUeWTw xaAMaTa Te xal agloTa Pipsey, xal é¢ oooy
olov Te, evdatpovéataTta, Scholarios, Ad. Jos. 159.13-17, of. Leg. 16.

773 Scholarios, Ad. Jos. 171.37.
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order to justify the decision he had made. He tore off the rest (10 0" aAro may amoomagdéy) and
burnt it in public.””* From Scholarios’ description, we can also try to estimate the approximate
length of the book. According to his testimony, it took him entire four hours, “the shortest part
of one day”, to “go through (émgAJouey)” the whole book.”” He also says that the chapters
about offerings, hymns, and allocutions (ta 0¢ megl Suai@y xal Uuvwy eis Tovs avtol Seovs xal
mgoognoewy), that means, presumably chapters II1,34-39 in the modern edition, constituted
“almost one third of the book (t0 TgiTov ayedov ToU BiBMiov wégog)”.”® We may perhaps
suppose, that the huge chapters 111,34-36, which have been preserved in their entirety, and which
are apparently a part of the text spared by Scholarios,”” represent the majority of “almost one
third” of the Laws. What is missing from it are only three technical chapters (111,37-39) on the
right offering, the titles of which we know from the list of topics and which seem to be much
shorter than the hymns and especially the allocutions. If the entire chapter 111,36 on calendar,”™
which is also very technical, has roughly a little more than 10 pages of the modern edition, the
length of chapters II1,37-39 should not then exceed 30 pages, and even this number may be
somehow exaggerated. Now, in the modern edition chapters 111,34-36 have some 70 pages, and
so, if we add other 30, “almost one third of the Laws” will equal with about 100 pages. It
therefore seems that the whole book was a little longer than 300 pages”” whereas the modern
edition have 130 pages, which means that we have some 43 percent of the book, that is, nearly a
half of it.” The allocutions to gods is a very long chapter, and so, if the text of only 15 chapters
out of 101 listed in the list of topics is preserved,”" this would mean that most of those that have

been lost had to be really short.”

On the whole, we thus have not as bad knowledge of
Gemistos’ book as it is often assumed, because it seems that a substantial part of it has come
down to us. This enables us to guess that the missing parts of the book were probably not so
much different (for instance more open for an interpretation that would be in better agreement

with Christianity) than the rest.”’

774 1bid. 171.37-172.3.

775 Ihid. 160.4-5, ¢f Monfasani (1992), pp. 49-50.

716 _Ad Theod. 154.22-23.

777 Ieg. 58-60 [111,36], 132-240 [111,34-36], together with Add. 118v.21-123.17 and 240.13-133.4, ¢f Masai (1956), pp.
395, n. 2, 399-400. In the manuscript tradition the allocutions and the hymns seem to form a compact and
independent whole. For instance, the Additus 5424, kept in British Library, starts with them (101-134) and the
beginning of the book, including the table of the topics and some preserved initial chapters, follow only afterwards
(134v-146). Furthermore, the carly translation of the Laws into Arabic includes exclusively these three chapters, .
Nicolet-Tardieu (1980), pp. 45-49.

778 In the Alexandre’s edition only a part of it is published (¢f the references in the preceding note).

779 Cf. Monfasani (1992), pp. 49-50, where the approximate length of The Book of Laws is estimated to about 240
pages on the basis of the speed of Scholarios’ reading.

780 There are roughly 12-13 unpublished pages from chapters 111,34 and 36 preserved in Add., which, for our
putposes, were calculated into the length of what was “almost one third” of the Laws.

81 Cf. Masai (19506), pp. 394-400.

782 Cf. Schultze (1874), pp. 121-122, Masai (1950), p. 395, n. 1, Monfasani (1992), p. 50.

83 Cf. Monfasani (1992), pp. 49-52, contra Kristeller (1972), p. 97.

164



Another feature of Plethon’s book is its apparently unordered composition. Already
Scholarios complains about the disorder of the list of topics, which, according to him, is not a
sign of a wise man.”” The themes in the chapter headings as well as in the extant texts often
recur, the digressions and repetitions of the same thought in the later chapters are also frequent.
This is in contrast to other Gemistos” writings which usually have an elaborated and meticulous
composition (perhaps with the exception of the Differences written during a very short time in
Florence, the structure of which would be perhaps closest to the disorder in some chapters of the
Laws). Furthermore, from the list of topics it seems that book I formed a closed whole with a
clear arrangement — after an introduction (chapter 1,1-5) Plethon provides a general description
of the levels of reality (6-13) including man, then he discusses ethics (14-16), and political and
religious prescriptions (17-26), after which he concludes the whole book with the chapters
devoted again partly to metaphysics (27-31). Book II begins once more with the similar themes
that were discussed already in book I and from the list of topics it seems that they are treated in
more detail. However, ethical and political chapters, that is, the legislation proper, are absent.
They reappeat in book III, which starts with two chapters that “take up again (Avainig)” the
reasoning about fate and the immortality of the human soul. After ethics (3-13) there is a series of
chapters devoted to practical legislation (14-20), which are followed by the chapters on
theological and metaphysical questions (21-23), once more, ethics (24-28), economics (29-30),
and punishments (31). The whole book III ends with the chapters on gods and their veneration,
including the allocutions and hymns to them (32-42), the very last chapter (43) being Epinomis,
which brings Plethon’s Laws close to Plato’s dialogue bearing the same name.”” It has been
suggested that book I and books II-III were in fact two separate units,”** however, this does not
explain why they were both contained in the same manuscript and numbered, as it is confirmed
also by Scholarios, from I to III. It seems therefore more probable to suppose that we have to do
here with a kind of a loose composition, where the chapters, although organized in a certain
order, are to some extent self-sufficient. This is certainly true about the allocutions and hymns or
the Epinomis. 1t also seems that chapter 11,6 On Fate circulated as a separate treatise, because, as
we have seen, Kamariotes had it at his disposal. It has been assumed that it was diffused in a
close circle of Gemistos’ associates, however, it seems improbable that it would have been ever

officially published during Gemistos’ life.”®’ Its content was — as the rest of the Laws — apparently

784 Scholarios, Ad Theod. 154.12-13, 157.37-158.1.

785 Leg. 6-14.

786 Masai (1956), pp. 402-404, thus on the basis of the presumed development of Gemistos’ ethics, distinguishes two
successive redactions, the first (book I) before the Council of Florence, the second (books II-III) after it. Tambrun-
Krasker (1998), p. 273, goes as far as to proposing that “chaque livre du Traité des lois correspond donc plutot a une

étape ou a un niveau de son programme d’enseignment”. Cf. also Monfasani (1992), pp. 50-51.
87 Cf. Alexandre (1858), pp. xc-xcii, Masai (1956), pp. 197-198.
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pagan”™ and it is also probable that Scholarios would have mentioned or used it in some way,
when he was trying to unveil the mystery of his paganism.” As we have seen above, it is similarly
clear, that Scholarios somehow got hold of the beginning of the Book of Laws. This all supports
the conclusion that the Book of Laws was a collection of rather independent essays. They were,
however, on the whole united by the same philosophical views and ordered according to certain
pattern (into book I and books II-11T).

We may also suppose that there was just one manuscript of the Laws, written in Gemistos’
hand, from which some copies had been made. It seems that by burning just this exemplar
Scholarios successfully managed to prevent the diffusion of the book any further — we do not
know about any other burning and the first editors of it, Kabakes and Apostolis, tried to collect

as many fragments as possible to reconstruct the text.””

If there was just one original manuscript,
that is, the personal exemplar of Gemistos, from which some semi-independent parts circulated
separately, we may then perhaps conclude that the composition of the Laws was evolutive. When
Gemistos finished the individual chapters, he might have transcribed them in his personal
exemplar and progressively arranged them into three books. This conclusion could be possibly
supported by the fact that, as we have seen, according to Scholarios, each book had its

independent list of topics at its beginning.”"

(Gemistos might have left a blank page at the
beginning of each book on which he progressively added the titles of the finished chapters, which
he had transcribed into the manuscript.)

This leads to another important question concerning the date when the book was written.
It is often assumed, that Gemistos was working on the Laws most intensively after his return to
Mistra from the Council.”> We have nevertheless seen that the change of his name to Plethon,
which appears at the heading of each books, has probably nothing to do with this event and with
the publication of the Differences. There is in fact no reason which would exclude the possibility
that Gemistos had started writing it much earlier, before his journey to Italy.”” On the contrary,
placing this work into his last years brings some significant difficulties. — The book would have
had to be written when he was supposedly over eighty and certainly very old. Although we know
that he was literarily active until his last days and was able to compose such a long treatise as the

Reply to Scholarios or to discuss with Bessarion on the procession of the Holy Spirit, not

mentioning other shorter, occasional texts, the book of the Laws, nonetheless, exceeds all these

788 Exactly due to its pagan tone, Johannes Sophianos while translating it into Latin for the Cardinal Nicholas
Cusanus, quite significantly “skips a mention of Zeus, and consistently renders the plural Seoi with the singular deus”,
Kiristeller (1970), pp. 26-27.

789 Cf. Masai (19506), p. 396, n. 1, Monfasani (1992), p. 48, n. 16.

790 Cf. Masai-Masai (1954), p. 554, Masai (1956), p. 394, n. 6, p. 398, n. 1, Woodhouse (1986), p. 363.

71 Leg. 2-14.

792 Cf. Alexandre (1858), pp. xix-xxi, Masai (1956), pp. 401-404, Woodhouse (1986), pp. ix, 318-321, 357.

793 Cf. Masai (1950), p. 401, Theodorakopoulos (1977), pp. 19-20.
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works by its enormous length. Furthermore, if we locate the most important part of Gemistos’
literary activity after the year 1439, there will not remain much texts written before this date. Was
he so absorbed by his political and teaching obligations, that he had no time for writing down his
philosophy? This is only hardly credible.

We have seen that Scholarios had certainly some passages from the beginning of the Laws
at his disposal around 1444. If the Laws, at least in their part, were really written before the
Council of Florence, we may perhaps be thus able to detect some thought or text parallels
between various chapters of his book and other texts by Gemistos that we are able to date more
or less certainly.” If the composition of the Laws was indeed evolutive, as it has just been
suggested, we should be able to observe the progress of Gemistos’ work.

(D) The first obvious parallel that may be pointed out is the classification of the three types
of atheism and corresponding three basic principles concerning the divine, inspired by book X of
Plato’s Laws, that, as we have seen, appears in the Address to Theodore from 1416-1418 and in the
Laws 1,1. In both cases the similar vocabulary is used, nevertheless, although the texts contain the

same doctrine they are not identical.””

(II) Another parallel is rather a similar motive appearing in
two different texts, not a close textual similarity. In the oration On Clegpe from 1433 it is claimed
that God would not have given us the ability to know him, by which we are somehow akin to
him, as well as the desire for everlastingness, if we had not been capable of achieving it. It is,
similarly, asserted in the Laws 1,3 that gods would not have made us able to inquire into the
divine things, if it would have been a vain task.”

(III) The next parallel is much more obvious. — In the Differences IV and X from 1439 as
well as in the Laws 1,5 not only similar words, but also expressions are used to describe the
gradual differentiation of reality. The only difference is, as we have seen above, that while in the
first text the Greek word évegyia is used to designate actuality, in the second one it is mea§ig
which is, however, évegyos. Moreover, in the Differences X the attributes (ta mgogovTa) are
distinguished from the essences of the Forms and, as we have seen, it is not at first sight clear
how this distinction is related to the one between their activity and essence that appears both in
the Differences IV and in the Laws. In the latter text the problem of the attributes of the Forms is
discussed separately in a different context in the same chapter only few pages earlier.”” Given the
fact that the same motive of the gradual differentiation of reality appears in the Differences in two
distinct passages (in section IV and X) and considering a short time and an improvise manner in

which, as we are told by Gemistos himself, this treatise, based on his lectures to the Italian

794 The parallel passages are reprinted and arranged together in the Appendix at the end of this work.
795 _Ad Theod. 125.3-126.7, Leg. 22-24 [1,1], o Appendix 1.

796 In Cleap. 172.14-173.8, Leg. 40 [L3], o Appendix 11.

7 De diff. IV 326.31-327.4, X 337.3-28, Leg. 46-48 [1,5], 54 [L,5], o Appendix 111.
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humanists, was written,” we may conclude that the Laws are here the source for the Differences,
rather than vice versa. Gemistos most likely used one and the same text of the Laws twice, in
section IV and X of the Differences, and in both cases he replaced the original mga&is (activity) that
is évegyos (active) by évegyia (activity-actuality), which is an obvious counterpart of dUvauig
(potentiality). At the same time he added to the distinction between essence and its activity
appearing in the Laws another one between essence and its attribute that he had taken from other
part of the same chapter. This is also the reason why the passages in the Differences are less clear
than those in the Laws.

(IV) The fourth parallel, between the Differences X and the Laws 111,15 is even closer than
the previous one and many common expressions or even identical phrases and sentences appear.
In both of them the problem of the existence of the ideal model for human artefacts and the
status of mathematics in the relation to the world of the Platonic Forms are jointly treated.
However, the argumentation in the Laws proceeds more naturally. — While discussing the
different orders of gods and especially the Forms, Plethon suggests a possible objection that the
Forms of the mortal things may be located into the intellect of the Sun and he compares it to a
craftsman who has in his mind the form of a thing which he is working on. Then, as we have
seen, he argues at length against this conception, and finally shows that the Forms of artefacts are
to be placed into Pluton, the Form of the human soul, where they are supposed to exist
simultaneously and collectively (“in one”). He than compares their manner of being to
mathematical entities that exist “in one” in Hera, the Form of matter, but may be extended to
infinity in the human thought. Compared to the gradual argumentation in the Laws, the
composition of the Differences, in which the same formulations are used, is much more
fragmentary. The location of the human artefacts to the Form of man and the subordination of
the mathematical infinity to one ideal Form, in which it is contained simultaneously, is also
mentioned jointly, but in the reversed order. Both these points belong to a series of several
succinct counter-arguments against Aristotle’s objections to the Platonic Forms taken from

chapter 9 of book I of Aristotle’s Metaphysics.”” Moteover, the conception, according to which the

798 Contra Schol. XXIV 438.3-9: “That work was not composed as a result of thorough research ... but at a time when
I had been indisposed at Florence and was unable for several days to go out of the house where I was staying;
perhaps, too, because I was bored, and was trying at one and the same time to relieve my boredom and to do a
favour to those who were interested in Plato. Thus I wrote that work in the briefest form ...”, transl. Woodhouse
(1986), p. 156.

79 The relation of the Differences to Aristotle’s Metaphysics may be summarized in the following table:

De diff: X Met. A9
335.19-22 990b11-14
335.39-40 990b14
338.27-28 990b19-20
338.31-32 990b28-29
339.16-18 9912a2-3.5-6
339.28-31 9912a9-11
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Forms are to be located into the intellect of the Sun, by which the argumentation in the Laws
begins, is also discussed in the Differences and the similarity of both texts is, once again, very close.
It appears almost at the end of section X, among the replies to various critical arguments by
Aristotle that have not in fact much in common.”™ It thus seems that also here the Differences
depends on the Laws and not vice versa. Due to the textual similarity, we may perhaps conclude
that Gemistos most probably used parts of the long passages of the Laws 111,15 when he was
composing the Differences or in this case he was obviously even copying directly the text. It is also
interesting to note that in section X of the Differences the passage inspired by the Laws 1,5,
discussed above, and the first one dependent on the Laws 111,15 (artefacts and mathematics)
follow closely one after another. This may suggest that Plethon was borrowing argument from
the different parts of his secret book and perhaps also other texts, either by him or by other
authors (especially Aristotle), which he had at his disposal when working on the Differences.*”" This
treatise is thus indeed an occasional writing that in a specific form of the systematic refutation of
Aristotle’s philosophy seems just to summarize and present in rather improvised and succinct
way Gemistos’ favourite ideas and considerations.

(V) Another parallel is the argument for the immortality of the human soul based on the
occurrence of the human suicide that may be find in both Gemistos’ funeral orations, the On
Cleope trom 1433 and the On Helen from 1450, but also in the Epinomis, the closing part of the
Laws (I11,43)."” Both orations have many features, including textual affinities, in common with
the secret book, especially the later one, seems, as we will see further on, dependent on it. It is,
however, more difficult to establish its relation to the eatlier oration that may, in fact, have been
an impulse for writing the final section of the Epinomis, in which Plethon may have used also
some text from it — actually just one sentence.

(VI) The sixth parallel is by far the most complex and the common motive here is the
composed nature of man that consists of a mortal and an immortal part, akin to the divine.
Gemistos develops this thought in a rudimentary form as eatly as in the .Address to Theodore from
1416-1418, but also in the oration Oz Clegpe from 1433 and tentatively at the beginning of the
Laws (I,1).*” In the case of the On Clepe it is the same passage that was discussed as the second

parallel, which has some, but not really strong connection to the Laws 1,3. The beginning of the

340.21-24 991a12-14
340.28-30 991a29-b1
340.38-341.4 991b4-9

(¢ the nn. 78, 81, 88, 89, 91, 92, 99, 101, 103 of Woodhouse’s translation in: Woodhouse (1986), pp. 206-212).

800 De djff. X 337.34-338.10, 341.11-342.7, Leg. 108-114 [11L15], of. AppendixIV.

801 Karamanolis (2002), pp. 264-267, argues that Gemistos based his treatise on Atticus’ criticism of Aristotle
contained in Eusebius’ Praep. evan. XV,1-16.

802 In Cleop. 173.9-174.4, In Hel. 278.4-279.2, L eg. 248 [111,43: Epinomis|, ¢f. Appendix V.

803 _A4d Theod. 126.7-23, In Cleop. 172.14-173.3, Leg. 26 [L1], of Appendix V1.1-3.
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Laws is again very systematic and its composition is well ordered — could it thus be that Gemistos
had already written the beginning of the Laws, which has, as we have seen here when discussing
the first parallel, some affinities to the Address o Theodore, and then he recalled some thoughts
contained in them when writing the On Clegpe? Our evidence is unfortunately very weak. The
same motive of man composed of a mortal and an immortal part can be found also in the
Response to John VI Palaiologos written most probably shortly after 1439. There are some
significant textual similarities between it and the Epinomis (the Laws 111,43) that has also close
affinities to the On Helen from 1450.*"* The text of the secret book is, again, the most systematic
of these all, the argumentation there being well-ordered, and it is thus highly probable that both
remaining texts relies on it. This would mean that the zerminus ante quem for the composition of
this closing part of the Laws are the years immediately following Gemistos’ visit to Italy and the
publication of the Dzfferences, if it is not, as we have seen during the discussion of the fifth parallel,
already the oration Oz Clegpe from 1433 that takes a formulation from the Epznomis.

The resemblances with the Oz Helen are even more important for the proper understanding
of the text praising the dead empress. In the Epinomis the passage begins with stating three
“axioms”. The first one presupposes that there is one God that is supremely good and, as we
have seen, the eternity of the world is finally derived from this presupposition. In the second one
the analogy of the generation (yévwmaig) and the essence (ovaia) is claimed from which Plethon
derives the division of reality into a tripartite structure: (1) the gods of the second order, some of
whom are mentioned as well as the difference between the legitimate and illegitimate ones, (2) the
gods of the third order, and (3) the mortal things.*” Finally, the third axiom asserts a similar
analogy between the essence and its action (2gyov) on which the argumentation for the
immortality of the human soul, capable of the action akin to the divine, is based. The structure in
the On Helen 1s exactly similar, although only the last axiom is mentioned here. — Gemistos talks
first about God that is supremely good. In the second place he mentions the nature between us
and him which may exist, as we know from the discussion of the Oz Helen, in one genus or in
many genera. Finally, he uses the third axiom as well as many other formulations from the
Epinomis to prove the immortality of the human soul. It is thus clear that Gemistos used exactly
this text when he was writing the funeral oration. The original structure based on the three initial
axioms remained the same while some its parts were left out. What is also noteworthy is the
correspondence between the gods of the second order and “some other nature between him and

us”. This definitely rather strange passage is sometimes treated as the proof that in his last years

804 _Ad quaes. 335.91-339.133, In Hel. 275.4-278.4, Leg. 242-248 [111,43: Epinomis|, of. Appendisc V1.4-6. Other — not so
close parallels — are suggested in Benakis’ introduction and appendix to .Ad guaes. 340-344, 369-375.
895 Cf. Leg. 96 [111,15].
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Gemistos professed pagan beliefs.*

However, in fact, it seems, that, using it for his specific
purposes, he just reformulated an earlier text that in its original form was even more pagan (the
names of the ancient Greek gods appear in the Epinomis).

(VII) Moreover, the second and third axiom (the essence is analogous to the generation and
the essence is analogous to the action respectively) have several more or less close parallels in
various texts, such as the Differences X, the Reply to Scholarios XX111, and the Reply to the Treatise in

%7 the last of which has been discussed above.

Support of Latins,

(VIII) There is also an important parallel between the calendar contained in chapter 111,30,
in which, as we have seen above, the right order of the sacred days is determined and Gemistos’
astronomical treatise (A Method of Fixing the Sun, Moon, Conjunctions, Full Moons, and Period of
Planets).” This text exists in two variants, the first one, anonymous and identified as probable
Gemistos’ work (proto-Plethon) by its editors, originated presumably in Constantinople at the
beginning of the XV™ century®” whereas the second one very likely in the Peloponnese in 1433.
This would mean that the first version was written before Gemistos moved to Mistra where he
revised it substantially in 1433.*"" Now, chapter 111,36 of the Laws*'! shares with both version the
same definition of the month and year, which is, furthermore, written in very similar
formulations. It is, however, interesting to note that there are some formulations that are closer
to the first version whereas other to the second one or even missing in proto-Plethon.*"? This
may be perhaps best explained by situating the origin of this part of the Laws between the
composition of both version of the astronomical treatise. Gemistos might have used proto-
Plethon when he was working on this chapter of the Laws in which he elaborates in more detail
than in the astronomical treatises his rational calendar®” and than, in turn, copied some of the
formulations from the Laws to a new version of his astronomical treatise. If this conclusion is
true, it would mean that chapter 111,36, which is one of the last chapters of the Laws, was written

before 1433.

806 Mamalakis (1939), pp. 222-223, Woodhouse (1986), p. 312.

807 De diff: X 340.5-21, Contra Schol. XXII1 430.18-432.11, Contra Lar. 300, 302-303, Leg. 242 [111,43: Epinomis|, ¢
Appendix V1.

808 Meth. 132, 40-42, Leg. [111,36], of. Appendix VIII.

809 Cf. Tihon’s and Merciet’s introduction and commentary to Mezh., pp. 33-36, 216-217, 274.

810 Cf. Tihon’s and Mercier’s introduction and commentary to zbid., pp. 20-22, 33, 216, 274.

811 Wrongly classified as 1,21 in the modern edition of the Laws, ¢f Masai (1956), p. 395, n. 2.

812 Notable is also the specification of the winter motion of the Sun mog voTov in the second version, but missing in
both proto-Plethon and the Laws, which caused much confusion in the understanding of the passage in the latter
Gemistos’ treatise, ¢f Tihon’s commentary to bid., p. 180.

813 Cf. Tihon’s commentary to zbid., pp. 178-183.
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We will have to come back to the last parallel (IX) between the Laws 111,15 and the Reply #o

Latins later on.?*

The gradual development of Plethon’s Laws may be thus demonstrated in the following

table, where the individual chapters of the Laws and other Gemistos’ writings that may be dated

with some precision are compared.®”” (The close textual parallels, including the same expressions

or whole phrases are underlined):

Parallel

0y
(VD)

(1)
(111
IX)
Iv)
(IV)
(VILI)

(V1)

(VD

Laws
11

b

111,43 (Epinomnsis)

111,43 (Epinomis)

Other writings
Address to Theodore
Address to Theodore
On Clegpe

On Cleope
Differences IV, X

Reply to Latins

Differences X

Differences X
Method (proto-Plethon)

Method
Differences X
Reply to Scholarios XX111

Reply to Latins
Response to John V1T

11143 (Epinomis)

On Helen
On Clegpe

On Helen

Date of composition
1416-1418
1416-1418

1433

1433

shortly after 1439
1450
1433

We may thus conclude that it seems highly probable that Gemistos began to work on his Laws

some time before his journey to the Council in Italy. We may also quite plausibly surmise that he

used his surname Plethon already before 1439 because, as we know, it was written at the

beginning of each book of this treatise. It would be really tempting to claim that he actually began

to conceive an ideal philosophical constitution, elaborated in the Laws into much detail, in 1416-

814 Contra Lat. 302-303, Leg. 100 (111,15, ot Appendixc IX. Cf also the title of lost chapter 111,22 of the Laws: Ilegi
Ao, ws ovde Aoyw danoiais Tis &y alt® éotiy (“On Zeus, and the non-existence of division in him, even in thongh?”), Leg. 14,
transl. Woodhouse (1986), p. 324 (altered).
815 Some of the parallels proposed here have been already noted by Theodorakopoulos (1977), pp. 19-20.
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1418 when he was proposing his Platonic reforms for the despotate. We have found only rather
weak parallels with the Address o Theodore but still, some motives are very similar in both texts. As
we have seen, in the Differences some passages from the Laws are adopted and transformed,
including chapter 111,15 that is already near the end of this treatise. Its closing part, the Epinomis,
has also quite significant textual parallels with the text that was written with some degree of
certainty in the first years after 1439 and there is, furthermore, also less certain possibility that the
text from 1433 somehow depends on the Epinomis. As can be also surmised on the basis of its
comparison with two version of Gemistos’ astronomical treatise, chapter 111,36 was written
before 1433. The Laws thus may have been written in a period of roughly twenty years between
the second half of the 1410s, when Gemistos first started to speculate about the ideal state-order,
and the time around 1440, when, as it seems, he had already written the most part of it (certainly
chapter 111,15 and very probably also 111,36).*"° It is, furthermore possible, that he finished the
Epinomis or he was working on it in 1433 when he was writing the On Clegpe.

This conclusion is naturally based on several assumption discussed above — that the writing
of the Laws was gradual and evolutive and that, as it seems, Plethon never radically reworked the
composition of this treatise but just added new chapters, which could sometimes even stand by
themselves as short independent treatises, into a broader but not really too strict and well-ordered
plan apparent from the table of topics. This is probably also the case of the Epinomis that
although may be seen as a wholly independent text, was obviously projected as the closing
chapter to the Laws and appears in the table of the topics, originally placed at the beginning of
book III as well. The assumption that Plethon worked on the Laws exactly in this manner is also
supported by the repetition of the themes that was noted already by Scholarios. As we have seen,
Gemistos was apparently accustomed to use the arguments and philosophical considerations
contained in the Laws during the composition of his other texts that are more succinct and dense.
It is thus well possible that the Laws were for him a kind of an exercise book in which he
developed his Platonic thought at length. As it is obvious from the table of the topics as well as
from the reconstruction of the philosophia perennis provided above, in the Laws he returned to the
same thoughts again from a different perspective and sometimes added new features to them,
thus gradually developing his own version of Platonism. Even the allocutions and hymns,
accompanied by the instructions for the right cult of gods could be thus perhaps seen as an
attempt to find other than purely philosophical approach to the ancient polytheism and to

demonstrate what sort of poetry is appropriate for the veneration of gods. In other words, the

816 According to Marcus Antonius Antimachus (born in 1473), who although writing many years after the events, had
very good sources of information, Gemistos, while staying in Florence, was amusing himself with composing verses
(Gyraldus, De poet. 48.16-49.11), ¢ Woodhouse (1986), p. 178. The only poetry by Gemistos we have are the hymns
that have been incorporated into the Laws as chapter I1I1,35. This would again mean that the closing parts of
Plethon’s book were written some time around the Council.
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Laws, especially in their philosophical passages, seem to be rather a working-book than a sacred
book. Although it is most probably a text that contained personal and private thoughts of
Gemistos, we cannot also exclude a possibility that he used some its parts in his teaching and this

might have been perhaps the reason why they probably circulated as separate treatise.

7. Conclusion III: Pagan or Christian?

After we have gone through the evidence about Gemistos’ alleged paganism, it seems that
we may accept most of the following points made by P.O. Kiristeller: “According to the
testimony of several contemporary enemies, which has been accepted by most recent scholars,
Plethon ... planed to restore the pagan religion of Greek antiquity. In the preserved fragments of
his chief work, the Laws, he speaks at length of the ancient deities and their worship. Yet, the
work was destroyed after Plethon’s death by his enemy Scholarios, who preserved only these
paganizing passages in order to justify his action, and I suspect that the complete text of the work
might have suggested an allegorical and less crude interpretation of the same passages. The part
Plethon took in the Council of Florence, his theological opposition to the Union of the Greek
and Latin Churches, and, finally, the unqualified admiration shown for Plethon by his pupil
Cardinal Bessarion tend to cast some doubt on the supposed paganism of Plethon. On the other
hand, Plethon always maintained a strict separation between his philosophy and Christian
theology and never tried to harmonize them.”*"

Indeed, the story of Gemistos’ paganism seems to be, if not created, then much
exaggerated and widely diffused by his Aristotelian enemies, Scholarios and Trebizond, and
zealously accepted by some of his quite eccentric admires, whereas the direct pupils of his do not
support it in any way, rather speaking against it by their firm Christianity. Furthermore, it is
highly probable that there was no secret pagan society in Mistra and the Laws, the only evidence
on which the accusation of polytheism was based from the very beginning, are in fact a private
writing of Gemistos, most likely not intended for the publication. He may have started to work
on it at the same time when he presented his proposals for the reforms of the Peloponnese,
which have much in common with them and represent a similar genre of writing — rather utopian
reflections on the human happiness, the nature of the things, and the corresponding state-order
based on it. The Laws begun when Gemistos was writing his public political speeches in the

1410s, thus may have been a more theoretical background for the practical proposals of his

817 Kristeller (1972), p. 97, ¢ also his reservations about Gemistos’ paganism as reconstructed by Masai (1956) in a
review of this book in: Kristeller (1959), pp. 511-512.
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public philosophy that were certainly aimed at solving the concrete situation of the contemporary
Peloponnese, but at the same time, as we have seen, they were also based on Plato’s philosophy.

Although it does not seem that the theology contained in the Laws should be interpreted
allegorically in the proper sense of the word, as it has been suggested by Kiristeller, it is
nevertheless true that the “traditional” names of ancient Greek gods appear there as a description
of the philosophical principles based on the rational thought. They are thus not intended to
represent a living pagan religious tradition, but they should rather help a philosopher-lawgiver to
provide the people with the proper philosophy that would cover both religion as well as the
political constitution. Plethon chooses ancient Greek mythology most probably due to its
“biological” polarisation to the male and female divinities that together produce some other
entity of the lower kind and for this reason they can represent better his metaphysical system
than, for instance, asexual Christian angels and saints. It is not furthermore excluded that when
he introduces pagan mythology Plethon tries to find out and explain, how the Greeks managed to
develop their rich religious ideas, which would be thus due to the influence of the common
notions, reflecting directly the Forms and standing behind as well as universally forming every
human knowledge.

However, there is an important difference between his Platonism presented to the
contemporary Byzantine public and that of the Laws and the whole perennial philosophy.
Whereas in the first case we have to do with a rational philosophy that is formulated so generally
that it can be accepted by any important monotheistic religious tradition of his time (that is,
Judaism, Christianity, and Islam), in the other one we are confronted with a kind of Platonism
that necessarily leads to conclusions close to the ancient pagan Neoplatonism. There are three
main divergences that make the philosophia perennis irreconcilable with Christianity: (1) the absence
of the doctrine of the Trinity — the first God is conceived as “supremely united” and there is no
plurality in it, (2) the eternity of the World, and (3) reincarnation. As we have seen, the last two
doctrines are connected together and made dependent on the goodness of the first principle
which forces us to conclude that the creation of the universe is eternal and proceeding in the best
possible way. The hierarchies of gods and the usage of ancient pagan names of gods were
perhaps the most disturbing feature of the perennial philosophy for a contemporary Byzantine, as
it may well be seen on the example of Scholarios. They could be, however, easily reconciled with
the contemporary Christian theology presupposing similar hierarchies of angels and divine
beings, especially if the usage of ancient Greek names in the theology of the Laws is required
largely due to the practical reasons and not by the ancient pagan ritual customs. The problem
which is, however, difficult to overcome is that while the commentaries or the explanation of the

teaching of Plato and Zoroaster that may be naturally produced by a Christian scholar who does

175



not share all their beliefs, the style of the Laws is more personal and less detached. It is claimed
here that they represent present an ideal legislation based on reason, including the controversial
points mentioned above. Moreover, as we know, this work contains not only a theology that
makes use of the ancient Greek pagan gods, but also a collection of allocutions and hymns to
them as well as the description of rituals. Finally, it ends with an obvious attack on the Christian
doctrine of the creation of the world in time and the redemption of the soul, or, more precisely,
some ‘“‘contemporary sophists” are criticised for denying the eternity of the world and the
reincarnation.”® In fact this criticism touches not only Christianity, but also other monotheistic
religion influential in Gemistos’ time. This attack is really strange because anywhere else in the
texts on the perennial philosophy no comparable criticism appears.

Even this, nevertheless, does not necessarily mean that Gemistos accepted the doctrines
contained in the Laws as his own. We have seen that he uses his surname “Plethon”, exclusively
and only in this peculiar treatise. Furthermore, this name is not only a more classical form of
Gemistos, but reminds us also of Plato. Similarly to him, the author of the famous Laws,
Gemistos wrote a work with the very same name. Moreover, Plethon’s Laws clearly imitates its
model and it takes some themes from it as well. — As we have mentioned, its closing part is
Epinomis, which is named after a dialogue traditionally attributed to Plato and is intended as a
kind of appendix to his Laws. It has been also mentioned several times that there is a parallel
between book X of this dialogue concerning the three types of atheism and Plethon’s treatise.””’
Furthermore, as it is clear from the table of topics at its beginning®’ as well as the themes
appearing during our previous discussion, Plethon attempts to fulfil the duties of the lawgiver

that Plato states in book I of his Laws.**!

This passage seems to be very important indeed. — In
the text that immediately precedes virtues are classified in the similar manner as the four general
virtues in Plethon’s ethical treatise and it seems that the large part of book III of his Laws was

822 Plato then claims that all

also originally dedicated to the discussion of the same four virtues.
other instructions that people get from the lawgiver observe (BAémen) these virtues, while human
affairs (ta avSewmiva) observe the divine ones (ta Seia), which, in turn, observe the leader
intellect (6 Hyswwy vots).*” This is because, as it has been stated by Plethon before, the human

goods (avdewmva ayada) depend on the divine ones (Je7a).*”** The laws are also said to be

818 I eg. 256-260 [111,43: Epinomis).

819 Plato, Leg. X 884a-907b, especially 650b, vs. Leg. 24 [1,1], of Webb (1989), p. 217.

820 [ eg. 6-14.

821 Cf. Webb (1989), pp. 217-218.

822 Plato, Ieg 1 631c-d, vs. De virt. 1.8-16, 4.2-3, Leg. 12-14. Lost chapter 11,4 was dedicated to prudence (pgovmais),
111,7-9 to courage (avdgeia), 111,10, 12-13 to temperance (Fwegoavyy), 111,25-26 to justice (dixatogvym), and 111,27~
28 to virtue and badness in general. Cf. also Plato, Leg. I 632d-650b, XII 963a-964b.

823 Ibid. 1 631d.

824 Thid. 1 631b.
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promulgated for the sake of what is the best (Tol dgigTov £vexa).*” This all is in a very good
agreement with the general principles of Plethon’s legislation. More specifically, it is a duty of a
lawgiver to supervise marriage as well as the procreation and education of children while
elsewhere Plato, similarly to his Byzantine follower, says that in this manner humankind attains in
a certain sense immortality.*”* Moreover, the lawgiver must regulate economics and determinate
the punishments of those who commit something against the law, and even the need to organize
appropriately the burial of the dead is mentioned. All these topics were treated also by Plethon.”’
Of the other parallels that could be perhaps further pointed out, one of the most important is
certainly Plato’s statement about the infinity of time (x@ovou ... ameigia) during which many
diverse cities appear and perish.””® This is certainly close to Plethon’s conception of philosophia
perennis existing throughout the eternity of the world.

The Laws thus may be quite probably a thought experiment, or a kind of game, in which
Gemistos identified himself with his more classical a/fer ¢go Plethon, a second Plato or the
reincarnation of his. During such a game Plethon was obviously “experimenting” with various
Platonic motives and arguments, developed them extensively, but, as we have seen in the case of
his political speeches on the Peloponnese, only some of them he was, in fact, willing to put into
practice. Even the Laws, as it is claimed at its beginning, is in fact supposed to contain the
philosophy of Zoroaster and Plato, the only difference in comparison with Plethon’s
commentaries to someone’s else thought being that it is written in a more personal style. — The
arguments, that, as we have seen, were then used occasionally also elsewhere, are developed here
in the intellectual game and self-stylisation during which the author does not respect the scholarly
distance to someone else’s philosophy, but, on the contrary, attempts to develop it further in a
creative way. Also the allocutions and hymns to gods might be perhaps understood as Plethon’s
attempt to imitate ancient religious poetry and to transform it to be in accordance with
philosophical reasoning. Moreover, here too, he seems to imitate Plato, who at the beginning of

book VIII of the Laws proposes that the festivals and sacrifices should be devised and in the

825 Thid. 1 628c.

826 Jhid. 1 631d-e, IV 721b-d, vs. Leg. 86-90 [I11,14]. The title of lost chapter 111,5 of Plethon Laws is Ilegi maidwy
aywyiis (“On the education of children”), Leg. 12, transl. Woodhouse (1986), p. 324. Furthermore, chapter 111,14: ITegi
Tis T@Y yovéwy éxyovors ol wibews (“On the probibition of sexual intercourse between parents and children”) was originally
followed by 11L16: ITegi 45 évi avdol yuvaixdv mheiovwy auvoriaews (“On polygamy of one man with several women’) and
HL17: Ieoi Tijs xov@v yuvaixdv gonoews (“On the use of public women”), Leg. 12, transl. Woodhouse (1986), p. 324. For
the family legislation ¢f also Plato, Leg. VI 772d-776b, for the sexual restrictions ¢f bid. VIII 835b-842a.

827 Thid. 1 632b-c, vs. Leg. 120-130 [IIL,31]: Ilegi duxcov (“On judgements”), transl. Woodhouse (1986), p. 324. Cf also the
titles of lost chapters of Plethon Laws — 1,18: ITegi xAngovous@y (“On inheritances”), 1,19: Ilegi Tév mgos arAnpAovs
auuBoA@y (“On mutual contracts™), 1,24: Iei Sy (“On judgements”), 1,25: Hegi tawfs (“On burial’), 1,26: Izl Segameiag
Ty olyouévwy (“On the cult of the dead”), IL19: Ilegi uwidas 45 év olnig T4 alrf xtqoews (“On the unity of property in a
single household”), 111,20: ITepi 175 maga Tag Tedevtag éxaatwy ovx oixogSogias (“On avoiding the dispersal of property on the
death of individnal owners”), 111,29: Iegi ToU év dweeais moémovros (“On propriety in making gifis”), 111,30 Tlegi tév é5 0
xowov Taieiov eicgogly (“On contributions to the public treasury”), Leg. 8, 12-14, transl. Woodhouse (1986), pp. 323-325.
For the regulation of economics ¢f also Plato, Leg. VIII 842b-850c, for the burials ¢ XII 958¢-960b.

828 Plato, Leg. 111 676b-c.
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religious calendar, based on the regular mathematical character of the motions of celestial bodies,
there ought to be twelve feasts consecrated to the twelve gods. The last month is to be dedicated
to Pluto, quite similarly to Plethon’s calendar, in which, too, as we have seen, this god, along with
remembrance of the deceased, is symbolically venerated at the end of the year.*” Furthermore, a
little earlier Plato says that the appropriate form, including tune, metre, and rhythm of the
religious songs and dances, should be determined. Plethon, again, fulfils this in his Laws by
providing detailed instructions for the proper composition as well as the performance of the
hymns and allocutions, which, as we know, he himself devises too.*” Also the priests (isgefg) who
are occasionally mentioned by Plethon as presiding over the religious ceremonies and whose life

was presumably regulated in a lost chapter have their parallel in Plato’s Laws.*”!

Finally, Plethon’s
criticism of some Christian doctrines in the Epznomis, that is not even formulated directly and
explicitly, might be also a kind of exercise, in which the ultimate consequences of the principles
on which Plethon’s Laws are based are drawn, or it was perhaps written for the students of
Gemistos attending his lectures on ancient Greek philosophy in order to show them different
philosophical conceptions than the Christian ones.

Another reason why the significance of the Laws for determining Gemistos’ religious beliefs
may be to some extent restricted, is the fact that it was probably composed at an earlier date than
usually supposed. The evidence based on the parallels with some other of his writings indicates
that Gemistos may have ceased to work on them either before his visit to Italy in 1438-1439, or
shortly afterwards. It certainly seems that at the Council he adopted a decisive Orthodox and
anti-Unionist stand and probably at the end of the 1450s he wrote his only theological treatise on
the procession of the Holy Spirit and then discussed it with Bessarion. The Reply o Scholarios have
also some rather Christian formulations. If the Laws, written possibly much earlier, is really the
source of the disturbing passage in the oration Oz Helen in which the higher spiritual natures are
mentioned — and which is therefore used as the evidence for the polytheism of the elderly
Gemistos —, it seems that all the major texts we have from the time after the Council points to
the conclusion that he was a firm Christian, and even the passage in question has been radically

reformulated to be in accordance with Christianity.

829 Ibid. V11 809c-d, 818c-d, VIII 828a-d, vs. Leg 58-60 [111,36], Add. 133v.7-134.3. Cf. also the titles of lost chapters
of Plethon Laws — 111,33: Ilegi mpooeuyis (“On prayer”), UL37: Tigt @y Sedv tiva Sutéa (“Appropriate sacrifices to
particular gods”), W1,38: Emi Tior medbeas, tiot Te Se@y xal onws Svréa (“In what circumstances, to which gods, and in what
way sacrifices should be made”), 111,39: Onwg Exovot t@v Svady peraqnréa (“With what predisposition men shonld take part
in sacrifices”), L A0: Ilegi axgifeias T@v moog Tovs Seols (“On exactitude in matters relating to the gods”), 11L41: Kata tivay
ebxréa Toig Seols (“To what ends prayers should be addressed to the gods”), 111,42: ITegi wavrei@v (“On oracles”), Leg. 14, transl.
Woodhouse (1986), p. 325.

80 Plato, Leg. 11 653d-671a, VII 798d-803c, vs. Leg. 132-240 [I11,34-36], .Add.

831 J eg. 8, 126, 230-232, 252, Add. 132v.19.24, vs. Plato, Leg. 759a-760a, X 909d-c. The title of lost chapter 1,22 is
Ieoi izgéwy nai Biov air@v (“On priests and their way of lifé”), Leg. 8, transl. Woodhouse (1986), p. 323.
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Gemistos’ treatise on the Holy Spirit is certainly very important. He claims there that
“Hellenic”, that is pagan, theology postulates the highest God that is “indivisible one (aTowoy
£v)” and that it does not distinguish between generation (yvvmaig) and creation (Omuiovgyia), will
(BovAmais) and nature (pUoig), and “in general” between essence (oUgia) and activity (Evégyeia).
At the same time Gemistos describes, keeping an apparent distance, a kind of polytheism that is

similar to constitution of the gods of the second order in the Laws.®*

This passage also
corresponds to the Laws 111,15 in which, as we have seen, Plethon claims that in Zeus, due to his
supreme simplicity (@xga amAoTms), there is no distinction between generation and creation, as
well as a difference between will and nature.”” Although the textual parallel is not very close, it is
still possible that Gemistos had this chapter of the Laws in mind when he was writing the former
text or perhaps we have to do here with the distinctions he was accustomed to mention together.
As we have seen, the difference between nature and its activity, which is absent from the Laws, is
the backbone of the treatise against the Latins.*”* From the treatise on the procession of the Holy
Spirit it thus seems that within the first principle which, unlike in the philosophia perennis, need not
be “indivisible one”, but may contain some plurality, there are three distinctions, by which,
according to Gemistos, Christianity differs from Hellenic theology. This opens a possibility for
developing a theology that would be similarly rational as the perennial philosophy, but different
from it. The distinction between generation and creation enables to conceive the Trinitarian
dogma in which the Son is generated in a process different from the creation of the world, and
therefore he can exist on the same ontological level as the Father and not on a lower one. The
distinction between will and nature can explain why God decided to create the world at a certain
moment in time and why he does not have to produce it, by the goodness of his nature,
continuously and eternally. Because, as we know, the doctrine about the reincarnation of the soul
depends closely on that of the eternity of the world, all three problematic divergences between
the philosophia perennis and Christianity would be thus solved. Finally, as we have seen during the
discussion of the treatise against the Latins, the last distinction between essence and activity
enables Gemistos to conceive appropriately — or from his point of view in the only possible way
— the procession of the Holy Spirit. As it therefore seems, in this treatise Gemistos tentatively
indicates an alternative conception to the Laws, being obviously well aware of the subtle points in
which the difference between the philosophia perennis and Christianity consists, but, unfortunately,
does not develop it in a more substantial way.

The possible reason for Gemistos’ reluctance to go further in this direction that may also

explain other unclear points concerning his philosophical and religious position, seem to be

832 Contra Lat. 302-302, of. Appendix 1X.1.
833 I eg. 100 [11L,15], of. Appendix IX.2.
834 Cf. Appendix V1.
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really, as suggested above by Kristeller, the “strict separation” between the rational philosophy
and Christian theology. Perhaps, according to Gemistos, it is due to Christian revelation and not
to reason, on which the perennial philosophy is based, that we learn about the distinctions inside
the first principle from which the Trinitarian dogma, the creation of the world in time, and a
conception of the soul that would be alternative to its periodical reincarnation, may be potentially
deduced. The distinction between “out”, Christian philosophy (9 xa3" quag ¢irocogia) and the
“external, pagan one (1) £5wdev or 1 Slgadev pirogopia) is certainly traditional in Byzantium®”
and it is perhaps this distinction which Gemistos has in mind when he mentions in the Reply 20
Scholarios that he knows well which divine inspirations (évSovgiaguoi) and which human

836
We must not also

reasoning (Aoyor avdewmivog) should be accepted and which should not.
forget that Gemistos was in the first place a scholar and teacher of ancient philosophy, not a
professional theologian. As we have seen, he complains to Bessarion that being layman he was
not allowed to speak at the Council. Nonetheless, the problem is that he does not seem to make
any attempt to reconcile his “perennial philosophy” with Christianity — perhaps he did not want
to or was not capable of it.

However, what he was able to do very well was to formulate some basic principles
acceptable not only to the polytheist Platonism, but also to the monotheistic religions of his time,
including Christianity. As we have seen, his main divergence from the contemporary Christian
beliefs that was found unacceptable by Bessarion, was his stressing of fate or necessity involved
in history and transcending concrete religions about which he repeatedly talks and by which he
influenced perhaps also one of his pupils, the historian Laonikos Chalkokondyles. These general
Platonic conceptions were, after all, the philosophy he presented as his own to the public and not
the thoughts he was developing in the Laws. As for this book, we may surmise that he was
perhaps so fascinated by the Platonic philosophy that sometimes, when working on it, he just —
from a rigid and conservative Christian perspective — dared to go rather too far. Although we can
perhaps never be sure about his real intentions behind composing the Laws, it is highly probable
that it was a work written earlier than in his last year when he seems to act as a firm Orthodox
and anti-Unionist. To decide about his religious position, we thus should not listen so much, as it
is often done, to his enemies accusing him of the paganism or to rely on his rather queer book
that was written out of the motives and in the context that are not entirely clear to us, but rather
to Gemistos himself. — As we have seen, when he was asked or forced by the circumstances to
choose, he declared himself an Orthodox Christian and we should accept and respect this as the

most plausible statement about his faith.

835 Cf. Benakis (1990), Hankins (1987), pp. 8-13, Patry (2000), pp. 228-229.
836 Contra Schol. 1X 392.14-17.
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W.B. Yeats

THE SECOND COMING

Turning and turning in the widening gyre
The falcon cannot hear the falconer;
Things fall apart; the centre cannot hold;
Mere anarchy is loosed upon the world,

The blood-dimmed tide is loosed, and everywhere
The ceremony of innocence is drowned;

The best lack all conviction, while the worst
Are full of passionate intensity.

Surely some revelation is at hand;
Surely the Second Coming is at hand.

The Second Coming! Hardly are those words out
When a vast image out of Spiritus Mundi
Troubles my sight: somewhere in sands of the desert
A shape with lion body and the head of a man,
A gaze blank and pitiless as the sun,

Is moving its slow thighs, while all about it
Reel shadows of the indignant desert birds.
The darkness drops again; but now I know
That twenty centuries of stony sleep
Were vexed to nightmare by a rocking cradle,
And what rough beast, its hour come round at last,
Slouches towards Bethlehem to be born?

(Michael Robartes and the Dancer, 1921)
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Appendix

(The textual similarities between the other Gemistos’ texts and the Laws are underlined.)

1. Ad Theod. 125.3-126.7

Kai mohiteiag ,u,sv arovdaiag vowor ool Te xal ToloUTol a‘rsgo:
xail weilovs nal EhaTTovs, @y meQ xacpa)\atov ATAVTWY TG Tl'EQl ™Y
5 ToU Jeiov doEay YroiBdaSar xal xowd xal idig, waliota O éxciva
Tolo, Te xal XUQIWTATA, EV WeY elval TI Jelov év Toic olal,
meolUyouaay Tiva TV oAwy olaiay, 0sUTeQoY To Jelov ToUTo xal
EmmeNeS elval avIQWTWY, ATAVTA TE TG AVIQWTEIL U0 TOUTOU
10 xail weilw xal ¢AaTTW Otoixelodal, TEITOY Xaea YVWUMY THY avTol
OtoIxely exaota 0p3W¢ alel xal Oxalws, wy eSloTauevoy wndau]
ToU Tepl ExaoToY xaINKOVTOS, UNT 0o0v aAdws unS vm avdew-
Twy 0WEoIS 7 TITI AAN0IS JWTEVOUEVOY TE XAl TIAQATOETOUEYVOV.
O yap oly évdeéc elvat avdpwmwy, 0lc E%OUTIY 0UTWS ETETAL XaLl
To0 ‘rdg ﬂgég T0 Jeloy dfyta"rsl'a,g Svoiag Te xal dva&rf)ua‘ra UETOIA TE
15 xal am’ euaeBoug TS YVOUNS -re)\ew, opoAoyiag ovTa §v,u,60)\a Tol
Exeldey Muiv elval 'ra,fya,&a, xal unT EéxlelmovTac v Tolv ool 1
SaTépou yoly Tolv TooTEQoty ldoly THc agePeiag évexouévwy
ooay magéxeadal, und UmepBolaic damavdy Tols Te idious oixoug
xal Ta xolva eIeigovTas ; TI TAéoy ToiaovTas T4 moAuTeAsiq
20 TV ATAY®Y Te xal AVaINUATOY, Nl ATAEYXOWEVWY ETL, AA’ wg
WYoupEvwy 005ay TageopEvous TG TRITw eldel THS aoePeiag
évégeadal Tals 0¢ TolaUTals 0oSais idig Te xal oquodia voutCo-
UEVAIC XAl XQATOUTAIS QUNIAVOY 1) 0V Xal GEETNY ETETIOI TAT!
ap’ 0ig A TUXWOI xexpaTnxUial xal Taoay TNV Tegl TO xaloy
126  omovony. Kaxia 0¢ maoa xal Ta weyala avIowmols auaoTyuaTo
amo TOV gvavTiwy yiyvetal al 005@y* yivvovtal yap alsl T@Y
AVIPWTWY EViol ol VYIS Tepl TaUTa ExovTeS, ol ey oUd elval T
T0 MapaTay Jeloy v Toic olat voquov-reg, oi 3’ efvat UEY, QEOY-
Tilety Ot ,wr)asv Y avﬁgwmvwv, ol 0¢ xal elval xal emy,s)\aw&at,
TaalTnToY 0 elval xal Tiol Juaials xal avadnuadt xal slyais
xpholuevoy um axpiBoly éxaoToTe Ta dixala.

2. Leg. 1.1, pp. 22-24

AMa 00 xal Tepl THS TV AAMwy al QUOEWS, 6T
Exet, oUx oAlym meos ye alAnlovg Tolg avdewmols M au-
24 elaByTYoIs EoTi wev @y 000’ elvar Jeovc To mapamay [24]
olopwévwy TV 0, elval wey, TOV 0" avdowmivwy olx av
TPOVOETY TPAYUATWY TOV OF, TPOVOETY UEY JE0US TV
TAVTWY, TOV Te AAAWY xal T@Y o’t,vf}gwﬂ'ivwv elval 7e
y,fr)v ﬂ'gog Tolg a/ya,Smg ToUS alTovS xal TV xaxdy ai-
'rlovg TQV 0¢, xaxol y,sv 000ev0S, TV 08 ayad®d y,ovwv
aitiovs Tovg Jeovs etvat. Kal T@v wév magaityTovs oio-
WEVWY elval xal U GVpWTWY TaeATEETTOUS é@° 0i¢ xal
aUTol XQIVAVTES WEAANTWTIY ATOTEAETY TV 0¢ ATAQA-
TEETITOUS TE TAVTY NYOUREVWY XGl QUETATTOETTOVS,
YOy Gel T TEETEQR %A EILAQUEYNY YWEOUTY) EXATTA
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b ~ A} b ~ b ’ ’ A4
an’o*re)\ouwra,g, MmN ay eExX TWY EVOVTWY BE)\TIO'T& 85&”/

wéAot.

II

1. In Cleop. 172.16-173.8

Olx av olv Tov Jeov
15 oUT  av aroToig Te TavTy xal SvmTy QUoel cautov yvweilety,
aAAa T xal oixelg xo1VwVETY yap av 0ol TO YIYVDT)OY T
173 'ylf;/vwaxou,evw Ta 0t xolvwvolvTa xal oixela ™ arAnAoig Ocot av
swa,l, oUT av a,l3107fmog em&uwav Evdémevoy TP av&gwrrw
Emeita aTeAT Te AV alTNY xal UaATAIOY dmohimeiy. 0002 yag alo
0U0EY T@Y UeYAAWY xal xaTa QUIIY ATEAES av amoMmely Tov Jeov,
5 é)\)\d Te)\sa'qoo'ga, Te ﬂé,wa, 71'01571/ XATA TO EiX0S Xal EC TI ﬂgoa"ir)“;mv
ea,U'ro:g wsgag éc aiel M wg éml To moAU yoly a,rroBa,wov-ra, woT av
xal xaT auwew TOUTW, TNV Te ToU Jeiou 3050,1/ Y Te THS AlOI0TNTOS
emSuuiay, aidloy ay ™y ye avewmivny eivat Yuymy.

2. Leg. 1.3, p. 40

OU wev 0 000’ éxelvo UmoAoyiaTéoy, 0 al padi Tives,
¢ BA) \c ~ ~ ” < ~ 3 b ’

35 WS xay meQl 0TOVOUY TOY aAAWY NIV 7 TIS aAndeiag

’ ) 5 TNy \ ~ ’ > ’ 5

xatalngic, al\’ 000’ ¢ mepl TOV Jelwy avpwmolc olal
TEOTNH0I DIATHOTIETY TRAYUATWY, WS OUT GV EITOUEVOIS
TaES 0U0EY TEQ! AUTY, ATE O XPEITTOVWY 1) XaY
nuwas, oUT av avTols Jeoic @iloy ToUTo émTmoevovat,

40 meptepyaleadal Te 0N xal moAvmoayuovely Ta avT@y. OU
yap av Jeol WATHY NUWAS TWOV Ve TEETEQWY TOUTWY ET0I0VY
CntmTinovs, ei umte éBolAovTo xai {mTely av mepl alTdy
nuwas, wnte TIva xal 51y Tol elocodal ToT av capes TI
mepl TOV ToloUTwy eneAroy mageberv. Kal uny owolws

45 av aTomov el omoTegovoly, M umO’ 0TiolY av Tepl TV
TOI0UTWY UGS OILYOOUEVOUS, 8V 10w AV TolS IMeIols xal
aloyois Protelety, 1) Ta Moo TUYOVTA Eixd] AV xal aPa-
TAVITTWS TaEAdEYeTIal" oU YaQ 0i0V Te 0UTWS EXOVTAS
Tii¢ omovdalowévns ay sldatuovias TUYEV.

III

1. De diff: IV 326.31-327.4

O1 uev oty mepl IMAatwva To wev Umepolaioy v axpws &y
elvat TideTal, oUte olaiay avTol, oUTe dUvauly, oUTe vepylay
diaxgivovtes. Ta 8¢ wet’ avTo &10m Te xal vols ovy opolws amAdg
gxetv alolia, all’ évepyiay 10N alTdy THS olaias Olaxpivoudt,

35 ovvauty 0 ol Tavu Tol THS évepyiag, O1a TO AxXivyTa OVTo, U1 O
oTioDy duvauet, alN’ amavTa évepylg A&l EaUTOIC EXEIY TTAQOVTA
ta, moogovta. Fuyis 0" NOn xal olaiay xal dUvauly xai évepyiay

327  Otaxpivoudt, OIa TO XIVOUWEVNY GTIO YONUATOS Tl VONUE, THY 0
avYowmivny xal Gmo ToU Voely Eml TO w7 VOEIY %) w1 VOely éml TO

183



~ \ b \ kA) \ ~ b ’ b \ \ ’ ” ~
VOETY, W Gl 7 Wy Taoay évepyia aAAG xal Juvaus! Exety wailoy
™Y TOV 0VTWY YVDTIV.

2. De diff. X 337.3-28

0voé
ve T@V amelpwy €V TI xaY éxaoTov éxel elval aitiov: all’ v Ti
5 TAVTWY TV THOE & ATEIQIAY 0N EXTITTOVTWY Exel ElVal TO
alTiov gidoc. Oldauy yap amsipias THS XATA TO TOTOY TOIS
xel wetelvatr. AMa 1) wev vmegovaio Je@ ovd’ oAws TAN-
Sovg* axgws yae 01 ev alrov elvar. Td 0 vomtd TouTw d1a-
xoouw TAGY0S wey Evelval, memepaauévoy 0 alTO Elval xal
10 oU0auy ameigoy, oUTe duvawel oUTe éovw. Td 0" alodnTd
TPOE xoTWW TNY ATEIQiAY 1O, WS EVOEYETAL, EYYEYOVEVALL 010,
™Y UAMY, ) TOWTWS TO ATEIQOY TIQOGETTIV, EXEIYEY UEV Xal
TAUTYY EYOUTAY TNV GITIAY, 0U WEVTOI XAXEI ATEIQOY OUTAY.
0lds yap TOV THde aloywy aloyov xaxsl efvat To eidog, 0U0E e
15 TV x1vouuevwy xivouuevoy. Ty ye uny T0e odaidy, TOV Te Taic
oUgials xad aUTa TEOTOVTWY Xal TYETEWY éxel elval Ta £10m
TE xal TAQAOEIYUATA" TRV UEY TYETEWY, 0TI OUOE TAXEl ATYETO
M0 aAAmAa: T@V o0y éxcl oyéoewy Tas TH0e Osiv elval eixovag:
TV 0¢ TPoToVTWY, 0TI 0U0  AVeU TpoaovTwy Taxel. Tol wey
20 V0,0 UTTEQOUTIOU EVOS, QLTE AXPWS EVOS OVTOS, 0UTE oUaiay oUTe
TpoToy oUTe évepylay oUTe duvauty Oiaxexpicdal. Ty 0 eiddy
Te %0l VOV TOUTWY, QTE 0UX EXEIVQ TIAQITOUKEVWY, TIQOTOVTA,
Wy olaias Olaxexpladal, évepyias 0 OUvauly oU0eTw. AAAa
Tolg TYO0E MOM TEOS T TEQR xal TAUTNY THY NAXQITIY GTOOE-
25 dogdal, WOT AV TAKXET WETWS TTWS EXEIY TOU TE UTIEQOUTIOU EVOS
xal T@Y TH0e xal aicInTdy. Ola wey oly xal 0TwWS ExovTa T £10M
ol TIdeuevor akloloty, eival, elonTal Ny ws dia PBeayuTaTwy
Te xal ¢V xepalaiols imeiv.

3. Leg. 1.5, pp. 46-48

Kai Tove wev €€ alrol Atog

TPOTEX DS VEVEVVNUEVOUS UTIEQOUQAVIOUS JEOUS EfVaLl, OEU-
TEQOUS JEOTNTI, CWUATWY WEY XLl UANS TAUTAY AQEILE-
voug, €lom 0" ovTac eilcovd) atta xadY avTa, xal volc
AXIVNTOVS, GEl TE Xl TEQl TAVTA QUG UIG T EQUTDV
EXATTOUS VONTEL EVEQYOUS® 0US 0UTIOY UWEV EXALTTOUS AT
avTol loyety ToU Atog, aueso® wev €5 auepols, amavta o
¢y cautq) ouAAnBONY Te xal xad Ev mposiAneuiay, omo-
cwy 7V av TAEI0VwY alToS EXATTOS TOIS UQ  EQUTOY GITIOS
7. Ta d¢ moogovta, eéEw evog Tol meeaButaTov alT@Y
[ogetddvog, arrovs v’ arlwy datideadal Te xal xo-
oueiodal, ToU BadgIAéws Te xal TATEOS xovwyiay TolS
eauTol ATy aAAYAOIS TOY ayaSIDy wennyavnueévou: o

48 01 aUToIS xal ayadDY UWeTa Ye TNV EQUTOU XolvwViay To
xoaTioTov éumemoinxel. Kai Iooe1dd ey, vm’ altol
A10¢ 1ovou xoamoUwevoy, Tovs aAlovs amavTas xaTaxo-
owely: TV 0 arwy weilouc wey efvat Tous UTO wey
ENATTOVWY AV XOTWUOUWEYOUS, aUTOUS OF TTAEIW Te AV
dodvTac év T® mavti T(POs xal wellw* welove 08 TOUS
EANATTW Wey xal pelw dpdvTas, avTovs 0 av UTo TA&lo-
VWY XOTUOUUEVOUS.

184



4. Leg 15,p. 54

Efvai ¢ ToU Je0l TouTou TNV TE olgiay

\ ~ L () N @ s N ’
xai meaky TalToy xal aAAMAoy NHIoT GV OlaXeXQIUEV®®
axws Y60 O &V elval, xal ovdau) av ETEQOY aUTOV aU-

~ ~ \ ’ \ k4 ~ b ’ b \
ToU. N@ 0¢ Oraxexpiodar wey nom meaky ovaiag, vepyoy
0 xal TOUTW a&l xal oVdaui] GV aQYoy TEogelval alTyy,
WoT’ av xal Ta 4T aUToU, @V Ay WOVl oU ouyyevel
TUVAITIW) HEXOMUEVOS AITIOS YIYVoITo, aldia ETI TEOIEval.
Tuyq 0° 07, Te0S TO THS olaias Te xal moatews diaxe-
xgw,évw xal wWey TI Eveyov, To Oc TALloTOY GoYoV Qv
exaoToTe Aelmeadal TS ﬂga&wg, & LL:)vm/ B'n TIva amo-
mn"rov 3uva,u,w. SouaTt 0t ﬂgog AT AV TOUTOlg xal
Ty olaiay diaxcxpiocal oM é eidog On TI xal UAnY, oU
HIVYTNY Uovoy, aAAG xal oredacTny O Tiva N0 QUTLY
xal weQITTMY ¢ ATEIQOY.

v

1. De diff: X 337.36-338.10

35

40
338

I0

b \ ~ \ bl
aANa TOV wey é¢ me-

’ 3 \ ~ ’ [ PR S )
TEQATWEVA 10 TO TY0E OIOXQIVOUEVWY EV ¢’ EXATTW EIOEL,
TOY 0" ¢ amelpiay 0N EXTITTOVTWY £V Tl AT TOIS ATEIQOIS.
AUtina @ T0s aptdu® TavTi 0o TYY amelpiay €V TO éxel £idog
EQITTATIY, EVIATOY TE xal xad EV ATAYTA TEQIEXOY TG T® THOE
aoIU® Olaxexpiuévws T¢ xal xayY avta cuuBaivovta. Kai
éml T@Y Tolg ueyedeat auuBalvovTwy WealTws al gV TO Exel

£ ~ ’ \ b ’ 9, b I \ \ b
eldog ToU meyedoug xal apeoés. A’ @v Ty duymy éAAaumo-
UEVNY TOV UaINUATINOY GOISUOY KoLl UAINUATING WEYVEFN EX-
TadnNY UT0déy eadal, oxias Te xal ldwAa VonT®Y 0vTa, 9 xal
[MAatwy aiol avaroyov alta Tideic TOS THY voyTmy olaiay 1
Ta TH0E £V Te VOaTIY eldwAa xal oxIGS TRV AlTINTOY TEOS
avta Ta aicdnta. Kal wey 0 xal Ta Un’ avdownwy oxsvaoTa
TalTo v T® éxel Qa1 avYpwmou eidsl xaY v meplEyeTdal
6%ev 1§ Mravoig, Tovg &nwoug*youg ala allouvg urm&exou&voug,
xal diavonTa Tl'QOT&QOV éy aav‘ro:g TO TOV TXEVDY EI0T) EXATTWY
NIAUEUOQPWHOTAS, OUTW TOIS AITINTOIS EYYEIQEV.

2. De diff: X 341.11-342.7

15

20

[... Ta @Uoet yiyvoueva ...]1 AAAa gain av
10we AptotoTéAne év T® MAlov vd xal ToUTWY TO TaEAlSiUaTA
UQETTAVLL, Xal 0Ux ETI QElV ETEQOV TTAQAOEIYUOTOS XA EAUTO
UQETTNHOTOS 0U0EvoS. AfAoy ya s Tov HAIOY TV Y1Yvouevwy
Ti¢ yevégews AptaToTéAng aitiov TideTtat. Ilgog olv TalTa
ToU ol Ta €10m TISEmevol épolaty: al’ el wev cwpduey @ Agi-
TTOTEAES, WTAUTWS TO TE TXEVATTA TAUTO UTO TOY TPETEQWY
OMUIOUEYDY ONUIOUQYOUUEVR, XLl TO QUTEl YIYVOUEVE UTO TOU
nAlov, ouvexweoluey ay agouv T¢ Aoyw. Nuvi 0 ogduey Ta wey
THEVALTTO TAUTA, EWS UEY Y UTIO T@Y ONUIOUQYDY ONUIoveYT-
Tal TAQOVTWY TE X0l ATTOWEVWY TV E0YWY, XAl AUTA TEOYW-
000VTa, ¢ TNV TEAEIOTYTA TNV £QUTOV* xaTalel@IevTa 0 M-
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25

30

35

40
342

TeEAT) U0 TV OMIOUYp0UYTWY, 0UX ETI TIROYWEOUYTA ¢ 0UOEY,
ATE TOV ONWIOURYOUYTWY 0U TaS YEIPAS Whovoy, ala xal Ta
TaeadelywaTa TaUTe tauTols ouvamopepovtwy. Ty 0t @laet
YIYVOUEVWY Ta TAEITTA 0pDWEY xal ToU NAIOU ATOXEYWENHOTOS
alUTa ETI & TNV TEAEIOTNTO TNV EQUTOV TIROXWEOUVTA" 0 UaAAITTa,
gvdmAov yiyveTal év Tolg Taxy TEAEIOUUEVOIS QUTOIC Te xal xa.Q-
molg. A xal vUxTwe 0U0sy MTTOV M wed MuEeayv @alveTal TeAeiov-
weva. Tov wev ody mAiov voly oUx av alta Tt TeAstoly: ol Yao
AV TOUS WEFEXTOUS TOUTOUS VOUS AVEU TV TQITI TUVOVTWY TWUIL-
Twy oUd” oTioly dpav ¢ e ETepa cwuata. Ta 0¢ ye couaTa
TaVTo xal JETEWS TIVOS OEITdal Xal TYNUATOS TEOS Ta, TEITO-
Weva, 0 TOT av Tov NALoY ToS alUTa unxeTl éxetv. Muxéti o

Umo ToU MAlov ToT av Ta TolalTa TeAstoUueva, ovd av alTa

o1’ aUT@Y TeAEL0ITO" 0UOE piay Yo OUVaWIY €6 évepylay Too-
AWEETY, wm oly U@’ eTépas évepyias mooBiBalouévny, old” av

T0 BWO'L,U.&: TEAEIOY xal E0yw ToTE TEAEloY YiyveaSal, um ovy

Ucp s'rsgou Tou sgfyw Ts)\aw'rsgou ngoBtBaCo,u,svov Ata Taiy
NUETS, ENTOVTL, THY evegfyww TaUT’ﬂV Ty TOTE O TA TolalTa
Teletolioay, Toig eldeaty TouTol amovépwouey. Kal Oy Ta alu-
TOVTA KWEITTA 10m OIalQoUVTES E¢ Te Ixava auTa Ot aUT@Y

ta 2pya é5spyaleadal Zc Te oly woalTWS Ixava, éxclva wey Tolg
TH0E GIdI0IC TAPAOEIYUATA TE XLl AITIO EQITTAUEY, TAUTA 05 TOIS
TH0s EIaETOIS, OEOWeVa ey xal ThHS NAlov auvepyias TRHY UANY
aUToic mpoaaovtog, émetdn) 0 AaPorto THe UAne, doddvTa xal
alvTta O aUT@V ETI é¢ alTny.

3. Leg 11115, pp. 108-114

I10

"Towe yap av Tic oindein
Tov "HAtov év v® exovta T® cavtol Ta TV SymTdy
TalTa el0n, dlavomTa Te xal xay EauTd oUdamol Upe-
TTYHOTA, 0V TEOTOY Xal GVIQWTWY 0f ONUIOUPYOUVTES TA
TOY TXEVATTOVY 5737), oUTW TOY Sv'n‘rc’bv aUTOY EXALTTO,
7'ra,ga,7ew. A}\)\ NUETS Ve 00DUEY 0UY WTAUTWS T TE THEU-
a0TA TAUTA UTTO TV ONUIOUQYOUVTWY a,rro-rs)\ouu,eva,
TO Te QUOEI TUVITTAUEYA TAUTA TOV SYNTOV UTO ToU
HAtov. Ta wev yap mov oxevaoTa ATAVTA, EWS WEY AV
alUTolS Tapdaty ol dnwiovpyolyTes xal éoyalwyTal, oplduey
%ol alTa & TNV TEAEIOTYTA TEOXWEOUVTA TNY EQUTDY,
raTalelpdevTa 0 TOTE NUITEAT] UTTO TV ONIoveyoUY-
TWY, 0UXETI OUOE TIQOXWEOUYTA € OUOEY" ETI TE XATA
Aoyoy TOv THS WETAYEIQITEWS, 1) AY AUTA 0l OnwIoveyoTy-
Teg ExaoToTe SpyalwyTal, xal alTa ATAYTA A&l TeEAEIOU-
ueva. Ta 0¢ @loel TalTa cuvicTaueva, o0 TEOS TOV
alToV amayTa A0yoy TV Te TEOTO0WY XAl GTOYWENTEWY
T@v Tou HAlou 5gcbuav T&)\sloéu,ava 000¢ e C(Dv‘ra,. "H
yag av a,ﬂ'a,wa. scp'r),u.sga. 'r) 'yovv éméTela v; ETI Te VUx-
Twg 000y Ay aUT@Y WQOU%(UQ&I éc Tedeotyra. Nov &
00DUEY XAl VUXTWE TUXYa ETIONAWS TEAEIOUWEVA, QUTA, TE
xat xapmovs. Tov uev oty "HAiov, olx av woavtwe Te-
Aetoly Exaota, mpooayovTa Te xal amoyweoivta. OlTte
Yap av voly Tov aUToU, GVEV TOU EQUT® TUVOVTOS TWLG-
To¢, avTa Teletoty. QU yap Tols e wedexTovs ToUTOUS
voUs, AVEU TV TQITI TUVOVTWY TWWATWY, 0U0 Ay 0TIoDY
00GY E¢ e ETEQO TWWATA" TOIS TE AU TWUATI TATL, TOIS
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TI dpacoudt, xal Yeaews Oiv TolATOE v) TOIATOE TPOS Ta
metgopeva. OU0° al Ta Telctolueva alTa av V@’ auT@Y
Teletolodal- oéaau,l'a,v 'ydg ay Béva,,u,w ¢ SvEpyElay Yw-
st, w) oux v’ s'rsgag sveg7&1ag ﬂgeaﬁwsga,g ngoBt[o’aCo—
u,ev'r)v oUx ay oly oUTE To 3vva,u,sl Té)eloy, xal egfyw
TOTE TEAEIOY 'yryvorm wy) ovy’ U@’ ETEpou Tol Epyw %OM
're)\elov £¢ TV TeleloTnTOL ﬂgaﬁlﬁagoy,svav. AN 0u3’ Ly
Ty vmo HAlov SeguotmTa éyyeyoviiav, 4 71 aAlo ma-
Snua, evameiAquuévoy ay exaoTols TOY STy, TeAetoly

112 avte xal ToU HAlov éxaotoTe amoyweolvtos: meeau-
TEQOY YA TTOU TO e TeAeloly ToU TeAetouwévou efval Ol
e10ous 0% xal oAws olaias oU0sY Tadmua TesoBUTeQoY, TO
Ve TIQOTYIYVOUEVOY, TOUTOU, () QY EXATTOTE TIQOTYIYYT-
Tat. AcimeTal 0, €10 aTTa xaY cauTa VQsTTYXOTA, &V
T UTegovaviy) 0VTa Kwew, TalTe weTd WeY AAAAwWY
UOVWY OUXETL 0l TE ElVal TAQAYELY, ATT AV TAEAYOL®
0, WoTEE Tov Ta, TEedPUTEPA alT®Y, a 0 “HAoy Te
xal ZeAqvny, Ta T ala adavaTta TOV Tde Tapayer
ara xai ¢ HAlov Te xai Sedyv Ty mepi "Hhiov, ém
TO TAEAYELY, ATT GV Xal GUTA TAEAYEY 001, XOIVWYIOS
Osiodal émelday wevTol TI TAUTY TAQAYYT, Xol TUTTATIY
Tiva 10m AafBy, Tote O xal alTa oia T eivar M0n O
alT@Y aUTo émi TIva, Kpovoy TeAetoly Te xal cwlety: xal
Ta WeY xal alT@Y TeAewTeoar, xal wallov ay alTo OUva-
adarr Ta 0 aTeAéoTepa, TTOV. Ala Tol TalTa, oU oS
ToY aUTOV ATaVTa A0Yoy TWV Te TEOTOOWY XAl GTOYW-
onoewy Ty ToU HAlov TedetoloSar Ta Svmta, olds e
cwleadar. ZvuBaively Te alTols TAEATANTIOY TI TEOTIOY
TIVa, 0i0V xal TOIS AQIEWEVOIS" Xal V0.0 Xol TAUTO G@e-
Ssl"r) WEY Qv 003(141,6); UNOEVOS APIEVTOS éﬂ'e@dv u,ém’o:
TIS a(,o'n oTI00Y alT®VY, ﬂa,ga)\au,ﬁa,vowa '03')7 oY a,&ga,
alTo 7l TIva, Yovoy @agaw T'n QVTITEQITTATEL, OU ToU
Ve QQEINOTOS TPOTATTOWEVOU ETI, 0UOE xivolvTos. Ta wev
oy U’ avdpwmwy axevaaTa, cwleodal uey, @’ ooov av
alTa N euais cwly, Mia To éx QUIIXDY TIVOY TWUATWY
ExaoTa alT@y ouTideadal: TeAstoladal 0 mEos Aoyoy asl
TOV THS UETAKEIQITEWS, 1) Y AUTA 0l ONUIOUEYOUYTES

114  éxaotoTe éoyvalwyTal: &i wn 0,TI TEQ AV AUTWY, cuumedews
TIvo Osopevoy, T4 Quael al xal TauTy émToémotto. Ta
0t MoAAG éxelvws eixoTws Teletolodal ol yae eival av-
Tols T mapalnfousva Te xal O aUT@OY TeAslwoovTa,
aATE TOV ONWIOURYOUYTWY TUY TV %algd)v T ATOTTATE!
xal Ta v Taic 3ta,voza1g a%, oi¢ Tswg TaadslYUaT!
%gwuevm e:g7a§owo a,naq/om'wv 'rwv %woum/ouusvwv.
0V yap alTo xad aivTo £idog KWEIS EXATTOY AUTDY Ue-
arnuévat, al\’ év Je 1@ IThovtww, og eidovs alumaAYTOS
ToU GUIpWTEloU TROETTNIE, TUUTIAVTA EXWY 8V EaUT® Xxad
€V TI, T4, Ve QUIQWITIEIG, TIQAYWATS, EVOVTA, Xal TAUTA
WoAUTWS xal xad EV TI TOUS ONwIoupyolvTac (wels 10m
gxaoTov, xal alov allo, Taic diavolaic UTodéxeaal.
Oomep mov xal GEISUOY TOV UaIMUATIXNOY Kol WEYEIN TA
uadnuatixa xaY v 71 T4 Y@ Hoa éxatepov alToly
TEOTOVTE, N Ol ATEIQIOS ATIATNS TIROETTNHE THS AT
alUTa, Oia TO xal UAMS TNV alTny meocaTaval, TNy Yuymy
NN alTa EXTAONY UT00EYET IO, TXIAS WEY TIOU TV Jelwy
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xal eidwAa aTTA 0VTA, TEOS O AxEIBh xaxsivwy avewm-
oIS émoTNUNY avaywyotaTa. Ta wey oly oxsvaoTa av-
Sgdm'o:g at’xo"rwg TavTy TeAstolodal. Ta Ot <pz')a'el TUITTA-
weva,, a,'re TS naQaBewu,aTa xa,S eavTa, ugosO'T'r)xom,
TUVITTAWEYR, EIXOTWS Al 0UOE TTROS TOV aUTOY ATaAVTA
Aoyov TV Te mEogodwy xal amoywensewy Ty Tou HAlou
TeletoUTatl, ovTWY aUTOIC Xal TAY TaEAOEIYUATWY TOUTWY,
TRV UeY TEAEWTEQWY, TOV 08 ATEAETTEQWY TIVAY, XAl TV
wey wairov av ovvauevwy xal 0’ alT®y Teletoly Ta

amo TPy, TWY 0" YTTOV TO TOI0UTO OUVAWEVWY.

A%

1. In Cleop. 173.9-174.4

"ET1 8¢ xav amo T@v aldaigéTwy Javatwy ToiTo TIS Aoyi-

10 TaITO" 0U0EY Yap T@WY aloywy alTo aUTO QAIVETAI XTEIVOY éX TPO-
volag, T@Y 0 dv&gd)ﬂ'wv elaiy ol éau*roz)g amoxtivviovaty. Bi de
y/r)&sv soTy 0 av ToU sav'rou oksﬁgou gplotTo: 'ra, ya a)\m/a,
el xal wr a,l3low)~rog EpleTal 010, TO WMOE TUVIEVALL TOU TOIOUTOU,
aAA’ o000’ émi Tov eauT@y 0Aedpoy oTEUOEl exovTa elval olx Ay o0y

15 000" M Yuxm M avdewmivy ém TI ToloUToY Woua., &l ye xal alTy
oheoov @épety av 0 Tol cwuaTos EueAde Savatos, aAN’ émeiday

174  WNXET AV eauTy AUaITEAETY TOV weTa ToU ocwuaTos vouiay Pioy
xTelvaga ToUTo 7 xal TOIC XTeVal Ay EXEAOUTI TIQOEWEYT) UTEQ TOU
wnoy TI T@Y aloyedy xal BAaBny av éauTy oiocovTwy GuyKwWeTTal,
alTn OnAady olyeTal amioloa.

2. In Hel. 278.4-279.2

Kai wev o xav oi altol avTovc GmoxTIVVUVTES
” \ b ’ ~ ~ 2”7 4 2 \ \ EA) ’
5 elTe 01 eUAOYWS ToUTO Op@YTeS elTe Wn)* 0UOEY YaQ av OIapEQol
\ ~ \ o© ’ b ’ ’ ¢ b ~
To ToloUTo meos 0 PovAoueda évdeiaodarr dnlwaeiay we éx duoty
0 AVIPWTOS TUVIETOS 0TIV oUTIALY, XAl THS WEY AIAVATOU, THS
0 SvTijs. 000y yap oty 0 alTo éml Tov éauTol 0Asdooy
TEQUKEY 0pwaY, Al amavTa ToU elval Te xal cwlcadal xaTa OUva-
10 wiy ve ob wedietat. Olx av oly 000 0 avdewmos avTos aUTOY
279 GAMOXTIVVUS TM NvNTH aUTO TO JVNTOV XTEIVEL, AAAA TG éauTol
adavaTe To JynTOV.

3. Leg. 11143 (Epinomis), p. 248

Vs ye uny éx duoly 0 avdewmos cuvTESeITal £i00TY,
) ¢ ’ ¢ ~ 9y \ ’ 9y ’ 9y ’

xail € éTégou MUy, 0U0s ToUTOU au@IAoyou, ATo0EIXVU-
Tat aflopaTtos, ToU wndoTioly TV 0VTWY elval, 0 av

PR \ ¢ ~ vy a6 ¢ ’ sy &
aUTo éml Tov aUToU oAedpov opunoeiey, alN’ amavTa parallel [n Hel.
ToU cwleaSal Te xal sival é¢ dvvauly ye um uedicadal.
Tolto yap AauBavover o aiwua, xal Emsita al TOY
AVIWTWY TOUS AUTOUS AUTOUS ATOXTIVVUVTAS EmIPAE-
TOUTIY, EVAQYETTATWS XATAPLIVETAL 0U TO JYNTOV NULDY OV
T0 aUTO AUTO GTOXTIVVUY, GAAG TI ETEQOV TOUTOU TE
#0eITTOY, %al 0U guvaToAoUUeYOY Ye, aTe 000 QY TOUTOU
enuuévoy, ola mep Ta. SymTa aTavTa £10m, a 01) TOV
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o-wy,afrwv TEWS 0lg fvvea‘rw effn,u,,u,sva, -rou-rolg xal Avo-
y,&vmg aguvdioAAuTal o fya,g 0T AV alT® 0l Uovoy e
olx & TogoUTov, alN’ 000’ av ém agwixeoy Ti avTeRaivey,
b b ~ ) ~ b b b ’ b ’ ” D b ¢ ~
el alTol éEfmTo aAX’ oloiay Idiay Te Exov xal é@’ EauTTc
VpeaTnxuiay, 0 ETEIDAY WNXETI AUT® AUTITEAETY TOY parallel In Cleop.
ueta Tou Svmrol Blov 0indy (eIT’ 030, eite xal w1y, ToUTo
b ’ b \ \ 14 ~ ’ b \ ¢ " bAS
0imSev oUdsy yap Olapépel) xTelvay e alTo, ws aAlo ov,
aAlov, xaxol 0n 0oEayvTos xal oUx slyepols auvoixov,
amalacaeTal.

VI

1. Ad Theod. 126.7-23

I0

15

20

Ao yap TouTOl
ovoty ovToty aAAnAow évavTiov eidoly TWY Tepl To Jetov doEdy,
oioy Tep amo myaly, 0vo Plov ToalgéTee TTEOITOY EVAVTIWTAT®
arpAaty, 1 ey TOV wovoy 1 waAloTa To xalov TISEnEVWY ayaJov,
M 0 Ty THY Moovy TeéAog ToU Biov motovuevwy. 'Emel yap éotiv
0 avdowmog ElvdeTos Tic QUaic Ex Te Jelag olaiag xal JvnTis,
ws Ooxel o maot xal BEAAgvwy xal BagBaowy Tolc ve xal ocovoly
VoU WeTEXOUTL, xal TO wey Jelov avTol %) Yuym éoTi, TO 0 JvnTOY
TO TOUG, 0f eV, AV TO &V alTols Jelw XEXQATNXOTI ETITTWWEVOL
Tag Te mepl TNV Suyyevd) olaiay mroiBwxotes eley dofag xal ageTny
xal To xaAov TavToc ToU Blov TROTTNTAIVTO, TAVTA GYAIA EV
avdpwmois amepyalovtal, ol & av 13716 ToU gy a,fn'ng Swrroﬂ xal
S'V)Quugoug xga‘m&ew&g TaS Te 71'&@1 T0 Jeloy Bogag a,,u,a,g-ra,vwev
xal 0oV To Tay doiey Tol Blov 'ra, y,sfya)\a, al TavTayt amTeeya-
lovrar xaxa: ofv wetall al xal of Te mept doSay éomovdaxoTes
xal ol mepl KoNUaTa, 00Eme wey apeThc xal Tol xalol olons
el0WAOU, XONUATWY 0 TAPATHEVDY €@  NOOVAS.

2. In Cleop. 172.14-173.3

15

173

Oix av olv Tov Jeov
7 2 N b 14 ’ \ ~ ’ < \ ’
oUT av aMoToig Te mavTy xal vty QUoEl eauTov yvweilety,
aAAa T xal oixelg xo1VWYETY Yap av 00l TO YIYVDTHOY T
VYYWOROWEVW, TA OF xolvwvolvTa xal oixelia T aAAnloic 0ol av
elvat, oUT av aldioTmTos eémdupiay evdepuevoy T@® avIeWT®
EmeiTa aTEAT Te AV alTHY xal WATAIOY GTOMTEI.

3. Leg 1.1, p. 26

[agamAnoia dc
xal TEpl TS avdowTelas QUTEWS Olapepouevwy, [T@Y wevl
T4 al\y STy T nal Impiwy puosl TagaTAnaiay xal TN
avdowmeiay olowévwy, 0U0sY EXEIVWY TEUVOTEQOY &V EQUTY]
0U0E Je10TEQOY XEXTNWEVNY TOV 08 xal é¢ TNy Selay Te
0N xal TAVTY AXNEATOY AVAYOVTWY TaIS EATITI TWY 0f
weany 01 Tiva gxety Te viv xal ael eEety ywoay THS Te
Selag xal adavaTov xal al SvmTic Tov avdowmoy voutlov-
Ty, wixtny £ aupoly.
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4. Ad gnaes. 335.91-339.133

337
95

100

105

I10

115

339/
/120

125

130

€, y b ~ e e ’ ~ \ \ b \ \
Q¢ & arwg ol xalds 0 0gog aUyxeITal, 00XDY XOTA TO AUTO TOV
2”7 ’ i3 ~ ) ’ \ ’ 7 b ~ 9, bl
avIewToy Aoyinoy Te ool GATOQAIVELY xal JVNTOV, 0TIV elmelv. AAA
< \ ¢ e € \ ~ \ Y, ’ \ 9, ’ 7 bA)
0UTOS WeY 0 0gog UTo TV Tepl AAéEavdooy Tov Apodigiéa eim av
TUVTEdEIUEVOS, EXETVOS 0 AV AUEIVWY GYSQWTOU £l 000, TOV AVIQW-
oV elval chov adavaToy SynTy Kolvwyely qmﬁasl ﬂ'eqouxo'g' T0 yap Ao-
'ymoz/ xa,v av ) adavaTE wa Tl'EQl&%OITO wg 0U0EY e OV Cwov adava-
Tov, 0 wmn xal )wymov éoti, T’Y]V 0" olaiay Ty ToU avdewmou o -rowu-rog
000¢ ¢V T® Jelw Te alTol xal adavaTtw 1N Jewic waliota 0pilwy xav xah-
Moo Exot* T® fydg ovTI oUy amAoly Ti ldog 0 (’iu&gwﬂog, aAN’ éx duoly
eidoty aivdeTov v, Ss:ov Te 00 xal angtw%vg, Bfnlog 'ywvsm,t, Ev é-
alopa )\a,Boumv oUx au@iAoyov voU ogovoly ,u,E're%oumv av-
Sowmolg, wg TOV alTOY TM £ldst TAUTO xal Yoy TavTwy 0ol elval xal
TAQATANTIOV XAl TA WEYITTA TI TV QYWY OILPEQOVTA XALi ATO WEYO
71 dtapegovTwy meoPareadal cidy. Ty yolv Smpiwy éxaatois ol
avTol Blot Tolg ye owostdéat xal TagamAnaior, Aéovat, Bovai, Alxolg,
b ’ \ b 7 2. b K ’ b ~ ’ b ’ \ ’
ENaoig, xal oUx ay TiS 1001 ¢V oUOsaty alT@y PBiov aflay Tiva Aoyou
Mapogay, owostdéat ve olat. Talto & av moTeloluey ToUTw TO Aoyw
xal TeQl TOV AVIewmoU Jel0TEQWY EIODV.
Tolc 0° avdewmois opduey TauToAv dlapégovtas Tovs Plovs xal
\ \ ’ ’ ’ \ \ ’ ’ v T N ¢\
Toug wev Jelw Biw Tvi, Tovs 05 Smoiwdsat yowuevovs, 0Tt 0 0TE xal
\ 9y \ 9y ’ ’ 9y \ b) b \ \ ~ ’
TovS alTovS éx Impiwdous Blov eis Tov xatT ageTny xal eloy uetaBai-
Aovtag, Tous 0¢ xal éx ToU Jeiou eig Tov Imelwoy, Emeday wyn é T 1 o T 9-
W TIS THY GeeTNY, 0 0 51 0 wovn 6 ¢ I 4 @ v & U Aoyou momué-
vog TUxm. Bi wev olv amholy 11 eidog 1y o avdewmog, el wev Imeidodss,
Smoiwdel av amavtee avdowmol xal TM PBiw éxedvTo, el 0 Jeloy, Jeiw
av éxodvTo xal T® Biw amavtes. NUv 0 émel of nev Jeiwg, ol 0 Impiw-
~ ’ ~ ¢ \ \ \ ’ \ ’ \
0d¢ paivovtal (@vTes, of 0 moAAol xal moixilovTes Tov Biov, ToTe
ey Tolc Jelols, TOTE 05 TOIS INPIWOETI TQOTVEUOVTES TQAS TWY E0YWY,
~ ’ b 2 ~ b ~ ’ \ \ 4 c v
0Aog oy éx duoly &idoly, Jeiou Te O xal Imeiwdovs, o avSewTos
TUVTESEIUEVOS, Hall TOTE eV Ay ToU Jelov xpaTolyTos Ta Jeio algolue-
” \ ’ \ 9 O\ ~ ’ b \ \ ’ b ’
vog goya Te xal Piov, ToTe 0° av Tol Imeiwdous ém Ta IMEIWON ATOXAI-
VWY, XATA ITTOTA TIVE, TOV WEY EYXeaTy ToU ve Immou, Tov 0 ol waAa
Eynpa T, 0lov 0 WEV ATE TOU ITTOU XPAT@Y XAV TNY EAUTH TEOXEILEVNY
T0PEVOITO 000V, AywY aUTOS of Ay 020! UaAAITTa TOY ITTOY, 0 0 ETEQOS
0 0Ux éyxpaTNS éxsTvog UTo Tol ITmTov é;c(pago',u,avog ar\y Te av xal
arAy ﬂ)\avw‘m xa,l moTe xa,l ag BaoaSeov T a,u.mﬂ"rwz/ 3:0,@9&1@0170'
xaliaTy 7a,g ay auTy el iXwY TV XATA TOV AUIQWTOV T YUATWY.
Ei 0" olv éx dvoly &idolv, ToU wev Jeiou ToU 0¢ Smotwdovs, ouvde-
TOV TI YoTua 0 &Cv&gwrro’g ETTIV, UTEQ TS ToU TTavTog dg,u,ovfa.g xal
a,f}ava'rou Te xal SV'r)T'r)g gy 'r)wv Wé‘swg 0 st ,u,swr)%av'r)usvov xa,v
T0 xuglw‘raﬁov alTol THg ouma,g &V @ »98!(0 ToUT alTol ein, aAA’ ol
xaTa Tous mepl AAéEavdooy év T® Imoiwdet xal Svmtd. Tocaita O
nwiv xal é¢ Tov ToU avdewmou clpnodw 0gov.

5. In Hel. 275.4-278.4

"Encita y/r) T0S
'r'r)v TRV IMeiwy NUMY wovoy 0gdY TIS Xolvwviay xal Taoay TNy
olaiay T TOV Ipiwy TaganAnaiay oléadw NUAS ExEly, aAla xal
T0S TaS Tépac NUMY mopatelc Te xal Jewpias amoBAémwy Nyeiodw
xal Tiva muiy éveival éTégay olaiay ToAU THS Smeiwy TavTnS
Setotépay. "BEyet yap wol.
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I0

276

I0

277

I0

278

Ocov wév TIva, Eva, ToIS OAOIS EQETTAVAL ONUIOUQYOY TE AUTDY
0VTa XAl TAQAYWYOY Xal TOUTOY Axpwe ayaYoy eival oU0lS 00TIC
00 vowlel 1 aUToS évvomaas N TOV oUTws alovyTwy axolwy u
TUYWENTAS, El W) TPoORa TIS OIEI0psl THY Mlavolay, oUd WS
ToUTOU xal 'f)y,&w us‘ra%‘z} elm TIS ay xal éi)\)vn qoémg, eite O u,t'a,
) ’)/&Vél elTe xal é¢ mAsiw Blaxexgtu.ev'r) 7/sv'r) 'r),u.wv y,ev XOEITTWY,
Exelvou 0¢ %a,l TAVU AEITOWEYY), 0UX ETTIV AU O ou xal ToUTo
vou,lel. (0] fyag abiwaer Tig T@Y ToU Jeol & Zoywy TO XQATITTOV
fnu,ag e ehval. Ta,U‘ra,g o Tag NUDY xgarm'ovg cpva&lg ou3&lg 00°TIS
ol volc av ain elval 9 xal Yuyas TIvas TOV NUETEQWY XEEITTOUS.
Ei 0¢ Toialtar éxcival al puoeis, Ti av arlo alTOV TO XxupIWTATOY
el gpyov xal mpalic N M) TOV ovTwy Jewpla xal éw aUTY 1) TOU
TV 0AwY ONuioveyol Evvoia, NS TOIS TUYLAVELY TIEQUXOTIY 0UOEWIa,
TIC av aAAn YEvoiTo xpeiTTwy TEaLIS 0U0E UaxagiwTEQn, NS Xl
avIpwmos meos TN Al TOV ovTwy Sewelg xal TavTNS OHAOS 0T
TUYLAYWV.

Olxoly oU wovov Toic Smolwy Epyoic xowvwvol ay avdowmos
xal Ta Ineiwy TEATTO!, AAA xal TOIC T@Y XQEITTOVWY NULDY
yev@y, el Th¢ alTic alTolc Jewplas é¢ dUvawly xal alTos ATTETAL,
Ta 05 xolvwYolyTa TOIS £0Y0IS xal TAIS oUTIQIS GVAYXY XOIVWYETY.
"Avaloyov yap Oel Exety oUaiag Te 207015 xal 20ya oVaialg.
“Qomep olv TIc Tl IMpiwy Epyoic xovwvolvTa avIewmToy 0QDVY
xal olaiay T4 Imeiwy TagamAnoiay TIdeTal aUTOY XexTHoYaL,
xaA@d¢ a1y oUTw xal Tolc T@Y XQEITTOVWY NWDY YEVDY X0IVw-
VoUyTa, 0p@Y £0Y0I¢ xal oUTiay TaQaTANTIAY T1 éxclvwy Exety
a&loUTw, we oly 0iov Te 0V Wy 0UX ATO TAPATANTIas THS 0UTias
TagamAnoia xal Ta éoya clval xal éx OUoly oldialy TOV AYIQWTOY
vowlléTw ouvtedeiodal, The wey Selac TvoS, TS 08 Imetwooue,
%ol TAUTNS WEY HmTiC, ThS 08 Jelac MUY adavaTou, &l Ve xal
'f) TcT)v AQEITTOVWY 'f)u,d)v fyewf)v d&dva‘rog Oddau fydg ay af/')\o’yov
el'r) axpws ayaJov ovTa TOY YoV xal qoSovou eé‘w ﬂ'aV‘rog ,u/r) v
oS Toig aAAoig xal adavaTovs Tag 5fyfyu~rsgw cauTol oumag
ragayayelv. Bi 07 éxeivar adavator, xay mudy ocoy THS olaiag
alTals TagaTANTIoy adavaToy i, EMEl 0U0 AV TOTE YEVOITO Svm-
Tov adavaTe TagamAnaioy oUd’ @ 000VOUY TO METEQATUWEYNY YE
gxov TV ToU elvat OUvawly xal EMIAEITOUTAY TG AVETIAEITTOY
ExOVTI XAl ATIEIQOY.

6. Leg. 111.43 (Epinomis), pp. 242-248

Ov o,

AUQIWTATOU TE OVTOS XLl %01V0oU EMSUUNUATOS, ATAVTES
ey avdowmol épicvtat, (ntolot 0" alTo olx v TQ alTd
amavtes Biw, aAN @ ....... ATO0E0EINTAl EXATTA AT EV-
vo1@y Te xal aSlouaTwy o0x acSev®y TIvwy xal aueIAo-
ywy, GAwy Te 01, xal TQIOV UeYITTOY EXEIVWY, EVOS eV,
ToU WS 1) apxn auTy TV TAVTWY, 0 WEYITTOS JEOS, OV e
nwels TaToiw ewvy Ala xaroluey, axowe ayaSoc éoTiv, ov-
dewiae alT® ayaSol UmepBoAdic uy olx & ooov ooy Te
BeATioTw elvar Aeimopévme: eTégov 0¢, ToU Tag Te ov-
glag TalS YeVwwnNoeo! Talc auT@Y, Xal TaS YEVVNTEIS TAIS
olaials avaloyoy exety Oty xal TeiTou, ToU xal Ta,
goya Taic olaialc, xal TAS oUTIac TOISC 0Y0IC TOIC TQETE-
o015 avahoyov Oely xal alTd Exety.

Toltwy yap vroxsiuevwy aliwuatwy PBeBaiwy, éx wey
ToU TeWToU, AAAa Te NUIV TV xaADS EXOVTWY 00YUa-
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244

246

TWY GTOOEINVUTAL, XAl WS TO TAY AUa WEY GidIoY TP

Al véyovey, aua 05 xal 0 TI 07 xalMigToy éx TOV évov-
TWY YEYOVOS, €V TH) aUTY) WEVEL &6 TOV TAVTA ai®va
xa,-ra,m'é,ast, éx 7e o) Tob xa&drraé’ afJ-rcT) a’moBe%WMévov
TANWOTOS a,wa,ga,xw'rrrov. (o)) 7a,g ay e'yxwgom, 0,1 meQ
Ba?\‘na"rov oVTa TOV JE0V 1 WM Tra.gafyew TOTE ‘rovgfyoz/ To
aUTol, und’ €U motely umdoTioty (déot yap av To alTo
BéATiaToy xal aAdoig ToU oixsiov ayadol é¢ ooov Te év-
A Woel xal acl wetadidoval), 1 eU Te TololvTa xol TAQA-
YoVTa,, EVOEETTEQOY TIOTE THS OUVAUEWS €U TTOITioaL, XAl
xetooy mote €5ov To aUToU Epyov amodolval, 1 olov av
Yeyovos 0,7t 01 xalaToy eim. AfAa yap 07 ws TOV xa-
Seatnrotwy el TI Zeve Tagaxivnoele, xal TO TAY, EIT ETI,
el UoTegov, yelpov ve oy amodoin. Emel xay woptoy
71 aUToU weTaBaAy, NTol ol meoTeQoy weTaBarAsty
siw&o‘g M oUx é¢ TO elwdog ,u,s‘ra,Ba)\o‘v o’t,y/f)%a,vov u/r) v
xal ooy a,U'rw o‘uy,u,smﬁa)\aw To ox'nu,a, To yap au-ra
a%'mw, W) oUxl TAVTWY WOAUTWS UeVOVTWY TAOY ®oQIiwy,
oty oiov te cwleaSal.

'Ex 0¢ 0n) afiouaTos Tol dsuTégou 1) T@Y Selwy moa-
YUATWY YUY NAPAIVETAI XATATTATIS. Alaigolans Ya
TS TOV TAVTWY oUTIas ¢ TE TIVA OWOIOY TE GEl Xal
AATO, TAVTO TA GUTO WOAUTWS EXOUTAY, EC TE TNV &
A00VOY WEV XIVTNY, aldtoy OF, xal é¢ TeiTYY TNy SvmTay,
e’TrstM ExaoTy oloiq 7evv'r')¢rewg idlag xal 'r'?)g ve avaho-
70V av‘r'n sgovmng 0T, ‘r'r)v WEY ‘r'r)g ﬂgw‘r'r)g 7&1/1/'1)0'11/ ey
XY TOV TAVTWY arrave,u,ou,sv T At 'r'r)v 0’ a,u TG
0sUTEQaS TO THS TEWTNS TAUTNS x0pueaiw ovaias Ilooe-
0@VL, XoWUEVW xal TOV aleApdy Toic Yvnaiols alw ém’
aAho ouvepyols Ty 08 THS TeITNS TWV Te TWY Alog
vodwy meeoButaTtw Koovw, xai HAiw Ty loceiddvos
Ynaiwy T xga‘rl'm'w %Qwu,évow vy xal TouTOlY alw
én’ arlo, Kgovw u,av TV auu,ﬂ'a,wwv voJwy a0eAQ@y,
H)utp 05 TV £aUTQ OuoloTEQWY TV Yvmaiwy, ITAavyTwy
ol TNV TAg0vax ] QoEaY XaloUUEVWY.

'Ex 0" al ToU TeiTou abiopatos Ta mepl THS @u-

gews MUy Th¢ ToU avdpwmou amodsixvutal, ws éx OUoTy

0 Y& AVIOWTOS TUVIETOS ETTIV £i00TY, ToU WeY ImMetwoous
xal S}m‘roﬂ ToU 0¢ adavaTou Te xal TOIS Ssng aguyyevols.
Enel yap ng gov01c 0 avSpwmog, Tols wey S'r)gtw%m
Tolg 05 xal ToI TWY Je@v ﬂagarr)vr)mo:g xgwu,avog qoa,n/e—
Tal, AVAYXY TOU Xail TOV Z0YWY TOUTWY EXATEQOIS oUTiay
iy Ty avaloyov eEovaay amodidovat. Q¢ o Tt Ja-
TeQa AVIQWTW TOY QYWY Tolg TWY Je@V TaPATANTIA,
xal TaiTe alTOV Tl TToUdRIOTATOIS, EVapYES OUTE YaQ
Tolg Jeolc THS TOV ovTwy Jewplag aAlo amovdaioTeQoy
pnoouey elval Epyov, N xepalatoy 1) Alog Evvola 0 Te
avdowmos paiveTal TS Te AAMS avTols Sewolas TV
VTWY X01VWY®Y, xal oU0s Th¢ Alo¢ évvolac amoleimoue-
VoS, axol N eayaTtns xal avtol Jeol eSixvolvtal. Aéot aga
av aUT® xal ovgias TH TV ey magamAnTias THS xal
ToUpyoV TapaTANTI0Y ATo0WwaolanS, xal adavaTou o1,
el ve xal olola adavaTos ) T@WY ey oU yae ToT av
SvmToy yévoiTo adavaTw TagamAnaioy old’ ép’ ooovoly
00 ya.0 000 TUUBAYTOY OAWS TO TEMEQATUEVNY E0V TNV
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248

~ 5 ’ o ’ ~ 3 ’
ToU efvat OUvauly xal émAsimovoay TQ AVeTiAsITTOY
gxovTt xal ameipov. Ata TalTa O xal év T@Y measwy
TV T§ TEOS Je0US TUYYEVEIQ TIQOTNHOVTDY TT) ATO00TEL,

\ b D \ ~ b4 b ’ ’ ’
xal avTtol émi moAAoic alois émeixnéat didaoxalolc To e

"7 b ’ b ’ (4} \ ~ ’ ¢ ~

eldaipwoy avdowmw amopaivousy, 0 xal T4¢ BiBAov Huiv
THode £0yov, WS EVORLILOVETTATOUS TOUS TOITOE TOIS
A0Y0IS TIQOTEXOVTAS EX TV EYYWEOVYTWY AVIQWTW ATER-
yaleadal.

VII

1. De diff X 340

5

I0

15

20

AMa gain av Tig
ws TR TEETBUTATW Je@ WOV OIETAL TAUTNY QLY TEOTNXELY TNV
b ’ 9, \ ~ 2 ’ 2 ’ n b ~ 9, ’

aitiay. AMa ToiTo aAdw wev éveim av eimely, AptoToTéAe!
0” olx ZveoTv eimely. Aua, Ti; 0TI alToS Ay U@ aUToU TeQITQO-
meim el ToUT eimor. [luvSavouar yae 0v TooolTov T@Y alT®
TEOTHEIWEVWY, TI O TOTE 0V T® AUTW Je@ XAl TAS XIVNTEIS
3 ’ \ 5 > \ > s ) 5 ’ ~
AaTATAS TAS XAT 0UQAVOY ATEVEIUEY, AN aAAo aAly xivoly

’ b ’ kA ~ \ e b) b ~ \ b ’ \ e ~
xWNTEl éQiaTnaty, 9 0GAov 0n oTi O éxelvo To aiwwa To avTol,
0 attoc mov alol, €v evoc altiov elval. AfAa 01 0Tt dia To alTo
aflw,u,a, xay ﬂ)\slw 777\5100'11/ ova'a,lg TalS a13101g ouma,tg sqola"rfr)
Ta, 7Ta,ga,7ov-ra, el ye elval TI alT@OY o)\wg aiTiov QeTov* a e,
ATE ENOVAS EQUTOY TAQAYOVTA, 0V YO GV TAUTAY YE ATEOIXOTA
xay alTa ﬂaga,%l'fmaﬁa, Ty a,é‘rng Kai ovtws av 70 1@V elddy
)\oyw xa,t av-rog swau&a Yol o‘vva%wgst. Nw 0¢ 3'n7xog goTwy
oUx ow,u,evog, ehval 71 alTOY alTioy na,ga/wayov. AM oUtw TE
xal TolaUTas Ao ToU aUTOmATOU EVQNUEVAS, XIVEITIa! WOVOY
T0S TI TEAOS xal Tov Jeov.

2. Contra Schol. XXIII 430.18-432.11.

20

25

432

I0

Ei yap apxel xadamat 7 mowTn TavTwy aiTia TEOS TO

TEOAYELY TIAVTA TG OTWT0TY GUTHS UETEXOVTA T(M) ATEIQOU Elval

ovvauews, T 0el ,,ToU xotvol ovtoc”; Kal cuvayey 0¢ amavta

TOS EVOTNTA IXaVY) ¢TIV ) THS TOWTNS AITIAS OUOIOTNS EV TOIS

TOAYUATIY 10QUUEYVT, EITTEQ XaTA TIva avaloyiay xal Tabw

TEONYXINTAY, NTIC EV TA T UEY XOIWVWVETY, TF) 0 MIAQEQEY alTa

aAAYAWY TUVETTYXEY €V AUTOIS.
AMN o0 xal ApiotoTéAel ToUT EvedTiv elmely, 0 EV £VOS aiTIOV
etvat alol* 01’ 0 O xal Tals xat olpavoy xivnoeot TAloay oloaic
arro al\y xvmoer xivoly épioTnaty, iva 00 wr Ev xivoly TA&lous e
eV xvmoeis xivi). Bi wev olv a@’ évoc aitiov xal AgiotoTéAns Ta
0VTa, ATAVTA TAETYE, XAY é@° €V alTa YEVos xal alTos avijyey, iva
xal &V evos alTiov xaTa To avtol aflwua v viv 0t dia To wn a’
EVOS QITIOU TG, OVTA TIAQAYELY, 1) W) 0F TAEAVEY OAWS, EIXOTWS Xaul
@NIn wnoey ol TooTiTTATIAL TEOS Y TO WY EQ° EV YEVOS TG OVTA
a’r,va/ya/ysTv ‘Hueic ¢ oic Baﬁata"ra‘ra a@’ evoc Jeol Ta ovVTQ ﬂ'a,g'ﬁ%f}a,l
Te xal TaeayeTYol 30;{51 0v3 avy Buva,l,u,aﬁa, ,u,'r) ou xal sw a.v‘ra.
x01vQ ﬁsgt)\ayﬂa,uew ’)/EVEI, va, 01 xal Ev u,sv svog aiTiov 9 o
WEVTOL Ve XAl AUEQES GUEQOTS, AAAA GUEQES EV, EVOS UEV, UEQITTOD OF.
0! yap ueuwmtov 1o Agiatotédovs TotTo aiwpa, Ny alT®d xaAds Tic
%al EMTTAUEVWS KOPDTO.
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3. John Argyropoulos, De proc. 118.10-119.5.

I0

15

119

5

Oore 10 l—Ivsﬂu,a. TO AYI0V EIXOTWS EX TILTEOS éxn‘ogeéa&al Aé'ya-
Tal O utov xa-ra -r'nv §ws717u7u,sv'nv Seo)xoryta,v. Odoe 7ag éx y,a—
VoU T TEOS, 1V, ) vo,tuCorro 0 wog alT® a,vo,u,owg, u/r) Tag au-rag
Exwy TeAetoTTaS TH TaTEl Xl O1a ToUTo wnd  OUooUTI0S, OTIEQ
oU0awis améotne T4 ToU Agelov alpédet, Tov viov alAoTololan
Tis Selag @Uoews Tol TaTEOS" @V Yae al duvauels 10.9ogol xal
alTa av eley Talc olaials Otapopa* ovd al é§ viol, 1va wm maiy
0 viog apym vouiCoiTo avapeyos xavTeidey maly aAloTolos THS
TaTEIXTS oUTIas xal QUOEWS, TEOS 08 Xxal 1va, W) VIWVoS Voui-
Coito 1o Ilveda To ayiov Tol TaTEOS xail viog al TaAly Tol

viol ToU Jeol* My yap av xal o vios al TaAly TaTNE® TEOS 0¢ XAl
va, wm vouilorto TI TQ UI® TEOSETVAL WS TAEAXTIXY OUVaUIS TOU
ayiov ITveduatos, wn T0 alTo ov T® agtdud xav T® Je® xal ma-
Toi. Bmeicayetal yap xal Toutw maiy aldic To THS ovoias avo-
wotoy, a 01 TaYTA AYoTia xal aSéuiTa xal Togew THS Ty Xoi-
oTIAV®Y éxxAnaias xal TITTEWS.

4. Contra Lat. 300, 302-303

300

302

303

To vmep AaTivwy BiBAiov To é¢ muas Nxov, apxeTal
wev ol T ceeTéoq awvvely 005y amo Tot Tov Iatépa
ToU meoBoléwe mooemvocicdal. Emi yoly
TAUTY T UTOIETEL, XAl ATO TAUTNS 0QUWUEVOL, XAl O
BolAovtat otovtar of To BiPAioy cuvdévtes TuuTepaively,
TauTy axorotdws xal Tov Tiov T4 Tov Ilvetpwatoc vmap-
Eewe alolvTec mooemvosioSalr xal évtetdey moooauBa-
vovTee xail Ti alopa, T wev BEAAnvixg Seoloyig xail
wara eiliov, T4 0 BExxinoiq molepiotatov, wg @y
wey al Quvauels 10,p0ot, xal alTa av elm Talc oUaials
otapopa, olovtal oly 0ty xal Tov Tioy, ATe TEOETIVOOUUEVOY
1"7); ToU [vevuatos vmapews, xowwvﬁaat 1® IaTol xal
TH¢ To Hvsvy,a,-rog 71@0607\'0;, va, um 'r'ng ﬂgo,fo’)\'n'rm'ng
3uvay,&wg 00 xexovwymxws, xal T4 oloig Otevéyxy. Kal
00Tl WEY 0UTW.

Tolto uev olv, ovtwe éxétw. To ¢ afiwua éxeivo, To,

O ai duvauets diagogol, xal alTa AV elval Tals oVTials
310’1@0@0, TS 00 T ’E;m)w)m'a, WS 7 NUIY AVwTEQW e?'g'r)—

ﬂo)\&ulw‘rafrov ‘H ,u,sv 7ag EAAxa 9507\0710, gva,
G)soz/ TOV AVWTATW® ‘ro:g ol EQIoTaoa, xal a,‘roy.ov gv,
xal EmeiTa mAeiovs alT® Taldas 01doloa, TEOUKOVTAS TE
alove arwy xal UmodseaTépous, ovs xal allov arAw al
weiCovt M welovt Tol TaYToS TOUOE WEQE! EQITTNTIY, OUWS
oU0éva alT@Y TP TaTe! ioov, 1) Yolv TagamAnaiov aiol
ehvat. Kal yap étépas Te amavtas oloiag xal moAv Umo-
OeeoTéQaS TOIET, xal Fe0TNTOS woavTwS. Ilpoc yolv T@®
maidas Te Tou Ozol xal Jeovs xal alTovs xalely, ETi
xal Zoya aua ToU aUtol Ocol xalel, oUx aloloa emi e
ToU Ocol yevvmoewe OnuIoveyiay O1axpively. 0TI Um0E
BolAmay puaews. oAwe ¢ eimety, umd” oloiac évépyciay.
Etépac 0° olv SeotmT0s Te xal oloias UT00cTTEQAS TOUS
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ToU avwTaTw Ozol maidac 1 ve EAnvixy Seolovyia moiel,
000Vl aAAw 7 éxclvw émepstdopévy Td aliwuati, WS OV
al Quvauels O1a.@ootl, xal auTa ay &l Tals ovaials O1d.-
P0Qa., XPIVOUT A TE WEYITTNY OUVAUEWY DIAQOEAY TNY ToU

b ~ b) € AEEEAY \ \ 9, 4 ” - ’
aUToU O’ alTo ovToS TEog To O ETegov Mom ov. H wév-

t Exxdnoia toito 1o aliwua onAn éotiv oU meoaie-

’ R \ " \ () ~ \n kAl b ’ ~
wevy. Ov yap av tov Tiov T IlaTerl 1oov, % ovoiag T
a,zj‘r'f)g, el 1o aflowua ToUTo TooTIETO, o’r,ﬂ'é(pa,ws. I1o¢ yap
av o Ha,'rfng o0 e Yiol o diagogos ein ‘r'nv 3uva,,u,lv
at 0 y,sv a.v'rog o a.v‘rov Buva.‘ra.l Te elval xal ao-*rw. 00
0UxéTt alToS O’ avTov, Ota 0t Tov Ilatépa éotiv: 71 O¢,
Kol €l 0 WEY YEVVMTINOS, Xal 100U YEVVTINOS, 0 O 0UTE 100U,
oUTe 0Ux 100V YeVwmTIXOS, WOT Ay wnoe TS ovaiag eival
THe alUTHS, &l WY al OUVaWES OIaQogol, xal aUTd Ay &I

~ b ’ ’ 9, \ ~ \ 9y ’ ~
Taic olaials dagopa; AAa AaTivor uy aliouati T4 7e
ExxAnoia modeyiowTaTte TV TRETEQAY TEOETETEIQY TE XAl
xawoTopiay oUVITTAVTWY, AN’ éx T@v Th¢ BExxAnoiac
apx@y TotTo melpaTdwy detxvivar. Ei 0¢ wy oioi T claiy,
nueic 0n Osifowey oU Taic ¢ Bxxlnoiac apxaic avve-
00V 0V aUTOIC TO XAIVOTOUTUG.

5. Leg. 111.43 (Epinomis), p. 242

Ov o,

’ ” \ ~ ) ’ 4
AUQIWOTATOU TE OVTOS XLl #01VOU EMISUUNUATOS, ATAVTES
wev avdowmot épievtal, Cmrolot 0” alTo oUx v T avT®
< ’ > y = 3 ’ 12 3 5
amavtes Biw, aAN @ ....... ATO0E0EINTAl EXATTA AT EV-
vo1@dy Te xal alouaTtwy olx ardevdy TIvwy xal GueIAo-
YWy, AAAWY Te 01, xal TEIDY WEYITTWY EXEIVWY, EVOS EY,
ToU w¢ N Ay aUTN TOV TAYTWY, 0 UeEYITTOS JEOS, OV YE
nwels TaToiw ewvy Ala xaloluey, axows ayaSoc éoTiv, ov-
Oewiae alT® ayadol UmepBoAdic uy olx & ooov ooy Te
Bs?xﬂ'm'w ehvat )\smou,éz/fr)g' é‘régou ¢, Tol Tag Te oU-
mag Talc 'yew'r)oem Talc au-rwv Kal TS ')/EVV’Y)O'Elg TS
ouma,lg ava)\oq/ov Exety 0ety xal TQITOU ToU xal Ta
gova Tals olaials, xal Tas olaias TolS Y0l TOIS TEETE-
o1 avaloyov Oslv xal alTa Exev.

VIII
1. Meth. 132 (proto-Plethon)

NugSnuegov éati ypovos wias mAlov mepl Yy
TEQIQOQAS” WNY 08 X0vos wias aelnyms megiodou Te megl Tov Swdiaxoy xal
emxaTalglewe NAlov: éviauTog O yoovos wias mAiov mepl Tov Cwotaxoy
TE1000U.

Nugdmuéoou wey o0y aoxmy ToloUueda TS WeTag VUXTAS TNVIXGUTA
0 MAlo¢ UTo Yy To TAgloToY amoaTas aldic el TO PaveQOy NIV
NWITQAIQIOY TIQOTIEVALI AQYETAL" XAl AWe 1) WEY AVWUAAIR 1) TOY
vurdmuéQwy ToAU EAATTWY xaTa wEdas vixTas Te xal weanuBeias
AOYOUEVWY 1) xaTa Tas HAIOU avaToAas Te xal OUTUAS® ol O METAl Al VUXTES
Thc weanuBeiag auelvous sis VUXIMUEQOU GEXMY WS AY OUTW THS WEY NUEQAS
ohoxAnoou Te xal wiGs wevouans, ToU O0F (eipovos ToU YUyIMUEQOU WEQOUS
TV YUXTOV O1a1goUEvOU, xal ToU wev T4 mapeAnAvduia, ToU 0 T4 émolay
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NUEOQ ATOOI00UEVOU.

Mmnvoc 05 apymy TNy gUvodoy: TNUIXAUTO YaQ XAl TO TEANYNS POS aQ’
NV TO TAEITTOY ATOTTEAPEY, ﬂgég 'f)y.(ig al &',Q%e‘ra,l éma“r@éqpsw

Ewa,U'rou 0e 71'010v,u,59a agx'r)v ToS %SI,U,ssgu/a,g 'rgmmg TVIxaiTa YaQ
Tol xal 0 'r))uog T0 TAEITTOY DY a,ﬂ'oxs%wg'r)xwg 7TQOO'I8VGA al
G.Q%ETG.I xal ‘r'r)v nuéoay a,UEen/ a)\a%la“r'r)v Tswg Tl'EQI au*rag TOS YEIWEQIVAS
Toomas yevowevmy. TlowTn wev oly umvos Muéea, 1 Ao UWeTwy
VUXT@Y TRV TOTWY WETA TUV000Y GEXOUEVT, NY Xal vouumviay xaloluey:
TOV 0t ,u,'r)wbv 0 WEY TANONS, TOIAXOVTA NUEQDY, 0 05 x0IAOS, EVVER xal X001
'ylf;/vou,avog nUeEQDV.

E‘rovg 0¢ ﬂgw‘rog u/r)v 0 GT0 TUVO00U THS TRWTNS ,u,s'ra, %Elu,egwag
TOOTIAS AQYOWEVOS, XAl TV ETWY TO WeEY OWOEXAUNYOY, TO 05 Xal
ToelTHaIdexaunVoy, euBolipwos 05 0 To100TOS TEEITHAIOEXATOS UNV.

2. Meth. 40-42.

42

Nuydmuepov éativ MAiov wia mepl Yy mepipopad xal nNuéea 05 TO Aoy
VU INUEQOY AEYeTal.

My éomi gedqyme wia mepl Tov {wdiaxoy mepiodos Te xal émxaTarnig
nAiov.

‘Eviavtog éativ mAiov wia megi Tov Swdiaxoy megiodos xal ETog 0z 0
éviauTog AéyeTal.

NugSnuégou uev oty apymy Tas weoas VUXTAS ToloUUESa, nVos O TNHY
agUvodov, éviauTtol 0¢ Tag yelueovas Teomas. Ilepl wey yap yelmeovas Toomag
aQ’ MUY TO TAEITTOY 0 NAIOS TTEOS VOTOY ATOXEXWENXWS NUTY Al AOYETOI
TpodIEval® Tepl 08 aUY000Y TO THS TEANYNS @S A’ MDY To TAEITTOY
ATOTTEAPEY, TIEOS NUAS AU YTl EMaTeépeadal. Méowy 0 al yuxT@v, 0
ffq')uog a’r,(p’ QMUY UTo Yy To TALITTOY dﬂ'om'dg, TPOS 'ﬁudg al agyeTal
émaviéval. Au,a. 0t ouuPBaivel xal amo y,ev u,sowv VURTOY 1 u,emr)u,Bglag Ta
VUrSImueQa a aQ%oyJeva, TOAMD ¢ sﬂmfwregw en/a,l TOV oualdy, Nmep AT
avaToA®dy 7 duoudy mAiov. Amo & al weTwy vuxT®Y ToU vugdnuégou
AOYETIOL AUEIVOY 'f)'ﬂ'sg amo u,smr)u,Bgl'ag va, um 'f),u,Tz/ n az’/‘r'f) xal u,t'a, nuwéoa
daocTdTo, a)\)\a TOU 'rou vu%f}'r)usgou %stgovog y,egovg TS e Vwr‘rog
NIALIQOUEVTS, ) WEY ETTIEQR T 0IOUEVY) NUEOR, 0 O 0000¢ T Emiovay
Moyiloito.

AvUtn wev oly m megiggovaa TNV aUV0doy MUEQa Evvn xal véa xaleiTal, 1
02 weT’ alTnY eV vouumvia 1S NYolVTal eTal VUXTES Gl eTq TUV0O0Y
€0, a@’ ¢ Non Tas Aormac TolU wnros nuioas aotduely, Tol oAov wnrog
TOIAXOVINUEQOU EY YIYVOUEVOU TTANOOUS XANOUWEVOY, EVVER O XAl EIXOTIY
NV xoilov.

Tav 0 Tol odov ETous umvdy, véog wev wny ol
NYEITaL TUYV000S 1) WETA YEWLEQIVAS EUSVUS TOOTIAS" e 0V OsUTEQOS Xaul
ToiTos xail 53¢ axol dwdexaTou" &l 05 TOEITXAIOEXAUNYOY TO ETOS YIYVoITO,
euBoMipos xaleitar o To10UToG TEEITHAIOEXATOS Y.

3. Leg. 111,36, pp. 58-60

..... Kai ,u,év 37) xal u/r)m‘ xal ETeq! ‘rng Ve no TG QUTIY
%g'r)a'3w wnat y,ev xa,-ra oeA'r)v'r)v a/yostvo:g, ETeat 0 TEOg
Tag 'r))uou -rgorra,g, xal TOUTWY Tag %slu,egwa,g, amoxadi-
TTAWEVOIS, 0TE TO TAEITTOY YUDY 0 NAI0S ATOXEXWENHWS
THC TOS NUAS AU AeXETal TEoTodou. Byvmy wey oty
xal Véay ayely, ) av Nuéea mAlw 1 aelnyy auvioloa UTo
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60

Y a,a"rgovou,la,g em‘retgo‘rafrwv ngw'r)m,l. T'm/ 0’ e@ng
vouumviay, NS av m/owm y,aaat VUnTES ail ,u,sTa, -rfr)v Toty
Seoly eUUs auvodov, 4@’ Ne TaS AOITAS ATATAS NUEQAS
ToU wnroc apIdUeTY, ToUS ey TANEEIS Te xal TEIAXOVIY)-
WEQOUS AYoVTaS TWY UWMy@y, Tous O xoihous Te xal wid
TQV eTépwy nuéea Asimopévovs. Kal yap ad xal Ty vu-
ATV EXAOTWY TNY eV ETTIEQAY T OIYOWEVY) MLEQE, TOV
o’ 3@9@01/ T e’moﬁo-'r) )\oqa'Cam%u, xal TaS WETAS vzﬁx‘ra,g
au,(pow elval ogov Toly 'm/,agaw. AQ:&M&:O‘S&I 08 xal woe
'ra.g ,u.'r)vog axao-*rov 'r)y.agag UETA y.sv vouu,'r)wa.v Bswsga,v
IeTawevoy, xal TeiTnY, xal é6h¢, éc TO TEOTW [OVTI AYpIg
o0y0ome* ,u,s'ra‘r, o’ o"y%fr)v io*ra,,u,évov TAUTYY éBBo'u/nv al
y,saouv*rog, eita Extmy, xal sgfr)g, avaa‘rgenba.v*n axot Osu-
'rega,g 4/,53 'r)v 3t%owr)wav erra BSUTeQa,v a,u eJivoyTog,
xal ToiTy, xai s, é To meoow al (ovTI ayols 600mS
wed” My al eBdouny amovtos, eita exTtny, xal e&f¢,
dmo-rgéybavw al &',%Ql dsuTéoas: wed’ ffq‘v f:—'v'nv eita gvmy
Te nal véay, ToU wmyog ﬂ)\'ngoug fyl'yuoy,svov nv 0¢
xo:)\og 0 WMy YiyymTat, y,s‘ra, 3&u~ragav a,mov-rog Evmy Te
xal véay e00g. Tol & Etoug véov wey wijva dyety ol av
NY0ITO TUV000S 1) WETA YEIUEQIVAS EUIVS TQOTIAS, G  0U
ToUS AoITToUS apISWETY uivas, Ta ey OWOEXAUNYL, TA O
XAl TOITHAIOEXAUNVE, AYOVTAS, TOV Ex TOV EwPoAluwy
ve exaoToTe Wiva, emepwBailovras, émeiday o ye dwoE-
HATOS TOV KEIUEQIVDY W) é@ixmTal Teomdy. HAloToo-
oIS 08 TITIY €5 TO AXQIPETTATOY XOTETHEVATIUEVOIS HOTO
OVVaUIY TAS NPAIOU HQIVELY TOOTIAS wevverrnernnnnnn.

IX

1. Contra Lat. 302-303

303

H wev yag BEAAmuixg Seoloyia éva
Ocov ToY AvwTATW TOIS 0UTIY QITTATA, Xal L TOUOY EV,
xal EmeiTa mAelovs aUT® Taldas 01doloa, TEOUKOVTAS TE
arrovs arwy xal UmodscaTégovs, oUs xal arlov arlw al
weiCovi M welovt TolU TavTog ToUOs WEQE! EQITTNTIY, OUWWS
oU0éva, alT@Y T® TaTe! loov, 7 yolv TapamAnaiov atiol
eivat. Kal yap éTépas Te amavTas oloias xal ToAU UTo-
decoTépac molel, xal JeotnTos woavTws. Ilgoc yoly T@
maidac Te ToU Ocol xal Jeovc xal alTovs xalely, T
xal g0ya aua ToU avtol Ocol xalel, oUx aloloa émi e
ToU Ozol yevvmaews Onutovpyiay dtaxpively. 0TI UmOE
BouAnay @uaews. oAwg O¢ eimely, umd’ ovgiag évépysiay.

2. Leg TIL15, p. 100

Tov d¢ Ala T4 axoa amlo-
2 2”7 \ ~ ~ ’ N 2”7
THTI 0U% GAAWS WEY YEVVaY, Onuiovpyely O av alAwe:

b \ ~ \ e’ 44 s N ~ b \
0U0E YEVVQAY UEV ETEQM, ETEQR O AV ONWIOUEYEIY® Al
Ta aUTG xal ONWIOVEYETY 0ol Xxal YEVVAY, TUY TE VONTEL
T4 Tol ola, Ay yevéadal ExaoTa 00!, YEVVDVTA, OUY TE
al TO TEQUXEVAI WTAUTWS TAQAYELY GEl TO, TAQMLYOUEVE,
omuiovgyoivta. Avdewmoy wey yae olx av Tovs Taidag,
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0loug O1aY00ITO EXATTOTE, YEVWAY' THY O oixiay xal
TaMMa orevacTa ONWIoVEYETY av, oia O1Y00ITO, OTTOTE
o xal dtavooito. Tov 0¢ Ala, mepuroTa ael oUTwS,

44 ’ ’ 4 \ ’ ~ b ’
wote BoldeoSal Te aua xal dUvacdal, TolalTa aTEQYR-
Ceadal exaota, ola av meos THY Tol oAou Zpyou TeAsio-
TTe xaAoTa Te eCovTa xal apioTa 1001, EIX0TWS, Xl
OMUIoVRYETY Te 0wol T alTa xal YeVvay.

X

1. Scholarios, Pro Arist. 114.17-33, 115.20-30

114

20

25

30

115
20

25

30

"Emeita xal T NWeTEQR Tep! ToU Jelov TIOTEl QUUVELY xal TOIS TAUTTY)

AVNTTAWEVOIS ATeXIDS Exely 1eQol Vool xeAelaty: alTog 08 TolaUTNY

\ bl ’ \ ¢ \ ’ o \ ~ \ ’
Tiva ¢0¢EaTo diaBolny Umo mAsioTwy, of mSavol doxolay, xal GUYYEAUUGT!
alUTol évTuxely Tw ioyueilowevol, vowodeaiay apioTny émayyellouevw: ol
xal éxyoadavtes wépn TIva, Octxviouadty Th¢ maAaias TV BEAAMvwy avamiew
pluagiag: doxel 0c auTols xal 1 T@Y Aoywy 10éa auymyogely, Ny xalemoy
EoTI moTeloar w) elval Tol avdpos éxsivou, TR e TA TolAUTA XQIVELY
b ’ 2 ’ ’ ~ ’ 7 ” ~ ~
emoTauivw, émyeyoaedal T¢é adt T@® BiBAlw TTAnSwya, site Tol Aadely
gvexa, EITe TG TTAVU QEOVTITQL TOY Avioa xal év aUTy T4 émyoa ey ToU

~ b ’ ¢ ~ ” o \ bl ’ e’ ’

TV ovouaTwy EAAYVITIOT, eiTe xal alAne TIvos alTias eivexa: TAsiouS
yae Muiv éEnyolvtal éuéAnoe 0c avTols mavy TalTa cidéval.

Totalta Tiva mTep! ToU avdpos moAAol Aéyouaty, ol oU oadioy amoTElY,
xal ToUTwY waMoTta 7 THS meos ApioToTéAn elvolas Evexa émayYeéaTepoy
alT® év T(POe TR TuyyoauuaT: Korodar meonydmy. Ei wey olv oUtw
TalT Exet, xal zomt wev T HIAgSwvos BiBAiov apiotny vowodeaiay uiy
bl ’ b \ ’ bl ¢ ’ ¢ b ~ \ ¢ ~ ~
exTidéuevoy, avtog 0¢ éativ o IIAnSwy we aAndde, xal Nuiv ToliTo meu-

’

TETW"

TravwtaTov 0¢ anueiov NIV THS alTol wey eboePeiac, TV 0 ou-
#0QavT@Y Tovmpiac TapeéieTal, TOV @ilwy T émaTeilas, we olte TIAnSwy
aUToS EaTiv, oUT 0ide Tva IIAnSwva xata Tic MueTéoas mote Somoneiag
gUYYEYoaQoTa, 0UTE Tiva, vowilet xal ovTivoly T@y Tou XptoTol doyuaTwy
xal vouwy BEATIOV TI xal iepwTegoy Seiwy amodsdelyuevwy Upely dvvaadal,
xal 0TI ‘r'f)v EAMMVINTY QetT10apoviay NYEITAl XATATTUTTOY, XAl TOUS
v’ alTig e@nna'r'r)uevovg xatayelaoTovs. TolTols Tolvuy Toug auxoqoawag
éNévEag, ol ,u,ovmg 'r)u,a,g neloal 3uv'r)0'5'ra,l, arla Te TAgIoTA KOl ,u,sqflwra,
xsg%,wal xal TV wev év T} wagov-n O'U'yfygau,y,a'rl mewv aUTOS axoUTeTal
et Emaivou, TV 08 Ao1dogi®y oUxETI, AN 0V ol TUX0QPAVTAI TUVETHEVATAY
I[MAnSwva:

2. Scholarios, Ad Ephes. 117.8-21

I0

15

000e 1@ Tepiotd Toivuy YvoyAnoa av mote, wn ToU oUVEIDOTOS
gvoodey épedilovtoc. Olgda 0 omws mepl ve Ta TolalTa yon) Olaxsicdal,
el wn ™y Avaayogov werrouey volotacdar alyyuaty. Kaitor Tivés alToy
wev evoeBety gaaiy év T4 mepl Tou Jeiov 00Em, xal unTe d1daoxely wnTe
O'U')/fygd,(palv vo,u,oSfeoia,v TIva xa:vo-réga,v gy fﬁ Ta 'ﬁuéTeQa 31@0‘09570&1
aAN quag o Ba,axa.wa.g avT® TOlTaU‘m;v qo'r)u,fr)v é’)/ElQéll/ oV 0 %govog
87\57551 Moy aTaTOUEVOUS. A)\)\wg 0¢ xg'naqwog 0 a,v'r)g, xal T Wey 5v7s—
veataty TV EAAvwy ewvi] 00devog av mrrndein, ns xai Kixéowva xai
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moAAoUs aAMovs éx THg Umegogiag towey ASgvyaty émusAnSévtas: xaitot,
Th¢ éyyxwelov Molons éumemAnouévor, mavu Tt xalov @Oty YTioTAYTO.
[ToAAa d¢ Tfﬁg arAns agopiag é’xsl a‘uval)\oxd)g' nIDY 0t Evexa xay 'yévon'o
Tolg vsw'rego:g naga&slfma, 0i¢ age*rfng T ,u,sAsI 7v'nmwg OioSa Tov avdoa

20 Aoy ¢ s,u,ou. Ata TalTa Tolvwy ameayouny av altol xal OV xaT AQIoTOTE-
Aovg auyyéyoapey.

3. Scholatrios, .Ad Genzist. 125.7-33

Kai w¢ maga-
Oeiyuaat oly aUTolS xexonwevol xal xavoaty adiadeloTolS TOV Tw@o-
veaTépwy Tepl THS MueTépas ellwiag éATIdwy, olx ay AgioToTélovs xal

10 [MAaTwvos vmepalyoiuey vn’ arAAgAwy avalgovuévwy: yaigotwey 0 av xal
THC ¢ T XPEITTW TV UadnquaTwy awBAUTNTOS Teigy Umo TV éx XpioTol
ewTIoYevTwY éAeyyouévns. Kaitol xal cuyyvouny altols Tiva vewoytwy
axnroa Aoywy lspwTépwy éyw. AAN &l Tives viv Ta ocamoa EAAnvwy
aveoley )vr)g'f)ua'ra Toé‘rovg oty év é,a'vfyf)/vdm"rw xa)uvB&TaSa.l )

15 gbeu&st. MeTa yap ™y Aaumoay T4 ,u,ova,gxlag amodstby, My éxeivor u,ev,
'ra,tg 571510'0,7w7a,lg TV gbsu%)w,u,wv avaipolyTes Je@v, ‘ro:g Aoyois wovoig
éTinwy, o 0¢ ToU Ozol guuweurs xal olaiwdns Aoyos, ueta TOV AvIeWTWY
YEYEVUEVOS, AVAUPITRNTYTWS xal xadapds maTevety édidate, mol viv
o0a10v aldig Jeomolely xal TNy aloyiaTov éxcivny Seomotiay avalwmuesly

20 ameaPeoucvmy melpaTdal, xal JE@Y TIVOY GYayV®EITIOUS X QIAN0ToPIas
UTIEQ TV TOIMNTOY OIATTEOPOY YYOUNY Xal AYITTEIaS EVTTAAEIS, WS aUTOl
paat, xal vouous NIOY xal Niaitns v’ Nyemovi Zwoaatey xal [TAatwy
%ol TOIS éx 2ToaS, xal TolaUTNY TIva Aoywy owigAny addic auvayety; 9
Talc TS lepas Mdaonalias axTiol Yelws EoxedaoUeVnS, TEOS TAS THS

25 Umepuotc aAndeias alyas n TOV avdewnwy @uais aveBAémey. Exciva
wey oly el oupBain wot & yxeloas mavta éASelY, eAvagiay ovta OsiEw
waxoay, xai moArol Ocibovaiv: alla yévoiTo xauol ToUTov vaTnoATYal
ToV ay@dvae, xal wn moe, ala Aoyous warrov arndeiac émapeival Toig
Yoauuadty, ws Tois yeadaat waAlov meémovTos ToU Tupos. Ei 07 arro Ti

30 el MUY 0oxoin TQ xQEITTOVI, Nye TEOJETIS TEOS evaePeiay Eapncaet.
‘Ot de wn ouxopavT® TeToAUMKEVAL Ta TolalTa TIvas, xal Tivas aAloug
Kaipety alTolS, VUV wey alTtol Te auvoidaat xal moAlol uet’ alTdv: Osibel
08 xal TATIY 0 YPOVOS 0 QAVEQWDY T TEWS XQUTTOUEVG.

4. Ad Ois. 479.17-40

AAa mary stg I—Ia)wﬂ'owqr)aog 0 300'0'&57}; Iousta)uog
xa'racpsvfyer Eyvw 7a,g THY Viooy alTny ngoagovsa"regav oua‘av Tolg ﬂov'ngmg
alTol oméQuaaiy: xal Qavepds alTo AUTTE xaTa THS avTol cwTneiag,

20 Too0UTOY AQEOVETTEQOS T@Y O10aEayTwy Yevouevos, 0TI Tep EXETVOI WEV
Tov eEAAMUITIOY Exdixolat xal Aoyois xal auyyeapals, yevealoyios Je@y
xal 0VouaTias GxeaVToUS UTO TV ToIMTMY xal ayIioTelas eVaTaAElS, wg
alTol Qacty, xal ToAMTelaS xal TayTa 01) Ta XATATETNTOTo xal oBeocYévTa
HaAADS el’g Tov Bioy af/&lg el’a'é,q/sw ﬂalgd)u,svo: %xaTa 0 TV Xgm“mi]

25 )\oq/wv xal 30744@7(01/ xal Egywy xal 'r'ng sweBw'mT'ng SQ'mmsla,g 'r)yJwv
olx GVEONY oUTW xal qoa,vagwg Aéyety q 'n O'Ufy'yga,qosw e-ro)\,u,'naa,v el xal
Y xadalgedty T@Y lepdy meayuaTeVovTal, O Wy éEaigovat Ta BéPnia
xal TRt Ao xal Aavdavovtee Tove ToAAOUS TIMDYTAI %Gl TILWUEVOL

\ ’ ~ €, \ \ ~ ’ ’ ~ b 14
30 al mavy xalds. O 08 xata TOV Jelwy xivnoag YAGTTAY axolaoToy
aklov elpeTo Th¢ aloyioTns altol Cwijc Tapa T@Y svoeBdy Tol Piou
TO TEAOS.

~ \ b) < ~ b b b ’ \ ¢ ~ b ’ b ~
TotoUTol xal Tag’ Uiy elgty oUx 6Alyol* xal Muels éviovs alT@Y
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35

40

gvedetbapeda Toic Ouvamevols xwAlely 9 aTiwoty, 1 éAalvery, 7 Budd

’ ’, s N ~ > ~ \ ~ e ’
rapamiuTely. AM’ & Ti¢ avoxdc adov, Xetote PaciAel, xal UAn didoTat
uaroy attois ToU PAamTely eTépous xal pimTely THS aoePeias Ta omép-
waTa, ToIc 05 aUT@Y xal Tepl TAV l1ep®Y 0oYUATWY XwWea 0I0oTal AéYely,
xal ToAu@T1 Seoloyely Ta yoloTiavdy, womep ol Toic BePyloic dvaaeBd
< \ ~ b ’ b ’ < \ \ ), ’ \ 14
umo moAAdj¢ adelag eumupoiyilovtes, oi Atog xal AmoAlwvos xail Koovou
xal TotauTng xoeuUlns avamiew Tas Yuxas.

5. Leg., pp. 2-4

I[TAHOONOX

NOMON ZTI'TPA®H.

H BiBAog m0e mepiexet,

Ozoloyiay uev ™y xata Zweoaotony Te xal [ThaTtwva,
ovoualouevwy T@Y oia @ihogopiac avayvweilowevwy Sedy
Tois maTelolg Tois "BEAAnat Jedv ovouaoiy, eAxouévols
EXATTOIS éx TOU 0¥ TTavy Tot auvwool @ihodopiq, Oia
TaS U0 TV ToIMTOY JIaoTeoQas, Tl T0 WS UaAloTa
0 pIAodopia TUVWOoY*

‘HY1xa xata Te Tovc alTovs go@ovs xal ETI umny
Tovs ZTwinovs:

IToAiteiay 0 Aaxwvixmy, aenomuévou uey alTyis ToU
ayay TS oxAneaywyias xal Tois ye ToAAOIS oUx eU-
TaQAOENTOV, TROTTIEWEYNS 08 THS &V TOIS AEXOVTI Wa-
Aiata pthocogias, Tol xpaTioTou 01 ToUTOU T@Y
[MAaTwyixdy ToMTeupnaTwY"

AyioTelas eboTalelc, xal oUTe mepiégyous, ovd” al
ToU 020VT0S EXAITIELS

Quaina O O xaTta AploToTéAmY Ta ToAAd.

AnteTar 0¢ mws 1 BiBAog xal Aoyixdy apxdv, do-
garoroyias e BEAAquixdls, xai mn xal Uyieds o-
alThg.

6. Leg 11132, pp. 130-132

132

Kai modTov ye alTdv mepl TOVY
TV Y@V ONTEQ TE OVOUATWY, XAl ETIOEINTER, WS OU WUEU-
TS MUETS TolS TaTeiols ey ovopadty ém TV dia ¢1-
)\oaoqola,g ava/vaglgoy,svwv xsngn,u,sf}a, Sewv. Olte yap mou
)\Ofyotg acl exg'r)v avT’ OVouaATWY a"n,u,awsw 'raug 3&00;
ol yap xal Toig ToAAoic gadiov To ToloUTo® oUT aUTOUS
xalva ovopuaTa Yewevous, 1) PaoBaga émayayoucvous, voy
TaTeiolg xonoacdal. AMa eain av TIS, WS xaTaAXELOAY-
Tal TaUTa TG OVOUATA UTO T@Y TOUS MUS0US T@Y éx
Ihogoglas mepl Je@Y Aoywy GATWOOUS TAATAUEVWY TTOIN)-
TV, xal oUXETI O xTv auTols xexeijodal. AMa wn ol
To1aUTY 1) TOV OVOUATWY QUTIS 1), ola 07, NV Xl ATy
0TI00Y OVoua YooV, Xl XEXOMUUEVOY AUTO WEVELY &5 GEl,
al\’ ola wairov, My wev ém QavAne Té TIC xal évayols
00Emg ovouaTt 0TWOUY YKeNTNTAL, KEXEAVIAL O AUTH Xal
Tolvoua: Ny 0 ETEp0S TM alT ¢’ Uyiols Te xal ela-
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yols yomomTal 005ns, axeavToy ToUTw 70m xal Tolvoua
yiyveaSal. OUTw Wey vap ayoavToy ovoua, WS WNOETOTE
UTTO umO0evog xexpavdal, olx av eadiws Tis eUgol. Bel
xal alto To Ocol ovoua Qain TIC Av xexeavdal, 0TE Xal
avIoWTWY Ye viol TOAM®DY ay®Y WeTTOIC EMTE. . ....
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Manuscript Supplement

(The supplementary texts and information to Alexandre’s edition of Plethon’s Laws)

Additus 5424%"

(The following text is a tentative transcription of the parts missing in Alexandre’s edition. The
punctuation was slightly changed to be more in accord with the sense of the text. Illegible or
unintelligible places are marked by dots )

99.1, follows after: Leg 132.11 [I11,32] Alexandre

5

Tng 'n,u,egag exaa'T'ng ngoa'a/yogsvsw Ssovg TEWTOY WEY ew&sv go-
TI avaa‘rav*rag, 7 mov xal ogdooy ETI ‘rovg ogﬁgeu,u,svoug gmeita, O
OeiAne weTa Te O To xadmxovTa TV Epywy xal TEO OiTyou”

elY eomepas & sUvmy MOm lovTag: ETL O &V wev Tals lepoumyi-

als ,u,akgo"rega,lg, Boayutépaic 0 év TV 'ﬁ,u,sgd)v TOIS

Bsﬁ'nkmg AOWUEVOUS TOIS TIQOTQNTET!" Xal ETTWY O al
TEOTENTEIS aLidE

108v.1-3, a lacuna in: Teg. 162.6 [111,34] Alexandre

THVOE NUADY TEOTENTIY OEIAMVMY IAe@ Te xal UUEVEIS TTQO-
oeade. nal ol THS &V Xeovw Te xal &l UTamouans aidioTn-
TOS TG E0YATA EINYOTES NUWETS, ...

114.2, follows after: Leg 182.27 [I11, 34] Alexandre

118v.21,

119

I0

xal TavT'ng Tfng ngoa'gfnmswg gV TV fnu,eng -ra,lg Bsﬁfn—
)xo:g ,u,s'ra, T0 x@Aov éxetvo, Kal ayada anavrta omoca Te
xal & 000V e vy xalMoTa ExovTa TagayayovTi, éSal-
polvTas To wetaly may ywelov, émayely, ZU wEyas TG 0VTl,
xal Umépueyas, xal Ta Ehc, axel TS TS TE0TENTEWS Te-
AeuTdjg. x

follows after: Leg. 202.2 [111,35] Alexandre
aUa TETQWTAI éx ToU TAVTOS al@vos. x xal TaUTnS 0 THS
TEOTENTEWS &V T@WY Nuee®y Tals PeBnlois weta To xdAoy
éxevo, Kal wariota ém tais weilooi Te xal TeAswTéQals
TV 0WEEDY, 0 TTPOS U@V ETYOWEY Te xal exouey, eEal-
potvtac To uetall may ywelov, émayety, By oic 0 qudy
4 Yuxdi, é¢ apeTns T xal ToU xarol Aoyov culAauBavete,
xal Ta AOITa, axp! THS THS TEOTENTEWS TEAEUTTC.

‘Boneoivr) éml vnoteiq é¢ Ala mpooenaic x
ZeU BaoiAel, oU alTowy Te OV, xol TAYTY TAVTWS AYEVNTOS, EV
Te elMxpIvdS w) oloaud] alTos TauTol ETEQOS, Xal AYo-
S@v meeaPuTaTos Te owol 0 aUTOS xal ETYATOS, OUY ETEQOY TI
Qv Emeita ayadov aA’ alTo 0N Tayadov, xal TO TAY TOOE TAQAYNTOL,
YeVvmTOY WEY T aiTiq, xal T amo gov eival® ov 0 a&l TQ oAw auTol
xal 00T doyuevor®™ yoove, ol av mote mavaopevoy: ETi Te Ev wév éx
TOM@V*® T2 xai aAAGAoic opoéywy auveaTnxoc: GoiaTa O Tol éx
TOY EVOVTWY HATETCHEVATUEVWY EV TE TH) AUTY Xl AQITTY XAT0-
TTATEL, TOV ATaVTe ool aidva diaowlousvoy: avU TéAeos WV,

837 This “Additional manuscript” is in the possession of the British Library, London, having been originally owned
by Kabakes, ¢ Masai-Masai (1954), p. 554, Masai (19506), p. 394, n. 6.

838 _44d.: moywévwy

839 _Add.: moA@vy
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T AX0Q TE WOVWTEL, Xl TQW UMNOEY EV TAUTR ALUEIVOY TE
ETePOY ETEQOU xal YETQOV XeXTToIaL, 0UOEY 07) OAWS ETEQOY,

15 aA\’ 0 aUToS elval aUToS TAUT® xal TO TAY TOOE TEAEOY T TAVTWY
Te xal TaVTolwY el0®Y TANQWTEL" Xl TOV UEY AUEIVOVWY TV
0" UmodzeaTéguy amelgyadas: xal ovTws - av [logeidd
TOV WeYay v TP TavTi TPOE, TEAEWTATOY Te TWY TAUTOU
Zoywy, xal cauT® 0TI OUOIOTATOY Yevévymrac ™ Ty Te TV

20  O0AWY TOVOE Nyemoviay alTd émTETEaPas 0Ud aUTOS,
0U0E TS &%Ql éoxéfrwv TOV 0VTWY ﬂgovm'a,gs“ d(pm"rdy,svog' 0¢ nal
olvauty, a,um) Te xal 6Tw AW o oy,o:ov TI o-x'r),u.a TEQITE-
Sema,g, T’Y)V Te ToU 'm/elm%u 313(»;, ETI Te ﬁaga,fyelv,

IIQv  aTT av xal O alT®v oot veyovévar 0201 xal maow alTog

meol 70 al ExaoTa aUTol TV 20ywy TIYEIS' TU TOV VONTOY TE
xal UTTEQOUQAVIoY TUUTAYTA OIGX0TW0Y 010 TaUTOU
Uméatnoac*t mavTwy Te xal mavTolwy elddy Te aueploTwy THY 00-

5 gloy TETANEWAWS, XAl VOV GXIvNTOY TOV alTOY" CULTAY-
Ta auo Te xal 0 E0YW TA OVTA Wi TY EAUTOU EXATTOU
vomoel SeweolvTos: Se@y ToUTwy amavTwy T ve Yeoty-
T1 dsuTépwy. umo Toaeddvt xopupaiw Ty é¢ e
gva, TIVa, 0TI XAANIGTTOY TUVETTYXOTWY XOTUOY* (@ 07 ai-

10 @va ToU Blov weTeov amodédwras: @ umnoLy v alT® Taioy
evTedecval, al\’ ael Te EVETTNXOTA" XAl WOAUTWS TE XAl XATA
Ta alTa wevovta amavta' of oatael xal olpavos 00t,
vmo Ilogeiddvos Mo Tol weyarov, T@Y Te aAAwy cdv Ep-
ywy SV, eixwy gol ToU vonToU Te xal aiwviou O1axoouov

15  owéoty™ éx e adavdTwy xal obToc™ xal Svyroic fon cuvTe-
Seic* va, ool TEAEOY TO TUUTIOY GTOTEAET DY) ATAVTA
0TIOT A, €¢ YEVETIY MHEW EVRY GTEIANQOST @ ToU Biov al
WwéTEov 0 Talc Te xal Ameigoc amodidoTar™ yodvoc, aldvoc
g0l XY Yeyovws® ol O a&l, TO WeEY 7ON olxeTal, To 0 ETI

20  wEMerr xal To wév olx E0Ti, To O oUmw éoTiv: EoTi O &y TM ViV Te
ael xal axagel. 0 0n aAlo acl xal aAo o yIyvopevoy, TOV Te 0Iy0-
wevoy xal weAAovta O1opilet yoovov. ool Tloceidwy o ueéyas metdo-
WEVOS, XAl TO TV ATTewY Jeloy év ToUTW UTETTNOE YEVOS éx
ToU aploTou Yuytic eldovs, xal cOwaToS ToU ToUTW Teo-

120  onrovTos avTo ouvdeic: év oic xal “HAtov Tov uéyay iméotmoe

v wey TotToy Jeiw ouveleunws, TOV v TO aldvi ool yeye-
VUEVWY OIAXOTUW. THS Ve OAOIY €V alT@® Tolv olUTialy aiw-
VioU Te O XAl EYY0OVOU EVEXA TUVOETEWS® XQATIOTOY

5 0t T@Y EvTog olpavol Y@y alTov amoenvas: xal alTdY
Te TOUTWY NYEWOVQ. Xal THS VNTHG QUTEWS TUUTIATNS WeTa ToU TaUTNS
10l apyovTos Te xal mpoataTou Koovou dmutovgyov: auvepyoy
aUT® nai é€ arlov moc Ta.d’ Epya Odous: ol xal alTolS, opoiay
Wwev, 10iay 0° 0UXETI TY TUTTATIY AT00SOWXEL® 05 XAl TOY ATAYTO 9)-

10 wiv Tals éauTol Gmeigols TEQI000IS UETQWY XQOVOY OU TIaVTaA,
NWEQALY WEY Xal YUXTO, TE OWOU TT) EQUTOU EXATTY TUY TG TAVTI
aIXEQI TTEQIPOQ TIEQAIVWY. MUEQAY WEV 0IC AV UTIEQ YTV EXATTO-
Te yiyynTal, o Talc oYedt 0TI TAEITTOY Te Taéy oy xal xaAlioToy,

840 _Add.: yeyevmuag
841 _44d.: mooviag
842_Ad.: déoig

843 _44d.: vmeotnoag
844 _Add.: créaty
845_4d.: oUtog

846 _Ad.: 4modédoTe
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vuxta 0 oig ay Umo 'y'nv. a,,u,o:Ba,%v u,ev waga,%wgouwre a)\)w))\ow

15 'ra,lg 0’ a,ué"na'sm Te xal ,u,slwoam TO 100V EXATTOTE €V XOTUW,
apatgotvte Te av “HAiov xal mpooTidévte v 7@ méoel. uiva 08
T éauTol Te xal TeAnyms ouvodw exaoTy, v HAlou 00 ToU-
Tov OcUTEQaY TT) OUVaUEL, 0 TOUTWY 01 ONUIOURYOS TUVETTNTE"
@d¢ TI delTegoy alTy Te o’ avTol AauBavouaay, xal NIy

20  VUXTWQ EXAOTOTE QAIVOUGAY, OTIOTOY TE (WEY XAl OTIOTE, NVIXG,
Te AV aUTY MaS'nwﬁ éviauTov 0%, TY EauTol 71'&@1‘ Tov w-
o<pogov Te xal 7\0501/ sxa,O'Tfr) TeQiodw® 9 xal ‘ra,g wga,g, )
TEOTAYEIY Te 'n,u.w xa.l ATAYE, Al TWS Kol 2V XOTWW TAQEYETAL"
goic Jeauols, o aog oUtos Tals mesoRuTaTos Iogedwy, Tig

120V Te ToUds ToU olpavol ONwiovpyiac 1 YoUEVoS, xal To Oaiovwy v aUTQ® UTE-

oTnoe eUhov: Tol Te TV GTTQWY xal MUY MO  * ETXATOY
ToUTo Y@y QUAOY Yeyevymuws: UeTa Yap TaUTa TV Y@V Ta YEVY,
o) moovoig o altos Ilogedwy, xal Yuyas Tag nueTégas v TO

5  alTQ olpav®d, wedoploy TI TV Te aldiwy xal aua EVOeAey éa! asl
TOIS AYaI0IS KOWUEVOY TAVTOOATIOY JE@Y YEV@DY, TOV Te TAUTAY
éminmooy UMETTNTEY aldiag WeY xal alTas, xal ayadois Taea-
TANTI0IC WEY TWS TOIC TV Jey, 0UXETI O Evledexéadt yow-
wévas, alA’ amoBAnTols Te xal avalnmTois al, xal oAws Oi-

10  alsimoudty: émel gol €05t xal TolOUTOU TIVOS vV T() TavT
T@0= eldoug, 1va TATQeES TE gol xal Y’ E0TI xal TéAsoy i-
xavs$ ATOTEAET Y. ETI 02, EV Te xal aUTO TTEOS AUTO
NoUOTWEVOY* 0U TALTTTOY TV Yevdy aAAnAwY NecTYxoTWY, AAAG
XATA OUIXEOY U GAAGTTOVTWY Xai T xal adAAnloig év Tols wéaoig &-

I5 aUT@OV XolvwvolyTwy: olal ool xal al ’Y)[L&ngal aide lI/U%a,I
crva'T'nO'a,t, xal Toig Svmroic 1'010'3& a'wu,a,m gvdeTal yeyo-
Vool TO Te AIAVATOU Te xal JvmTis woipas dleaTnXog,
gy NIV guvayoy Ti Te, xal & TAUTOY TI TUVO0UVTAL® WS WNOE
TAUTY ETI TW QUoEE QIeaTNXOITNY. GAAG YIYVOITO TIS AUT@Y

20 xal wific TOY adavaTwy Tol Toic SymTolc TEOTEXETTATOU, O1a,
TOV ayad@Y TNV 0Ux EVOeAeyd] weToudiay, TOTE WEY &5 SvmToy
évdouuévou oua, ToTe 0 al amarlaTTowévou Te xal xad av-
To Bloﬁm’og xai TOUTOU 0UTW a’morﬁa%vs“ a’r,et‘ oV &'mav*ré, Te
xal aTEIQOY %QOVOV qweolvTog, wO'Tl'EQ xal wWovws TO ToloUToy

121 a'uu,Ba.waw ofov T’ 'r)v évtaida ov 'r)u,tv ToU0e Tol ﬂ'a.v-rog Oi-

a Ilogeiddvos Te xal TOV TV paxagiwy Taidwy Sedy TETaas
7 xal GYATOUEY XWeay: xal dol Xagly ATATLY 00Ny 0iol
T’ Eomey lepey T@Y Te AAADY TAVTWY Te xal TAYTOI®Y aYaIDY, dye NUIY

5 353(»@7}0‘(1,1 Te xa,l 3(1)97) EXATTOTE, Xal ,u,a,MIO"ra, Te xal Oia-
qoegov-rwv ng xal 'r;,u,w ,us‘ra&s&oxa,g 9&1070770; émel xal
aye Iy 016, TY TOIAUTNY YWY GULETAVETAI, TOUTWY éTa-
V0pJWaty al EXATTOTE, ®al ¢ TAS TY JEIOTYTI NULDY TEOTT-
xovoas moateis émavodoy moogeveiwas: xal viv, THOE T

10 NWEQR, Xl WEI0QIOY UNVOS TE 0IYOWEVOU, XAl VEOU AU ITTAUEVOU
ayouey, aAAAoty Toly Seoly auvioyTowy, Tos O¢, xal évi-
auTol, ToU ey, TeAsuT@YTOS, TOU OF, Apxowevoy, Tt MAIW Te-
TOAUUEVW TE TA YEIUWEQIVA, xal NuEoay NIy é§ éAayi-
aTns yeyevy  abdg albovTi, THS aeEAnyms auviovang, TAUTNS

15  T§ muéea émioxediy Tiva MUY Te AUTOY TETOINUEVOL Xal
TOY 0N Uiy Bsﬁm)uévwv TOV T 'f)u,a,g‘r'nu,évwv Te xal éAAeAer-
y,,u,&vwv Te 3')7 xal e ﬂ)\'nwl,aknu,avwv iy xa‘raq/vw}w'rsg, Ay
Te aUT@OVY alTol wev, xal Hudy alTdy éTavopdwaiy. TNy oly éomepl-

847 _Add.: auiBadov
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vy TNV 08 MWDV TEOTEUYXNY TEOTEWEVOS, TNY TE &5 YovaTa XAITIy,
xal ymoTelay TAvnueQoy, a 0N NUIV aUTols aupBola, EowTas Te
ToU é¢ o€, nal dovleiag Tao®y MixaloTaTnS Te owol xal Toic dou-
Aetouvat auy,qoogw'rd'r'r)g TIXéueda, AUooy wey T&)v o’ sﬁcpgomﬁ—

vy ngowye’yovmwv nwiy mmwv, ayaJy 0¢, Ta Te TAEOVTA eu,rrsawv
Ta Te U ﬂagowa. ﬂgoom;mwa, 0¢ 1 779095; Aovyoy og&ov xal
an/a,Swv Te xal xa,xwv qu,ova oia Sewv, ol ool 'ra, TolalTa
EMITETOATITAL, TIAQITTAS NUIY® O O XQATIOTOS eV AUAQTT-
uatwy Te xal Yuxic raxias xaSapTne: xpaTioTos 0 ayaIdy To-
010TNs Te xal euAat: xal Oidov gUY TAY MNUEQWY Te xal wnrdY
xal EVIAUTOV Taic Tepl0dols TV WEY XaA®DY Emidoaty

EXATTOTE 10YEI" TOV 0 NUAOTHUEVWY TE XAl AUBOTAVOUEVWY WS
‘m.%aTa,v ‘r'f)v amolvaly Te, xal ég TO‘ 3&'01/ aldig émavo-

00v.*® émrel 003 éoTt avapagTyToUS™ ﬂé,y,ﬂa,vss" MaTeAElY, TolaU-
™Y TIva, THY QUaIY siAnxoTas: Al wg élaxioTa wey dlauag-
Tavely, ws TayioTa 0 émavopdolodal, xal xaJopJoly

ws TALITTA Te xal WeYITTa eUYOWEVOL, I00TES €V T Te dQe-

T nal TO xaA® To eUdaiwoy Te xal waxagloyv xal NUIY amo-
Oedouévoy: W TOV amo ool mempwuévoy TolU Biov ToUde ypovoy
ExTANTAVTES, ¢ éxclvoy apuxoweda Tov Piov, Tov auei-

vw Te 01 xal JeloTaToy, ToU Te éx ToU JvmTol Tolde Twua-

To¢ amnAhayuévoy oxlou. el yag xal THS TOV 0AwY Evexa év -
Wiy xowwvias ol Seauols T vmTd 1O TP evdsdéueda,

arda xal %povos uiy amodédoTal, év @ To Jeiov MUY xaS av-
TO 8V TQ) WUWEQEI EXATTOTE YIYVOUEVOY, Semfégag Te xal EQUTQ
warroy T ﬂgoa"r)xoua"r)g a.tbe‘ra,l Cwijg ToU wey o,u,oqov)\ou

Tolg ngoaml%ousvwg, @v xal vy ye O ev35v3s ws €

xaoTos wvelay Tiva mololueda, cuvogyidaoy: Sedy

08 TOIS MUMY EYYUTEQW TIEQUXOTIY EVAQYETTEQOY TUVE-

TouEVOY* MIOAYINTOUEVOY Te UT aUT@Y 4 0201, Xal TaAVTa
xaAAioy Te xal auetvoy mpaov: we wm ael xaxdy TOV éx Tou
SvmTol ToUde avamiumAaito, all’ Exor Ti xal Biw TOAAD Tol-

Os xge[‘r‘row xal 3&101’égw xofiocYalr Ta Te ala, xal %Qo'vov wnxel
Toy T'nBE ov a',u,mgw UﬂegBaN\ov-rt' ATE TEQUAOTES AV TOY
%ElQOV(UV Tag a,,u,swoug éx 'yow TV duwaTdy meateic moAu-
AOOVIWTEQAS ATIOVEUEIY® XAl OAWS T@Y xaxdy oAV wellw Tayada:
AN’ Exncioe wey Uiy, @ OE0TTOTA, AQIXOUEVOIS, DETTIOTA TWY G-
TAVTWY, EMEIOaY xal NIV xadnxy, 00inNS NEwwWY Te TOIC éxel, INwS
Te xal sl’)y,svém auy,,u,l'fal 4] SelotaTy Te xal mMEoUKOUTY TOU
'r)u,s‘regou vévous @uael* O’ v ‘rw TH0e smafr)u.ouwwv Blw ueyalwy
aoyol aqfa,f}wv TP %01V} 'r)u,wv éx ool exaoToTe emrreu,—

ToVTAL" ETI TE TPOYOVOIS TE Xal fyovsum ool Te 'ny,w xal @y
eixoat, T4 'r)u,wv Tot Sv'r)‘rov aitig yeyovoat, o-uvomo:g,

a‘vwgoqomg oig TIo1 vooU (pQG/TOQO‘I' a)\)\mg oixeloig 01

av é¢ ™)y SetoTégay Te éxcivyy Cwny xal uaxagloTépay, TEo-
AQIYWEVOL TUXWTIY MDY ETI ETAIQOIS TE Xl QIAOIS TIATI
TOAIT@OY Te TOIS Te aANoig xal Tolg TOV xo1vdY YUY xaADS
TpoaTa.o1* Toic 0¢ xal Tov T Plov Umép TH¢ ToU xoivol Te

xal opnoooEov yévoue édcudepiac amoBeBAnxoaiy. 4 TOY
HAFETTNHOTWY Te xal €U EYOVTWY TWTNEIAS" T 0UX 0pX@DS

ETTI OV XEXIVMUEVWY ETAVOQIWTEWS* TOUTWY TOIS XAAOIS XG.-
yadois xal M ouvtaals xal auveogTalely Te xal CUUTAVTA

848 A4 :
849 Add :
850 A -

,
émavwdoy

, f
avauagTiTous
Tamay
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yupilety doimg Umo ITAoUtwyi Te T MUeTEQW TROTTATY,

%l T@WY aAAwy Je®y ToIS HUOY EMUEANTAIC. E00TAY Te xal Tavy-
122V yUpewv TNY xaAATTnY xal SeloTaTny TNy TOV Te 0VTWY, xai ool

ToU TeeoBuTATOU TOY TAVTWY AiTioU EvapysoTépay Jewolay.

gy 08 T@ TagovT! 00iNS, TV Ve NUATNUEVWY AEAULEVWY, TRDTA

ey xadapovs Te xadapds' xal ool Te xal Talol Tolg ool Je-

5 0ic apsoT@S, TNVOE TNV IsQovpyiay aYITTelTaS, Xal EMEITA
aTO TAUTNS YEVOUEYOUS, OITVoY Te xoawioy eEATdal, xal xoiTny
apmoAvvToY TIva xaTadaedely, AVayxaloTaTas TEOS TNY ToU
Svmrol fudy Toide [cwpaToc]®™" é¢ Tov dmoveveunuévoy alTd yoovoy ow-
molay moateict xal dvelpwy Te 4@’ Iudy émméuler®”

10 UTEp TOV Muiv av cuuBnoowévwy éviwy ybu%a'way'n%v*rag,
xax@®v Te aEa,vaaTav‘m.g aﬂa&stg, oaiovs oaiag ao sog‘ra,aalg
xal wive Te 'rovae xal ewa,U'rov ] emﬁa,wo,u,ev Kal oY
Aoimoy Biov auéumTous xaTa OUvauly, xal 9 gol @i-

Aoy w¢ warhiota MeAdely. Ta Te arla xaTopdoly T@Y xa-

15 A@v, xal Jeolc Te oovs maidas we meémel aePowevovs, o1’ @V
g0l ) TIQOTNHE! TA NUETEQD XATAXOTWEITAL, KOl TE
émel TOV TWY 0AWY l'Ju,voUV‘ra,g a’r,Q%fr)fyé'ran' O alToTa-

Tog st ® JeDV a a,,u,fr)Tong ool fysfysvv'r),u.svwv TQV 7 Umep-
ouga,wwv TQOTENES TATEQ" O TWVOE TWV TAVTWY, TWY

20 UEV, AUETWS, TV 0F, O1a TOUTWY, TV Ve éx ol 10N mTool-
0VTWY TEeTPUTATE ONUIOUEYE® O AUTOXQATOQ TE
TP ovTI xal a,f)'m'rs)\ég ,80,0'17\&5° v’ 05 u,o'vou AVUTTEU-

Sivou Tolg TaATIY eqoea‘rarrog aATATa AQY) EUIUVE-

Tal @ xvgtw‘ra,‘ra TRV TAVTWY 0E0TOTA" TU WEYAS, UeYas T
123 OVTI Xl UTTEQUEYAS” XAl TOU TA TAVTA THS OUVAUEWS

xal xAéovg mAa: aAN’ Aadi Te On), xal ole* aye Te TUY T®

TaVT! TWOE xal T NUETEQR, OTY) T0I AQITTA EYVWaTal Te xal

ﬂ'egi 'f)u,d)v xal aua ﬂéﬂ'gw‘ra.l éx ToU ﬂ'awo‘g al’d)vog X

5 'ra,vT'r)v T’Y)V ﬂgoag'r)ow v e Tals alais a amw'a,lg eva,lg
Te nal véalS xal v'nm'ala,lg, Tr)vnv 'rfng wnYos véou 'nfyou,u,sv'ng,
éEatgolvtac To megl EviauTol, ToU wev, TeAeuTis, ToU 0, do-
A7 oMoy x@Aov, xal ETI ToU x@Aov éxsivou, xal uihva
Te TOVOe xal EviauToy ol émiBaivouey, THY ToU évialTou

10 @aoty, oUTw Oiebiéval. Ev wey Tor Tolv duoly umyvos Tol Te-
AevuTaiov vmoTelaty, TOIV TTo THS Evns Te xal véag, xal oloy
Te ToUTO, TO x@DAov &’ga,lgeTv xal ET ﬂgo"rsgov To 71'5@1‘ ToU pedopiov
TOTY pvoiy fr)y,sga,g % aUTal TEOTENTEIS 5g Ssoug y,&‘rgtox
gotwy Qv XUQlea,T’Y) y,av va 351)\11/(»1/ i TQlT’n M ag ‘rov

15 Pagiréa Ala: wed’ myv q éml vyoteiag alty amepivy) M & Ala.
el 7 twdwm: el N xaSnueonn® comeon), eIy @ mowTn TOY
OetAv@y* Emetd’ ) T@Y OelAv@y OeUTéQa,. X

132.5, follows after: Ieg. 240.13 [111,36] Alexandre
5 WETA TOUS AAAOUC exaoTOTE, MYin’ AV Uwvol oiTIveES oly AOwyTal,
aonoeTal éoamal wey éxclvwy adouevwy, xal oUtos éoamat,
0ig 0° éxeivwy, olTog Ye é0Toig” oUTW WeY 00V TaIS TQOTXUYNTETIY
EXATTOTE, OUTW OF TAIC TPOTENTETIY, OUTW 0F TOIS UWVOIS. T@Y TE
AVIQWTWY TOUS TTOVOAIOTEQOUS YOTNTIAL 0I5 YE WNY 0XVOS AY TIS P0G, TOUTOUS
10 éxAelmovTas av xal oAac TaS TEOTENTEIS, xal UaAAMTTA vV T@Y NUEQDY
Tais BePnroi, Tolc ve Uuvolc wovols Tl TaIC TEOTHUVNTET! YKoTiodal:

551 addidi, of Leg. 138.19-20 [I11,34] Alexandre
852_Add.: émuméder
853 _Add.: naSimeoivn

206



Tovg 02 0 xal ETI al 6xYMEOTEQOVS, 1) XAl OAWS YOAUUWATWY GTEIQOVS,
ExAelmovTas ay Mom xal Tous Uuvous, alTals YoUy Taic TeoT)uvNoEeat
xal wovals ﬂgoaaxyogaéaw Toz)g Jeols 0T wev av dv&gd)ﬂ'wv vo'a'og TIS TTQO-
15 GloOTYTOL, TEOS YVE TO u,'n EUUETOWS TTROTHUVETY, XAV aUTA TG, TEOC-
qostl,a,Ta, TV 7TQ00'KUV'Y]0'E(UV ybl)\a, adoweva éEapxely, TQ e
0 oUTw Tws ExovTi: day Tep xal amavTa TaUTa éxAsiTnTal,
0 Tot 0UTOS TOU AlT@Y avIeWTWY TolS QAIUROTATOIS, xal ToU ye aoePeiv
OAIYWEOTATOIS TATTOWEVOS, XAl WS UAMTT v &V Jixy TATTOITO® Xxal
20  WEV ON) Xal TIQOTAYOPEVOVTA EXATTOY TOUS JE0US, OUTWS WS BovAorTo
Te 00 xal 0UvaITo, TEAeUTOVTA xal yelpa TNy Oklay QiAely UmTiay.
ev 9’ Tow, M &l mou xail aAot M) T@OV vouwy T@vds mooxzotto PiBlog,
xal TAUT  GTTOWEVOS, e 500w MON ovTa, TNV YEelga oUTw @IALTY .
ala TalTo wev, olomep av advvadio TIS, 1) Xal 0XVOS TIQOTTH" TOIS
132V ye wny EvTelels &g SeoUs TaAUTAS TEOTEMTEIS TIOIETY GIQOUWEVOIS, XAXETVO
ETI WETA e O TOUS UWVOUS TO XMQUYWG XNQUTTETIaL® 010, TE
xal YeoUS TPOTEIQNHOTES TE XAl AYITTEITAVTES XOTA VOUOY,
dﬂo)\ud)u,sSa, oM Bekﬂ'ovg 'rfﬁ év-reégsl Tfﬁg T0S a,fn'o&g d)g f:—'xaa-ro:
5 fysfyav'n,u,svm. Atog xal ey v arra,o"r) NU@Y ﬂga,ga, Ep’ 0gov ¥ Qv Nuiy
M (pumg eimoITo, u,au,ku,sf}a, TS amo ToU %algovog Ny TE®-
Ta wny eAevdegiag xal anadeias: emeita 0c xal agxis Tis xaT avTol,
xal alTapxeiag, s&xooul'ag Te THS xaTA QUTLY, 00 OUVAUIS GUTI-
ToIWUESD -rfr)g TV wgog s;fa,m'oug oYETEWY, T TOV xa&n;m'rwv av a-
10 To0ooEl a'w‘r'ngla,g 7 nal wg ,u.a)ua‘ra, Ta)\am 7171/01;1.&9 av, Huiy
WEAETW" &V ATaT! Te xal TAYTY 1) AV olol T WUEY, Yol eTwmeda
NN xnal WOVWs THS NIV TEOTNXOVTNS, WS EXATTQW OUVAWIS, TEU-
Eoueda xaSapiotnTos Al ETI UMY xal & YOVATE AUEW XE-
xApévol, T4 Te TeleuTaiq Uyd) THO0E TEOTYKOVTES, OUTW ATO-
15 Avoueda. v pevtol Ty nueedy Tais PBeByroig, éEaigolon
Ta moAAa alTol, @0s xneUTTeTIAl" OIa Te Xl FEOUS TTOOTEIQNXO-
TES TE XAl APITTEUTAYTES HATA VOOV, ETI XAl & YOVATE QAUPW
xnexApwevor, Th Te TeAeuTalq eUyg THOE TOOTYOVTES, OUTW
ATOAVOWESQ. ETEITA Y WEV IEQEWY TIS AR, AUTOY TTROS TOV AWy
20 TETOQOWUEVOY, Xal ETTOIS TW YEIPE UTTIW EMaLiQOVTaL, TNV Ve
eUymy exclvmy émAéyery: Zeve o BaoiAevs, xal Jeol mavTee,
ol éx Alog Epogol TOV NUETEQWY XAJETTATL, TATIY VUIY IAEW
elev: €@’ @ Tov Aewv Umoxpiveadal, dweiaTi adovTas: sley
eley: eley On xal ool Seie™ dvep: éav O icpéwy umdelc Tapd. Tov TH¢ TEoO-
133 xuw’;o-awg nafro'(,g?;:a,wa, 1wy, xal Taé‘r'nv ém)\éfysw ‘r'ﬁv e&%'n‘v.
0UxETI y,sm'm aﬂ'a,lgov-ra T@ yelge” Teog 02, xal GyTI ToD uu,w fr),u,w
)\afyovm, xal ToU Aoimovs® elev: elev: eley UmoxpIvamévous, oUTw amo-

)\U&O'&a;l

133.4, I eg. 58.1 [111,36] Alexandre
H 1@y umydv xai étdv Tadis x (instead of: 1,21: Tlegl Ye@v Jepameiag)
Kai wey 0, xal umai xal Etedt, Tols ve xata QUIIY %ohodal ...
(in: Leg. 58.2-60.10 [I11,36] Alexandre)

855

133v.7, follows after: Ieg. 60.10 [111,36] Alexandre
icgoumiag 0 AYely TAOOE TE XAl TOTATOE" TOWTWS WEY XAl GYI-
WTATYY TOV UNVOS EXATTOY IEQOUMUIDY, vouumviay, A 7@ Badilel,
dsuTégay 0¢, 0y0omy IoTauevoy, Ilogelddvt e xal Jeoic Toic OAvumioig:
10 ToiTMY, Ooumiay, cUuTact Tois weta Ala Jeols aiay 0c deu-

854 _Add.: ST
85 Cf n. 858.

207



TEQAY TAUTNY UETA YOUUMYVIAY® TETAQTNY, 0700MY @IHvoy-
to¢, HAiw te xat Koovw xai alumac: Toic weta tovs OAvumiovs Seolc,
mewmTy, vy, IAoUTwyul Te idig T@Y arwy Sedv, xal émi
NOWWY AU, XAl TOV AGAAWY QIAWY Te xal 0IXEIWY TV Ve 0IXOUEVWY WYNUNY,
15 ExTmy, evmy Te xal véay, ém TY NU®Y alT®Y emaxélel Te,
xal TOV Ve NUAQTNWEVWY, EXAEAEILUEVWY TE O xal TeMANUUEANUEYWY,
TOTE Y00V WS UWAAITTA ETAVORIWaEL. My 0° 0 WnY X0IA0S TE 7, Xal
M Evm ATy, THY alTNy av ayew ém aueoty, T@ Te I ov-
TV xal WYnNWy T TOV olyouevwy, MUY Te AUTOY T EMITHE-
20 et alay 0t xal TalTyy Th diounvias ov weiw vouilety: wmyog Ot
0 Tol véou, xal OsuTéQay Te xal TEITYY ITTYUEVOY legoumviag ayEly.
“Hog wev v dsutépav, Ty 0 Toitny loceiddvi* xai ol Te-
Aevtaiov 0¢, dwlexaTou ve O M wPBoAiwou, TANEoUS weY
0VTOS, TOITMY TE ATIOVTOS xal OEUTEQAY® X0iAou OF, TETEAOA
134  Te xal ToITYY xai OcuTépay: ToiTny wev ITAoUTwyl Te ayovTag av-
TI THS €V, nal €T wynuy T TV olxoweévwy: OsuTéQay 0 xal
gvmy, m TeTeada Te xal B, @’ @ Teg xal THY Evmy Te xal VEAY T
Nu@Y alT@OY émanédel Te xal EMavopJwael. s

Bruxellensis 1871-1877

Leg. 86 [111,14] Alexandre, the text missing at the beginning of chapter is contained in:
Bruscellensis 1871-1877, £. 66¢, ed. F. Masai:**

X0V TE al YUVaIn®y YeNoTews, ETI Te xPe@y E0wWONS, WIGS TE THS €V oixig T aUTY XTNTEWS,
THg Te TaEa Tas TeAeTas (Sic) ExaTTWY 0Ux olxo@dogiag, TEQl TOUTWY AV EXATTOU WG WAAIGTA
gV xatpd elm éoncdaocSal, To uey alTd®Y xal &l 0p3®¢ vouwodeTeiTal, Ta 0 0p3WS ExovTa av,
aTe xal Tao oyedov avdewmols TagamAnains vouloweva, TG ToT av Aoyw xal 6pddS Exol,
xal ...

Leg. 98 [111,15] Alexandre:
avUrtoevi (Masai after Bruxellensis 1871-1877) instead of aUtoyevel (Alexandre’s conjecture from
aUToyevng in Parisinus 2045)%

Masai shows that in Alexander’s edition the following chapters of Plethon’s Laws are placed in
the wrong order:

11,36 = L,21 (pp. 58-60) Alexandre®™®
11,26 = 11,27 (p. 82) Alexandre®”’

856 Masai (1956), p. 125, n. 1 (“L’édition de ce fragment par ALEXANDRE, p. 86 est a compléter, par le début grace
a ce texte conservé dans le codex Bruxellensis 1871-1877 (de la main du disciple de Pléthon, Michel Apostoles)™.), ¢
p.- 398, n. 1.

857 Ibid., n. 2.

858 Ihid., p. 395, n. 2 (“ALEXANDRE, p. 58-60, publie, comme appartenant a ce chapitre, un fragment que le ms de
Londres intitule H T@v wnv@v xai étwy ta&is et situe aprés le fragment portant le titre du Livre 111, ch. XXXVI. Ce
témoignage autorisé, auquel s’ajoute 'argument du contexte, doit faire abandonner la solution d’Alexandre. Celle-ci
n’avait pour elle quune références d’Allatius : « Pletho, primo de legibus » (De mensura temporum, p. 140), dont on ne
peut controler le fondement.”).

89 Ibid., p. 397, n. 1 (“Alexandre a cru pouvoir attribuer les dernicres lignes de ce fragment au chapitre XXVII. Le ms
de Londres prouve qu’il a commis une double erreur : le texte est complet et donne uniquement le chapitre XXVIL.”).
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Abbreviations

ALEXANDRE — Pléthon, Traité des Lois, introd., ed. C. Alexandre, transl. A. Pellissier, Paris
1858, repr. Amsterdam 1966, Paris 1982 (partial reimpression with a new preface by R.
Brague), [Boston] 2004 (Elibron Classics).

LAMBROS — S.P. Lambros [2.I1. Aawmgog|, [ladaoAsyeia xai Ielomovymaiaxa, 1-1V, Aliya
1924 (1-11), 1926 (11I), 1930 (IV).

LEGRAND I-1V — E. Legrand, Bibliographie hellénigne X1 et XVU'T siécles, 1-1V, Paris 1885 (1),
1885 (1I), 1903 (11I), 1906 (IV), repr. 1962.

MOHLER III — L. Mohler, Kardinal Bessarion als Theologe, Humanist und Staatsmann, 111: Aus
Bessarions Gelebrtenkreis. Abbhandliungen, Reden, Briefe von Bessarion, Theodoros Gages, Michael
Apostolios, Andronikos Kallistos, Georgios Trapezuntios, Niccolo Perotti, Niccolo  Capranica,
Paderborn 1942.

PG —J.-P. Migne, Patrologiae Cursus Completus. Series Graeca, 1-11 X1, Paris 1857-18606.

SCHOLARIOS 1V — Zuvres completes de Gennade Scholarios, IV, ed. L. Petit — X.A. Siderides — M.
Jugie, Paris 1935.

Mare. Gr. — Marcianus Graecus, ¢f. Mioni (1972), (1985)
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The Primary Sources (with Abbreviations and Editions)”

Gemistos Plethon and His Contemporaries

George Gemistos Plethon

Ad Bess. 1 (Ad Bessarionem 1) — Byaoagiww (Letter to Bessarion), ed. 1.. Mohler in: MOHLER 111, pp.
458-463 (= Bessarion, Ep. 19).*"'

Ad Bess. 11 (Ad Bessarionem 11) — T@ adnopwratw Kagdwalrer Byoaagiwvi ([Further] 1etter to the
Most Venerable Cardinal Bessarion), ed. L. Mohler in: MOHLER III, pp. 465-468 (=
Bessarion, Ep. 21), ed. and transl. A. Tihon in Meth., pp. 61, 124-127 (the astronomical

862

part).

Ad denm unum (Ad deumr unum supplicatio) — Evgm eis tov éva Oeov (Prayer to the One God), ed. C.
Alexandre in: ALEXANDRE, pp. 273-274 (spurious?™).**

Ad Man. (Ad Manuelem) — Eis Mavoumh Iadaiodoyoy meoi 1oy év Iedomovwwnow moayuatwy
(Address to the Emperor Manuel on Affairs in the Pelgponnese), ed. S.P. Lambros [Z.I1. Aawmgog]
in: LAMBROS 111, pp. 246-265.

Ad quaes. (Ad quaesita quaedam responsio) — Tlgog mewtnuéva arta amoxgigs (The Response to Some
Inguiries [of John VIII Palaiologos]), introd., ed. and transl. L.G. Benakis [A.I'. Mmevaxng] in:
Benakis (1974), pp. 330-347, 351-376, repr. in: Benakis (2002), pp. 585-602, 607-632.%

Ad Theod. (Ad Theodorum) — ZuuBovAevtinos moos Tov deamotny Oeodweov megi 175 Ilelomovymoou
(Advisory Address to the Despot Theodore on the Pelgponnese), ed. S.P. Lambros [Z.I1. Aawmgog]
in: LAMBROS 1V, pp. 113-135.%"

Add. (Additus) — the supplementary text of the Book of Laws (Leg) inedited by Alexander and
contained in Additus 5424 (in the possession of the British Library, London), its tentative

transcription may be found in the Manuscript Supplement.

860 The translations and summaries of the primary texts are indicated in the footnotes.

861 English: C.M. Woodhouse in: Woodhouse (19806), pp. 233-235 (summary).

862 English: C.M. Woodhouse in: Woodhouse (1986), pp. 233-235, French: A. Tihon in: Mezh. 61 (the astronomical
part).

863 Cf. supra.

864 English: C.M. Woodhouse in: Woodhouse (19806), p. 45, German: W. Blum in: Blum (1988), p. 93, Modern
Greek: E. Stamou [E. Ztauov] in: IAn3wves Nouwor. Tevvadiov Hateragxov Evavriov toi IIAgSwyos epiorol,
Alnva 1997, p. 131.

865 English: C.M. Woodhouse in: Woodhouse (1986), pp. 102-106 (summary), German: A. Ellissen in: Ellissen
(1860), pp. 85-104, W. Blum in: Blum (1988), pp. 173-187, Modern Greek: Ch.P. Baloglou in: Baloglou (2002), pp.
213-241, Russian: B.T. Goryanov [B.T. 'opsros| in: I'eopruit I'emucr ITandon, Pevu o pepopuax, in: Busannuicxuii
spemennux, 6, 1953, pp. 397-404

866 English: C.M. Woodhouse in: Woodhouse (1986), pp. 230-232 (summaty), Modern Greek: L.G. Benakis [A.T.
Mnevaxng| in: Ad quaes., pp. 350-358, rept., pp. 606-614.

867 English: C.M. Woodhouse in: Woodhouse (1986), pp. 92-98, German: A. Ellissen in: Ellissen (1860), pp. 105-130,
W. Blum in: Blum (1988), pp. 151-172, Modern Greek: Ch.P. Baloglou in: Baloglou (2002), pp. 143-183, Russian:
B.T. Goryanov [B.T. I'opsros| in: I'eopruit I'emuct Iandposn, Pewu o pedpopmax, in: Busanmuiickuii spementiux, 6, 1953,

pp. 404-414.
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Contra Bess. (Contra Bessarionem) — Ilgos tas maga ToU Byooagiwves avtidqers émi tois xata Tol
vnéo Aativwy BiBliov yeageio vn’ alrtol avriggnTixois (Reply to Bessarion’s Critical Comments
on His Polemical Writing against the Treatise in Support of Latins), ed. C. Alexandre in:
ALEXANDRE, pp. 311-312, cotr. ]. Monfasani in: Monfasani (1994), p. 839, n. 33.°*

Contra Lat. (Contra De dogmate Latino librum) — Tlgog to vmég Aativwy BiBAiov (Reply to the Treatise in
Support of Latins), ed. C. Alexandre in: ALEXANDRE, pp. 300-311, corr. J. Monfasani in:
Monfasani (1994), p. 839, n. 33.*”

Contra Schol. (Contra Scholarii pro Aristotele obiectiones) — Ilgos Tas Zxolagiov imeg Agiororedous
avridqeis (Reply to Scholarios’ Defence of Aristotle), ed. and transl. B. Lagarde in: Byzantion, 59,
1989, pp. 355-507 (ed. E.V. Maltese, Leipzig 1988).""

De diff. (De differentiis) — et @v Agiarotédns moos Ihatwva dapégetar (On the Differences of
Abristotle from Plato), ed. B. Lagarde in: Byzantion, 43, 1973, pp. 312-343.*"

De Isthmo (De Lsthmo) — Igog tov Pagiréa [Mavounh megi o0 ToSuotl (To the Emperor [Manuel on the
Isthmus)), ed. S.P. Lambros [Z.I1. Aaumgog] in: LAMBROS 111, pp. 309-312.°™

De virt. (De virtutibus) — Ileoi agetr@y (On Virtnes) [Georges Gémiste Pléthon, Traité des vertns],
introd., ed., transl, and comment. B. Tambrun-Krasker, AS%vai-Leiden-New York-
Kobenhavn-Koln 1987, pp. 1-15.°”

Decl. brev. (Declaratio brevis oraculorum magicornm) — Boageia tis dacagnos T@v év Tois Aoyiois TouTors
acageotéows Aeyouévwy (Brief Clarification of What Is Said in These [Magian] Oracles 1 ess Clearly)
[Oracles Chaldaigues. Recension de Georges Gémiste Pléthon. La recension arabe des Mayixa
Aoyia, ed. M. Tardieu], introd., ed., transl., and comment. B. Tambrun-Krasker, AS%va.-
Paris-Bruxelles 1995, pp. 21-22.%"

Diod. Plut. (De Diodoro et Plutarcho) [Opuscula de historia Graeca) — Ex t@v Aiodwgov xai ITAovragyov
el TV peta Ty &v Mavtivelg waymy év xepalaios diadmbs (On the Events among the Greeks
after the Battle of Mantineia), ed. E.V. Maltese, Leipzig 1989.

868 English: C.M. Woodhouse in: Woodhouse (1986), p. 277 (summary).

869 English: C.M. Woodhouse in: Woodhouse (1986), pp. 273-277 (summaty).

870 English: C.M. Woodhouse in: Woodhouse (1986), pp. 283-307 (summary), French: B. Lagarde in: Contra Schol.,
pp- 369-501.

871 English: C.M. Woodhouse in: Woodhouse (19806), pp. 191-214, German: W. Blum in: Blum (1988), pp. 112-150,
Italian: M. Neri in: G. Gemisto Pletone, Delle differenze fra Platone ed Aristotele, Rimini 2001.

872 English: C.M. Woodhouse in: Woodhouse (19806), pp. 100-101 (summary), German: W. Blum in: Blum (1988), pp.
188-195, Modern Greek: Ch.P. Baloglou in: Baloglou (2002), pp. 131-137.

873 English: C.M. Woodhouse in: Woodhouse (1986), pp. 180 (partial summary), French: B. Tambrun-Krasker in: De
virt., pp. 19-28, German: G. Schandl in: Blum—Seitter (2005), pp. 25-34, Italian: P. Jerenis, Trattato delle virti, Rimini
1999.

874 English: C.M. Woodhouse in: Woodhouse (19806), pp. 53-54, French: B. Tambrun-Krasker in: Dec. brev, p. 30,
Modern Greek: M. Kekropoulou [M. KexgomotAov] in: T'.I". TIA%3wy — M. Tédhog, Mayixa Aoyia Tov Zwgodoten,
Alvva 1997, pp. 230-234, E. Stamou [E. Zrapov] in: [TAnSwvos Nouor. Tevvadiov Iateiagxov Evavriov Toi
IAjSwvog Tepiorot, ASva, 1997, pp. 131-136.
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In Cleap. (In Clegpam) — Movwdia émi Tj) aodiuw Bagihidr KAsomy (Funeral Oration on the Venerable
Empress Clegpe), ed. S.P. Lambros [Z.I1. Aaumgog] in: LAMBROS 1V, pp. 161-175.*7

In Hel. (In Helenam) — Movwdia eis Elévyy (" Tmouovny) Ialaiodoyivay (Funeral Oration on Helen
(Patience) Palaiologina), ed. S.P. Lambros [Z.I1. Adumgog] in: LAMBROS 111, pp. 266-280.°"

Leg. (Legum conscriptio) — Nowwy avyyeaen (Book of Laws), ed. C. Alexandre in: ALEXANDRE, pp.
1-260.5"

Meth. (Methodns) — MéSodos elgérews mAiov xai gelqyns, guvidwy xal maveedqpwy xai Ths T@WV
aoTéQWY EMOyTs amo xavovwy ovs avtos ovvertyoato (A Method of Fixing the Sun, Moon,
Conjuncions, Full Moons, and Period of Planets by Rules Established by Himself) |[Georges Gémiste
Pléthon, Manuel dastronomie], introd., ed., transl., and comment. A. Tihon — R. Mercier,
Louvain-la-Neuve 1998.

Mabh. (Mabomes Araborum princeps et legislator) — Mwauétns pév o apaPagyms Te xal vouoIeTng
(Mubammad the Leader and Lawgiver of the Arabs), ed. and comment. F. Klein-Franke (1972),
pp. 3-8, corr. D. Dedes (1981), pp. 66-67.

Or. mag. (Oracula magica magorum Zoroastri cum commentario Plethonis) — Mayixa Aoy T@dv amo
Zwgoaaroov waywy — E&nynoig eis ta, avta Aoyia (The Magian Oracles of Zoroaster’s Magi — The
Explanation of the Oracles) |Oracles Chaldaigues. Recension de Georges Gémiste Pléthon. La
recension arabe des Mayixa Aéyia, ed. M. Tardieu], introd., ed., transl., and comment. B.
Tambrun-Krasker — M. Tardieu, AS%jvat-Paris-Bruxelles 1995.57

Proth. (Protheoria) — TgoSewoia eis Tov Emtagiov Mavough Ialaiooyou eis Tov adeAgoy Ozadwgoy
(Preface to the Funeral Oration of the Emperor Manuel on His Brother Theodore), ed. S.P. Lambros
[Z.I1. Aaumgog] in: LAMBROS II1, pp. 3-7 (ed. J. Chrysostomides in: Manuel Paleologus,
Funeral Oration on his Brother Theodore, 1, O@eaaadovixm 1985, pp. 67-69)."”

875 English: C.M. Woodhouse in: Woodhouse (19806), pp. 114-115 (summary), German: W. Blum in: Blum (1988), pp.
97-104.

876 English: C.M. Woodhouse in: Woodhouse (1986), pp. 310-312 (summary), German: W. Blum in: Blum (1988), pp.
105-111, Italian: G. Leopardi, in: zdem, Tutte le opere, ed. F. Flora, II: Le poesie ¢ le prose, Verona 1965, pp. 193-198,
Serbo-Croatian: D. Anastasijevi¢ [A. Anacracujeub)], in: Bpacmso, 32, 1941, pp. 50-54.

877 English: C.M. Woodhouse in: Woodhouse (1986), pp. 322-356 (translation of some patts, summary of other
ones), French: A. Pellisier in: ALEXANDRE, pp. 3-261, German: W. Blum in: Blum-Seitter (2005), pp. 7-23,
Modern Greek: E. Stamou [E. Ztapov] in: IIAqSwvos Nowor. Tevvadiov Matgiaggov Evavriov toi IIAySwyos
Tepiorot, ASqva 1997, pp. 9-126, D.K. Chatzimichail [A.K. Xatlyuigant] in: Tewgyiov Teuiotol-IIAnSwvog,
Nopwv ovyyeaeyn, Osaoalovixy 2005, Russian: LP. Medvedev [VL.I1. MeaseaeB| in: idem, Busanmuiicxuii zymarusm
XIV-XV s6., Aemmurpaa 1976, pp. 172-241.

878 English: C.M. Woodhouse in: Woodhouse (1986), pp. 51-53 (the text of the Oracles only, without Plethon’s
commentary), K. H. Dannenfeldt in: idens, The Psendo-Zoroastrian Oracles in the Renaissance, Studies in the Renaissance, 4,
1957, pp. 27-28 (the text of the Oracles), French: B. Tambrun-Krasker in: Or. mag., pp. 25-36, Modern Greek: M.
Kekropoulou [M. KexgomotAov] in: I'.T'. TIAgSwy — M. TeAAog, Mayixa Aoyia tov Zweoaaten, ASnva 1997, pp.
167-230.

879 English: C.M. Woodhouse in: Woodhouse (19806), pp. 88-91 (summary).
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Zor. Plat. (Zoroastri Platonisque doctrinarum recapitulatio) — Zwgoaoteciwy Te xnati IAatwvix@y
doyuatwy avyrepadaiwas (Summary of the Doctrines of Zoroaster and Plato), ed. C. Alexandre in:
ALEXANDRE, pp. 262-268."*

Michael Apostolis

Ad Arg. 1 (Ad Argyropulum 1) — Agyvgomovdw (Letter to Argyropoulos), ed. C. Alexandre in:
ALEXANDRE, pp. 372-373 (ed. S.P. Lambros [Z.I1. Aawumeos| in: idem, Agyvgomoideia,
Adqvar 1910, pp. 216-217).

Ad Arg. N (Ad Argyropulum 11) — Agyvgomovdw ([Further] Letter to Argyropoulos), ed. C. Alexandre in:
ALEXANDRE, pp. 373-375 (ed. S.P. Lambros [Z.I1. Aawumeog| in: idem, Agyvgomoideia,
ASfvar 1910, pp. 218-219).

Ad Gemist. (Ad Gemistum) — Tewior®d 1@ ITAgSwwi (Letter to Gemistos Plethon), ed. C. Alexandre in:
ALEXANDRE, pp. 370-371 (ed. S.P. Lambros [Z.I1. Aawumgog] in: LAMBROS II, pp.
233-234).

Ad Gazae (Ad Theodori Gazae pro Aristotele de substantia adversus Plethonem obiectiones) — Ilgos Tag vnég
Agirrotidovs megl ovoias xata TTAnSwvos Ozodwgov ToU I'alh avridpbers (Reply to Theodore
Gaza’s against Plethon for Aristotle about Substance), ed. L. Mohler in: MOHLER 111, pp. 159-
169.

In Bess. (In Bessarionem) — Emtagios Semvwdns éxwy ggoiwioy éml 1o Setotatw Bnooagiov 1@
alderuwTaTew  ragdyvaler TR ayias  ZaPivye  xal  TavayiwTaTw — TATEiaoyy
Kwvoravrivovnodews (The Lamentable Funeral Oration with a Preamble on the Most Divine
Bessarion, the Most V'enerable Cardinal of Saint Sabina and the Most Foly Patriarch of Constantinople),
ed. G.G. Fillerborn in: PG CLXI, pp. cxxvii-cxl.

John Argyropoulos

De proc. (De processione Spiristus Sancti) — Ilegi Tijs ToU ayiov Ilveduatos énmogevoews (On Procession of
the Holy Spirit), ed. S.P. Lambros [Z.I1. Aawmgog] in: iden, Agyvgonoideia, ASfvar 1910, pp.
107-128.

Bessarion of Trebizond
Ad Apost. (Ad Michaelum Apostolem) — Miganro 1@ Amootody (Letter to Michael Apostolis), ed. 1.
Mohler in: MOHLER 111, pp. 511-513.

880 English: C.M. Woodhouse in: Woodhouse (19806), p. 319, French: A. Pellissier in: ALEXANDRE, pp. 263-269,
W. Blum in: Blum (1988), pp. 94-96, Modern Greek: E. Stamou [E. Ztauov] in: IAnSwvog Nowor. Tevvadiov
Martgiagyov Evavriov Tob IAjSwyes Tepiorot, ASvva 1997, pp. 127-129.
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Ad Const. (Ad Constantinum) — Kwvoravrive Iadawohoyw (Letter to Constantine Palaiologos), ed. 1.
Mohler in: MOHLER III, pp. 439-449 (= Ep. 13) (ed. S.P. Lambros [2.I1. Aawmgog] in:
Lambros (1906), pp. 15-27, LAMBROS 1V, pp. 32-45).

Ad Dem. Andr. (Ad Demetrinm et Andronicum) — Aqumreiw xai Avdgovixw, Tois Tol gopot I'epiotot
vieboy (Letter to Demetrios and Andronikos, the Sons of the Sage Gemistos), ed. L. Mohler in:
MOHLER I, pp. 468-469 (C. Alexandre in: ALEXANDRE, pp. 404-405).*"

Ad Gemist. 1 (Ad Gemistum 1) — T copd xai ddaoxare eweyiw 7o Leuwiotdp (Letter to the Sage and
Teacher George Gemistos), ed. 1.. Mohler in: MOHLER 111, pp. 455-458 (= Ep. 18).**

Ad Gemist. 1 (Ad Gemistum 11) — T dopdp xai ddaoxare ewoyiw 1@ Lepiotd ([Further] Letter to
the Sage and Teacher George Gemistos), ed. L. Mohler in: MOHLER 111, pp. 463-465 (= Ep. 20),
ed. and transl. A. Tihon, pp. 118-123 (astronomical part).*”

Ad Secund. (Ad Nicolaum Secundinum) — T loyiwrate avdol Nixolaw 1@ Zexovwdive (Letter to the
Most Learned Man Nicholas Secundinus), ed. 1. Mohler in: MOHLER 111, p. 470 (ed. C.
Alexandre in: ALEXANDRE, pp. 407-408).%**

Ady. Pleth. (Adversus Plethonem de substantia) — Igos ta IIASwvos meos Agiorotedn mepl ovoiag
(Against Plethon on Substance), ed. 1. Mohler in: MOHLER III, pp. 148-150 (introd., ed.,
transl., and comment. in: Taylor (1924)).**

Contra Gemist. (Contra Gemistum) — Avridplers émi Toig mpog To vmée Aativwy BiSAiov yeageio vmo
100 [Teporot (2)] {IIAySwvos (P)} (Reply to [Gemistos™ (2)] {Plethon’s (?)} Writing against the
Treatise in Support of the Latins), ed. and transl. ]. Monfasani in: Monfasani (1994), p. 848-
854.%%

De nat. (De natura et arte) — El 1) uoig xai  téxvn BovAetovrar 9 ov (On the Nature and Art), ed. L.
Mohler in: MOHLER III, pp. 91-147 (including the Latin version), corr. J. Monfasani in:
Fiaccadori (1994), pp. 323-324.

Ep. (Epistolae) — (Lettres), ed. L. Mohler in: Mohler II1, pp. 415-600.

In Calumn. (In calumniatorem Platonis) — "Edeyyor T@v xara ITAarwvos BAacequidyv (To Calummniator of
Plat), ed. L. Mohler, Paderborn 1927 (Kardinal Bessarion als Theologe, Humanist und Staatsmann,
II) (including the Latin version).

In Clegp. (In Cleapam) — Movwdia, émi 1§ Setotaty xal evoePel xugig quy, T7 ao1diu xal uaxagitior

Baaihicay xveg KAéomy 14 Halaohoyivy avyyeageioa mapa Tol év icpouovayors Byoaagiwyvos

881 English: C.M. Woodhouse in: Woodhouse (19806), p. 13 (partial translation).

82 English: C.M. Woodhouse in: Woodhouse (1986), pp. 233-235 (summary).

83 English: C.M. Woodhouse in: Woodhouse (1986), p. 236 (summary), French: A. Tihon in: Mezh., pp. 122-123 (the
astronomical part).

884 English: C.M. Woodhouse in: Woodhouse (1986), pp. 14-15 (summary), Italian: E. Mioni in: Mioni (1991), p. 169.
885 English: J.W. Taylor in: Taylor (1924), pp. 123-125.

886 The original text was presumably published under the name Gemistos, not Plethon, ¢ the discussion supra.
Italian: J. Monfasani in: Contra Gemist., pp. 848-854.
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(Funeral Oration on Our Most Divine and Pious 1ady, the Venerable and Blessed Lady Empress Cleope
Written by the Monk Bessarion), ed. S.P. Lambros [Z.I1. Aaumgog] in: LAMBROS 1V, pp.
154-160.

In Mar. (In Mariam) — Ilgos tov Baciréa, v otluyov [Magiav Kouvmyyyl amoBallAduevoy,
nagauvInTinos me@tos (The First Consolatory Oration to the Emperor Having Lost His Wife [Maria
Commnenal), introd. and ed. A. Gentilini in: Una consolatoria inedita del Bessarione, in: Scritti in
onore di onore di 1 Carlo Diano, Bologna 1975, pp. 149-164.

Vers. in Gemist. (Versus in Gemistum) — Ztiyot eis IIApSwva émrapior (Funeral Verses on Gemistos), ed.
L. Mohler in: MOHLER 111, p. 469 (ed. C. Alexandre in: ALEXANDRE, p. 406).*"’

Niccolo Capranica
Acta — Acta in Funere Nicaeni (The Funeral Oration on Bessarion), ed. L. Mohler in: MOHLER III, pp.
404-414.

Laonikos Chalkokondyles
Hist. (Historiarum demonstrationes) — Amodeibers ioroi@v (Demonstrations of Histories), ed. E. Darko,
Budapest, 1922 (I), 1923 (11.1), 1927 (I11.2).

Hieronymos Charitonymos

In Gemist. (In Gemistum) — “Vuvwdia 1@ copwtate Mdacraly xvgiw Ieweyiw 10 Tewiord (Funeral
Oration on Most Sage Teacher George Gemistos), ed. C. Alexandre in: ALEXANDRE, pp. 375-
386.%%

Cyriac of Ancona
Ep. (Epistulae) [Later Travels] — Letters [and Diaries], introd., ed., and transl. E.W. Bodnar — C. Foss,
Cambridge Mass. 2003.**

John Eugenikos

Acol. in Mare. Engen. (Acoluthia in Marcum Eungenicum) — Axodovia eig tov Magnov Evyevinoy
(Akolouthia of Mark Eugenikos), ed. L. Petit in: Studi bizantini, 2, 1927, pp. 193-235.

Ad Gemist. (Ad Gemistum) — T I'ewiore) (Letter to Gemistos), ed. E. Legrand in: Legrand (1892),
pp- 291-292 (ed. S.P. Lambros [Z.I1. Aaungog] in: LAMBROS 1, pp. 154-155).

887 Jtalian: E. Mioni in: Mioni (1991), p. 168.
888 English: C.M. Woodhouse in: Woodhouse (1986), pp. 7-12 (summary).
889 English: E.W. Bodnar — C. Foss in Ep.
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Francesco Filelfo

Ad Dom. (Ad Dominicum) — Ad Dominicum Barbadicum (Letter to Dominicus Barbadicus), ed. J. Hankins
in: Hankins (1991), pp. 515-523 (text 30).

Ad Gemist. (Ad Gemistum) — T'ewgyiow Tewiot@ (Letter to Gemistos), ed. BE. Legrand in: Legrand
(1892), p. 48.*"

Ad Sax. (Ad Saxolum) — Ad Saxolum Pratensem (Letter to Saxolus Pratensis), ed. C. Alexandre in:
ALEXANDRE, p. xx, n. 1 (on the basis of the edition of Filelfo’s lettres published in Paris
in 1503,*”' bk. v, fol. lvii).

Vers. in Gemist. (Versus in Gemistum) — I'ewgyie 1@ Loty (Verses to Gemistos), ed. E. Legrand in:
Legrand (1892), p. 49.%”

Theodore Gaza

Ad Bess. (Ad Bessarionem) — Kagowader Byooagiww (Letter to Cardinal Bessarion), introd., ed., and
transl. L. Labowsky, in: eadens, An Unknown Treatise by Theodorus Gaza. Bessarion Studies 117, in:
Mediaeval and Renaissance Studies, 6, 1968, pp. 173-198 (some parts of the text).””

Adp. Pleth. (Adversus Plethonem pro Aristotele de Substantia) — Tlgos ITApSwva vmeg Agiototélovs
(Against Plethon for Aristotle on Substance), ed. L. Mohler in: MOHLER II1, pp. 151-158.

De fato — Iegi éxovaiov xai axovaiov (On Fate), ed. 1. Mohler in: MOHLER 111, pp. 236-246.

De mens. (De mensibus) — Iegt umyy (On Montbs), ed. J.-P. Migne in: PG XIX, pp. 1168-1217.

Monk Gregorios
In Gemist. (In Gemistum) — Movwdia, 1@ ool Mdaorarw Ieweyiw 1@ Iepiot® (Funeral Oration on

Sage Teacher George Gemistos), ed. C. Alexandre in: ALEXANDRE, pp. 387-403.*"*

Lilius Gregorius Gyraldus

De poetis nostrorum temporum, ed. K. Wotke, Berlin 1894.

Andronikos Kallistos

Def. Gazae (Defensio Theodori Gazae adversus Michaelem Apostolinm) — Igog Tas Miganrov Amoorotov
xata Ozodwgoy avridplers (Reply of Theodore Gaza to Michael Apostolis), ed. 1. Mohler in:
MOHLER III, pp. 170-203

890 French: E. Legrand, in: Legrand (1892), pp. 48-49.

891 Kn6s (1950), p. 140, was not able to find this letter in the 1503 edition, to which Alexandre refers, but discovered
it in the one from 1513.

892 French: B. Kn6s, in: Knés (1950), p. 139.

893 English: L. Labowsky in: Gaza, Ad Bess., pp. 179-180, 183-184, 185-186, 188, 193-194 (some parts of the text).

894 English: C.M. Woodhouse in: Woodhouse (19806), pp. 7-12 (summary).
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Matthew Kamariotes

Ad Cab. (Ad Demetrinm Ranl Cabacen) — T évdobotatw xal elueveatate agyovT MueTéow avdévTy
xugiw Aquyroiw Paovd Kafaxy (Letter to Most Hononrable and Kind Ruler, Our Sovereign 1ord
Demetrios Raoul Cabaces), ed. E. Legrand in: Legrand (1892), pp. 311-312.
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Symp. (Symposinm)
Tim. (Timaens)

220



Plutarch

Aet. Rom. (Aetia Romana), ed. and transl. J. Boulogne in: Plutarque, (Euwres morales, IV, Paris 2002,
pp. 89-176, 313-394.

Def. orac. (De defectn oraculornm), introd., ed., transl, and comment. R. Flaceliere in: Plutarque,
Envres morales, N1: Dialogues pythiques, Paris 1984, pp. 84-165, 183-196.

De E (De E Delphico), introd., ed., transl., and comment. R. Flaceli¢re in: Plutarque, (Euvres morales,
VI: Dialogues pythigues, Paris 1984, pp. 1-36, 167-172.

De Is. (De Iside et Osiride), ed. and transl. C. Froidefond, Paris 1988 (Plutarque, (Euvres morales, V.2:
Isis et Osiris).

De mon. (De monarchia, democratia, aristocratia), ed. and transl. M. Cuvigny in: Plutarque, (Exvres
morales, X1.2, Paris 1984, pp. 147-157, 214-218.

Numa, introd., ed., transl., and comment. R. Flaceliére — E. Chambry — M. Juneaux, in: Plutarque,

Vies, 1, Paris 1964, pp. 168-222, 238-243.

Porphyry

De abst. (De abstinetia) [Porphyre, De l'abstinence], introd., ed., transl., and. comment. J. Bouffartigue
— M. Patillon — A.P. Segonds — L. Brisson, I-I1I, Paris 1977 (I), 1979 (II), 1995 (I1I).

Vita Pyth. (Vita Pythagorae), ed. and transl. E. des Places in: Porphyre, 1ie de Pythagore. Lettre
a Marcella, Paris 1982, pp. 7-86.

Proclus

In Plat. Remp. (In Platonis Rempublicanm commentarii), ed. W. Kroll, I-11, Leipzig 1899 (I), 1901 (II).

Inst. theol. (Institutio theologica) |The Elements of Theology], introd., ed., transl., and comment. E.R.
Dodds, Oxford 1933', 1963°.

Theol. Plat. (Theologia Platonica) | Théologie platonicienne], introd, ed., transl., and comment. D. Saffrey
— L.G. Westerink, I-VI, Paris 1968 (I), 1974 (II), 1978 (11I), 1981 (IV), 1987 (V), 1997 (VI).

Strabo

Geogr. (Geographica), ed. A. Meineke, I-111, Leipzig 1877.

221



Secondary Literature

Systematic Bibliographies of Secondary Texts on Gemistos Plethon

G.A. Papacostas (1977), The Philosopher George Gemistos-Plethon. The Identification and 1ocation of His
Manuscripts with an Attached Bibliography in Greek, York Pa.

Ch.P. Baloglou [X.II. MraAoyrov] (1994), Bifhoyeavia T'ewgyiov Izuioroi-IIApSwvos 1980-
1993, in: Bu§avtivog Aouos, 7, 1993-1994, pp. 157-163.

Ch.P. Baloglou [X.I1. MraAoyAou] (2000), H e&ehibn s Bifhioyeapias via tov Iewgyo Iepioro-
I[TApSwva xata to daotgua 1993-1999, in: Bulavtives Aguos, 10-11, 1999-2000, pp.
343-348.

Ch.P. Baloglou [X.I1. MmaAoyAou] (2002), BifAoygaeia, in: Néa xorvwyvodoyia, 35, 15, pp. 76-86.

Blum (1988), pp. 197-204.

Blum-Seitter (2005), pp. 49-58.

Nikolaou (2005), pp. 243-261.

Secondary Texts

C. Alexandre (1858), Notice préliminaire sur Pléthon, sur ses ouvrages et en particulter sur son Traités des
Lois, in: ALEXANDRE, pp. i-c.

M.V. Anastos (1948), Plethon’s Calendar and Liturgy, in: Dumbarton Oaks Papers, 4, pp. 183-303.

G. Arabatzis [[. Agaunatlis] (2003), [TApSwvos Teol agetdv xai orwixy 3. "Egevves yia
TIS TYYES nal TV eovoAoyman Tol Egyou, in: Pidovogia, 33, pp. 218-232.

G. Arabatzis (2005), Le Systeme de Pléthon et la nécessité, in: Hasard et nécessité dans la philosophie grecque,
Adnva, pp. 215-236.

C. Astruc (1955), La fin inédite dn Contra Plethonem de Matthien Camariotés, in: Scriptorium, 9, pp.
246-262.

P. Athanassiadi (1999), The Chaldaean Oracles: Theology and Theurgy, in: P. Athanassiadi — M. Frede
(ed.), Pagan Monotheism in Late Antiguity, Oxford, pp. 149-183.

P. Athanassiadi (2002), Byzantine Commentators on the Chaldaean Oracles: Psellos and Plethon, in: K.
Ierodiakonou (ed.), Byzantine Philosophy and Its Ancient Sources, Oxtord, pp. 237-252.

Ch.P. Baloglou [X.II. Mmnadoyrov] (2002), Tewgyiov Tewiotov TIApSwvos Ilegl

IeAomovyyoianawy mpayuatwy, ASmva.

222



M. Baltes (1999), Der Platonismus und die Weisheit der Barbaren, in: J. Cleary (ed.), Traditions of
Platonism. Essays in Honour of John Dillon, Aldershot-Bookfield-Singapore-Sydney, pp.
115-138, repr. in: zdemz, EIINOHMATA, ed. M.-L. Lakmann, Leipzig 2000, pp. 1-26.

L.C. Bargeliotes (1973), Plethon as a Forerunner of Neo-Hellenic and Modern European Consciousness, in:
Arotipa, 1, pp. 33-60.

L.C. Bargeliotes (1975), Fate or Heimarmene according to Pletho, in: Awotipa, 3, pp. 137-149.

L..C. Bargeliotes (1976), The Problem of Evil in Pletho, in: Aswtiua, 4, pp. 116-125.

L.C. Bargeliotes (1979), Man as Methotion according to Pletho, in: Avotiwa, 7, pp. 14-20.

L.C. Bargeliotes [A.K. MragrlecAiwrng] (1980), H xgirixy 1ot Agiorotédovs maga ITAnSwvi wg
Exppadic Tol avTiapioToTe Mouol xata Tov i€’ alva, ASfval.

L.C. Bargeliotes [A.K. Mragrlehiotng] (1989), O éMuyvoxevtoiouos xai of xowwvomohitixes idées
100 ITApSwvos, ASmva.

L.C. Bargeliotes (1990-1993), Plotinus and Plethon as Defenders of the Hellenic Logos, in: Emetnois
Bulayrivay Smovdav, 48, pp. 377-396.

W. Beierwaltes (1979), Proklos. Grundziige seiner Metaphysik, Frankfurt am Main.

L.G. Benakis [A.T'. Mmnevaxng| (1974), Tewgyiov Teuiatol TIApSwvos Tpos newtnuéva atta
anoxoigis. Tia To agiotorehino alwua 75 avrieacews xal yia ) ouvdeTy @lon ToU
avpwmov. Tlpwry éxdoon ue veoeAmuixn wetappasn xal sicaywyr, in: Qirogopia, 4,
pp. 327-3706, repr. in: Benakis (2002), pp. 585-632.

L.G. Benakis (1990), Dze theoretische und praktische Autonomie der Philosophie als Fachdisziplin in Byzang,
in: Knowledge and the Sciences in Medieval Philosaphy. Proceedings of the 8” International Congress
of Medieval Philosophy (Helsinki 24-39.8.1987), pp. 223-227, repr. in: Benakis (2002), pp.
97-100.

L.G. Benakis [A.I'. Mmevaxng] (2002), Bulavrivy gidocogia. Keipeva xai wehétes — Texts and
Studies on Byzantine philosophy, ASnyva.

L.G. Benakis — X.P. Baloglou [A.I'. Mmevaxns — X.II. Mratoyrov] (ed.) (2003), ITgaxtixa
dedvoiis auvedpiov apicowuévoy ooy TIAgSwya xal Ty émoym ToU we ™) cuuAnoway 550
étwy amo 10 Savato Tol. Muoteas, 26-29 Towviov 2002. Proceedings of the International
Congress on Plethon and His Time. Mystras, 26-29 June 2002, ASnmva-Muatgas .

R.M. van den Berg (2001), Proclus’ Hymns. Essays, Translations, Commentary, 1.eiden-Boston-Koln.

C. Bianca (1999), Gaza, Teodoro (s. v.), in: Digionario biografico degli Italiant, 111: Gambacorta-Gelasio 11,

Roma, pp. 737-746.
J. Bidez (1929), La Tradition manuscrite et les éditions des discours de I'Emperenr Julien, Gand.
J. Bidez — F. Cumont (1938), Zoroastre, Ostanes et Hystaspe d'apres la tradition grecque, 1: Introduction, 11:

L es Texctes.

223



W. Blum (1988), Georgios Gemistos Plethon. Politik, Philosophie und Rhetorik in spathyzantinischen Reich
(1355-1452), Stuttgart.

W. Blum — W. Seitter (ed.) (2005), Georgios Gemistos Plethon (1355-1452). Reformpolitiker, Philosoph,
Verehrer der alten Gotter, Zurich-Betlin (Tumult. Schriften zur Verkehrwissenschaft, 29).

L. Brisson (2000), La Place des Oracles Chaldaiques dans /a Théologie Platonicienne, in: A.P.
Segonds — C. Steel — C. Luna — A.F. Mettraux (ed.), Proclus et la Théologie
Platonicienne. Actes du Collogue International de Iouvain (13 — 16 mai 1998) en ['honneur de
H.D. Saffrey et 1..G. Westerink 1, Leuven — Paris, pp. 109-162.

L. Brisson (2003), Plato’s Timaeus and the Chaldacan Oracles, in: G.J. Reydams-Schils, Plato’s
Timaeus as Cultural Icon, Notre Dame Ind., pp. 111-132.

J.S. Codoner (2005), Die plethonische ,,Relzgion, in: Blum-Seitter (2005), pp. 91-100.

N. Constas (2002), Mark Eugenikos, in: C.G. Conticello — V. Conticello (ed.), La Thélogie byzantine
et sa tradition, 11: XIII'-XIX' 5., Turnhout, pp. 411-464, 468-475.

H. Corbin (1940), Les motifs zoroastriens dans la philosophie de Sobrawardi, Teheran.

H. Corbin (1964), Histoire de la philosophie islamigue, Paris.

F. Cumont (1935), Les Nowms des planétes et I'astrolatrie chez les Grecs, in: L Antiquité classique, 4, pp. 5-
43.

D. Dedes (1981), Die Handschriften und das Werk des Georgios Gemistos (Plethon). Forschungen und Funde
in Venedig, in: EAMqvina, 33.1, pp. 66-81.

A. Diller (1937), A Geographical Treatise by Georgius Gemistus Pletho, in: Isis, 27, pp. 441-451.

A. Diller (1954), Pletho and Plutarch, in: Scriptorium, 8, pp. 123-127.

A. Diller (1956), The Autographs of Georgins Gemristus Pletho, in: Scriptorium, 10, pp. 27-41.

J. Dillon (2001), The Neoplatonic Reception of Plato’s Laws, in: L. Lisi (ed.), Plato’s Laws and Its
Historical Significance. Selected Papers of the I International Congress on Ancient Thought.
Salamanca, 1998, Sankt Augustin, pp. 243-254.

G.A. Dimitrakopoulos [[".A. Aqunteaxomovdog| (2004), [TApSwy xai Owwas Axvvarns. Amo iy
1rTopia Tov Bulavtivot Swuiouot, Admva.

H. Ditten (1964), BagBagot, "EAAqves und Pwuaior bei den letten byzantinischen Geschichtsschreibern, in:
Actes du XII' Congres international d’études byzantines. Ochride. 10-16 septembre 1961, 11,
Beograd, pp. 273-299.

E.R. Dodds (1928), The Parmenides of Plato and the Origin of the Neoplatonic “One”, in: Classical
Quarterly, 22, pp. 129-142.

E.R. Dodds (1933), The Astral Body in Neoplatonism, in: Proclus, Inst. theol., pp. 313-321 (Appendix
II).

224



H. Dorrie (1970), Der Kinig. Ein platonisches Schliisselwort, von Plotin mit nenem Sinn erfiillt, in: Revue
internationale de Philosophie, 24, pp. 217-235, repr. in: idem, Platonica minora, Minchen
1976, pp. 390-405.

F. Dvornik (1966), Early Christian and Byzantine Political Philosophy. Origins and Background, 1-11,
Washington.

A. Ellissen (1860), Georgios Gemistus Plethon’s Denfkrischriften iiber die Angelegenbeiten des Peloponnes,
Leipzig (Analekten der mittel- und nengriechisch Literatur, IV .2), repr. 1976.

G. Fiaccadori (1994) (ed.), Bessarione e I'Umanesimo. Catalogo della mostra, Napoli.

A. Field (1987), John Argyropoulos and the “Secret Teachings” of Plato, in: ]. Hankins — J. Monfasani
— V. Purnell, Jr. (ed.), Supplementum Festivum. Studies in Honor of Paul Oskar Kristeller,
Binghamton N.Y., pp. 299-326.

T. Gantz (1996), Early Greek Myth. A Guide to Literary and Artistic Sources, 1-11, Baltimore-London,
1993', 1996

E. Garin (1958), Studi sul platonismo medievale, Firenze.

W. Gass (1844), Gennadius und Plethon. Aristotelismus und Platonismus in der Griechischen Kirche, 1-11,
Breslau.

D.J. Geanakoplos (1962), Greek Scholars in 1 enice, Cambridge Mass.

D.J. Geanakoplos (1989), Constantinople and the West. Essays on the Late Byzantine (Palaeologan) and
Italian Renaissances and the Byzantine and Roman Churches, Madison-London.

S. Gentile (1990), Sulle prime traduzioni dal greco di Marsilio Ficino, in: Rinascimento, 30, pp. 57-104.

S. Gentile (1994), Giorgio Gemisto Pletone e la sua influenza sull Umanesimo fiorentino, in: P. Viti, Firenze
¢ 1/ Concilio del 1439. Convegno di Studi. Firenzge, 29 novembre — 2 dicembre, Firenze, pp. 813-
832.

L.P. Gerson (2000), Aristotle and Other Platonists, Ithaca.

L.P. Gerson (2000), The Harmony of Aristotle and Plato according to Neoplatonism, in: H. Tarrant — D.
Baltzly, Reading Plato in Antiquity, London, pp. 195-221.

J. Gill, S.J. (1959), The Council of Florence, Cambridge

J. Gill, S.J. (1964), Personalities of the Council of Florence and other Essays, Oxford.

H. Grégoire (1929-1930), Les Manuscrits de Julien et le monvement néo-paien de Mistra : Démétrius Rhballis
et Gémiste Pléthon, in: Byzantion, 5, pp. 730-736.

V. Grumel (1958), La Chronologie, Paris (Traité d’études byzantines, I).

C. Guérard (1987), L'hyparxis de 'ame et la flenr de lintellect dans la mystagogie de Proclus, in: J. Pépin —
H.D. Saftrey (ed.), Proclus. Lecteur et interpréte des anciens. Actes du collogue international du
CNRS. Paris (24 octobre 1985), Paris, pp. 335-349.

225



P. Hadot (1978), Bilan et perspectives sur les Oracles Chaldaiques, in: Lewy (1978), pp. 703-720,
vepr. in: idem, Plotin, Porphyre. Etudes néoplatoniciennes, Paris 1999, pp. 89-124.

J. Hankins (1987), Plato in the Middle Ages, in: idens, Humanism and Platonism in the Italian Renaissance,
I1: Platonism, Roma 2004, pp. 7-23, repr. from: J. Strayer (ed.), Dictionary of the Middle
Ages, IX, New York 1987, pp. 694-704.

J. Hankins (1991), Plato in the Italian Renaissance, 1-11, Leiden-New York-Kobenhavn-Kéln (1990,
1991%).

J. Harris (2003), The Influence of Plethon’s Idea of Fate on the Historian Laonikos Chalkokondyles, in:
Benakis-Baloglou (2003), pp. 211-217.

G.E. Karamanolis (2002), Plethon and Scholarios on Aristotle, in: K. lerodiakonou (ed.), Byzantine
Philosophy and Its Ancient Sources, Oxtord, pp. 253-282.

G.E. Karamanolis (2006), Plato and Aristotle in Agreement? Platonists on Aristotle from Antiochus to
Porphyry, Oxford.

D. Katsafanas (2003), O rzgos #Afjoos xai o wovagouos ora vmouviuata tov Iewoyiov Iepiorol-
ITA9Swvos meos Tovs Iladaiodoyous, in: Benakis-Baloglou (2003), pp. 219-232.

A.G. Keller (1955), A Byzantine Admirer of Western’ Progress: Cardinal Bessarion, in: Cambridge
Historical Journal, 11, pp. 343-348.

A.G. Keller (1957), Two Byzantine Scholars and Their Reception in Italy, in: Journal of the Warburg and
Conrtanld Institutes, 20, pp. 363-370.

P. Kingsley (1990), The Greek Origin of the Sixth-Century Dating of Zoroaster, in: Bulletin of the School of
Oriental and African Studies, 53, pp. 245-265.

P. Kingsley (1995), Meeting with Magz: Iranian Themes among the Greeks, from Xanthus of Lydia to Plato’s
Academy, in: Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society, ser. 111, 5, pp. 173-2009.

F. Klein-Franke (1972), Die Geschichte des friihen Lsiam in einer Schrift des Georgios Gemistos Pletho, in:
Byzantinische Zeitschrift, 65, pp. 1-8 (with plate I and 1I).

B. Kn6s (1950), Gémiste Pléthon et son souvenir, in: Lettres d’humanité, 9, pp. 97-184.

J. Kraye (1979), Francesco Filelfo’s Lost Letter De 1deis, in: Journal of the Warburg and Courtanld
Institutes, 42, pp. 236-249, repr. in: idem, Classical Traditions in Renaissance Philosophy,
Aldershot 2002 (Variorum), I.

P.O. Kiisteller (1959), Pléthon et le Platonisme de Mistra. By Frangois Masat, in: The Journal of Philosophy,

50, 11, pp. 510-512 (a review of Masai (1950)).
P.O. Kiisteller (1970), A Latin Translation of Gemistos Plethon’s De fato by Jobannes Sophianos
Dedicated to Nicholas of Cusa, in: idem, Studies in Renaissance Thought and 1etters, 111, Roma 1993,

pp. 21-38, repr. from: Nicolo Cusano agli inizi del mondo moderno. Atti del Congresso Internazionale

226



in occasione del V" centenario della Morte di Nicolo Cusano — Bressanone, 6-10 settembre 1964, Firenze
1970, pp. 175-193.
P.O. Kiristeller (1972), Renaissance Concepts of Man and Other Essays, New York-Evanston-San
Francisco-London (chapter 5: Byzantine and Western Platonism in the Fifteenth Century, pp. 86-
109, is translated from the Italian original: Platonismo bizantino e fiorentino e la controversia su
Platone ¢ Aristotele, published without footnotes in: Venezia e ['Oriente in Tardo Medioevo e
Rinascimento, ed. A. Pertusi, Firenze 1966, pp. 103-1106, and repr. in: idem, Renaissance Thonght
and Its Sources, New York 1979, pp. 150-163).
L. Labowsky (1967), Bessarione (s. v.), in: Dizionario biografico degli Italiani, 1X: Berengario-Biagint,
Roma, pp. 686-696.
S.P. Lambros [Z.I1. Aaumgog] (1906), Trouvqua Toi xagdwariov Byooagiwvos eis Kwvoraytivoy
Tov Iadaiooyoy, in: Néos EAAqvouviuwy, 3, pp. 12-50.
S.P. Lambros [Z.I1. Aaumgog] (1907), Aaxedawovior BiBAoyeagor, in: Néog EAMmouviuwy, 4, pp.
303-357.
V. Laurent (1952), La profession de foi de Manuel Tarchaniotés Boullotes an Concile de Florence, in: Revue
des études byzantines, 10, pp. 60-69.
E. Legrand (1892), Cent-Dix Lettres Greeques de Frangois Filelfe, Patis.
H. Lewy (1978), Chaldaean Oracles and Theurgy, Cairo 1956', Paris 1978
R. Loenertz, O.P. (1944), Pour la biographie du cardinal Bessarion, in: Orientalia Christiana Periodica, 10,
pp. 116-149.
R. Majercik (1989), The Chaldean Oracles. Text, Translation, and Commentary, Leiden-New York-
Kobenhavn-Koln.
LP. Mamalakis [L.II. Maparaxng] (1939), Fewgyos Ieuioros-ITAnSwy, ASfyar (Texte und
Forschungen zur byzantinisch-nengriechische Philologie, 32).
L.P. Mamalakis [I.IT. MawaAaxns] (1955), H émidoacy t@v avyyeovwy yeyovotwy otis idzes Tou I
TIspioro, in: Iempayuéva tov 3 Bulavtivoroyoi Suvedoiov Oceooalovinys, 11, Adjvar,
pp- 498-532.
F. Masai (1956), Pléthon et le platonisme de Mistra, Patis.
F. Masai (1963), Le « De fato » d’Alexander d’Aphrodise attribué a Pléthon, in: Byzantion, 33, pp. 253-
2506.
F. Masai (1976), Renaissance platonicienne et controverses trinitaires a Byzance au X1 siecle, in: X1/T
Collogue international de Tours. Platon et Aristote a la Renaissance, Patis, pp. 25-43.
R. Masai — F. Masai (1954), L. Buwre de Georges Gémiste Pléthon. Rapport sur des trouvailles récentes :
antographes et traités inédites, in: Bulletin de I'Académie Royale de Belgique. Classe des Lettres, 40,
pp- 536-555.

227



J. Matula (2003), Georgios Gemistos Pletho and the ldea of Universal Harmony, in: Benakis-Baloglou
(2003), pp. 161-170.

LP. Medvedev (1985), Solar Cult in Plethon’s Philosophy?, in: Bulavriva, 13, pp. 737-749.

G. Mercati (1937), Opere minors, IV, Citta del Vaticano, pp. 169-175 (Studi e testi, 79), repr. trom:
Bessarione, 38, 1925, pp. 135-143).

E. Mioni (1972), Bibliothecae divi Marci Venetiarum codices Graeci manuscripti, I: Codices in
classes a prima usque ad quintam inclusi, 2: Classis II, codd. 121-198 — classes 111, IV,
V, Roma.

E. Mioni (1985), Bibliothecae divi Marci Venetiarum codices Graeci manuscripti, II: Thesaurus
antiquus. Codices 300-625, Roma.

E. Mioni (1991), VVita del Cardinal Bessarione, in: Miscellanea Marciana, 6.

L. Mohler (1923), Kardinal Bessarion als Theologe, Humanist und Staatsmann, 1. Darstellung, Paderborn.

J. Monfasani (1976), George of Trebizond: A Biography and a Study of His Rhetoric and Logic, 1eiden
(Columbia Studies in the Classical Tradition, 1).

J. Monfasani (1988), C.M. Woodhouse. George Gemistos Plethon: The Last of the Hellenes, in: Renaissance
Quarterly, 41, pp. 116-119 (a review of Woodhouse (1986)), pp. 116-119.

J. Monfasani (1992), Platonic Paganism in the Fifteenth Century, in: M.A. Di Cesare, Reconsidering the
Renaissance, Binghamton, N.Y. (Medieval and Renaissance Texts and Studies, 93), pp. 45-61
repr. in: J. Monfasani, Bygantine Scholars in Renaissance Italy: Cardinal Bessarion and Other
Emngrés, Aldershot (Variorum), X.

J. Monfasani (1994), Pletone, Bessarione e la processione dello Spirito Santo: un testo inedito ¢ un falso, in: P.
Viti, Firenze e il Concilio del 1439. Convegno di Studi. Firenze, 29 novembre — 2 dicembre,
Firenze, pp. 833-859; repr. in: J. Monfasani, Byzantine Scholars in Renaissance Italy.
Cardinal Bessarion and Other Emigrés, Aldershot (Variorum) 1995, VIII.

J. Monfasani (2002), Theodore Gaza as a Philosopher: A Preliminary Survey, in: Manunele Crisolora e il
ritorno del greco in Occidente. Atti del convegno internazionale (Napoli, 26-29 gingno 1997), ed.
R. Maisano — A. Rollo, Napoli, pp. 269-281, repr. in: idems, Greeks and Latins in
Renaissance, Aldershot (Variorum) 2004, IV.

E. Moutsopoulos — L.C. Bargeliotes [E. Movtgomovdog — A.K. MmagtlehioTng] (ed.) (1987),
ITAatwviouos xal apiototehiouos xata tov IIAgSwva. Melétes amo o diedves auumoaio
Draptns. 26-28 ZemreuBoiov 1985, ASmva.

Le Néoplatonisme. Royaumont 9-13 juin 1969 (1971), Patris.

J. Nicolet — M. Tardieu (1980), Pletho Arabicus. Identification et contenn du manuscript arabe d’Istanbul,
Topkapi Serdi, Abmet 111 1896, in: Journal asiatique, 268, pp. 35-57.

228



N. Nicoloudis [N. NuxoAovdng] (1996), Laonikos Chalkokondyles. A Translation and Commentary of the
“Demonstrations of Histories” (Books I-111), ASnva.

Th.S. Nikolaou [0.Z. NixoAaov] (1971), O Zwgoasrng cis 1o @irogogixoy ciotnua Tot T
Tepiorov TIApSwyos, in: Enernois tis Etaigeias Bulavtivay Snovdav, 38, pp. 297-341,
515-510, repr. in: Nikolaou (2005), pp. 19-66.

Th.S. Nikolaou (1982), Gewmistos Plethon und Proklos. Plethon’s ,,Neuplatonism* am Beispiel seiner
Psychologie, in: Jabrbuch der dsterreichischen Byzantinistik, 32.4, pp. 387-399; 32.1, pp. 283,
296-297, 304 (XVL. Internationaler Byzantinistnekongrefs, Akten, 11.4; 11.1), Modern Greek
transl. in: Nikolaou (2005), pp. 67-81.

Th.S. Nikolaou [0.Z. NixoAaov] (1989), Al megi Ilohiteias xai Awxaiov déar toU I'. TIApSwyos
Tewirrot, Ocaaalovixm 1974, 1989% (Byzantine Text and Studies, 13), repr. in: Nikolaou
(2005), pp. 83-191.

Th.S. Nikolaou [0.2. NuxoAaov] (2005), ITAnSwyixa, Ocaaadrovixy.

N. Patrick Peritore (1977), The Political Thought of Gemistos Plethon. A Renaissance Byzantine Reformer,
in: Polity, 10, pp. 168-191.

K. Perry (20006), Reading Proclus Diadochus in Byzantium, in: H. Tarrant — D. Baltzly, Reading Plato in
Antiguity, London, pp. 223-235.

A. Rigo (1994), Le gpere d’argomento teologico del giovane Bessarione, in: Fiaccadori (1994), pp. 33-46.

J.M. Rist (1964), Mysticism and Transcendence in Later Neoplatonism, in: Hermes, 92, pp. 213-225.

J.M. Rist (1967), The Neoplatonic One and Plato’s Parmenides, in: Transactions and Proceedings of the
American Philological Association, 93, pp. 389-401.

G. de Ruggiero (1930), Swria della filosofia, 111: Rinascimento, riforma e controriforma, 1, Bari.

H.D. Saffrey (1964), Recherches sur quelques autographes du cardinal Bessarion et lenr caractere
antobiographique, in: Mélanges Engene Tisserant, 111, Citta del Vaticano, pp. 263-297 (Studi
¢ testi, 233), rept. in: idem, 1."Héritage des anciens au moyen dge et a la renaissance, Paris 2002,
pp. 95-131.

H.D. Saftrey (1965), Notes antographes du cardinal Bessarion dans un manuscrit de Munich, in: Byzantion,
35, pp. 536-503, repr. in: idem, 1."Héritage des anciens an moyen dge et a la renaissance, Paris
2002, pp. 132-165.

C.B. Schmitt (1966), Perennial Philosophy: From Agostino Steuco to Leibniz, in: Journal of the History of
Ideas, 277, pp. 505-532, repr. in: idem, Studies in Renaissance Philosophy and Science, London
1981 (Variorum), I.

C.B. Schmitt (1970), Prisca theologia e philosophia perennis: due temi del Rinascimento italiano e la
loro fortuna, in: G. Tarugi (ed.), I/ pensiero italiano del Rinascimento e il tempo nostro. Atti del

V" Convegno internazionale del Centro di studi umanistici. Montepulciano, Palazzo Tarngi, 8-13

229



agosto 1968, Firenze 1970, pp. 211-2306, rept. in: idem, Studies in Renaissance Philosophy and
Science, LLondon 1981 (Variorum), II.

C.B. Schmitt (1972), Introduction, in: Augustinus Steuchus, De perenni philosophia, New York-
London, pp. v-xvil.

F. Schultze (1874), Georgios Gemistos Plethon und seine reformatorischen Bestrebungen, Jena, repr. Leipzig
1975.

R. Sorabji (2005), The Philosophy of the Commentators, 200-600 AD. A Sourcebook, 1: Psychology (with
Ethics and Religion, Ithaca.

R. Sorabji (20006), The Transformation of Plato and Aristotle, in: H. Tarrant — D. Baltzly, Reading Plato
in Antiquity, London, pp. 185-193.

E.J. Stormon, S.]. (1981), Bessarion before the Council of Florence. A Survey of His Early Writings (1423-
1437), in: E. Jeffrey — M. Jeffrey — A. Moftatt (ed.), Byzantine Papers. Proceedings of the
First Australian Byzantine Studies Conference, Canberra, 17-19 May 1978, Canberra, pp.
128-156.

M. Stausberg (1998), Faszination Zarathushstra. Zoroaster und die Europdische Religionsgeschichte der
Friihen Neuzgeit, I-11, Berlin-New York.

M. Tardieu (1987), Pléthon lectenr des Oracles, Métis, 2, pp. 141-164.

B. Tambrun-Krasker (1992), Allusion antipalamites dans le Commentaire de Pléthon sur les Oracles
chaldaiques, in: Revue des Etudes Augustiniennes, 38, pp. 168-179.

B. Tambrun-Krasker (1998), Le prologne du « Traité des lois » de Pléthon, et le regain d'intérét pour le
soepticisme aux X1V et X172 sideles, in: ].-D. Dubois — B. Roussel (edd.), Entrer en matiére.
Les prologues, Paris, pp. 271-291.

B. Tambrun-Krasker (1999), Un exemple d'utilisation dn Commentaire de Pléthon par Ficin: Le 1 éhicule
de ['ame, le pneuma et lidole, in: Accademia. Revue de la Société Marsile Ficin, 1, pp. 43-48.

B. Tambrun-Krasker (2001), Ficin, Pléthon et les mages disciples de Zoroastre, in: P. Magnard (ed.),
Marsile Ficin. Les Platonismes a la Renaissance, Paris, pp. 169-180.

B. Tambrun-Krasker (2002), Les fondaments métaphysigues et éthiques de la pensée politique de Pléthon,
Paris (an unpublished PhD thesis available at Université Paris IV-Sorbonne under the
signature BUT 5254).

B. Tambrun-Krasker (2003), L’Etre, Lun et la pensée politique de Pléthon, in: Benakis-Baloglou (2003),
pp. 67-82.

B. Tambrun-Krasker (2005), Plethons Abbhandlung Uber die Tugenden, in: Blum-Seitter (2005), pp.
101-117.

R. Tavardon (1977), Le Conflit de Georges Gémiste Pléthon et de Scholarios au sujet de !'excpression d’Aristote
70 0v Aéyetar moMayds, in: Byzantion, 47, pp. 268-278.

230



J.W. Taylor (1924), Bessarion the Mediator, in: Transactions and Proceedings of the American Philological
Association, 55, pp. 120-127.

LN. Theodorakopoulos [I.N. @zodweaxomovrog| (1977), ITAySwveta, in: Aaxwvixai omovdai, 3,
pp. 5-35.

F. Tinnefeld (2002), Georgios Gennadios Scholarios, in: C.G. Conticello — V. Conticello (ed.), L
Thélogie byzantine et sa tradition, 11: XIII'-XIX' 5., Turnhout, pp. 477-541.

C.J.G. Turner (1964), Pages from Late Byzantine Philosophy of History, in: Byzantinische Zeitschrift, 57,
pp. 348-373.

C.J.G. Turner (1969), The Career of George-Gennadins Scholarius, in: Byzantion, 39, pp. 420-455.

C.J.G. Turner (1976), An Anomalons Episode in Relations between Scholarios and Plethon, Byzantine
Studies, 3.1, pp. 56-63.

C. Vasoli (1994), Dalla pace religiosa alla “Prisca theologia”, in: P. Viti, Firenze e il Concilio del 1439.
Convegno di Studi. Firenzge, 29 novembre — 2 dicembre, Firenze, pp. 3-25.

C. Vasoli (1999), Quasi sit deus. Studi su Marsilio Ficino, Lecce.

C. Vasoli (2001), Da Giorgio Gemisto a Ficino: nascita e metamorfosi della “Prisca theologia”, in: G.C.
Baiardi (ed.), Miscellanea di studi in onore di Claudio 1" arese, Manziana, pp. 787-800.

A. Walbridge (2000), The Leaven of the Ancients. Subrawardi and the Heritage of the Greeks, Albany.

A. Walbridge (2001), The Wisdom of the Mystic East. Subrawardi and Platonic Orientalism, Albany.

R.T. Wallis (1972), Neo-Platonism, London 1972', 1995%

R. Webb (1989), The Nomoi of Gemistos Plethon in the Light of Plato’s Laws, in: Journal of the Warburg
and Conrtanld Institutes, 52, pp. 214-219.

E. Wind (1967), Pagan Mysteries in the Renaissance, Harmondsworth-Baltimore-Ringwood 1958',
1967%.

C.M. Woodhouse (1986), George Gemistos Plethon. The Last of the Hellenes, Oxford.

D.A. Zakythinos (1932), Le Despotat grec de Morée, 1: Histoire politique, Patis, rept., rev., augm. by Ch.
Maltézou, London 1975 (Variorum).

D.A. Zakythinos (1953), Le Despotat grec de Morée, I1: Viie et institution, ASfjyau, repr., rev., augm. by
Ch. Maltézou, London 1975 (Variorum).

H. Ziai (1997), al-Subrawards (s.v.), in: The Encyclopaedia of Isiam, I1X: San-Sze, ed. C.E. Bosworth —
E. van Donzel — W.P. Heinrichs — G. Lecomte, Leiden, pp. 782-784.

G. Zografidis [I'. Zaoygaeidng] (2003), O Iavroxgarwe Zevs ot [IAnSwvog. Evoloyia, wovagyia,
moAvSeiguds, in: Benakis-Baloglou (2003), pp. 127-159, rept. in: Agiadvy, 10, 2004, pp.
101-134.

231



Abstract
The present work is an attempt to provide a complex exposition of the philosophy of George
Gemistos Plethon, a XV® century Byzantine Platonist who influenced also contemporary
Renaissance thinkers in Italy. The first part of this study treats Gemistos’ “public philosophy”,
that is, his practical proposals for political reforms in the despotate of Morea (in the
Peloponnese) on the basis of Platonic principles as well as the funeral orations, which he
composed and in which the immortality of the human soul is demonstrated by rational
argumentation. The second part is dedicated to the overall reconstruction of Plethon’s own
version of Platonism or philosophia perennis, the perennial rational philosophy, which is common to
all the people throughout different ages and the best expression of which is to be found in the
works of Plato and Zoroaster (the Chaldaean Oracles, according to Plethon). Finally, the third part
discusses the religious beliefs of Gemistos — examines the testimonies of the contemporaries, his
stand at the Council of Florence, and his treatise on the procession of the Holy Spirit as well as
the neo-pagan Laws which is a kind of his self-stylisation to Plethon, “the second Plato”, — with
the result that it is rather improbable that Gemistos was a Platonic polytheist as it is often

claimed.

Abstrakt
Tato prace je pokusem o komplexni vyklad filosofie Gedrgia Gemista Pléthéna, byzantského
platonika XV. stoleti, jenz ovlivnil rovnéz soucasné renesancni myslitele v Italii. Prvni ¢ast studie
se vénuje Gemistove ,,vefejné filosofii, totiz jeho praktickym navrhim na politické reformy
v morejském despotatu (na Peloponnésu) na zakladé platonskych principt stejné jako pohfebni
feci, jez sepsal a v nichz je racionalni argumentaci dokazovana nesmrtelnost lidské duse. Druha
¢ast je vénovana celkové rekonstrukci Pléthonovy vlastni verze platonismu neboli philosophia
perennis, vécné racionalni filosofii, ktera je spole¢na vsem lidem napfic raznymi veky a jejiz
nejlepsi vyraz lze nalézt v dilech Platona a Zoroastra (Chaldejské vésthy, jak se domnival Pléthon).
Konecné, tfeti ¢ast rozebira Gemistova nabozenskd stanoviska — zkouma svédectvi soucasnika,
jeho postoj na koncilu ve Ferrafe-Florencii a jeho spis o vychazeni Ducha Svatého stejné jako
novopohanské Zdikony, které jsou jakousi jeho sebestylisaci do Pléthona, ,,druhého Platéna®, —
s tim zavérem, Ze je spiSe nepravdépodobné, ze by Gemistos byl platonsky polytheista, jak se

casto tvrdi.
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