On the Byzantine fortune
of Eustratios of Nicaea’s commentary on Books I and VI
of the Nicomachean Ethics

MICHELE TRI1ZIO

While philologically dependent on Proclus, Eustratios of Nicaea’s com-
mentary on Books I and VI of the Nicomachean Ethics was highly
influential in the Latin West. Eustratios’ defence of the Platonic Ideal Good,
which criticizes Aristotle’s interpretation in Book I of the Nicomachean
Ethics, was accepted by the Medieval Latin masters as a Christian defence
of divine exemplarism." Furthermore, thinkers like Albert the Great under-
stood Eustratios’ Neoplatonic views on human intellect, according to which
it acquires knowledge from above and participates in the separate nous, as
the Byzantine version of the Arabic theories on the so-called copulatio intel-
lectus, i.e. the idea that men’s ultimate happiness consists in joining the
separate substances intellectually.”

However, the history of Eustratios’ Byzantine legacy has yet to be writ-
ten. We know very little about the circulation of his commentary on Books I
and VI of Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics, and the lack of a modern critical
edition of these texts frustrates an accurate appraisal of Eustratios’ influence
on the later generations of Byzantine thinkers. The aim of this paper is to
sketch some characteristics of this legacy by analysing the cases of some
important Late Byzantine readers of Eustratios, in particular, the fourteenth-
century scholar Nikephoros Gregoras, in order to prepare the basis for a fu-
ture and more detailed reconstruction of Eustratios’ Byzantine fortune.’

Some observations on the text

In his well-known book on the tradition of Alexander of Aphrodisias’ lost
commentary on Aristotle’s Posterior Analytics, the Aristotle scholar Paul
Moraux describes Eustratios as a pedantic and boring scholar, mainly
known for being verbose, prolix and repetitive.* Surprisingly, this view has

' See Giocarinis (1964) and Steel (2002).

? See Trizio (2009a).

? On the general topic of the Byzantine tradition of Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics, see the
informative paper by Benakis (2009).

* Moraux (1979: 6). As far as I know only Conley (1998: 56) attempted discussing some
features of Eustratios’ style. Conley found striking linguistic similarities between
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been accepted by most Byzantinists, even though it merely perpetuates the
traditional stereotype concerning Byzantine authors often presented by
scholars of ancient philosophy and literature.” No one seems to have real-
ized that Moraux’s negative evaluation of Eustratios depends on his view of
the development of the Aristotelian commentary tradition: ‘Malheureuse-
ment’, writes Moraux, ‘celui-ci ne résiste pas toujours a la tentation de mé-
ler ses propres considerations a celles qu’il doit a son prédécesseur.’

Eustratios’ treatise on meteorology edited by Polesso-Schiavon (1965-66) and the so-called
Synopsis of Aristotle’s Rhetoric written by Eustratios’ teacher John Italos and edited by
Cereteli (1926). For instance, formulas such as &AA& mepl ToUTwv pév ikavdds, 1#dn ap-
kTéov 8¢ ToU mpokenévou are nearly identical in both texts. Conley concludes that these
treatises were addressed to younger readers ‘not altogether comfortable with philosophical
Greek’. Whereas one might agree with Conley that the readers of these texts were not well
versed in philosophy, I am not fully persuaded that the formulas and expressions discussed
by him can serve as clear-cut cases to establish that these texts were written for unac-
quainted readers. In fact, these formulas, found also elsewhere in Eustratios’ works, are
taken from the antique and late antique commentary tradition, and are found frequently in
important authors like Theophrastus (Hist. plant. 7.15.4.7-9), Alexander of Aphrodisias (/n
Metaph. 239.3), Themistius (In Phys. 118.1-3; In De an. 38.34-35; 39.5-7; 115.13-15; In
An. pr. 1 46.20-21) and Philoponus (In Meteor. I 3.19-20). The same holds true for other
formulas mentioned by Conley (1998: 51), such as ék Tév eipnuéveov pavepdv ... viv Gv
gin Aextéov, which occur, among many authors, in Aristotle himself (4n. pr. 46b38-40)
and in Themistius (In Phys. 227.4-5). Furthermore, Conley (1998: 59) regards Eustratios’
fondness for syllogisms in his theological and philosophical works as evidence in favour of
‘Eustratios’ affiliation with his master Italos’. For example, Conley refers to In Eth. Nic. VI
306.23-26 (kai oUTe émoTrun 1 ppdvnols oUTE TEXVN E0TIV. EMOTHUN HEV y&pP OUK
€oTIv, OTL TPAKTIKY £0TL Kai TEPL TA MPAKTA YiyveTar Tav 8¢ TO TPaAKTOV EvdéxXETAL
&AAcos Exelv, TO 8t EmoTnTOV oUxi: oUk &pa émoTrun 1) ppdvnots). Obviously one can-
not dismiss the idea of a link between Eustratios and his master, but the style of this pas-
sage refered to by Conley can be easily traced back to the late antique way of commenting
on Aristotle, such as in Philoponus (In 4An. pr. 250.28-33: 1y n8ovn ateAés, TO 8¢ &TeAds
oUK &yabdv, 11 118ovn &pa ouk &yabdv. TTd6ev &1i &Telds 1) 11dovr; Ta&oa 118ovn kivnots,
1 8¢ kivnots &teAiis, 1 118ovr) &pa &TeAris. TéOev &T1 TO &Tehés oUk &dyabdv; TS &Telds 1y
TS £v8elv ) TG EkTeTTwkKEVaL TTis EauToU TeAetldTnTos &TeAEs 0Ty, Ek&Tepov &¢ ToU-
Twv oUk ayabdv, T6 aTtehés &pa ouk dyabdv). Needless to say, these similarities make it
even more urgent to investigate how Eustratios inherits and adapts the language and way of
commenting characteristic of the late antique commentators. Unfortunately this task cannot
be accomplished here, even though one cannot help but notice that even Eustratios’ habit
(e.g. In An. po. I 171.15-16; In Eth. Nic. VI 284.30; 289.1; 326.17; 339.14) to provide the
reader first with a general explanation of each lemma, and then with an explanation of each
part of the same lemma was common among the late antique Aristotelian commentators
and among the Neoplatonists, like Eustratios’ hero Proclus (e.g. In Alc. 156.16—17).

> See e.g. Fryde (2000: 54) where the author explicitly relies on Moraux for his evaluation
of Eustratios’ work.

6 Cf. Moraux (1979: 81). Curiously, while dismissing Eustratios as a repetitive and prolix
author, scholars tend to praise Michael of Ephesus as the most accomplished scholar and
commentator of his time. This view is found for example in Hunger (1978: 34-35), and
Wilson (1983: 183), on the grounds that while commenting on Aristotle Michael often
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Clearly Moraux condemns Eustratios for not strictly performing his task as
commentator when Eustratios inserts his own views instead of Aristotle’s,
Alexander of Aphrodisias’ and the other Peripatetic commentators’ posi-
tions. However, one might fruitfully wonder—the high quality of Moraux’s
book nothwithstanding—why we should criticize an early twelfth-century
Byzantine commentator on the ground that his way of commenting upon
Aristotle does not fit with the antique and late antique rules. Quite on the
contrary, one should evaluate Eustratios’ philosophical works with refer-
ence to the contemporary canons and the social context of Eustratios’ activ-
ity, namely the erudite circle of readers around some important member of
the imperial court.” This is confirmed by Eustratios’ appeal to the indul-
gence of his readers, defined as piAéAoyol, when he apologizes for his long
Neoplatonic digressions in the explanation of the Aristotelian text,® and by
his claim to have written his commentary on Book II of the Posterior Ana-
Iytics on the request of certain friends.” Despite the emphasis on rhetoric'®

compares readings from different manuscripts. Eustratios, however, also does the same
(e.g. In Eth. Nic. VI 304.5; 339.15; 339.37; 373.10; In An. po. II 84.24; 174.28) and,
moreover, he often attempts to explain Aristotle ex Aristotele by referring to what the
philosopher says elsewhere or by comparing and discussing different views of Aristotle on
the same subject found in different works, like in /n An. po. II 154.8ff., which regards
Aristotle’s notion of absolute and conditional necessity. Interestingly, those who actually
critically edited Michael of Ephesus’ works, like Mercken (1990: 433ff.) and Ebbesen
(2002: 23), seem to contradict the generally accepted characterization of Michael as an ac-
complished scholar by remarking that he often confines himself to a merely explanatory
and repetitive attitude to Aristotle’s text.

7 Cf. Browning (1962: 1-12), who reasonably points to princess Anna Komnene as the very
sponsor of Eustratios’ activity as a commentator. However, I am not persuaded that there
are enough elements favouring Browning’s view on the so-called ‘philosophical circle’
around Anna. On this point scholars tend to be more prudent than Browning. For example,
in a famous article on the 11th—12th century high class literary circles, Mullett (1984: 178)
commented on Browning’s views by remarking that ‘... evidence of an independent literary
salon of her own [i.e. Anna Komnene], as distinct from that of her mother, is so far
lacking’. Seemingly, Conley (1998: 59-60) suggests an account of Eustratios’ activity as
commentator different than Browning’s, suggesting that Eustratios might have started to
work on his philosophical commentaries before his involvement with Anna Komnene, as
witnessed by the dedicatory preface to Empress Mary of Alania (d. after 1103) found in
Eustratios’ treatise on meteorology.

¥ In Eth. Nic. VI 294.28.

% In An. po. IT 123.27-28.

' As a matter of fact, Eustratios’ reference to a request by friends in In An. po. II 123.27—
28 (Bix TNV TAOV ttaipwv agiwow) reflects similar references found in late antique
literature, such as in Galen (De compositione medicamentorum per genera libri vii 887.18).
References to friends or piAdAoyor are often found in highly educated authors of that time.
John Mauropous, for example, who is to be regarded as one of the most important 11th-
century authors, claims (Epigr. 1.28) to have composed his collection of epigrams for the
sake of the erudite ‘lovers of letters’. Surely these references are to be regarded as forms of
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that is evident in these references,'" all the evidence suggests that these texts
were destined for erudite and highly educated readers—the erudite philolo-
gists mentioned by Eustratios—rather than young students.

Determining the social status of both the writer and the intended audi-
ence of a Byzantine work from a text’s style and characteristics is a tricky
task as one can easily misinterpret literary quotes, expressions, and the us-
age of classical material as being academically specialized, when such a
style may have been commonplace for contemporary Byzantine authors.
The task becomes even more difficult if one bears in mind that those schol-
ars who rightly posed and tried to solve this methodological problem did not
investigate Byzantine philosophical material.'> Thus, speculation on the
quality of Eustratios’ commentaries must involve some features that would
position his works within the highly educated literary society. In this regard,
Eustratios noticeably enriches his commentaries on Aristotle’s text, espe-
cially the Nicomachean Ethics, with quotes and references to the tragic
poets. For example, while describing the case of someone who knows
rationally what is the right thing to do but acts wrongly because of the inter-
ference of the passions, Eustratios refers to the case of Medea (/n Eth. Nic.
VT 279.35-280.2), who killed her children in a fit of rage, even though she
knew her act was irrational.

Other features relevant to the reassessment of Eustratios’ traditionally
negative evaluation concern the author’s reference to Homer as a model of
rhetoric. In his commentary on Book VI of the Nicomachean Ethics
(268.27-33), Eustratios refers to the idea that in God there are neither future
events nor contingency, ‘for He knows things instantly and in a necessary
manner’ (s TNS YVWOEWS aUTE KaTa TO viv Te ovons Kal avaykaias).
Describing God’s knowledge, he contends that the First Cause knows things
in a unified manner since He is the One and the superabundant and super-
substantial Cause of everything, ‘and because of this He embraces
everything present, future and past in a non-conceptual and supersubstantial
manner’ (kai di& ToUTO TAVTA TEPIEXOVTI AVEVVOT|TWS TE Kal UTIEPOU-
olws T& T’ e6vTa T& T éodueva mpd T’ eédvTa). Despite the Christian over-

rhetorical captatio benevolentiae lectoris, but they cannot be considered as merely ficti-
tious.

" In Eth. Nic. I 1.13-23; In Eth. Nic. VI 256.3-258.30. As already pointed out by Rose
(1871: 70) and later by Mercken (1973: *11), the first passage mentioned is an inter-
polation, maybe by Eustratios himself.

"2 On this and other similar problems see Hunger (1974: 148); Sevéenko (1974: 69-76;
1981: 312); Wilson (1975); Kazhdan (1982); Mullett (1984: 183-87); Magdalino (1984:
92-111).
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tones,'® Eustratios clarifies that the expression ‘present, future and past” was
meant ‘to speak Homerically a little’ (fva kai kaBounpiow pikpédv).'* The
extremely rare expression ‘to describe something Homerically’ (kaBounpi-
Cew) is first found in the funeral oration for Basil the Great by Gregory the
Theologian,"> whom Michael Psellos regarded as the best model of Chris-
tian rhetoric,'® while Joseph Rhakendytes explicitly refers to Gregory as the
source for kaBounpiCew in his Synopsis artis rhetoricae."” Eustratios’ use of
this term exemplifies his intention to enrich his commentaries with refined
expressions, rhetorical topoi, and quotes from classical authors that might
have corresponded to his readers’ tastes.

Following Hermogenes, who considered Homer as the best of poets,
rhetors and prose-writers,'® the Byzantines credited Homer with the inven-
tion of rhetoric, and this belief was reasserted throughout both primary and
higher education.'” While we need not lengthily discuss the use of Homer
among Byzantine authors, one cannot help but notice that similar erudite
references to Homer enrich Eustratios’ commentaries. Furthermore, many
deem Eustratios one of the most important Byzantine witnesses to attribute
the Margites to Homer, although Eustratios’ reference to Archilochus (/n
Eth. Nic. V1320.39-321.1) as support has been considered so unreliable that
it suggests a textual emendation from ApxiAoxos to ApxiAdxois (nowadays
accepted as the authentic reading), which is suggested by FEustratios’
reference also to Cratinus, who is credited with being the real author of the
Archilochuses.”® Unsurprisingly, then, Eustratios accounts (In Eth. Nic. I
92.10-14) for Aristotle’s reference to Priam in the so-called ‘Trojan Cycle’
(Eth. Nic. 110, 1110a7-8) as an example of someone who, once prosperous,
fell into disgrace as an old man, remarking that Homer was the best among

13 Compare In Eth. Nic. VI 268.30-31 (cos autd ToUTo éwl kai cos aiTicp T&vTwv Umep-
NTTAHEVE Te kal UTepousicp kai 1& ToUTo TAVTA TePIEXOVTI AVEVVOT|TCOS TE Kai UTre-
pouciws T& T’ édvTa T& T’ éodpeva Tpd T ¢dvTa) with Ps.-Dionysius the Areopagite, De
div. nom. 189.4-5 (Tdvta 8¢ doalTws TEPIEXEL KATA THY UTTEPTTAWUEVNY aUThs &TTEL-
piav kai TPOs MAVTWVY EVIKGS HETEXETAL).

' The reference is to /1. 1.70.

' Gregory of Nazianzus, Or. 43, 17.5. The Homeric expression quoted by Gregory is épeme
kAovécov (I1. 11.496).

' Michael Psellos, Orationes panegyricae 17.275ff.

' Joseph Rhakendytes, Synopsis artis rhetoricae 7, 593.15-17.

'® Mepi i8ecov Adyou 389.21-27.

' One can avoid referring to the countless bibliographies on this topic by mentioning the
informative Browning (1992).

 The emendation was first suggested by Meineke (1839: 188), and accepted by Bergk
(1853: 570). On this reference see also Davison (1968: 80-81); Bossi (1986: 40); Fowler
(1987: 113); Gostoli (2007: 10-13).
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the poets who wrote about Priam. Eustratios maintains that it is probable
that Aristotle’s reference can be explained as an allegorical interpretation
and restoration of meaning from the poetic form. In so doing, Eustratios
interestingly ascribes to Aristotle himself the method of interpreting Homer
allegorically, which he might have found in Origen and Clement of
Alexandria or in the Neoplatonists, who in fact held the view that Homer
was the best among the Greek poets.”!

Homer is not the only model of rhetoric to which Eustratios refers; he
mentions other ancient rhetors while explaining Aristotle’s text. Along with
Demades and Lysias, Psellos in his Encomium for John Mauropous regards
Demosthenes and Isocrates as the best examples of pagan rhetoric, whereas
Gregory the Theologian—as previously mentioned—is said to be the best
model in the Christian tradition.” Isocrates and Demosthenes are explicitly
mentioned by Eustratios in order to enrich the explanations of some pas-
sages from Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics with erudite references. For ex-
ample, Eustratios comments (In Eth. Nic. VI 355.7-10) that Aristotle’s
reference (Eth. Nic. V19, 1142b3—4) to the common opinion that one should
carry out quickly the conclusions of one’s deliberation can be traced back
directly to Isocrates.”> As for Demosthenes, Eustratios demonstrates
Aristotle’s claim that universal rules are derived from the particular and
variable facts by referring to the Philippics (In Eth. Nic. VI 378.20ft),
where, according to Eustratios, Demosthenes attempts to discredit Philip as
a trustworthy interlocutor precisely by mentioning particular reasons and
facts.

Even Eustratios’ fondness for the philosophers Plutarch and Proclus cor-
responds with the contemporaneous canons. Eustratios explicitly cites
Plutarch twice: In Eth. Nic. I 5.14-19 concerns the definition of the intel-
lectual part of the soul as ‘daimon’; and In Eth. Nic. VI 331.29-34 applies
Aristotle’s practical wisdom to the case of God, supporting the view that in
this case ppovnois refers to God’s unified knowledge of beings before their
creation.”* As known to the specialists, among the classical authors Plutarch
was one of the most beloved by the Byzantines. John Mauropous’ epigram
famously requests Christ to save Plato and Plutarch because, although not
Christian, they lived in close accordance with the Christian laws,” suggest-

21 On this topic see Lamberton (1989: 44-82; 241-48).

2 Michael Psellos, Orationes panegyricae 17.276-83.

2 Isocrates, Ad Demonicum 34.

* The reference is to Plutarch’s De Iside et Osiride 351D.

% John Mauropous, Epigr. 43. With regard to the importance of Plutarch for the highly
erudite Byzantine intellectuals Wilson (1983: 151) writes: ‘No other classical author, apart
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ing Plutarch’s importance in the highbrow literature between the eleventh
and twelfth centuries. As for Proclus, Psellos in his Chronographia ranks
him highest among the philosophers that he studied during his voyage on
the path to wisdom,”® and writes, elsewhere, that Proclus is ‘the chief of the
most theological of the Greeks’.”” Secretly admired or publicly despised as a
source for the heretics, Proclus certainly fascinated and influenced Byzan-
tine intellectuals between the eleventh and twelfth centuries, and, although
Eustratios never explicitly mentioned his name, Proclus’ shadow always
lurks behind his scholarship of Aristotle’s text.”®

Surely any attempt at evaluating Eustratios’ work must consider many
other stylistic features, but unfortunately this would go far beyond the scope
of the present paper. Nevertheless, it seems clear to me that the accepted
prejudice against Eustratios as a boring and repetitive author that has gained
a kind of tacit acceptance can no longer be regarded as representative of
Eustratios’ real place within the history of the Byzantine philosophical tra-
dition under the Komnenoi. Interestingly, that Eustratios’ commentaries
were not poorly written seems to be confirmed by their later fortune, in so
far as these were read and used by many authors unanimously regarded as
highly educated and erudite intellectuals. For example, we know that
Theodore Prodromos, who belongs to the generation of intellectuals that
immediately followed Eustratios, used Eustratios’ commentary on book II
of the Posterior Analytics for his own commentary on the same Aristotelian
work.”” More importantly, as I will demonstrate, quotes from Eustratios’
commentaries on Books I and VI of the Nicomachean Ethics are found also
in later authors like George Pachymeres (13th c.) and Nikephoros Gregoras
(14th c.).

from those occupying a central place in the school curriculum, was so frequently tran-
scribed.’

*6 Chron. V138.1-5.

" Theol. 22.38-39. On Proclus and Psellos see Kaldellis (2007: 194-231).

¥ See Trizio (2009h: 90-109). On Proclus’ influence and reception in Byzantine thought,
see Podskalsky (1976); Angelou (1984); Benakis (1987); Parry (2006). There is an inter-
esting element found in Eustratios’ commentary on Book II of the Posterior Analytics
(206.31-33): as noted by Swift Riginos (1976: 149), Eustratios is one of the few sources
that reports that Plato found the body of a dead Nereid. However, Swift Riginos does not
seem to notice that Eustratios just takes this anecdote from another main source of it,
namely Philoponus’ commentary on the Posterior Analytics (411.7-8).

% See Cacouros (1989).
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Some case-studies of Eustratios’ Byzantine fortune:
1 Pachymeres and Heliodoros of Prusa

As probably known to specialists, George Pachymeres wrote a paraphrase
of the Nicomachean Ethics as part of his twelve volume work, Philoso-
phia’®® What is less known is that, according to Golitsis,”' three manu-
scripts, Marcianus gr. 212 (1'-44"),** Vaticanus gr. 1429 (1'-79")* and
Escorialensis T.1.18 (1'-74"),** contain a fragmented commentary (from
book I to the beginning of book VI) on the Nicomachean Ethics by the same
Pachymeres, which has often been confused in the manuscript catalogues
with the paraphrase contained in the Philosophia. As one compares the in-
cipit of this commentary, reported by Golitsis from Marcianus gr. 212,%
one will notice that it closely resembles the beginning of Eustratios’ com-
mentary on Book I of the Nicomachean Ethics (1.3ff.), where the com-
mentator refers to the traditional division of philosophy into the theoretical
and the practical. A comparison of these two commentaries would be obvi-
ously helpful in determining Pachymeres’ dependence upon Eustratios, and
I will devote future research to this topic.*

Heliodoros of Prusa’s paraphrase of the Nicomachean Ethics (14th
century?), edited by Heylbut in the CAG series, is an enigmatic commen-
tary, but leaving aside the problems of the author’s identity and the work’s
composition date,”’ I shall show this paraphrase’s reliance upon Eustratios’
own commentary.”® For example, some lines before the aforementioned
quote from Homer, Eustratios states that God knows things ‘instantly and in
a necessary manner’ (268.28-29), and remarks that this type of knowledge
is grounded on the correspondence or conformity between intellect and in-
tellectual knowledge (268.29). Earlier in the text (268.10-12), Eustratios
declared that knowledge, in general, is the assimilation between the one
who knows and what is known, and that the knowledge of necessary things

3% This paraphrase was edited by Oikonomakos (2005).

31 See Golitsis (2008: 66)

32 On this manuscript see Mioni (1981: 326).

3 On the Vaticanus gr. 1428 see Gamillscheg & Harlfinger (1997: no. 283 and 351).

** On the Escorialensis T.1.18 see Revilla (1936: 449-50).

3% See Golitsis (2008: 66-67).

%1 ordered a microfilm of Vaticanus gr. 1429, but unfortunately I did not receive it in time
for the present paper.

37 Further information on this paraphrase, probably written in the 14th century, are found in
Nicol (1968) and Moraux (1973: 137-38).

3 On Heliodoros’ dependence upon the Greek-Byzantine commentators on the Nico-
machean Ethics, see Marcovich (1974).
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is a necessary one (like in the case of God’s knowledge) while the knowl-
edge of contingent things is a contingent one. Interestingly, Eustratios sup-
ports this Aristotelian view found in the Nicomachean Ethics (VI 1,
1139a10-11), which can also be traced back to the De anima (111 4, 430a2—
4), via a quote from Proclus’ commentary on the Timaeus, since Eustratios
mentions (268.21-22) the case of a form of direct knowledge of things
which represents a mutual agreement or conformity between that which
knows and that which is known (cboTep émagn Tis kai épapuoyn yiveTal
ToU YIWOKOVTOS Kal ToU YIVeOKOUEVOU TTpds &)\)\n)\a),” and thereby
applies this notion to God’s type of knowledge. Heliodoros’ paraphrase in-
corporates the whole argument, including Eustratios’ quotation from
Proclus, in such a way that it leaves no doubt that the author must have
known Eustratios’ text quite well.*’

2 Nikephoros Gregoras’ Solutiones quaestionum /

The third, and most important, case-study carried out here is represented by
Nikephoros Gregoras’ Solutiones quaestionum.*' This set of short treatises
addressed to the Empress Helena Palaiologina (d. 1396), daughter of John
Kantakouzenos (d. 1383) and spouse of John V Palaiologos (d. 1391), fol-
lows the traditional Byzantine model of aporias and solutions. The set of
quaestiones, edited by Leone in 1970 together with Gregoras’ Refutation of

3 Cf. Proclus, In Tim. 2, 287.3-5: kai Si& ToUto kai &Afbeia elvan 1 mPods TO
YIWWOKOUEVOV EPAPUOYT] TOU YIYVWOKOVTOS.

0 In Eth. Nic. VI 268.10-21: Tofs YOpP YIWOKOUOL, PNCIV, T) YVEOIS TOTS YIVWOKOUEVOLS
gGopotoUTal, cos efval TAVY pév avaykaiwv avaykaiav kal Ty yvédotv, évdexouévny 8¢
TV Evdexopévwv. TS yap &v eln avaykaia TV Evdexopévwy 1 yvddals, 1) évdexo-
uévn TAV dvaykaicwv; s yap € Tis dmopaivoito dvaykaiov elval TO &TMAGS evdexd-
pevov kai g Tig TO &vamaAiv &mADS Evdexdpevov TO avaykaiov yeudetal, olTtw
yeUdeTal kal 1) yvaois 1) TO dvaykaiov cos &mAs évdexduevov ydokouoa kal TO
gvdexdpeEvoY s dvaykaiov. TN yap dAnfeloucav yvdotv, s €xel KaTd TPOTTOV TO
Tp&yua, Sel ywokelv aUTd. 1 el ury oUteos éxel, dAnbevoel kai & TO ) dv elvat Aéycov
kal TS dv un elvat, 8ep &dUvaTov. cas yap émi Tou elvatl &mAdds 16 weldos kai 11 &Ar-
Bela, oUTw kal éml TolU Téds elval, 8trep & TpdTos 0Tl Ths dvTOTNTOS” EAAS Te kKal
OOoTEP ETagr] Tis Kal EpapuoyT| YiveTal ToU Y1vcdoKoVTOS Kal ToU YIVGLOKOUEVOU TIPOS
&AAnAa. Cf. Heliodoros of Prusa, In Eth. Nic. 114.15-24: Tiiv yap yv& oiv duoiav
gval TG YIVWwOoKOoOMEéve kai avaykaiav upév Ty Ttol avaykaiov,
Evdexopévnv 8¢ TNy ToU évdexopnévou, Taoa auaykn: kai yap &vdexouévn
yvédois éoTw, fjTis oUk &el &Anbeler weUdeTtal & © yvdols, dtav T
Y1V OKOUEVOV UT) OUTwWS EXT) COOTIEP Y IV OKE T a 1 * TO 8 pr) oUTeos €xetv cooep elxe
TV Evdexouévaov ol kKal EAAoTe EAAwS ExOVTV: TV Evdexouévaov &pa 1) Yvdols
gvdexopévn éoTi. i T& aUTa 81 kai TAOV Avaykaiwv avaykaia 11 yvéd-
Olg: T&oa y&p yv@ols kab’ 6uo1dTnTd& Tiva kal oikeldTnTa yivetar
Kal yap épappoyn Tis éoTt Kal émagpn TolU Yylvwokopévou Kai
Tol YlvdokovTOS.

*1 On this work see Guilland (1926: 136ff.).
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Those who Deny Men’s Miserable Condition (Antilogia), concerns different
topics, including natural philosophy, but, interestingly, the first treatise
strictly relates to the topic treated by Gregoras in his Antilogia, in so far as it
concerns the place and dignity of human beings in the universe. In discuss-
ing this topic, Gregoras seems to share his master Theodore Metochites’
rather pessimistic view of men and the world which assumes that the insta-
bility of human affairs and the mutability of the transient world preclude
man’s attainment of stable forms of knowledge. Metochites himself admits
that this view was a commonplace® as large sections of his Semeioseis
gnomikai are devoted to the instability of human affairs, which is explicitly
linked to ancient scepticism.*

A discussion, however, of the sceptical tendencies in late Byzantine
thought will not be addressed here** since I will confine myself to the analy-
sis of one section from Gregoras’ Solutiones quaestionum 1 and its evident
reference to Eustratios of Nicaea. After some rhetorical praise of the em-
press’ pthoudbeia and roAupdbeia (488.1-489.51), which is strengthened
by a quote from Plato’s Republic 11 (376¢) following the same pattern as
Eustratios’ praise of Anna Komnene’s love for wisdom and learning in his
commentary on Nicomachean Ethics V1 (256.1-257.11), Gregoras intro-
duces (489.51-490.63) the topic of Solutiones quaestionum 1. Irrational
animals, contends Gregoras, often seem to act according to wisdom, even
more than the wisest among men, who in fact can neither understand nor
imitate their wisdom. Therefore, are irrational animals really irrational? The
issue is not novel since antique and late antique philosophers debated at
length the rationality proper to non-human animals.*> Gregoras’ positio
quaestionis seems to be even more optimistic than the one held by Plutarch
and Porphyry, who grant animals other than men a form of rationality and
virtue.** However, his initial answer is a negative one because Gregoras
maintains that their rationality is only apparent since God Himself actually
acts through them. The sentence ‘they are instruments of God’s activity as a
craftsman, and they are passive, rather than active’ (490.70-71) attests that
animals do not perform any operation on their own, but only mechanically
and unconsciously through God’s causality (490.77-85).

2 Cf. "Howos i ept mouSetas 10, 84.5-15. See also Demetracopoulos (1999: 88-93).

® Semeioseis gnomikai 29; 61.

* For an excellent account of this problem, see Bydén (2002).

* See, for example, Sorabji (1993); Dierauer (1997); Steiner (2005: 53—111); Labarriére
(1984: 17-49; 2000: 107-22).

% See Plutarch, De soll. an. 959A—965D; Porphyry, De abst. 3.2.
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Gregoras’ reference (490.85-491.91) to the widespread Biblical image of
man’s creation in God’s image (Gen. 1:26-28) emphasizes the Christian
flavour of the whole argument, in so far as only men were given a rational
soul, whereas the other animals were just naturally provided with everything
necessary for their survival. Surprisingly, from this assumption the author
does not infer the rather traditional superiority of men over the other ani-
mals, but the exact opposite: the absolute humility that characterizes the
human condition. Gregoras grounds his conclusion on his interpretation of
Adam’s fall and man’s post-lapsarian condition, arguing (493.178-494.191)
that had man remained in the condition in which God created us and pre-
served the rationality that characterizes us as human beings, we would re-
main superior to the nature of the irrational animals in both sense-perception
and knowledge (493.178-81). Unfortunately, Gregoras continues, we for-
feited this condition because of our ill-advisedness and fell straight from the
rational life to the life according to sense-perception, which is a condition
improper to our nature and rank (493.181-84). Quoting from Exodus 2:22
(493.184-85), Gregoras contends that in their present state men are ‘like
strangers in a foreign land’ (cos év dAAoTpia xcopa Tdpoikoi Tives), pre-
cisely like Moses describes himself when he calls his first son Gherson
(‘stranger’). By falling straight, concludes Gregoras, to the ‘life according to
sense-perception’, men are ‘like fish out of water’, or beings out of their
natural element (494.188-91).

Whereas non-human animals live in perfect harmony with their natural
state, men suffer from the gap between their previous condition (the life ac-
cording to the intellect) and their present state (the life according to sense-
perception). Despite irrational animals’ wisdom predicated upon God’s
providence acting through them, they can be regarded as superior to men
(494.191-98) because ‘that which exists according to nature is always and
in any case preferable to that which exists against nature, in the same way as
sanity is preferable to insanity and straightforwardness is preferable to de-
ception’ (494.199-201). Gregoras’ description of the loss of the Adamic
condition reflects verbatim a passage found in Eustratios’ commentary on
Book VI of the Nicomachean Ethics. A comparison between the two texts
evidences this.

Nikephoros Gregoras, Sol. quaest. 1, 493.178-494.191: €i uév y &p éuévopev eis Smep
EMA&OBNUEY TIPS Beol kai TO Aoyikdv STrep AEV ETNPOUNEY AKIPATOV, EVIKCIUEY &V
kai kaT afofnow TV dAdywv guoty kai yvddow. AAN’ ¢EdploTol yeyovdTes i
kakoBouAiav ékelBev, TTis Aoyikijs Te ékmemTokapey £ cofis eubls kai eis v kot
aiofnow taltny kal Tap& eUotv MUV katnvéxdnuev kai éougv 1)8n ouk év Tij oikeias
MUV P Uoews TAEel, AAN cos v dAAoTpia xpa Téapoikol Tives kal émriAudes kai
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AANSTpIoL pEv Ekefvns fs EkTTETTTCOKapEY, AAASPUAOL &’ Tis Exouev, Aéyw 81 Tiis kaT
aiofnow TauTtns Ceofis, ToUT’ ékelvo emovBdTes auTdxpnua, STrep &v kai eav ixBues
EKT fis Uypds kal kata @uowv diaitns & T NvT v xepoaiwv HeTevexBEvTes
NnuapTnuévnu ael kai Tol 6pbol kabdmag amomepukuiav kai Téppw Padifovcav
ToU TTPOOCTIKOVTOS ETTOlouY &v.

Eustratios, In Eth. Nic. VI 297.16-31: téheios y&p € &pxiis © &vbpcotos map& ToU
dnuioupyricavtos TéMAaoTal kai undeuids Aetmdpuevos TV alTe ouuPailo-
Héveov eis Telelwow E€ecov. el B¢ ToUTo, BijAov 8Tl kai copds kal ov udvov dia-
vonTIk®Ss AAAA kal voepdds Evepyddv KaTd TO AvAAoyov TTis QUOLIKTS aUTE
TdEews. TO 8¢ voepdds tvepyelv TO Auécws kaTaAapuBdvew éoTi T& voouueva
amAais émPBoAals avtols UmoBdAAovTa, et wév olv un ThHv T&Ew éketvnv kai TOV
Beoudv, dv &k Tou kTioavTtos elAnge, TapaPéRnkev AAAS Tpds TV KpeiTTw tauTou
dvavelwv S1épetve, kal Ths ékelvewov dvevddTws épdv dmolavoews, TGV Bt
XEPOVWY ToooUTov eixeTo, 8oov Tpovoeiohal auTdy kaTtd TO AvdAoyov Tis
TPooNKoUons auTdd TA&Eecds Te Kal pUOoEwWS, dIENEIVEY GV aUT® Kal TO
TéAelov AmapdBpauvoTov. Emel & EAixvelfn mepl T& xelpova kal THs kaT’
aloBnoiv amolavew Lwtis TpoTeBlunke Ths TPds T& KpelTTw kaTate-
ppovnkcs &vaveloews, di& ToUTo kal Tijs oikelas ek TEMTwke TeAeldTnTOS,
Yevéoel Te UTéTece kai pBopd, kal TO voepdv auTd duua cuppépuoTal Te Kal ouy-
kekGAuTITal, TS TaxuTépas oapkds kal BunTiis émboAwodons autd, évteibev kal
Ths aioBnTikis 8édexTal yvadoews ....

Gregoras echoes the very structure of Eustratios’ passage when he intro-
duces his account of man’s present condition with the same unreal condi-
tional clause as Eustratios (Gregoras: ei pév yap guévopev eis Omep emAG-
obnuev mpods Beol; Eustratios: e1 wev oUv ur Thv TaEw ékeivny kai ToOV
Beoudv, v ¢k ToU kTioavtos elAnge, TapaPéPnkev GAA& Tpds TV
KPelTTw €autoU dAvavevwv Siépetve), lifting some expressions, and
carefully paraphrasing other expressions with his own vocabulary. Among
the many similarities, the form éxmemTcokauev used by Gregoras (493.182)
to describe man’s fall from his previous condition matches with the occur-
rence of the same form (éxmémTooke) in Eustratios’ passage (In Eth. Nic. VI
297.28) describing man’s fall from his proper rank and perfection.*’

Other notions found in Gregoras further reveal his dependence upon
Eustratios. For instance, both Eustratios and Gregoras use the notion of
natural rank or place (puoiwkn T&Eis) to refer to men’s proper condition and
place in the hierarchy of beings. In the above-mentioned passage, Eustratios
links this notion to that of analogy (kat& 16 dvdAoyov), intending to em-
phasize the necessary correspondence between the mode of existence and

7 Bustratios’ expression Tfjs oikelas éK TET T w ke TeAeldTNTOS seems to parallel John
Philoponus, In An. pr. 250.32 (T& ékmeTTookéval Ths éauTou TeEAeldTNTOS).
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operation of each thing and its position in the hierarchy of beings,* since
everything, in general, participates in the First Cause according to its place
and rank in the hierarchy of beings.* Proclus seems to be Eustratios’ main
source for this idea,” although the commentator also mentions the notion of
Beouds, ‘law’ or ‘ordinance’, which imparts a Christian flavour to the whole
argument by referring to men’s violation of a divine rule.”’

Secondly, Gregoras reveals his dependence upon Eustratios’ argument by
distinguishing between the life according to the intellect, or according to
reason, and the life according to sense-perception.’® Despite occurring in
many sources such as Philo,™ this dichotomy depends, at least in Eustratios,
upon Proclus’ work, and Eustratios’ description of the life according to the
intellect mirrors Proclus’ account of the grasping of the intelligibles via di-
rect apprehensions (&mAais émBoAais).”* Nevertheless, Gregoras does not
simply reproduce Eustratios’ arguments. Although both agree that the post-
lapsarian state entails the decay from purely intellectual to merely sensory
cognition, they hold different views on the possible recovery from this deg-
radation. Eustratios optimistically contends that men retain the possibility to
recover partially from the shock of the fall by recollecting the intelligible
contents encrypted in the soul through a process starting with sense percep-

* In Eth. Nic. VI 297.19; 297.25. This expression is also borrowed by Gregoras (Sol.
quaest. 1 496.277). The notion guoikn T&Eis seems to be widespread in the Neoplatonic
tradition, e.g. Proclus, In Parm. 821.32, and Ammonius, /n Cat. 59.16.

¥ In Eth. Nic. 149.2-3.

%% See for example In Eth. Nic. VI 317.30-32, where Eustratios stresses the necessary unity
and uniformity of the procession of beings from the First Cause in such a way that each
term of the causal chain is strictly related to the one immediately superior to it by the
possession of an element of similitude between the two terms. This argument consists of an
abridged version of similar arguments mainly found in Proclus’ Elements of Theology, like
in El theol. 11.8;21.15-18; 29.3—4; 132.29-30; Theol. Plat. 5, 103.5—6. On this passage in
Eustratios, see Trizio (2009a: 96).

U In Eth. Nic. VI 297.21-22: & uév oGy ur v Ta&Ew ékeivnu kai TOV Becudv, Ov €k ToU
kTioavTos efAnge, mapaBéRnkev .... The same link between T&Eis and Beopds is found in
Gregory of Nazianzus, Or. 1, 732.28; Ps.-Dionysius Areopagita, De divinis nominibus
224.9-10; Maximus Confessor, Quaestiones ad Thalassium 19.24-25.

32 In Eth. Nic. VI 297.27; Sol. quaest. 1, 493.182-85.

33 See for instance Philo, Quis rerum divinarum heres sit 52.1-4. On the notion of ‘life ac-
cording to the intellect’ corresponding to man’s proper essence, see lamblichus, De myst. 3,
4.33-35; Protr. 4.2; Synesius, Epist. 137.58-59. Commenting on Book X of the
Nichomachean Ethics, Michael of Ephesus maintains (In Eth. Nic. X 586.9—10) that the
highest form of happiness consists in the ‘life according to the intellect’.

> In Eth. Nic. VI 297.20-21. See also In Eth. Nic. VI 273.5-6; 283.5-6; 314.15-16;
315.35-36; 317.20; 378.2-3. See for example Proclus, In Parm. 704.28-34; In Alc. 246.15—
18; In Tim. 2, 313.13—15. See also Ierodiakonou (2005: 81). For Proclus’ reference to the
notion of ‘life according to the intellect’ or ‘intellectual life’ see for example Theol. Plat. 1,
166.21; 5, 88.15; In Parm. 1025.28.
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tion.”> While in general Proclus’ vocabulary dominates the commentary,”
some Christian elements sporadically enter the discussion.”’ For example, in
describing the condition that follows the loss of men’s proper perfection,
Eustratios refers to the Neoplatonic as well as Christian image of the intel-
lectual eye of the soul ‘obstructed and veiled’ because of the fall,”® whereas
Eustratios’ reference to the ‘thicker and deadly flesh’ that made this intel-
lectual eye turbid seems to be a direct quote from Gregory of Nazianzus.”
Furthermore, the induction from sense perception and the awakening of the
innate knowledge in the soul makes it possible for the human being to ‘get
rid of the veil of ignorance’ (In Eth. Nic. VI 297.38-39), which refers to the
veil that Moses wore before his people after talking with God (Ex. 34:29-

3 See In Eth. Nic. VI 297.31-38: &vTeibev kai Ths aiobnTikis SédekTal yvedoews,
AUEowS HEV EvepyoUoTs TIEPE T& OIKElA YvwoTd, apuTvifovorns 8¢ kai auTov doTep Ti
yevéoel kaTadapbdvovta kai €€ OV auTr) Y1vedokel Kab' ékacTa Tpopacty autdd mpods
v ToU kabBdAou UtroTiBeions ocvotaciv kal é§ duéoou évepyeias Ths fautoU, fiv Tepl
T& pepika emdeikvutal, Xxopnyiav auTé Tapexouons TAs KOs Evvoias ETaywyIKaS
OUVIOT&VY, £ OV AUV oUoRY 8TL Kai €€ auéowv &Popuddv auTas O vous CUVA YT OXE,
T& EMOTNUOVIKA ouvdyeTal ouptepdopaTa. The expression agumvilovons 8¢ kai auv-
TOV cdoTep T yevéoel katadapbdvovta (297.32-33) seems to be a paraphrase of Plato,
Phaedo 71d, where the process of generation is said to be in one case falling asleep, in the
other waking up. Quite on the contrary, Eustratios’ standard account for the induction proc-
ess of the universals from the individuals (297.33-38) seems to reflect the terminology
proper to the late ancient commentators, as is clear from Eustratios’ usage of the form
ouwviotav, found for example in Alexander of Aphrodisias, In Top. 537.7-8; John
Philoponus, In An. po. 438.2-3; In Phys. 12.20-21. See also Proclus’ aporematic argument
in Proclus, In Eucl. I 13.27-14.4. Eustratios’ other passages where this form is used with
regard to the constitution of the universals by induction are In An. po. II 89.5-6; 268.30-31.
This dependence is even more clear once one compares [n Eth. Nic. VI 297.31-38
(8vTebbev kai Tijs aioOnTikijs 8€8ekTal YVOOEWS ... Xopnyiav auTd Tapexovons Tag
Kowds €vvolas EMaywyIKds ouvioTav, £§ MV Auéowy ouodv 8T kai ¢ auéowv ae-
opuU@V auTas & vous ouvayrjoxe) with John Philoponus, In An. po. 439.19-20 (&AN" &md
aiobrioews, cos BédeikTal, EvdidovTal NUiv dpopual ¢§ Ov TO kabBdlou cuv&-
Y OUEV Kal ETYIVCOOKOUEY).

*® On Eustratios’ dependence on Proclus’ theory of concept formation, see Trizio (20095:
90-99).

*7 Ibid. 99-103.

% In Eth. Nic. VI 297.29-30. The expression T voepodv Spua is widespread both in pagan
and Christian literature. For some relevant occurrences see Synesius, Epist. 154.86;
Syrianus, In Metaph. 25.6; Proclus, In Parm. 1128.32; Ps.-Dionysius the Areopagite, De
caelesti hierarchia 50.13—14; Damascius, In Parm. 94.27; Maximus Confessor, Quaes-
tiones ad Thalassium 59.112; John of Damascus, Dial. 1.27; Photios, De Spiritu Sancti
myst., in Migne (PG 102: 77A-B); Epist. 284.478; Michael Psellos, De omn. doct. 95.7.

% In Eth. Nic. VI 297.30-31: Ths TaxuTépas oapkds kal BunTis émboAwodons auTd.
Cf. Gregory of Nazianzus, Or. 38, 324.46-47; Or. 45, 633.11-12.
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35) and mentioned by Saint Paul in his Second Letter to the Corinthians
(3:13-15).%

Despite these Christian elements, the framework of the argument remains
firmly Neoplatonic, because Eustratios defines the ‘common notions’ as that
which is constituted through induction,”' while the related discursive and
dianoetic activity of the soul serves as the starting point of the recollection
process.”” Thus, the human being can ‘regain his power and capacity by get-
ting rid of the burden of being affected by passions, and strive again for the
higher realities and his Creator’.® Elsewhere, Eustratios expounds this very
same argument without any Christian references by simply elaborating on
Proclus’ distinction between intellect by essence (kaT’ oUciav) and intellect
by disposition (ka6’ €€wv). The former refers to the Separate Intelligence that
acts and operates by its own essence and possesses all the intelligibles in an
unitarian and concentrated manner; the latter refers to the particular
intelligent soul that only performs intellection through participating in the
above-mentioned Separate Intelligence, and only possesses the intelligibles
dianoetically, or as echoes (amnxruata) of the Forms found in the Sepa-
rate Intelligence.* Like Proclus, Eustratios maintains that even when the
soul becomes capable of reverting upon the separate and higher substances,
it cannot perform intellection in the way proper to the Separate Intelligence

% However, the precise expression used by Eustratios, namely ‘the veil of ignorance’ (Tfjs
&yvoias k&Auvpuua) is only found in Origen, Contra Celsum V1, 50.5-7, and in Theodore
the Studite, Sermones Catecheseos Magnae 30, 84.36.

%! This usage of the term ‘common notions’ (kowai £vvoiat) as the starting point for discur-
sive reasoning and the principles of scientific demonstrations can be traced back to
Syrianus, In Metaph. 18.9—-10; 21.31-34; Proclus, In Eucl. I 240.11-14; Ammonius, In De
int. 7.16-22; Asclepius, In Metaph. 158.11-13; John Philoponus, In An. pr. 2.24-27. For a
survey of the Neoplatonic usage of the expression ‘common notions’, see Saffrey &
Westerink (1968: 155, n. 4), O’Meara (1986: 12—13) and Steel (1999: 295-97). Often
Eustratios identifies the common notions with the scientific axioms, like in In Eth. Nic. VI
319.8-9 and in In An. po. I 45.27-33. Also this usage seems to be quite traditional, as it is
found for example in Alexander of Aphrodisias (In Top. 18.19-21).

62 On this point see Trizio (2009b: 99—108).

8 In Eth. Nic. VI 297.39-40: éautol Te yiveTan kai TO émaxbes Tijs éumabelas dmogop-
TICSHEVOS, AVaVeUEl Te TPOS T KPEITTW Kal TPos auTov Tov oioavTa. This argument
seems to be an elaboration of Michael Psellos, Orationes hagiographicae 1¢ 80.381-85: &v
yap un éuPBamTiobein TG ocuatt 1 Yuxn dik Tiis Tpds T& AN poTiis Te Kai Tpoo-
vevoews, dvevexBein 8¢ pdAAov ofov ékeibev i TTis TPds T& KpelTTova dvaveloews,
EQUTT]s Te yiveTal kai TO oikelov My 1vedokel afiwua.

5 In Eth. Nic. VI 317.19-28. The source for the distinction between the two types of intel-
lect, ‘by essence’ and ‘by disposition’, is Proclus, In Tim. 2, 313.1-4; In Alc. 65.19-66.6.
The term amrixnua to describe the status of the intelligibles found in the human soul oc-
curs also in In Eth. Nic. VI 315.34;317.23;377.37; In An. po. I 22.25; 257.38. In using this
term Eustratios follows Proclus, In Alc. 99.13-19; Theol. Plat. 1.125.5-8; EI. theol.
129.26-28. On this topic, see lerodiakonou (2005: 81 n. 30).
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because a particular soul must pass from one Form to the other,®” ‘dancing
in a circle around the Intellect and grasping them one by one’, as Eustratios
literally quotes from Proclus’ commentary on the Parmenides.

Eustratios’ emphasis on induction’s stimulating and kindling effect on
the soul’s innate knowledge derives from Proclus’ positive account of the
role played by concepts derived from sensible data for the recollection proc-
ess.®” In fact, he often refers to Proclus’ vocabulary to describe the awaken-
ing and stimulation of the innate knowledge in the soul by means of teach-
ing and learning. For example, Eustratios follows Proclus’ usage of the term
aveyeipew (‘to awaken’ or ‘to rouse’) to describe the beginning of the recol-
lection process,” or the need to awaken ‘the One in us’.*’ Or consider

5 In Eth. Nic. VI 303.19-26: 1) y&p wuxi s pév wuxty avelhrypéveos evepyel, oul-
Aoy1louévn kai peTaBaivouoa eis cupmepdopaTa ék TPOTAECEWVY, €IS B¢ HETEXOUCA VOU
&mAcds emPEAAeL, Exouoa HEv Kal Tés apxas kal Tous 8pous cas vou &TmxilaTa, yivo-
pévn 8¢ kai ToUTwv émékelva, dTav voepd yévnTal, Tols vonTols vonTas empPaAAovoa,
el kal ) &Bpdeos kai Gpol cos & ka b Umapliv, dAA& kab’ v Tepiexouévn T& TAvTa Kal
voouoa kaf’ EkaoTov, 81d Kai §) TolaUTn kaTdoTacts oU guols AAA& €615 Ths WuxTis
ovoudleTal, s éEwbev émelcioloa kal ywopévn émiktnTos. This passage results from
Eustratios’ elaboration of several of Proclus’ passages. (1) The distinction between the soul
qua soul (cos pév wuxmn), which acts by unfolding the Forms found in itself within the
discursive reasoning, and the soul as participating in the nous (cos 8¢ petéxouvoa voi) is
borrowed from Proclus’ commentary on the Timaeus (1, 246.5-7), where Proclus distin-
guishes between two ways for the logos to have knowledge of the eternal Being: the first is
s pev Adyos, characterized as discursive; the second is cos 8¢ vocov, characterized as
simple and non-discursive. (2) Eustratios’ statement on the soul qua soul as operating by
unfolding intelligible contents (&velhiyuéveos) can be found in Proclus, In Eucl. I 16.10—
16; In Parm. 937.37-39. (3) The same holds true for Eustratios’ mention of the direct ap-
prehensions that characterize the soul’s intellectual activity (see n. 53). (4) The idea that the
soul’s non-discursive thinking activity still cannot grasp the intelligibles all at once and si-
multaneously (ur) &Bpdwos kai 6uol) as the nous is taken from Proclus, /n Parm. 1165.24—
25. (5) Eustratios’ description of men’s intellectual capacity as ‘supervening upon the soul
from outside’ (cos #Ewbev émeicioUoa) and ‘acquired’ (émiktnTos) seems to reflect
Proclus’ general usage of these terms in order to describe participatory or acquired
characteristics against the essential possession (kat’ ouciav) of them, like in In Remp. 1,
28.17-20; In Tim. 1, 352.19-22. Needless to say, Eustratios’ distinction between voUs ka6’
€€lv and vols kaT’ ouciav just represents a particular case within the above-mentioned
Proclean scheme. On this see Trizio (20095: 97).

% In Eth. Nic. VI 303.24-25; In Eth. Nic. I 47.4-11. The source is Proclus, In Parm.
807.29-808.11. On this quotation, see Giocarinis (1964: 191 n. 86) and Steel (2002: 52—
53).

67 See e.g. Proclus, In Eucl. I 18.10-20. For other passages where this function performed
by the so-called ‘later-born’ concepts is found explicitly, see Steel (1999: 331).

8 Compare In An. po. II 22.24-28 with Proclus, In Eucl. I 18.15-20, where the author
speaks about mathematics and its importance for anamnesis, contending that the recollec-
tion process needs to be referred to the innate logoi of the soul, but it must be ‘awakened
from that which is later born’ (&veyelpeTal &md TV UoTEPV).

% Like in Proclus, In Parm. 1072.7-8.
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Eustratios’ reference to the expression ékrAnTTdpEVOol (men’s ‘being aston-
ished”), found verbatim in Proclus regarding the effects of beauty on the
souls for their conversion to the Good.” Eustratios intends the latter expres-
sion to refer to the effect of the beauty of the sense perception data on the
soul as that which moves the soul in an anagogic ascension towards the First
Cause.”'

Quite to the contrary, despite sharing Eustratios as a source and empha-
sizing the mainly epistemological character of the fall and the loss of man’s
perfection, Gregoras expresses a rather pessimistic view of men’s possibility
to recover from the miserable condition that characterizes human beings in
their present state.”> As a matter of fact, Gregoras maintains that if men can
somehow be regarded as superior to irrational animals, it is only because of
their God-given capacity for speaking, which allows them to help each other
without remaining lonely (493.201-8). Therefore, according to Gregoras,
we can be labelled ‘rational animals’ only in so far as we can produce
sounds and articulate our voice. If this is the case, however, the definition

" proclus, Theol. Plat. 3, 64.6-12; In Alc. 328.6-10. Borje Bydén has recently suggested to
me a link between this passage of Eustratios and Philoponus’ commentary on De anima 3
in the Latin translation by William of Moerbeke (40.34-37 = Sophonias, In De an. 135.19—
24). Here Philoponus describes the active intellect as making evident the beings which
were unclear and hidden because of the torpor due to the shock of the birth. There are
striking similarities between the two passages, especially in regard to Philoponus’ ‘propter
id quod a nativitate nubilum’ (8i&x TOv &mo yevéoews k&pov), i.e. the idea that the shock of
the birth makes the intellect unaware of the intelligible contents contained in it, which
strongly echoes similar formulas in Eustratios. However, it is remarkable that even the
Philoponan expression reported by Sophonias (Si&x Tov &md yevéoews k&pov) occurs in
Proclus’ commentary on the Alcibiades (226.6—7), where he contends that before tran-
scending the matter and the body the bodily potencies were sterile and poor Si&x ToV amo
yevéoews kapov. I will devote my future research to a more detailed study of Philoponus’
influence upon Eustratios. Some formulas of Eustratios on the shock of the birth process or
the disturbance of the passions as obstacles to gaining pure intellection are discussed in
Trizio (2009b: 78-79; 101; 106) (also with regard to Philoponus).

" In Eth. Nic. VI 348.32-37: TaUta 5t T& &v ochuaot Becopovpeva, & éoTv aicbnTa kai
kab' EkaoTa, ols émPaAAovTes kal THY TouTwv TrokkiAiav kal oloTtacy kal cuvoxmnv
kal ieaycoynv ekmAnTTopevol del Tpds TO mpooexts S Ths Aoyikis kai voepds
Becopias avaTtpéxouev aitiov, €01’ &v S TGOV péowv Siakdopwy eis TNV TPWTNY Kai
piav apxnv katavtriowpev. The whole argument seems to be a free interpretation of
Proclus, In Parm. 879.17-19 (&amd yoap T&vV év Tois kabékaoTa kowdv Em TO
TpooexXts aiTiov aUTdv GvaTpéxouev, & 8 EOTI TAVTWS EIBOS PUOIKOY),
where nevertheless Proclus speaks about the Adyor guoikoi. Furthermore, Eustratios’
reference to the ‘intermediate realms’ (Si&x TV péowv Siakdouwv) through which the
ascension towards the first cause takes place reflects once again Proclus’ terminology. See
for instance /n Alc. 112.1-5.

> On Gregoras’ Solutiones quaestionum 1 see also Moschos (1998: 167-70), who never-
theless does not discuss the problem of Gregoras’ sources.
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applies to men only improperly and by a misuse of language (495.240-45).
Therefore, the traditional Stoic argument that only men can be called ra-
tional, in so far as they can articulate speech” is dismissed by Gregoras as
the sign of men’s lack of perfection, since, according to him, our previous
and purer condition did not necessitate speech and language, as we could
enjoy the same non-verbal intellection as the angels (495.222-36). Thus,
non-human animals are superior to man because they perform their opera-
tion in perfect accordance with their rank and status; those whose life fits
better with their present condition must be granted higher consideration than
those who live ‘like fish out of water’.

There are other similarities between Eustratios and Gregoras that might
suggest that in writing his Solutiones quaestionum 1 Gregoras actually had
Eustratios’ text in front of him, as he follows Eustratios in conceding that
even in the so-called irrational animals there seem to be echoes (ammnxri-
nata) of intelligence or rationality.”* The parallel becomes even more
striking if one considers that according to Gregoras (491.100—108) this is
made possible because of God’s causality, which reaches ‘the last terms’ (&-
XP! TGV éoxaTwv) of the causation process through ‘the intermediate and
more perfect terms’ (Bi&x TGV évteAeotépwv). This is clearly found in
Eustratios too; for example, when speaking about the eternal, ungenerated
and immaterial realities the commentator maintains that precisely ‘through
these’ (81" adTdv péowv) God’s creation and providence reaches ‘even the
last terms” (uéxpt kai TéOV Eox&Twv) of the causation process.”

Eustratios’ emphasis on the merely epistemological consequences of the
loss of the Adamic condition, rather than on the moral or eschatological
ones, seems to have attracted Gregoras’ attention, even though he differs
from Eustratios in denying that men can somehow restore partially their
previous condition. This pessimistic view characterizes Gregoras’ opinion
on men’s dignity elsewhere.”® While his teacher Theodore Metochites’ re-

73 On this argument cf. supra n. 45.

™ Compare Sol. quaest. 1, 491.103 with In Eth. Nic. VI 328.15. The same idea is literally
found in Nikephoros Gregoras, Florentius 1659—61.

" In Eth. Nic. VI 294.12-16. Quite to the contrary, Gregoras’ reference (491.105-6) to
God’s causality as taking place in a ‘certain natural ordered chain’ (eipucd kai T&Eel Ti
Tfis puUoEwS) is a quote from Gregory of Nyssa’s Dialogue on the Soul and Resurrection
(Migne, PG 46: col. 129.10-11). This evidence would make it even more interesting to try
to detect one by one the sources of Gregoras’ Solutiones quaestionum 1, which appears to
be constructed as a patchwork of quotations taken from several different authors. Unfortu-
nately this task cannot be undertaken here; I will confine myself to the investigation of
Eustratios’ influence on Gregoras.

% 1 would like to thank John Demetracopoulos for his precious suggestions on the other
passages where Gregoras’ view is found explicitly.
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marks on human misery strictly reflect his own personal misfortunes,’”’
Gregoras’ distrust of mankind seems to be an unconditioned and philoso-
phically grounded one. The whole history of mankind, states Gregoras in his
Antilogia (482.58-64), proves that human beings are miserable, after which
he quotes Plato’s Theaetetus (146a) to demonstrate that as men seek for the
truth they are like ‘kids playing ball in a moonless night’ (484.142).”
Although the human intellect intends to order the events and the sensorial
data, its attempt does not always succeed due to its weakness. That is why,
according to Gregoras in Solutiones quaestionum 1, the human intellect’s
detection of similarities and identities among diverse phenomena cannot
safely establish science, and men readily forget that mental constructions
and epistemic models do not really reflect the transient and unstable
reality.”

The Greek Patristic tradition elaborated on the topic of men’s dignity and
place in the universe on the basis of several passages from the Old Testa-
ment (e.g. Gen. 1:26-28; 2:7; Ps. 8:5-9; 38:5-6; 48:13; 143:3-4). This
could also have served as a reliable source for Gregoras, especially since he
maintains that only Revelation and the spirituality of the Fathers of the
Church are a reliable source of wisdom, whereas men’s knowledge is
nothing more than shadows.® Basil of Caesarea®' and Gregory of Nyssa,*
for example, often stressed the fact that men fail to recognize their own
honour and rank, which derives from being created in God’s image. Thus,
men’s condition is humble, for they were created out of dust, that is to say
from a humble material, and they come into being by means of sexual
intercourse, which perpetuates sin.*> Apparently, Gregoras adheres to this
traditional way of posing the problem, as he refers (490.85-491.91) to
Genesis 1:26-28 (men’s creation in God’s image), but the very core of his
understanding of Adam’s fall is Eustratios’ intellectualist interpretation of it,
where the fall and the attempt to revert again to the Creator is described as
the loss of purely intellectual knowledge and the need to move from discur-

" See e.g. Theodore Metochites, Poem XIV 80110 and Poem XV 13-29.

8 The expression ‘moonless night’ (¢v okoTourvn) is taken from Ps. 10:2-3. The Greek
Fathers agree in explaining this expression from the Psalms as referring to a state of igno-
rance.

7 TTepi kaTaokeuiis kal yevéoews doTpoAdBou 1.19-20.

8 Antilogia 484.143-45.

*! Basil the Great, Homil. in Psalmos 48.21ff.

82 Gregory of Nyssa, De op. hom., in Migne (PG 44: col. 136).

% See Gregory of Nyssa, De Beat. 1, 85.1-86.2.
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sive to non-discursive thought that results from this.** All the traditional
philosophical arguments in favour of men’s superiority over animals, such
as, for instance, the Stoic® and then Christian® ideal of living in accordance
with nature’s providentially determined order of being, which granted man a
superior rank than that of other animals, or the emphasis on the exclusively
human capacity to articulate speech, are reversed by Gregoras. Eustratios’
interpretation of Adam’s fall offers the crucial key that allows Gregoras the
possibility of maintaining that man fell into a condition contrary to his very
nature, whereas non-human animals live in perfect accordance with their
rank.

Conclusion

Any thorough reconstruction of the reception of Eustratios’ commentaries in
the Greek-speaking medieval world requires new critical editions of these
works,” also because some manuscripts containing the whole set of com-
mentaries on the Nicomachean Ethics, which were probably compiled under
the supervision of Anna Komnene, have important paleographical value.*®
Therefore, we can easily recognize the fruitfulness of a thorough recon-
struction of the textual tradition of Eustratios’ work, as our few case-studies
discussed in the present paper suggest. As is well known to specialists, there
are three thirteenth—fourteenth century Byzantine lists of Aristotle’s works
and related commentaries and commentators, and they all mention
Eustratios as commentator of Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics.** This
suggests once more that Eustratios was widely read by the later generations
of authors, not only among those who worked on Aristotle’s Ethics, like
Pachymeres and the enigmatic Heliodoros of Prusa, but also among
Byzantine scholars like Gregoras, who must have been attracted both by the

% There are striking similarities between this passage by Eustratios and Isaac Komnenos’
De providentia et fato (48.19-49.5), which actually consists of a re-elaboration of one of
Proclus’ Tria opuscula.

% See e.g. Cicero, De officiis 1.50. For an account of the Stoic view see Sorabji (1996).

8 See e.g. Basil the Great, Homil. in Hex. 7.3; John Chrysostomos, In Gen. 8.4.

87 Already more than 90 years ago, Mercati (1915) complained about the poor CAG edition
by Heylbut, remarking that the editor ignored several manuscripts which could have repre-
sented a more solid base for the edition of Eustratios’ text.

8 Consider the Coislinianus 161, collated by Heylbut for the CAG edition and attributed by
Harlfinger (1971: 55-57) to the ‘Anonymus Aristotelicus’ who has been recently identified
by Mondrain (2004) as a monk called Malachia. On the 13th—14th century Eustratios
manuscripts see Mondrain (2000: 19-21).

% These lists, contained in the Marcianus gr. 203 (f. 293), Vaticanus gr. 421, and Hiero-
solymitanus Sti Sep. 106 (f. 7"), are edited respectively in Wendland (1902: xvii), Hayduck
(1885: v), and Usener (1865: 163-66).
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philosophical content and by the style and erudition found in Eustratios’
text. Thus, if one considers that modern scholarship commonly regards
Eustratios as a pedantic and boring scholar, one will not err in concluding
that evidently the Byzantines themselves thought otherwise.
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