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Aristotle in the 12"-century commentaries
on Proclus’ Elements of Theology

Lela Alexidze

I. Introduction

This paper aims to analyze Aristotle’s role in the 12™-century
Byzantine and Georgian commentaries on Proclus’ Elements of
Theology. These are the Greek text by Nicholas of Methone (Anaptyxis,
i.e. exposition or refutation of Proclus’ Elements of Theology) and loane
Petritsi’s Georgian commentary on Proclus’ same book. These two
commentaries represent two different attitudes toward Aristotle and
Neoplatonic philosophy. One is Nicholas of Methone’s mainly (though
not entirely) positive evaluation of Aristotle’s theories, his radically
negative attitude toward Proclus’ philosophy, and his point of view on
the incompatibility between Aristotle’s and Proclus’ theories. The other
is only partial acceptance by Petritsi of Aristotle’s ideas, his entirely
positive attitude toward Proclus’ philosophy, and, together with Proclus,
to the whole Platonic tradition. The latter was, in Petritsi’s opinion, in
some instances, opposed to Aristotelian philosophy.

Let us briefly formulate in advance the main characteristics of the
attitude of the two above-mentioned thinkers toward Aristotelian and
Platonic tradition.

Nicholas of Methone was an opponent of Proclus’ philosophy, and
the targets of his attack were those intellectuals among his
contemporaries who admired Proclus’ theories.! In the Anaptyxis of
Proclus’ Elements of Theology, Nicholas fiercely criticized almost all
propositions of Proclus’ treatise, sometimes using the methods of

! For Nicholas’ text see Nicholas of Methone, Refutation (1984), ed. A. D. Angelou
(henceforth referred to as Nicholas, Ref+page, linet+chapter). On the possible
target of Nicholas’ Anaptyxis see Trizio (2014) 203; Robinson (2017) 107. I would
like to thank the editors and the anonymous reviewer, whose comments helped
much to improve this paper. I am also very grateful to Mariam Abashidze and
Giorgi Markozashvili for their help.
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Aristotelean logic.> Nicholas® attitude toward Aristotle was more
favorable than toward Platonists and particularly toward Proclus, though
Aristotle too, in Nicholas’ opinion, was a Hellenic, i.e. non-Christian
philosopher, and therefore, he could not be perfect. Nevertheless, to
Nicholas, Aristotle’s theories were certainly more valuable than those of
Proclus. As Nicholas aimed to criticize Proclus while Aristotle was
already an authority in the field of philosophy among his contemporary
thinkers, it seems that his goals were more feasible by unveiling the
differences between Aristotle’s and Platonic philosophies than by
showing the similarities between them.

Georgian philosopher loane Petritsi was educated in Byzantium
and was either Psellos’ direct student or his much younger follower.® As
the exact time of Petritsi’s life is unknown, we cannot be sure whether
he lived before Nicholas of Methone, was his contemporary, or lived
after him.* However, we are in possession of the texts of both
philosophers. Petritsi, like Nicholas, wrote a commentary on Proclus’
Elements of Theology, but his text is radically different from that of
Nicholas: Petritsi openly admires Proclus’ philosophy and the whole
Platonic tradition generally. Although Petritsi accepted Aristotle’s logic
along with some of his ontological and cosmological theses, he did not
hold him in as high regard as he did Plato or Proclus, especially in
theology (i.e. metaphysics). However, Aristotle’s logic was, in Petritsi’s
opinion, a necessary basis for all kinds of ontological and theological
studies, including the theory of the supreme One. Consequently, in
certain cases, Petritsi demonstrated the differences between Platonic and
Aristotelian theories, on the one hand, while in other instances, he
emphasized harmony between their respective doctrines. However, the
supremacy of Platonic tradition generally and of Proclus’ philosophy in
particular was an axiom for Petritsi.

2 Robinson (2014) 89-94. English translation of Nicholas of Methone’s Refutation
by J. M. Robinson in Robinson (2014), Appendix A, 162-459 (henceforth quoted
as Robinson, Dissert.).

3 On Petritsi’s life see Gigineishvili (2007) 12-19; Alexidze and Bergemann,
Introduction in loane Petritsi (2009) 1-7 (henceforth quoted as Petritsi, German).
For Petritsi’s commentary see S. Kauchtschischvili’s edition: Ioane Petritsi (1937)
(henceforth referred to as Petritsi, Comm.+page+chapter (or prologue, or epilogue).
4 Alexidze (2014) 239-242. On the differences between Psellos, Nicholas of
Methone and Petritsi regarding Proclus’ philosophy see Mtchedlidze (2017) 137-
152.
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Thus, in what follows, we shall discuss two different attitudes
toward Aristotle and (neo)platonic philosophy: first, partially positive
evaluation of Aristotle’s theories by Nicholas of Methone, and his belief
in the incompatibility of Aristotle’s and Proclus’ theories; and second,
only partial acceptance by Petritsi of Aristotle’s theories, which in some
cases were, he claimed, opposed to the Platonic tradition which he never
criticized.

I1. Aristotle in Nicholas of Methone’s Anaptyxis

Nicholas, bishop of Methone, wrote an exposition (Avantvéig) of
Proclus’ Elements of Theology. This ‘exposition’ is often translated as
‘Refutation’,” because Nicholas’ attitude toward Proclus’ philosophy
(or, more than that, toward his followers in Nicholas’ contemporary
milieu) is extremely negative. In his exposition, Nicholas tries to refute
and criticize Proclus’ Elements chapter by chapter.® Nicholas is more
favorable toward Aristotle than Proclus, and, as we already mentioned,
in some cases he uses the methods of Aristotelian logic to refute Proclus’
theses. We shall discuss only those cases in Nicholas’ text where
Aristotle is explicitly mentioned.

1I. 1. Aristotle is not better than other Hellenic ‘wise men’

In his prologue, Nicholas contrasts the truth of Christian wisdom with
the fallacy of Hellenic doctrines. Nicholas critically mentions Aristotle
along with Plato, Pythagoras, and wise men experienced in false
teaching:

Nicholas, Ref. 3,17-23, prooem.

He [i.e. Proclus] not only celebrates mysteries with Aristotle and
Plato and Pythagoras, and others wise in the teaching of the
falsely-called wisdom, but, having become a most intimate
witness and initiate and attendant even of the demons themselves,
whom he worshipped as gods, he lit a fire and he kindled his zeal
as hotly as possible against piety, and in this he baked, as bricks,

3 See the title of Angelou’s edition, in Nicholas, Ref:

® We possess Nicholas’ commentaries on the first 198 propositions of Proclus’
Elements, preceded by Nicholas’ prologue.
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cogitations kneaded together and mixed from every Hellenic
teaching.” (tr. Robinson)

Thus, as we see, Nicholas’ evaluation of Aristotle’s philosophy is not
positive. He considers it in the context of the Greek pagan philosophy
and does not oppose it in this case to Proclus’ philosophy. All Hellenic
theories seem to be opposed, in Nicholas’ opinion, to Christian wisdom.

1I. 2. Proclus contradicts Aristotle

In chapter 14, unlike the fragment from his prologue we discussed
above, Nicholas juxtaposes Proclus against Aristotle and refers to
Aristotle’s Peri hermeneias. Nicholas quotes the first part of Proclus’
prop. 14: “All being is either unmoved or moved”.® Nicholas comments
on this fragment as follows:

Nicholas, Ref. 19,23-29, ch. 14

In the present proposition he [i.e. Proclus] not only contradicts
Aristotle and the other wise men, by saying ‘all being’, and
assigning the ‘all’ to the universal being, even though these [wise
men?] do not mean this (for ‘all’, says Aristotle in On
Interpretation, does not signify the universal),” but also fights
himself, propounding what is entirely opposite to the things which
he wishes to demonstrate; for he wishes to show that, of being,
some is unmoved, and some moved.'® (tr. Robinson)

7 Nicholas, Ref: 3,17-23, prooem.: Obto¢ ydp 00k Apiototédel novov kai IIAdtmvt,
IMvBayopa te Kol Toig GALOIG CUVOPYIAGOG OPOTG £V TOTG THG WELdMVOLOV GOoPiag
doypacty, GAAG Kol dotovav avtdv, odg dg Beovg Eoefev, adTOTTNG Kol PHOOTNG
Kol OepamevTig YVNOIOTATOG YEYOVOS, TP P&V avijyev kol Mg elxe cQodpag
€€ékavoe OV Koto Tiig gvoefeiag Cfjhov, év tovT® 8¢ mAivloug dmtice TOVG
GUULEVPTOLG KO TOUULYETS €K TAong Toudeiag EMANVIKAG Aoyiopovs. Translation of
Nicholas’ text here and further by Robinson in Robinson, Dissert. 166.

8 [Tav o Ov 7 dxivnov oty §| ktvovpevov. Proclus, ET (1963), ed. Dodds, 16,9,
§14 (henceforth quoted as Procl. ET, +page, line+§).

® See Arist. De interpr. 17b12 (“for though [the subject] ‘man’ is universal, it is not
universally used in the statement, for the word ‘every’ signifies not a universal but
something universally taken.”). See also Arist. De interpr. 20a9. Reference in
Robinson, Dissert. 197, and Nicholas, Ref 19.

19 Nicholas, Ref. 19,23-29, ch. 14: Ev 1 mopdvtt mpofAnuatt ody Apiototéhet
pévov kai 1olg dAlolg coeoig avtipBéyyetal, mav 0 Ov Aéyov kol O TAV T
KaBOAOL GVTL TpocVEL®VY EKEIVmV ToDTO U Povhopévav (o yap mdg, NGV &V T
Iepi épunveiog Aprototéng, ob 10 kabolov onuaiver), OALG Kol E00T® pyETOL
tovvavtiov émav ob Sgikoun BovAetor mpoPoididpevog BodAetar yop Seifon tod
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In this case, Nicholas falsely interprets Proclus’ phrase ‘all being’,
which, in Proclus’ text, embraces those beings which are moved as well
as those which are not, while Nicholas claims that ‘all being’ must imply
just one kind of characteristic, i.e. to be either moved or unmoved. In
Nicholas’ opinion, Proclus contradicts Aristotle as well as himself.

I1. 3. Aristotle’s theory of the primary substances vs. Platonic
universals

In chapter 60, Nicholas discusses Proclus’ thesis from prop. 60:
“Everything that is cause of more things is superior to what has a power
toward fewer.”!! Nicholas is on the side of Aristotle and against the
Platonic theory of the supremacy of forms. His argumentation is as
follows:

Nicholas, Ref. 62,32-63,5, ch. 60

And the things that he [i.e. Proclus] calls ‘wholes’, that is, the
more simple and more universal things, do not, strictly speaking,
exist, for they do not subsist in themselves but are contemplated
in the more particular things, and especially in the individuals.
Wherefore also Aristotle says that the particulars are primary
substances and [substances] proper, but the genera and the species
are called secondary [substances], and more the species than the
genera [are substances].'? (tr. Robinson, slightly modified)

Thus, Nicholas seems to be against the realist position that assigns
more reality to the genera and species than to individuals. Hence, he
openly expresses his sympathy with Aristotle, who called particulars
‘primary substances’, and genera and species — ‘secondary ones’.
Nicholas discusses this issue in the context of God’s supreme causality:

&vtog TO pév dxivntov gival, 0 8¢ ktvovpevov. Transl. by Robinson in Robinson,
Dissert. 197.

' Procl. ET, 58,3-4, §60. Nicholas, Ref. 62,25-26, ch. 60: I1av 10 TAeidvamv aitiov
KpeltTov €0t ToD TTPOg ELdTTOVO TNV dUVOULY Aaydvtog. Transl. by Robinson in
Robinson, Dissert. 272.

12 Nicholas, Ref. 62,32-63,5, ch. 60: A 8 ¢onowv obtoc SAo. TOLTECTL T
amlovotepa Kol Kobolkdtepa, Tadta 00dE Kuping giolv, 6Tt unde kab’ Exacta
VOEGTAKAGLY, GAL" &V TOIG PEPIKMTEPOLS Kol Aot TG Ko Ekacta Bempeitat.
AW Kol Apototédng mpdtag ovoiog kai kuplog eivor enot o kod Exoota,
devtépag ¢ AéyesBon T yévn Kol ta €16 kol paAlov ta €1dn 1) o yévn. Transl. by
Robinson in Robinson, Dissert. 273. See also Arist. Categ. 2al4; 2b7.
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unlike Proclus, Nicholas does not accept the theory of a plurality of
causes (even if they are, according to Proclus, hierarchically
subordinated to the supreme One), since he claims that God is a single
cause of everything.

II. 4. Nicholas against an infinity of things

Nicholas opposes Proclus’ theory of infinity and perpetuity of certain
beings to Aristotle’s thesis that the heaven has to be finite. In chapter
94, Nicholas discusses Proclus’ thesis according to which “All
perpetuity is a certain infinity.”!* Against Proclus, Nicholas asserts that
only God is infinite and perpetual in every respect:

Nicholas, Ref. 93, 5-8; 12-13, ch. 94

And if something among beings is perpetual, it is so not in itself,
nor because of itself, but because of the goodness of God [...]; for
every magnitude is embraced in the heaven; and Aristotle has
proven the heaven to be finite.'* (tr. Robinson)

The problem of infinity is discussed by Nicholas with reference to
Aristotle also in chapter 96. He comments on Proclus’ thesis that “the
power of every finite body, ifit is infinite, is incorporeal.”'®> As Nicholas
claims, “’finite’ is added, as if there even exists some infinite body; and
indeed it has been shown by Aristotle that no body is infinite.”!®

Thus, in Nicholas’ opinion, any theory of infinity or even perpetuity
of any beings or their potencies except God himself is false. Nicholas’
argumentation is directed against Proclus with the help of Aristotelian
theses.

13 Procl. ET, 84,17, §94: Ilaco pdv Gidiotng dneipio tic dotwv. Transl. by Robinson
in Robinson, Dissert. 324.

14 Nicholas, Ref. 93, 5-8; 12-13, ch. 94: "Ei 11 8¢ t®v dviav &otiv &idov, od kad’
avTO 0VdE O £antd GAAQ da v ToD Bgod dyabdtrTa Tolodtov ot [...]
Sumepiéyovion yop mhvto To Ueyddn T@® ovpavd: memepacuévov 8 elvar TOV
ovpavov 0 Aprototédng anédelée. Transl. by Robinson in Robinson, Dissert. 325.
Arist. De caelo, 271b1;276al6; 278b19-21.

15 Nicholas, Ref. 94, 20-21, ch. 96: Ilavtdg memepacpuévov chuatog 1 dovayg,
dnepog odoa, dompatog éotwv. Procl. ET, 86,1-2, §96. Transl. by Robinson in
Robinson, Dissert. 327.

16 Nicholas, Ref. 94, 22-24, ch. 96: IIpdcKkertal TO TENEPAUGUEVOV, DG THYOL Kai
ameipov TVOG oOUOTOg Ovtog Kol UiV SE0EIKTOL T APLGTOTEAEL UNOEV GMUO
dnepov elvar. Transl. by Robinson in Robinson, Dissert. 327. Arist. Phys. 3. 5.
204b1; 206a7.
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IL. 5. Proclus’ theory of souls is “mere chatter”

In chapter 184, Nicholas criticizes Proclus’ theory of the kinds of
souls. According to Proclus, “every soul is either divine, or changes
from intellect into unintellect, or is intermediate between these.”!’

Nicholas criticizes this theory of the soul from various angles. One is
that there is no place for the souls of animals or plants. After refuting
Proclus’ proposition on the kinds of souls, Nicholas assumes: “and the
three kinds in gradation that this wise man [i.e. Proclus] introduces, of
the intellects and of the souls, are bare concepts and, as Aristotle would
agree, ‘mere chatter’.”'® (That means, they are mere sound, without any
meaning).

Thus, in this last case too, Nicholas refers to Aristotle for refuting
Proclus’ theory.

I1I. Aristotle in loane Petritsi’s commentary on Proclus’ Elements

Petritsi translated Proclus’ Elements of Theology and wrote a
commentary on each proposition along with a prologue and an epilogue.
In his prologue and commentaries, Petritsi distinguishes two
mainstreams in philosophy: Platonic and Aristotelian. The opposition
of Plato’s and Aristotle’s theories as well as of their successors to each
other plays a crucial role in Petritsi’s work. Petritsi himself preferred
Plato and Platonists to Aristotle and his successors. Thus, in Petritsi’s
work, Plato’s superiority over Aristotle’s theories is clearly declared.
Nevertheless, the Neoplatonic tendency - an attempt at harmonization
of Plato’s and Aristotle’s philosophies (though with priority given to
Plato, especially in the domain of metaphysics/theology), and the high
esteem of Aristotle’s work (mainly in the domain of logic and physics,
which play an introductory role in Platonic metaphysics) is one of the
main characteristics of Petritsi’s commentary. To Petritsi, the head of
Platonic philosophy was Proclus, because he was, as Petritsi says, the
philosopher who elaborated the theory of the supreme transcendent One

17 Procl. ET, 160,21-22, §184. Nicholas, Ref. 159,26-28, ch. 184: ITdca oy 1
Oeio éotiv, 1| petafdirovca ano vod eig avvolav, fj peta&d tovtov. Transl. by
Robinson in Robinson, Dissert. 434.

18 Nicholas, Ref. 160,18-21, ch. 184: T 8¢ mopd Tod 60@od T0VTOV TOPEIGAYOLEVL
tpia kotd fabpodc yévn TV e vOmV Kol TV Yoy®v Yikd Hovov giciv Evvonuata
Koi, @G av ApoTotéAng ocvpenoele, tepetiopata. Transl. by Robinson in
Robinson, Dissert. 435. Arist. Anal. Post. 1,22, 83a33.
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which was expressed in a veiled form in Plato’s dialogues.'® In Petritsi’s
opinion, Proclus and Plato belonged to the same group of ‘Platonic
theologians,” to whom he also assigned the philosophers and poets
before and after Plato, such as Orpheus, Aglaophamos, Pythagoras, the
Eleatics, Plotinus, Porphyry, Iamblichus, and Asclepius.?’ Although
Petritsi had high regard for certain aspects of Aristotle’s philosophy,
especially his logic,”' and often based his own interpretations on
Aristotelian concepts such as the relationship between form and
matter,?? potency and activity,”® in his eyes, the overall status of Aristotle
was lower than that of Plato.>* With respect to topics of the greatest
importance to him, such as the difference between corporeal and
incorporeal substances,” the ontological independence of the
incorporeal from the corporeal,” the self-constitution of the human soul
in its non-corporeal state,”’ the importance of the demiurgic/
efficient/creative, and also paradigmatic causes,”® the relationship
between eternity and time,?’ and the importance of not discussing
theological subjects in a way relevant to the material world,*® Petritsi
tried to prove that Plato’s and his successors’ philosophy was more true
than that of Aristotle, Alexander of Aphrodisias together with other
Peripatetics, and the Stoics.’’ Moreover, Petritsi did not refer to
Aristotle as a ‘theologian’ or ‘divine’ in the same manner he spoke of
Plato and Proclus.??

19 Petritsi, Comm. 4-5, prologue.

20 Petritsi, Comm. 100, ch. 41; 107-108, ch. 50. Alexidze (2014) 230.
21 Petritsi, Comm. 3-4, prologue; 10-11.

22 Petritsi, Comm. 72-73, ch. 27. Alexidze (2017) 127.

23 Petritsi, Comm. 6-9, prologue; 17-18, ch. 1; 77, ch. 28; 109-110, ch. 50; 114, ch.
52; 137, ch. 76.

24 Petritsi, Comm. 5, prologue; 54, ch. 18.

25 Petritsi, Comm. 51, ch. 17; 99-100, ch. 41.

26 Petritsi, Comm. 99-100, ch. 41; 194, ch. 186; 195, ch. 187.

27 Petritsi, Comm. 129-130, ch. 64.

28 Petritsi, Comm. 38, ch. 11.

2 Petritsi, Comm. 107-108, ch. 50; 116, ch. 53; 117-118, ch. 54.

30 Petritsi, Comm. 5, prologue; 54, ch. 18; 75, ch. 28. See also 111, ch. 51.
31 Petritsi, Comm. 5, prologue; 75, ch. 28; 100, ch. 41; 107, ch. 50;

32 For example, ‘the divine Plato”: Petritsi, Comm. 4, prologue; 115, ch. 52. See
also Petritsi, German, 64, and Alexidze (2014) 230.
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II1. 1. Petritsi prefers Plato and Platonists to Aristotle and
Aristotelians

Petritsi preferred Plato to Aristotle mainly for the following reasons:

(a) In Petritsi’s opinion, Platonists distinguished the incorporeal and
corporeal forms, while the followers of Aristotle ‘mixed’ them
with each other. Petritsi was on the side of the Platonists:

Petritsi, Comm. 98-100, ch. 41

None of the incorporeal forms is characterized by the dimension
of place or where-to-be, because it is present everywhere equally,
and is not in a place, while the form which is embodied, can be
imagined and viewed in the bodies. On this issue arose a
disagreement among the opinions of the Aristotelians and the
ancient theologians, because Plato, Aglaophemos, Orpheus, and
all Eleatics, like the sage FEleatic Xenos and all other
Pythagoreans, like Parmenides and Zeno do not mix incorporeal
forms with corporeal ones, even if [the latter] were the parts of the
celestial [substances].™ (tr. Alexidze)

(b) According to Petritsi, the soul is an incorporeal (though it could
be embodied) and self-constituted substance. As Petritsi claims,
for Platonists, the human soul is immortal; it is not an
entelecheia®* of a body, as the followers of Aristotle thought.
Petritsi seems to be quite reluctant to use the word entelecheia
in relation to the human soul, because he does not want to define
the soul as the form of the body; in his opinion (and against the

33 Petritsi, Comm. 98-100, ch. 41: “ss MH0IgEbs MLbgmemms wgom0s
Fglobogly 4obLsBOEO  s@AOWOLsY, b Loosmdse, s0gmv) Ymgzgwash
LG §o0dmdymdo 56, s 56M5 5oLy dmMol, boagrm bbgywms-
FmOOLO 2999600 5YOWLO-GMMOLI© 0mEbgdoL s 0boErggdOLES. Mg

005 Bgs AobLJws fizogdoa  sMHOLEHMEHIWOL-FTMMsa s )G

©360LIYBYMIWsQ, 0509007 3¢05GMb s 50 sMma30dMb s MOBI3L
g4m39wbo gageam-50mbo, 30006 dMJIgbo gwgo@o Jugbo s Lbwysbo
g4m39bo  30050mMMali-gsdmbo, 30msM  35M3gboo s Bobmb sMo
3069396 MUbgMMms Jmmms Lbgremms GmMob, owsmv) 043zbgb 30gHms
Bofoarobobo.” (All translations from Petritsi are mine). On the possible sources
of this fragment see Alexidze (1997) 150-154. See also Petritsi, Comm.106-107,
ch. 48; 194, ch. 186; 195, ch. 187, and 222, epilogue.

34 ‘Evteléyeta. Petritsi sometimes uses a Greek word in Georgian transliteration.
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Aristotelian theory), the soul is not inseparable from the body
but is a self-constituted substance:

Petritsi, Comm. 130, ch. 64

Here arises an immense opposition between the followers of
Asclepius and Aphrodisias, because [the latter] says that the
human soul is a kind of irradiation from the unmoved sphere and
is not a hypostasis, i.e. self-constituted, but is a kind of
illumination from the universal soul. But the columns of wisdom
— all great Platonists and truly theologians - immediately
invalidate [the opinions] of these [men] and of those who are like
them, refuting them and claiming that the human soul is self-
constituted; they assert that it is the first intellectual substance of
the mortals and the agalma [i.e. an image] of the intellect.’ (tr.
Alexidze)

In chapter 186 of his commentary, Petritsi claims again that the soul
“is not inseparable from the body unlike the entelecheia of the
Stagirite.”*® Further, in chapter 187, discussing cosmic souls and
bodies, Petritsi says that “unlike Aristotle’s entelecheiai, the souls do
not need any substrates, and they totally transcend such perishable and
changeable affections.”’

35 Petritsi, Comm. 130, ch. 64: “‘boagrm  5ds  oms  YoyLbo

§0bs39mmdsbo 999m3m9b g4m39wms b3g3056ms Qs
38OHMOOLOYIWoLBo, Msdgmvy 353MmdMO3LsES Lvyamlbs bsd™fgobo o@yzb
MEoMmIgEoobs LBIOMabasb ©s oMo 3w958m36905©, oMM MZMNIEAMI,
00539 30m5M 6590350 Logmgzgumomals bvemobsem. g30bse sdso s
B930MMMS  gmzgwoms LvygEbo Lod®dbolsbo gmggumbo 3wo@mbay®mbo
©o0bo s F933sM0EH 7000 WIMHMOLIYEHYMIBo sOOo MBobm 3gmgqb, s
™399 900999396, 5 Lyerlis 353MmdMOZLS MZY)s0M3bqds® 50TMabgbgb s
30039 3939Mmsals sOLYdSE MbogMs® s s®owds 2mbgdolis
290moBgbgb.” See also Alexidze (2008) 83-86; 240-242; 338-340; 353-354.

36 Petritsi, Comm. 194, ch. 186: “@s 3v9o@o@ [L¥ero] sGEs Bbymamoysh
2396998mG 9890 5O, 30056 bGsa0Mgeols 9bEHgwgdosa”.

37 Petritsi, Comm. 195, ch. 187: “@5 3/9@ O35 30MoM 5®oLEMEHIOb
9b@gmgdosbo  Fobsdgdetgmo  dmgdgbg 9056  [Lyyewbo], 99
LEOME05© Bgbms dgb qbg Fomsmms bOBs-J3g30mms 36gdsms”. See also
Petritsi, Comm. 106-107, ch. 48.
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(b) For Platonists, the supreme principle of the cosmos was the
demiurge/creator, while Aristotle and his successors excluded
the demiurgic/creative/efficient cause from the domain of
beings:

Petritsi, Comm. 38-39, ch. 11

You see, how immediately he refutes the opinion of those
[scholars] who sent into exoria [i.e. exile]*® the demiurgic
[creative] cause from the [domain] of beings, like the Stagirite and
the philosopher of Aphrodisias, and their schoolmates.” (tr.
Alexidze)

(c) Aristotle did not share Plato’s definition of time as the moving
image of Eternity:
Petritsi, Comm. 107-108, ch. 50

Aristotle says that chronos is the measure of the movement, and
the first movement [occurs] in the first bodies which the Greek
language called ‘heaven’ - ‘ouranos’ [...]. In this ouranos as in
the first body [occurs] the first movement, and the measure of the
movement is chronos. This definition of chronos belongs to
Aristotle and the Peripatetics. As for the great Plato and all
theologians, like the great Egyptian Plotinus, kathegemon [i.e.
teacher]* of Porphyry, and the great Phoenician Iamblichus, the
Phoenician intellect, discussing chronos, they claim that it is the
image of the eternal being. Because in the eternal being
everything is unmoved, and it possesses its substance in the
sameness and identity, and its activity is inseparable from the
substance, while in chronos everything is in movement and flow.
Thus, there, in eternity, being exists in the unmoved stability,
while here, in chronos, the eternity is divided into what is first,
what is following and what has already passed, or into what is
present and what is future. Therefore, there is eternity, and here

3% Again, Petritsi uses the Greek word €€opia in Georgian transliteration.

39 Petritsi, Comm. 38, ch. 11: “gqLds> ) Gom@gboms dgol whober 3gmal
0069055 3060H39e Jombs MmIgerms 998mgdggdomo dobyHo IYymBmssh
9JbmGos  g3ql,  g0maM  LEoMgwdsh s sx3M™mEOobosem-godm
3o@mbegmbish s doboms 0sbdgbmengoms.” See Procl. In Tim. 1, 295-296;
319-320 Diehl. On this issue see Alexidze (1997) 159-161; Alexidze (2008) 88-
90; Alexidze 2021 (1) 161-162.

40 kaOnyepudv. Again, Petritsi uses a Greek word in the Georgian transliteration.



172 Platonism and its Heritage

is the chronic [i.e. existing in time] flow; there is the undivided
substantial sameness, while in chronos it is divided and
changeable.*! (tr. Alexidze)

(d) For Petritsi, Platonic philosophy was the supreme authority in
the domain of metaphysics (theology), while Aristotle, his
followers, and the Stoics were more specialized in physics and
logic, tending to analyze theological issues by means of
concepts applicable only to the realm of physics. This kind of
reasoning, as Petritsi asserted, was not correct:

Petritsi, Comm. 54, ch. 18

The being has its definition in itself, because it is the self-
constituted substance which does not need something other for its
own existence, [i.e. it does not need something] random, called
‘accidents’ by the Peripatetics who took into consideration only
the natural bodies. On the other hand, the great Plato calls
‘substance’ even those accidents which are in the true cosmos and
the true being, because order is the [true] being there, while here
it is an accident; and the three dimensions, colors and forms are

41 petritsi, Comm. 107-108, ch. 50: “©58900¢) 0BY3L 9MOLEMGHIWO: bOHMbma
3O LaBmdo Jomzobse, 30M5MIGE LEBMIo JoMm39¢0ols JoEMmgzoLoM.
boem 306390 JoMgzse 30039wls InMol Lbgmamsls, Mmdgebs (35,
M6, Mo gmsmdsh garegboms gbolsdsh [...]. 535l MmEMebmbs dmeols
3003900 doEMY390, 30MMES 306M39wls Lbgmmmsbs, bmwm Lsbmad
d0@M930L5 bOmbma. bewm glig Lsb®zsMHo bOHMmbmalismzl sGobEm@gwolbo
©5  390035@Mal-q5dmmoa  sML. bmrm OO 3Esdmb s ymgzgwbo
©IO®oLIYEHYMgbo, 30ma® 993333HJLP0 OO 3WMEH0bML, Jsmogygdmbo
3mOHR0OHOLO, S OO 0503wobMb B0b03, mbgdse gobozgwro, sligdgb
bOMbmalomzl s 03Yz56 bo@o LodsModymalis. ®s09mvy 30maM3d
LodsModgmablis Mol gmggero dowMY3ILQ, ©S 0056 03039MdlS
bgs @5 Tdbggmdobs  dmaos  sOLYdoezs ®ZLO s  ImJdggdoe
239699399mgwo@  56OLYOOLYSE, gaMgmzg bOMbmal dmEolls  ymgganls
doM930Ls> s @Yool TogM. Msdgmvy b TGOl LEToMOIPOLMMBSLS
0gm@mdoe  MIM935 2595698 ML, brwm oo bOMBMLs  JmEolb
0565@oLMMdse 3003905 s F90YMTIP S JOMEIVBOWO®, © o
©5 0m0535  2obymaoe ML Godgmwy b Lomzmbme, bomerm ods
©0bgdsa bOHMBIdMm0; b Asbm3MgmgEo 0403gMmdse sOLGdOMO, bragnm
bOHMb™bs Mol gobFMomo s 335¢gd0mo.” On this fragment and its ancient
sources see Alexidze (1997) 166; Alexidze (2008) 128-133; 348-349.
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beings and incorporeals there, while here they are accidental and
random. And there [Plato] classifies them into five kinds which
are substance, sameness, otherness, rest, and change. Thus,
[Plato] places them, as the kinds and beings, in the intelligible and
intellectual cosmos.** (tr. Alexidze)

Petritsi, Comm. 75, ch. 28

If the ignorance sweeps someone away [...], and he claims that
the cause and the effect are equal, then he first manages to confuse
the universal order, and thereafter equates the last and subsequent
ones with the first ones and the fathers. Thus, such a person
overturns the structure of the beings, and ascribing an
incomparable honor to the subsequent [beings], he dishonors
them. Therefore, those who dishonor the causes and the [first]
principles, [dishonor] even more also the effects, like the Stoics
and Peripatetics who claimed that the principles and causes of
knowledge and understanding are in a corporeal and individual
substance.* (tr. Alexidze)

42 Petritsi, Comm. 54, ch. 18: “®s990mv) s6ULLs M3ZL0 LsBOZMO M6 Tmogdnmb,
65390099 5OLYdse SOOI MZMIYMI0 56 dmdqbg Lbzls Fs8Ymngws© MZLES.,
300560  BgdmlOWwms,  G®Igwms  dgdmbrggomo  fmgl
396035@GHMal-gsdmms,  30mst  dbgzgwms  dmbgdomols m©gb
Lbganolisms. bnwm oo 3ws@mb mzm dso dgdmbyggomms sGLgds©
ol 658z 6593y o 658z oMLLS TmGOL, Gsdgovy b
IO gdsa  sOL  sOL, bmwm 8ds 8gdmbggzs; s b Lsdbo qug
296L5B0HO, s BIMBO S 653M9MbO, SML 5056 s MLbgyEm. bergnm sdo
b9©0399nbHe s gdmbeggs. s 896 brmo GHMIs® 503wgbl, 3omse
5MLYdOE, MZNMBSE, LbLOMdS©, ©RMIs®, B0EMmY3s. 30bsa sBom,
30000035 GMAMs s MBS, EoLbOAL AMBIBOMLs s FMbogMLs JmEob
5©I3mlss.”

43 Petritsi, Comm. 75, ch. 28: “berom o) ¢39360905356 30U g5%obaL |...], @
0dmbgl I0BgBo s FoBgbmbo LfimeMo, 3oMzgwms Fabo gmawoboo
399o 009350006mU, s dgMdg m309565al369bo s 99dcamdbo y43bgl
LHmO s 3003930 80DgHBMs s 358509, s 5J30mb Bodmlio sGLmsa, s
Lom3mbgls  Bmeob  §gbo Igmmmsbo  s0sM®zbgl ©s  3sGogzoms o6
F9B5QM0MS Y3503 Y3b69L 89daMab0. o090y HMAgums dobgbms s
3LOPYMS M353BH03m Jd ™z Fsm FoBIBoOL ASTMMs HSQBMI, oMM
LAHMIWDs S 39MH035@Mal-godmms, MHMIgwbo 0@YmEgl 3BMdOLs s
fgg00Lo obodsdms s Jobgbms 530l bLbgrmmobs s dobbsfoengdmeobs
9Mbgdobash.” See also Petritsi, Comm. 5, prologue; 222, epilogue. See Alexidze
(2021) (3), 147-162.
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III. 2. Aristotelian theses in Petritsi’s commentary and the
explicit mention of Aristotle and his works

Petritsi accepted some Aristotelian theses. He could have known them
directly from Aristotle, via his commentators or Neoplatonists, who
deliberately attempted to make Platonic and Aristotelian doctrines
consistent with each other and also accepted some achievements of
Aristotle. The following aspects of Aristotle’s philosophy played an
important role in Petritsi’s commentary:

(a) The laws of logic were of chief importance for Petritsi as an
introduction and as an ‘instrument’ (organon) for inquires in the
domain of metaphysics and physics. According to Petritsi, the
laws of logic and syllogisms were instruments and a starting
point which led Proclus toward his theory of the supreme
transcendent One. In Petritsi’s opinion, Proclus’ Elements of
Theology aims to prove by means of logic and also arithmetic
the existence of the supreme One, which is an absolute one and
does not contain any parts, unlike other kinds of unities.**
Moreover, Petritsi discusses the structure of the syllogism in the
first chapter of his commentary in order to show that Proclus
proves his first thesis “every manifold in some way participates
unity”* in accordance to the laws of the syllogism.*
Furthermore, Petritsi refers to Aristotle who, as he says, claimed
that definitions are principles of conclusions, and as Petritsi
thinks, where the necessity (i.e. logical law) of conclusions is
vanished, it is impossible to elaborate either natural or even
more metaphysical theories.*’

(b) Petritsi shared Aristotle’s theory of the relationship between
substance, potency, and activity.*® He claimed that we can know
about the substance from what comes thereafter, i.e. from its
activity and potency, because what is first by nature is later in
the process of cognition. By nature, substance is first, which is
why we learn about it from what follows; and just as we
understand the character of potencies and activities, in the same

4 Petritsi, Comm. 3-5, prologue.

4 Procl. ET. 3,1, §1 (translation from Proclus’ ET by Dodds).
46 Petritsi, Comm. 10-11, ch. 1.

47 Petritsi, Comm. 76, ch. 28.

48 Corresponds to Greek ovoia, Svvapic, &vépyeta.
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way, we are informed about their substance, because each
potency and activity belongs to a certain substance. Thus, the
activity of the soul is complex, and accordingly, its substance
must also be a complex entity, while the activity of the intellect
is simple, and its substance is also simple. Further, referring to
Aristotle, Petritsi discusses the kinds of knowledge in children
or uneducated people on the one hand and ‘philosophers’ on the
other. The soul (i.e. its capacity of intellection) of the first ones
is in the state of potency, while the soul and the intellect of the
‘philosophizing’ people are active.*’ In chapter 77 of the
commentary, discussing the activity and the potency of the
eternal and the corporeal beings, Petritsi claims that the
universal eternal beings are eternally active, i.e. their activity is
inseparable from their substance. As for the corporeal beings,
even if they are immortal, as in the case of the celestial bodies,
they exist only potentially and are activated by means of
permanent active intellectual power while matter is a pure
potency. Petritsi further refers to Aristotle and says that the issue
of potency and activity is discussed in his Physics.>® In chapter
78, Petritsi, following Proclus (Elements of Theology, prop. 78),
discusses two kinds of potencies: perfect and imperfect. The
former embraces the activity in itself and is a perfect potency,
while the latter is only a potency, i.e. an ability, which does not
contain an activity but gets it additionally, as in the case of the
soul and the heaven, as they become perfect by means of the
activity of the permanently active intellect.’’ As for the kinds of
intellect, their substances, potencies, and activities are eternal
and unchangeable.”®> However, analyzing the relationships
between substance, potency and activity, Petritsi probably did
not follow Aristotle's theory exclusively but also its Neoplatonic
versions.>

4 Petritsi, Comm. 8-9, prologue; 220, epilogue. The same idea is formulated in an
old note to the Georgian translation of Nemesios of Emesa’s Peri physeos
anthropou (1914) 4. The translation was made by Petritsi before he translated
Proclus’ Elements of Theology. Evidently, he was the author of this note too. See
also Arist. De An. 2, 5, 417ab. See also Petritsi, German, 73.

30 Petritsi, Comm. 137, ch. 77. Arist. Phys. 1, 8, 191b27-31; 11, 3, 255ab.
3! Petritsi, Comm. 138, ch. 78. Arist. de An. 3, 5, 430a10-25.

32 Petritsi, Comm. 186, ch. 169.

33 Petritsi, German, 69. See also Alexidze (2021) (4), 84-86.
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(c) According to Petritsi, the intellect and the object of its
intellectual activity are the same (unlike the soul, which has to
embrace an object of its thought step by step, first getting
information about it from ‘outside’). The act of intellection is
inseparable from the intellect’s substance, just as the rays are
inseparable from the sun disc.>* Thus, the intellect, the act of
intellection, and the object of intellection are the same.
Moreover, the intellect performs two things at once: this is the
act of thinking, and thinking that what it thinks. This is an
eternal activity. The intellect embraces the object of thinking and
also the intellection of its own activity aimed at the object of its
thought (i.e. it is aware of its own act of thinking). Therefore,
the intellect knows not only what it knows but also that it
knows.> Petritsi’s understanding of the intellect as the subject
which thinks itself could be influenced by Aristotle and also by
Neoplatonic theories.® Especially intellect’s awareness of the
act, the object, and the subject of cognition (which all are the
same) is clearly expressed by Proclus in the Elements of
Theology, prop. 168 on which Petritsi commented.®’

(d) Petritsi interpreted matter as a lack of form.>® We call it, as
Petritsi says, ‘non-being’ by reason of the privation of forms.>’
Matter, according to Petritsi, has no morphé (i.e. form),*° and is
characterized by its sterésis (i.e. privation, lack).®' Matter is
‘below’ the forms, while the supreme One on which matter

54 Petritsi, Comm. 7-8, prologue. On the discursive (dianoetic, metabatic) mode of
soul’s cognition in Petritsi in detail see Alexidze (2016), 174-194.

35 Petritsi, Comm. 186, ch. 168.

56 See Bonazzi (2022), 118.

57 Procl. ET. 146, 16-23, §168. On Petritsi’s theory of intellect see also Alexidze
(2021) (2), 10-38.

38 Petritsi, Comm. 30, ch. 6. See also Petritsi, Comm. 76, ch. 28; 83, ch. 32; 126,
ch. 59; 137, ch. 77. On Petritsi’s theory of matter in detail see Alexidze (2017),
123-134.

3 Petritsi, Comm. 42-43, ch. 11.

60 Petritsi, Comm. 69, ch. 25. Here too Petritsi uses Greek word popen in Georgian
transliteration.

81 Petritsi, Comm. 124-125, ch. 57. Again, Petritsi uses Greek word otépnoig in

Georgian transliteration. On matter as privation (in opposition to Aristotle) see
Plotinus, Enn. 11, 4, 16, 3-4; 12-13.
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depends transcends the forms.” We find an interesting
combination of Platonic and Aristotelian influences concerning
matter in chapter 27 of Petritsi’s commentary:

Petritsi, comm. 72-73, ch. 27

Socrates says [about matter] that it is similar to a female, which
is constantly in change [i.e. it strives constantly to otherness]. As
it gets from the forms their aporroia [i.e. emanation, outflow],*
it strives to run away and reject [this emanation] in order to catch
and get another one. In such a way it is constantly inclined to
changes insofar as it is not stable in its relations to its lovers.** (tr.
Alexidze)

I think that in this case Petritsi combines the fragment from Plato’s
Timaeus, where the principle, which in Neoplatonic (and Petritsi’s)
philosophy corresponds to matter, is called receptacle, nurse and
mother,® with Aristotle’s definition of matter, which desires form, as
the female desires the male.®® In sum, Petritsi’s thesis that matter is
formless could have been influenced not only directly by Aristotle but
even more by Neoplatonic (mostly Proclus’) understanding of Ayle.

(e) Petritsi shares the Aristotelian point of view on the eternity of
the world. As he claims, the movement of the heaven is endless,
because the object of its desire and love is also endless.®” The
heaven is immortal and infinite, though its immortality only
includes the perpetuity of its movement.®® In this case too, we

62 Petritsi, Comm. 58-59, ch. 20. From this passage it is clear that Petritsi’s supreme
One does not correspond to Aristotle’s Prime Mover which is Form of Forms.

63 amoppora. Again, Petritsi uses a Greek word in Georgian transliteration.

84 Petritsi, Comm. 72-73, ch. 27: “®8@obsm3zbss 0GY3L bemg®odo, 3000639
Booog Iglbogls 99U 3393bm BOgmO’. MTJMYY, 30MsM Moa 93yMol
65239 31190 330MM352, 39935000bMmal LOZEEMES© s 496AWYdS oL,
o By 9mgddbs o 9gdmbo Lbusls, ©s gudgo bbzoo bbwms
(339905 YbOMIJWI© MIEYMIMMBIOLIMZL MZLOLS F0oYrMHMEIO
0zbmo.”

65 Plato, Ti. 49a, 50bd, 51a, 52de.

6 Arist. Phys. 1,9, 192a3-7; 13-25. This fragment is quoted also by Plotinus, Enn.
IL, 4, 16, 13-16. See Perl (2022), 33. See also O’ Brien (1996) 179-181; Alexidze
(2017), 127; Petritsi, German, 251.

67 Petritsi, Comm. 45, ch. 13.
8 Petritsi, Comm. 110, ch. 50.
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cannot be sure whether Petritsi’s position was influenced by
Aristotle or rather by Neoplatonic (Proclean) interpretation of
Plato’s Timaeus and generally,® Proclus’ theory of the eternity
of the world.

(f) Petritsi seems to agree with Aristotle’s theory of the eternity of
the forms, combining it with Proclus’ thesis that “for if it is one,
it does not become one, because the being does not become [as
it already is]”.7® Petritsi quotes this phrase and comments upon
it as follows:

Petritsi, Comm. 25, ch. 3

You see that the being which already exists according to [its]
form does not become.”' Aristotle demonstrated this in his
Physics as he said that the being which exists according to the
form does not become. Because if it is, how can it become
existent?”? (tr. Alexidze)

Petritsi expresses the same idea, again with reference to Aristotle,
in chapter 62 of his commentary: “We have learned that the being which
exists according to [its] form does not become, as Aristotle has
proved.””?

% Procl. In Tim. 1, 276-282.

0 Procl. ET, 4, 6-7, §3 (English translation by Dodds, 5, slightly modified
according to Petritsi’s version of translation): &l pév yap 7on éotwv €v, oV yivetal
£v' 10 yap Ov ov yivetou O §dn éotiv. Petritsi, 25, ch. 3: “begrm o®L vy ogom
9Om, 565 043bgL gHm. M5890v) Fymgo s6s 04dbgdols”. Petritsi, Comm. 25, ch.
3. See also Petritsi, Comm. 119, ch. 54.

"1 inserted “you see, that the being” and “does not become” following the
Georgian manuscripts. This fragment is absent in Kauchtschischvili’s edition. See
also Petritsi, German, 96.

2 Petritsi, Comm. 25, ch. 3: “aqbds, ®v) dgmgzo s> 0436980L, GMIgo
39600 Fomdmamdow ogmb. gbg sGOLEMEGEo dbgdomms’ Jmeol
308mb0bs, 0@Y3zL 3009MIJE M3IOY) SOL, 30MMPs 0ddbgl s®L.” See
Arist. Phys. 1.7.190a9-24, 191b26 in combination with Metaph. 7. 9. 1034b8. See
also Petritsi, Comm. 104, ch. 45. On this issue see Alexidze (2008) 72-73; 335-
336, and Petritsi, German, 210.

3 Petritsi, Comm. 114-115, ch. 52: “qby a3LFogoql, Mg dgmgo 5O
04dbgdol  MmIgeo  FoMImamdoms 309MH0ms, 30mM6  SMOLEMEILO
003MoBobs”.
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(g) Petritsi seems to be happy with Aristotle’s definition of the
intellect as the “form of forms” (6 voi¢ &idoc €id@v)’* though
Petritsi applies it to Proclus’ first Limit.”

(h) Petritsi endorses Aristotle’s thesis according to which true
knowledge requires the knowledge of the causes. In chapter 11
of his commentary, Petritsi explicitly makes reference to
Aristotle’s Prior Analytics and Posterior Analytics.”®

(1) Petritsi seems to agree with the Aristotelian understanding of the
difference between the human soul and the intellect. As he
claims, unlike the intellect, the soul acquires the ability of
cognition from the outside. Petritsi refers to Aristotle using the

Greek word ‘thurathen’”’ in Georgian transliteration.”

(j) Interestingly, Petritsi refers to Aristotle’s Peri Hermeneias (he
mentions the title of the book in Greek, in Georgian
transliteration) in his prologue to the commentary on Proclus’
Elements of Theology in order to explain the meaning of the title
of Proclus’ book: Stoicheiosis. As Petritsi claims, this word
signifies the most simple item, i.e. an element, because when
one teaches something, one starts with the simplest things and
progresses towards the ones that are composed of them just as
words are composed from the letters, sentences from the words,
and a speech from the sentences.”

(k) At the end of chapter 54 of his commentary Petritsi claims that
the death of the partial and individual beings does not mean that
their forms (kinds) are also perishable. Thus, a man dies, or a
horse or a deer or a fish, but not their nature, i.e. not humanity,
horseness and so on. The same is the case of the four elements:
only their part changes while the whole remains. Here Petritsi
refers to Aristotle and claims that he teaches us about it in his

7 Arist. De an. 3.5. 432a2.
73 Petritsi, Comm. 37, ch. 10. See also Petritsi, German, 115.

76 Petritsi, Comm. 41-42, ch. 11. Arist. Anal. Post. 1. 2. 71b10, 78b4-13; 90al5.
See also Petritsi, German, 122.

77 @Opadev. See Arist. GA 736b28; De an. 3. 5, 430a10-25. See also Alexander
Aphrodisias, De anima, 111, 22-36, ed. Bruns.

8 ;mz@omgbsq. Petritsi, Comm. 58, ch. 20. See also Petritsi, German, 144.
79 Petritsi, 5, prologue.
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“book ‘About coming-to-be and passing away’ which he calles

‘Peri geneseos and phthoras ™.%°

(1) In chapter 17, Petritsi asserts that the soul is incorporeal and it
does not consist of corporeal parts. Petritsi refers to [amblichus,
who, as Petritsi says, claimed that the parts of the incorporeals
are also incorporeal.®! Petritsi repeats this idea:

Petritsi, Comm. 51, ch.17

An incorporeal thing nowhere consists of corporeal parts, while
a corporeal thing is made up from the incorporeals like a body
consists of an epiphaneia®* and other dimensions. And again, as
Aristotle proved, a body without any qualities becomes qualified
by means of four [kinds of] qualities,®* just as a number by means
of its parts, and the order by means of its parts.® (tr. Alexidze)

Thus, Petritsi tries to find a correspondence between the (neo)platonic
point of view on the soul as an incorporeal being with Aristotle’s
understanding of the composition of bodies.

(m) In chapter 18, Petritsi refers to Aristotle discussing the meaning
of the word ‘being’ (9ymx3o is the Georgian equivalent of Greek
10 Ov). As Petritsi says, according to Aristotle, ‘being’ is a
common name for the substantially existent (s®bo) and for an

80 Petritsi, Comm. 119, ch. 54.

81 For Iamblichus see Simpl. in Cat. 5a23, CAG VIII, 137 Kalbfleish; Larsen
(1972), 23, 267, fr. 44. Simplicius tried to find a correspondence between
Tamblichus’ and Aristotle’s theories on this issue, like Petritsi, who seems to do the
same in this case. See Petritsi, German, 134.

82 ¢medvewa, i.e. surface. Again, Petritsi uses the Greek word in Georgian
transliteration.

8 In Kauchtschishvili’s opinion, discussing four kinds of qualities (mo19tng) in
Aristotle, Petitsi had in mind Arist. Cat. 8. (Kauchtschishvili in Ioane Petritsi
(1940), XXXIII, though I think the two contexts are quite different.

8 Petritsi, Comm. 51, ch. 17: “©309m¢) 565 bss 89t Mbbgmemme
Lbbgwermoegeb. bmwm Lbgmeo 9909L lbgmcomms doge, 30ms6 Lbgmero
9309396000ls 8096 o Lbvgoms  aobLEBOMS. s 3OS, F0MSM(3S
508msb0obs 3®oLGHME IO, 30moM3g mBmdgeme bbgwero
35MMIgEEOGdoL  MmObms  OHMIGEEMBIMYD, FomadEs Mogbz  MmzLbos

Bofogoms dogh s ImOoEgdse mzbomes baffogoms dogh.” See Arist. Cat. 6.
4b20-31.
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accidental one (899mb¥ygz0m0),* though “’being’ is more than
the substantially existent, because it contains more”.*® In
chapter 19, Petritsi discusses the hierarchy of beings. He refers
to Aristotle and claims that all beings, in spite of their
differences, are as existent, equal because they are provided with
their existence (smdoe) equally by the first existent principle
(50), though they are different as beings and belong to the
various levels of the hierarchy.®” In chapter 52, Petritsi refers to
Plato (having in mind, probably, also Aristotle’s Categories) and
claims that the corporeal entities are permanently in the
condition of genesis (i.e. coming-to-be and vanishing), “that’s
why they should not be called ‘beings’, as the divine Plato
says.®® But if one still calls them ‘beings’, this must be only on
the basis of name identity [i.e. homonymous/equivocally], and
not substantially [i.e. synonymous/univocally], as in the case of
a living being and [its] image.” ¥

(n) Petritsi agrees with Aristotle that there must be one ‘ruler of
everything’ (meaning one cause). In the epilogue of his
commentary, Petritsi puts forward the notion of evil that has no
substance, and mentions Aristotle in a positive context. He says
that in Metaphysics — “in the [book], which comes after Physics,
that means in his Theology, [Aristotle] says that ‘there is one
ruler of everything’.”" Here Petritsi probably means Aristotle’s
Metaphysics X119, 1076a4, where a phrase from Homer’s Ilias
11 204 is quoted.”!

85 See Arist. Metaph. 6. 7. 1017a.

8 Petritsi, Comm. 54, ch. 18: “m@®me 30939 sGULS dymzo, Godgmv)
39GHLoS 5O F90;339n.”

87 Petritsi, Comm. 56, ch. 19. See also Arist. Metaph. 11. 2. 1060b4-5.

88 Plat. 7i. 27d5-28a4.

8 Petritsi, Comm. 115, ch. 52: “56 %96 sGb, Go0msd3s dgmg3 gfim@om, odysl
036030 3wodmb. bmwmm oy 306 Mfmoogbm, mogb Lgbbsmdom

fmmb s 649 5OLYGOM, 30 3BMZaWLs s bodls.” See Arist. Categ.
1.1a.

90 Petritsi, Comm. 214, epilogue.

o1 See Alexidze (2021) (3), 155. Interestingly, Georgios Gemistos Plethon, like
Petritsi, says that Aristotle quotes Homer, according to whom “the rule of many is
not a good thing — let there be one ruler.” (Homer, /lias, 11, 204). However, unlike
Petritsi, Plethon thinks that Aristotle’s “words are impressive in theory, but in
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(o) An interesting example of Petritsi’s ambivalent attitude toward
Aristotle is expressed in the so-called epilogue of his
commentary. Here Petritsi claims that if both Greeks and
Georgians had not impeded him in fulfilling his intellectual
ambitions and had helped him, his work would have been in
harmony with the divine providence, and he would have been
able “to produce [in Georgian] philosophical theories in
Aristotelian manner, and create theology free from matter.”*> In
this fragment, I think, Petritsi, on the one hand, highly
appreciates Aristotle’s philosophy, and, on the other, criticizes
him because he thinks that Aristotle mixed the subject of
physics, i.e. material world with theology.”

Thus, Petritsi often compared Plato with Aristotle and their successors
with each other as well. There are certain theses which Petritsi shared
with Aristotle, though he never gave preference to Aristotle over Plato;
on the contrary, he frequently wrote about the superiority of Plato and
his successors’ philosophy in comparison with Aristotle and his
successors. The theory of the supreme One, the difference between
corporeal and incorporeal forms, the incorporeal character of the soul’s
substance — these are some major Platonic theses, besides many others,
also shared by Petritsi. Petritsi’s interpretation of Plato’s and Aristotle’s
philosophies and their relationship is based on Neoplatonic tradition —
the intention of ‘harmonization’ of their philosophies as far as it was
possible, though under Plato’s leadership. Among Platonists, Proclus’
philosophy had a major impact on Petritsi, and he explicitly
acknowledged his authority. Petritsi claimed that in Aristotle’s
philosophy the demiurgic/creative/efficient cause was neglected. He
was certain that Platonic tradition had its roots in ancient times and was
much older than Plato himself. Directly or indirectly, Petritsi testified
that he was a follower of Platonic tradition, more so than the Aristotelian
one, though he certainly used a lot of Aristotelian theses.

practice it is he himself who introduces the disorderly state of beings by refusing
to allow the unity of being.” (Pletho, de diff- 896, in PG, ed. Migne. Transl. by
Woodhouse (1986), 195). Alexidze (2021) (3), 155, 158-159.

92 Petritsi, Comm. 222, epilogue: “bggsedzs go@mbngmboms gsbioolse
395M0LEHMGIMOS S VIMMOLIYEYMIgdse 6ogmologsb dowmbgdgwo
§o63mdgygbs.” On this fragment see also Alexidze (2008), 79-82, 338; Alexidze
(2017) 130.

93 Petritsi, Comm. 75, ch. 28; 54, ch. 18.
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IV. Conclusion

We discussed some cases of interpretation of Aristotle’s theories by
two 12"-century Christian interpreters of Proclus’ Elements of Theology:
the Greek ‘Refutation’ by Nicholas of Methone (Anaptyxis), and the
Georgian commentary by loane Petritsi, who was also educated in
Byzantium and had a broad knowledge of ancient Greek philosophy. In
both texts, Aristotle’s philosophy was not a central subject, but had a
kind of a supportive role in the exposition of the main issues related to
Proclus’ theories. Nicholas’ attitude toward Aristotle was more
favorable than his attitude toward Proclus, though not even Aristotle, as
a non-Christian philosopher, could be perfect for Nicholas. I think it
was more profitable for Nicholas’ radically critical approach to Proclus’
philosophy to unveil the differences between Aristotle’s and Platonic
philosophies than to show the similarities and the possibility of harmony
between them. As for Petritsi, Aristotle was not as great for him as Plato
or Proclus were, especially in theology (i.e. metaphysics), though
Aristotle’s logic, as well as some of his ontological and cosmological
theses, were acceptable for him. Petritsi appreciated Aristotle’s logic as
a necessary basis for ontological and theological studies, including
Proclus’ theory of the supreme One. In certain cases, Petritsi
demonstrated the differences between Platonic and Aristotelian theories,
on the one hand, while in other cases, he tried to show harmony between
them. Briefly, the attitude of these two medieval thinkers can be
summarized as follows: Nicholas of Methone made a radically negative
evaluation of Proclus’ philosophy, and expressed in some instances a
positive attitude toward Aristotle, while Petritsi made an explicitly
positive evaluation of Proclus’ philosophy and the whole Platonic
tradition, and only partially accepted Aristotle’s theories.
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