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Abstract: Michael Psellus was one of the most erudite anlifiprithinkers of the Byzantine
Middle Ages. Hisoeuvreincludes historical writings, philosophical treasand commentaries,
theological writings, poems, speeches, legal, gggeal, military, and medical works as well
as works on music. Psellus taught all branches hibgophy, by closely reading and
commenting on the works of ancient philosopherd,especially on Aristotle's logical treatises.
At the same time he had a strong preference foo Rlad the Neoplatonists, and especially for
Proclus, whom he considered an authority amongeahauthors. In this paper | will present the
De omnifaria doctrina a treatise which deals with various issues, sashPhilosophy,
Theology, Psychology, Ethics, Metaphysic, Biolo@gsmology, etc. The author attempts to
present a worldview through the prism of Christieimeology and Ethics. Although Psellus
depends on the scientific tradition, i.e. philosp@md theology, of both Classical and Late
Antiquity, the De omnifaria doctrinaconstitutes an original work. A second feature thciv
one can speak of originality iDe omnifaria doctrinais how to address the content: the
Byzantine polygraph scientifically demonstrates advent and precise knowledge in his
understanding of that. Lastly, the paper will apemno present a synthesis of both science and
philosophy in 11 century Byzantium.

Key Words: Michael Psellus, Byzantium, Platon, Proclus, JDBmascene, Metaphysics.

Resumen Miguel Psellos fue uno de los pensadores mas esugiprolificos de la Edad
Media bizantina. Su obra incluye escritos hist&;jd¢mtados filosoéficos y comentarios, escritos
teolbgicos, poemas, discursos, obras juridicagyrgéeas, militares y de medicina, asi como
obras sobre mdusica. Psellos ensefio todas las rdenda filosofia, mediante lecturas y
comentarios muy afinados sobre las obras de lasofils antiguos, y especialmente sobre los
tratados légicos de Aristoteles. Al mismo tiempeotuna marcada preferencia por Platén y los
neoplaténicos, y especialmente por Proclo, a queesideraba una autoridad entre los autores
antiguos. En este articulo voy a expober omnifaria doctrinaun tratado que se ocupa de
diversos asuntos, tales como Filosofia, Teolog&co®gia, Etica, Metafisica, Biologia,
Cosmologia, etc. El autor busca presentar unanvid@ mundo a través del prisma de la
teologia y la ética cristianas. Aunque Psellos agpede la tradicion cientifica, es decir, la
filosofia y la teologia, tanto de la Antigliedadsitid como de la tardi®e omnifaria doctrina
constituye una obra original. Una segunda caratitexi por la cual se puede hablar de
originalidad enDe omnifaria doctrinaes la forma de abordar el contenido: el poligrafo
bizantino demuestra cientificamente un conocimigoteente y preciso en su comprension de
eso. Por dltimo, el articulo tratara de presentar sintesis de la ciencia y de la filosofia en el
Bizancio del siglo XI.

Palabras Clave Miguel Psellos, Bizancio, Platon, Proclo, Juamsaceno, Metafisica

Summary: 1. Introduction. 2. Psellus’ preference for Neaptégm. 3. The philosophical
treatises of Michael Psellus.[@e omnifaria doctrina5. Conclusion. Sources and Bibliography.
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1. Introduction

When in 1050 Michael Pselliappeared in the Byzantine cultural scene, he
has already made a qualitative leap compared t@hism of the previous era to
which Photius and Arethas belondethe role of cultural activity represented
by the imperial school of philosophy, promoted bird Mauropous and lifted
up its axun by his disciple Michael Psellus, represents sucpragress of
philosophical activity in Byzantium, which can béacacterized as a true
“resurrection of Greek philosoph§/'To the extent that the preference of Platonic
philosophy for Psellus was clear and manifest,aamealso speak of an authentic
“Neo-Platonic renaissance”. The peripatetic tenasnof Photius and Arethas,
which they tried to reconcile with some recognitmfnthe theological value of
Platonism, vyield, with Psellus, to a strong prafeee for the Neoplatonic
tendency, which remains, as has happened in Antiquity, awlerrecognition of
the explanatory value of Aristotelian philosophy.His ChronographyPsellus
speaks of Plotinus, Porphyry, and lamblichus, whasepany he went down the
path that led to the mighty harbour of the adm#aBtoclus. This personal
enthusiasm for Neoplatonic philosophy is, by itsali innovative aspect, and,
somewhat, transgressive, of the way in which, sotf@ philosophical activity

! About Psellus and his work see indicatively: Sr&APAIOANNOU, Michael Psellos.
Rhetoric and Authorship in Byzantiur@ambridge, Cambridge University Press, 2013; C.
BARBER, and D. JENKINS (edsRReading Michael Psellokgiden, 2006.

2 J. DUFFY, “The Lonely Mission of Michael Psellui K. IERODIAKONOU (ed.),
Byzantine Philosophy and its Ancient Souréasford, Oxford University Press, 2002, p. 145;
B. TATAKIS, La philosophie byzantine. Presses Universitaire§idace Paris 1949, p. 187,
is referred to Psellus as «homme de la Renaissamicahe recognition of a distinct humanism
and promoted by Photius and Arethas, cfr. U. CRISCO, Michele Psello. Epistola a
Giovanni Xifilino. Seconda edizione riveduta e aatala cura di Ugo Criscuolo(Hellenica et
Byzantina Napolitana, 14), Bibliopolis, Napoli, I99. 14; U. CRISCUOLO, “L’'umanesimo
di Michele Psello”, Ibidem, p. 42: «affermeremo €ggi fu senz’altro un umanista, un umanista
‘bizantino’»; In this case, it is the claim of hunigm as cultural renewal emanating from the
study of science and ancient literature, whichthi case of Psellus, is not incompatible with
humanism that he merits as a Christian humanistouAPsellus’ humanism see G.
PODSKALSKY, VVon Photios zu Bessarion. Der Vorrang humanistiggpragter Theologie in
Byzanz und deren bleibende Bedeuttdagrassowitz Verlag, Wiesbaden, 2003, pp. 23-25.

3A. LIBERA, La philosophie médiéval@resses Universitaires de France, Paris, 1928, p.

* G. PODSKALSKY, Theologie und Philosophie in Byzanz. Der Streitdientheologische
Methodik in der spéatbyzantinischen Geistesgesahidid/15 Jh.), seine systematischen
Grundlagen und seine historische EntwicklyByzantinisches Archiv, 15), C. H. Beck’sche
Verlagsbuchhandlung, Minchen 1977, p. 75.

®> Michael PSELLUS,Chronography6,38: “Evtedfev odv opumbeic odbic Gomep mepiodov
gxmAnpov & [TAmtivoug kai [opeupiovg kol TapPriyovg katniey, ped' odg 66@ mpoPaivov ig
Tov Bavpaciotatov [Tpokiov d¢ énl Mpéva HEYIOTOV KATAoYDV, TAcaV EKEDEY EmoTNUNY TE
Kol vonoewv axpifeloy Eomaco’.
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had been faced in ByzantifimUnder the empire of Constantinus IX
Monomachus (1042-1055), Psellus inaugurated theiaifposition of ®motog
OV erhocopmv», position that Psellus’ disciple John Italus niteel from him;
Psellus had been also the teacher of the futureeEmmichael VII Ducas
(1071-1078Y.

Psellus was a polymath whose enormaesivre encompasses historical,
philosophical, rhetorical, theological, and legakts as well as a collection of
letters. As a philosopher Psellus emphasized tleeofanature aphysis which,
created as it was by God, functions accordinggoniimanent laws, leaving a
very limited place for the miraculous. We must hawe mind that his
philosophicaloeuvreis the literary expression of his teaching and ekeg|
issues arising out of his profession as a “couitopbpher”® In this regard, it is
appropriate to draw attention to the fact thatqsaphical activity, which Psellus
performed as a teacher and interpreter of clasaiwalHellenistic philosophy,
within the officer corps of the higher educatiomatitutions of the Byzantine
Empire, represents, already, a “historic landmark®. his writings Psellus
addresses the most natural controversial issueshwtnuld result from a
dogmatic interpretation of Christian Orthodoxy, ttedative autonomy of the
laws of nature and the difficulty that it is enlyresubordinate to divine
Providence and anthropological pessimism, and gaemained faithful to the
basic guidelines of Christianity,following the guidelines of his contemporary

®|. PEREZ MARTIN, “Miguel Pselo y el neoplatonisran el s. XI”,Debats90 (2005), pp. 94-
101, at 95: “Miguel Pselo y el neoplatonismo ers.eXI”, Debats90 (2005) 98: “El propio
Pselo afirma el caracter excepcional de su activiela distintas ocasiones, aireando una
inmodestia que constituye uno de los rasgos dersomalidad mas llamativos y opuestos a una
civilizacién como la bizantina, en la que primailanildad intelectual y el anonimato”.

" The Byzantine historian Michael ATTALEIATES (102085) is the principal source of
knowledge of that office by the Emperor Constargiii Monomachus: ebto kai v paymv
katopddoac 6 Bacthedc Hiovyiay Nye Kod TOV ToMTI®Y TpoyLdTov NSEmg dvTeiyet®, HOVGEToV
TG VOHODETIKTG Avayelpag Kol VOUOQUANKO TPOGTNOAUEVOS, GAAA Kol TOD THS Glocopiog
ovpavoPapovog Erepelnn pabMuatog, TPOEdPOV TOV PIAOGOPMV TPOXEIPICAUEVOG AvOpa TV
K00 MO SLoPEPOVTO YVMGEL, Kl TOVG VEOLC TPOG BOKNOLY TV GOPAY AdY®V Kol pabnudtov
TPOVTPEYATO GUV T() EVUAPET TAV SIOUCKAAMY Kol YEPWOV TOVTOVG &V T ONUEYOPEY PacTMK®DY
a&1yv».

8 A. KAZHDAN, “Michael Psellus”,ODB, vol. 3, p. 1754.

°® About the teaching character of Psellus, cfr. DRQIMEARA, “Aspects du travail

philosophique de Michel Psellus (Philosophica manorol. 11)”, in: C.-F. COLLATZ, J.

DUMMER, J. KOLLESCH, M.-L. WERLITZ (Hrsg.)Dissertatiunculae criticae. Festschrift
fur Gunther Christian HanserKonigshausen & Neumann, Wirzburg 1998, p. 433%ubb
Psellus, as a “historic landmark”, see TATAKIS 19dp. 197, 209.

19 About the Christian character of Psellus, see wtbdel CAMPO ECHEVARRIA La
teoria platonica de la ideas en Bizancio (ss. \-Rhncipios, desarrollos e inversion final
de la ontologia clasicaPhD thesis submitted at the Complutense UniveisitMadrid,
Madrid, 2010, p. 447, footnote 10. Unfortunatelgould not have access to the edition of
the above thesis: Alberto del Campo Echevalré teoria platonica de las ldeas en
Bizancio (siglos 1X-Xl) Consejo Superior de Investigaciones Cientifiddadrid,
2012.
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theologian Nicetas Stethatos {1d)* Indeed, one of the general features which
must be taken into account as a historical andidattontribution of Psellus is
his sense of scientific responsibility, which hetihas Greek completés.

2. Psellus’ preference for Neoplatonism

Psellus’ overall philosophical program constitiaesappreciation of the more
direct and objective Neoplatonism, than the onei®s®ionysius, Maximus the
Confessor and John Damascene, as also PhilopoduStephen of Alexandria
hqve adopted® Psellus also goes beyond the attitude that tmeinddiate
predecessors had adopted in relation to philosdphgn the one hand, Photius
had restored the habit of writing Neoplatonic comtages to the works of
Aristotle and if, on the other hand, Arethas hactigouted to that with a copy of
some Alexandrian commentaries, Psellus reinfotaegrend, as he was devoted
to comment not only the logical works of Aristotlayt also he does the same
with his Physica; and, what is even more imporfamin this point of view,
Psellus restores the habit of writing comments katoRic works, as the
platonic dialogue oTimaeus™ The fact that Aristotelian philosophy occupies a
prominent position in the exegetical treatises sé#llBs, especially in regard to
the examination of the soul and the theory of kmaolgk, in addition to
biological and physical issues, this shall not prévthe discovery of pamphlets
dedicated to analysis and exegesis of Platoniogbphyper se The titles of the
Psellus works devoted to this purpose are theviatig:>

a) Eic v woyoyovia tod I1dtwvog.

b) Elnynoic tic év @ Twaiew tod [TAdtwvos pabnuotikiic mepl woyiis
OIapemws Kal YEVETEWS .

C) Etépog mlatwvikiic diovoiog é&nynois dro Tyuaiov.

d) E&pyois telewtépo tod Aeiuuarog.

e) Eélnyois tic mlotwvikiic &v 1@ Daidpw dppelag TV Wwoydv Kol
oTpatelog TV Oedv.

f)  Iepi tadv idedwv, bc 6 IMdrawv Aéyer®.

' E LAURITZEN, “Psello discepolo di Stetatdyzantinisch&eitschrift101(2008), 715-725,
at 725

12 Tatakis 1949: p. 196.

3 Michael Psellus,Opuscula logica, Physica, allegorica, ali§ 3, 210-213; J. M.
DUFFY(2002), p. 11: EXvov 8¢ oo mdot toig Adyolg SwPePfrnuedo, dAA’ doo pev mepi
@Voemg eioedelapeda, Toig 08 mepl Thg VANG ¢ dyevvitov AdYolg ansimopley”.

4 Duffy 2002: p. 153.

13 Cfr. L. BENAKIS, Bulavaivé keiueva kor pelétar. Texts and Studies on Byzantine Philosophy,
Iapovoia, Abnva, 2002, p. 425, n. 1. For a complete list of Pséefihilosophical treatises, cfr.
Paul Moore (ed.)lter Psellianum. A Detailed Listing of Manuscrippusces for All Works
Attributed to Michael Psellos, Including a Compnasige Bibliography Pontifical Institute of
Mediaeval Studies, Toronto, 2005, pp. 233-340him above study of Moore (pp. 626-684), the
author cites a bibliographical appendix along i studies on Psellus in general.

18 . BENAKIS, “Muyanh Wehhobd, ITepi tév idedv, b ¢ ITidrwv Aéyer. Eicoyoyy, kproy
£Kkdoom, Kol veoeAnvikn petdppaon”, Pitocopia 5-6(1975-1976), 393-423. The same edition,
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g) Tiva tpomov o Idrwv oictau elooikilecor 10¢ Woyag T0ic TV GAGYWV
Cowv oouaot™

h) Tivoc yapwv tpuepij v woynv oi mepi I[latwva kol Apiototédnv
glpnxaoi 8

This activity of commenting and exegesis has maadii’d a promoter of the
study of ancient philosophy as a whole; he doesontt deal with Plato and
Aristotle, but also from the Presocratics to thepatonists, to Stoicism and the
Church Fathers. A program of such historical andopbphical dimensions,
which requires the foundations of a rationalistuate® could not be carried out
only with the accentuation of the pedagogical reatoir his treatises and the
consequent absence of systematic coherénce.

3. The philosophical treatises of Michael Psellus
From a philosophical point of view, tlieuvreof Psellus can be, considering

the format and style, divided into two groups. Tingt group is represented by
two hundred and one paragraphs which considdefomnifaria doctrinathe

with an appendix oAddenda et corrigendaart of L. BENAKIS, Muyoni YeAlod, Iepi tav
10e@v, dg 0 IDdrwv Aéyer. Eicaymyn, kpttikn £kdoor, kol veoeAAnvikn petaepacn”’, Bulavava
relueva rkou perétou. Texts and Studies on Byzantine Philosoplapovcio, Adva, 2002, 425-
461. The work was reeditéa Michaelis Pselli philosophica minor&diderunt J.M. DUFFY et
D.J. O'MEARA.Vol.ll. Opuscula psychologica, theologica, daemonologigdidit D. J.
O'MEARA, Teubner Verlagsgesellschaft, Leipzig, 198p. 111-115.

7 Ibidem, pp. 114-116.
'8 Ibidem, p. 107.

9To assess properly the rationalism of Psello®nigtdo we have to take into account the way
in which renews the interpretation of Neoplatonfsom its predecessors, but also that such a
positive assessment of this philosophical trendciithg a net opposing currents of mystical
theology represented by his contemporaries as Syrtte® New Theologian and Nicetas
Stethatos. Cfr. G. KAPRIEWRhilosophie in ByzanKodnigshausen & Neumann, 2005, p. 201,
B. TATAKIS, La philosophie byzantind’resses Universitaires de France, Paris, 194%89.

U. CRISCUOLO, “L'umanesimoMichele Psello. Epistola a Giovanni Xifilino. Sedan
edizione riveduta e ampliata a cura di Ugo Crisa@idHellenica et Byzantina Napolitana, 14)
Bibliopolis, Napoli, 1990, p. 33,35 and note 18vesattention to the fact that Psellus rejected
irrationalism, originated from Christian monasticscaticism or a certain decadent
Neoplatonism. D.J. O MEARA, “Aspects du travail ilpBophique de Michel Psellus
(Philosophica minora, vol. II)", C.-F. COLLATZ, DUMMER, J. KOLLESCH, M.-L.
WERLITZ (hrsg.), Dissertatiunculae criticae. Festschrift fur Gunth&@hristian Hansen
Konigshausen & Neumann, Wiirzburg, 1998, pp. 431-48%. 439 recognizes a rationalist
attitude in the rejection of popular superstitions.

20 On the non-systematic character of Psellos, @DSKALSKY 1977, p. 112, affirms Plato
as a promoter and therefore denies both his olityinand his systematic character. D.
JENKINS, “Psellos’ Conceptual Precision”, C. BARBER D. JENKINS(eds.)Reading
Michael PsellosBrill, Leiden-Boston, 2006, p. 133, repeats tpaion of Podskalksy; in any
case, P. ATHANASSIADI, “Byzantine Commentators & {Chaldean Oracles: Psellos and
Plethon”, in K. IERODIAKONOU(ed.)Byzantine Philosophy and its Ancient Sour€&gord
University Press, Oxford, 2002, pp. 237-252, aP46, recognizes a pretense of system in
Psellus’ interpretation ddracula Chaldaica
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second group, much larger, consists of tracts ehatgr length and greater
thematic autonomy, than the treatise mentionedeabov

4. Deomnifaria doctrina

The De omnifaria doctrinais, overall, a very rich work, from the
philosophical point of view. Having being dedicatedhe emperor Michael VI
Dukas (1071-1078), who, as noted above, was a pf@igfisellus, we do find
within the work several interpellations to him. $lg an aspect that gives to the
work the pedagogical nature of a deferred dialogoeaplementary to that is
implied in the form ofpotamokpiceic of Psellus' philosophical treatisgsat the
same time the Byzantine philosopher allows to neade lightly, densely and
concisely the amount of knowledge on different satsj reflected in the work.

The various paragraphs are arranged thematicallhenfollowing order:
Theology (881-20), Psychology (88 21-61), Ethic$ 62-81), Metaphysics (88
82-107), Biology (88 108-119), Astronomy (88120-J,500smology (88 151-
162), Geophysics (88 163-193), again Psychologyl@8197), a second group
of treatises on Metaphysics (88 198-201) and tapgendices on Theology and
Metaphysics, among which one is of utmost impoeatwc us about how the
author, on the one hand, accepts and, on the b#ret, criticizes the Platonic
theory of Ideas.

The variety of topics and the art of synthesis emdcision with which it is
presented to us make us assume that we are deating work of encyclopedic
character, an epitome or a manual of the most ir@pbphysical, biological,
metaphysical and theological issues that evenjvatdtd man should know.
Psellus follows closely John Damascene and Maxirtings Confessor, in
Theology?® and several authors of Middle Platonism and Neopism, in
Cosmology, Psychology, and Metaphysics, among wheamshould mention
Aetius, Plutarch, Plotinus, Proclus and Pseudo-g@imis the Areopagit€.
Among them Proclus occupies a prominent place,opbfiher especially

LY. PAPADOYANNAKIS, “Instruction by Question and Awer: The Case of Late Antique
and Byzantine Erotapokriseis” in: S. FRITZGERALDRI(jeGreek Literature in Late Antiquity.
Dynamism, Didacticism, ClassicisiAshgate, Aldershot-Burlington, 2006, pp. 91-18699-
100.

2 Cfr. L. G. WESTERINK (ed.)Michael Psellus. De omnifaria doctrina. Critical fteand
IntroductionCentrale Drukkerij, Nijmegen 1948, pp. 2-4, whére éditor cites the variant titles
of the manuscript tradition.

2 CRISCUOLO 1990, p. 34 has emphasized, moreover,sttong dependence Psellus
maintains with respect to John Damascene, whajditien to Logic, has played a key role in

guiding the confession of faith of 1054 -year of @Breat Schism between the Catholic and
Orthodox Churches, after the allegations of Patii&erularius. According to the author, the
importance of John Damascene in the work of MicHastllus is even higher than that

recognizes to Basil of Caesarea or to Gregory Naeiaus.

24 E.g. Psellus uses John Damascenefaasaunicusn 88 2-5; he follows with Maximus the
Confessor in § 6. The presence of Neoplatonic asiisa@onstant throughout the whole treatise,
although Psychology takes precedence, i.e. in 88121
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nominated by Psellus, who sometimes “uses” him angle source in the
writing of a single treatise. Moreover, the abseoiceeferences to Neoplatonic
authors of the Alexandrian school casts furthersée into the absence of
reference to the universal triple Alexandrian afasgion.

Although Psellus depends on the scientific tradjtioe. philosophy and
theology, of both Classical and Late Antiquity, tbe omnifaria doctrina
constitutes an original work, once we estimate ft@mh the historical point of
view of the scientific and philosophical thoughmce, retreating in time, we find
no theoretical synthesis of such magnitude intamthesreof the philosophically
respectable John Damascene. A second feature lkghvame can speak of
originality in De omnifaria doctrinas how to address the content: the Byzantine
polygraph scientifically demonstrates a solvent anecise knowledge in his
understanding of that. Psellus compares with wit ease the different views
that several authors of Classical or Late Antiqiigve on the same subject,
boasting of his own criteria at making personaguént to the worldview of
Orthodox Christianity>

The attitude that explains the interest of Pseduthematizing a matter, or
indicating the different solutions that have beeoppsed, leaving a margin of
freedom to the reader that he choose which, ioision, could be closer to the
truth, or simply to be informed of a culture thabsld not be ignored on pain of
falling irresponsibly in the pit of ignorance. Manf/the issues addressed in the
first instance from the solutions proposed by Phkatd Aristotle, philosophers
that Psellus values as the two greatest philosefehe Hellenic culture, using
several expressions: ol* 6¢ tedemdtepol TAOV QLA0CcOQOV, TIAdtov kol
Aptototéhng”.?® Accordingly, it can be said that these philosoplee the two
main pillars of theDe omnifaria doctrina.However, in no way can be said,
therefore, that there is dogmatism. On the contrBsellos exerts an acute,
deliberate and forceful criticism on the conterthowas a Christian thinker, can

?® In the De omnifaria doctrinaPsellus is referred to Christianity repeatedlym8times, he is
referred to his doctrine with the expressiaudmuac’, as in § 156,1, or in § 157,1o0te
ayévvntog mop' MUiv 6 koopog doEaletar obte dpbaptoc”’. Sometimes, he uses other other
expressions: donep yop Muelg ol 1@ amoctolk® Ady®”. In the comparison of pagan and
Christian authors, who are represented in the ch&oclus and Pseudo-Dionysius, he does
make clear his preference for the version of tleegssional reditus of the Divine beings of the
last author mentioned above, cfr. § 101, 9-kbdto 6¢ 10 PLAOGOPTUA KOL O PLAOGOPOG
[IpdéKhog év toig kepalaiolg antod TiBNol Kol S1evKPIvVel, Kol PO TovTOL O Apeomayitng
Aoviciog cagpéotepov Tovtov dlokpipoi’. Other times again, he is referred to the Hellerse
49, 7-8: “EAAnveg 6¢ motkihmtepov epi TovToL dekiooty”.

28 For the evaluation of Plato and Aristotle, &e omnifaria doctrinag 156, 1-2. Compare this
evaluation of with that of Proclus, in which thezZ&pntine polymath is referred to him as the
great Hellenic philosopher: Michael PSELLUS, Theata | § 22, 38-39, ed. P. GAUTIER
(1989): ‘o1 toivuv BeodoyikdTotor Tdv EAMvaev, dv &1 Ipdkhog kotd v Eunv yiipov T
kepdionov”; ldem, Historia syntomosed. W. J., AERTS (1990), 8 5216xhog 6 péyog fivoet
@INOGOPOG, OV £Y® petd ye ITAdtwva Tidnw”.
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not toleraté” Therefore,De omnifaria doctrinarepresents a proof that, after
theological systematization efforts of John of Daoues, following the troubles
of Photius to recover the cultural awareness dhallGreek literary tradition and
following the progress of Aretas, both in transimgtPlatonic and Neo-Platonic
philosophy, as well as in the recovery of the gesfrecommentary on the
Aristotelian logic, Byzantine culture lives withdlsis a renaissance and even a
fullness in regards to skill in the use of concegtd the learning of science in a
broad sense and philosophy in particular.

5. Conclusion

To sum up, the writing of thBe omnifaria doctrinais, by itself, a sufficient
fact to speak of a vigorous flourishing of sciefeeByzantine culture of 1
century, that, by making the holistic and systecnadinception, has no precedent
comparable before John Damascene and that unliké dppens with other
Psellus' pamphlets; one should share the imperdonal of treatises such as
Institutio elementarisDialecticaandExpositio fideiand gets more expositional
clarity than that which characterizes these tresifsin particular, philosophy
meets in this philosophical treatise of Psellustsllelevant content, expressed
concisely and accurately, and it is presented wilystematic organization and
discipline that makes each part acquire its sigaifce in relation to the place
that occupies in the whole.

* * %
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