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This case-study concerns Greek Aristotelianism in the seventeenth century. More
specifically, my article deals with the impact of neo-Aristotelianism upon the
formation of the philosophical curriculum of the Greek-speaking world during that
period. I examine aspects of the — rather understudied — influence exerted by Cesare
Cremonini on Theophilos Korydalleus. The terms ‘authentic interpreters’/‘authentic
interpretation’ and ‘vedrepor’ in Theophilos’ works of natural philosophy not only
highlight the influence of Cremonini, but also hint at critical views held by the former,
as well as terminology which is either absent or has a different meaning in treatises of
the latter.
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Introduction

With a few notable exceptions,' Greek Aristotelianism of the almost three centuries
following the Ottoman conquest of Constantinople remains a rather neglected topic

An earlier version of this paper was presented at a workshop organized by the CRC 980 ‘Episteme in
motion’ — Project C06 ‘Transfer and Overlapping. Configurations of Knowledge in the Era of the Greek
Homines Novi in the Ottoman Empire (1641-1730)" at Freie Universitit Berlin. I am thankful to George
A. Alexakis for proof-reading the English text. My thanks for their corrections and suggestions are also
due to the editors of Byzantine and Modern Greek Studies and the anonymous referee.

1  N. Psimmenos, ‘H éAAnvikn gtlocopia aro 10 1453 ds 10 1821: AvBooyia kewévav ué eioaywyn kal
oyoa, I: ‘H xvprapyia 100 ApioroteAiouov: Tlpokopvdadikn kal kopvdaAikn nepiodos [P1Aoco@ikn Kol
noAtikn Bprwodnkm, 26] (Athens 1988); Ch. Karanasios, ‘Die Begegnung der Neugriechen mit Aristoteles
im Rahmen der ideologischen Auseinandersetzungen im griechischen Raum zu Beginn des 17. Jh.’, in Fr.
Berger et al. (eds.), Symbolae Berolinenses fiir Dieter Harlfinger (Amsterdam 1993) 219-35; L. G. Benakis,
Merofviaviivi prlocogio: 17°° — 19° aidvag: "Epevva otig nnyés (Athens 2001); K. Th. Petsios, ‘H Tlepi
eVoewg ovlnhton ot veoeddnvikn oxéwn: ‘Owers tiig priocoeikiis diepevnong arno tov 15° dg tov 19°
aidva, 2nd edn (Ioannina 2003) 37-229; M. Patiniotis, ‘ExAextikég cvyyéveies: Evyéviog Bovkyapng ko
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of Aristotelian studies. Inaccessible manuscripts, the absence of relevant research tools,
unfamiliarity with contemporary sources in Latin and the lack of critical editions are
only a few of the reasons for various shortcomings or biases regarding the assessment
of the philosophical discussion conducted by Greek scholars after 1453 and until the
final rejection of Aristotelian science in the eighteenth century.

In the following case-study, we examine the philosophical work of Theophilos
Korydalleus, perhaps the most prominent Greek scholar of the seventeenth century.”
Theophilos was born in 1574 in Athens with the surname Skordalos, which he later
changed to Korydalleus. He studied at the Pontificio Collegio Greco (1604-8) and
then at the University of Padua (1609-13), where he attended the lectures of Cesare
Cremonini (1550-1631). After the end of his studies, Theophilos worked in various
Greek schools as a teacher before being appointed head of the Patriarchal School in
Constantinople in 1622. Patriarch Cyril Loukaris (1572-1638) invited him to serve in
this position, thus giving Theophilos the opportunity to reform the curriculum of the
school in accordance with the syllabus of the University of Padua. After the violent
death of his benefactor, the scholar was appointed Metropolitan of Naupaktos and
Arta, with the name Theodosios (1640-2); he died in the city of his birth in 1646.

Oedprhog Kopvdoréas’', Aeitio Avayvworikig Etoupeios Kepxipas 26 (2004) 27-78; E. Leontsini, ‘H
eMMVIKT rhocoeio kotd 1o 16° kon 17° ou.: Xpiotdeopog Koviodéwv, Indvvng Kottodviog ko enickonog
Kvonpav Mé&og Mopyotviog’, in G. N. Leontsinis (ed.), Extomnuovixn épevva ota KvOnpa (Athens 2008)
279-93.

2 For Theophilos Korydalleus see the monograph of Cl. Tsourkas, Les débuts de I'enseignement
philosophique et de la libre pensée dans les Balkans: La vie et I'oeuvre de Théophile Corydalée (1550-
1646), 2nd edn (Thessaloniki 1967); see also, indicatively, G. P. Henderson, The Revival of Greek
Thought, 1620-1830 (Albany 1970) 12-19; G. Podskalsky, Griechische Theologie in der Zeit der
Tiirkenherrschaft 1453-1821. Die Orthodoxie im Spannungsfeld der nachreformatorischen Konfessionen
des Westens (Munich 1988) 194-9; P. M. Kitromilides, ‘To ko @locogikd maperbov tav Boikovikdv
Aodv’, in M. Dragona-Monachou (ed.), H ¢ilocopia ora Balxavia ofuepa. Philosophy in Balkan
Countries Today (Athens 1994) 171-9; idem, Enlightenment and Revolution: The Making of Modern
Greece (Cambridge, MA 2013) 27-30. For modern editions and reference works concerning the
aristotelica of Korydalleus in particular, see Théophile Corydalée, Introduction a la logique [Théophile
Corydalée, Oeuvres philophiques, 1], ed. A. Papadopoulos and C. Noica (Bucarest 1970); Théophile
Corydalée, Commentaires a la Métaphysique [Théophile Corydalée, Oeuvres philophiques, 2],
ed. C. Noica (Bucarest 1973); V. L. Tsiotras, “The manuscripts of Theophilos Korydalleus’ commentaries
on Aristotle’s Logic’, in Cesare Cremonini: Aspetti del pensiero e scritti (Atti del Convegno di
Studio-Padova, 26-27 Febbraio 1999) (Padua 2000) 219-48; idem, ‘Tpeig dvékdoteg €mictorég 100
Ocsopirov KopuvdoAréamg xai ot dpiototehkeg nnyég tovs’, O ‘Epavioris 24 (2003) 11-27; idem, ‘O “Eig
KownOEvtog” Adyog tov Oogirov Kopudodréwg ko 1 apiototedikn nepl yuyhg Oepatikn tov’, O ‘Epaviorig
29 (2016) 5-45. For a comprehensive bibliography on the scholar see the entry ‘Theophilos Korydalleus’
in the database of the Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca et Byzantina project: <https:/cagb-db.bbaw.de/
register/personen.xql?id=cagb:b3¢76632-671c-43c4-a889-c857923ae1{9>.

3 For the work of Cremonini see H. C. Kuhn, Venetischer Aristotelisinus im Ende der aristotelischen Welt:
Aspekte der Welt und des Denkens des Cesare Cremonini (1560-1631) (Frankfurt on Main 1996);
E. Riondato and A. Poppi (eds.), Cesare Cremonini: Aspetti del pensiero e scritti, 2 vols (Padua 2000).
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Greek Aristotelianism in the seventeenth century 107

Korydalleus’ influence was immense: manuscript copies of his works are to be found
today in their hundreds in all significant libraries of lands formerly belonging to the
Ottoman Empire; for example, the commentary on Aristotle’s Physics is transmitted
either in part, or in total, or in different versions by at least 162 manuscripts
dating from the seventeenth to the nineteenth centuries.* Theophilos defined the
philosophical content of the curriculum of his era and thus became the benchmark
for the study of the Aristotelian corpus among Greek-speaking intellectual circles of
the next one and a half centuries. The importance of Theophilos’ apprenticeship to
Cesare Cremonini has become a locus communis among older and contemporary
scholars, which occasionally results in hidden contempt or exaggerated praise:
Korydalleus is then presented either as ‘nothing more than a Cremoninus
Graecus’,” or ‘the chief philosopher of Greek neo-Aristotelianism’.® However, there
is hardly any study’ regarding the student’s dependence on the master. In this
paper, we examine the reception of Cremonini’s work in Theophilos’ treatises
concerning two key-concepts of what later came to be known as ‘kopvdoAdrilew’:®
(a) the authentic interpretation of the Aristotelian corpus and (b) the conflict with
the ‘veatepor’.

Authentic interpretation

Nikolaos Koursoulas (1602-52), a scholar belonging to the first generation of
Aristotelians after Korydalleus, seems to be rather sceptical regarding the philosophical
efficacy of the latter. Nikolaos proclaims, in his commentary on the Physics of Aristotle:

4 Tam currently preparing an article on this subject.

5 L A. Dimitrakopoulos, ‘BovAyopng: Aoyikf: Evyeviov Boukydpeng: Aoywh («Keiueva veoeAiivov
P0cdpwv», 2). Tlpoieydueva — emuérero — evpethplo: K.O. Tétorog. Iodvviva: Tovemomuo Ioovvivev
2010, 875 ¢.’, on Kpinixd: Phocogixés Pifiokpioies (July 2011) <http:/www.philosophica.gr/critica/
2011-07.html>.

6  Chr. P. Marazopoulos, @=é¢tlog Kopvsadéag: ‘O rnpwtopidécoeog tob EAANVikos NeoaptototeAlouon
(Athens 2008).

7 For the edition of the commentary of Cremonini translated into Greek by Korydalleus see A. Antonioni,
‘Caesaris Cremonini In Aristotelis librum “De divinatione per somnium” commentarium adjecta versione
anonyma Theophilo Corydaleo forse adjudicanda’, Miscellanea Marciana 7-9 (1992-4) 7-101. A recently
discovered manuscript transmits an earlier version of Korydalleus’ commentary on the Physics. A
preliminary examination has shown that the text bears certain resemblances to four unpublished works of
Cremonini; see E. Tebelis, ‘H enidpaon g evpwnaikng ehocoeiog tov 1700 cidvo ot Slopdpewon g
TPAUNG VEOEAANVIKTG QUGIKNG @rhocopiag: H mepintwon tov Oedpihov Kopudoréo’, in Ch. Terezis (ed.),
Toxog ev kadd. Téuog tyuntikos - Agtépamua otov Avyovoro Mrayiéve (Athens 2016) 284-5.

8 I Moisiodax, Amodoyia (Vienna 1780) 154.
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... TOALGKLG €00dpaco Kot Bovpdlmv o modcopot T
éviov dppovticiog, T poAlov einely €0elokokiog,
ottveg ot T} 100 OppodtoEmg AAEEAVIPOU ...
npéokevTon S1dacoKoAlY ... NdVVAUNY TOALOVG Cyaryely
€15 HEGOV, KOl TV TolovTnV dvtiuiediov Thg TAdvng
0TV TPOdNAOV 101G OO Moo GpKel & Gumg
Oedprhog Kopudorreng 6 ABNvoiog ... 0 uev my
npoppndeicay uébodov g ddockorios mapd Kaicapog
Kpepovi[v]ov 100 [Matopiéng ddockdrov kol
@1L0c0eoL Aafdv, £v T ‘EALGSL Sloomeipwv ok
#\ntev, mg ov, Tapaywpricel Oeod, eig dddKOV
€vEnEsE VOUv.

... I have always wondered — and I shall never stop
wondering — at the disregard, or rather let us say
wickedness, of some who put in this way faith in the
teaching of Alexander of Aphrodisias ... I could bring to
your attention many of them, and make clear such
requital for their deceit in front of everyone; however, the
case of Theophilos Korydalleus the Athenian is enough
... after getting a grasp of the aforementioned teaching
method beside the professor and philosopher of Padua
Cesare Cremonini, he did not cease spreading it in Greece
until he went, God permitting, into a reprobate state of
mind.

A less passionate assessment may be found in the Emrequnuévn énapifunois tov
kot Tov mopelfovia aidvo Loyiwv I poaikdv kol mepl tivov v @ viv aidve avloiviov,
written by Dimitrios Prokopiou in either 1720, or 1721, and then published for the
first time in 1722 by J. A. Fabricius in his Bibliotheca Graeca:

Theophilos Korydalleus; Athenian; disciple of learned
men in Italy; expert on Greek, Latin and Italian; most
experienced in Aristotelian philosophy. He has
greatly benefited the Greeks by expounding the
philosophical commentaries of Cesare Cremonini

in Greek.

Oederrog 6 Kopudodrevg ABnvoiog. OpAntig v €v
Trolo coedv, eidnumv the EAAnvikig, kol Aatvikig,
kot Ttohkng eovig, g Aplotote KNG ¢rlocopiog
EuUnelpOToToG. YEYOVE PEYGANg deeieiog npdEevos T
yéver 1ov EAMvov, dvortitog eig EAAnviknv
Sidkektov 10 prhocogika vropviuoto o0 Kaisapog
Kpeuovivov,°

What transpired in the century separating Koursoulas from Prokopiou, and thus
caused the two opposite opinions on Korydalleus, has been studied elsewhere;'" there
is an interesting element on which both scholars agree: the decisive influence of Cesare
Cremonini upon Theophilos.

In the passage from Theophilos quoted above, Koursoulas emphasizes the
appropriation of the work of Alexander of Aphrodisias as being the reason for this
close relation. Indeed, in the preface of his De formis quattuor corporum simplicium
quae vocantur elementa disputatio, Cremonini divides the first section of this treatise
into three chapters according to a tripartite classification of philosophical schools
regarding the matter in question; he refers to the following three groups or cases of
commentators: (a) the Greeks, (b) the ‘biting’ (‘mordicus’) Latins and (c) Averroes.
One might be right in considering that the ‘biting’ Latins is a wordplay of Cesare
standing for ‘Hounds of the Lord’ or ‘domini canes’, in other words the Dominicans
who wished to reconcile Christian theology with Aristotelian philosophy, and for that
reason received the harshest criticism in his work. Cremonini expresses his doubts
regarding Averroes and maintains that in some cases the views of the Greeks are not
evidently clear; however, he begins his examination of the Greek school with the

9  Psimmenos, ‘H éAlnvikn etlocoeia, 231-3.

10 J. A. Fabricius, Bibliotheca graeca, XI (Hamburg 1722) 776. For the work of Prokopiou see
N. Psimmenos, “H “Enuetunuévn €nopibuncic” tob Anuntpiov Ilpokomiov @g mnyn yveons The
VEOEAMNVIKTIG prhocopias’, Hasipwtika Xpovika 24 (1982) 204-48.

11 Psimmenos, ‘H éAAnvikn gtlocogia, 231-3.
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Greek Aristotelianism in the seventeenth century 109

‘prince’ of the latter, Alexander of Aphrodisias, whose interpretation should — according
to Cremonini — always be trusted.'?

A substantially expanded version of the same predilections is to be found in
Theophilos’ commentary on Aristotle’s De generatione et corruptione, in a chapter
under the title “Ene1c6810¢ Oewpio mepl tiv &v Phocoeio Aipécswv, Kol Thg mop’

&pyaiorg moucthiog Tdv Soyudrov’:

... there have been many Aristotelian scholars, of whom the most prominent is
the Aphrodisian Alexander, who wrote commentaries after both correcting the
text and comparing the content of many books. And he put so much effort into
his work that no one who does not understand Aristotle’s doctrines according to
Alexander is really a Peripatetic or is considered as such. For the rest of the
interpreters, having blurred the vision of their own mind, did not
authentically discern the Philosopher’s (= Aristotle’s) notions; e.g. Porphyry,
Ammonius, Philoponus, Simplicius, Themistius, regarding whom I do not
know whether we should say that they interpret the works of Aristotle
Platonically or that they comment on the works of Plato Aristotelically. Or,
perhaps, since they belong to Platonism and are not able to neglect
Aristotelianism — since the latter is by far superior to the former — they
preferred to fit them together, because they thought that the pupil Aristotle
does not altogether disagree with the master Plato; yet, they were refuted by
later readers of the Aphrodisian, because they conflated incompatible things.
And there were many more Aristotelian scholars, but concerning the Arabs
Averroes takes the first place. In the case of the Latins, however, all scholars
are called Peripatetics, even though they philosophize unlike the Peripatetics;
but by pouring together skills of different origin and of another kind, and
scrambling a mixture of philosophy and theology, they were deprived of both
true philosophy and right judgement; in the latter case, they drift away from
the righteous mind, in order that they do not say things not agreeing with
the ... teachings of the Philosopher; in the former case they wander away
from Aristotle while being forced to agree with the Church Fathers.

The references to the three schools in the Greek text are presented in a similar way to,
and follow the same order as, those in the relevant chapter of Cremonini’s treatise:
Alexander is the commentator par excellence; the rest of the Greeks are rather
incoherent; Averroes is mentioned again in a somewhat neutral way, although to him
belongs the ‘primacy’ among the Arabs, just as Alexander is the ‘prince’ of the Greek
philosophers in Theophilos’ text.

12 C. Cremonini, De formis quatuor corporum simplicium, quae vocantur elementa (Venice 1605) 1, 2,
3,5.
13 Th. Korydalleus, I'evécens xai Bopds népt katr’ ApiorotéAnv (Venice 1780) 27-8.
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It is worth noting that, in the above passage, Theophilos introduces the notion of the
‘authentic interpretation” which is not mentioned in the text of Cremonini; this might be a
hint to Cesare, although similar expressions are used elsewhere in the commentary with
regard to Alexander.'* Unlike other members of the Paduan School, Cremonini strongly
emphasized that the Aristotelian text is the foundation of valid knowledge;'” could the
authority of the master — besides Alexander of Aphrodisias — necessitate the use of a
term stressing the value of the authentic interpretation in the text of the student?

In a passage of his commentary on De caelo, Theophilos treats the subject of ‘vogilv’
(see the table below). The editor, Nikos Psimmenos, claims that ‘Korydalleus appears in
these chapters as a philosopher who knows how to systematically revisit issues regarding
voelv raised by his patron Aristotle, and interpreted by ancient or more recent readers of
the latter, rather than as a commentator or as a historian of philosophy’.'® As can be
shown in the pertinent quotations, however, Korydalleus’ text is an augmented version
of the respective passage in Cremonini’s Desputatio de coelo:

Cremonini

Duo sunt modi intelligendi passim
recepti; unus est per receptionem
intelligibilis alius per essentiam.

Korydalleus'”

Eig 800 tpdmovg 10 VOEV YEVIKGOTEPOV
SL0VELLETOL TOTG YVNOLWTEPOLS TMV
@10c0e00VTIOV. TO nv yop 81 eidoug
vontod néeuke yivesOat, 10 8¢ kot
ovoiav.

Thinking is distributed by those
philosophizing more authentically in
two modes: one by way of thought,
and the other by way of essence.

The first of these modes is assumed
in various ways by the scholars.

Modus, qui est per receptionem
intelligibilis, est multipliciter
distinctus;

Tovtwv 6 pev 0°° 1pdmog Slopdpwg
AouBdveton TopO TO1G GYOANGTIKOLG.

Topa pev yop toig IMAotwvikoig voely
8¢ €ldoug €01l 1) S0 TV 8@V £vvora,
G¢ €kelvol kohovow €idn Euguto, eit’
0DV QUGTKGL.

Topa 8¢ 101G VOV GXO0AOOTIKOLG SLITTOV
TP To0TOL YEVOG 180V elodiyeTa, dU
@V TG VONOELG GmoTeAe0Vo0al oot

To pev yép @act cuunponyuévo, Kol
olov &vdednuiovpynuévo. 101G voepoic,
ol 1015 dyyeAkdg Evvoiag
dmotelelobobon tibevTot.

Ta 8¢ éunvevotd paot yiveoboun toig
VONTIKOIG &V KOp® Thg VONceeng, St Gv
ofovton yivecOou toig TPOENTIKOG
£vvolog £TL TV TPOPNTEVOVTIOV.

14 Op. cit., 4, 392.

According to the followers of Plato,
thinking by way of form is thought
by way of ideas, which they call
innate — actually natural — forms.

Contemporary scholars introduce
beside the latter a two-fold genus of
forms of thoughts, through which,
they claim, thoughts are brought to
perfection:

In the first case, they say that the
forms advance, i.e. are created
together, with the intellective beings,
by which, they reckon, the angelic
notions are brought to perfection.

In the second case, they say that
forms are infused in intellectual
beings at the moment that a
thought is formed; through the
latter, they deem, prophetic
thoughts come about as regards
those prophesizing.

hunc enim dicunt intelligere per
speciem, quod reperitur multis
modis variatum; aut per speciem
conatam, veluti est intelligere apud
Platonem per Ideas animae
connaturales;

aut per speciem concreatam, qualis
est Theologis intellectio
Angelorum;

aut per speciem infusam, qualis est
intellectio Prophetarum.

15 Ch. B. Schmitt, Aristotle and the Renaissance (Cambridge, MA 1983) 11.
16 N. K. Psimmenos, ‘Oeo¢irov Kopudoréwg Yrouviuoto cuvortikd, kot {ntpoto €ig my nept Ovpovod

npaypateioy (dmdonaoua)’, Ta véa 100 K.E.NE.®. 8 (2001) 42.

17 The English text is the translation of Korydalleus’ text.
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“Etepog 8¢ mopo Tovg €ipnUEVOLG
TPOTOVG TOV VOELY £07TL, 31" Vodoyfg
€180vg £€wOEV £yyvoU€vou Tf| vonTiky
Suvépet o 10D vonTod, olov
TOGYOVONG THG SUVOUE®DG EV TR
€vdéyeoon koi voelv. Tolg 8¢
TMEPUTOTITIKOLG LOVOG EGTL YVMPLOG O
€oyotog £kTeBELG 100 VOELY TpOTOG, OG
Kol V1o 100 PhocdPov TopodidoTorn
Kol €v dArotg, kol €v 1@ v* 100 Iept
Woxie, ke® £ mepl 1o duvduet vodc,
popie B®, ot 8¢ Aowoi GAAGTpLOL
TVYYGVOLGL rﬁg 100 P1L0GOPOV
diookaiog.!
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Another mode of thinking, beside
the ones already mentioned, is
possible by means of the reception
of a form occurring by what is
thinkable in the intellectual
capacity from without; i.e. when
the intellectual capacity is affected
in so far as possible, as well as while
we think. The mode of thinking
presented last is the only familiar
one for the Peripatetics; which
mode is also taught by the
Philosopher in the treatise On the
soul (book 3; chapter 5; section 2),

Qui tres modi sunt ab Aristotele
alieni. Ideas quidem Platonis saepe
reprobavit; alias species minime
cognovit. Alter modus est per
receptionem intelligibilis patiendo
ab ipso intelligibili, quia intelligere
est pati ab intelligibili 3. de Anima
textu 2. qui solus est
Peripateticus.’

but also in other works. The rest of
the modes happen to be foreign to
the teaching of the Philosopher.

What is more important for our examination is that Theophilos clearly alludes to
Cremonini when he writes ‘10ig yvnoiotépolg v @rrocopotvimv’ (see underlined text
in the table above); this reference is missing from the Latin text.

Another example hinting towards a direct connection between Cesare Cremonini and
the notion of ‘authentic interpretation’ derives again from Theophilos’ commentary on De
generatione et corruptione, that is to say, the relation between philosophy and theology or
the doctrine of the double truth (see the Greek text below). The person Korydalleus has in
mind when referring to authentic disclosure becomes evident if we examine two texts by
Cesare Cremonini: (a) his Responsio ad objectiones apologetica, which followed the
accusations made against him by the Holy Inquisition shortly after the publication of
the aforementioned commentary on De coelo in 1613 (see the first Latin passage
below); and (b) the second edition of this commentary in 1616, containing a revision of
the fourth part in the first edition (‘Apologia dictorum Aristotelis, de quinta Coeli
substantia’; see the second Latin passage below). In the first of these texts we find — just
as in the case of Theophilos — references to the interpretation of the Aristotelian corpus
according to principles set out by Aristotle himself, the difference between Truth and
Aristotelian philosophy, and the condemnation of those Aristotelian doctrines that are
not consistent with the Truth. In the second text, we find a reference similar to the one
connecting the authentic interpretation of the Aristotelian philosophy at the end of
Theophilos’ text with the divine light.

Korydalleus®°

€l 8¢ mov ™V AptoTtotelkny A&y
€xTB€VTEG ) lEpQ B0y
avteebeyEdueda, un Tig NUAg TwdvTL
TOTOL PPOVETY VoZETm, €1 YOp Kol

Cremonini

a. Exponimus quid dicturus sit
Aristoteles; unde solvitur
argumentum ex Philosophi

But if we have contradicted sacred
theology while explaining the
Aristotelian text, let no one think
that we indeed believe these things;

18 Psimmenos, “Yropuviuoto cuvortikd’, 43.

19 C. Cremonini, Disputatio de coelo in tres partes divisa, De natura coeli. De motu coeli. De motoribus
coeli abstractis. Adiecta est Apologogia dictorum Aristotelis De via lactea. De facie in orbe lunae (Venice
1613) 336.

20 The English text is the translation of the Greek text.
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8€n 00 Hovov 10 0V ApLGTOTENOVG,
GG kot v Gmovto Koopov
anopdoon oLV Oe® TpoHvumg EcynKa,

GG TV T0D Aprototéroug 86&ov
AoV To 0D YVNoimg dventuEduny, ovy
Tvo To0tn GkoAovBduEY, GAL Tvol
SLopVY®UEV TPOG TOL TG si)oePsiocg
advto 08nynoet Bgiov oS, 2

for even if there was a need to deny
not only Aristotle’s doctrines, but
also the whole world, I would have
done it — with God’s blessing —
willingly.

Nevertheless, I expounded
Aristotle’s opinion authentically
everywhere; not in order for us to
follow it, but to escape towards the
innermost sanctuary of reverence
through the guidance of the divine
light.

sententia, non ex re ipsa et Veritate.
: : 01
Damnetur Aristotelis doctrina

b. Dum ego Aristotelem sic extollo,
nemo sit qui me existimet aliter
illius doctrinam amplificare quam
eam cum veterum sapientia
comparando, nequaquam vero
illam referendo cum Patribus
christiane Veritatis, qui scripserunt

lumine naturali, adjecto lumine
Fidei.”?

The term ‘vedtepot’

The term ‘vedrtepot’ is employed in a negative way by Korydalleus in most instances:
their frenzy for novelties shows their lack of fondness for the ‘authentic
interpretation’; they obfuscate the Aristotelian doctrines or even have a superficial
understanding of them.?* Contemporary scholars seem, however, to have conflicting
views on the subject:

1. Otto Jochem believes that ‘vedrepot’ is a typical term signifying Christian scholars
opposing the ancient Greek commentators, from the beginning of Scholasticism
until the time of Korydalleus; terms such as ‘oi viv @ilocogoivtes’ serve the same
purpose.”’

2. Kleovoulos Tsourkas suggests that ‘ol vOv @1Aocoeoivteg’ and ‘ol viv ¢1hoc0ogovvTeS
év Ttoig’ are supporters of neo-Aristotelian ideas contemporary with Theophilos,
who also calls them ‘vedrepor’; they have no relation whatsoever to Scholasticism
or theology.*®

3. Nikos Psimmenos assumes that Korydalleus employs the term ‘vedtepo’ when
alluding to Aristotelian commentators who flourished a few centuries before the
time of Theophilos, for instance Averroes.*”

4. Finally, Charalampos Chronis deems that the term is employed either as an allusion to
all Aristotelian interpreters after the end of Late Antiquity, or as a negative
characterization for all those who introduce new interpretations of Aristotle; the

latter tradition starts perhaps with Averroes (1126-98). Chronis also points out

21 L. Mabilleau, Etude historique sur la philosophie de la Renaissance en Italie (Cesare Cremonini) (Paris
1881) 366.

22 Korydalleus, I'evéoewg xai ¢bopdg népt, 414.

23 Mabilleau, Etude historique, 47.

24  Korydalleus, I'evéoewg xai ¢opdg mépt, 153, 324, 362-3.

25 O. Jochem, Scholastisches, Christliches und Medizinisches aus dem Kommentar des Theophilos
Korydalleus zu Aristoteles’ Schrift von der Seele (Giessen 1935) 37.

26 Tsourkas, Les débuts de I'enseignement, 111.

27 Psimmenos, “YTopuvnuoto. cuvortikd’, 42.
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that expressions such as ‘ol vedrtepotr t@v Troddv’ and ‘ol viv @ihoco@oDVTEG €V

Ttokig” imply Cremonini and the Neo-Aristotelians, with whom the ‘vewtepor
should not be identified.?®

Could the treatises of Cremonini be of any help in deciphering the use of these
somewhat vague terms by Korydalleus? The philosophical works of both scholars remain
mostly unedited, but a preliminary examination shows that, in most cases, Theophilos’
critique against the ‘ve@tepot’ takes into consideration a passage from Cremonini’s work.

To the best of our knowledge, ‘ot vemtepor tév Ttoddv’ and the similar expression ‘ot
vOv @rhocopoivieg v Ttohie are to be found exclusively in Theophilos’ commentary on
the Physics, that is to say, in his analysis explaining the different opinions regarding the
subject of this Aristotelian treatise.”” The classification of the different opinions and their
labels seems to have its starting point in Cremonini’s Explanatio prooemii librorum
Aristotelis De physico auditu. More specifically, there are ‘sententiae’ of the ‘latini
prisci’, in other words, the Scholastics, which are accepted by ‘recenteriores multi’;*®
the latter group of opinions corresponds to the ‘66&ot’ of the ‘vedrepor 1@V TroAdV’
and the ‘viv @locopoivieg €v ‘Ttorig’ in the text of Theophilos; in this respect,
Chronis’ theory is correct (at least in part, because the term ‘vedtepotr’ has — as we are
going to show below — a wider meaning than the one he suggests.)

The more generic term ‘ol viv @ilocogotvies’ occurs at least twice in Theophilos’
commentary on De anima and three times in the commentary on the Physics.
Concerning the former passages, we should trust Jochem when he says that
Korydalleus refers there to Scholasticism.®! In the second commentary on the Physics,
however, Theophilos, in all probability, alludes to his tutor once again:

Tdv 3¢ VOV @IAOGOPOVVTOV, 01 LAALGTO TPOVYOVTES,
£lg &ntdl KoToTépvousty £1n 10 ot Yévog. Gv o . pev
€071 10 0if€pLov cdua. B'. To OTAG CMOUOTO. TV VIO
ceEAVIV. 7. T TEAT) GUVBETOL &K TOV GIAGV, OloV
XLV, xoholo, kot T ToovTa. 8. T EvIEAT cUVOETOL,
olov pétodda, koi ARG T OpLKTY, Kod Sco BN
GUVTIBEVTOL LEV €K TV AV, dyvyo 8 elol. Topo
To0To 8€ T ELyruy oL SLoupo VoL TPLYAG, 15 TE T QUTA,
Kol aioOntka (oo, Kol Topo TovTe T AoYKd, 0K
Ayevig 0vde ot 1) Sloipesic, TANV TPAVATEPOV
dnAwdnoeTon Hulv écpeéﬁg.S 2

The most prominent of those philosophizing at the present
time divide the same genus [= the natural body] into seven
species, of which the first is the aetherial body; to the second
species belong the simple bodies of the sublunar world; to
the third belong imperfect bodies composed of simple
elements; e.g. snow, hail and things of that sort; to the fourth
species belong perfect composite bodies; e.g. minerals and
mined things in general, and whichever others are composed
of simple bodies; the latter are inanimate. Beside these
species, they divide the animate bodies in a threefold manner
into plants and sentient living beings, and rational beings
beside them. This division is not at all unprecedented, but it
will be manifested more thoroughly by us.

28 Ch. Chronis, Ta MeTd 10 UGIKEL Kt 1] LETAQUOLKT) TOV APLoTOTEAN 070 £pY0 ToV O09ilov KopvSalléws:
H cvufodh tov Osopilov Kopvdarréwg oty epunveia tov Aptototédn (Thessaloniki 2001) 319 [digitized
copy of the EOvikd Apyeio Awdoxtopikdv AwtpiBav (Greece): <https:/www.didaktorika.gr/eadd/handle/
10442/22786>].

29 Th. Korydalleus, Eicodog @voixtis dxpodoews xar’ Apiorotéinv (Venice 1779) 47-8.

30 C. Cremonini, Explanatio prooemii librorum Aristotelis De physico auditu. Cum introductione ad
naturalem Arist. philosophiam, continente Tractatum de Paedia (Padua 1596) {. 44r.

31 Jochem, Scholastisches, 12.5,19.23.

32 Korydalleus, Eicodog, 44.
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The brief reference to the different kinds of natural bodies is in fact a summary of the
contents of the chapter ‘Partitio philosophiae naturalis et ordo partium’ in Cremonini’s
Explanatio;>® in this respect, Tsourkas seems to be not far from truth.

Korydalleus, however, was not always willing to accept the views of his master; a
pertinent example is found once again in the commentary on the Physics. According to
Theophilos there are three groups of ‘vedtepor’, which assume the subject of natural
science to be either a mobile being, or a mobile essence, or a body that comes into
being and passes away.’* These opinions are also mentioned in the Explanatio;®
of particular interest is the second one, which is represented by Albert Magnus
(ca 1200-80) and - according to Theophilos — is held in high esteem ‘mopd Toig
viv @rhocogodor’.>® Theophilos mentions a fourth case, the opinion of those ‘who
engaged in the study of nature more outspokenly’ (‘6col moppnclocTIKOTEPOV
fyovto Thg mepl @Uoeng Oswpiag’) and favoured the natural body as subject of
natural science; furthermore, he offers documentation deriving from Aristotle’s De
coelo.?” The latter opinion, along with the reference to the Aristotelian treatise,
belongs, of course, to Cesare Cremonini.*® Theophilos, however, deemed the subject
of natural science to be ‘what has a nature in so far as it has one’ (‘10 @Vowv €xov 7
@Vow €yel’) rather than the natural body; the reason is that the term ‘body’ can be
attributed, because of homonymy, to things bearing no relation with the study of
nature at all.*”

Nevertheless, the term ‘vewtepot’ concerns not only Aristotelians. In his commentary
on De generatione et corruptione, Korydalleus proclaims the following:

... TEPL poy VTG Suvopens Bopdotd tve Stomddrttovoty | ... concerning the qualities of the magnet, the moderns
ol VEdTEPOL, TIEPT MV &V 101G LETEMPOAOYLKOTG B0D 8186vtog | mould some marvellous things, about which more will
eipnoeton.*’ be explained — God willing — in the commentary on

Meteorologica.

Theophilos did not write — as far as we know — any commentary on that particular
Aristotelian work; but why would he treat the opinion of the ‘ve@tepot’ on the properties
of the magnet there? Again, we have to seek an answer in the work of Cremonini. In his
Expositio primi libri Meteorum Aristotelis*', Cremonini unleashes harsh criticism
against the astrologers, who think that celestial bodies may have an effect — apart from

33 Cremonini, Explanatio, ff. 26v-37r.

34 Korydalleus, Eicodog, 27, 32-3, 33.

35 Cremonini, Explanatio, ff. 22r, 27v.

36 Op. cit., f. 27v; Korydalleus, Eicodog, 37.

37 Op. cit., 38.

38 Cremonini, Explanatio, f. 22r.

39 Korydalleus, Eicodog, 38.

40 Korydalleus, I'evéoewg xai ¢bopdg répt, 239.

41 Edited in Kuhn, Venetischer Aristotelismus, 669-714.
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movement and light — on the sublunar world. The main points of his criticism can be

grouped into the following four passages:**

a. Tertium inventum Astrologorum, sunt Influentiae,
dicunt enim agere caelum per quasdam qualitates
occultas, quas vocant influentias.

b. Influentiae ... penetrant universam terrae molem, ita
ut etiam sint ad producenda omnia subterranea, ad quae
loca, nec lumen, nec motus proveniunt.

c. Habent ... varios effectus in natura, velut fluxus et
refluxus maris, dies criticos, quos vocant Medici, et alia
similia.

d. Isti putant adesse effectus, qui nos cogant ad istos
influxus concedendos, ut dicebamus de fluxu, et refluxu,
de diebus decretoriis, de virtute magnetis, et de aliis
talibus.

A third concept invented by the Astrologers are the
‘influentiae’, for they say that heaven acts by means of
some occult qualities, which they call ‘influentiae’.

The ‘influentiae’ ... penetrate the entire mass of the
earth, so that they are present even in the production of
every underground thing, in places where neither light
nor movement comes forth.

[The ‘influentiae’] have ... various effects on nature, such
as for instance the ebb and flow of the sea, the critical
days as doctors call them, and other similar things.

[The astrologers] think that the ‘influentiae’ are present
and force us to be consigned to their influence, as we
were saying about the ebb and flow, the critical days, the
power of the magnet and other similar things.

Such remarks are endorsed in a similar list, including various beliefs of astrologers, in

the second part of Theophilos’ commentary on De generatione et corruptione, bearing

the title “Tvvortikn mpoaypoteion meplt 100 OtL TPOTOG TOMTIKOG O Ciffp 100 BvnTod

COUOTOS:

... TOAdeg AoTpovoumy Thg Tept T YEVEOAOL partondTTog
APYMNYOLS YPNOGUEVOL SLOPOPOVG £V TOIG BOTPAIGL
nodtrog eivon Sticyvpilovior: koi 100tV TG
évepyelog kabikéobon Thg Yig, Kol T@V €v ) Y ... TO
HEV 0OV @G Ko THY kivnoy 0vK dmoypfvert Tpog to Thde
YUYVOUEVOL SELKVVOUOTL. ... Ol T€ YOp KPLTIKOL HUEPOL
10600TOV €V TG TV VOSHV TPOYVAOCEGL
XPNoWeVoOVoOL, Kol ol YvOUeEVOL £V 101G TEAGYEGL
noAlppoton ... Ev8oTépay Tva kKol dupaviy oitiov
OUVITTOVTOL. ... TOL UEV UIKTA ... TOPO TOG EVOPYELS EV
o0TO1lG TOOTNTOG KEKPUUEVOG (read Kexpuupévas)
Vi Kol dmoppfitoug idrotporniog oy (read
{oyovow), ka®’ 6 N uév ‘Hpdxielog AiBog Erket OV
oidnpov ...*"3

... after studying the founders of the vanity concerning
the day of one’s birth, the followers of Astrologers
affirm that there are various qualities in the stars, and
that the cosmic forces of the latter reach the earth, as
well as what is in the earth ... They show then that light
and movement do not suffice in reference to things
taking place there. ... for both the critical days, being so
useful to the prognoses of diseases and the tides
occurring in the seas, ... hint at a more inward and
unseen cause. ... And compound bodies ... have in
them — beside visible qualities — concealed and secret
peculiarities, according to which the Hercules-stone
attracts iron ...

From the last two passages of Theophilos above one may infer: (a) that the term

‘vemtepor’ concerns not only Aristotelians; and (b) that Korydalleus® ‘Brief treatise on
Aether’ was actually the work he meant by referring to the commentary on
Meteorologica. This means in turn that the latter part of the commentary on De
generatione et corruptione may have been written after 1613 or 1616, as it contains
allusions to the doctrine of ‘double truth’ also found in Cremonini’s Responsio and in
the second edition of his commentary on De coelo.

42 Op. cit., 671-2, 676.
43 Korydalleus, I'evéoews xai ¢bopds népt, 396-7.
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Conclusion

The research on Aristotelian philosophy of the first centuries after the Fall of
Constantinople in 1453 remains a desideratum. The various labels employed by
scholars in the last forty years in order to define the Aristotelianism of that
period (‘post-Byzantine Aristotelianism’,** ‘pre-Korydallic’ and ‘Korydallic period’,*’
‘Modern Greek Aristotelianism’,*® ‘Greek neo-Aristotelianism’*”) may imply different
research priorities or even confusion; above all, however, these conventions highlight
the imperative need for a systematic examination of the respective vast, understudied
or largely unknown manuscript material. Digital sources have, of course, enhanced
our capability to access considerably more information and text sources, but the ‘state
of the art’ still leaves much to be desired.

Such a deficiency is plainly obvious in the case of Theophilos Korydalleus, who
undoubtedly played a pivotal role in the study of the corpus aristotelicum in the
seventeenth century. The influence of Cesare Cremonini upon the Greek scholar is
stated by both older and contemporary research, but the general tendency in
contemporary research is to study the commentaries of the student while completely
or partially ignoring the works of the master. This, in turn, has resulted in
arbitrary conclusions and exaggerations, suggesting either the depreciation or the
overestimation of Theophilos’ philosophical acumen. The endorsement of the
‘authentic interpretation’, as well as the polemics against the various ‘vedtepot’ (and
similar expressions or terms) in the works of Theophilos certainly shows the effect that
Cesare’s instruction had on him. The commentaries of Korydalleus, nonetheless,
represent a vast labour and should not be considered as mere imitations of
Cremonini’s works; after all, as we have seen, Theophilos not only expands or
summarizes passages from the texts of Cremonini, he also does not hesitate to express
criticism against his master’s doctrines. In this respect, the interrelation between the
text corpora of both Cremonini and Korydalleus ought to be studied with greater
attention.

44 L. Benakis, ‘Amo v ictopio 100 MetoBulovtivod Apiototeliopnod 610V EAANVIKO x®po: AugicBimon kol
Vrepdionion 100 e1hocdeov 610V 18° aidva. Nikdraog Zeploving — AwpbdBeog AéoBioc’, Pirocopia 7 (1977)
416-54 [= Benakis, Metafvlavavn ptiocopia, 34-72].

45 Psimmenos, ‘H éAAnvikn gtiocogia, 53-169 and 173-3135 respectively.

46 Petsios, H Iepi gpvoewg ovntnon, 169-90.

47 Marazopoulos, @=é¢pilog Kopvdaléag, 23.
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