A Byzantine philosopher’s devoutness toward God:
George Pachymeres’ poetic epilogue to his commentary
on Aristotle’s Physics

PANTELIS GOLITSIS

George Pachymeres was born in Nicaea in 1242 and died sometime after
1307, perhaps as late as 1315, in Constantinople, where he served as a high-
ranking member of the clergy at St Sophia. Pachymeres has long been well
known among Byzantinists for his important historical work, which covers
the first forty-eight years of the Palaiologan dynasty (1259-1307)." As a
historian he has been repeatedly praised for his objectivity and his mastery
of ancient Greek language and literature,” which have made him appear in
the history of culture as an illustrious example of the so-called ‘Byzantine
Humanism’.? His humanism is certainly not irrelevant to his status as one of
the most prolific writers of philosophy in Byzantium. Apart from his
Philosophia, a synopsis of the corpus aristotelicum in twelve books, which
has been widely known in the West from the time of the Renaissance via its
Latin translation,” Pachymeres also produced for teaching purposes, as I
have argued elsewhere, a series of ‘running commentaries’ on Aristotle,’

" I would like to thank Katerina Ierodiakonou and Panos Dimas for inviting me to partici-
pate at the meeting held in the Norwegian Institute at Athens. While discussing my paper,
Borje Bydén made many fruitful comments and suggestions; to him, as well as to Sten
Ebbesen and Dominic O’Meara, I am particularly grateful for correcting my previous
understanding of v. 17 of Pachymeres’ poem. I would also like to thank George Bolierakis,
George Karamanolis and Lutz Koch, who kindly discussed with me a much earlier draft of
this paper. Finally, thanks are due to the anonymous readers, who helped me improve it
significantly.

! Failler & Laurent (1984-2000).

? See Hunger (1978: 447-53); Fryde (2000: 315-19); Failler (2004).

? See, most characteristically, Arnakis (1966-67).

* P. Becchius (Basel, 1560). The first book of the Philosophia, which abridges the Organon,
was published earlier in Greek (Paris, 1548). An edition of the whole work is being pre-
pared by the Academy of Athens; three books have appeared until now: Book 10 (on the
Metaphysics, cf. Pappa 2002), Book 11 (on the Nicomachean Ethics, cf. Oikonomakos
2005) and Book 6 (on the De partibus animalium, cf. Pappa 2008). A new, critical edition
of the first book has been recently undertaken by the present author.

° By ‘running commentary’ (or exegesis) I mean what Byzantine authors themselves often
designated as é€rjynots, that is, the kind of commentary which comments on a text in its
entirety by dividing it into lemmas. It is therefore clearly distinguished from other types of
commentaries such as paraphrases and synopses, which do not presuppose reading the text
commented on.
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which have not yet been published:® on the six treatises of the Organon, on
the Physics, on the Metaphysics and on the Nicomachean Ethics.” He is also
the author of the continuatio of Proclus’ commentary on the Parmenides.®
contained in his autograph codex Parisinus gr. 1810 along with other
Platonic dialogues and commentaries on Plato.” It becomes clear that
Pachymeres was deeply engaged in doing philosophy. Why?

This may seem a trivial question, but it is of particular importance in the
case of Byzantine philosophy. Philosophy in Byzantium has often been seen
quite schematically by modern historians as part of a Byzantine’s standard
erudition—roughly amounting to the idea of the Byzantine ‘scholar’ (be it a
monk, an aristocrat, or a state or church official)—or as the self-justified
continuation of a long-established venerable intellectual activity, which was
naturally passed on to the Byzantines from Greek antiquity—and so one
finds it legitimate to speak of the middle period of ‘Greek’, by this time
Christianized, philosophy. However, not all periods of Byzantine history
were equally intense with regard to philosophical activity, nor were they all
characterized by the same understanding of the content and scope of phi-
losophy.'® It is the main purpose of the present contribution to offer an
explanation for Pachymeres’ intense philosophical activity at the beginning
of the fourteenth century by means of a close reading of the poem which he
appended to his commentary on the Physics and of some parallel texts. The
case that I will try to make is that, through his philosophical activity,
Pachymeres wished to defend a certain conception of how man should see
his life and shape his devoutness, as opposed to a self-fashioning of monas-
tic inspiration which dominated (the Church of) his time. I will further sug-
gest that Pachymeres’ intellectual stance did not emanate from a mere theo-

% The only exception is the commentary on the Physics, which has recently been published
under the name of Michael Psellos; cf. Benakis (2008). I have argued fully in favour of
Pachymeres’ authorship of this commentary in Golitsis (2007). Unfortunately, due to its er-
roneous stemma codicum and its misreadings (I shall refer to one case below), Benakis’
edition cannot be used as a wholly reliable source for the text.

7 On Pachymeres’ philosophical works and teaching see Golitsis (2008: 54-60). The
Philosophia was conceived as a means to a first acquaintance with the Aristotelian corpus,
having a wider scope and being addressed (at least ideally) to a wider audience; it was fol-
lowed (at least for Pachymeres’ students) by the study of Aristotle’s text through the vari-
ous running commentaries and by the study of Plato.

¥ See Westerink & al. (1989).

 On Pachymeres’ autographa, almost exclusively philosophical in their content, see
Harlfinger (1996: 48) and Golitsis (20105).

' See the excellent account by B. Bydén and K. Ierodiakonou, ‘Byzantine Philosophy’, in
E. N. Zalta (ed.), Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy
(http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/byzantine-philosophy/).
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retical concern about philosophy but also reflects facts related to his own
life. Finally, I will try to show how Pachymeres’ extended philosophical ex-
egesis can be regarded as marking a new phase in the history of Byzantine
philosophy.

The study of the Physics: Aristotle
‘Christianized’ and exemplified

Pachymeres’ commentary on the Physics ends with a poem written in hex-
ameter (there is no epilogue in prose), which is directly inspired by the pre-
ceding study of Aristotle. It is preserved in ff. 154"—155" (ff. 1'-154" contain
the commentary) of his autograph codex Laurentianus plut. 87,5 and goes as
follows: "'

" The poem was first published by Bandini (1770: coll. 385-86), with a number of tran-
scription errors, and later by Cougny (1890): Epigrammata exhortatoria et supplicatoria,
no. 101, with many erroneous conjectures. Here is a new, revised transcription of the poem
(I have regularised the punctuation), which I first published together with a French transla-
tion in Golitsis (2007: 652-53) (its revision and rendering into English owe much to the
insights of Borje Bydén and Katerina Ierodiakonou):

Ouoios fyao AKapETolol vOoLo HEVOLVATS,
&1e TeAfjev oxcov Kéap £v vol- odoud Te puoel
do0a Te KaTPUoLy, OOTEP £Nv PUOLY, oUTol aTédpa,
€5 oas GAUKTOTESas OUK EKPuyEY, COs T EyEvovTo
5 o5 Te YeydT Evi kal cos pOiTRs Eupope poipns.
TalT &pa Beiais prjTiol puoios dvta &mova,
aitv &bUpuat Eaoot TahipmA&ykTolo xpdvolo,
ogio &' ¢mepoovvns Tukiva omouddopata KAUTA.
MeTpel Talta guots, HeTpel xpdvos, oudt ot Arjbel
10 HETPOV EXOVTA XEPECTIV AEIUVIIOTOLO COPINS.
ATtap Eyvaws, Eyvas kal 80’ oUk E8adv (sic) ye BéRnAor
kai ye TO ofis opedaviis dilriolos &BAov &mmnupas,
eUpes kal éAov, oUTL ¥’ Epnuov ¢dvta mpovoins,
eUPES VAOVUHOV &iBlov KpATOS GuepEs aity
15 coalTws Exov, N8’ akivnTov Ut oudevds &Akap,
¢kTOS 6V TTdvou, cos Bt TTdons petaPBAriolos €€co,
kai € kaBiCels &ve, SOV TITATOV aUTE.
2110, mépav un CnTee, &BaTév €0TL TO MOPOW
kai ye copois méol kal Y’ dodgois: kevds 8s ye pacTevool,
20 NUTE oU 8e copds cogins pétpa oicba BpoTeing
kai ol TpookUpoas 80 ¢pUpat &dnpite, éoTns.
>Tow ypagida kauTds &p’ evB&de MUTE KO TAY,
&Aa BiepxSuevos PEAyHaT &ywv Tvolcdv v,
STTLKIVEY EOTNS, AUEVNVOS Y 0O YEY XIS TIS
25 TAglov Excov fj oY, Upvov alelv TaTpl &T&vTwV.
TalT &pa ool XploTovupos igpds aitv &AiTpds,
AXPETOV Te Yewpylov &AN &yaboio puToupyod,
kal TTaxos oUAos UAN T olk ék uépeos TAéa aloxous
NHHEVOS OPPIKicV iEpdV pITaicty axpdavTols:
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You grasped Nature through the untiring desires of your mind,
for you had in your heart such a perfect strength. The natural body
and all that is according to nature, how they naturally are, have not eluded you,
as they did not escape your bonds, <and you discovered> how they came to be,
5 how they can be and how they have obtained their share of mortal fate.
These are, then, a ransom in Nature’s divine crafts,
toys, ever and again, of wandering Time,
objects of the solid study of your glorious wisdom.
Nature measures them, Time measures them, they do not escape even you,
10 who have in your hands the measure of everlasting wisdom.
But you knew, you also knew what pagans did not teach.
For you discovered the prize of your vigorous search,
you found a pole which is not devoid of providence,
you found an eternal power which is nameless, always partless
15 and the same, a safeguard unmoved by anything,
which is free of pain, as it is beyond any change.
And you placed it on high, where it is most honourable for it to be.
Stay still! Do not seek further, what lies ahead is inaccessible
to all the wise as well as the unwise. Vain is he who wishes to seek further,
20 since you, who are wise, who know the measures of human wisdom
and have reached what on account of so many fortifications is unconquerable, have
stopped.
Hence I too will put down my stylus here like an oar,
as I pass through the sea carrying your soothing breeze,
since you stopped moving <me>, although I, a fleeting creature of no importance,
25 have more than you, to utter a hymn to the Father of everything.
These verses are then for You by me, a sinful man who bears the holy name of
Christ,
a worthless plant, though grown by a planter who blesses,
<me>, <who am> all thickness, and matter full of shame not <just> in part,
who have attained the holy offices through immaculate gusts of wind.
30 And as long as I have held in the great Church the glorious rank of the chief
advocate,
I have never appeared as the prosecutor of my first icon,
and as long as I have been entrusted with the guard of justice in the palace,
33 I have never passed judgement on myself because of destructive enemies.

To begin with, some words about the form. The poem has what one might
call ‘Byzantine literary features’. Composed in dactylic hexameters, it eru-
ditely imitates the exemplary poetry and language of Homer.'? Loans from

30 Kal Ye pépaov &v ipdd ey dA TpwTEkSIkov aUxos,

gkdikos oUmoTe deixbeis TPOTNS eikdvos auris,

kai pulaknv ye Sikaiou mMoTeubeis év dvdkTawv,

oUTTOT EpauTOY AT ExBpcOV Sikdoas SAeTpcov.
"2 Having written scholia on the Iliad (see Turyn 1972: 23-25), Pachymeres was very well
acquainted with Homer. His hexameters have in most cases canonical caesuras (16 pen-
themimeres, 8 tritotrochaic, 2 hephthemimeres, 2 trithemimeres; v. 1 is divided by a cae-
sura after the fourth trochee; vv. 6, 27, 31 and 33 have no caesura at all) and are metrically
almost impeccable (in vv. 19, 25 and 33 one must erroneously read mé&of, ou, Sikaods in
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Parmenides and Pindar can also be detected,”’ revealing through mimesis
the author’s classical culture. Jeux de mots (in a broad sense) characteristic
of Byzantine poetry also appear: the wording &te TeAfiev oxcov kéap (v. 2)
alludes to Aristotle’s name; vv. 27, 28, 30 and 32 reveal quite skilfully the
name of the author and the offices he held: axpeidv te yecopyiov ... |
kal Téxos oUAos UAN T oUk ék pépeos mAéa aioxous | ... kai ye
Pépcov £V IpQd UEYEAw TP w TEKSIKOV auxos | ... kai pUuAakhv Yye
Sikaiou moTeubels év avékTeov ....'* In addition, the poem seems to
achieve at its end its proper Byzantine identity, liberating itself from
potential charges of slavish imitation of ancient models. For its 33 verses
need not be a fortuitous number: the author, who calls himself xpioTco-
vupos (v. 26), wanted perhaps to let the sensitive reader count the years of
Christ’s life, thus subordinating the Homeric hexameter to a Christian end."
Be that as it may, a closer look at the content of the poem will indeed reveal
to us a Christian reworking of ancient Greek heritage with regard to
Aristotle’s Physics.

The relation between the poem and the general object of the Physics is
obvious from its first verse or, better, from its first word (puocios). Pachy-
meres addresses himself to Aristotle, praising him for having amazingly
‘trapped’ (o&s dAukTomédas ouk ékpuyev) and come to know the changing
essence of nature and its ways of constituting the natural bodies, which are
subject to the cosmic processes of coming-to-be and perishing (vv. 1-5). He
subsequently refers to nature and time, which measure the finitude of all
natural beings, as Aristotle himself has done thanks to his wise and scrupu-
lous study (vv. 6-10). But this vigorous intellectual effort in the realm of
natural objects and their ‘mortal fate” would have been left without ‘reward’

order to retain the prosody). It seems to me, though, that Pachymeres was aware of these
discrepancies, which in this case should be regarded as a sign of a personally engaged style
of composition that cares more for the content and less for the form. At least the two poems
which introduce his Philosophia and his Quadrivium, written, respectively, in twelve ionic
hexameters and thirty Byzantine dodecasyllables, are metrically impeccable; they can be
found, respectively, in Migne (PG 143: coll. 419-20), and in Tannery & Stéphanou (1940:
3). Besides Homer, a closer source of inspiration for Pachymeres’ poems could, of course,
have been Gregory of Nazianzus.

Bv.12: 8iCnots, a Parmenidean word, certainly known to Pachymeres through Simplicius’
commentary on the Physics. With vv. 18-19 cf. Pindar, Ol 3.44-45: 16 mopow & éoTi
co@ols &BaTov | k&aodgols.

" Ie. Mecopytos TTaxuuépns TpwTékdikos dikatopuAat. Pachymeres® patriarchal (protek-
dikos) and imperial (dikaiophylax) offices are often mentioned in the titles of his works.

!> Pachymeres mainly used 33 lines per page to write his Philosophia in his autograph codi-
ces Berolinensis Ham. 512 and Parisinus gr. 1930. Even a usus scribendi could be inspired
by areligious cause.
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(&BAov) had the ancient philosopher not found a safe pole which is beyond
any change or movement, an eternal power which has no parts (vv. 11-17).
This points directly to the last book of the Physics and the first unmoved
mover, Aristotle’s God, seen here through Christian eyes.

The affinity between Aristotle’s first mover and the Christian God is in
fact stressed by Pachymeres in the commentary itself. For instance, com-
menting on Physics VIII 6, 258b13ff.,'° Pachymeres explains that

From this point on, <Aristotle> philosophizes about how it can be that something un-
moved and exempt from all change, both absolutely and accidentally, which moves
something else, really exists; that is the divine, which is primarily and by itself, unlike
and unmixed with regard to all moving things. And this is ‘the blessed and only Sover-
eign’; it has in fact an absolute power over all things, because it surpasses all things in
so far as it is not subject to any kind of movement.'”

Pachymeres’ reference to the ‘blessed and only Sovereign’ (6 pakapios kai
puévos duvaoTns) is to be traced back to Saint Paul’s First Epistle to
Timothy,'® as the readers for whom the commentary was intended would
surely recognize. In highlighting the ‘Sovereign’s’ transcendence in terms
of power (dUvaTtal yap KOT& TAVTWV S UTEPPEPOV TTAVTWOV),
Pachymeres was very probably relying on Pseudo-Dionysius the Are-
opagite’s treatise De divinis nominibus,” on which he had previously

on ¥ avaykaiov glvai Ti TO dkivnTov ptv aUTd Tdons ékTds eTaBoAfs, kai &TTAcs
kal kaT& oupPePnkds, kivnTikov & éTépou, diihov de okoTroUoww ....

' Laurentianus plut. 87,5, £. 137", 1. 1-4 : ’Evtelbev pihocoel s éotal Ti dkivnTov
kal ékTds amdons peTaBoAfs kal aTmAds kal kata oupPePnkds, kivnTikdv 8¢ £Tépovu,
STep €oTi TO Belov kail pévws Kal TP TWS Kal AouyKpITws Kal GUIyEds ek TTAVTWY TV
KIvoupéveov. kai ToUTd EoTt TO “6 pakdplog kai pévos SuvdoTns”: SuvaTtal yap KaTtd
TAVTWV 3§ UTTEPPEPOV TTAVTWV KaTa TO Ur UtrokeioBat kivijoel fTiviody.

BCf1 Timothy 6:13—-16: TTapayyéAAw [ool] évcoTiov ToU Beol Tou foyovolivTos Té
mavTa kai Xpiotol Incol ToU paprtupfioavtos ém TTovtiou TTiAdTtou ThHv kaAnv
opoloyiav, Tnpfioai oe THY evToAnv &omAov AveTiAnumTov péxpl Tiis émeaveias Tolu
Kupiou Nudv Incol Xpiotol, fjv kaipols idiols Seifet 6 pakdpios kal pdvos
duvdoTns, 6 Baoiheus TV PaciAeudvTwv kal KUpLlos TGV KUpleudvTwv, 6 Hovos
Exwv abBavaciav, pdds oik&v ampdoitov, Sv eidev oUBels avbBpcomeov oudt ideiv du-
vaTtar ¢ Tiur kai Kp&Tos aicoviov: aurv.

' Cf. De div. nom. 203.23-204.4 Suchla: Huels 8¢ ToU 8eoAdyou [sc. ToU Beiou TTavAou]
KaTta TO EPIKTOV otoxalduevol Tov UtepdUvapov Bedv ULvoUuey € TavToSUvapov,
s “Hakdpilov kai povov duvdoTnv”, cws deomdlovra tv Ti duvaoTeia
auTol TolU aicdvos, s kaT oUdiv TV dvTwv EKTETTWKOTA, u&AAov 8¢ kal UTrepé-
XovTa Kai TpoéxovTa TAvTa T& dvTa KaTtd SUvautv UTepovciov kal T&ot Tois ovot T
duvacbar elvarl kai Té8e elvar katd meplovciav UmepPailovons duvdpews a@pbdve
Xvoel 8edwpnuévov. ‘We, aiming as far as we can at <what> the Theologian (sc. the divine
Paul) <says>, celebrate the supra-potent God as omnipotent, as “blessed and only Sover-
eign”, as ruling in His might over eternity, as being not at all inferior to any being, or rather
as transcending and anticipating all beings according to His supra-essential power, as of-
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written a commentary.”” With his commentary on the last book of the
Physics, Pachymeres was now providing this absolute power of God—
which for a Christian believer was of course an unquestionable truth,
established through revelation—with a philosophical background or, so to
speak, a ‘physical’ demonstration, logically structured through Aristotle’s
argumentation about the necessary existence of a reality which is not subject
to any kind of movement (kaTa T6 ur) UtrokeloBat kivrjoet jTIvioUv).

We can ultimately see the same Christian-oriented handling of the
Physics in the poetic epilogue of the commentary. Pachymeres suggests that
Aristotle was in effect not a ‘pagan’ thinker, because his knowledge sur-
passed that of the pagans (v. 11: atap €yveas, £yves kai 80” ouk €datv ye
BéRnAot).”' By thoroughly studying nature and natural beings, Aristotle
managed to secure a double advantage: he not only became aware of the
finitude and, one may add, the vanity of human existence, which is domi-
nated by change and time,*? but, most importantly, he was also led to the
discovery of an unmoved eternal power (kpaTos) which is said to be
provident, nameless and free of pain (vv. 13—16). Next to the Christian
doctrines of providence and the apophatic onomatology of the divine, we
can recognize in these verses Saint Paul’s ‘blessed Sovereign’, to whom
‘honour’ (Tiur}) and ‘eternal power’ (kp&Tos aicoviov) are precisely due.”
Aristotle, Pachymeres says, assigned to this eternal power the ‘most
honourable place’ (v. 17: émou Timicdotatov). For that he should not only be
praised but should also be regarded as a forerunner of Christian truth. And
the preceding study of his Physics was now to be seen as a path which
finally led to God.

For a Christian thinker, however, God’s essence is unknowable. Still
according to Paul, ‘<God> resides in inaccessible light’ and ‘no man has

ever seen or is able to see Him’.>* Pachymeres suggests that Aristotle be-

fering to all beings with His rich outpouring their capacity to exist and to be that or this
according to the superabundance of His supra-exceeding power.’

2% pachymeres’ commentary on the pseudo-Dionysian corpus has been edited by B. Cordier
(Antwerp, 1634; reprinted in Migne, PG 3: passim). It is to be dated around 1285; see
Aubineau (1971).

*! This verse is reminiscent of (and in a way completes) a well-known poem by John Mau-
ropous (11th century) on Plato’s and Plutarch’s closeness to Christianity; see Horandner
(1976: 257) and Karpozilos (1982: 103—4).

2 A lesson which, nevertheless, could also be acquired through the study of other philo-
sophers: see, for instance, the mention of Heraclitus and Cratylus in Pachymeres’ History
below.

| Timothy 6:16 (cited above, n. 18): ... & Tiuf kal kp&TOS Aicoviov.

*1 Timothy 6:16: ... péds oikédV &TPSGITOV, SV eldev oUdEls AVBPCOTY oUdE iBeTy
SuvaTal.
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came aware of that too, to the extent that he ended his Physics with the
discovery of the eternal power and went no further.”> What comes next in
the poem (vv. 18-19: oTfif1, mépav un Crtee, &RaTodV €0TI TO TOPOoW | Kal
Ye cogois m&ol kai Yy’ acdgots) is an exhortation which only technically is
addressed to Aristotle himself; it concerns in effect all people—both the
wise and the unwise, as Pachymeres says, recalling Pindar—who should let
themselves be taught from Aristotle’s example, who is presented as the
‘wise’ par excellence, the one who knows ‘the measures of human wisdom’,
and thus become conscious of the limits of human knowledge before the
unlimited divine (vv. 19-21). Philosophical research has therefore to come
to a halt, and so does exegesis. The exegete puts down his stylus like an oar
in the sea of knowledge which Aristotle has until now dominated with his
breeze (vv. 22-23), and the poem becomes the epilogue of a commentary
which has followed, all the way through, the philosopher’s voyage towards
the discovery of God. Nevertheless, Pachymeres had another ten verses to
add.

A parallel text from Pachymeres’ History:
philosophy and devoutness

In the fifth book of his History, Pachymeres reports Nikephoros
Blemmydes’ (1197-1272) attitude to Patriarch Joseph I (1267-75)—who
visited Blemmydes in his monastery intending to persuade him of his
benevolence regarding the Arsenite schism (a grave ecclesiastical
controversy having originally to do with Patriarch Arsenios’ deposition in
1261)—with the following words:

As a matter of fact, this man (sc. Blemmydes), who was pursuing the life of a philoso-
pher, was completely detached from worldly things and remained indifferent to the
events, having no feelings of compassion or repulsion for the one or the other man; but
his mind was as if it were not contained in a body at all. He regarded both Arsenios and
Joseph as being one and the same, for he was not paying attention to raw events so that
he could come to judge that this one is the victim and that one the usurper—for he was
surely thinking that such concerns belong to a grovelling intelligence which can see
nothing beyond what is present—but ke knew on the one hand the stability and immuta-
bility of God and on the other hand man’s incapacity to stay at any one point in the
same state, be it for a brief instant. Heraclitus, he thought, put it well indeed: one cannot
bathe twice in the same river, and Cratylus even better: not even once. Since things pass
like in a current flowing perpetually, there was nothing new or in any way strange about
the fact that Arsenios could be the victim of an injustice. One thing, and only one, was

It might be further added that Pachymeres was thus rendering Aristotle’s philosophy
harmless to Christian dogma.



A Byzantine philosopher’s devoutness 117

indeed necessary: devoutness. If devoutness is preserved, all the rest is necessarily ban-
ished by those who choose to live in an appropriate way. 2°

This passage echoes, at least to some extent, the content of the poem. For
Blemmydes is credited here with the knowledge which Pachymeres ascribes
in the poem to Aristotle, that is knowledge of God’s immutability and of
man’s fragile course through the various events of life. This was for
Pachymeres the kind of ethical knowledge to be acquired through the study
of ancient philosophy—as the mention of Heraclitus and Cratylus in the
passage suggests (a loan, of course, from Aristotle’s Metaphysics 1V 5,
1010a10—15)*"—or, moreover, to be assimilated to philosophy itself. For
Blemmydes is explicitly said to have pursued a philosopher’s life (piAd-
cogov dialdv Piov), living almost as a mind outside its body. He could
therefore be detached from the passions of a mere bodily existence, which
would have led him to a vain reaction to the Arsenite schism. Yet this was
not all: such an understanding of human life and fate should awaken
someone to the ‘one and only necessary thing’: devoutness (T evoees).
Now, Blemmydes was a monk, and one can plausibly think that his
otherworldly-centred perception of human life was inspired not just (if at
all) by ancient philosophical doctrines, but rather by monastic ideals.”® This
may well be true,” but it was definitely not how Pachymeres saw things. In
the prooimion of his Philosophia, written shortly after his History™ and

2% Relations historiques 5.2 (2: 439.6-18 Failler): Emeidn Yap ékelvos, prAdcopov dialdov
Riov, 8Aos Tov dde ¢€rjpnTo Kal &Tabds elxe TPds T yivdueva, oUTe Tivi TpooTabddv
oUTe unv éumadcov, AAN fiv 6 vous ekeived cos el uf ocpaTt SAws kaTeixeTo, £v ¢Aoyi-
Ceto kai Apogviov efval kai lwor@, oU yupvols aUTols TTPOooEXwWY TOTS Y1y VOUEVOLS, €S
TOV ptv kpivev adiknbévrta, OV 8§ ¢mPriTopa—Taita yap xauepmols Tivos diavoias
Kal undév ¢xouons TV TapévTwy TALov &is Becopiav Myeito—, &AN eidcos Oceol piv
TO evoTabes kal akivnTov, avBpcdmewv 8¢ TO Undtv v undevi émi Tol avtol k&v Bpaxy
pévew. EU yap kai HpakAeite elpfiobat 16 pr émi Tou autoU elvat dis BamTew, kai
KpaTtUAc u&AAov cos undt &mag: tcov mpayudTowv diknv dsippou pelnatos mapa-
TPeEXOVTV, Uy kawdy glval und &AAcs Eévov, e kai Apoévios &SikolTo TO yap
dvaykaiov &v elval kai pdvov TO eloePés ToUTou B¢ Trnpounévou, TEAN aTmeppipbal
avaykn Tols aipoupévols Cfjv kaTa TpdTov.

7 Bydén (2002: 198 n. 54) thinks that Pachymeres quotes in this passage a statement of
Blemmydes himself. In my opinion, the historian ascribes to Blemmydes words or thoughts
that fit his own representation of Blemmydes as a ‘philosopher’. At any rate, even if
Blemmydes actually pronounced those words, Pachymeres sided with him.

% All the more, it might be further argued, because ‘true’ philosophy was often equated in
Byzantium with Christian asceticism; see Dolger (1964) and Kaldellis in this volume.

%% See his TTepi mioTews (Sermo ad monachos suos) in Migne (PG 142: coll. 585-606). A
testimony of how Blemmydes was seen by his contemporaries in Ephesus, amounting to a
description which fits the profile of an unapproachable monk, can be found in George of
Cyprus’ autobiography; cf. Lameere (1937: 181.12-22).

3% On the chronology of these works see Golitsis (2009).
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preceding his commentary on the Physics,”’ Pachymeres expresses his anti-
monasticism indirectly, when speaking of the ‘benefits of wisdom’ that he
wishes to recall in the mind of his readers with his work.”> One of these
recollected benefits, he insinuates, will be to love the senses, which are pre-
cisely hated by those who, due to their inhuman insensibility, despise philo-
sophy.* As I have argued,* this is a rather clear-cut reference to the rigorist
Patriarch Athanasios I (1303-09) and his zealous monks, who sought to
impose ascetic ideals and monastic discipline on the clergy.” Against such a
background, Pachymeres’ conception of piAdocogos Rios, as applied in his
History to Blemmydes’ case, could not simply be that of a monastic or
ascetic life, despite the fact that Blemmydes was a monk. It rather refers to a
philosophically trained intellectual life, which would induce suspension of
judgment on human affairs and thus liberation from mundane human con-
cerns: a variation on a sceptic’s ataraxia, one could say, serving in this con-
text as a foundation to real devoutness to God. Based on philosophy and
coming from a ‘detached nous’, such devoutness had to be reflective and
could hardly be combined with the anti-intellectualist faith of pure monastic
life. At most, one could say that Pachymeres’ Blemmydes was an example
of how monks should be.

Pachymeres says in the prooimion of the Philosophia that he has solely
devoted himself to the contemplative activity of nous,’® so that when he
offers as a hymn to God the ten last verses of his poetic epilogue to the
commentary on the Physics, we are likely to see the kind of ‘intellectual’
devoutness which he ascribed in the History to Blemmydes. This gesture, he

! In the commentary on the Physics Pachymeres refers twice to a previous teaching of the
De partibus animalium and once to a previous teaching of the De anima; these have to be
identified, I think, with Books 6 and 7 of the Philosophia; see Golitsis (2008: 57-59).

32 "EBoge kai BiBAos Euvtébeital altn, ) 31 Ohocopia TS dvoua ..., uol pév péAnua
EpaOTOV ..., Tols & &AAois TOV kKaAdv Tihis co@ias Umduvnats, (v’ ols dueAei-
Tal prhocogia, ToUTtols xol Bauudlecbar. (Text established according to mss. Lauren-
tianus plut. 86,22 and Athous Iviron 191, due to the loss of the corresponding folio in
Pachymeres’ autographon Parisinus gr. 1930.)

3 Cf. Parisinus gr. 1930, f. 47, 11. 26-28: ... éxelvois [sc. Tols TAs prAocopias kaTa-
ppovnTals] & &mevavtias ToUTwv €€ dvalynoias 1 Tpdbeois, cos piofjoal kai auThv
piav Tédv adyabddv ovoav kai mpwTioTnv, Ty aiodnow. The passage is based on Aris-
totle’s famous observation which opens the Metaphysics (I 1, 980a 21-22): TTavtes &v-
Bpw ol Tou eidéval OpéyovTal puoel onueiov 8’ 1 TV aicbricewv aydmnots.

** Golitsis (2009).

3% On Patriarch Athanasios’ rigid ecclesiastical policy and his controversies with the clergy
(especially with that of St Sophia), see Maffry Talbot (1973) and, more recently, Patedakis
(2006).

3% Cf. Parisinus gr. 1930, . 4%, 11. 32-33: ... pévn 8¢ Tij Becopia oxoA&Lwv ToU vou kal
TOTs HaKapiols EVTPUPEIV EKEIVOU KIVIIHOOIV.
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says, comes out as something in which the ‘unimportant’ Pachymeres sur-
passes the ‘wise’ Aristotle (vv.24-25: auevnvos €y o Yeyaws TIis |
TAelov €xwv fj oV, Uuvov avev atpl amdvtwy), since the philosopher
stopped at the discovery of the prime mover or God. Uttered by an admirer
of Aristotle,”” these verses were of course not intended as a claim of
superiority over Aristotle’s philosophical skills, but as a declaration of the
superiority of faith over philosophy.*® Although this declaration limits the
scope of philosophy, it is not meant to diminish its value: Aristotle expres-
sed, of course, no devoutness to God; but it was he who led Pachymeres to
do so.

Pachymeres describes himself before God as a ‘worthless plant’, a ‘sinful
man’ who is ‘full of matter and thickness’ (vv. 26-28); he then refers to the
high offices that he ‘immaculately’ attained within the ecclesiastical and
palatine hierarchy: as chief advocate of the Church, he says, he has never
prosecuted his first icon (vv. 29-31), that is, Christ; and as chief justice of
the imperial court he has not been forced by destructive enemies to pass
judgment on himself (vv. 32-33). Although the self-humiliation expressed
in vv. 26-28 is typical of Christian anthropology, one could hardly miss the
personal tone which resonates throughout Pachymeres’ sphragis.

The last verses of the poem, especially those referring to Pachymeres’
ecclesiastical office, constitute a straightforward confession of devoutness.

37 Pachymeres’ genuine admiration for Aristotle can also be detected in his running com-
mentary on the Sophistici elenchi, where he responds to Aristotle’s closing demand
(184b6—8: Aormrdv &v ein MavTwv Updv [fi] TGV frpoapévwv Epyov Tols uiv Tapale-
Aetppévors Ths peBdBou ouyyvcounv Tois 8 eupnuévors ToAAN Exetv xdpv) with the fol-
lowing words (Vindobonensis phil. gr. 150, f. 198"; T have regularised the punctuation and
the orthography): nuels 8¢ &AN oux 8Tcos ouyyvcounv €xelv oot TGOV EAAeAelppéveoy
opeidopey, AAAA kail ouyyvoounv Cntoluev ¢ ofs ouk &ficos x&pv TGV eUpnuéveov
AveAAITTGS TNV X&pLv oot Exouev.

3% That the content of religious faith surpasses philosophical demonstration is characteristi-
cally illustrated in the very last lines of the commentary, in which Pachymeres, probably
committing himself to the view that the omnipresent God is both immaterial and material,
overcomes Aristotle’s negation of the first mover’s infinitude in respect of magnitude with
the following exhortation to his disciple (Laurentianus plut. 87,5, f. 154", 11. 33-36): OUtos
Toivuv auaipel kai TO &Telpov elval mpods T memepacuévov elval diax Tas TPdTAs
auTol UToBécels kai TOv ToU amelpou Siopiopdv. ou 8t kai auepts eirols &v auTtod kai
auéyebes, cos undév Exov odua, kai &meipov avbis, s UM oUdevds TePIEXOUEVOY” Ti
Y&p TGV KTIOUATwY Tov KTioavTa Teptéfel; ‘He [sc. Aristotle] therefore also does away
with the first mover being infinite [sc. in magnitude], in addition to its being finite, as a con-
sequence of his first hypotheses and the definition of infinite. But you can tell both that it
has no parts and no magnitude, because it has no body, and that it is infinite indeed, because
it is not contained by anything. For what creation can contain the creator?’ Instead of oU
8¢ Benakis (2008: 430.18) erroneously prints OuS¢. As far as I can tell, all manuscripts are
at this point unanimous.
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Such a confession might not have been unrelated to the contingencies of
Pachymeres’ own life. Pachymeres reports in his History that highly ranked
church officials received no promotion under the patriarchate of Athanasios
1. Tt is therefore not unlikely that in the hostile climate which prevailed
between the ascetic Patriarch and the clergy of St Sophia Pachymeres was
personally blamed for negligence in his duties and for (or even because of)
an unadmitted preoccupation with philosophy. In the prooimion of the Phi-
losophia, Pachymeres says that the ‘despisers’ of philosophy, in other words
Athanasios and his monks,*

did not want at all to distinguish between the one who is apt for something [namely, in
Pachymeres’ case, philosophy] and the one who is not, but they believed that what can
be produced by whom has deserved Your glorious and immortal graces can be produced
by anyone.

This might suggest that there was a personal attack on Pachymeres on the
grounds of his preoccupation with philosophy, considered to be useless and
not to conform to pure Christian ideals.*! If so, however, Pachymeres seems
not to have been affected by such claims and prejudices (being himself, we
may surmise, in a state of Blemmydean ataraxia: ‘there was nothing new or
in any way strange about the fact that e could be the victim of an injus-
tice’). In composing his Philosophia, Pachymeres wished precisely to
reaffirm against the harsh monastic ideals of the Church of his time the
value of the love of wisdom and the ‘benefits’ which are brought about
through its study.*” He consequently transformed Aristotle, through his
commentary on the last book of the Physics and its poetic epilogue, to a
forerunner of Christian truth, so as to challenge the misconception of philo-
sophy as being incompatible with the heart of Christian doctrine. Finally, by

3% Cf. Relations historiques 13.37 (4: 721.15-16 Failler).

0 Parisinus gr. 1930, f. 47, 11. 28-31: ... kal dvapéoov émTndeiou TPds Ti Kal un oud-
6Aws NBéAnoav diaoteihaocBal, dAA& ToUto yiveobar kai Tapd& ToU TuxdvTOS
gvéuioav, 6 81 kal Tapd ToU TAV 0V eUkAeddv Kal dBavdTwv xapiTwv Hificopévou.

*1 One can get an idea of Athanasios’ harsh ideals through his various didaskaliai, com-
monly sent to monks, clerks and the simple flock; see, for instance, Laurent (1971: no.
1762). There is also a letter (ibid. no. 1681; see Maffry Talbot 1975: no. 20 for the Greek
text) in which the patriarch states that he returns a book which has been sent to him, be-
cause he and his associates have found it improper to keep with them such an ‘object of
luxury’ (Aoyioduevos &mpetés TolaUTny Tpugnv kataoxeiv). As I argue in Golitsis
(2010a), that book was sent back to Pachymeres and is to be identified with the
Philosophia.

*2 pachymeres’ Quadrivium was very probably also a part of his reaction to the predomi-
nance of illiterate monasticism. In the poem which opens the work (see above, n. 12), he
speaks of ‘he in whom hatred against wisdom has been instilled’ (v. 5: & picos évtétnke
kaTa ocoglas, inspired by Sophocles, Electra 1311: piods Te yap ... EvTETNKE pot).
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turning Aristotle’s appraisal into a ‘hymn to the Father of everything’, he
became himself an example of how philosophy was to lead someone to God
and to inspire devoutness.*’

Pachymeres’ exegeses and the autonomy of philosophical
studies in early Palaiologan Byzantium

That philosophy was not contrary to Christian beliefs was of course no
strange conception throughout the Byzantine era. However, Pachymeres
was the first, as far as I know, to base such a conception on the complete
study of an ancient philosopher’s text.

Contrary to what is quite often assumed in the historiography of
Byzantine philosophy, teaching the Physics or other treatises of Aristotle
from their beginning to their end by means of an exegesis was something of
a novelty in Byzantium.* Only about half a century before Pachymeres’
exegeses of Aristotle, Blemmydes himself, the eminent philosopher of the
empire of Nicaea (1204-61), was describing the scope of the first book of
his philosophical opus magnum Eicaycwyikn émtour (the so-called
Epitome logica) as follows:

Since the science of logic is not of insignificant usefulness to <the comprehension of>
the Holy Scripture and of all the Words of Truth, we judged it necessary to leave for the

* If Pachymeres was indeed accused by Athanasios of defective faith in Christ, it may be
argued that the last verses of the poem were conceived by Pachymeres in a rather apolo-
getical manner. Written, however, in a difficult literary style at the end of a philosophical
commentary, it could hardly be expected to reach any people outside Pachymeres’ own
intellectual milieu.

* It has to be noted that in pre-Palaiologan Byzantium philosophy (often limited to logic)
was primarily taught through various synopses and epitomes, which were intended mainly
as a replacement of the ancient philosophical text(s); see also above, n. 4. An early and a
late example of this are the ZuvomTikdv oUvtayua hocopias (a widespread school
handbook, where philosophy simply means logic) of the beginning of the eleventh century
and Blemmydes’ Eicaycwyikn émToun (dealing with both logic and physics) of the middle
of the thirteenth century. Notable exceptions, of course, are the various exegeses produced
by Michael of Ephesus and Eustratios of Nicaea under the patronage of Anna Komnene in
the first half of the twelfth century. It must be said, though, that this exegetical production
constituted a rather isolated phenomenon, which barely reflects the overall teaching of phi-
losophy at that time. Their contemporary, Theodore of Smyrna, who bore the title of ‘con-
sul of the philosophers’ and was thus responsible for the teaching of philosophy in Con-
stantinople, still produced an EmTour T&v doa mepl pUOEwS Kal TGV PUOIKDY APXEIV
Tols TaAaiols SieiAnTrTatl (contained in ms. Vindobonensis theol. gr. 134).
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students of the Word of <God> Who Is* and for those initiated to the Truth some small
comments that we have made on this science of logic.*®

Logic is here subordinated by Blemmydes, explicitly and a priori, to
Christian truth.*” It has a value not in itself, but as a profane discipline
helping us to understand the true meanings of the Holy Scripture.” The
same author later made clear in his Autobiography that in the second book
of the Eicaycwyikn émToun (the so-called Epitome physica) he dealt with
those subjects of natural philosophy ‘which are the more appropriate’ (T&
kaipicotepa) and ‘which are not far from what is useful’,* presumably not
far from Christian doctrine. For Blemmydes, philosophy (including astro-
nomy) had to be taught selectively and the epitome was the ideal form for
his teaching.

Such a concise, theologically oriented fashion of teaching philosophy
could not respond to the intellectual needs which arose in the Palaiologan
era. This is aptly illustrated by George Akropolites (1217-82), a disciple of
Blemmydes who later assumed the direction of the restored imperial school

* Blemmydes taught logic (and physics) in the monastery that he founded near Ephesus,
dedicated to ‘God Who Is’ (@eol ToU évTos).

46 Epitome logica 688C Wegelin: Emreidriep 1 Aoyikr) ¢moTriun mpds iy iepav Mpagrv
kal TévTtas Tous Tijs &Anbeias Adyous oUk OAiyov pépel TO Xprioov, déov ékpivapev
Tois Tou Adyou portnTals Tol dvTtos kai Tijs dAnbeias plotals pikpoUs Tvas év TavTn
Tij Aoy k] AUTTETV TIHETEPOUS UTIOUVTIHATIOUOUS.

*" The ‘words of truth’ (oi Tijs &AnBeias Adyor), which Blemmydes refers to, are not to be
understood in a philosophical sense; they are in fact inspired from Saint Paul’s words in 2
Timothy 2:15.

* Such a conception of the value of philosophy, and especially logic, can be seen in
Byzantium as early as in the writings of John of Damascus (died c. 749): the first part of his
tripartite TInyn yvcooews (Fons scientiae), entitled ®iAdcopa kepdAaia, is merely a
compendium of logic which serves as a clarifying introduction of terms used in the treatises
TTepi aipéoecov and "ExSoois akpiPrs Tiis opboddEou mioTews which come next. Logic
played sometimes an important role within the theological controversies in Byzantium (see,
for instance, Ierodiakonou 20025 on the role of logic in the Hesychast debate). Blemmydes
himself wrote several short treatises on Christological and Trinitarian questions, and we
may assume that, by teaching logic in his monastery, he wished to produce good theologi-
ans who would be able to defend the true meaning of the Scriptures.

¥ Cf. Autobiographia 2: 75.1-8 Munitiz: Huels 8¢ kal Thv ouAAoyloTIKNY Kal T& Tpd
TauTns év émTou] 6éobar pB&vouev, fTep ioxUs capnvicavTes. T& Te TS PUOIKTS
KalpladTepa Kal T& Ths HeTecwpoloyias dvaykaidTepa, kal TGOV SITTGOV Kal AvTi-
oTpdPwV TEPIPOPOV Kal Ths TAOV aifepicov CwPATwY KIWoews Kal TV TauTalg
gmopéveov, doa pr méppw ToU xpnoipou, TOV Suotov TpdTOV TEplodevopey ... “We
have been able to put syllogistic in an epitome, as well as what precedes it, clarifying these
subjects as far as it was possible. And we went in a similar way through the most appropri-
ate subjects of the physics and the most necessary ones of the meteorology, and through the
double and inverse rotations and the movement of the ethereal bodies and what follows
them, anything which is not far from what is useful ....”
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of higher studies in the reconquered Constantinople. In one of his letters, he
enthusiastically speaks of his personal study of ‘the most divine Plato’ and
the Neoplatonic philosophers that enabled him to understand the precise
meaning of a difficult passage of Gregory of Nazianzus, on which his
teacher Blemmydes had been unable to help him.”® What Akropolites had
learned in his Nicaean youth was obviously not sufficient any more.

With the return of the empire to Constantinople, a renewed interest in an-
cient philosophy began somehow to develop. A need was felt to read texts
which the previous generation had ignored (as the case of Akropolites
studying Plato on his own illustrates) or to study extensively texts which
had previously been known mainly through synopses and epitomes, as
Pachymeres’ various Aristotelian exegeses suggest. Now, studying Plato or
Aristotle for their own sake (and through their own texts) is, of course, a
proper philosophical activity. Furthermore, it had important consequences
for the interaction between philosophy and theology in Byzantine thought.
For undertaking an exegetical enterprise presupposes that the text studied is
considered to have a value in itself and,”’ thus, paves the way for a close
interaction with it. Therefore, even though philosophical positions more or
less incompatible with Christian doctrine could easily be left unmentioned
or superficially treated in an epitome, the framework of an exegesis neces-
sitated that they be taken seriously into account. Aristotle’s conception of
the first unmoved mover, for instance, which lacks a detailed exposition in
Blemmydes’ Epitome physica, found in Pachymeres’ exegesis its way to
identification with Saint Paul’s ‘blessed and only Sovereign’. Overtly

0 Cf. Georgii Acropolitae Opera 11: 71.1-13 Heisenberg-Wirth (‘In Gregorii Nazianzeni
sententias’): TTepl ToUTwov kal y&p &v pelpagv €11 TeAddv kai T Beomeoico ékeiven avdpi
TR PAocopoTdTw BAepptdn, nvika map' autd Epoitwv, tkowoloynodunv, aAN'
oUBév Ti pot elxev eipnkéval cagdds, AAN' &mep kai &AAot T& ToU TaTpds EEnyouusvol
(Aéyco 8¢ TOV péyav év Tols Adyols Mé&Eipov kai Tous pet' autdv) eis mA&Tos i kai
KaTd oxoAnv SlacapolvTes eiprikecav, Ekelvd pot kai auTds Tpds Ty amopiav épbéy-
yeTo. &AN' émeimep aUTds TGV Ths Prhocogias Nydunv dpyiwv T¢ Te BeloTdT ouv-
fABov TTAdTww kal T& poucoAnmTw TTpdkAc, ETI Te Uiy Tols évbeacTikwT&TOLS
avdpdow lTauPAixe Te kal TTAwTive Kal Tois Aoitrols, ols oU kaipds kaTaAéyel, émo-
dnynbnv mpos v Sidyvwow tol pnTod. ‘I spoke about these <two passages of Gregory
of Nazianzus> to Blemmydes—this marvellous man who was most learned in philo-
sophy—when I was still young and studied with him. But he had nothing clear to say to me;
he repeated, all in all, what the other exegetes (I mean the great author Maximus [sc. the
Confessor] and those who followed him) had said on the Father, explaining <his text>
either in a general context or in the form of a commentary. But when [ grasped by myself
the mysteries of philosophy and joined the most divine Plato, the Muse-inspired Proclus
and other most inspired men, such as Iamblichus, Plotinus and others whom it is not the
right time to enumerate, [ was guided to the comprehension of that passage.’

> See the illuminating remarks of Karamanolis (2006).
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Christian as it is, this interpretation of Aristotle was the result of the study of
Aristotle’s text and not a prefatory announcement of an epitome, conceived
as an actual part of an account of philosophical studies as a preliminary to
Christian doctrine. Against this background, the rehabilitation of exegesis in
the early Palaiologan era can be legitimately regarded as a sign of a (re)-
gained autonomy for the field of philosophical studies in Byzantium.”

To come back to Pachymeres’ poetic epilogue, it is unlikely that this sort
of text could have been conceived as an epilogue to a synopsis or an epit-
ome of the Physics. It is, indeed, very likely that Pachymeres found a source
of inspiration for a hymn crowning his commentary on the Physics in
Simplicius’ (sixth century AD) exegesis of Aristotle’s De caelo, which ends
with the following prayer in prose:

This <commentary>, o Master of the Universe and Creator of the simple bodies in it 1
offer to You and to Your creations as a hymn, for I have desired to contemplate the
greatness of Your works and to reveal it to those who are worthy (Tois agiois), so that
we should not think of You anything cheap or human, but worship You according to
Your transcendence with regard to everything which is produced by You.>*

These lines express, of course, the heathen Weltanschauung of a Neo-
platonist, who offers his hymn equally to the Creator and to the creations
(TalTt& oot ... kai Tols UTd cou Yyevouévols). Moreover, they are con-
ceived as a counterpoint to the impiety of the godless and ignorant
Christians (and in particular of John Philoponus, the counter-example of the
&Elot), who deny the divine eternity of the heavens and prefer to venerate in
the cheapest way the human relics of Christ.” It appears, however, that they

32 Such a regained autonomy would, of course, be not irrelevant to the intellectual contro-
versies of the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries, during which further discussions on philo-
sophy’s content and scope were to take place.

>3 The simple bodies (fire, air, water, earth) of the cosmos, which are transcendently mani-
fested in the heavens, constitute, according to Simplicius, the okdmos of Aristotle’s treatise,
as it is traditionally determined in the prolegomena of the commentary.

> Simplicius, In De caelo 731.25-29 Heiberg: Taitd col, & SéomoTa Tol Te KSOHOU
TavTOs Kal TGV &TAGY &V aUTE CwHATWY Snuioupyé, Kal Tols UTtd cou yevouévols eis
Unvov mpoogépw TO HéyeBos TV odv Epywv émoTiTeloal Te Kal Tols afiols ékprijval
TpoBuunBeis, tva undév eUteAds 1) avbpcdmvov mepl cou Aoyilduevol kata THv UTep-
ox1V Ot TTPOOKUVAUEY, flv EXEls TTPpOs TAVTa T& UTS cou Tapaydueva. Simplicius also
concluded with prayers his commentaries on Epictetus’ Encheiridion and Aristotle’s Cat-
egories. For a concise but excellent account of Simplicius’ prayers, see Hadot (1978: 164—
65).

> In the course of the commentary, Simplicius refers to the relics of Christ as ‘rubbish more
worthless than excrement’ (koTpicov ékPAnTdTepa). The whole passage is worth quoting,
since it anticipates in many regards the content of the final prayer (/n De caelo 370.29—
371.4 Heiberg): "OTi 8¢ oupgués EoTi Tais TGOV avBpwmwy Yuxais Ta ovupdvia Bela
vouiCetv, SnAolol pdAiota oi UTd TpoAriyewv &bBéwv Tpds T& ovpduia SiaPeBAnuévor.
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could still inspire a Christian intellectual like Pachymeres. For precisely the
idea of a hymn as an epilogue of an Aristotelian exegesis as well as some of
the introductory expressions are to be found in Simplicius.”® And if we leave
their rather secondary theological divergences aside—due to Simplicius’
being a pagan philosopher and Pachymeres a Christian one—the two hymns
are pretty much motivated by the same sentiment of religious faith.

No doubt Pachymeres was devoted to Christ, just as he stated in the
poetic epilogue to the commentary on the Physics. What deserves our atten-
tion, however, is that Pachymeres felt free to find inspiration in a fervent
pagan like Simplicius, who was moreover outspokenly sacrilegious with re-
gard to Christ. This is a manifestation of a ‘humanist’ attitude—which has
long been detected in Pachymeres’ historical work—towards ancient philo-
sophy: it acknowledged its value and was therefore able to learn from it and
to renew its content.

Concluding remark

The poetic epilogue which crowns Pachymeres’ commentary on the Physics
can be seen as an illustration of Pachymeres’ belief that, contrary to implicit
monastic claims of his time, true devoutness to God could be prepared and
duly expressed through philosophy. We may justifiably assert that, albeit in
a different context and with a different content, philosophy was thus finding
anew in Byzantium its Platonic origins as a method of assimilation to God,
as such, it was thought to be certainly worthy of serious and engaging study.
Pachymeres’ synopsis of the Aristotelian corpus (the Philosophia) and his

kal y&p kai oUTol TV oupavdv oiknthplov elval Tol Beiou kai Bpdvov alTou Aéyouat
Kal pévov ikavov elvat Thv Tou Beod 8dEav kal UtepoxTv Tois &giols ATOKAAUTTEY: OV
Tl &v €ln oepvdTepov; kai Sucws, cdomep EmAavBavdpevol ToUTwv, T& KOTpiwv
EKBANTOTEpa TOU oUpavol TiHioTepa vouifouot kai cos Tpds UPBpv Thv éauTddv
yevopevov oUtws aTipdlev gprhoveikouotv. ‘That it is innate in human souls to think of
celestial realities as being divine is made clear by those who, influenced by their atheistic
prejudices, slander the Heavens. As a matter of fact, even they say that the Heavens are the
residence of the divine and its throne, and that the Heavens only are capable of revealing to
those who are worthy of it the glory and the transcendence of God. Could one find more
venerable conceptions? However, as if they forget all this, they consider that some rubbish
more worthless than excrement is more venerable than the Heavens, and they quarrel
between themselves about which one of them will outrage the Heavens better, as if the
Heavens were born only to give rise to their insolence.” On these passages and more
generally on the intellectual background of Simplicius’ polemics against Christians, see the
classic study of Hoffmann (1987).

% Simplicius: TaUT& ocoi, & déomota ... kai ... dnuioupyé ... eis Upvov
mpoopépw. Cf. Pachymeres (vv. 25-26): TmAeiov &xcov 1) oU, Upvov alewv matp
amdvtewv. TalTt’ &pa oot ...
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running commentaries on Aristotle (as well as on Plato) were precisely the
literary fruition of such an approach to philosophy, which was now opened
to many uses and assessments. Pachymeres interpreted philosophy, we can
schematically say, within a Christian humanist context, combining profound
knowledge of classical literature, anti-monastic ideals, and religious inspi-
ration. But in later Byzantine intellectual history, someone like Plethon was
to go so far as to dismiss Christianity in favour of a renewed religion in-
spired by ancient philosophy and pagan beliefs.

Bibliography

Arnakis, G. (1966—67) ‘George Pachymeres—a Byzantine Humanist’, The Greek Orthodox
Theological Review 12: 161-67.

Aubineau, M. (1971) ‘Georges Hiéromnémon ou Georges Pachymérés, commentateur du
Pseudo-Denys’, Journal of Theological Studies 22: 541-44.

Bandini, A. M. (1770) Catalogus Codicum Graecorum Bibliothecae Mediceae Lauren-
tianae, vol. III. Florence (reprinted Leipzig 1961).

Benakis, L. (ed.) (2008) Michael Psellos: Kommentar zur Physik des Aristoteles. Commen-
taria in Aristotelem Byzantina 5. Athens.

Bydén, B. (2002) ““To every argument there is a counter-argument”: Theodore Metochites’
defence of scepticism (Semeiosis 61)°, in Ierodiakonou (ed.) (2002a): 183-217.

Cougny, E. (1890) Anthologiae Graecae Appendix. Paris.

Délger, F. (1964) ‘Zur Bedeutung von giAdéocogos und pihocogia in byzantinischer Zeit’,
in F. Dolger, Byzanz und die europdische Staatenwelt: Ausgewdhlite Vortrdge und
Aufsdtze (Darmstadt): 198-207.

Failler, A. (2004) ‘Citations et réminiscences dans 1’Histoire de Georges Pachyméres’,
Revue des études byzantines 62: 159-80.

Failler, A. & Laurent, V. (eds) (1984-2000) Georges Pachyméreés: Relations historiques.
Corpus Fontium Historiae Byzantinae vol. XXIV/1-5. Paris.

Fryde, E. (2000) The Early Palaeologan Renaissance (1261—c. 1360). Leiden.

Golitsis, P. (2007) ‘Un commentaire perpétuel de Georges Pachymeére a la Physique
d’Aristote, faussement attribué a Michel Psellos’, Byzantinische Zeitschrift 100:
637-76.

— (2008) ‘Georges Pachymére comme didascale: Essai pour une reconstitution de sa
carriére et de son enseignement philosophique’, Jahrbuch der Osterreichischen
Byzantinistik 58: 53—68.

— (2009) ‘La date de composition de la Philosophia de Georges Pachymeére et
quelques précisions sur la vie de ’auteur’, Revue des études byzantines 67: 209—15.

. (2010a) “Un livre regu par le patriarche Athanase I* et retourné a ’expéditeur’,
Revue des études byzantines 68: 201-8.

— . (2010b) “Copistes, éleves et érudits: la production de manuscrits philosophiques
autour de Georges Pachymere’, in A. Bravo Garcia & 1. Pérez Martin (eds), The
Legacy of Bernard de Montfaucon: Three Hundred Years of Studies on Greek
Handwriting (Turnhout): 157-70.

Hadot, 1. (1978) Le probléeme du néoplatonisme alexandrin: Hiérocles et Simplicius. Paris.

Harlfinger, D. (1996) ‘Autographa aus der Palaiologenzeit’, in W. Seibt (ed.), Geschichte
und Kultur der Palaiologenzeit (Vienna): 43-50.




A Byzantine philosopher’s devoutness 127

Heiberg, J. (ed.) (1894) Simplicius: In De caelo. CAG 7. Berlin.

Heisenberg, A. (ed.) (1978) (revised by P. Wirth) Georgius Acropolites: Opera, vol. 2.
Stuttgart.

Hoffmann, P. (1987) ‘Sur quelques aspects de la polémique de Simplicius contre Jean
Philopon: de I’invective a la réaffirmation de la transcendance du Ciel’, in I. Hadot
(ed.), Simplicius: sa vie, son ceuvre, sa survie (Berlin & New York): 183-221.

Horandner, W. (1976) ‘La poésie profane au XI° siécle et la connaissance des auteurs
anciens’, Travaux et Mémoires 6: 245-63.

Hunger, H. (1978) Die hochsprachliche profane Literatur der Byzantiner, vol. 1. Munich.

Ierodiakonou, K. (ed.) (2002a) Byzantine Philosophy and its Ancient Sources. Oxford.

—— (2002b) ‘The anti-logical movement in the fourteenth century’, in Ierodiakonou
(ed.) (2002a): 219-36.

Karamanolis, G. (2006) ‘H yéveon kai o1 ptAocogikés TpolUmodioels Tou apxaiou piho-
co@ikoV uTopvipaTos’, Ymduvnua otn pihocopia4: 109-39.

Karpozilos, A. (1982) ZupPoAn otn ueAétn Tol PBiov kai ToU pyou Tou lwdvvn Mavu-
pdémodos. loannina.

Lameere, W. (1937) La tradition manuscrite de la correspondance de Grégoire de Chypre.
Brussels & Rome.

Laurent, V. (1971) Les regestes des actes du patriarcat de Constantinople, vol. I: Les actes
des Patriarches, fasc. IV: Les regestes de 1208 a 1309. Paris.

Maffry Talbot, A.-M. (1973) ‘The Patriarch Athanasius (1289-1293; 1303—1309) and the
Church’, Dumbarton Oaks Papers 27: 11-28.

—— . (ed.) (1975) The Correspondence of Athanasius I Patriarch of Constantinople.
Washington, DC.

Munitiz, J. A. (ed.) (1984) Nikephoros Blemmydes: Autobiographia sive curriculum vitae.
Corpus Christianorum, Series Graeca 13. Turnhout.

Oikonomakos, K. (ed.) (2005) Mecopyros TTaxuuépns: Didocopia. BiAiov tvdékatov: Ta
"Howkd, fitot T&x Nikoudxeia. Commentaria in Aristotelem Byzantina 3. Athens.

Pappa, E. (ed.) (2002) Georgios Pachymeres: Philosophia Buch 10: Kommentar zur
Metaphysik des Aristoteles. Commentaria in Aristotelem Byzantina 2. Athens.

— (ed.) (2008) Georgios Pachymeres: Philosophia Buch 6: Kommentar zu De
partibus animalium des Aristoteles. Commentaria in Aristotelem Byzantina 4/1.
Athens.

Patedakis, E. (2006) ‘H Siapdxn Tou TTatpidpxn Abavaciou A’ (1289-1293, 1303—-1309)
e Tov KArpo Tns Avyias Zoplas péoa amd évdeka avékdoTes eMOTOAES,
EAAnvika 56: 279-319.

Suchla, B. R. (1990) Pseudo-Dionysius Areopagita, De divinis nominibus. Patristische
Texten und Studien 33. Berlin.

Tannery, P. & Stéphanou, E. (eds) (1940) Georges Pachymere: Quadrivium ou ZUvtoypa
TV TeEOOAPWY HabnuaTwv, ApIBUNTIKAS, HOUCIKRS, YEWHETpias Kal &oTpo-
vouias. Vatican City.

Turyn, A. (1972) Dated Greek Manuscripts of the Thirteenth and Fourteenth Centuries in
the Libraries of Italy, vol 1. Urbana, IL, Chicago & London.

Wegelin, J. (ed.) (1605) Nicephori Blemmydae Epitome Logica. Augsburg. Reprinted in
Migne, PG 142: coll. 675-1004.

Westerink, L. G. & al. (eds) (1989) George Pachymeres: Commentary on Plato’s
Parmenides [Anonymous Sequel to Proclus’ Commentary]. Philosophi Byzantini 4.
Athens.



