1 Defence of Theodoros Gazes against Michael
Apostoles

1.1 Introduction

Of the three interventions that animated the second phase of the Aristotelian-Pla-
tonic polemic in the 1450s and 1460s, that of Andronikos Kallistos is by far the
most extensive. Gazes had simply analysed the five points of the De differentiis
by Plethon and had tried to show the superiority of the Aristotelian conception of
substance.' Conversely, Michael Apostoles had concentrated all his efforts on at-
tacking Gazes’ thesis, with the sole purpose of discrediting it in the eyes of poten-
tial readers, thus losing contact with the themes of the Plethonian text.? The first
goal of Andronikos’ Defensio (composed in the year 1462, before 19 May) is to
demonstrate the absurdity of Apostoles’ attack and his ignorance of the Aristote-
lian question. According to Kallistos, precisely because of this profound dpadia
— which led him to misunderstand Gazes’ objections to Plethon’s theses — Apos-
toles has shown that he is not even capable of constructively participating in such
a complex debate. The second goal pursued by Andronikos is to bring the con-
tents back to the centre of the debate and to address in more detail some of the
key points that had pitted Plethon and Gazes against each other, with the addi-
tion of a personal contribution to the debate.

Kallistos’ argument, both when it aims at attacking Apostoles, and when it
develops its own argumentations, is structured in the form of an answer to the
claims of Apostoles. Some units of content can be distinguished in the work:

1.1-1.2 dedication to Bessarion

2.1-7.2 tirade against Apostoles

8.1-12.6  onindividuals and universals

13.1-13.11 on the immortality of soul

14.1-15.3 in more detail on the individuals

16.1-22.2 debate on Aristotelian form

23.1-26.2 difference between paAAov and peiov

27.1-28.2 conclusions

1 The standard edition is by Mohler 1942, 155-158.
2 Mohler 1942, 161-169. A detailed analysis of Apostoles’ work is now Steiris 2021.

3 Open Access. © 2023 Luigi Orlandi, published by De Gruyter. This work is licensed under the
Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial-NoDerivatives 4.0 License.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783111203447-007
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The sources listed in the apparatus fontium show how the arguments fielded by
Andronikos come in most cases from the writings of Aristotle, Plato, and their
commentators (Simplicius, Philoponos, Proclus). Kallistos’ deep knowledge of
Aristotelian matter is impressive, but not surprising in view of the number of
manuscripts of Aristotelian content found in his library. These are all the manu-
scripts of Aristotelian content found in his library, copied and/or consulted by
him:3

Erlangensis A 4 (Physics; Simplicius on Physics; Parva Naturalia)

Laur. Ashb. 1599 (Themistius on De anima)

Ricc. 46 (Ethica Nicomachea, Poetics)

Ambr. D 78 inf. (Ammonius on De interpretatione)

Ambr. 156 sup. (De partibus animalium, Historia animalium)

Mutin. o T.8.3 (Poetics)

Mutin. a T.9.1 (Ethica Nicomachea)

Mutin. a U.9.3 (De virtutibus et vitiis)

Mutin. a W.2.1 (Olympiodorus on Organon; Porphyry on Categories)

Oxon. Bodl. Holkham Hall gr. 71 (Porphyry’s Introductio; Categories, De int.)

Par. gr. 1852 (De anima, Ethica Nicomachea)

Par. gr. 1878 (Alexander of Aphrodisias on Metaphysics)

Par. gr. 1879 (Michael of Ephesos on Metaphysics)

Par. gr. 1890 (Themistius on Physics)

Par. gr. 1908 (Simplicius on Physics)

Par. gr. 2038 (Rhetorica, Rhetorica ad Alexandrum, Poetics)

Par. gr. 2046 (Alexander of Aphrodisias on Meteorology)

Par. gr. 2066 (Michael of Ephesos on Parva Naturalia)

Par. gr. 2069 (Theophrastus)

Par. Suppl. gr. 541 (Mechanics)

Vat. Ross. 1025 (De anima and Philoponos on De anima)

Vat. gr. 249 (Physics, De caelo, De gen. et corr., Meteor., De anima)

Vat. gr. 257 (Metaphysics)

Vat. gr. 1314 (De mundo and Categories)

Vat. gr. 2189 (Porphyry’s Introductio; Categories, Philoponos on Categories;

Ammonius on De interpretatione)

Vat. gr. 2201 (De caelo, De generatione et corruptione, Metereology)

Vind. Hist. gr. 78 (Themistius on Parva Naturalia)

Marec. gr. Z. 226 (Simplicius on Physica)

3 Iexclude the manuscripts copied for a fee.
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1.2 The manuscript tradition

The text of Andronikos’ Defensio is transmitted in its entirety by six manuscripts:*

S = El Escorial, Real Biblioteca del Monasterio, ®.111.15

Paper, third quarter of fifteenth century, mm 208 x 144, fols VI+307(+264%; —102).
Composite manuscript. The text of Kallistos is found at fols 163v—-202v in the hand
of <Hesaias of Cyprus>. Fols 214r-233r are in the hand of <Makarios of Halicz>.’
Cat.: De Andrés 1965, 11, 68—71. Bibl.: Martinez Manzano 2015b, 120, 142, 145. Col-
lated from digital images and verified by autopsy.

B = Milano, Veneranda Biblioteca Ambrosiana, B 141 sup.

Paper, Padua or Venice, sixteenth century, mm 332 x 228, fols II1+31+I’. Copied by
Bartolomeo Zanetti. The text of Kallistos is found at fols 4v—28v. Cat.: Martini and
Bassi 1906, I, 167. Bibl.: Mohler 1942. Collated from digital images and verified by
autopsy.

L = Firenze, Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana, Plut. 58.33

Paper, Crete, third quarter of fifteenth century,® mm 268 x 204, fols IV+157+IV’.
Copied by five scribes: A (fol. 2r); B (fols 3r-9v); C = Antonios Damilas (fols 10r,
54v-104r, 105v—155v); D = Michael Apostoles (fols 10v-54r); E (fols 104v—-105r).
The text of Kallistos is found at fols 96v—117v. Cat.: Bandini 1768-1770, vol. 3, cols
480-484. Bibl.: Stefec 2009, 154; Stefec 2014, 195. See a full description at
<http://cagh-db.bbaw.de/>. Collated from digital images and verified by autopsy.

0 = Oxford, Bodleian Library, Barocci 165

Paper, Crete, third quarter of fifteenth century, mm 276 x 204, fols 11+170+II". Cop-
ied by Michael Lygizos. The watermarks which can be identified within the man-
uscript point to a Cretan provenance: see the drawing Monts (e.g. at fols 16, 22,
58, 68, 83) identical to the type 51 Harlfinger [Crete, 1464]. The text of Kallistos is
found at fols 149r-170r. At the bottom of fol. 170r, below the text of the Defensio,

4 As reported by Rudolf S. Stefec (Stefec 2013a, 34), a very short excerpt of the text (up to the
words mpoonkovoav dElwpatt [= 171,32 Mohler]) is found at fol. 10rv of the manuscript Athen.
‘EAM\nviko Aoyotexviko kal Totoptkd Apxeio, Kolybas 235 (nineteenth century); this is in all like-
lihood a copy of Laur. 58.33 (see Lampros 1922, 469-471).

5 For this scribe see Orlandi 2021a.

6 An unquestionable terminus post quem for this witness is set by one of the texts transmitted
therein, i.e. the letter of Nikolaos Sekundinos to Andronikos, which dates back to 5 June 1462; a
terminus ante quem is furnished by the ex libris (12 August 1477) found at fol. 156r.
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there is an annotation, in the hand of Lygizos: <k>ai Aativot 8¢ TNV mapoipiav
‘poPépmiov’ Aéyovol. O 8¢ mpoPépmiov 8filov Adyov Sedokipaopévov. dmep
opiovtal obTwg mpoPépmiiov £oTi Adyog émiteTndevpévou Toig fifeot kal TR
GvBpwrtivn {wii kot 10 £00¢ T@V {wvTwv. Cat.: Coxe 1958, cols 279-281. Bibl.: —.
Collated from digital images and verified by autopsy.

M = Madrid, Biblioteca Nacional de Espaiia, cod. 4790

Paper, Messina, 1480, mm 274 x 294, fols VI+203. Copied by Konstantinos Laska-
ris. The text of Kallistos is found at fols 156v—179r. Cat.: De Andrés 1987, 393—-395.
Bibl.: Martinez Manzano 1994, 257, 260, 265, 267; Martinez Manzano 1998, 40, 57,
59-60, 198. Collated from digital images and verified by autopsy.

N = Madrid, Biblioteca Nacional de Espaiia, cod. 4766

Paper, Madrid, c. 1780 ca., mm 315 x 222, fols I11+176. Copied by Faustino Muscat
Guzman (c. 1740-1812). The text of Kallistos is found at fols 73r-123r. Cat.: De An-
drés 1987, 356—357. Bibl.: —. Collated from digital images and verified by autopsy.

The autograph in Andronikos’ hand, sent to Bessarion by letter, seems not to have
been preserved. However, thanks to the ancient inventories of the Biblioteca Na-
zionale Marciana, studied by Lotte Labowsky, we know that it was (along with
other writings) in the collection bequeathed by the Cardinal to the Republic of
Venice. It is missing in the first inventory (A), from 1468, but is present already in
the next one (B), from 1474. The autograph was in Venice until 1545/1546, the year
of the last inventory (Ea). This is the correspondence in the five inventories:’

Year Inventory Item no. Description
1468 A — -
1474 B 935 Diversi quinterniones operum Domini Reverendissimi et

(b) Apostoli et (c) Andronici quaedam, (d) regulae sancti
Basilii translatae, scriptae in charta pecorina

1524 C 977 Quaedam scripta cum ipsius Cardinalis, tum aliorum, cum
graeca, tum latina, in quinternionibus

1543 D 416 Andronici epistolae, in papiro

1545/46 Ea 308 Diversa opera et epistolae, et Calisti, et notae in graeco et
latino, sine tabulis, forma parva

7 See Labowsky 1979, 239, 290, 305, 343, and 476.
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It is appropriate to quote Lotte Labowsky’s assessment:

Both B (934 and 935) and C (974 and 977) mention what seem to have been batches of loose
quires containing various writings and letters, some in Greek, some in Latin, by Bessarion,
Plethon, Andronicus Callistus, and others. D seems to list some of these papers separately
(411; 413; 415; 416; 417; 944), while only one of these batches is mentioned in Ea (under
‘Diversa’, 308: ‘Diversa opera et epistole, et Calistii, et notae in greco et latino, sine tabulis,
forma parva’) [...] Much of this material seems to be lost, though some of it may have turned
up bound in with other codices.®

The entry corresponding to Andronikos’ treatise (B 935c = C 977 = D 416 = Ea 308)
seems to have been lost forever.” It is likely that one of the two main surviving
witnesses, the Scor. @.I11.15 assigned to the hand of the monk Hesaias of Cyprus,
was copied from the original shortly after it was made. The watermarks'™ suggest
a date around the mid-1460s and a location in Venice, where Hesaias was resid-
ing in those years.

A copy of Andronikos’ text arrived in Crete after May 1462, brought by a cer-
tain Iohannes iepevg, to be identified with Iohannes Rhosos or with Iohannes
Plusiadenos.” We know that the latter returned to Crete from Italy — where he
had stayed, between Venice and Rome, in the years 1461-1462 — by August 1463."
The manuscript Laur. 58.33 (L), in the hand of Antonios Damilas and of an anon-
ymous collaborator, was to be taken from the specimen brought by Iohannes.

Be that as it may, Mohler’s edition of the Defensio rests on two witnesses, L
and B. Although he explicitly declares that B shows in most cases (circa 90) bad

8 Labowsky 1979, 118. For some considerations about the manuscript Z.III.1, which seems to
have preserved some material, see also page 485 and the addenda at page 509.

9 Likewise lost is also the copy that was kept within the Grimani collection (item no. 185, inter
alia), which is described as follows: ‘Bessarionis, Pletonis, et Andronici quaedam’ (= Vat. lat.
3960, fol. 7r lin. 2; see Diller, Saffrey and Westerink 2003, 137-138). In the same collection a copy
of some letters of Michael Apostoles annotated by Kallistos seems also to have been found (item
no. 135, inter alia: ‘Epistolae Michaelis Bizantii cum glosis Andronici’ = Vat. lat. 3960, fol. 5v lin.
6-7; see Diller, Saffrey and Westerink 2003, 130). Filippomaria Pontani first drew attention on
this item (see Pontani 2011, 367 n. 842). I wonder whether this might be a copy of Apostoles’
writing on substance, sent as a letter to Bessarion and annotated by Andronikos.

10 It is a drawing Monts (typologically similar to Briquet 11758 and Harlfinger 65 [1468/69]) and
FEtoile dans un cercle (close to Briquet 6077 [1457-1472], with variants located in Venice in the
early 1460s).

11 [have already proposed this identification in Villa 2021, 450. For the mention of a ‘lohannes’
see also Cattaneo 2020a, 142 n. 14.

12 See Despotakis 2020, 62-75, 195.
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readings in comparison to L, many times he neglects the latter’s good ones in
favour of B’s. An overview of occurrences is listed below:"
1.2 (171,23) mpookepuévwy L : mpokepévwy B Mohler
2.4 (172,24) ¢mnPoAw L : £émPBoiw B Mohler
2.4 (172,40) émueipeve L : éneipeve B Mohler
6.2 (174,11) o L : om. B Mohler
6.2 (174,15) €8iwkeg L : €8iwkag B Mohler
9.3(177,20) 06 L : om. B Mohler
10.2 (179,32) omdviv L : ondow B Mohler
17.4 (192,26) pévov L : pévwv B Mohler
17.5 (192,37) ipdg L : npets B Mohler
19.2 (194,9) aiwviwg L : aiwviov B Mohler
23.3(197,18) ypoppatikiy L : ypoppatikig B Mohler
23.8 (199,19) duapepopevoug L : Siapepopévov B Mohler
23.9 (199,32) tolovtog L : Tolodto B Mohler

In some cases Mohler’s editorial choices overlook correct readings of both L and
B:

8.2 (175,7) ovtwg L B : 6Awg Mohler

8.3 (175,27) ovnw L B : ovtw Mohler

8.4 (176,16) ouvbETolg L B : ouvBeToig Mohler

9.4 (178,1) id¢ag L B : i8lag Mohler

9.6 (178,21) £€ometo L B : £meto Mohler

10.3 (179,34) ¢BovAov L B : éBaAov Mohler

11.2 (181,9) éoopévwv L B : énopévwv Mohler

12.5 (183,10) obv L B : 6 ©=68wpog Mohler

13.8 (187,19) 81 L B : 8¢ Mohler

13.11 (188,10) monTk6v L B : o tikrv Mohler

18.2(193,32) avroavBpwmov L B : avtavOpwmnov Mohler

18.2 (193,35) aioOnta te L B : aiobntd (1€ om.) Mohler

20.2 (194,30) aitiotg L B : aitioug Mohler

23.6 (198,20) aiei L B : dei Mohler

23.7 (199,3) meptBpuAovpeva L B : meptBpuAdpeva Mohler

25.2 (201,4) fipnxwg L B : elpnxwg Mohler

13 The following list shows separative errors of B against the whole manuscript tradition. Here
and below the first reference (e.g. 1.2) indicates the numbers of chapters and paragraphs of the
present edition, while the second one (e.g. 171,23) refers to pages and lines of Mohler’s edition,
which represented my collation basis.
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27.2 (201,35) Toug L B : Tdg Mohler

In the present edition codex B is not cited in the apparatus, since it happened to
be an apograph of S. B carries all the significant and insignificant' errors of S and
all its omissions, as the following examples indicate:

1.2 (171,31) éaxvTtov om. S B

2.4 (172,38) Gdwoipev] abikodpev S B

5.2 (174,5) 61 kot om. S B

9.3 (177,28) 10ig] ToUGg S B

9.3 (177,33) dxpipeotdtnv om. S B

10.2 (179,22) vmepemnavei] £matvei S B

10.2 (179,26) dampéavta] iatpipavta S B

11.1 (181,3) kai TadTa om. S B

12.3 (182,20) oop@g) oopég S B

12.5 (183,12) pagAAov om. S B

13.4 (185,3) &modiig] kabapog S B

13.4 (185,12) aitiov] aitia S B

13.8 (187,13-14) TV 6ptopodv — Aeyopévng om. S B (saut du méme au méme)

13.11 (188,17) €moTnOVIKiiG] -vikdG S B

17.3 (191,33) puowkij] @voeL S B

17.4 (192,27) owBijvat om. S B

23.2(196,31) kot otV om. S B

23.7 (199,1) moAA& om. SB

24.2(200,16) Twvé] Twi S B

25.2 (200,31-32) Apiv — Suvapewg om. S B (saut du méme au méme)

27.1(201,26) weAijoal] w@eAf] S B

27.2(202,1) 6tw] obTw S B

28.2(203,4) @hocopiag] copiag S B

28.2 (203,5) kak®g] kaA@g S B

28.3 (203,8) amoteivewy om. S B

Striking evidence of the derivation of B from S is provided by the omission at 23.5
[= 197,36 Mohler]: the words anéoag kai Tag pebodoug Twv Adywv oUtw Tot, which
are missing in B, correspond with one line in S (fol. 195r).

14 1list here some cases of itacisms and minor slips: 8.1 (175,1) ® om. S B; 9.1(176,39) flom.SB;
13.3 (184,26) 0Tl eivau S B; 13.6 (186,9) £(dn] idn S B; 13.7 (186,24) 8¢i] 61 S B; 17.3 (191,30) T@V]
@V S B; 19.2 (194,14) fig] R S B; 23.7 (199,2) 6 om. S B; 23.9 (199,32) Tovg om. S B; 26.2 (201,16) «i]
o0 S B.
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Moreover, B inherits from its antigraph all the marginal annotations. At 13.2,
for instance, in the outer margin of fol. 14v, the scribe of B (Bartolomeo Zanetti)
writes Opa mept dBavaoiag dvaykaia, thus reporting the annotation from its
source S (fol. 79v); the same occurs at 13.5, where both S (181r) and B (15v) show
in the outer margin the note &1t 10 @BipopEVOV.”

Therefore, Mohler’s codex B is replaced by S in the critical apparatus,
whereas L preserves its position in it.

L mostly offers the best readings and does not share the errors and omissions
of S listed above; on the other hand L shows a few lacunae and some unconvinc-
ing readings which are not included in S and which S unlikely could have sup-
plied and corrected by itself, if copying from L:

3.2(173,24) oov om. L

4.2 (173,34) 101G S : T0iG TOIG L

7.2 (174,31) lowg om. L

8.3 (175,32) 6¢ om. L

9.5 (178,11) katadarmoavacOal S : SamavioBar L

13.8 (187,17) yap om. L

15.2 (189,20) kot om. L

16.3 (190,17) T €ideL om. L

19.1 (194,5) kol om. L

23.3(197,15) ®v om. L

23.6 (198,18) xatabpavelg S : katabprvelg L

24.2 (200,5) £maANGEng S : dmaAAdEag L

In addition, S shows initials in carmine ink which L completely lacks: in some
cases it would have been very difficult for S to guess them right, if copying from
L.’ Finally, L does not give any indication to distinguish Andronikos’ own text
and recurring quotations from Apostoles’ work, as S on the contrary regularly
does. For all these reasons, one may argue that L and S are independent of each
other.

Codex O is a copy of L, because it repeats all the errors of L (listed above) and
introduces new ones of its own:

15 See also other notabilia: (8.3) Eb8npog, Tlopeuplog; (8.4) ApxVtag; (9.2) £v Toig TOANOTG, HETA
T TOAAG; (13.6) Gpa G 1 évTeAéxela T@V TAeovay@G; (13.8) &TL TV TAgoVayF AeyOpéVWY TOUG
Oplopovg 8 opoiwv Gmodiddvan Bel; (13.11) Bed@paotog; (17.3) Bed@paoctog, HpbrAetrtog,
Kpatohog; (17.4) ZwkpbTng; (passim) onpeiwoad.

16 See for instance 6.2, 15.2, 19.1 (here the entire word kai is missing), 22.2, 25.1.
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1.1(171,5) copwrtate L S B : Betdotate O

2.4 (172,32) Aiav om. O

8.4 (176,9) at6g om. O

9.1(176,39) ai L S B : xai O

12.4 (182,34) Gyovta L S B : £xovta O

12.4 (182,35) oot om. O

12.5 (183,12) avtiig om. O

13.2 (184,13) eibwg om. O

13.2 (184,14) Puyiig om. O

13.4 (185,11) yap om. O

13.11 (188,21) &yxvpag L S B : £xyvpag 0¥
13.11 (188,26) oOv om. O

15.2 (189,29-30) oV TocoDTOV — GAN 00 om. O
15.3 (190,2) vodv om. O

20.2 (194,28) 6v L S B : olov O
23.2(196,35-36) T0ig 8¢ — £mSéyoLvto om. O
23.6 (198,23) avt@v om. O

23.7 (198,26) s LS B : oov O

26.2(201,19) adBIG L S B : dpa O

In addition, O reproduces from codex L some of the latter’s variant readings. For
instance, at fol. 101r of L, the vocative &kpttopvde (9.7 [= 179,4 Mohler]), first mis-
takenly written &xpitéBupe by Lygizos, is corrected in the line-spacing by over-
writing -p- and -6- (see Fig. 1). At fol. 154v, codex O slavishly imitates this (see Fig.
2).20

17 The change from co@wtatog to BetdTatog is intentional and probably due to the scribe of O,
Michael Lygizos, who spent some time in Italy and may have had the possibility to know Cardinal
Bessarion.

18 See the shape of the word dyovta in L (fol. 103v), which can is in fact easily be misinterpreted
with &yovTa.

19 See the shape of the word dyyVpag in L (fol. 107r), which can in fact easily be misinterpreted
with €yy0pag.

20 See also at 7.2 [= 174,27 Mohler] BéAtiov in textu, BEATIoTOV in marg. L O and 10.2 [= 179,20
Mohler] t0 pétpiov in textu, 10 pétpov in marg. L O.
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Fig. 1: Laur. 58.33, fol. 101r; © Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana.
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Fig. 2: Barocci 165, fol. 154v; © Bodleian Library.

O is likely to be a direct copy of L, since both of them were produced on the island
of Crete by Cretan scribes (Lygizos and Damilas, respectively). Further indication
that Lygizos had the Laurentianus in his hands is provided by the fact that an
annotation by him can be found in the anterior guard-leaves.”

Upon consideration of the evidence, codex M is in turn a copy of O, since M
carries all the significant errors of L and O and introduces lots of its own:

2.4 (172,25) yobv om. M

2.4 (172,27) kot om. M

6.2 (174,19) €pobuev L O S B : 0pdpev M

8.2 (175,20) oUtwg om. M

8.4 (176,21) o0 LOSB:évM

10.3 (180,2-3) T& kaO£kaoTa pGANOV — TG KaBOAov om. M

10.4 (180,17) odv om. M

13.2 (184,5) ouvavaipebein L O S B : cuvaipedein M

13.6 (185,31) émopévolg L O S B : émopevwg M

13.8 (187,13-14) TOV OpLOpOV — Aeyopévnv M

14.2 (189,10) wg om. M

15.2 (189,26) el om. M

16.3 (190,23) &vaiedntov L O S B : aicbntov M

17.1 (191,6) puowk@®v L O S B : put@v M

17.3 (191,24) évdéxetar om. M

17.4 (192,26) padnuotik@v L O S B : padnuétwv M

19.2 (194,9) 6v om. M

20.3 (194,35) mepi? om. M

21 Identification by Stefec 2014, 195. I would like to point out that a very close relationship be-
tween the two manuscripts (L and O) had already been reported in respect of another text, i.e.
letter no. 3 of the epistolary of Michael Apostoles: see Stefec 2013a, 35.
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23.4 (197,29) 8pemopévoug L O S B : Spenopévag M
23.5 (198,9) dvopafovtag om. M

23.7 (198,35) Aéyewv om. M

24.2 (200,21) nuiv om. M

25.1(200,26) peiov om. M

26.2 (201,17-18) kat EAatToV — £0TOL OMm. M
27.2(202,17) totovtov L O S B : TocobTov M
28.2(202,39) @épeabat L O S B : paiveoBat M

More specifically, some cases show that M is a direct copy of O. First, the omission
of the word Um6 at 2.4 [= 172,25] has been probably caused by its position in O,
coinciding with the turning page point between fol. 150 recto and verso. Then, at
12.3 [= 182,21-23] just after the words mpog Mappevidnyv £v, the copyist of M,
namely Konstantinos Laskaris, had begun to write the sentence 0 £énpnuévov
£v Tob &vog 6vtog, but he immediately stopped and deleted it, thus realising he
was about to pass over one entire text line of O, einévta 10 6v Groma MAsiw
Emupépet Toig pr| Siakpivovat (fol. 1571, lin. 14-16). Exactly the same occurred at
22.2 [= 196,2-3], where Laskaris was about to skip the sentence UBpi{wv & &ig
AplotoTéAn TOV Oglov oUtw Tol iTapdg Pevdeig by starting to write the first two
words of the following one, kai &ouppAntoug (fol. 165r, lin. 24-26). The genesis
(as well as the recognition and the correction) of these errors can only be ex-
plained if we suppose that Laskaris had the codex O before his very eyes.?

At many places of the text Laskaris corrected mistakes made by Lygizos. Here
some examples:

3.2 (173,21) émpelovpovoug O : Empelovpevoug M

8.1(175,1) pe\otng O : eINOTNG M

8.3(175,32) 8¢ om. O : rest. M

9.2 (177,11) xateTaypevov O : KATATETAYHEVOV M

9.6 (178,23) Zwaotpov O : ZwpodaTtpov M

22 The results of this philological investigation seem to strengthen the connection between the
activity of Konstantinos Laskaris in Messina and some manuscripts copied by Lygizos nowadays
belonging to the Barocci collection (Oxford). This link has already been pointed out by Martinez
Manzano 1994 (see in particular pp. 273, 302). For instance, we can mention the fact that on the
last folios of manuscript Barocci 76 (a collective volume made in Crete by Michael Apostoles,
Andreas Donos, Aristobulos Apostoles, and the so-called Anonymus -nm Gamillscheg; see supra,
§2.1.1.2) one comes across the Desideraten-Liste in the hand of Laskaris studied by Martinez Man-
zano. Furthermore, annotations in Laskaris’ hand are found in the manuscript Barocci 119, cop-
ied again by Lygizos. Therefore, we could suppose that at a certain time some books linked to
Lygizos became available to Laskaris.



376 —— Defence of Theodoros Gazes against Michael Apostoles

10.4 (180,24) 8e10 : 57 M

12.3 (182,39) Stioyupopevog O : Stioyuptldpevog M
12.5 (183,12) nenpePevkwg O : mempeoBevkws M
13.2 (184,10) Hw O : fjhw M

13.11 (188,21) £yxvpog O : dyxvpag M

17.2 (191,20) G816 Tiig O : 4idL& Tig M

21.2(195,21) av v O : Gv M

23.2 (196,17) avTika avtika O : avTtiko M

24.2 (200,2) matpoAdav O : atpaloioy M
25.2(200,33) kai om. O : rest. M

26.2 (201,23) aTOg avTog O : adTOg M

28.3 (203,11) émnAovbnaoag O : EmnkoAovdnoag M
28.4 (203,33) mavtwv O : tévtwg M

As already noticed by Gregorio De Andrés,* codex N is a late eighteenth-century
copy of M, sharing every single feature of its model (and, of course, all its mis-
takes). It does not give any kind of contribution to the constitution of the text.

The Latin translation of chapters 13.3-13.7 (on the immortality of the soul)
prepared in the summer of 1462 by Nikolaos Sekundinos most likely stems from
the autograph copy by Kallistos. This Latin version is found in the manuscript
Marc. lat. XIII 62 (fols 133r—135v).” A collaborator of Bessarion, Sekundinos was
in Viterbo together with the cardinal as the latter received Kallistos’ work per mail
in the late spring of 1462. Like Bessarion, Sekundinos appreciated the work and
intervened in the controversy by writing a Greek letter® to Kallistos praising the
high quality of the treatise.

In most cases the Latin text shares L’s good readings against S:

13.4 passionibus omnino liber : &noOng L : kaBapog S

13.6 formam : €{dn L : 48 S

13.7 opus est : 8L : 61 S

23 Although in this place the correct reading would have been naiSwv (as we read in L S B), the
conjecture of Laskaris (névtwg instead of Lygizos’ error tavtwv) is a very good one. For the iunc-
tura névtn mGvtwg there are in fact lots of occurences; see e.g.: Plat., Phaedr. 246a 4, Arist., Cat.
4a 35.

24 See De Andrés 1987, 356.

25 For the edition of the Latin version see Monfasani 1985 (with introduction and explanatory
notes).

26 See Boissonade 1833, 377-387 and PG 161, cols 691-696; see supra, § 1.3.5. I shall give a
new edition of the epistle in the near future.
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On the other hand, it shares with S at least one good reading, whereas L bears a
significant error: 13.8 anima motus : Ypuyr| kwroewg S: Ppuyn kupiwg L.

The examination of the relationships among the extant witnesses leads us to
place them in the following stemma:

1462 Autograph
L S Latin version
(Sekundinos)
0
1480 M
1500
B
1700
N

Fig. 3: Defensio Theodori Gazae. Stemma codicum.

1.3 Editorial criteria

As mentioned, we do not possess the autograph of Kallistos’ pamphlet, which
would have provided many interesting insights regarding the orthographic uses
of a talented Byzantine scholar. For the edition of the Defensio, as well as for all
the other texts included in this Appendix, we avoided any sort of ‘normalization’
towards classical Greek forms, thus sharing the choice of most modern editors of
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medieval and Renaissance Greek texts.” A normalization modelled on Kallistos’
orthographic habits, evidenced by more than one hundred autographs, was also
avoided. I cite here only one exemplary case, which is sufficient in itself to show
the difference between Kallistos’ praxis and the ecdotic choice adopted for the
text of the Defensio.

In Andronikos’ manuscripts, the enclitic e is always non-accented when fol-
lowing a proparoxytone, oxytone or perispomenon (in the latter two cases, pro-
vided that te does not precede another enclitic [= synenklisis]). After paroxytone
and properispomenon instead it almost always takes an accent.? In this respect,
on the basis of the codices available for the text of the Defensio (the primary
sources, L and S, and their apographs O, M, and B), it seemed appropriate to re-
spect in the most scrupulous way the graphic uses found in M, which is by the
hand of Konstantinos Laskaris. Given that M is not the work of any other scribe,
but of a Greek master, it seemed natural to expect from him more care concerning
spelling and accentuation.

To begin with, concerning the enclitic Te one notices a great difference be-
tween Laskaris’ and Kallistos’ use: in codex M, te mostly does not take any accent
when following a paroxytone® (with a few exceptions)* and a properispomenon’

27 See Reinsch 1983, 95*-103*; Maltese 1993; Rollo 1993-1994, 37-43; Reisch and Kambylis
2001, 34*—52*; Rollo 2014c, 338—342; Gazzini 2021. By other editors, one still finds the tendency
to ‘normalize’ the text by following classical uses: it is the case e.g. with the edition of Bessarion’s
De natura et arte given by Mariev, Marchetto and Luchner 2015.

28 Some examples from the opening of the In calumniatorem Platonis (Marc. gr. Z. 198): a0Tika
1€; EAMvwv T€; TadTa T€; sogiav T€; Adyolg T€; éyavvouny T€; mAaynv €. These uses are cer-
tainly not limited to the works of the Byzantine period, but are also found in copies of classical
texts: note, for example, that even in the first chapter of the De corona by Demosthenes — copied
by Andronikos in the Sinod. gr. 267 — the accent can be found on the enclitic te both after proper-
ispomenon (ot 1¢) and after paroxytone (cwtnpiag Té€). For the understanding of the accentu-
ation of te in Byzantine Greek see also Noret 1998.

29 @oooiq e (1.2); Aplototélet Te (2.2 and 25.2); 0BOVew Te (2.2); €keivy Te (2.4); Adyoug Te
(2.4); TavToug Te (2.4); mémmnolg Te (4.2); EkminTwy Te (4.2); Bopupndevtag Te (8.3); mpwtag Te (8.4
and 23.2); @Updny Te (9.4); eB6vw Te (9.5); Atyvrtiolg Te (9.6); dAoL Te (9.6); GAAwv Te (10.2);
Slakekpipéva e (12.2); peyohavyiog te (12.4); ooet e (12.5); Aeiwg Te (12.5); mavn te (12.6);
6mwg te (12.6); Toawtag Te (13.7); dywpiotoug Te (13.7); ovkeTL Te (13.8); pyvivta e (13.9); GAAoLg
Te (15.3); Gvwtépav te (17.4); apbaptwv Te (17.6); Babutépwy Te (17.7); 1idn Te (22.2); €ibn e
(23.1); Vmokewévwy Te (23.2); émotnung te (23.3); pnuatwv te (23.5); éomdpng Te (23.7);
AplotoTéAn Te (27.2); GAAwV Te (28.1); ppovipwTaTov Te (28.2); Aodopovpévwy Te (28.4).

30 ApototéAng T¢ (1.1); petadofdlwv ¢ (12.6); TowawTag T& (13.7); dkpBeotépav & (17.5);
evmoplav T¢ (23.5); Aplototédel T¢ (28.3); Ocodwpw T (28.4).

31 (pr)\sq Te (2.4); To0T0 TE (8.2); 0DPpOV TE (10.4); p&AAov Te (11.2, 19.2 and 25.2); koopodoav
1€ (13.6); 871809 e (16.3); mobpa Te (23.4); peilov te (25.2). Once appears PeIloOv Te (26.2).
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(with the exception of the syntagma oflc')g 1€).” I have always respected Laskaris’
accentuation for all other enclitics, such as the verbs €ipi* and @nui*. Concerning
orthography, I hereby list the most relevant features. I have preserved the facies
of manuscript M in regard to words written sometimes as one word (univerbation)
and sometimes as two separate ones. I name here for example some adverbs: T&
péylota (8.2; 9.7) and tapéylota (9.5); TapdAota (2.3; 8.4); Stapayxewv (15.2; 27.2;
28.3); émi mA¢ov (23.2) and émmAéov (18.1); S TobTo (2.3; 11.2; 17.2; 24.2) and
datoiito (24.2) (meaning in both cases ‘therefore / so / for this reason’). It may be
of some interest to signal that some words appearing in univerbation are marked
by the presence of VTV (_): Tomapamnav (2.3; 12.6); Twovtt (13.3; 23.3; 23.5; 27.2).
According to the Byzantine orthographic usage, Laskaris writes TavTtov = T0O
avTov (as well as TavTd = T& aTA) without coronis;* the conjuction pnde is pro-
vided with a double accent. According to Laskaris’ use, adverbs ending with the
letter eta are generally not provided with iota subscript.’® In the word €ikfj the

32 01dg te (1.2.; 10.2; 11.3; 13.11; 19.2); 0idg T (28.4); 016V T (2.2; 10.4); 016V Te (12.3; 13.7; 15.3;
17.3; 27.2). In contrast to this, I found in two cases otov T (9.5; 13.7).

33 After perispomenon: avTig €0t (10.4); UTIKAG E07TL (13.10); vonT@Vv €07t (13.10); AU TOTG EOTLY
(16.3); &pxfig 0Ty (16.3); @uok@v eiaiv (17.3). After properispomenon: £keivo €0t (11.1); pdAAov
€oti (14.1); yvoig éott (17.1); O€lov €oti (17.4). After oxytone: oupBepnkdg £ott (9.2); TeAkov
éotwv (10.4); yevwntov €0t (16.2); avtoi £0Twv (27.2). After paroxytone: vmokelpevy eiot (8.4);
Twppoviokog €ott (10.4); éoopevwy €otiv (11.2); @hocopiag éoti (13.10); 86&ng éotiv (14.2);
névta eiot (17.1); okéPig €ott (17.3); érmotnun ot (17.6); Adyog €oti (20.3); ApxvTag €0t (23.8);
Baokaviag éotwv (27.2). After proparoxytone: épwtnotv €0t (24.4). See also the case of einép éotiv
(17.3): a second accent is applied on -mep.

34 After perispomenon: Puxiig @noiv (13.3); TvPAG @aot (15.3); apOpod @not (23.8); MUETS
@apév (24.1). After properispomenon: €ketvog gnot (7.2); tadta @not (8.3); mapfixdal @apev
(10.4); elvar @opév (10.4; 13.6; 17.3); ovvavaupeioBa @opév (11.2); mAffog @nowv (12.3);
anot@vteg @opev (14.2); mpdta @opev (14.2); otoeia gapev (17.2); 8fpog gaot (21.1); peifov
@apev (23.2; 23.3); pdAAov @apeév (23.2); Mixaflog @notv (23.3); aibeitat @not (23.3). After oxy-
tone: aOTOG Pnow (8.2; 13.4); l0TOpK@V Paot (9.6); xwplotdv enat (13.4); Beovg enow (17.2);
Aevknv @apev (23.2); otdv enaotv (23.2); ovdeig enowv (23.2). After paroxytone: Gvta @not (8.3);
Apx¥tag @not (8.4); BiAov gnat (9.6); mpwtw @now (13.4); kwAvel enaowv (13.8); Gépa @apev
(13.8); 6vta @notv (14.2); AplototéAng @notv (14.2; 23.7); emotuny @apév (17.2); dppa @not
(17.4); €i6n paoiv (18.2); ovoiav @apev (23.2; 23.3); ovaiag @apev (23.2); ouyxwpeitw @not (23.7);
pEAEL PNt (23.7); oupmepaivwy @nat (23.8); pdha @apev (24.2). After proparoxytone: £0ike @noiv
(13.3); &8nAov @noiv (13.8); évteléxelav @not (13.8); moTePOV @not (13.10); OedPPAOTOG PNOL
(17.3).

35 See the following occurrences: 5.2; 10.3; 12.3; 13.11; 17.7; 23.2; 23.3; 23.7; 23.8; 24.2; 25.2.

36 See e.g. aunyénn (1.1); mavtn (1.2; 12.6; 13.7; 13.8; 13.10; 17.3; 24.2; 28.3; 28.4); kopudf (10.2).
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iota subscript is sometimes expressed,” as in TAeovak{j;*® ov8auf] appears once
in the text (14.2) provided with iota. It seemed to me unnecessary to reproduce
Laskaris’ use of bto81a0T0AR, as it occurs in the following cases: 6,mep (2.4; 6.2;
11.2; 12.2; 13.4; 14.2; 17.6; 19.2; 23.2); 10,7 (8.3; 12.3; 17.4; 23.8; 28.4) and T4,Te
(12.2; 12.3; 12.4; 13.2; 17.3). 1 did not adopt Laskaris’ emphatic punctuation, rather
I preferred to follow the syntax.

Finally, we shall point out that Mohler systematically added to the text the
indications <Av8povikog> and <Miyafiog> to signal the transition from the argu-
ments of one to the other, so reproducing the layout of codex B (copy of S). How-
ever, these indications are not found in manuscripts L. O M nor in S (with the ex-
ception of the first leaves, where the names of both Andronikos and Michael can
be read in the margin in red ink). Quotations from Apostoles’ work are marked by
expanded character spacing.

37 One finds both €ixf] (3.2; 27.2) and €wij (9.7; 12.4).
38 See the emblematic case of chapter 13.8, where this word appears five times, but only once
with iota subscript.
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Conspectus siglorum

S = El Escorial, Real Biblioteca del Monasterio, ®.III.15.
L = Firenze, Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana, Plut. 58.33.

Mohler = ed. Mohler 1942, 171-203.
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T Seondtn Bnooapiwvt Av8povikog, eDTux ¢ Xpd.

1.1 'Epol pév, 0 GOQWTATE S£0TOTA, | MEPIEAKELY OE VOV Gmd T@V DPnAoTa-
Twv Bewpt®v oUpavoD Te DTEP AOTPOVOUODVTA KOt TTPOG aUTO TO GKPOV TV Gyor-
BV €v Apepiq PeYIOTN AVATEIVOPEVOV KAKEIVO TIEPIYOPEVOVTA KAl VONTAG GUVO-
TITOHEVOV TG TAVTWV TOV OVTWV EMEKEVA KAl €iG VTOBETELS AOYIKWTEPOG KATA-
YEW Kai TG 07ig Gpmy£nn oUk &Elag peyalovoiag ovk £80kel Sikatov eivat. £mel 8¢
MuyofiAog mipod@acty pev IIARBwwL kai T dAnOeiq cuvnyop@v, g 0V8EV AT ov-
démot épélnoe, Tii 8¢ dGAndeia Osodwpw Packaivwv kai Aodoprioacdat OEAwV
&8ikwg TavSpL, £V MaBWV VT avTOD Te Kal VT £poD, RSIKNUEVOG & 0VS OMWOTL-
obv, BiBAlov cuvéypape kat adTod AotBopl@v Te Kai Guadiog peatdév — ool gnat
XapLlopevog mapevlnkn 8 avtd® AploTOTEANG TE Kol AxTivol yeyévrnvtal — Gve-
xeobal ye, olwmdv £TL KAl TOUTOVL HEV TOV TEAXTVA OVTW TOL HEYGAa Kopmta{ovTta
Kal Tag 6@pig £&v Gvaom@vTa, Oeddwpov & TEPLOPEV T PEYIOTA ABIKOVHEVOV
Kail i Ta Suvatd avTd Te Kol Tf| GAnOeiq ouVelTelv, kakeivov SleheyEat dpad Te
Kai Pevdopevov kai pnd’ 6TV VyLEG ipnkdTa, 00 0wlovTog drmov ov8E TIP@OV-
TOG v T YIvOpEVa T@V DI aToD MPOMNAAKIGOEVTWY 0VSEDL, Kal TIPS YE MAVTWY
Tfi GAnOeiq, 6mov Y &mi owtnpig TavTNG Kol TG OIKEIR STV Avatpetv AploToTEANG
TIOPAKEAEVETAL.

1.2 3¢ 8 &ywye £V oida, Sikaldtate 8éomoTa, ovB’ AMAdG ovTw T@V IAGTWVL
TIPOOKEHEVWV ATTOBEYOHEVOV, TV [T Kai TO GANBeg Aéywaoty, oUTe piv Toug Apt-
0TOTENEL TIOEPEVOUG Padiwg OVTWOI TAPALTOVHEVOV, WG GV Kal Ttap’ EKEVOLG TO
GAn0£g mpeoPevnTat. MiyaffAov T€ pot Kal tévy SOKETG TovvavTiov i avTog GELol
ov0’ 18ewg mpoonoeadal ovTe Toig alTOD Adyolg mapa TO Sikatov ITANOwvog xa-
pLv TPoaBnoesdal, f{v mapd TO GANOES Kai TO TpEmov 8OEN Anpelv, £ué Te av ovK
andag dmomeppery, v ouvnyopdv Ocobwpw 86w Ti dvtiAéyewv @ TTAROwvL
Gva&ia yap tadta avtn Tod Sikatotdtou gov fBoug. GAN wg botov anavtaxod
Vopilwv TO MpoTIpav THV dARBelay, TAAA TAVTA Tapeig, olg GV EKATEPOG HUMV
£0UTOV GLVIOTAVAL 010G TE 7, BpPw PETIWV Td PIPALW PFipov oioelg pilocopiq Te
Kal T() 0Q) TTPOOTIKOVOV GELWHATL.

8-10 AodopricacBal—onwotiobv] cf. Mich. Apost., Obiect. 161,23-34 Mohler

3 ovpavod-aotpovopodvta] cf. Plat., Theaet. 173e 5-6; Procl., in Plat. Tim. 3,277,15 Diehl
17-18 éni—napokelevetal] cf. Arist., EN 1096a 14-15 26-27 6otov-aAndewav] cf. Arist., EN

1096a 15

Inscriptio <Av8povikov ToD KoAhiotou mpog td¢ Mixanlov Amoctélou katd Oeddwpov
avtiAnpelg> add. Mohler | t@® 8eomdtn Bnooapiwvi Av8povikog, eVTLX®G xpd om. L
3 Umepaotpovopodvta Mohler 9 &8ikwv Mohler 20 mpokeévwy Mohler 24 fjv Mohler
26 ToTa Mévn] Ty S Mohler 27 TdAAaSL 28 éawtdv om. S | f v Mohler | BuBAiw S

10

15

20

25
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Andronikos to his Lord Bessarion, enjoy your reading.

1.1 It did not seem right to me, wisest sir, to distract you from your highest
reflections, you who observe beyond the sky and in full solitude rise to the
greatest good, circle it, and connect intellectually with what is beyond all earthly
things, and have you lower yourself to more rational arguments not worthy of
your height of ingenuity. However, since Michael, spuriously taking the defence
of Plethon and of the truth, for which he never cared, envious of Theodoros and
intending to insult him gratuitously, although he was treated well by both
Theodoros and myself, without ever being wronged, wrote a treatise against him,
one full of insults and ignorance — he says he did it to please you: Aristotle and
the Latins were but a diversion to him —, to bear, and keep quiet, and leave to
stand this Telchine, so proud and haughty, and disinterested in Theodoros so
vilified and not speak as much as I could in defence of him and of the truth, thus
proving that he is ignorant and a liar and speaks nonsense, this would not have
been appropriate for those who have interest in defending and showing respect
towards those insulted by him, and above all the truth, when in defence of this
Aristotle states that there is no need to take care of one’s well-being.

1.2 I know very well, most just sir, that you are not simply satisfied with
those who associate themselves with Plato, if they do not tell the truth. Nor do
you easily reject those who are with Aristotle, as long as they speak the truth. It
seems to me that, quite contrary to what he believes, you will not gladly accept
Michael, nor will you approve his arguments against the just out of respect for
Plethon, if it seems that he speaks beyond the truth and the convenient, and you
will not, on the other hand, unpleasantly reject me, if in taking Theodoros’
defence, it seems that I am speaking against Plethon. This, in fact, is completely
alien to your very just nature. However, considering that it is holier to prefer the
truth in every case, and setting aside all the things for which both of us can
recommend one another, by reading both books you will impart judgment
worthy of your doctrine and your dignity.
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2.1 "E8et oe IANOwvog &€v te GANOLg avTOD KAV TG Tepl ovalag
ApLoTtoTéAn eVBVVOVTOG CLWTEV.

2.2 & paAlov | owndv £8et TolobTov Gvta kai pr| e0RBwWG oVTWOl CoUTH
Bapprioavta TIAOwVL pév cuvnyopelv oaTHvaL, Oeodwpw 8 GvTINEYEWV TELPE-
ofat. T@ HEV Y&P 0K AMEPUEPIHVWS, MG aVTOG PG, AAAK Kal Alav EmoTNUOVWS
Kal £0UTE TIPOOTKOVTWS APLOTOTEAEL TE GUVITYOPELV EAOPEVW Kal TOIG ITNKOGLV
£taipoig xapileobat eV pdAa TeBdppnTaL, WG ovTE 8E0V BV TOV Oikelov TPOoTATNY
V@’ OTOVODV nponr[)\akl(opsvov TIPoEadal POAXKLOOEVTL Kal Gpa £auTOV 0K &TTar-
ELoDVTL Py oDy 010V Te eival, mepi Te ToD MPOTEBEVTOG Adyov Uréyetv kai IIARBw-
va pioTta eDBVVELY Te Kol SLEAEYXELY TTPOG APLOTOTEAN VEQVIEVOLEVOV.

2.3 Kai 81 kot €EnAeyEe KGANOTA T€ Kai SIOAEKTIKWTATA, (WOTIEP TIPOEIPNTAL
ool 8¢ undev pév eiboty, mavta 8¢ olopévw eidévan kal 8t TobTo PRoTa Pndevi
£V V@ 0OVTOV €I TOLNTOG Aywviag KAOIEVTL Kal KeViig TapdAoTa 80ENG EQIepE-
V@ Kail TOTNV 00UTE TTPOCTIOLoaL TIAVY @aUAWS TEELBEVTL, TV DO OXARATL TOD
ovvaipeaBat IIARBwVL dvtelmwy Oeo8wpw Kai koAovoag avTov, GvBpa &t copig
VOV iepIPOnTov év Ekatépa i Pwvii, 86ENG eivai TL NSV (v, TolovToIG GvEpd-
oW &mopayOpeVog eVNOWS TIGVL Kal &L TQ) Y 0Q) KaK®, TelodnTi pot, TETOAuN-
Ta, ¢’ oig IANOwVL pév kivduvedovTt fonbeiv, Oeo8wpw 8¢ avTizéyewv mpoeilov
HEV, @aivn 8¢ pndév Tt mpovpyov Tomapamay dinvukwg. MAROwva Te yap ovk
dvnoag ovd’ BNWOTIONV, @ CUVAYOpEVELY DIEGTNG, OOV Ye Kal KaTaBdAAwY ov-
TOV UTT GBeATnpiag GALOKT GUXVE, TRV GpXTV HidE TV Sla@opav Euvieic, kad Ry
aUTOG TIPOG ApLoTOTEAN TIEPL 0VOIAG BLapépeTal, WG TIPOIoVTOG EAeyxBron ToD Ad-
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Defence of Theodoros Gazes against Michael Apostoles 2.1 - 2.4 —— 385

2.1 ‘You should have kept quiet, given that Plethon corrects Aristotle in his
other writings and in the one on substance’.

2.2 You should have remained silent, given who you are and that you
maliciously had the courage to take Plethon’s defence and tried to contradict
Theodoros. In fact, he rightly had great courage, he who decided, not without
commitment — as you put it — but rather with so much doctrine and in such a
convenient way to himself, to defend Aristotle and please those friends who had
asked him, because it is a duty not to abandon one’s own guide when insulted
by anyone, thus showing oneself to be cowardly and not to consider oneself
unworthy for not being able to support the debated subject and to easily correct
and refute Plethon, who behaves in a reckless way towards Aristotle.

2.3 And then, as mentioned, he replied in the best and most reasonable way
possible. As for you, who do not know anything, but instead believe you know
everything and for this very reason meddled without reflecting on such a great
debate, you who yearn for vain fame and have foolishly convinced yourself of
being able to earn it without effort by attacking Theodoros on the pretext of
helping Plethon and going against him, he who is a man of culture now famous
in both languages, you believe you are worth something, putting yourself in
competition with such men, and instead are nothing. It was a foolish gamble
and moreover to your disadvantage, believe you me, trying to help Plethon in
danger and contradicting Theodoros. You have not achieved anything useful at
all. In fact, you have not offered any benefit to Plethon, whom you proposed to
help, while you have frequently been caught refuting him because of your
ignorance, not even understanding from the very beginning the difference for
which he distances himself from Aristotle on substance, as will be proved in the
continuation of the reasoning.

2.4 How could you ever feel that you were master of the doctrine of Plato
and Aristotle and their followers, you who did not even understand the basics of
Aristotle because of your stupidity and your slowness of mind, when you have
not even read the works of Plato? Therefore, this writing of yours has not given
you any advantages, you have not benefited from it, nor have you risen as you
thought. Instead, you lie on the ground like a fallen body worthy of ridicule,
without having obtained the fame you so hoped to obtain; and you have not won
over Theodoros despite having worked so hard, no more than Thersites who tried
to win over Achilles. You have already exposed yourself in a humiliating way to
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Defence of Theodoros Gazes against Michael Apostoles 2.4 - 3.2 —— 387

the laughter of those who read you, for those things for which, as the saying
goes, you look like the sow that challenged Athena. And you will expose yourself
even more once you have deprived yourself of your crude and clumsy words
which are frightening only because of the lion skin you wear (something that
terrifies only the simplest), and we will show how you are without a costume.
And, having broken the mask that you dared put on to appear as a philosopher
despite being a monkey, we will teach you to remain in the guise you are worthy
of and no longer try to arrogate things that do not suit you. We would certainly
do Theodoros a disservice, as well as the others you have rudely insulted in this
way, if we allowed you, a dog ‘dressed in impudence’ and driven exclusively by
the desire for empty fame, to dare oppose Theodoros so brazenly, even if doing
so made it not at all convenient for you to help Plethon, taking the side of the lies
and at the same time being of such low knowledge and nature. We, who are in
many ways better off coming to their aid, and who do not think we ourselves and
many of those close to us can be better than you in every aspect of knowledge,
will not give it a second thought. In this way, we will not cowardly neglect the
duty towards relatives and friends and the fact that everyone has been outraged
by a Telchine like you, and moreover fighting for the truth, and we will not give
you the compensation that instead belongs to your malice, refuting your
arguments, contesting the fallacy and tenuousness of your thinking, and demon-
strating that the injuries you have so ardently desired to inflict upon them are far
superior and that you are exposed to these and many others. And if having
previously spoken badly, now you do not have to tolerate hearing bad words
spoken against you, you would rightly blame yourself. ‘Whoever throws the
seeds is also responsible for the fruits.’

3.1 ‘But not even those, from Aristotle himself up to those who now adhere
to him, have opposed Plato’.

3.2 Perhaps you have not read the ancient works. In fact, you would have
found many supporters of Aristotle who opposed Plato’s thesis. One of these is
Alexander of Aphrodisias, not just any man, but one of the most illustrious
Peripatetics. And, tell me, how do you feel about Western philosophers, who are
almost impossible to count? You will find in fact that all of these are supporters
of Aristotle, and they almost all contradict Plato with pleasure. Well, this, you
said inappropriately, as you can see. Let us take a look at the rest.



174

388 —— Andronikos Kallistos

4.1 "QoTe kal TOLOVTOLV EMOTPATEVELV GvEpoiv, map’ oVG pOALG
av &&log eing, el mepieiev, @oLTav.

4.2 Oe6dwpov pév, el Tepleiev Ekelvol ol aAatol, Eva Gv TOV Ekelvolg OUOTI-
HwV fiyoDdvTo, &vBpa eV pév copiag kai EmoTAuNng fixovTa, ev 8¢ kai fiBovg, WG 81
Kai ol ViV fyodvTat, oig avTog @G XapI{OHEVOG CUVTEBEIKEVAL TOUTE GOV TO @I-
AoVpevov TovNpa, dyvo@v Ot Aéyelg ovdE TO Aeyopevov 8mov Yiig el GUVIELS. ov
& el meplieiev, oL map’ Ekelvoug £poitnoag Gv. areARAaco yap Gv ékeibev di& Te
@QUAOTITA TPOTIWV Kal BpaduTtiiTta vob. mapd kwpwdomoloig 8 &v towg ieTpPeg
Kal 008 map’ €ketvorg Sia TIAG v, AAAG TOTG TTAMTTOIS T Kail TPeaPUTALS oUVAPL-
Bpovpevog, EAkwV TOV KOPSaka, Kal TOV TPOCTUXOVTA TUTITWV Tf| PoakTrpig dea-
Vilwv TG OKWPHOTA i Kai TOUTWV AOYNUOVESTEPA GTTA €Ml TG OPYNOTPAG GVE-
Bnv 8pdv, exminTwy Te Kot LTI TOV BEXTOV CUPLITTOUEVOG, |

5.1 Avtika 81 0ot 1O mp@ToV £keivo, MWG 0VK GV APPAIVOVTOG
ein;

5.2 OV mepuinTel Oed8wPOG £AVTE. 0V Yop TOVTOIG AAIOKETAL, OIG PépPETAL
IIARBwVL. 6 pév yap RpEev UPpews Oed8wpog 8¢ dpiveTal TOV HtdpEavTa. TabTa
8 o0 TauToV, omep B kal VOV Epol Te Kal gol. 0V yap Opoiwg Apgotv Tig Sikaiwg
v VepEoN|OEley: o pev yap a8ikwg fpEag HPpews, alTog 8¢ Sikaiwg pvvopat og
TOV UridpéavTa. OOT aTOG HAANOV TIAPAPPOVEIG, O TOUG GAAOUG GPPAIVOVTOG Ka-
AQVv.

6.1"YBptv 8¢ 1| Aotdopiav oVk G&v eimotpt T& TotadTa, &A™ EAey-
XOoV Kal &modet&v, 6oa &v TiIg ExovTt AéyT TIvi.

6.2 "H mov 6V, f{v Tig o doePeiag EoahwkdTa AéEag TOXN, TAANOT Aéywv — £
Awg Ydp, Mg oioba, &v Bulavtiw — ok dviadrion ovde Aotdopiav fyron 1O mpd-
YR, GAN’ OOELS TG PIHOTL OHOAOYNOELG XAPLTAS TG EMOVTL; GAN 0UK E0Tv. GAN
€0 018 (g 0V PHHATL pOVOV &v Exprow VRPLOTIKOIG, GAAX Kal TO Elpog omachye-
VoG £8iwkeg GV EKETVOV POV@V. KaiTol K&v ToDTO, Oriep aToOg TiBeoal, Aodopia
Tuyxavn 6v, éxpiiv oe npdta IMARBwva TdAndi kot AplotoTtédoug deiavta ipn-
KEVQIL, EIT EKEWVOV PEV Gvaitiov, Oeddwpov 8¢ Seifal oukoavToDvTa. ViV 88 TO
{nrovpevov wg opoloyovpevov Aapwv Tepaivelg ovdév. IMANOwVA Te yap del Aot-
Bopovpevov AploToTEAEL KOl OUKO@AVTODVTA £poDpev, Oeddwpdv Te 00 GUKO-
@avtobvta ITANBwva o008 @ovivta, wg avTOG PNG, GAAK dikaiwg neLepyOpe-

1-2 "Qote—@ortdv] Mich. Apost., Obiect. 162,5-6 Mohler 13-14 A¥tika—gin] Mich. Apost.,

Obiect. 162,9 Mohler 21-22 “YBpw-twvi] Mich. Apost., Obiect. 162,15-16 Mohler
32 pov@vrta] cf. Mich. Apost., Obiect. 162,24 Mohler

9-11 10i¢— okwppata] cf. Aristoph. Nub. 540-542

5 ouvteBnkévar L 8 § av in textu om., in marg. suppl. S 17 81 kai om. S 23 o€ om. Mohler
24 aviaobnon Mohler 27 £8iwkag Mohler 30 yap om. S Mohler

10

15

20

25

30



Defence of Theodoros Gazes against Michael Apostoles 4.1 - 6.2 —— 389

4.1 ‘To the point of waging war on two men of such stature, with whom you
would hardly be worthy of being par to if they were alive.’

4.2 If those great ancient authors were alive, they would consider Theodoros
to be on their own level, a man of good doctrine and knowledge, and moreover
of good morals, as his contemporaries also thought of him, doing something
pleasing to whom you say you have composed this your wonderful work, not
knowing what you are talking about and, according to the saying, ignoring
where you stand. Rather, if they were alive, you would not have attended their
school. You would have been kicked out for the coarseness of your ways and
your slowness of understanding. You would have spent your time among the
playwrights without even being taken into consideration by them, instead
inserted between the grandparents and the elderly, dancing the cordax and
beating the first person on hand with a stick, overshadowing the comic jokes or
doing shameless things even worse than those in the orchestra, chased away
and booed by the spectators.

5.1 ‘For example, how can that first thing not be said to be foolish?’

5.2 Theodoros does not contradict himself. In fact, he is not guilty of the
things he says of Plethon. That started the insults, and Theodoros simply
defends himself from the one who first insulted. And it is not the same as it is
now between you and me. Not in the same way. In fact, one of us could be rightly
angry with the other: you started to insult unjustly, while I rightly defended
myself from you who attacked me first. So, you are rather the fool, you who call
others ‘fools’.

6.1 ‘I would not speak of arrogance and slander, but of refutation and
demonstration, things that one could easily say to another who remains
steadfast in his position.’

6.2 Perhaps, if someone told you that you were accused of impiety, telling
the truth among other things — you were accused, in fact, as you well know, in
Constantinople — you would not be angry or consider this a slander, but you
would like it and would also thank whoever told you? Of course not! Indeed, I
know that not only would you use offensive words, but, your sword unsheathed,
you would chase him down to kill him. And even if what you are talking about
was really slanderous, it would have been necessary that you first of all, once
you had proved that Plethon had said the truth against Aristotle, prove that he
was therefore innocent and that Theodoros accused him unjustly. Now, in
assuming what is not yet proven, you do not achieve any results. We will in fact
say that Plethon slanders Aristotle and has denigrated him unfairly, and that
Theodoros does not denigrate Plethon — nor is he ‘bloodthirsty’, as you say —
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Defence of Theodoros Gazes against Michael Apostoles 6.2 - 8.2 —— 391

but that he accuses him rightly, until you prove that Plethon spoke the truth
against Aristotle, and that Theodoros attributed things to him that were not true.

7.1 ‘Besides, you do not understand that you have previously defined
Plethon as a good man, not a “sycophant” and a “deceiver”.’

7.2 Good man, you did not understand what Theodoros meant; otherwise
you would not say that he contradicted himself. He calls Plethon ‘good’ in the
manner of the Athenians. In fact, they not only called every man ‘good’, but also
‘excellent’. I myself, who now call you ‘good man’, first called you ‘bad’, and I
will say it again, and yet I do not contradict myself. In fact, that is what I think of
you, and I am telling you this while sticking to this usage. But let’s also make a
case, as Michael intends to do, that Theodoros really said so — well, even in this
case he does not contradict himself. Plethon will simply also be ‘good’, but
somehow ‘not-good’, when he speaks in a malevolent way against Aristotle.
Things predicated in absolute need not be predicated in a certain way, nor need
things predicated in a certain way be predicated in an absolute sense. So what
was said by you as an introduction was said in such a foolish and ignorant way
that it almost seems to me that you wrote these things sitting in front of a bottle
of wine. And now we also reject what you said about the points of reasoning.

8.1 ‘None of the ancients, my friend, nor those who built the system of
knowledge, nor the others who in their writings made use of these notions,
believed that individuals are more substance than form.’

8.2 And what works of the ancients have you ever read, or where have you
ever learned with certainty that none of them considered the individuals to be
more substantial than the universals? You say loudly that none of them has ever
been of this opinion; well, let us also admit that none of the ancients ever said
this, even so you will not convince us. In fact, many other things were not
discovered by the most ancient authors, and for this reason too they fell into
many absurd arguments, such as, for example, on the theory of Being. In fact,
failing to see that it is not impossible that the same is One and Multiple — the
One is in act, the Multiple in potency and, vice versa, the Multiple is in act, while
the One in potency — and forced by their own reasoning, some have eliminated
the copula ‘is’, others have reformulated the expression, and yet others have
hypothesised that there is something that is not. Still others have finally
introduced the theory of atoms. This fact (scil. the fact that the One and the
Multiple are the same thing) was a beautiful discovery of the Aristotelian school,
along with many other things that contribute greatly not only to logic, but also to
ethics, physics and theology. But there are also some contributions from Plato’s
followers. So why is it any wonder, if even this fact (scil. the fact that individuals
are more substance than form) was ignored by the most ancient, and if Aristotle,
who had more acumen, ingenuity and scientific commitment not only than his
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predecessors, but also than those who came later, and who so diligently investig-
ated the nature of things, having discovered it, along with many other beautiful
things, defined it first as such? And Theodoros, knowing these things himself,
either spoke of them himself, thus being the first to do so, or by resorting to the
opinion, distinction, and formulation of others, more ancient authors.

8.3 Regarding the fact that those before him only superficially dealt with the
principles of philosophy and did so as if they were stutterers, I would be able to
present many witnesses if necessary. However, will rely solely on two, Eudemus
and Porphyry. Eudemus asked: Can we be surprised at Parmenides who indulged
in incredible words and was deceived by things that were not even demonstrated
at the time? In fact, no one spoke of the ‘multiple’ (Plato was the first to
introduce the concept of ‘double’), nor of ‘per se’ or ‘by accident’, and they were
clearly deceived by these concepts. These were discussed for arguments and
objections, and syllogism was not allowed, unless it seemed absolutely neces-
sary. In short, the first philosophers affirmed without demonstrations. So
Eudemus. Porphyry, after having expounded almost all the arguments of those
who said that being is one and of those who argued that it was multiple, and
after showing that later philosophers had only had confused opinions and that,
having tried to dissolve the arguments, had been overcome by others more
incredibly ignorant until they could not escape (the contradiction), introduced
the question: ‘Therefore, only Aristotle knows how to resolve such a contradic-
tion. In fact, entities are not all entities in the same way,” he says. ‘Therefore the
One is not a kind of these, but is such that it can exist in itself, showing a charac-
ter of its own, while the others on the one hand are entities, and on the other do
not participate in the same way as the Being, but in different ways, for the fact of
being in it and depending on it in order to be.” These then are the words of the
two philosophers, from which we can recognise the great naivety of the ancients
regarding the discovery of the truth and the superiority of Aristotle over all those
before him. ‘Only Aristotle,” he says, in fact, ‘knows how such contradiction is to
be resolved.” This says Porphyry, the great interpreter of Plato, to whom one
could perhaps also refer Plethon.

8.4 You take as aporia the fact that ‘the passive substance comes before the
non-passive one and is more substance than it’. Now, for those who argue that
universals are separable and that they exist by virtue of individuals, this would
not seem to be an aporia. In fact, how could the compound, the perishable, the
caused be something prior to the simple, the imperishable and the cause, and
have more substance than it? For those of the Peripatetic who, on the other
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Defence of Theodoros Gazes against Michael Apostoles 8.4 -9.2 —— 395

hand, maintain that universals are not separable, it is not absurd to call
individual substances ‘first’, ‘mainly’ and ‘properly so called’, substances
‘second’ to universals. ‘First’, since we first conceive the sensibles and
compounds — and these are the individual substances — and then the simple
and common things, and furthermore because in the individual the common
substances also have their being. ‘Properly said’, because while the others are
called particular subjects, these are substances by virtue of themselves, and are
not said of a subject, nor are they in a subject. ‘Mainly’, because the substance is
characterised by being a subject, and individuals are subject not only to the
accidents that are in the subjects themselves, but also to universals, which are
called the subjects themselves. And again, if being in itself characterises
substance to the highest degree, as Archytas also says, saying that ‘only this
underlies other things and can be conceived as in itself’, the characteristics of
this condition are not being in a subject, nor the being said of a subject, while
the individuals have both; in fact they are not said of a subject, nor are they in a
subject, while the kinds and species, even if they are not in a subject, are
nevertheless said of subjects of raw substances — just as individuals could not
be mainly substance, which preserve the characteristics of the substance more
precisely than the kinds and species. Certainly, on the other hand, universals
potentially include individuals, and individuals actually include universals. In
fact, if one looked at the universal as uncoordinated, one would see that it
contains individuals, while if one conceived it as coordinated, one would see
that it is contained by individuals, since it is part of them and completes their
substance with its being different. If this is the case, that is, if being in act is
something more proper and closer to the concept of substance of being in
potency, how could individuals not be substances ‘properly so-called’ and be
‘mainly’ substances?

9.1 ‘Wanting to defend one’s opinion, according to which ideas do not exist
in themselves, but are observed in individual substances or pure concepts’.

9.2 You seem to be ignorant not only of the principles and proper
philosophy terms, but also of things that are clear even to schoolchildren who
are taking their first steps. In fact, who would not laugh at you, you who say that
the universal is observed with pure concepts in individual substances? Indeed, if
one observes in individuals, one can observe not by means of a pure concept,
but of a concept. If the universal is observed by means of a pure concept, it is
subsequent, accidental and does not have being in the individual, being in fact
the universal double according to the Peripatetic in the many and after the many.
If what stands before the many some of the commentators attribute not only to
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Plato, but also to Aristotle, we must, however, refer to the opinion of most in the
present. They say that what is in the many is observed in the individuals in
substance with our minds, outside our own intellects, whether this is abstract,
indefinite or determined. After the many (they say that) there is what subsists in
our concepts by abstraction, which is subsequently generated and accepts the
notion of the common as well as the undifferentiated, intellectual in name and
in fact.

9.3 If then you are suffering from such great ignorance, to the point of
ignoring such things, I have compassion for your misfortune, and you should be
aware of it. If, on the other hand, you are deliberately acting in bad faith or have
written these things whilst drunk, not out of ignorance, you need beating, and a
lot too. Why are you insolent to men you would not even be worthy of following,
like a servant, to carry books? You who are truly so wicked and ungrateful speak
of Aristotle this way, attributing your wickedness to him, to a man whose
wisdom is admired not only by Greece and Italy, but by the whole world known
to us, which welcomes and holds his words in high esteem as if they were
oracles of the Pythia. Well, how would Aristotle be ungrateful to Plato, since he
does not insult him under any circumstances? You certainly would not find
anything in his works. He corrects and refutes only where he sees that the truth
is in danger, and even in that case he moves in the footsteps of Plato, according
to whom nothing is more precious than the truth. And even if Aristotle had been
malevolent towards those before him, how would he be different from Plato,
who not only refuted his predecessors, but also ridiculed them for free, starting
with Homer himself? Aristotle, on the other hand, not only does not offend when
he corrects their opinions, but on the contrary, he almost suffers in opposing
them. And the act of opposing Plato in a passage of Ethics defines him as
‘hateful’; thus, a sensible person would not say that these words are a manifesta-
tion of evil. In defining them instead as ‘a very accurate search for the truth’, he
would speak the truth before just judges.

9.4 And how could Aristotle be envious or long for vain fame, he who never
made use of stories and rhetorical devices that are more suited to a poet? And,
again, he did not convey the science confusedly or without order, causing
infinite toil for those who wanted to devote themselves to study or without
clarifying mostly which part of the contradiction he put into being, saying that
he appreciates things like an excellent disposition of matter and a style that is
suited to philosophy and is far from the poetic manner, having privately
composed numerous and extraordinary particular works on each discipline, and
caring for the good of mankind in such a benevolent and useful way. Like a
common father who looks to the good of his children, he proposed these works
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to those who wanted to study them as full as they are of every kind of doctrine,
truly revealing himself to be a saviour to everyone.

9.5 You, vile being, are ashamed of attributing your iniquities to others. You
who are taken by envy and malevolence and by the desire for vain fame, to the
point of believing that none of the scholars of the present can contend with you,
you who are by predisposition affected by ignorance, and by a very serious
ignorance, to the point of rejoicing greatly in the misfortunes of those who are
close to you, considering their suffering a joy, and of pining for their successes
and suffocating because of the envy that dwells in you like a very annoying
woodworm, to be ready even to denounce you alone, not wanting to live for
malice anymore, as you have been discovered to do by those who have somehow
made your acquaintance.

9.6 And then, you said before that Aristotle was a Thracian, while Plato was
an Athenian, as if God had granted the gift of truth to no one else but the Atheni-
ans. Yet even Pythagoras and Timaeus, whom you say you follow, are not Atheni-
ans: the latter in fact is from Locri, while Pythagoras is from Samos. And even
Plotinus and Porphyry are not: they are in fact Phoenicians. How is it possible
then that you do not understand that you contradict yourself now, when on the
one hand you say you follow Plato and Plethon despite having opposite opinions
to theirs? Did not Plato follow the Egyptians and the Persians and all other
peoples more than the Greeks? Well? And does Plethon, who praises Plato’s
theology, contained, according to him, in his precious work, not say that it is
that of Zoroaster, who was a Persian and completely ignorant of the Greek
language? And yet such is your rant. And perhaps that other slip up of yours is
not coarse either, when you say that Aristotle is a Thracian, as if his homeland
were a Thracian city and not a Macedonian one, as the other historians and
Ptolemy say, who in Geography speaks of Stagira as a seaside town of Amphax-
itis, and of Amphaxitis as a region of Macedonia that is located beyond the
Edonis?

9.7 It seems to me that you, scoundrel, are very clumsy and coarse when it
comes to doing and thinking about something useful, and instead you are rather
shrewd and skilful in throwing accusations, in slandering and in offending for
free, since you are not ashamed to say you follow Plato, Timaeus and
Pythagoras, even without knowing anything about this, nothing about what
Plato nor what Pythagoras and Timaeus, or as any other of the ancients,
professed. Perhaps you have come across Plethon’s writings and not under-
standing them well, you foolishly believe that you have become very cultured.
Because of your slowness of understanding as regards the (salient) issues, you
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have left them alone, while, after having collected some scattered things extrac-
ted from Plethon, you do not cite them on purpose, but you attack and try to
make them stick by force and in an inappropriate way in the discourse, in no
way different from those who patch things up. It also so happens that out of
sheer stupidity you spew random words that do not pertain to the subject at all,
such as the fact that there would be nothing in common between Aristotle and
Plato, as if Theodoros affirmed that there is something in common between
those two. And it seems to me that the famous Homeric verse is just right for you:
‘O Thersites who talks nonsense, even if you are a loud speaker’. Hold back your
intemperate tongue, ‘spitting in your lap’, as the saying goes, and do not, you
who are a scarab, fight Aristotle, who is a lion. You will in fact damage yourself
greatly, but you will not cause him any dishonour, no more than if, wanting to
obscure the sun, you threw mud at it. In fact, the glory of that man is indestruct-
ible and so are his words, capable of easily annihilating those who contradict
them. So, after having stopped contradicting him, little man who is not much
else, and after having ‘known yourself’, as the well-known warning from Delphi
says, take the tablet, take notes, and sit down, since you are only worthy of this.

10.1 ‘Your argument does not hold water, you who trusts so much in the
knowledge of logic’.

10.2 It does hold water, stupid. And it seems — it is actually very clearly so —
that you are very much in the mood to split hairs and lie; your nature in fact
always leans toward fraud, but because of your stupidity, you are not able to do
it, because you are invariably found out, even due to the present contradictions.
You, in fact, do not seem to know the basics of logic, and more so, as arrogant as
you are, you call Theodoros a show-off, a man who keeps his measure well in
every circumstance and who prefers being to appearing, if anything, someone
else, so much so that none of those who have frequented him until now do not
admire and praise his being wise and knowledgeable. Truth be told, he arouses
in everyone the urge to praise him, but who would not be amazed at the insight
into everything and the precision of that man, not only in eloquence? You, fool,
you say that he has been refuted since he would have no knowledge of dialectics,
even though he was trained in Italy, distinguished himself by his merits, was
held in the highest regard by his fellow students and was elevated to master by
the learned. But even if it were a case of very great generosity on the part of such
learned men, who could ever believe that they have been deceived all this time,
to the point of loving him, a Greek, they who are Italians? Why would they praise
him and add honours upon honours, gifts upon gifts, if not due to his excep-
tional value and his writings? Certainly not for lack of learned men — not at all.
And how can you say that his argument does not hold water, when it holds it
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perfectly? In fact, he has spoken the truth and has proven everything syllogistic-
ally.

10.3 If your intention was to deny the second term of syllogism, what is the
use of saying that the axiom is not true in its premise, if not to show yourself as
the most foolish of men? If, on the other hand, you want to deny the first, you
speak appropriately for your purpose, but you should receive a beating for the
mere fact of denying these axioms, which no one can deny, as clear as they are
even to the blind: ‘in fact always that because of which each thing exists, that
thing exists to a greater degree’. If, therefore, the individuals exist because of the
universals, the universals are more substance. If, on the other hand, universals
exist because of the individuals, the individuals are more substance. But it is the
universals that exist because of the individuals (in fact, if these did not exist, the
universals could not have their being in the individual); the individuals are
therefore more substance. You have avoided, because of your inability, refuting
these arguments: deceived yourself and convinced yourself that 8¢ 6 (= ‘that
because of which a thing exists’) and & oV (= ‘that out of which a thing origin-
ates’) are the same, and you have then opposed the axiom, explaining what
would be correctly expressed and what not.

10.4 Let us put it this way. You say that the intelligible exists because of God,
and Telemachus because of Odysseus. And so, to say that the intelligible exists
because of God is true, since God is the final cause. So how can Telemachus exist
because of Odysseus, since Odysseus is not the final cause? In fact, we associate
8U 6 to the final cause, and &£ ov to the material cause. If it is of the same nature
as the effect produced, nothing prevents us from associating &£ oV to the
efficient cause; if, however, it is not of the same nature, we associate v’ ov to .
We say that everything is created by God, and Socrates by Sophroniscus;
therefore, since Socrates exists because of Sophroniscus, Sophroniscus is the
final cause. But since Sophroniscus cannot be the final cause, Socrates does not
‘exist because of Sophroniscus, but instead ‘originates from’ him. When 8¢ 0 is
interpreted in this way, your argument appears very weak. In fact, you speak
falsities and cannot come up with anything against us. And even if you interpret
8 6 as ‘that without which (a thing exists)’ — let us say, for example, that
animals breathe because of the air, since they could not breathe without it —
even so, you do not have anything against us. In fact, we say that kinds and
species exist because of the raw substances, since if these are not there, these
cannot be. Hence, to say that Socrates exists because of Sophroniscus, since, if
Sophroniscus did not exist, the other would not exist either, is neither logically
correct nor true: in fact, Socrates was alive even after Sophroniscus died. So how
can it not also be ridiculous that such a view also considers the simple to be the
cause of the simple, while it cannot be the cause of the compound? Apparently,
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you consider your father only a cause, and nothing more. And you do not even
consider the mind of the sun a cause, nor the soul of the cosmos, whose
influences Plethon claims reach up to orbit.

10.5 So these things are such for you. After that, what is your argument
aiming at in relation to the contents of the argument itself? In fact, in no case is
it against us, even if you add that the compound is made up of matter and form,
and that form, more than matter, is the cause of the compound. In fact, even if
this is the case, it does not happen that forms are necessarily more substance
than individuals, but that form is more substance than matter. That is something
we who follow Aristotle also believe, as he affirms that form is divine and perfect
and that is what one tends towards, while matter is vile and constitutes what is
low, if not even for itself, but by accident. In short, if you ignore such important
things, tell me, why did you ever compete with Coroebus?

11.1 So this here is his great achievement. And he, as someone who has
produced something that is very useful to the topic, puts forward another
argument, deceiving himself and with the intention of deceiving others. In fact,
Michael says that ‘what gives shape to something else that is not in act and
induces it to be in act, is the first being and of most substance. Forms induce
universals to act, and moreover to a particular act’.

11.2 If we understood forms as being completely separate from matter,
things would perhaps actually be as you say. But, since we conceive of them as
something inherent in matter, as if they were immersed in matter, we can no
longer accept what you believe is a certain conclusion. In fact, not only do the
forms induce individuals to act themselves, but there is, first of all, a principle
established in the matter, which is capable of receiving this same principle and
what will be after it. This principle has created that of which it is the cause, and
this has created more, and this more, until the end is reached. And this is the
natural form, the principle of which is what was first established in it. Therefore,
since nature, tending to form, creates everything, and is moved by it, not only as
a form, but also as an end, and after having achieved it, stops and does not
proceed any further, it could be said that individuals are induced to act by the
forms. But inasmuch as the forms, which are potentially in matter, become such
in actuality because of the individuals — in fact, a man in potency becomes such
in actuality due to Callias — it could be said that the forms are induced to the act
by the individuals. And it is precisely for this reason that the individuals would
be more substance than the universals, so that the latter could not exist if the
individual universals did not exist, which have their being in them and which,
through them, have the possibility of being in act and are contained by them in
act, even if those in potency contain these. And if we say that the individuals
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disappear with the universals, we can say it not because those (the universals)
have their being in them (the individuals), but because they are complements of
their substance.

11.3 So this enigma of yours, as you see, is quickly solved. Yet, as if you had
made your arguments with all the science in the world, you define, with great
arrogance, the arguments of others as ‘incomprehensible’, as if saying so
followed being so and it would be clear even to a blind man who uses incompre-
hensible arguments against all logic. After you have just recovered from the
hangover, you who were previously obviously drunk in affirming the first of the
statements and in denying the second, you say to take the issues for granted, as
if he (= Theodoros) had posed that statement only axiomatically and had not
proven it. Rather, if you are able to prove by a convincing argument that the
universals that are in the many are not impossible, not being first principles —
although in fact Theodoros and Aristotle before him proved the opposite — why
not do so? If you are not capable of that, why are you squawking as if you fell off
a donkey? And how can you say that those sentences are incomprehensible,
when in them the middle term, to which the extremes of the syllogism are linked,
is subordinate to the first and the last is a predicate?

12.1 ‘Then,! by God, where did you learn to say that forms have their being
because of individuals, when it is necessary for individuals to exist because of
forms, which are God’s words.’

12.2 It has already been said that our argument is not about those forms, but
about the forms in the many. From the things you have said and those you now
say, you, on the other hand, show well that you do not understand the difference
whereby Plato departs from Aristotle in the matter of substance, which I also
stated at the beginning, and it turns out that you do not understand separable
forms at all, as the Platonists understand them, because you say that they reside
in the intellect of Almighty God and that they are his demiurgic words not devoid
of substance. And if you then call the first principle ‘intellect’, you depart from
the Platonists, who call this statement a ‘peripatetic novelty’ and place it beyond
not only intellect, but Being itself; and if you call the Demiurge close to this
heaven of ours ‘intellect’, even so you are mistaken, neither separating forms
from him nor placing them before him (they must necessarily be considered

1 In the text edited by Mohler one reads here, instead of énei, the imperative einé. It is a
correction made by Mohler. I checked the most important witnesses to the text of Michael
Apostoles’ Obiectiones (cf. 165,21 Mohler), all of them transmitting the reading énei. This is
also the case with two autographs by Apostoles, i.e. Pal. gr. 275 (fol. 179v) and Cantabr. Trinity
College, 0.1.23 (fol. 92r). The Cambridge copy — which was not included in Mohler’s edition —
should be studied more in details. For it is Apostoles’ working copy, thus bearing evidence to
corrections and additions made by the author himself.
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separate and prior to him, as Proclus repeatedly shows), even in the case where
one would make not only the One but also Being coincide with the first principle,
and join the Demiurge to forms. Moreover, Plethon also seems to maintain this.

12.3 And so you are wrong in two ways, on the one hand in calling ‘intellect’
the first principle, when it is a matter of things that are beyond the intellect, and
on the other hand in not separating the forms from the intellect. Yet Plato seems
to believe that the One-transcendent is placed beyond the One-that-is, when in
the Philebus, asserting that Being is composed of unlimited and limited, he
states that divinity is superintendent of both, thus calling it on that occasion the
‘first principle’. In the first argument of the Parmenides he clearly reveals that
the One-transcendent is beyond the One-that-is, just as in the Sophist the
stranger from Elea, presenting himself before Parmenides, who calls Being ‘One’,
accuses those who do not discern the One-transcendent from the One-that-is of
more absurdity. For, he says, there will be no multiplicity in entities, and it is not
possible to give names to things, and the name is the same as the thing and the
thing as the name, so the thing will be a thing of the thing, but not of the name,
and the name of the name, but not of the thing.

12.4 Not understanding any of this, you speak without any knowledge of the
arguments that are needed, but rather, you vomit ‘whatever words you can get
on to your tongue’ by pulling them out at random, and have the audacity to
attribute false beliefs to Plato. Driven by your ignorance, you are all too eager to
be Platonic at all costs while never applying yourself to Plato’s concepts. It is
necessary either to speak about these matters with the utmost truth and care, for
they are matters so divine, sublime and beyond the understanding of most, and
in which there is a great risk of distracting from the truth, or to use the ‘second
way’, as they say, keeping silent, doing what is your own business and not
attributing to yourself things that do not suit you, rather than, in speaking of
things you do not know, behaving in an unseemly manner and provoking
laughter from all those who have even a shred of sense. For you exalt your work
by saying that man is beyond all men and the horse beyond all horses, and by
claiming that Plato placed human happiness in the theory of Ideas, when he had
argued in the Republic that happiness is mostly placed in the theory of the
highest good, a doctrine against which Aristotle argued in his Ethics. But if one
were to ask you what that man and horse and happiness are, it would immedi-
ately come out that you know nothing. Without in any way giving an answer,
confused by the difficulty, remaining speechless, and now truncated with
vainglory and shameful pride, know that then you will be no different in
anything from donkeys.
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12.5 And then, sick of such great ignorance and so far removed from the
truth, you say that Theodoros is not interested in truth at all, since he does not
follow the doctrine of Plethon, but that of Aristotle, a much better man than
Plethon could ever be. Therefore, he is not learned to prefer falsehood to truth
for the sake of a vain fame, as you say. On the contrary, from his youth and
throughout his life, it is evident that he did not observe anything else with
greater interest than it. Neither around matters of great importance, in which
there is a great risk of deviating from the truth, nor around minimal matters has
he ever argued verbally or written anything contrary to the truth, as far as is
possible to human nature, but thanks to his excellent nature and beyond, thanks
to study and even before that thanks to the fear of God, through which comes
enlightenment and the satisfaction of desire, all that he has undertaken, as Plato
says, ‘like oil flowing without a sound’, he shows that he accomplishes it
smoothly, without error and effectively, in both languages.

12.6 As for you, foolish man, because of your dullness, wickedness, and
desire for vain fame, you have never sought to find either the truth by yourself or
to learn it from others. Enjoying vacuity and absurdity, you are always talking
about admirable things, and inventing strange things you continually tell them
by impressing the simple-minded, changing your opinion a thousand times a
day, and changing sides, now adhering to the doctrines of Plato, now those of
Aristotle, mostly those of Aristippus and Pyrrho, keeping the truth away from the
facts in the most absolute manner, holding as your ultimate end the particular
bodily pleasure, moved by which you would be able to kill and even beat your
father, if he were still alive, living a life as an animal and in the manner of
Sardanapale, like a bought slave serving the divine mistress of Philebus. And I
do not say that you do not know at all what arguments had persuaded them to
expound these opinions and how they expounded them, but you are carried
along by what you think, like a ship without ballast. By reasoning in this way
about the truth, you accuse others of disregarding it.

13.1 ‘Are you not ashamed then to say that it is impossible for anything else
to exist once individual substances do not exist? Do not universals then continue
to exist? Do not souls and intelligibles continue to exist?’

13.2 Go to hell, you scoundrel. You should rather be ashamed to stand up
against men of such kind, you ape, men who have said or done nothing to be
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ashamed of. Theodoros says: ‘For since the first substances do not exist, it is
impossible for any other of the things to exist or to be predicated on the same
subsistent substances or to be in the same subsistent substances’. For how could
accidents exist in the absence of these substances? Of what, in fact, would they
be accidents? The inseparable kinds and species would disappear in the absence
of the individual. But since they are neither predicated on the first subsistent
substances nor subsistent in them, there is nothing to prevent the human soul
and the separable substances from existing even if the first substances do not
exist. You slander not only Aristotle but also those who follow him as saying that
form comes to disappear with substance. If you had even essayed Aristotelian
works in any way, you would not be so shameless in your slanders. Indeed, it
could be proven on the basis of many things said by Aristotle that the human
soul is immortal. But since, although you know nothing, you behave like a swine
and persuade simpletons to think as you do, we, who have proven the immortal-
ity of the soul on the basis of what Aristotle says, should not answer your
arguments for you — for you are obtuse to the utmost degree, it would be of no
use — but for those who do not read Aristotle’s books, so that you cannot deceive
them underhandedly, like this.

13.3 Then, in the first of the books On the soul he says: ‘The intellect seems
to generate itself as a substance that is, and not to destroy itself; for it would
otherwise be destroyed by the weakening of old age’. So it is very clear from
what has been said that he considers the soul immortal, and that he also proves
this very strongly; for it grows, but does not weaken with the body, whereas all
other things that are subject to a body grow and weaken along with it. Again, in
the second book On the Generation of Animals, he says: ‘The intellect seems to
come from without and to be divine: for it has nothing in common with its
activity that of the body’. If, therefore, it comes from without and is divine, it
cannot be brought from power to act by matter, but from a more powerful and
perfect cause, namely God, and is therefore divine. Not only could God’s divinity
not be equalled by matter, since it comes from without, but if no activity of the
body is common with its activity, then they have a distinct activity. In fact, in the
first of the books On the soul, he says: ‘If there is any function or sensation of the
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soul that is proper to it alone, it can be admitted to be separate.’ If this is the
case, it can then continue to exist even after departing from this life.

13.4 Again, in several places in the books On the soul he says that the
intellect is separable. For he says that ‘it is separate like the eternal from the
perishable’, that ‘only what exists can be separate, and this alone is immortal
and imperishable’, that ‘it is not reasonable to think that it is mixed with the
body’, that ‘the faculty of perceiving does not exist without the body, but the
intellect is separate’, and that ‘this intellect is separate, unmixed, immune from
substance’. If, therefore, it is separate, do you think it is separate only by
substance, by activity, or by both? It is unreasonable, however, to suppose that
Aristotle believes it to be separate by substance alone. For in the first book, he
says: ‘If there is nothing — clearly action or passion — peculiar to it (= the soul),
it could not be separated. For it would happen that it (= the intellect) would
remain inactive and useless after separation from this body.” But he says in
several places that neither God nor nature does anything by chance. Nor is it
conceivable that he should think that it has separable activity and inseparable
substance. For it would follow that the thing caused is stronger than the cause,
whereas the substance is the cause, the activity the thing caused, by means,
however, of the potency. It would be absurd to attribute these theses to anyone,
and all the more so to Aristotle, who says in the first book: ‘If there is an act or
passion of the soul peculiar to it, it would be admissible for it to be separate.’ It
remains that according to him both substance and activity are separate; if so, the
intellect continues to exist even after separation from this body.

13.5 Again, Aristotle proves that the soul is composed of several parts, not
only the rational, but also the sensory. He says: ‘If sensation was perceived as
one part white and on part black, it would be more or less as if I felt one thing
and you another.’ If that were the case, there would be no possibility of distinc-
tion. Necessarily only one must be the part that distinguishes. Perhaps the
psychic one is without parts? If so, the rational one would be much better. That
being so, since everything perishes either of itself, like the black because of the
white that is its opposite and the compound in the parts of which it is composed,
or by accident, like the harmony that dissolves together with the lyre (in that it
has its being and is in no way separate from it), the soul by accident could not
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therefore perish. It has already been proven, in fact, that it has both substance
and activity separate. Nor could the soul perish of itself. It could neither dissolve
into the parts of which it is composed — it is not a compound, since it is without
parts, as has been proven — nor on account of any of its opposites, for there is no
opposite for it which is substance. In no case, therefore, does the soul perish.

13.6 Once we have sufficiently proven, we who follow Aristotle, that the soul
is immortal, we should answer your argument. So, you believe that the fact that
Aristotle says that the soul is act follows from the fact that it is mortal, because
you think that necessarily everything that is act is inseparable from that that is
act, and you conceive this in a simple way whereas in fact it is said with many
meanings. For we say that the act is now vegetative, now psychic, now rational.
A ‘vegetative’ act is so because it shapes and moulds the organ of sensation and
reason, and because it uses it, but in a simpler way than the sensory and the
rational; because of this, living beings are said to ‘live’. A ‘sensitive’ act is so
because it gives the organ the faculty of perception, because it uses it in a more
varied manner than the vegetative act, and because it moves through space and
leads towards what is more perfect; because of this, we say that the living being
is an ‘animal’. We call both of them thus, simply, acts of the physical and organic
body and forms, for even if we were to say that the simple natural or even
artificial form is inherent in any matter, such as the form of a stone or a statue,
these would be entirely acts of the body and not the body act of those. And the
‘rational’ act, finally, is so since it leads towards the most perfect, rationally uses
the organ and persuades it to live. It orders the passions, educates them to obey
the commands of reason and makes the organ part of itself, but does not become
a part of that.

13.7 This being so, the vegetative and the sensory are necessarily insepar-
able, and these acts are such, not that they exist as such without that of which
they are acts, but that they die with the body, precisely because their activities
are non-separable. For if the act were divided, what could generate the generat-
ive activity, or what could nourish the nourishing one, or what could make the
augmentative one grow? And, as they are separate, what would move the
psychic one? Or simply how would it perceive without the body? Acts whose
activities are not separable are also required to be non-separable. On the other
hand, it is necessary for the rational act to be separable because, among its
activities, those of which it clearly needs only for the body and of which it is
unable to make use without the body are necessarily inseparable and perish
with the body, whereas those of which it needs not only for the body but also for
itself, and of which it is possible to make use even without the body, indeed
much better than with the body (i.e. thinking and willing), these are necessarily
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separable and do not perish with the body. For it is necessary for the act to be
such as to be even without that of which it is an act, and not to perish with the
organ of which it has made use. Since an activity of this act is separate from the
body, it is then necessary that it too be separate and continue to exist after
separation from the body.

13.8 Aristotle, having expounded these arguments, introduces the definition
of the soul: ‘The act of some parts belongs to the parts themselves’, he says,
speaking of the vegetative and sensory. ‘But there is nothing to prevent others
not being so’, i.e., separable, he says, speaking of the rational. For since the soul
does something by making use of the body, but contemplates without needing it,
‘nothing forbids’, says Aristotle, that some parts be separated from the body ‘by
the fact that they are not acts of anybody’, even if the whole soul is said to be an
act. For there would be some impediment if the act were of the body in its whole
self and in all its activity. But since it is so in the whole of itself, but not in all its
activity, for it is not so as far as the intellect is concerned, as is said in the first
book On the soul: ‘It is difficult even to imagine what part or how the intellect
will hold it together’. There is nothing to prevent, says Aristotle, that it is act, but
that some of the parts are separate. ‘It is still not clear’, he says, ‘whether the
soul is the act of the body as well as the helmsman of the ship’, showing with
these words more clearly how he understands the rational soul to be an act,
since it sometimes uses it, sometimes not at all. Such is indeed the example of
the helmsman: then, if the sensory part which makes use of it altogether is
indivisible precisely on account of the fact that it makes use of it, the part of it
which does not make use of it sometimes not at all, that is to say, the rational
part, will remain altogether separate. The act, once separated from the body, will
no longer be an act, nor will the soul be a soul, once separated from the
movement — just as the helmsman of the ship, once it is destroyed, is no longer
the helmsman — but all intellect, taking more clearly what is proper and akin to
it. It is not at all absurd that, given a multiple meaning of act, one should also
give a multiple definition of soul. For it is right to give things that have multiple
meanings definitions through similar things. For since health is proper to things
said in more than one way — we call food healthy, the heartbeat healthy, air
healthy — we give the definition through that which conforms to it said in more
than one sense, calling in fact generally ‘healthy’ that which is in conformity
with health. This is why even Aristotle, wanting to give a definition, says: ‘If it is
necessary to say something that is common to every soul’, as if to give a defini-
tion in a general and descriptive way.

13.9 That it seems to some that Aristotle, both in his books On the soul and
in his writings on ethics, treats the argument of the immortality of the soul not
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assertively, but almost as if it were in doubt, which even Plethon seems to blame
him for (although he did not say that Aristotle thinks it is mortal, although he
has hurled many insolences at him), is because he tries, having distinguished
knowledge by kinds, to make arguments appropriate to each of them, keeping
their teachings distinct, without mixing them up and confusing them, believing
it proper of an uneducated person to override the definitions of each.

13.10 Why does Aristotle himself, clarifying this in the first book On the
Parts of Animals, say: ‘Is the argument related to the physical soul in general or
to one in particular? If in general, there remains no science other than physics’.
Physics would in fact be knowledge of all things, since intellect is intellect of the
intelligible, and sensation is sensation of the sensible, and it would be the task
of the same science to investigate the intellect and the sensible, since an invest-
igation of things in relation to each other would be the same for all. Then, since
the study of the intelligibles belongs to the first philosophy, the study of the
intellect should also be its prerogative. Therefore, neither in the books on the
soul nor in those on ethics does he wish to discuss them more clearly, having
reserved this treatment for the first philosophy. Nevertheless, it does not appear
that he does not discuss them at all, nor that he leaves them out altogether, but
from the things he teaches in the books on the soul or in the writings on animals,
one could firmly prove the immortality of the soul, as, moreover, we too have
already well proved, drawing from those writings the content of Aristotle’s
words.

13.11 He also writes this in the books of the Physics. In the second, he deals
with nature as an efficient cause, writing that this is the prerogative of physics,
and in the last, he then investigates the transcendent one — which is the Prime
Mover — not insofar as it is infinite and imperishable, but insofar as it is in
relation to being in motion, thus moving from motion to this. For this is the
object of physics: not only material or moving things, but also the contemplation
of transcendent and immovable things, insofar as they are in relation to moving
objects. ‘Without motion, in fact,” as Theophrastus says, ‘physics can explain
nothing’. In the books of the Metaphysics, once all this has been overcome and
the unique cause of all things has been found through a different approach, one
that is truly scientific and suited to first philosophy, it is argued that this cause is
one. And there the intellect, the thinkable and the thought, the substance, the
potency and the act are one. And attaching everything to it as to the surest
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anchor and idolising it as if by divine invasion, he cries out: ‘It is not good for
many to command, let one alone be the commander’. Thus Aristotle, as he
appropriately presents timely arguments for each science, observes physical
phaenomena physically and theological ones theologically. And in the face of
those who accuse him of having treated confusingly, for example, the subject of
the immortality of the soul, he does not bend, but rather is able to prove to them
that they can prove nothing against him. So far as this argument is concerned,
that is enough; let us now see the rest of your arguments.

14.1 ‘You say in agreement with Aristotle that the things most knowable to
us are first and most proper entities, but this is not so. Things knowable by the
intellect, on the other hand, are such, as Aristotle also says in the Physics
without being ashamed to contradict himself.’

14.2 Theodoros says that the things that are most knowable to us are
‘properly prime’, but not that they are ‘prime entities’ and ‘in a most proper way’,
without looking at them in this way as separate and divine substances, but as
universals, the things that are in the many. Aristotle is not only of this opinion in
the Categories, but also in the Physics, without contradicting himself, as you,
fool, think, but rather confirming himself. O miserable one, thinking that, if you
had caught Theodoros saying that individuals are ‘entities in a more proper way’,
you could have brought something absurd into play against him. You have
modified the quotation, but you have not failed to make a mistake. Let’s even
admit that he said that individuals are ‘entities in a more proper way’: even then
you would not put us on the spot. In fact, it has been proven by him and
ourselves before that individuals are prime substances in their own right and to
the highest degree. You, if you also wanted to oppose him in this case, why did
you not also reply to this argument, by which it is proven that individuals are
‘prime’? But, leaving aside the fact that you wanted to counter-argue, you do not
bring anything absurd into play when you say that Aristotle ‘is not ashamed’,
you who are the most shameless of all. So, since you did not have the courage
even to oppose this issue, we, leaving it aside as something unobjectionable, in
response to your absurdity say on the one hand that we call individuals ‘first’,
and on the other that we call separate and divine substances ‘first’. We call
individuals ‘first’ both for the reasons we have stated above and, again, because
through them we are led to the knowledge of the separate and divine substances
— the separate substances, because both by nature and definition they are far
more important than the cause that generated the things of this world, and
because they govern this universe. For every movement of this earth is governed
from there, as our guide Aristotle says.
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15.1 ‘What remains then is to answer this: “That of which”, you say,
“accidents are primarily predicated, these are first substances, properly so called
and in a greater degree™.

15.2 ‘That of which’, says Theodoros, ‘primarily the accidents are predic-
ated, these are first substances, properly so called and in the highest degree’,
contrasting these with universals and indivisibles, but not with the first cause of
all things. Therefore he adds: ‘A certain man walks, not a man, as by accident’.
But you are so stupid that, wanting to slander at all costs, you do it so openly
that it cannot go unnoticed by anyone, and you would be discovered even by
children to be slandering and raving like a madman, intending almost to bite,
but without succeeding; then you pronounce in favour of Plethon, you who have
not even understood of him in what way he contrasts himself with Aristotle, nor
whether you are a pebble and he a rock. For if Plethon had thought, as you think
because of your foolishness, that Aristotle defined individual substances as more
proper than separable ones, he would have refuted him more easily and more
briefly, and he would not have exerted himself so much that he would have been
easily overthrown. But he did not think that Aristotle said so, but — which was
also true — that universals, indivisible, were second substances; and against this
assumption he replied by following the Pythagoreans, who attribute to univer-
sals, indivisible, being primary substances, while they attach the least import-
ance to divisible things.

15.3 Even if the Pythagoreans’ thesis were not unreasonable — indeed it is
possible to support it too, but with appropriate arguments, different from those
used by Plethon — the argument would be different. But that there is such a
difference between Plethon and Aristotle is clear even to a blind man. You,
without knowing anything about these things, like a magpie going about collect-
ing delirious and nonsensical things, speak nonsense without concluding
anything good, but only arousing laughter in those who have an ounce of sense.
And it seems to me that Plethon, if he were still alive and saw you supporting
him in this way, would invite you to be silent, addressing these jumbles to you
with good reason: ‘O unhappy one, stay quietly in your bed. For you see nothing
of what you think you see clearly.’

16.1 So far, this is our judgement on these matters. Let us also see the
nonsense you say about forms, in which way your ignorance is also exposed by
them. We will speak in relation to these things not to refute the forms, but to
prove that you do not come to any conclusion about the things you say. For it is
not enough to say the truth; you must also prove it, and this with the support of
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knowledge. To do the first thing, in fact, is possible for anyone, the second only
for those who stand for knowledge. So we will now examine your first assump-
tion.

16.2 ‘All generated things come from a principle equal to them in form. But
many generated things are generated from the corruption of the earth, which is
not equal to them. Those things are then generated from forms that are equal to
them in form.’

16.3 So this first assumption of yours here is far too crudely constructed.
After saying, in fact, that all generated things come from a principle equal to
them in form, you add that many of the generated things are generated by
corruption, a principle not equal to them, thus establishing an obvious contra-
diction. The fact that they are equal contradicts the fact that they are not equal;
everything is necessarily either affirmed or denied. It is false that many of the
things generated come from corruption; for they are not many, but few, and
some disagree even about these few. But, of course, to say that forms, separated,
are equal to generated things as far as form is concerned is far too stupid. For if
you say that form is synonymically that which is proper to forms, separate, and
to the sensible (which is why you say that the intelligibles are similar to the
sensible), it will then be the form of forms, proper both to that which comes
before the many and to that which is in the many, and you will thus arrive at the
paradox of the ‘third man’. Add to this the fact of saying that you must call the
form of forms ‘kind’: for form is not form of form, but of kind. Even in saying that
generated things are synonymous with respect to separable things, Plethon
disagrees, saying that the proponents of the Ideas considered them to be
homonymous, and pointing out that Aristotle himself strongly opposed them.
But in the case of homonymy, one must first ask: how can the form be predicated
homonymically? The dog, in fact, is not a form common to the animal and the
constellation, but a word with the same name. To say, then, that forms are
similar to generated things, when those (= forms) are models of those other
things, which are images, is utterly far-fetched, whereas it is rather necessary to
say that it is the image that is similar to the model. Even if one were to give him
everything for good, absurd as it may be, even then he would arrive at syllogist-
ically incorrect conclusions. For ‘every begotten thing comes from a principle
equal to it as far as form is concerned, then forms are equal, as far as form is
concerned, to begotten things’ will not be a syllogism due to the fact that this is
given by necessity.

17.1 ‘Again, all knowledge is knowledge of incorruptible things, which are
compelled not to be otherwise. All natural things are corruptible and change-
able, since they are constrained from being able to be otherwise. There will
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therefore be no knowledge of natural and corruptible things, but only of
incorruptible things. And these are the Ideas.’

17.2 Of incorruptible things we also say that there is ‘scientific knowledge’
(for I think you mean scientific knowledge there by the simple term ‘know-
ledge’); a demonstration that moves from necessary premises that are always
valid and cannot be otherwise is what we acquire scientific knowledge with. It is
not for this reason that it is necessary to suppose the existence of Ideas, either
because they predicate themselves homonymically of individuals, so that those
who have acquired a knowledge of them can never attain a knowledge of
physical phaenomena, or because universals, i.e. those that are in the many and
predicate themselves of those synonimically, are already sufficient for scientific
knowledge, since they are incorruptible and, moreover, cannot be otherwise,
both because of the fact that they always continue to exist (in fact, as long as the
whole exists, man, horse, ox will exist), and because of the fact that they have
the incorruptible totality, even if they have corruptible parts. There is nothing
absurd in supposing something like this: for the simple bodies, which we call
elements, although they have their incorruptible totality, have corruptible parts.
Even if, due to the fact that they can never be destroyed, one were to say that
universals are eternal, one would be saying reasonable things and agree with
Plato. In the Timaeus he states, in fact, that the gods are neither immortal nor
completely indestructible, but they will in no way be destroyed, nor will the fate
of death befall them.

17.3 While it is certainly possible to say in this way that the individual is
eternal, and the demonstration of these things is that by which we acquire
scientific knowledge, it is not necessary, if there really is knowledge, to also
bring separate forms into play. Even in the absence of the separate forms,
knowledge is not excluded. On the contrary, if there are things of which there are
cognitive principles and causes, there must be knowledge of them. There are
cognitive principles and causes of physical phaenomena, and of these it is
undoubtedly necessary for there to be scientific knowledge. Without these, if we
say that there is knowledge of things that are always in the same way, and the
study of nature includes the observation of the mobile entity as such — and this
is always, as such, in the same way — then the observation of nature is necessar-
ily scientific knowledge. That the mobile entity as such is the object of physics is
clear both from the things for which we define nature as the ‘cause of motion’
and from what Theophrastus says: of nothing that is not in motion can the
student of nature speak. If one, wishing to pick a quarrel, were to exclude
knowledge of nature on account of change in natural things, one would happen
to support the thesis of Heraclitus or that of Cratylus; the former says that it is
not possible to bathe in the same river twice, while the latter says not even once.
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If we do not gain knowledge through the change of number, we will gain
knowledge through the lack of change of form. To say then that all natural things
are corruptible is beyond stupid. For celestial bodies are absolutely eternal and
incorruptible. And the simple bodies, which we call ‘elements’, although they
have corruptible parts, nevertheless have an incorruptible totality. It would
certainly have been much better to free from corruption, through these very great
entities of the cosmos, even the small ones, than to acknowledge, through them,
the corruption of the larger ones. Then, to assert that all natural things are
accidents is not proper for a sane person. Of what are they in fact accidents? The
accident is something relative. And even if one were to admit that there is no
knowledge of natural things, would one consider the things produced by
thought — and specifically mathematics — to be objects of science? Certainly,
neither does arithmetic study numbers in an abstract sense, but numbers in a
mathematical sense, nor geometry magnitude in an abstract sense, but in a
mathematical sense; and the same is true of other things. These are all
absolutely sciences, my dear, however much you may think otherwise!

17.4 If, since the knowledge of the intelligibles is far better than that of the
other sciences, one calls only that one ‘science’ and admits no others (we also
hold that that science is better and more exact, since it is superior to all the other
sciences; is more important and divine, for the object it treats is intelligible and
divine; and it makes use of much simpler principles, and has a more precise
form of knowledge than the others, and if the one mostly uses the ‘that which’,
most of the mathematical ones use the ‘because of which’), of course one might
have doubts about this. But let the ‘that which’ of the one be more exact than the
‘because of which’ of the others: it is certainly not for this reason we reject the
idea of not calling the others I mentioned ‘sciences’ as well, however much you
have eradicated them from your book for excess of wisdom. Socrates says in the
Republic: ‘The eye of the soul, blinded and oppressed by other occupations, is
piqued and awakened only by these (sciences), namely the mathematical ones;
it is better that this be saved than an infinite number of eyes of the body.’

17.5 But perhaps you, in saying that philosophy is preferable to the other
sciences, do not want to consider the others as sciences. For you do not know
that, although one of the sciences is in many respects more exact and may come
before another, they are still all sciences. And indeed the one that uses ‘because
of which’ is more exact than the one that uses ‘that which’, which has an intelli-
gible object, whereas the other has a perceptible one, and makes use of simpler
principles than the one that has anything composed. You, knowing nothing of
these things, reject physics and do not care for the mathematical sciences. Like
one who, having ascended to the heavens, and become a companion of Zeus,
dances around him with the other gods the song of Isaac of the mysteries, you
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call us mortal men and look with contempt not only upon the sun, but also upon
the very terrestrial sphere devoid of stars.

17.6 But even if we exclude the mathematical sciences, we can still postulate
the existence of Ideas. For ‘if there is science only of incorruptible things, Ideas
are incorruptible’ will not be a syllogism, as in the second figure there is no
categorical syllogism, except in convertible propositions, which is not the case
there. For it is not valid to say ‘if the idea is something, it is incorruptible’, and ‘if
there is something incorruptible, it is the idea’. The Platonists — I leave out
Aristotle for you — postulate the existence of many other intelligible and non-
material substances besides Ideas, and before Ideas the Being-in-itself and
before that the One-in-itself. The first principle for Proclus is not Being, in fact,
but only the One. So even if there are no Ideas, there will be knowledge of those
and of incorruptible and imperishable things. It is certainly not on the basis of
what you presuppose that what you want ends up necessarily coinciding with
the reality of things.

17.7 Most will perhaps resent us speaking to you, an ignorant and novice
man, in this way. In fact, it is as if we were using geometric demonstrations
against someone who is totally ignorant of geometry. However, they will come to
understand, since you will not, you who are ignorant. For the benefit of those
who will come across this book, should they ever feel they see anything worthy
of mention in it, we deal with rather profound topics that exceed your capabilit-
ies and sometimes lengthen the discourse. So, of these two arguments of yours,
the first has proven that you are obtuse, the second leads nowhere. Let us then
look at your remaining arguments.

18.1 ‘And certainly not everything that is “mostly” finds reciprocal corres-
pondence due to the fact that one of the things that are related contains more
things as being more universal. The kinds and species, which are among the
“mostly” and more universal entities, include the individuals, which are lesser
and more particular. The Ideas then are to be considered in a primary and more
proper way.’

18.2 Nor does it necessarily coincide with the reality of things that Ideas are
to be considered primary and more proper than individuals, but only that they
are not correlative. We also admit this, if you speak of universals in the many. If,
on the other hand, you speak of the separate forms, not only — as has been said
— is nothing concluded, but one of the premises is false. Even those who have
dealt with it do not so generally understand the Ideas as comprising the
individual, but these, insofar as they are numerous, are said to be particular
because they participate in them. For individual men are men because they
participate in man himself. And even if one were to admit this, it would be
difficult to imagine how they (the Ideas) could comprehend them. It is absurd for
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them to comprehend the Ideas in potency: for they will be more incomplete than
the individuals who are in act, whereas they are precisely in potency. And it is
ridiculous, on the other hand, that they understand the Ideas in act: for they will
then be sensitive, corporeal, and each one an infinite, being composed of infinite
particular substances. You old fool, so you know Plato’s writings and agree with
him?

19.1 ‘And Ideas are by definition perennial models of natural things; their
Being endures eternally. Every existing model is also eternal etc. [...] and an
eternal Being exists more than a particular entity. Therefore form is something
that always exists etc.’

19.2 In both of these arguments, you evidently take the basic assumption for
granted. For if you postulate that an eternal and ever-existing entity has more
substance than individuals who are perishable, and if you add to this the fact
that Ideas are eternal and ever-existent, which is not proven, you do not derive
from this that they are more substance. We tell you that, should you prove that
the Ideas exist, we would grant you instantly that they have more substance and
are principally substance (it would indeed be necessary in that case), but until
you are able to prove it, we will not grant it. You take the basic assumption for
granted, taking as proof what is not yet so.

20.1 ‘But every generated thing is generated by four causes: first the
efficient, then the formal, then the material, and finally the final. Individuals are
therefore among generated things...’

20.2 First of all, when you call into question the four causes, you are not
speaking according to Plato: this is in fact a concept belonging to Aristotle,
whereas the Platonists add two others, the paradigmatic and the instrumental.
The efficient one is not, then, the first in an absolute sense. In fact, conceptually
the first is the final one. The architect, after first thinking about what kind of
house he has to build, builds it. It is also false to say that form comes before
matter according to all the meanings of mpotepog; for it is first only in import-
ance, in that it is perfect and divine and desirable. In terms of time, or order of
succession, or the other meanings of mpdtepog, how can it come first? It is easy
to go against this assumption. The fact that ‘every begotten thing is generated by
four causes’ is true, although one might have doubts about things that are gener-
ated by decomposition, or even accidentally or by chance.

20.3 But now, this maybe being true, I do not dispute it. The fact that
individuals are among begotten things, if you mean by that things that are
begotten and perish, is true, but if you speak of eternal things — I mean
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heavenly bodies — it is false. For it has been proven in the books On Heaven that
those are begotten and incorruptible. And then that the individuals, which are
successive entities, are generated from the first entities, the universals. If by
these you mean the separate forms — indeed, it seems that your discourse is
about them — you have not at all proved that this is indeed the case. So how are
the first entities? If, on the other hand, you speak of the material forms, either
you make a false claim or the argument is not logically rigorous. It is false if you
intend universals, which are prime entities by nature, to be ‘prime in an absolute
sense’, since individuals, according to us, are prime entities and have in them
the being of universals; it is illogical, if, understanding universals to be prime by
nature, you then arbitrarily exchange ‘prime in an absolute sense’ for ‘prime by
nature’, confusing nifi and anA@¢. So how can you ever say ‘it is clear what
follows’, you who are capable of anything, when you so blatantly put forward
deceptive arguments?

21.1 ‘Again, of these two things, the intellect and sensation, the whole host
of philosophers says that the intellect comes first, is principal and exists most,
inasmuch as this, which always exists, has perception of all intelligible things...”

21.2 My dear, explain this to me first, how the intellect has perception of all
intelligible and sensible things, while sensation, which is mortal, has perception
only of mortal things. For if it is proper for a mortal being to have perception of
mortal things, the intellect should also be mortal, since it has perception of
sensible things, which are mortal. It follows that not all sensible things are
mortal, but only those that are generated and corruptible. For the celestial
bodies, although they are sensible things, are nevertheless imperishable.
Besides, how can things congenial to the intellect be more substantial? If they
exist, that is true, but if they do not exist, how then is it possible? For how could
things that exist in other have more substance than the things in which they
exist and which are in themselves? So if you speak of ideas as existing, you are
again taking the basic assumption for granted. You have not yet proven, in fact,
that this is the case. Therefore, do not rant any further.

22.1 ‘Speak very correctly and conveniently to the doctrine of Plato himself.
Well said, Plethon, for your speech is unsurpassed and far surpasses the
doctrine of Aristotle!’

22.2 Whether it is unsurpassable or not will be clear by itself. Tell me this,
rather: To whom among the ancients did Plato seem wiser than Aristotle, since
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many and the worthiest of the Platonists commented scrupulously on Aristotle’s
writings, while some of the Aristotelians even contradicted Plato? That rogue
thus keeps his unrestrained mouth and intemperate tongue at bay, and is so
overcome by these evils that he uses words, yes, but not those that serve as
demonstration of what we are seeking. And when he does use them, he cheats
rather than using stringent arguments. And you, who, deceived by your
ignorance, even have the courage to mock others and so foolishly outrage the
divine Aristotle, calling his very wise writings ‘false and incomprehensible’ and
daring to say that Plethon is wiser than him, and do not feel any fear, but rather
take pleasure in your own vileness. And you take pride in your mud-slinging, not
bearing in mind Euripides, when he speaks of the ‘intemperate tongue’ as the
worst disease and when he says that ‘the end of unrestrained mouths and
boundless foolishness is misfortune’. But for this you have already paid the price
for your intemperate tongue, and you will pay again, once we have refuted the
rest of your nonsense as well. Let us now see your beautiful argument.

23.1 ‘For what other thing is truer and wiser than this axiom here, namely,
that the whole is greater than the part, and so the species and kinds are greater
substance than the individuals?’

23.2 And in what way is it true or wise to say that ‘greater’ (10 peiCov) is the
same as ‘more’ (10 p&A\\ov)? In fact, ‘greater’ refers to the size of the substance,
i.e. what size the substance is and how it has acquired this size. ‘More’ refers to
the quality of the substance, i.e. what quality it has and how it has this quality.
Immediately we say that two cubits is ‘greater’ than one cubit, thus measuring in
magnitude one substance relative to another. And we say that the kind is
‘greater’ than the species (in fact, it is distinguished more by kind than by
species), thus comparing in what way one substance is greater than another. For
it seems that matter extends in quantity and universals extend to contain the
many, as all things extend. The universal is in fact something whole and
includes the many as its parts. We then say that snow is whiter than milk,
comparing the quality of one substance with another. And we say that the
species has ‘more’ substance than the kind, comparing how the substance has
this quality with another. For the species is ‘more’ endowed with this quality
than the kind because of a difference in quality. In relation to substance, the
species is such in act as the kind is in potency. Therefore, we also say of such a
substance in what way it has a certain quality and not simply that it has a certain
quality, for thus there is no difference between quality and accident. This, which
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is substantial, defines the quality of the substance, and is predicated synonimic-
ally on the indivisible subjects in it. Thus we say that one white man is whiter
than another, and that this white man is darker or whiter than he is, but we do
not say that one man is more man than another, or that this man is less or more
man than himself. For in those, whiteness is a quality which for substance is an
accident, for which more and less might be admitted. But for men, what is there
in men, for which more and less could be admitted? We then say that the species
has more substance than the kind because of a difference that is, yes, of quality,
but also of substance. Because of this difference, as we have said, the species is
such in act as the kind is in potency. Therefore, Aristotle also says that quality
admits the more and the less of what is, while substance does not. On the other
hand, it is held that one substance is ‘more’ substance; and we say that intelli-
gible and divine substances, through which we spoke before of causes, are ‘first’
and ‘proper’ substances ‘principally’. No one says that two cubits are more cubit
than one cubit, nor that this white is greater (than another white), unless by
accident it happens that the white is a quantity.

23.3 That being so, let us see what Michael says about this. ‘He is not
ashamed’, he says, ‘to affirm that the universal is greater than the particular’,
saying ‘that individuals are more substance than universals’, he who is the most
shameless of all and who shamelessly persists in saying that ‘greater’ (10 peifov)
is the same as ‘more’ (16 p&AAov); one has to convince with words and not by
stubbornly persisting in an assertion, and one has to do so clearly enough that
even children could easily catch him at fault. Then, as if he were not already
paid off by the insults against Theodoros, and even thought it bad that they
could not all profit from his envy of him, he slanders the Latins even more
shamelessly, calling them ‘beginners’ and ‘weavers of thoughts’, he who is
indeed a beginner and collects thoughts here and there, and who puts them
together badly. Throughout the entire discourse, it has been proven that he has
no grasp of doctrine at all. With regard to grammar, then, even children could
correct his mistakes, so blatantly wrong is he!

23.4 The whole treatment of the argument, then, is distasteful, excessively
naive and not at all extraordinary. And where that is not the case, he talks
beyond the due and wears out his ears giving Alcinoan speeches; at opportune
moments, however, he is resourceless, aphonic. He seems to conceive of
something great and then gives birth to nothing that is not insignificant, a
message that is open-mouthed, thunderous, obnoxious, all too silly and incap-
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able of bringing any relief to his readers. As to the Latins, in their own language,
a form of speech in verse, Plato, had it been possible, would have said that they
are divinely inspired and possessed by the Muses, and that from there, plucking
from those fountains and valleys from which the lyrical song flows like honey,
they take it away from us, as if one could ever compete with the divine poet
Maro. One could observe that they are very skilful, persuasive, and eloquent in
prose and able to lift the soul, appease wrath, move to compassion, compose
public speeches and speak in complete freedom, that they master grace and the
ability to seduce with words, and that they speak not only in a concise and very
harmonious manner, but sometimes even in the manner of divine signals, to the
point that one cannot help but surrender to the superiority of the very wise
Cicero.

23.5 They have studied all forms of knowledge and methods of research in
such detail that neither the Platonists nor the Aristotelians, if they were still alive
now, could compete. For there is not a single thing that has not been precisely
discovered by them and investigated down to the smallest detail. And if it were
you here, and you dared to meddle with these stale speeches of yours that reek
of scum, even newcomers would realise directly from the incipit of your work
that you are a nobody and not a man. Well, their own language is so successful
because of its precision; and they also practise ours well (many of them are also
interested in learning it, to the detriment of their own), to the point that they far
outnumber those who, like you, devote themselves to the Greek language. For
they, who study with interest the works of the ancients — by which I mean those
of Demosthenes and Isocrates — and are completely imbued with their rhetoric
and concepts, do not happen to misquote them when they use their words, and
in class they answer questions with shrewdness, using their thoughts as canons.
They develop a not-inconsiderable command of language, learn the works of the
ancients by heart and practise imitating them as diligently as they can.

23.6 To you, who have read almost no other works but those of Libanius, it
necessarily falls to speak and think in his manner, and to be, with respect to the
works of the ancient writers, ‘like an ass to a lyre’, as the proverb says. And I
certainly do not mean to say that you are not esteemed for your knowledge of the
works of that one, but that you often have lapses and spoil everything, for, once
you have entered the scene, you are like those soft actors who impersonate
heroes. If it ever became necessary to say a few lines suddenly, due to your
always living in indolence you would immediately find yourself unprepared and
aphotic, unable even to say a few small words. Having read which of the Latins,
o fool, and having known them to be inexperienced in the works of Aristotle, do
you accuse them, as if shouting from a chariot, of not knowing his writings? And
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if you had really known Pythagoras or Plato or Aristotle — but you do not, you
consummate scoundrel, slave of the belly, ignorant homunculus — what would
you have done?

23.7 This proves that you really have no Greek education, when you claim
that Theodoros took it from the Latins that peifov (‘greater’) is different from
p&AAov (‘more’), as if there were no such usage among the Greeks as well, and —
apparently — you believe it is proper of the Latin language what you yourself do
not know. Well, you will have to revise many fine things, believe me: in fact, you
know almost nothing. Then you ask: ‘Who among grammarians or philosophers
have you caught saying that there is a difference between peiCov and p&AAov?’
We then ask you in turn: ‘You, rather, who did you surprise by saying that peiCov
and paAAov are the same thing?’ If someone has done so, he has either taken one
for the other by using them wrongly, or perhaps he is one of the logographers,
who do not care to speak so much for truth as for pleasure and beauty. But we
are not now criticising a logographer. What Plethon claims of Aristotle, let us
also claim of him. For in criticising Aristotle, he says he is criticising not a rhetor-
ician, but a man who professes knowledge of things. And so Theodoros in
criticising Plethon criticises not a rhetorician, but a man who professes
knowledge of things and who dares to behave recklessly towards Aristotle. But
even Aristotle — he says — considers peiov and pdAAov indistinctly, and — he
goes on to say — could also bear witness to this argument, if only it were not
clear even to a blind man. Blind is he who does not even recognise what is in his
way. If he really had the evidence, he would speak, he would shout, he would
deafen our deafened ears. ‘You who care about this thing here,” he says, ‘go and
investigate his works, and if I do not speak the truth, call me what you will. You
do not care, Michael, about their words. Whence is it that you have appeared to
us wise? Indeed, you have not understood Plato! Were you sown like the Giants
and were you born on that very day already armed?’

23.8 So we, who have an interest, having gone to investigate his writings,
have found that he says in the Categories that quantity does not admit of more
and less, but quality does. And in the first book on Natural Causes, contrasting
himself with Anaxagoras, according to whom there is neither the greatest nor the
smallest cause, after proving that it is impossible, he closes his thought by
saying: ‘It is clear then that it is impossible for flesh or bone or anything else to
be of unspecified size either in the direction of the greatest (peiov) or the
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smallest (Aattov).” In the first case, therefore, he denies the more (uaAAov) and
the less (fTTov) of quantity, assigning it to quality, and then in the second he
refers the greater (ueiCov) and the smaller (¥AatTov) to size. This opinion is also
held by Archytas, who says verbatim: ‘And for quality, it follows from admitting
the opposition and negation, the more and the less’, and again: ‘And for quant-
ity it follows from not admitting the more and the less’. As the Socrates of Euthy-
phro also says that those who speculate on number adopt the science of calcula-
tion as their yardstick. In turn, those who reason about ‘greater’ and ‘smaller’
adopt the practice of measurement as their yardstick, while those who observe
the differences between ‘heavy’ and ‘light’ the measurement of weight; those,
however, who reflect on ‘good’ and ‘right’ and the like, among which we clearly
mean ‘more’ and ‘less’, do not adopt’, he says, ‘any yardstick of judgement by
converging on which they could definitively settle the question’. ‘For’, he says,
‘concerning these things they did not quarrel with one another.’ If, then, peiov
were the same as p&AAov, the practice of measurement being the yardstick of
judgement for peifov, would it also be so for pdAAov? Or, not being so for
pu&AAov, would it also not be so for peiCov, or would it be for both or not at the
same time? But, says Socrates, if it is of the one, it is not of the other.

23.9 So, since we have discovered that not only Aristotle, but also Archytas
and perhaps even Plato agree with us, what shall we call you? Ignorant sophist
for sure, and also charlatan and mystifier? So you have rightly secured this
appellation for yourself; and such are you, you scoundrel, who call others ‘brain-
less’ and things said by them with the utmost care and in agreement with the
ancients ‘newly-created things’ and ‘novelties’, when it is you rather who
continually gives birth to new things, moreover empty, and abortions.

24.1 Let us now also see your beautiful proof: ‘O admirable man, we sons of
Greeks (we are deeply proud of them, and follow in their footsteps and not those
of others), we say that paAAov and peifov are proper to the comparison’.

24.2 We know that you are the son of Greeks and of an excellent father, yet
you are a terrible and patricidal son. For we do not see you following in their
footsteps, but treading your own track, and it reeks of scum. After having
considered that ‘u&AAov and peifov are proper to the comparison’, and having
added that ‘the comparison refers both to substance and greatness and to similar
things’, and having disposed of the matter so superficially, he (= Michael)



201

448 —— Andronikos Kallistos

€0 TOV AGYOV, HGAG OEPVADG OUPTIEPAIVEL EKATEPW Gpa TW OVOURTE OVBEV
Sla@épetov éntl mdvtwv AéyeoBal TOV ToloVTWV. TO § €0Ti aparnAnot-
ov, Momep av &l TIg TO 1ol Kal Toev EpwTHoEWS Aéywv, PnBev Slawépey TouTw
TW EMPPTHATE GUVETEPALVE. KALTOL TO PEV TIOT TIV €iG TOMOV, TO 8¢ OBV TNV €K
TOTOL OTUAIVEL KIVOWY, GVTIKEIOOAL & TOUTW TW KIVACEE Kal HdAa QOpEY. T& §
GVTIKEIPEVA TAVTOV E1valL, TG &V TIS @ain; o Yap SIOTL &pew VY’ Ev TL THY Epw-
now éoti, 810 ToDTO Kai AVt TauToV £0Tal, GAN €’ GO0V HEV GUOW TTUOHATL-
K&, TAUTOV" £¢’ o0V 8¢ SlaPOPWV KIVAGEWV MHOUATA, OV TAVTOV. 0VTWS 0LV Kol
TO PEANOV Kai TO PETlOV* KABOGOV PEV UTIO TRV GUYKPLOWY GUOW, TAUTOV' KaBOTOV
8¢ 10 pév peyéboug — wg 8edetktal —, TO 8¢ ToL0D, SLGPopa. £l 8E, BLOTL TIVE KATA
TLTAVTOV DTTAPYEL, BLATODTO KAl TTAVTN TAUTOV OEL, WP GOl AOLTTOV Kol TO AEUKOV
Kal TO péAav — évavtiw GvTe — TAUTOV TIGVTN AEYeLy, EMEBN TQ) YEVEL TOUTOV!
AW Yop XpWHOTE. Kol 81 kai o€ Kai TOV GAEKTPLOVA 0VUBEV SlapepeLy £polpey,
OTL Gpew {ww £0TOV. Kaitol pol Kot GAAOTE TODTO CUVEXWPNOOG. Kal Ta LT Apl-
0To@GVOUG €V Ne@élalg eipnuéva vrepLdg EMMVeLS. el 8¢ ToDTo, dvTi PIN0CO-
@OV TAXLoTA 6 KAAOG NIV MiafiAog Wpaiog GAEKTPUWY GVATIEQAVTAL, KAl TIG OVUK
av Boaktnpiov APV ppoTépalg eh HAAX KaTd KePaATiG E@ikéadal gov melpdoe-
Tat GVESTV 0LTWGL APOUG KAKEIVOUG SIwAVYIOUG CUUTAEKOVTOG;

25.1 Ei 81 10 mooov év peyébet k&v Tif ovoig, 10 8& p&AAov kal
peifov, NTTOV Te Kal peiov, TO MOOoOV cuykpivel kai TO motdv, Ti
KwAVeL TO0 peilov émi peyéBoug Aeyopevov prf kai €mi ovolag Aéye-
oOat;

25.2 Ei pev 810 T& mpooeyfi Aqupata pundev kwAvew @Rng 10 pdAAov kal pet-
oV TaUTOV ELVAlL, CAVTOV PEVOKILELS, OVY MUEG. OVSEV Yap MEpaivelg: ov yap T
gKeiva eivail €€ Gvaykng ToDTo oUpPaiveL. £l 8€ 814 TO PETA TADTA, TO EKATEPW TAS
avTAG eivat Suvapews, RV 78 elpnTat pn eivan Tig aUTHS Suvapews, kai Sinu-
KpivnTat ikav@g, olag ekatépw duvapews €0Tov, ApLOTOTEAEL Te Kol TR TaTpiw
TV EAMvwV Emopévolg @wvi], amodedeixfw 8¢ dpwg kai THSE. £0Tw Yap £@° @
ToSLaToV [V, NTTOV Ye PRV AEUKOVY, a, £’ @ 8 EAatTov pév modiaiov, pdAlov 8¢
Aevkdv, . €l 81| 1O peilov paAAov 1 T a Tob B peifov dv, kai pdANov Gv gin. UTE-
Ketto 8¢ T B p&AAov ] T0 B Tod o pdAlov Gv, kal peilov oTal. UMEKELTOo 8€ TO o
peiov f| TO pev & Tob B, peilov Te Kal ov peilov, TO 8¢ B ToD a p&AAov Te Kal o0
HEANOV, EMEH TO PElOV TAVTOV | TG RTTOV. DMEKELTO 8 TO PEV a Tob B fTToV, TO

1-2 éxatépw-ToloVTwWV] Mich. Apost., Obiect. 169,8-9 Mohler 19-22 Ei-AéyeoBai]

Mich. Apost., Obiect. 169,9-11 Mohler

14-15 ta—eipnpéva] cf. Aristoph., Nub. 1427-1429

3undévS 10 Twvg] Tiinras. scr. S 11 8pa S Mohler 20 te om. S 26 fiv-8uvépewd! om. S
29 rodaiov in textu, modiaiov in marg. scr. L

10

15

20

25

30



Defence of Theodoros Gazes against Michael Apostoles 24.2 - 25.2 —— 449

solemnly concludes: ‘Both terms are not different to say all such things. This is
as if one, saying that mol and moBev are proper for comparison, we are to
conclude that these two adverbs do not differ in anything. Instead, the mol
indicates movement towards a place, the mébev from a place, and we would
rather say that these two movements are contrary to each other. So how could
anyone ever say that two contraries are the same thing? Not for the reason that
both are in some sense relative to the question, so they will therefore be
absolutely the same thing, but inasmuch as both are interrogative, they are the
same thing. Inasmuch as they are, however, interrogative particles of different
movements, they are not. And so it is with pdAAov and peifov: insofar as they
both fall under the comparative, they are the same thing, but insofar as the
former is proper to greatness, as we have seen, and the latter is proper to quality,
they are different. But if you think that because two things are the same thing in
relation to something, for that reason they are also in an absolute sense the same
thing, it is the case then that you say that white and black (which are opposites)
are also in an absolute sense the same thing, since they are by kind the same
thing: for they are both colours. Then we shall say that you are not at all
different from a rooster, since you are both animals. Yet you have already admit-
ted this a few other times, and are in total agreement with what Aristophanes
said in the Clouds. If it were so, instead of being a philosopher our dear Michael
would have the appearance of a beautiful rooster, and who, grasping a stick with
both hands, would not be tempted to throw it right at your head, you who so
freely put together such immense nonsense?

25.1 ‘If, then, quantity is both in magnitude and substance, and “more” and
“greater”, “less” and “less great”, compare quantity and quality, what prevents
“greater” which is said of magnitude from also being said of substance?’

25.2 If by these last arguments you mean that there is nothing to prevent
pdAAov and peilov being the same thing, you deceive yourself, certainly not us.
You do not succeed at all: for it so happens that things are not necessarily so. If,
on the other hand (you intend to deceive us) through what follows, namely, that
‘each of the two is of the same value’, we have already said that they are not of
the same value, and it has been sufficiently explained of what value each is, by
Aristotle and those who use the native language of the Greeks, but it is also
proven in this way. Let alpha indeed be the size of a foot, but be less white, and
let beta on the other hand be smaller than a foot, but whiter. If ‘greater’ were
more than alpha, which is greater than beta, it would also be ‘more’. And
provided that beta is ‘more’ than beta, which is more than alpha, it would also
be greater. And given that alpha is greater than alpha, which is more than beta,
it will be greater and not greater, and beta will be more than alpha and not more,
since smaller is the same as less. And given alpha less than beta, beta will be
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7-10 Ei-péyebog] Mich. Apost., Obiect. 169,14-16 Mohler 11 ‘Hyiv-o0] cf. Mich. Apost.,
Obiect. 169,17 Mohler 23-25 Yoi-nenovnkoti] Mich. Apost., Obiect. 169,18—-19 Mohler
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smaller than alpha, and so the contradiction will be equally true in the same
proposition. But this is impossible. It is therefore impossible to say that ‘greater’
is the same as ‘more’. Well then, o infamous one, as if you had syllogistically
concluded something necessary and had already won and refuted it, and not as
if you had already been defeated three times, you criticise others for expressing
opinions and not proving them, calling them ignorant and malicious, you who
are the most ignorant and malicious of all those we know.

26.1 ‘If one, having said that a greatness is more than a greatness, a quant-
ity more than a quantity, and a substance more than another substance, once
the “greater” (u€ifov) has been put in and the “more” (udAAov) taken out, were
to say that a substance is greater than another substance, a greatness greater
than a quantity, and a quantity greater than a quantity, he would seem to you to
be mistaken’.

26.2 My dear, it seems to us that he is wrong. To you it does not (so says
Michael, who wants to make a fairly weak argument stronger, without succeed-
ing). So, although Archytas says that ‘quality admits of more and less’ — in fact,
being wise, could he not follow Aristotle? — if one were to put greater and
smaller instead of more and less, would you allow it? If you give ‘white’, so one
white will be ‘greater’ than another white, it will also be smaller. In fact, alpha
being larger than beta will conversely also be smaller, since beta is assumed to
be ‘more’ than alpha. And so at the same time, it will be larger and not larger.
And this contradiction will, on the one hand, be true, but by saying on the other
hand that quantity does not admit ‘more’ and ‘less’, nothing will end up admit-
ting ‘greater’ and ‘smaller’. So will a quantity not be greater than a greatness?
And would not the Colossus of Rhodes, if it existed, be greater than you, who are
a pygmy? To such a high level of doctrine have you come, o villain, and this
touches you, for you are so interested in truth!

27.1 ‘To you who take such interest in grammar and have also put much and
endless effort into it, without it being of any benefit to those who study it...’

27.2 But where are your eyes, you who call ‘interminable’ the things written
by Theodoros on grammar, composed as briefly as possible and perfect for an
introduction? Of these, everyone can only greatly praise not only the inventio,
but also the dispositio, unless he is envious in your manner. For nothing is left
out that needs to be discussed, as befits an introduction. Nor, conversely, is
anything negligible or superfluously treated. Not even Momus himself has
anything to reproach in terms of method and disposition, and the interpretation
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fits the subject matter very well. You are so seething with animosity and envy
that you even mock the things praised by all. Besides, how is it unhelpful, when
those who use it to study (and they are many) find it has greatly benefitted them
and continues to benefit them — apart from you, evidently? Not even Apollo
could heal one afflicted with an incurable disease. You could not have escaped
anyone with such egregious errors. And of these, in truth, we ourselves,
although we have denounced some, have kept others out of your writing, not
deeming it appropriate to mix them with our own. We have set aside the others
for those interested in looking them up and laughing at you. We lacked the
necessary stimulus to look for all your mistakes carefully, as they were almost
infinite. If one were to take the trouble to do so, one would have no choice but to
delete everything: in fact, there is hardly a single thing you said correctly. Nor,
moreover, is there anything good in you, either in word or deed: only envy and
quarrelsomeness and ignorance and slander and lies, and simply everything for
which it is likely to please you and those like you, of whom it is said in the
Theaetetus that they are ‘small and violent souls’. The infamous one is so subjug-
ated by envy towards Aristotle and Theodoros, that, as I have said on several
occasions before , he gives no demonstration of the object of investigation. He
does not stop barking like a Maltese lapdog, intending to bite and tear to pieces
and yet failing to do so, calling others ‘mad for fame’ and ‘fools’ and so on, when
it is he who is actually stupid and mad for fame. He and never does or says
anything sane, living his whole life not at all in reflection, but in indolence. It is
fitting that such a wretch, and one afflicted with such gross ignorance, should
stand aside in silence, aware that he possesses no doctrine, and not that,
prepared to fight, he should throw himself into a contest, destined to appear so
ugly and filthy before the spectators, pitted in dispute against Theodoros. He has
not been afraid to show that the appearance of his words is very wrinkled, and
has not even guarded himself, if nothing else, against the old, chattering
women, lest they sue him for the return of the fables and jibes that he so
casually weaves, taking away their occupations.

28.1 Let this then be the reward from me for your actions, since my Heracles,
whom you have thought to oppose, should not now take up arms against you,
and it is more just for him to use the club of his words against others, since he
already has me as a sufficient ally to defeat you, who even try to defend yourself
with talk, even if another stronger than you comes forward to fight in your
defence.
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28.2 Let us then look at your epilogue, for in that too you have made great
mistakes. First of all, you seem to have deluded yourself greatly by thinking that
you were coming to Plethon’s aid and thus fulfilling an obligation as to a father,
not really helping him, but merely serving your part. Even Plethon, if he were
alive, would keep you at bay like a parricide, but not before he had beaten you
sufficiently, since, by saying that you support Plato (this, however, is the oppos-
ite of what befits those who support him), you blame Theodoros because he says
the same thing about the same things, whereas you never do so, since goodness
is proper to the one, wickedness to the other. Plato believes that this behaviour is
proper to the truly sensible man, and shows that even celestial motion, which is
the closest thing to intellect and thought, is led to be always in the same
positions. And to Callicles, who accuses Socrates — as you do Theodoros — of
saying the same about the same things, Socrates addresses the opposite accusa-
tion, namely, of not saying the same about the same things. Thus you move away
from Platonic philosophy and misinterpret its principles.

28.3 So, we have already said enough far beyond your ability on the subject
at hand, defending Aristotle and Theodoros in brief and thus doing our duty to
these just men. We felt that it was not appropriate to extend the discourse on this
subject any further, and we avoided investigating the matter in more detail now,
contenting ourselves with more general reflections and taking into consideration
your abilities. Indeed, if we had approached the topics in more detail, you would
have remained completely in the dark and would not have been able to follow,
since it has just been said that some things are beyond your capabilities. But for
us who are also occupied with other things and read Latin works to our compan-
ions, it was not easy to investigate these things in more detail.

28.4 1t is also enough, however, to give you lessons in truth and persuade
you to put aside a little vainglory by ‘knowing thyself’. And we advise you — we
do not in fact envy you as you do others — to come to beautiful Italy, which cares
nothing for the conceit you have of yourself, you who think you know everything
without knowing anything, and to assiduously attend the lessons of some of the
learned men here. One does not acquire true knowledge in a short time, for, as
Democritus says, ‘it lies deep within’. And the truth will come out, if there ever is
any, once your present ignorance, with which I see you live as well as with an
attack of fever or leprosy that pervades the whole body, is removed from you,
and you will be able to defend Plethon and even Aristotle, should you wish to do
so. And those whom you now call beginners, believe me, you will then call
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learned. Should we convince you in advising you the best (which is what we
would also advise ourselves), that would be good for you. If we do not convince
you, and you still wish to live with your ignorance and only seem, but not be, an
honest man, having already passed the age of thirty, and wish to counter what
we have now said and still slander us by hurling your wickedness at us, as you
have been accustomed to do, we will not care at all about the slanders you utter,
any more than we care for those harlots who whore themselves and offend and
hurl at us the insults proper to their trade. To the objections, if we feel it is appro-
priate to spend a word on them and they are not really like children’s games, we
will answer by dealing with the matter in more detail, defending the learned
Theodoros and ourselves. This is enough for now.






