Abelard, Byzantium and the
“Intellectual Silence” of Rus’ Culture

DONALD OSTROWSKI

One of the least studied and most misunderstood areas of European history is the eemparati
impact the Western Church and the Eastern Church had on their nespdttires. Especiallys this
the case in gard to Rus’ culture.To a geat extent, relately naive ideas about the ddopment of
high culture (or lack thereof) in pre-modern Rus’ lands predominae,ie scholarly thinking. It is
more fashionable to condemn the Church than try to understand its oulaodng such ideas |
would place the v that the Orthodox Church stifled thevde®pment of East Slavic intellectual cul-
ture.

This view has a long tradition among both scholars and historiosophists, and one recent adv
cate is the historian Francis Thomsofihomson makés the claim that the Orthodox Church pre-
vented Rus’ culture from fulfilling its‘natural” devdopment : ‘It was not the Mongols who were
responsible for Russiintellectual isolation. . it was the Church?2 In another article he wrote that it
was “the Russian Church, mistakenly considering itself to be in possession of all the treasures of
Orthodoxy’ that ‘remained an obstacle to intellectual progress until its hold was broken by Peter the
Great: 3 Such assessments of the Orthodox Church coincide with tive wieRussian liberals of the

late nineteenth and early twentieth centus early as 1978, Thomson raised the questidvhere

1 Thomson has published a number xii@ustvely researched philological studies, but at times hages
in speculation about the nature of Rus’ culture that has struck some scholars as quesSeealeley., Gerhard
Podskalslt, “Principal Aspects and Problems of Theology inw&e Rus’” Harvard Ukrainian Studiesvol.

11, 1987, p. 290 fn. 8; and WilliameWer “Old Russias$ Intellectual Silence Reconsideredn Medieval Rus-

sian Cultug, vol. 2, eds. Michael S. Flier and Daniel Rowland, B&k University of California Press, 1994,
pp. 19-20; Ihor S&enlo, “Remarks on the Diffusion of Byzantine Scientific and Pseudo-Scientific Literature
Among the Orthodox Sls, Slavonic and East Eapean Reiew, vol. 59, 1981, p. 322 fn. 2; art. rpt. in lhor
Sevtenko,Byzantium and the Slavs: In Lettend Cultue, Cambridge MA, Harvard Ukrainian Research Insti-
tute/Naples, Istituto Umersitario orientale, 1991, pp. 585-615.

2 Francis Thomson, “The Nature of the Reception of Christian Byzantine Culture in Russia éntheor
Thirteenth Centuries and Its Implications for Russian Culti®gvica Gandensjaol. 5, 1978, p. 120.

3 Francis Thomson, “Quotations of Patristic and ByzantirerR&/ by Early Russian Authors as an Indica-
tion of the Cultural Leel of Kievan Russid, Slavica Gandensjavol. 10, 1983, p. 65.

4 See, e.g., the comments critical of the Russian ChurchuhNliukoy, “The Religious Fadition” in his
Russia and Its CrisjsNew York, Collier, 1962, pp. 60-104. In responding to a remark of Iha8glo that his
work suffers from “an anti-Orthodox bias,T homson, heever, ssemed to go furthewen than aw of the Rus-
sian liberals when he suggested that the Rus’ Church may wetbben Orthodox. Francis Thomson,I:
Sevtenlo as Byzantinist and Slkast,” Byzantion vol. 64, 1994, p. 500: “it [referring to his own articldhe
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is the Russian Peter Abelard¥here is the intellectual ferment similar to that caused by Barisng
teaching on the eucharist in the 11th century or Gilbert de la Psroiehe Trinity in the 12th?®

Ten years laterhe answered his own question by giving up the seartthis’pointless to look for a
Russian Abelarti A variant of the question “Where is the Russian Peter Abeland® placed to

me directly by Thomson in the formThey didn’t havea Rato, did thg?”’ Maybe not, but Eastern
Christianity has as good a claim to having inherited Platonic thought as Western Christianfty does.
The problem, hwever, may be not so much that theid not hare Rato but that the did not hae
Aristotle. Wlliam Veders assessment of Thomson is that he is “addressing the problem of Old Rus-
sian culture from a Western point of wiend a Western set ofalues’ ® The problem that Veder is
referring to, and that Thomson is raising questions about, is attaFGeorges Flovsky called the
“intellectual silencé’of Old Rus’ culturel® Western Medigal culture was articulate; Old Rus’ cul-
ture seems not to i@ keen. Thomsow’ questions certainly carry the implication that Rus’ culture

was, therebyinferior to that of the West.

I
Over forty-five years ago, the art historianA Michelis, in writing about the approaches to art,
asserted that “our entire aesthetic educatioeéts on Renaissance conceptions of classical norms,

and, furthermore, that since the time of the Renaissance, “annbAmroanistic education with a one-

Nature of the Reception”] certainly berates the early Russian church for theological silence and debased formal-
ism—nhardly surprising in the light of the fact that mani the most important patristic dogmatic works were
never translated—bt novhere in that article (or in g&nother) has this r@ewer identifiedthe early Russian
church with Orthodoxy/(italics added). Perhaps he meant to write that he does not consider the “early Russian
church” identicalwith Orthodoxy.

5 Thomson, “The Nature of the Receptidp, 120.

6 Francis Thomson, “The Implications of the Absence of Quotations of Untranslated Greek Works in Orig-
inal Early Russian Literaturep@ether with a Critique of a Distorted Picture of Early Bulgarian Cult8kv-
ica Gandensiavol. 15, 1988, p. 70.

7 In response to a question from the fldéennan Institute Conference, Washington DC, May 26, 1988.

8 In a sense this question to whom Plato belongs has already been answered by Robet\Payntie
Alexandrians read Plato and his followersytheld up these theories to their own light; so did the Antiochenes;
so did the Jews and Arabs, and much later the French, the Germans, the English and the Americansy and all sa
in Plato something of themselves, refining the words to their desires. There was something liquid in the
Platonic theory; you could stain these waters wigatelor you wished, but theremained Platonic. In theast
reaches of Plate’mind all things had been pondered, and it is not surprising that he shaddréezs of him-
self on those who fed at the soutc® obert Riyne,Holy Fre: The Story of thedthers of he Eastern Chuh,

New York, Harper 1957, p. 46.

9 Veder, “Old Russias Intellectual Silence Reconsidereq, 20.

10 Geoges Floresky, “The Problem of Old Russian CultureSlavic Reiew, vol. 21, 1962, p. 12; and
Georges Florovsk “Reply,” p. 39.
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sided aesthetics has crippled our aesthetic judgem&mdichelis was writing specifically about
appreciation of Medisl and Byzantine art. Since then,mever, gopreciation for the subtleties and
nuances of non-Renaissance-based art has increased. VekenAraelers in the seenteenth and
eighteenth centuries first came into contact with Eastern Church icogsditiparaged them as
artlesst? In the past centuryve saw the study of icons takits place alongside the study of other art
genres. Came not ague that aesthetic appreciation of intellectual agnients and deslopments is
analogous? Thas, if, upon looking into non-Western philosgpénd literature, we feel prompted to
ask “Where is their Abelard?s this not akin to walking into an icon museum and askwtheére
are the Botticellis?’ And would not such a question reflect more upon the questioner than upon the
contents of the museum?

Yet, that would be too facile a response—to dismiss the question and disparage the questioner
As a historian, | taé as ny task to provide plausible and coherent explanations for the primary source
testimory at hand. Ifwe look at that source testimgrwe do hdeed find in Western sources of the
eleventh and twelfth centuries a critical, analytical approaetatd theology and the world'ldgic
coming to life} as F. C. @pleston described & which is manifested in the works of, among others,
Abelard (1079-1142)But we do not find the same kind of source testinorthe areas served by
the Eastern Church, or at least not to the sargeede Thomsornhy raising and repeating the ques-
tion of “Where is the Russian Abelard?s, in effect, challenging us to provide bettgplanations
for why there was an Abelard (i.e., wihogic “came to life”) in the West, but not elsbere. Orto
put it another way: whParis, not Kiev?

Thomsons$ view of the absence of Rus’ intellectual ady parallels other scholars’ attitudes
toward Eastern Church culture in generfdor example, Frederick B. Artz, in his bookhe Mind of

the Middle Agesdescribes Byzantine scholarship and theology this way:

The Byzantine scholar was held down by thernahelming prestige and authority of the ancients and by
an authoritarian church and state. The Byzantine s¢Hiarthe scholars in the Latin West until the

twelfth and thirteenth centuries, commented endlessly on the learning inherited from the past, but almost

11 p. A Michelis, “Neo-Platonic Philosoghand Byzantine Art, Journal of Aesthetics and Art Criticism
vol. 11, 1952, p. 21.

12 see, e.g, the comments of Samuel Collins: “Their imagery is very pitiful painting, flat anditeylyhe
Greek mannet Samuel Collins,The Present State of Russiaondon, John \iter, 1671, p. 24. Europeans
also made the same kind of remarks about African art before Picasso.

13 F. C CoplestonA History of Medieval PhilosophyNew York, Harper & Ra, 1972, p. 65.
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never doubted this learning or tried to m® beyond it. One of the wrst features of Byzantine learning

was its passion for compends, abridgements, and anthologigseére abridged thelliad. In theology

the great and fundamental writers had been Greek<Yigen and the CappadociaathRers. Thdast of

the great theologians, John of Damascus in the eighth cehagryvritten a huge summary of theolpgy

and after him theologians either rethrashed the old materitikeFhotius, in the ninth century and later

they discussed chiefly the relations with the Roman church and the advisability for a reunion with Rome.
At its worst, this Byzantine theological literature elithat of Latin Christendom, is monotonous, repeti-
tious, and stereotyped, with endless quotations from the Bible and the ChtitehsF Byzantin¢heol-

ogy never produced an Abelard, a Borentura, or an Aquina%

Artz articulates here an all-too-common y@i#ng notion in modern historiography: that Byzantine
intellectual achieement was “held den” and that it “almost neer doubted or tried to mee
beyond’ the learning inherited from the past. But one might ask iivshould doubt or try to mae
beyond what from their point of we was the Tuth. Furtherif it did not try to mee beyond, then
what was there to be heldwlio? We do find in Byzantine sources, Wever, is evidence of a holding
down of a nascent analytical mament of John Italos in the 11th centuitye suppression of which
seems to ha sicceeded. Likwise, the Western Church tried to hold down the analytical approach
that Abelard among others espousedt, ib did not completely succeed. Abelard certainly did not
represent the consensuswief his time in the Wst. Hisviews were twice condemned—at the
Council of Soissons in 1121 and at Sens in 1140—both victories for what was the consemsus vie
which was represented by Bernard of Clainx!® The fact that Bernard was canonized, and Abelard
was mot, is indicatve d whose views prailed at the time. Besides that,edtern Christendom,
through the elenth centuryhad far less direct knowledge of Plato and Aristotle than Byzantium did.
Of Platos work only the Timaeuswas known in Western Christendom directly (although

incompletely)® and the fev works of Aristotle that were known (kkthe Categorie3 were virtually

14 Frederick B. Artz,The Mind of the Middle Ages: An Historical SyrveD. 200-15003rd ed., Chicago,
University of Chicago Press, 1980, pp. 112-113.

15 For the role that Bernard played in the “Bernardine egosbe Hayden Wvhite, “The Gregorian Ideal
and Saint Bernard of ClairvatxJournal of the History of Ideawol. 21, 1960, pp. 321-348.

16 The MenoandPhaedowere not translated until Aristippas, the archdeacon of Catania in 1156 and princi-
pal officer of the Siciliarcuria from 1160 to 1162, did so in Sicjlut even then thg were not widely waail-
able. E.N. Tigerstedt,The Decline and Fall of the Neoplatonic Inteztation of Plato: An Outline and Some
ObservationsHelsinki, Societas Scientariarum Fennica, 1974, p. 11; Charles Homer Haskins, “The Greek Ele-
ment in the Renaissance of thee€lfth Century’ American Historical Réew, vol. 25, 1920, pp. 604-605.
And when Abelard wrote hiBialecticsin 1121, he had to depend mainly on second-hand commentators and on
Boethius’ translation of th€ategoriesandOn Interpetationbecause the other rglmt works of Aristotle—the
Prior Analytics the Pasterior Analytics and, more importantlythe Topics and its addendum, th8ophistic
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ignored!’

Artz himself sav a gmilarity between the Greek scholars of Byzantium and the Latin scholars in
the West until the twelfth and thirteenth centuries, just asvwae smilarity between Byzantine theo-
logical literature and “that of Latin Christendom”; that is, “monotonous, repetitious, and
stereotyped..” .l f the two literatures were so similahen what was different about Western Chris-
tendom that sa it succumb to analytical thinking in spite of intense and concerted attempts to pre-
vent it from doing so?

Before pursuing this question furthémould like to gate two premises and state myowking
hypothesis, to provide some idea where | am headed with these ndfiomdirst premise is a well-
known one and is widely accepted: theology was thevergwel of disciplined thought in both the
Eastern and stern Churches. It affected and, to a certain degree, determined the confines within

which all conceptual thinking was supposed tetdkce. AsJohn Meyendoffwrote:

In Byzantine society—as well as in the Western, early meldieorld—theological concepts, caiations
and beliefs were present in practically all aspects of social, or individualllifey were not only used at
episcopal synods, or polemical debates between representati dvided churches, or enshrined in
treaties, sermons, anthologies and patristic collectidhsy were heard or sung, on a daily basieney
the illiterate, in the hymnology of the churchhey were una&oidable in political matters, based on a reli-
gious viev of kingship. . .. Theological presuppositions were alswaled in economic and social reali-
ties, as shown, for example, in the Chuscétitude tavards usury or in requirements connected with
marriage, or the religious basis of regulating church propertthe theological rationale which deter

mined forms of art and iconograpt

Argument(the so-called'New Logic")—seem not to h&e leen &ailable to him. Charles Homer Haskins,
Studies in the History of Media@ ScienceCambridge MA, Harvard Unersity Press, 1927, p. 22@&mile
Bréhier, The History of Philosophytrans. Wade Baskin, 7 vols., Chicago, wnsity of Chicago Press,
1963-1969, vol. 3The Middle Ages and the Renaissamge 60-61. See also Richard McKeoriGeneral
Introduction’ i n Introduction to Aristotle2nd ed., Chicago, Umérsity of Chicago Press, 1973, p. xlvii; Gor
don Lef, Paris and Oxfod Universities in the Thirteenth and Fourteenth Centuries: An Institutional and Intel-
lectual History New York, John Viley & Sons, 1968, p. 130This fact has struck a number of scholars as odd
since Boethius’ sixth-century translations were the ones used after this date, that is, after Jaeregisimeiy/
recorded in 1128 to ka tanslated them ame For a full discussion of this problem, see HaskMsdiaeval
Science pp. 226-233. But see Felix Reichmarie Sources of Western Literacy: The Middle Eastern Civi-
lizations Westport, CT Greenwod Press, 1980, p. 172 who stated that Gerhard of Cremona translated the
Anterior andPosterior Analyticfrom Arabic in the twelfth century.

17 R. W. Southern,The Making of the Middle Agelew Haven, Yale Uniersity Press, 1953, p. 180.

18 John Mgendorf, “The Mediterranean \&tld in the Thirteenth Centurffheology: East and ¥ét; The
17th International Byzantine Congress: Majagders Washington, DC, August 3-8, 1986,W®&ochelle, NY
1986, pp. 669-670There are those who would disagree with this assertion. Gary A. Abrahamafople,
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Thus, to iwvestigate the question of whanalytical reasoning became so prominent in the West, we
need to understand the differences between the theology of the Eastern and Western Churches.

My second premise has found less scholarly agreement: the conceptual model of Christian the-
ology was essentially borrowed from pagan Neoplatonic philogof, as the recent chronicler of
Neoplatonism, R. TWallis, has stated:The dominant trend of Christian theolgdg both its Pla-
tonic and Aristotelian forms, haswalys been Neoplatonict® [examples of those who disagree and
why??]

My working hypothesis, which results from thes® fwemises, is that the d#rence in the ay
theologians interpreted the Neoplatonic model in the Eastern Church andsteM\Church, in par
ticular hav Aristotelian logic related to it, led to a fundamental difference in mentalité., which in turn
left an opening for analytical reasoning tovelep in the West, whereas no such opening existed in
Eastern Church theologyAt the time when the Roman Empire wagibaing to split into tw halves
and as Christianity was gaining firsgiégmacy and then dominance, a series of compromises of anti-
thetical philosophical and theological views occurrégch compromise laid the groundwork for the
next compromise in a constantlyaving synthesis.The Church fathers, in order to gaigitenacy
among the paan elite, adopted and synthesized with early Christianity a respectable formaaf pag
philosoply—Neoplatonism. Theversion of Neoplatonism the Western Church fathers adopsed w
itself a synthesis of features of mysticism with the Aristotelian logic of the Roman Stgca.
result, the Western Church allowed the teaching of dialectic within the school curriculum as one of
the s@en liberal arts. The initial function of dialectic in determining knowledgewger, was lim-
ited. Ittook centuries for the role of dialetic to be expanded, and it did so against serious opposition.

By the ele@enth centurya g/nthesis of reason and faith hagleed such that dialectic could be
used to describe particulars as long as those particcdarsidedwith those that faith had already
determined. Irthe thirteenth centuna rew g/nthesis emerged in which, as a result of the acceptance

of dialectic as a descrigt ool and the influx of Aristotelian xés (especially theTopics and

amgued that historians fa@ ot understood Thomas K. Mertasrviews on the Scientific Relution in England
because thedefine religion as a set of doctrines whereas Merton pettegligion as a set of “dominant cul-
tural values and sentimeritsy hich can act as a “social for¢alistinct from ary theological basis. Gary A.
Abraham, “Misunderstanding the Merton Thesis: A Boundary Dispute Between History and Sqtitdagy
vol. 74, 1983, p. 373 Thus, Abraham argued that understanding the difference between formal theology and
popular religious concepts is crucial, at least in the case of Merton, for understandingvhisrkeetly But
this may represent a different time when secularization of society was alreadyitg to occur and theology
was losing its hegemaon

19 Wallis, Neoplatonismp. 160.
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Sophistic Refutatiofsdialectic was allowed a diagnostic role in determining particulars, as long as
those particulardid not contadict the particulars thagfth had determined. This difference between
coincidingandnot contadictingwas an mportant one for it amounted to another step up for dialec-
tic. It meant that dialectic had to itself the entire realm of this world, which Neoplatonism dismissed
as unimportant. This mesynthesis, in turn, laid the groundwork for the further expansion of the role
of reason in Renaissance humanism, the Scientifiol®&e&n, and the Enlightenment.

An important aspect of thisxpansion of reason was the reintroduction into Western Christen-
dom of Roman . Around 1076, a cgpof the Justinian la code, theCorpus Juris Civilislost in
western Christendom since 603, reappeared. Shortly after that, Irnerius (Guarnerius), a teacher signif-
icantly of liberal arts in Bologna, gen glossing and teaching students from Bigest a immary of
the key points in the lav code. Irneriuswork represented the culmination of a process of reclassifica-
tion that had bgun over 100 years earlier of introducing dialectic into jurisprudence, which before
had been almost solely in the realm of rhetokide se this process already occurring in Anselm of
Bisate’sRhetorimachigca. 1050¥° R. W. Southern dismissed AnselsRhetorimachiaas not much
of a work of rhetoric. But if one understands that Anselas valready making the connection
between dialectic andwa then one can see his work in a different light. The resa# the promi-
nent Bologna L& School and what manconsider to be the founding of the Western system af-adv
cag jurisprudencél As secular thought gained more and more distance from theolatpctic as a
diagnostic tool gained greater application on its own, not only in thdold in astronomyhistory,
mathematics, philosoghand physics.

In the Eastern Church, after the initial synthesis of early Christianity withinpllgoplatonism,
further compromises were/@ded so as to maintain the purity afth. Inpart, this aocidance can be
explained by the form of Neoplatonism adopted in the Eastern Church, which rejected diagerctic e

as a descripte ool. Any attempts to use dialectic as a diagnostic tool in matters of doctrine were

20 Anselm of Bisate Anselm der Eripatetiker ed. Ernst DiimmlerHalle, Verlag der Buchhandung des
Waisenhauses, 1872, p. 17; Ghnselm of BisateThe Rhetorimata, in Beth Susan BennettThe Rhetori-
machiaof Anselm de Besate: Critical Analysis andhiislatior?, Ph.D. dissertation, Umersity of lowa, 1981,
pp. 92-160.

21 See, e.g., Haskinghe Renaissance of thevdlfth Century Cambridge MA, Harvard Unersity Press,
1927, pp. 199-200. See also David Ktes, The Evolution of Medial Thought New York, Vintage, 1962,
pp. 153-184; and Harold J. Berm&aw and Revolution: TheoFmation of the Western Legala@ition, Cam-
bridge MA, Harvard Uniersity Press, 1983, pp. 123-127.
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like Neoplatonism was recaid differently according to the nature of the religion with which it collitié¥.
immediately suppresséd.If Neoplatonism interacted differently with Western Christianity and with
Eastern Christianityand to a certain extent accounted for the differences between these churches,
then we vould expect to see the results of those differences not only in theology but alerydag
practice.

By the el@enth centurythe subcurrent of analytical thinking, or what later came to be called
reasoning* was dready inherently stronger in the Western Church than in the Eastern Charch.
part, this relatie drength can be attributed to the preservation of Martianus Capelatiage d
Mercury with Philol@y. It was on this fifth-century work, well known in theegfern Church, less
well known in the Eastern Church, that the curriculum of therskberal arts—thdrivium and the
guadrivium—was based Among those arts asdialectica which is nav often referred to as logic,
but in the High Middle Ages was called tHaéw logic” to distinguish it from the “old logic’of the
non-dialectic type. Their relationship has a curious history.

In late antiquity logic (ogica) and dialectic ¢lialecticgd were at times seen asdwvdifferent,
although related, subject areas. Albinus, as subsequently also Plotinos (204—-270), considered dialec-
tic to be a subject that dealt with the eternal and thimaliand was, therefore, superior to formal
logic.2® The Stoics had considered grampraetoric, and dialectic to be subsets of logic, ang the
may hae been the first, as a L. Wagner has asserted, to consider these three areas of study as a
unit.2é In turn, the viewed logic (and the rest of the trivium) as a branch of philogopithe Mid-
dle Ages, logic included dialectic and rhetoric as its component péttie-shut and open fis€7 but

was ot considered philosophat the time (see belg). Not until the Scholastics does dialectic once

22 For the diference between dialectic as a desar@tol and as a diagnostic tool, sefra. Indicatve o
this suppression is the absence of dialectic in the school curriculum in Byzantium (sée belbis respect,
the centralized poer of the Eastern Roman Empire helped maintain theological pdiity Western Church
allowed a space for dialectic tovd#op as a discipline in itsvan right and eentually to grav and to dominate
conceptual thinking in the secular culture, while the Eastern Church eliminated that space and thereby precluded
a smilar phenomenon from happenintan Richard Netton has pointed out: “The reconciliation of a pagan phi-
losoply with the dogmatic theology of sirevealed religion poses enormous problems and halsed difer-
ent approachesver the ages from those. sholastics who hae atempted the synthesig\ pagan philosopk

23 Jan Richard NettonMuslim Neoplatonists: An Irdduction to the Thought of the éBnren of Purity
(Ikhwaal-Safd), London, George Allen & Unwin, 1982, p. 33.

24 The word ‘reasoning’ meaning the process of reasons, arguments, proofs, etvesdiesim the four
teenth century.

25 P, Merlan, “Greek Philosophfrom Plato to Plotinus,in The Cambridg History of Later Greek and
Early Medieval Philosophyed. A. H. Armstrong, Cambridge Urersity Press, 1967, p. 68. See also Plotinos,
The Enneaddrans. Stephen MacKenna, 2nd ed., London, Faber and E&66y p. 39 (1.3.5).

26 David L. Wagner “The Seven Liberal Arts and Classical Scholarshipn The Seven Liberal Arts in the
Middle Agesed. David L. WagnerBloomington, Indiana Urersity Press, 1983, p. 11.
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again become fully associated with philosgpAnd then the groundwork for that association\asri

from the work of people li& Abelard and the twelfth-century philosopher Hugh of Sttov
(1078-114%8 According to A. Victor Murrayit was only in the twelfth century[w]hen...the
method of dialectic was strengthened by the translation of tlva ingica’ of Aristotle, i.e. the Prior

and the Posterior Analytics, the Topics, and the Sophistic Elémbhat, “dialectic . . .became identi-

fied with philosopl itself’ 2° The trees of knowledge of both the schools of Hugh of St. Victor and
of Abelard, which R. WSouthern reconstructed, place the subjects of the trivium as subsets of elo-
guence, not of philosogh The subjects of the quadrivium are subsets of mathematics, which in turn
is a subset of theoretical philosgpi In other words, these schools placed the quadrivium under phi-
losopty and sav dialectic as distinct from philosogh In comparison, the tree of knowledgevgi by

the Jesuit-educated lurii Krizhanich in thevasgeenth century describes the subjects of theuin

and quadsiium as the ‘seven noble sciences. K rizhanich places all sen subjects under secular
knowledge, in contrast to religious kmwtedge. Assuch, he groups the subjects of the quaair
under mathematics, while he lists the subjects of the trivium uthaigic,” w hich, in turn, he places,
along with ethics and physics, as a subset of philgs8phhis means that we ta o be areful to

determine what each writer means Hggdic,” “ dialectic} and “philosophy.” We cannot assume
these terms are interchangeable.

It would therefore help in this westigation for me to define exactly what | mean foyalectic”
As with mary definitions in philosopiy we haveto begin with Aristotle, who distinguished between
two types of Igitimate formal reasoning, on the one hand, and non-legitimate reasoning, on the other
based on the nature of theipremises’ ("apyel). The first type of legitimate formal reasoning,
which he callecdapodeiksig’ amodei&ic), or the demonstrate s/llogism, is based on generally agreed
upon premises.Contrary to the popular we the syllogism does not me from things known to
things unknavn. As Aristotle described it in th@osterior Analytics the application ofapodeiksis

does not devie rew facts, it merely demonstrates the relationship between those already. kAnd

27 See Henry Osbornaylor, The Medieval Mind: A History of the Belopment of Thought and Emotion in
the Middle Agesith ed., 2 vols., London, Macmillan, 1927, vol. 1, p. 220.

28 SeeThe Didascaliconof Hugh of St. Victor: A Medieval Guide to the Attans. Jerome aylor, New
York, Columbia Unversity Press, 1961, pp. 81-82.

29 A. Victor Murray, Abelad and St. Bernard: A Study inwElfth Century ‘Modernism”, Manchester,
Manchester Uwiersity Press, 1967, p. 9.

30 R. W. Southern,Medieval Humanism and Other Studje3xford, Basil Blackwell, 1970, Charts | and II
following p. 252.

31 urii Krizhanich, “Discourses on G@rnment. trans. John M. Little and Basil Dmytryshyn, in thRins-
sian Statecraft: The Politics of lurii Krizhanicxford, Basil Blackwell, 1985, p. 93.
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it is when a discipine has itknowledge’ (’emoteue) completely demonstrated that we can call it a
scientific discipline.The second kind of legitimate formal reasoning according to Aristotle, which he
describes in th&opics, is dialectic (dtadextikhy), which he defines as a type of induetieasoning
where the premises are generally bot completely agreed upon. In dialectic one camentwthings
previously unknown or unaccepted. The resultwbeer, is not “scientific knavledge’ (emiotepe)
but probable knwledge. Thethird kind of reasoning isophistic(codtotikdg), or eristic. This is
non-lgyitimate reasoning in which the premises seem to be generally acceptac mot and the
sophist seems to reason from accepted opinions but does not actualff dhedwo types of Igiti-
mate formal reasoning, syllogism and dialectic, in combination, are what is commonly referred to as
“ Aristotelian logic’

But this formal description does nothing to help us understand ter pd dialectic in practice.
For this, we must turn to Robin Smith*heterodox’ view of ‘““‘gymnastic dialecti¢’as an ‘argumen-
tative gort” in ancient Athens. Smith begins his description by pointing out what has been said
before by others, that “[d]ialectical argument differs from demonsg&agiasoning in that it is intrin-
sically a kind of exchange between participants acting in some way as oppcnants.se this
practice, among other places, in Platdalogs. ButSmith proceeds further to describ&tructured

contests, with rules and judgés’which

one participant took théSocratic’ role and asked questions, while the other responded to thbm.
answerer chose, or was assigned, a thesis to defend; the questimaienas to refute the thesis. In order

to do this, the questioner would try to get the answerer to accept premises from which such a refuation
followed. Havever, the questioner could only ask questions which could be answered‘yssadr

“no”; questions lilke “What is the largest city in Lacedaemonia®&re not allowed?

On the basis of these argument contests, Smith defines dialectizgagnient directed at another
person whith proceeds by asking questioh® We can go further and propose that the intent of
dialectic is, within a structured thought process, to force an opponent to abandon a premise he or she

holds or to get them to accept a premise ttid not accept prgously. Thus, while rhetoric as

32 Aristotle, Posterior Analytics Aristotle, Topics See John Herman Randall,.,JAristotle, New York,
Columbia Unversity Press, 1960, pp. 38—40. See also Beraw,and Revolutiorpp. 132-134.

33 Robin Smith, ‘Logic,” i n The Cambridg Companion to Aristotleed. Jonathan Barnes, Cambridge Uni-
versity Press, 1995, p. 58.

34 Smith, “Logic, p. 59.

35 Smith, “Logic;” p. 60 (talics in original).
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intended to pursuade an audience through beauty of formulation, dialectic was meant to defeat an
opponent through bruteness of strucfi®@he concept of questioning premises and arranging intel-
lectual contests between opponents is a common occurrence in the Western Church and its descen-
dants. V& se it in the ‘devil's advocate” procedure for ascertaining the sainthood of a prospecti
candidate. W dso see it in the disputations that were common in Parisian schools of the twelfth and
thirteenth centuries and that Abelard engaged in against William of Champeaux (1070-1120) and
Anselm of Laon. We dso see it in debates carried on within the Church as when Martin Luther
debated Johann Eck at Leipzig in 1519.

In the Byzantine Empire, a dissociation between logic and philgssapiiiar to that in the early
medieval West seems to ka accurred. Brmal Aristotelian logic may not kia been taught as part of
“ philosophy” after the closing of the Athenian Academy by the Emperor Justinian in 529 and the
ousting of non-Christians from the Alendrian Academy in the sixth centurfhe Alexandrian
Academy retained enough Aristotelian logicwaeer, o that, when the Muslims captured #ém-
dria in 646, it could be incorporated into Islamic philoggphwhile eiles from the Athenian
Academy fled to Sassanid Persia where their teaching also subsequEntken eer by the Mus-
lims. Noris there much evidence that the trivium and quadn were the basis of the educational
curriculum in Byzantium before the thirteenth centudghn Tetzes (ca. 1110-1180) complained in
the twelfth century that a “liberal educatidféyxbxiog mondeio) had been reduced to grammar
alone® Indeed, we hee little evidence thereven was a standard curriculum in Byzantium before the
thirteenth century.

The lack of gidence prompted George Sarton to suggest that the trivium and quadrivium were
introduced to Byzantium by the Crusaders in 120 response, AubyeDiller argued that at least

the quadrivium was known in Byzantium 200 years edig¥hat Diller was referring to and what

36 perhaps CzestaMitosz had this coerege apect of dialectic in mind when he made the olsteon that
“[tlhe pressure of the state machine is nothing compared with the pressure of a convjucmentr C zestaw
Mitosz, The Captive MingNew York, Alfred A. Knopf, 1953, p. 12.

37 R. T. Wallis, NeoplatonismLondon, Gerald Duckerth, 1972, p. 1. Richard &lzet “Porphyry and the
Arabic Tradition, Porphyre Entretiens sur L'Antiquité Classique, vol. 12, 1965, p. 276.

38 John TzetzesHistoriag, ed. Peter Aloisius M. Leone, Naples, Liberia Scientifica editrice, 1968, pp.
448-449Chiliades XI, § 377, lines 527-528

39 Geoge Sarton, ndew of Paul Tannery,Quadrivium de Geaes Pachymérein Isis, vol. 34, 1943, p. 218.

40 Aubrey Diller, “The Byzantine Quadvium,” Isis, vol. 36, 1945, p. 132Diller cites Sartors ovn history
of science to contest his suggestion.
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Sarton had previously characterized as “[a] treatise on the giad{i*! published in 1556 by
Xylander and formerly attributed to Michael Psellos, is a five-part work including philgs@pith-
metic, music, geometngnd astronomy Diller equated the'philosophy’ of the text with logic, for it
seems to hae included the study of AristotieCategories On Interpetation and bothAnalytics*2
This commentarywhich has been dated to 108Joes not tell us, eever, what was taught in the
curriculum. And,despite the conclusion Sarton and Dillervdfeom its containing the four subjects
of the quadrivium, a five-part work is not a quainin. N. G. Wilson argued thatthe existence of
commentaries [such as this one], especially ¥ twe of an elementary character with masplana-
tions of individual words, is a further indication that atteermed part of a school curriculuim?
While this may be a reasonable inference, Wilson then assumes é¢stdriVcommentaries were
available and widely used in ByzantiuthWe havelittle evidence that formal instruction in Byzan-
tium included the treatises of Pogph (ca. 232—ca. 305) or Boethius (480-524) on dialectic, or those
of Capella, the Roman statesman Cassiodorus (ca. 490-575), or yhiopedist Isidore of Sdle
(560-636) on the subjects of the liberal arts. And, as Anrfavib&d to admit, the Byzantines had
nothing equialent to the wrks of those writer® We o find references tdgrammar rhetoric, and
philosoply,” but philosoply in early Byzantium, as Georgina Buckler pointed out, may ne¢ laen
defined the same way as in the We3theé letters of Synesius siwahat under Hypatia at Akandria
the ‘mysteries of philosophy’ comprised mathematics aydips. . . . We havethen to admit that nei-

ther the names nor the sequence of the different branches of Byzantine education are very clear to

41 Geoge Sarton|ntroduction to the History of Scienosl. 1: From Homer to Omar KhayyanBaltimore:
Williams and Wilkins, 1927, p. 750.

42 Diller, “The Byzantine Quadvium,” p. 132. Kazhdarand Epstein also equated thghilosophy’ of this
work with “logic’’ but did not mention that this work also contains a section on astronanB; Kazhdan and
Ann Wharton EpsteinChang in Byzantine Cultug in the Eleventh and Twelfth Centuri@®erkeley, University
of California Press, 1985, p. 149.

43 V. Rose, “Pseudo-Psellus und Gregorius Monac¢htermesvol. 2, 1867, p. 467Another commentary
formerly attributed to Psellos, tl8ynopsis Qgami was not an original Byzantineank. Inthe nineteenth cen-
tury, the Scottish common sense philosopher William Hamilton asserted th@ynbgsis Gyami*“ is itself a
mere garbled version of the great logicaltdeook of the west,i.e., Petrus HispanuSummulae Igicales
William Hamilton,Discussions on Philosophy and Literatuew York, Harper & Brothers, 1853, p. 129n.

44 N. G. Wilson,Scholas of Byzantium London, Gerald Duckworth, 1983, p. 22.

45 See, e.g., Wilsor§cholas of Byzantium pp. 13, 25.

46 Ann Moffat, “Early Byzantine School Curricula and a Liberal EducatidByzance et les Slaves. Etudes
des Civilisation. Mélanges Ivan gy, Paris, Association des amis des études archéologiques des mondes
Byzantino-Slaes et du @iristianism Oriental, 1979, p. 276.
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us’ 47 But it was precisely the study of mathematics angsjals that was understood to be philoso-
phy in the mediga West before Scholasticisni.here appears to be an assumption in the historiogra-
phy that the subjectphilosophy’ in Byzantium was‘dialectic” as taught in the Wst. AsPlotinos
asled in his firstEnnead dthough in a different context: “Is Dialectic, then, the same as
Philosophy?*8 Even though Proclus tells us that dialectic is “the purest part of philgsdphve
have © maintain a distinction between thedw Coplestorhas stated that, in the West, during the
Dark Ages when there was no specuhatihilosopty to speak of, dialectic constituted whege phi-
losoply there vas®® Yet, dialectic had to be reintroduced into the curriculum by Alcuin afkyY
(735-804). Br, after Isidore of Seille (560-636), we hae o evidence of interest in dialectic, or
even the trivium as such forwer 150 years, until Alcuin wrote his pedagogical treatises on grammar
rhetoric, and dialectig!

In middle Byzantium, the direct evidence indicates that ontys¥bjects of the tdium—gram-
mar and rhetoric—were taught before students advanced to one or more subjects of thieirguadri
arithmetic, geometryastronomy and music. Then, philosogh(i.e., mathematics and ypics) was
taught as the capstone of educatiédmd we do encounter the phraggammar rhetoric, and philos-
ophy,” i n sources of the timé2 But Louis Bréhierin his study of higher education in Constantinople,

describes philosoghas ‘comprising not only metaphysics and moralst khe sciences properly

47 Geogina Buckley “Byzantine Educatiof,i n Byzantium: An Introduction to East Roman Civilization
eds. Norman H. Baynes and H. St. L. B. Moss, Oxford, Clarendon Press, 1943, p. 206.

48 Plotinos,The Ennead9. 39 (.3.5). Boethiugliscusses this question in lsmmentaries on the Igege
of Porphyry. Ancii Manlii Severni Boethii, Commentaria in Porphyrium a seatrslatumin Patrologiae cusus
completus. Series Latin@PL), ed. Jacques-Paul Migne, 22als:, Paris, Migne, 1844-1855, vol. 64, cols.
73-75; for an English translation, sgelections from Medieval Philosphersighistine to Albert the @at ed.
and trans. Richard McKeon, WNe¥ork, Charles Scribnes’Sons, 1929, pp. 75-77.

49 Proclus,In Eucl. Comm.p. 42, 15-16 ed. Friedlein.

50 CoplestonHistory of Medieval Philosophyp. 59, 65. Copleston seems to be understandhijdso-
phy” in the modern sense, that is, to include dialectic.

51 Ars gammatica in PL, vol. 101, cols. 849-90De rhetorica et de virtutiis in Rhetoes latini minoes
ed. Carl Halm, Leipzig, 1863, pp. 525-5B1& dialecticain PL, vol. 101, cols. 951-976.

52 |n the Life of Michael Syrédlos we find that he studiedtfic ypoupotikfic xod ‘pntopikfic’ kol
othocodiac.” The Life of Michael SyeKos ed. and trans. Mary B. Cunningham, Belfast Byzantine Enter
prises, 1991, pp. 46-47. In the Life of Theodore, Bishop of Edessa, we find that he Sfpdigdoiticnv te
Kot ‘ptopiknn kot drAocoodiov.” la. P Pomialosskii, ed., Zhitie izhe vo sviatogo ottsa nashego Theodor
arkhiepislopa edessigo, &. Petershrg, Imperatorskaia akademiia nauk, 1892, p. 6. And in theiqusly
mentioned wrk of John Tzetzes, he refers tgpoppotikiic, pnropikfic adtiig prthocodiac.” TzetzesHis-
toriae, p. 449, Chiliades, XI, § 377, line 520.
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speaking, physics, natural histpapd astronomy/ >3 Philosoply, in this sense, does not seem toeha
included dialectic either in the West or in Byzantium. All assertionvé liame across to thefett

that dialectic was part of the curriculum before the end of the twelfth century in Byzantium appear to
be based on the assumption that, if grammar and rhetoric were taught, then the third partvef the tri
ium, dialectic, must also kia been taugh?®? In contrast, Artz, while including the quadrivium, did not
explicitly mention dialectic as part of the course curriculum in Byzantitd®a.included, besides Attic
Greek and rhetoric;drithmetic, geometrymusic, astronomyand philosopl.” > Reynolds and W-

son point to the fact that “[tlhere are sporadic references in authors of widely differing dates to the
quadrivium(tetpoktg), but the evidence does not enable us to say whether the concejfisiof
andquadriviumwere as influential in Byzantium as yheere in the educational practice ok¥¥ern
Europe’ °® Geanakplos stated that “[bJoth Byzantine and Western Renaissance traditions contrast
sharply with Western medid practices, in which the emphasis was on logic and dialectics
(Scholasticism) rather than on the humanitigsThus, applying the nomenclature of one area to the

other can be misleading.

53 Louis Bréhier “Notes sur I'histoire de I'enseignement supérieur & ConstantifioBlgzantion. Reue
internationale des études Byzantined. 3, 1926, p. 83.

54 For example, Hussgewrote: ‘The first stage [of education] was that which was known as tivéu in
the west, comprising Grammarhetoric, and Dialectit. J. M. Hussg, Church and Learning in the Byzantine
Empire 867-1185 New York, 1937, p. 61, But, subsequentlye wrote: “When thg had finished their training
in grammar and rhetoric students proceeded to the higher course of lectutdsissg, Church and Learning
pp. 62—63.Note that she did not mention dialectic as part of that trainiogel stated that “Michael Italicus
(second quarter of the twelfth century) taught not only grammar and rhetoric, but also ‘the mathematics’ (the
Quadrvium including mechanics, optics, catoptrics, metrics, the theory of the centre of gravity) and theology
K. Vogel, “Byzantine Scienckj n Cambridge Medieval History, vol. 4: The Byzantine Empay pt. 2: Govern-
ment, Chuch and Civilisation ed. J. M. Hussg Cambridge Uniersity Press, 1967, p. 273 n. 1. Not only did
Vogel not mention logic, Wt he used the termQuadrivium” in an unusual vay. Meyendorf asserted: ‘The
universities taught Aristotla’ logic as part of the ‘general curriculum’ required from students under the age of
eighteen..”. John Meendorff, Byzantine Theology: Historicalrdhds and Doctrinal Theme&nd ed., N&
York, Fordham Uniersity Press, 1983, p. 78ut Meyendorf cites no source for his statement. Andgél
again: “After Apuleius (c. A.D. 150) and Martianus Capella (first half of the fifth century) Roman schools usu-
ally followed a plan of instruction based on theesdiberal arts, and this division must alsovddeen the plan
followed in the early Byzantine schodls/ ogel, “Byzantine Sciencép. 268 n. 1. Again, no source orve
dence is cited.

55 Artz, The Mind of the Middle Aggs pp. 109-110. See also Tamara Talbot Ribegryday Life in Byzan-
tium, London, B. TBatsford, 1967, p. 193.

56 |. D. Reynolds and N. G. Wgon, Scribes and $mlars: A Guide to the finsmission of Greek and Latin
Literature, 2nd ed., Oxford, 1974, p. 225.

57 Byzantium: Chuwh, Society and Civilization Seen Tbhugh Contemporary Eyeed. and trans. Deno John
Geanakoplos, Chicago, Wersity of Chicago Press, 1984, p. 401.
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When, in the ninth centurfaesar Bardas set up his school in the Magnaura Palace, he estab-
lished only four subjects: philosophgeometry astronomy and rhetoric. We @n infer this from the
report in Theophanes Continuatus that Constantine Pagénitus, in the following century
appointed professors for these subjé&tEhis combination of four subjects (with the substitution of
philosoply for the quadkium’s nmusic) would seem to indicate that we cannot assume Byzantine
sources mean the &sts quadrivium when we encounter theowd tetpoktig in the sourcesOne
must acknowledge, maever, thatargumentum xedlentio is risky in regad to what we can conclude
was ot taught because a large number of sources on Byzantiwennbabeen published orven
examined?® Instead of trying to shape theigence to conform to the hypothesis that the trivium and
guadrvium, as described by Martianus Capella, Boethius, and Cassiodorus, were the basis of the cur
riculum in Byzantium, we might do bettén good Popperianaishion, to test such a hypothesis by
trying to refute it and see if it can sweithe attempted refutation.

According to thevita of Constantine-Cyril, the Apostle of the Slavs studied all the subjects of

both the trivium and quadrivium, along with other subjects:

In three months he mastered grammar amgdrbether studies. He studied Homer and geometry with Leo
and Photius, dialectica{avHys), and all philosophical studiesn addition, he studied rhetoric, arith-

metic, astronomyand music, and all other Hellenic affs.

But, as lhor S&tenlo has proposed theita of Constantine was most &k/ written in or near Rome,
and thus probably reflects what the Latinized Greek scholar-philosopher oesteri\Church stud-
ied.

To be aure, we hae references to Byzantines’ learning dialectic as part of their education, b
what is meant by that in each case is not cléar example, ongita of Theodore the Studite (Ssome-
times attributed to Theodore Daphnopates), tells us he studigi@ctic and syllogism’(StaAéEet

ol amodeitecw).b1 But anothewita of Theodore the Studite (attributed to Michael the Monk), tells

58 Wilson, Scholas of Byzantiump. 141.

59 Dominic J. O’'Meara, ‘Logic,” The Oxfod Dictionary of Byzantiumed. Alexander PKazhdan, Ne
York, Oxford Unversity Press, 1991, p. 1245.

60 The Vita of Constantine and th#a/of Methodiustrans. Marvin Kantor and Richard S. White, Miciig
Slavic Materials, no. 13, 1976, pp. 8-9.

61 PG, vol. 99, cols. 117, 120.
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us the dialectic he studied was “called philosppl experts on the mattg®? Ann Moffat, who has
made a study of the school curriculum in Byzantium, argued that, althoughvéneliseral arts as
they were known in the West were not taught, “the idea of a fully-fledged advanced education
embracing the liberal arts wasveelost? 63 That may be, but there is only one clear and unambigu-
ous reference to the trivium and the quadrivium being taught in Byzantium, and it isiielate.
Around the year 1200, Nicholas Mesarites described the curriculum of the church of the Holy Apos-
tles in Contantinople, including discussion of dialeBtidlonetheless, this was at a time when the
trivium and quadrivium, as known in the West, mayehdready hae been making their impact on
Byzantine education through other chanffels short, there is no hardiidence, such as a specific
description of the subject, that will justify the claim that it was taught earlier.

To be are, during the fifth, sixth, ands#th centuries, we find frequent references in Byzan-
tine writers to thdsagaye, which was used nt he West as an introduction to the study of di&fctic.
Yet, not only do we ha trouble finding evidence that dialecti@svtaught as a regular part of the

Byzantine curriculum, it it clearly did not become part of the thinking of those who engaged in

62 Michael the MonkBtoc... Yeodwpov... (the Studite), in Migne, PG, vol. 99, col. 237B.

63 Moffat, “Early Byzantine School Curricufap . 288.

64 Glarville Downey, trans. and ed.!Nik olaos Mesarites: Description of the Church of the Holy Apostles at
Constantinoplé, Transactions of the American Philosophical SociétyS., vol. 47, pt. 6, 1957, p. 894.
Downey asserted that Mesarites discusses the trivium in section VIl and the quadrivium in sectioruXlifi, b
fact, it is just the reerse. SectiorVIl describes the quadium (“all that is concerned with sacred music and
with the arraying of numbers and their extension to infinity [geometry] and their reductionvesmhdiarith-
metic], and all that pertains to this profession of ours [astronbmydwney, “Nik olaos Mesarites5,p. 865).
while section XLII describes the wium (“some putting questions to each other concerning letters and accents
and the rules of short and long syllables and nouns aix ygrammar]. Others are concerned with figures of
speech and all kinds of forms of complete and incomplete rhetorical figures and with questions of clarity and
force [rhetoric]. Others ain deal with problems and questions of dialectit. D owney, “Nikolaos
Mesarites, p. 894). Davney’s confusion led him to equate Mesarites’ phraggs profession of ourswith
rhetoric rather than to astronoptyt he is not alone in misidentifying the phraddeisenbey thought the
phrase referred to medicine. A. Heisemp&rabeskiche und Apostelkiche, Leipzig, 1908, vol. 2, pp. 1f7and
90ff.

65 |eonardo of Pisa (ca. 1170-1245), who widtser de abacdn 1202, visited Constantinople about this
time and has been credited with introducing Arabic numerals into Byzantifogel, “Byzantine Sciencép.

273.

66 Ammonius,In Porphyrii Isagogen, in Commentaria in Aristotelem @eca(CAG), vol. 4, no. 3, 1891, p.
34, 21-24, called it the “introduction to all philosgph(late 5th century).See also EliasProlegomena
philosophiaein CAG, vol. 18, no. 1, 1900 (6th century) andvi®h In Porphyrii Issgogen prooemiumin CAG,
vol. 18, no. 2, 1904, p. 90, 25f (6th or 7th century).
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intellectual actiities. AfterJohn of Damascus in the eighth centexrgept for isolated note takirfy,
the next Byzantines to takeriously the study of dialectic were Michael Psellos and his student John
Italos in the elgenth century The present-day Byzantinist Cyril Mango has suggested that, if the
direction in which Psellos and Italos headed had continued, Byzantwhd Wware produced its wn
Abelard®® But it did not continue.Psellos was careful not to expand his intellectual tour o&ipag
and Neoplatonic writers to theological matters, although in his letter to Patriarch John VIII Xiphilinus
(1064-1075), he states that heuld like to do ®. In addition, Psellos declares that syllogisms, the
basis of Aristoteliarapodeiksiscould be a diagnostic tool for demonstrating trt#tliohn lItalos, in
contrast, was condemned famong other things, applying dialectic to discussions of the incarnation
of Christ/?

Meyendorf suggested that the Church condemned Italos becaugséetired he was attempting
a rew g/nthesis of Neoplatonism and Christianitge that vould replace the synthesisvked out by
the Churchdthers. Iltwas this fear that Mgendorf saw & the reason for the anathemas pronounced
the first Sunday after Lent against people “who held that Rlateas had realxestence” as well as
against people “who deote themselgs to secular studies not merely as an intellecieitise lut
actually adopting the futile opinionsif pagan philosopheré! Yet it was not a ng synthesis as such
that Italos was attempting but specifically the application of dialectic to theological matters, which
was enogh to earn him approbation.

The trial of Italos established the precedent for a series of similar trials well into the twelfth cen-
tury aginst other potential dialecticians. The historian Robert Browning counted twestg:6il

trials for “intellectual” heresy/? These included trials against the pupils of Italos, the monk Nilus,

67 Wilson reports that Leo the Philosopherwriorphyry’s Isagayein the ninth century (Vson, Scholars
of Byzantiump. 84) and that Arethas (ca. 850-932+) wrote a large quantity of notes on fols. 2—29vsf the
Urb. gr. 35 covering Porplyry’s Isaga@e and part of Aristotles Categories(Wilson, Scholas of Byzantium p.
124). Sealso John Tzetzes' notes on Porphytgagae (Wilson, Scholas of Byzantium p. 191).

68 Cyril Mango,Byzantium: The Emperof New Fome London, Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1980, p. 143.

69 Michael Psellos (Michele PsellofEpistola a Giovanni Xifilino. Test critico, imduzione traduzione e
commentariped. Ugo Criscuolo, Naples, Urersity of Naples, 1973, pp. 52-53.

70 J. Gouillard, “Le Synodikon de’Orthodoxie] Travaux et mémods vol. 2, 1967, pp. 57—-61For a ds-
cussion of the trial and its context, see Lowell Clu@ag, Trial of John Italos and the Crisis of Intellectual-V
ues in Byzantium in the Eleventh Cenfurunich: Institut fir Byzantinistik, Neugriechische Philologie und
Byzantinische Kunstgeschichte der Wmsitat, 1981.

71 John Mgendorff,St. Gegory Palamas and Orthodox Spiritualjtyans. Adele Fiske, St. VladimérSem-
inary Press, 1974, p. 98.

2 Robert Browning,‘Enlightenment and Repression in Byzantium in thev&@ith and Twelfth Centuri€s,
Past and Presento. 69, 1975, pp. 17-19.
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Eustratios of Nicaea, Michael of Thessalonika, Nikophoros Baseliakes, Soteraftegdhes, and
other intellectual leaderdndicative d this tendeng is the fact that the successor to Psellos and Italos
ashypatos ton philosophomas the undistinguished Theodore of SmyfAdduch as one might sdof
at the shrinking power of the Byzantine emperor from theesth century on, within his realm he
controlled a state apparatus that was strong enough to suppress dissigiemem® Andhe eccle-
siastical and the temporal authorities were in hagnoonreligious matters, at least in theory.

If dialectic was not taught in middle Byzantium (or at least not taught in the forayathat it
was in the West of the time), then its absence mayehaen crucial. Yet, there were lay schools in
the Byzantine Empire (as in Italy) and the belief in educatias strongly held in Byzantium, more
strongly than in the West at the time. The question when dialectic became a formal part of the Byzan-
tine curriculum is not an idle one, fduy the thirteenth century in the &st, dialecticg the hand-
maiden who, in Capella’'words, ‘was deoted to deceitful trickry,” ’ had won out. Thewidence
for this victory is profuse, but | will limit myself to one quotation from the secondary literature.

According to Pearl Kibre and Nan&. Sraisi:

Of the arts of the trivium, included in Paris under the néoric of rational philosoph only logic [dialec-

tic] appears to hee gained in scope and prestige. It was victor in both thgadieal and the actual battle

of the sgen ats. ... Hugh of St. Victor had suggested that logic [dialectic] should come first among the
seven liberal arts... And to this viev was added the authority of such renowned thirteenth-century schol-
ars and scientists as Robert Grosseteste, Bishop of Lincoln, prominent both at Oxfoadigrahg the

two distinguished Dominican scholars, Albertus Magnus and Thomas Aquinas. All three held that since

the study of logic provided the method for all sciences it should be place8 first.

But this “victory” was centuries in the making.

73 Mango refers to him as a gourmetlango, Byzantium p. 146. Theauthor of theTimarion caricatures
him as a faith healerSee Kazhdan and Epstei@hange in Byzantine Culturgp. 156.

74 Martianus Capella and the Seven Liberal Ar wols., Nav York, Columbia Uniersity Press,
1971-1977, vol. 2The Marriage d Philology and Mecury, trans. William Harris Stahl and Richard Johnson,
sec. 330.

7> Pearl Kibre and NanycG. Sraisi, “The Institutional Setting: The Uwérsities] i n Science in the Middle
Ages ed. David C. Lindberg, Chicago, Umrsity of Chicago Press, 1978, p. 123n the statutes of the Wet-
sity of Paris in 1215, whichayepredominance to dialectiover the other liberal arts, s€hartularium Univer
sitatis Rarisiensis ed. Heinrich Denifle and Emile Chatelain, 4 vols., Paris, 1889-1897, no.oR0L,vpp.
78-79.
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As early as the ninth centyrirabanus (Hrabanus), a student of Alcuin who nicknamed him
Maurus/® sang the praises of dialectic: “the discipline of disciplinedt is dialectic that teaches us
how to teach and teaches usvhto learn. Indialectic, reason diswers and shes what it is, what it
seeks, and what it se€%. The teaching of dialectic had such a pesie influence in the \&st that it
infiltrated the approach of marof those, lile Lanfranc (1010-1089), founder of the school at Bec
and archbishop of Cantety, Anselm (1033—-1109) archbishop of Canterbury (1093-1109), and the
“Angelic Doctor’ Thomas Aquinas (ca. 1225-1274), who defended the dominant consens(fs vie
Indeed, Gerbert of Aurillac (945-1003), lateom 999 to 1103, Pope Sylvester I, has been credited
with being the first instructor to teach the full introductory course of Aristotelian logic, based on his
familiarity with Islamic commentaries and studies, as well as on Boethius, when he was assigned to
the Rheims Cathedral school in 972.

Whereas European kings and princes within their realms mighthie Byzantine emperor in
degree of control, none gerned a large enough area to suppress dissent throughout much of Europe.
Instead, the geernments in Western Christendom were so ynlanks in a chain, with manweak
links. Theseindividual links often found themsedg in opposition, or indifferent, to papal pglic
While Henry | had joined in the condemnation of Besengs in the elgenth century neither Louis
VI nor Louis VII, who himself had beerxeommunicated, took part in the condemnation of Abelard
in the twelfth. In Paris, the analytical nanent not only desloped but flourished unconfined by
papal or imperial repression. But then, we may ask; aith no “A belard’ devdop in the outlying
cities of the Byzantine Commonwealth that were as distant from Constantinople as Paris was from
Rome? W did no such meement deelop in Orthodox lands not directly under the political control

of the Byzantine emperosay in Bulgaria or in Kie in the el@enth or twelfth centuries? And wh

76 See Stephen AllottAlcuin of Yrk c. A.D. 732 to 8Q4York, England, William Sessions, 1974, p. 139
(Letter 134).

77 Quoted by Regine PernoudA belard in Rris! i n Milestones of History2nd ed., 6 wvls., Nav York,
Newsweek Books, 1973, vol. Zhe Hres of Rith, p. 128. “Treatise on the Liberal Artd,n Great Pedagogical
Essays: Plato to Spencdrans. and ed. by F. V. N. Painter (New York: American Book, 1905)]

8 On Lanfranc as logician, see R..\Bbuthern, “Lanfranc of Bec and Berengar afufs; Studies in
Medieval History Presented toréderidk Maurice Powidke, eds. R. W Hunt, W A. Pantin, and R. \WSouthern,
Oxford, Clarendon, 1948, esp. p. 48. On Ansslfaimulation of the role of reason, séexholastic Miscel-
lany: Anselm to Gicham in Library of Christian Classics, vol. 10, pp. 101-102. MacDonald calls thase lik
Lanfranc and Guitmund ofv&rsa who used dialectic to defend the consensus ‘tdelectical realists,w hich
seems to be a bit of a misnoméy. J. MacDonald Berengar and the Reform of Saenental DoctrineLondon,
Longmans, Green, 1930, p. 331.

79 H. Liebeschiitz,'Western Christian Thought from Boethius to Ans&linm, Cambridge History of Later
Greek and Early Medieval Philosphy. 397.
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did such a meement not occur in Novgorod, with its connections to the Hanseatic League and thus
open to Véstern influences until the end of the fifteenth celioy even in Muscovy where inde-
pendent intellectual currentsdaa girring in the second half of the fifteenth century?

In part, this can bexplained by the form and structure of the Byzantine Commonwealth
wherein individuals felt thecould follow a siccessful career only in the centier Constantinople.
Theoplylakt of Ochrid seems to fia represented caentional wisdom when he wehis appointment
as archbishop of Bulgaria to be an exile and a detrimental detour in his rising career until he could
return to Constantinopf&.“ All the world is 10—and the City is I%ccording to a Greek pverb 22
which reflects thedtct that Constantinople had remained for centuries the sole focus of high culture.
And whateer seeped out to the provinces was sharply circumscribdds limitation was due to the
fact that the conduits for Byzantine culture were the monasteries, and the form and function of
monasticism had deloped differently in the Eastern ande#fern Churches. In the Eastern Church,
the primary and almost sole function of monasticism was thatsatvof the soul of the indidual
monk. Eremetianonasticism predominated in the eastern Mediterranean, @adjrethose areas
where communal monasteriesrdeped, there w&s no concept of preserving writings other than those
that were liturgical and scriptural in nature. As Mango has pointed out, we finckafopke, no tra-

dition of chronicle writing associated with Byzantine monastéf&ompendia of sanitized pag

80 The Norgorod-Moscav heresy may hae keen an analytic mement, but it was too small to V& ay
impact and was suppressed in 1504. See inter alia Joseph L. Wieczynski, “Hermeticism and Cabalism in the
Heresy of the JudaizetsRenaissance Quartetlyol. 28, 1975, pp. 17-29; A. A. ZimirRossia na rubezhe
XV-XVI stoletii Moscav, Mysl’, 1982, pp. 82-92; Jak S Luria [la. S. Lur’e], “Unresoled Issues in the His-
tory of the ldeological Meements of the Late Fifteenth Centyiryn Medieval Russian Cultwg;, eds. Henrik
Birnbaum and Michael S. FlieBerkelgy, University of California Press, 1984, pp. 150-1@4though contem-
porary opponents claimed that the heresy came with th&deharia from Kig, we do rot have enough @i-
dence to identify its point of origin.

81 Ernest Barkr, ed. and transSocial and Political Thought in Byzantiumrof Justinian | to the Last
Palaeologus Oxford, Clarendon, 1957, p. 145; A. Aaddliev, History of the Byzantine Empir 24-1453
Madison, Unversity of Wisconsin Press, 1964, p. 496; Dimitri Obolgn3ke Byzantine Commonwealth: East-
ern Europe 500-1453 ondon, Sphere Books, 1974, pp. 284-285.

82 K, KrumbacherGeschichte der byzantinischen Litteratnd ed., Munich, 1897, p. 3.

83 Cyril Mango, “The Tradition of Byzantine Chronogragh Harvard Ukrainian Studies vol. 12/13,
1988/89, p. 362. While a tradition of monastic chronicle writing dicblde in Rus’, and that tradition ag
influenced by secular Byzantine chronicles, there still was no tradition of preserving classical learning until
Renaissance influence on Ruthenian lands via Poland occurred ivéhteseth centuryFrank Sysyn,The
Cultural, Social and Political Conteof Ukrainian History-Writing: 1620—1690,Europa Orientalis vol. 5,
1986, p. 285, and Frank Sysyn, “Concepts of Nationhood in Ukrainian History Writing, 1620-1&90ard
Ukrainian Studiesvol. 10, 1986, pp. 395-396l0 be aure, beginning in the late fifteenth centume find in
Rus’ territory translated tales with classical roots suchragmi Tales and thBerbian Al@andreid but that is
not the kind of writing | am referring to.
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writings were copied, preserved, and taught from in the secular culture but this method was hardly a
basis for the deelopment of analytical thinking.These compendia were for a different purpose.
Byzantium, as the imitationmimesi$ of the Kingdom of He@en on Earth, acted to maintain the
purity of the written ward and artistic form (e.g., strict rules for icon painting). In contrast to China,
for example, where an idea or technological wraion from a province could find its way to the
imperial capital and then be dispensed throughout the Empire, Constantinople for the most part dis-
pensed but did not recei

In the Western Church, thevdopment of monasticism coincided with thal fof the Roman
Empire and, more importanflyas influenced by the perception of a Golden Age about to be lost.
When Boethius’ student Cassiodorus founded his monasterivaiu/ on his lands at Squillace in
Calabria in southern Italy around the year 540, he helped establish the idea, along wittatioa salv
of the soul of indiidual monks, of preserving thésalvation kit of Latinity’ for a future, better
time 84 It might not be surprising then to dis@p that the Byzantine monasteries were the major lob-
byists against John Italos and that Italesveent to a monastery as part of his punishment, whereas
Abelard sought refuge from the official Church in monastéfiéds a result of this difference in ori-
entation of monasticism in the Eastern and Western Churches, Francis ThomsaueahatrRus’
inherited not “the intellectual world of Byzantine culture, but the obscurantigidvof Byzantine
monasticism, which was largely hostile to secular learh®iget, it probably would hee made little
difference if Byzantine monasticism had been lastssturantist’ or less “hostile to secular learn-
ing,” f or the orientation of Byzantine monasticismassmerely an outward manifestation of a deep
structural difference in mentalité between the tBhurches. Andhat difference can be traced back
to the diferent ways Neoplatonism was synthesized with Church dogma in Easternemsteln

Christianity and their subsequently differing epistemologies.

84 On Cassiodorus’ role, see Reynolds anitst, Scribes and Swlars, pp. 72—74. The phrastsalvation
kit of Latinity’” is A. G. Lehmanré in The European Herige An Cutline of Western Culter Oxford,
Phaidon, 1984, p. 46. SignificantYapella’sMarriagewas part of this kit.

85 Once there, heever, Abelard seems to e dienated the monks todde fled from St. Denis as the result
of a dispute with the monks/er Dionysios the AreopagiteLater on, he claims that, when he became abbot of
a monastery in Brittay, the monks tried to poison him. Peter Abelartie Story of His Misfortunes an@rP
sonal Letterstrans. Betty Radice, London, Folio Societ977, pp. 39-40, 52-53.

86 Thomson, “Nature of the Receptiém. 118.
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Neoplatonism conceptualized the material world as emanating from the ultimate reality—the
One—through the spheres of Divine Intellect and Divine Soul. This model viewed the One as a
thing-unto-itself, unknwable except in a rggtive €nse of what it was nogophasiy postulated a
Divine Intellect, which emanated from the One and in which the ideal and eternal forms existed; and
sawv our souls as immortal and as connected to tminBiSoul, which acted as intermediary between
the eternal forms in the Divine Intellect and the imperfect manifestations of those ideal forms in the
material vorld. Wallis has stated that “a swey d Neoplatonisns influence threatens to become lit-
tle less than a cultural history of Europe and the Near East down to the Renaissance, and on some
points far bgond? 87 One of the reasons for this is that, in both the Eastern and Western Churches,
the Neoplatonists, at least until the twelfth centuvgre studied more than Plato. In the Eastern
Empire, the writings of Plato were known directly to the scholars of the Neoplatonic Acadarhies, b
these were closed down by the Emperor or takenhy the Muslims. In the West, Platoas knevn
in a direct way solely through Chalcidius’ fourth-century translation offtimaeus the only one of
Platos works available in Latin until the twelfth centuryand even that was incompleteln contrast,
the writings of Neoplatonists were known more or less widely in the West through Latin translation.

Although R. Baine Harris has asserted that “Greek Christianity mayslbeen more Neopla-
tonic than Latin Christianity88 it might not be a question of one being more Neoplatonic than the
other but of the different amalgamations resulting from the differétatvors” of Neoplatonism.
Plotinos attacked Aristotle’Categoriesin the sixthEnnead® and in general dismissed Aristotelian
logic. ButPorphyry influenced by the rationality of the Stoics (as A. C. Lloyd has indicate)a sa
positive le for Aristotelian logic within Neoplatonisf. Through his translator and interpreter
Boethius, as well as through hiwmlsagaye, Porphyry’s view of the relationship of Aristotle to Neo-
platonism preailed in Western Christendomin Eastern Christendom, neither the philosopher
lamblichos (died ca. 326), a student of Porphyry who helped introduce Neoplatonism into Syria, nor

Proclos (412-485), who played a similar role in relation to lamblichos as Boethius did in relation to

87 Wallis, Neoplatonismp. 160. Themain reason Whitehead could say that the history of Western philoso-
phy is a ®ries of footnotes to Plato is because of the influence of Neoplatonism.

88 R. Baine Harris, “Brief Description of Neoplatonismn The Significance of Neoplatonised. R. Baine
Harris, Norfolk, VA, 1976, p. 13Harris attributed this difference to the influence of Origen, wfajlthough
he could not dicially be labeled a Neoplatonist, had quite similar views which also got into the thought of
other important Greek churchthers such as the Cappadocians, Basil [of Caesarea], ana @Geegaries [i.e.,
Gregory of Nyssa and Gregory of Nazianzos]—all of whom where taken seriously in Byzantine Christianity

89 plotinos,The Enneadsesp., pp. 471-474.

9 A. C. Lloyd, “Neoplatonic Logic and Aristotelian Logfc,Phronesis: A Journal of Ancient Philosophy
vol. 1, 1955, p. 58.
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Porphyry was much influenced by Stoicism. As a result, and perhaps also as a result of the influence
of thought from further ea8t,there occurred no rehabilitation of dialectical reasoning within the type

of Neoplatonism that most influenced the Eastern Church.

Stoics
/ /(accepted) Aristotle Porphyry--->Boethius
(rejected) /
/
Plato------ >Plotinos----->lamblichos---->Proclus
Neoplatonism, in particular thEnneadsof Plotinos, shared certain themes with Platonism.

Harris has listed these shared themes:

(1) belief in the immateriality of reality2) the conviction that the visible and sensible refer to a still
higher level of being than the kel on which the occur, (3) preference of intuitionver empirical forms

of knowing, (4) the affirmation of the immortality of the soul, (5) belief that theets@ in its most real
state is good, and can be known as good, and (6) the tgrtdeidentify the beautiful, the good, and the

true as one and the safffe.

Neoplatonism also differed from Platonism in certain significant ways, including the assertion that it
is impossible to say anything about what the One is, beyond that the One is Goodrtesgnd
Beauty In fact, we can use only gdive language about the One—we can say only what it is not.
Ultimately, howeve, we can comprehend only through the silence of mystical utidris “silence

of mystical uniori’with the One coincides, it seems to me, with the so-called “intellectual silefce’
Rus’ culture. It dekies from the Byzantine blend of Christianity with Neoplatonism and entered Rus’
through Eastern Church monasticism. As a result, communion with the divine is xpereeced,

not thought or percedd. Theprevailing view in Rus’, as in Byzantium, was that our senses can per
ceive aly that which is createdOur senses cannot pengeithe uncreated, that is, God. Andyane

who asserts we can peneeiGod through the senses is suspect. This was the criticism that Barlaam

91 See, e.g., Hajime Nakamuh/ays of Thinking of EasterneBples: India, China, Tibetapan rev. Engl.
trans., ed. Philip.RViener Honolulu, Unversity of Havaii Press, 1964, pp. 56-57.

92 Harris, “Brief Descriptiori, p. 3.

93 All this is well known and fairly well acceptedSee, e.g., A. Hilary ArmstrongNeo-Platonisni, i n
Dictionary of the History of Ideas: Studies of Selected Pivotal |deasls., Nav York, Charles Scribnes’
Sons, 1973, vol. 3, pp. 374-377.
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of Calabria in the fourteenth century hurled at the hesychasts, who claimed to see the light of the
divinity by repeating the Jesus prayer while observing theiels& But the question dividing Bar

laam from the hesychasts was not, as is often asserted, whethmdedg® is the result of inquiry
(inference) or the result of vision (percepti8mAlthough Barlaam later became a Roman Catholic
bishop, he rejected the analytical subcurrent of latestévn theologians, which he associated with

Aquinas:

Thomas andweryone who reasons as he does thinks that there is nothing inaccessible to the human mind;
but we kelieve tat this opinion comes from a soul of demoniacal and evil pride; for most divine things

transcend human knowledgfe.

Thus, Barlaans reaction to Aquinas &s similar to Bernard of Claiaux’s reaction to Abelard (see
below). Barlaamdoubted the ditacy of dialectic and syllogisms in theological mattéfsGregory
Pdamas (1296-1360), the great champion of hesychasm, may be the one responsible for the distorted
representation of Barlaagwiews. He,at first, as Robert E. Siewicz has argued, mistook what Bar
laam said about the position of the Latins on the filioque as Badaawn' position?® Then he
attacled Barlaam for applying syllogisticqarments to matters of divine truth. As Simkcz pointed
out, Barlaam used syllogisticqaments in only one of hidntilatin Treatises In the others, he
resorted to standard Eastern Church citation afriflic literature to substantiate his wie
Sinkewicz’s point is that, because Barlaam hatwbted that the Latins were in the habit of couching
their arguments in syllogistic forftnh e “decided to open the question of the propriety of submitting
divine truths to examination by Aristotelian logi¢®

Pdamas thought Barlaam was ignoring Patristic literature and basing his discussion solely on

94 This hesychastic practice is similar to and mayeheerived from the Hindu and Mahayana Buddhist
practice ofdhyana or uninterrupted meditation on one point. Houdini used the same technique of concentration
on one point to escape from strait-jackets.

95 See, for example, Harry J. Magouli@yzantine Christianity: Emper, Church and the Wst Detroit,
Wayne State Uniersity Press, 1982, p. 82.

96 Quoted in MeyendorfiSt. Gegory Palamasp. 88 from Paris GrManuscript 1278, fol. 137).

97 On this point, see Robert E. Sawicz, “A New Interpretation for the First Episode in the Cowgrey
Between Barlaam the Calabrian and Gregalamas, Journal of Theological Studied.S., vol. 31, 1980, pp.
493-494.

98 Sinkewicz, “A New Interpretatiori,p . 498.

99 Sinkewicz, “A New Interpretatiori,p . 500.
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syllogism, thus relying on'the hazardous tenets of Hellenic philospph® Pdamas’ opinion of
pagan (Hellenic) philosophers well reflected the general attitude of the Eastern Ckordtim the
pagan philosophers were snakes wheehdility only in the event that “one kills them, and dissects
them, and uses them with discernment as a remesipsagheir own bites1%1 One might say that
Pdamas thought it necessary to lweage of the methods of dialectic in order to tnehat to aoid
and hoev to avoid it, whereas Barlaamag willing to use its methods to bite back andastie faulti-
ness of dialectic in gard to divine matters. Thus, Palamas and Barlaam were in agreement in their
opposition to Western dialectic but were in disagreemesittbe means to defeat it.

Another issue that divided Palamas and Barlaaam the epistemological claims of the hesy-
chasts. Barlaarwas ot attacking hesychasm from a Western analytical perspefiti, as Meyen-
dorff wrote: “In his flight from the intellectual realism ofé&stern Thomistic Scholasticism, Barlaam
clashed with the mystical realism of the Eastern moAR&In his polemic aginst Barlaam, &amas
explained that “[o]ur holy faith is a vision of our hearts in a special way because it surpasses all the
intelligible capabilities of our sotilt%3 There is no contradiction here between understanding through
the soul as opposed to understanding through the heart. The heart is seen not as different from the
soul, but as the very center of the sBtilit may hae been this formulation, among other teachings of
the hesychasts, that Barlaam had in mind when he attackedoastrosities’their “ridiculous doc-
trines not gen worthy of mention by one of sound mind or understanding—products of reistak
beliefs and recklessafitasy’ For among their teachings “of certain wondrous separations and
reunions of the mind and the sdl,e points specificially to their claim of “the union of our Lord
with the soul, which occurs perceptibly within thevéland with full certitude of the heart0>

Tomé&s Sidlik attributed to Thomas Aquinas the distinction between heart and mind, although
that distinction was apparently\a#oping earlier in the \&st. Moderrcolloquial English maintains

the idea of the heart as theyar of knowing in the expressioritod learn by heart. T his expression

100 On the hostile attitude ward profane philosoph see J. Gouillard, “Le Synodikon de I'Orthodoxie. Edi-
tion et commentairg, Travaux et mémoiresol. 2, 1967, pp. 56—61.

101 Triads 1, 1, 17, ed. J. Mgendorff, Grégoire Palamas—Défense des saints hiéastes | Spielegium
Sacrum Leaniense 30, Louvain, 1954, p. 35.

102 Meyendorff,St. Gegory Palamasp. 89.

103 Quoted in MagouliaBByzantine Christianityp. 83.

104 For a dscussion of the heart as an epistemologiagérgrsee ®més Sidlik, S.J., “The Heart in Russian
Spirituality,” Orientalia Christiana Analectavol. 195, 1973, pp. 361-379.

105 L etter V to Ignatius, ed. G. Shir@arlaam Calabro: Epistole gche | primordi episodici e dottrinari
delle lotte esicasteéPalermo, Istituto Siciliano di Studi Bizantini e Neogreci, 1954 (= Testi e Monumessii T
1), pp. 323-324.
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was wsed by Chaucer as early as 1374, but it ultimatelywekefrom the ancient Greeks (see also
“record’ [< re (again) + cor (heart)]). Thisidea is one of the points of connection between hesy-
chasm and SufismFor example, Alw S2’id Abel-Kayr wrote: “Sufism is the heart standing with
God, with nothing in between% After the Islamic capture of the Alexandrian Academy in 646,
Neoplatonism may he influenced Sufism in its idea that theainf is born with knowledge of Allah.
In turn, Sufism may he keen responsible fpend influenced, the delopment of hesychasm in the
Eastern ChurchA Sufi has been described as one who has God in the forefront at all times, as indi-
cated by their internal repetig saying of theshahada*‘La ilaha illa ’llah.” Such constant repetition
of a sacred formula, to the point that it becomes subconscious is similar to the hesychasts’ repetition
of the Jesus prayerLord Jesus Christ, @ nmergy upon me a sinnér For the Sufi, God is inter
nal—“closer than the jugular veinT his is a formulation that a hesychast would fully support.

The issue in question is an epistemological oAecording to Neoplatonism, aspects of the
Divine Soul are in each one of us, in ownacsouls. Here we are in the world in which we lon the
edge of non-dstence. W ae imperfect; we hae mary flaws, and our physical world is constantly
changing. Bueach of us has a connection with the Divine Soul, i.e., with the eternal, because there is
a part of the Divine Soul within usLike fingers on a hand, our souls are separate from each ather b
connected with the palm of the Divine SoM/hen Christian writers of the third and fourth centuries
took over this concept, it was very easy for them to place God in the position of theT@us, the
Divine Intellect, or Mind of God, emanates from God, while thar®i Soul still acts as an intermedi-
ary between the Mind of God and the world in which we. [We can hae a understanding of the
Divine Soul through our own soul. But we cannotéhan understanding of the Divine Soul through
the material world in which weue, because that world is a world of illusion and deception, of
change and mutation. The imperfections of this world thus lead us.a%¥aylo rot really learn
from the &perience of this wrld. Whatthe experience of this world does is unlock or lay bare the
understanding of forms that we are all born with, that is, that which already exists in ourSsalis.
is Neoplatonic epistemologwhich predominated in the West, at least, until the Enlightenment, and

among some thinkersen laterl0?

106 Quoted in Jead Nurbakhsh Sufism: Meaningknowledg and Unity, New York, Khanigahi-Nimatullahi
Publications, 1981, p. 21.

107 gee, e.g., the Unitarian minister William Ellery Channing who, in the nineteenth emdsra forerun-
ner of the Transcendentalistsgaed that our knowledge dees from “our own soul. See William Ellery
Channing, ‘Lik eness to Gotl,in The Tanscendentalists: An Anth@g ed., Perry Milley Cambridge, MA,
Harvard Unversity Press, 1950, p. 23.
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The mysticism of the Eastern Church, in having part of the Massda&e in the sanctuary
behind the iconostasis hidden from the parishionersV,vilerives from a more explicit implementa-
tion of the mystery of God. Not only can we novéany psitive knowledge of God, but also gn
knowledge of the Mind of God that we might obtain through theirii Soul is only partial and
imperfect. Salation can be obtained only through ownosouls for our own souls. From the point
of view of the Eastern Church, theeat has been regressing from concern for salvation of the soul.
An Eastern Church theologian mightveahe view that, just as we in the &%t hae polluted the earth
and threatened to desjrour terrestial home with our progress, so, too, weehalluted our souls.

“ For what does it profit a man if haigs the world but loses his sotukXk. 8:36; Mt. 16:26)%L98 In
the late fifteenth centurthe Trans-Volag dder Nil Sorskii wrote to a fell monk in this vein varn-

ing him about the snares of worldly knowledge and comforts:

Think very seriously about this statement: ‘Of what profit is the world to those wieobhand them-
seles to it?’ Even if one has glonhonors, and wealth, are not all these as nothing? Asenibielike a
shadaev that passes by and as sradkat disappears? [Wisdom 2:2-5]. And mahthese people who are
learned in the things of this world and whedaits procession, in the time of their youth and happiness
were harvested by death as flowers of the fields in full bloom are aut dRs. 103:15-16].. When
they were in this world, thedid not understand its evil stenchytlthey revded in adornment and in ps-

ical comforts. They were able to train their intellects for worldly gain andytpassed their time in stud-
ies, for thg crown the body in this fleeting time as the be-all and the end-allWvhat is to be thought of

such people? Are tiganot, as a certain wise saint said, the most foolish people in the whole Wdrid?

Since this world, the material world in which weeliis imperfect and decept, and since all of truth

has already beenvealed through the Bible, the decisions of the Ecumenical Councils, and the writ-
ings of the Church Fathers, clearly there is no need for so-called Weslieza or what we might call

the analytical approach to acquireneuths. Thesimple reason is that there are navriruths to be

determined. Andiryone who says tlyehavenew truths can only be trying to get you to replace the

108 The word for “soul” i's yuyh, which is the same ovd as Plotinos used to refer to the Divine Sdtl.
may be significant that the RSV translaagm as ‘life,” w hich seems to be closer to the first-century mean-
ing of the term, but which clearly departs from the Neoplatonist use of the word.

109 Nil Sorskii, “Poslanie startsa Nila k bratuj.prosivshemu ego o pomyslekhin G. M. Prokhoroy,

“ Poslanie Nila Sorskodo;Trudy Otdela dewnerusskoi literaturyvol. 29, 1974, p. 136.
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real (old) truths with ne falsehood31® This is wly, anong other reasons, the fourth-centiyyos-

tolic Constitutionaurges Christians to read only the Bible:

Avoid all gentile books.For what need ha you of alien writings, and laws and false prophets that lead
the frivolous avay from the &ith? Whatdo you find lacking in God’Law that you should seek those
gentile fables? Ifyou wish to read histories, youvsate books of Kings; if rhetorical and poetic writ-
ings, you hae the Prophets, you kia bb, you hae the Praoerbs, wherein you will find a wisdom that is
greater than that of all poetry and sophistigce those are theoxds of our Lord who alone is wiséf

you have a @sire for songs, you ke the Psalms; if for ancient genealogies, youeh@enesis; if for lgd
books and precepts, youveathe Lords dorious Lav. So avoid strenuously all alien and diabolical

books!11

The Izbornik of 1076 likewise, commends the reading of Scripture “especially foerye
Christian’ 12 Such a recommendation féifs from the Catholic Church’'admonition that the Bible
should be read only with proper guidance, that is, of priests, so that the reader is not I8¢ &stchy
Klim Smoliatich, metropolitan of Rus’ from 1147 to 1155, felt obliged to defend himself in writing
against the accusation of a certain Foma that he “had abandonedvénedr&criptures and had

instead written using Homer and Aristotle and Platd!4.

110 cyril Gordon pointed out a similar phenomenon encountered by those who attemptvateintithe
very fact that it is an inngation means that it is not ireleping with the consensus of opinion. Politically astute
people neer buck consensus. Crusaders for the truth will buck it (and edrelsvpay the pricé).Cyril Gor-
don,Riddles in HistoryNew York, Crown, 1974, p. 1560r, as Mark Twain wrote: ‘A man with a ne/ idea is
a Qank until the idea succeetM ark Twain, Following the Equator1897, vol. 1, ch. 32. Gordon goes on to
add: “The question that matters is not ‘Does the majoriy itiR* but ‘Does the innaation follow from the pri-
mary facts?’’ Gordons formulation well represents &8tern analytic ideals, although practice is oftefedif
ent. For example, in scholarly circles the idea ‘tié majority of historians bele,’ or some variant, is often
invoked as a brmulation for what the individual historian should bedie

111 Const. apost., i.,6d. Francis Xuer Funk, Didascalia et Constitutiones apostolorugwols., Faderborn,
1905, pp. 13-15.

112 The Izbornik of 1076rans. William R. Veder iThe Edificatory Prose of Kievan Ruslarvard Library
of Early Ukrainian Literature. English Translations, vol. 6, Cambridge MA, Ukrainian Research Institute of
Harvard Unversity, 1994, p. 3.

113 cardinal Gasquet, at the end of the nineteenth centugnads the argument that the Church supported
Bible reading in the ernacular Cardinal GasquefThe Old English Bible and Other Essay®ndon, 1897.
But a huge body of scholarly literature has shown the hostility with which Church leaders met attempts at lay
Bible reading. On this point, see David Sandler Be#tz, In the Rememhnce of Creation: Evolution of Art
and Scholarship in the Medieval and Renaissance Bilddtham MA, Brandeis Unersity Press, 1968, p. 46.

114 Khrisanf M. Lopare, ed., “Poslanie Mitropolita k smolenskomu presviteronfe. Neizdayi pamiatnik
literatury X1l v.,” Pamiatniki drewnei russkoi pis’'mennostvol. 90, 1892, p. ??. English translationSarmons
and Rhetoric of Kievan Ruydfrans. Simon Franklin, Cambridge MA, Harvard Library of Early Ukrainian Liter
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Christian Neoplatonism was reinforced in, and modified e Western mediel tradition
through the writings of Augustine (354—430), Dysios the Areopagite (end of fifth century), and,
among others, John Scotus Eriugena (ca. 810—cal8nA7)became the dominant trend within that
tradition, but not to the exclusion of other approachisese other approaches had to challenge the
dominant mystical outlook within the confines of the Neoplatonist fnarie

Not all scholars, heever, would agree with this formulation. Charles Bigg, faample, agued
that Clement of Algandria (ca. 150-213) was the one whavebirth to Neoplatonisml® Later,
however, in the same wrk he hedged on that conclusion: “Numenius may not unfairly ggded as
the founder of Neo-Platonism, with the reservation already pointed caxtdur fof Clement.11” And
W. T. Jones stated that “Neoplatonic metaphysics and Christian orthodoxy are inrespects
deeply antagonistic. Indeed, thare so far apart that it is unthinkable, but for the mistaken belief that
the Pseudo-Dionysios was the divinely inspiredvednof St. Paul, that John [Scotus Eriugena] or
aryone else could va supposed thgcould be combined. Furthermore, Jones asserted that Augus-
tine, Pseudo-Dionysios, antbther Christian writers [were only] tinged in varying degrees with
Neoplatonism..” 118 |t hardly seems li&ly, though, that Christian acceptance of the Neoplatonic
framework depended solely on a “mistaken belieh a forgery.

Instead, Neoplatonism had a number of important concepts in common with early Chrjstianity
enough so as to alloeasy correspondence between them, which in turn enhanced the significance of
these concepts for subsequent Christian theolbgy example, thgboth agreed on the unimportance
of this world relatve o the next (“My kingdom is not of this arld” [ In. 18:36]); the concept of the
Trinity conforms to Neoplatonismthree lypostases; and the dragon ofvBlations (12:7; 19:11-21),
that is, the Satan of the WeTestament, &s associated with the material world—the devil tempts
Jesus in the desert with things of thierld (Mt. 4:1-11; Lk. 4:1-13). Jones’ wiereflects the anti-
Neoplatonic attitudesxpressed in early Christian sources, and, in that sense, he may be confined by
the attitudes of his sourceBor example, in 426, Augustine wrote that he regretted his previous com-

mendation of Neoplatonism: “The praise that | bestd on Plato and the Platonists [Neoplatonists]

ature, English translations, vol. 5, 1991, p. 31.

115 Wallis, Neoplatonismp. 161.

116 Charles BiggThe Christian Platonists of Alexandri@xford, Clarendon, 1886, p. 64.

117 Bigg, Christian Platonistsp. 253.

118 W, T. Jones,A History of Western Philosoph$ wols., Nev York, Harcourt, Brace and akid, 1952, wl.
1, pp. 421, 422. See also Claudesmontantl.a Métaphysique du Christianisme et la naissance de la philoso-
phie drétienneg Paris, Editions du Seuil, 1961, who argued that tainérs defended an already existing Chris-
tian philosoply aganst Hellenistic (read: Neoplatonic) thought.
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displeases me, and not without reason, especially because the Christian doctrine must be defended
agpinst gross errors on their patt® Pagan Neoplatonists and early Christian writers carried on a
polemic for at least tav hundred years.One of the characteristics of the resulting synthesis is the
absence of a supernaturalMdeor Satan as the source of evil in Christian theological formulations,
even while the concept of Satan continues to exist, in parallel, at the popular religieui€%e

In the Western Church, the approaches that differed from the Christian-Neoplatonic consensus
view devdoped into oganized patterns andventually even a Nominalist school, which challenged
the prevailing Realist (i.e., idealist) vie.1?! In the Eastern Church, the views of Pseudo-isas,
were influenced, as Worris Clark has suggested, by the Hindu concept ofhiadti or multiple
divine enegies, and found further elaboration in the theology of Gregatgnfast?2 Furthermore,
this concept along with Buddhist concepts of proper breathing and seeingitfeeligiht no doubt

also had an impact on the elaboration of hesychasm.

11

The question “Where was the Russian Abeldrig?ot such a simple one to answét could
very well be rephrased, “Whereasg the Byzantine Abelard?r “Where was the Arabic Abelard?’
or even “Why was there an Abelard at all?”

For an answer to this last question, we should look at Abetaodn writings and the influences
on him. In that vay, we may get some clues whAbelard appears where he does and when he does.
Abelard, besides having attended the lectures on logic and rhetoridll@@mAof Champeaux
(1070-1120) and the lectures on theology of Anselm of Laon (ca. 1050-1117), discusses his o
view of universals within the context of hiSlosses on &phyry, a @mmentary on Boethius’ transla-
tion of and commentary on Ponrgly’'s Isagaye In each of his four major works on logic, parts of
which hare keen lost, Abelard discusses Pomhs work. Porplyry was a pagan Neoplatonist and
had written arnintroduction to the Categories of Aristo{lealled by Medigal writers, thelsagae),

which became a standard manual on logic in the Meldiwest. Edvard W Warren stated that the

119 Augustine Retractionsi.14. Seelso Paul Shoge Platonism: Ancient and ModerBerkeley: University
of California Press, 1938, pp. 79-80 for a brief description of what Church fathersegpard dissappnreed
in Plato.

120 gee Jeffre Burton RussellSatan: The Early Christianr@dition, Ithaca, Cornell Uniersity Press, 1981.

121 On the Nominalists, see, inter alia, Etienne Gilddistory of Christian Philosophy in the Middle &gy
New York, Random House, 1955, pp. 499-520.

122 W, Norris Clark, “The Problem of the Reality and Multiplicity of e Ideas in Christian Neoplaton-
ism, i n Neoplatonism and Christian Thougletl. Dominic J. O’'Meara, Alban State Unversity of Nev York
Press, 1982, p. 121.
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influence of thdsagae is attributable: “(1) to its opening page where Porphyry listswadeeper
issues concerning the kind of existence gagbby generic and specific terms, (2) to its translation by
Marius Victorinus and by Boethius, and (3) to its publication as the initial treatise in subsequent Latin
editions of Aristotelian logical arks. Thelsagagye became a standard preface to work in Ariststle’
logic” 123 John of Salisbury (ca. 1115-1180), in Mstalogicon describes he Porphyry was used

in the twelfth century:*One who withdraws what he wer deposited, and harvests what hevene
sawed, is far too seere and harsh a mastess dso is one who forces (poor) Porphyry to cough up the
opinions of all philosophers, and will not rest content until the lattadrt treatise teachesesything

that has eer been writter. 124 The typerbole notwithstanding, it is well documented thatlgagae

was a work that heavily influenced Western thought as the result of its being thelequiof an
introductory textbook to Aristotle’logic1?®> Concerning the “deeper issuethat Porphyry raises at

the beginning of his work, it is ironic that he raises them only to say what he will not discuss:

| shall avoid the deeper issues and in wi@ords try to explain the simpler notionsor example, | shall

put aside the westigation of certain profound questions concerning genera and species, since such an
undertaking requires more detailed examination: (1) whether genera or sgisties ¢heir own or reside
merely in thought; (2) whethef they exist, they are corporeal or incorporeal; and (3) whethertedst

separate from sense objects or only in dependence ortthem.

Yet, by articulating in such aay what he was not going to discuss, Porphyry at least raised the possi-
bility that Aristotelian catgories of genera and species are the same as Platonic transcendent
forms127 According to Artz, not only does this passage focus on the crux of feesdifes between
Platonism and Aristotelianism, but also on the crux of the differences betweewahRBdiglism and

Nominalism. FurthermoreArtz asserted that “[tlhese lines of Porphyry plsgm Erigena on, as

123 Edward W Warren, ‘Introduction’ i n Porphyry the Phoenician, Igmge, Toronto, The Pontifical Insti-
tute of Mediagal Studies, 1975, p. 12.

124 The Metalogicon ofahn of Salisbury: A Twelfth-Century Defense of the Verbal and Logical Arts of the
Trivium, trans. David D. McGarryGloucesterMA: Peter Smith, 1971, p. 148 (bk. 3, ch. 1).

125 Metalogicon of John of Salisioy, pp. 110-111 (bk. 2, ch. 16). See also I. M. Bdske A History of
Formal Lagic, trans. and ed. tv Thomas, South Bend, IN, Umrsity of Notre Dame Press, 1961, p. 134;
William Kneale and Martha Kneal&he De&elopment of Lgic, Oxford, Clarendon Press, 1962, p. 198; A. C.
Lloyd, “The Later Neoplatonistsj n Cambridg History of Later Greek and Early Medig Philosophy p.
281; Walzer“Porphyry and the Arabic Traditichp . 278.

126 pL, vol. 44, col. 82; for an English translation, Seephyry the Phoenician, Isage, pp. 27—28.

127 Knowles,Evolution of Medieval Thoughp. 110.
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important a role in the history of thought ay massage of equal length in all literature outside the
Bible” 128 Even if one does not fully agree with Agztharacterization of the importance of this pas-
sage for Western intellectual histpone nonetheless must agree that it did play a prominent role in
the thinking of Abelard. As the historian Brian Stock has pointed out, Abglandiver was an
ambvalent one, or rather he camewdo decisvely on both sides of the issue: “He [Abelard]
attempted to answer three questions from BRagpdhIsagagye Do universals gist? Arethey corpo-
real or incorporeal? And are thpart of the sensible ovld or not? His answer in each case was both
yes and nd.12° Such an answer bears resemblance to John Italos’ cosmological views on the status of
the world: ‘Thus, the unierse is out of nothingness and also has being; thus, it both exists and does
not exist, it is and will not be, and is not and will"B€° This splitting into tvo parts, this making of
distinctions, is the core of dialectical thinkindjg = between Hegen = to choose).

In the Western Church, the tentatiolution to Porpkiry’s questions vas a ‘two-tiered; dialec-
tical one. The imperfect ovld belongs to Aristotle; the perfect world to Plato. The compromise rec-
onciliation by Thomas Aquinas merely provided a formal theological articulation of this wentati
solution131 The two-tiered solution desloped out of the Neoplatonic schools in Athens anckde
dria, where the study of the naturabnid belonged to Aristotle while theological study belonged to
Plato132 Those who studied the natural world were allowed to use dialectic, while those who studied
theology were to subsume its use to a higher epistemological methodyéeatjos. Theirony here

is that Plato placed dialectic as the capstone of education, the means by which'aldeate ques-

128 Artz, The Mind of the Middle Ag p. 255. Cookand Herzman maka smilar claim for Anselms pas-
sage that contains the ontological pro@illiam R. Cook and Ronald B. Herzmarhe Medieval World igw:
An Introduction New York, Oxford Unversity Press, 1983, pp. 266—267: “The text of Ansslamgument has
been commented upon more thary ather philosophical t¢ of comparable size from the Middle Ades.
Admittedly, Anselms proof is longer than Porphyiypassage.

129 Brian Stock, “Science, dchnology and Economic Progress in the Early Middle Agés, Science in the
Middle Agesed. David C. Lindberg, Chicago, Umrsity of Chicago Press, 1978, p. 46.

130 John ItalosQuaestiones quodlibetalesd. Perikles-lerre Joannou, Studia patristica et byzantina, 4, Ettal,
1956, p. 123.We haveno information about John Italos’ education before his coming to Constantirgjpe-
ulation about his name has led some scholars to suggest that he was born and raised ihsBiciig may
have mme in contact there with thedats trivium and, in particulawith Porptyry’s Isagaye, which had been
composed in Sicily some 800 years earlier.

131 Friedrich Hees phrase is‘two-tiered theological structuteéh his The Medieval World: Europe 1100 to
135Q trans. Janet Sondheiméleveland, Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1962, p. 222.

132 On this point, see Warren, “Introductiom. 10.
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tion and answer most kmtedgeably 132 Another irory is the identification of Plate’ views with
rhetoric. Platoa mnsummate rhetorician himself, declared rhetoric to be one of the “forms of flat-
tery,” which he opposed as @dunterpart’ (&vtiotpodog) to the “true arts—Ilegislation, justice,
gymnastics, and medicidé? Plato opposed the rhetoricians, that is, those who vedlienly in
rhetoric, namely the Sophists, and tried to defend Socrates from the charge of Sophistry.

Rhetoric grounded ind®ristic literature has been the main instrument in the Eastern Church to
defend its synthesis of Neoplatonism with Christian&ycombination of rhetoric and dialecticass
being used in the Western Church to defend its synthesisbefore the introduction of Aristotelian-
ism. Thedifference in‘weapons’ of defense may he resulted from the stronger influence of Por
phyry’s utnanswered questions on thee$tern Church. Thus, while the mystical conception of the
One was primary in Plotinos’ cosmolgdorphyry and his commentators left the door open for the
use of analytical reasoning, and, in doing so, provided an opening for Abejaedtioning of, and
later for those who W& been called Nominalists to attack, theyaiting Neoplatonic mysticism of
the Realists. In other words, the groundsvalready well prepared for the Western Chagretcep-
tance of Aristotle in the thirteenth centurjlonetheless, this acceptance was conditional, for it
depended upon the stipulation that Aristotelain thought not be applied to theological matters, or as
Warren described it:The notion that Plato and Aristotle were in harmevas partially purchased at
this time by assigning to each different spheres of inte#é3iThis notion emerged, @ver, only
after the Council of Sens in 1210 attempted to ban Arissofigéntific (i.e., natural philosogh
writings1361n 1215, Robert, a papalgae, in describing the Rules of the Werisity of Paris, prohib-
ited lecturing “on the books of Aristotle on metggits and natural philosoplor on he summaries
of them’ Y et, significantly he dlowed lecturing ‘on the books of Aristotle on dialectic old and
new... in the ordinary but not in the cursorgd cuisum) manney’ that is, by full professors onh}’

In 1231, havever, Pope Gregory IX decreed thagxpumaed versions of Aristotle’ works on meta-

133 plato, The Republic533c-534e. CfRobert Pirsig,Zen and the Art of Motorcycle Maintenance: An
Inquiry into ValuesNew York, Bantam, 1974, p. 330.

134 plato,Gorgias 464—468.

135 Warren, “Introduction’ p. 10.

136 Chartularium Universitatis Parisiensigso. 11, vol. 1, p. 70.

137 Chartularium Universitatis &risiensis no. 20, vol. 1, pp. 78-79. On the distinction between ordinary
and extraordinary or cursory lectures, sgarLThorndile’s comment inUniversity Records and Life in the
Middle Agesed. Lynn Thorndike, Ne& York, Columbia Uniersity Press, 1944, p. 28, fn. 1.
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physics and natural philosopltould be used in the schodf Thus, the very works of Aristotle that
the Western Church found so threatening (those on metaphysics and natural pjlileswpha nor
mal part of Byzantine education, while therks of Aristotle on dialectic, which were a normal part
of the curriculum in the West, were considered threatening within Byzantine education.

On the upper tier were Neoplatonic doctrines and dogmas of the Church (for example, the doc-
trine of the Tinity). Matterson this level were fundamentally mystical and mysterious, beyogd-ar
ment or disputation, unable to be comprehended by the human dnitvdcr), but only by the intel-
lect (vovc). In 1228, Pope Gregory IX reasserted thgdmory of the upper tier when he told the
Faculty of Theology in Paris thattheology dominant wer all the other disciplines, xercises its
authority wer them as the spiritxercises it @er the flesi. 132 On the laver tier were the perceptions
and conceptions of thisasld (for example, the question of motion, which was Aristoteligpjyes-
tions on this leel were fit subjects for argument and comprehension by the human Riodlems
with this bifurcation of roles resulted when attempts were made by those who wanted to apply Aris-
totelian logic to Neoplatonic doctrinegriugena challenged the mystery of the upper tier with his
belief that reason could figure it outitthis work was condemnedEriugenas magnum opusOn the
Division of Natue, did not attract much attention until Amalric of Béne appealed to it for support
when he vas being accused of pantheism. Pope Honorius Il then in 1225 declared the work hereti-
cal. Itis likely that, had Eriugenswork remained unrecognized for avfenore years, it would rver
have receved papal approbation. On the other hand, the papaay hare viewed Eriugena as repre-
sentatve d the rival Celtic-Irish tradition within Western Christianity anyway.

In the early eleenth century Berengirius (ca. 1000-1088), French theologian and head of the
Cathedral School at Tours, applied dialectic to theology and, as a result, denied transubstantiation
and, in a reply to Lanfranc of Bec, rejected authoritiie then presiling view of transubstantiation
derived from the idea of Paschasius Radbertus, abbot of Corbie in the ninth cératafter conse-
cration in the Mass the bread became the real body and the wine became the real blood of Christ.

Berengrius, in hisDe corpoe et @nguine Domini favared the vigvy, espoused by Ratramnus, a

138 Chartularium Universitatis &isiensis no. 79, wl. 1, pp. 136—139 (April 13, 1231) and no. 87, vol. 1,
pp. 143-144 (April 23, 1231).

139 Quoted in Etienne Gilsom,a philosophie au moyerga ces origines patristiques a la fin du Xisiecle
2vols., Paris, Payot, 1952, vol. 2, pp. 395-396.
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monk at Corbie, that the bread and wine became the body and blood of Christ only sym&#lically
doing so, Berergyius claimed that it was the attribute of reason that meant man was createdsin God’
image. Thereforesince dialectic is reason, one shoulgeh&ecourse to dialectic in all things4t A
series of Church councils from 1049 to 1079 condemnedgBass’ views on the Eucharist and
compelled him to recantToward the end of the alenth century Anselm of Canterbury suggested
that Roscellinus of Compiégne (ca. 1045 or 1050-1120) wadert,afhallenging the very Neopla-
tonic basis of the upper tier by denying wensals altogetherthat the are “no more than erbal
expressionsflatum vociy” 142 1t is difficult to knov exactly what Roscellinus’ views were, since the
only work we hae tat is generally attributed to him is a letter to Abelard on tiaty. 143 But it
seems unlikely Roscellinus denied wensals as such. The Council of Soissons in 1092 only ques-
tioned his views bt did not condemn them. If he had been denying the existencevefsas, then
that would certainly hae ensured his condemnation. Instead, Roscellinus mey been merely rais-

ing an epistemological question ofvhave know what we call uniersals are really umérsals and not
merely verbal expressiof&?

Some scholars ka poposed that Abelard, rather than Roscellinus, be considered the founder of
Nominalism4® Other scholars & suggested that Abelard attempted to find a midddg {some-
times called Conceptualist) between thevaitmg Neoplatonic consensus views of the Realists and
the challenge to them of the Nominalistéet, Nominalism as a school of thought was formed only

after the time of Abelard, so it is unlikely he was trying to findag ¥o reconcile Realism with that

140 Jean de Montclog,anfranc et Béenger La controverse Eucharistique du Xkiécle Leuven, Spicilgium
sacrum leaniense, 1971, pp. 49-50.

141 Quoted in HaskinsRenaissance of the Twelfth Centysy 27. Cf. Southern.The Making of the Middle
Ages pp. 198-200; Gordon LEfMedieval Thought: St. Augustine to Kimm Baltimore, Penguin, 1958, p. 95.
142 Anselm,De fide Tinitatis, c. 2 in PL, vol. 158, col. 265. See also John of SalisbMetalogicon p. 112.
Although pointing out that Anselm cites no work of Roscellinus wheremessed such a vie Gilson accepts
Anselms characterization of Roscellinus’ views dgrobable’ Gilson, History of Christian Philosophyp.

625, n. 89.

143 pL, vol. 178, cols. 357-372.

144 Intriguingly, Hauréau attributed a text on ueisals to Roscellinus. Barthelemy Hauréalgtices et
eXraits quelques manuscrits latines de la Bibliotheque Natjdhabls., Paris, 1892, vol. 5, pp. 325-333e
Wulf dismisses this attribution as “only a conjectuagparently because in the work the author ackedges
that unversals do rist. Mauricede Wulf, History of Mediagal Philosophy New York, Dover, 1952, vol. 1, p.
148, fn. 6. We a@n, in turn set aside deul¥’s dsmissal because it seems based on acceptance of the question-
able accusations of Roscellinus’ opponents, Anselm and John ofuBglistiher than on Roscellinusivm
words.

145 gee, e.g., Calvin G. Normore, “The Tradition of Med&élominalism’ i n Studies in Medieal Philoso-
phy, ed. John FWippel, Washington DC, Catholic Urarsity of America Press, 1987 (= Studies in Philosoph
and the History of Philosoghvol. 17), pp. 203—-205.
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which had not een been formed. Instead, the concern of the Realisis most likely that Abelard
and Roscellinus were articulating ideas that undermined their (the Realists’) poshti@mNominal-
ists later did exactly what the Realists of theveriéh century were concerned that Abelard and
Roscellinus were doingWhile ary questioning of the consensuswigas not tolerated by the Real-
ists, it males more sense for us, in describing the position of Roscellinus and Abelard/esals|

to keep their views distinct from the Nominalists.

And, if we think of Nominalists as those who gdhe existence of umérsals, then neither
Roscellinus nor Abelard were Nominalistsistead, both Roscellinus (insofar as we can determine
his views) and Abelard were more likely suggesting that the study of this world through dialectic
might allov one to understand urersals. Thais, they doubted the ditagy of intuitive, inborn uni-
versal concepts in the mind. It was exactly these injithborn concepts that the peding Neopla-
tonic Realists were saying are vasals, dvorced from the things of thisavid. Accordingto them,
sense perceptions can unlock the knowledge ofetsils already within us. Otherwise, sense per
ceptions can only lead us astrdyoscellinus and Abelard did not raise the question of xistemce
of universals as suchThey were merely questioning thoone can come to kmothem. Abelards
answer was through using dialectic as a diagnostic tool. Thomas Aquinas attempted &othiesolv
issue through compromise. He accepted that throaighwe knev when we hae unlocked an inter
nal understanding of wersals, but that this understanding can also come through using dialectic as a
diagnostic tool. Since uwrsals are in God'mind before the particulaufiversalia ante en), they
can also exist in the human mind after the particulemiversalia post em). Aquinasthereby
accepted bothiihtuition’” and dialectic as ways to the truth, provided dialectic did not contradict
faith. If dialectic did contradict faith, then for Aquinas it was being used incorreflygome of us
on this side of the Scientific Raution it looks suspiciously as though Aquinas was trying to use
dialectic to reach preconeed notions. ‘et, the wider diagnostic area that Aquinasvedid for
dialectic opened the door for the true Nominalists and other practitioners aitidern way” to
challenge that attempted resolution of the issue by questioningetiyeexistence of uwmersals
themselved#®

It may hae keen from Roscellinus directlpr through Wlliam of Champeaux, that the signifi-
cance of Porpjry’s questions was first brought to the attention of Abeldrdus, through Porphy’s

articulation of the fundamental problem of trying to resoBato with Aristotle, and through the

146 For a fuller discussion, see GilsoHjstory of Christian Philosophyp. 489-520.
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widespread distribution of hisagagyein which this formulation appears, as well as through Boethius’
commentaries, Porphy’s questions remained not only unresatvbut became a focus of dispute
within the Western Church.

In the Eastern Church, noganized viev opposed to the Christian-Neoplatonic consensas w
allowed to deelop. Inthis sense, there was no need foyame to attempt to adjudicate thefelr
ences. Theuestions of Porphyry played no significant role in the Eastern Chtlishwritings had
aroused the ire of Constantine, and Theodosius Il ordered all copiesAgfdiist the Christianéca.

270) burned in 448" Pagan Neoplatonic philosophers and teachers were not tolerated in fifth-cen-
tury Byzantium. Under the Emperor Zeno (477-491), pagan professors accused chtprgpseo-
platonic doctrines had either to et to Christianity or resign their positiong\s early as 415, in
Alexandria, the Neoplatonist philosopher Hypatiasvkidnapped and carriedf &6 a church where

she was stripped, then beaten to death by Christiaatitst*® The Muslims took wer the Neopla-

tonic Academy in Alexandria in the midv@ath century And the Neoplatonic Academy in Athens,
which presumably could ke mntinued the two-tiered structure in the Eastern Church (and thereby
continue to raise Porghy’s questions), was closed by Justinian in 529. The continued existence of
the Eastern Imperial apparatus meant that it was difficult faally proscribed writings to surve
undetected. Aftethe disintgration of the Western Empire, the absence of such a centralized political
authority allowed writings and ideas pekei as dssident not only to survé kut to flourish. And

even when a comparable secular authority reconstituted itself in Europe, that is the Carolingian
Empire, we find the vium propagated through Charlemagnevn “minister of educationi,A Icuin

of York.

It would be incorrect, hwever, to think that the Eastern Church did not tolerate the writings of
Porphyry and that manuscript copies of Hisagage survived only in the West14? or that Abelard
arose to try to answer those questions in the Western Church while neenrka@v of the questions

in the Eastern ChurchThey knew of Porphyry’s questions in areas sed by the Eastern Church.

147 psellos refers to an order requiring all Porgts works to be brned. Seédward Kurtz and Francis
Drexl, Michaelis Pselli. Scripta minay 2 vols., Milan, Societa editricéVite e pensiert,1936-1941, vol. 1:
Orationes et dissertationgg. 267.

148 Damasciusyita Isidori, ed. Zintzen, fr 104; Socrates ScholasticuScclesiastical Historty7:13; John,
Bishop of Nikiu,Chronicle 84:101-102.

149 Richard Walzer “Furfuriyus; Encyclopedia of Islain2nd ed., vol. 2, p. 948The Isagaye is the only
work of Porplyry’s to sirvive oth in Greek and in ArabicRichard Valzer “Porphyry and the Arabic fadi-
tion,” i n Porphyre, vol. 12 ofEntretiens sur I'antiquité classiqu&965, p. 278.
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Jerome reports that theagaye was used for pedagogical purposes at Antioch already in thes 3580’
In his fourth-centunlife of Antony Athanasius has Antgmitying certain Greeks who visited him
and ‘attempted to construct syllogisrsA ntory told them that “demonstration throughgaments
is unnecessaywr perhaps een useless.1®! But these issues were resolved in a one-tiered hierarchi-
cal schema of apophatic theology based ayaiwn.'>? That is, the only ay to speak of God, as the
pacan Neoplatonists spekof the One, was in metives. Maximosthe Confessor (580-662) wrote
that ‘negdaive datements aboutwdine matters are the only true orié82 An individual can therefore
communicate with God only through silence and throuighowing ignorancé. B oth Gregory of
Nazianzos and Dionysios the Areopagite had stated that “the very factwingnoothing is knal-
edge surpassing the mihék* Furthermore, Maximos the Confessor wrote: “God becomew/éie
by means of ignorancé>® Therefore, as he wrote elsewhere: “a perfect mind is one that, by true
faith, in supreme ignorance knows the supremely uwkhte one’ 156

The early theologians of the Eastern Church were well grounded in Aristotelian logic, in dialec-
tic, and e@en in Porphyry’s Isagaye Leontius the Hermit (475-543/4), who has been called the

founder of Byzantine Aristotelianistd/ argued that applying Aristotelian catries of genera and

150 JeromeEp. L.

151 AthanasiusThe Life of Antony and the Letter to Mallinus trans. Robert C. Gregg, WeYork, Paulist
Press, 1991, pp. 84, 87.

152 Emile Bréhier in his study of media philosoply, pointed out, perhaps with a sense of regret, that *
the Eastern countries. any intellectual actiity seems to hze been absorbed by the sciences oirtiy...”"
Emile BréhierPhilosophie du Moyeade, Paris, 1927, p. 3.

153 Maximos, Ambiguorum liberin Patrologiae cusus completus. Series &&co-Latina(PG), ed. Jacques-
Paul Migne, 161 vols., Paris, Migne, 1857-1866|.\91, col. 1241. See also Lars Thunihdvlicrocosm and
Mediator: The Theological Anthropology of Maximus the Confessord, 1965, pp. 436—442.

154 see alsdp. |, in PG, vol. 3, col. 1065 where Dionysios talks aboutvtibis only through ‘unknowing”
(oyviora) that we may ke God. Cf.Vladimir Lossky, The Mystical Theology of the Eastern GiyiLon-
don, James Clark, 1957, p. 25: “Proceeding hyaiens one ascends from the inferior degrees of being to the
highest, by progessily setting aside all that can be kmw, in order to dr& near to the Unknown in the dark-
ness of absolute ignorance”

155 Maximos,De Divinis nominibus. Scholian PG, vol. 4, col. 216.

156 Maximos,De Charitate in PG, vol. 90, col. 1048.

157 wilhelm Rugimer,Leontius \8n Byzanz. Ein ®emiler aus dem zeitalterudtinians Wurzbug, Andreas
Gobels Verlagshichhandlung, 1894, p. 72; David Beecheaffs;Leontius of Byzantium: An Origenist Chris-
tology, Washington DC, Dumbarton Oaks, Center for Byzantine Studies, T8a®also Friedrich Loofsgeon-
tius von Byzanz und die glaitamigen Schriftsteller der gridgéschen Kirche, Leipzig, J. C. Hinrichs, 1887, pp.
[297-303]; Adolf von HarnacK,ehrbud der Dogmengeschichi& vols. in 2, Freilrg i. B.: Akademische ¥f-
lagsbuchhandlung von J. C. B. Mph886—1890.
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species to the world does not lead to truth but to an infinite regress from th&&tatbther vords,

we become clearer and clearer about less and less. John of Damascus (678s &l well ware

of dialectic. The first section of hisont of Knowledg deals in general with dialectic, which he sub-
sumed as “a seant of theology and specifically with Porpjry’'s Isagagge Like Leontius, John
claimed no originality:‘l say nothing of my @n,” w hich indicates his acceptance of the conception
that all of truth has already beervealed. Thiswas a $andard topos that Gregory of Nazianzos and
Dionysios the Areopagite, among others further east, had also ad®&b®&idce John of Damascus

says a lot that is hisnm, what he means is that what he is saying coincides with previousinkno
truth. For John of Damascus, as for subsequent Eastern Christian writers, dialectic is not to be carried
ary further than is necessary for supporting faith, that is through the truth that has already been
revealed, but not to be used for determiningvniee., previously unknown, truth because stichth”

cannot, by definition,»st. In other words, dialectic was merely a descviptint a diagnostic tool.

This was also the wein the Western Church before Abeldfd.

Abelard used dialectic not only to describe the reckiruth but to diagnose wetruths.
Bernard of Clairvaux and those who held thevgitimg consensus vig perceved such activity as
threatening the good and the beautiful. In a letter to Pope Innocent Il, Bernard characterized Abelard
as “an old teacher turned into awéheologian, who in his youth amused himself with the art of
dialectic and nw rages against the Holy Scriptufé$l By characterizing him this ay, Bernard
clearly indicated that he wahe threat to old, superior theology from dialectic, which the (iead:
inferior) theologian had dabbled in. Furthermore, Bernard criticized Abslardgance to think that

through dialectic he could understand the mysteries of the faith:

158 |eontius,Libri tres conta Nestorianos et Eutychianpis PG, vol. 86, pt. 1, col. 1296.

159 For example, Confucius: “I hee ransmitted what was taught to me without making wgtang of my
own.” The Analects of Confuciug1-3, trans. Arthur Wale New York, Vintage, 1989, p. 123.

160 Umberto Eco places in the mouth of his character Jorge de Borges words that represenailitig pre
view of the Western Church: “the work of our order and in particular tbekvof this monasterya part—
indeed, the substance—is studpd the presemtion of knavledge. Preseation of, | say not search far
because the property of knowledge, asvandithing, is that it is complete and has been defined sincedhe be
ning, in the perfection of the World which expresses itself to it$aeseration, | sayand not search, because
it is a property of kneledge, as a human thing, that it has been defined and completatieocourse of the
centuries, from the preaching of the prophets to the interpretation of the fathers of the chinecé.is no
progress, no km®lution of ages, in the history of knowledgeit kat most a continuous and sublime recapitula-
tion” Umberto Eco,The Name of the Rasians. William Weaver, New York, Harcourt Brace danovich,
1983, p. 399.

161 sancti Bernardi abbatis Clae-\allensis Opea Omnia, ed. John Mabillon, 6 vols., 4th ed. Paris, 1839,
vol. 1, pt. 1, cols. 1441-1442.
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Of everything that is in heaen aove and in the earth belo there is nothing that he pretends not tovkno
He raises his eyes to Hea, and iwestigates the greatness of Godlhen returning to us, he brings back
unspeakable words that it is not allowed for a man tpwglaje he is prepared to\g back a reason for
evaything, even of those things that are almrreason. He@resumes against reason and agaaist.f For

what is more against reason than by reason to eod@etranscend reasotf?

Bernard complained thdA'belard is trying to destyathe virtue of the Christiarafth, when he thinks
himself able by unaided human reason to comprehend the whole that GodHisis a nan great in

his own eyes [alone], a disputer of the faith, a man wisies himself about great andnderful
matters that are out of his reach, a prier into the Majesty of. Go¥2 Such criticisms are similar to
the Archbishop of Cantebury Lanfrasaomplaints against Berengarius that he attempts to under
stand “those things that cannot be understo$dFor Bernard, “The faith of the righteous bels;

it does not disputé. A nd what Bernard beled was that one attained mystical union with God
through “vigilance and prayers and mucHoef and showers of teatsnot through dialectié5®
Abelard, on the other side, not only defends the use of dialedtiinbhis commentary on tHeoste-

rior Analytics exalts its position as discerner of truth:

especially one must insist upon the study of that doctrine by which the greater truthvis Khtasis
dialectic, whose function is to distinguish betwegare truth and falsity: as leader in all knowledge, it
holds the primary and rule of all philosgphThe same also is siwo to be needful to the Catholi@ifh,

which cannot without its aid resist the sophistries of schismifics.

Matthewv Paris took the same position when he referredthe rules of logic, which is the iaflible
guide to truth.167

Western Churchmen, l&k Anselm and Bernard, realized that dialectic could be used to reach
conclusions that were destrugi and they wanted to preent that. While we in the twentieth century
may think of Abelard as a construtiand progressie thinker, we $ould remember that heas per

ceived as dnoxious and dangerous by the authorities of his time. Hag@oideclared that Abelard

162 sancti Bernardi Oper Omnia, vol. 1, pt. 1, col. 1442.

163 sancti Bernardi Oper Omnia, vol. 1, pt. 1, col. 1465.

164 De corpoe et snguine Dominiin PL, vol. 150, col. 427,

165 sancti Bernardi Oper Omnia, vol. 1, pt. 2, col. 2870.

166 Quvrages inédits d’Abélarged. Victor Cousin, Paris, 1836, p. 435.

167 Matthew Paris, Chronica Majom, ed. Henry Richards Luard, vol. %.D. 1248 to A.D. 1259 ondon,
Longman, 1880, p. 211.
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was imbued with a ‘fatal impulse to ann®' and “was certainly possessed with an inordinate impul-
sion to undo his vels.” T hus, he‘twould hare led others and himself a life of thornsven in later
centuries “when some of his methods and opinions had become accepted comnidfiplatele
Abelards personality vas certainly contributory to his success among his students, such cannot be
considered significant for explaining whanalytical thinking triumphed in the &¢t. Nodoubt there
were arrognt personality types with a propensity for annoyance in the Eastern Church as well,
although John Italos was not one of thelalos’ attempt to apply dialectic to theological matters
occurred only after he had reached the top of his profession and when he was already advanced in
years. ler those authorities who were being annoyed by Abelard, the three attributes of the One—
Truth, Goodness, and Beauty—could not be in opposition. Therefore vahareiths” A belard and
dialectic apprehended that were antithetical to Goodness and Bestigy understood them, had to
be wrong and, therefore, notuth. Inthe Eastern Church, John of Damascugersé centuries ear
lier, had realized this problem and had clearly formulated this very position denying the diagnostic
vaue of dialectic. Since there was only a weak subcurrent of dialectic in the Eastern Church, there
was no e to seriously challenge the consensus aed essentially nothing t¢thold back? John of
Damascus may merely vecealt the death biwto a @wncept that had exhibited no vitality of ita/m
in Eastern Church thought. The late ninth-century anonymous author biféhef John Psichaites
assures us that his subject had no use for dialectic, “premisses and syllogisms and tngioahigr
being like piders’ webs, he assigned to the dung-iid&p.In the fourteenth centuryDemetrios
Kydones gpressed surprise that the Western theologiah®w great thirst for walking in those
labyrinths of Aristotle and Plato, for which our peopleenshowed interest.1’0 And those who had
shown an interest, such as John Italos and his pupils, were successfully suppressed.

| haveargued that the difference in mentalité between the Eastern astéiV Churches can be
attributed to a difference in interpretation of Neoplatonidfere | will be as clear as | can about the
way | see the different mentalités. The three aspects of Neoplatonism that seam hachthe most

impact on Christianity were hypostases, hiergrehd emanation. The theologians of the Eastern

168 Taylor, Medieval Mind vol. 2, pp. 372-373.

169 P, Van den Van, ed., “La vie grecque de S. Jean le Psichai, confesseur sous le régne de Léon 'Arméniem
(813-820}, Le Muséonn.s., vol. 3, 1902, p. 109.

170 Demetrius CydonesA pologie della propriafedej n Notizie di Pocoro e Demetrio Cidonged. Gio-
vanni Mercati (Studi e Testi, 56), Citta del Vaticano, 1931, p. 3&8.a general study of theA pology” see
Frances Kianka, “The Apology of Demetrius Cydones: A Fourteenth-Century Autobiographical Source,
Byzantine Studiesol. 7, 1980, pp. 57-71.
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and Western Churches applied the conceptypbstases differently to the mystery of theniky,
which contributed to the ultimate split between thefmd the Western Church’oconcept of pur
gaory clearly violated the Eastern Churgltbncept of a single hierarchical continuum, as first for
mulated by Dionysios the Areopagit€,and crystallized by John Climacus.

But it was the concept of emanation that was most significant for fieerifintellectual inter
pretations. Br the dialectical tradition of the Western Church, the interpretation goes dtis itv
this world is an emanation from God, then thigried provides clues to the nature of Gotlhese
clues stimulate the mettion for further study of the materialond in order to understand the Mind
of God, lut these clues a  be analyzed in the light of dialectic, that is, the analytical approach
that has become so closely associated with Western cultural values, both religious and secular.

We e the culmination of this line of é@opment in the historical philosoplof Hegel, who
argued that history is the unfolding of the Absolute, and that if we understand history we understand
the Absolute and become quasi-divine oursg}? Hegel testifies that the Neoplatonist Proclossw
an influence on his thinkintf3 During the seenteenth centurythe German mathematician Johannes
Kepler believed that mathematical reasoning provided the means for understanding God and came to
believe that ‘Geometry coeternal with God and shining in the divine MindvgGod the pattern.
by which He laid out the Wfld so that it might be Best and Most Beautiful, and finally mostthik
Creator’ 174 Elsevhere, Kepler claims that “Geometry is one and eternal shining in the Mind of God.
That share in it accorded to men is one of the reasaus4¢ that Man is the image of Gdd/> A
parallel to this concept is the claim of the present-day physicistrSitawking that if we disceer a
complete theory of the urdrse, then we may be able to answer the questigntiehunverse «ists,
which “would be the ultimate triumph of human reason—for then we wouldv khe mind of

God? 1781t could be agued that the concept of a Big Bang, before which the laws of physics as we

171 paul Tillich asserted that Dionysios mayveamined the word‘hierarchy.” Paul Tillich, A History of
Christian Thought: Fom Its Judaic and Hellenistic Origins to Existentialised. Carl E. Braaten, Ne York,
Simon and Schustet968, p. 91.Le Gof did not discuss this issue in his comprehemsiudy of pugaory.
Jacques Le Goft,a naissance du Purgatoir@aris, Editions Gallimard, 1981.

172 see Martin Malias dscussion of these aspects ofgebs philosoply in his Alexander Herzen and the
Birth of Russian Socialisn€ambridge MA, Harvard Unréersity Press, 1961, pp. 228—-233.

173 Wallis, Neoplatonismp. 130.

174 Johannes Kepler Gesammeltetke (KGW), eds. Walther von Dyck et al., 20 vols., Munich, C. H. Beck,
1937-  vol. 6, pp. 104-105 (frorhlarmones MundiChap. 1).

175 KGW, vol. 4, p. 308, II. 9-10.

176 steven Hawking, A Brief History of Time: Fom the Big Bang to BldcHoles Toronto, Bantam, 1988, p.
175.
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know them did not exist, is itself a Neoplatonic constridbre recentlyChet Raymo, a physics pro-
fessor at Stonehill Collegeagefurther expression to this formulation: “that is where dul start
constructing a concept of God that is vete to our time—with mathematics.. If we are mathemat-
ical creatures, it is because therld is in some deeply mysterious sense mathematical. Call it, if you
will, the mind of God.177

The underlying assumption of these attempts to understand the Mind of God is tyetdytan
is, this world is the unfolding of the ideal and eternal forms of tha®ilntellect. Indeed, the
ium and quadrivium prade the basis for the twdistinguishing principles of Western intellectual
achievement: the art of reasoning and the science of numidérs.subjects of the wium—grammar,
rhetoric, dialectic—are concerned with articulating sreejument in a convincing mannavhile the
subjects of the quadrivium are concerned with numbers: numbers in themselves (arithmetic); numbers
taking form but immuable (geometry); numbers in motion (astronomy); and the relationship of num-
bers to each other (musfk$ When Boethius in the early sixth century wrote about the study of num-
bers in themselves (arithmetic), haswone of the first to provide the argument that Kepler amkHa
ing are merely modern practitioners of, that ‘®zérything that is formed from natural origins seems
to be formed on a numerical basBor this was the design foremost in the mind of the creafSr
While Kepler sa his cosmographical views as deriving from Plato and Proclus, his use of quantifi-
able units rather than abstractions to describe the Mind of Gatilweem to owe more to Euclid and
Boethius!80

Attempts to figure out the Mind of God, from the Eastern Church pointwf gie hopeless and
bound to &il. For theologians of the Eastern Church, the interpretation of their Neoplatonic heritage
goes this way: If God is a mysteand this world is an emanation from God, then this world is a mys-

tery too. In the Eastern Church, ytdid not ask ‘Why'’ probably because, for them,yaanswer any

177 Chet Raymo, True Nature of Math Remains, in Sum a MysteBoston GlobeDecember 28, 1992, p.
26. Seealso Stegen Weinberg,Dreams of a Final Theory: The Sehrfor the Fundamental Laws of Nagir
New York, Pantheon, 1992, p. 242. Recent books thaka this concept include: Jamesefdil, Reading the
Mind of God: In Seath d the Principle of Univesality, New York, Charles Scribnes’Sons, 1989; Edard
Craig, The Mind of God and the Works of M&xford, Clarendon Press, 1987; PauliBaThe Mind of God:
The Scientific Basis for a RationabkM, New York, Simon and Schustet991; and Robert Matthes, Unrav-
elling the Mind of God: Mysteries at theoRtiers of Kience London, Virgin, 1992.

178 Hans Martin Klinlkenbeg, “Der Verfall des Quadviums in frilhen Mittaltet i n Artes Liberales von der
antiken Bildung zur Wissenschaft des Mittelalteds Josef Koch, Leiden and Cologne, 1959, p. 2.

179 Boethius,De Arithmeticabk. 1, ch. 2, irPL, vol. 63, col. 1083.

180 For a dscussion of Kplers relationship to Plato, Euclid, and Proclus, see. Fiald, Kepler's Geometri-
cal CosmologyChicago, Unversity of Chicago Press, 1988.



Abelard, Byzantium and Intellectual Silence 44

explanation, was merely a begging of the questidthy divide into catgories what is whole and
seamless? Whtry to articulate what is in&fble? Themystery of it all is what is beautiful and good
and true. That is what is “brutadt’ T hat is just the way it isEven the question “Where as the
Russian Abelard?ivould hare been alien to their way of thinking. There jusasmt one and tha$
all there is to it.

Although apophatic theology was also dominant in thestéfn Church before the thirteenth
century there was another tradition, a kataphatic one, which asserted thadthisand some parts of
the Dvine Soul and the Mind of God were kwmable through our minds, through rationajament,
and through disputationThus, Aquinas’ reconciliation of apophatic and kataphatic theologiss w
this: faith and reason (when properly applied) couldenée tuly in opposition. For the Eastern
Church, faith was alays superior to reason. Eastern Church thinkers did not yesath in dispu-
tation, since God could not be known through ratiorgdiaent, only through the intuitional commu-
nion of our souls with the Divine Soul, and then only in gatienal sense—what God was not.

Robert Pirsig, in his analysis of the relationship of Psatizlectic to Sophist rhetoric draws a
distinction between the truth (the dialectic) and the good (rhetoric). While we in the West tend to
associate dialectic with what is logical and reasonable, and rhetoric with what is false, artificial, and
showy Pirsig perceved their value in reerse. Herds how he described the working of the mind of

his character Phaedrus when asked a question by a phiygzoféssor:

His mind races on and on, through the permutations of the dialectic, on and on, hitting things, fimding ne
branches and sub-branches, exploding with anger at eactiseavery of the viciousness and meanness
and lowness of thisdrt” called dialectic... Phaedrus’ mind races on and on and then on fyrsheing

now at last a kind of evil thing, an evil deeply entrenched in himself, whietendsto try to understand

love and beauty and truth and wisdomthwhose real purpose isvee to understand them, whose real
purpose is avays to usurp them and enthrone itself. Dialectic—the usurpeat is what he seeshe

parvenu, muscling in on all that is Good and seeking to contain and control it81Evil.

Bernard of Clairaux and Eastern Church theologians would tend to agree with fidsagacteriza-
tion of dialectic.
We an apply this distinction between dialectic and rhetoric, with appropriate ageas; to

the diferences in which Neoplatonic Christianityvd®ped in the Western and Eastern Churchas.

181 pirsig,Zen p. 334.
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Western Christendom, after the thirteenth centtirg search for greatgreviously unknown, truths
(through dialectic) s seen as good and won owtrdesserknown truths, which were only there to
be presermsd. InEastern Christendom, the preservation of the old (and only) trahs&en as good
and won out ver the search for me (and thereby false) truths. It is moneciting, havever, for the
young to search for the weand to be inngative than it is to hee © be lestricted to the oldPeda-
gogically, this difference resulted in asélly reavakening of learning in the Western cathedral schools
and unversities of the twelfth and thirteenth centuri@¥hen Abelard taught, he excited thousands of
students because his approach resonated with thkenhad a ready audience that had been prepped
in dialectic for some time precedingrriedrich Heer has written about this audience viocatve

terms:

It was, indeed, during the twelfth century that youth made its first real appearance on the European stage,
full of physical and mental curiosjthungry to taste realityEspecially remarkable is the preponderance

of youthful clerks, ready to evk and learn, to explore the cosmos of mind and spituam und Dang

of young men—very soon to be joined by youngnven—alvays eager to kne more, to find out more,
experience more, to \@ and even suffer more. For the first time large numbers of these “young people’

(who might be ay age, 12, 17 or\en 40) were aroused to the depths of their being, depths as yet

unclaimed by coversion to Christianity or by folk culture. 182

The mention of clerks is significanhis is right at the point in European history when a secular
bureaucrag was beginning to delop. Therewas a reed for literate clerks in the households of kings
and nobility The intellectual descendents of these clerks were thleseirvants who along with
lawyers made up the National Assembtyoposed the French Raution in 1789, and enthroned
Reason as the wedivinity. In addition, some twenty cardinals and fifty bishops could claim @ ha
been students of Abelat& It is estimated that, by the year 1200, there were 5000 studerdsisn P
alone. TheMedieval Peripatetics had instigated an educationablgion by showing their students
how to use the knife of dialectic to slice and dice the ideagraents, andwen the very words of

their opponentsAbelard and his co-dialecticians transformed dialectic from an subject to be studied
into a method that could be applied to the study gfsabject. Itmust hae been exhilarating for

these students to bevgn a whole nev way of thinking.

182 Heer, The Medieval Worlgp. 81.
183 |Lehmann,The European Herige, p. 61. Lehmanrpointed out that among his students were the future
Pope Innocent Il and Maurice de Sullyho masterminded Notre Dame.
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Haskins raised the questidwhy, with the translation of Boethius iristence, théNew Logic
was redected until the twelfth centurynd wty it was so suddenly veved” H askins begged the
guestion by suggesting as an answer that “in an age which had use for only elementary tragic
advanced treatises fell into glect...” and that with “the rgival of dialectic in the twelfth century
men begin to seek additions to the store of logical writings aryditeeover the Boethian tet.” 184t
seems to me that it is more than merely one agmdase for only elementary logic while another
age had use for more advanced logic. Instead, it is what one uses logic for—a@scee ef the
mind or as an approach to thend. Peopldike Berengirius, Roscellinus, and Abelard probablysa
dialectic as a means of rousing popular support against their opponents in the Church. Henry Adams
attributed Abelards siccess among the young to his use of a particular type of logicdhetio ad
absurdum'® Those who resort teeductio ad absutumoften seem to relish doing so. In contrast,
Theodore Prodromos describes in some detail the disrespect students in Byzavdisgiesmihad for
learning!®® Students need to be engaged with their subject maltegy need to interact with it.
While repetition may be the mother of learning, continued repetition smothers it.

It may not be too much of a generalization to characterize Eastern Church thought as synthetic,
as bringing eerything together into one whole, one entiraiye eternity This is what Jean Gimpel
was referring to when he wrote about theetf that Orthodox priests did not allenechanical clocks
to be installed in churches until the twentieth centuiyr the clerics of the Eastern Church a clock
“would have been blasphemy; for the mathematical division of timédad no relationship with the
eternity of time’.187 The political structure reflected that wie-one basileus\@r the whole vorld,
the kingdom of Hezen on erth188 This approach characterized the indual as inseparably part of
the whole, and the whole encompassed all the individual p@fstern Church thought ben as
basically synthetic, but due to various divisions—political, religious, intellectual—an analytic trend
developed. ldeasnd concepts were broken down (analyzed), categorized, then re-combinégtin dif
ent ways. o swords theory was one manifestation of a this-is-this-and-that-is-that appridaoh.

we in the West are trying to recapture the synthetic wholeness of things, the beauty of it all, for

184 Haskins Mediaeval Science. 233.

185 Henry AdamsMont-Saint-Michel and Chartretondon, Constable, 1950, p. 288.

186 ptochoprodromodceti bizantinj ed. R. Cantarella, Rome, 1948.

187 Jean GimpelThe Medieval Machine: The Industrial Réution of the Middle Aes New York, Holt,
Rinehart and Winston, 1976, p. 169.

188 A C. Lloyd raises this point of a philosgph “mirroring of political structure’i n regad to the deelop-
ment of Neoplatonism within the Roman Empire in the third centulgyd, “The Later Neoplatonistsp.
274.
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example, in quantum physics in the search for the Grand Unified Theory (GUT) and in the trend
toward a world geernment, but thus far we @ o mary categories, too maw distinctions, too
mary ‘“ugly facts’ slicing and dicing our beautiful GUTSs.

For Eastern Church theologians, it is senselessgoeaabout the mystery of things for therasw
nothing to ague about. When a reporter asked Louis Armstrong to describe what jazz is, he replied,
“ Man, if you gotta ask you'll ner know.” O rthodox Christianity is like jazz in this sense; either you

get it or you don't.

\Y
I will provide here only one example of the difficulty Western-trained scholases inauinder-
standing the Eastern Church mentali&e/en Runciman describes the exchange of correspondence

between the Lutherans and thatriarch of Constantinople Jeremiah Il in the sixteenth century this

way':

in the middle of the century the Lutherans, under the philhellene Melanchgan,tberake overtures to

the Greek Church, as an ally against Rome. This was a little embarrassing to the @Bteekthe Con-

fession of Augsbrg, translated into Greek for his benefit, was sent to the patriarch, he returned no answer
A second cop was then sent, andentually the Patriarch Jeremias Il was obliged to repla polite but

firm statement in which he pointed out where, in Orthodox opinion, the Aug€bnfession was hereti-

cal, in particular er its attitude to monasticows and to icons, to the Sacraments and to justification by

faith and to free will, and to the procession of the Holy Ghoatr(avhich the Lutherans followed the

Latin error). The Lutherans attempted tgwe the points; whereupon Jeremias repeated his objections
and wrote back at last asking them not to send more arguments, but only to write letters in the cause of

friendship’8®

Runciman attributed theaRiarchs reluctance to engage in disputation to political embarrassment,
but it is difficult to see what as embarrassing to the Eastern Church to \agvied in political dis-
cussions with the Protestantsaatst their common enenhe Latin Church. After all, Jeremiah ends
his third reply with these words: “write no longer concerning dogmas; but if you do [write], write

only for friendships sake? 1% It would seem clear that Jeremiah is not embarrassed by potential

189 steven Runciman, “The Greek Church Under the OttomanrRs! Studies in Chwh History, vol. 2,
1957, p. 47.

190 “The Third Answer of &triarch Jeremiah [Il] of Constantinople to Tilbingen in the year 1581,
Geoge MastrantonisAugsbug and Constantinople: The Correspondence Between the Tibingen Jiheslo
and Patriach Eremiah Il of Constantinople on the Augsb@onfessionBrookline, MA, 1982, p. 306.
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friendly relations with the Lutheran®or does he seem ignorant and unable to engage in disputation.
One need only look at his replies to see his (or his amanuensis’) command of the liténstess,

if one understands the Patriarch as acting within the Eastern Church Neoplatonic tradition, then one
can more easily understand his reluctance tagadn idle disputation. Jeremiah makes that clear in

the same “Epiloguéw here he writes:

Therefore, we request that from henceforth you do not cause us more grief, nor write to us on the same
subject if you should wish to treat these luminaries and theologians of the Church in a different manner
You honor and exalt them in words, but you reject them in deEdsyou try to pree aur weapons which

are their holy and divine discourse as unsuitable. And it is with these documents that we sreotld ha

write and contradict you. Thus, as for you, please release us from thes€'ares.

If we take his words at face value, then Jeremiah is pained by the contentiousness of the Lutherans
over theological matters! Why do they quibble with the Tuth?’ Jeremiah must hee asked himself.

This was also basically the position of the Magdchurch Council of 1554, which refused to dispute

with the German residents of Novyi Gorodok because Orthodasyalwviously superidf? Vasilii,

the bishop of Novgorod,ayea smilar response to Magnus, the King of Sweden, when in 1347 or

1348 the king wanted to hold a council for a debate between Catholic and Orthodox theologians:

If you want to find out whose faith is beft@ust, and right, send your people to Constantinople to the
Pariarch, because we reeed the true faith from the Greeks, and we adhere to the laws of the Greek
Church, which we receéd from them; and we do notamt to argue with you about the faith.... we do not
become imolved in disputes, arguments, or accusations aboutttiednd will hae o argument with

you 193

When the Lutheran theologians persist in their efforts to dispute with Jeremiah a fourth time, he
politely tells them that he has read their rejointieat he has not had time to write his rephd that

he will do so sometime soon. He does not seemvelm, to havefound the time for he does not

191 “The Third Answef p. 306.

192 Akty, sobrannye v bibliotekakh i arkhivakh Rossiiskoi imperii Arigraficheski ekspeditsiei imper
torskoi Akademii naykd vols, St. Petersburg, 1836, vol. 1, pp. 251-252.

193 Nikonian Chronicle, vol. 3, p. 159. See also the accountsili¥s words in theChronicle of Negorod
“If thou wishest to kne whose is the better faith, ours or yours, send to Tsargrad to the Patriarch, for we
receved the Orthodox faith from the Greeks: but with thee we will not dispute abou&ithé fChronicle of
Novgorod p. 141).
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write them agin, not because he and Eastern Church theologians could not engage in disputation, b
because thewould not. It was pointless from their point of wieto lit theological hairs.We @an

see a parallel to Jeremiahrfefusal to engge in dialectic with the German theologians in Chyrist’
refusal to respond verbally to the Grand Inquisitor in Daskiés Legend of the Grand Inquisitor

The Grand Inquisitor represents reason and Christ repreaghtf the Western Church and Eastern
Church, respeately. For Jeremiah, as for the Eastern Church in general, disputation, sinas it w
based on dialectic, could lead only to errbanfranc had made a similar criticism of Berarigs:

“you desert the sacred authorities ane tekuge in dialecti¢.1®*

Likewise, the seenteenth-century Ukrainian Orthodox polemicist lvan Vyshens’kyj called for
the total rejection of inn@tions, including suchipagan tricks.. a gammar rhetoric, dialectic, and
other vainglorious guiles!®® Subsequentlyhe efers to “grammatical, dialectical, rhetorical, and
philosophical tricks and artificé$26 He was not so much condemning the guiles and tricks that hap-
pened to be grammatical, rhetorical, and dialectical in nature as much as the use of gteetoriar
and dialectic themselves to advance sngws. For Vyshens’kyj, gen the trivium was an inno-
vation that distracted one from the true path. The bulk of the historiograpk interpreted
Vyshens’kyjs views in the context of an Eastern Orthodox spiritual reaction to the Jesuit-led Counter
Reformation in Eastern Europe. As a result, according to this line of interpretation, Vyghermsk
“ unaffected’ by the rhetorical déices and thinking of the Counter Reformati§hlinstead, | see
Vyshens'kyjs views as being a continuation of the Eastern Charghophatic tradition that lgen
with lamblichos and Proclos, continued through the writings of Leontius the Hermit, Maximos the
Confessarand John of Damascus, and includes Patriarch JeremiahhH. encroachments of the
Counter Reformation pwoked Vyshens'kyjs response just as the enquiries of the Tibingen theolo-
gians preoked Jeremiahs, but their opposition to their respeetirovocateurs shows that both well
understood the views thevere opposingln this respect, | can agree with Goldbktbnclusion that

Vyshens'lj relied on the “formulations linked with the language policies of the padeiftine

194 De corpoe et snguine Dominiin PL, vol. 150, col. 416.

195 lvan Vyshens'kii. Stineniia, ed. I. P Eremin, Moscav and Leningrad, Akademiia nauk SSSR, 1955, p.
23.

196 |van Vyshens'kii. Sochinenijig. 123.

197 For a lrief suney d the historiographical vies, see Hamy Goldblatt, “On the Language Beliefs ofdm
Vyshens’kyj and the Counter-Reformatibtjarvard Ukrainian Studiesvol. 15, 1991, pp. 7-13.
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Catholic ChurcH'in opposing those same policiEs.

If all of truth has already beenvemled in the Bible, the Sen Ecumenical Councils, and the
writings of the Church fathers, and we canwribas well through our souls by using these writings
as a guide, then clearly @hing nev, any new ideas that are not already contained therein must, by
definition, be wrong and not truthfullThose theologians and philosophers of the West who were
imbued with kataphatic concepts in addition to the Bible, Decisions of the Ecumenical Councils, and
writings of the Church &hers also used their perceptions of this world as their sources, and their
rationality as guide.The Churchmen of the Eastern Church, in contrast, used only the Bible, the
Decisions of the Ecumenical Councils, and the writings of the Church Fathers, in particular those
heavily influenced by Neoplatonism as their sources, and the intuition of their souls as fuide.
Pariarch Jeremials’ mrrespondence with the Lutherans, faample, it is precisely these Church
Fathers he cites most: Basil of Caesarea, Gregory of Nyssa, Gregory of Nazianzos, John Chrysostom,
and Dionysios the Areopagite.

In the Western Church, Abelard could juxtapose 158 contradictory statements in the writings of
the Church Bthers, and create a sensatido. do so in he Eastern Church wouldVebeen sense-
less—so-called contradictions in the Divine Writings are only apparent, not real. If a Clatinelh F
appears to contradict himself or another Churathéi this is only because the statements arertak
out of contat. In other words, ong’avn method of understanding isuity, not the statements of the
Church fithers. Besidedor the Eastern Church, as for Eastern thought in general, reality was inher
ently paradoxical, a blending of opposites (e.g., in Chinese thought, Yin arg). YRradoxical
statements, therefore, were most likely closer to re@fityn the Western Church, Abelard could
argue that‘a distinction must be drawn between the work of later authors and the supreme canonical
authority of the Old and Ne Testaments,f or while one must not question the Scriptures, “if-an
thing seems contrary to truth in the works of later authortke reader or auditor is free to judge, so
that he may appw@ what is pleasing and disappewhat gives dfense, unless it is defended by-cer
tain reasonderta rmationd or by canonical authority .29 For the Eastern Church, the Bible, the
Decisions of the Ecumenical Councils, and the writings of the Church fathers are the only reliable

sources of knowledge, becauseytlae connected with and, along with our own souls, the only

198 Goldblatt, “On the Language Beliefs of Ivan $&ns’kyj” pp. 33-34.

199 My thanks to Holly Seeling for this observation.

200 peter AbelardSic et non: A Critical Editioneds. Blanche B. Boyer and Richard McKeon, Chicago, Uni-
versity of Chicago Press, 1976-77, p. 101.
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means of entry to the {Zine Soul. They are not to be questioned or distinctions drawn between them.
The question whether the Eastern Church ednks authorities was ably answered by Pelikan in his

investigation of this question in the writings of Maximos the Confessor:

Such, then, was the structure of authority in the theology of Maximus: the tedohiagéuncil or of a
father or of Scripturé,but in fact of all three in a dynamic interrelation by which no one of the three
could be isolated as the sole authoriBzripture was supreme, but only if it was interpreted in a spiritual
and orthodox ay. The fathers were normaé, but only if they were harmonized with one another and
related to the Scripture from which thdraw. The Councils were decia, but only as voices of the one

apostolic and prophetic and patristic doctrifle.

The building blocks, the elements of knowledge, are quotations from, andtke @f, the Diine
Writings. Jeremiahfor example, rebikes the Lutheran theologians for questioning the reliability of
these sources, which were thewitss from which the beher, like a kee, gathered sweet nectar
Indeed, one of the most widespread collections of Patristic sayings in Rus’ was a Byzantine compila-
tion calledMelissa(the Beg. Orwe could think of ayp written work or compilation as a bouquet in
which the sayings were kkflowers that could be arranged in differeratys. r example, théropar

to Nil Sorskii has the following: “Rejecting aosidly life and fleeing from the snares of the world, O
confessor and God-bearingatRer Nil, you were most diligent in gathering ey flowers from the
writings of the Rthers. 292 Practitioners of Neoplatonic epistemology were allowed to rearrange the
“flowers’ so as b, as we would sayefamiliarize them in order to understand themvanéhis, |
submit, is wly marny works from early Rus’ appear to be merely mosaics of quotations from the Bible
and Church fathers, and wkhe “kaleidoscopic randomizatiorof the order in which the quotations

in a written composition, or the order of compositions in a codex, becomes so imfiSrthone

hears the same things in the same order all the time, diminishing returns sets in. One becomes

201 jarosla Pelikan, ** Council or Rther or Scripture’: The Concept of Authority in the Theology of Max-
imus Confessg@t Orientalia Christiana Analectavol. 195, 1973, p. 287.

202 |ystin PolianskiiPrepodobnyi Nil Sorskii i ego Ustav o zhitel'stve skitskBerlin, 1939, p. 114.

203 The term “kaleidoscopic randomizatiomo describe the constant rearrangement of works fromxctade
cod was coined by ®der William R. Veder “Literature as Kaleidoscope: The Structure ofviglaChetii
Shorniki” in Semantic Analysis of LiteraryeXs: To Honour Jan van der Eng on the Occasion of His 65th
Birthday, ed. Eric de Haard, Thomas Langerak, and Willem G. Weststeinjet, AmsterdawieEI$@890, pp.
599-613. ¥der later substituted the teaiaotizationfor randomizatiorbecause the latter “still reflects a defi-
nite structural principlé.Veder “Old Russia$ ‘Intellectual Silence’ Reconsiderégy. 26, fn. 41. But it is
chaotizationthat reflects a structure beyond our understanding, while randomization implies no such structure.
Veder compares these works to pre-twelfth-century florilegia in the West.
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numbed to their message or function as cataggtrearranging them, the reader or listener sees and
hears them ame in a dfferent light, and theagan can function as a catalyst to startle the reader or
listener into some meinternal reelation2%4 Not only does the randomizationvesaesthetic value, as
Veder has suggested, but it also has epistemological value.

For us fcular types, with our analytical minds, with our concerns for things of this world, where
concern for our souls is secondary or naistent, such views may seem to result only in the mind-
less repeating of nonsensical formulas. One prominentarthmprofessor of Russian literature is
noted for saying in his lectures that the early Russians isolated themfem the rest of theoxid
“s0 the could concentrate on their own ignoraricégnorance it may h& keen. Butfor them, it
was ot ignorance of the Truth, but ignorance of Falsehood from whighstheght to isolate them-
sehes. Thg thought thg were already on the path of Truth, just as we think we are on the path of
Truth, so we remain ignorant of théalsehoods’of Rus’ culture. We mnsider them to be ignorant
and obscurantist, and, therefore, wrong, while we consider oessédvbe rational-scientific and
enlightened, and, therefore, correct. But Vyshens’kyj, for one, wowiel Wawed us as wrong, igno-
rant, and headed for damnatioecauseve did not hold to the Truth as alreadyeaed in the Diine

Writings. Deviation from that truth means trouble and the potential loss of ana!:

Is it not better for you to study thworologian psaltyr, ochtoechosapostolos evangelion and other
books appropriate to the Church and be a simple person pleasing to God arddeg®l life, than to
achieve a1 understanding of Aristotle and Plato and be called a wise philosopher in this life and to depart
unto hell? Judge for yourself. It seems to me that it is better not te &rem the letter “a” as long as

you male your way to Chris#®

He has not been pren wrong. We haveno way of knowing whethers a esult, his soul has been
saved for all eternity in Paradise, while our rational-scientific mindeehlad our souls to eternal

damnation.

204 some compact disc playersvieaa dvice called a‘shuffler” that randomly chooses the track to be
played. Theprinciple is the same as monks’ rearrangingsteandomly in their codices, but the intent, of
course, is different.

205 |van Vyshens'kii. Stineniia pp. 23—24. Trans. of this passage taken from Hgn@oldblatt, ‘Godlike
‘Simplicity’ Versus Diabolic ‘Craftiness’: On the Significance ofifvVyshensk’'s ‘Apology for the Slaic
Language”, i n Living Record: Essays in Memory of Constantine Bida (1916-1@d9)rena R. Makaryk,
Ottawa, University of Ottava Ress, 1991, pp. 3—4.
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The Rus’ Church inherited the pading tradition of the Byzantine Church that learningsw
descriptve (* a continuous and sublime recapitulation”) of what was alreadyMnaot diagnostic
for determining preiously unknown truths. In addition, weVearo evidence of schools being set up
in Rus’ to teach the trivium and quaddm. But,even if such a curriculum existed in Rus’, itoald
have sibsumed dialectic to a place as insignificant as the Byzantine Church diduld not hae
produced an Abelard to challenge y@i#ng theological notions with the knife of dialectic. And if it
had, he would ha been suppressed as an apostle of falsehood.

In all of pre-Petrine Rus’, we fia evidence for only tw works, both written in the late fifteenth
century that discuss gnpart of Aristotelian logic—free translations of parts of al-GhzMaqasid
al-falasifa and of MaimonidesLogical Terminology But neither of these paraphrases contairys an
discussion of dialectié?® Other than those two, we V@ mly an epumaed translation of John of
Damascu®n Dialecticthat in fact contains no detailed discussion of the subject, at least nothing that
aryone could put to gnuse. W should not, havever, condemn Byzantium thereby for negligence in
regard to its offspring, the Rus’ Church, for Byzantine prelates wereiging the provincials (from

their point of view) all thg needed to knw to savetheir souls.

Kenneth Clark wiced a remarkable insight about the abstract decoration of the Irish-style
manuscripts from the eighth and ninth centuries, such as the kimdisospels and Book okHKs:
“We look at them for ten seconds, then we pass on to something else that we can interpret or read.
But imagine if one couldb'read and had nothing else to look at for weeks at a time. Then these
pages would hae an dmost hypnotic efect” 297 Some historians va expressed frustration that
saints’ lves ae an unreliable historical sourc&here are irritating silences in them on crucial ques-

tions we would lile to lavethe answers to; tlyeexhibit a predilection for clichés; and theim less at

206 Bryce Parain, “La Logique dite des JudaisdnRevue des études slayesl. 19, 1939, pp. 315-329; D.
Tschizavskij, “Altrussiche wissenschaftliche Literatur und die ‘Judaisiererid®i& Welt des Slavewol. 11,
1966, pp. 353-366; Viadimirdesw, “Traces of the Medi@l L anguage Question in the Russizbulowniki,
" i n Aspects of the Slavonic LangeaQuestion ed. Riccardo Picchio and Haey Coldblatt, Nev Haven, Yale
University Press, 1984, vol. 2, pp. 87-124; Sobsid, Perevodnaia litemtura, pp. 401-409; PKokovtsey, “K
voprosu o ‘Logile Aviasafa’l ZhMNP, 1912, no. 5, pp. 114-133; Lur'ileologideskaia bor’bapp. 194-197,
esp. fn. 411; R. A. Simomoand N. | Stiazhkin, ‘Istoriko-logicheskii obzor drevnerusskikh tekstd<niga,
glagolemaia logika’ i ‘Logika #iasafa”, Filosofskie naukivol. 20, 1977, no. 5, pp. 132-143; Popov, R.
A. Simonw, and N. |. Stiazhkin, ‘Logicheskie znaniia na Rusi v kontse XV,'vEstestvennonaboye ped-
stavleniia dewei Rusi. Sbornik stateéd. A. N. Bogoliub@, Moscav, Nauka, 1978, pp. 98-112V. F. Ryan,
“ Maimonides in Muscovy: Medicalekts and €rminology’ Journal of the Varburg and Courtland Institutes
vol. 51, 1988, pp 46-49.

207 Kenneth ClarkCivilisation: A Personal ViewNew York, Harpey 1969, p. 11.
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an accurate biograghhan at depicting the saint as a model of Christian p#8®ut such questions,
like those of Thomson, are missing the poifor, it is this relatvely uninteresting material, the

“ monotonous, repetitious, and stereotypedhyich we Western-trained, analytical scholars choose to
ignore to get on to what, from our point of wigs the “more interesting’'material, that is the real
stuff of Rus’ culture. It is simply bad form for us to exclaim about the lack of admesnts of the
brain’s mind (Giévolwo) in a aulture that deoted itself to achieements of the soud’intellect {ovg).
These fragments, which appear mundane to us, represent ideas so abstractablel thrafwe tend

to miss the point, not because we are unable to comprehend them, but because our agendatis dif
from theirs. The number gisaltyry evangeliia, apostoly oktoikhi, dhasosloviechet’i sborniki,and
zhitiia copied and still &ant, as well as the numerous indigenous icon paintings, testify that Rus’ cul-
ture was not entirely intellectually silennstead, its pitch, for the most part, has been beyond our

range of hearing.

Summation of Findings

My research bgen as an tiempt to understand the context within which the Russian hesychastic
monk Nil Sorskii was writing—not just the religious-political context of late fifteenth—early sixteenth-
century Muscwy, but the theological context of 1500 years of Christian intellectual culfine
guestion | sought to answer is whkastern Church writers stvono interest in analytical reasoning
and @en an @en hostility tevard it, while Western Church writers, by the time of the Scholastics,
matter of factly incorporate analytical reasoning into their defenses dithe My answer is that we
have © look to the third century when the Roman Empim@sveplitting into eastern and western
halves, and Christian thinkers were synthesizing Greek idealist philpsagh Christian teachings.
In particular the amalgmation of pagan Neoplatonism with Christian theology occurred in slightly
different ways in those areas that came to be dominated by ekt Church and the Eastern
Church, respeatély.

In Western Christendom, Pongly’s Isagaye came to be the standard introduction to dialectic

within the trivium, and it raised the question of whether Aristotelian categories were the same as

208 \Wallis makes these same criticisms of Pomyts Life of Plotinus See Wallis, Neoplatonismp. 8 See
also V O. Kliuchevskii, Drewnerusskie zhitiia sviatykh kak istoricheskii istoik, Moscav, 1871, pp. 402—-428.
Kliuchevskii did think that the posthumous miracles attached to saims’ ffiovided evidence about daily life
in the monasteriesh(d., p. 438). For a discussion of these points, see Richard Bo$%eH istory of the \éner-
ation of SS. Theodosij and Antonij of the Kaa Caves Monasteryfrom the Elgenth to the Fifteenth Centuty
Ph.D. dissertation, Yale Urersity, 1980, pp. 5-8.
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Platonic forms. In other ards, could we kne the divine by means of things of thiooid? Por
phyry left the question unanswereth Eastern Christendom, theagaewas known but did not hee
the same impact. And dialectic, as such, does not seenvadden taught in schools of the Byzan-
tine Empire before the thirteenth centuty part, this may be because Poyplis works were sup-
pressed more systematically (since he was an articulate opponent of Christianity) and, in part, because
the views of John of Damascus and others, who dismissed the value of teaching abaultthieeid
sway The particular synthesis of Neoplatonism with Christianity in the Eastern Empire did mot allo
an opening for Aristotelian categories or dialectic. In thestéfn Empire, and its successors, there
was dich an opening, but it was not utilized until the time of Abeldtgen so, Western Church
authorities fought the introduction of dialectic into theological mattarswithout successThe
result was at first the acceptance of a bifurcated approach—Aristotelian categories and dialectic, this
world; Platonic forms and syllogisms, the divinend. Andlater in Scholasticism we see the incor
poration of dialectic into theology although in a circumscribeg viRoughly contemporaneous with
Abelard in Paris was John lItalos in Constantinople who attempted the introduction of dialectic into
theological matters there builed. Theground work in the Eastern Church had not been laid as it
had been in the Western Church by centuries of teaching dialectic.

What this difference helps tx@ain is the opposition of Gregory Palamas and other hesychasts
to dialectic, as well as the opposition o¥ageenth-century Orthodox writers dikvan Vyshyns’kyj
to “pagan tricks, such as grammarhetoric, and dialectic while at the same time utilizing those
“tricks” in his own writing. | also see the Western desire for knowledge of this world, the use of
mathematics and reasoning to acquire that knowledge, and the entire phenomenon of the Scientific
Revolution resulting from the Medigl Wests revivd of the trivium and quadvium. Itis somevhat
ironic, then, that when E. H. Hall wrote in 1872 that “theology to become a science must adopt the
scientific method,2%% he probably did not realize that this very method, indeed the entire Scientific
Revolution, had its roots in the very trivium and quadrivium that the mreldibeologians immersed
themseles in. Finally, the difference explains wthesychastic writers ligk Nil Sorskii are concerned
almost solely with the soulintellect {ov¢), that is, as a means for attaining the silent mystical union
with God. In contrast, a strong current irestern Church thought allowed for understanding of God
through the human mindvoia). Oneof the modern-day results is peopleeli®&ephen Havking

talking about figuring out the mind of God, which is what Boethius was saying in the sixth century

209 The Indexed. Francis Ellingwood Abbott, 21 September 1872, p. 298.
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No one within Eastern Church theological cultureuld for a moment entertain such a ridiculous

notion.



