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Summary: Proclus’ “Elements of Theology” and Ioane Petritsi’s
“Commentaries” were translated from the Georgian into Armenian in 1248
by a Chalcedonite monk Simeon Pghinhanketsi, flourishing in South
Georgia. Doubts have been voiced in Armenian scholarship on the Georgian
provenance of the Armenian translation. Textological-philological study of
the Georgian and Armenian texts demonstrates indisputably that the
Armenian text was translated from the Georgian. Bearing in mind a whole
number of factual data, the Armenian translation is of major significance for
the study of the Georgian text of Proclus “Elements” and Petritsi’s
“Commentaries”.
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In the extensive specialist literature on Proclus’ “Elements of
Theology” and Ioane Petritsi’'s “Commentaries” studies of the
Armenian translation are assigned a very modest space. In Georgian
scholarship I. Abuladze made their review in the form of preliminary
essays (1.17-28; 2. 29-40). The interests of Armenian researchers
proved to be limited to the provenance and authorship of the
Armenian translation (4:11, 667-668; 21, 122: 22, 151-152; 23, 99-
100; 24, 148). Here ends the history of research into the history of
the Armenian translation. Now, the Armenian translation is
indisputably of considerable value in the research into both Proclus’
“Elements” and Petritsi’s “Commentaries”. It is also of major
significance and value in the study of the Georgian original of the
works of Proclus and Petritsi.

The texts of Proclus and Petritsi were translated from the
Georgian in 1248 by an Armenian Chalcedonite monk Simeon
Pghindzahanetsi, active in the Pghindzahank monastery, south

190



Georgia. This is the Simeon who had translated from the Georgian
for Armenian Diophysitic circles other works as well, such as John of
Damascus’s “Dialectics” and “Expositio Fidei” (14), the Petre Gelateli
version of “Clemachus” by John of Sinai, several works from Arsen
of Iqalto “Dogmaticon” (2, 29-40). N. Akinian ascribes to him the
translation of Greek “Hymns” and “Kartlis Tskhovreba” (4, 1-8).

In the 17th cent. Pghindzahanetsi’s translation of Proclus’
“Elements” had an interesting fate. The bishop, Simeon Jughaetsi
used the unaltered text of Proclus’ “Elements” translated by Simeon
Pghindzahanetsi, substituting, however, his own commentaries for
those of Ioane Petritsi. Simeon Jughaetsi follows rather Aristotle’s
“Organon”, though quotations are made also from Dionysius the
Areopagite, Philo of Alexandria, as well as Christian Church Fathers
(23, 99-100). In the Foreword of Jughaetsi to his commentaries he
notes the considerable value of Proclus’ work, expressing his surprise
at the old Armenian translators having failed to translate this work
of Proclus. He assumes that there may have existed an old
Armenian translation which was lost.

In Jughaetsi’s view, it is also possible that old Armenian

translators were aware of the links of Proclus’ work with Porphyry’s
“Introduction” and Aristotle’s “Categories” and “Metaphysics” and as
the latter was translated into Armenian, they did not deem it
necessary to translate the “Elements”. Jughaetsi gives the reason for
the renewed commentaries. According to him, it is difficult to
understand ~ Proclus’ text by Pghindzahanetsi’s translation
(Matenadaran Ne 8, 150r).
In the same 17* cent. another Armenian writer, Simeon Erevanetsi
again took up Simeon Pghindzahanetsi’s translation of Proclus’
work, supplying it with his own comments. Simeon Erevanetsi in
his turn chides the commentaries by Jughaetsi. In his words, much is
altered in Jughaetsi’s translation and the meaning is often distorted
(Materadaran Ne 1837, 108r).

The story of the Armenian translations of the “Elements” and
the “Commentaries” by Simeon Jughaetsi and Simeon Erevanetsi
did not end here. Proclus’ text from the Armenian translation by
Simeon Pghindzahanetsi was translated anew in 1757 on the
initiative of Ioane Jambakur-Orbeliani and with the help of others
(National Centre of Manuscripts, A 74, §192). It transpires that
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Jambakur-Orbeliani  had perfect knowledge of the existence of
Petritsi’s translation and commentaries. But he notes apologetically
that Petritsi’s translation was hard to understand. The scholarly and
literary correlation between loane Petritsi’s translation and the
“New Elements” of Jambakur-Orbeliani is appraised well by Anton
Bagrationi, the Catholicos.

The Armenian manuscripts of Proclus’ “Elements” and
Petritsi’s “Commentaries”, translated by Simeon Pghindzahanetsi,
are provided with the translator’s colophon: “This book, which is
the “Elements” and chapter of the theology of the Platonic
philosopher Proclus Diadochus, by Symeon the unworthy
hieromonk from the Georgian language into the Armenian
language, in the country of Armenia, in the monastery of Georgians,
called Pghindzahank, from the Creation 6756 [1248]. I implore, you,
brethren, I translated this with great labor in the first place, I was
not worthy of such service because I was burdened with sins; and
in the second, because I was very old and enfeebled in eyesight,
mind and power - 60 years of age.

That which is the mother of theology, was not translated into
our language. First Moses studied this book and arranged his
theology according to it, [also] Dionysius the Areopagite and
Hierotheos borrowed [wrote] their writings entirely from it,
Gregory the Theologian enunciated his theology through it. All
new [writers] derived their theology from this work. This is the
basis and root or mother of all. From it they received completeness.
But they are small sections, hence 1 translated them so that our
people not be deprived of it. Now I entreat you whoever either
corrects or copies it, mention me in your prayer and include my
additions to this work, and do not leave out anything (Matenadaran
MSS  Ne 1500, 1121; Ne 1832, 309).

This colophon is well known in the scholarly literature (1, 17-
28;2,29-40; 11, 667-668; 22, 151-152; 23, 99-100; 24, 148).

Notwithstanding the report of the colophon on the old
Armenian translation having been made from the Georgian - and this
report is repeated by Simeon Jughaetsi and Simeon Erevanetsi -
certain doubts have been expressed in modern scholarly literature
regarding the Georgian provenance of the Armenian text. The
Armenist F. Conybeare was the first to doubt its Georgian
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provenance. Of Armenian researchers some shared Conybeare’s
view according to which there existed an old Armenian translation
of Proclus’ “Elements of Theology”, from which the Georgian
translation was made and later, the text was translated anew from
this Georgian original (23, 42-45). In order to argue their view, the
Armenian scholars rely on the following data: 1. There is no old copy
containing a Georgian translation that could have served as the
source of the Armenian translation. 2. In the Armenian translation,
on the one hand, the influence of the Greek language is evidenced,
and on the other, such word-formations occur in it that are unusual
for the Hellenophilic translations (21 99-100). The former argument
was removed after an old Georgian Manuscript H 1337 (13th cent.)
became available to researchers. As to the latter argument, textual
study has shown that the Grecisms found in the Armenian text
proved to have entered it via the Georgian. It is significant that all
Greek words occur in Armenian only where this Greek word
appears in the relevant context in Georgian too. Not a single
example was found of a Greek word to be in the Armenian text and
lacking in the Georgian . This fact is obviously symptomatic.
Various principles of transferring of a Greek word from Georgian
and Armenian are in evidence: 1. A Greek word, similarly to the
Georgian text is found untranslated in the Armenian text too:
EMeamitevos - ganga@gdugbo 145,10 - kjkwwnnwighpu 451,1; 2. The
meaning of a Greek word is translated: mopoog — 33GLma 102,26 -
jodwpniphil 286,13. expayelov - g3dspome 78, 8 — Ykpuupwl
212; 3. A Greek word is omitted in the Armenian, 4. A Greek
word is translated in a different  meaning drastrjrioc —
©@mLGHoMmosa 106,24 — whdtwlwh 299,14; 5. A Greek word is
transferred into the Armenian through a calque of Georgian
derivation Lgg®obbo 125,14 - puwn tiphup 361,2.

The presence of Grecisms in the Armenian text via the
Georgian original is confirmed by such facts when lexical forms in
the Armenian text (In V. Tashian’s words “curious lexical units”),
occasionally the construction of a sentence, word-derivation affixes
are formed through Georgian calque which often determines the
artificial ~ forms of the Armenian translation. bgyE3se
Ladsmodsyogme 176, 22 — mbumphil uwdwphdwwnhlngh 592,3.
»bgd0fagbyergdee” — h kpwy hwuwlik) 260, 4. ,golgs®o” 16,19
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—wnunonl nmnh kplihg 164,12, Artificial forms, obtained thanks
to a word for word translation, are often corrected in a later
Armenian copy according to the terminology of the Armenian
philosophical language ( Matenadaran Ne 1832)

Grecisms, abundantly evidenced in the Georgian texts of
Proclus and Petritsi are a clear manifestation of Petritsi’s style.
Grecisms have entered the Armenian translation in the same form.
The evidence of the colophon of the translator Simeon
Pghindzahanetsi to the effect that his translation was made from the
Georgian is confirmed without any doubt. The translation calques
found in the Armenian translation and textual slips of the pen point
to the primacy of the Georgian text.

Two points should be noted: one that Simeon
Pghindzahanetsi’s translation is almost synchronous with the
Georgian original and hence free from the possible intervention of
later period copyist-editors, and the second that Armenian is a word
for word translation from the Georgian - unequivocally point to the
primary role Pghindzahanetsi's translation can play in the
restoration of the archetype of the Georgian original and its
correction and specification.

Naturally enough, the original make-up of the Georgian text is
preserved in the Armenian translation - if not systematically, at least
frequently. All types of deviations from the Georgian text should be
taken into account, the additions and omissions found in the
Armenian translation, different readings. Of course not all of them
will be due to the Georgian text. On many occasions the Armenian
translator’s literary initiative should be taken into account. But each
concrete case calls for special study.

Juxtaposition of the Georgian and Armenian texts points to
the crucial significance of the Armenian translation for the
establishment of the Georgian critical text.

In the first place such passages should be noted that appear too
involved and vague in the Georgian text. Their comprehension is
facilitated with the aid of the Armenian translation. The change of
the sentence structure in the Armenian translation, replacement of
syntagmas in many passages simplify comprehension.

There are cases when this or that context in the Georgian text
seems obviously erroneous, while it is given correctly in the
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Armenian text. This imprecision is probably due to the
orthographically imprecise reading by the copyists of the Georgian
manuscript. For example, chapter 32 of Petritsi’s commentaries
begins thus: "L533M39OE ©d S©Y3BIYo©  FIEAMINS
30639ems 8085600 GHOHR0swYOsLy  lEIdgE oom®ods s
Lma@a@®o”. Tt refers to the gradational cycle in the metaphysical
chain of beings, when thanks to emanation (proodos) and return
(epistrophe), the subsequent beings aspire to the supreme. The
striving of all beings to the supreme is due to love (the well-known
Neoplatonic philosophy of love, in which love governs the system of
beings - love bringing the world into a single whole).

In the quoted context the Armenian translation reads:
Juywljgmphitt b kpwpkpmiphit  jknungt  wpughtiub
quinthniphi nikl (227,16). As  an equivalent of  Georgian
"bo33M39@0” the Armenian text has “Juujwljgniphili” meaning
“union”, “to be tied”. Appropriate to the semantic meaning of the
context is obviously the Armenian “Yuiuyuljgniphil” (“to be tied”)
bound , for love is the binder and lifter of everything to the Highest
One. Conclusion: The Georgian original too must have had
"bag@ggeeo”  rather than “Ls3zG3garo”, as it is in the extant
Georgian manuscripts. The confusion of "bs3zMggwo” with
"bogMggaero”  occurred as a result of erroneous decoding of the
abbreviation in the Georgian manusicripts. The Armenian translation
enables to correct the erroneous reading.

One passage (ch. 152) speaks of two kinds of power:
limitless maternal power, and the first limit - paternal power. These
two powers create everything down to the last step “and in
whatsoever possesses power and energy, those two Powers are
present and they are stretched towards them, even down to the fields
and tides” (177, 16). The use of “fields” and “tides” in parallel is
unexpected, for it follows that the two powers are present
everywhere down to “fields and tides”. The relevant context of the
Armenian translation introduces clarity into the vagueness of the
Georgian. The Armenian reads: jupwdqkl.. Uhush gpnjuu U
puwiphliu 595,11. At the place of the Georgian "g3gg3sms” (movement)
the Armenian has pwphlu or  “jgsms”. It is obvious that the
Armenian puiphliu ("dgs00”)  fits the context precisely: the two
powers are present everywhere down to fields and stones.  The
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confusion again appears to have taken place on the ground of spelling
"dgsms” was probably encoded in the Georgian text, which was read
by the copyist as  "g3g3oms”. nuskhuri -3 and -3 resemble each
other and they may be easily confused when encoded.

In one place (chapter 55 of the commentaries) discussion
concerns division and unification: “in the Eternity the ideas are
individualized and so are the properties of numbers in the One; and
they are neither mixed nor mingled, but they are in a unitary way,
and [those] which are not united are divided” (122, 4-6). The
following is the idea: the entity, which is individualized, i.e.
distinguished, is neither merged nor mixed with others, but is in a
unitary way. The last phrase “and [those] which are not united are
divided” causes misunderstanding, which is clarified through the
Armenian translation. Unlike the Georgian, the Armenian
translation has more words: “quul qh dptnkl U vhwinpbuyb”
“for the unitary and united”. Taking into account this addition, the
context acquires the following meaning: “neither mingled nor mixed,
but unitary, and neither united, for ‘unitary’ and ‘united’ are
different [things]”, i.e. in the Georgian MSS a phrase is missing
between two "gMmyd®03” (single) words. This lacuna can be filled
through the Armenian translation.

In one passage (45, 3-4) a phrase is missing in the Georgian

text of Proclus’ “Elements”(ch. 69). In the edition the place of the
lacuna is marked by dots. In the Armenian translation (394, 1-5) the
phrase missing in Georgian is attested. Thus, the Georgian text can
be filled through the Armenian translation.
Special note should be taken of the peculiarity of the Armenian
translation when the Armenian text has phrases that are not in the
Georgian original but are found in the Greek original (10, 50, 15;
116,18-20).

The listed examples demonstrate the role and significance of
the Armenian translation in the study of the Georgian text of
Proclus’ “Elemenets” and Petritsi’s “Commentaries”.

Apart from translation-stylistic characteristics, indicated
above, the Armenian translation claims attention structurally as
well. Consideration of the structure of the Armenian translation
allows the introduction of certain corrections in some views found in
the literature. At the present stage of research some evidence lacks
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the force of solid argument, but it stands in need of study, with
noteworthy prospects of further research. After all, what is the
character of the Armenian translation from the structural point of
view?

1. In the first place, similarly to the Georgian text, the
Armenian too comprises 211 chapters. Proclus’ “Elements” and
Petritsi’s “Commentaries” are presented in the same form in the
Armenian text as in the Georgian, i.e. in the form of keimena and
scholia. Proclus’ text and Petritsi’s “commentaries” are numbered
using letters from 1 to 211 inclusive; Proclus’ text has only the
number, while Petritsi has the number and abbreviation 5 -
|nwdUniip  commentary. Both, Proclus’ text and Petritsi’s
“Commentaries” are prefaced with an abbreviation pli (pliwghpp)
original”.

2. Unlike the Georgian, in the Armenian translation
commentaries are found that differ from those of Petritsi. These are
separated from the text by the Jlj abbreviation (“Ukluniphiti”)
“Commentary”. The latter are much fewer than Petritsi’s
commentaries. It is noteworthy that these commentaries (UY) in
some cases accompany Proclus’ text, but in the majority of cases they
are inserted in Petritsi’s commentaries.

In terms of content, the Armenian commentaries are largely
of theological character (the Holy Trinity, the angels, Eden, etc).
However, some carry Neoplatonic philosophical views. I shall quote
a couple of examples by way of illustration.

Chapter 50 of Proclus’ “Elements” deals with the
understanding of different meanings in two Greek words for time
“chronos” (that can denote Platonic understanding of time as image
of eternity) and “kairos” — a simple time, as a measure of movement,
that can be only a part of the chronos-time, but in no way identical
to it. The Armenian translation contains the following commentary:
“Gregory the Theologian begins his discourse which says that “God
was and is and will be eternally” [8,11,23]. His entire theology is the
same. Also the entire sense of Dionosi’s words and other theologians
is taken from these books and you will know the truth if you study
diligently”.

Further, in chapter 50, but now in Petritsi’s commentary, in
which it is explained that xapoc is part of xpovoc, the following
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commentary is inserted in the Armenian translati>n: “From this
point onwards, he starts division and definition of God and the
Everlasting - as Eternal, whereas the creatures as temporal. With
reference of this my bright Paul says: “Who was, and =ternally is and
will be”; and all the newer ones, who have learned from those books
theologized [in the same way], for in fact, those bocks are entirely
expressing theology, for all of them are from God and from divinized
souls”.

In content both commentaries are close to each other. The
linking of the wisdom of Gregory the Theologian ard of Dionysius
with Proclus’ book, about which the anonymous author of the
commentaries speaks, resembles very much a note found in Georgian
manuscripts containing Petritsi’s Commentaries, which also deals
with the link of the theology of Dionysius and Gregory to Proclus’
teaching (National Centre of MSS: H 1337, 3r). In content it is fairly
close to the colophon of Simeon, the Armenian translator. The
anonymous commentary on the “eternal” and “temporal” is inserted
elsewhere in the Armenian translation, namely, in chapter 55. In
Petritsi's commentary, where the argumentation of “likeness”
(BLgoglbols) and “unlikeness” (1BLyo3bmals) begins, the following
commentary is inserted: “See all this in this chapter: how thoroughly
he defines the eternal and everlasting God and the divine. Also time
and its parts those that are from the latter-temporal, deep research
and study of which is needed for scholars, for they are to be studied
by all means.” The quoted examples make clear the Neoplatonic
purpose of the commentaries.

To whom must these commentaries belong? Researchers have
expressed different views regarding the authenticity of the
anonymous author of the commentaries. In the opinion of N.
Akinian, the author of both insertions is the same person and he is
an 11th c¢. Georgian figure versed in Greek (3, 143). B. Sargisian
considers him to be the same Simeon Pghindzahanetsi (19, 122). It is
likely that the author of commentaries differing from the original
was, as believed by Sargisian, the translator himself - Simeon
Pghindzahanetsi. I concur with this view. The ground for this is
provided by two pieces of evidence: 1) The words of the translator’s
colophon: “I implore you, whoever may correct or copy it, mention
me in your prayer and add my few words and do not omit anything.”
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The translator asks from the future editors or copyist to copy his few
words too and not to omit them. It is thinkable that these few words
said by him are precisely the inserted commentaries in the Armenian
translation that differ from the Georgian. 2) Some phrases of the
anonymous commentaries coincide in content with the translator’s
colophon at the end of the manuscripts of the Armenian translation.
They have in common the view on the provenance of the teaching of
Dionysius, Gregory the Theologian and other new theologians from
this (i.e. Proclus’) book. This coincidence in content makes me
inclined to support Simeon Pghindzahanetsi. The commentaries may
possibly be the result of Simeon’s original thinking, or in the process
of translating and writing the colophon he may have used some
anonymous source.

3. Structurally, the Armenian translation differs from the
Georgian original by one more important fact. In the Georgian MSS
Proclus’ text with Petritsi’s Commentaries is prefaced by Petritsi’s
foreword and an epilogue at the end. The epilogue is absent in the
Armenian translation. The Armenian translation of 1248 has no
epilogue. This fact is noteworthy in connection with the views
expressed in the epilogue. Some researchers believe that the first part
of the so-called epilogue comprises fragments of commentaries on
the Psalms as a book prophesying the Trinity and from this
viewpoint it may be related to the basic theme - that of the Triad in
Proclus’ “Elements” (14, 168-183). The idea that the epilogue is not
related to Petritsi’s Commentaries was shared by other researchers
as well, but differing views were put forth on its essence and
composition (27, 113-126, 26, 121-139; 19). Several sources of the
anonymous texts of the epilogue of the commentaries have been
revealed (12; 13; 28). The absence of an epilogue in the Armenian
translation points directly to the fact that the text of the so-called
epilogue was not evidenced in the Georgian original in possession of
Simeon Pghindzahanetsi (let me repeat that the Georgian original is
almost contemporaneous or differs by a short span of time from the
archetype of Petritsi’s text).

4. A structural study of the Armenian translation allows
revision and some specification of the views on the number of
chapters of the Georgian original and their sequence. Along with
other factors, from this viewpoint too the Armenian serves as a kind
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of control for a definitive specification of the text of the Georgian
original. I have in mind cases when a certain doubt is expressed
regarding the authenticity of one or another chapter or context. As
an example I can name chapter 129 of the Georgian translation of
Proclus’ “Elements”, which begins thus “gmggwo ULmeo
©3OMY_MOZ0 s 93ds39dM030” (“All the divine and demonic
souls...”). This chapter has not been in any of the hitherto known
Greek manuscripts of this treatise, owing to which E.R.Dodds, its
English editor, has pronounced it not to be authentic. Recently, the
researchers L. Alexidze (5,41-47; 6, 47-53; 7, 139-151) and H.
Gunther (9, 18-25)) demonstrated the authenticity of this chapter. [
think, the Armenian translation should be given crucial importance
in the final solution of the problem. Chapter 129 of Proclus’
“Elements”, with the relevant chapter of Petritsi’s commentaries in
the Armenian translation is fully identical with the Georgian
original. In the Armenian translation it has the number &hp (<129)
&hp 15 (scommentary 129). The text of the Armenian translation
follows word for word the text of the Georgian translation. How
correct are some sections of this chapter in content and linguistically
is another matter. For example, o@mmse = hipnjuiging.  from npe¢
»00mmoa* is derived the plural form possessive noun ,,06mmsa* =
heroes”. In the Armenian we have a word of the same derivation
namely, a possessive pronoun=hipnjuging.  $gemgbgds =
huwgniphit (wisdom, intellect) // dwlwdniphil, odgmsgsbo =
pluniphil (of nature). Notwithstanding the inconsistencies, in the
Armenian translation, we have a structurally precise picture
analogues to the Georgian original.

5. The identicalness of the Georgian original and the
Armenian translation is proved by one short adscript as well. The
Georgian MSS of chapter 131 have a marginal ,bbm@omae
0503obmabio” (“Scholion of Iamblichus)“. In the oldest Georgian
MS H 1337 this note is inserted in the text. The situation is
analogous in the Armenian - there too, before the text, we find:
Lnwddnilp hundyhfiouh -“Commentaries of lamblichus®.

6. In discussing the relation of the Armenian translation to the
Georgian original we cannot bypass the fact of naming Amelachos as
the author of the commentaries in the Armenian translation. As is
known, in Georgian manuscripts Proclus’ “Elements” and Petritsi’s
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“Commentaries” have no title, neither is it evidenced in the H1337
MS. In the Armenian translation, however, a title is attested before
the “Commentaries” 3nukjwjuouh, hlwuwnwuhph kv hokwnnph,
Uptlwging tyhulnynup, Tniddnitp Npnlnh  Yhwnnjunuh
wlnuwtitghin) wunnuudwpwliniphwbg - Commentaries on the
theology of Proclus Diodochus by Amelachos, philosopher and
rhetorician, bishop of the Athenians.”

In the Armenian text, according to this title, Amelachos the
philosopher, bishop of the Athenians is proclaimed the author.
Amelachos is named for the second time in the cited text - where
Petritsi's Commentaries begin. In this passage in Armenian MSS we
read: Uukjwjuouh jnidunilip = “Commentaries of Amelachos.”

Who is Amelachos? Is this his name or nickname? According
to Armenian researchers, Amelachos is a Greek author. In B.
Sargisian’s view, the Georgian loane Petritsi may be implied under
this name (21). As far as I know, the name Amelachos is not attested
in the Armenian onomasticon. Apart from the texts of Proclus and
Petritsi, the name Amelachos is attested in other works of Armenian
literature as well. These are Aristotle’s “Categories” and “Peri
ermeneias” (MS 112 of the Mchitarist Society of Vienna). In
Armenian MSS Amelachos occurs in thirteen different forms,
pointing to the fact that Amelachos is a nickname rather than name.
It is a compound word, consisting of wuk) being late’ and Juou
‘speaker’. In my opinion, by its meaning, Amelachos, fully coincides
with the meaning of ‘Petritsi’ assigned to the word by Georgian
writers of the period of revival (Timote Gabashvili, loane
Batonishvili, Germane the priest-monk). In their opinion, “Petritsi”
means heavy, strict-looking. The etymology of Petritsi and
Amelachos — “heavy speaker” allows to consider them identical.
Because of its meaning we could think that Amelachos is a
translation of “Chimchimeli” (as is known, some Georgian
researchers identify Ioane Chimchimeli, known in Georgian
literature, with loane Petritsi (13, 26). In looking for the identity of
Amelachos, one must also ascertain what the reference to him as
“bishop of the Athenians” means.

The fact of pronouncing Amelachos as the author in the title
of the Armenian translation of Ioane Petritsi’s “Commentaries” is
not accounted for definitively, despite the attempts of Georgian and
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Armenian researchers. I believe this question stands in need of
further research and complex study along with other known, yet
hitherto unstudied works, in Georgian-Armenian-Byzantine literary
contacts. I have in mind the Armenian translations of Aristotle’s
“Commentaries” on the above-cited “Categories” and “Peri-
ermeneias” (in Armenian MS Ne 112 of the Mchitarist Society) the
same person - Amelachos - is named as their author. Conducting
research from this angle is not able as in much as, according to the
evidence of 18th century scholars, Ioane Petritsi translated and
commented the works of Aristotle just cited. Their translation has
not survived in Georgian MSS. They may have survived in the form
of an Armenian translation (20).

Thus, in the history of Georgian-Armenian literary contacts
the names of Petritsi and Amelachos have become intersected in
connection with the commentaries on the different works (Proclus’
“Elements”, Aristotle’s “Categories” and “Peri ermeneias”). I think
that along with Proclus, “Elements”, it is absolutely necessary to
study the Armenian texts of the works of Aristotle just cited, which
may shed some light on a highly important question: to prove, on the
basis of the Armenian translation the fact of Petritsi having
translated and commented Aristotle’s work, which will introduce
some novelty into the complex research into the establishment and
adaptation of Neo-Platonism and Aristotelianism in Eastern Christian
thought.
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