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I. PSELLOS’ PHILOSOPHY AND THEOLOGY

MICHAEL PSELLOS AND IOANE PETRITSI ON INTELLECT

LELA ALEXIDZE!

ABSTRACT. Michael Psellos exposed his theory on intellect in two major texts:
De omnifaria doctrina and Philosophica minora. Psellos’ theory is based on
different philosophical sources, including, first and foremost, Proclus’ texts.
The younger contemporary of Psellos, Georgian philosopher loane Petritsi,
who was trained in Byzantine philosophical school and was well acquainted
with ancient Greek philosophical tradition, also commented on Proclus and his
theory of intellect. For Proclus, Psellos and Petritsi intellect is an important
entity because it embraces Forms and is, therefore, a basis for all kinds of
beings. The aim of this paper is to analyze Psellos’ and Petritsi’s theories of
intellect and their interrelationship taking into consideration their dependence
on the common philosophical sources, mainly Proclus’ Elements of theology.

Keywords: intellect, soul, one, participation, being.

Introduction

Michael Psellos, as a Byzantine erudite, philosopher and specialist of

Platonic tradition, had students and followers not only among Greeks or those
intellectuals who wrote in Greek but there was at least one Georgian scholar
who shared his interest in ancient Greek philosophy. This was loane Petritsi
who lived either in the eleventh-twelfth centuries and was a student of John
Italos, or one generation later, in the twelfth century, being in such a case an
indirect follower of Psellos’ philosophical tradition.2 We do not know exactly
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when Petritsi lived though we are well aware that he knew Greek fluently and
admired especially Greek philosophical language.3 According to Petritsi’'s own
testimony in his so-called epilogue of the commentary on Proclus’ Elements of
Theology,* he lived and worked among Greeks (evidently, in Constantinople)
and then among Georgians.

As Petritsi says, he aimed to make adequate translations of philosophical
texts from Greek into Georgian and elaborate Georgian philosophical terminology
corresponding to Greek original. However, Petritsi claims that neither Greeks
nor Georgians appreciated his work. Nevertheless, Petritsi, as he says, did his
best, translating Greek philosophical texts as exactly as possible, introducing,
as we guess from his translations, some innovative Georgian concepts in order
to express adequately the sense of Greek philosophical terminology. He also
wished to reflect the meaning of Greek philosophical concepts more adequately
than - as he thought - had previously been done by any other Georgian translator.
Obviously, Petritsi shared Psellos’ interest in ancient Greek philosophy, i.e. first
and foremost, in Proclus and along with Proclus, in Platonic tradition generally,
including those texts which were acknowledged by Platonists as Platonic philosophy
before and after Plato.6

According to later tradition (18t century), Petritsi translated a number
of philosophical and theological texts.” However, nowadays we can only be sure
that he translated two texts and wrote an extant commentary on one of them.
Other translations either did not survive or we cannot be certain that Petritsi
was really their author. The remaining works, without any doubt, translated
and commented by Petritsi, are: 1. Nemesios Emesa’s On the Nature of Man,

3 Petritsi frequently uses Greek words and phrases. He respects Greek philosophical language and
Greek terminology which is able to express adequately the sense of philosophical ideas. See in
loane Petrizi, Kommentar zur Elementatio theologica, 3-5.

4 For Petritsi’s text I use the following edition: 0ms69 39&®ofiol dHmdgdo. Gmdo 11. gobdstHgdse
36009 @osMbmlols ©s 3ersHmbrbobs  3oermbegoobsmsl. GHgdbdo gsdmbEgl s
2399m33935 ©oOmgl 4. bm3md0dgd s U, yombBodzowds. Gxowobol Lsbgwdfonm
6039MLOEIEOL 499mI39TeMds, Bg3oeobo 1937. This edition has also the title in Latin: Ioannis
Petrizii Opera. Tomus II: Commentaria in Procli Diadochi L¥TOIXEIQZIN ©EOAOI'TKHN. Textum
Hibericum ediderunt commentariisque instruxerunt S. Nutsubidse et S. Kauchtschischvili. Sumptibus
Universitatis Tbilisiensis. (Tbilisiis 1937) (in Georgian). Henceforth referred to as “Petritsi,
[I”+chapter (or: prologue, or: epilogue), page.

5 Petritsi, II, prologue, 6; ch. 50, 107; ch. 140, 171; epilogue, 220 - 223. See also L. Alexidze, “loane
Petritsi”, - in: Interpreting Proclus. From Antiquity to the Renaissance. Edited by S. Gersh. (Cambridge
University Press, Cambridge, 2014), 229.

6 See L. Gigineishvili, The Platonic Theology, 5-12. On Petritsi’s ancient Greek philosophical sources
see L. Alexidze, “Griechische Philosophie in den Kommentaren des loane Petrizi”, - in: Oriens
Christianus 81 (1997): 148-168.

7 L. Gigineishvili, The Platonic Theology, 20-23.
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translated by Petritsi and supplied by some short scholia;8 2. Proclus’ Elements
of Theology, translated by Petritsi;® 3. Petritsi’'s commentary on Proclus’ Elements
of Theology, supplied by Petritsi’s prologue and epilogue. Thus, Petritsi’s
original (not translated) work is his commentary on all propositions of Proclus’
Elements, together with his prologue and epilogue. As Proclus was the common
source of interest and inspiration for both Psellos and Petritsi,10 it is interesting
to know whether Petritsi’s interpretation of philosophical issues depends on
Psellos’ works or directly on Proclus. The aim of this paper is to answer this
question by analyzing one particular aspect of Neoplatonic philosophy: theory
of intellect. We shall try to find out, whether Petritsi’s understanding of intellect
is a direct commentary on Proclus’ treatise or his interpretation was mediated
by Psellos’ works on the same issue.!! For this purpose, we analyze Psellos’ texts
concerning intellect from De omnifaria doctrina'? and take into consideration
also certain fragments from the small philosophical treatises (Philosophica

8 Bgdgliomb gdgbgaro, 8w96980bs0950 3530bs. BIMAB0EB R9IMMGdMmO 0m3569 3gBHmofjols
309M. Joromo Ggdudo Fgobffaguns, 3s9mlisEgds ©ssdbos s gdlozmb-Ladogdwrgdo
QO™ L. 6. 3065390. 35903985 bogzergbom dvbgwdobs 17. Bgowolo 1914 [Nemesios of
Emesa, On the Nature of Man. Translated from Greek into Georgian by loane Petritsi. Edited with
indices by S. R. Gorgadze. Published by Ecclesiastical Museum. Tbilisi 1914 (in Georgian)].
Henceforth referred to as Nemesios, On the Nature of Man, geo+page.

9 0mabg 39¢Mofols 300, Bdo 1. 36 emg osmbrmlbiols 3ersdmbeytols goarmbergzmbols
25300660, JoO»o  GHgduBo godmbigds s godm33wg3s o gduogmbo sMomm Lod.
4509bB0830e0s. Fgbog5e0 LESE0s 8. 4MROBIHOAOLS. ML) 400m(390¢Mds, MdOEoLo 1940. The
book has the title also in Latin: loannis Petritzii Opera. Tomus I: Proclis Diadochi XTOIXEIQXIZ
OEOAOT'IKH. Versio Hiberica. Textum Hibericum edidit commentariisque instruxit S. Kauchtschischvili.
(Thilisiis 1940) (in Georgian). Henceforth referred to as: Petritsi, I, prop.+page.

10 On Proclus’ works in Psellos see D. ]. 0'Meara, “Michael Psellos”, - in: Interpreting Proclus, 165-181;
F. Lauritzen, “The Renaissance of Proclus in Eleventh Century”, - in: Proclus and his Legacy. Edited
by D. Butorac, D. Layne. (De Gruyter, Berlin/Boston, 2016), 233-239; F. Lauritzen, “A Lifetime with
Proclus: Psellos as reader”, - in: Byzantinische Zeitschrift, Bd. 113 /1, 2020: 1. Abteilung. (De Gruyter,
2020), 69-80; F. Lauritzen, “An Orthodox and Byzantine Reception of the Elements of Theology”, -
in: Reading Proclus and the Book of Causes. Volume 2. Translations and Acculturations. Edited by D.
Calma. (Brill, Leiden/Boston, 2021), 19-31; ]. Robinson, “’A Mixing Cup of Piety and Learnedness’:
Michael Psellos and Nicholas of Methone as Readers of Proclus’ Elements of Theology, - in: Reading
Proclus and the Book of Causes. Volume 2, 56-93. On Proclus’ works as sources of Petritsi’s
commentary see the bibliography in Ioane Petrizi, Kommentar zur Elementatio theologica, 411-
418.

11 On Petritsi’s theory of intellect see T. Iremadze, Konzeptionen des Denkens im Neuplatonismus. Zur
Rezeption der Proklischen Philosophie im deutschen und georgischen Mittelalter. Dietrich von
Freiberg - Berthold von Moosburg - Joane Petrizi. B. R. Griiner, (Amsterdam/Philadelphia, 2004),
220-241, and L. Gigineishvili, The Platonic Theology, 145-175.

12 Michael Psellos, De omnifaria Doctrina. Critical text and introduction by L. G. Westerink. ]. L. Beijers
N.V, (Utrect, 1948).
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minora I1),13 which concern intellect. For Petritsi, we shall concentrate on some
fragments from his commentary on Proclus’ Elements. We also pay attention to
the relationship between Psellos’ Omnifaria doctrina and Philosophica minora,
Proclus’ Elements of Theology,'* and Petritsi’s commentary.

We shall start with De Omnifaria doctrina and analyze chapters 21-30
which directly concern intellect. We shall briefly expose Psellos’ text chapter
after chapter comparing them with corresponding propositions from Proclus’
Elements of Theology, and see whether Petritsi’s interpretation of the same
ideas is different or not. Thus, we shall try to find out how much the texts of
Proclus, Psellos and Petritsi correspond to each other. Generally, the characteristic
of intellect is quite an eclectic one in Psellos, it is a mixture of definitions from
Plato, Aristotle, Plotinus, Porphyry, Nemesios, and Proclus, that’'s why it is
difficult to resume his own point of view.

1. Chapters on intellect from Psellos’ De omnifaria doctrina compared
with Petritsi’s commentaries on Proclus’ Elements

In De omnifaria doctrina, chapters 21-30, which are mostly based on
Proclus’ Elements of theology, Psellos defines intellect as immortal, indivisible,
and incorporeal substance. He analyzes intellect’s types, claims that the first
unparticipated intellect is superior to any being, and calls it ‘demiurge of
everything’. Psellos also discusses the relationship between intellect and soul;
he characterizes intellect’'s mode of thinking demonstrating its difference from
soul’s method of cognition. Further Psellos speaks about the relationship between
substance, activity, and potency in intellect comparing it with that which characterizes
soul.

Now we shall discuss more in detail, chapter after chapter, Psellos’ point
of view on intellect, comparing it with Proclus’ Elements, and Petritsi’'s commentaries
on Proclus’ propositions.1>

Chapter 21

In this chapter, Psellos claims that not all intellects are participated
by all souls. The first intellect transcends all beings, and it is the demiurge of

13 Michael Psellus, Philosophica minora, vol. 1. Edidit D. ]. 0'Meara. (B. G. Teubner Verlagsgesellshaft,
Leipzig, 1989).

14 Proclus, The Elements of Theology. A revised text with translation, introduction and commentary
by E. R. Dodds. 2nd ed. (At the Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1963).

15 In Westerink’s edition of De omnifaria doctrina the editor indicated in notes Psellos’ possible
sources, among them numbers of propositions from Proclus’ Elements of theology. This is a great
help for me and anyone in the process of working on these issues.
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everything, that is why it cannot be participated by any soul.1¢ Thus, it is the
unparticipated intellect. It is followed by the participated intellect, though the
latter is not the cosmic intellect but the hypercosmic one, followed on its own
turn, by the cosmic intellect. As Psellos says, according to Greek theories, the
cosmos is ensouled and provided by intellect.l” Correspondingly, the cosmic
soul participates in the hypercosmic intellect not immediately but by means of
the cosmic intellect. Then Psellos sums up the hierarchy of intellects and souls
as follows: the unparticipated intellect, the participated one, the cosmic one, the
hypercosmic soul, and the cosmic one.18

Comparing Psellos’ theory with Petritsi’s model of the hierarchy of various
kinds of intellects and souls, we can see a slight difference. According to Petritsi,
first (1) is the unparticipated intellect and it is the true Being.19 As for Psellos,
as far as I see, he does not call the first, unparticipated intellect ‘the true Being’;
correspondingly, he says that the first intellect transcends all beings.20 After the
unparticipated intellect, according to Petritsi, (2) there is the participated one
that is twofold: (a) the intellect participated by the universal soul which is
incorporeal; (b) the intellect participated by embodied souls.2! In the last fragment
a little difference from Psellos’ text is again evident: while Psellos mentions the
cosmic soul, Petritsi speaks of any kind of embodied souls, meaning among

16 Psellos puts it in a form of a question: 0 yap Umep Tavta ta Gvta volis kal Tavtwy Snovpyog g
av OO Yuyis petaoyebein twog; Psell. omn. 21, 26, 2-3 Westerink.

17 ¢mel katd Toug TV EAMvwv Adyous kai ahtog 0 kdopog Epuruyog dua kal Evwoug éott. Psell. omn.
21,26, 8-10 Westerink.

18 Psell.omn. 21, 26, 1-13 Westerink. Corresponds to Procl. ET, prop. 166, 144.9-21 Dodds. Westerink
pointed to the similarity of Psellos’ text to prop. 166 of Proclus’ Elements. (Psellos, Omn., 26
Westerink). However, this chapter of Psellos’ Omnifaria is not as similar to fragments from Proclus’
Elements as some other chapters of Psellos’ same treatise.

19 Petritsi, II, ch. 166, 185, 1-2: “qlg bgogzsa glos 93y3L B96, 300569 Lsd Labg Ao0ym®30L
30bg0s: H0sMIOI, Z0MIM 040 ML bsdz dYmzo, M58907v9 YYHOSMIOI SO F0MSM
306390 gmbgdsa s 30M39wo dymao.” (“This thesis tells us that intellect is divided in three
kinds: unparticipated one, such as the true Being, because it is unparticipated as the first intellect
and the first being”). On the true Being as the first intellect in Petritsi see L. Alexidze, The Demiurge
in loane Petritsi's Commentary on Proclus’ Elements of Theology, - in: Revista Latinoamericana de
Filosofia. Centro de Investigaciones Filoso6ficas. (Buenos Aires. Argentina. Vol. 47, N1. Otofio 2021),
149-165. See also ¢». 5¢gdlody, “Godogee BLgemlso, 3MegeggMHM3900 393609MHYd: BEMATIOEIdO
30Bg00L Fgliobgd. dgMAbME0EL Mstdsbo, 8960836900 s dmembodygs. Merogos 1-2-3,
0d0wobo, 2004, 33. 33 [L. Alexidze, “Michael Psellos, De omnifaria doctrina: Die Fragmente iiber
den Geist. Georgische Ubersetzung mit Anmerkungen und Nachwort”, - in: Religia, 1-2-3, (Thilisi,
2004), 33 (in Georgian, title and summary in German)].

20§ yap Umep mdvta T Gvta vous. (Psell. omn. 21, 26, 2 Westerink).

21 Petritsi, I, ch. 166, 185, 1-6. Petritsi mentions the threefold classification of the intellects again in
chapter 184. As he says, intellect can be either divine, or just a pure intellect, or an intellectual being.
Petritsi, II, ch. 184, 193, 24-26.

11
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them, as we can suppose, the whole cosmic soul, too. Petritsi mentions the
threefold classification of intellects again in chapter 184. As he says, intellect
can be either divine, or a pure intellect, or an intellectual being.22 We know that
the true Being is the divine intellect for Petritsi. The problem for the reader of
Petritsi’s commentary is what kind of intellect the demiurge is. In what follows,
we shall try to answer this question.

Now, as we have seen a difference between Psellos’ and Petritsi’s
interpretations of the first intellect regarding the question whether the first
unparticipated intellect is being or not, we can make a conclusion, whether
Petritsi with his definition of the first unparticipated intellect followed directly
Proclus or rather Psellos’ opinion. The answer is in favour of direct dependence
on Proclus, because, according to Proclus, the true Being “is a divine Intelligible,
and unparticipated”.23 Moreover, “it fills by itself the Intellect, and the Intellect
too is a being, as far as it is filled with the being.”24 As for Petritsi, he claims that
the true Being precedes all other subsequent intellects.z> Unlike Proclus and
Petritsi, Psellos places the realm of being not above intellect or in intellect, but
after it. As he claims, while the first intellect is “above all beings and is the
demiurge of everything, how can it be participated by any soul?”2é Thus, Psellos
identifies the first unparticipated intellect with the demiurge of everything.2”
This can mean that in Psellos’ interpretation ‘the demiurge’ has a function of
the supreme God - the creator of all, and that it/he transcends any kind of being.

Therefore, we can conclude that commenting on prop. 161 and 166 of
Proclus’ Elements and generally, on his theory of intellect-being relationship,
Petritsi follows directly Proclus and not Psellos’ interpretation. Both in Proclus
and Petritsi, Being precedes intellect and ‘fills’ it with itself, being an object of
intellection for the intellect,28 while in Psellos it is the first unparticipated
intellect that is prior to any being. Nevertheless, the relationship between
Psellos’ and Petritsi’s interpretations is not as easy as it seems from the first
sight, because both of them share one common tendency: Petritsi too identifies
(though not always and not very clearly) the demiurge with the supreme One
or with the creator of everything, including the incorporeal world, thus, elevating

22 Petritsi, I, ch. 184, 193.

23 Procl. ET 161, 140, 14-15 Dodds. Transl. by Dodds, 141. In some cases, using Dodds’ translation of
Proclus’ Elements, 1 make a slight modification, mainly for one reason: for Greek voig I use
consequently ‘intellect’, and for oVoia ‘substance’.

24 Procl. ET 161, 140, 17-18. Transl. by Dodds, 141, slightly modified.

25 Petritsi, I, ch. 161, 182, 1-2.

26 Psell. omn. 21, 26, 3-4 Westerink, quoted above in Greek.

27 On Plato’s theory of demiurge and ideas see Psell. Phil. Min. 2.33, 34, 111-117 O’Meara. We shall
not analyze these texts in this paper.

28 See also Petritsi’s translation of prop. 161 and 166 in Petritsi, I, 96-97 and 99-100.

12
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him, like Psellos, above the realm of beings. The demiurge in Petritsi’s commentary
is a craftsman, god, who forms the visible world, although in some cases he is
almost (i.e. quite vaguely and not clearly) identified with the supreme One.2? Or,
to put it more precisely, it is the supreme One which becomes in rare cases the
features of a personal god and demiurge. However, on the other hand, in the
ontological hierarchy exposed by Petritsi, the true Being (i.e. the first being, the
father of intellects, the totality of intellects) plays a crucial role as the prime
principle of all kinds of beings and forms, i.e. of everything except formless
matter. Obviously, the true Being is much more important to Petritsi than the
demiurge, as he mentions the former regularly. The true Being is for Petritsi the
‘paradeigma’ of Plato’s Timaeus, i.e. it is the supreme intelligible intellect, while
the demiurge, as we guess, plays arole of an intellectual intellect. Thus, in Petritsi’s
commentary, on the one hand, the features of the supreme One and the demiurge
as producers of the whole universe are in certain cases virtually identical,30
though on the other hand, the demiurge represents a lower level of intellect
than the true Being and in many cases, he is absent where a reader of Petritsi’s
commentary, following the context, expects his presence. Anyway, whatever
might be the role and character of Plato’s demiurge in Petritsi’s philosophy, it
cannot be compared with the immense importance and much more definite
characteristic that the true Being (i.e. the paradigm of cosmos in Timaeus) has
in Petritsi’s ontological system.

As an illustration of Petritsi’s point of view on the true Being and
intellect, we point to certain passages from his commentary on Proclus’ Elements.
The true Being is, according to Petritsi, the summit of intellects. As Petritsi says,
the first intellect, which is the first cosmos and the first composed thing, is the
true Being. It is a kind of a monad of all intellects and all those entities which
possess form and figure. Each realm of intellects is a part of this first intellect.

29 See L. Alexidze, “The Supreme One: Its Transcendence and Its ‘Kataphatic’ Characteristics in loane
Petritsi’s Philosophy”, - in: Bochumer philosophisches Jahrbuch fiir Antike und Mittelalter. Band 20,
2017. Herausgegeben von M. Baumbach, O. Pluta. (John Benjamins Publishing Company.
Amsterdam / Philadelphia), 83-84.

30 In the so-called epilogue Petritsi says that God the begetter made harmony and order on all levels
of begotten beings through the mediation of the primordial images which he holds in his intellect,
and brought the forms down to matter, searching for production of diversity from one and the
same (i.e. not differentiated) matter. (Petritsi, II, epilogue, 217). In this fragment Petritsi speaks
about the supreme One - the principle of everything, God - and his characteristics are similar to
that of the demiurge. As for the true Being, we can suppose that the totality of ‘primordial images’
can be identified with it. Thus, these images, in a way, are God’s thoughts. Here we have a quite
Christianized version of (neo)platonic theory of creation of the universe which is typical of
Petritsi’s so-called epilogue, where he tries to demonstrate the compatibility of (neo)platonic One
with Christian Trinity, though atypical of his prologue and commentary. (L. Alexidze, “loane
Petritsi”, - in: Interpreting Proclus, 235)
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The first intellect is like a god and seer of everything that it has produced. The
first pure intellect is the image of the One and, at the same time, is the monad of
intellects. As an entity which contains parts, the first intellect is not one, though
as the monad of intellects it is one and the image of the One.3! Petritsi
characterizes the first true Being as the universal intellect, and says that it is
produced by the divine henads, and “the great Greek theologians called it the
‘sky of the intellects’ and ‘intelligible altar’”.32 Again, the true Being is called by
Petritsi “the sky of intellects and souls”.33 Moreover, Petritsi claims that the true
Being is the principle of everything (here, taking into consideration other parts
of Petritsi’'s commentary, we can add that by ‘everything’ he does not mean
prime matter, but everything that has form),34 including the physical cosmos -
‘sky’.35 Thus, Petritsi characterizes the true Being as the principle of all intellects,
as an unparticipated intellect and the ‘sky of intellects’. He claims that the true
Being is produced by henads and is divine. All other intermediate intellects
produced by the true Being are also called ‘intellects’ up to the intellectual intellect.
Therefore, according to Petritsi, the intelligible intellect is the true Being, and
all other subsequent intellects are intellectuals. The last ones are filled with the
light of the true Being.3¢ In some cases, Petritsi even claims that the true Being
is superior to intellect.3” He probably means that it is superior to other kinds of
intellects, not the first, i.e. unparticipated one. Hence, in chapter 101 Petritsi
distinguishes the first Being from intellect. As he says, the first Being is the true
Being, it is the image of the supreme One, thereafter comes life and then intellect.38

Chapter 22

In this chapter, Psellos discusses the activity of intellect i.e. the act of
intellection. The chapter repeats almost exactly but fragmentarly prop. 167 of
Proclus’ Elements of Theology. In chapter 22 of De omnifaria doctrina Psellos
claims that every intellect thinks itself. However, the first and unparticipated
intellect thinks only itself, because there is nothing before it that it could think,
nor does it think anything that which is consequent upon it because it possesses

31 Petritsi, II, ch. 2, 21.

32 05 (390 3Mmbgdomo s Mmbgdomo©  LoIMOMbY3gWs©Es  MHMmEIL oE®s
©3OmOobIgEYMgems dGAgbms. Petritsi 11, ch. 130, 166, 22-23. The true Being is called by
Petritsi “the sky of the intellects” also in chapter 24, Petritsi, 11, ch. 24, 67, 23-24.

33 539 030 30005MTJE 39 3MbJBMS S bErms. Petritsi, 11, ch. 136, 169, 20.

34 Petritsi, II, ch. 11, 42-43.

35 Petritsi, II, ch. 140, 171, 17.

36 Petritsi, II, ch. 181, 192.

37 Petritsi, II, ch. 128, 165, 1.

38 Petritsi, I, ch. 101, 148, 1-14.
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the knowledge of the lower entities as a kind of a non-intellection that is better
than intellection. Thus, in such a case, this kind of intellect is simultaneously
intellect and the intelligible: it is intellect because it thinks itself, and it is the
intelligible because it is thought by itself.39

Further, Psellos explains that the participated intellect, which follows
the unparticipated intellect, knows itself and at the same time it knows the prior
intellect.*0 As Psellos claims, every intellect knows either itself or that which is
above or that which is consequent upon it.#! If it knows that which is consequent
upon it, it will turn down toward the inferior;#? if it knows that which is above
it, then, if it knows it through knowing itself, it will have simultaneous knowledge
of itself and that what is superior; if it knows only the higher, then it will be an
intellect ignorant of itself;*3 but if it knows its prior, it will know itself also.**
Then Psellos sums up:

39 1&g voUg £auTdV VOEL GAN'0 pev Tip®dTOG VoS Kal ApéBEKTOG EauTOV HOVOV' 0USE Yap ExeL TL TIPO
£outod, va €kevo vonon, T 8¢ pet’ aTdv oUK &v VorioeLey, GAN €xel ToUTwV TV vonov dvonoia
KpelttovL vorioews. kal éotv 6 ToloUtog voig vols Gua kat vontdv: vois Hév wg vo®dv eautov,
vontov 8¢ g vooUpevov L@’eéautod. Psell. omn. 22, 26, 1-6 Westerink. The first phrase exactly
repeats the very beginning of Proclus’ prop. 167: I1ag voUg éautov voel, (Procl. ET 167, 144, 22
Dodds). The second phrase of Psellos’ text corresponds almost exactly to Proclus’ same
proposition: 6AX'6 pév mpdTog Eautdv povov. Procl. ET 167, 144, 22-23 Dodds. The phrase dvonoia
kpeittovi vorjoewg in Psell. omn. 22, 26, 4 is the same as in Porph. sent. 25, 15, 2 Lamberz (see note
by Westerink in Psellos, Omn,, 26).

40 0 8¢ PeTd TOV ApéBekTov pHeBEKTOG VOUG EQUTOV TE AA VOET KAl TOV Tpo ahtol vouv. Psell. omn. 22,
26, 6 - 27, 1 Westerink. This phrase repeats almost exactly Proclus’ thesis from the Elements of
Theology, prop. 167, 144, 23-24 Dodds: £xaotog 8¢ TV £@EeETiG auTov dua Kal T& Tpo aUToU.
(“whereas each subsequent intellect [i.e. each intellect which follows the primal intellect - L.A.]
knows simultaneously itself and its priors”, transl. by Dodds, 145, modified).

41 1l ydp volg 1j EXuTOV VOET T TO UTEP EQUTOV ) TO peB’€auTov. Psell. omn. 22, 27, 2. It is almost the
same as in Proclus: fj yap €autov voel i voUg 1j To UTEp EauTov 1} TO ped’éautov. (Procl. ET 167,
144, 26-27 Dodds). “For any intellect must know either itself or that which is above it or that which
is consequent upon it”, transl. by Dodds (p. 145), slightly modified.

42 @Wel pev to ped’equtov VOET, kata o Xelpov Emotpéel. Psell. omn. 22, 27, 8-9 Westerink. Again,
Psellos repeats almost exactly Proclus’ thesis from prop. 167: dAX’el pév 10 ped’eautov, Tpog to
Xelpov émotpépel. (Procl. ET 167, 144, 28 Dodds).

43 gl 8¢ TO VTEP EQUTOV VOET, €l PV SLA TiiG £aUTOD YVDOEWS, EAVTOV Gpa KAKEVO yvwoetal i 6&
£KEWO POVOV, EaUTOV Ayvor ol vols @v. (Psell. omn. 22, 27, 9-11 Westerink). After having quoted
from Elements (prop. 167, 144, 28 Dodds), Psellos omitted some passages from Proclus’ text (the
fragment which is not reproduced in Psellos’ treatese corresponds to Procl. ET 167, 144, 28-32
Dodds) and then repeated almost exactly, as we can see, the following text by Proclus: ei 8¢ 0 Umgp
a0ToOV, i pev S1a TiiG £auTol YVWOEWS, EXUTOV dUa KAKEIVO yvwoeTal i 8¢ EkeEvo HOVoV, EauToV
ayvonoetvotg &v. (Procl. ET 167, 146, 1-3 Dodds).

44 GAQ TO PO €aVTOT YIVOOKWVY yvmoeTal kal éautov. Psell. omn. 22, 27, 11-12 Westerink. Here
Psellos skipped over Procl. ET 167, 146, 3-7 Dodds, and repeated almost exactly the following
passage from the same proposition of Proclus’ Elements: Tavtwg dpa T mpd atod yvwoKwy
yvwoetatkai éautov. (Procl. ET 167, 146, 7-8 Dodds).
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“There is thus an intelligible in the intellect and an intellect in the intelligible,
and one is more universal and another is more partial.”45

Thus, in chapter 22 of De omnifaria doctrina Psellos repeats almost exactly
some fragments from prop. 167 of Proclus’ Elements of Theology. As for Petritsi,
the accents he makes in his commentary on the same proposition, seem to be
slightly different from those of Psellos. Petritsi analyzes the kinds of intellect in
the context of ousia-dynamis-energeia dialectic. He claims that every intellect
acts in a threefold manner: (1) it can be equal to itself, i.e. it is a pure intellect,
because its activity is identical with its substance; (2) it knows also that which
is consequent upon it, and has, therefore, an activity which is weaker than its
own substance; and,

(3) “it thinks its own causes, and it possesses the intellection that is better than
itself, because it becomes a member of its own noetoi?, i.e. of the intelligibles,
and thinks, therefore, also its own self better, and it is the intellect and the
intelligible, because all intelligibles are better than intellectual[s]”.4”

Further, Petritsi explains again that every intelligible is better than the
intellectual, and knowledge of principles and causes is, at the same time, a better
knowledge of self and of that which is consequent upon it. Thus, knowledge of
causes is a better knowledge of self. Hence, knowledge is twofold: (a) knowledge
of the cause as of that which is better than self, and (b) knowledge of self in the
cause (i.e. by means of the knowledge of the cause) as its producer.48 Generally,
Petritsi frequently discusses the activity of intellects. As he claims, all intellects
act in a twofold manner: on the one hand, they see those entities which precede

45 EoTwv dpa kal &v T® v vonTov Kal €v T@® vonTd volc, Kal O Hev OAKMTEPOS, O 8 LEPIKWTEPOG.
(Psell. omn. 22, 27, 12-13 Westerink). After the last quotation from Procl. ET 167, 7-8 Dodds,
Psellos omitted few lines (p. 146, 9-11 Dodds), and then repeated exactly the following thesis from
Proclus: €otwv dpa kat €v t@ v vontov kat v t@ vontd vods (Procl. ET 167, 146, 11-12 Dodds).
As for the last additional text in Psellos (kai 0 pev 0Akwtepog, 6 8¢ pepikwtepog, Psell. omn. 22, 27,
13 Westerink), it is a brief resumé of Procl. ET 167, 146, 9-11, and 12-15 Dodds: “If, then, there is
an intelligible Intellect, in knowing itself, being intelligible, it knows the intelligible which is its own
being; whilst each subsequent intellect knows simultaneously the intelligible which is its own
content and the prior intelligible. [...] but the higher Intellect is identical with its object, whereas
the lower is identical with its own content but not with the prior Intelligible - for the unconditioned
Intelligible (to amA®d¢ vontov) is distinct from the intelligible in the knower.” Transl. By Dodds,
147, slightly modified. Psellos, apparently, means with 0 pév 6Akdtepog the intelligible intellect,
and with 6 8¢ pepwatepog the intelligible in that intellect which is intellectual/knower. This
distinction of 6 pev 0AwTEPOG, O 8¢ pepkwTEPOG can correspond also to the previous divison of
kinds of intellect, descibed by Psellos in the same chapter: an unparticipated intellect and
participated one.

46 Petritsi uses here the Greek word in Georgian transliteration. Petritsi, II, ch. 167, 185, 22.

47 Petritsi, II, ch. 167, 185, 20-24.

48 Petritsi, II, ch. 167, 185, 24-31.
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them and, on the other, take care (i.e. exercise their providential activity) on those
that are inferior.4%

To my mind, both Psellos and Petritsi follow Proclus, though the accents
are slightly different, and obviously Petritsi’'s commentary on prop. 167 is not based
on chapter 22 of Psellos’ De omnifaria doctrina.

Chapter 23

In this chapter Psellos analyzes substance, activity and potency of intellect:
they are eternal.>? The substance of intellect is a simultaneous whole,5! it does
not grow up or change in time.>2 The intellection of intellect is similar to its
substance, it is absolutely complete and whole. Intellect thinks everything at
once, its mode of thinking is neither in past, nor in future, but in the eternal present.
Intellect does not change or move, nor does it require premises and conclusions,
unlike soul, because it knows everything at once.53 Further, Psellos characterizes
intellect making a paraphrase from the last part of Proclus’ prop. 169 and concludes
that intellect is unmoved so that it cannot be measured by time in respect either
of its substance or its activity. And if its substance and activity are both eternal,
then also potency which is between them, has an eternal existence.>*

Interestingly, in prop. 169 Proclus does not discuss the differences between
intellect’s and soul’s mode of cognition. For Petritsi, the difference between intellect’s
and soul’s mode of cognition is a major issue of Proclus’ philosophy, though in

49 Petritsi, 1], ch. 135, 169, 3-7.

50 Téig voUg kad v oVoiav kal v SUvapy kail v évépyelav aiwvia €xel Psell. omn. 23, 27, 2-3
Westerink. This is an almost exact quotation from Proclus: mag voUg év aid@vt tv ovoiav €xel kal
Vv SOvapy kal v évépyelav. (Procl. ET 169, 146, 24-25 Dodds) “Every intellect has its substance,
potency and activity in eternity”, transl. by Dodds, 147, modified.

51 6An yap aua éotwv 1) ovoia 10U voD. Psell. omn. 23, 27, 3 Westerink. Psellos paraphrases here the
passage from the middle part of Proclus’ prop. 169: GAAq prv 6tL1) oOoia toi voi aiwviog, <Sfjlov>'
O0An yap auo éoti. (Procl. ET 169, 146, 29-30 Dodds) “Now it is plain that the substance of intellect
is eternal, since it is a simultanious whole.” Transl. by Dodds, 147, modified. Cf. [1av t0 aicwviov 6Aov
apo éotiv. (Procl. ET 52, 50, 7) “All that is eternal is a simultaneous whole”, transl. by Dodds, 51.

52 Psell. omn. 23, 27, 3-4 Westerink.

53 Psell. omn. 23, 27, 4-9 Westerink. Cf. Porph. sent. 44, 57-59 Lamberz; Petritsi, II, prologue, 6-9. See
also L. Alexidze, “Dianoia in loane Petritsi’'s commentary on Proclus’ Elements of Theology”, - in:
Chéra. Revue d’études anciennes et médiévales. Philosophie, théologie, sciences. 14/2016, (Polirom
2016),177-194.

54 Gxivntog ydp @v ok Gv UTIO XpOvou HETPOTTo, 0UTE Katd TV ovsiav oUTe Katd TV évépyelav. &l
olv kal 1) ovoia TovToL alwviog Kal 1) évépyela, kal 1) péon TovTwv oboa SUvag aiwviav v
vmdotaow ekAnpwoato. (Psell. omn. 23, 27, 9-12 Westerink). Cf. el yap dkivntog 0 voUg, o0k av
VMO XpdVoL PETPOTTO 0UTE KATA TO £lvau olTe KaTd THY £VEpYELaY. TOUTWV 88 MOAUTWS EXOVTWY,
kat 1 Svvapg aiwviog. (Procl. ET 169, 148, 1-3 Dodds) “for if intellect is unmoved, it cannot be
measured by time in respect either of its being or of its activity. And if the substance and the activity
of intellect are invariable, so likewise is its potency”. Transl. by Dodds, 149, slightly modified.
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the commentary on prop. 169 he discusses this theme quite briefly, unlike other
parts of his work, as, for example, in chapter 170 of the commentary, in which
he again analyzes this issue.55 In the commentary on prop. 169 Petritsi concentrates
mainly on the art of intellect’s thinking. Like Proclus and Psellos, he claims that
intellect’s substance, potency, and activity are fixed in an unmoved condition in
eternity, since everything that is as a whole in eternity, is unmoved. Neither
intellect’s potency nor its activity grows up or becomes less, but is stable in its
identity. Intellect acts toward itself and looks toward itself because it possesses
the object of intellection in itself. Thus, thinking its own self, intellect thinks
everything, and that is the object of its intellection - the intelligible. Therefore,
in case of intellect the intelligible and the intellectual, i.e. the knower are the
same: the intelligible is the intellectual and, vice versa, the intellectual is the
intelligible, while the activity of intellect is intermediate between them.5¢ In the
last part of the commentary on prop. 169, Petritsi briefly characterizes the mode
of soul’s thinking too. As he claims, when Proclus mentions three aspects of
intellection: the intellectual, the intelligible, and intellect5? between them, we
should mean the mode of soul’s thinking, which is three partial, while intellect
is simultaneously the intellectual and the intelligible, and it does not multiply,
unlike soul’s mode of cognition, which consists of three parts.s8

Petritsi’s commentary on prop. 169 of Proclus’ Elements of theology does
not contradict to Psellos’ interpretation of the same proposition as it is exposed
in chapter 23 of De omnifaria doctrina, though the accents in these two interpretations
are different. In this case, too, Petritsi’'s commentary could be directly influenced
by Proclus’ works.

Chapter 24

This chapter is, as Westerink’s notes testify, a combination of paraphrases
from Proclus’ Elements of theology, prop. 171 and 172.5° According to Psellos,
every intellect is an indivisible substance. It has no magnitude, is not a body,
does not move at all and is therefore indivisible. For whatever is divisible is
divided either as a manifold or as a magnitude.50

55 Petritsi, II, ch. 170, 187, 4-10, 13-15.

56 Petritsi, II, ch. 169, 186, 13-24.

57 1 suppose, Petritsi means here rather the act of intellection. Sometimes ‘intellect’ (3mbgdoq,
corresponds to voU¢) and ‘act of intellection’ (a53mbgdse, corresponds to voeiv) are used
synonymously by Petritsi.

58 Petritsi, II, ch. 169, 186, 25-30.

59 Westerink in Psellos, Omn., 27.

60 TG volg ovoia €0TIV QAUEPLOTOG. TO YA i) £xov pEyeBog, TO Ui 6v o®dUa, TO 1} KIVOULEVOV TIAVTWG
Kol quéplotov Tav yap to uéplopevov 1j katda to péyebog pepiletal fj katd 1o mATBog. (Psell. omn.
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Proclus’ and Psellus’ theses correspond to Petritsi’'s commentary on the same
proposition 171 of Proclus’ Elements:

“That what is absolutely without magnitude and movement, is indivisible, because
everything divisible is such as a manifold, like number, or as a magnitude”.6!

Further, Psellos explains, why intellect is indivisible and incorporeal. He
paraphrases the next part of Proclus’ Elements, prop. 171. As Psellos claims, if
intellect is in all respects eternal and if it transcends bodies, then it is certainly
indivisible. But why is intellect incorporeal? Because it thinks itself¢2 and reverts
upon itself, while the body does not think itself.63 But what makes it evident that
intellect is eternal? Psellos asserts that intellect’s mode of thinking is not divisible,
but it remains in the sameness, like its substance.64

This part of Psellos’ text corresponds to chapters 169 and 170 of Petritsi’s
commentary on Proclus’ Elements of theology.¢> Then Psellos analyzes the constitutive
power of intellect. This part of chapter 24 seems to be more ‘independent’ from
Proclus’ text than the chapters we discussed above. Psellos asserts that not

24,27, 2-4 Westerink). This is a paraphrase of the first part of prop. 171: [1&g vols duéplotds éatv
ovola. el yap dueyébng kol dompatog kal Gkivtog, auéplotds €oTv. AV yap TO OOl
HEPLOTOV T KaT& TO TATIBOG fi Katd péyeBog fj kath TAG €vepyelag €0TL HEPLOTOV &V XPOVW
@epopévag. (Procl. ET 171, 150, 1-4 Dodds). “every intellect is an indivisible substance. For if it be
without magnitude, body or movement, it is indivisible. For whatever is in any sense divisible is so
either as a manifold or as a magnitude or else in respect of the temporal course of its activities”.
Transl. by Dodds, 151, slightly modified.

61 b gmazwonymo JeoEme @ Joe®g3gwo  ybofigewgdgw. Gxdgmy) ymggwo
2960350905000 5649 LOIMEZE M SOL oMM HoEbz, s6v) boowoms. Petritsi, 11, 187, 25-27,
ch. 171.

62 Cf. Il voig éaxutov voel (Procl. ET 167, 144, 22), repeated by Psellos in Omn,, ch. 22, 26, 2
Westerink (quoted above).

63 Cf. Procl. ET 169, 146, 26; prop. 186, 162, 17 Dodds, and Petritsi: “But what is the reversion upon
itself? It means knowledge of one’s own substance and self.” (beqpm 03 Goa 5O 39639352
038050397 gbg 020 ML 36Mdse MZM MZLOLS SOLGdOLS S MZMJdOLSe). Petritsi II, ch. 186, 194,
21-22. Cf. Procl. in Tim. 2.286, 287 Diehl.

64 € 8¢ 0 volg KaTA TAVTA AlwVIog Kal EMEKEWVA CWUATWY, GUEPLoTOG dpa €0Tl mOBev 8¢, OTL
AoWHATOG O VOUG; OTLENUTOV VOET KAl TIPOG EXVTOV ETILOTPEPEL, TOUA YAP EQUTO 0USEV VOEL TOBEV
8¢ 8fjAov, 0TL aiwviog; OTL oV pepiletat 1) vonotg altod, GAN'EV TauTOTNTL E0TL SUNVEKEL, MOTIEP 1)
ovoia. (Psell. omn. 24, 27, 4-8 Westerink). This fragment corresponds to Procl. ET 171, 150, 5-9
Dodds: 6 8¢ voUg katd mavta aiwviog, kal EMEKEVA CWPATWY, Kal TivwTtat T év adtd TATBog.
apéplotog Gpa ¢otiv. 6tL 8¢ dompatog 6 voue, 1} TTpOG EXUTOV EMLOTPOPT) SNAOT TV YAP CWUATWY
0088V TIpOG £aUTO EmoTpEPETaL OTL 8¢ aiwviog, 1) TiiG évepyeiag Tipog v ovoiav ToautoTn. (“but
intellectis in all respects eternal, it transcends bodies, and its manifold content is unified: therefore
intellect is indivisible. That intellect is incorporeal is shown by its reversion upon itself; for bodies
are incapable of such reversion. That it is eternal is shown by the identity of its activity with its
substance.” Transl. by Dodds, 151, slightly modified).

65 Petritsi, I, ch. 169-170, 186-187.
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every intellect is constitutive (Umootatng) of everything but only the unparticipated
and demiurgic one.%¢ It produces directly eternal and unchangeable beings, and
then those that are changeable and exist in time.67 But it is not so, as Psellos
explains, that it produces primarily the first ones and thereafter the others, but
it does everything at once®8. As for produced beings, they come forth according
to their own order and character: some of them according to the intellectual
character, some according to the psychical intermediate position, while others
according to the physical movement.6?

Thus, Psellos’ chapter 24 of De omnifaria doctrina is mainly based on
Proclus’ Elements of theology, prop. 171 and 172, including also a passage which
might be Psellos’ own text, independent from Proclus’ Elements. As for Petritsi,
chapters 169-171 of his commentary correspond to Psellos’ theses concerning
the reversion of intellect upon itself, the identity of intellect’s substance, potency,
and activity, and their eternal character. As for chapter 172 of Petritsi’'s commentary
on Proclus’ Elements, here Petritsi claims that intellect, being unmoved and eternal
in respect of its substance and activity, produces those beings which are unperishable
and immortal in respect of their substances, while moved causes produce that
which is moved.”?

Chapter 25

As Psellos claims, the participated intellect which follows the unparticipated
one contains intellectually the prior (i.e. the unparticipated) intellect and also
possesses the intellectual image of all its consequents. Thus, it possesses the
priors and the consequents according to the measure of its own substance.
Therefore, it thinks the unparticipated intellect intellectually,’! and it knows
soul and physical forms also intellectually. Hence, it does not think the objects
of its thought as they are by themselves, but it knows both the superiors and
inferiors intellectually. Therefore, it does not change together with the objects

66 | cannot say, whether Psellos sees a difference between paternal and demiurgic (i.e. formal) cause
as Proclus does in prop. 157, where he defines the function of the paternal cause as that to bestow
being as existence, while the function of the demiurgic cause is to create forms. It is possible that
Psellos identified in some cases the demiurgic cause even with the supreme principle of everything,
like as Petritsi did it, though quite vaguely and not very explicitly. And is the ‘unparticipated
intellect’ the ‘demiurgic’ one?

67 Thus, this intellect produces not only incorporeals but corporeal beings too.

68 ¢y W potj cvpmavta (Psell. omn. 24, 27, 12 Westerink) “everything by a single inclination”.

69 The second part of this chapter only partially corresponds to prop. 172 of Proclus’ Elements.

70 Petritsi, II, ch. 172, 188, 11-16.

71 Here Psellos explains interestingly the ‘kataphatic’ aspect of unparticipated intellect: i yap kai
apédektog, AN En@aoels Tvag Sidwot Toig pet’attov Tiig iSiag UmapEews (Psell. omn. 25, 28, 6-7
Westerink) “then though it is unparticipated, it transmits certain images of its own being to its
consequents”.
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of its thought, because it cannot change toward the better one, and it does not
want to change toward the worse. Thus, it thinks according to its own nature
the priors as well as the consequents. Then it does not possess themselves but their
causes.’2 And it has intellectually those which are intelligible and intellectually
those which are sensible.”374

In general, chapter 25 does not reproduce Proclus’ text from his Elements
of theology as exactly as for example chapter 22 of Psellos’ De omnifaria doctrina
corresponds to prop. 167 of Proclus’ Elements.

What about Petritsi? I suppose he would agree with Psellos though he
would avoid using words like “does not want” (i.e. the participated intellect “cannot
change toward that which is better, and does not want [to change] toward that
which is worse”)75: for Petritsi, it is rather an ontological necessity than the wish,
not to change toward the lower entities.”6

Chapter 26

Psellos calls “intellectual forms” souls, intellects, angels, archangels, powers
and others. As Psellos claims, they are both implicit each in other and severally
existent.”” They all interpenetrate all and at the same time each one exists in
itself. Unlike them, all bodies exist separately by themselves and they cannot
penetrate each other. As for the intellectual forms, they exist in one another and
also each apart in its distinctness,”8 like theorems which are contained in a single

72 o0 pnv €kEva €xeL €V EaUT®, GAAA TAS aitiag éketvwv. (Psell. omn. 25, 28, 12-13 Westerink). This
corresponds almost exactly to Proclus’ phrase from prop. 172: o008¢ éketva €xet €v EquT®, GAAA TAG
aitiag tag éxeivwv. (Procl. ET 172, 152, 2-3 Dodds) “what it contains is not that [which are
resultants] but their causes”. Transl. by Dodds, 153, slightly modified.

73 kol MG TA VO TA VoEP®S £XeL, 0UTW Kal T aioOntd voepds. (Psell. omn. 25, 28, 13-14 Westerink).
Psellos repeats almost exactly Proclus’ thesis: &g o0V T& vonTd vogpds éxel i, oUTw Kol T&
aiotnTtd voepds. (Procl. ET 173, 152, 6-7 Dodds) “as it contains the intelligible world intellectually,
so also it contains the sensible world in the same mode”, transl. by Dodds, 153.

74 Psell. omn. 25, 28, 2-14 Westerink.

75 TIpOG PEV Yap TO KpeLTTov oV Svvatal, Tpog 8¢ To xelpov oV BovAetal (Psell. omn. 25, 28, 10-11
Westerink).

76 Petritsi, II, ch. 31, 82; epilogue, 212. See L. Alexidze, “loane Petritsi”, - in: Interpreting Proclus, 232-234.

77 Tl&vta Té voepd (81, olov Yruyad, voeg, Gyyehot, Suvdpels, kol doo Totaidta, Kol év dAMA0LS giot kol
kaB’¢auto xaotov. (Psell. omn. 26, 28, 2-3 Westerink). Here Psellos repeats exactly the first thesis
of Proclus’ prop. 176, adding to Procus’ text specification of intellectual forms, “such as souls,
angels, archangels, powers, and others like that”. Cf. Proclus: [Tavta ta vogpa €i6n kat év dAAAoLg
elol kal kaf’orto €kaotov. (Procl. ET 176, 154, 3-4 Dodds) “All the intellectual Forms are both
implicit each in other and severally existent.” Transl. by Dodds, 155.

78 ¢y dAANA0Lg yoUv elol TavTa Ta voEPX 181 TV HEVWG Kal xwplg Ekaotov Stakekpiuévoc. Psell. omn.
26, 28, 9-10. Psellos repeats almost exactly Proclus’ thesis: mavta &pa t& vogpa €i6n kai év
oL EoTiv Tivwpéves Kal xwpls Ekaotov Stakekpipévog. (Procl. ET 176, 154, 26-27) “Thus all
the intellectual Forms exist both in one another as a unity and also each apart in its distinctness.”
Transl. by Dodds, 155.
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soul. 7980 Unlike Psellos, Petritsi does not mention in the commentary to prop.
176 of Proclus’ Elements ‘archangels’ or ‘powers’, though ‘angels’, and also ‘daemonic’
(in a (neo)platonic sense of this word) soul are present in other parts of his
commentary.8!

Chapter 27

According to Psellos, every intellect is full of divine formss82 such as for

example goodness, piety,83 justice, sameness, identity, and others. The more divine
intellect embraces more universal forms, while the lower intellect embraces more
specific ones.84 The higher intellects

“exercise greater powers, whereas the lower, being more advanced in plurality,
thereby restrict the powers which they possess.”8

79

80
81

82

83

84

85
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moTep &) kal T Bewpripata Ta év pud Yuxd. (Psell. omn. 26, 28, 10-11 Westerink). Psellos makes
a short resumé of a longer phrase from Proclus’ Elements: i §¢ Ti§ €Tl Toio8e Tals dmodeifeot kal
mapadetylatwv Séotto, Td Bewpnpoata voeitw Tt v ud Yuxdi. (Procl. ET 176, 154, 27-29 Dodds)
“If in addition to the above proofs anyone should feel the need of examples, let him consider the
theorems which are contained in a single soul”. Transl. by Dodds, 155.

Psell. omn. 26, 28, 2-11 Westerink.

For ‘angels’ see Petritsi, II, ch. 29, 78, 29; ch. 75, 136, 13; epilogue, 216, 10. For ‘daimons’ see Petritsi,
I, ch. 129 (this is a proposition from the Elements which exists only in the Georgian version), 79, 10-
26, and Petritsi’s commentary on this problematic proposition in Petritsi, II, ch. 129, 165, 5-31. See
also L. Alexidze, “Dianoia in loane Petritsi’'s Commentary”, - in: Chéra, p.187-191.

T1ag voig A pn G €0t T®V Beilwv eid@v. (Psell. omn. 27, 2 Westerink). Psellos makes a paraphrase
of Proclus’ thesis: [1ag voiic A pwpa @v €i6&v. (Procl. ET 177, 156, 1 Dodds).

To my mind “piety” (0o0toG) is quite a non-Proclean word in this context but it has more
Christian connotation. I think, Petritsi, unlike Psellos would not use it in this context. Moreover, in
Proclus’ text (prop. 177) there is no concrete list of Forms at all. Nor it is in Petritsi’'s commentary
on this proposition.

GAX'0 pev BeldTeEPOG VOUG OAKWTEPWVY E0TL TTEPLEKTIKOG EI6QV, O §€ TATELVOTEPOG PEPIKWTEPWV.
(Psell. omn. 27, 28, 3-5 Westerink). Psellos makes a periphrase of Proclus’ thesis: 0 pev
OMKWTEPWY, O 8E PEPIKWTEPWV E0TL TTEPLEKTIKOG €(8&V. (Procl. ET 177, 1-2 Dodds) “but certain of
them [i.e. intellects, - L.A.] embrace more universal and others more specific Forms.” (transl. by
Dodds, 157).

ol p&v yap avwtépw voeg Suvdpeot xpdvtal peifoowv, ol 8¢ katwtépw TANOLVOHEVOL PEAAOVY
élattobol Tdg Suvapets &g Exovat. (Psell. Omn. 27, 28, 5-7 Westerink). I applied Dodds’ translation
of Proclus’ Elements to this part of Psellos text. Psellos’ text corresponds to Procl. ET 177, 156, 5-7:
ol pév yap dvwtépw Suvapeot ypdvral peifoowv, voeldéotepol TV Sevtépwy Gvteg ol 8¢
KATWTEPW, TANBUVOLEVOL pdAov, édattolol Tdg Suvdpels g €xovot. “For the higher intellects,
being more unitary than the derivative, exercise greater powers, whereas the lower, being more
advanced in plurality, thereby restrict the powers which they posses.” Transl. by Dodds, slightly
modified, 157. Psellos omitted few words from this text of Proclus: évoel§éotepol TV Sevtépwv
6vteg (“being more unitary than the derivative”).
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Correspondingly, those that are closer to the One, are less multiple but

more powerful compared with their consequents. Thus, the more an entity is one,
the more power it has, and vice versa.8¢ Therefore, as Psellos claims, the unity
is more powerful, while the division is advanced in plurality.87

In the commentary on prop. 177 Petritsi concentrates on the same issue:

“The lower [intellects] are more in number, though they possess less power,
while the higher ones, though less in number, are more powerful”.88

Then Petritsi explains, why it is so and how we should understand it:

“because they imitate better the highest supreme transcendence. But when you
hear ‘high’ or ‘low’, don’t imagine it in a local sense, i.e. don’t think about incorporeal
and non-dimensional [entities] [by means of concepts of] ogkoi [i.e. material
substrates] and dimension, but take into consideration rather the capacities of
substances, [their] powers, and [their] actuality”.8?

Interestingly, neither Psellos nor Petritsi reproduce in their texts the

second part of Proclus’ prop. 177 (p. 156, 16-24 Dodds). However, Petritsi, like
Proclus, speaks also about the intellects as producers and causes of the effects
(the higher intellects produce more effects by means of fewer forms, while the
lower ones produce fewer effects by more forms),°° whereas Psellos concentrates
only on the fact of embracing forms by intellects.

Chapter 28

Psellos first discusses the intellectual forms, numbers, and intellects:

86

87
88

89

90

A yap T@ £vi ovyyevéoTtepa EAatToTEPA HEV EloL TG MANOEL TV V@'gauTd, Tif Suvdpel 6&
vTepaiper T& 6¢ ToU €vog moppwtépw Eumawv. (Psell. omn. 27, 28, 7-9 Westerink). This
corresponds to Proclus’ text: T& ydp T £vi GUYYEVESTEPQ, TG TTIOOEG CUVECTOANEVQ, Tf) SUVALEL T
pet’attd vepaiper kai T 8¢ ToU £vog ToppwTépw Eumaw. (Procl. ET 177, 156, 7-9 Dodds) “For
those principles which are more akin to the One, while their number is relatively contracted, excel
their consequents in power; and of those more remote the opposite is true.” Transl. by Dodds, 157.
Psell. omn. 27, 28, 8 - 29, 14 Westerink.

Petritsi, II, ch. 177, 190, 21-25: “©58907¢9 1499659660 LodM3woms 399 wBOHM, brenm dsgrms
36069l; beerm MBHgbsgbo GsabmImdoms LodMsgzeols MIgMm, bmem sbglomsgdoms
o520 MROM”,

Petritsi, II, ch. 177, 190, 25-29: “©5390v) ¢3893qL 3050396 Tsb Bgbs Bglomsmdsbss. bergwe 396
gL HBgmds glidsls 56v9 Jgmds, 649 5R0ms FoMmdmoggM3gd s 3sBMma MbgMwMmmom3L
5 3969039 630095 5 FBLEBOMS, 5539 LOTsMXMIBO SOLYGBIMS S Joebo o
MO 3mgddgogmmdoa gooymby”.

Procl. ET 177, 156, 10-13 Dodds. Cf. Petritsi, II, ch. 177, 190, 19-23.
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“Every intellectual form is producer of perpetual [beings].?! And every intellectual
number is finite.”92

Then Psellos writes on intellects generally, and on participated ones in

particular:

“every intellect is a whole as that which is a composite of parts: each of them is
united with others and distinct from them.?3 And every participated intellect is
either divine, as linked to gods, or only intellectual.?* And every participated
divine intellect is participated by divine souls.”> And every intellect which is
participated but remains intellectual, is participated by souls which are neither
divine nor are subject to change between intellect and non-intellectuality,® but
by those which are eternally intellectual according to [both their] substance
and [their] activity.”97

91

92

93

94

95
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97
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Tav voepov el8og audiwv éotiv Uootatikév. (Psell. omn. 28, 29, 2 Westerink). This is exactly the
same as the first phrase of Proclus’ prop. 178. (Dodds’ translation: “Every intellectual Form is
constitutive of things perpetual”, Procl. ET 178, 157).

Kol Td§ voepog dplBpog memépaotal (Psell. omn. 28, 29, 2-3 Westerink). Psellos repeats almost
exactly the first thesis of Proclus’ prop. 179: tdg 6 voepog aptBpog memépaotal (Procl. ET 179.3
Dodds) “The entire intellectual series is finite.” Transl. by Dodds, 159.

Kol TIaG voUs 6A06 £0TiV WG €K HEP®VY UTIOOTAS, Kal £KA0TOG Kal Ve TaL TOTG GAAOLS Kot Stakékprral
ar’adt@v. (Psell. omn. 28, 3-4 Westerink). Here Psellos repeats almost exactly Proclus’ thesis,
Procl. ET 179, 158, 11-12 Dodds: Ttég voUg 6Aog €otiv, <oUy> [oU) was inserted by Dodds, also in
his translation, 156 - L. A] ®¢ ék pep®dv UTMOOTAS [Kal £kaotog kKal fivwTtal Tolg dAAolg Katl
Stakéxprrat AT o T@V] [Kal EKaoTog ... A’ ahT@v was eliminated by Dodds in his translation, - L.
Al]. As aresult, the whole passage was translated by Dodds (p. 159) as follows: “Every intelligence
is a whole, though not one composite of parts (prop. 171).” See also notes by Dodds, 293-294. Thus,
Psellos’ reading of the first phrase of prop. 179 does not correspond to Dodds’ interpretation of the
same thesis.

Kol IO O PETEXOIEVOG VOUG 1] BET0G £0TL WG BedV EENppEVOG 1 vogpOg povov. (Psell. omn. 28, 29, 4-
5 Westerink). Psellos repeats the first phrase of Proclus’ prop. 181: [1éag 0 petexopevog voiis fj Oglog
£€0Tv, w6 BedVv Enupévog, 1 voepog povov. Procl. ET 181, 158, 19-20 Dodds.

kol Tag B€Tog voUs petexOpevog O Yuydv petéyetot Belwv. (Psell. omn. 28, 29, 6 Westerink). This
is an exact reproduction of the first thesis of prop. 182 of Proclus’ Elements of theology, 160, 5-6
Dodds.

kol TG voUg LeTEXOUEVOG LEV, VOEPRDS € PEVwY, HeTEXETAL LTIO PuxdV oUTe Beiwv ovte vod kal
avolag €v petafoAf] ywopévawv. (Psell. omn. 28, 29, 6-8 Westerink). Psellos repeats almost exactly
the first thesis of Proclus’ prop. 183: [1ag voU¢ LeTeXOUEVOS PEV, VOEPOG BE LOVOV GV, LETEXETAL UTIO
Yux@v olte Belwv olte vod kal avoiag év petafoij ywvopévwv. (Procl. ET 183, 160, 13-15 Dodds)
“Every intellect which is participated but purely intellectual is participated by souls which are
neither divine nor yet subject to the alternation of intellect with unintelligence.” Transl. by Dodds,
161, slightly modified.

AANVTIO T@OV Kat'ovoiav del kal kat'évépyelav voep@v. (Psell. omn. 28, 29, 8-9 Westerink). Psellos
repeated almost exactly Proclus’ prop. 183: mag ydp volg UMO t@®v katololav del kol
KatT'évépyelav voep®dv petéxetat. (Procl. ET 183, 160, 18-19 Dodds) “for every intellect is
participated by principles perpetually intellectual both in their substance and in their activity.”
Transl. by Dodds, 161, slightly modified.
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In the following part of chapter 28 Psellos discusses the identity of intellect’s
thinking and creating:

“and every intellect produces its consequents by thinking, and its creative
activity is in thinking, and its thought in act of creation.”?8

Here Psellos repeats the first thesis of prop. 174 of Proclus’ Elements of
theology. The similar idea about intellect's mode of thinking is expressed by
Petritsi as follows:

“and what it [i.e. intellect] thought, that it had also created; and what it created,
that it thought. Neither the thought is uncreative, nor the product of creation is
thoughtless”.??

Further, Psellos claims that every intellect is intellectually that which is
superior to it and that which is consequent upon it.100 The very last phrase of
chapter 28 of Psellos’ work is a common idea about the differences between
intellect’s and soul’s mode of thinking:

“and other is thought in the intellect, and another is that of the soul.”101

The differences between soul’s and intellect’s art of thinking, as we
already said, are very frequently discussed by Petritsi too.

Thus, chapter 28 of Psellos’ work is a compilation of fragments from prop.
173-174, and 178-183 of Proclus’ Elements, as it was indicated by Westerink.102
The main idea of this chapter (identity of creation and intellection in nous) was
shared and expressed by Petritsi too.

Chapter 29

Psellos claims that soul is intellectual, and intellect is also intellectual,
though intellect is intellectual by its substance, while soul is intellectual through
participation. Intellect has its intellectuality by itself; to be intellect and intellectual
is the same, while soul acquires its intellectuality by means of looking at intellect;

98 kol TdG voU§ TG VOEW L@loTNoL T HET aUTOVY, Kal £0Tv aUTod kol 1) TTonoLg €v T@ VOEW Kal 1)
vonolg év T motetv. (Psell. omn. 28, 29, 9-11 Westerink). Psellos repeats almost exactly the first
thesis of Proclus’ prop. 174: I1&g voUig t@ voelv Uplotnot T HeT' ad TV, Kal 1) TTooLS £V T VOELY,
Kai1 vonotg év T motewv. (Procl. ET 174, 152, 8-9 Dodds).

99 glg oML glyg, M09, MoaEs 3o0aMbs, s Jabsass; s MoaEs Jabs, AooaMbsiss. s Mo ML
293Mbgdse 90 s s6E3s 65gd0 Aoymbadgen. Petritsi, II, ch. 174, 188, 30 - 189, 1.

100 ki oG VoG vogpds EaTL KAl T TTPd o ToD Kot T pet’ ahtdv. (Psell. omn. 28, 29, 11-12 Westerink).
Psellos reproduced the first phrase of prop. 173 of Proclus’ Elements, 150, 22-23 Dodds.

101 kol GAAT eV 1) €V TQ V) vomaols, dAAn 8¢ tiig Yuxi. (Psell. omn. 28, 29, 12 Westerink).

102 Psellos, Omn., 29, notes by Westerink to ch. 28.
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therefore, it has the act of thinking secondarily, while intellect has it primarily.103
Our return to the universal intellect occurs by means of a partial intellect.104

The idea that return to the universal intellect occurs by means of a
partial intellect, expressed by Psellos in the last sentence of this chapter, corresponds
to Petritsi’s commentary on prop. 166 of Proclus’ Elements: the cosmos and all
the stars and spheres are endowed by soul and intellect,

“and when cosmos participates in the first intellect, it does it by means of the
partial intellect.”105

Moreover, in chapter 175 of the commentary Petritsi claims that a soul
which is sometimes intellectual is unable to participate neither in the universal
soul nor in a partial intellect without intermediation.106

Chapter 30

This chapter is mainly about soul, though it concerns intellect too. It is
a compilation from Proclus’ propositions. Psellos starts with a general definition
of souls considered in their relation to intellect:

“Every soul is either divine, or it changes from intellect to unintelligence, or is
intermediate between [these two states, i.e.], thinking permanently although
being inferior to the divine souls.”107

Interestingly, unlike Proclus and Psellos, Petritsi makes a precision about
the last two kinds of souls:

“and it is said that there is a changeable soul, i.e. ours, that which changes from
intellect to unintelligence, dismissing intellect. And there is [also] another soul,
intermediate between these two ones [i.e. between the divine souls and the
changeable ones], which is permanently connected with intellectual [beings],
and is unchangeable; such is [the soul] of sun and of other similar [beings]”.108

103 Psell. omn. 29, 29, 1-5 Westerink.

104 Psell. omn. 29, 29, 11-12 Westerink.

105 @05 3995050 ML 306M39ls 3mbBgdsle §B0SMYOMEOL 50834900, Baffoergdomols ambgdols
dogM 9B0osMgdob. Petritsi, II, ch. 166, 185, 7-9.

106 Petritsi, II, ch. 175, 189, 21-23.

107 TIdoa Yuym 1j Oela éotiv §j petafdArovoa &mo vod gig Gvolav 1) petalld Tovtwy, del pev voodoa,
katadeeotépa §e TdV Beiwv Puxdv. (Psell. omn. 30, 29, 2-3 Westerink). Psellos repeats exactly the
first thesis of Proclus’ prop. 184, 160, 21-23 Dodds. Psellos repeats this thesis also in his treatise
“On Soul”, criticizing this opinion. Psell. Phil. Min. 2.11, 22, 4-7 O’Meara. Petritsi’'s commentary
corresponds to Proclus’ texts. With ‘intermediate souls’ Proclus as well as Petritsi meant probably
the demonic souls, as also in prop. 183 and Petritsi’'s commentary.

108 @05 3199005 5MLM Lo 393500, gbg 00 sGL Bmgbo, mEglidy mbgdolss dggmzomwo ©s
m@qbdg MAMBMMIOOLSS, F005M FoTREY 3MBIdOLsA. S 58500 L3 sMLM Lbvysa Lo,
Lo0565EOLME FMBOYIHMs TJYMmBROEO s ©J(3930, 30MoM dBoboe s Lbsms gligomomae.
Petritsi, II, ch. 184, 193, 29-33.
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Psellos also characterizes soul in its relation to the divine nature:
“every divine soul is god psychically, while the soul which participates in the
intellectual intellect is permanently god’s satellite, and every [soul] which admits
change, is sometimes god’s satellite”.109

Further, Psellos characterizes soul from the point of view of its independence

from a corporeal entity. As he claims,

“every soul is an incorporeal substance and separable from body”.110

Further, Psellos proceeds with characteristics of soul, which, as he says, is

“indestructible and imperishable,!!! is life and a living being,112 intermediate
between indivisibles and those that are divided in association with bodies”.113

109

11

o

111

112

113

kol maoa pev Beia Yruxr) 066 £otL Pruyik®G, Taoa 8¢ voepol petéyovoa vol Beol OTadog del, Thoo
8¢ petafoAf|s Sextikn Beod 0madog mote. (Psell. omn. 30, 29, 3-4 Westerink). This is almost the
same as the first thesis of Proclus’ prop. 185 The only difference is that Proclus puts ‘souls’ and
‘gods’ in plural, while Psellos in singular: maoat pev Betat Yyuyal Oeol 0Tt YPruxkds, oot 8¢ ai tod
voepol petéyovoat vob Be®dv omadol Gei, mioat 8¢ ai petafoAf Sextikai Oe®dv dmadol ToTé.
(Procl. ET 185, 162, 1-3 Dodds). “All divine souls are gods upon psychic level; all those which
participate the intellectual intellect are perpetually attendant upon gods; all those which admit of
change are at certain times attendant upon gods.” Transl. by Dodds, 163, slightly modified.

kol oo Puyt aocwpatog éotv ovoia kal xwploth) owpatos. (Psell. omn. 30, 30, 1 Westerink).
Here Psellos repeats exactly the very beginning of Proclus’ Elements of theology, prop. 186, 162, 13-
14 Dodds. Petritsi in the commentary on prop. 186 concentrates on incorporeal substance of soul
and its reversion upon itself. He opposes this thesis to Aristotelian theory and claims that soul “is
not inseparable from bodies, unlike entelecheia of Stagirites.” Petritsi, 1I, ch. 186, 194, 29-31.
(Petritsi uses the Greek word entelecheia in Georgian transliteration). On soul’s reversion upon
itself, its ability to think its own nature, ascending to intellect and even transcending intellect wrote
Psellos in his first small treatise “On Soul”, Psell. Phil. Min. 2.1, 1, 1-16 O’'Meara.

AavwAedpag te kal apdaptog. (Psell. omn. 30, 30, 1-2 Westerink). Psellos repeats the first thesis of
Proclus’ prop. 187, 162, 24 Dodds. (And Proclus himself also repeats this thesis in the same prop.,
162, 31 Dodds). Psellos repeats this characteristic of soul also in his treatise “On Soul”, Psell. Phil.
Min. 2.11, 22, 12-13 O’Meara. As for Petritsi, in the commentary on prop. 187 he discusses soul’s
incorporeal substance. Petritsi claims that soul is free from corporeal affects, and unlike
Aristotelian entelecheias, does not require a substrate (i.e. a body). Petritsi, 11, ch. 187, 195, 4-16.
kot {or) kal {@v. (Psell. omn. 30, 30, 7 Westerink). Psellos repeats here the first thesis of Proclus’
prop. 188, Procl. ET 188, 164, 1 Dodds. This thesis is repeated also by Proclus himself as a
conclusion at the end of the same proposition, 164, 18-19 Dodds, and by Psellos in his treatise “On
Soul”, Psell. Phil. Min. 2.11, 22, 15. Also Petritsi claims in the commentary on prop. 188 that soul is
a principle of life, and by its presence it transforms a thing into a living being. Further, Petritsi
distinguishes life from a living being: the latter is brought alive “only through participation in life,
and it is neither reversible upon itself, nor does it search its own self and substance, while life is
reversible and searcher of its own substance, which is soul”. Petritsi, II, ch. 188, 195, 26-29.

péom e TV GuepioTwv Kal TV TeEPL Tolg owpaot pepot@®v. (Psell. omn. 30, 30, 7-8 Westerink).
Here Psellos reproduces exactly the first thesis of Proclus’ prop. 190: Idoa Yy péon t@v
auepioTwv £0Ti Kal TV TepL TOTG owpaot peplot®dv. Procl. ET 190, 166, 1-2 Dodds (“Every soul is
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Then Psellos starts a new phrase, again with another characteristic of

soul, regarding its substance and activity:

“Every participated soul has an eternal substance but a temporal activity.”114
Further, Psellos explains the origin of soul and its relation to intellect: soul

“takes its proximate origin from an intellect,115 and possesses all the Forms
secondarily which intellect possesses primarily.11¢ And it is all things, those

114

115

11

[eN
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intermediate between the indivisible principles and those which are divided in association with
bodies.” Transl. by Dodds, 167). Psellos repeats this phrase in his treatise “On Soul”, Psellos, Phil., 11,
ch. 11, 22,16-17 O’'Meara. As for Petritsi, in the commentary on prop. 190 he explains in detail that
soul’s substance is intermediate between the domain of intellect, which is indivisible, because
intellect’s substance and activity are identical, and it is the first image of the One, on the one hand,
and corporeal world, on the other, which is absolutely dissoluble and changeable. Soul is an
intermediate between these two opposites: in regard to its substance, it participates in those beings
which are absolutely indivisible, because its life is eternally immortal, while its activity is divided.
Petritsi, II, ch. 190, 196, 15-32.

Kol Taoa Yoy pedektr) v pév ovoiav aiwviov €xel, Vv 8¢ évépyelav katd xpovov. (Psell. omn.
30, 30, 8-9 Westerink). Psellos repeats here exactly the first thesis of Proclus’ prop. 191 (Procl. ET
191, 166, 26-27 Dodds). Psellos repeats this thesis also in his treatise “On Soul”, but applies it to all
kinds of souls, not only the participated ones. Psell. Phil. Min. 2.11, 22, 17 O’'Meara. Also Petritsi
frequently discusses in his commentary Proclus’ thesis that substance of a participated soul is
eternal, while its activity is temporal. Cf. Petritsi, II, ch. 190, 196, 29 - 197, 1; ch. 191, 197, 14-15;
ch. 192,197, 21-33.

Kol Tpooex®¢ amo vot Vpéotke. (Psell. omn. 30, 30, 9-10 Westerink). Psellos reproduces exactly
the first sentence of Proclus’ prop. 193 (Procl. ET. 193, 168, 20 Dodds). In the commentary on prop.
193 Petritsi claims that soul proceeds from an unmoved and eternal cause, i.e. from intellect. And
everything which proceeds from unmoved causes, is immortal. Reverting upon itself, it reverts first
upon its own substance. “Therefore, a soul which is reverted upon itself, makes by its presence
beings intellectual.” Petritsi II, ch. 193, 198, 4-10. Thus, soul’s reversion upon its own substance is
reversion upon its cause: the intellect. That's why a soul which is reverted upon itself, according to
Petritsi, makes a being, provided with such a soul, intellectual.

kol Tavta €xel Seutépws T €i6n 0 voTs Tpwtwg €xel. (Psell. omn, prop. 30, 30, 10 Westerink).
Psellos reproduces here almost exactly (justin a little bit shorter form) the first sentence of Proclus’
prop. 194: Maoa Yuxn mdvta Exet ta €i6n, 6 voig mpwtws €xel (Procl. ET. 194, 168, 30 Dodds)
“Every soul possesses all the Forms which intellect possesses primitively”. Transl. by Dodds, 169,
slightly modified. In the commentary on prop. 194 Petritsi calls intellect ‘father of soul’. He explains
that intellect possesses the Forms of beings, and gives them to soul, like a natural father does the
same for his natural descendants. Intellect possesses Forms purely and in a superior manner, while
soul contains them in a psychological and inferior manner. Further Petritsi explains that not all
souls possess Forms in a same manner: there is a difference between, for example, Sun and Kronos
etc,, according to the differences between their substances. Petritsi, II, ch. 194, 198, 13-21.
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which are sensible paradigmatically, while those which are intelligible after the
manner of an image.117 It is a vital substance and substantial life.118”

Thus chapter 30 of Psellos De omnifaria doctrina is a result of a compilation
of first sentences from prop. 184-188, 190, 191, 193-195, and 197. Interestingly,
Psellos omitted prop. 189, where Proclus discusses the self-animated and self-
constituted character of soul,119 and also prop. 196, where Proclus speaks about
the perpetual character of the first body which has no temporal origin and is
imperishable.120

2. Psellos’ Philosophica minora II: fragments on intellect, based on
Proclus’ Elements of Theology, and compared with Petritsi’s
commentary on Proclus

Now we shall discuss some fragments from Psellos’ treatises, collected in
the second volume of Philosophica minora, focusing our attention on his understanding
of intellect. In many cases, Psellos’ statements are a result of compilation from

117 kod TIAvTa €0TL TA TIPAYHATO, TTAPASELYHATIKDG PV TA aiofntd, eikovikdg 8¢ T vontd. (Psell.
omn. 30, 30, 11-12 Westerink). Psellos reproduces the first sentence of Proclus’ prop. 195 (Procl.
ET. 195,170, 4-5 Dodds). This phrase is repeated by Psellos in his treatise “On Soul”, Psell. Phil. Min.
2.ch. 11, 22, 19-20 O’Meara. As for Petritsi, in the commentary on prop. 195 he again discusses the
intermediate character of soul’s substance which is between intellectual and sensible beings.
Petritsi mentions “the good craftsman and producer”, who created soul as a mediator between
absolutely indivisible and absolutely divisible beings connecting them with each other. Petritsi, I1,
ch. 195, 189, 29-32.

ovoia Té £0TL {wTik Kai {wt) ovowwdng. (Psell. omn. 30, 30, 12 Westerink). Here Psellos reproduces
in a shorter form the first sentence of Proclus’ prop. 197: Maca Yuxn ovoia éoti {wTkn Kal
YVwoTiK, Kai {wt) ovolwdng kal yvwotiky. Procl. ET. 197, 172, 1-2 Dodds (“Every soul is a vital
and cognitive substance, a substantial and cognitive principle of life”. Transl. by Dodds, 173).
Obviously, in this chapter Psellos did not want to concentrate on a cognitive aspect of soul and
omitted its definition yvwotwr). As for Petritsi, he finishes the commentary on prop. 197 with a
statement that “an intellectual soul is a knower of its self” (3936096 mzloLs smdoLs gmbogto
bano). Petritsi, 11, ch. 197, 200, 12-13.

Procl. ET 189, 164, 20-32 Dodds. In the commentary on this proposition, Petritsi like Proclus claims
that soul animates living beings not by choice or decision, but it endows with life those bodies
which are fitted for it. Moreover, Petritsi explains that their fitness (i.e. the ability to be endowed
either with a vital power or a reasonable human soul) is caused by the stars. Petritsi, II, ch. 189,
196, 2-10.

Procl. ET 196, 170, 18-30 Dodds. In the commentary on prop. 196 Petritsi distinguishes two kinds
of soul: (1) the soul which is absolutely unparticipated and independent from bodies; it is the
mostly divine soul and is mostly close to the true Being; (2) the soul primarily participated by those
bodies which are perpetual and imperishable, i.e. cosmic ones. Further Petritsi says that soul’s
substance is eternal and, being unchangeable and imperishable, it makes by its co-existence and
presence the whole celestial structure also perpetual. Petritsi, II, ch. 196, 199, 15-25.
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various ancient Greek texts. Here we aim to discuss mainly those fragments
which are based on Proclus’ Elements. Thus, we shall only briefly mention treatises
2,9,12, 21, and not analyze 33-36 at all, which have as a background several
philosophical sources, including Plotinus; they are particularly interesting for
Psellos’ theory of intellect, and deserve a special study.

Op. 2

In the 2nd treatise Psellos characterizes intellect as “soul’s most sublime
state”,121 and claims that “intellect and soul are not [absolutely] different. Soul
has rational and irrational potencies”, 122 and intellect is a measure of the rational
and cognitive potencies.123

Op. 9

Treatise 9 is based on Proclus’ interpretation of Chaldean oracles. Here
we find an interesting parallel with Petritsi’s text. Like Petritsi, Psellos uses ‘eye’
as a metaphor for knowledge.124 Again, like Petritsi, Psellos claims that intellect
is indivisible and has an eternal substance and activity, unlike soul which has
indivisible nature but its activity is moved in time.125 Further, Psellos speaks
about soul’s reversion upon itself, its act of self-cognition, its concentration on
intellect, then elevation toward the One, transcending the level of intellection.126
Further Psellos says that certain intelligible objects must be thought by “intellect’s

121 Nol¢ éotv €816 Yuxiis 1) tedetota. (Psell. Phil. Min. 2.2, 2, 3 0’Meara).

122 Uy €tepov 8¢ TLVvoTG €Ty, ETepov &€ Yruym). TiiG Yap PuxTig £xovong SuVAELS TAG HeEV AOYIKAG TAS
8¢ dAdyovg. (Psell. Phil. Min. 2.2, 2, 4-6 0’Meara).

123 ¢ Tolvuv vol§ pEPOG TMV Aoyk@DV Kal yvwoTik®v Suvapewv. (Psell. Phil. Min. 2.2,2,11-12 O’ Meara).

124 19 yap upa yvwoews oVpfoAov. (Psell. Phil. Min. 2.9, 18, 6 O’ Meara). However, otherwise in Psell.
Phil. Min. 2.21, 95-96, see below. On ‘eye’ in Petritsi see See L. Alexidze, loane Petrizi und die antike
Philosophie, (Thilisi, 2008) (in Georgian, title and summary in German), 96-97, with references to
Psellos’ commentaries on the Chaldean Oracles, and L. Alexide, “The Chaldean Oracles in Ioane
Petritsi’'s Commentary on Proclus’ Elements of Theology”, - in: Mélanges Jean-Pierre Mahé, édités
par A. Mardirossian, A. Ouzounian, C. Zuckerman. (Association des Amis du Centre d’Histoire et
Civilisation de Byzance, Paris, 2014), 14-15.

125 Psell. Phil. Min. 2.9, 19, 15-18 O’ Meara. This issue is very frequently discussed by Petritsi too.
Petritsi, I, prologue, 8,31 -9, 8; ch.78, 13, 5-12 etc.

126 Psell. Phil. Min. 2.9, 19, 26-28 O’ Meara. For soul’s elevation toward the One and its self-
concentration see Petritsi, II, ch. 8, 33; ch. 13, 45; ch. 14, 48; ch. 15, 49; ch. 186, 194. See L. Alexidze,
“One in the Beings’ and ‘One within Us’: The Basis of the Union with the One in loane Petritsi’s
Interpretation of Proclus’ Elements of Theology”, - in: Georgian Christian Thought and Its Cultural
Context. Memorial Volume for the 125t Anniversary of Shalva Nutsubidze. Edited by T. Nutsubidze,
C. B. Horn, B. Lourié. (Brill, Leiden/Boston, 2014), 175-193.
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flower”.127 Petritsi too uses this expression.128 Then Psellos mentions a very important
concept for Neoplatonism generally and for Petritsi in particular: “the one in us”.129

Op. 10

Treatise 10 is specially dedicated to intellect and is based on Proclus’
Elements of theology.13° Naturally, we find here the same ideas which were
discussed by Psellos in De omnifaria doctrina, chapters 21-30, and they too
correspond to Petritsi’s interpretation. Psellos says that he exposes “Greek
theories”, 131 and at the end of the chapter he makes a precision that his exposition
is based on Proclus’ Elements of theology,'32 but does not assert that he shares
these ideas. As in chapter 21 of De omnifaria doctrina, here too Psellos claims that
intellect can be (according to Greek theories) either unparticipated or participated.
The unparticipated intellect is the head of all plurality of intellects, while some
of the participated intellects irradiate the hypercosmic and unparticipated soul,
and others - the intra-cosmic soul.133 The first intellect knows only itself, and
each consequent one knows itself and its priors.134 Intellect, knowing itself in
activity, is not distinguished from the object of knowledge.135 The unparticipated
intellect knows everything plainly, while each consequent intellect knows each
object according to one special character, and every intellect has its substance,
potency and activity established in eternity.13¢ Intellect is an indivisible substance,

127 ybov GvOeL. Psell. Phil. Min. 2.9, 20, 3 0’ Meara.

128 On ‘flower’ in Petritsi see L. Alexidze, “The Chaldean Oracles in loane Petritsi’s Commentary”, 11-13.

129 19 év Ny €v. (Psell. Phil. Min. 2.9, 20, 3-4 O’ Meara). On this concept in Petritsi’s commentary see
L. Alexidze, “’One in the Beings’ and ‘One within Us™, 175-193.

130 All references to Proclus’ Elements are indicated by D. 0'Meara, Psell. Phil. Min. 2.10, 21.

131 katd Tag EAAvikag 86&ag. (Psell. Phil. Min. 2.10, 21, 3 O’Meara).

132 Psell. Phil. Min. 2.10, 21, 31-32 O'Meara.

133 Psell. Phil. Min. 2.10, 21, 4-6 O’'Meara. (Cf. Psell. omn. 21, 26, 2-13 Westerink). Corresponds to Procl.
ET 166, 144, 9-14 Dodds. Cf. Petritsi, ch. 166, 185, 1-10.

134 Psell. Phil. Min. 2.10, 21, 6-7 O'Meara. (Cf. Psell. omn. 22, 26, 2-3 Westerink). Corresponds to Procl.

ET 167, 144, 22-24 Dodds. In the commentary on prop. 167 Petritsi analyzes three kinds of

knowledge: knowledge of self, of its subsequents, and of its priors. In the first case intellect’s activity

is identical with its substance, in the second case activity is weaker than the substance, and the last
case represents the best kind of knowledge, because intellect thinks its causes and therefore thinks

its own self better than when it knows just its own self. Petritsi, II, ch. 167, 185, 16-32.

Psell. Phil. Min. 2.10, 21, 7-8 O’Meara. Corresponds to Procl. ET 168, 146, 18-19 Dodds. Cf. Petritsi’s

commentary on prop. 168: in intellect the act of cognition and the object of cognition are the same.

Petritsi, II, ch. 168, 186, 8-9.

136 Psell. Phil. Min. 2.10, 21, 8-9 0’Meara. Corresponds to Procl. ET 170, 4-7 Dodds but Proclus does
not mention ‘potency’ here, though he speaks about eternal character of intellects’ potency in prop.
169, 148, 3 Dodds. In the commentary on prop. 170 Petritsi discusses the differences between
intellect’s simultaneous knowledge and soul’s discursive reasoning. Petritsi, II, ch. 170, 187, 4-9
Dodds.
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without magnitude, incorporeal and unmoved.!37 It is identical with its consequents
as their cause, and by participation with its priors. It has an intellectual substance
by its own being, and it defines everything both what it is as cause and what it
is by participation.138 Intellect is directly constitutive of those beings which are
perpetual and invariable.!3% It produces its consequents by the act of intellection,
and its creative activity is thinking, and its thinking is creation.140 Intellect is
primarily participated by those which are intellectual both according to their
substance and their activity.!4! Then Psellos writes about intellectual Forms: all
the intellectual Forms are both in each other and separately exitent.142 Each intellect

137 Psell. Phil. Min. 2.10, 21, 11 O’'Meara. (Cf. Psell. omn. 24, 27, 2-4 Westerink). Corresponds to Procl.
ET 171, 1-3. In the commentary on prop. 171 Petritsi explains that each being which is able to
revert completely upon itself, is incorporeal. Though the sky is able to revert, imitating soul and
intellect, but it cannot do it completely, including all its parts. Then Petritsi compares intellect with
sun: in intellect substance and activity are inseparable, like sun and its rays are. Petritsi, I, ch. 171,
187,32-188,7.

Psell. Phil. Min. 2.10, 21, 11-14 O’Meara. (Cf. Psell. omn. 25, 28, 13-14 Westerink). Corresponds
almost exactly to Procl. ET 173, 150, 23 - 26 Dodds. Petritsi in his rather short commentary on
prop. 173 distinguishes three kinds of intellect: that which is by participation in regard to its priors
and principles; that which is equal to its own substance and its own self; that which is a cause in
regard to its consequents and effects. Petritsi, II, ch. 173, 188, 21-25.

Psell. Phil. Min. 2.10, 21, 14-15 O’Meara. (Cf. Psell. omn. 24, 27, 10 Westerink). Psellos repeats a
fragment from Procl. ET 172, 150, 15-16. In the commentary on prop. 172 Petritsi claims that
intellect is invariable and eternal according to its substance and also activity, and that what it
produces, is perpetual. Petritsi, II, ch. 172, 188, 11-16.

Psell. Phil. Min. 2.10, 21, 15-16 O’'Meara. (Cf. Psell. omn. 28, 29, 9-11 Westerink). Corresponds to
Procl. ET 174, 152, 8-9 Dodds. In the commentary on prop. 174 Petritsi explains that intellect is
identical with the objects of intellection, and the act of intellection is creation. Intellect creates
beings, and it is father and creator of everything that has a form. Thus, intellect’'s power reaches
those beings which have a form but it cannot reach those entities which are formless, either
superiors or inferiors in regard to the intellect. Petritsi, II, ch. 174, 188,30 - 189, 8.

Psell. Phil. Min. 2.10, 21, 16-17 O’'Meara. Corresponds to Procl. ET 175, 152, 19-20 Dodds. In the
commentary on prop. 175 Petritsi draws a scale of participation descending from intellect: first is
the universal soul, which exercises its activity in time, but is perpetually attached to the intellectual
forms, and enjoys their contemplation, though in a psychical and temporal mode that lasts
perpetually. Further, the celestial soul contemplates the true Being by mediation of a partial
intellect and the universal soul. As for those souls which are sometimes intellectual, they cannot
participate neither in the universal soul nor in a partial intellect without mediation. Petritsi, II, ch.
175,189, 14-23.

Psell. Phil. Min. 2.10, 21, 17-18 O’Meara. (The same thesis in a little bit different form was exposed
by Psell. omn. 26, 28, 2-3 Westerink, see above). Corresponds to Procl. ET 176, 154, 3-4 Dodds. In
the commentary on prop. 175 Petritsi compares the unity of Forms in the intellectual ‘womb’
(bLsdme) with the unity of seeds in the womb until their separation by the “creative reason”
(Lodyzgbs doge 89dmddggdomols. This also can be translated as “creative word”; Georgian

Lo@ygs corresponds to Greek Adyoq). Petritsi, II, ch. 176, 189, 31 - 190, 3.
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is a fullness of Forms, some of them embrace more universal ones, while others
more partial ones.143

Every intellectual Form produces that which is perpetual.144 And every
intellect is a whole as that which is a composite of parts.145 Every participated
intellect is either divine as being linked to gods, or only intellectual.1#¢ The
divine intellect is participated by divine souls.14” The participated intellect is
not participated either by the divine souls or by those which change from
intellect to unintelligence48 but by those which are eternally intellectual according
to their substance and activity.14%

143 Psell. Phil. Min. 2.10, 21, 18-19 O’Meara. (The same thesis but in detail is discussed by Psellos in
Omn,, ch. 27, 28, 2-5 Westerink, see above). Corresponds to Procl. ET 177, 156, 1-2 Dodds. In the
commentary on prop. 177 Petritsi explains that some intellects are more universal and superior,
others more partial and inferior. The first ones spread their power further than the latter ones,
embracing more forms and substances; numerically they are less but their power is greater.
Petritsi, II, ch. 177, 190, 17-25.

Psell. Phil. Min. 2.10, 21, 19-20 O’Meara. (The same is in Psell. omn. 28, 29, 2 Westerink, see above).
Corresponds to Procl. ET 178, 156, 25 Dodds. In the commentary on prop. 178 Petritsi says that
every intellectual Form produces those which are perpetual, such as souls and substances of
immortal bodies, like that of Apollo, Hermes and others. Petritsi, II, ch. 178, 190, 33 - 191, 2.

Psell. Phil. Min. 2.10, 21, 20-21 O’'Meara. (cf. Psell. omn. 28, 29, 3 Westerink). Corresponds to Procl.
ET 180, 158, 11 Dodds, though Psellos’ manner of reading Proclus’ text here as well as in ch. 28 of
Omn. is different from that of Dodds, see our note above, to ch. 28 of Psellos’ Omn. Petritsi in the
commentary on prop. 180 distinguishes three kinds of wholeness: 1. Before parts, as the wholeness
in henads and gods; 2. wholeness composed of parts, like the wholeness of the true Being; 3.
wholeness in parts. Petritsi, I, ch. 180, 191, 19-27.

Psell. Phil. Min. 2.10, 21, 21-22 O’Meara. (Cf. Psell. omn. 28, 29, 4-5 Westerink). Corresponds to
Procl. ET 181, 158, 19-20 Dodds. Commenting on prop. 181 Petritsi claims that the first and
unparticipated intellect is the true Being, which is intelligible intellect, then follow intermediate
intellects, and so on up to the intellectual intellect. Petritsi, 1], ch. 181, 192, 8-20.

Psell. Phil. Min. 2.10, 21, 22 O’'Meara. (Cf. Psell. omn. 28, 29, 6 Westerink). Corresponds to Procl. ET
182, 160, 5-6 Dodds but with a small difference, because in Proclus we have as follows: “every
participated divine intellect is participated by divine souls.” (Transl. by Dodds, 161, slightly
modified). In the commentary on prop. 182 Petritsi claims that the first soul is similar to the divine
intellect, because soul participates in henads by means of intellect. Petritsi, II, ch. 182, 193, 2-6.
Psell. Phil. Min. 2.10, 21, 23-24 O’Meara. Corresponds to Procl. ET 183, 160, 13-15 Dodds with a
small difference: “Every intellect which is participated but is purely intellectual”, Procl. ET 183, 160,
13 Dodds (transl. by Dodds, 161, slightly modified). Psellos reproduced the same text in Omn,, ch.
28, 29, 6-8 Westerink, in a little bit different form.

Psell. Phil. Min. 2.10, 21, 24-25 O’'Meara. Corresponds to Procl. ET 183, 160, 18-19 Dodds, and Psell.
omn. 28, 8-9 Westerink. In the commentary on prop. 183 Petritsi distinguishes three kinds of
intellect: the divine ones, attached to intellects and henads, then souls which change so that
sometimes they have cognitive ability and sometimes not, and the third kind is intermediate
between these two ones; the souls of this kind are whether variable nor divine, and they do not
participate in intellects but in those entities which are intellectual. Petritsi, I, ch. 183, 193, 12-19.
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Further, Psellos goes back to prop. 179 of Proclus’ Elements. He says that
every intellectual number is finite.15° Then Psellos repeats the phrase that every
intellect is a whole as that which is a composite of parts,!5! and continues quoting
from prop. 180:

“each of them [i.e. intellect] is united with others and distinct from them.152 But
the unparticipated intellect is plainly a whole, as having all its parts in itself as
a whole, while each of the partial intellects contains the whole as parts, and is
thus everything partially. For each thing is everything according to one
[aspect], and according to one [aspect] means nothing other than partially.”153

Psellos finishes his small treatise ‘On Intellect’ saying that this was Proclus’
philosophical theory on intellect, exposed in his Elements of theology.1>*

Op. 12

The first part of this treatise is interesting for us for two reasons: it
concerns intellect, and it is based on Nemesios Emesa’s Peri physeos anthropou,
the text translated by Petritsi into Georgian before he translated Proclus’ Elements.
At the very beginning, Psellos says that according to Plotinus’ teaching, intellect
and soul are not the same, and this was the opinion of Apolinarios too, while others
thought that the intellect is the leading part of the soul.155

Op. 21

This is one of the most interesting parts of Psellos’ text. Psellos claims
that intellect is not an eye of the soul, though many philosophers thought so.156

150 Psell. Phil. Min. 2.10, 21, 25 O’'Meara. Corresponds to Procl. ET 179, 158, 3 Dodds, and Psell. omn.
28, 29, 2-3 Westerink. In the commentary on prop. 179 Petritsi explains why the number of
intellectuals is not infinite: because that which is closer to the One is more similar to one/unity.
Petritsi, II, ch. 179, 191, 8-13.

151 Psell. Phil. Min. 2.10, 21, 25-26 O’'Meara. Psellos said the same before, see above, Psell. Phil. Min.
2.10, 21, 20-21 O’Meara. Corresponds to Procl. ET 180, 12, and Psell. omn. 28, 29, 3 Westerink.

152 Psell. Phil. Min. 2.10, 21, 26-27 O’'Meara. Corresponds to Procl. ET 180, 12. Psellos quoted this also
in Omn, ch. 28, 3-4 Westerink (Psellos’ reading of Proclus’ text is different from Dodds’
interpretation, see our notes to Psellos’ Omn,, ch. 28 Westerink).

153 Psell. Phil. Min. 2.10, 21, 27-30 O’Meara. Corresponds to Procl. ET 180, 13-15.

154 Psell. Phil. Min. 2.10, 21, 31-32 O’Meara.

155 Psell. Phil. Min. 2.12, 23, 17-18 O’Meara. Corresponds to Nemesius, De Natura Hominis. Edidit M.
Morani. (Teubner Verlagsgesellschaft, Leipzig, 1987), 1, and Petritsi’s translation: Nemesios, On the
Nature of Man, geo, 3.

156 For Psellos’ sources see notes by O’'Meara in Psell. Phil. Min. 2. 95. Psellos by himself claimed in op.
9 that ‘eye’ is a metaphor for knowledge (10 ydp 6ppa yvaoews ovpBorov. Psell. Phil. Min. 2.9, 18,
6 0’ Meara), see above, and our notes to Psell. Phil. Min. 2.9.
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Why? Because an eye is an organ moved by another thing and directed toward
senses, while intellect is soul’s guide and its elevator toward more divine illuminations,
filling it with the divine light from above and making it full with immaterial
forms.157 As we already mentioned in notes to op. 9, Petritsi uses the expression
“eyes of the soul” too,158 meaning the highest aspect of the soul.

Conclusion

In both Psellos’ and Petritsi’s philosophies, Proclus’ theory of intellect with
all its aspects (unparticipated intellect, participated one, modes of cognition,
the relation of intellect to being, Forms, soul, the One etc) was an important
theme. Psellos discussed it in Omnifaria doctrina, ch. 21-30, and Philosophica
minora I, op. 2, 9, 10, 12, 21, while Petritsi did it in the commentaries on
Proclus’ Elements of theology, including his prologue and epilogue. Psellos’ texts
on intellect are mainly compilations or paraphrases from Proclus’ Elements of
theology and, in case of Phil. 1], op. 2,9, 12, 21, 33-36 from other texts of Proclus
as well as various ancient Greek philosophical and patristic sources, expanded in
some cases with Psellos’ own short additions or comments. Petritsi’'s commentaries
are also based on Proclus’ Elements, though he took into consideration Proclus’
other texts as well as various (neo)platonic sources, explicitly mentioned in his
work, too. Petritsi’'s commentary on intellect has much in common with Psellos’
texts, though the accents made by these two philosophers interpreting the same
propositions from Proclus’ Elements are frequently quite different. Certainly
Petritsi was aware of Psellos’ works though there is no evidence that in his
commentary he used them. The similarity between Psellos’ and Petritsi’s interpretations
can be explained by the fact that both of them had as a background the same
philosophical sources (first and foremost, Proclus’ Elements). Proclus’ philosophy,
and the Platonic tradition generally, seems to be completely acceptable for Petritsi,
and nowhere in his commentary did he criticize them.

157 Psell. Phil. Min. 2.21, 95, 7-16 O’'Meara. Cf. Plotinus: “In the intelligible world seeing is not through
another [medium], but through itself, because it is not [directed] outside.” Plot. V 3 [49], 8, 21-22,
transl. by A. H. Armstrong. Cf. Plot. I1I 8 8 [30], 11, 1-2; IV 5 [29], 1; VI 7 [38], 41, 4-5; VI, 8 [39], 7;
On seeing with and without eye in Plotinus see L. Alexidze, “Eros as Soul’s ‘Eye’ in Plotinus: What
does it see and not see?”, - in: Platonism and its Legacy. Selected papers from the Fifteenth Annual
Conference of the International Conference of the International Society for Neoplatonic Studies.
Edited by ]. Finamore, T. Nejeschleba. (The Prometheus Trust, Gloucestershire, UK, 2019), 41-58.

158 Petritsi, II, ch. 40, 94, 7-8. See also loane Petrizi, Kommentar zur Elementatio theologica, p.196.
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