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Abstract. The present article attempts to point out a common practice of Michael
Psellos, yet rather unusual for his theological contemporaries, namely that of
interpreting the Christian doctrines and teachings by using Greek philosophy, not only
its terminology, but also its concepts, whenever they fit in with what the Christian
Church and the Fathers of the Church elaborated, starting from the Scriptures. It is
worth noting that Psellos does not inaugurate a new tradition of interpretation, when
approaching the revealed text or the works of the Fathers prior to him in such a way.
On the contrary, he continues a hermeneutical line which includes Clement of
Alexandria, Gregory of Nazianzus, Gregory of Nyssa, Pseudo-Dionysius the
Areopagite, Maximus the Confessor. The novelty brought by Psellos was that he used
Greek philosophy at a scale never used before or after him. The reasons for doing this
are to be found in the corpus of the article.
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In his book,Hellenism in Byzantium. The Transformation of Greek Identity and the
Reception of the Classical Tradition, Anthony Kaldellis begins the chapter dedicated to
Michael Psellos in an apparently discouraging way (although not entirely unjustified),
with a question which reveals the difficulty when approaching the works of “the first
Byzantine humanist:
“Where to start with Psellos? The word “unique” is often used lightly by
historians, but in this case it is no idle epithet. Psellos’ radical philosophical
proposals, his manifold and innovative writings on all subjects, his prestigious
and historically impactive career at the court, his importance as a source for the
eleventh century, and his decisive influence on Byzantine intellectual life,
make him the most amazing figure in Byzantine history. He cannot be
“explained,” at least not yet.”

" This work was possible due to the financial support of the Sectorial Operational Program for
Human Resources Development 2007-2013, co-financed by the European Social Fund, under the
project number POSDRU/159/1.5/S/140863 with the title “Competitive European researchers in the
fields of socio-economics and humanities. Multiregional research net (CCPE)”.

! Hans Wilhelm HaussigA History of Byzantine CivilizatioNew York: Praeger Publishers,
1971), 323.

2 Anthony Kaldellis,Hellenism in Byzantium. The Transformation of Greek Identity and the
Reception of the Classical TraditiofCambridge, New York: Cambridge University Press,
2007), 191.
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So, where to start with Psellos? In the present paper, we will focus on the way
he ugs Greek philosophy in order to explain the teachings of Christian faith. By doing
so, Psellos was rather convinced that Greek philosophers were forerunners of
Christianity and, therefore, they had access to the truth (even if only partially), that
they provided not only proper terminology, but also proper concepts in order to explain
the revealed truth, as contained in the Holy Scriptures and interpreted by the Fathers of
the Church. Due to this conviction, he can be placed among other great hermeneutic
thinkers such as Clement of Alexandria, Gregory of Nazianzus, Gregory of Nyssa,
Pseudo-Dionysius the Areopagite, Maximus the Confessor etc.

But let us begin with some biographical data. Michael Psellos was one of the
greatest philosophical and theological minds of the eleventh century in Byzantium. The
intellectual life in Byzantium in the eleventh century was marked by the foundation of
the schools of Law and Philosophthe former led by loannes Xiphilinos, later John
VII, Patriarch of Constantinople, and the latter led by Michael Psellos, who was
appointedinotog tdv eriocopnv (“Consul of the Philosophers”). During the first
deca@ of Konstantinos IX Monomachos’ rule (1042-1055), his career was at its peak.
At some point at the beginning of the 1050s, Psellos’ circle lost power at the court. He
himself was accused of teaching non-Christian beliefs, so he was required to produce a
confession of orthodoxy. When Michael Keroularios became patriarch of
Constantinople, Psellos left the city and became a monk in Bithynia (and that is when
he took his monk name — Michael). We do not know exactly what the feelings of
Psellos for monasticism were, but we do know for sure that a year later he left the
monastery and came back to Constantinople, resuming his former activities. At some
point during the 1070s, he died.

Apart from being a living encyclopaedia, the tremendous importance of Psellos
for the Byzantine culture lies in his attempt to revive Hellenistic philosophy, to bring
Plato, Aristotle, Plotinus and especially Proclus (as the last representative of
Neoplatonism and the greatest interpreter of Plotinus) in the forefront and to give them
almost the same importance as to the Christian doctrine. Although we can identify this
practice of using Hellenistic philosophy for interpreting biblical texts in the writings of
several Church Fathers, we note the fact that it had never been used at such a scale and
by someone whose fidelity to the Christian doctrine was doubted to such a degree that,
as mentioned before, he was asked to give a confession of faith.

Psellos’ writings that have received the least attention and commentaries are
the so-called “theological writingd”What is very surprising is the fact that many of
the® opuscula deal with what the Byzantines would call “Hellenic material’. The
starting point of all thesepuscula is either a biblical text, or a passage from the works
of the Cappadocian Fathers, John of Damascus, Cosmas the Melode, John Climacus,

# Wanda Wolska-Conus says that these two schools were “often called, even if this is improper,
“faculties” of the “University” of Constantinople”. See Wanda Wolska-Conus, “Les Ecoles de
Psellos et de Xiphilin sous Constantin IX Monomaque” (The Schools of Psellos and Xiphilin
under Constantine IX Monomacho$yavaux et Mémoireg (1976): 223.

* There are two volumes which have been published inBthotheca TeubnerianaPaul
Gautier, edMichaelis Pselli Theologica (Leipzig: Teubner Verlagsgesellschaft, 1989), and L.

G. Westerink 1 and J. M. Duffy, edglichaelis Pselli Theologica (Minchen und Leipzig: K.

G. Saur Verlag, 2002), but until now there is no translation of them in any modern language.
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Maximus the Confessor. By far, the most important Father of the Church whose texts
need,in Psellos’ view, continuous interpretation in order to be properly understood, is
Gregory of Nazianzus. According to his standpoint, Gregory provided a Christian
model for the combination of philosophy, rhetoric and theology and was, of the Church
Fathers, the most open to Grgekideia. Amazingly or not, all these Christian texts
mentioned above, either biblical or patristic, are interpreted with the help of ancient
philosophy.

John Duffy, in his study on “Hellenic Philosophy in Byzantium and the Lonely
Mission of Michael Psellos” rightly wonders:

“What is it that Psellos had in mind when introducing at every conceivable

opportunity the ideas of pagan philosophy and mysticism? The question would

seem to be particularly appropriate when raised in conjunction with his

teaching activity; obviously in Byzantium at almost any period it was at least a

delicate matter to consort with the likes of Plato and Proclus, not to speak of

the Chaldean Oracles and other occult writings — but in front of students and in

the context of the sacred documents of Orthodox Christianity?”

We leave the answer aside for the moment and we now turn our attention to
two examples of Psellian interpretation of biblical and patristic texts.

The first example is taken, although riate quale from the study of John
Duffy quoted abové:the text to be interpreted is from the Gospel according to Mark,
whereJesus does not agree with the designation “gdod(¥¢) which was granted to
Him: ©{ pe Aéyelc dyadév; obdele dyadoc € un eic o debc (“Why do you call
me good? No one is good except God alone”). If Psellos had interpreted this passage in
a traditional Christian way, he would have said that Jesus’ question is an indirect
reference to his divine nature, to the fact that He Himself is God, the Son of God.
Instead, Psellos refers to philosophical sources in his attempt to explain Jesus’
guestion, namely t®n Providenceof Proclus, with the clear purpose to demonstrate,
with the help of a Greek philosopher, that Jesus is God. It is in this treatise that Proclus
states that “the Goodt§ &yoadév) is equivalent to “the Oned év):

“In addition to all the others, there is the philosopher Proclus too, both in his
Platonic exegesis and in his wdbk Providenceit is in the third chapter in particular,
| think, that he makes the statement ‘the Good is identical with the One, as we have
said numerous times’”.

CanJesus be equivalent to the Plotinian “One,” in the way that He Himself is
God? Is such a statement congruous with the traditional Christian discourse? If we turn
to our second example, a text from the works of a patristic author who is interpreted by
Psellos in the same manner, St. Gregory of Nazianzus, perhaps we can have an answer.

® John Duffy, “Hellenic Philosophy in Byzantium and the Lonely Mission of Michael Psellos”
in Byzantine Philosophy and its Ancient Soureess Katerina lerodiakonou (Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 2002), 148.

® Ibid., 147.

" Theologica 1) op. 18, 98kmi maot 8¢ Tolg Epnuévolcxol o pLrdoopoc Mpbéxdoc &v olc
TeoTouxelol TOV pLAboopovxal v Tolg Mepl mpovolag abtov Adyolg, €v Tw TplTw xal
pdlotoxepatalw, bg otpon, TobTéY ¢nol téyadov Tw €vi, Touto &1 TO pupLérexTov
> The translation of the Greek text into English belongs to John Duffy.
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The text to be analyzed can be found @vatio 29, 2: “Unity having been
moved/moving from the beginning to Duality, found its rest in Trirfity”.

Needkess to say, the terminology used here by Gregory is Plofiféotinus,
in Enneads V, 1, discusses the issue of how the transition from unity (the One) to
multiplicity (the Multiple) is possible. The fundamental distinction between Gregory
and Plotinus is that, while Gregory speaks of the movement of the Unity (the One to
Plotinus), Plotinus asserts that the One remains fixed and motionless. Moreover, in
Ennead V, 1, 6, motion is explicitly denied in what concerns the One:

“origin from the Supreme (i.e. the One) must not be taken to imply any

movement in it: that would make the Being resulting from the movement not a

second principle, but a third: the Movement would be the second hypoétasis”.

Instead of the movement mentioned by Gregory, Plotinus speaks of an
“overflow of goodness” (goodness being equivalent to the One) in Ennead V, 2, 1:

“Seeking nothing, possessing nothing, lacking nothing, the One is perfect and,

in our metaphor, has overflowed, and its exuberance has produced the new”.

To this idea, Gregory reacts promptly:

“For we shall not venture to speak af overflow of goodnesas one of the

Greek Philosophers dared to say, as if it were a bowl overflowing ... Let us not

ever look on this Generation as involuntary, like some natural overflow, hard

to be retained, and by no means befitting our conception of Dé&ity”.

What Gregory wants to do here is to deny in an explicit way the Plotinian
emanation process: the Generation of the Son is not the result of the Father’'s overflow
of goodness. This overflow of goodness has effects adlyextra, that is, outside
divinity. We find this idea in Gregory’s $%0ration:

“But since the movement of self-contemplation alone could not satisfy

Goodness, but Good must be poured out and go forth beyond Itself to multiply

8 Gregorius TheologusQratio 29, 2 (PG XXXVI, 76): povoc &m'dpxnc €c Sudda
xuvndeloa péypl TpldSoc €otn. Another translation would be: “The Monad from the
beginning having been moved into a Dyad stands at the Triad”. See the article of Arnis
Redovts, “Gregory of NazianzugQf. 29.2) in Maximus the Confessorsmbigud, in M. F.
Wiles and E. J. Yarnold, ed§tudia PatristicaxXXVII (2001): 250.

® See the whole discussion in Claudio MorescHstiria filosofiei patristice(The History of
Patristic Philosophy) (k& Polirom, 2009), 561-562.

1 Plotinus, The Six Enneadsebook, translated by Stephen MacKenna and B. S. Page
(Adelaide: University of Adelaide Library,s.d. See this book at this website:
https://ebooks.adelaide.edu.au/p/plotinus/p72e/ (accessed November 9, 2015) ER&sike
l1-V (Bucharest: Editura Iri, 2005), 4925 obv TLv6Levov exeldevob xLvndévtoc portéov
Y{yveodar. EL yap xivndévtoc abtov TLy(yvolto, Tpltov &m’ ‘exelvov TO YLyvéuevov

peta TNy xivnowv &v ylyvortoxol ob debtepov.

! Ibid. For the Greek text, Ibid., 5080v y0p TéAelovty unéév {mrely unéeé €xelv, unée
Selodau, olov LTepeppln, xail TO bepmAnpec abTov Temoimxey HAlo.

12 Gregorius Theologu§ratio 29, 2 (PG XXXVI, 76)0b 10p &7 Lmépyuoty dyodéTrrogeLely
Yoapprioopey 8 Twv Mo’ “EAANOLPLAOCOPOEVTWVELTELY TIC €TéAuNoey, Olov xpatrp TiC
breppum... pimote dxobBoLoVTIV TEVVNOLVELCOYAYWILEVXOL Olov TEPITTWUID TLPUOLKOV XOd
Suoxdextov, fuLoTa Talc mepl Jebtrroc bmovolaie mpémov.
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the objects of Its beneficence (for this was essential to the highest Goodness),

He first conceived the Heavenly and Angelic Powers?..”.

Therdore, even if Gregory uses Plotinus to interpret the way the Son and the
Holy Spirit were generated by the Father and the way Goodness is creating the
“intelligible world,” in fact he reinterprets Plotinus in a Christian way: while for the
pagan philosopher, the One, due to his perfection and his exuberance of being, created
the Intellect and the intelligible world, for Gregory, God created, due to his exuberance
of being, not the Son and the Holy Spirit, but the Heavenly and Angelic Powers which
are defined, too, as “intelligible world”. As for the movement of the Monad to Dyad
and its rest in Triad, Gregory uses this term — “movement” — to imply the Generation
of the Son and of the Holy Spirit, through Birth and Procession.

How does Psellos interpret this assertion of Gregory f@ratio 29, 2? He
starts by reaffirming what Plotinus said about the motionless of the One:

“If what is moved and generated is [s0O] because of a cause that moves it and

generates it, it is obvious that everything which does not exist because of a

cause is not generated and not moved. For it is not moved that which has no

cause at all of its existence. And if it is something altogether without a cause
and motionless, then God/ the Divine is motionless, because he has no cause of
his existence and he is the cause of all that exists”.

Why, then — asks Psellos — is Gregory introducing the movement in God? If, as
Psellos puts it, Gregory admits a motionless God “according toulia andphysis”
because He is ‘“infinite, unconditioned and limitleSsfie nevertheless speaks of a
moving God in the way that “He moves providentially all the beings according to the
logoswhich moves naturally*® This, we presume, is a reference to the theology of St.
Maximus the Confessor, who speaks of lthigroi of all creatures. What are these |djoi
They are, at the same time, their principle or reason of being, that is, the very thing that
defines them fundamentally, but also their existential purpose, the purpose they were
created for from the very beginnihg.

** Gregorius TheologusOratio 38, 9 (PG XXXVI, 320)’Emel & obx fpxeltn
&yodéTnTiTouTo, 1O XLveloYarpévov TN Eowtng Vewplar, dAN Ederxednvon 10 dyadov
xol odevoain, ©c Thelova€lvol TA  ebepyeTolpeva(Tovto YAp TNG Hpxoc TV
S0 6TITOC), MPWTOV JLEV EVVOEL TOC AYTEALXAC SuvdLelcxal obpovioug.

1 Theologica I) op. 27, 116€L & T0 xivobpevovkol yevwntov &u° oltiov éotitexal
xLveLToL kol Yeyévvmrar, mov 6 un 8U oltloy €0TLV 0LSE MOLNTEV €0TLVOLSE KLVTTOV
SMAOVSTL. 0L Y0P XLVELTOL TO TAVTEMAOLVUT €x0ov ToL €lvoroitioy. €L 8¢ o &vaiTiov
ndvtwexal dxivnrov, dxivnrov dpa TO Felov “c Tov Elvaupundepiav éxov oltiov ol
TAVTWYTOY vTwy Ldpyovalitio. My translation.

!> Theologica I} op. 27, 11606twxol O J€lov, axiviTov mdvty xaT obolov ol eloLy
undpyov, bc dmeLpovxal doyeToviol dbpLoTOV.

® Theologica 1) op. 27, 116:}\éyetamwe~tcﬁou'r@ XLVELY TIPOVONTLXWE EXETTNVTWY
Svtwvxo? v xivelodoimépuxe AGyov.

" For a thorough discussion of Maximuls§igoi see Jean-Claude Larch&fantul Maxim
Marturisitorul. O introducere (Saint Maximus the Confessor. An Introduction) sifla
Doxologia, 2013), 186-188, 191-194, 197-199 and Lars ThunBatmpologia teologi¢ a
Sfantului Maxim Mrturisitorul. Microcosmossi mediator (Microcosm and Mediator. The
Theological Anthropology of Maximus the Confessor) (Bucharest: Sophia, 2005), 89-97.
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Relying on a patristic tradition which reinterprets some ideas of the Platonic
and Neplatonic philosophy, Psellos then refers to Pseudo-Dionysius:

“But why speak the Sacred Writers of God sometimes as Eros and Love,

sometimes as the Object of these emotions? In the one case He is the Cause

and Producer and Begetter of the thing signified, in the other He is the Thing
signified Itself. Now the reason why He is Himself on the one hand moved by
the quality signified, and on the other causes motion by it, is that He moves
and leads onward Himself unto Himself. Therefore on the one hand they call

Him the Object of Love and Eros as being Beautiful and Good, and on the

other they call Him Eros and Love as being a Motive-Power leading all things

to Himself, Who is the only ultimate Beautiful and Godd”.

As Eros and Love, God moves Himself, and as the Object of Eros and Love,
He moves all capable of Eros and Love toward Himself. The movement belongs to the
created beings, it pertains to their natural conditid®sellos concludes the Pseudo-
Dionydus passage referred to in this way:

“[God] moves Himself in the way that He introduces a disposition of Eros and

love in those who are capable of them, and He moves as He attracts

naturallythe desire of those who move toward Hifn”.

So, ifthere is movement in God, it is rather from the standpoint of the rational
beings (either angelic or human) who are taught that there is no division in God — the
first cause, on one side, but that this first cause is not “unproductiyevog), but
gives birth to Logos and Wisdom, who agoovoiwvtexal evumootdtwv(of the
same essencand enhypostatiz Furthermore, the movement in God must be
understood as the progressive revelation of the Trinity:

“And it is said again that He moves Himself (i.e. God) because of the

progressive revelation of a more and more perfect discourse about Himself as

contained in the Holy Scripture, starting from the acknowledgement of the

Father, continuing with the acknowledgement of the Son together with the

Father and leading those who teach to the receiving and worshipping the Holy

Spirit with the Father and the Son, a perfect Trinity in perfect Unity, that is,

one substance and divinity and power and energy in three hypogtases”.

18 Dionysius the Areopagité)n the Divine Names and the Mystical Theoldggnslated by C.
E. Rolt (Montana: Kessinger Publishing Company, 1920), 57.
19 Following Platonic philosophy, Origen considered movement as a sign of the Fall. On the
contrary, St. Maximus the Confessor considered movement as a providential gift of God,
granted to the rational beings for their fulfilment, which is accomplished in God alone,
according to each rational beingagos
% Theologica 1) op. 27 117x1veltor ey wg cxecw e;momw epw'l:ogxou oc*ron‘mg‘rmg
TOGTWVSEXTLXOLG, KLVEL &€ (IC EAXTLXOV QUOELTNG TWY €M GDTO KLVOULEVWY EPéTELC.
My translation.

Ibld 117:Méyeton &€ xivelodor TEALVKOL Sl TV XoTd ;Lepog (powepwcw‘cou ‘lTepl.
ocm:ng 're)\ew'tepou )\oyou xoTo,  THVY omocv Ypo«pnv amo  Tov motépal op.okoyew
dpyopévouxal €l TOV ULOV ouvopoloyely mortpl TpoBalvovtockod motpt ol Ul
oUUTIOPOSEXECTOLTO  TVELRO. TO  &ylovxal  OULTPOOKLVELY  TOUC  SLECOXGEAOLC
avdyovtocTpLdde. Telelav €v povddl Tehela, fyouv plov obolav xal Vedtnroxad
StvoyLLvxal evépyelav €v TpLoly bmootdoeoty. My translation.
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We see, thus, that even though Psellos uses Hellenistic philosophy to explain
thedogical texts, he does so without venturing beyond Christian Tradition; on the
contrary, he continues a Tradition with a long history before Him, a tradition which
uses philosophical language to explain the Christian faith and déginagoing so, he
gives credit to those Hellenistic philosophers who sought the truth and who were
rewarded by God with some illuminations, although incomplete and later mixed with
certain errors. As Basile Tatakis puts it: “The human thinking is in a progression
oriented, by the nature of the spirit, to perfecti%?nTherefore, not only Christians, but
alsoancient philosophers were on their way to the truth.

It is John Duffy who pointed out a text of Psellos in which the latter speaks of
the usefulness of Hellenic philosophy for a better understanding of Christian theology:

“Having to explain whether ‘beingoioic) is self-subsistent and trying to do

so by introducing an account of Being, One, and Soul in terms taken from

Neoplatonism and Plato’Bmaeus he brings the discussion to a close with the

following paragraph:I*have enumerated all these things both to bring you

to a state of broad learning and to make you familiar with Hellenic
doctrines. Now | realize that our Christian teaching will clash with some of
those doctrines, but it was not my intention to have you exchange the one
for the other — that would be madness on my part; rather, | wanted you to
become devoted to the former and merely take cognizance of the latter.

And if they somehow stand a chance of helping you towards the truth, then

make use of theth

22 A rather different opinion has Kaldellidgllenism in Byzantiup201: “If Plato ‘mystically reveals

our theology’ and Proklos can be quoted in the exegesis of Christian doctrine, Christian texts and
symbols can conversely be ‘translated’ into a Platonic idiom. ‘Sinai — that | may philosophize to you
about this as well,” Psellos wrote to Xiphilinos, ‘did not, like some physical mountain, lead Moses up
and God down, but rather symbolizes the rise of the soul up from matiedi¢gica | 78.108).

With few exceptions, Psellos’ theological lectures are a vast exercise of this sort. Not that this kind of
exegesis was foreign to the Christian tradition, but here it is practiced on an unparalleled scale and in
the absence of credible signs of the exegete’s Christian piety. We need detailed studies of these
lectures. Based on a preliminary reading, | suspect that the outcome will be startling. Psellos is not
trying to ‘buttress’ Christian doctrine with philosophy or ‘enrich’ it with Greek eloquence. He is
abolishing its autonomy by fusing it with Platonic thought and making the two interpenetrate each
other. Despite programmatic statements that ascribe primacy to Christian doctrine, in practice Psellos
treats both it and Greek myth as coded versions of the same Platonic doctrines. He is effectively
trying to make it impossible for Christians — at least those Christians taught by him — to expound
their beliefs without first talking about Proklos. This is subversion, not reconciliation, and it is very
cleverly done at that”.

% Basile TatakisFilosofia bizantin (The Byzantine Philosophy) (Bucharest: Nemira, 2010), 222.

2 Duffy,“Hellenic Philosophy in Byzantium and the Lonely Mission of Michael Psellos”,
149.The text of Psellos is taken frohilosophica minora ,| op. 7, 26:Towto 8¢
TAVTOSINPLIUNOEUTY Opob eV buoc €lc molvpddelay &ywv, dpov &€ xal Tolg
EMAvixalc 86¢aicmotobpevoc evtplpelc. Kal oléo &c eviaicyeTodtwy AvTimeseltal To.

hétepa S6TpoTa. €W YAp oby GoTeTOSTWY exelva AVToAdEaoYoLdleomoidaca TPS

buoc € porvolumvydp &v — &N {vatoltolc peév ftempooxeljievol, exelvwv &€ pévov

v éénowy  ¥xmre. EL & mm  xol  ouvepyolev LUy mpdc OV dndm
ASyovsLoxLvéuvetovta, xal ypfioaode.
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The philosophical and theological short treatises written by Psellos are very
numepus and they have been collected in critical editions only recéhtiy.a short
tregise On Intellec?® Psellos indicates that he is summarizing the philosophical
opinions of the Greeks and names his source, Prodilisments of Theolody.In
anotter treatise of this kindpn Souf? Psellos adds that some of these Greek doctrines
agree with “our oracles” (i.e. Christian teachings), but there is more that is bitter in
them than is sweél.The bitter is identified in the second half of this treatise as the
“most ridiculous things,” nothing else than extracts from Proclus’ propositions 196,
198-211 concerning soul’'s astral vehicle, cosmic soul, and the divine souls which
accompany the gods. It is exactly this kind of things which must be avoided by a
Christian theologian, in order to preserve a pure Christian doctrine. On the other side,
what is acceptable from the philosophy of the Greeks is reused in a metaphysical
system which, as Psellos claims, harmonizes with Christian theology and often
facilitates a better understanding of’it.

Did Michael Psellos conceive Greek philosophy as being superior to Christian
doctrines of faith? Did he conceive it only as an instrument for a better understanding
of them? It is hard to identify Psellos’ own beliefs in the hundreds of pages of
commentaries and lectures that he devoted to philosophical and theological topics,
since most of them are not translated yet. It is safer to conclude with a hypothesis
launched by John Duff}: according to Psellos, a good theologian must be moAvpodvic
(“very learned,” “knowing many things”), so he must be skilled in many languages that
can be understood either by theologians or by philosophkiis. not a betrayal of the
Chridian faith if a theologian uses a language that is, in some way, strange and unusual
for many; it is rather a sign of wisdom to be able to transmit Christian dogmas and
teachings in varied forms. And, as a teacher of philosophy, this was exactly what
Psellos wanted for his students.

% For Theologica land Theologica lisee note 4. There have been published two volumes of
Psellos’ philosophical short treatises as well: J. M. Duffy, Eiithaelis Pselli Philosophica
minora | (Leipzig: Teubner Verlagsgesellschaft, 1992) and D. J. O'MearaMiahaelis Pselli
Philosophica minora I(Leipzig: Teubner Verlagsgesellschaft, 1989).

% philosophica minora 1110 (lept vov).

2" |bid., 21: Tavtd, eott 0 T PLrocbpw Mpdxdw TepLrocopnuévamepl vou v M)
6eo>\onxﬁ abTov otolyeldoel (“These are those philosophized on intellect by the philosopher
Proclus in his theological exposition”). My translation.

% Philosophica minora 111 (lept yuxTc).

2 1bid., 22:1805 cowxal A mept PpuxTe ﬂapoc‘rtﬁnm EMn\uxa Séypata, Ov évioxal Tolg
npe‘cepmgkoymtgcuva&et AN mhéov map’ abTolc Tov motipov TO &Apupéy (“Look! |

lay before you the Greek teachings on soul, some of which agree to our oracles, but to them that
which is bitter is more than that which is sweet”). My translation.

%0 For a more comprehensive discussion see Dominic O’Meara, “Michael Psellos”, in Stephen
Gersh, ed.|nterpreting Proclus. From Antiquity to the RenaissaiCambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2014), 168-174.

31 Duffy, “Hellenic Philosophy in Byzantium and the Lonely Mission of Michael Psellos”, 148—155.
32.0n a homily of Gregory of Nazianzu$heologica } 68), Psellos says about the wise man
(the philosopher? the theologian?) that he must be a man of all &artgop OV coPov
navtodamov €lvar). The Greek woratarvtodamée is a synonym forolvpoadvic.
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