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ABSTRACT: This article brings to light a collection of hitherto unknown philosophical texts—three essays and three shorter
notes—by George Pachymeres. These texts are preserved in the last folios of the codex Wien, Osterreichische Nationalbiblio-
thek, Vind. phil. gr. 150, and were primarily copied by Pachymeres’ pupil, Nikephoros Kallistos (or Kallistou) Xanthopoulos.
Pachymeres’ essays explore the Platonic themes of divine love and moral beauty, including queries about the state of
knowledge and virtue in the human soul. They were mainly written in response to Proclus” Commentary on Plato’s First Alci-
biades but were also inspired by other Platonic dialogues such as the Theaetetus, the Timaeus, the Phaedo and the Phaedrus.
Pachymeres’ essays testify to the Byzantine reception of Plato from the perspective of a Christian philosopher interested in
exploring Hellenic doctrines so as to better understand and teach the true doctrine of Christianity.
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The philosophical work of George Pachymeres (1242—ca. 1310/15), one of the most prolific writers
of the Palaeologan era, has drawn considerable scholarly attention over the past two decades'.
Pachymeres is mostly known for his exegetical work on Aristotle, although it has been duly noted
that Plato is the philosopher most frequently quoted in his History?. Pachymeres wrote a commen-
tary on Plato’s Parmenides, which supplemented the missing part of Proclus’ respective commen-
tary3. However, this was not his only work on Plato. The present article brings to light some hither-
to unknown Platonic texts by Pachymeres, which were primarily written in response to Proclus’
Commentary on Plato’s First Alcibiades. These texts are preserved in a codex unicus, namely the
codex Wien, Osterreichische Nationalbibliothek, phil. gr. 150 (Diktyon 71264), f. 207r-212r.

The Vind. phil. gr. 150, f. 1r—198v, as well as the codex Citta del Vaticano, Bibliotheca Apos-
tolica Vaticana, gr. 321 (Diktyon 66952), f. 5v—191r*, are the two manuscripts that contain George
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See P. GoLiTsIs, Georges Pachymére comme didascale. Essai pour une reconstitution de sa carriére et de son enseignement
philosophique. JOB 58 (2008) 5368, for an overview of his philosophical work, which comprises both compendia and
full-blown commentaries. Pachymeres’ Commentary on Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics has been recently published:
Georgios Pachymeres, Commentary on Aristotle, >Nicomachean Ethics<, edited by S. XENOPHONTOS, translated by S.
XENOPHONTOS and C. ADDEY. Berlin 2022. Golitsis’ suggestion (art. cit. 62—64) that Pachymeres may have produced his
philosophical work as a consul of philosophers at the imperial school towards the end of the thirteenth century must be re-
jected in light of P. GoLITsIs, La date de la composition de la Philosophia de Georges Pachymére et quelques précisions
sur la vie de I’auteur. REB 67 (2009) 209-215. Pachymeres produced his philosophical work towards the end of his life, af-
ter 1307, for a private circle of pupils and followers.

A. FAILLER, Citations et réminiscences dans 1’Histoire de Georges Pachyméres. REB 62 (2004) 159-180.

Georgios Pachymeres, Commentary on Plato’s Parmenides [Anonymous Sequel to Proclus’ Commentary], ed. T. A.
GADRA — S. M. HONEA — P. M. STINGER — G. UMHOLTZ — L. G. WESTERINK. Athens — Paris — Brussels 1989.

Vat. gr. 321, f. 83-87, originally belonged to a different manuscript. They contain “a comment by Sir John Pediasimos, the
consul of philosophers” (oxdAov 0D VIATOL TOV EILOGOPOV KLPIOL 1WAVVOL ToD Tedlaaipov) on the duplication of the
cube, which is also treated by Pachymeres in his collection of geometrical theorems useful to the Organon. It is not im-
probable that, unlike Vind. phil. gr. 150, Vat. gr. 321, in which the words “by my teacher” (tod didackdrov Lov; see be-
low) do not appear, was related to the activities of the imperial school.

b

W

I



272 Pantelis Golitsis — Georgios Savoidakis

Pachymeres’ full-blown Commentary on Porphyry’s Isagoge and Aristotle’s Organon, which re-
mains unedited®. Both manuscripts, which were produced by several hands®, date from the early
fourteenth century and are independent witnesses of Pachymeres’ text. Moreover, they both contain
a series of constructions of the geometrical propositions mentioned by Aristotle in his logical trea-
tises. There can be little doubt that this geometrical collection, which bears the title on(peioo)at
kol todto cvviehodva gig 1O dpyavov, GV omopddny &v Tf| avtod mpaypateig O APIGTOTEANG
guvnobn (“Take notice also of the following [propositions] useful to the Organon, which were
scatteredly mentioned by Aristotle in his treatise™) is also due to Pachymeres, who was the author
of a Quadrivium’. Although the geometrical collection appears as an appendix to the Commentary
in Vind. phil. gr. 150 (f. 199r-205v), it was probably written in a separate quaternion by
Pachymeres as a preliminary. It is indeed placed before the commentary in Vat. gr. 321 (f. 1r-4r),
whereas in Vind. phil. gr. 150 it is followed by a diagrammatical representation of the six defini-
tions of philosophy (f. 206v, the last of the quaternion numbered «k(")®, with which the commentary
proper begins®. The same diagrammatical representation is found in Vat. gr. 321 at the bottom of f.
6v, the last of the first ternion, which was written after the second quaternion, as it becomes evident
through the ‘raccord imparfait’ at the end of the folio. All this suggests that the geometrical collec-
tion of theorems useful to the Organon and the diagrammatical representation of the six definitions
of philosophy were compiled by Pachymeres later on, that is, after he had completed his Commen-
tary. The last three quaternia of Vat. gr. 321 (f. 192-215'%) may also be related to Pachymeres’
manuscript; they contain Theon of Smyrna’s Mathematics Useful for Understanding Plato, which
probably was the source of Pachymeres’ inspiration for his own collection of geometrical theorems
useful to Aristotle’s Organon.

Whereas the geometrical collection is an integral part of Pachymeres’ Commentary on the Or-
ganon and should therefore be included in its edition, a further collection of short texts, transmitted
solely by Vind. phil. gr. 150, deserves a separate edition. In f. 207r—212r of the last quire of this
manuscript, three philosophical essays and three shorter notes, mostly related to Plato, are con-
tained!!. These texts were copied by two of the seven copyists involved in the production of the
entire manuscript, namely Nikephoros (207r-208r, 209r-212r; subscription in f. 124v), and an un-

v

See E. PAPPA, Die Kommentare des Georgios Pachymeres zum Organon, in: Lesarten. Festschrift fiir Athanasios Kamby-
lis, ed. I. Vassis — G. S. Henrich — D. Reinsch. Berlin — New York 1998, 198-210. P. GoLitsis, Georges Pachymére
comme didascale, 55 and 65. This full-blown commentary has to be distinguished from Pachymeres’ synopsis of the Or-
ganon, which constitutes the first of the twelve books of his Philosophia (edition in preparation by the Academy of Ath-
ens).

See P. GoLITSIS, Copistes, éléves et érudits : la production de manuscrits philosophiques autour de Georges Pachymere, in:
The Legacy of Bernard de Montfaucon: Three Hundred Years of Studies on Greek Handwriting, ed. Antonio Bravo Garcia
— Inmaculada Pérez Martin — Juan Signes Codofier. Turnhout 2010, 168 and 170.

Ed. P. TANNERY — E. STEPHANOU, Georges Pachymere, Quadrivium ou Syntagma ton tessardon mathématon, arithmetikes,
mousikes, gedmetrias kai astronomias. Vatican 1940.

There are two distinct numberings of the quires that make up the manuscript, the second numbering beginning tacitly with
the actual f. 67 (t0d cogotdtov TpwTEKSiKOL THG AytwTdTtng ToD Beod peyding €kkinoiog koi S13ACKAAOL LoV TOD
mayvpépn EENYNoLS T@V vrobeTik®dY cuAhoylopdV dptototéhovg [“exegesis of the hypothetical syllogisms of Aristotle by
the wisest Pachymeres, who is the protekdikos of the holiest great church of God and my teacher”]). This suggests that the
copying of the model started with the hypothetical syllogisms probably because its first eight quires were temporarily not
available. As the initial numbering reaches the last quire (k’, later kn"), the first eight quires must have been copied last.
 H. HUNGER, Katalog der griechischen Handschriften der Osterreichischen Nationalbibliothek, Teil I: Codices Historici,
Codices Philosophici et Philologici. Wien 1961, 256, relates these definitions, somewhat misleadingly, to the Dialectica of
John of Damascus.

Vat. gr. 321, f. 216-243, with which a new numbering of quires begins, originally formed a distinct codicological unit;
they contain Maximus Planudes’ Great Calculation According to the Indians.

' HUNGER, Katalog der griechischen Handschriften der Osterreichischen Nationalbibliothek, Teil I, 256, describes these texts
as “philosophische Exzerpte”. In reality, however, these are self-standing and, more or less, original texts; hence our char-
acterizing them as ‘essays’.
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known scribe (208v). Nikephoros, who was the owner of the manuscript, qualifies Pachymeres as
his owdokarog (cf., for instance, the title given in f. 39r: €&nynoig tdV POV oYNUATOV.
APIOTOTEAOVG AVOAVTIKDY TPOTEPMV TPATOV. TOD TPMTEKSIKOL Kol S1OAGKAAOV LoV TOD ToyLUEPN
[“exegesis of the three syllogistic figures. First book of Aristotle’s Prior Analytics. By the
protekdikos Pachymeres, who is my teacher’]) and is, in all probability, to be identified with Ni-
kephoros Kallistos (or Kallistou) Xanthopoulos, the well-known author of the Ecclesiastical Histo-
ry'2. Quite interestingly, one of the Platonic themes discussed in the anonymous essays, namely
“the double ignorance”, i.e. to not know that one does not know, is found in Nikephoros Xan-
thopoulos’ reply to the letter of “‘monk Ignatios’:

Vind. phil. gr. 150, f. 208v, lin. 5-8: Epistula ad Ignatium monachum, 50-53:

Kai yap 1 émomun v 1ol yoyois copuminpo-

TIKN €oTl 1 Yop apadio vocog yoyic €ott, kal "Eott yap mmg kol tiva pn €idota Aéyewv €idé-
N dyvolo, kol HOAAOV 1) OuTAf], poavio Aéyetal  vai, Koi To0td €6ty dyvoelv kata [TAdtova o
TG Yuyfic: ™G yap potvopevog oleton pev 10dg, Thg dyvoiag dittdv, Ot T8 Auabdg Exetl kol dtL
ovKk 010 8&- obhTm Koi O SumAf} dryvodv. 0VTMO1 dloKelEVOG Ayvoel'3.

12 See P. GoLitsis, Nicéphore Calliste Xanthopoulos, éléve de Georges Pachymére, in: Le livre manuscrit grec : écritures,

matériaux, histoire, ed. M. Cronier — B. Mondrain (7M 24). Paris 2020, 305-315; A. BERGER (ed.), Nicephori Callisti Xan-
thopuli Historia Ecclesiastica. Volumen I: Libri 1-6 (CFHB 57, 1). Vienna 2022, 27. Nikephoros’ handwriting is found in
the codex Oxford, Bodleian Library, Baroccianus gr. 142 (Diktyon 47429) (hand H), which contains several materials used
by Xanthopoulos in the Ecclesiastical History, as well as a revealing invocation (f. 10v: k(0pv)e Pondet 1@ 6@ 600 A®
vikneopw kaAricte [O Lord, please help your servant Nikephoros Kallistos]), first noticed by N. WILSON, The Autograph
of Nicephorus Callistus Xanthopoulos, The Journal of Theological Studies 25 (1974) 437-442. C. GASTGEBER, Xanthopu-
liana: Das Arbeitsexemplar Codex Oxford BL, Barocci 142 — Der Computist Xanthopulos, in: Anekdota Byzantina. Stu-
dien zur byzantinischen Geschichte und Kultur. Festschrift fiir Albrecht Berger anlésslich seines 65. Geburtstags, ed. 1.
Grimm-Stadelmann — A. Riehle — R. Tocci — M. M. Vuceti¢. Berlin — Boston 2023, 151, doubts that the invocation has
been written by the hand H, i.e. the hand of Nikephoros Xanthopoulos, mostly because of the form of his middle name,
which should be in the genitive—say, k0pie for0et 1@® oG S0VA® ViIKNEOp® T® KoAhictov—in accordance with the self-
evocation of the author in the first lines of the prooemium of the Ecclesiastical History (vikn@opog ¢ kaAAiotov, TV
EkKAncloTikny otopiov cuvétaéev). But the problem persists, even if the invocation has not been written by the hand
H—did the copyist not know what the real name of his employer was? Should we perhaps consider that Xanthopoulos’
middle name (would Kallistos be his father, who had become a monk?) was turned into a reverential adjective by his
admirers and friends, which he himself occasionally adopted? Or did he turn his middle name (that is, his first family
name) into a patronymic solely in his Ecclesiastical History out of imitation of Ebcéfiog 6 ITapgidov? At any rate, all the
titles mentioning Xanthopoulos in the Barocc. gr. 142 (f. 154v: viknedpov karriotov t0d EavOomovriov 6 mivas, f. 205v:
£khoyal amo thg apyatoroyiog imonmov at xprotpat, EkAeyeioat mapd Viknedpov kariictov tod Eavbomoviov, f. 212r: dnd
QVG ViIKNeopov karrictov tod Eavhomovrov, f. 288r: viknedpov kaArictov t0d EavBomodlov €idnoig akpPeotdm mept
TOVTOV TOV &V T KOVOTUVTIVOLTOAEL EmoKOT®MV Kol Totplapy®dv) actually conjugate xkdAAiotog with viknedpog;
otherwise, they would have the form vikngdpov zod kaAliotov. This is also true of the autograph note of lecture found in
the codex Paris, Bibliothéque nationale de France, gr. 216 (Diktyon 49787), . 333v (dveyvdodn kol ot Topo viknedpov
koAAlotov oD EavOom(ov)(ov) [this book too was read by Nikephoros Kallistos Xanthopoulos]; see GASTGEBER, Xan-
thopuliana, 152 table 3). Note that, pace GASTGEBER, Xanthopuliana, 141 n. 14 and 150, it is not the “Autorangabe” but the
words €k toD o’ Adyov that, on Golitsis’ view, should be ascribed to Nikephoros on f. 205v. Finally, it should be added that
the hand A2 (according to Gastgeber’s nomenclature of the copyists of Barocc. gr. 142) is the main scribe (‘B’) of the
codex Milano, Biblioteca Ambrosiana, H 44 sup. (Martini—Bassi 432) (Diktyon 42862), which contains Pachymeres’
Commentary on Aristotle’s Physics, dedicated to Nikephoros Xanthopoulos.

Ed. R. BROWNING, A Young Man in a Hurry: Two Unpublished Letters of Nikephoros Kallistos Xanthopoulos. Byzantina
13 (1985) 147-153. 1t is worth noting that Nikephoros Xanthopoulos is self-styled philosophatatos in the title given to the
first of these two epistles, which is written as if it were sent to him by the monk Ignatios: Tod @ihocopmtdTov KLPOD
Nuwneopov Korrictov 100 Eavomoviov EMGTOAT TPOS £0VTOV O Ao Tod Oc1®TATOL d70ev pHovayod kvupod Tyvatiov
[“letter to himself by the most philosophical Sir Nikephoros Kallistos Xanthopoulos, as if it were were by the supposed
holiest monk Sir Ignatios”]. There is another parallel between the essays and The Ecclesiastical History (Historia ecclesias-
tica. PG 147) but here Nikephoros Xanthopoulos fundamentally reproduces Evagrius 31, 2—7 (ed. J BIDEZ — L. PARMEN-
TIER, The Ecclesiastical History of Evagrius with the Scholia. London 1898):
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Indeed, knowledge fulfills the souls in which it
dwells; for lack of knowledge is a disease of
the soul, and ignorance, especially double
ignorance, is said to be a madness of the soul;
like a madman, one believes in one thing but

Pantelis Golitsis — Georgios Savoidakis

It is possible that one says that he knows
without knowing; and this is, according to
Plato, to ignore the double ignorance, namely
that hone is in a state of lack of knowledge and
ignores that he is in such a state.

does not know it; so it is with the doubly
ignorant.

One would be tempted to identify Nikephoros Xanthopoulos as the author of the Platonic essays
contained in Vind. phil. gr. 150, but this cannot be true. In addition to the fact that the transmitted
text contains errors of transcription'4, which are unlikely to be imputable to their author, the essays
exploit passages from Platonic works that have been copied by Pachymeres himself and, moreover,
bear numerous close resemblances with several of Pachymeres’ works, such as his Commentary on
Aristotle’s Physics'?, his Commentary on the corpus areopagiticum, the Philosophia, his Quadrivi-
um, even his Declamationes'®. Therefore, the texts contained in f. 207r—212r of Vind. phil. gr. 150
should be ascribed to George Pachymeres, whose pupil, namely Nikephoros Xanthopoulos, copied
them in order to preserve them and to freely use them in his own work.

The essays are centered on the Platonic themes of divine love and moral beauty, including que-
ries about the state of knowledge and virtue in the human soul. As already said, they are chiefly
inspired by Proclus’ Commentary on Plato’s First Alcibiades, which Pachymeres himself copied in
the codex Napoli, Biblioteca Nazionale, E.III.17 (Diktyon 46360), f. 1r-98v!7, but also by other
Platonic dialogues, such as the Theaetetus, the Timaeus and the Phaedo, as well as the Phaedrus,
which Pachymeres copied in the codex Paris, Bibliothéque nationale de France, gr. 1810 (Diktyon
51436), f. 1793, together with Hermias’ Commentary. The Platonic themes are approached in an
original way from the perspective of a Christian philosopher, who is interested in exploring Hel-
lenic doctrines in order to better grasp and teach the true doctrine of Christianity. Plato’s dialectic
plays a key role in Pachymeres’ philosophical thought, as is evident from the hermeneutically un-
biased way in which he commented on the second part of the Parmenides, and also from his at-
tempt (in his scholium ad locum) to mitigate Aristotle’s claim about the innovative character of the
Topics and the Sophistical Refutations; Pachymeres acknowledges the value of the Phaedrus and

Vind. phil. gr. 150, f. 209r, lin. 14-18:

‘Enel ¢ eig odpo minter 1 yoyn, Kol TOpmdALOVG
yrtdvog Evtedbev évovetor katd [TAdtmvo (A mAdvny
dyvolav @riodo&iav @uindoviav kol T0 TOPOTANGL), Kol
Eoyarov yit@vo. Kot oOTOV TOVTOV TNV QUoTIHOV (ony,
Tadta 8¢ mhvto dud Ty VANV Emépyovral ...

But since the soul falls into a body and hence wears
numerous tunics according to Plato (oblivion, delusion,
ignorance, ambition, love of pleasures, and the like), and it
wears its last tunic according to him, namely the life that
pursues honours, and all these occur to the soul because of
matter [...].

14 See the apparatus criticus to our edition below.

Historia Ecclesiastica X1V, 50, 91-97:

Eioi yop oM Twveg of, émav St moA@dv poxbov tiig
apetic 10 Gmadsic slvar KAMNP®OGOVTO, TPOS TOV KOGHOV
ETOVIKOUGLY aDBIC. TAPaPOPOVS & E0TOVG ElvaL GYUAGT
TIOWV OTOKTOG ETOyYEAAOUEVOL, OVT®O TNV KeVIV 000V
nepppovodowy. Ov zedevtaiov yit@va, Ihdtov ¢noiv O
@LOG0POG, 1) WVYN TEQLKEY dmotifechar.

There are some who, once they have acquired
impassibility through many labors of virtue, return to the
people. Professing to be madmen through their disordered
appearence, they despise empty glory, which is the last tunic
that the soul sheds, as Plato the philosopher says.

15 This Commentary has been wrongly edited under the name of Michael Psellos (Michael Psellos, Kommentar zur Physik
des Aristoteles, ed. L.G. Benakis [Corpus Philosophorum Medii Aevi. Commentaria in Aristotelem Byzantina 5]. Athens
2008). On the authorship, see P. GOLITSIS, Un commentaire perpétuel de Georges Pachymere a la Physique d’Aristote,
faussement attribué¢ a Michel Psellos. BZ 100 (2007) 637— 676.

16 See the apparatus locorum parallelorum to our edition below.

17 Neap. IILE.17, f. 149r-159v, which contain Plato’s Laches, were copied by Nikephoros Xanthopoulos.
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the Parmenides with respect to the development of dialectic!®. There follows a short description of
Pachymeres’ Platonic essays.

(I) The first essay starts with discussing the difference between the vulgar lover and the divine
lover'?, who, unlike the former, is in turn loved by the object of his love. The theme of return-love
(vtépwc), which Proclus brought into the exegesis of the First Alcibiades from the Phaedrus®, is
related by Pachymeres to matter’s being in turn loved by form, a claim that comes as an extension
of Aristotle’s saying that matter “loves” form?!, and, more crucially, to God’s being the lover of the
human soul, as the Christian tradition has it?2. Pachymeres explains that the completion which is
sought for in the divine love is not attained through the power to act, as it happens in vulgar love,
but through the power to be affected, i.e. to be illuminated and perfectioned by the object of love,
which is more powerful than the lover. Like form with regard to matter, God loves the soul of His
lover not per se but accidentally, since He does not love the lover but loves to be loved, that is, He
loves to transmit His goods and to exercise His providence on His creatures. Pachymeres favours
Aristotle and criticizes Proclus for positing two distinct sources of goodness and existence. It is
God who grants both essence and existence to His creations; it is again God who perfects His lov-
ers through loving them back. Pachymeres rebukes a possible objection to his interpretation, name-
ly that God would still have an object of love per se, namely His being loved; he points out that,
had this been true, the object of love would fulfill the lover, which is impossible for the all-perfect
God. God can be said to have an object of love per se only in relation to His objects of love per
accidens (the human souls) and from the point of view of (the Aristotelian category of) relation,
which in itself is an accident to a substance. In reality, to be loved is an accident to God, since this
does not by any means perfect His Essence. Finally, Pachymeres explains that one should not be
disturbed by the claim that God has accidents, since this is only said through transposition. It is
actually an accident for the human souls to love God—they may love God, they may not, but they
are still souls—and, thus, it is an accident for God to be loved. It is similar to our saying that to
blind is an accident to the shining sun because those who look at it get blinded.

(IT) The second essay sets out to solve a puzzle. Why is it, Pachymeres asks, that whereas what
is against nature rarely occurs in the bodily realm, it occurs most frequently with regard to the soul?
Indeed, vice and ignorance characterize most human souls, which by their own nature should be
virtuous and knowledgeable. In his answer, Pachymeres brings in from the Phaedrus the theme of
the moulting of the soul, i.e. its mingling with matter and body, and its consequent “wearing” sev-
eral layers of “tunics”, which impede the soul to see, i.e. to know, and to act virtuously. Still, taking
as guide its intellect (vodg), through which it knows the definitions of things, the soul can come to
know the multiple, material and particular things immaterially, universally and unitarily, thus ac-
quiring “the beginning of knowledge”, as Aristotle has it?>. Pachymeres takes care to distinguish
the unitary definitions, which are the principles of science, from the universals post rem, which
relate to opinion (36&a) and seeming wisdom (6o&ocoein). Taking Alcibiades as an example of the
state of ignorance, in which most human souls are because of their embodiment, Pachymeres refers
to the First Alcibiades, where Socrates asks ‘when, in dialectic, one asks and the other answers,

18 See G. SAVOIDAKIS, Le Commentaire de Georges Pachymére sur le Parménide de Platon : une interprétation aristotéli-
cienne de la dialectique de Platon. Bulletin de Philosophie Médiévale 65 (2024) 420-425; idem, Le systeme logique des
hypothéses du Parménide de Platon dans le Commentaire de Georges Pachymere. Peitho 16 (2025).

19" Cf. Plato, Alc. 103b2-104a4.

20 Cf. Proclus, In Alc. 127.5-15.

21 Cf. Aristotle, Phys. A 9, 192a16-25.

22 Cf. Symeon Metaphrastes, Passio sanctarum Menodorae, Metrodorae et Nymphodorae. PG 56, 664C.

3 Cf. Aristotle, Anal. Post. A 33, 88b36; B 19, 100b15.
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who is the one who speaks?’ and Alcibiades erroneously answers ‘the one who answers’?4; this is
due because of Alcibiades’ adhesion to opinion and imagination.

(IIT) The third essay asks through what state of the soul we come to know the evil, since this
cannot occur either through 86&o—since 60&a knows the particular, which is the reason for our
confusing the unjust with the just—or through vodg, given that the realm of vodg is determined
solely by moral beauty (10 kaAdv), just as the realm of the disembodied and perfect soul is deter-
mined by justice. As in the previous essays, Pachymeres substantiates his claim by explicitly refer-
ring to Aristotle?>. However, he tacitly excerpts Proclus’ Commentary on the First Alcibiades,

which is here characteristically “purified” from its Hellenic polytheism:

Proclus, In Alc. 318.4-12:

To 8¢ dyabov drooav v Oeiav oboiav deo-
piet. [..] €l totvov ti dikarov S Tod KaAod T
ayadd cvvdedetal, Kol mhc 6 Woylkog O1GKOo-
OGS L0 UETWY TV VOEPDY DTOTTATEDV 1VWTAL
70i¢ Geoig, MOTE P 1) ACOUOTOS PUOIS Kol
EVOELONG KOl GLUVVEDEL TAGO TTPOG TO AyafOV.

The whole of the divine nature is deter-
mined by the good. [...] if therefore something
just is linked to the good through the beautiful,
and the entire orderly arrangement of the souls
is unified with the gods through the intellective
hypostases, so that the incorporeal nature is a
one and uniform and entirely tends towards the
good.

Vind. phil. gr. 150, f. 210r, lin. 9-13:

Movnv o€ v Beiav pdory 10 dyabov apopi-
Cet. xail Tpidv Ovimv, dikaiov THG WYuymic, KoAoDd
10D vodc, Kail dyadod Tod Belov, Katd TV TpLa-
SNV &veocty cuvamteTal TO dikaov T@ ayodd
L pésov tod KoAod, Kol woyn @ Oeio oio-
UEGOD <T0D> v0OG*.

The divine nature is determined only by the
good. And given that there are three things,
namely the justice of the soul, the moral beauty
of the intellect, and the goodness of the divine,
the just is linked to the good via the morally
beautiful according to the triadical union, and
thus the soul is linked to the divine via the
intellect.

To answer the initial question, Pachymeres tacitly brings in a tripartition found in (pseudo-)-
Timaeus’ treatise On the Nature and the Soul of the Universe?’, which the Byzantine philosopher
has also copied in Par. gr. 1810, 93v—96v. Given that there are three things—matter, form, and their
offsprings—and three cognitions—science, bastard reasoning, and perception—we know the mor-
ally bad as the privation of the morally beautiful, which we genuinely know through our vodg; our
causing it is similar to the activity of a doctor, who can accidentally be the cause of a disease?®.

()

4 Cf. Plato, Alc. 113a6-10.
3 Cf. Aristotle, Metaph. A 7, 1072a26; 1072b3.
See C. STEEL — C. MACE, Georges Pachymere philologue : le Commentaire de Proclus au Parménide dans le manuscrit
Parisinus gr. 1810, in: ed. M. Cacouros — M.-H. Congordeau, Philosophie et sciences a Byzance de 1204 a 1453. Leuven
2006, 77-100, for similar ‘purifications’ with regard to Proclus’ Commentary on Plato’s Parmenides.
[Timaeus], De natura mundi et animae 206.7-10.
Compare with Pachymeres’ comment on some lines of the epilogue of the Sophistical Refutations, 34, 184a2—4 (o0 yap
TEQVIV GAAQL T GO TG TEXVNG 0100vTEg Taudevew veAdpPavov), in which it is explained why the sophists “thought that
they should teach by giving, not the art, but the things taken from the art”; Vind. phil. gr. 150, f. 198r9-18: Téyvn goti
nica 1 cuAloyloTiky néBodoc, &v 1 0Tt kol O GANBVOC EAeyxoc. 6 88 TavTNV Tapadovg Kol TNV mapadidmat kol
moudevel, ol 88 mopoymyod kol oi mapadoyiopoi, ol Tpomot Snhovott Tiic amdng oic &xp@vTo Kol £5iduckov oi GoisTai, 0O
«TEXVY, OARGL TO «ATO TEXVNGY" O YOp £x@V TV dVvvopy Kol EmeTiuny o0 cvAloyicacBal, €kelvog dnhovott dvvotal
[Vat. gr. 321 : duvotog ex ddvaton Vind. phil. gr. 150] kot napoaroyilesat. domep yop 0 Exov Vv €NV T0D 0pOoypapelv
Kol Vyladety, 8keivog oide kol i OpBoypoueiv kai vocov Eumotsiv, obtw kol 6 Suvépevog émomudveg cviloyileoOo,
gkeivog 0ide kai maparoyilesOar: dhote 1o mapatoyilesdat, dmep EneTidevov oi copioTol kai dAlovg £didacikov, ov Téxvn
éotiv, GAAA TO AmO TéYVNG duvdapevov yivesOor (“the entire syllogistic is an art, which also comprises true refutation.
Whoever teaches it teaches an art and instructs, whereas the deceptions and the fallacies, namely the modes of deceit
employed and taught by the sophists, are not “art”, but “from the art”. For whoever has the skill and knowledge to make

]
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Pachymeres brings into his essay themes and passages from the Phaedrus, which had already been
exploited by Proclus in his Commentary on the First Alcibiades. He distinguishes the philosopher
from the rhetor, who separates the beneficial from the just, because he is ignorant of the unity of
virtues in the human soul, which is the essence of human beings. This Proclean doctrine (of Orphic
origin) gives to the Byzantine philosopher the opportunity to introduce the distinction between the
“I”, i.e. the soul, the “mine”, i.e. the bodily goods, and the “ours”, i.e. the external goods, a distinc-
tion found in Plotinus and in late Platonic commentaries?, and to quote by heart a passage from the
Phaedo:

This is why Socrates in the Phaedo, when he is asked how he would like to be buried, says:
“provided that you can catch me”; [he says so] because the whole of our essence is in our soul®.

Pachymeres explains that since there is no form of soul (on the contrary, the soul, as Aristotle
has it, is the form of the body), the soul receives its moral beauty directly by her Father, i.e. God*!.
The soul is loved only by “the true lover of beauty” (1® dviog @ilokdAw), who, according to the
Christian tradition, is said “to long for the superior” (émbvuntng T®V Kperrtovov)32. At the end, the
third essay brings the discussion back to the theme discussed in the first essay. If what makes the
soul beautiful, i.e. God, is said to love the soul’s beauty, this is not because He is perfectioned
through her beauty but because He makes her perfect.

Since it is established in the third essay that the true eudemonic life depends solely on the soul,
Pachymeres adds a short note (V) about Aristotle’s different conception of eudaimonia. This con-
ception is silently judged to be inferior to Plato’s, since it involves the bodily goods. The last note
(VI) is directly linked to the Sophistical Refutations, the last treatise to be commented by
Pachymeres in Vind. phil. gr. 150, but also to the First Alcibiades. 1t addresses the sophism of tak-
ing ‘what thing’ (0) collectively rather than severally, which the First Alcibiades seems to have
inspired to Aristotle’. The short geometrical explanation (IV: “Every limiting thing has one

syllogisms can obviously also produce fallacies. Indeed, just as he who masters the art of writing words correctly and of
maintaining a good health knows how not to write words correctly and how to cause a disease, so too he who can syllogize
scientifically also knows how to produce fallacies; so the method of making fallacies, which the sophists practiced and
taught to others, is not an art, but that which can be produced from the art.”’). Cf. Michael the Ephesian, In Soph. el.
197.24-198.4. It is noteworthy that, just before this comment, Pachymeres distinguishes the dialectic illustrated in the
Phaedrus and the Parmenides from the sophistic, which is illustrated through the Gorgias; see G. SAVOIDAKIS, Le Com-
mentaire de Georges Pachymeére sur le Parménide de Platon, 420-425.
29 Cf. Plotinus, Enn. I 1, 7.14-18 and 1V 4, 18.10-15; Olympiodorus, In Phaed. 6, 8.9-11; David, Prolegomena 41.5-10;
Elias, In Porph. Isag. 22.33-23.1.
Vind. phil. gr 150, f. 211r, lin. 3-5: A0 kol 6 &v Paidwvi Zokpding Epamoelg tepl T0d Tdg adTov Bdyovoty, enoiv, «ijv
pe Aapnte ooy, O¢ Tod TavTog Tig ovoiag MUV dvtog &v i yoyi]. Cf. Plato, Phaed. 115¢3-5: @dntouev 8¢ o tiva
tpémov; — Onwg Gv, Eon, BovAncde, éavrep ye AaPnté pe Kol pn Ekebyo Opds.
This is also reminiscent of Plotinus, Enn. V 1, 3.14—14: 1 tekeimoig an’ odtod méAy olov matpdg EkOpéyavtoc, dv ov
TELELOV OG TPOG AVTOV EYEVVIOEV.
32 Cf. Origenes, Fragmenta in lo. 42, 27-28 (ed. E. PREUSCHEN, Origenes. Werke, IV [GCS 10]. Leipzig 1903) = Theodore of
Mopsuestia, Comm. in lo. 22, 67 (ed. R. DEVREESSE, Essai sur Théodore de Mopsueste [St7 141]. Vatican 1948).
Cf. Aristotle, Soph. el. 22, 178b34-36: Kai “dp’ 6 Ti¢ 0idev, 1 pabav 1| edpodv o1dev; GV 8¢ O iV edpe 10 & Enabs, Ta
Gpoem ovdétepov.” f| 0" pév Gmav, ‘@’ & ody Gmavta (“Again, ‘Is it not either by learning or by discovery that a man
knows what he knows?’ But, supposing that of two things he has discovered one and learnt the other, he has not either
discovered or learnt the two taken together. Yet, ‘what thing’ is equivalent to the whole, whereas ‘what things’ is not
equivalent to wholes”; translation by Forster, modified). Cf. Plato, Alc. 106d4-9: Q. Ovkodv tadta poévov oicda, & mop’
oV Enabeg i avtoc ééndpec; AA. Tloio yap dAla; Q. "Eoty ovv 8moc dv mote Epodic Tt i) §Endpeg wite pavOdvey
€0éhov INT’ avtog ntelv; AA. Ovk €otv (“Socrates: And you know only the things you have learnt from others or
discovered yourself? Alcibiades: What could I know besides? Socrates: And can it be that you would ever have learnt or
discovered anything without being willing either to learn it or to inquire into it yourself? Alcibiades: No.”).
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dimension less than the thing of which it is the limit”), which separates the three Platonic essays
from the two shorter notes, is irrelevant®4. Still, it has a close parallel in Pachymeres’ Philosophia®®.

In what follows, we publish the texts contained in f. 207r—212r of Vind. phil. gr. 150 with an
English translation. Our edition comprises three apparatuses: apparatus criticus, apparatus
fontium, apparatus locorum parallelorum. We have normalized the punctuation and the orthogra-
phy (iota subscripted, enclitics, double accentuation of the conditional ¢v and the antithetic pév —
d¢, capitalized letters, separation of words) for the sake of clarity. The scholar interested in the his-
tory of Greek writing will find the readings of the manuscript in the apparatus criticus.

3 Although Proclus does speak of the ‘limit’ (népag) in his Commentary on the First Alcibiades, he always has its Pythago-
rean (i.e. metaphysical) sense in mind.

35 Cf. Pachymeres, Philosophia III 1, 2, 3.7-8: IIav yép, enoi 10 d&iopo, 10 mepatodv 0¥ mepatovpévoy Astmetar wud
Swotdoet (“Every limiting thing, according to the axiom, has one dimension less than the thing of which it is the limit”).
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279



280

10

15

20

25

30

35

Pantelis Golitsis — Georgios Savoidakis

I

{2071} O pev poptirog épaoctis dmepPAnOeilg Toig TOD EPOUEVOV TAEOVEKTIAGL, KOOMG
0 &v AAKPLadn Zokpartng kol AEyel Kol avToilg mopioTnotl Tpayract, Kol ToveTol Kol
amodidpaoket, TANY oy VrepPANOeic &v TovTm 0D Kai £pd, olov iowg T® KaAAEL, GAL
dALo1g toig EEmbev, mAoLTE Kol 0O&N kol evyeveiq: O O& &vfeog épaotns o0 mAGYKEL
1010, AL 86m v TO Epactov Uellov 1), T0600T® Kai TAEoV &pdl kai ovk dpicTatol, &l
un O dvemndeldnTo Kol poviy kol v €lg ta yeipm pomnyv. 60ev 00de dviépwg
TEPLKEV &V T® OVTOG QOPTIK® YivesOat, v 0& T® &vOEm Kol mavv. €pd yap 1 VAN ©g
€0eToD Kol £pacTtod ToD £100VG, MG O APIOTOTEANS NG, Kol g «OfjAv dppevocy, aviepd
8¢ Koi 10 €160¢ avTiic, 00 TOV dpotov TPOTOV, GAL’ 1} v DA Tod idovc (g TeAE0mO10D
Kol KOAAOTIGTIKOD Kol ToD aicyovg avtiic amocofntikod (uoévn yép €otv 1 OAN T0
dAnBvov wevdog), 0 £pd amobiécbot oV kah’ avTAY (0VOEV Yap TG E0TOD AT®AELNG
gpleton) ALY S TV évodoav otépnotv: 1O 8¢ &idog Thg BANG épdv Aéyetan, 16Tt &v
avTH] £xeL TNV KAALOTOLOV SEIKVOELY EVEPYELAY: AVATTAOL YOp TNV £0VTOD TEAEGTIKTV €ig O
TEAEIDOOL Kol KOGUTGOL TO AKOGHOV. 010 Kol AéyeTon O ®gdg EpAcTNG THG NUETEPOS
Yoy N

Znmtéov ovv &l Aéyetan Kai 1 VAN €pactov, €mel VIO TOd €id0Vg Epartal, Kol &l 1)
Yoy €pactov Adyetar 1 Oed kai, €l o0 Aéyetar, kot TL 00 AyeTOn, Kol ON TAG
AVTEPMG OV YiveTat &V T OPTIK® EpmTL, dTaY VTEPPAAANTAL TO EPMOUEVOV.

Kai npdtov todto, 811 mdg Epwg &vdeel Tvi, o0 kai &pd O époothc, yiveto, eite
@opTIKOG €ite EvBe0g, AAAL dapopay Exel THVOE, OTL €Ml PEV TOD POPTIKOD ATOTANPOGIC
Tig {ntetton g €vdelag, tva dvvapuy &ym €ig TO évepyfioot kol oVT®mG AmomAnpmOfval
avToV, €Ml O€ TOD €vOEoV AmomANpmOlg Kakeloe (ntettan {207v} ¢ évdsiog, GAL’ tva
dovapy €yn elg 10 mabelv kol obT®G AmomAnpwOivar 10 £pdv. €kelce yoOv VmEp-
Bariovtog Tod Epmpévou 1) dpaois kai 1 Evépyela ToD EpAdVTog Achevng EAEyyeTat, Kol
VIEPPPOVETTOL O EpDV, Kol 0UT® dpameTevel: Evradba 0 10 EpdV duvauy avoalntodv
nafnoemg, fyovv eAAApye®G 1| TEAEOTNTOC §| GAAOVL TOL TOLOVTOV, OV, S1OTL VTEP-
BaAdeTon, vopkd Tpog TOV EPpOTA, GAAL Kol LOAAOV EQPLEPEVOV THG TEAELDOEWMS EQVTOD,
000V £0TIV IKOVOV TO EPMUEVOV TEAELDOL TO EpMV, TOCOV Kol LOAAOV EMUEVOV EQIETAL.

‘H ¥An 6& oV Aéyeton £paotov T@® €idel, KaiTol EpMOUEVOV VT aTOD, 0VOE 1 YN TA
0cd, Kaitor Epmuévn mop’ éxeivov, T o0 kad’ adTd Thg HANg TO £180¢ Epdl Kkai dpieTan,
aAAG kB’ ot TOD €pdobat €pd, domep oM kol mobel TO Tobelcbat, katd cupuPepniog
0¢ €mel 10 €paoOon kai mobeichat Tapd Tov yiveral, £pd kaKeivov. Kol obtwg AdyeTon TO
g1d0c £pav Tig HAng, kai 6 Oedg TV Yuydv. Kot cvuPepniog dpo &pd THg HANg 10
£160¢, ka0’ antd 8¢ Tod Epdchat. Katd cuuPePNKOC Epa Kai TO Oelov Epd THV YoydV Kol
o0l TavTag, Ko’ avto 68 10 Tobeichot Tobel kai Tod Epdoban £pd, dhov Ov dyabov Kai
TNV €VEPYETIKNV TPOVOLAY £00TOD EQATAODV (TACY €I AMOTANP®OLY TAOV aOTOD

I2 kai' sl 3obex ® wodetcod. ord’ cod. 6 pévny cod. 11 8] sc. 1 oioyoc 17 xatati cod.
20 amomAnpwoig tig cod. 22 avtdv] oV Epdvta in marg.; immo avtov 29 immo épopévn 31 kad’ avto
cod. xatacvpuPepnkog cod.

L1 Procl. In Alc. 35.5  1-2 cf. Plat. Alc. 103b5; 103b2—-104a4 4 Procl. In Alc. 35.12; cf. Plat. Symp. 180b4
6 Plat. Phaedr. 255¢e1; cf. Procl. In Alc. 127.5  7-8 épd. ... Gppevog cf. Arist. Phys. A 9, 192a16-25 11 Plot.
Enn. 115,524 14-15 cf. Symeon Metaphr. Passio sanctarum Menodorae... 664C; [lo. Chrys.] Interpretatio in
Danielem 193.28

L 11 Ps.-Psell. In Phys. 6.17-18: 1 OAn yap pn ov xoi, kata [TAdtove edvat, 1o aAndwov yebdog. Pach. In Div.
nom. 797C: 810 kol évepyela €otiv €idmAovV (sc. 1 VAN) kai &vepyeig yeddog, TovTéoTv AANOIvVdG Kol dviwg
yeddog.
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I

The vulgar lover, outdone by the superiority of the object of his love, as Socrates both says and
shows in practice in the Alcibiades, abandons his love and leaves, even though he is not outdone in
what he loves (for instance, in beauty) but in other external things, such as wealth, glory and
nobility. On the contrary, the divine lover does not experience this; the greater the object of his
love is, the more he loves it, and he does not part with it except perhaps because of his own
inaptitude, permanence, or inclination towards the worse. This is the reason for which a return-love
does not arise in vulgar love, whereas it inevitably arises in divine love. For matter loves form as
desirable and lovable, as Aristotle says, and as “the female loves the male”; and form loves matter
back, but not in the same way. Matter loves form as that which perfects and beautifies her and
keeps away her ugliness (for matter alone is the true falsehood), which she wants to shed not by
herself (for nothing desires its own destruction) but due to the privation that inheres in her.
Conversely, form is said to love matter because it can manifest its beautifying energy within her: it
unfolds its accomplishing [power] to fulfill and order the disordered. Hence the characterisation of
God as the lover of our soul.

We shall examine, therefore, whether matter too is said to be an object of love because it is
loved by form, and whether the soul is said to be an object of love to God and, if not, in what sense
it is not, and, of course, [we shall also examine] why a return-love does not arise in vulgar love
when the object of love outdoes the lover.

Let us start with this: every love, whether vulgar or divine, arises from a certain need, which is
why the lover loves. But there is a difference between the two: the vulgar lover seeks satisfaction of
his need in order to have the power to act and thus satisfy himself; the divine lover also seeks
satisfaction but in order to acquire the power to be affected, and thus the lover (10 épdv) is
satisfied. In the first case, when the object of love outdoes the lover, the action and energy of the
lover (6 ép@v) are proven weak, and the lover is despised and thus leaves. But in the second case,
the lover (10 épdv), longing for the power to be affected—that is, to be illuminated or perfected or
something similar—does not become numb towards its love because it is outdone; on the contrary,
since it desires more its own perfection, as long as the object of love can perfect it, the lover desires
it even more and persists.

Matter is not said to be an object of love to form, even though it is loved by it, nor is the soul
said to be an object of love to God, even though it is loved by Him. This is because, in itself, form
does not love and desire matter but loves to be loved and yearns to be yearned; and since being
loved and being yearned for come with a subject, it accidentally loves the subject too. It is in this
way that form is said to love matter and God to love the souls. Therefore, form loves matter
accidentally, whereas in itself it loves to be loved. Similarly, the divine loves and yearns for our
souls accidentally; in itself, it yearns to be yearned for and loves to be loved, as it is entirely good
and unfolds its beneficial providence to all things so that they be fulfilled with all its
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dwpedv, Koo Aéyeton kol O avtobev Eledv Ot pupeiton Oedv: Eoyatov yap €I0®AOV
o0tog &0l 10D @od koi THG ovTod Tpovoiag kol Storknoemg, dTL Ev BV ovTOC Kod
dmepa oOK BV, KoTd TO Omep €0Tiv evePYeTElV BEAEL KOl TOVG TANGiov: TAOVGL0G Yap,
QEpE, YPNUATOV GV, drelpo ovK EGTIV: 0UTE Yap 16YVPOC 0VTE GOPOC 0UTE KOAOC 0VTE
o0tV T®V GA@V Araviov. TO 0¢ Belov dnelpa TV KOADV OV Kol Gnelpa TV KoakdV
oK v, pn pHovov TV aneipov Kakdv EEaipety 0idev, dAAL Kol TV dneipov KoAdV
aOTAPKOC YOV, TOVTOV AmdvToV petadidovor Toic Evieéoty pistat. €& ol yap 1 ovsia
gxelvolg kai 1 bmapélc, €k ToVTOL Kal 1 TeAeimolg méPuke yivesOat. kol o0 melGTEOV
[Mpoéxhe kaxkdg kol d0Emg Aéyovtt kol AUEGPNTODVTL TEPL TOV PavePDY Kol O0VK
avtdbev {f. 208r} mpoociepéve v 0D doupoviov Apiototélovg Evvolay, GAN oVT®
mov wpooyalopnéve: «Eite yap dmod tiic adbtiic éotiag kai mpwtiotng Tnyis 6 te elvau
TPoEIot Kol 10 Gyodov, ¢ Ap1ototéins pnoiv, GVvaykn 0Nmon KoTo, TO. UETPO. THS 0VOLOG
KOl TO VOgPOV EKATTOIS Topoyiveatal Tiic teAelotntog, eite A’ GAing uev to dyabov
aitiac fiker mpeofotépag kai dyiwtépag, Gm’ GAAnc 08 1 ovoia kai TO elvor TOiG
TPAYUACLY, OG EKAOTOV UETEYEL TOD OGVTOG GUVOPOTEPOV 1] EVOPYETTEPOV, OTVTW ONTOV KOl
700 Gyalod uetoAnyetary. GALO TODTO PEV EKEVOG™ TLETG OE TOV AOYOV EMAVOYCY®LEY,
Ot 10 O€lov k0B’ avTO pEV €pQ Tod Epacbat, VmepmAfipeg OV Kol oy Om®S, ovdepio
dvovolav Eyov T0ic Vmootdct Tap’ avtod, Mg Kol [TAdtov paptupel, GALG Kol avtdOev
E€amlodv TV T®V ayobdv d6G1v &ig TeleldtTa, Koto ovuPepnkog 6& Todde 1| TOVOE.
60ev kol ovk Epaoctov TodTo T Bed AgyOnoetor ov yap kaf’ avTO GAAL KOTO
ocuppepnkoc.

AMG @ain av Tig iomg Ot Kol Eotal Aoumov £pacTtov Oed T0 £pdcbat, Emel ko’ avTod
€oTl. Kol €otv amokpivachar ®g o0dE ToUTO: daTi; OTL AV €POCTOV TANPOTIKOV
Bovretar eivar tdv Epdvimv, od teletol 8¢ 1O épichon map’ dAlov Ogdv TOV avTo-
TEAELOV Kol TOVTEAELOV. €1 0 Kal Kab’ avtd 0Tt 1O Epachot mpog Ta Katd cupuPefnkog
gpaoTd, TOC Yuxdc, GALY Kol cLUBEPNKOC 6TV olov Oed, ToDTo O TO &pdicOat. Kai o
EEvov ToDTO, Emel Kal Kb’ avTd OV 10 ‘00DA0G TPOC TOV deOTOTNV’ Ml TV PG TL,
ovpPepnrotog dvrog Kai Tod avOpdTOL Kol ToD Z®KPATOLS TPOG TOVTO, GAL SpmG Kol
avtod [10] Kotd TV 1dlav eOov cvuPepnrog éot: obTe kol O Epachal cvpPain v
Oed, Kol YEVIOETAL KOl GTOYEVIGETOL KOTO TNV TOD GLUPEPNKOTOG VGV, 0VIEV Yap
ovpPePnkoc ovdepiov ovciay TEAEOT €1 YAP YIVOUEVOV TEAELOL, AMOYIVOUEVOV GITEAEC
TAVTOG TOlET: yivetan 6€ Kol AmoYiveTol LUpLaKis: TEAEIOV dpa Kol ATEEG EoTan TO VITO-
KEUEVOV HVPLAKLS. GAAMDG T 0VOE OOV Exel dpaotnpiav 10 cuuPepnrog &v T ovoia,
GAL &v odTii Kod oOV aTh O sivon Exel. Kol TpdTOC dv dotv 1 ovsia, {208v} 1O 8¢
ovpPePnrog dv GAAL Kot avThV, Kad’ avtd 8& un dv. mdS 0OV TO uTy OV TEAELOGEL TO
Ov; U yop Aeyéto TIc TO &v T® mupl Oepprov kal TO €v T YLOVL Yuypov Kol TV €V Ti)
Yoyt EmMoTHENV: ToDTO YOP COUTANPOTIKA €icl Kol 0Oy ATADS cupPepnrota. Kol yap 1
EMOTAUN €V TAIg Yuyoic CLUUTANP®TIKY €0t 1 Yop dpabio vocog yoyhg €ott, Kol

42 ovex v 43 Eov ex Eov  46—47 oVt mov cod. 47 éotiog scripsimus cum Neap. E.II1.17 : aitlog
cod. 49 10 vogpov] tov Spov edd. Procli 52 petaiyeton s.l., petodyorto in linea 56 todto ex To0T®
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gifts. This is why he who shows mercy from himself is said to imitate God; for he is the last image
of God, of His providence, and of His governance, since he is one thing and not infinite things,
benefiting those in his proximity as much as he can. Being rich, for instance, he is not infinite
things; he is neither powerful nor wise nor good nor anything else. Inversely, the divine, being
infinitely many beautiful things and not being infinitely many evil things, does not only know how
to raise above infinitely many evils but also, being self-sufficient in infinitely many things, desires
to give them all to those in need. As essence and existence come from Him, so does perfection. We
shall not be persuaded by Proclus, who speaks in an evil and godless manner, raises doubts about
manifest things, and does not accept from himself the thought of the divinely inspired Aristotle, but
prefaced one of his works as follows: “Either both being and the good proceed from the same
hearth and primal spring, as Aristotle asserts, in which case individual objects must arrive at the
intellective part of perfection according to the measure of their essence, or the good has come to
things from one source, higher and more holy, and being and existence from another, in which
case, as each one shares in being more dimly or more clearly, so also it will participate in the
good’, These are his words. We, however, shall return to our account: the divine, in itself, loves
to be loved, overflowing purposefully, having no disaffection towards the things to which it has
given existence, as Plato also attests, and unfolding its giving of the goods from itself for their
perfection; but it loves this or that accidentally. Thus, the soul cannot be said to be an object of love
to God; for it is not in itself loved by God, but is loved by Him accidentally.

However, one might object that being loved is thus the object of God’s love since this is in
itself. We can answer that this is not true either. Why? Because every object of love fulfilles those
who love it; being loved by someone else, however, cannot perfect the self-complete and all-perfect
God. And if being loved is in itself with regard to the things that are objects of His love
accidentally (i.e. our souls), still, the very fact of being loved is an accident to God. This is not
strange, since the entity ‘the slave to the master’ is in itself in the category of relation, whereas both
Socrates and human being are accidents in this respect; but this (i.e. the relation) too, according to
its own nature, is an accident. Likewise, being loved is an accident to God and can come to be and
perish according to the nature of the accident. For no accident can complete a substance. If it
completes it when it comes to be, it makes it incomplete when it perishes; but it comes to be and
perishes countless times; therefore, the subject will be complete and incomplete countless times.
Besides, the accident does not have any active nature within the substance but has its being in the
substance and with the substance; and the substance is the primary being, whereas the accident is a
being but according to the substance; in itself, it is a non-being. How could non-being perfect
being? And let no one mention the heat in fire, the cold in snow, or knowledge in the soul; for they
fulfill these things and are not mere accidents. Indeed, knowledge fulfills the souls in which it
dwells; for lack of knowledge is a disease of the soul, and

36 Translation by O’Neill, adapted.
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ignorance, especially double ignorance, is said to be a madness of the soul; like a madman, one
believes in one thing but does not know it; so it is with the doubly ignorant.

Let no one be troubled by our claim that being loved is an accident to God; for no accident has
ever occurred to God. Instead, it is either good and according to His essence or evil and far
removed from Him. Indeed, what shall we say with regard to the evil things, given that it is
universally admitted that God is the cause of good things and the non-cause of evil things? For He
who cannot even be conceived as a cause of evil things, how could He participate in evil things? So
let no one be troubled by our claim. Indeed, being loved is not said to be an accident that belongs to
God Himself; rather, it is an accident in others who love Him. Just as loving is an accident to them,
so being loved is conversely considered as an accident to God. Since being heated is an accident to
the things under the sun, heat is considered as an accident to the sun or, rather, since being blinded
is an accident to those who look towards the shining sun, one could say that blinding is an accident
to the sun. Therefore, since souls do not possess the property of being loved by themselves but by
accident, whereas being loved is in itself and, again, an accident to God, neither is the soul loved by
God, nor is being loved loved by Him, even if He loves to be loved and loves our souls; for [we
said that] a soul fails to be loved by God because it is being loved that is in itself. Because of this
again, namely because the soul-—and not the property of being loved (for being loved is like an
accident to God insofar as souls accidentally love God)—is the substance that receives the
fulfillments according to the perfections, being loved and the rest fail to be objects of love [to
God], and because they do not perfect the nature of God nor are perfected by Him; on the contrary,
they do not exist [in God]. Since it is the soul—and only the soul—that is perfected, being loved
cannot justifiably be said to be an object of [God’s] love.

II

<Question> Why is it that in the realm of bodies and the rest of things in generation, what is
according to nature occurs most frequently, whereas what is contrary to nature occurs rarely, such
as a man being born with two heads or three arms or three eyes, and the monsters that people
imagine about human beings or other animals? Yet, in the realm of the soul, which by nature
possesses virtue and, contrary to nature, vice, and by nature knowledge (for this is the soul’s
completion) and, contrary to nature, lack of knowledge (for this is the soul’s disease), what is
contrary to nature occurs most frequently, whereas what is according to nature occurs rarely?

<Solution> We must answer: because of matter and body. If the soul existed by itself—that is,
without a body—then we would see what is according to nature occur most frequently and what is
contrary to nature least frequently. However, since the soul falls into a body and hence takes on
numerous “tunics”
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according to Plato (oblivion, delusion, ignorance, ambition, love of pleasures, and the like) and
takes on its last—according to him—tunic, namely the life that pursues honors, and since all these
befall the soul due to [its association with] matter, and since the soul sees nothing clearly (for it
relies on sensations and lives according to them, neglecting knowlegde)—this is for Plato the soul’s
“moulting”—it is reasonable that the soul shares in the vices of matter and is diverted from what is
according to nature to what is contrary to nature. Nonetheless, some souls may succeed in looking
upward by distancing themselves from matter and using their intellect as their guide, rather than
sensations, imaginations, and opinions, and thereby act according to nature. For, just as the divine,
transcending all creation, knows the [essences of all] things beneath it but, being indivisible, knows
divisible things in an indivisible manner, being supra-temporal, knows temporal things in a supra-
temporal manner, being dimensionless, knows dimensioned things in a dimensionless manner, and
being eternal knows what is whatsoever in an eternal manner, and [thus] divine knowledge remains
pure and untainted by the multitude of things, so too the soul—or, more precisely, the intellect—
being identical with itself, dimensionless, and indivisible, knows indivisible definitions (for,
according to Aristotle, the intellect is that through which we know definitions) and knows divisible
and material things indivisibly, particular things universally, and the many as one. And this is the
beginning of knowledge, from which knowledge arises, provided that the soul reaches perfection in
these things and does not remain full of seeming wisdom, because then it acts according to opinion,
being forced to unify the multitude. This is evident from Socrates’ argument in the Alcibiades,
according to which it is not the questioner but the answerer who builds the syllogism; he says: “If 1
ask you which is the greater number, one or two, you will answer ‘two’, and if I ask you back ‘how
much greater’, you will answer ‘by one™, and in the case of the letters in ‘Socrates’ and on any
other subject the young man answers “/”’, when he listened to these words: “Come then and tell me
with one word, when we have question and answer, which is the speaker, the questioner or the
answerer?”, since he was still far from possessing knowledge as being still in the process of being
‘delivered’, he answered “The answerer, I should say, Socrates™’. For when he was asked to say
with one word, that is, universally, unitarily and indivisibly, who is the one who speaks when one
asks and the other answers, since the young man was full of seeming wisdom and still adhered to
imagination and opinion, which he accepted without any hesitation, he unified everything into one,
but not according to the intellect—certainly not according to knowledge—but according to opinion,
saying “The answerer, I should say, Socrates”.

And now you know how it can be that in our realm what is contrary to nature exceedingly
overwhelms what is according to nature.

37 Translations by Lamb, adapted.
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il

The question arises with regard to the nature of evil—not the evil present in the sensible realm—
through what state of the soul do we come to know it? For instance, how do we know that
something is disadvantageous or unjust or anything else among the evils? For we cannot know it
through opinion, since it is the particular that is the object of opinion; this is why the unjust is
frequently considered as just, given that the just is said in two ways, truly just and just in opinion.
Do we know evil through science? Yet evil is not a privation but a state. Do we know it through
intellect? But through its participation in the intellect, as it is known by it and is appropriated by it,
evil will become morally beautiful; for just as the just gives cohesion to the essence of the soul (for
the soul subsists according to the proportions described in the Timaeus, by which the essence and
the powers of the soul are justly divided), so too moral beauty determines the intellect. This is why
the intellect is an object of love and desire, as Aristotle says, and all that participates in the intellect
is beautiful, because matter alone is in itself devoid of beauty and form, but when it obtains a share
in shape and form, it receives at the same time the reflections of the power that produces beauty??;
the divine nature is determined only by the good. And given that there are three things, namely the
justice of the soul, the moral beauty of the intellect, and the goodness of the divine, the just is
linked to the good via the morally beautiful according to the triadical union, and thus the soul is
linked to the divine via the intellect.

So we can answer that we know evil as a privation according to matter; for privation also
inheres in matter. So, given that there are three things, matter, idea, and their descendants or
offsprings, there are also three [faculties of the soul] that know them: (i) the intellect knows the
idea according to true knowledge; (ii) it knows matter through bastard reasoning; (iii) sensation and
opinion know their offsprings. So just as we know matter not through intellect but through bastard
intellect, since matter is not congized straightforwardly but by means of analogy and abstraction, so
too evil can be apprehended as privation through bastard reasoning. For we learn evil through our
knowledge of moral beauty, so that we know the unjust and the disadvantageous through the
knowledge and standard of the just and the advantageous; for what is not just is unjust and what is
not advantageous is disadvantageous. Thus, we might say that evil is known by the intellect but
accidentally, just as a doctor is accidentally the cause of a disease. For that which, when present,
we consider to be the cause of a thing, the same, when absent, we consider to be the cause of its
opposite.

Now with regard to the just and the advantageous, the orator, because he is concerned with
individual things and deals with what is allegedly just and morally beautiful and advantageous, he
thinks that one thing is the just, and another the advantageous; for according to him there is also a
just that is disadvantageous, and an unjust that is advantageous; for he is concerned with the bodily
and the external things. On the contrary, the philosopher, delimiting the good in virtue alone, would
never

38 Translation by O’Neill, adapted.
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say that the disadvantageous is just or that the unjust is advantageous. For he would never think
that the alleged bodily goods, such as beauty and vigour, contribute anything to man’s happiness,
nor, much more, that the external [‘goods’], such as wealth and glory, are complements of the
good, but that the good, which is one and only, unmixed, pure and immaterial and is not completed
either by bodily or external goods, is established in the souls themselves. Those who claim that the
advantageous comes from the unjust do not see that it is firmly established within the soul itself,
but they see it in external things and as something necessary rather than good. But those who
identify the just with the advantageous would say that the essence of a human being is defined in
accordance with the soul itself, and where the just is, there also is the advantageous. But the just
lies in the soul, so that within the soul lies also the advantageous; and this is the good, and where
our good excellently exists, there also we have our being. So a human being and the good of a
human being lie in the soul, whereas the body is an instrument for the soul and not a part of the
whole human being. For the advantages and disadvantages of the parts pass over into the nature of
the whole, since the whole finds its being in the parts, but what happens to the instruments does not
change the condition of those who employ them, even if it can often be an obstacle to their
activities. Therefore, neither do the advantages of the instruments enhance the condition of those
who employ them, and for this reason nor are the advantages of the body, let alone the external
[goods], a complement of the soul for its happy life. So even though what is unjust is considered as
advantageous by the orators, it lies in the external parts, and not in the soul, and it is allegedly—not
truly—advantageous; for the truly advantageous that is identical with the just lies in the soul. And
they use the intellect as their contemplator, as Socrates says in the Phaedrus, and the whole of a
human being is in the soul and it is only there; for they say “I and mine and ours”, meaning the
soul, the body, and the external [goods]. Therefore, just as there has been found a difference be-
tween the personal pronoun and the possessive one, and the one is one thing and the other another
thing, so too there is a big difference between the soul and the body in respect of the essence of the
human being. This is why Socrates in the Phaedo, when asked how he would prefer to be buried,
says “if you can catch me until then”, because the whole of our essence lies in our soul.

Therefore, given that there are three things, the good in the divine, the morally beautiful in the
forms and the just in the souls, all things enjoy the good (for it is the principle of all things), those
participating in forms enjoy only the morally beautiful, and those participating in the soul enjoy the
just. And since all that is endowed with form is morally beautiful, for this reason Socrates says in
the Phaedrus: “There is no luster in the images here below of justice and moderation: but, as it is,
beauty alone has received this prerogative—to be most conspicuous and most lovable®. For the
soul is something inconspicuous, and the just as well as the moderate are inconspicuous in the soul,
and all that is endowed with form is invisible and visible, and it is not true that the soul, because it
possesses justice invisibly in itself, cannot display it, but also because there is no form of soul (for
the soul is the form of body), and there is no form of form. Therefore, the soul will not be rendered
beautiful by the idea,

3 Translation by O’Neill, adapted.
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but rather by the Good and her Father, namely God. And her beauty is loved not by any random
human being but by the true lover of beauty, who is said to long for the superior. If [the cause] that
produces beauty is said to love this kind of beauty, it is not because it desires to be perfected by this
beauty, but because the beauty has become perfect by it; for all that is morally beautiful is proper to
God who produces beauty.

v

Every limiting thing has one dimension less than the thing of which it is the limit. For there are
three dimensions, length, width, and depth; the latter is also called ‘height’ and ‘thickness’.
Accordingly, there are also six differences of place, upwards and downwards according to length,
right and left according to width, front and back according to thicknees. So the body is three-
dimensional, for it has length, width, and thickness and is limited by the surface, which has two
dimensions, namely length and width. The surface is limited by the line, which has one dimension,
namely only length. The line is limited by the point (stigmé), which is non-dimensional and
partless, and is also called sémeion.

A%

<Other topic> We must know that Aristotles wishes to make happiness be constituted of bodily and
external [goods], and not solely of the soul, whereas the followers of Plato delimit happiness in the
soul alone, saying “I”, i.e. the soul, “mine”, i.e. the body, and “ours”, i.e. the external [goods]. So
they do not consider the body as a part of the human being but rather as an instrument of the soul.
They say that, just as the advantages or disadvantages of an instrument do not contribute to the
condition of those who employ them (for it is not true that one is a good mason because he has a
good saw, or that one is a bad reaper because he has a bad sickle), whereas the advantages or
disadvantages of the parts concern the whole as well, the advantages of the body, being an
instrument and not a part, do not therefore contribute to the happiness of human beings. Similarly,
the disadvantages of the body do not impede happiness, since they are disadvantages of an
instrument, not of a part.
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VI

<Other topic> Note that one grasps the unitary and simple either through learning or through
discovery, in other words, what one knows has been either learnt or discovered, and so he has also
grasped the whole of it. For ‘what thing’ is singular, whereas ‘what things’ (if one has discovered
one thing by himself, whereas he has learnt another) is not one out of two applying to all of them,
that is, that ‘he has either learnt or discovered’. For this reason ‘what things’ are not all things; that
is, they are not all of them reduced to one branch, i.e. either that he has learnt or that he has
discovered. Thus, he who says ‘what things’ does not mean all things taken together under one
branch, just as he who says ‘what thing’ puts it under one branch, namely that he has either
discovered it or learnt it.
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