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MICHAEL PSELLOS’ THEOLOGICA 1.30
AND THE BYZANTINE INTERPRETATIONS
OF SCALA PARADISI XXVII/2.13
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ABSTRACT. The article? examines the exegesis of Michael Psellos on the most
mysterious of the “difficult places” of the Ladder by John of Sinai — Step XXVI1/2.13.
This interpretation is one of the so-called Theologica treatises (Theol. 1.30). It
differs significantly from the rest of the Byzantine explanations of this “difficult
place”. Michael Psellos decisively rejects the Christological interpretation of the
“vision” and the questions of St. John. He also develops the doctrine of the
accessibility to a human in present life of the vision of God in “symbols” and
“forms” only. Higher contemplations are linked to the degree of detachment of
the soul from the body. Unlike Michael Psellos, other interpreters, firstly, pay
more attention to the context in which the chapter of the Ladder in question is
located, secondly, they mostly prefer a Christological interpretation of St. John’s
questions to the unknown interlocutor, thirdly, they ask themselves who this
interlocutor was, an angel or Christ Himself. One of the anonymous Byzantine
commentaries convincingly defends the point of view according to which John
Climacus talked with Christ. This paper analyses all the extensive interpretations
of the difficult passage, and on the basis of the handwritten tradition, draws the
conclusion that the exegesis of Michael Psellos had much circulation in Byzantium
along with other conceptions of the mysterious chapter. In addition, there has
been noted the reception of Psellos’s interpretation in the first Slavic edition of
the Ladder in 1647. Appendices I and II contain the edition of the Greek text of
an anonymous Scholium and a fragment from the commentary by Elias of Crete
respectively.
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The writings of Michael Psellos, known as Theologica, are often viewed
as a kind of analogue to the famous Ambigua of St. Maximus Confessor: they often
deal with the same authors, and sometimes with the same texts by these
authors, as in Ambigua. At the same time, Michael Psellos is sometimes inclined
to give an interpretation of the respective sayings opposite to that which can be
found in Maximus the Confessor. Therefore, Theologica at times turns into Anti-
Ambigua.3 The tendency to give an interpretation that is fundamentally different
from the traditional can be seen elsewhere in Theologica, where there are considered
texts not analysed by St. Maximus.*

One such example is the exegesis of one of the chapters of the Ladder of
the Divine Ascent by St. John of Sinais (XXVII/2.13) adduced in Theologica 1.30
Gautier.6 Michael Psellos chooses perhaps the most difficult place in the whole
Ladder, the real crux desperationis of translators and commentators, according
to Fr. Luigi d’Ayala Valva.” Other Byzantine interpretations of this small chapter
have also survived, including those very widespread in the manuscript tradition
and reflected in printed publications, which will be discussed further in this
article.8 What distinguishes almost all of these interpretations, except that
suggested by Michael Psellos, is that they unanimously understand the questions
asked by the author to an unknown interlocutor as having Christological
significance, and only hesitate in identifying this interlocutor (as an angel or as
Christ Himself). Michael Psellos follows a completely different path, so it is of
interest to consider the place of his interpretation in the Byzantine (and post-
Byzantine) tradition of scholia to the Ladder. This will be done after a comparatively
brief survey of the text by Michael Psellos.

3 Basile Lourié, “Michel Psellos contre Maxime le Confesseur: I'origine de I’ « hérésie des physéthésites »”,
Scrinium 4 (2008): 206-207, cf. 207-208, n. 17.

4 cf. Frederick Lauritzen, “Psellos the Hesychast. A Neoplatonic reading of the Transfiguration on Mt.
Tabor (Theologica 1.11 Gautier)”, Byzantinoslavica LXX, no. 1-2 (2012): 175-176; Oleg Rodionov,
“Historical and Literary Context of Michael Psellos’ Theologica 59", Scrinium 4 (2008): 228-
234.

5 CPG 7852; John Chryssavgis, John Climacus: from the Egyptian Desert to the Sinaite Mountain
(London-New York: Routledge, 2019).

6 Michaelis Pselli Theologica |, ed. P. Gautier (Leipzig: Teubner, 1989): 122-126; CPG 7852, Scholia, (c); cf.
Frederick Lauritzen, “Psellos the Hesychast. A Neoplatonic reading of the Transfiguration on Mt.
Tabor (Theologica 1.11 Gautier)”, 173; Stratis Papaioannou, Michael Psellos: Rhetoric and
Authorship in Byzantium (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2013), 16, 17.

7 Giovanni Climaco, La Scala, traduzione e noti di Luigi d’Ayala Valva, Introduzione di John Chryssavgis
(Magnano: Edizioni Qigajon, 2005), 423, n. 16; cf. Jean Gouillard, “Un ravissement de Jean
Climaque: extase ou artifice didactique?”, in Byzantium. Tribute to Andreas N. Stratos, vol. II:
Theology and Philology (Athens, 1986), 445.

8 The unique article discussing in detail the different ways of interpretation of this chapter in
the Byzantine commentary tradition is: Jean Gouillard, “Un ravissement de Jean Climaque:
extase ou artifice didactique?”, 445-459.
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Before proceeding to the peculiarities of the exegesis of Michael Psellos,
we present the text of the chapter the interpretation of which will be discussed
below. Michael Psellos himself cites the chapter under interpretation in its whole,
and the text given by him has a number of minor differences from the one
widespread in the Byzantine manuscript tradition, as well as from the text of
printed editions (the discrepancies with Rader’s edition are given in the critical
apparatus by the editor of Theologica, Paul Gautier; below we shall indicate the
variant readings with another authoritative edition, as well as with the Byzantine
manuscripts of the commented Ladder available to us and used later in the
scholia analysis).%

Psell. Theol. 1.30.35-43 Gautier

Sigla

R — Rader, p. 414-415

S — Sophronios, p. 154

B — BSB 297 (XIII-XIV s.), f. 247v-248r
C — Coisl. 87 (XIVs.), f. 272v

‘MetepyOpevog’ @not ‘to péoov év Toig* péoolg yéyova, kal EQmTile* Supdvrar
kol {800 méAwv v év éxeivoig Tl pév Av mpod Thg Opatig avTR* pop@ig
S18aokely 0k NOVVATO" 0VSE Yap NPieTo 0 ApxwV*. THG §& VOV TEAE* NpWTWV
Aéyew* év to1g 18ioig pév, édeyev, GAN* ovk év touToLS. £yw 64" Tig 1) Sedlx
oTdolg kal kaBédpa éml tol altiov; ddVvatov €@n akofj puotaywyelobot
tabTa*. Tpog O 8¢ pot* 6 T6B0G lhke TPOGAYAYEIV* TH KAPE) EKEV® HPHOTWV*
oUmw Eppalev Tikew v Opav* §U EAdewdilv Tupog apbapoiag. Tadta eite oLV
T® xol 0UK 0180, £(8e TOVTOL Ywpig Aéyew elodmav ovk Exw’.10

9 See a similar collation: Jean Gouillard, “Un ravissement de Jean Climaque: extase ou artifice
didactique?”, 446.
10 Cf. authoritative English and French translations respectively:

a) John Climacus, The Ladder of Divine Ascent, transl. by Colm Luibheid and Norman Russell
(London: Paulist Press, 1982), 268: “I myself was occupied with the second of these tasks and
entered the intermediate stage. A light came to me as [ was thirsting and I ask there what the
Lord was before He took visible form. The angel could not tell me because he was not
permitted to do so. So, [ asked him: ‘In what state is He now?’ and the answer was that He was
in the state appropriate to Him, though not to us. ‘What is the nature of the standing and sitting
at the right hand of the Father?’ [ asked. ‘Such mysteries cannot be taken in by the human ear’,
he replied. Then I pleaded with him right then to bring me where my heart was longing to go,
but he said that the time was not yet ripe, since the fire of incorruption was not yet mighty
enough with me. And whether, during all this, [ was in the body or out of it, I cannot rightly
say (cf. 2 Cor. 12:2).”
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T0ig] om. R S || épwrtile] £@pwTige pe S C || avt®] év ante avt® add. R 6 dpywv
S Com. B || 0 dpxwv] om. S C || mére] vmapxet S C || pwTwv Afyewv] Aéyewv
£8e6unv S C || EAeyev aAN] Edeye kai S || Tabta] ante puotaywyeiodat trsp. S C
[| pot] pe R S C || mpooayayeiv] mpoodyaye S (cf. 'Ev GAA(oLg) Tpooayayelv in
marg. S) mpooaye simov C || RpdTwv] eimov S padsiv add. B om. C || Gpav]
éxelvnv add. C

Michael Psellos, as one can see, set down his commentary in response
to the requests of his disciples (which is generally typical for the texts included
in the Theologica), but he points out that it would be easier for him to teach
something that requires apodictic or dialectical research. Resorting to the division
of “all scripture, both divinely inspired and the rest of the external”, into
“didactic” (8t8axtikov) and “leading to perfection” (teAeotikov), Psellos points
out that only the former is perceived “by the ear”, while the latter requires
illumination (EAAapig) experienced by the mind.1! This latter kind of texts
Michael Psellos (with reference to Aristotle, frg. 15 Ross) calls puotnpi®ddeg,
comparable to what used to occur in the Eleusinian Mysteries. It is about
“imprinting” the mind with contemplation, which does not require “learning”,
but is perceived immediately.!2 Michael Psellos makes it clear that the text he is
going to interpret belongs precisely to the second type. Thus, what is meant is
an “ineffable vision” (&ppnTtog1 B£a), when the senses are insensible,13 and this
vision is likened to those awarded to the Apostle Paul (cf. 2 Cor. 12, 2-4), Moses,
the prophets Ezekiel and Isaiah.1#

Michael Psellos also includes John Climacus among such contemplators.1s
Psellos makes it clear that the place he is about to interpret is difficult for many
and has not yet been successfully resolved (6molov 61 kal ToUito TUYYXAVEL TO

b) Jean Gouillard, “Un ravissement de Jean Climaque: extase ou artifice didactique?”, 458-459:

“Je m’adonnais a ce-qui-est-au-milieu quand je me trouvai au-milieu-de-ces choses-du-milieu,
et il répandait la lumiere sur celui qui était altéré (d’elle). Et voici qu’'a nouveau j’étais parmi
ces-choses-la.
Ce qu’il était antérieurement a sa forme visible, de me 'apprendre il n’avait pas pouvoir, aussi
bien le Maitre ne le permettait pas.
Dans quel état se trouve-t-il a présent ? je le priai de me le dire. Dans les modalités qui sont
siennes, et non point dans celles-ci, fut sa réponse.
Moi, alors: Que signifient la station et la session a droite par rapport au Principe ? Impossible,
dit-il, d’étre initié a ces choses-la par l'ouie.
Je lui demandai alors de me porter a ce vers quoi me tirait mon amour. Il me répondit que
I’heure n’était pas encore venue, parce qu’il me manquait encore du feu de l'incorruption.
Cela, fut-ce uni a cette poussiére ? je ne sais. Fut-ce délivrer d’elle ? Je ne saurais du tout le dire.”

11 Psell. Theol. 1.30.6-11 Gautier.

12 Psell. Theol. 1.30.11-13 Gautier.

13 Psell. Theol. 1.30.19-20 Gautier.

14 Psell. Theol. 1.30.20-22 Gautier.

15 Psell. Theol. 1.30.22-27 Gautier.
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TAPA TTOAADV UEV dmopoVpevoy, undEémw 6¢& TuxOV Emikpioewc).16 It should be
noted that Michael Psellos makes a mysterious inaccuracy here: he says that
Theodoret of Cyrus “did not pay attention to this saying”, which, according to
the editor’s correct remark, is an obvious error.!? But what is the origin of this
error? It is possible that among the scholia to the Ladder available to Psellos,
there were also fragments of works by more ancient authors illustrating certain
thoughts of John of Sinai. There are indeed quite a few of such, e. g. by St. Basil
of Caesarea, Mark the Hermit and others; fragments of the works of Theodoret
could also be found among this kind of scholia.!8 [t is also possible however that
the mistake of Michael Psellos who attributed the interpretation of the respective
place of the Ladder to Theodoret of Cyrus, may be due to the perception of
Photios’s text!9 as belonging to Theodoret: after all, in Amphilochia it is framed
by the solutions of difficult passages retrieved from Theodoret!20

Let us now consider the actual interpretation of the chapter of the
Ladder. Michael Psellos pays no attention to the context in which the first words
of this chapter are said: “Passing the middle I ended up in the middle” (petepyopevog
TO péoov év Toig peoolg yéyova).2! This is quite typical for this author and
distinguishes him from Patriarch Photios who in his exegesis of the same place
of the Ladder (as elsewhere in his Amphilochia), on the contrary, is sensitive to
the context and correctly indicates that the “middle” in this chapter means the
third of the “deeds of hesychia” mentioned in the previous chapter, namely
“urgent prayer” (mpooguxt dokvog).22 This feature is also noted by other interpreters.23
Psellos, though, endeavours to connect this “middle” with the “average and
moderate” virtues (uéoa kai pétpla).24 He cites the division of virtues, originating
in Porphyry,2 into practical (or “civil”), contemplative, mental and exemplary
(TpaxTkai kol BewpnTikal Kol vogpal kal Topaderyportikai).26

Thus, according to Michael Psellos, John Climacus surpassed the practical
virtue and “purifying himself and moving away from the body” (dmo t00 cwpatog
KaBapdpevog kal toppw yvopevos), found himself at the middle level corresponding

16 Psell. Theol. 1.30.27-29 Gautier.

17 Psell. Theol. 1.30.29-30 Gautier.

18 E.g, Sancti patris nostri loannis Scholastici..., Opera omnia, ed. Matthaeus Rader (Paris, 1633), 428
(scholium 41).

19 Phot. Amphil. Qu. 273 Westerink; cf. Jean Gouillard, “Un ravissement de Jean Climaque: extase ou
artifice didactique?”, 454: Psellos “a certainement lu la dissertation photienne”.

20 Phot. Amphil. Qu. 249-272 and 274-281 Westerink.

21 Psell. Theol. 1.30.46 Gautier.

22 Phot. Amphil. Qu. 273.16-23 Westerink; cf. KAiuaé 10U 6ciov tatpog v Twdvvou, kabnyoupévou
700 Zwvaiov "Opoug, ed. Sophronios [Rhaidestinos] (Constantinople, 1883), 154 (Chapter 12).

23 (f, e.g: BSB 297, f. 246v; Coisl. 87, f. 273r (see Appendices I and Il below).

24 Psell. Theol. 1.30.46-49 Gautier.

25 Cf. Porph. Sent. 32.

26 Psell. Theol. 1.30.60-61 Gautier.
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to the contemplative and mental virtues. Therefore, the “average contemplations”
became available to him.27

Michael Psellos does not dwell in any detail on the question that worried
other commentators (albeit to varying degrees): who is that mysterious interlocutor
with whom St. John Climacus has his unusual dialogue?28 However, understanding
the “style” of the chapter’s narration as undoubtedly “dialogical” (®omep év
avtwpooiatg 1 tol ywpilov VeN), Psellos cannot say anything about the second
“person” of the dialogue.?? Since the contemplator is usually instructed in the
sacraments (puotaywyoloal) by “powers” (Suvapelg) — apparently angelic
beings —, in this case as well, according to Psellos, such a “power” is at work, to
which the questions are addressed.30

Addressing himself to the interpretation of the questions and especially
the answers to them of the mysterious power, Michael Psellos completely
abandons the Christological understanding thereof, so characteristic, as we shall
see, for other Byzantine commentators of the Ladder. As to the question what
He was like “before the visible form” (mtpo tfig 0patiig avTt® popiig), Psellos
understands it as referring to the possibility of seeing God without symbols and
appearances,3! seeing Him as He is.32 The “average visions” are treated by him
precisely as visions “in symbols and appearances” (év cupf36AoLg Tiol kat iveaipaat),33
similar to those contemplated by Ezekiel, for example. The numerous symbols
proper to the visions of this prophet (the “appearance of bezek,” chariot,
wheels...)3* are directly listed by Michael Psellos as referring to the “average
contemplations” with symbols and images.35 Like the other interpreters of the
Ladder, Psellos takes the story about John’s interlocutor being “unable” to
explain to him what he wanted to know, not as evidence of the former’s lack of
knowledge, but of the impossibility for the questioner to perceive the “intelligible”
without symbols — for lack of relevant capacities.36

In the same vein interprets Michael Psellos the subsequent questions of
John and the answers of the mysterious interlocutor. Everything the interpretation
said about before is not the “proper” appearance of God. For God does not dwell
in temples made with hands (cf. Act 7, 48) or “in impressions and shapes” (¢év

27 Psell. Theol. 1.30.65-68 Gautier.

28 (f. Jean Gouillard, “Un ravissement de Jean Climaque: extase ou artifice didactique?”, 455.
29 Psell. Theol. 1.30.44-45, 69-72 Gautier.

30 Psell. Theol. 1.30.72-75 Gautier.

31 Psell. Theol. 1.30.95 Gautier.

32 Psell. Theol. 1.30.88-89 Gautier.

33 Psell. Theol. 1.30.84 Gautier.

34 Cf. Ez. 1:4.14.16.

35 Psell. Theol. 1.30.84-88 Gautier.

36 Psell. Theol. 1.30.94-95 Gautier.
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Slrunwoeot TioLkal MAdopact).37 Accordingly, at the “middle level” He is contemplated
in “corporeal symbols” (cUppoAx ... cwpatika),3® which make the comprehension
of God easier to those who are not able to gaze at the truth directly and therefore
need a “mirror” and “riddle” (cf. 1 Cor. 13, 12).39 John asks to explain to him
what “standing and sitting at the right hand of the Cause” (¢mi toD aitiov), i.e.
God, means, but Psellos thinks it to be inaccessible to the “hearing” of the questioner,
because he has not yet grasped the mysterious meaning of “standing” and
“sitting” and their differences which are unattainable “even to the naked mind”
(T uN8€ YOV T v XwpnTd).40

Since the mysterious interlocutor, despite John's persistence, refused to
explain the above-mentioned mystery to him saying that “the time has not yet
come (to comprehend it) — due to the lack of incorruption fire (with the questioner)”,
Michael Psellos devotes the last part of his exegesis to the explanation what the
incorruption of the soul is — based on Plato.4! Quite predictably, he explains that
the depth of knowledge of God directly depends on how much the soul has freed
itself from “mixing” with the body, how far it has “moved away” from it. Only
with the utmost “liberation” of the soul from the bonds of the body, when its
subtle and “ethereal” nature is revealed, one becomes able to transcend the
“figures” and see God irrespective of shapes and impressions.*2

Concluding his interpretation of the chapter from the Ladder, Psellos
states that the solution of all the difficulties that it conceals requires a deeper
theological “learning”, but prefers to finish the word by indicating that the reason
for both the visions and their explanations are sik@opata — ‘conjectures’.*3

Thus, Michael Psellos gives an emphatically non-Christological interpretation
of Chapter 13 of the second part of Word 27 of the Ladder. The problem of the
“personality” of John Climacus’s interlocutor — is it an angel or Christ Himself?
— is not something Psellos is particularly concerned with, either. Both things
distinguish the interpretation of Psellos from most of the Byzantine interpretations
of the mentioned text known today.** Now is the time to consider other Byzantine
commentaries on this difficult passage.

37 Psell. Theol. 1.30.104-105 Gautier.

38 Psell. Theol. 1.30.101-103 Gautier.

39 Psell. Theol. 1.30.107-108 Gautier.

40 Psell. Theol. 1.30.109-119 Gautier.

41 Plat. Phaed. 66 b 5,67 a5,83 a7-8.

42 Psell. Theol. 1.30.120-146 Gautier.

43 Psell. Theol. 1.30.152-158 Gautier.

44 Cf. Jean Gouillard, “Un ravissement de Jean Climaque: extase ou artifice didactique?”, 449-450.
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The Ladder of St. John of Sinai is one of the few works of Byzantine
ecclesiastical literature, on which lengthy commentaries were composed.*5
There are two such commentaries which represent a consistent interpretation
of most of the chapters of the Ladder: one by Elias of Crete (12th century),*6 the
other by the famous Byzantine writer Nikephoros Kallistos Xanthopoulos (14t
century).*” Both use the commentaries of a fairly large number of authors of
previous centuries, but extremely rarely indicate where this or that interpretation
was taken from, and avoid mentioning names.*8 The numerous scholia*® usually
located on the margins of Byzantine manuscripts, on the contrary, often bear
the inscription of names. Before analysing the complex of texts that make up
the exegesis to the chapter under consideration in the commentary of Elias of
Crete (the corresponding explanations in that by Nikephoros Kallistos Xanthopoulos
are not of particular interest),50 let us turn to the scholia tradition. Firstly, among
the scholia to the Ladder, there are a number of interpretations by Patriarch
Photios,>! including a relatively detailed explanation of Chapter 13 of Step
XXVII/2. This commentary was published as early as 1892 by A. Papadopoulos-
Kerameus as composed by Photios.52

The latest edition of Photios’ Amphilochia has confirmed at least the
attribution of the interpretation of Chapter 13:53 it corresponds to the main
body of Treatise 273 from Amphilochia.>* This important text will be discussed
below. Secondly, it is apparently the anonymous scholium, later abbreviated in
the authoritative Greek edition of the Ladder by monk Sophronios, which became
the most widespread.>s (In Appendix I to this article, I present the edition of the

45 Fr. Maximos Constas, “Introduction”, in St. Maximos the Confessor, On Difficulties in Sacred Scripture:
The Responses to Thalassios, transl. by Fr. Maximos Constas (Washington: The Catholic University of
America Press, 2018), 53-54, n. 169.

46 CPG 7852, Scholia, (a).

47 CPG 7852, Scholia, (d); PLP no. 20826.

48 Theodora Antonopoulou, “The “Brief Exegesis of John Climacus’ Heavenly Ladder” by Nikephoros
Kallistos Xanthopoulos. Remarks on its Nature and Sources”, Jahrbuch der Osterreichischen
Byzantinistik 57 (2007): 152-153, 155-156.

49 Cf. CPG 7852, Scholia, (e), (f).

50 Theodora Antonopoulou, “The “Brief Exegesis of John Climacus’ Heavenly Ladder” by Nikephoros
Kallistos Xanthopoulos. Remarks on its Nature and Sources”, 161-166.

51 Cf. CPG 7852, Scholia, (b).

52 dwtiov tatpLdpxov ZyoAia €ic Tag mvevuatikag mAdkas Twodavvov tob tij¢ KAiuakog, cuAdeyévra €k
00 93 KWdLkog TV év Tepocoliuois yeipoypapwv Tijs povijs Tob Tiuiov Xtavpod tév IBrpwv, ed.
A. Papadopoulos-Kerameus, Pravoslavnyj Palestinskij Shornik 31, t. XI, issue 1 (1892): 21-24; cf. G.
Hofman, “Der hg. Johannes Klimax bei Photios,” Orientalia Christiana Periodica 7 (1941): 461-479.

53 dwTiov TaTPLApXOL ZYoAia €i¢ Ta¢ TVevuatikdas TAdkas Twdvvov Tod Tij¢ KAiuakog, 23.13-24.32.

54 Phot. Amphil. Qu. 273.17-55 Westerink.

55 KA{uaé tob 6ciov matpog uadv Twdavvov, kabnyouvpévou tod Lvaiov "Opoug, ed. Sophronios
[Rhaidestinos], 154-155, n. 2.
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Greek text based on the manuscript BSB 297 and reproduce in parallel the text
of Sophronios’s note.) This interpretation became popular most likely because
it demonstrates (in contrast to the explanation of Michael Psellos) attention to
the context, contains a direct identification of the mysterious interlocutor of the
author of the Ladder with an angel (later this interpretation would be reflected
in many interpretative translations into new languages including English and
Russian),5¢ as well as a strictly Christological interpretation of the questions
John asks in this chapter. E.g, the first question is interpreted quite unambiguously:
“What form did Christ have before oikonomia (i.e. before the Incarnation)?”
(Toiag o THg oikovopiag pop@fic v 6 Xptotdg).57 The angel’s refusal to give
an answer is explained not by the inaccessibility of the mystery for the questioner,
but by the fact that the former does not know the answer (to0to kai a0TOG
NyvoeL), since “the Deity is by essence unknown even to the angels themselves”
(H yap Be6tng ovoia @notv, kat avtolg dyyéAolg dyvwotog £0tiv).>8 However,
there is also an interpretation of the “prince” (G&pxwv) as a mind (vod¢)5° that,
until it has renounced the body, cannot look at the “naked visions” (yvpvoig
TpooPdAev Tolg Oewpnpactv), which partly resembles the reasoning of Psellos;60
however, the scholiast does not develop this matter further.

The second question is also presented in an unambiguous form: “How
does Christ exist now?” (&g viv 0 Xplotog Umdpyey). The answer in the commentator’s
interpretation is also unambiguous: he interprets the words “in what is His” (or
“proper [to Him]”, év toig i6iolg) as “in deity and humanity” (é¢v 06T TL Kol
avBpwtdotnTy), but devoid of the fluidity and corruptibility characteristic of
man now.6! And finally, the third question about “sitting and standing at the
right hand” is also understood as referring to specific New Testament expressions,52
and it is again about Christ. The lack of “incorruption fire” is interpreted as the
non-involvement (non-implication) of the questioner in “future incorruptibility”
(tfic ueArovong a@bapoiag): those who still wear flesh cannot see otherwise
than “by sight” (8t €{8oug) (2 Cor. 5:7) and “in a mirror dimly” (1 Cor. 13:12).63

Obviously, this scholium is one of the simplest and relatively consistent
explanations for a difficult passage. Let it be added that the scholium got much
circulation in the Slavic manuscript tradition and was transferred from there to

56 Cf. John Climacus, The Ladder of Divine Ascent, 54 (Introduction by Kallistos Ware) and 268.
57 BSB 297, f. 246v.

58 BSB 297, f. 246v - 247r.

59 Cf.]ean Gouillard, “Un ravissement de Jean Climaque: extase ou artifice didactique?”, 451-452.
60 Psell. Theol. 1.30.118-119, 133-144 Gautier.

61 BSB 297, f. 247v.

62 Lc.22:69; Act. 7:56.

63 BSB 297, f. 248r - 248v.
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the first edition of the Ladder in Church Slavonic (Moscow, 1647).64 The translation
of the scholium in this edition is broadly consistent with the Greek text published
below in Appendix I. The most complete collection of the Byzantine exegesis of
the Ladder XXVII/2.13 is contained in the commentary by Elias of Crete,
unfortunately not yet published.¢> [ have used the codex Coisl. 87 (14t century),
one of the most authoritative manuscripts containing this commentary.6¢ The
composition of the commentary on Chapter 13 is remarkable: it opens with the
scholium of Photios, the author of which is not named, though (all the texts in
this interpretation are anonymous). It is quoted almost in full, with the exception
of the beginning of the respective treatise from Amphilochia.6’ As noted above,
Photios is attentive to the context (as well as, indeed, the scholiast whose
interpretation has just been analysed), he rightly points out that the “middle” that
the narrator “went through” is undoubtedly the “urgent prayer” (from Chapter 12).68
However, the explanation proper is essentially an expanded retelling of the chapter
with explanations that are quite difficult to understand and allow, in turn, various
interpretations.

St. John is enlightened here by the very “fulfilment of the luminous vision,
and the enjoyment of it, and its contemplation” (¥} 100 ceAac@dpov Bedpatog
TANPWOLS Kol Tpu @ kal 0£a),6 while the interlocutor is called “the architect of
our unspeakable pleasure and contemplation” (6 TahTng NuUiv Tiig dmopprTOL
TPLEPTi§ Kal Bewplag dpyttéktwv).7? Nothing in Photios’s interpretation indicates
that he perceives the questions of St. John as referring to the state of Christ
before the Incarnation and after the Ascension. Rather, it is about a certain vision,
possibly symbolic,” the “Christological content” of which can only be assumed.?2
The refusal of the interlocutor to answer the questions is explained by the inability
of the questioner to perceive what is done by grace which made it possible to
contemplate, but the contemplation itself was above understanding;73 the lack
of “incorruption fire” is only stated but not explained.”4

64 Lestvica (Moscow, 1647), f. 249r - 250r.

65 Theodora Antonopoulou, “The “Brief Exegesis of John Climacus’ Heavenly Ladder” by Nikephoros
Kallistos Xanthopoulos. Remarks on its Nature and Sources”, 155-156.

66 Theodora Antonopoulou, “The “Brief Exegesis of John Climacus’ Heavenly Ladder” by Nikephoros
Kallistos Xanthopoulos. Remarks on its Nature and Sources”, 157.

67 Phot. Amphil. Qu. 273.16-55 Westerink.

68 Phot. Amphil. Qu. 273.16-23 Westerink.

69 Phot. Amphil. Qu. 273.24-25 Westerink.

70 Phot. Amphil. Qu. 273.31-32 Westerink; cf. Jean Gouillard, “Un ravissement de Jean Climaque:
extase ou artifice didactique?”, 45o.

71 Cf. Phot. Amphil. Qu. 273.35-36 Westerink.

72 Cf, however, Phot. Amphil. Qu. 273.33-34 Westerink.

73 Phot. Amphil. Qu. 273.29-31 Westerink.

74 Phot. Amphil. Qu. 273.48-49 Westerink.
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The text which follows the interpretation of Photios in the commentary
of Elias of Crete (Coisl. 87, f. 273r - 274r; see the edition based on this manuscript
in Appendix II), unfortunately could not be attributed. In general, this interpretation
goes in line with what was considered above as the most common (see also
Appendix I), however, it also has a number of significant differences. The most
important thing is that the unknown scholiast flatly refuses to consider the
mysterious interlocutor of St. John in Chapter 13 as an angel.’> In his opinion
(reinforced with a reference to John Chrysostom),?6 what the dialogue is about
in this chapter concerns the uncreated divine nature, and seeing and knowing
something is possible only when being of the same nature.”’” From this it is
concluded that St. John of the Ladder was enlightened by the Only Begotten
Logos (f. 273v).78 His refusal to answer the first question of John is explained,
as in Psellos, by the feebleness of the questioner and not by the lack of divine
power in the instructor.”® The questions themselves are unambiguously interpreted
as relating to the state of Christ before the Incarnation (“What was God-Man

Logos before the human form?” — Ti v pd Tfig ToD &vOpwTMOL popPiig O
OeavBpwmog Adyog)80 and after the Ascension (“How does He now abide after
the Resurrection and Ascension into Heaven?” — mt&®¢ vOv UTIAPXEL LETX TNV

Avaotaotv Kal TNV €i¢ ovpavois avaAnyy).st

The answer of the mysterious interlocutor to the second question (“in
what is His”) is unambiguously interpreted, as in the anonymous scholium
discussed above, as indicating that after the Ascension, the Son of God abides in
His two natures, but not in fluidity and corruptibility characteristic of human
nature in this life (cf. the anonymous scholium),82 rather in an imperishable
body which has become, according to Gregory the Theologian, “one with God”
(0n60e0v8 — in the manuscript, evidently erroneously, 6p68povovs4 — ‘sitting
on the same throne’). The answer itself is described as refuting the delusions of
the Manichaeans. “Sitting and standing at the right hand” is also associated by
the exegete with the New Testament visions.8> The interpretation ends with a

75 Cf. Theresia Hainthaler, Christ in Christian Tradition, vol. 2, part 3: The Churches of Jerusalem
and Antioch from 451 to 600 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013), 124, n. 346.

76 Cf. Jo. Chrys. De incompr., Hom. 5.248-249 Malingrey (cf. Hom. 3.194-196 Malingrey).

77 Coisl. 87, f. 273r.

78 Coisl. 87, f. 273v; cf. Jean Gouillard, “Un ravissement de Jean Climaque: extase ou artifice
didactique?”, 456-457.

79 Coisl. 87, f. 273v.

80 Coisl. 87, f. 273v.

81 (Coisl. 87, f.273v.

82 BSB 297, f. 247v.

83 Greg. Naz. In Sanctum Pascha, Or. 45,13, PG 36, 641A.

84 Coisl. 87, f. 274r.

85 Lc. 22:69; Act. 7:56; cf. BSB 297, f. 247v.
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repetition of the last lines of Photios’s commentary.8¢ As one can see, the examined
interpretation has features in common with the anonymous scholium, but the
latter can hardly be considered an abridged presentation of the former.

The most interesting from the angle of the topic of this article is, of
course, the continuation of the commentary on the Ladder, XXVII/2.13 in cod.
Coisl. 87: on f. 274r - 2757, the analysed interpretation is immediately followed
by that of Michael Psellos. It is introduced by the words: “Or like this (it may as
well be interpreted)” (] kal oUtwg).87 The interpretation begins with the words
xpnN Tolvuv eidevar Npds...,88 that is, the preamble and the text of Chapter 13
quoted by Psellos are omitted, while the interpretation proper is given almost
in full.8% Thus, the commentary of Elias of Crete on the Ladder by John of Sinai
also included, as an alternative, secondary it seems, the interpretation of
Michael Psellos, which granted that work a long life outside the rare Theologica.
Moreover, the interpretation of Psellos was included in the above-mentioned
Moscow edition of the Ladder in Church Slavonic, here, on the contrary, coming
first and being entitled “Tolkovanie premudrago Psela” — “The Interpretation
of the Sage Psel(1)os”.90

Thus, the above makes it possible to conclude that Michael Psellos’s
interpretation of the Ladder XXVII/2.13, despite all its unusualness and an
obvious departure from the seemingly “literal”, “Christological” explanation, was
adopted by the Byzantine tradition of commentaries on this monastic handbook
— perhaps precisely because of its unusualness. In the commentary of Elias of
Crete, it supplements the “Christological” interpretation and, one might say,
coexists with the explanation of the same difficult passage given by another
Byzantine encyclopedist, Patriarch Photios. From the Byzantine exegetic tradition,
it passed over to Slavic manuscripts whence it was retrieved by the publishers
of the Moscow Ladder, in which Psellos’s explanation appears as the main or
anyhow the first one. In that manner, one of the most unusual texts of Psellos
also got to be used by Slavic monasticism and was read at least in Russia within
the commentary on the Ladder well after the 17t century.

86 Coisl. 87, f. 274r; cf. Phot. Amphil. Qu. 273.46-55 Westerink.
87 Coisl. 87, f. 274r.

88 Psell. Theol. 1.30.46-47 Gautier.

89 Cf. Psell. Theol. 1.30.46-158 Gautier.

90 Lestvica (Moscow, 1647), f. 246r - 249r.
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Appendix I

An Anonymous Scholium

Sigla

B — BSB 297 (XIII-XIV s.), f. 246v-248v
S — KAluaé tot 0aiov matpog Nuav Twdvvou, kabnyoupévou tod Zwvaiov "Opoug.
Ed. Sophronios [Rhaidestinos]. Constantinople, 1883: 154-155, n. 2

B

S

{Epunveio:} Aivittetal 0 Tatp, & &v
€KOTAOEL TEDEATAL TIPOGEVXOEVOG. LEGOV
yap auepuviog kal épyaciog kapSlokic,
TV Tpoceu TV v dmmpBuoato’ v
HETEPXOUEVOG, £V HECOLG AEYEL YEYOVEVAL
fiyouv &yyéMoig, Toig pécolg ovot Oeod kai
avBpwmols. ol kal Tovg Vv Belav xdapwv
Supdvrag, Sux ToD PWTLoNOD
Kopevwlouol  kKal  év  Tolg  dkpolg
TEPLPUAATTOVGL, Tfj dpepyvior @nul kol
T épyasia. Ve’ GV év Tij Bewpig pdTwv
@noi, molag PO Tii§ olkovopiag Lop@Tig
v 0 Xpotds kal £QECTOG @NOV O
ayyelog, Sup®dvta pe pavBavey EQmTLE.
g 8¢ dmoplag, m&vty oVk AMAATTEY,
XX T fumv  év  TOIG TIPWTOLG
ATIOPNHACLY. £PWTHOVTOG Y&p HOU PN oiv
év Tfj Bswplg, Tt v PO THig oikovopiag O
Xplotds, kal Tig 1) TovTou pop@n, ToUTO
kal alTog NyvoeL 1) yap Bedtng |f. 247v|
ovola @notv, kal adtoig Toig dyyEAols,
Ayvwaotogs gotuw. [...]o1

{ATo tijg epunveiag:} AA WG T€, 0VSE O
év ol Gpywv voig, N@ieto, Sk TO €Tl
ouvdedécBbal  T®  OWUATL,  YUHVOIG
TipooBdMev Tolg Bewpripacty. eita Tol
TPOTEPOV QOTOXN OGS, KAl T®G VOV O
XploTog VTApYEL NpwTwV. 0 8¢ €v TOlg
6iolg pev Eieyev: fiyouvv év BedmTL Kal

MetepxOpevog O péoov, fToL TV
dokvov Tipoceuyny, 1T €0TL pPEOOV TH|G
apepyviog, kol kapdSlakiic épyaciog, £v
HéooLG YEyova, @naiv fitoL év Toig AyyéAolg,
apmayels i) Bewpiq oltveg Ayyedot péoov
Oeol kal avBpwmwv eiol, kal ToLG TNV
Belav  xapwv Swpdviag Sx  EwTIONOD
KOpewwoUoL Kal £PeoTws, noatv, "Ayyelog,
SWdvta pe pavBavew, EQwtile, TG 8¢
amopiag TavTn oUK GTAATTE £PWTOVTOS
Lo yép, @notv, £v tfj Bswpiq Tl Av Tpo Tiig
évoapkou oikovopiag 6 Xplotdg; kal Tig 1)
ToUToL Bela popn; dmekpivarto, Gt Kal
a0TOG NyvoeL TolTo’ 1) yap Tijg Be6TTOG
ovola, @noi, kai ovtols Tolg Ayyérolg
dyvwotog Umapyel dAAwG Te 8¢, kal 0 év
¢pol voiig, S to €t ouvdedéoBal @
oWHATL 0K NSVVATO YUUVOTG TIPOGRAAAELY
Tl Bswprpacty’ et oD TPOTEPOL
AOTOXNOAG, NPWTIWV' KAl TG VOV VTIAPYEL
0 Xplotog; 0 8¢, év Toig i8lolg pev EAeyey,
fiyouv év BedmtL kal GvBpwmdTNTL, TATV
oVK £€v pevoel kal @Bopd, kaBwg Kal 1ET.
Kol adBig 82 ¢mmpatov: eG O P&V TGV
evoyyedlot®dv  kaBfjobot  toltov  noy,
Itépavog 8¢, €k Sefidv lotaocBal Tig
Suvapewg; 6 8¢ puoTaywYos kal TaTnG HE
Th§ (nmoewg amoAvwy, o Suvatov, €@,
owHTKT dxofj Tabta xwpnbfjvar [ 6

91 Thus, [ am marking the omitted fragments of the text of the Ladder itself.
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AvBpwTOTNTL TAT)V O0UK €V pevoel kol
@Bopd KaBMG Kol VUEL. Kol avblg 82
EMEPOTWV. THG 0 péy,  TOV
evayyeAloTv, kabfjoBat Toltov noi,??
Ttépavog 6¢, éxbeflwv lotaocbal Tijg
Suvapewg; 3 6 8¢ puotTaywyog AyyeAog,
Kal taug pe TiS {nmjoews |f. 248r|
amoAVwv, o0 Suvatov £@n, cwpATK
axof tabta xwpnBijvat aAw 8¢ UTo T0D
TOB0V HoL VUTTOpEVW, Kal kataAaBéaBal
TL Tii¢ Umepovoiov peyaAeldTNTOq
¢mntolvTy, £ketvog Edeyev. [...] {ATO Ti|g
émynoews:} O0mw  Tig  @Bopdg
amoAuBévta og, oU6e Ti|g peAAovomg
apBapoiag dSlwbevta, GAN ETL TV odpka
popolvta, dSVvatov T TolTTa Yv@dvVaL
BAémopev ydp @noiv 6 AmtdotoAog vity, St
elSovg, kal |f. 248v| wg év é0omTPW KAl €V
alviypatr  tote 8¢, TpdowTOV TPOG
TpéoWTOY. TalTa @Nolv €0V Kai
fikovow efte év owpatt Qv, gite 100
OWHATOG EKOTAG AKPLRGG 0VK EMioToAL

umod  mobou  potr  vuttopévw,  Kal
KatoAaBécBar  TL TR Umepouaiov
HEYAAELOTNTOG EMINTOUVTL, £KEVOG, 0UTIW,
£ppadev, ke TV Opav, S 1O uTw i
petovoiag Tiig a@bBapoios &flwbTjval
Tadta, €ite obv T® ol fiyouv ocvv T®
owpaTty, €ite ToUTOL YWPIG, Afyely elodmay
oUK émioTapal

92 Cf. Lc. 22:69.
93 Cf. Act. 7:56.
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Appendix I1

An Anonymous Fragment from the Commentary by Elias of Crete
C — Coisl. 87 (XIV s.), f. 273r-274r

“OTL pév oDV TPOsEVYT) TO HECOV EKATEPWY TOVTWV TAV AKpwV £07Ti, Pavepdv.
TaOTNV 0VV THV TPOCEVYTV HETX THY &V T® KOGUW TAVT®WY ToVTwV dmdBesty, kai TV
dpepuviav aT@Y, HETEPXOPEVOS 0UTOG O &yloG, v pécolg Tiol yivetal Toig &yyéAolg:
Kal dyyeAikilg omtaoiag aglodtal péool yap ol dyyeiol, ®G péootl 6vteg Qeol kal
avBpwTwy, T& TPOG cwtnpioy avTolg Siakovolpevol 00ev kal 0 KiOplog év toig
gvayyeliolg elpnke Mr| Kata@povinonTe VoG TV LKPGY TOUTWV' ol Yap dyyeloL avT@dV
81 TavTHG Hp@OL TO TIPdoWTOV Tod Matpdg Hov Tod £v Tolg 0VPAVOTG.24 Hécot oDV Si
toU10 ot dyyeAoL fj 8Tt kal 0VTOL KATA TIVAG EITETV TGV TTap’ TV O£0AdYwV, év cwpaTi
TWG lol kal dowpator? To pév, Tpog Vv Belav Ekelvnv kal AKTIOTOV UGV TO §€, ™G
TPOG Huds. fj o0V 8L Tadta v péocolg yeyovéval Tolg dyyédolg Aéyetat, kol dyyelikfig
dELwBfjvar Bewpiag Tvog, | kal S TO eig dowpatdTTA olov Kai &UAlay dvadpapely,
v loaotv ol memovOdTEG. 'OTL 82 00 KATAPAVTEVOPEVOL TATTA PAEY, TAPEGTNOEY OUTOG
0 &ylog v T® Tédel THG Bewplag émayaywv: Tabta, eite oLV T Yot 00k 018, elTe £KTOG
TOUTOU, AEYElV OUK €Y’ TA ATOCTOAKX £KEWVH PHATA TAPAPPAlWY, TA TEPL THG
dppriTov £kelvng ATTOKAAVPEWG.96 TV TTPOGELXTV 0DV HETEPXOUEVOS, £V HEGOLS Yéyova
TOUTOLG" Kol £QMTLEE pe SuPdvTa. kal {Sod TéAw fiv v €kelvolg £v olg kal Tpanv T Te
duepuviq kai tfj aoVA Th¢ kapdiag Epyaciq. dAAX Tis 6 pwTilwv TobTOoV TOV dyL0V, £l
pev dyyedov eival toltov €poduev KaTd TNV €v TAT OXOAKAIG TAPACT|UELDCECLY
€VUPLOKOUEVNV EENYN OV, AVAYKT TIAVTWS KOl YLVWOKEWY TOUTOV TNV AKTLOTOV UOLY, Kal
St8dokev avTV £Tépoug dTep adUvatov. ovoia yap ovaiav g t@®?7 xpuoopprpovi®d
kol T dAnBela Sokel, olte (8elv oUte yv@dvar Svvatal ToTE, éav pun Tiig adTiig VoW
1. 810 koA elpnTar Osdv 0VSElG Empake TWTOTE? &vtl ToD OV Eyvwke, Tl THV @UOWY
¢otiv. el 00V TalB’ oVtwg £xelL, TdG EpwTHoaVTL T@R dyiw Tl TPO THS OpaThS PLCEWS O
Seomotng Xplotog ﬁv Si8aokely 0 dyyedog ovk ﬁ&')va‘m' oV napé( m™mv oikelav
advvapiav, GAA& Tapd TV 10U apxovrog vol dobévelav. ob yap cxnku)g atpnrou O0TLOVK
nSUV(x‘to Si8dokew |f. 273v| 0 Gyyedog 1) yap Gv Kakoog SLXEV GAN’ 6TL OV Guvsxu)pst‘ro
0 Gpywv voUg. el ydp oUTOG cUVEXWPETTO, £518agev Gv TAvTwS O dyyeAdog. i 8¢ €8(6ale,
Kal katédafe mMAvVTwE, TV AKATOANTITOV @UOLW. Kal TG dpa dGAnbeboel 0 Adyog
SLappndnv dmo@avopevog Oedv 0VSELS EWPAKE TIWTOTE; O LOVOYEVTS Yap Yi0g O @V
€l¢ Tov kOATIOV TOD TMatpdg, ékeivog MUV £ENyNoato.100 oVSelg Yap EMYIVWOKEL TOV

94 Mt. 18:10.

95 Cf.Jo. Damasc. Or. de imag., 3.25.11-12 Kotter.

96 Cf. 2 Cor. 12:2.

97 1®] 16 C

98 Cf. Jo. Chrys. De incompr. Hom. 5.248-249 Malingrey.
29 Jo.1:18.

100 Jo. 1:18.
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Hocrspoc elun o Ylog 008 oV Yiov, &l pn 0 Moatp.10 kai to Mvebua 8 10 aytov outoog
018& T ToD B0, WG TO T[vsvu(x 00 avepwnou 0(8e T év aOTE.102 petd 8¢ TV npwrnv
Kal pakapiav @Uotv, o08elg éyvw mote TOV Ogdv, el P weg adtodg dmekdAvev ovk
avBpwTwv povov, GAX ovdE TV Umepkoopinwv Suvapewv Kal aOT®V @MUl TOV
XEPOLPLU Kal oepa@iiL. 0UK ATike HEVTOLTUEAG £V TAVTEAET AyVwaola TioLydp 1 YV&HOLG
Tob eivatl Ogdv LT aVTOD PUOIKGDS éykatéomaptal olkovy Gyysdog Osod VoLV
S18&okey 18VvaTo. AsimeTal Gpa adTOV TOV povoyevij Adyov eivat TOV kKal @wTilovta
toltov TOV &ylov, mept oV eipntal, 6t Pwtilelg oV 4md Opéwv ailwviwy, 103 kal
¢pwTmdpevoy T Tpd ToD YevéoBal GvBpwtog fv; kol adTdV TOV ATOKPVOUEVOY Kal
Agéyovta 0Tt S18dckew 00 Suvatal 1 TO U ocuyxwpelobat TOV voiv Tod EpwTOdVTOG
0082 yap Ypieto noiv 6 &pxwv vols. dpxwv 8& oUTog AéyeTal, &xpig &v TO KAT QUGLY
Exwv €otiv. 0 Yap TolL TOV dKpaTt®dV Kal GKoAdoTwV £EEpYETaL TOU KATA QUOLY Kol
gtéoTpamrtal, Kal v dpxknv apxnv amoBéRAnke, SoUAog Tab®dV yeyovws. £0TL Kal
oUTwg imelv: 00 T®V kab’ Eva TpdTOV Aeyouévwy gupioketatl T0 Suvacbal, kal To ui
SUvaoBal T pev yap tLAéyetat, Katd Suvapews EA ey, kal TOTE kal TPog TU G TO
un SvvaoBal 10 Toudiov dBAELY, kol TO oKUAAKLOV BAETELY, 1] TPOG TOVSE SlarywvileaBal.
abMoel yap fowg ToTé, kal OPetal, kal Slaywvieltal Tpog TOVSE, KAV Tpog ETePoV
advvatwg €xm. To 8¢, w¢ €Tl TO MAEIoTOV, WG OV SUvatal TOALG EMAvw EPOUG KELUEVT
KpUBﬁvaL 104 éﬂmpoceoﬁvwg TWvOG pelfovog. 10 8¢, wG ovk eAoyov' @ To OV SuvavTtat
VNOTEVELWY Viol ToD vuucpwvog scp' 6oov évdnuog 0 vupeiog.105 T{ yap el vniotevey ToUg
Abyw xaBaipopévoug; To 8¢, wg dBovANToV w¢ To Py SuvaoBart £kel onpela TOLETY Su
TV amotiav TV §exopnévwv.10 katd To0To 61 TO onpavopeVoV” Td Yap Aolmd TEwS,
Tapmutr ovk 6VVaTo SI8ACKEY 0 EpWTWUEVOG XPLOTOG TOUTECTLV OUK 1)B0UAETO TOV
£PWTOVTA aUTOV L TNV doBévelav avToD. £mEldT) Yap TOU cuVAU@OTEPOU Xpeia TTPOG
™mv Sibackaliav kal Tfi¢ To0 818dokovtos kal Thi§ ToD SIbackouévou SUVAHEWS, 0VK
nPBovAeTo S18doKewy. oV TTopd TV EM ey Tiig Oeikig avToT Suvdpews, GAAX Tapd TV
100 St8ackopuévou dduvapiav. dmomeswv odv 6 &ylog Tod ToBovpévou, kai TO TV Tpd
Tiig To0 avBpwtou popeis 6 BedvBpwmog Adyog un duvnBeig katadaBelv: oUSE yap
@BG&veL 008¢ 0 BEWPNTIKWTATOS VOUG Kl TIOAVTIPAYUWY £TTL TNV pakapiav £keivny kal
AKTLOTOV QUOLV Avadpapelv: €l Ta SeVTepa TpEMETAL, €pyols Taldevbeig, todto 61 To
colopwvtelov’ 10 Toxupdtepd covu pn itet, kat VYNAdTEPA cov Py ToAVTpay LOVEL 107
810 kal T®G vV UTIAPXEL HETA TNV AVACTAGLY Kal TNV €ig ovpavoLg avain iy, é8€tto
HaBETV. T{ 0UV 6 QwTilwV; év Tolg (Siotg pév dmekpivato, dAX ovk £v TouTolg. Ti 82 TadTa
BoVAetat, ®Se &v pdBotpey. ETdAuNoav ol T Maviyaiwv @povolvteg, dSikiav AaAfjoat
KaTA ToD S€0TOTIKOD CWUATOG, PAUEVOL, G AvaAn@Beig 0 SeomdTng XpLoTog, amébeto
70 {S1ov odpa év @ NAlw, Katl youvij tf) 6t TL dviiABe TpoG 0Upavovs. |f. 274r| ol kal
piipa ol Aauid kak®g Tapadivijoaveg, eig paptupiav Tapiyov ol §6ypatog adtdy,
10 Aéyov' ‘Ev 1 HAiw £0eT0 TO oKxfvwpa avtod.l08 toito odv dmoppamilwy kal TOV

101 Mt. 1:27.

102 Cf. 1 Cor. 2:11.

103 Ps, 75:5.

104 Mt. 5:14.

105 Cf. Mc. 2:19.

106 T pev yap tLAéyetal — T@Vv Sexouévwv] Greg. Naz. De filio, Or. 30, 10.4-18 Gallay.
107 Cf. Sir. 3:21.

108 Ps, 18:5.
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voiv @wti{wv Tod SuPdvTos pwTtilecBal, v 101G 8lolg ATEKPIVATO® TOUTESTIV £V TAIG
Suol @vogor Kal PHeTd TNV avaAnPv kal v €l ovpavovg dvodov SLHTeA®. ov Yap
amotefeltal TO MPOCANUUA KaTA TNV TV Maviyaiwv épeoxeiiav. ANV GAX" oUk év
TovToL, fiyouv év pevoet kal @Bopd’ dmep SNADY kal 0 uéyag dndotorog gnoiv El yap
Kal €yvakapev Katd odpka Xplotov £oBiovta kol Tivovta, kal Td TG oapkog
gmtedobvta xwpls apaptiag, GAA ok év ToUTOLS ETILYLVAWOKOEY VTV.109 GpBaptov yap
TO oMU EKEVO PETA TNV dvdaTaoty, kal Bappdv Aéyw @not ov 0 péyag év Beoroyia
T'pnydplog, 6p6Beov10. 111 glta TEAWY EmNPOTWV' TIWG O év, TRV eaYYEAMOT®Y @nol
kaBfjobaL toUtov €kdefiwv tol Iatpog 112 altiog yap 6 IMatp katd tov TH§ dvw
yevwnoews Adyov ETé@avog 8¢ EkSeElv el8ev E0TOTA;13 6 82 T®V dmopl®dY ToVTWV
dxpoatig, kai Tav TG THg INTHoEWS ATOAV WV, KPEITTW GKOFi§ ElTeV £lva TV £p@TNOLY,
Kal olkelov kalpov €xew Tiig AmokaAvPews. £yw 8¢ VO ToU Belov TTGOOV EAKOUEVOG,
TPoodyaye IOV TG TOLOVTR Kap® T&xLov £V Beppii TH kapdia Seduevog, kai pn 4 g
KOAT|G 0TEPT|ONG EPETEWG. EKETVOG &€ TOD AUTOTVTOG e ATOXAAATTWYV, 0OUTIW TOV KALPOV
£leye mapelvar olmw yap o08E 1o TV d@bapoiav dvamtov ip év Tolg kad’ Mudg
dvapréyetal TadTnv odv TV OmTacioav dmayysidag, ob peyadavyel, GAX &yvoiav
£UTE TPOCATITEL 0VK 018 Aéywv elte év T Yol Tadta TeBéapal, £ite Ka®’ EauTdV, Tiig
Puxiic Gvimtapuévng TTpog TO KPELTTOV, KAl TO o®dpa ETL Bpayl KataAlmovong, ToU Tpog
AUTTV GUVEEGUOU KEXWPLOUEVOV Kal TG AVaKPATEWG.115
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