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George Pachymeres’s Commentary on Boethius’s
De Differentiis Topicis

Christos Terezis

George Pachymeres (1242-1310) was a prolific writer. He composed
a paraphrase of Pseudo-Dionysius, scientific treatises, and philosophical
works as well. The best known of these is a bulky paraphrase of the
whole Corpus Aristotelicum!, but there is also a little treatise entitled ‘H
dwipeois TGV TOTWY TAY SiaNeKkTIKDW, KOS Sieihev avTols TQW
TraNév 7ic kalodpevog Bojriog, o & koi perréxbnooaw TPOC THY
‘EANdda Sidhexror.2

The title does not do justice to Pachymeres’ personal contribution, for
this opusculum actually presents his own views on the Aristotelian topoi
(maximal propositions),3 and there are substantial deviations from
Boethius.4 The treatise contains six chapters in which a great effort is
made to prove that the Aristotle represents the peak of the history of
logic, and that a special philosophical education is required to understand
the problems he investigates. The purpose of the treatise is apologetic
rather than systematic. It bears witness to the strong position that classi-
cal Greek philosophy held in Byzantine thinking, and it further reveals a
tendency to present the Greek heritage as an alternative to Western
thought. Moreover, the text testifies to the thorougness of Pachymeres’s
philosophical education, and to his ability to exploit and develop

1. 1. Latin translation in Pachymeres 1560.

2. Edition in Nikitas 1990: 233-239. I shall refer to this work as ‘H dwaipeoic.

3. Cf. Boethius, De topicis differentiis 11, 3, 1185a (Nikitas 1990: 25): "Locus namgque
est, ut M.Tullio placet, argumenti sedes. Cuius definitionis quae sit vis paucis
absolvam. Argumenti enim sedes partim maxima propositio intellegi potest, partim
propositionis maximae diferentia. Nam cum sint aliae propositiones, quae, cum per
se notae sint, tum nihil ulterius habeant, quo demonstrentur, atque hae maximae et
principales vocentur ..." ["A topos. as Marcus Tullius would have it, is the founda-
tion of an argument. I will make clear in a few words what the force of this defini-
tion is. The foundation of an argument can be understood partly as a maximal
proposition, partly as the differentia of a maximal proposition. There are some
propositions which not only are known per se but also have nothing more funda-
mental by which they may be demonstrated, and these are called maximal and prin-
cipal”. The translation is a slightly modified version of Stump 1978: 46].

4. See Boethius® De ropicis differentiis, ed. Nikitas 1990.
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Aristotelian thought in a fertile way. From a systematical point of view,
the work belongs to the realist tradition, and it shows how much the
problem of universals occupied the Byzantines.!

Chapter 1 contains observations concerning the function and mutual
relations of the four types of predicates (genus, proprium, definition and
accident). Pachymeres notes in spite of the fourfold division of predi-
cates, the same fopoi apply to all of them. The fopoi are stable proposi-
tions and vary only in their mode of presence and use used depending on
the particular circumstances.? Clearly, Pachymeres’ concern is to com-
bine a common application definable in general terms with a function
that varies with each particular case. Actual syllogisms will share some
characteristics derivable from the general application, such as the way
they are expressed and their indemonstrable and indisputable proposi-
tional structure. On the other hand, they will differ in respect of origin
or domain of reference, and these parameters determine their specific
meaning. In the opinion of our Christian Aristotelian, these differences
demand that we be careful when assessing the meaning and expression of
topoi.

Thus, although the same fopos occurs with all four types of predica-
tive determination, the very fact that it is not applied to just one deprives
us of any legitimate possibility of using the same arguments in all situa-
tions. The particular type of situation facing us forms the objectively
indisputable criterion. That is to say, in every domain of being under
examination, we must take into account the exact interrelation between
the strictly concrete, interconnected factors, and this interrelation
provides the main guidelines for how to deal with our specific problem.
The permanent logical substratum becomes specialized both through its
application and through the syllogistic process by which it is articulated
and exhibits such details as its general characteristics permit it to exhibit.
A particularly strong specialization occurs when a fopos relates to con-

1. Cf. Benakis 1978-79.

2. 'H dwipeoig 1, Nikitas 1990: 233.6-8. Eidévar xp7 61 TeTrdpwy Ovrwy TV
xampyopovuévwy, yévovg, idiov, dpov xar ovufefnykdToc, Tpog ExcoTov oi aivrol
T6TOL QpubTTOVOL, TR TPOTW Pbvw THG Emxelpioews diadéportes. "One should
know that while there are four predicates — genus, proprium, definition and acci-
dent —, the same topoi are appropriate to all of them, differing only in the mode of
argumentation.”



158

tradictory states.! In that case there is no way to reduce the relations
linking subject and predicates in one state to those occurring in the other.
Positing one state completely excludes positing the other.

In chapter 2, Pachymeres — changing to some extent the analyses and
conceptual distinctions of the texts he uses — claims that if we examine
syllogisms in their general application, we observe three types of general
function of topoi. The first fopos is derived from the specific situation in
which the subject and predicate are found as interwoven terms.2 It
should be noted that Holobolos, in his translation of the relevant
Boethian text, uses the following circumlocution for zopoi of this type:
&’ abrév T@v Spwy NapBdvovran Tob TpoBNijuarog."3. Commenting
on the whole project of differentiation of topoi Holobolos says:

s1rs:. 'yap al us'ywrou 1rpo1'owal.g, ka0 péyioTou Kol avavro&emrm
Kol avrmrwrm, wou gioly, ai &ad)opou xwpiovar 'ravTozg kol T8¢
UEY )\a'yo;tsu Qwo opov, a)\)\ag onro arvuo)\o'ytag, eTépag &€ own—
KSL#SVQW, &K uaxoy.suwv Kol 87'spozg af ETépwr. ENNPON 68 de 17
ua'ywm rporaazg ao’ svog uapovg TOU TpoB)mua‘rog, nyovw TOU
vwoxsmsvov opov (...), kat awo mg OUO‘LO!Q OlvTOU s'vag TG aL
peyioTou TpoTdoels Napufdvovrar awd Tic ovoiag TOY Gpwy TGV &v
73 TpoBNjuar.t
In Pachymeres’s first case, then, the logical processing of any articula-
tion of substances is done without any reference to connections which
are external to these and without any reduction. The case concerns the
totality of the possible ways in which the subject may appear as a sub-
stance — the possible forms, so to speak, of its autonomous presence,
which are indicators of its internal predicates. In ontological terms:
reference is made to the stable qualities and inherent states of the sub-
ject, which reflect the multidimensionality of its natural structure. In this

‘H dwxipeoig 1, Nikitas 1990: 233.8-10.

2. "H Swxipeors 2, Nikitas 1990: 233.11-13: Tpic 82 76 £idn yemkdg 70D Yevikwrdrov
ToTOV. 7 VAP QWO TAY TpaypudTwy AapBdveTon, Néyw 88 Tod UToKeywévoy kol Tob
KOTIYOPOUREVOY, kol Kaheiow évréabiog ... "In general, there are three species of
general fopos: for either it is taken from the things, I mean the subject and the
predicate, and then it may be called internal”.

3. Manuel Holobolos’s translation of De topicis differentiis 11.4-7, in Nikitas 1990:
115.16-121.7.

4. Manuel Holobolos’s commentary on De topicis differentiis 11.4.2, in Nikitas 1990:
172.17-25.
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case, there is no possibility of the appearance or function of accidents,
and each predicate is seen in the light of the subject’s original character.
Therefore, in a way, we are confronted with a situation of self-reference
as regards the real and static categorical relations. The subject is isolated
and is not examined with respect to what it might have been or may yet
become. 1

The second zopos is derived from the objects, i.e., from whatever stands
outside the main domain of presence of our reference terms. This sort of
topos is called "external”.2 Holobolos comments:

S TobTo kahovTon EEwhev oi ToloUTOL TOTOL, 0TL OUK ELOLY €K THG

ovoiag TV Gpwv, GAN’ ol uév siow &€ AN\wv TpOTWY, OVUTOC OF &K

THC Kpioews, fryovr THe TGV 00V ATOPAVIELS.

Topoi of this kind are called external because they are not derived

from the substance of the terms but some from other modes, and this

one from judgement, i.e., from a statement due to wise men.

We are dealing with zopoi which define and describe relations founded in
correspondence between states or entities belonging to different
categorial groups or peculiar functional levels. In this case, the syl-
logisms expand and become more global. This happens because it is
essential for them to take into account wide domains of ontological and
gnoseological connexions, in the context of which interwoven predica-
tive determinations contribute a supplementary structuring of their com-
munication in the light of reciprocity.

The question has already been shifted from the domain of substance to
that of function. The dynamic aspect of states has replaced the static one.
External topoi also comprise the evaluations of wise thinkers, which owe
their trustworthiness to the proven authority of their source. In this case,
we are not dealing with subjective and arbitrary opinions, but with
propositions that derive from an objective evaluation of reality and
which can function as permanent scientific criteria.4

. ‘H &wxipeoic 2, Nikitas 1990: 234.10-235.9.

. ‘H dwxipeoec 2, Nikitas 1990: 233.13-14.

. M. Holobolos on De topicis differentiis 11.4.2, Nikitas 1990: 173.14.

According to Pachymeres, the "external" topoi are derived, for example, éx T@v
&vriksipévwy "from opposites”, or dk 76v dpoiwy "from similars”. ['H dwaipeois 2,
Nikitas 1990: 235.11.]

:thn—l
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The third fopos is called "middle",! and Holobolos comments as fol-
lows:

péaoL 8¢ ToTOL Eloiv oiTveg ok &m abrijg TG oboiag AapBdvorTan
TOV 0pwy TOU T& KATNYOPOVUEVOY Kl UToKeLuévoy obTe TaAw EEwley
kai &€ GNNodamrii, WG Gv simor Tig, GANG péoot. (...) obTe yap ék
TG ovoiog ¢ Sikawoaivng ENaBe ToV ToémOV 0UT b EEwbev, GAN
Exeibey pv, fryovr ék i dikawoolvng, TAGY EvANQYREVWS Kai TWC
duadepovrwg.

Middle "fopoi are those that are derived neither from the substance of
the terms of the predicate and the subject nor from external and "for-
eign" factors but <the case is somehow> in between. (...) Thus
<in an example quoted> he derived the fopos neither from the sub-
stance of justice nor from something external, but from justice in
changed and differentiated manner. "2

In this case each syllogism is based on the various mutations of the sub-
stance of the subject and, by extension, of any predicate belonging to it.
That is, in reality, it describes the possible ontological articulations a
substance may acquire or present with regard to its own presence or to
that of real or potential relations. Obviously the states or connections are
examined and conceptualized in their dynamic dimension, and thus there
is a shift from the substance to the function or from the strict delimita-
tion, which is not subject to development, to the expansion of the dif-
ferentiations, and obviously of the semantic mutations. We are here deal-
ing with forms of thought that reflect the multiple and ever changing
being.3

It should be noticed that in this chapter Pachymeres neither explains
nor comments on the zopoi. He simply lists them in a table, with analytic
subdivisions. In a way, the table is parenthetical in the presentation of
the theme of his treatise. However, it is noteworthy that it introduces
certain changes with respect to Themistius® list as presented by Boethius.
In my opinion, these changes are far from superficial. It would be an
interesting, but difficult, task to interpret these deviations with a view to

1. "H dwxipeoig 2, Nikitas 1990: 234.14.

2. M. Holobolos on De topicis differentiis 11.4.2, Nikitas 1990: 173.5-14.

3. According to Pachymeres, the "middle fopoi" are divided into three categories: (1)
&m0 1@y ovortoixwy " from coordinates™; (2) &wo 7&r wr@oswy " from cases™; (3)
&wd Taw Siaupéoewy "from divisions”. ['H duxipeoic 2, Nikitas 1990: 233.18.]
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a possible change of direction of the logical inquiry and to ask how far
the new direction was in agreement with Aristotle.l

In chapter 3 Pachymeres, returns to the idea presented in chapter 1
and points out that it does not suffice for each of the four predicates to
exist in the subject, each must also make its presence apparent in its own
specific way. This means that in spite of the ontological priority that the
substance seems to hold over its predicates, these are neither eliminated
nor absorbed by its natural structure, since they are its ways or pos-
sibilities of articulation. Thus, the existence of a genus is not fully
determined by the subject in which it is found, but it exists and functions
according to the terms that belong to it in its proper state as a genus.2
The same applies to the remaining predicates and in this way a dialectic,
as it were, develops between metaphysical and immanent realism. There-
fore, as far as the structure of each predicate is concerned we are con-
fronted with a peculiar type of link between a general state and some
specific case. This, obviously, does not show that there are two ontologi-
cal factors, but it means that in this case, too, the one and only factor
(structure) appears in two shapes: qua immanent or qua applied, the for-
mer being original, the latter derived.

Under these conditions, the following two situations must be excluded
from one specific state of being: a) The appearance in a global way of a
general category as an ontological domain which, acting as a substrate,
absorbs or replaces the subject. b) The presence and the function of the
subject as an absolute existing form. Either of these two extreme situa-
tions would eliminate the ontological peculiarity of predicates and their
applicability. Consequently, there would be no reason for syllogistic
propositions to exist. There would be a hard and fast ontological
similarity or permanence resulting in identity-thoughts which there
would be no reason to articulate. Therefore, in the context of a quasi-
dialectic of equilibrium, each predicate appears according to the condi-

1. See Pachymeres’ table in “H Siaipeoig 2, Nikitas 1990: 233.15-236.4.

2. "H dwipgorg 3, Nikitas 1990: 236.5-7: “Exagroc 16w 'reaaapwv KOITYOPOUHENDY
xai wdpxew dbeilet 7§ imoxeyivg kol Toudede ImGpxELy. oiov 5 Yévoc ob pbvor
bwapxew xp) T® Umokepbmy GANG xai &G yévoc. "Each of the four predicates
ought both to exist in the subject and to exist in this way. For example, a genus
should not only exist in the subject but also <exist> as genus.”
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tions of existence and function of the concrete thing, and yet this distrib-
uted presence does not entail loss of ontological identity or of meaning.

So, what we have here is a moderate position which attempts to
mediate between extreme views about ontological and axiological
priorities. The predicates with which the substance is connected are nei-
ther independent of it nor self-defined. They are not purely supra-
individual forms capable of fully determining and structuring each indi-
vidual substance.

On such a moderate view, the Aristotelian secondary substance is
neither eliminated nor is it the starting point for the creation of some
particular sort of being. The focus is on the interconnection, while no
attention is paid to the question whether there is some kind of material
substratum. In my opinion, the lack of reference to matter is just due to
the fact that only logical questions are under discussion. Pachymeres, as
a Christian, could not envisage a situation contrary to his theological
convictions, according to which matter is a product and not a substratum
of of processes and interrelations.! Besides, even Aristotle did not raise
the question in this context.

Since Pachymeres’ framework derived from a combination of two
opposed points of view, he found it reasonable to operate with two
categories of topoi. Those belonging to the first category have to do with
showing simple existence or non-existence and not with the elaboration
of some very specific presence of predicates. In their general application
as propositions of logic these fopoi will belong jointly to all predicates
without modifications according to the particular case. By extension, the
formal aspect of the syllogism will remain the same both as regards start-
ing point and objectives and as regards the procedure.

Topoi of the second category are subject to a fourfold division and
shows each predicate’s particular way of existing separately from the
others in every being, and its peculiar structure as well.2

1. Pachymeres 1857 (PG 3): IV.15.781a; 1X.9.934c¢.

2. 'H dwxipeoic 3, Nikitas 1990: 236.8-12: ...&et Tobg Témovg £ig do dippijobor kai
100G pév Imcpxew GRADG #i up Sewkvivar, (...) 7odg & SuppHiobar adbic eic
Téooapag kai TRV pepdv Exaorov TOv TPéTOV dewkvivar THG ITapEews TRY
xkamyyopovuévwy éxcorov. "...The topoi ought to have been divided in two and con-
cerning the first it should be shown that they exist, simply, or do not <exist>,
(...) while the others should have been have divided in four and the way of existing
of each of the predicates should be shown".
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I take Pachymeres’ words to mean that although a fopos refers to mul-
tiple and varied cases of being, it describes a common presence of one
and the same predicate, self-identical in spite of its generality. Yet, it
will interpret each connection between subject and predicates according
to the conditions set by the specific case in which it is to function. It is
obvious that in this syllogistic procedure logic leaves the responsibility
for any evaluations to ontology, at least on the level of the starting point.

Pachymeres ends this chapter by noting that one should probably
operate with further ramified divisions of fopoi just as of predicates, but
that one should not exaggerate in this respect.!

In chapter 4 Pachymeres observes that some people might get the
impression that Aristoteles had committed two logical errors on account
of the double function and application he assigns to topoi. They would
detect the first error in the case of 7opoi relating to accidents. On the one
hand, the Stagirite alleges that these fopoi are assigned in a particular
way, when he says:

If we assign a particular method to each kind of problem we have dis-
tinguished, we think we can more easily place the starting point of the
syllogistic programme based on the particular characteristics of each.2
On the other hand, he elsewhere claims that the same topoi have a com-
mon presence in all predicates, saying in a corrective tone:
Let us not overlook the fact that everything that is said about genus,
proprium and accident can also be said about definitions".3
Further, Aristotle expresses a similar view in the book on definition,
saying: "To examine in which way the genus exists in the species we
must use the zopoi relating to accidents."4 At first glance, Aristotle

1. "H dwxipeoig 2 , Nikitas 1990: 236.12-13.

2. Aristotle, Topica 1.6.102b38-103al: idlag 62 kab® Exaoror T@v diopLobévTwry yeviw
érmodobsionc usbédov pdov éx Téw wepi Excorov oixsiwy §) diékodog Tob Tpoxeusvoy
yivorr’ &v. (Pachymeres reads npdg for xa6’, and yévour” for yivorr’).

3. Aristotle, Topica 1.6.102b27-29: M7y Aavbavérw 8& quas 61 T& Tpog 70 Wiov Kol
70 YEvog ko TO ovpuPefnrdc wavTa kol PG TOUG dpLopols Gipudoel Néyeolau.

4. “H Swipeaig 4, Nikitas 1990: 237.2-4: wé7spov udv obv imcpxsw 7o Yévoc 7@ sidet
&k TOV TPog TO ovuPePykdc To6TwWy émiokewTéor. There is no exact match in the
alleged source, Aristotle, Topica 6.
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would seem to have been the victim of confusion as regards the use and
application of fopoi.

The second error that Aristotle might appear to have committed con-
sists in neglecting methodical division in his treatment of the numerous
topoi. Apparently, he simply presents them without any reasoned order.
If things were really that bad, we would never be able to optain scientific
knowledge, for a rigid formalism would reign and we would miss the
necessary explanations concerning each case.l

The way in which Pachymeres presents these potential objections
makes it clear that he does not adopt them as his own. It might be sug-
gested that his real purpose is to bring out Aristotele’s superiority over
Western medieval philosophers. This view receives some support from
the next two chapters. But be that as it may, he obviously considers the
objections to be based on superficial evaluations and interpretations, not
on a profound understanding, whether of the ontological relations or of
the syllogisms or of the corresponding notional schemata.2

In chapter 5 Pachymeres addresses the first charge against Aristotle.
He points out that the fopoi relating to accidents deal only with the predi-
cate’s existence or non-existence in the subject without proceeding to
further analyses of structural characteristics or qualitative cor-
respondences. By contrast, the fopoi relevant to the remaining predicates
are not concerned with their mere existence but aim at demonstrating
whether they exist in a specific way or not. That is to say, they exclude
from examination any question concerning general and indefinite
presence. This, obviously, on condition that the concepts of genus,
proprium and definition are taken in their proper sense as determining a
strictly concrete presence and not abstract and ambiguous states.3 But,
Pachymeres proceeds, some might still object that the "accidental” topoi

1. The expressions d6feer av "it would seem"”, Soksi "it seems”, and @c Soxobowy "as
they seem to believe”, are indicative of this attitude on Pachymeres’ part.

2. ‘H dwipeoic 4, Nikitas 1990: 237.4-8.

3. 'H Swxipeowg 5, Nikitas 1990: 237.9-14: oi udv 7zpoc 70 ovuPBefnxds TémOL TO
bwapyew udvov § ui) 79 brokeubvy TOV KaTyyopoluevoy wparypaTebovrat, oi 6
TPOG T& LT 671 pdv vxdpx st obdapdc Suahéyorran. ™...that the topoi relating to
accidents deal only with the existence or not of the predicate in the subject, while
those relating to the other <types of predicates> are not at all occupied with their
existence.”
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are deficient, namely those that are not concerned with the accident’s
simple, existing presence, but with its way of existing and functioning,
— its dynamic aspect, in short. Pachymeres rejects this objection too.
For one thing, he finds a logical error in the revelant syllogism. For
another, he thinks an intervention is needed to provide more substantial
underpinning of our expressions. So, he claims that once it has been
proved that the accident exists in the subject there is a logical error
involved in doubting that it exists in its proper state as an accident. He
considers the (destructive) topoi of the other predicates useful for the
elucidation of this problem. They may help prove that the accident exists
in the subject thanks to factors relevant to its presence, and neither as
genus nor as proprium or definition; and thus it will be shown that it
exists in its proper state as an accident.! At this point Pachymeres quotes
Aristotle, according to whom an accident is that which is neither a
definition, nor a genus nor a proprium, but (that which) exists in its sub-
ject.2 That is, it is a predicate relating to the subject, but uncapable of
being ranked in the highest category of substance. Thus, it cannot pos-
sibly form a clearly determining parameter of the subject, but it is des-
criptive of an expression or a new state of it, or of an addition it has
received. A characteristic of such parameters is that they might not have
existed. They arise in the course of the subject’s evolution.

Next, Pachymeres addresses the apparent randomness and lack of
rational order in Aristotle’s presentation of the fopoi. He rejects the criti-
que and observes that the Stagirite was led to the discovery of the topoi
by means of a methodical procedure.3 This, he says, is apparent from
the Philosopher’s words in the section on premisses in Topics I:
"Whether this is truly so or not will be dealt with in the section on oppo-
sites."4. The quotation shows that Aristotle knew what he was to write

1. ‘H dwipeowgc 5, Nikitas 1990: 237.19-22: "...&v &wodeix0f Umdapxov pév 7%
mokeluévy Sk TAY TPdS TO ovufeBnrids, ob pevTol G yévog oVl wg tdlov oliTe uNy
¢ Gpog, Grrodederyuévor &v ety 81t v ovuBefyxds dwdapxet. "...if it is proved to
exist in the subject through the <ropoi> relating to accidents, though not as genus
nor as individual not even as definition, it would be proved existing as accident”.

2. Aristotle, Topica 1.8.103b17-19: 76 vyé&p ovuBsfnréc ENéyero & wite Gpog pire
Wy wiTe yévog éoriv, bTGpxet 8% 7O TpdyuaTt.

3. “H dwipeoic 5, Nikitas 1990: 237.24-238.1.

4. Aristotle, Topica 1.10.104a31-33: wé7epov 82 kal xar’ aGAifeiar ovrwg Exst §j ob,
&v Tolg Tepl Evartiwy pybiosTou.
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before he actually did so. Pachymeres drives home his point by means of
a further quotation, this time from book VII: "We have now produced a
fairly complete list of the fopoi by means of which we may succesfully
argue about each type of problem."! If Aristotle had not had some
definite topoi in mind, how could he have known if the list was fairly
complete? So, without doubt, he employed dihaeretic reasoning. This
means that he articulated the contents of the zopoi by determinining their
meanings and applications, and thus he created a secure foundation for
his precise logical observations.2

Pachymeres admits that Aristotle does not reveal his method to his
readers, but he reminds us that such silence is a standard feature of
Aristotelian writings. He further observes that among all means
employed by the Stagirite to produce obscurity the most efficient is his
not revealing the rationale of division and order that he himself knew
and was guided by when writing. To exemplify, Pachymeres mentions
that in the Categories Aristotle lists the ten most general determinations
without offering any reason for either division or order, and he even
casts a veil over the division of each category into its species. Similarly,
in Peri hermeneias, an apparent confusion reigns among the theorems,
so that one must ask for a division to see whether the work is perfect,
neither lacking any theorem nor having any superfluous ones. In short,
Pachymeres concludes, this is how Aristotle behaves everywhere, so it
ought to come as no surprise that he keeps true to character also in the
Topics.3

Finally, in chapter 6, Pachymeres states that in spite of Aristotle’s
reticence about his method many men of outstanding education and wis-
dom have understood it, Boethius among them. Nonetheless, he points to
a considerable difference between the Stagirite and the Latin thinker.
While Aristotle applies a separate method to the tratment of each of the
four predicates, Boethius treats all four together. The superiority of the
Greek philosopher consists in the specific and separate treatment that he

1. Aristotle, Topica 155a37-39: Oi u&v odv TéwoL 8" &w glmopooucy TPOS EKQOTO TGV
TPOBANUATWLY EMLXELPELY OXEOOY ikavdg EEnpibunyro.

2. ‘H bwipeorg 5, Nikitas 1990: 238.-8: §m udv obv Aoyw Xp@Opevos SLoupeTikd
ToUTOUG EYpage dfjhov v cin. "it ought to be clear that he made use of dihaeretic
reasoning when writing them".

3. 35. 'H dwxipeorc 5, Nikitas 1990: 238.11-23.
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accords each fopos within the framework of the four predicates. By this
means he clarifies his syllogisms and examples in elaborate detail.l

Thus, the important feature of Aristotle’s logical analyses is that he
articulates his syllogisms specifically. He conceptualizes them in depth,
and thus reaches a clear formulation of the multiplicity of ontological
situations and interrelations. With this functionalism his Logic acquires a
broad content and reflects the multidimensional character of the objec-
tively existant in a way that is both realistic and demonstrative. In other
words, by virtue of its multiple and dynamic existence ontology turns
out to be the permanent criterion for the verification or falsification of
logical statements. Thus, human thought is limited to the decodification
and theoretical anatomy of being.

In view of the above, three conclusions impose themselves. First,
Pachymeres excludes every possible doubt about the validity and
reliability of Aristotelian views. He presents the Stagirite as an authority
in the field of logic and his thoughts as an indisputable and accurate
criterion for the articulation of any syllogistic analysis.

Second, he refuses to subject ontology to logic and hence to gnoseol-
ogy, since he not only indicates the real relations and differences among
beings but also excludes unitary logical criteria, though he does maintain
that there must exist certain firm topoi. Thus he severely limits the case
for a homogenous and unified knowledge, and the prospect of for-
mulating a universal science is brought under control. He blocks the
development of dogmatism and introduces a fertile scepticism with
regard to epistemologic standards and methodological tools.

Third, he offers a realistic estimation of the relation beween a sub-
stance and its original qualities, and he attempts no metaphysical justifi-
cation of general concepts. Instead, he proposes a graduation of their
qualities according to the relation they have with the substance. In fact,
he indirectly attempts to show that the ontologic separation of substance
from its predicates is the result of misapprehension and lacks any foun-
dation in the intrinsic structure of beings. In this way Pachymeres invites
to a careful examination of the problem of kafohov (universalia) and
shows that the fight between nominalism and realism requires serious
attention if a solution is to be reached.

1. 36. ‘H dwxipeorc 6, Nikitas 1990: 238.24-239.5.
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Thus George Pachymeres has revealed himself as an excellent repre-
sentative of the Byzantine philosophical tradition. He was an fine
theologian whose works lend support to the dogmas of Eastern
Christianity, but he also showed how philosophical discourse can func-
tion autonomously both as regards the formulation of its contents and as
regards the choice of appropriate methodological tools. The delimitation
of the borders between philosophy and theology is one of the greatest
contributions of the Byzantine thinker to the development of ideas.
Awareness of this delimitation makes it possible to signal accurately the
points of contact between these two types of thought.
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