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Σαφ�νεια δ	 α
 ναντ�ρρητο� περ� τούτων γ�γονεν �ν το�� �ποµν�µασιν τ��

Α
 ποκαλύψεω� το! 
Ι
 ωάννου κα� τ�� πρ#� Ρ% ωµα�ου� Παύλου �πιστολ��.

Indisputable clarity concerning these issues was established in the

Commentaries on the Revelation of John and Paul’s Epistle to the Romans.

Didymus, Commentarii in Zachariam, 3.73.

The weight of this sad time we must obey,

speak what we feel, not what we ought to say.

William Shakespeare, King Lear
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PREFACE

When I set out to do this research, I never imagined that

in order for this book to be published, two books had

to be written to support its results. These books were

published a short while before the present volume.

They are, as it were, its siblings and the two pedestals

that make it possible to establish definitively the

authorship of the Scholia in Apocalypsin, which Adolf

Harnack attributed hastily, and erroneously, to Origen a

century ago. Codex 573, of the Meteora monastery of

Metamorphosis (the Great Meteoron) was discovered

in 1908, and it is the sole manuscript that preserves

these Scholia. Harnack received them from a Greek

theologian in July 1911, and it took him only a couple

of months to determine that their author was Origen. It

was a time when German authorities of the day pro-

nounced their oracles, and everyone had to comply

unquestioningly (as happens today, when they teach

the rest of Europe lessons of economic decorum and of

the proper organization of life). But Harnack’s research

was quite inadequate: it ignored philosophical sources

altogether, and sought to detect ‘similar words’ in

Origen in order to establish that this was a work of the

Alexandrian, while considering too small a number of

early Christian theologians. For all the presumed weight

of his authority, however, never did this attribution

enjoy unanimous acceptance by scholars. As a result,

this document, which is pregnant with information

about early Christianity as well as about the exigencies

of sixth-century life, remained an ‘orphan’, of which

scholarship made nothing.

As early as 1986, and then in 1991, in The Concept

of Time in Origen, I wrote: ‘As regards other works of

Origen, we have reservations about the authenticity of

the Scholia in Apocalypsin. Not so much because there

is not any testimony that he ever wrote any comment on

the Apocalypse; but because to anyone who is familiar

with his thousands of pages in Greek, this text seems

unlike him and alien to his style. We have no reason to

make this point one of dispute whatever. For, as far as

our topic is concerned, of what is stated in that work

there is nothing to appeal to, or to dispute.’

Although the Scholia contain detectable quotations

from authors supposedly as different from each other as

Clement of Alexandria and Theodoret, it was clear that

there was a third party that put them all in order, while

he added to this collection his own independent com-

ments. In order to find out who this person was, I had

to take the Meteora Codex in my hands and see that

this is not simply a manuscript classified under a certain

number. This is ‘The Book of Cassian’, which also

contains other works of his, alongside texts that were of

interest to him, and they were as different from each

other as a text by Cyril of Alexandria and a set of math-

ematical rules about how to determine a leap-year. It is a

personal companion of Cassian. But Cassian who?

The reply to this question resulted in the two

volumes that have now been published. First, the edition

volume, A Newly Discovered Greek Father, Cassian the

Sabaite Eclipsed by John Cassian of Marseilles. Second,

the monograph, The Real Cassian Revisited, Monastic

Life, Greek Paideia, and Origenism in the Sixth Century.

By the time I was granted access to the codex in

2008, and following my research since 2006, I had

reached the conclusion that the Scholia in Apocalypsin

were a compilation by an Antiochene, who probably

was Theodoret of Cyrrhus heavily quoting from the

lost Commentary on the Apocalypse by Didymus

the Blind, as well as from his own work on the Book

of Paralipomenon (= Chronicles), plus a portion from

Clement of Alexandria, while constantly having in mind

Origen’s works. It turned out that the author was

Cassian, yet not the one known from Latin literature,

namely John Cassian, but another Cassian: a Sabaite

monk, who was the spiritual offspring of the great

Antiochene doctors (Diodorus of Tarsus, Theodore of

Mopsuestia, Theodoret of Cyrrhus) and of St Sabas

himself. An intellectual of Antiochene extraction, who

was born in Scythopolis c. 470 and died an abbot of the

renowned Laura of Sabas on 20 July AD 548. Cassian

was a Sabaite monk and an intellectual of profound

erudition. He was the fifth abbot of the Laura of Sabas,

indeed a spiritual child educated by Sabas himself. He

spent some years of his life living at the monastery of

the Akoimetoi, in Constantinople, and took part as a

representative of the Laura of Sabas in the Local Synod

of Constantinople in 536.
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The text of Cassian is a genuine part of an uninter-

rupted chain of Greek writings with technical terms

and striking parallels to earlier Greek authors, in both

language and concepts. The distinctive characteristic of

Cassian’s Greek terminology is unfailingly present,

advising posterity about the real author of his texts.

This manuscript as a whole was copied from a 9th-

century precise copy of a 6th-century codex belonging

to Cassian himself, and my comparative studies have

shown that the transcription took place at the scrip-

torium of the Laura of Sabas. The Codex was copied by

a monk called Theodosius (as well as one or two other

anonymous monks), and the critical apparatus to the

Scholia shows that the accompanying text of Revelation

which Cassian used was one of Antiochene/Syrian

provenance.

When Cassian the Sabaite wrote the Scholia in

Apocalypsin, his main source was Didymus’ commen-

tary on the same scriptural book. It then hardly comes

as a surprise that these Scholia are anonymous. For nei-

ther does this work have any title, nor is its author indi-

cated in the header. There is only a series of passages of

the Apocalypse, with each of them followed by a com-

ment. The dominating figure underlying them is Didy-

mus, a persona non grata during the 540s, a fact which

could immediately put Cassian at risk. In addition,

however, the Scholia are the fruit of an amazingly rich

library which was studied by Cassian. He availed him-

self of not only orthodox theologians and the acceptable

Philo, but also an impressive abundance of pagan

writers, including sixth-century ones such as Simpli-

cius, Damascius, and John Philoponus. This was pre-

cisely the ‘universal’ spirit of the monastic community

of the Akoimetoi in the sixth century. Following his Ori-

genistic sympathies, Cassian made extensive use of the

Commentary on the Apocalypse by Didymus, in order to

make up his mind as to whether the Apocalypse should

be regarded as a canonical book. That Didymus was

condemned in 553 clearly shows that his theological

views were current among certain monastic circles,

such as the Origenists in Palestine and the monastery of

Akoimetoi in the capital. How could Cassian possibly

have divulged this source of his amidst an environment

where controversy was raging over Origen, Didymus,

and Evagrius?

On account of the Scholia in Apocalypsin, when

we now speak of ‘the most ancient commentary on

the Apocalypse’, we must go back two more centuries,

compared to what has been thought heretofore. For it

is currently believed that Oecumenius’ Commentary

on the Apocalypse, written during the 540s, is ‘the

most ancient commentary on the Apocalypse’ extant.

Cassian, however, has preserved for us a very large part

of Didymus’ own Commentary on the Apocalypse,

which was written two centuries before Oecumenius

set out to write his own Commentary, indeed almost

simultaneously with Cassian writing his own com-

pilation of the Scholia.

The Scholia testify to Christian influence upon

Neoplatonism. Either Simplicius or Damascius, or both,

were converted to Christianity by the end of their lives

and were in contact with the Akoimetan community,

who cherished the Antiochene spirit. It is possible that

Pseudo-Dionysius the Areopagite might have been

either Simplicius or Damascius himself. In contrast to

the Alexandrian tendency to Platonism, Cassian built on

Aristotelism. Many of Origen’s catena-fragments are

probably the fruit of the Sabaite and Akoimetan monks’

reception of Origen’s thought. Consequently, Antioch

emerges as the true heir to Origen’s intellectual and

textual concerns.

The sixth century has yet many secrets to reveal.

During that period, the tension, as well as interplay,

between Hellenism and Christianity was at its height. It

turns out that at that time Hellenism was not dead, not

even moribund, despite Justinian’s oppressive policies

against Greek philosophers. Cassian’s writings reveal

the tension between the imperial Christian orthodoxy

of the sixth century and certain monastic circles, which

drew freely on the Hellenic lore, as well as on those

whom the Catholic Church condemned as ‘heretics’. For

all the tension between the imperial policies and Greek

paideia, Hellenism was a vigorous force during the sixth

century, and it inspired not only pagan intellectuals,

but also influential Christian quarters. Certain mon-

astic communities, such as the (mainly Antiochene)

Akoimetoi of Constantinople, were an oasis of open-

mindedness, notwithstanding the oppressive policies of

Justinian. Cassian the Sabaite emerges as a vigorous

representative of this mindset and as an erudite Aristo-

telian, who drew freely on both the Hellenic and Chris-

tian lore, including doctines that had been styled ‘her-

esy’ by imperial orthodoxy, such as Origenism, Mono-

physitism, and Nestorianism.

My heartfelt thanks are expressed to senior editor

and fine scholar Michael Sharp. During a process that
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had crucial scientific ramifications and unexpected

shifts, he managed to be supportive and sympathetic,

while at the same time being an impeccable profes-

sional. This handling of things seems to me a kind of

art, which, although not always easy to grasp, is in fact,

I suppose, as English as a cup of tea. I also thank the

production team, especially the production manager

Elizabeth Davey and assistant editor Elizabeth Spicer. I

am also grateful to Andrew Dyck, my copy editor at

Cambridge University Press, for his patient reading and

suggestions, which improved the manuscript.

I am grateful to my wife Eleni for her tolerance of

my interminable hours of work in my study, and her

steadfast support and care of the family during my

endless travels.

I dedicate this book to my beloved adolescent

daughters, Maritsa and Leto. This is the least I can

do, as an expression of gratitude to this endless source

of support, affection, and inspiration, to my beloved

girls who guide me through the mysteries of Being, of

Life, of Love.

P. T.
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EXORDIUM

The Scholia in Apocalypsin are the fruit of the tur-

bulence of the sixth century, by an author that was

educated in the Antiochene mindset and had some

Nestorian tendencies along with Origenistic sym-

pathies, whatever ‘Origenism’ may have meant in

the sixth century. The aim is to sanction the Book of

Revelation as an authoritative, that is canonical, one, by

evincing its concurrence with the entire scriptural

message.

Their author was Cassian, a monk and abbot at the

monastery of Sabas, the Great Laura, in Palestine. My

assertion is that he was a different person from the Latin

author John Cassian, who allegedly lived a century or

so before the real Cassian. The texts included in Codex

573 of the Monastery of Metamorphosis at the Meteora

rock-complex are only a small part of all of this author’s

production, which is lost in the vast corpus currently

circulating under the designation ‘spuria’. Cassian the

Sabaite’s writings were ascribed to ancient champions

of orthodoxy, such as Athanasius, Chrysostom, Basil

of Caesarea, and others. This is an author heretofore

virtually non-existent, an author who had somehow to

be resurrected and be granted by argument the credit

he deserves. With reference to Christian authors,

during and following the fifth century, the designation

‘Nestorian’ is tantamount to ‘Aristotelian’. For it was the

Nestorians who cultivated studies on Aristotle at the

School of Edessa and its successor, the School of Nisibis,

thus creating an important channel for Aristotle to be

transmitted to Persia, as well as to the Arab world.

The Scholia are comments by Cassian extensively

culling from Didymus’ lost Commentary on the

Apocalypse, and also include verbatim portions

excerpted from Clement of Alexandria and Irenaeus. All

of them are coupled with analyses of his own, drawing

on a variety of identifiable authors, but are couched in

his own phraseology wherever necessary.

Cassian clearly wished to see Revelation disen-

tangled from prolonged dissension and unanimously

sanctioned as a canonical book. Yet he sought to secure

canonicity not in order to appease the powerful

guardians of orthodoxy of his day, or as acceptance of

what might be thought to be sheer daemonology in

disguise. His method was to demonstrate that

simple and trenchant ideas of the canonical books of

scripture are also present in the apocalyptic text.

A considerable number of the founding fathers

of Christianity had sanctioned the Book. There are

explicit statements by some of them, while we can trace

the views of others into testimonies by third parties.

Cassian wrote during a time when post-Nicene

Christianity had moulded and taught by argument the

essentials of its beliefs about the Trinitarian God and

the world. He did not actually canvass any subtler or

more reflective theories produced by the debates of his

own era, such as the inconclusive Christological contro-

versy, which allowed little room for the dispassionate

critical study that an already controversial book

(Revelation) required. Rather, he opted to establish

that the text is orthodox on rather old issues, such as

Arianism, Gnosticism, Docetism, which nevertheless

were not out of date: as late as during the fifth century,

Theodoret of Cyrrhus had striven to convert to ortho-

doxy not only Macedonians, but also Marcionites and

Arians; and during Justinian’s reign the Arianizing

Goths were a real menace to the empire.

Although heavily drawing on Didymus (that is, an

Alexandrian), Cassian’s first Scholion makes his own

Antiochene identity plain, by entertaining the notion of

not simply God, but of Christ himself being δεσπ�τη

(‘Lord’). Although Rev. 1:1 actually refers to the

‘servants of God’, not to those ‘of Christ’, in Scholion I

Cassian seized this opportunity to expound the notion

of one being ‘a servant of Christ’. The term δεσπ�τη is

accorded to God, but here ‘God’ clearly means Christ.

No doubt it takes a leap by this commentator in order to

embark on such a line of interpretation, yet this is an

illuminating leap, since it reveals Antiochene priorities

and concerns. Before Cassian had written those notes,

Theodoret had dared overcome monotheistic and Mon-

archian qualifications by applying the term δεσπ�τη

to Christ unreservedly, thus not allowing his human

nature to either detain or qualify the Second Person’s

eternal properties. The Council of Ephesus revisited

and confirmed this approach by endorsing this relent-

less Trinitarianism advanced by Theodoret. The term
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δεσπ�τη accorded to Christ encapsulates a concept

which in essence is nothing more than a Nicene one,

even though earlier theologians were slow (perhaps out

of an abundance of caution) to use such a bold term. It

was the imposing personality of Theodoret that made

the term δεσπ�τη for Christ a recurring motif in

the vocabulary and the distinctive mark which this

characteristically Antiochene concept makes at the out-

set of the Scholia is by no means accidental. Cassian’s

aim is clear, though not stated explicitly therein.

Ephesus was in fact not only the battleground for the

rival personalities of Theodoret and Cyril, but this

antagonism was seen at the time as one between two

different Christological approaches, however subtly

the disagreement was put. Nestorius was condemned

unanimously, but this does not mean that all of those

who condemned his alleged views were actually in

agreement on all other issues. Theodoret had a balanced

view of Christ’s divinity and humanity. On the other

hand, Cyril spoke of ‘Christ’ while tacitly and wilfully

allowing the notion to be almost synonymous with ‘God

the Logos’. His obsession with the term θεοτ�κο was

due to this implicit identification rather than to his con-

cern to safeguard the communicatio idiomatum, which

means licence to apply human characteristics to Christ

considered to be God (e.g. ‘God was born’) and, vice

versa, to apply divine characteristics to Christ con-

sidered to be man. Cyril’s viewpoint can be summarized

in his opinion that Jesus was not actually subject to the

human condition: it was the Logos who had willingly

acquiesced to his subjection to the laws determining

human existence.1 This was in effect an opinion that

any Alexandrian could allow, though only implicitly.

In that case, the idea of Christ’s ‘one action’ is bound

to be that of the Logos, which of course smacks of

Eutycheanism. It is quite telling that the proverbial

Cyrillian metaphor of the incarnate Logos being the

‘fire’ that transforms ‘wood’ into its own ‘glory’ was

fully upheld by the Monophysite champion Severus of

Antioch: he was quick to employ this in order to con-

demn not those who confessed the properties of the

natures of which the one Christ consists, but those who

separate the properties and apportion them to each

nature apart, in other words, the Tome of Leo.

It is indicative of Theodoret’s brilliance that on the

one hand he argued for the need to consider Christ

both divine and human at the same time, while on the

other he laid immense stress on the notion δεσπ�τη

Χριστ� (‘Lord Christ’). This was actually an

innovation since the tradition made ‘Lord’ a designation

for ‘God’ in general ever since the times of Isaiah,2

but the idea had some basis in the New Testament,3

however much this had been overlooked by earlier

authors. Theodoret was cautious nevertheless: he took

care to warn against underscoring ‘either of’ Christ’s

‘natures’ (�κατ�ραν φύσιν) and urged his audience

always to consider ‘the [nature] which [Christ] assumed

as well as the one which was assumed’ (κα� τ�ν

λαβο�σαν κα� τ�ν ληφθε�σαν).4

The exegeses of several Scholia are Alexandrian

(they were taken up from Didymus, after all), but even

in such cases the rendering has an Antiochene colour,

such as Christ styled δεσπ�τη, or John the Evangelist

designated θεολ�γο. In effect this method reflects

the open-minded spirit of the Akoimetoi during the

sixth century. This is therefore a case of an eminent

Antiochene author taking advantage of the Alexandrian

wisdom. This case also shows the crudeness of the

typical schematization dividing the two schools by

means of an iron curtain. Several points in the Scholia

induced scholars who reflected on them a century ago

to presume that they were written by a certain scholar of

the Alexandrian school. But this impression stemmed

from the fact that Didymus’ commentary was heavily

quoted. The reality is that it was Cassian who quoted

Didymus, and Scholion I is virtually the colophon point-

ing to the writer’s spiritual identity since it staunchly

advances a distinctive Antiochene approach.

For all the heavy quotation from Didymus’s work,

Cassian’s train of thought is subtly different but clearly

distinct from that of Didymus. Salient features of

Theodoret’s thought are present in this text: the epithet

θεολ�γο is applied to John the Evangelist, which

Didymus never did. The exegesis purporting to

reconcile two contradictory passages in 2 Kings and

1 Paralipomenon is also illuminating. Didymus had

identified the ‘wrath of God’ with ‘inflicted punish-

ments’. Theodoret and Cassian stand out by rendering

1 Cf. Severus, Ep. 1, quoted on p. 95.
2 Isaiah 3:1; 10:33; Prov. 29:25; Job 5:8; Wisdom of Solomon 6:7; 8:3;

et passim.

3 2 Peter 2:1; Jude 4:4. Which made Rev. 6:10 concur with
Scripture.

4 Theodoret, Eranistes, p. 114, quoted on p. 25.
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the ‘wrath of God’ not as the ‘punishments’ inflicted

upon sinners (which was the hackneyed interpretation),

but as ‘the devil’ himself, which is the interpretation

coined by Origen. This interpretation was helpful to him

in order to resolve such difficult points of scripture

as the apparent conflict between 2 Kings 24:1 and

1 Paralipomenon 21:1. The reference to this teaching of

his in Scholion XXX is indeed the sole point where the

author appears to speak of himself in the first person:

‘as we have taught’ (� �διδάξαµεν, discussed in EN

XXXIi). But this person is Theodoret, whose analysis

Cassian quotes word for word, which he had also done

in Scholion V, quoting Clement of Alexandria to the

letter. This notwithstanding, the characteristic collo-

quial Greek at certain points reveals that Didymus’

text is being quoted through simple peculiarities in

composite words (συνκατάβασι for συγκατάβασι in

Scholion XV, συνβαδ!ζων for συµβαδ!ζων in Scholion

XX, ληµφθ�ντε for ληφθ�ντε in Scholion XXIX).

Didymus is also the author who distinctively uses the

adjective α$ διάδοχο in relation to the New Testament

being ‘unsurpassed’.

Definitive orthodox doctrines were conveniently

taken up by Cassian and adapted to his own outlook

and purpose. There was no need for new reasoning.

Arguments against idolatry and polytheism, which are

called for by the apocalyptic text itself, were already

available since the times of Clement of Alexandria. Had

the issue of the canonicity of Revelation been entangled

in the theological parlance of his day, this could have

been enmeshed in a fatal storm. What therefore might

appear to be an amateurish or trivial theological

approach in those Scholia is in fact part of the author’s

method in order to get his message across without

stumping his audience with contemporary sixth-

century dilemmas. The question was only the con-

sistency of the Apocalypse with scripture: what this text

had to say, had already been said by both Testaments

alike. The Scholia are therefore a conspectus drawing on

both Testaments. This is persuasively demonstrated as

a text which conveys the same theology as canonical

writings do.

Cassian presented his thought with an unblased and

tolerant open-mindedness. As a man who had spent

a considerable period of his time at Constantinople, he

wished to address all the different streams of doctrine,

regardless of specific local sentiments or philosophical

priorities. He was already a cosmopolitan in this

respect. His masters, St Sabas and Theodosius the

Coenobiarch had taught him the value of the Cappa-

docians and Cassian is indeed all too devoted a

student of Gregory of Nyssa. Leontius of Byzantium

had taught him the values of the thought of Origen, as

well as of Didymus and Evagrius, without disregarding

Clement of Alexandria as an erudite forerunner. Yet

Cassian was for the most part the spiritual offspring

of Antioch, of which the roots were such theologians

as Diodorus of Tarsus and Theodore of Mopsuestia,

whereas Theodoret of Cyrrhus was its flower and

shining star.

If the Scholia have something important to tell us

beyond their specific theological message, this is the

lesson that the difference of approach between Antioch

and Alexandria was not a rift, still less a chasm. We

should therefore consider that the two schools coexisted

in Cassian’s mind and heart in a constructive way that

modern thought has only recently begun to allow for as

a possibility. In order to explore this relation between

the two schools, no personality is more suitable to

follow than Theodoret of Cyrrhus. So far, we have been

accustomed to consider him to be the last great scholar

of Late Antiquity. It may turn out that his tradition

lasted for one more century, through such gifted men as

Cassian the Sabaite.

A brief summary concerning Cassian’s identity is

called for at this point.

My initial impression was that my engagement with

the Scholia on the Apocalypse would last for only a few

months. In fact, I was eager to finish this interlude as

soon as possible, in order to satisfy a long-time curiosity

of mine regarding this pseudo-Origenist work, and then

go ahead with other projects, on which my research had

already been conducted. Had I not come across the

Codex of Meteora (which is an early ninth-century

manuscript and the sole one containing this commen-

tary on the Apocalypse), I would have concluded

that the anonymous text is a series of comments by

Theodoret. However, once I was eventually granted

access to the Codex itself, it became plain that the

author was Cassian, the Sabaite monk and abbot, who

turned out to be not the figment currently known as

‘John Cassian’, but a different and heretofore eclipsed

author.

The peripeteia began once I had (out of mere

curiosity) read the rest of the Codex, indeed its very

beginning. The colophon has it that this Codex is ‘The
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Book of monk Cassian’ and later hands over the

centuries wrote the same indication at difference points;

on the last page of the Codex, a later hand wrote, ‘By

Monk Cassian’. Folios 1r–118v contain works ascribed

to Cassian. Each of them is indicated through specific

titles beyond the colophon, which makes this colophon

a clear indication of the owner of this book, actually a

book copied from an older one that was a personal com-

panion of Cassian himself.

To my amazement, philological analysis of those

texts immediately showed an author abundantly

drawing on specific eminent authors, not only

Christian, but also Classical and Late Antique ones. On

the other hand, there is a current and long-standing

tradition that claims Cassian to have been a Latin

author and any Greek text ascribed to him to be only

a Greek translation of an Epitome, of which no

manuscript exists. Despite desperate efforts, never has

any Latin manuscript of this Epitome been traced any-

where – actually this has never existed at all, as I myself

claim and other scholars suspected, but they lacked the

ancient manuscripts which could establish the point.

There is a vast literature about the ‘Latin’ ‘John

Cassian’ to whom an entire corpus of Latin texts has

been attributed. They are now shown to be simply

the product of interpolation and extensive medieval

forgery. The Vienna Corpus of Latin authors (1898)

ascribed extensive Latin works to this ‘John Cassian’,

who is currently considered to be ‘the father of Western

monasticism’; he is also claimed to have been the

source of Benedict’s Rule (end of the seventh century)

and of the Benedictine Order itself. It is also Cassian

who is acclaimed as ‘the sole Latin author included in

the collection known as Philocalia’.

Some of the authors that Cassian appears to have

dealt with are the most brilliant Christian minds. They

happen to be the same ones that were officially con-

demned by the episcopal Church: Origen, Didymus the

Blind, Evagrius, John Philoponus, whereas Theodoret

escaped this fate only at the very last moment. It seems

that what is currently known as the history of doctrine

is only the history of episcopal decisions: the ‘right

doctrine’ that has come down to us is what came from

the pulpit, by bishops who had always had an open ear

and eye to mundane imperial politics.

The critical development that turns all Cassian

scholarship upside down and exposes and frustrates

the medieval forgery involving his name are the dis-

covery of the Scholia in Apocalypsin. They provide the

grounds for a fresh approach coupled with publication

of the rest of Cassian’s texts found in the Meteora Codex.

These texts show the author drawing abundantly on

Classical and Late Antique pagan (Greek and Oriental)

literature. I should have thought that there may have

been specific persons who might have cared to obliterate

this Meteora Codex over the centuries, had the ‘secret’

contained therein (viz. the testimony inherent in the

Scholia themselves) been made known. Fortunately,

this codex was discovered only in 1908 and has

remained concealed in the monastery of Great Meteoron

(Metamorphosis) ever since. What the colophon ‘Book

of monk Cassian’ really suggests was not noticed, and

no one cared to study the implications of these texts.

Establishing the existence of a new author is a very

serious proposition. That objections will arise is only to

be expected. But my claim supported by argument is that

‘Cassian’ was in fact a Greek writer from Palestine and

the ‘Latin author’ of Romania who came to be called

‘John Cassian’ (although no Greek manuscript has it so)

is simply a figment produced by medieval forgery.

It is not therefore simply a case of an author

appearing for the first time, which would perhaps be a

case of limited interest. It is a case of an author argued

to be the real historical person in antithesis to the

current literature about ‘John Cassian’. I do not see any

serious reason why the real Cassian, the man who

inspired St Benedict should have been baptized a Latin,

and yet this has been the case.

Therefore, this is the phenomenon of an author

taken instead of another, which involves a direct

challenge to an entire stream of scholarship and to long-

standing allegations about the origins of Western

monasticism. I cannot see, however, why this truth

could do any harm to the inspiration of those founda-

tions. Nor do I see why the auctoritas vetustatis of

Western monasticism (desperately sought in the

seventh century and afterwards, until today) would be

compromised if the real Cassian is identified as a Greek

author, as he really was.

I realize that this is a proposition that could appear

challenging to many scholars, especially those who

have specific allegiances. I have neither allegiances nor

commitments, and, as I have declared in previous

books, I only wish to be an accurate scholar. Which is

why I felt that no room for controversy should be left

or allowed. It is not just about a theoretical ‘question of
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authorship’; it is about the real existence of an eclipsed

author instead of a figment.

Beyond this, we come upon the real Cassian as a

scholar of immense Greek paideia, whereas the

phantasmal ‘John Cassian’ is known to have had hardly

any knowledge of Greek at all. Consequently, we

experience the tension inherent in those texts – the

tension between Justinian’s imperial ‘Christian faith’

during the first half of the sixth century and a large

group of highly erudite Antiochene intellectuals,

namely the monks of the Monastery of the Akoimetoi,

who had established a spiritual colony of Antioch in the

heart of Constantinople.

Even though the community was persecuted by

Justinian in the early 530s, it was the Akoimetoi who

cherished the thought of such ‘condemned’ intellectuals

as Theodore of Mopsuestia, Diodorus of Tarsus, Origen,

Didymus the Blind, Evagrius, Theodoret of Cyrrhus, and

Nestorius, alongside Homer, the three Athenian tragic

poets, Plato, Aristotle, Plutarch, Lucian, Demosthenes,

Hyperides, Pindar, Isocrates, Galen, Posidonius, and

an immense host of other Greek intellectuals down to

Proclus, Damascius, and Simplicius, all of whom I

identify one by one by means of patient perusal of the

texts and concrete references.

This is why the Scholia are anonymous: amidst

Justinian’s caesaropapism of the 530s and 540s, their

author Cassian could never have cited the names of the

‘heretics’ on whom he had drawn so heavily. For it

is only the visible peak of the iceberg that Cassian

availed himself of Didymus’ lost Commentary on the

Apocalypse, which can now be largely reconstructed,

thus dating the ‘most ancient known’ commentary on

the Apocalypse two centuries earlier: he also drew on

such supposedly different authors as Origen and

Theodoret (a persona non grata at the time), not to

mention pagan ones. The anonymity of the collection

actually shows the Akoimetan spirit aspiring to cherish

the patrimony bequeathed to them by both Alexandria

and Antioch alike, including such ‘daemonized’ authors

as Theodore of Mopsuestia, Severus of Antioch (the

Monophysite doctor), and Nestorius. No less does

the way this collection is presented illustrate the clan-

destine (yet all too real) interplay between Hellenism

and the imperial Christianity during Justinian’s reign.

However different (and sometimes hostile to each

other) those personalities appear in histories of doc-

trine, what is unique about the Antiochene Akoimetoi

and Cassian himself is that they sought a synthesis,

which has its contemporary parallel in the synthesis by

Neoplatonist Aristotelian commentators arguing that

the difference between Plato and Aristotle was not so

sharp as previous centuries had taken this to have been.

This collection of comments, therefore, discloses critical

facets of the Byzantine sixth-century social, political,

and intellectual world, and casts new light on the back-

lash of this period which (though generally accepted

today) has yet to be explored.

We should bear in mind that Cassian’s texts occur

as follows: folios 1r–118v: texts of Cassian (with the

name of the author indicated in headers beyond the

colophon itself), folios 245v–290r: Scholia in Apoca-

lypsin, with Cassian as their author indicated on folio

290r by a later hand, as ‘the Book of Cassian’. The rele-

vance of those texts in terms of philology has been

expounded in the aforementioned books of mine reinstat-

ing the real Cassian.

During the distressing decades of the 530s and 540s,

Cassian resolved that he should ‘obey the weight of his

sad time, and speak what he felt, not what he ought to

say’. He cherished this text as his personal companion,

which came down to us as the Metamorphosis-Codex

573. He deserves a fair hearing, and now the time for

this has come.
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INTRODUCTION

The Codex

Codex 573 of the Metamorphosis cloister (the Μεγάλον

Μετ�ωρον, the Great Meteoron) is a little token of the

fate of old treasures of all kinds over the centuries. More

specifically, it betokens the conflict waged in Greece in

1882, over preservation of extant manuscripts, shortly

after Greece had become an independent state, after the

annexation of Thessaly, while Northern Greece was still

under the rule of Ottoman Turks. One facet of this battle

was the enterprise by the newly independent state to

bring all manuscripts that had remained after centuries

of looting together for preservation in the National

Library in Athens. This story I will relate shortly.

Another facet of this battle is the one between scholars

striving to capture the glory of originality in recording

and cataloguing manuscripts. This story I will not

relate, since this is the same everywhere in the world of

scholars.

In the seventeenth century, a Cypriot monk called

Athanasius had bought manuscripts from Meteora by

weight. During the eighteenth and early nineteenth cen-

turies, monks used to sell manuscripts to visitors from

Western Europe. However disturbing to later locals the

phenomenon may have appeared, this was the cause for

many texts being saved and respected. When the

government sent two savants to collect manuscripts for

the National Library in Athens (in the late nineteenth

century), this resulted in a real war between the

peasants (including wives and children) and the state

military force. Locals saw the removal of manuscripts

from Meteora to the National Library of Athens as either

a sacrilege, or appropriation of treasures belonging

to the convents. Earlier still, the two savants, escorted

by the same soldiers and faced with the resistance

of the monks objecting to the removal of all extant

books from the country to the capital, had taken by

force all the books that were not hidden, and packed

them in cases. However, the peasants who fell upon

the military convoy, proved victorious. As a result,

the government decided to yield to the will of the

regional people, and only nine boxes with about 350

manuscripts were taken to Athens to be lodged in the

National Library. This was virtually nothing, when

one considers that the monastery of Metamorphosis

alone has more than six hundred manuscripts. Before

this, the only scholarly investigation of which we

know is the visits to Meteora paid by the French

archaeologist Léon Heuzey (1858) and the Russian

archimandrite Porphirij Uspenski (1859), who studied

the archives.

This is the background against which N. Bées visited

the Meteora in 1908 and 1909 to examine the manu-

scripts that had been withheld there following this

uproar. A thorough investigation of the archival and

manuscript treasures was carried out by Bées, later

(1924) a professor at the University of Athens. He

unearthed, pieced together, and assessed a vast number

of manuscripts, for which he deserves the gratitude of

scholars. His report is a stunning account of the

situation he was faced with during his detective work.1

The books which were shown to him by the monks

were only one-fifth of those which he eventually dis-

covered himself. He searched under roofs and floors, he

unearthed ancient hiding-places of which the existence

was unknown even to the monks themselves. However

distressed he was, Bées was not frustrated at the monks

laughing at this oddball who had set out to do such an

eccentric job. In his report, Bées describes graphically

the conditions under which he worked, struggling to

overcome the mockery (and sometimes wrath) of

monks aiming to demoralize him. He describes how

he strove ‘to decode certain comments and insinuations

made by monks to each other, which intimated the

existence of secret old hiding-places’. He also wrote of

the ‘utter awe’ he felt at finally discovering a secret

crypt above and next to a vault, at entering this and

unearthing innumerable manuscripts, ‘almost all of

them in parchment’. For a moment, he felt as if he were

seeing, ‘under the light of a candle’, ‘hallucinations,

apparitions, ghosts, and the like’, due to the fact that the

place was completely dark, shrouded in ‘heavy dust’

and amidst all kinds ‘of insects attacking with stings, as

well as various germs’.

1 N. Bées read his report on 1 February 1910 to the members of the
Greek Society for Byzantine Studies: Ε' κθεσι παλαιογραφικ(ν

κα� τεχνικ(ν �ρευν(ν �ν τα� µονα� τ(ν Μετε)ρων κατὰ τὰ

*τη 1908 κα� 1909 (Athens 1910).
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Bées’ investigations resulted in a number of signifi-

cant publications, not only of archival and cataloguing,

but also of scholarly interest, like the publications of the

works of Hippolytus and the one with the Scholia. He

reported that he discovered 1,124 manuscripts in all of

the Meteora monasteries. Of these, more than half

(610 items) were found in the Great Meteoron, which

is the alternative name for the monastery of Meta-

morphosis. One wonders whether a catalogue has

ever been compiled under such hard and adverse

circumstances. Today it is not easy to access the manu-

scripts, which for this reason are hardly studied and

largely unpublished. I myself was at last able to see this

codex only after my efforts of nearly two years had

failed.

The text of Revelation and the Scholia are part of

a cursive manuscript included in Codex 573, conserved

in the monastery of Metamorphosis,2 in Meteora,

Thessaly.3 This Codex is an exquisite piece of art: the

‘Book of monk Cassian’ is made of fine leafs of parch-

ment; the binding is wood-plates covered with leather,

whereas the clip keeping the book closed is also a fine

bronze buckle. There are 290 folia (dimensions: 0,12 x

0,185), which also contain other noteworthy material,

such as Hippolytus’ On the Blessings of Jacob (ascribed

to Irenaeus in the title of this MS).4 The text of Revela-

tion occupies folia 210r to 245r. The Codex is considered

to be a tenth-century manuscript, yet my own assess-

ment is that this is an early ninth-century one.5

Caspar René Gregory and Kurt Aland designated the

Revelation manuscript of this codex as 2329 (Kurt &

Barbara Aland: Date: AD 950, Category II) (Hoskier’s

no: 200). The Revelation text consisting of the passages

accompanying the ensuing Scholia are manuscript 2351

(Kurt & Barbara Aland: Date: 950 AD, Category III)

(Hoskier’s no: 201). These manuscripts of the Revela-

tion (2329: complete; 2351: partial) are two of the 286

cursive ones containing the Revelation text.

With folio 245v the Scholia appear, and they extend

up to folio 290r, which is the end of the Codex. Folio

290v is blank, which means that the text of the Scholia

did not end for want of room. The Scholia comment on

the text of Revelation up to 14:5.

In folio 245r the scribe (a monk called Theodosius)

wrote a prayer asking God (through the prayers of John

the Evangelist) for mercy and forgiveness for all the

scribal mistakes he had possibly committed during

carrying out the task of transcribing the manuscript.

This is one of the infrequent cases where the name of a

scribe has been made known to us. Of all the tenth-

century manuscripts in that cloister, this is one of only

two names of scribes for the tenth century, of which we

know.

The note by the scribe reads thus:

�πληρ)θη + αποκά|λυψι το� α- γ!ου ϊω|άννου του

θεολ�γου· | στιχ(ν ′α′:- | Κ(ύρι)ε δια πρεσβειων το�

α- γ!ου ϊωαν|νου το� θεολογου· cυγχ)ρησον | παcα

µου τὰc α- µαρτ!αc· κα� *ὰν | *cφαλον *ντινι ρηµατι 0

λ�ξει | 0 αντιστοιχω 0 τ�νω 0 λογω | 0 α' λλο τι κατα

αγνοιαν 0 κ(α�) γν)cη·- | Θεοδοcιοc α- µαρτωλοσ ϋπερ

πάντ(α) | Κ(ύρι)ε *λεηcον και τα | πν(ευµατ)ικα µου

τεκνα· | φιλουc κ(α�) αδελφουc· | ΑΜΗΝ:-

The Apocalypse comprising a thousand verses is now

complete. Forgive all my sins, O Lord, through the

intercession of John the Theologian. [Also, forgive my

sin] should I have erred on writing either a verb or a word

2 This was catalogued by N. Bées, in 1908, following earlier scholars
who explored the treasures of the Meteora cloisters. These were Léon
Heuzey (1858), the Russian archimandrite Porphirij Uspenski
(1859), see Lambros (1894), J. Bogiadjedes (c. 1900). For relevant
publications, see Donald M. Nicol, Meteora: The Rock Monasteries
of Thessaly (London 1963) pp. 191–99, with extensive
bibliography.

3 The Catalogue of the Meteora Manuscripts was published
posthumously by the Centre for the Study of Medieval and Modern
Hellenism at the Academy of Athens: Τὰ Χειρ)γραφα τ*ν

Μετε,ρων, Κατάλογο� περιγραφικ#� τ*ν χειρογράφων κωδ�κων

τ*ν α
 ποκειµ�νων ε/� τὰ� Μονὰ� τ*ν Μετε,ρων �κ τ*ν καταλο�πων

το! Ν�κου Α. Β�η (The Manuscripts of Meteora: A Descriptive
Catalogue of the Manuscripts Conserved in the Monasteries of
Meteora, Published from the Extant Work of Nikos A. Veis),
Α$ καδηµ!α Α$ θην(ν, Κ�ντρον Ε$ ρεύνη το� Μεσαιωνικο� κα�

Ν�ου Ε- λληνισµο�, Athens, 1998, Τ�µο Α′, Τὰ Χειρ�γραφα τ8

Μον8 Μεταµορφ)σεω. Volume 1 of the catalogues published by

the Academy of Athens, pp. 598–601 and 681. See also, N. Bees, ‘Die
Kollation der Apokalypse Johannis mit dem Kodex 573 des
Meteoronklosters’, Zeitschrift für neutestamentliche Wissenschaft,
13 (1912), 260–265, with plates.

4 Cf. C. Diobouniotis–N. Weis, Hippolyts Schrift über die Segnungen
Jakobs. C. Diobouniotis, Hippolytus Danielcommentar in
Handschrift No 573 des Meteoronklosters. TU 38, 1 (Leipzig, 1911).
The author wavers in the orthography of his name; whether Bees
or Wies, he is the same person.

5 The texts of this Codex, which are written by Cassian (folia 1r–118v,
209r–v) are published in the edition, P. Tzamalikos, A Newly
Discovered Greek Father, Cassian the Sabaite Eclipsed by ‘John
Cassian’ of Marseilles, A Critical Edition from an Ancient Manuscript
with Commentary and an English Translation (Leiden 2012).
The identity of the author is established in the monograph,
P. Tzamalikos, The Real Cassian Revisited, Monastic Life, Greek
Paideia, and Origenism in the Sixth Century, A Critical Study of an
Ancient Manuscript (Leiden, 2012).
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or a corresponding letter or an accent or quotation, or

anything of the like, out of ignorance, or not ignorance.

Theodosius, the worst sinner of all [sinners]. O Lord,

have mercy also on my spiritual children, on my friends,

and on my brothers. Amen.

The prayer comprises sixty words. Of them only twenty-

five are grammatically correct; thirty-five words have

mistakes of the kind designated by the scribe himself

(grammatical, accents, verbs, etc.). There are some

abbreviated forms of sacred names (I count none of

them as a mistake), according to the habit of icon-

ographers writing on icons the name of either Christ or

Mary with two letters (the first and the last; yet although

κε for κ(ύρι)ε and κ for και are normal, πνικα for

πνευµατικὰ is not, although πνµα for πνε�µα could be

a normal abbreviation). Anyway, this portion is a fatal

seal showing how poorly Theodosius was educated.

His elementary knowledge extends only to writing

and reading, his Greek is by and large restricted to the

language of liturgical books.

The codex is written by different hands and the

handwriting varies. H. C. Hoskier believed that two

different persons had written 2329 and 2351, and that

Theodosius was only one of them and wrote 2329, as he

himself tells us. The fact is, however, that Theodosius

wrote both Revelation-texts, namely, 2329 and 2351.

Of the latter, he wrote up to Scholion V, to be re-

placed by someone else, yet his handwriting reappears

later.

The dimensions of the written part of each folio are

normally 0,12 × 0,185. Each face of a folio has 21 verses.

Capital letters are elegantly designed in both parts (that

is, in the text of Revelation and certain Scholia). In folio

1r of the Codex there is a coloured decorative colophon,

partially corrupt. There are also some capital letters

artistically drawn in brown ink. A later reader (perhaps

of the seventeenth century) made some corrections in

the margins, obviously because he was unable to stand

some egregious misspellings. In 2351, the text of

Revelation is divided into sections, each of which is

followed by a Scholion. Following the point where a

new scribe took over from Theodosius, he started each

Scholion with ‘Ερ’, which stands for Ε- ρµηνε!α. I have

included all these indications in the edited text.

H. C. Hoskier was enthusiastic about this manu-

script, which he hailed as one of a ‘new type’. He

believed that ‘Theodosius did his best with the

transcription of Apoc. 200 from a very ancient text’.6

‘We can confidently say that one document directly

underlies Apoc. 200 coeval with our oldest uncial

witness.’7 This means that Hoskier believed that

Theodosius had copied from an exemplar as old as the

oldest uncials of which we know. Actually, he went so

far as to assert that ‘in the whole range of our docu-

ments, there is none more important’.8 J. Schmid made

only a brief statement about this manuscript, which he

cited regularly. What he believed of minuscules 2329,

1854, and 1611, which he (viz. Hoskier) regarded as

witnesses to an ancient text, was that they ‘stand beside

or indeed before the standard ecclesiastical text, are

similar to each other precisely at the points where they

deviate from K’. 9

As regards the text of Revelation in this codex (MS

2351), there is little to emend. I have only corrected

egregious errors of spelling and added some commas

where necessary. No more than this was called for, since

the Greek language immediately evinces that the Greek

scriptural text has been at points emended by an

exceptionally erudite person, who wished to have as

correct a Greek text as possible.

There are 303 manuscripts which contain the Book

of Revelation (of these, 286 are cursive ones, as already

noted). Some of these manuscripts contain only this

scriptural book, others record more of the New Testa-

ment alongside Revelation.10 It was Joseph Schmid who

drew attention to a distinctive feature of this biblical

6 As already noted, Apoc. 200 is the designation 2329 according to
Hoskier.

7 H. C. Hoskier, ‘Manuscripts of the Apocalypse – Recent
Investigations. I’, Bulletin of the John Rylands Library, 7 (1922–23),
120–137 and 2 plates. This was revised in his Concerning the Text of
the Apocalypse. Collations of all Existing Available Greek Documents
with the Standard Text of Stephens’s Third Edition, together with the
Testimony of Versions, Commentaries and Fathers. 2 vols. (London,
1929), vol. 1, pp. 637–652. Vol. 2 contains the collations (p. 641).

8 Ibid. vol. 1, p. 636.

9 J. Schmid, Studien zur Geschichte des giechischen Apokalypse-Textes
(Münchener Theologische Studien), 1. Teill, Der Apokalypse-
Kommentar des Andreas von Kaisareia 2 vols. (Munich, 1956); 2.
Teil, Die alten Stämme (Munich, 1955), pp. 9: ‘Die Minuskein 2329,
1854 und 1611, die er als Zeugen eines alten, neben oder vielmehr
vor dem “kirklichen Standardtext” stehenden Textes nennt, sind
gerade dort, wo sie von K abweichen, mit P47 S und AC verwandt.’

10 J. K. Elliott gives an account of the proportions: ‘The distinctiveness
of the Greek manuscripts of the Book of Revelation’, Journal of
Theological Studies, NS 48 (1997) 116–124.
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book, namely that it is frequently complemented by

commentary alongside the text. This pattern evidently

results from the fact that authors or scribes felt that

Revelation needed to be sanctified as a divinely inspired

text. Comments could have been added at any later

time, which means that quite often the decision to

expand a codex by adding the text of Revelation was an

afterthought.11

To further my discussion I have to avail myself of the

work of an important New Testament scholar, namely

J. Schmid, and his contributions to the study of the

Greek text of Revelation. Studying the commentary on

the Apocalypse by Andreas of Caesarea, Schmid came

to establishing a new type of text, the Αν text (apud

Α$ νδρ�α) alongside the other existing ones, which

counts eighty-three witnesses, including three uncials.12

He argued that all germane manuscripts go back to one

archetype, which is posited to be the original of

Andreas’ commentary. However, the scriptural text

which Andreas of Caesarea used is older than his com-

mentary. Nevertheless, the Andreas-type is defined

pretty solidly and, relying on Schmid, we can accept

that this text was used in Andreas’ commentary and in

the manuscripts that depend on it. It was definitely not

Andreas who had constructed or edited the text that he

himself used. This had just reached him, and he used it

with confidence. The text can already be found in the

corrector Aa to A (Sa, according to Schmid’s notation) of

the fourth century. In addition, Andreas himself appears

wary, and perhaps anxious, to keep with observing

an already existing text rather than constructing one

of his own. He therefore relied on an already existing

text, and had no reason to create a new version of

the Apocalypse. No doubt he was aware of the editor

and clearly respected both him and the text he had

produced.

His reference to the ‘doctors of the Church’ surely

includes Theodoret and Cassian, as the following

evidence shows. Andreas refers to the ‘doctors of the

Church’ (κατὰ τοὺ διδασκάλου τ8 Ε$ κκλησ!α).13

A closer exploration of the issues he deals with reveals

that he has in mind Cassian, though he refrained from

naming him.14 Cassian had suffered the fate of all those

who were immensely erudite yet suspected of heresy.

The vast bulk of his writings went on to be ascribed to

Christian celebrities of the past.

Andreas’ only dissent was that he did not approve of

much intervention in the simple and peculiar language

of Revelation, even if such intervention was called for

by a real need to correct its language.

διαµαρτύρεται +µ�ν το� α$ κούουσι, µ9τε προσθε�ναι

τι µ9τε α$ φελε�ν, α$ λλὰ τὰ γραφικὰ :δι)µατα τ(ν

Α$ ττικ(ν συντάξεων κα� τ(ν διαλεκτικ(ν

συλλογισµ(ν +γε�σθαι α$ ξιοπιστ�τερα κα� σεµν�τερα,

�πε� κα� �ν �κε!νοι πολλά τι ε;ρ!σκων µ�

κανονιζ�µενα �π� τ< α$ ξι�πιστον τ(ν �ν αυ$ το�

ποιητ(ν κα� συγγραφ�ων παραπ�µπεται.15

‘The expressions peculiar to scripture’ (τὰ γραφικὰ

:δι)µατα) are therefore deemed more ‘trustworthy’. In

order to explain a passage, one should refer to another

point of scripture, not embark on dialectical syllogisms

about concepts, or on grammatical technicalities. More

specifically, the book of Daniel is one of those which

might serve to explain certain themes and images of

Revelation.

Andreas’ criticism of those who are fascinated by

Attic structures of speech and syllogisms and regard

them as ‘more noble’ than the scriptural language,

leaves no doubt that he is hinting at Cassian. For one

thing, it is natural for Andreas to have in mind someone

who had already dealt with the text of Revelation. For

another, expressions such as ‘dialectical syllogism’

(which means ‘an argument’ as well as the way for con-

11 Ibid. p. 118.
12 In broad terms, there are four main text-types in Revelation: (1) A C

Oecumenius 2057 2062 2344. (2) Aa Andreas of Caesarea. (3) Koine.
(4) P47 A*. All of these differ from the text-types identified for the
rest of the New Testament. According to Schmid, all these types can
be traced back to at least the fourth century.

13 Andreas of Caesarea, PG.106.269.58 (those who entertained
typological interpretation); PG.106.292.30 (� κα! τισι τ(ν

διδασκάλων *δοξε, meaning those who identify the ‘divine wrath
with the devil’, among whom are Origen, Theodoret, and Cassian in
Scholion XXX.

14 Andreas of Caesarea, PG.106.312.26–27: πολλο� τ(ν διδασκάλων

�ν�ησαν. Among these doctors Theodoret is included, along with
Hippolytus, Cyril of Jerusalem, John Chrysostom. Michael Glycas
says that ‘this is the explanation by those who interpreted’
Revelation – but who are they? Cf. Andreas of Caesarea, PG.106: 340;
393/6; 408 (κα! τινα τ(ν διδασκάλων ε:πε�ν ε;ρ!σκεσθαι �ν!ου

ζ(ντα µετὰ τ�ν Α$ ντιχρ!στου καθα!ρεσιν). This ‘doctor’ is
Oecumenius, who claims that Elias and Enoch will be present at the
critical time. Cf. Oecumenius, Commentarius in Apocalypsin, p. 128.
Theodoret, intDan, PG.81.1541.13f: στεφαν)σει τοὺ α' συλον τ8

;ποµον8 τ< κτ8µα φυλάξαντα. Epistulae 96–147: α$ ντιχρ!στου

τ<ν =λεθρον προθεσπ!ζων.
15 Andreas of Caesarea, PG.106.452.39–42.
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structing one)16 is simply an alternative to saying

‘Aristotelian scholars’. For Cassian was an erudite

Aristotelian scholar indeed. By the same token,

Andreas’ derision of the ‘Attic’ structures, once again

points to Cassian, who used some extremely unusual

Attic variations of terms, such as �φ!ση.17

Therefore, this reference by Andreas may well point

to Cassian and probably to the Antiochene mindset as a

whole, where Aristotelian studies had flourished, first

at Edessa, then at Nisibis. This remark could have

included Theodoret, too. For although he was not one of

those who had commented on Revelation, he had

done so on the Book of Daniel, of which the imagery,

vocabulary, and style stand very close to the ones of

Revelation. As a matter of fact, since the text of Revela-

tion owes obvious debts to the Book of Daniel, and

Theodoret had commented on the Book of Daniel, he

was evidently qualified to render a proper text of the

Apocalypse.

It can then be surmised that Andreas had in front

of him a certain text, from which he quoted the

Apocalypse passage after passage, which presumably

was a text of the fifth century originating in Theodoret’s

lifetime and was used by Cassian too. Whereas

Cassian’s text of Revelation opts for strict correctness of

grammar, Andreas seems to be less rigid, allowing the

scriptural text to develop its own style. As we have just

seen, the only independent witness to this text is Aa of

the fourth century. Hence the Αν text can be inferred

to comprise two witnesses: Aa and the codex which

Andreas used.

There are also further significant conclusions to

be drawn from Schmid’s remarkable work, notably his

considerations of certain textual types. First, there is a

group of witnesses which seems to be associated with

Egypt, due to Origen and the Coptic version: this is P 47,

A, Origen, the Coptic versions, and a few minuscules.

Next, there are A, C, and Oecumenius supported by

some minuscules, such as 2344. Here A appears to

stand out. G. D. Kilpatrick wondered how it is possible

for so good a text to have survived, when Origen

two hundred years earlier had an inferior one. He

subsequently makes a very significant remark: in the

Gospels, A has the Antiochene text, whereas in the

Epistles and Acts this is an Alexandrian one.18 In his

view, those two traditions would have converged in

Constantinople in order to produce such a fine text. I

myself believe, however, that A must have been written

under the supervision of Theodoret improving on

Origen’s text, along with additional witness to the

Apocalyptic one. In order to sustain his point, Kil-

patrick felt that he should show how a person of

Constantinople could have obtained his text. But he

bases his argument on the erroneous presumption that

Oecumenius was from Thessaly, which is not the case.

In fact he was from Asia Minor.19 Neither does it seem

plausible ‘that A was corrected from an earlier and

uncorrected manuscript brought from Asia’.20 The case

is rather that a corrected text was brought from Asia

Minor on the basis of which a new one was edited. My

own conjecture is, therefore, that this corrected text

originates in the exertions of Cassian. This squares

with Kilpatrick’s hypothesis that a person from Con-

stantinople played a role in this respect. This person

is, I believe, Cassian himself, who spent years in

Constantinople and who, I have argued, should be

identified with Pseudo-Caesarius.21

If Andreas made some corrections of his own

deviating from Cassian, he probably produced an

inferior rather than superior text. He was suspicious

of Cassian’s Greek erudition and was prone to believe

that this Sabaite intellectual had introduced some

corrections which resulted in the text being close to

‘Attic syntax’, which Andreas rejected as a method. On

16 Cf. διαλεκτικ< συλλογισµ< and the meaning of it in Aristotle,
Analytica Priora et Posteriora, 24a25; 46a9; 68b10; 81b19;
Metaphysica, 1078b25; Ars Rhetorica, 1355a9; 1355b16; 1356b1;
1358a4 f.; 1395b25; 1396b24; 1402a5; Sophistici Elenchi, 170a39;
171b7; 171b9; 172a18; Topica, 100a22–30; 157a19; 158a14; 161a36;
162a16 f. The concept was received respectfully by Aristotelian
commentators, such as Alexander of Aphrodisias, Ammonius of
Alexandria, Syrianus, John Philoponus, Elias of Alexandria. The
Christian author who disputed the authority of ‘dialectical syllogism’
as a means to reach truth was Clement of Alexandria. To him, this
procures only a relative ‘human impression’, whereas ‘the supreme
proof’ which is ‘scientific’ comes from scripture alone. Clement of
Alexandria, Stromateis, 2.11.49.2–4: + δ> δοξαστικ� α$ π�δειξι 

α$ νθρωπικ9 τ� �στι κα� πρ< τ(ν ?ητορικ(ν γινοµ�νη

�πιχειρηµάτων @ κα� διαλεκτικ(ν συλλογισµ(ν. + γὰρ

α$ νωτάτω α$ π�δειξι, Aν Bνιξάµεθα �πιστηµονικ9ν, π!στιν

�ντ!θησι διὰ τ8 τ(ν γραφ(ν παραθ�σε) τε κα� διο!ξεω τα�

τ(ν µανθάνειν Cρεγοµ�νων ψυχα�, Dτι αE ν εFη γν(σι.
17 I canvass this in RCR, pp. 271–72; NDGF, pp. 100; 160; 161.
18 G. D. Kilpatrick, ‘Professor J. Schmid on the Greek text of the

Apocalypse’, Vigiliae Christianae, 130 (1959), 1–13 (pp. 3–4).
19 I hope this will be shown in a forthcoming work of mine on

Oecumenius, Andreas, of Caesarea, and Arethas, canvassed in
relation to the Scholia.

20 Kilpatrick (n. 18 above)
21 See NDGF, Appendix I.
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this account, this is probably the sole point on which I

could espouse a view of Harnack’s, namely, his state-

ment about the present text of the Apocalypse. ‘Though

it may not prove to be a rival of C, perhaps even not

of A, it is at all events on a par with A and P, while it

is certainly superior to the text of 046 and Andreas.’22

Although I am hardly qualified to make such statements

on my own, it seems to me that the facts make this

statement plausible in view of the rest of my results.

I myself have been interested mainly in manu-

scripts used by the commentators on Revelation. In the

critical apparatus, I have pointed out all the differences

between 2329 and 2351, taking into account the specific

points in the rest of the commentators, namely,

Oecumenius, Andreas, Arethas, in juxtaposition to the

modern reconstruction by Nestle–Aland. I take into

account the text of Andreas as edited by both Schmid

and Migne, and the text of Oecumenius as edited by

both Marc de Groote and Migne.23 It turns out that K

stands very close to 2351, and it is my assumption that

the latter was the source for the former.

R. H. Charles made a convincing point showing that

the 2351-text of Revelation is simply different from that

which Origen used.24 It is clear that 2351 comes from

the region of Syria and was the exemplar of K. 2329

is close mainly to A, and in the second place to A
and A. This allows for the surmise that this might well

be the text of Didymus. By contrast, 2329 is mostly

dependent on A and A. Points showing 2329 and 2351

concurring in rare readings evince that Cassian con-

sulted 2329, yet by and large he preferred his own text.

When 2329 concurs with K, it normally does so with

2351, too.

There are points at which K differs from 2351: at

these points, however, the latter concurs with Syriac

versions, especially the versio Heraclensis. Heavy

coincidence of uncommon points between 2351 and the

versio Harclensis shows the latter to be the source of the

former. Hence I have focused mainly on points of 2329

that differ from 2351. It then turns out that 2351 has

expressions that occur in a very limited number of

manuscripts, the normal case being either Syriac or K

codices: the former are the source, the latter (viz. 2351)

is the result.

On the other hand, the reader can see for himself

from the critical apparatus of Nestle–Aland that Arethas

used mainly K, which in turn bears on 2351. All the

emendations brought about to the text of Revelation

by Cassian moved in one direction, namely to improve

on the Greek. This is the tendency to which Andreas

reacted, as already noted, remarking that the

‘expressions peculiar to scripture’ (γραφικὰ :δι)µατα)

are superior to ‘Attic syntax and dialectical syllogisms’

(τ(ν Α$ ττικ(ν συντάξεων κα� τ(ν διαλεκτικ(ν

συλλογισµ(ν).25

Only a very erudite person such as Didymus could

have used the term βιβλάριον (‘little book’), which

appears in Rev. 10:10 of the text of 2329. As far as I

know, the sole attestation of the term is in Diogenes

Laertius,26 relating the life of Antisthenes (445–360 BC),

the founder of the Cynic school.

Furthermore, the genitive and dative case-forms of

µάχαιρα (µαχα!ρη, µαχα!ρG respectively) in this

text of Revelation (namely, 5351: Rev. 13:10 and 14)

reveal specific authors behind this version of the text.

Although these forms occur in both the Septuagint,27

and the New Testament,28 they are actually Homeric

forms. In respect to the text of Revelation, the

forms µαχα!ρG, µαχα!ρη,29 occur in 2351, whereas

2329 (included in the present Codex, like 2351),

Oecumenius, Andreas, and Arethas, have it µαχα!ρα

and µαχα!ρH.

Only specific Christian authors made use of the

archaic forms µαχα!ρG, µαχα!ρη. These authors are

Hippolytus, Didymus, Theodoret, Pseudo-Macarius,

and the present edition which Cassian quoted, namely,

22 K. Diobouniotis and A. Harnack, Der Scholien-Kommentar des Origenes
zur Apokalypse Johannis nebst einem Stück aus Irenaeus, Lib. V,
Graece, TU, 38,3 (Leipzig, 1911), p. 81.

23 Different renderings of Oecumenius by either Migne or M. de Groote
are indicated as O.(M) and O.(G). Andreas’ text by either Migne or
Schmid is indicated as An.(M) and An.(S) respectively.

24 R. H. Charles, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the
Revelation of St John, 2 vols. (Edinburgh, 1920), vol. 1, pp. clxxvi–
clxxvii.

25 Andreas of Caesarea (n. 9 above) (Schmid), Logos 24, chapter 72,
section 22, 18–19.

26 Diogenes Laertius, Vitae Philosophorum, 6.3: πρ� τε τ< Ποντικ<ν

µειράκιον µ�λλον φοιτα̃ν αυ$ τK κα� πυθ�µενον τ!νων αυ$ τK δε�,
φησ!, ‘βιβλαρ!ου καινο� κα� γραφε!ου καινο� κα� πινακιδ!ου

καινο�,’ τ<ν νο�ν παρεµφα!νων.
27 Gen. 27:40; Ex. 15:9; Num. 21:24; 2 Reg. (Samuelis ii in textu

Masoretico), 15:14.
28 Matt. 26:52; Luke, 21:24; 22:49; Acts, 12:2; Heb. 11:34 and 37;

Rev. 13:10 and 14.
29 Rev. 13:10 and 14. Scholion XXXVIII, notes 61, 63 to the text of

Revelation.
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2351. Of them, Didymus quotes Rev. 13:10, yet he

evidently uses another version of the text.30 Hippolytus

and Theodoret apply the dative µαχα!ρG quoting an

old Pythagorean maxim: Π�ρ µαχα!ρG µ� σκάλευε,

which warns not to irritate an already angry person by

further argument.31 What is impressive about Theodoret

is that he quotes the archaic form µαχα!ρG, even

though a series of writers, who provided him with the

core of his erudition, had rendered this µαχα!ρH

(so did Aristotle, Plutarch, Galen, Lucian of Samosata,

Athenaeus, Diogenes Laertius, Porphyry). Hippolytus,

Iamblichus, Theodoret, Cassian, and John Philoponus

are the only authors to have rendered the maxim in its

original Pythagorean language. I hardly need to note

that this adherence to accuracy is one more token

of the erudition of these authors. Therefore, the text of

Revelation which Cassian uses is probably the one

which Theodoret had handed down to posterity,

into which he had presumably introduced his own

emendations. It is characteristic that the rest of the

commentators on Revelation, namely Oecumenius,

Andreas, and Arethas, apply the word µαχα!ρH.

The specific text of Revelation stands out in respect

to its correct Greek. This was probably the reason

why Andreas declared that ‘the Scriptural language is

superior to any Attic language’. My surmise is that

Andreas had in mind Theodoret (probably alongside

Cassian), whom he implicitly rebuffs for his emend-

ations to the scriptural text. The fact that the form τ8

µαχα!ρη appears in the Pseudo-Macarian corpus,32

suggests that this version of the New Testament (or of

Revelation, at least) was circulating at the monastery

of the Akoimetoi in Constantinople, which was used

both by the author of this corpus and Cassian himself.

It seems therefore that Cassian copied from

Didymus’ commentary, while at the same time he used

a Greek scriptural text of his own from a manuscript of

Syriac provenance. In this scriptural text several points

were emended with the purpose of producing a ‘more

correct’ Greek text, as it were. Whether the person who

produced this version of the Greek scriptural text was

Cassian himself, or this had reached him as a legacy

from Theodoret or some other erudite Antiochene, is

not easy to determine. I can only set forth my foregoing

hypothesis, that this person was Theodoret, and his

work served to produce some Syriac versions. In any

case, there is a continuous line of the text from the

Syriac version (versio Heraclensis)33 to Antioch,

where the 2351-version was produced to yield the K

manuscripts.

The scribe of both 2329 and 2351 is the same person,

namely Theodosius (up to Scholion V, yet evidently he

took over again at a later point). This is why the same

scribal errors occur in both 2329 and the text of the

Scholia.

The texts of the Book of Cassian
The colophon of this parchment codex which comprises

290 folios, advises that this is ‘The Book of Monk

Cassian’ (not ‘the Roman’) (Κασσιανο� µοναχο�

βιβλ!ον), which seems to designate the owner of this

volume as a whole. Folios 1r–118v contain texts ascribed

to Cassian himself, who on folio 1r, immediately below

the colophon, has the heading ‘By monk Cassian the

Roman’ (Κασσιανο� µοναχο� Ρ- ωµα!ου). His texts are

the following:

1. By monk Cassian the Roman, To Bishop Castor,

On the Rules and Regulations of the Coenobia in the

East and Egypt (Κασσιανο� µοναχο� Ρ- ωµα!ου,

Πρ< Κάστ‹ο›ρα �π!σκοπον περ� διατυπ)σεω

κα� καν‹�›νων τ(ν κατὰ τ�ν Α$ νατολ�ν κα�

ΑFγυπτον κοιν‹ο›β!ων, folios 1r–22r).

2. By monk Cassian, On the eight considerations

[of evil] (Κασσιανο� µοναχο� περ� τ(ν η--  λογισµ(ν,

folios 22v–56r).

3. By the same [monk Cassian], To abbot Leontius

On the Holy Fathers at Scetis (Το� αυ$ το�

‹Κασσιανο�›, πρ< Λε�ντιον +γούµενον περ�

30 Didymus, In Psalmos 22–26.10, Cod. p. 85: πάντε οO λαβ�ντε

µάχαιραν µαχα!ρG α$ πολο�νται. He makes the same quotation in
In Psalmos 40–44.4, Cod. p. 247. In In Zachariam, 3.127, he quotes
Exodus 15:9: α$ νελ( τP µαχα!ρG µου.

31 Hippolytus, Refutatio Omnium Haeresium 6.27.3–4. Theodoret,
Graecarum Affectionum Curatio, 8.1. Hippolytus nevertheless uses
the word as one of his own (op. cit., 9.30.8), and so does Pseudo-
Macarius, Sermones, Homily 7.3.

32 Pseudo-Macarius, Sermones, Homily 7.3.
33 In the year 508 the Monophysite bishop Philoxenus of Mabbug on

the Euphrates requested his suffragan bishop Polycarp to make ‘a
translation’ (or edition) of the New Testament into Syriac. This
recension is preserved in a later version made by Thomas of
Heraclea in 616. This is the versio Heraclensis, and the standard
name for that manuscript is Codex Heraclensis. It should be noticed
that the production of Polycarp’s version of the New Testament was
made when Cassian the Sabaite was a senior pupil of St Sabas, and
was about to begin his scholarly production, perhaps had already
begun composing some of his works.
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τ(ν κατὰ τ�ν Σκ‹8›τ‹ι›ν α- γ!ων πατ�ρων, folios

56v–80r).

4. First contribution by abba Serenus (Συνεισφορὰ

το� α$ ββα̃ Σερ9νου πρ)τη, folios 80r–100v).

5. Contribution by Abba Serenus on the panaretus

[wisdom] (Συνεισφορὰ το� α$ ββα̃ Σερ‹9›νου περ�

τ8 παναρ�του, folios 101r–118v).

In folios 210r–245r, there is a full text of the Revela-

tion of John, which is followed by the Scholia in Apoca-

lypsin (folios 245v–290r), for which there is no heading

indicating either authorship or content. These Scholia

were attributed to Origen by Adolf Harnack34 in 1911,

following the discovery of this Meteora-codex in 1908.

This text is now published and its author has been

identified as none other than Cassian himself, who

cherished them in ‘his book’, that is, his personal

companion.

The rest of the codex contains the ‘Blessings of

Jacob by Irenaeus of Lugdunum’ (119r–200v) (in

fact by Hippolytus), most of which deal with apoca-

lyptic vision seen by Daniel. Also, texts by Hippolytus

‘on the captivity of King Johakim and the sons of Judah

and of Jerusalem’ (156r), and ‘On the sundry visions by

Daniel,’ (160r–200v). Also a text by Cyril of Alexandria

‘Exegesis on Melchisedek’ (201r–204v), followed by an

interesting passage from the Chronicon by Hippolytus of

Thebes (205r–207r).

The ensuing two folios (207v–208r) contain two

texts ascribed to an obscure figure called ‘James the

newly baptized’ (Ι$ ακ)βου το� νεοβαπτ!στου).35 This

is an alleged chronicle about the ‘birth of Joseph’,

setting out to expound the genealogy of Joseph, the

husband of ‘saintly Mary the theotokos’, explaining

how Mary is a descendant of the tribe of Judah and of

David himself.

Then an interesting text follows.36 This has to do

with astronomical considerations providing practical

mathematical rules for calculating leap years (209r–v)

and probably the Easter, but on this we can only

speculate, since there are some folios missing at that

point. These folios37 record information for the personal

use of the owner of the codex, namely Cassian himself,

which has to do with calendar reckoning, according to

either ‘the Romans’ or ‘the Alexandrians’: how the days

of the full moon can be determined; how the days of

February during a leap year are counted; how the

twenty-ninth day is determined, and so on. This is an

illuminating text casting light on why 29 February was

determined as Cassian’s feast day, which points to his

scientific interest in astronomy. The same text also tells

us that Cassian is probably the author on whom the

author of the Chronicon Paschale drew heavily, at least

as far as calculations and rules for determining the date

of Easter are concerned.

A Sabaite Codex
Codex 573 is a product of the milieu of the Monastery

of St Sabas near Jerusalem. An investigation in the

Patriarchal Library in Jerusalem (where the Sabaite

manuscripts were transferred a hundred years ago)

showed that no scribe named Theodosius appears. This

name appears in the Meteora Codex 573 only. However,

it turned out that the same hand wrote at least two

more Sabaite codices (St Sabas 76 and 8).38 This makes

the scribe of the Jerusalem codices identifiable: he

was the monk Theodosius. Nevertheless, philological

exploration shows that the content of this ‘Book of

Cassian’ was definitely known to the monastery of

Studios and Theodore Studites himself. For it turns out

that exquisite parallels to Cassian’s text occur fre-

quently in the work of Theodore Studites. Theodore is

the man who had built the most renowned scriptorium

of his time in the monastery of Studios. This institution

was in many respects the heir of the Akoimetoi,

certainly the heir to their vast library, which was

abundantly reproduced therein. Cassian was one of

the Akoimetoi and, given the close contact between

them and Palestine, his book should have been made

available to them and reproduced in their library.

Colophons are an important source of information.

The one in Codex 573 advises that this is ‘the book

of monk Cassian’, in other words, his companion. The

contents of this book in relation to its owner and his

era afford some valuable knowledge, since there are

34 According to his prologue, Harnack received the text in July 1911
and published this at the end of the same year, which means he
made an all too hasty study and attribution of authorship to Origen,
which never enjoyed universal acceptance by scholars. See K.
Diobouniotis and A. Harnack, n. 22 above.

35 This is the sole attestation of the term νεοβάπτιστο (‘newly
baptized’) in Greek literature.

36 This is now published for the first time in RCR, Appendix III.
37 Approximately three folios are missing, since they were cut off

before pagination was applied to the Codex.
38 See and compare photos in RCR, pp. 529–48.
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interesting interconnections which come to light once

these small texts are explored. Although ‘James the

newly baptised’ is an unknown figure, the question of

the genealogy of Mary is explored by one author alone,

namely the Sabaite John of Damascus.39 Quite evi-

dently, both Cassian and Damascenus found this work

by ‘James the newly baptized’ at the library of the Great

Laura in Palestine. Furthermore, the question about full

moons and determination of specific days during Febru-

ary of a leap year is scarcely found in literature.

Although we come upon this in two fourth-century

authors (namely, Epiphanius of Salamis and the math-

ematician Theon of Alexandria),40 it can be determined

that the actual source is Ptolemy of Alexandria, the

second-century astronomer, astrologer, mathematician,

and philosopher.41 The questions on which Cassian kept

notes for his personal use are treated by Theon as a

commentary to Ptolemy’s Προχε!ρου Καν�να (‘easy

tables’, actually meaning calendars), which was also

recorded by a later Byzantine monk and theologian of

Thessaloniki.42

Therefore, it is not only the colophon, which

definitely determines that Cassian is the owner of the

Codex: it is also the content of the book. In this book, he

had works favoured by him transcribed (including

some of his own), along with practical information

which was valuable to him and to which he could have

quick and easy access. His interest in the apocalyptic

literature (which is evident from the text of Daniel

therein that he cherished) culminates with writing

down the entire text of John’s Revelation. And since

there was more space available, he went on to compose

some comments (the Scholia) on the Apocalypse, in

order to prove that this book was indeed a divinely-

inspired one and therefore was correctly regarded as

canonical.

Consequently, there are interesting conclusions that

follow from a study of the contents of this codex.

First, Cassian draws directly on Ptolemy, and had

read not only his astronomical works (which he uses

here), but also his astrological ones. He must have

read other astrological works, too, since he uses the

extremely rare colloquialism β!σεκτον for δ!σεκτον

for a leap year, which occurs in only a handful of

instances throughout Greek literature. The leap year is

normally called δ!σεκτον (δ! [=twice]+ Sξ [six]),

but since this was introduced by Julius Caesar,43 and

the idea is a Roman one, people used to call this

β!σεκτον (pronouncing bis for δ��).44 Usage of this

colloquial form was rare and these instances are

all that can be found for the time being. It is then

interesting that we find this colloquialism attested in

the present Codex (folio 209v), as it is remarkable

that Cassian is especially interested in determining

29 February and relevant information with respect to

leap years: for this day was later stipulated as Cassian’s

feast day.

Second, the fact that Cassian quotes a passage from

Hippolytus of Thebes has important consequences. This

unknown chronicler of Egypt was frequently confused

with Hippolytus of Rome, especially when the name

‘Hippolytus’ appeared with no further specification in

manuscripts. I deal with this person elsewhere. I only

wish to note at this point that his appearance as part of

this Codex makes him neither a seventh- nor an eighth-

century figure (as Franz Diekamp had it), nor one

later than the eleventh century, which is a prevailing

opinion owing to specific misunderstandings. My

own exploration has shown that not only was this

Hippolytus earlier than Cassian’s times (which is plain),

but indeed he was in all probability a fourth-century

intellectual.

39 John of Damascus, Expositio Fidei, 87. Beside Damascenus, only a
Synaxarium explores this question, which otherwise was of no
interest to authors. Synaxarium Ecclesiae Constantinopoleos,
Synaxarium Mensis Septembris, Day 8, section 1.

40 Epiphanius of Salamis, Panarion, v. 3, p. 246. Theon of Alexandria,
Υ% π)µνηµα ε/� τοὺ� Προχε�ρου� Πτολεµα�ου Καν)να� (a commentary
on Ptolemy’s ‘easy tables’, which provide quick calendar-solutions
to the problems Cassian dealt with in those notes of his),
pp. 257–276. Cf. Ptolemy of Alexandria (astronomer, astrologer,
mathematician, philosopher second. cent.), Προχε�ρων Καν)νων

∆ιάταξι� κα� Ψηφοφορ�α.
41 Ptolemy’s presence in Cassian’s Scholia in Apocalypsin is

impressive. Cf. Scholia, XV; XXIX; XXXI; XXXIII; XXXIV.

42 Matthaeus Blastares (fourteenth cent.), Collectio Alphabetica,
Alphabetic letter Pi, 7.

43 Joel (chronicler, thirteenth cent.), Chronographia Compendiaria,
p. 24. He also writes β!σεκτον for δ!σεκτον.

44 Matthaeus Blastares, Collectio Alphabetica, Alphabetic letter Beta,
13. Lemma: Περ� βισ�κτου. He advises that ‘all Roman words have
β instead of δ’. This is how he uses the word himself throughout.
Likewise, Acta Monasterii Theotoci Euergetae (eleventh-twelfth
cent.), Synaxarium, Month 6, day 28. John Camaterus (astronomer,
astrologer, twelfth cent.), Introductio ad Astronomiam, line 51.
Michael Glycas, Annales, p. 379. Also in the anonymous
astrological works, Περ� τ�� τ*ν Ε% πτὰ Πλανητ*ν Ε�ρ�σεω�,
v. 10, p. 70; Paraphrasis Carminis de Terrae Motibus, v. 5, p. 159.
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The vernacular of the Codex
The colloquial συνγ–45 (for συγγ-) occurs in Didymus.46

This is also  the vernacular of Pseudo-Caesarius47 but of

no other Christian author.

The colloquialism �φ $  Fση,48 instead of �π!ση, is

a very rare one and means ‘equally’. Lexicographer

Hesychius of Alexandria (fifth/sixth century AD)

seems to have been aware of this, but it is remarkable

that it is used by a series of scholars related to the

Laura of Sabas in one way or another, namely

Cassian and his admirers Maximus Confessor, John of

Damascus, and Theodore Studites. Similar instances

of this vernacular form occur in the Epistulae et

Amphilochia at two points, epistles 34 and 43, a fact

that comes as further support for my argument that

the epistles are wrongly attributed to Photius.49 This

form is also present in Pseudo-Caesarius, whom I

have claimed to be Cassian himself. Two instances in

Justinian’s dogmatic writings50 also point to the Laura

of Sabas and the circle of abbot Gelasius, who

composed the imperial edict against Origen.

The colloquial σύνψηφοι51 for σύµψηφοι, also

appears in the magical papyri.

The spelling in the Codex α$ φελπ!σG52 is an

interesting colloquialism, which appears, among others,

in Didymus53 and Pseudo-Caesarius.54

The colloquialism α$ φιδιάζειν55 is used in a few

instances, of which those in Cassian’s professed

admirers John Climacus and Theodore Studites are

of special interest.56 Furthermore, the rendering

α$ πιδιάζειν is a peculiar word meaning ‘to conduct a life

in seclusion’: it appears once in Gregory of Nyssa,57 in

Julian the Arian,58 and in a spurious text,59 all of which

play an important role in the Scholia.

The colloquial κακχασµο�60 (instead of καγχα-

σµο�) is one more word occurring in the magical

papyri and recorded by Hesychius of Alexandria.61

Not strangely, John of Damascus used this term,

too.62

The term Βεεζεβοὺλ63 used by Cassian64 occurs

only in Didymus, who uses the name Βεεζεβούλ

instead of Βεελζεβούλ.65 This might well be owing to

Didymus’ works having been transcribed in Palestine,

especially the Fragmenta in Psalmos altera, the author-

ship of which I discuss presently.

Christian authors and the Book of Revelation
Christian theologians have treated the book of Revela-

tion as an authoritative one since early times. Justin

Martyr was confident that the author of the book is ‘a

man who is one of us, whose name is John, and was a

disciple of Christ, to whom an apocalypse was

45 Cassian the Sabaite, Const, p. Cod. p. 19r.
46 Didymus, commPs 20–21, Cod. p. 17 (συνγ�νειαν); commPs 35–39,

Cod. p. 240 (συνγ�νειαν). Likewise, commJob (1–4), Cod. p. 98
(συνγραφικο�); commJob (7.20c–11), Cod. p. 251 (συνγραφικ�ν);
commEccl (1.1–8), Cod. p. 7 (συνγραφ�ω); ibid. Cod. p. 7
(συνγραφεύ); commPs 20–21, Cod. p. 49 (συνγραφικ�ν); commPs
22–26.10, Cod. p. 73 (συνγράµµασιν); commPs 29–34, Cod. p. 204
(συνγνωστ�); commPs 40–44.4, Cod. p. 308 (συνγραψαµ�νου);
ibid. Cod. p. 337 (συνγραφεύ); commEccl (3–4.12), Cod. p. 91
(συνγ!νονται).

47 Caesarius, QR, 12.9 (συνγεραιρούµενον); 191.24
(συνγεραιρε�σθαι); 11.43 and 163.15 (συνγραφ�ων); 139.61
(συνγραφεύ); 218.374 (συνγραψάµενον); 218.440 (συνγράψα).

48 See Cassian the Sabaite, OctoVit, Cod. p. 33v.
49 See RCR, pp. 20; 21; 80 (n. 132); 92; 180 (n. 212); 192; 200 (n. 349);

232 (n. 95); 318; 319; 399. NDGF, 230 (n. 47); 241 (n. 75); 371
(n. 44); 381 (n. 35); 407; 481; 485; 523 (n.485); 524 (n. 494); 568;
569; 587; 601 (n. 807); 603–5.

50 Justinian, Epistula contra Tria Capitula, 63; Edictum Rectae Fidei,
p. 150.

51 Cassian the Sabaite, ScetPatr, p. 66v: ΟVτο το!νυν W Xρο κα� +

γν)µη το� α- γ!ου Α$ ντων!ου, Yν κα� σύνψηφοι οO λ<οι>πο�

πατ�ρε �γ�νοντο.
52 Cassian the Sabaite, ScetPatr, p. 75v.
53 Didymus, commPs 20–21, Cod. p. 26 (α$ φελπισθε!); commPs

20–21, Cod. p. 27 (α$ φελπ!ζουσιν); commPs 29–34, Cod. p. 142
(α$ φελπ!ζει).

54 Caesarius, QR, 191 (α$ φελπ!ζων). See NDGF, App. I.
55 Cassian the Sabaite, ScetPatr, p. 67r.
56 Theodore Studites (eighth/ninth cent. AD), Sermones Catecheseos

Magnae, Catechesis 62, p. 22 (α$ φιδιαζ�µενο); Parva Catechesis,
Catechesis 2 (α$ φιδιάζειν); Catechesis 71 (α$ φιδιάζειν, then
α$ φιδιαζ�µενο). Vitae Sancti Pauli Junioris, Laudatio Sancti Pauli
Junioris, 11 (τ�ν α$ φιδιάζουσαν πολιτε!αν). There is one instance
of the form α$ πιδιάζειν in John Climacus, Scala Paradisi, 832, line 12
(τ< µ� α$ πιδιάζειν ευ$ σεβ().

57 Gregory of Nyssa, Adversus Eunomium, 3.10.36 (α$ πιδιάσαντο).
58 Julian the Arian, In Job, p. 316 (α$ πιδ!ασε).
59 Enarratio in Prophetam Isaiam, 14.284 (ascribed to Basil of

Caesarea) (α$ πιδιαστικά).
60 Cassian the Sabaite, SerenPrim, p. 90r.
61 Hesychius of Alexandria (fifth/sixth cent. AD), Lexicon, Alphabetic

letter kappa: entries 369 (κακχάζει); 1931 (κακχάζοι); 1940,
(κακχάζει). Papyri Magicae, (Preisendanz) number 13: lines 164
(κακχάσαντο); 172: (κακχάσαι); 191: (κακχάσαντο); 192:
(κακχάζων); 475: (κακχάσαντο); 486: (κακχάσαι).

62 John of Damascus, Passio Magni Martyris Artemii, 59
(κατακακχάζειν). Cf. Athenaeus, Deipnosophistae, 14.5
(α$ νακακχασάντων). John Chrysostom, De Babyla Contra Julianum
et Gentiles, 17 (α$ νακακχάζοντε).

63 Cf. Matt. 12:24.
64 Cassian the Sabaite, De Panareto, p. 108r.
65 Didymus, commJob (12.1–16.8a), fr. 369; commPs 29–34, Cod.

pp. 145; 147; commPs 40–44.4, Cod. pp. 294; 304; frPs(al), fr. 662a.

Introduction10



revealed’.66 Likewise, it is attested that the apologist

Melito of Sardis drew on the Apocalypse in order to

make a point on the devil.67 Irenaeus, a theologian who

took a special interest in the composition of the canon,

quotes from Rev. 5:8, along with other quotations from

both testaments, in order to make a certain point.68

The apologist Papias of Hierapolis, writing in the

first third of the second century, asserted that the

book of Revelation is both a divinely inspired one

(το� θεοπνεύστου τ8 β!βλου) and trustworthy

(α$ ξι�πιστον). He is normally listed as the most ancient

in the series of theologians who are attested as

having urged this view (‘Papias, Irenaeus, Methodius,

Hippolytus, Gregory the Theologian, and Cyril’ of

Alexandria).69 Arethas mentions him as one of those

assenting to ‘the divinely inspired book’ (το�

θεοπνεύστου τ8 β!βλου): ‘Basil of Caesarea, Gregory

the divine, Cyril, Papias, Irenaeus, Hippolytus, the

Church fathers’. Although by and large reproducing

the text of Andreas, Arethas added the name of Basil of

Caesarea and omitted that of Methodius of Olympus.70

As a matter of fact, Papias is attested (though not

unanimously) as having been an immediate pupil

(αυ$ τ9κοον) of John, ‘whom he [viz. Papias] mentioned

at many points’ in respect of the authorship of Revela-

tion.71 Besides, in an epistle allegedly addressed to the

people of Tarsus, Ignatius of Antioch is represented as

approving of Revelation, since a text ascribed to him

confidently advises that John the Evangelist ‘fled to

Patmos’.72 A valuable catalogue of authors accepting

Revelation is also supplied by Nicetas of Paphlagonia

(see below).

According to existing testimonies, Clement of

Alexandria (c. 150–215) accepted the authority of

the apocalyptic book. He was inclined to allegorical

interpretation anyway.73 He cites this book,74 whereas

Maximus Confessor tells us that he read in Clement’s

fifth book of the Hypotyposeis arguments based on

the same revelation by John.75 Besides, a later scholiast

of Clement attests to having read in his work the

same acceptance of the authority and canonicity of

Revelation.76 Clement also employs the story circulating

about John, according to which ‘once the tyrant

[Domitian] died, John returned to Ephesus from the isle

of Patmos’ (το� τυράννου τελευτ9σαντο α$ π< τ8

Πάτµου τ8 ν9σου µετ8λθεν �π� τ�ν Ε' φεσον)77 and

preached in neighbouring regions. He is supposed to

have ordained bishops, and some stories on his life

are preserved by Clement in that treatise of his. He

proclaims staunchly that this story about ‘John the

apostle’ is not a ‘myth’, but sound testimony treasured

by historical ‘memory’ (α' κουσον µ�θον ου$  µ�θον,

α$ λλὰ =ντα λ�γον περ� Ι$ ωάννου το� α$ ποστ�λου

παραδεδοµ�νον κα� µν9µG πεφυλαγµ�νον).78

Eusebius (c. 265–c. 339/40), apparently acting as a

historian of conscience, recorded this testimony of

Clement’s to the letter along with one by Irenaeus. He

seems to employ the information about John having

returned to Ephesus ‘following the death of Domitian’.

Eusebius refers to both testimonies respectfully, adding

66 Justin Martyr, Dialogus cum Tryphone, 81.4: κα� *πειτα κα� παρ $

+µ�ν α$ ν9ρ τι, Z =νοµα Ι$ ωάννη, ε[ τ(ν α$ ποστ�λων το�

Χριστο�, �ν α$ ποκαλύψει γενοµ�νG αυ$ τK.
67 Melito of Sardis, Fragmenta, fr. 5 (title): Μελ!τωνο (Περ� το�

∆ιαβ�λου κα� τ8 Α$ ποκαλύψεω Ι$ ωάννου), apud Eusebius, HE,
4.26.2.

68 Irenaeus, Fragmenta, Fr. 36: ]σπερ κα� W Ι$ ωάννη �ν τP

Α$ ποκαλύψει λ�γει· Τὰ θυµιάµατά ε:σιν αO προσευχα� τ(ν

α- γ!ων.
69 Papias, Fragmenta, fr. 5.1, apud Andreas of Caesarea (n. 9 above),

PG.106.220.
70 Arethas, Commentarius in Apocalypsin, PG.106.494.
71 Papias, Fragmenta, Fr. 2.6–7; Fr. 7, apud Eusebius, HE, 3.39.7.
72 Pseudo-Ignatius of Antioch, Epistulae Interpolatae et Epistulae

Suppositiciae, Epistle 4.3.3: Ι$ ωάννη δ> �φυγαδεύετο �ν Πάτµ^.
73 Clement’s genuine erudition allowed him to allegorize using at the

same time pagan and Christian symbols. In his Paedagogus, 1.6.43.4,
he takes ‘milk’ to stand for the word of God (Heb. 5:12–13; 1 Peter
2:2), associates this with the ‘bosom of the Father’ (John, 1:18), and
interprets Iliad, XXII.83, where Hector’s mother reminds him of
having given him the ‘banishing care’ of her ‘breast’, which
prevented all harm (λαθικηδ�α µαζ�ν), to lull his pain. 

Clement quotes the Homeric expression itself. I am not sure
whether P. Canivet had this in mind (Histoire d’une entreprise
apologétique au Ve siecle, Paris, 1957, p. 147) when he said that
Clement provided by his allegorical interpretation ‘un example
très curieux de cette méthode, utilisant simultanément des textes
bibliques et profanes’. He refers the reader to ‘Pédagogue, II, 10,
114, 4’ of O. Stählin’s edition, which is not available to me; but I
know that such a locus as II, 10, 114, 4 does not exist.

74 Clement of Alexandria, Stromateis, 6.13.106.2: ] φησιν �ν τP

α$ ποκαλύψει Ι$ ωάννη. In Pedagogus, 2.10.108.3, he quotes
Rev. 6:11 along with Daniel 7:9.

75 Clement of Alexandria, Fragmenta, fr. 5: Λ�γει δ> πρεσβυτ�ρου

α$ γγ�λου W θε�ο Ι$ ωάννη �ν τP Α$ ποκαλύψει, κα� �πτὰ ε_ναι

τοὺ πρ)του �ν τK Τωβ!H α$ ν�γνωµεν κα� παρὰ Κλ9µεντι βιβλ!^

ε ´  τ(ν Υ- ποτυπ)σεων.
76 Scholia in Clementis Protrepticum et Paedagogum, p. 333: +

Α$ ποκάλυψισ] + Ι$ ωάννου Α$ ποκάλυψι το� θεολ�γου. +
Α$ ποκάλυψι] σηµε!ωσαι Xτι � �γκεκριµ�νη µ�µνηται τ8

Α$ ποκαλύψεω.
77 Clement of Alexandria, Quis Salvetur Dives, 42.2.
78 Ibid. 1–2.
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that they should be regarded as trustworthy, since their

authors embraced ‘the ecclesiastical orthodoxy’. He first

quotes a portion from Irenaeus’ ‘second book against

the heresies’, ‘which he also does in the third book of

the same treatise’: according to Irenaeus, ‘all the presby-

ters of Asia’ attest that John returned and ‘lived with its

people until the times of Trajan’. Coming to Clement,

Eusebius notes that not only does Clement agree with

Irenaeus, but in his work entitled Quis Salvetur Dives

(Who is the saved rich man), he also added a story

‘which is most welcome to those who love to hear

whatever is good and beneficial’. He then goes on to

quote the foregoing section from Clement’s Quis

Salvetur Dives.79 According to another testimony by

Eusebius, the anti-Montanist ecclesiastical writer

Apollonius of Ephesus (second/third century, fl. 180–

210) made use of the Revelation of John (κ�χρηται δ>

κα� µαρτυρ!αι α$ π< τ8 Ι$ ωάννου Α$ ποκαλύψεω),80

in order to sustain his polemic against the heretics.81

During the same period, Hippolytus (c. 170–c. 236)

was categorical in arguing not only for the authority

of Revelation, but also for its authorship by ‘John, the

apostle and disciple of the Lord’, who ‘saw a revelation

of awful mysteries on the isle of Patmos’.82 Later

chroniclers, such as George Syncellus of Constantinople

(eighth/ninth century), report that Hippolytus wrote a

commentary on Revelation among other commentaries

on scriptural books (Genesis as well as ‘Ezekiel, Daniel,

and many prophets, and on different books of both old

and new scriptures, among which is the Revelation of

John in Patmos’). One should notice that Syncellus

specifies only this book ‘of the new scriptures’, whereas

he supplies several titles from the ‘old’ ones. He is also

accurate in placing the floruit of Hippolytus in the year

215. Syncellus is also one of the chroniclers reporting

the influence that Hippolytus exerted upon Origen,

whom he urged to compose his own commentaries.83

That Hippolytus had sanctioned the book of Revelation

is also reported by Nicetas of Paphlagonia, who

supplied us with a valuable catalogue of Christian

theologians sharing this view.84 This catalogue lists the

names of Polycarp of Smyrna,85 Irenaeus (claiming

them both to be immediate ‘disciples of apostle

John’), Hippolytus (who is styled ‘a martyr’), Cyril of

Jerusalem, Gregory of Nazianzus (mentioning his

Syntacterion oration discussed below), Ephraem Syrus,

John Chrysostom,86 Gregory of Nyssa, Epiphanius of

Salamis (‘Epiphanius of Cyprus’), ‘and many others’.87 I

am going to discuss evidence about each one of them

later. For now, it should be inferred that authors who

drew on Revelation in order to make a point, should be

considered to be allowing for the authority of the book,

implicitly at least. For example, as canvassed in EN IVc,

quotation of the expression of Revelation, ‘He who is,

and who was, and who is to come’ (W bν κα� W cν

κα� W �ρχ�µενο),88 in effect provides a catalogue of

theologians who allowed for the scriptural authority

of the Book of Revelation. This catalogue includes

Hippolytus, Athanasius, Basil of Caesarea, Gregory of

Nazianzus, Cyril of Alexandria, the author of (Pseudo-

Didymus) De Trinitate (= Cassian himself),89 Ephraem

Syrus, Didymus, Pseudo-Dionysius the Areopagite.

79 Eusebius, HE, 3.23.1–19.
80 Ibid. 5.18.14.
81 Apollonius of Ephesus (second–third cent.), Fragmenta Adversus

Montanistas, Fr. 7, apud Eusebius (n. 79 above). Apollonius wrote
against the Phrygian Montanists and the unknown author of
Praedestinatus says he was a bishop of Ephesus, which though is not
otherwise attested. Beyond Eusebius citing him, Apollonius was
praised by Jerome, De Viris Illustribus, 40.

82 Hippolytus, De antichristo, 36: οVτο γὰρ [scil. Ι$ ωάννη] �ν

Πάτµ^ τP ν9σ^ bν Wρd α$ ποκάλυψιν µυστηρ!ων φρικτ(ν, αe τινα

διηγούµενο α$ φθ�νω κα� �τ�ρου διδάσκει. λ�γε µοι, f
µακάριε Ι$ ωάννη, α$ π�στολε κα� µαθητὰ το� κυρ!ου. Cf.
Hippolytus quoting from Revelation: In Danielem, 3.9.10; 4.22.3;
4.23.5; (obliquely, about the number of the beast) 4.49.2; Refutatio
Omnium Haeresium (Philosophumena), 7.36.3.

83 George Syncellus (chronicler, eighth–ninth cent, Constantinople),
Ecloga Chronographica, p. 438: Ι- ππ�λυτο Oερ< φιλ�σοφο

�π!σκοπο Π�ρτου κατὰ τ�ν Ρ- )µην σφ�δρα διαπρεπ( 0νθει �ν

τP κατὰ Χριστ<ν φιλοσοφ!H, πλε�στα ψυχωφελ8 συντάττων

;ποµν9µατα. εF τε γὰρ τ�ν �ξα9µερον κα� ε: τὰ µετὰ τ�ν

�ξα9µερον, ε: πολλά τε τ(ν προφητ(ν, µάλιστα Ι$ εζεκι�λ κα�

∆ανι�λ τ(ν µεγάλων, *τι µ�ν ε: τὰ H' σµατα κα� ε: α' λλα

παντο!α παλαιὰ κα� ν�α γραφά, �ν ο[ κα� ε: τ�ν �ν Πάτµ^

το� θεολ�γου α$ ποκάλυψιν, πρ< Μαρκ!ωνα κα� τὰ λοιπὰ

αOρ�σει, κα� τ<ν �ξκαιδεκαετηρικ<ν το� πάσχα καν�να

�ξ�θετο περιγράψα ε: τ< α ´  *το Α$ λεξάνδρου το� Μαµµα!α

τούτου, κα� συντ�µω φάναι θεοφράδη ποταµ< τP �κκλησ!H

ζ)ντων ναµάτων γ�γονε, τ<ν µαρτυρικ<ν περιθ�µενο

στ�φανον πρ< τK τ�λει.
84 Nicetas of Paphlagonia (or Nicetas David or Nicetas the

philosopher), Orationes, Oration 2. Nicetas was a Christian scholar
and grammarian of ninth–tenth century. He was among the so-called
zealots, the followers of Patriarch Ignatius. He wrote a Life of
Ignatius, in an apologetic mode and in tendency hostile to Photius.
He also wrote laudatory orations, hymns, and poems.

85 The text has it ‘Carpus (Κάρπο) bishop of Smyrna’, which is
evidently a mistake. Carpus was one among the seventy apostles
who followed Paul and became the bishop of Veroia in Macedonia
(or, Veroe in Thrace). Nicetas of Paphlagonia (n. 84 above).

86 This is inaccurate; see below.
87 Nicetas of Paphlagonia (n. 84 above).
88 Rev. 1:4; 1:8; 4:8.
89 See, NDGF, Appendix II.
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Then comes Origen (currently thought c. 185–254),

who not only upheld Revelation as a divinely inspired

canonical book, but also quoted extensively from it,

thus making himself a valuable source for New Testa-

ment scholarship.90 As a matter of fact, the celebrated

passage of Gregory of Nazianzus about ‘angels’ each of

which is assigned with ‘supervising a certain local

church’91 is Origen’s idea, which Gregory entertained

in the same terms.92

Although Methodius of Olympus and Gregory of

Nyssa are appealed to as writers who recognized the

authority of Revelation93 (since they wrote commentar-

ies on it), passages in their writings which make

mention of the apocalyptic book are scarce.94 Gregory

nevertheless includes John in the ‘choir’ of ‘prophets’

along with some other apostles,95 evidently because

Revelation was regarded as a ‘prophecy’. On this, he

probably followed Origen, who was the first to declare

that John the Evangelist was ‘a prophet’ (W α$ π�στολο

κα� W ευ$ αγγελιστ9, 0δη δ> κα� διὰ τ8

Α$ ποκαλύψεω κα� προφ9τη) on account of the vision

of the Apocalypse.96 At any rate, Nicetas of Paphlagonia

includes both Methodius and Gregory in the catalogue

of theologians who favoured the canonicity of the

book.97

The first author to approach the Book of Revelation

as a historian rather than theologian was Eusebius.

Notwithstanding his enormous admiration for Origen,

he endeavoured to be accurate in reporting the contro-

versy surrounding the authorship and authority of the

book. In any case, he is loath to attribute it explicitly

to John the Evangelist. In his history, he wrote an

entire section ‘about John the apostle and the Revela-

tion’ (Περ� Ι$ ωάννου το� α$ ποστ�λου κα� τ8

Α$ ποκαλύψεω).98

At this point of his narration, Eusebius evidently

distances himself from Irenaeus’ affirmation of the

authority of the book. He only styles it ‘the so-called

Revelation of John’ (�ν τP Ι$ ωάννου λεγοµ�νG

Α$ ποκαλύψει),99 though at that point the main issue is

not the authorship, but the dating of the controversial

book. The question of determining which books are

really ‘divine’ (θε!ων γραφ(ν) comes up later. With

such an array of earlier authorities espousing the canon-

icity of Revelation, Eusebius could hardly have afforded

not to concur, which he does, though out of deference

rather than conviction. His chapter ‘on the books that

are either accredited or rejected as divine ones’ shows

his approach. His own canon, as it were, includes the

four gospels, the Acts of the Apostles, the epistles of

Paul, the first epistle by John and the first epistle by

Peter. ‘Beside them, if one would like to concede this (εF

γε φανε!η), the Revelation of John [might be included],

on which we are going to expound different views in

due course’ (�π� τούτοι τακτ�ον, εF γε φανε!η, τ�ν

Α$ ποκάλυψιν Ι$ ωάννου, περ� g τὰ δ�ξαντα κατὰ

καιρ<ν �κθησ�µεθα).100 However, there is more:

Eusebius goes on to books which are considered spuri-

ous. ‘Among these spurious books, one should place the

Acts of Paul, the so-called Pastor, and the Revelation

of Peter, plus the circulated Epistle of Barnabas, the so-

called Constitutions of the Apostles, as well as the Reve-

lation of John, if one could allow for this (εF φανε!η),

which, as I have said, some people reject, while others

approve as one of the acknowledged books. Besides, in

these books that have been accepted, some people have

already included the gospel according to the Hebrews,

which pleases most of the Hebrews who have embraced

Christ.’ In fact, never did Eusebius say explicitly that

the Revelation of John is controversial. While placing it

90 Cf. Origen drawing on Revelation: Cels, VI.23; commJohn, X.42.295;
frPs, 23, 10; selEz, PG.13: 772.48–51; 781.33–41. Quotations from
Rev. along with comments: Cels, VIII.17; commJohn, I.1.1–8; I.14.84;
I.22.132; II.5.42; homJer, 9.2; frJer, 68; Homiliae in Lucam, Homily
13, p. 80; frLuc, 209; Philocalia, 2.1; Homiliae in Ezechielem, p. 452;
commMatt, 16.6; selPs, PG.12.1077.1–31; selEz, PG.13.797.30–34;
excPs, PG.17.116.23–27.

91 See below.
92 Origen, deOr, XI.3: � κα� προεστ(τά τινα τ(ν �κκλησι(ν

α$ γγ�λου λ�γεσθαι παρὰ τK Ι$ ωάννG �ν τP Α$ ποκαλύψει.
93 Methodius is cited by Andreas of Caesarea and Arethas, as we saw a

moment ago. About Gregory of Nyssa, see below.
94 Methodius of Olympus, Symposium, Oration 1.5; also, Orations

6.5; 8.4; 8.7. Gregory of Nyssa, In Inscriptiones Psalmorum, v. 5,
p. 114.

95 Gregory of Nyssa, In Basilium Fratrem, 1: πρ(τον +µ�ν α$ π�στολο!

τε κα� προφ8ται τ8 πνευµατικ8 χοροστασ!α κατ9ρξαντο. τὰ

δύο γὰρ πάντω περ� τοὺ αυ$ τού �στι χαρ!σµατα, τ� τε

α$ ποστολικ<ν πνε�µα κα� τ< τ8 προφητε!α. ε:σ� δ> οVτοι·

Στ�φανο, Π�τρο, Ι$ άκωβο, Ι$ ωάννη, Πα�λο.
96 Origen, commJohn, II.5.45: Καλ( µ�ντοι γε διαγράφων τὰ περ�

το� λ�γου το� θεο� �ν τP Α$ ποκαλύψει W α$ π�στολο κα� W

ευ$ αγγελιστ9, 0δη δ> κα� διὰ τ8 Α$ ποκαλύψεω κα� προφ9τη,
φησ� τ<ν το� θεο� λ�γον �ωρακ�ναι �ν α$ νε^γ�τι τK ου$ ρανK �φ $

hππ^ λευκK Cχούµενον.
97 Nicetas of Paphlagonia (n. 84 above). He adds that Methodius

(whom he styles ‘the bishop of Patara’) died a martyr.
98 Eusebius, HE, 3, table of contents, and then 3.18.
99 Ibid. 3.18.2 and 3.25. 4.
100 Ibid. 3.25.2–3.
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on a par with such disputed texts as the gospel accord-

ing to the Hebrews, he seeks to please both parties:

when listing the book as either sanctioned or not, in

both instances he uses the same expression: ‘if one

would like to concede this’ (εF φανε!η). In other

words, to regard (or not to regard) the book of Revela-

tion as an authoritative one is a matter of personal

choice.101 Reading this identical expression twice, each

time addressed to stridently opposed parties with

respect to the authority of Revelation, one cannot help

but recall the title of Luigi Pirandello’s play Così è (se vi

pare). This notwithstanding, Eusebius draws on this

book, seeking historical evidence on issues such as the

whereabouts of Cerinthus or the heresy of the

Nicolaitans.102

Seeking to be an accurate historian, Eusebius

recorded the views of Irenaeus on Revelation, reporting

that the ancient father authorized as canonical books

not only Revelation, but also the Pastor of Hermas,

the first Epistle of John, and the Wisdom of Solomon.103

He did the same appealing to ‘the words of Justin’,104

who ‘clearly preached that this is the work of the

apostle’.105 Likewise, referring to Theophilus of

Antioch, he made special mention of him, who, in his

polemical work against the heresy of Hermogenes,

availed himself ‘of evidence from the Apocalypse of

John’ (�ν Z �κ τ8 Α$ ποκαλύψεω Ι$ ωάννου κ�χρηται

µαρτυρ!αι).106 Melito of Sardis is likewise attested to

have drawn on Revelation, in order to tackle the topic

of the devil.107

When Eusebius comes to record the life of Dionysius

of Alexandria, he has to deal with the same point: ‘On

the Revelation of John’ is the title of a section,108 which

expounds Dionysius’ argument dismissing the idea that

John the Evangelist was the author. While Dionysius

does not espouse the hearsay that Revelation was

the work of the heretic Cerinthus,109 he disputes the

view that this specific ‘John’, the writer of Revelation,

was actually the disciple of Jesus: he is argued to have

been simply another John, indeed one of the presbyters

of Ephesus. Once Eusebius recorded this testimony, the

argument was dignified in effect with everlasting value:

the views of Dionysius110 have always been, and still

are, reproduced by those who dispute the authenticity

of its authorship.

The ambivalent attitude of Eusebius toward the

Book of Revelation is interesting. In the beginning of his

history he is reserved and impartial, yet his personal

doubts about the authority of the book can hardly be

concealed behind the ostensible scholarly impartiality.

Then he produces a subsequent section (Book 7 of his

History) in order to allow Dionysius of Alexandria

to voice his own doubts and arguments against the

authorship of the book. These arguments are sound and

solid, expressed in a mild manner; they are neither

combative nor aggressive, which is why they still

remain the same ones used by those who dispute that

John the disciple was the author of the book. One

should have thought that the structure itself of

Eusebius’ exposition with respect to the authority of the

book favours the views of Dionysius. I believe that this

is the reason why commentators on the Apocalypse

such as Oecumenius and Andreas of Caesarea, who

reserved numerous exalting epithets for other previous

theologians (‘divine’, ‘blessed’, and the like), men-

tioned Eusebius simply by his name and only as a

historian, never as a theologian.111 It is then rather

unexpected that Eusebius cites Revelation while writing

as a theologian.112 A striking instance appears in his

commentary on Isaiah, where he quotes from Revela-

tion, in order to show that the book is in accord with

the rest of scriptural proclamations.113 However, the

101 Ibid. 3.25.3–5.
102 Ibid. 3.28 & 29.
103 Ibid. 5.8.5–7.
104 Ibid. 4.18.1.
105 Ibid. 4.18.8.
106 Ibid. 4.24.
107 Ibid. 4.26.2.
108 Ibid. 7.25.
109 Cf. Gaius (Roman theologian, third cent.) apud Eusebius, HE,

3.28.2. Cf. ibid. 3.28.3; 3.29.1; 7.25.2.
110 Ibid. 7.25.1–27.
111 Cf. Oecumenius, Commentarius in Apocalypsin (simply ‘Eusebius’),

pp. 39; 61; 188; (‘Eusebius of Pamphilus’), p. 259; Fragmenta in
Epistulam ad Galatas, (‘Eusebius of Pamphilus’), p. 446. Andreas of
Caesarea (n. 9 above), PG.106.269.19.

112 Eusebius, DE, 8.2.31 quoting from Rev. 5:5. There is also a
testimony representing Eusebius assenting to John having lived
in exile in Patmos: Eusebius, Fragmenta in Lucam,
PG.24.537.42–43.

113 Eusebius, Commentarius in Isaiam, 2.34: ;ποµιµν9σκει δ> αυ$ τοὺ

τ8 �αυτο� θεολογ!α πρ(τον κα� *σχατον ε_ναι �αυτ<ν λ�γων.
δι< κατὰ τοὺ λοιποὺ εFρηται· �γi πρ(το κα� �γi *σχατο.
εFρηται δ� που περ� το� µονογενο� το� θεο�, Xτι αυ$ τ� �στιν 7

πρ*το� κα� 8σχατο�, κα!· τ# Α9 λφα κα� τ# Ω. π( δ> πρ(το κα�

π( *σχατο, �ξ8 διασαφε� φάσκων· 7 ζ*ν, κα� �γεν)µην νεκρ)�.
α$ ρχ� µ>ν γὰρ ζω8 αυ$ τ�, Xτι αυ
 τ#� <ν = ζω�, κα� *σχατο δ>

πάλιν αυ$ τ�, �πε� �κ�νωσεν >αυτ#ν µορφ?ν δούλου λαβAν κα�

γεν)µενο� �π�κοο� τB πατρ� �ταπε�νωσεν >αυτ#ν µ�χρι θανάτου,
θανάτου δ	 σταυρο!.
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enthusiastic admirers of the authenticity of the book of

Revelation evidently found such quotations by Eusebius

too few and too late. His impartiality as a historian

was viewed as merely ostensible, indeed as the chaste

veneer enshrouding his antipathy to the book of

Revelation.

Eusebius was by and large a conscientious historian,

which is what inspired respect in Theodoret (c. 386–d.

after 457), who also acted as a historian. Nevertheless,

for all his respect for Eusebius, Theodoret records

with remarkable accuracy how the Bishop of Caesarea

wavered with respect to Arianism and how he eventu-

ally came to opt for the Nicene orthodoxy.114 By

the same token, philological analysis of Cassian’s

vocabulary reveals an extensive reliance on Eusebius’

writings. A distinction should be made, however. There

is a difference between Eusebius writing either as a

historian or as a theologian. The former writes with

respect for facts, though he is presumably sometimes

prone to make some room for accounts which contri-

bute to the institutional stability and authority of the

Church, accounts which are not supported by facts. It

is strange, yet indicative of Eusebius’ autonomy as a

historian, that he had written extensively on Origen’s

views of the ecclesiastical canon and the ‘books which

belong to the Testaments’ (�νδιαθ9κου β!βλου,115

or �νδιαθ9κου γραφά).116 The term �νδιάθηκο

remained for centuries a neologism introduced by

Origen and was employed only by Eusebius, until it was

adopted in later Byzantine writings. On the other hand,

Eusebius expressed his own views on Revelation and

John himself as its possible author. In fact, however, his

attitude was ambivalent. As a historian, he sought to

be accurate, reasonable, and fair. As a theologian, he

was an ardent admirer of Origen and at times, although

writing as a historian, he indulged his fondness for

Origen. To cite an instance, he never mentions

Methodius of Olympus, who is renowned for his vitri-

olic attacks on Origen rather than his own theological

aptitude. It seems that, as a theologian, Eusebius even-

tually accepted Revelation as an authoritative book, no

doubt yielding to the genius of Origen, who sanctioned

the book. Nevertheless, his statements as a historian

gave some ammunition to those who disputed that

John the Evangelist was its author. The sixth-century

Alexandrian author Cosmas Indicopleustes purports to

quote from Eusebius’ Ecclesiastical History (mentioning

both the author and the work), in order to remind the

reader that, according to this history, ‘in Ephesus there

are two tombs, one of John the Evangelist and another

presbyter John, who wrote the two [out of three]

catholic epistles’.117 This was in fact an inference by

Eusebius himself quoting Papias, who had mentioned

two Johns – one among the names of the apostles,

and another one ‘the presbyter’. Papias mentioned the

latter after ‘Aristion, who was another disciple of

the Lord’.118 Following this, Eusebius inferred that since

Papias mentioned another John beside the Evangelist,

and this second ‘John the presbyter’ was mentioned

subsequent to Aristion, one should infer that there were

two Johns in Ephesus. The latter was a ‘presbyter’,

which suggests that he was inferior to Aristion in the

hierarchy of the Church. Therefore, the ancient story

about ‘two Johns’, each of whom had his own tomb, is

shown to be true on the showing of Papias himself.

Consequently, it would be natural to believe that the

second (presbyter) ‘John was the one who saw the

vision of the Apocalypse, which circulates under

the name of John’,119 not to mention that the first and

second epistles of John were written by a writer styling

himself a ‘presbyter’. Since Papias had claimed that

he had been the pupil of both Aristion and John

(the presbyter), Eusebius, as a historian reporting

and assessing facts, is plausibly not prepared to

114 Theodoret, HE, pp. 2; 37f.
115 An expression of Origen himself: deOr, XIV.4; Philocalia, 3.1; selPs,

PG.12.1084.8. Eusebius, HE, 6.25.1. The expression �νδιάθηκο

β!βλο was not adopted by any of the subsequent Christian authors,
save Cosmas Indicopleustes, Topographia Christiana, 7.68: he
borrowed this from Eusebius, whom he mentioned and quoted at
this specific point.

116 The expression was made up by Eusebius paraphrasing Origen, and
remained exclusive to him: HE, 3.3.3; 3.9.5; 3.25.6; 5.8.1; 6. Table of
Contents; 6.14.1.

117 Cosmas Indicopleustes, Topographia Christiana, 7.68, quoting from
Eusebius, HE, 3.39.6–7 (quoting Papias, Fragmenta, fr. 2). Eusebius
makes the same point ibid. 7.25.16.

118 Eusebius, HE, 3.39.6.
119 Ibid. 3.39.6–7: � κα� διὰ τούτων α$ ποδε!κνυσθαι τ�ν Oστορ!αν

α$ ληθ8 τ(ν δύο κατὰ τ�ν Α$ σ!αν Wµωνυµ!H κεχρ8σθαι

ε:ρηκ�των δύο τε �ν Ε$ φ�σ^ γεν�σθαι µν9µατα κα� �κάτερον

Ι$ ωάννου *τι ν�ν λ�γεσθαι· ο[ κα� α$ ναγκα�ον προσ�χειν τ<ν

νο�ν, ε:κ< γὰρ τ<ν δεύτερον, ε: µ9 τι �θ�λοι τ<ν πρ(τον,
τ�ν �π $  Cν�µατο φεροµ�νην Ι$ ωάννου α$ ποκάλυψιν �ωρακ�ναι.
Cf. op. cit. 7.25.16: α' λλον δ� τινα ο_µαι τ(ν �ν Α$ σ!H γενοµ�νων,
�πε� κα� δύο φασ�ν �ν Ε$ φ�σ^ γεν�σθαι µν9µατα κα� �κάτερον

Ι$ ωάννου λ�γεσθαι.
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reject out of hand the possibility of another John

having written Revelation. However, his approach as

a theologian, indeed as a pupil of Origen, is a quite

different story.

When Epiphanius of Salamis (c. 310/20–403)

launched a vehement attack on those who rejected the

authority of Revelation, he assailed also those ‘heretics

of Phrygia’, against whom Apollonius of Ephesus

had also written.120 In this context, he quotes some of

their arguments in order to refute them. Coming to

the ancient argument about the difference in style of the

Joannine writings, his retort is plain. He abides by the

theological voice emerging out of them, rather than

sticking to scrutiny of words and style, hence arguing

that the Gospel, the Apocalypse, and the epistles of

John, are all in agreement with each other and written

by one and the same person. Consequently, in order to

sanction Revelation as a canonical book,121 he is con-

cerned with the theological purport rather than the style

of the text. Epiphanius is therefore a staunch defender

of the scriptural authority of Revelation, and his

extensive quotations from this text are valuable for a

critical exploration of it. It then hardly comes as

a surprise that Andreas of Caesarea reserved for

Epiphanius of Salamis the laudatory descriptions: he is

the ‘great Epiphanius’,122 the ‘blessed Epiphanius’,123

the ‘saint Epiphanius’.124 Why is that so? Evidently,

because he was a staunch defender of Revelation as a

work by the Evangelist.

This could explain why Cassian set out to assess the

theological authority of the Apocalypse by annotating

the Revelation text. Both this book and the rest of

the scripture (old and new) speak with one voice. The

entire purport of all of the Scholia is plain: if the text of

Revelation is examined passage by passage, it is shown

to be entirely in agreement with the whole of scripture.

Cassian simply followed Epiphanius’ argument, and all

he did was to prove this true by commenting on

Revelation passage by passage.

Epiphanius of Salamis, who saw himself as the

grand inquisitor who had taken over from Irenaeus and

Hippolytus, reports that the heretics known as Alogoi125

dismiss not only the gospel of John, but also his book

of Revelation.126 To him, this book was a source of

theological inspiration and an authority to appeal to.127

Despite his vitriolic attacks on Origen, he went so far as

to quote extensive sections where the Alexandrian had

advanced the thesis that this is a canonical book.128

Epiphanius embarked also on allegorical exegeses

of delicate portions of Revelation (such as Rev. 20:

2–7, about the ‘a thousand years’), in order to reject

any implication that Millenarism was professed by

this book. This is the point supplying him with the

opportunity to proclaim that ‘it is plain that the

Revelation of John is a book believed by most people,

indeed by the pious ones. And when those “most” and

“pious” people read this book’ they are able to com-

prehend it in a spiritual sense and discover the deeper

truths lying hidden therein. For the spiritual truth

expressed through the phrase ‘a thousand years’ is

stated ‘in a profound and mystical manner’, it actually

involves not a simple numbering of years, ‘but many

other truths’.129 Since these ‘truths’ are also present

throughout the scripture, although in a concealed

manner, Epiphanius infers that this fact is itself a proof,

making Revelation an integral part of scripture, and

120 See above, p. 12 and note 81.
121 Epiphanius of Salamis, Panarion, v. 2, pp. 306–8, esp. p. 308:

Ε$ πα!ρονται δ> πάλιν τP διανο!H οO αυ$ το� λεξιθηρο�ντε

α$ πε!ρω, hνα δ�ξωσι παρεκβάλλειν τὰ το� α- γ!ου α$ ποστ�λου

βιβλ!α, φηµ� δ> το� αυ$ το� Ι$ ωάννου τ� τε ευ$ αγγ�λιον κα� τ�ν

Α$ ποκάλυψιν (τάχα δ> κα� τὰ �πιστολά· συνH́δουσι γὰρ κα�

αVται τK ευ$ αγγελ!^ κα� τP Α$ ποκαλύψει).
122 Andreas of Caesarea, (n. 9 above) PG.106.253.34.
123 Andreas of Caesarea, (n. 9 above) PG.106.224.55: ‘by the blessed

(τK µακαρ!^) Epiphanius’; PG.106.232.33: ‘the blessed Irenaeus
and Epiphanius’. Likewise, Andreas of Caesarea, Therapeutica,
1: ‘the blessed (W µακάριο) Epiphanius’.

124 Andreas of Caesarea, (n. 9 above) PG.106.437.22: τK α- γ!^

Ε$ πιφαν!^.
125 Α' λογοι: those who reject the theology of the Logos.
126 Epiphanius of Salamis, Panarion, v. 1, pp. 158; 160; v. 2, pp. 248;

250; 305; 306; 308; Ancoratus, 13.5. Pseudo-Epiphanius of Salamis,
De xx Haeresibus, v. 2, p. 212.

127 Epiphanius of Salamis, Panarion, v. 1, p. 269; v. 2, pp. 232; 306; 310;
416; v. 3, pp. 369; 462; 463.

128 Cf. Epiphanius quoting from ‘the beginning of Origen’s commentary
on the First Psalm’: Panarion, v. 2, pp. 414f. From this book of
Origen’s Eusebius had quoted, too: Eusebius, HE, 6.25.1–2. This
quotation by Eusebius was preserved by the Suda lexicon,
Alphabetic letter omega, entry 182.

129 Epiphanius of Salamis, Panarion, v. 3, p. 449: Κα� Xτι µ>ν

γ�γραπται περ� τ8 χιλιονταετηρ!δο ταύτη [Xτι] �ν τP

Α$ ποκαλύψει Ι$ ωάννου κα� Xτι παρὰ πλε!στοι �στ�ν + β!βλο

πεπιστευµ�νη κα� παρὰ το� θεοσεβ�σι, δ8λον. τ�ν δ> β!βλον

α$ ναγιν)σκοντε οO πλε�στοι κα� ευ$ λαβε�, περ� τ(ν

πνευµατικ(ν ε:δ�τε κα� ‹τὰ› �ν αυ$ τP πνευµατικ( *χοντα

‹πνευµατικ(› λαµβάνοντε α$ ληθ8 µ>ν =ντα, �ν βαθύτητι δ>

σαφηνιζ�µενα πεπιστεύκασιν. ου$  µ�νον γὰρ το�το �κε� βαθ�ω

εFρηται, α$ λλὰ κα� α' λλα πολλά. Following this point, Epiphanius
produces an allegorical exegesis of the notion of ‘a thousand years’,
of course rejecting Millenarism.
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therefore of the New Testament canon. As already

noted, and also argued later, this was the purpose of

Cassian in composing his Scholia: he aims to explain

each passage of Revelation in such a way as to convey

the same message as passages which he cites from both

Testaments. His method and argument are plain: if

Revelation contains the same ideas as both Testaments

do, why should it not be a canonical book?

In spite of all the authorities who had sanctioned

Revelation, Eusebius’ exposition in effect counterbal-

anced them. On the face of it, with the passage of time,

the question of authority looked as though it remained

moot. The acceptance of the book had taken root in the

Church, but so had criticism, which the author of the

Scholia did not espouse. As late as the sixth century,

both Oecumenius and Andreas were eager to engage in

a name-dropping of authorities embracing Revelation,

which only evinces that even by that time no unanimity

on the book’s authority had been reached. Cassian

therefore felt it incumbent on him to redeem the text not

only from the scepticism of the erudite, but also from

the vagaries of public opinion. He comments on por-

tions of Revelation, supporting or explaining them by

means of other scriptural passages selected invariably

from both Testaments. The aim was to establish divine

writing as opposed to spurious writing. Since the

theology flowing from Revelation is shown to be parallel

and concordant with that of the rest of scripture, this

makes Revelation a constitutive element of the canon.

I am now coming to Didymus’ approach to Revela-

tion. Quite plainly, the Alexandrian sage (310/13–

c. 398) considered this book to be an indisputable part

of the scripture. To him there is no question of the

canonicity of this book. When he expounds the notion

of ‘gold’ betokening ‘the intelligible things’, which is

a notion that can ‘be found at not many points of

scripture’ (ου$  πολλαχο� τ8 γραφ8), he quotes from

the Book of Revelation in order to buttress his argu-

ment.130 The ideas of ‘scripture’ and of ‘Revelation’ are

inherently interwoven with each other.

Didymus attests to having written himself an ad hoc

Commentary on the Apocalypse.131 At the point where

he indicates this, he treats this book as a canonical

one. He was keen to explore the symbolism of divine

numerology, which is an echo of Pythagoreanism

within Christianity. At one point, he tells us that he has

explained ‘the divine truths betokened by means of

numbers, which [truths] are scattered throughout

scripture’ (τὰ περ� τ(ν α$ ριθµ(ν θε�α θεωρ9µατα

�πεσπαρµ�να τP γραφP) in two previous works of his.

These works are the ‘commentaries on the Apocalypse

of John and on Paul’s Epistle to the Romans’.132 He

entertains this divine numerology also at others points

in connection with Revelation, regarding this as a

text which demonstrates the significance of specific

numbers occurring in scripture.133

Didymus points out a special feature of Revelation:

this is the only book134 of the New Testament where

the epithet Pantocrator (Παντοκράτωρ) is applied

to Christ.135 Therefore, this book is of special value in

the battle against the Gnostics, for it establishes a link

between the two Testaments, since the designation

Παντοκράτωρ appears in scores of instances in the

Old Testament. Thus Revelation provides further

support for the doctrine of the Church, according to

which God who spoke to the holy men of the Old

Testament was actually God the Logos, the second

Person of the Trinity. The term Παντοκράτωρ in the

Apocalypse is therefore a valuable link between

the two testaments, which contributes to securing the

continuity and unity of scripture. Whenever Didymus

finds it suitable, he considers passages from Revelation

juxtaposed with ones of the Old Testament, being satis-

fied that in this way he secures the unity of scripture.

For instance, the passage Zachariah, 14:5–7 is regarded

as a parallel to Rev. 1:7. Didymus has no doubt that the

eschatology featuring in Revelation is the same

as the one in the rest of scripture. Where the prophet

speaks of ‘that day, when the light shall not be clear, nor

dark. But it shall be one day which shall be known to

130 Didymus, commZacch, 1.278: Ε;ρ!σκοµεν ου$  πολλαχο� τ8

γραφ8 � τὰ νοητὰ Cν�µατι το� χρυσο� σηµα!νεται· τάχα οjν

+ νοητ� λυχν!α W πνευµατικ< ο_κο κα� να< το� Θεο�

τυγχάνει, � �ν Α$ ποκαλύψει Ι$ ωάννου λ�γεται.
131 Ibid. 3.73: Σαφ9νεια δ> α$ ναντ!ρρητο περ� τούτων γ�γονεν �ν

το� ;ποµν9µασιν τ8 Α$ ποκαλύψεω το� Ι$ ωάννου.
132 Ibid. 3.73.
123 Cf. Didymus, In Genesin, Cod. p. 36, referring to number 144,000

indicating a ‘pious doctrine’ (λ�γο τι περ� τ<ν α$ ριθµ<ν το�τον

τ!µι� �στιν).
134 Didymus, commZacch, 1.153: Α$ ναντιρρ9τω �ν Ι$ ωάννου

Α$ ποκαλύψει παντοκράτωρ W Σωτ�ρ Wµολογε�ται. frPs(al), fr.
215: α$ ριδηλ�τατα δ> �ν τP Ι$ ωάννου Α$ ποκαλύψει παντοκράτωρ

W σωτ�ρ λ�γεται.
135 Rev. 1:8; 4:8; 11:17; 15:3; 16:7; 16:14; 19:6; 19:15; 21:22. The

instance in 2 Cor. 6:18 is actually an OT paraphrased quotation (Cf.
Jer. 38:1 and 9).
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the Lord, not day not night’,136 he deciphers the same

eschatological reality subscribed to by Revelation:

‘Behold, he cometh with clouds; and every eye shall

see him, and they also which pierced him.’137 He makes

this argument by quoting both passages, which unify

both Testaments.138 By the sane token, where Psalm

90:13 refers to a ‘dragon’, Didymus sees ‘the ancient

Satan’ of Rev. 12:9 and 20:2, where the ‘dragon’ is

mentioned, too.139

At another point, the celibate intellectual is faced

with the Old Testament’s sanctioning of ‘wives’ and

‘offspring’, which makes ‘husbands’ and ‘fathers’

blessed. Recourse is naturally had to allegorical

exegesis:140 there have been many blessed men (‘such

as Elias and Elissaeus’) who were never married or

never had any offspring. Didymus then appeals to

Revelation, where the ‘thousands of virgins’141 are

explicitly called blessed ones, which means that one

can be ‘blessed’ without necessarily being married or

having children. This notwithstanding, his main

purpose is not to make the specific points on the basis

of the Old Testament passage: it is to show that it is

Revelation which explains properly (and allegorically)

those passages of the Old Testament which apparently

recommend marriage and the procreation of children.142

The conclusion therefore is all too natural: the value

of this New Testament book consists in providing a

solution to Old Testament passages which otherwise

could be stumbling blocks.

Sometimes Didymus makes use of philological (even

verbal) affinities between a certain Old Testament

passage and one from Revelation, in order to establish

a theological affinity. For instance, since the expression

‘upon those who dwell on earth’ (�π� τοὺ κατοι-

κο�ντα τ�ν γ8ν)143 is used in both Testaments to

denote infliction of plagues upon sinners, the point

is promptly pointed out as showing that all scripture

speaks with one voice.144

A telling instance showing how Didymus put

Revelation to functional theological use is the following.

Considering Psalm 43:23, ‘we are counted as sheep

for the slaughter’, he sets out to find a parallel in

Revelation, which he eventually does.145 Despite its use

by Paul in Rom. 8, 36, and although there are no parallel

expressions in Revelation, he appeals to Rev. 20:4,

where ‘the souls of them that were beheaded for the

witness of Jesus’ were standing. In both Old and

New Testament, reference is made to ‘victims’ on the

‘heavenly altar of God’. Whereas in the psalm the

victims are still suffering slaughter, in Revelation they

‘dance’ triumphantly before the ‘heavenly altar of God’

(;π< τ< θυσιαστ9ριον το� θεο� τ< ου$ ράνιον

�φάνησαν χορεύουσαι), by virtue of the fact that

they are ‘victims’ (θύµατα).146 They were ‘sheep’, yet

‘sacrificial sheep’ (πρ�βατα Oερουργούµενα): their

‘sacrifice’, which had been ‘pleasing’ to God’ (ευ$ άρε-

στον θυσ!αν),147 was only a temporary accident in

the course of history. The end is vividly portrayed in the

apocalyptic vision of Revelation, which in this way

appears to sustain the teleological character of history

until the end. This end is depicted by means of the

apocalyptic vision of Revelation. The specific imagery

plays an important role in Didymus, who returns to this

in order to argue that the eschatological consequence of

such a ‘sacrifice’ is sheer triumph already represented

through this Book which (for that reason, in addition to

other ones) is an integral part of the New Testament.

The notion of ‘sacrifice’ points to those ‘sacrificed’

who eventually appear in triumph before the altar of

God at the end of the world. To Didymus, this promise

is already there and is portrayed in Revelation as

a vivid image, to which he returns time and again.148 In

line with Origen, and stressing the historical character

of Revelation until the end, Didymus saw this book

not as a dreadful intimidation, but as the portrayal of

Christian hope destined to be eventually fulfilled.

136 Zachariah, 14:5–7.
137 Rev. 1:7.
138 Didymus, commZacch, 5.69.
139 Ibid. 1.191.
140 Didymus quotes Wisdom of Solomon 8:2; Prov. 10:23; 4:8; Psalm

127:3–4.
141 Cf. Rev. 14:4.
142 Didymus, commZacch, 1.383. So ibid. 2.274.
143 Cf. the expression in Jer. 1:14 and Rev. 8:13.
144 Didymus, commPs 35–39, Cod. p. 280.
145 This passage from the Psalms is quoted by Paul, whom Didymus

does not mention at that point. Cf. Rom. 8:36.

146 Didymus, commPs 40–44.4, Cod. p. 324.
147 Phil. 4:18.
148 Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 551 (comm. on Psalm, 50, 21, ‘then shalt

thou be pleased with the sacrifices of righteousness, with burnt
offerings and whole burnt offerings: then shall they offer bullocks
upon thine altar’): ψυχὰ ου$ κ α' λλα τυγχανούσα τ(ν ψυχ(ν τ(ν

µαρτύρων Cφθε!σα παρὰ τ< �πουράνιον θυσιαστ9ριον

α$ ναφεροµ�να �π $  αυ$ τK µ�σχων δ!κην. �ν γὰρ τP

Α$ ποκαλύψει Ι$ ωάννου αO τ(ν πεπελεκισµ�νων ψυχα� διὰ τ<

=νοµα Ι$ ησο� κα� τ�ν µαρτυρ!αν αυ$ το� ;π< τ< θυσιαστ9ριον τ<

�πουράνιον τεθε)ρηνται.
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Amphilochius of Iconium (c. 339/40–394/403) was

a younger contemporary of Didymus. The catalogue

of canonical writings which he lists virtually rejects

Revelation, along with four of seven catholic epistles.

According to this text, ‘although some people accept the

Revelation of John, most people dismiss it as spurious’

(τ�ν δ $  α$ ποκάλυψιν τ�ν Ι$ ωάννου πάλιν τιν> µ>ν

�γκρ!νουσιν, οO πλε!ου δ� γε ν�θον λ�γουσιν).149

Cosmas Indicopleustes reports that Amphilochius

‘who was a friend of the blessed Basil’, tags all the

catholic epistles as dubious, ‘in the Iambi he wrote to

Seleucus’. Cosmas is of course wrong, since the text of

Amphilochius says something different, as stated above.

He also claims that these epistles have always been

dismissed by the Church and by all the commentators of

scripture.150 He thus commits one more egregious error

of fact, which is fatal for the overall trustworthiness of

this Nestorian traveller, who was severely criticised by

Photius for his bizarre views about the structure of the

universe.

However, we have seen Epiphanius (contemporary

with both Didymus and Amphilochius) arguing that

‘most people’ accept the Book, and these people happen

to be the ‘pious’ ones. Besides, since Basil and Gregory

accepted Revelation, it would be extremely strange for

Amphilochius to dismiss it, given his strong spiritual

relation with both these Cappadocians. One wonders

which is the region where ‘most people’ dismissed this

book, since Didymus lived in Egypt, Epiphanius in

Cyprus, the Cappadocians in Eastern Asia Minor – and

in all of these places this book enjoyed both currency

and respect. To them Ephraem Syrus should be added,

since he draws on ‘John’s Revelation’, evidently treating

this as a canonical book.151

The sole possible region that remains as one where

the authority of Revelation might be mistrusted is

Antioch and Palestine. We should recall that Eusebius

was the Bishop of the Palestinian Caesarea. He appears

to doubt its authority, even though his master Origen,

who had decamped from Alexandria, lived and taught in

the same city, and proclaimed the authority of the book.

Besides, an important remark is called for. Another

offspring of Antioch, John Chrysostom (345–407),

never appears to mention Revelation, or to draw on it.152

A later testimony by Nicetas of Paphlagonia advising

that John Chrysostom was among those who accepted

the Revelation of John seems to be inaccurate, and

no evidence for that can actually be found. Nicetas

mentions that Chrysostom did so ‘in his sermon De

Consummatione’ (�ν τK περ� συντελε!α αυ$ το�

λ�γ^), which however is only one more spurious work

ascribed to Chrysostom.153

In its lemma about John, the Suda lexicon feels it

necessary to say that ‘Chrysostom accepts his [sc. John

the Evangelist’s] three epistles and his Apocalypse’,154

which is extremely odd. Why should a tenth-century

lexicon mention the attitude of a specific Christian

author (indeed as old as a fourth-century one) toward

a specific work ascribed to John the Evangelist? The

only explanation I can think of is that the hand which

wrote the lemma had some affiliation with the hands

which wrote the spurious texts ascribed to Chrysostom

representing him as accepting Revelation.155 In other

words, some spurious works that were ascribed to

Chrysostom later attributed to him faith in the authority

of Revelation, which he really never had.

Cyril of Alexandria (c. 378–c. 444) opted for abiding

by the vast number of authorities who had sanctioned

149 Amphilochius of Iconium (fourth cent), Iambi ad Seleucum, lines
316–17.

150 Cosmas Indicopleustes, Topographia Christiana, 7.68.
151 Ephraem Syrus, De Paenitentia et Caritate, pp. 73; 74 (rejecting the

existence of any Millenarist ideas in the book); 81. To the tantalizing
confusion of attributions of one and the same text to different
Christian authors, one should add numerous instances of texts
ascribed to both to Ephraem Syrus and the mysterious Pseudo-
Macarius (who in my view is a product of the Akoimetoi community
in Constantinople). For instance, the text of Ephraem Syrus, Regulae
ad Monachos, p. 342 is the same as Pseudo-Macarius, Epistula
Magna, p. 267, which in turn coincides with Pseudo-Macarius,
Homiliae l, Homily 4. Likewise, Pseudo-Macarius, Epistula Magna,
p. 261 is the same as Ephraem Syrus, Regulae ad Monachos, p. 335.
The number of pages does not suggest a full-scale exploration, but
comparing the text in order to determine the extent of such
coincidence is far beyond my scope.

152 There is only a spurious text ascribed to John Chrysostom: De
Paenitentia, PG.60.693.21–28, which evidently allows for the
authority of the book. The same goes for the likewise spurious
works, In Sanctum Joannem Theologum, PG.59.610.27, and In
Infirmos, p. 323, where the author essays to show Chrysostom
approving of the Apocalypse and its authorship. Quite plainly, some
later writers set out to make Chrysostom one of those who approved
of the Apocalypse as a canonical book.

153 Cf. Pseudo-John Chrysostom, De Patientia et de Consummatione
Huius Saeculi, PG.63.937–942. This work however makes no
reference to the Revelation of John.

154 Suda lexicon, Alphabetic letter iota, entry 461.
155 Cf. another spurious ascription to Chrysostom, interpolating the

verse Rev. 1:18: In Sancta Lumina sive In Baptismum et
Tentationem, 2.1: κα� δεξάµενο β�λο, ου$ κ α$ π�θανεν, α$ λλὰ

νεκρ< bν ζ(ν �γ�νετο.
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the Book, recognising that ‘honour had been accorded

to this’, since ‘the Fathers’ had professed the book a

divinely inspired one.156 He employed the same method

as that of previous Christian writers. In order to make

a theological point, he draws on Revelation as a matter

of course, in the same way as he does on any other

scriptural book. For instance, in order to demonstrate

that the Logos is present both in timelessness and

temporal everlastingness, he considers the opening of

John’s gospel as much an authority as the text of

Revelation positing the Logos to be and to rule over all

time,157 past, present, and future.158 By the same token,

setting out to prove that ‘no creature can be worshipped

as god’, Cyril quotes invariably from ‘scriptural

instances’ (�ξ �πιτηρ9σεων γραφικ(ν). In these

instances he regularly includes Rev. 19:10 and 22:9,

where ‘an angel’ prevented John from making

obeisance. This instance is considered as authoritative

as the one in Acts 10:26 and Judges 13:15–19, Heb.

1:6, Isaiah 45:14, which Cyril also quotes for

comparison.159

In the next century, Procopius of Gaza (c. 464–528)

does not mention the book: in fact, he seems to disdain

the very term ‘revelation’ (α$ ποκάλυψι). We have then

one more author from Palestine with a reserved attitude

toward this book. Pseudo-Dionysius shows that he

subscribes to its authorship, since one of his epistles

is addressed to ‘John, the Theologos, Apostle and

Evangelist, detained in the isle of Patmos’.160 Besides,

Andreas of Caesarea draws on Pseudo-Dionysius by

name,161 quoting his exegesis of Rev. 4:8, and he returns

to him at other points of his commentary.162 In a later

Armenian commentary on Revelation, by Nerses of

Lambron written in the late twelfth century, the author

notes in a colophon that ‘the great Dionysius wove

its [viz. the Revelation’s] testimony in his theological

homilies’, which is strange; for there are only few

direct quotations from Revelation in the known works

by Pseudo-Dionysius. Nerses lists also the names of

theologians who wrote commentaries on Revelation:

‘Irenaeus Bishop of Megalu’ (sic, intending Lugdunum),

‘Gregory the Theologian, in his abdication homilies’

(meaning Oratio 42), ‘the great Cyril, Methodius, and

Hippolytus, also the not yet tested Origen’ (meaning

the period of his staying in Alexandria). Those authors

‘placed [Revelation] as allegorical in the series of the

divinely inspired new testaments’, and ‘the Church has

honoured [them] for their trustworthiness’.163

Maximus Confessor ignores the Book altogether,

despite his respect164 for Pseudo-Dionysius. John

Philoponus quotes from this as unreservedly as he

does the rest of scripture.165 But this John was an

Alexandrian.

The eleventh/twelfth-century theologian of Con-

stantinople Nicetas Seides (1040–1120) recounts (and

so taught his students in the Patriarchal School of the

capital city) that Gregory of Nyssa wrote twenty-four

discourses on Revelation. He also says that Gregory

the Theologian in his Cantica professed that the New

Testament comprises twenty-six books, making no

mention either of the Constitutions of the Apostles (τ(ν

α$ ποστολικ(ν καν�νων) ascribed to Clement of Rome,

or to the Book of Revelation.166 However, Gregory is said

to have mentioned them in other works of his, as indeed

Basil and Gregory of Nyssa did. ‘Many holy fathers

accepted the authority of the Book [of Revelation] and

some of them went on to produce an exegesis of this.’167

The argument is quite plain: although Nazianzen did

not mention Revelation in his songs, he did so in his

‘first discourse on the Son’168 and in his Syntacterion

Oration (Συντακτ9ριο λ�γο), delivered in the

presence of one hundred and fifty bishops.169

156 Cyril of Alexandria, De Adoratione, PG.68.433.22–25: τ< τ8

Α$ ποκαλύψεω βιβλ!ον +µ�ν συντιθε� W σοφ< Ι$ ωάννη, k κα�

τα� τ(ν Πατ�ρων τετ!µηται ψ9φοι.
157 Rev. 1:4; 1:8; 4:8.
158 Cyril of Alexandria, De Sancta et Consubstantiali Trinitate,

PG.75.37.8f.
159 Ibid. PG.75.252.1–23.
160 Pseudo-Dionysius Areopagite, Epistulae, Epistle 10.
161 Andreas of Caesarea, Commentarius in Apocalypsin, Logos 4.10.4,8.
162 Ibid. Logos 10.28.10,2–3; 15.45.15,7; 23.68.22,3b-4.
163 Nerses of Lambron, Commentary on the Revelation of Saint John,

translation of the Armenian text, notes and introduction by Robert
W. Thomson, (Leuven, 2007), pp. 4–5. The translator felt it
necessary to write this note (p. 5, n. 23): ‘New testaments: in the
plural, perhaps meaning the books of the NT.’

164 Cf. Maximus Confessor, Mystagogia, Proemium, chapters 51; 23; 24;
De Caritate, 1.100; 3.5; Quaestiones et Dubia, sections 2 (question
14); 142.

165 John Philoponus, De Opificio Mundi, p. 174 (ref. to the ‘seven
churches in Asia’ of Revelation).

166 Nicetas Seides, Synopsis Scripturae Sacrae., ch. 1, p. 55.
167 Ibid. ch. 1, p. 56: τοὺ α' λλου α- γ!ου πατ�ρα, οl κα� �δ�ξαντο

κα� �πεκύρωσαν ταύτα, τιν> δ> κα� +ρµ9νευσαν. He refers to
the Constitutiones Apostolorum and the Book of Revelation.

168 This part of De Filio is no longer extant, since we have only the third
and fourth discourses available.

169 He refers to Gregory of Nazianzus, Supremum Vale,
PG.36.469.10–13: Πρ< δ> τοὺ �φεστ(τα α$ γγ�λου (πε!θοµαι

γὰρ α' λλου α' λλη προστατε�ν Ε$ κκλησ!α, � Ι$ ωάννη

διδάσκει µε διὰ τ8 α$ ποκαλύψεω).
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The expression �φεστ(τα α$ γγ�λου used by

Nazianzen is interesting and comes from Zachariah,

1:11: κα� α$ πεκρ!θησαν τK α$ γγ�λ^ κυρ!ου τK

�φεστ(τι. All the authors who employed this locution

are more or less related to the Scholia: Eusebius,170

Didymus,171 Pseudo-Macarius,172 Evagrius,173 Cyril of

Alexandria,174 John Chrysostom.175 Theodoret176 shows

that some draw on John Chrysostom,177 in fact, however,

he entertained the idea most decisively of all authors.178

Hippolytus179 and Clement180 should be added to the

list. Then again comes Oecumenius,181 along with some

occasional use by Pseudo-Dionysius182 and Basil of

Seleucia.183 Oecumenius of course holds Revelation to

be a work by the Evangelist: to sustain this, he appeals

to the Syntacterion discourse by Gregory of Nazianzus

and to the ‘discourses on Revelation’ by Basil of

Caesarea.184 With regard to the latter, Oecumenius

claims that since Basil quotes from ‘John the Evan-

gelist’, and the quoted portions which follow are both

from John’s gospel and Revelation,185 this is a definitive

proof that Basil regarded John as the author of Rev-

elation as well. Were that not the case, so Oecumenius

has it, Basil would have stated the name of the author

he believed to have written Revelation.186 Besides,

the foregoing passage of Gregory of Nazianzus is also

quoted by Oecumenius at three different points.187

Nicetas Seides also argues against those who dis-

miss the canonicity of Revelation on the grounds that

its style is different compared to either the gospel or the

epistles by John. Basil’s style, so Seides urges, differs

from work to work, since his works, be they polemical

or moral or ascetic ones, as well as his Hexaemeron,

170 Eusebius, PE, 13.13.6: δι $  α$ γγ�λων τ(ν �φεστ)των. DE, 4.10.1 and
4.10.4: �φεστ)των α$ γγ�λων. Ιbid. 4.10.12: α$ γγ�λοι �φεστ(σιν.
Commentarius in Isaiam, 1.68: α$ γγ�λου το� *θνεσιν

�φεστ)τα. Commentaria in Psalmos, PG.23.777.14: τιν>

�φεστ9κασιν α' γγελοι.
171 Didymus, commZacch, 1.32: W �φεστi τP προφητε!H α' γγελ�

�στιν. Also, ibid. 1.41 (quot. Zach. 11:1). Also, frPs(al), fr.215:
Προτρ�χοντε θε�οι α' γγελοι προσεφ)νουν το� �φεστηκ�σιν

τα� ου$ ραν!αι πύλαι.
172 Pseudo-Macarius, Preces, PG.34.448.29: Αe γιε α' γγελε, W �φεστi

τ8 α$ θλ!α µου ψυχ8. Again, in op. cit. PG.34.448.36. However,
there are texts attributed to both Didymus and Theodoret. For
instance, the text in Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 1065 is the same as the
one in Catena in Epistulam Petri i, p. 45 (text in brackets: in
Theodoret only; text in parentheses in frPs(al) only): [Θεοδωρ9του

Ρ- ητὰ Προκε!µενα ‘W Ου$ ραν< το� Ου$ ρανο� τK Κυρ!^.’] ε:

το�τον τ<ν ου$ ραν<ν ου$ δε� α$ ναβ�βηκεν ε: µ� W �κ το� ου$ ρανο�

καταβά, �πε� κα$ κε�θεν α$ ποσταλε� �λ9λυθε φάσκων·

Καταβ�βηκα �κ το� ου$ ρανο�. (α$ λλὰ κα� τ< αe γιον πνε�µα �κ

τούτου α$ πεστάλη το� ου$ ρανο�), m W Π�τρο φησ�ν Αn  δ�

α$ νηγγ�λη +µ�ν διὰ τ(ν ευ$ αγγελισαµ�νων +µα̃ πνεύµατι α- γ!^

α$ ποσταλ�ντι α$ π $  ου$ ρανο�. *νθα γὰρ W πατ�ρ κα� W υO< κα� τ<

αe γιον πνε�µα. α$ λλ $  �π!στησον α$ κριβ( µ� ε: α:σθητὰ

κατεν�γκG τ�ν περ� τούτων ν�ησιν, ου$ ραν<ν τοπικ<ν κα�

µετάβασιν �κε�θεν κατὰ φορὰν γινοµ�νην ;πολαβ)ν· θεο� γὰρ

προηγουµ�νην, hν $  οoτω εFπω, ;περοχ�ν κα� κατάστασιν δηλο�

+ το� διηγηθ�ντο ου$ ρανο� προσηγορ!α.
173 Evagrius of Pontus, De Oratione, PG.79.1197.32–34: ’Ο$ φε!λει γάρ,

φησ!ν, + τοιαύτη κατὰ κεφαλ8 �ξουσ!αν *χειν, διὰ τοὺ

�φεστ(τα α$ γγ�λου, α:δ), κα� ταπεινοφροσύνην.
174 Cyril of Alexandria, commProphXII, v. 2, pp. 290 and 291(quoting

Zach. 1:11); Commentaria in Matthaeum, fr. 216 (οO τ8 καθ $  +µα̃

�φεστ(τε α' γγελοι); De Adoratione, PG.68.312.53 (�φεστηκ�τε

α' γγελοι).
175 John Chrysostom, In Epistolam ii ad Corinthios, PG.61.471.45–48.

The same portion in Pseudo-John Chrysostom, De Perfecta Caritate,
PG.56.284.56–58.

176 Theodoret, Quaestiones in Octateuchum, p. 76: �π�δειξε µ>ν γὰρ

αυ$ τK κλ!µακα µ�χρι αυ$ το� διϊκνουµ�νην το� ου$ ρανο�· τοὺ δ>

α- γ!ου α$ γγ�λου α$ νι�ντα κα� κατι�ντα. αυ$ τ< δ> α' νωθεν

�φεστi παρεθάρρυν� τε κα� τ< δ�ο �ξ9λασεν. This imagery

and expression was taken up by Cyril of Alexandria, GlaphPent,
PG.69.193.14–21.

177 Theodoret, Quaestiones in Octateuchum, p. 7 (after Origen): κα�

�κάστ^ δ> *θνει α' γγελον �φεστάναι φησ�ν + θε!α γραφ9. The
point is likewise made by John Chrysostom, In Job, p. 13. Also, in
the spurious work ascribed to John Chrysostom, Interpretatio in
Danielem Prophetam, PG.56.242.3–6: Η' κουσα Xτι Ε' θηκεν Xρια

�θν(ν κατὰ α$ ριθµ<ν α$ γγ�λων αυ$ το�; Κα� qκαστον *θνο *χει

τ<ν �φεστ(τα, κα� βούλεται αυ$ τ< ε_ναι δυνατ)τερο.
178 Theodoret, Interpretatio in Psalmos, PG.80.1212.39–40: κα� πρ<

τούτοι τοὺ �φεστ(τα το� πεπιστευκ�σιν α$ γγ�λου.
intProphXII, PG.81.1880.24–1881.28 (quoting and interpreting
Zach. 1:11); intPaulXIV, PG.82.312.54.55: τ(ν α$ γγ�λων qνεκα, οl

�φεστα̃σι το� α$ νθρ)ποι τ�ν τούτων κηδεµον!αν

πεπιστευµ�νοι.
179 Hippolytus, De Mundo, lines 19–35: τP πύλG �φεστ(τα

α$ ρχάγγελον . . . κα� ;π< τ(ν �φεστ)των κατὰ τ�πον α$ γγ�λων

;µνούµενοι . . . α$ λλὰ µετὰ β!α � δ�σµιοι �λκ�µενοι, ο[ οO

�φεστ(τε α' γγελοι �πιγελ(ντε διαπ�µπονται . . . οr

α$ γοµ�νου qλκουσιν οO �φεστ(τε qω πλησ!ον τ8 γε�ννη.
180 Clement of Alexandria, Eclogae Propheticae, 50.1: τ(ν τP γεν�σει

�φεστ)των α$ γγ�λων. Ibid. 55.1: α$ γγ�λοι �φεστ(σι

διοικούµενα.
181 Oecumenius, Commentarius in Apocalypsin, p. 43 (quoting

Gregory) πρ< δ> τοὺ �φεστ(τα α$ γγ�λου· πε!θοµαι. p. 169:
τ(ν �π� τP τιµωρ!H �φεστ)των hππων εF τ $  οjν α$ γγ�λων.

182 Pseudo-Dionysius the Areopagite, De Caelesti Hierarchia, p. 44,
in Catena in Epistulam ad Romanos, p. 299: τινὰ δ> τ(ν +µ�ν

�φεστηκ�των Α$ γγ�λων.
183 Basil of Seleucia, Orationes, p. 236: �φεστ9κασιν α' γγελοι.
184 Oecumenius (n. 181 above), p. 259: *γραψεν α' ν κα� W µ�γα

Βασ!λειο τοὺ �κ τ8 α$ ποκαλύψεω λ�γου.
185 Basil of Caesarea, Adversus Eunomium, PG.29.677.38–43: το� δ>

ευ$ αγγελιστο�, Ε$ ν α$ ρχP cν W Λ�γο. Κα� ου$ χ αe παξ τ< cν, α$ λλὰ

τ�ταρτον. Κα� πάλιν α$ λλαχο�· Ο-  bν �κ το� Θεο�· κα!· Ο-  bν �ν

το� κ�λποι το� Πατρ�· κα� �ν �τ�ροι· Ο-  bν �ν τK ου$ ρανK·

Κα� �ν τP Α$ ποκαλύψει· Ο-  sν, κα� W cν, κα� W �ρχ�µενο.
186 Oecumenius, (n. 181 above), p. 259.
187 Oecumenius (n. 181 above), pp. 43; 203. On p. 259, he attests to

Gregory having used the same portion in his Syntacterion
(Συντακτ9ριο λ�γο).
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are all written in different styles, and yet they are all

ascribed to a single person, namely, Basil.188 What

is more, ‘Gregory of Nyssa interpreted not just some

sayings of this Book – which other fathers did, too –

but he actually produced a comprehensive exegesis of

Revelation, comprising twenty-four discourses’ (Ο-

δ� γε Νύσση Γρηγ�ριο οu τινα ταύτη ?ητὰ

�ξηγ9σατο � οO α' λλοι, α$ λλὰ κα� Xλην δι $  Xλου

+ρµ9νευσεν �ν ε:κοσιτ�σσαρσι λ�γοι).189

Naturally, Nicetas Seides adds himself to the series

of authors who regard the festal epistle by Athanasius190

as the authoritative source sanctioning the canonicity of

the Book of Revelation.191

There are also testimonies that Basil of Caesarea,

too, wrote sermons on the Apocalypse. One of the

sources is Oecumenius.192 That he identifies the

Evangelist with the writer of the Apocalypse who

was exiled in Patmos is hardly a surprise, assuming

Oecumenius’ catena fragments belong to the author

who wrote the commentary on Revelation, which I

believe is the case.193 The other comes from Michael

Attaliates, a ‘patrician and proconsul’194 of Constan-

tinople (eleventh–twelfth century). He attests to having

seen books by Basil of Caesarea, which contained the

text of Revelation and sermons on this by Basil along

with his Hexaemeron.195 In the seventh century, the

Chronicon Paschale also urges the same identification

appealing to the testimony of Irenaeus.196

When Theodoret was born (c. 386) there was little

time remaining for Didymus (c. 310–c. 398) to live.

And when Cassian was born (c. 475), Theodoret had

been dead since sometime after 457. For all the

Christian authorities attesting to the canonical authority

of the Revelation, it seems that in Antioch and perhaps

to a lesser extent, in Palestine, this authority was

disputed. Cassian, who was an Antiochene among

the Akoimetoi of the sixth century, set out to establish

this authority and had on his desk a commentary

on the Revelation written by an Alexandrian, namely

Didymus. They were born in different places, which are

also posited as two different watchwords indicating two

different schools of theology. My contention is that the

theological differences between Antioch and Alexandria

are not so hard and fast as has been supposed. For it was

Antiochene intellectuals, including Cassian the Sabaite,

who, more than anyone else, cherished the patrimony

of the Alexandrian stars of theology.

Antioch and Alexandria

Antioch was always careful to emphasize the true

humanity of the Lord’s person. Along with the doctrinal

emphasis paid to the Logos become man, the true

human shape assumed was always accentuated and

insisted upon.

Instead of Bearer/Mother of God (θεοτ�κο) for

Mary, Nestorius argued that she should be called

188 Nicetas Seides, Synopsis Scripturae Sacrae, ch. 23, p. 283. Seides did
not even suspect that a vast number of epistles and probably all
ascetic writings are not Basil’s, which is what my research on
Cassian’s writings suggests to me. See RCR, pp. 378; 382 etc.

189 Ibid. ch. 1, p. 56.
190 Athanasius, Epistula Festiva 39 (fragmentum in collectione

canonum), p. 74. Besides, Athanasius quotes from Rev. 22:9, in
Adversus Arianos, PG.26.196.19–24. This was probably the source
and reason for spurious attributions to him. Cf. Pseudo-Athanasius,
Synopsis Scripturae, PG.28: 293.41f; 428.49f; Oratio Quarta Contra
Arianos, 28.

191 Nicetas Seides (n. 188 above), ch. 1, p. 55: ‘while Gregory in his
cantica attested that the books of the New Testament canon
numbered twenty-six, the great Athanasius of Alexandria handed
down a list of twenty-eight books’ (τὰ δ� γε τ8 Ν�α εFκοσι κα�

Cκτ), � W πολὺ Α$ θανάσιο Α$ λεξανδρε!α �ν τP τριακοστP

�νάτG αυ$ το� �ορταστικP �πιστολP α- πλ( κα� ου$ κ �µµ�τρω

παρ�δωκεν). According to Seides, whereas in his songs Gregory
had omitted the Constitutions of the Apostles and the Book of
Revelation, he nevertheless mentions them elsewhere (α$ λλ’ �ν

�τ�ροι λ�γοι ε;ρ!σκεται µνηµονεύων αυ$ τ(ν). It is interesting
that John of Damascus (seventh/eighth cent.) details a New
Testament canon comprising a list of twenty-eight books: four
gospels, the Acts, seven catholic epistles (one by James, two by
Peter, three by John, one by Jude), fourteen epistles by Paul, the
Revelation of John the Evangelist (Α$ ποκάλυψι Ι$ ωάννου 

ευ$ αγγελιστο�), adding also ‘the constitutions of the apostles by
Clement’ of Rome (καν�νε τ(ν α- γ!ων α$ ποστ�λων διὰ

Κλ9µεντο), even though Athanasius had placed this outside the
canon (along with the Pastor) a long time ago: John of Damascus,
Expositio Fidei, 90. The author rebukes the Α' λογοι who were
rejecting Revelation along with the gospel of John. De Haeresibus,
51. By contrast, a text at least one century later, ascribed to
Nicephorus I of Constantinople (eighth/ninth cent.) recognizes a
NT canon comprising twenty-two books, relegating Revelation to
the disputed ones, along with the Epistle of Barnabas, the Revelation
of Peter, and the ‘gospel according to the Hebrews’. Nicephorus I of
Constantinople, Chronographia (recensiones duae), p. 134 (some
scholars doubt attribution of this work to Nicephorus).

192 Oecumenius (n. 181 above), p. 259.
193 I postpone discussion of this until a future work. Oecumenius in

Catena in Epistulam i ad Corinthios (e cod. Paris.), p. 332: φησ�ν

W ευ$ αγγελιστ� Ι$ ωάννη �ν τP Α$ ποκαλύψει. Cf. Catenae,
Supplementum et Varietas Lectionis ad Epistulam i ad Corinthios,
p. 468.

194 Michael Attaliates, Diataxis, 1, title lines 1–2: Μιχα�λ πατρικ!ου

α$ νθυπάτου.
195 Ibid. 3, line 1257: κα� + Ε- ξ$ α9µερο το� α- γ!ου Βασιλε!ου, µετὰ

τ8 Α$ ποκαλύψεω κα� διαφ�ρων λ�γων.
196 Chronicon Paschale (seventh cent.), pp. 467–468: W α$ π�στολο

Ι$ ωάννη ε: Πάτµον �ξορ!ζεται τ�ν ν8σον, *νθα τ�ν

α$ ποκάλυψιν �ωρακ�ναι λ�γεται, � δηλο� Ε:ρηνα�ο.
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Bearer/Mother of Christ (Χριστοτ�κο), since Christ

took only human nature from his mother, while the

Logos was pre-existent and external. Besides, only the

human part of Christ suffered and died on the Cross.

Cyril of Alexandria championed the use of the term

θεοτ�κο, and imposed this on, and through, the

Council of Ephesus in 431. The term was popular in the

West and Constantinople, but was deprecated in

Antioch, which is why John Chrysostom never actually

employed it.197 The designation seems to have origin-

ated in a couple of casual references by Gregory of

Nyssa,198 and it also appeared in later spurious works

under the name of the same theologian.

Nestorius was condemned by the Council of

Ephesus in 431. Unfortunately, his sermons were

destroyed and transcribing them was banned, as

normally happened with all those who were branded

as heretics. We know something of his ideas from the

acts of Ephesus. The usual charge against him was

that he divided Christ in two persons with separate

experiences: the divine Logos did not suffer, while Jesus

did; God the Logos was omniscient, while Jesus had

limited knowledge. It seems however that Nestorius’

thought was far more elaborate. Put in Greek terms,

and opposite those who identified ‘person’ with

‘hypostasis’, he taught that Christ was indeed one

πρ�σωπον, though not one ;π�στασι. Strange though

this seems, it makes sense once considered within its

own context. The Syriac fathers (including Diodorus of

Tarsus, Theodore of Mopsuestia, and Nestorius) used

the Syriac term kyana in order to describe the human

and divine natures of Christ. In a general abstract sense,

this term embraces all the elements of the members of

a certain species. Alongside this universal sense, how-

ever, it may also have a concrete one referring to a

real individual entity: this meaning is called qnoma,

which does not betoken the person, but the concretized

kyana, the real existing nature. The Greek term pro-

sopon (πρ�σωπον) appears in Syriac as a loan, which

is parsopa. Put in those terms, therefore, the Christo-

logical formula espoused by the great doctors of Antioch

was ‘two real kyana united in a single parsopa, in

sublime perfect union without confusion or change’. By

parsopa, Nestorius meant prosopon, which however is

weaker in meaning than hypostasis, the term used by

his detractors. At no moment did Nestorius deny the

deity of Christ; he only insisted on distinguishing this

from his humanity. Nor does it seem true that he ever

sustained two Sons. He only held Christ to be a true God

by nature and a true man by nature, both in one person.

Nevertheless, the Syriac Fathers by and large

allowed room for the way in which the divine and

human nature coexist in Christ to remain in the realm of

mystery. By contrast, and against Origen’s legacy, which

urged that numerous aspects of theology should remain

intact as mysteries not susceptible to detailed rational

elaboration, the Alexandrians insisted on reaching a

clear-cut doctrine. Of course, misunderstanding always

lay in wait, perhaps owing to a failure to grasp the sense

of the Syriac: whereas Antiochenes held that there were

two natures, they were represented as urging that Christ

had two persons. Consequently, the Cyrillian obsession

with securing the oneness of Christ’s person paved the

way for making him ‘of one nature’ (µ!α φύσι), which

resulted in Monophysitism making Cyril its prophet. In

any event, both sides were unclear (and not always con-

sistent) in their use of the germane Greek philosophical

terminology.

Theodoret had a balanced view of ‘Christ’s divinity

and humanity’. Cyril spoke of ‘Christ’ while in his mind

he wilfully allowed the notion to be almost synonymous

with ‘God the Logos’. His obsession with the term

θεοτ�κο was owing to this implicit identification

rather than to his concern to safeguard the communi-

catio idiomatum.199 Cyril argued that there can be no

true incarnation without this communicatio. Nestorius,

on the other hand, argued that only incomplete

natures could come together: soul and body are both

incomplete, yet they form a complete ordinary human

being. In Jesus, however, both divinity and humanity

are complete natures, which is why they cannot come

together in the same sense that soul and body do.

This union, therefore, is not ‘natural’ or ‘hypostatic’,

but only ‘moral’. This is the sense of ‘conjunction’

197 This is why later forgers felt it necessary to add the designation in all
of the numerous spurious works which appeared later under his
name. The case is analogous to the one representing Chrysostom
sanctioning the book of Revelation, as discussed, above, p. 19.

198 Gregory of Nyssa, De Virginitatis Integritate, 14.1; 19.1; Oratio in
Diem Natalem Salvatoris, PG.46.1136.32.

199 This means transferral of predicates, properties, appellations,
functions from one nature to another, which makes it possible
to say that Virgin Mary gave birth to God (θεοτ�κο), or that
she is Mother of God, or that ‘God suffered’ or ‘God was
crucified’.
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(συνάφεια) of the two natures involved in arguments

either for or against the hypostatic union. Consequently,

in Christ there are two complete natures, which are

united by a common will and purpose.

Ephesus was in fact the battleground not only for the

rival personalities of Theodoret and Cyril, but also for

what was seen as different Christological approaches,

however indirectly expressed. What is strange is that

whenever Theodoret felt it necessary to elaborate, he

did not fall too far away from Cyril, and the same goes

for Cyril explaining himself with reference to Theodoret.

One wonders then whether the case was actually one of

different Christologies, or merely one of different

terminological predilections. Nestorius was condemned

unanimously, yet this does not mean that all those who

condemned his real or alleged teaching were at one.

Antiochene theology always emphasised the

humanity of Christ. Nestorianism was Antiochene

Christology taken to its extreme: it sought to secure the

true humanity of Jesus by drawing a clear distinction

between this and his divinity. The term δεσπ�τη

was the Antiochenes’ epithet used to counterbalance

their emphasis on Christ’s humanity. After all, Antioch

had a tradition of introducing terminology which was

destined to prevail all over Christendom. As a matter of

fact, cardinal Christian notions such as ‘Trinity’ (τριά)

originated in Antioch, since the apologist Theophilus of

Antioch was the first to use this term.200 Likewise, it was

in Antioch where the term Christian itself appeared

for the first time, which Christendom acknowledged in

the most solemn and formal terms.201 Besides, Antioch

is credited by Theodoret with having introduced the

antiphonal chanting of the Psalms in church: it was

Diodorus of Tarsus along with his friend Flavian of

Antioch, who ‘separated the chorus into two groups’

and taught how ‘the Davidic melody should be

chanted’, the practice of which was thereafter transmit-

ted to ‘all over the world’.202 It is hardly a coincidence

that the Psalms are often styled ‘melody’ (and David

a ‘melodist’) by Antiochene writers, which is what

the texts by Pseudo-Caesarius as well as De Trinitate

do.203 Nor is it a coincidence that the Akoimetoi in

Constantinople cherished their Antiochene extraction

by making pious antiphonal chanting around the clock

a distinctive characteristic of their community.

According to the Church historian Socrates (fourth/

fifth century), Ignatius of Antioch introduced antiphony

in the Antiochene Church, after he had seen a vision of

angels offering hymns to the Holy Trinity. At that time,

the emperor forbade the Arians to chant their hymns in

public.204 Sozomenus explains that Chrysostom urged

congregations to practise this because the Arians of the

capital used to chant in antiphonal mode.205 Certainly

antiphonal playing of musical instruments was already

introduced in the second temple of Jerusalem, and its

introduction is ascribed to David himself.206 The late

Byzantine historian Nicetas Choniates (c. 1155–1215)

claims that antiphony already existed in the Syrian

Church of old and was taken up by Flavian and

Diodorus, whereas Theodore of Mopsuestia wrote

200 Theophilus of Antioch (c. 170), Ad Autolycum, 2.15: Ω- σαύτω κα�

αO τρε� +µ�ραι πρ< τ(ν φωστ9ρων γεγονυ�αι τύποι ε:σ�ν τ8

τριάδο, το� θεο� κα� το� λ�γου αυ$ το� κα� τ8 σοφ!α

αυ$ το�.
201 Cf. Acts 11:26. Theodoret has preserved a letter by the bishops who

participated in the council addressed ‘to pope Damasus and the
western bishops’. Theodoret, HE, p. 293: τ8 δ> πρεσβυτάτη κα�

=ντω α$ ποστολικ8 �κκλησ!α τ8 �ν Α$ ντιοχε!H τ8 Συρ!α, �ν

m πρ)τG τ< τ!µιον τ(ν Χριστιαν(ν �χρηµάτισεν =νοµα. So
Nicephorus Callistus (thirteenth–fourteenth cent.), HE, 12.16. This
letter has been regarded as part of the minutes of the Second
oecumenical Council of Constantinople (381). Giuseppe Alberigo
(ed.), Conciliorum Oecumenicorum Generaliumque Decreta,
Concilium Constantinopolitanum 381 (Brepols 2006), p. 63.

202 Theodoret, HE, p. 154: Η-  δ> α$ ξιάγαστο ξυνωρ� Φλαβιαν< κα�

∆ι�δωρο, . . . πρ(τοι διχ8 διελ�ντε τοὺ τ(ν ψαλλ�ντων

χοροὺ �κ διαδοχ8 H' δειν τ�ν ∆αυϊτικ�ν �δ!δαξαν µελ^δ!αν·

κα� το�το �ν Α$ ντιοχε!H πρ(τον α$ ρξάµενον πάντοσε δι�δραµε

κα� κατ�λαβε τ8 ο:κουµ�νη τὰ τ�ρµατα.
203 Cf. Pseudo-Caesarius, Quaestiones et Responsiones (chapter/line),

1.32 (∆αυ�δ µελ^δο�ντο); 1.47 and 14.19 and 30.40 and 36.18
and 48.10 and 60.28 and 89.7 and 107.25 and 121.31 and 122.36

and 128.14 and 139.65 and 145.11 and 146.77 and 146.127 and
162.14 and 168.25 and 175.29 and 179.12 and 187.15 (∆αυ�δ W

τ(ν θε!ων µελ^δ�); 20.16 and 20.37 (∆αυ�δ τ<ν θε�ον

µελ^δ�ν); 22.12 and 101.39 (∆αυ�δ µελ^δο�ντο); 25. 7 (∆αυ�δ

µελ^δο�ντο); 35. 20 and 50.9 (W θεσπ�σιο ∆αυ�δ µελ^δε�);
58.12 (�ν µελ^δ!αι W ∆αυ!δ φησιν); 71.5 (�κ το� θεσπεσ!ου

∆αυ�δ παιδευ�µεθα µελ^δο�ντο); 74.5 and 78.4 (∆αυ�δ περ�

θεο� µελ^δο�ντο); 97.8 (∆αυ!δ φησιν �ν µελ^δ!αι);
104.10 (φησιν �ν µελ^δ!αι W ∆αυ!δ); 128.51 (∆αυ!δ µελ^δ(ν);
134.21 (τὰ ;π< το� θεσπεσ!ου ∆αυ!δ µελ^δούµενα); 202.15
(∆αυ�δ µελ^δ�); 214.99 (W ;π< το� ∆αυ!δ µελ^δούµενο). DT
(lib. 1), 15.58: τὰ Fσα µελ^δε� κα� περ� το� υOο�. 15.72: κα�

:σοδύναµον τK µελ^δηθ�ντι περ� το� θεο� πατρ�. 18.47: W
µνηµονευθε� ∆αυxδ �ν κδ ´  ψαλµK µελ^δε�. DT (lib. 2.8–27),
PG.39: 652.10: Παρὰ τK µνηµονευθ�ντι το!νυν α$ κριβεστάτ^

µελ^δK. 673.38: Ε$ πιφωνε� γο�ν τK τοιούτ^ W Μελ^δ�. 721.20:
Κα� πρ< αυ$ τ�ν α$ φορ(ν W Μελ^δ<. DT (lib. 3), PG.39: 869.38:
∆αυxδ µελ^δε�. 916.39: αe µα δ> τK µελ^δK ψαλλ�τωσαν. See
further, NDGF, pp. 529–530.

204 Socrates, HE, 6.8.
205 Sozomenus, HE, 8.8.1–5.
206 1 Paralipomenon, 6:31 (6:16 in LXX).
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hymns for antiphonal chanting following Syrian

patterns.207 However, had this been the case, Theodoret

would have proudly reported this. For he was a

Hellenized Syrian himself, born of Syrian parents,

and (as his biblical commentaries attest) he knew the

language of his parents. Be that as it may, one thing is

clear from all three historians: Antiochene theologians

had a very special and intimate relation with religious

hymns and music. This is, I believe, the reason why

philological analysis of Antiochene theologians reveals

their characteristic vocabulary occurring abundantly in

the collection of hymns known as Analecta Hymnica

Graeca.208

To the Antiochenes, Christ was truly human, but his

divine nature accounts for his being the Lord Christ.

Since not all men could see the light of the Godhead

in the human shape of the Logos, this designation was

a balanced reminder. For indeed, and though not pro-

fessed explicitly, Theodoret’s aim in stressing that

Christ is δεσπ�τη is pretty clear. Theodoret had dared

overcome monotheistic and Monarchian qualifications

by applying the term δεσπ�τη to Christ unreservedly,

and thus did not allow his human nature to restrict

his eternal properties. The Council of Ephesus simply

revisited and confirmed this approach approving the

relentless Trinitarianism advanced by Theodoret. The

term δεσπ�τη accorded to Christ encapsulates a con-

cept which is of course nothing more than a Nicene one,

even though earlier theologians were perhaps wary of

using so bold a term. It was the force of Theodoret’s

personality that moved this theme to centre stage at

Ephesus. This theme is present at the outset of the

Scholia, namely in Scholion I, which Cassian himself

wrote. Theodoret argued for the need to consider Christ

both divine and human at the same time, and laid

immense stress on the notion δεσπ�τη Χριστ�,

while warning against underscoring ‘either of’ his

‘natures’ (�κατ�ραν φύσιν) and admonishing to con-

sider always ‘that which assumed and that which was

assumed’ (κα� τ�ν λαβο�σαν κα� τ�ν ληφθε�σαν).209

On the other hand, Cyril’s tenet can be summarised

in his opinion that Jesus was not actually subject to

the human condition: in fact it was the Logos who had

willingly acquiesced in his subjection to the laws

determining human existence.210 In that case, the idea

of ‘one action’ or ‘one will’ is bound to be the one of

the Logos, which of course smacks of Eutycheanism. It

is quite telling that the proverbial Cyrillian metaphor

of the incarnate Logos being the ‘fire’ that transforms

‘wood’ unto its own ‘glory’ was fully upheld by the

Monophysite champion Severus of Antioch, in order to

condemn not those who confessed the properties of the

natures of which the one Christ consists, but those

who separate the properties and apportion them to each

nature apart, that is, the Tome of Leo.

A significant term employed by Cassian is συνάφεια

(‘conjunction’). Although Nestorians and Mono-

physites were hostile to each other, they both used

the term συνάφεια in order to indicate sheer different

ontological statuses. By means of this term, Nestorians

denoted two distinct natures co-existing, yet not fused.

On the other hand, Monophysites using Cyril’s state-

ments meant co-existence of two natures being fused in

one single nature. Whereas by this term Monophysites

207 Nicetas Choniates, Thesaurus Orthodoxiae Fidei, V.30. PG.139.1390:
‘Atque ut Theodorus Mopsuestenus scribit, illam psalmodiae
speciem, quas antiphonas dicimus, illi ex Syrorum lingua in
Graecam transtulerunt, et omnium prope soli admirandi hujus
operis omnibus orbis christiani hominibus Auctores apparuerunt.’

208 See NDGF, p. 529
209 Theodoret, Eranistes, p. 114: Α' τρεπτο µ>ν W θε< λ�γο κα� cν

κα� *στι κα� *σται· α$ νθρωπε!αν δ> φύσιν λαβiν �νηνθρ)πησε.
Προσ9κει το!νυν +µα̃ �κατ�ραν φύσιν Wµολογε�ν κα� τ�ν

λαβο�σαν κα� τ�ν ληφθε�σαν. ibid. p. 176: W Χριστ�,
�κατ�ραν φύσιν ε: φιλ!αν συν9γαγε. ibid. p. 180: Τα�τα δ>

τούτου χάριν διὰ βραχ�ων ;π�δειξα, hνα �κατ�ραν φύσιν �ν τK

κυρ!^ +µ(ν Ι$ ησο� ΧριστK νοε�σθαι µνηµονεύωµεν.
210 Cf. Severus of Antioch, Epistula 1: ‘But God the Word did not permit

his flesh in all things to undergo the passions proper to it. If he
sometimes permitted his flesh by dispensation to undergo the
passions proper to it, he did not preserve its property undiminished.
For in many instances it is seen not to have undergone the things
which manifestly belong to its nature, since it was united to the
Word, the Maker of nature.’ To support this, he quotes Cyril saying,

‘For, though it is said that he hungered and thirsted, and slept and
grew weary after a journey, and wept and feared, these things did
not happen to him just as they do to us in accordance with
compulsory ordinances of nature; but he himself voluntarily
permitted his flesh to walk according to the laws of nature, for he
sometimes allowed it even to undergo its own passions.’ Severus
probably had in mind Cyril of Alexandria, De Sancta et
Consubstantiali Trinitate, PG.75.37344–376.4. De Incarnatione
Domini, PG.75.1461.25–30: Οoτω τεχθε� W ∆εσπ�τη Χριστ<

(ου$  γὰρ ευ$ αγ> µετὰ τ<ν τ�κον @ Θε<ν Λ�γον µ�νον αυ$ τ<ν

προσαγορεύειν, @ α' νθρωπον γεγυµνωµ�νον θε�τητο, α$ λλὰ

Χριστ�ν, k �κατ�ραν φύσιν τ9ν τε λαβο�σαν κα� τ�ν

ληφθε�σαν δηλο�), πάντω τὰ +µ�τερα πλ�ν τ8 α- µαρτ!α

καταδ�χεται πάθη. So also in . PG.75.1473.9–16. and Pseudo-Cyril
of Alexandria, De Sacrosancta Trinitate, PG.77.1156.7–11: Ε$ πε!να

κατὰ α$ λ9θειαν, � +µε�, �δ!ψα, νυσταγµ<ν *φερε, κοπι(ν cν,
λυπούµενο cν, δακρύων, δειλι(ν, α$ γωνι(ν, α$ λλ $  �κουσ!ω, Xτε

θ�λων αυ$ τ< �νεδ!δου τP α;το� α$ νθρωπ�τητι τ< Fδιον α$ µ�µπτω

ποιε�ν. Το�το ;π>ρ +µα̃; τ�λο, α$ π�θανεν, α$ λλ $  �θελούσιον cν

αυ$ τK κα� τ< πάθο, κα� τ< α' λγο, κα� τ< θανε�ν.
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meant absolute and indivisible union, Nestorians

denoted only a certain ‘conjunction’ leaving the two

components (namely, natures) ontologically intact and

different from each other.211

In short, Nestorius spoke of Christ as one person

(πρ�σωπον) in two natures. The Monophysites spoke

of one person (;π�στασι) and one nature (µ!α φύσι),

which is both divine and human. Chalcedon appears to

have sought a compromise between the two positions:

Christ was posited as one person in ‘two natures after

the union’ (δύο φύσει µετὰ τ�ν qνωσιν).212

Doctors of the Antiochene school,213 among (a few)

others,214 had used the simile of union between man

and wife to express the union of natures in Christ by

means of the term συνάφεια. In a way, this was not far

from Origen’s conception of the eschatological deifica-

tion of human nature considered from the viewpoint of

humanity existentially ascending to the deity, whereas

later Christological debate considered the union of

divine and human nature in the context of the deity

descending to union with humanity. The same term

συνάφεια was used for ‘intercourse’ between man

and woman.215 This usage is actually Nestorian, since

the συνάφεια between man and woman is only an

accidental natural function, and has no ontological

import whatsoever. This happens to be precisely the

sense in which Cassian used the same term.216 To be

sure, the specific usage by Cassian does not involve

Christology. However, the sense in which he applied

this term, is the same as that in which Nestorius did.

The consequences of Nestorius’ condemnation that

are normally considered are those in the political and

ecclesiastical realm. The staunch defense of Nestorius

by Theodoret was not accidental: this was in fact

the expression of a deep Antiochene sentiment and

mentality, which remained intact, despite the fact that

Theodoret was blackmailed into endorsing the acts of

Chalcedon. There was a substantial difference between

Alexandria and Antioch with respect to the scientific

standing of their doctors: the Alexandrian school

took the institutional shape of a catechetical school

and was always under the dominion and influence of

the local bishop.217 The authoritarian ambition of the

Alexandrian see and the monarchic power of its bishop

were probably the psychological reaction to its struggle

to create for itself the legitimacy of apostolic provenance

by claiming Mark as its founder and first Bishop.218

Before Origen was ordained presbyter in Caesarea of

Palestine, he was invited to preach in the presence

of bishops: this was what outraged Bishop Demetrius of

Alexandria, who took exception to this, and wrote to

Palestinian bishops that ‘it is unheard of that laymen

preach in the presence of bishops’ (το�το ου$ δ�ποτε

yκούσθη, ου$ δ> µ�χρι ν�ν γεγ�νηται τ�, παρ�ντων

�πισκ�πων λαϊκοὺ Wµιλε�ν). To which two Bishops

(Alexander of Jerusalem, Theoctistus of Caesarea)

211 Nestorius, Sermones, Sermon 8: W κατὰ τ�ν Παύλου φων�ν �κ

σπ�ρµατο γεγεννηµ�νο ∆αυ!δ, παντοκράτωρ τP συναφε!H

θε�. . . . οoτω κα� τ<ν κατὰ σάρκα Χριστ<ν �κ τ8 πρ< τ<ν

θε�ν λ�γον συναφε!α θε<ν Cνοµάζοµεν τ< φαιν�µενον ε:δ�τε

� α' νθρωπον. α' κουσον α$ µφ�τερα το� Παύλου κηρύττοντο·

Wµολογε� τ<ν α' νθρωπον πρ�τερον κα� τ�τε τP το� θεο�

συναφε!H Wµολογε� τ< φαιν�µενον. . . . α$ σύγχυτον το!νυν τ�ν

τ(ν φύσεων τηρ(µεν συνάφειαν· Wµολογ(µεν τ<ν �ν α$ νθρ)π^

θε�ν, σ�βωµεν τ<ν τP θε!H συναφε!H τK παντοκράτορι θεK

συµπροσκυνούµενον α' νθρωπον. Sermon 15: σφ�δρα τι τ8

θε�τητο ;π8ρχε συνάφεια κα� �ν βρ�φει τ8 δεσποτικ8

καθορωµ�νη σαρκ�. Ad Cyrillum Alexandrinum II, p. 176: �

τ(ν κατὰ φύσιν θεK λ�γ^ προσ�ντων τP το� ναο� συναφε!H

διεφθαρµ�νων.
212 ACO, Concilium Universale Chalcedonense anno 451, 2,1,1, pp. 93;

172; 174; 181; 2,1,2, pp. 111; 120.
213 Severus of Antioch, in Catena in Epistulam Petri i, p. 60.

Pseudo-John Chrysostom, In Resurrectione Domini, line 34.
Pseudo-John of Damascus, Commentarii in Epistolas Pauli,
PG.95.852.15–17.

214 Epiphanius of Salamis, Panarion, v. 1, p. 357. Ammonius, presbyter
of Alexandria, Fragmenta in Joannem fr. 95 in Catena in Joannem
p. 212. Andreas of Caesarea, Commentairi in Apocalypsin, Logos 19,
chapter 56, 19, 6–7. Photius, Homiliae, Homily 9, p. 91; Epistulae et
Amphilochia, Epistle 179, line 49.

215 Severianus of Gabala, Fragmenta in Epistulam ad Ephesios, p. 312
(Catena in Epistulam ad Ephesios, p. 208): αoτη + πλάσι το� Α$ δὰµ

κα� τ8 Εuα τ8 �ξ αυ$ το� κα� + συνάφεια τύπο γ�γονε το�

Χριστο� κα� τ8 Ε$ κκλησ!α.
216 Cf. Cassian the Sabaite, SerenPrim, pp. 84r–v: προσοµιλε�ν ταύτG

α$ νεπαισθ9τω κα� συνάπτεσθαι κα� �µπν�ειν αυ$ τP αe περ αE ν

βουληθ(σιν; κα� τ! τ8 διανο!α + πρ< αυ$ τοὺ qνωσ! τε κα�

συνάφ ‹ε›ια . . . Xθεν κα� συνάπτεσθαι α$ λλ9λοι δύνανται διὰ

τ(ν λογισµ(ν. De Panareto, p. 112v: Ου$ δαµ( οjν πιστευτ�ον

�στ�ν τὰ πνευµατικὰ φύσει συνάπτεσθαι µετὰ ‹γυ›ναικ(ν

σαρκικ(. Ibid. 113r: Ε$ ξ�πεσαν δ> ε: συνάφειαν τ(ν θυγατ�ρων

τ(ν λεγοµ�νων α$ νθρ)πων. Ibid. 113v: ε: αυ$ το� �δ�θη �ντολ�

το� µ� συνάπτεσθαι α$ λλοτρ!αι θυγατράσιν. Ibid. 117r: τ<

δ> πνε�µα τ< µ� διὰ τ8 συναφε!α τ(ν �κατ�ρων

γενν‹)›µενον.
217 Pantaenus, Clement of Alexandria, and Origen are reported to have

been masters of this school.
218 The sole information about it is a rather uncertain story by Eusebius

in his HE, 2.16. It has been argued, however, that before the
episcopate of Demetrius (189–231) no trace of bishops can be
found. Before Constantine there is a vast blank in Egypt, which
Walter Bauer famously styled a ‘mere echo and a puff of smoke’.
Walter Bauer, Orthodoxy and Heresy in Earliest Christianity, ed. R.A.
Kraft and G. Krodel from the 2nd German edn (1934), (Philadelphia,
1971), p. 45.
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replied that it is all too natural for laymen to be invited

by both ‘the people and bishops’ to preach ‘in order

to benefit the brethren’. What was unthinkable to

the Bishop of Alexandria, was a matter of course in

Palestine and the East in general.219

In Antioch, by contrast, the great theologians were

personalities immune to influence of the patriarch. In

this context, school does not suggest the institutional

format of Alexandria’s διδασκαλε�ον, that is, an

academic institution functioning under supervision

and protection by the local bishop. As a matter of fact,

schools such as those of Edessa and its successor at

Nisibis were located and functioning at a safe distance

from Antioch. This state of affairs had a profound

impact which I am now going to discuss.

When one considers ‘patriarch in Alexandria’ in

relation to Christology, there is only one name that

comes to mind: that of Patriarch Cyril (412–444), an

ambitious and ruthlessly fanatic monk. He always took

it for granted that ‘orthodoxy’ can only be episcopal

resolutions themselves. If other prelates disagreed

with him, then orthodoxy was his own determinative

formulas, however obscure or obtuse. This of course

was made possible by playing politics with the imperial

throne, and contriving plots with the royalty in general,

with parallel politics always being under way with the

pope. His determination to form an orthodoxy (notably,

a Christology) rendered in concrete terms, and to allow

no room for any ‘mystery’ within the doctrine, was

abetted by two decisive factors: first, the Roman

inclination for clear-cut clauses, which could be easily

grasped, sustained, and observed; second, the Platon-

ism which imbued the spiritual life of Alexandria: this

was what allowed, and contributed to, theoretical for-

mulations and abstractions which could form a closed

system. These two factors are ostensibly contradictory,

but they are not, in fact. For by means of them both it

was possible to construct clauses which were terse, and

yet their laconic phrasing consisted of terms which were

not only elusive and abstruse, but also allowed room for

the likelihood that not everyone understood the same

thing while professing the selfsame shibboleth. The

fifth- and sixth-century controversies make too much of

such Greek terms as ousia, hypostasis, physis, pro-

sopon, but at the same time everyone felt free to fill the

terms with a content to his own liking. In episcopal

resolutions of this controversial character, the way to

eschew further tantalizing analyses was to have

recourse to sublime abstractions, such as those which

had been offered long ago by another theologian,

namely Plato.

By contrast, Aristotelian Antioch was anxious to

explore concrete details of reality. After having studied

twenty years with Plato, Aristotle made himself the

most formidable detractor of Plato’s theory of Ideas,

which he styled τερετ!σµατα (‘twitterings’).220 It was

with Aristotle that the term ου$ σ!α came to signify not

only a generalized abstraction, but also the concrete

material object, whether alive or inanimate. It was

Aristotle who was himself interested in every aspect

of the natural reality, which he explored, thus making

himself a scientific researcher. In view of the specific

purposes of the Antiochene school, it was Aristotle, not

Plato, who could offer both the conceptual means and

the method to explore the history of Jesus, and through

this, the real character of his humanity. This is why

Antioch pursued and adhered to historical exegesis; this

is why they eagerly affirmed the full humanity of Jesus

and emphasized that, although the Godhead fully dwelt

in Christ, it did not eclipse his humanity. It was taken

for granted that the letter of the historical narrative

was important enough to deserve an exploration on its

own merit. History was the milieu in which man could

discover theological truth.

Contradictory though it may appear (and against

hackneyed scholarship) I have shown in detail that

taking the scriptural literal narrative seriously and

pondering on the higher significance of historical

occurrences was the concern and feat of Origen. I

have advanced the thesis that to Origen, history is

not a parable. For a parable relates instances that

never occurred: its value lies in the ideas and morals

219 Eusebius, HE, 8.19.17. Nicephorus Callistus, HE, 5.14. The two
bishops give precedents of laymen having been invited by bishops
to preach: Euelpis was invited by bishop Neon in Laranda; Paulinus
was invited by bishop Celsus in Iconium; Theodore was invited by
bishop Atticus in Synada; ‘and this naturally happens in other cities,
too, even though we are not aware of it’. This could never have
happened in Alexandria, of course.

220 Aristotle, Analytica Priora et Posteriora, 83a32–33. The statement
was reproduced by Christian authors: Origen, Cels, I.13 (Philocalia,
18, 7); II.14. Eusebius, Praeparatio Evangelica, 15.13.1. Procopius of
Gaza, Epistulae, Epistle 126. Photius, Epistulae et Amphilochia,
Epistle 77. Cyril of Alexandria, Contra Julianum, 2.45. Cyril also
used the term in order to rebuke Nestorius’ teaching: ACO,
Concilium Universale Ephesenum anno 431, 1,1,6, p. 36.
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it conveys. What may conduct action toward a

teleological destination is a flux of signals. Origen’s

interpretation of these signals has the constant aim of

rectifying history through the transformation of human

nature. His ultimate concern is with history, since inter-

pretation always returns to history with the objective of

transforming it.221

History is written not simply to narrate occurrences,

but mainly to convey expressive messages. This is ‘the

intention’ of the scripture,222 which is unfailingly con-

trasted with the bare letter, although this is one and the

same corpus: ‘there is not a certain scripture which is

understood in its higher import, and another one which

is read in its literal sense’.223 The literal narration is

not dismissed, since even this ‘narration of tangible

things is highly beneficial’ (κα� + κατ $  αFσθησιν

τ(ν πραγµάτων Oστορ!α µεγάλη zφελε!α

πεπλ9ρωται).224 This concern for real facts stimulated

Origen to visit places recorded here and there in the

stories, following ‘the footprints of Jesus and his

disciples and the prophets’ for the sake of confirming

the ‘literal historical account’ (�π� Oστορ!αν).225 The

same concern for the ‘letter’ urged him to consult with

different editions of scriptural texts.226 It was after all

this assiduity and adhesion to the historical reality of

‘things’ that instigated occasional attacks on Origen

for literalism.227 Regarding the milestones of biblical

history, never did Origen dispute their historical reality.

Going out of Egypt, passing through the Red Sea,

living in the desert and finally reaching the Promised

Land, are all considered through the lens of allegory.

The historicity of all these events, however, is never

denied. Besides, the allegories identifying ‘Egypt’ and

‘Pharaoh’ with an evil domain, ‘desert’ with the

exigencies of life, the ‘Promised Land’ with the eschato-

logical expectation, and so on, are not simply theories

in a Platonic vein, such as those of Philo. In contrast, he

makes both the narrative and its spiritual meaning a real

part of everyone’s life. The struggle, progress, and set-

backs, both in action and in faith in God, are conditions

to be experienced by the faithful during their lifetime.

Allegorical exegesis is a support for everyone, so that

one does not lose courage, faith, and hope. They are

patterns for Christian life to be lived in actuality, in real

history, in any historical age.228

Despite all allegations to the contrary, Origen was

the actual father of the Christian concern for history and

exploration of historical narrative. He was the master

who pointed out the significance of the concrete fact.

Little wonder therefore that my ensuing exploration

shows Theodoret and his followers to be the true

heirs to Origen’s concerns, be they historical or textual.

And little wonder that it will turn out that Origen’s

catena-fragments were in fact compiled by intellectuals

who breathed this spiritual atmosphere.

What Antioch actually did was to carry on. The

significance of the concrete and its study was the object

of another great Greek, namely Aristotle.

To Alexandrians Christ was the old Greek philo-

sophical concept of the Logos, who only needed a

personal character along with the notion of trans-

cendence in order to make a difference from the

universal Stoic logos. To Antiochenes, Christ was a

concrete human ousia, that could be explored in terms

of real history, in the same sense that Aristotle had

researched over the entire realm of nature, and had

written about human beings, plants, animals, and the

heavens.

The shift (or contrast) of interest from Plato to

Aristotle is in fact a shift of interest from the universal

(the Platonic priority) to the concrete (the Aristotelian

importance attached to perceptible things), on account

of which Aristotle himself had mocked the Platonic

tenet of autonomous existence of the Ideas, even of the

autonomous existence of the human soul after death.

Nestorius represented the right wing of Antioch.

Preoccupied as he was with Christ’s humanity more

than was normally the case in Antioch, he felt (or, his

221 PHE, pp. 377; 392–394; 401–402; 418–419.
222 c.f. Origen τ< βούληµα τ8 γραφ8: commJohn, II.16.113;

commMatt, 16, 1; commGen, PG.12.88.34–35 (Philocalia, 14, 1);
exhMar, XXIX; τ< βούληµα τ(ν γεγραµµ�νων: homJer, 1, 2; 3, 1.
τ< βούληµα τ(ν γραφ(ν: commMatt, 12, 14; Commentarii in
Romanos (III.5-V.7) p. 218; selPs, 4, PG.12.1148.35–36; τ< βούληµα

τ(ν γραψάντων. Cels, I.42 (Philocalia, 15, 15); Cels, III.c, 74
(Philocalia, 18, 26); IV, 87 (Philocalia, 20, 14); τ< βούληµα τ)ν

+µετ�ρων, or Oερ(ν, (or α- γ!ων, or simply) γραµµάτων: Cels, III.c,
53 (Philocalia, 18, 23); IV, 17; VI, 37; homJer, 19, 11; commMatt, 

15, 3; 16, 3; 16, 10; τ< βούληµα of any scriptural author: Cels, I,
18 (Moses); III, 33 (Paul); commJohn, X.41.287 (Paul inspired by the
Logos); τ< βούληµα τ(ν προφητικ(ν λ�γων: Cels, II.c, 76.

223 Origen, Princ, IV.2.2 (Philocalia, 1, 9).
224 Origen, selNum, PG.12.577.36–37.
225 Origen, commJohn, VI.40.204.
226 selEz, PG.13.781.37: �πισκεψάµενοι τὰ λοιπὰ �κδ�σει.
227 Eustathius of Antioch (fourth cent. AD), De Engastrimytho Adversus

Origenem, 21.3; 21.10; 22.4; 22.6; 22.7.
228 Origen, Homilies on Joshua, 4.1.
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followers did) that Aristotle was the master who could

best serve to their exposition. The Alexandrians sought

to understand what Christ was, and did so by taking

the Logos as their starting point. Antioch pursued an

answer to the same question considering Jesus and his

human life on earth. Both schools of course held that

Jesus was the Christ, and that he was human/divine.

However, the Greek philosophical tools to advance their

respective beliefs were different, indeed as much as

Plato was different from Aristotle. In the fifth century,

when the Alexandrian interest was restricted mainly to

medical and allied sciences, the Nestorian churches

focused on Aristotle’s logic and speculative philosophy.

The persecution following Nestorius’ condemna-

tion, and Cyril’s well-known ruthlessness, forced

Nestorian preachers to move to Syria and Persia, where

they adopted Syriac, the common man’s language, for

sermonizing. Aristotle and his commentators (mainly

Alexander of Aphrodisias) supplied them with the

philosophical tools and vocabulary to expound their

theology. As a matter of fact, it was a group of Nestorian

translators who, by making Arabic versions from Syriac,

first brought Aristotle and Hellenistic philosophy to the

Arab world.229

As a rule, the early Greek fathers dealt more with

Plato than Aristotle. The common attack against the

latter was that he denied providence, which was a

slogan rather than the product of any actual study of

the Stagirite.230 Irenaeus (140–202) accused the Gnostic

Valentinus of corrupting the candour and simplicity of

Christian faith by subtleties drawn from Aristotle.231

His pupil Hippolytus claimed that the teaching of the

Gnostic Basilides amounted merely to ‘Aristotelian

sophistry’ (τὰ ;π< Βασιλε!δου ε;ρεθ�ντα =ντα

Α$ ριστοτελικὰ σοφιστεύµατα).232 Gregory of Nazian-

zus emphasised that he spoke ‘according to the logic

of the Fishermen, not that of Aristotle’ (τα�τα �

�ν βραχ�σι πεφιλοσ�φηται . . . α- λιευτικ(, α$ λλ $

ου$ κ Α$ ριστοτελικ().233 Gregory of Nyssa accused

Eunomius of having concocted his heresy after Arius’

doctrines had been discussed in ‘schools of medicine’

while making a distorted use of ‘Aristotelian echoes’

(�ξ Α$ ριστοτελικ(ν α$ πηχηµάτων).234 He believed

that by and large Eunomius’ argument made use of

the Aristotelian method of producing syllogisms,235

which is why his heretical doctrine is ‘difficult to

rebut’ (δυσανταγ)νιστον).236 Aristotelian logic was

by and large considered a menacing challenge to the

exposition of Christian doctrine that had to be taken

seriously once put to use by heretics.237 Epiphanius

relates that the heretic Aetius owed his dialectical

weaponry to his teacher, who was an ‘Alexandrian

Aristotelian philosopher and sophist’,238 and refers to

the Aristotelian armour as a serious threat.239 Eusebius

reproached Artemon and Paul of Samosata for having

preached that Jesus was a mere human being and

that this was the doctrine of the Church up until the

time when Victor was the pope, which was thirteen

years after the death of the apostle Peter in Rome. Once

Zephyrinus became pope, the doctrine about Jesus

being divine was concocted. Eusebius’ censure against

them both is that they held ‘Aristotle and Theophrastus’

in such high regard, that they engaged in ‘construction

of syllogisms’ (ποι8σαι σχ8µα συλλογισµο�) and

‘geometry’, whereas they also admired Euclid and

Galen.240

As a result, Aristotelism had actually little and only

oblique influence on Christianity during its first cen-

turies, although the Peripatetic echoes in Clement of

Alexandria are not as scarce as was initially thought.

229 See the informed work by Masarrat Husain Zuberi, Aristotle 384–
322 BC and Al Gazali 1058–1111 AD (Karachi, Pakistan, 1986).

230 Cf. Clement of Alexandria arguing that Aristotle did not allow
providence to work ‘below the moon’. Stromateis, 5.14.90.3.
Eusebius, PE, 13.13.4.

231 Irenaeus, Adversus Haereses, II.14.752: ‘Et minutiloquium et
subtilitatem circa questiones, cum sit Aristotelicam, inferre fidei
conantur’. At the end, ibid. I.25, Irenaeus accuses a certain sect of
adoring Aristotle as much as the Saviour.

232 Hippolytus, Refutatio Omnium Haeresium, 7.14.1; 7.19.9; 7.20.5;
7.24.1.

233 Gregory of Nazianzus, Tertia de Pace (orat. xxiii),
PG.35.1164.44–47.

234 Gregory of Nyssa, ibid., 1.1.46.
235 Gregory of Nyssa, Adversus Eunomium, 2.1.620: τ! *δωκε τK τ�ν

 $ Αριστοτελικ�ν +µ�ν α:χµ�ν �πισε!οντι; Ibid. 3.5.6: τα�τα τ8

Α$ ριστοτελικ8 τεχνολογ!α τὰ κατορθ)µατα. Ibid. 3.10.50: τ�ν

Α$ ριστοτελικ�ν τ(ν =ντων δια!ρεσιν �πιθρυλ(ν τK +µετ�ρ^

λ�γ^ �ξε!ργασται γ�νη κα� εFδη κα� διαφορὰ κα� α' τοµα κα�

πα̃σαν τ�ν �ν τα� κατηγορ!αι τεχνολογ!αν �π� διαβολP τ(ν

+µετ�ρων δογµάτων προεχειρ!σατο.
236 Ibid. 3.10.50.
237 Epiphanius of Salamis, Panarion, v. 3, p. 218: Ο- µο!αν δ> ταύτG

λ�ξει, � *φην, α' λλην +µ�ν �φευρ!σκουσιν οO ν�οι

Α$ ριστοτελικο!. �κε!νου γὰρ α$ πεµάξαντο τ�ν :οβολ!αν κα�

κατ�λιπον το� α- γ!ου πνεύµατο τ< α' κακον κα� τ< πρα̃ον. Cf. DT
(lib. 2.1–7) (=Cassian the Sabaite), 3.30: κα� Α$ ριστοτελικP δ8θεν

δειν�τητι κα� τP �ν λ�γοι τ�χνG.
238 Epiphanius, ibid. v. 3, p. 341.
239 Ibid. v. 3, pp. 371; 375.
240 Eusebius, HE, 5.27–28.
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The great centre of Aristotelian doctrine was the

School of Edessa (the present-day Urfa, in Turkey), the

city which is generally regarded as the birthplace of

Syriac literature and philosophy. From this city,

Aristotelism was carried far and wide throughout

the East. The city became first known worldwide by

Bardaisan (born c. 154), the great poet, orator, and

educator, the champion of the Church during times

of persecution.241 It is from this school that Lucian of

Samosata came forth. He produced a Greek version of

scripture which was held in high esteem in the region

as well as in Asia Minor in general. Lucian’s presence in

the vocabulary of the Scholia is clearly discernible,242

and it is certain that Cassian was aware of his writings

and probably made some use of his version of scripture.

Lucian is by tradition said to have been the first

master of the school of Antioch, though there is no

written evidence to confirm this, apart from a reference

in the Suda, which tells us that Lucian had established a

great school in Antioch, joined by people from various

regions who pursued study there.243 But the writer of

this lexicon is a committed Christian always inclined

to sustain hagiographic tradition. Two other authors,

namely Eusebius and Jerome, claim that Lucian died a

martyr.244 Currently, some Christian scholars (R. Cellier,

H.M. Guathin, F. Loofs, G. Bardy)245 prefer to posit two

Lucians rather than one, thus clearing the name of the

Antiochene and laying all blame at the door of an

alleged delinquent figure who abused Christians.246

But Christian scholarship has never managed to afford

a satisfactory solution as to why Patriarch Alexander of

Alexandria (who wrote this epistle) makes no mention

of any rehabilitation of Lucian in the Church, nor does

he say that he died a martyr. Theodoret reproduces

this epistle which relates that Lucian remained

‘excommunicated for many years extending over the

office of three bishops’.247 The issue is far from being

clear, and this is not the place to resolve it; more-

over, Arianism and its relation to Lucian adds further

obscurity and perplexity to the issue.248

Nevertheless, whether one person or two, Lucian is

generally regarded as the founder of the School of

Antioch after the model of that of Edessa. His principles

were devotion to the letter of scripture; refraining

from allegorical exegesis or any attempt to decipher a

presupposed concealed meaning; study of the literal

biblical history, with no restriction by accounts afforded

by earlier Christian authors. Although the School of

Edessa had been overshadowed during the last three

centuries by the personality of Bardaisan and its magic

affect on the Syrian soul, Edessa experienced one more

glorious period which lasted for nearly eighty years

under the brilliant spell of Ephraem Syrus (c. 306–

c. 373). He taught scripture at the School of Edessa and,

having a fine command of his mother tongue, Syriac,

he produced the religious poems on the basis of which

he was accorded the title Lyre of the Holy Spirit.

Furthermore, Ibas, the Nestorian bishop of Edessa, had

translated into Syriac both Aristotle’s works and

writings by Theodore of Mopsuestia (c. 350–428),

which came to replace those of Ephraem as the pre-

eminent text for teaching Christian exegesis at the

School. This was a seminal decision, which resulted in

Qiiore (director of the School of Edessa) embarking on a

syllabus which aimed at intermingling the deductive

principles of Aristotle with the staunch Dyophysite

(‘two natures of Jesus’) doctrine advanced by Theodore

of Mopsuestia inspired by Diodorus of Tarsus (died

c. 390). This is how the place became the counterpoint

of the Monophysite tendencies of Alexandria.

Ephraem’s successor, Bishop Rabbula, however, in a

seismic shift, reformed the course of study once again

241 It was only toward the end of his life that Bardaisan became a
Gnostic, according to certain testimonies.

242 See Index of Authors.
243 Suda, lexicon, Alphabetic letter lambda, entry 685: προuβη δ> κα�

ε: Oερωσύνην, πρεσβύτερο �ν Α$ ντιοχε!H γεν�µενο, κα�

διδασκαλε�ον µ�γα �κε� συνεστ9σατο, �κασταχ�θεν

σπουδαιοτάτων ε: αυ$ τ<ν α$ λλαχ�θεν α' λλων α$ φικνουµ�νων.
244 Jerome, De Viris Illustribus, LXXVII, PL.23.723: ‘Lucianus, vir

disertissimus, Antiochenae Ecclesiae presbyter, tantum in
Scripturarum studio laboravit, ut usque nunc quaedam exemplaria
Scripturarum Lucianea nuncupentur. Feruntur ejus de Fide libelli, et
breves ad nonnullos epistolae. Passus est Nicomediae ob
confessionem Christi, sub persecutione Maximini, sepultusque
Helenopoli Bithyniae.’ Likewise Eusebius, HE, 79.6.3.

245 Cf. B. Stephanides, Ecclesiastical History (Ε$ κκλησιαστικ�

Ι- στορ!α) (Athens, 1959); p. 156, note 1. It is, however, beyond my
scope to settle this debated issue.

246 Cf. reference to ‘Christians’ by Lucian of Samosata, Alexander, 25;
38; De Morte Peregrini, 11; 12; 13; 16.

247 Theodoret, HE, p. 18: Λουκιαν< α$ ποσυνάγωγο *µεινε τρι(ν

�πισκ�πων πολυετε� χρ�νου. This is actually a quotation from
the letter of Patriarch Alexander of Alexandria against the Arians,
PG.18.562.6–8.

248 In a letter which Arius wrote to his follower Eusebius of Nicomedia,
he styles the latter ‘co-Lucianist’ (συλλουκιανιστά), evidently
pointing to common allegiances. This letter has been preserved by
Epiphanius of Salamis, Panarion, v. 3, p. 157; Theodoret, HE, p. 27;
Nicephorus Callistus, HE, 8.8.
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and replaced Theodore’s works with those of Cyril of

Alexandria. This is evidently why he was praised by

Justinian himself.249

Such events made the School of Edessa a stronghold

of Nestorianism, which resulted in the Emperor Zeno

unleashing a persecution against it in 489: the premises

of the School were demolished, and a church was built

upon its ruins. The personality who taught for twenty

years at Edessa was Narses, an enthusiastic Aristotelian.

He moved to Nisibis and established a school which

enjoyed a far-reaching reputation for the cultivation of

history, philosophy, geography, and astronomy, as well

as the translation of the theological works of Theodore

of Mopsuestia and those of Aristotle and his commenta-

tors. It was through the translations and commentaries

by masters of this school that Aristotle was transmitted

to the schools of Baghdad, where fertile ground for this

philosophy was waiting.

The theological studies at Edessa, and those of its

successor, the School of Nisibis, were formed after the

logic of Aristotle. Translations of On Interpretation and

the Analytics by Aristotle have survived in manuscripts,

and so has the Isagoge by Porphyry. Aristotle’s Organon

became the foundation of East Syrian methodology,

which resulted in exegeses that were Aristotelian in

structure and Mopsuestian in content. It was felt that

the Aristotelian Categories could be of service towards

rendering a philosophical account of the doctrine,

especially the Trinitarian one. Besides, Syriac versions

of scripture were composed within the spiritual

atmosphere of Edessa, if not Edessa itself. We also know

of a Syriac version of the entire Old Testament, which

was produced in mid-sixth century by the Nestorian

scholar Maraba I.

We should bear all these facts in mind when we

find Cassian using Syriac versions of scripture. He was

of Antiochene origin, and he was inevitably nourished

and inspired by the spiritual atmosphere of his region.

His text is full of Aristotelian ideas and terms. So are the

texts which, it will be my contention, were composed

at the Laura of Sabas, such as the catena-fragments of

Origen’s commentaries on the Psalms. This is one more

point supporting my assertion that Antioch was the true

heir to Origen’s work, as well as to his textual studies.

Against the current claim that Origen was a Platonist,

which I have rebutted,250 the truth is that ‘Platonic’

Alexandria forced him to decamp to Palestine and the

true heirs to his legacy (save Didymus) were non-

Alexandrian: Eusebius, Evagrius, Gregory of Nyssa, and

Cassian. Theodoret was his true successor as both a

scholar and an editor. As to Origen’s work, I believe

Cassian was the protagonist who contributed to

the survival of a considerable part of it, including the

Philocalia, as it is known today.

In Cassian’s time, the early sixth century, the

notions of Antioch and Alexandria could hardly have

been those held by modern scholarship. A hundred

years earlier, Cyril suspected Antioch of attenuating

the divine nature of Christ by making too much

of Aristotelism – and yet the learned Aristotelian,

Didymus, had settled and taught in Alexandria before

Cyril himself was even born. Since heresiologists

had represented Alexandria as the cradle of the most

seductive errors, the Antiochenes suspected that

Cyril’s theology could open the door to Arianism and

Monophysitism, and yet Severus, the protagonist of

Monophysitism, was based in Antioch. Besides, John

Philoponus was another protagonist of Monophysitism,

and, although an Alexandrian, notwithstanding his

criticism, did not pay homage to Plato, but to Aristotle:

this has resulted in John Philoponus having produced

learned commentaries on Aristotle along with those

of Alexander of Aphrodisias. Origen is regarded as an

iconic figure of Alexandrian theology, and yet it was

Cappadocian, Palestinian, and Antiochene hands that

saved his work for posterity.

Should one accept the idea of a radical chasm

between the two emblematic cities, such phenomena

could appear paradoxical. They have been regarded as

natural, however. But to accept them as a matter of

course presupposes allowing not for hostility, but for

communication and creative dialogue between Alexan-

dria and Antioch.

The Alexandrians and Origen, Eusebius,
and Theodoret

A main difference between the schools that modern

scholarship has segregated as ‘Alexandrian’ and

249 Justinian, Epistula Contra Tria Capitula, 54, lines 17 and 53. A near-
contemporary historian tells us that Rabulla was blind: Ρ- αβουλα̃

Ε$ δ�σση �π!σκοπο τυφλ< cν. John Diacrinomenus (fifth–sixth
cent.), HE, chapter 2.

250 COT and PHE, passim.
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‘Antiochene’ lies in the significance they attribute

history and the occurrences with in it. I, however,

dispute this as a cardinal criterion, since I have made

extensive analyses showing that Origen’s contour of

historical process is actually what the modern mindset

normally describes as the Antiochene one, and, I should

add, it is even more ‘pragmatic’ than that. Theodoret

mentions Origen with respect and admiration. To him

Origen is one among those ‘ancient doctors of the

Church’ (�κ τ(ν παλαι(ν τ8 Ε$ κκλησ!α διδα-

σκάλων) who made their own ‘tongue’ a ‘weapon

against the lie’ (οl κατὰ το� ψεύδου τὰ γλ)ττα

καθ)πλισαν), and is counted among Justin Martyr,

Clement of Alexandria, Eusebius, Diodorus of Tarsus,

‘and the other ones’ (κα� τ(ν α' λλων).251 Due to the

nature of Theodoret’s book Eranistes (‘beggar’), which

records views of Christian writers set forth for dis-

cussion, he cites a brief passage from Theophilus of

Alexandria, who had launched an attack against

Origen (κατὰ Ω$ ριγ�νου). Theophilus turns out to

have engaged in a duel with shadows. As has happened

in numerous other instances, some of which I have

discussed,252 Theophilus attacked Origen for alleged

views he ascribes to him; besides, he propounds his

own ‘orthodoxy’, which, though, happens to be Origen’s

own theology.253 However, all in all, Theodoret’s senti-

ment referring to Origen is one of respect for a master

who wrote against many heresies, who was an eminent

‘polymath’ (Ω$ ριγ�νη, W πολυµάθειαν α$ σκ9σα),254

always ready to ‘fight for the truth’ (κα� Ω$ ριγ�νη, τ8

α$ ληθε!α ;περµαχο�ντε).255 The name of Origen is

regularly mentioned as one of those who wrote against

specific heresies.256 He is normally considered among

the most prominent theologians of the first three

centuries of Christianity, and Theodoret regards his

views as part of the armoury of the Church against

heretics. It is then not surprising that Theodoret refers

to Origen with pride and attachment as ‘our Origen’

(Ω$ ριγ�νην τ<ν +µ�τερον),257 and appeals to him,

among others, as an authority to sanction books as

canonical ones, such as the Song of Songs.258 For all the

outcry surrounding the name of Origen (which was the

case even during his lifetime), Theodoret definitely

regards Origen as standing out within the Church.

The following example is instructive. While

recording different heresies, Theodoret mentions that

of Theodotus of Byzantium, who denied the divinity

of Christ. This heretic was condemned by Pope Victor of

Rome, and a treatise was written against him entitled

Little Labyrinth (Σµικρ< Λαβύρινθο); but this text

itself had doctrinal flaws and turned out to be a heretical

writing, too. Some people ascribed this book to Origen,

yet Theodoret rejects this hypothesis on account of ‘the

character of the book’ (α$ λλ $  W χαρακτ�ρ �λ�γχει τοὺ

λ�γοντα). The book was merely not like Origen.

Theodoret’s subsequent brief exposition of the content

of the book shows that what he meant by ‘character’

was not simply the style of it, but also its actual

theological content, which was quite alien to the

Alexandrian’s theology.259 It would have been impos-

sible for Origen to have penned this text, which praises

Melito of Sardis, whom Origen had upbraided by name

for claiming that God is corporeal.260

Origen was a scientist who wanted to find out for

himself all sorts of evidence, textual, historical, and

archaeological. I have canvassed his concerns and

visits to places where biblical events had taken place,

so that he could find further evidence to support his

arguments.261 He did the same with different versions of

the scriptural text; in this respect he was matched only

by Theodoret. He made ample reference to different

editions of the sacred text, and to different versions of

the Old Testament by different translators, not only

to the Septuagint. He even had in his possession

‘uncorrupted’ copies of Aquila, Theodotion, and

Symmachus, which he compared with his own edition

251 Theodoret, Haereticarum Fabularum Compendium,
PG.83.340.7–16.

252 COT, pp. 17; 73; 135–136; 149; 144; 147–150; 225–232; 239;
249–251; 262–263; 266–267; PHE, pp. 118; 162; 300; 336–337; 351.

253 Theodoret, Eranistes, p. 171–172.
254 Theodoret, Haereticarum Fabularum Compeadium,

PG.83.345.46–47.
255 Ibid. PG.83.349.46–47. Reference is made to Irenaeus, Clement of

Alexandria and Origen.
256 Ibid. PG.83: 369.32–34; 372.24; 377.4; 389.12; 393.28; 401.41.

Pseudo-Theodoret (or Pseudo-Justin), QetR, pp. 88; 91.
257 Theodoret, Graecarum Affectionum Curatio, 6.60.

258 Theodoret, Explanatio in Canticum Canticorum, PG.81.32.18.
259 Theodoret, Haereticarum Fabularum Compendium, PG.83.392.9f.

However, the historian Nicephorus Callistus (HE, 4.20–21), while
reproducing Theodoret’s text at this point, concludes that this work
was actually written by Pope Victor I of Rome (c. 189–c. 200) against
the heretics Artemon and Theodotus. See RCR, p. 71, n. 90.

260 Origen, selGen, PG.12.93.10f. Melito had written a treatise entitled
On God being Corporeal (Περ� Ε
 νσωµάτου Θεο!), which is
attested by Eusebius, HE, 4.26, and Jerome (the title also in Greek),
De Viris Illustribus, 24. So does Nicephorus Callistus, HE, 4.10, who
evidently reproduces Eusebius’ text.

261 PHE, p. 373.
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and with the Hebrew text.262 This means that Origen

acted as a gifted editor, always ‘making comparison

with the other editions’ (συγκρ!ναντε τα� λοιπα�

�κδ�σεσιν).263 Never did Origen rest content with just

one copy of the Septuagint. Instead, he was always

anxious to make minute comparisons with the majority

of copies of the edition of the Seventy’ for the sake of

accuracy.264 He reports that his investigations extend

not only to ‘the rest of editions’ (�πισκεψάµενοι

τὰ λοιπὰ �κδ�σει, meaning those of Aquila,

Symmachus, Theodotion, the Fifth and Sixth Editions),

but also to different copies of the Septuagint text

(τινα τ(ν α$ ντιγράφων).265 At points where the text

of the Septuagint was doubtful, ‘because of different

copies diverging from each other’, he made his own

decisions,266 either omitting portions, or marking others

‘with asterisks’ at the points where he had introduced a

translation of his own from the Hebrew.267 His refer-

ences to how and where he had consulted with ‘other

editions’ is a theme recurring throughout his work.268

In his Epistle to Africanus, Origen explains his

methodology as an editor.269 No doubt, his main con-

cern was doctrinal, not editorial. His main guide

and norm of theology was the Septuagint, although he

consulted the Hebrew original in order to remove the

Septuagint’s obscurities and inconsistencies. He did not

actually assert that the authority of the Greek would be

contingent on the existence of the Hebrew, even though

at points he contends that certain passages now extant

only in Greek may have had a Hebrew archetype. The

case normally is that he puts forward an exegesis based

on the Septuagint and using terms not actually existing

in the Hebrew original.

Eusebius followed Origen in this scrupulous practice,

mentioning the other interpreters, ‘Aquila and Sym-

machus and Theodotion’ along with the Septuagint.

However, his interest in different readings of the holy

text is restricted only to his commentary on the

Psalms.270 By contrast, Theodoret followed Origen’s

example, working on different books of scripture,

making mention of Aquila, Symmachus, Theodotion, as

well as to the ‘Fifth Edition’ and the Septuagint along

with the Hebrew text.271

It should be remarked that Eusebius refers to

Origen’s Hexapla272 only in a casual statement recount-

ing the discovery of the ‘Fifth Edition’,273 but he does

not mention this as an edition available and useful to

himself as a commentator. We can only infer that his

references to ‘the other interpreters’ originated in

this work of Origen’s. By contrast, Theodoret uses the

Hexapla (he calls the work Ε- ξαπλο�ν, in the singular)

alongside the editions of Aquila and the others. He

actually mentions these editions along with the

Hexapla, which serves him as a source for the

Septuagint and sometimes for the Hebrew text.274 Quite

understandably, Didymus, blind as he was, does not

262 Origen, commJohn, VI.41.212. � yκριβ)σαµεν α$ π< Ε- βρα!ων

µαθ�ντε, κα� το� α$ ντιγράφοι αυ$ τ(ν τὰ +µ�τερα

συγκρ!ναντε, µαρτυρηθε�σιν ;π< τ(ν µηδ�πω διαστραφεισ(ν

�κδ�σεων Α$ κύλου κα� Θεοδοτ!ωνο κα� Συµµάχου.
263 Origen, homJer, 16.5; so ibid. 16.10; 20.5; homGen, p. 27; cf.

commJohn, VI.6.40; frLam, 3; 36.
264 Origen, homJer, 15.5: ε: κα� α$ ν�γνωµεν οoτω, α$ λλὰ κα� δε�

ε:δ�ναι Xτι τὰ πλε!ονα τ(ν α$ ντιγράφων τ8 �κδ�σεω τ(ν

Ε- βδοµ9κοντα ου$ κ *χει οoτω, oστερον δ> �πισκεψάµενοι κα�

τὰ λοιπὰ �κδ�σει *γνωµεν γραφικ<ν ε_ναι α- µάρτηµα.
265 Origen, selEz, PG.13.781.34f.
266 Origen, commMatt, 15.14: θ�ντων @ α$ φαιρούντων. τ�ν µ>ν οjν �ν

το� α$ ντιγράφοι τ8 παλαια̃ διαθ9κη διαφων!αν θεο�

διδ�ντο εoροµεν :άσασθαι, κριτηρ!^ χρησάµενοι τα� λοιπα�

�κδ�σεσιν· τ(ν γὰρ α$ µφιβαλλοµ�νων παρὰ το� Ε- βδοµ9κοντα

διὰ τ�ν τ(ν α$ ντιγράφων διαφων!αν τ�ν κρ!σιν ποιησάµενοι

α$ π< τ(ν λοιπ(ν �κδ�σεων.
267 Ibid. τ�ν κρ!σιν ποιησάµενοι α$ π< τ(ν λοιπ(ν �κδ�σεων τ<

συνdδον �κε!ναι �φυλάξαµεν, κα� τινὰ µ>ν zβελ!σαµεν � �ν

τK Ε- βραϊκK µ� κε!µενα (ου$  τολµ9σαντε αυ$ τὰ πάντη

περιελε�ν), τινὰ δ> µετ $  α$ στερ!σκων προσεθ9καµεν.
268 commMatt., 16.16; comm1Cor, 65; commEph, 24; Commentarii in

Epistulam ad Romanos (I.1–XII.21), 13; Commentarii in Romanos
(III.5–V.7), pp. 134; 192; 220; selGen, PG.12.141.39–40; homJob,

 PG.12: 1040.57; 1041.33–34; selPs, PG.12: 1057.7; 1069.47;
1072.17; frPs, 64, 5–6; 70, 1; 88, 2–3; 88, 13; 118, 28; 137, 1; et
passim.

269 Origen, epAfr, PG.11: 60f; 77.
270 Eusebius, HE, 6.16.1; 6.16.4; et passim.
271 Theodoret, commIs, 18; 19; De Quaestionibus Ambiguis in Libros

Regnorum et Paralipomenon, PG.80: 541.23; 561.35; 749.33;
Interpretatio in Psalmos, PG.80: 1469.22; Explanatio in Canticum
Canticorum, PG.81: 157.51–52; 181.34–35; intProphXII,
PG.81.1733.47–50.

272 The Hexapla (‘six-fold’) is Origen’s most important work of textual
criticism, a comparative study of the most important versions of the
Old Testament placed in columns. He had placed the Hebrew text,
then the same text transliterated in Greek characters, then four
translations by Symmachus, Aquila, the Septuagint, and the one by
Theodotion in parallels. To them Origen had added a fifth (Heptapla)
and a sixth version (Octapla). The four translations (Symmachus,
Aquila, Septuagint, Theodotion) make up the Tetrapla. Keenly
conscious of the textual difficulties as he was, he refers to different
renderings of a certain point throughout his exegetical work.

273 Eusebius, HE, 6.16.3–4.
274 Theodoret, commIs, 14; 19; 20; Interpretatio in Psalmos, PG.80:

1029.7; 1048.44; 1061.3; 1345.21; 1361.9; 1417.1; 1440.4; 1456.35;
1472.38; 1624.9; 1840.46; 1960.6; 1973.39.
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mention this work of Origen’s. There should be no

doubt that Didymus was a scholar of the same calibre

and disposition, and he could have achieved similar

results, had the unfortunate problem with his sight not

limited the capabilities of this genius.

Theodoret studied Origen, not only in order to gain

a first-hand knowledge of his theology, but also in

order to be inspired for his own exposition. There are

points where he feels that there is nothing that could

be added to Origen’s analysis, so he opts to quote him

verbatim. Commenting on Psalm 122:2, Theodoret

feels that he can confidently quote from Origen’s

commentary on the same verse. Thus we have the

same text by both authors, which may also suggest

that a good number of Origen’s catena-fragments were

in fact mediated by Theodoret himself. To cite an

instance, both authors appear to dismiss implicitly the

Millenarism of Irenaeus and of other early authors by

means of the same passage.275 Theodoret of course

was so cordial toward Irenaeus as to declare that his

own statements rebuking Millenarism were levelled

against the heresy of Cerinthus (meaning: not against

Irenaeus).276 This could be regarded as simply the

hand of Theodoret reproducing Origen, since the latter

had made similar statements on other occasions,

too.277 Furthermore, we have passages ascribed to both

Origen and Theodoret, a fact which clearly suggests

Origen being mediated through Theodoret.278 Beyond

this, however, Theodoret in his own works felt free to

copy extensively from Origen. This is why it is pos-

sible to read some of his comments and assume that

the text is probably Origen’s, whereas it is only Theo-

doret quoting from him. This is distinctively the case

with a large part of Scholion XXX, as the analysis of it

makes clear.

Moreover, it is clear that Didymus’ Fragmenta in

Psalmos altera, which we come upon every now and

then in canvassing the terminology of the Scholia, is

mediated by a later catenist. This catenist is a person

heavily concerned with the Christological dispute of

times later than Didymus. To cite an instance, when he

purports to cull from Didymus’ commentary on Psalm

88:20–23, he is critical of him for ‘dividing the one

Christ’ (διαιρ(ν τ<ν qνα Χριστ�ν) into two persons

(δύο πρ�σωπα). This is the gravamen of the accusation

against both Nestorians and Apollinarists. The catenist

therefore declares that he removed from this com-

pilation all the false doctrines of Didymus, employing

versions of exegetes ‘prior to him’ instead.279 This

passage probably allows for identifying the person

of the catenist, who uses the expression προβιοτ8

α$ πάγει δ�γµα (‘he diverts the argument toward the

doctrine of pre-existence’). It was Gregory of Nyssa who

used the verb προβιοτεύειν, indeed in reference to

souls pre-existing before coming to this world.280 The

term προβιοτ9 was a Neoplatonic coinage,281 and the

Christian authors who used this up until the sixth cen-

tury were Olympiodorus, the deacon of Alexandria,282

275 Origen, frPs, 122, 2: ου$  ?ητK δ> χρ�ν^ ταύτην τ�ν �λπ!δα

περιορ!ζοµεν, α$ λλὰ προσµ�νοµεν qω αE ν α$ ξιωθ(µεν το�

ο:κτειρ8σαι +µα̃. Cf. PHE, pp. 287; 351. Theodoret, Interpretatio
in Psalmos, PG.80.1884.14–15: ΕE ω� οF ο/κτειρ�σαι =µα̃�. Ου$

?ητK γὰρ χρ�ν^ τ9νδε τ�ν �λπ!δα περιορ!ζοµεν, α$ λλὰ

προσµ�νοµεν qω αE ν α$ ξιωθ(µεν φειδο�. I could have concluded
the Scholia with just the first phrase from Scholion XXXVIII.
The ensuing text is Irenaeus’, which ironically expounds
Millenarist ideas.

276 Cf. Theodoret, Haereticarum Fabularum Compendium,
PG.83.520.33–37: ου$  γάρ, κατὰ τ�ν Κηρ!νθου, κα� τ(ν �κε!ν^

παραπλησ!ων, �π!γειο *σται το� Θεο� κα� Σωτ8ρο +µ(ν +

βασιλε!α, ου$  χρ�ν^ περιγεγραµµ�νη ?ητK. Ε$ κε�νοι γὰρ

φανταζ�σθωσαν τ(ν χιλ!ων �τ(ν τ�ν περ!οδον.
277 Cf. Origen, commMatt, 12.34: Α$ λλ $  �πε� δ�ξαι α' ν τι τ�ν το�

σωτ8ρο �παγγελ!αν περιορ!ζειν χρ�ν^ . . . παραστ9σωµεν

κατά τινα συν9θειαν τ8 γραφ8 τ< Hω� δηλο�ν τ<ν

κατεπε!γοντα περ� το� δηλουµ�νου χρ�νον, ου$

περιοριζ�µενον. Origen, Scholia in Lucam, PG.17.341.25f: Τ< δ�,
qω, �ντα�θα δηλο� τ<ν κατεπε!γοντα περ� το� δηλουµ�νου

χρ�νον, ου$  περιοριζ�µενον.
278 The passage Origen, frPs, 72, 13, is ascribed to both (entitled,

Ω$ ριγ�νου, Θεοδωρ9του).
279 Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 889: Τα�τα µ>ν W ∆!δυµο, προφαν(

διαιρ(ν τ<ν qνα Χριστ�ν, ε: κα� ποσ( τὰ προφανε� αυ$ το�

δυσφηµ!α �ξ�κλινα. δύο γὰρ πρ�σωπα φανερ( ;φ!στησι κα�

υOοὺ δύο, κα� ε: τ< τ8σδε προβιοτ8 α$ πάγει δ�γµα· Xθεν

δοκε� µοι + τ(ν πρ< αυ$ το� �ρµηνε!α µα̃λλον αOρετωτ�ρα ε_ναι

το� ευ$ σεβ( νοε�ν βουλοµ�νοι.
280 Gregory of Nyssa, De Hominis Opificio, p. 229: τ(ν τε

προβιοτεύειν τὰ ψυχὰ �ν :δ!H τιν� καταστάσει

µυθολογούντων. This is a point allegedly representing Gregory as
criticizing Origen’s De Principiis for introducing ‘a crowd of pre-
existent souls living in a state of their own’ (καθάπερ τινὰ δ8µον �ν

:διαζούσG πολιτε!H τὰ ψυχὰ προϋφεστάναι λ�γειν). In fact,
though, Gregory had another author in mind. Anyway, he concedes
that ‘the issue of relation between soul and body was a controversial
one among the churches’ (α$ µφιβαλλ�µενον �ν τα� �κκλησ!αι

περ� ψυχ8 τε κα� σ)µατο).
281 Cf. Proclus, In Platonis Rem Publicam Commentarii, v. 2, p. 292.

Hermias of Alexandria, In Platonis Phaedrum Scholia, p. 94
(προβιοτά). Olympiodorus, the philosopher of Alexandria, In
Platonis Gorgiam Commentaria, 17.2; 19.3. Damascius, In
Phaedonem (versio 1), 138; 270; 273; 284; In Phaedonem (versio 2),
28. Also, Hierocles, who was a staunch opponent of the doctrine of
pre-existence of souls, which he held to abolish freedom of will: In
Aureum Carmen, 10.27. There is an uncertain usage in Plutarch
(Fragmenta, (Sandbach), frs. 215j; 217c) which, however, appears
to reflect the vocabulary of those who rendered his thought. So,
Pseudo-Galen, Ad Gaurum Quomodo Animetur Fetus, 11.4. Also,
cf. Stobaeus quoting Porphyry’s views on free will, Anthologium,
2.8.42, which suggests that Porphyry had used the tem
προβιοτ9.

282 Olympiodorus, the deacon of Alexandria, commEccl, PG.93.525.17.

Introduction34



and Cosmas Indicopleustes.283 Since the latter was a

Monophysite and the writer of the catena is not, Olym-

piodorus is the sole possible Christian to have made this

excerpt from Didymus. Otherwise, Christian authors

hardly ever used this term at all.284 Under different con-

ditions, we have an instance of Aeneas of Gaza doing

so. He was a Neoplatonist philosopher who had been

converted to Christianity. He alludes to Hierocles having

been his teacher. Like Hierocles, he uses the term

προβιοτ9 in the course of rejecting the pre-existence of

souls. To all appearances, he took up the term from his

teacher.285 One could hardly imagine Aeneas embarking

on a rejection of Arianism, which was far too old a

doctrine to be known to a convert at the turn of the fifth

to sixth century. Besides, it would be impossible for

Theodoret to be the catenist, since this specific one is

antipathetic to Eusebius, whom he almost identifies

with the Arianists, whereas Theodoret was far too far

from sharing such a view about Eusebius.286 We are

therefore left with Olympiodorus as the likely compiler

of the specific comment of Didymus on the Psalms. To

this it should be added that the term α$ µεγ�θη (‘one

who has no magnitude’), applied to God, is used by a

few Christian authors. This is employed by De Trinitate

(which I have argued to be Cassian’s work),287 whereas

from the rest of Didymus’ work this is found only in

the Fragmenta in Psalmos altera,288 which is evidently

owing to a compiler. Now, among those few who

used the term is Olympiodorus,289 who seems to be a

highly likely anthologist. The catenist of Didymus’

commentary on the Psalms is plainly a staunch anti-

Monophysite, which tallies with Olympiodorus, since

we have a fragment of his work excoriating Severus

of Antioch.290 Besides, Olympiodorus is one of the

very few Christians showing himself with scholarly abil-

ities much like those of Theodoret, which is probably

the reason why some catenists are not sure whether

a certain exegesis originates with Theodoret or

Olympiodorus.291

At all events, this specific collection does not have to

be the work of a single catenist. Anastasius of Sinai

might be considered as a possible alternative: the fore-

going catenist of Didymus, who declares that he has

dismissed some of his impious exegeses, says that

interpretations by exegetes ‘prior to’ Didymus are ‘pref-

erable to those who wish to comprehend [scripture]

piously’ (Xθεν δοκε� µοι + τ(ν πρ< αυ$ το� �ρµηνε!α

µα̃λλον αOρετωτ�ρα ε_ναι το� ευ$ σεβ( νοε�ν

βουλοµ�νοι).292 Following a casual use by Origen,293

the expression ευ$ σεβ( νοε�ν thrived in the writings of

Gregory of Nyssa and Epiphanius of Salamis, and the

notion (though not in the same grammatical form) left

its mark on Theodoret and Cyril of Alexandria. How-

ever, at this point we have to look for a later author,

indeed a professed anti-Monophysite. This author might

well be Anastasius of Sinai.294 Besides, the foregoing

fragment by Olympiodorus using the term προβιοτ9

has been preserved in a work ascribed to Anastasius,

283 Cosmas Indicopleustes, Topographia Christiana, 5.178; 7.93. His
text is reproduced in the Chronicon Paschale (p. 444), which is a
work drawing heavily and verbatim on Indicopleustes, as well as on
Cassian. The author of Chronicon Paschale copied extensively from
Cosmas Indicopleustes’ work. See the same text in the two works.
Chronicon Paschale (CP), pp. 33–34 (On Adam), [Topographia
Christiana (TC), 5.67–68]; CP, p. 34 (On Abel) [TC, 5.75]; CP,
pp. 41–42 (On Noah) [TC, 5.86–88]; CP, pp. 35–36 (On Enoch)
[TC, 5.82]; CP, p. 104 (On Isaac) [TC, 5.104]; CP, p. 108 (On Jacob)
[TC, 5.107–108]; CP, pp. 142–143 (On Moses) [TC, 5.111–112]; CP,
pp. 157–160 (How the Psalms came to be composed – the word
ψαλτ9ρ is unknown to Lampe’s lexicon.) [TC, 5.116–119]; CP,
pp. 443–450 [TC, 5.179–189]. See NDGF, Appendix III.

284 Photius (referring to Hierocles), Bibliotheca, Codex 214, 172b21 and
39. Also (referring to Hierocles’ De Providentia), Bibliotheca, Codex
251, 463a.7. Cf. Chronicon Paschale, p. 444.

285 Aeneas of Gaza (sixth cent. AD), Theophrastus sive De Animarum
Immortalitate et Corporum Resurrectione Dialogus, p. 1.

286 Ibid. Ευ$ σ�βιο δ> διὰ τ(ν Wµο!ων ∆ιδύµ^ σχεδ<ν πρ�εισιν

�νθυµηµάτων. Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 908 (on Psalm 90:14–16):
Ου$  δ� νοµιστ�ον περ� το� κυρ!ου Xλον ε:ρ8σθαι τ<ν ψαλµ�ν,
� οO Α$ ρειανο� βούλονται κα� Ευ$ σ�βιο. There is of course the
possibility that this is a reference to Eusebius of Nicomedia, which,

however, is rather unlikely, since he is normally dignified with a
reference of his own beside ‘the Arians’.

287 See, NDGF, Appendix II.
288 Didymus, frPs(al), Fr. 307: τ< δ> µεγαλύναι τ<ν θε<ν ου$ κ αυ$ ξ8σαι

µ�γεθ� �στιν αυ$ το� (α$ µεγ�θη γάρ· σωµάτων Fδιον το�το,
W δ> θε< α$ σ)µατο).

289 Olympiodorus, the deacon of Alexandria, Commentarii in Job, p. 15:
W µ>ν θε< α$ �ρατο πάσG γενητP κτ!σει, α' ποσο α$ µεγ�θη,
πανταχο� παρiν κα� το� πα̃σιν �φιστάµενο. I canvass this term
in NDGF, Appendix II, pp. 518; 610; 611; 614–617.

290 Olympiodorus, Contra Severum Antiochenum, PG.89.1189. The
work was published under Athanasius’ name.

291 Cf. the compilation ascribed to Olympiodorus: Fragmenta in
Jeremiam, PG.95.664.6. Migne notes that some ascribe this text to
Theodoret, others to Olympiodorus.

292 Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 889.
293 Origen, homJer, Homily 16.6: �π� τούτοι *στι τ<ν νοο�ντα κα�

ευ$ σεβ( διακε!µενον πρ< τὰ λεγ�µενα ε:πε�ν.
294 Anastasius of Sinai, Viae Dux, chapter 10,2, 3: ευ$ σεβ( νοε�ν κα�

�ρµηνεύειν. Ibid. chapter 13, 3: ευ$ σεβ( νοητ�ον. Capita VI
Adversus Monotheletas, 7.2: τK ευ$ σεβ( χωρο�ντι νοε�ν. 9.1:
ευ$ σεβ( νοε�ν. Also, Pseudo- Anastasius of Sinai, De Haeresibus,
24: ευ$ σεβ( νοε�ν.
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albeit spuriously. The problem is that, for one thing,

Anastasius himself does not appear to have used the

term προβιοτ9, whereas, for another, Olympiodorus

himself has an equivalent to the foregoing ευ$ σεβ(

νοε�ν, which therefore might be an expression of his

own.295 However, the expression το� ευ$ σεβ(

νοε�ν βουλοµ�νοι in Didymus’ excerpt has only one

parallel, which is in the Doctrina Patrum (τK ευ$ σεβ(

νοε�ν βουλοµ�ν^),296 which reinforces the ascription

of this work to Anastasius of Sinai by F. Diekamp. In

addition, Olympiodorus uses the peculiar term �σθ�τε

(‘sometimes’), which we come upon in the compilation

Fragmenta in Psalmos, as indeed in both Cassian and

Didymus himself, but this is absent from Anastasius of

Sinai.297

Moreover, sometimes details are more telling than

they seem on the face of it. Joshua’s name in Greek is

invariably Ι$ ησο� το� Ναυ8. However, there are four

instances where the name Ναυ8 is spelled Ναβ8. In

modern terms this makes no difference, but the vari-

ation betokens a significant difference of pronunciation

at the time when this was so spelled. Of those instances,

three are culled from Theodoret,298 which makes it

possible for the excerptor to be a Palestinian or

Antiochene, rather than an Alexandrian. The fourth

instance of Ναυ8 spelled Ναβ8 occurs in the collection

of Didymus’ commentaries on the Psalms.299 It is hard to

imagine that the excerptor is a different person than the

one who culled from Theodoret, or he must at least be a

person from the same milieu or region. In other words,

Anastasius of Sinai comes up once again as a likely

composer of the collection of Didymus’ commentaries

on the Psalms.

Since evidence suggesting Olympiodorus as com-

poser of this collection is contradicted by instances

pointing to Anastasius of Sinai, the case might be that

we now have the text of the latter that drew selectively

on a compendium that had been composed by the

former. Be that as it may,300 and whoever Didymus’

anthologist was, the relation between Antioch/Palestine

and Alexandria is manifest from this example. Besides,

the catenist associated Didymus closely with Eusebius,

in fact he believed that the former built on the latter:301

there are portions of exegesis which he ascribed to

Didymus, although they are plainly the words of

Eusebius himself.302

By the same token, exploring the expression ‘the

appellation heavens’ (+ ου$ ρανο� προσηγορ!α)

appearing in Scholion XXV yields interesting results.

The phrase + ου$ ρανο� προσηγορ!α occurs in only a

few instances, all of them by Christian authors. Once

again, this seems to have been used by Origen.303

Basil of Caesarea and Gregory of Nyssa used Origen’s

expression + ου$ ρανο� προσηγορ!α, yet in a rather

irrelevant context (associating the appellation heavens

with the visible heavens).304 Origen’s idea actually was

295 Olympiodorus, commJob, p. 313: α$ λλ $  οjν ευ$ σεβε� διανο!H

προσ9κει πιστεύειν.
296 F. Diekamp, Doctrina Patrum De Incarnatione Verbi (Münster,

1907), p. 225.
297 See discussion of this in RCR, chapter 3.
298 Catena in Epistulam i ad Corinthios, p. 185 (Theodoret): Ι$ ησο�ν

τ<ν το� Ναβ8. Catena in Epistulam ad Hebraeos, p. 450 (Theodoret):
κα� Ι$ ησο� το� Ναβ8. Ibid. p. 452: Ι$ ησο� W το� Ναβ8.

299 Didymus, frPs(al), Fr. 26: ;π< Ι$ ησο� γὰρ το� Ναβ8.
300 What I can say for sure is this: whoever the catenist is, he is the

same person who authored the text spuriously ascribed to
Anastasius of Sinai, Quaestiones et Responsiones (Pseudo-
Anastasius of Sinai), in which he is equally hostile to Eusebius:
Το�το α$ κούσα W µαται�φρων Ω$ ριγ�νη κα� Ευ$ σ�βιο W

Παλαιστιν< α$ ποκατάστασιν τ8 κολάσεω µιαρ( �δ!δαξαν.
Ibid. Appendix 19, 6. Cf. his remark in Didymus’ frPs(al), fr. 908,
where Eusebius is plainly styled an Arian: Ου$  δ� νοµιστ�ον περ�

το� κυρ!ου Xλον ε:ρ8σθαι τ<ν ψαλµ�ν, � οO Α$ ρειανο�

βούλονται κα� Ευ$ σ�βιο. In the Doctrina Patrum Eusebius’ name
is never mentioned, neither is Didymus’, whereas Origen is
mentioned eight times only to be rebuked, plus one, where his
edition of the Hexapla is discussed. Cassian is only named as the
author of ‘three discourses comprising 3,300 verses’ and RCR,
pp. 127; 144; 242. It would be hard to imagine that Anastasius,
writing in the middle of the desert and lacking books (which is 

why some of his scriptural quotations are not accurate) had the
books of an allegedly ‘Latin’ author, such as Cassian, available to
him in translation, only to be informed by a ‘Latin’ author about
monastic life in Palestine. See RCR, where Cassian is shown to be
Cassian the Sabaite.

301 Cf. Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 879: Κα� οoτω µ>ν Ευ$ σ�βιο W

Καισαρε!α κα� ∆!δυµο κα� Α$ πολλινάριο �ξηγ9σαντο. Fr. 889:
κα� Ευ$ σ�βιο δ> διὰ τ(ν Wµο!ων ∆ιδύµ^ σχεδ<ν πρ�εισιν

�νθυµηµάτων ο[ �πιλ�γει· Ο-  µ>ν τ(ν προφητ(ν κτλ. Fr. 894:
∆!δυµο δ> τ8 Ευ$ σεβ!ου �ρµηνε!α τ�ν διάνοιαν οoτω

α$ ποδ�δωκε.
302 Cf. ibid. fr. 995: κα� W λ�γο δ> W περ� τ(ν *ργων τ8 δηµιουργ!α

κα� προνο!α αυ$ το� νοηθε� ο[α καρπ< *ργων θεο� τυγχάνων

χορτάσει τ�ν γ8ν, φηµ� δ> τοὺ �π� τ8 γ8 διατρ!βοντα

α$ νθρ)που. The same in Eusebius, Commentaria in Psalmos,
PG.23.1273.36–38: Κα� W λ�γο δ> W περ� τ(ν *ργων τ8

δηµιουργ!α κα� προνο!α αυ$ το� νοηθε�, ο[α καρπ< *ργων

Θεο� τυγχάνων, χορτάσει τ�ν γ8ν.
303 Origen, excPs, PG.17.108.30–33 (comm. on Ps. 13:2 and quoting Ps.

113:24): Α$ λλὰ κα� πολλαχο� τ8 θε!α παιδεύσεω + το�

ου$ ρανο� προσηγορ!α δηλο� τ�ν νοητ�ν ου$ σ!αν, �ν m µάλιστα

Θε<ν προσ9κει ζητε�ν. Ο-  ου$ ραν< γὰρ το� ου$ ρανο� τK Κυρ!^.
304 Basil of Caesarea, Homiliae in Hexaemeron, 3.8. Gregory of Nyssa,

Adversus Eunomium, 2.1.272–273.
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that heavens betokens the nature of the intelligible

and divine things. This is the idea appearing in

Scholion XXV, as well as in Didymus and Theodoret

alike. The same passage, Ps. 113:24 (in connection

with which Origen furnishes his own foregoing

exeegesis), received a comment from both Didymus

and Theodoret. It is more than evident that both drew

on Origen’s expression + ου$ ρανο� προσηγορ!α. What

is more, however, both comments, that of Didymus and

that of Theodoret on the specific Psalmic verse, are the

same.

Didymus, Fragmenta in Psalmos altera, fr. 1065

and Theodoret, in the Catena in Epistulam Petri i,

p. 45 (both authors comment on Psalm 113:24, as

Origen himself had done by using the notion of

ου$ ρανο� προσηγορ!α): Ε: το�τον τ<ν ου$ ραν<ν

‘ου$ δε� α$ ναβ�βηκεν ε: µ� W �κ το� ου$ ρανο� καταβά’

�πε� κα$ κε�θεν α$ ποσταλε� �λ9λυθε φάσκων.

‘καταβ�βηκα �κ το� ου$ ρανο�.’ @ W Π�τρο φησ�ν ‘αn

ν�ν α$ νηγγ�λη ;µ�ν διὰ τ(ν ευ$ αγγελισαµ�νων ;µα̃

�ν Πνεύµατι Α- γ!^ α$ ποσταλ�ντι α$ π $  ου$ ρανο�.’ *νθα

γὰρ W Πατ9ρ, κα� W ΥO�, κα� τ< Αe γιον Πνε�µα. α$ λλ $

�π!στησον α$ κριβ(· µ� ε: α:σθητὰ κατεν�γκG τ�ν

περ� τούτων ν�ησιν· ου$ ραν<ν τοπικ<ν κα� µετάβασιν

�κε�θεν κα� καταφορὰν γινοµ�νην ;πολαβ)ν· Θεο�

γὰρ προηγουµ�νην, hνα οoτω εFπω, ;περοχ�ν κα�

κατάστασιν δηλο� + το� διηγηθ�ντο ου$ ρανο�

προσηγορ!α.

We have ample evidence that Didymus had used

the idea of ‘heavens’ meaning the ‘essence of the

intelligible things’.305 This is interesting, since this ran

contrary to the hackneyed ancient concept of heavens

denoting the visible universe.306 It has to be observed,

however, that this idea appears almost exclusively in

Didymus’ fragments on the Psalms. Since this is shared

by Theodoret, the bishop of Cyrrhus himself might well

have been one of those who picked up fragments from

Didymus’ commentaries. This appears to be a strong

possibility once the entreaty, f δ�σποτα σ(τερ

(Scholion XXIX), is considered,307 which is owed to

Theodoret.

Likewise, there are instances which make it impos-

sible for this catena to be the very words of Didymus.

As I discuss on Scholion XXV, we come across the verb

συγκαταβα!νειν, which however actually appears in

the form συνκαταβα!νειν.308 Likewise, in Scholion

XXIX, we have the spelling ληµφθ�ντε instead of

ληφθ�ντε.309 Both forms appear in Didymus, indeed

they attest to Didymus’ text itself having been copied

literatim. There is an important point to be made, how-

ever: both forms occur (indeed recur) in different works

of Didymus, except for one: Fragmenta in Psalmos

altera, in which only the normal forms (συγκατα-

βα!νειν, ληφθε!, ληψ�µενο, etc.) occur. In fact, the

future tense ληψ�µενο appears only in fragments of

this collection,310 whereas the instance in De Trinitate

is one more indication that this is not a work by

Didymus.311 It is interesting that the form συγκα-

ταβα!νων appears in works ascribed to Didymus.312

However, there is not a single case in which both forms

(συνκαταβα!νων and συγκαταβα!νων) appear in one

and the same work ascribed to him. What is certain is

that in the foregoing Scholia we have Didymus quoted,

whereas these colloquialisms never appear in the

Fragmenta in Psalmos altera.

What could possibly be the reason for the com-

piler of this anthology to associate Eusebius with

Didymus (with Didymus presumed to have ‘rendered

305 Cf. Didymus, frPs(al), Fr. 595a: µ9ποτ $  οjν σηµα!νει + ου$ ραν<

φων� τ�ν α$ σ)µατον κα� νοητ�ν ου$ σ!αν. Fr. 808: + ου$ ραν<

φων� σηµα!νει τ�ν τ(ν νοητ(ν ου$ σ!αν καθὰ κα� �ν το�

*µπροσθεν διειλ9φαµεν. Fr. 991: τ�ν νοητ�ν ου$ σ!αν ου$ ραν<ν

Cνοµάζει. Fr. 1065: θεο� γὰρ προηγουµ�νην, hν $  οoτω εFπω,
;περοχ�ν κα� κατάστασιν δηλο� + το� διηγηθ�ντο ου$ ρανο�

προσηγορ!α. commEccl (3–4.12), Cod. p. 86: περ� *ρωτο λ�γει W

Σωκράτη, καθ $  kν �ρd τι τ(ν ου$ ραν!ων πραγµάτων, το� θεο�

κα� τ8 νοητ8 ου$ σ!α. Also Didymus, Catena in Joannem,
pp. 255–256: Ου$ ραν<ν λ�γει σηµα!νεσθαι τ�ν �σανε� περιωπ�ν

κα� κατάστασιν το� Θεο�, Dτι ου$ χ �τ�ρα τ8 νοητ8 αυ$ το�

ου$ σ!α τυγχάνει.
306 John Philoponus records that ‘the appellation heavens’ (+

το� ου$ ρανο� προσηγορ!α) ‘among the ancient people
denoted the entire world’ (τ<ν πάντα κ�σµον): In Aristotelis

Libros de Generatione et Corruptione Commenntaria, v. 14,2,
p. 1.

307 This is canvassed in EN XXIXc.
308 Didymus, commEccl (1.1–8), Cod. p. 15; commEccl (7–8.8), Cod.

p. 222; commEccl (9.8–10.20), Cod. p. 313.
309 Harnack did not notice either of these spellings, though they

actually are in the codex: he wrote simply the normal
συγκαταβα!νειν and ληφθ�ντε.

310 Didymus, frPs(al), frs. 337; 767; 1069; 1268.
311 DT (lib. 2.1–7), 7.8,12 (ληψ�µενο.).
312 commZacch, 1.143; 2.355; 5.37; Fragmenta in Proverbia,

PG.39.1632.53; In Genesin, Cod. pp. 225; 227; frPs(al), frs. 104;
173; 268; 581; 869. 972. Again, there is one instance in DT
(lib. 3), PG.39.885.2, in which the form συνκαταβα!νων never
occurs.
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Eusebius’),313 or else to ascribe a specific exegesis

jointly to Didymus, Eusebius of Caesarea, and

Apollinaris?314 According to my discussion a few lines

below, the catenist culls what he holds to be the

right exegesis, even from Christians who were either

suspected of heresy or indeed already branded as

heretics.315 Nevertheless, this did not prevent Procopius

of Gaza in compiling his catena on the Song of Songs

from excerpting from such authors as Origen, Apollinaris,

and Didymus, along with Gregory of Nyssa, Cyril of

Alexandria, Eusebius, and Theodoret.316

By the same token, Theodoret’s interest in both

Alexandrian theology and Eusebius is confirmed from

other points: there are cases of a passage being ascribed

to all three, namely, Theodoret, Athanasius, and Cyril

of Alexandria. Once again, the catenist is probably a

student of Theodoret,317 who elsewhere excerpted from

Apollinaris318 and even from Cyril of Alexandria.319 As a

matter of fact, once works of biblical exegesis by either

Theodoret or Cyril are studied carefully, it turns out that

essential differences between those two allegedly lethal

foes hardly exist.

To cite an instance, let us examine the comments by

either of them on the verse Zachariah, 9:9. The gospel of

Matthew quotes this as a prophecy fulfilled upon the

entrance of Jesus into Jerusalem ‘sitting upon an ass’s

colt’ (Matt. 21:5–6). The same passage is quoted in

John, 12:12–15 as a prophetic utterance, which was

fulfilled upon that event.320 It immediately turns out that

both theologians share the same exegetical approach.

Furthermore, there are cases where a certain text is

ascribed to both Eusebius and Didymus’ compilation

from commentaries on the Psalms. There is of course

no question of Didymus’ having copied Eusebius.

The case may well be that this is an ascription by the

catenist, who lumped together two writers whom he

regarded as not impeccably orthodox, yet he deemed

them eminent scholars, whose work was worthy of being

quoted.321 The motif, ‘the teaching about Providence’

(W λ�γο W περ� προνο!α), common in both writers

on this passage, should be given some attention,

since this is an all but hackneyed phrase in Christian

writers, and is used in Scholion XXVII. We shall come

upon telling notions such as God’s ‘power to punish’

(κολαστικ� δύναµι),322 and ‘universal judgement’

(καθολικ� κρ!σι),323 which show a close affiliation

between Eusebius and Didymus.

Accordingly, the imagery of ‘heavens opening’

(Rev. 4:1) occurring in Scholion XXV, is employed by

both Theodoret and Origen. Theodoret comments on

Psalm, 77:23, seeing this as an imagery betokening ‘the

divine grant’ (τ�ν θε!αν χορηγ!αν),324 which is an idea

derived from Origen via Eusebius.325 Origen is attested

to have taken ‘gates of heaven’ to mean ‘rational

313 Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 894: ∆!δυµο δ> τ8 Ευ$ σεβ!ου �ρµηνε!α

τ�ν διάνοιαν οoτω α$ ποδ�δωκε.
314 Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 879: Κα� οoτω µ>ν Ευ$ σ�βιο W Καισαρε!α

κα� ∆!δυµο κα� Α$ πολινάριο �ξηγ9σαντο.
315 Cf. the author repudiating Apollinaris: Didymus, commEccl (5–6),

Cod. p. 154; commEccl (7–8.8), Cod. p. 221; commPs 22–26.10,
Cod. pp. 73. Of these references, Apollinaris is tagged as ‘a heretic’
only in the commentary on the Psalms.

316 Procopius of Gaza, In Canticum Canticorum, p. 1545.
317 Athanasius, Expositiones in Psalmos, PG.27.561.4 (the passage is a

wholesale attribution to Athanasius, Cyril, and Theodoret at the
same time).

318 Cf. Apollinaris of Laodicea, Fragmenta in Psalmos, fr. 153 (comm.
on Psalm 88, 36–39), indicating that ‘these have been expounded by
Theodoret, as Apollinaris did’ (Τα�τα µ>ν W Θεοδ)ρητο Wµο!ω

Α$ πολλιναρ!^ �ξ �θετο).
319 Cyril of Alexandria, expPs, PG.69: 976.28; 985.19; 992.30; 993.23;

1008.54; 1012.18; 1104.38; 1105.11; 1108.3; 1141.7; 1165.17;
1169.46; 1172.3 and 29; 1176.45; 1177.40. At all these points the
indication is, ‘by Cyril and Theodoret’ (Κυρ!λλου κα�

Θεοδωρ9του). At PG.69:1069.7 and 1161.41 the title is, ‘by Cyril,
Eusebius, Theodoret’.

320 Cf. Theodoret, intProphXII, PG.81.1924.3–19. Cyril of Alexandria,
commProphXII, v. 2, pp. 415 (line 6) – 417 (line 8). Both authors
comment on the prophet Zachariah.

321 Since the compiler of Didymus’ frPs(al) was equally hostile to both
Didymus and Eusebius, he eventually was confused. Hence, we

have the same text attributed to both Eusebius, Commentaria in
Psalmos, PG.23.1273.21–39 and Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 995 (comm.
on Psalm 103:13–15). In Didymus there is only the addition κατὰ

α$ ναγωγ�ν (according to an anagogical interpretation) added both
in the beginning and at a subsequent point: =ρη· ε:σ� δ> οO

πνευµατοφ�ροι α' νδρε. ποτ!ζονται �κ τ(ν ;περ{ων αυ$ το� το�

θεο�, πληρούµενοι τ(ν το� πνεύµατο χαρισµάτων, λ�γου

σοφ!α κα� τ(ν �ξ8 α$ πηριθµηµ�νων. ;περKα δ> θεο� α$ φ $  Yν τὰ

=ρη ποτ!ζει α$ κραιφνε� κα� ;περβάλλουσαι θεωρ!αι τ8

α$ ληθε!α τυγχάνουσιν, ;περKα καλούµεναι τK µηδ>ν αυ$ τὰ

;περαναβεβηκ�ναι. Α$ π< καρπο� τ(ν *ργων σου

χορτασθ9σεται + γ8. αυ$ τ< γὰρ ε_πε· Βλαστησάτω + γ8

βοτάνην χ�ρτου κα� ξύλον κάρπιµον ποιο�ν καρπ�ν, κα� τὰ

�ξ8. [Didymus, κατὰ δ> α$ ναγωγ9ν] �κ τ(ν Ι$ ησο� κατὰ τ�ν

�πιδηµ!αν *ργων πολὺν καρπ<ν �χ�ντων αe πασα + γ8

χορτάζεται µεταλαµβάνουσα τ(ν οoτω παραδ�ξω ;π< Ι$ ησο�

γεγενηµ�νων. οVτο γὰρ καρπ< τ(ν *ργων αυ$ το� τυγχάνει.
κα� W λ�γο δ> W περ� τ(ν *ργων τ8 δηµιουργ!α κα�

προνο!α αυ$ το� νοηθε� ο[α καρπ< *ργων θεο� τυγχάνων

χορτάσει τ�ν γ8ν, φηµ� δ> τοὺ �π� τ8 γ8 διατρ!βοντα

α$ νθρ)που.
322 EN XXXc.
323 EN XXXl.
324 Theodoret, commIs, 1; Interpretatio in Psalmos, PG.80.1489.26–35.
325 Cf. Origen, frPs, 77, 19–25. Eusebius renders ‘opening of the

heavens’ as the ‘divine actions’: Commentaria in Psalmos,
PG.23.917.30–32.
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natures moving towards spiritual teaching’.326 However,

all the content of catena-passages about ‘heavens

opening’ may have been derived from Theodoret. More

to the point, his hero Theodore of Mopsuestia had

indeed made much of the notion.327 On this topic,

there is a passage that is at the same time ascribed to

Diodorus of Tarsus, Theodore of Mopsuestia, Cyril of

Alexandria, and Didymus.328

Misattribution is always a ready refuge for those

who seek to maintain old stereotypes intact. I shall

therefore make the following point, as both an example

and a caveat.

The expression ‘since the creation of the world’

takes two forms in scripture: first, α$ π< κτ!σεω

κ�σµου;329 second, α$ π< καταβολ8 κ�σµου.330 Con-

sequently the two nouns, namely, κτ!σεω and

καταβολ8, came to be considered to be synonymous,

pointing to the beginning of creation. Naturally, both

scriptural expressions appear in many Christian authors

as a matter of course. What is extremely rare, how-

ever, is to come upon passages using both nouns at the

same point, in order to make reference to the beginning

of the world. Once this point is considered, significant

conclusions flow. For indeed the expression occurs in

only a handful of writings. Origen appears once again

as the father of the combination.331 Following this, an

instance occurs in a commentary on Isaiah, which I

believe is Cassian’s,332 and at two points in Photius,

neither of which is actually Photius’ own. Of these,

one is the collection Epistulae et Amphilochia, where

affinities with Cassian are too striking and too many

to be discounted, which means that a serious re-

examination of the attribution of many of these epistles

is necessary.333 The second point occurs in a review

by Photius. The book reviewed is the Contra Fatum of

Diodorus of Tarsus, and this expression is a quotation

from Diodorus’ book.334 In other words, a specific

locution which was introduced by Origen was copied

and reproduced by two Antiochenes, namely Diodorus

of Tarsus and Cassian.

Moreover, we have large portions which are ascribed

to both Origen and Didymus. For instance, a comment

on Psalm 23:10, which draws on the Apocalypse to

make the point that Christ is Pantocrator, is the same

text attributed to either of them in different collections.

Didymus was enthusiastic about establishing this

designation for Christ by means of the Apocalypse, as

we have seen. Cassian was happy to see Didymus laying

stress on this appellation, which was not far from the

Antiochene tendency to ascribe the term δεσπ�τη not

only to God in general, but specifically to Christ.335

Origen, frPs, 23, 10. The same text, in Didymus,

Fragmenta in Psalmos altera (on Psalm 23:8–10),

fr. 215: Ε:κ�τω + Παντοκράτωρ φων� το� Σωτ8ρο

κατηγορηθε!η· ε: γὰρ πάντα δι $  αυ$ το� γ�γονεν,

κα� αυ$ τ� �στιν πρ< πάντων, κα� τὰ πάντα �ν αυ$ τK

συν�στηκεν, κρατε� τε προνοητικ( τ(ν δι $  αυ$ το�

πάντων γεγενηµ�νων, κα� πρ< πάντων �στ�ν τ(ν

�ν αυ$ τK συστάντων, α$ κολούθω Παντοκράτωρ

λ�γεται· αυ$ το� γο�ν �στιν πρ�σωπον λ�γον �ν

Ζαχαρ!H· ΟJτω� λ�γει Κύριο� Παντοκράτωρ· 
Οπ�σω

δ)ξη� α
 π�στειλ� µε, κα� γν,σK Lτι Κύριο� Παντοκρά-

τωρ α
 π�σταλκ� µε πρ#� σ�. Παντοκράτωρ γὰρ ;π<

Παντοκράτορο α$ ποστελλ�µενο W ΥO� �στιν,

326 Origen, selPs, PG.12.1541.25–27.
327 Theodore of Mopsuestia, expPs, 67, 10. The ‘opening of the heavens’

suggesting divine activity through his angels recurs in Theodore’s
commProphXII, Prophet Malachi, 3.1a.

328 Cyril of Alexandria, expPs, PG.69.801.49–50.
329 Rom. 1:20.
330 Matt. 25:34; Luke 11:50; John 17:24; Eph. 1:4; Heb. 4:3; 9:26;

1 Peter, 1:20; Rev. 13:8; 17:8. In Matt. 13:35 the word κ�σµου is
doubtful and seems to be an editorial insertion.

331 Origen, deOr, VI.3: α$ ναγκα!ω το�το µετὰ τ(ν λοιπ(ν, πρ�ν

γ�νηται, τK θεK *γνωσται ‘α$ π< κτ�σεω�’ κα� ‘καταβολ�� κ�σµου’.
Commentariorum Series in Evangelium Matthaei (Mt. 22.34–27.63),
p. 113: οO α$ π< κτ!σεω κα� καταβολ8 κ�σµου χαρ�ντε �π� τK

:δε�ν τ�ν +µ�ραν Χριστο� � Α$ βραάµ. selEx, PG.12.293.6–8:
Τοσούτ^ χρ�ν^ W διάβολο α- µαρτάνει α$ π< κτ!σεω, κα�

καταβολ8 κ�σµου. The expression α$ π< κτ!σεω, κα� 

καταβολ8 κ�σµου is a gloss to the α$ π $  α$ ρχ8 of 1 John 3:8. In
Origen the term καταβολ9 is taken literally, notably, in the sense of
the world being a ‘downfall’. In other words, this suggests the
Actual Creation (see COT, pp. 116; 117; 118; 131; 240; 317; 327;
362). commJohn, XIX.149; Princ, III.5.4.

332 Pseudo-Basil of Caesarea, Enarratio in Prophetam Isaiam, 6.183:
Πρ< τοὺ α$ π< κτ!σεω κα� καταβολ8 κ�σµου Α- γ!ου α$ ε�

α$ ποστ�λλονται θε�αι δυνάµει.
333 Photius (?), Epistulae et Amphilochia, Epistle 16, lines 28–29: �ν τP

τ8 κτ!σεω καταβολP. In RCR, I have shown in detail that this
epistle was written by the same hand as the text of Pseudo-
Caesarius. See the two uniquely parallel passages in that book,
Appendix I, p. 432.

334 Photius, Bibliotheca, Codex 223, p. 212b (quoting Diodorus of
Tarsus): α$ π< καταβολ8 κτ!σεω.

335 See Scholion I.
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;π< Πατρ< πεµπ�µενο. Α$ ριδηλ�τατα336 δ> �ν

τP Ι$ ωάννου Α$ ποκαλύψει, Παντοκράτωρ W Σωτ�ρ

λ�γεται. Τάδε γὰρ λ�γει Κύριο�, 7 µάρτυ� 7 πιστ#� κα�

α
 ληθιν)�, 7 <ν κα� 7 Nν κα� 7 �ρχ)µενο� Κύριο�, 7 Θε#�

7 Παντοκράτωρ. Α$ ναµφισβητ9τω τα�τα περ� το�

ΥOο� εFρηται.337

The quoted text is from Zachariah, 2:12, a prophet

Didymus especially liked. Yet strange to say, the text is

not from the Septuagint, but a paraphrased translation

from the Hebrew, which is highly unlike Didymus, who

did not know the language, as he himself says.338 In no

instance other than this is this text quoted as a render-

ing from the Hebrew. My explanation of this is relevant

to a point I often make in this book: Origen’s excerpts

from the Commentary on the Psalms were compiled in

Palestine, probably in the Laura of Sabas, by monks of

Antiochene sentiment. Cassian is to me highly likely to

be a compiler and is the one who at many points of his

book quotes biblical passages specially rendered from

the Hebrew, not the Septuagint.

There are telling details that show both Origen and

Theodoret sharing common concerns and readings.

Along with Eusebius, they are the only authors (until

the ninth century) to mention Herophilus,339 who in

turn had been amply cited by Galen, and was also

mentioned by Plutarch, Lucian of Samosata, and

Julius Naucratites.340 Those four Greek authors make a

distinctive mark in my exploration of the Scholia, and

all four of them were intellectuals whom both Origen

and Theodoret had studied in the first place.341 Plutarch

is the author whom Origen explicitly says he has

read,342 and both Eusebius and Theodoret mention in

abundance.343

The same goes for the notion of θύραθεν νο� (‘the

mind which enters a human being from outside’ and

is ‘divine’), which I have canvassed elsewhere.344 Once

again, the idea turns out to have been used by Origen

and Theodoret only,345 which reflects study of Aristotle

via Alexander of Aphrodisias,346 as I will discuss in

due course in relation to most of the Scholia. There is

indeed a continuous, yet hardly visible, line from Origen

to Theodoret. Gregory of Nazianzus was also aware

of the notion,347 which is otherwise mentioned in the

ninth century only by Photius and his protégé Arethas of

Caesarea.348

Theodoret had good reason for reading Alexander

of Aphrodisias, since he was the authoritative exponent

of Aristotle at the dawn of Late Antiquity. Besides,

336 The adjective α$ ρ!δηλο and its cognates (adverb α$ ριδηλ�τατα)
was heavily entertained by Philo and Clement of Alexandria, but it
was never taken up by Origen, whereas Didymus favoured its use,
and so did Theodoret. Didymus, commZacch, 1.411 (α$ ριδηλ�τατα);
3.16 (α$ ριδηλ�τατα); frPs(al), fr. 116 (φανερα� κα� α$ ρ!δηλοι); fr.
215 (α$ ριδηλ�τατα. This is the text of Origen’s, frPs, 23, 10); fr. 1291
(α$ ριδ9λω); In Genesin, Cod. p. 106 (σαφ> κα� α$ ριδηλ�τατον).
Theodoret, Graecarum Affectionum Curatio, 5.62 (α$ ριδ9λου);
Eranistes, p. 84 (α$ ριδ9λω).

337 Likewise, Origen, Excerpta in Psalmos (on Psalm 23:10),
PG.17.116.16–27: Κα� τ< ν�ν α' ρα λεχθ�ν, παντοκράτορα τ<ν

Σωτ8ρα δηλο�. Οoτω λ�γει Κύριο παντοκράτωρ· Ο$ π!σω

δ�ξη α$ π�στειλ� µε πρ< σ�. Παντοκράτωρ γὰρ bν W Πατ9ρ,
τ<ν ΥO<ν α$ π�στειλε παντοκράτορα. Κα� Ι$ ωάννη δ> �ν τP

Α$ ποκαλύψει, Τάδε λ�γει, φησ�ν, W µάρτυ W πιστ< κα�

α$ ληθιν<, W cν κα� W bν κα� W �ρχ�µενο· περ� το� Σωτ8ρο

Wµολογουµ�νω ε:π)ν.
338 The text has Zach. 2:12 thus: Οoτω λ�γει Κύριο Παντοκράτωρ·

Ο$ π!σω δ�ξη α$ π�στειλ� µε, κα� γν)σG Xτι Κύριο

Παντοκράτωρ α$ π�σταλκ� µε πρ< σ�. The Septuagint text has it:
τάδε λ�γει κύριο παντοκράτωρ· Ο$ π!σω δ�ξη α$ π�σταλκ�ν µε

�π� τὰ *θνη τὰ σκυλεύσαντα ;µα̃, δι�τι W α- πτ�µενο ;µ(ν �

α- πτ�µενο τ8 κ�ρη το� Cφθαλµο� αυ$ το�.
339 Cf. discussion in PHE, p. 84.
340 Plutarch, De Curiositate, 518D3; Aetia Physica, 912D11. Lucian of

Samosata, Icaromenippus, 16. Julius Naucratites, Onomasticon,
2.202. Galen, De Pulsuum, v. 8, pp. 746; 747; 749; 754; et passim; De
Pulsibus libri iv, v. 8, pp. 771; 786; 787; 853; et passim; De Pulsuum
Causis, v. 9, pp. 22; 139; De Praesagitione ex Pulsibus Libri iv, v. 9,
pp. 275; 278; et passim. Herophilus is mentioned by Galen in

his books at more than a hundred and thirty points, to which those
in the preudo-Galenic literature should be added.

341 Cf. Herophilus mentioned by name. Origen, selPs, PG.12.1053.18
and 29; Eusebius, PE, 15.61.4; Theodoret, Graecarum Affectionum
Curatio, 5.22. In fact Theodoret quotes from Eusebius.

342 Origen, Cels, V.57.
343 Theodoret, Graecarum Affectionum Curatio, 1.21; 2.24; 2.84; et

passim; Eusebius, PE, 1.7.16; 3.2.1; et passim.
344 Aristotle, De Generatione Animalium, 736b27–28: λε!πεται δ� τ<ν

νο�ν µ�νον θύραθεν �πεισι�ναι κα� θε�ον ε_ναι µ�νον· ου$ θ>ν

γὰρ αυ$ το� τP �νεργε!H κοινωνε� + σωµατικ� �ν�ργεια. Cf.
744b20–21; De Respiratione, 472a22. Cf. PHE, pp. 265.

345 Origen, Cels, III.80. Theodoret, Graecarum Affectionum Curatio,
5.28.

346 Alexander of Aphrodisias, De Anima, pp. 90; 91; Fragmenta, frs. 1;
16c. Pseudo-Alexander of Aphrodisias, De Anima, pp. 108–113;
Plutarch was also aware of this Aristotelian notion, even though he
did not make much use of it. Plutarch, De Genio Socratis, 589b.

347 Gregory of Nazianzus, De Spiritu Sancto, 5.
348 Photius, Epistulae et Amphilochia, Epistle 315: διττ�, hνα ν�ν

τ<ν θύραθεν κα� τ<ν συγκατασκευασθ�ντα τK α$ νθρωπ!ν^

συγκρ!µατι � µηδ>ν προσ9κοντα τP ;ποθ�σει �άσω. Arethas
was also aware of the notion, which is natural since he was a
disciple of Photius. Cf. Arethas, Scripta Minora, Opus 17, p. 191:
κα' ν ε: τP το� θύραθεν προσλ9ψει, τ< το� Σταγειρ!του ε:πε�ν.
Photius no doubt had received his knowledge about θύραθεν νο�

from Alexander, of whom he writes in Bibliotheca, Cod. 251, 461b
(the same text, in Cod. 214, 172b).
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Eusebius had both treated Alexander respectfully and

quoted extensively from his treatise On Fate.349

Never did Theodoret seek to conceal his admiration

and respect for Theodore of Mopsuestia (c. 350–428)350

and for Diodorus of Tarsus (bishop, 378–390),351 both of

whom he praised. Theodore is the great ‘doctor of the

universal Church’ (πάση �κκλησ!α διδάσκαλο);352

Diodorus, ‘the most wise, the most brave, the great one’

(∆ι�δωρο µ>ν W σοφ)τατ� τε κα� α$ νδρει�τατο

κα� µ�γα . . . τ<ν µ�γαν ∆ι�δωρον), who used to take

‘arrows’ out of his own ‘armoury’ against the Arians

(οVτο δ> καθάπερ *κ τινο Wπλοθ9κη, �κ τ8

διανο!α τὰ β�λη προσ�φερεν);353 the ‘divine

Diodorus’ (τ<ν θε�ον ∆ι�δωρον);354 the ‘excellent

Diodorus’ (∆ιοδ)ρου το� πάνυ).355 Later, Theodoret

had to defend himself, when he was arraigned by cer-

tain of the orthodox for having included both of them

among the doctors of the Church.356 Emperor Julian

the Apostate almost dreaded Diodorus’ rhetorical

aptitude, so much so, that in a letter to his friend

Photinus, the emperor claims that ‘the divinity of Christ

is an invention by Diodorus building on a tale’, whereas

in reality Christ ‘died a shameful death’. This epistle

by Julian addressed to Photinus is not extant. We

have the passage, albeit quoted in Latin, in a treatise by

Facundus, the African bishop of Herminiane, addressed

to Justinian.357

The seventh-century Chronicon Paschale names

Theodoret as the ‘one who extended many words and

commendations in favour of Theodore’ of Mopsuestia.358

This is important, since philological analysis shows

the vocabulary of the Scholia to have links with the

two theologians. Theodoret praises Diodorus in glowing

terms that can hardly leave any reader untouched.

As a matter of fact, Theodoret was not alone in

doing so. Diodorus’ pupil, John Chrysostom, praises

his master in the usual flowery prose, which is charac-

teristic of the Antiochene archbishop of Constantinople.

Diodorus’ voice is described as both sweet like the

sound of a ‘lyre’, and ‘powerful’; this is like the trumpets

of the Jews, which demolished the walls of Jericho;

in like manner Diodorus’s voice demolished heretical

doctrines.359 In a letter to Diodorus, Basil of Caesarea

praises both the potency of his exposition and the

beauty of his writing, adding that it had taken much

labour for him to assimilate the subtle notions that

Diodorus had expounded.360

The Scholia do not contain critical or ground-

breaking theological statements. One can only see the

writer launching a wholesale attack on two mutually

conflicting parties. First, the revived Docetism, which

in the fourth century was espoused by Apollinaris,

and made Christ not fully human – to which both Theo-

dore and Diodore reacted fiercely. Second, Arianism,

349 Cf. Eusebius, PE, 6.9.1: συν9φθω δ> τούτοι κα� τὰ α$ π< τ(ν

Α$ λεξάνδρου το� Α$ φροδισι�ω, α$ νδρ< εj µάλα διαφανο� �ν

το� κατὰ φιλοσοφ!αν λ�γοι, k κα� αυ$ τ< �ν το� Περ�

εOµαρµ�νη τοια�σδ $  �χρ9σατο φωνα� ε: α$ νασκευ�ν το�

δ�γµατο. Eusebius then engages in an extensive quotation from
Alexander’s De Fato.

350 Cf. Theodoret, HE, pp. 82; 87; 97; 187; 277; 286; 329; 348; Epistulae,
1–52, Epistle 16.

351 Cf. Theodoret, HE, pp. 92; 154; 208; 263; 264; 267; 282; 287; 321;
347; 348. Historia Religiosa, Vitae 2.16; 8.6–7; Epistulae,1–52, 16;
Explanatio In Canticum Canticorum, PG.81.32.26; Haereticarum
Fabularum Compendium, PG.83: 340.14; 381.28; 397.16; Eranistes,
p. 95.

352 Theodoret, HE, p. 347.
353 Ibid. p. 264.
354 Theodoret, Historia Religiosa, vita 8.7.
355 Ibid. p. 347.
356 Theodoret, Epistulae,1–52, Epistle 16: Ε$ πειδ� δ> �πιµ�µφεσθ�

µοι κα� � τοὺ α- γ!ου κα� µακαρ!ου καταλελοιπ�τι

Πατ�ρα ∆ι�δωρον κα� Θε�δωρον �ν τK καταλ�γ^ τ(ν

διδασκάλων.
357 Facundi, Hermianensis Episcopi, Pro Defensione Trium Capitulorum

Concilii Chalcedonensis Libri XII Ad Justinianum Imperatorem, IV.2
(PL.67.621A–B): ‘Julianus etenim Christo perfidus imperator, 

sic Photino haeresiarchae adversus Diodorum scribit: “Tu quidem,
o Photine, verisimilis videris, et proximus salvare, benefaciens
nequaquam in utero inducere quem credidisti Deum. Diodorus
autem Nazaraei magus, ejus pigmentalibus manganes acuens
irrationabilitatem, acutus apparuit sophista religionis agrestis.” Et
post paululum: “Quod si nobis opitulati fuerint dii et deae, et musae
omnes, et fortuna; ostendemus infirmum et corruptorem legum,
et rationum, et mysteriorum paganorum, et deorum infernorum;
et illum novum ejus Deum Galilaeum, quem aeternum fabulose
praedicat, indigna morte et sepultura, denudatum confictae a
Diodoro deitatis.”

358 Chronicon Paschale, p. 681: Θεοδ)ρητο, W πολλοὺ ;π>ρ

Θεοδ)ρου λ�γου τε κα� �πα!νου �κτε!να.
359 John Chrysostom, Laus Diodori Episcopi, PG.52.764.46–51: Οe ταν

µ>ν γὰρ τ�ν +δον�ν �ννο9σω τ(ν ?ηµάτων, λύραν καλ( τ�ν

τούτου φων9ν· Xταν δ> τ< δυνατ<ν τ(ν νοηµάτων, σάλπιγγά

τινα πολεµικ9ν, κα� τοιαύτην, οhαν ε_χον οO Ι$ ουδα�οι, +ν!κα τὰ

τ8 Ι- εριχi τε!χη κατ�βαλον.
360 Basil of Caesarea, Epistulae, Epistle 135.1: Τ< δ> πρ�τερον τ�ν µ>ν

δύναµιν *χον τ�ν αυ$ τ�ν �ν το� πράγµασι, λ�ξει δ>

πολυτελεστ�ρH κα� σχ9µασι ποικ!λοι κα� διαλογικα� χάρισι

κεκοµψευµ�νον, πολλο� µοι �φάνη κα� χρ�νου πρ< τ<

�πελθε�ν κα� π�νου διανο!α πρ< τ< κα� συλλ�ξαι τὰ �ννο!α

κα� παρακατασχε�ν αυ$ τὰ τP µν9µG δε�µενον.
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which taught that Jesus Christ was not fully divine.

These two parties were actively opposed by Diodorus

of Tarsus and Theodore of Mopsuestia, which is also

what Theodoret himself had done countering the

two heresies, while detecting Apollinarism in Cyril’s

teaching.361

Although according to current criteria ‘Antiochene’,

Diodorus of Tarsus and Theodore of Mopsuestia

constitute a strong spiritual link between Theodoret

and Origen. For Diodorus was a staunch exponent

of God’s loving mercy and therefore, of the doctrine of

apokatastasis.

The Scholia make much of Revelation’s statement

that the number of those eventually saved will be as

many as one hundred and forty-four thousand. The

author stresses not only the symbolic significance of

this sacred number, but also that this is an over-

whelmingly greater number of people than comprised

the first-century Church. This number therefore

signifies those who shall be saved at the end: they

will be a crowd the number of which exceeds any

expectation. This indicates universal salvation and the

defeat of the Adversary, which is evil itself rather than

any specific person representing Satan.

Theodoret was an ‘Antiochene’, and he could hardly

be expected to be fond of allegory according to the

current criteria. He knew however that one cannot

approach Revelation without allowing some room for

allegory, since the vision of John is itself in fact a

metaphor heavily loaded with symbols and parabolic

narrative. We come upon statements in the Scholia

that allow for divine numerology, which we can con-

fidently identify as statements by Didymus. Still they

are points that Theodoret’s pupil Cassian embraced

and used in order to show the authority of the book

of Revelation. Since Didymus’ Commentary on the

Apocalypse was Cassian’s main guide, it was inevitable

for him to imbibe some of the Alexandrian’s overall

approach while using this as the main source for his

own commentary.

The term ‘allegory’ does not occur in the Scholia,

yet it makes its presence felt by means of germane

terminology, such as α$ ναγωγ�362 or νοητ�,363 or

simply ‘spiritual’ interpretation.364 However, neither

divine numerology nor allegory is banned from

Theodoret’s theology, as one might perhaps have

assumed. No matter how cautious he was about using

the term ‘allegory’, how could he possibly have written

a commentary on the Song of Songs without having

recourse to allegory? As a matter of fact, in the prologue

to this exegetical work, Theodoret launches an attack

on those who wished to interpret the book in historical

terms, as a story of the love between Solomon and the

daughter of Pharaoh. This approach is styled ‘myths’

that are inferior even to ‘those narrated by elderly

women talking nonsense’ (µύθου δ� τινα ου$ δ>

γραϊδ!οι παραληρο�σιν α- ρµ�ττοντα ;φαιν�ντων).

Theodoret attacks extreme literalism, urging that this

book is a ‘spiritual’ one (πνευµατικ<ν ε_ναι τ<

βιβλ!ον). Once literalism is applied to this text, one can

only expect a ‘false and harmful’ interpretation (τ�ν

διεψευσµ�νην ταύτην κα� βλαβεράν), which is why

there is no other way to explain this poem than by a

‘spiritual’ exegesis. The term ‘spiritual’ to him denotes

simply an ‘allegorical’ exegesis. It is no accident that we

come upon this in the Scholia, since Cassian eschews

the terms ‘allegory’ or ‘allegorical’.365 That Antiochenes

refrained from using the word does not mean that

they shunned the method. Theodoret opted for the

adverb ‘tropologically’ (τροπικ(),366 which he used

almost exclusively, whereas, apart from one instance,367

the adjective τροπικ< is not used at all. When

Theodoret says that something ‘is so styled

tropologically’, he normally introduces an allegorical

361 Theodoret, Oratio ad Eos Qui in Euphratesia et Osrhoena Regione,
PG.83.1416–1433.

362 Cf. Scholia VII (α$ νηγµ�νω) and XIII (κατὰ α$ ναγωγ9ν).
363 Cf. Scholia XXIII; XXV; XXVII; XXXI; XXXV.
364 Cf. Scholion XIV (πνευµατικP ψ9φ^); XXIX (πνευµατικα� θυσ!αι);

XXXI (κατὰ πνευµατικ�ν α$ κολουθ!αν).
365 Scholion XIV: �πειδ� δ> περ� πνευµατικ*ν W λ�γο, α$ νωτ�ρω

χωρ‹η›τ�ον παντ< α:σθητο� δηλουµ�νου περ� τ8 ψ9φου, �ν

τP πνευµατικP το!νυν ψ9φ^, λευκP διὰ τ< φωτοειδ�, =νοµα

καιν‹<›ν γράφεται.  Scholion XXIX: τὰ θυµιάµατά ε:σιν αO

προσευχα� τ(ν α- γ!ων κα�

πνευµατικα� θυσ�αι κα� ευ
 πρ)σδεκτ‹ο›ι θεB αO α$ γαθα� πράξει.
Scholion XXXI: �πε� το!νυν πολὺ τ< α$ δύνατον + α:σθητ�

δι9γησι *χει, α$ ληθ8 δ� ε:‹σ›ι τὰ �ν τP β!βλ^ α- γ!H οuσ‹G,›
α$ νάγκη κατὰ πνευµατικ�ν α$ κολουθ!αν �κλαµβάνειν τὰ

προκε!µενα.
366 Cf. τροπικ( in Theodoret, commIs, 2; 3; 4; 5; et passim in

Interpretatio in Psalmos, Explanatio in Canticum Canticorum,
Interpretatio in Jeremiam, Interpretatio in Ezechielem,
intProphXII.

367 Theodoret, De Providentia, PG.83.721.44 (τροπικP).
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interpretation.368 He is anyway conscious of the term

‘allegorically’ being contrasted with ‘historically’.369

Besides, ‘spiritual’ for allegorical is indeed used,370 and

the term α$ ναγωγ9 (occurring in Scholia VII and XIII)

is reluctantly used at one point only, whereas another

instance appears in a spurious work, which is highly

likely to be Cassian’s.371 The Song of Songs is to

Theodoret the work of ‘the wise Solomon’ (το� σοφο�

Σολοµ(ντο).372 Once some allegorical exegesis is

indispensable, to an Antiochene mind it appeared

that some ‘boldness’ is necessary in order to interpret

this text.373 At some points his style is very much like

Origen, and Theodoret was prepared to acknowledge

his debts: this is why he asks his readers not to

think of him as ‘a plagiarist’ (µ� κλοπ�ν +µ(ν

κατηγορε�ν), since the literary heritage of the Church

is a common ‘patrimony’ (*στι δ> το�το ου$  κλοπ9,

α$ λλὰ κληρονοµ!α πατρ{α).374

An entire section in this commentary is based on

speculation about numbers symbolizing divine truths.

This is a section that could have made Didymus

admire not only the exegetical decisions by Theodoret

explaining the mystical significance of numbers in

scripture, but also the fine combination of didactic

with speculative reasoning.375 When, therefore, Cassian

entertains the same method in the Scholia (although

largely culling from Didymus) treating such Pythago-

rean doctrines as legitimate Christian exegesis, he

does so trusting that the path that had been paved by

Theodoret had the blessing of Antioch as well. It could

be argued that since Theodoret practised allegory,

he implied in effect that the Antiochene hostility

to allegory was superannuated. Discussing such a

question is outside my scope, however. Suffice it to say

that if some quarters of scholarship cannot stomach

open-mindedness as a trait of Theodoret, he should at

least be tolerated as an unclassified specimen. What

cannot be reasonably claimed is that his acquiescence

in allegorical exegesis is simply a seasonal complexion

which Cassian followed confidently and defiantly. Fur-

thermore, one might be surprised that the notion of

apokatastasis is not alien to Theodoret. Reflecting in a

genuinely Origenistic vein, Theodoret comments on the

sublime conclusion of the Song of Songs, which Origen

regarded as the work in which the highest theological

truths have been enshrined.

It has been held that symbology of numbers is a dis-

tinctive characteristic of the Alexandrian school and

was disturbing to the Antiochenes. And yet, Theodoret

regards the number ‘one thousand’ as symbolizing

Christ,376 whom man can eventually reach by piously

using his five physical senses, in other words, through

368 Theodoret, commIs, 2: Κ�ρα δ> τ�ν βασιλε!αν τροπικ(

Cνοµάζει. Ibid. 10: Ου$ ραν<ν ο_µαι τροπικ( �ντα�θα (τ�ν

Ι- ερουσαλ9µ) Cνοµάζεσθαι. Interpretatio in Psalmos,
PG.80.1061.25: κα� τροπικ( πλ8θο ;δάτων τ(ν πολεµ!ων

Cνοµάζων τ< πλ8θο. Ibid. PG.80.1513.36–37: Α' µπελον

τροπικ( τ<ν λα<ν Cνοµάσα. Ibid. PG.80.1892.43: Υe πνον

�ντα�θα τροπικ( τ�ν α$ νάπαυσιν προσηγ�ρευσεν. Interpretatio
in Jeremiam, PG.81.512.9: Π�αν τὰ α$ π< γ8 φυ�µενα ?ύµµατα

Cνοµάζει· κα� διδάσκει τροπικ( διὰ τούτων. Ibid. PG.81.533.5:
Κάρµηλον �ντα�θα τροπικ( τ�ν Ι- ερουσαλ�µ Cνοµάζεσθαι.
Interpretatio in Ezechielem, PG.81.940.25: �πειδ� πορνε!αν τ�ν

ε:δωλολατρε!αν τροπικ( Cνοµάζει. Ibid. PG.81.948.14: ου$

γυνα�κα δ> τὰ γυνα�κα Cνοµάζει, α$ λλὰ τροπικ( τὰ

π�λει οoτω καλε�. Ibid. PG.81.984.10–11: �πειδ� γὰρ τροπικ(

αυ$ τ<ν �κάλεσε λ�οντα, α$ κολούθω κα� τὰ συµβάντα αυ$ τK

τροπικ( Cνοµάζει. intDan, PG.81.1529.35: Ε: δ> κα�

τροπικ( τα�τα δε� νο8σαι τὰ Cν�µατα. intProphXII,
PG.81.1636.26: Τιν> µ>ν οjν τα�τα τροπικ( εF τε τ<ν

Α$ σσύριον κα� Βαβυλ)νιον �ξειλ9φασι. Ibid. PG.81.1764.36:
τροπικ( αυ$ τ�ν Cνοµάζει. Ibid. PG.81.1784.19: τροπικ( τοὺ

α$ νθρ)που �κάλεσε πρ�βατα. Explanatio in Canticum
Canticorum, PG.81.33.3–5: κα� �ν τP Παλαιd πολλὰ τροπικ( +

θε!α λ�γει Γραφ9· κα� �τ�ροι Cν�µασι κεχρηµ�νη, qτερα

δ> διὰ τούτων σηµα!νει. Ibid. PG.81.44.2: µ!ξιν δ> πάλιν

�ντα�θα τροπικ( τ�ν τ(ν ε:δ)λων θεραπε!αν Cνοµάζει. Ibid.
PG.81.65.43: Το�το γὰρ τροπικ( W ο_νο Cνοµάζεται, and
passim in the same work.

369 Theodoret, intDan, PG.81.1532.8–10: Ε: µ>ν οjν τροπικ( βούλει

νο8σαι τὰ Cν�µατα, οoτω νο9σει. Ε: δ> Oστορικ(, � 0δη

προειρ9καµεν.
370 Theodoret, Interpretatio in Psalmos, PG.80.1028.32 (τ<

πνευµατικ<ν *λαιον); ibid. PG.80.1212.33 (τ8 πνευµατικ8

π�λεω); Explanatio in Canticum Canticorum, PG.81.152.14
(πνευµατικ�ν περιστεράν).

371 Theodoret, Interpretatio in Psalmos, PG.80.949.18–19 (τ�ν δ>

α$ ναγωγ�ν :σχνοτ�ραν �ξετάσωµεν). Pseudo-Theodoret (or
Pseudo-Justin), QetR, p. 250 (τ< µ>ν τ8 α$ ναγωγ8 ν�ηµα).

372 Theodoret, Explanatio in Canticum Canticorum, PG.81.29.48–49;
so on 49.10 and 31.

373 Ibid. PG.81.49.7–8: τ8 �ρµηνε!α το� βιβλ!ου τούτου

κατεθα}?9σαµεν.
374 Theodoret, Explanatio in Canticum Canticorum, PG.81.48.36–41.
375 Ibid. PG.81.209.31f.
376 Cf. Theodoret commenting on Song of Songs, 12:12: ‘My vineyard,

which is mine, is before me: thou, O Solomon, must have a
thousand, and those that keep the fruit, thereof two hundred.’ Ibid.
PG.81.212.37–49: κα� γὰρ W µ>ν χ!λια α$ ριθµ< τ�ν �ν ΧριστK

�µφα!νει τελει�τητα, α$ προσδε� ;πάρχων µονά· . . . + γὰρ

χιλιὰ κα� + µυριὰ τK τ8 µονάδο στοιχε!^ γνωρ!ζονται· W

δ> διακ�σιο πάλιν α$ ριθµ< τ�ν τ8 φύσεω +µ(ν ε: �αυτ�ν

διὰ τ8 τ(ν �ντολ(ν �ργασ!α δηλο� α$ ποκατάστασιν, �

δεκαπλασιάζων κατὰ τ�ν δεκάδα τ(ν �ντολ(ν τ<ν �κ το�

τετράκι π�ντε συντιθ�µενον· κα$ ντε�θεν δηλο�ντα τ<ν �ξ oλη

κα� εFδου τ8 φύσεω +µ(ν σύνθετον ε:κοστ<ν α$ ριθµ�ν. Notice
the Aristotelian terminology: ‘our nature consisits of matter and
form’ (�ξ oλη κα� εFδου).
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proper historical moral action. ‘One thousand’ divided

by ‘five’ makes ‘two hundred’, which is the proportion

of fruit for each of the senses: all of them together

(once they have acted in an upright manner) make up

‘one thousand’, which signifies the return to Christ,

as the ‘fruit’ of proper action. The surprised reader will

find that Theodoret’s point is no different from the

eschatological apokatastasis Origen had advanced. As

a matter of fact, this is the term (α$ ποκατάστασι)

Theodoret himself uses, in order to refer to ‘the

restoration of our nature to its own self’. By the same

token, explaining Ezekiel 16:55, he advises his audience

that (in regard to that specific point) by ‘apokatastasis

to the state one was in in the beginning’,377 one should

understand not ‘the apokatastasis towards the better

state’ but the primeval Fall (α$ ποκατάστασιν �ντα�θα

ου$  τ�ν �π� τ< κρε�ττον, α$ λλὰ τ�ν �π� τ< χε�ρον

zν�µασε).378 Furthermore, Photius thought it natural

that Theodore of Mopsuestia would have held the

doctrine of universal restoration. In reviewing a book

about the practice of witchcraft by the Persians written

by a certain ‘Theodore’, once he had read that the

author was sympathetic to Nestorius and maintained

the doctrine of apokatastasis, Photius resolved that this

‘Theodore’ seemed to be Theodore of Mopsuestia.379

Consequently, when Cassian culls from Didymus’

commentary on Revelation, he is confident that this

is befitting his Antiochene upbringing. For seeking

counsel in an Alexandrian work, Cassian reflected on

a point that had been made by Theodoret: the lesson

he had learned was that there is an invariable Christian

patrimony to draw on. To cite an instance, in Scholion

VI we come upon the expression ‘select shafts’ (β�λη

�κλεκτά).380 The idea of a tongue being a sharp sword,

or a ‘shaft selected’ by God (β�λο �κλεκτ�ν) portrays

pious people acting as vehicles of the divine teaching,

and this originates in Origen. The metaphor was sub-

sequently used by Eusebius, as well as by Gregory of

Nyssa at one point. It was Didymus who made the

most of it and furnished an extensive exposition, part of

which is the content of Scholion VI.381 Theodoret

embraced the spirit of the analysis,382 making himself

part of the line that had started with Origen, and con-

tinued with Eusebius, Gregory of Nyssa, and Didymus.

Likewise, the expression ‘laudable sword’ (µάχαιρα

�παινετ9)383 comes from Origen and Didymus, yet both

Gregory of Nazianzus and Theodoret used this in the

same spirit; actually the expression ‘laudable weapons’

(Xπλα �παινετά)384 is characteristic of Theodoret and

was used by Gregory of Nazianzus, whereas Didymus

did not use this at all. When, therefore, Cassian com-

posed this Scholion by means of such formulations,

he drew on Eusebius, Didymus, Gregory of Nazianzus,

and Theodoret at the same time. He did not write under

any impression that he availed himself of different

theological schools, let alone schools hostile to each

other.

Diodorus of Tarsus was condemned in 499, at a

local synod in Constantinople, which branded him

a Nestorian, even though during his lifetime he was

regarded as a staunch defender of Nicene orthodoxy.

Once again, the imperial Church had yielded to the

juggernaut of a cool-hearted fanatic monk such as Cyril

of Alexandria, who did not like Diodorus’ views. Since

438 Cyril had published a work of his against Diodorus

and Theodoret of Mopsuestia; he did so only because

Rabbula had convinced him that those theologians were

the genuine sources of Nestorianism. The irony of

history is that it was Cyril who supplied the ground for

the Monophysite Church to emerge, and the Byzantine

empire to be mutilated by the Arabs in the seventh

century. Monophysites fell back upon selected and

awkwardly ambiguous (meaning, arid and hardly

sophisticated) statements by Cyril, presuming him to

afford the best exposition and authority for their views.

Cyril became a Monophysite prophet, and the region

became Arab.

The fate of Diodorus and Theodore, on the one

hand, and that of Origen, on the other, have some

remarkable similarities. All three of them were famous

during their lifetimes and died in glory. While alive,

their teaching encountered no dissentient voice, at

377 Ezek. 16:55: ‘when thy sister Sodom and her daughters shall return
to their former estate’. The Septuagint text has the term
α$ ποκατάστασι (‘Κα� + α$ δελφ9 σου Σ�δοµα, κα� αO θυγατ�ρε

αυ$ τ8 α$ ποκατασταθ9σονται, καθi cσαν α$ π $  α$ ρχ8’).
Theodoret, Interpretatio in Ezechielem, PG.81.953.3–8.

378 Ibid.
379 Photius, Bibliotheca, Codex 81, p. 64a: ΟVτο W Θε�δωρο W

Μοψουεστ!α ε_ναι δοκε�· τ9ν τε γὰρ Νεστορ!ου αhρεσιν, 

κα� µάλιστα �ν τK τρ!τ^ λ�γ^, κρατύνων προαναφωνε�, α$ λλὰ

κα� τ�ν τ(ν α- µαρτωλ(ν α$ ποκατάστασιν τερατεύεται.
380 See EN VIb.
381 Cf. Didymus commZacch, 3.186–191 and 197.
382 Theodoret, commIs, 15.
383 See EN VIc.
384 See EN VId.
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least not one that could be heard. Nevertheless, the

storm was gathering, but it did not break until after their

deaths. They also had eminent admirers: Origen was

admired by the emperor’s mother Mamaea, Diodorus

enjoyed the admiration of the Emperor Theodosius I

and his grandson Theodosius II. Origen was admired

by theologians such as Athanasius and Gregory of

Nazianzus. Diodorus and Theodore were admired by

Theodoret. The ashes of all three of them were scarcely

cold when in certain quarters people began to hold

them up to obloquy. Rufinus and Pamphilus stood up

against Origen’s detractors, Theodoret stood up against

the calumny levelled against his two heroes. Jerome

was once an admirer of Origen’s, then he turned against

him out of fear of being accused of heresy. Cyril of Alex-

andria wrote against Theodore, while earlier he had

praised some of his works.385 When Theodore attacked

certain heretics, they reacted in a covert yet formidable

manner, by tampering with his writings, thus hoping

to involve him in heterodox statements.386 Origen’s

theology was bedeviled at an early date by a host of

false ascriptions and falsifications of his books, which

called for an entire book to be written by Rufinus to

thwart the fraud. Origen was regarded as the fountain

from which Arius received his seeds of heresy. Diodorus

(though already dead for decades) and his pupil

Theodore387 were branded by Cyril of Alexandria and

later by Emperor Justinian (which was one hundred and

twenty-five years after Theodore’s death) as the source

of Nestorius’ heresy. Diodorus’ name was added to

the long list of all those victimized by Justinian, the

emperor who emerged as the most typical figure of

absolute caesaropapism. This list included the Academy

of Athens, the Samaritans, the Jews and their syn-

agogues along with the rabbinical teaching, Arians,

Apollinarists, Nestorians, Neo-Origenists, and Mono-

physites. In Justinian’s kingdom no room for Christian

minorities, called ‘heresies’, was allowed whatsoever,

and notions such as tolerance, freedom of speech, or

human rights were entirely unknown.

The petulance surrounding the ‘Three Chapters’ left

upon Theodoret an undefined foggy tincture. Cyril,

although the virtual instigator of Monophysitism, and

thereafter its hammer due to his clumsy, contradictory,

and unlearned statements, is still immune to indict-

ment, and was never called to account. Both Origen and

Theodore engaged in their reflections in intellectual

independence from the mundane power of the day.

Finally, both Origen and Theodore were condemned

by the Fifth Council of Constantinople, in 553, and yet

neither ceased to be regarded as a great theologian.

Theodoret had taken exception to Cyril’s anathemas

in Against the Eastern Bishops and the Letter to

Euoptius.388 He wrote with animus against Cyril, virtu-

ally charging him with abandonment of Trinitarianism,

and refused to allow Christian theology to be fettered

by an aridly rigid monotheism. Besides, Cyril was a

protagonist in the condemnation of the Christological

approach of Apollinaris, whose views Theodoret con-

tests yet partially includes in his Eranistes,389 composed

in 447 (that is, after Cyril’s death in 444). This work was

aimed at the Monophysitism propagated by Eutyches at

Constantinople, with some success in Egypt, especially

Alexandria, through the support of Patriarch Dioscorus,

the successor of Cyril. Thus Eranistes is aimed to a

degree at Cyril, in whom later Monophysitism sought

(not without good reason) the ultimate authority for

establishing its own doctrine. However, there is no

direct attack on the Alexandrian theology in this

book. Theodoret did not even attack it while writing

his Ecclesiastical History, after his banishment by the

Council of Ephesus in 449. It is beyond my scope to

consider whether such an attitude was somehow

the result of second thoughts of a diplomatic or even

political character, since the Alexandrian band was the

victorious one at the time. Be that as it may, one fact is

385 Facundus, bishop of Hermiane in Africa (sixth cent. AD), n. 357
above, VIII.6. He actively opposed the condemnation of the Three
Chapters.

386 Facundus of Hermiane, ibid. X.1.
387 Among the pupils of Theodore of Mopsuestia were Nestorius,

John I of Antioch, and Ibas of Edessa. Theodoret was not one of
Theodore’s pupils, since in 392 Theodore (at the age of 42) was
promoted to bishop and moved to Mopsuestia. Theodoret was born
one year after Theodore became a bishop. Nevertheless, Theodoret

calls Theodore, along with Diodorus, his ‘masters’ (διδασκάλου)
and ‘fathers’. Theodoret, Epistulae 1–52, epistle 16: Ε$ πειδ� δ>

�πιµ�µφεσθ� µοι κα� � τοὺ α- γ!ου κα� µακαρ!ου

καταλελοιπ�τι Πατ�ρα ∆ι�δωρον κα� Θε�δωρον �ν τK

καταλ�γ^ τ(ν διδασκάλων. . . . Ε: µ>ν γὰρ *παινον πατ�ρων

συγγράφων τούσδε τοὺ α- γ!ου παρ�λιπον, yδ!κησα αE ν κα� περ�

τοὺ διδασκάλου α$ χάριστο �γεν�µην.
388 PG.76.385–452: Epistola ad Euoptium.
389 Theodoret, Eranistes, p. 184.
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characteristic: in both of his books, Theodoret attacks

Arianism every now and then,390 which one might well

see as a reminder of the dangers he saw from aspects of

Cyril’s Christology. For indeed Arius’ premise was that

the Logos was subject to even the human operations

and sufferings of Christ (which the Antiochenes

rejected), and whatever is predicated of the Logos

should be applied to him as an attribute ‘according to

nature’ (κατὰ φύσιν) (which the Alexandrians also

rejected). To Cyril, the personal identity of Christ was

simply and clearly the Logos; this is why he refused

vehemently to disallow the designation θεοτ�κο

accorded to Mary. To Theodoret, Christ was a homo

assumptus, in whom divinity and humanity co-existed.

He was nevertheless at pains to stress that Christ would

not become a tertium quid 391 against God the Logos and

the man Jesus, since ‘Christ was not anyone different

from God the Logos’.392 This statement could, of course,

satisfy any Alexandrian, save Cyril, who was not pre-

pared to grant Theodoret a proper hearing. However,

today’s scholarship should be detached enough to

reassess the presumed difference between Antioch and

Alexandria and allow for the possibility that they were

not as opposed and dissenting as many believe. Despite

the Antiochene disapproval of the term θεοτ�κο,

this cannot become a point of demarcation. For indeed

there was an Alexandrian who did not use the term at

all, namely Didymus: he did not do so,393 even though

Origen probably had done so, to be followed by Gregory

Thaumaturgus and Eusebius.

The real opponent of the Antiochenes was Mono-

physitism, not Cyril’s theology, which was deemed

dangerous only insofar as it provided ground for the

one-nature theology to build on. On the other hand,

Aristotelian studies were not exclusive to the Antio-

chene milieu. The writings of the Stagirite were perused

in certain Alexandrian quarters, too. Didymus was an

erudite Aristotelian, not only because Theodoret says

so, but mainly because a Peripatetic aroma is given off

by his own writings. Besides, at the very same time

when Cassian was writing, not only was John Philo-

ponus composing his own commentaries on Aristotle,

but he was also heavily involved in the Monophysite

dispute. As a matter of fact, in his defense of Mono-

physitism, Philoponus is probably the sole intellectual

who uses germane Greek terminology knowledgeably.

To see this state of affairs, however, takes some time.

For during that era feelings were too hot and too hard

to allow a clear-minded assessment of what was seen

as rivalry. Hence, the declaration Against Diodorus

and Theodore (written in c. 438) against the great

Antiochene doctors Diodorus of Tarsus and Theodore

of Mopsuestia, as a part of the campaign unleashed

by implacable anti-Nestorians against them, was

supported by Cyril. After all, it was Theodoret who

had authored the ΟE ροι ∆ιαλλαγ*ν, in 433, in order

to reconcile Cyril’s extremism expressed though his

Twelve Anathemas with the theological theses of the

Antiochene see. In fact it was his resistance to

Cyril’s doctrinal headship that made monks of Egypt,

Palestine, and Syria brand him an opponent of the

Alexandrian Patriarch. Theodoret was also the one

who wrote the 
Ανατροπ? τ*ν ∆,δεκα 
Αναθεµατισµ*ν

το! Κυρ�λλου (Reprehensio Duodecim Capitum seu

390 Theodoret, Eranistes, pp. 62; 64; 93; 112; 116; 117; 119; 121; 140;
160; 163; 164; 237; 240; 243; 249; 254; 263; 264. HE, pp. 1; 2; 6; 7; 8;
9; 18; 23; 25; 27; 31; 33; 34; 37; 37; 38; 39; 48; 55; 56; 57; 58; 61; 65;
66; 68; 70; 72; 80; 93; 96; 98; 99; 100; 101; 105; 109; 110; 111; 113;
121; 122; 123; 126; 128; 129; 138; 139; 140; 145; 148; 151; 152; 153;
154;156; 166; 167; 171; 172; 173; 174; 180; 188; 208; 209; 213; 214;
215; 217; 227; 232; 235; 236; 237; 244; 252; 254; 255; 256; 259; 260;
264; 267; 268; 273; 275; 279; 283; 285; 286; 287; 289; 292; 294; 298;
303; 305; 330; 332; 338; 348.

391 In the Christological debates of the fourth century tertium quid
became a catchphrase used to refer to those (mainly followers of
Apollinaris) who spoke of Christ as something neither human nor
divine, but a mixture of the two, and therefore a ‘third thing’. The
Latin phrase was fashionable since it came from Tertullian who
wrote that if Christ ‘was only a tertium quid, some composite
essence formed out of the two substances, like the electrum, there
would be no distinct proofs apparent of either nature’ (that is, of the
divine and human natures of Christ). Tertullian, Adversus Praxeam,
XXVII, PL.2.191A–C.

392 Theodoret, Epistulae 96–147, Epistle 147: ου$ κ α' λλο �στ�ν W

Χριστ< παρὰ τ<ν µονογεν8 ΥO<ν το� Θεο�. Eranistes, p. 167:
Κα� ε: δε� συντ�µω ε:πε�ν, α' λλο µ>ν κα� α' λλο τὰ �ξ Yν W

σωτ9ρ, �πε� µ� ταυ$ τ<ν τ< Wρατ<ν τK α$ οράτ^, κα� τ< α' χρονον

τK ;π< χρ�νον· ου$ κ α' λλο δ> κα� α' λλο, µ� γ�νοιτο. Ibid.
p. 247: Πάντω δ> τ< σ(µα qν �στι πρ< αυ$ τ�ν, κα� ου$ κ α' λλο

τι παρ $  αυ$ το�. Ε: δ> Sν πρ< τ<ν κύριον γ�γονε τ< σ(µα το�

κυρ!ου, τὰ Fδια το� σ)µατο Fδια αυ$ το� κατ�στη διὰ τ< σ(µα.
intPaulXIV, PG.82.141.35–41: Πρωτ�τοκο γὰρ � α' νθρωπο

Cνοµάζεται· Μονογεν� γάρ �στιν � Θε�. Ου$ κ *χει γὰρ

α$ δελφοὺ � Θε�, � δ> α' νθρωπο, α$ δελφοὺ τοὺ

πεπιστευκ�τα καλε�. Τούτων �στ� πρωτ�τοκο, ου$ κ α' λλο

bν παρὰ τ<ν µονογεν8, α$ λλ $  W αυ$ τ< κα� µονογεν� κα�

πρωτ�τοκο. Haereticarum Fabularum Compendium,
PG.83.489.45–51: Ε$ χρ!σθη δ�, ου$ χ � Θε�, α$ λλ $  � α' νθρωπο.
Ε: δ> κατὰ τ< α$ νθρ)πειον κ�χρισται, µετὰ τ�ν �νανθρ)πησιν

κα� Χριστ< zνοµάσθη. Α$ λλ $  Xµω ου$ κ α' λλο W Θε< Λ�γο,
κα� α' λλο W Χριστ�· W γὰρ Θε< Λ�γο �νανθρωπ9σα

zνοµάσθη Χριστ< Ι$ ησο�.
393 The term θεοτ�κο appears only in De Trinitate, only to confirm

that this work is not Didymus’.
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Anathematismorum Cyrilli). Cyril defended his

anathemas in three apologies, in the second of which394

Theodoret’s text is preserved.

The second council of Ephesus (449) condemned

Theodoret without a hearing, thus yielding unthought-

fully to the thuggery of Cyril’s followers, which had

prevailed due to clandestine machinations with the

imperial court. Theodoret spent a sequestered period

of his life (449–451) facing the invective by both the

episcopate and the imperial throne confronting him

and forcing him into seclusion in order to suppress his

theology. Often, however, such periods, which third

parties might see as a cessation of activity, prove more

productive than ordinary ministry.

The custodians of orthodoxy kept an open file

against Theodoret’s name for the next century, resulting

in the Second Council of Constantinople (553) con-

demning his writings as a result of the Three Chapters

controversy. Since Theodoret’s name was embroiled in

the dispute, his opinion was on trial, and eventually

condemned on the grounds of glib extrapolations.

Although he escaped the taint of heresy, some of his

theological propositions in Reprehensio Duodecim

Capitum seu Anathematismorum Cyrilli were con-

demned, since they had been attacked by the decree

of Justinian against the Three Chapters. This was how

Theodoret somehow shared the fate of Origen, whose

alleged theology seems to have been condemned at

the same council.395 This has always been the fate of

broad-minded and brilliant scholars facing a hostile

state authority, amidst the fanaticism of hoi polloi.

Theodoret was among those whom the Monophysite

Emperor Anastasius sought to have condemned ‘by a

mob of pseudo-monks’. For this purpose, he instigated

a council in Antioch determined to anathematize ‘the

Council of Chalcedon, Diodorus, Theodore, Ibas, and

Theodoret. This the horrified [Patriarch] Flavian

actually did: he anathematized them all within the

church, along with the council [of Chalcedon].’396

Hence, both a Monophysite and a Chalcedonian

synod condemned Theodoret. This notwithstanding,

Theodoret was mentioned later with all due respect

by another distinguished Alexandrian scholar, namely,

John Philoponus.397 He was in turn himself excom-

municated. His name was therefore added to the list

of brilliant minds who, unmatched by men of the

cloth of the time, incurred the wrath of fanatic and

unlearned bishops. Origen, Didymus, Evagrius,

Theodore of Mopsuestia, and Diodorus of Tarsus were

condemned, while Clement of Alexandria remained

suspected of Platonism and was never made a saint.

Whether Theodoret knew that Jerome had eulogized

Clement of Alexandria as ‘the most learned among

the ancients’,398 I cannot say, since I have not been

able to trace the evidence in primary sources. The fact

is that the bishop of Cyrrhus himself acclaimed the

Alexandrian sage as ‘a holy man, who surpassed all

others in erudition’ (Κλ9µεντα, Oερ<ν α' νδρα, κα�

πολυπειρ!H αe παντα α$ πολιπ�ντα), and quotes from

his Stromateis399 in order to support his own exposition.

As a matter of fact, Clement and Origen, along with

Eusebius, were regarded by Theodoret as exemplary

authorities. He followed them in making the central

Christian point that Plato ineptly appropriated the

arcane wisdom. It was Christianity that expressed this

wisdom best, since it is the authentic sequel of the

Judaeo-Christian wisdom initiated by Moses and the

prophets. The treatise in which Theodoret mentions

Clement is indeed aptly entitled: The Cure of Greek

Maladies, meaning of course pagan ones. What is

equally opportune is the subtitle ascribed to the

book: The Truth of the Gospels Proved from Greek

394 Cyril of Alexandria, Epistula ad Euoptium Adversus Impugnationem
Duocetim in Capitum a Theodoreto Editam, PG.76.385–452.

395 This is how Chronicon Paschale (p. 635) sums up the wholesale
condemnation of all those whom Justinian judged as underminers
of doctrinal discipline: Τούτ^ τK κε ´  *τει τ8 Ι$ ουστινιανο�

βασιλε!α µετὰ τ�ν ;πατε!αν Φλ. Βασιλε!ου τ< ια ´  µ�νου

γ�γονεν + ε ´  σύνοδο �ν Κωνσταντινουπ�λει κατὰ τ(ν

δυσσεβ(ν κα� µυσαρ(ν κα� α$ καθάρτων κα� α$ λλοτρ!ων το�

χριστιανισµο� �λληνικ(ν δογµάτων Ω$ ριγ�νου κα� ∆ιδύµου

κα� Ευ$ αγρ!ου τ(ν θεοµάχων κα� Θεοδ)ρου το� δυσσεβο� κα�

τ(ν Ι$ ουδαϊκ(ν αυ$ το� συγγραµµάτων κα� τ8 α$ καθάρτου

�πιστολ8 τ8 πρ< Μάριν τ<ν Π�ρσην Ι' βα λεγοµ�νη κα�

τ(ν µωρ(ν συγγραµµάτων Θεοδωρ9του τ(ν κατὰ τ(ν ιβ ´

κεφαλα!ων Κυρ!λλου το� α- γιωτάτου πατρ< +µ(ν κα�

διδασκάλου.
396 Theodore Anagnostes (historian, theologian, Constantinople, fifth/

sixth cent.), HE, 4.497a.
397 John Philoponus, De Opificio Mundi, pp. 33; 36; 40; 45; 48; 84; 85;

86.
398 Alexander Roberts and James Donaldson, ‘Introductory Note to

Clement of Alexandria’, The Ante-Nicene Fathers (Grand Rapids
1983), v. 2, p. 166.

399 Theodoret, Haereticarum Fabularum Compendium, PG.83.353.8.
Cf. Clement of Alexandria, Stromateis, 3.4.27.1.
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Philosophy.400 It has been urged that Theodoret is

heavily dependent on Clement’s Stromateis and

Eusebius’ Praeparatio Evangelica. This could hardly

be denied,401 although Theodoret sometimes shows

independence in dealing with Greek literature,402 which

Canivet does not concede, but I will discuss pertinent

instances in a few moments.

As a matter of fact, Theodoret refers his audience to

the stories and doctrines recorded in Eusebius’ work.403

However, to say that the specific reference is a statement

by Theodoret that Eusebius is ‘his source’ and that he

‘acknowledges’ this,404 is simply not accurate. That

Theodoret thought highly of Eusebius and his work is

a view which I endorse. That Eusebius is a source of

knowledge and inspiration to Theodoret is plausible.

There is a difference as regards this point, however.

Theodoret has just declared that he does not wish to

recount the myths expounded by the multitude of

authors whom he has just cited. The reason why he

opted for this was that he did not want his readers to

regard him as ‘talkative and long-winded’; he only

wished to recount a few of those stories, merely in order

to demonstrate how ‘silly’ they were.405 To take this

statement as a confession that his quotations from Plato

are always derived from Eusebius’ Praeparatio Evangel-

ica is an extrapolation, notwithstanding the fact that

many of Plato’s quotations by Theodoret occur in both

Eusebius and Clement.406 Apropos of this, I contest the

claim that Theodoret ‘does not mention Clement,

perhaps because of the antagonism between the

Schools of Antioch and Alexandria’ and that ‘his

polemic against Gnostic tendencies may have also

played a role’.407 This is simply a tralaticious reproduc-

tion of claims by Pierre Canivet, only because some

scholars thought that use of the word γνωστικ< by

Clement was a sign of Gnostic tendencies. This however

is certainly not the case and is hardly tenable any more.

For it is commonly known that Clement used this term

not to designate people as ‘gnostic’ by nature, but only

those who had become so by education and conduct

of life.

All Canivet was ready to concede is that ‘Clement’s

gnosticism is less radical’408 than it had been thought on

the face of it. Nevertheless, he asserted that Theodoret

thought that once he cited the name of Clement in his

Graecarum Affectionum Curatio, this could either colour

his work with a ‘Gnostic tone’ (‘accent gnostique’) or

with ‘Alexandrian tendencies’.409 This is not simply a

400 Theodoret, Graecarum Affectionum Curatio, Prologue, 16: Ο' νοµα

δ> τK βιβλ!^ Ε- λληνικ(ν θεραπευτικ� παθηµάτων @

Ευ$ αγγελικ8 α$ ληθε!α �ξ Ε- λληνικ8 φιλοσοφ!α �π!γνωσι.
Following a citation of Theodoret by the sixth-century catenist
Hypatius of Ephesus, we find out that Theodoret was aware of
Platonic texts not extant today and interpreted with a confidence,
which only an immediate knowledge of such texts could have
allowed.

401 Theodoret de Cyr, Thérapeutique des maladies helléniques, ed. and
French transl. by Pierre Canivet, 2 vols. Paris 1958. The author dates
the work to the early 420s. Cf. P. Canivet, Histoire d’une enterprise
apologétique au Ve siècle (Paris 1957), p. 162: ‘Mais précisément,
Théodoret a-t-il reçu une véritable formation littéraire et
philosophique? Nous avons bien dû reconnaître que, né à Antioche,
Théodoret avait sans doute parcouru des études classiques, mais les
documents manquent pour étayer cette hypothèse et le moment
est venu où l’on pourra peut-être savoir si Théodoret n’aurait été
qu’un ignorant des lettres profanes sans le truchement de deux
œuvres apologétiques, les Stromates de Clément d’Alexandrie et la
Préparation évangelique d’Eusèbe de Césarée.’

402 For instance, if one compares the rhetorician Demosthenes
mentioned by Clement, Eusebius, and Theodoret, it turns out
that Theodoret has independent knowledge of him. Cf. Eusebius,
PE, 10.2.6; 10.3.14; 10.3.15. He mentions (ibid. 10.3.17) the titles
of two orations by Demosthenes, showing awareness of their
content. Theodoret, Graecarum Affectionum Curatio, 1.21; 8.2.
Ibid. 8.25 and Epistulae 1–52, Epistle 12, he culls from
Demosthenes. Clement of Alexandria mentions Demosthenes
in order to quote from him in Stromateis, 6.2.20.2; 6.2.20.7;

6.2.22.5; 6.2.23.6; ibid. 7.16.101.4, Demosthenes is simply
mentioned by name.

403 Theodoret, Graecarum Affectionum Curatio, 2.94–96: Ε: δ� τ^

φ!λον κα� αυ$ τ�ν διαγν(ναι τ�ν ξύγκρισιν, ε;ρ9σει ταύτην �ν

το� Ευ$ σεβ!ου το� Παλαιστ!νου ξυγγράµµασιν, Ευ$ αγγελικ�ν

δ> προπαρασκευ�ν τ�νδε τ<ν π�νον �κε�νο zν�µασεν.
404 So claims N. Siniossoglou, Plato and Theodoret (Cambridge, 2008),

p. 7, n. 19.
405 Theodoret, Graecarum Affectionum Curatio, 2.96–97: Ε$ γi δ $

αυ$ τοὺ θε�ναι παραιτο�µαι τοὺ µύθου, hνα µ� µ� τι

α$ δολ�σχην CνοµάσG κα� φλ9ναφον· �ν!ων δ> κα� µάλα Cλ!γων

�ν τP µετὰ τ9νδε, ξὺν θεK φάναι, γραφησοµ�νG διαλ�ξει

µνησθ9σοµαι, hνα τ(ν µυθολογουµ�νων περ� τ(ν καλουµ�νων

θε(ν µ� µ�νον τ< α$ π!θανον, α$ λλὰ κα� τ< α$ ν�ητον κα� δυσαγ>

�πιδε!ξω.
406 Such references have long been known following philological

research by É. des Places, ‘Le Platon de Théodoret: les citations des
Lois et de l’Epinomis’, Revue des Études Greques, 68 (1955) 171–84.
Also, ‘Le Platon de Théodoret: les citations du Phédon, de la
République et du Timée’, in Studi in onore di A. Calderini e R.
Paribeni, (Milan, 1956), vol. I, pp. 325–336.

407 N. Siniossoglou, (n. 404 above).
408 Pierre Canivet, Histoire d’une enterprise apologétique au Ve siècle .

(Paris, 1957), p. 263: ‘Le gnosticisme de Clément est sans doute
moins radical qu’on a pensé naguère.’

409 Ibid. ‘Il n’est pas douteux que Théodoret a voulu se préserver de
tout qui pouvait évoquer le gnosticisme ou les tendances
alexandrines’.
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fanciful extrapolation: this is sheer surprise, since

Canivet was the editor of two of Theodoret’s works,

namely Graecarum Affectionum Curatio and Historia

Religiosa (Philotheus).410 For the true story is that

Theodoret held Clement in the highest regard, not only

on account of the Alexandrian’s learnedness, but also

by reason of his impeccable orthodoxy. Furthermore,

not only was Theodoret not indisposed to mention

Clement, but he actually did quote his name

unreservedly at other points, styling him ‘a holy man

who surpassed all others in erudition’.411 Furthermore,

he recounts Clement’s leading role in the battle against

various heresies,412 among which his polemic against

different Gnostic streams is highly praised.413

Whereas Didymus and Cyril appear above all as

theologians, the one to resemble Origen and share

his concern for the controversial relation between

Hellenism and Christianity was Theodoret. He explored

different editions in order to clarify delicate points

during his exegesis. He availed himself of Origen’s

edition of the Hexapla, which he cites at many points,

quoting from it and critically juxtaposing its text with all

the rest of the editions available, especially when

he comments on the Psalms.414 He also says that the

Septuagint was available to him through the edition of

Origen,415 which he repeats time and again.416 He

had studied the history of Josephus, who is mentioned

in no fewer than fifty places.417 He essays to square

discrepancies, or simply variance, between different

editions of the scriptural text, making mention of such

editors as Aquila (whose edition is cited in nearly

three hundred instances), Symmachus (quoted far

more heavily than Aquila), and Theodotion (appearing

in more than a hundred quotations).

On the other hand, Didymus never mentions

Josephus, even though Origen had done so lavishly.418

410 P. Canivet (ed.), Théodoret de Cyr. Thérapeutique des maladies
helléniques, Sources chrétiennes 57 (Paris, 1958). P. Canivet
and A. Leroy-Molinghen (eds.), Théodoret de Cyr. L’histoire
des moines de Syrie, 2 vols., Sources chrétiennes 234, 257,
(Paris, 1977–1979).

411 Theodoret, Haereticarum Fabularum Compendium, PG.83.353.6–8:
Κα� τούτου δ� µάρτυρα τ<ν Στρωµατ�α παρ�ξοµαι Κλ9µεντα,
Oερ<ν α' νδρα, κα� πολυπειρ!H αe παντα α$ πολιπ�ντα.

412 Theodoret, ibid. PG.83: 340.10–11; 372.22; 401.20–21 and 33–37
and 40–43.

413 Ibid. PG.83.349.44–46: Κα� Ι$ σ!δωρο δ�, W το� Βασιλ!δου υO�,
µετά τινο �πιθ9κη τ�ν το� πατρ< µυθολογ!αν �κράτυνε.
Καταγων!ζονται δ> τούτου, Α$ γρ!ππα, W κα� Κάστωρ �π!κλην,
κα� Ε:ρηνα�ο, κα� Κλ9µη W Στρωµατεύ, κα� Ω$ ριγ�νη, τ8

α$ ληθε!α ;περµαχο�ντε. Ibid. PG.83.369.32–33: Κατὰ δ>

Βαλεντ!νου, κα� τ(ν �ξ �κε!νου, κα� Ε:ρηνα�ο, κα� Κλ9µη,
κα� Ω$ ριγ�νη.

414 Theodoret, commIs, 14: Α$ λλ $  οuτε παρὰ τK Ε- βρα!^ τ< Ι$ σρα�λ

κε!µενον εVρον οuτε παρὰ το� α' λλοι �ρµηνευτα� οuτε παρὰ

το� Ε- βδοµ9κοντα �ν τK Ε- ξαπλK. Ibid. 19: Τ< Σιiν *νια τ(ν

α$ ντιγράφων ου$ κ *χει ου$ δ> τ< Ε- ξαπλο�ν ου$ δ> + Α$ κύλα κα�

Συµµάχου κα� Θεοδοτ!ωνο *κδοσι ου$ δ $  αυ$ τ� + Ε- βραϊκ�

γραφ9, α$ λλ $  Xµω +µε� � κε!µενον �ρµηνεύσοµεν. Ibid. 20:
οoτω δ> κα� παρὰ το� Ε- βδοµ9κοντα εVρον κε!µενον �ν τK

Ε- ξαπλK. Interpretatio in Psalmos (comm. on Psalm 23:1),
PG.80.1029.6–7: Ε$ ν �ν!οι α$ ντιγράφοι εVρον, ‘τ8 µια̃ τ(ν

Σαββάτων.’ Ε$ ν δ� γε τK Ε- ξαπλK το�το ου$  πρ�σκειται. Ibid.
(comm. on Psalm 26:1), PG.80.1048.44–45: ‘Ψαλµ< τK ∆αβ!δ,
πρ< το� χρισθ8ναι.’ Ταύτην �ν τK Ε- ξαπλK τ�ν �πιγραφ�ν ου$ χ

εVρον, α$ λλ $  �ν �ν!οι α$ ντιγράφοι. Ibid. (comm. on Psalm 28:1)
PG.80.1061.2–3: ‘Ψαλµ< τK ∆αβ!δ· �ξ�δου σκην8.’ Ου$ δ>

ταύτην εVρον �ν τK Ε- ξαπλK τ�ν �πιγραφ9ν, α$ λλ $  *ν τισιν

α$ ντιγράφοι. Ibid. (comm. on Psalm 64:1),, PG.80.1345.19–21:
Τα�τα οuτε τ< Ε- βραϊκ<ν *χει, οuτε οO α' λλοι �ρµηνευτα!, οuτε

οO Ε- βδοµ9κοντα �ν τK Ε- ξαπλK. Ibid. (comm. on Psalm 65:1),
PG.80.1361.7–11: ‘Ε: τ< τ�λο, �$ δ� ψαλµο� α$ ναστάσεω.’
Ου$ δ> ταύτην τ�ν προσθ9κην τ< Ε- βραϊκ<ν *χει, ου$ δ> οO α' λλοι

�ρµηνευτα!, ου$ δ> οO Ε- βδοµ9κοντα �ν τK Ε- ξαπλK· α$ λλὰ κα�

ταύτην τιν�, � *οικε, προστεθε!κασι. Ibid. (comm. on Psalm
69:5), PG.80.1417.1: Τ< Κύριο ου$  κε�ται �ν τK Ε- ξαπλK. Ibid.
(comm. on Psalm 71:17), PG.80.1440.1–4: Τ< ευ$ λογηµ�νον παρ $

ου$ δεν� κε�ται. οuτε �ν τK Ε- ξαπλK, οuτε παρ $  Ε- βρα!οι. Ibid.
(comm. on Psalm 73:3), PG.80.1456.34–37: Οuτε W Ε- βρα�ο, οuτε

οO λοιπο� �ρµηνευτα!, οuτε µ>ν οO Ε- βδοµ9κοντα �ν τK Ε- ξαπλK

πληθυντικ( �ν το� α- γ!οι τεθε!κασιν, α$ λλ $  �νικ(, �ν τK α- γ!^

σου. Ibid. (comm. on Psalm 75:1), PG.80.1472.36–39: Τ�ν το�

Α$ σσυρ!ου προσθ9κην ου$ χ εVρον �ν τK Ε- ξαπλK, α$ λλ $  �ν �ν!οι

α$ ντιγράφοι. Ibid. (comm. on Psalm 75:1), PG.80.1624.7–9 (citing
Eusebius): ‘Α_νο �δ8 τK ∆αβ!δ, α$ νεπ!γραφο παρ $  Ε- βρα!οι.’
Τ< Α$ νεπ!γραφο παρ $  Ε- βρα!οι ου$ κ *στιν �ν τK Ε- ξαπλK, οuτε

παρ $  Ευ$ σεβ!^. Ibid. (comm. on Psalm 118:59), PG.80.1840.42–46:
Ο-  Ε- βρα�ο δ> τὰ Wδού µου *χει· �σαύτω δ> κα� οO α' λλοι

+ρµ9νευσαν �ρµηνευτα!, κα� οO Ε- βδοµ9κοντα �ν τK Ε- ξαπλK.
Ibid. (comm. on Psalm 143:1), PG.80.1960.2–7: ΤK ∆αβ!δ. Ε$ ν

�ν!οι τ(ν α$ ντιγράφων τP �πιγραφP προσκε!µενον εVρον,
‘Πρ< τ<ν Γολιάθ.’ Οuτε δ> παρὰ τK Ε- βρα!^, οuτε παρὰ το�

α' λλοι �ρµηνευτα�, οuτε µ�ν παρὰ το� Ε- βδοµ9κοντα εVρον

�ν τK Ε- ξαπλK. Ibid. (comm. on Psalm 145:1), PG.80.1973.35–38:
Ε$ ν �ν!οι α$ ντιγράφοι πρ�σκειται Α$ γγα!ου κα� Ζαχαρ!ου.
Το�το δ> οuτε παρὰ τK Ε- βρα!^, οuτε παρὰ το� α' λλοι εVρον

�ρµηνευτα�, οuτε παρὰ το� Ε- βδοµ9κοντα εVρον �ν τK

Ε- ξαπλK.
415 Theodoret, commIs, 19: Τ< Σιiν *νια τ(ν α$ ντιγράφων ου$ κ *χει

ου$ δ> τ< Ε- ξαπλο�ν ου$ δ> + Α$ κύλα κα� Συµµάχου κα�

Θεοδοτ!ωνο *κδοσι ου$ δ $  αυ$ τ� + Ε- βραϊκ� γραφ9, α$ λλ $  Xµω

+µε� � κε!µενον �ρµηνεύσοµεν.
416 Theodoret, commIs, 14; 19; 20; Interpretatio in Psalmos, PG.80:

1029.7; 1048.44; 1061.3; 1345.21; et passim.
417 Theodoret, commIs, 2; 6; 18; Quaestiones in Octateuchum, pp. 118;

123; 146; 207; 243; 278; 279; De Quaestionibus Ambiguis in Libros
Regnorum et Paralipomenon, PG.80: 541.21; 544.35; 580.13; et
passim; intDan, PG.81: 1393.20; 1393.32; 1396.16, et passim;
intProphXII, PG.81.1933.13.

418 Origen, Cels, I.16; I.47; II.13; IV.11; frJer, 14; frLam, 105; 109; 115;
Commentariorum Series in Evangelium Matthaei (Mt. 22.34–27.63),
p. 42; commMatt, 10.17; frPs, 73, 5; selPs, PG.12.1529.47.
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He mentions Aquila only once,419 Theodotion three

times,420 and Symmachus five times.421

By the same token, Cyril of Alexandria, though

fairly often drawing on Josephus,422 avails himself

of Theodotion’s edition only once,423 and mentions

Aquila’s edition along with that of Symmachus a few

times,424 whereas he considers Symmachus alone more

frequently.425

One can see, therefore, that Theodoret as a scholar

stands closer to Origen than any of his Alexandrian

adherents. For we find Origen appealing to Aquila’s

rendering at more than a hundred points. Against Cyril

mentioning Theodotion only once and Didymus doing

so three times, Origen did so at thirty-five points in his

work,426 and Theodoret offers more than a hundred

quotations, as already mentioned. Likewise, Origen had

compared his scriptural text with that of Symmachus

at no less than a hundred and fifty points,427 which is

matched only by Theodoret’s extensive usage. There-

fore, it was Theodoret, neither Didymus nor Cyril of

Alexandria, who was the true heir of Origen’s textual

concerns. It is also Theodoret who owes clear debts to

Origen, with respect to fascinating expressions which

remained exclusive to a scholarly élite all the way

through the centuries. To cite an instance, the rare

expression ευ$ αγγελικ� τελει�τη (‘evangelical

perfection’) is one of those proving Cassian’s text to

be an original Greek one, not a Latin translation, and

distinctively suggests that Cassian was an Antiochene

author. This expression was introduced by Origen to

make the point that the realization of the Old Testament

prefiguration through historical occurrences in the

New Testament was in itself a kind of perfection.428 This

perfection was established through the Gospel, which

produced the ‘perfect’ ones, of which the writer of

Heb. 5:14 spoke. The expression was taken up

exclusively by the Antiochene school, notably by

Theodoret, Severus of Antioch,429 and Cassian the

Sabaite.430 No authors other than they seem to have

used the expression during the first Christian

millennium. It was only centuries later that this was

taken up by Eustratius,431 the philosopher and bishop

of Nicaea (1092–1120) and pupil of John Italus.

One more example: when one investigates the

expression δυνατ<ν �κλαβε�ν (‘it is possible to inter-

pret as’) in Scholion XI, it turns out that this was used

by only a handful of theologians (most of them did so

casually, and only once). It was only Didymus who used

the expression forty times, whereas John Philoponus

did so in the sixth century four times.432 Although this

means that this locution flourished in Alexandria, it

appears also in a catena composed in Palestine. In light

of our findings, it is not surprising that Cassian and

the Laura of Sabas contributed to such instances of

survival.433

Origen refers to different editions, indeed to different

editors who rendered the scriptural text, to a degree

of obsession regarding accuracy and scholarly scrutiny.

The procedure that is now known as construction of

a critical apparatus is studied with constant care. The

419 Didymus, In Genesin, Cod. p. 174.
420 Didymus, commZacch, 4.254; commJob, PG.39.1129.3; Fragmenta

in Proverbia, PG.39.1624.10.
421 Didymus, In Genesin, Cod. p. 174; frPs(al), frs. 106; 912; commJob,

PG.39.1149.5; Fragmenta in Proverbia, PG.39.1624.11.
422 Cyril of Alexandria commProphXII, v. 2, pp. 185; 446; 455; 496; In

Sanctum Joannem, v. 2, p. 32; In Isaiam, PG.70: 28.34; 153.19;
265.7; 276.21; 468.53; 761.4.

423 Cyril of Alexandria, commProphXII, v. 1, p. 476.
424 Cyril of Alexandria, commProphXII, v. 1,

pp. 476 (Α$ κύλα κα� Θεοδοτ!ων); p. 617 (Α$ κύλα, Σύµµαχο);
GlaphPent, PG.69.53.44–46 (Α$ κύλα, Σύµµαχο); expPs, PG.69:
809.42 (Α$ κύλα); 976.7 (Α$ κύλα, Σύµµαχο); 1021.13 (Α$ κύλα,
Σύµµαχο); 1044.31 (Α$ κύλα, Σύµµαχο); 1065.15 (Σύµµαχο,
Α$ κύλα); 1069.49 (Σύµµαχο, Α$ κύλα).

425 Cyril of Alexandria, expPs, PG.69: 800.18; 828.16; 973.25; 976.13;
1004.38 and 57; 1017.24; 1020.29; 1129.23; 1140.19; 1165.18;
1172.4; Fragmenta in Jeremiam, PG.70.1456.39.

426 Origen, commJohn, VI.41.212; frJer, 6; frLam, 3; 102; commEph, 24;
et passim.

427 Origen, commJohn, VI.41.212; homGen, pp. 23; 27; homLev, p. 403;
commMatt, 16.16; et passim.

428 Origen, homJer,12.13: � Χριστο� µ� �πιδεδηµηκ�το, το�

τελειο�ντο +µα̃ κα� διαβιβάζοντο α$ π< τ(ν νοµικ(ν

στοιχε!ων �π� τ�ν ευ$ αγγελικ�ν τελει�τητα. See also, p. 161,
n. 62.

429 Severus of Antioch in Catena in Acta, p. 349: τ8 �ν Πνεύµατι

λατρε!α κα� ευ$ αγγελικ8 τελει�τητο.
430 Cassian the Sabaite, OctoVit, p. 34v: διὰ τ< βαλε�ν α$ ρχ�ν χαύνην

κα� διεφθαρµ�νην α$ νατρ�πειν τοὺ α' λλου α$ π< τ8 ευ$ αγγελικ8

τελει‹�›τητο. De Panareto, p. 115v: µ9τε µ�ν τ�ν ευ$ αγγελικ�ν

τελει‹�›τητα δύνασθαι παραδεχθ8ναι πρ< τ8 το� ν�µου

παραφυλακ8.
431 Eustratius of Nicaea, Orationes, Oration 4, p. 100: :διάζων �στ� κα�

τ8 ευ$ αγγελικ8 λειπ�µενο τελει�τητο. op cit. p. 105 οoτω

κα$ ντα�θα τ8 ευ$ αγγελικ8 τελει�τητο �πιγενοµ�νη.
432 See Scholion XI.
433 See, M. Harl, La chaîne Palestinienne sur le Psaume 118 (Origène,

Eusèbe, Didyme, Apollinaire, Athanase, Théodoret), Sources
chrétiennes, 189 (Paris, 1972). The comment on Psalm 118:75 is
attributed to Origen by this editor, yet another one (E. Mühlenberg)
ascribed it to Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 1110.
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verb pointing to how others ‘rendered’ (�ξ�δωκαν) a

certain expression or word, is characteristic of this

unfailing concern.434

Only Origen, Eusebius, and Theodoret mention

different ‘interpreters’ and ‘editions’ (namely Aquila,

Symmachus, Theodotion, the Septuagint, and the Fifth

Edition), once they come to deal with a specific phrase.

Cassian followed suit, mentioning a certain rendering

of Genesis 3:1 by ‘the Hebrew’ editor.

There are recurring references to how the Old

Testament translators ‘rendered’ (one who �κδ�δωκεν,

or many ones, who �κδεδ)κασι)435 a certain point of

the scriptural text in this or that way. Similar references

are extremely scarce, and they appear in only a few

other theologians, among whom, however, accuracy

fades. Cyril of Alexandria refers to ‘other interpreters’

(οO qτεροι �κδεδ)κασιν �ρµηνευτα!)436 in general.

Epiphanius, writing as a theologian, not a historian,

does the same,437 as Olympiodorus, the deacon of

Alexandria, later did as well.438 As I show next, the

so-called ‘Fifth Edition’ of scripture is mentioned by

Origen, Eusebius, and Theodoret acting as qualified

editors. Beyond them, there is only casual reference to

this edition by Cyril of Alexandria, Procopius of Gaza,

and no one else.

References to specific translators (Aquila, Sym-

machus, Theodotion) are not frequent, but pursuing

them reveals a couple of later true scholars, Procopius

of Gaza (c. 464–528) and Olympiodorus the deacon of

Alexandria (sixth century). In the course of this book,

both will turn out to be associated with the vocabulary

of the Scholia.439

The ‘Fifth Edition’ of scripture
Origen, Eusebius, and Theodoret, are the authors

who mention the so-called ‘Fifth Edition’ of scripture.

Mention of this is also made by Cyril of Alexandria, and

Procopius of Gaza. Epiphanius of Salamis (following

Eusebius, as I will discuss in a moment) provides

us with a more detailed account of the succession of

the scriptural translators Aquila, Symmachus, and

Theodotion, who had composed their versions subse-

quent to the one by the Seventy. During the reign of

Caracalla, books of scripture were found in Jericho,

in large wine-jars, which had the name neither of the

translator nor the editor. Other Greek and Jewish books

434 Cf. �ξ�δωκαν then referring to all or some of the other interpreters,
normally by name, in Origen, frJer, 6; 14; frLam, 102; homLev,
p. 403; frPs, 112, 1–2; excPs, PG.17.140.27; Scholia In Canticum
Canticorum, PG.17.280.40; Eusebius, Commentaria in Psalmos,
PG.23: 97.33; 133.56; PG.24: 20.33; 21.22; Theodoret, Interpretatio
in Psalmos, PG.80.1197.38. Cf. �ξ �δωκαν ref. to a certain
interpreter: Origen, commJohn, XX.15.117; frJer, fr. 45; frLam,
35; 47; 49; 96; 101; frPs, 1, 3; 18, 3–4; 18, 13–14; 48, 2–3; 48, 6;
103, 10–11; 118, 65–66; 118, 118–119; 128, 2–8; 138, 11–12; 148, 2;
homJob, PG.12.1040.13; selPs, PG.12: 1444.38; 1497.53; 1513.21;
1649.40; selEz, PG.13.773.30; homJob, PG.17.65.24; Scholia in
Canticum Canticorum, PG.17.285.59. Eusebius, DE, 4.15.58;
4.16.35; 5.18.1; 7.1.34; 7.1.108; 8.1.25; 8.2.38; 9.4.2; 9.14.5;
10.1.16; 10.8.39; Commentarius in Isaiam, 1.11; 1.27; 1.31; 1.41;
1.42; 1.51; 1.62; 1.68; 1.73; 1.79; 1.84; 1.85; 2.1; 2.6; 2.19; 2.22;
2.28; 2.34; 2.40; Eclogae Prophetarum, pp. 75; 87; 112;
Commentaria in Psalmos, PG.23: 101.45; 164.53; 177.33; 181.40;
192.39; 193.28; 229.13; 241.46; 244.23; 249.33; 253.52; 265.36;
284.8; 297.38; 297.49; 301.26; 312.12; 321.45; 321.54; 325.24;
329.55; 336.1; 348.27; 348.51; 360.39; 365.25; 388.22; 485.14;
492.47; 557.19; 589.21; 589.28; 780.2; 896.9; 913.34; 933.35;
1032.10; 1048.20; 1048.41; 1056.12; 1056.17; 1056.47; 1057.38;
1061.4; 1061.40; 1065.24; 1085.8; ;1121.22; 1125.5; 1328.18;
1376.7. PG.24: 44.37; 65.18. Theodoret, commIs, 16; De
Quaestionibus Ambiguis in Libros Regnorum et Paralipomenon,
PG.80.553.28; Interpretatio in Psalmos, PG.80.1336.39.

435 Cf. reference to an interpreter who �κδ�δωκεν, or more ones who
�κδεδ)κασι a certain version of the scriptural text. Origen, Libri x
in Canticum Canticorum, (fragmenta), pp. 169; 191; comm1Cor, 38;
frPs, 77, 45; 118, 29; epAfr, PG.11.52.21; homJob, PG.12.1041.30;
selPs, PG.12.1069.46; 1073.9; 1073.20; 1112.25;.21; homJob,
PG.17.92.51; Scholia in Canticum Canticorum, PG.17: 260.21;
261.42; 272.18; 272.25. Eusebius, DE, 2.3.152; 5.4.16; 6.15.5; 

6.24.3; 7.1.67; 8.4.13; De Ecclesiastica Theologia, 3.2.22;
Onomasticon, pp. 30; 106; Epistula ad Caesarienses, 2;
Commentarius in Isaiam, 1.29; 1.44; 1.67; 1.85; 1.98; 2.13; 2.15;
2.18; 2.24; 2.25; 2.36; 2.38; 2.53; 2.56; 2.58; Eclogae Prophetarum,
pp. 75; 148; 162; Commentaria in Psalmos, PG.23: 180.57; 213.54;
272.14; 276.48; 416.42; 493.56; 576.13; 576.27; 660.12; 721.43;
877.2; 904.38; 905.2; 928.11; 944.35; 948.46; 984.52; 996.51;
1028.9; 1040.23; 1057.46; 1141.22; 1156.29; 1333.14; 1353.28;
PG.24.24.12. Theodoret, De Quaestionibus Ambiguis in Libros
Regnorum et Paralipomenon, PG.80: 577.41; 608.36; 780.9; intDan,
PG.81.1469.50.

436 Cyril of Alexandria, commProphXII, v. 1, p. 385; likewise, qτεροι

τ(ν �ρµηνευτ(ν, in ibid. v. 2, p. 104, and In Isaiam, PG.70.788.31.
437 Epiphanius of Salamis, Ancoratus, 97.2: οO δ> �ρµηνευτα�

�ξ�δωκαν οoτω. Cf. Pseudo-John Chrysostom, In Psalmum 118,
PG.55.691.25.

438 Olympiodorus, the deacon of Alexandria, commJob, p. 72: qτερο

τ(ν �ρµηνευτ(ν οoτω �κδ�δωκεν. p. 274: οO δ> qτεροι

�ρµηνευτα� οoτω �κδεδ)κασιν. commEccl, PG.93.617.26:
qτερο τ(ν �ρµηνευτ(ν �κδ�δωκε.

439 Reference to Aquila, Procopius of Gaza, In Isaiam Prophetam,
pp. 2012; 2040; 2049; 2105; 2136; 2164; 2200; 2212; 2497.
Olympiodorus, the deacon of Alexandria, commJob, pp. 10; 121;
129; 179; 225; 318; 349; commEccl, PG.93.593.48; Fragmenta in
Jeremiam, PG.93.645.2. Anonymi Dialogus cum Judaeis (e cod.
Vatoped. 236), 5; 6; 9; 10. Cyril of Alexandria is hardly present,
commProphXII, v. 1, pp. 476; 617. Reference to Symmachus,
Olympiodorus, the deacon of Alexandria, commJob, pp. 32;
68;122;126; 257; 267; 296; 315; 316; 319; 322; 324. Maximus
Confessor, In Ecclesiasten, 8. Anonymi Dialogus cum Judaeis,
1; 5; 10. Reference to Theodotion, Procopius of Gaza, In
Isaiam Prophetam, pp. 1896; 2105; 2212; 2213; 2424; 2520;
2608.
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were found in the same place, too. These were called

the ‘Fifth Edition’, which is mentioned by the foregoing

theologians. Epiphanius tells us that when Origen made

this discovery,440 he included the books in his Hexapla,

which thus became Octapla (eight different versions).

Since Origen did not know who the translators of these

newly discovered books were, he designated them as

the Fifth and Sixth Editions. Epiphanius says that he

cannot tell who the translators of these editions are;

he can only be sure of the period during which these

texts were discovered.441

What this edition is about we first learn from

Eusebius, who, however, is not as clear as Epiphanius.

Origen is attested by Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodo-

tion to have been the one who unearthed the versions.

Eusebius refers also to a ‘Seventh’ Edition,442 whereas

Epiphanius is aware of, and quotes from, only the Fifth

and Sixth Editions.443 Eusebius adds that it was Origen

who had annotated these editions of the unknown

translators, and ahead of one of them he had noted that

this ‘was found in Jericho, within a jar, during the times

of Antoninus, the son of Severus’, whereas the other

was found in Actium opposite Nicopolis.444 However,

Eusebius is not clear as to the precise place where either

the Fifth or the Sixth edition was found: he only says

that ‘one of them was discovered at Actium opposite

Nicopolis and the other at another such place’ (�ν

�τ�ρ^ τοιKδε τ�π^). This information is provided by

Epiphanius, who relates the sixth version to have been

discovered at Actium Nicopolis. This report is echoed by

Photius: in addition to the four editions (LXX, Aquila,

Symmachus, Theodotion), there is a ‘Fifth translation’

(π�µπτη �ρµηνε!α) by an unknown translator which

was discovered during the reign of Caracalla at Jericho

in a jar. A ‘Sixth’ one, also by an unknown translator,

was discovered during the reign of Alexander, son of

Mamaea, also hidden in jars, at Actium opposite

Nicopolis.445

As a matter of fact, it is Origen himself who specified

the whereabouts of his two additional versions. The

Fifth edition was found at Nicopolis, the sixth one at

Jericho. G. Mercati discovered that the information,

which Eusebius provides about a prologue that he had

found in a catena on the Psalms, was actually the one

provided by Origen himself.446 It is remarkable that this

passage was known to the Migne-editor of Theodoret’s

work, J. L. Schulze, who reproduced them,447 yet the

credit has been granted to Mercati, who pointed out the

Origenian provenance of this prologue. It is remarkable,

however, that we once again find Origen and Theodoret

being considered side by side.

The specific point concerning Nicopolis is a

remarkable piece of information. Actia Nicopolis at

Actium was an ancient city of Western Greece (southern

Epirus), founded in 31 BC by Octavian (Augustus), in

memory of his victory over Mark Antony and Cleopatra

at Actium. The city became a prosperous one and was

the capital of southern Epirus and Acarnania, with

30,000 citizens. Octavian instituted the Actian Games

in honour of Apollo Actius. The stadium of Nicopolis is

extant today and archaeological excavations are still

in progress. The question, however, is this: what was

Origen doing in a city such as Nicopolis, during the

times of Alexander, son of Mamaea (222–235)? What

440 Meantime, during the reign of Alexander, son of Mamaea (222–235)
the so-called ‘Sixth Edition’ was discovered in Actia Nicopolis, ‘also
concealed within jars’. Epiphanius of Salamis, De Mensuris et
Ponderibus, lines 483f. Cf. Eusebius, HE, 6.16.2, copied by
Nicephorus Callistus Xanthopulus, HE, 5.11.

441 Epiphanius of Salamis, De Mensuris et Ponderibus, lines 483f.
Epiphanius mentions these editions also in his Panarion, v. 2,
p. 408, adding that Origen composed the Hexapla at the urging
and support of Ambrose, in Tyre in Phoenicia, where he lived and
worked for twenty-eight years.

442 This entire section of Eusebius was later recorded in the Suda,
lexicon, Alphabetic letter omega, entry 182; George Cedrenus
(eleventh–twelfth cent.), Compendium Historiarum, v. 1, p. 445;
Nicephorus Callistus, HE, 5.11. Unlike Epiphanius, Eusebius writes
that the Sixth and Seventh Edition were used by Origen expanding
the text of the Psalms. Epiphanius speaks of ‘the Sixth Edition’ of
scripture in general.

443 Epiphanius of Salamis, Panarion, v. 2, p. 408; v. 3, p. 6.
444 Eusebius, HE, 6.16.1–4.
445 Photius, Epistulae et Amphilochia, Epsitle 154. He testifies to one

more translation from the Hebrew, composed by ‘saint Lucian, the
great ascetic and martyr’; he engaged in a brave editing of the text,
so as to produce an ‘orthodox’ one. This edition was discovered at
Nicomedia, ‘after his martyrdom during the reigns of Maximian and
Diocletian, in a manuscript written by Lucian himself’. The text was
discovered ‘during the reign of Constantine by certain Jews within
the wall of a small tower, into which this had been build and covered
with plaster for security’. The person behind this hagiographic
account is no other than Lucian of Samosata himself. The
biographical information, and even more, is expounded in the Suda,
under the lemma ‘Lucian’. Suda, lexicon, Alphabetic letter lambda,
entry 685. To explore whether there is any shred of reality behind
this hagiography is beyond my scope.

446 G. Mercati, Note di letteratura biblica e cristiana antica (Studi e testi,
5), Rome, 1901, p. 29: ε ´  *κδοσι, Aν εVρον �ν Νικοπ�λει τP πρ<

Α$ κτ!ου· τὰ δ> παρακε!µενα αυ$ τP �στιν Xσα �ναλλάσσει παρ $

αυ$ τ9ν. Then,  ´  *κδοσι ε;ρεθε�σα µετὰ κα� α' λλων βιβλ!ων

�βραϊκ(ν κα� �λληνικ(ν *ν τινι π!θ^ περ� τ�ν Ι$ εριχi �ν

χρ�νοι τ8 βασιλε!α Α$ ντων!νου το� υOο� Σεβ9ρου.
447 Cf. PG.80.30 f.
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were the circumstances surrounding the discovery of

books ‘concealed within a jar’, as indeed had happened

with the ones found in Jericho also in jars? A plausible

hypothesis is that Origen was on his way to, or from,

Rome, the city of Hippolytus. In any case, this informa-

tion about the discovery of the ‘Fifth Edition’ is repro-

duced in the seventh-century text Doctrina Patrum.

It is worth following another document, which I

believe comes from Cassian himself.

There is a testimony about a ‘Seventh Edition’ of

scripture produced by Lucian, in a work spuriously

ascribed to Athanasius (others ascribed this to

Chrysostom).448 No one believes today that this work

was written by either of them, and there are some who

would like to ascribe it to Theodoret. This text is a

catalogue of seven different editions of scripture: the

first is the LXX; second, Aquila; third, Symmachus;

fourth, Theodotion; fifth, the one found during the

times of Antoninus Caracalla in Jericho; sixth, the one

found at Actium opposite Nicopolis. Of the Sixth edi-

tion, however, the author says that this was not found

by Origen himself, but by one of his friends (;π� τινο

τ(ν Ω$ ριγ�νου γνωρ!µων). The ‘Seventh and last one’

is the edition ‘by Lucian, the great ascetic and martyr’

who ‘died during the reign of Diocletian and Maximian,

the tyrants’449 and who had embarked on a courageous

editing of the text, either adding or deleting phrases

properly. This edition was unearthed ‘by Jews, at

Nicomedia, during the reign of Constantine, in the wall

of a small tower, which had been built and covered with

plaster for security’.450 This is in fact the testimony

taken up by Photius. We are going to encounter this

text entitled Synopsis Scripturae, which was possibly

written by Cassian himself. For instance, Cassian used

the extremely rare adverb α$ παραφυλάκτω, which is

used by only a handful of authors, as well as by the

author of the Synopsis Scripturae (this time the same

text is ascribed to Chrysostom).451 By the same token,

the expression πανάρετο σοφ!α used by Cassian452

appears in the Synopsis Scripturae ascribed to both

Athanasius and Chrysostom.453 Besides, Cassian is

aware of different editions of scripture, and refers to an

alternative rendering of Gen. 3:1 at one point.454 I

am not surprised that scholars ascribe this text to

Theodoret: I myself was almost ready to attribute the

Scholia in Apocalypsin to him until I discovered

Cassian, the eclipsed author. For both are the offspring

of the Antiochene mindset and it would be easy to

mistake one for the other. The point is, nevertheless,

that this text treats Lucian with respect, which is not

surprising since analysis of Cassian’s writings shows

him to be aware of his writings and drawing on him.455

As already noted, Lucian was so confident of his

philological aptitude as to emend the scriptural text

in order to make it more elegant. In what are known

as ‘the Lucian manuscripts’, the solecisms of the

scriptural koine were consistently replaced by lucid

Attic structures. We are going to come upon Cassian

using terms and forms of Greek which reveal a highly

erudite person, as I remark at several points. I am there-

fore satisfied that when Andreas of Caesarea rebukes

those who opt for ‘Attic syntax’ at the expense of the

‘scriptural colloquial expressions’456 he has in mind

Lucian, and, by the same token, Cassian himself. The

latter’s text makes it all too clear that he regularly drew

on Lucian and, as I argue at some points,457 there is good

reason to believe that Andreas was aware of Cassian’s

texts including the Scholia in Apocalypsin. As a matter

of fact, when Andreas makes the scornful reference not

only to ‘Attic syntax’, but also to ‘dialectical syllogisms’,

he actually has in mind the Aristotelian tendency of

such theologians of the Antiochene climate as Cassian

448 Pseudo-Athanasius, Synopsis Scripturae, PG.28.435.22–436.33.
449 Reference to the Diocletianic persecution of 303–311.
450 Photius (n. 445 above).
451 Pseudo-John Chrysostom, Synopsis Scripturae, PG.56.375.51
452 Synopsis Scripturae, PG.56.375.51. Cf. NDGF, Cassian the Sabaite,

De Panareto, p. 101r.
453 PG.28.376.48 and PG.56.370.14 and 30.
454 NDGF, Cassian the Sabaite, De Panareto, p. 106r.
455 Despite the ‘Diocletian’ anachronism, I do not subscribe to the

hypothesis of two Lucians. Cassian is at numerous points drawing
on non-religious works by Lucian. It could hardly be expected to
find a monk such as Cassian, on the one hand praising Lucian for his
edition of scripture and on the other drawing on ‘another’ Lucian
who had written caustic satiric works. 

The sole plausible case for Cassian doing so is that all writings by
‘Lucian’ had actually been written by the same person, who was a
Christian only for a while.

456 Andreas of Caesarea, Commentarius in Apocalypsin, Logos
24.72.22.18–19: διαµαρτύρεται +µ�ν το� α$ κούουσι, µ9τε

προσθε�να! τι µ9τε α$ φελε�ν, α$ λλὰ τὰ γραφικὰ :δι)µατα τ(ν

Α$ ττικ(ν συντάξεων κα� τ(ν διαλεκτικ(ν συλλογισµ(ν

+γε�σθαι α$ ξιοπιστ�τερα κα� σεµν�τερα.
457 In a future work I hope to show the relation between Cassian’s

Scholia in Apocalypsin and the commentaries on the same scriptural
work by Oecumenius, Andreas of Caesarea and Arethas of Patras.
What I can say now is that I definitely believe that Andreas was
aware of Cassian’s compilation on the Apocalypse.
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himself. After all, the authors that had produced

commentaries on the same work (that is, the book of

Revelation) along with Andreas were less than a

handful, and of these the concept of ‘dialectical syl-

logisms’ applies only to Didymus and Cassian. But

the condemnation of those who ‘either add or detract’

phrases from the sacred book can point to no other than

to the second-century Lucian of Samosata.

What we see, therefore, is not simply Origen’s

scrutiny and proverbial laboriousness.458 We also see

who were his posthumous acolytes in his textual con-

cerns, and these were Eusebius459 and Theodoret.460

They were both historians, scholars, theologians,

bishops. Quite interestingly, neither of them was

Alexandrian.461 It is also noteworthy that the ‘Fifth

Edition’ is mentioned in only one catena, which is a

Palestinian one. This means that it had circulated in

the region of Eusebius and of Procopius of Gaza, who

is the sole author to have made a similar reference in

the following century.462

There is therefore a strong affiliation between

Origen, Eusebius, and Theodoret: all three of them were

true scholars, not simply theologians, until Procopius

of Gaza, Cassian the Sabaite, and Olympiodorus the

deacon of Alexandria came along later, acting in the

same erudite and scrupulous spirit.

Theodoret and his arsenal
The erudition of Theodoret is hard to overstress. The

sixth-century catenist Hypatius Metropolitan of

Ephesus makes reference to Theodoret’s exegesis, and

points out that ‘the verb �κονδύλιζον was actually used

in the Septuagint’. He then mentions Theodoret, ‘who

understood this verb in the sense of beating’ someone

(�π� το� τύπτειν �νν�ησεν) and rendered α:κιζ�µενοι

τοὺ πενεστ�ρου accordingly.463 This is precisely the

phrase Theodoret had used in his interpretation of

the twelve minor prophets.464 The specific passage

of prophet Amos received some limited comment by a

few exegetes.465 Of these, it is only Theodoret who used

the form α:κιζ�µενοι, the present participle of the verb

α:κ!ζεσθαι.

This would probably be of no importance, since

others, such as Theodore of Mopsuestia, had made use

of similar expressions.466 It is however indicative of

Theodoret’s erudition. As the second-century gram-

marian Julius Naucratites (or Julius Pollux, or Julius

Polydeuces) had recorded in his lexicon,467 the verb

α:κ!ζεσθαι in the sense of ‘beating someone’ had been

used by Plato himself.468 The association of the two

senses (that is, κονδυλ!ζειν and α:κιζ�µενοι)

remained therefore a feature exclusive to Theodoret

which the later catenist Hypatius recorded. As a matter

of fact, in no extant Platonic work does the verb

κονδυλ!ζειν appear to be used at all, neither do we

come across Platonic expressions using the verb

α:κ!ζεσθαι in any form.469 This means that Theodoret

knew more of than we do (that is, he was aware of

Platonic texts not extant today), since he was not the

kind of scholar to rest content only with a lexicon

reference by a grammarian such as Julius, no matter

how good he was. Likewise, when Theodoret (in his

Prologue to Philotheus) portrays the soul as an acropolis

or citadel, he actually echoes Plato’s Timaeus referring

458 Cf. reference to the π�µπτην *κδοσιν. Origen, selPs, PG.12:
1069.47; 1072.17 and 23; 1473.32; 1660.10; Scholia in Canticum
Canticorum, PG.17: 272.25; 280.39; 285.58; commMatt, 16.16.

459 Cf. ref. to the π�µπτην *κδοσιν. Eusebius, Commentaria in
Psalmos, PG.23: 192.38; 225.3; 229.15; 249.31; 289.54; 308.15;
308.55; 324.34; 349.15; 416.51; 453.9; 492.42; 493.55; 540.40;
553.51; 557.56; 576.30; 592.35; 637.11; 661.38; 685.49; 689.18 and
29; 712.31; 821.18; 861.56; 893.14; 917.44; 977.12; 1012.31;
1016.40; 1052.32; 1057.56; 1072.29; 1092.16; 1092.39; 1141.21;
1149.47; 1332.21; 1333.2; 1341.53; PG.24: 24.11: 65.18.

460 Cf. reference to the π�µπτην *κδοσιν: Theodoret, Interpretatio in
Psalmos, PG.80.1469.22; Explanatio in Canticum Canticorum,
PG.81: 157.51; 181.35.

461 Of the remaining occurrences, only that of Procopius of Gaza is
noteworthy. Cf. Cyril of Alexandria, expPs, PG.69.1069.50. Pseudo-
John Chrysostom, In Psalmos 101–107, PG.55.674.32. Procopius of
Gaza, In Canticum Canticorum, pp. 1589; 1728.

462 Catena Palestinae (post fifth cent.). It quotes from ‘the Fifth Edition’

in biblical verse 85, section b; biblical verse 119, section b. It quotes
from the ‘Fifth and Sixth Edition’ in biblical verse 28, section b.

463 Hypatius, Fragmenta in Prophetas Minores, prophet 3, p. 137. Cf.
Amos, 2:7.

464 Theodoret, intProphXII, PG.81.1673.32.
465 Theodore of Mopsuestia, commProphXII, Prophet Amos, 2.7b. Cyril

of Alexandria, commProphXII, v. 1, pp. 403; 461; 466; 609;
Commentarius in Isaiam Prophetam, PG.70.1421.20–21. Procopius
of Gaza, In Isaiam Prophetam, p. 2693. Antiochus of Palestine (a
monk of the seventh cent.), Pandecta Scripturae Sacrae, Homily 37.
He is also known as Antiochus of Ancyra.

466 Theodore of Mopsuestia, Commentarius in XII Prophetas Minores,
Prophet Amos, 2.7b: προσ�πληττον α$ δε(.

467 E. Bethe, Pollucis Onomasticon, 2 vols. Lexicographi Graeci 9.1–9.2
(Leipzig, 1900–1931 (repr. 1967)).

468 Ibid. 8.76.
469 There is only one instance in a spurious text. Cf. Plato, Spuria,

372a2: κα� πα̃σαν α:κ!αν α:κιζ�µενοι α$ ϊδ!οι τιµωρ!αι

τρύχονται.
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to the ‘citadel of reason’.470 Nevertheless, it is not

within my scope to resolve conclusively an issue

tantalizing modern scholarship, namely, whether, in

general, Theodoret had a first-hand knowledge of Greek

texts, or not. Theodoret is of interest to me in this work

only in so far as his patrimony bears on Cassian.

It is a customary to draw a distinction between the

two so-called ‘schools’: Alexandria laid a lot of stress

on allegorical interpretation, Antioch used typology in

scriptural exegesis. Alexandria is supposed to have paid

little or no attention to real historical events, Antioch is

said to have pursued a historical and grammatical

interpretation of the sacred text. I have discussed the

issue in relation to Origen and have shown that those

clichés have nothing to do with him. No other author

engaged so devotedly in the grammatical exploration

and analysis of the sacred text; nor did any other author

pursue different sorts of evidence (including visits to

archaeological sites related to scriptural instances) more

than Origen did in order to inquire into the scriptural

narration in real historical terms.471 On the other

hand, the Antiochene Theodoret indulges in allegory,

as already discussed. Besides, the man who spoke of

allegory in not very flattering terms was not an

Antiochene: it was Basil of Caesarea, an admirer of

Origen. He refers to the ‘laws of allegory’, which he did

not ‘invent himself’, but came across ‘in works by

others’; he adds that he is not prepared to read state-

ments about ‘fishes and hay’ and to understand any-

thing other than fish and hay; one should understand

something ‘as it is written: for otherwise it looks as if

one is seeking to make oneself wiser than the words

uttered by the Spirit’.472 Basil had in mind Didymus,

who spoke of ‘the laws of allegory’ (ν�µου α$ λληγο-

ρ!α), rather than Origen himself.473 But so did

Theodoret, who had used the same expression along

with Procopius of Gaza and Eusebius.474 However, when

Basil says that when he reads ‘fish’ he is only prepared

to understand fish and nothing (allegorical) beyond

this, he contradicts himself. For it is Basil who allows for

scripture to speak allegorically ‘as usual’ applying the

verb ‘belch’ (�ρεύγοµαι);475 it is also Basil who regards

‘tropology and allegory’ acceptable when ‘theologians’

speak of the ‘essence of God’, and shuns all those who

read such accounts literally as indulging in ‘Jewish tales

befitting silly elderly women’.476 It is also Basil who

allows for allegory when Christ is said to be ‘the creative

hand’ of God.477

The text of Revelation is at all events a singular case:

in the main it relates a vision, not a set of real historical

occurrences amidst Israel, the people of God. Since

typology establishes a certain correspondence between

facts occurring at different moments of history, it would

be rather difficult to use typology while reading about

a vision. It is more an axiom than an argued thesis that

Theodoret was against the use of allegory, on account of

his Antiochene traits. And yet, strange though it may

seem, Theodoret did accept Didymus’ method, in which

allegory held sway. Theodoret did not reject this method

out of hand, as we have seen. He only disallowed abuse

of the method. Setting out to account for the Psalms,

he states that he has read various commentaries, yet he

470 Plato, Timaeus, 70a: �κ τ8 α$ κροπ�λεω τK �πιτάγµατι κα� λ�γ^.
471 See above and PHE, p. 373.
472 Basil of Caesarea, Homiliae in Hexaemeron, Homily 9.1: Ο_δα

ν�µου α$ λληγορ!α, ε: κα� µ� παρ $  �µαυτο� �ξευρ)ν, α$ λλὰ

το� παρ $  �τ�ρων πεπονηµ�νοι περιτυχ)ν. Αn  οO µ�

καταδεχ�µενοι τὰ κοινὰ τ(ν γεγραµµ�νων �ννο!α, τ<

oδωρ ου$ χ oδωρ λ�γουσιν, α$ λλά τινα α' λλην φύσιν . . . Ε$ γi

δ> χ�ρτον α$ κούσα, χ�ρτον νο(, κα� φυτ�ν, κα� :χθύν, κα�

θηρ!ον, κα� κτ8νο, πάντα � εFρηται οoτω �κδ�χοµαι. Κα�

γὰρ ου$ κ �παισχύνοµαι τ< ευ$ αγγ�λιον . . . Οe  µοι δοκο�σι

µ� συνειδ�τε τιν�, παραγωγα� τισι κα� τροπολογ!αι

σεµν�τητά τινα �κ τ8 ο:κε!α αυ$ τ(ν διανο!α �πεχε!ρησαν

το� γεγραµµ�νοι �πιφηµ!σαι. Α$ λλὰ το�τ� �στιν �αυτ<ν

σοφ)τερον ποιο�ντο τ(ν λογ!ων το� Πνεύµατο, κα� �ν

προσποι9σει �ξηγ9σεω τὰ �αυτο� παρεισάγοντο. Νοε!σθω

το!νυν � γ�γραπται.
473 Cf. Didymus, commJob (1–4), Cod. p. 56; In Genesin, Cod. pp. 8B;

21; 44; 45; 235; commZacch, 2.15.
474 Theodoret, Explanatio In Canticum Canticorum, PG.81.40.6–7 (for

‘salt’): Κα� το�το δ> κατὰ τοὺ τ8 α$ λληγορ!α ν�µου 

νο9σοµεν. Interpretatio in Ezechielem, PG.81.1124.15–16 (for
‘wood’ in ‘paradise’): κατὰ τοὺ τ8 α$ λληγορ!α ν�µου.
Likewise, Procopius of Gaza, In Isaiam Prophetam, pp. 2205; 2116.
Eusebius, Demonstratio Evengelica, 2.3.89; 4.15.54; In Isaiam
Prophetam, 2.50; et passim.

475 Basil of Caesarea, Homiliae in Psalmos, PG.29.393.24–25: κατὰ τ�ν

τ8 Γραφ8 συν9θη τροπολογ!αν. Reference to Psalm 44:2 using
the verb �ξηρεύξατο (‘has belched’), which according to Basil is a
‘usual tropology’ in scripture, which he allows for.

476 Basil of Caesarea, Adversus Eunomium, PG.29.544.33–38: Ε$ πε! γε

Xσα παρὰ το� θεολ�γοι περ� ου$ σ!α Θεο� α$ ναγεγράφθαι

δοκε� τροπολογ!αι τισ�ν @ κα� α$ λληγορ!αι, πρ< �τ�ρα

�ννο!α οO λ�γοι φ�ρουσιν. Ωe στε εF τι α$ βασαν!στω κατὰ τ�ν

πρ�χειρον �κδοχ�ν ψιλK παρ!στασθαι φιλονεικο!η τK

γράµµατι, πρ< Ι$ ουδαϊκοὺ κα� γρα)δει µύθου �κτραπε!,
πτωχ< παντελ( τ(ν α$ ξ!ων περ� Θεο� νοηµάτων

καταγηράσει.
477 Adversus Eunomium, PG.29.713.37–39: Χριστ< δ> Θεο� δύναµι,

κα� Θεο� σοφ!α, Dτι �στ� χε�ρ δηµιουργικ� κατὰ τ<ν τ8

τροπολογ!α λ�γον.
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dismisses ‘greed for allegory’ (τοὺ ε: α$ λληγορ!αν

µετὰ πολλ8 χωρ9σαντα α$ πληστ!α)478 as much as

he bans that sort of arid literalism which treats the

Psalms as nothing more than historical events relating

to the Jews. He was a moderate man, not only in

relation to ecclesiastical affairs (conciliatory as he was

on the eve of the Council of Ephesus), but also in using

this or that method of biblical exegesis. In the main,

however, he held that ‘a testimony supplied by facts can

yield the truth’.479

Theodoret associated allegory with what he saw

as the Greek method aiming to conceal ‘shameful

depravity’480 concealed under sublime formulations. He

had in mind of course the Stoic allegorical method being

used upon Homer, which was pursued by Porphyry and

some other intellectuals throughout Late Antiquity. To

him, this method was a cunning ‘monstrous invention

of philosophers’ aimed at embellishing downright

baseness. He was responding to Porphyry, on behalf of

Plato, as it were, at a time when Plato’s strong condem-

nation of Homer had been taken up by Christians. Cer-

tainly, the contest was no longer about Homer: what

Theodoret actually had in mind was a host of authors

and works that should be assessed, so that the differ-

ence between the lies (το� ψεύδου) of the Greeks and

the noble divine lessons of scripture (α$ ξι�ραστα κα�

α$ ξιάγαστα τὰ θε�α µαθ9µατα) should come to light (τP

α$ ποστολικP κα� προφητικP διδασκαλ!H παρατιθε�

κα� �κ παραλλ9λου θε)µενο τ< διάφορον).481

Theodoret had nothing against allegory in principle,

which he entertained whenever necessary, as we saw in

his comments on the Song of Songs. He simply believed

that Christianity could cope with its own (Biblical)

history considered in pragmatic terms, better than the

Greeks did with their Homeric and other stories.482

Besides, he was alert to preserving the reality of

historical events,483 which is why he urges that Paul’s

statement in Gal. 4:24, where the term ‘allegory’ is

explicitly used (α$ λληγορούµενα), suggests a typo-

logical, not allegorical, understanding of history. This is

a thesis staunchly advanced by John Chrysostom,484

who implicitly sought to ‘correct’ this expression of

Paul’s. Chrysostom had a distaste for allegory any-

way.485 On the other hand, Theodoret was prepared to

allow allegorical exegesis in general, as well as specific

allegorical reading of certain passages. For example, he

concedes the allegory about the ‘dragon’ of Isaiah, 27:1:

‘If certain people believe that this “dragon” should be

understood allegorically, we shall not dismiss this

meaning’.486

Theodoret was prepared to entertain allegory not as

a concession, but as a choice of his own.487 In doing so,

478 Theodoret, Interpretatio in Psalmos, PG.80.860.37–43: ∆ιαφ�ροι

γὰρ �ντυχiν ;ποµν9µασι, κα� τοὺ µ>ν ε: α$ λληγορ!αν µετὰ

πολλ8 χωρ9σαντα α$ πληστ!α ε;ρ)ν, τοὺ δ� τισιν Oστορ!αι

τ�ν προφητε!αν α- ρµ�σαντα, � Ι$ ουδα!οι µα̃λλον τ�ν

�ρµηνε!αν συνηγορε�ν, @ το� τροφ!µοι τ8 π!στεω·

πανούργου νεν�µικα κα� τούτων κα$ κε!νων τ�ν α$ µετρ!αν φυγε�ν.
479 Ibid. PG.80.860.50–861.3: Ι- καν� γὰρ κα� τ(ν πραγµάτων +

µαρτυρ!α ποδηγ8σαι πρ< τ�ν α$ λ9θειαν τ8 �ρµηνε!α τοὺ

ταύτην �φιεµ�νου ε;ρε�ν.
480 Theodoret, Graecarum Affectionum Curatio, 4.4: κα� τ< τ8

ποιητικ8 µυθολογ!α α$ πογυµν)σαντε α_σχο κα� τ�ν

τερατ)δη τ(ν φιλοσ�φων α$ λληγορ!αν �λ�γξαντε. Cf. ibid.
3.43; 3.46; 3.54; 79.

481 Theodoret, Graecarum Affectionum Curatio, 2.94–96.
482 There are points where Theodoret rejects exegeses proposed by ‘the

allegorists’ (οO α$ λληγορητα!). This, for instance, he does with the
‘skin tunics’ of Gen. 3:21 allegorized as betokening corporeality.
Theodoret, Quaestiones in Octateuchum, p. 40. I have studied the
point and shown that whereas Origen had dismissed this Platonic
notion, it was actually Gregory of Nazianzus who had advanced it.
See RCR, pp. 290–299.

483 Theodoret, Quaestiones in Octateuchum, p. 268: ου$  τ�ν Oστορ!αν

�κβάλλων, α$ λλὰ τP α$ ληθε!H παραβάλλων τ<ν τύπον. Likewise,
intPaulXIV, PG.82.489.44–50: Ου$  γὰρ τ�ν Oστορ!αν α$ νε�λεν, α$ λλὰ

τὰ �ν τP Oστορ!H προτυπωθ�ντα διδάσκει . . . ∆ε!κνυσι δ> κα�

τ�ν προφητε!αν συµφωνο�σαν τK τύπ^.

484 Cf. John Chrysostom, De Paenitentia, PG.49.320.55f (µάνθανε κα�

διὰ τ(ν τύπων). In illud: Habentes Eundem Spiritum (homiliae
1–3), PG.51.285.40–41: Τ! δ� �στιν, Α$ λληγορούµενα; Τύποι τ(ν

�ν τP χάριτι γενοµ�νων cσαν τὰ �ν τP Παλαιd ∆ιαθ9κG

γιν�µενα. In Epistulam ad Galatas Commentarius,
PG.61.662.19–21: Αe τινά �στιν α$ λληγορούµενα.
Καταχρηστικ( τ<ν τύπον α$ λληγορ!αν �κάλεσεν.

485 Commenting on Prov. 25:27 (‘it is not good to eat too much of
honey’) along with Eccl. 7:16, Chrysostom takes ‘honey’ to indicate
‘allegory’, which may lead not only to intellectual arrogance, but
also to improper speculation. John Chrysostom, Fragmenta in
Proverbia, (in catenis), PG.64.733.25–28: 
Εσθ�ειν µ�λι πολύ, ου


καλ)ν. (Prov. 25:27) Κα� α$ νωτ�ρω µ�λι, + α$ λληγορ!α εFρηται.
Πολὺ οjν ε_ναι περ� τούτων =ντων θεωρ!αν α$ σύµφορον. Μ�

σοφ!ζου γὰρ πολλά, µ9ποτε �κπλαγP· (Eccl. 7:16) α$ λλαχο�.
Η-  γν(σι φυσιο�.

486 Theodoret, Interpretatio in Psalmos, PG.80.1704.35: Ε: δ� τισι

δοκε� κα� α$ λληγορ8σαι τ<ν δράκοντα . . . ου$ δ> +µε�

παραιτησ�µεθα τ�ν τοιαύτην διάνοιαν.
487 Cf. Theodoret introducing allegory, Explanatio in Canticum

Canticorum (comm. on Ezek. 16:4), PG.81.40.6–7: Κα� το�το δ>

κατὰ τοὺ τ8 α$ λληγορ!α ν�µου νο9σοµεν. Interpretatio in
Ezechielem (comm. on Ezek. 23:18), PG.81.1040.23–24: πάλιν γὰρ

κατὰ τ< τ8 α$ λληγορ!α ε_δο τ�ν ψυχ�ν τ�θεικεν.
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he identified ‘allegory’ and ‘tropology’.488 This is in turn

also suggested by the term anagoge (α$ ναγωγ9), which

(like allegory) denotes an exegesis beyond historical

events.489 Likewise, in the Scholia the terms ‘allegory’

and ‘tropology’ do not occur, whereas α$ ναγωγ9 and

its cognates make a distinctive mark, which is in fact

one more indication of their Antiochene tendency. For

all his hostility to the term ‘allegory’, John Chrysostom

did use the notion of α$ ναγωγ9, and the expression

κατὰ α$ ναγωγ9ν is a frequent theme, though mainly in

his exegeses on the Psalms.490

The common ground for Theodoret and the Scholia

is to be found in the use of the epithet νοητ� and its

cognates, which are abundantly present in both.491

Besides, common to Theodoret and the Scholia is

reference to shunning arid approaches, which consider

only the bare literal sense: this is suggested by the

expression τ< πρ�χειρον (‘the ordinary literal mean-

ing’).492 Consequently, a sublime sense which emerges

out of a certain anagogical interpretation is said to be

grasped ‘in an anagogical sense’ (present perfect parti-

ciple α$ νηγµ�νο, adverb: α$ νηγµ�νω).493 Theodoret

appears to use the term not as one of his own, but fol-

lowing Amphilochius of Iconium,494 which suggests

that the term used in the Scholia is the product of

Cassian’s own pen, not an influence from Theodoret.

A letter dating to the turn of the fifteenth to sixteenth

century, which is ascribed to a certain Sergius Stissus, is

an important testimony to how Theodoret was known

to the Greeks of that late period. The letter is addressed

to Janus Lascaris, the noted Greek scholar (1445–1535).

Janus (also called John) Lascaris was the most dis-

tinguished Greek scholar who lived in Italy and France

during the Renaissance. He taught the Greek paideia

in Florence, Paris, and Rome. He was the editor of the

editiones principes of major Greek works, from manu-

scripts he had himself managed to obtain from Greek

localities under Turkish rule. In this effort he was

supported by Lorenzo de Medici, who dreamed that

some day he might rival the legendary library of

Alexandria.495 The authors published by him were

Euripides, Isocrates, Callimachus, Apollonius Rhodius,

Musaeus, Lucian of Samosata, as well as commentaries

on Homer by Porphyry and Didymus (the gram-

marian).496

The author of the letter, Sergius Stissus, complains

that he lives in a (not identified) ‘remote country,

inhabited by barbarians and enemies of wisdom’

(evidently meaning the Turks), where there is a ‘scarcity

of books’. He adds that ‘it would be superfluous to

enumerate the books that are not available to us’,

since in effect there were actually no books at hand.

488 Theodoret, ibid. (comm. on Ezek. 23:18), PG.81.1040.40–41: Ε_τα

πάλιν α$ λληγορικ( κα� τροπικ( τ�ν τ8 ε:δωλολατρε!α

ποιε�ται κατηγορ!αν. Ibid. (comm. on Ezek. 23:18),
PG.81.1105.1–4: Κα� ]σπερ �π� τ8 Τύρου τὰ τ8 α$ λληγορ!α

α$ φορµὰ α$ π< τ8 θαλάττη *λαβε (παραλ!α γὰρ + π�λι), οoτω

�ντα�θα α$ π< ποταµο� κ�χρηται τP τροπP. Ibid. (comm. on Ezek.
31:9: the ‘pieces of wood in the paradise’ betoken ‘incorporeal
natures’), PG.81.1124.14–15: κατὰ τοὺ τ8 α$ λληγορ!α ν�µου.

489 Theodoret, Interpretatio in Psalmos, PG.80.949.17–19: Κα� τα�τα

µ>ν Xσον πρ< Oστορ!αν, τ�ν δ> α$ ναγωγ�ν :σχνοτ�ραν

�ξετάσωµεν. Quaestiones in Octateuchum, p. 250: Τ< µ>ν τ8

α$ ναγωγ8 ν�ηµα σαφ( +µα̃ �δ!δαξεν W θε�ο α$ π�στολο. κα�

αυ$ τ< δ> τ< πρ�χειρον ευ$ σεβ�. I have canvassed the germane
terms in PHE, pp. 25–37.

490 John Chrysostom, Expositiones in Psalmos, PG.55: 84.19; 116.53;
117.17; 126.45; 130.23; 171.14; 171.17; 173.34; 194.4; 206.57;
208.55; 217.59; 269.3; 278.1; 303.45; 317.54; 325.36; 327.11;
334.34; 335.11; 355.47; 358.15; 444.29; 450.27; 483.2; 483.15;
484.15; 494.23; In Sanctum Matthaeum), PG.57.355.5; In Epistolam
ad Ephesios, PG.62.165.39; Fragmenta in Job, PG.64.653.18; In Job,
196.3. Pseudo-John Chrysostom, In Psalmum 118, PG.55.680.24;
Synopsis Scripturae, PG.56.377.13 and 36. However, in his work In
Isaiam, 1.7, he reprimands those who understood the text
‘according to an anagogical interpretation’ (κατ $  α$ ναγωγ9ν).

491 Cf. Theodoret, Interpretatio in Psalmos, PG.80.1365.13 (τ<ν νοητ<ν

Φαρα)); ibid. PG.80.1668.44 (νοητ<ν =ρο Σι)ν); ibid.
PG.80.1677.14 (το� νοητο� α' ρτου); Explanatio in Canticum 

Canticorum, PG.81.76.49 (τ<ν νοητ<ν Φαρα)); Interpretatio in
Jeremiam, PG.81.737.20–22 (τ8 νοητ8 α:χµαλωσ!α); et passim.

492 Theodoret, Quaestiones in Octateuchum, p. 74: τ< πρ�χειρον κα�

�πιπ�λαιον το� γράµµατο ν�ηµα. Ibid. p. 250: Τ< τ8 α$ ναγωγ8

ν�ηµα contrasted with τ< πρ�χειρον ν�ηµα. Ibid. p. 318: κατὰ

µ>ν τ< πρ�χειρον ν�ηµα. Interpretatio in Psalmos, PG.80.1340.39–
40: τ< πρ�χειρον ν�ηµα. Cf. Scholion II: µ� προχε!ρω α$ κούειν

α$ λλὰ πιστ(. Scholion II: XXV: πρ< οr �ρο�µεν µ� κατὰ τ<

πρ�χειρον τα�τα γεγράφθαι, α$ λλὰ κατὰ κεκρυµµ�νον. + τ(ν

νοητ(ν ου$ σ!α δηλο�ται �ν τP γραφP πολλάκι τP το� ου$ ρανο�

προσηγορ!α.
493 Cf. Scholion VI: α$ νηγµ�νω νο9σα. This adverb α$ νηγµ�νω and

its significance in the Scholia eluded both Harnack (who emended
the erroneous codex writing α$ νοιγµ�νω to α$ νεωγµ�νω) and
Turner, who took Harnack’s mistake to be an inspired emendation.
Cf. Scholion XII: κατὰ α$ ναγωγ9ν.

494 Eranistes, pp . 107 and 242: τοὺ α$ νηγµ�νου κα� θεοπρεπε�

λ�γου. 107 and 242: ∆ιὰ το�το γὰρ πP µ>ν α$ νηγµ�νου, πP δ>

ταπεινοὺ φθ�γγοµαι λ�γου.
495 In one of the seven ‘Raphael Cartoons’ drawn in 1515, Lascaris is

portrayed as a bearded man standing at the extreme left of the image
next to Pope Leo X (=Giovanni di Lorenzo di Medici, 1475–1521,
pope since 1513). These ‘cartoons’ were designed for tapestries
(1515–16) and are now in the Victoria and Albert Museum, in
London.

496 Paul Lejay, article in the Catholic Encyclopedia, v. 9 (New York,
1913), lemma ‘Janus Lascaris’.
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Nevertheless, he lists some ‘books that are most

needed’ (τ(ν πάνυ α$ ναγκαιοτ�ρων), which are evi-

dently the books that any person purporting to be

regarded as educated should study at that period. The

list is short: the commentaries on Homer by Eustathius

of Thessaloniki; an exegesis on the moral philosophy497

of Aristotle; the moral philosophy of Basil the Great;

‘the polymath Eusebius’ (with no titles of his works

cited); ‘Theodoret’s treatise “on gods” ’; ‘any exegesis

on [Aristotle’s] Metaphysics’,498 and ‘many more, which

have eluded me, since they are so many’. The work

requested by Stissus is in fact the Third Book of

Theodoret’s Graecarum Affectionum Curatio, which is

entitled ‘On the angels and the so-called gods, and the

evil daemons’. As a last-minute reminder by the letter-

writer to his noble compatriot Lascaris, whose erudition

had been eagerly hailed in Europe, Stissus requests that

he dispatch the ‘tables of Ptolemy’ (+ το� Πτολεµα!ου

πινακογραφ!α),499 which means the catalogue of the

works of Aristotle composed by the grammarian

Ptolemy of Ascalon.500

This epistle is important for one more reason. The

author asks Lascaris to be excused for not having sent

the books which Lascaris had asked him to. The reason

was that these books had been reproduced by ‘scribes

who were barbarians and ignoramuses’ (α$ ντ�γραψαν

αυ$ τὰ βάρβαρο! τινε κα� Cλιγοµαθε�); hence these

books needed to be ‘copied for a second time’ (δ�

µεταγραφ8ναι).501 This shows that there was a real

problem resulting from the deficient education of

scribes. This is evident also in the Scholia, where spell-

ing mistakes point to a poorly educated person, namely

the monk Theodosius. He was replaced at some point

(at Scholion V), yet he resumed work later. Being aware

of his own shortcomings, he wrote the short text quoted

above, asking God to forgive him for all the mistakes

he may have made during the copying of the scriptural

text. We learn that as late as the sixteenth century simi-

lar bugbears were still besetting educated people who

wished to have books copied.

Evidently, Sergius Stissus cites Theodoret’s name to

his correspondent as a matter of course. That Lascaris

knew of this work was taken for granted. Theodoret

was naturally respected in sixteenth-century Europe,

not only because he was a Christian, but also

because he was an exemplary scholar for the erudite

of Europe of that period, the Europe that was re-

discovering Hellenism, publishing texts and reviving

scholarship, the Europe of the Renaissance. Bessarion,

the Greek who became a cardinal, the man who made

it possible for Lascaris to study in the university of

Padua, speaks with respect for Theodoret. It is quite

remarkable that Bessarion confesses that the writings

of Theodoret are available to him, whereas those of

Chrysostom are not. In two passages of a treatise on the

Holy Eucharist, the cardinal quotes from Theodoret

asserting that this is how ‘he thinks’ (ο_µαι) the bishop

of Cyrrhus had rendered Chrysostom, ‘since the com-

mentaries of Chrysostom on the Psalms are not

available to us’ (ου$  γάρ ε:σι ν�ν παρ $  +µ�ν τὰ ε:

τοὺ Ψαλµοὺ Χρυσοστ�µου).502 Bessarion was

mistaken in supposing Theodoret to be dependent on

Chrysostom here. Chrysostom makes no point of that

kind. Bessarion was actually quoting from Theodoret’s

497 On the moral philosophy of Aristotle, we have commentaries only
on the Nicomachean Ethics by Aspasius (second cent.), Eustratius
of Nicaea (eleventh–twelfth cent.), and Michael of Ephesus (on
the fifth book) (eleventh–twelfth cent.). There are also some
anonymous commentaries on the same book of Aristotle, and
I should have thought that at least two of them were written by
Christian hands.

498 Stissus asked for any interpretation of Metaphysics. So far as I know,
the treatises on this work of Aristotle’s that have reached us were
produced by the Aristotelian commentators, Alexander of
Aphrodisias (second/third cent. AD ), Syrianus of Athens
(Neoplatonist, fifth cent.), Asclepius of Tralles (Books Α–Ζ),
(sixth cent.).

499 Sergius Stissus, Epistula ad Joannem Lascarin, p. 366, apud É.
Legrand, Cent-dix lettres greques de François Filelfe (Paris, 1892),
pp. 363–366 (p. 366). The humanist Francesco Filelfo (1398–1481)
had studied with Lascaris’ protector Bessarion under Ignatius
Chortasmenus, bishop of Selymbria, in the late 1420s. The
correspondence which Filelfo preserved for posterity is a valuable
source of information on some important personalities of his era.

500 Cf. Ptolemy of Ascalon (second cent. BC–second cent. AD). These
‘tables’ are mentioned in the Vitae Aristotelis, Vita Marciana,
section 43: Κα� τελευτd �κε�σε διαθ9κην *γγραφον καταλιπ)ν,
A φ�ρεται παρά τε Α$ νδρον!κ^ κα� Πτολεµα!^ µετὰ τ(ν πινάκων

τ(ν αυ$ το� συγγραµάτων. Since Ptolemaeus is mentioned after
Andronicus, he was probably a grammarian of the first/second
century AD.

501 Ibid. The author also asks Lascaris to send ‘not the epistles of St
Paul’ but something else, which could be ‘new and necessary’
(π�µψον µοι ν�ον α' λλο τι κα� α$ ναγκα�ον). This shows Lascaris’
correspondent to be interested in Greek rather than Christian
literature. Nevertheless, Stissus was erudite enough to quote the
prophet Micah, 71 in his letter.

502 Bessarion, De Sacramento Eucharistiae, section 13,9, line 13. He
appeals to Theodoret (W Θεοδ)ρητο � α$ π< φων8 το� θε!ου

Χρυσοστ�µου �ξηγούµενο) and then quotes from him. He does
the same a few lines later: loc. cit. line 39: Θεοδ)ρητο � α$ π<

φων8 ο_µαι του θε!ου Χρυσοστ�µου, and then he quotes from
Theodoret again.
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commentary on the Psalms.503 Unless reference is made

to a lost text, the portion has no parallel in Chrysostom.

Theodoret is considered as the last great scholar of

Late Antiquity, and his treatise rebutting Greek doctrines

is the last great Christian anti-pagan apologetic treatise.

Since Theodoret himself had been a student of the

Greek philosophical tradition, be felt the intense

ambivalence of all erudite Christians dealing with it.

The range of figures parading in his learned exposition

is impressive and surpasses all previous similar com-

positions, including Origen’s polemical work against

Celsus. No Christian writer after Origen was able to

counter Greeks with their own weapons as Theodoret

did. When he set out to disarm the ridicule of cultured

pagans, he confronts them as a foe even more formid-

able and more effective than Origen had been. Quite

evidently, Theodoret was more inclined to quote pagan

writings than Origen, who deliberately refrained from

doing so, and this parsimony is a feature of his work,

save in his reply to Celsus, only because the specific

circumstances called for it. Whereas Origen was thrown

on the defensive, Theodoret lampooned pagan religion

on his own initiative, since his rejoinder was not the

result of any vituperative challenge, such as those by

Celsus, Porphyry, or the Emperor Julian. He struggles

not only against the currents of his day, but against the

entire arsenal of pagan tenets and precepts.

The very fact that Theodoret wrote the combative

Graecarum Affectionum Curatio denotes that he was

hardly content with the Contra Celsum standing as a

comprehensive rejoinder to the pagan intelligentsia.

Basic lines of Origen’s methodology are there, but the

project is far more refined. The old Patristic thesis

that Plato had usurped and misappropriated Moses,

and Jewish lore in general, is coupled with erudite

quotations from the Greek heritage purporting to

show its debts to the divine wisdom, of which

Christians are the natural and eligible heirs. That

Clement of Alexandria and Eusebius are the sources

Theodoret drew on (principally the Stromateis and

Preparatio Evangelica respectively) is too entrenched a

thesis to need further discussion here. What scholars

are slow to allow is that Theodoret himself also had

independent access to certain ancient texts, and no

Christian author can surpass his erudition. My fore-

going discussion on the verb �κονδύλιζον and his

knowledgeable use of it is only one telling example. The

poor philosophical record of Christian theologians

(including Basil, who is supposed to have studied

philosophy – but even today many graduates in

philosophy hardly measure up to the title) is manifest

in Patristic literature. Not to regard philosophy as a

primary authority, and not to aspire to be regarded as

a philosopher of note, is one thing, but to be a careful

and well-informed student of philosophy is quite

another, and on this the overall Patristic record leaves

much to be desired.

Theodoret was an enterprising and sophisticated

advocate; he could move confidently to a contrary

position and claim the philosophers and other distinc-

tive authors (such as Pindar)504 as allies when it suited

him. On the whole, however, he regarded himself

as upholding the invariable tradition of the Church,

and he is not unreservedly open to suggestions from

philosophers, all the more so since the mystery of the

Cross confounded the philosophers, as Eusebius had

already taught him.505 Although philosophers could be

casually drawn on to confirm and develop various

details of biblical narrative, they are generally regarded

as all too prone to errors, and Theodoret’s allegiance

to scripture and Christian tradition is unfailingly an

indispensable part of his discipleship. Scholars have

been at pains to show that Theodoret is dependent

either on Clement or Eusebius (which is partially true

for some quotations in his Curatio), or on florilegia

circulating during his time. It is manifest, however,

that texts of philosophers, historians, and poets were

familiar to him: he quotes with the confidence of one

to whom these texts were available first-hand. This, I

believe, is what makes Theodoret a case entirely and

exceptionally singular among all Christian theologians.

The list of Christian authors in Late Antiquity

is long, but that of Christian scholars and learned

philosophers is all too short. Of these Theodoret

is the coryphaeus. The range of Greek writers whom

Theodoret cites has no parallel in Christian literature.506

503 Cf. Theodoret, Interpretatio in Psalmos, PG.80.889.36–41.
504 Theodoret, Graecarum Affectionum Curatio, 1.115; 6.25; 8.35;

12.25. Cf. Theodoret quoting Demosthenes in Epistulae, 1–52,
Epistle 12.

505 Eusebius, DE, 3.6.26–27.
506 See below, some comments on the index of authors discussed in the

expanded notes.
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He mentions by name philosophers (Thales, Parme-

nides, Pythagoras, Socrates, Plato, Numenius, Plutarch

of Chaeronea, Plotinus, Porphyry, Amelius, Aristotle,

Theophrastus, Xenocrates, Chrysippus, Oenomaus the

Cynic, Diogenianus (the philosopher), Timaeus of

Locris, Diagoras of Melos, Theodore of Cyrene,

Euhemerus of Tegea, Aetius, Alcman); orators (Dem-

osthenes); historians (Xenophon, Diodorus of Sicily,

Philo of Byblos, the historian); medical doctors and

philosophers (Hippocrates, Galen).

The texts of Codex 573 reveal that, though he was

the greatest, Theodoret was not followed by sheer

silence. Cassian comes up as an heir to Theodoret’s

patrimony, a follower, and a scholar who tells us that

during the sixth century the Greek paideia was not

dead, not even moribund. But Cassian the Sabaite

earns the title only because he followed Theodoret’s

example by making much of the lore bequethed by

Origen. This is tragic, in the original sense, suggesting

a noble person engaging in a morally momentous

struggle ending in ruin, essentially as a consequence

of some extreme quality, which is both the source of

his greatness and the cause of his downfall. Despite

the fact that both the authorship of the Scholia

and the allegiances of their author were obscured by

the author himself, Cassian suffered obloquy, which

resulted in his spiritual death, the ‘second death’ of

Revelation, the idea which he made so much of in his

own analyses.

Cassian and the Scholia
Theodoret mentions the book of Revelation only once,

in his Eranistes. This clearly denotes indifference to

this specific book, which was also the attitude of John

Chrysostom. A century later, Cassian the Sabaite,

another spiritual offspring of Antioch, set out to assess

the attitude of two scholars whom he admired. Con-

sequently, he found himself on the horns of a dilemma.

On the one hand, Eusebius was an exemplar to him as

both a historian and a scholar. On the other, Didymus

was a theologian of outstanding erudition on pagan

thought. Besides, he was a rare specimen amid writers

of his milieu: although an Alexandrian, he was an

erudite Aristotelian.

As a historian, Eusebius doubted the authority of the

Apocalypse, yet as a theologian he put it to casual use.

On the other hand, not only did Didymus accept the

authority and authorship of the book, but he also

wrote a commentary on it. Had Didymus not cited his

own commentary on Revelation, this would have been

virtually non-existent, as has been the case with his

commentary on Zachariah, lost until the twentieth

century.

The Scholia are in fact notes and remarks by

Cassian, who did not seek to offer any comprehensive

commentary on the Apocalypse. His only aim was to

establish the authority of the Book of Revelation as

canonical. These notes are personal reflections on how

the exposition on the Book of Revelation neatly fits into

the entire truth and harmony of both Testaments.

Nevertheless, although only notes, they are written

as a continuous text. Cassian resolved that Revelation is

a divinely inspired book, and this attitude permeates

the text from start to finish. It seems that the original

was not written in the form of the apocalyptic text

accompanied by remarks written in the margin, for

some Scholia are too extensive for them possibly to

have been written in margins. The author quotes

passage after passage and comments on each in turn,

in a text so continuous that there is no change of

paragraph when he moves from the conclusion of one

Scholion to the quotation of the ensuing passage of

Revelation.

The aim

This set of comments seems to have been intended for

personal use. Cassian probably also composed this as

part of his pastoral care as an abbot,507 in order to

provide his monks with arguments buttressing up the

canonicity of Revelation. Why did he do this? Had the

Book of Revelation not been sanctioned by so many

authors since the age of Irenaeus as an authoritative

one? Had this not been endorsed by such authoritative

and influential theologians as Origen and Hippolytus?

Was it not Cyril of Alexandria, who, during the fifth

century, had subscribed to the canonicity of the

book, aligning himself with previous fathers who had

accepted it?

507 On folio 290r, just below the later note ‘by Cassian the Roman’, the
same hand wrote a hardly legible phrase of which I have tentatively
deciphered the abbreviated words as ‘by whom [this text is]

homilies to everyone’, probably suggesting that these are sermons
by Abbot Cassian addressing his monks.
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Cassian knew this, of course. However, alongside

these distinguished authors there was another one,

subsequent to them, who had expressed implicit

doubts. This was Eusebius, and Cassian had a great deal

of respect for that erudite historian, theologian, and

scholar. After all, it was Basil of Caesarea who had writ-

ten that ‘the Palestinian Eusebius is trustworthy, on

account of his vast experience’ (κα� W Παλαιστιν<

Ευ$ σ�βιο α$ ξι�πιστο διὰ πολυπειρ!αν) and declares

himself prepared to draw on him, in order to make

his own points (κα$ κε!νου τὰ αυ$ τὰ φωνὰ

�πιδε!κνυµεν).508 Besides, Eusebius (c. 265–c. 339/40)

was the scholar who had instructed personalities of the

younger generation, such as Didymus (310/13–c. 398),

Evagrius (345–399) and Leontius Byzantius (c. 485–

c. 542), that the legacy of Origen was valuable and

should be cherished. On the other hand, his spiritual

Antiochene fathers, such as Chrysostom, clearly dis-

missed the book, whereas Theodoret himself was

reserved towards it, to say the least. As a matter of fact,

no catena on Revelation has ever been composed,

which is indicative of the prolonged ambivalence vis-à-

vis this book. Even today, the official Church holds this

last book of the canon subpar: no part of it is ever read

in any office or service throughout the year.

Cassian was in need of argument in order to

establish the canonicity of the Book of Revelation. The

Scholia evince his struggle to show that Revelation

speaks exactly the same truths that the rest of the canon

does. He was a theologian and a priest, but he was

also a scholar. It was not sufficient for him to say that

since theologians of note had authorized the Book of

Revelation, he also sanctioned it on this account alone.

Hence, he set out to establish that in fact the Book of

Revelation says what both Testaments say, if in different

words. The entire message of Christianity can be found

in that Book alone. This book is not simply about

eschatological prediction. It is about theology, which

is not below the level of that flowing from the rest of

scripture. Therefore, he did not set out to write a

commentary on Revelation; he purported to write

arguments bolstering the authority, and therefore the

canonicity, of this Book. To him, the auctoritas vetusta-

tis of the famed Alexandrian school was the dignifying

patina on the surface of a commentary, which claims

the decipherment of the cryptic, as well as a contro-

versial, apocalyptic vision. The fact was, however, that

Eusebius’ reports lingered, and thus allowed no unani-

mous ‘Patristic tradition’ on this question, not to

mention Chrysostom again. Considered as a whole,

Patristic attitudes to Revelation appeared to Cassian to

be a host of self-defeating and contumacious material

that resisted and often belied attempts to position it

theologically.

Cassian sought to adjudicate on a question almost as

old as the life of the Church. He set out to provide con-

clusive evidence that the book was divinely inspired.

His predecessors appeared by and large to have sanc-

tioned the book. Still his aim was to improve on this, by

crowning faith in it with some elaborate reasoning. His

background supplied him with an arsenal of reading

and the ability to render the obscure text with clarity

and rigour. The source of all legitimate inquiry was of

course scripture itself, but the entire legacy of Greek

philosophy provided the terms in which to couch it.

Although the exposition is not desultory, the aim of

the author is not to offer a comprehensive account

of any aspect of the doctrine. Rather, the reader (or, the

audience) is given to understand how the truth of the

entire Holy Writ is instantiated in the narrative of John.

There is scant regard paid to the theological debate of

his day. On the whole, the text is a double accolade for

both Revelation itself and Didymus, who had cast

light on the apocalyptic narration, which otherwise

could have appeared as either arcane or exotic. Since

differences in style between different scriptural books

are already there, the idiosyncratic character of this

revelation appears to be contrapuntal rather than

contradictory in respect of the rest of the Bible. In this

holy polyphony, John’s text is the peroration of a speech

that commenced ‘In the beginning’ of Genesis and was

somehow reiterated ‘In the beginning’ of John’s gospel.

Considering the eschatological vision, the Pantocrator

who is enthroned on high is the same one as the Resur-

rected One, who was restored to his glory after having

been made ‘a little lower than the angels’, he is indeed

the selfsame person of the Trinity who jointly uttered

the demiurgic fiat. Furthermore, the honorific designa-

tion Pantocrator is one that safeguards one more point

of unity between the two Testaments, since this

508 Basil of Caesarea, De Spiritu Sancto, 29.72.
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Septuagintal epithet hardly ever appears in the New

Testament, and 2 Cor. 6:18 is only an Old Testament-

quotation. This pregnant appellation is one of the points

of this revelation contributing to the New Testament, as

Didymus had pointed out.509

The method

At the turn of the thirteenth to the fourteenth century,

the Byzantine monk and Aristotelian commentator

Sophonias described the different methods employed by

intellectuals in their comments on major philosophical

treatises of Aristotle. The first method was to quote

the Aristotelian text first, then to add an exegesis. This

formula had been followed by such commentators as

Alexander of Aphrodisias, Ammonius, Simplicius, and

John Philoponus, all of whom Sophonias mentions with

admiration. The second manner was different: com-

mentators spoke as if they were themselves Aristotle

(αυ$ τ<ν γὰρ ;ποδύντε Α$ ριστοτ�λην κα� τK τ8

αυ$ ταγγελ!α προσχρησάµενοι προσωπε!^) pro-

ducing a continuous elaborate discourse not interrupted

by quotations followed by comments. Sophonias

reserves equal admiration for this category of com-

mentators, whom he actually does not regard as having

produced mere exegeses, but entire paraphrases (ου$ κ

�ξηγητα� µα̃λλον @ παραφραστα!). He has some

names for this category, too, which he cites with

respect: Themistius, Michael Psellus, ‘and others’.510

These commentators actually composed treatises of

their own, which were designed not simply to clarify

Aristotle’s text, but also to expound the commentator’s

own ideas.

The aim of the former class of commentators was

‘to clarify the text and reveal its sense’ (σαφην!σαι τ<

κε!µενον κα� τ<ν νο�ν �κφάναι), which was more or

less a ‘technical’ (meaning ‘philological’) approach (τK

τεχνικK καθάπαξ �π�µενοι). The latter are regarded

by Sophonias as ‘inventive’ minds, who opened new

horizons with respect to the ideas involved (κα�

�πιστασ!α κα� �πιβολά, αn  �φε�ρον, τὰ

χρησιµωτάτα �πισυν8ψαν κα� θεωρηµάτων

πλ8θο �κάστ^ τ(ν κεφαλα!ων προσ�φερον). They

made ‘the avenue of philosophy easier for later

generations to tread’, since they produced their own

solutions to old problems.511 For ‘Aristotle is at times so

obscure, that he proclaims oracles rather than phil-

osophy’, which calls for a mantis rather than a

commentator.512

Cassian belonged to the first category. He quotes

the apocalyptic text and then he produces his own exe-

geses on the foregoing passage. This was the method of

Aristotelian commentators employed by all exegetes

of Revelation, too. Not only Cassian as the author of the

Scholia, but also Oecumenius, Andreas, and Arethas

employed the same method. Later still, the Cyprian

monk and presbyter Neophytus Inclusus (Νε�φυτο

Ε' γκλειστο, twelfth/thirteenth century) divided

Revelation into fourteen ‘hypotheses’ (;ποθ�σει),

that is, chapters, each of which included a number of

‘interpretations’ (�ρµηνε�αι) written subsequently to

quotations from John’s text.513

Cassian employed allegory, since ipso facto common

sense bans literal reading of this work. If a figurative

and tropic reading is called for (which is indeed the

case), this should aim at disclosing the quintessential

message concealed behind the letter. The fruit can be

obtained only by showing the relevance of this oracular

text to the rest of scripture. Origen had taught that this

should be the solid touchstone for determining whether

the text has the same authority as that which holds for

the rest of scripture. However, especially with regard to

Revelation, one would be disappointed if by ‘figurative

reading’ one understood an endless series of substitu-

tions, namely of the sort ‘this image stands for this,

that one stands for that’. Although this tradition could

not be entirely disregarded, the specific text could be

509 Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 215: παντοκράτωρ γὰρ ;π< παντοκράτορο

α$ ποστελλ�µενο W υO� �στιν, ;π< το� πατρ< πεµπ�µενο.
α$ ριδηλ�τατα δ> �ν τP Ι$ ωάννου Α$ ποκαλύψει παντοκράτωρ W

σωτ�ρ λ�γεται· Τάδε γὰρ λ�γει κύριο�, 7 µάρτυ� 7 πιστ#� κα�

α
 ληθιν)�, 7 <ν κα� 7 Nν κα� 7 �ρχ)µενο�, κύριο� 7 θε#� 7

παντοκράτωρ. α$ ναµφισβητ9τω γὰρ τα�τα περ� το� υOο� εFρηται.
510 Sophonias (Aristotelian commentator, thirteenth/fourteenth cent.),

In Aristotelis Libros de Anima Paraphrasis, p. 1 (proem).
511 Ibid. pp. 1–2: εuπορον �ντε�θεν τ�ν ε: φιλοσοφ!αν Wδ<ν το�

µετ $  αυ$ τοὺ ;πολε!ποντε, τα� τε α$ νακυπτούσαι α$ πορ!αι

γενναιοτάτα τὰ λύσει �π9νεγκαν.

513 Neophytus Inclusus, Πανηγυρικ? Β�βλο�, Oration section 9. He says
he discerns that John’s text is actually composed ‘in fourteen
hypotheses’ (*γνων δ> αυ$ τ�ν ε: δεκατ�σσαρα ;ποθ�σει

;ποδιαιρουµ�νην). This classification however is not a rule. For
instance, John Chrysostom’s commentary on the epistle to the
Hebrews (compiled from extracts after his death, as the title
explains) is called ‘�ρµηνε!α’ as a whole, while divided into
‘;ποθ�σει’. John Chrysostom, In Epistolam ad Hebraeos Com-
mentarius, 1–34), PG.63.9f. This Theodoret employs in his commIs,
intDan, intProphXII, etc. Sophonias, like Neophytus, regards
;π�θεσι as the whole and �ρµηνε!α as only a part of it. Ibid.
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perused in the light of scripture calling for allegorical

rather than typological exegesis. This means that most

of the images stand for ideas: they are not a pre-

figuration of future events – at least, no more so than the

rest of scripture is.

Cassian’s lot then was cast with those who opted for

a clear positive thesis, instead of the inchoate attitude

of Eusebius, while simultaneously dealing tacit death

blows to heresies such as Arianism, Gnosticism, and

Docetism. The author is particularly eager to prove

that the apocalyptic text is immune to any charge that

the second Person of the Trinity was anything like what

Arius had claimed him to be, arguing for a clear distinc-

tion between the nature of God and His workmanship.

However prepotent and unrestrictedly free the divine

will is, the Son was not born out of the deliberate exer-

cise of this will. On the whole, however, criticism is not

a salient characteristic of these comments, which are

propaedeutic in the sense that the main theme is not the

vision of John, but the coherence of his statements with

scripture.

Glossing the revealed text from the rest of scripture

is in turn shown to be another inspired manner in

which scripture expresses its divine message. The task

demanded a proficient reader capable of discerning the

latent sense of the Bible and one who could attach

comments apposite to the apocalyptic words while

dexterously wrestling with the difficulties of the sacred

text.

In Didymus Cassian found a reliable preceptor on

the Book of Revelation, who also happened to be an

Aristotelian scholar. Hence, in the hands of Cassian,

Didymus’ commentary added a cluster of further argu-

ments that conspired to establish the book as an

inalienable part of the Holy Writ. It has to be said,

though, that Cassian did not rest content with the com-

mentary of Didymus only. He availed himself of all his

personal erudition and knowledge of the previous

Patristic period. Canvassing the language of the Scholia

reveals debts to certain Christian theologians, from

whom he picked up passages suiting his own purpose.

These passages were culled from various works: in the

first place, each of their authors had not penned them as

comments on Revelation, but on different points or

books of scripture. 

The vatic manner in which the text is enjoined is

coupled with its apposition to analogous scriptural

portions showing that there is an indefeasible message

to be conveyed. Cassian in effect tells us that no forfeit-

ure of either reason, or ‘the mind of Christ’, is entailed

once we acquiesce in this specific revelation. The

Scholia, then, are not some sort of oracle: we read an

intellectual who arrives at his exegeses by rational pro-

cesses; he is not a hierophant who delivers obscure

oracles amidst Delphic smoke. Even if the asseverations

of the book were taken as an omen, this is only the

premise in an argument, or a conclusion, that can

at the same time be reached by exegesis or indeed by

ratiocination. No matter what pictures the author

borrows to portray his message, all the aspects of it sit

cheek by jowl with elements of the two Testaments and

of Patristic lore.

Opting for allegorical rather than typological exegesis

suggests that the author explores the theological rather

than historical message of the text. Cassian did not

concern himself with any veridical resemblance of

the narration in Revelation to the historical reality

surrounding either him or that of his ancestors. Had he

attempted to produce substitutes for the literal meaning,

he would have fallen short of symbols prefiguring the

world of the near or distant future, which has been the

craving of many people approaching the apocalyptic

text during the last two thousand years. In contrast, all

we actually have is the homology of the one and same

Christian love. Cassian points out the sameness, not the

otherness, of this message in the apocalyptic text. There

is nothing startlingly new in this text – which is what

vouchsafes its authority. Consequently, no need for

furnishing hermeneutic rainbows is felt by the author.

True, no scriptural text is couched in such awe-inspiring

pictures. However, were the veil concealing this

text torn away, and the text become diaphanous, the

messages that would emerge are already present in the

New Testament. This is the quintessential consistency

of the text.

The main concern is with the eternal prototype

‘sitting on the throne’ and the voice adumbrating

the eschatological reality, not about speculative

numerology on the ‘name’ of the beast. The writer of

the Scholia addresses himself to the real question,

which is this: is the spirit of the Scholia the same as

that which permeates the Old Testament, where the

occluded mystery of salvation was tacitly but ubiqui-

tously prefigured, somehow present and still awaiting

the Incarnation in order for this old text to be illumi-

nated? Is the obscurity in the apocalyptic text of the
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same nature and, in its turn, is this text pregnant with

eschatological anticipation?

Cassian does nothing more, yet nothing less, than

show that the Holy Spirit is present throughout. For

all his immense learning, his approach is an all but

pedantic one: he searches for the truth that shapes the

words, not the verbal canopy making up the text. The

comments are designed so as to leave the reader with

the afterglow of the apocalyptic epiphany, and with the

anticipated universal sharing of this reality, not with

barren concern about beasts, dragons, and arithmetized

names. Granted, the text is enigmatic, it is cryptic, its

message is cloaked in riddles. But this only serves to

stir the mind to reflection. This is how not only John,

but also Jesus, couched much of his teaching. If we are

to do away with the arid literal form of the text, we must

embark on a specific kind of reading, for which the

precedent of the great Alexandrians is the prototype and

catalyst.

This prototype Cassian followed skilfully, yet

sensibly. For all his learning and scholarship (and

probably because of them), he adduces no extraneous

wisdom: he only elicits what the Logos has already

made incarnate in the text of scripture. This is the

epitome of the exegetical method and the hermeneutic

key for unlocking Revelation’s latent truth. No fanciful

substitution of the elements of the vision by modern or

ancient historical realities is furnished at all. Through

such imagery, which for two thousand years has been

styled ‘apocalyptic’, we descry another world.

And yet, with this commentator, the play stops at

the point where the name of the murderer is about to

be revealed (‘and his number is. . .’, and our text is

interrupted at Rev. 13:18). After all, readers had been

warned since the time of Hippolytus and Irenaeus that

there is no point in speculating about the meaning of

‘the name of the beast’ etc.514 This is to all appearances

the reason why Cassian stopped short of dealing with

the question of ‘the number of the beast’. At the end

of Scholion XXXIX Cassian had already quoted an

extensive section from Irenaeus: this is in effect the

entire Scholion XXXVIII, save the first couple of lines.

In that section of Irenaeus, Millenarian ideas are

expounded, and Cassian knew that such ideas had been

explicitly rejected by Origen. It was probably Cassian

himself who had excerpted the specific phrase from

Origen’s commentary on the Psalms, which appears

identically in Theodoret’s commentary on the very

same Psalm.515

Since, however, monks are partial to such questions

as well as answers, Cassian, who compiled the archetype

of Codex 573, had recourse to another author, namely

Irenaeus. This explains the abrupt shift to the ensuing

excerpt from Irenaeus’ fifth book of Adversus Haereses,

which is quoted in Scholion XXXVIII. It seems, however,

that at a certain point Cassian had enough of Irenaeus’

account, so quotation from his work stops at the end of

folio 245a: up to that point, it has been explained that it

makes no sense to guess names corresponding to the

number of the beast. All this however was irrelevant to

Cassian’s aim, which is why he stopped at that point and

the remaining last page of the ‘Book of Cassian’, namely

folio 245v, remained blank for ever.

The result

The Scholia evince that Cassian found Revelation con-

sonant with the entire theology of scripture and sought

to authorize each passage by quoting invariably from

both Testaments. He did not set out to disclose the

apocalyptic content of the scriptural text in its own

right. Neither did he see this as cryptic imagery which

needed to be deciphered, which is a sport favoured by

modern readers of Revelation. Cassian did not make

it an ad hoc task to see the eschatological, or indeed

the historical, connotations of the text itself. All he did

was to find out and establish how this text is (in both

essence and function) related to the rest of scripture,

and to expound considerations which prove it con-

cordant with this corpus. If particular portions of the

text express in essence what other writers of the Bible

do in their own manner, vocabulary, or imagery, this

should be a sound reason for establishing the last book

of the New Testament as a canonical one.

Although the Scholia could eventually crystallize

into a commentary, this was not actually necessary. One

does not need to deduce an entire philosophy of History,

514 Hippolytus, De antichristo, 50. Pseudo-Hippolytus, De
Consummatione Mundi, 28; the same statements were echoed by
Andreas of Caesarea, Commentarius in Apocalypsin, PG.106.340.
Irenaeus, Adversus Haereses (liber 5), frs. 22–25: this is in fact the
text of the rest of Scholion XXXVIII and Scholion XXXIX.

515 Origen, frPs, Psalm 122:2: ου$  ?ητK δ> χρ�ν^ ταύτην τ�ν �λπ!δα

περιορ!ζοµεν. Theodoret, Interpretatio in Psalmos, PG.80.1884.14–
15: ου$  ?ητK δ> χρ�ν^ τ9νδε τ�ν �λπ!δα περιορ!ζοµεν. Cf. PHE,
p. 287.
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or an entire eschatology, out of this text, just as one

would not require this from a single catholic epistle.

This is why extracts are culled: they conspire to show

that the passages are in tune with canonical scripture.

The Scholia derive their merit, both severally and

collectively, from scripture. Far from being the whim

of an angry, or hopeful, or hallucinated, member of the

Church of Ephesus, the Book is shown through careful

reasoning to partake of the same wisdom as any

other book in the corpus and is thus as susceptible of

theological gloss.

Cassian is here a monk, a scholar, and a theologian,

as he is in the rest of his writings included in the Codex.

The lesson he teaches is that the canon should be built

following reasonable reflection, and that there is ample

room to do so. To reject Revelation out of hand on the

grounds of philology (as Dionysius of Alexandria did)

might be ill considered; to accept it unthoughtfully

would be temerity. Nevertheless, being an abbot, he

was an officer assigned with the duty to shepherd the

transmission of the original deposit. Therefore, he also

said things concerning doctrinal aberration, which he

felt a Christian theologian must gainsay.

It cannot be denied that the Scholia radiate the

aura of Origen, but in almost all instances his com-

manding influence is filtered through later enthusiasts,

such as Eusebius, Gregory of Nyssa, or Didymus. The

exposition is authoritative since it unfailingly yields

testimony to Christ. The Scholia give off the ubiquitous

aroma of the scriptures showing the text of John to be

in harmony with them all. The message imparted is

the same as any commentary which does not do away

with the kerygma, but draws on the same reservoir of

faith. Therefore, the Scholia effect a spiritual pendant, a

diadem, attached to Revelation and ushering it into

canonicity. They are not heterogeneous with respect

to the rest of scripture, which vouches for its divine

inspiration and therefore canonicity.

It is reasonable for Cassian to pay his dues to the

Evangelist. The Apocalypse is not scriptural because

John the Theologos wrote it. But since it is shown to be

a scriptural book, and given its date, John the Theologos

is the author. It is the Spirit and his message that allows

the author of the Apocalypse to be recognized; it is

not the author who will grant authority to the book. The

rationale for Cassian’s aim to establish the authority of

Revelation should not elude us. Even if the style of the

book were like that of the gospel of John (which it is

not), this would not suffice to make it canonical on that

account alone. It is divinely inspired because its content

(rather than its signature) makes it an integral part of

scripture, which is held to be divinely inspired, but

is not itself deified.516 The biblical corpus is not regarded

as an idol. What has to be comprehended therein in

the first place is life, as an uninterrupted consequence

of historical events, through which God speaks to

men. Scripture is only a record of events, and what

is valued are the events themselves through which God

manifested himself and intervened in History. The aim

of exegesis, then, is not to accomplish an insightful

intellectual deciphering of the ‘meaning of the History’

or the ‘meaning of the letter’, as if it were an ambiguous

cryptic oracle. On account of this, the reader of the

Scholia must pay particular attention to the fact

that Cassian strives to establish the divine character of

Revelation by appealing to events of scripture, normally

citing instances rather than concepts from both

Testaments in each Scholion.517

This work was for good reasons found as a com-

panion of monks, particularly of neophytes. For not

only is daemonology an everyday concern to them,

but also because they are satisfied that the dregs of

evil still linger in the soul, even the one that has been

reformed.

Conclusion

The portions of Revelation corresponding to the specific

Scholia are not of equal length. By the end of the text,

we come upon extensive portions of Revelation with

relatively short comments. This may in fact not be the

result of a rational decision. As the author goes on and

progresses in establishing the canonical accord of the

Book with the rest of scripture, he feels he needs less

and less to make detailed comments on short passages

of Revelation. The Book is no longer scrutinized phrase

by phrase, or in small portions, as it is in the beginning.

As he goes on, Cassian feels he has supplied sufficient

argument. Happy as he is about this, he skips large

portions of the Book or makes short comments on

them. His task had been fulfilled. The Book had already

516 PHE, pp. 381–421. 517 I have discussed this method in PHE, pp. 404–15.
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been shown to be nothing less than a full exposition

of Christian Truth as found in the rest of scripture. The

scholia are not actually unfinished.

So, what we have is not a commentary, but Scholia,

or notes, on the sacred text read by Cassian. In fact they

are adnotationes in Apocalypsin. They are personal

notes of an erudite scholar, which, however, are not

meant for personal use only. They were probably

intended for circulation among the monks of his co-

enobium, as well as the rest of his brethren, both locally

and in Constantinople. This is why this text is found in

a codex that aims to fulfil personal spiritual needs of

monks in the region of Palestine, that is, in the region

where the authority of Revelation had been strongly

resisted for a long time.

Cassian did not finish, and did not need to finish,

his notes on John’s text. Given his aims, he did not need

or intend to write a commentary on the entire Book of

Revelation. The commentary was already there, written

by Didymus. Cassian more or less quoted from that lost

Commentary on the Apocalypse of John (Υ- π�µνηµα

ε: τ�ν Α$ ποκάλυψιν το� Ι$ ωάννου). One Scholion

(the fifth one) is a verbatim quotation from a text

by Clement of Alexandria. Some Scholia are mainly

annotations of his own, which draw on his personal

readings of writers such as Origen, Eusebius, and

Gregory of Nyssa (probably his reported, and now

lost, orations on the Apocalypse), as well as Aristotle,

Alexander of Aphrodisias, Plutarch, Galen, and others.

In Scholion XXX, Theodoret’s personal seal for posterity

to detect him is quoted: ‘as indeed we have taught in

our exegeses of 1 Paralipomenon’.

The encomium following Scholion XXIV is a tribute

paid by Cassian to Didymus, for indeed it was Didymus

who was really a ‘scientific’ figure, an exemplar to

Cassian as both shared a remarkable Aristotelian

learnedness.

The philological analysis of the Scholia brings to

the fore the influence of Diodorus of Tarsus, Theodore

of Mopsuestia, and Severianus of Gabala, in short, what

has been known as the Antiochene School. Moreover,

there is the commanding presence of Didymus (whose

commentary is heavily quoted), whereas echoes of

Eusebius and Gregory of Nyssa are clearly noticeable.

On the whole, the Scholia make clear how obsolete the

distinction between the Alexandrian and Antiochene

schools was in the middle of the sixth century. Clearly

the Antiochenes always revered the legacy of the

eminent Alexandrians. This holds particularly true for

Theodoret and Cassian, who appear to be genuine

heirs to Origen’s textual explorations. In any event (and

beyond this or that quotation from either Didymus or

Clement, or of remarks of his own evincing his philo-

sophical, and theological debts to specific figures, such

as Origen, Eusebius, Gregory of Nyssa, or Theodore of

Mopsuestia), Cassian allows his spiritual ancestor

Theodoret to speak for himself and put his personal

signature upon some Scholia. This is the revealing

remark he makes in Scholion XXX: ‘as we have taught

in [our exegesis] from the First [book] of the

Paralipomenon’ (� �διδάξαµεν �κ τ8 πρ)τη

τ(ν Παραλειποµ�νων). No theologian other than

Theodoret ever produced a commentary on this

scriptural book. In addition, the exegesis he produced

on the difficult similarity between 2 Kings 24:1 and

1 Paralipomenon 21:1 stands out in Christian exegesis

and was praised by Photius.518

The index of authors
In the section where the initial edition of the Scholia

was discussed, I have reasoned on the basis of the

present research. Study of the Scholia and the Expanded

Notes and of the ensuing Index of Authors Cited in the

Scholia might invite some questions of methodology,

which places an onus on me to address them.

The process of identifying a text inevitably has to

engage in parsing it followed by a critical analysis of

cardinal ideas contained in it. Far from being a panacea,

this process only gropes for some signs, rather than

seeking an established criterion, let alone proof.

Besides, not rarely does the case turn out to be

inconclusive. The presence of Didymus is the first

element which indisputably emerges from this research,

owing to his characteristic of repeating his remarks on

certain issues at different points of his texts in almost

identical phraseology. Antioch as a specific school of

thought comes to light right from the first Scholion,

followed by Theodoret coming into view later. Besides,

there is clearly the person of the compiler, namely

Cassian, who makes his own comments here and there.

Although he feels free to paraphrase the Patristic texts

he uses, there is clear evidence that he frequently

518 See EN XXXi.
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quotes word for word, as is shown by the texts of

Clement of Alexandria, Theodoret, and Irenaeus, all

of whom he quotes. Besides, the indications that

Didymus’ lost Commentary on the Apocalypse are

quoted verbatim are so strong, that eventually we are

confident that Didymus’ text was often copied to the

letter, just as those by the other theologians were.

Problems arise when there is not a shortage of

evidence, but an abundance of it. This is the point

calling for consideration of complex relations between

authors, intellectuals, schools, and theologies.

Philology can hardly establish dependence of one

author on another, but it can track the itinerary of a term

or of a notion. In such a case one has to wonder why

it is that a large stock of terminology becomes a coin

common to some authors, while others, both con-

temporary and later, refrain from employing a certain

usage. Besides, it is evident that a common language

may be used either by authors contradicting each other,

or by intellectuals sharing common values and views.

Linguistic flirtations may indicate simply that an

intellectual picked up a certain vocabulary suitable to

his own purposes. Even so, however, one fact cannot be

escaped: the latter knew where and how the authors

who inspired its employment had used a specific tech-

nical terminology.

An author does not fall short of originality just

because he took up some terms, into which he may

well have instilled a different sense. The same usage

occurring in different authors does not have to suggest

debts: it may simply advise about what scholarship had

already made of this. Demonstrable evidence makes

it certain that, like Origen, Cassian was an assiduous

student of Alexander of Aphrodisias and Plutarch, but

this only indicates his early learning and interests.

Such authors may have inculcated some fundamentals

of ‘propaedeutic’ study, which certainly conduce to

apprehension of wisdom, but this does not necessarily

instil any affiliation or dependence. Such authors were

simply antecedents, not ancestors, who contributed to

the erudition of these theologians and possibly to their

grasp of morality and logic.

In the course of exploring the Scholia we shall come

across Aristotelian vocabulary, which I believe stems

from Cassian’s personal education.519 Why such an

education should have been received I shall discuss

in a moment. Just now I wish to recall the following:

Theodoret recounting the life of Didymus tells us that

the Alexandrian received lessons on ‘poetry, rhetoric,

arithmetic, geometry, astronomy, as well as the

syllogisms of Aristotle and the fine language of Plato’.520

As a matter of fact, the references made by Didymus

himself to Aristotle by name (not to mention

Aristotelian vocabulary) evince direct knowledge521 of

the Stagirite. Likewise, the vocabulary of both the

Scholia and the rest of Cassian’s work in the same codex

is full of Aristotelian terms.

Nevertheless, a particular question calls for a study

on its own. By all appearances, a heavy Aristotelian

vocabulary was applied to the text of Origen, at a later

stage. Any student of Origen will be struck by the

Aristotelian terminology imbuing Origen’s catena-

fragments on the Psalms. At first sight, one would be

tempted to attribute this Aristotelian colour to Didymus.

However, there are signs which point to later hands. To

cite an instance, the expression τελε!α qξι (Scholion

X) occurs in a casual use in both Didymus and Origen.

Didymus’ fragments are stamped by the catenist’s

vocabulary (no doubt an Aristotelian) and the same

goes for Origen’s fragments on the Psalms.522 It cannot

therefore be maintained that Origen himself used this or

that Aristotelian phrase. Still further research is required

in order to identify Origen’s catenist.

Cassian discovered Aristotle in Alexander of

Aphrodisias, but he did not become an Aristotelian

because of Alexander. On the other hand, Proclus uses

519 Cf. Aristotelian terminology in the Scholia in Apocalypsin: τελε!α

qξι, X; δια!ρεσι, XXV; �νεργε�ν κατ $  α$ ρετ9ν, X; �ν�ργειαι

α$ ρετ8, XXI; µεγαλοφων!α, XXV; XXXVI; συµβεβηκ< πάθο,
XXX; ποι�τη, XIV; σοφιστικ< meaning ‘lie’ and ‘deception’
(Ethica Nicomachea, 1146a22; Metaphysica, 1004b19, etc.). There is
of course Stoic terminology used: διο!κησι, XXVII; +γεµονικ�ν,
XXIX; προκοπ9, XIV; πρ�νοια, XXVII; XXX.

520 Theodoret, HE, p. 269: W δ> ∆!δυµο, παιδ�θεν τ8 Cπτικ8

�στερηµ�νο α:σθ9σεω, κα� ποιητικ(ν κα� ?ητορικ(ν

µετ�λαχε παιδευµάτων· α$ ριθµητικ8 τε κα� γεωµετρ!α κα�

α$ στρονοµ!α κα� τ(ν Α$ ριστοτ�λου συλλογισµ(ν κα� τ8

Πλάτωνο ευ$ επε!α.

521 Cf. Didymus, commPs 22–26.10, Cod. p. 77 (quoting Topica,
116a36–38); commEccl (3–4.12), Cod. p. 69 (quoting from
Analytica Priora); commEccl (3–4.12), Cod. p. 90 (quoting
from De Caelo); commEccl (3–4.12), Cod. p. 116 (quoting
Categoriae, 7b). References to Aristotle in DT are a different
matter, since this work was actually composed by Cassian, as I
argue in NDGF, Appendix II. Cf. DT (lib. 2.1–7), 3.30; DT (lib. 3),
PG.39: 776.14; 840.30.

522 Cf. τελε!α qξι: Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 878; Origen, selPs,
PG.12.1193.20.
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elements of Didymus’ thought. Such points show

Proclus’ personal debt to the Alexandrian sage, since

Neoplatonists such as Simplicius and Damascius

remained rather indifferent to Didymus. That Proclus

took some pains to learn something of Christian

theology through the work of Didymus is an intriguing

point. As a matter of fact, one can trace a certain

influence of Didymus on Proclus.523 For it was not just

goods and commodities that travelled through the

world: it was religion, culture, ideas, and a specific

terminology. Although commonly available, this

language was not taken up by all intellectuals alike.

What I am suggesting is that study of predilections or

aversions is a good start (yet only a start) to a task such

as the one undertaken in this book.

The project of identifying a text is bound to be

carried out amid all of these accompanying uncertain-

ties. One has to be alert to when a common language

is a token of spiritual affiliation, or when a shared

commodity makes its mark only as an adjunct to con-

troversy, or whether this is mere coincidence. Of course

the sole point of reference is the context, which should

be as wide as possible. But we should always bear in

mind that this context of Late Antiquity is often elusive,

with intellectuals inconclusively disputing with each

other, and sometimes wavering themselves, as to how

the ancient wisdom of the great masters Plato, Aristotle,

and Chrysippus should be construed, or rendered. To

this, Christian theologians added their own anxiety, as

they embarked (more heavily than currently thought)

on appropriating the same heritage for their own pur-

poses. Parallel vocabularies may simply mean parallel

lives indifferent to each other, as they may suggest cas-

ual contact, or indeed appropriation, or even criticism.

The latter case is the more rare, it has to be said. Writers

simply drew on a common stock, each one for his own

purposes. It is an axiom rather than an argued thesis that

Late Antiquity experienced life as a fervent dialogue,

or even rancorous division, between different schools of

thought and theologies over critical terms and concepts.

On the other hand, Late Antiquity was not the still life

portrayed by some modern historians, even though it

was not an incessant engagement in argument or criti-

cism either, the old bugbears being notwithstanding still

around. Both Theodoret and Didymus were sedulous

exegetes and prolific writers. But this does not make

them the ordinary specimens of their epoch. Cassian

turns out to be a learned Aristotelian, who is always

ready to entertain Aristotelian vocabulary. However,

both then as indeed today, theologians hardly ever dab-

bled in such fields as Aristotelism and Neoplatonism,

and circulating some truisms on Stoic morals does not

make up a setting for philosophical dialogue. Theodoret

wrote on the maladies of Greeks, but this was not the

norm. It was Greek philosophers who took issue with

the Christians rather than the other way round. Never-

theless, between appropriation and polemic there was

not always dialogue: there might also have been indif-

ference or ignorance of each other, notwithstanding

common coinage occurring here and there. Therefore, it

should not be assumed that intermittent common usage

of terms suggests relevance by any means.

A survey produces tantalizing considerations about

affiliations that turn out to be critical. In the first

place, it reveals the scope (intellectual, geographical,

social, doctrinal) of a notion which is being entertained.

This may mean nothing significant on its own. How-

ever, it provides the setting within which certain

potential relations can be pointed out. A specific term,

for instance, turns out to have a specific meaning in

a certain Scholion and in Didymus only. How the

other intellectuals used it may be instructive, although

it may not be essential. Still we cannot do away with

this analysis if we wish to reach more substantial

conclusions.

One caveat should be introduced: not all unidenti-

fied texts are susceptible to the same method of investi-

gation. What happened with the case at hand may only

be of relative value for similar explorations of other

texts. Everything depends on the writer. I could hardly

tell what the outcome of this research would have been,

had Cassian not quoted from Didymus so extensively,

or had Didymus not mentioned his own commentary

on Revelation, or had this particular text of Didymus’

not been discovered at Toura, or had Theodoret not

identified himself as the author behind some of those

lines, or had Photius not helped us with references

supporting such an identification.

The Index does not employ the normal segregation

of Christian from non-Christian authors. I have opted

523 See RCR, chapter 7, ‘Christian influences on Neoplatonism’, pp. 333–65.
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for lumping them all together, because I believe that this

is a better mirror of the situation in Late Antiquity. In

certain cases I have made allowance even for mutual

indifference between scholars using the same ter-

minology. This notwithstanding, and although most

authors were past (or long past) for Cassian, one should

not overlook the plain fact that pagans and Christians

were not immune to each other’s influence. They lived

under the same sky, they ran their lives under the

same institutions, and they experienced the same

needs. They shared common concerns. Sometimes they

were friends with each other, certainly they conversed

with each other, and we know that it was normal for

both Christians and pagans to study under common

teachers in the same classes, although it was not easy

for all of them to reason on the same principles. On

the other hand, two critical notions, Incarnation and

Resurrection, had opened an abyss between the com-

placent pedantry of the Athenian logic and the lofty

poetic wings of Jerusalem. In view of this, ‘common

principles of reason’ were sometimes on the verge of

being an empty theoretical rubric, all the more so since

to Christians the foregoing ideas were not just ‘ideas’,

but a living experience within their Church. Two differ-

ent worlds were cohabiting, and for all the mutual spir-

itual alienation they often experienced, and sometimes

advanced, they were bound even to express their

‘otherness’ in terms of the common stock of the lan-

guage they shared. ‘Togetherness’ and ‘otherness’ at the

same time made up the amalgam of that transient

world. On this account there was nothing awkward felt

about the grammarian Orion of Alexandria being the

teacher of both Proclus and Eudocia,524 the devout

Christian wife of Emperor Theodosius II.

Much has been said of the influence of Hellenism

upon Christian thought, which is true, especially of

Platonism, Aristotelism, and Stoicism. What is not con-

sidered, however, is the influence the other way round:

for in fact Christian thinkers did exert some consider-

able influence upon pagan philosophers, sometimes

major ones, as for instance the influence of Didymus

upon Proclus which I have canvassed elsewhere.525

The Index of Authors alone can of course prove

nothing. If read properly, however, there are interesting

conclusions flowing from it. This index is in itself a

conclusion, following the analysis of the Scholia, since

it lists the authors involved in the philological reading

of the Scholia, not those discussed in other parts of this

book. Composition of this index was possible once the

study of the Scholia was complete. Returning to the

author of the Scholia after this index is studied, one can

see or, at least, speculate Cassian’s reading, concerns,

and predilections.

In turn, this index reveals some secrets about the

author of the Scholia. The vocabulary points to some

unexpected liaisons not easy to guess otherwise.

Poets,526 philosophers,527 orators and rhetors,528 histor-

ians,529 classical personalities (such as Solon of Athens),

lexicographers (such as Julius Naucratites), or basic

sources for any erudite person of Late Antiquity,530 make

their appearance in this index.

The discussion on the vocabulary and ideas

occurring in Scholia was carried out on its own account.

And yet, we subsequently discover that most of the

persons standing behind them, as either sources or

inspiration, are mentioned by Theodoret, who was to

Cassian not simply a predecessor, but in fact a spiritual

ancestor. Such persons or works, or both, are either

quoted or cited by the Bishop of Cyrrhus in his works.

He had expressed unqualified respect for some of them,

such as for Pindar, Diodorus of Sicily, Plutarch, and

Xenophon. By the same token, exploration turns up

Christians who could barely have been expected to

have such an association with the phraseology of the

Scholia. Such a person is the hardly known Severianus

of Gabala; and yet, we subsequently discover that

Theodoret had excerpted from this theologian while

composing his Eranistes, which no doubt must have

been a companion to Cassian. Controversial though

Severian was, he seems to have been a person of notable

philosophical erudition and knowledge of Greek. This

actually seems to have been a motive for Theodoret

and Cassian to pay attention to his writings, despite

Severian’s ambiguous behaviour to Chrysostom, which

524 See RCR, pp. 333–365
525 See RCR, chapter 7, ‘Christian influence upon Neoplatonism’.
526 Homer, Hesiod, Aeschylus, Sophocles, Euripides, Aristophanes,

whereas Pindar is treated with especial respect.
527 Heraclitus of Ephesus, Parmenides of Elea, Plato, Aristotle,

Chrysippus, Numenius of Apamea, Speusippus, Theophrastus,
Xenocrates, Plotinus, Porphyry, Aristocles of Messene.

528 Demosthenes, Libanius.
529 Herodotus, Josephus, Diodorus of Sicily, Xenophon, Hecataeus of

Abdera.
530 Plutarch of Chaeronea, Galen.
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might well have prevented Theodoret from taking him

seriously. The index, therefore, reveals the author’s

appreciation of an entire world, both pagan and Chris-

tian. It somehow notifies us about his sources, his

values, his spiritual priorities and predilections.

Theodoret’s name is present in almost all of the

Scholia, and so is Didymus’. Present in abundance are

writers such as Origen, Gregory of Nyssa, Plutarch,

Galen, Aristotle, and Alexander of Aphrodisias, who

was the main source for studying Aristotle in Late

Antiquity. Cassian also had a contemporary guide to

Aristotle, namely, John Philoponus, whom he turns out

to have studied carefully. From both the Scholia and the

rest of Cassian’s writings in this Codex, one can detect

the influence of writers such as Eusebius and Gregory of

Nyssa, who are in fact the scholars who along with

Didymus communicated Origen to him, and Evagrius.

One can also find out (through analysis, not from

the index alone) some of Cassian’s favourite writers

(apart from Alexander of Aphrodisias, Plutarch, Galen,

and Eusebius), such as Lucian of Samosata and the

grammarian Julius Naucratites and his handy and

prototypical lexicon. Finally, one can see how all this

complex of influences and predilections of Greek

authors, used by both pagans and Christians, advances

well into the fifth and sixth centuries. Furthermore, some

light is cast on how this treasure thereafter fades amidst

gruesome scenery of arid literalism, obsession with bar-

ren pursuit of extravagant neologisms, want of scholarly

skill, and lack of freedom of thought. In Arethas’ texts

one can hardly find anything even remotely reminiscent

of either Cassian’s open-mindedness, or Theodoret’s

elegance, from whom later lexica quoted just for the sake

of authorizing correct usage of Greek.531 By the ninth

century, the Greek language of Late Antiquity had given

way to flamboyant yet dry platitudes, in the absence of

any notable theological or philosophical impetus.

Authorship of the Scholia
The way to determine the author of the Scholia is

like the one of Odysseus returning to Ithaca: there are

temptations besetting our verdict before we have

actually reached our goal. I believe therefore that it is

necessary for me to give a brief account of this process

of identification, which turned out to be a real

peripeteia.

The first enticement is a century old: Origen

appeared to distinguished scholars as the author of

the Scholia, either because he is supposed to have

expressed his intention to write a commentary on the

Apocalypse, or because scattered terms of the Scholia

are found here and there in Origen. The fact that plenty

of other authors used the same terms, or that other

terminology appearing in the Scholia does not occur in

Origen, was ignored.

I set out with a detailed philological analysis of

the text, which was available to me through the 1911

edition by Adolf Harnack, who published the Scholia

only a few months after they were handed over to

him. At the time of Harnack and H. Turner, the Toura

papyri had not yet come to light. I was intrigued that

almost all key expressions pointed to parallels in

Didymus, especially in works of his that have been

discovered recently, which were of course unknown to

Harnack.

The discovery of a cache of Coptic papyrus codices

at Toura in 1941 resulted in some important texts

of Didymus being unearthed. These included his

Commentaries on Genesis, on Psalms, on Job, and on

Zachariah (the latter was not published until 1962).

A Commentary on Ecclesiastes was also attributed to

Didymus. From these papyri a compelling figure

emerges who deserves our attention and demands a

hearing: this is Didymus of Alexandria, now also

reaching us through the pen of Cassian. After the dis-

covery of the Toura manuscripts, the voice of Didymus

of Alexandria, advising us that he himself had written

a Commentary on the Apocalypse, was at last heard

after many centuries. This commentary was the main

source for Cassian’s exposition of his own views on the

apocalyptic text. His Scholia drawing on different

authors account for this Apocalypse being accorded

531 Cf. Etymologicum Gudianum, Alphabetic entry omicron, p. 433
(lemma Cρ!γανον, Theodoret had proposed a different etymology
of it; his text is no longer extant): α$ λλὰ κατὰ Θεοδ)ρητον α$ π< το�

?ιγ( γ�γονεν. Etymologicum Magnum, p. 443: Θαρσε�: Α$ π< το�

Ταρσεὺ �τυµολογε�ται, καθi παρὰ Θεοδωρ9τ^ α$ ν�γνων.
Lexicon Syntacticum, Alphabetic letter alpha, p. 18 (syntax of verb
α$ ν�χοµαι): Xτε σηµα!νει τ< καταφρον(, � τ< ‘α$ ν�χοµα! σου

το� θράσου’ κα� παρὰ τK Θεοδωρ9τ^ �ν το� Περ! τP

προνο!α λ�γοι α$ ε� γενικP. Ibid. p. 25: α$ φαιρο�µα! σε

χρηµάτων κα� χρ9µατα· κα� παρὰ Θεοδωρ9τ^, λ�γ^ qκτ^ Περ�

προνο!α· ‘τ<ν πλο�τον W λGστ� µ�νον α$ φαιρε�ται τ<ν

κεκτηµ�νον’, α$ λλὰ κα� ‘� συκοφάντη α$ φε!λετ� σε τ(ν

δεσµ(ν’. Theodoret’s text is extant. Cf. De Providentia,
PG.83.660.51–54: Κα� τ�ν µ>ν τ�χνην το� π�νητο ου$ δε� αE ν

λάβοι λGστ9, τ<ν δ> πλο�τον, ου$  λGστ� µ�νον, α$ λλὰ κα�

συκοφάντη α$ φαιρε�ται τοὺ κεκτηµ�νου.
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canonical status. What during the last hundred years

have been styled ‘Origen’s Scholia on the Apocalypse’

are in fact annotations by Cassian the Sabaite seeking to

establish the divine inspiration and scriptural authority

of this book. The text of the Scholia reveals them to

contain extensive passages which are stunningly

parallel to those of Didymus, both in vocabulary and

import. No doubt, the composer of the Scholia had

Didymus’ commentary in front of him during his work.

Further research however showed that we were dealing

not with this commentary itself, but with a work by a

certain unknown author, who had drawn heavily – yet

not exclusively – on it.

But who was he?

Further analysis showed that eminent Origenists,

such as Eusebius and Gregory of Nyssa, were abun-

dantly used. But the real surprise was that another

author was profusely present, and this author has been

asserted to be the opposite of the Alexandrian school.

There is a unique reference in Scholion XXX, where –

quite unexpectedly – we have the author speaking in

the first person: ‘as we have already taught apropos of

1 Paralipomenon’. Theodoret is the sole author to have

offered a comment on this Old Testament book, and

Photius refers to this fact in praise and admiration. This

makes the passage a unique seal of Theodoret’s identity.

Besides, the overall Antiochene sentiment of the the-

ology of the compilation, along with significant parallels

to Theodoret’s work (both philological and doctrinal),

had for some time left me in no doubt that his pen had

produced this work.

A question arises at this point. How can we be sure

that it is Theodoret himself speaking in this passage,

and that this is actually an excerpt from a now lost work

of his? Could it not be the case that Cassian himself

had written a commentary on 1 Paralipomenon and he

speaks of his own work? Cassian speaks for himself in

quite a number of Scholia; why not at this point too?

The reply to this question comes with Scholion XXXVIII.

Of this, it is only the first three lines, indeed up to the

point where he quotes Isaiah 14:12, that are his own.

The text following that point is a plain quotation from

Irenaeus’ Adversus Haereses, V, which has been pre-

served as Fragment 25.532 However, the text is too long

for Cassian to quote in full, hence he decided to be

selective. He then abridges the quotation, noting

this: κα� µεθ $  qτερα, which means ‘and after he [sc.

Irenaeus] has said certain other things, he continues

thus’. Then the quotation goes on with the text of

Irenaeus being quoted verbatim. This means that

Cassian is by no means averse to quoting a certain

patristic text word for word, which we also know

from Scholion V, where he quotes from Clement of

Alexandria without adding a single word of his own.

The same goes for Scholion XXXVIII and for Scholion

XXX, in part of which Theodoret speaks for himself.

This is the normal practice for Cassian in composing

his work. We can see him doing so in Scholion XX,

where the first two words of this are a mere quotation

from Rev. 3:7, to be followed by the comment, which is

a verbatim quotation from Didymus’ Commentary on

the Apocalypse.

In light of detailed philological examination of strik-

ing parallels, it turned out that there are crucial signs

pointing to an Antiochene compiler. Besides, my textual

research on the text of Revelation used by Cassian

(the passages heading each Scholion) are clearly an

Antiochene/Syriac version of the scriptural text.

Furthermore, Theodoret emerges as a commanding

presence. For one thing, we have remarkable points of

Antiochene theology in evidence right from the start

of the compilation. Scholion I shows a writer at pains

to demonstrate that the second Person of the Trinity, not

simply the first, should be styled ‘Lord’ (δεσπ�τη).533

So does Scholion XXIX.

Next, Scholia IV and VII style John the Evangelist

θεολ�γο, which is a very characteristic Antiochene

construction. Θεολ�γο was and eventually remained

an epithet attributed to Gregory of Nazianzus. So much

so that later lexica quoting from his works feel that

they do not need to state his name: mere reference to

θεολ�γο indicates Gregory.

Being a theologian of Antiochene mindset, Cassian

(like Theodoret) did not see in Nestorius534 (c. 386–c. 451)

532 Irenaeus, Contra Haereses, ed. A. Rousseau, L., Doutreleau, and
C. Mercier, Irénée de Lyon. Contre les hérésies, livre 5, vol. 2, Sources
chrétiennes 153 (Paris, 1969).

533 See further discussion on this below.
534 Nestorius, a Syrian monk from Antioch, was elected archbishop of

Constantinople in 428. Theodore of Mopsuestia and Diodorus of
Tarsus, under whom he probably studied, influenced him. He
propounded his doctrine in 428, defending his chaplain who
excoriated the designation θεοτ�κο, which, however, was
favoured by Cyril of Alexandria.
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a hideous heretic, but only a spiritual compatriot who

had probably just gone too far in his effort to counter-

balance Cyril’s emphasis on the divinity of Christ at the

expense of his humanity. I am sure that the Quaestiones

et Responsiones is not a work by Theodoret.535 There

are such striking similarities with Cassian that one

might surmise that this is a work written by his own

pen. During discussion of the language and ideas con-

tained in the Scholia, we come upon this tract over and

over.536 Be that as it may, the fact is that in this specific

work there is not a single point relating to Nestorianism,

either directly or implicitly.

A couple of points evince that Cassian treated the

condemned erstwhile patriarch of Constantinople as a

person whose theological statements were not entirely

without reason. Such a point is Cassian’s assertion ‘the

Holy Spirit does not give birth to offspring’ (τ< Πνε�µα

τ< αe γιον ‹ου$ › γεννd). This could appear as too bizarre

a statement (all the more so since Cassian is the sole

author besides Nestorius to make such a blunt con-

fession), unless this is considered in the context of

Nestorian theology.537

A second point is Cassian’s usage of the term

συνάφεια (‘conjunction’). Although not used in a

Christological context, this can be shown by argument

to be a usage after a Nestorian idea.538 A third point

is his expression α$ κατάσχετο Θε� (‘God, who is

unrestrained’).539 Styling Godhead α$ κατάσχετο is an

expressive designation, since it was Nestorius alone

who had used this epithet.540 This diction occurs only

in De Trinitate, which I have claimed to be Cassian’s

work.541

This is not to say that Cassian himself had deeply

rooted Nestorian sympathies as regards Christology,

although the environment in which he was brought up

certainly cherished such allegiances. Whether he had

sympathies of the kind or not, for the time being we

simply cannot say, in the absence of more evidence.542

Such instances nevertheless clearly suggest that he

was seeing Nestorius as an Antiochene doctor, on

whom he could somehow draw. This is one more lesson

Cassian had been taught by the great doctors of

Antioch, Diodorus of Tarsus, Theodore of Mopsuestia,

and Theodoret. We should bear in mind that Theodoret

defended Nestorius consistently for twenty years, from

431 to 451, until he was forced to anathematize him at

Chalcedon. Bitter though the pill he had to swallow

was to him, his followers could not forget that he had

defended Nestorius’ orthodoxy.543 And Cassian was a

genuine son of Antioch, and Theodoret himself.

Exploration of Cassian’s text in Codex 573 has

shown that he was an assiduous student of Gregory of

535 The Quaestiones et Responsiones (J. C. T. Otto, ed., Corpus
apologetarum Christianorum saeculi secundi, vol. 5, 3rd edn.
(Jena, 1881 (repr. 1969)), pp. 2–246) was a work ascribed to Justin
(Pseudo-Justin) along with three other works: Quaestiones
Christianorum ad Gentiles (ibid. pp. 246–326), Quaestiones
Gentilium ad Christianos (pp. 326–366), (ed. J.C.T. Otto, Corpus
apologetarum Christianorum saeculi secundi, vol. 4, third edn.
[Jena, 1880 (repr. Wiesbaden, 1969], pp. 100–222). A. Harnack
had claimed Diodorus of Tarsus to be the writer of the Quaestiones
et Responsiones but F. X. Funk rejected this, only to allow that
this was a work produced by Antiochene circles. Cf. F. X. Funk,
‘Le pseudo-Justin et Théodore de Tarse’, Revue d’Histoire
Ecclésiastique (1902), 947–971. Today there is a tendency to
attribute this work to Theodoret for two reasons: First, in the
catena to the gospel of Luke by Nicetas, bishop of Heraclea,
Question number LVIII is there, and this is ascribed to Theodoret.
See M. Richard, ‘Les citations de Théodoret conservées dans
la chaîne de Nicétas sur l’évangélie selon saint Luc’, Revue
Biblique 43 (1934) 92. Second, A. Papadopoulos-Kerameus
found a manuscript at Constantinople (no. 452 X, belonging to
the Greek Orthodox Patriarchate of Jerusalem) which contains
sixty-one questions and replies and is explicitly attributed to
Theodoret. Papadopoulos-Kerameus, Θεοδωρ�του 
Επισκ)που

Π)λεω� Κύρρου, Πρ#� τὰ� �πενεχθε�σα� αυ
 τB �περωτ�σει� παρά

τινο� τ*ν �ξ Α/γύπτου �πισκ)πων 
Αποκρ�σει�, St Petersburg,
1895, pp. 1–150.

536 See Scholia (and expanded notes) IX; XI; XX; XXV; XXVII; XXIX;
XXX; XXXI; XXXV; XXXVI.

537 Cassian the Sabaite, De Panareto, p. 116r; see NDGF, pp. 366–370;
RCR, pp. 15–16..

538 Cf. Cassian the Sabaite, SerenPrim, p. 84v. See endnote 17 to the
Greek text, NDGF, pp. 298–299.

539 Cassian the Sabaite, ScetPatr, p. 59v NDGF, pp. 174; 223.
540 Cf. Nestorius, Sermones, Sermon 4, apud ACO, Concilium Universale

Ephesenum Anno 431, 1,1,6, p. 12: κα� ε: µεµ�νηκεν W θε< λ�γο

το� Ι$ ουδα!οι α$ κατάσχετο κα� τ8 σφαγ8 ου$  κεκοιν)νηκε τP

σαρκ!. So ibid. p. 99.
541 DT (lib. 2.1–7), 6.8,5: + το� α- γ!ου πνεύµατο *κχυσι, � α' ν τι

εFποι, + α$ κατάσχετο κα� α' φθονο �πιφο!τησι αυ$ το�. NGDF,
Appendix II, p. 599.

542 What I suggest is that Cassian the Sabaite will turn out to be the
author of a good number of texts currently spuriously ascribed to
celebrities of Christianity. It is then that a more detailed study of the
point will be possible.

543 There is of course the claim that Theodoret wrote a libel renouncing
Nestorius in his Haereticarum Fabularum Compendium, PG.83.432–
436. At this point scholarship should only pause. I simply declare
that I do not believe this is a text of Theodoret’s. Having studied
Origen for decades and Cassian recently, I have learned one lesson:
the history of Christian literature is a nasty story which involves the
most hideous and cunning cases of distortion and interpolation. The
second half of the fifth century and the sixth century probably
produced more spurious texts than genuine literature.
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Nyssa,544 and I could endorse A. Grillmeier’s view sug-

gesting an almost direct line between the Cappadocians

and Nestorius.545 According to him, Cappadocian

Christology saw the unity of Christ in terms of the

Stoic doctrine of κρα̃σι δι $  Xλων. This suggests two

natures mixed together without either of them losing its

properties. This was the way Basil explained that what

suffered on the Cross was Christ’s humanity, whereas

his divinity remained impassible. The body is subject to

hunger, thirst, and fatigue, and the soul suffers anxiety,

ignorance, and sorrow. The Logos took upon Himself

both a body and a soul that suffered such passions as

are natural to humanity; but he did not assume those

passions which are relevant to the Fall, that is, passions

which occur in a human being as a result of a will

revolting against God. This distinction allows for the

soul to function in a truly theological sense during the

Incarnation. However, as Grillmeier put it, he did not

even think of transferring this ‘to the spiritual decisions

that are decisive for our redemption’.546 Likewise, both

Theodoret and Gregory of Nyssa focus their attention

on discussing the properties of each nature rather

than elaborating on how they make up the Person of

Christ. Paul Clayton Jr. makes a telling point showing

that although the formula uniting the two natures in

Christ is not the same in either Gregory of Nyssa or

Theodoret, ‘the fundamental metaphysical assumptions

of the Cappadocian and Theodoret’s Antiochene

tradition are the same’.547 It should be further added

that Theodoret is the sole Christian intellectual to make

use of the Stoic expression κρα̃σι δι $  Xλων,548 at the

point where he expounds the notions of two natures of

Christ by means of the simile of air and light.549 It is at

that very same point of the Eranistes that Theodoret

makes an exposition of the functions of two natures

during the Incarnation, which seem to me not too

different from the Cappadocian ones and, anyway, they

appear to share more than ‘fundamental metaphysical

assumptions’, as Clayton had it. This means that

when Cassian was writing, he did not actually need

to distinguish for himself whether he had in mind

Theodoret or Gregory of Nyssa: in fact he must have

written under the impression that he was in line with

both, cherishing the theology of both. His attack on

Arianism550 is made from an Antiochene point of view,

which is evinced by his emphasis on the expression

δεσπ�τη Χριστ�. This is actually an echo from

Theodoret, who had struggled to reach out to

Alexandria as much as he could by affirming ‘two per-

fect natures’ and yet ‘one Son’.551 He had at the same

time warned of the danger of falling either into Arianism

by excessive emphasis on playing down Christ’s

humanity and thinking and speaking of Jesus Christ not

as a man in the ordinary way, but rather as ‘the Logos

of God incarnate’.552 For his part, Theodoret took some

steps towards Cyril’s Christology, even though he may

have thought of it in his own terms.

From my exploration, therefore, some interesting

results flowed: despite assertions to the contrary, there

was not actually any iron curtain between Alexandria

and Antioch. My initial impression was that Theodoret

(an eminent scholar above all, as well as a catenist) had

compiled this series of comments in order to establish

the authority of the book of Revelation, both for himself

544 See NDGF and RCR, passim.
545 Aloys Grillmeier, Christ in Christian Tradition, v. I, From the

Apostolic Age to Chalcedon (451), tr. J. S. Bowden, revised 2nd edn
(London, 1975), p. 368.

546 Ibid.
547 Paul Clayton Jr., The Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus, (Oxford,

2007), p. 88.
548 Chrysippus, Fragmenta Logica et Physica, Fr. 478 apud Plotinus,

Enneades, II.7.1. Cf. testimonies and discussion by Plutarch,
Amatorius, 769F. Galen, De Temperamentis, v. 1, p. 563; Circa
Doctrinas Hippocratis et Platonis, 8.7.17; In Hippocratis De Natura
Hominis Librum Commentarii iii, v. 15, p. 61. Alexander of
Aphrodisias, De Mixtione, p. 221. John Philoponus, De Aeternitatae
Mundi, p. 462.

549 Theodoret, Eranistes, p. 144–46.
550 Cf. Cassian the Sabaite, SerenPrim, p. 99r: an attack on both Arius

and Eunomius (NDGF, p. 280). Also, Scholion XXXVI.
551 Theodoret, Quod Unicus Filius Sit Jesus Christus (ex epistula 151),

PG.83.1436.12–16: Εe να τοιγαρο�ν προσκυνο�µεν ΥO�ν,
�κατ�ραν δ> φύσιν τελε!αν �ν αυ$ τK θεωρο�µεν, κα� τ�ν

λαβο�σαν, κα� τ�ν ληφθε�σαν· κα� τ�ν �κ το� Θεο�, κα� τ�ν �κ

∆αβ!δ.
552 Cyril of Alexandria, Quod Unus Sit Christus, p. 715: σεσαρκωµ�νον

τ<ν �κ Θεο� Πατρ< φύντα Λ�γον. p. 726: Χριστ<ν qνα κα�

ΥO�ν, � Κύριον �νανθρωπ9σαντα κα� σεσαρκωµ�νον τ<ν

µονογεν8 το� Θεο� Λ�γον. P. 729: τ<ν �κ Θεο� Πατρ<

δηλον�τι Λ�γον �νανθρωπ9σαντα κα� σεσαρκωµ�νον. p. 737:
ε: δ� µ!α πρ< +µ(ν Wµολογο�το φύσι ΥOο� σεσαρκωµ�νου τε

κα� �νηνθρωπηκ�το. Homiliae Paschales, PG.77.880.1–2: τ<ν

µονογεν8 το� Θεο� Λ�γον �νανθρωπ9σαντα, κα�

σεσαρκωµ�νον. Commentarius In Isaiam Prophetam,
PG.70.312.46–48: αυ$ τ<ν µονογεν8 το� Θεο� Λ�γον, τ<ν δι $

οV τὰ πάντα, κα� �ν Z τὰ πάντα, σεσαρκωµ�νον τε κα�

�νανθρωπ9σαντα θεωρ(ν. Explanatio in Lucam, PG.72.561.5–7:
qνα Κύριον Fσµεν, τουτ�στι µονογεν8 το� Θεο� Λ�γον

σεσαρκωµ�νον. Pseudo-Cyril of Alexandria, De Sacrosancta
Trinitate, PG.77.1160.13–15: Ω- σαύτω κα� W µ!αν φύσιν ε:ρηκi

το� Θεο� Λ�γου σεσαρκωµ�νην, ου$  µια̃ φύσεω τ<ν Κύριον

�δογµάτισε. 
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and his flock. Two points, however, suggested that I

have not yet arrived at my Ithaca.

First, there is a peculiar phenomenon which

I noticed with the Scholia. Whereas Theodoret’s influ-

ence is clear (along with that of Didymus), and while

we also have a text which is clearly Theodoret’s in a

certain Scholion, a third party appeared who made

further (very short) remarks on points already covered

by a preceding Scholion. For instance, whereas in

Scholion XXXI the issue of the ‘virgin men’ of Rev. 14:4

had been treated fully, Scholion XXXII returns to this

topic, in order to say things more or less similar to what

had been said before. It turns out that in Scholion XXXI

we have a quotation from Didymus’ commentary on

Revelation, whereas the next one is a comment by the

compiler, who is not Theodoret.

Who could this person actually be? If there was a

third party making such comments, then he (not

Theodoret) would be the compiler. In any case, no

matter who this person was, he had clearly drawn on

other writers, too. For instance, Scholion V is simply

a verbatim quotation from Clement of Alexandria,

Scholion XXXIX a passage from Irenaeus.

But the crucial point was yet to come. An ancient

reader of the ‘Book of Cassian’ wrote on the top of the

last folio (295v – the last one of the Scholia, and of

the entire Codex): ‘by monk Cassian the Roman’

(Κασσιανο� µοναχο� Ρωµα!ου). The hand is prob-

ably later, but whoever wrote this must have known

who the composer of the Scholia actually was.

But Cassian who? It was at that time that I looked at

the entire Codex itself.553 My interest up to that moment

was focused on the continuous text of Revelation

(Codex, pp. 210r–245r) followed by the Scholia (Codex,

pp. 245v–290r). Which means that until that moment

I had studied only the last eighty folios of the Codex.

It was only then that I surveyed the rest of the Codex –

this time as a piece of art, as well as a depository of

various ancient manuscripts in the rest of its pages. It

was only then that I came upon its first page. A beautiful

colophon had this title: ‘The Book of monk Cassian’.

Then the title of the first work followed: ‘By Monk

Cassian the Roman, On the Rules and Institutions of

Monasteries Located in Egypt and in the East’. The

name was written twice, which (as normally happens in

ancient codices) indicated the owner of the ‘Book of

Cassian’ (namely, Codex 573 itself) and, subsequently,

the author of the first of the treatises contained therein.

The first two works are well known, and after the

seventh century they circulated under the name of

Athanasius. They were published by Migne (as ‘spuria’,

ascribed to Athanasius), but in fact they are Cassian’s,

which was also known to the editor. The ensuing three

treatises are in fact an unpublished Greek manuscript.

Consequently, I edited the Greek manuscript

(Codex, folios 1r–118v), which was a revealing and

rewarding work. The language of Cassian was very

important to me, all the more so since it contained rare

colloquialisms and notable technical vocabulary, both

theological and philosophical.

What was revealed was pretty shocking: monk

Cassian (the owner and writer of the original codex

from which the present one was transcribed) is not the

man known as ‘John Cassian’ in the Patrologia Latina.

He is not the Scythian ‘John Cassian of Marseilles’,

allegedly mentioned by Gennadius of Marseilles (in fact

interpolated) in his supplement to Jerome’s De Viris

Illustribus. It has been asserted that ‘John Cassian’

(who lived at the turn of the fourth to fifth century)

wrote the Conferences, the Institutions of Monasteries,

and the treatise On the Eight Dispositions to Evil.

Also, that Greek versions of these works are Greek

translations from the Latin original. Migne’s editor

A. Galland, in his introductory comment, surmised that

‘some Graeculus’ wrote this.

Detailed word-for-word philological analysis,

however, showed that we are dealing with a Greek

original text of the highest philological quality, both

in terms of language and of classical and theological

erudition. There is extremely rare theological as well

as Aristotelian terminology, which is impossible for

any translation from Latin to contain. Writers such as

Eusebius, Gregory of Nyssa, and Didymus are present

in their own words, along with Homer, Pindar, the great

Greek tragic poets, Aristophanes, Plato, Aristotle,

Plutarch, Athenaeus, Galen, and others, including

unique instances of extremely specialized terminology.

This Cassian was not the Scythian of Marseilles. It

was another Cassian, more than a hundred years later

than the Scythian. This was a monk of the Laura

of Sabas in Palestine, coming from Scythopolis, a town

of Koile Syria closely affiliated with Antioch, a student

553 See RCR, pp. 524–548, for photos of this Codex and selected folios in it with photos of folios from some other Sabaite codices on facing pages.
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of the sixth-century ‘Origenism’ (of which Origen

was all but the father), certainly of Didymus, and most

certainly of Evagrius. He was a spiritual son of St Sabas,

the famous founder of the Great Laura. Cassian was

the founder of the Zouga monastery in his native

Scythopolis in Palestine, and the abbot of another one

in 540–547 (the Souka monastery, or the convent of

Chariton, on which light was cast by recent archaeo-

logical excavations during the 1990s). Finally he

became the abbot of the Great Laura of Sabas in 548,

only to remain in the post for ten months until his death

on 20 July 548. Cassian was a close friend of

Leontius of Byzantium, a sixth-century ‘Origenist’ and

protagonist in the so-called ‘Origenistic-controversy’ of

the period in Palestine, who took part in the local synod

of 536 in Constantinople, where Cassian was present,

too, as a delegate of the Great Laura. They both signed

the synodical acts. To this Leontius some of Cassian’s

works are addressed. These works have now been pub-

lished in a Greek edition, along with an English transla-

tion. The results, comparing terms and expressions

from all Greek literature, both pagan and Christian, are

stunning. The Greek text is not, and cannot be, a Greek

translation from the Latin. This is a Greek original, full

of technical terminology coming from both Classical

Greek and Patristic literature. This is another Cassian,

unknown and non-existent to scholarship thus far.

Further investigation showed that no Greek author

(from the sixth to the fourteenth century) knows of any

‘John Cassian’, the alleged fourth/fifth century deacon

of John Chrysostom. They all know of Cassian and

sometimes mention him in admiration as the ‘great

Cassian’. However, he has been eclipsed by the Scythian

John Cassian of Marseilles, by means of tampering with

manuscripts (indeed extinguishing ancient Greek ones)

and heavily interpolating the works ascribed to him in

the Patrologia Latina, and in the Vienna corpus of the

Latin authors. He has been advertised as the father of

the Benedictine monastic order and as ‘the sole Latin

Father included in the Philocalia’, that is, the anthology

complied by Nicodemus of Athos. All these are simply a

myth conspiring to establish the presence of a figment

called ‘John Cassian’ instead of the real one, namely,

Cassian the Sabaite.

The comparative study of Cassian’s Greek works

in Codex 573 and the Scholia (that is, a comparison

of Codex folios 1r–118v and 845v–290r) provided me

with the final conclusion. Monk Cassian the Sabaite is

the compiler of the Scholia in Apocalypsin.

The ‘Book of Cassian’ (Codex 573 itself) was a

personal companion to this erudite man, influenced by

sixth-century ‘Origenism’. A spiritual son of St Sabas,

tutored by the saint himself, he became the abbot of the

Laura of Sabas at the recommendation of Patriarch Peter

I of Jerusalem (524–552). When this prelate suggested

to the leading monks of the Great Laura that Cassian

be appointed, he presumably took into account the

unstable circumstances of the times. Given the power

of the Origenists at the time, Cassian’s respected

personality (and moderate Origenism) was a com-

promise accepted by both parties. This happened in

October 547, while the Origenistic controversy was

raging, at the Laura itself, as well as at the New Laura

and surrounding monasteries, only four years before

the Fifth Oecumenical Council of Constantinople in 553,

and five years after Justinian had issued his Edictum

contra Origenem (Letter to Patriarch Mennas). This

edict was compiled in the Laura of Sabas itself by Abbot

Gelasius and other elders (as is definitely shown

by means of ancient testimony in RCR), and was

subsequently sent to Patriarch Peter I of Jerusalem

(524–552), who dispatched it to Justinian. The emperor

immediately employed it, made it an imperial edict

verbatim, and finally implemented it through condem-

nation of Origen by a local synod summoned by the

Patriarch Mennas on the emperor’s order.

In determining the author of the Scholia, Cassian

had in the first place to be resurrected as a writer.

Cassian the Sabaite, monk of St Sabas’ Great Laura,

was born c. 470 and died on 20 July 548. He spent

six years (c. 533–539) living at the monastery of the

Akoimetoi, in Constantinople. As a presbyter of the

Laura of Sabas, he took part in the local synod of 536 in

Constantinople and signed its acts along with Leontius

of Byzantium.

Cyril of Scythopolis left a fairly detailed account of

the death of Sabas at the age of ninety-four, in 533 AD.

In this story, Cassian is described as a ‘gifted’ person, in

both ethical and intellectual terms (κεκοσµηµ�νο τK

λ�γ^).554 According to Cyril, Sabas was a real saint, yet

554 Cyril of Scythopolis, Vita Cyriaci, p. 231. Besides Cassian, the
chronicler attributed this characterization only to Sabas and

Theodosius the Coenobiarch. Cyril of Scythopolis, Vita Sabae,
p. 115. See RCR, pp. 55; 79; 80.
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it is important that his story involves Cassian’s sanctity,

too. Cassian died sixteen years after Sabas. He was the

abbot, and a decision was made that the body of the

deceased ‘blessed Cassian’ (το� µακαρ!ου Κασιανο�)

should be interred along with that of Sabas. When the

crypt was opened for the occasion, they found the body

of Sabas incorrupt and with no signs of decay, and Cyril

of Scythopolis assures us that he saw this himself.

This testimony is important for an additional

reason. It appears that Cassian was considered to be so

exceptional a personality as to deserve to be placed next

to the body of the deceased venerated founder of the

Laura. It could be argued that he was placed in the crypt

which was reserved for the abbots of the monastery.

During the period of fifteen years since the death of

Sabas there had been other abbots, whom Cassian

succeeded, and he himself remained in the post for only

ten months. The successor of Sabas was a certain abba

Melitas, born in Beirut, and was chosen by Sabas

himself, who had a premonition about his own death a

few days before this actually occurred. The new

abbot remained in office for five years until he died

in September 535. He was succeeded by Gelasius

(September 537–October 546), who immediately took

anti-Origenist action. Then a certain Origenist monk,

called George took up and remained in office for seven

months (547), to be deposed by the Origenist party itself

on the grounds of corruption. Therefore, if a specific site

for interring the bodies of abbots had been determined,

this should have happened with the body of at least two

of Cassian’s predecessors, notably Melitas and Gelasius.

Therefore, the findings about the incorrupt body of

Sabas could have come to light at least a year earlier.

Still, it seems that special treatment was reserved for

Cassian, on account of his personality, not simply his

office as abbot.

An ancient reader (and, perhaps, later owner) of the

‘Book of Cassian’ wrote the following on the top of the

last folio (295r – the last page of the Scholia and of

the Codex itself): Κασιανου του ροµα!ου µου--, that is,

(emending orthography and abbreviation), Κασιανο�

το� Ρ- ωµα!ου µοναχο� (‘by monk Cassian the Roman’).

The hand is later, but whoever wrote this knew who the

author of the Scholia actually was.

It was only then that I had arrived in my Ithaca.

The Codex 573, entitled ‘The Book of Cassian’, in

beautiful embellishment on its opening page, has yet

something more to tell us. Indeed, it is significant that

a cross is drawn on the left side, beside the name of

Cassian, on both headings of the first page. This

suggests the clerical status of the author (he signed

the acts of the synod of 536 as ‘presbyter at the Laura

of Sabas’), and the fact that he was still alive at the

time when the original book (from which this codex

was copied later) was compiled at his own behest.

Clergymen in the East draw a cross before their name

even today. On the first page of the Codex, the name of

Cassian is written twice: first, the decorated one, which

suggests the owner of the Codex; second, Cassian the

author of the first of the treatises addressed to Bishop

Castor. A cross on the left side accompanies the name of

Cassian at both points, which are only a couple of lines

from each other. There is a treatise following, which is

ascribed to Irenaeus,555 where there is a cross by the

name of that bishop. No cross exists by the name of

Hippolytus (folio 156r), or Cyril of Alexandria (folio

201r), nor even by the name of John the Evangelist at

the beginning of both the text of Revelation (folio 210r),

and the Scholia (folio 245v).

The rubric ‘the Book of monk Cassian’ (Κασσιανο�

Μοναχο� Βιβλ!ον) means that Codex 573 is a copy

from a book owned by Cassian. This header refers to

the entire book, not just to the works by Cassian him-

self, which occupy the first 118 folios of the 290 ones

which comprise the Codex. If this colophon applied

to the works of Cassian only, then there would have

been no reason for another title to follow just two lines

further, which reads: ‘By Monk Cassian the Roman: On

the Order and Canons [Governing] the Coenobia in the

East and Egypt’ (Κασσιανο� Μοναχο� Ρ- ωµα!ου,

Περ� διατυπ)σεων κα� καν�νων τ(ν κατὰ τ�ν

Α$ νατολ�ν κα� ΑFγυπτον Κοινοβ!ων). Had the

designation ‘the Book of monk Cassian’ been intended

to denote only the works by Cassian included therein,

then there was no reason for a second heading also

to exist on the first page. Therefore, the first headings

signifies the owner and compiler of the Book, whereas

the second one is the first in the series of headings

indicating the author of each work included in the

book.

555 Codex pp. 119r–155v: Irenaeus bishop of Lyon, De Benedictionibus Jacobi.
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The present codex is a copy transcribed from the

original book, in which the Scholia were written during

the 530s or 540s. At that time it was too dangerous to

declare allegiances to theologians such as Origen,

Didymus, Evagrius, Severianus of Gabala, Diodorus

of Tarsus, Theodore of Mopsuestia, or Julian the Arian,

featuring along with orthodox theologians. This was too

large a crowd of heretics to be reproduced by Cassian

at a time when the fervour against them all was still

burning. We know that the treatise underlying the

Scholia, indeed their main source, is Didymus’ lost

Commentary on the Apocalypse. Likewise, Theodoret

was theologically suspect, as one who had opposed

Cyril of Alexandria and defended Nestorius. At a period

when the dispute over Monophysitism was raging, the

name of Cyril of Alexandria had come to be venerated

much more than had been the case during his lifetime.

This, even though Cyril was the actual culprit in causing

Monophysitism to emerge. Cyril was, however, also

highly valued by Justinian. Each party interpreted

his ambiguous and ill-considered statements to suit

their partisan interests. Within this inflamed setting,

Theodoret was remembered as a foe of Cyril, the man

who had once even instigated Cyril’s condemnation

at the early stage of the council of Ephesus. In 553

Theodoret just barely escaped full condemnation, and

only the Three Chapters became the target.

In view of this state of affairs, for Cassian to quote

names such as Origen, Didymus, or Theodoret, would

be nothing short of embarking on a precarious venture.

Cassian therefore withheld the names of his authorities

and made no mention of such authors at all. In view of

his erudition that is revealed in this study, it would have

been impossible for him not to be aware of his real

sources.

Besides, Cassian had the text of Revelation (now

known as MS 2351) included in his own ‘Book’.

One point in this text should be considered. The 2351

rendering, κα� ου$ δε� α$ νο!γ‹ει›, ε: µ� W α$ νο!γων κα�

ου$ δε� α$ νο!ξει556 is a unique one. The sole author who

had treated an apocalyptic text with this language was

Theodoret.557 Therefore, there is a strong possibility

that this specific text of Revelation was the result of

Theodoret’s emendation in an unknown manuscript.

Some philological remarks
In addition to the later handwriting on folio 295v

ascribing the Scholia to Cassian, once his texts of the

first 118 folios are studied, one can see that a charac-

teristic style is reproduced in the Scholia. This is not to

say that there are characteristic expressions exclusive

to Cassian. But juxtaposition of the texts does suggest

that Cassian had been influenced by certain patterns

of expression, and his writing displays a clear pre-

dilection for them. Let me therefore cite some examples,

which attest to the same writer having written both the

first and last part of this codex.

The structure ‘being aware of this (το�το �πι-

στάµενο) . . . he says’ is characteristic of Didymus.558

However, in Scholion IV it is not Didymus speaking, it

is Cassian, simply because John the Evangelist is styled

θεολ�γο. Didymus never accorded this title to John

the Evangelist, as shown in EN IVb. The Scholion is

a comment by Cassian himself, who employed the

expression,559 and used it in the Scholion and the rest of

his text in the same characteristic manner.

Scholion XVIII is indeed one by Cassian using the

expression το� τ8 δικαιοσύνη +λ!ου (as in Malachi,

3:20), which is characteristic of Didymus. However, this

is not actually a quotation from Didymus, but only a

very short comment by the compiler, who is one of the

few theologians to use the metaphor in a phrase of his

own instead of just quoting Malachi.560

The same goes for the expression561 διὰ τ< �µπαθ>

in Scholion XVI. This Stoic notion of one being bowled

head over heels by passion was used by Didymus, but

556 Cf. Scholion XX.
557 Cf. Theodoret, commIs, 6, line 711, commenting on Isaiah 22:22:

κα� δ)σω αυ$ τK τ�ν κλε�δα οFκου ∆αυ�δ �π� το� sµου αυ$ το�, κα�

α$ νο!ξει, κα� ου$ δε� κλε!σει, κα� κλε!σει, κα� ου$ κ *σται W

α$ νο!γων.
558 Scholion IV, note 3.
559 OctoVit, p. 49r: Ταύτην τ�ν ν�σον βαρυτάτην οjσαν W θε�ο

α$ π�στολο �πιστάµενο κα� βουλ�µενο αυ$ τ�ν �κ τ(ν

+µετ�ρων ψυχ(ν � σοφ< :ατρ< πρ�ρριζον α$ νασπα̃σαι, κα�

τὰ α:τ!α, α$ φ $  Yν µάλιστα τ!κτεται, δε!κνυσιν. Ibid. p. 56r:
Τα�τα κα� οO πατ�ρε +µ(ν �πιστάµενοι, πάντε µιd γν)µG

παραδεδ)κασι. ScetPatr, p. 57v: το�το κα� W µακάριο Πα�λο W

α$ π�στολο �πιστάµεν� φησιν. Ibid. p. 58v: Xπερ κα� W µακάριο

Πα�λο �πιστάµενο *λεγεν. SerenPrim, p. 92r: Τα�τα πάντα

�πιστάµενο W ∆αβ�δ κα� *χων τοὺ Cφθαλµοὺ το� *νδον

α$ νθρ)που ;γιε�, κα� γιν)σκων Xτι χα!ρουσιν �π� τP πτ)σει

+µ(ν, *λεγεν πρ< τ<ν Θε�ν. OctoVit, p. 32r: Οe θεν W µακάριο

α$ π�στολο το�το γιν)σκων . . . �κάλεσε.
560 Cf. Cassian the Sabaite, OctoVit, Cod. p. 39r: θεάσασθαι τ<ν

Dλιον τ8 δικαιοσύνη. p. 40r: τ<ν Dλιον τ8 δικαι‹ο›σύνη

Χριστ�ν. On p. 40v he quotes Malachi 3:20.
561 Canvassed in EN XVIc.
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Cassian employed it to make this short comment, which

is evidently an ad hoc remark, not a quotation from

Didymus.562

Cassian’s style in the rest of the texts included in the

Codex can tell us with some certainty when it is he who

speaks and when we have a plain quotation (sometimes

more or less paraphrased) from other authors. For

instance, he used the verb forms πιστο�ται (present)563

or πιστ)σει (future)564 and the noun π!στωσι.565 The

first two had been used by Theodoret566 and Cyril567

alike. However, the third (i.e. the noun π!στωσι) was

never used by either Theodoret or Cyril, and appears

in spuria which are most likely to be Cassian’s own

writings.568 Likewise, Cassian’s verb πιστοποιε�σθαι569

was not used by Theodoret and appears only once in

Cyril.570 Furthermore, Cassian uses the term νοητ� in

the same way in both works,571 which Theodoret also

uses, as is discussed in the next section. Besides,

some distinctive words, such as the verb α$ ναπε!θειν

applied to the devil inciting men,572 seem to appeal to

him. Likewise, Cassian is fond of quoting Isaiah, 14:12,

which refers to the fall of the Lucifer, and he does so in

both works.573 He does so also with Heb. 4:12, which

seems to have a special appeal for him.574

The expression of Scholion XXX τ�ν προσο�σαν

δικαιοσύνην is a very rare one. This is a phrase that

Cassian coined, but his debt is to Didymus using the

expression τ�ν προσο�σαν α$ ρετ9ν, as discussed in

EN XXXIf. Indeed Cassian took up the expression and

used it in his writings.575 The participle προσο�σα was

applied to sundry nouns, such as ‘virtue’, ‘sinlessness’,

‘grace’, ‘mortification of one’s passions’, ‘power’,

‘ignorance’ etc. as quoted in the expanded note. How-

ever, the participle attached to ‘justice’ (δικαιοσύνη)

is far too rare, occurring no more than three times in

literature. One of them is a spurious work ascribed to

Chrysostom, which calls for some exploration of a

possible relation between this and the pen of Cassian.576

Finally, let me consider the expression of Scholion

XXI, �ννο!α αυ$ τK το� πατρ< �νχαράττων (‘He

engraves upon him concepts of the Father’). The

noun *ννοια means ‘notion’ or ‘concept’ and is as old

as Socrates, who invented this brilliant term. Concept

means a mental construction from observation of

562 Cassian the Sabaite, OctoVit, p. 39v: τοὺ �µπαθε� κα�

φιληδ�νου λογισµού. p. 40v: τ8 �µπαθο� διαθ�σεω. Pseudo-
Caesarius, Quaestiones et Responsiones, 139: ε: δ> τK διαβ�λ^ δι $

α$ µελεστ�ρου κα� �µπαθο� β!ου προσχωρ9σωµεν. Ibid. 188:
α$ παλλαγ8ναι τ8 �µπαθο� κα� ;λ)δου [scil. ζω8].

563 Scholion XXIX. Cf. Theodoret, Interpretatio in Psalmos,
PG.80.1136.27 (πιστο�ται); Interpretatio in Jeremiam,
PG.81.549.38 (πιστο�ται); intProphXII, PG.81: 1677.19
(πιστο�ται); 1769.24 (πιστο�ται); 1912.46 (πιστο�ται);
intPaulXIV, PG.82: 317.36 (πιστο�ται); 648.30 (πιστο�ται); 797.43
(πιστο�ται); 865.40 (πιστούµενο); Eranistes.244.22
(πιστούµενο); HE,195.7 (πιστούµενο).

564 Scholion XXV.
565 Scholion XXV.
566 Theodoret, Eranistes, p. 108 (πιστ)σασθαι); p. 162

(πιστ)σηται); p. 174 (πιστ)σηται); p. 177 (πιστ)σασθαι); p. 246
(πιστ)σηται); HE, p. 141 (πιστ)σασθαι). Pseudo-Theodoret (or
Pseudo-Justin), QetR, pp. 5 (πιστ)σασθαι); 56 ( πιστ)σασθαι);
115 (π!στωσιν and πιστ)σηται).

567 Cyril of Alexandria, Commentarius in XII Prophetas, v. 1, p. 578
(πιστούµεθα); v. 2, p. 96 (πιστο�ται); Commentarii in Joannem,
v. 1, p. 162 (πιστο�ται); p.198 (πιστούµενο); Commentarii in
Joannem, v. 3, p. 103 (πιστο�ται); Fragmenta in Epistulam i ad
Corinthios, p. 292 (πιστο�ται); p. 298, line 7 (πιστούµενο); De
Incarnatione, p. 713 (πιστούµενο); Commentaria in Matthaeum,
fr. 134 (πιστο�ται); fr. 134col2 (πιστο�ται); Commentarius in
Isaiam Prophetam, PG.70: 985.18 (πιστούµενο); 1304.6
(πιστο�ται); Explanatio in Lucam, PG.72.948.4 (πιστούµενο);
De Incarnatione Domini, PG.75.1464.19 (πιστο�ται); and
passim.

568 Cf. Cassian the Sabaite, Scholion XXV: Xταν α$ ναβα!ν‹ω›ν τι

�κε� τ(ν α- γ!ων λ�γει τὰ πιστ)σει. Const, Cod. p. 10b: Κα�

πρ< π!στωσιν τ(ν ε:ρηµ�νων. Pseudo-Cyril of Alexandria, De
Sacrosancta Trinitate, PG.77.1169.14–16: Τὰ δ�, διὰ τ�ν πρ<

+µα̃ φαν�ρωσ!ν τε κα� π!στωσιν, � τ�, ‘Πάτερ, δ�ξασ�ν µε

τP δ�ξG, m ε_χον πρ< το� τ<ν κ�σµον ε_ναι παρὰ σο!.’
Pseudo-Theodoret, Quaestiones et Responsiones, p. 115 (and
Pseudo-Justin, QetR, p.466A): �χρ9σατο δ> W α$ π�στολο τK

κατὰ τὰ σπ�ρµατα ;ποδε!γµατι πρ< π!στωσιν τ8 τ(ν νεκρ(ν

α$ ναστάσεω, hνα κατὰ α$ ναλογ!αν πιστ)σηται τ8 α$ ναστάσεω

τ<ν λ�γον.
569 Cassian the Sabaite, De Panareto, p. 103r: πιστοποι8σαι.
570 Cyril of Alexandria, De Sancta et Consubstantiali Trinitate,

PG.75.492.16: πιστοποιε�ν.
571 Cf. νοητ< meaning ‘intellectual’ or ‘incorporeal’. Cassian the

Sabaite, SerenPrim, p. 86v: τP Τριάδι δυνατ�ν, Dτι πάσG τP

νοητP φύσει �νυπάρχει. Scholia in Apocalypsin, Scholion XXV: +
τ(ν νοητ(ν ου$ σ!α . . . τ�ν κατὰ σαφ9νειαν δια!ρεσιν τ(ν

νοητ(ν. Scholion XXVII: τ< βιβλ!ον ου$  µ�νον τὰ περ� τ(ν

α:σθητ(ν περι�χει πραγµάτων, α$ λλὰ κα� νοητ(ν, where νοητ<

means ‘understood in an allegorical sense’. Cassian the Sabaite,
SerenPrim, p. 83v: το� νοητο� κα� �νδοτ�ρου πολ�µου. Scholia in
Apocalypsin, Scholion XXIII: + ψύξι� + νοητ9. Scholion XXXI: τ<

νοητ<ν το�το *θνο.
572 Cassian the Sabaite, Const, p. 6r: τ< α$ ναπε!θειν αυ$ τ<ν τοὺ

µαθητευοµ�νου α$ π< τ(ν πατ�ρων κρύπτειν τοὺ :δ!ου

λογισµού. OctoVit, p. 33v: α$ λλὰ τP τ8 φιλαργυρ!α µαν!H

το�τον �νδ9σα, τ�ν πα̃σαν σπουδ�ν *χειν ε: τ< �ργ�χειρον

α$ ναπε!θει. Scholion XXX: α$ λλά, καθi εFρηται, Oργ?ν θεο! ε_ναι

τ<ν διάβολον, τ<ν α$ ναπε!θοντα α- µαρτάνειν.
573 Scholion XXXVIII; Cassian the Sabaite, OctoVit, p. 54v; De Panareto,

p. 105r.
574 Cf. Scholion XII and Cassian the Sabaite, SerenPrim, p. 87r.
575 Cassian the Sabaite, Const, p. 13r: διὰ τ�ν προσο�σαν αυ$ τK

πολιτε!αν. ScetPatr, 67v: διὰ τ�ν προσο�σαν αυ$ τK µεγάλην

α$ ρετ9ν. SerenPrim, 80r: διὰ τὰ προσούσα αυ$ τK α$ ρετά.
576 See EN XXXIf. Pseudo-John Chrysostom, Oratio de Epiphania, 7: τP

γὰρ προσούσG δικαιοσύνG θαρρ(ν.
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certain phenomena, purportedly claiming objectivity.

Notion (like conception) is more moderate, since it

allows for some subjectivity while claiming universality

of a notion, in the sense that a notion is a human mental

construction. Ε' ννοια (although etymologically mean-

ing that which is in one’s mind) received a wide

spectrum of interpretations by different philosophers:

Plato saw Socrates’ *ννοια as an objective reality

having its own independent standing in the Beyond,

and he called it Idea – but his theory failed, as he

realized by the end of his life (this is what the first half

of the dialogue Parmenides is about). Modern science

allows universality for *ννοιαι, but does not go so far as

to grant them absolute objectivity. In any event, the

Christian use of *ννοια means apprehension of a

doctrine which adumbrates an objective and utterly

transcendent divine reality.

However, Cassian uses the term *ννοια in a pretty

peculiar manner. All of the instances we come upon

suggest a subjective rather than objective conception.

He says, for instance, that ‘we should pursue lofty

conceptions which lead to God’,577 but he does not

care whether these ‘conceptions’ have any objective

character. Likewise, he refers to *ννοια as simply a sub-

jective thought in one’s mind: the ‘thought’ instilled by

the devil into one’s mind,578 or an indecent thought,

which might occur to a monk.579 This is in fact how

*ννοια is used in both Cassian’s monastic texts and in

Scholion XXI. Cassian cares about ‘concepts of the

Father’ being produced in one’s mind. He does not

actually care which they are specifically; all he cares

about is that such ‘conceptions’ should be befitting the

grandeur of God.

In light of this discussion, it is now time for me to

identify the Scholia one by one.

All Scholia identified
Scholion I is a composition by Cassian extensively, yet

not exclusively, quoting from the opening of Didymus’

Commentary on the Apocalypse. The telling point is

Cassian’s use of the term δεσπ�τη accorded to Christ.

Didymus applies this appellation to none other than

God, and only a certain exception is made for quoting

the passage of the epistle of Jude, 4.580 By contrast, this

epithet applied to Christ is used no fewer than two

hundred times in De Trinitate, which is one more indica-

tion (from the many which will follow in this book)

that this is not a work by Didymus, but by Cassian

the Sabaite, as I have shown elsewhere. The same

designation occurs in some catena-fragments on the

Psalms (frPs (al)), which, however, are couched in

the vocabulary of the catenist rather than that of

Didymus himself. Besides, the expression φανερ(σαι

τ<ν λ�γον, which is used in the same Scholion, is a rare

one, yet it recurs also in Scholion XXVII.581 Although

that Scholion draws heavily on Didymus, this specific

point is Cassian’s, since Didymus does not actually

use the expression �λάττωσι τ8 φύσεω, which

originates in Cassian’s reading of Plutarch and Gregory

of Nyssa, as discussed in EN XXVIIh.

Scholion II is an excerpt from Didymus’ Commentary

on the Apocalypse, adapted by Cassian, as a certain

parallel in Didymus immediately makes clear.

Cassian wrote Scholion III on Rev. 1:3–4, consulting

Didymus’ commentary on this same scriptural book

and this comment is a rendering ipsissimis verbis.

The verb µακαριοποιε�ν is a fine seal of Didymus’

vocabulary bequeathed to Cassian. Even the expression

ου$ χ � *τυχεν is characteristic of Didymus, who

used this abundantly, whereas in other authors (save

Chrysostom) it appears only in a single casual instance.

Once again, we come upon this in the Enarratio in

Prophetam Isaiam,582 and in De Trinitate.583 Likewise,

this tells us that Origen’s fragments on the Psalms are

probably a compilation by Cassian or his colleagues,

since this appears only once in a homily, thereafter to

appear only in these catenae fragments.584 On the other

hand, Didymus used this abundantly, and so did his

577 Cassian the Sabaite, SerenPrim, pp. 82v-83r: θελ9σωµεν,
τουτ�στιν ;ψηλὰ �ννο!α κα� πρ< Θε<ν α$ γούσα.

578 Ibid. 87v: Wπ�ταν α:σθαν�µεθα συνεχ( α$ ναφυοµ�να ε: +µα̃

τὰ πονηρὰ αυ$ τ(ν �ννο!α.
579 Cassian the Sabaite, ScetPatr, p. 73r: � µηδ> ε: *ννοιάν µε

�λθε�ν το� λοιπο� τ8 τοιαύτη �πιθυµ!α.
580 Didymus, In Epistulas Catholicas Brevis Enarratio, p. 89.

581 Scholion XXVII: ου$ δε� . . . α' ξιο εoρηται διὰ τ�ν �λάττωσιν τ8

φύσεω τ<ν τ8 προνο!α λ�γον διακρ!σεω κα� διοικ9σεω

φανερ(σαι.
582 Pseudo-Basil of Caesarea, Enarratio in Prophetam Isaiam. 16.306.

Its alleged author Basil of Caesarea never used this expression.
583 Cassian the Sabaite (Pseudo-Didymus), DT (lib. 3), PG.39.965.11.
584 Origen, homJer, Homily 20.5. Selecta in selPs, PG.12: 1121.49;

1473.34; 1616.32.
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Sabaite compilers, indeed Cassian himself.585 No

wonder then that the verb is used by authors who

reproduce Cassian’s vocabulary.586

Scholion IV was penned exclusively by Cassian, and

the content once again shows him to be a student not

only of Theodoret, but also of Theodore of Mopsuestia.

Scholion V is a plain quotation from Clement of

Alexandria, which tells us that in composing this

compilation Cassian sometimes quoted Patristic texts

verbatim without bothering to paraphrase them. He

also did so in Scholia XXXVIII and XXXIX quoting

Irenaeus, from which we can safely infer that in the

passage of Scholion XXX, where the author says ‘as we

have taught in the 1 Paralipomenon’, it is Theodoret

who is actually speaking.

Scholion VI draws heavily on Didymus, and prob-

ably this is a paraphrase quoted from his Commentary

on the Apocalypse, with some adaptation to Cassian’s

own style formed under the influence of Theodoret.

Scholion VII is a quotation from Didymus’ Com-

mentary on the Apocalypse. Passages in Didymus’

Commentary on Ecclesiastes run strikingly parallel to

this Scholion.

Cassian wrote Scholion VIII as a brief comment

following the previous Scholion VII, which was a plain

quotation from Didymus.

Scholion IX is largely a quotation from Didymus’

Commentary on the Apocalypse. However, Cassian

paraphrased this at points after Theodoret, such as the

expression λυχνια�ον φ(, which is absent from

Didymus.

Scholion X is a composition by Cassian himself. As

regards his vocabulary, however, he draws heavily on

Eusebius, Gregory of Nyssa, and Didymus. Besides, he

reveals himself to be a sixth-century author by availing

himself of the Aristotelian expression κατ $  α$ ρετ�ν

�νεργε�ν, which was canvassed by his contemporary

John Philoponus. In other respects, however, Cassian’s

vocabulary and mood at this point are profoundly

influenced by a specific passage from Gregory of Nyssa

writing in honour of his brother Basil of Caesarea.

The entire Scholion XI was penned by Cassian

quoting from Didymus’ commentary on Revelation

verbatim.

Scholion XII was written by Cassian following

Didymus, in all probability verbatim from his lost

Commentary on the Apocalypse.

Scholion XIII was penned by Cassian himself

building further on the previous one. He wished to

present his own view of the ideas treated by Didymus in

Scholion XII.

The first paragraph of Scholion XIV is a short com-

ment by Cassian. He subsequently quotes Rev. 2:17

and thereafter quotes from Didymus’ Commentary on

the Apocalypse.

Scholion XV is distinctly close to Didymus’ Com-

mentary on the Apocalypse, yet there are points which

suggest adaptation by Cassian himself.

Scholion XVI is a quotation from Didymus’ own

Commentary on the Apocalypse.

Cassian wrote Scholion XVII under the influence

of Theodoret and Chrysostom, while Didymus’ Com-

mentary on the Apocalypse was still on his table.

Scholion XVIII was written by Cassian after

Didymus, but at the same time he was satisfied that

Theodoret shared the same point of view.

Scholion XIX was written by Cassian following

Didymus’ Commentary on the Apocalypse, but Cassian

applied his own awareness of the language of Eusebius.

Scholion XX is a quotation from Didymus’ Com-

mentary on the Apocalypse, which Cassian seems to

use mostly to the letter, while sometimes using his own

vocabulary, which seems to draw on either Theodoret

or John Philoponus or both.

In Scholion XXI Cassian continues to quote from

Didymus’ commentary on Revelation literatim.

Scholion XXII was written by Cassian having

Didymus’ commentary in front of him. Nevertheless,

he employed his own vocabulary at certain points,

including phraseology pointing to Gregory of Nyssa,

who had influenced Cassian. Besides, the proof-texts

that reveal the hand of Didymus come, for the most

585 Didymus, commJob (12.1–16.8a), fr. 319; commEccl (11–12), Cod.
p. 339; commZacch, 1.184; 2.222; Adversus Manichaeos,
PG.39.1097.11; commPs 20–21, Codex pp. 24; 56; commPs 29–34,
Cod. p. 185; commPs 35–39, Cod. p. 258; commPs 40–44.4, Cod.
p. 300; In Genesin, Cod. p. 154; commEccl (3–4.12), Cod. p. 93.
frPs(al), frs. 1; 46; 163; 661a; 1182; 1246; In Epistulas Catholicas
Brevis Enarratio, p. 39.

586 Cf. John Climacus, Scala Paradisi, 26, column 1088 (bis). John of
Damascus, Expositio Fidei, 96. Theodore Studites, Μεγάλη

Κατ�χησι�, Catechesis 28, p. 197; Catechesis 67, p. 473; Catechesis
78, p. 45; Catechesis 84, p. 590; Catechesis 104. p. 761; Epistulae,
Epistles 24; 25; 225; 361; 395; 497.
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part, from catenae fragments, notably from the

Fragmenta in Psalmos altera.

Scholion XXIII is a personal comment by Cassian

having in mind not Didymus, but his readings of

Gregory of Nyssa, Gregory of Nazianzus, and

Theodoret.

Scholion XXIV is one more comment by Cassian

himself. He is eager to introduce it with the statement

‘Paul concurs with these words’, which illustrates his

overall aim while writing this composition: this was to

demonstrate that the text of Revelation is in harmony

with the rest of scripture. While writing this Scholion,

his mind was with the Antiochene doctors rather than

with Didymus.

Scholion XXV is Cassian’s own, which he wrote

under the influence of Antiochene intellectuals, even

though it would have been impossible to expel Didymus

from his mind. At the same time, however, this

comment brings to the fore the author’s remarkable

Aristotelian erudition, as well as a later debate on

certain Aristotelian ideas.

Nevertheless, Cassian was bound to return to

Didymus once again. Scholion XXVI has unique

characteristics fitting only Didymus, which means that

this is a plain quotation from his Commentary on the

Apocalypse.

Scholion XXVII by and large reproduces Didymus’

Commentary on the Apocalypse, with Cassian contri-

buting vocabulary from his own readings (Plutarch,

Gregory of Nyssa), such as the expressions τὰ

�µφερ�µενα �ν τK βιβλ!^, �λάττωσι τ8 φύσεω,

and perhaps σφ!γγεται τ< βιβλ!ον, which might

belong to Didymus, as discussed in the expanded note.

Scholion XXVIII by and large reproduces Didymus’

Commentary on the Apocalypse, with Cassian applying

his own phraseology, which is partially taken up from

Gregory of Nyssa.

As regards Scholion XXIX, the first part of it is by

and large a quotation from Didymus. Cassian even

maintained Didymus’ vernacular, yet he also put his

own Antiochene seal thereon, such as the designation

δεσπ�τη for Christ and the technically incorrect

vocative σωτ9ρ. The latter reveals not only

Antiochene extraction, but also connection with the

Akoimetan community. The second part is a remark

by Cassian himself, essaying to affiliate the specific

passage of Revelation (Rev. 5:8) with both Testaments,

which he actually does by quoting 1 Peter, 2:5 and

Malachi, 1:11. This was in general Cassian’s principal

aim in composing these Scholia.

Scholion XXX is a most interesting text, highly

indicative of Cassian’s setting no firm boundaries

between ‘Alexandria’ and ‘Antioch’, since he draws on

them both. I have arranged the text in paragraphs,

according to the sources Cassian avails himself of. The

overall idea occurred to Cassian from the imagery of the

Revelation text which he was going to comment on,

namely, the ‘horses’, which represent the powers

through which God’s ‘wrath’ is to be administered to the

world, according to the eschatological imagery which

follows shortly.587 The author who supplied Cassian

with the problem was Origen, notably a passage from the

Contra Celsum. ‘While the free will of each man is pre-

served, and even if God makes use of the wickedness of

evil men to order the whole, arranging them so as they

may serve the universe, yet such a man is nonethe-

less blameworthy and as a blameworthy one he has

been appointed to perform a certain function, which

is repulsive to an individual but beneficial to the

whole’.588

This is of course a Stoic idea fully employed by

Origen. The problem Cassian sets out to treat is the

theodicy of the Christian God, to whom ‘anger’ is often

ascribed, especially in the book of Revelation. The first

paragraph is an introduction to the question: he asserts

that there are ‘certain holy powers’ assigned with imple-

menting punishments inflicted by God upon human

beings. This part draws on Didymus. Furthermore, in

the second paragraph, ‘since’ the Book of Revelation ‘is

going to make reference to the wrath of God’, Cassian

draws on Origen, who had taught that this notion of

divine wrath should not be taken in the ordinary human

sense (as an ‘accidental passion’, thus put in Aristo-

telian terms). With respect to God, this ‘wrath’ should

be identified with ‘the devil’, through whom plagues

are inflicted upon men. The third paragraph introduces

the question of human freedom in relation to human

responsibility. Cassian returns to the old question589

587 Rev. 6:16–18; also in Rev. 14:10; 16:19; 19:15.
588 Cels, IV.70. Cf. Princ, II.9.2; homJer, 12, 5.

589 Cf. Origen, Cels, IV.72. Cassian is the sole author to use Origen’s
peculiar expression ε: χρε!αν κατατάσσεσθαι, which occurs in
Cels, deOr, and in Scholion XXX (see note 16 to the Greek text).
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of two scriptural passages (2 Kings, 24:1, on the one

hand, and 1 Paralipomenon, 21:1, on the other), which

appear to introduce an egregious incongruity. It is at

that point that Cassian quotes from Theodoret literatim,

since he was the sole author to have written a treatise

on 1 Paralipomenon and was praised by Photius for his

solution. The last paragraph was written by Cassian

availing himself of Eusebius’ notion of ‘universal

judgement’ (καθολικ� κρ!σι) and the notion of God

judging both angels and men, especially angels with

regard to whether they carried out the task of super-

vising humans properly, or not. The vocabulary that he

uses at this point is notably an Origenistic one, indeed to

such an extent that I should have thought that Cassian

might have quoted from a non-extant work of Origen.

I only stop short of drawing this conclusion only

because in the second paragraph Cassian does the same

(that is, draws on Origen): since we have the parallel

portion from Contra Celsum, we are able to see Cassian

emulating Origen’s style and yet not quoting from him

word for word.

Scholion XXXI is a quotation from Didymus’ com-

mentary on Revelation. In his In Zachariam, 3.66–73,

Didymus had put forward the same analysis in identical

terms. He advises that he had already expounded those

ideas in his commentary on Revelation. This Scholion

is part of the relevant point excerpted by Cassian from

Didymus’ commentary. In all probability, Cassian

quoted this to the letter, since he returns to make his

own comment on the same theme of Revelation, which

is the text of the ensuing Scholion XXXII.

Scholion XXXII is a personal note by Cassian,

following (and commenting on the same subject as)

the previous one, which was entirely a quotation from

Didymus. This is also one more token of Cassian’s

having studied not only Eusebius and Theodoret, but

also John Philoponus.

The phraseology of Scholion XXXIII is Cassian’s

own. It stands closer to Philoponus, his contemporary

Christian and Aristotelian commentator. Following

Scholion XXXII, Cassian carries on with one more

comment of his own, even though Didymus’ Com-

mentary on the Apocalypse was wide open on his

table while he was writing, providing him with some

characteristic terms and verb-forms.

Scholion XXXIV is couched in phraseology charac-

teristic of Didymus, which means this is a quotation

from his Commentary on the Apocalypse.

Scholion XXXV is another scholion written by

Cassian himself.

Scholion XXXVI has all the indications of an

independent text and was written by Cassian. He was

considerably influenced by the vocabulary of Origen

(e.g. α$ λλὰ µ9ποτε), as well by his thought (e.g. the

notion of ‘wheel’). The expression W προφ9τη τάχα

µ>ν δηλο�, which has a unique parallel in Origen,590

may well mean that Cassian is not only the author of

this Scholion, but also the excerptor from Origen’s

commentary on Lamentations.

For all affinities traced at some points, Scholion

XXXVII has a standing of its own and is one written

by Cassian himself, drawing on Origen as well as his

reception by Didymus and Gregory of Nyssa.

Let me now turn to Scholion XXXVIII. Following

a brief opening sentence written by Cassian, we

arrive at the domain of Irenaeus. For the text of Scholion

XXXVIII folio 287v onwards is a passage from Book V of

Irenaeus’ Adversus Haereses. This text occupies the rest

of folio 287v and folios 288r, 288v, 289r, 289v to the

end of the page. At that point, the text of Irenaeus

is suddenly interrupted (α$ νακεφαλαιούµενο δ>

κα� . . .), which may mean that one folio is missing,

and that the ensuing one on 290 was initially the 291,

since the pagination of the codex is a twentieth-century

addition.

This discontinuity appears also in the next folio

290r, which commences with a quotation from Rev.

14:32–14:5 (οO yγορασµ�νοι α$ π< τ8 γ8 . . . α' µωµο!

γάρ ε:σιν·). However, the immediately following

Scholion XXXIX is a comment on Rev. 13:182, which

is quoted at the beginning of this (Α$ ριθµ< γὰρ

α$ νθρ)που �στ�ν χξ ´ ). This Scholion XXXIX occupies

the entire folio 290r, to be also suddenly interrupted,

with folio 290v (the last of Codex 573) left blank. The

Greek text of Scholion XXXIX has, at almost all points,

Latin parallels in the translation of Irenaeus’ Adversus

Haereses, Book V.591

This means that although Rev. 14:32–14:5 is quoted

on folio 290r, the ensuing Scholion XXXIX (on the rest of

folio 290r) is actually a comment on Rev. 13:182. This is

590 Origen: προφ9τη τάχα οjν δηλο�. frLam, 23. 591 Irenaeus, Contra Haereses see above, p. 71, note 532.
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apparently due to the author’s having already discussed

the meaning of ‘the virgin men’ in Scholia XXXI and

XXXII.

Therefore, the text of Rev. 13:18–14:31 (Κα� ε_δον

κα� :δοὺ . . . αO �κατ<ν τεσσαράκοντα τ�σσαρε

χιλιάδε) is missing. It can be inferred that this text

is quoted in the missing folio – which must have been

extracted before 1908, the year when N. Bées wrote

page numbers in his own hand on the top right margin

of each folio. Therefore the passage Rev. 13:182–14:5

was quoted on the missing folio, after the quotation

from Irenaeus’ Adversus Haereses, V.28–30 was com-

plete. The last folio 290r (which should be 291r) is the

last part of this quotation, and is actually the end of

Irenaeus’ work (V.30.3).

The person who quoted from Irenaeus is the one

who ordered and sponsored the original of the entire

Codex: this was monk Cassian, the Roman (Κασσιαν<

W Ρ- ωµα�ο µοναχ�). Folio 290r has a note on its

upper margin that reads thus: κασιανου του ροµεου

µου intending Κασσιανο� το� Ρ- ωµα!ου µοναχο�.

This note, which was added by a hand other than the

scribe’s, indicates that this compilation belongs to

Cassian, the patron and sponsor of the original book

(which is indicated in the first-page heading of the

Codex). The person who wrote this note knew that

the Scholia were the product of Cassian’s pen.

Cassian chose to turn to Irenaeus’ analysis because

the bishop of Lyon was the one who had elaborated on

the question of ‘the number of the beast’. Nevertheless,

Cassian was selective, probably owing to the limited

space left in the Codex. As a matter of fact, once we

study the text of Irenaeus which Cassian quotes, we can

identify the content of the missing folio. In 287v,

Scholion XXXVIII continues with a passage from

Adversus Haereses, V.28, opening of §2 (W α$ π�στολ�

φησιν· α$ νθ $  Yν τ�ν α$ γάπην το� θεο� ου$ κ �δ�ξαντο,

that is, quoting 2 Thess. 2:10–11). When Irenaeus

includes a long quotation of Rev. 13:2–141, Cassian

skips this and quotes Irenaeus’ short comment. Then

again Cassian skips a quotation of Rev. 13:15–171, to

quote another comment by Irenaeus (288r–288v, and so

also on 289r). The following is an interesting point:

when Cassian comes to the last line of folio 289r, and in

view of shortage of space,592 he notes within the text,

κα� µεθ $  qτερα (‘and after other comments’ [by

Irenaeus], who, however, is not mentioned by name),

he skips part of V.29.1 to quote the last few lines of it.

Therefore, we have the first and last part of Irenaeus’

Adversus Haereses, V.29.1 in Greek. Folio 289v quotes

the final part of this section and part of V.29.2 verbatim.

Then there is the missing folio, which presumably

quoted selected parts of Irenaeus’ V.29.2–V.30.1 and 2.

Of folio 290, only 290r is written, its content being a

quotation of Rev. 14:32–14:5 followed by the first few

lines of Irenaeus’ Adversus Haereses, V.30.3. This is

precisely the text of Scholion XXXIX. The important

point which should be made is that the text of

Revelation that is quoted in this final section continues

to be the one used in the entire body of Scholia, namely

the one known as 2351. Cassian selected from Irenaeus’

text only the bishop’s comments, and retained his own

version of the text of Revelation which he used through-

out the Scholia, and which was the one produced in a

Syriac/Antiochene milieu.

The designation σχ�λιον

When another scribe took over from Theodosius in

Scholion V, he saw fit to place the indication ΕΡ (for

Ε- ρµηνε!α, ‘interpretation’) on the left margin, near the

first words of each Scholion. Most of them, but not all,

have this indication, which I have preserved in this edi-

tion. The passage of the Apocalypse preceding each

Scholion is numbered with a Greek letter, which I retain,

too, as indeed I also include the corresponding pagin-

ation of the codex in the right margin. It is evident that

the indication ΕΡ did not exist in the original: this was

an innovation by the second scribe. It is noteworthy that

the text of each Scholion continues on the same line

after the preceding portion of Revelation which corres-

ponds to it. This means that the scriptural text was in

fact a quotation within a continuous text, with this text

followed by Scholia, which in turn were followed by the

next passage of Revelation, without moving to the next

line at all.

The indication ΕΡ by the scribe need not detain

us. The term Ε- ρµηνε!α (‘interpretation’) means

rendering of the full theological import of a text. We

592 However, if one assumes that Codex 573 is a precise copy of
Cassian’s companion (‘The Book of Cassian’) in terms of shape and
volume (not merely of content), he did not use all the pages

available to him. Folio 295v is blank, since Irenaeus’ analyses
were of no further interest to him: he had already had enough of
Irenaeus’ Millenarist ideas, which he did not share.
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do not consider at this point �ρµηνε!α in the sense

of translating a text from one language in another;

in the case of the scriptural text, the Septuagint,

Symmachus, Aquila, and Theodotion are all called

�ρµηνευτα!.

On the other hand, σχ�λιον (‘comment’) is either a

short part of the ‘interpretation’, many of which make

up the whole, i.e. the ‘interpretation’. There can of

course be a ‘comment’ on a certain ‘interpretation’.

A ‘comment’ (σχ�λιον) indicates not only short-

ness, but also leisure: σχ�λη means relaxed idleness,

from which the term σχολ9 (‘school’) is derived.

Etymological lexica always associated them: a ‘com-

ment’, being the product of intensive reflection,

demands intellectual serenity, peace, and leisure.593 A

‘comment’ is the core of a certain understanding; still

this is always partial, fragmentary, and relatively short.

According to an unrefined approach, ‘comment’ and

‘interpretation’ are by and large identified.594 As far

as I can tell, this is a remark made by Anastasius of

Sinai, and was then reproduced from one lexicon to

another, though not invariably.595 However, there was

awareness of the distinction. Despite the definition

which Photius employs in his lexicon, he knows of

‘interpretations’ (�ρµηνε!α) and ‘comment’ (σχ�λιον)

as two different things, as above. It is one thing to

refer to Cyril of Alexandria’s interpretation of the

epistle to the Hebrews; but it is quite another to refer

to his ‘comments’, which point to short fragmentary

remarks, indeed not comprehensive analyses, of entire

treatises or works.596 This is the sense in which remarks

such as this are made: ‘so I found in a commentary

on the Iliad’ (οoτω εVρον σχ�λιον �ν ;ποµν9µατι

Ι$ λιάδο).597

If a ‘comment’ (σχ�λιον) becomes too extensive,

then it might be called a ‘memorandum’ (;π�µνηµα);

and if an entire treatise is embraced and explained, then

we have an ‘interpretation’ (�ρµηνε!α) or ‘exegesis’

(�ξ9γησι), which are normally treated as synonyms

and amount to an organized ‘commentary’, in other

words, a treatise or monograph. The works which

Aristotelian commentators produced are not simply

comments on Aristotelian passages, they are in fact

treatises in their own right.

All this terminology has not always been followed

strictly, since there were other factors involved, such

as the modesty of a particular author. Clement calls

each of his Stromateis an ;π�µνηµα,598 thus identifying

;π�µνηµα and �ρµηνε!α. Cyril of Alexandria makes

the identification explicitly in his title (�ρµηνε!α

0γουν ;π�µνηµα).599 Alexander of Aphrodisias styled

his treatise on the first book of Aristotle’s Metaphysics

an ;π�µνηµα.600 So did Aspasius entitling ;π�µνηµα

his treatise commenting on the Nicomachean Ethics of

Aristotle;601 so did Eustratius,602 another commentator

on Aristotle. Commentary on ‘the six days’ (ε: τ�ν

�ξα9µερον) of Genesis, ascribed to Eustathius of

Antioch, also bore this title.603 Diogenes Laertius entitles

treatises written by philosophers ;ποµν9µατα.604 Galen

also opts for the term ;π�µνηµα in some of the titles

of his commentaries on Hippocrates’ works.605 This is

also the term Origen opts for at a couple of points,606 yet

he actually favours the term �ρµηνε!α.607 The term

;π�µνηµα is used in titles of the commentaries by

593 Etymologicum Gudianum, Alphabetic entry sigma, p. 519: Σχ�λιον,
διὰ τ< κατὰ σχολ�ν παρατ!θεσθαι πρ< σαφεστ�ραν �ρµηνε!αν

τ(ν δυσνο9των Cνοµάτων @ ?ηµάτων �π� το� λογ!οι.
Etymologicum Magnum, p. 741: Σχ�λιον: ΕFρηται διὰ τ< κατὰ

σχολ�ν παρατ!θεσθαι πρ< σαφεστ�ραν �ρµηνε!αν τ(ν

δυσνο9των ?ηµάτων. Pseudo-Zonaras, Lexicon, Alphabetic letter
sigma, p. 1701: Σχ�λιον. + �ρµηνε!α. διὰ τ< κατὰ σχολ�ν

περιτ!θεσθαι πρ< σαφεστ�ραν �ρµηνε!αν τ(ν δυσνο9των

νοηµάτων @ ?ηµάτων.
594 Cf. three lexica reproducing the same definition. Photius, Lexicon,

Alphabetic letter sigma, p. 563. Suda, lexicon, Alphabetic letter
sigma, entry 1804. Lexica Segueriana, Collectio Verborum Utilium e
Differentibus Rhetoribus et Sapientibus Multis, p. 379. Σχ�λια:
σεµνολογ9µατα· @ ;ποµν9µατα κα� �ρµηνε�αι.

595 Anastasius of Sinai, Viae Dux, 2.8. The actual definition by
Anastasius is the one reproduced in Pseudo-Zonaras’ Lexicon. 

596 Photius, Bibliotheca, Codex 229, 257b: Κύριλλ�ν τε τ<ν σοφ<ν

. . . κα� �κ τ8 πρ< Ε- βρα!ου �ρµηνε!α κα� �κ τ(ν σχολ!ων.

This is the meaning of �ρµηνε!α also in Anastasius of Sinai, (n. 595
above). Ibid. 10.7.

597 Etymologicum Magnum, p. 42.
598 Clement of Alexandria, Stromateis, 1.1.1.1.
599 Cyril of Alexandria, In Sanctum Joannem, v. 1, p. 1.
600 Alexander of Aphrodisias, In Aristotelis Metaphysica Commentaria,

p. 1.
601 Aspasius, Commentaria in Ethica Nichomachea, p. 95.
602 Eustratius of Nicaea, In Aristotelis Analyticorum Posteriorum

Commentarius, p. 1.
603 Pseudo-Eustathius of Antioch, Commentarius in Hexaemeron,

p. 708.
604 Diogenes Laertius, Vitae Philosophorum, 1.16.
605 Galen, In Hippocratis de Natura Hominis Librum Commentarii iii,

v. 15, p. 108; In Hippocratis de Victu Acutorum, v. 15, p. 418.
606 Origen, Cels, II.13; commJohn, VI.15.92; XX.1.1.
607 Cf. the title of his treatise of free will: Origen, Princ, 3.1.2. Philocalia,

21.1.
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Chrysostom on the two epistles to the Thessalonians,608

but we have four other works of his where the term

�ρµηνε!α is used in the title.609

As to Theodoret, two commentaries are styled

;π�µνηµα, yet the term is not his own: the heading

states ‘by the blessed Theodoret’ (το� µακαρ!ου),

which evinces that Theodoret was not alive when this

title was written by a scribe.610 Instead, all the headings

written by Theodoret’s hand invariably designate his

treatises �ρµηνε!α.611 Theodoret knew Greek as well as

only few intellectuals did. His titles consistently apply

the correct term to the treatises he composed. He was

not alone in being conscious of this, since Didymus had

made plain what later centuries obscured: ;π�µνηµα

is only a short exegesis. This is somewhat longer than

a mere ‘comment’ (σχ�λιον), yet it is always a brief

account. If it is extended, it should be given the title

;π�µνηµα. Likewise, once the exegesis of a work com-

prises such longer remarks, the entire work is entitled

;π�µνηµα. If the explanation of a certain issue sets

out to be a λ�γο ;ποµνηµατικ�, it has to be brief,

not expanded. At a certain point, Didymus makes an

implicit reference to the Gnostics in order to rebut them,

yet he does not proceed to a full-scale analysis, since,

as he says, his reference was only intended to be a short

excursus, which does not allow for long analyses.612

He styles this λ�γο ;ποµνηµατικ�, that is, relatively

short and condensed.

On the other hand, Didymus refers to his works as

;ποµν9µατα, which has to be taken as a special case.

No doubt this is a modest appellation employed for

his own works, which, being blind, he used to dictate.

Didymus is a unique case, owing to his specific condition

and the need to dictate rather than write himself. We

should then be content with his reference to his

own works as ;ποµν9µατα.

Therefore, if the entire exegesis on Revelation

is designated either as an ;π�µνηµα or �ρµηνε!α

according to tradition, obviously any part of it should be

only a ‘comment’ (σχ�λιον). The scribe, or the person

who read the Scholia to the scribes, evidently regarded

them as �ρµηνε�αι, since the Scholia have the indica-

tion ΕΡ written on the left margin. This however was

not the invariable approach: this indication enters the

text only after the scribe Theodosius (who wrote no

indication such as ΕΡ) had handed over the task to the

next scribe, who saw fit to add ΕΡ on the left margin.

This is why the comment following Scholion XXIV is

specified as σχ (meaning, σχ�λιον), in the hack-

neyed sense of ‘a short comment’.

The term �ρµηνε!α is definitely not fitting, unless it

purports to ‘explain’ the specific passage of Revelation

relative to it. However, the comments do not set out to

explain the theological meaning of a passage, they only

mean to show its inherent coherence with the rest of

scripture. They are partial exegeses, short notes for a

specific purpose, not full expositions of any integral

exegesis of each passage. We should therefore use

the term σχ�λιον for each of these comments, but we

should bear in mind that their author added no specific

title or heading of this kind.

Two more observations should be made about the

pious monk who transcribed most of the present codex.

He himself tells us that it is he who wrote the text of

Revelation in Codex 573, but his handwriting can

be recognized on other pages, too. That this ‘Book of

Cassian’ was written in an Antiochene/Syriac milieu

has now been made clear. According to a testimony

by a valuable as well as rare source,613 a monk

Theodosius was described as ‘the skilful teacher’ in

an appendix (added at the end of the twelfth century)

to the Zafaran manuscript transcribed in the year 1000.

His name is also mentioned by the table containing

the names of the Syriac doctors in the handwriting

of Isaac the Saved, Metropolitan of Cyprus. One

might wonder whether this Theodosius was the

608 John Chrysostom, In Epistolam i ad Thessalonicenses Commentarius,
PG.62.391.26t; In Epistolam ii ad Thessalonicenses Commentarius,
PG.62.467.39.

609 John Chrysostom, Expositiones in Psalmos, PG.55.39.47; In
Epistolam ad Romanos Commentarius, PG.60.391.4; In Epistolam
ad Hebraeos Commentarius, PG.63.9.6; Pseudo-John Chrysostom,
intDan, PG.56.193.4; Interpretatio Orationis Pater Noster,
PG.59.627.7.

610 Theodoret, intProphXII, PG.81.1545.8; intDan, PG.81.1256.23.
611 Theodoret, commIs, title; Interpretatio in Psalmos, PG.80.857.16

(title); Explanatio in Canticum Canticorum, PG.81.28.3 (title) & 

PG.81.49. 3 (title); Interpretatio in Psalmos, PG.80.865.22 (title);
Interpretatio in Jeremiam, PG 81.496, 3 (title); Interpretatio in
Ezechielem, PG.81.808.3 (title); intProphXII, PG.81.1634.3(title); so
on pp. 1873; 1809; 1860; 1552; 1837; intPaulXIV, PG.82.505.3 (title);
so in PG.82.460.9 (title); PG.82.557.22 (title); PG.82.225.38 (title);
so on pp. 36; 44; 376; 592; 1664; 1710; 1720; 1741; 1788; 1960.

612 Didymus, commZacch, 2.185: α$ ρκεστ�ον το� �κτεθε�σιν, hνα µ�

π�ρH το� δ�οντο µηκυνθP W λ�γο bν ;ποµνηµατικ�.
613 Ignatius Aphram Barsoum, Patriarch, The Scattered Pearls: A History

of Syriac Literature and Sciences, tr. Matti Moosa (Piscataway, NJ,
2003), pp. 370–371.
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monk scribe from the Stylite (Pillar) Monastery, who

transcribed the Divine Providence by the Monophysite

Patriarch of Antioch Cyriacus (793–817) in 806, if it

was not copied by another scribe of the same name in

Melitene around the tenth century. One thing is certain:

Codex 573 is a Sabaite book, and no matter who

Theodosius was, he was at the time a monk of the Laura

of Sabas.

Mention of ‘monk Theodosius’ is also made by

Photius, who read a book of his ‘against John

Philoponus rejecting the resurrection of bodies’.614

We also have letters to ‘monk Theodosius’ by both

Photius615 and an Anonymous Professor who lived at

the turn of ninth to tenth century.616 All three epistles

evince a monk who is an intellectual as well as appre-

hensive about the problems of his era. However, there

is no evidence that he engaged in transcribing books.

Therefore, a Sabaite monk Theodosius of Syria is likely

to have transcribed Cassian’s Book in the early ninth

century. This also fits well with the palaeography of the

specific handwriting of Codex 573, which is recognized

as a Sabaite hand.

The initial edition
The Scholia, in the form edited and published by

A. Harnack and K. Diobouniotis in 1911, have never

been unanimously accepted as a work of Origen’s.617

Nevertheless, too much has been made of Origen’s

mention of a commentary on Revelation that he pur-

portedly wrote.618 No allowance has been made for the

possibility that Origen eventually may have unable or

unwilling to go ahead with this project, or to satisfy

himself with the fact that (virtually) most of his com-

mentary on Revelation ipso facto was included in his

commentary on the gospel of John. It seems, however,

that this statement was fatal to the position of Harnack,

who resolved to ascribe the Scholia to Origen.619 Some

scholars (inevitably taking into account the prestige of

that busy authority) employed Harnack’s attribution to

Origen;620 others appeared hesitant, and only a few

were dismissive.621 This set of Scholia then lay fallow,

and the text itself is, to date, of no avail to scholarship.

Harnack was in fact all too quick to publish this text,

which was handed over to him by the Greek scholar

K. Diobouniotis. The reason for this haste, according

to the final remarks of Harnack, was that he wished to

publish in time for a new edition of the New Testament

in preparation at the time, so that the specific text of

Revelation could be accounted for in the critical

apparatus.622 Hence he issued his verdict attributing

the Scholia to Origen, after having studied the text for

a couple of months. I myself was slower: the project

occupied four years of my life, including a one-year

sabbatical.

614 Photius Bibliotheca, Codex 22, p. 5a: Α$ νεγν)σθη Θεοδοσ!ου

µονάζοντο τ(ν τK Φιλοπ�ν^ Ι$ ωάννG παραληφθ�ντων

χρ9σεων κατὰ τ8 τ(ν σωµάτων α$ ναστάσεω �σπουδασµ�νη

α$ νατροπ9, κα� παράθεσι ?ητ(ν γραφικ(ν τε κα� πατρικ(ν ε:

*λεγχον τ8 Ι$ ωάννου µαταιοπον!α.
615 Photius, Epistulae et Amphilochia, Epistle 118: ‘to Theodosius,

monk and hesychast’.
616 Anonymous Professor, Epistulae, 45 and 122.
617 Although in his final remark, Harnack opts to cast some doubt on

his ascription (‘Wir müssen also die Frage, ob unser Text der
Origenes-Text sei, in suspenso lassen’, p. 81), the fact is that he
made this triumphant attribution in the title of his book.

618 Origen, commMatt, § 49: ‘Omnia haec [sc. Rev. 12:3 f] exponere . . .
non est temporis huius: exponetur autem tempore suo in revelatione
Iohannis.’

619 K. Diobouniotis and A. Harnack, (n. 22 above), p. 45.
620 E. Klostermann, ‘Des Origenes Scholien-Kommentar zur

Apocalypse Johannis’, Theologische Literaturzeitung, 37 (1912) 73–
74. A. Robinson, ‘Origen’s comments on the Apocalypse’, Journal of
Theological Studies, 13 (1912) 295–97. C. H. Turner, ‘The text of the
newly discovered Scholia of Origen on the Apocalypse’, Journal of
Theological Studies, 13, (1912) 386–397. Id. ‘Document: Origen
Scholia in Apocalypsin’, Journal of Theological Studies, 25 (1923),
1–16. G. Wohlenberg conceded the ascription with some
reservations: ‘Noch einiges zu dem Scholien-Kommentar (des
Origenes) zur Offenbarung Johannis’, Theologisches Literaturblatt,
33 (1912), 217–220. J. F. T. Kelly thought that he had found medieval

testimony that Origen had made Revelation an ad hoc concern of
his: ‘Early Medieval evidence for twelve homilies by Origen on the
Apocalypse’, Vigiliae Christianae, 39 (1985), 273–279.

621 F. Diekamp, deemed it possible for Scholia XIV, XV, XX, XXX, XXXII,
and XXXVI to be Origen’s. He expressed doubt about XXII and XXVI
(and determined V to have been written by Clement, XXXVIII and
XXXIX by Irenaeus). See F. Diekamp reviewing the initial edition of
the Scholia, in Theologische Revue, 11 (1912) 51–55. De Boysson
saw similarities with Clement in Scholia V, IX, XII, and with Origen
in IV, VI, VII, IX, XI, XV, XVIII, XXI, XXVI, XXVII, XXIX, XXX and
XXXI: A. de Boysson, ‘Avons-nous un commentaire d’Origène sur
l’Apocalypse?’, Revue Biblique Internationale, NS 10 (1913) 555–
567. D. Strathmann, 1923, 231 n. 1 and J. Quasten, Patrology (Allen,
Tx., 1975), II.46, dismiss the hypothesis that this is a work by
Origen: D. Strathmann, ‘Origenes und die Johannesoffenbarung’,
Neue kirchliche Zeitschrift, 34 (1923) 228–236. So did J. Schmid,
who made the ascription to ‘Pseudo-Origen’: J. Schmid, Studien zur
Geschichte des griechischen Apokalypse-Textes, 1 Teil, (Munich,
1955), p. 158.

622 K. Diobouniotis – A. Harnack (n. 22 above), p. 81: ‘Ich habe den
Druck dieser Blätter beschleunigt, um sie ihm vor Abschluß seiner
großen Ausgabe des Neuen Testamentes noch zu unterbreiten’. He
refers to Hermann von Soden. Although Harnack placed
Diobouniotis’s name first in the book-title, he speaks in first person
throughout this book, and he does so also in all the emendations (he
actually) made. At a few points, he simply records in footnotes the
dissenting opinion of Diobouniotis on specific emendations.
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It was my initial decision to rely on Harnack’s edi-

tion for the text of the Codex, until I was granted access

to the Codex itself. Although I thought this might be of

merely personal rather than scientific value (following

years of continuous intensive work on the Scholia),

my visit to Meteora turned out to be a stunning surprise.

One cannot help but study Harnack’s edition with

ambivalence. On the one hand, there is an indisputable

erudition. On the other, there are fatal flaws in the text.

The discrepancies between Harnack’s supposed text of

the Codex and what I actually read in the Codex myself

were by no means insignificant. Too many words were

misread, or misrendered, or indeed misspelled, with

others being omitted altogether. Besides, the editor did

not make use of typography to indicate within the text

which were his own emendations. I had therefore to

read the codex ab ovo as if no edition of it had ever

existed at all, since the edition available to me had

turned out to be a dangerously misleading one. I saw no

reason to cite the points where Harnack’s text deviates

from the codex, even though omitted or misread words

are sometimes critical for identifying the author of the

Scholia.623 Anyone interested can easily juxtapose my

text with the previous one. Even before my several visits

to Meteora I was, however, surprised that A. Harnack,

C. H. Turner, and other scholars had not seen some

telling points which needed emendation. When the

scribe writes α$ νοιγµ�νω νο9σα (‘understood

openly’, which makes no sense), it is unfortunate that

the erudite Harnack emended this to α$ νεωγµ�νω

νο9σα (‘understood openly’), simply using the same

verb in a phrase that makes no sense either way. Worse

still, C. H. Turner applauded this nonsensical emend-

ation by Harnack. However, had they emended to

α$ νηγµ�νω (‘understood in an anagogical manner’),

an entire door would lie open ready to reveal some

secrets of this codex, since anagogical exegesis is clearly

denoted here, as it is indeed at another point, too. By the

same token, in Scholion XXXVII an adjective was

needed instead of the Codex’s adverb �π� πλε�ον. This

adjective does in fact exist, although unknown to

modern lexicographers: this is �πιπλε!ων, as I have

discussed at the relevant point. Likewise, the Codex’s

reading κατεµαξευµ�νη is actually closest to the

correct one κατηµαξευµ�νη, which I propose. Harnack

made this καθηµαξευµ�νη, with C. H. Turner going

along.

Although Harnack apparently refrained from being

entirely categorical on his ascription of the Scholia to

Origen, he was enthusiastic about the specific text

of Revelation. To him, this is a text of ‘the highest

character of the tenth century’. ‘Though it may not

prove to be a rival to C, perhaps even not of A, it is at

all events on a par with A and P, while it is certainly

superior to the text of 046 and Andreas’.624

R. H. Charles rebutted this appraisal of the material

by Harnack, yet he was at pains to show that this text

of Revelation is not Origen’s, rather than to discredit

Harnack’s argument, which is in effect not one of

attribution but of appraisal of a certain manuscript.625

Charles’ argument was ignored by C. H. Turner, who,

only one year after Charles’ book, published the second

part of his comments on the Scholia, taking for granted

that they were the product of Origen’s pen.626 The

attitudes of scholars towards the authorship of the

Scholia varied, though they did not really dissent from

each other au fond. Some of them immediately

employed Harnack’s ascription to Origen,627 others

were moderate while favouring ascription to Origen;628

others appeared either hesitant or dismissive.629 Later

still, P. Nautin argued in an appendix to his book that

Origen never wrote any work on the Revelation, apart

623 The forms συνκαταβα!νειν (Scholion XV) and ληµφθ�ντε

(Scholion XXIX) actually existing in the manuscript were unduly
emended to συγκαταβα!νειν and ληφθ�ντε, thus obscuring the
presence of Didymus. Likewise, the participle γενάµενο of the MS
(Scholia XXI, XXV) is perfectly acceptable and should not have been
emended to γεν�µενο, since this brilliantly testifies to the person
of Didymus.

624 K. Diobouniotis and A. Harnack, n. 22 above, p. 81.
625 R. H. Charles, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the

Revelation of St John, 2 vols. (Edinburgh, 1920), vol. 1,
pp. clxxvi–lxxvii.

626 C. H. Turner, ‘The text of the newly discovered Scholia of Origen on
the Apocalypse’, Scholia i–xxvii: Journal of Theological Studies, 13,
(1912) 386–397. C. H. Turner, ‘Document: Origen Scholia in
Apocalypsin’, Journal of Theological Studies, 25 (1923) 1–16.

627 See above, note 621.
628 Seuls Skard addressed the problem in 1936 focusing on some

parallels of the Scholia found in Origen. ‘Zum Scholien-Kommentar
des Origenes zur Apokalypse Joannis’, Symbolae Osloenses, 15–16
(1936) 204–208. His arguments related to Scholia I, III, IV, VI, IX,
XII, XV, XVII, XXI, XXX, XXXI, XXXII, XXXVII.

629 See above, note 621. I have arrived at the attribution of Scholion V
to Clement independently. I came upon works by German scholars
at a later stage. Attribution to Stählin was made by C.H. Turner
(p. 387), but he adduced no citation. My research identified
O. Stählin, who presented his conclusion in Berliner Philologische
Wochenschrift, 32 (1912) 132–140. It seems that a similar
suggestion was made by T. Schermann in Theologische Revue, 11
(1912) 29.

The initial edition 87



from scattered marginal comments on it in some

works of his. It appeared to Nautin that the Scholia are

Origenistic comments excerpted by someone who set

out to copy them into the Codex of Meteora.630

We should, however, recollect a devastating

question raised by R. H. Charles: how could these

Scholia possibly be Origen’s since the text of Revelation

is not the text he used? ‘It has nothing to do with the text

Origen used’, he rightly judges in light of some shrewd

comparisons he makes.631 It should be recalled that

in the manuscript there is no distinction between the

text of Revelation and the Scholia at all. All we have is a

document in cursive script. Once a certain passage of

Revelation is complete, the scribe does not even start

the Scholion attached to it by moving to the next line.

When this comment ends, the scribe proceeds to write

down the next passage from Revelation without moving

to the next line. There is no question whatsoever of

Scholia written in ‘margins’ or the like.

Despite the apt remarks by R. H. Charles, C. H.

Turner defiantly went on with publishing the last eleven

Scholia, bravely and unreservedly ascribing the work

to Origen, in the very same year that R. H. Charles made

these remarks, namely, 1923. C. H. Turner was mean-

time advised that Scholion V is simply a passage by

Clement of Alexandria. Still, he regarded the entire

compilation as one made by Origen. This is why he

dismisses the entire Scholion XXXIX, save a couple of

lines at the beginning, simply because this is a passage

by Irenaeus. The idea of another compiler drawing on

different authors in order to make his own points did

not occur to him. He insisted to the end that this was a

work by Origen.

Different though the views of these scholars may be,

they share a common characteristic: the desperately

narrow scope of research.

Scholars engaged in a selective truffle-hunting, in

order to attribute severally each of the Scholia (but not

every one) to a Christian theologian. It was mostly felt

that since Scholia XXXVIII and XXXIX should be

ascribed to Irenaeus and Scholion V is an excerpt from

Clement of Alexandria, the whole point is to find out the

author of each and every one of the rest of the Scholia.

Of course, Origen was always the first option and in any

case the discussion focused on whether a Scholion

should, or should not, be ascribed to the Alexandrian.

Following Harnack, many scholars contented them-

selves with pointing out that Origen had used this or

that term or expression, which often resulted in several

of them making a hasty and triumphant ascription to

him. There seems to have been a tacit assumption that it

suffices to find some terms occurring in Origen in order

to make up one’s mind, as if no other theologian

had ever written in this world, or as if Origen had not

exerted an enormous influence on theologians such

as Eusebius, Gregory of Nyssa, or Didymus; or, as

if Plutarch or Alexander of Aphrodisias had not

exerted a decisive influence on Origen himself. Hence

we come upon numerous cases where Origen had

introduced a peculiar and inspired term just casually

in order to make a point, and this term was thereafter

taken up by his enthusiasts and was put to abundantly

recurring use. Renowned though his influence is, there

has been far too little concern to find Origenistic

influence rather than Origen himself. In reflecting on

this narrowness of scope, I have wondered whether this

is owing to the name ‘Origen’ exerting an excessive

sway on research, or if in fact the real culprit is the

illustrious name ‘Harnack’, the indisputable authority

who seems to have exerted a commanding influence

following a hasty, infelicitous ascription of these

Scholia.

Besides, germane research has taken for granted

that in Late Antiquity theologians were borrowing

only from other theologians. A few Philonians made

allowance for Philo. Moreover, precisian men of the

cloth throughout the empire were all too eager to dis-

cover Platonic terms in Christian writings, normally in

order to satisfy the philomathy and rancour of those

who appointed themselves either antipathetic critics of

630 P. Nautin, Origène, (Paris 1977), p. 449. A note on the following
article is called for: E. Junod, ‘A propos des soi-disant scholies sur
l’Apocalypse d’Origène’, Rivista de Storia e Letteratura Religiosa
(Firenze) 20 (1984), 112–121. The author points out the comment
by Didymus referring to Didymus himself having written a
commentary on the Apocalypse, but he does nothing to associate
Didymus with the Scholia except to point to the absence of germane
research (‘la recherche est loin d’être achevée’, p. 120, n. 33).
Instead, his hypothesis is that each of the Scholia was written in

different epochs and by different authors, to be later collected by
some erudite person. Finally, a recent article purporting to give
scholars access to existing Patristic commentaries on Revelation is
poorly informed as far as the present topic is concerned (most of the
bibliography cited in the present Introduction is absent), and there
are mistakes (Scholion V, not XXV is an excerpt from Clement).
Francis X. Gumerlock, ‘Patristic Commentaries on Revelation’,
Kerux, 23 (2008) 3–13.

631 R. H. Charles, (n. 625 above), p. clxxvi.
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all theological aberration, or simply custodians of

doctrinal integrity.

However, Christian theologians did not live in a

vacuum and were not nurtured in a sterilized edu-

cational (let alone cultural) environment. Neither

Didymus nor Theodoret nor Cassian could have ever

been what they actually were, had they not studied

Aristotle, Alexander of Aphrodisias, Plutarch, Galen,

and Chrysippus. Defence of dogma and catechism is

one thing, patrimony of erudition is quite another, and

to this plain fact some Christian scholars of note were

not alert. But how could they possibly have expressed

themselves without this stock of knowledge (or, of lan-

guage, at least) and make it serviceable to their own

aims and aspirations? And how could a modern scholar

possibly leave research into this background out of his

duties, and restrict himself only to some theologians of

the time?

I am therefore citing and quoting as heavily as

necessary, so that what really happens with the Scholia,

their language, and those involved with this intellectual

armoury, can be judged by means of scholarship, not

by mere conjecture or presumption. It will then turn out

to be profitable to determine not only Christian and

pagan writers who used a common stock of language

and ideas, but also those who did not do so, which

can also provide some inspiration for further research.

Furthermore, such a wide scope is serviceable in order

to discern inspiration from parrotry, breakthroughs

from mimesis, knowledgeable usage from lip-service,

barbarism from subtlety, a sycophant from a guileless

one, pleonasm from learned finesse.

A wide horizon is necessary in order to determine,

to the best of our ability, the scope, the purpose, the

reasoning, and the possible trajectories of critical

points of terminology. For instance, when the term

α$ συντρ�χαστο (‘incompatible with’, ‘impervious to’,

Scholion XIX) has not apparently been used in more

than four instances, how did Simplicius come to use it,

when the presumed precedents are only Origen

(De Oratione, importantly not a catena-fragment, but a

complete tract), and Didymus, in his Commentary on

the Psalms, plus Scholion XXIX? How could we remain

apathetic to the fact that those who use the colloquial

participle γενάµενο standing for γεν�µενο (or,

the future λ9µψοµαι for λ9ψοµαι, or the aorist

�λ9µφην for �λ9φθην, or the verb συνκαταβα!νει for

συγκαταβα!νει) are only a handful of specific authors,

and Didymus stands out among them, sometimes being

entirely unique? How could we possibly find out that,

along with the extremely rare adjective µακαριοποι�

(‘imparting blessedness’ could perhaps be an accept-

able neologism, as rare as the Greek word itself,

Scholion III) there is also a verb µακαριοποιε�ν

(unknown to lexica)? For in fact Didymus is the sole

author to use this adjective more than once, whereas

usage in excerpts of his commentarius alter on the

Psalms points to his catenist, who might have been

either Olympiodorus, the deacon of Alexandria, or

Anastasius of Sinai. And how is it that we find Cassian

using extremely rare expressions and terms along with

such intellectuals as Simplicius and Damascius? Could

it have been that he had met them in Syria and con-

versed with them or heard some of their lessons? Or

was it that Simplicius and Damascius had sought to

discuss with an erudite Aristotelian such as Cassian in

Constantinople, in order to find out what the actual

message of his religion was? And, since it is to be taken

for granted that Cassian came from Syria, what should

we make of the testimony about a certain Cassian

coming from Veroia of Syria who was ‘a most qualified

rhetor’,632 which in the sixth century suggested an

intellectual of profound learning, not simply an

orator?

There is also good reason to surmise that the version

of Philocalia that is now available to us was reproduced

in Cassian’s milieu. The text of Revelation of Scholion

XXVII renders Rev. 5:1 (about the ‘book written within

and on the back’)633 *σωθεν *ξωθεν.634 Whereas Origen

has the Revelation text *µπροσθεν κα� =πισθεν,635

the author of the Scholion has it *σωθεν κα� *ξωθεν,

which happens to be in Origen’s foregoing quotation

in Philocalia, 2.1, deviating from the rest of Origen’s

quotations. This *σωθεν κα� *ξωθεν is also the

632 Stephanus Byzantius (sixth cent.), Ethnica, p. 165: (Lemma)
Β�ροια· . . . *στι κα� π�λι τ8 Συρ!α, α$ φ $  g Κασιαν< α' ριστο

?9τωρ.
633 Rev. 5:1: Κα� ε_δον �π� τ�ν δεξιὰν το� καθηµ�νου �π� το�

θρ�νου βιβλ!ον γεγραµµ�νον *σωθεν κα� =πισθεν.
634 Scholia XXVII: EN XXVIIc.

635 Origen, commJohn, V.6.1 (so in Philocalia. 5.5); ibid. V.7.1 (so in
Philocalia. 5.6). But in Philocalia, 2.1: *σωθεν κα� *ξωθεν. Origen
reads the scriptural text of Ezekiel 2:8–10 in the same way,
‘*µπροσθεν κα� =πισθεν’ in Cels, VI.6; selEz, PG.13.773.7–19.
However, in selEz, PG.13.772.43, the text reads *σωθεν κα�

=πισθεν. Epiphanius also quotes Revelation *σωθεν κα� =πισθεν.
Panarion, v. 2, p. 415. See EN XXVIIc.
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quotation by Hippolytus636 and of Gregory of Nyssa.637

Didymus rendered Ezekiel 2:8–10 *σωθεν κα� *ξωθεν,

too,638 and it would be plausible to assume that this is

how he read the text of Revelation, which is also the

quotation in the text of the Scholion drawing heavily

on Didymus’ Commentary on the Apocalypse. It is not

plausible to assume that Origen read this passage of

Revelation in two different versions, since his scriptural

quotations are consistent throughout. The other

plausible surmise that remains is that the Philocalia, as

we now read it, was transcribed by Palestinian monks

and that this is the text used by Cassian in his Scholia in

Apocalypsin. The preface to this anthology is illuminat-

ing indeed. Although the editor accepts that this has

been compiled by Basil of Caesarea and Gregory of

Nazianzus, he is convinced that this has also been inter-

polated by Origenist scribes, since it contains doctrines

about ‘pre-existence of souls and the apokatastasis and

the like’ (τ<ν περ� προϋπάρξεω κα� α$ ποκαταστά-

σεω κα� τ(ν Wµο!ων δογµάτων). The phrase is typical

of the sixth century, and it epitomized the obloquy

against Origen. This version of the Philocalia was evi-

dently transcribed by men who shared common beliefs

and sympathies, as well as readings, with Cassian.

In like manner, the expression Wµ�τιµο τριά

(‘equally honoured, or equal in degree, Trinity’),

although occurring in the minutes of Ephesus,639 is

characteristic of writings closely related to Cassian and

indeed writings of Cassian himself.640 There are other

indications, too. The author of the Philocalia assures

the reader that he has drawn on ‘the seventh book of the

Praeparatio Evangelica’ of Eusebius’ of Palestine, where

a certain Christian writer named Maximus is quoted.

The text of this Maximus, the Philocalia goes on, ‘has

been put to verbatim use by Origen, in a dialogue of

his against the Marcionites and other heretics’. In this

dialogue, the Marcionite cause was supposedly

advanced by a certain Megethius.641 However, this

statement is fraudulent. Neither in the Praeparatio

Evangelica, nor anywhere else does Eusebius say

anything about this. Likewise, Cassian’s recurring

expression, τα�τα το!νυν κα� τὰ τούτοι Xµοια, is a

rhetorical expression coming from Classical times

and was taken up by Hellenistic and Late Antique

writers. Whereas neither Origen nor any of the three

Cappadocians ever used the expression, it does appear

in the Philocalia, 24.4. The expression occurs in writers

and writings relating to Antioch (John Chrysostom,

Theodoret), the Laura of Sabas (Antiochus of Palestine,

Pseudo-John of Damascus, translations of Ephraem

Syrus), and the Akoimetoi (Pseudo-Clement, Pseudo-

Justin, Pseudo-Athanasius, Pseudo-Chrysostom,

Theodore Studites).642

By the same token, the characteristic designation

α$ ρχικ� τριά (‘original trinity’), was introduced by

Origen,643 and taken up by only a couple of Christian

authors,644 with Gregory of Nazianzus having done

so particularly often.645 It can hardly be a coincidence

that the idiom was used by Proclus, even though he

eschewed the Christian notion,646 which was also used

636 Hippolytus, In Danielem, 4.34.2.
637 Gregory of Nyssa, Vita atque Encomium Ephraem Syri, PG.46.836.8.

This is also his quotation of Ezekiel: In Canticum Canticorum, v. 6,
p. 413.

638 Didymus, commPs 35–39, Cod. p. 286.
639 ACO, Concilium Universale Ephesenum anno 431, 1,1,7, p. 51: τ<

τ8 τριάδο Wµοούσιον κα� Wµ�τιµον κα� Wµοδύναµον.
640 Theodoret, Haereticarum Fabularum Compendium, PG.83.456.45.

Pseudo-Justin, QetR, p. 417B (Theodoret. ibid. p. 60). My
suggestion is that this is a work by Cassian. DT (lib. 2.8–27),
PG.39.604.20–21; DT (lib. 3), PG.39.781.6; DT (lib. 3), PG.
39.928.47. Analecta Hymnica Graeca, 1.1,1.8 (line 75); 1.1,2.8 (line
39); 12.19.9 (line 3); 20.39,1.5 (line 42); 20.39,1.9 (line 49); 6.14.1
(line 46); 6.14.3 (line 51); 11.22.8 (line 11); 18.28,2.1 (line 10);
27.32,1.3 (line 39); 27.32,2.1 (line 13); 15.19.3 (line 6); 24.16,1.3
(line 84); 24.16,1.7 (line 86); 29.18.9 (line 60); 11.17,1.7 (line 74);
6.5,2.8 (line 29).

641 Origen, Philocalia, 24.8: Τα�τα α$ π< το� ζ ´  λ�γου τ8 Ευ$ σεβ!ου

το� Παλαιστινα!ου ευ$ αγγελικ8 προπαρασκευ8 0ντληται,
=ντα ] φησιν Μαξ!µου ου$ κ α$ σ9µου �ν το� χριστιανο�

συγγραφ�ω. αυ$ τολεξε� δ> τα�τα ηoρηται κε!µενα �ν τK

Ω$ ριγ�νου πρ< Μαρκιωνιστὰ κα� α' λλου αOρετικοὺ

διαλ�γ^, Ευ$ τροπ!ου δικάζοντο, Μεγεθ!ου δ> α$ ντιλ�γοντο.
642 See NDGF pp. 272; 305–306

643 Origen, commMatt, 15.31: τ(ν ;ποκάτω τ8 α$ ρχικ8

τριάδο.
644 Zacharias Scholasticus (bishop, rhetor, theologian, fifth/sixth

cent.), Ammonius, section 2, lines 1094–1095: περ� τ8 α$ ρχικ8

κα� µακαρ!α τριάδο. So in line 1130. Theodore Studites,
Epistulae, Epistle 525: τ8 µακαρ!α κα� α$ ρχικ8 Τριάδο. Epistle
532: τ�ν πολυύµνητον, παντουργ<ν κα� α$ ρχικ�ν Τριάδα. Canon
in Requiem Monachi, lines 163–166: Μονάδα τP φύσει σε, Τριά,
α$ νυµν( α' ναρχον, α' κτιστον, α$ ρχικ9ν, βασιλικ9ν, ;περτελ8

�νάδα. Parva Catechesis, Catechesis 34: τ8 µακαρ!α κα� α$ ρχικ8

Τριάδο. Testamentum, p. 1813: τ�ν α- γ!αν κα� Wµοούσιον κα�

α$ ρχικ�ν Τριάδα.
645 Gregory of Nazianzus, Apologetica, PG.35.444.24–25: Xσα περ� τ8

α$ ρχικ8 κα� µακαρ!α Τριάδο ;ποληπτ�ον. Ad Gregorium
Nyssenum (orat. 11), PG.35.840.27–28: τK φωτ� τ8 µακαρ!α

κα� α$ ρχικ8 Τριάδο. In Laudem Cypriani (orat. 24),
PG.35.1185.13–14: τ8 α$ ρχικ8 κα� βασιλικ8 Τριάδο τ�ν

θε�τητα. Carmina Moralia, p. 688: Πρ)την τε λαµπρὰν Τριάδο

τ8 α$ ρχικ8.
646 Proclus, Theologia Platonica, v. 6, p. 35: κα� τ�ν µ!αν πηγ�ν τ8

δηµιουργικ8 σειρα̃ ε: τριάδα παντελ8 προαγαγ�ντε

α$ ρχικ9ν, Aν κα� W Πλάτων �νδεικνύµενο α$ ρχ�ν προσε!ρηκεν.
p. 44: Οe λω δ> W Ζεὺ Ποσειδ(νι µ>ν κα� Πλούτωνι

συνταττ�µενο W τ8 α$ ρχικ8 τριάδο �στ�ν α$ κρ�τατο.
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by Theodore Studites,647 whereas De Trinitate accords

the expression to the Holy Spirit.648 In view of the

scarcity of germane instances, to come upon this

formula in the introduction to the Philocalia suggests

that the opening note warning against heretical ideas

included therein649 must have been written by a Studite

monk. This author must have been Theodore Studites

himself, after he had reproduced the book in his

renowned scriptorium.

Likewise, the expression �πιπορεύεσθαι τK νK

(canvassed in EN XVh), which denotes supervision

and exploration through the mind (normally, the mind

of God), appears in Origen, but only as a presumably

second-hand expression by a catenist. One instance

occurs in fragments from the commentary on John, and

a second, in the Philocalia purporting to record from

Origen’s commentary on Genesis.650 No indisputable

text from Origen’s own pen uses this idiom. In Didymus

we have the idea couched in this phraseology, too, but

once again we have several instances preserved by

the anthologist of the commentary on the Psalms.651 The

locution was used by no other author, except for the

author of De Trinitate,652 and the Scholia in Apoca-

lypsin,653 so as to notify us that he is the same author,

namely, Cassian the Sabaite. Therefore, the passage of

the Philocalia (as indeed the fragments on John) have a

strong Didymean colour transmitted by the hand of the

author of both the Scholia in Apocalypsin and De Trini-

tate. Once again, it appears as though the Philocalia is

the product of an Akoimetan hand.

Instances of this kind suggest that a third hand

(probably an Akoimetan one) has edited the text of the

Philocalia as we know it today. Theodore Studites, the

heir to the Akoimetan patrimony, as I have recently

argued, is by all appearances the one who wrote the

introductory note to this version of the Philocalia

warning against points of theological aberration, which

cannot have been endorsed (let alone culled) by the

Cappadocians.

Conclusion
What during the last hundred years has been styled

‘Origen’s Scholia on the Apocalypse’ are in fact annota-

tions by Cassian the Sabaite seeking to establish the

divine inspiration and scriptural authority of this book.

Although an Antiochene, an affiliation which denotes a

specific attitude towards reading of the scriptural text,

as well as towards History and Christology, and there-

fore towards allegorical exegesis, Cassian set out to

interpret a text which more than any other requires

allegorical interpretation. He was not alone in this.

Theodoret himself had engaged in an allegorical

approach, which was for him all but alien ground.654 For

all the tumult surrounding allegory, Cassian took up

the method that had been officially censured while

eschewing Procrustean rigour. In view of the calumny

surrounding the father of its Christian application,

namely Origen, having recourse to allegory was a

precarious proposition. Yet he carried this out while

refraining from both entertaining fanciful extra-

polations, and making no mention of the term ‘allegory’

at all.

The Scholia are comments by Cassian extensively

culling from Didymus’ Commentary on the Apocalypse,

and also include verbatim passages excerpted from

Clement of Alexandria and Irenaeus – all of them

647 Theodore Studites, Canon in Requiem Monachi, lines 163–165.
There is, nevertheless, a casual poetic reference by Gregory of
Nazianzus, Carmina Moralia, column 688, line 4.

648 DT (lib. 2.8–27), PG.39.725.8: τK Πνεύµατ! σου τK α$ ρχικK.
649 Theodore Studites had attacked Origen and Origenism by name in

his writings. Cf. Epistulae, epistle 532, reporting Origen’s
condemnation by the Council of 553. This is all Theodore had to say
about this synod. Also, ibid. epistle 471; Μεγάλη Κατ�χησι�,
Catechesis 45; Parva Catechesis, Catechesis 22.

650 Origen, frJohn, XXXVII: + Wδ< το� πνεύµατο, Aν �πιπορεύεται

διὰ τ8 τ(ν θε!ων λογ!ων παιδεύσεω. Philocalia, 23.8, apud
commGen, PG.12.64.16–24: Πρ< οr λεκτ�ον Xτι �πιβάλλων W

θε< τP α$ ρχP τ8 κοσµοποι�α, ου$ δεν< α$ ναιτ!ω γινοµ�νου,
�πιπορεύεται τK νK qκαστον τ(ν �σοµ�νων, Wρ(ν Xτι �πε� τ�δε

γ�γονε τ�δε qπεται, �ὰν δ> γ�νηται τ�δε τ< �π�µενον τ�δε

α$ κολουθε�, οV ;ποστάντο τ�δε *σται· κα� οoτω µ�χρι τ�λου

τ(ν πραγµάτων �πιπορευθε� ο_δεν αn  *σται, ου$  πάντω �κάστ^

τ(ν γινωσκοµ�νων αFτιο το� αυ$ τ< συµβ8ναι τυγχάνων.

651 Didymus, commPs22–26.10, Cod. p. 79. Then, frPs(al), frs. 799a;
1138; 1259; fr. 1280.

652 Cf. DT (lib. 3), PG.39.777.46–780.1: Φωρα̃ν *νεστι τα�τα µ�

α' λλω *χειν, �πιπορευ�µενον τK νK, � αυ$ τ!κα τK τοιούτ^

�πιλάµπει κα� συνεργε� W �πιβεβηκi το� Xλοι ΥO< Λ�γο

το� Θεο�. Origen, commGen (fragmenta), PG.12.64.16–18, in the
Philocalia, 23.8, also preserved by Eusebius, PE, 6.11.34:
�πιβάλλων W Θε< τP α$ ρχP τ8 κοσµοποι!α, ου$ δεν< α$ ναιτ!ω

γινοµ�νου, �πιπορεύεται τK νK qκαστον τ(ν �σοµ�νων.
653 Cf. Scholion XV: Τ�ν �ποπτικ�ν κα� *φορον τ(ν Xλων δύναµιν

κα� τ�ν πορευτικ�ν το� υOο� το� θεο� διὰ τ(ν προκειµ�νων

δηλο� . . . κα� ‹οO› π�δε αυ$ το�, καθ $  οr �πιπορεύεται τK

παντ� διαφ‹οι›τ9σα, . . . cχον ποι(ν τινα �πιπορευ�µενο.
Scholion XXVII: κα� �πε� α
 νεξερεύνητα τὰ κρ�µατα κα� αP 7δο� το!

θεο!, καθ $  αn  �πιπορευ�µενο το� Xλοι κρ!νει κα� ο:κονοµε� τὰ

περ� qκαστον.
654 Cf. Theodoret using allegory on the Song of Songs, above,

pp. 42–43; 56.
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coupled with ideas of his own, drawing on a variety of

authors and couched in his own phraseology wherever

necessary.

Cassian clearly wished to see Revelation dis-

entangled from prolonged dissension and at last

unanimously sanctioned as a canonical book. Yet he

sought to attain this not as a sop to convention, or

as acceptance of what might be thought to be sheer

daemonology in disguise. The way was to show that

simple and trenchant ideas of the already canonical

books of scripture are also present in the apocalyptic

text.

Studying Cassian’s texts throughout the codex, one

can see that he quotes freely from scripture and quite

often he takes some liberties while quoting a certain

passage by heart. Being a knowledgeable and scrupu-

lous scholar, he must have consulted all versions avail-

able to him in order to prepare an edition on which to

comment.655

Discussion has shown that both Antioch and

Alexandria were centres familiar to Cassian. Even if

he had Antiochene sympathies, which he certainly

had, he saw in Alexandria a sacrosanct patrimony

handed down to all caring Christians. This means that

in Cassian’s time, theologians knew each others’ works,

they conversed with each other, and Antioch was pre-

pared to cull from the Alexandrians in comprehensive

expositions of a certain issue by composing catenae.

I now have no doubt that the excerpts from Origen’s

commentaries on the Psalms were composed by

Antiochene hands.656

Not only did Cassian care for the textual legacy of

the great Alexandrian masters, but it was to them that

he mainly turned in order to make up his own mind

with regard to the authority of Revelation. For all his

respect for Eusebius, he does not rest content with

Eusebius’ ambivalence on the question. Besides, Origen

had written extensive comments on Revelation, which

were in effect incorporated in his commentary on John.

Didymus had written a commentary on Revelation ad

hoc. This concern of Cassian’s about the authority of

Revelation turns out to provide us with extensive pas-

sages from Didymus’ own commentary. Nevertheless

there are also valuable exegeses by Cassian himself.

Beyond these, however, our debt for having Didymus’

own commentary, this treasure of Alexandrian scholar-

ship, available to us, goes entirely to a theologian of the

Antiochene school.

A considerable number of the founding fathers of

Christianity had accepted Revelation. For some of them

we have their own reasoning; for others, there are only

testimonies by third parties. In any event, post-Nicene

Christianity had already moulded the essentials of its

beliefs about the Trinitarian God and the world, and had

argued them in detail. Cassian did not canvass subtler

and more reflective theories on issues that were dis-

puted during his own era. He stood aloof from the

inconclusive Christological controversy of the sixth

century, which allowed little room for the dispassionate,

critical study that an already controversial book

required. Rather, he opted for establishing that the text

takes an orthodox line on rather old issues, such as

Arianism,657 Gnosticism, and Docetism, which never-

theless were not out of date: we know that as late as

Theodoret’s lifetime, this bishop strove to convert not

only Macedonians, but also Marcionites and Arians to

orthodoxy.

Cassian’s first Scholion using the notion of Christ

as δεσπ�τη introduces both Antiochene concerns and

indeed Theodoret’s person as the authority inspiring

the fundamentals of Cassian’s thought. Hence, although

Rev. 1:1 set before Scholion I actually refers to the

‘servants of God’, not to those ‘of Christ’, Cassian seized

this opportunity to expound the notion of being ‘a

servant of Christ’ by using the term δεσπ�τη accorded

to God, at a point where ‘God’ clearly refers to Christ.

No doubt it takes a jump in order to embark on such a

line of interpretation, yet it is this leap which reveals

Cassian’s priorities and constant concerns. This

Scholion is indeed an illuminating text right from the

start. The footnotes to this text show beyond doubt

that we have a faithful quotation from the opening of

Didymus’ Commentary on the Apocalypse. Not quite,

however. Cassian is anxious to introduce his notion

of Christ, not simply God, being the δεσπ�τη of all

creation. Not only his Antiochene allegiances, but also

655 At a certain point, he considers an alternative rendering of Gen. 3:1
‘by the Jew’. Cassian the Sabaite, De Panareto, p. 106r.

656 For instance, the term Wπην!κα (Scholion XX), which Origen never
used (only Celsus did), appears abundantly in his catena-fragments
on the Psalms. The same goes for abundance of Aristotelian

terminology which appears only in those fragments, but not in the
rest of Origen’s works.

657 Nevertheless, Arianism was a problem of Cassian’s era, too, since
the Goths were Arians.
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the text of Revelation658 itself, introduce this notion

which otherwise receives only a casual reference in the

New Testament.659 It is striking however that Didymus

applies this appellation to no one other than God, and

only a certain exception is made for simply quoting

the passage of the epistle of Jude.660 By contrast, the

epithet δεσπ�τη is applied to Christ no less than two

hundred times in De Trinitate, a fact that confirms that

this is not a work of Didymus, but of Cassian, as I have

shown.661

Many, though not all, of the exegeses in the Scholia

are Alexandrian, but the shroud is Antiochene.

Which is why in the Scholia the terms ‘allegory’ and

‘tropology’ are not used, whereas α$ ναγωγ9 and its

cognates make a distinctive mark, which is in fact one

more indication of the Antiochene tendency.

This is therefore the case of an eminent Antiochene

also employing the Alexandrian sagacity. The fruits of

this study attribute some crudeness to the schematiza-

tion postulating separation of the two schools in terms

of essence of doctrine. Although several points in the

Scholia induced scholars who reflected on them a

century ago to presume that they were written by a

scholar of the Alexandrian school, this is owing to the

fact that Didymus was heavily quoted. The reality is

that it was Cassian who quoted Didymus and Scholion I

is virtually the colophon pointing to Cassian’s theo-

logical personality staunchly advancing a distinctive

Antiochene approach. For all the heavy quotation from

Didymus, Cassian’s train of thought is subtly yet clearly

different from that of Didymus. Distinctive features

of Theodoret’s thought are present throughout: the

epithet θεολ�γο is applied to John the Evangelist,

which Didymus never did in his indisputable works.

The exegesis of the difficult relation of 2 Kings and

1 Paralipomenon is also an illuminating point. Whereas

the sage of Alexandria following Origen identified the

‘wrath of God’ with ‘inflicted punishments’, Theodoret

stands out by rendering the ‘wrath of God’ not as the

‘punishments’ inflicted upon sinners (which was the

hackneyed interpretation), but ‘the devil’ himself –

an exegesis that helped him to resolve such difficult

points of scripture as the conforming of 2 Kings, 24:1

with 1 Paralipomenon 21:1. The reference to this

teaching in Scholion XXX presents the author speaking

of himself in the first person. This notwithstanding,

the distinctive colloquial Greek at times reveals that

Didymus’ text is being quoted through simple peculiar-

ities in compound words (συνκατάβασι for συγκα-

τάβασι in Scholion XV, συνβαδ!ζων for συµβαδ!ζων

in Scholion XX, ληµφθ�ντε for ληφθ�ντε in Scholion

XXIX). Didymus is also the author who distinctively

uses the adjective α$ διάδοχο in relation to the New

Testament being ‘unsurpassed’.

The author took up definitive orthodox doctrines

and adapted them to his own outlook and purpose.

He saw no need for new reasoning. Arguments

against idolatry and polytheism, which are called for by

the apocalyptic text, had already been available since

the times of Clement, and traditional considered

approaches were well established. Had the issue of the

canonicity of Revelation been entangled in the theo-

logical parlance of his day, a fatal storm would have

ensued. What therefore might appear to be an amateur-

ish or trivial theological approach in these Scholia is in

fact part of the author’s method in order to get his

message across without perplexing his audience with

contemporary dilemmas. The question was only the

agreement of the Apocalypse with scripture. The

Scholia draw on both Testaments and show per-

suasively that the Book is a text which conveys the same

theology as canonical writings do.

The lesson that these Scholia teach beyond their

theology itself is that there was no substantial rift

between Alexandria and Antioch, their different

approaches notwithstanding.

Cassian draws confidently on the Cappadocians, of

whom he had been taught by his tutors St Sabas

and Theodosius the Coenobiarch (who were both

Cappadocian). His special devotion to Gregory of Nyssa

is all too evident. In addition, however, Leontius of

Byzantium had taught him the value of the stream

of thought emanating from Origen, Didymus, and

Evagrius. Whereas Evagrius also had important things

to say about monastic ethos (which is the theme of

Cassian’s monastic texts), Origen reached Cassian via

Eusebius and Gregory of Nyssa as well.

Above all, however, Cassian was an offspring of

Antioch, whose roots were such theologians as Dio-

dorus of Tarsus and Theodore of Mopsuestia, and

658 Rev. 6:10.
659 Jude 4 and (not quite plain) in 2 Peter 2:1.

660 Didymus, In Epistulas Catholicas Brevis Enarratio, p. 89.
661 See NDGF, Appendix II. 
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whose flower and shining star was Theodoret of Cyr-

rhus. If therefore we wish to assess the real relation

between Antioch and Alexandria, it could suffice to

explore the relation of the emblematic figure of

Theodoret with the tradition of Alexandria that had

reached him. Our exploration has revealed that it was

Theodoret and Antioch, not Alexandria, that was the

true heir to Origen’s doctrinal concerns. Despite the

slogan about Antioch and Alexandria denoting two

rancorously divergent poles of Christian theology, it

was Theodoret’s Antiochene tradition that cared for

the textual legacy of such theologians as Origen and

Didymus.

Our education has taught us that Theodoret was

the last great scholar of Eastern Christianity. That he

took exception to specific arguments advanced by Cyril,

which resulted in Theodoret’s personal predicament,

does not mean that he was antipathetic to the

Alexandrians.

I now know that Theodoret was not the last great

scholar of Eastern Christianity. Cassian emerges as a

figure who demands our attention. He is the author not

only of the Scholia, but also of a number of other works,

which are currently branded as ‘spuria’ and wait for

scholarly exertions in order to enable their eclipsed

author once again to say the dictum of Revelation,

which he did not feel necessary to comment upon, since

he had already proven the scriptural authority of the

book: ‘I am he that lives and was dead; and, behold,

I am alive for evermore.’
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PART I

TEXT OF REVELATION AND
SCHOLIA IN APOCALYPSIN





SCHOLION I

| ΑΠΟΚΑΛΥΨΙΣ ΤΟΥ ΑΓΙΟΥ245v
ΙΩΑΝΝΟΥ ΤΟΥ ΘΕΟΛΟΓΟΥ1

<I. Rev. 1:1> �ποκ�λυψι� Ι� ησο! Χριστο!, η% ν &δωκεν α+τ, ο-  θε��‹,› δει̃ξαι τοι̃�

δο1λοι� α+το! 2 δει̃ γενέσθαι ε� ν τ�χει, καὶ ε� σ4µανεν 5ποστε6λα�2 δι7 το! 5γγέλου

α+το! τ, δο1λ8 α+το! Ι� ω�νν9,

1 2329: ΑΠΟΚΑΛΥΨΙΣ ΙΩΑΝΝΟΥ ΤΟΥ ΘΕΟΛΟΓΟΥ.
2 2329: O., An. (S.), Ar., N.-A. �σ9µανεν α$ ποστε!λα διὰ το� α$ γγ�λου αυ$ το�. An. (M.) �σ9µανεν διὰ το�

α$ γγ�λου αυ$ το� α$ ποστε!λα.

‹Σχ�λιον α ´ ›

Ου$  µάχεται1 τK λεχθ�ντι ;π< το� σωτ8ρο πρ< τοὺ γνωρ!µου,2 ου
 κ�τι καλ* �µα̃�

δούλου�, α
 λλὰ φ�λου�3 τ< ;π $  αυ$ τ(ν Wµολογούµενον περ� α;τ(ν ] ε:‹σ›ι4 δο!λοι το�

κυρ!ου.5 καE ν γὰρ αυ$ τ< τιµ�ν κα� ;περοχ�ν αυ$ το� δωρούµενο φ�λου6 κα� τ�κνα7 κα�

α
 δελφοὺ8 αυ$ τοὺ καλε�, α$ λλ$  οjν αυ$ το� ευ$ γν‹)›µονε9 =ντε Wµολογο�σιν � τυγχάνουσι

1 Ου$  µάχεται (‘it does not contradict’) is an expression characteristic
of Didymus, taken up from Origen, but not used by Eusebius. Cf.
Didymus, In Genesin, Cod. p. 231: Ου$  µάχεται δ> το� �ντα�θα τὰ

�ν τP Ε$ ξ�δ^ γεγραµµ�να. commEccl(11–12), Cod. p. 329: αυ$ τ<ν

λ�γοµεν ‘α$ µν�ν’ κα� ‘ποιµ�να’ κα� ου$  µάχεται τα�τα. FrPs(al), fr.
75: ου$  µάχεται τ< Κύριο �ξετάζει τ<ν δ!καιον κα� τ<ν α$ σεβ8 τK

µ� α$ ν!στασθαι α$ σεβε� �ν κρ!σει. Fragmenta in Joannem (in
catenis), Fr.12: ου$  µάχεται τ< µ� τεθνάναι Ε$ νiχ κα� Η$ λ!αν. In
Epistulas Catholicas Brevis Enarratio, p. 51: ου$  µάχεται τούτοι τ<

δικαιοσύνην αυ$ τ<ν ε_ναι λ�γεσθαι. Origen, Cels, VIII.55; Princ,
III.1.21; frJohn, XLVII; selGen, PG.12.113.51; commJohn, XIX.3.18.
The idiom is as old as Chrysippus, and occurs in Galen, Plutarch,
Herodian of Alexandria, and Diogenes Laertius. Cf. Scholion X:
µαχ�µενο‹ν› γὰρ αE ν cν.

2 The term γν)ριµοι το� σωτ8ρο (‘those intimate with Christ’)
originates with Origen and is characteristic of Eusebius and
Didymus. Origen, commMatt, 15.35; οO Χριστο� γν)ριµοι. So in
frLuc, fr. 206; Scholia in Lucam, PG.17.361.24. Cels, II.13: τοὺ

Ι$ ησο� γνωρ!µου κα� α$ κροατά. frJohn, XXXV. W Ι$ ησο� το�

γνωρ!µοι *λεγεν. Eusebius, DE, 3.4.32: Ε: δ> λ�γοιεν µηδ>ν τ�ν

α$ ρχ�ν πεποιηκ�ναι τ<ν σωτ8ρα +µ(ν θαυµαστ<ν µηδ� τι

παράδοξον Yν �µαρτύρησαν οO γν)ριµοι. Ibid. 3.18. 1: W σωτ�ρ

κα� κύριο +µ(ν, � �π� Cλ�θρ^ κα� α$ πωλε!H το� γνωρ!µου

δυσφορ(ν. Quaestiones ad Marinum (addenda), PG.22.1004.37:
τούτων δ> �κτ�, ;π8ρχον κα� qτεροι πλε!ου γν)ριµοι το�

Σωτ8ρο. commPs, PG.23.797.44: ΥOο� δ> πεν9των cσαν οO τ(ν

α$ ποστ�λων κα� µαθητ(ν το� Σωτ8ρο +µ(ν γν)ριµοι. Fragmenta
in Lucam, PG.24.540.13: ∆ι< δ� θα}?ε�ν W Σωτ�ρ �ν τP τ(ν

δειν(ν ;ποµονP το� κατ $  αυ$ το� παρεκελεύετο γνωρ!µοι. Ibid.
∆ι $  αυ$ τ(ν γὰρ �κε!νων τ(ν το� Σωτ8ρο γνωρ!µων. Laudatio
Constantini, 16.8: µ�νο ε[ W +µ�τερο σωτ�ρ µετὰ τ�ν κατὰ το�

θανάτου ν!κην διεπράξατο, το� αυ$ το� γνωρ!µοι λ�γον ε:πiν

κα� *ργ^ τελ�σα. HE, 6.14.7: τ<ν µ�ντοι Ι$ ωάννην *σχατον,
συνιδ�ντα Xτι τὰ σωµατικὰ �ν το� ευ$ αγγελ!οι δεδ9λωται,
προτραπ�ντα ;π< τ(ν γνωρ!µων, πνεύµατι θεοφορηθ�ντα

πνευµατικ<ν ποι8σαι ευ$ αγγ�λιον. Didymus, commZacch, 2.236:
τὰ ευ$ αγγελικὰ µαθ9µατα, αn  βασιλε!α µυστ9ρια ε_πεν W Σωτ�ρ

το� γνωρ!µοι. Ibid. 3.89: κατὰ τ< �ν Ευ$ αγγελ!^ ;π< το�

Σωτ8ρο ε:ρηµ�νον το� γνωρ!µοι. 4.146: το� τοσούτου κα� 

τηλικούτου α$ γαθο� κατὰ τ<ν τ8 �νανθρωπ9σεω καιρ<ν

 πληρωθησοµ�νου, Wπην!κα W Λ�γο σὰρξ γεγονi �σκ9νωσεν

�ν το� :δ!οι γνωρ!µοι, hν $  *τι µα̃λλον προκ�ψαντε θεάσωνται

τ�ν δ�ξαν αυ$ το� � µονογενο� παρὰ πατρ�. frPs(al), fr. 900:
τ�τε γὰρ γν)ριµο γ�γονεν + θεο� δεξιά, Xτε W λ�γο σὰρξ

γεν�µενο �σκ9νωσεν �ν +µ�ν· �θεασάµεθα γὰρ τ�ν δ�ξαν

αυ$ το� � µονογενο� παρὰ πατρ�. commGen, Cod. p. 136: κα�

;π< το� Σωτ8ρο περ� τ(ν θανάτου µ� γευοµ�νων· ‘Ε:σ! τινε

τ(ν Yδε �στηκ�των’, οhτινε cσαν οO γν)ριµοι αυ$ το�.
3 John, 15:15.
4 Cod. ειναι. Cf. below: Wµολογο�σιν � τυγχάνουσι δο�λοι. EN Ia.
5 EN Ib. See a parallel text of Didymus in EN Id: frPs (al), Fr. 858:

Αυ$ χο�σιν � �π� µεγάλ^ α$ ξι)µατι οO αe γιοι πάντε �π� τK δο�λοι

θεο� ε_ναι . . . κα� τ(ν γραµµάτων γο�ν �αυτ(ν προτάττουσι

ταύτην τ�ν σηµασ!αν � �π� µεγ!στ^ α$ ξι)µατι �ναβρυν�µενοι·

Ι$ άκωβο γὰρ θεο� κα� κυρ!ου Ι$ ησο� Χριστο� δο�λο, κα�

Πα�λο δο�λο Ι$ ησο� Χριστο�. � γὰρ οO το� κ�σµου α' νθρωποι

�ν τα� συγγραφα� τ(ν βιωτικ(ν συναλλαγµάτων �κ τ(ν περ�

αυ$ τοὺ α$ ξιωµάτων χρηµατ!ζειν θ�λουσιν, οoτω οO α$ π�στολοι �ν

τα� α$ ρχα� τ(ν συγγραµµάτων αυ$ τ(ν δο�λοι θεο� κα� Χριστο�

χρηµατ!ζειν α$ ξιο�σι.
6 Luke 12:4; John 15:13–15.
7 Mark, 10:24; John 13:33. Cf. Isaiah, 8:18 quoted in Heb. 2:13.
8 There is a peculiar rendering of John 15:15: ‘Henceforth I call you

not servants, but friends and brothers’, which takes the expression
and brothers (κα� α$ δελφού) to be part of the scriptural passage.
Beside this Scholion, the peculiar quotation occurs in three writings
only: Cassian the Sabaite (=Pseudo-Didymus), DT (lib. 3),
PG.39.840.3–4: ‘Ου$ κ *τι ;µα̃ καλ( δούλου, α$ λλὰ φ!λου κα�

α$ δελφού’, � γ�γραπται. Pseudo-John Chrysostom, In
Exaltationem Sancti Crucis, PG.59.680.4: Ου$ κ *τι δούλου, α$ λλὰ

φ!λου κα� α$ δελφοὺ zν�µασεν, Α$ παγγελ( τ< =νοµά σου το�

α$ δελφο� µου, λ�γων. Ο- ρd π�σην µεταβολ�ν W σταυρ<

κατειργάσατο; Ephraem Syrus, Ad Novitium de Virtute, 2, line 118:
Ε$ ν α$ ληθε!H, µακάριοι οO τοιο�τοι, Xτι πρ< αυ$ τοὺ �ρε� W

Κύριο, ου$ κ�τι ;µα̃ καλ�σω δούλου, α$ λλὰ φ!λου κα�

α$ δελφού. I have argued that the Pseudo-Didymean De Trinitate is a
work by Cassian the Sabaite and the present instance attests to this,
too. See, NDGF, Appendix II.

9 Cod. ευγνοµονεσ.
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δο!λοι,10 α' ξιον ‹κ›α�11 µ�γιστον12 +γούµενοι θε<ν δεσπ)την13 *χειν.14 �ν γο�ν τα�

�πιστολα� ‹αn ›15 γράφουσιν, � α' λλοι τὰ θνητ(ν α$ ξι)µατα‹,›16 προτάττουσιν το�το αυ$ τ�.

κα� γο�ν W Ι$ άκωβο κα� Πα�λο κα� οO λοιπο� συµφ)|νω πράττουσι τ< αυ$ τ�·246r
�λαττωτικο�17 γὰρ �αυτ(ν δι $18 α$ τυφ!αν19 ;πάρχοντε, τὰ τ(ν ;περοχ(ν δηλωτικὰ

γεγραµµ�να περ� �αυτ(ν σιωπ(σι.

10 Cf. Rom. 1:1; 1 Cor. 7:22; Gal. 1:10; Eph. 6:6; Phil. 1:1; Col. 4:12; Tit.
1:1; James 1:1; 2 Peter 1:1; Jude 1; cf. Rev. 1:1.

11 Cod. αι.
12 EN 1c.
13 Jude 4; Acts 4:24.
14 The passage α' ξιον ‹κ›α� µ�γιστον +γούµενοι θε<ν δεσπ)την

*χειν is Cassian’s. This is an addition to Didymus’ sentence ending
with the preceding word δο�λοι. Both expressions α' ξιον +γο�µαι

and µ�γιστον +γο�µαι are virtually synonymous and mean ‘I regard
something as an honour, or important’ (Lexica Segueriana, De
Syntacticis, alphabetic entry tau, p. 175). By Cassian’s time, these
expressions had been used by important authors, yet no one other
than Cassian ever used both α' ξιον and µ�γιδτον (+γο�µαι)
together. The authors who had used both expressions, each of them
at different points of their work, are Lysias, Diodorus of Sicily,
Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Plutarch, and Libanius. Of Christians,
Clement of Alexandria, Eusebius, and John Chrysostom. There are of

course others (e.g. orators, such as Aeschines, Isocrates, and
Demosthenes), who had used either of them (though not both of
them) according to their personal predilection. Didymus belongs to
neither of the two categories. EN 1c.

15 Cod. α�σ.
16 EN Id.
17 Cf. Scholion X: �λάττωσι �γεγ�νει περ� τ�ν α$ γαπητικ�ν αυ$ το�

διάθεσιν. Scholion XXVII: διὰ τ�ν �λάττωσιν τ8 φύσεω. EN Ie.
18 Cod. δια.
19 This use of the expression �λαττωτικ< �αυτο� is a striking parallel.

Didymus, commJob(12.1–16.8a), fr. 310 (comm. on Job, 12:4):
δ!καιο γὰρ κα� α' µεµπτο α$ ν�ρ �γενν9θη ε: χλεύασµα. Xταν τὰ

�λάττονα λ�γG, �αυτK αυ$ τὰ προσάπτει· �λαττωτικ< γὰρ �αυτο�

διὰ α$ τυφ!αν ;πάρχει. frPs (al), fr. 1069: οO γὰρ αe γιοι δι $  α$ τυφ!αν

=ντε �αυτ(ν �λαττωτικο� τὰ �λάττονα �αυτο� διδ�ασιν Yν

*χουσιν.

Scholion I

The acknowledgement that they are servants, professed by those intimate with the Saviour,

does not controvert that which was said by Jesus to them, I no longer call you servants, but

friends.1 For although he calls them friends2 and children3 and brothers,4 thus bestowing

honour and excellence on them, still they profess in gratitude that they are servants.5 For

they deem that it is noble and great to have God as a master.6 Therefore, in their epistles they

state this appellation first, in the same tenor as others declare the high-office titles of mortal

human beings. As a matter of fact, James and Paul and the rest of the [holy] men unanimously

do the same thing. For, humbling themselves due to their freedom from arrogance, they

keep silent on designations which have been written about themselves and proclaim their

pre-eminence.

1 John 15:15.
2 Luke 12:4; John 15:13–15.
3 Mark 10:24; John 13:33.
4 Matt. 12:48–50; 25:40; Luke 8:21; Mark 3:33–35; John 20:17; 21:23.

5 Cf. Rom. 1:1; 1 Cor. 7:22; Gal. 1:10; Eph. 6:6; Phil. 1:1; Col. 4:12;
Tit. 1:1; James 1:1; 2 Peter 1:1; Jude 1; cf. Rev. 1:1.

6 Jude 4; Acts 4:24.
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SCHOLION II

<II. Rev. 1:2> ο% � ε� µαρτ1ρησεν τ:ν λ�γον το! θεο! καὶ τὴν µαρτυρ6αν Ι� ησο!‹Β›

Χριστο!, ο; σα ι< δεν.1

1 2329: Xσα Fδεν. An. Xσα ε_δε. Ar. Xσα τε ε_δεν. N.-A. Xσα ε_δεν. Ar. notes that ‘in another manuscript it is
added: κα� Xσα 0κουσε, κα� αe τινά ε:σι, κα� αe τινα δε� γεν�σθαι µετὰ τα�τα’. N.-A. have the alternative
(from A), και οσα ηκουσε, και ατινα εισι και ατινα χρη γενεσθαι µετα ταυτα, but not the actual
alternative occurring in Arethas.

‹Σχ�λιον β ´ ›

Τ< α$ παγγε�λαι τὰ γνωσθ�ντα κα� φανερ(σαι1 τ<ν περ� αυ$ τ(ν λ�γον µαρτυρ6αν ε_πεν.

1 Cf. Scholion XXVII: τ<ν τ8 προνο!α λ�γον διακρ!σεω κα�

διοικ9σεω φανερ(σαι. EN IIa. In the left margin, the scribe
numbered this passage as Γ, which I emend to Β. The indication ΕΡ

(for �ρµηνε!α) appears from Scholion V onwards, when another
scribe takes over.

Scholion II

He styled testimony the proclamation of the things that were made known to him and the

divulgence of the preaching that pertains to them.
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SCHOLION III

<III. Rev. 1:3> µακ�ριο� ο-  5ναγιν=σκων1 καὶ οι-  5κο1οντε�2 τοὺ� λ�γου�Γ

τη̃� προφητε6α�3 καὶ τηρο!ντε�4 τ7 ε� ν α+τ9̃ γεγραµµένα· ο-  γ7ρ καιρ:� ε� γγ1�.
‹1:4› Ι� ω�ννη� ται̃� ε- πτ7 ε� κκλησ6αι� ται̃� ε� ν τ9̃ �σ6?· χ�ρι� υ- µι̃ν καὶ ει� ρ4νη 5π:

Θεο!.5

1 2329: α$ ναγιν�σκων.
2 Ο. W α$ ναγιν)σκων κα� α$ κούων. 2329, An., Ar., N.-A. W α$ ναγιν)σκων κα� οO α$ κούοντε.
3 Cod. προφητ!ασ. Scholia I, II, III, have the text of Revelation in uncials with some accents (in Scholion I the

first three words of the scriptural text are miniscule, the rest are in uncials with some accents). 2329, An., Ar.,
N.-A. τοὺ λ�γου τ8 προφητε!α. O. τ8 προφητε!α ταύτη.

4 2329: τιρο�ντε.
5 2329, Ο. α$ π� θεο�. An.(M.) α$ π� ‹το�› W bν κα� W cν κα� W �ρχ�µενο. An.(S.), N.-A. α$ π� W bν κα� W cν

κα� W �ρχ�µενο. Ar. α$ π� το� W bν κα� W cν κα� W �ρχ�µενο.

‹Σχ�λιον γ ´ ›

Καθ�λου + θε!α γραφ� �π� θε!οι κα� µεγάλοι‹,›1 α$ λλ$  ου$ κ �‹π›�2 µικρο� κα�Γ

α$ νθρωπ!νοι3 µακαρ!ζει· δι< κα� �ντα�θα µακαριζοµ�νων τ(ν 5ναγινωσκ�ντων

κα� 5κου�ντων,4 ου$ χ � *τυχεν τ(ν προ|κειµ�νων α$ κουστ�ον·5 τ< γὰρ246v
συνετ(6 5ναγιν=σκειν7 κα� µ� προχε!ρω8 5κο1ειν α$ λλὰ πιστ(,9 µακαριοποιε�.10

κα� �κ τ8 προκειµ�νη λ�ξεω µανθάν‹ο›µεν11 � προφ9τη Ι� ω�ννη�

1 EN IIIa.
2 Cod. ου$ κ�τι. In the left margin the scribe numbers the Scholion as ∆,

which I emended to Γ.
3 EN IIIb.
4 Rev. 1:3. EN IIIc.
5 Cf. Scholion XXV: Φρον‹ι›µ)τερον �ντυγχάνειν δε� τP

θεοπνεύστ^ γραφP.
6 Cf. συνετ( α$ κούειν. Didymus, commJob (7.20c-11), Cod. p. 215;

In Genesin, Cod. p. 198. σοφ( αυ$ τ(ν α$ κούειν δε�. commEccl(5–6),
Cod. p. 166. καλ( α$ κούειν· commPs 35–39, Cod. p. 285. On the
meaning of α$ κούειν, Cf. frPs(al), Fr. 834: δηλο� δ> + α$ κούειν φων�

κα� τ< συνι�ναι κα� νο8σαι.
7 1 Tim. 4:13. Cf. Scholion XXIX: +µε� οjν οO α$ ναγιν‹)›σκοντε

τα�τα κα� µαθ�ντε.
8 Cf. Scholion XXV: µ� κατὰ τ< πρ�χειρον τα�τα γεγράφθαι. Cassian

the Sabaite, Const, p. 19v-20r: κα� πρ�χειρο �ν γ�λωτι. OctoVit,
p. 50r: κα� ε: λοιδορ!αν πρ�χειρο. EN IIId.

9 Didymus, commJob (7.20c-11), Cod. p. 280: πιστ( δ> κα�

φ. ρον!µω α$ κουστ�ον το� ‘πάντα δύνασαι’, hνα µ� ;ποπ�σωµεν

τP τ(ν δοκητ(ν α$ νο!H. Theodoret, intPaulXIV, PG.82.860.13–15:
ΚαE ν γὰρ γνησ!ω W κηρύττων πιστεύG, W δ> α$ κούων µ� πιστ( τὰ

µαθ9µατα δ�χοιτο. EN IIIe.
10 Although the verb µακαριοποιε�ν does not occur anywhere else,

and the verbal adjective µακαριοποι� is exclusive to the following
instances, the reading of the Codex is perfectly acceptable, as it
points to certain Origenist thinkers. Didymus, commZacch, 2.174:
µακαριοποιὰ µαθ9µατα. frPs(al), fr. 1243: ου$  γὰρ τ< �π!στασθαι

αυ$ τ< α' νευ το� �νεργε�ν α- γιαστικ<ν κα� µακαριοποι�ν �στιν, α$ λλ$

�νεργούµενον κα� πραττ�µενον. fr. 1292: τ8 µακαριοποιο� κα�

α- γιαστικ8 ζω8. Origen, commEph, 29, in Catena in Epistulam ad
Ephesios, p. 202: διὰ τ<ν κατὰ τ<ν λ�γον το� Θεο� α$ παθ8 κα�

µακαριοποι<ν φ�βον. Eusebius, commPs, PG.23.1012.7–8:
α$ ποκλH́εται κλαυθµ<ν τ<ν µακαριοποι<ν κατὰ τ�· Μακάριοι οO

κλα!οντε. Pseudo-Cyril of Jerusalem, Mystagogiae, Catechesis 4.8:
τ�ν σωτ9ριον κα� µακαριοποι<ν κλ8σιν.

11 Cod. µανθάνωµεν.
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πρ< τ‹K›12 ε_ναι α$ π�στολο κα� ευ$ αγγελιστ9· σύζυγο γὰρ + προφητε6α

προφ9τG.13

12 Cod. το. The expression πρ< τK ε_ναι is first attested in the orator
Lysias, In Philonem, 5: τοὺ πρ< τK ε_ναι πολ!τα κα�

�πιθυµο�ντα τούτου. All usage thereafter occurs in authors whose
vocabulary bears on the Scholia. Philo, De Specialibus Legibus,
2.247: hνα πρ< τK ε_ναι µηδ>ν χρ9σιµοι τ< παράπαν κα� δασµ<ν

ου$ κ �τ9σιον α$ λλ$  �φ9µερον α$ ναπράττωσι παρὰ τ(ν yδικηµ�νων.
Alexander of Aphrodisias, In Aristotelis Topicorum Libros Octo
Commentaria, p. 270: κα� τ< πρ< τK ε_ναι δ!καιον κα� τ< δοκε�ν

*χειν το� µ�νον ε_ναι. In Aristotelis Meteorologicorum Libros
Commentaria, p. 176: Dτι πρ< τK ε_ναι σύµµετρο κα� µ�νει �ν

τP αυ$ τP συµµετρ!H. Pseudo-Alexander of Aphrodisias, De Anima,
p. 142: τὰ δ> πρ< τK ε_ναι διαφαν8 κα� �µφαν8 �στιν. Origen
(commenting on Revelation), commJohn, II.5.46: Τ! δ> α:ν!ττεται

τ< α$ νεKχθαι τ<ν ου$ ραν<ν κα� W λευκ< hππο κα� τ< �π $  αυ$ το�

καθ�ζεσθαι τ<ν καλούµενον το� θεο� λ�γον, πρ< τK ε_ναι θεο�

λ�γον κα� πιστ<ν κα� α$ ληθιν<ν κα� �ν δικαιοσύνG κρ!νοντα κα�

πολεµο�ντα λεγ�µενον, κατανοητ�ον. commJohn, XX.5.32: �

γὰρ δυνατο� =ντο το� αυ$ τοὺ γεν�σθαι

τ�κνα το� Α$ βραὰµ πρ< τK ε_ναι αυ$ τοὺ σπ�ρµα, φησ�ν αυ$ το�.
Ibid. XX.6.41: ε: δ> πρ< τK ε_ναι σπ�ρµα το� Α$ βραὰµ

�γε)ργησαν κα� ε: µ�γεθο κα� αuξην τ< σπ�ρµα το� Α$ βραὰµ

�πεδεδ)κει. Cyril of Alexandria, In Sanctum Joannem, v. 1, p. 56:
hνα πρ< τK ε_ναι Θε< κα� Πατ9ρ, ;πάρχG κα� α$ ναλλο!ωτο.
expPs, PG.69.1032.3: Α$ λλ$  οVτο W κάλαµο πρ< τK ε_ναι ταχὺ

κα� Cξύ, *χει κα� τ< �ρα�ον �ν κάλλει παρὰ τοὺ υOοὺ τ(ν

α$ νθρ)πων. The following work is spuriously ascribed to Basil of
Caesarea. My ongoing research leaves no doubt that this a
commentary by Cassian the Sabaite. But in what follows I will cite
this without attribution to any author pending the appearance of the
critical edition I am currently preparing. Enarratio in Prophetam
Isaiam, 1, 54: πρ< τK α$ πειθε�ν τK ΘεK, κα� α$ γαπ(σι δ(ρα. Ibid.
3, 121: πρ< τK µ� διδάσκειν τὰ δ�οντα, *τι κα� τ<ν �κ τ8

δυσσεβε!α �µπρησµ�ν. Ibid. 5, 163: Το�το γὰρ πρ< τK �ναγε�

*τι κα� τ< α$ π!θανον *χει.
13 EN IIIf.

Scholion III

As a rule, Holy Scripture pronounces blessedness on the basis of conditions that are divine

and grand, not petty and human. Hence at this point, too, where those who read and hear1 are

deemed blessed, one should understand what is written not in a random manner. For to

read 2 sensibly, and to listen not mindlessly but faithfully, is what makes people blessed. We

also learn from this text that, besides being an apostle and evangelist, John is also a prophet.

For prophecy is concomitant with a prophet.

1 Rev. 1:3. 2 1 Tim. 4:13.
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SCHOLION IV

<IV. Rev. 1:4> ο-  ω@ ν καὶ ο-  ηA ν καὶ ο-  ε� ρχ�µενο�,1 καὶ 5π: τBν ε- πτ7 πνευµ�των 2

ε� ν=πιον2 το! θρ�νου α+το!, ‹1:5› καὶ 5π: Ι� ησο! Χριστο!, ο-  µ�ρτυ� ο-  πιστ��, ο-
πρωτ�τοκο�3 τBν νεκρBν4 καὶ ο-  α< ρχων τBν βασιλε6ων5 τη̃� γη̃�. Τ, 5γαπBντι6 η- µα̃�

καὶ λ1σαντι7 η- µα̃�8 5π:9 τBν α- µαρτιBν η- µBν ε� ν τ, αι; µατι α+το!, ‹1:6› καὶ

ε� πο6ησεν η- µα̃� βασ6λειον ι- ερ�τευµα10 τ, θε, η- µBν καὶ πατρὶ α+το! α+τ, η-  δ�ξα καὶ

τ: κρ�το� ει� � τοὺ� αι� Bνα� τBν αι� ‹=›νων11 5µ4ν. ‹1:7› ι� δοὺ &ρχεται µετ7 τBν

νεφελBν12 καὶ ο< ψονται13 α+τ:ν πα̃� ο� φθαλµ:� καὶ οι; τινε� α+τ:ν ε� ξεκέντησαν· καὶ

κ�ψονται α+τ:ν14 | πα̃σαι αι-  φυλαὶ τη̃� γη̃�. να6, 5µ4ν.15247r

1 2329: W bν κα� cν κα� �ρχ�µενο.
2 2329: αn  �ν�πιον. O., An. . αe  �στιν �ν)πιον. Ar. αe  ‹�στιν› �ν)πιον. N.-A. αn  �ν)πιον. 
3 2329: προτ�τοκοσ.
4 2329: νεκρ(.
5 2329, O., An., Ar. βασιλ�ων. This βασιλε!ων appears to be unique and exclusive to 2351. N.-A. do not

mention this variant in this specific MS.
6 2329: α$ γαποντι.
7 An. λούσαντι. Arethas advises that he knows of two alternative readings, namely, λύσαντι and λούσαντι.

He comments on them both, but he quotes the scriptural text employing λούσαντι. O. opts for λούσαντι, too.
N.-A. λύσαντι.

8 2329: +µ(ν.
9 α$ π� (instead of �κ) occurs in K.
10 βασ!λειον Oεράτευµα (Cf. Ex. 19:6; 23:22, quot. by 1 Peter, 2:9) occurs only here and in Vulgate codices.

2329, O., Ar. βασιλε!αν, Oερε�. An. (S.) βασιλε� κα� Oερε�. An. (M.), βασιλε�, κα� Oερε�. According to
N.-A. βασ!λειον Oεράτευµα of 2351 occurs only in Jerome’s Vulgate.

11 Cod. αι�νον.
12 2329, An., Ar., N.-A. µετὰ τ(ν νεφελ(ν. O. �π� τ(ν νεφελ(ν.
13 =ψονται in A, Syriac, and Bohairic MSS. 2329, O., Ar. =ψεται. An. =ψονται.
14 2329: κοψονται �π $  αυτ(ν. O., An., Ar. κ�ψονται �π $  αυ$ τ�ν. According to N.-A. =ψονται obtains in A and the

Syriac versions. This proves 2329 and 2351 to be versions fairly remote from each other, with 2351 being
relevant to Theodoret’s region.

15 2329: τ8 γ8 α$ µ9ν. A unique version, not recorded by N.-A.

‹Σχ�λιον δ ´ ›

Τοὺ τρε� χρ�νου1 περιε!ληφεν W ‹Λ›�γο.2 Το�το �πιστάµενο3 W θεολ�γο4

Ι$ ωάννη �ντα�θα φησ�ν Xτι W σωτ9ρ �στιν ο-  ω@ ν καὶ ο-  ηA ν καὶ ο-  ε� ρχ�µενο‹�›.5 Τ< ω@ ν �π�

τ<ν �νεστ(τα α$ ναφ�ρει, τ< ηA ν �π� τ<ν παρεληλυθ�τα, τ< ε� ρχ�µενο� �π� τ<ν µ�λλοντα.

1 EN IVa. No number of Scholion in margin.
2 Cod. λ�γο.
3 The syntax ‘being aware of this . . . he says’ is a distinctly Origenistic

one. Cf. Cels, I.61; IV.18; V.17 and19; VI.79; VII, 39; VIII, 4; commJohn,
II.2.13; XXXII.18.237; deOr, II.3; XXVIII.9; homJer, 20.2: commMatt,
10.11 and 18; 11.12 and 18; 14.11 and 16; 15.6 and 7; comm1Cor, 35;
homLuc, 2; Didymus followed. Cf. commJob (1–4), Cod. pp. 35 and
105; commJob(5.1–6.29), Cod. p. 155; commEccl(7–8.8), Cod.
p. 237; commPs 22–26.10, Cod. p. 58. However, it is neither Origen
nor Didymus speaking: it is Cassian the Sabaite, since John the
Evangelist is styled θεολ�γο, which Origen and Didymus never
did, as shown in EN IVb. Cassian himself employed the formula
more than any other author: OctoVit, p. 49r: Ταύτην τ�ν ν�σον

βαρυτάτην οjσαν W θε�ο α$ π�στολο �πιστάµενο κα�

βουλ�µενο αυ$ τ�ν �κ τ(ν +µετ�ρων ψυχ(ν � σοφ< :ατρ<

πρ�ρριζον α$ νασπα̃σαι, κα� τὰ α:τ!α, α$ φ $  Yν µάλιστα τ!κτεται, 

δε!κνυσιν. Ibid. p. 56r: Τα�τα κα� οO πατ�ρε +µ(ν �πιστάµενοι, 
πάντε µιd γν)µG παραδεδ)κασι. Ibid. p. 32r: Οe θεν W µακάριο

α$ π�στολο το�το γιν)σκων . . . �κάλεσε. ScetPatr, p. 57v: το�το

κα� W µακάριο Πα�λο W α$ π�στολο �πιστάµεν� φησιν. Ibid.
p. 58v: Xπερ κα� W µακάριο Πα�λο �πιστάµενο *λεγεν.
SerenPrim, p. 92r: Τα�τα πάντα �πιστάµενο W ∆αβ�δ κα� *χων

τοὺ Cφθαλµοὺ το� *νδον α$ νθρ)που ;γιε�, κα� γιν)σκων Xτι

χα!ρουσιν �π� τP πτ)σει +µ(ν, *λεγεν πρ< τ<ν Θε�ν. Ibid.
p. 93r: Ταύτα το!νυν τὰ πτ)σει τ(ν πολεµ!ων κα� τὰ :δ!α

ν!κα βλ�πων ε[ qκαστο τ(ν α- γ!ων, µετὰ α$ γαλλιάσεω

α$ ναβο(σιν. This Scholion therefore was written by Cassian.
4 The author styles John θεολ�γο, which he also does in Scholion VII

(κατ $  αυ$ τ<ν τ<ν θεολ�γον Ι$ ωάννην). Didymus ascribes the epithet
not to John but to others, such as Peter, James, Paul, as well as to OT-
figures such as Moses, David, and Malachi. EN IVb.

5 Cod. �ρχ�µενον. Cf. Rev. 1:4; 1:8; 4:8. See EN IVc.
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τοια�τα περ� το� ‹Λ›�γου6 νο9σα, Χριστ<ν αυ$ τ<ν �πιστάµενο‹,› W α$ π�στολ�

φησιν· Ι
 ησο!� Χριστ#� χθ	� κα� σ�µερον 7 αυ
 τ#� κα� ε/� τοὺ� α/*να�·7 τ< χθ	 α$ ναφ�ρων �π�

τ< παρεληλυθ‹�›,8 τ< σ�µερον �π� τ< �νεστηκ‹�›,9 τ< ε/� τοὺ� α/*να� �π� τ<

µ�λλ‹ο›ν.10

6 Cod. λ�γου.
7 Heb.13:8.
8 Cod. παρεληλυθωσ.

10 Cod. µ�λλων. Cf. Theodore of Mopsuestia, Catena in Epistulam ad
Hebraeos, p. 272: Τ< ‘χθ�’ τ<ν παρελθ�ντα λ�γει χρ�νον, τ�

‘σ9µερον’ τ<ν �νεστ(τα α:(να, κα� τ<ν µ�λλοντα, τ<ν α' πειρον.

Scholion IV

The Logos has encompassed the three parts of time. Being aware of this, John the Theologian

says at this point that the Saviour is He who is, and who was, and who is to come.1 He applies

the [expression] who is, to the present time, the who was, to the past, the who is to come, to

the future. Having thus comprehended the teaching about the Logos, and recognizing Him

as Christ himself, the Apostle says, Jesus Christ the same yesterday, and today, and forever,2

applying the [term] yesterday to past time, the [term] today to current time and the [term]

forever to the future.

1 Rev. 1:4; 1:8; 4:8. 2 Heb.13:8.
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SCHOLION V

<V. Rev. 1:8> ε� γ= ει� µι τ: Α καὶ τ: Ω, 5ρχὴ καὶ τέλο�,1 λέγει κ1ριο� ο-  θε��, ο-  ω@ ν καὶ

ο-  ηA ν καὶ ο-  ε� ρχ�µενο�, ο-  παντοκρ�τωρ.2 ‹1:9› ε� γὼ Ι� ω�ννη�, ο-  5δελφ:� υ- µBν καὶ

συγκοινων:�3 ε� ν τ9̃ θλ‹6›ψει4 καὶ βασιλε6? καὶ υ- ποµον9̃ ε� ν Χριστ, Ι� ησο!,5

ε� γεν�µην ε� ν τ9̃ ν4σ86 τ9̃ καλουµέν9 Π�τµ8 δι7 τ:ν λ�γον το! θεο! | καὶ δι7247v
τὴν µαρτυρ6αν Ι� ησο! Χριστο!.7 ‹1:10› ε� γεν�µην ε� ν πνε1µατι ε� ν τ9̃ κυριακ9̃

η- µέρ?8 καὶ η< κουσα φωνὴν ο� π6σω µου µεγ�λην,9 ω- � σ�λπιγγο� ‹1:11› λεγο1ση�· ο%

βλέπ‹ει›�10 γρ�ψ‹ο›ν11 ει� � βιβλ6ον12 καὶ πέµψον ται̃� ε- πτ7 ε� κκλησ6αι� ει� �

Ε< φεσον καὶ ει� � Σµ1ρναν καὶ ει� � Πέργαµον καὶ ει� � Θυ�τειραν13 καὶ ει� �

Σ�ρδ‹ε›ι�14 καὶ ει� � Φιλαδέλφ‹ε›ιαν15 καὶ ει� � Λαοδ6κειαν.16 ‹1:12› καὶ ε� κει̃17

ε� πέστρεψα βλέπειν τὴν φων4ν, η; τι� ε� λ�λει µετ � ε� µο!·18 καὶ ε� πιστρέψα� ι< δον19 ε- πτ7

λυχν6α� χρυσα̃�·20 ‹1:13› καὶ ε� ν µέσω τBν ε- πτ7 λυχνιBν,21 ο; µοιον υι- , 5νθρ=που,
ε� νδεδυµένον ποδ4ρη22 καὶ περιεζωσµένον23 πρ:�24 τοι̃� µαστοι̃� ζ=νην χρυση̃ν·

‹1:14› η-  δὲ κεφαλὴ α+το! καὶ αι-  τρ6χε� λευκαὶ ω- � &ρ‹ι›ον25 λευκ�ν, ω- �

χι=ν. καὶ οι-  ο� φθαλµοὶ α+το! ω- � φλ:ξ πυρ��, ‹1:15› καὶ οι-  π�δε� α+το!

ο; µοιοι χαλκολιβ�ν8,26 ω- � ε� ν καµ6ν8 πεπυρωµένοι·27 καὶ η-  φωνὴ α+το!

1 2329: + α$ ρχ� κα� τ< τ�λο. An. α$ ρχ� κα� τ�λο. O., Ar., N.-A. om.
2 2329: τ< Α κα� τ< Ω, + α$ ρχ� κα� τ< τ�λο, W θε�, W sν, κα� W cν κα� W �ρχ�µενο W παντ‹ο›κράτωρ

(Cod. παντωκράτωρ). O. τ< Α κα� τ< Ω, λ�γει κύριο W θε�, W sν, κα� W cν κα� W �ρχ�µενο W

παντοκράτωρ, κα� Κύριο τ8 κτ!σεω. An: τ< Α κα� τ< Ω, α$ ρχ� κα� τ�λο, λ�γει κύριο W θε�, W sν,
κα� W cν και W �ρχ�µενο, W παντοκράτωρ. Ar. τ< Α κα� τ< Ω, λ�γει κύριο W θε�, W sν, κα� W cν κα� W

�ρχ�µενο W παντοκράτωρ.
3 2329: συνκοινωνο.
4 Cod. θληψει.
5 2329: ;ποµονP Ι$ ησο� Χριστο�. O. �ν βασιλε!H ;ποµονP. An. κα� �ν τP βασιλε!H κα� ;ποµονP Ι$ ησο�

Χριστο�. Ar. κα� βασιλε!H κα� ;ποµονP �ν ΧριστK Ι$ ησο�. N.-A. βασιλε!H κα� ;ποµονP �ν Ι$ ησο�.
6 2329: νισω.
7 2329, An. κα� διὰ τ�ν µαρτυρ!αν Ι$ ησο�. O., N.-A κα� τ�ν µαρτυρ!αν Ι$ ησο�. Ar. κα� τ�ν µαρτυρ!αν Ι$ ησο�

Χριστο�.
8 2329: �ν κυριακP +µ�ρα (not considered by N.-A). O., An., Ar., N.-A. �ν τP κυριακP +µ�ρH.
9 2329, An. Cπ!σω µου φων�ν µεγάλην. Ο. φων8 µεγάλη. Ar. φων�ν Cπ!σω µου µεγάλην (the same as

2351, along with K).
10 Cod. βλεπησ.
11 Cod. γραψων.
12 2329, Ar. k βλ�πει γράψον βιβλ!ον. O. Ι$ ωάννη k βλ�πει γράψον ε: βιβλ!ον. An.(S.) �γ) ε:µι το Α κα�

το Ω, W πρ(το κα� W *σχατο· κα� k βλ�πει, γράψον ε: βιβλ!ον. (M. αn  βλ�πει).
13 2329: θυατ9ρα.
14 Cod. σάρδισ. 2329: σαρδην.
15 Cod. φιλαδελφ!αν. 2329: φιλαδελφιαν.
16 2329: λαοδικιαν.
17 �κε� only in 1006, 1841, and K.
18 2329: στρ�ψα βλ�πειν τ�ν φων�ν τ! �λάλει. This superb τ! �λάλει is unique and eluded N.-A. O., Ar.,

N.-A. �π�στρεψα βλ�πειν τ�ν φων9ν, Dτι �λάλει. An. (S.) Dτι �λάλησε. An. (M.) Dτι �λάλει. The �κε�

before �π�στρεψα of the present 2351 is rare, associating it with K.
19 2329: Fδον. O., An., Ar., N.-A. ε_δον.
20 2329: �πτὰ λυχν!α χρυσα̃ κα� θυσιαστ9ριον. The important addition κα� θυσιαστ9ριον is unique and

absent from the critical apparatus of N.-A.
21 2329: τ(ν �πτὰ λύχνων. O., Ar. τ(ν �πτὰ λυχνι(ν. An. τ(ν λυχνι(ν.
22 2329: ποδηρι.
23 2329: περιεζοσµ�νον.
24 2329, An., Ar. πρ< το� µαστο�. O. �ν το� µαστο�.
25 Cod. *ρειον. 2329: λευκα� �σε� *ριον [Cod. �σ�] κα� � χι)ν. Ο. � *ριον λευκ�ν �σε� χι)ν. Αν. �σε�

*ριον λευκ�ν � χι)ν. Ar., N.-A. � *ριον λευκ�ν � χι)ν.
26 2329: χαλκωλιβανω.
27 2329: καµεινω πεπυροµ�νοι.
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ω- � φωνὴ υ- δ�των πολλBν, ‹1:16› καὶ &χων ε� ν | τ9̃28 δεξι?̃ ‹α+το! χειρὶ›29 5στέρα�248r
ε- πτ�,

28 At this point the scribe Theodosius ceases to write and another scribe takes over, starting with folio 248r. His
handwriting is markedly different. He places the indication Ερ (meaning �ρµηνε!α) on the left margin, at the
beginning of each Scholion.

29 2329: κατ�χων �ν τP χειρ� αυ$ το� τP δεξιd. O. An. (M.), κα� *χων �ν τP δεξιd αυ$ το�. An. (S.), Ar., N.-A.
κα� *χων �ν τP δεξιd χειρ� αυ$ το�.

‹Σχ�λιον ε ´ 1›

Ου$  γ!νεται α$ τεχν(2 Sν � qν, ου$ δ> πολλὰ � µ�ρη W υO�, α$ λλ$  � πάντα3 qν. *νθεν κα�ΕΡ

πάν‹τα›.4 κύκλο γὰρ W αυ$ τ< πασ(ν τ(ν δυνάµεων ε: Εn Ν ε:λουµ�νων5 κα�

�νουµ�νων. διὰ το�το τ: Α καὶ Ω W ‹Λ›�γο6 εFρηται,7 οV µ�νου τ< τ�λο α$ ρχ�8

γ!νεται κα� τελευτd πάλιν, �π� τ�ν α' νωθεν 5ρχ4ν, ου$ δαµο� διάστασιν λαβ)ν· δι< δ� κα�

τ< ε/� αυ
 τ#ν κα� δι 
  αυ
 το!9 πιστε�σαι µοναδικ�ν �στι γεν‹�›σθαι‹,›10 α$ περισπάστω11

�νούµενον �ν αυ$ τK· τ< δ> α$ πιστ8σαι διστάσαι �στ�ν κα� διαστ8ναι κα� µερισθ8ναι.

1 This Scholion is a verbatim quotation from Clement of Alexandria,
Stromateis, 4.25.156.2. The word Sν is emphasized in the present
codex by means of accented uncials.

2 EN Va.
3 Clement of Alexandria, Paedagogus, 1.9.88.1: W =ντω θε�, W bν

αυ$ τ< τὰ πάντα κα� τὰ πάντα W αυ$ τ�. Didymus, commEccl(11–12),
Cod. p. 329: πάντα οjν αυ$ τ� �στιν.

4 Cod. παν.

5 EN Vb.
6 Cod. λ�γο.
7 Cf. Rev. 21:6; 22:13.
8 Cf. Rev. 21:6; 22:13.
9 Cf. Acts, 10:43; Rom. 11:36; 1 Cor. 8:6; Phil. 1:29; Col. 1:16; 1:20.
10 Cod. γενάσθαι.
11 EN Vc.

Scholion V

The Son does not become one in the simple sense,1 since he is one, neither does he become

manifold as if he comprised parts;2 but he is one, in the sense of being everything and in whom

everything originates.3 For he is the same circle of all powers which are assembled and united

into one. Wherefore the Logos has been styled the alpha and the omega,4 of whom alone

the end becomes beginning and comes to an end again, heading yet again for its original

beginning which is from on high,5 without being fragmented at any point of this course.6

Wherefore also to believe in him and through him7 is to become one8 and to unite with him9

without any distraction of mind. On the other hand, to disbelieve is to be hesitant, and

disjoined, and divided.10

1 The Son does not become one in the current simple sense of
becoming something which he was not before. Cf. Origen’s notion of
the ‘conceptions of the Son’, COT, pp. 52–64.

2 Clement advises that the verb ‘become’ should be understood not in
the current ‘simple’ manner, that is, ‘to become’ meaning reaching a
state which someone or something was not in before.

3 Cf. PHE, pp. 335–336; 415–417, about everything being ‘from Him’
according to Origen.

4 Cf. Rev. 21:6; 22:13.
5 The verb τελευτd is a double sense pointing not only to the ‘end’ of

a cycle, but also to the ‘death’ of the incarnate Logos. Likewise, in
the expression �π� τ�ν α' νωθεν α$ ρχ9ν, the term α$ ρχ9 suggests not
only a ‘beginning’, but also the divine ‘origin’ of the Logos during
His sojourn on earth.

6 An allusion to the presence of the Logos in the world in the

incorporeal form of OT times, the corporeal and currently the
incorporeal, too, but not in terms of mere meaningless repetition. No
matter whether the Logos appeared incarnate or non-incarnate,
History moves forward. This is a statement made and understood
within the context of the Christian philosophy of History. The end of
the ‘cycle’ is a ‘beginning’ within a course governed by the presence
of God the Logos, a course towards ‘unification of history’ (see PHE,
pp. 404 and 415–417). This is what Origen called ‘the mystery of
unification’, which is implicitly reproduced by Cassian through this
quotation from Clement.

7 Cf. Acts 10:43; Rom. 11:36; 1 Cor. 8:6; Phil. 1:29; Col. 1:16; 1:20.
8 That is, an unwavering believer.
9 An allusion to the ‘unification’ urged by Paul in Eph. 4:3 and 4:13.
10 The idea was advanced by Origen. Cf. COT, σχ!σµα, δια!ρεσι,

pp. 79 and 82; PHE, pp. 312 and 416.
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SCHOLION VI

<VI. Rev. 1:16> καὶ ε� κ το! στ�µατο� α+το!, ρ- οµφα6α δ6στοµο� ο� ξ‹ε›ι̃α1
ε� κπορευοµένη καὶ η-  ο< ψι� α+το! ω- � ο-  η; λιο� φα6νει ε� ν τ9̃ δυν�µει2 α+το!. ‹1:171›
καὶ ο; τε ι< δον3 α+τ�ν, &πεσα4 πρ:�5 τοὺ� π�δα� α+το! ω- � νεκρ��,

1 Cod. Cξ!α.
2 O. φα!νει τP δυνάµει. An.(S.), Ar., N.-A. φα!νει �ν τP δυνάµει. An.(M.) φα!νων �ν τP δυνάµει.
3 2329: Fδον. O., An., Ar. ε_δον.
4 2329, O., An., N.-A. *πεσα. Ar. *πεσον.
5 2329, O., An. ε:. Ar. πρ�.

‹Σχ�λιον  ´ ›

Ε$ ν τK ‹ν›´ 1 ψαλµK γ�γραπται‹·› οP υPο� α
 νθρ,πων, | οP Oδ)ντε� αυ
 τ*ν Lπλα

ΕΡ

248v
κα� β�λη κα� = γλ*σσα αυ
 τ*ν µάχαιρα Oξε�α‹.›2 ου$ χ ]στε ψεκτὰ πάντω ε_ναι τὰ

λεγ�µενα· ε: γάρ �στιν Lπλα δικα!ων3 κα� β�λη �κλεκτὰ4 κα� µάχαιρα5 �παινετ9,6 πάντων

υO(ν α$ νθρ)πων στρατευοµ�νων τ(ν µ>ν θεK κα� τP δικαιοσύνG, τ(ν δ> τK πονηρK κα� τP

α- µαρτ!H‹,› ου$  δε‹�›7 α$ µφιβάλλειν περ� τ(ν �ντα�θα ε:ρηµ�νων το� γενοµ�νου υOο�

α$ νθρ)που *χ‹ο›ν‹το›8 ρ- οµφα6αν ο� ξει̃αν �ν τ‹K›9 στ�µατι. αυ$ τ< γὰρ ε_πεν· ου
 κ

<λθον βαλε�ν ε/ρ�νην �π� τ?ν γ�ν α
 λλὰ µάχαιραν‹,›10 κα� τοιαύτην, ]στε διικνε�σθαι11 α9 χρι

µερισµο! ψυχ�� κα� πνεύµατο12 κα� τὰ �ξ8. οO µ>ν οjν φα�λοι µελετ�σαντε13 ;π>ρ τ(ν

ψευδ(ν δογµάτων ‹O›καν(14 yκ�νησαν ‹τὰ γλ)σσα αυ$ τ(ν›15 � µάχαιραν Oξε�αν,16

�π� κακK τ(ν α$ κου�ντων· οO δ> �ν τα� θε!αι γραφα� τ<ν νο�ν α$ κον9σαντε

;π>ρ �αυτ(ν κα� τ8 τ(ν α$ κου�ντων σωτηρ!α | *χουσι γλ*σσαν �π� σωτηρ!H249r
µάχαιρα‹ν›17 ο� ξει̃αν γεγενηµ�νην‹·› οO µ>ν γὰρ φα�λοι τιτρ‹,›σκουσι18

1 Cod. .
2 Psalm 56:5. EN VIa.
3 Cf. Rom. 6:13: κα� τὰ µ�λη ;µ(ν Xπλα δικαιοσύνη τK θεK. 2 Cor.

6:7: διὰ τ(ν Xπλων τ8 δικαιοσύνη τ(ν δεξι(ν κα� α$ ριστερ(ν.
Psalm, 5:12–13: Xτι σὺ ευ$ λογ9σει δ!καιον· κύριε, � Xπλ^

ευ$ δοκ!α �στεφάνωσα +µα̃.
4 Cf. Is. 49:2. EN VIb.
5 Cf. Eph. 6:17. EN VIc, VId.
6 Cf. Eph. 6:17: κα� τ�ν περικεφαλα!αν το� σωτηρ!ου δ�ξασθε, κα�

τ�ν µάχαιραν το� πνεύµατο, X �στιν ?8µα θεο�. Isaiah, 27:1: ΤP

+µ�ρH �κε!νG �πάξει W θε< τ�ν µάχαιραν τ�ν α- γ!αν κα� τ�ν

µεγάλην κα� τ�ν :σχυράν. Isaiah, 49:2: κα� *θηκεν τ< στ�µα µου

�σε� µάχαιραν Cξε�αν. Cf. + µάχαιρα κυρ!ου: Isaiah, 34:6; Jer.
12:12; 26:10; 29:6. Prov. 24:22c: µάχαιρα γλ(σσα βασιλ�ω κα� ου$

σαρκ!νη.
7 Cod. ου$ δε.
8 Cod. *χων.
9 Cod. το.
10 Matt. 10:34. EN VIe.
11 Cod. διεικνεισθαι.
12 Heb. 4:12.
13 Cf. Psalms 2:1; 37:13; Acts 4:25.

14 Cod. +καν(σ. Notice the similarity of language with Didymus,
frPs(al), fr. 1171 (on Psalm 126:4): Τ! δ> W δυνατ< W Oκαν(

�κπ�µπων τὰ β�λη ]στε ε: α$ γάπην σοφ!αν τε κα� α$ λ9θειαν

τρ(σαι @ W σωτ9ρ, περ� οV γ�γραπται Τὰ β�λη σου Qκονηµ�να,
δυνατ�; ibid. fr. 1176: τοὺ πολεµ!ου κατὰ διάνοιαν Oκαν(

*χοντα. commPs 22–26.10, Cod. p. 87: οoτω κα� Μωυσ8 κα!τοι

πεπαιδευµ�νο πάσG σοφ!H Α:γυπτ!ων κα� Oκαν( *χων περ�

λ�γου, :σχν�φωνον κα� βραδύγλωσσον �αυτ<ν ε_πεν. Cf.
Origen, selPs, PG.12.1492.11: (comm. on Psalm 63:4): ΟRτινε�

Qκ)νησαν S� Tοµφα�αν, κ. τ. �. ΟO Oκανο� ;π>ρ τ(ν ψευδ(ν

δογµάτων �ν�τειναν τ�ξον πρα̃γµα πικρ�ν.
15 I have added τὰ γλ)σσα αυ$ τ(ν. What we have is a combined

allusion to Psalms 56:5 (which introduces this Scholion), 63:4, and
139:4. Didymus makes a similar compilation in commPs 40–44.4,
Cod. pp. 311–12. EN VIf.

16 Psalm 56:6; Isaiah 49:2. Cf. Didymus, commPs 40–44.4, Cod.
p. 247: ‘κα� + γλ(σσα αυ$ τ(ν µάχαιρα Cξε�α’· W λ�γο αυ$ τ(ν ο[α

µάχαιρα βλάπτει κα� τιτρ)σκει. �ν τK λ�γειν οjν ε:σ!ν τινε

τιτρ)σκοντε µαχα!ρH.
17 Cod. µαχαιρα.
18 Cod. τιτρ�σκουσι.
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µαχα�ρU‹,›19 γλ*σσαι δ‹	› σοφ‹*›ν /*νται20 κα� τ‹ι›τρ,σκουσιν21 α
 γάπK‹.› τV α
 γάπK οjν

8τρωσεν22 +µα̃ W κύριο.

19 Cod. µαχα!ρασ.
20 Cod. γλωσσαι δ> σοφ!αν :ωνται. I wrote, γλ(σσαι δ> σοφ(ν

:(νται. This is actually a quotation of Prov. 12:18. EN VIg.
21 Cod. τητρωσκουσιν. Cf. an impressive parallel in Scholion XII,

note 1 (p. 118) by Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 1285.
22 Cf. Song of Solomon, 2:5; 5:8. The sentiment of the Scholion and

combined use of Scriptural passages is much the same in both
Didymus and Theodoret. Theodoret, commIs, section 15: Κα� 8θηκε

τ# στ)µα µου S� µάχαιραν Oξε�αν κα� �π# τ?ν σκ�πην τ�� χειρ#�

αυ
 το! 8κρυψ� µε. Τοιο�το γὰρ W διακριτικ< λ�γο W ;π $  αυ$ το�

πα̃σιν α$ νθρ)ποι προσενεχθε!, οoτω δ> κα� αυ$ τ< *φη· ‘Ου$ κ

cλθον βαλε�ν ε:ρ9νην �π� τ�ν γ8ν α$ λλὰ µάχαιραν διχάσαι

α' νθρωπον α$ π< το� πλησ!ον αυ$ το�, υO<ν α$ π< το� πατρ< αυ$ το�,
θυγατ�ρα α$ π< τ8 µητρ< αυ$ τ8 κα� νύµφην α$ π< τ8 πενθερα̃

αυ$ τ8.’ Κα� µ>ν δ� κα� W θε�ο α$ π�στολ� φησιν· ‘Ζ*ν γὰρ 7

λ)γο� το! θεο! κα� �νεργ?� κα� τοµ,τερο� �π	ρ πα̃σαν µάχαιραν

δ�στοµον κα� διικνούµενο� α9 χρι µερισµο! ψυχ�� κα� πνεύµατο�,
α% ρµ*ν τε κα� µυελ*ν κα� κριτικ#� �νθυµ�σεων κα� �ννοι*ν καρδ�α�.’
Ε9 θηκ� µε S� β�λο� �κλεκτ#ν κα� �ν τV φαρ�τρU αυ
 το! 8κρυψ� µε.
Ο- µο!ω κα� τα�τα τροπικ( κ�κληκε, β�λο µ>ν αυ$ τ<ν τ<ν

τιτρ)σκοντα τὰ �ρ)σα αυ$ το� ψυχά, Yν �κάστη βοd·

‘Τετρωµ�νη α$ γάπη �γ)’· φαρ�τραν δ> τ< τ8 ο:κονοµ!α

µυστ9ριον. Theodoret comments on the expression τετρωµ�νη

α$ γάπη �γ) (Song of Songs 2:5 and 5:8) in his Explanatio in Canticum
Canticorum, PG.81.89.9f and PG.81.153.45f. He does the same ibid.
PG.81.156.1f, using an expression that is remarkably similar to the
Scholion: Xτι τK �κλεκτK β�λει τ8 α$ γάπη τ�τρωται. EN VIh.

Scholion VI

In Psalm fifty-six it is written, the sons of men, whose teeth are spears and arrows, and their

tongue a sharp sword.1 Definitely, it should not be assumed that these words indicate blame.

For indeed, if there are spears of the righteous,2 and [if there are] select shafts3 and a sword

which is praiseworthy,4 and since of all the sons of men some are fighting for God and

righteousness, while others for evil and sin, one should not wonder at what is said at this point

of Him who became the Son of Man having a sharp sword in his mouth.5 For it is He who said,

I came not to send peace upon earth, but a sword,6 indeed such a sword as to divide asunder the

soul from spirit7 and what follows. The wicked, therefore, conspired to devise false doctrines, 8

and skilfully whet their tongues9 like a sharp sword10 to the harm of their hearers. On the other

hand, the people who whet their minds through the study of the Holy Scriptures, for the sake

of both their salvation and that of those who hear them, have made their tongue like a sharp
sword unto salvation. For the wicked wound with a sword, but the tongues of the wise nurse

back to health11 and wound by means of love. Therefore, the Lord has wounded us by means of

love.12

1 Psalm 56:5.
2 Cf. Rom. 6:13; 2 Cor. 6:7; Psalm 5:12–13.
3 Cf. Is. 49:2.
4 Cf. Eph. 6:17: ‘and take the helmet of salvation, the sword of the

spirit, which is the word of God’. Isaiah 27:1: ‘On that day, the Lord
with his holy (α- γ!αν) and great and strong sword shall punish
Leviathan.’ Isaiah 49:2: κα� *θηκεν τ< στ�µα µου �σε� µάχαιραν

Cξε�αν. Cf. the sword of the Lord (+ µάχαιρα κυρ!ου): Isaiah 34:6;
Jer. 12:12; 26:10; 29:6. Prov. 24:22c (Septuagint): the tongue of the
king is a sword, yet one not made of flesh (quoted above). The
latter version was used only by Evagrius of Pontus (Expositio in 

Proverbia Solomonis, p. 110; Scholia in Proverbia, Scholion 276) and
reproduced by John of Damascus (Sacra Parallela, PG.95.1289.4).

5 Rev. 1:16.
6 Matt. 10:34.
7 Heb. 4:12.
8 Cf. Psalms 2:1; 37:13; Acts 4:25.
9 Psalms 63:4; 139:4.
10 Psalm 56:6; Isaiah 49:2.
11 Prov. 12:18.
12 Cf. Song of Songs 2:5; 5:8.
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SCHOLION VII

<VII. Rev. 1:172> καὶ &θηκεν1 τὴν δεξι7ν α+το!2 ε� π � ε� µέ, λέγων· µὴ φοβο!, ε� γ= ει� µι3

ο-  πρBτο� καὶ ο-  &σχατο�·

1 2329: �π�θηκεν. An. �π�θηκε. O., N.-A. *θηκεν. Ar. *θηκε.
2 2329, Ar., O. δεξιὰν αυ$ το�. Αν. δεξιὰν αυ$ το� χε�ρα. N.-A. τ�ν δεξιὰν αυ$ το�.
3 2329: λ�γων· µ� φοβο�, �γ) ε:µι. O. λ�γων �γ) ε:µι. An., Ar. λ�γων· µ� φοβο�· �γ) ε:µι.

‹Σχ�λιον ζ ´ ›

Ο-  τ‹οι›αύτα1 ] �‹στ›ι2 θε!α θεωρ‹!›α α$ ν‹η›γµ�νω3 νο9σα,ΕΡ

‹νο9σει›4 τ<ν θε<ν λ�γον ε_ναι τ< α< λφα‹,› 5ρχὴν5 κα� α:τ!αν6 τ(ν α- πάντων‹,›

πρ(τ�ν τε ου$  χρ�ν^, α$ λλὰ τιµP·7 αυ$ τK γὰρ προσφ�ρεται δ�ξα καὶ τιµὴ8 Xτι �π�

συντελ‹ε›!H9 τ(ν α:)νων � τ�λο �πάγων το� παρ $  αυ$ το� γινοµ�νοι ‹τ<› ω ε_ναι

εFρηται. κα� πρBτο� καὶ &σχατο� πάλιν ου$  κατὰ χρ�νον,10 α$ λλ$  � 5ρχὴν καὶ τέλο�

�πάγων·11 τὰ γὰρ α' κρα τ(ν στοιχε!ων � 5ρχὴ καὶ τέλο� �λ9φθησαν κα� | τὰ α' λλα249v
µ�σα περι�χοντα‹.›12 α$ λλ$  οoτω, ζω?13 bν κατὰ φύσιν, νεκρ:� δι $  +µα̃ ε� γένετο·14

λύσα� τὰ� Xδ�να� το! θανάτου‹.›15 ζBν ε� στιν ει� � τοὺ� αι� Bνα�·16 κα� νεκρ:� µ>ν

1 Cod. τα�τασ.
2 Cod. � *χει.
3 Cod. θεωρε!ασ — α$ νοιγµ�νωσ. I wrote, α$ νηγµ�νω. Cf. Scholion

XIII: α$ νακτ�ον and κατὰ α$ ναγωγ9ν, as well as the analogous
expression in Scholion XIV: �πειδ� δ> περ� πνευµατικ*ν W λ�γο,
α$ νωτ�ρω χωρ‹η›τ�ον παντ< α:σθητο�. The expression
α$ νηγµ�νω νο8σαι is characteristic of, and peculiar to, Didymus.
This is derived from the noun α$ ναγωγ9 (anagogical sense, or
interpretation). Cf. Scholion XXXI: α$ νάγκη κατὰ πνευµατικ�ν

α$ κολουθ!αν �κλαµβάνειν τὰ προκε!µενα. EN VIIa.
4 I have added νο9σει. Normally the scribes who wrote this codex do

not omit words. A plausible reason for such an oversight is that the
scribe heard ‘νο9σα, νο9σει’ and thought that it stood for νο9σα

alone. There is a parallel for such a structure (‘he who grasped that
he also comprehends this’) in an almost identical theological
context. Athanasius, Adversus Arianos, PG.26.316.42–44: κα�

νο9σα τ�ν �ν τP κτ!σει δηµιουργ<ν Σοφ!αν, νο9σει �ν αυ$ τP κα�

τ<ν αυ$ τ8 Πατ�ρα.
5 Rev. 1:8; 21:6; 22:13.
6 Cf. Scholion XX: 5ρχὴν δ> τη̃� κτ6σεω ε_πεν αυ$ τ�ν· ου$ χ �

κτ6σµα πρ(τον κτ6σεω� 5ρχ4 �στιν αυ$ τ8, ‹α$ λλ$  �› α:τ!α το�

;πάρχειν αυ$ τ�ν ο[α δηµιουργ�. EN VIIb.
7 Cf. Didymus, commEccl(11–12), Cod. p. 328: :δοὺ ‘α$ ρχ� κα�

τ�λο’, ‘πρ(το κα� *σχατο’. τ< ‘πρ(τον’ Yδε κατὰ τιµ�ν λάβε.
The terms ‘beginning’(α$ ρχ9) and ‘first’ (πρ(το) suggest
ontological priority. Likewise, Didymus, commEccl(3–4.12), Cod.
p. 79–80: κα� προτ�ρα �στ�ν κατὰ το�το + �ν�ργεια, τP τιµP

προτ�ρα �στ!ν. EN VIIc.
8 Cf. Rev. 4:9; 4:11; 5:12; 5:13; 7:12; 21:26. The expression

προσφ�ρειν δ�ξαν κα� τιµ�ν to God appears in the apocryphal Acta
Apocrypha Barnabae 26 (Xτι αυ$ τK πρ�πει τιµ� κα� δ�ξα α:)νιο),
and thereafter in three authors who influenced Cassian the Sabaite,
the compiler of these Scholia: Basil of Caesarea, Homiliae in
Psalmos, PG.29.284.28–30: Ε$ ν�γκατε τK Κυρ!^, φησ!, δ�ξαν

κα� τιµ9ν. Π( οjν +µε�, + γ8 κα� σποδ�, τK µεγάλ^ Κυρ!^

δ�ξαν προσφ�ροµεν; π( δ> κα� τιµ9ν; Eusebius, commPs,
PG.23.253.28: Αυ$ τK µ>ν γὰρ προσφ�ροµεν δ�ξαν διὰ δογµάτων

�}?ωµ�νων· α$ λλὰ κα� τιµ�ν αυ$ τK προσφ�ροµεν. Ephraem Syrus,
In illud: Attende Tibi Ipsi, 6: Σ> προσκυνο�µεν, Κύριε, τ<ν

πλάσαντα +µα̃ Θε�ν. Σο� προσφ�ροµεν δ�ξαν κα� τιµ9ν.
Pseudo-Epiphanius of Salamis, Homilia in Laudes Mariae Deiparae,
PG.43.492.12–14: Κα� γὰρ αυ$ το� oµνον κα� α_νον κα� τιµ�ν κα�

δ�ξαν προσ9νεγκαν.
9 Cod. συντελ!α.
10 EN VIId.
11 Cf. Scholion XXXIII: κα� διὰ τ(ν α' λλων περιστάσεων τ(ν διὰ

Χριστ�ν, αn  �πάγουσιν το� Ι$ ησο� µαθητα� οO πονηρο�

α' νθρωπο! τε κα� δα!µονε. Scholion XXVII: W πα̃ λ�γο τ8

προνο!α, καθ $ kν + κρ!σι θεο� �πάγεται το� α$ νθρ)ποι.
Scholion XXXI: τ�ω µ� �πάγειν αυ$ τά.

12 Cassian the Sabaite (Pseudo-Didymus), DT (lib. 2.8–27),
PG.39.696.1–4: Ε' στι γὰρ περιστερὰ µια̃ κα� Cκτακοσ!ων ψ9φου,
αhτινε δηλο�νται διὰ το� α' λφα κα� ω· τὰ δ> στοιχε�α τα�τα α$ ρχ�

κα� τ�λο Xλων καθ�στηκε τ(ν στοιχε!ων. The expression τ(ν

στοιχε!ων is an allusion to Wisdom of Solomon 7:17. Cf. Didymus,
commJob(5.1–6.29), Cod. pp. 120; 300; In Genesin, Cod. p. 32.
Consequently, what is meant by the expression τὰ γὰρ α' κρα τ(ν

στοιχε!ων � α$ ρχ� κα� τ�λο �λ9φθησαν κα� τὰ α' λλα µ�σα

περι�χοντα (as well as in the foregoing footnoted passage διὰ το�

α' λφα κα� ω· τὰ δ> στοιχε�α τα�τα α$ ρχ� κα� τ�λο Xλων

καθ�στηκε τ(ν στοιχε!ων) is this: the Son is the Truth, hence he is
all knowledge. Since he is both the first and the last of the ‘elements’
(in the sense of both the constitutive elements of the world and the
letters of the alphabet), he contains (in the sense of ‘knowing’ and
‘controlling’) all the elements which exist between these two
extremes.

13 Cf. John 14:6.
14 Rev. 1:18.
15 Acts 2:24.
16 Rev. 4:10.
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γεγον�ναι ‹�›µολ�γησεν,17 ζω? δ> ου$  γ�γονε,18 α$ λλ$  ε_ναι διεβεβαι)σατο λ�γων· ο-

ζBν καὶ ε� γεν�µην νεκρ:� καὶ ι� δοὺ ζBν ει� µι·19 ]στε τ�ν νεκρ�τητα διά τι ;ποµε�ναι‹,›

τ�ν δ> ζω?ν α$ ε� ε_ναι �αυτ<ν �ρ!σατο‹.›20 W τα�τα µαθiν τὰ γράµµατα, τ< Α φηµ� κα�

τ< Ω‹,› ου$  τὰ α:σθητά‹,› α$ λλ$  αe περ γράφει τ< πνε�µα τ< αe γιον,21 ο_δεν ‹�›22

αυ$ τ< 5ρχὴ τ(ν Xλων κα� τέλο� τ(ν α- πάντων‹,›23 κατ $  αυ$ τ<ν τ<ν θεολ�γον24 Ι$ ωάννην

ε:π�‹ν›τα·25 �ν α
 ρχV <ν 7 λ)γο�,26 κα� 7 λ)γο� σὰρξ �γ�νετο‹·›27 αυ$ το� γὰρ

�νανθρωπ9σαντο τ: τέλο� τ8 τ(ν Xλων σωτηρ!α �γ�νετο.

17 Cod. Wµολ�γησεν.
18 Cf. John 14:6. Cf. Scholion XX: Αe γιο, α$ ληθιν< W µ� µετουσ!H,

α$ λλ$  ου$ σ!H bν τοιο�το, αυ$ τ� �στιν W θε< λ�γο.
19 Rev. 1:18. Of all Christian writers, this passage is commented on

only by Origen (commJohn, 1.XXII.132), Eusebius, (Commentarius
in Isaiam, 2.34) and, more extensively, by Didymus (commEccl-
(11–12), Cod. pp. 328–30). The relevant comment by Oecumenius
is fairly short: Commentarius in Apocalypsin, pp. 44–45. So is the
comment by Andreas, (PG.106.229.46f) and Arethas
(PG.106.521.32f).

20 Cf. Didymus, commEccl(11–12), Cod p. 329: ε_τα λοιπ<ν ε:ρηκi

λ�γει· ‘W ζ(ν κα� �γενάµην νεκρ�’. ‘�γi W ζ(ν’, ου$ χ W

‘γενάµενο ζ(ν’· ‘ζ(ν’ γάρ �στιν, ‘ζω9’ γάρ �στιν, ‘�γ�νετο’ δ�

‘νεκρ�’· α$ λλὰ τ< µεσολαβ8σαι λύεται· �π9γαγεν γάρ· ‘κα� :δοὺ

ζ(ν ε:µι ε: τοὺ α:(να’. ε: γὰρ κα� ‘ζ(ν’ τυγχάνων ‘νεκρ<

γ�γονα’, ου$  ‘γ�γονα ε: τοὺ α:(να νεκρ�’, α$ ναλαµπούση

�κε!νη τ8 ‘ζω8’, g ε_χον πρ< τ8 νεκρ)σεω.

21 Cf. Didymus, commEccl(11–12), Cod. pp. 328–9: ‘�γi τ< α' λφα κα�

�γi τ< ω’. *στιν γράµµατα, αn  χαράττει τ< πνε�µα τ< αe γιον �ν τP

καρδ!H τ(ν οoτω παρεσκευασµ�νων. . . . αυ$ τ< οjν �στιν κα� τὰ

γράµµατα τὰ θε�α.
22 Cod. W.
23 This comes as a conclusion to the structure which I mentioned at the

beginning of the Scholion: εFσεται τ<ν θε<ν λ�γον ε_ναι τ< α< λφα,
5ρχὴν κα� α:τ!αν τ(ν α- πάντων. Cf. Didymus, commEccl(11–12),
Cod. p. 329: :δοὺ ‘α$ ρχ� κα� τ�λο’, ‘πρ(το κα� *σχατο’. πάντα

οjν αυ$ τ� �στιν.
24 Cf. Scholion IV and EN IVb.
25 Cod. ε:ποτα.
26 John 1:1.
27 John 1:14.

Scholion VII

Anyone who has comprehended such divine visions as far as possible also in an elevated

sense, knows that God the Logos is the Alpha, the beginning and cause of the existence of all

things, the First One, not in terms of time, but in dignity. For to him glory and honour is

extended, since [now] upon the consummation of the ages he is called the Omega, on account

of the fulfilment he occasions to his own works. He is also called the First and the Last, again

not in terms of time, but because it is He who brings about both a beginning and an end. For

the first and last letters of the alphabet, which contain between them all the other [letters],

have been employed to denote both beginning and end. Still, even though he is life1 by nature,

he became dead2 for our sake. Having loosed the pains of death,3 he lives forever and ever.4

Granted, he professed himself to have become a dead [man], and yet he did not become life,5

but he assured [us] he is life, by saying this: I am he that liveth, and was dead; and behold,
I am alive for evermore.6 On that account, he endured the state of death for a certain reason, but

he declared himself to have been life always. Anyone who has comprehended these letters,

namely Alpha and Omega (not the sensible ones, but those which the Holy Spirit writes),

knows that he is the beginning of everything and the end of all things, according to John the

Theologian himself, who said, In the beginning was the Logos7 and the Logos was made flesh.8

For once he became incarnate, the end of the salvation of all has been fulfilled.

1 Cf. John 14:6.
2 Rev. 1:18.
3 Acts 2:24.
4 Rev. 4:10.

5 Cf. John 14:6.
6 Rev. 1:18.
7 John 1:1.
8 John  1:14.
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SCHOLION VIII

<VIII. Rev. 1:18> καὶ ο-  ζBν, καὶ ε� γεν�µην νεκρ��·1 καὶ ι� δοὺ ζBν ει� µι ει� � τοὺ�Η

αι� Bνα� τBν | αι� =νων, 5µ4ν·2 καὶ &χω τ7� κλει̃δα�3 το! θαν�του καὶ το! ?; δου‹.› ‹1:19›250r
γρ�ψον οGν, 2 ι< δε� καὶ α;  ει� σιν4 καὶ 2 µέλλει5 γ6νεσθαι6 µετ7 τα!τα‹.›7 ‹1:201› τ:
µυστ4ριον8 τBν ε- πτ7 5στέρων Hν9 ι< δε� ε� πὶ τη̃� δεξια̃� µου, καὶ τ7� ε- πτ7 λυχν6α� τ7�

χρυσα̃�. οι-  ε- πτ7 5στέρε�, α< γγελοι τBν ε- πτ7 ε� κκλησιBν ει� σιν,

1 2329: �γεν�µην � νεκρ� (unnoticed by N.-A.). O., An., Ar., N.-A. �γεν�µην νεκρ�.
2 O., N.-A. omit α$ µ9ν, which appears in A and Syriac versions.
3 2329, O., An.(S.): κλε�. An. (M.), Ar. κλε�δα.
4 2329: Fδεσ κα� ε:σ�ν (not in N.-A.). O., An., Ar. ε_δε κα� αe  ε:σιν.
5 2329: αn  δ� µ�λλει.
6 An (M.), N.-A. γεν�σθαι.
7 2329: µετὰ τ< µυστ9ριον.
8 2329 is the sole version to attach τ< µυστ9ριον to the previous sentence, namely to 1:19 (αn  δ� µ�λλει

γ!νεσθαι µετὰ τ< µυστ9ριον). Otherwise, 2351 is close to An (M.) and Ar. Cf. An. (M.) τ< µυστ9ριον τ(ν

�πτὰ α$ στ�ρων Yν ε_δε �π� τ8 δεξια̃ µου, κα� τὰ �πτὰ λυχν!α τὰ χρυσα̃· οO �πτὰ α$ στ�ρε α' γγελοι

τ(ν �πτὰ �κκλησι(ν ε:σι· κα� αO �πτὰ λυχν!αι αn  ε_δε, �πτὰ �κκλησ!αι ε:σ!ν. Ar. τ< µυστ9ρι�ν τ(ν

�πτὰ α$ στ�ρων Yν ε_δε �π� τ8 δεξια̃ µου, κα� τὰ �πτὰ λυχν!α τὰ χρυσα̃. ΟO �πτὰ α$ στ�ρε α' γγελοι

τ(ν �πτὰ �κκλησι(ν ε:σι. κα� λυχν!αι αO �πτά, �πτὰ �κκλησ!αι ε:σ!ν. O. τ< µυστ9ρι�ν τ(ν �πτὰ

α$ στ�ρων οr ε_δε �π� τ�ν δεξιάν µου κα� τὰ �πτὰ λυχν!α τὰ χρυσα̃· οO �πτὰ α$ στ�ρε α' γγελοι τ(ν

�κκλησι(ν ε:σιν κα� αO �πτὰ λυχν!αι �πτὰ �κκλησ!αι ε:σ!ν. An.(S.) τ< µυστ9ρι�ν τ(ν �πτὰ α$ στ�ρων,
οr ε_δε �π� τ8 δεξια̃ µου, κα� τὰ �πτὰ λυχν!α τὰ χρυσα̃· οO �πτὰ α$ στ�ρε α' γγελοι τ(ν �πτὰ

�κκλησι(ν ε:σιν κα� αO �πτὰ λυχν!αι αn  ε_δε �πτὰ �κκλησ!αι ε:σ!ν. N.-A. τ< µυστ9ρι�ν τ(ν �πτὰ

α$ στ�ρων, οr ε_δε �π� τ8 δεξια̃ µου, κα� τὰ �πτὰ λυχν!α τὰ χρυσα̃· οO �πτὰ α$ στ�ρε α' γγελοι τ(ν

�πτὰ �κκλησι(ν ε:σιν κα� λυχν!αι αO �πτὰ �πτὰ �κκλησ!αι ε:σ!ν. By contrast, cf. 2329: αn  δ� µ�λλει

γ!νεσθαι µετὰ τ< µυστ9ριον. τοὺ �πτὰ α$ στ�ρα οr ε_δε �π� τ8 λυχν!α κα� τὰ �πτὰ λυχν!α τὰ

χρυσα̃ οO �πτὰ α$ στ�ρε α' γγελοι τ(ν �πτὰ �κκλησι(ν ε:σιν. κα� αO λυχν!αι αO �πτὰ �κκλησ!αι ε:σ!ν.
9 Yν instead of οo, in 1006, 1841, and K only.

‹Σχ�λιον η ´ ›

Γεν�µενο� γὰρ νεκρ:�1 περι�γραψεν τ�ν �π� γ8 α;το� ζω9ν‹,› hνα α$ ναληφθε�ΕΡ

καθ�σK �ν δεξιY τ�� µεγαλωσύνη� �ν �ψηλο��2 �π� τ: ζη̃ν ει� � τοὺ� αι� Bνα�,3 θανάτου ου
 κ�τι

κυριεύοντο�. �πε!περ Z ζV, ζV ε: τοὺ α:(να τB θεB‹,› ου
 κ�τι α
 ποθν�σκων.4

1 Rev. 1:18.
2 Cf. Heb. 1:3; Cf. Heb. 1:8. see EN VIIIa.

3 Cf. Rev. 1:18; 4:9–10; 10:6; 17:7. See the notion in Daniel
(Theodotionis versio) 6:27; Tobit 13:2.

4 Rom. 6:9–10.

Scholion VIII

Through [the expression] becoming a dead man1 He described his life on earth, so that, after

his ascension, he should sit on the right hand of the Majesty on high,2 thereafter living for ever
and ever,3 with death having no more dominion over him. For in that he liveth, he liveth unto

God forever and ever dying no more.4

1 Rev. 1:18.
2 Cf. Heb. 1:3; Cf. Heb. 1:8.

3 Cf. Rev. 4:10
4 Rom. 6:9–10.
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SCHOLION IX

<IX. Rev. 1:202> καὶ αι-  ε- πτ7 λυχν6αι, ε- πτ7 ε� κκλησ6αι ει� σ6ν. ‹2:1› τ, 5γγέλ81Θ

τη̃� ε� ν Ε� φέσ8 ε� κκλησ6α� γρ�ψον· τ�δε λέγει2 ο-  κρατBν τοὺ� ε- πτ7 5στέρα� ε� ν

τ9̃ δεξι?̃ α+το!, ο-  περιπατBν ε� ν µέσ8 τBν ε- πτ7 λυχνιBν τBν χρυσBν· | ‹2:2› οιA δα τ7250v
&ργα σου καὶ τ:ν κ�πον σου καὶ τὴν υ- ποµον4ν σου καὶ ο; τι ο+ δ1ν93 βαστ�σαι

κακο1�. καὶ ε� πε6ρασα�4 τοὺ� λέγοντα� ε- αυτοὺ� 5ποστ�λου� ειA ναι, καὶ ο+κ ει� σ6ν, καὶ

ευI ρε� α+τοὺ� ψευδει̃�. ‹2:3› καὶ υ- ποµονὴν &χει�, καὶ ε� β�στασα� δι7 τ: ο< νοµ� µου καὶ

ο+κ ε� κοπ6ασα�.5

1 Cod. τ(ν α$ γγ�λων.
2 2329: τK α$ γγ�λ^ [Cod. τ(ν α$ γγ�λων] τK [Cod. τ(ν] �ν Ε$ φ�σ^ [Cod. νεφεσω] γράψον λ�γ‹ω›ν [Cod.

λ�γον]: τάδε λ�γει . . .
3 2329: Cod. δυνει. O. δύνασαι. An., Ar. δύνG.
4 2329: επηρασασ.
5 2329, O., An (S.), Ar. ου$ κ �κοπ!ασα. An. (M.) ου$  κεκοπ!ακα. N.-A., ου$  κεκοπ!ακε.

‹Σχ�λιον θ ´ ›

Ο-  πα̃ �νεστηκi α:iν νὺξ1 Cνοµάζεται κατὰ τ�ν �π!νοιαν‹,› � δηλο� + παραβολ�ΕΡ

τ(ν ι ´  παρθ�νων‹.›2 �πε� οjν η; λιο�3 +µ�ραν κα� ου$  νύκτα φωτ!ζει‹,› το� �ν νυκτ�

διάγουσιν χρε!α λυχνια‹!›ου4 φωτ�. το�το δ� �στιν τ< κατὰ τ�ν θε!αν πα!δευσιν5

φωτ!ζ‹ο›ν6 τοὺ α$ κούοντα· κα� �πε� µ� α$ λλαχο� αυ$ το‹�›7 δε� @ �ν τα� ε� κκλησ6αι�,8

λυχν6α� τὰ ε� κκλησ6α� ‹z›ν�µασεν‹,›9 ;ποβάλλων10 αυ$ τὰ τK ζ ´  | α$ ριθµK11 µυστικK251r

1 Cf. Rev. 21:25; 22:5. Theodoret, Explanatio in Canticum Canticorum,
PG.81.177.22–26: Α$ λλ$ �πειδ� νὺξ W β!ο, κατὰ τ<ν µακάριον

Πα�λον· ‘ Η-  νὺξ γάρ, φησ!, προ�κοψεν, + δ> +µ�ρα 0γγικεν,’
α$ ναγκα!ω � �ν νυκτ� ο[�ν τι σελ9νη �στ�ν + Ε$ κκλησ!α, τοὺ

Wδοιπ�ρου φωτ!ζουσα, κα� τ�ν ευ$ θε�αν Wδ<ν α$ ποδεικνύουσα.
EN IXa.

2 Cf. Matt. 25:1f.
3 Cf. Rev. 1:16; 10:1; 12:1. Allusion to the ‘sun of righteousness’, as in

Scholion XVII: Before this ‘sun’ had risen, men were in need of
λυχνια!ου φωτ�. The writer implicitly refers to John, 5:35
(reference to John the Baptist), and the idea was expounded by
Theodoret. Interpretatio in Psalmos, PG.80.1853.29–37: W µ>ν ν�µο

λύχνο zν�µασται, W δ> Σωτ�ρ κα� Κύριο +µ(ν δικαιοσύνη

Dλιο. Ο-  µ>ν γὰρ ο[α δ� λύχνο µ�γι Sν κατηύγασεν *θνο, W δ>

πα̃σαν τ�ν ο:κουµ�νην �φ)τισεν. Οoτω κα� τ<ν θεσπ�σιον

Ι$ ωάννην λύχνον προσηγ�ρευσεν W ∆εσπ�τη Χριστ�, *τι

νυκτ< οuση �πιφαν�ντα το� Ι$ ουδα!οι. Ε' πειτα δ> τ< φ( τ<

α$ ληθιν�ν, k φωτ!ζει πάντα α' νθρωπον �ρχ�µενον ε: τ<ν κ�σµον,
α$ ν�τειλεν.

4 Cod. λυχν!ασ ου. Of the few literary occurrences of this word, its use
by Theodoret is noticeable, since it is remarkably similar to the
sentiment of this Scholion. EN IXb.

5 EN IXc.
6 Cod. φωτ!ζων.
7 Cod. αυ$ το. Cf. Didymus, commZacch, 1.289: ∆υνατ<ν �ν τούτοι

�κλαβε�ν ο:κ!αν τ�ν Ε$ κκλησ!αν το� ζ(ντο Θεο�, ο_κον αυ$ το�

τυγχάνουσαν, �ν m οO παραµ�νοντε κα� διατρ!βοντε, κατὰ

δ�γµατα αυ$ τ8 διακε!µενοι, καταλάµπονται πρ< το� 

�πικειµ�νου τP λυχν!H λύχνου, �ξαπτοµ�νου ;π< το�

παιδεύοντο τοὺ �ν τK οFκ^ το� Θεο� διάγοντα κατὰ τοὺ

θεσµοὺ κα� καν�να κα� δ�γµατα τ8 �κκλησιαστικ8 γν)µη.
Φωτ!ζει δ $ οVτο W διδάσκαλο Xταν ο[α λύχνον α' ρG τ<ν �αυτο�

νο�ν, Xνπερ ου$  κρύπτει ;π< κλ!νην @ σκε�ο, α$ λλ$ �πιτ!θησιν τB

προφορικB αυ
 το! λ)γ[, λυχν!H α$ λληγορικ( προσαγορευοµ�ν^,
*χων ‘γλ(τταν παιδε!α +ν!κα δε� ε:πε�ν’.

8 Cf. Didymus, commZacch, 1.288: ∆υνατ<ν �ν τούτοι �κλαβε�ν

ο:κ!αν τ�ν Ε$ κκλησ!αν το� ζ(ντο Θεο�.
9 Cod. Cν�µασεν. Rev. 1:20. Didymus is the sole theologian who

made the point in connection with the Revelation, commZacch,
1.278: τάχα οjν + νοητ� λυχν!α W πνευµατικ< ο_κο κα� να<

το� Θεο� τυγχάνει, � �ν Α$ ποκαλύψει Ι$ ωάννου λ�γεται, Xτε

φησ�ν W δεικνὺ τ�ν α$ ποκάλυψιν τK µυσταγωγουµ�ν^· ‘ΑO �πτὰ

�κκλησ!αι αn  CφθαλµK ψυχ8 ε_δε �πτὰ λυχν!αι ε:σ!ν.’ The
‘candlestick’ standing for the Church, yet in a different scriptural
context, was used by Origen at a late stage of his life, when he wrote
the commentary on Luke (frLuc, 121b; 122; 123). Origen himself
says that he also made a similar analysis in his commentary on
Matthew, another late work of his. frLuc, 123: α$ λλὰ περ� τούτων κα�

�ν τK Ματθα!^ εFρηται· δι< κα� περιττ<ν �ντα�θα µηκύνειν.
10 Cf. Didymus, commPs 35–39, Cod. p. 288: Xτι κακὰ πολλὰ

περι�σχον µε ου$ χ ;ποβαλλ�µενα α$ ριθµK 0τοι διὰ τ< πλ8θο -
�ὰν τὰ �π!πονα σηµα!νηται, διὰ τ< πλ8θο ου$ κ *χουσιν α$ ριθµ�ν.

11 Rev. 1:4. Cf. number seven recurring in Rev. 1:11; 12; 16; 20; 2:1; 3:1;
4:5; 5:1; 5:6; 6:1; 8:2; 6; 10:3; 4; 11:13; 12:3; 13:1; 15:1; 6; 7; 8; 16:1;
17:1, 3; 7:9; 11; 21:9.
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=ντι‹,›12 δι< αE γιο� κα� ευ
 λογηµ�νο�13 �στ!ν. αe πτει λ1χνον14 W τ<ν νο�ν �αυτο� προσάγων τK

α
 ληθινB φωτ�15 κα$ κε�θεν ο[α λύχνον16 αυ$ τ<ν αe πτων‹.› hν $  οjν ‹z›φελ9σG17 τοὺ

δ‹εο›µ�νου18 W τ<ν λύχνον αE ψα�,19 �π� το� προφορικο� λ�γου20 � �π� λυχν�α‹�› ‹�›τ�θετ‹ο›21

αυ
 τ)ν‹·›22 οJτω γὰρ φωτ!σει23 διδασκαλ!H τοὺ µ9πω καιρ:ν *χοντα24 καταυγασθ8ναι ;π<

το� α
 ληθινο!25 η- λ6ου‹·› µ�νοι γὰρ το�τον Wρ(σιν οO � �ν =µ�ρU ευ
 σχηµ)νω� περιπατο!ντε�26

κα� α
 γαλλιαθ�ντε�, Rνα \δωσι τ?ν =µ�ραν27 το� σωτ8ρο‹·› α$ λλ$  ε: κα� λ‹ε›!πονται28 τούτου οO

νυκτεριν‹�ν›29 κατάστασιν30 *χοντε, α$ λλ$  οj‹ν›31 φωτ!ζονται ;π< λύχνου �κε�θεν32

α- φθ�ντο.

12 Cf. Scholion XXVII: θε!^ α$ ριθµK σφραγ!δων συσσφ!γγεται τ<

βιβλ!ον. Scholion XXVIII: *χει λοιπ<ν �πτὰ κ�ρατα, α- γ!αν

βασιλε!αν κα� ευ$ λογηµ�νην *χει. EN IXd.
13 The idea of the number seven being ‘a holy one’ claimed scriptural

authority: this number is sacrosanct since ‘God blessed the seventh
day, and sanctified it’: Gen. 2:3. Cf. Ex. 12:16; 13:16; 31:15; Lev.
23:3; 23:8; Num. 28:25. For the conjunction ‘holy and blessed’, cf.
Daniel 3:52: κα� ευ$ λογηµ�νον τ< =νοµα τ8 δ�ξη σου τ< αe γιον.
Tobit 11:14 (Cod. Vaticanus and Cod. Alexandrinus): κα�

ευ$ λογηµ�νοι πάντε οO αe γιο! σου α' γγελοι. (Cod. Sinaiticus): κα�

ευ$ λογηµ�νοι πάντε οO α' γγελοι οO αe γιοι αυ$ το�. Cf. Scholion
XXVIII: α- γ!αν βασιλε!αν κα� ευ$ λογηµ�νην. EN IXe.

14 Cf. Luke 8:16; 11:33; 12:35; 15:8; John 5:35; Rev. 18:23; 21:23;
22:5.

15 Cf. John 1:9.
16 ο[α λύχνον. Cf. Origen, fr Luc, fr. 122: ο[α δ� φ( κατ $  ου$ σ!αν

λύχνου. Didymus, commZacch, 1.289: ο[α λύχνον α' ρG τ<ν �αυτο�

νο�ν.
17 Cod. Cφελ9ση.
18 Cod. δυναµ�νουσ. I wrote δεοµ�νου. Cf. above, αυ$ το� δε�. Most

of this Scholion is in fact a quotation from Didymus by Cassian.
Didymus, commZacch, 5.72: Ε$ πε� το!νυν �ν τK µ�λλοντι α:(νι,
+µ�ρH α$ λληγορικ( καλουµ�ν^, ‘οO δ!καιοι �κλάµψουσιν � W

Dλιο �ν τP βασιλε!H το� Πατρ< �αυτ(ν’, φ( α$ ναδειχθ�ντε

�αυτοὺ καταλάµποντε, �ν +µ�ρH διάγουσιν ου$  το� *ξωθεν 

φωτ< δε�µενοι. Κα� �ν τP ζωP γο�ν ταύτG οO γν)σεω φ(

φωτ!σαντε �αυτο� � παρὰ το� Σωτ8ρο α$ κο�σαι· ‘Υ- µε� �στε

τ< φ( το� κ�σµου’, �ν λαµπρd καταστάσει διάγουσιν ου$ κ

α' λλοθεν α$ λλ$  �ξ �αυτ8 φωτ< κα� +µ�ρα οuση.
19 Cf. Luke 8:16; 11:33. Didymus, commZacch, 1.288.
20 Didymus is the sole author to use this metaphor. commZacch, 1.289:

φωτ!ζει δ $ οVτο W διδάσκαλο Xταν ο[α λύχνον α' ρG τ<ν �αυτο�

νο�ν, Xνπερ ου$  κρύπτει ;π< κλ!νην 0 σκε�ο, α$ λλ$  �πιτ!θησιν τK

προφορικK αυ$ το� λ�γ^, λυχν!H α$ λληγορικ(

προσαγορευοµ�ν^. EN IXb.
21 Cod. λυχνια τιθετω.
22 Cf. Matt. 5:15; Luke 8:16; 11:33. Ecclesiasticus 26:17.
23 Cf. Rev. 21:23; 22:5; Matt. 5:15f; Luke 11:36; John 1:9. Cf. Psalms

138:12.
24 Cf. Rev. 1:3; 11:18; 12:12; 12:14; 22:10. Cf. καιρ<ν *χειν, 1 Macc.

15:34; Gal. 6:10; Rev. 12:12.
25 Cf. John 1:9.
26 Cf. Rom. 13:13.
27 Cf. John 8:56.
28 Cod. λο!πονται.
29 Cod. νυκτερινοι.
30 EN IXf.
31 Cod. ου$ .
32 Cf. above: κα$ κε�θεν ο[α λύχνον αυ$ τ<ν αe πτων. He means the light

that is lit from ‘the churches’.

Scholion IX

As the parable of the ten virgins1 shows, the entire span of the current age is metaphorically

called a night. Since therefore the sun illuminates the day, not the night, those who live

in night-time are in need of candle-light. This is in fact [the light], which enlightens

those who observe the divine edification. Since, therefore, this light is required nowhere

else but in the churches, he styled the [seven] churches candlesticks, applying the number

seven to them, which has a mystical2 significance and is accordingly a blessed and sacrosanct

one. He lights the lamp3 who tenders his own mind onto the real light,4 whence he lights

up his own mind, as if this [mind] were a candlestick. Thus, he who has lighted up a light 5

in order to benefit those who are in need of it places this light in the form of oral discourse,

as if this [oral discourse] were a candlestick.6 This is indeed how one will be able to illuminate7

through instruction all those who did not happen to have the time8 to be enlightened by

1 Cf. Matt. 25:1f.
2 Cf. the notion of mystical in PHE, pp. 23–25; 123; 345; 367; 372; 376;

375; 414.
3 Cf. Luke 8:16; 11:33; 12:35; 15:8; John 5:35; Rev. 18:23; 21:23; 22:5.
4 Cf. John 1:9.

5 Cf. Luke, 8:16; 11:33; 12:35; 15:8; John 5:35;
6 Cf. Matt. 5:15; Luke 8:16; 11:33. Ecclesiasticus 26:17.
7 Cf. Rev. 21:23; 22:5; Matt. 5:15f; Luke 11:36; John 1:9. Cf.

Psalm 138:12.
8 Macc. 15:34; Gal. 6:10; Rev. 12:12.
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the true9 sun. For only they who walk honestly see Him, as in the day10 and who rejoice to see

the day of the Saviour.11 Even though those who live in the state of night-time are left without

this [true sun], still they are illuminated by a light that is lit from that place.

9 Cf. John 1:9.
10 Cf. Rom. 13:13.

11 Cf. John 8:56.
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SCHOLION X

<X. Rev. 2:4> 5λλ�  &χω κατ7 σο!, ο; τι τὴν 5γ�πην σου τὴν πρ=την 5φη̃κα�.1 ‹2:5›Ι

µνηµ�νευε2 οGν π�θεν πέπτωκα�,3 καὶ µεταν�ησον καὶ τ7 | πρBτα &ργα πο6ησον·4 ει�251v
δὲ µ4, &ρχοµα6 σοι καὶ κ‹ι›ν4σω5 τὴν λυχν6αν σου ε� κ το! τ�που α+τη̃�, ε� 7ν µὴ

µετανο4σ9�.6 ‹2:6› 5λλ7 το!το &χει�, ο; τι µισει̃�7 τ7 &ργα τBν ΝικολαϊτBν, 2 κ5γὼ8

µ‹ι›σB.9 ‹2:71› ο-  &χων οG� 5κουσ�τ‹ω›,10

1 2329: αφικασ.
2 2329: µνηµ�νευσον.
3 O. π�πτωκα. An., Ar. �κπ�πτωκα.
4 O. πο!ησον �ν δικαιοσύνG. An., Ar., N.-A. πο!ησον·
5 Cod. κην9σω. 2329: κεινησω.
6 2329: µετανοησισ.
7 2329: το�το *χε κα� µησισισ τα *ργα.
8 2329: αn  �γ).
9 Cod. µησ(.
10 Cod. α$ κουσάτο.

‹Σχ�λιον ι ´ ›

Ου$  διαφωνε� πρ< τ< οιA δ� σου τ7 &ργα καὶ τ:ν κ�πον καὶ τὴν υ- ποµον4ν‹,›1 αn  σὺνΕΡ

α
 γάπK2 κατορθο�ται‹,› τ< &χω κατ7 σο!, ο; τι τὴν πρ=την 5γ�πην 5φη̃κα�‹·›3

µαχ�µενο‹ν›4 γὰρ αE ν cν, ε: καθάπαξ �νεκαλε�το α$ ποβαλiν τὴν 5γ�πην‹·› ου$ κ �πιτρ�π‹ει›5

δ> το�το �κλαβ‹ε�ν›6 προσκε!µενον‹,› τ< 5φη̃κ��7 σου τὴν 5γ�πην τὴν πρ=την‹·› Fσω

γὰρ α' νεσ‹ι›8 κα� �λάττωσι ‹�›γεγ�νει9 περ� τ�ν α$ γαπητικ�ν αυ$ το� διάθεσιν‹·›10 δι<

κα� α$ νεθε!ση11 αυ$ τ8 ε_χεν καὶ κ�πον καὶ &ργα καὶ υ- ποµονὴν ;π< θεο� γινωσκ�µενα· ου$

γὰρ α$ ναγκα!ω ;πάρχει τ<ν κατ $  α$ ρετ�ν �νεργο�ντα12 κατὰ τελε!αν qξιν13 αυ$ τ<

πράττει‹ν›.14 |252r

1 Rev. 2:2.
2 An implicit reference to 1 Thess. 1:3. Cf. 2 Thess. 3:5; 1 Tim. 6:11;

2 Tim. 3:10; Tit. 2:2. Didymus, commZacch, 1.157.
Cf. the expression σὺν α$ γάπG in Didymus, Fragmenta in Epistulam i
ad Corinthios, p. 13. EN Xa.

3 Rev. 2:4.
4 Cod. µαχ�µενο. Cf. Scholion I: Ου$  µάχεται τK λεχθ�ντι.
5 Cod. �πιτρ�πη.
6 Cod. �κλαβ8ν.
7 Cod. α$ φ9κα.
8 Cod. α$ ν�σεισ. Cf. the association of α' νεσι with sinful conduct

in Enarratio in Prophetam Isaiam, 2.84: Ε$ πε� γὰρ + α' νεσι

α$ κολασ!α �στ�ν α$ φορµ9. 5.146: + α' νεσι τ(ν α- µαρτωλ(ν κατὰ

�γκατάλειψιν γ!νεται. 5.158: το� διὰ πολλ�ν α' νεσιν τρυφ8

χρωµ�νοι.
9 Cod. γεγ�νει.
10 EN Xb.
11 EN Xc.
12 EN Xd.
13 EN Xe. Cassian used the Aristotelian qξι regularly. SerenPrim,

p. 82b: τ(ν πνευµατικ(ν �ν qξει γ�νηται τ(ν καλ(ν. De Panareto,
p. 102r: καθολικ( τ�ν τ(ν α$ νθρ)πων qξιν. Ibid. 102v: ∆ιὰ τ(ν

θεωρι(ν οjν τούτων τρ�φει W Θε< τὰ qξει τ(ν α$ νθρ)πων.
Ibid. 113r: κατὰ τ�ν qξιν τ8 α$ ρετ8. Scholion XV: πα̃σαν

µοχθηρὰν qξιν.
14 Cod. πράττει.

Scholion X

The announcement, I know thy works and labour and patience,1 which are deeds accom-

plished through love,2 does not contradict the proclamation, I have somewhat against thee,

1 Rev. 2:2. 2 Cf. 1 Thess. 1:3; 2 Thess. 3:5; 1 Tim. 6:11; 2 Tim. 3:10; Tit. 2:2.
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because thou hast left thy first love.3 These statements would be in conflict with each other

only if [the angel of the Church of Ephesus] were altogether reproached for having discarded

love. But since the expression thou hast left thy first love4 is conjoined, this does not allow for

such a meaning. Perhaps relaxation and diminution of his loving disposition had taken place.

This is why, even though this disposition had become neglectful, [the angel of the Church of

Ephesus] still had works and labour and patience known to God. For it is not an indis-

pensable characteristic of one acting in accordance with virtue to do so enduringly as an

unfailing habit.

3 Rev. 2:4. 4 Rev. 2:4.
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SCHOLION XI

<XI. Rev. 2:7> | τ6 τ: πνε!µα λέγει ται̃� ε� κκλησ6αι�. τ, νικBντι1 δ=σω α+τ,252r
φαγει̃ν ε� κ το! ξ1λου τη̃� ζωη̃�, ο;  ε� στιν ε� ν τ, παραδε6σ8 το! θεο! µου.2 ‹2:8› καὶΙΑ

τ, 5γγέλ8 τη̃� ε� ν Σµ1ρν9 ε� κκλησ6α� γρ�ψον·3 τ�δε λέγει ο-  πρBτο� καὶ ο-  &σχατο�,
ο% � ε� γένετο νεκρ:� καὶ &ζησεν·4 ‹2:9› οιA δ� σου τ7 &ργα καὶ τὴν θλι̃ψιν5 καὶ τὴν

πτωχε6αν·6 5λλ7 πλο1σιο� ειA · καὶ τὴν βλασφηµ‹6›αν7 τBν8 λεγ�ντων9  Ι� ουδα6ου�

ειA ναι ε- αυτο1�,10 καὶ ο+κ ει� σ6ν, 5λλ7 συναγωγὴ το! σατανα̃·11 ‹2:10› µηδὲν φοβο!,
2 µέλλει� παθει̃ν.12 ι� δοὺ δὴ13 µέλλει λαβει̃ν ο-  δι�βολο�14 ε� ξ υ- µBν ει� � φυλακ4ν, ι; να

πειρασθη̃τε,15 καὶ ε; ξετε16 θλι̃ψιν17 η- µέρα�18 δέκα·19 γ6νου πιστ:� α< χρι θαν�του καὶ

δ=σω σοι τ:ν στέφανον τη̃� ζωη̃�· ‹2:11› ο-  &χων οG� 5κουσ�τω τ6 τ: πνε!µα

λέγει ται̃� ε� κκλησ6αι�. ο-  ν‹ι›κBν20 ο+ µὴ 5δικηθ9̃ ε� κ το! θαν�του το! δευτέρου.
‹2:121› καὶ τ, 5γγέλ8 τη̃� ε� ν Περγ�µ8 ε� κκλησ6α� γρ�ψ‹ο›ν·21

1 2329: νικοντι.
2 2329: �ν τK παραδε!σ^ το� θεο�. O. �ν παραδε!σ^ το� θεο� µου. An. �ν µ�σ^ το� παραδε!σου το� θεο�.

Ar. �ν τK παραδε!σ^ το� θεο� µου.
3 Cod. γράψων.
4 2329: α$ ν�ζησεν. Ο., An., Ar. κα� *ζησεν.
5 2329: θληψιν.
6 2329: πτωχιαν.
7 Cod. βλασφηµε!αν.
8 Cod. τ(ν λεγ�ντων, instead of �κ τ(ν λεγ�ντων obtaining universally. 2329 has it �κ τ(ν λεγ�ντων, too,

yet a later hand added a superscript �κ.
9 Cod. λεγ)ντων.
10 2329: �κ τ(ν λεγ�ντων Ι$ ουδα!ων ε_ναι �αυτο�σ.
11 2329: α$ λλὰ το� σατανα̃.
12 O. δι $  αn  µ�λλει πάσχειν. An.(S), N.-A. An.(M), Ar. αn  µ�λλει παθε�ν.
13 δ� in K only.
14 2329: µ�λλει W διάβολοσ βαλε�ν. O., An. (S) µ�λλει βάλλειν W διάβολο. An. (M), Ar. µ�λλει βαλε�ν W

διάβολο.
15 2329: πειρασθηται.
16 2329: εξεται.
17 2329: θληψιν.
18 2329: +µερ(ν.
19 O. κα� *χετε πειρασµ<ν +µερ(ν δ�κα. 2329, An., N.-A. κα� qξετε θλ�ψιν +µερ(ν δ�κα. Ar. κα� qξετε

θλ�ψιν +µ�ρα δ�κα.
20 Cod. νηκων.
21 Cod. γραψων.

‹Σχ�λιον ια ´ ›ΕΡ

∆υνατ<ν ε:πε�ν πρ(τον θ�νατον, kν | ;φ!σταται τ< σύνθετον ζKον‹,›1 kν *θο252v
κοιν<ν θάνατον2 καλε�ν· δε1τερο‹�›3 δ> µετὰ το�τον W �π�µενο τP α% µαρτ�U, ‹]›

α
 πο‹τε›λεσθε�σ‹α›4 α
 ποκύει θάνατον.5 το� µ>ν οjν πρ)του πειρασθ9σεται κα� ο-

νικBν‹,› α
 ποκειµ�νου πα̃σιν α
 νθρ,ποι� αE παξ α
 ποθανε�ν·6 το� δ> δευτέρου �κτ< *σται

1 Cf. Didymus, In Genesin, Cod. p. 54: Ο-  α' νθρωπο σηµα!νει κα� τ<

σύνθετον ζ(ον τ< �κ ψυχ8 κα� σ)µατο συνεστ< κα� µάλιστα

τ�ν ψυχ9ν. commZacch, 4.179: το�τ $  *στιν τ�ν ψυχ�ν συµπλ�κων

κα� �ν(ν � �νδ�χεται τK σ)µατι, hν $  Sν σύνθετον ζKον �κ ψυχ8

κα� σ)µατο α$ ποτελεσθP. EN XIa.
2 EN XIb.
3 Cod. δεύτερον.

4 Cod. α$ πολεσθε�. Cf. Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 838: α$ ποθν�σκουσι

δ> m οoτω α' νθρωπο! ε:σιν ου$  τ<ν κοιν<ν θάνατον α$ λλὰ τ<ν

�π�µενον τP α- µαρτ!H θάνατον. Fragmenta in Joannem, fr.12: W γὰρ

τηρ(ν τ<ν Ι$ ησο� λ�γον τ<ν �π�µενον τP α- µαρτ!α θάνατον ου$  µ�

θεωρ9σει, ε: κα� γεύσεται το� κοινο� κα� σωµατικο� θανάτου.
5 James 1:15. In Origen’s extant texts this scriptural quotation is never

found. This is, however, a recurrent theme in Didymus. EN XIc.
6 Cf. Heb. 9:27.
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διὰ α$ ναµαρτησ!αν7 � µὴ 5δικηθη̃ναι ;π $  αυ$ το�‹,› α$ ντ� το� ‹ -›µ� βλαβ8ναι‹’.›

δε1τερον θ�νατον8 �ρε� πάλιν τι τ�ν κ)λασιν‹,›9 κατὰ τ< ε:ρηµ�νον· ψυχ?ν κα� σ*µα

α
 πολ�σαι �ν γε�ννK‹.›10 :σοδυναµε� το�το τ‹K›11 φθε�ρεσθαι ;π< το� θεο! τ<ν

φθε�ροντα τ#ν να#ν αυ$ το�‹.›12 ου$ κ 5δικει̃ται δ> ου$ δ> �κ τούτου το� δευτέρου θαν�του.
ο:�µεν� τι α$ δύνατα ε_ναι περ� 5γγέλου �κλαβε�ν,13 α$ πολυθ9σεται το� περισπασµο!14

γνοὺ ‹�›15 πα̃σα16 λογικ� φύσι17 δεκτικ9 �στι τ(ν α$ ποδοθ�ντων σηµαινοµ�νων περ�

το� θαν�του· Fσ‹ω›18 δ> | κα� W ταραττ�µενο τ<ν κοιν<ν θ�νατον �ν νK λαβiν π�πονθεν253r
τ�ν ταραχ9ν.19

7 EN XId.
8 Rev. 2:11; Cf. Rev. 20:6; 20:14; 21:8. EN XIe.
9 Cf. Matt. 25:46; 1 John 4:18.
10 Matt. 10:28.
11 Cod. το.
12 Cf. 1 Cor. 3:17.
13 Cod. �κκλαβε�ν. The expression δυνατ<ν �κλαβε�ν (‘it is possible

to interpret as’) is characteristic of only a few authors. It appears
three times in Eusebius (commPs, PG.23: 148.11 and 32; 785.55),
once each in Theodoret (Interpretatio in Ezechielem, PG.81.1185.13)
and John Chrysostom (De Incomprehensibili Dei Natura, Homily 4,
line 308), but a good forty times in Didymus: commJob (7.20c–11),
Cod. p. 216; commEccl(5–6), Cod. pp. 196; commEccl(3–4.12), Cod.
pp. 87; 128; commEccl(9.8–10.20), Cod. p. 304; commZacch, 1.208;
1.212; 1.289; 1.392; 4.35; 5.20; commPs 20–21, Cod. pp. 19; 22;
commPs 29–34, Cod. p. 149; commPs 35–39, Cod. pp. 251; 265;
frPs(al), frs. 74; 96; 109; 665a; 673a; 737a; 756; 767; 896; 921; 930;
939; 983; 993; 1110; 1159; 1177; Fragmenta in Epistulam ii ad

Corinthios, p. 37; In Genesin, Cod. p. 57. Its presence in the
following spuria or dubia only suggests that their relation to
Cassian’s pen should be explored. Pseudo-Athanasius, Oratio
Quarta Contra Arianos, 28. Basil of Caesarea, Sermones De Moribus,
PG.32.1376.47. Epistulae, Epistle 163.1. Also, in Enarratio in
Prophetam Isaiam, 14.289. That John Philoponus used this phrase
means that it was alive in the sixth century: In Aristotelis Libros
De Generatione et Corruptione Commentaria, v. 14,2, p. 156; In
Aristotelis Libros De Anima Commentaria, v. 15, p. 118; In
Aristotelis Physicorum Libros Octo Commentaria, v. 16, p. 104; v. 17,
p. 867. The expression was also alive in Palestine (see Introduction,
‘Theodoret and the Alexandrians’, p. 50).

14 Cf. Eccl. 1:13; 4:8; 5:13. EN XIf.
15 Cod. αe σ.
16 Cod. πάσασ.
17 EN XIg.
18 Cod. Fσοσ.
19 EN XIh.

Scholion XI

It is possible to interpret ‘first death’ as the one which a composite animal undergoes. This is

usually called ‘common death’.1 After this, is the second death, the one following sin, which,

when finished, bringeth forth death.2 Even he that overcomes will undergo the first [death],

since it is appointed unto men to die once.3 But he shall be exempt from the second one,

on account of sinlessness, so that he shall not be hurt by this (the expression shall not be hurt
is used instead of ‘he shall not be injured’). Besides, hell4 could be styled a second death,

according to the saying, to destroy both soul and body in hell,5 which is tantamount to anyone

who destroys one’s own temple is destroyed by God.6 [He that overcomes], therefore, is not

hurt by this second death either.

In case one should think that it is impossible to attribute this notion [viz. of second death] to

an angel [viz. the angel of the Church of Smyrna], one will be released from all intellectual

distraction7 when one recognizes that any rational nature is susceptible to death, understood

in all the different foregoing senses of it. Perhaps, anyone who feels anxious at this [second
death] feels so only because he mistook this death for the common [sc. natural] one.

1 That is, natural death.
2 James 1:15.
3 Cf. Heb. 9:27.
4 Cf. Matt. 25:46; 1 John 4:18.

5 Matt. 10:28.
6 Cf. 1 Cor. 3:17.
7 Cf. Eccl. 1:13; 4:8; 5:13.
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SCHOLION XII

<XII. Rev. 2:122> τ�δε λέγει ο-  &χων τὴν ρ- οµφα6αν1 τὴν δ6στοµον, τὴν ο� ξει̃αν·ΙΒ

‹2:13› οιA δα τ7 &ργα σου2 καὶ πο! κατοικει̃�, ο; που ο-  θρ�νο� το! σατανα̃· καὶ κρατει̃�

τ: ο< νοµ� µου καὶ ο+κ Jρν4σω τὴν π6στιν3 µου· καὶ ε� ν ται̃� η- µέραι�, αιI �4 �ντ6πα�5

ο-  µ�ρτυ� µου, ο-  πιστ:� µου, ο% � 5πεκτ�νθη παρ � υ- µι̃ν,6 ο; που ο-  σατανα̃� κατοικει̃·

‹2, 14› 5λλ�  &χω κατ7 σο! ο� λ6γα, ο; τι &χει�7 ε� κει̃ κρατο!ντα� τὴν διδαχὴν Βαλα�µ,
ο% � ε� δ6δαξεν τ:ν Βαλ7κ8 βαλ‹ε›ι̃ν9 σκ�νδαλον ε� ν=πιον10 τBν υι- Bν Ι� σρα4λ καὶ

φαγει̃ν11 ει� δωλ�θυτα καὶ πορνε!σαι·

1 2329: ρωµφα!αν.
2 2329, O. ο_δα πο� κατοικε�.
3 2329: π!στην.
4 α[ in 1006, 1841, K, and Syriac versions only.
5 Cod. Α$ ντε!πα. 2329: �ν τα� +µ�ραι µου Α$ ντ!πα. O. κα� �ν τα� +µ�ραι Α$ ντ!πα. An. �ν τα� +µ�ραι

�ν α[ Α$ ντ!πα. Ar. �ν τα� +µ�ραι, �ν α[ Α$ ντ!πα. N.-A. �ν τα� +µ�ραι Α$ ντιπα̃.
6 2329: παρ$  ;µ(ν.
7 2329: ε: *χεισ.
8 2329: kσ �δ!δασκεν τ<ν Βαλαάκ. O. k �δ!δασκεν τ<ν Βαλὰκ. An. k �δ!δασκεν �ν τK Βαλαάµ τ<ν

Βαλάκ. Ar. k �δ!δαξε τ<ν Βαλάκ. Only 2351, 1006, 1841, and K, have it �δ!δαξεν.
9 Cod. βαλ!ν.
10 2329: �ν�πιον.
11 κα! before φαγε�ν occurs in 1006, 1841, K, Vulgata, and the Syriac versio Harclensis. Ar. κα� φαγε�ν, which

once again shows that his text is K.

‹Σχ�λιον ιβ ´ ›

Η-  �κπορευοµ�νη �κ το� στ�µατο το� σωτ8ρο ρ- οµφα6α δ6στοµο�1 + θε!α διδασκαλ!αΕΡ

αυ$ το� τυγχάνει‹,› περ� g κα� �ν ευ$ αγγελ!οι φησ!ν· ου
 κ <λθον βαλε�ν ε/ρ�νην‹,› α
 λλὰ

µάχαιραν‹,›2 εFρηται δ> δ6στοµο�3 �κατ�|ρωθεν οjσα τµητικ9·4 τ�µν‹ει›5 γὰρ ου$  τὰ τ8253v
κακ!α µ�νη βλαστ9µατα‹,›6 α$ λλὰ κα� τὰ τ(ν φρονηµάτων ψευδοδοξ!α.7 ε:κ�τω δ>

τα�τα κ�χρηται πρ< Περγαµηνοὺ8 *χοντα �ν �αυτο� το� µάντεω Βαλα7µ κα� τ(ν

1 Rev. 2:12. Cf. Rev. 1:16. The expression ?οµφα!α δ!στοµο has a
twofold meaning, depending on the scriptural passage. It may
suggest either the word of God (in which case this is associated with
Psalm 149:6 and the Book of Revelation), or evil power (after
Ecclesiasticus 21:3). In the NT, the expression has the former import
(Heb. 4:12; Rev. 1:16 and 2:12). In the OT, it occurs in Psalm 149:6:
?οµφα!α δ!στοµο is the divine power placed in the hands of the
righteous, but in Ecclesiasticus 21:3, this ‘sword’ is ‘the teeth of the
lion, which is sin’. In Scholion VI, exploration of the twofold sense of
?οµφα!α is the main theme. Scholion XII takes this to denote the
word of God, which is the meaning this expression has in the text of
Revelation. The parallel in Didymus is remarkable as regards both
import and vocabulary, and it has a striking affinity with Scholion
VI. frPs(al), fr. 1285: Εj δ> κα� τ< φάναι διστ�µου ε_ναι τὰ �ν

τα� αυ$ τ(ν χερσ� ?οµφα!α, �κάστου λ�γου οV *χουσιν οO Xσιοι

διστ�µου =ντο κατὰ τ<ν ζ(ντα το� θεο� λ�γον κα� �νεργ8 κα�

τοµ)τερον ;π>ρ πα̃σαν µάχαιραν δ!στοµον. δι< κα� οO χρ)µενοι

το� τ8 α$ ληθε!α λ�γοι ου$  µ�νον �κτ�µνουσι τὰ ψευδ8 κα� τὰ

περιττὰ λύοντε σοφ!σµατα, α$ λλὰ κα� τιτρ)σκουσιν ε: *ρωτα

τ8 α$ ληθε!α τοὺ α$ κροωµ�νου. ∆υνατ<ν α$ µφοτ�ρα τὰ

διαθ9κα ?οµφα!α διστ�µου ε:πε�ν �ν τα� χερσ� τουτ�στι

πράξεσι τ(ν Wσ!ων ε;ρισκοµ�να. δυνατ<ν δ> κα� qκαστον

προτρεπτικ<ν λ�γον δ!στοµον µάχαιραν ε:πε�ν α$ µφ�τερα

ποιο�ντα, �λ�γχοντα µ>ν τ<ν ε: µετάνοιαν καταδεχ�µενον

αυ$ τ�ν, �κδικο�ντα δ> κα� τιµωρούµενον τ<ν α$ πειθο�ντα µ�χρι

παντ�.
2 Matt. 10:34.
3 Rev. 2:12; Heb. 4:12.
4 Cf. Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 456: Ε$ πε� περ� τ<ν µηρ<ν �νεργε�ται τὰ

γεν�σεω πράγµατα, φύονται δ> περ� τα�τα α:σχρα� �πιθυµ!αι,
χρε!α το� τµητικο� λ�γου ?οµφα!α Cνοµαζοµ�νου, hνα περ� τ<ν

µηρ<ν ζωσθε� �κτ�µνοι τὰ α$ κολάστου +δονά. The
combination of ?οµφα!α with the adjective τµητικ� has no
parallel. The imagery λ�γοι τµητικο� comes from Philo, Legum
Allegoriarum, 3.26: λ�γοι τµητικο�. It was taken up by Origen,
commMatt, 15.1: τK τµητικωτάτ^ λ�γ^ �κτεµ�ντε τ< τ(ν

τοιούτων �πιθυµητικ�ν. homJob, PG.17.764–5: Σ!δηρον ου$  λ�γει

το�τον τ<ν α:σθητ�ν, α$ λλὰ τµητικ)τατον λ�γον.
5 Cod. τ�µνη.
6 EN XIIa.
7 Cod. ψευδοδοξε!ασ. The scribe initially wrote, correctly,

ψευδοδοξ!α. The additional ε is a subsequent emendation,
probably by a later hand. EN XIIb.

8 Cod. περγαµενουσ.
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ΝικολαϊτBν9 τ�ν διδασκαλ!αν‹·› λ�γ^ γὰρ δε� �κτ�µνειν10 κα� α$ ν‹αι›ρε‹�›ν11 τὰ τ(ν

�τεροδ�ξων σοφιστικὰ α$ πάτα.12

9 Rev. 2:6; 2:15.
10 Cf. Didymus, commPs 40–44.4, Cod. p. 338: τ<ν α$ ρραγ8 το� θεο�

λ�γον τ<ν yκονηµ�νον ;π>ρ πα̃σαν µάχαιραν δ!στοµον ζ)ννυται

περ� τ<ν µηρ�ν, hν $  �κτ�µνG τὰ περιττὰ �πιθυµ!α.
commJob(12.1–16.8a) Fr. 405: το�το δ> πολλάκι κα� ευ$ εργετικ�ν

�στιν, καθὰ κα� W :ατρ< τ�ν �πιφυοµ�νην λύµην τK σ)µατι

πολλάκι διὰ σιδ9ρου �κτ�µνει κα� ου$ δ> παύεται προσάγων τὰ

α$ νιαρά, qω οV τ<ν σκοπ�ν, τ< ;γιειν�ν, α$ ποπληρ)σG.
commZacch, 1.354: Κα� πάντα �κτεµν�µενα α$ κάθαρτα τυγχάνει.

Ibid. 4. 171: Xνπερ βραχ!ονα �ξ9ρανεν + προερµηνευθε�σα

µάχαιρα κα� τ<ν Cφθαλµ<ν �ξετύφλωσεν �κτ�µνουσα τ�ν

χειρ!στην αυ$ το� βλ�ψιν. commPs 40–44.4, Cod. p. 338: �ὰν δ>

περ� το� θεο� λ�γου, το�το λ�γει Xτι· . . . πρ�σλαβε κα� τ�ν

σωφροσύνην, τ<ν λ�γον τ<ν τ�µνοντα . . . hνα τ�ν ?οµφα!αν

πο�αν λάβωµεν; τ<ν λ�γον τ<ν περ� σωφροσύνη, τ<ν λ�γον τ<ν

καθ�λου, τ<ν �κτ�µνοντα.
11 Cod. α$ ν�ρεσιν.
12 EN XIIc.

Scholion XII

The sharp two-edged sword,1 which goes forth from the mouth of the Saviour, is His divine

teaching. Referring to this in the gospels, He says, I am come not to send peace, but a sword.2

[This teaching] has been styled two-edged3 because it can cut with both sides. For it cuts out

not only the offspring of wickedness, but also the false doctrines urged by the haughty. He has

used these words quite naturally addressing the Pergamenes, who have the teaching of the

diviner Balaam and the Nicolaitans4 circulating amidst them. For it is indeed necessary to cut

out and destroy the sophistic deceit of the heterodox by means of the teaching of the Logos.

1 Cf. Rev. 1:16; 2:12.
2 Matt. 10:34.

3 Rev. 2:12; Heb. 4:12.
4 Rev. 2:6; 2:15.
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SCHOLION XIII

<XIII. Rev. 2:15> ου; τω� &χει� καὶ σὺ κρατο!ντα� τὴν διδαχὴν τBν ΝικολαϊτBνΙΓ

ο- µο6ω�· ‹2:16› µεταν�ησον·1 ει�  δὲ µ4, &ρχοµα6 σοι ταχ1 καὶ πολεµ4σω2 µετ � α+τBν

ε� ν τ9̃ ρ- οµφα6? το! στ�µατ�� µου· ‹2:171› ο-  &χων οG� 5κουσ�τω τ6 τ: πνε!µα λέγει

ται̃� ε� κκλησ6αι�·

1 O. µεταν�ησον. An., Ar., N.-A. µεταν�ησον οjν.
2 2329: ε: δ> µ9, *ρχοµαι � σὺ κρατε�σ κα� πολεµ9σω. A unique version not considered by N.-A.

‹Σχ�λιον ιγ ´ ›

Α$ νακτ�ον1 τὰ Oστορικ(2 γεγενηµ�να �π� τοὺ �ντα�θα δηλουµ�νουΕΡ

α$ πατ‹ε›(να,3 πορνε!αν κα� ε:δω‹λο›λατρε!αν4 κατὰ α$ ναγωγ�ν5 ε:σηγουµ�νου·6 τοιο�τοι

πολλο� τ(ν | αOρετικ(ν ε:σιν‹.› ου$ κ α$ π‹ο›γνωστ�ον7 κα� περ� α$ σάρκων8 τιν(ν254r
ψευδοµάντ‹ε›ων9 τα�τα ε:ρ8σθαι‹·› δι $  α$ ποκαλύψεω γὰρ �δε!χθη τK α$ ποστ�λ^.

1 EX XIIIa. On the meaning of α$ ναγωγ9, see. PHE, pp. 29–30.
2 EN XIIIb.
3 Cod. απαταιωνασ. EN XIIIc.
4 Cod. ε:δωλατρε!αν. Cf. Rev. 2:14; 2:20; 21:8; 22:15; 1 Cor. 5:10–11;

6:9; Eph. 5:5.
5 Cf. above, α$ νακτ�ον, and Scholion VII: α$ νηγµ�νω νο9σα.

Scholion XIV: χωρ‹η›τ�ον ‹α' νω› παντ< α:σθητο�. Cf.
Didymus, commPs 29–34, Cod. p. 182: ε: *χει οjν α$ ναγωγά, τα�τα

α' λλα κατὰ τ�ν Oστορ!αν γεγ�νηται. commPs 40–44.4, Cod. p. 337:
κα� τ< µ>ν κατὰ α$ ναγωγ�ν ληµπτ�ον, τ< δ> κα� κατὰ τ�ν

Oστορ!αν. EN XIIId.
6 Cf. Didymus rebutting the Gnostics, commZacch, 2.175:

Ε$ λεγχ�σθωσαν οO αOρετικο!, α$ µαθ( κα� α' γαν α$ παιδεύτω

φύσει ε:σηγούµενοι διαφ�ρου τ(ν α$ νθρ)πων. Ibid. 2.177: τ(ν

τὰ φύσει ε:σηγουµ�νων. commPs 40–44.4, Cod. p. 311: � οO

γὰρ φύσει ε:σηγούµενοι λ�γουσιν.
7 Cod. α$ πεγνωστ�ον.
8 The ‘incorporeal false diviners’ (α' σαρκοι ψευδοµάντει) are not

human. Cf. Didymus, frPs(al), Fr. 788a: οO α$ σύνετοι ;π< παθ(ν τε

κα� κακ!α ταράττονται, �σθ�τε κα� ;π< α$ πατε)νων α:σθητ(ν

κα� α$ οράτων. commZacch, 4.290–291: ∆ι< τα�τα �κλαµβαν�σθω

περ� δαιµ�νων. Cyril of Alexandria, commProphXII, v. 1, p. 524:
παρὰ τ(ν ψευδοµάντεων 0τοι δαιµον!ων. See full quotation in
EN XIIIe.

9 Cod. ψευδοµάνταιων. EN XIIIf.

Scholion XIII

The historical occurrences should be interpreted in an anagogical sense as referring to the

charlatans indicated here, so that we grasp these [charlatans] anagogically advocating

fornication and idolatry.1 Many of the heretics are of such a character. Besides, we should not

exclude the idea that these words have been said of certain incorporeal false-diviners. For

these things were imparted to the apostle [John] by means of divine revelation.

1 Cf. Rev. 2:14; 2:20; 21:8; 22:15; 1 Cor. 5:10–11; 6:9; Eph. 5:5.
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SCHOLION XIV

<XIV. Rev. 2:172> τ, νικBντι1 δ=σω α+τ, φαγει̃ν το! µ�ννα το! κεκρυµµένου·2Ι∆

κα6 δ=σω α+τ, ψη̃φον λευκὴν καὶ ε� πὶ τὴν ψη̃φον ο< νοµα καιν:ν γεγραµµένον,3

ο%  ο+δεὶ� οιA δεν, ει�  µὴ ο-  λαµβ�νων. ‹2:181› κα6 τ, 5γγέλ8 τη̃� ε� ν Θυατ‹ε6›ρ‹οι�›4

ε� κκλησ6α� γρ�ψον·

1 2329: νικοντι.
2 2329: τK νικ(ντι δ)σω αυ$ τK τ< µάννα τ< κεκρυµµ�νον. In O. the expression is altogether missing, and the

text goes thus: τK νικ(ντι δ)σω αυ$ τK ψ8φον λευκ9ν. An. τK νικ(ντι δ)σω αυ$ τK φαγε�ν α$ π< το� µάννα

το� κεκρυµµ�νου. Ar. τK νικ(ντι δ)σω αυ$ τK α$ π< το� µάννα το� κεκρυµµ�νου.
3 2329: κα� �π� τ�ν ψ8φον τ< =νοµα γεγραµµ�νον X. Ο. κα� �π� τ�ν ψ8φον =νοµα καιν<ν X. An., Ar. κα� �π�

τ�ν ψ8φον =νοµα καιν<ν γεγραµµ�νον, X.
4 Cod. Θυατηρη. 2329: �ν Θυατ9ρων.

 

‹Σχ�λιον ιδ ´ ›

Ου$  Μωσ8 �µ�ν δ�δωκεν τ#ν α9 ρτον‹,›1 ε_πεν κύριο πρ< τοὺ α$ γν)µονα Ι$ ουδα!ου,2ΕΡ

α
 λλ
  7 πατ?ρ δ,σει τ#ν α9 ρτον τ#ν α
 ληθιν)ν·3 οVτο δ� �στιν 7 α9 ρτο� το! θεο!, Rνα τι� φαγiν �ξ

αυ
 το! µ? α
 ποθάνK.4 το�τ� �στιν τ: µ�ννα τ: κεκρυµµένον.5

κα6 ‹ε� π6›6 τ4ν ψη̃φον ο< νοµα κ‹α›ιν�ν.7 �πειδ� δ> περ� πνευµατικ*ν8 W λ�γο,9

α$ νωτ�ρω χωρ‹η›τ�ον10 παντ< α:σθητο� δηλουµ�νου περ� τ8 ψ4φου‹.› �ν τP

πνευµατικP το!νυν ψ4φ8, λευκ9̃ διὰ | τ< φωτοειδ�,11 ο< νοµα καιν‹�›ν12254v
γράφεται κατὰ τ�ν Κ‹αι›ν�ν13 ∆ιαθ9κην, ‹k› σηµ‹α!νει›14 τ�ν ποι�τητα το�

ε:ληφ�το κα� �γνωκ�το αυ$ τ�‹.› �π‹ε›�15 γὰρ κατὰ πα̃σαν προκοπ�ν16 ο:κ‹ε›!αν17 τP �κ

1 John 6:32.
2 EN XIVa.
3 Cod. α$ ληθειν�ν.
4 John 6:32, where W πατ9ρ µου δ!δωσιν for W πατ�ρ δ)σει.
5 At this point I have introduced a paragraph, since the ensuing text

deals with analysis of Rev. 2:17 quoted.
6 Cod. Xτι.
7 Cod. κοιν�ν. Rev. 2:17. The ensuing text is a comment on this

scriptural verse.
8 1 Cor. 12:1.
9 EN XIVb.
10 Cod. χωρειταιον. ‘Let us raise ourselves above any material sense’,

which is a reference to the anagogical interpretation that follows.
This is an expression equivalent to α$ νηγµ�νω νο9σα of Scholion
VII, and to the characteristic expressions α$ νακτ�ον and κατὰ

α$ ναγωγ9ν of Scholion XIII. Likewise, Scholion XXXI: α$ νάγκη κατὰ

πνευµατικ�ν α$ κολουθ!αν �κλαµβάνειν τὰ προκε!µενα. Cf.
Didymus, EN XIVc.

11 EN XIVd.
12 Cod. καινην.
13 Cod. κενην.
14 Cod. οσηµενη.
15 Cod. �πι.
16 The expression κατὰ πα̃σαν προκοπ�ν has no parallel, either pagan

or Christian, except for Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 401: τK γὰρ οoτω

στάντι �π� π�τραν α$ κολουθε� κα� τ< κατευθύνεσθαι τὰ

διαβ9µατα αυ$ το� ;π< κυρ!ου διαβα!νοντο α$ π< κακ!α ε:

α$ ρετ�ν κα� α$ π< θνητ(ν ε: α$ θάνατα α$ λλὰ κα� κατὰ πα̃σαν

προκοπ9ν. The participle διαβα!νοντο is an equivalent for
προκ�πτοντο.

17 Cod. ο:κ!αν.
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τ8 προκοπ818 ποι�τητι19 *χει τι προσηγορ!αν‹,› α$ ε� τ(ν Cν‹ο›µάτων20 τ(ν προτ�ρων

παρερχοµ�νων‹,›21 τ< �π� πα̃σιν γραφ�µενον ο< νοµα το� τελειωθ�ντο‹,›22 ου$ κ *χ‹ο›ν23

qτερον µετὰ το�το‹,›24 α$ ε� καιν�ν �στι κατὰ τ�ν α$ δι‹ά›δοχον25 Καιν�ν ∆ιαθ9κην κα� *‹τ›ι26

το! κρ‹υ›πτο!27 τ�� καρδ�α� α
 νθρ,που28 παραστατικ�ν. το�το ου$ δε� α;τK29 ο_δεν ει�  µ4 ‹ο- ›
λαµβ�νων30 µ�νο ‹καταλλ9λω›31 τ‹K›·32 τ�� γὰρ ο^δεν τὰ το! α
 νθρ,που;33 κα� τὰ �ξ8.

18 The verb προκ�πτειν and the noun προκοπ9 are prominent terms
of Stoic ethics, while ποι�τη is central in both Aristotelian and
Stoic philosophy. However, their appearance side by side is unique in
Christian literature occurring exclusively in Didymus. What we have
is evidently a passage from his lost Commentary on the Apocalypse
quoted by Cassian. Cf. Didymus, Fragmenta in Epistulam ii ad
Corinthios, p. 24: οO γὰρ προκ�πτοντ� ε:σι τοιο�τοι, α$ ε� �ξ

�τ�ρων qτεροι γιν�µενοι. Xθεν ου$ κ �π� ψ�γου *λεγον κε�σθαι τ<

‹α$ πολλύµενοι,› α$ λλ$  �σαύτω τK ‹οO ου$ ρανο� α$ πολο�νται,›
κα� ‹+µε� α$ πολλύµενοι τ<ν α:(να·› αO γὰρ λ�ξει αVται

‹α$ π�λλυσθαι› τ!θενται το� �ν προκοπP �κ ποι�τητο ε:

ποι�τητα µεταβα!νοντο. Similar instances correlating the two
critical notions are found only in two of Aristotle’s commentators:
Elias of Alexandria (sixth cent. AD), In Aristotelis Categorias
Commentarium, p. 222: διάθεσι δ� �στιν + ε: qξιν Wδ�. δύναµι

δ� �στιν �πιτηδει�τητο προκοπ9, α$ δυναµ!α δ> + δυσκολ!α,
καθ) φαµεν τ<ν νωθ8 α$ δυνάτω *χειν πρ< γεωµετρ!α

µάθησιν. κα� αoτη δ> + α$ δυναµ!α 0γουν δυσκολ!α κα� + δύναµι

0γουν + ευ$ κολ!α, 0τοι �πιτηδει�τητο προκοπ9, ;π< τ�ν

ποι�τητα α$ νάγονται � κράσει �π�µεναι, Xθεν κα�

�πιτηδει�τητα προκοπ8 τ�ν δύναµιν λ�γουσιν � τ8 κράσεω,
εF τινι qπεται, �π� τ< β�λτιον προκοψάση. Simplicius, In
Aristotelis Categorias Commentarium, v. 8, p. 225: Α$ λλ$  ε: �ξαχ( +

δύναµι λ�γεται, κατὰ πο�ον σηµαιν�µενον αO ποι�τητε 

εFρηνται δυνάµει, α� ρα κατὰ τ�ν �πιτηδει�τητα τ�ν κοιν9ν, καθ $

Aν κα� πρ< πάσα τὰ τ�χνα �πιτηδε!ω *χειν λεγ�µεθα, καE ν

µ� α$ ναλαµβάνωµεν αυ$ τά, @ καθ $ Aν Α$ ριστοτ�λη *θηκεν �ν τα�

ποι�τησιν; λ�γω δ> τ�ν :δ!ω προκοπ�ν πρ� τινα �κ φύσεω.
19 EN XIVe.
20 Cod. Cνωµάτων.
21 Cf. Rev. 21:4.
22 τ< =νοµα το� τελειωθ�ντο. The expression has a parallel in

Didymus, which is unique; commPs 40–44.4, Cod. p. 328:
ε:ρ9καµεν πολλάκι, Xτι τὰ Cν�µατα τ(ν qξεων *χουσιν οO

παρονοµαζ�µενοι, Xταν τελειωθ(σιν κατ $  αυ$ τά. οoτω γο�ν κα�

τ<ν �ν α$ γάπG τελειωθ�ντα, � �νδ�χεται �ν τK β!^, α$ γάπην

Cνοµάζει Πα�λο.
23 Cod. *χων.
24 Cod. τουτον.
25 Cod. α$ διδοχον. EN XIVf.
26 Cod. �πι.
27 Cod. κρούπτου.
28 1 Peter 3:4.
29 Cod. αυ$ τω. EN XIVg.
30 Cod. �λαµβανων. Rev. 2, 17. EN XIVg.
31 Cod. κατὰ α$ λληλωσ.
32 Cod. το.
33 1 Cor. 2:11.

Scholion XIV

The Lord said to the hard-hearted Jews, Moses gave you not the bread; but my Father will give

you the true bread. This is the bread of God that once a man eats thereof, he may not die.1 This

is indeed the hidden manna.
And on the white stone [I will give that man] a new name [written].2 Since the foregoing

saying is about spiritual3 things, let us rise above any material sense that might be attributed to

the word ‘stone’. On this spiritual4 stone then, which is white by virtue of being radiantly

glorious, according to the New Testament a new name is written. This indicates the quality of

anyone who has received and recognized this. For indeed each one is designated in proportion

to one’s own quality according to one’s progress, whereas former appellations always

pass away.5 But the name, which is written upon all, of him who became perfect, and which

has no other subsequent name, is always new, according to the New Testament which has no

successor. Moreover, this name betokens the hidden man of the heart,6 and this name no one
knows within himself save he who alone7 takes [it] in accordance with the saying, what

man knoweth the things of a man,8 and the ensuing scriptural words.

1 John 6:32; 33; 50.
2 Rev. 2:17.
3 1 Cor. 12:1.
4 That is, the stone taken allegorically.

5 Cf. Rev. 21:4.
6 1 Peter 3:4.
7 Rev. 2:17.
8 1 Cor. 2:11.
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SCHOLION XV

<XV. Rev. 2:182> τ�δε λέγει ο-  υι- :� το! θεο!, ο-  &χων τοὺ� ο� φθαλµοὺ� α+το! ω- �ΙΕ

φλ�γα πυρ:� καὶ οι-  π�δε� α+το! ο; µοιοι χαλκ‹ο›λιβ�ν8·1 ‹2:19› οιA δ� σου τ7 &ργα καὶ

τὴν 5γ�πην καὶ τὴν π6στ‹ι›ν2 καὶ τὴν διακον6αν | καὶ τὴν υ- ποµονὴν σου καὶ τ7 &ργα255r
σου τ7 &σχατα3 πλε6ονα τBν πρ=των· ‹2:201› 5λλ7 &χω κατ7 σο!, ο; τι4 5φει̃�5 τὴν

γυν‹αι̃›κ�6 σου

1 Cod. χαλκωλιβάνω. 2329: χαλκωλιβάνω.
2 Cod. πιστην. 2329: πιστην.
3 O. *ργα σου κα� τὰ *σχατα. 2329, An., N.-A. *ργα σου τὰ *σχατα.
4 2329, O., N.-A. *χω κατὰ σο� Xτι. An. (S) *χω κατὰ σο� πολὺ Xτι. An. (M) *χω κατὰ σο� ‹Cλ!γα› Xτι. Ar.

*χω κατὰ σο� Cλ!γα Xτι.
5 2329 intends α$ φε� (Cod. α$ φ8). O., N.-A. α$ φε�. An. α$ φ8κα. Ar. α$ φ!η.
6 Cod. γυν�κα. The pronoun σου after γυνα�κα occurs in K and the Syriac versions. Arethas has it after K.

‹Σχ�λιον ιε ´ ›

Τ�ν �ποπτικ�ν1 κα� *φορον2 τ(ν Xλων δύναµιν κα� τ�ν πορευτικ�ν3 το� υOο�ΕΡ

το� θεο� διὰ τ(ν προκειµ�νων4 δηλο�‹.› κα� �πειδ� διὰ το� �πιβλ�πειν α$ ναιρε�

κα� ξηρα!νει τὰ φα�λα‹,› οO ο� φθαλµοὶ αυ$ το� φλ:ξ εFρη‹ν›ται5 πυρ��· α$ ναλ‹ο�›σι6

γὰρ πα̃σαν µοχθηρὰν qξ‹ι›ν‹,›7 ξύλα‹,› χ)ρτον‹,› καλάµην8 ‹z›νοµασµ�νην·9 περ�

ταύτη ‹τ8› �φ�ρου δυ‹νά›µεω10 γ�γραπται‹·› 7 �πιβλ�πων �π� τ?ν γ�ν κα� ποι*ν

αυ
 τ?ν τρ�µ‹ει›ν.11 κλονε�ται γὰρ τὰ ;λικὰ12 πάντα α$ π< τ(ν διανοι(ν τ(ν �χ�ντων

αυ$ τὰ θεο� �πιβλ�ψαντο‹.›13 α$ λλὰ κα� ‹οO› π�δε�14 αυ$ το�‹,› καθ $ οr �πιπορεύεται15

τK παντ� διαφ‹οι›τ9σα‹,›16 διὰ το� χαλκολιβ�νου παραβάλλονται·17 διὰ τ<

θεϊκ<ν λ�βανο�‹,›18 χαλκ< | διὰ τ< το� κτ‹!›σµασιν19 συνκαταβα!νειν‹,›20 cχον255v

1 EN XVa.
2 EN XVb. Cf. Scholion XXX: *χοµεν κα� α$ γγ�λου �φορ(ντα.
3 EN XVc.
4 EN XVd.
5 Cod. εFρηται.
6 Cod. α$ ναλ(σι.
7 Cod. qξην. Cf. Scholion X: κατὰ τελε!αν qξιν αυ$ τ< πράττει‹ν›.

EN XVe.
8 Cf. 1 Cor. 3:12.
9 Cod. Cνοµασµ�νην.
10 Cod. δυµ�ωσ.
11 Cod. τρ�µην. Cf. Psalm 103:32.
12 EN XVf.
13 EN XVg. Cf. Scholion XXIIX.
14 Cod. ;π�δεσ.
15 Cf. Scholion XXVII: �πιπορευ�µενο το� Xλοι κρ!νει κα�

ο:κονοµε� τὰ περ� qκαστον. Scholion XXVIII: τ(ν �πτὰ το� θεο�

πνευµάτων, αn  πορεύεται �π� τ8 γ8 �πισκοπο�ντα τὰ πρ<

α$ νθρ)πων πραττ�µενα. EN XVh.
16 Cod. διαφυτ9σασ. EN XVi.
17 παραβάλλονται means the metaphorical depiction of the divine

‘feet’ as ‘fine brass’. This is the verb from which παραβολ�

(‘parable’) is derived. Cf. Etymologicum Gudianum (eleventh
cent.), Alphabetic entry pi, pp. 451–452: Παραβολ9 �στι λ�γο

παραβάλλων τὰ νοητὰ το� α:σθητο�, κα� παριστ(ν, �κ τ(ν

�γκοσµ!ων κα� Wρατ(ν, τὰ ;περκ�σµια κα� α$ �ρατα. The
definition comes from Pseudo-Hippolytus, Fragmenta in Proverbia, 

fr. 32. The same, in George Monachus, Chronicon, p. 150. Likewise, 
Tryphon of Alexandria (grammarian, first cent. BC), De Tropis,
p. 200: Περ� Ο% µοι,σεω�. Ο- µο!ωσ! �στι ?8σι, καθ $ Aν qτερον

�τ�ρ^ παραβάλλοµεν, εFδη δ> αυ$ τ8 ε:σι τρ!α, ε:κ)ν,
παράδειγµα, παραβολ9. The Suda lexicon, Alphabetic letter pi,
entry 276: Παραβαλε�: παραθ9σει, Wµοι)σει, �πιφοιτ9σει.
Therefore, there is no need to emend the codex-writing διὰ το�

χαλκολιβάνου to χαλκολιβάν^. For technically the verb
παραβάλλω followed by dative means ‘compare’, or ‘contrast’.

18 Cf. Matt. 2:11.
19 Cod. κτ9σµασιν. Cf. Athanasius, Adversus Arianos, PG.26.277.37–

38: διὰ τ�ν πρ< τὰ κτ!σµατα συγκατάβασιν το� Λ�γου, καθ $ Aν

κα� πολλ(ν γ�γονεν α$ δελφ�. Ibid. PG.26.284.12–16: κατ $  α$ ρχ�ν

µ>ν δηµιουργ(ν W Λ�γο τὰ κτ!σµατα, συγκαταβ�βηκε το�

γεννητο�, hνα γεν�σθαι τα�τα δυνηθP. Ibid. PG.26.312.24–27: Ιe να

δ> µ� µ�νον ;πάρχG τὰ γεν�µενα, α$ λλὰ κα� καλ( ;πάρχG,
ηυ$ δ�κησεν W Θε< συγκαταβ8ναι τ�ν �αυτο� Σοφ!αν το�

κτ!σµασιν. Cyril of Alexandria (echoing Athanasius), Explanatio in
Lucam, PG.72.485.52–488.1: ε[ γὰρ κα� µ�νο W Wµοούσιο τK

Πατρ� ΥO< το� Θεο�· πρωτ�τοκον δ> διὰ τ�ν πρ< τὰ κτ!σµατα

συγκατάβασιν. De Sancta et Consubstantiali Trinitate, PG.75.404.7:
διὰ τ�ν πρ< τὰ κτ!σµατα συγκατάβασιν.

20 One could have emended to the normal συγκαταβα!νειν. However,
I retain the orthography of the Codex, since this is an almost unique
opportunity to recognize Didymus himself. Apart from a use by
Ariston of Ceos (Peripatetic philosopher, fl. c. 225 BC, fr. 14.4),
and a mid-sixth-cent. one by Pseudo-Caesarius (=Cassian himself) 
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ποι‹(›ν21 τινα �πιπορευ�µενο διεγερτικ‹<›ν22 τ(ν κοιµωµ�νων,23 κατὰ τὰ

προνο‹η›τικὰ24 κιν9σει.25

(Questiones et Responsiones, 35; 41; 47; 137), Didymus stands out as
the author to have used the colloquial form συνκαταβα!νειν.
Didymus, commEccl(7–8.8), Cod. p. 222 (συνκαταβα!νει);
commEccl(1.1–8), Cod. p. 15 (συνκαταβα!νοντε); commEccl(9.8–
10.20), Cod. p. 313 (συνκαταβα!νων); commPs 20–21, Cod. p. 5
(κατὰ συνκατάβασιν); commPs 29–34, Cod. p. 138
(συνκαταβα!νων); ibid. Cod. p. 152 (συνκαταβα!νων); ibid. p. 187
(κατὰ συνκατάβασιν); commPs 35–39, Cod. p. 237
(συνκαταβα!νη); ibid. Cod. p. 287 (συνκαταβα!νοµεν); ibid. p. 237
(συνκαταβατικ9); commPs 40–44.4, Cod. p. 327 (συνκαταβα!νει);
ibid. Cod. p. 328 (συνκαταβαινούση). It should be noticed that the
specific colloquialism does not appear in Didymus’ frPs(al), where
only the normal συγκαταβα!νειν is used (frs. 104; 173; 268; 581;
869; 972). The absence of συνκαταβα!νειν denotes the hand of a
different compiler, whom I have suggested to be Anastasius of Sinai,
drawing on Olympiodorus, the deacon of Alexandria (see
Introduction, pp. 35–36). The colloquialism σὺν + κ = συνκ (instead
of συγκ-) occurs abundantly in Pseudo-Caesarius (=Cassian) and
occasionally in Cyril of Scythopolis and John of Damascus. All three
of them were Sabaite monks. The vernacular usage is attested in the
region of Palestine and Alexandria, a fact which is useful to bear in
mind while considering authors who use it, such as Hermas, the
theologian Hesychius of Jerusalem, the lexicographer Hesychius of 

Alexandria, the grammarian Orion (the teacher of Proclus). Finally,
its occurrence in authors significant to the Scholia should be cited:
Diodorus of Tarsus, Fragmenta in Epistulam ad Romanos, p. 91
(συνκατ�βαινεν); Severianus of Gabala, Fragmenta in Epistulam
i ad Corinthios, p. 243 (συνκατακρ!νων); Cyril of Alexandria,
Fragmenta in Epistulam i ad Corinthios, p. 316
(συνκαινουργε�σθαι). In Isaiam, PG.70.53.48; Theodore of
Mopsuestia, expPs, Psalm 45, 10b (συνκλάσει). In all authors the
idiom occurs as an obiter dictum, possibly owing to the vernacular
of a scribe. Only in Didymus and Pseudo-Caesarius there are
scores of instances consistently applied. For the identification of
Pseudo-Caesarius with Cassian the Sabaite, see NDGF, Appendix I.

21 Cod. ποιε�ν.
22 Cod. διεγερτικ(ν.
23 EN XVj.
24 Cod. προνοϊτικασ.
25 Cod. κειν9σεισ. Here is one more influence of this theology of the

Logos upon Proclus: διττ8 γὰρ οuση τ8 θε!α τελει�τητο, τ8

µ>ν νοερα̃, τ8 δ> προνοητικ8, κα� τ8 µ>ν �ν στάσει, τ8 δ $  �ν

κιν9σει, τ< µ>ν µ�νιµον αυ$ τ(ν κα� τ< νοερ�ν κα� τ< α$ κλιν>

α$ πεικον!ζεται διὰ τ8 θεωρ!α, τ< δ> προνοητικ<ν κα� τ<

κινητικ<ν διὰ τ8 γενεσιουργο� ζω8. Proclus, In Platonis
Timaeum Commentaria, v. 3, p. 324.

Scholion XV

Through these words, he indicates the power of the Son of God which [power] superintends

and oversees and supervises all things. Besides, his eyes have been portrayed as a flame of fire,

because he destroys and invalidates all depravity through his supervision. For they [sc. his

eyes] annihilate any wicked habit, called [in scripture] wood, hay, stubble.1 Of this overseeing

power it is written, He looketh on the earth, and it trembleth.2 For once God has looked over all

these materials, they are eliminated from the minds of those who hold them. What is more, his

feet, on which he goes since he has imbued the universe, are represented as fine brass.3

Frankincense4 is befitting his divine dignity, brass is proper to him condescending to creatures,

since his footsteps produce a certain sound stimulating all those who are asleep, as he strides

according to his providential activities.

1 Cf. 1 Cor. 3:12.
2 Cf. Psalm 103:32.
3 The word χαλκολ!βανο has a double meaning. In the text of

Revelation, this means ‘fine brass’ (or, ‘brass of Lebanon’), but its
components are ‘brass’ (χαλκ�) and λ!βανο, which is the same
word λ!βανο used for one of the gifts (frankincense) presented to 

the new-born Messiah, indeed the gift acknowledging his divine
rank (Matt. 2:11). The author of the Scholion uses the word in
both senses. ‘Brass’ is applied to the ‘feet’ of God condescending
to creation, since it is by its clang that the ‘sleepers’ are roused
(sc. from the sleep of sin).

4 Cf. Matt. 2:11.
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SCHOLION XVI

<XVI. Rev. 2:202> Ι� εζ�βελ, η%  λέγει1 ε- αυτὴν προφη̃τ‹ι›ν2 καὶ διδ�σκει καὶ πλαν?̃3Ι
τοὺ� ε� µοὺ� δο1λου� πορνε!σαι καὶ φαγει̃ν ει� δ‹ω›λ‹�›θυτα,4

1 2329: λ�γουσα.
2 Cod. προφ9την. 2329: προφ9την.
3 So O., An., Ar. διδάσκειν κα� πλανα̃ν.
4 Cod. ε:δολ)θυτα.

‹Σχ�λιον ι ´ 1›

Ε$ π!στησον,2 µ� �φαρµ�ζει3 τ< =νοµα τ8 Ι� εζ�βελ τ‹P›4 γν)µG κα� ‹αO›ρ�σει5ΕΡ

τ(ν ΝικολαϊτBν διὰ τ< τὰ &ργα6 τ8 γν)µη7 �κε!νη προσ8φθ‹αι›8 τP Ι$ εζάβελ ε:

πορνε6αν9 κατασπα̃ν10 κα� χρ8σιν ει� δωλοθ1των πειρωµ�νη·11 Xθεν κα� γυναι̃κα12

αυ$ τ�ν διὰ τ< �µπαθ>13 κα� �κτεθηλυµ�νον14 ε_πεν·

1 This Scholion is relevant to Scholion XIII, which refers to
ε:δωλολατρε!α, ψευδοµάντει, and α$ πατε(να (EN XIIIf). A
reference by Didymus is an interesting parallel, commZacch, 3.239
and 243: Το�τ $  ου$  πεπο!ηκεν, �πικρατησάση α$ πάτη �

δυναµ�νων τ(ν ε:δ)λων �πινεύειν το� ζητο�σιν παρ $  αυ$ τ(ν αn  µ�

δύνανται παρασχε�ν. Γ�γονε δ> + φρενοβλάβεια α$ π< τ8

Ι$ εζάβελ, γυναικ< το� βασιλεύοντο τ(ν Ε- βρα!ων, σφ�δρα

ε:δωλολατρούση � συναπαχθ8ναι αυ$ τP κα� τ<ν α' νδρα . . .
(243) Ε$ πε� το!νυν α$ ε� Θε< ποτ!ζει τ�ν γ8ν τ(ν α$ νθρ)πων qνεκα,
αυ$ τ<ν �ξευµεν!ζεσθαι προσ9κει α$ βροχ!α γινοµ�νη, κα� ου$

ψευδοµάντεσιν προσ�χειν.
2 EN XVIa.
3 EN XVIb. Both Origen and Didymus used the expression �π!στησον

µ� always with indicative. The indicative �φαρµ�ζει and ε:σιν

(Scholion XIX) of the Codex are correct and Harnack should not have
emended them to the respective subjunctives �φαρµ�ζG and
fσιν. Cf. Scholion XIX: �π!στησον, µ� τ7 ζ ´  πνε1µατα αO µετουσ!αι

το� πνεύµατ� ε:σιν. Scholion XXXIV: Ε$ π!στησον, ε: αO

πλυθει̃σαι καὶ λευκανθει̃σαι στολα� τ(ν �κ µεγάλη θλ‹!›ψεω

α$ ναβεβηκ�των ε_ναι δύνατ‹αι› τὰ σ)µατα αυ$ τ(ν. Technically,
a subjunctive would be called for, but only so if the verb meant
‘mind yourself, lest something happen’. However, what we have
here is an idiomatic expression: �π!στησον µ� (as well as,
�π!στησον ε:) only means ‘notice this!’. See �π!στησον µ� in this
sense in Origen, exhMar, X: �π!στησον, µ9 ποτε . . . εFρηται.
commMatt, 11.9: �π!στησον µ9ποτε �λ9φθη. Didymus, commJob
(12.1–16.8a), p. 371: �π!στησον, µ� α' ρα . . . α- ρµ�ζει οoτω.
Ibid. p. 384: �π!στησον, µ� . . . δηλο�. frPs(al), fr. 635: Ε$ π!στησον

µ� κα� τρ!τον δυνατ<ν ε:πε�ν. Fr. 1268: �π!στησον µ9ποτε . . .
εFρηνται. Like �π!στησον µ9, there are far more instances of
�π!στησον ε: being used by both authors with indicative, too.
Harnack emended the text of the Codex only because he did not
notice that this is an idiomatic usage. Cf. Origen, Cels, II.69; 

commJohn, I.3.16; I.18.108; XIII.6.36; XX.30.269; XXVIII.19.169;
frJohn, VIII; exhMar, XXX; commMatt, 11.17; 15.27; Didymus,
commJob (7.20c-11), Cod. p. 307; commZacch, 1.145; 1.342; 1.369;
2.49; et passim.

4 Cod. την.
5 Cod. �ρ�σει.
6 Cf. Rev. 2:6, 15.
7 Cf. Rev. 17:13; 17:17.
8 Cod. προσ8φθε.
9 Cf. Rev. 17:15–16.
10 ε: πορνε!αν κατασπα̃ν. The expression is characteristic of

Didymus, commPs 29–34, Cod. p. 208: τὰ αυ$ τὰ κα� περ� το� Ι$ ωσ�φ

κα� τ8 Α:γυπτ!α ν�ει· κα$ κε!νη �λογ!σατο κακ<ν τ< τ8

πορνε!α, ε: k κατασπάσαι αυ$ τ<ν yβουλ9θη. There is only one
parallel occurring in Clement of Alexandria, Paedagogus, 2.10.96.1:
αVται γὰρ πορνε!α �πικαλύµµατι το� � παντελ8 κατασπ(σι

φθορὰν φθορ!οι.
11 Cf. 1 Cor. 8:7 and 10.
12 Rev. 2:20.
13 EN XVIc.
14 Cf. Didymus, commEccl(11–12), Cod. pp. 353–354: διὰ τ< α' νανδρον

αυ$ τ(ν κα� διὰ τ< �κτεθηλυµ�νον. Didymus writes after Eusebius,
Commentarius in Isaiam, 2.3: διαβάλλων δ> τ< α' νανδρον τ8

ψυχ8 αυ$ τ(ν κα� τ< τεθηλυµµ�νον γυνα�κα αυ$ τοὺ α$ ποκαλε�.
Eusebius considering the notions of �µπαθ� and �κτεθηλυµ�νον

as equivalent to each other is the sole parallel for this Scholion: DE,
4.15.9: µυρ!οι γο�ν τ(ν τὰ σ)µατα τεθηλυµ�νων �µπαθε� α' λλω

κα� α$ κ�λαστοι. This is one more influence of Didymus upon
Proclus, In Platonis Rem Publicam Commentarii, v. 1, p. 247: �πε�

κα� Xσ^ τ< θ8λυ γ�νο α$ σθεν�στερον �ν �πιρρεπ�στερ�ν �στιν

ε: τ< �µπαθ�. EN XVId. See, RCR, chapter 7, ‘Christian influence
on Neoplatonism’.
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Scholion XVI
And you should examine carefully whether the name of Jezebel applies to the doctrine and

heresy of the Nicolaitans. For the practices1 of that doctrine2 are associated with the name of

Jezebel, since it attempts to drag men into fornication3 and the use of meat offered to

idols. Therefore, he labelled her ‘woman’,4 pointing to her yielding to passion and to having

become effeminate.

1 Cf. Rev. 2:6, 15.
2 Cf. Rev. 17:13; 17:17.

3 Cf. Rev. 17:15–16.
4 Rev. 2:20.
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SCHOLION XVII

<XVII. Rev. 2:21> καὶ &δωκα α+τ9̃1 χρ�νον, ι; να µετανο4σ9 καὶ ο+ θέλ‹ει›2ΙΖ

µετανοη̃σαι ε� κ3 τη̃� πορνε6α� α+τη̃�· ‹2:22› ι� δοὺ β�λ‹λ›ω4 α+τὴν5 ει� � κλ6νην καὶ τοὺ� |256r
µ‹οι›χε1οντα�6 µετ � α+τη̃� ει� � θλι̃ψιν µεγ�λην,7 ε� 7ν µὴ µετανο4σωσιν ε� κ τBν &ργων

α+τη̃�·8 ‹2:23› καὶ τ7 τέκνα α+τη̃�9 5ποκτενB ε� ν θαν�τ8. καὶ γν=σονται πα̃σαι αι-

ε� κκλησ6αι, ο; τι ε� γ= ει� µι ο-  ε� ρευνBν νεφροὺ� καὶ καρδ6α�·10 καὶ δ=σω υ- µι̃ν ε- κ�στ811

κατ7 τ7 &ργα υ- µBν·12 ‹2:24› υ- µι̃ν δὲ λέγω τοι̃� λοιποι̃� τοι̃� ε� ν Θυατ‹ε›6ροι�13 ο; σοι14

ο+κ &χουσιν τὴν διδαχὴν τα1την· οι; τινε� ο+κ &γνωσαν τ7 βαθέα το! σατανα̃15 ω- �

λέγουσιν·16 ο+ βαλB17 ε� φ � υ- µα̃� α< λλο β�ρο�· ‹2:25› πλὴν ο%  &χετε18 κρατ4σατε, α< χρι ουI

α@ ν η; ξω· ‹2:26› καὶ ο-  νικBν καὶ ο-  τηρBν α< χρ‹ι›19 τέλου� τ7 &ργα µου δ=σω α+τ,

ε� ξουσ6αν ε� πὶ τBν ε� θνBν· ‹2:27› καὶ ποιµανει̃20 α+τοὺ� ε� ν ρ- �βδ8 σιδηρ?̃, ω- � τ7 σκε1η

τ7 κεραµ‹ι›κ721 συντριβ4σεται,22 ‹2:281› ω- �23 κ5γὼ ει< ληφα παρ7 το! πατρ�� µου,

1 Cod. αυ$ τ9ν.
2 Cod. θ�λη.
3 2329, O., An. (M)., Ar. hνα µετανο9σG, κα� ου$  θ�λει µετανο8σαι �κ. An. (S). hνα µετανο9ση �κ. It is

hardly understandable why Schmid omitted κα� ου$  θ�λει µετανο8σαι, which occurs in several and
important MSS.

4 Cod. βάλω. 2329. βάλω. O., An., Ar. βάλλω.
5 2329: αυ$ τούσ. O., An, Ar., N.-A. αυ$ τ9ν.
6 Cod. µυχευοντασ.
7 Cod. µεγαλιν.
8 2329, An. αυ$ τ(ν. O., Ar. N.-A. αυ$ τ8.
9 2329: αυ$ τ(ν (not considered by N.-A.). O., An, Ar., N.-A. αυ$ τ8.
10 2329: καρδ!ασ κα� νεφρούσ. O., An., Ar., N.-A. νεφροὺ κα� καρδ!α.
11 2329: �ν� �κάστ^ (not considered by N.-A.). O., An., Ar., N.-A. ;µ�ν �κάστ^.
12 2329: κατὰ τὰ *ργα αυ$ το�. O., An., N.-A. κατὰ τὰ *ργα ;µ(ν.
13 Cod. θυατιροισ. 2329: θυατηροισ.
14 2329: οh (not considered by N.-A.).
15 2329: τὰ βάθη το� θεο� α$ λλὰ το� σατανα̃. This is a unique version. Ο. An. (S) τὰ βάθη το� σατανα̃. An.

(M), Ar. τὰ βαθ�α το� σατανα̃.
16 � λ�γεται. This is also a unique variant, not considered by N.-A.
17 2329: ου$ κ ου$  βαλ( (not noticed by N.-A.). O., An., Ar., N.-A. ου$  βάλλω. The formula of emphasis ου$ κ ου$  is

rare, but indicative of an erudite author. Cf. Scholia in Sophoclem, verse 583: ου$ κ ου$  φαν9σοµαι κακ< φ!λο.
Gregory of Nyssa, In Sanctum Ephraem, PG.45.828.35–35: �ν πάσG τP ζωP µου κατηρασάµη ου$ κ ου$ δ�να.
John Climacus, Scala Paradisi, chapter 709: ου$ κ ου$ δ>ν τ< κωλ�ον ε:πε�ν. Normally, the two negations
placed side by side mean ‘in no way’ (ου$ δαµ() as explained in the Scholia in Aristophanem, Scholia in
Nubes (Scholia anonyma recentiora), verse 118a, where ου$ κ ου$ δ $ means ου$ δαµ(. Hence this rendering ου$ κ

ου$  βαλ( of Rev. 2:24 is emphatic: “I will put upon you no other burden of any kind”.
18 2329: εχεται.
19 Cod. α$ χρη.
20 2329: ποιµαν(.
21 Cod. κεραµηκα.
22 O., An., Ar. συντριβ9σεται. N.-A. συντρ!βεται.
23 2329: οoτωσ.
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‹Σχ�λιον ιζ ´ ›

Ε$ πε� χρ�νο� µακροθυµ!α1 το� κριτο�2 δ�δοται �ν Z µετανοη̃σαι cν δυνατ<ν ε:ΕΡ

yβούλετο + Ι� εζ�βελ, ου$  φύσεω α$ πολ|λυµ�νη3 �στ!ν.256v

1 A rare construction characteristically used by Didymus. This is a
scholion by Cassian using Didymus’ vocabulary, in the spirit of
Origen’s attitude toward the Gnostics. Cf. Cassian the Sabaite,
ScetPatr, p. 60v: Xταν �ννο9σωµεν τ�ν α' ρρητον κα�

α$ νεκδι9γητον φιλανθρωπ!αν κα� τ�ν α$ κάµατον µακροθυµ!αν

βαστάζουσαν τὰ α$ ναρ!θµητα πληµµελ9µατα τ(ν α- µαρταν�ντων.
EN XVIIa.

2 EN XVIIb.
3 A distinctly Origenistic expression, characteristic of him. EN XVIIc.

Scholion XVII

Since a time of forbearance by the Judge has been granted, during which it was possible for

Jezebel to repent had she wished to do so, [it follows that] she is not of a damned nature.
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SCHOLION XVIII

<XVIII. Rev. 2:282> καὶ δ=σω α+τ, τ:ν 5στέρα τ:ν πρωϊν�ν.1 ‹2:29› ο-  &χων οG�ΙΗ

5κουσ�τω τ6 τ: πνε!µα λέγει ται̃� ε� κκλησ6αι�. ‹3:11› καὶ τ, 5γγέλ8 τη̃� ε� ν

Σ�ρδεσιν ε� κκλησ6α�

1 2329: αυ$ τK α$ στ�ρα τ<ν πρωϊν�ν.

‹Σχ�λιον ιη ´ ›

Πρ< τP ε� ξουσ6?‹,›1 A‹ν›2 εFληφεν W τηρ(ν µέχρι τέλου� τὰ θεϊκὰ &ργα,3 δ!δοταιΕΡ

αυ$ τK ;π< το� σωτ8ρο W πρωϊν:� 5στ4ρ, φ( bν4 �νεργ(ν πρ< α
 νατολ�� το� τ8

δικαιοσύνη� =λ�ου‹.›5 τούτ‹^›6 καταλάµπονται7 οO α$ ληθ( δυνάµενοι φάναι,8 =

νὺξ προ�κοψεν = δ	 =µ�ρα aγγ‹ι›κεν‹,›9 κα� �ξεγερθ�σοµαι bρθρου.10

1 Cf. Rev. 2:26.
2 Cod. A.
3 Cf. Rev. 2:26. EN XVIIIa.
4 EN XVIIIb.
5 Cf. Mal. 4:2; Wisdom of Solomon, 5:6. Cf. Scholion IX, note 3.
6 Cod. το�το.
7 EN XVIIIc.
8 EN XVIIId.
9 Cod. 0γγηκεν. Both the phraseology and exegesis are like Didymus

in quoting Rom. 13:12: commPs 20–21, Cod. p. 23: τ! δ> *χει τ�ν

�ωθιν�ν κα� τ�ν α$ ρχ�ν τ8 +µ�ρα @ W δυνάµενο ε:πε�ν· ‘+ νὺξ

προ�κοψεν, + +µ�ρα 0γγισεν’; frPs(al), fr. 636: Κατορθο�ται

το�το τK γενοµ�ν^ �κτ< α$ γνο!α κα� κακ!α, � φάναι· Η-  νὺξ

προ�κοψεν, + δ> +µ�ρα 0γγικεν. commEccl(11–12), Cod. p. 326:
το�το οjν λ�γει· τ�λο α$ πε!ληφεν W τ8 ‘α$ γν.ο!α’ καιρ< ‘νύξ’
Cνοµαζ�µενο· τούτου ‘προκ�ψαντο’ διαδ�χεται + ‘+µ�ρα’.
commZacch, 4.240: Ε$ ν τP +µ�ρH τP �γγισάσG µετὰ τ< προκ�ψαι

τ�ν τ8 α$ γνο!α κα� κακ!α νύκτα. frPs(al), fr. 1136: Πρ(τον �ν

α$ ωρ!H, Xπερ νο9σει κα� οoτω �π� το� παρ�ντο α:(νο νυκτ<

Cνοµαζοµ�νου πολλάκι � πρ< τ<ν µ�λλοντα α:(να +µ�ραν

καλούµενον, κατὰ τ< Η-  νὺξ προ�κοψεν, + δ> +µ�ρα 0γγισεν. In
Genesin, Cod. p. 8A: Σωτ�ρ ε_ναι εFρηται, κατ $  α$ λληγορ!αν +µ�ρα

*σται � εFρηται· ‘ Η-  νὺξ προ�κοψεν, + δ> +µ�ρα 0γγικεν.’
Αυ$ τ< γὰρ +µ�ρα κα� φ( ;πάρχει, φ( µ>ν κατὰ τ�ν ου$ σ!αν.

Theodoret stood in the line of Didymus. Theodoret, intPaulXIV,
PG.82.197.13–16: Νύκτα καλε� τ<ν τ8 α$ γνο!α καιρ�ν, +µ�ραν

δ> τ<ν µετὰ τ�ν παρουσ!αν το� ∆εσπ�του χρ�νον. Α$ νατε!λα

γὰρ τ8 δικαιοσύνη W Dλιο τα� α$ κτ�σι τ8 θεογνωσ!α τ�ν

ο:κουµ�νην �φ)τισεν. Cf. ibid. PG.82.652.36–41; Graecarum
Affectionum Curatio, 12.54.

10 Psalms 56:9; 107:3. Cassian subjoined this quotation while seeking
authority in both Testaments. Although Didymus had commented on
this passage once, Theodoret’s interpretation of Psalm 107:3–4 is
closer to the sentiment of this Scholion. Theodoret, Interpretatio in
Psalmos, PG.80.1749.37–1752.6: α$ λλὰ µετὰ µυρ!ων �θν(ν κα�

λα(ν τ�ν θε!αν �δ�ν ποιησάµενο· =ρθρον δ> καλε� το� Θεο�

κα� Σωτ8ρο +µ(ν τ�ν �νανθρ)πησιν. Ε$ ξ �κε!νου γὰρ α$ ν�τειλε

τ8 α$ ληθε!α τ< φ(. On the other hand, Didymus’ comment is
couched in phraseology notably relevant to that of the Scholia.
Didymus, commZacch, 1.274 (commenting on Zach. 4:1–3, not on
the Psalm): Ε$ παινετ� δ> αoτη + δι�γερσι, ]στ$  αE ν ε:πε�ν τ<ν

προσδοκ9σαντα αυ$ τ�ν µετὰ θάρσου·‘Εξεγερθ9σοµαι =ρθρου.’
Τούτου πληρωθ�ντο δι $  �κβάσεω το� προαναφωνηθ�ντο,
χαριστηρ!ω βοd· ‘Εξηγ�ρθην Xτι Κύριο α$ ντιλ9µψετα! µου.’
For �παινετ9, cf. Scholion VI (µάχαιρα �παινετ9); for the rare
expression δι $  �κβάσεω, which is characteristic of Didymus, cf.
Scholion XX and EN XXb. Also, EN XXXIXb.

Scholion XVIII

In addition to the power which he who keepeth the divine works unto the end1 has received,

the Saviour has granted him the morning star, which is a light acting before the rise of the Sun

of righteousness.2 All those who can truly say, the night is far spent, the day is at hand 3 and,

I myself will awake early,4 are illuminated by this [Sun].

1 Cf. Rev. 2:26.
2 Cf. Mal. 4:2; Wisdom of Solomon 5:6.

3 Rom. 13:12.
4 Psalms 56:9; 107:3. EN XVIIIe.
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SCHOLION XIX

<XIX. Rev. 3:1> γρ�ψον· τ�δε λέγει ο-  &χων τ7 ε- πτ7 πνε1µατα το! θεο! καὶ τοὺ�ΙΘ

ε- πτ7 5στέρα�· οιA δ� σου τ7 &ργα ο; τι ο< νοµα &χει� ο; τι ζ9̃� καὶ νεκρ:� ειA . ‹3:2› γ‹6›νου1

γρηγορ‹B›ν2 καὶ στ4ρισον3 τ7 λοιπ�, 2 η< µελλον4 5ποθανει̃ν· ο+ γ7ρ ευ; ρηκ� σου τ7

&ργα πεπληρωµένα ε� ν=πιον5 το! θεο! µου· ‹3:3› µνηµ�νευσον6 οGν πB� ει< ληφα� καὶ

η< κουσα� καὶ τ4ρει7 καὶ µεταν�ησον‹.› ε� 7ν οGν µὴ γρηγορ4σ9�8 η; ξω ω- � κλέπτη� καὶ

ο+ µὴ γν=σ9›9 πο6αν ω; ραν η; ξω | ε� πὶ σέ· ‹3:4› 5λλ7 &χει�10 ο� λ6γα ο� ν�µατα ε� ν257r
Σ�ρδεσιν, 2 ο+κ11 ε� µ�λυναν τ7 ι- µ�τια α+τBν καὶ περιπατ4σουσιν µετ � ε� µο! ε� ν

λευκοι̃�, ο; τι α< ξιο6 ει� σιν·12 ‹3:5› ο-  νικBν ου; τω�13 περιβαλει̃ται ε� ν ι- µατ6οι�14 λευκοι̃�,
καὶ ο+ µὴ ε� ξαλε6ψω15 τ: ο< νοµα α+το! ε� κ τη̃�16 β6βλου τη̃� ζωη̃� καὶ ο- µολογ4σω τ:

ο< νοµα α+το! ε� ν=πιον το! πατρ�� µου καὶ ε� ν=πιον τBν 5γγέλων α+το!. ‹3:6› ο-  &χων

οG� 5κουσ�τω τ6 τ: πνε!µα λέγει ται̃� ε� κκλησ6αι�. ‹3:71› καὶ τ, 5γγέλ8 τη̃� ε� ν

Φιλαδελφ‹ε›6?17 ε� κκλησ6α� γρ�ψον·

1 Cod. γηνου. 2329: γενο�.
2 Cod. γρηγορον.
3 2329: στειρ!ζων.
4 2329, O., An., N.-A., *µελλον. Ar. *µελλεν. Various MSS of K have it 0µελλε α$ ποβάλειν (Ν.-Α., p. 637).

2351 and 2329 concur, among others, with A, A, C, and the Syriac versio Harclensis.
5 2329: ενοπιον.
6 2329: κα� µνηµ�νευε π(.
7 2329: τ!ρει.
8 2329: γρηγορισισ.
9 2329: Dξω � κλ�πτη, κα� ου$  µ� γν)σG. O. Dξω � κλ�πτη, κα� ου$  µ� γνK. An., N.-A. Dξω � κλ�πτη·

κα� ου$  µ� γνK. Ar. Dξω �π� σ> � κλ�πτη. Κα� ου$  µ� γνK. The form γν)σG in 2351, 2329, K, along
with A, 1006, 1841, 2344.

10 2329: α$ λλ$  *χω Cλ!γα. O. α$ λλ$  *χει Cλ!γα. An. (S) *χει Cλ!γα. An. (M), Ar. . α$ λλ$  Cλ!γα *χει. N.-A.
α$ λλὰ *χει Cλ!γα.

11 2329: εν σαρδαισ Xτι ουκ. Ο., N.-A. αn  ου$ κ. An., Ar. οl ου$ κ.
12 2329: µετ $  �µο� Xτι α' ξιο! ε:σιν.
13 2329, N.-A. W νικ(ν οoτω. O. W νικ(ν οVτο. An., Ar. W νικ(ν, οVτο.
14 2329: περιβαλε�ται Oµατ!οι.
15 2329: α$ παλε!ψω, intending α$ παλο!ψω, which is more accurate than �ξαλε!ψω (not considered by N.-A.).
16 2329: του.
17 Cod. and 2329:Φιλαδελφ!α.

‹Σχ�λιον ιθ ´ ›

Ε$ πειδ� + ν�ν α$ παγγελλοµ�νη διδασκαλ!α1 πρ< ε� κκλησ6α� ε- πτ7 τὰ δηλουµ�ναΕΡ

γ!νεται, �π!στησον µ�2 τ7 ζ ´  πνε1µατα αO µετουσ!αι το� πνεύµατ�3 ε:σιν‹,› �κάστη

ε� κκλησ6α� µετοχ�ν �χούση α$ συντρ�χαστον4 πρ< τὰ τ(ν λοιπ(ν‹.› συµφ)νω το�

ζ ´  πνε1µασιν �κλ9ψει5 κα� τοὺ ε- πτ7 5στέρα�‹,›6 �κάστου 5στέρο� σηµα!νοντο τ�ν

1 Use of the expression α$ παγγ�λλειν διδασκαλ!αν is rare, yet telling.
Didymus, commZacch, 2.290: Παραπλησ!ω *χει κα� τ< �ν

µωσαϊκP διδασκαλ!H δεικτικ( α$ παγγελλ�µενον: frPs(al), fr.
1289: οO τ8 α$ ληθε!α κ9ρυκε �π� τK παρρησι�στερον κα�

σαφ( α$ παγγ�λλειν τ�ν διδασκαλ!αν �ντολ�ν *χουσιν �

σάλπιγγι �αυτ(ν ;ψο�ν τ�ν φων9ν. Epiphanius of Salamis,
Panarion, v. 1, p. 156: κατὰ τ�ν τ(ν α$ ποστ�λων διδασκαλ!αν

σαφ( α$ παγγελθε�σαν. Pseudo-Cyril of Jerusalem, Mystagogiae,
Catechesis 2.1: κα� διδασκαλ!αι καιν�τεραι, καινοτ�ρων οjσαι

πραγµάτων α$ παγγελτικα!.

2 Cf. Scholion XVI: Ε$ π!στησον, µ� �φαρµ�ζει τ< =νοµα τ8

Ι� εζ�βελ. Scholion XXXIV: Ε$ π!στησον, ε: αO πλυθει̃σαι καὶ

λευκανθει̃σαι στολα� τ(ν ε� κ µεγ�λη� θλ‹6›ψεω� α$ ναβεβηκ�των

ε_ναι δύνατ‹αι› τὰ σ)µατα αυ$ τ(ν. This is a verbatim passage from
Didymus’ Commentary on the Apocalypse. For the indicative ε:σιν,
cf. Scholion XVI, n. 3 and EN XVIa

3 EN XIXa. Cf. µετουσ!α in Scholion XX.
4 EN XIXb.
5 Cod. �κκλ9ψει. EN XIXc.
6 Rev. 1:16; 1:20; 2:1; 3:1.
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τινο7 ε� κκλησ6α� φωτισµ�ν‹.› δυνατ<ν α$ ναφ�ρειν8 | τοὺ ε- πτ7 5στέρα� ε: τοὺ ε- πτ7257v
5γγέλου�9 τ(ν ε- πτ7 ε� κκλησιBν.10

7 Cod. τιν�σ.
8 EN XIXd.
9 Rev. 8:2; 15:1; 15:7–8; 16:1; 17:1; 21:9.

10 Rev. 1:4; 1:11; 1:20. With regard to the symbolism attributed to the
number ‘seven’, cf. Scholia XXVIII, XXXVI.

Scholion XIX

Since the teaching is now addressed to the seven churches indicated, you should examine

carefully whether the seven spirits are the shares in the Spirit, since each church has a par-

ticipation of its own, which is independent of any [participation] of the rest. You should

comprehend the seven stars1 in accordance with the meaning of the seven spirits: each star

denotes the illumination of a certain church. It is [also] possible to refer the seven stars to
the seven angels2 of the seven churches.3

1 Rev. 1:16; 1:20; 2:1; 3:1.
2 Rev. 8:2; 15:1; 15:7–8; 16:1; 17:1; 21:9.

3 Rev. 1:4; 1:11; 1:20.

Text of Revelation and Scholia in Apocalypsin 131



SCHOLION XX

<XX. Rev. 3:72> τ�δε λέγει ο-  α< γγε‹λ›ο�1 5ληθιν:�2 ο-  &χων τὴν κλει̃ν το! ∆αυ6δ,3 ο-Κ

5νο6γων καὶ ο+δεὶ� κλε6σει α+τ4ν·4 καὶ κλε6ων καὶ ο+δεὶ� 5νο6γ‹ει›,5 ει�  µὴ ο-  5νο6γων

καὶ ο+δεὶ� 5νο6ξει.6 ‹3:8› οιA δ� σου τ7 &ργα· ι� δοὺ δέδωκα ε� ν=πι�ν σου θ1ραν

5νε8γµένην7 η% ν ο+δεὶ� δ1ναται κλει̃σαι α+τ4ν· ο; τι µικρ7ν &χει� δ1ναµ‹ι›ν8 καὶ

ε� τ4ρησ��9 µου τ:ν λ�γον καὶ ο+κ Jρν4σω10 τ: ο< νοµ� µου· ‹3:9› ι� δοὺ δ6δωµι ε� κ τη̃�

συναγωγη̃� το! σατανα̃ τBν λεγ�ντων ε- αυτοὺ� Ι� ουδα6ου� ειA ναι καὶ ο+κ ει� σ6ν, 5λλ7

ψε1δονται· ι� δοὺ ποι4σω α+το1�, ι; να η; ξωσι11 καὶ προσκυν4σωσιν12 ε� ν=πι‹ο›ν13 τBν

ποδBν σου, καὶ γν=σει,14 ο; τι Jγ�πησ�15 σε. ‹3:10› ο; τι ε� τ4ρησα�16 τ:ν λ�γον τη̃�

υ- ποµονη̃�17 µου, κ5γ= σε τηρ4σω ε� κ τη̃� ω; ρα� το! πειρασµο!, τη̃� µελλο1ση�

&ρχεσθαι ε� πὶ τη̃� οι� κουµένη� ο; λη�, πειρ�σαι τοὺ� κατοικο!ντα� ε� π‹ὶ›18 τη̃� γη̃�. ‹3:11›
&ρχοµαι ταχ1· κρ�τει, ο%  &χει�, ι; να µηδεὶ� | λ�β919 τ:ν στέφαν�ν σου.258r

1 Cod. α' γγεοσ. The version of 2351 W α' γγελο α$ ληθιν� is unique.
2 Cod. α$ ληθειν�σ.
3 2329: κλε�δα ∆αυ!δ. O., N.-A. κλε�ν ∆αυ!δ. An., Ar. κλε�δα το� ∆αυ!δ. Andreas notes that ‘certain copies

have �δου’ instead of the word ∆αυ!δ.
4 The κα� ου$ δε� κλε!σει αυ$ τ9ν is a unique reading of 2351, perhaps pointing to Theodoret (see below, n. 6).
5 Cod. α$ νο!γη.
6 2329: W α$ νο!γων κα� ου$ δε� κλε!σει [Cod. κλησει]· κα� κλε!ων κα� ου$ δε� α$ νο!ξει. O. W α$ νο!γων κα�

ου$ δε� κλε!ει, κα� κλε!ων κα� ου$ δε� α$ νο!γει. An. W α$ νο!γων κα� ου$ δε� κλε!ει· κα� κλε!ων, κα� ου$ δε�

α$ νο!γει. Ar. ου$ δε� κλε!σει, ε: µ� W α$ νο!γων, κα� ου$ δε� α$ νο!ξει, ε: µ� W κλε!ων. This reading of 2351 is
unique. There is an indication that this was the result of Theodoret having edited the text which Cassian uses.
Cf. Theodoret, commIs, 6, line 711, commenting on Isaiah 22:22: κα� δ)σω αυ$ τK τ�ν κλε�δα οFκου ∆αυ�δ

�π� το� sµου αυ$ το�, κα� α$ νο!ξει, κα� ου$ δε� κλε!σει, κα� κλε!σει, κα� ου$ κ *σται W α$ νο!γων.
7 2329, Ο., An (M): yνε^γµ�νην. An (S), Ar. α$ νε^γµ�νην.
8 Cod. δύναµην.
9 2329: ετηρισασ.
10 2329: ηρνισω.
11 2329: Dξουσιν. O (H). Dξουσι. O. (G), An., Ar. Dξωσι.
12 2329, O. (H): προσκυν9σουσιν. O. (G), An., Ar. προσκυν9σωσιν.
13 Cod. ενωπιων.
14 2329, O., An., Ar., N.-A.: γν(σιν.
15 2351, K, 1006, 1841, and the Vulgate have yγάπησα instead of �γi yγάπησα.
16 2329: �τηρισασ.
17 2329: υπωµονησ.
18 Cod. �πη.
19 2329: λαβει.

‹Σχ�λιον κ ´ ›

Α; γιο� 5ληθιν��·1 W µ� µετουσ!H, α$ λλ$  ου$ σ!H2 bν τοιο�το. αυ$ τ� �στιν 7 θε#�ΕΡ

λ)γο�‹.›3 &χων τὴν κλ‹ε›ι̃δα4 το! ∆αυ6δ· Wπ‹η›ν!κα5 σὰρξ γὰρ γ�γονεν ‹7›

1 This αe γιο could be emended to α' γγελο, since this is a quotation
purporting to comment on the foregoing expression of Rev. 3:72. This
is actually a mishearing by the scribe, since no MS of Revelation has
αe γιο for α' γγελο, yet I leave it as it stands.

2 EN XXa. The author is anxious to confirm that the Son is God by
nature, not by participation in Deity. Cf. Scholion XXII: Ο πιστ< κα�

α$ ληθιν< W σωτ�ρ ;πάρχει ου$  διὰ τ< π!στεω κα� α$ ληθε!α

µετ�χειν, α$ λλὰ διὰ τ< β�βαιο κα� ου$ σ!‹H› ε_ναι

α$ ληθιν�.
3 Cf. John 1:1. Cf. Scholion VII: α$ λλ$  οoτω, ζω� bν κατὰ φύσιν,

νεκρ< δι $  +µα̃ �γ�νετο . . . ζω� δ> ου$  γ�γονε, α$ λλ$  ε_ναι

διεβεβαι)σατο.
4 Cod. κλιδα.
5 Cod. Wπιν!κα.
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λ)γο�,6 �ν ταύτG τP κλ‹ε›ιδὶ7 5νο6γει τὰ γραφὰ πρ< τ8 �πιδηµ!α οuσα

κεκλεισµ�να, αn  κλει̃σαι ο+δεὶ� δύναται, φάσκ‹ω›ν8 αυ$ τὰ µ� πεπληρ(σθαι.

οVτο9 0νοιξεν10 αυ$ τὰ το� α$ µφ� Κλε)παν11 συνβαδ!ζων12 �ν τV 7δB.13 � δ� ταύτα

yν�^ξεν, πληρ)σα αυ$ τὰ δι $  �κβάσεω,14 *κλ‹ε›ισεν15 τ�ν το� ν)µου σκιάν,16 &ξω17

τη̃� Ι- ερουσαλὴµ ποι9σα τοὺ Ι$ ουδα!ου. δι< ο+δεὶ� 5νο6ξει τὰ κατὰ τ< γράµµα το�

ν)µου,18 ου$ κ�τι �φεξ8 τ‹(›ν λοιπ‹(›ν φυλαχθ8ναι19 χ)ραν �χ�ντ‹ων›.20

5νο6γει µ>ν τὰ δυνατὰ α$ νθρ)ποι νο8σαι, κλε6ει21 δ> Xσα ‹ου$ ›22 δύνα‹ν›ται23 �ν τP

παρούσG ζωP γν(ναι.

6 John 1:14. Cf. Didymus, commZacch, 4.146: το� τοσούτου κα�

τηλικούτου α$ γαθο� κατὰ τ<ν τ8 �νανθρωπ9σεω καιρ<ν

πληρωθησοµ�νου, Wπην!κα W Λ�γο σὰρξ γεγονi �σκ9νωσεν

�ν το� :δ!οι γνωρ!µοι, hν $  *τι µα̃λλον προκ�ψαντε θεάσωνται

τ�ν δ�ξαν αυ$ το� � µονογενο� παρὰ πατρ�. frPs(al), fr. 900:
τ�τε γὰρ γν)ριµο γ�γονεν + θεο� δεξιά, Xτε W λ�γο σὰρξ

γεν�µενο �σκ9νωσεν �ν +µ�ν· �θεασάµεθα γὰρ τ�ν δ�ξαν

αυ$ το� � µονογενο� παρὰ πατρ�. Cf. Scholion I, note 2; the term
γν)ριµοι το� σωτ8ρο (‘those intimate with Christ’), which is
characteristic of Didymus.

7 Cod. κλιδι.
8 Cod. φάσκον.
9 Cod. οoτωσ.
10 Cf. Luke 20:45.
11 Cf. Luke 24:13ff. Cf. Scholion XXVII: οoτω δ> σαφ8 γ�γονεν µετὰ

τ�ν α$ νάστασιν το� κυρ!ου, � τοὺ πε�ραν τ8 α$ νο!ξεω

�σχηκ�τα λ�γειν. At both points reference is made to the revealed
typology of the OT during the incident with Cleopas and other
disciples ‘on their way to Emmaus’.

12 This should be συµβαδ!ζων. However, we have a distinctive token of
Didymus’ colloquialism once again: in compound words, the letter
nu (ν) occurring before beta (β) is not converted into mu (µ), as it is
normally the case. Hence he had συν-βαδ!ζων instead of συµ-
βαδ!ζων. Cf. Didymus, commJob(1–4), Cod. p. 72
(συνβασιλεύσωµεν for συµβασιλεύσωµεν); commJob(12.1–
16.8a), fr. 377 (συνβα!νειν for συµβα!νειν); commEccl(1.1–8),
Cod. p. 19 (συνβάλλεται for συµβάλλεται); ibid. Cod. p. 25 

(συνβάλλεσθαι for συνβάλλεσθαι); commPs 20–21, Cod. p. 6
(συνβασιλεύσωµεν for συµβασιλεύσωµεν); commPs 40–44.4,
Cod. p. 323 (συνβα!νει for συµβα!νει); commEccl(3–4.12), Cod.
p. 105 (συνβα!νοντα for συµβα!νοντα). There is only one other
Christian using the colloquialism συν + ν = συνβ (instead of συµβ)
repeatedly: Pseudo-Caesarius (= Cassian the Sabaite), Quaestiones et
Responsiones, 114 (συνβα!νει); 218 (σύνβολον, συνβεβηκ�των,
συνβολ�ν); 157 (συνβεβληµ�να); 204 (συνβ9σεσθαι); 188
(συνβιοτεύων); 218 (συνβοσκηθ9σεται); 138 (συνβουλ9ν). See
NDGF, Appendix I.

13 Cf. Luke, 24:32.
14 The expression δι $  �κβάσεω is exclusive to, and characteristic of,

Didymus, commZacch, 1.274; comPs 22–26.10, Cod. p. 83. EN XXb.
15 Cod. *κκλισεν.
16 Cf. Heb. 10:1.
17 Rev. 3:12. Cf. 11:2; 22:15.
18 Cf. Rom. 2:27. Didymus is markedly present once again. EN XXc.
19 Cod. ου$ κ�τι φυ ;φεξεισ τα λοιπα λαχθηναι. Allusion to the Mosaic

Law precepts, which should not be observed literally any more. EN
XXe.

20 Cod. *χοντα. EN XXd. Cassian took up the idea at this point from
John Chrysostom, In Epistolam i ad Corinthios Commentarius,
PG.61.126.18–19: Ε$ πειδ� γὰρ cλθεν + α$ λ9θεια, ου$ κ�τι χ)ραν

*χουσιν οO τύποι.
21 Cod. κλειον.
22 Cod. µ9.
23 Cod. δύναται.

Scholion XX

He that is holy, he that is true: This is God the Logos,1 who is what He is not by participation,

but by essence. Who hath the key of David: when the Logos became flesh, through this key he

openeth the scriptures, which were sealed before the advent, that no man can shut since he

declares them not [yet] fulfilled. It is He who opened2 them to those who were with Cleopas,

while walking with them by the way.3 Hence, at the time when he opened them, fulfilling them

through the eventuality that has already occurred in his person, he shut [sc. abolished] the

shadow of the Law,4 thus causing the Jews to be cast out5 of Jerusalem.6 This is why no man
shall ever open [the truth] of the Law [by reading only] its bare letter,7 since posterity no longer

has any place for the observance of it.8 He then openeth those things that men are able to

comprehend, but he shutteth those which they cannot recognize in the present life.

1 Cf. John 1:1.
2 Cf. Luke 20:45.
3 Cf. Luke 24:32.
4 Cf. Heb. 10:1.
5 Rev. 3:12. Cf. 11:2; 22:15.

6 See EN XXe.
7 Cf. Rom. 2:27. Read: δι< ου$ δε� α$ νο!ξει τὰ το� ν�µου κατὰ τ<

γράµµα.
8 That is, in the time from the Incarnation until the end of the world.
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SCHOLION XXI

<XXI. Rev. 3:121> ο-  νικBν ποι4σω α+τB1 στ1λον ε� ν τ, να, το! θεο! µου.ΚΑ

1 2329. O., An., Ar., N.-A. αυ$ τ�ν. Nevertheless, αυ$ τK transpires in A*, 1611, 1854.

‹Σχ�λιον κα ´ ›

Στ1λου�1 πάντα ε;ρ!σκοµεν Cνοµαζοµ�νου τοὺ δυναµ�νου τὰ πρ(τα τ8 �κκλησ!αΕΡ

φ�ρεσθαι.2 | αυ$ τ!κα γο�ν Πα�λο Ι
 άκωβον κα� Κηφα̃ν κα� Ι
 ωάννην ε_πεν στ‹ύ›λου3 ε_ναι.258v
κα� W θε� φησιν περ� τ(ν τοιούτων· �γA �στερ�ωσα το‹ὺ�›4 στύλου� αυ
 τ��.5 κα! �π‹ε›�

µετεωρ�ζονται6 οFτοι ευ
 σεβε�α� κα� α
 ρετ��7 πτερο��‹,›8 λ�γεται περ� αυ$ τ(ν τ(ν φορούντων

λοιπ<ν τ�ν ε/κ)να το! �πουραν�ου·9 στύλοι ου
 ρανο! �πετάσθησαν.10 κα� �π‹ε›�11 qκαστο τ(ν

οoτω τυγχαν�ντων στύλων �ν τK ναK το� θεο� >δρα�ο κα� α
 µετακ�νητ)12 �στιν,

�ρρι‹ζω›µ�νο�13 κα� τεθεµελιωµ�νο� �ν α
 γάπK,14 ου$ κ α' ν ποτε γ�νοιτο &ξω,15 *νθα γ�γονεν

Κάϊν �ξελθiν α
 π# το! πρ‹ο›σ,που16 το! θεο!·17 �ρχ)µενο� γὰρ δι $  �νεργει(ν18 α
 ρετ��19 πρ#�

τ<ν σωτ8ρα, ου
 κ �κβάλλεται 8ξω‹.›20 �π� τ<ν οoτω γενάµενον21 στ1λον γράφει τ< ο< νοµα το�

πατρ�‹,›22 �ννο!α αυ$ τK το� πατρ<23 �νχαράττων, α$ λλὰ κα� τ< =νοµα τ�� π)λεω� το!

ζ*ντο� θεο!, Dτι �πουράνιο� Ι% ερουσαλ�µ24 �στιν καταβα̃σα25 παρὰ θεο! ε� κ | το! ο+ρανο!.26259r
αJτη �στ�ν + �κκλησ�α το� θεο! το� ζ*ντο�.27

1 EN XXIa.
2 EN XXIb.
3 Cod. στο!λουσ. Cf. Gal. 2:9.
4 Cod. το�.
5 Psalm 74:4. EN XXIc.
6 Cf. Ez. 10:16–17. Cod. �πιµετεωρ!ζονται. The expression κα�

�π‹ε›� µετεωρ�ζονται οVτοι ευ$ σεβε!α κα� α$ ρετ8 πτερο�� is an
implicit reference to the vision of Ezekiel,10:1–19. Cf. reference to
the ‘sons of thunder’ in Scholion XXXVI, where John and James are
mentioned, as well.

7 Cf. 2 Peter 1:3.
8 Cf. Ez. 10:1–19 and Ez. 1:7.
9 Cf. 1 Cor. 15:49.
10 Job 26:11. EN XXId.
11 Cod. �π!.
12 Cf. 1 Cor. 15:58.

13 Cod. �ρριµ�νοσ.
14 Cf. Eph. 3:17.
15 Cf. Rev. 3:12.
16 Cod. πρωσ)που.
17 Cf. Gen. 4:16.
18 Cod. ενεργι(ν.
19 Cf. Phil. 4:8; 1 Peter 2:9; 2 Peter 1:5.
20 Cf. John 6:37. EN XXIe.
21 EN XXIf. Cf. Scholion XXIX: �κ τ8 οoτω γεναµ�νη σφαγ8, and

EN XXIXd.
22 Rev. 3:12; cf. 2:17; 14:1; 16:9; 19:12; 22:4.
23 EN XXIg.
24 Cf. Heb. 12:22.
25 Cod. καταβασαι.
26 Cf. Rev. 3:12; 21:2 and 10. Cf. 17:18.
27 Cf. 1 Tim. 3:15.

Scholion XXI
[In scripture] we find the appellation pillars applied to those who are capable of being leaders

of the Church. Hence Paul said that James and Cephas and John are pillars.1 Likewise, God

referring to such [leaders] says, I have made the pillars of it firm.2 Since then they are lifted up3

by the wings4 of godliness and virtue,5 it is said of them, the pillars of heaven trembled:6 they

are those who thereafter bear the image of the heavenly.7 Since each and every one of those

1 Cf. Gal. 2:9.
2 Psalm 74:4.
3 Cf. Ez. 10:16–17.
4 Cf. Ez. 10:1–19 and Ez. 1, 7.

5 Cf. 2 Peter 1:3.
6 Job 26:11.
7 Cf. 1 Cor. 15:49.
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who happen to be pillars in the temple of God, is steadfast and immovable,8 being rooted and

grounded in love,9 he could never be cast out to the place where Cain arrived when he went out

from the face of God.10 For since he comes close to the Saviour by means of actions of virtue,11

he is not cast out.12 Upon such a man who has become a pillar, He [sc. the Lord] writes the

name of the Father.13 He engraves upon him concepts of the Father, as well as [concepts of]

the name of the city of the living God, which is the heavenly Jerusalem14 that has come down out
of heaven, from God.15 This is the Church of the living God.16

8 Cf. 1 Cor. 15:58.
9 Cf. Eph. 3:17.
10 Cf. Gen. 4:16.
11 Cf. Phil. 4:8; 1 Peter 2:9; 2 Peter 1:5.
12 Cf. John 6:37.

13 Rev. 3:12; Cf. 2:17; 14:1; 16:9; 19:12; 22:4.
14 Cf. Heb. 12:22.
15 Cf. Rev. 3:12; 21:2 and 10. Cf. 17:18.
16 Cf. 1 Tim. 3:15.
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SCHOLION XXII

<XXII. Rev. 3:122> καὶ &ξω ο+ µὴ ε� ξέλθ9 &τι· καὶ γρ�ψω ε� π � α+τ:ν τ: ο< νοµα το!ΚΒ

θεο! µου, καὶ τ: ο< νοµα τη̃� π�λε‹ω›�1 το! θεο! µου, τη̃� καινη̃� Ι� ερουσαλ4µ, η%
καταβα6ν‹ει›2 ε� κ το! ο+ρανο! 5π: το! θεο! µου, καὶ τ: ο< νοµ� µου τ: καιν�ν.3

‹3:13› ο-  &χων οG� 5κουσ�τω τ6 τ: πνε!µα λέγει ται̃� ε� κκλησ6αι�. ‹3:14› καὶ τ,

5γγέλ8 τη̃� ε� ν Λαοδικε6?4 ε� κκλησ6α� γρ�ψον·

1 Cod. πολεοσ.
2 Cod. καταβαινη. 2329: η καταβενουσα.
3 O., An. κα� τ< =νοµά µου τ< καιν�ν. Ar. κα� τ< =νοµα τ< καιν�ν.
4 Cod. Λαωδικεια. 2329: τ8 �ν τη Λαοδικαιων �κκλησ!α.

‹Σχ�λιον κβ ´ ›

Ο-  πιστ:� καὶ 5ληθιν:�1 W σωτ�ρ ;πάρχει ου$  διὰ τ< π!στεω κα� α$ ληθε!α µετ�χειν,2 α$ λλὰΕΡ

διὰ τ< β�βαιο κα� ου$ σ!H3 ε_ναι α$ ληθιν�·4 ‹τα›υ$ τ<ν γὰρ �π $  αυ$ το�5 τ< ‘α$ λ9θεια’6 κα�

‘α$ ληθιν�’ ε_ναι.7 Xτι δ> τ< πιστ:� α$ ντ� βεβα!ου κα� α$ τρ�πτου8 κε�τα φησ�ν W α$ π�στολο·

‹ε/›9 α
 πιστο!µεν, αυ
 τ#� πιστ#� µ�ν‹ει›·10 α
 ρν�σασθαι γὰρ >αυτ#ν ου
  δύναται11 κα� Μωσ8· θε#�

πιστ#� κα� ου
 κ 8|στιν α
 δικ�α.12 ε: το�το λ‹9›ψει13 κα� τ< γραφ�µενον Τιµοθ�^· πιστ#� 7259v
λ)γο�,14 α$ ντ� το� ‹‘›µ�νων α$ ε!‹’› κα� ‹‘›ου$  διαπ!πτων‹’›.15 εFρηται δ> ο-  µ�ρτυ� ο-  πιστ:� καὶ

5ληθιν:�16 πρ< παράστασιν βεβαι�τητο,17 � αυ$ τ� �στιν τ< 5µ4ν.18

5ρχὴν δ> τη̃� κτ6σεω�19 ε_πεν αυ$ τ�ν. ου$ χ � κτ6σµα20 πρ(τον κτ6σεω� 5ρχ4 �στιν

αυ$ τ8, ‹α$ λλ$  �›21 ‹α:›τ!α22 το� ;πάρχειν αυ$ τ�ν ο[α δηµιουργ�‹·›23 5ρχὴ γὰρ ποιηµάτων W

ποιητ9‹,›24 τουτ�στιν τ8 κτ6σεω� W κτ!στη25 �στ�ν αυ$ τ8 κα� α< ρχων.26

τ< αυ$ τ< δ> �στ�ν λ�γειν· µέλλω σε ε� µέσ‹αι›,27 κα� τ< �γεν�θητ� µοι ε/� πλησµον�ν,28

1 Rev. 3:14.
2 EN XXIIa.
3 Cf. Scholion XX: Αe γιο, α$ ληθιν< W µ� µετουσ!H, α$ λλ$  ου$ σ!H bν

τοιο�το. Scholion IXI: αO µετουσ!αι το� πνεύµατο.
4 The expression π!στεω µετ�χειν contrasts with β�βαιο, whereas

α$ ληθε!α µετ�χειν is the antithesis of ου$ σ!H ε_ναι α$ ληθιν�. The
author argues against the idea that the Son is not Himself ‘truth’ but
simply participates ‘in truth’, in the same line of argument which
was developed in Scholion XX.

5 Cod. γαρ τον αυτον επ $  αυτου.
6 John 14:6.
7 Cod. γαρ τον αυ$ τον �π $  αυ$ το� το α$ λ9θεια και αληθινοσ ειναι.
8 EN XXIIb.
9 Cod. 0.
10 Cod. µενη. EN XXIIc.
11 2 Tim. 2:13.
12 Deut. 32:4.
13 Cod. λε!ψει.
14 1 Tim. 1:15; 3:1; 4:9; 2 Tim. 2:11. Cf. Tit. 3:8.
15 EN XXIId.
16 Rev. 3:14, which is a passage associated with the next Scholion.
17 EN XXIIe.
18 Ibid. I introduce a paragraph at this point, where the subject shifts to

rebuttal of Arianism.
19 Rev. 3:14.
20 Cf. Rev. 5:13. EN XXIIf.
21 Cod. αλλωσ.

22 Cod. ετια. Cf. Didymus, Fragmenta in Proverbia, PG.39.1632.12:
Πρου$ πάρχων τ8 κτ!σεω, σοφ!α sν, W ΥO< το� Θεο�, �ὰν

λ�γει· ‘Κύριο *κτισ� µε’, µ� ου$ σ!ωσιν τ�ν ν�ησιν *χG, α$ λλ$

ε: σχ�σιν τ�ν πρ< τὰ κτ!σµατα. Ε: *ργα γὰρ �κτ!σθαι φησ!ν,
�π� τK α$ ρχ� ε_ναι τ(ν ποιητικ(ν κα� προνοητικ(ν Wδ(ν το�

Θεο�, τουτ�στιν α:τ!α. Likewise, ibid. PG.39.1629.56: Πολλὰ

σηµα!νουσα, καθάπερ εFποµεν, + α$ ρχ9, ν�ν τ< α$ �διον δηλο�,
κα� τ< αFτιον, κα� τ< ποιητικ�ν. Η-  δ> α$ ρχ� τιν(ν �στιν α$ ρχ9,
κα� σηµα!νει σχ�σιν, α$ λλ$  ου$ κ ου$ σ!ωσιν. Cf. Didymus identifying
α$ ρχ� with α:τ!α: ibid. PG.39.1632.12; commEccl(5–6), Cod. p. 152;
commPs 35–39, Cod. p. 272; frPs(al), fr. 1050; In Genesin, Cod.
p. 1B. EN XXIIf. Cf Scholion VII and EN VIIb.

23 Cf. Scholion XII: τ<ν θε<ν λ�γον ε_ναι τ< α< λφα, 5ρχὴν κα� α:τ!αν

τ(ν α- πάντων, πρ(τ�ν τε ου$  χρ�ν^, α$ λλὰ τιµP. EN XXIIg.
24 Cf. Rev. 14:7.
25 John of Damascus took up the expression of the Scholion verbatim,

identifying the Son as α$ ρχ9 with α:τ!α: Adversus Manichaeos, 3:
Λ�γεται α$ ρχ� κα� κατὰ τ< αFτιον κα� το�το τριχ(; @ γὰρ

φυσικ<ν � α$ ρχ� υOο� πατ9ρ, @ ποιητικ<ν � α$ ρχ� κτ!σεω

W κτ!στη, @ µιµητικ<ν � α$ ρχ� ε:κ�νο τ< ε:κονιζ�µενον.
John of Damascus was a monk of the Laura of Sabas, and the
writings of its erstwhile abbot Cassian were available to him. Cf.
Origen, commJohn, I. 17–19; frJohn, I.

26 Rev. 1:5. EN XXIIh. I introduce a paragraph at this point.
27 Cod. εµεσε. Rev. 3:16, which is a passage associated with the next

Scholion.
28 Isaiah, 1:14.
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οOονε� γὰρ �π‹ε›�29 πολ‹λὰ› ‹�β›δ‹ελύ›ξ‹α›τ‹ε›30 �ν �µο!·31 Xταν γὰρ τ�ν

περ! τινο µν9µην α$ ποβάλ‹G›32 α$ φ $  �αυτο� W κ1ριο�,33 τ<ν τοιο�τον η< µεσεν‹,›
γεν)µενον αυ$ τK ε: πλησµον�ν‹,› κα� διὰ τ�ν α$ π< τ8 κακ!α παχύτητα µ� χωρο�ντα

ε_ναι �ν �αυτK.

29 Cod. επι.
30 Cod. πολδξεται. The verb βδελύσσω appears in the active voice in

Exodus 5:21, which is quoted by four authors only: Cyril of
Alexandria, De Adoratione, PG.68.192.43 (also, an oblique
reference, in ibid. PG.68.200.48). Chronicon Paschale, p. 126. John
Chrysostom, Ad Stagirium Ascetam a Daemone Vexatum,
PG.47.474.17. Didymus modified the passage, quoting the verb in
the middle voice: frPs(al), fr. 44. The notion is glossed in the same
collection, frPs(al)(comm. on Ps. 52,2), fr. 559: οO γο�ν δι $

α$ φροσύνην λ�γοντε µ� ε_ναι θε<ν δι�φθειραν τ�ν �αυτ(ν

γν)µην �ν α$ νοµ!αι α[ *πραξαν, �ξ Yν �βδελύχθησαν τουτ�στι

βδελυκτο� γεγ�νασιν.
31 Cf. the verb βδελύσσω, in (LXX) Ex. 5:21: �βδελύξασθε γὰρ τ�ν

Cσµ�ν +µ(ν �ναντ!ον Φαρα). Lev. 11:43: κα� ου$  µ� βδελύξητε

τὰ ψυχὰ ;µ(ν from Lev. 11:43: κα� ου$  βδελύξετε τὰ ψυχὰ

;µ(ν. Quite characteristically, Cyril of Alexandria is the sole author
to quote Leviticus 11:43, but he changes the verb to middle voice
(ου$  µ� βδελύξησθε). De Adoratione, PG.68.937.12. Whereas Eccl.
11:2 applies the verb in middle voice (µ� βδελύξG), some authors
quoted this scriptural passage in active voice (µ� βδελύξG):
Hesychius of Jerusalem (presbyter, fifth cent. AD), Commentarius, 

Psalms 50:13; 101:3. John of Damascus, Sacra Parallela,
PG.96.217.45. So did Antiochus of Palestine, who mistook the
passage as being from the Proverbs. Pandecta Scrirpturae Sacrae,
Homily 47, lines 18–20. Ancient lexica made the active βδελύσσω a
lemma. Etymologicum Magnum, p. 192. Etymologicum Gudianum,
p. 246. Etymologicum Symeonis, p. 414. Therefore, the texts that
confidently apply the active βδελύσσω are the present one by
Cassian, another by Agathangelus (fifth century AD), Historia
Armeniae, 76 (Μ� βδελύξωσι *θνη τ< πανάγιον =νοµά σου) and
two spuria, which were in all probability composed at the monastery
of the Akoimetoi: Pseudo-Gregory of Nazianzus, Liturgia Sancti
Gregorii, PG.36: 700.36 and 704.28 (µ� βδελύξG µε), and Pseudo-
John Chrysostom, De Paenitentia, PG.59.763.10: ου$  βδελύσσετε

τ(ν κρ�των τοὺ λογισµού;. This use of the active voice fits with
Cassian’s Greek erudition: only a man who had read Aristophanes
could have used this form, since the Athenian comic poet appears to
have been the sole author to have done so: Aristophanes, Pax, line
395: εF τι Πεισάνδρου βδελύττει τοὺ λ�φου κα� τὰ Cφρ�.

32 Cod. αποβαλει. EN XXIIi.
33 Cf. Rev. 1:8; 4:8; 4:11; 11:8; 17:14; 18:8; 19:6; 19:16; 21:22; 22:5–6; et

passim in scripture.

Scholion XXII

The Saviour is the faithful and true one1 not because he participates in faith and truth, but

because he is undeviating and true by essence. For in reference to Him, to be ‘truth’2 and ‘true’

is the same thing. That the appelation faithful stands for undeviating and unalterable, the

Apostle witnesses [saying], if we believe not, yet he abideth faithful; he cannot deny himself.3

So does Moses [saying], a God of faithfulness and without iniquity.4 Furthemore, that which is

written to Timothy you should understand to suggest the same meaning: [it is said], this is a

faithful saying,5 instead of, [designating a saying] that stays for ever and does not fail. It is then

said, the faithful and true witness 6 in order to provide the certitude that he is the amen.7

What is more, He styled Himself the beginning of creation.8 He is the beginning of it not in

the sense of being the first creature9 of creation, but in the sense of being the cause for this

creation to exist at all, since he is its creator. For a creator10 is the beginning of creatures,

which means that the creator of creation is also the ruler11 of it.

In addition, to say, I will spew thee out of my mouth,12 is quite the same as to say, I am

wearied at you,13 as if he said, ‘since you have perpetrated many abhorrent things before me’.

For once the Lord14 casts the memory of a certain person from Himself, he has in fact spewed
him out of his mouth,15 having become weary of him, since [this person] can have no place

in His [divine] being on account of the grossness of his vice.

1 Rev. 3:14.
2 John 14:6.
3 2 Tim. 2:13.
4 Deut. 32:4.
5 1 Tim. 1:15; 3:1; 4:9; 2 Tim. 2:11; Cf. Tit. 3:8.
6 Rev. 3:14.
7 Ibid.
8 Rev. 3:14.

9 Cf. Rev. 5:13.
10 Cf. Rev. 14:7.
11 Rev. 1:5.
12 Rev. 3:16.
13 Isaiah 1:14.
14 Cf. Rev. 1:8; 4:8; 4:11; 11:8; 17:14; 18:8; 19:6; 19:16; 21:22; 22:5–6

et passim in scripture.
15 Rev. 3:16.
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SCHOLION XXIII

<XXIII. Rev. 3:142> τ�δε λέγει ο-  5µ4ν, ο-  µ�ρτυ� ο-  πιστ:� ο-  5|ληθιν��,1 η-  5ρχὴ260r

τη̃� κτ‹6›σεω�2 το! θεο!· ‹3:15› οιA δ� σου τ7 &ργα, ο; τι ου< τε ψυχρ:� ειA  ου< τε ζεστ��·

ο< φελον ψυχρ:� ηA � η@  ζεστ��. ‹3:16› ου; τω� ο; τι χλιαρ:� ειA  καὶ ο+3 ζεστ:� ου< τε ψυχρ��,ΚΓ

µέλλω σε ε� µέσαι ε� κ το! στ�µατ�� µου.4 ‹3:17› ο; τι λέγει�· πλο1σι��5 ει� µι καὶ

πεπλο1τ‹η›κα6 καὶ ο+δεν:� χρε6αν7 &χω, καὶ ο+κ οιA δα� ο; τι σὺ ειA  ο-  ταλα6πωρο�8 καὶ ο-

ε� λεειν:� καὶ πτωχ:� καὶ τυφλ:� καὶ γυµν��· ‹3:18› συµβουλε1‹ω›9 σοι 5γορ�σαι παρ �

ε� µο! χρυσ6ον10 πεπυρωµένον11 ε� κ πυρ��, ι; να πλουτ4σ9�, καὶ ι- µ�τια λευκ�, ι; να

περιβ�λ9 καὶ µὴ φαν‹9̃›12 η-  αι� σχ1νη13 τη̃� γυµν‹�›τητ��14 σου, καὶ κολλο1ριον,15 ι; να

ε� γχρ6σ916 τοὺ� ο� φθαλµο1� σου, ι; να βλέπ9�. ‹3:19› ε� γὼ ο; σου� ε� 7ν φιλB,17 ε� λέγχω καὶ

παιδε1ω· ζ4λευε οGν καὶ µεταν�ησον. ‹3:20› ι� δοὺ ε; στηκα ε� πὶ τὴν θ1ραν καὶ κρο1ω·

ε� �ν τι� 5κο1σ9 τη̃� φωνη̃� µου καὶ 5νο6ξ9 τὴν θ1ραν, καὶ ει� σελε1σοµαι18 πρ:�19

α+τ:ν καὶ δειπν4σω20 | µετ � α+το! καὶ α+τ:� µετ � ε� µο!.260v

1 W α$ ληθιν< instead of κα� α$ ληθιν�, in 2050, 2053, Syriac versio Harclensis, and versio Bohairica.
2 Cod. κτ9σεωσ. About the number ΚΓ of this Scholion, see n. 11 on next page.
3 2329, An., Ar., N.-A. οuτε. Ο. ου$ . The K versions have ου$ .
4 2329: οuτε ψυχρ�, �λ�γχω σε �κ το� στ�µατ� σου. This is a unique version not occurring in any known MS.
5 2329, Ar. λ�γει· Xτι πλούσιο. O., An. λ�γει· πλούσιο.
6 Cod. πεπλουτικα.
7 2329: ε:µι κα� π�πτωκα κα� ου$ δεν�. This peculiar π�πτωκα is not considered by N.-A. O., N.-A. ε:µι κα�

πεπλούτηκα κα� ου$ δεν. An., Ar. ε:µι κα� πεπλούτηκα κα� ου$ δεν�.
8 2329: ταλεπωροσ.
9 Cod. συµβουλευο.
10 2329: α$ γοράσαι χρυσ!ον παρ$  �µο�.
11 Cod. πεπυροµενον.
12 Cod. φανει. 2329, O., An., Ar., N.-A. φανερωθP.
13 2329, O., An. (M), Ar. α:σχύνη. An. (S). α$ σχηµοσύνη.
14 Cod. γυµνωτητοσ. 2329: γυµνωτητοσ.
15 Cod. κολλούριον. This is a rare and hardly known word, and I know of certain attempts to explain it etymologically.

One of them essays to associate the term κολλύριον with κωλύειν (= to hinder), which sounds like an
extrapolation (Etymologicum Gudianum, Alphabetic entry kappa, pp. 334 and 339; Etymologicum Magnum,
p. 530), yet it was employed by Anastasius of Sinai (Viae Dux, 2.8, line 78). Another one has recourse to
associating κολλύριον with κολοβ�, hence meaning ‘curtailed’ or ‘mutilated’. Pseudo-Zonaras, Lexicon,
Alphabetic letter epsilon, entry 811; Alphabetic letter kappa, entry 1240. Etymoplogicum Parvum, letter kappa,
entry 15. The Suda, lexicon, Alphabetic letter epsilon, entry 2428; alphabetic letter kappa, entry 1940 and
1954; Etymologicum Magnum, pp. 526 and 530; Additamenta in Etymologicum Gudianum, Alphabetic entry
epsilon, p. 505, reproduced verbatim in Etymologicum Magnum, p. 361. Oecumenius (in the Messina MS,
Hoskier, pp. 63 and 66) has the word κουλλούριον (κα� κουλλούριον �γχρ�σαι τοὺ Cφθαλµοὺ σου),
which Marc de Groote (p. 100) emended to κουλούριον. It was not necessary for him to do so, however, since
actually κουλλούριον did exist as a word, although not widely used. In fact, κουλλούριον is a honey-based
‘eye-salve’. A recipe for this is supplied in the Hippiatrica (Hippiatrica, section 376; cf. also Hippiatrica,
Excerpta Lugdunensia, section 145; Philumenus of Alexandria (cf. EN XXIf, n. 17), De Venenatis Animalibus
Eorumque Remediis, 5.1). Apart from Oecumenius, the Christian who knew this as κουλλούριον was Photius
in his review of a book by Theon, an Alexandrian medical doctor: (Bibliotheca, Codex 220, p. 177a). However,
in another review of the sixth-century medical doctor Aetius of Amida in Mesopotamia (Bibliotheca, Codex
221, p. 178b) the word appears as κολλούριον. John of Damascus has κολούριον (Sacra Parallela,
PG.96.289.31). The Suda is the sole dictionary to offer a definition of κουλλούριον (Alphabetic letter kappa,
entry 2177). Later still, the term came to be κολλύριον, which is, in fact, the word ‘collyrium’ itself. Cf. An.
κα� κολλύριον *γχρισον τοὺ Cφθαλµού σου. Ar. κα� κολλούριον, hνα �γχρ!ση τοὺ Cφθαλµού σου.

16 2329: ενχρησαι, intending �νχρ�σαι. O., N.-A. �γχρ�σαι. An. *γχρισον. Ar. hνα �γχρ!σG. K versions have it
hνα �γχρ!σG with 2351, 1006, 1611, 1841.

17 2329: φηλισω, intending φιλ9σω.
18 2329: εισελευσωµαι.
19 2329: µετ αυτον.
20 2329: δηπνισω.

Text of Revelation and Scholia in Apocalypsin138



‹Σχ�λιον κγ ´ ›

Παιδευ�µεθα �κ τούτων τ(ν θε!ων φων(ν1 � W πάντG ψυχρ:�2 κα� τ8 το� θε!ου

πνεύµατο πυρ)σεω3 α' µοιρο4 (αoτη γάρ �στιν + ψ!ξι�5 + νοητ9) βελτ!ων �στ� το�

δοκο�ντ‹ο›6 µ>ν �ν ο/κε�οι� τετάχθαι θεο!,7 τ�ν δ> µεσ�τητα τ�ν α' πρακτον *χοντο

κα� τ< χλιαρ�ν,8 Xπερ δηλο� τ�ν πρ< πάντα ?Hδ!αν µετά‹πτω›σιν,9 k δ� κα�

κυβ‹ε›�αν10 α$ πεκάλεσεν W α$ π�στολο.11

1 EN XXIIIa.
2 Rev. 3:14.
3 Cf. Rom. 12:11; Acts 18:25. EN XXIIIb.
4 EN XXIIIc.
5 Cf. Jer. 6:7. EN XXIIId.
6 Cod. δοκουντωσ.
7 Cf. Eph. 2:19. EN XXIIIe.
8 Cf. Rev. 3:16.
9 Cod. µετάκλησιν. EN XXIIIf.
10 Eph. 4:14. Cod. κυβ!αν. EN XXIIIg.
11 The unknown monk who substituted for monk Theodosius is to us

just a ‘scribe’, who contributed to the preservation of this valuable
text. But beyond our scholarly pursuits, there is also a human being.
At the end of folio 259v, he knew that next morning Theodosius was
to take over again, and before he beginning of the passage of
Revelation of our Scholion XXIII (previous page, Rev. 3:142ff), he
wrote in uncials: ΤΟ ΚΕΙΜΕΝΟΝ ΤΟΥ ΚΒ (= The text [of
Revelation] for [Scholion 22]), meaning that what was going to
follow should be Scholion XXII, which should start with folio 260r.

This was in fact Scholion 23, however, and this unknown scribe
forgot that he had also marked the previous Scholion on folio 259r
with the letters ΚΒ (=22). In all probability, this was the end of his
laborious day, and KB was a signal marking the next morning’s
start, after the liturgy, when Theodosius was going to resume
transcribing in place of his unknown brother. Although Scholion 23
was meant to start folio 259v, it is illuminating that Theodosius
started with the last line of the same folio 259v, clearly in order to
use the parchment-page in a spirit of economy. It is significant that
on the next page, only a few lines below, he realized that this was
Scholion 23, not 22, and marked it correctly in the margin, writing
ΚΓ. After 1,200 years since this text was written, we can realize
the fatigue of this unknown man, the brother of Theodosius. To
me, who spent several years of my scholarly life in order to take
advantage of the work of this humble monk, this was a moving
instance, and I solemny dedicate this unpretentious note to these
two simple but holy men, who knew that History would never
account for their exertions, of which nevertheless we are now
taking advantage.

 
Scholion XXIII

Those divine utterances instruct us that he who is altogether cold,1 and has absolutely no

share in the fervency of the divine Spirit (which is the allegorized coldness2), is superior to

anyone who is lukewarm3 and stands idle midway [between good and evil], even though he

may regard himself as being placed in the household of God.4 This [attitude] in fact betokens

a prompt volatility toward any possible attitude, which the Apostle styled trickery.5

1 Rev. 3:14.
2 Cf. Jer. 6:7.
3 Cf. Rev. 3:16. Cf. Eph. 2:19.

4 Being spiritually and morally lukewarm is tantamount to moral
volatility and susceptibility to any vice. Cf. Origen’s rejection of any
attitude ‘between’ good and evil. PHE, pp. 44–48.

5 Eph. 4:14.
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SCHOLION XXIV

<XXIV. Rev. 3:21> ο-  νικBν, δ=σω α+τ,1 καθ‹6›σαι2 µετ � ε� µο! ε� ν τ, θρ�ν8 µου,3Κ∆

ω- � κ5γὼ ε� ν6κησα καὶ ε� κ�θ‹ι›σα4 µετ7 το! πατρ�� µου ε� ν τ, θρ�ν8 α+το!.
‹3:22› ο-  &χων οG� 5κουσ�τω τ6 τ: πνε!µα λέγει ται̃� ε� κκλησ6αι�.

1 2329: αυτον.
2 Cod. καθησαι.
3 2329: εισ τον θρονον. In Ar. (p. 564) the phrase, W νικ(ν, δ)σω αυ$ τK καθ!σαι µετ $  �µο� is missing. The text

then goes thus: κα� αυ$ τ< µετ $  �µο� �ν τK θρ�ν^ µου.
4 Cod. εκαθησα. 2329: εκαθησα.

‹Σχ�λιον κδ ´ ›

Συµφωνε� τούτοι W Πα�λο γράφων· συν�γειρεν δ	 =µα̃� κα� συνεκάθ‹ι›σεν1 �ν το��

�πουραν�οι� �ν ΧριστB Ι
 ησο!.2 πάντε γὰρ οO α$ π�στολοι‹,› νικ9σαντε πρ#� αn  ε_χον τ�ν

πάλ‹η›ν3 α
 ρχὰ� | ‹κα�› �ξουσ�α�,4 τ8 ν!κη *παθλον *σχον τ< καθ‹6›σαι5 µετ7 το! πατρ:� �π�261r
δ,δεκα θρ)νου�, Rνα κρ�νωσιν το! Ι
 σρα?λ τὰ� δ,δεκα φυλά�.6 εFρηται δ> ;π< το� πατρ<

πρ< τ<ν σωτ8ρα· κάθου �κ δεξι*ν µου, Hω� αc ν θ* τοὺ� �χθρού� σου �ποπ)διον τ*ν ποδ*ν

σου.7 δι< τ< συγκαθεσθ8να!8 τινα τK πατρὶ9 ε� ν τ, θρ�ν810 αυ$ το� δηλο� τ< συµβασιλε!σαι

αυ$ τK·11 σύµβολον γὰρ βασιλε!α θρ�νο�.12 κα� δ,σει γάρ φησιν αυ
 τB 7 θε#� τ#ν θρ)νον

∆αυ�δ το! πατρ#� αυ
 το! κα� βασιλεύσει �π� τ#ν ο^κον Ι
 ακAβ ε/� τοὺ� α/*να�.13

1 Cod. συνεκάθησεν.
2 Eph. 2:6.
3 Cod. πάλιν.
4 Eph. 6:12.
5 Cod. καθ8σαι. Rev. 3:21.
6 Matt. 19:28; Luke 22:20. Cf. Rev. 20:4.
7 Psalm 109:1; Heb. 1:13.

8 EN XXIVa.
9 Cf. Rev. 1:6.
10 Cf. Rev. 3:21; 4:2, 3, 4, 9, 10; 5:1, 5, 7, 13; 6:16; 7:10, 15; 19:4; 21:5.
11 Cf. 2 Tim. 2:12.
12 EN XXIVb.
13 Luke 1:32–33.

Scholion XXIV

Paul concurs with these words when he writes, and [God] hath raised us up together, and

made us sit together in heavenly places in Christ Jesus.1 For all of the apostles received as an

award to be seated with the Father2 upon twelve thrones, in order to judge the twelve tribes of

Israel,3 once they had prevailed over the principalities and powers, against whom they had to

wrestle.4 Moreover, it has been said by the Father to the Saviour, Sit at my right hand, until

I make thine enemies thy footstool.5 Hence, to sit with the Father on his throne6 denotes to

reign along with him.7 For a throne is the symbol of royal sovereignty. And [the scripture

likewise] says, and the Lord God shall give unto him the throne of his father David, and he shall

reign over the house of Jacob forever.8

1 Eph. 2:6.
2 Rev. 3:21.
3 Matt. 19:28; Luke 22:20. Cf. Rev. 20:4.
4 Eph. 6:12.

5 Psalm 109:1; Heb. 1:13.
6 Cf. Rev. 3:21; 4:2, 3, 4, 9, 10; 5:1, 5, 7, 13; 6:16; 7:10, 15; 19:4; 21:5.
7 Cf. 2 Tim. 2:12.
8 Luke 1:32–33.
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ADNOTATIO POST SCHOLION XXIV

Ω�  σου πάντω α$ κούειν �στ�ν ‹τὰ›1 �πιστηµονικὰ λ�γ‹ο›ν‹το›,2 m3 µ�νουCχ�‹λιον›

το� κατὰ τ�ν �πιστ9µην4 ‹ε:›θισµ�νου·5 οoτω σου πάντω �στ�ν α$ κούειν το�

πνεύµατο,6 m7 µ�νου το� πνευµατικ‹<ν›8 *χ‹ο›ντο9 Xτ�ον προστεθειµ�νον

αυ$ τK | θε�θεν κατὰ τ< λεχθ�ν· προσ�θηκ�ν µοι Xτ�ον το� α
 κούειν.10 Τ< γὰρ261v
τ8 α:σθ9σεω τ8 α$ κουστικ8 =ργανον κα� τὰ α' λογα *χουσι,11 µ�ν‹ω›ν12 τ(ν

1 I have added τά. Cf. Didymus, commEccl(11–12), Cod. p. 342–3: κα� νοε� Cρθ( κα� θεωρε� τὰ

�πιστηµονικὰ κα� λ�γειν αυ$ τὰ δύναται διδασκαλικ(. Proclus, In Platonis Alcibiadem i, 310: κα� τὰ

προσ9κοντα τ(ν λ�γων εFδη πα̃σιν α$ ποδιδ�ναι, κα� το� µ>ν τὰ �πιστηµονικά, το� δ> τὰ δοξαστικά.
Iamblichus, De Vita Pythagorica, 6.31: µαθ9µατα δ> κα� θεωρ!α κα� τὰ �πιστηµονικὰ πάντα. John
Philoponus, In Aristotelis Libros de Anima Commentaria, v. 15, p. 76: + �πιστ9µη @ τὰ �πιστηµονικά.

2 Cod. λ�γων. EN PSchXXIVa.
3 Cod. 0.
4 EN PC XXIVb.
5 Cod. yθησµ�νου. Cassian wrote ‹ε:›θισµ�νου, which is a perfect participle. This is a construction lending

emphasis. Cassian regularly drew on the Onomasticon by Julius Naucratites. A certain section of it furnishes
terms for description of (and praise for) an erudite and experienced scientist. In this handy lexicon, Cassian
found all the nouns, adjectives, verbs, and adverbs which are pertinent to both the subject and object of
science. One of these adjectives is �πιστ9µων. There are terms for describing the ‘things’ (τὰ πράγµατα) a
scientist deals with: these are �µπειρ!α, �πιστ9µη, *θο, while one of the verb-forms proposed is ε:θ!σθαι

and some of the adverbs are �µπε!ρω, �πιστηµ�νω, ε:θισµ�νω. In all three cases, there is a distinct
central root (*θο, ε:θ!σθαι, ε:θισµ�νω) for the specific participle ε:θισµ�νου to be used. Cassian then
could hardly eschew the felicitous recommendation. Cf. Julius Naucratites, Onomasticon, 5.144.

6 Cf. Psalm, 94:7, quoted in Heb. 3:7; 3:15; 4:7. Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 1: Ε$ ν τP καινP διαθ9κG λ�ξεων α$ π< τ8

β!βλου τ(ν ψαλµ(ν παραληφθεισ(ν µαρτυρ!αι κε�νται � ;π< α- γ!ου πνεύµατο ε:ρηµ�ναι. Πα�λο �ν

τP πρ< Ε- βρα!ου �πιστολP α$ π< το� �νενηκοστο� τετάρτου ψαλµο� κεφάλαιον λαβiν ;π< το� α- γ!ου

πνεύµατο α$ πηγγ�λθαι αυ$ τ< γράφει φ9σα ΚαθA� λ�γει τ# πνε!µα τ# αE γιον· σ�µερον �ὰν τ�� φων��

αυ
 το! α
 κούσητε, κα� τὰ �ξ8.
7 Cod. 0.
8 Cod. πνευµατικο�.
9 Cod. *χωντοσ.
10 Isaiah 50:4. EN PSchXXIVc.
11 This is reminiscent of what St Anthony is reported to have said to Didymus, when he paid a visit to the blind

polymath: ‘Μηδ�ν, f ∆!δυµε, ταραττ�τω σε + τ(ν α:σθητ(ν Cφθαλµ(ν α$ ποβολ9· τοιο�τοι γάρ σοι

λε!πουσιν Cφθαλµο!, ο[ κα� µυ�αι κα� κ)νωπε βλ�ψαι :σχύουσιν· χα�ρε δ> Xτι *χει Cφθαλµού, ο[

κα� α' γγελοι βλ�πουσι, δι $  Yν κα� W Θε< θεωρε�ται, κα� τ< αυ$ το� φ( καταλαµβάνεται.’ (Socrates, HE,
4.25. Sozomenus, HE, 3.15.1. Palladius, Historia Lausiaca, Vita 4.1. George Cedrenus, Compendium
Historiarum, v. 1, p. 522). At this point, Cassian the Sabaite refers to spiritual senses through which God and
divine truth are grasped, as Origen himself had maintained, referring to the ‘divine senses’ (or, the ‘divine
sense’) after Prov. 2:3–5. Cf. Origen, Cels, I, 48; VII: 34, 36, 37; VIII, 20; frLuc, frs. 186, 192; commJohn, 10, XL;
20, XLIII; Commentarii in Romanos (III.5–V.7), p. 210; schCant, PG.17.281.52; frPs, 113, 3 and 4; 134, 15–18;
37, 6; excPs, PG.17.116.45; selPs, 27, PG.12.1284.26. Origen invariably quotes the expression ‘αFσθησιν

θε!αν ε;ρ9σει’, which does not belong to the LXX text. Probably he quotes from Clement of Alexandria,
who was the first Christian author to use this variant of Prov. 2:3–5 at Stromateis, 1.4.27. 2: ‘�ὰν γὰρ τ�ν

φρ�νησιν τ9ν τε αFσθησιν �πικαλ�σG µεγάλG τP φωνP κα� ζητ9σG αυ$ τ�ν ]σπερ α$ ργυρ!ου θησαυροὺ

κα� προθύµω �ξιχνιάσG, νο9σει θεοσ�βειαν κα� αFσθησιν θε!αν ε;ρ9σει.’ Cf. Athanasius, De Morbo
et et de Sanitate, p. 8. Gregory of Nyssa, In Canticum Canticorum, v. 6, p. 34. John Climacus, Scala Paradisi,
26. This version was quoted by no other author. I discuss this in PHE, pp. 410 and 421.

12 Cod. µ�νον.
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κατὰ πνε�µα σοφ(ν13 �χ�ντων τ< τ8 συν�σεω�14 Xτ�ον, περ� οV κα� W σωτ�ρ

πληθυντικ(15 ε_πεν· 7 8χων eτα α
 κούειν α
 κου�τ‹ω›.16

13 EN PSchXXIVd.
14 Cf. Mark 12:33; Col. 2:2; Ex. 31:3; 35:31 and 35; Deut. 34:9; Job 15:2; 20:3; Ecclesiasticus 1:19; 3:23; 15:3;

17:7; 22:17; 39:6; 47:14; Isaiah 10:13; 11:2; Daniel 1 (Susanna, 44/45; 63; Gr. tr.).
15 The term πληθυντικ( is characteristic of Origen, Didymus, and Theodoret. They used it more than

any other Christian author did, with Eusebius and Gregory of Nyssa having shared a predilection for the
adverb. Origen, commJohn, VI.6.41; VI.27.140; XIII.58.396; XX.10.66; deOr, XV; frLam, 3; commMatt, 14.1;
Epistola ad Africanum, PG.11.65.26, et passim. Didymus, commZacch, 2.339; 3.200; 3.201; 3.304; 4.293;
commJob(5.1–6.29), Cod. p. 149; commJob(7.20c–11), Cod. p. 274; et passim. Theodoret, commIs, 6;
Quaestiones in Octateuchum, pp. 14; 15; 21; 22; Interpretatio in Psalmos, PG.80: 992.27,31, 43; 1456.36;
1916.24; 1988.43, 45; Interpretatio in Ezechielem, PG.81: 1104.17; 1221.9; 1221.11; intPaulXIV, PG.82.716.47.

16 Cod. ακουετο. Luke, 8:8; 14:35; Cf. Matt. 11:15; 13:9; 13:43.

‹Note after Scholion XXIV› 1

Oh! It is definitely possible to be instructed by you teaching in a scientific manner, since

surely it is only yourself who are familiar with the scientific method. It is therefore definitely

possible for anyone to be instructed by your spirit, since surely it is only you who have the

spiritual ear added to yourself by God, according to the saying, He attached an ear to me, to

hear [as the learned].2 For even irrational animals have the organ of the sense of hearing,

whereas it is only the wise in spirit that have the ear of understanding,3 of which the Saviour

spoke addressing the multitude, He that hath ears to hear, let him hear.4

1 Cod. cχο. The parallel in Didymus leaves no doubt that it is he who
inspired Cassian to make this comment addressing Didymus, his
main source for these Scholia. Cassian, in admiration for Didymus,
proclaims that the ideal described by the erudite Alexandrian doctor
finds its realization in Didymus himself. He therefore addresses
Didymus using Didymus’ own vocabulary. Cf. Didymus, commPs
40–44.4, Cod. p. 308: W θε�, �ν το� zσ�ν +µ(ν yκούσαµεν, οO

πατ�ρε +µ(ν α$ ν9γγειλαν +µ�ν. �ν το� �αυτ(ν zσ!ν, φασ!ν οO

αe γιοι, yκούσαµεν τ(ν το� θεο� λ�γων. πρ< τP κοινP α$ κοP

προσθ9κη sτων γ!νεται, Xταν τι δύνηται �πιστηµονικ(ν λ�γων

α$ κούειν. W :ατρ< α$ κούων :ατρικ(ν λ�γων *χει zτ!ον :ατρικ�ν,
α' λλο δ> οu. W δυνάµενο ε:πε�ν· ‘+ παιδε!α κυρ!ου διανο!γει

µου τὰ fτα’, ου$  περ� τ8 α:σθητ8 α$ κο8 λ�γει, α$ λλὰ τ8

δυναµ�νη α$ κούειν �πιστηµονικ(ν θεο� λ�γων. οoτω οjν

α$ κουστ�ον τ� ‘�ν το� zσ�ν +µ(ν’, κα� οuκ �στιν παρ�λκον· ου$

γὰρ τ< ;πάρχον σηµα!νει, α$ λλὰ τ< προσγεν�µενον. κα� θε)ρει

γε, π( λ�γει W αe γιο· ‘+ παιδε!α κυρ!ου διανο!γει µου τὰ fτα’.
λ�γει· ‘κύριο δ!δωσ!ν µοι γλ(σσαν παιδε!α το� γν(ναι +ν!κα

δε� ε:πε�ν λ�γον, *θηκ�ν µοι πρω�, προσ�θηκ�ν µοι zτ!ον το�

α$ κούειν· κα� + παιδε!α κυρ!ου διανο!γει µου τὰ fτα.’ τ< κατὰ

προσθ9κην διδ�µενον zτ!ον �πιστηµονικ�ν �στιν, θεοπρεπ(

λ�γων α$ κούει. κα� Xταν το�το προστεθP, + παιδε!α αυ$ το� λοιπ<ν

τὰ fτα διανο!γει, το�το τ< προστεθ�ν, τ< α' λλο zτ!ον, τ<

�πιστηµονικ�ν, τ< θεοπρεπ( α$ κο�ον, τ< δυνάµενον ε:πε�ν·

‘0κουσα α' ρρητα ?9µατα’· ου$  παντ< γὰρ *στιν το�το ε:πε�ν,
α$ λλὰ το� προσθ9κην zτ< λαβ�ντο θε�θεν. τα�τα �ν νK W

σωτ�ρ *χων *λεγεν· ‘W *χων fτα α$ κούειν α$ κου�τω’. ου$  πάντε δ>

ε_χον τὰ α$ κούοντα τ(ν Ι$ ησο� �πικεκαλυµµ�νων λ�γων, τ(ν �ν

παραβολα� α$ παγγελλοµ�νων λ�γων. Xθεν �µάνη Πορφύριο

κα� �ν τούτ^. ‘W θε�, �ν το� zσ�ν +µ(ν yκούσαµεν.’ το� :δ!οι

+µ(ν, ου$  το� κοινο� πρ< τὰ α' λογα ζKα, α$ λλὰ �ν +ρµοσµ�νοι

πρ< τοὺ το� θεο� �πιστηµονικοὺ λ�γου. κα� �π� τ(ν

α:σθητ(ν δ> διαλ�κτων το�το σηµα!νει· W Α:γύπτιο τ(ν

Α:γυπτ!ων �ν το� :δ!οι zσ�ν α$ κούει, τK :δ!^ zτ� α$ κούει. . . .
�ντα�θα οjν κατὰ τ< �πιστηµονικ<ν λαµβάνοµεν; οO περ�

διδασκαλ!αν =ντε προσωποποιο�νται πάντα· ‘λα< πλ9ρη

α- µαρτι(ν’.
2 Isaiah, 50:4.
3 Cf. Mark 12:33; Col. 2:2; Ex. 31:3; 35:31 and 35; Deut. 34:9; Job

15:2; 20:3; Ecclesiasticus, 1:19; 3:23; 15:3; 17:7; 22:17; 39:6; 47:14;
Isaiah 10:13; 11:2; Daniel 1 (Susanna 44/45; 63; Gr. tr.).

4 Luke 8:8; 14:35. Cf. Matt. 11:15; 13:9; 13:43.

Text of Revelation and Scholia in Apocalypsin142



SCHOLION XXV

<XXV. Rev. 4:1> µετ71 τα!τα ειA δον, καὶ ι� δοὺ θ1ρα 5νε8γµένη2 ε� ν τ, ο+ραν,, καὶ η-

φωνὴ η-  πρ=τη‹,›3 η% ν η< κουσα ω- � σ�λπιγγο� λαλο1ση�4 µετ � ε� µο! λέγων·5 5ν�βα

Hδε, καὶ δε6ξω σοι 2 δει̃ γενέσθαι µετ7 τα!τα.

1 2329: κα� µετα.
2 2329, An.(M), N.-A. yνε^γµ�νη. O., An.(S), Ar. α$ νε^γµ�νη.
3 2329: κα� φων� πρ)τη. O., An., N.-A. κα� + φων� + πρ)τη.
4 2329: λαλούσασ. O. λαλο�σα. An., Ar., N.-A. λαλούση.
5 2329: µετ $  �µο� λαλο�σα λ�γων.

‹Σχ�λιον κε ´ ›

Φρον‹ι›µ)τερον1 �ντυγχάνειν2 δε� τP θεοπνεύστ[3 γραφV, hνα µ� γ�λωταΕΡ

Cφλισκάνωµεν4 παρὰ το� το! κ)σµου σοφο��·5 α$ κούοντε γὰρ �κε�νοι �ν τ, ο+ραν,

‹5›νε,χθαι6 θ1ραν, α$ δύνατον τ!θενται7 τ< λεχθ�ν· πρ< οr �ρο�µεν µ�

κατὰ τ< πρ�χειρον8 τα�τα γεγράφθαι, α$ λλὰ κατὰ κεκρυµµ�|νον9 + τ(ν νοητ(ν262r
ου$ σ!α10 δηλο�ται �ν τP γραφP πολλάκι τP το� ο+ρανο! προσηγορ!H.11 δι< Xταν

λ�γ‹G›12 θ1ραν ‹5›ν‹ε,›χθαι13 ε� ν τ, ο+ραν,, τ�ν κατὰ σαφ9ν‹ε›ιαν14 δια!ρεσιν τ(ν

1 Cod. φρονηµ)τερον. Cf. Didymus, commPs 20–21, Cod. p. 30:
λοιπ<ν Fδωµεν αυ$ τ< φρονιµ)τερον, � W θε< βούλεται λ�γο.
In Genesin, Cod. p. 65: Xπερ φρονιµ)τερον νοε� δε�. Catena in
Acta, p. 52 (Didymus): ου$  φρον!µω τιν> �ντυγχάνοντε το�

γεγραµµ�νοι. EN XXVa.
2 Didymus, commEccl(7–8.8), Cod. p. 214: πολλο� �ντυγχάνουσιν

τα� γραφα� κα� νοο�σιν αυ$ τὰ � ου$  δε�. frPs(al), fr.1250: αO τ(ν

θε!ων γραφ(ν λ�ξει· να< γὰρ αVται θεο� ε;ρισκοµ�νου �ν

αυ$ τα� το� Cρθ( �ντυγχάνουσιν. Fragmenta in Epistulam ii ad
Corinthios, p. 28: ε: δ> κα� α' λλα τινα δηλο�ται ;π< τ8 φων8,
�πιστ9τω W �ντυγχάνων τα� γραφα�. Fragmenta (apud Pseudo-
Maximus Confessor, Loci Communes), PG.91.821.23: Ε$ ντυγχάνειν

δε� τα� θε!αι Γραφα�.
3 Cf. 2 Tim. 3:16.
4 EN XXVb.
5 Cf. 1 Cor. 1:20; 1:27; 3:19.
6 Cod. +νε)χθαι.
7 EN XXVc.
8 Cf. Scholion III: κα� µ� προχε!ρω α$ κούειν α$ λλὰ πιστ(. EN

XXVd.
9 Cf. Didymus, commJob(12.1–16.8a), fr. 316: �πιστ8σαι κα� τK καθ $

α;τ<ν � κεκρυµµ�ν^ κα� µ� προχε!ρω.
10 Cf. Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 808: + ου$ ραν< φων� σηµα!νει τ�ν τ(ν

νοητ(ν ου$ σ!αν καθὰ κα� �ν το� *µπροσθεν διειλ9φαµεν, αO δ>

α$ νοιγ�µεναι θυρ!δε τ(ν ου$ ραν(ν αO �ξαπλ)σει κα�

φανερ)σει τ(ν πατρικ(ν ε:σιν, ?�οντο το� θεο� τὰ αυ$ το�

δωρεὰ διὰ τούτων τ(ν θυρ!δων. Ibid. fr. 595a: µ9ποτ $  οjν

σηµα!νει + ου$ ραν< φων� τ�ν α$ σ)µατον κα� νοητ�ν ου$ σ!αν.
Unlike other authors of Late Antiquity who use ‘essence’ and
‘nature’ as synonymous, the author of this text is conscious of their
distinction. Cf. Scholion VII: ζω� bν κατὰ φύσιν, νεκρ< δι $  +µα̃

�γ�νετο. Scholion XI: � πα̃σα λογικ� φύσι δεκτικ9 �στι τ(ν

α$ ποδοθ�ντων σηµαινοµ�νων περ� το� θανάτου. Scholion XVII: +
Ι$ εζάβελ, ου$  φύσεω α$ πολλυµ�νη �στ!ν. Scholion XXVII: ου$ δε�

. . . α' ξιο εoρηται διὰ τ�ν �λάττωσιν τ8 φύσεω. By contrast,

Scholion XX: Αe γιο, α$ ληθιν< W µ� µετουσ!H, α$ λλ$  ου$ σ!H bν

τοιο�το. Scholion XXII: α$ λλὰ διὰ τ< β�βαιον κατ $  ου$ σ!αν ε_ναι. 
This is the sole point where ου$ σ!α actually suggests ‘nature’, or
at least ‘being’. The author is obviously an erudite person. Cf.
Scholion X, where he quotes and then uses the grammatically
correct word α$ φ8κα instead of α$ φ8κε, even though the (incorrect)
form α$ φ8κε is used in the Book of Revelation. The pursuit of
grammatical correctness overwhelmed the task of quoting
accurately. Besides, the correct form α$ φ8κα is also scriptural: Tobit
11:2; Psalms 31:5; 84:3; Ecclesiasticus 27:19. Only in Rev. 2:4 is this
verb misused. EN XXVe.

11 EN XXVf.
12 Cod. λ�γει.
13 Cod. yνο�χθαι. Harnack’s emendation to yνεKχθαι is wrong, and

so is the Codex’s use of the same infinitive a couple of lines above.
The perfect infinitive of the verb α$ νο!γοµαι is α$ νεKχθαι. The word
yνεKχθαι is simply non-existent. There are five or six instances of
yνεKχθαι used in literature, which are either scribal or editorial
errors. For instance, against one erroneous instance (yνεKχθαι) in
Galen, there are eleven where the correct α$ νεKχθαι is used.
Besides, there are dozens of instances which the correct α$ νεKχθαι

is used, indeed by such authors as Aristotle, Diodorus of Sicily,
Galen, Plutarch, Libanius, Justin Martyr, Origen, Chrysostom,
Procopius of Gaza. Moreover, it would not have been possible for the
erudite Eusebius to have used both yνεKχθαι and α$ νεKχθαι (as
indeed he apparently does) and to consider both of them correct.
Presumably, either a scribal or editorial hand intervened between
Eusebius and us. Furthermore, the erudite author of the Scholia has
at this point the corresponding scriptural passage Rev. 4:1, written in
exquisite Greek: θύρα α$ νε^γµ�νη (a perfect participle). The author
used the same correct participle in the scriptural text throughout:
Rev. 3:8 (Scholion XX): θύραν α$ νε^γµ�νην. Rev. 10:2 (Scholion
XXXV): βιβλαρ!διον α$ νε^γµ�νον. Rev. 10:2 (Scholion XXXVI):
βιβλαρ!διον τ< α$ νε^γµ�νον.

14 Cod. σαφ9νιαν.
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νοητ(ν15 �κλαµβάνωµεν, κα� µάλιστα Xταν 5ναβα6ν‹ω›ν16 τι �κε� τ(ν α- γ!ων λ�γει τὰ

πιστ)σει.17 πιστ)σει δ>18 �κ το� µ� γεγράφθαι � qτερ� τι‹›19 α$ ν�λαβε τ<ν Ι$ ωάννην,

]σπερ τ<ν Η$ λ!αν·20 αυ$ τ< γὰρ προσετάγ‹η›21 �κουσ!^ WρµP 5ναβη̃ναι, *νθα W καλ(ν

;π8ρχεν·22 cν δ> ε� ν ο+ραν,.23 φησ�ν δ> τ<ν προτρεψάµενον φων9̃ µεγάλG ο‹[›α24

σ�λπιγγο� ε:ρηκ�ναι αυ$ τK τὰ προκε!µενα· σηµα!νει δ> τ‹<›25 οoτω λεχθ>ν τ�ν

�νν‹�›ησιν26 ‹τ8› µεγαλ‹ο›φων!α‹›27 µετὰ σαφην‹ε›!α28 γενοµ�νη‹›29 πρ< αυ$ τ�ν.

15 τ�ν κατὰ σαφ9ν‹ε›ιαν δια!ρεσιν τ(ν νοητ(ν. EN XXVg and h.
The author invites readers to recall the Aristotelian account of
‘division of the meanings’ (+ δια!ρεσι) concerning the ‘immovable
cause’ and ‘the reality of the heaven’, after the ability of the mind to
grasp ‘intelligible essence’ (τ< γὰρ δεκτικ<ν το� νοητο� κα� τ8

ου$ σ!α νο�): Aristotle, Metaphysica, 1072b1f. EN XXVh.
16 Cod. αναβαινειν.
17 This refers to Rev. 4:1, λ�γων, Α$ νάβα Yδε, taken up at this point and

the subsequent narration of the vision by John.
18 Cod. πιστ)σει δ�. Π!στωσι means a credible and authoritative

asseveration, or a well-founded confirmation. The verb is πιστο�ν

(active voice) and πιστο�σθαι (middle or passive voice). Cf.
Scholion XXIX: πιστο�ται + προτ�ρα ;π�θεσι.

19 Cod. τι.
20 Cf. 2 Paralipomenon 2:11.
21 Cod. προσετάγει.
22 Cf. John 13:36.
23 Rev. 4:1.
24 Cod. οhα. EN XXVi.
25 Cod. τ(.
26 Cod. εννωησιν. EN XXVj.
27 Cod. µεγαλωφωνιαν. Cf. Scholion XXXVI: τ�ν µεγαλοφων!αν τ(ν

νοηµάτων κα� δογµάτων. EN XXVk.
28 Cod. σαφην!ασ.
29 Cod. γενοµενην.

 
Scholion XXV

We should study Scripture, which is given by inspiration of God,1 in a more insightful manner,

so that we should not make ourselves a laughing-stock of the wise of this world.2 For when

they hear that a door was opened in heaven, they declare this saying impossible. We will

reply to them that these things have been written not in the ordinary sense. But quite often

in scripture, the nature of spiritual things is denoted in an esoteric manner3 through the

appellation heaven. When therefore he says that a door was opened in heaven, we should

grasp the distinctive classification of intelligible things, all the more so when one of the saints

gives a reliable account of what he has seen once he ascended there. You can confirm this

from the fact4 that [in this passage of Revelation] it has not been written that John was drawn

up, like Elias, by someone else.5 Instead, he [sc. Elias] was bidden to go up of his own accord,

to the place where the One who summoned him was and he was in heaven. He then says that

He who urged him [sc. John], said these words in a loud voice, which was like a trumpet
sound. Put in that way, this indicates the comprehension of the lofty utterance, which was

addressed to him explicitly.

1 Cf. 2 Tim. 3:16.
2 Cf. 1 Cor. 1:20; 1:27; 3:19.
3 About the notion of ‘mystical’, see PHE, pp. 24; 258; 260; 288; 360;

362; 406.
4 Cassian argues that ‘heaven’ has to be read allegorically since the

voice from heaven was speaking allegorically, too. In other words,
the entire passage of Revelation itself calls for allegory. For when

Christ said to John ‘come up here’, he did not mean this in a
literal sense, as had happened with Elias, who was elevated to
heaven literally. By bidding John ‘go up to heaven’, Christ simply
enjoined him to comprehend allegorically the revelation he was
about to see.

5 That is, Elias was elevated to the heavens by heavenly power,
whereas John had to rise to the heavens by his own action.
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SCHOLION XXVI

<XXVI. Rev. 4:2> ε+θέω�1 ε� γεν�µην ε� ν πνε1µατι· καὶ ι� δοὺ θρ�νο� &κειτο ε� ν τ,

ο+ραν,, καὶ ε� πὶ τ:ν θρ�νον καθ4µενο�·2 ‹4:3› καὶ ο-  καθ4µενο� ο; µοιο�3 ο- ρ�σει

λ6θ8 ι� �σπιδι4 | καὶ σαρδ68, καὶ ιA ρι� κ1κλωθεν5 το! θρ�νου· ο- µο6ω� ω- � ο- ρ�σει6262v
σµαραγδ‹6›ν8.7 ‹4:4› ‹καὶ› κ1κλωθεν8 το! θρ�νου9 θρ�νοι ει< κοσι τέσσαρε�,
καὶ ε� πὶ τοὺ� θρ�νου�10 τοὺ�11 ει< κοσι τέσσαρ‹α›�12 πρεσβυτέρου� καθηµένου�,
περιβεβληµένου� ε� ν ι- µατ6οι� λευκοι̃�,13 καὶ ε� πὶ τ7� κεφαλ7� α+τBν στεφ�νου�

χρυσο!�.14 ‹4:5› καὶ ε� κ το! θρ�νου15 ε� κπορε1ονται 5στραπαὶ καὶ φωναὶ καὶ

βροντα6· καὶ ε- πτ7 λαµπ�δε� πυρ:� και�µεναι ε� ν=πιον το! θρ�νου α+το!,16 καὶ

τ7 ε- πτ7 πνε1µατα το! θεο!·17 ‹4:6› καὶ ε� ν=πιον το! θρ�νου ω- � θ�λασσα

υ- αλ6νη, ο- µο6α κρυστ�λλ8·18 καὶ ε� ν µέσ8 το! θρ�νου καὶ κ1κλ8 το! θρ�νου

τέσσαρα19 ζ,α γέµοντα20 ο� φθαλµBν &µπροσθεν καὶ ο< πισθεν· ‹4:7› καὶ τ: ζ,ον

τ: πρBτον ο; µοιον λέ‹ο›ντι,21 καὶ τ: δε1τερον ζ,ον ο; µοιον µ�σχ8, καὶ τ: τρ6τον

ζ,ον &χων22 τ: πρ�σωπον 5νθρ=που,23 καὶ τ: τέταρτον ζ,ον ο; µοιον 5ετ,

πετοµέν8· ‹4:8› καὶ τ7  τέσσαρα ζ,α, ε% ν καθ� ε% ν24 &χον25 5ν7 πτέ|ρυγα� ε; ξ,263r

1 2329, O. ευ$ θ�ω. An. κα� ευ$ θ�ω.
2 2329: καθ9µενον.
3 O. �ν τK ου$ ρανK, κα� �π� τ<ν θρ�νον καθ9µενο Xµοιο Wράσει σµαραγδ!^. He nevertheless quotes the

expression Xµοιον :άσπιδι κα� σαρδ!^ later, although not in his scriptural text. An. �ν τK ου$ ρανK, κα� �π�

το� θρ�νου καθ9µενο Xµοιο. Ar. �ν τK ου$ ρανK. κα� �π� τ<ν θρ�νον καθ9µενο Xµοιο.
4 2329: κα� W καθ9µενο � Xρασι λ!θ^ :άσπιδι [Cod. yάσπιδι].
5 2329: κα� cν Oερε� κύκλ^, which transpires in A* and A.
6 Cod. Wράσεισ.
7 Cod. σµαραγδηνω. Some text was omitted and thereafter written in the margin thus: Wµοιωσ � οράσεισ

σµαραγδηνω θρονου κυκλωθεν του θρ�νου. Then within the text normally, θρ�νοι εFκοσι τ�σσαρε.
O(H). Xµοιο Wράσει σµαραγδ!^. O(G) σµαραγδε!^. Then, Fρι κυκλ�θεν το� θρ�νου αυ$ το� Wµο!α

Wράσει σµαραγδ!^. An. Wµο!α Wράσει σµαραγδ!ν^. Ar. Wµο!ω Wράσει σµαραγδ!ν^. N.-A. Xµοιο Wράσει

σµαραγδ!ν^.
8 2329: κύκλ^. O., An., Ar. κυκλ�θεν.
9 2329: το� θρ�νου αυ$ το�.
10 2329: �π� τοὺ θρ�νου καθηµ�νου πρεσβυτ�ρου. O. �π� τοὺ κδ ´  θρ�νου κδ ´  πρεσβυτ�ρου

καθηµ�νου. An. �π� τοὺ θρ�νου ε:κοσιτ�σσαρα πρεσβυτ�ρου καθηµ�νου. Ar. �π� τοὺ θρ�νου

τοὺ ε:κοσιτ�σσαρα πρεσβυτ�ρου καθηµ�νου.
11 τοὺ added also in K, 1006, 1611, 1841.
12 Cod. τ�σσαρεσ.
13 2329: �ν λευκο�. O., An., Ar., N.-A. �ν Oµατ!οι λευκο�.
14 2329: στ�φανοι χρυσο� (not mentioned by N.-A.). O., An., Ar., N.-A. στεφάνου χρυσο�.
15 2329: θρ�νου αυ$ το�. N.-A. ascribes this to 2351, which is incorrect, instead of 2329, which is not mentioned

(p. 640).
16 αυ$ το� add. also in K, versio Harclensis and Sahidic MSS.
17 2329: πυρ< ε: τὰ ζ ´  πνεύµατα το� θεο�· κα� �ν)πιον [Cod. ενοπιον] το� θρ�νου � θάλασσα. O. πυρ<

και�µεναι �ν)πιον το� θρ�νου, αe  ε:σι τὰ �πτὰ πνεύµατα το� θεο�· κα� �ν)πιον το� θρ�νου θάλασσα.
An. (S), N.-A. sic, then � θάλασσα. An (M): αh ε:σιν τὰ �πτὰ πνεύµατα το� θεο�. Κα� �ν)πιον το� θρ�νου

θάλασσα. Ar. το� θρ�νου αυ$ το�, αh ε:σιν �πτὰ πνεύµατα το� θεο�· κα� �ν)πιον το� θρ�νου � θάλασσα.
18 2329: κρυσταλω.
19 So An, Ar. But 2329: �ν µ�σ^ το� θρ�νου τ�σσαρα. O. κύκλ^ το� θρ�νου κα� �ν µ�σ^ το� θρ�νου

τ�σσαρα.
20 Cod. γ�µωντα.
21 Cod. λ�ωντι.
22 2329, N.-A. *χων. O., An., Ar. *χον.
23 2329, O., An.(S): � α' νθρωπο. An.(M), Ar. *χον πρ�σωπον α$ νθρ)που. K versions have it πρ�σωπον

α$ νθρ)που.
24 2329: Sν qκαστον αυ$ τ(ν, with A and a few Syriac versions. O., An., N.-A. Sν καθ $ Sν αυ$ τ(ν. Ar. Sν καθ $ qν.

2351 omits αυ$ τ(ν, and so do K, 1006, 1841.
25 Cod. *χον with a τ subscript. 2329, N.-A.: *χων. O., An. *χον. Ar. ε_χον.
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κ1κλωθεν·26 &σωθεν καὶ &ξωθεν27 γέµουσιν28 ο� φθαλµBν29 καὶ 5ν�παυσιν ο+κ

&χουσιν30 η- µέρα� καὶ νυκτ��, λέγοντε�·31 α; γιο�, α; γιο�, α; γιο� κ1ριο� ο-  θε:� ο-

παντ‹ο›κρ�τ‹ω›ρ,32 ο-  ηA ν καὶ ο-  ω@ ν καὶ ο-  ε� ρχ�µενο�.33 ‹4:9› καὶ ο; ταν

δ=σωσιν34 τ7 ζ,α δ�ξαν καὶ τιµὴν καὶ ε+χαριστε6αν35 τ, καθ‹η›µέν836 ε� πὶ το!

θρ�νου, τ, ζBντι ει� � τοὺ� αι� Bνα� τBν αι� =νων, 5µ4ν, ‹4:10› πεσο!νται37 οι-

ει< κοσιν τέσσαρε� πρεσβ1τεροι ε� ν=πιον το! καθηµένου ε� πὶ το! θρ�νου καὶ

προσκυν4σουσιν38 τ, ζBντι ει� � τοὺ� αι� Bνα� τBν αι� =νων39 καὶ βαλο‹!›σι40 τοὺ�

στεφ�νου� α+τBν ε� ν=πιον41 το! θρ�νου, λέγοντε�· ‹4:11› α< ξιο� ειA  ο-  κ1ριο� καὶ ο-

θε:� η- µBν,42 ο-  α; γιο�43 λαβει̃ν τὴν δ�ξαν καὶ τὴν τιµὴν καὶ τὴν δ1ναµ‹ι›ν,44 ο; τι σὺ

&κτ‹ι›σα�45 τ7 π�ντα καὶ δι7 τ: θέληµ� σου ηA σαν46 καὶ ε� κτ6σθησαν.47

26 Cod. κυκλ(θεν. 2329: κυκλ(θεν.
27 Cod. *ξοθεν.
28 2329, Ar. κα� *σωθεν γ�µοντα. O., An., N.-A. κα� *σωθεν γ�µουσιν.
29 O. Sν καθ $ Sν αυ$ τ(ν *χον α$ νὰ πτ�ρυγα qξ, κυκλ�θεν· κα� *σωθεν γ�µουσιν Cφθαλµ(ν. An. Sν καθ $ Sν

αυ$ τ(ν *χον α$ νὰ πτ�ρυγα qξ, κύκλωθεν, κα� *σωθεν γ�µουσιν Cφθαλµ(ν. Ar. Sν καθ $ Sν ε_χον α$ νὰ

πτ�ρυγα qξ κυκλ�θεν. Κα� *σωθεν γ�µοντα Cφθαλµ(ν.
30 2329: *χοντα. O. *χοντε. An., Ar. *χουσιν.
31 2329: λ�γοντα. O., An., Ar. λ�γοντε.
32 Cod. παντωκράτορ. 2329: παντωκράτορ.
33 2329, An. (S), Ar., N.-A.: W cν κα� W bν κα� W �ρχ�µενο. O., An. (M) W bν κα� W cν κα� W �ρχ�µενο.
34 2329: *δωκαν. O. δ)σει. An. (S). δ)σωσι. An. (M). δ)σουσι. Ar. Xτ $  α' ν δ(σι. N.-A. δ)σουσιν. Besides

2351, δ)σωσιν occurs in A, 046, 1854, and A.
35 Cod. ευχαριστειαν. 2329: ευχαριστειαν. Nevertheless, this rendering (instead of ευ$ χαριστ!α) is an

acceptable colloquialism rather than a mistake: among other writings, the form ευ$ χαριστε!α occurs in the
Apophthegmata Patrum (systematic order), p. 241; ibid.(collectio systematica) (cap. 1–9), 7.47; Catena in
Epistulam ii ad Corinthios (catena Pseudo-Oecumenii), p. 346; Pseudo-Gregory of Nazianzus, Liturgia Sancti
Gregorii, PG.36.725.20. Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 261 (which should be the catenist’s word). It appears also in
other writings by Cassian in the same Codex. Cassian the Sabaite, Const, p. 9r: κα� τP το� τρ�φοντο Θεο�

ευ$ χαριστε!H �νατεν!ζουσιν. ScetPatr, p. 68v: µετὰ χαρα̃ κα� ευ$ χαριστε!α. De Panareto, p. 101v: Μετὰ δ>

τ�ν µετάληψιν τ8 ευ$ λογ!α κα� τ�ν συν9θη ευ$ χαριστε!αν.
36 Cod. καθειµενω.
37 2329: πεσοντεσ. The three letters that follow (οβυ) make no sense.
38 2329: προσεκύνησαν. This variant πεσ�ντε προσεκύνησαν has no parallel and, although elegant and

telling, is not considered by N.-A.
39 2329: α:)νων α$ µ9ν. It occurs only in A and Syriac MSS.
40 Cod. βάλουσι. 2329, O., An.(S) βάλλουσι. An.(M), Ar. βαλο�σι. N.-A. βαλο�σιν.
41 2329: ενοπιον.
42 2329: W κύριο +µ(ν κα� W θε< +µ(ν. O. W κύριο W θε< +µ(ν. An. κύριε W θε< +µ(ν. Ar., N.-A. W

κύριο κα� W θε< +µ(ν.
43 Besides 2351, W αe γιο is added in 1006, 1841, K, and some lectionaries of the versio Harclensis.
44 Cod. δυναµην.
45 Cod. εκτησασ.
46 2329: �γ�νοντο. This is a unique reading with no parallel.
47 O., Ar. cσαν κα� �κτ!σθησαν. An. �κτ!σθησαν κα� ε:σ!ν.

‹Σχ�λιον κ ´ ›

Το�το ‹τ<› =ν ‹ου$ ›1 κτ!ζεται,2 α$ λλὰ τ< κτ6ζο‹ν› µ�ν3 �στι· τὰ λογικὰ4 δ> µετὰ

τ< ου$ σιωθ8ναι κα�5 ε_ναι δ�χονται τ‹<›6 κτισθ8ναι·7 αυ
 τ#� γὰρ ε^πεν, φησ!ν, κα�

1 Cod. �ν. The author states that the ‘being’ that ‘sat on the throne’,
which is described in the foregoing passage of Revelation, is not a
creature.

2 He refers to the ‘being’ described in the apocalyptic vision,
contrasting this with creatures. Cod. το�το �ν κτιζεται, α$ λλα το

κτιζοµενον �στ� (sic).
3 Cod. κτιζοµενον. EN XXVIb.

4 τὰ λογικὰ is an expression and notion characteristic of Origen.
Cf. PHE, p. 44, n. 8. Cf. Gregory of Nyssa, Adversus Eunomium,
3.2.123–124: ου$  πρ< τὰ λογικὰ το� α$ λ�γοι.

5 EN XVIa.
6 Cod. τ(, with no iota subscript. This is a minuscule codex with no

exclamation or question marks, and certainly no subscripts.
7 EN XXVIc.

Text of Revelation and Scholia in Apocalypsin146



�γεν‹ν›�θησαν,8 αυ
 τ#� �νετε�λατο κα� | �κτ�σθησαν.9 κτ�ζεται γάρ τι �π� 8ργοι� α
 γαθο�,10 πρ<263v
τούτου bν θεο� πο�ηµα11 ‹ε:›12 καρδ�αν καθαράν.13 κα� ου
 κ αυ
 τ#� οFτο� 7 πατ?ρ �κτ‹�›σατ)14

σε κα� �πο�ησ�ν σε κα� 8πλασ�ν σε,15 ‹α$ λλὰ το�τ $  �πο!ησεν W υO< Xπερ W πατ�ρ ;ποστ8ναι

yθ�λησεν›.16 σηµειωτ�ον‹,› �17 τὰ κτ6σµατα18 τK θελ4µατι19 το� θεο� γεγον�ναι φησ!ν·

Xθεν ου$ κ20 �ξαπτ�ον21 τ�ν oπαρξιν το� σωτ8ρο τ8 θελ9σεω το� πατρ�· ου$  γὰρ

κτ6σµα22 τυγχάνει·23 τ< γὰρ �ξ8 δηλο�24 το�το σαφ(.

8 Cod. εγενηθησαν.
9 Psalms 32:9; 148:5.
10 Eph. 2:10. EN XXVId.
11 Cf. Psalm 118:73; Job 10:8. EN XXVIe.
12 Cod. �σ.
13 Psalm 50:12; Gen. 20:5–6; Job 11:13; 33:3; 1 Tim. 1:5; 2 Tim. 2:22.
14 EN XXVIf. Cod. �κτ!σατο. The LXX text has, ‘αυ$ τ< οVτο σου

πατ9ρ’, not ‘αυ$ τ< οVτο W πατ9ρ’, which appears here. The sole
instance where Deut. 32:6 appears in this form occurs in Clement of
Alexandria, Paedagogus, 1.9.81.2.

15 Deut. 32:6. The expression �πο!ησ�ν σε κα� *πλασ�ν σε of the
same portion is not read by Philo and the main Christian
theologians, who wrote �πο!ησ�ν σε κα� *κτισ�ν σε. Philo, De
Confusione Linguarum, 145. Origen, deOr, XXII.1. Athanasius,
Adversus Arianos, PG.26.269 and 272. Basil of Caesarea, Quod Deus
non est Auctor Malorum, PG.31.336.34–35. Cyril of Jerusalem,
Catecheses Illuminandorum, 7.8. Later (during the fourth century)
there is a shift, and �πο!ησ�ν σε κα� *πλασ�ν σε is universally
employed, in the few passages where the text is quoted: Julian the
Arian, In Job, p. 306. Doctrina Patrum (seventh/eighth cent. AD),
p. 320. George Monachus (ninth cent.), Chronicon, p. 390. George
Cedrenus (eleventh/twelfth cent. AD), Compendium Historiarum, v.
1, p. 385.

16 There is no actual lacuna in the text of the codex, but the context
requires an addition, which I have supplied following Didymus, In
Genesin, Cod. p. 37. Cf. Cassian the Sabaite (Pseudo-Didymus), DT
(lib. 1), 15.16: �πο!ησεν δ> δι $  αυ$ το� W πατ�ρ � φ( δι $  ο:κε!ου

α$ παυγάσµατο κα� � νο� διὰ λ�γου. Ibid. 36.6: ευ$ δ�κησεν W

θε< κα� πατ�ρ διὰ µ>ν το� υOο� κα� θεο� ;ποστ8ναι πάντα, διὰ

δ> το� α- γ!ου πνεύµατο α- γιασθ8ναι. DT (lib. 2.1–7), 6.4,9: W θε<

κα� πατ�ρ ευ$ δ�κησεν διὰ το� υOο� αυ$ το� λ�γου πάντα

δηµιουργηθ8ναι. Ibid. 7.3,16: �πε� µ9 γε τK �κε!νων λ�γ^ κα� τK

τρ�π^ οuτε W πατ�ρ δηµιουργ< @ νεκροὺ �γε!ρων. πάντα γὰρ

διὰ το� υOο� �γ�νετο α$ π�νω. DT (lib. 2.8–27), PG.39.616.2.-6:
ευ$ δ�κησε δ> αe παξ W Θε< κα� Πατ9ρ, καθὰ α$ νωτ�ρω εFρηται, διὰ

το� ΥOο� Λ�γου πάντα �κ µ� =ντων παροισθ8ναι,
συνεπινοουµ�νου (π( γὰρ οu;) αυ$ το� τε το� Πατρ< κα� το�

α- γιαστικο� Πνεύµατο αυ$ το� ε: τ< δηµιουργ8σαι. EN XXVIg.
17 EN XXVIh.

18 Cf. Rev. 5:13; 8:9.
19 Rev. 4:11. Cf. Rev. 5:13.
20 Xθεν ου$  + verbal adjective is a rare structure of non-Christian

origin. Didymus was the sole Christian ever to use it.
commJob(1–4), Cod. p. 53: Xθεν ου$ κ Cλιγωρητ�ον. frPs(al), fr.
1040: Xθεν ου$  ταυ$ τ<ν τ< κτ!ζειν κα� τ< γεννα̃ν �π� θεο� ?ητ�ον,
� οFοντα! τινε., Catena in Acta, p. 191:
Xθεν ου$  φοβητ�ον. The origin of this syntax can be traced to Philo
and Josephus. Philo, De Praemiis et Poenis et De Exsecrationibus, 88:
Xθεν ου$ κ α$ πελπιστ�ον. Josephus, Antiquitas Judaica, 4.288: Xθεν

ου$ κ α$ ποστερητ�ον. It was subsequently used by only a few
distinguished Greeks, who were an essential part of the Christian
paideia. Alexander of Aphrodisias, In Aristotelis Topicorum Libros
Octo Commentaria, p. 47: Xθεν ου$ χ +γητ�ον τ< �ν Κατηγορ!αι

ε:ρηµ�νον. Plutarch, Quomodo Adolescens Poetas Audire Debeat,
15F14: Xθεν ου$  φευκτ�ον. Ibid. 36A1: Xθεν ου$  παρ�ργω

;ποδεικτ�ον. Damascius, De Principiis, v. 1, p. 155: Xθεν ου$ κ

ευ$ λαβητ�ον.
21 EN XXVIi.
22 Cf. Rev. 5:13.
23 EN XXVIj.
24 The expression τ< �ξ8 δηλο� (or, τ< �φεξ8 δηλο�) was used by

some authors, including Didymus, commJob(1–4), Cod. p. 90;
commJob (7.20c–11), Cod. p. 279, but it was Theodoret who used it
extensively: commIs, 15; 18; 20; Quaestiones in Octateuchum,
pp. 100; 173; 197; De Quaestionibus Ambiguis in Libros Regnorum et
Paralipomenon, PG.80: 704.5; 716.17; Interpretatio in Jeremiam,
PG.81.652.37. Cf. DT (lib. 3), PG.39.921.18–19: τὰ �φεξ8 δηλο�.
Leading Christian authorities, such as Irenaeus, Hippolytus,
Clement, Origen (apart from a catena fragment, comm1Cor, 84),
Eusebius (except for once, in Commentarius in Isaiam, 1.19),
Athanasius, and the Cappadocians, did not use the phrase. The
exception was John Chrysostom, who used it more than ten times.
Pagan usage is virtually absent, save one instance apiece in
Alexander of Aphrodisias, Dionysius of Halicarnassus, and Strabo.
Later still, Simplicius took this up, which may suggest a certain
Christian influence (See RCR, pp. 26; 244; 367–9; 374–6). In
Aristotelis Quattuor Libros De Caelo Commentaria, v. 7, p. 171. In
Aristotelis Physicorum Libros Octo Commentaria, v. 9, pp. 202; 594.

Scholion XXVI

This being is not a created one,1 but the one who creates. By contrast, rational creatures

receive their actual creation subsequent to their initial substantiation and coming-to-being.2

For scripture says, He spake, and they were made; he commanded, and they stood fast.3

Anyone is indeed created unto good works,4 while before this [creation] one is something made

1 This ‘being’ is the ‘one sat on the throne’, described in Rev. 4:1f.
2 The infinitive ου$ σιωθ8ναι illustrates Origen’s fundamental

distinction between Providential and Actual creation. The notion
was elaborated by Didymus. Cf. COT, pp. 39–118, and the distinction

between γ�νεσι and πλάσι, which was also canvassed by Pseudo-
Caesarius (=Cassian), ibid. 137; 173.

3 Psalms 32:9; 148:5.
4 Eph. 2:10. EN XXVId.
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by God5 towards a clean heart.6 Moreover, is it not thy Father Himself that hath bought thee?

Hath he not made thee, and established thee 7 [but it was the Son who brought into being all

the things which the Father willed him to]. It should be particularly noticed that he says that

creatures were made by God’s will. Therefore, one should not regard the being of the Saviour

as dependent upon the will of the Father. For he [sc. the Saviour] is not a creature,8 which is in

fact clearly declared through the text that follows.9

5 Again, this is about distinction between κτ!σµα and πο!ηµα. A
πο!ηµα precedes a κτ!σµα. The former is the product of Providential
creation, the latter is the outcome of Actual creation. Cf. COT, p. 84.

6 Psalm 50:12; Gen. 20:5–6; Job 11:13; 33:3; 1 Tim. 1:5; 2 Tim. 2:22.
7 Deut. 32:6. EN XXVIg.
8 This means, it is creatures which are dependent on the divine

creative will. Since the Son is not a creature, his being is not
dependent on this will.

9 Cf. Rev. 4:11: ‘For Thou hast created all things, and due to Thy will
they are, and were created.’ Since the Son is not included in ‘all
things’, he is not the product of the divine will. However, there is

more concerning what the author calls ‘the text that follows’. In the
Book of Revelation the word κτ!σµα (creature) appears twice. Of
them, Rev. 8:9 (τ(ν κτισµάτων) is irrelevant to the point made
here. But in Rev. 5:13, κτ!σµα is a significant term, since a crucial
differentiation is made: the creatures ‘in heaven, and the earth,
and under the earth’ are ontologically distinct from the Logos.
He is sitting together with the Father ‘upon the throne’, and he is
‘blessed and honoured and glorified’ by πα̃ν κτ!σµα (‘every
creature’). The ontological precedence of the Son over Creation
is made explicit in this Scholion. Hence ‘the text that follows’ is in
fact that of Rev. 5:13.
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SCHOLION XXVII

<XXVII. Rev. 5:1> καὶ ι< δον1 ε� πὶ τὴν δεξι7ν καὶ ε� ν µέσω το! καθηµένου ε� πὶ το!

θρ�νου βιβλ6ον γεγραµµένον &σωθεν καὶ &ξωθεν,2 κατεσφραγισµένον

σφραγ‹ι̃›σιν3 ε- πτ�. ‹5:2› καὶ ι< δον α< γγελον4 ι� σχυρ:ν5 κηρ1σσοντα ε� ν φων9̃

µεγ�λ9· τ6� α< ξιο�6 5νοι̃ξαι τ: βιβλ6ον καὶ λ!σαι τ7� σφραγ‹ι̃›δα�7 α+το!‹;›
‹5:3› καὶ ο+δεὶ� Jδ1νατο ε� ν τ, ο+ραν, α< νω,8 ου< τε ε� πὶ τη̃� γη̃� ου< τε9 υ- ποκ�τω10 τη̃�

γη̃�11 5νοι̃ξαι τ: βιβλ6ον ου< τε βλέπειν α+τ‹�›.12 ‹5:4› καὶ ε� γὼ &κλ‹αι›ον13

πολ1, ο; τι ο+δεὶ� α< ξιο� ευ- ρέθη 5νοι̃ξαι τ: βιβλ6ον, ου< τε βλέπειν α+τ‹�›.14 ‹5:5›
καὶ ειI � ε� κ | τBν πρεσβυτέρων λέγει µοι· µὴ κλαι̃ε·15 ι� δοὺ ε� ν6κησεν ο-  λέων ο-  ε� κ τη̃�264r
φυλη̃� Ι� ο1δα, η-  ρ- 6ζα ∆αυ6δ, ο-  5νο6γων16 τ: βιβλ6ον καὶ τ7� ε- πτ7 σφραγ‹ι̃›δα�17 α+το!.ΚΖ

1 2329: Fδον.
2 An., O., Ar. *σωθεν κα� *ξωθεν. 2329, N.-A. *σωθεν κα� =πισθεν, also occurring in A and Syriac MSS.
3 Cod. σφραγησιν. 2329: σφραγησιν.
4 Cod. αγγελον Αγγελον.
5 2329: κα� α' λλον α' γγελον :σχυρ�ν (not considered by N.-A.).
6 2329, O. τ! α' ξιο. An., Ar. τ! α' ξι� �στιν. N.-A. τ! α' ξιο.
7 Cod. & 2329: σφραγηδασ.
8 2329: yδύνατο οuτε �ν τK ου$ ρανK οuτε. O(H)., N.-A. �δύνατο �ν τK ου$ ρανK ου$ δ�. An.(S). yδύνατο �ν τK

ου$ ρανK ου$ δ�. An.(M), Ar. yδύνατο �ν τK ου$ ρανK οuτε. Adverb α' νω add. in 1006, 1841, K and the Syriac
versio Harclensis.

9 οuτε (bis) in 2050, 2329, and K.
10 2329: υποκατο.
11 2329: τ8 α$ βύσσου. A unique reading not considered by N.-A.
12 Cod. αυτω.
13 Cod. εκλεον. The K versions, among a few MSS, have �γi added.
14 Cod. αυ$ τ(. The entire Rev. 5:5 passage is missing from 2329.
15 2329: κλεε.
16 2329, O., An., N.-A. α$ νο�ξαι. Ar. W α$ νο!γων. Arethas’ version (which I assume to be K) evidently followed

2351. The participle W α$ νο!γων occurs only in 2351, K, and the Syriac versio Harclensis.
17 Cod. and 2329: σφραγηδασ.

‹Σχ�λιον κζ ´ ›

Λ�ξει τι περ� το� βιβλ6ου τούτου, � εFη W πα̃ λ�γο τ8 προνο!α‹,›1 καθ $ kνΕΡ

κρ!σει θεο� �πάγ‹οντ›ται2 το� α$ νθρ)ποι, +δ�α τε κα� ‹α$ ›ηδ8.3 κα� �π‹ε›�4

τ< βιβλ6ον ου$  µ�νον τὰ περ� τ(ν α:σθητ(ν περι�χει πραγµάτων, α$ λλὰ κα� νοητ(ν,

&σωθεν καὶ &ξωθεν5 γεγραµµένον �στ!ν‹.› κα� �π‹ε›�6 α
 νεξερεύνητα τὰ κρ�µατα κα�

αP 7δο� το! θεο!,7 καθ $ αn  �πιπορευ�µενο8 το� Xλοι9 κρ!νει κα� ο:κονοµε� τὰ περ�

1 See below: τ<ν τ8 προνο!α λ�γον Cf. Scholion XXX: κα�

‹κο›λαστικ‹ο›� προνο!H θεο�. EN XXVIIa.
2 Cod. επαγεται.
3 Cod. ηδη. Didymus, commPs 22–26.10, Cod. p. 60: λ�γουσιν δ> κα�

τὰ α$ ηδ8 κακά, �πε� τὰ +δ�α οO α' νθρωποι λ�γουσιν ε_ναι α$ γαθά.
frPs(al), fr. 1092: σωφρ�νω κα� γεννα!ω πάντα φ�ρειν, ου$  µ�νον

τὰ +δ�α α$ λλὰ κα� τὰ �π!πονα κα� α$ ηδ8. The terms �π!πονα and
α$ ηδ8 are treated as equivalent. Cf. Scholion XXXI: α' γγελο θεο�

φων‹ε�› πρ< τοὺ �γχειρισθ�ντα τὰ �π!πονα. commEccl(3–
4.12), Cod. p. 82: µ!α γο�ν τ(ν α$ ρετ(ν + λεγοµ�νη µεγαλοψυχ!α

qξι �στ!ν, καθ $ Aν δυνατ�ν �στιν κα� α$ ηδ8 κα� +δ�α Wµο!ω

φ�ρειν. EN XXVIIb.

4 Cod. �π!.
5 EN XXVIIc.
6 Cod. επι.
7 Rom. 11:33.
8 Cf. Scholion XV: κα� ‹οO› π�δε αυ$ το�, καθ $ οr

�πιπορεύ‹εται› τK παντ� διαφ‹οιτ9›σα . . . ‹c›χον ποι(ν

�πιπορευ�µενο. Scholion XXVIII: τ(ν �πτὰ το� θεο� πνευµάτων,
αn  πορεύεται �π� τ8 γ8 �πισκοπο�ντα τὰ πρ< α$ νθρ)πων

πραττ�µενα.
9 Cf. Didymus, commPs 22–26.10, Cod. p. 79: διττ( αO το� θεο� Wδο�

λ�γονται· 0τοι αO φ�ρουσαι πρ< αυ$ τ<ν @ αn  αυ$ τ< Wδεύει

�πιπορευ�µενο το� Xλοι. EN XXVIId.
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qκαστον‹,›10 θε!^ α$ ριθµK σφρ‹α›γ6δων11 οjν σφ!γγεται12 τ: βιβλ6ον. �νεστ(το

καιρο�13 καθ $ kν14 δ‹ε�›15 συµβ8να! τινα το� �π� γ8, το� ‹µ>ν› +δ�α, το� δ>

σκυθρωπά,16 ζητε�ται τ! *χει δύναµιν τοσαύτην � λαβε�ν τ< βιβλ6ον �κ τ8 δεξια̃�17

το� κατ�χοντο καὶ λ!σαι τ7� σφραγι̃δα� α+το!. ε_τα δηλο�ται �κ τ(ν �ποµ�νω‹ν›18

� ου$ δε� γενητ�, | ου$ κ �πουράνιο‹,› ου$ κ �π!γειο,19 α' ξιο ‹ε›oρηται‹,›20 διὰ τ�ν264v
�λάττωσιν τ8 φύσεω,21 τ<ν τ8 προνο!α λ�γον διὰ κρ!σεω22 κα� διοικ9σεω

φανερ(σαι‹,›23 µ�νου το! �κ σπ�ρµατο� ∆αυ�δ τ< κατὰ σάρκα24 =ντο φαν�ντο α$ ξ!ου

πρα̃ξαι τὰ �µφερ�µενα25 �ν τK βιβλ68· ου
  γὰρ 7 πατ?ρ κρ�νει ου
 δ�να.26 οVτο ο-  ε� κ τη̃� φυλη̃�

Ι� ο1δα λέων,27 η-  ρ- 6ζα ∆αυ6δ,28 τ< 5ρν6ον τ: ε� σφαγµένον29 τυγχάνει. περ� το1του το!

βιβλ6ου30 κα� Μωϋσ8 *γραψεν κα� �ν Η$ σα�H31 γ�γραπται περ� αυ$ το� κα� πολλαχο� τ8

γραφ8.32 �π‹ε›�33 πρ‹<› τ‹8›34 �πιδηµ!α35 πολλ�ν α$ σάφ‹ε›ιαν36 ε_χεν + προτ�ρα ∆ιαθ9κη,

�ν σφραγι̃σιν37 ε- πτ7 �σφράγιστο τὰ γεγραµµένα· οoτω δ> σαφ8 γ�γονεν µετὰ

τ�ν α$ νάστασιν το� κυρ!ου, � τοὺ πε!ρH τ�ν α' νοιξι‹ν› �σχηκ�τα λ�γειν περ�

10 Christian exegesis appears as a continuous chain of contributions.
Didymus had received this point from Eusebius. Notice the similarity
of this point of the Scholion with this comment by Eusebius in his
commPs, PG.23.225.15–24: Ε:σ� δ> Wδο� το� Κυρ!ου αO τ8

προνο!α αυ$ το� διοικ9σει, καθ $ αn  τὰ σύµπαντα διακυβερνd·

περ� Yν W θε�ο Α$ π�στολο διδάσκων *λεγεν· Ω�  βάθο πλούτου

κα� σοφ!α κα� γν)σεω Θεο�· � α$ νεξερεύνητα τὰ κρ!µατα

αυ$ το� κα� α$ νεξιχν!αστοι αO Wδο� αυ$ το�. Οoτω δ> κα� τρ!βοι

αυ$ το� ε_εν αO κατὰ µ�ρο διοικ9σει τ(ν Xλων, καθ $ αn  ]σπερ

�πιπορευ�µενο τά τε κατ $  ου$ ραν<ν κα� τὰ �π� γ8 τP προνοητικP

δυνάµει, τρ!βου �αυτο� κα� πορε!α το� νοε�ν δυναµ�νοι

δε!κνυσι. Didymus, commPs 22–26.10, Cod. p. 79: διττ( αO το�

θεο� Wδο� λ�γονται· 0τοι αO φ�ρουσαι πρ< αυ$ τ<ν @ αn  αυ$ τ<

Wδεύει �πιπορευ�µενο το� Xλοι, δ�ον κατὰ τ<ν τ8 προνο!α

λ�γον @ κατὰ τ< zφελε�ν κα� ε_ναι �ν το� δεκτικο� �αυτο�.
λ�γει γο�ν· ‘�νοικ9σω �ν αυ$ το� κα� �νπεριπατ9σω’. W δ>

�νπεριπατ(ν *χει Wδού, αn  αυ$ τ< Wδεύει. διττ( οjν Wδοὺ θεο�

λ�γοµεν @ τὰ πρ< αυ$ τ<ν α$ γούσα αVται δ� ε:σιν αO α$ ρετα! @ αn 

αυ$ τ< �πιβαδ!ζει κατὰ τ�ν πρ�νοιαν �αυτο� κα� κρ!σιν κα�

διο!κησιν κα� δωρεά.
11 Cod. σφργ!δων. Cf. Rev. 6:1; 10:4.
12 EN XXVIIe.
13 EN XXVIIf.
14 Cod. καθον.
15 Cod. δη.
16 Didymus is the sole Christian author to make the distinction

between +δ�α and σκυθρωπά. Cf. Scholion XXXI: Σκυθρωπ(ν

µελλ�ντων �πιφ�ρεσθαι. EN XXVIIg.
17 Cf. Rev. 1:20; 5:7.
18 Cod. εποµενωσ.
19 The author employs the scriptural distinction between rational

beings which are either �π!γεια (‘earhtly’) or �πουράνια

(‘heavenly’), as in Phil. 2:10. Cf. 1 Cor. 15:40. Likewise, he has in
mind John 3:12 distinguishing ‘things’ that are �π!γεια from the
�πουράνια: the latter are far too hard to comprehend.

20 Cod. ηυρηται.
21 EN XXVIIh.
22 Cod. διακρ!σεωσ. The sequence of notions, πρ�νοια – κρ!σι –

διο!κησι, within the same sentence is exclusive to Didymus. See
note 10 to this Scholion: κατὰ τ�ν πρ�νοιαν �αυτο� κα� κρ!σιν κα�

διο!κησιν. EN XXVIIi.
23 Cf. Scholion II: φανερ(σαι τ<ν περ� αυ$ τ(ν λ�γον.
24 Rom. 1:3.
25 The expression τὰ �µφερ�µενα, suggesting words or expressions

contained in a certain text, is never used by Didymus, but it appears

in Cassian (Pseudo-Didymus), DT (lib. 2.1–7), 5.26: π�σα δ> α' λλα

�µφ�ρεται περ� το� θεϊκο� πνεύµατο. DT (lib. 3), PG.39: 900.16:
κα� τ< �ν Ματθα!^ �µφερ�µενον. 968.16: καE ν µ9ποτε :δικ(

�µφ�ρηται. It was used by Eusebius, Epiphanius, Asterius of
Antioch, and a variety of sixth-century authors (Theodore
Anagnostes, John Malalas, and Evagrius Scholasticus). This occurs
only once in the spurious Quaestiones et Responsiones, which has
been attributed to either Theodoret or Pseudo-Justin, but I have
surmised that this is probably Cassian’s work.

26 John 5:22. Cf. EN XXVIg: the Father acts through the Son, yet there
is only one Trinitarian action. Origen introduced the idea that God
who acts and speaks throughout biblical history is actually God the
Logos. After Gregory of Nyssa, Didymus used this against Docetism
and Arianism: Didymus, In Epistulas Catholicas Brevis Enarratio,
p. 17: ε: πατρ< κα� υOο� µ!α θε�τη, κρ!νοντο το� υOο� W πατ�ρ

W κρ!νων �στ!ν· α$ λλὰ κα� W υO< δύναται πατ�ρ ε_ναι τ(ν

γεννητ(ν γενν9σα αυ$ τοὺ µετουσ!H α- γι�τητο· . . . Κα� τα�τα

διελ�γχει τοὺ διακ�πτοντα τ�ν θε�τητα. Gregory of Nyssa,
Adversus Eunomium, 171: λ�γει γὰρ κα� W �κκλησιαστικ< κα� W

αOρετικ�, Xτι Ο-  πατ�ρ κρ!νει ου$ δ�να, α$ λλὰ τ�ν κρ!σιν πα̃σαν

δ�δωκε τK υOK, νοε� δ> ου$ χ Wµο!ω τ< ε:ρηµ�νον �κάτερο· διὰ

γὰρ τ(ν αυ$ τ(ν ?ηµάτων W µ>ν �κκλησιαστικ< τ�ν �π� πάντων

�ξουσ!αν νοε�, οVτο δ> κατασκευάζει τ< ;ποδε� τε κα�

;ποχε!ριον.
27 EN XXVIIj.
28 Rev. 5:5. Cf. Gen. 49:8.
29 Rev. 5:12; Cf. 5:6; 13:8.
30 Cf. Rev, 22:7; 22:9; 22:10; 22:18.
31 Cod. �νησαι.
32 Didymus makes explicit references to Gen. 49:8; Jer. 23:5–6; Isaiah

11:10 and Rom. 15:12; Ezek. 34:23; Zach. 6:12 and 9:14–15;
Habakkuk, 3:11; 2 Tim. 2:8. Perhaps this is also an implicit reference
to Deut. 32:34: ου$ κ :δοὺ τα�τα συν8κται παρ $  �µο� κα�

�σφράγισται �ν το� θησαυρο� µου; In relation to this, Didymus
refers to Isaiah 29:11: κα� *σονται ;µ�ν πάντα τὰ ?9µατα τα�τα �

οO λ�γοι το� βιβλ!ου το� �σφραγισµ�νου τούτου, k �ὰν δ(σιν

αυ$ τ< α$ νθρ)π^ �πισταµ�ν^ γράµµατα λ�γοντε Α$ νάγνωθι τα�τα·

κα� �ρε�· Ου$  δύναµαι α$ ναγν(ναι, �σφράγισται γάρ. Didymus,
commPs 35–39, Cod. p. 286.

33 Cod. �πι.
34 Cod. �π� πρ)τησ.
35 EN XXVIIk.
36 Cod. ασαφιαν.
37 Cod. σφραγ!σειν. Cf. Isaiah 29:11; Daniel 12:4.

Text of Revelation and Scholia in Apocalypsin150



το�38 ε� σφαγµένου 5ρν6ου· ου
 χ = καρδ�α =µ*ν κ‹αι›οµ�νη39 <ν �ν =µ�ν, Lτε δι�ν‹οι›γεν40 =µ�ν τὰ�

γραφά�;41

38 Cod. τουσ.
39 Cod. κεοµ�νη.
40 Cod. διηνυγεν.
41 Luke 24:32. Cf. Scholion XX, note 9, reference to the same notion of

the OT being disclosed by Jesus to Cleopas and the rest of the
disciples after the resurrection. Unexpected though it is, this
scriptural passage was quoted by a limited number of authors:
Origen, commJohn, I.8.50; X.18.105; homJer, 20.8; frPs, 38, 2–4.
Didymus, commPs 35–39, Cod. p. 274; In Genesin, Cod. p. 196. Cyril
of Alexandria, Explanatio in Lucam, PG.72.753.1. Pseudo-John

Chrysostom, In Samaritanam, PG.59.541.22. The following is a
parallel which tells us that Cassian by and large quoted from
Didymus while writing this Scholion: Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 1133:
Οe θεν τ< οoτω πεπυρωµ�νον λ�γιον σφ�δρα παρά τινο

α$ γαπηθ>ν ποιε� αυ$ τ<ν τK πνεύµατι ζ�οντα αe τε δο�λον =ντα το�

θεο�. W τοιο�το κα� σαφηνιζοµ�νων ;π< Ι$ ησο� τ(ν γραφ(ν

�ξάπτεται τ�ν καρδ!αν, � φάσκειν κατὰ τοὺ περ� τ<ν Κλε)παν

Ου
 χ� = καρδ�α =µ*ν καιοµ�νη <ν �ν =µ�ν, S� δι�νοιγεν =µ�ν τὰ�

γραφά�;

Scholion XXVII

With regard to this book, one could say that this is the entire rationale of the Providence,

according to which God’s judgement is brought upon men, with either pleasant or unpleasant

results. Since the content of this book refers not only to perceptible things, but also to spiritual

ones, [this book] is written within and without. Furthermore, since unsearchable are His

judgements and His ways,1 along which he goes through all existing things and passes judge-

ment and administers individually everything that pertains to each one, this book is bound

tightly closed by means of a divine number of seals. At certain opportune times, when certain

things have to befall those living on earth (pleasant ones for some people, unpleasant ones for

others), the question is who is the one who has such a strength as to take the book from the
right hand2 of Him who holds it, and to loose the seals thereof. It is subsequently indicated

through the following words, that no created being (be it heavenly or earthly) has ever been

found worthy of deciphering the rationale of Providence (as it is manifested in the Judgement

and Administration [of the world]), owing to [created] nature being inferior [to the Uncreated

one].3 Only he who was made from the seed of David according to the flesh4 proved worthy to

realize the things recounted in this book. For the Father judgeth no man.5 He is the Lion of the
tribe of Judah,6 the Root of David,7 the Lamb, which has been slain.8 Of this book Moses

wrote; there are also references to this in Isaiah, as well as at many points of scripture. Since

the former Testament was very obscure, what was written therein was sealed with seven

seals.9 However, after the resurrection of the Lord everything that was written has been made

so clear, that those who have experienced this disclosure can now say of the lamb that has
been slain, Did not our heart burn within us, while he opened to us the scriptures?10

1 Rom. 11:33.
2 Cf. Rev. 1:20; 5:7.
3 This Scholion, as indeed the previous one, lays considerable

emphasis on the ontological difference between created and
uncreated nature and the consequences of this difference.

4 Rom. 1:3.
5 John 5:22. The Son is the only one to be able to recognize the

rationale of Providence and Judgement, because of his divine nature 

and because he is God the Logos, who passes Judgement on the
world, according to the passage of John quoted at this point. Once
again, the author stresses his anti-Arian intention.

6 Rev. 5:5.
7 Ibid.
8 Rev. 5:6; 5:12; 13:8.
9 Cf. Isaiah 29:11; Daniel 12:4.
10 Luke 24:32.
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SCHOLION XXVIII

<XXVIII. Rev. 5:6> καὶ ι< δον1 ε� ν µέσ8 το! θρ�νου καὶ τBν τεσ|σ�ρων ζώι ων καὶ ε� ν265r
µέσ8 τBν πρεσβυτέρων 5ρν6ον ε- στηκ:� ω- � ε� σφαγµένον, &χων2 κέρατα ε- πτ7 καὶΚΗ

ο� φθαλµοὺ� ε- πτ�, α; 3 ει� σιν τ7 ε- πτ74 πνε1µατα το! θεο! 5ποστελλ�µενα5 ει� � πα̃σαν τὴν

γη̃ν. ‹5:7› καὶ ηA λθεν καὶ ει< ληφεν ε� κ τη̃� δεξια̃� το! καθηµένου ε� πὶ το! θρ�νου.6 ‹5:81›
καὶ ο; τε &λαβεν τ: βιβλ6ον,

1 2329: Fδον.
2 O., An., Ar. *χον. 2329, N.-A. *χων.
3 αe  (instead of οh) in 1854, 2050, 2329, 2344, and K; so Arethas.
4 2329: Cφθαλµοὺσ �πτά, ε:σ�ν δ> τὰ �πτά. O., An., N.-A. Cφθαλµοὺ �πτά, οh ε:σιν τὰ �πτά. Ar. Cφθαλµοὺ

�πτά, αe  ε:σι.
5 2329: α$ πεσταλµ�να. O., N.-A. α$ πεσταλµ�νοι. An.(S). τὰ α$ πεσταλµ�να. An.(M). τὰ α$ ποστελλ�µενα. Ar.

α$ ποστελλ�µενα. Arethas once again reads K, since α$ ποστελλ�µενα occurs only therein, along with 2351
and possibly 1611.

6 O., N.-A. �π� το� θρ�νου. An. Ar, �π� το� θρ�νου τ< βιβλ!ον.

‹Σχ�λιον κη´ ›

Μετὰ τ< �γνωκ�ναι1 µ�, φησιν, Xτι η-  ρ- 6ζα ∆αυ6δ‹,› ο-  νικ4σα�2 λέων ε� κ τη̃� φυλη̃�ΚΗ

Ι� ο1δα,3 ει< ληφεν4 τ: βιβλ6ον �π� τ<5 λ!σαι τ7� σφραγι̃δα� α+το!,6 ειA δον7 ε� ν µέσ8 το!

ΕΡ

‹θ›ρ‹�›νο‹υ›8 καὶ τBν τεσσ�ρων ζώι ων καὶ τBν πρεσβυτέρων9 5ρν6ον ε- στηκ:�

‹ω- �› ε� σφαγµένον.10 µετὰ ‹τ�ν› α$ νάστασιν γὰρ κα� α$ νάληψιν Cφθ>ν τ: 5ρν6ον ου$ κ�τι

ε� σφαγµένον11 sφθη κα� �πιε‹ικ›τ�‹ν,›12 τουτ�στιν ου$ κ�τι α$ λλοιούµενον. ‹Ε:›13

οjν κατὰ καιν‹�›ν14 στάσιν *χει λοιπ<ν ε- πτ715 κ‹έ›ρατα,16 α% γ�αν βασιλε6αν17 κα�

ευ
 λογηµ�νην18 *χει· ταύτη γὰρ σύµβολον τὰ πνε1µατα.19 πρ< το� | ε- πτ7 κέρασιν265v
καὶ ο� φθαλµοὺ� ε- πτ7 *χει‹,› ου$ κ α' λλου =ντα τ(ν ε- πτ7 το! θεο! πνευµ�των, αn

1 EN XXVIIIa.
2 Cf. Rev. 3:21.
3 Rev. 5:5.
4 Rev. 5:7.
5 EN XXVIIIb.
6 Rev. 5:2.
7 The form ε_δον occurs instead of Fδον. This is because at this point

we have another scribe, with a remarkably different handwriting,
who took over from Theodosius at the fifth line of folio 264r of the
Codex, starting with writing Scholion XXVII. This confirms that the
spelling Fδον is owing to scribe Theodosius, who reappears on folio
270v of the Codex. On that very page the form Fδον reappears.

8 Restoring the scriptural text, Rev. 4:6. Cod. ουρανου. The scribe
evidently misheard the recitation of the scriptural text.

9 Rev. 5:6. Cf. Rev. 14:3.
10 Rev. 5:6.
11 Oecumenius made the point tellingly: cν δ> τ< α$ ρν!ον ου$ κ

�σφαγµ�νον, α$ λλ$  � �σφαγµ�νον. α$ νεβ!ω γὰρ W Χριστ<

πατ9σα τ<ν θάνατον, κα� σκυλεύσα τ<ν Αe ι δην τ(ν παρ $  αυ$ το�

κατεχοµ�νων ψυχ(ν· � τ<ν Χριστο� θάνατον µηδ> ε_ναι

θάνατον βεβα!ω, α$ λλ$  � θάνατον διὰ τ< τ8 α$ ναστάσεω

σύντοµον . . . διὰ το�το cν � �σφαγµ�νον �ν τP Wράσει τ8

Cπτασ!α. Commentarius in Apocalypsin, p. 79.

12 Cod. επιεστοσ. I wrote, �πιεικτ�ν (= yielding, weak, tolerating).
EN XXVIIIc.

13 Cod. η.
14 Cod. καινον.
15 EN XXVIIId.
16 Cod. καιρατα.
17 Rev. 1:6; 1:9; 5:10; 11:15; 12:10. Cf. Scholion XIV: σύµβολον γὰρ

βασιλε!α θρ�νο.
18 Cf. Scholion IX and note 13 (with Scriptural references): τK ζ ´  α$ ριθµK,

µυστικK =ντι δι< αE γιο� κα� ευ
 λογηµ�νο�.
19 This is an abbreviated reference, since the ‘symbol of the kingdom’ is

not the ‘spirits’, but the number seven. He therefore means, ‘the
seven spirits are a symbol.’ However, there is no need to correct the
MS by adding the word �πτά, which is clearly implied, since the
point made is about the significance of the number seven apropos of
Rev. 5:6. Didymus repeatedly lays a great deal of stress upon the
meaning of the number seven. Cf. Scholion IX: ;ποβάλλων αυ$ τὰ τK

ζ ´  α$ ριθµK, µυστικK =ντι. Scholion XXVII: θε!^ α$ ριθµK σφραγ!δων

σφ!γγεται τ< βιβλ!ον. Also, Didymus, In Genesin, Cod. p. 36: Α$ λλὰ

κα� �ν τP Α$ ποκαλύψει W Ι$ ωάννη λ�γων ρµδ ´  χιλιάδα α$ νδρ(ν

qπεσθαι τK α$ ρν!^, X �στιν W Σωτ9ρ, κα� τα�τα παρθ�νων µετὰ

γυναικ(ν µ� µολυνθ�ντων, δε!κνυσιν Xτι λ�γο τι περ� τ<ν

α$ ριθµ<ν το�τον τ!µι� �στιν. Cf. Scholion XXXI.
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πορεύεται20 ‹�›π‹�›21 τ8 γ8 �πισκοπο�ντα22 τὰ πρ< α$ νθρ)πων23 πραττ�µενα.24

συνH́δει τούτοι τ<· >πτὰ Oφθαλµο� κυρ�ου ε/σ�ν �πιβλ�ποντε� �π� πα̃σαν τ?ν γ�ν.25

20 Cf. Scholion XV: κα� ‹οO› π�δε αυ$ το�, καθ $ οr

�πιπορεύ‹εται› τK παντ� διαφ‹οιτ9›σα . . . cχον ποι(ν

�πιπορευ�µενο. Scholion XXVII: �πιπορευ�µενο το� Xλοι

κρ!νει κα� ο:κονοµε� τὰ περ� qκαστον.
21 Cod. α$ πο.
22 Cf. Didymus, commZacch, 2.165: Ου$  µ�νον το�το ου$ κ *πραξαν οO

α$ λάστορε, α$ λλὰ κα� ν(τα *δειξαν τK �πισκοπο�ντι α$ κοιµ9τ^

CφθαλµK. frPs(al), fr. 1213: α$ λλ$  �πε� κα� τ< πρ�σωπ�ν σου

�πισκοπε� κα� �φορd τὰ Xλα, πο� φυγε�ν α$ π $  αυ$ το� δυν9σοµαι;

ibid. fr. 278: Ε$ ν �κστάσει, τουτ�στιν �ν �κπλ9ξει γεγενηµ�νο,
ε_πα Α
 π�ρριµµαι α9 ρα α
 π# προσ,που τ*ν Oφθαλµ*ν σου [Ps.30:23]
τουτ�στιν µακρὰν *δοξα ε_ναι τ(ν �ποπτικ(ν κα�

�πισκοπευτικ(ν σου δυνάµεων.
23 The structure τὰ πρ< α$ νθρ)πων, instead of τὰ ;π< α$ νθρ)πων.

There is no need to emend the Codex reading.
24 The notion of ‘the eyes of the Lord’ is notably present in the Scholia.

Cf. Scholion XV: Τ�ν �ποπτικ�ν κα� *φορον τ(ν Xλων δύναµιν κα�

τ�ν πορευτικ�ν το� υOο� το� θεο� διὰ τ(ν προκειµ�νων δηλο�.
κα� �πειδ� διὰ το� �πιβλ�πειν α$ ναιρε� κα� ξηρα!νει τὰ φα�λα, οO

Cφθαλµο� αυ$ το� φλ<ξ εFρηται πυρ�. Scholion XXX: αe για! ε:σι

τινε ‹δυνάµει›, ο[ον αO ;πηρετικα� χε�ρε� κα� �ποπτικο�

Oφθαλµο�.
25 Zach. 4:10. Didymus’ Commentary on the Apocalypse was written

before his commentaries on Zachariah. Cf. Didymus, commZacch,
3.73: Σαφ9νεια δ> α$ ναντ!ρρητο περ� τούτων γ�γονεν �ν το�

;ποµν9µασιν τ8 Α$ ποκαλύψεω το� Ι$ ωάννου κα� τ8 πρ<

Ρ- ωµα!ου Παύλου �πιστολ8, αe περ W α$ ναγνοὺ =ψεται τὰ περ�

τ(ν α$ ριθµ(ν θε�α θεωρ9µατα �πεσπαρµ�να τP γραφP, τP τε πρ<

τ8 �πιδηµ!α το� Σωτ8ρο, αoτη δ$ �στ�ν + καλουµ�νη παλαιὰ

διαθ9κη, κα� τP µετὰ τ�ν δε�ρο το� Χριστο� α' φιξιν,
προσαγορευοµ�νG καινP. See Didymus’ references to John’s
Revelation, which are impressively interlaced with expressions
which occur in the Scholia. EN XXVIIIe.

 
Scholion XXVIII

He subsequently says: ‘After I had recognized that the root of David, the Lion of the tribe of
Judah1 who overcame,2 had received3 the book in order to loose the seals thereof,4 I beheld,
and lo, in the midst of the throne5 and of the four beasts, and [in the midst of] the elders,6

a Lamb stood, as if it had been slain.’7 For indeed after the resurrection and ascension

the Lamb was no longer seen as slain and standing in tolerance, that is, [it was seen] no

longer changed. If therefore in this new state it has seven horns, this betokens him having

a kingdom8 that is blessed and sanctified.9 For those [seven] spirits are a symbol of this

[kingdom]. In addition to the seven horns, it also has seven eyes, which are not in fact other

than the seven spirits of God, which go through the earth and supervise human actions. The

saying [then], they are the seven eyes of the Lord, which oversee the whole earth,10 conforms to

the foregoing considerations.

1 Rev. 5:5.
2 Cf. Rev. 3:21.
3 Rev. 5:7.
4 Rev. 5:2.
5 Rev. 4:6.

6 Rev. 5:6. Cf. Rev. 14:3.
7 Rev. 5:6.
8 Cf. Rev. 1:6; 1:9; 5:10; 11:15; 12:10.
9 After Gen. 2:3. see Scholion IX, note 11.
10 Zach. 4:10.
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SCHOLION XXIX

<XXIX. Rev. 5:82> τ7 τέσσαρα ζ,α καὶ οι-  ει< κοσιν τέσσαρε� πρεσβ1τεροι &πεσαν1ΚΘ

ε� ν=πιον2 το! 5ρν6ου, &χοντε� ε; καστο� κ‹ι›θ�ραν3 καὶ φι�λα� χρυσα̃� γεµο1σα�

θυµιαµ�των, αι;  ει� σιν προσευχαὶ4 ‹τBν›5 α- γ6ων, ‹5:9› καὶ α<
ι
δουσιν ω�

ι
δὴν καιν4ν,

λέγοντε�· α< ξιο� ειA  λαβει̃ν τ: βιβλ6ον, καὶ 5νοι̃ξαι τ7� σφραγι̃δα�6 α+το!, ο; τι ε� σφ�γη�

καὶ Jγ�ρασα�7 τ, θε, η- µα̃� ε� ν τ, αι; µατ6 σου ε� κ π�ση� φυλη̃� καὶ γλ=σση� καὶ λαο!

καὶ &θνου�, ‹5:10› καὶ ε� πο6ησα� α+τοὺ� τ, θε, η- µBν βασιλει̃� καὶ ι- ερει̃� καὶ

βασιλε1σουσιν ε� πὶ τη̃� γη̃�. ‹5:11› καὶ ειA δ‹ο›ν8 καὶ η< κουσα φωνὴν9 5γγέλων

πολλBν | κ1κλ8 το! θρ�νου καὶ τBν ζώι ων καὶ τBν πρεσβυτέρων καὶ ηA ν ο-266r
5ριθµ:� α+τBν µυρι�δε� µυρι�δων καὶ χιλι�δε� χιλι�δων,10 ‹5:12› λέγοντε�

φων9̃ µεγ�λη· α< ξι�ν ε� στιν τ: 5ρν6ον τ: ε� σφαγµένον λαβει̃ν τὴν δ1ναµ‹ι›ν11 καὶ

τ:ν12 πλο!τον καὶ σοφ6αν καὶ ι� σχὺν καὶ τιµὴν καὶ δ�ξαν καὶ ε+λογ6αν.13 ‹5:13› καὶ

πα̃ν κτ6σµα, ο% 14 ε� ν τ, ο+ραν, καὶ ε� πὶ τη̃� γη̃� καὶ υ- ποκ�τω τη̃� γη̃�15 καὶ ε� πὶ τη̃�

θαλ�σση�, ο; σα ε� στ6ν,16 καὶ τ7 ε� ν α+τοι̃� π�ντα�17 η< κουσα λέγοντα�·18 τ, καθηµέν8

ε� πὶ19 τ, θρ�ν8 καὶ τ, 5ρν6820 η-  ε+λογ6α καὶ η-  τιµὴ καὶ η-  δ�ξα21 καὶ τ: κρ�το� ει� �

τοὺ� αι� Bνα� τBν αι� =νων. ‹5:14› καὶ τ7 τέσσαρα ζ,α &λεγον 5µ4ν· καὶ οι-

πρεσβ1τεροι &πεσαν καὶ προσεκ1νησαν. ‹6:1› καὶ ι< δον, ο; τι22 η< νοιξεν τ: 5ρν6ον

1 O., N.-A. *πεσαν. An., Ar. *πεσον.
2 2329: �ν�πιον.
3 Cod. κηθαραν. 2329: κηθαραν.
4 2329: ε:σι προσευχα!. O., An., Ar., N.-A. ε:σιν αO προσευχα!. The reading προσευχα� instead of αO

προσευχα� is found in A*, 1854, 2329, and 2351.
5 Cod. zντων.
6 2329: σφραγηδασ.
7 In 2329, the text Rev. 5:9–10, from κα� yγ�ρασα to �π� τ8 γ8 reads thus: κα� 0γειρα τK θεK +µα̃

βασιλε!αν κα� Oερε� κα� βασιλεύουσιν �π� τ8 γ8. Then, 5:11. An interesting variant for βασιλεύουσιν

2329 (or βασιλεύσουσιν of Or., An.) is βασιλεύσοµεν in Arethas, which is not considered by N.-A.
8 Cod. ιδων. 2329: ιδον.
9 2329, O., An.(M). φων8. An.(S). φων9ν. Ar. � φων9ν.
10 2329: χειλιαδεσ χειλιαδων.
11 Cod. δυναµην.
12 τ<ν in 1006, 1611, 1841, 1854, K.
13 2329: τ�ν δύναµιν κα� πλο�τον κα� δ�ξαν κα� ευ$ λογ!αν. O. τ�ν δύναµιν κα� σοφ!αν κα� πλο�τον κα�

:σχὺν κα� τιµ�ν κα� δ�ξαν κα� ευ$ λογ!αν. An. τ�ν δύναµιν κα� πλο�τον κα� σοφ!αν κα� :σχὺν κα�

τιµ�ν κα� δ�ξαν. Ar. τ�ν δύναµιν κα� τ<ν πλο�τον, κα� σοφ!αν, κα� :σχύν, κα� τιµ9ν, κα� δ�ξαν,
κα� ευ$ λογ!αν. N.-A. τ�ν δύναµιν κα� πλο�τον κα� σοφ!αν κα� :σχὺν κα� τιµ�ν κα� δ�ξαν κα�

ευ$ λογ!αν.
14 2329: κτ!σµα =ν (not considered by N.-A.).
15 2329, O.: κα� ;ποκάτω τ8 γ8 omitted.
16 2329, Ar. �π� τ8 θαλάσση �στ!ν. O. �π� τ8 θαλάσση σὰ �στ!ν. An. �π� τ8 θαλάσση αe  �στιν. N.-A.

�π� τ8 θαλάσση.
17 πάντα instead of πάντα, in 1006, 1841, 2351, K, and the Vulgate. Arethas follows once again, using πάντα.
18 2329: 0κουσα δ> λ�γοντα, introducing a new sentence; the preceding πάντα has a full-stop. So in O. and

An.(M). Thus, ‘I heard them saying to him that sitteth upon the throne’. O., Ar., N.-A. 0κουσα λ�γοντα.
An.(S). 0κουσα λ�γοντα. An.(N). λ�γοντα (0κουσα om.).

19 O. πάντα· 0κουσα λ�γοντα τK καθηµ�ν^ �π�. An. πάντα· λ�γοντα τK καθηµ�ν^ �π�. Ar. πάντα 0κουσα

λ�γοντα· ΤK καθηµ�ν^ �π�. N.-A. πάντα 0κουσα λ�γοντα· τK καθηµ�ν^ �π�.
20 2329: τK καθηµ�ν^ κα� τK α$ ρν!^.
21 2329: + ευ$ λογ!α κα� + τιµ� κα� + δ�ξα κα� οO πρεσβύτεροι . . . The text κα� τ< κράτο . . . α$ µ9ν is not part

of this version.
22 Xτι instead of Xτε in 2053, 2351, K, and the Vulgate. 2329, N.-A. ε_δον Xτε. O. Xτε ε_δον. An., Ar. ε_δον

Xτι.
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µ6αν ε� κ τBν ε- πτ7 σφραγ6δων,23 καὶ η< κουσα24 ε- ν:� ε� κ τBν τεσσ�ρων ζώι ων λέγοντο�25

ω- � φων9̃26 βροντη̃�· &ρχου. ‹6:2› καὶ ι� δοὺ27 ι; ππο� λευκ:� καὶ ο-  καθ4µενο� ε� π �

α+τ:ν &χων τ�ξον, | καὶ ε� δ�θη28 α+τ, στέφανο�, καὶ ε� ξη̃λθεν νικBν καὶ ι; να266v
νικ4σ9.

23 At this point the scribe notes the letter A in the left margin, notifying future readers that here starts the
narrative of the opening of the ‘first seal’. The scribe of 2329 is the same person, namely Theodosius, who
does the same in that text of Revelation, too.

24 O.(H) yκούσαµεν �κ τ(ν. O.(G) 0κουσα µ>ν �κ τ(ν. An., Ar., N.-A. the same as 2351.
25 2329: λ�γων. O. λεγ�ντων. An., Ar., N.-A. the same as 2351.
26 O. � φων9ν. An., � φων8. Ar. � φωνP. N.-A. � φων9.
27 2329: κα� :δού. This omission of κα� ε_δον occurs in 2351 and K. O., N.-A. *ρχου. κα� ε_δον, κα� :δού. Ar.

*ρχου κα� Fδε. Κα� :δού. An. (M). *ρχου κα� Fδε. Κα� ε_δον· κα� :δοὺ. An. (S). *ρχου. Κα� ε_δον· κα� :δού.
28 2329: εδωθη,

‹Σχ�λιον κθ ´ ›

ΕFρητα! που κατευθυνθ�τω = προσευχ� µου S� θυµ�αµα �ν,πι)ν σου.1 πλ9ρει τούτωνΕΡ

τ(ν θυµιαµ�των φι�λαι2 τυγχάνουσι τὰ +γεµονικὰ τ(ν γνησ!ω ευ$ χοµ�νων ΧριστK.

�ρε� δ> κα� τὰ κιθ�ρα�3 τ�ν +ρµοσµ�νην ευ$ µούσω4 κα� �‹µ›µελ(5 δύναµιν

αυ$ τ(ν, καθ $ Aν νοο�σι κα� α$ γαπ(σι Χριστ�ν. τ! δ> �‹ν› τ‹K›6 τ< H' δειν τ�ν καινὴν

ω�
ι
δὴν7 λ�γουσιν @ τ�· α< ξιο� ειA ‹,› f δ�σποτα8 σωτ9ρ‹,›9 λαβει̃ν τ: βιβλ6ον10

κα� τὰ �ξ8; προφαν( δ> περ� το� σταυρωθ�ντο �στ� τα�τα, α
 χθ�ντο� S�

προβάτο‹υ›11 �π� σφαγ�ν.12 �κ τ8 οoτω γεναµ�νη13 σφαγ��, τ< ?ε�σαν

αιI µα τιµ‹? δ�›δοτ‹αι›14 ;π>ρ τ(ν σεσωσµ�νων. κα� �πειδ� µ� �π	ρ µ�ρου,

@ �ν< &θνου� τ(ν α$ νθρ)πων �σταυρ,θη,15 Jγ�ρασεν τ, αι; µατι α;το� | α$ π<267r
π�ση� φυλη̃�16 Ι$ σρα�λ κα� διαλ�κτου17 πάση τ(ν α$ νθρ)πων‹,› *τι µ�ν18 κα� λαο!‹.›
καὶ &θνου� καὶ λαο! διαφοράν ‹�στι›19 λαβε�ν‹,› φάσκοντα ‹�›20 οO ‹µ>ν›21

�κ τ(ν καθαρ!ων κα� σοφ(ν22 α$ νθρ)πων ληµφθ�ντε23 α$ π< λαο!· οO δ> α$ π< τ(ν

χυδαιοτ�ρων κα� πολλ(ν24 α$ π< &θνου� Qγοράσθησαν.25 πιστο�τ‹αι›26 + προτ�ρα

1 Psalm 140:2.
2 Rev. 5:8.
3 Rev. 5:8.
4 EN XXIXa.
5 Cod. ευ$ µελ(σ. EN XXIXb.
6 Cod. µετα. The ‘new ode’ of Rev. 5:8 is sung at the same time with

α' ξιο ε_ etc., which is indeed the content of the ode. Thus the
present tense should be indicated with �ν τK, denoting the
simultaneity of H' δειν and λ�γουσιν.

7 Rev. 5:9.
8 The appellation δ�σποτα is Cassian’s. Didymus does not use this in

his genuine works. It only appears in catena-fragments (no more
than eight times out of a collection comprising more than fifteen
hundred attributions) and is an addition by the catenist. By contrast,
in DT, which is not a work of Didymus but Cassian, the designation
δεσπ�τη appears more than two hundred times.

9 EN XXIXc.
10 Rev. 5:9.
11 Cod. πρ�βατον. The scribe stuck to the scriptural word as it stands.

However, since α$ χθ�ντο precedes being in the genitive case, the
nominative πρ�βατον is plainly wrong.

12 Isaiah 53:7; Acts 8:32.
13 EN XXIXd. Cf. Scholion XXI: �π� τ<ν οoτω γενάµενον στύλον, and

EN XXIf.
14 Cod. τ!µιον δοτε. Cf. Rev. 5:9; also, an allusion to 1 Cor. 7:23: τιµ8

yγοράσθητε. See below: yγ�ρασεν, yγοράσθησαν.

15 Cf. 1 Cor. 1:13.
16 Rev. 5:9.
17 EN XXIXe.
18 EN XXIXf.
19 Cod. διαφοραν διαφοραν. EN XXIXg.
20 I have added �. See below, αυ$ το� γὰρ ‹�›µολ�γησαν � α$ π< τ(ν

α$ νθρ)πων yγοράσθησαν. EN XXIXh.
21 I have added µ>ν, which is obviously needed.
22 EN XXIXi.
23 The form ληµφθ�ντε, although found in the Septuagint, appears

only in a few authors (the Apologist Melito of Sardis, the
mathematicians Theon and Pappus) among whom Didymus made
the most use of it. Two instances transpire in Pseudo-Caesarius
(= Cassian), Quaestiones et Responsiones, 135 (ληµφθ�ντι) and 218
(ληµφθ�ντο). No other Christian author used this verb-form.
Although in Didymus we come upon this usage nearly sixty times,
no such usage occurs in his frPs(al), although it does in his commPs.
Cf. Scholion XV: συνκαταβα!νεν, and note 20.

24 Cf. Didymus, commPs 40–44.4, Cod. p. 319: ‘λαο�’ δ> δύνανται

πάντε οO χυδαι�τεροι α' νθρωποι λ�γεσθαι ου$ δ>ν *χοντε

α$ νηγµ�νον, ου$  σοφο� =ντε. οVτοι οjν +µ(ν qνεκα κ!νησιν

κεφαλ8 *θεντο. +µε� γο�ν γεν�µενοι πρ< τοὺ λαού, τοὺ

χυδαιοτ�ρου α$ νθρ)που. EN XXIXj.
25 Cf. Rev. 5:9; 1 Cor. 7:23.
26 Cod. πιστο�τε. Cf. Scholion XXV: πιστ)σει, and Cassian, Cod.

p. 10r: Κα� πρ< π!στωσιν τ(ν ε:ρηµ�νων.
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‹;›π�θεσι27 τ<ν α$ ριθµ<ν τ(ν ει< κοσι τεσσ�ρων πρεσβυτέρων28 �κ τ8 προκειµ�νη

λ�ξεω· αυ$ το� γὰρ ‹�›µολ�γησαν29 � 5π: τBν 5νθρ=πων Jγορ�σθησαν30 κα�

�ξελ�γησαν.

+µε� οjν οO α$ ναγιν‹)›σκοντε31 τα�τα κα� µαθ�ντε Xτι τὰ θυµι�µατ� ει� σιν αι-

προσευχαὶ τBν α- γ6ων32 κα� πνευµατικα� θυσ�αι κα� ευ
 πρ)σδεκτ‹ο›ι33 θεB34 αO α$ γαθα�

πράξει‹,› Wρ(µεν, Xτι α$ π< τ8 Χριστο� �πιδηµ!α, �ν παντ� τ)π[ θυµ�αµα προσάγεται35

τB Oν)µατι κυρ!ου κα� θυσ�α καθαρά· µ�γα γὰρ αυ$ το� τ# bνοµά �στιν �ν το�� 8θνεσιν36 διὰ τ�ν

το� Χριστο� διδασκαλ!αν‹,› ] φησιν W προφ9τη. |267v

27 Cod. α$ π�θεσισ.
28 Rev. 4:4; 4:10; 5:8; 11:16; 19:4.
29 Cod. Wµολ�γησαν.
30 Rev. 14:4.
31 Cod. α$ ναγιν�σκοντεσ. Cf. Scholion III: τ(ν α$ ναγινωσκ�ντων κα�

α$ κου�ντων . . . συνετ( α$ ναγιν)σκειν κα� µ� προχε!ρω

α$ κούειν, α$ λλὰ πιστ(. Cf. 1 Tim. 3:13: πρ�σεχε τP α$ ναγν)σει. Up
to this point, Cassian quotes from Didymus verbatim. I made this
part a separate paragraph, since this is a concluding remark of his
own. Regarding the expression α$ ναγιν‹)›σκοντε τα�τα, the
pronoun τα�τα should be understood as pointing to both the text of
Revelation corresponding to this Scholion, and the foregoing text of
Didymus, which Cassian ‘read’ and just quoted. Cassian’s aim in
making this final remark is plain: he wishes to affiliate this specific
passage of Revelation with both Testaments, which he actually does
by quoting 1 Peter 2:5 and Malachi 1:11. This is after all for Cassian
the principal aim in composing these Scholia.

32 Rev. 5:8.
33 Cod. ευ$ πρ�σδεκτει.
34 1 Peter 2:5.

35 Cod. πριοαγεται.
36 Malachi 1:11. There is no text of Origen where this scriptural

passage is quoted. It is cited, however, in Theodoret, Graecarum
Affectionum Curatio, 10.90; 10.92; Interpretatio in Psalmos, PG.80:
1648.26–29; 1785.22–27. intProphXII, PG.81.1968.1–6 and 33. We
have only one oblique instance in Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 680a.
Comment on this passage appears in Christian literature as early as
Justin Martyr, Dialogus cum Tryphone, 41.2. Clement of Alexandria,
Stromateis, 5.14.136.3. Eusebius, DE, 2.3.10; Eclogae Prophetarum,
p. 130; commPs, PG.23: 253.39–46; 877.31–39; 1224.20–24. Cyril of
Alexandria, commProphXII, v. 2, pp. 229; 267; 564; De Adoratione,
PG.68.225.4–9; De Sancta et Consubstantiali Trinitate,
PG.75.649.37. John Chrysostom, Expositiones in Psalmos,
PG.55.301.53–55. Also, Cassian the Sabaite (Pseudo-Didymus), DT
(lib. 1), 15.33. Theodore of Mopsuestia, commProphXII, Prophet
Malachi 1.11 and 1.14. The Delecta Testimonia Adversus Judaeos,
where Malachi 1:11 occurs at four points (PG.46: 221.14–17;
224.30; 225.34–36; 228.12–14), is ascribed to Gregory of Nyssa, but
this is actually spurious. It appears also in the Dissertatio Contra
Judaeos, chapter 7 (lines 164–166; 178–184; 203–204).

Scholion XXIX

It is written somewhere, Let my prayer be set forth before thee as incense.1 Vials full of incense2

are the intellects3 of those who earnestly pray to Christ. You could also render the harps as

the power of those people, which is artistically and harmoniously adapted within them-

selves: by virtue of this [power] they recognize and love Christ. Further, while they sing

a new song,4 what else could they possibly sing other than the [song], Thou art worthy
to take the book,5 o Lord Saviour, and the verses which follow? Quite obviously, these

[words] pertain to Him who was crucified and brought as a lamb to the slaughter.6 Subsequent

to the slaughter that was so executed, the blood that was shed was the price7 given for the

redemption of those saved. Furthermore, since he was crucified for the sake8 of not just a

part of humanity or of one nation only, he has redeemed by his blood people out of every
tribe9 of Israel and of every human tongue, and, yes, of every people. It is indeed possible

to make the distinction between people and nation, saying this: those who have been

selected from the clean and the wise have been purchased from the people, whereas

those who came from the vulgar and the multitude have been purchased10 from a

1 Psalm 140:2.
2 Rev. 5:8.
3 τὰ +γεµονικά. This Stoic term indicates the governing (principal)

part of the soul.
4 Rev. 5:9.
5 Rev. 5:9.

6 Isaiah, 53:7; Acts 8:32.
7 1 Cor. 7:23.
8 Cf. 1 Cor. 1:13.
9 Rev. 5:9.
10 Cf. Rev. 5:9; 1 Cor. 7:23.
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nation.11 The number of twenty-four presbyters,12 which is found in the present text,13 cor-

roborates this hypothesis. For it is they who professed that they were redeemed and selected

from among men.14

Therefore, we who study these sayings, and have learned that the prayers of the saints
are incense,15 and the good deeds are spiritual sacrifices acceptable to God,16 see that ever

since the advent of Christ, in every place incense is offered to the name of the Lord and a pure

sacrifice. For thanks to the teaching of Christ, His name is great among the nations,17 as the

prophet says.

11 The word λα� indicates ‘the people of God’, understood as both
Israel and advanced Christians. The term *θνο (a word with
numerous negative connotations in the Old Testament) refers to both
the Gentiles and the common Christian faithful.

12 Rev. 4:4; 4:10; 5:8; 11:16; 19:4. The twenty-four presbyters, divided
into two groups of twelve each, represent the λα� (the select race)
and the *θνο (the rest of the peoples of mankind). Since they ‘were
redeemed from among men’ (stated at this point and quoted from
Rev. 14:4), these presbyters represent all humanity.

13 He means Rev. 5:8, which is included in the passage under
consideration.

14 Rev. 14:4.
15 Rev. 5:8.
16 1 Peter 2:5.
17 Malachi 1:11.
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SCHOLION XXX

<XXX. Rev. 6:3> | καὶ ο; τε η< νοιξεν τὴν δευτέραν σφραγι̃δα,1 η< κουσα το! δευτέρου267v
ζώι ου λέγοντο�‹·› &ρχου.2 ‹6:4› καὶ ε� ξη̃λθεν α< λλο� ι; ππο� πυρρ��,3 καὶ τ, καθηµέν8 ε� π �

α+τ:ν ε� δ�θη4 α+τ, λαβει̃ν τὴν ει� ρ4νην ε� κ τη̃� γη̃� καὶ ι; να 5λλ4λου� σφ�ξωσι,5 καὶ

ε� δ�θη6 α+τ, µ�χαιρα µεγ�λη. ‹6:5› καὶ ο; τε η< νοιξε τὴν σφραγι̃δα τὴν τρ6την,7

η< κουσα το! τρ6του ζώι ου λέγοντο�‹·› &ρχου.8 καὶ ι� δοὺ9 ι; ππο� µέλα� καὶ ο-  καθ4µενο�

ε� π � α+τ:ν &χων ζυγ:ν ε� ν τ9̃ χειρὶ α+το!· ‹6:6› καὶ η< κουσα ω- � φωνὴν10 ε� ν µέσ8 τBν

τεσσ�ρων ζώι ων λέγουσαν· χοι̃νιξ σ6του δηναρ6ου,11 καὶ τρει̃� χο6νικε� κριθη̃�,12

δηναρ6ου·13 καὶ τ: &λαιον καὶ τ:ν οιA νον µὴ 5δικ4σ9�.14 ‹6:7› καὶ ο; τε η< νοιξεν τὴν

σφραγι̃δα τὴν τετ�ρτην,15 η< κουσα φωνὴν το! τετ�ρτου ζώι ου λέγοντο�· &ρχου.16 ‹6:8›
καὶ ι� δοὺ17 ι; ππο� χλωρ��, καὶ ο-  καθ4µενο� ε� π�νω α+το! ο< νοµα α+τ, ο-  θ�νατο�,18 καὶ

ο-  ?; δη� Jκολο1θει19 α+τ,·20 καὶ ε� δ�θη21 α+τ,22 ε� ξουσ6α ε� πὶ τ: τέταρτον τη̃� γη̃�, |268r
5ποκτει̃ναι ε� ν ρ- οµφα6?,23 καὶ ε� ν λιµ, καὶ ε� ν θαν�τ8 καὶ υ- π: τBν θηρ6ων τη̃� γη̃�.

1 2329, O., N.-A. τ�ν σφραγ�δα τ�ν δευτ�ραν. An., Ar. τ�ν δευτ�ραν σφραγ�δα. In the left margin, the letter
Β is written by the scribe. This notifies the reader that the ‘second seal’ is being revealed.

2 O., N.-A. *ρχου. An. *ρχου κα� Fδε. Ar. *ρχου κα� βλ�πε.
3 Cod. πυροσ. 2329: πυροσ.
4 2329: αυτω εδωθη.
5 2329: σφαξουσι.
6 2329: εδωθη.
7 In the left margin, the letter Γ notifies the reader that the ‘third seal’ is being revealed.
8 2329, An., Ar. *ρχου κα� Fδε. O., N.-A. *ρχου.
9 2329, Ar. κα� :δού. O., An., N.-A. [κα� ε_δον,] κα� :δού.
10 2329: �σ φων8σ. O., Ar. φων9ν. An.(S), N.-A. � φων9ν. An.(M) � φων8.
11 2329: διναριου.
12 κριθ8 for κριθ(ν in 2344, 2351, K, and the Syriac versio Harclensis. 2329, O., An., N.-A. κριθ(ν. Ar.

κριθ8.
13 2329: διναριου.
14 2329: αδικ9σισ.
15 In the left margin, the letter ∆ notifies the reader that the ‘fourth seal’ is being revealed.
16 2329, O. *ρχου. An. *ρχου κα� Fδε. Ar. *ρχου κα� Fδε. N.-A. *ρχου.
17 2329, Ar. κα� :δού. O. ε_δον, κα� :δού. An., N.-A. κα� ε_δον, κα� :δού.
18 So Ar. and N.-A. 2329: �πάνω W θάνατο. O., An. �πάνω =νοµα αυ$ τK θάνατο.
19 2329: ηκολουθη.
20 αυ$ τK for µετ $  αυ$ το� in A, K, the versio Harclensis, and 1006, 1841, 1854, 2344. 2329: Cπ!σω αυ$ το�. O.,

N.-A. µετ $  αυ$ το�. An., Ar. αυ$ τK. N.-A. µετ $  αυ$ το�.
21 2329: εδωθη.
22 αυ$ τK for αυ$ το�, in 1611, 1854, 2329, 2351, K, the Syriac versions, the Vulgate, and Coptic versions.
23 2329: αποκτ!ναι �ν ρωµφα!α.

Text of Revelation and Scholia in Apocalypsin158



‹Σχ�λιον λ ´ ›Λ

Ε$ κ τ(ν γραφ(ν *στιν ε;ρε�ν1 ‹Xτι,›2 ]σπερ σ(µα3 θεο�‹,› αe για! ε:σ! τινεΕΡ

‹δυνάµει›,4 ο[ον αO ;πηρετικα� χε�ρε‹�›5 κα� �ποπτικο�6 Oφθαλµο� κα� �π� τ(ν

ευ$ χ(ν τεταγµ�να7 eτα κα� ‹κο›λαστικ‹ο›�8 προνο!H θεο� π)δε� το� κατὰ γ8ν

διαιτωµ�νοι.

�π‹ε›�9 οjν µ�λλει �ρε�ν10 ο� ργὴν θεο!11 µεγάλην, ‹ου$  τ<›12 συµβεβηκ<13 πάθο14

Cνοµάζεται θεο! ο� ργὴ καλούµενον, *ξω ;πάρχ‹ο›ν15 αυ$ το�‹,› πλ�ν ε: χρε!αν

κατατασσ�µενον16 το� τούτου δεοµ�νοι‹,› Z κα� παραδ!δονται � α$ νάξιο‹ι›17

θεο�‹,› hνα ποθ9σ‹ω›σι18 τ<ν θε�ν, οV καταπεφρον9κασιν, Xτε ;π< τ�ν το�

χε!ρονο �ξουσ!αν γ!νονται. κα� *στιν ο� ργὴ19 θεο! W διάβολο·20

κα� γὰρ �ν ‹τP›21 δευτ�ρH τ(ν Βασιλει(ν εFρηται· κα� προσ�θετο Oργ?‹ν› κυρ�ου

�κκα�ναι �π� Ι
 σρα�λ, κα� �π‹�σει›σε22 τ#ν ∆αυ�δ λ�γων· βάδιζε κα� α
 ρ�θµησον τ#ν

Ι
 σρα?λ κα� τ#ν Ι
 ούδαν.23 κα� *στιν | + Oργ? το! θεο!, + �πισε�σασα τ#ν ∆αυ�δ, ου$ χ�268v
‹ -›λ�γουσα‹’,› α$ λλὰ λ�γων· παρὰ αυ$ τ<ν α' ρα τ<ν θε#ν τ<ν λεγ�µενον ε:ρηκ�ναι

πολλά τινα πρ< τοὺ α- γ!ου, �τ�ρα τ! *στιν + Oργ? αυ$ το�, ‹ε_›τα24 λ�γουσα

κα� κελεύουσα α- µαρτάνειν α- µαρτ!α‹ν›,25 �φ$  m26 κ�λασι α$ π< θεο� α$ κολουθε� τK

π‹ε›ισθ�ντι27 τP τοιάδε ε:ρηκυ‹�›H28 OργV. κα� π( + κολάζουσα �π� το�

α- µαρτ9µασιν κα� δικα!ω κολάζουσα α$ νασε!ει �π� α- µαρτ!αν‹,› hνα πε!σασα �π� τ<

α- µαρτάνειν κολάσ‹G›29 δικα!ω; α$ δ!κω γὰρ κολάζει + α:τ!α τ8 α- µαρτ!α τ<ν

1 Cf. Didymus, In Genesin, Cod. p. 198: Κα� *στι το�το �κ τ(ν

γραφ(ν ε;ρε�ν, Xτι. Cf. �κ τ(ν γραφ(ν used by Didymus:
commJob(1–4), Cod. p. 39; commJob(5.1–6.29), Cod. p. 143;
commZacch, 1.42; commEccl(1.1–8), Cod. p. 39.

2 EN XXXa.
3 An implicit reference to Eph. 4:12: ‘for the perfecting of the saints,

for the work of the ministry, for the edifying the body of Christ’. Cf.
σ(µα Χριστο�: 1 Cor. 12:27; 6:15; Col. 1:24; 2:17. The Church is a
heavenly reality within the world; it infallibly reflects and
instantiates the reality of the higher realm.

4 Cf. Didymus, in EN XXXb. Likewise, Basil of Caesarea, Homiliae
super Psalmos, PG.29.376.40–377.2: Ωe σπερ οO αe γιοι σ(µά ε:σι

Χριστο� . . . οoτω κα� αO αe γιαι δυνάµει . . . αO µ>ν Cφθαλµο�

λ�γονται, . . . αO δ> fτα.
5 Cod. χε!ρει. Compare the term ;πηρετικα! used here with

;πηρετ(ν α' γγελο appearing in the following Scholion. The idea
occurs in Didymus: the devil is the ‘wrath’ of God, whose ‘hands’ are
‘ministering angels’ (;πηρετο�ντε τα� κολάσεσιν α' γγελοι)
imposing his ‘punishing power’ (κολαστικ� δύναµι). Cf. Didymus,
commPs 40–44.4, Cod. p. 309: δύνανται κα� οO ;πηρετο�ντε τα�

κολάσεσιν α' γγελοι χε�ρε το� θεο� λ�γεσθαι, � λ�γοµεν χε�ρα

βασιλ�ω, κα� ου$  δ9που τ< µ�λο το� σ)µατο διὰ τούτων

σηµα!νοµεν. κα� W Ι$ iβ δ> περ� τ8 κολαστικ8 δυνάµεω – αυ$ τ<

δ> W διάβολο cν – *λεγεν· ‘α$ π�στειλον τ�ν χε�ρά σου’. το�το

οjν λ�γει· ‘+ χε!ρ σου’ 0τοι + κολαστικ� δύναµι 0τοι +

δραστ9ριο τ(ν �πιπ�νων 0τοι + διακονο�σα δύναµ! σου

‘�ξωλ�θρευσεν *θνη’. EN XXXIb.
6 Cod. εποπτικαι.
7 Cod. τεταγµ�ναι.
8 Cod. The scribe wrote επελεστικαι, which is a mistake for

α$ πελαστικα!. Above the initial letter ε a corrector inserted α,
intending α$ πελαστικα!. EN XXXc.

9 Cod. �πι.
10 Cod. αιρειν.
11 Rev. 6:16–17, reference to the ‘Great Day of the wrath of God and the

Lamb’. Cf. 11:18; 14:10; 16:19; 19:15.
12 Cod. ου$ τω.
13 Cod. ασυµβεβηκοσ.

14 EN XXXd.
15 Cod. ;πάρχων.
16 ε: χρε!αν κατατασσ�µενον. There can be no doubt that once

Cassian chose to treat the question of human free will and
accountability vis-à-vis God, he had in mind both the ideas and
phraseology from the following passage of Origen’s Contra Celsum,
IV.70: λελ�ξεται Xτι σ^ζοµ�νου το� �φ $  +µ�ν �κάστ^ καE ν

συγχρ9σηται τP κακ!H τ(ν φαύλων ε: τ�ν διάταξιν το� παντ< W

θε�, κατατάσσων αυ$ τοὺ ε: χρε!αν το� παντ�, ου$ δ>ν gττον

ψεκτ� τε �στ�ν W τοι�σδε κα� � ψεκτ< κατατ�τακται ε:

χρε!αν α$ πευκτα!αν µ>ν �κάστ^ χρ9σιµον δ> τK παντ!. Likewise,
De Oratione, 7.1: ]σπερ οjν ε:ρ9καµεν τK �φ $  +µ�ν �κάστου τ(ν

�π� γ8 καταχρ)µενον τ<ν θε<ν εF τινα χρε!αν τ(ν �π� γ8

κατατεταχ�ναι ε: δ�ον αυ$ τά. Only Origen and Cassian use the
expression ε: χρε!αν κατατάσσεσθαι. Origen used this to imply
the Stoic doctrine of the benevolent arrangement of the whole,
despite individual suffering, which is ‘duly ordered’ within the flux
of events, so as to contribute to the benefit of the whole. Likewise,
Cassian argues that ‘the wrath of God’ indicates no ‘accidental
passion’, but punishment duly inflicted on the wicked, for the
purpose of universal benefit. Cassian drew heavily on Origen.

17 Cod. α$ ναξ!ουσ.
18 Cod. ποθ9σουσιν.
19 Cod. Cργ9ν.
20 EN XXXe. Origen was the first author to point out the scriptural

instances laying the foundation for this idea. These passages, that is,
2 Kings 24:1 and 1 Paralipomenon (Chronicles 1), 21:1, are also
quoted in this Scholion.

21 Cod. οη.
22 Cod. επειοσε.
23 2 Kings (2 Samuel, in the Masoretic text) 24:1.
24 Cod. ητα.
25 Cod. αµαρτιασ.
26 Cod. εφη.
27 Cod. πισθ�ντι.
28 Cod. ε:ρηκυα.
29 Cod. κολασει.
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+µαρτηκ�τα.30 α$ λλά, καθi εFρηται,31 ο� ργὴν θεο! ε_ναι τ<ν διάβολον, τ<‹ν›

α$ ναπε!θον‹τα›32 α- µαρτάνειν, βουλ�µενον ;ποχε!ριον λαβε�ν τ<ν +µαρτ‹η›κ�τα33 �κ το�

α- µαρτάνειν· κα� γὰρ �ν τP πρ)τG τ(ν Παραλειποµ�νων τ�ν αυ$ τ�ν α:τ!αν το� ∆αυ�δ

Oστορ(ν, οoτω φησ!ν‹·› κα� 8στη 7 διάβολο� �ν τB Ι
 σρα?λ κα� �π�σεισε τ#ν ∆αυ�δ | το!269r
α
 ριθµ�σαι τ#ν Ι
 σρα�λ‹·›34 τP35 γὰρ ‹ -›�π�σεισε‹’› προσηγορ‹!H›36 �χρ9σατο κα� + δευτ�ρα

τ(ν Βασιλει(ν κα� + πρ)τη τ(ν Παραλειπ‹ο›µ�νων·37 τP µ�ν, �π� τ8 Oργ�� το! κυρ�ου, τP

δ�, �π� το!38 διαβ)λου. ε: δ> τ< ‹ -›�π�σεισεν‹’› αFτιον το� α- µαρτάνειν �στ!ν, αFτιον δ> το�

α- µαρτάνειν W διάβολ� �στιν, διάβολο δι $  α$ µφοτ�ρων τ(ν προσηγορι(ν ‹z›νοµάσθη,39

διά ‹τ›ε40 τ8 κατ‹η›µαξευµ�νη41 κα� τ8 τοὺ πολλοὺ λανθανούση‹,› τ8 αυ$ τ<ν

Cνοµαζούση Oργ?ν κυρ�ου, κατὰ τ�ν µεγάλην �δ�ν κα� α$ λλαχο� λ�γουσαν· α
 π�στειλα�

τ?ν Oργ�ν σου ‹κα�› κατ�φαγεν αυ
 το‹ὺ�›42 S� καλάµην‹,›43 κα� τὰ �ξ8. πα̃ν γὰρ τ<

α$ ποστελλ�µενον ;π� τινο το�το44 qτερ�ν �στιν το� �ξαποστ�λλοντο. τ! οjν αE ν εFη +

Oργ?45 + α$ ποστελλοµ�νη �π� τοὺ Α:γυπτ!ου 0, � �διδάξαµεν46 �κ τ8 | πρ)τη τ(ν269v
Παραλειπ‹ο›µ�νων47 7 διάβολο�; ε: το!νυν παραδ!δ‹ο›σθαι48 τP ο� ργ9̃49 το� θεο! λ�γονται οO

α- µαρτωλο!, νοητ�ον αυ$ τοὺ παραδ!δ‹ο›σθαι50 τK διαβ�λω‹,› � W Πα�λο τ<ν Κορ!νθιον

κα� οf� παρ�δωκε τB ΣατανY, Rνα παιδευθ*σιν µ? βλασφηµε�ν.51

‹*›χοµεν52 κα� α$ γγ�λου �φορ(ντα53 κα� βοηθο�ντα +µ�ν εj πράττουσι κα� κρ!σι

γ!νεται καθολικ�54 πρ< τούτου πάντα, ] φησιν.55 α
 νάσταθι‹,› γάρ φησι‹,›56

κρ�θητι πρ#� τὰ bρη, κα� α
 κουσάτωσαν οP βουνο� φων�ν σου. α
 κούσατε, βουνο�, τ?ν κρ�σιν το!

κυρ�ου.57 κα� δοκε� �ν τούτοι προστάσ‹σ›εσθαι58 W λ�γο το� θεο� κρ!νεσθαι µετὰ τ(ν

30 Cod. µη ηµαρτηκοτα. The word µ9 should be deleted, since it runs
contrary to the argument, which goes thus: if a man is persuaded to
commit sin by a power sent by God, this man will be unfairly
punished for the sin he committed.

31 καθi εFρηται (‘as it has been said’): An implicit reference to
Origen, who introduces this exegesis in Cels, IV.72 and commRom, 5.
See texts quoted in EN XXXe.

32 Cod. το α$ ναπειθον. Cf. Jer. 36:8. EN XXXf.
33 Cod. ηµαρτικοτα.
34 1 Paralipomenon 21:1.
35 Cod. την.
36 Cod. προσηγορειαν.
37 Cod. παραλειπωµενων.
38 Cod. τ8 το�. The wrath of God (2 Kings 24:1) indicates the devil,

not the wrath of the devil. Therefore, I omit τ8.
39 Cod. Cνοµάσθη.
40 Cod. δε.
41 Cod. κατεµαξευµ�νη. EN XXXg.
42 Cod. αυ$ τ�ν.
43 Ex. 15:7, restored. Didymus is the sole Christian author to quote this

Scriptural portion. EN XXXh.
44 Cod. το�το qτερον. I omit το�το. Cf. Origen, commGen,

PG.12.69.42 (Philocalia, 23.14), repeated verbatim by Eusebius, PE,
6.1.56: Πα̃ν γὰρ τ< ποιο�ν πρεσβύτερον το� πεποιηµ�νου.

45 Reference to Psalm 77:49.
46 EN XXXi. This is the person of Theodoret speaking and quoted by

Cassian. The expression (�) �διδάξαµεν, although a simple one,
appears in only a few authors, with Origen strikingly absent. Galen
used it frequently (twenty-nine instances), Alexander of Aphrodisias
and Sextus Empiricus only once each. Didymus’ extant writings 

show the expression only once, yet the verb refers to Paul ‘having 
taught’: Fragmenta in Epistulam ii ad Corinthios, p. 18 (]σπερ

�διδάξαµεν). The same goes for Epiphanius of Salamis, Panarion,
v. 1, p. 456 (� �διδάξαµεν). On the other hand, we have three
instances in Theodoret, intProphXII, PG.81.765.34: Τα�τα δ> κα�

τοὺ α' λλου προφ9τα �ρµηνεύσαντε �διδάξαµεν. intPaulXIV,
PG.82.645.1: Κα� 0δη γὰρ �διδάξαµεν � κριτ9 �στι δ!καιο.
Ibid. PG.82.672.23: Ου$ δ>ν καιν<ν ;µ�ν γράφοµεν, α$ λλ$  αe περ �ξ

α$ ρχ8 ;µα̃ �διδάξαµεν. Cf. the expression �διδάξαµεν � . . . with
EN Ia, where � is shown to be used instead of Xτι in order to
introduce a sentence dependent on a verb suggesting either a
declaration, or knowledge of something, or the reproduction of an
earlier statement. Cf. EN Ia and XXIXh.

47 Cod. παραλειπωµενων.
48 Cod. παραδ!δωσθαι.
49 Cod. τ�ν Cργ9ν.
50 Cod. παραδ!δωσθαι.
51 1 Tim. 1:20. See EN XXXj. Theodoret is one of the few authors to put

this passage to use, indeed the sole one to do so in a context that is
identical with the one of this Scholion. Theodoret, intPaulXIV,
PG.82.796; see text quoted in EN XXXi.

52 Cod. εχωµεν.
53 EN XXXk.
54 EN XXXl.
55 The verb φησ!ν, although appearing twice at this point, is not

redundant. Cassian actually has in mind Eusebius arguing for
‘universal judgement’. Cf. Eusebius, Commentarius in Isaiam, 1.68;
2.7. EN XXXl.

56 EN XXXm.
57 Micah 6:1.
58 Cod. προστασεσθαι.
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�γκεχειρισµ�νων τὰ α$ νθρ)π‹ι›να59 δυνάµεων,60 hνα δύν‹η›τα!61 τι παραστ8σαι

‹ε:›, διὰ τ9ν τινο αυ$ τ(ν α$ µ�λειαν κα� παράλειψιν τ(ν �πιβαλλ�ντων αυ$ τK ;π>ρ

α$ νθρ)πων, �ν α- µαρτ9µατι @ α:τ!H γ�γονεν.62 | νο9σ‹ο›µεν63 δ> το�το χρησάµενοι270r
παραδε!γµατι‹,› φ�ρε ε:πε�ν κρ!σει λαο� µετὰ τ(ν �πισκ�πων κα� κρ!σει υO(ν µετὰ το�

πατρ< κα� κρ!σει µανθαν�ντων µετὰ το� διδασκάλου, Xτε ποτ> µ>ν W λα< τ�ν α:τ!αν

τ(ν α- µαρτηµάτων α;το� δε!ξει παρὰ τ(ν �πισκ�π‹ω›ν64 γεγον�ναι, ποτ> δ> W

�π!σκοπο‹,› παραστ9σ‹α›65 πάντα τὰ παρ $  �αυτο�‹,› πεποιηκ�ναι κα� �λλελοιπ�ναι66

‹οu›τι67 τ(ν �πιβαλλ�ντων σπουδα!^ α' ρχοντι‹,› τ(ν �γκληµάτων *νοχον α$ ποδε!ξει τ<ν

λα�ν. τ< δ> Xµοιον ν�ει68 κα� περ� υO(ν τ�ν παρὰ το� πατράσιν α$ νατροφ�ν

α:τι‹ω›µ�νων69 κα� περ� �αυτ(ν µ>ν α$ πολογουµ�νων, α$ ποδεικνύντων δ> τοὺ πατ�ρα

αυ$ τοὺ α:τ!ου γεγον�ναι τοιούτων πταισµάτων· Wµο!ω δ> του$ ναντ!ον τ(ν πατ�ρων

α$ πολογουµ�νων � µηδ>ν παραλελοιπ�των ε: τ�ν κατὰ τ<ν θεο� λ�γον α$ νατροφ�ν

πρ< τοὺ υOού, | τ(ν δ> υO(ν �λεγχοµ�νων ‹�›70 παρὰ τ�ν :δ!αν ?Hθυµ!αν �ν270v
α- µαρτ9µασι γενοµ�νων. ου$  µακρὰν δ> τούτων �στ�ν νο8σαι κα� περ� µαθητ(ν κα�

διδασκάλων.

59 Cod. α$ νθρ)πηνα. An implicit reference to 1 Cor. 6:3, about men who
‘shall judge angels’, quoted by certain authors (Origen, Athanasius,
Cyril of Alexandria, Didymus, Theodoret, John Chrysostom, Julian
the Arian, Cosmas Indicopleustes, John Philoponus, Procopius of
Gaza, Photius). According to these authors, the specific ‘angels’
suggest ‘daemons’. There are only three instances where
‘judgement’ is taken to point to heavenly powers. The idea comes
from Origen, who conceded this by the end of his life (commMatt,
10.13), in antithesis to earlier exegeses of his. Cassian, the author of
(Pseudo-Didymus) DT (lib. 2.1–7), 4.5, follows Origen once again. In
Didymus there are contradictory statements, but Cyril of Alexandria
agrees: GlaphPent, PG.69.361. This is all Christian literature had to
say with reference to the point made in this Scholion.

60 EN XXXo.
61 Cod. δύναται.
62 Origen is the sole Christian to analyse ‘how it is possible’ (π( γὰρ

δύνανται) for angels to be judged by humans (commMatt, 10.13). At
that point the phraseology of this Scholion is strikingly parallel:
α$ γγ�λων τ(ν µ� τοιαύτην ο:κονοµ!αν �γκεχειρισµ�νων. Cf. Cels,
VIII, 36: βλάπτουσι δα!µονε, µηδεµ!αν σατραπε!αν @

στρατηγ!αν @ �πιτροπ�ν το� θεο� �γκεχειρισµ�νοι. With regard 
to the expression �γκεχειρισµ�ναι δυνάµει, there are only two

authors who used this. Didymus, In Genesin, Cod, p. 194: Xπερ @ τ<

βούληµα το� Θεο� εFη @ θε!α δύναµι το�το �γκεχειρισµ�νη.
John Chrysostom, In Heliam et Viduam, PG.51.337.45–46. αO τὰ

πύλα τ(ν ου$ ραν(ν �γκεχειρισµ�ναι δυνάµει. It should be
remembered that at the time when Chrysostom was ordained a
deacon, Didymus was eighty years old. Theodoret at this point
employed the same vocabulary and presumably the same text, as
both Origen and Didymus, using an analysis of Origen’s maturity.
This was a usual practice of Theodoret (see Introduction, pp. 34; 50).
For instance, Theodoret’s comment on 1 Cor. 4:16 (Int Paul XIV,
PG.82.260) is nothing more than a verbatim quotaion from Origen
(Catena in Epista lavre i ad Corinthios, p. 87).

63 Cod. νο9σωµεν.
64 Cod. επισκοπον.
65 Cod. παραστησ.
66 EN XXXp.
67 Cod. τι.
68 EN XXXq.
69 Cod. α:τιοµ�νων.
70 I have added �. Cf. above, α$ πολογουµ�νων �. Normally in such

usage, � denotes the subjectivity of the argument set forth:
‘according to the viewpoint of parents’. 

Scholion XXX

It is possible to confirm from the scriptures that, on account of [the notion of] the body of God,

there are certain holy powers, such as the ministering hands and overseeing eyes and ears

assigned with listening to prayers, and feet which punish, thus realising the providence of God

upon those who dwell on earth.

Since then he is going to refer to the great wrath of God,1 it is not an accidental passion

which is called by the expression the wrath of God,2 since this is extraneous to Him, yet it is put

to use for those people who need it. Once they become unworthy of God, they are handed over

to [this wrath], so that they come to crave God whom they previously despised, namely,

1 That is, to Rev. 6:16.
2 Since the author promised to establish his propositions ‘from

scripture’ (�κ τ(ν γραφ(ν), he makes the distinction between the
‘wrath of God’ mentioned in Rev. 6:16 and that mentioned at other
points of the scripture and is ‘accidental and external’ to God. Cf. 

John 3:36; Rom. 1:18; 2:5; 3:5; Eph. 5:6; Col. 3:6. In the OT, cf. Ex.
32:11; 2 Paralipomenon (Chronicles 2) 25:15; 28:9; 29:10; Esdras i
(liber apocryphus), 8:21; Esdras ii (Ezra et Nehemias in textu
Masoretico), 7:23; 10:14; Psalms 77:31; Baruch 4:9; 4:25.
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when they came to be subjugated by the power of evil. As a matter of fact, the devil is the

wrath of God.

For indeed in 2 Kings it has been said, And again the anger of the Lord was kindled against

Israel, and He moved David against them saying, Go, number Israel and Judah.3 It is then the

anger of the Lord that moved David, since the one that was saying was not ‘she’ [viz.

λ�γουσα], but ‘he’ [viz. λ�γων].4 Therefore, besides God, who is recounted to have said so

many things to the saints, there is his wrath, a different factor, which therewith says these

things and bids people to commit sin. Punishment by God ensues upon anyone who has

acquiesced in the wrath that has said such things. How is it possible for [the power] that

punishes for sin (and indeed punishes rightly) to stimulate one to commit sin, so that, after

[this power] has persuaded one to commit sin, it subsequently punishes him justly? For indeed

it is unjust for the cause of sin to inflict punishment upon the one who sinned. As it has been

said, however, the devil is the wrath of God, who seduces [people] to sin and seeks to make

the sinner his subject as a result of sin. Accordingly, the writer of 1 Paralipomenon writes at

the point where he recounts the same accusation against David: And the devil intruded into

Israel and moved David to number the Israelite people.5 Both books, 2 Kings and 1 Paralipome-

non, used the same word, namely, moved: the former did so referring to the wrath of the Lord,

the second referring to the devil. If the action of ‘moving’ is the cause of sin, and the devil is the

cause of sin, it follows that both appellations point to the devil: one of them is the hackneyed

appellation, the other is the one that eludes most people, which designates him as the wrath
of God and can be found in the great Ode, which at another point says, thou sentest forth thy

wrath, which consumed them as stubble,6 and so on. For indeed anything that is sent by

someone, is distinct from the one who sends it. What else, therefore, could the wrath7 sent to

the Egyptians be other than the devil himself, as we have already taught apropos of 1 Paral-

ipomenon? If therefore the sinners are said to be delivered unto the wrath of God, one should

understand from this that they have been delivered unto the devil, which also Paul did with

the Corinthian man and the others, whom he delivered unto Satan8 that they may learn not to

blaspheme.9

We also have overseeing angels who contribute to our well-being, and who are all subject

to universal Judgement, too, as [the Book of Revelation] says.10 For indeed [the prophet Micah

also] says, Arise, contend thou before the mountains, and let the hills hear thy voice. Hear ye, O

mountains, the Lord’s judgement.11 By this, the word of God seems to decree that human

affairs should be judged along with the [angelic] powers, which are assigned with overseeing

human affairs.12 This, in order that one may have a chance of showing whether one fell into a

certain sin or accusation13 because of some one of these angels having neglected or omitted

any of the duties assigned to him for the sake of men. We can comprehend this by using, for

instance, the example of the people criticizing bishops, or of sons [criticizing] their own father,

or pupils [criticising] their teacher. The case may be either that, on certain occasions, people

3 2 Kings (2 Samuel, in Masoretic text), 24:1.
4 In this scriptural passage, Cργ� (wrath) is a feminine noun, but

‘saying’ (λ�γων) is a masculine participle. Therefore, it was not the
‘wrath’ of God speaking, but a certain masculine subject, namely the
devil.

5 1 Paralipomenon 21:1.
6 Ex. 15:7.
7 Ref. to Psalm 77:49.
8 1 Cor. 5:5.
9 1 Tim. 1:20.

10 Who is he who says so? The Logos of God right from the start of the
Book of Revelation. The writer of the Book is bidden ‘to write unto’
(Rev. 2:1) the ‘angels of the seven churches’ (Rev. 1:20); each one of
them is held responsible for the iniquities taking place within his
domain. Thus, the Logos judges the conduct of angels, too, since ‘he
was bidden’ to do so, according to this reading of Micah 6:1.

11 Micah 6:1.
12 This is the fundamental idea of Origen: judgement encompasses

rational creatures of all ranks of being. Cf. COT, pp. 296–309. PHE,
pp. 207–223.

13 α:τ!H: Cf. Matt. 27:37; Mark 15:26.
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will lay the responsibility for their sins at the door of their bishops, or, on other occasions, the

bishop will show that it is the people who are responsible for all transgressions committed, by

showing that he [viz. the bishop] himself met all the terms of his duties and neglected nothing

of the obligations befitting a conscientious ruler. In like manner you should understand the

case of sons who blame the education they received from their fathers, and defend themselves

by showing that it is their fathers who are responsible for their mistakes. Likewise, one could

see the situation reversed, namely, fathers arguing that there is nothing they neglected during

the upbringing of their sons according to the teaching of God, subsequently censuring these

sons for falling into sin out of their own indolence. By the same token, with regard to pupils

and teachers, it is possible to understand the arguments by both sides, which are not too

different from the foregoing ones.
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SCHOLION XXXI

<XXXI. Rev. 6:9> καὶ ο; τε η< νοιξεν τὴν πέµπτην1 σφραγι̃δα, ι< δον υ- ποκ�τω2 το!

θυσιαστηρ6ου τ7� ψυχ7� τBν ε� σφραγισµένων3 δι7 τ‹:›ν4 λ�γ‹ο›ν5 το! θεο! καὶ

δι7 τὴν µαρτυρ6αν το! 5ρν6ου‹,› η% ν ειA χον.6 ‹6:10› καὶ &κραζον7 φων9̃ µεγ�λ9

λέγοντε�· ε; ω� π�τε, ο-  δεσπ�τη� ο-  α; γιο� καὶ 5ληθιν:� ο+ κρ6νει�8 καὶ ε� κδικει̃� τ:

αιI µα η- µBν ε� κ τBν κατοικο1ντων ε� πὶ τη̃� γη̃�; ‹6:11› καὶ ε� δ‹�›θη9 α+τοι̃�10

στολὴ λευκὴ καὶ ε� ρρέθη α+τοι̃� 5ναπα1σασθαι µικρ�ν,11 ε; ω� πληρ=σωσιν12 καὶ οι-

σ1νδουλοι α+τBν καὶ οι-  5δελφοὶ α+τBν καὶ13 οι-  µέλλοντε� 5ποκτέν‹ν›εσθαι14 ω- �

καὶ α+το6. ‹6:12› καὶ ι< δον, ο; τε η< νοιξεν15 τὴν σφραγι̃δα τὴν ε; κτην, καὶ σεισµ:�

µέγα� ε� γένετο, καὶ ο-  η; λιο� ε� γένετο µέλα� | ω- � σ�κκο� τρ6χινο�, καὶ η-  σελ4νη ο; λη271r
ε� γένετο16 ω- � αιI µα, ‹6:13› καὶ οι-  5στέρε� το! ο+ρανο! &πεσαν ει� � τὴν γη̃ν ω- � συκη̃

β�λλουσα17 τοὺ� ο� λ1νθου� α+τη̃�, υ- π: 5νέµου µεγ�λου σειοµένη.18 ‹6:14› καὶ ο-

ο+ραν:� 5πεχωρ6σθη ω- � βιβλ6ον ε- λισσ�µενον. καὶ πα̃ν ο< ρο� καὶ νη̃σο� ε� κ τBν τ�πων

α+τBν ε� κιν4θησαν.19 ‹6:15› καὶ οι-  βασιλει̃�20 τη̃� γη̃� καὶ οι-  µεγιστα̃νε�, καὶ οι-

χιλ6αρχοι21 καὶ οι-  πλο1σιοι καὶ οι-  ι� σχυρο6, καὶ πα̃� δο!λο� καὶ ε� λε1θερο� &κρυψαν

ε- αυτοὺ� ει� � τ7 σπ4λαια καὶ ει� � τ7� πέτρα� τBν ο� ρέων, ‹6:16› καὶ λέγουσιν τοι̃�

ο< ρεσιν καὶ ται̃� πέτραι�· πέσατε22 ε� φ � η- µα̃� καὶ κρ1ψατε23 η- µα̃� 5π: προσ=που

το! καθηµένου ε� πὶ τ, θρ�ν824 καὶ 5π: τη̃� ο� ργη̃� το! 5ρν6ου· ‹6:17› ηA λθεν η-  η- µέρα

η-  µεγ�λη τη̃� ο� ργη̃� α+το!, καὶ τ6� δ1ναται σταθη̃ναι;25 ‹7:1› µετ726 το!το

ειA δον τέσσα|ρα� 5γγέλου�, ε- στBτα� ε� πὶ τ7� τέσσαρα� γ‹ω›ν6α�27 τη̃� γη̃�,271v

1 In the left margin, the letter Ε added by the scribe notifies the reader that the ‘fifth seal’ is being revealed.
2 2329: Fδον ;ποκατο.
3 2329, O., Ar. τ(ν �σφαγµ�νων. An. τ(ν α$ νθρ)πων τ(ν �σφαγµ�νων.
4 Cod. των.
5 Cod. λογων.
6 2329, N.-A. διὰ τ�ν µαρτυρ!αν Aν ε_χον. An.(S). διὰ τ�ν µαρτυρ!αν, Aν ε_χον. An.(M), Ar. κα� διὰ τ�ν

µαρτυρ!αν το� α$ ρν!ου Aν ε_χον. O. κα� διὰ τ�ν �κκλησ!αν Aν ε_χον. Adding το� α$ ρν!ου is peculiar to 2351,
1611c, versions of K, and the versio Harclensis.

7 2329, Ar., N.-A. *κραξαν. An., O. *κραζον.
8 2329: κρ!νησ κα� �κδικ9σεισ. N.-A. do not consider the use of the verb �κδικ9σει, which is unique.
9 Cod. �δωθη. 2329: �δ)θη.
10 2329, An., O., N.-A. �δ�θη αυ$ το� �κάστ^. Ar. �δ�θη αυ$ το�.
11 2329: hνα α$ ναπαύσωνται τινὰ χρ�νον µικρ�ν (Cod. Αναπαύσονται). An., Ar., N.-A. hνα α$ ναπαύσωνται *τι

χρ�νον µικρ�ν. O. hνα α$ ναπαύσονται *τι µικρ<ν χρ�νον. Ar. hνα α$ ναπαύσωνται *τι χρ�νον, which is the
reading of K.

12 2329: qωσ α' ν πληρ)σουσιν. O. qω πληρ)σωσι. An. qω οV πληρ)σωσι. Ar. qω πληρ)σονται.
13 κα� is added in 2351 and K.
14 Cod. α$ ποκτενεσθαι. 2329: α$ ποκτενεσθαι. An., Ar. α$ ποκτε!νεσθαι. O., N.-A. α$ ποκτ�ννεσθαι.
15 2329: Fδον κα� 0νοιξεν. O., Ar., N.-A. ε_δον Xτε 0νοιξε. An. ε_δον, κα� Xτε 0νοιξε.
16 2329, An. + σελ9νη �γ�νετο. O., Ar., N.-A. + σελ9νη Xλη �γ�νετο.
17 2329: α$ ποβαλλο�σα (intending α$ ποβαλο�σα). An., Ar., N.-A. βάλλει. O. βάλλουσα.
18 2329: σιωµενη.
19 Cod. εκεινηθησαν. 2329: εκεινηθησαν.
20 2329: οO βασιλε�σ. O., An., Ar., N.-A. κα� οO βασιλε�.
21 2329: χειλιαρχοι.
22 2329: πεσατε. An., Ar., O., N.-A. π�σετε.
23 2329: καλυψατε (a unique reading). O. An., Ar., N.-A. κρύψατε.
24 �π� τK θρ�ν^ for �π� το� θρ�νου, in 2351 and K only.
25 An., N.-A. σταθ8ναι. O. στ8ναι. Ar. σωθ8ναι.
26 2329: κα� µετὰ το�το. O., Ar., N.-A. µετὰ το�το. An. κα� µετὰ τα�τα.
27 Cod. γον!ασ. 2329: γον!ασ.
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κρατο!ντα� τοὺ� τέσσαρα� 5νέµου� τη̃� γη̃�, ι; να µὴ πνέ‹9›28 ο-  α< νεµο� ε� πὶ τη̃� γη̃�,
µ4τε ε� πὶ τη̃� θαλ�σση�,29 µ4τε ε� π6 τι30 δένδρον.31 ‹7:2› καὶ ι< δον α< λλον α< γγελον

5ναβ‹α6›νοντα32 5π: 5νατολη̃� η- λ6ου, &χοντα33 σφραγ‹ι̃›δα34 θεο! ζBντο�· καὶ

&κραξεν φων9̃ µεγ�λ9 τοι̃� τέσσαρσιν 5γγέλοι�, οιI � ε� δ‹�›θη35 α+τοι̃� 5δικη̃σαι τὴν

γη̃ν καὶ τὴν θ�λασσαν‹,› ‹7:3› λέγων· µὴ 5δικ4σητε36 τὴν γη̃ν καὶ τὴν θ�λασσαν,
µ4τε37 τ7 δένδρα, α< χρι� ουI 38 σφραγ6σωµεν39 τοὺ� δο1λου� το! θεο! η- µBν ε� πὶ τBνΛΑ

µετ‹=›πων40 α+τBν. ‹7:4› καὶ η< κουσα τ:ν 5ριθµ:ν τBν ε� σφραγισµένω‹ν›·41 ‹ε- κατ:ν›
σαρ�ντα42 τέσσαρε� χιλι�δε�43 ε� σφραγισµένων44 ε� κ π�ση� φυλη̃� υι- Bν Ι� σρα4λ· ‹7:5›
ε� κ φυλη̃� Ι� ο1δα δ=δεκα χιλι�δε� ε� σφραγισµένοι, ε� κ φυλη̃� Ρ- ουβὴν45 δ=δεκα

χιλι�δε�, ε� κ φυλη̃� Γ7δ δ=δεκα χιλι�δε�,46 | ‹7:6› ε� κ φυλη̃� Νεφθαλεὶµ47 δ=δεκα272r
χιλι�δε�, ε� κ φυλη̃� Μανα‹σ›ση̃ δ=δεκα χιλι�δε�, ‹7:7› ε� κ φυλη̃� Συµεὼν δ=δεκα

χιλι�δε�, ε� κ φυλη̃� ΛευιP  δ=δεκα χιλι�δε�, ε� κ φυλη̃� Ι� ‹σ›σ�χαρ48 δ=δεκα χιλι�δε�,
‹7:8› ε� κ φυλη̃� Ζαβουλὼν δ=δεκα χιλι�δε�, ε� κ φυλη̃� Ι� ωσὴφ δ=δεκα χιλι�δε�, ε� κ
φυλη̃� Βενιαµεὶν49 δ=δεκα χιλι�δε� ε� σφ‹ραγισµένοι›.50

28 Cod. πνεει. 2329: hνα µ� γ�νηται (a unique reading).
29 2329: �π� θαλάσσησ. O., An., Ar., N.-A. �π� τ8 θαλάσση.
30 An. �π� πα̃ν. O., Ar. �π! τι.
31 �π� τι for �π� πα̃ν, in C, 046, 1006, 1841, 2053, K, and Sahidic versions. 2329: �π� δ�νδρον. O., Ar. �π! τι

δ�νδρον. An., N.-A. �π� πα̃ν δ�νδρον.
32 Cod. α$ ναβενοντα.
33 2329: α$ νατολ8σ κα� cν *χων (a unique reading not considered by N.-A.). O., An., Ar., N.-A. α$ νατολ8 +λ!ου

*χοντα.
34 Cod. σφραγηδα.
35 Cod. εδωθη. 2329: εδωθη (om. αυ$ το�).
36 2329: αδικ9σηται. The text goes µ� α$ δικ9σητε τ�ν θάλασσαν (i.e. τ�ν γ8ν κα� om. – not considered by

N.-A.).
37 2329: µηδε. O., An., Ar., N.-A. µ9τε.
38 α' χρι οV for α' χρι, in 1611, 1854, 2329, 2351, and K. Once again, Arethas follows, employing α' χρι οV.
39 2329: σφραγησωµεν.
40 Cod. µετοπων. 2329: µετοπων.
41 Cod. �σφραγισµ�νω.
42 2329: ρκδ ´ . The term σαράντα for τεσσαράκοντα has come to be a modern Greek form. However, in Late

Antiquity it appears in only one work which is hard to date, and its vocabulary seems to be very late: Historia
Alexandri Magni, Recensio F (Cod. Flor. Laurentianus Ashburn 1444), 11.5; 11.7; 23.2; 30.5; 42.1; 120.1.
Likewise, ibid. Recensio E (Cod. Eton College 163) (seven instances); Recensio V (Cod. Vind. theol. gr. 244)
(five instances); Recensio K (Cod. 236 Kutlumussiou-Kloster of Athos, eight instances), rescensio F (three
instances), Rescensio R (rescensio poetica, four instances). What remains as a definite usage during the first
millennium is the one by a seventh-century bishop, who was an iconographer and ecclesiastical author,
namely, Leontius of Cyprus, Vita Sancti Symeonis, p. 87, line 11: σαράντα +µ�ρα �βράχησαν.

43 2329: χειλιαδεσ.
44 �σφραγισµ�νων for �σφραγισµ�νοι, only in 2351 and versions of K. 2329, An., Ar., N.-A. �σφραγισµ�νοι.

O. om.
45 2329: ρουβιν.
46 2329 adds �κ φυλ8σ Α$ σ�ρ δ)δεκα χιλιάδεσ (Cod. ασιρ).
47 2329: νεφθαληµ.
48 Cod. ισαχαρ. 2329: ισαχαρ.
49 2329: βενιαµιν.
50 Cod. εσφ.
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‹Σχ�λιον λα ´ ›

Σκυθρωπ(ν µελλ�ντων1 �πιφ�ρεσθαι,2 ;πηρετ(ν τι α' γγελο3 θεο� φων‹ε�›4 πρ< τοὺ

�γχειρισθ�ντα τὰ �π!πονα,5 τ�ω µ� �πάγειν αυ$ τὰ6 qω σφραγι̃δα� ε� πὶ τBν µετ‹=›πων7

λάβ‹ω›σιν8 οι-  θεο! δο!λοι.9 �ντ�λλεται το�το αυ$ τ< λ�ξεσιν �τ�ραι‹,› ‹k› φ�ρεται �ν

Ι$ εζεκι�λ τK προφ9τG· κ)πτετε κα� µ? φ‹ε›�δεσθ�10 τι,11 �φ 
  οg� δ� �στι τ# σηµε�ον, µ?

�γγ‹�›σητε.12 µ9ποτε οjν,13 �πε� οO κολαζ�µενοι διὰ :δ!α α- µαρτ!α το�το πάσχουσιν, το�

δικα!οι χαρακτ9ρ τι σηµα!νων τ�ν προσ|ο�σαν αυ$ το� δικαιοσύνην14 τ!θεται �π� ‹το�›272v
µετ‹=›που‹,›15 τουτ�στιν �π� τP σὺν α$ ρετP παρρησ!H16 αυ$ τ(ν‹.› οO το� προκειµ�νου

τυχ�ντε σηµε!ου χάριν Wµολογο�ντε τK δεδωκ�τι φασ!ν· �σηµει,θη �φ 
  =µα̃� τ# φ*� το!

προσ,που σου, κύριε·17 κα� πάλιν‹·› δ�δωκα� το�� φοβουµ�νοι� σε σηµε�ωσιν το! φυγε�ν α
 π#

προσ,που τ)ξο‹υ›.18

ζητητ�ον ε: ‹δυνα›τ<ν19 α$ π< το� κατὰ σάρκα Ι
 σρα�λ‹,›20 *τι �ν τ‹ούτ›^21 το�

Ι$ ωάννου τK β!^ περι�ντο,22 α$ νδρ(ν παρθ‹έ›νων23 τοσαύτα ε_ναι χιλιάδα.24 �πε�

1 EN XXXIa.
2 Cf. Didymus, commZacch, 5.22: Η- µ�ρα το� Κυρ!ου λ�γει καθ $

αn  �πιφ�ρεται το� ;παιτ!οι τὰ �π!πονα κα� κολαστικά.
3 EN XXXIb.
4 Cod. τP θεο� φωνP. I wrote φωνε�. Cf. discussion in EN XXXIb.
5 EN XXXIc.
6 EN XXXId. Cf. Scholion VII: � τ< τ�λο �πάγων το� παρ $  αυ$ το�

γινοµ�νοι τ< ω ε_ναι εFρηται. κα� πρ(το κα� *σχατο πάλιν ου$

κατὰ χρ�νον, α$ λλ$  � α$ ρχ�ν κα� τ�λο �πάγων. Scholion XXVII: W
πα̃ λ�γο τ8 προνο!α, καθ $ kν + κρ!σι θεο� �πάγεται το�

α$ νθρ)ποι. Cf. Scholion XXXIII: κα� διὰ τ(ν α' λλων περιστάσεων

τ(ν διὰ Χριστ�ν, αn  �πάγουσιν το� Ι$ ησο� µαθητα� οO πονηρο�

α' νθρωπο! τε κα� δα!µονε.
7 Cod. µετοπων.
8 Cod. λαβουσιν.
9 Rev. 7:3; cf. 2:20; 10:7; 11:18; 15:3; 19:5; 22:3; 6.
10 Cod. διδεσθε.
11 EN XXXIe.
12 Ezek. 9:5–6. Cod. �γγ9σητε.
13 Origen took up the idiomatic µ9ποτε οjν from Alexander of

Aphrodisias and used it abundantly. Origen, commJohn, XIII:
37.241; 50.334; homJer, 9.4; 16.10; 20.3; 20.9; et passim (some three
dozens of instances). Alexander of Aphrodisias, In Aristotelis
Metaphysica Commentaria, pp. 390; 400; 424; 605; 826; In Aristotelis
Analyticorum Priorum Librum i Commentarium, p. 209; In
Aristotelis Topicorum Libros Octo Commentaria, p. 46. Didymus
used it only in three passages. Other Christian authors made almost
no use of it. The instances in Proclus, Damascius, and Simplicius are
counted in the dozens, whereas John Philoponus used it a fair
amount. Interestingly, we come upon this in the monastic text by
Barsanuphius and John, Quaestiones et Responsiones ad Coenobitas,
Epistle 252, line 26. However, as the following discussion will show,
this text was taken from Didymus. For if we also take account of the
word which follows this expression and examine the phrase µ9ποτε

οjν, �πε!, Didymus is found to be the one who used it, along with
John Philoponus. Cf. Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 160: µ9ποτε οjν, �πε�

�ν πολλα� κακοπαθε!αι κα� �πιπ�νοι W Ι$ ακiβ γεγ�νηται �

τ<ν β!ον αυ$ το� σύµβολον τ8 α$ θλητικ8 πολιτε!α ε_ναι.
14 The expression is characteristic of Cassian the Sabaite. EN XXXIf.

15 Cod. µετοπου.
16 EN XXXIg. Cod. �πι τ�ν συναρετ�ν παρρησια.
17 Psalm 4:7.
18 Cod. τ�ξον. Psalm 59:6. The scriptural word is in fact *δωκα.

Didymus, In Genesin, Cod. pp. 134–35: Τοιαύτην τ�ν διάνοιαν

;ποβάλλει τ< �ν ψαλµο� λεγ�µενον· ‘Ε$ σηµει)θη �φ$  +µα̃ τ<

φ( το� προσ)που σου, Κύριε’, Xπερ προσ)που φ( τ<ν ΥO<ν

@ τὰ θε!α *ννοια λ�γων ο:κε!ω �ρε�. Οoτω γὰρ αE ν κα� τ<

φυγε�ν α$ π< προσ)που τ�ξου γεν9σεται, το� προσ)που το�

Θεο� �ν +µ�ν, � εFρηται, ;πάρχοντο. Cf. all authors
commenting on Psalm 59:6, in EN XXXIh.

19 Cod. τον. EN XXXIi.
20 1 Cor. 10:18. Quotation of this expression appears for the first time in

Origen, Cels, II.1; Princ, IV.1.4; IV.3.6; commJohn, I.1.7; frJohn,
XXVII; frLuc, 45a; commMatt, 10, 18; 11, 17; 17, 5; frPs, 35, 13; selPs,
PG.12.1536.29; frProv, PG.13.17.37. He was followed by Eusebius,
Didymus, Theodoret, and Cyril of Alexandria. The Cappadocians
made almost no use of it, and yet it appears in Pseudo-Basil’s
Enarratio in Prophetam Isaiam (1.42; 4.133; 14.285), which I
maintain to be Cassian’s work.

21 Cod. τω.
22 The expression Ι$ ωάννην *τι περι�ντα β!^ appears in a catena-

fragment ascribed to Origen, frLuc, 9: Λ�γο �στ� παραγραπτ�ο

Ι$ ωάννην *τι περι�ντα β!^ �π� Ν�ρωνο τὰ συγγεγραµµ�να

ευ$ αγγ�λια συναγαγε�ν κα� τὰ µ>ν �γκρ�ναι κα� α$ ποδ�ξασθαι, Yν

ου$ δ>ν + το� διαβ�λου �πιβουλ� καθ9ψατο, τὰ δ> α$ πολ�ξασθαι

κα� καταργ8σαι, Xσα µ� τ8 α$ ληθε!α �χ�µενα συν�γνω. This
extraordinary expression was reproduced by Photius in a fairly
similar context: Bibliotheca, Codex 229, p. 253b: Μαρτυρε� δ> το�

ε:ρηµ�νοι Ε$ νiχ κα� Η$ λ!α κα� W τ8 βροντ8 υO< Ι$ ωάννη, *τι

περι�ντε �ν τK σ)µατι. Cf. Scholion XXV. A remarkable parallel
occurs in Didymus, In Genesin, Cod. p. 36. ου$ δ> γὰρ οoτω τοσο�το

πλ8θο παρθ�νων *τι το� Ι$ ωάννου �ν β!^ =ντο εFποι τι αE ν �κ

τ(ν πεπιστευκ�των συν8χθαι, τάχα µηδ> αυ$ τ(ν τοσούτων

=ντων. But in commZacch, 1.383, he says: ου$  λυπε� �κδ�ξασθαι τ<

?ητ<ν κατὰ πρ�χειρον. Ibid. 2.280: τ(ν καταλο!πων το� λαο�

τ(ν περι�ντων ε:σ�τι.
23 Cod. παρθνων (abbreviated, with the θ superscripted). Rev. 14:4.
24 EN XXXIj.
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το!νυν πολὺ τ< α$ δύνατον + α:σθητ� δι9γησι ‹*χει›,25 α$ ληθ8 δ� ε:‹σ›ι26 τὰ �ν τP

β!βλ^ α- γ!H οuσ‹G,›27 α$ νάγκη κατὰ πνευµατικ�ν28 α$ κολουθ!αν29 �κλαµβάνειν τὰ

προκε!µενα.30 α$ κ�λουθον γὰρ τ<ν α$ ληθιν<ν Ι$ σρα9λ, τ<ν ου
 κ *χοντα δ)λον‹,›31 ε:

φυλὰ διηρε�σθαι.32 τούτου οjν | το� Ι
 σρα?λ ‹ε:› λ�γωµεν33 πλ8θο α$ νδρ(ν273r
παρθένων ε_ναι, ου$ κ α$ δύνατ�ν τι φαµ�ν·34 οO γὰρ �ν ΧριστK35 προσεληλυθ‹�›τε36

πάντε Ι$ ουδα�ο! τε κα� Εe λληνε37 συµπληρο�σ‹ι›38 τ< νοητ<ν το�το *θνο.39 κα� �πε�

οO οoτω Ε- βρα�οι πολλ�‹ν›40 α- ρµον!αν κα� συµφων!αν41 *χουσιν στρεφ�µενοι42 περ�

α;τοὺ �ν τB καταρτ�ζεσθαι >ν� νο‹h›43 κα� µιY γν,µK‹,›44 τοσούτ^ α$ ριθµK κα� Fσαι

διαιρ�σεσιν αυ$ το� ;π�κει‹ν›ται.45 *στι το!νυν τετράγ‹ω›νο46 W α$ ριθµ�, :σάκι47

Fσο κυλισθ‹ε�›48 α$ π< το� ιβ ´ ‹·› δωδεκάκι γὰρ ιβ ´ , ρµδ ´ · βεβα!α δ> στάσεω49

σύµβολον τ< τετράγ‹ω›νον50 σχ8µα φ�ρει.

25 Cod. φ�ρει The expression τ< α$ δύνατον φ�ρει is a mistake of the
scribe. No author ever used such an expression. This should be τ<

α$ δύνατον *χει, which is an expression typical of Aristotle and his
commentators. This was also used by Didymus, in a context
identical with this one. Didymus, commZacch, 3.72: Ε$ πε� οjν τὰ τ8

λ�ξεω α$ δυνάτω *χει. Cf. Aristotle, De Caelo, 279b24: δυνατ<ν αE ν

cν α' λλω *χειν τ< α$ δύνατον α' λλω *χειν. 279b25–26: ε: µ>ν α$ ε�

οoτω �χ�ντων κα� α$ δυνάτων α' λλω *χειν. Metaphysica, 1055b4:
@ γὰρ τ< α$ δύνατον Xλω *χειν. Analytica Priora et Posteriora,
87a7–8: + δ$ ε: τ< α$ δύνατον Yδε *χει. Alexander of Aphrodisias, In
Aristotelis Metaphysica Commentaria, p. 621: @ γὰρ τ< α$ δύνατον

Xλω *χειν λ�γεται. p. 622: + τ< α$ δύνατον *χειν λ�γουσα

στ�ρησι. Themistius, Analyticorum Posteriorum Paraphrasis,
v. 5,1, p. 10: τοιο�τον γὰρ �ν τα� α$ ποδεικτικα� �πιστ9µαι τ<

α$ δύνατον α' λλω *χειν. John Philoponus, In Aristotelis Analytica
Posteriora Commentaria, v. 13,3, p. 58: Xτι µ>ν τ< α$ δύνατον α' λλω

*χειν κα� τ< α$ ναγκα�ον οoτω *χειν ταυ$ τ�ν, δ8λον . . . ε: γὰρ

α$ δύνατον α' λλω *χειν τ< �πιστητ�ν. In Aristotelis Physicorum
Libros Octo Commentaria, v. 16, p. 37: δι�τι πρ< τK ψεύδει κα� τ<

αδύνατον *χει. In Aristotelis Libros de Generatione et Corruptione
Commentaria, v. 14,2, p. 24: ου$  µ�ν ε:σάγεται τ< α$ δύνατον οoτω

*χειν. Ibid. v. 14,2, p. 29: ου$ κ *χει γὰρ �π�µενον τ< α$ δύνατον.
Ibid. v. 14,2, p. 73: τ< µ>ν οjν στιγµ�ν @ κεν<ν ;ποτ!θεσθαι

προφαν> *χει τ< α$ δύνατον. Ibid. v. 14,2, p. 92: το�το δ> πρ< τK

α$ τ�π^ κα� τ< πλασµατ(δε κα� τ< α$ δύνατον *χει. Simplicius, In
Aristotelis Quattuor Libros de Caelo Commentaria, v. 7, p. 688:
κα!τοι δοκο�ντα λ�γον *χειν τ< α$ δύνατον �σαύτω συµβ9σεται.
By the same token, Dissertatio contra Judaeos, 5 (line 155): κα� τ<

α$ δύνατον *χειν δοκο�ντα.
26 Cod. ε_ναι.
27 Cod. ου$ σα.
28 Cf. Origen, commJohn, I.8.44–45: Τα�τα δ> �ξετάζοντε περ� το�

ευ$ αγγελ!ου ου$  µάτην ε:ρηκ�ναι +γούµεθα, οOονε� α:σθητ<ν

ευ$ αγγ�λιον νοητο� κα� πνευµατικο� τP �πινο!H διακρ!νοντε.
Κα� γὰρ ν�ν πρ�κειται τ< α:σθητ<ν ευ$ αγγ�λιον µεταλαβε�ν ε:

πνευµατικ�ν· τ! γὰρ + δι9γησι το� α:σθητο�, ε: µ�

µεταλαµβάνοιτο ε: πνευµατικ�ν; Cels, VI.51: Ν�ν δ>

διηγ9σασθαι τ<ν περ� νοητ(ν κα� α:σθητ(ν λ�γον.
29 Cod. α$ κολουθε!αν.
30 Cf. Scholion XIV: �πειδ� δ> περ� πνευµατικ(ν W λ�γο α$ νωτ�ρω,

χωρ‹η›τ�ον ‹α' νω›. Cf. Didymus: commZacch, 1.324: Α$ λλ$

�πε� α$ δύνατον καθ $ Oστορ!αν οoτω τὰ +µ�ρα κολοβο�σθαι,
α$ νακτ�ον τ< ευ$ αγγελικ�ν. EN XXXIk.

31 John 1:47. EN XXXIl.
32 The division of the ‘people of God’ (Hosea, 2:23) into ‘tribes’, now

denoting Christians, is an exegesis produced by Origen in his
opening of commJohn (I.1.1–8). He mentions a certain ‘proof’ which
he had furnished ‘earlier’: according to that, the 144,000 of those
‘sealed’ from ‘all the tribes of Israel’ (Rev.7:4–8) are the same as the
144,000 ‘virgins’ ‘who were not defiled with women’ (Rev. 14:3): 

Α$ λλὰ κα� οO ‘α$ π< φυλ(ν’ ε: οO αυ$ το! ε:σι το� ‘παρθ�νοι’, �

προαπεδε!ξαµεν. commJohn I.1.7. However, the text expounding
Origen’s argument identifying the two gatherings of 144,000 saints is
not extant. Oecumenius (p. 160) dismissed this identification of the
two gatherings. Andreas (p. 341) agrees with Oecumenius and uses
the same argument, and so does Arethas (p. 684).

33 Cod. λ�γωµεν. I have added ε:.
34 Cf. Origen making this point: commJohn, I.1.6–7 and frLuc, 45a.
35 Cod. �ν Χριστ(. I have omitted �ν, since this preposition at this

point is simply a mistake.
36 Cod. προσεληλυθωτεσ.
37 Cf. 1 Cor. 12:13. The two tribes of people that make up the nation of

the spiritual Israel: Christians are now ‘the people of God’. In
Scholion XXIX, these two categories are indicated by means of the
distinction between a people and a nation.

38 Cod. συµπληρουσαι.
39 EN XXXIm.
40 Cod. πολλ9.
41 EN XXXIn.
42 This is a pun on the verb στρ�φεσθαι, which may mean (among

other senses) either ‘revolve’, or ‘circle’, or ‘be always engaged in or
about’. Christians are engaged with each other, since they are all
committed to serving a common cause and a common (orthodox)
doctrine.

43 Cod. νοει.
44 1 Cor. 1:10.
45 Cod. ;ποκειται. Cf. Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 1199 (commPs

135:13–15): Ου$ κ ε: µ!αν δια!ρεσιν α$ λλ$  ε: πλε!ονα καταδιε�λεν

W θε< τ�ν �ρυθρὰν θάλασσαν �π� τK τ<ν Ι$ σρα�λ � �π� ξηρα̃

βαδ!ζοντα �ξαχθ8ναι �κ µ�σου αυ$ τ8 ;π< θεο�. παραδ�δοται δ>

ε: δ)δεκα διαιρ�σει �π� τK δ)δεκα δι�δου ε_ναι, Xπω

�κάστη το� Ι$ σρα�λ φυλ� :δ!αν διάβασιν *χουσα δι�λθοι.
46 Cod. τετράγονοσ. EN XXXIo.
47 Cod. :σάκεισ. EN XXXIp.
48 Cod. κυλισθ�σ. EN XXXIq. Cf. discussion in Scholion XXXVI, about

the notion of ‘wheel’ after Psalm 76:19. This ‘rolling’ is explained by
Didymus himself. The act of multiplying the number twelve by itself
is an intellectual one. The reflecting mind acts like a rolling ‘wheel’
or a ‘circle’: commEccl(7–8.8), Cod. p. 225: W νο� δ> ου$  λοξ(

ου$ δ> ε: ευ$ θε�αν χωρε�, α$ λλὰ περ� �αυτ<ν στρ�φεται. αυ$ τ!κα

γο�ν κα! τινε τ(ν *ξω ε:ρ9κασιν, Xτι αO νο9σει ]σπερ τροχο!

ε:σιν κα� κύκλοι στρεφ�µενοι. Xταν γὰρ W νο� περ� τὰ *ξω

τε!νG �αυτ<ν κα� τ(ν α:σθητ(ν θ�λG φαντασ!αν δ�χεσθαι, ου$ κ

*στιν περ� �αυτ�ν, ου$  στρ�φεται περ� �αυτ�ν. Xταν δ> νοP κα�

�αυτK �πιστάνG, αυ$ τ� �στιν κα� τ< νοο�ν κα� τ< νοούµενον. W
γὰρ κατ $  �ν�ργειαν νο� α$ ε� τ< νοε�ν *χει, κα� ου$ κ *στιν Xτε

χε�ται �π� τὰ *ξω. He refers to Aristotle, De Anima, 407a.
49 EN XXXIr.
50 Cod. τετράγονον.
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Scholion XXXI

Since punishments were about to be inflicted, a ministering angel of God enjoins those

assigned with inflicting the suffering not to carry out this task until the servants of God have
their foreheads sealed.1 In the prophet Ezekiel [God] bids the same thing in different words:

smite ye and have no pity; but come not near any man upon whom is the mark.2 Since then

those who are punished incur this punishment as a result of their sins, one should examine

whether there is a certain mark put upon the forehead of the righteous, which indicates the

righteousness existing in them, that is, they can speak to God freely and confidently due to

their virtue. Those who have received this mark say in gratitude to the Giver, the light of thy

countenance has been marked upon us,3 and again, thou hast given a mark to them that fear

thee, that they may escape any [hostile] bow.4

One should inquire whether it is possible for so many thousands of virgin men physically

originating in the Israelite race still to exist during the time of John still being alive. Since

therefore the narration, if taken literally, is quite impossible, and since everything contained in

the Bible is true, since it is holy, it is needful to interpret these statements in a spiritual [viz.

allegorical] manner. It is then reasonable for the real Israel, in whom there is no guile,5 to have

been divided into tribes. Consequently, if we assert that in this [real] Israel there is a multitude

of virgin men, we do not assert something that is impossible. For all those who came to Christ,

both Jews and Greek,6 make up this allegorically understood ‘nation’. Since those who are

‘Jews’ of this kind stand in much harmony and agreement with each other, and move around

each other by way of being joined together in the same mind and in the same judgement,7 they

can be designated through this number, while they are assigned to equal divisions of it.8 As a

matter of fact, this number is a square one, since it is produced from the number twelve having

been rotated around itself twelve times. For twelve by twelve makes the number one hundred

and forty-four, and the square is positively a symbol betokening steadfastness.

1 Rev. 7:3; Cf. 2:20; 10:7; 11:18; 15:3; 19:5; 22:3; 6.
2 Ezek. 9:5–6.
3 Psalm 4:7.
4 Psalm 59:6.

5 John 1:47.
6 Cf. 1 Cor. 12:13.
7 1 Cor. 1: 10.
8 That is, the number 144, which contains 12 times the number 12.
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SCHOLION XXXII

<XXXII. Rev. 7:91> µετ7 τα!τα ειA δον καὶ ι� δοὺ ο< χλο� πολ1�‹,› ο% ν 5ριθµη̃σαι α+τ:νΛΒ

ο+δεὶ�1 Jδ1νατο‹,› ε� κ παντ:� &θνου� καὶ φυλBν2 καὶ λαBν καὶ γλωσσBν‹,› ε- στBτα�3

ε� ν=πιον το! θρ�νου καὶ ε� ν=πιον το! 5ρ|ν6ου,273v

1 2329, O., Ar. α$ ριθµ8σαι ου$ δε!. An., N.-A. α$ ριθµ8σαι αυ$ τ<ν ου$ δε!.
2 2329: κα� φυλ(ν κα� γλωσσ(ν κα� λα(ν πολλ(ν. O. κα� φυλ(ν κα� γλωσσ(ν κα� λα(ν. An., Ar., N.-A. κα�

φυλ(ν κα� λα(ν κα� γλωσσ(ν.
3 2329, Ar. �στ(τα. An., N.-A. �στ(τε.

‹Σχ�λιον λβ ´ ›

Παρακατ‹ι›iν1 λ�γει ταύτα2 ρµδ ´  χιλι�δα� παρθένου�.3 κα� �ὰν λαµβάνG

φυλ7�4 ταύτα τὰ σωµατικὰ ‹�›5 λεγοµ�να6 �ν τK Ι$ σρα9λ, πο� παρθένο�,
πο� ιβ ´  χιλιάδα παρθεν!α7 εoροι αE ν κατὰ φυλ9ν; α$ λλ$  �ν τP �κκλησ!H

το�το ε;ρ!σκ‹ο›µεν,8 παρθεν!αν �ζηλ‹ω›µ�νην‹,›9 διδάξαντο αυ$ τ�ν το�

‹Λ›�γου10 ου
  κατ 
  �π‹ι›ταγ?ν11 ου$ δ> Rνα βρ)χον �πιβάλK12 το� α$ κούουσιν, α$ λλ$

αυ$ θ‹α!›ρετον13 �ν ευ
 φροσύνK κα� α
 γαλλιάσει,14 καθi γ�γραπται. ουI τοι οjν ει� σιν οι%

µετ7 γυναικBν ο+κ ε� µολ1νθησαν‹,› � εFρηται· παρθένοι γ�ρ ει� σιν· καὶ ο+χ ευ- ρέθη

ψε!δο� ε� ν τ, στ�µατι α+τBν.15

1 Cod. παρακατει)ν. EN XXXIIa. The participle παρακατι)ν suggests
that the author refers also to Rev. 14:3–4, which ‘at a subsequent
point’ mentions the ‘virgin’ men, while at present he canvasses the
expression ‘huge crowd’ (=χλο πολύ) of Rev. 7:9. Didymus had
made an extensive analysis of this in commZacch, 3.66–73 (styling
the author of Revelation the ‘beloved pupil of Jesus’: το�

yγαπηµ�νου ;π< το� Ι$ ησο� µαθητο�). Cf. Scholion XXXI, n. 22.
Cassian now draws on this specific analysis by Didymus. This
Scholion is a supplementary comment, relevant to the second part of
Scholion XXXI. The text of Revelation about ‘the virgin men’ is
actually attached to Scholion XXXIX, which is a passage from
Irenaeus. See discussion at the end of Scholion XXXVIII.

2 He refers to the tribes (ταύτα, viz. τὰ φυλά) comprising 144,000
virgins.

3 Cod. παρθνουσ (abbreviated, with the θ superscript).
4 Rev. 7:4; Cf. 5:9.
5 Cod. ασ.
6 EN XXXIIb.
7 Cod. παρθνε!ασ. Only a few authors had a comment on Jews not

recognizing virginity as a virtue. Cf. Theodoret, intPaulXIV,
PG.82.804.52–54: Τ�ν δ> παρθεν!αν οuτε Εe λληνε 0σκουν, οuτε

Ι$ ουδα�οι µετ�εσαν· ευ$ λογ!αν γὰρ τ�ν παιδοποι!αν �ν�µιζον.
Theodotus of Ancyra (bishop, fourth–fifth cent.), In Jesu Christi
Diem Natalem, 4: Ου$ δ> γο�ν παρὰ Ι$ ουδα!οι παρθ�νο τι cν, 

ου$ δ> παρ $  Εe λλησι παρθεν!α �τετ!µητο. John Chrysostom, De
Virginitatis Integritate, 1: Οe τι τ(ν αOρετικ(ν + παρθεν!α µισθ<ν

ου$ κ *χει. Τ< τ8 παρθεν!α καλ<ν α$ ποστρ�φονται µ>ν Ι$ ουδα�οι.
Oecumenius, Commentarius in Apocalypsin, p. 160: παρθεν!α γὰρ

ου$  πάνυ παρὰ τK Ι$ σρα�λ �σπουδάζετο, ]σπερ α$ µ�λει παρὰ τ(ν

�ξ �θν(ν oστερον. A later brother of Cassian the Sabaite, who also
lived in the Laura of Sabas, made the same rare comment: Antiochus
of Palestine (or Antiochus of Ancyra), Pandecta Scripturae Sanctae,
Homily 21: Ι$ ουδα�οι δ> µ�χρι τ8 σ9µερον παρθεν!αν µ>ν οuτε

µετ�ρχονται, οuτε α$ σπάζονται. The person of Antiochus, the
Sabaite monk, is discussed in RCR, chapter 1, pp. 86f. In Appendix I
of the same book, also the extensive texts which Antiochus copied
from Cassian (without naming his predecessor) are quoted in full.
They are printed side by side with the respective original texts of
Cassian.

8 Cod. ε;ρ!σκωµεν.
9 Cod. �ζηλοµ�νην. EN XXXIIc.
10 Cod. λ�γου.
11 Cod. �πηταγ9ν. Cf. 1 Cor. 7:6; 2 Cor. 8:8.
12 Cf. 1 Cor. 7:35. Cf. EN Vc.
13 Cod. αυθερετον.
14 Psalm 44:16. EN XXXIId. Cf. Psalms 99:2; 104:43.
15 Rev. 14:4–5.

 
Scholion XXXII

At a subsequent point,1 he states that they [viz. the tribes] comprise a hundred and forty-

four thousand virgin [men]. If by tribes2 you were taking the physical ones3 which belong to the

1 Pointing to Rev. 14:4.
2 Rev. 7:4; Cf. 5:9.

3 Contrasting the material tribes of the historical Israel with those of
the ‘allegorized Israel’, viz. the Church.
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[literal] Israel, where could you possibly find any virgin at all, let alone twelve thousand

virgins per tribe?4 However, we find this [reality of virgin] within the Church, since yearning

for celibacy is a teaching taught by the Logos himself. [This is pursued], as it is written, neither

by commandment,5 nor in order to cast any snare upon6 those who hear, but [is] chosen by free

will with gladness and rejoicing.7 These are indeed they who were not defiled with women,
as has been said; for they are virgins, and in their mouth was found no guile.8

4 The author is aware that Israel did not maintain celibacy as an
ideal.

5 Cf. 1 Cor. 7:6; 2 Cor. 8:8.

6 Cf. 1 Cor. 7:35.
7 Psalm 44:16; Cf. Psalms 99:2; 104:43.
8 Rev. 14:4–5.
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SCHOLION XXXIII

<XXXIII. Rev. 7:92> περιβεβληµένοι1 στολ7� λευκ��‹,› καὶ φ‹ο6›νικα�2 ε� ν ται̃�ΛΓ

χερσὶν α+τBν ‹7:10› καὶ κρ�ζουσι3 φων9̃ µεγ�λη, λέγοντε�· η-  σωτηρ6α τ, θε,

η- µBν τ, καθηµέν8 ε� πὶ τ, θρ�ν8 καὶ4 τ, 5ρν68.5 | ‹7:11› καὶ π�ντε� οι-  α< γγελοι274r
ει- στ4κεισαν6 κ1κλ8 το! θρ�νου καὶ τBν πρεσβυτέρων καὶ τBν τεσσ�ρων ζώι ων, καὶ

&πεσαν ε� ν=πιον το! θρ�νου ε� πὶ τ7 πρ�σωπα α+τBν καὶ προσεκ1νησαν τ, θε,‹,›7

‹7:12› λέγοντε�· 5µ4ν· η-  ε+λογ6α καὶ η-  δ�ξα καὶ η-  σοφ6α καὶ η-  ε+χαριστε6α8 καὶ η-

τιµὴ καὶ η-  δ1ναµι� καὶ η-  ι� σχὺ� τ, θε, η- µBν ει� � τοὺ� αι� Bνα� τBν αι� =νων· 5µ4ν·9

‹7:131› καὶ 5πεκρ6θη ειI � ε� κ τBν πρεσβυτέρων, λέγων µοι·

1 2329: κα� περιβεβληµ�νοι. O., An. κα� περιβεβληµ�νοι. An. περιβεβληµ�νοι. Ar., N.-A.
περιβεβληµ�νου.

2 φο!νικα for φο!νικε, in A*, 2351, and versions of K only. Cod. φυνικασ.
3 2329: *κραξαν. O., AN. κράζουσι. N.-A. κράζουσιν. Ar. κράζοντε.
4 2329: �π� τK θρ�ν^ κα� �π� τK α$ ρν!ω. O. �π� το� θρ�νου. An., Ar., N.-A. 2329: �π� τK θρ�ν^ κα� τK α$ ρν!ω.
5 O. τK καθηµ�ν^ �π� το� θρ�νου. An. τK καθηµ�ν^ �π� το� θρ�νου, κα� τK α$ ρν!^. Ar. τK καθηµ�ν^ �π� τK

θρ�ν^ κα� τK α$ ρν!^.
6 Cod. ιστεικησαν. 2329: ιστικησαν. O. κα� τ(ν πρεσβυτ�ρων οO αe γιοι �στ9κασι. An., Ar. κα� πάντε οO

α' γγελοι εOστ9κεισαν.
7 2329: τK θεK +µ(ν τK καθηµ�ν^ �π� τK θρ�ν^ κα� τK α$ ρν!^· + ευλογ!α. O. τK θεK +µ(ν ε: τοὺ α:(να

τ(ν α:)νων α$ µ9ν. An., Ar., N.-A. τK θεK λ�γοντε· α$ µ9ν· + ευ$ λογ!α.
8 Cod. ευχαριστεια. See footnote 35 to the text of Revelation attached to Scholion XXVI (Rev. 4:9).
9 O. κα� προσεκύνησαν τK θεK +µ(ν ε: τοὺ α:(να τ(ν α:)νων. α$ µ9ν. An. κα� προσεκύνησαν τK θεK

λ�γοντε· α$ µ9ν· + ευ$ λογ!α κα� + δ�ξα κα� + τιµ� κα� + ευ$ χαριστ!α· κα� + σοφ!α κα� + κα� + δύναµι, κα�

+ :σχὺ τK θεK +µ(ν ε: τοὺ α:(να τ(ν α:)νων. α$ µ9ν. Ar. κα� προσεκύνησαν τK θεK λ�γοντε· α$ µ9ν·

+ ευ$ λογ!α, κα� + δ�ξα, κα� + σοφ!α, κα� + ευ$ χαριστ!α, κα� + τιµ9, κα� + δύναµι, κα� + :σχὺ τK θεK

+µ(ν ε: τοὺ α:(να τ(ν α:)νων. α$ µ9ν. N.-A. prints the same text as 2351.

‹Σχ�λιον λγ ´ ›

ΑVται αO λευκαὶ στολαὶ δύνανται δηλο�ν1 τὰ α$ χράντου προθ�σει κα� πράξειΕΡ

αυ$ τ(ν‹.› πρ< τα� λευκαι̃� στολαι̃�, αe ‹›2 ε:σιν περιβεβληµένοι, φ‹ο6›νικα�3 �ν τα� χερσ�ν

κατ�χουσιν, σύµβολον τ8 ν!κη‹,›4 m5 νενικ�κασιν τ#ν κ)σµον.6 ουI το6 ει� σιν οι-  5π: τη̃�

µεγ�λη� θλ‹6›ψεω�7 ε� ρχ�µενοι8 διὰ µαρτυρ!ου κα� Wµολογ!α‹,›9 δ8λον Xτι κα� τ(ν α' λλων

περιστάσεων τ(ν διὰ Χριστ�ν‹,›10 αn  | �πάγουσι11 το� Ι$ ησο� µαθητα� οO πονηρο�274v
α' νθρωπο! τε κα� δα!µονε‹,›12 λευκ�ναντε� καὶ πλ1ναντε�, αn  περ!κεινται στολ7� τ,

1 There are only two instances where this contracted form of the
specific infinitive occurs, which is correctly reproduced in the Codex.
Didymus, commPs 40–44.4, Cod. p. 306: διαφ�ρου µονὰ τὰ

παρὰ τK πατρ� δηλο�ν τὰ πληθυντικ(. The other instance is in
Vitae Aesopi, Vita G (e Cod. 397 Bibliothecae Pierponti Morgan)
(recensio 3), section 4· W ΑFσωπο . . . θεοσεβ� ;πάρχων

προσεκύνησεν κα� 0ρξατο διανεύειν κα� δηλο�ν. The present
comment was mainly written by Cassian, yet this infinitive form
used by Didymus was in his mind.

2 Cod. αι.
3 Cod. φυνικασ.
4 Cf. Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 913: Xθεν κα� + νύµφη + τα�τα λ�γουσα,

ου$ κ α' λλη το� α$ νθο�ντο κατὰ τ<ν φο!νικα δικα!ου τυγχάνουσα,
φησ!ν· Ο- µοιωθ9σοµαι τK φο!νικι. α$ π< τούτου το� φο!νικο

κάλλυνθρα κοσµητ9ρια τὰ α$ π< τ(ν κλάδων τ(ν φοιν!κων

γιν�µενα λαµβάνων τι α' γει τ�ν τ8 σκηνοπηγ!α �ορτ9ν,
κα� τὰ σύµβολα δ> τ8 ν!κη �κ τούτου οO νικητα� φ�ρονται.
EN XXXIIIa.

5 Cod. gσ.
6 Cf. John 16:33.
7 Cod. θληψεωσ.
8 Cf. Rev. 7:14.
9 EN XXXIIIb.
10 The expression περ!στασι ;π< πονηρο� �παγοµ�νη is

characteristic of Didymus and exclusive to him. commJob(5.1–6.29),
Cod. pp. 148: διὰ περιστάσε) τινο ;π< πνεύµατο πονηρο�

�παγοµ�νη. Cf. a unique parallel for περιστάσεων τ(ν διὰ

Χριστ�ν in Severianus of Gabala, Fragmenta in Epistulam ii ad
Corinthios, p. 283: τK δηµοσιεύοντι +µ(ν τὰ oβρει κα� τὰ

περιστάσει τὰ διὰ Χριστ�ν. EN XXXIIIc.
11 Cf. Scholion VII: � τ< τ�λο �πάγων το� παρ $  αυ$ το� γινοµ�νοι

τ< ω ε_ναι εFρηται. κα� πρ(το κα� *σχατο πάλιν ου$  κατὰ

χρ�νον, α$ λλ$  � α$ ρχ�ν κα� τ�λο �πάγων. Scholion XXVII: W πα̃

λ�γο τ8 προνο!α, καθ $kν + κρ!σι θεο� �πάγεται το�

α$ νθρ)ποι. Scholion XXXI: τ�ω µ� �πάγειν αυ$ τά.
12 EN XXXIIId.
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αι; µατι το� ;π>ρ αυ$ τ(ν σφαγ�ντο13 5ρν6ου.14 Xπω δ> οO α' νθρωποι νο9σωµεν τ<

α$ διάστατον15 τ8 θεραπε!α αυ$ τ(ν‹,› ‹z›νοµάσθη16 W παρ$  +µ�ν χρ�νο17 τεµν�µενο ε:

η- µέραν καὶ ν1κτα.18

13 Rev. 5:6 and 12; 13:8.
14 Rev. 7:14.
15 EN XXXIIIe.
16 Cod. Cνοµάσθη.

17 ‘The time perceived by our condition’. The notion of relativity in the
conception of time, as treated by Origen, appears here. Cf. COT,
pp. 259–60.

18 Rev. 7:15. EN XXXIIIf.

 
Scholion XXXIII

Those white robes may indicate their undefiled objectives and actions. Besides the white
robes, which they are clothed in, they bear palms in their hands as a symbol of the victory by

which they have overcome the world.1 Those are those who came out of great tribulation,2

through martyrdom and profession [of faith], and clearly also through other hardships for the

sake of Christ, which are inflicted upon the disciples of Jesus by both evil men and daemons.

They now stand having washed their robes, which they wear, and made them white and
pure in the blood of the Lamb,3 which was slain4 for their sake. Furthermore, in order that

we humans apprehend the incessancy of their service [in God’s temple],5 their condition is

illustrated after our time, which is divided into day and night.6

1 Cf. John 16:33.
2 Cf. Rev. 7:14.
3 Rev. 7:14.
4 Rev. 5:6 and 12; 13:8.
5 Rev. 7:15.
6 Rev. 7:15: ‘Therefore are they before the throne of God, and serve

him day and night in his temple.’ But is it possible to speak of night
in the temple of God? The day/night-metaphor is central to the
Scholia. In IX, the ‘present age’ is styled ‘a night’, and people are
divided into two categories: the saved will see the Day of the Lord

(see PHE, pp. 294–308) whereas those damned will experience
‘night-time’. In XVIII, all those who can say, the night is far spent,
the day is at hand (Rom. 13:12) and I myself will awake early
(Psalms 56:9; 107:3) are illuminated by the Sun of Righteousness.
Since ‘night’ is associated with the present fallen state, the author
feels it necessary to say a few words about the ‘night’ appearing in
Rev. 7:15. Hence his final comment: there is not night actually;
the expression ‘day and night’, indicates only the unfailing
constancy of the service offered by the saved ministering in the
temple of God.
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SCHOLION XXXIV

<XXXIV. Rev. 7:132> ουI τοι οι-  περιβεβληµένοι τ7� στολ7� τ7� λευκ7�1 τ6νε� ει� σὶν

καὶ π�θεν ηA λθον; ‹7:14› καὶ ει< ρηκα α+τ,·2 κ1ριέ µου, σὺ οιA δα�· καὶ ειA πεν µοι·

ουI το6 ει� σιν οι-  ε� ρχ�µενοι ε� κ τη̃� θλ‹6›ψεω�3 τη̃� µεγ�λη� καὶ &πλυναν τ7� στολ7�

α+τBν καὶ ε� λε1καναν4 ε� ν5 τ, αι; µατι το! 5ρν6ου. ‹7:15› δι7 το!τ� ει� σιν ε� ν=πιον

το! θρ�νου το! θεο!, καὶ λατρε1ουσιν α+τ, η- µέρα� καὶ νυκτ:� ε� ν τ, να, α+το!·6 καὶ

ο-  καθ4µενο� ε� πὶ τ, θρ�ν87 σκην=σει ε� π � α+το1�· ‹7:16› ο+ π‹ει›|ν�σουσι8275r
&τι ο+δὲ µὴ διψ4σουσιν &τι, ο+δ� ο+ µὴ9 πέσ910 ε� π � α+τοὺ� ο-  η; λιο� ο+δὲ πα̃ν κα!µα·

‹7:17› ο; τι τ: 5ρν6ον τ: 5ν7 µέσον το! θρ�νου ποιµ‹α6›νει11 α+τοὺ� καὶ

ο- δηγ‹ει̃›12 α+τοὺ� ε� πὶ ζωη̃� πηγ7�13 υ- δ�των καὶ ε� ξαλ‹ε6›ψ‹ει›14 ο-  θε:� πα̃ν

δ�κρυον 5π:15 τBν ο� φθαλµBν α+τBν. ‹8:1› καὶ ο; τε η< νοιξεν τὴν σφραγ‹ι̃›δα16

τὴν ε- βδ�µην, ε� γένετο σ‹ι›γὴ17 ε� ν τ, ο+ραν, ω- � η- µι=ριον, ‹8:2› καὶ ι< δον τοὺ�18

ε- πτ7 5γγέλου�, οι%  ε� ν=πιον19 το! θεο! ε- στ4κασιν, καὶ ε� δ�θησαν20 α+τοι̃� ε- πτ7

σ�λπιγγε�. ‹8:3› καὶ α< λλο� α< γγελο� ε� ξη̃λθεν21 καὶ ε� στ�θη ε� πὶ το! θυσιαστηρ6ου22

&χων λιβαν‹ω›τ:ν23 χρυσο!ν, καὶ ε� δ�θη24 α+τ, θυµι�µατα πολλ�, ι; να δ‹=›σ925

ται̃� προσευχαι̃� π�ντων τBν α- γ6ων26 ε� πὶ τ: θυσιαστ4ριον τ: χρυσο!ν τ: ε� ν=πιον

το! θρ�νου. ‹8:4› καὶ 5νέβη ο-  καπν:� τBν θυµιαµ�των ται̃� προσευχαι̃� τBν α- γ6ων

ε� κ χειρ:� το! 5γγέλου | ε� ν=πιον το! θεο!. ‹8:5› καὶ ει< ληφεν ο-  α< γγελο� τ:ν275v
λιβανωτ:ν27 καὶ ε� γέµ‹ι›σεν28 α+τ:ν ε� κ το! πυρ:� το! θυσιαστηρ6ου καὶ &βαλεν

1 2329: τὰσ λευκὰσ στολάσ. O., An., Ar., N.-A. τὰ στολὰ τὰ λευκά.
2 2329, Ar. ε_πον. O., An., N.-A. εFρηκα.
3 Cod. θληψεωσ.
4 �λεύκαναν for �λεύκαναν αυ$ τά, only in 2351 and versions of K (Arethas follows once again). 2329,

O. �πλάτυναν τὰ στολὰ αυ$ τ(ν κα� �λεύκαναν αυ$ τά. An., N.-A. *πλυναν τὰ στολὰ αυ$ τ(ν· κα�

�λεύκαναν αυ$ τά. Ar. *πλυναν τὰ στολὰ αυ$ τ(ν κα� �λεύκαναν.
5 2329: �πι (not considered by N.-A). O., An., Ar.N.-A. �ν.
6 2329: κα� νυκτ< �ν)πιον αυ$ το� (not considered by N.-A.). O., N.-A. κα� νυκτ< �ν τK ναK αυ$ το�.
7 τK θρ�νω for το� θρ�νου, in 1854, 2053, 2351, and versions of K. Arethas and Oecumenius follow: τK θρ�ν^.

2329, An., Ar. το� θρ�νου.
8 Cod. πινάσουσιν. 2329, O., An., Ar. πινάσουσιν.
9 ου$ δ $ ου$  for ου$ δ�, in 052, 2329, 2351, and versions of K only. The author at this point has ου$ δ $ ου$  µ9, which

appears at some characteristic points of the New Testament (Matt. 24:21; Heb. 15:5) and of the Septuagint:
Deut. 10:17; 13:9; 15:7; 28:65; Job 7:10; Amos 9:10; Zephaniah 1:12; Isaiah 7:12; 65:17; Daniel (translatio
Graeca), 4:32. O., An.(S), N.-A. ου$ δ> µ9. Ar. ου$ δ $ ου$  µ9. An.(M) ου$ δ $ ου$  µ9.

10 2329: πεσε�ται.
11 ποιµα!νει for ποιµανε� and Wδηγε� for Wδηγ9σει occurs only in 2351, versions of K, and some Bohairic

versions. Cod. ποιµενει. 2329, O., An, Ar. ποιµανε�.
12 Cod. οδηγη. 2329: ωδηγησει.
13 O., Ar. �π� ζω8 πηγά. An. �π� ζ)σα πηγά.
14 Cod. εξαληψη.
15 α$ π< for �κ, only in A, 1854, 2053, and 2351. 2329, An.(S), Ar. �κ. O., An.(M), α$ π�.
16 Cod. σφραγηδα. 2329: σφραγηδα.
17 Cod. σηγη.
18 2329: τοὺ om. (not considered by N.-A.).
19 2329: �νοπιον.
20 2329: εδωθησαν.
21 2329: κα� α' λλο cλθεν.
22 2329, O., An. τ< θυσιαστ9ριον. Ar. το� θυσιαστηρ!ου.
23 Cod. λιβανοτον. 2329: λιβανοτον.
24 2329: �δ)θη.
25 Cod. δοση.
26 2329, An., Ar, N.-A. τ(ν α- γ!ων πάντων.
27 2329: λιβανοτ�ν.
28 Cod. εγεµησεν. 2329: εγεµησεν.
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ει� � τὴν γη̃ν. καὶ ε� γένοντο βρονταὶ καὶ φωναὶ καὶ 5στραπαὶ καὶ σεισµο6.29· ‹8:6›
καὶ οι-  ε- πτ7 α< γγελοι &χοντε�30 τ7� ε- πτ7 σ�λπιγγα�, η- το6µασαν αυ- τοὺ�31 ι; να

σαλπ‹6›σωσιν.32 ‹8:7› καὶ ο-  πρBτο�33 ε� σ�λπ‹ι›σεν,34 καὶ ε� γένετο χ�λαζα καὶ

π!ρ µεµιγµένα ε� ν αι; µατι καὶ ε� βλ4θη ει� � τὴν γη̃ν. καὶ τ: τρ6τον τη̃� γη̃�

κατεκ�‹η›,35 καὶ τ: τρ6τον τBν δένδρων κατεκ�‹η›,36 καὶ πα̃� χ�ρτο�

χλ‹ω›ρ:�37 κατεκ�‹η›.38 ‹8:8› καὶ ο-  δε1τερο� α< γγελο� ε� σ�λπ‹ι›σεν,39 καὶ

ω- � ο< ρο� µέγα πυρὶ40 και�µενον ε� βλ4θη ει� � τὴν θ�λασσαν καὶ ε� γένετο τ: τρ6τον

τη̃� θαλ�σση� αιI µα, ‹8:9› καὶ 5πέθανεν τ: τρ6τον τBν κτισµ�των τBν ε� ν τ9̃

θαλ�σσ9, τ7 &χοντα ψυχ��, καὶ τ: τρ6τον τBν πλ‹ο6›ων41 διεφθ�ρ‹η›.42 ‹8:10› καὶ

ο-  τρ6το� α< γγελο� ε� σ�λπ‹ι›σεν,43 | καὶ &πεσεν ε� κ το! ο+ρανο! 5στὴρ µέγα�276r
και�µενο� ω- �44 λαµπ��, καὶ &πεσεν ε� πὶ τ: τρ6τον τBν ποταµBν, καὶ ε� πὶ τ7� πηγ7�

τBν υ- δ�των. ‹8:11› καὶ τ: ο< νοµα το! 5στέρο� λέγεται ο- 45 Α< ψινθο�. καὶ ε� γένετο τ:

τρ6τον µέρο� τBν υ- δ�των46 ει� � α< ψινθον,47 καὶ πολλ‹οὶ›48 τBν 5νθρ=πων 5πέθανον

ε� κ τBν υ- δ�των ο; τι ε� πικρ�νθησαν. ‹8:12› καὶ ο-  τέταρτο� α< γγελο� ε� σ�λπ‹ι›σεν,49

καὶ ε� πλ4γη τ: τρ6τον το! η- λ6ου καὶ τ: τρ6τον τη̃� σελ4νη� καὶ τ: τρ6τον τBν

5στέρων‹,› ι; να σκοτισθ9̃ τ: τρ6τον α+τBν, καὶ τ: τρ6τον α+τη̃� µὴ φ�ν9 η- µέρα,50

καὶ η-  η- µέρα µὴ φ�ν951 τ: τρ6τον α+τη̃�,52 καὶ η-  νὺξ ο- µο6ω�. ‹8:13› καὶ ι< δον

καὶ η< κουσα53 ε- ν:� 5ετο! πετοµένου ε� ν µεσουραν‹4›µατι,54 λέγοντο� φων9̃

µεγ�λ9· ο+α6‹,› ο+α6‹,› ο+α6‹,›55 τοὺ� κατοικο!ντα� ε� πὶ τη̃� γη̃�, ε� κ τBν

λοιπBν56 φωνBν τη̃� σ�λπιγγο� τBν τριBν 5γγέλων τBν | µελλ�ντων276v
σαλπ6ζειν. ‹9:1› καὶ ο-  πέµπτο� α< γγελο� ε� σ�λπισεν, καὶ ι< δον 5στέρα ε� κ

το! ο+ρανο! πεπτωκ�τα57 ει� � τὴν γη̃ν, καὶ ε� δ�θη58 α+τ, η-  κλεὶ� το!

29 2329, O. βροντα� κα� α$ στραπα� κα� φωνα� κα� σεισµ�. O., An., φωνα� κα� βροντα� κα� α$ στραπα� κα�

σεισµ�. Ar. βροντα� και α$ στραπα!. N.-A. βροντα� κα� φωνα� κα� α$ στραπα� κα� σεισµ�.
30 2329, An., Ar., N.-A. οO *χοντε. O. *χοντε.
31 2329, O., An., Ar. �αυτού. N.-A. αυ$ τού.
32 Cod. σαλπησωσιν. 2329: σαλπισουσι. O., Ar. σαλπ!σωσι. An., N.-A. σαλπ!σωσιν.
33 2329. An. W πρ(το α' γγελο. O., Ar., N.-A. W πρ(το.
34 Cod. εσαλπησε.
35 Cod. κατεκαει. 2329: κατεκαει.
36 Cod. κατεκαει. 2329: κατεκαει.
37 Cod. χλορο. 2329: χλορο.
38 Cod. κατεκαει. 2329: κατεκαει.
39 Cod. εσαλπησε.
40 2329: � =ρο πυρ� (not considered by N.-A.). O., An., Ar. � =ρο µ�γα πυρ!.
41 Cod. πλυων.
42 Cod. διεφθαρει. 2329, O., An., N.-A. διεφθάρησαν. Ar. διεφθάρη.
43 Cod. εσαλπησεν.
44 2329: ]σπερ (not considered by N.-A.). O., An., Ar., N.-A. �.
45 2329, O., An. λ�γεται Α' ψινθο. Ar., N.-A. λ�γεται W Α' ψινθο.
46 2329, O., An., Ar., N.-A., τ< τρ!τον τ(ν ;δάτων. N.-A. did not consider the 2351 version, τ< τρ!τον µ�ρο

τ(ν ;δάτων.
47 O., N.-A. α' ψινθο . . . ε: α' ψινθον. Αν. α$ ψ!νθιο . . . ε: α' ψινθον. Ar. α' ψινθο . . . ε: α$ ψ!νθιον.
48 Cod. πολλυ.
49 Cod. εσαλπησεν.
50 This sequence for + +µ�ρα µ� φάνG τ< τρ!τον αυ$ τ8, in 046, 2351, and versions of K only.
51 2329: φανει.
52 Evidently, the scribe wrote the same phrase twice.
53 O., Ar. κα� ε_δον κα� 0κουσα. Av. κα� 0κουσα.
54 Cod. µεσουρανιµατι. 2329: �ν µ�σω το� ου$ ρανο� (not considered by N.-A.). O.(H). µεσουραν9µατι. O.(G),

An., Ar. �ν µεσουραν9µατι.
55 2329: ου$ α� bis.
56 2329: πολλ(ν (a unique version not considered by N.-A.).
57 2329: α$ στ�ρα πεπτωκ�τα (not considered by N.-A.).
58 2329: εδωθη.
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φρέατο�59 τη̃� 5β1σσου‹.› ‹9:2› καὶ η< ν‹οι›ξεν60 τ: φρέαρ τη̃� 5β1σσου, καὶ

5νέβη καπν:� ε� κ το! φρέατο� ω- � καπν:� καµ6νου και‹ο›µένη�61 καὶ ε� σκοτ6σθη ο-

η; λιο� καὶ ο-  5ὴρ ε� κ το! καπνο! το! φρέατο�. ‹9:3› καὶ ε� κ το! καπνο! ε� ξη̃λθον

5κρ6δε� ει� � τὴν γη̃ν, καὶ ε� δ‹�›θη62 α+ται̃�63 ε� ξουσ6α64 ω- � &χουσιν ε� ξουσ6αν οι-

σκορπ6οι τη̃� γη̃�, ‹9:4› καὶ ε� ρρέθη α+ται̃� ι; να µὴ 5δικ4σουσιν65 τ:ν χ�ρτον τη̃�

γη̃� ο+δὲ πα̃ν χλ‹ω›ρ:ν66 ο+δὲ πα̃ν δένδρον, ει�  µὴ τοὺ� 5νθρ=που�, οι; τινε� ο+κ

&χουσι τὴν σφραγ‹ι̃›δα67 το! θεο! ε� πὶ τBν µετ‹=›πων68 α+τBν. ‹9:5› καὶ

ε� δ‹�›θη69 α+ται̃�,70 ι; να71 µὴ 5ποκτ‹ε6›νωσιν72 α+το1�, 5λλ�  ι; να βασανισθBσιν73

µη̃να� | πέντε. καὶ ο-  βασανισµ:� α+τBν ω- � βασανισµ:� σκορπ6ου, ο; ταν277r
π‹α6›σ974 α< νθρωπον. ‹9:6› καὶ ε� ν ται̃� η- µέραι� ε� κε6ναι� ζητ4σουσιν οι-

α< νθρωποι τ:ν θ�νατον καὶ ο+χ75 ευ- ρ4σουσιν76 α+τ�ν· καὶ ε� πιθυµ4σουσιν 5ποθανει̃ν,
καὶ φε1ξεται77 ο-  θ�νατο� 5π � α+τBν. ‹9:7› καὶ τ7 ο- µοι=µατα τBν 5κρ6δων

ο- µο6ωµα78 ι; πποι� η- τοιµασµένοι� ει� � π�λεµον, καὶ ε� πὶ τ7� κεφαλ7� α+τBν ο- µο6ωµα

ω- � στέφανοι χρυσοι̃ ο; µοιοι χρυσ,79 καὶ τ7 πρ�σωπα α+τBν ω- � πρ�σωπα 5νθρ=πων,
‹9:8› καὶ ‹ειA ›χον80 ω- � τρ6χα� γυναικBν, καὶ οι-  ο� δ�ντε� α+τBν ω- � λε�ντων

ηA σαν· ‹9:9› καὶ ‹ε›ιA χον81 θ=ρακα� ω- � θ=ρακα� σιδηρο!�· καὶ η-  φωνὴ τBν

πτερ1γων α+τBν ω- � φωνὴ α- ρµ�των ι; ππων πολλBν τρεχ�ντων ει� � π�λεµον. ‹9:10›
καὶ &χουσιν82 ο+ρ7� ο- µο6α� σκορπ6οι� καὶ κέντρα· καὶ ε� ν ται̃� ο+ραι̃� | α+τBν,277v
καὶ η-  ε� ξουσ6α α+τBν83 5δικη̃σαι τοὺ� 5νθρ=που� µη̃να� πέντε. ‹9:11› καὶ

&χουσιν84 βασιλέα ε� π � α+τBν τ:ν α< γγελον τη̃� 5β1σσου· ο< νοµα α+τ,85 Ε- βραϊστ‹ὶ›86

�βαδδ=ν, ε� ν δὲ τ9̃ Ε- λλ‹η›νικ9̃87 ο< νοµα &χει �πολλ1ων. ‹9:12› η-  ο+αὶ η-  µ6α

59 2329: κλε�σισ το� φρεατοσ.
60 Cod. ηνυξεν.
61 Cod. καιωµ�νησ. The participle καιοµ�νη is added in 2351, versions of K, and the versio Harclensis only.

2329, An., N.-A. καµ!νου µεγάλη. O. καµ!νου µεγάλη καιοµ�νη. Ar. καµ!νου καιοµ�νη.
62 Cod. εδωθη.
63 2329: εδωθη αυτοισ.
64 Cod. εξουσιαν.
65 2329: α$ δικ9σουσν.
66 Cod. χλορον. 2329: χλορον.
67 Cod. σφραγηδα.
68 Cod. µετοπων. 2329: µετοπων.
69 Cod. εδωθη. 2329: εδωθη.
70 2329, An., Ar. αυ$ τα� (2329 not considered by N.-A.). O., N.-A. αυ$ το�.
71 2329: αυ$ τα�σ �ξουσ!α hνα.
72 Cod. αποκτινωσιν.
73 2329, O., An.(S), N.-A. βασανισθ9σονται. An.(M), Ar. βασανισθ(σι.
74 Cod. πεση. 2329: πεσει.
75 2329, An.(M), Ar., N.-A. ου$  µ� ε;ρ9σουσιν. O., An.(S) ου$  µ� εoρωσιν.
76 2329: ευρισουσιν.
77 φεύξεται for φεύγει, only in 1854, 2329, 2351, versions of K, the Vulgate, and Bohairic versions.
78 2329, O., An., Ar. Xµοια.
79 2329, O., An., N.-A. στ�φανοι Xµοιοι χρυσK. Ar. στ�φανοι χρυσο�. This reading of 2351 Wµο!ωµα �

στ�φανοι χρυσο� Xµοιοι χρυσK is unique.
80 Cod. 0χον.
81 Cod. ηχον. 2329: cχον.
82 2329: ηχον (intending ε_χον).
83 So O. 2329: αυ$ τ(ν �ξουσ!αν *χουσαι το� α$ δικ8σαι. Ar. αυ$ τ(ν �ξουσ!αν *χουσιν α$ δικ8σαι. An. κ�ντρα

κα� �ν τα� ου$ ρα� αυ$ τ(ν. κα� + �ξουσ!α αυ$ τ(ν α$ δικ8σαι. N.-A. κα� �ν τα� ου$ ρα� αυ$ τ(ν κα� + �ξουσ!α

αυ$ τ(ν α$ δικ8σαι.
84 2329: *χουσι δ> �π $  αυ$ τ(ν. An., O.(H), N.-A. *χουσιν �π $  αυ$ τ(ν. O.(M) *χουσιν α$ π $  αυ$ τ(ν. Ar. *χουσαι

βασιλ�α �π $  αυ$ τ(ν.
85 2329: αυ$ τ�.
86 Cod. εβραϊστη.
87 Cod. ελλινικη. 2329: �λληνικP γλ)σσG.
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5πη̃λθεν‹·› ι� δοὺ &ρχεται88 &τι89 δ1ο ο+α6.90 µετ7 τα!τα ‹9:13› καὶ ο-  ε; κτο�

α< γγελο� ε� σ�λπισεν, καὶ η< κουσα µ6αν φωνὴν91 ε� κ τBν κερ�των το! θυσιαστηρ6ου το!

χρυσο!, το! ε� ν=πιον το! θεο!‹,› ‹9:14› λέγοντο� τ, ε; κτ8 5γγέλ8· ο-  &χων92 τὴν

σ�λπιγγα, λ!σον τοὺ� τέσσαρα� 5γγέλου� τοὺ� δεδεµένου� ε� πὶ τ, ποταµ,93 τ,

µεγ�λ8 Ε+φρ�τ9. ‹9:15› καὶ ε� λ1θησαν οι-  τέσσαρε� α< γγελοι οι-  η- τοιµασµένοι ει� �

τὴν ω; ραν καὶ ει� � τὴν η- µέραν94 καὶ µη̃να καὶ ε� νιαυτ�ν, ι; να 5ποκτε6νωσιν95 τ: τρ6τον

τBν 5νθρ=πων. ‹9:16› καὶ ο-  5ριθµ:� τBν στρατευµ�των το! ι- ππικο! δισµυρι�δε�

µυρι�δων·96 | η< κουσα τ:ν 5ριθµ:ν97 α+τBν. ‹9:17› καὶ ου; τω� ειA δον98 τοὺ� ι; ππου�99 ε� ν278r
τ9̃ ο- ρ�σει, καὶ τοὺ� καθηµένου� ε� π � α+τBν &χοντα� θ=ρακα� πυρ6νου� καὶ

υ- ακινθ‹6›νου�100 καὶ θει=δει�·101 καὶ αι-  κεφαλαὶ τBν ι; ππων ω- � κεφαλαὶ λε�ντων,102

καὶ ε� κ τBν στοµ�των α+τBν ε� κπορε1εται π!ρ καὶ καπν:� καὶ θει̃ον.103 ‹9:18› 5π: τBν

τριBν πληγBν το1των, 5πεκτ�νθησαν τ: τρ6τον τBν 5νθρ=πων, καὶ ε� κ το! πυρ:�

το! καπνο! καὶ το! θε6ου104 το! ε� κπορευοµένου ε� κ τBν στοµ�των α+τBν‹.› ‹9:19› η-
γ7ρ ε� ξουσ6α τBν ι; ππων ε� ν τ,105 στ�µατι α+τBν ε� στι καὶ ε� ν ται̃� ο+ραι̃� α+τBν. αι-  γ7ρ

ο+ραὶ α+τBν ο; µοιαι ο< φεσιν &χουσαι κεφαλ��, καὶ ε� ν α+ται̃� 5δικο!σι.

88 2329: *ρχονται.
89 2329: *ρχονται *τη (intending *τι).
90 2329: αO ου$ α� αO δύο. O. *τι δύο ου$ α!. An., Ar., N.-A. δύο ου$ α� µετὰ τα�τα.
91 2329: 0κουσα φων8 �ν< �κ τ(ν τεσσάρων κεράτων. O. 0κουσα φων�ν µεγάλην �κ τ(ν κεράτων.

An.(S), Ar., N.-A. 0κουσα φων�ν µ!αν �κ τ(ν τεσσάρων κεράτων. An.(M). φων8 µια̃.
92 So O., An., 2329: τK *χοντι τ�ν σάλπιγγα. Ar. k ε_χε τ�ν σάλπιγγα.
93 So O., An., Ar., N.-A. 2329: �π� ποταµK (not considered by N.-A.).
94 κα� ε: τ�ν +µ�ραν for κα� +µ�ραν is exclusive to 2351 and versions of K. 2329, O., An. κα� +µ�ραν. Arethas

follows 2351 once again: κα� ε: τ�ν +µ�ραν.
95 2329: αποκτινωσι.
96 2329: µύριαι δ�σ (Cod. δεισ) µυριάδων. O., An. µυριάδε µυριάδων. Ar. δύο µυριάδε µυριάδων. N.-A.

δισµυριάδε µυριάδων.
97 2329: τ(ν α$ ριθµ(ν.
98 So O., An., Ar. 2329: κα� Fδον.
99 Cod. ιππικουσ.
100 Cod. υακινθυνουσ.
101 2329: θιωδεισ.
102 2329: λεωντων.
103 2329: θιον.
104 2329: θιου.
105 2329: το.

‹Σχ�λιον λδ ´ ›

Ε$ π!στησον, ε:1 αO πλυθει̃σαι καὶ λευκανθει̃σαι στολαὶ τ(ν ε� κ µεγ�λη� θλ‹6›ψεω�2ΕΡ

α$ ναβεβηκ�των3 ε_ναι δύνατ‹αι›4 | τὰ σ,µατα αυ$ τ(ν, 0δη προτεθεωρηµ�να5 � α$ ν!στανται278v
α9 φθαρτα6 κα� πνευµατικά.7

1 EN XVIa. Cf. Scholion XVI: Ε$ π!στησον, µ� �φαρµ�ζειτ< =νοµα τ8

Ι� εζ�βελ. Scholion XIX: �π!στησον, µ� τ7 ζ ´  πνε1µατα αO µετουσ!αι

το� πνεύµατ� ε:σιν.
2 Cod. θληψεωσ. Rev. 7:14.
3 EN XXXIVa.

4 Cod. δυνατη.
5 EN XXXIVb.
6 Cf. 1 Cor. 15:42.
7 EN XXXIVc. Cf. 1 Cor. 15:44 and 52.
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Scholion XXXIV

You should then examine whether it is possible for the robes of those who came out of great
tribulation,1 which were washed and made pure and white, to betoken their bodies being

seen in advance [by John] as they are raised up incorrupt2 and spiritual.3

1 Rev. 7:14.
2 Cf. 1 Cor. 15:42.

3 Cf. 1 Cor. 15:44.
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SCHOLION XXXV

<XXXV. Rev. 9:20> καὶ οι-  λοιποὶ τBν 5νθρ=πων, οι%  ο+κ 5πεκτ�νθησαν ε� ν ται̃�ΛΕ

πληγαι̃� τα1ται�, ο+1 µετεν�ησαν ε� κ τBν &ργων τBν χειρBν α+τBν, ι; να µὴ

προσκυν4σωσι τ7 δαιµ�νια καὶ τ7 ει< δωλα τ7 χρ1σεα2 καὶ τ7 5ργ1ρ‹ε›α3 καὶ τ7

χαλκα̃ καὶ τ7 λ6θινα4 καὶ τ7 ξ1λινα· 2 ου< τε βλέπειν δ1νανται, ου< τε 5κο1ειν, ου< τε

περιπατει̃ν· ‹9:21› καὶ ο+ µετεν�ησαν ε� κ τBν φ�νων α+τBν, ου< τε ε� κ τBν

φαρµακιBν5 α+τBν, ου< τε ε� κ τη̃� πορνε6α� α+τBν, ου< τε ε� κ τBν κλεµµ�των α+τBν.
‹10:1› καὶ ι< δον α< λλον α< γγελον ι� σχυρ:ν καταβα6νοντα ε� κ το! ο+ρανο!,
περιβεβληµένον νεφέλην, καὶ η-  ιA ρι�6 ε� πὶ τη̃� κεφαλη̃� α+το!, καὶ τ: πρ�σωπον α+το!

ω- � ο-  η; λιο�, καὶ οι-  π�δε� α+το! ω- � στ!λοι7 πυρ��, ‹10:2› καὶ &χων ε� ν τ9̃ χειρὶ

α+το! βιβλα|ρ6διον8 5νε8γµένον.9 καὶ &θηκεν τ:ν π�δα α+το! τ:ν δεξι:ν ε� πὶ τη̃�279r
θαλ�σση�,10 τ:ν δὲ ε+‹=›νυµον11 ε� πὶ τη̃� γη̃�, 10:31› καὶ &κραξεν φων9̃ µεγ�λ9 ω; σπερ

λέων µυκα̃ται·12

1 ου$  for ου$ δ> in C, 1006, 1841, 1854, 2351, and versions of K. Arethas once again reads K (ου$ δ�) and so does
Oecumenius. An.(S). οuτε. An.(M). ου$ . 2329: κα� ου$ .

2 A term of the golden age of Greek poetry and prose (Homer, Hesiod, Anacreon, Pindar,
Bacchylides, Aeschylus, Euripides, Sophocles, Herodotus et. al.) employed in the translation
of Exodus, 32:24. Cf. Sextus Empiricus, Pyrrhoniae Hypotyposes, 2.31. Plutarch, Timoleon, 15.11;
Agesilaus, 11.7; Aratus, 19.2; Artaxerxes, 5.4; De Iside et Osiride (351c–384c), 363A3; De Tranquillitate Animi,
472A3; De Herodoti Malignitate, 864C4. Lucian of Samosata, Dialogi Meretricii, 4.1. Clement of Alexandria
also quoted the passage, including this adjective: Paedagogus, 3.7.37.4; 3.11.58.3. Also used by Origen (or,
probably, the catenist), frJohn. XXXII. Didymus, commPs 22–26.10, Cod. p. 95. Procopius of Gaza, Descriptio
Imaginis, 22. Basil of Caesarea, Homiliae in Psalmos, PG.29.276.38. Gregory of Nyssa, In Hexaemeron, p. 124.
John Chrysostom (every now and then). Theodoret, Historia Religiosa (Philotheus), Vita 9.6; commIs, section
2, line 350; Quaestiones in Octateuchum, p. 147. see below Rev. 9:20. Unlike 2351, 2329 has χρυσα̃. So do O.,
An., Ar., employed by N.-A.

3 Cod. α$ ργύραια (not used in antiquity). Α$ ργύρεα is an adjective appearing in Homer, Pindar, and Herodotus,
as well as in Josephus. It was employed by Plutarch, Lucian of Samosata, Olympiodorus, the philosopher of
Alexandria, and Eustathius of Thessaloniki. Its use by Didymus is characteristic, since (unlike χρύσεα) no
Christian author used the adjective until the seventh century, save Pseudo-Clement of Rome, Homiliae 10.8.3.
Many of the Pseudo-Clementine writings were composed at the monastery of the Akoimetoi, where Cassian
lived for a long time. See, RCR, pp. 20; 63; 283; 399; NDGF, pp. 302; 306; 383; 523–24. Cf. Herodotus,
Historiae, 7.112; 119; 190; 9.82; 186. Josephus, Antiquitas Judaica, 3.109; 7.108; 8.90; 8.91; 8.92; 11.15;
13.243. Lucian of Samosata, De Syria Dea, sections 49 and 60. Didymus, commEccl(11–12), Codex pp. 342,
343; frPs(al), fr. 146. Eustathius of Thessaloniki, Commentarii ad Homeri Iliadem, v. 1, pp. 225, 527, 660, 723,
v. 3, pp. 138; v. 4, p. 447; Commentarius in Homeri Odysseam, v. 1, pp. 74, 75, 154, 155, 241, 364, 384; De
Thessalonica Capta, p. 126; Commentarius in Dionysii Periegetae Orbis Descriptionem, 496. Olympiodorus the
philosopher of Alexandria, In Aristotelis Meteora Commentaria, p. 105 (bis).

4 2329: λιθηνα.
5 Both 2351 and 2329 have it φαρµακι(ν, which was emended by later authors and editors to the more

customary φαρµακει(ν. O., An. φαρµακει(ν. Ar. φαρµάκων. Uncommon though it is, φαρµακ!α is a
spelling that occurs in authors relevant to the Scholia, although it was used along with φαρµακει(ν. Cf.
Didymus, commEccl(5–6), Cod. p. 149 (quot. Gal. 5, 20): *ρι κα� φαρµακ!αι κα� αOρ�σει. Cyril of
Jerusalem, Catecheses Illuminandorum, Catechesis 4.37: φαρµακ!αν κα� �παοιδ!αν, κα� τὰ νεκροµαντει(ν

παρανοµ)τατα πράγµατα µηδ> µ�χρι α$ κο8 παραδ�χου. Didache Apostolorum, 5.1: ε:δωλολατρ!αι,
µαγε�αι, φαρµακ!αι.

6 Cod. ηρεισ. A superscript ι by the same scribe emends to ιρει. 2329: ειρισ.
7 2329: ειστοιλοι.
8 2329: βιβλάριον. O., An.(S), βιβλιδάριον. An.(M), Ar., N.-A. βιβλαρ!διον. 
9 2329: yνεωγµ�νον.
10 2329: θαλάσισ.
11 Cod. ευονυµον.
12 2329: µοικωµενοσ, intending µυκ)µενο (not considered by N.-A.). O., Ar., N.– A. µυκα̃ται. An. βρυχα̃ται.
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‹Σχ�λιον λε ´ ›

Κρ!να W θ‹ε<›1 πληγα� ;ποβάλλειν τοὺ α- µαρτωλού‹,› α$ πειράτου2 τ(νΕΡ

πληγBν το1των �ν!ου α$ νθρ)που ‹ε›Fασεν3 κα� τοὺ *τι �µµ�νοντα ο[ ε:ργάζοντο

κα� Xσου‹›4 α' γευστοι δι‹ὰ› τ(ν5 πληγ(ν α$ πελε!φθησαν, hνα *χωσι µετανο�α�

τ)πον‹,›6 ]στε µὴ προσκυνει̃ν *τι τ7 δαιµ�νια, τ7 χρ1σ‹ε›α7 καὶ τ7 �ξ �τ�ρα oλη

κατεσκευασµ�να α
 γάλµατα8 δηλο�ντα � προσκυνο�σι τιν> τ7 δαιµ�νια τ7 χρυσα̃ καὶ

τ7 5ργ1ρεα, χ�λκ‹ε›�9 τε καὶ ξ1λινα, hνα δαιµ�νια µ>ν νο8τ‹αι›10 τὰ �φεδρεύοντα

πνεύµατα11 το� α$ ψύχοι12 µορφ)µασιν, χρ‹1›σ‹ε�›13 τε κα� τὰ λοιπὰ µ�

α:σθαν�µενα δι $  =ψεω κα� | α$ κο8, µηδ> βαδ!ζοντα‹,›14 τὰ α:σθητὰ α$ γάλµατα· στ)µα γὰρ279v
8χουσιν κα� ου
  λαλ�σουσιν15 κα� τὰ �ξ8, � γ�γραπται �ν ψαλµο�.16

1 Cod. θου. See the style of this opening of the Scholion discussed in
EN XXXIa.

2 EN XXXVa.
3 Cod. !ασεν.
4 Cod. οσοι. This is governed by the preceding verb; thus: εFασεν . . .

τοὺ *τι �µµ�νοντα . . . κα� Xσου.
5 Cod. διετων.
6 Cf. God granting µετανο!α τ�πον, Wisdom of Solomon 12:10;

a contrario, Heb. 12:17.
7 Cod. χρύσαια. EN XXXVb.
8 A clear reference to 2 Maccabees 2:2, also alluding to Isaiah 21:9.

Cf. EN XXXVc.
9 Cod. χαλκαια.
10 Cod. νοητε.
11 EN XXXVd.
12 The following passage (cf. EN XXVIIe) runs in the same mood;

Didymus, commZacch, 2.165: Ου$  µ�νον το�το ου$ κ *πραξαν οO

α$ λάστορε, α$ λλὰ κα� ν(τα *δειξαν τK �πισκοπο�ντι α$ κοιµ9τ^

CφθαλµK, τὰ Xλα Cπ!σω τ8 Βαὰλ πορευθ�ντε κα� πάση 

ε:δωλολατρε!α � σ�βειν κα� προσκυνε�ν δα!µονα πονηρού,
τοὺ το� α$ ψύχοι α$ γάλµασιν παριδρυµ�νου, +δοµ�νου κν!σG

κα� καπνK, ποπάνοι τε κα� λοιβα�, καιοµ�νοι �π� το�

παραν�µω κα� σφ�δρα α$ σεβ( ο:κοδοµηθε�σι βωµο�. Cf. the
attack on ‘idolatry’, Scholion XIII; against ‘sacrificial meat’, Scholion
XVI.

13 Cod. χρυσαια.
14 Cf. Rev. 9:20.
15 Psalms 113:12–15; 134:16–18. Cf. Deut. 32:17; Psalm 95:5; 1

Paralipomenon (Chronicles 1) 16:26; Wisdom of Solomon 15:15–17.
Didymus, commZacch, 4.287: ∆υνατ<ν κα� περ� τ(ν α:σθητ(ν

α$ φιδρυµάτων κα� τ(ν περ� αυ$ τὰ δαιµ�νων ε:ρ8σθαι

�ξολοθρεύεσθαι αυ$ τὰ α$ π< τ8 γ8. Οe τι δ> τὰ α$ γάλµατα δηλο�ται

τPδε τP προσηγορ!H, ;π< το� ;µν^δο� µαθε�ν *στιν λ�γοντο·

‘Τὰ εFδωλα τ(ν �θν(ν α$ ργύριον κα� χρυσ!ον, π�δα *χουσιν κα�

ου$  περιπατο�σιν’, κα� τὰ �ξ8. EN XXXVc.
16 EN XXXVe.

 
Scholion XXXV

Once God determined to inflict plagues upon sinners, he left some people unaffected by these

plagues. They were either those who persisted in the [depraved] works they committed, or

those who had been excused from plagues during the period of infliction, thus allowing room

for repentance1 for them, so that they should no longer worship devils of gold and the statues2

which were made of different materials. These [words] suggest that certain people worship
devils of gold, and silver, and brass, and of wood,3 whereby as ‘devils’ one should under-

stand the spirits which dwell within the inanimate [sculpted] forms.4 These are the perceptible

1 Cf. Heb. 12:17; Wisdom of Solomon 12:10.
2 Cf. Maccabees 2:2; Isaiah 21:9.
3 Rev. 9:20.

4 The conjunction hνα is used in the peculiar sense of Rev. 9:20 (hνα

µ9), which does not introduce any teleological sense. Eccentric
though it may seem, hνα is used as a copulative conjunction, not as
an intentional one.
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statues, which are made either of gold or of the rest [of the materials]: they do not have the

senses of vision and hearing, and they cannot walk.5 For they have a mouth, but they speak

not,6 and the rest as written in the Psalms.

5 Cf. Rev. 9:20. 6 Psalms 113:13; 134:16.
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SCHOLION XXXVI

<XXXVI. Rev. 10:32> καὶ ο; τε &κραξεν, ε� λ�λησαν αι-  ε- πτ7 βρονταὶ τ7� ε- αυτBνΛ�
φων��.1 ‹10:4› καὶ ο; τε ε� λ�λησαν αι-  ε- πτ7 βροντα6, η< µελλον2 γρ�φειν· καὶ

η< κουσα φωνὴν ε� κ το! ο+ρανο! λέγουσαν· σφρ�γισον 2 ε� λ�λησαν αι-  ε- πτ7 βροντα6,
καὶ µὴ α+τ7 γρ�ψ9�.3 ‹10:5› καὶ ο-  α< γγελο�, ο% ν ι< δον ε- στBτα ε� πὶ τη̃� θαλ�σση�

καὶ ε� πὶ τη̃� γη̃�, ηA ρε4 τὴν χει̃ρα α+το! τὴν δεξι7ν ει� � τ:ν ο+ραν:ν ‹10:6› καὶ

ω< µοσεν τ,5 ζBντι ει� � τοὺ� αι� Bνα� τBν αι� =νων, ο% � &κτισεν τ:ν ο+ραν:ν καὶ

τ7 ε� ν α+τ,, καὶ τὴν γη̃ν καὶ τ7 ε� ν α+τ9̃, καὶ τὴν θ�λασσαν καὶ τ7 ε� ν α+τ9̃·

ο; τι6 χρ�νο� ο+κέτι &σται· ‹10:7› 5λλ�  ε� ν ται̃� η- µέραι� τη̃� φωνη̃� το! ε- βδ�µου

5γγέλου, ο; ταν µέλλ9 σαλπ6ζειν, καὶ τελεσθ9̃7 τ: µυστ4ριον το! θεο!, ω- �

ε+ηγγελ6σατο8 | τοὺ� ε- αυτο! δο1λου� τοὺ�9 προφ4τα�. ‹10:8› καὶ η-  φωνὴ280r
η% ν10 η< κουσα ε� κ το! ο+ρανο!, π�λιν λαλο!σα11 µετ � ε� µο! καὶ λέγουσα· υ; παγε λ�βε τ:

βιβλαρ6διον12 τ: 5νε8γµένον13 ε� ν τ9̃ χειρὶ το! 5γγέλου το! ε- στBτο� ε� πὶ τη̃�

θαλ�σση� καὶ ε� πὶ τη̃� γη̃�. ‹10:9› καὶ 5πη̃λθα14 πρ:� τ:ν α< γγελον λέγων α+τ,

δο!να6 µοι τ: β‹ι›βλαρ6διον15. καὶ λέγει µοι· λ�βε καὶ κατ�φαγε α+τ�,16 καὶ

πικρανει̃ σου τὴν καρδ6αν,17 5λλ�  ε� ν τ, στ�µατ6 σου &σται γλυκὺ ω- � µέλι. ‹10:10›
καὶ &λαβον τ: β‹ι›βλαρ‹6›διον18 ε� κ τη̃� χειρ:� το! 5γγέλου19 καὶ κατέφαγα

1 So O., An., Ar., N.-A. But 2329: τα� �αυτ(ν φωνα� (not considered by N.-A.).
2 An., Ar. *µελλον. O., N.-A. 0µελλον. The form 0µελλον is used by certain authors. The vocabulary of some

of them is relevant to that of the Scholia. Hippolytus, In Danielem, 2.25.4; 2.33.5; 3.22.3; 4.32.7. Origen,
frJohn, CXXI (bis); Homiliae in Lucam, Homily 21, p. 126: Homily 29, p. 168: frLuc, frs. 57: 58b: 59c: 60a:
adnotGen, PG.17.13; Homiliae in Job, PG.17.88, only in a specific MS or the three extant ones (see
Bibliography), namely, Fragmenta in catenis, e codd. Marc. Gr. 21, 538; expProv, PG.17.192; commLuc,
PG.17.332. Eusebius, DE, 1.2.15 and 16; 3.3.12; Commentarius in Isaiam, 1.32; 1.83; commPs, PG.23: 265;
500; 641; 656; 660; 680; 681; 765; 837; 860. Gregory of Nyssa, In Canticum Canticorum, v. 6, p. 292. Didymus,
commPs 29–34, Cod. p. 150: commPs 35–39, Cod. p. 267: frPs(al), fr. 1248. John Chrysostom, Orationes
Adversus Judaeos, PG.48: 866; 901; 913; In Proditionem Judae, PG.49: 377; 386; In Paralyticum per Tectum
Demissum, PG.51.59; et passim. Oecumenius, Commentarius in Apocalypsin, p. 122; Fragmenta in Epistulam
i ad Corinthios, p. 441. Eustathius of Thessaloniki, Commentarii ad Homeri Iliadem, v. 2, p. 37; Commentarius
in Homeri Odysseam, v. 1, p. 199. Procopius of Gaza, In Isaiam Prophetam, pp. 2064; 2093; 2228; 2281; 2360;
2372; 2573. Theodoret, Historia Religiosa (Philotheus), Vita 21.17: Quaestiones in Octateuchum, pp. 49; 130;
272. Pseudo-Theodoret (or Pseudo-Justin), QetR, p. 147. However, the Scholion has *µελλον.

3 2329: γραψισ. O., Ar., N.-A. γράψG. An.(S). κα� µετὰ τα�τα γράφει. An.(M). κα� µετὰ τα�τα γράψον.
4 2329, N.-A. cρεν. O., An., Ar. cρε.
5 τω for �ν τK, also in versions of K. 2329, O., An., Ar. �ν τK.
6 O., An., Ar. Xτι.
7 τελεσθP, in 1854, 2351, and versions of A. 2329, N.-A. �τελ�σθη. An. τελεσθP. Ar. τελεσθ9σεται.
8 2329: � ευ$ ηγγ�λησεν intending ευ$ ηγγ�λισεν. An.(S)., Ar. � ευ$ ηγγ�λησε. An.(M). k ευ$ ηγγελ!σατο.
9 2329: κα� τοὺσ �αυτο� δούλουσ. N.-A., An.(S). τοὺ �αυτο� δούλου τοὺ προφ9τα. An.(M) το� �αυτο�

δούλοι το� προφ9ται. Ar. το� δούλοι αυ$ το� το� προφ9ται.
10 2329: κα� φων� Aν. O. κα� φων�ν 0κουσα. An., N.-A. κα� + φων� Aν. Ar. 0κουσα φων9ν.
11 λαλο�σα, λ�γουσα (for λαλο�σαν, λ�γουσαν) only in 2351 and versions of K. 2329: πάλιν �κ το� ου$ ρανο�

λαλο�σαν. O., An.(S) �κ το� ου$ ρανο�, πάλιν λαλο�σαν. An.(M)., Ar. λαλο�σα.
12 2329: βυβλαριον intending βιβλαριον. O. βιβλ!ον. An. βιβλαρ!διον. Ar. βιβλιδάριον. N.-A. βιβλ!ον.
13 2329, An., N.-A. yνε^γµ�νον. O., Ar. α$ νε^γµ�νον.
14 2329, N.-A. α$ π8λθα. O., An., Ar., α$ π8λθον.
15 2329: αυ$ τK· δ� (Cod. δωσ) µοι τ< βιβλάριον (Cod. βυβλάριον). Cod. βυβλαριδιον. O. βιβλ!ον. An.(M).

βιβλαρ!διον. An.(S)., Ar. βιβλιδάριον.
16 2329: αυ$ τ(.
17 καρδ!αν for κοιλ!αν occurs in A, 2351, and some marginal notes in MSS of the versio Harclensis. 2329, O., An.,

Ar., N.-A. κοιλ!αν.
18 2329: βυβλαριον intending βιβλάριον. Cod. βυβλαρυδιον. O. βιβλιδάριον. An., N.-A. βιβλαρ!διον. Ar.

βιβλ!ον.
19 So. O., An., Ar. But 2329: αυ$ το� το� α$ γγ�λου (not considered by N.-A.).
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α+τ�,20 καὶ ηA ν ε� ν τ, στ�µατ6 µου ω- � µέλι γλυκ1· καὶ ο; τε &φαγον21 α+τ�, ε� πικρ�νθη η-

καρδ6α22 µου.23 ‹10:11› καὶ λέγουσ6 µοι· δει̃ σε π�λιν προφητε!σαι ε� πὶ λαοι̃� καὶ

&θνεσι24 καὶ γλ=σσαι� καὶ βασιλε!σι πολλοι̃�.
‹11:1› καὶ ε� δ�θη25 µοι κ�λαµο� ο; µοιο� | ρ- �βδ8, καὶ ‹ε›ι- στ4κει26 ο-  α< γγελο�27 λέγων·280v

&γειρε καὶ µέτρησον28 τ:ν να:ν το! θεο! καὶ τ: θυσιαστ4ριον καὶ τοὺ�

προσκυνο!ντα� ε� ν α+τ,, ‹11:2› καὶ τὴν α+λὴν τὴν &ξωθεν29 το! ναο! &κβαλε &ξωθεν

καὶ µὴ α+τὴν µετρ4σ9�,30 ο; τι ε� δ�θη τοι̃� &θνεσιν, καὶ τὴν π�λιν τὴν α- γ6αν

πατ4σουσιν µη̃να� τεσσαρ�κοντα δ1ο. ‹11:3› καὶ δ=σω τοι̃� δυσὶ µ�ρτυσ6 µου καὶ

προφητε1σουσιν η- µέρα� χιλ6α�31 διακοσ6α� ε- ξ4κοντα32 περιβεβληµένοι33 σ�κκου�.
‹11:4› ουI το6 ει� σιν αι-  δ1ο ε� λαι̃αι34 καὶ αι-  δ1ο λυχν6αι, ε� ν=πιον35 το! κυρ6ου τη̃� γη̃�

ε- στBτε�.36 ‹11:5› καὶ ‹ει< › τι�37 α+τοὺ� θέλει 5δικη̃σαι, π!ρ ε� κπορε1σεται38 ε� κ το!

στ�µατο� α+τBν καὶ κατεσθ6ει39 τοὺ� ε� χθροὺ� α+τBν· καὶ ει<  τι� θελ‹4›σει40 α+τοὺ�

5δικη̃σαι,41 ου; τω δει̃ α+τ:ν 5ποκτανθη̃ναι. ‹11:6› ουI τοι &χουσι τὴν ε� ξουσ6αν καὶ

κλει̃σαι42 τ:ν ο+ραν�ν, ι; να µὴ υ- ετ:� βρέχ943 | τ7� η- µέρα� τη̃� προφητε6α� α+τBν. καὶ281r
ε� ξουσ6αν &χουσιν44 ε� πὶ τBν υ- δ�των στρέφειν45 α+τ7 ει� � αιI µα καὶ πατ�ξαι τὴν γη̃ν ε� ν

π�σ9 πληγ9̃, ο- σ�κι� ε� 7ν θέλωσι46 ‹11:7› τὴν µαρτυρ6αν α+τBν. τ: θηρ6ον τ:

5ναβαι̃νον ε� κ τη̃� 5β1σσου ποι4σει47 µετ � α+τBν π�λεµον καὶ νικ4σει α+τοὺ� καὶ

5ποκτενει̃ α+το1�. ‹11:8› καὶ τ: πτBµα48 α+τBν ε� πὶ τη̃� πλατε6α� τη̃� π�λεω�

τη̃� µεγ�λη� η; τι� καλει̃ται πνευµατικB� Σ�δοµα καὶ Αι< γυπτο�‹,› ο; που καὶ ο-

κ1ριο� α+τBν ε� σταυρ=θη. ‹11:9› καὶ βλέπουσιν49 ε� κ τBν λαBν καὶ φυλBν καὶ

20 2329: κατ�φαγα αυ$ τ(. O., An, Ar., N.-A. κατ�φαγον αυ$ τ<.
21 2329: *φαγα.
22 Cod. superscript, κοιλ!α µου.
23 2329: �γεµ!σθη + κοιλ!α µου πικρ!ασ. O., An., Ar., N.-A. �πικράνθη + κοιλ!α µου.
24 �π� *θνεσι for *θνεσι occurs only in 2351, versions of K, and the versio Harclensis. Arethas is here once

again: �π� *θνεσι. O., An., N.-A. *θνεσι.
25 2329: εδ)θη.
26 Cod. ιστηκει. 2329: ιστικει
27 An illuminating supplement to an obvious lacuna, since the participle λ�γων alone hardly makes

sense. This is found in some manuscripts. Cf. N.-A. p.652.
28 2329: µετρισον καλα.
29 2329: τ�ν αυ$ λ�ν *σωθεν το� ναο� *κβαλε *ξοθεν (intending �ξωθεν).
30 2329: µετρ!σισ. O., *κβαλε *ξωθεν το� ναο�· *κβαλε κα� µ9. An. *ξω· κα� µ9. Ar. *ξω, κα� µ9. N.-A.

*ξωθεν κα� µ9.
31 2329: χειλιασ.
32 2329: �ξ!κοντα.
33 2329: περιβεβληµ�νου. O., An., Ar., N.-A. περιβεβληµ�νοι.
34 2329: �λα�ε.
35 2329: �ν�πιον.
36 O., το� Θεο� τ8 γ8 �στ(σαι. An., Ar. το� κυρ!ου τ8 γ8 �στ(σαι. 2329, N.-A. �στ(τε.
37 Cod. yτισ.
38 2329, O., An., Ar. �κπορεύεται.
39 2329: κατεσθειη.
40 Cod. θελισει.
41 O., Ar. α$ δικ8σαι. An. α$ ποκτε�ναι.
42 2329: �ξουσ!αν κλε�σαι (Cod. κλησαι).
43 2329: βρ�ξει.
44 So. O. , An., Ar., N.-A. But 2329: κα� qξουσιν �ξουσ!αν (not considered by N.-A.).
45 2329: στρ�ψαι (not considered by N.-A.).
46 κα� Xταν τελ�σωσι is missing. Period ends at αυ$ τ(ν. 2329: θ�λωσιν. κα� Xταν τελ�σωσι τ�ν µαρτυρ!αν. O.,

An.(S). θελ9σωσιν. κα� Xταν τελ�σωσι τ�ν µαρτυρ!αν. . An.(M). θελ9σωσι. κα� Xτε τελ�σουσι τ�ν

µαρτυρ!αν. Ar., θελ9σωσι �ν πάσG πληγP. κα� Xταν τελ�σωσι τ�ν µαρτυρ!αν.
47 Cod. ποι9ση.
48 2329, An. τὰ πτ)µατα. O., Ar., N.-A. τ< πτ(µα.
49 2329: βλ�πωσιν. O., An., Ar., N.-A. βλ�πουσιν.
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γλωσσBν καὶ ε� θνBν τ: πτBµα50 α+τBν η- µέρα� τρει̃� καὶ η; µισυ, καὶ τ7 πτ=µατα

α+τBν ο+κ 5φ6ησιν51 τεθη̃ναι ει� � µνη̃µα. ‹11:10› καὶ οι-  κατοικο!ντε� ε� πὶ τη̃� γη̃�

χα6ρουσιν ε� π � α+τοι̃� καὶ ε+φρα6νονται52 καὶ δBρα πέµψουσιν53 5λλ4λοι�,54 ο; τι ουI τοι

οι-  δ1ο προφη̃ται ε� βασ�ν‹ι›σαν55 τοὺ� | κατοικο!ντα� ε� πὶ τη̃� γη̃�. ‹11:11› καὶ µετ7 τ7�281v
τρει̃� η- µέρα� καὶ η; µισυ,56 πνε!µα ζωη̃� ε� κ το! θεο! ει� ση̃λθεν ε� ν α+τοι̃�,57 καὶ

&στησαν58 ε� πὶ τοὺ� π�δα� α+τBν, καὶ φ�βο� µέγα� ε� πέπεσεν ε� πὶ τοὺ� θεωρο!ντα�

α+το1�. ‹11:12› καὶ η< κουσα59 φωνὴν µεγ�λην60 ε� κ το! ο+ρανο! λέγουσαν α+τοι̃�·

5ν�βατε61 Hδε· καὶ 5νέβησαν ει� � τ:ν ο+ραν:ν ε� ν τ9̃ νεφέλ9 καὶ ε� θε=ρησαν α+τοὺ� οι-

ε� χθροὶ α+τBν. ‹11:13› καὶ ε� ν ε� κε6ν9 τ9̃ ω; ρ?62 ε� γένετο σεισµ:� µέγα�, καὶ τ: δέκατον

τη̃� π�λεω� &πεσεν, καὶ 5πεκτ�νθησαν ε� ν τ, σεισµ, ο� ν�µατα 5νθρ=πων χιλι�δε�63

ε- πτ�. καὶ οι-  λοιποὶ ε� ν φ�β864 ε� γένοντο65 καὶ &δωκαν δ�ξαν τ, θε, το! ο+ρανο!.
‹11:14› η-  ο+αὶ η-  δευτέρα 5πη̃λθεν· ι� δο1, η-  ο+αὶ η-  τρ6τη &ρχεται ταχ1. ‹11:15› καὶ ο-

ε; βδοµο� α< γγελο� ε� σ�λπισεν,66 καὶ ε� γένοντο φωναὶ µεγ�λαι ε� ν τ, ο+ραν,

λέγοντε�‹·›67 ε� γένετο η-  βασιλε6α α+το! ‹το!› κ�σµου68 το! θεο! η- µBν | καὶ το!282r
Χριστο! α+το!, καὶ βασιλε1σει ει� � τοὺ� αι� Bνα� τBν αι� =νων. ‹11:16› καὶ οι-  ει< κοσι

τέσσαρε� πρεσβ1τεροι, οι-  ε� ν=πιον το! θρ�νου το! θεο! οι-  καθ4µενοι ε� πὶ69 τοὺ�

θρ�νου� α+τBν, &πεσαν ε� πὶ τ7 πρ�σωπα α+τBν καὶ προσεκ1νησαν τ, θε, ‹11:17›
λέγοντε�· ε+χαριστο!µεν σοι, κ1ριε ο-  θε:� ο-  παντοκρ�τωρ, ο-  ω@ ν καὶ ο-  ηA ν, ο; τι
‹ει< ›λ‹η›φα�70 τὴν δ1ναµ6ν71 σου τὴν µεγ�λην καὶ ε� βασ6λευσα�, ‹11:181› καὶ τ7 &θνη

‹ω� ›ργ6σθησαν,72

50 2329, An. τὰ πτ)µατα. O., Ar., N.-A. τ< πτ(µα.
51 2329: αφ!ωσιν (intending α$ φ!ησιν).O., α$ φ9σουσιν. An., Ar. α$ φ9σουσι.
52 2329, An.(M), Ar. ευ$ φρανθ9σονται. O., An.(S). ευ$ φρα!νονται.
53 2329: π�µψωσιν. O., An.(S). π�µψουσιν. An.(M), Ar. δ)σουσιν.
54 O., N.-A. χα!ρουσιν �π $  αυ$ το� κα� ευ$ φρα!νονται, κα� δ(ρα π�µψουσιν α$ λλ9λοι. An., Ar. χαρ9σονται �π $

αυ$ το�, κα� ευ$ φρανθ9σονται, κα� δ(ρα δ)σουσιν.
55 Cod. εβασανησαν.
56 2329: τὰσ τρε�σ Dµισυ +µ�ρασ. N.-A. did not consider this remarkable τρε� Dµισυ, which occurs in some

significant authors, such as Dioscorides Pedanius (or Tarseus, a medical doctor, born in Anazarbon, first cent.
AD.), De Materia Medica, 1.52.1; 1.54.1. Theodoret, Quaestiones in Octateuchum, p. 123 (quoting Josephus).
Theodore Anagnostes, HE, 3.440, et. al., as well as Arethas in his commentary, quoting Rev. 11:9.

57 2329: O. πνε�µα ζω8 �κ το� θεο� ε:σ8λθεν �ν αυ$ το�. O. πνεύµατα ζω8 �κ το� θεο� ε:σ8λθεν αυ$ το�.
An., Ar. πνε�µα ζω8 �κ το� θεο� ε:σ8λθεν ε: αυ$ τού.

58 2329: στ9σονται.
59 2329: α$ κούσονται φων�ν µεγάλην. O. 0κουσαν φων�ν µεγάλην. An. 0κουσα φων8 µεγάλη. Ar.

0κουσα φων�ν µεγάλην. N.-A. An. 0κουσαν φων8 µεγάλη.
60 O., 0κουσαν φων9ν µεγάλην. An.0κουσα φων8 µεγάλη. Ar. 0κουσα φων9ν µεγάλην. N.-A. 0κουσαν

φων8 µεγάλη.
61 2329, N.-A. α$ νάβατε. O., An., Ar. α$ νάβητε.
62 So O., An.(S)., N.- A. But 2329, An.(M)., Ar. τP +µ�ρH.
63 2329: χειλιαδεσ.
64 2329, O., N.- A., Ar. *µφοβοι.
65 O. *µφοβοι γεν�µενοι. An., Ar., N.-A. *µφοβοι �γ�νοντο.
66 2329: �λάλησεν (not considered by N.-A.).
67 2329, An., Ar. λ�γουσαι. O., N.-A. λ�γοντε.
68 2329: + βασιλε!α το� κ�σµου.
69 2329, An.(M)., N.-A. οO �ν)πιον το� θεο� καθ9µενοι �π!. O. οl �ν)πιον το� θεο� κάθηνται �π!. An.(S).

�ν)πιον το� θεο� καθ9µενοι �π!. Ar. οO �ν)πιον το� θεο� οl κάθηνται �π!.
70 Cod. ηλιφασ.
71 2329: δυναµην.
72 Cod. οργισθησαν. 2329: οργισθησαν.
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‹Σχ�λιον λ ´ ›

Οe τι οO µεγάλοι λ)γοι1 σαφηνιζ�µενοι βροντα6 ε:σι το� δικα!οι, κα� W προφ9τη τάχαΕΡ

µ>ν δηλο�2 φάσκων· φων? τ�� βροντ�� σου �ν τB τροχB.3 ζητ9σει4 γὰρ �κε� τροχ#ν

κα� κύκλον5 κα� τ<ν τροχ<ν :δiν =ψει �κε� βροντ�ν.6 �ξετάζων δ> κα� τὰ περ� τοὺ

υPοὺ� τ�� βροντ�� Ι
 άκωβον κα� Ι
 ωάννην‹,› οr �κάλεσεν W Ι$ ησο� Βοανεργ��‹,› L �στιν

υPο� βροντ��,7 | ε;ρ9σει αυ$ τοὺ ε:κ�τω υPοὺ� βροντ�� κεκληµ�νου διὰ τ�ν282v
µεγαλοφων!αν8 τ(ν νοηµάτων κα� δογµάτων αυ$ τ(ν. η< κουσα γάρ‹,› φησι‹,› βροντBν ε- πτ79

κα� Xσα ε� λ�λησαν αι-  ε- πτ7 βρονταὶ &µελλον γρ�φειν‹·› κα� �λ�χθη µοι· µὴ γρ�ψ9�, Xσα

ε� λ�λησαν αι-  ε- πτ7 βροντα6.10 α' ρα νοε� �π� τούτων Xτι αO τοια�ται βρονταὶ ε� λ�λησαν

λ�γου δυναµ�νου γράφεσθαι κα� µ� γράφεσθαι,11 κα� Xτι 0κουσεν �νάρθρου φων812

διὰ τ8 τοιαύτη φων8 W Oερ< Ι$ ωάννη.13 α$ λλὰ µ9ποτε14 αO ε- πτ7 βροντα�15 αO

‹λ›ελαληκυ�αι16 τK Ι$ ωάννG, �ὰν πρ�σχG17 τP γραφP, ε;ρ9σει τ!νε ε:σ!ν. µ!α βροντὴ

σοφ�α·18 α' λλη βροντὴ σύνεσι�·19 τρ!τη βροντὴ βουλ�·20 τετάρτη βροντὴ /σχύ�·21 γν*σι�22

π�µπτη βροντ4, ‹ευ
 σ�βεια›23 qκτη· �βδ�µη βροντὴ φ)βο�. �ὰν τα�τα λαλουσ(ν α$ κούσω τ(ν

�πτὰ βροντBν, δύναµαι γράφειν. | ου
 δ	 γὰρ αυ
 τ#ν ο^µαι τ#ν κ)σµον χωρ�σαι τὰ γραφ)µενα283r
βιβλ�α24 α$ π< φωνη̃� τ(ν α- γ!ων βροντBν25 λαλουσ*ν �ν ΧριστB26 Ι
 ησο!, i = δ)ξα ε/� τοὺ�

α/*να�· α
 µ�ν.27

1 The expression µεγάλοι λ�γοι comes from Daniel 7:11 (translatio
Graeca) and was used by a handful of authors. Justin Martyr,
Dialogus cum Tryphone, 31.3: �θε)ρουν τ�τε τ�ν φων�ν τ(ν

µεγάλων λ�γων. Hippolytus, De antichristo, 21; In Danielem, 4.1.3
and 4.4.2. Origen used it writing of the words of the Lord’s Prayer,
which were ‘great words’; deOr, II.4: Xτε �πιστηµ�νων κα�

µεγάλων λ�γων 0κουεν α$ παγγελλοµ�νων ;π< το� σωτ8ρο �ν τP

πρ< τ<ν πατ�ρα ευ$ χP. Theodoret comments on this passage of
Daniel in his intDan, PG.81.1424.33f.

2 A characteristic expression by a catenist excerpting Origen, with no
other parallel, frLam, 23: προφ9τη τάχα οjν δηλο�. This catenist
might have been Cassian himself, who wrote the present Scholion
which is considerably influenced by the vocabulary of Origen.

3 Psalm 76:19.
4 Cassian urges his readers to explore the meaning of ‘wheel’ and

‘circle’ in the Old Testament. Cf. parallels to the expression ζητ9σει

γάρ following a semicolon Origen, commMatt, 15.12: ‘δε9θητε

οjν το� κυρ!ου το� θερισµο�, hνα �κβάλG �ργάτα ε: τ<ν

θερισµ<ν αυ$ το�’· ζητ9σει γάρ· ‘�κβάλG’ π�θεν; Pseudo-
Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Ars Rhetorica, 11.10: ζητ9σει γὰρ

τ! zφελε� @ βλάπτει τὰ α$ νεγνωσµ�να. Besides, two future tenses
follow: =ψει and ε;ρ9σει.

5 Allusion to the vision of Cherubim by Ezekiel (Ez. 10, especially 10,
12).

6 In the New Testament, apart from Mark 3:17 and John 12:29, the
theme of thunder indicating a certain functioning relation between
heaven and earth (viz. voice or act of God) recurs only in Revelation,
indeed as an echo from the Old Testament. Cf. Rev. 4:5; 6:1; 8:5
(Isaiah 29:6); 10:3–4; 11:19; 14:2 (Cf. Psalm 103:7; Ecclesiasticus
43:17); 16:18 (cf. Esther 1:1d; Isaiah 29:6); 19:6. EN XXXVIa.

7 Mark 3:17.
8 EN XXXVIb. Cf. EN XXVk: τ�ν �νν�ησιν τ8 µεγαλοφων!α.
9 Cf. Rev. 10:4.
10 Rev. 10:3–4.
11 The author explains that the divine words communicated to the holy

men can be pronounced and written only partially, as declared by
John 21:25. I canvass this in PHE, pp. 408–9; 411. He then says that
he could write only after hearing the ‘voice of thunder’.

12 EN XXXVIc.
13 The origin of the expression W Oερ< Ι$ ωάννη is quite clear, since it is

uniquely characteristic of Marcellus of Ancyra quoted by Eusebius.
Marcellus of Ancyra, Fragmenta, fr. 33 apud Eusebius, Adversus
Marcellum, 2.2.13 and De Ecclesiastica Theologia, 2.8.2: W το!νυν

Oερ< α$ π�στολ� τε κα� µαθητ� το� κυρ!ου Ι$ ωάννη. Marcellus
of Ancyra, fr. 51, apud Eusebius, De Ecclesiastica Theologia, 2.2.11
and 2.11.3 and 2.25.1: W δ> Oερ< α$ π�στολ� τε κα� µαθητ� το�

κυρ!ου Ι$ ωάννη. Later, the designation was taken up by
Oecumenius, Commentarius in Apocalypsin, p. 44, which owes a
manifest debt to this Scholion, to be echoed only by Arethas,
Scripta Minora, Opus 11, p.114 (το� Oερο� Ι$ ωάννου).

14 EN XXXVId.
15 EN XXXVIe.
16 Cod. �λαληκυ�αι.
17 Cod. προσχ8. H. προσσχP. Nevertheless, the ancient

manuscripts which use the Codex’s spelling outnumber those which
have the correct form. This only means that in practice the
pronunciation with one sigma had prevailed.

18 The author names the ‘thunders’ after Isaiah 11:1–3. Nevertheless,
the expression �ὰν προσχP τP γραφP, ε;ρ9σει τ!νε ε:σ!ν

suggests that those names of ‘thunders’ can be found also at other
points of scripture, though not all seven of them at one point as in
Isaiah (e.g. Job 12:13). Hence, cf. Acts 6: 10. 1 Cor. 2:6–7; 3 Kings
(1 Kings in textu Masoretico), 5:26; Psalms 36:30; 48:4.

19 Psalm 48:4; Daniel (Theodotionis versio) 9:22.
20 Isaiah 9:5; 44:26.
21 Cf. Rev. 19:6; Job 37:5; Acts 6:10; 1 Peter 4:11; Ex. 19:19; Daniel

10:19.
22 Cf. 1 Cor. 14:6; Ex. 25:22; 29:42; Num. 12:6; Ez. 37:14; 39:7–8.
23 Cf. Isaiah 11:1–3. Cod. σύνεσισ, which however has been used for

the second thunder. Didymus associated this exegesis of Isaiah with
the Book of Revelation; commZacch, 1.278–281. EN XXXVIe.

24 John, 21:25.
25 Cf. Rev. 19:6.
26 Cf. 2 Cor. 2:17; 12:19.
27 Rom. 6:17; Heb. 13:12; 1 Peter 4:11. Cf. 2 Tim. 4:18; 4 Macc.

18:24.
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Scholion XXXVI

Through the saying, The voice of thy thunder was in the wheel,1 the prophet [David] perhaps

indicates that the sublime words2 being clarified are thunders to the righteous. For you should

explore the meaning of wheel and circle3 in these writings and, once you grasp the meaning

of wheel, then you shall also grasp the meaning of thunder. Besides, you should reflect on

what was said of the sons of thunder, namely, James and John, both of whom Jesus called

Boanerges, which means, the sons of thunder.4 You then shall find out that they were duly

called the sons of thunder, on account of the magnificent concepts and doctrines that they

professed. For indeed, he says, I heard seven thunders,5 and I was about to write down all

these things which the seven thunders uttered, and I was bidden, write not those things
which the seven thunders uttered.6 Concerning these words, therefore, you understand

that these thunders uttered words that either can or cannot be committed to writing. Besides,

[you understand that] through this kind of voice the blessed John heard an articulate voice.

But perhaps you will find out what the seven thunders, which spoke unto John, actually are,

once you ponder upon scripture carefully. As a matter of fact, one thunder was wisdom,

another thunder was understanding, the third thunder was counsel, the fourth thunder
was might, the fifth thunder was knowledge, the sixth thunder was reverence, the seventh

thunder was fear [of the Lord].7 I am able to write only once I hear the seven thunders
professing these things. Indeed even the world itself could not contain the books that should

be written8 out of the things pronounced by the voice of the holy thunders, which speak in

Christ9 Jesus, to whom be glory forever, amen.10

1 Psalm 76:19. A literal rendering: ‘in the wheel’ means ‘all around the
heaven’.

2 Cf. Daniel 7:11.
3 Cf. Psalm 90:4: Xπλ^ κυκλ)σει σε + α$ λ9θεια αυ$ το�.
4 Mark 3:17.
5 Cf. Rev. 10:4.

6 Rev. 10:3–4.
7 Cf. Isaiah 11:1–3.
8 John 21:25.
9 Cf. 2 Cor. 2:17; 12:19.
10 Cf. Rom. 16:27; Heb. 15:21; 1 Peter 4:11; Rom. 11:36; 2 Tim. 4:18;

Rev. 1:6.
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SCHOLION XXXVII

<XXXVII. Rev. 11:182> καὶ ηA λθεν η-  ο� ργ4 σου1 καὶ ο-  καιρ:� τBν νεκρBν2 σου,ΛΖ

κριθη̃ναι καὶ δο!ναι µισθ:ν τοι̃� δο1λοι� σου τοι̃� προφ4ται� καὶ τοι̃� α- γ6οι� καὶ τοὺ�

φοβουµένου�3 τ: ο< νοµ� σου, τοὺ� µικροὺ� καὶ τοὺ� µεγ�λου�,4 καὶ διαφθει̃ραι τοὺ�

διαφθε6ροντα� τὴν γη̃ν. ‹11:19› καὶ Jν‹ο6›γη5 ο-  να:� το! θεο! ο-  ε� ν τ, ο+ραν,,
καὶ ω< φθη η-  κιβωτ:� τη̃� διαθ4κη� το! κυρ6ου6 ε� ν τ, να, α+το!, καὶ ε� γένοντο

5στραπαὶ καὶ φωναὶ καὶ βρονταὶ καὶ σεισµ:� καὶ χ�λαζα µεγ�λη. ‹12:1› καὶ

σηµει̃ον µέγα ω< φθη ε� ν τ, ο+ραν,, γυνὴ περιβεβληµένη τ:ν η; λιον καὶ η-  σελ4νη

υ- ποκ�τω7 τBν ποδBν α+τη̃�, καὶ ε� πὶ τη̃� κεφαλη̃� α+τη̃� στέφανο� 5στέρων δ=δεκα,8

‹12:2› καὶ ε� ν γαστρὶ | &χουσα, &κραζεν9 ω� δ6νουσα καὶ βασανιζοµένη τεκει̃ν.283v

1 2329: σου �π $  αυ$ τοὺσ κα� W καιρ<σ τ(ν �θν(ν.
2 Andreas and Arethas opt for νεκρ(ν, but none of them has νεκρ(ν σου (‘your dead’), which is not

considered by N.-A. either. Andreas comments on the resurrection of the dead, whereas Oecumenius
employed �θν(ν, interpreting them as ‘daemons’ to be punished. Arethas employs the exegesis of
Oecumenius, namely ‘demolition and suspension of all those who ostensibly rule over and tyrannize the
earth’. The present version of the text reinforces the rendering νεκρ(ν.

3 2329, O., An., Ar., N.-A. το� φοβουµ�νοι. N.-A. (p. 654) claim that 2351 have κα� τοὺ α- γ!ου κα� τοὺ

φοβουµ�νοι, which is incorrect. 2351 reads thus: κα� το� α- γ!οι κα� τοὺ φοβουµ�νου.
4 2329, N.-A. τοὺ µικροὺ κα� τοὺ µεγάλου. O., An., Ar. το� µικρο� κα� το� µεγάλοι.
5 cod. ηνυγη.
6 2329, O., N.-A. τ8 διαθ9κη αυ$ το�. An., Ar. τ8 διαθ9κη το� κυρ!ου.
7 2329: υποκατο.
8 2329: �π� τ8 κεφαλ8 αυ$ τ8 α$ στ�ρων δεκαδύο. O. στ�φανο α$ στ�ρων δ)δεκα. An. στ�φανο δι $

α$ στ�ρων δεκαδύο. Ar. στ�φανοι α$ στ�ρων δ)δεκα.
9 *κραζεν, in C, 2351, versions of K, and the Syriac versio Harclensis. 2329, An. κράζει. O., N.-A. κα� κράζει.

Ar. *κραζεν.

‹Σχ�λιον λζ ´ ›

Καὶ ηA λθεν η-  ο� ργ4 σου καὶ ο-  καιρ:� τBν νεκρBν.1 κατὰ τ<ν τ8 συντελε!α καιρ�ν,2ΕΡ

φανερωθ�ντων πάντων τB β�µατι το! Χριστο!,3 �π� τ< λαβε�ν Hκαστο�4 �παξ!ω τ(ν

βεβιωµ�νων,5 + Oργ? το� θεο�6 συν!σταται‹,›7 Aν qκαστο �θησαύρισεν �ν �αυτK

�ν =µ�ρU Oργ�� κα� α
 ποκαλύψεω� δικαιοκρισ�α� το! θεο!·8 �ν Z καιρ, κα� W τ(ν προφητBν

κα� α- γ6ων ‹κα�› φοβουµένων τ: ο< νοµα το� θεο�9 µισθ:� α$ ποδοθ9σεται. τ(ν οjν τ<ν

µισθ:ν ληψοµ�νων10 τρ!α τάγµατα δηλο�ται‹,› προφητBν κα� α- γ6ων ‹κα�› �τ�ρων

φοβουµένων τ: ο< νοµα το! θεο!‹.›11 κα� Xρα ‹ε:›12 οO ε:σαγ�µενοι ε: ευ$ λάβειαν

σηµα!νονται τK φοβει̃σθαι τ: ο< νοµα το� θεο�,13 οO δ> αυ$ τ<ν κα� µ� τ< =νοµα αυ$ το� *τι

φοβούµενοι δηλο�νται τP τ(ν α- γ6ων προσηγορ!H· φοβ�θητε γὰρ | τ#ν κύριον οP αE γιοι284r

1 Rev. 11:18.
2 The vocabulary of the Book of Daniel is here once again. Cf. καιρ<

συντελε!α: Daniel (translatio Graeca), 8:19; 9:26 and 27; 11:35;
12:4 and 7; (Theodotionis versio), 9:27; 12:4. The same in
Ecclesiasticus 39:28.

3 EN XXXVIIa.
4 Cf. 2 Cor. 5:10.
5 EN XXXVIIb.
6 Cf. Scholion XXX.
7 EN XXXVIIc.
8 Cf. Rom. 2:5. EN XXXVIId.
9 EN XXXVIIe.

10 This is not a quotation from Didymus, since this should be the
colloquial ληµψοµ�νων (cf. ληµψ�µενο, commZacch, 2.368). All
non-colloquial forms occurring in Didymus are the catenist’s
rendering. Cf. frPs(al), frs. 337 (ληψ�µενοι); 767 (ληψοµ�νων);
1069 (ληψ�µενο); 1268 (παραληψ�µενοι).

11 Cf. Psalms 60:6; 85:11; 101:16; Cf. Psalm 98:3; Baruch 3:7.
12 EN XXXVIIf.
13 This is an implicit reference to Christianity being the accomplished

evolution of Judaism. The Old Testament speaks of the ‘name of the
Lord’ and the ‘glory of the Lord’ as though they were His surrogates
in this world. The New Testament has revealed God Himself, by the
advent of Him who spoke to the holy men of biblical history.
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αυ
 το!, Lτι ου
 κ 8στιν �στ�ρηµα το�� φοβουµ�νοι� αυ
 τ)ν,14 � ‹λ�γειν›15 �ν εFδει τούτων

τ(ν α% γ�ων ε;ρ9σει τοὺ προφ9τα· �πιπλε!ων16 γὰρ το� προφ9του W αe γιο· α$ νάγκη γὰρ

τ<ν θεο� προφ9την κα� αe γιον ε_ναι· α$ λλ$  ου$ κ α$ ντιστρ�φει‹·› πολλο� γὰρ αe γιοι =ντε ου$

προφητεύουσιν.17

14 Psalm 33:10. I explore its annotation by Christian authors in EN
XXXVIIe.

15 I have added λ�γειν. In Didymus � λ�γειν introduces an
epexegetic sentence and means ‘in other words, it is said’.
commJob(7.20c–11), Cod. p. 241: Xτι W ποι(ν µεγάλα κα� φ. οβερὰ

κα� βαθ�α κρ!µατα *χει κα� α$ νεξιχν!αστα, αe περ κα� *νδοξά

�στιν, � λ�γειν δ�ξη πεπληρωµ�να.
16 Cod. �π� πλε�ον. What is needed, however, is an adjective, not the

adverb �π� πλε�ον (another form for �πιπλ�ον = furthermore, at
greater length), which makes no sense at this point. The author
purports to point out the distinction between a saint and a prophet.

This comparative adjective does in fact exist, albeit overlooked
by both ancient and modern lexicographers: it is �πιπλε!ων

(= superior, greater, higher). Cf. Eusebius, commPs,
PG.23.1004: Πολὺ γο�ν cν W περ� τ8 γεν�σεω αυ$ το� λ�γο,
Aν �ν τK π ´  ψαλµK �πικεκρυµµ�νω Bν!ξατο· κα� �πιπλε!ων

κα� βαθύτερο W περ� το� θανάτου αυ$ το� kν ;π>ρ α$ νθρ)πων

α$ νεδ�ξατο (‘the teaching about the birth [of Jesus] is a great one,
still [the teaching] about his death for the sake of men is greater and
more profound’).

17 EN XXXVIIg.

Scholion XXXVII

And Thy wrath is come, and the time of the dead.1 At the time of consummation, everyone

will be standing before the judgement seat of Christ,2 so that each one may receive that

which is befitting the life he lived. [It is then that] the wrath of God appears, which each one

has treasured up unto oneself against the day of wrath and revelation of the righteous judge-

ment of God.3 At that time, the reward shall be granted to the prophets and to the saints and

to them who fear the name of God. It is declared that there are three orders4 of those who

shall receive the reward: prophets, saints, and others who fear the name of God. And

consider whether those who are in the stage of introduction to [Christian] piety are meant by

[the expression] to fear the name of God, whereas those who have come to fear not his name,

but Him Himself, are declared through the appellation saints. Certainly [the saying], O fear the

Lord, ye his saints; for there is no want to them that fear him,5 is tantamount to saying that

prophets can be found only in the condition of those saints. For a saint is superior to a

prophet, since it is necessary that a prophet of God should also be a saint. The converse,

however, does not hold: many people do not prophesy, even though they are saints.6

1 Rev. 11:18.
2 Cf. 2 Cor. 5:10.
3 Cf. Rom. 2:5.
4 Using the word τάγµα, of 1 Cor. 15:23.
5 Psalm 33:10.
6 According to 1 Cor. 12:28, prophets within the Church are ‘second’

(δεύτερον) to the apostles, that is, to the saints. Cf. Eph. 3:5: ‘The
mystery of Christ’ ‘which was made known unto his holy apostles 

(α- γ!οι α$ ποστ�λοι) and prophets’. Prophets, nevertheless, are
‘saints’, too: in 2 Peter 3:2, reference is made to ‘the holy prophets’
(τ(ν α- γ!ων προφητ(ν) and the ‘apostles of the Lord’. Rev. 16:6 and
18:24 refer to ‘the blood of prophets and saints’ (προφητ(ν κα�

α- γ!ων) and in Rev. 18:20, ‘the saints and the apostles and the
prophets’ (οO αe γιοι κα� οO α$ π�στολοι κα� οO προφ8ται) are likewise
mentioned. Hence, although prophets are classified as ‘saints’
(αe γιοι), there are also other saints who are not prophets.

Text of Revelation and Scholia in Apocalypsin 187



SCHOLION XXXVIII

<XXXVIII. Rev. 12:3> καὶ ω< φθη α< λλο σηµει̃ον ε� ν τ, ο+ραν,, καὶ ι� δοὺ δρ�κωνΛΗ

µέγα πυρ‹ρ›:�1 &χων κεφαλ7� ε- πτ7 καὶ κέρατα δέκα, καὶ ε� πὶ τ7� κεφαλ7� α+το!

ε- πτ7 διαδ4µατα, ‹12:4› καὶ η-  ο+ρ7 α+το! σ1ρει τ: τρ6τον τBν 5στέρων2 το!

ο+ρανο!, καὶ &βαλεν α+τοὺ� ει� � τὴν γη̃ν. καὶ ο-  δρ�κων3 ε; στηκεν ε� ν=πιον τη̃�

γυναικ:� τη̃� µελλο1ση� τεκει̃ν, ι; να, ο; ταν τέκ‹9›4 τ: τέκνον α+τη̃�, καταφ�γ9·5

‹12:5› καὶ &τεκεν υι- :ν α< ρρενα, ο% � µέλλει ποιµα6νειν6 π�ντα τ7 &θνη ε� ν ρ- �βδ8

σιδηρ?̃, καὶ η- ρπ�σθη τ: τέκνον α+τη̃� | πρ:� τ:ν θε:ν καὶ πρ:� τ:ν θρ�νον284v
α+το!. ‹12:6› καὶ η-  γυνὴ &φυγεν ει� � τὴν &ρηµον7 ο; που &χει8 ε� κει̃ τ�πον

η- τοιµασµένον ‹υ- π:›9 το! θεο!, ι; να ε� κει̃ τρέφωσιν10 α+τὴν η- µέρα� χιλ6α�11

διακοσ6α� ε- ξ4κοντα.12 ‹12:7› καὶ ε� γένετο π�λεµο� ε� ν τ, ο+ραν,, ο-  Μιχαὴλ καὶ οι-

α< γγελοι α+το!13 µετ7 το! δρ�κοντο�· καὶ ο-  δρ�κων ε� πολέµησεν καὶ οι-  α< γγελοι

α+το!, ‹12:8› καὶ ο+κ ι< σχυσαν, ου< τε τ�πο� ευ- ρέθη14 α+τBν &τι ε� ν τ, ο+ραν,.
‹12:9› καὶ ε� βλ4θη ο-  δρ�κων, ο-  µέγα�, ο-  ο< φι� ο-  5ρχαι̃ο�, ο-  καλο1µενο� δι�βολο� καὶ

ο-  σατανα̃�15 ο-  πλανBν τὴν οι� κουµένην ο; λην, ε� βλ4θη ει� � τὴν γη̃ν, καὶ οι-  α< γγελοι

α+το! µετ � α+το! ε� βλ4θησαν. ‹12:10› καὶ η< κουσα φωνὴν µεγ�λην16 ε� ν τ, ο+ραν,,
λέγουσαν· α< ρτι ε� γένετο η-  σωτηρ6α καὶ η-  δ1ναµι� καὶ ‹η- › βασιλε6α το! θεο! η- µBν

καὶ η-  ε� ξουσ6α το! Χριστο! α+το!, ο; τι ε� βλ4θη17 ο-  κατ4γορο� τBν 5δελφBν η- µBν,
ο-  κατηγορBν α+τBν ε� ν=πιον το! θεο! η- µBν η- µέρα� καὶ νυκτ��. | ‹12:11› καὶ285r
α+τοὶ18 ε� ν6κησαν α+τ:ν δι7 τ: αιI µα το! 5ρν6ου, καὶ δι7 τ:ν λ�γον τη̃� µαρτυρ6α�

α+τBν, καὶ ο+κ Jγ�πησαν τὴν ψυχὴν α+τBν, α< χρι θαν�του. ‹12:12› δι7 το!το

ε+φρα6νεσθε19 οι-  ο+ρανοὶ καὶ οι-  ε� ν α+τοι̃� σκηνο!ντε�· ο+αὶ τ9̃ γ9̃ καὶ τ9̃

θαλ�σσ9,20 ο; τι κατέβη ο-  δι�βολο� πρ:� υ- µα̃� &χων θυµ:ν µέγαν,21 ει� δὼ� ο; τι ο� λ6γον

καιρ:ν &χει. ‹12:13› καὶ ο; τε ι< δεν ο-  δρ�κων ο; τι ε� βλ4θη ει� � τὴν γη̃ν, ε� δ6ωξεν22

τὴν γυναι̃κα η; τι�23 &τεκεν τ:ν α< ρσενα.24 ‹12:14› καὶ ε� δ�θησαν25 τ9̃ γυναικὶ δ1ο

1 Cod. πυροσ. 2329: πυρ< µ�γα.
2 2329, An., Ar. α$ στ�ρων. O. α' στρων.
3 2329: δρακον.
4 Cod. τεκει. 2329: τ�ξG.
5 2329: καταφαγει αυτω, intending καταφάγG αυ$ τ�.
6 2329: ποιµ�νειν.
7 2329: ερηµων.
8 2329: 0χεν τ�πον, intending ε_χεν τ�πον.
9 2329: αυ$ τP α$ π�. O. α$ π�, but at a subsequent point ;π�. An., Ar. ;π�. N.-A. α$ π�.
10 2329: τρ�φουσιν. O., An. τρ�φωσιν. Ar. �κτρ�φωσιν.
11 2329: χειλιασ.
12 2329: �ξ!κοντα.
13 2329, O.An. κα� οO α' γγελοι αυ$ το� πολεµ8σαι. Ar. κα� οO α' γγελοι αυ$ το� �πολ�µησαν.
14 2329: ηυρεθη.
15 2329: κα� σατανα̃σ.
16 An. φων8 µεγάλη. O.Ar. φων�ν µεγάλην.
17 2329, O.Ar. �βλ9θη. An. κατεβλ9θη.
18 O.Ar. αυ$ το!. An. αυ$ το�.
19 2329: ευ$ φρα!νεσθαι.
20 2329, An., Ar. τP γP κα� τP θαλάσσG. O. τ�ν γ8ν κα� τ�ν θάλασσαν.
21 2329: µ�γα.
22 O. �δ!ωκε. An., Ar. �δ!ωξε.
23 2329: ειτισ.
24 2329, An., Ar. α' ρρενα. O. α' ρσενα.
25 2329: εδωθησαν.
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πτέρυγε� το! 5ετο! το! µεγ�λου, ι; να πέτητ‹αι›26 ει� � τὴν &ρηµον, ει� � τ:ν τ�πον

α+τη̃�, ι; να ο; που27 τρέφεται ε� κει̃ καιρ:ν καὶ καιροὺ� καὶ η; µισυ καιρο!, 5π: προσ=που

το! ο< φεω�. ‹12:15› καὶ &βαλεν ο-  ο< φι� ε� κ το! στ�µατο� α+το! ο� π6σω τη̃� γυναικ:�

υ; δωρ ω- � ποταµ�ν ι; να α+τὴν ποταµοφ�ρητον28 ποι4σ9. | ‹12:16› καὶ285v
ε� βο4θησεν η-  γη̃ τ9̃ γυναικ6, καὶ η< νοιξεν η-  γη̃ τ: στ�µα α+τη̃� καὶ κατέπιεν τ:ν

ποταµ�ν, ο% ν ε� νέβαλεν29 ο-  δρ�κων ε� κ το! στ�µατο� α+το!. ‹12:17› καὶ ω� ργ6σθη30 ο-

δρ�κων ε� ν31 τ9̃ γυναικ6, καὶ 5πη̃λθεν ποιη̃σαι π�λεµον µετ7 τBν λοιπBν το!

σπέρµατο� α+τη̃�, τBν τηρο1ντων τ7� ε� ντολ7� το! θεο!, καὶ ε� χ�ντων τὴν

µαρτυρ6αν32 Ι� ησο!. ‹12:18› καὶ ε� στ�θη33 ε� πὶ τὴν α< µµον τη̃� θαλ�σση�· ‹13:1›
καὶ ι< δον34 ε� κ τη̃� θαλ�σση� θηρ6ον 5ναβαι̃νον,35 &χον36 κέρατα ι ´ , καὶ κεφαλ7� ε- πτ�,
καὶ ε� πὶ τBν κερ�των α+το! δέκα διαδ‹4›µατα,37 καὶ ε� πὶ τ7� κεφαλ7� α+το!

ο� ν�µατα38 βλασφηµ6α�. ‹13:2› καὶ τ: θηρ6ον ο%  ι< δον ηA ν ο; µοιον παρδ�λει, καὶ οι-

π�δε� α+το! ω- � α< ρκου.39 καὶ τ: στ�µα α+το! ω- � στ�µα λε�ντων.40 καὶ &δωκεν α+τ, ο-

δρ�κων τὴν δ1ναµιν α+το! καὶ τ:ν θρ�νον α+το! καὶ ε� ξουσ6αν µεγ�λην, ‹13:3›
καὶ µ6αν41 ε� κ τBν κεφαλBν α+το! ω- σεὶ ε� σφα|γµ‹έ›νην42 ει� � θ�νατον. καὶ η-286r
πληγὴ το! θαν�του α+το!43 ε� θεραπε1θη καὶ ε� θα1µασεν44 ο; λη η-  γη̃ ο� π6σω το! θηρ6ου,
‹13:4› καὶ προσεκ1νησαν τ, δρ�κοντι, ο; τι &δωκεν45 ε� ξουσ6αν46 τ, θηρ68, καὶ

προσεκ1νησαν τ, θηρ68 λέγοντε�· τ6� ο; µοι�� σοι τ, θηρ68;47 καὶ τ6� δυνατ:�48

πολεµη̃σαι µετ � α+το!; ‹13:5› καὶ ε� δ�θη49 α+τ‹,›50 στ�µα λαλο!ν µεγ�λα καὶ

‹βλασφηµ6αν›51· καὶ ε� δ�θη α+τ, ε� ξουσ6α πολεµη̃σαι52 µη̃να� τεσσαρ�κοντα δ1ο.
‹13:6› καὶ η< νοιξεν τ: στ�µα α+το! ει� � βλασφηµ6αν53 πρ:� τ:ν θε�ν, βλασφηµη̃σαι

τ: ο< νοµα α+το! καὶ τὴν σκ‹η›νὴν54 α+το!, τοὺ� ε� ν τ, ο+ραν, σκ‹η›νο!ντα�.55

‹13:7› καὶ ε� δ�θη56 α+τ, ποιη̃σαι π�λεµον µετ7 τBν α- γ6ων καὶ νικη̃σαι α+το1�, καὶ

26 Cod. πετητε. 2329: πετεται.
27 O., N.–A. αυ$ τ8, Xπου. An. αυ$ τ8· Xπω. Ar. αυ$ τ8, Xπω.
28 2329: ποταµοφ�ριτον.
29 2329, O., An., Ar. *βαλεν. N.-A. did not consider the reading of 2351 �ν�βαλεν.
30 2329: Cργ!σθη.
31 2329, O.An., Ar. �π!.
32 2329: µαρτυρ!αν το� (not considered by N.-A.).
33 2329, O., An., Ar. �στάθην. N.-A. �στάθη. The reading of 2329 �στάθην was not considered by N.-A.
34 O.An., Ar. ε_δον.
35 2329: α$ ναβα!νοντα.
36 2329: *χων.
37 Cod. διαδιµατα.
38 2329, An. =νοµα. O., Ar. Cν�µατα.
39 O. α' ρκου. An., Ar. α' ρκτου.
40 2329, O., An., Ar. λ�οντο.
41 O. κα� µ!αν. Ar. κα� ε_δον µ!αν. An. κα� [ε_δον] µ!αν, the editor’s deletion.
42 2329, O. � �σφαγµ�νην. An. �σε� �σφραγισµ�νην. Ar. �σε� �σφαγµ�νην. Cod. �σφαγµάνµν.
43 2329: κα� + πληγ� αυ$ το� (not considered by N.-A.).
44 �θαύµασεν Xλη + γ8, in A, P, 1006, 1611, 1841, 1854, 2329, 2351, and versions of K. 2329: �θαύµασεν. O.

�θαµβ9θη. An., N.-A. �θαυµάσθη. Ar. �θαύµασεν.
45 2329, O. Xτι *δωκε τ9ν. An. Xτι *δωκε. Ar. (and K) τK δεδωκ�τι τ9ν.
46 The reading τ�ν �ξουσ!αν for �ξουσ!αν is exclusive to 2351.
47 2329, O., An., Ar., N.-A. Xµοιο τK θηρ!ω; The version of 2329 σο� τK θηρ!^ was not considered by N.-A.
48 τ! δυνατ� for τ! δύναται is exclusive to 2351 and versions of K. 2329, O., An. τ! δύναται. Ar. τ! δυνατ�.
49 2329: εδωθη.
50 Cod. αυ$ τ�.
51 2329, An.(M). βλάσφηµα. O. βλασφηµ!α. An.(S)., Ar. βλασφηµ!αν.
52 A reading exclusive to 2351. 2329, Ar. �ξουσ!α π�λεµον ποι8σαι. O., An. �ξουσ!α ποι8σαι.
53 Cod. βλασφηµειαν.
54 Cod. σκινην
55 Cod. σκινο�ντασ.
56 2329: �δ)θη.
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ε� δ�θη57 α+τ, ε� ξουσ6α ε� πὶ πα̃σαν φυλὴν καὶ λα:ν καὶ γλBσσαν καὶ &θνο�. ‹13:8›
καὶ προσκυν4σουσιν α+τ:ν π�ντε� οι-  κατοικο!ντε� ε� πὶ τη̃� γη̃�‹,› Hν ο+

γέγραπται τ: ο< νοµα58 ε� ν τ, βιβλ68 | τη̃� ζωη̃� το! 5ρν6ου το! ε� σφαγµένου 5π:286v
καταβολη̃� κ�σµου. ‹13:9› ει<  τι� &χει οG�, 5κουσ�τω· ‹13:10› ει<  τι� ει� �

αι� χµαλωσ6αν 5π�γει59 ει� � αι� χµαλωσ6αν υ- π�γει·60 ει<  τι� ε� ν µαχα6ρ961 5ποκτενει̃,62 δει̃

α+τ:ν ε� ν µαχα6ρη63 5ποκτανθη̃ναι. Hδε ε� στὶν η-  υ- ποµονὴ καὶ η-  π6στι� τBν α- γ6ων.
‹13:11› καὶ ι< δον α< λλο θηρ6ον 5ναβαι̃νον ε� κ τη̃� γη̃�, καὶ ειA χεν κέρατα δ1ο, ο; µοια

5ρν68, καὶ ε� λ�λει64 ω- � δρ�κων. ‹13:12› καὶ τὴν ε� ξουσ6αν το! πρ=του θηρ6ου

πα̃σαν ποιει̃65 ε� ν=πιον α+το!· καὶ ε� πο6ει66 τὴν γη̃ν καὶ τοὺ� ε� ν α+τ9̃ κατοικο!ντα�,
ι; να προσκυν4σουσι67 τ: θηρ6ον τ: πρBτον, ουI  ε� θεραπε1θη η-  πληγὴ το! θαν�του

α+το!.68 ‹13:13› καὶ ποιει̃ σηµει̃α µεγ�λα, καὶ π!ρ69 ι; να ε� κ το! ο+ρανο!

καταβα6ν‹9›70 ει� �71 τὴν γη̃ν ε� ν=πιον τBν 5νθρ=πων. ‹13:14› καὶ πλαν?̃ τοὺ�

κατοικο!ντα�72 ε� πὶ τη̃� γη̃�, δι7 τ7 σηµει̃α 2 ε� δ�θη73 α+τ, ποιη̃σαι ε� ν=πιον

το! θηρ6ου, | λέγων τοι̃� κατοικο!σιν ε� πὶ τη̃� γη̃� ποιη̃σαι ει� κ�να τ, θηρ68,287r
ω- �74 ειA χεν τὴν πληγὴν καὶ &ζησεν 5π: τη̃� µαχα6ρη�75 ‹13:15› καὶ ε� δ�θη76 α+τ,

δο!ναι πνε!µα τ9̃ ει� κ�νι το! θηρ6ου, ι; να καὶ λαλ4σ9 η-  ει� κὼν το! θηρ6ου καὶ ποι4σ9,
ι; να ο; σοι α@ ν77 µὴ προσκυν4σουσιν τ9̃ ει� κ�νι το! θηρ6ου 5ποκτανθη̃ναι.78 ‹13:16›
καὶ ποιει̃79 π�ντα� τοὺ� µικροὺ� καὶ τοὺ� µεγ�λου�, καὶ τοὺ� πλουσ6ου� καὶ τοὺ�

57 2329: �δ)θη.
58 2329: Yν ου$  γ�γραπται τὰ Cν�µατα αυ$ τ(ν. O., N.-A. οV ου$  γ�γραπται τ< =νοµα αυ$ το�. An. Yν ου$

γ�γραπται τ< =νοµα. Ar. Yν ου$  γ�γραπται τὰ Cν�µατα.
59 ε: α:χµαλωσ!αν α$ πάγει for ε: α:χµαλωσ!αν occurs in 2351, Syriac MSS, Vulgata Clementina.
60 2329, O. εF τι ε: α:χµαλωσ!αν ;πάγει. An.(M). εF τι *χει α:χµαλωσ!αν, ;πάγει. An.(S). εF τι ε:

α:χµαλωσ!αν, ;πάγει. Ar. εF τι α:χµαλωσ!αν συνάγει, ε: α:χµαλωσ!αν ;πάγει. N.-A. εF τι ε:

α:χµαλωσ!αν, ε: α:χµαλωσ!αν ;πάγει.
61 2329: µαχα!ρH. Of all Christian authors, the form µαχα!ρη appears in Hippolytus, Didymus, and Theodoret:

Hippolytus, Refutatio Omnium Haeresium (Philosophumena), 6.27.3; 9.30.8. Didymus, commZacch, 3.12;
commPs 22–26.10, Cod. p. 85; commPs 40–44.4, Cod. p. 247. Theodoret, Graecarum Affectionum Curatio,
8.1. Cf. Homer, Iliad, XI.844. Herodotus, Historiae, 2.41; 2.61; 4.70; 7.91; 7.225; 8.137. The form may claim
scriptural attestation according to certain manuscripts: Gen. 27:40; Ex. 15:9; Num. 21:24; Kings II
(Samuelis ii in textu Masoretico), 15:14. Matt. 26:52; Luke 21:24; 22:49; Acts 12:2; Heb. 11:34; 11:37;
Rev. 13:10; 13:14.

62 Cod. αποκτ�νει. Cf. α$ ποκτ�ννει, δε�, in A, 1006, 1841, 1854, the Syriac versio Harclensis. But 2329, O., An.,
Ar. µαχα!ρH α$ ποκτεννε�.

63 2329, O., An., Ar. µαχα!ρH.
64 �λάλει for �πο!ει, in 051, 1611, 2329 (Cod. ελαλη), 2351, 2377, versions of K, the Syriac versio Harclensis,

Vulgata Clementina.
65 2329: �πεπο!ει.
66 2329, O. ποιε�. An., Ar. �πο!ει.
67 2329: προσκυν9σωσιν.
68 2329: + πληγ� το� θανάτου. O., An., Ar., N.-A. το� θανάτου αυ$ το�.
69 2329: πυρ ποιησει καταβα!νειν. O., An. π�ρ ποιG καταβα!νειν.
70 κα� π�ρ hνα �κ το� ου$ ρανο� καταβα!νG (Cod. καταβαινει), in 2377 and versions of K. Arethas follows (see

next note).
71 O. hνα π�ρ ποιP �κ το� ου$ ρανο� καταβα!νειν ε:. An. hνα κα� π�ρ ποιP �κ το� ου$ ρανο� καταβα!νειν �π!.

Ar. κα� π�ρ, hνα �κ το� ου$ ρανο� καταβα!νG �π!.
72 O., An. κα� πλανd τοὺ κατοικο�ντα. Ar. κα� πλανd τοὺ �µοὺ τοὺ κατοικο�ντα.
73 2329: κα� �δ�θη (Cod. �δ)θη) αυ$ τK πνε�µα δο�ναι.
74 N.-A. incorrectly report that 2351 reads X; the alternative � (see next note) is not considered at all.
75 2329: � *χει τ�ν πληγ�ν τ8 µαχα!ρη (Cod. µαχαιρισ) κα� *ζησεν. So O. (*ζησε). An. X *χει τ�ν

πληγ�ν τ8 µαχα!ρα κα� *ζησεν. So N.-A. (µαχα!ρη). Ar. X ε_χε τ�ν πληγ�ν τ8 µαχα!ρα κα� *ζησεν.
The additional expression κα� *ζησεν α$ π< τ8 µαχα!ρη is exclusive to 2351, 2377, and K.

76 2329: εδωθη.
77 2329, An(M), Ar., N.-A. �ὰν. An(S). α' ν.
78 2329, O., An., Ar. α$ ποκτανθ(σιν.
79 2329: ποι9σει. O., An., Ar., N.-A. ποιε�.
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πτωχο1�, καὶ τοὺ� ε� λευθέρου� καὶ τοὺ� δο1λου�, ι; να δBσιν αυ- τοι̃� χαρ�γµατα80

ε� πὶ τη̃� χειρ:� α+τBν τη̃� δεξια̃� η@  ε� πὶ τ: µέτ‹ω›πον81 α+τBν, ‹13:17› καὶ ι; να µ4

τι�82 δ1νηται 5γορ�σαι η@  π‹ω›λη̃σαι,83 ει�  µὴ ο-  &χων τ: χ�ραγµα,84 τ: ο< νοµα το!

θηρ6ου η@  τ:ν 5ριθµ:ν το! ο� ν�µατο� α+το!‹.› ‹13:181› Hδε η-  σοφ6α &χει85· ο-  &χων νο!ν86

ψηφισ�τω τ:ν 5ριθµ:ν το!87 θηρ6ου‹·› 5ριθµ:� γ7ρ 5νθρ=που ε� στιν. ο-  5ριθµ:�88

α+το!

80 χαράγµατα in P47*, 051, 2351, 2377, versions of K, and the Sahidic version. 2329, O. hνα δ)σει αυ$ το�

χάραγµα. An. hνα δ)σουσιν αυ$ το� χάραγµα. Ar. hνα δ)σωσιν αυ$ το� χαράγµατα.
81 Cod. µ�τοπον. 2329, Ar. �π� τ< µ�τωπον. An. �π� τ(ν µετ)πων. In O. the text is missing.
82 So An., Ar. 2329: µηδε� (not considered by N.-A.).
83 Cod. πολησαι. 2329: α$ γοράσαι ε: µ� W *χων. This version omitting 0 πωλ8σαι was not considered by N.-A.
84 2329: W τ< χάραγµα, *χων �π� το� µετ)που αυ$ το� (not considered by N.-A.).
85 2329: + σοφ!α Yδε �στ!ν. O., An., Ar. Yδε + σοφ!α �στ!ν.
86 2329: τ<ν νο�ν.
87 2329: ψηφισάτω (Cod. ψηφησατω) τ<ν α$ ριθµ<ν το� Cν�µατο το� θηρ!ου (not considered by N.-A.).
88 2329, O., An., Ar.: κα� W α$ ριθµ�.

‹Σχ�λιον λη´ ›

Ο- ρµ9̃1 ο-  δρ�κων | πολεµ4σα� µετὰ τBν 5γγέλων2 κα� θλ‹ι›βε!,3 βληθεὶ�4 κάτω �κ το�287v
ου$ ρανο� &συρεν π!πτων τ: τρ6τον τBν 5στέρων·5 αe τινα α' στρα θε!α δυνάµ‹ε›ι6 οuσαΕΡ

‹*πεισε›7 συναποστ‹8›ναι8 αυ$ τK κα� συγκατενεχθ8ναι τK δράκοντι, � Η$ σα�α φησ!ν·

π*� �ξ�πεσεν 7 >ωσφ)ρο� �ξ ου
 ρανο!;9

καὶ ε� στ�θη ε� πὶ τὴν α< µµον τη̃� θαλ�σση�.10 W α$ π�στολ� φησιν·11 α
 νθ
jν τ?ν α
 γάπην

το! θεο! ου
 κ �δ�ξαντο ε/� τ# σωθ�ναι αυ
 τού�, διὰ το!το π�µπει αυ
 το�� 7 θε#� �ν�ργειαν πλάνη�

ε/� τ# πιστε!σαι αυ
 τοὺ� τB ψεύδει.12 το� µ>ν γὰρ �ρχοµ�νου :‹δ!›H13 γν)µG τ�ν α$ πιστ!αν14

α$ νακεφαλαιουµ�νου πρ< �αυτ<ν κα� αυ$ τεξουσ!ου πράξαντο Xσα κα� πράξει κα� ε/� τ#ν

να#ν το! θεο! καθ�σαντο�,15 hνα � Χριστ<ν αυ$ τ<ν προσκυν9σ‹ω›σιν16 οO πλαν‹)›µενοι17

;π $  αυ$ το�, δι< κα� δικα!ω ε: τ�ν κάµ‹ι›νον18 βλη|θ9σονται το! πυρ)�.19 το� θεο� δ> κατὰ288r
τ�ν :δ!αν πρ�γνωσιν προειδ�το τὰ πάντα κα� α- ρµ�ζοντι καιρK τ<ν τοιο�τον µ�λλοντα

*σεσθαι �πάγοντ‹ο›20 ε/� τ# πιστε!σαι αυ
 τοὺ� τB ψεύδ‹ει›,21 οV τ�ν παρουσ!αν Ι$ ωάννη

�ντα�θα22 οoτω �µ9νυσεν.

1 EN XXXVIIIa.
2 Rev. 12:7.
3 Cod. θληβε!.
4 Rev. 12:9.
5 Rev. 12:4. EN XXXVIIIb.
6 Cod. δυναµισ.
7 I add *πεισε, since the two following infinitives should be

dependent on a verb. Origen, Cels, I.30: 'Επεισε γὰρ οuθ $ �

τύραννο συναποστ8ναι αυ$ τK τινα τ(ν ν�µων. John Chrysostom,
Ad Stagirium Ascetam a Daemone Vexatum, PG.47.436.5–8: Ε: γὰρ

µ� δεξαµ�ν^ τ�ν �ντολ�ν προσελθiν W διάβολο α$ ποστ8ναι το�

Θεο� συνεβούλευσε, κα� το�το ευ$ κ�λω αE ν *πεισεν. Cf. *πεισε

α$ ποστ8ναι in Id., Ad Eos Qui Scandalizati Sunt, 10.24; In Annam,
PG.54.639.47; In Sanctum Matthaeum, PG.58.690.33–34; In
Epistolam ii ad Corinthios Commentarius, PG.61.458.20. Cf.
*πεισε α$ ποστ8ναι in Diodorus of Sicily, Bibliotheca Historica,
13.37.4; 15.66.3; 32.17.1. Plutarch, Galba, 19.4. Pseudo-Plutarch,
Regum Apophthegmata, 185A10.

8 Cod. συναποστατηκ�ναι. EN XXXVIIIc.
9 Isaiah 14:12. EN XXXVIIId.
10 Rev. 12:18.
11 Cf. text W α$ π�στολ� φησιν . . . Ι$ ωάννη �ντα�θα οoτω �µ9νυσεν

in Irenaeus, Adversus Haereses, fr. 22.
12 2 Thess. 2:10–11.
13 Cod. hνα.
14 Cod. α$ πιστε!αν.
15 2 Thess. 2:4.
16 Cod. προσκυν9σουσιν.
17 Cod. πλαν�µενοι.
18 Cod. κάµηνον.
19 Cf. Rev. 19:20: ε: τ�ν λ!µνην το� πυρ�. The same expression with

the same term κάµινον occurs in Matt. 13:42 and 50. Nevertheless
the author has in mind the Apocalypse, not Matthew.

20 Cod. �πάγοντα.
21 2 Thess. 2:11.
22 �ντα�θα means Rev. 13:2–8.
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hνα οjν µ9 τι αυ$ τ<ν θεϊκP δυνάµει23 δ�ξ‹G›24 ποιε�ν τὰ σηµε�α, α$ λλὰ µαγικP

�νεργε!H, *φη· καὶ πλαν?̃ τοὺ� κατοικο!ντα� ε� πὶ τη̃� γη̃�.25 κα� ου$ δ�ν γε κα� θαυµαστ<ν ε:

τ(ν δαιµον!ων κα� α$ ποστατικ(ν πνευµάτων ;πουργούντων αυ$ τK δι $  αυ$ τ(ν ποι‹P›26

σηµε�α, �ν ο[ πλαν9σει τοὺ� κατοικο!ντα� ε� πὶ τη̃� γη̃�. κα� τ:ν 5ριθµ:ν δ> το! ο� ν�µατο�

α+το! φησιν κα� α' λλα τινὰ κα� ε_ναι τ<ν α$ ριθµ<ν χξ� ´ ,27 X �στιν �κατοντάδε Sξ κα�

δεκάδε Sξ κα� µονάδε qξ, ε: α$ νακεφαλ‹α!›ωσιν28 πάση τ8 �ν το� �ξακισχι|λ!οι288v
*τεσιν γεγονυ!α α$ ποστασ!α. Xσαι γὰρ +µ�ραι �γ�νετο Xδε W κ�σµο, τοσαύται

χιλιονταετ‹!αι›29 συντελε�ται· κα� διὰ το�το φησ�ν + γραφ9· κα� συνετ�λεσ�ν φησιν 7 θε#�

�ν τV =µ�ρU τV HκτK τὰ 8ργα αυ
 το!, Lσα �πο�ησεν.30 το�το δ� �στι κα� τ(ν προγεγον�των

δι9γησι, � �γ�νετο, κα� τ(ν �σοµ�νων προφητε!α· ε: γὰρ =µ�ρα κυρ�ου S� χ�λια 8τη,31 �ν

δ> ‹Sξ› +µ�ραι συνετελ�σθη τὰ γεγον�τα, φανερ�ν �στιν ‹Xτι› + συντ�λεια αυ$ τ(ν τ<

�ξακισχιλιοστ<ν *το. κα� διὰ το�το �ν παντ� τούτ^ τK χρ�ν^ πλασθε� �ν α$ ρχP W

α' νθρωπο διὰ τ(ν χειρ(ν το� θεο�, τουτ�στιν υOο� κα� πνεύµατο, γ!νεται κατ 
  ε/κ)να κα�

7µο�ωσιν θεο�, το� µ>ν α$ χύρου α$ ποσκευαζοµ�νου, Xπερ �στ�ν + α$ ποστασ!α, το� δ> σ!του

ε: α$ ποθ9κην α$ ναλαµβανοµ�νου, Xπερ �στ�ν οO τ�ν πρ< θε<ν π!στιν καρπο|φορο�ντε.289r
κα� διὰ το�το κα� + θλ�ψι α$ ναγκα‹!α32 το� σω›ζοµ�νο‹ι›, hνα τρ�πον τινὰ λεπτυθ�ντε

κα� συµφυραθ�ντε διὰ τ8 ;ποµον8 τK λ�γ^ το� θεο� κα� πυρωθ�ντε, �πιτ9δειοι

*σονται ε: τ�ν το� βασιλ�ω ευ$ ωχ!αν,33 � ε_πε τι τ(ν +µετ�ρων, διὰ τ�ν πρ< τ<ν

θε<ν µαρτυρ!αν κατακριθε� πρ< θηρ!α, Xτι σ�το� εFη το! θεο! κα� διὰ Oδ)ντων θηρ�ων

α
 λ�θοµαι, Rνα καθαρ#� θεο! α9 ρτο� ε�ρεθ*.34

τὰ δ> ‹α:›τ!α35 α$ πεδ)καµεν �ν τα� πρ< ταύτη β!βλοι, δι $  αn  α$ ν�σχετο W θε< το�το

οoτ‹ω›36 γεν�σθαι, κα� α$ πεδε!ξαµεν Xτι πάντα τὰ τοια�τα ;π>ρ το� σωζοµ�νου

α$ νθρ)πο‹υ›37 γ�γονεν, τ< αυ$ τεξούσιον αυ$ το� πεπα!νοντα πρ< τ�ν α$ θανασ!αν κα�

�πιτηδ‹ε›ι�τερον38 αυ$ τ<ν πρ< τ�ν ε: α$ ε� ;ποταγ�ν το� θεο� καταρτ!ζοντα.

κα� µεθ $ qτερα·39 κα� διὰ το�το �ν τK τ�λει40 | α$ θρ�ω �ντε�θεν τ8 �κκλησ!α289v
λαµβανοµ�νη 8σται, φησ!ν, θλ�ψι�, οRα ου
 κ �γ�νετο α
 π 
  α
 ρχ�� ου
 δ	 µ? γ�νηται.41 *σχατο

γὰρ α$ γiν οVτ‹ο›42 τ(ν δικα!ων, kν νικ9σαντε στεφανο�νται43 τ�ν α$ φθαρσ!αν· κα�

διὰ το�το ε: τ< θηρ!ον τ< �ρχ�µενον α$ νακεφαλα!ωσι γ!νεται πάση τ8 α$ δικ!α

κα� παντ< δ�λου, hνα �ν αυ$ τK συνρεύσασα πα̃σα δύναµι α$ ποστατικ� ε: τ�ν κάµινον

βληθP το� πυρ�. καταλλ9λω οjν κα� τ< =νοµα αυ$ το� qξει τ<ν α$ ριθµ<ν χξ� ´ ,

α$ νακεφαλαιούµενον �ν �αυτK τ�ν πρ< το� κατακλυσµο� πα̃σαν τ8 κακ!α �π!δειξιν �ξ

α$ γγελικ8 α$ ποστασ!α γεγενηµ�νη· Ν(ε γὰρ cν �τ(ν χ ´  κα� W κατακλυσµ< �π8λθεν τP

γP, �ξαλε!φων τ< α$ νάστηµα τ8 γ8 διὰ τ�ν �π� το� Α$ δὰµ κ!βδηλον γενεάν.

α$ νακεφαλαιούµενο δ> κα� . . . |

23 Cf. text hνα οjν µ9 τι αυ$ τ<ν θεϊκP δυνάµει . . . α$ ε�

;ποταγ�ν καταρτ!ζοντα. in Irenaeus, Adversus Haereses,
Fr. 23.

24 Cod. δ�ξει.
25 Rev. 13:14.
26 Cod. ποιε�.
27 Rev. 13:17–18.
28 Cod. α$ νακεφαλ�ωσιν
29 χιλιοντα�τεσι.
30 Cf. Gen. 2:2: αn  �πο!ησεν.
31 2 Peter 3:8. Cf. Psalm 89:4.
32 Cod. α$ ναγκαζ�µενο hνα.
33 Cod. ευ$ ωχε!αν.

34 Ignatius of Antioch, Epistulae, Epistle 4.4.1. So
Eusebius in his HE, 3.36.12, quoting Irenaeus. Likewise, Nicephorus
Callistus Xanthopoulus, HE, 3.19.

35 Cod. �τ!α.
36 Cod. οoτο.
37 Cod. α' νθρωπον.
38 Cod. �πιτηδι�τερον.
39 κα� µεθ $ qτερα. In other words, ‘after skipping some phrases’ by

Irenaeus, Cassian goes on with quoting from him.
40 Cf. text, κα� διὰ το�το �ν τK τ�λει . . . α$ νακεφαλαιούµενο δ> κα!.

Irenaeus, Adversus Haereses, fr. 24.
41 Matt. 24:21.
42 Cod. οoτω.
43 Cf. 2 Tim. 4:8.
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Scholion XXXVIII

Once the dragon had waged a fiery war against the angels,1 and was afflicted2 and cast down

from heaven, he drew the third part of the stars3 down along with his fall. These stars, which

are divine powers, he made rebel along with him and be cast down [from heaven] with him, as

indeed Isaiah says, How is Lucifer fallen from heaven?4

And he stood upon the sand of the sea,5 the Apostle says: Because they received not the

love of God, that they might be saved. And for this cause God sends them a strong delusion, that

they should believe a lie.6 For, on the one hand, he [sc. the Antichrist] comes, and of his own

accord he recapitulates all the apostasy in his own person, and accomplishes whatever he

shall do according to his own free will, and is seated in the temple of God,7 so that his dupes

may adore him as the Christ, which is why they shall deservedly be cast into the furnace of

fire.8 On the other hand, [stands] God, who by his prescience foresees everything and at the

proper time sends such a man, that they may believe a lie,9 whose coming John has thus

described at this point.

And in order that no one should believe that he [sc. the Antichrist] performs these wonders

by divine power, but by the working of magic, he [sc. John] said: And he deceiveth them
that dwell on the earth.10 And it is no surprise that if, since the daemons and apostate spirits

are at his service, he, by means of them, performs wonders, by which he leads astray those
that dwell on earth. He further declares the number of his name, and certain other things;

indeed he says that this number is six hundred and sixty-six;11 that is, six times a hundred,

six times ten, and six units. This is a summing up of the whole of that apostasy which has

taken place during six thousand years. For in as many days as this world was made, in so many

thousand years shall it be consumed. And for this reason scripture says: And on the sixth day

God brought to a conclusion the works that He had made.12 This is an account of the things

formerly created, as also it is a prophecy of what is to come. For if one day is with the Lord as

a thousand years,13 and in six days created things were completed, it is evident that the sixth

thousandth year marks the consummation of them. And therefore throughout all this time,

man, who was moulded at the beginning by the hands of God, that is, of the Son and of the

Spirit, is made after the image and likeness of God. The chaff, which is the apostasy, is cast

away; but the wheat, that is, all those whose faith in God brings forth fruit, is gathered into the

barn. This is why sorrow is necessary for those who are saved: once they have been made thin

and by their endurance kneaded together with the Logos of God and heated [by Him], they

will be fit [to enter] into the feast of the King. As a certain man of ours said, when he was

condemned to the wild beasts because of his testimony with respect to God: “I am the wheat

of Christ, and am ground by the teeth of the wild beasts, that I may be found the pure bread of

God.”14

As regards the causes, on account of which God allowed those things to happen so,

we have explained them in our books preceding this one. We have shown that all those

1 Rev. 12:7.
2 Rev. 12:9.
3 Rev. 12:4.
4 Isaiah 14:12.
5 Rev. 12:18. From this point onwards (the rest of Scholion XXXVIII

and Scholion XXIX), Cassian quotes from the fifth book of Irenaeus’
Adversus Haereses.

6 2 Thess. 2:10–11.
7 2 Thess. 2:4.

8 Cf. Rev. 19:20; Matt. 13:42 and 50.
9 2 Thess. 2:11.
10 Rev. 13:14.
11 Rev. 13:17–18.
12 Gen. 2:2.
13 2 Peter 3:8. Cf. Psalm 89:4.
14 Ignatius of Antioch, Epistulae, Epistle 4.4.1. So Eusebius quoting

Irenaeus in his HE, 3.36.12. Likewise, Nicephorus Callistus
Xanthopoulus, HE, 3.19.
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things have been done to the purpose of man being saved, who ripens his free will in order to

attain to immortality and trains himself so as to become more fit for unfailing subjection to

God.

And following some other analyses [by Irenaeus, which we omit]:15

And therefore, when in the end the Church shall be suddenly caught up from this [world],

it is said, There shall be tribulation such as has not been since the beginning, nor ever shall be.16

For this is the last fight of the righteous, and when they overcome this, they are crowned17 with

incorruption. This is why in this beast, when he comes, a recapitulation of all sorts of iniquity

and of every deceit takes place, in order that all rebellious power, which converges in him,

may be thrown into the furnace of fire. Fittingly, therefore, shall his name have the number six

hundred and sixty-six. For in his own person, all wickedness which took place previous to the

deluge due to the apostasy of the angels, will be recapitulated. For Noah was six hundred years

old when the deluge came upon the earth, sweeping away the rebellious world, because of

that fraudulent generation which lived since the times of Adam. And [the Antichrist] also

sums up . . .

15 κα� µεθ $ qτερα. In other words, ‘after skipping some phrases’ by
Irenaeus, Cassian goes on with quoting from him.

16 Matt. 24:21.
17 Cf. 2 Tim. 4:8.
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SCHOLION XXXIX

| <XXXIX. Rev. 14:3> οι-  Jγορασµένοι 5π: τη̃� γη̃�. ‹14:4› ουI το6 ει� σιν οι%  µετ7290r
γυναικBν ο+κ ε� µολ1νθησαν· παρθένοι γ�ρ ει� σιν. ουI το6 ει� σιν1 οι-  5κολουθο!ντε� τ,

5ρν68 ο; που α@ ν υ- π�γ9. ουI τοι υ- π: Ι� ησο!2 Jγορ�σθησαν 5π: τBν 5νθρ=πων 5παρχὴ

τ, θε, καὶ τ, 5ρν68· ‹14:5› καὶ ε� ν τ, στ�µατι α+τBν ο+χ ευ- ρέθη ψε!δο�3 α< µωµοι

γ�ρ ει� σιν.

1 οVτοι ε:σ�ν for οVτοι, in 051, 2351, versions of K, and the Syriac versio Harclenisis. Arethas is once again with
K (Ar. οVτοι ε:σ!ν). O., An.(S). παρθ�νοι γάρ ε:σιν. οVτοι οO α$ κολουθο�ντε. An.(M), οVτοι ‹ε:σ�ν›.

2 ;π< Ι$ ησο� occurs only in 051, 1611, 2351, K, and the Syriac versio Harclensis. This marks a return to
Theodoret’s text of Revelation, following the interpolation of Irenaeus’ text in most of Scholion XXXVIII. Once
again (and quite expectedly, following our previous critical reading of the text) Arethas follows this text,
writing ;π< Ι$ ησο�, which is absent from the text of Oecumenius and Andreas. O., An. οVτοι

yγοράσθησαν α$ π< τ(ν α$ νθρ)πων. Ar. οVτοι ;π< Ι$ ησο� yγοράσθησαν α$ π< τ(ν α$ νθρ)πων.
3 N.-A. employs the same syntax, κα� �ν τK στ�µατι αυ$ τ(ν ου$ χ ε;ρ�θη ψε�δο, which occurs only in

versions of K and the present one.
4 On the top margin of this folio (290r), which is the last written one of the Codex, a later hand wrote: κασιανου

τον ροµεου [µοναχ]ο� (= by Monk Cassian the Roman), indicating the compiler of the Scholia. See photo,
RCR, p. 548.

‹Σχ�λιον λθ ´ ›

�ριθµ:� γ7ρ 5νθρ=που ε� στὶν χξ� ´ .1 α$ σφαλ�στερον κα� α$ κινδυν�τερον2 τ< περιµ�νειν

τ�ν *κβασιν τ8 προφητε!α3 @ τ< καταστοχάζεσθαι κα� α$ ποµαντεύεσθαι4 Cν�µατα

τυχ�ντα, πολλ(ν Cνοµάτων ε;ρεθ8ναι δυναµ�νων �χ�ντων τ<ν προειρηµ�νον α$ ριθµ�ν.

κα� οu περ +ττ‹ω›µ�νη5 αoτη + ζ9τησι· ε: γὰρ πολλά �στι τὰ ε;ρισκ�µενα Cν�µατα

*χ‹ο›ν‹τα›6 τ<ν α$ ριθµ�ν, πο�ον �ξ αυ$ τ(ν φορ�σει W �ρχ�µενο ζητη‹θ9›-

σεται.7 Xτι δ> ου$  δι $  α$ πορ!αν Cνοµάτων . . . |[290v: blank]

1 Rev. 13:18.
2 EN XXXIXa.
3 EN XXXIXb.
4 EN XXXIXc.

5 Cod. +ττοµ�νη EN XXXIXd.
6 Cod. *χειν.
7 Cod. ζητ9σεται.

 
Scholion XXXIX

For it is the number of a man [that is,] six hundred and sixty-six. It is safer and less

hazardous to await the fulfilment of the prophecy, than to surmise and guess this or that name,

since it is possible to find many names which can be found possessing the number mentioned.

This inquiry then cannot be overcome. For if there are many names found possessing this

number, one will have to find out which among them the coming man shall bear. And that it is

not because of want of names . . .
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PART II

EXPANDED NOTES TO THE SCHOLIA





EXPANDED NOTES TO SCHOLION I

EN Ia: τ< Wµολογούµενον περ� α;τ(ν

] ε:‹σ›ι

Normally, the verb Wµολογε�ν should be followed by

an infinitive (viz. ε_ναι). Here, however, the participle

Wµολογούµενον, followed by �, should govern a sen-

tence with the verb in indicative mood, unless the

meaning of the ensuing sentence were ‘so that’ – which

it is not. Were � absent, an infinitive following

Wµολογε�ν would certainly be called for.

A similar structure can be noticed throughout:

Scholion I, further infra: α$ λλ$ οjν αυ$ το� ευ$ γν)µονε

=ντε Wµολογο�σιν � τυγχάνουσι δο!λοι. Scholion

III: κα� �κ τ8 προκειµ�νη λ�ξεω µανθάνοµεν �

προφ9τη Ι� ω�ννη� πρ< τK ε_ναι α$ π�στολο

κα� ευ$ αγγελιστ9. Scholion XI: α$ πολυθ9σεται το�

περισπασµο! γνοὺ � πα̃σα λογικ� φύσι δεκτικ9

�στι τ(ν α$ ποδοθ�ντων σηµαινοµ�νων περ� το�

θαν�του. Scholion XXII: πρ< παράστασιν βεβαι-

�τητο, � αυ$ τ� �στιν τ< 5µ4ν. Scholion

XXIII: Παιδευ�µεθα �κ τούτων τ(ν θε!ων φων(ν �

W πάντG ψυχρ:� . . . βελτ!ων �στ!. Scholion XXV:

πιστ)σει δ> �κ το� µ� γεγράφθαι � qτερ�

τι‹› α$ ν�λαβε τ<ν Ι$ ωάννην ]σπερ τ<ν Η$ λ!αν.

Scholion XXVII: ε_τα δηλο�ται �κ τ(ν �ποµ�νων, �

ου$ δε� γεννητ�, ου$ κ �πουράνιο, ου$ κ �π!γειο,

α' ξιο εoρηται. Scholion XXVII: Λ�ξει τι περ� το�

βιβλ6ου τούτου, � εFη W πα̃ λ�γο τ8 προνο!α.

Scholion XIX: αυ$ το� γὰρ �µολ�γησαν � 5π:

τBν 5νθρ=πων Jγορ�σθησαν κα� �ξελ�γησαν.

Scholion XXX: Ε$ κ τ(ν γραφ(ν *στιν ε;ρε�ν �

]σπερ σ(µα θεο� οO αe γιοι, αe για! ε:σ! τινε

δυνάµει. Scholion XXXV: δηλο�ντα � προσκυ-

νο�σι τιν> τ7 δαιµ�νια.

Writing this comment, Cassian took up the structure

which Theodoret had used. HE, p. 113: κα� ε: ζητο�εν,

τ! το� υOο� + ;π�στασ! �στιν, Wµολογο�µεν

� αoτη cν ‘+ µ�νη το� πατρ< Wµολογουµ�νη’.

intPaulXIV, PG.82.733.2: Ο_µαι κα� αυ$ τοὺ αE ν

Wµολογ8σαι . . . � κα� τα�τα τ8 α$ νθρωπ�τητο,

α$ λλ$ ου$  τ8 θε�τητο Fδια.

The same syntax appears in Cassian’s DT (lib. 3),

PG.39.949: ευ$ γνωµ�νω Wµολογο�ντα � παρὰ το�

Θεο� +µ(ν τ(ν α$ νθρ)πων + oπαρξ! �στιν, κα�

ε: αυ$ τ<ν πάλιν + α$ νάλυσι. This had already been

used authoritatively by Alexander of Aphrodisias, In

Aristotelis Metaphysica Commentaria, p. 809: κα�

τα�τα χρωµ�νων κα� Wµολογούντων ] ε:σι πολλὰ

τὰ πρ� τι.

Cf. Scholia In Demosthenem (Scholia vetera),

Oration 21.522: τεχνικ( ε:σάγει τοὺ φ!λου αυ$ το�

Wµολογο�ντα � µεγάλα κα� δεινὰ τK Μειδ!H

τετ�λµηται.

This structure, which occurs in Origen1 and

Theodoret,2 associates the instance in this Scholion

with some sublime passages of Greek literature,3 and

was taken up later by Oecumenius.4

EN Ib: δο�λοι το� κυρ!ου

The idea, as well as the vocabulary, of one ‘in gratitude’

proclaiming ‘oneself a servant of God’ is Theodoret’s,

intDan, PG.81.1500.29–36: Μηδε� δ> νοµιζ�τω, τ<ν

Cφθ�ντα αυ$ τ<ν ε_ναι τ<ν ∆εσπ�την, �πειδ� Κύριον

αυ$ τ<ν W ∆ανι�λ προσαγορεύει. ΟVτο γὰρ αυ$ τ< �ν

τK τ�λει τ8 Cπτασ!α· ‘Α$ νατε!να, φησ!ν, ε: τ<ν

ου$ ραν<ν τὰ χε�ρα α;το�, sµοσεν �ν τK ζ(ντι

Κυρ!^,’ τ�ν δουλε!αν ευ$ γνωµ�νω Wµολογ(ν.

1 Origen, commJohn, XX.32.285: �πακούσεται γὰρ +µ(ν

Wµολογούντων τὰ αFτια το� µηδ�πω +µα̃ πιστεύειν, κα� �

κακ( *χουσιν κα� χρ�ζουσιν :ατρο�.
2 Theodoret, intProphXII, PG.81.1765.45–46: κα� δια}?9δην

Wµολογο�σα, � �γ) σοι ταύτη γεγ�νηµαι χορηγ�. De
Providentia, PG.83.725.41: Wµολογο�σιν � πονηρὰ τὰ γιν�µενα.
Cf. EN XXIXh.

3 Demosthenes, De Halonneso, 14–15: κα� Wµολογ8σαι ;µα̃ � α' νευ

Φιλ!ππου ου$ δ> τ�ν �ν τP θαλάττG φυλακ�ν δυνατο! �στε

φυλάττειν. Chrysippus, Fragmenta Logica et Physica, fr. 858, apud
Plotinus, Enneades, IV.7.7: + δ$ αFσθησι το� α$ λγε�ν δ8λον Xτι

Wµολογ9σουσιν � περ� τ< +γεµονο�ν γ!γνεται. Fragmenta
Moralia, fr. 229a, apud Galen, Circa Doctrinas Hippocratis et

Platonis, 5.5.18. Posidonius, Fragmenta, fr. 416: Wµολογε�ν *οικεν

W Χρύσιππο, � *στιν ο:κε!ωσ! τ� τι +µ�ν κα� α$ λλοτρ!ωσι

φύσει πρ< qκαστον τ(ν ε:ρηµ�νων. Fragmenta Moralia, fr. 384,
apud Plutarch, De Virtute Morali, 449C8–13: αυ$ τ� τε Χρύσιππο

�ν πολλο� Wριζ�µενο τ�ν καρτερ!αν κα� τ�ν �γκράτειαν qξει

α$ κολουθητικὰ τK αOρο�ντι λ�γ^, δ8λο �στ�ν ;π< τ(ν

πραγµάτων Wµολογε�ν α$ ναγκαζ�µενο � qτερ�ν �στι τ<

α$ κολουθο�ν �ν +µ�ν το� Z α$ κολουθε� πειθ�µενον, @ πάλιν

µάχεται µ� πειθ�µενον.
4 Oecumenius, Commentarius in Apocalypsin, p. 33: Wρα̃ τ<

φιλάληθε το� θεσπεσ!ου τούτου, Wµολογ9σαντο � δι $  α$ γγ�λου

αυ$ τK α$ ποκεκάλυπται.
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The idea appears partially in Didymus, fr2Cor, p. 14:

πατ�ρα �αυτ(ν τ<ν θε<ν ε:ρηκ�τε ου$ κ�τι α$ δελφ<ν

α$ λλὰ κύριον �αυτ(ν τ<ν σωτ8ρα φασ!ν, δεικνύντε

Xτι καE ν υOο� θεο� γ�νωνται οO γενητο!, ου$ δ>ν gττον

δο�λοι µ�νουσι το� κυρ!ου Ι$ ησο� δηµιουργο�

αυ$ τ(ν τυγχάνοντο· µ�νο γὰρ αυ$ τ< α$ ληθε!H κα�

ου$  θ�σει υO< bν θεο� δεσπ�τη �στ� τ(ν

υOοποιουµ�νων. Nevertheless, attribution of these

fragments to Didymus calls for further exploration,

since at points (e.g. δεσπ�τη τ(ν υOοποιουµ�νων)

they are like Cassian’s (Pseudo- Didymus) De Trinitate.

EN Ic: θε<ν δεσπ�την *χειν

Styling God Θε< κα� δεσπ�τη is scriptural, which,

however, does not appear in the gospels, except for the

instance of Symeon’s prayer in Luke 2, 29, where the

vocative δ�σποτα alone is used. In this sense, the term

δεσπ�τη occurs in 2 Tim. 2:21 (τK δεσπ�τG); 2 Peter

2:1 (τ<ν α$ γοράσαντα αυ$ τοὺ δεσπ�την), Jude 4

(τ<ν µ�νον δεσπ�την κα� κύριον +µ(ν Ι$ ησο�ν

Χριστ�ν), and Rev. 6:10 (W δεσπ�τη W αe γιο κα�

α$ ληθιν�). The instance in Luke 2:29 is a Judaic reson-

ance from the OT. Cf. Judith 5:20; 9:12; Maccabees 5:28;

Wisdom of Solomon 8:3; 13:3; Ecclesiasticus 36:1;

Daniel (Greek tr.) 9:15.

In Cassian’s (Pseudo-Didymus’) De Trinitate the

expression is applied to the Holy Spirit, too. DT (lib. 1),

18.66: Σηµα!νεται δ> Wµο!ω τ< :σ�ρροπον κα�

:σοδύναµον τ(ν παντ!µων ;ποστάσεων κα� �ν τK

τ<ν δεσπ�την θε<ν λ�γον διὰ τ8 προλεχθε!ση

αυ$ το� ε: τ< βάπτισµα πανυµν9του φων8 τ�ν

:σοτιµ!αν �αυτK κα� τK α- γ!^ πνεύµατι τ�ν πρ<

τ<ν πατ�ρα φυλάξαι. DT (lib. 2.1–7), 6.11: τ< δ>

αe γιον πνε�µα το� θεο� αυ$ θεντικ( προφ9ται κα�

α$ ποστ�λοι προστάττει, � θε< κα� δεσπ�τη,

καθὰ �ν το� ;ποκειµ�νοι κεφαλα!οι

α$ ποδειχθε!η. Ibid. 7.8. Xτι ]σπερ W θε< κα�

πατ9ρ, οoτω κα� τ< αe γιον πνε�µα χρηµατ!ζει,

σηµαιν�µενον θε< κα� δεσπ�τη. DT (2.1–7), 7.8,1:

�δ�ξατο Συµεiν τ<ν Χριστ<ν ε: τὰ α$ γκάλα κατὰ

τ< χρηµατισµ�ν· ευ$ λ�γησεν τ<ν χρηµατ!σαντα,

τουτ�στιν �δ�ξασεν τ< αe γιον πνε�µα, �ωρακ) τ<

σωτ9ριον το� χρησµο� δεξάµενον π�ρα· θε�ν τε

κα� δεσπ�την αυ$ τ<ν τ<ν χρηµατ!σαντα �κάλεσεν.

DT (lib. 3), PG.39.801: Wµολογουµ�νω δ> Θε�

�στιν κα� ∆εσπ�τη, Fσην γν(σιν *χων τK ΘεK,

Xπερ α$ µ9χανον κα� α$ δύνατον ε_ναι �π� παντ<

κτιστο�.

The same work accords the appellation to Christ

no fewer than eighty times. DT (lib. 1), 26.23: υO<

µ>ν bν αυ$ το� α$ γαπητ< κα� α$ ληθιν�, θε< δ> ;µ(ν

κα� δεσπ�τη. Ibid. 27.1: Ο- µο!ω θεολογ!α περ� το�

υOο� . . . κα! ‘α$ ληθιν< θε�’ κα� ‘ζω� α:)νιο’ κα!

‘µ�νο δεσπ�τη’. Ibid. 27.64: ε: το�το τ< κρ!µα

α$ σεβε�, τ�ν το� θεο� +µ(ν χάριν µετατιθ�ντε ε:

α$ σ�λγειαν κα� τ<ν µ�νον δεσπ�την κα� κύριον

Ι$ ησο�ν Χριστ<ν α$ ρνούµενοι.

Didymus reserved the expression for God rather

than Christ. He did not favour the notion δεσπ�τη

itself,5 as I explain in EN XXIXc (p. 334). The designa-

tion is in fact an addition by Cassian himself and

bespeaks his Antiochene education, since he actually

follows Theodoret, who championed this term.

However, if we focus on the expression θε< κα�

δεσπ�τη, we see that, while it is absent from the rest

of Didymus’ works, it recurs in De Trinitate, and is

abundantly present in Theodoret at the same time. In

contrast to Didymus’ works, the term δεσπ�τη

accorded to Christ occurs no less than eighty times. One

can notice that early writers, such as Irenaeus and

Hippolytus, refrain from applying the term δεσπ�τη to

Christ (∆εσπ�τη Χριστ�). It occurs only in some

second-century apocrypha (Acts of Philip, Acts of Tho-

mas, if they are indeed second-century ones). The

apparent reason is that this designation might seem to

impugn monotheism. Origen employed the expression,

yet not extensively (no more than six instances, of

which one in commJohn is certain, whereas the rest are

catena-fragments). The use by Athanasius, Basil of

Caesarea, Gregory of Nyssa, Eusebius, Epiphanius of

Salamis was likewise rare: they designate Christ as

‘Lord’ only casually no more than two to six times each,

with only Athanasius going as far as eleven instances.

Five attributions to Gregory of Nazianzus are all

spurious. Chrysostom makes extensive use of it (nearly

5 Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 199: �ξ ου$ ρανο� ε: γ8ν κατι�ντα α$ γγ�λου

πάντα κα� τK δεσπ�τG κα� σωτ8ρι προσκυνο�ντα. Commentarii
in Job, PG.39.1132: α$ λλά γε πρ�νοιαν �πιστάµενο, κα� ε:δi τ<ν

Θε<ν ∆εσπ�την πάντων, κα� καιρ(ν, κα� τ�πων, κα� πραγµάτων,
�πικαλο�µαι αυ$ τ�ν.
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forty instances) and Ephraem Syrus matches that total.

Against this textual reality, Theodoret uses this

designation ‘Christ the Lord’ no less than two hundred

and ninety times, thus making the term δεσπ�τη an

almost inalienable designation for Christ. His sources

can be easily identified: they are Diodorus of Tarsus and

Theodore of Mopsuestia.

Cassian also applied the designation δεσπ�τη

to Christ abundantly, quite evidently after the great

Antiochene doctors.6

The label δεσπ�τη Χριστ� was heavily used

during the debate surrounding Nestorius, which is why

it occurs so often in the Acts of the Council of Ephesus

(431). Pope Celestinus writing to Patriarch John of

Antioch issued an ultimatum demanding that the latter

condemn Nestorius within ten days. In this letter, the

repeated use of δεσπ�τη Χριστ� is remarkable.7

It would be a mistake to regard Theodoret’s use of

the expression as suggesting opposition to Cyril arguing

against Nestorius, who had allegedly made the Logos

‘either God or master (θε<ν @ δεσπ�την) of Christ’,8

as a result of allegedly dividing Christ into two persons.

For Theodoret used this designation evenly and consist-

ently throughout his writings, and this usage ipso facto

distances him from Nestorius. Quite simply, the desig-

nation is characteristic of Antioch. Therefore, the

Scholia commence with Cassian setting his own

Antiochene seal upon them.

One of the points that Ephesus made against

Nestorius was that the Son also deserves the appellation

δεσπ�τη as much as the Father does. Failure to do

this was deemed tantamount to opening a back door to

Arianism as a consequence of Nestorius’ teaching. It

is natural to assume that it was Theodoret’s party that

insisted on this. This is why Pope Leo in his Tome and

the Council of Chalcedon applied the same epithet

to Christ in general. Nestorius did in fact allow this

appellation for Christ, but he had introduced qualifi-

cations as to its actual import.9 In the Local Council

of Constantinople in 536, the designation occurs too, yet

to a notably lesser extent. In the Lateran Council it was

used only twice, still it made a comeback with the Third

Council of Constantinople (680–681) as a recurrent

theme.

In essence, therefore, the Scholia commence with a

tacit affirmation of this Christological point made by

Ephesus: the term δεσπ�τη should be applied to

Christ without any reservation or qualification at all.

The term appears in Scholia I and XXIX. In view of

the rarity of the designation in the New Testament,

Cassian definitely was delighted to come across it in the

Apocalypse.10

There is one other point that should be made: using

the terms Θε� and δεσπ�τη side by side is a

theme which grew more frequent as time went by, and

Christianity entered gradually the era of stabilizing

its social status. We do not find the combination of

the two terms in early theologians as frequently as in

later ones. This simple expression occurs in Clement

of Alexandria no more than seven times, whereas in

Tatian only four, in Hippolytus one, yet in Gregory of

Nazianzus it obtains twenty-four times, forty-one in

Gregory of Nyssa, some fifty times in Didymus and

Eusebius. In Theodoret it occurs in nearly five hundred

instances. It may seem strange, but Origen appears

to have used the combination no more than twenty

times. However, almost all of them appear in catena-

fragments, which may well reflect the vocabulary of

the catenist. In his major works, such as Contra Cel-

sum, the designation Θε� and δεσπ�τη makes no

appearance, albeit the term δεσπ�τη is certainly there

(and more frequently so, the term ο:κοδεσπ�τη,

coming directly from the phraseology of the parables).

Much the same goes for the expression δεσπ�τη

Χριστ�. It appears four times in Origen (but only in

catenae); three times in Eusebius; seven in Basil of

Seleucia, but never in his namesake of Caesarea;

three in Gregory of Nyssa, only once in Gregory of

Nazianzus; eighteen times in Athanasius; nineteen in

Cyril of Alexandria, but only two in Cyril of Jerusalem;

five in Didymus, twenty-two in Ephraem, fifty-eight in

John Chrysostom, sixteen in John of Damascus. Against

6 Cassian the Sabaite, Const, pp. 14v; 16r; 17a; OctoVit, pp. 44r; 47r;
De Panareto, p. 118r. He also applies this term invariably to God:
OctoVit, pp. 26v; 54v; SerenPrim, p. 80v; De Panareto, p. 109v.

7 ACO, 1,1,1, p. 91 (bis).
8 ACO, Concilium Universale Ephesenum Anno 431, 1,1,1, p. 36;

1,1,1, pp. 11; 15; 32; 37; 47; 48; 50; 64; 65; 71; 72; ibid. 1,1,5, p. 63;

et passim. This was the content of the sixth of the twelve anathemas
by Cyril (ibid. p. 41, explained in 1,1,5, p. 21f. Theodoret rebuts it in
1,1,6, pp. 128f). He insists on his accusation ibid. 1,1,2, pp. 92–93
and p. 99 (accusing John of Antioch).

9 Cf. ACO, ibid. 1,1,2, p. 47.
10 Rev. 6:10.

Expanded Notes to Scholion I 201



this usage, the expression δεσπ�τη Χριστ� appears

in Theodoret at no fewer than two hundred and ninety

points.

Therefore, it would appear that the more Christian-

ity advances in mundane power and is involved with

(and bolstered by) the state, the more the terms Θε�

and δεσπ�τη, or Χριστ� and δεσπ�τη, appear side

by side and become increasingly frequent in Christian

vocabulary. In the present corpus of Scholia, the desig-

nation appears right from the start.

The expression α' ξιον κα� µ�γιστον is an echo

from Philo, De Virtutibus, 117: τK µ>ν α' λογον ζKον

κα� ου$ δεν< Fσω α' ξιον περιγ!νεται, σο� δ> τ<

µ�γιστον κα� τιµι)τατον τ(ν �ν τP φύσει,

καλοκα$ γαθ!α.

µ�γιστον +γούµενοι θε<ν δεσπ�την *χειν

This is a phrase from Philo, De Cherubim, 107–109:

χα!ρει δ $ �π $  ου$ δεν� µα̃λλον + κεκαθαρµ�νη διάνοια

@ τK δεσπ�την *χειν τ<ν +γεµ�να πάντων

Wµολογε�ν· τ< γὰρ δουλεύειν θεK µ�γιστον αuχηµα

κα� ου$  µ�νον �λευθερ!α α$ λλὰ κα� πλούτου κα�

α$ ρχ8 κα� πάντων Xσα τ< θνητ<ν α$ σπάζεται γ�νο

τιµι)τερον.

The same notion, that is, ‘having God as one’s

master is superior to any freedom’, appears in John

Chrysostom, whose exposition (referring to Paul, too,

as the Scholion does) runs in the same vein. John

Chrysostom took up the idea from Philo along with

the Alexandrian’s vocabulary: Expositiones in Psalmos,

PG.55.176–177: Μηδε� το!νυν �π� πλούτ^ µεγαλο-

φρονε!τω· µηδε� �π! τινι τ(ν βιωτικ(ν, α$ λλ$ �π�

τούτ^ µ�νον, �π� τK τ<ν Θε<ν *χειν ∆εσπ�την.

Το�το πάση �λευθερ!α α' µεινον, το�το τ(ν

ου$ ραν(ν αυ$ τ(ν β�λτιον. Ε: γὰρ τ< α$ κούειν το�

δε�νο κα� το� δε�νο καύχηµα πολλάκι 0νεγκε

παρ$ α$ νθρ)ποι, �νν�ησον τ< α$ κούειν το� Θεο�

+λ!κην φ�ρει δ�ξαν. ∆ι< κα� W Πα�λο α$ ντ�

µεγάλου α$ ξι)µατο τ�θεικε το�το λ�γων· ΟO δ> το�

Χριστο� τ�ν σάρκα �σταύρωσαν.

Theodoret makes a remark on the mystery of ‘having

God as one’s master’; commIs, 15: καταγ�λαστον

�δ�κει το� α$ πιστο�σι τ< κ9ρυγµα κα� οO

α$ νθρ)ποι α' ρχουσι δουλεύοντε τ<ν τ(ν α- πάντων

κύριον δεσπ�την *χειν ου$  κατεδ�χοντο.

EN Id: � α' λλοι τὰ θνητ(ν α$ ξι)µατα

Along with Chrysostom’s positing that ‘having God as

one’s master’ is a ‘great office of dignity’, the idea which

appears in this Scholion is also professed by Didymus,

where the phraseology is closer to this text. The follow-

ing are statements closely parallel to this Scholion.

Didymus, frPs (al), fr. 858: Αυ$ χο�σιν � �π�

µεγάλ^ α$ ξι)µατι οO αe γιοι πάντε �π� τK δο�λοι

θεο� ε_ναι . . . κα� τ(ν γραµµάτων γο�ν �αυτ(ν

προτάττουσι ταύτην τ�ν σηµασ!αν � �π� µεγ!στ^

α$ ξι)µατι �ναβρυν�µενοι· Ι$ άκωβο γὰρ θεο� κα�

κυρ!ου Ι$ ησο� Χριστο� δο�λο, κα� Πα�λο δο�λο

Ι$ ησο� Χριστο�. � γὰρ οO το� κ�σµου α' νθρωποι

�ν τα� συγγραφα� τ(ν βιωτικ(ν συναλλαγµάτων

�κ τ(ν περ� αυ$ τοὺ α$ ξιωµάτων χρηµατ!ζειν

θ�λουσιν, οoτω οO α$ π�στολοι �ν τα� α$ ρχα� τ(ν

συγγραµµάτων αυ$ τ(ν δο�λοι θεο� κα� Χριστο�

χρηµατ!ζειν α$ ξιο�σι.

Didymus, commPs35–39, Cod. p. 231: οVτο �στ�ν

δο�λο θεο�. κα� Xρα γε, βασιλεὺ cν W τα�τα

λ�γων κα� προ�κρινεν τ�ν θεο� δουλε!αν τ8

βασιλε!α· µεγάλη γὰρ ευ$ γ�νειά �στιν τ< ε_ναι

θεο� δο�λον. αυ$ τ!κα γο�ν πολλάκι εFρηται, Xτι

τάττουσιν �αυτοὺ �ν τα� προγραφα� οoτω οO

αe γιοι· ‘Ι$ άκωβο κυρ!ου το� θεο� Ι$ ησο� Χριστο�

δο�λο’, κα!· ‘Πα�λο δο�λο Χριστο�’, κα�

Ι$ ωνα̃ �ρωτ)µενο· ‘�κ πο!α χ)ρα κα� πο!ου

λαο�’, ε_τα λ�γει· ‘�γi δο�λο θεο� ε:µι’. κα�

]σπερ οO διὰ α$ ξ!ωµα προταττ�µενοι τ(ν

συνταγµάτων �αυτ(ν τ�ν α$ ξ!αν κα� τ< α$ ξ!ωµα,

οVτοι οO αe γιοι ]σπερ µεγ!στην ευ$ γ�νειαν κα�

;περβάλλουσαν εuκλειαν κα� α$ ξ!ωµα µ�γα τ�ν

θεο� δουλε!αν Wµολογο�σιν.

The idea is Origen’s, but the Scholion is in fact a

reproduction of Didymus’ style and phraseology. Cf.

Origen, Commentarii in Epistulam ad Romanos (cod.

Vindob. gr. 166), fr. 2: κα� πα̃σιν �αυτ<ν ποιε� δο�λον

�λεύθερο bν �κ πάντων κατὰ τ�ν ;ψηλοτάτην

δουλε!αν τ�ν πρ< τ<ν κύριον +µ(ν Ι$ ησο�ν

Χριστ�ν, κα� καθ< α' γαµο � µ� δο�λο bν τ8

γυναικ< α$ λλ$ �λεύθερο, �ν τούτ^ δο�λο �στ�

Χριστο� � µ� µεριζ�µενο τP κα$ κε�σε α$ λλὰ µ�να

µεριµν(ν τὰ το� κυρ!ου, κα� ου$  περισπ)µενο α$ π<

τ8 πρ< τ<ν λ�γον δουλε!α, κα� καθ< δουλεύει τK

zνησαµ�ν^ αυ$ τ<ν :δ!^ αhµατι, δο�λ� �στι αυ$ το�.

ταυ$ τ<ν δ> ε:πε�ν δο�λο Ι$ ησο� Χριστο� κα� δο�λο

λ�γου κα� α$ ληθε!α κα� δικαιοσύνη κα� σοφ!α
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κα� ε:ρ9νη κα� 0 τι α' λλο =νοµα α$ ναγ�γραπται το�

υOο� το� θεο�. . . . διὰ το�το τε οjν τ< δο�λο

Χριστο� πρ< το� α$ ποστ�λου τ�θεικε κα� αe µα δι�τι

τ< τ8 α$ ποστολ8 ο[ αE ν προσε!η α$ ξ!ωµα, χρε!α

α' λλων qνεκα πρ�σεστι, τ< δ> Χριστο� δο�λον ε_ναι

τινά, το�το Fδιον το� κεκτηµ�νου κ�ρδο �στ!ν.

EN Ie: �λαττωτικο� �αυτ(ν

The term �λαττωτικ� is Aristotelian,11 but it was

rarely used in Greek literature. Even Aristotle’s com-

mentators hardly use it. As it stands, it appears only

in Scholion I. Nevertheless, interesting derivatives of

it appear in two other Scholia. Scholion X: Fσω

γὰρ α' νεσι κα� �λάττωσι �γεγ�νει περ� τ�ν

α$ γαπητικ�ν αυ$ το� διάθεσιν. Scholion XXV: �

ου$ δε� . . . α' ξιο εoρηται διὰ τ�ν �λάττωσιν τ8

φύσεω.

W �λαττωτικ< �αυτο�

This particular expression involving a very rare use

of �λαττωτικ� comes from Marcus Aurelius,

Meditations, 5.15.1: ου$ δ $ αE ν W �λαττωτικ< �αυτο�

*ν τινι τούτων α$ γαθ< cν.

Didymus may have borrowed the expression from

the intellectual emperor, but it seems more likely that

he took this up from Alexander of Aphrodisias, In

Aristotelis Topicorum Libros Octo Commentaria, p. 435:

κα� W �πιεικ� �ν πα̃σι το� συµφ�ρουσι �λατ-

τωτικ< α;το�. The same expression had been used by

Porphyry, De Abstinentia, 3.26: �λαττωτικ< �αυτο�.

It can reasonably be assumed that Didymus came upon

the expression in Porphyry, whom he mentions by

name.12

Didymus’ use of the expression is striking, since it

appears in identical phraseology with Scholion I. com-

mJob(12.1–16.8a), fr. 310: δ!καιο γὰρ κα� α' µεµπτο

α$ ν�ρ �γεν9θη ε: χλεύασµα. Xταν τὰ �λάττονα

λ�γG, �αυτK αυ$ τὰ προσάπτει· �λαττωτικ< γὰρ

�αυτο� διὰ α$ τυφ!αν ;πάρχει.

The following passage of Didymus is also a parallel

to Scholion I as a whole: commPs29–34, Cod. p. 230:

‘κα� γὰρ W δο�λ� σου φυλάσσει αυ$ τά’. ου$ χ �αυτ<ν

µ�νον λ�γει, α$ λλ$ εF τ! �στιν τοιο�το δο�λο

το� θεο�. �λαττωτικ< οjν bν �αυτο� Xταν

κατορθ)µατα λ�γG,

Furthermore, the following passage, which applies

once again the expression οO γὰρ αe γιοι δι $  α$ τυφ!αν

=ντε �αυτ(ν �λαττωτικο! of Scholion I, is at the

same time a parallel to Scholion XXXVII, where the

distinction between ‘the name of the Lord’ and

the ‘Lord Himself’ is made. Didymus, frPs (al), fr. 1069:

οO γὰρ αe γιοι δι $  α$ τυφ!αν =ντε �αυτ(ν �λαττωτικο�

τὰ �λάττονα �αυτο� διδ�ασιν Yν *χουσιν.13

Michael of Ephesus presents the exceptional case of

a commentator on Aristotle using the term. In Librum

Quintum Ethicorum Nicomacheorum Commentarium,

p. 68: �π� τ< χε�ρ�ν �στιν α$ κριβοδ!καιο W τὰ

γεγραµµ�να �ν το� ν�µοι πάντα φυλάσσειν

βουλ�µενο κατὰ τ< ?ητ<ν κα� �π� τ< χε�ρον

�ξηγούµενο. W δ$ �πιεικ� ου$  τοιο�το α$ λλ$

�λαττωτικ�· τρ�πει γὰρ τὰ κολάσει κα� τὰ

ευ$ θύνα �π� τ< *λαττον.

Therefore, Didymus is the sole Christian author who

used the expression �λαττωτικ< �αυτο�, whereas

germane pagan instances originate with Marcus

Aurelius, enter the Christian era with Alexander of

Aphrodisias, and end with Porphyry. The identification

11 Aristotle, Ethica Nicomachea, 1136b21: W γὰρ �πιεικ�

�λαττωτικ� �στιν. Ibid. 1138a1: φανερ<ν δ$ �κ τούτου κα� W

�πιεικ� τ! �στιν· W γὰρ τ(ν τοιούτων προαιρετικ< κα�

πρακτικ�, κα� W µ� α$ κριβοδ!καιο �π� τ< χε�ρον α$ λλ$

�λαττωτικ�, κα!περ *χων τ<ν ν�µον βοηθ�ν, �πιεικ9 �στι, κα�

+ qξι αoτη �πιε!κεια, δικαιοσύνη τι οjσα κα� ου$ χ �τ�ρα τι

qξι. Magna Moralia, 2.1.1: *στιν δ> + �πιε!κεια κα� W �πιεικ� W

�λαττωτικ< τ(ν δικα!ων τ(ν κατὰ ν�µον. αn  γὰρ W νοµοθ�τη

�ξαδυνατε� καθ $ qκαστα α$ κριβ( διορ!ζειν, α$ λλὰ καθ�λου λ�γει,
W �ν τούτοι παραχωρ(ν, κα� τα�θ $ αOρούµενο αn  W νοµοθ�τη

�βούλετο µ>ν τK καθ $ qκαστα διορ!σαι, ου$ κ yδυν9θη δ�, W
τοιο�το �πιεικ9. ου$ κ *στιν δ> �λαττωτικ< τ(ν δικα!ων α- πλ(·

τ(ν µ>ν γὰρ φύσει κα� � α$ ληθ( =ντων δικα!ων ου$ κ �λαττο�ται,
α$ λλὰ τ(ν κατὰ ν�µον, αn  W νοµοθ�τη �ξαδυνατ(ν α$ π�λιπεν.

12 Cf. Didymus, commJob(7.20c-11), Cod. p. 280; commPs40–44.4,
Cod. p.308; commEccl (9.8–10.20), Cod. p.281. Cf. Cassian the
Sabaite (Pseudo-Didymus), DT (lib. 2.8–27), v. 39, pp.760 and 761.

13 This shows Didymus’ awareness of Aristotle’s Ethica Nicomachea
and Magna Moralia. Notice the similarity with certain anonymous
works. Anonymi, In Artem Ars Rhetoricam Commentaria, p. 79
(using Aristotle’s vocabulary): οO γὰρ �πιεικε� ου$  προσ�χουσι τK

ν�µ^· �λαττωτικο� γάρ ε:σιν, Yν οO ν�µοι προστάττουσι.
Anonymi, In Ethica Nicomachea II–V Commentaria, p. 250: �π� τ<

χε�ρον δ� ε:σιν α$ κριβοδ!καιοι οO τὰ γεγραµµ�να �ν το� ν�µοι

φυλάσσειν βουλ�µενοι κατὰ τ< ?ητ<ν κα� �π� τ< χε�ρον, � αE ν

α$ κριβ( δ!καιον �ξηγούµενοι τὰ γεγραµµ�να. α$ λλ$ �λαττωτικ�·

α$ ντ� το� �π� τ< *λαττον τὰ κολάσει τρ�πων· ου$  γὰρ πικροτ�ρω

�π�ξεισι τK ποι9σαντι τ< µοχθηρ<ν W �λαττωτικ� (cf. Scholion
XV: µοχθηρὰ qξιν). Anonymi, In Ethica Nicomachea Paraphrasis, p.
110: *στι γὰρ W τ(ν ε:ρηµ�νων προαιρετικ< κα� πρακτικ�, κα�

W µ� W α$ κριβοδ!καιο �π� τ< χε�ρον α$ λλὰ �λαττωτικ�, κα!περ

*χων τ<ν ν�µον βοηθ�ν· κα� + qξι αoτη �πιε!κεια, δικαιοσύνη

τι οjσα, κα� ου$ κ α' λλη τι παρὰ ταύτην κα� διάφορο qξι.

Expanded Notes to Scholion I 203



of this expression of Scholion I with Didymus is then

indisputable. As a matter of fact, Didymus is the sole

author to use the expression twice, in two different

works. Besides, the theme of this Scholion, which is to

regard oneself as highly honoured in being (and being

called) ‘a servant’ of God, has identical parallels in

Didymus.

However, Scholion I is actually a composition

by Cassian quoting extensively (yet not exclusively)

from the opening of Didymus’ Commentary on the

Apocalypse. The telling point is Cassian’s use of the

term δεσπ�τη for Christ. Didymus applies this

appellation to none other than God, and only an

isolated exception is made for quoting the passage of

the epistle of Jude 4.14

By contrast, the term δεσπ�τη applied to Christ is

used at no less than two hundred points in De Trinitate,

which is one more indication (from the many that I

have canvassed)15 that this is not a work by Didymus,

but by Cassian the Sabaite. Besides, the same designa-

tion occurs in Didymus’ Fragments on the Psalms

(frPs(al)), through the pen of the catenist (either Olym-

piodorus the deacon of Alexandria, or Anastasius of

Sinai, who both use the expression themselves in their

own works).

Therefore, while Didymus’ Commentary on the

Apocalypse is drawn on right from the start, Cassian

puts his own Antiochene seal thereon also right from

the start.

14 Didymus. In Epistulas Catholicas Brevis Enarratio, p. 89. 15 See NDGF, Appendix II: ‘Pseudo-Didymus’ De Trinitate is Cassian’s
work.’
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EXPANDED NOTES TO SCHOLION II

EN IIa: φανερ(σαι τ<ν λ�γον

The expression φανερ(σαι τ<ν λ�γον is a rare one,

yet it appears also in Scholion XXVII: α' ξιο εoρηται

διὰ τ�ν �λάττωσιν τ8 φύσεω τ<ν τ8 προνο!α

λ�γον διακρ!σεω κα� διοικ9σεω φανερ(σαι.

Although the Scholion draws heavily on Didymus, this

specific point is Cassian’s. For Didymus did not use the

expression �λάττωσι τ8 φύσεω, which originates

in Cassian’s reading of Plutarch and Gregory of Nyssa,

as discussed in EN XXVIIh (p.324). This also occurs

in catena fragments ascribed to Origen, frLuc, fr. 3:

τ< δ> ‘α$ νατάξασθαι’ σηµα!νει τ< �κθε�ναι, τ<

�ξηγ9σασθαι, τ< συγγράψαι. ‘α$ νατάξασθαι’ α$ ντ�

το� συντάξαι γραφP κα� φανερ(σαι τ<ν λ�γον.

It might be that this is an echo from Hippolytus,

Chronicon, 21: *δοξε δ> +µ�ν �ναρξαµ�νοι α$ π<

τ8 γεν�σεω τ�ν κατὰ λ�γον α$ π�δειξιν, καθi

α$ παιτε�, �ν συντ�µ^ φανερ(σαι.

Didymus reproduced this vocabulary in an instance,

which is remarkable since it allows for a catena-

fragment to be compared with the same fragment

in a papyrus. It should be noticed that the abridge-

ment made by the catenist is not extensive, whereas

he is faithful to Didymus’ text. commJob(12.1–16.8a),

fr. 351: (The same in Commentarii in Job,

PG.39.1149.33–35): τ< τούτου γν(ναι τ<ν κα� περ�

τούτου τ8 προνο!α λ�γον, Xντινα φανερ(σαι

βουλ�µενο *λεγεν τ< ‘κα� �λ�γξω’.

The parallel in Didymus shows Scholion II to be

an excerpt from his Commentary on the Apocalypse

adapted by Cassian.
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EXPANDED NOTES TO SCHOLION III

EN IIIa: �π� θε!οι κα� µεγάλοι

A study of this uncommon expression shows that

Didymus borrowed this from Plutarch and possibly

from Origen, Cels, VII.44: α$ λλὰ µ�να τὰ µεγάλα κα�

α$ ληθ( θε�α. Didymus, Fragmenta in Epistulam ii ad

Corinthios, p. 16 (2 Cor. 1:11): Ε$ ν το� προκειµ�νοι

διδάσκει � τὰ µεγάλα =ντω κα� θε�α δωρ9µατα

δ!δοται, ευ$ χ8 πλει�νων ;π>ρ �ν< λαµβάνοντο

α$ ναπεµποµ�νη.

Theodoret, intDan, PG.81.1329: Α$ πεστερ9µεθα

γάρ, φησ!, βασιλε!α, προφητε!α, Oερωσύνη,

τ(ν θε!ων σου κα� µεγάλων δωρε(ν, δι $  Yν

κυβερν)µενοι διετελο�µεν.

The common source for both Alexandrians is in fact

Plutarch, Non Posse Suaviter Vivi secundum Epicurum,

1107B6: �ν Z χρ�ν^ πολλὰ καλὰ κα� µεγάλα κα�

θε�α προδοκ(σιν οO τὰ ψυχὰ α$ νωλ�θρου ε_ναι

διανοούµενοι.1

Dio Chrysostom made ample use of the expression.

Orationes, 11.24b: σµικρὰ κα� α$ νθρ)πεια ψεύσµατα

πρ< θε�α κα� µεγάλα. Ibid. 30.29: ε_ναι δ> πάντα

Xµοια το� παρ$+µ�ν γιγνοµ�νοι �ν τα� ;ποδοχα�,

πλ�ν � µικρο� κα� α$ γενν�σι θε�α κα� µεγάλα

ε:κάσαι. Ibid. 48.14: Xτι τὰ θε�α τα�τα κα� µεγάλα

Wµονο!α τυγχάνει δε�µενα κα� φιλ!α. Ibid.

74.26: W δ> σύµπα ου$ ραν�, ;φ$ Z πάντε �σµ>ν

α$ ρχ8θεν, ου$ δ>ν zφελε� πρ< Wµ�νοιαν ου$ δ> + τ(ν

Xλων κοινων!α θε!ων οjσα κα� µεγάλων, α$ λλὰ

του$ ναντ!ον + τ(ν µικρ(ν κα� ου$ δεν< α$ ξ!ων.

Ibid. 12.28: περιλαµπ�µενοι πάντοθεν θε!οι κα�

µεγάλοι φάσµασιν ου$ ρανο� τε κα� α' στρων, which

is in fact a quotation from Posidonius, Fragmenta, fr.

368: περιλαµπ�µενοι πάντοθεν θε!οι κα� µεγάλοι

φάσµασιν ου$ ρανο� τε κα� α' στρων.

Philostratus, Heroicus, p. 663: µηδ> γὰρ λανθάνοι

τοὺ χαρ!εντα τ(ν α$ νθρ)πων θε�α οoτω κα�

µεγάλα =ντα.

Later, Stobaeus, Anthologium, 4.50c.95: *λεγε δ>

περ! τε ψυχ8 α$ νθρ)που κα� σ)µατο, Xτι α' ρα τὰ

µ>ν θε�α κα� µεγάλα κα� ο[ �φ�στηκε δα!µων τι @

θε< @ τύχη, τα�τα δ� κα� α$ κ�ντων +µ(ν κρατε�.

Basil of Seleucia, Orationes, p. 428: κα!τοι

σηµε!οι θε!οι τε κα� µεγάλοι, τ8 α' νωθεν

�πικουρ!α τ�ν π!στιν λαµβάνοντα.

Eustathius of Thessaloniki, Commentarii ad Homeri

Iliadem, v. 2, p. 645: � Xτε α$ νθρωπ!νω φράζει τὰ

θε�α, κα� αj πάλιν µικρο� µεγάλα, Wπην!κα ποιε�

*µπαλιν. v. 4, p. 484: κα! τι qτερο τ(ν θε!ων κα�

πάνυ µεγάλων �ν ο:κε!^ λ�γ^ α$ π< τ(ν περιφαν(ν

α$ στ�ρων Σειρ!ου µ�νου �µν9σθη κα� Ω$ ρ!ωνο.

I also record the spurious text the author of which is

in all probability Cassian himself (Pseudo-Basil of

Caesarea), Enarratio in Prophetam Isaiam, 4.135: τ�ν

περ� τ< +γεµονικ<ν τ(ν τὰ µεγάλα κα� θε�α

θεωρούντων Oεροπρεπ8 κατάστασιν.

EN IIIb: �π� µικρο� κα� α$ νθρωπ!νοι

Didymus makes the same contrast between ‘things

that are divine and great’ and things ‘small and human’.

The sentiment (and characteristic vocabulary) of both

Scholia II and III appear in his frPs(al), fr. 932:

µεγαλοπρ�πειαν δ> ζητ(ν τ< πρ�πον κα� ευ$ πρεπ>

�ν µεγάλοι κα� ;περτ�ροι· µεγαλοπρ�πεια γάρ

�στι τ< �ν µεγάλοι πρ�πον, µικροπρ�πεια δ> τ< �ν

µικρο�.

This expression was used also by Dio Chrysostom,

who spoke of ‘education’ which is θε!α µεγάλη

contrasting it with one that is α$ νθρωπ!νη µικρά.

Orationes, oration 4.29: ου$ κ ο_σθα, *φη, Xτι διττ9

�στιν + παιδε!α, + µ�ν τι δαιµ�νιο, + δ>

α$ νθρωπ!νη; + µ>ν οjν θε!α µεγάλη κα� :σχυρὰ

κα� ?Hδ!α, + δ> α$ νθρωπ!νη µικρὰ κα� α$ σθεν� κα�

πολλοὺ *χουσα κινδύνου κα� α$ πάτην ου$ κ Cλ!γην.

Gregory of Nazianzus, De Se Ipso et ad Eos Qui

Ipsum Cathedram Constantinopolitanam Affectare

Dicebant et de Populi Alacritate, PG.36.272.32–33:

Ε$ γi γάρ, ε: µ>ν α$ νθρ)πιν�ν τι κα� µικρ<ν

�ννο(ν. Adversus Julianum Imperatorem 1,

PG.35.556.17–19: µηδ> γὰρ δε�σθαι, πλ9ρη sν,

µηδεν< τ(ν α$ νθρωπ!νων τε κα� µικρ(ν, hνα χα!ρG

κα� το� α$ ναξ!ω προσφεροµ�νοι.

1 Origen mentions Plutarch by name (Cels, V.57), and Theodoret often
does so, too. Graecarum Affectionum Curatio, 1: 14, 21, 24; 2: 84, 87,

95, 108, 109, 112, 116; 3: 4, 23, 54, 56; 4: 31; 5: 16; 7: 43; 10: 5; 11: 42,
46; 12: 71.
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Eustathius of Thessaloniki, Commentarii ad Homeri

Iliadem, v. 2, p. 645: ου$ κ �ξ α$ νάγκη αO τροπα� α$ ε�

ποι�τητο µεγαλε�ον ζητο�σι κα� ποσ�τητο α$ λλ$

@ µ�νον Xτε που �γχωρε�, µεγάλοι τε µικρὰ

προσβιβάζουσα, � Xτε α$ νθρωπ!νω φράζει τὰ

θε�α, κα� αj πάλιν µικρο� µεγάλα, Wπην!κα ποιε�

*µπαλιν.

EN IIIc: τ(ν α$ ναγινωσκ�ντων κα� α$ κου�ντων

The verb α$ ναγιν)σκειν has various senses in

scripture.

1. It may mean ‘to read for the purpose of grasping

the meaning’ of a passage. Matt. 24:15 and Mark 13:14:

W α$ ναγιν)σκων νοε!τω. Eph. 3:4: πρ< k δύνασθε

α$ ναγιν)σκοντε νο8σαι τ�ν σύνεσ!ν µου �ν τK

µυστηρ!^ το� Χριστο�. Ecclesiasticus, Prologue,

4: κα� � ου$  µ�νον αυ$ τοὺ τοὺ α$ ναγιν)σκοντα

δ�ον �στ�ν �πιστ9µονα γ!νεσθαι. Habakkuk, 2:2:

Γράψον Xρασιν κα� σαφ( �π� πυξ!ον, Xπω δι)κG

W α$ ναγιν)σκων αυ$ τά. 2 Macc. 2:25: �φροντ!σαµεν

το� µ>ν βουλοµ�νοι α$ ναγιν)σκειν ψυχαγωγ!αν.

Esther 6:1: Ο-  δ> κύριο α$ π�στησεν τ<ν oπνον α$ π<

το� βασιλ�ω τ�ν νύκτα �κε!νην, κα� ε_πεν τK

διδασκάλ^ αυ$ το� ε:σφ�ρειν γράµµατα µνηµ�συνα

τ(ν +µερ(ν α$ ναγιν)σκειν αυ$ τK.

2. The sense made out of a text, the import of which

is obscure. This was the meaning of the question which

Jesus asked the lawyer, in Luke 10:26: Ε$ ν τK ν�µ^ τ!

γ�γραπται; π( α$ ναγιν)σκει; Cf. Didymus, frPs(al),

fr. 875: ∆ύναται πε�σι α$ ναγιν)σκεσθαι οoτω.

Fragmenta in Epistulam ii ad Corinthios, p. 23:

στ!ζουσι δ� τινε ε: τ< �ν ο[ W θε�, �ξ8

α$ ναγιν)σκοντε α$ π $  :δ!α α$ ρχ8· το� α:(νο

τούτου �τύφλωσε τὰ νο9µατα τ(ν α$ π!στων. Ibid.

p. 32: Στ!ζεται δ> + προκειµ�νη λ�ξι διαφ�ρω. οO

µ>ν γὰρ α$ ναγιν)σκουσιν· ταύτα οjν *χοντε τὰ

�παγγελ!α, α$ γαπητο!, καθαρ!σωµεν �αυτοὺ α$ π<

παντ< µολυσµο� σαρκ< κα� πνεύµατο,

3. It may mean the mere act of reading a text, which

does not necessarily entail ‘comprehension’ of it. Acts,

8:30: προσδραµiν δ> W Φ!λιππο 0κουσεν αυ$ το�

α$ ναγιν)σκοντο Η$ σα�αν τ<ν προφ9την, κα� ε_πεν,

Α� ρά γε γιν)σκει αn  α$ ναγιν)σκει; The reading

may, or may not, result in grasping the message, as Paul

says to the Corinthians: in this case α$ ναγιν)σκειν

is contrasted with �πιγιν)σκειν: cf. 2 Cor. 1:13: ου$

γὰρ α' λλα γράφοµεν ;µ�ν α$ λλ$ @ αn  α$ ναγιν)σκετε @

κα� �πιγιν)σκετε, �λπ!ζω δ> Xτι qω τ�λου

�πιγν)σεσθε. This is also the meaning of 2 Cor. 3:2,

although the reversed order of participles γινω-

σκοµ�νη κα� α$ ναγινωσκοµ�νη may suggest that

when this ‘epistle’ is read it is already comprehended:

+ �πιστολ� +µ(ν ;µε� �στε, �γγεγραµµ�νη �ν τα�

καρδ!αι +µ(ν, γινωσκοµ�νη κα� α$ ναγινωσκοµ�νη

;π< πάντων α$ νθρ)πων.

4. The reading of the prophets in synagogues,

taking place on Saturdays, according to Acts 13:27: τὰ

φωνὰ τ(ν προφητ(ν τὰ κατὰ πα̃ν σάββατον

α$ ναγινωσκοµ�να. Acts 15:21: Μωϋσ8 γὰρ �κ

γενε(ν α$ ρχα!ων κατὰ π�λιν τοὺ κηρύσσοντα

αυ$ τ<ν *χει �ν τα� συναγωγα� κατὰ πα̃ν σάββατον

α$ ναγινωσκ�µενο. 2 Cor. 3:15: α$ λλ$ qω σ9µερον

+ν!κα αE ν α$ ναγιν)σκηται Μωϋσ8 κάλυµµα �π�

τ�ν καρδ!αν αυ$ τ(ν κε�ται. This reading was con-

tinued in Christian worship, where ‘the gospels, the

law, and the prophets’ were read to the congregation.

Cf. Didymus, Fragmenta in Epistulam ii ad Corinthios,

p. 17 (comm. on 2 Cor. 1:1–14): Παρειληφ�σιν

;µ�ν α$ ναγιν)σκειν τὰ ευ$ αγγ�λια κα� τ<ν ν�µον κα�

τοὺ προφ9τα, ου$ χ qτερα Yν α$ ναγιν)σκετε

γράφοµεν· �σαύτω γὰρ �κε!νοι �στ� θε�πνευστα

αn  χαράττοµεν �ν τα� �πιστολα�. �πιγιν)σκετε

οjν κα� ;µε� αυ$ τ< το�το, µερικ�ν διάληψιν τ�ω

*χοντε.

5. Last, and most importantly for our topic, is the

sense of ‘reading a prophecy to the people’ for the

purpose of edifying, of advising about the divine will,

and possibly about the punishments which those who

do not comply will incur. This is the sense in which

the verb α$ ναγιν)σκειν is used in important passages

in Jeremiah. Jer. 28:63: κα� *σται Xταν παύσG το�

α$ ναγιν)σκειν τ< βιβλ!ον το�το. Jer. 43:13: κα�

α$ ν9γγειλεν αυ$ το� Μιχα!α πάντα τοὺ λ�γου,

οr 0κουσεν α$ ναγιν)σκοντο το� Βαροὺχ ε: τὰ

fτα το� λαο�. Jer. 43:14: Τ< χαρτ!ον, �ν Z σὺ

α$ ναγιν)σκει �ν αυ$ τK �ν zσ� το� λαο�, λαβ>

αυ$ τ< ε: τ�ν χε�ρά σου κα� gκε. Jer. 43:23: κα�

�γεν9θη α$ ναγιν)σκοντο Ι$ ουδ�ν τρε� σελ!δα

κα� τ�σσαρα, α$ π�τεµνεν αυ$ τὰ τK ξυρK το�

γραµµατ�ω κα� *ρριπτεν ε: τ< π�ρ τ< �π� τ8

�σχάρα, qω �ξ�λιπεν πα̃ W χάρτη.

This is the sense applied to the verb α$ ναγιν)σκειν

in Rev. 1:3, which is also the one applied in Scholion III:

the author of the Book of Revelation meant to write a

prophecy, which should be read to the people in order to
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alert, edify, and admonish them. This is what Jeremiah

and the other prophets did, too, which is why John the

author of the Book of Revelation is styled ‘a prophet’.

Scholion III refers to one who reads and to the many

who listen. Origen had implied this ceremonial process

in some of the works of his maturity, when he refers to

instructors who imitate Jesus explaining to his disciples

the divine mysteries. Therefore, in church there is one

who reads and many who listen essaying to compre-

hend the divine text.

Origen, homJer, 5.8 δι $  k κάλυµµα ‘�ὰν α$ να-

γιν)σκηται Μωσ8’, W α- µαρτωλ< ου$  νοε� αυ$ τ�ν·

‘Κάλυµµα’ γὰρ ‘ε: τ�ν καρδ!αν αυ$ το� κε�ται’· δι $

k κάλυµµα, �ὰν α$ ναγιν)σκηται + παλαιὰ διαθ9κη,

ου$  συν9σει W α$ κούων· δι $  k κάλυµµα κα� ‘τ<

ευ$ αγγ�λιον το� α$ πολλυµ�νοι �στ� κεκαλυµ-

µ�νον’. Ibid. 12.13: καE ν παραβολα� ευ$ αγγελικα�

α$ ναγιν)σκωνται κα� W α$ κροατ� � τ(ν *ξω, ου$

κεκρυµµ�νω αυ$ τ(ν α$ κούσεται. �ὰν δ> W α$ κροατ�

α$ π�στολο � @ τ(ν ε:σερχοµ�νων ‘ε: τ�ν ο:κ!αν’

Ι$ ησο�, προσ�ρχεται τK Ι$ ησο�, πυνθάνεται κα�

περ� τ8 α$ σαφε!α τ8 παραβολ8, κα� �ρµηνεύει

αυ$ τ�ν Ι$ ησο� κα� γ!νεται �κε�νο W α$ κροατ�

το� ευ$ αγγελ!ου α$ κούων αυ$ το� κεκρυµµ�νω. com-

m1Cor, 73: Κ!νδυν� �στι το� α$ ναγιν)σκουσιν

α- πλ( α$ ποφα!νεσθαι, Wµο!ω δ> κα� το�

α$ κούουσιν.

Later theologians formed their exposition on the

premise that this procedure is the standard one.

Athanasius, Adversus Arianos, PG.26.153: Ωe σπερ

το!νυν α$ ναγιν)σκοντε τα�τα διανοούµεθα

καλ(· κα� α$ κούοντε δο�λον τ<ν Σολοµ(ντα, ου$

νοµ!ζοµεν αυ$ τ<ν ε_ναι δο�λον, α$ λλὰ φύσει

κα� γν9σιον υO�ν. John Chrysostom, In Epistolam

ad Hebraeos, PG.63.195: Ε: το�τον το!νυν

α$ φορ(µεν κα� ε: τὰ τ(ν µαθητ(ν τ(ν τούτου,

α$ ναγιν)σκοντε τὰ Παύλου, κα� α$ κούοντε αυ$ το�

λ�γοντο.

EN IIId: προχε!ρω α$ κούειν

(cf. EN XXVd: κατὰ τ< πρ�χειρον)

The expression suggests mere reception of the literal

meaning of the text, contrasted with apprehension

of the spiritual sense of scripture. In line with the Ori-

genistic tradition of allegorical or anagogical exegesis,

Didymus made this a recurring theme, always warning

the reader against sticking to the literal sense of the holy

text: one should always seek the spiritual meaning

concealed under the letter.

Didymus, commPs40–44.4, Cod. p. 296: κα� ]σπερ

‘προσ�χειν’ δε� ‘τP α$ ναγν)σει’ ‘τ8 θεοπνεύστου

γραφ8’, ου$  µ�νη τ8 τ(ν γραφ(ν, α$ λλὰ κα�

‘πάση’, οoτω κα� οVτοι µετὰ συν�σεω κα�

λ�γεσθαι Cφε!λουσιν κα� α$ κούεσθαι. �πειδ� δ>

τ< τ8 συν�σεω =νοµα πρ< τK προχε!ρω

δηλουµ�ν^ κα� α' λλο δηλο�. frPs(al), fr. 4: Α$ λλὰ κα�

το� ξύλου το� πεφυτευµ�νου παρὰ τὰ διεξ�δου

τ(ν ;δάτων (το�το δ� �στιν + το� θεο� σοφ!α)

καρπ< µ�ν �στιν + µυστικ� κα� πνευµατικ� τ(ν

γραφ(ν διάνοια, φύλλα δ> σκ�ποντα τ<ν ε:ρηµ�νον

καρπ<ν αO πρ�χειροι λ�ξει. Fr. 44: ου$  γὰρ �ξ

αe παντο πάντε οO α- µαρτωλο� σφαγP προχε!ρω

νοουµ�νG α$ ναιρο�νται. Fr. 187: Πρ< τP Oστορ!H

α$ λληγορικ)τερον Ι- µάτια κα� Ι- µατισµ< Ι$ ησο�

ε_ναι δύνανται αO πρ�χειροι τ(ν γραφ(ν λ�ξει·

ταύτα γὰρ α$ µφ!σκεται κα� περιβάλλεται W θε<

λ�γο ;φεστi κατὰ τὰ πνευµατικὰ νο9µατα.

Fr. 1174: Προχε!ρω µ�ν �στι κα� περ� π�δα

τ�ν λ�ξιν �ξοµαλ!ζοντα ταύτα δ!δοσθαι τὰ

�παγγελ!α. commPs22–26.10, Cod. p. 92: δύναται δ>

προχε!ρω το�το. commPs29–34, Cod. p. 197: �ὰν

περ� τ8 γ8 ταύτη �κλάβG κα� τούτων τ(ν κατὰ

τ< πρ�χειρον γον�ων, διαψεύδεται. commPs35–39,

Cod. p. 236: �στ�ν δ> + φων� + πρ�χειρο α$ π�δοσι

τ(ν γραφ(ν + φθάνουσα κα� κρούουσα τ�ν ψυχ�ν

κα� τ�ν α$ κο�ν αυ$ τ8, ου$  µ�ν τ<ν νο�ν. Cod. p. 240:

κα� µειζ�νω µ>ν σαφην!ζειν δε� τὰ γραφά

. . . Ι$ ουδα�οι γο�ν κατὰ τ< πρ�χειρον κα� τ<

α$ νθρ)πινον �κλαµβάνοντε αυ$ τὰ λ�γονται ‘µ�

νοε�ν µηδ> αn  λ�γουσιν µηδ> περ� Yν διαβε-

βαιο�νται’. Cod. p. 245: ‘κα� ζητ9σει τ<ν τ�πον

αυ$ το� κα� ου$  µ� εoρG.’ προχε!ρω πάλιν· δε� γὰρ

κα� τὰ δηµωδεστ�ρα �ξηγ9σει λ�γειν. Ibid.

�ὰν προχε!ρω αυ$ τ< θ�λG λαβε�ν, τK µηκ�τι

α- µαρτάνειν δοκε� µ� α- µαρτωλ< ε_ναι. In Genesin,

Cod. p. 142: �κλαµβάνων τ�ν µ>ν πρ�χειρον λ�ξιν

τ(ν γραφ(ν φων9ν, τ<ν δ> µυστικ<ν νο�ν λ�γον.

Ibid. Cod. p. 230: Ε$ κστάντο οjν το� Α$ βράµ,

σκοτειν< φ�βο �πιπ!πτει αυ$ τK, ου$  σκ�του

µετ�χων α$ λλ$ α$ σαφε!α κα� µ� γιγνωσκ�µενο

προχε!ρω. Ibid. Cod. p. 223: ‘Κα� �πεκαλ�σατο �π�

τK Cν�µατι Κυρ!ου’, Xπερ προχε!ρω τι �κλαµ-

βάνων λ�ξει Xτι τ< θυσιαστ9ριον, �κοδ�µησεν.

commEccl (1.1–8), Cod. p. 16: ‘ου$  δυν9σεται’ οjν

α' ρχειν ‘το� λαλε�ν’, �ὰν µ� κάµG περ� αυ$ τ(ν.
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προχε!ρω ‘ου$  δύναται’ αυ$ τοὺ ε:πε�ν, hνα τ<

‘λαλε�ν’ τ< ‘α$ ληθ( λαλε�ν’ λ�γωµεν. commEccl

(7–8.8), Cod. p. 207: κα� προχε!ρω αυ$ τ< λ�γοµεν,

τάχα δ> α$ ληθεύοντε. commZacch, 2.357–358: Ε: γὰρ

τ< προχε!ρω γιν)σκειν λαµβάνοιτο, ταυ$ τ<ν εFη

τK �π!στασθαι. commJob(1–4), Cod. p. 72: διακρι-

τικ< bν W αe γιο κα� ου$  πρ�χειρο γιγν)σκ‹ει›, Xτι

κα� W α$ ντ!δικο πολλάκι ‘µετασχηµατ!ζεται ε:

α' γγελον φωτ�’.

We have a noticeable presence of the anonymous

author currently assigned the name ‘Pseudo-Macarius’,

whom we will come across again and again. A certain

text of his seems to originate with Clement of

Alexandria. It has recently been ascribed to Gregory

of Nazianzus, but this is an attribution which I doubt.

Pseudo-Macarius, Sermones lxiv (collectio B),

62.1.7: φυλάττου δ> Xπω µηδ>ν ποτ> λαλ9σG k µ�

προεσκ�ψω κα� προενο9σα µηδ> προχε!ρω

α' κουε, α$ λλὰ µηδ> µεταξὺ τ(ν �τ�ρου λ�γων

;π�βαλλε τοὺ σαυτο�. Different editors have

ascribed the same text to Clement of Alexandria,

Fragments, fr. 44 and to Gregory of Nazianzus, Ο%

Προτρεπτικ#� ε/� �ποµον�ν, k Πρ#� τοὺ� Νεωστ�

Βεβαπτισµ�νου�. Cf. Clement of Alexandria, Quis Sal-

vetur Dives, 2.2: οO µ>ν γὰρ αυ$ τ�θεν κα� προχε!ρω

α$ κούσαντε τ8 το� κυρ!ου φων8.

Simplicius took up the expression, and he is the

philosopher in whose work the phrase of the Scholia

recurs. In Aristotelis Physicorum Libros Octo Com-

mentaria, v. 9, p. 484: κα� α' λλω δ> προχειρ�τερον

*στιν α$ κούειν, Xτι ου$ δε� τ< Sν κα� α' πειρον �ν

α$ φωρισµ�ν^ τ�π^ �πο!ει. Ibid. v. 9, p. 71: τ< µ� Sν

ε_ναι τ< �ν εF τι κατὰ τ< πρ�χειρον α$ κούοι, �κ

διαιρ�σεω α$ νασκευάζων. Ibid. v. 10, p. 1029: κα�

�δ�κει το�το το� προχε!ρω α$ κούουσιν α' πειρον

�κάστην ;ποτ!θεσθαι µεταβολ9ν. Ibid. v. 10,

p. 1165: Xτι δ> W Πλάτων γενητ<ν τ�ν τε κ�σµον

ε_πεν κα� τ<ν χρ�νον ου$  κατὰ τ< αυ$ τ< τK Α$ ρι-

στοτ�λει σηµαιν�µενον, κα� Xπω W Α$ ριστοτ�λη

παλαιὰν συν9θειαν διασ{ζων ου$  πρ< τ<ν

Πλάτωνα, α$ λλὰ πρ< τοὺ κατὰ τ�ν πρ�χειρον

�κδοχ�ν τ< γενητ<ν α$ κούοντα α$ ντιλ�γει.

EN IIIe: πιστ( α$ κούειν

The idiom means ‘listening to someone faithfully’, that

is, granting credibility to what is said, since the words

deserve to be believed. This is one of the cases where

the Scholia make use of an expression coming directly

from a classical author, namely Demosthenes, whom

we shall come across also in Scholia XIX, XXX, XXXV,

and XXXVII. Origen and the three Cappadocians made

casual reference to him, but there is nothing to suggest

that they had ever read the orator first-hand. The

Christians who quote from him confidently are only

Clement of Alexandria, Eusebius, and Theodoret.2

Otherwise, to Christians Demosthenes was just a

famous ancient orator, but nothing beyond this. Once

again, three major scholars of Christian thought turn

out to have a common background. The expression in

this Scholion, therefore, shows an influence of

Theodoret upon Cassian, who must have received it

directly from Demosthenes, since I know of no text of

Eusebius or Clement where this expression is used.

Besides, De Trinitate, which is in fact a work of Cassian,

employs the expression, too. DT (lib. 2.1–7), 7.3,11:

πιστ( ου$ δ> τα�τα α$ κούοντε.

Demosthenes, Contra Phormionem, 49: οuκουν

α' τοπον, ε: τ8 �κε!νου µαρτυρ!α τ< µ>ν πρ< το�

α$ ποστερο�ντο πιστ( α$ κούσεσθε, τ< δ$ ;π>ρ τ(ν

α$ ποστερουµ�νων α' πιστον *σται παρ$  ;µ�ν;

Theodoret, intPaulXIV, PG.82.860.13–16: ΚαE ν γὰρ

γνησ!ω W κηρύττων πιστεύG, W δ> α$ κούων µ�

πιστ( τὰ µαθ9µατα δ�χοιτο, υO< χρηµατ!ζειν ου$

δύναται το� κηρύττοντο γνωµικ� γὰρ + τοιαύτη

συγγ�νεια.

Hippolytus, De antichristo, 2: τK µ>ν λ�γοντι τ<

α$ κ!νδυνον �ξειπε�ν, τK δ> α$ κούοντι τ< πιστ(

α$ κούσαντι καταδ�ξασθαι τὰ λεγ�µενα. Pseudo-

Epiphanius of Salamis, Homilia in Divini Corporis

Sepulturam, PG.43.444: Ε$ ὰν δ> µυθικ( τα�τα κα� ου$

πιστ( α$ κούG. Severianus of Gabala, Fragmenta in

Epistulam i ad Corinthios, p.263: π!στι τ< πιστε�σαι

µ�νον τK κηρύγµατι· ου$  γὰρ τ< α$ κο�σαι α- πλ(

το�το π!στι α$ λλὰ τ< δ�ξασθαι πιστ( τὰ ε:ρηµ�να.

2 Eusebius, PE, 10.2.6; 10.3.14; 10.3.15. He mentions the titles of two
orations by Demosthenes (ibid. 10.3.17), being evidently aware of
their content. Theodoret, Graecarum Affectionum Curatio, 1.21; 8.2.
Ibid. 8.25 and Epistulae1–52, Epistle 12, he culls from Demosthenes.

Clement of Alexandria mentions Demosthenes in order to quote from
him in Stromateis, 6.2.20.2; 6.2.20.7; 6.2.22.5; 6.2.23.6; ibid.
7.16.101.4, Demosthenes is simply mentioned by name.
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Stobaeus, Anthologium, 4.53.35: Xσα µ�ντοι α$ γαθὰ

παρ�χει δεξάµενο +µα̃, α$ δε( τε κα� πιστ(

α$ κούετε.

The expression occurring in Origen’s catena-

fragments on John is the product of a catenist’s pen.

frJohn, L: το�το δ> πιστ( κα� φρον!µω �κλαβε�ν

δε�.

Scripta Anonyma Advesus Judaeos, Dialogus Contra

Judaeos 1.3: ου$ κο�ν πιστ( α' κουσον.

EN IIIf: σύζυγο + προφητε!α προφ9τG

‘Prophecy is conjoint with a prophet.’ The expression

has a parallel in Philo, where Moses is stated to be at

the same time a ‘king’, a ‘lawgiver’, an ‘arch-priest’,

and a ‘prophet’. These are the ‘four powers’ which

stand in oneness or ‘in conjunction’ (συζυγ!α).

Philo, De Vita Mosis, 2.6–7: α$ λλ$ �πειδ� µυρ!α

κα� βασιλε� κα� νοµοθ�τG κα� α$ ρχιερε� τ(ν

α$ νθρωπε!ων κα� θε!ων α' δηλα . . . α$ ναγκα!ω κα�

προφητε!α *τυχεν. . . . καλ9 γε + συζυγ!α

κα� παναρµ�νιο τ(ν τεττάρων δυνάµεων.

The terms σύζυγο and συζυγ!α occur in the fol-

lowing passage from the commentaries on the Proverbs

by Origen and Didymus, where Didymus repeats Origen

almost verbatim (or, perhaps, Origen’s thought has

been rendered in Didymus’ vocabulary). Both portions

use the terms in the sense that is used in Scholion III,

which is also the sense obtaining in Philo.

Origen, expProv, PG.17.185: σύζυγο οjν + α$ ρχ�

το� κτ!σµασιν Yν γ�γονεν α$ ρχ9, τουτ�στιν + πρ<

τὰ γεννητὰ σχ�σι. Didymus, Fragmenta in Proverbia,

PG.39.1632: Σύζυγο οjν + α$ ρχ� το� κτ!σµασι.

Πρου$ πάρχων τ8 κτ!σεω, σοφ!α sν, W ΥO< το�

Θεο�, �ὰν λ�γει· ‘Κύριο *κτισ� µε,’ µ� ου$ σ!ωσιν

τ�ν ν�ησιν *χG, α$ λλ$ ε: σχ�σιν τ�ν πρ< τὰ

κτ!σµατα.

Didymus, In Genesin, Cod. p. 213: W σοφ< γὰρ

µετὰ τ8 σοφ!α �στ�ν 0τοι α$ ρχ�µενο ;π $  αυ$ τ8 @

�ξ αυ$ τ8 *χων τ< α' ρχειν, κα� σύζυγον αυ$ τ�ν

*χων. frPs(al), fr. 130: Η-  π!στι ε: δικαιοσύνην

λογ!ζεται. συζύγω δ> καθαρι�τητα χειρ(ν �ρε�.

Ibid. fr. 932: κα� ταύτG µεγαλοπρ�πειαν *χει

σύζυγον οjσαν m κ�κτηται α- γι�τητι. Ibid. fr. 986:

α$ λλὰ κα� + σύζυγο τK �λ�ει τούτ^ δικαιοσύνη.

In Genesin, Cod. p. 227: το� τελε!ου σύζυγ� �στιν

αoτη + πα!δευσι.

Origen, commGen, PG.12.88.23–27 (Philocalia 14,

1): Φασ� δ> ο[ �µ�λησε τ8 τ(ν σηµαινοµ�νων

�ξετάσεω, �ν το� τ�ποι το� *χουσι συζυγ!αν

προσηγορι(ν κα� κατηγορηµάτων, προϋφ!στασθαι

τὰ τυγχάνοντα τ(ν προσηγορι(ν, κα� �πιγ!νεσθαι

τὰ κατηγορ9µατα παρὰ τὰ προσηγορ!α. selPs,

PG.12.1281.34–36: Μακάριο W �γκαταλειφθε� ;π<

το� διαβ�λου κα� τ8 συζύγου αυ$ το� κακ!α, �ξ g

τ!κτει τοὺ παραν�µου τούτου υOού. commJohn,

XX.23.196: �ποµ�νου πάντω τK καλK θ�λειν το�

συζύγου αυ$ τK το� �νεργε�ν.

I conclude, therefore, that Cassian wrote this com-

ment on Rev. 1:3–4, consulting Didymus’ commentary

on this book, and this comment is a quotation ipsissimis

verbis. The verb µακαριοποιε�ν is a fine seal of

Didymus’ vocabulary bequeathed to Cassian. Even the

expression ου$ χ � *τυχεν is characteristic of Didymus,

who used it abundantly, whereas in other authors (save

Chrysostom) it occurs only in single casual instances.

Once again, we come upon ου$ χ � *τυχεν in the

Enarratio in Prophetam Isaiam, although Basil of

Caesarea himself never used it; it appears also in De

Trinitate.3 By the same token, this usage tells us that

Origen’s fragments on the Psalms are probably a com-

pilation by either Sabaite or Akoimetan monks, since it

appears only once in a homily, thereafter to appear

only in catena-fragments.4 On the other hand, Didymus

used it abundantly, and so did his Sabaite compilers,

including indeed Cassian himself.5 No wonder then that

it occurs in authors who regularly reproduce Cassian’s

vocabulary.6

3 Enarratio in Prophetam Isaiam, 16.306. DT (lib. 3), PG.39.965.11.
4 Origen, homJer, 20.5. selPs, PG.12: 1121.49; 1473.34; 1616.32.
5 Didymus, commJob(12.1–16.8a), Fr. 319; commEccl (11–12), Cod.

p. 339; commZacch, 1.184; 2.222; Adversus Manichaeos,
PG.39.1097.11; commPs20–21, Codex pp. 24; 56; commPs29–34,
Cod. p. 185; commPs35–39, Cod. p. 258; commPs40–44.4, Cod.
p. 300; In Genesin, Cod. p. 154; commEccl (3–4.12), Cod. p. 93.

So frPs(al), frs. 1; 46; 163; 661a; 1182; 1246; In Epistulas Catholicas
Brevis Enarratio (in catenis), p. 39.

6 Cf. John Climacus, (sixth/seventh cent.), Scala Paradisi, chapter 26,
column 1088 (bis). John of Damascus, Expositio Fidei, 96. Theodore
Studites, Μεγάλη Κατ�χησι�, Catechesis 28, p. 197; Catechesis 67,
p. 473; Catechesis 78, p. 45; Catechesis 84, p. 590; Catechesis 104.
p. 761; Epistulae, Epistles 24; 25; 225; 361; 395; 497.
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EXPANDED NOTES TO SCHOLION IV

EN IVa: Τοὺ τρε� χρ�νου

Changing the non-capital lambda of the word λ�γο to

a capital one (Λ�γο) makes a substantial difference. A

lower-case lambda means, ‘the teaching (of this passage

of Revelation) has included all three tenses (of the verbs

used therein)’. In that case, λ�γο betokens ‘teaching’,

and the author would have suggested ‘the teaching of

this scriptural passage’. This rendering, however, can

be definitely excluded on account of the sentence that

follows: ‘Being aware of this, John the Theologian says

. . .’ What John ‘is aware of’ is obviously not the ‘three

tenses’ of verbs, which he himself used, but the deeper

meaning of the statement, ‘the Logos encompasses all

time’. This time is understood to be a ‘tripartite’ one

(past, present, future): the Logos is the Lord of all time,

and dominates all History, which is a quotation from

Clement of Alexandria styling the Logos ‘the alpha and

the omega’.

This Scholion integrates two major traditions: one,

the Hellenic (Stoic) concept of the Logos as a universal

principle, which is ‘god’, even though the term is

employed by John in a substantially different context.

Second, the biblical concept of Christ (also transformed

in import), which is dominant in Paul’s theology. The

aim is to show that this passage of Revelation is com-

patible with both John and Paul, since it expresses the

same theology about the Second Person of the Trinity.

Hence the parallel expressions referring to John and

Paul respectively: Το�το �πιστάµενο W θεολ�γο

Ι$ ωάννη, and Χριστ<ν αυ$ τ<ν �πιστάµενο, W

α$ π�στολ� φησιν.

The author of the Scholion takes for granted that the

author of Revelation is John the Evangelist. He therefore

takes the statements of Rev. 1:4 and 1:8 (which tech-

nically belong to the ensuing Scholion V, but at that

point it is only Clement’s text that is quoted) as de-

noting the rule of Christ over the entire world. This rule

is adumbrated by asserting his dominion over all time,

as well as by the appellation ‘Pantocrator’ accorded to

Him. The Logos rules over all time, which is just a way

of illustrating his dominion over the entire world.

Cassian’s contemporary John Philoponus urged

that by ‘notions which denote time’ we also indicate

that which is in time.1 Therefore, He who dominates all

parts of time actually rules all over the world.

This idea of tripartite time was present in Philo,2

and subsequently in Origen.3 However, what we have

here is rather peculiar: the psychological understanding

of time comprising past, present, and future is described

as the ‘three times’ (τοὺ τρε� χρ�νου). The term

‘time(s)’ in this Scholion has a twofold sense, as it does

in other authors. In the first place, it means the ‘tense’

of a verb, as studied in grammar. The author says that

‘the Logos has encompassed the three tenses’ meaning

also the three grammatical forms of the participle,

namely, sν (present), cν (past), and �ρχ�µενο

(future), applied to Him. It is plain, however, that speak-

ing of grammatical ‘times’ (= tenses) of the participles

occurring in Rev. 1:4 (and 1:8) is only the point of

departure. For the remark is about the Logos domi-

nating all time, that is, all History. Speaking of ‘three

tenses’, therefore, involves a certain echo of theories

about time proper.4 This is the point that allows us to

discern the person of the author of this Scholion, which

seems to lie behind these expressions. This person is

Cassian the Sabaite.

There are three groups of authors making mention

of ‘three times’ (τρε� χρ�νοι): those expounding

questions of grammar (or rhetoric); others who express

the psychological experience of time; and, third, authors

dealing with the question of time proper. Christians

scarcely make conscious use of the terminology of the

third category.

1 John Philoponus, In Aristotelis Categorias Commentarium, v. 13,1,
p. 164: ποτ> δ� �στι τ< χρ�νου δηλωτικ<ν 0τοι τ< �ν χρ�ν^ =ν·

τούτου δ> εFδη τρ!α, �νεστi παρεληλυθi µ�λλων . . . W κ�σµο

κα� τ< παρεληλυθ< *χει κα� τ< �νεστ< κα� τ< µ�λλον. Also, De
Aeternitate Mundi, p. 582.

2 Philo, De Plantatione, 114: τ(ν τρι(ν �τ(ν α$ ντ� το� τριµερο�

χρ�νου παραλαµβανοµ�νων, k ε: τ<ν παρεληλυθ�τα κα� 

�νεστ(τα κα� µ�λλοντα τ�µνεσθαι π�φυκεν. Also, De Sacrificiis
Abelis et Caini, 47: τριµερ� γὰρ W χρ�νο, �κ παρεληλυθ�το κα�

�νεστ(το κα� µ�λλοντο συνεστ).
3 Origen, selEz (comm. on Ez. 16:30), PG.13.812.56–813.1: Κα�

�ξεπ�ρνευσα τρισσ(. Α$ ντ� το�, πολλαχο�· οO γὰρ τρε� χρ�νοι

ε: πάντα α:(να παραλαµβάνονται.
4 Cf. COT, pp. 179–206.

Expanded Notes to Scholion IV 211



In the first class we find remarks such as the

following:

Anonymi, Commentarium in Aristotelis de Inter-

pretatione, p. 70: αVται τριπλασιαζ�µεναι κατὰ

τοὺ τρε� χρ�νου, ο[ον cν *στιν *σται, ποιο�σιν

κδ ´  α$ ντιφάσει. Anonymi, In Artem Rhetoricam

Commentaria, p. 12: α$ ναλ�γω γὰρ το� τρισ�ν

εFδεσι τοὺ τρε� χρ�νου α$ π�δωκεν. Anonymi,

Commentarium in Librum Περ� Ε�ρεσεω�, v. 7, p. 794:

Ε: γὰρ κατὰ τοὺ τρε� χρ�νου τP διατυπ)σει

χρKο, προσκορ� *σG, κα� ψυχρολογ!H α- λ)ση.

Ibid. v. 7, p. 795: ου$ δε� γὰρ τ(ν α' ρτι πραττοµ�νων

κα� µ9πω π�ρα ε:ληφ�των ;π�χει ευ$ θύνα· µ�νη

οjν τοὺ τρε� χρ�νου *χει πραγµατικ9, διὰ µ>ν τὰ

�νεστ(τα *σθ $ Xτε δοκιµάζουσα κα� τ(ν µελλ�ντων

κατευστοχε�ν, περ� Yν κα� πρ�κειται ταύτG

διαλαβε�ν. Anonymi, Commentarium in Librum

Περ� Στάσεων, v. 7, p. 448: κα� ταύτην �ργαζ�µεθα

τ�ν ποι�τητα κατὰ τοὺ τρε� χρ�νου, κατὰ

τ<ν παρ^χηµ�νον, κατὰ τ<ν �νεστ(τα, κατὰ τ<ν

µ�λλοντα. Anonymi, Commentaria In Dionysii Thracis

Artem Grammaticam, p. 59: ∆ιὰ τ(ν τρι(ν τούτων

�πιρρηµάτων οO τρε� χρ�νοι δηλο�νται, διὰ µ>ν

το� ν�ν W �νεστ), διὰ δ> το� τ�τε W παρεληλυθ),

διὰ δ> το� αjθι W µ�λλων. Anonymi, Περ� τ*ν OκτA

µερ*ν το! Tητορικο! λ)γου, v. 3, p. 594: Πα̃σα δ>

yθοποι�α �πιδ�χεται τοὺ τρε� χρ�νου, τ<ν

�νεστ(τα, τ<ν παρεληλυθ�τα κα� τ<ν µ�λλοντα.

Anonymi, Epitome Artis Rhetoricae, v. 3, p. 634: α- πλ(

δ> τὰ �νεστ(τα, γν)ριµα γὰρ κα� δ8λα. κα� α' λλω

δ> περ!εργο κα� µακρ9γορο δ�ξει. εFπερ κατὰ

τοὺ τρε� χρ�νου �νδιασκεύω γράφει. ε: δ>

τ< πρα̃γµα α' ξιον διασκευ8 ;πάρχει. ε: δ> κατὰ

τοὺ τρε� χρ�νου δι9γησιν �φεύροι, χρ�ζουσαν

τ8 διασκευ8, οoτω µοι τ�τε γράφε. Pseudo-

Theodosius (grammarian), Περ� γραµµατικ��, p. 149:

τὰ τρε� διαθ�σει, τ�ν �νεργητικ9ν, τ�ν

παθητικ�ν κα� τ�ν µ�σην· �κάστη δ> διάθεσι

περι�χει τοὺ τρε� χρ�νου, τ<ν �νεστ(τα, τ<ν

παρεληλυθ�τα κα� τ<ν µ�λλοντα. Theognostus

(grammarian), De Orthographia, 970: *στι γὰρ τ<

0δη, k τοὺ τρε� χρ�νου ;πισχνε�ται· �νεστ(τα·

παρ^χηµ�νον, κα� µ�λλοντα. Eustathius of

Thessaloniki, Commentarii ad Homeri Iliadem, v. 1,

p. 254: :στ�ον γὰρ Xτι τ< ‘ν�ν’ κατὰ τοὺ παλαιοὺ

τοὺ τρε� χρ�νου δηλο�, τ<ν �νεστ(τα, ο[ον· ‘c

γὰρ α' ν, Α$ τρε!δη, ν�ν oστατα λωβ9σαιο’· κα� τ<ν

παρ^χηµ�νον, � τ< ‘ν�ν sλετο πα̃σα Ι' λιο κατ $

α' κρη’· κα� τ<ν µ�λλοντα, ο[ον· ‘ν�ν δ> δ� Α:νε!αο

β!η Τρ)εσσιν α$ νάξει’.

Regarding the second set, we come upon remarks

such as the following:

Alexander of Aphrodisias, In Aristotelis Topicorum

Libros Octo Commentaria, p. 459: ε: γὰρ τ< Wριστ<ν

*χει τ�ν παράστασιν α$ �διον κα� α$ θάνατον κα� κατὰ

τοὺ τρε� χρ�νου δι9κουσαν, *στι δ> κα� W

Wρισµ< τοιο�το, καλ( α$ ποδ�δοται.

Galen, De Arte Medica, v. 1, p. 313: κα� τα�τα δ>

κατὰ τοὺ τρε� χρ�νου Wµο!ω το� ;γιεινο� τε

κα� νοσ)δεσι. In Hippocratis Librum Primum Epi-

demiarum Commentarii III, v. 17a, p. 147: γιν)σκων

γὰρ κα� προλ�γων παρὰ το� νοσ�ουσι τά τε

παρε�ντα κα� τὰ προγεν�µενα κα� τὰ µ�λλοντα

*σεσθαι, � περ� τοὺ τρε� χρ�νου

καταγιγνοµ�νη τ8 προγν)σεω. In Hippocratis

Prognosticum Commentaria iii, v. 18b, p. 11: κα� διὰ

το�το τ(ν κατὰ τοὺc τρε� χρ�νου + πρ�γνωσ!

�στιν, ου$  µ�νων τ(ν κατὰ τ<ν µ�λλοντα.

Pseudo-Hermogenes, Progymnasmata, 9: Η-  δ>

�ργασ!α κατὰ τοὺ τρε� χρ�νου πρ�εισι.

Pseudo-Epiphanius of Salamis, Tractatus de

Numerorum Mysteriis, PG.43.512.12–13: Τρε�

χρ�νοι, �νεστ)των, παρεληλυθ�των, µελλ�ντων.

Severianus of Gabala, In Illud: Quando Ipsi Subiciet

Omnia, p. 165: Ε: τρ!α τ�µνονται χρ�νοι, ε: τὰ

παρεληλυθ�τα κα� �νεστ(τα κα� µ�λλοντα.

Maximus Confessor, De Caritate, 3.100: Τριχ(

τ�µνεται W χρ�νο κα� + µ>ν π!στι το� τρισ�

συµπαρατε!νεται τµ9µασι.

Olympiodorus of Alexandria (the philosopher, sixth

cent. AD), In Aristotelis Categorias Commentarium,

p. 132: τ< δ> ποτ> τριχ( κατὰ τοὺ τρε� χρ�νου·

κατὰ τ<ν �νεστ(τα, κατὰ τ<ν µ�λλοντα κα� κατὰ

τ<ν παρεληλυθ�τα.

Scholia ad Hermogenis Librum Περ� Στάσεων, v. 4,

p. 215: :στ�ον δ�, Xτι γ!νεται W στοχασµ< κατὰ

τοὺ τρε� χρ�νου, παρεληλυθ�τα, �νεστ(τα,

µ�λλοντα. Ibid. v. 4, p. 538: �ξετάζεται δ> + ποι�τη

κατὰ τοὺ τρε� χρ�νου, τ<ν παρεληλυθ�τα κα�

�νεστ(τα κα� µ�λλοντα.

Eustathius of Thessaloniki, Commentarius in

Homeri Odysseam, v. 2, p. 272: κα� οoτω παράγοιντο

οO τρε� χρ�νοι, W πρ{ην, W ν�ν κα� W ε:σ�πειτα.

Finally, some authors refer to the three ‘parts’ of

time proper.

Origen, selEz, PG.13.812.56–813.1, quoted above.
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Theodoret, Graecarum Affectionum Curatio, 6.12: Τ<ν

δ> α$ ριθµ<ν τ(ν Μοιρ(ν τοὺ τρε� χρ�νου

παραδηλο�ν, �ν ο[ κυκλε�ται τὰ πάντα κα� δι $  Yν

�πιτελε�ται. Quaestiones in Octateuchum, p. 69: κα�

αυ$ τ< δ> W χρ�νο :σάριθµο· τρε� γὰρ +µ�ραι κα�

τρε� νύκτε κα� �ντα�θα κα$ κε�.

Suda lexicon, Alphabetic letter tau, entry 1003:

Τρ!που: κατὰ τοὺ τρε� χρ�νου µαντευ�µενο,

�νεστ(τα, παρεληλυθ�τα, µ�λλοντα.

Pseudo-Zonaras, Lexicon, Alphabetic letter eta,

p. 978: κα� α$ ντ� το� α$ πάρτι, κα� α$ ντ� το� πρ< τούτου.

α$ �ριστο �στ� κα� τρε� χρ�νου δηλο�·

παρ^χηµ�νον, �νεστ(τα κα� µ�λλοντα.

This last category involves a specific conception of

time. I have argued that Origen held a certain idea of

time having no duration. Didymus followed him in this,

for theological reasons. The notion is expressed though

the idea of a ‘now’ which is ‘crushed’ between the

past (which exists no more) and future (which does

not exist yet), indeed by the past instantly overtaken

by the future in the flux of time. This is of course

the Aristotelian argument, which I have canvassed

elsewhere.5

Didymus, commEccl (11–12), Cod. p. 353: ου$ κ

*στιν διαστ8σαι χρ�νον α$ π< χρ�νου. τ< λεγ�µενον

οjν ‘ν�ν’, k λ�γουσιν σηµει(δε κα� π�ρα χρ�νου,

το� µ>ν παρεληλυθ�το τ�λο �στ!ν, το� δ>

�νεστ(το µ�λλων κα� πάλιν το� �νεστ(το τ�λο,

α$ ρχ� δ> το� µ�λλοντο.

This is part of the philosophy of time proper, which

had been expounded in Classical Antiquity and later, as

well as after Didymus:

Damascius, In Parmenidem, p. 243: Κα� γὰρ W

χρ�νο ε_δο Xλον, το�το δ> τ< πρ�τερον κα�

oστερον, µ�ρια 0δη δύο α$ π< το� �ν< προελθ�ντα·

κα� γὰρ ε: δύο τα�τα διαιρε�ται W χρ�νο πρ< τ8

ε: τρ!α τοµ8, ε: τ< πρ�τερον κα� oστερον, Yν

�ν µ�σ^ ου$  χρ�νο, α$ λλὰ π�ρα χρ�νου, τ< ν�ν·

]σπερ κα� + γ�νεσι α$ ε� τ< µ>ν πρ�τερον, τ< δ>

oστερον *χει· µ�σον δ> τ< π�ρα k κατὰ τ<

γεγον�ναι Wρα̃ται, α$ µερ> �ν κα� το�το. Ε' στιν α' ρα

τ< πρ�τερον κα� oστερον µ!α φύσι το� χρ�νου,

α$ λλ$ οuπω τ< oστερον κα� πρ�τερον α$ ντιδιGρηµ�να.

Ibid. p. 237: Ε' στιν α' ρα αe πτεσθαι αe µα κα� α$ φ!εσθαι

το� ν�ν· µ�ρου µ>ν α' ρα αe ψεται, µ�ρου δ>

α$ φεθ9σεται· µεριστ<ν α' ρα τ< ν�ν· χρ�νο α' ρα,

κα� ου$  π�ρα χρ�νου. Ε' τι δ> πορεύεται µ>ν �ν τK

γ!γνεσθαι τ< γιγν�µενον, �π!σχει δ> κα� hσταται

�ν τK ε_ναι, � δ> + κ!νησι, οoτω κα� + στάσι

�ν χρ�ν^. Ibid. p. 242: µ�τρα =ντα χρονικὰ

δηµιουργικα� τοµα� διωρισµ�να κα� ταύτG γε

α$ µ�ριστα, κα� Xλον Wµο� qκαστον τ�ν �π!σχεσιν

το� πορευοµ�νου χρ�νου φατ�ον �νδε!κνυσθαι,

κα� ν�ν καλε�σθαι, ου$ χ � π�ρα χρ�νου, α$ λλ$

� χρ�νον α$ µ�ριστον δηµιουργικ(, ε: κα� τP

+µετ�ρH �πινο!H διαιρετ�ν, κα� το�το �π $  α' πειρον,

�πε� κα� πα̃ν σ(µα �π $  α' πειρον διαιρετ�ν.

Archedemus of Tarsus (second cent. BC), Frag-

menta, fr. 14 (apud Plutarch, De Communibus Notitiis

Adversus Stoicos, 41, p. 1081): Α$ ρχ�δηµο µ>ν α$ ρχ9ν

τινα κα� συµβολ�ν ε_ναι λ�γων το� παρ^χηµ�νου

κα� το� �πιφεροµ�νου τ< ‘ν�ν’ λ�ληθεν α;τ�ν, �

*οικε, τ<ν πάντα χρ�νον α$ ναιρ(ν. ε: γὰρ τ< ‘ν�ν’ ου$

χρ�νο �στ�ν α$ λλὰ π�ρα χρ�νου, πα̃ν δ> µ�ριον

χρ�νου τοιο�τον ο[ον τ< ν�ν �στιν, ου$ δ>ν φα!νεται

µ�ρο.

John Philoponus, In Aristotelis Categorias Com-

mentarium, v. 13,1, p. 46: ου$ σ!α αυ$ θυπ�στατ�ν τ!

�στι, τούτων δ> ου$ δ>ν :δ!αν *χει ;π�στασιν· τ�

τε γὰρ σηµε�ον �ν γραµµP *χει τ< ε_ναι π�ρα �ν

γραµµ8 κα� α$ ρχ9, κα� τ< ν�ν �ν χρ�ν^· α$ ρχ�

γάρ �στι κα� π�ρα χρ�νου κα� ου$  χρ�νο (ν�ν δ>

λ�γω τ< α$ καρια�ον, ου$  τ< πλατυκ( λεγ�µενον),

κα� + µονὰ α$ ρχ9. In Aristotelis Physicorum Libros

Octo Commentaria, v. 17, p. 803: α$ ρχ� δ> το�

µ�λλοντο, το�το κα� qν �στι κα� α$ δια!ρετον,

]σπερ τ8 γραµµ8 τ< σηµε�ον· ε: γὰρ εFη

διαιρετ�ν, χρ�νο *σται κα� ου$  π�ρα χρ�νου.

το�το δ> τ< α' τοµον πρ)τω λ�γεται ν�ν, τ< δ> �ν

πλάτει οuτε πρ)τω οuτε καθ $ α;τ�· δι< γὰρ

πλησια!τερον το� κυρ!ω ν�ν, διὰ το�το κα� αυ$ τ<

ν�ν λ�γεται.

Simplicius, In Aristotelis Physicorum Libros Octo

Commentaria, v. 9, p. 799: �νεργε!H τ< ν�ν

α$ φωρισµ�νον, � X γε διδοὺ ε_ναι τ< ν�ν π�ρα �ν

χρ�νου πάντω δ)σει κα� τ< περατούµενον. αO δ>

�φεξ8 α$ πορ!αι πειρ(νται δεικνύναι, Xτι τ< ν�ν

ου$  π�ρα χρ�νου α$ νυπ�στατ�ν �στιν, α$ λλ$ ου$ δ $

5 COT, pp. 254–259.
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]σπερ χρ�νου *χειν τινὰ ;π�στασιν δύναται, εFπερ

α$ νάγκη µ�ν, ε: πάρεστιν, @ τ< αυ$ τ< διαµ�νειν

@ α' λλο κα� α' λλο γ!νεσθαι· �κάτερον δ> α$ δύνατον

δε!κνυται. Ibid. v. 10, p. 982: ν�ν δε!κνυσιν Xτι το�το

τ< �ν Z πρ)τ^ µεταβ�βληκε τ< µεταβεβληκ�,

ου$  χρ�νο �στ!ν, α$ λλὰ α' τοµ�ν τι π�ρα χρ�νου,

Xπερ ‘ν�ν’ καλο�µεν, Xπερ Πλάτων ‘�ξα!φνη’

�κάλεσεν. Ibid. v. 10, p. 1286: τ< γὰρ συνεχ(

κινούµενον *στι µ>ν καθ $ qκαστον τ(ν δυνάµει

τ�ω σηµε!ων, κα� *στιν ου$ κ �ν χρ�ν^, α$ λλ$ �ν

τK ν�ν, X �στι π�ρα χρ�νου. δι< οuτε γ!νεται

*ν τινι τ(ν τοιούτων οuτε α$ πογ!νεται, ]στε

�π� µ>ν τ8 συνεχο� κιν9σεω τ8 �π�

συνεχο� µεγ�θου γινοµ�νη α$ δύνατον λ�γειν,

γ!νεσθαι. Ibid. v. 10, p. 1297: οV α$ νακάµπτει,

προσχρησάµενο �ν τP δε!ξει τK µ� δύνασθαι �ν

τK αυ$ τK ν�ν, Xπερ �στ� π�ρα χρ�νου, α$ λλ$ ου$

χρ�νο, γεν�σθαι τι *ν τινι κα� α$ πογεν�σθαι α$ π $

αυ$ το�, Xπερ yκολούθει τK µ� �ξ α$ µερ(ν

συγκε�σθαι τ<ν χρ�νον, µηδ> δύνασθαι *χεσθαι

α$ λλ9λων τὰ ν�ν.

Unlike Origen and Didymus, on this particular

question we see Cassian holding the simple idea of a

tripartite time, according to the psychological concep-

tion of it. He is one of the very few authors, and indeed

the sole Christian one, using the expression ‘three

times’ (τρε� χρ�νοι) in this context.

EN IVb: John the Evangelist styled θεολ�γο

The epithet θεολ�γο applied to John originates in

the region of Antioch. The designation was, and still

is, applied also to Gregory of Nazianzus, but since it

was John (1:1) who said, Θε< cν W Λ�γο, he was

accorded the title θεολ�γο. A later spurious text

ascribed to John Chrysostom claims that ‘John was the

great and the sole theologos’ (W µ�γα κα� µ�νο

θεολ�γο Ι$ ωάννη).6 The sixth-century historian

Procopius of Caesarea implies that the appellation

θεολ�γο was accorded to John by Christians of

Ephesus, ‘because he had related those characteristics

[of Christ] which pertain to the divine nature, better

than the ones involving his human nature’.7

Gregory of Nazianzus did not care to accord the

designation θεολ�γο to John, while his namesake of

Nyssa used an ambiguous expression calling John

the Baptist ‘theologian of the Saviour’ (θεολ�γο το�

σωτ8ρο), in a rhetorical rather than theological

context.8 He nevertheless applied the epithet to the

Evangelist casually at one point;9 still this could hardly

appear as a distinctive appellation accorded to John the

disciple.

The designation θεολ�γο appears in Cyril of

Alexandria only once,10 and so it does also in Justinian

quoting Cyril.11 It is noteworthy that it occurs in the Acts

of Ephesus, but not in those of Chalcedon, where the

term is simply a quotation from Cyril of Alexandria12

by bishop Paul of Emesa.13 It also occurs in a letter

by Patriarch John of Antioch and his synod,14 and

in an epistle by the same gathering addressed ‘to

the people and clergy of Constantinople’.15 Justinian

quotes Paul of Emesa preaching in a church of

Alexandria at the urging and in the presence of Cyril

himself.16 Oecumenius (sixth cent.), who wrote a

Commentary on the Apocalypse, could not remain out

of the catalogue.17

Other authors styling John θεολ�γο are Cyril

of Jerusalem (fourth cent.),18 Asterius of Amasea

(fourth/fifth cent.),19 Hesychius of Jerusalem (fifth

cent.),20 John Malalas (fifth/sixth cent),21 Leontius of

6 Pseudo-John Chrysostom, Encomium in Sanctum Joannem
Evangelistam, p. 665.

7 Procopius of Caesarea (historian, sixth cent. AD), De Aedificiis
5.1.5: �ντα�θα νεiν οO �πιχ)ριοι �ν το� α' νω χρ�νοι Ι$ ωάννG τK

α$ ποστ�λ^ α$ ν�θηκαν, θεολ�γο δ> τ�ν �π!κλησιν W α$ π�στολο

οVτο zν�µασται, �πε� τά γε α$ µφ� τK θεK α' µεινον αυ$ τK @ κατὰ

α$ νθρ)που δεδι9γηται φύσιν.
8 Gregory of Nyssa, Encomium in Sanctum Stephanum

Protomartyrem, PG.46.729.19.
9 Gregory of Nyssa, De Sancto Theodoro, PG.46.74830: Wµο!ω τ<ν

θεολ�γον κα� φιλούµενον µαθητ9ν.
10 Cyril of Alexandria, Dialogi de Sancta Trinitate, p. 496. Α$ φ�χθα! γε

µ�ν ‘ε: τὰ Fδια’ φησ�ν αυ$ τ<ν W θεολ�γο +µ�ν Ι$ ωάννη.
11 Justinian, Adversus Monophysitas, 165: W θεολ�γο Ι$ ωάννη λ�γει

‹κα� �σκ9νωσεν �ν +µ�ν›, δύο φύσει κα� το� µονογενο� τ<

Sν πρ�σωπον.
12 ACO, Concilium Universale Ephesenum Anno 431, 1,1,2, p. 70 and

1,1,7, p. 20.
13 Ibid. 1, 1,4, p. 12; also, p. 13.
14 Ibid. 1, 1, 5, p. 128.
15 Ibid.
16 Justinian, Adversus Monophysitas, 165: W θεολ�γο Ι$ ωάννη.
17 Oecumenius, Commentarius in Apocalypsin, pp. 29 and 258.
18 Cyril of Jerusalem, Catecheses Illuminandorum, 12.1.
19 Asterius of Amasea (fourth/fifth cent. AD), Homiliae, 8.12.4.
20 Hesychius of Jerusalem, In Conceptionem Joannis Praecursoris,

Homilia 16, section 9. Pseudo-Hesychius of Jerusalem, Encomium in
Sanctum Lucam, section 6.

21 John Malalas, Chronographia, pp. 262; 269; 366.
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Byzantius (fifth/sixth cent.).22 Pseudo-Dionysius

the Areopagite (fifth/sixth cent.) addresses one of his

epistles to ‘John’, whom he styles ‘Theologian

(θεολ�γ^), Apostle, and Evangelist’.23 Attributions to

Hippolytus,24 Athanasius,25 Basil of Seleucia (fifth

cent.),26 and John Chrysostom27 are spurious, and the

texts are actually later than these authors. Chronicon

Paschale (seventh cent.) applies the designation

θεολ�γο to John as a matter of course.28 This also

appears in the Apocalypsis Apocrypha Joannis, yet it

is doubtful whether this is a second-century text (as has

been claimed), or (as it seems to me) a much later

document.29 In the Greek translations of Ephraem

Syrus, he appears to ascribe this designation to John

the Evangelist exclusively and consistently,30 with only

one instance dignifying the prophet Joel with the same

epithet. However, these texts are translations from

Syriac. Therefore, one cannot be sure whether the epi-

thet θεολ�γο31 was actually attributed to John by

Ephraem himself, or it was just a translator who took

the initiative. Furthermore, the term itself suggests that

the translations were made later, and we know that

many such translations were produced at the Laura of

Sabas.32

Didymus applied the term θεολ�γο to eminent

biblical figures,33 such as Moses,34 David,35 Paul,36

James,37 Peter,38 as well as to the prophets in general,

yet not to John the Evangelist. On the other hand, De

Trinitate ascribes this epithet to John the Evangelist

exclusively, which is one more indication that this work

was not written by Didymus. It is remarkable that not

only does De Trinitate make reference to ‘John the

θεολ�γο’,39 but also the author (that is Cassian the

Sabaite) deemed it sufficient to refer to John by simply

using θεολ�γο alone as virtually a proper name,

not an epithet.40 This is significant, since later times

regarded the appellation θεολ�γο alone as pointing

to Gregory of Nazianzus, even though his name was not

mentioned. De Trinitate also acclaims John for having

emphasized the divinity of the Holy Spirit.41 Cassian’s

phraseology in the Scholia42 does in fact bear on the

phrasing of De Trinitate. Beyond Cassian, other Sabaite

monks, such as Antiochus of Palestine (or Antiochus of

Ancyra,) and John of Damascus used the same designa-

tion, too.43 Among them Caesarius should be included,

since I have advanced the thesis that he is Cassian

himself.44

The theologian who introduced this dignifying

appellation consciously and decidedly was Theodoret.

If Gregory of Nyssa used it casually, and John

Chrysostom never did so, Theodoret used θεολ�γο

definitely as an epithet exclusively applied to John,

indeed as peculiar to John as his own name. As a matter

of fact, sometimes this is applied in a context strongly

22 Leontius of Byzantius, In Mesopentecosten, line 421.
23 Pseudo-Dionysius Areopagite, Epistulae, 10.
24 Pseudo-Hippolytus, De Consummatione Mundi, 21: Ι$ ωάννη W

θεολ�γο. op. cit. 10 7 21.
25 Pseudo-Athanasius, Sermo Major de Fide, Fr.63; Synopsis Scripturae,

PG.28: 293.42; 428.53; 613.45.
26 Pseudo-Basil of Seleucia, De Vita et Miraculis Sanctae Theclae 1.28.
27 Pseudo-John Chrysostom, De Sacra ef Consubstantiali Trinitate,

PG.48.1087.60; In Psalmos 101–107, PG.55.646.79; De
Pseudoprophetis, PG.59.554.35; In Sanctum Joannem Theologum,
PG.59.609.17; In Laudem Sancti Joannis Theologi, PG.61.719, 3 & 5
& 45; De Caritate, PG.62.771.28; 772.1; In Infirmos, pp. 323 & 325.

28 Chronicon Paschale, pp. 10; 398; 416; 461.
29 Cf. Apocalypsis Apocrypha Joannis, pp. 317, 320; (versio altera),

section 1.
30 Ephraem Syrus, Sermo Compunctorius, p. 102; Sermo in Secundum

Adventum Domini Nostri Iesu Christi, p. 13; De Communi
Resurrectione, p. 48; De Secundo Aduentu Domini, p. 212, De
Caritate, pp. 120 and 122; De Ludicris Rebus Abstinentia, p. 242;
Quaestiones et Responsiones, p. 226.

31 Ephraem Syrus, Laudatio in Petrum et Paulum et Andream, p. 126.
32 See RCR, Introduction, pp. 35–36.
33 Didymus, commZacch, 5.35: The designation τ(ν θεολ�γων, refers

to the prophets Malachi and David, as well as to Paul and James.
Likewise, the expression οO θεολ�γοι in commZacch, 2.195, is

applied to Malachi, David, and James, through respective
quotations from them (Mal. 3:6; Psalm 101:28 and Heb. 1:12; James
1:17).

34 Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 1213. Moses is pointed to through the
expression τ(ν θεολ�γων τι alluding to Deut.4:39.

35 Didymus, commZacch, 5.94.
36 Didymus, ibid. 1.312; frPs(al), frs. 748 and 1196.
37 Didymus, commZacch, 5.54.
38 Didymus, ibid. 1.214.
39 DT (lib.1), 15.4: W θεολ�γο Ι$ ωάννη. Ibid. 27.61: Ι$ ωάννη µ>ν W

πολὺ �ν θεολ�γοι. DT (lib. 3), PG.39.796.8: τK Θεολ�γ^. Ibid.
PG.39.825.4: W παρ$  αυ$ το� τ< δ(ρον τ8 θεολογ!α δεξάµενο.

40 DT (lib.3), PG.39.796.8: παρὰ τK Θεολ�γ^.
41 DT (lib.2.8–27), PG.39.641.10: W δ> Ι$ ωάννη θεολογ(ν τ< Πνε�µα.

A comprehensive reference to ‘theologians’ (τ(ν θεολ�γων) is
made.

42 The appellation θεολ�γο appears in Scholia IV and VII. Scholion
IV: W θεολ�γο Ι$ ωάννη. Scholion VII: τ<ν θεολ�γον Ι$ ωάννην.

43 Antiochus of Palestine, Pandecta Scripturae Sacrae, Homily 122, line
83. John of Damascus, Orationes De Imaginibus Tres, sections 1.19;
3.30; 3.43. Adversus Jacobitas, section 85; Adversus Nestorianos,
section 1; 42 (bis); In Transfigurationem Salvatoris, section 7.
Pseudo-John of Damascus, Vita Varlaam et Joasaph, p. 168.

44 Caesarius (= Cassian the Sabaite), Quaestiones et Responsiones, 2;
197; 198. NDGF, Appendix II.
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reminiscent of this Scholion. No previous author used

the term as purposefully and consistently as Theodoret

did.45 When it occurs in Ephraem Syrus, it is to be

assumed that these works were translated in an

environment in which the designation θεολ�γο had

been dominant.46 Therefore, the epithet occurring in

Ephraem Syrus is a question which I leave moot, since

one cannot actually know whether this is Ephraem

Syrus or indeed the so-called ‘Ephraem Graecus’

(writings by Greek hands ascribed to Ephraem Syrus),

or else whether these translations (mostly composed at

the Laura of Sabas) were imbued by the Antiochene

spirit, thus easily subjoining the designation θεολ�γο

to the name of John the Evangelist.47 My own belief

is that the Sabaite monks who translated Ephraem’s

works simply added the epithet to the name of John.

In any event, since the term indicates an Antiochene

sentiment, it was all too natural for Severus of Antioch

to use the term θεολ�γο with reference to John the

Evangelist.48

As a consequence of this discussion, certain

apocrypha styling John θεολ�γο should be assigned

to a later date. Such writings are the Acta Ioannis,49

the Apocalypsis Apocrypha Ioannis, the Apocalypsis

Apocrypha Ioannis (versio tertia).50 The same goes for

spurious works, such as De Consummatione Mundi,

ascribed to Hippolytus, Sermo Major de Fide, Quaes-

tiones ad Antiochum Ducem and Synopsis Scripturae

ascribed to Athanasius, De Sacrosancta Trinitate, In

Psalmos 101–107, De Pseudoprophetis, In Sanctum

Joannem Theologum, De Caritate, In Infirmos, In

Laudem Sancti Joannis Theologi; Encomium in Sanctum

Joannem Evengelistam, ascribed to John Chrysostom.

The same goes for a work ascribed to Basil of Seleucia,

entitled De Vita et Miraculis Sanctae Theclae (1.28) and

the anonymous Dissertatio contra Judaeos (chapters

8 and 10). These writings should be dated not earlier

than mid-fifth century to mid-sixth century. In all

probability, a good number of them were composed

either at the Laura of Sabas or at the monastery of

the Akoimetoi in Constantinople. Cassian should be

surmised a likely author of some of them, which

is a question that has to be left moot for the time

being.

Since some noteworthy results flow from the acts of

Ephesus, and questions arise from them, I should dwell

on this point for a moment. The expression Ι$ ωάννη W

θεολ�γο appears in the Acts of the Council of Ephesus

not ever to appear again in any other council. Normally,

theologians were prone to attribute the designation

to Gregory of Nazianzus rather than to John the

Evangelist. Hence, it was Ephesus which extolled

John as the θεολ�γο, whereas nowhere is Gregory

mentioned by this appellation. By contrast, Gregory

is styled W θεολ�γο once in the Acts of Chalcedon,

six times in the Local Council of Constantinople

(536), twelve times in the Lateran Council (649),

and eight times in the Third Council of Constantinople

(680–81). A careful reading of the points and context

where the designation W θεολ�γο is applied to John

makes it clear that its usage at Ephesus was owing to

Theodoret and to the Antiochene party in general.

It should be recalled that both Cyril of Alexandria

and Memnon of Ephesus were anathematized during

earlier stages of that turbulent period, following action

by the Antiochenes.

45 Theodoret, De Sacrosancta Trinitate, PG.75.1156.46: W θεολ�γο

Ι$ ωάννη. So in De Sacrosancta Trinitate, PG.75.1169.50. commIs, 3:
κατὰ τ�ν το� Ι$ ωάννου το� θεολ�γου διδασκαλ!αν. In De
Incarnatione Domini, PG.75.1448.46; ibid. PG.75.1169.51: κα� W

θαυµάσιο δ> Ι$ ωάννη W θεολογ(ν, and through a phraseology
reminiscent of that of the Scholia, in De Incarnatione Domini,
PG.75.1448.45: τ<ν µεγαλοφων�τατον κ9ρυκα τ8 θεολογ!α, τ<ν

ευ$ αγγελιστ�ν Ι$ ωάννην. Likewise, Interpretatio in Ezechielem,
PG.81.1241.45–46: το� θεσπεσ!ου Ι$ ωάννου παραδηλο�ν τ<

Ευ$ αγγ�λιον, θεολογ!αν *χον α' βατον α$ νθρ)ποι κα�

α$ νυπ�ρβατον. It is known that De Incarnatione Domini was found in
works attributed to Cyril of Alexandria (PG.75.1419–78). This is one
more point suggesting that Theodoret (or perhaps another
Antiochene) is the real author.

46 Ephraem Syrus, Sermo Compunctorius, p. 102; In Secundum
Adventum Domini Nostri Iesu Christi, p. 13; De Communi
Resurrectione, p 48; De Secundo Aduentu Domini, p. 212; De
Caritate, pp. 120; 122. De Ludicris Rebus Abstinentia, p. 242.

47 Ephraem Syrus, Sermo Compunctorius, p. 102; In Secundum
Adventum Domini Nostri Iesu Christi, p. 13; De Communi
Resurrectione, p. 48; De Secundo Adventu Domini, p. 212; De
Caritate, pp. 120; 122; De Ludicris Rebus Abstinentia, p. 242.

48 Severus of Antioch, Catena in Epistulam Ioannis, p. 114, line 21: W
θεολ�γο Ι$ ωάννη.

49 The designation θεολ�γο appears in the title and in sections 5 and
9. In this apocryphon the term ου$ ρανοπολ!τη obtains, which
however I have suggested to be a probably sixth-century and
distinctively Sabaite term. See my NDGF, pp. 382; 532.

50 Cf. John θεολ�γο on pp. 317, 319, 320. I discuss this in EN XXIe.
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First, the designation Ι$ ωάννη W θεολ�γο appears

in the letter addressed by the synod to ‘all clergy and

the people’ (κλ9ρ^ κα� λαK).51 It also appears in a

sermon by Paul of Emesa (that is, from Antiochene

lips) delivered in Alexandria in the presence of Cyril,

which sometimes praised him.52 The vocabulary is

notably redolent of the Scholia.53 Paul was the

messenger who conveyed a libel against Cyril by

Patriarch John of Antioch and handed this over to

Cyril personally.54 Paul was an Antiochene, and quite

naturally he couched his sermon in his native theo-

logical language, including persistent application of the

designation θεολ�γο to the Evangelist, even though

Cyril himself was not keen on this. His compliments for

Cyril notwithstanding, Paul of Emesa signed the con-

demnation of the Alexandrian bishop in Ephesus, along

with the other Antiochenes.55

Then the designation of John as ‘theologos and

Evangelist’ occurs in the resolution of the Antiochenes

condemning Cyril and Memnon. This is also the

appellation occurring in the title of many manuscripts of

Revelation.56 Later still, Cyril appears to use this epithet

in addressing the emperor and arguing for the propriety

of the title θεοτ�κο being accorded to Mary.57

However, since he does not appear prone to employ the

designation in his own works, it is evident that he does

so as a concession to the Antiochenes, thus appearing

to speak on behalf of the entire synod, which was split.

The anathemas against ‘the heretic chapters’ of Cyril

were of course signed by Theodoret, as were they signed

by all Antiochenes, with the signature of Patriarch John

of Antioch featuring first and foremost.58

The designation Ι$ ωάννη W θεολ�γο is in fact a

seal of Theodoret and of Antioch at large. Furthermore,

the actual aim in attributing this appellation to John

cannot be determined with absolute certainty. No doubt

it is a laudatory one. However, given the emphasis laid

upon the humanity of Christ by the Antiochenes,

θεολ�γο may further suggest that this specific

evangelist was the one who emphasized the divinity

of Christ. Were that the case, the appellation might

subsequently function as a tacit and gentle warning to

the reader against underestimating the humanity of

Christ while reading the gospel of John. This is probably

the reason why Oecumenius made this point right

from the start of his own commentary.59 This very same

consideration might well have deterred others from

applying this designation to the Evangelist, whereas it

was deemed safer to accord it to a later Christian writer,

namely Gregory of Nazianzus. Be that as it may,

Theodoret arises as the author who probably fathered

the appellation θεολ�γο on John the Evangelist. He

appears as one of the earliest authors, and probably

the foremost one (since we have no relevant texts by

Diodorus of Tarsus and Theodore of Mopsuestia), to

apply it confidently to the Evangelist. In any event, this

key term points to Antioch. In conclusion, the epithet

θεολ�γο applied to John is a fifth-century attribution.

It should be remarked that one of the earliest

authors appearing to style John the Evangelist

θεολ�γο is Agathangelus (fifth century).60 However,

his work was originally written in Armenian (the

chronicle was entitled Patmowt‘iwn Hayoc‘). In his

work, the rare colloquialism συνψηφισθ(µεν is

used, which is reminiscent of Cassian using the term

σύνψηφοι instead of the normal σύµψηφοι.61

But since the chronicler under the (probably fictional)

name Agathangelus wrote in Armenian, the rare

51 ACO, Concilium Universale Ephesenum anno 431, 1,1,2, p. 70: W
θεολ�γο Ι$ ωάννη.

52 See above, p. 214 and note 13.
53 Ibid. 1,1,4, p. 12: �βουλ�µην δ> ;µα̃ κα� τ�ν διάνοιαν το�

µεγαλοφωνοτάτου Ι$ ωάννου γν(ναι, hνα ε:δ8τε το�

προειρηµ�νου τ�ν δύναµιν. W θεολ�γο Ι$ ωάννη W τ8 βροντ8

υO< W καταξιωθε� �π� το� δεσποτικο� στ9θου κατακλιθ8ναι.
So on p. 13: W θεολ�γο Ι$ ωάννη.

54 Ibid. 1,1,1, p. 7; the text in 1,1,4, p. 6; 1,1,7, p. 12. Cyril later accused
Paul of conspiring to restore deposed allegedly Nestorian bishops:
ibid. 1,1,7, p. 164. But the Council of Chalcedon praised Paul for
mediating between John of Antioch and Cyril of Alexandria for the
sake if ecclesiastical peace. ACO, Concilium Universale
Chalcedonense anno 451, 2,1,3, p. 15.

55 Ibid. 1,1,5, p. 123. His signature follows immediately after that of
Theodoret.

56 Ibid. 1,1,5, p. 128: το� τρισµακαρ!ου Ι$ ωάννου το� θεολ�γου κα�

ευ$ αγγελιστο�.
57 1,1,7, p. 20: W µ>ν θεολ�γο Ι$ ωάννη �ν ευ$ αγγελ!οι διδάσκει.
58 Ibid. 1,1,5, p. 123. Theodoret took an active part in the synod and his

signature occurs at other points, too. Cf. ibid. 1,1,3, pp. 25; 26.
59 Oecumenius, p. 31 (my rendering): ‘In proem, it is as well to point

out that in all his writings the divine John was prone to accounts that
are appropriate to the divinity of our Saviour, Jesus Christ. In the
present work, however, he opts for abiding by exposition appropriate
to his humanity, lest he would seem to know of him from his divine
attributes, and not also from his human ones.’

60 Agathangelus, Historia Armeniae, chapter 71.
61 Cassian the Sabaite, ScetPatr, p. 66v: ΟVτο το!νυν W Xρο κα� +

γν)µη το� α- γ!ου Α$ ντων!ου, Yν κα� σύνψηφοι οO λ‹οι›πο�

πατ�ρε �γ�νοντο.
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colloquialism συνψηφισθ(µεν62 only tells us that its

Greek translation was composed by a monk speaking

the same vernacular as Cassian did.

EN IVc: The Logos identified with Christ

The doctrine that the Logos and Christ are identical

is authorized by the New Testament. Still, the author of

the Scholion is at pains to emphasize this identity,

underscoring not the Son’s timeless eternity, but his

omnitemporality. This is in effect the reason for bracket-

ing Rev. 1:4 and Heb.13:8 together.

Although a doctrinal truism, specific theologians

appear to have been particularly keen to stress this

identity: Irenaeus,63 Origen,64 Athanasius,65 Eusebius,66

Gregory of Nyssa,67 Didymus,68 Epiphanius of Salamis,69

Cyril of Alexandria,70 and Theodoret.71 Once again, we

encounter Pseudo-Macarius,72 and later still Maximus

Confessor explicitly maintains the idea.73

Ο-  bν κα� W cν κα� W �ρχ�µενο

Certain authors, who nevertheless are not many, quote

this from the Revelation.74 This in effect provides a

catalogue of theologians who recognized the scriptural

authority of this Book.75 Furthermore, it is instructive to

point out the authors who quote the passage of Rev. 1:4

in order make the identification of the Logos with

Christ, or to emphasize His everlastingness.76 Theodoret

made the point, although not by using this specific

passage of Revelation. He canvassed the implications

of the words sν and cν by means of different

scriptural passages,77 but he mentioned John as the

author of Revelation at another point.78

Rev. 1:4 along with Heb. 13:8

A combined reference to Rev. 1:4 and Heb. 13:8 (which

is the case in this Scholion) is otherwise never found in

Christian literature.

Heb. 13:8 is normally used in order to stress the

immutability of the timeless Logos, even during

His action in incarnate form.79 Theodoret quotes

Heb. 13:8 at six points.80 It also appears twice in

De Trinitate,81 but it does not occur anywhere in the

extant works of Didymus, even though Origen himself

had used the ideas involved in this passage.82 Cyril of

Alexandria holds this scriptural idea and considers its

62 Ibid. chapter 43.
63 Irenaeus, Adversus Haereses (libri 1–2), 1.1.20.
64 Origen, Cels, VII, 6; commEph, 11; commMatt, 10.14; frJohn, CXVIII.
65 Athanasius, De Decretis Nicaenae Synodi, 26.4; Adversus Arianos,

PG.26.280; Expositiones in Psalmos, PG.27.572. Also, in texts
ascribed to him: Pseudo-Athanasius, Quaestiones Aliae, p. 789;
Oratio Quarta Contra Arianos, 1 and 3 and 4; De Incarnatione Contra
Apollinarium libri II, PG.26.1112.

66 Eusebius, commPs, PG.23.577; De Ecclesiastica Theologia, 1.20.57
and 60–61; DE, 5.5.2; .29.1; HE, 1.4.12; 10.4.49.

67 Gregory of Nyssa, In Inscriptiones Psalmorum, v. 5, p. 119.
68 Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 887.
69 Epiphanius of Salamis, Panarion, v. 2, p. 264.
70 Cyril of Alexandria, In Sanctum Joannem, v. 2, pp. 463 and 712;

Fragmenta in Epistulam ad Hebraeos, pp. 405 and 417; Unus sit
Christus, p. 747; De Adoratione, PG.68.665; expPs, PG.69.1201.

71 Theodoret, commIs, 14, 6; Interpretatio in Psalmos, PG.80.1505.
72 Pseudo-Macarius, Sermones lxiv (collectio B), 3.1.3.
73 Maximus Confessor, Quaestiones ad Thalassium, 25.
74 Rev. 1:4; 1:8; 4:8.
75 Hippolytus, Contra Noetum, 6.2. Origen, frPs, Psalm 23:10; excPs,

PG.17.116.25. Athanasius, De Synodis Arimini et Seleuciae, 49.2;
Adversus Arianos, PG.26.33.42–43; 329.17; Ad Serapionem de Spiritu
Sancto, PG.26.609.41–42. Basil of Caesarea, Adversus Eunomium, 
PG.29.677.41. Gregory of Nazianzus, De Filio, 17. Cyril of
Alexandria, CommProph XII, v. 2, p. 94; Dialogi de Sancta Trinitate,
pp. 453; 568. GlaphPent, PG.69.432.1; De Sancta et Consubstantiali
Trinitate, PG.75.37.11–12. Ephraem Syrus, Sermo in Secundum
Adventum Domini Nostri Iesu Christi, p. 13; De Communi
Resurrectione, p. 59; De Paenitentia et Caritate, p. 59; In Pretiosam 

Crucem et in Secundum Adventum, p. 141. DT (lib.1), 15.5.
Didymus, commZacch, 1.153; frPs(al), fr. 215. Pseudo-Dionysius
Areopagite, De Divinis Nominibus, p. 123.

76 Hippolytus, Contra Noetum, 6.2. Origen, excPs, PG.17.116. DT
(lib.1), 15.5. DT (lib.3), PG.39: 53 and 912–13. Didymus,
commZacch, Book 1.151–154.

77 He quoted and discussed John, 1:1 and Heb.1:3. Cf. Theodoret, De
Sancta et Vivi fica Trinitate, PG.75.1153.12–13: Κα� οuτε �κε�νο τ<

cν, οuτε οVτο τ< bν κα� ;πάρχων, �d.
78 Theodoret, Eranistes, p. 102.
79 All writers make the correction of NT’s �χθ> to χθ�, with the

exception of Origen, deOr, XXVII.13, and Cyril of Alexandria only at
one of the many points where he quotes the passage. Cyril of
Alexandria, In Sanctum Joannem, v. 2, p. 692.

80 Theodoret, Eranistes, pp. 153 and 126; Epistulae 53–95, epistle 83;
De Incarnatione Domini, PG.75: 1460.20 and 1472.30; intPaulXIV,
PG.82.781.11.

81 DT (lib.2.1–7), 6.4,2; DT (lib.3), PG.39.897.
82 Origen, deOr, XXVII.13; frPs, 94, 8. Athanasius, De Decretis Nicaenae

Synodi, 35.14; Adversus Arianos, PG.26: 85; 112; 168; Ad
Serapionem de Spiritu Sancto, PG.26.613; Fragmenta, PG.26.1236;
Epistula ad Epictetum, 5; Pseudo-Athanasius, Sermo Major De Fide,
Fr. 55; De Sancta Trinitate, PG.28.1265. Gregory of Nazianzus, De
Filio, 21; In Theophania, PG.36.313.27. Epiphanius of Salamis,
Panarion, v. 3, p. 422. John Chrysostom, In Epistolam ad Hebraeos
Commentarius, PG.63: 226.33; 226.45; 228.43. Severianus of Gabala,
Fragmenta in Epistulam i ad Timotheum, p. 336. Asterius of Antioch
(fourth cent. AD), commPs, 21.12. Socrates (fourth/fifth cent. AD),
HE, 1.6. Proclus of Constantinople (theologian, fifth cent. AD),
Mystagogia in Baptisma, 6.37 and 39.
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implications,83 which was the cause for the Council of

Ephesus to do so, too.84 Chalcedon and the Local Synod

of Constantinople (536) also approved this practice, but

later authors, save John of Damascus and Photius,

scarcely drew on this specific passage. John of

Damascus and Photius happen to be among the few

authors who follow Cassian’s vocabulary at numerous

points in their writings.

On the other hand, the interpretation of the three

‘tenses’ (after Heb. 13:8) occurring in this Scholion

can be traced in three authors only. One, Origen,85

essays to establish his tenet that prolonged time

comprises ‘aeons’. This he does at the point when

he repudiates the ‘notorious’ Millenarist ideas (+

διαβ�ητο χιλιονταετηρ!). The second author is

John Chrysostom.86 The third one is Theodore of

Mopsuestia.87

A close look at those three instances shows Origen

refraining from calling ‘future time’ an endless one,

since he does not actually hold it to be endless.88 The

phraseology of John Chrysostom and Theodore is

similar, with Chrysostom not using the word ‘future’ at

all, although clearly implying this.

Therefore, the point made in this Scholion falls very

close to the account by Theodore of Mopsuestia. His

reference is the sole point other than the Scholia where

it occurs. The historical evidence suggesting that Theo-

doret had studied with Theodore may be disputed, but a

certain textual and intellectual affinity is definitely

there, and we will come across this over and over during

this study. In conclusion, the present Scholion was

penned exclusively by Cassian, who shows himself a

student of not only Theodoret, but also of the great

Antiochene doctors, such as Theodore of Mopsuestia.

83 Cyril of Alexandria, Fragmenta Epistulam ad Hebraeos, pp. 367; 403;
417; Dialogi de Sancta Trinitate, pp. 397; 549; 584; De Incarnatione,
pp. 710; 746; 747; Homiliae Paschales, PG.77.568.28 and 42; De
Sancta et Consubstantiali Trinitate, PG.75: 212.12; 364.11;
472.18.

84 ACO, Concilium Universale Ephesenum anno 431, 1,1,1, pp. 69; 70;
1,1,2, p. 84; 1,1,4, p. 28; 1,1,5, p. 83; 1,1,6, pp. 62 and 79; 1,1,7,
pp. 30 and 42. Concilium Universale Chalcedonense anno 451, 2,1,2,
p. 50; 2,1,3, p. 112. Synodus Constantinopolitana et Hierosolymitana
anno 536, vol. 3, pp. 15; 228.

85 Origen, deOr, XXVII.13: ε: δ> ‘σ9µερον’ W πα̃ οVτο α:)ν, µ9 ποτε

‘�χθ�’ W παρεληλυθ) �στιν α:)ν.
86 John Chrysostom, In Epistolam ad Hebraeos Commentarius,

PG.63.226: Ε$ ντα�θα τ�, Χθ�, τ<ν παρελθ�ντα πάντα λ�γει

χρ�νον· τ�, Σ9µερον, τ<ν �νεστ(τα· W α:)ν, τ< α' πειρον κα�

λ8ξιν ου$ κ *χον.
87 Theodore of Mopsuestia, Catena in Epistulam ad Hebraeos, p. 272:

Τ< ‘χθ>’ τ<ν παρελθ�ντα λ�γει χρ�νον, τ< ‘σ9µερον’ τ<ν

�νεστ(τα α:(να, κα� τ<ν µ�λλοντα, τ<ν α' πειρον.
88 COT, p. 255.
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EXPANDED NOTES TO SCHOLION V

EN Va: α$ τεχν(

The text of the Scholion is Clement’s, but some remarks

point to the compiler of the Scholia.

The adverb α$ τεχν( appears in Christian authors,

as it does in pagan ones, too. From the frequency of its

usage, some interesting conclusions flow. The term is

definitely Plato’s and appears no fewer than seventy-

seven times in his work, still it also occurs in Aristotle

(five times), in Chrysippus (twice), Plotinus (once),

Galen (four times), Plutarch (thirty-six times), and

Posidonius (three times). It also occurs in Christian

authors, such as Athanasius (twice), Basil of Caesarea

(three times), Eusebius (eleven times), Cyril of

Alexandria (three times), Evagrius of Pontus (three

times), Gregory of Nazianzus (twice), Gregory of

Nyssa (eight times), even Gregory Thaumaturgus (four

times) in his speech paying homage to Origen. John

Philoponus had also employed this (six instances), and

so did Lucian of Samosata (twenty-seven instances).

Procopius of Gaza used it once in one of his epistles

(no. 46). Origen himself did not actually use the term,

since four instances in Contra Celsum are actually a

quotation from Celsus.

Against this, we see Clement using this adverb nine-

teen times, notably in his Protrepticus (once), in Paeda-

gogus (three instances) and Stromateis (fifteen times,

the text of this Scholion being one of them). Theodoret

used the term heavily.1 In the extant work of Didymus,

it does not occur at all. Christians therefore used this

adverb rather sparingly and some of them never

employed it at all.

EN Vb: ε:λουµ�νων or ε:λοµ�νων?

By changing the Codex’s ε:λουµ�νων to ε:λοµ�νων

Harnack made a mistake. It is true that the possibility

that the two forms may be used as alternatives is

allowed by a certain dictionary,2 but use of εOλούµενο�

is far more extensive than that of εOλ�µενο. Besides,

all the other lexica set forth and interpret only the

correct and prevailing form.3 Furthermore, Origen

(whom Harnack thought to be the author of the

Scholion) used the former spelling.4 So did Clement of

Alexandria, not only in this passage, but also at another

point,5 and so did Theodoret himself.6

EN Vc: α$ περισπάστω

Theodoret used the adverb α$ περισπάστω, which

appears in 1 Cor. 7:35.7 Cassian himself quotes this

scriptural passage in Scholion XXXII, which is his

own comment on the same subject. Theodoret quotes

the Pauline text at two points,8 and at a third one he

paraphrases the passage, accommodating it to his own

style.9

The terms derived from the verbs περισπα̃ν or

περισπα̃σθαι are scriptural.10 Of all these derivatives,

1 Theodoret, Graecarum Affectionum Curatio, 1.70; 1.120; 2:18;
2.73; 3.65; 4.25; 5.70; 6.28; 7.29; 8.39; 8.49; 9.26. Eranistes,
p. 62. Historia Religiosa, Prologue, 9. Epistulae 1–52, Epistle
37. commIs, 14. Interpretatio in Psalmos, PG.80: 1169.21; 1281.15.
1429.12.

2 Lexicon Vindobonense, entry 274: εOλ�µενο γράφεται κα�

εOλούµενο.
3 Cf. the lemma ε:λ�µενο in lexica: Suda, lexicon, Alphabetic letter

epsilon iota, entries 128, 129, 131. Etymologicum Magnum, p. 298.
Hesychius of Alexandria, Lexicon, Alphabetic letter epsilon, entry
908. Lexica Segueriana, Collectio Verborum e Rhetoribus et
Sapientibus, Alphabetic entry epsilon, p. 209.

4 Origen, frLuc, fr. 171 (ε:λουµ�νην); schLuc, PG.17.353.15:
(ε:λουµ�νην).

5 Clement of Alexandria, Stromateis, 5.11.68.1 (ε:λούµενοι).
6 Theodoret, Interpretatio in Ezechielem, PG.81.996.34: (ε:λούµενοι).
7 1 Cor. 7:35: το�το δ> πρ< τ< ;µ(ν αυ$ τ(ν σύµφορον λ�γω, ου$ χ hνα

βρ�χον ;µ�ν �πιβάλω, α$ λλὰ πρ< τ< εuσχηµον κα� ευ$ πάρεδρον

τK κυρ!^ α$ περισπάστω.
8 Theodoret, intPaulXIV, PG.82.284.30; Haereticarum Fabularum

Compendium, PG.83.536.8.
9 Theodoret, intProphXII, PG.81.1988.10.
10 Tobit (Cod. Sinaiticus) 10:6: περισπασµ�. 2 Macc. 10:36:

περισπασµK. Ecclesiastes 1:13: περισπασµ�ν. 1:13: περισπα̃σθαι.
2:23: περισπασµ�. 2:26: περισπασµ�ν. 3:10: περισπασµ�ν. 3:10:
περισπα̃σθαι. 4:8: περισπασµ�. 5:2: περισπασµο�. 5:13:
περισπασµK. 5:19: περισπd. 8:16: περισπασµ�ν. Wisdom of
Solomon 16:11: α$ περ!σπαστοι. Ecclesiasticus 41:1: α$ περισπάστ^.
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Theodoret used only the adverb α$ περισπάστω.

Clement used this form,11 too, and so did Origen12 and

Didymus13 in the rare instances where they employed

cognate terms.

11 Clement of Alexandria, Paedagogus, 2.9.82: α$ περισπάστου.
Stromateis, 22.9.3: α$ περ!σπαστο. 3.6.53.3: α$ περισπάστω.
3.12.82.6: α$ περ!σπαστο. 4.5.22.1: α$ περισπάστω. 4.23.149.3:
α$ περισπάστω. 4.25.157.2: α$ περισπάστω. 6.10.82.4:
α$ περ!σπαστον. 7.3.13.3: α$ περισπάστω. 7.7.43.5: α$ περ!σπαστον.
7.11.64.2: α$ περ!σπαστον. Eclogae Propheticae, 35, 3:
α$ περισπάστοι.

12 Origen, Cels, VII, 39: α$ περισπάστω. commMatt, 15.21:
α$ περισπάστω. commEph, 17: α$ περισπάστωc. Commentarii in
Epistulam ad Romanos (I.1–XII.21), 7: α$ περ!σπαστο. selPs,
PG.12.1576: α$ περισπάστω. Cf. DT (lib. 2.8–27), PG.39.765.20:
α$ περισπάστω.

13 Didymus, commZacch, 1.235: α$ περισπάστω; 1.236:
α$ περισπάστω; Adversus Manichaeos, PG.39.1092.42:
α$ περ!σπαστον; commEccl (3–4.12), Cod. p. 83: περισπαστ�ον.
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EXPANDED NOTES TO SCHOLION VI

EN VIa: Quoting Psalm 56:5

There are only a few Christian theologians who cared

to comment on Psalm 56:5. Almost all of them happen

to be Cassian’s spiritual guides. Didymus, commPs40–

44.4, Cod. p. 311. Theodoret, Interpretatio in Psalmos,

PG.80.1292.28. Eusebius, commPs, PG.23: 509.38;

617.35; PG.24.72.29. Gregory of Nyssa, In Inscriptiones

Psalmorum, v. 5, p. 156. Hesychius of Jerusalem,

Encomium in Sanctum Stephanum, 23. Pseudo-John

Chrysostom, In Psalmum 118, PG.55.701.3. Origen,

selPs, PG.12.1472.22–24.

EN VIb: β�λη �κλεκτά

The idea of a tongue being a sharp sword, or a ‘shaft

selected’ by God (β�λο �κλεκτ�ν) originates in

Origen.1 It portrays pious people acting as vehicles

proclaiming the divine teaching. The imagery was sub-

sequently used heavily by Eusebius, and by Gregory

of Nyssa at one point.2 However, it was Didymus who

made the most of it and furnished an extensive

exposition, part of which is the content of the present

Scholion.3 Theodoret embraced the spirit of the

analysis,4 placing himself in a direct line starting with

Origen and ending with himself, via Eusebius and

Didymus.5 It was then all too natural for Cassian to

embrace the exposition of Didymus, which was in fact

an elaboration of Origen’s analyses, while Theodoret

used the same idea.

EN VIc: µάχαιρα �παινετ9

While the idea came from Origen and the germane

comment by Didymus was extensive, Cassian applies

his own vocabulary, which naturally was formed during

his own education. The expression µάχαιρα �παινετ9

is the product of his study of Theodoret,6 and perhaps

of Gregory of Nazianzus,7 although the latter does not

seem to be a main source for Cassian.

EN VId: Xπλα �παινετά

This is an allusion to 2 Cor. 6:7, διὰ τ(ν Xπλων τ8

δικαιοσύνη, and probably to Psalm 5:13. It could

also be redolent of Rom. 6:13, which Didymus does not

use this in his extant writings. Theodoret returns to this

motif over and over.8 Certainly Didymus had made

reference to the ‘weapons of righteousness’,9 yet the

text of the Scholion was penned by Cassian.

EN VIe: Quoting Matt. 10:34 along

with Heb. 4:12

Didymus quotes10 Matthew 10:34, but not Heb. 4:12, as

far as our knowledge of his works goes. This combined

use is exclusive to Origen, precisely at the point we just

saw him using the idea of ‘select shafts’.11 On the other

hand, Theodoret quotes both Matt. 10:34 and Heb. 4:12

in the fifteenth section of his commentary on Isaiah,

which is the text that virtually makes the same

1 Origen, commJohn, I.32.229; 1ibid. I.22.134. frPs, 37, 3.
2 Eusebius canvassed the idea mainly in his commPs, PG.23.897.17–

26; yet see also, DE, 2.2.14; Eclogae Prophetarum, p. 211. Gregory
of Nyssa, In Inscriptiones Psalmorum, v. 5, p. 119.

3 Cf. Didymus CommZacch, 3.186–191 and 197.
4 Theodoret, commIs, 15.
5 Although Isaiah’s portion received comments by Cyril of Alexandria

and Procopius of Gaza (as anthologist), the language of those
authors is not relevant to this Scholion. Cyril of Alexandria, In
Isaiam, PG.70: 1033.47–53; 1040.19–20. Ephraem Syrus, De
Patientia, p. 321. Procopius of Gaza, In Isaiam Prophetam, p. 2461.

6 Cf. Theodoret, intPaulXIV, PG.82.196.8–12: Προ�τρεψε δ> κα� �π�

τ�ν πρα̃ξιν τ(ν α$ γαθ(ν, φ9σα ε_ναι τοὺ α' ρχοντα �παιν�τα

τ(ν α$ γαθ(ν. ‘Ε$ ὰν δ> τ< κακ<ν ποιP, φοβο�· ου$  γὰρ ε:κ8 τ�ν

µάχαιραν φορε�· Θεο� γὰρ διάκον� �στιν, ε: Cργ�ν *κδικο τK

τ< κακ<ν πράσσοντι.’ (Rom. 13:4).
7 Gregory of Nazianzus, De Moderatione in Disputando Servanda,

PG.36.177.41–45: ου$  τ�ν �παινετ�ν δια!ρεσιν, α$ λλὰ τ�ν ψεκτ9ν,

ου$ δ> τ<ν καθάρσιον �µπρησµ�ν, α$ λλὰ τ<ν Cλ�θριον. Ου$  γὰρ W

τοµ< διαιρε� λ�γο, + Χριστο� µάχαιρα, τοὺ πιστεύοντα α$ π<

τ(ν α$ π!στων.
8 Theodoret, intPaulXIV, PG.82:109.7 and 23; 116.6; 185.13; 413.38.
9 Cf. Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 904; Fragmenta in Epistulam ii ad

Corinthios, p. 30 (which runs in the spirit of Scholion VI): W ;π>ρ

ευ$ σεβε!α α$ τιµαζ�µενο, δυσφηµούµεν� τε κα� πλάνο

;πολαµβαν�µενο, γεννα!ω κα� �παινετ( τα�τα φ�ρων.
commPs35–39, Cod. p. 260: λαµβάνεται δ> κα� �παινετ(· ‘τὰ

β�λη σου yκονηµ�να, δυνατ�, λαο� ;ποκάτω σου πεσο�νται’. Id.
αυ$ τ!κα γο�ν + το�το παθο�σα ψυχ� 0τοι �κκλησ!α λ�γει·

‘τετρωµ�νη α$ γάπη ε:µ� �γ)’. ε:σ�ν οjν κα� �παινετὰ β�λη,
ε:σ�ν οjν κα� ψεκτά. Cf. the fuller quotation in EN VIh.

10 Didymus, commZacch, 4.166–167; In Epistulas Catholicas Brevis
Enarratio, p. 8; In Genesin, Cod. p. 98.

11 Origen, comJohn, I.32.229. Also, exhMar, XXXVII.
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exposition as Scholion VI. Likewise, sections 6 and 7

of the same commentary are built on the basis of a

concurrent analysis of both passages12

EN VIf: yκ�νησαν τὰ γλ)σσα αυ$ τ(ν

This theme is a favourite of Didymus, and it should cer-

tainly have played a part in his lost Commentary on the

Apocalypse.13 Theodoret also developed pertinent ideas

denoted by means of this psalmic vocabulary.14 The

fragment from the lost work of Theodore of Mopsuestia

should also be mentioned,15 since his influence on

Theodoret should not elude us.

EN VIg: The missing passage Prov. 12:18.

This Scholion reproduces Didymus and probably was

quoted from his lost Commentary on the Apocalypse

with some adaptation to Cassian’s own style formed

under the influence of Theodoret. As a matter of

fact, there is a parallel analysis at another point of

Didymus’ extant work, which confirms his influence

on this Scholion. At that point Proverbs, 12:18 is

quoted, which makes it an almost unique instance in

Christian literature and the sole parallel to this

Scholion.16

Didymus, commPs40–44.4, Cod. p. 247: Tοµφα�αν

�σπάσαντο οP α% µαρτωλο� κα� �ν�τειναν τ)ξον αυ
 τ*ν

το! καταβαλε�ν πτωχ#ν κα� π�νητα.17 +το!µασαν

?οµφα!αν, hνα πτωχ<ν κα� π�νητα καταβάλωσιν.

α$ ναστρ�φεται κα� ε: τ�ν αυ$ τ(ν *ρχεται καρδ!αν,

� τ< λεγ�µενον· ‘W Cρύσσων β�θρον τK πλησ!ον

�νπεσε�ται ε: αυ$ τ�ν’.18 κα� πάλιν· ‘κα� + θ9ρα, A

*κρυψαν, συνλαβ�τω αυ$ τού’. κα� �ν Ε$ κκλησιαστP

λ�γει· ‘καθαιρο�ντα φραγµ�ν, δ9ξεται =φι’.19 τ<ν

α' λλου φραγµ<ν καθαιρο�ντα =φι δ9ξεται, τ�ν

α$ σφάλειαν α' λλου καθαιρο�ντα. ‘?οµφα!αν

�σπάσαντο’· α$ π< τ8 θ9κη �σπάσαντο ε: φανε-

ρ<ν αυ$ τ�ν . . . δύναται ?οµφα!α W σὺν δ�λ^ λ�γο

ε_ναι· �κσπ(σιν γάρ, hνα διὰ τούτου πλ9ξωσιν.

*χει �ν Παροιµ!αι λεγ�µενον· ‘ε:σ�ν οl λ�γοντε

τιτρ)σκουσιν µαχα!ρH, γλ(σσαι δ> σοφ(ν

:(νται’.20 ε:σ�ν οl �ν τK λ�γειν τιτρ)σκουσιν

µαχα!ρH. δοτικP δ> α$ ναγνωστ�ον· ε:σ�ν οO �ν

τK λ�γειν τιτρ)σκοντε µαχα!ρH. οO φθε!ροντε

0θη χρηστὰ Wµιλ!αι κακα�,21 �ν τK λ�γειν

τιτρ)σκουσιν µαχα!ρH. ‘κα� + γλ(σσα αυ$ τ(ν

µάχαιρα Cξε�α’·22 W λ�γο αυ$ τ(ν ο[α µάχαιρα

βλάπτει κα� τιτρ)σκει. �ν τK λ�γειν οjν ε:σ!ν τινε

τιτρ)σκοντε µαχα!ρH, αO δ> τ(ν σοφ(ν γλ(σσαι,

οO λ�γοι τ(ν σοφ(ν, :(νται. αO µάχαιραι αVται

φαρµάκου ε:σ!ν, ου$  τιτρ)σκουσιν, ου$  πλ9ττουσιν,

12 Theodoret on Matt. 10:34: commIs, 6 and 15. Interpretatio in
Psalmos, PG.80.1628.20–24. intProphXII, PG.81.1833; ibid.
PG.82.277.27–28; Graecarum Affectionum Curatio, 11.74. Theodoret
on Heb. 4:12: commIs, 7 and 15. intPaul XIV, PG.82.705.21–27.

13 Didymus, commPs40–44.4, Cod. p. 311: πολλάκι ?οµφα!α τ(ν

�χ�ντων W λ�γο λ�γεται· ‘οhτινε yκ�νησαν � ?οµφα!αν τὰ

γλ)σσα αυ$ τ(ν’. κα!· ‘υOο� α$ νθρ)πων, οO Cδ�ντε αυ$ τ(ν Xπλον

κα� β�λη, κα� + γλ(σσα αυ$ τ(ν µάχαιρα Cξε�α’. κα� α' λλο δ�·

?οµφα!α αυ$ το�. frPs(al), fr. 360: yκονηµ�νη + γλ(σσα 0τοι W

λ�γο αυ$ τ(ν α$ ναιρετικ� �στιν διαφορ(ν. �πε� το!νυν W

α- µαρτάνων τP �αυτο� α- µαρτ!H α$ ποθν�σκει, κα� τούτων +

?οµφα!α Aν κατ $  α' λλων yκ�νησαν βλάψει αυ$ τοὺ ε: τ�ν καρδ!αν

αυ$ τ(ν. Ibid. fr. 1220: α$ κον9σαντε τ�ν γλ(σσαν �αυτ(ν �π� τK

α$ πατηλ<ν κα� τρ(σαι δυνάµενον λ�γον. Ibid. fr. 645a: α$ µφ�τερα

γὰρ τὰ στρατ�πεδα τα�τα ?οµφα!α δ!κην τὰ γλ)σσα �αυτ(ν

yκ�νησαν. Ibid. fr. 764: κατερ!φθησαν � τ�ν γλ)τταν αυ$ τ(ν

Aν κατὰ το� ;ψ!στου yκ�νησαν. Ibid. fr. 44: Ε$ ὰν γὰρ µ�

�πιστραφ8τε, φησ!ν, +δ�µενοι τK �µµ�νειν τP α- µαρτ!H,
στιλβ)σει τ�ν ?οµφα!αν αυ$ το� (α$ ντ� το� α$ κον9σει). σὺν αυ$ τP δ>

κα� τ< τ�ξον αυ$ το� ευ$ τρεπ!σει. Fragmenta in Proverbia,
PG.39.1637.39: τ< διορατικ<ν α$ κον9σα ε: τ< κακ�ν.
Commentarii in Job, PG.39.1124.21: θρασυν�µενο α$ κον9σει τ�ν

γλ(σσαν. commPs40–44.4, Cod. p. 247: α$ λλ$ οjν γε + ?οµφα!α

κατὰ τ(ν α$ κονησάντων αυ$ τ(ν στραφε�σα πλ9ττει κα� α$ ναιρε�

αυ$ τού· �σαύτω κα� τ< τ�ξον συντρ!βεται.
14 Theodoret, Interpretatio in Psalmos, PG.80:1341.30–34; 1944.12–14;

Eranistes, p. 93.

15 Theodore of Mopsuestia, expPs, 63, 4a.
16 Prov. 12:18 is quoted in DT (lib. 3), PG.39.812.35–36, yet this is

simply a glossary-collection of references to ‘wisdom’ and ‘wise
people’, with no further analysis or comment. Of all Christian
authors later than Didymus, only in a spurious text ascribed to John
Chrysostom is this scriptural passage quoted: Ascetam Facetiis uti
non Debere, PG.48.1060.10–12.

17 Psalm 36:14.
18 Prov. 26:27; Ecclesiastes, 10:18; Ecclesiasticus 27:26.
19 Ecclesiastes 10:8.
20 Proverbs, 12:18.
21 Probably apud Euripides, Fragmenta, fr. 24 or Menander (the

comic), Fragmenta, fr. 218. Didymus made use of this. Cf. Didymus,
commPs20–21, Cod. p. 10; commPs22–26.10, Cod. p. 81;
commPs29–34, Cod. p. 208; commPs35–39, Cod. p. 268; commPs40–
44.4, Cod. pp. 247 and 295; frPs(al), fr. 1226. The expression was a
commonplace in Christian theologians, since it had been quoted in
1 Cor. 15:33. Cf. Clement of Alexandria, Paedagogus, 2.6.50.4;
Stromateis, 1.14.59.4. Also, Pseudo-Clement, Athanasius, Eusebius,
Basil of Caesarea, Asterius of Antioch, Amphilochius of Iconium,
John Chrysostom, Palladius of Helenopolis, Ephraem Syrus, Cyril
of Alexandria, Diodorus of Tarsus, Enarratio in Prophetam Isaiam,
Theodoret, Procopius of Gaza, Cyril of Scythopolis. In spite of its
classical provenance, pagan literature did not make much use of
this proverb.

22 Psalm 56:5.
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ου$  τραυµατ!ζουσιν, α$ λλ$ :(νται τὰ γεν�µενα ;π $

α' λλων λ�γων τραύµατα.

EN VIh: τP α$ γάπG οjν *τρωσεν +µα̃ W κύριο

The imagery of the Lord ‘striking through the weapon of

love’ draws on the Song of Solomon, 2:5 and 5:8

(τετρωµ�νη α$ γάπη). As already observed in EN VId,

the vocabulary and sentiment of Didymus are much

the same as those of the Scholion. The expression

τετρωµ�νη α$ γάπη �γ) of the Song of Solomon

appears in Origen23 and Didymus, but not in Hippolytus

and Irenaeus.

Didymus, commPs35–39, Cod. p. 260: λαµβάνεται

δ> κα� �παινετ( ‘τὰ β�λη σου yκονηµ�να, δυνατ�,

λαο� ;ποκάτω σου πεσο�νται’. οO λ�γοι σου οO

τιτρ)σκοντε ε: *ρωτα κα� α$ γάπην yκονηµ�νοι

ε:σ!ν· δυνατ< γὰρ ε_ κα� δυνατ( π�µπει σου τοὺ

λ�γου κα� τιτρ)σκει ε: α$ γάπην τοὺ βαλλο-

µ�νου. αυ$ τ!κα γο�ν + το�το παθο�σα ψυχ� 0τοι

�κκλησ!α λ�γει· ‘τετρωµ�νη α$ γάπη ε:µ� �γ)’.

ε:σ�ν οjν κα� �παινετὰ β�λη, ε:σ�ν οjν κα� ψεκτά.

�πειδ� δ> τα�τα µετὰ Cργ8 κα� θυµο� zνοµά-

σθησαν, οuκ ε:σιν ε: *ρωτα κα� α$ γάπην τιτρ)-

σκοντα, α$ λλ$ αFσθησιν ποιο�ντα, ο[ κακ(ν τ!

�στιν.

Didymus, commZacch, 3.189: Ου$  τοια�τα δ> τὰ

α$ κ�ντια το� δυνατο� Σωτ8ρο, περ� Yν �ν τεσσε-

ρακοστK κα� τετάρτ^ ΨαλµK λ�γεται πρ< τ<ν

µακάριον κα� α' ριστον τοξ�την· ‘Τὰ β�λη σου

yκονηµ�να, δυνατ�’, αe περ *ρωτα θε�ον �µποιε�

το� βαλλοµ�νοι ;π $  αυ$ τ(ν, � τ�ν θε!αν νύµφην

µακάριον *ρωτα σχο�σαν λ�γειν· ‘Τετρωµ�νη

α$ γάπη ε:µ!.’ Κα� Xρα τ< παράδοξον· W αυ$ τ<

Σωτ�ρ τ�ξον κα� τοξ�τη κα� β�λο ;πάρχει. Ε$ ν

µ>ν γὰρ τK προκειµ�ν^ προφητικK ?ητK πρ<

αυ$ τ<ν ;π< το� Θεο� λ�γεται· ‘Ε$ ν�τεινά σε, Ι$ ούδα,

�µαυτK τ�ξον’· �ν δ> τK ΨαλµK οO ;µνο�ντε αυ$ τ<ν

λ�γουσιν· ‘Τὰ β�λη σου yκονηµ�να, δυνατ�’· αυ$ τ<

δ> περ� �αυτο� φησιν �ν Η$ σα�H· ‘Ε' θηκ�ν µε �

β�λο �κλεκτ�ν, �ν τP φαρ�τρH αυ$ το� *κρυψ�ν µε.’

Π( γὰρ ου$ κ �κλεκτ<ν β�λο W κατασκευάζων

�κλεκτοὺ τοὺ τιτρωσκοµ�νου, κρυπτ�µενον

�ν τP φαρ�τρH m *σχεν �κ τ8 Μαρ!α σαρκ!;

Ε$ νταθ�ντο τούτου το� θε!ου τ�ξου, α$ φ $  οV

�ντε!νεται κα� α$ πολύεται τὰ πλ9ττοντα ε: θε�ον

*ρωτα β�λη, �µπ!πλαται W Ε$ φρα�µ.

Ibid. 3.200, (comm. on Zach. 9:14–15): Ε$ ντε!-

ναντο Θεο� ο[α τ�ξον τ<ν Ι$ ούδαν, βολ� �

α$ στραπ� �ξελεύσεται, τιτρ)σκουσα κα� πλ9τ-

τουσα ε: θε�ον *ρωτα, � φ( το� κ�σµου

γεν�σθαι τ�ν δυναµ�νην ε:πε�ν τελε!αν ψυχ�ν @

*νδοξον Ε$ κκλησ!αν· ‘Τετρωµ�νη α$ γάπη ε:µ!.’ . . .

Ο-  τιτρ)σκων λ�γο ε: π�θον τοὺ τὰ κατ $

ε_δο α$ ρετὰ α$ ναλαµβάνοντα κα� τὰ κατὰ µ�ρο

δ�γµατα, βολ! �στιν.

Theodoret also canvassed the idea of the Song of

Songs, 2:5 and 5:8 (τετρωµ�νη α$ γάπη) in connection

with Isaiah, 49:2, where mention is made of the ‘select

shaft’ (β�λο �κλεκτ�ν).24

While interpreting this particular scriptural imagery

Cassian was fascinated by Didymus’ ideas and vocabu-

lary. This Scholion shows how he identified himself

with the Alexandrian sage, while influences upon him

by Theodoret are also traceable.

23 Origen, commJohn, I.32.229; frLam, fr. 104; Cant, p. 191; selPs,
PG.12.1629; excPs, PG.17.128; schCant, PG.17.261.

24 Theodoret, Explanatio in Canticum Canticorum, PG.81.89.10–12 and
48–49; ibid. PG.81: 153.48; 156.1–3. Likewise, commIs, 15. Cf.
Historia Religiosa, Vitae 9.2; 31.20.
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EXPANDED NOTES TO SCHOLION VII

EN VIIa: α$ νηγµ�νω

The adverb α$ νηγµ�νω is rare in literature. Didymus

used it profusely, whereas Cyril of Alexandria1 and John

Chrysostom2 did so only casually. The term means

‘according to an anagogical grasp’, or an exegesis ren-

dered according to ‘an elevated, or sublime, manner’.3

The adverb is derived from the perfect participle of the

verb α$ νάγεσθαι, which also gives the noun α$ ναγωγ9

and the adjective α$ ναγωγικ�.4 The following discus-

sion reveals that this Scholion was by and large culled

from Didymus’ work.

The two Cappadocian Gregories had used the

adjective α$ νηγµ�νο, yet not as a technical term.

Rather, this was a literal usage in order to denote the

general sense of one or something being ‘elevated’.

To all appearances, it was an off-hand usage.5 The

instances of the term α$ νηγµ�νο occurring in

Theodoret are in fact quotations from Amphilochius of

Iconium6 in a specific sense that is not relevant to the

present instance. For Amphilochius used this not as

a technical term loaded with a significant meaning,

but simply as a loan from the accidental vocabulary

of Gregory of Nazianzus, with whom he had close

spiritual and personal connection, and who was pos-

sibly his first cousin. Besides, he refers to elevated

‘words’ rather than elevated ‘understanding’.7 Likewise,

a literal and casual usage occurs in Aristotle’s commen-

tator, Dexippus,8 who was contemporary with Didymus.

It was Didymus who put the term to conscious and

consistent theological and philosophical use, thus

making it a significant element of his vocabulary,

indeed a term peculiar to him.

The Neoplatonist Proclus, who lived shortly after

Didymus, took up the term from him along with its

import: α$ νηγµ�νο suggests an elevated life9 befitting

the divine one, or the sublime conception of it, or a

theoria appropriate to the divine reality.10 This is an

example confirming that it was not only Christians who

were influenced by Neoplatonism; things happened the

other way round, too.11 It seems that Proclus received

the idea from Hermias of Alexandria, who must have

taken it up from Didymus via the grammarian Orion.12

In any case, it was Proclus, not Hermias, who used both

1 Cyril of Alexandria, In Sanctum Joannem, v. 2, p. 683. α$ νηγµ�νω τε

κα� θεοπρεπ(.
2 John Chrysostom, In Acta Apostolorum. Homiliae, PG.60.55–56: κα�

αυ$ τ< α$ νηγµ�νω αυ$ το� διαλ�γεται.
3 The term is also used to denote an ‘allegorical’ narration: Didymus,

commZacch, 2.83: δυνατο� τυγχάνοντο πάνυ ε;ρεθ8ναι τὰ κατ $

α$ λληγορ!αν λεχθ�ντα τύµπανα τα� *τεσιν πλε!οσιν 0δη

α$ νηγµ�ναι θεοσεβ(.
4 The adverb α$ νε^γµ�νω appears only once in literature and actually

means ‘openly’ or ‘explicitly’. Commentaria In Dionysii Thracis
Artem Grammaticam, Commentariolus Byzantinus, p. 584: Περ�

συνδ�σµου. ‘Σύνδεσµ� �στι λ�ξι συνδ�ουσα διάνοιαν µετὰ

τάξεω κα� τ< τ8 �ρµηνε!α κεχην< δηλο�σα’, τουτ�στιν

τραν( κα� α$ νε^γµ�νω. A. Harnack inserted α$ νε^γµ�νω for the
Codex’s α$ νοιγµ�νω. Unfortunately, the erudite C.H. Turner was
misled by this, which he accepted, and made no emendation.

5 Gregory of Nazianzus, In Sanctum Pascha, PG.36.637.40: τ(ν α' γαν

θεωρητικ(ν κα� α$ νηγµ�νων. Gregory of Nyssa, De Vita Mosis, 2.50:
Ε: δ� τι τ(ν �ν τP Oστορ!H γεγον�των *ξω το� εOρµο� τ8

α$ νηγµ�νη διανο!α + τ(ν πραγµάτων α$ νάγκη πεσε�ν

�κβιάσαιτο.
6 See Introduction, p. 57.
7 Theodoret, Eranistes, p. 107 (and p. 242) (quoting Amphilochius of

Iconium): Ου$ κο�ν ε: δ!δω σαρκ� τὰ πάθη, δ< αυ$ τP κα� τοὺ

ταπεινοὺ λ�γου, κα� Z τὰ θαύµατα �πιγράφει, τοὺ

α$ νηγµ�νου α$ νάθε λ�γου. Further: τοὺ µ>ν ταπεινοὺ λ�γου

τK �κ Μαρ!α α$ νθρ)π^, τοὺ δ> α$ νηγµ�νου κα� θεοπρεπε� τK

�ν α$ ρχP =ντι λ�γ^. ∆ιὰ το�το γὰρ πP µ>ν α$ νηγµ�νου, πP δ>

ταπεινοὺ φθ�γγοµαι λ�γου, hνα διὰ µ>ν τ(ν ;ψηλ(ν το�

�νοικο�ντο λ�γου δε!ξω τ�ν ευ$ γ�νειαν, διὰ δ> τ(ν ταπειν(ν

τ8 ταπειν8 σαρκ< γνωρ!σω τ�ν α$ σθ�νειαν.
8 Dexippus (fourth cent. AD), In Aristotelis Categorias

Commentarium, p. 4: �παιν( δ� σου τ9ν τε τ8 φύσεω

�πιτηδει�τητα πρ< πάντα α$ νηγµ�νην τὰ καλά.
9 Proclus, In Platonis Rem Publicam Commentarii, v. 2, p. 103: πρ<

τ�ν χωριστ�ν α$ νηγµ�νο κα� τ�ν *ξω γεν�σεω ζω9ν. Theologia
Platonica, v. 1, p. 96: τα� τ(ν θε(ν Cπαδο� κα� τ<ν πολὺν

=χλον τ8 γεν�σεω α$ πολιπούσαι κα� γυµνα� πρ< τ< θε�ον κα�

καθαρ<ν α$ νηγµ�ναι.
10 Proclus, In Platonis Rem Publicam Commentarii, v. 1, p. 16: µιµε�ται

γὰρ A µ>ν ψυχ8 *τι πρ< τὰ πάθη µαχοµ�νη ζω9ν, A δ>

παντελ( ε: θεωρ!αν α$ νηγµ�νη κα� α$ πεκδυσαµ�νη τ�ν

µν9µην τ(ν α$ γ)νων �κε!νων. Ibid. v. 1, p. 137: τK δηµιουργK

πρ�σεισιν το� παντ< �π� τ< σφ�τερον α$ νηγµ�ν^ νοητ�ν. Ibid.
v. 1, p. 176: κα� α$ π< τ(ν �µφαν(ν α$ νηγµ�νον κα� τ(ν ε:κ�νων ε:

τ�ν α$ φαν8 τα� α:σθ9σεσιν +µ(ν θεωρ!αν. Elementa Theologica,
section 204: τὰ α$ ε� �ποµ�να ψυχὰ κα� κατὰ νο�ν �νεργούσα

κα� ε: ν�α α$ νηγµ�να. In Platonis Parmenidem, p. 646: �ν θε!^

στ�µατι φθεγγοµ�νη, δι $  Cνοµάτων Oεροπρεπ(ν κα� ε: τ< rψο

α$ νηγµ�νη :δ�α. Ibid. p. 705: τ<ν γὰρ α$ νηγµ�νον πρ< αυ$ τ< τ<

=ντω �ν α$ νάγκη κα� τ8 �κε�θεν καλλον8 κα� τ8 α$ γαθ�τητο

ε_ναι πλ9ρη τ�ν ψυχ9ν. Ibid. p. 1037: W κατὰ τ�ν ψυχ�ν τ�ν

α$ νηγµ�νην.
11 See, RCR, chapter 7, ‘Christian influence on Neoplatonism’.
12 Hermias of Alexandria, In Platonis Phaedrum Scholia, p. 46: πάντα

τα�τα ο:κε�α Cν�µατα το� �νύλοι κα� γε)δεσι κα� µ9πω

α$ νηγµ�νοι. Ibid. p. 254: W γὰρ το� θεο� α$ ρ�σκων κα�

α$ νηγµ�νο.
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the idea and the term, making this as much charac-

teristic of him as it was of Didymus. When Pseudo-

Dionysius the Areopagite used the notion, he actually

echoed Didymus, even if (as I suspect) he was

not actually aware that it was one of Christian

provenance.13

Didymus had no followers in regard to this specific

usage. Quite ironically, his followers on this were the

Neoplatonists. The term remained typical of his phrase-

ology, being therefore one of the means by which he can

be identified as the source of the Scholion. I quote some

of his numerous references to the ‘elevated’ conception

of divine things. Although α$ ναγωγ9 had been heavily

used by Origen as a technical term,14 Didymus went

well beyond him and attached a wider import to the

perfect participle α$ νηγµ�νο and to its cognate adverb

α$ νηγµ�νω.

Didymus, In Genesin, Cod. p. 38: το� µ>ν α$ νηγ-

µ�νοι Dλιο δικαιοσύνη γιν�µενο. Ibid. p. 97:

ου$ δ>ν θε�ον 0 α$ νηγµ�νον *χοντι. commJob(5.1–

6.29), Cod. p. 137: α$ νηγµ�νη θεωρ!α. commJob-

(7.20c–11), Cod. p. 216: δύναται δ> κα� α$ νηγµ�νω

θεωρε�σθαι σκιά. commZacch, 1.342: W α$ νηγµ�νο

προφ9του λ�γο. Ibid. 2.148: κατὰ θεωρ!αν

α$ νηγµ�νην. Ibid. 2.236: Σιiν κα� Ι$ ερουσαλ�µ

α$ νηγµ�νω �στ!ν, α$ ληθιν� καλουµ�νη. Ibid. 2.302:

τ�ν µυστικ�ν κα� α$ νηγµ�νην θεωρ!αν. Ibid. 3.23:

πρ< διάνοιαν α$ νηγµ�νην. Ibid. 3.102: θεωρητ�ον

τὰ πρ< α$ νηγµ�νην α$ π�δοσιν. Ibid. 3.176: α$ νηγµ�-

νη θεωρ!α. Ibid. 4.51: τ�ν π!στιν κα� τὰ φρον9µατα

τ(ν χριστιαν(ν ου$ κ α$ νηγµ�νω α$ ποδιδ�ντων.

Ibid. 4.117: Μισθ<ν δ> κα� α$ ργύριον α$ νηγµ�νω

προσ9κει �κλαβε�ν. Ibid. α$ κ�λουθον µετὰ τ�ν

Oστορ!αν α$ νηγµ�νω νο8σαι τὰ περ� τ(ν δύο

?άβδων Yν *λαβεν �αυτK W το� α$ νθρ)που υO�.

Ibid. 5.115: περ� νοηµάτων ;ψηλ( α$ νηγµ�νων.

Ibid. 5.184: Τ< α$ νηγµ�νω �ν τP Ι$ ερουσαλ�µ

�ορτάσαι τ�ν τ(ν σκην(ν �ορτ9ν. commEccl

(1.1–8), Cod. p. 38: κατὰ ?ητ�ν, ου$ κ α$ νηγµ�νω.

commEccl (3–4.12), Cod. p. 87: πρ< α$ ναγωγ�ν κα�

α$ νηγµ�νην διάνοιαν. Ibid. Cod. p. 100: W γὰρ λ�γων

τα�τα ου$ κ *ξει α$ νηγµ�νην διάνοιαν. Cod. p. 100:

κατὰ τ�ν α$ νηγµ�νην θεωρ!αν. Ibid. Cod. p. 124:

δύναται δ> α$ νηγµ�νω λεχθ8ναι. frPs(al), fr. 774a:

πρ< θεωρ!αν α$ νηγµ�νην. commPs35–39, Cod.

p. 233: ου$ δ>ν α$ νηγµ�νον διανοούµενοι. commPs40–

44.4, Cod. p. 298: θε�οι α' νδρε πρ< θεολογ!αν

α$ νηγµ�νοι. commPs40–44.4, Cod. p. 319: ου$ δ>ν

qξοντε α$ νηγµ�νον, ου$  σοφο� =ντε.

The term remained the property of Didymus, so

that we can identify him. Never did Christians have

any inkling of its value, with the exception of John

Philoponus, who displays awareness of it,15 nearly a

hundred and fifty years after the death of Didymus.16

EN VIIb: α$ ρχ� κα� α:τ!α

To regard the Son as the ‘beginning’ and ‘cause’ of

everything is a thesis stated by Didymus throughout his

work. Fragmenta in Proverbia, PG.39.1629.48f: Πολλὰ

σηµα!νουσα, καθάπερ εFποµεν, + α$ ρχ9, ν�ν τ<

α$ �διον δηλο� κα� τ< αFτιον κα� τ< ποιητικ�ν. Ε:

*ργα γὰρ �κτ!σθαι φησ!ν, �π� τK α$ ρχ� ε_ναι τ(ν

ποιητικ(ν κα� προνοητικ(ν Wδ(ν το� Θεο�,

τουτ�στιν α:τ!α. Ibid. PG.39.1632.36–39: οoτω κα� τP

κτ!σει παρασχε�ν τ< ε_ναι βουλ�µενο, κατ $  αυ$ τ�ν

γ�γονεν, τ�ν προειρηµ�νην σχ�σιν ε:σάγων,

γιν�µενο το� �σοµ�νοι α$ ρχ� κα� α:τ!α. frPs(al),

fr. 1050: δύναται τ< α$ ρχ� =νοµα κα� �ντα�θα

ου$ κ α$ ντ� ε:σαγωγ8 α$ λλ$ αFτιον κε�σθαι, hν $  � τ<

λεγ�µενον α:τ!α κα� α$ ρχ� W το� θεο� φ�βο.

commEccl (5–6), Cod. p. 152: κα� �ντα�θα τ�ν α:τ!αν

σηµα!νει τ< τ8 α$ ρχ8 =νοµα. commPs35–39, Cod.

p. 272: ‘α$ ρχ� τ(ν λ�γων σου α$ λ9θεια’. + α:τ!α το�

λ�γειν µε τοὺ λ�γου σου + α$ λ9θειά σο� �στιν.

ταύτην φανερ)σω �ὰν γν( αυ$ τ9ν. �π� τ(ν α$ ρετ(ν

οjν κα� τ(ν εj �χουσ(ν Wδ(ν + α$ λ9θεια α$ ρχ9

�στιν, α:τ!α. commPs20–21, Cod. p. 54: λοιπ<ν τ�ν

α:τ!αν· ‘Xτι’ αυ$ το� �στιν ‘+ βασιλε!α’. βασιλε!αν

Yδε λ�γει ου$  τ�ν α$ ρχ9ν, α$ λλὰ τοὺ βασιλευ-

οµ�νου. In Genesin, Cod. pp. 1B–2A: ε: δ� τ! τινα

χρ�νον αE ν ο:ηθε!η ε_ναι τ�ν α$ ρχ�ν . . . �ξετάζων

13 Pseudo-Dionysius the Areopagite, De Hierarchia Ecclesiastica, p. 86: W
καθ�λου θε�ο α$ ν�ρ W τ(ν θε!ων α' ξιο κοινων< W πρ< τ< το�

κατ $  αυ$ τ<ν θεοειδο� α' κρον �ν παντελ�σι κα� τελειωτικα�

θε)σεσιν α$ νηγµ�νο. Ibid. p. 113: �ραστ� �στι τα� Wµοταγ�σι

κα� Oερωτάται τάξεσιν ε: τ< θεοειδ�στατον α$ νηγµ�νο

κάλλο.
14 Cf. PHE, pp. 29–30.

15 John Philoponus, In Aristotelis Physicorum Libros Octo
Commentaria, v. 16, p. 132; De Opificio Mundi, p. 4.

16 The term is mostly absent from the vocabulary of Didymus’ younger
contemporary, the long-winded Chrysostom, who used it once and
then put it to rest. In Acta Apostolorum Homiliae,
PG.60.25.54–55: Ε$ πε� οjν α$ ν9χθησαν, κα� αυ$ τ< α$ νηγµ�νω

αυ$ το� διαλ�γεται.
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εoροι τα�τα το� χρ�νου προεπινοε�σθαι· κα� τ< τ8

α$ ρχ8 =νοµα ου$ χ Sν α$ λλὰ πολλὰ σηµα!νει· . . .

σηµα!νει ποτ> τ�ν α:τ!αν � �ντα�θα τ< τοιο�τον

�στιν.

Origen, expProv, PG.17.185.1–8: Ου$ σ!α οjσα + το�

Θεο� σοφ!α, πρ< α:)νων γεγ�νηται, κα� πρ<

κτ!σεω α$ �διο cν· Xτε δ> σχ�σιν πρ< τὰ γεννητὰ

�δ�ξατο, τ�τε α$ ρχ� τ(ν Wδ(ν το� Θεο� γ�γονε τ(ν

ποιητικ(ν κα� προνοητικ(ν· σύζυγο οjν + α$ ρχ�

το� κτ!σµασιν Yν γ�γονεν α$ ρχ9, τουτ�στιν + πρ<

τὰ γεννητὰ σχ�σι.

DT (lib. 3), PG.39.841: ∆ηλο� γὰρ + µ>ν α$ ρχ9,

τ< αFτιον αυ$ τ<ν ε_ναι, � α' ναρχον, καθὰ W Θε<

Πατ�ρ τ8 πάντων συστάσεω. Ο-  γὰρ bν α$ ρχ� ου$ κ

*χει τ<ν προϋπάρχοντα, � W oστατο ου$ κ *χει τ<ν

oστατον.

EN VIIc: ου$  χρ�ν^, α$ λλὰ τιµP

Didymus emphasizes that the Son’s seniority is onto-

logical, not simply temporal. This he accomplishes by

means of the distinction of seniority understood either

in terms of time, or in terms of ontological priority. He

accordingly makes the distinction between seniority τK

χρ�ν^ (in time) and seniority τP τιµP (in honour). He

uses Aristotle’s analyses in De Interpretatione, and it is

to him that he actually refers, quoting from him

implicitly.

Didymus, commEccl (3–4.12), Cod. p. 79–80:

�ν!οτε ου$  κατὰ χρ�νον τὰ πάντα ληµπτ�ον, α$ λλὰ

Wτ> κα� κατ $  α:τ!αν. (He then quotes from Aristotle,

De Interpretatione, 23a, which he cites, while also

paraphrasing De Anima, 430a21–431a; De Caelo, 283a;

Metaphysica, 1049b–1050a): *νια γὰρ τK χρ�ν^

προτ�ραν *χουσιν τ�ν δύναµιν, ;στ�ραν δ> τ�ν

�ν�ργειαν. �π� δ> τ(ν α$ ναγκα!ων προηγουµ�νω

κα� πρ)τη �στ�ν + �ν�ργεια· αoτη γάρ �στιν τ<

τ�λο. �π� δ> τ(ν µετὰ δύναµιν �χ�ντων τ�ν

�ν�ργειαν χρ�ν^ �στ�ν + δύναµι προτ�ρα κα� +

�ν�ργεια ;στ�ρα. κατά τι οjν + �ν�ργεια λ�γεται

προτ�ρα κα� κατά τι ;στ�ρα· καθ $ k µ>ν αυ$ τ� α:τ!α

�στ�ν τ(ν δυνάµεων (qνεκα γὰρ το� ;παρχθ8ναι

τ�ν �ν�ργειαν + δύναµ! �στιν), προτ�ρα �στ�ν +

�ν�ργεια, τK δ> χρ�ν^ + δύναµι. More than a

century later, John Philoponus made the same point.

Cf. In Aristotelis Libros de Anima Commentaria, v. 15,

pp. 216–17, commenting on 412a26.

Didymus, commEccl (11–12), Cod. p. 328 (quoting

heavily from Revelation): αυ$ τ< οjν Ι$ ησο� λ�γει

ε_ναι ‘α$ ρχ� κα� τ�λο’· ‘�γ)’, φησ!ν, ‘ε:µι τ< α' λφα

κα� τ< ω, + α$ ρχ� κα� τ< τ�λο’, ‘W πρ(το κα� W

*σχατο, W ζ(ν κα� �γενάµην νεκρ< κα� :δοὺ ζ(ν

ε:µι ε: τοὺ α:(να.’ Xρα π( αυ$ τὰ τὰ δοκο�ντα

α$ ντικε!µενα κα� πρ�τερα κα� oστερα αυ$ τ< ε_ναι

λ�γει. λ�γει γο�ν Xτι ‘�γi W πρ(το κα� �γi W

*σχατο’, @ πρ(τον ‘�γi τ< α' λφα κα� �γi τ< ω’.

*στιν γράµµατα, αn  χαράττει τ< πνε�µα τ< αe γιον

�ν τP καρδ!H τ(ν οoτω παρεσκευασµ�νων. λ�γει

γάρ· ‘ου$ κ �ν πλαξ�ν λιθ!ναι, α$ λλ$ �ν πλαξ�ν

σαρκ!ναι �πιγράφω’. κα� λ�γει ταύτα γράφεσθαι

;π< το� α- γ!ου πνεύµατο, ;π< το� ‘ζ(ντο

πνεύµατο’. αυ$ τ< οjν �στιν κα� τὰ γράµµατα τὰ

θε�α �ν m γράφεται + ‘β!βλο τ(ν ζ)ντων’, �ν m

χαράττονται ‘τὰ Cν�µατα’ τ(ν α$ ποστ�λων ‘�ν το�

ου$ ρανο�’, �κε� �νπολιτογραφο�σιν. λ�γει οjν ‘�γi

τ< α' λφα κα� �γi τ< ω’. διὰ τ(ν α' λλων �δ9λωσεν

Xτι κα� τ.ὰ α' λλα �στ!ν. ‘α$ ρχ9’ οjν κα� ‘τ�λο’ αυ$ τ�

�στιν. �ξ<ν οjν αυ$ το� µετ�χειν ‘αe µα’, καθ $ k ‘α$ ρχ9’

�στιν κα� ‘τ�λο’ κατὰ α' λλο µ>ν ‘α$ ρχ9’, κατὰ

qτερον δ> ‘τ�λο’.

The expression κατὰ τιµ9ν is used by Didymus to

indicate qualitative superiority. commEccl (11–12),

Cod. p. 329; ibid. Cod. p. 329; commZacch, 3.286;

ibid. 5.110.

EN VIId: ου$  κατὰ χρ�νον

Didymus, commEccl (3–4.12), Cod. p. 79: �ν!οτε ου$

κατὰ χρ�νον τὰ πάντα ληµπτ�ον, α$ λλὰ Wτ> κα� κατ $

α:τ!αν. commPs22–26.10, Cod. p. 109–110: τ< δ> ‘δε�’

ου$  κατὰ χρ�νον λαµβάνω, α$ λλὰ κατὰ ν�ησιν.

Therefore, we have a quotation from Didymus’

Commentary on the Apocalypse, which has striking

parallels in his commentary on Ecclesiastes.
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EXPANDED NOTES TO SCHOLION VIII

EN VIIIa: Quoting Heb. 1:3 and Rom. 6:9.

Once again, the author avails himself of the New

Testament, in order to show that the text of Revelation

stands in theological harmony with the entire Christian

doctrine and, consequently, should be included in the

Canon of scripture. The passages adduced at this point

are Heb. 1:3 and Rom. 6:9.

Certain authors including Didymus and Theodoret,

but not Origen, quote Heb. 1:3. The same expression

combined with the expression µετὰ τ�ν α$ νάληψιν or

α$ ναληφθε� (‘after the ascension’), appears in Didy-

mus and Theodoret,1 whereas it occurs also in Pseudo-

Macarius.2 On the other hand, Rom. 6:9 appears in

Origen and Theodoret.3 One cannot know whether this

had also been used by Didymus in texts which no longer

exist.

EN VIIIb: ζP ε: τοὺ α:(να

The expression ζP ε: τοὺ α:(να appears rarely as an

implicit reference to this passage of Revelation, yet it

occurs in connection with its Old Testament usage.

The notion of the Son ‘living for the aeons’ occurs in

Origen.4 Hippolytus made the point after Daniel’s

book,5 and so did Theodoret.6 Didymus confidently

quoted from the germane parts of Revelation, as we

saw in the previous Scholion. Cyril of Jerusalem made

references, which clearly point to Revelation rather than

to Old Testament passages.7 On the other hand, a

resemblance with both the Scholion and Didymus

appears in Pseudo-Macarius, quoting Rom.6:9, hence

we probably once again come upon an Akoimetan

author.8

The actual point made in this Scholion is that

Revelation at this point concurs with both Testaments.

My conclusion is that Cassian wrote Scholion VIII as

a brief comment following the previous Scholion VII,

which was a plain quotation from Didymus.

1 Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 1038. Theodoret, HE, p. 23. Pseudo-Macarius,
Sermones lxiv, 22.2.7. Cf. Heb. 1:3, quoted by Didymus, frPs(al), frs.
48; 894; 1038. Theodoret, HE, p. 23; intPaulXIV, PG.82.733.

2 Pseudo-Macarius , Sermones lxiv, 2.3.14 and 22.2.7.
Also, Cassian the Sabaite (Pseudo-Didymus), DT (lib. 1), 26.63.

3 Origen, Cels, II.16; commJohm. XIII.8.48; Dial, 6; commMatt, 12.4;
Commentarii in Epistulam ad Romanos (I.1-XII.21), 30. Theodoret,
intPaulXIV, PG.82.108.3–4. Asterius of Antioch, commPs, 20.11.
Eusebius, Adversus Marcellum, 2.1.13. Basil of Caesarea, De
Baptismo, PG.31: 1537.46; 1552.47; 1553.9; 1569.50. Epiphanius of
Salamis, Ancoratus, 92.5; Panarion, v. 2, p. 504; v. 3, pp. 215; 446;
518. John Chrysostom, Expositiones in Psalmos, PG.55.229.39; In
Acta Apostolorum Homiliae, PG.60.361.29; In Epistolam ad

Romanos Commentarius, PG.60.485.46; et passim. Cyril of
Alexandria, In Sanctum Joannem, v. 2, pp. 378; 644; De Adoratione,
PG.68: 625.2; 653.53; 684.47; 1069.18; GlaphPent, PG.69.428.51.

4 Origen, commJohn, I.22.132; I.31.227.
5 Hippolytus, In Danielem, 3.11.4; 3.31.1; 4.2.10.
6 Theodoret, intDan, PG.81: 1372.25; 1409.11. Likewise, in a spurious

work: Pseudo-Gregory of Nyssa, Inventio Imaginis in Camulianis, 8.
7 Cyril of Jerusalem, Catecheses Illuminandorum, 2.18; 15.26.
8 Pseudo-Macarius, Sermones lxiv, Homily 38.2.10; Homily 45.3.1; so

in Homiliae l, Homily 15, and in Opusculum 1, PG.34.824.19–20:
οVτο α$ ληθ( ε: τοὺ α:(να ζP κα� ου$ κ α$ ποθν9σκει. Cf. RCR,
pp. 20; 30; 162–2; 169; 290; 356; 360; 378; 381–2.
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EXPANDED NOTES TO SCHOLION IX

EN IXa: Ο-  πα̃ �νεστηκi α:iν νὺξ Cνοµάζεται

The metaphor of the present ‘aeon’ being a ‘night’ is

Origen’s, who posited that full knowledge is an eschato-

logical prospect. Homiliae in Job (e codd. Paris.),

PG.12.1044.41–46 (so in Homiliae in Job, (e codd. Marc.

gr. 21, 538), PG.17.96.42–48 and Homiliae in Job (e

codd. Vat.), pp. 382–383): Οe λο W α:iν οVτο νύξ

�στι, σκ�το �στ!. Τ< φ( τηρε�τα! σοι ν�ν γὰρ δι $

�σ�πτρου βλ�πει, µ�λλει δ� ποτε βλ�πειν τ<

φ(. Ου$ κο�ν νύξ �στι πα̃ W α:)ν, κα� χρε!α

φυλάκων τεταγµ�νων ε: νύκτα ταύτην, hνα οO

φύλακε, οO �π� τ(ν νυκτ(ν, φρουρ(σι τοὺ �ν

νυξ�ν α$ π< τ(ν λGστ(ν, α$ π< τ(ν θηρ!ων, α$ π< τ(ν

πολεµ!ων. Τ!νε οO φύλακε; ΟO παρεµβάλλοντε

α' γγελοι.1

Cf. his dubious text De Pascha (p. 126) expounding

the same notion: + νὺξ δ> �π� το� �νεστ(το

κ�σµου λαµβάνεται, + δ> +µ�ρα �π� το� µ�λλοντο,

� W αυ$ τ< α$ π�στολο µαρτυρε� λ�γων. Η-  νὺξ

προ�κοψεν, + δ> +µ�ρα 0γγικεν.

The idea was taken up by Didymus, frPs(al),

fr. 1136, (comm. on Ps. 118:147): Πρ(τον �ν α$ ωρ!H,

Xπερ νο9σει κα� οoτω �π� το� παρ�ντο α:(νο

νυκτ< Cνοµαζοµ�νου πολλάκι � πρ< τ<ν

µ�λλοντα α:(να +µ�ραν καλούµενον, κατὰ τ< Η-

νὺξ προ�κοψεν, + δ> +µ�ρα 0γγισεν.2

A later catenist approved Origen’s idea, but he

disliked the author; hence he attributed the portion

to John Chrysostom. Consequently, Migne gives rise to

some confusion by attributing the same passage to both

Origen and Chrysostom, which is not an unusual case

in this Patrology. Cf. Origen’s foregoing text also

ascribed to John Chrysostom, Fragmenta in Job,

PG.64.644.

Theodoret took the church as ‘the moon’ that casts

light on the ‘night’3 of the present world (footnote 1 to

the Scholion-text). This is an allusion to the Song of

Songs 6:10, which is also an idea originating in Origen.4

EN IXb: λυχνια!ου φωτ<

This point reveals Theodoret’s influence on this

Scholion, although the thought goes back to Didymus.

Theodoret is one of the few Christian theologians to

have used this expression profusely, while neither

Clement of Alexandria nor Origen nor Didymus ever

used such an expression at all.

Theodoret, Historia Religiosa, Vita 3.6: κα�

διακύψα Wρd φ( ου$  λυχνια�ον, ου$ δ> χει-

ροπο!ητον, α$ λλὰ θε�σδοτον κα� τ8 α' νωθεν

χάριτο. Ibid. Vita 11.1: ∆ιετ�λεσε δ> µ�χρι γ9ρω

µ9τε πυρ� χρησάµενο, µ9τε λυχνια�ον δεξάµενο

φ(. Ibid. Vita 25.2: τὰ α$ ποκρ!σει ποιούµενο µ�ν,

ου$ χ Wρ)µενο δ> κα� οuτε πυρ� χρ)µενο οuτε

λυχνια!ου φωτ< α$ πολαύων. commIs, 2: Προτρ�πει

το!νυν W προφητικ< λ�γο µηκ�τι προσεδρεύειν

τK λυχνια!^ φωτ� το� ν�µου, α$ λλὰ τK α$ ληθινK τὰ

ψυχὰ καταυγάζειν. Quaestiones in Octateuchum,

p. 142: θυµ!αµα γὰρ κα� λυχνια�ον φ( προ-

σφ�ροµεν τK ΘεK κα� τ�ν µυστικ�ν τ8 α- γ!α

τραπ�ζη Oερουργ!αν. Haereticarum Fabularum Com-

pendium, PG.83.353.3–5: (the same in the Catena in

Epistulam ii ad Corinthios [catena Pseudo-Oecumenii],

p. 368 and p. 456): ΟV δ� χάριν, ου$ κ �ν το� κοινο�

δε�πνοι µ�νον, τ< λυχνια�ον φ( �κποδiν

ποιούµενοι, mπερ αE ν qκαστο �π�τυχε συνεµ!γνυτο.

The following text is of especial value. Theodoret,

intPaulXIV, PG.82.396.4–7; the same text also in

Catena in Epistulam ii ad Corinthios (catena Pseudo-

Oecumenii), pp. 368 and 456. Ε$ ν νυκτ� µ>ν γὰρ

τ< λυχνια�ον φ( φαν)τατον ε_ναι δοκε�, �ν

µεσηµβρ!H δ> µ�σG κρύπτεται, κα� ου$ δ> φ( ε_ναι

νοµ!ζεται.

1 Nevertheless, at a certain point Origen has to render ‘this aeon’ as a
‘day’. He adds however, ‘I am aware that I have said different things
at other points’. Cf. homJer, 12.10: ‘�ργάζεσθε � +µ�ρα �στ!ν·

*ρχεται νὺξ Xτε ου$ δε� δύναται �ργάζεσθαι.’ +µ�ραν �κε�

zν�µασε τ<ν α:(να το�τον (α$ λλὰ α$ ναγκα!ω προσ�θηκα τ< �κε�·

ο_δα γὰρ �ν α' λλοι α' λλα πάλιν δηλούµενα) +µ�ραν οjν zν�µασε

τ<ν α:(να το�τον, σκ�το δ> κα� νύκτα τ�ν συντ�λειαν διὰ τὰ

κολάσει.
2 John Chrysostom employed the figure. Fragmenta in Job,

PG.64.644.21; De Virginitatae, 58 (cf. section 73); In Heliam et
Viduam, PG.51.339.13. This appears also in spurious works.
Pseudo-John Chrysostom, In Psalmum 100, PG.55.636.38; In
Sanctum Pascha (sermo 2), 12.

3 Theodoret, Graecarum Affectionum Curatio, 12.54; intPaulXIV,
PG.82: 197.12–14 and 652.36–38.

4 Origen, commJohn, I.25.163. Didymus, commPs29–34, Cod. p. 202.
frPs(al), fr. 755. Theodoret, Explanatio in Canticum Canticorum,
PG.81.176.16–19.
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The idea underlying this passage is that the saints

act as candles providing light to all those who cannot be

illuminated directly by the ‘true sun’ Himself, namely,

the Logos. Therefore, any doctor of the Church is a

‘candle’ to those under instruction, who are in a ‘state

of darkness’; but ‘once the full light of the sun’ appears

at ‘noon’, these candles fade vis-à-vis the power of the

‘real sun’. This is the idea expounded in the present

Scholion, which is very much the same as the import

of Theodoret’s foregoing passage. The same image

occurs in the Enarratio in Prophetam Isaiam,5 which is

one more indication that this work is not by Basil of

Caesarea, who never used this expression.

The expression λυχνια�ον φ( is rare in Christian

literature,6 and it is absent from the shining stars of

Christian theology, save John Chrysostom7 and Cyril

of Alexandria.8 A reference in Basil of Seleucia is the

closest one to the spirit of Theodoret, who regarded

the ‘light of the candle-stick’ as betokening the Old

Testament.9 This imagery made a mark only in

Scepticism,10 which was hardly of interest to Christian

authors, whereas John Philoponus made ample use of

it.11

φ( and λυχν!α

Although probably introduced by Origen, the figure

and reflection over φ( and λυχν!α did not remain

exclusive to him, since they occur also in Hippolytus12

and Didymus. Parallel texts by Origen and Didymus

deserve to be quoted extensively, since their relevance

to the phraseology of this Scholion becomes evident

immediately.

Origen, fr Luc, fr. 121d: οO τK ‘α$ ληθινK φωτ!’ κα�

λ�γ^ τK λαµπρK κα� τα� α$ κτ�σι τ8 σοφ!α

α$ νάπτοντε τ<ν �ν αυ$ το� νο�ν, φύσιν *χοντα, καθ $

Aν κατεσκεύασεν αυ$ τ<ν W ∆ηµιουργ�, λύχνου

δ�ονται τ8 α$ π< το� λ�γου κα� σοφ!α κα� τ8

α$ ληθε!α το� α$ ληθινο� φωτ< α$ νάψεω.

Ibid. fr. 121e: κα� νοµιστ�ον τ�ν *στωσαν

;µ(ν οO λύχνοι και�µενοι �ντολ�ν πληρο�σθαι

;π< τ(ν προνοουµ�νων *χειν �ν τP ψυχP τ<ν

νο�ν διορατικ)τατον κα� µετ�χοντα το� ε:π�ντο

‘�γi φ( ε: τ<ν κ�σµον �λ9λυθα’. οO γὰρ κα!οντε

τ<ν ‘λύχνον’ κα� τιθ�ντε ‘�π� τ�ν λυχν!αν’,

hνα λάµπG ‘πα̃σι το� �ν τP ο:κ!H’, προτρ�ψονται

κα� τοὺ ‘�ν τP ο:κ!H’ βλ�ποντα τ�ν το�

λύχνου λαµπρ�τητα κα� αυ$ τοὺ κα!ειν τ�ν �αυτ(ν

λυχν!αν.

Ibid. fr. 122: Τάχα δ> ‘λύχνον’ �αυτ<ν καλε� W

κύριο, πα̃σι λάµποντα το� �ν τP ο:κ!H, λ�γω τKδε

τK κ�σµ^, � κατὰ φύσιν θε< ;πάρχων κα� σὰρξ

κατ $  ο:κονοµ!αν γεν�µενο, ο[α δ� φ( κατ $  ου$ σ!αν

λύχνου δ!κην α$ περιγράφω διὰ µ�ση ψυχ8 �

διὰ θρυαλλ!δο π�ρ τK τ8 σαρκ< Cστράκ^

κρατούµενο. ‘Λυχν!αν’ δ> Cνοµάζει τ�ν α- γ!αν

�κκλησ!αν, �φ$ g τK κηρύγµατι λάµπων W το�

θεο� λ�γο πάντα τοὺ �ν τKδε τK κ�σµ^ � �ν

ο:κ!H τινι τυγχάνοντα καταφωτ!ζει τα� α$ κτ�σι

τ8 α$ ληθε!α, τὰ πάντων διανο!α θε!α πληρ(ν

�πιγν)σεω.

Ibid. fr. 123: ‘α$ λλ$ �π� τ�ν λυχν!αν τ!θεται’ λ�γω

δ> τ�ν �κκλησ!αν 0γουν τ�ν �ν πνεύµατι λογικ�ν

λατρε!αν, hνα πάντα φωτ!σG, διδάσκων τοὺ �ν

παντ� τK κ�σµ^ λ�γ^ ζ8ν µ�ν^ κα� πολιτεύεσθαι.

µ� το!νυν τ<ν θε�ον λύχνον, 0γουν τ<ν φωτιστικ<ν

λ�γον, α$ νάπτοντε διὰ θεωρ!α κα� πράξεω

;π< µ�διον θ9σοµεν, hνα µ� κατακριθ(µεν �

περιγράφοντε τK γράµµατι τ�ν τ8 σοφ!α

α$ περ!ληπτον δύναµιν ‘α$ λλ$ �π� τ�ν λυχν!αν’, φηµ�

τ�ν α- γ!αν �κκλησ!αν �ν τK oψει τ8 α$ ληθο�

θεωρ!α, πα̃σι τ< φ( τ(ν θε!ων δογµάτων

πυρσεύουσαν.

5 Enarratio in Prophetam Isaiam, 2.87: ΟO γὰρ Αe γιοι πάντε ο[ον φ(

ε:σι λυχνια�ον �ν µεσηµβρ!H σταθηρd ;περαυγαζ�µενον τK

+λ!^. Theodoret, commIs, 18: Τοσαύτη δ> αυ$ τ(ν + τυφλ�τη � �ν

σταθηρd µεσηµβρ!H µ� �πιγν(ναι τ8 δικαιοσύνη τ<ν Dλιον.
6 Cf. Oecumenius, Commentarius in Apocalypsin, pp. 249–50

(φωτισµο� +λιακο� @ λυχνια!ου). Maximus Confessor,
Quaestiones ad Thalassium, 63 (τ< λυχνια�ον φ(). Photius,
Epistulae et Amphilochia, Epistle 268 (λυχνια�ον φ().

7 John Chrysostom, In illud: Habentes Eundem Spiritum, PG.51.277.2;
In Genesi Sermones, PG.53.367; PG.54.513; In Sanctum Joannem,
PG.59.235 and 309; In Epistolam i ad Thessalonicenses
Commentarius, PG.62.461.

8 Cyril of Alexandria, Commentaria in Matthaeum, fr. 34.

9 Basil of Seleucia, Homilia in Sanctum Andream, PG.28.1104.10–13:
Η� ν µ>ν γὰρ τ(ν Ι$ ωάννου [the Baptist] µαθητ(ν W δοκιµ)τατο· �ν

λυχνια!^ φ�γγει ζητ(ν το� φωτ< τ�ν α$ λ9θειαν, ]σπερ τι �ν

α$ µυδροτ�ραι αυ$ γα� πρ< τὰ Χριστο� µαρµαρυγὰ �θιζ�µενο.
Cf. above, Theodoret, commIs, 2.

10 Sextus Empiricus, Pyrrhoniae Hypotyposes, 1.119; 2.149.
11 John Philoponus, In Aristotelis Analytica Posteriora Commentaria,

v. 13,3, p. 171; In Aristotelis Meteorologicorum Librum Primum
Commentarium, v. 14,1, pp. 20 and 86. In Aristotelis Libros De
Anima Commentaria, v. 15, p. 298. Also, Olympiodorus, the
philosopher of Alexandria, In Aristotelis Meteora Commentaria,
p. 230.

12 Hippolytus, De Benedictionibus, p. 2.
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Didymus, commZacch, 1.277–78: ∆ιὰ το� ε:πε�ν

τ�ν λυχν!αν χρυσ8ν Xλην ε_ναι, δηλο� Xτι Xλη δι $

Xλων + φωτ(ν πεπληρωµ�νη λυχν!α νοερὰ κα�

α$ σ)µατ� �στιν. Ε;ρ!σκοµεν ου$  πολλαχο� τ8

γραφ8 � τὰ νοητὰ Cν�µατι το� χρυσο�

σηµα!νεται τάχα οjν + νοητ� λυχν!α W πνευµα-

τικ< ο_κο κα� να< το� Θεο� τυγχάνει, � �ν

Α$ ποκαλύψει Ι$ ωάννου λ�γεται, Xτε φησ�ν W δεικνὺ

τ�ν α$ ποκάλυψιν τK µυσταγωγουµ�ν^ ‘ΑO �πτὰ

�κκλησ!αι αn  CφθαλµK ψυχ8 ε_δε �πτὰ λυχν!αι

ε:σ!ν.’

Ibid. 1.287–89 (which is a striking parallel to the

present Scholion): Ε$ πε� + προκειµ�νη θεωρ!α περ�

λυχν!α ου$ κ α:σθητ8 α$ λλὰ νοητ8 ;πάρχει, Xρα

µ� αoτη �στ�ν Aν ε_δεν Μωϋσ8 �ν �ν τK =ρει κατὰ

τ<ν τύπον τ<ν δειχθ�ντα αυ$ τK, ου$ χ qτερον =ντα τ8

καλουµ�νη :δ�α πρ< τ�ν α$ �ρατον κα� νοητ�ν

λυχν!αν + α:σθητ� κατεσκευάσθη κατὰ τ�ν

;φ9γησιν το� Oεροφάντου Μωϋσ�ω. Ου$ κ α' καιρον

προσπαραγράφειν το� τεθεωρηµ�νοι κα� τ< �ν

Ευ$ αγγελ!^ λεχθ>ν ;π< Ι$ ησο� ‘Ου$ δε!’, φησιν,

‘αe ψα λύχνον ε: κρυπτ�ν τ!θησιν @ ;π< σκε�ο @

κλ!νην, α$ λλ$ �π� τ�ν λυχν!αν, hνα πάντε οO �ν τP

ο:κ!H Wρ(σι τ< φ(.’ ∆υνατ<ν �ν τούτοι �κλαβε�ν

ο:κ!αν τ�ν Ε$ κκλησ!αν το� ζ(ντο Θεο�, ο_κον

αυ$ το� τυγχάνουσαν, �ν m οO παραµ�νοντε κα�

διατρ!βοντε, κατὰ δ�γµατα αυ$ τ8 διακε!µενοι,

καταλάµπονται πρ< το� �πικειµ�νου τP λυχν!H

λύχνου, �ξαπτοµ�νου ;π< το� παιδεύοντο τοὺ �ν

τK οFκ^ το� Θεο� διάγοντα κατὰ τοὺ θεσµοὺ κα�

καν�να κα� δ�γµατα τ8 �κκλησιαστικ8 γν)µη.

Φωτ!ζει δ $ οVτο W διδάσκαλο Xταν ο[α λύχνον α' ρG

τ<ν �αυτο� νο�ν, Xνπερ ου$  κρύπτει ;π< κλ!νην @

σκε�ο, α$ λλ$ �πιτ!θησιν τK προφορικK αυ$ το� λ�γ^,

λυχν!H α$ λληγορικ( προσαγορευοµ�ν^, *χων

‘γλ(τταν παιδε!α +ν!κα δε� ε:πε�ν’.

EN IXc: θε!α πα!δευσι

The expression θε!α πα!δευσι (‘divine instruction’) is

not frequent in literature. It appears casually in Gregory

of Nyssa,13 Gregory of Nazianzus,14 and in Origen’s

catena-fragments on the Psalms.15 In Didymus however

it recurs as a favourite motif. In Origen we come upon

this only twice, which may well be a rendering by a

catenist otherwise expressing Origen authentically. But

Didymus used it every now and then.16 After him, the

expression fades. Rare as it is in Cyril of Alexandria,17 it

is almost absent from the entire literature thereafter.18

Theodoret did not use the expression itelf, but the

notion of God ‘educating’ people (with Theodoret using

the verb παιδεύειν) is recurrent.

EN IXd: The mysticism attached to number

‘seven’ (Cf. EN XXVIIId)

Didymus undoubtedly profited from Philo’s iteration of

Pythagorean arguments in praise of the number seven,19

yet this Pythagorean echo was also communicated to

him through Iamblichus. Didymus’ views are in fact a

reproduction of Iamblichus’ expositions of Pythagorean

ideas.20 Christian theologians were not shy about

espousing the idea. Whether Epiphanius of Salamis was

one of them is not certain,21 yet Gregory of Nazianzus

and Cyril of Alexandria explicitly embraced the

Pythagorean idea.22 On this Theodore of Mopsuestia

13 Gregory of Nyssa, De Vita Gregorii Thaumaturgi, PG.46.917.33.
14 Gregory of Nazianzus, Adversus Julianum Imperatorem,

PG.35.708.9.
15 Origen, frPs, Psalm 97, verses 5,6; excPs, PG.17.108.31.
16 Didymus, commJob(1–4), Cod. pp. 24, 107; 138; 276; commEccl

(7–8.8), Cod. p. 228; commZacch, 1.116 and 228; 2.363; 3.111 and
278; 4.117 and 291; commPs22–26.10, Cod. pp. 63; 239; 260; 280;
frPs(al), frs. 201, 951,1079; In Epistulas Catholicas Brevis Enarratio,
p. 85; In Genesin, Cod. pp. 69: 70; 86; 99; 140; 141; 242; 249.

17 Cyril of Alexandria, In Sanctum Joannem, v. 2, p. 552; De
Adoratione, PG.68.1100.8; In Isaiam, PG.70.1293.51.

18 See this expression in the following authors: Macarius of Magnesia
(fourth–fifth cent. AD), Μονογεν��, Book 2, p. 39; Hermias of
Alexandria (fifth cent. AD), In Platonis Phaedrum Scholia, p. 61;
Olympiodorus, the deacon of Alexandria (sixth cent. AD),
Commentarii in Job, p. 1; Commentarii in Ecclesiasten,
PG.93.512.44; Severus of Antioch (sixth cent. AD), in the Catena in
Epistulam Joannis, p. 114.

19 Philo, De Opificio Mundi, 91; 101; 120; 127; Legum Allegoriarum,

1.12; 1.14; De Mutatione Nominum, 143; De Vita Mosis, 2.103; De
Decalogo, 160; De Specialibus Legibus, 1.182; 1.188; 2.156; 2.176;
Quaestiones in Genesim (fragmenta), 2.13b; De Numeris,
(fragmenta), frs. 40; 43a; 45b; 56a; 62b; 66; 73b; 74; 130a; 130c.

20 Iamblichus, Theologoumena Arithmeticae, p. 54f. He ascribes the
particular section expounding the significance of the number seven
to Anatolius. See similar, if less detailed, analyses in the spurious
Problemata, 2.47, attributed to Alexander of Aphrodisias. This
work ascribes the idea ‘to Pythagoras, mathematicians, and
musicians’.

21 Epiphanius of Salamis is represented as endorsing the idea of seven
being a perfect number in the spurious work, Pseudo-Epiphanius of
Salamis, Tractatus de Numerorum Mysteriis, PG.43.513.34f.

22 Gregory of Nazianzus, In Pentecosten, PG.36.433.1: �πτά, τ<ν

τ�λειον α$ ριθµ�ν. Cyril of Alexandria, De Adoratione, PG.68:
608.16–17; 641.44. 688.49; GlaphPent, PG.69: 297.25; 632.10–11. So
did Olympiodorus the deacon of Alexandria, Commentarii in Job,
p. 386: W �πτὰ παρὰ τP γραφP τ!µιο κα� τ�λειο α$ ριθµ�.
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made the comment that it is a peculiarity of Scripture

(:δ!ωµα τ8 γραφ8) to regard the number seven as a

perfect one, yet one should beware of falling into

absurd exegeses on account of this. Theodore

remained impartial about this tendency; still his

implicit disapproval could hardly be concealed.23 A

work ascribed to Theodoret urges that undoubtedly

certain marvellous things which happened in nature

can be associated with the number seven. However, it

is not this number itself that caused them to happen,

but the other way round: the ‘power of nature’ is the

cause for the number seven to be involved in these

occurrences.24 Later still, Oecumenius made the idea a

recurrent theme.25

Once again, therefore, we come across Didymus:

commEccl (11–12), Cod. p. 319: λ�γει οjν Xτι οO

πρ< τ8 �πιδηµ!α αe γιοι ‘�πεγερθ9σονται �π�

τ<ν Α$ σσύριον �πτὰ ποιµ�νε’, hνα πάντα τοὺ

προφ9τα πρ< τ8 �πιδηµ!α, αυ$ τοὺ τοὺ

πατριάρχα τούτου πρ< τούτου ‘ποιµ�να’

λάβG, ου$ κ �π� τ<ν ‘�πτά’ α$ ριθµ<ν Oστάµενον τ<ν

τεµν�µενον ε: π�ντε κα� δύο, α$ λλὰ ε: τ< µυστικ<ν

τ8 �βδοµάδο. οO τ<ν ‘α$ πολειπ�µενον

σαββατισµ<ν τK λαK το� θεο�’ �σχηκ�τε

εoροντε διὰ Ι$ ησο� ‘ψυχ8 α$ νάπαυσιν’ –

‘ε;ρ9σετε’ γὰρ ‘α$ νάπαυσιν τα� ψυχα� ;µ(ν· οVτοι

�ν τK α$ ληθινK σαββάτ^ ε:σ�ν κα� παρονοµάζονται

α$ π $  αυ$ το� διὰ το� ‘�πτά’.

commZacch, 1.51: Ου$  γὰρ *τι �π!πονο �ργασ!α

*σται σαββατικο� �νιαυτο� πληρωθ�ντο· W γὰρ

�βδοµ9κοντα α$ ριθµ�, �κ δεκάδων �πτὰ συνε-

στηκ), τελε!αν α$ νάπαυσιν �πιφ�ρει, παρ�χοντο

αυ$ τ�ν το� �ληλυθ�το ‘κηρ�ξαι α:χµαλ)τοι

α' φεσιν’, α$ νατε!λαντο �κ το� Ι$ ούδα.

The following passages run parallel to Scholion

XXXI:

Didymus, commPs22–26.10, Cod. p. 107: *στιν δ>

W α$ ριθµ< οVτο δευτ�ρου τετραγ)νου α$ ριθµο�

α$ ρχ9. τετράγων� �στιν W :σάκι µετρούµενο,26

δ� δύο, τρ� τρε�. οVτο οjν �πτάι �πτά �στιν κα�

λοιπ<ν + προσθ9κη τ8 µονάδο α$ ρχ�ν α' λλου

καταβάλλεται ‹ › �βδοµηντάι �πτά. διὰ το�το κα�

περ� τ8 µετανο!α W σωτ�ρ ;π< το� Π�τρου

�ρωτ)µενο ‘ποσάχι α- µαρτάνει;’ λ�γει qω ‘�πτά;’

λ�γει ‘ου$  λ�γω σοι qω �πτὰ µ�νον, α$ λλὰ κα�

�βδοµηκοντάκι �πτά’. τετράγων� �στιν W �πτάι

�πτά. οVτο δ> πλευρὰ *χει α- γ!α· + γὰρ �βδοµὰ

πολλάκι +µ�ν α$ ποδ�δεικται Xτι πάντοθ�ν �στιν

ευ$ λογηµ�νη· ‘ευ$ λ�γησεν’ γὰρ ‘W θε< τ�ν +µ�ραν

τ�ν �βδ�µην κα� +γ!ασεν αυ$ τ9ν’, κα! ‘οO Cφθαλµο�

κυρ!ου οO �πιβλ�ποντε πα̃σαν τ�ν γ8ν �πτά ε:σιν’.

ου$ χ Xτι �πτὰ οoτω λ�γω τρε� κα� τ�τταρε, α$ λλὰ

πληρεστάτη �στ�ν �φ�ρασι αυ$ το� κα� �π!βλεψι.27

οoτω γο�ν κα� �ν τP �ορτP τ(ν �βδοµάδων +

πεντηκοστ� α' γεται + κατὰ τ�ν παλαιὰν διαθ9κην

κα� τ�ν ν�αν· *χει γὰρ �ν τα� πράξεσιν τ(ν

α$ ποστ�λων Xτι ‘�ν τK συνπληρο�σθαι τ�ν

πεντηκοστ9ν’ + δ�σι το� α- γ!ου πνεύµατο

δ�δοται, τὰ διάφορα χαρ!σµατα το� πνεύµατο

�πιµετρ9θη *δει γὰρ ;περβεβηκ�ναι τ<ν �πτὰ

�πτὰ α$ ριθµ<ν κα� α$ ρχ�ν λαβε�ν α' λλου τοιούτου

α$ ριθµο� κα� οoτω τελειωθ8ναι. W πεντ9κοντα οjν

�π� πολλ(ν παραλαµβάνεται µεγάλων. W qβδοµο

µ�ν πάλιν τ�λει� �στιν. + σκηνοποι!α οjν �ν τK

�βδ�µ^ µην� γ!νεται κατ $  Ε- βρα!ου. πάλιν Sξ *τη

�σπε!ρετο + γ8, τK δ> �βδ�µ^ *τει α' σπορο

*µενεν, το� πτωχο� φυλαττ�µενο W �νιαυτ<

�κε�νο. κα$ κε� οjν πάλιν, ε: διὰ �πτὰ �τ(ν

α' γετα! τι παν9γυρι, πάλιν �βδοµαδικ� �στιν

W �νιαυτ< �κε�νο. �πτὰ �πτὰ α' γεται δ> κα�

κατὰ τ<ν λεγ�µενον παρὰ Ε- βρα!οι Ι$ ωβηλα�ον. W

Ι$ ωβηλα�ο πεντηκοστ� �στιν �νιαυτ�. διὰ

πεντ9κοντα �τ(ν �πετελε�τ� τινα πανηγυρικά.

πλε�ον δ> ε_χεν οVτο W �νιαυτ< τ(ν α' λλων

�νιαυτ(ν. �λ�γοµεν ε_ναι κα� �βδ�µου �νιαυτοὺ

κα� �βδ�µου µ8να. �ν τK πεντηκοστK �νιαυτK τK

καλουµ�ν^ Ι$ ωβηλα!^ κα� χρεοκοπ!α �γ!νετο τ(ν

χρε(ν· �χαρ!ζοντο οO δανειστα� ;π< το� ν�µου ε:

το�το α$ γ�µενοι, �χρεοκ�πουν κατὰ τ�ν δύναµιν,

κα� ου$ δ> τ�κου ε:σεπράττετο.

commPs35–39, Cod. p. 259–60: αe γιο δ> κα� W �πτά·

πολλάκι γὰρ κα� περ� τούτου �λ�χθη Xτι

α$ διάφθορ� �στιν, παρθ�νο �στ!ν, α$ πάτωρ,

α$ µ9τωρ �στ!ν.

23 Theodore of Mopsuestia, commProphXII, Prophet Micah, 5, 5b–6a.
24 Pseudo-Theodoret (or Pseudo-Justin), QetR, p. 77: ου$ χ + �βδοµὰ

οjν α:τ!α τ8 �κπληρ)σεω τ(ν *ργων τ8 φύσεω, α$ λλ$ +

δύναµι τ8 φύσεω α:τ!α τ8 �βδοµάδο, καθ $ Aν συµβ8ναι τP

φύσει τὰ ο:κε�α *ργα �κτελ�σαι.

25 Oecumenius, Commentarius in Apocalypsin, pp. 76; 79; 100; 150.
26 Cf. Scholion XXXI: *στιν το!νυν τετράγ‹ω›νο W α$ ριθµ< :σάκι

Fσο κυλισθ‹ε!›.
27 Cf. Scholion XV: Τ�ν �ποπτικ�ν κα� *φορον τ(ν Xλων δύναµιν κα�

τ�ν πορευτικ�ν το� υOο� το� θεο�.
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commPs40–44.4, Cod. p. 303: W �πτὰ δ� �στιν

α$ διάφθορο κα� παρθ�νο α$ µ9τορι κα� α$ πάτορι

�οικ) ‘ου$ δ> γὰρ γεννα̃ν π�φυκεν W �πτὰ ου$ δ>

γεννα̃σθαι. παρθ�νο �στ�ν A ου$  γεννd, παρθ�νο

α$ διάφθορο.

In Genesin, Cod. pp. 183–4: Πάντε οO �ντ< δεκάδο

α$ ριθµο� διπλασιαζ�µενοι @ τριπλασιαζ�µενοι

πλ�ν το� �πτὰ κα� γενν(σιν κα� γενν(νται, ο[ον W

ε[ γεννd τ<ν δύο, κα� W δύο τ<ν τ�σσερα οoτω

γεννηθε� ;π< το� �ν�, κα� W τ�σσερα τ<ν Cκτi

γεννηθε� κα� αυ$ τ< ;π< τ(ν δύο, W δ> π�ντε τ<ν

δ�κα, κα� W Sξ δ� ποτε γενν)µενο ου$  γενν(ν, W δ>

�πτὰ οuτε ;π< τ(ν φθασάντων γεννα̃ται οuτε τινὰ

µεθ $ �αυτ<ν qω δεκάδο γεννd α$ λλὰ κα� W δύο

τ<ν Sξ κα� W τρ!α τ<ν �νν�α τριπλασιαζ�µενοι

γενν(σιν. Ε' χει δ> κα� qτερ�ν τι προν�µιον· �ὰν

γὰρ �ν διπλασ!ονι λ�γ^ πολυπλασιάζG τοὺ

α$ π< µονάδο α$ ριθµοὺ qω �πτά, Fσο αe µα κα�

τετράγωνο γ!νεται· ε[ γάρ, δύο, τ�σσερα, Cκτ),

δ�κα qξ, τριάκοντα δύο, διπλασιασθ�ντα τ<ν

�ξ9κοντα τ�σσερα, Xστι τετράγων� µεν �στιν,

Cκτὰ γὰρ Cκτi �ξ9κοντα τ�σσερα, κύβο δ�, τ�τρα

γὰρ τ�σσερα τ�τρα �ξ9κοντα τ�σσερα. Α$ λλὰ κα�

τριπλασιαζ�µενοι qω �πτὰ πάλιν α$ π< µονάδο

α$ ποτελε� τ<ν �πτακ�σια εFκοσι �νν�α κα� αυ$ τ<ν

=ντα τετράγωνον αe µα κα� κύβον· ε[ γάρ, τρ!α,

�νν�α, εFκοσι �πτά, Cγδο9κοντα ε[, διακ�σια

τεσσεράκοντα τρ!α, �πτακ�σια εFκοσι �νν�α, �

εFρηται, κύβον αe µα κα� τετράγωνον συµπληρο�,

τετράγωνον µ>ν οoτω �πτὰ ε:κοσάκι εFκοσι �πτὰ

�πτακ�σια εFκοσι �νν�α, κύβον οoτω.

frPs(al), fr. 533: Καλούµενο δ> παρ$ Ε- βρα!οι

Ι$ ωβηλα�ο W διὰ πεντ9κοντα �τ(ν �νιαυτ� �στιν

�ορτάσιµο, �ν Z χρε(ν α$ ποκοπα� κα� τ(ν

Ε- βρα!ων �λευθερ!αι κτ9σεων α$ ποκαταστάσει

βεβαιο�νται· Xθεν α$ κ�λουθον κα� τ<ν περ�

µετανο!α το� ∆αυ�δ ψαλµ<ν πεντηκοστ<ν

τετάχθαι. *στιν δ> συγκε!µενο κα� �ξ �βδοµάδων

�πτὰ κα� µονάδο, � ε_ναι �βδοµάδα �βδοµάδων

α$ ριθµ�ν. *δει οjν �ν �βδοµάδων γεν�σθαι τ<ν

α$ ποβάλλοντα τ< α' χθο κα� τ< *ργον τ8 α- µαρτ!α.

Ibid. fr. 823: Ε$ πειδ� W �πτὰ α$ ριθµ< καταπαύ-

σεω σύµβολον *χει, βούλονται τ�ν α$ νταπ�δοσιν

�π� τK περιγραφ8ναι τ�ν α$ σ�βειαν αυ$ τ(ν, �φ$ m

zνε!δισαν θε<ν κα� zµ( προσην�χθησαν το�

δούλοι αυ$ το�, �παχθ8ναι· ου$  γὰρ �π $  α$ ναιρ�σει

τ(ν κολαζοµ�νων οO θε<ν α$ γαθ<ν �πιστάµενοι

�πιφ�ρεσθαι βούλονται τὰ κολάσει, α$ λλ$ �π�

τK α$ ργ8σαι τ(ν *ργων �κε!νων ο[ �ξ α$ νάγκη

α$ κολουθε� τιµωρ!α. α$ ργ!α δ> σύµβολον W

σαββατικ< α$ ριθµ�.

In Genesin, Cod. p. 56: Α$ λλὰ κα� �πτὰ Cφθαλµοὺ

*χειν τ<ν Θε<ν + γραφ� διαγορεύει καθορ(ντα

πα̃σαν τ�ν γ8ν· W δ> α' νθρωπο δύο *χει. ου$ κ α' ρα

κατ $  ε:κ�να Θεο� W α' νθρωπο, οoτω +µ(ν

θεωρούντων, ε;ρεθ9σεται. Τα�τα δ� φαµεν ου$ χ �

το� Θεο� �πτὰ α:σθητοὺ Cφθαλµοὺ *χοντο,

α$ λλὰ θηρεύοντε π( κατ $  ε:κ�να Θεο� W α' νθρωπ�

�στιν· τ�ν γὰρ τελε!αν �ποπτικ�ν αυ$ το� δύναµιν

διὰ τ8 �βδοµάδο �δ9λωσεν W λ�γο κα� δι $  αn  *χει

α$ ρετὰ W �πτὰ α$ ριθµ�, � 0δη προε!ρηται.

Ibid. Cod. p. 133: ΟVτο γὰρ �πτὰ �κδικούµενα

παραλύσειε, Xπερ δηλο� τ�ν τελε!αν τιµωρ!αν.

Πολλάκι γὰρ W �πτὰ α$ ριθµ< �ν τP γραφP α$ ντ�

τελει�τητο παρε!ληµπται· το�το δηλο�ται ;π<

το� λεγοµ�νου ‘Ε- πτὰ Cφθαλµο! ε:σιν �πιβλ�ποντε

�π� πα̃σαν τ�ν γ8ν’·28 ου$  γὰρ δ� σ(µά �στιν W

Θε�, hνα κα� ;π< τ<ν �πτὰ α$ ριθµ<ν οO Cφθαλµο�

αυ$ το� τυγχάνωσιν, α$ λλὰ δ8λον � τ�ν �ποπτικ�ν

αυ$ το� δύναµιν29 πληρεστάτην κα� µεγάλην ε_ναι

διδάσκει.

Ibid. Cod. p. 177: Ε: τὰ φύσει τ(ν α$ ριθµ(ν τι

α$ ποσκοπ(ν κα� γιγν)σκων � W �πτὰ �ν γραφα�

πολλὰ *χων προν�µια µνηµονεύεται. W δ> δύο �στ�

τP oλG ο:κε�ο, καθὰ κα� πρ�τερον εFρηται.

�πιστ9σει π( �π� µ>ν τ(ν καθαρ(ν �ν το� �ξ8

τ<ν �πτὰ *ταξεν α$ ριθµ�ν, �π� δ> τ(ν α$ καθάρτων κα�

ν�ν τ<ν δύο.

Ibid. Cod. p. 188–89: Ε: δ> κα� πρ< α$ ναγωγ9ν30

τι �θ�λοι, λ�γοι αE ν Xτι, �πε� W �πτὰ α$ ριθµ<

α$ ναπαύσε) �στι σύµβολον.

EN IXe: αe γιο κα� ευ$ λογηµ�νο

Although scriptural, the expression αe γιο κα�

ευ$ λογηµ�νο is almost absent from literature. It

appears in the ode of Daniel 3:52, applied to the ‘name’

of God, as well as in the Book of Enoch, as a quotation

28 Zach. 4:10, quoted in Scholion XXVIII, in the same context.
29 Cf. Scholion XV: Τ�ν �ποπτικ�ν κα� *φορον τ(ν Xλων δύναµιν κα�

τ�ν πορευτικ�ν το� υOο� το� θεο�. Scholion XXX: αe για! ε:σ! 

τινε ‹δυνάµει›, ο[ον αO ;πηρετικα� χε�ρε κα� �ποπτικο�

Cφθαλµο!.
30 Cf. Scholion XIII: α$ νακτ�ον and Scholion VII: α$ νηγµ�νω νο9σα.
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from the foregoing passage.31 Theodoret quotes the

canonical scriptural passage,32 whereas Ephraem Syrus

is the sole author using the expression without quoting

or citing or paraphrasing any scriptural instance.33

The important point is how Didymus uses this

expression, which is the last case to be considered,

since there are no other authors who use this wording.

He employs αe γιο κα� ευ$ λογηµ�νο as an oblique

reference to Daniel, 3:52, and applies these adjectives

to the ‘name of the Lord’ (=νοµα κυρ!ου). The sig-

nificance of the passage however lies in the fact that the

entire point is the same as that in Scholion IX.34

Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 929: τ8 γὰρ θεο� προση-

γορ!α �πικληθε!ση +µ�ν, πάντα πράττοντε τὰ

κατὰ λ�γον τ<ν Cρθ<ν δι $  ευ$ λογ!α Yν ευ$ λογο�µεν,

�νεργο�µεν k φορο�µεν =νοµα κυρ!ου ου$  γὰρ

α' λλω *χοντο αυ$ το�, ευ$ χ�µεθα ευ$ λογηµ�νον αυ$ τ<

κα� αe γιον γεν�σθαι.

Didymus uses this expression ευ$ λογηµ�νον κα�

αe γιον in relation to Matt. 5:15–16, which is also com-

mented upon in this Scholion. This is further evidence

that this Scholion originates in Didymus’ work quoted

by Cassian.

EN IXf: νυκτεριν� κατάστασι

The ‘nightly state’ is a recurrent theme in Didymus,

but it comes from Origen, as we can learn by studying

Evagrius. In all probability, the expression νυκτεριν�

κατάστασι had been used in at least one of Origen’s

lost works, since it is used by Eusebius and Evagrius,

who are the only Christian theologians to do so. The

notion is of course a moral one: a soul living in ‘the state

of night’ (that is, in darkness) is a sinner.

Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 178: Κα� νυκτ< δ>

κεκράξοµαι, ου$ κ α$ νο!α µοι λογιζοµ�νη, Xτε τὰ

περιεστηκ�τα �στ�ν σκυθρωπά, τ(ν πολλ(ν �ν τα�

περιστάσεσιν σκοτιζοµ�νων � κα� αυ$ τ< το�το τ!

δε� κράζοντα πρ< θε<ν λ�γειν α$ γνοε�ν· �π!σταµαι

γὰρ �γi τ!νο qνεκα περ� �µ> νυκτεριν�

κατάστασ! �στιν. However, this passage is also

attributed to Eusebius, commPs, PG.23.204.51–56.

The following passage of Didymus is a paraphrase of

part of Scholion IX, which can leave no doubt that he is

the author of it.

Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 869: Κεκράξοµαι πρ< σ>

ου$  µεθ $ +µ�ραν µ�νον α$ λλὰ κα� νύκτωρ, ου$ κ �ν

µ�νοι τυγχάνων το� λαµπρο� κα� προσην�σι το�

β!ου πράγµασιν (α$ δύνατον +µ�ραν ε_ναι) α$ λλὰ κα�

�ν το� σκυθρωπο� γεγενηµ�νο νυκτεριν�ν

κατάστασιν περι�χουσιν· �ν +µ�ρH µ>ν κεκραγ),

Xπω παραµ�νG µοι + τ(ν α$ γαθ(ν µετουσ!H, �ν

νυκτ� δ�, Xπω τ�λο αυ$ τ8 λαβούση �κ νυκτ<

πρ< σ> τ< πνε�µά µου Cρθρ!σαι δυνηθP.

Ibid. fr. 903: ε: γάρ ποτε κα� �ν α$ γνο!H τι

γεν�µενο δ�ξειεν �ν νυκτερινP καταστάσει ε_ναι,

ου$  φοβηθ9σεται, *χων τ< τ8 γν)σεω αFτιον φ(

k ταυ$ τ<ν εFρηται τP α$ ληθε!H.

In Genesin, Cod. p. 38: Κα� �π� τ(ν φωτιζοµ�νων,

οO µ>ν �π $  �λάττον οO δ> �π� πλε�ον τ<ν φωτισµ�ν

δ�χονται· παρὰ δ> τούτου ε:σ�ν οO �ν νυκτερινP

καταστάσει τυγχάνοντε.

At this point, it is worth exploring how the text

ascribed to Evagrius stands in relation to that of Origen.

Commenting on the Book of Proverbs, Evagrius actually

quotes Origen, but with a substantial difference, since

there is a passage of Evagrius which is missing from

Origen’s text. The missing text reads as follows:

Evagrius, Scholia in Proverbia, Scholion 91:

Η- συχ!αν νυκτεριν�ν κα� γνοφ)δη τ�ν α$ κάθαρτον

κατάστασιν zν�µασε τ8 ψυχ8, καθ $ Aν α$ ναπτο-

µ�νη τ�ν α- µαρτ!αν διὰ το� σ)µατο κατεργάζεται.

Let us see the entire context. Evagrius’ text is not a

paraphrase, but a word-for-word quotation. The sole

point missing is the foregoing one:

Evagrius, expProv Salomonis, p. 87: ΟO πρ< χάριν

�µβαλλ�µενοι λ�γοι οO �µπαθε� ε:σι λογισµο!.

Τ�ν σάρκα το� α$ νθρ)που θυρ!δα ν�ν Cνοµάζει· διὰ

γὰρ ταύτη W πονηρ< τὰ α$ πάτα το� α$ νθρ)ποι

�ργάζεται, το� βουλοµ�νοι Wδεύειν τ�ν πλατε�αν

Wδ<ν κα� ευ$ ρύχωρον κα� α$ πάγουσαν �π� τ�ν

α$ π)λειαν. α$ λλ$ �ντα�θα προσεκτ�ον τ! φησιν W

Σολοµiν περ� τ8 κακ!α, Xτι ου$ χ αoτη τ<ν

α' νθρωπον �ν α$ ρχα� �π� τ�ν κακ!αν α$ πάγει, ου$ δ $

31 Cf. Apocalypsis Apocrypha Enochi, chapter 9 col 1, section 4: κα� τ<

=νοµά σου αe γιον κα� ευ$ λογηµ�νον ε: πάντα τοὺ α:(να.
32 Theodoret, intDan, PG.81.1336.7.
33 Ephraem Syrus, De Abstinendo, p. 230: Ε: µ� γάρ, Xτι W Θε<

πλάσα +µα̃ κα� �ν)σα �αυτK σάρκα κατηξ!ωσεν �µφαν(

βαδ!σαι �π� τ8 γ8, κα� διὰ το� ευ
 λογηµ�νου κα� α% γ�ου αυ
 το!

β�µατο� α- γιάσαι τ�ν γ8ν.
34 Cf. the same expression in Scholion XXVIII: α- γ!αν βασιλε!αν κα�

ευ$ λογηµ�νην.

Expanded Notes to the Scholia234



α$ ναγκάζει πορεύεσθαι �ν δι�δοι οFκων αυ$ τ8, @

προσεγγ!ζειν γων!H, @ λαλε�ν �ν σκ�τει �σπερινK·

α$ λλ$ �ὰν FδG τινὰ �αυτ<ν �πιδιδ�ντα τα� +δονα�,

ευ$ θὺ συναντd αυ$ τK, ε_δο *χουσα πορνικ�ν, A

ποιε� ν�ων �ξαπατα̃σθαι καρδ!α. [Now, here is the

passage which is omitted in Origen’s text:] Η- συχ!αν

νυκτεριν�ν κα� γνοφ)δη τ�ν α$ κάθαρτον

κατάστασιν zν�µασε τ8 ψυχ8, καθ $ Aν

α$ ναπτοµ�νη τ�ν α- µαρτ!αν διὰ το� σ)µατο

κατεργάζεται. [And the text goes on with a verbatim

quotation] ΟO µ>ν �ν τα� πλατε!αι ?εµβ�µενοι

µοιχε!α κα� πορνε!α κα� κλοπ8 λαµβάνουσι

λογισµού οO δ> *ξω τούτων ?εµβ�µενοι παρὰ

φύσιν κινο�νται α$ ρρ�νων κο!την �πιζητο�ντε, κα�

α' λλων τιν(ν α$ πειρηµ�νων πραγµάτων φαντασ!α

λαµβάνοντε. Ε: τ(ν λογισµ(ν οO µ>ν καθαρο!

ε:σιν, οO δ> α$ κάθαρτοι· κα� ε: µ>ν τ(ν γραµµ(ν αO

µ>ν ευ$ θε�αι καλο�νται, αO δ> κεκλασµ�ναι ευ$ θε�αι,

γων!α δ� �στιν κεκλασµ�νη ευ$ θε�α· γων!α α' ρα

νοητ9 �στιν α$ κάθαρτο λογισµ�.

Here is Origen’s comment, from which the portion

containing the expression κατάστασι νυκτεριν9 was

deleted, which might well be a noble act of discretion by

the catenist, on account of Origen’s self-castration.

Origen, expProv, PG.17.181.5–16: Τ�ν σάρκα το�

α$ νθρ)που θυρ!δα Cνοµάζει ν�ν διὰ γὰρ ταύτη W

πονηρ< τὰ α$ πάτα το� α$ νθρ)ποι �ργάζεται,

το� βουλοµ�νοι Wδεύειν τ�ν πλατε!αν Wδ<ν κα�

ευ$ ρύχωρον, κα� α$ πάγουσαν �π� τ�ν α$ π)λειαν·

�ντα�θα δ> προσεκτ�ον τ! φησιν W Σολοµ(ν περ�

τ8 κακ!α Xτι ου$ κ αυ$ τ� τ<ν α' νθρωπον �ν α$ ρχα�

�π� τ�ν πλατε�αν α' γει ου$ δ> α$ ναγκάζει πορεύεσθαι

δι�δοι οFκων αυ$ τ8, @ προσεγγ!ζειν γων!H, @

λαλε�ν �ν σκ�τει �σπερινK· α$ λλ$ �ὰν FδG τινὰ

�αυτ<ν �πιδιδ�ντα τα� +δονα�, ευ$ θὺ συναντd

αυ$ τK τ< ε_δο *χουσα πορνικ�ν, @ ποιε� τὰ ν�ων

�ξ!πτασθαι καρδ!α.

This is the point from which three lines with the

words surrounding the expression κατάστασι

νυκτεριν9 have been omitted. Then the text goes

on, PG.17.181.5–17–29 ΟO µ>ν �ν τα� πλατε!αι

?εµβ�µενοι, µοιχε!α κα� πορνε!α κα� κλοπ8

λαµβάνουσι λογισµού οO δ> *ξω τούτων

?εµβ�µενοι, τὰ παρὰ φύσιν +δονὰ µετ�ρχονται,

α$ ρσενοκοιτε�ν �πιζητο�ντε, κα� α' λλων τιν(ν

α$ παγορευοµ�νων πραγµάτων φαντασ!α λαµβά-

νοντε. Xρα δ> µ� κατηγ�ρηµα εFη το�το κα� α- γ!ων

α$ νδρ(ν κα! τι µ� +συχάζων α$ λλὰ ?εµβ�µενο,

το� κατηγορ9µασι κοινων9σει τ8 α$ τ!µου

γυναικ�. Τ(ν λογισµ(ν, οO µ>ν καθαρο! ε:σιν, οO

δ> α$ κάθαρτοι· κα� τ(ν γραµµ(ν αO µ>ν ευ$ θε�αι

καλο�νται αO δ> κεκλασµ�ναι· γων!α δ� �στι

κεκλασµ�νη ευ$ θε�α @ γων!α νοητ( �στιν W

α$ κάθαρτο λογισµ�.

In conclusion, the Scholion is largely a quotation

from Didymus’ Commentary on the Apocalypse.

However, Cassian paraphrased this at certain points

by following Theodoret, as also happened with the

expression λυχνια�ον φ(, which does not occur in

Didymus.
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EXPANDED NOTES TO SCHOLION X

EN Xa: αn  σὺν α$ γάπG κατορθο�ται

At this point, Cassian makes a shift from Rev. 2:2 (which

is the text under analysis) to 1 Thess. 1:3. Nevertheless,

the idea of ‘love’ being an ‘accomplishment’

(κατ�ρθωµα) is one more instance of Christian

authors1 employing Stoic terminology.2 The notion of

any ‘virtue’ being a ‘feat’ (κατ�ρθωµα) is a theme

occurring abundantly in Gregory of Nyssa.3 So it does

also in Cassian,4 who once again follows his Cappado-

cian hero. I have shown Cassian’s debts to Gregory in

my edition of his works included in the same ancient

codex. Certainly Stoicism in Christian authors is not

uncommon; indeed the notion of ‘accomplishment’

(κατ�ρθωµα) appears in Didymus abundantly. How-

ever, in Didymus the association between ‘accomplish-

ment’ (κατ�ρθωµα) and ‘virtue’ (α$ ρετ9), although

definitely admired,5 does not enjoy the emphasis it does

in Gregory of Nyssa and Cassian. Therefore, this expres-

sion is Cassian’s own and marks his wish to show that

Rev. 2:2 fits well with 1 Thess. 1:3, which eventually

serves to show once again that Revelation concurs with

the rest of scriptural canon.

EN Xb: α$ γαπητικ� διάθεσι

The term is notably present in Gregory of Nyssa and

is used by Didymus, too.6 Again, the latter borrowed

this from his Cappadocian hero, while the idiom does

not occur in Origen. For it is in Gregory that the idea of

the volatility of ‘loving disposition’ appears at various

points.7

1 Origen, commJohn, XX.34.306; selPs, PG.12.1148.53. Basil of
Caesarea, Regulae Fusius Tractatae, PG.31: 920.12; 1069.21; 1224.
Gregory of Nyssa, In Basilium Fratrem, 11. Ephraem Syrus, Capita
Centum, 87; Regulae ad Monachos, p. 336; De Iuliano, p. 130;
Laudatio in Martyres, p. 18. Pseudo-Macarius, Epistula Magna,
p. 261: οoτω γὰρ κα� τ�ν δευτ�ραν �ντολ9ν, τ�ν πρ< τ<ν

πλησ!ον α$ γάπην, ευ$ χερ( κα� καθαρ( κατορθ(σαι δυνάµεθα.
Severianus of Gabala, Fragmenta in Epistulam i ad Corinthios,
p. 264; Catena in Epistulam i ad Corinthios (typus Vaticanus): τ< δ>

τ8 α$ γάπη κατ�ρθωµα το� ευ$ σεβο�.
2 The notion of ‘accomplishment’ (κατ�ρθωµα) in Stoicism has been

attributed to Chrysippus. SVF, II: 295.20; 297.14–16; III: 50.25;
134.26; 136.24 and 35; 142.3; 200.88; 136.21; 70.10; 73.17; Cf. the
‘κατ $  α$ ρετ�ν action’ of the Scholion with III.134.24: τὰ κατ $  α$ ρετ�ν

�νεργ9µατα.
3 Gregory of Nyssa, Adversus Apollinarium, v. 3,1, p. 198; De Mortuis,

v. 9, p. 56; Oratio Funebris in Flacillam Imperatricem, v. 9, p. 488; De
Instituto Christiano, v. 8,1, p. 65; De Perfectione Christiana Ad
Olympium Monachum, v. 8,1, p. 173; In Inscriptiones Psalmorum,
v. 5, pp. 28; 144; In Ecclesiasten, v. 5, pp. 280; 373; 374; 379; 383; In
Canticum Canticorum, v. 6, p. 298; De Vita Mosis, 2.166; De
Virginitatis Integritate, Prologue.2; In Basilium Fratrem, 18; De
Beatitudinibus, PG.44: 1201.3; 1216.6; 1244.35; 1245.29; 1245.31;
1252.53; De Anima et Resurrectione Dialogus, PG.46: 57.12; 65.35;
428.22; Vita atque Encomium Ephraem Syri, PG.46.841.38; De Vita
Gregorii Thaumaturgi, PG.46: 893.12; 936.45; Epistula Canonica Ad
Letoium, PG.45.224.15. Pseudo-Gregory of Nyssa, De Creatione
Hominis, p. 31a.

4 Cassian the Sabaite, Const, p. 4r: κατορθ(σαι τ�ν α$ ρετ9ν. Ibid.
p. 11r: πολλ(ν τ(ν �ν το� κοινοβ!οι διαλαµψάντων πατ�ρων

κατορθ)µατα. Ibid. p. 19r: κα� πλ9ρωµα πάντων τ(ν καλ(ν

κατορθο�ται. Ibid. p. 20r: + ταπε!νωσι γνωρ!ζεται, Dτι Xταν �ν

α$ ληθε!H κατορθωθP. Ibid. p. 21v: κα� τ�ν µακροθυµ!αν τ�ν σ9ν,
µ� �κ τ8 τ(ν α' λλων α$ ρετ8 προσδ�κα κατορθο�σθαι. OctoVit,
p. 25r: καθαρ�τητα �ξαιρ�τω �γκράτεια κα� νηστε!α κατορθο�.
Ibid. p. 29r: τ< δ(ρον τ8 παρθεν!α κατορθο�σθαι, Xσον �ν τP

τ8 ψυχ8 α- γιωσύνG κα� καθαρ�τητι Aτι φ�β^ Θεο�

κατορθο�σθαι π�φυκεν. Ibid. p. 29r: περ� το� κατορθ)µατο τ8

σωφροσύνη. Ibid. p. 29r: τ< κατ�ρθωµα τ8 α- γνε!α. Ibid. p. 37r:

τ�ν δ> α$ ρετ�ν ταύτην κατορθ(σαι δύσκολον. Ibid. p. 42r: κα� �

ευ$ κ�λω �ν τP µον)σει + α$ ρετ� τ8 µακροθυµ!α

κατορθωθ9σεται. Ibid. p. 42r: Τ< κεφάλαιον το!νυν τ8

+µετ�ρα διορθ)σεω και ε:ρ9νη, ου$ κ �κ τ8 τ(ν πλησ!ον

µακροθυµ!α τ8 πρ< +µα̃ γινοµ�νη κατορθο�ται. Ibid. p. 46v:
γιν)σκων τ�ν ;γε!αν τ8 ψυχ8 ου$ κ �ν τK χωρισµK τ(ν

α$ νθρ)πων κατορθο�σθαι. Ibid. p. 55r: Xταν α$ ρετ9ν τινα

κατορθ)σωµεν. Ibid. p. 56r: + τελε!α α$ γάπη κατορθο�ται.
ScetPatr, p. 58v: τ�ν τ8 α$ γάπη κατ�ρθωσιν. Ibid. p. 59v: τ�ν

πρ< Θε#ν κα� τ#ν πλησ�ον α$ γάπην κατορθ)σωµεν· W γὰρ

κατορθ)σα τ�ν α$ γάπην �ν �αυτK *χει τ<ν Θε�ν. Ibid. p. 65v:
�λεηµοσύνην κατορθ)σαντε. Ibid. p. 93r: α$ νθρ)πων

κατορθούντων α- γιωσύνην. Ibid. p. 95r: α$ ντ� µεγάλων

κατορθωµάτων µ� καταλιµπάνειν τ< µοναστ9ριον. Ibid.
κατ�ρθωµα οO πατ�ρε +γο�νται.

5 Didymus, commPs22–26.10, Cod. pp. 70 & 97.
6 Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 1177: οVτοι δ> α$ πηνε� κα� ;περ9φανοι

φιλαδελφ!αν κα� α$ γαπητικ�ν διάθεσιν ου$ δ $ Xλω *χοντε. In
Genesin, Cod. p. 44: Ου$ κο�ν µ� α$ νοµ!α τ< oδωρ �στ� τ< πειρ)µενον

σβ�σαι τ�ν διάθεσιν τ�ν α$ γαπητικ9ν; commEccl (3–4.12), Cod.
p. 86: κα� α$ νδρ< µν9µη γ!νεται διάθεσιν α$ γαπητικ�ν *χοντο.

7 Gregory of Nyssa, In Inscriptiones Psalmorum, v. 5, p. 146: τ�ν

α$ γαπητικ�ν φιλοφροσύνην τε κα� διάθεσιν. In Ecclesiasten, v. 5,
p. 383: �ὰν γὰρ µ� α$ ποκτε!νωµεν �ν �αυτο� τ�ν *χθραν, ου$ κ

:ασ�µεθα τ�ν α$ γαπητικ�ν διάθεσιν τ�ν �ν +µ�ν. Ibid. v. 5,
p. 399: Xταν οjν + α$ γαπητικ� διάθεσι περιφυP τK καλK. Ibid. v.
5, p. 419: + πεπλανηµ�νη τε κα� διηµαρτηµ�νη τ8 α$ γαπητικ8

διαθ�σεω χρ8σι α$ ρχ� κα� ;π�θεσι το� κατὰ κακ!αν γ!νεται

β!ου. In Canticum Canticorum, v. 6, p. 38: ε_πε τ�ν α:τ!αν τ8

�παινετ8 �πιθυµ!α κα� τ8 α$ γαπητικ8 διαθ�σεω. Ibid. v. 6,
p. 419: διὰ δ> τ8 α$ γαθ8 συνειδ9σεω τ�ν α$ γαπητικ�ν ε: τ<ν

πλησ!ον διάθεσιν. De Oratione, p. 270: πα̃σα + τ(ν τοιούτων

κακ(ν α$ γ�λη τP α$ γαπητικP διαθ�σει �ξαφαν!ζεται. Ibid.
p. 292: Τ! γὰρ κοινων!α φιλανθρωπ!H τε κα� zµ�τητι, κα�

α$ γαπητικP διαθ�σει πρ< α$ γρι�τητα; De Beatitudinibus,
PG.44.1252.43: Κα� εF τι α$ κριβ( �ξετάσειε τ< το� �λ�ου

:δ!ωµα, �π!τασιν ε;ρ9σει τ8 α$ γαπητικ8 διαθ�σεω. De Anima
et Resurrectione Dialogus, PG.46.93.32: τ8 α$ γαπητικ8 διαθ�σεω,
φυσικ( τK καλK προσφυοµ�νη.
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After Didymus, the expression appears only rarely.8

Of interest is a use by a younger contemporary of

Didymus, namely Synesius of Cyrene, who was a Neo-

platonist philosopher of note, born in 370. He studied

philosophy in Alexandria and became bishop of

Ptolemais (410–413/414). He is one of the exceptional

cases of a bishop who was also a philosopher (or, a

philosopher having been ordained a bishop). Moreover,

he was baptized only when he was ordained a bishop,

and he probably never disowned his secular philo-

sophical ideas.9

EN Xc: α$ νεθε!ση

This is the past participle of the verb hεµαι in passive

voice. The past tense is εhθην and the past participle is

�θε!, �θε�σα, �θ�ν. From this, the common nouns

α' νεσι and α' φεσι are derived. The past participle

α$ νεθε! is a peculiar word, never used by either Origen

or Didymus, nor by Christian authors in general, save

Eusebius. The normal sense attached to the verb is

‘to be released’10 from certain kinds of bonds, or ‘to be

abandoned’.11 Almost all authors used it in this sense.

However, it also may mean ‘to be or to become loose’,

particularly after a condition of tension or restraint; or

(as is the case here) ‘to be, or become, negligent

or oblivious of a certain duty’. Thus, depending on

the context, the participle may mean ‘neglectful’,

‘inattentive’, ‘unrestrained’, ‘careless’, ‘lax’, ‘relaxed’,

or ‘loose’. Accordingly, the derivative noun α' νεσι of

this Scholion indicates the same idea ‘easing off and

lessening of loving disposition’. This is the meaning

used by Eusebius, too, who refers to the martyr

Apollonia, who refused to pronounce pagan doctri-

nes: she leaped into the burning fire after she could no

longer endure the pressure imposed upon her.12

This specific, uncommon meaning stems from an

expression ascribed to the Athenian lawmaker Solon

that came to be proverbial: he declared that the multi-

tude should be treated ‘with neither too much freedom

nor compulsion’ (µ9τε λ!αν α$ νεθε� µ9τε βιαζ�µε-

νο).13 The expression was recorded for posterity by

Aristotle, and was also quoted later by Plutarch.14

I am satisfied that Cassian had Plutarch in mind

while writing this Scholion. This is an author whom he

had definitely studied. Besides, his spiritual master

Theodoret often cited him.15 The context and phrase-

ology of Plutarch’s text is very like that of Scholion X, an

exposition about the conduct of life by ordinary people:

‘Satiety breeds insolence when riches dwell with men

whose mind is not ready for them.’16 It is at that point,

and with reference to Solon, that Plutarch uses the word

α' νεσι in the sense that the present Scholion does.17 It

could hardly be a coincidence that Plutarch is the sole

author who used this rare participial form regularly.18

Only a few authors used it at all,19 and it seems that the

sense in which Aristotle applied it is the unique case of

α$ νεθε� having the specific meaning that it has here.20

Finally, in the Enarratio in Prophetam Isaiam

(which, I have no doubt, is Cassian’s work), the par-

ticiple α$ νεθε� is used in a sense similar to the one in

Scholion X: ‘the vineyard that has been neglected’ or,

‘left without care at all’.21 Basil of Caesarea did not care

to use this participle, and my objection to ascribing this

8 Hermias of Alexandria (fifth cent. AD), In Platonis Phaedrum
Scholia, p. 23: α$ π< τ8 �µφύτου θερµ�τητο + α$ γαπητικ�

διάθεσι τὰ α$ φορµὰ *χει.
9 Synesius of Cyrene (fourth/fifth cent. AD), Epistulae, 67: τ< εFσω

γεν�σθαι τ(ν ν�µων τ(ν ευ$ αγγελικ(ν, οl συνεκτικωτάτην τ(ν

�ντολ(ν τ�ν α$ γαπητικ�ν διάθεσιν α$ πεφ9ναντο.
10 Eusebius, commPs, PG.23.217.26: δεσµ(ν τε α$ νεθε� πολυπλ�κων.

PG.23.461.47: τ8 οjν α:χµαλωσ!α α$ νεθε!ση.
11 Eusebius, Commentarius in Isaiam, 1.27: α$ νεθε� W λα< κα�

�γκαταλειφθε� ;π< το� κυρ!ου.
12 HE, 6.41.7: A δ> ;ποπαραιτησαµ�νη βραχὺ κα� α$ νεθε�σα.
13 Solon, Fragmenta, fr. 6. Aristotle, Α
 θηνα�ων Πολιτε�α, 12.2.4.
14 Plutarch, Comparatio Solonis et Publicolae, 2.6.
15 Theodoret, Graecarum Affectionum Curatio, 1: 14; 21; 2: 24; 84; 87;

95; 108; 109; 112; 116; 3: 4; 23; 54; 56; 4.31; 5.16; 7.43; 10: 5; 11;
42; 11.46; 12.71.

16 Aristotle, (n. 13 above).
17 Plutarch, Comparatio Solonis et Publicolae, 3.1: Ι' διον δ> το�

Σ�λωνο + τ(ν χρε(ν α' νεσι.

18 Cf. Plutarch, Quomodo Adulator ab Amico Internoscatur, 73D1;
Quaestiones Convivales, 622D5; Publicola, 12.4.

19 An exception among Christian authors is John Chrysostom: In
Sanctum Joannem, PG.59.202.33: (α$ νεθε!); In Acta Apostolorum
Homiliae, PG.60.301.59 (α$ νεθε!). Still the meaning is once again ‘to
be released’ (from ‘fear’ and ‘bonds of prison’, respectively in the
two passages). This makes the use in Scholion X the second
Christian instance, following Eusebius.

20 Usage in philosophy is slightly less rare. John Philoponus, In
Aristotelis Libros de Anima Commentaria, v. 15, p. 46. Stobaeus,
Anthologium, 4.22a.24. Nicomachus of Gerasa (mathematician,
second cent. AD), Enchiridion, 10.1. Porphyry, De Abstinentia, 1.11.
The sole author who used the participle in abundance was a
contemporary of Didymus, namely, the medical doctor Oribasius of
Pergamum (fourth cent. AD), Collectiones Medicae, 8: 2.34; 40.2; et
passim (more than ten instances). In Jewish literature, Josephus,
Antiquitas Judaica, 8.244; 13.235; De Bello Judaico, 1.60. Philo, De
Josepho, 234; De Vita Mosis, 1.281; Legatio ad Gaium, 367.

21 Enarratio in Prophetam Isaiam, 5.147: W οjν α$ νεθε! α$ µπελiν

δύο πάσχει δεινά.
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work to him remains. In addition, there is a passage

in which the expression ‘action according to virtue’

(τ�ν κατ $  α$ ρετ�ν �ν�ργειαν) is used. I explore this

expression in EN Xd. The particular passage from

Enarratio in Prophetam Isaiam, however, deserves some

discussion of its own.22

It turns out that not only the participle α$ νεθε!ση,

but also the expression εuρυθµον κα� �µµελ8 κ!νησιν

of this Scholion appear in the same authors in whom

this verb-form occurs. Most characteristic among them

are Philo and Plutarch (the author whom Theodoret

cited more than anyone else),23 and they are also

the authors who used the notion of ‘virtue’ being a

‘feat’.

The idea involved is that of ‘the soul moving’

towards virtue by means of the ‘word of the Lord’,

which is as harmonious as music on account of its

beneficial results. The selfsame idea is expressed in the

anonymous commentary on Aristotle’s Nicomachean

Ethics,24 and the two passages are parallel in terms of

their essential content.

Furthermore, the same notion appears in Proclus,

who was influenced by Didymus and his terminology.25

Proclus was influenced also by the same terminology

about the soul being elevated upwards, which is a

notion much the same as the idea that Didymus

expressed through the term α$ νηγµ�νο. Referring to

�µµελ8 κα� εuρυθµον κ!νησιν, Proclus used a word

with the same meaning and root, namely α$ ναγοµ�νων

ψυχ(ν.26 It is possible that the relevant vocabulary had

already appeared since the time of Irenaeus.27

EN Xd: κατ $  α$ ρετ�ν �νεργε�ν

The notion and expression is Aristotle’s.28 It appears

also in Chrysippus,29 and in Aristotle’s commentators,

being present above all in Alexander of Aphrodisias.30

So it also appears in a commentary by the philosopher

Aspasius.31 Later, this expression along with κατ $

α$ ρετ�ν �ν�ργειαι appeared in Neoplatonist

accounts,32 as well as in the anonymous commentary

on Aristotle’s Ethica Nicomachea.33 It then comes as a

surprise that Philo34 and John Philoponus35 used this

expression only once.

22 Ibid. 5.139: µ�λο cν πρ< εuρυθµον κα� �µµελ8 κ!νησιν κα� τ�ν

κατ $  α$ ρετ�ν �ν�ργειαν τὰ ψυχὰ διεγε!ρων.
23 Plutarch, De Animae Procreatione in Timaeo, 1014C2: α$ λλ$ ]σπερ

α- ρµονικ<ν α' νδρα κα� ?υθµικ<ν ου$  φων�ν ποιε�ν ου$ δ> κ!νησιν

�µµελ8 δ> φων�ν κα� κ!νησιν εuρυθµον α$ ξιο�µεν. De
Superstitione, 167B6: φησιν W Πλάτων �µµελε!α κα� ευ$ ρυθµ!α

δηµιουργ�ν. Philo, Legum Allegoriarum, 3.57: �µµελ� κα�

εuρυθµο. De Congressu Eruditionis Gratia, 76: cν δ> εuρυθµο,
ευ$ άρµοστο, �µµελ9, µουσικ� δ> �καλε�το. Quaestiones in
Exodum, Book 2, Fr. 38b: Τ< �µµελ> κα� εuρυθµον ου$ κ �ν φωνP

µα̃λλον @ διανο!H �πιδε!κνυσθαι πειρωµ�νου.
24 Anonymi, In Ethica Nicomachea ii-v Commentaria, p. 201: οO δ>

�µµελ( πα!ζοντε· τ< µ�σον κα� µ�τριον �νδε!κνυται. �κ τ(ν

κιν9σεων κρ!νεται, εuρυθµα δηλον�τι @ α' ρρυθµα ‹κα�›
;γιεινὰ @ νοσερὰ κα� α$ σθεν8 @ εuρωστα. οoτω κα� τὰ 0θη,
δηλον�τι α$ π< τ(ν κιν9σεων τ8 ψυχ8.

25 Cf. above, EN VIIa, a discussion showing that Proclus maintained
the idea of Didymus’ expressed through the term α$ νηγµ�νο.
I discuss this in RCR, chapter 7, ‘Christian influence on
Neoplatonism’.

26 The two terms are cognate: α$ ναγοµ�νων is the present participle
and α$ νηγµ�νο (used by Didymus and Proclus alike) is the perfect
participle of the verb α$ νάγεσθαι. Proclus, In Platonis Rem Publicam
Commentarii, v. 1, p. 121: � γὰρ τ(ν α$ ναγοµ�νων ψυχ(ν τὰ

=ργανα φων�ν �ναρµ�νιον α$ φ!ησιν κα� �µµελ8, κα� εuρυθµον

*χοντα φα!νεται κ!νησιν. In Platonis Alcibiadem i, 208: κα� γὰρ τ<

�δικ( τ< µουσικ( cν κα� τ< �µµελ( κα� τ< ευ$ ρύθµω.
27 Cf. Irenaeus, Adversus Haereses, fr. 24: σοφ!α δ> �ν τK εuρυθµα κα�

�µµελ8 κα� �γκατάσκευα τὰ γεγον�τα πεποιηκ�ναι. Origen,
deOr, II.4: ]σπερ ου$ δ> ψα̃λαι κα� ευ$ ρύθµω κα� �µµελ( κα�

�µµ�τρω. Athanasius, Ad Marcellinum in Interpretationem
Psalmorum, PG.27.41.12–13: Κα� + �µµελ� δ> α$ νάγνωσι

σύµβολ�ν �στι τ8 ευ$ ρύθµου κα� α$ χειµάστου καταστάσεω τ8

διανο!α.

28 Aristotle, Ethica Nicomachea, 1100b10: αO κατ $  α$ ρετ�ν �ν�ργειαι.
1177a10: �ν τα� κατ $  α$ ρετ�ν �νεργε!αι. 1177a24: τ(ν κατ $

α$ ρετ�ν �νεργει(ν.
29 Chrysippus, Fragmenta Logica et Physica, fr. 499 (SVF, II.161.32–33,

apud Simplicius, In Aristotelis Quattuor Libros de Caelo
Commentaria, v. 7, p. 163); Fragmenta Moralia, fr. 239 (SVF,
III.57.15, apud Pseudo-Alexander of Aphrodisias, De Anima,
p. 161); fr. 494 (SVF, III.135.25, apud Stobaeus, Anthologium, 2.7.8.
Cf. 2.7.3; 2.7.14; 2.7.18).

30 Alexander of Aphrodisias, In Aristotelis Analyticorum Priorum
Librum i Commentarium, pp. 301, 302 (repeatedly); In Aristotelis
Topicorum Libros Octo Commentaria, pp. 142, 237, 243, 253, 271.
Also, in spurious works ascribed to him, such as De Anima, p. 161;
Η
 θικὰ Προβλ�µατα, p. 144 (repeatedly). The expression appears in
other commentators on Aristotle as well, such as Themistius (fourth
cent. AD), Quae Fertur in Aristotelis Analyticorum Priorum Librum i
Paraphrasis, v. 23, 3: pp. 99, 100, 101 (repeatedly). Eustratius of
Nicaea (eleventh–twelfth cent. AD), In Aristotelis Ethica Nicomachea
I Commentaria, pp. 37, 82, 84, 90, 96, 99 and In Aristotelis Ethica
Nicomachea vi Commentaria, p. 402. Also, in his near-contemporary
Michael of Ephesus (eleventh–twelfth cent. AD), In Ethica
Nicomachea Commentaria, pp. 505, 512, 514, 517, 532, 535, 539,
545, 563 (repeatedly), 570, 576, 578, 590, 593, 606, 613; also, In
Librum Quintum Ethicorum Nicomacheorum Commentarium, p. 44.

31 Aspasius (second cent. AD), Commentaria in Ethica Nichomachea,
pp. 22, 27, 29, 30, 32, 34, 143, 145, 152, 171, 173.

32 Proclus, In Platonis Alcibiadem i, 59. Stobaeus, Anthologium, 2.7.8.
33 Cf. Anonymi, In Ethica Nicomachea Paraphrasis, pp. 17, 20, 203,

221, 222. Anonymi In Ethica Nicomachea Commentaria, pp. 129,
163, 180, 181, 209, 230.

34 Philo, Legum Allegoriarum, 3.144.
35 John Philoponus, In Aristotelis Analytica Posteriora Commentaria,

v. 13,3, p. 280.
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When we come to Christian authors, important con-

clusions follow. The expression appears only casually

in Clement of Alexandria,36 Athanasius,37 Gregory of

Nyssa,38 and Basil of Caesarea (assuming that the

specific texts are his own, which I doubt).39 Although

it might appear that this is a product of Basil’s philo-

sophical studies, the truth is that he simply took up a

phrase of Eusebius.40 There is then good reason to infer

that a certain instance in Basil is only accidental.41 The

terminology ascribed to Origen appears only in catenae,

and so one cannot be sure whether this is really his

own expression or a catenist’s rendering. Normally,

the catena-fragments of the Psalms are couched in the

vocabulary of Didymus and there is a strong probability

that they were composed at the Laura of Sabas and the

monastery of the Akoimetoi, on account of their charac-

teristic Aristotelian tenor, which is otherwise absent

from Origen’s works.42 A similar consideration applies

to a certain usage by Nemesius of Emesa (fourth cent.

AD), who uses the expression αO κατ $  α$ ρετ�ν

�ν�ργειαι twice in a specific passage.43 There is, there-

fore, an obviously occasional character to the Christian

usage of a purely Aristotelian expression and idea.

In contrast to these authors, Didymus avails himself

of Aristotle regularly (which means, consciously), since

the expression recurs in his writings.

Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 103: Τρ!βοι δ> το� κυρ!ου

κα� τ(ν α- γ!ων αυ$ το� αO τηρ9σει τ(ν �ντολ(ν

τυγχάνουσιν, µα̃λλον δ> αO κατ $  α$ ρετ�ν �ν�ργειαι

λε�αι κα� Wµαλα� α$ ναδειχθε�σαι �κ το� συνεχ(

πατε�σθαι πρ< τ(ν σπευδ�ντων φθα̃σαι �π� τ<

τ�λο αυ$ τ(ν τ�λο δ> αυ$ τ(ν + µακαρι�τη. Ibid. fr.

238: τP σκηνP, τουτ�στιν �ν τP προκοπP, προσάγει.

m9 σω κα� ψαλ* τB κυρ�[. Ου$  µ�νον θεωρ9σω τὰ

τ8 α$ ληθε!α Xπερ δηλο�ται διὰ το� �' σω, α$ λλὰ κα�

κατ $  α$ ρετ�ν �νεργ9σω. Ibid. fr. 376: σὺν α$ φροσύνG

γὰρ ου$ χ + τυχο�σα συν!σταται κακ!α, � αj µετὰ

φρον9σεω τὰ κατ $  α$ ρετ�ν �νεργε�ται.

Notice the plethora of Aristotelian terminology in

the following passages:

Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 603a: τ< α$ ρτ!τοκον βρ�φο

δεκτικ<ν α$ ρετ8 κα� κακ!α �στ� δυνάµει, τ�τε

δεχ�µενον κατ $  �ν�ργειαν Wποτ�ραν τούτων τ(ν

qξεων Xταν γν(σιν α$ γαθο� κα� κακο� σχP τ�τε

γὰρ κα� συµπληρο�ται W λ�γο Xταν κατ $  α$ ρετ�ν

α' ρξηται �νεργε�ν.

Ibid. fr. 955: κα� *τι τ�ν µ>ν qξιν, καθ $ Aν

διακρ!νεται τ< φρονητ�ον κα� µ� φρονητ�ον

κα� πρακτ�ον κα� ου$  πρακτ�ον, κρ!σιν ε_πεν,

αυ$ τ�ν δ> τ�ν κατ $  α$ ρετ�ν �ν�ργειαν δικαιοσύνην

�κάλεσεν.

Ibid. fr. 808: γλυκα!νει δ> αυ$ τ�ν τὰ κατ $  α$ ρετ�ν

κα� σοφ!αν �νεργούµενα κα� θεωρούµενα.

Ibid. fr. 832: πνε�µα κα� τ�ν ψυχ�ν + κιθάρα κα�

τ< σ(µα τ< τύµπανον α:ν!ττεται· λαµβάνοµεν τ<ν

λ�γον θε�ον ψαλµ<ν =ντα �π� τK δο�ναι τ< πνε�µα

τ�ν ψυχ�ν τ< σ(µα τὰ κατ $  α$ ρετ�ν θεωρ!α κα�

πράξει �νεργε�ν.

Ibid. fr. 1045: Ε: δ> κα� τὰ α$ ρετὰ λάβοι τι

θελ9µατα θεο� λ�γεσθαι διὰ τ< Οn � ποι�σει πάντα τὰ

θελ�µατά µου, �ρε� *ργα µεγάλα �ξεζητηµ�να ε:

πάντα τὰ θελ9µατα το� θεο� ε_ναι τὰ κατ $  α$ ρετ�ν

�νεργε!α.

Ibid. fr. 1264: Ψαλ( τK θεK µου qω ;πάρχω.

+ρµ9νευται δ> πολλάκι Xτι τ< ψάλλειν κατ $

α$ ρετ�ν �νεργε�ν σηµα!νει.

Didymus, In Epistulas Catholicas Brevis Enarratio,

p. 84: Xθεν W παυσάµενο το� κατ $  α$ ρετ�ν �νεργε�ν

ου$ δ> τηρε� *τι τὰ �ντολὰ οuτε περιπατε� *τι κατ $

αυ$ τά.

Cassian writing this Scholion took up the vocabulary

of Eusebius, Gregory of Nyssa, and Didymus, along

36 Clement of Alexandria, Stromateis, 7.12.70.5: κα� βεβα!ω

κτησάµενο τ8 �πιστ9µη τὰ µεγαλε�α, α$ φ $  Yν καρποφορε� τὰ

κατ $  α$ ρετ�ν �νεργε!α.
37 Athanasius, Expositiones in Psalmos, PG.27.101.29: πλ�ον τι

τούτων �χ�ντων τ(ν α' λλων α$ νθρ)πων �ν τK κατ $  α$ ρετ�ν

�νεργε�ν.
38 Gregory of Nyssa, De Vita Mosis, 2.226: Μ�νη γὰρ + κατ $  α$ ρετ�ν

�ν�ργεια καµάτ^ τρ�φει τ�ν δύναµιν.
39 Basil of Caesarea, Homiliae in Psalmos, PG.29.256.14 and Sermones

de Moribus, PG.32.1125.51: Ου$  γὰρ µ!α πρα̃ξι τελειο� τ<ν

σπουδα�ον, α$ λλὰ παντ� προσ8κε τK β!^ τὰ κατ $  α$ ρετ�ν

�νεργε!α συµπαρατε!νεσθαι.

40 Eusebius, commPs, PG.23.152.29: Ου$  γὰρ µ!α πρα̃ξι τελειο� τ<ν

σπουδα�ον, α$ λλὰ παντ� προσ8κε τK β!^ τα� κατ $  α$ ρετ�ν

�νεργε!αι συµπαρατε!νεσθαι.
41 Basil of Caesarea, Homiliae in Hexaemeron, 1.5: κα� πάση τ8

κατ $  α$ ρετ�ν �νεργε!α τ< �ν �παγγελ!αι α$ ποκε!µενον τ�λο.
42 Origen, selPs, PG.12.1252–3: �' δει δ� τι θεωρ(ν, κα� ψάλλει κατ $

α$ ρετ�ν �νεργ(ν. excPs, PG.17.109.33: Τρ!βοι δ> Κυρ!ου τ(ν

�ντολ(ν αO τηρ9σει· µα̃λλον δ> αO κατ $  α$ ρετ�ν �ν�ργειαι.
43 Nemesius of Emesa (fourth cent. AD), De Natura Hominis, 38: �φ$

+µ�ν δ> αO κατὰ τὰ α$ ρετὰ �ν�ργειαι· �φ $  +µ�ν α' ρα κα� αO

α$ ρετα!. Xτι δ> �φ $  +µ�ν αO κατ $  α$ ρετ�ν �ν�ργειαι δηλο� κα� τ<

καλ( ;π< Α$ ριστοτ�λου λεχθ>ν �π� τ(ν yθικ(ν α$ ρετ(ν.
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with his own. He did the same with the Aristotelian

term qξι, which I explore next.

EN Xe: τελε!α qξι

Although originally an Aristotelian term, qξι came to

be a common one. It would be interesting to research

the expression τελε!α qξι, which is later than

Aristotle. One will be surprised to find out that only

certain authors made use of this. Among Christian

theologians, it was used only once by Clement of

Alexandria, who reports that the expression was

introduced by Speusippus as an alternative to the term

‘happiness’: Speusippus regarded τελε!α qξι and

ευ$ δαιµον!α as synonymous.44 It appears once in

Origen’s catena-fragments, but not in his indubitable

theological expositions.45 It occurs likewise, in

Eusebius,46 and Maximus Confessor47 as well as in a

couple of writings ascribed to Cyril of Alexandria.48

In addition, τελε!α qξι occurs in Sextus

Empiricus,49 but the specific usage has to do with the

art of grammar. On the other hand, Clement’s reference

to Speusippus suggests that he used the expression

only accidentally, not consciously as a technical term;

besides, he uses it as a synonym for ‘happiness’.

The real origin of the notion can be traced in John

Philoponus.50 A reference in Arius Didymus (first cent.

BC) ascribed to Aristotle, is in fact a reference to ‘perfect

virtue’ (α$ ρετ8 τελε!α), although at the same point

he refers to virtue as an qξι + βελτ!στη ψυχ8, which

can suggest ‘perfect’.51

Cassian may have borrowed the idea from

Speusippus.52 Some anonymous writings commenting

on Aristotle must have been written by authors

educated at either Edessa or Nisibis.53 Otherwise, the

notion occurs in a good many passages used by

Aristotle’s commentators,54 who are all subsequent to

Didymus. For instance, we do not find this in Alexander

of Aphrodisias, or in Themistius. This makes it highly

likely that it was Cassian himself rather than Didymus

who used the notion. Cassian definitely employed the

term qξι in its Aristotelian sense (which probably

explains the foregoing appearance of the expression

in a catena-fragment ascribed to Origen),55 whereas

elsewhere he comments on this in the sense found in

manuscripts of scripture (e.g. Habakkuk 3:16), which,

however, has a quite different meaning, that is, human

existence, or the physical power animating the body.56

In conclusion, only in rare cases do we have

Christian authors applying the expression τελε!α qξι.

Accordingly, it can be assumed that Cassian derived this

from his pagan learning, while otherwise quoting from

Didymus. Therefore, the first sentence of the Scholion

is Cassian’s (Didymus had not predilection for the verb

διαφωνε�ν), and what follows is Cassian employing

distinctive expressions either from Eusebius (α' νεσι,

α$ νεθε!ση), or from both Gregory of Nyssa and

Didymus (α$ γαπητικ� διάθεσι, and µαχ�µενον γὰρ

44 Clement of Alexandria, Stromateis, 2.22.133.4 (Speusippus,
Fragmenta, fr. 77).

45 Origen, selPs, PG.12.1193.20: δ!καιοι λ�γονται οO τελε!αν qξιν τ8

δικαιοσύνη κτησάµενοι, The vocabulary of this work is similar to
that of Didymus.

46 Eusebius, De Martyribus Palaestinae, 4.6.
47 Maximus Confessor, Quaestiones ad Thalassium, 49, lines 288, 309.

Likewise, the anonymous Scholia in Maximum Confessorem, 49, line
133.

48 Cyril of Alexandria, Homiliae Paschales, PG.77.585.27;  Fragmenta in
Jeremiam, PG.70.1457.5. Pseudo-Cyril of Alexandria, Collectio
Dictorum Veteris Testamenti, PG.77.1176.27 and 30.

49 Sextus Empiricus, Adversus Mathematicos, 1.76.
50 John Philoponus, In Aristotelis Categorias Commentarium, v. 13,1,

pp. 166; 184; In Aristotelis Libros de Anima Commentaria, v. 15,
pp. 94; 306; De Aeternitate Mundi, pp. 69; 76, 84, 87, 508.

51 Cf. Arius Didymus, De Sectis Philosophorum (epitome apud
Stobaeum), 59.2: ‘Η δ’ α$ ρετ� qξι + βελτ!στη ψυχ8· τελε!α δ>

τριχ(, κα� γὰρ σύνθετο �κ τ(ν θεωρητικ(ν κα� πρακτικ(ν κα�

yθικ(ν· τρ!α γὰρ ;ποτ!θεται γ�νη, αn  αE ν εFποι α$ ρετ8 κατὰ

σύνθεσιν, κα� �κ τ(ν ο:κε!ων δυνάµεων συµπεπληρωµ�νη,
φύσεω, λ�γου, *θου.

52 Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 878: + γὰρ τελε!α qξι + δι $  α$ γάπη πρ<

τ<ν θε<ν τεθε�σα α' σβεστ� �στιν. Cf. Cyril of Alexandria,
Fragmenta in Jeremiam, PG.70.1457.5; Homiliae Paschales,
PG.585.27.

53 Cf. Anonymi, In Ethica Nicomachea Commentaria, p. 210;
Anonymi In Ethica Nicomachea Paraphrasis, pp. 87, 157 (lines 3
and 22).

54 Elias of Alexandria (sixth cent. AD), In Aristotelis Categorias
Commentarium, pp. 225, 228, 229, 244. Hermias of Alexandria, In
Platonis Phaedrum Scholia, p. 25. Michael of Ephesus, In Ethica
Nicomachea Commentaria, p. 556. Olympiodorus, the philosopher
of Alexandria (sixth cent. AD), In Aristotelis Categorias
Commentarium, p. 119. Priscianus of Lydia (sixth cent. AD),
Metaphrasis in Theophrastum, p. 32. Simplicius, In Aristotelis
Categorias Commentarium, v. 8, pp. 240, 245, 288; In Aristotelis
Physicorum Libros Octo Commentaria, v. 9, p. 450; v. 10, pp. 1213,
1216; In Aristotelis Libros de Anima Commentaria, v. 11, pp. 89, 122,
220, 229. Stobaeus, Anthologium, 2.7.3.

55 Theodoret, Explanatio in Canticum Canticorum, PG.81.89.53;
Graecarum Affectionum Curatio, 6.34.

56 Cf. Theodoret, intProphXII, PG.81.1833.15.
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αE ν cν).57 Nevertheless, Cassian is a sixth-century

author, and his own expression κατὰ τελε!αν qξιν

could have been a loan from his contemporary John

Philoponus. Notwithstanding all these debts, it can be

assumed that, with regard to the philological aspect of

his passage, Cassian had in mind a specific work which

Gregory of Nyssa had written in honour of his brother

Basil of Caesarea. The terminology therein imbues this

specific Scholion, as it does many other Scholia.

Gregory of Nyssa, In Basilium Fratrem, 11 (lines

23f): �λαττο�σθαι λ�γειν δε� κατ $  �κε�νο τ8 πρ<

τ<ν Θε<ν α$ γάπη τ< µ�τρον, τ8 �πιθυµητικ8

αυ$ το� διαθ�σεω α$ π< το� Θεο� πρ< τὰ ;λ)δη

µεταρρυε!ση . . . πα̃σαν �ξορ!ζων τ�ν �µπαθ8 περ�

τα�τα διάθεσιν . . . (lines 51f.) οoτω κα� W τ< τ�λειον

τ8 α$ γάπη �ν �αυτK κατορθ)σα, πάντα Xσα

συνθεωρε�ται ταύτG τ(ν α$ γαθ(ν εFδη µετὰ το�

πρωτοτύπου τ(ν κατορθωµάτων *χει.

57 Cf. µαχ�µενον meaning ‘contradicting’ or ‘contravening’ in a logical
sense. Gregory of Nyssa, Adversus Macedonianos De Spiritu Sancto,
v. 3,1, p. 103; Adversus Apollinarium, v. 3,1, p. 181; Adversus
Eunomium, 1.1.94; 3.1.66; 3.3.22; 3.4.21; In Hexaemeron, pp. 108;

109. Didymus, commJob(7.20c–11), Cod. p. 212; commEccl (1.1–8),
Cod. pp. 9; 10; Adversus Manichaeos, PG.39: 1104.17; 1105.25;
1108.35; commPs29–34, Cod. pp. 219; 227; commPs35–39, Cod.
p. 232; In Genesin, Cod. p. 183.
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EXPANDED NOTES TO SCHOLION XI

EN XIa: τ< σύνθετον ζKον

Like δια!ρεσι νοητ(ν (Scholion XXV), the expression

‘a composite animal’ comes from Alexander of Aphro-

disias and was taken up by Didymus. It can be traced

in Philo,1 and Justin is the first Christian author to

style a human being a σύνθετον ζKον.2 It does not

appear in Origen, yet the idea is there.3 Since the

designation of man as a ‘composite animal’ (σύνθετον

ζKον) is otherwise almost absent from Christian litera-

ture,4 its presence in this Scholion points to Didymus.5

The same idea occurs in Pseudo-Caesarius, whom I

have identified with Cassian himself. Quaestiones et

Responsiones, 174: α' µφω γὰρ κτιστά, D τε ψυχ� κα�

τ< σ(µα κα� σύνθετα τP πρ< α' λληλα συναφε!H κα�

κοινων!H· συνθ�σει δ> πάντω qπεται διάστασι

κα� δια!ρεσι.

A ‘composite animal’ (σύνθετον ζKον) may

also mean an animal consisting of different material

‘elements’ (fire, air, water, dust, etc.), referring not only

to humans, but to any animal, even plants.6

EN XIb: κοιν< θάνατο

The idea of ‘common death’ (κοιν< θάνατο, viz. the

natural one, ‘shared by all animals’) is contrasted with

the so-called ‘death of the soul’ owing to sin. Though

this was a truism, its rendering through the phrase

κοιν< θάνατο was anything but common.

Although occurring in the New Testament at several

points, the notion of ‘common death’ (κοιν< θάνατο)

was distinguished by Philo from the death of the soul,

which is death par excellence (τ<ν Fδιον κα� κατ $

�ξοχ�ν θάνατον, X �στι ψυχ8).7 This scriptural

idea enters Christian theology through a usual gate,

namely Origen, who draws on Philo. As a matter of

fact, Origen’s expression ‘the common death’ (κοιν<

θάνατο), meaning physical death of body, is a theme

characteristic of his thought.8 It is worth pointing out

the occurrences of the expression κοιν< θάνατο in

Christian literature. The instances are considerable in

number, but they are not as numerous as one might

have expected.9

1 Philo, De Ebrietate, 10: τ< ψυχ8 κα� σ)µατο oφασµα @ πλ�γµα @

κρα̃µα @ X τι ποτ> χρ� καλε�ν τουτ� τ< σύνθετον ζKον. Ibid. 144:
Σαµου�λ δ> γ�γονε µ>ν Fσω α' νθρωπο, παρε!ληπται δ$ ου$ χ �

σύνθετον ζKον.
2 Justin Martyr, Dialogus cum Tryphone, 114, 3: ο:�µενοι χε�ρα κα�

π�δα κα� δακτύλου κα� ψυχ�ν *χειν � σύνθετον ζ(ον τ<ν

πατ�ρα τ(ν Xλων κα� α$ γ�ννητον θε�ν.
3 Origen, Cels, VI.6. 63: Ε: δ$ �στ�ν �ν τK συναµφοτ�ρ^ τ< ‘κατ $

ε:κ�να’ το� ‘θεο�’, α$ νάγκη σύνθετον ε_ναι τ<ν θε<ν κα� οOονε�

συνεστ(τα κα� αυ$ τ<ν �κ ψυχ8 κα� σ)µατο. frLuc, fr. 186: τ<

σύνθετον �κ τ8 λοιπ8 ψυχ8 κα� το� σ)µατο. commMatt, 13.9:
α$ ποθν�σκουσιν οO σύνθετοι �κ ψυχ8 κα� σ)µατο χωριζοµ�νη

αυ$ τ(ν τ8 ψυχ8 α$ π< το� σ)µατο.
4 A Christian exception is Asterius of Amasea (fourth–fifth cent. AD),

Homiliae, 14.1.1: Σύνθετον ζKον W α' νθρωπο, α$ π< σ)µατο το�

φαινοµ�νου κα� τ8 λογικ8 κα� α$ σωµάτου ψυχ8 λαχiν ε_ναι

Xπερ �στ!ν. Cf. the notion in Asclepius of Tralles (sixth cent. AD),
In Aristotelis Metaphysicorum Libros A–Z Commentaria, p. 420.
Simplicius, In Aristotelis Categorias Commentarium, v. 8, pp. 261 and
315. Damascius, De Principiis, v. 1, p. 31. Stobaeus, Anthologium,
1.49.36 and 67.

5 Cf. Didymus, commZacch, 4.181: περ� τ8 γεν�σεω το� συνθ�του

το� �κ ψυχ8 κα� σ)µατο λ�γει. commPs20–21, Cod. p. 42: τ<ν

σύνθετον α' νθρωπον. commPs29–34, Cod. p. 153: περ� το�

συνθ�του α' ρα λ�γεται. frPs(al), Fr. 977: τ<ν σύνθετον α' νθρωπον

. . . W σύνθετο α' νθρωπο.

6 Cf. Alexander of Aphrodisias, In Aristotelis Metaphysica
Commentaria, p. 637. Irenaeus, Adversus Haereses, 1.8.16. The same
text in Epiphanius of Salamis, Panarion, v. 2, p. 22. Iamblichus, De
Mysteriis, 1.10. Cf. mythical ‘composite animals’, such as the
‘chimaera’, Galen, In Platonis Timaeum Commentaria (fragments),
Fr. 2.

7 Philo, Legum Allegoriarum, 1.106.
8 Origen, Princ, IV.3.10; exhMar, XXIX; XXX; Dial, 16; Philocalia, 1.26;

commMatt, 12.26; Commentarii in Epistulam ad Romanos (I.1–
XII.21), sections 30 and 52; frPs, 22, 4; 81, 6–7; selPs, PG.12.1128.22;
commJohn, X. 40.380; XX.41.383.

9 Eusebius, commPs, PG.23: 217.41; 481.52; 929.29. Gregory of
Nazianzus, De Vita Sua, line 162; Funebris Oratio in Patrem,
PG.35.924.24. Gregory of Nyssa, Adversus Apollinarium, v. 3,1,
p. 226. John Chrysostom, Expositiones in Psalmos, PG.55.452.53; In
Sanctum Joannem, PG.59.281.5; De Sanctis Martyribus Sermo,
PG.50.647.38; De Davide et Saule, PG.54.689.49, et passim. Julian
the Arian (fourth cent. AD), In Job, p. 101. Asterius of Antioch
(fourth cent. AD), commPs, 24.12. Procopius of Gaza, Catena in
Ecclesiasten, 4.2–3; In Isaiam Prophetam, p. 2612. Cyril of
Alexandria, commProphXII, v. 2, p. 530; In Sanctum Joannem, v. 2,
pp. 118; 120; expPs, PG.69.841.17. Theodore of Heraclea (fourth
cent. AD), Fragmenta in Joannem, fr. 149. Olympiodorus, the deacon
of Alexandria, Commentarii in Job, pp. 187 and 189; Commentarii in
Ecclesiasten, PG.93:481.20; 497.33; 516.49; 524.55.
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I have reserved a special presentation for Didymus,

since his vocabulary involving the idea of κοιν<

θάνατο is strikingly like the vocabulary of this

Scholion. The following passage is in all probability

the one which Cassian paraphrased in writing this

Scholion, on the assumption that this is not in fact

a plain quotation from Didymus’ lost Commentary on

the Apocalypse.

Didymus, commPs29–34, Cod. p. 200–2-1: �ν το�

�ξ8 λ�γει· ‘θάνατο δ> α- µαρτωλ(ν πονηρ�’. ου$

πα̃ θάνατο πονηρ� �στιν, α$ λλὰ W τ(ν

α- µαρτωλ(ν. ου$  περ� το� κοινο� δ> ν�ν W λ�γο·

ζ{ου γάρ �στιν �κε�νο, ου$  ποιο�, ου$ χ α- µαρτωλο�,

ου$  δικα!ου. καE ν τ<ν κοιν<ν οjν λάβG, Xταν �

α- µαρτωλ< α$ ποθάνG, πονηρ<ν *χει τ<ν θάνατον

(διαδ�ξεται γὰρ αυ$ τ<ν κ�λασι), κα� �ὰν τ<ν

α' λλον, τ<ν τK =ντι κατάλληλον τK α- µαρτωλK,

‘+ α- µαρτ!α’, φησ!ν, ‘α$ ποτελεσθε�σα α$ ποκύει

θάνατον’.10 + α- µαρτ!α δ> α$ ποτελε�ται ου$ κ

*ξωθεν τ(ν ποιούντων, α$ λλὰ �ν το� ποιο�σιν

α$ νθρ)ποι. θάνατο οjν W �π�µενο αυ$ το�

πονηρ� �στιν. κα� �π� µ>ν το� προτ�ρου

νο9µατο, πονηρ<ν λ�γοµεν ε_ναι τ<ν θάνατον,

πονηρο� ποιητικ�ν, κακωτικ�ν. Yδε δ> πονηρ<ν

λ�γοµεν κατὰ τ�ν δευτ�ραν α$ π�δοσιν, Xτι *ξω

α$ γαθ�τητ� �στιν.

Didymus uses this phraseology numerous times

throughout his work.11

EN XIc: Four New Testament passages quoted

Wishing to demonstrate the relevance and harmony of

the Book of Revelation with the rest of scripture, par-

ticularly the New Testament, the author of this Scholion

appeals to four passages of the New Testament, namely,

James 1:15, Heb. 9:27, Matthew 10:28, and 1 Cor. 3:17.

Exploring into the authors who made use of these

passages, or of some of them at least, will bring about

useful conclusions.

To begin with James 1:15, although the ‘common

death’ is a theme used by both Origen and Didymus, the

instance of James 1:15 is not quoted by Origen, while it

appears as a recurrent theme in Didymus. This passage

did not enjoy much currency in Christian literature. We

come upon it only in a few authors, whose vocabulary

is related to the Scholia, especially this one.12 Didymus

is the sole Christian author to quote James 1:15 at as

many as eight points in his extant work.13

As to Heb. 9:27, the authors who quoted James 1:15

turn out to be none other than those who quoted

Heb. 9:27.14

Didymus also quotes Matthew 10:28.15

10 James 1:15.
11 Didymus, frPs(al), frs. 35; 199; 697a; 838; 895; 896; Fragmenta in

Epistulam ii ad Corinthios, p. 16; commPs29–34, Cod. pp. 181, 200;
commPs22–26.10, Cod. pp. 61, 98, 99; commPs35–39, Cod. p. 238;
commJob(12.1–16.8a), fr. 406; Fragmenta in Epistulam ad
Romanos, p. 4.

12 Cf. Athanasius, Vita et Conversatio Antonii, PG.26.873.32.
Epiphanius of Salamis, Panarion, v. 3, p. 484. John Chrysostom,
Fragmenta in Epistulas Catholicas, PG.64.1040.41. Cyril of
Alexandria, In Sanctum Joannem, v. 1, p. 631; De Adoratione, PG.68:
149.2 and 981.35; In Isaiam, PG.70.93.8. Ephraem Syrus, In Illud:
Attende Tibi Ipsi, 2, line 24; Ad Monachos Aegypti, Oration 40, line
51. Severus of Antioch (sixth cent), which is natural, since he
breathed the spiritual atmosphere produced by Cyril, or what he
took that to be. Catena in Epistulam Jacobi, p. 5.

13 Didymus, commEccl (3–4.12), Cod. p. 101; commPs22–26.10, Cod.
p. 61; commPs29–34, Cod. p. 181; commPs29–34, Cod. p. 200–1;
203; Didymus, commEccl (9.8–10.20), Cod. p. 279; frPs(al), fr. 1077.
commPs29–34, Cod. p. 129: ‘ψυχ9’ γάρ ‘+ α- µαρτάνουσα, αoτη

α$ ποθανε�ται’· κα!· ‘+ α- µαρτ!α α$ ποτελεσθε�σα α$ ποκύει θάνατον’
τK α- µαρτάνοντι. το�τον οjν διεγε!ρει ε: τ�ν ζω�ν τ�ν πρ< τ8

πτ)σεω· αoτη γὰρ cν + σὺν α$ ρετP. Cf. Scholion XXXI: α$ π< τ8

σὺν α$ ρετP παρρησ!α‹›.

14 Athanasius, Ad Serapionem, 4.1. Ephraem Syrus, De Mortis
Recordatione, p. 249. John Chrysostom, In Epistolam ad Romanos
Commentarius, PG.60.486.10; In Epistulam ad Hebraeos,
PG.63.129.21; Catena in Epistulam ad Hebraeos, p. 229. Didymus,
frPs(al), fr. 896; In Genesin, Cod. p. 148. Theodoret, HE, p. 58;
intPaulXIV, PG.82.745.29.

15 Hippolytus, In Danielem, 2.17.1. Origen, exhMar, XXIV; selPs,
PG.12.1093.6. Basil of Caesarea, Moralia, PG.31: 712.7; 720.24;
801.10. Cyril of Jerusalem, Catecheses Illuminandorum, Catechesis
8.3. Cyril of Alexandria, Quod Unus Sit Christus, p. 755. Cassian
the Sabaite (=Pseudo-Didymus), DT (lib. 3), PG.39.868.11.
Didymus, commPs29–34, Cod. p. 209; In Genesin, Cod. p. 56.
Ephraem Syrus, De Abstinendo, p. 226; Ad Ioannem Monachum,
p. 191. Epiphanius of Salamis, Panarion, v. 2, p. 423. John
Chrysostom, Adversus Ebriosos, PG.50.438.54; In Sanctum
Matthaeum, PG.57.400.38, In Sanctum Joannem Apostolum,
PG.59.258.7; In Epistolam ad Romanos Commentarius, PG.60:
408.46; 490.10. Pseudo-John Chrysostom, In Illud, Attendite ne
Eleemosynam Vestram Faciatis Coram Hominibus, PG.59.573.45; In
Psalmum 118, PG.55.705.32. Pseudo-Justin (or Pseudo-Theodoret),
QetR, p. 453C.
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In the case of 1 Cor. 3:17, Didymus presents twelve

instances, while Origen has sixteen.16

It turns out then that Didymus quotes all these NT

passages.

EN XId: α$ ναµαρτησ!α (‘sinlessness’)

This is not an Origenistic term, although it occurs once

in a catena-fragment.17 It appears no less than ten

times in Didymus, but is also present in Clement of

Alexandria,18 and in Didymus’ contemporary, Basil

of Ancyra.19 No author ever used it more frequently

than Didymus,20 as a survey of Christian applications

of the term shows.21 However, it should be noted that

this shows only in passages from his comments on

the Psalms. Certain instances where this term is used

deserve special attention, such as the Acts of Ephesus,

since Cassian often reproduces terms from this record.22

Likewise, Pseudo-Dionysius the Areopagite.23 The same

goes for Maximus Confessor and John of Damascus,

both of whom regularly reproduced Cassian’s technical

vocabulary.24

EN XIe: W δεύτερο θάνατο

Reference to ‘second death’25 has been interpreted as

the ‘death of the soul’, understood as utter destruction.

Origen had explained that ‘the soul is subject to

death’.26 Didymus followed Origen faithfully on this

point, too. One could infer that he had dealt with the

notion of ‘second death’ in his commentary on

Revelation, since he comments on the idea as a matter

of course.27 Eusebius,28 Epiphanius29 and Cyril of

Alexandria,30 are the authors who deal with the notion

of ‘second death’, if rather casually. Once again we

come upon Severianus of Gabala.31

16 Origen, Cels, IV.26; VII.19; deOr, XXXIX.7; homJer, 12.11;
comm1Cor, 16, 26, 27, 32, 37. Amphilochius of Iconium, In Mulierem
Peccatricem et Pharisaeum, lines 115–16. Athanasius, Ad Serapionem
de Spiritu Sancto, PG.26.585.25. Pseudo-Athanasius, Homilia de
Passione et Cruce Domini, PG.28.248.29. Basil of Caesarea, Epistulae,
46.3; Contra Sabellianos et Arium et Anomoeos, PG.31.609.42. Cyril
of Alexandria, De Sancta et Consubstantiali Trinitate, PG.75.572.53.
DT (lib. 2.8–27), PG.39.636.4. Didymus, Adversus Manichaeos,
PG.39.1092.52; commPs29–34, Cod. p. 209; frPs(al), frs. 61, 809,
816, 916; In Genesin, Cod. p. 167. Ephraem Syrus, Ad Imitationem
Proverbiorum, p. 261; Ad Monachum Novitium, 77; Ad Monachos
Aegypti, Oration 42; Regulae ad Monachos, p. 315. Eusebius,
commPs, PG.23.632.41. Gregory of Nyssa, Adversus Fornicarios, v. 9,
p. 217; De Instituto Christiano, v. 8,1, p. 55. John Chrysostom, In
Diem Natalem, PG.49.362.23; In Epistolam i ad Corinthios,
PG.61.78.33; 79.52; In Illud: Vidi Dominum (homiliae 1–6), 3.3.
Pseudo-John Chrysostom, In Genesim, PG.56.536.73; De Paenitentia
(sermo 1), PG.60: 691.77; 706.66; 706.66; In Evangelii Dictum et de
Virginitate, PG.64.39.72; Epitimia LXXIII, section 41, ln 5. Pseudo-
Macarius, Sermones lxiv, 3.4.6; 54.2.2; Epistula Magna, p. 245.
Marcellus of Ancyra (fourth cent. AD), De Incarnatione et Contra
Arianos, p. 1008. Severianus of Gabala (fourth–fifth cent. AD),
Fragmenta in Epistulam i ad Corinthios, p. 237. Theodoret, De
Sacrosancta Trinitate, PG.75.1181.34; intPaulxiv, PG.82.252.14;
Haereticarum Fabularum Compendium, PG.83.544.23. Also,
Enarratio in Prophetam Isaiam, 10.244.

17 Origen, expProv, PG.17.193.34.
18 Clement of Alexandria, Stromateis, 2.6.26.5; 4.5.21.1; 4.22.142.4;

Quis Salvetur Dives, 21.7.
19 Basil of Ancyra (fourth cent. AD), De Virginitatis Integritate, PG.30:

737.42; 800.33.
20 Didymus, commPs22–26.10, Cod. p. 84; commPs40–44.4, Cod.

p. 338; frPs(al), frs. 389; 412; 539; 971; 1234; 1254; ibid. fr. 456:
�ραι�τητα *χων κα� κάλλο διὰ τ�ν προσο�σαν �ν α$ ναµαρτησ!H 

α$ ρετ9ν. Fr. 476: Ο-  θε< �ν µ�σ^ τ8 π�λεω Oδρυµ�νο ου$  

σαλευθ9σεται, ου$  καταλιµπάνων αυ$ τ�ν διὰ τ�ν προσο�σαν αυ$ τP

α$ ναµαρτησ!αν. Cf. Scholion XXXI: τ�ν προσο�σαν αυ$ το�

δικαιοσύνην.
21 Eusebius, commPs, PG.23.841.28; PG.24.41.25. Cyril of Jerusalem,

Catecheses Illuminandorum, Catecheses 13.3; 15.21. Cyril of
Alexandria, Ad Tiberium Diaconum, p. 599; Homiliae Paschales,
PG.77.744.18; Explanatio in Lucam, PG.72.881.38. Theodore of
Mopsuestia, commProphXII, Prophet Jonas, Prologue, section 1.
Olympiodorus, the deacon of Alexandria, Commentarii in Job, p. 31;
commEccl, PG.93.588.37.

22 ACO, Concilium Universale Ephesenum Anno 431, 1,1,5, p. 38; 1,5,1,
pp. 219; 220.

23 Pseudo-Dionysius the Areopagite, De Hierarchia Ecclesiastica, pp. 93;
111 (bis).

24 Maximus Confessor, Quaestiones ad Thalassium, 61; 65. John of
Damascus, Sacra Parallela, PG.95: 1172.9; 1045.36; PG.96.445.29;
Pseudo- John of Damascus, Vita Barlaam et Joasaph, p. 184.

25 Rev. 2:11; 20:6; 20:14–15; 21:8.
26 Origen, commEph, 26: *στι δ� τι κα� δεύτερον + ψυχ� τ< κα�

ν�σου κα� θανάτου �κ τ(ν α- µαρτηµάτων δεκτικ�ν . . . �πε!περ

ψυχ� + α- µαρτάνουcα αoτη α$ ποθανε�ται. Cf. Commentarii in
Epistulam ad Romanos (I.1–XII.21), 39, in Catena in Epistulam ad
Romanos, p. 95. Cf. quotation of Rev. 20:6, in Hippolytus, De
antichristo, 65.

27 Didymus, commPs22–26.10, Cod. p. 61; commPs29–34, Cod.
pp. 181; 203; frPs(al), frs. 573; 575; 697a; 838; 1149; 1066; 1077;
Fragmenta in Epistulam ii ad Corinthios, p. 20; Fragmenta in
Joannem, fr. 12; commEccl (9.8–10.20), Cod. p. 279.

28 Eusebius, Commentarius in Isaiam, 2.56.
29 Epiphanius of Salamis, Panarion, v. 1, p. 200; Ancoratus, 97.5–6.
30 Cyril of Alexandria, In Sanctum Joannem, v. 2, p. 53; Fragmenta in

Epistulam ii ad Corinthios, p. 330.
31 Severianus of Gabala, Fragmenta in Epistulam ii ad Corinthios,

p. 283.
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EN XIf: α$ πολύεσθαι το� περισπασµο�

The term περισπασµ< (‘distraction’) and its deriva-

tives are scriptural.32 However, the expression

α$ πολύεσθαι (or, α$ πολύειν) περισπασµο� (‘to be

released from intellectual distraction’) is exclusive to

Origen. Making the point that sin is death, Cassian

employs Origen’s language and thought.

Origen, Commentarii in Epistulam ad Romanos

(I.1–XII.21), 31, in Catena in Epistulam ad Romanos

(cod. Oxon. B), p. 68: τ< γὰρ φρ�νηµα τ8 σαρκ<

*χθρα ε: Θε�ν, κα� πάλιν τ< φρ�νηµα τ8

σαρκ< θάνατο. α$ λλὰ κα� πάντα τὰ α- µαρτ9µατα

*ργα σαρκ� �στιν, αe περ W Α$ π�στολο ‘φανερά’

zν�µασεν. �ν αυ$ το� δ> τάξα κα� τὰ αOρ�σει,

�δ!δαξεν Xτι κα� αjται σαρκ� ε:σιν *ργον

α$ πολύων +µα̃ περισπασµο�. Cels, VII.1: οO παντ<

περισπασµο� α$ πολυθ�ντε. Ibid. VII.28: Cλ!γοι

δ$ �π� το� παρ�ντο yρκ�σθηµεν, βουλ�µενοι

α$ πολ�σαι περισπασµο�, το� � περ� τ8 Ι$ ουδα!α

γ8 ;πολαµβάνοντο ε:ρ8σθαι τὰ περ� α$ γαθ8 γ8,

Aν W θε< ;πισχνε�ται το� δικα!οι. Princ, IV.1.7

(Philocalia, 1.7): διψυχ!αν πα̃σαν κα� περισπασµ<ν

α$ ποθ�µενο, XλG �αυτ<ν �πιδK τP ψυχP το� λ�γοι

το� θεο�. exhMar, III: ο[ ου$ δ> µετὰ περισπασµο�

κα� περιελκυσµο� τινο γ!νεται τ< α$ ποθ�σθαι ‘τ�’

‘τ8 ταπειν)σεω’ ‘σ(µα’. deOr, XXIII.3: Cλ!γα

κα$ κε!νων παραθ�σθαι ;π>ρ το� πάντα περισπα-

σµ<ν α$ φελε�ν. commMatt, 12.33: διαρρ8ξαι τοὺ το�

περισπασµο� δεσµοὺ κα� α$ νελθε�ν �π� τ< oψο

τ8 ;περοχ8 το� τ8 α$ ληθε!α λ�γου. commEph,

17: πρ< τ< α$ ποθ�σθαι πάντα περισπασµ<ν κα�

α$ ληθε�σαι α$ περισπάστωc κα� �ν α$ γάπG αυ$ ξ8σαι

ε: τ<ν Χριστ�ν.

EN XIg: πα̃σα λογικ� φύσι (‘every rational nature’)

The author continues applying an Origenistic vocabu-

lary. Cf. πα̃σα λογικ� φύσι in Origen, Cels, III.54 (Phi-

localia, 18.24); ibid. VIII.72: Commentarii in Romanos

(III.5–V.7), pp. 178–180; frPs, 85, 9; selPs, PG.12: 1524

and 1685; expProv, PG.17.193: commMatt, 16.23.

Nevertheless, the expression is reminiscent of Eva-

grius, Expositio in Proverbia, p. 99: αoτη γάρ �στιν W

κλ8ρο τ8 φύσεω τ8 λογικ8 . . . Ε$ ντα�θα λ�γει

τ�ν ψυχ�ν ε_ναι θανάτου κα� ζω8 δεκτικ9ν, α$ φ $  Yν

τ< αυ$ τεξούσιον αυ$ τ8 γεγον�ναι κατασκευάζοµεν.

Cf. Origen, commEph, 26: *στι δ� τι κα� δεύτερον +

ψυχ� τ< κα� ν�σου κα� θανάτου �κ τ(ν

α- µαρτηµάτων δεκτικ�ν.

EN XIh: π�πονθεν ταραχ9ν

The idea of ταραχ� (‘psychological, or mental, confu-

sion’) being a state of passion (πάθο) comes from Aris-

totle.33 This is also the opinion of Plotinus34 and Philo.35

In Origen the idea is present,36 and in Didymus even

more so. In fact Origen regards ταραχ� as a ‘disgrace

and disease of the soul’ (+ ταραχ� α_σχο κα�

α$ σθ�νεια ψυχ8),37 which should be expelled.38 Theo-

doret also saw this as a ‘disease’ of the soul, owing to

‘foolishness’.39

Didymus, commPs29–34, Cod. p. 142 τὰ γὰρ πάθη

ταρακτικά ε:σιν το� νο�. commPs35–39, Cod. p. 266:

Xταν + καρδ!α ταραχθP κα� + κατάλληλο τP

καρδ!H :σχὺ �νκαταλε!πει, κα� αυ$ τ< τ< φ( ου$ κ

*στιν µετὰ του τα�τα παθ�ντο. frPs(al), fr. 627A:

Σαλεύεται πα̃ W �ξ α$ ρετ8 ε: κακ!αν µεταπ!πτων

α$ λλ$ ου$ κ α$ θρ�ω συµβα!νει το�το, προτ�ρα

32 Tobit (Cod. Sinaiticus) 10:6: περισπασµ�. 2 Macc. 10:36:
περισπασµK. Eccl. 1:13: περισπασµ�ν. 1:13: περισπα̃σθαι. 2:23:
περισπασµ�. 2:26: περισπασµ�ν. 3:10:  περισπα̃σθαι. 4:8:
περισπασµ�. 5:2: περισπασµο�. 5:13: περισπασµK. 5:19:
περισπd. 8:16: περισπασµ�ν. E contrario, Wisdom of Solomon
16:11: α$ περ!σπαστοι. Ecclesiasticus 41:1: α$ περισπάστ^. 1 Cor.
7:35: α$ περισπάστω.

33 Aristotle, De Insomniis, 461a24: πάντα γὰρ τὰ τοια�τα πάθη

πνευµατ)δη =ντα πολλ�ν ποιε� κ!νησιν κα� ταραχ9ν.
34 Plotinus, Enneades, III.6.4 and 5.
35 Philo, Legum Allegoriarum, 3.160; De Abrahamo, 202, De Vita

Mosis, 2.164.

36 Origen, commJohn, XXXII.18.223–4: λεκτ�ον Xτι �ν µ>ν τK ‘Ν�ν +

ψυχ9 µου τετάρακται’ τ< τ8 ταραχ8 πάθο ψυχ8 cν.
37 Origen, frPs, 29, 8: ;π< δ> τ8 ;περεχούση πάντα νο�ν ε:ρ9νη

φρουρούµενοι, νικ(µεν τ�ν ταραχ�ν κα� σύγχυσιν τ(ν παθ(ν.
Ε$ πε� οjν α$ ντ!κειται, τK µ>ν θελ9µατι το� Θεο� + α$ ποστροφ9, τK

δ> κάλλει κα� τP δυνάµει + ταραχ9, εFη αE ν + ταραχ� α_σχο κα�

α$ σθ�νεια ψυχ8.
38 Origen, frPs, 75, 3: α$ λλὰ γὰρ παντ� τρ�π^ κα� +µ�ν α$ ποδιωκτ�ον

τ�ν τ(ν παθ(ν ταραχ9ν.
39 Theodoret, Interpretatio in Psalmos, PG.80.905.4: Α' ν τε γὰρ τ�ν

α$ σθ�νειαν προβαλ)µεθα, α' ν τε τ�ν ταραχ9ν. Ibid. PG.80.1473.28:
α$ θρ�αν ;π�µειναν ταραχ9ν, διὰ τ�ν τ8 ψυχ8 α$ φροσύνην.
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γινοµ�νη ταραχ8 �ν λογισµο� διὰ παθ(ν µεθ $ Dν,

ε: προσληφθε!η κατάλληλο πρα̃ξι, το� τεταραγ-

µ�νοι λογισµο� κλ�νο κα� πτ(µα γ!νεται. Ibid.

fr. 787a: Παντ� τρ�π^ α$ ποδιωκτ�ον τ�ν τ(ν παθ(ν

ταραχ�ν κα� τ<ν τ(ν κακι(ν π�λεµον. Ibid. fr. 1036:

Α$ λλὰ κα� πα̃ W ταραττ�µενο τ�ν καρδ!αν α$ π<

λογισµ(ν @ παθ(ν, µηδ>ν δ> πράττων @ λ�γων

κατὰ τ�ν ταραχ9ν, �ρε� τ< Ε$ ταράχθη + καρδ!α

µου �ντ� µου. Ibid. fr. 1200: Κα� τα�τα µ>ν κατὰ

τ< ?ητ�ν ‘πρ< δ> διάνοιαν W τ(ν α$ νθρ)πων β!ο

πολλάκι κα� �ν το� *µπροσθεν εFρηται θάλασσα,

Dνπερ κυµάτων κα� πολλ8 α- λµυρ�τητο κα�

ταραχ8 πεπληρωµ�νην διοδεύσιµον +µ�ν W το�

θεο� λ�γο παρ�χει, α$ ναστελλ�µενο κα� διϊστ(ν

τὰ �κ παθ(ν �πιθεµ�να τρικυµ!α.

Being part of the Aristotelian patrimony, the idea

naturally occurs outside Christian exposition,40 as indeed

it does in Galen41 and Plutarch.42 However, it was

Christian theology that made the correlation between

psychological confusion and passion a main theme,

thus aligning itself also with a Stoic sentiment.

Basil of Caesarea, Homiliae in Psalmos, PG.29.320:

δυνάµεθα τ�ν ταραχ�ν κα� τ�ν σύγχυσιν

τ(ν παθ(ν διαφυγε�ν. Ibid. PG.29.356: ΟO

κατεσταλµ�νοι τὰ 0θη κα� παντ< πάθου

α$ πηλλαγµ�νοι, � µηδεµ!αν *χειν ταραχ�ν

�νοικο�σαν αυ$ τ(ν τα� ψυχα�, οVτοι πραε�

προσαγορεύονται. De Gratiarum Actione Homilia,

PG.31.236: οjν σο! ποτε προσπ�σG τ(ν α$ βουλ9των

τι, µάλιστα µ>ν τK προευτρεπισµ�ν^ τ8 διανο!α

τ�ν ταραχ�ν µ� παθε�ν. Homilia Adversus Eos

Qui Irascuntur, PG.31.353.15–17: ]σπερ ?εύµατι

βια!^ δι�ξοδον, καταµανθάνοντε δ> �ν +συχ!H

τ�ν α$ σχ9µονα ταραχ�ν τ(ν ;π< το� πάθου

κατεχοµ�νων.

Pseudo-Basil of Caesarea, Constitutiones Monasti-

cae, PG.31.1372: κα� παρὰ τ< προσ8κον ταπεινού,

κα� δουλοπρεπε�, κα� α$ λαζ�να, κα� µυρ!α

ταραχ8 γ�µοντα, το�το τ< πάθο τοὺ �αλωκ�τα

�ργάζεται.

Pseudo-Basil of Seleucia, De Vita et Miraculis

Sanctae Theclae, Book 2, epilogue; κα� πα̃ν γε πάθο

α$ πελαυνούση, πα̃σάν τε λύπην κα� ταραχ�ν

α$ ποκοιµιζούση.

Pseudo-Athanasius, De Incarnatione Contra

Apollinarium, PG.26.1153: ου$ δαµο� δ> θε�τη πάθο

προσ!εται δ!χα πάσχοντο σ)µατο οuτε ταραχ�ν

κα� λύπην �πιδε!κνυται δ!χα ψυχ8 λυπουµ�νη

κα� ταραττοµ�νη.

Pseudo-Dionysius the Areopagite, De Mystica

Theologia, p. 148: ου$ δ> α$ ταξ!αν *χει κα� ταραχ9ν,

;π< παθ(ν ;λικ(ν �νοχλουµ�νη.

Ephraem Syrus, Precationes ad Matrem Dei, Prayer

3, p. 361: ∆ιασκ�δασον τὰ ν�φη τ8 α$ θυµ!α

µου, τ(ν λογισµ(ν τ�ν Cµ!χλην κα� ταραχ9ν. Τ(ν

παθ(ν τ�ν καταιγ!δα κα� θύελλαν µακρὰν πο!ησον

α$ π $  �µο�.

Epiphanius, Ancoratus, 33.4: hνα δ8θεν προσά-

ψωσι τK θεK Λ�γ^ α$ νθρ)πινον πάθο, δ!ψαν

κα� πε�ναν κα� κάµατον κα� κλαυθµ<ν κα� λύπην

κα� ταραχ�ν κα� Xσαπερ �ν τP �νσάρκ^ αυ$ το�

παρουσ!H �µφ�ρεται.

Gregory of Nyssa, In Inscriptiones Psalmorum, v. 5,

p. 161: τ�ν �ν τP ψυχP τ(ν λογισµ(ν ταραχ9ν,

π�θ^ τ8 τ(ν Wµο!ων µιµ9σεω καταπρα�νων τ<

πάθο. Ibid. v. 5, p. 167: τ�ν �κ το� πάθου ταραχ�ν

κατευνάσαντο. De Virginitatis Integritate, 4.6: το�

β!ου ταραχ�ν W κατ $  αυ$ τ�ν γεγονi µ�νο

;φ!σταται κα� µ�νο α$ ναδ�χεται καθ $ �αυτο� τὰ

πάθη. De Vita Gregorii Thaumaturgi, PG.46.941.55–57:

κα� πάντα πάσχειν τὰ �κ δαιµ�νων πάθη. Ε_τα

�πιβαλ�ντο το� α- γ!ου τ�ν χε�ρα, κα� τ�ν ταραχ�ν

κατευνάσαντο.

Pseudo-Macarius, Sermones lxiv, Homily 38.1.1: το�

προκρατο�ντο πάθου :σ�µετρον τ�ν ταραχ�ν

�κφ�ροντο.

40 Stobaeus (ref. to a book by the third-cent. BC philosopher Teles,
probably of Megara, Περ� α
 παθε�α�, p. 56), Anthologium, 4.44.83:
οoτω γὰρ κα� ευ$ δα!µων *σται W �κτ� το� πάθου κα� ταραχ8

sν. Porphyry (third cent. AD), Ad Marcellam, 8: ε: παρε�σα τ�ν

�κ το� πάθου α$ λ�γιστον ταραχ�ν µ� περ� φαύλων +γ9σG

µεµν8σθαι Yν ε: φιλοσοφ!αν τ�ν Cρθ�ν παρὰ τ(ν θε!ων

�τελ�σθη λ�γων. Themistius, In Parva Naturalia Commentarium,
v. 5,6, p. 36: πάντα γὰρ τὰ τοια�τα πάθη πνευµατ)δη =ντα πολλ�ν

ποιε�ται τ�ν κ!νησιν κα� ταραχ9ν.
41 Galen, Ad Epigenem de Praenotione, v. 14, p. 640: κα� το�

φοβουµ�νου δούλου τ�ν ταραχ�ν �π� ψυχικK τινι πάθει

γεν�σθαι.

42 Plutarch, Pericles, 39.2: αυ$ τοὺ δ> τοὺ θεοὺ ταραχ8 κα�

δυσµενε!α κα� Cργ8 α' λλων τε µεστοὺ παθ(ν α$ ποφα!νοντε,
ου$ δ $ α$ νθρ)ποι νο�ν *χουσι προσηκ�ντων. Alexander, 30.7: τα�τ $

α$ κούσαντα ∆αρε�ον + ταραχ� κα� τ< πάθο �ξ�φερε πρ<

;ποψ!α α$ τ�που, Quaestiones Convivales, 649A: k γὰρ �µποιε�

το� πιο�σι πάθο ου$  µ�θην α' ν τι εFποι, ταραχ�ν δ> κα�

παραφροσύνην. Amatorius, 765B: Xθεν διὰ σκαι�τητα *νιοι

φ!λων κα� ο:κε!ων σβεννύναι πειρ)µενοι β!H κα� α$ λ�γω τ<

πάθο ου$ δ>ν α$ π�λαυσαν αυ$ το� χρηστ<ν α' λλ$ @ καπνο� κα�

ταραχ8 �ν�πλησαν �αυτού.
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Theodoret, Explanatio in Canticum Canticorum,

PG.81.108.20–23 (the Bridegroom-Logos addressing the

Bride-Soul): λ�γων πρ< αυ$ τ9ν· ‘Ν�κρωσον τὰ µ�λη

σου, τὰ �π� τ8 γ8’· µελ�τησον α$ σαρκ!αν �ν

σ)µατι· �π!δειξαι α$ πάθειαν �ν πάθεσιν· *ξω γενο�

τ8 παρούση π�λεω, κα� τ(ν ταύτη τειχ(ν.

Conclusion

Didymus is present right from the start of the

Scholion, through the expression τ< σύνθετον ζKον.

We find his seal in all four NT quotations used therein,

and he is also present in all the critical terms and

notions involved. We do not find him in regard to

the notion of the ‘second death’, which nevertheless

originates with Origen. Since it is Didymus himself who

testifies that he wrote a Commentary on Revelation,

it is unlikely that he had not dealt with the notion of

‘second death’, which is pivotal in that Book. Further-

more, expressions and notions such as that ‘every

rational nature’ (πα̃σα λογικ� φύσι) is ‘susceptible

of’ (δεκτικ9) either salvation or damnation, are out-

standingly Origen’s. It is striking, however, that funda-

mental scriptural clauses, which Origen had quoted in

order to establish his view of a soul ‘dying’, namely,

Ezekiel 18:4 (+ ψυχ� + α- µαρτάνουσα, αoτη

α$ ποθανε�ται) and Ezekiel 18:20 (+ δ> ψυχ� +

α- µαρτάνουσα α$ ποθανε�ται), are not availed of in this

Scholion at all, even though they had been considered

extensively by Origen, Didymus, Theodoret, and other

relevant authors such as Clement of Alexandria, Gre-

gory of Nyssa, Eusebius, Epiphanius of Salamis, Basil of

Caesarea, Evagrius, Pseudo-Justin, John Chrysostom,

Cyril of Alexandria, Severianus of Gabala, and Asterius

of Antioch, but not by Athanasius and Gregory of

Nazianzus. Nevertheless, besides this Scholion, Didy-

mus is the sole Christian author to quote Ezekiel 18:4

along with James 1:15.

Therefore, the entire Scholion XI was penned by

Cassian quoting from Didymus’ Commentary on

Revelation.
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EXPANDED NOTES TO SCHOLION XII

EN XIIa: τὰ τ8 κακ!α βλαστ9µατα

Didymus used the term βλάστηµα (‘offshoot’).1 The

expression τὰ τ8 κακ!α βλαστ9µατα (‘offshoots of

wickedness’) was available to Cassian, since earlier

authors adopted it. He presumably took this up from

Eusebius,2 where the phraseology is similar to that of

the present Scholion. We come upon it also in Gregory

of Nyssa,3 and in the spurious work on Isaiah.4

Although there is a single instance in Basil where

a phrase similar, yet not identical, where κακ!α

βλαστ9µατα is used,5 I insist that the commentary on

Isaiah is not his own, as I hope to show in a future work

of mine. Enarratio in Prophetam Isaiam must have been

written under the influence of Eusebius, by someone

who held the historian in high regard. There are parts

of this Enarratio which are plain quotations from

Eusebius’ work, even though they purport to deal with

different topics. To cite an instance, a specific part from

this commentary is a word-for-word quotation from

Eusebius’ commentary on the Psalms.6

The verb βλαστάνειν (‘to shoot forth, to bud, to

sprout’) is characteristic of Theodoret describing the

generation of evil and sin, including heresy.7 On this

point Cassian wrote under the influence of Theodoret

and Didymus, not Origen. For in the latter the verb

βλαστάνειν has only the natural meaning (that is, a

certain physical function), whereas in Didymus this is

associated with ‘evil’ (κακ!α) coming to pass.8 There

are of course instances where a simply natural sense

appears,9 but this is only an exception.

In Hippolytus, the verb βλαστάνειν and its cognates

are always used in a positive sense.10 In Clement there

is no negative connotation, but only either a natural or a

positive one.11 In Origen the verb has either a plain

natural sense, or it is used in Biblical quotations.12 It was

Eusebius who instilled the sense in which this verb is used

in this Scholion, and Cassian wrote under his influence,

while having in mind germane accounts by Didymus.

EN XIIb: τὰ τ(ν φρονηµάτων

ψευδοδοξ!α ‘false doctrines urged by the

haughty’

The unique parallel to this Scholion is the following

passage of Didymus, where key words and notions of

the Scholia are striking:

Didymus, commPs29–34, Cod. p. 140: λυτρο�ται

;π< θεο� W *ξω πάση ταραχ8 γιν�µενο. W θε<

οjν τ8 α$ ληθε!α λυτρο�ται α$ π< α$ πάτη· m θε<

1 Didymus, commZacch, 3.95: W Σωτ�ρ ε_πεν· ‘Π�ρ cλθον βαλε�ν

�π� τ�ν γ8ν, εFθε 0δη α$ ν9φθη’, hνα καταναλωθP ;π $  αυ$ το� πα̃ν

βλάστηµα βλαβερ<ν k α' κανθα κα� τρ!βολο κα� ζιζάνιον

;πάρχει.
2 Eusebius, DE, 3.4.34: τ< δ$ α$ παθ> τ8 ψυχ8 περ� πολλο�

προτιµα̃ν, κάτωθεν �κ βάθου αυ$ τ8 διανο!α ]σπερ α$ π< ?ιζ(ν

τὰ τ8 κακ!α α$ ποτ�µνοντα βλαστ9µατα. Theodoret, IntPaulxiv,
PG.82.65.11–15: Α$ δικ!αν καλε� τ�ν �ναντ!αν �κ διαµ�τρου τP

δικαιοσύνG κειµ�νην. Ε$ κ γὰρ ταύτη � �π!παν ε_δο βλαστάνει

κατηγορούµενον. ∆ι�ξεισι δ> κα� αυ$ τὰ τὰ βλαστ9µατα.
3 Gregory of Nyssa, De Beatitudinibus, PG.44.1253.19: τὰ τ8 κακ!α

βλαστ9µατα.
4 Enarratio in Prophetam Isaiam, 5.180: Α$ τελ8 γὰρ τὰ τ8 κακ!α

βλαστ9µατα, �ν αυ$ τP τP βλαστ9σει κα� τK πρ)τ^ α' νθει

α$ φανιζ�µενα.
5 Basil of Caesarea, Homilia Adversus Eos Qui Irascuntur,

PG.31.372.1–2: πονηρ(ν σµ8νο, ταύτη τ8 κακ!α �στ�ν

α$ ποβλαστ9µατα.
6 The entire section 163 in chapter 5 of Enarratio in Prophetam

Isaiam, is a verbatim quotation from Eusebius’ commPs,
PG.23.1248.33–1249.1.

7 Theodoret, Haereticarum Fabularum Compendium, PG.83.337.45–
48 (ref. to heresies by Ebion, Marcellus, Photinus): Τ< δ> τρ!τον

τοὺ µεταξὺ τούτων κα$ κε!νων δηλ)σει βεβλαστηκ�τα, οl

διαφ�ρων δογµάτων πατ�ρε �γ�νοντο. Likewise, referring to

heresies: ibid. PG.83.400.14–17: Ε$ πειδ� τὰ �ναντ!α α$ λλ9λαι

αOρ�σει �ν το� προτ�ροι βιβλ!οι πεποι9καµεν δ9λα, φ�ρε

δ� κα� τὰ α' λλα, αl µεταξὺ τούτων κα$ κε!νων �βλάστησαν, τοὺ

α$ γνοο�ντα διδάξωµεν. Cf. a phraseology about ‘evil’ (κακ!α)
generating (�βλάστησε) and its results. Interpretatio in Psalmos,
PG.80.885.5–8: �κε!νη δ> διὰ τ�ν γεγενηµ�νην α$ ποστάση

παρανοµ!αν, χ)ραν *λαβεν + κακ!α, κα� τραγ^δ!α α' ξια

δ�δρακε, κα� φορὰν �βλάστησε συµφορ(ν. Ibid. PG.80.1088.44–
45: Α:τ!α γάρ µοι τ(ν κακ(ν + α- µαρτ!α, Aν α$ ντ� σταφυλ8 µ>ν

�βλάστησα.
8 Didymus, commJob(7.20c–11), Cod. p. 223; commJob(12.1–16.8a),

Cod. pp. 404; 406; commZacch, 3.95.
9 Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 855.
10 Hippolytus, De antichristo, 7; 8; Fragmenta in Proverbia, Fr. 17;

Commentarium in Danielem, 4.15.2; De Benedictionibus Isaaci et
Jacobi, pp. 68; 76; 78; Fragmenta in Proverbia, fr. 17.1; Refutatio
Omnium Haeresium (Philosophumena), 5.7.4. In Irenaeus we
simply have one biblical quotation (Adversus Haereses, fr. 1:
βλαστ9σει), one usage of the term in its natural sense (ibid.
1.27.1: βεβλαστηκ�ναι), and one negative sense (ibid.
1.27.1).

11 Clement of Alexandria, Protrepticus, 2.19.3; Paedagogus, 2.2.19.3;
2.8.76.3; Stromateis, 1.7.37.1; 2.18.95.2; 4.23.150;.1; 5.11.70.6.

12 Origen, Cels, IV.55; VI.60; VIII.34; Princ, III.1.10; commJohn, I.2.14;
I.23.142; deOr, XXIV.5; commMatt, 10.19; et passim.
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α$ ληθε!α �στ!ν, α$ π< α$ πάτη κα� ψευδοδοξ!α

λυτρο�ται. Xταν τι φρον9µατα �σφαλµ�να κα�

ψευδ8 *χG, χρ�ζει θεο�, hνα τP α$ ληθε!H �αυτο�

*ξω αυ$ τ<ν ποι9σG πάση α$ πάτη. πάλιν W θε<

τ8 δικαιοσύνη ?ύεται α$ π< α$ δικηµάτων· εFρηται

γο�ν ‘ε:σάκουσ�ν µου, W θε< τ8 δικαιοσύνη

µου’, hνα πάση α$ δικ!α �κτ� µε ποι9σG,

hνα τοὺ �νεργο�ντα κατ $  �µο� τὰ α' δικα DττG

;ποβάλG.

The remarkable appearance of key terms of this

passage, which are present in some of the Scholia,

should be noticed.

W *ξω πάση ταραχ8 γιν�µενο. Cf. Scholion XI:

Fσωδ> W ταραττ�µενο τ<ν κοιν<ν θάνατον �ν νK

λαβiν π�πονθεν ταραχ9ν.

τ8 α$ ληθε!α. Cf. Scholion XXII: Ο-  πιστ< κα�

α$ ληθιν< W σωτ�ρ ;πάρχει ου$  διὰ τ< π!στεω

κα� α$ ληθε!α µετ�χειν, α$ λλὰ διὰ τ< β�βαιο κα�

ου$ σ!H ε_ναι α$ ληθιν�· ‹τα›υ$ τ<ν γὰρ �π $  αυ$ το� τ<

‘α$ λ9θεια’ κα� ‘α$ ληθιν�’ ε_ναι.

α$ πάτη. Cf. Scholion XII: τὰ τ(ν �τεροδ�ξων

σοφιστικὰ α$ πάτα. Scholion XXII: διὰ τ�ν α$ πάτη

κα� κακ!α παχύτητα µ� χωρο�ντα �ν �αυτK.

ψευδοδοξ!α φρον9µατα. Cf. Scholion XXII: τὰ

τ(ν φρονηµάτων ψευδοδοξ!α.

δικαιοσύνη. Cf. Scholion VI: στρατευοµ�νων τ(ν

µ>ν τK θεK κα� τP δικαιοσύνG, τ(ν δ> τK πονηρK

κα� τP α- µαρτ!H. Scholion XVIII: το� τ8 δικαιοσύνη

+λ!ου. Scholion XXXI: τ�ν προσο�σαν αυ$ το�

δικαιοσύνην.

α$ δικ!α. Scholion XI: � µ� α$ δικηθ8ναι ;π $  αυ$ το�

α$ ντ� το� µ� βλαβ8ναι. Scholion XI: ου$ κ α$ δικε�ται δ>

ου$ δ> �κ τούτου το� δευτ�ρου θανάτου. Scholion

XXII: θε< πιστ< κα� ου$ κ *στιν α$ δικ!α. Scholion

XXX: α$ δ!κω γὰρ κολάσει + α:τ!α τ8 α- µαρτ!α τ<ν

+µαρτηκ�τα.

τοὺ �νεργο�ντα. Scholion X: ου$  γὰρ α$ ναγκα!ω

;πάρχει τ<ν κατ $  α$ ρετ�ν �νεργο�ντα κατὰ τελε!αν

qξιν αυ$ τ< πράττειν. Scholion XVIII: W πρωϊν<

α$ στ9ρ, φ( bν �νεργο�ν πρ< α$ νατολ8 το� τ8

δικαιοσύνη +λ!ου.

Furthermore, in all of the instances where Didymus

uses the noun ψευδοδοξ!α, it is always heavily

surrounded by the characteristic terminology of the

Scholia. We should recall that it is characteristic of

Didymus that he repeats the same formulations at

different points of his works.

Didymus, commZacch, 2.120: δ�γµατα δ> α' θεα κα�

ψευδοδοξ!αι τυγχάνουσιν αO σάρκε το� δράκο-

ντο.13 commPs29–34, Cod. p. 208: κα� hνα ε:κ�νι

συνχρ9σωµαι τP �ν τα� Παροιµ!αι ε:σαγοµ�νG

π�ρνG, 0τοι ψευδοδοξ!H @ α$ κολασ!H + π�ρνη14

γυν� *φθειρεν τὰ χρηστὰ 0θη το� νεαν!ου �κε!νου·

σοφιστικὰ γάρ τινα αυ$ τK προσηγ!οχεν. frPs(al),

fr. 170: οr διαναπαυοµ�νου �π� κακ!H15 κα�

ψευδοδοξ!H τK θ�λγεσθαι ;π< +δον8 συνταράξει

W θε< �ν CργP αυ$ το�. Ibid. fr. 183: Μ�σχοι δ$ αE ν ε_εν

κα� αO περ� τὰ γ9ινα κα� σωµατικὰ �νεργο�σαι16

πονηρα�17 δυνάµει (γεωπ�νον γὰρ το�το τ< ζKον)·

αO δ> ψευδοδοξ!α προϊστάµεναι δι $  α$ πατηλ(ν

λ�γων κα� σοφισµάτων.18 Ibid. fr. 277: W τ�λειο

πάση προκοπ819 α$ ναχωρ9σα αυ$ τ�ν κατανοε�

τ�ν α$ λ9θειαν δι $  k α$ νεξαπάτητ� �στιν, W δ> �ν τK

προκ�πτειν �πιτυγχάνων χρ�ζει σκεπάζοντο θεο�,

�ν σκηνP τουτ�στιν τ(ν διαφ�ρων γλωσσ(ν, 0τοι

διαφ�ρων ψευδοδοξι(ν. Ibid. fr. 290: ΟO τ<ν yθικ<ν

κατορθ)σαντε20 β!ον δ!καιο! ε:σιν α$ γαλλι)µενοι

�ν τK κυρ!^, ευ$ θε� δ> ο[ πρ�πει αFνεσι οO πα̃σαν

σκολι�τητα ψευδοδοξ!α διαφυγ�ντε. Ibid. fr. 326:

Ε$ πε� πολλο� οO διὰ ψευδοδοξ!α κα� τ8 α' λλη

κακ!α21 πολεµε�ν µοι προύθεντο, τούτου χάριν σὺ

α$ ντ $  �µο� πολ�µησον αυ$ το�. Ibid. fr. 649a: µαθ�ντε

13 Cf. Scholion XXXVIII: Ο- ρµP W δράκων πολεµ9σα µετὰ τ(ν

α$ γγ�λων κα� θλ‹ι›βε!, βληθε� κάτω �κ το� ου$ ρανο� *συρεν

π!πτων τ< τρ!τον τ(ν α$ στ�ρων, αe τινα α' στρα θε!α δυνάµ‹ε›ι
οuσα ‹*πεισε› συναποστ‹8›ναι αυ$ τK κα� συγκατενεχθ8ναι

τK δράκοντι.
14 Scholion XIII: πορνε!αν κα� ε:δωλολατρε!αν κατὰ α$ ναγωγ�ν

ε:σηγουµ�νου. Scholion XII: α$ ν‹αι›ρε‹�›ν τὰ τ(ν

�τεροδ�ξων σοφιστικὰ α$ πάτα. Scholion XVI: διὰ τ< τὰ *ργα τ8

γν)µη �κε!νη προσ8φθαι τP Ι$ εζάβελ ε: πορνε!αν

κατασπασάσG.
15 Scholion XII: τ�µν‹ει› γὰρ ου$  τὰ τ8 κακ!α µ�νη βλαστ9µατα.

Scholion XXII: τ�ν ‹�ξ› α$ πάτη ‹κα�› κακ!α παχύτητα µ�

χωρο�ντα �ν �αυτK.
16 Scholion X: τ<ν κατ $  α$ ρετ�ν �νεργο�ντα. Scholion XVIII: φ( 

bν �νεργο�ν πρ< α$ νατολ8 το� τ8 δικαιοσύνη +λ!ου. Scholion
XXI: �ρχ�µενο γὰρ δι $  �νεργει(ν α$ ρετ8 πρ< τ<ν σωτ8ρα ου$ κ

�κβάλλεται *ξω.
17 Scholion VI: α$ νθρ)πων στρατευοµ�νων τ(ν µ>ν τK θεK κα� τP

δικαιοσύνG, τ(ν δ> τK πονηρK κα� τP α- µαρτ!H. Scholion XXXIII:
οO πονηρο� α' νθρωπο! τε κα� δα!µονε. 

18 Scholion XII: α$ ναιρε�ν τὰ τ(ν �τεροδ�ξων σοφιστικὰ α$ πάτα.
Scholion XXII: διὰ τ�ν α$ πάτη κα� κακ!α παχύτητα.

19 Scholion XIV: �πε� γὰρ κατὰ πα̃σαν προκοπ�ν ο:κε!αν τP �κ τ8

προκοπ8 ποι�τητι *χει τι προσηγορ!αν.
20 Scholion X: αn  σὺν α$ γάπG κατορθο�ται.
21 Scholion XII: τ�µνει γὰρ ου$  τὰ τ8 κακ!α µ�νη βλαστ9µατα,

α$ λλὰ κα� τὰ τ(ν φρονηµάτων ψευδοδοξ!α. Scholion XXII: διὰ

τ�ν α$ πάτη κα� κακ!α παχύτητα.
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γὰρ cσαν παρ$ αυ$ τ(ν � ου$ κ εFη πρ�νοια � �κ

ταυ$ τοµάτου φ�ρονται τὰ πάντα· κα� πρ< α' λλων

α$ πατε)νων22 qτεροι συναρπαγ�ντε φύσει α$ γαθοὺ

κα� κακοὺ23 α$ νθρ)που παρεδ�ξαντο, κα� προσ�τι

� εOµαρµ�νη πρυτανευούση. τούτων κλονη-

θεισ(ν τ(ν ψευδοδοξι(ν �ν τK ταράττεσθαι24

αυ$ τού, α$ ληθ8 φαν�ρωσιν *σχον � εFη θε<

ποιητ� τ(ν Xλων κα� προνοητ9. α$ ν9γγειλαν

γο�ν τὰ τ8 προνο!α *ργα κα� τὰ κτ!σµατα25 αυ$ το�

συν8καν κα� τ<ν προνοούµενον *γνωσαν, �κ το�

µεγ�θου κα� κάλλου αυ$ τ(ν α$ ναλ�γω τ<ν

δηµιουργ<ν θεωρ9σαντε. Ibid. fr. 774a: κεφαλα�

δ> τούτων τ(ν δρακ�ντων µαντε�αι γοητε�αι

ο:ωνισµο� κα� Xσα συντελε� πρ< ε:δωλολατρ!αν

α$ λλὰ κα� ψευδοδοξ!αι κα� πράξει �ναγε�, µ�νου

το� σωτ8ρο26 *ργον συντρ!βειν τ(ν ε:ρηµ�νων

δρακ�ντων27 τὰ κεφαλά. Ibid. fr. 774a: � γὰρ τὰ

Ι$ ησο� σάρκα, τροφ�ν α$ ληθιν�ν οjσαν, τρ�φονται

πάντε οO το� φωτ< υOο!, � �ξ αυ$ τ8 τ8 χρ9σεω

τ8 βρ)σεω φωτιζοµ�νου ;π>ρ χι�να λευκα!-

νεσθαι·28 οoτω τὰ τ�κνα το� σκ�του Α:θ!οπε

κατὰ τ<ν *σω α' νθρωπον =ντα τραφ9σονται τὰ

σάρκα τὰ δρακοντε!ου (τὰ κακ!α κα� ψευδο-

δοξ!α εFδη), Xταν παραδοθ(σι τα� �πιθυµ!αι

τ(ν καρδι(ν αυ$ τ(ν ε: α$ καθαρσ!αν κα� προσ�τι

ε: πάθη29 α$ τιµ!α κα� α$ δ�κιµον νο�ν. Ibid. fr. 777a:

πεν9των αυ$ το� τυγχαν�ντων τ(ν �ν ψευδοδοξ!H

κακ!α πλο�τον α$ ποβαλ�ντων. Ibid. fr. 1231: τ(ν

�κλεκτ(ν τ(ν �ργαζοµ�νων τ�ν α$ νοµ!αν τ!νε

α' λλαι ε_εν ευ$ δοκ!αι @ ψευδοδοξ!αι κα� πονηρα�30

διαθ�σει,31 Yν εFσω τ�ν �αυτο� προσευχ�ν α$ ξιο�

γεν�σθαι �π� τK διελεγχθε!σα32 καθαιρεθ8ναι; �ν

ταύται γὰρ + προσευχ� αυ$ το� ου$ κ α' λλω γ!νεται @

α:τουµ�νου θεο� α$ νατροπ�ν κα� κατάλυσιν αυ$ τ(ν.

Ibid. fr. 1232: Κα� τάχα παγ� µ>ν συνισταµ�νη

µοι πρ< τ(ν πονηρ(ν + κατὰ ψευδοδοξ!αν α$ πάτη

�στ!, τ< δ> τ(ν �ργαζοµ�νων τ�ν α$ νοµ!αν

σκάνδαλον + yθικ� κακ!α. Fragmenta in Proverbia,

PG.39.1641: τρισ� γὰρ κ�χρηται µάλιστα κατ $  αυ$ τ(ν

Wρµητηρ!οι, Dδων, θ�λγων, α$ πατ(ν, κα� διὰ το�το

κατὰ µικρ<ν λεληθ�τω αυ$ τοὺ α$ ναιρ(ν πρ(τον

µ>ν γὰρ αυ$ τοὺ τα� τ8 ψευδοδοξ!α Wδο� �νάγει

πρ< α$ π)λειαν. . . . τοιούτου γὰρ αE ν εoροι τοὺ

τα� ψευδοδοξ!αι �ντεθαµµ�νου, ου$ δ�ποτε κ�ρον

λαµβάνοντα, α$ λλ$ α$ ε� προεπιτε!νοντα τὰ πάθη, �

κα� �τ�ρου �π� τα�τα προτρ�πεσθαι. commEccl

(3–4.12), Cod. p. 76: � πρ< τ�ν α$ ναγωγ�ν33

µακρυντ�ον ταύτη τ< �κτ< γεν�σθαι α$ ρετ834

κα� σοφ!α. �πειδ� δ> ου$ χ + σοφ!α35 µ�νη κα� +

α' γνοια α$ ρετ� + :δ!α κα� συνιε�ναι Cφε!λουσα �ν

παντ� καιρK γαµετ9 �στιν, α$ λλὰ κα� + α' γνοια κα� +

κακ!α -‘µ� πρ�σεχε’ δ> ‘φαύλG γυναικ!’-, Xτε φαύλη

γυν� πάρεστιν· ψευδοδοξ!α δ� �στιν κα� α$ σ�βεια

αoτη.

22 Cf. Scholion XIII: �π� τοὺ �ντα�θα δηλουµ�νου α$ πατε(να.
23 Scholion VI: yκ�νησαν � µάχαιραν Cξε�αν �π� κακK τ(ν

α$ κου�ντων. Scholion XII: τ8 κακ!α µ�νη βλαστ9µατα.
Scholion XXII: διὰ τ�ν α$ πάτη κα� κακ!α παχύτητα.

24 Scholion XI: Fσω δ> W ταραττ�µενο τ<ν κοιν<ν θάνατον �ν νK

λαβiν π�πονθεν ταραχ9ν.
25 Scholion XV: χαλκ< διὰ τ< το� κτ!σµασι συγκαταβα!νειν.

Scholion XXII: α$ ρχ�ν δ> τ8 κτ!σεω ε_πεν αυ$ τ�ν· ου$ χ � κτ!σµα

πρ(τον κτ!σεω α$ ρχ9 �στιν αυ$ τ8. Scholion XXVI: σηµειωτ�ον

� κα� τὰ κτ!σµατα τK θελ9µατι το� θεο� γεγον�ναι φησ!ν· Xθεν

ου$ κ �ξαπτ�ον τ�ν oπαρξιν το� σωτ8ρο τ8 θελ9σεω το�

πατρ�· ου$  γὰρ κτ!σµα τυγχάνει.
26 Scholion I: Ου$  µάχεται τK λεχθ�ντι ;π< το� σωτ8ρο πρ< τοὺ

γνωρ!µου. Cf. note 1 in Scholion I. Scholion IV: W θεολ�γο

Ι$ ωάννη �ντα�θά φησιν Xτι W σωτ9ρ �στιν W bν κα� W cν κα� W

�ρχ�µενο. Scholion IX: περιπατο�ντε κα� α$ γαλλιαθ�ντε, hνα

Fδωσι τ�ν +µ�ραν το� σωτ8ρο. Scholion XII: Η-  �κπορευοµ�νη �κ

το� στ�µατο το� σωτ8ρο ?οµφα!α. Scholion XVIII: δ!δοται αυ$ τK

;π< το� σωτ8ρο W πρωϊν< α$ στ9ρ. Scholion XXI: �ρχ�µενο γὰρ

δι $  �νεργει(ν α$ ρετ8 πρ< τ<ν σωτ8ρα ου$ κ �κβάλλεται *ξω.
Scholion XXII: Ο-  πιστ< κα� α$ ληθιν< W σωτ�ρ ;πάρχει ου$  διὰ τ<

π!στεω κα� α$ ληθε!α µετ�χειν, α$ λλὰ διὰ τ< β�βαιον κατ $  ου$ σ!αν

ε_ναι. Scholion XIV: εFρηται δ> ;π< το� πατρ< πρ< τ<ν σωτ8ρα.
Scholion XVI: Xθεν ου$ κ �ξαπτ�ον τ�ν oπαρξιν το� σωτ8ρο τ8

θελ9σεω το� πατρ�. Scholion XXIX: τ! δ> µετὰ τ< H' δειν τ�ν

καιν�ν �δ�ν λ�γουσιν @ τ�· α' ξιο ε_, f δ�σποτα σωτ9ρ.
27 Scholion XXXVIII, above, note 13.

28 Scholion XIV: �ν τP πνευµατικP το!νυν ψ9φ^, λευκP διὰ τ<

φωτοειδ�. Scholion XXXIII: ΑVται αO λευκα� στολα� δύνανται

δηλο�ν τὰ α$ χράντου προθ�σει κα� πράξει αυ$ τ(ν. πρ< τα�

λευκα� στολα� αn ‹› ε:σιν περιβεβληµ�νοι. Scholion XXXIII:
λευκάναντε κα� πλύναντε αn  περ!κεινται στολὰ τK αhµατι το�

;π>ρ αυ$ τ(ν σφαγ�ντο α$ ρν!ου. Scholion XXXIV: Ε$ π!στησον ε: αO

πλυθε�σαι κα� λευκανθε�σαι στολα� τ(ν �κ µεγάλη

θλ‹!›ψεω α$ ναβεβηκ�των ε_ναι δύναται τὰ σ)µατα αυ$ τ(ν.
29 Scholion XXX: Cργ�ν θεο� µεγάλην, ου$  τ< συµβεβηκ< πάθο

Cνοµάζεται θεο� Cργ� καλούµενον. Scholion XI: Fσω δ> W

ταραττ�µενο τ<ν κοιν<ν θάνατον �ν νK λαβiν π�πονθεν

ταραχ9ν.
30 See note 17 above.
31 Scholion X: περ� τ�ν α$ γαπητικ�ν αυ$ το� διάθεσιν.
32 An expression of Origen’s: Cf. Cels, IV.90 (Philocalia, 20.17):

διελ�γχουσι τ�ν α$ χάριστον ψευδοδοξ!αν.
33 Scholion VII: Ο-  ταύτα, � *χει, θε!α θεωρ‹!›α

α$ ν‹η›γµ�νω νο9σα. Scholion XIII: Α$ νακτ�ον τὰ Oστορικ(

γεγενηµ�να �π� τοὺ �ντα�θα δηλουµ�νου α$ πατε(να πορνε!αν

κα� ε:δω‹λο›λατρε!αν κατὰ α$ ναγωγ�ν ε:σηγουµ�νου.
34 Scholion X: τ<ν κατ $  α$ ρετ�ν �νεργο�ντα. Scholion XXI:

�πιµετεωρ!ζονται οVτοι ευ$ σεβε!α κα� α$ ρετ8 πτερο�. Scholion
XXI: �ρχ�µενο γὰρ δι $  �νεργει(ν α$ ρετ8 πρ< τ<ν σωτ8ρα ου$ κ

�κβάλλεται *ξω. Scholion XXXI: ‹α$ ›π< τ8‹› σὺν α$ ρετP

παρρησ!α‹› αυ$ τ(ν.
35 Scholion XXXVI: �ὰν προσχP τP γραφP, ε;ρ9σει τ!νε ε:σ!ν.

µ!α βροντ� σοφ!α.
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The term ψευδοδοξ!α also appears Clement.36

It is after his expression ψευδοδοξ!α δ> καταλύεται

that we have similar ones by Didymus,37 who applies

the term also at other points where there is no

immediate recollection of the vocabulary of the

Scholia.38

It should be remarked that the word is frequent not

only in Didymus, but also in Origen and Clement

and others. However, it is in Didymus only that it

appears heavily surrounded by key terms making up

the Scholia, as shown above.

EN XIIc: τὰ σοφιστικὰ α$ πάτα

(‘the sophistic acts of deceit’)

The expression and notion of associating σοφιστε!α

(‘sophistry’) with α$ πάτη (‘deceit’) does not appear

in either Irenaeus or Hippolytus. Origen definitely

excoriated the sophists relentlessly,39 even though he

did not employ the expression σοφιστικ� α$ πάτη

itself. Clement’s vocabulary is remarkably close to that

of the Scholion.40 Actually, Clement twice identifies

sophists with treacherousness, and Didymus does so

frequently. The identification of ‘sophists’ as ‘crooks’

(οO α$ πατε(νε κα� οO σοφιστα!),41 occurs at a con-

siderable number of points in Didymus, who displays

an extraordinary vigour in condemning ‘the sophists’

identified with ‘deception’.42 As a matter of fact, it

is Didymus who champions the idea that ‘sophistry’ is

craftiness. Plutarch43 and Eusebius44 must have inspired

Cassian, who in the first place emulates Didymus. At

the same time, both Philo45 and the two Gregories46

must have contributed to this view.

No theologian or philosopher ever rebuked sophists

so vehemently as Didymus did. One of his passages

illustratres the close relation of style and vocabulary

between himself and the Scholia.

Didymus, Fragmenta in Epistulam ii ad Corinthios,

p. 36: α$ µ�λει γο�ν αn  φ�ρουσιν Xπλα47 ου$ κ α:σθητὰ

κα� σωµατικά (α$ σθεν8 γὰρ τα�τα) α$ λλὰ δυνατὰ τK

θεK ε:σιν. καθαιρο�σι γο�ν οO χρ)µενοι τούτοι

τὰ Cχυρ�τητα τ(ν α$ πατηλ(ν λ�γων πάνυ σοφι-

στικ( κατεσκευασµ�νων πρ< τ(ν �τεροδ�ξων,

α$ λλὰ κα� τὰ =ντα �ν το� λ�γοι τούτοι ;ψ)µατα

κατὰ τ8 γν)σεω το� θεο� �παιρ�µενα· οO γὰρ

α$ ντιταττ�µενοι τP γν)σει τ8 α$ ληθε!α, α$ σεβ8

κα� α' θεα δ�γµατα παρεισάγοντε, τP δειν�τητι

τ(ν λ�γων φρούρια Cχυρὰ ο:κοδοµο�ντε, *νδον

36 Cf. Clement of Alexandria, Stromateis, 6.10.81.1: α$ ν!κητο γάρ,
φησιν, + α$ λ9θεια, ψευδοδοξ!α δ> καταλύεται. Ibid. 6.10.81.4:
οuτ $  οjν διαβολ8 κεν8 ου$ δ> µ�ν ψευδοδοξ!α τ8 περ� α;τ�ν,
α$ λλ$ ου$ δ> τοὺ πανούργου δεδ!ξεται λ�γου W διαγν(ναι

τούτου δυνάµενο. Ibid. 6.10.82.1: *στι γὰρ πάση πλάνη κα�

ψευδοδοξ!α αFτιον τ< µ� δύνασθαι διακρ!νειν.
37 Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 326: ψευδοδοξ!αι καταλυθ9σονται.

commZacch, 5.93: πάση πλαν9σεω κα� ψευδοδοξ!α

καταλυθε!ση.
38 Didymus, commEccl (7–8.8), Cod. p. 228; commZacch, 4.31; 5.93;

commPs40–44.4, Cod. p. 334.
39 Origen, Cels, II.27; III.39 (Philocalia, 19.2); homJer, 19.12;

commMatt, 17.23; comm1Cor, 16; et passim.
40 Clement of Alexandria, Stromateis, 1.6.35.6: κα� χρ� µετι�ναι τ<

�λεγκτικ<ν ε_δο qνεκα το� τὰ δ�ξα τὰ α$ πατηλὰ

διακρούεσθαι τ(ν σοφιστ(ν. Ibid. 6.10.81.4: οuτ $  οjν διαβολ8

κεν8 ου$ δ> µ�ν ψευδοδοξ!α . . . � µ� καταπατε�σθαι πρ< τ(ν

σοφιστ(ν τ�ν α$ λ9θειαν.
41 Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 901. Likewise, commPs29–34, Cod. p. 156:

σοφιστά τινα κα� α$ πατε(να. frPs(al), fr. 433: �πε� οjν

συµβα!νει πολλάκι ;π< δειν(ν σοφιστ(ν καταθλα̃σθαι τὰ Cστα̃,
Cνειδ!ζουσιν οO α$ πατε(νε. commPs22–26.10, Cod. p. 93–94: W
σοφιστ� κα� α$ πατεiν δύναται ε:πε�ν.

42 Didymus, In Genesin, Cod. p. 96: σοφιστικP α$ πάτη. Ibid. Cod.
p. 127: τP κατ $  �κε!νων α$ πάτG. Τοιο�τοι δ> κα� οO σοφιστα�

τυγχάνουσιν. Ibid. Cod. p. 141: σοφιστ9 τι bν κα� διὰ δ8θεν

δυνατ(ν πιθανοτ9των α$ πατ(ν. frPs(al), fr. 121: τοὺ α$ πατα̃ν

προτιθεµ�νου διὰ ψευδωνύµου γν)σεω, Xτ $  αE ν δεινο� περ�

σοφιστε!αν fσιν. Ibid. fr. 183: στ�µα γὰρ yνε^γµ�νον αυ$ τ(ν ε:

τ< α- ρπάσαι τοὺ α$ πατωµ�νου W σοφιστικ< εFη λ�γο. Ibid. 

fr. 379: α$ λλ$ � µατα!α κα� α$ πατηλ8 σοφιστε!α. Ibid. fr. 1201:
τοὺ διὰ σοφιστικ(ν λ�γων παραπικρα!νονταύ, τοὺ τ8

α$ ληθε!α �χθρού, κα� �π� τP πρ< τ< α$ πατα̃ν παρασκευP

λαλε�σθαι. Fragmenta in Epistulam ii ad Corinthios, p. 35: Xπω µ�

α$ πατηθ(σι πρ< φενάκων κα� σοφιστικ(ν. commEccl (7–8.8),
Cod. p. 231: α' λλο �στ�ν τ< γν(να! τινα σοφιστ9ν, κα� α' λλο τ<

καταλαβε�ν αυ$ το� τὰ σοφ!σµατα . . . τ< τ�ν α$ πάτην αυ$ το�

φανερ(σαι. commZacch, 2.327: λυθ9σεται πα̃σα α$ πάτην *χουσα

σοφιστε!α. Ibid. 4.119: τ<ν γὰρ α$ πατηλ<ν κα� �ριστικ<ν σὺν

δ�λ^ προφερ�µενον λ�γον ;π< σοφιστ(ν.
43 Plutarch, Sertorius, 11.2- 3: *στι δ $ αn  κα� σοφιστικ( αυ$ τ< ε:

α$ πάτην κα� κ9λησιν �µηχανα̃το. Alexander, 62.6–7: πολλὰ πρ<

δ�ξαν α$ πατηλὰ κα� σοφιστικὰ µηχαν)µενο. Apophthegmata
Laconica, 229A13: Σοφιστ� γεν�µενο W Λύσανδρο κα� α$ πάται

πολλὰ ποικ!λλων.
44 Eusebius, PE, 1.3.5: Πρ(το γ� τοι πάντων W Oερ< α$ π�στολο

Πα�λο τὰ µ>ν α$ πατηλὰ κα� σοφιστικὰ πιθανολογ!α

παραιτούµενο. commPs, PG.24.36.7–11: οO δεινο� γὰρ πρ<

α$ πάτην σοφιστικ�ν καταπικρα!νοντ� ε:σιν λαλητο!, τοὺ Xσοι

τ8 α$ ληθε!α ε:σ�ν �ραστα� θ�λοντε �π� α$ πάτη λαλε�σθαι κα�

H' δεσθαι, πειράζειν τε κα� παροργ!ζειν *χοντε τ<ν σκοπ�ν.
45 Philo, Quis Rerum Divinarum Heres Sit, 304: τ(ν σοφιστικ(ν

λ�γων διὰ τ< α$ νεξ�λεγκτον.
46 Gregory of Nazianzus, Adversus Julianum Imperatorem,

PG.35.613.18–21: οoτω κα$ κε�νον *στιν ε;ρε�ν, α' χρι µ�ν τινο

�αυτο� κρατο�ντα κα� το� σοφιστικο� δ�γµατο, α$ πάτG τε

διατιθ�ντα κακ( τὰ +µ�τερα. Gregory of Nyssa treats the terms
‘sophist’ and ‘crook’ as virtually synonymous: De Vita Mosis, 2.63.

47 Cf. Scholion VI: Xπλα δικα!ων κα� β�λη �κλεκτὰ κα� µάχαιρα

�παινετ9.
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αυ$ τ(ν χωρο�ντε, +γο�νται ε_ναι α$ καταµάχητοι.

πρ< τούτοι, αn  διδασκαλικ( δ8θεν σὺν

φαινοµ�νG α$ ποδε!ξει προφ�ρουσι µάταιον oψο

*χοντα, ψευδε� νο9σει �πα!ρεται � α$ νωτ�ρω

χωρο�ντα τ8 �κκλησιαστικ8 γν)µη

Cνοµαζοµ�νη ‘γν)σεω θεο�’. αυ$ τ< γὰρ αυ$ το�

το� α$ ξ!οι παρ�χει. qνεκα γο�ν το� καθαιρ8σαι

τὰ προειρηµ�να ;ψ)µατα κα� Cχυρ)µατα,

�νδυσάµενοι τ�ν πανοπλ!αν το� θεο� κατὰ πνε�µα,

τK ε:ρηµ�ν^ τρ�π^ στρατευ�µεθα. διαλύοµεν γο�ν

τοὺ σοφιστικοὺ αυ$ τ(ν λ�γου, κα� τὰ δ�γµατα

διελ�γχοµεν. α$ µ�λει γο�ν πα̃ν ν�ηµα τ(ν

yπατηµ�νων κεκρατηµ�νων ;π< τ(ν α$ πατε)νων.48

Therefore Cassian wrote this comment following

Didymus’ Commentary on the Apocalypse, in all prob-

ability word for word.

48 Cf. Scholion XIII: �π� τοὺ �ντα�θα δηλουµ�νου α$ πατε(να.

Expanded Notes to the Scholia252



EXPANDED NOTES TO SCHOLION XIII

EN XIIIa: α$ νακτ�ον

In Aristotle, the verbal adjective α$ νακτ�ον denotes

assessing a certain phenomenon by considering it in

the context of a higher principle, or according to a wider

reasoning.1 This is how this term was by and large used

by subsequent philosophers, most (though not all) of

whom were Aristotle’s commentators.2

In Plotinus this means ‘to assign something to a

higher cause’, that is, explaining existence or action by

means of reference to a higher ontological principle.3 In

other words, he retained the Aristotelian meaning.

In the existing writings of Origen, the term appears

twice.4 Surprising though it may seem, he is the first

Christian author to introduce the use of α$ νακτ�ον

in theological exposition. After him, the term crops

up rarely, but it is interesting to cite the authors

who make up the list.5 Didymus made abundant

use of it, which points to his Origenistic anagogical

method.

Didymus, commJob(1–4), Cod. pp. 64–65: δι�περ

α$ νακτ�ον αυ$ τὰ κατὰ τὰ προαποδοθ�ντα.

commZacch, 1.135: Α$ λληγορηθε!ση τ8 Σιiν

κα� τ8 θυγατρ< Βαβυλ(νο, α$ νακτ�ον κα� τοὺ

α$ ν�µου, 0τοι ε: δυνάµει α$ σάρκου6 @ τοὺ

διαφ�ρου τ8 ψευδωνύµου διδασκαλ!α α$ ν�µου,

κλυδων!ζοντα κα� περιφ�ροντα ε: α' θεα φρον9-

µατα κα� α$ βεβα!ου πράξει τοὺ νηπιάζοντα

τP διανο!H ου$ κ �παινετ(.7 Ibid. 1.324: Α$ λλ$ �πε�

α$ δύνατον καθ $ Oστορ!αν οoτω τὰ +µ�ρα κολοβο�-

σθαι, α$ νακτ�ον τ< ευ$ αγγελικ�ν. Ibid. 4.304: Κα�

τα�τα α$ νακτ�ον πρ< τοὺ �τερογνωµονο�ντα �ν

χριστιανισµK. frPs(al), fr. 888: τ< δ> Βασιλεὺ +µ(ν

α$ νακτ�ον �π� τ<ν κύριον.

EN XIIIb: Oστορικ(

The adverb Oστορικ( (‘historically’, or, ‘in a his-

torical sense’) is absent from Irenaeus, Hippolytus,

and Clement. It occurs, however, in Origen8 and

1 Aristotle, Sophistici Elenchi, 168a18: τοὺ φαινοµ�νου

συλλογισµοὺ κα� �λ�γχου . . . α$ νακτ�ον ε: τ�ν το� �λ�γχου

α' γνοιαν, α$ ρχ�ν ταύτην ποιησαµ�νου. De Generatione
Animalium, 778b1: ε: τ�ν oλην κα� τ�ν κιν9σασαν α$ ρχ�ν

α$ νακτ�ον τὰ α:τ!α.
2 Theophrastus, De Causis Plantarum liber i, 1.4.6; ibid. (lib. ii–vi),

3.21.3; 4.5.2; 4.6.7; Fragmenta, fr. 5, section 9. Proclus, Theologia
Platonica, v. 5, p. 69; De Malorum Subsistentia, 32. Themistius,
Quae Fertur in Aristotelis Analyticorum Priorum Librum i
Paraphrasis, v. 23,3, p. 150. Damascius, De Principiis, v. 1, pp. 89,
301. John Philoponus, In Aristotelis Categorias Commentarium,
v.13,1, p. 48; v. 13,1, p. 67; v. 13,1, p. 87; v. 13,1, p. 94; In Aristotelis
Analytica Priora Commentaria, v. 13,2, p. 324; v. 13,2, p. 358; In
Aristotelis Libros de Generatione et Corruptione Commentaria,
v. 14,2, p. 215; In Libros de Generatione Animalium Commentaria,
v. 14,3, p. 212; v. 14,3, p. 213; In Aristotelis Libros de Anima
Commentaria, v. 15, p. 423; In Aristotelis Physicorum Libros Octo
Commentaria, v. 16, p. 266; v. 16, p. 483. Olympiodorus, the
philosopher of Alexandria, In Aristotelis Categorias Commentarium,
pp. 39, 124. David of Alexandria (sixth cent. AD), In Porphyrii
Isagogen Commentarium, p. 94. Hermias of Alexandria, In Platonis
Phaedrum Scholia, p. 21. Asclepius of Tralles, In Aristotelis
Metaphysicorum Libros A–Z Commentaria, p. 373. Also, the
anonymous (written after the seventh century) Scholia ad
Hermogenis Librum Περ� Στάσεων, v. 4, p. 756; Commentarium
in Hermogenis Librum Περ� Στάσεων, p. 186.

3 Plotinus, Enneades, II.3.14: ε: α$ ρετ�ν α$ νακτ�ον κα� οoτω τ�ν

α:τ!αν. VI.1.23: κα� ε: qξιν αυ$ τά, Xπου ποτ> + qξι, α$ νακτ�ον.
VI.2.13: κα� ε: γ�νο µ� �ν το� πρ)τοι, εF τι α$ νακτ�ον τ(ν

πρ)των @ τ(ν ε: τὰ πρ(τα. VI.3.12: ε: κ!νησιν οjν Xλω

α$ νακτ�ον, ]σπερ κα� τ�ν πρα̃ξιν. VI.3.19: ε: µ!αν ν�ησιν τ�ν το�

γ�νου α$ νακτ�ον. Ε: δ> τ<ν µ>ν �ρυθρ!αν ε: τ< ποι<ν α$ νακτ�ον, 

τ<ν δ> �ρυθρ<ν µηκ�τι, �πισκεπτ�ον. Τ< µ>ν γὰρ �ρυθα!νεσθαι

Cρθ( ου$ κ α$ νακτ�ον. VI.25: ε: ταύτα αυ$ τὰ α$ νακτ�ον. VI.3.27:
εF τι γ�νο τ(ν ε:ρηµ�νων α$ νακτ�ον.

4 Origen, frJohn, LVII; commMatt, 10.16.
5 Gregory of Nazianzus, Adversus Julianum Imperatorem 1,

PG.35.633. Gregory of Nyssa, In Inscriptiones Psalmorum, v. 5,
p. 59; De Hominis Opificio, p.160; In illud: Tunc et Ipse Filius, p. 28.
Evagrius Scholasticus, HE (Syria, sixth cent. AD), p. 223. Epiphanius
of Salamis, Panarion, v. 2, p. 92. In Cyril of Alexandria, if indeed he
ever used the term at all, this appears only once: Commentaria in
Matthaeum, fr. 81. I also note the appearance of the term in an
anonymous text, Scholia in Sophisticos Elenchos (excerpta), Scholion
169a33 (twice) and section 34.

6 Cf. this Scholion: α$ σάρκων τιν(ν ψευδοµάντεων. Didymus,
commZacch, 2.19: οO µάρτυρε τ8 α$ ληθε!α κα� πάντε οO

καταπαλα!σαντε τοὺ α$ σάρκου α$ ντιπάλου. Ibid. 2.203: Πρ<

το� οoτω *χουσιν α$ νθρ)ποι δι $  zµ�τητα κα� θηριωδ!αν, κα�

α' σαρκοι α$ ντικε!µεναι δυνάµει. Ibid. 4.3: πρ< α$ νθρ)που

α$ λαζ�να κα� ;περηφάνου πιπτοµ�νου �ν α$ θεµ!στ^

ε:δωλολατρε!H τP πρ< ‘τοὺ α' ρχοντα τούτου το� α:(νο’.
Α' σαρκοι αO δυνάµει. Ibid. 4.25: Κα� τάχα µ>ν αO α' σαρκοι

πονηρα� δυνάµει κ�δροι προσαγορεύονται. Ibid. 4.26: ΟVτοι δ$

ε:σ�ν οO �π� α$ ρχP Cγκυλλ�µενοι, ου$ κ α' νθρωποι µ�νοι, α$ λλὰ κα�

οO α' σαρκοι α' ρχοντε τούτου το� α:(νο. frPs(al), fr. 62:
α- µαρτωλοὺ δ> κα� *θνη ου$ κ α$ νθρ)που µ�νον, α$ λλὰ κα�

α$ σάρκου δυνάµει �κλαβε�ν δε�.
7 Cf. Scholion VI: κα� µάχαιρα �παινετ9.
8 Origen, frLam, fr. 98; frLuc, fr. 217; frPs 77, 44 (κατὰ τ�ν Oστορ!αν,

and the distinction of Oστορικ( from πνευµατικ(. So in excPs,
PG.17.147); commLuc, PG.17.333.13 (and frLuc, fr. 105). I have
canvassed this in PHE, pp. 368; 372.
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Didymus.9 Regarding other authors, it is not as common

as one might have expected. It appears only once in

Aristotle,10 then once each in Sextus Empiricus11 and

Galen.12 Of later philosophers commenting on Aristotle,

Simplicius13 and Syrianus used it rarely.14 Proclus made

an interesting distinction, purporting to consider myths

in different ways ‘first, Oστορικ(, second, φυσικ(,

third, φιλοσ�φω’.15 The spirit of this classification goes

back to Strabo, who while recounting historical facts

intermingled them with some edifying tales.16

This rare usage is all pagan thought made of the

adverb Oστορικ(. It is with Origen that this adverb

enters Christian vocabulary, in order to lay emphasis

on the historicity of Christianity.17

As happened with many of Origen’s points, the

adverb Oστορικ( did not enjoy much currency

among subsequent authors. It was used only once by

Athanasius,18 Gregory of Nazianzus,19 the historian

Socrates,20 and Olympiodorus the deacon of Alexan-

dria,21 twice by Eusebius22 and Maximus Confessor,23

while it occurs only four times in Gregory of Nyssa,24 six

times in a specific commentary by Procopius of Gaza,25

but never in Basil of Caesarea. The case of Eustathius of

Thessaloniki is unique, since he used the adverb

Oστορικ( at twenty-four points in his commentaries

on Homer. He had to use it, since there was a tradition

of allegorizing Homer; hence interpretation had to

distinguish between ‘historicity’ and ‘allegory’. The

extremely impressive exception is Cyril of Alexandria,

who used the adverb Oστορικ( no less than fifty

times.26 Finally, which is interesting for this analysis,

the adverb Oστορικ( is not absent from Theodoret,

who put it to use in three different works of his.27

Besides, both Didymus and Theodoret used the

expression κατὰ τ�ν Oστορ!αν to mean ‘according

to the literal narration’, in contrast with either the

anagogical, or allegorical, or tropological interpretation

of a scriptural narrative.

Cf. Didymus, using the expression κατὰ τ�ν

Oστορ!αν in this sense. commEccl (5–6), Cod. p.162:

ου$  φα!νεται το�το κατὰ τ�ν Oστορ!αν. commEccl

(7–8.8), Cod. p.227: κατὰ τ�ν Oστορ!αν. commZacch,

2.231: τούτων κατὰ τ�ν Oστορ!αν φαν�ντων, καιρ<

εFη τὰ πρ< τ�ν α$ ναγωγ�ν θεωρ8σαι. Ibid. 2.264:

κατὰ τ�ν Oστορ!αν. Ibid. 4.141: α$ κ�λουθον µετὰ

τ�ν Oστορ!αν α$ νηγµ�νω νο8σαι. commEccl (1.1–8),

Cod. p.14: � κατὰ τ�ν Oστορ!αν β!αι�ν τι. com-

mPs22–26.10, Cod. p. 100: ου$  κατὰ τ�ν Oστορ!αν,

α$ λλὰ κατὰ τ< πνευµατικ�ν. commPs22–26.10, Cod.

pp. 108–109: hνα κατὰ τ�ν Oστορ!αν λαµβάνωµεν.

commPs29–34, Cod. p.182: ε: *χει οjν α$ ναγωγά

τα�τα, α' λλα κατὰ τ�ν Oστορ!αν γεγ�νηται. Ibid.

Cod. p. 201: κατὰ τ�ν Oστορ!αν. Ibid. Cod. p. 202: ου$

κατὰ τ�ν Oστορ!αν λ�γω. commPs35–39, Cod. p. 233:

κατὰ τ�ν Oστορ!αν. commPs40–44.4, Cod. p. 337: κα�

τ< µ>ν κατὰ α$ ναγωγ�ν ληµπτ�ον, τ< δ> κα� κατὰ

τ�ν Oστορ!αν. frPs(al), fr. 844: κατὰ τ�ν Oστορ!αν.

Ibid. fr. 845: κατὰ τ�ν Oστορ!αν. Ibid. fr. 1002: κατὰ

9 Didymus, commJob(5.1–6.29), Cod. p. 144: τὰ οOονε� Oστορικ(

α$ παγγελλ�µενα. commPs22–26.10, Cod. p. 66: τὰ �ξ8 ου$ κ�τι

Oστορικ( δύναται ληφθ8ναι. commPs29–34, Cod. p.189: α$ µ�λει

γο�ν εF τι Oστορικ( α$ νεγράφη. frPs(al), fr. 1286: Ου$ κ α$ γνο( δ>

] τινε τ(ν �ξηγησαµ�νων Oστορικ( *λαβον τ�ν �ρµηνε!αν.
commEccl (9.8–10.20), Cod. p.308: *χοµεν δ> Oστορικ( το�το.

10 Aristotle, De Generatione Animalium, 757b35.
11 Sextus Empiricus, Pyrrhoniae Hypotyposes, 1.4.
12 Galen, Ad Pisonem, v. 14, p. 275.
13 Simplicius, In Aristotelis Physicorum Libros Octo Commentaria, v. 9,

p. 3.
14 Syrianus (fifth cent. AD), In Aristotelis Metaphysica Commentaria,

p. 103.
15 Proclus, In Platonis Timaeum Commentaria, v. 1, pp. 109, 144. In

Platonis Timaeum Commentaria, v. 1, p. 144: Oστορικ(, suggests
literal narration of historical facts.

16 Strabo, Geographica, 1.1.10: συγγνο!η δ$ αE ν κα� ε: µυθ)δη τινὰ

προσπ�πλεκται το� λεγοµ�νοι Oστορικ( κα� διδασκαλικ(

κα� ου$  δε� µ�µφεσθαι.
17 Cf. PHE, chapters 10 and 11.
18 Athanasius, Expositiones in Psalmos, PG.27.465.43.
19 Gregory of Nazianzus, In Sanctum Pascha, PG.36.636.30.
20 Socrates, HE, 5.22.

21 Olympiodorus, the deacon of Alexandria, Commentarii in Job, p. 2.
22 Eusebius, DE, 9.1.12; Commentarius in Isaiam, 2.28.
23 Maximus Confessor, Quaestiones ad Thalassium, 27; De Caritate,

2.31.
24 Gregory of Nyssa, Adversus Eunomium, 2.1.255; De Vita Mosis,

2.320; De Oratione, p. 238; In Hexaemeron, pp. 76 and 113.
25 Procopius of Gaza, In Isaiam Prophetam, pp. 2332, 2432, 2484, 2505,

2513, 2633. However, Procopius actually quotes from authors who
had composed commentaries on Isaiah. Also in the Anonymi
Dialogus cum Judaeis, chapter 6, line 136. In Pseudo-Didymus
(=Cassian the Sabaite), DT (lib. 2.8–27), PG.39.672 the distinction
between Wρατ( and νοητ(, as well as between Oστορικ( and
πνευµατικ(, is made.

26 Cyril of Alexandria, commProphXII, v. 1: pp. 27, 28, 31, 34, 35, 40,
68, 72, 78, 96, 353, 445, 725; v. 2, pp. 25, 95, 98, 101, 226, 243, 303,
340, 435. In Sanctum Joannem, v. 2, p. 154; De Adoratione,
PG.68.393.43; GlaphPent, PG.69: 16.8; 37.32; 60.3; 192.29; 261.34;
expPs, PG.69.833.45; In Isaiam, PG.70: 192.16; 277.11; 305.29;
329.54; 333.14; 360.41; 361.3; 377.19; 388.42; 436.16; 604.55;
645.57; 689.30; 692.27; 861.18; 905.8; 953.54; 1125.23; 1145.9 and
18.

27 Theodoret, Quaestiones in Octateuchum, p. 78; intDan,
PG.81.1532.9; intProphXII, PG.81.1836.33.
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τ�ν Oστορ!αν. Ibid. fr. 1059: κα� κατὰ τ�ν τ8 γραφ8

Oστορ!αν. In Genesin, Cod. p. 64: κατὰ τ�ν Oστορ!αν.

commPs36.15–19, Cod. p. 249: κατὰ τ�ν Oστορ!αν.

The specific form of the expression καθ $ Oστορ!αν

occurs in Didymus alone: commZacch, 1.324; ibid.

2.147; 3.295; 4.274; In Genesin, Cod. pp. 81 and 210.

Theodoret made use of the expression κατὰ τ�ν

Oστορ!αν in like manner. Eranistes, p.126: κατὰ τ�ν

Oστορ!αν . . . κατὰ δ> τ�ν α$ λ9θειαν. Quaestiones

in Octateuchum, p. 269: κατὰ τ�ν Oστορ!αν οoτω.

Interpretatio in Psalmos, PG.80.916.26: κατὰ τ�ν

Oστορ!αν. intProphXII, PG.81.1636.44: τροπικ( κα�

κατὰ τ�ν Oστορ!αν. Ibid. PG.81.1636.44: κατὰ τ�ν

Oστορ!αν. Ibid. PG.81.1668.2: τα�τα δ> κα� κατὰ

τ�ν Oστορ!αν µ>ν συν�βη . . . παραδηλο� δ> Xµω

διὰ τούτων κα� qτερα.

Hence, the use of the adverb in this Scholion is all too

natural. Once again, Cassian realized that both Antioch

and Alexandria used the notion in the same sense.

EN XIIIc: The sophists are α$ πατε(νε

(‘charlatans’)

This Scholion is in fact a supplement to Scholion XII.

Whereas the previous one was a plain quotation

from Didymus by Cassian, now it is Cassian himself

speaking. He follows Didymus, who identifies ‘sophists’

(which is to be understood not in the strict historical

sense, but as a wholesale designation of pagan

philosophy put in the service of Christian heresy) with

‘charlatans’ (α$ πατε(να). His vocabulary reveals

that he is the author of the present comment, and the

following passage is a sign that Didymus’ language

imbues the Scholia.

Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 649a: Ωe σπερ τὰ πεµπ�µενα

νηπ!ων β�λη28 ου$ δ> µ�χρι α$ µυχ8 πλ9ττει τι

τιτρ)σκοντα,29 οoτω κα� τ(ν παρεσκευασµ�νων

σοφιστ(ν30 �ντεινάντων πρα̃γµα πικρ<ν κεχ)ρηκε

κατ $  αυ$ τ(ν + λ)βη κα� αO γλ(σσαι31 yσθ�νησαν

δ$ αυ$ τ(ν, τουτ�στιν οO λ�γοι, � µηδ> κατὰ

ποσ<ν βαλε�ν δύνασθαι τ<ν α$ ναλαµβάνοντα τ<ν

τ8 π!στεω θυρε�ν. Θεωρο�ντε οO α' νθρωποι

τὰ προειρηµ�να, οO πάλαι δειν�τητα �αυτο�

µαρτυρο�ντε, �ταράχθησαν, ου$ κ�τι µ�νοντε �ν

α[ *σχον ;π< τ(ν σοφιστ(ν yπατηµ�ναι δ�ξαι,

φ�βον �σχηκ�τε διὰ τ< τοιούτοι α$ σεβ�σι

δ�γµασιν32 συγκατατεθε�σθαι. µαθ�ντε γὰρ gσαν

παρ$ αυ$ τ(ν � ου$ κ εFη πρ�νοια � �κ ταυ$ τοµάτου

φ�ρονται τὰ πάντα. κα� πρ< α' λλων α$ πατε)νων33

qτεροι συναρπαγ�ντε, φύσει α$ γαθοὺ κα� κακοὺ

α$ νθρ)που παρεδ�ξαντο κα� προσ�τι � εOµαρ-

µ�νη πρυτανευούση. τούτων κλονηθεισ(ν τ(ν

ψευδοδοξι(ν34 �ν τK ταράττεσθαι αυ$ τού, α$ ληθ8

φαν�ρωσιν *σχον � εFη θε< ποιητ� τ(ν Xλων

κα� προνοητ9.

Likewise, in the same collection, frPs(al), fr. 433:

�πε� οjν συµβα!νει πολλάκι ;π< δειν(ν σοφιστ(ν

καταθλα̃σθαι τὰ Cστα̃, Cνειδ!ζουσιν οO α$ πατε(νε.

fr. 629: ε_τ $  �πε� µ� β!H �λκ�σαι ε: κακ!αν δύνανται

οO �πικε!µενοι α$ πατε(νε, ου$ κ Α$ π)σαντο ε_πε

τ�ν τιµ9ν µου, α$ λλ$ Ε$ βουλεύσαντο α$ π)σασθαι.

Ibid. fr. 648a: π( γὰρ ου$ χ ;ψο�ται θε< δι $  α- γ!ων

α$ νδρ(ν, τ8 πλάνη λυοµ�νη τ(ν α$ πατε)νων;

Μ�γα �φρ�νουν �π� γοητε!H κα� σοφιστε!H οO

Α:γύπτου φαρµακο� κα� �παοιδο!. Ibid. fr. 1108:

Πολλ(ν α$ πατε)νων α$ πονενοηµ�νων κατὰ τ(ν

�ντολ(ν σου κα� µύρια Xσα πρ< διαβολ�ν αυ$ τ(ν

κα� α$ νατροπ�ν δ8θεν λεγ�ντων, α$ δικ!α πολλ� �π $

�µ> γεγ�νηται. Xµω δ> ε: κα� δεινὰ �δ�κουν λ�γειν

αn  τοὺ α$ νερµατ!στου α$ ποστ8σαι. Ibid. fr. 1220:

Α' νθρωπο πονηρ< W δολερ< κα� α$ πατε)ν �στιν,

α$ ν�ρ δ> α' δικο W το�τον ;περαναβεβηκi �ν κακ!H

� διὰ το� πανουργεύεσθαι κα� ?Hδιουργε�ν

α$ δικε�ν σπεύδειν τ�ν λογικ�ν φύσιν �ξ α$ ρετ8 ε:

κακ!αν πανουργ!H τιν� πειρ)µενο.

commZacch, 4.199: ΟO α$ πατε(νε α' νθρωποι

συνιστάµενοι �ριστικο� λ�γοι ‘ψευδε� hπποι

ε: σωτηρ!αν’ ;πάρχουσιν, α$ ναβάτα κα� �πιβάτα

*χοντε τὰ πλάνα πνεύµατα κα� τοὺ �ν ;ποκρ!σει

ψευδολ�γου δα!µονα, Yν πρεσβεύουσι τ�ν

διδασκαλ!αν, προφερ�µενοι ‘σοφ!αν το� α:(νο

τούτου κα� τ(ν α$ ρχ�ντων αυ$ το�’.

28 Cf. Scholion VI: οO Cδ�ντε αυ$ τ(ν Xπλα κα� β�λη κα� + γλ(σσα

αυ$ τ(ν µάχαιρα Cξε�α . . . πάντων υO(ν α$ νθρ)πων στρατευοµ�νων

τ(ν µ>ν τK θεK κα� τP δικαιοσύνG, τ(ν δ> τK πονηρK κα� τP

α- µαρτ!H.
29 Cf. Scholion VI: οO µ>ν γὰρ φα�λοι τιτρ‹)›σκουσι µαχα!ρH.
30 Cf. Scholion XII: τὰ τ(ν �τεροδ�ξων σοφιστικὰ α$ πάτα.
31 Cf. Scholion VI: γλ(σσαι δ> σοφ(ν :(νται.

32 Scholion VI: οO µ>ν οjν φα�λοι µελετ9σαντε ;π>ρ τ(ν ψευδ(ν

δογµάτων τ<ν νο�ν Oκαν( yκ�νησαν � µάχαιραν Cξε�αν �π�

κακK τ(ν α$ κου�ντων. Scholion XXXVI: διὰ τ�ν µεγαλοφων!αν

τ(ν νοηµάτων κα� δογµάτων αυ$ τ(ν.
33 Cf. Scholion XIII: �π� τοὺ �ντα�θα δηλουµ�νου α$ πατε(να.
34 Cf. Scholion XII: κα� τὰ τ(ν φρονηµάτων ψευδοδοξ!α.
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commPs22–26.10, Cod. p. 93: W σοφιστ� κα�

α$ πατεiν δύναται ε:πε�ν Xτι ου$ δ> τ< παιδ!ον ου$ δ>

τ< α' λογον ου$ δ> τ< α' ψυχον ‘�πορεύθη �ν βουλP

α$ σεβ(ν κα� �ν WδK α- µαρτωλ(ν ου$ κ *στη’.

commPs29–34, Cod. p. 138: �χθρο� πολλο!,

α$ πατε(ν� τινε, �σκεύασάν µοι παγ!δα, hνα µε

θηρεύσουσιν. Ibid. Cod. p. 156: εFρηκεν γὰρ κα�

α$ νθρ)που ταράττοντα αυ$ τού, σοφιστά τινα

κα� α$ πατε(να· τούτου ;περηφάνου ε_πεν.

Fragmenta in Epistulam ii ad Corinthios, p. 18: �πε�

�κ κατηχ9σεω +µ(ν τP π!στει προσεληλύθατε,

]σπερ �διδάξαµεν οoτω κα� ;ποµιµν9σκοµεν,

Xπω �µµ�νητε m κατωρθ)σατε π!στει. καE ν γάρ

τινε �κλον9θησαν ;π< τ(ν α$ πατε)νων, α$ λλ$

οjν θαρρ( � �στ9κατε �ν m παρελάβετε π!στει,

=ντε �ν αυ$ τP β�βαιοι. Ibid. p. 19: α$ λλ$ Xρα µ9 τι,

α$ πεκδεχ�µενο τ< βούληµα το� α$ ποστ�λου, δ�ξG

φα�λον ε_ναι τ< γν(σιν *χειν τ(ν σατανικ(ν

νοηµάτων· βλαπτικ<ν γὰρ Dκιστα τ< τοιο�τον,

α$ λλὰ µα̃λλον zφελητικ�ν. τ< γὰρ ε:δ�ναι τ�ν

ν�ησιν κα� προα!ρεσιν ου$  ποιε� κακ�ν, α$ λλὰ τ<

αOρε�σθαι. α$ µ�λει γο�ν κα� τοὺ �λ�γχειν τοὺ

α$ πατε(να προαιρουµ�νου, ε:δ�τα τὰ τ8 α$ πάτη

�κε!νων ου$  µεµφ�µεθα, α$ λλὰ κα� πάνυ

α$ ποδεχ�µεθα. ου$  γὰρ τ< ε:δ�ναι, α$ λλὰ τ<

προαιρε�σθαι τὰ φα�λα κακοὺ ποιε�. Fσµεν

τοιγαρο�ν τὰ νο9µατα το� σατανα̃, ου$ χ Xπω

�νεργ(µεν κατ $  αυ$ τά, α$ λλ$ hνα µ� α$ πατ)µενοι

παγιδευθ(µεν. Ibid. p. 37: διαλύοµεν γο�ν τοὺ

σοφιστικοὺ αυ$ τ(ν λ�γου, κα� τὰ δ�γµατα

διελ�γχοµεν. α$ µ�λει γο�ν πα̃ν ν�ηµα τ(ν

yπατηµ�νων κεκρατηµ�νων ;π< τ(ν α$ πατε)νων,

α$ λλὰ κα� α$ νατραφ>ν �ν χ)ρH τP �κε!νων

α:χµαλωτ!ζοντε φ�ροµεν πρ< τ< ;πακο�σαι

τK ΧριστK. Ibid. οoτω δ> σκοπ9σασιν ;µ�ν

γνωσθ9σονται οO α$ πατε(νε οr κα� �κβαλε�τε.

Ibid. p. 39: Ου$  γὰρ µισο�ντε το�το πράττοµεν, α$ λλ$

hνα �κκ�ψωµεν πα̃σαν πρ�φασιν τ(ν ποθούντων

α$ φορµὰ ε;ρ!σκειν διαβολ8, hνα καE ν αυ$ χε�ν

δοκ(σι τ< µ� λαµβάνειν τι παρά τινο οO

α$ πατε(νε, ε;ρεθ(σιν � κα� +µε�. ου$  γὰρ +µε�

� �κε�νοι, α$ λλ$ αυ$ το� � +µε� ε;ρεθ9σονται.

In Genesin, Cod. p. 134: �ν µεταγν)σει γεν�σθαι

δεύτερο αE ν εFη λιµ9ν, Xπερ ο:κονοµ(ν W Θε<

διὰ διδασκαλ!α διεγε!ρει πρ< τ< µ� ;ποπεσε�ν

τK α$ πατε(νι.

EN XIIId: κατὰ α$ ναγωγ�ν

Although we find Cyril of Alexandria using the expres-

sion Oστορικ( many times, he hardly employed the

expression κατὰ α$ ναγωγ9ν (‘according to anagogical

exegesis’). He likewise failed to use the crucial

term α$ νακτ�ον.35 By contrast, Didymus is once again

prominently present.

The expressionn κατὰ α$ ναγωγ�ν was introduced in

Christian vocabulary (and indeed in all philosophical

and theological accounts) by Origen,36 who is the

master of anagogical exegesis. This suggests the

method through which a narrative or statement can

be recognized as an allegory and be interpreted sub-

sequently.37 Of Origen’s followers, it was Didymus who

used the expression and method most faithfully,

whereas this is remarkably absent from authors such as

Athanasius and Gregory of Nazianzus. Once again, the

Enarratio in Prophetam Isaiam is the work where the

expression κατὰ α$ ναγωγ9ν is put to use.38

Eusebius employed the expression once;39 so did

Epiphanius of Salamis,40 Cyril of Alexandria,41 and

Maximus Confessor.42 Gregory of Nyssa used Origen’s

35 This appears only in Cyril’s expPs, PG.69.768.1, and in a spurious
work ascribed to him: Collectio Dictorum Veteris Testamenti,
PG.77.1216.38.

36 Origen, commJohn, VI.4.22: τὰ κατὰ α$ ναγωγ�ν α$ λληγορ!α τ(ν

α$ ναγεγραµµ�νων. homJer, 15.2: πρ(τον γὰρ α$ π< το� προφητικο�

λ�γου Fδωµεν, ε_τα κα� κατὰ α$ ναγωγ9ν, �ὰν πρ�τερον

α$ ναλάβωµεν ευ$ τον!αν κα� �λευθερ!αν κα� δύναµιν κα�

παρρησ!αν προφ9του. Commentariorum Series in Evangelium
Matthaei (Mt. 22.34–27.63), p. 83: (βδ�λυγµα �ρηµ)σεω) κατὰ

α$ ναγωγ�ν �τερ�δοξο λ�γο κα� α$ σεβ> δ�γµα. commMatt,
10.23: κατὰ α$ ναγωγ�ν τ<ν τ�πον �ξεταστ�ον. frPs, 77, 19–25 (and
excPs, PG.17.141.4): Λυπε� δ> ου$ δ>ν κα� κατὰ α$ ναγωγ�ν τὰ

Oστορ!α ταύτα θεωρ8σαι. selEz, PG.13.816.36–37: ΑO παραβολα�

ου$  κατὰ τὰ πράγµατα α$ κούονται, α$ λλὰ κατὰ α$ ναγωγ9ν.
37 PHE, pp. 29; 108; 367; 368.

38 Enarratio in Prophetam Isaiam, 5.152: δυνατ<ν δ> τK φιλοπ�ν^

κατὰ α$ ναγωγ�ν �π� πλε�ον α' γειν τ< α$ π< τ8 προφητε!α

χρ9σιµον. Didymus does not use the term φιλ�πονο. In DT (lib.
2.8–27) this appears only once, PG.39.633.28. Theodoret uses κατὰ

α$ ναγωγ9ν frequently, which also Eusebius does.
39 Eusebius, commPs, PG.23.1352.45.
40 Epiphanius of Salamis, Panarion, v. 3, p. 376: ου$ χ Xµοιο W ε[

λ�γο το� πα̃σι λ�γοι, ου$ δ> W ε[ υO< το� πα̃σι κατὰ α$ ναγωγ�ν

κικλησκοµ�νοι Fσο.
41 Cyril of Alexandria, expPs, PG.69.768 1: Νοητ�ον δ> τα�τα κα�

κατὰ α$ ναγωγ9ν.
42 Maximus Confessor, Mystagogia, 6: Ωe σπερ δ> τP κατὰ α$ ναγωγ�ν

θεωρ!H τ�ν Ε$ κκλησ!αν *λεγεν α' νθρωπον ε_ναι πνευµατικ�ν,
µυστικ�ν δ> Ε$ κκλησ!αν τ<ν α' νθρωπον.
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expression only twice,43 and so did Procopius of Gaza.44

Eustathius of Thessaloniki also uses the phrase twice.

We come upon it once again in the anonymous work

Dialogus contra Judaeos.45

The use of κατὰ α$ ναγωγ�ν by Cyril of Alexandria

parallels his use of Oστορικ(. In the first case, we

saw Cyril of Alexandria using Oστορικ( almost

obsessively, while Didymus made a conscious,

recurrent, yet reasonable use of it. In the second case,

we see the prolix John Chrysostom reproducing the

expressionn κατὰ α$ ναγωγ�ν to an excessive extent

(amounting in no less than thirty-four instances),

while Didymus used it to a reasonable extent. Besides,

there is a crucial point which shows Chrysostom and

Didymus using the expression in a different spirit,

despite Chrysostom’s flowery speech and profuse

employment of this phraseology: Didymus uses κατὰ

α$ ναγωγ9ν in contrast to κατὰ τ�ν Oστορ!αν (‘accord-

ing to the literal narration’), which means that the term

was used within a specific framework of exegetical

method. On the other hand, despite frequent reference

to κατὰ α$ ναγωγ9ν,46 Chrysostom never made such a

distinction. In fact, he did not use this expression

within the context of any exegetical method: rather, he

employed it as a stylistic embellishment. This is clear

from the fact that in his voluminous work, and in stark

contrast to the phrase κατὰ α$ ναγωγ9ν, the expression

κατὰ τ�ν Oστορ!αν is almost absent.47 Even so, how-

ever, the expression κατὰ α$ ναγωγ9ν has no bearing

on the philosophy of History, as was the case in Origen

and Didymus. In the latter, we have a use of the

expression κατὰ τ�ν Oστορ!αν that is more or less

commensurate with κατὰ α$ ναγωγ9ν.48

One could not of course expect extensive usage of

this expression by Cassian, nor indeed by any other

theologian of the Antiochene school. However, the

star of Antioch, namely Theodoret, did use the idea of

anagogical interpretation, and the term is indeed

present in his work. What is more, for all his rare

employment of α$ ναγωγ9, he is conscious that this is a

technical term indicating a specific grasp of scripture.49

Hence he contrasted it with the ‘literal narrative’ (Xσον

πρ< Oστορ!αν),50 which is a distinction never made by

Chrysostom, as just discussed. Here then is Didymus’

use of the phrase κατὰ α$ ναγωγ9ν.

In Genesin, Cod. p. 23: τα�τα πάντα κατὰ

α$ ναγωγ�ν θεωρε�ται.

commJob(5.1–6.29), Cod. pp. 137–8: το� λ�γου

κατὰ α$ ναγωγ�ν *χοντο τ< α$ ναντ!ρρητον.

commZacch, 1.110: Τριχ( τ8 Ι$ ερουσαλ�µ

πολλάκι α$ ποδοθε!ση κατὰ α$ ναγωγ9ν, τ8 τε

�ναρ�του ψυχ8 κα� ‘τ8 �νδ�ξου Ε$ κκλησ!α

σπ!λον @ ?υτ!δα ου$ κ �χούση’, διὰ α- γι�τητο

πληρ�τητα κα� τ8 �πουραν!ου το� ζ(ντο Θεο�

π�λεω. Ibid. 1.173: οO θε�οι προφ8ται ν�φη

κατὰ α$ ναγωγ�ν προσαγορευ�µενοι. Ibid. 2.205: τ(ν

κατὰ α$ ναγωγ�ν πνευµατικ( Α:γυπτ!ων κα� Βαβυ-

λων!ων. Ibid. 4.261: Καταβὰ γὰρ ε: τ<ν πειρασµ<ν

το� β!ου, χε!µαρρον κατὰ α$ ναγωγ�ν Cνοµαζ�-

µενον. Ibid. 4.273: Κα� �πε� µ� κατὰ µ�νην Oστορ!αν

α' νδρε γυναικ(ν διαφ�ρουσιν τK τὰ µ>ν τ!κτειν

τοὺ δ> γεννα̃ν, α$ λλὰ κα� κατὰ α$ ναγωγ9ν. Ibid. 5.44:

43 Gregory of Nyssa, Adversus Eunomium, 3.1.27: κα� το� προδ9λοι

ε_ναι δοκο�σιν + κατὰ α$ ναγωγ�ν θεωρ!α. In Canticum
Canticorum, v. 6, p. 144: + δ> κατὰ α$ ναγωγ�ν θεωρ!α τ8

προεξητασµ�νη *χεται διανο!α.
44 Procopius of Gaza, In Isaiam Prophetam, p. 2468: Κατὰ α$ ναγωγ�ν

δ�, κα� �π� τ<ν Σωτ8ρα τ�ν τ(ν δικα!ων πηγ9ν. Ibid. p. 2612: ∆ι $

οV, κατὰ α$ ναγωγ9ν, ληψ�µεθα τ<ν διάβολον τ<ν τ(ν κακ(ν

χορηγ�ν.
45 The expression κατὰ α$ ναγωγ9ν, in Dialogus contra Judaeos, 2.4

(line 4).
46 Cf. the expression κατὰ α$ ναγωγ9ν in John Chrysostom. Expositiones

in Psalmos, PG.55: 84.19; 116.53; 117.17; 126.45; 130.23; 171.14;
171.17; 173.34; 194.4; 206.57; 208.55; 217.59; 269.3; 278.1; 303.45;
317.54; 325.36; 327.11; 334.34; 335.11; 335.47; 358.15; 444.29;
450.27; 483.2; 483.15; 484.15; 494.23; In Sanctum Matthaeum,
PG.57.355.5; In Epistolam ad Ephesios, PG.62.165.39; Fragmenta
in Job, PG.64.653.18; In Job, p. 196. Pseudo-John Chrysostom,
In Psalmum 118, PG.55.680.24; Synopsis Scripturae
PG.56.377.36.

47 Cf. the expression κατὰ τ�ν Oστορ!αν in John Chrysostom. In
Genesin Sermones, PG.54.535.53; In Epistolam ad Romanos
Commentarius, PG.60.438.34. Also, in spurious works. Pseudo-

John Chrysostom, In Psalmos 101–107, PG.55: 654.52; 660.3; In
Sanctum Pascha (sermo 7), 29.

48 Cf. κατὰ τ�ν Oστορ!αν (or, καθ $ Oστορ!αν) in Didymus: commEccl
(1.1–8), Cod. p. 14; commEccl (3–4.12), Cod. p. 67; commEccl (5–6),
Cod. pp. 162, 171; commEccl (7–8.8), Cod. p. 227; commZacch,
2.147 (τ(ν οoτω �χ�ντων καθ $ Oστορ!αν, µάλιστα δ> κατ $

α$ ναγωγ9ν); 2.231; 2.264; 2.295 (πρ< τP α$ ναγωγP, κα� καθ $

Oστορ!αν ;παρχθ8ναι δύναται); commPs20–21, Cod. pp. 7, 39;
commPs22–26.10, Cod. pp. 100, 108; commPs29–34, Cod. pp. 200,
201, 202, commPs35–39, Cod. p. 233; commPs36.15–19, Cod. p. 249;
commPs40–44.4, Cod. pp. 330, 337; frPs(al), frs. 844, 845, 1002; In
Genesin, Cod. p. 64; 81; 210.

49 Theodoret, Quaestiones in Octateuchum, p. 250: Τ< µ>ν τ8

α$ ναγωγ8 ν�ηµα σαφ( +µα̃ �δ!δαξεν W θε�ο α$ π�στολο. κα�

αυ$ τ< δ> τ< πρ�χειρον ευ$ σεβ�. Notice the expression τ<

πρ�χειρον, which points to a literal understanding of the scriptural
text. This is precisely how the term is used in the Scholia. Scholion
III: µ� προχε!ρω α$ κούειν. Scholion XXV: µ� κατὰ τ< πρ�χειρον

τα�τα γεγράφθαι, α$ λλὰ κατὰ κεκρυµµ�νον.
50 Theodoret, Interpretatio in Psalmos, PG.80.949.17–19: Κα� τα�τα

µ>ν Xσον πρ< Oστορ!αν, τ�ν δ> α$ ναγωγ�ν :σχνοτ�ραν

�ξετάσωµεν.
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α$ λλ$ ε: κα� τ(ν α:σθητ(ν τούτων ου$ δαµ(

µετ�σχον, α$ λλά γε κατὰ α$ ναγωγ�ν κα� υOοὺ κα�

οOωνοὺ *σχον, ευ$ λογηθ�ντε ;π< το� Θεο� �ν τP

Σι)ν.

commEccl (1.1–8), Cod. p. 12: κατὰ α$ ναγωγ�ν δ>

λ�γοµεν το�το· πολλαχο� τ(ν θε!ων παιδευµάτων

�τ�ρω λ�γεται + ‘γενεά’. Ibid. Cod. p. 37: κα� Xτι

ε:σ�ν ‘ξύλα’ τοια�τα κατὰ α$ ναγωγ�ν πολλα! ε:σιν

διδάσκουσαι γραφα!. Ibid. Cod. p. 38: λαµβαν�τω δ>

+µ�ν W Ι$ ωάννη κατὰ α$ ναγωγ�ν ‘φων9’ @ λ�ξι τ(ν

γραφ(ν τ(ν παλαι(ν. + γὰρ διάνοια αυ$ τ(ν W ‘βο(ν’

λ�γο �στ!ν. προτρ�χει οjν + ‘φων9’ α$ ε� το� λ�γου.

commEccl (5–6), Cod. p. 162: �ὰν κατὰ α$ ναγωγ9ν,

το�το λ�γει.

commEccl (9.8–10.20), Cod. p. 309: λοιπ<ν κατὰ

α$ ναγωγ�ν λαµβάνει τ�ν τοιάνδε πολιτε!αν ‘π�λιν’

@ �παινετ�ν @ ψεκτ�ν ε_ναι.

commEccl (11–12), Cod. p. 325: hνα ‘Cστα̃ τ8

κυοφορούση’ κατὰ α$ ναγωγ�ν τὰ :σχυρὰ δ�γµατα

λάβG. Ibid. Cod. p. 316: δε� οjν πρ< διάνοιαν

µ�νην κα� α$ ναγωγ�ν τ�ν λ�ξιν ταύτην λαβε�ν.

commPs20–21, Cod. p. 7: ε:ρ9καµεν κατ $  Oστορ!αν

τ<ν ∆αυ!δ, κατὰ α$ ναγωγ�ν τ<ν α' νθρωπον τ<ν �κ τ8

Μαρ!α.

commPs22–26.10, Cod. p. 97: κατὰ α$ ναγωγ9ν,

οO αυ$ χο�ντε µεγάλοι κα� α' νδρε =ντε,

σκανδαλ!ζοντε δ> τοὺ µικροὺ τοὺ �ν τP

�κκλησ!H, ‘α' νδρε αOµάτων’ ε:σ!ν.

commPs40–44.4, Cod. p. 309: τ<ν δ> =λεθρον τ(ν

�θν(ν κατὰ α$ ναγωγ�ν λάβε θάνατον α$ νθρ)πων

m ποι(ν κα� α$ ποβολ�ν τ8 ζω8, καθ $ Aν *θνη

cσαν α$ λλ�τρια το� θεο�. Ibid. Cod. p. 330:

µεταβεβληκ�ναι λ�γεται ου$  κατ $  Oστορ!αν, α$ λλὰ

κατὰ α$ ναγωγ9ν. Ibid. Cod. p. 337: κα� τ< µ>ν κατὰ

α$ ναγωγ�ν ληµπτ�ον, τ< δ> κα� κατὰ τ�ν Oστορ!αν

τ< περ� τ(ν α$ κολάστων.

frPs(al), fr. 155: πρ< τP λ�ξει νο9σει κατὰ

α$ ναγωγ9ν, Xτι W Dλιο τ8 δικαιοσύνη �κ παστο�

τ(ν κ�λπων τ(ν πατρικ(ν �κπορευ�µενο κατὰ τ<

Ε
 γA �κ το! θεο! �ξ�λθον κα� oκω, �κπορεύεται.

Ibid. fr. 808: Ρ- ητ�ον δ> κα� κατὰ α$ ναγωγ�ν Yδε �ν τP

�ρ9µ^ το� υOο� *νθα πολλ� �πικρατε� α' γνοια

τ(ν πραγµάτων. Ibid. fr. 817: Κατὰ α$ ναγωγ�ν δ>

γε!τονα �ρε� τοὺ αOρετικού. Ibid. fr. 995: Κα�

κατὰ α$ ναγωγ�ν δ> νο9σει τὰ α$ ρτ!ω α$ ποδοθ�ντα

=ρη. Ibid. fr. 1011: Κατὰ α$ ναγωγ�ν δ> νο9σει �

qκαστο τ(ν �ν ταύται τα� φυλα�, ;γε!αν κα�

σθ�νο *χων, �ρε� Πάντα /σχύω �ν τB �νδυναµο!ντι

µε. Ibid. fr. 1176: Κατὰ α$ ναγωγ�ν δ> νο9σει οoτω.

Ibid. fr. 1235: Κατὰ α$ ναγωγ�ν δ> + κακ!α κα� +

δυσσεβε!α πα̃σα ]σπερ φρουρά τι *νδον τὰ

ψυχὰ περιλαβο�σα κατε�χεν.

EN XIIIe: περ� α$ σάρκων τιν(ν ψευδοµάντεων

Didymus stressed the anagogical sense in which

‘charlatans’ should be considered as instruments of

the adverse power. Hence his insistence on the term

α' σαρκο (‘not consisting of flesh’, ‘incorporeal’). He

applies the adjective to anyone living outside the

human condition, but he applies it especially to

the devil and all daemonic powers. Here he has close

affinity with this Scholion.

Didymus, commZacch, 1.135: α$ νακτ�ον κα� τοὺ

α$ ν�µου, 0τοι ε: δυνάµει α$ σάρκου @ τοὺ

διαφ�ρου τ8 ψευδωνύµου διδασκαλ!α α$ ν�µου,

κλυδων!ζοντα κα� περιφ�ροντα ε: α' θεα φρον9-

µατα κα� α$ βεβα!ου πράξει τοὺ νηπιάζοντα τP

διανο!H ου$ κ �παινετ(.

Ibid. 2.19: οO µάρτυρε τ8 α$ ληθε!α κα� πάντε

οO καταπαλα!σαντε τοὺ α$ σάρκου α$ ντιπάλου,

;π< π�δα λαβ�ντε τοὺ πρ< οr τ�ν πάλην ε_χον

καλουµ�νου ‘α$ ρχά, �ξουσ!α, κοσµοκράτορα

το� σκ�του τούτου, πνευµατικὰ πονηρ!α’.

Ibid. 2.203: Πρ< το� οoτω *χουσιν α$ νθρ)ποι

δι $  zµ�τητα κα� θηριωδ!αν κα� α' σαρκοι α$ ντικε!µε-

ναι δυνάµει, α$ πανθρ)πω �ξηγριωµ�ναι κατὰ τ(ν

�αλωκ�των α:χµαλ)των, Α$ σσύριοι κα� Βαβυ-

λ)νιοι Α:γύπτιο! τε κατ $  α$ ναγωγ�ν τυγχάνουσιν.

Ibid. 3.186–192: ΕFρηται γο�ν �ν �βδοµηκοστK

κα� �βδ�µ^ ΨαλµK περ� πολεµ!ων σατανικ(ν

δυνάµεων κα� πάντων τ(ν �τεροδ�ξων.

Ibid. 4.3 (amidst lacunae): Α' σαρκοι αO δυνάµει.

Ibid. 4.25: Κα� τάχα µ>ν αO α' σαρκοι πονηρα�

δυνάµει κ�δροι προσαγορεύονται, πιτύων

Cνοµαζοµ�νων τ(ν ;π $  αυ$ τ(ν �νεργουµ�νων

α$ νθρ)πων, �τεροδ�ξων κα� σοφ(ν το� κ�σµου

τούτου κα� το� α:(νο.

Ibid. 4.26: οO �π� α$ ρχP Cγκυλλ�µενοι, ου$ κ

α' νθρωποι µ�νοι, α$ λλὰ κα� οO α' σαρκοι α' ρχοντε

τούτου το� α:(νο.

commPs40–44.4, Cod. pp. 311–312: *χω µ>ν τ�ξον51

51 Cf. Scholia VI and XXXI.
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θ�λω θε<ν σύµµαχον κα� πρ�µαχ�ν µου γεν�σθαι,

hν $  :σχὺν . . . δυνηθ( βαλε�ν πρ< οr π�µπω µου τὰ

β�λη, κα� hνα + ?οµφα!α µου καιρ!ω . . .

α$ ντιδ!κου. α$ �ρατοι δ� ε:σιν οVτοι.

frPs(al), fr. 62: α- µαρτωλοὺ δ> κα� *θνη ου$ κ

α$ νθρ)που µ�νον, α$ λλὰ κα� α$ σάρκου δυνάµει

�κλαβε�ν δε�.

Ibid. fr.121: δυνατοὺ δ> �χθροὺ �ξ Yν ?ύεται

W θε< τοὺ α$ οράτου ?ητ�ον, τάχα δ> κα� τοὺ

�ν ;περοχα� α$ νθρ)που κα� τοὺ α$ πατα̃ν

προτιθεµ�νου διὰ ψευδωνύµου γν)σεω, Xτ $  αE ν

δεινο� περ� σοφιστε!αν fσιν.

In Christian literature, reference is rarely made to

‘discarnate daemons’, who pronounce ‘fake predic-

tions’. All of these references occur in Didymus,52 Cyril,

and Theodoret. The notion of ‘falsely-prophesying

daemons’ (ψευδοµάντει δα!µονε) appears only in

Theodoret,53 Cyril of Alexandria,54 and in a text ascribed

to John Chrysostom relating the vision of Daniel.

As discussed in the following note, the word

ψευδοµάντι is characteristically used by Cyril at

scores of points. Didymus employs this extensively, too,

though not as much as Cyril.

Finally, there is a relevant passage showing that the

author of De Trinitate, namely Cassian the Sabaite,55 is

the sole Christian author to use a specific quotation

from Homer, which is indicative of his erudition.56

EN XIIIf: ψευδοµάντει (‘false diviners’)

This is an interesting term to explore. It does not occur

in either Irenaeus, Hippolytus, Clement, or Origen, but

it does in Didymus, who used it after Plutarch,57 as he

did with the expression σοφιστικ� α$ πάτη in Scholion

XII. Before Didymus, the term appears in Athenagoras,

but he actually quoted from Aeschylus.58 Gregory of

Nazianzus used it once,59 but Cyril of Alexandria was

obsessed with the term (with no fewer than sixty-six

instances). Nevertheless, what is interesting in him is

that at two points he identifies ψευδοµάντει with

‘daemons’.

Therefore, the term had not been part of the

Christian vocabulary before Didymus,60 who would

have taken it either from the rare usage in Greek

tragedy,61 Herodotus,62 and Plutarch,63 with Dionysius

of Halicarnassus being also a possible source for him.64

Another author who used the term, and was in

all probability earlier than Didymus, is Heliodorus, a

52 Didymus, commZacch, 4.290–1: ∆ι< τα�τα �κλαµβαν�σθω περ�

δαιµ�νων προσπεπατταλωµ�νων το� α$ ψύχοι α$ γάλµασιν.
Ο$ λεθρευοµ�νων τ(ν ε:δ)λων α$ π< τ8 γ8, �ξα!ρονται α$ π $  αυ$ τ8

οO ψευδοµάντει κα� α- παξαπλ( οO πρ�γνωσιν ψευδ8

�παγγελλ�µενοι, ψευδοπροφ8ται �ν δ!κG ;π< τ8 θε!α

παιδεύσεω καλούµενοι, το�το αυ$ τ< σὺν αυ$ το� πεισοµ�νου κα�

το� α$ καθάρτου πνεύµατο. Π( γὰρ τ�ν �ξ α$ σεβε!α α$ καθαρσ!αν

ου$ κ *χει τ< τ(ν µάντεων κα� ο:ωνοσκοπούντων πνε�µα; Ibid.
4.286: τ< τηνικάδε τὰ α$ ναπλάσµατα τ(ν �τεροδ�ξων, τροπικ(

εFδωλα καλούµενα, Cλοθρευθ9σεται α$ π< τ8 γ8, ου$ κ

α$ πατωµ�νων *τι τ(ν α$ νθρ)πων, �λεγχθε!ση τ8 τροπικ8

ε:δωλολατρε!α ;π< τ8 φανερωθε!ση α$ ληθε!α κα�

α$ ναιρεθε!ση πάση ψευδο� προφητε!α κα� το� �νεργο�ντο

αυ$ τ�ν α$ καθάρτου πνεύµατο, τυγχάνοντο �ν τK α$ νθρ)π^ πρ<

τ8 ε: τ<ν Χριστ<ν π!στεω.
53 Theodoret, intPaulXIV, PG.82.557.31–32: Ε$ κε� γὰρ κα� τ<ν

ψευδ�µαντιν *κ τινο κ�ρη �ξ9λασε δα!µονα.
54 Cyril of Alexandria, commProphXII, v. 1, p. 524: τ(ν ψευδοµάντεων

0τοι δαιµον!ων. De Adoratione, PG.68.425.19: ψευδοµαντε�αι, κα�

δαιµονι)δει φενακισµο!. In Isaiam, PG.70.944.28:
ψευδοµαντε�αι πανταχο�, κα� δαιµον!ων φενακισµο!. Ibid.
PG.70.848.18: ψευδοµαντ!αι τε cσαν, κα� ψευδηγορ!αι

δαιµον!ων.
55 See, NDGF, Appendix II.
56 Pseudo-Didymus (=Cassian the Sabaite), DT (lib. 2.1–7), 6.13,1: �

�ν µ>ν α$ σάρκοι W διάβολο, �ν δ> σαρκ!νοι καθὰ γράφει· ‘πα̃

α' νθρωπο ψεύστη’ κα!· ‘α$ πολε� πάντα τοὺ λαλο�ντα τ<

ψε�δο’. ου$  γὰρ �πιψεύδεσσι πατ�ρ θε< *σσετ $  α$ ρωγ�,
*γραψαν κα� οO *ξω. (ref. to Homer, Ilias, IV.235). As late as the
fourth century, the idea of ‘discarnate devil’ appears only in
this Scholion, in Asterius of Antioch, commPs, Homily 2.6: 

οO δα!µονε µετὰ τ(ν α$ νθρ)πων κα� οO δα!µονε µετὰ τ(ν

σαρκικ(ν κατ $  αυ$ το� [sc. Jesus] συν9χθησαν, and in the 
Constitutiones Apostolorum (fourth cent. AD), 5.26: δαιµ�νια δ>

α' σαρκα φανταζ�µενοι �κ νεκρ(ν α$ ναστ9σεσθαι. In the fifth
century, presbyter Hesychius of Jerusalem made a relevant casual
statement. Commentarius, commenting on Psalm 37:20: οO

δα!µονε, � α$ ε� ζ(ντε, � α' σαρκοι.
57 Cf. Plutarch, Cicero, 17.5; De Pythiae Oraculis, 407C8; De Herodoti

Malignitate, 860D1.
58 Cf. Athenagoras, Legatio, 21.6. Cf. Aeschylus using the word in

Agamemnon, line 1195: @ ψευδ�µαντ! ε:µι θυροκ�πο φλ�δων.
Athenagoras refers to a fragment of Aeschylus adduced by Plato and
quoted also by Eusebius. Aeschylus, Fragmenta, Tetralogy 29, play
A, fr. 284a; Fragmenta, fr. 350. Plato, Respublica, 383b6; Eusebius,
PE, 13.3.35. Besides, Euripides used this in Orestes, line 1667, and so
did Sophocles in Oedipus Coloneus, line 1097. Likewise, Herodotus,
Historiae, 4.69. Interestingly, this was also used by Lucian of
Samosata, Dialogi Deorum, Dialogue 18.2. We shall come across
Lucian again and again in the course of this study.

59 Gregory of Nazianzus Adversus Julianum Imperatorem 2,
PG.35.693.5.

60 Cyril of Alexandria, commProphXII, v. 1, p. 524: παρὰ τ(ν

ψευδοµάντεων 0τοι δαιµον!ων (likewise, in In Isaiam,
PG.70.848.18), while at another point he styles them α$ πατε(να.
commProphXII, v. 1, p. 552.

61 Aeschylus, Agamemnon, line 1195. Euripides, Orestes, line 1667.
Sophocles, Oedipus Coloneus, line 1097.

62 Herodotus, Historiae, 4.69.
63 Plutarch, Cicero, 17.5; De Pythiae Oraculis, 407C8; De Herodoti

Malignitate, 860D1.
64 Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Antiquitates Romanae, 3.71.2.
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novelist placed in the third century.65 Another possible

source for Didymus is Herodian of Alexandria, the

second-century AD grammarian and rhetor,66 who also

lived in Rome and used the word ψευδοµαντε!α as a

lemma for his explanation of the diphthong epsilion-

iota (ει). Two authors in the turn from fourth to fifth

century, namely the historian Socrates of Constantino-

ple67 and Theodoret,68 also used the term.

In conclusion, we come upon Cassian using the

term ψευδ�µαντι in the same sense and context as

Didymus did, namely with reference to ‘daemons’ being

styled ‘false soothsayers’.

This Scholion was penned by Cassian himself

building on the previous one, which he had quoted from

Didymus. He wished to afford his own view of the

notions treated by Didymus in Scholion XII.

65 Heliodorus, Aethiopica, 2.16.6.
66 Herodian of Alexandria, Περ� Ο
 ρθογραφ�α�, 3, 2, p. 608.
67 Socrates, HE, 3.23.

68 Theodoret, Graecarum Affectionum Curatio, prologue, 13; HE,
pp. 186; 188; Quaestiones in Octateuchum, pp. 221; 242; intPaulXIV,
PG.82.557.31.
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EXPANDED NOTES TO SCHOLION XIV

EN XIVa: τοὺ α$ γν)µονα Ι$ ουδα!ου

Lexica report that Plato applied the adjective α$ γν)µων

to ‘the ignorant’.1 Clement of Alexandria used the term

twice in the sense of someone ‘being unforgivable

because of one’s antipathetic disposition towards

something or someone’,2 or being ‘unfaithful’,3 or even

‘too arrogant’.4 However, Clement applied this to the

Greeks, not to the Jews.5 Although the term appears

in Origen’s frJohn XCIV, this is probably a catenist’s

expression.

The epithet α$ γν)µων and its derivatives are

practically absent from Didymus,6 whereas there is no

instance of him referring to the Jews in such a context.

It was used in relation to the Jews by certain

authors including Theodoret.7 In conclusion, the

specific expression in the Scholion is Cassian’s own,

and, whereas Didymus does not use the term, it appears

in De Trinitate,8 so styling doctrinal opponents, which is

natural, since this Pseudo-Didymian work is actually

Cassian’s.

EN XIVb: περ� πνευµατικ(ν W λ�γο

This is an oblique reference to 1 Cor. 12:1, and the

specific expression appears in Didymus9 and John

Chrysostom.10 Whereas the first paragraph was a

remark by Cassian himself, from this point onwards he

quotes from Didymus.

EN XIVc: α$ νωτ�ρω χωρητ�ον παντ< α:σθητο�

Of Christian and pagan authors, Didymus is the sole one

to have employed this expression.11 He presumably had

in mind a significant passage of Plato.12 An expression

in the Enarratio in Prophetam Isaiam is worth quoting:

1 Collectio Verborum e  Rhetoribus et Sapientibus, Alphabetic entry
alpha, pp. 13 and 18. Also, Lexicon Rhetoricum Cantabrigiense,
p. 70; Lexicon Vindobonense, Alphabetic letter alpha, entry 41.

2 Suda, lexicon, Alphabetic letter alpha, entries 283, 284. Hesychius,
Lexicon, Alphabetic letter alpha, entries 673, 680.

3 Suda, lexicon, Alphabetic letter alpha, entry 1460.
4 Hesychius of Alexandria (fifth-sixth cent.), Lexicon, Alphabetic letter

upsilon, entry 489.
5 Clement of Alexandria, Stromateis, 1.26.170.4; 6.14.110.4.
6 This appears only at one point, in an irrelevant context and sense.

Didymus, commEccl (5–6), Cod. p. 153: µισθ< α$ γνωµονηθε�

�ργάτου, which means ‘ungrateful’ rather than ‘mindless’.
7 Pseudo-Athanasius, Expositiones in Psalmos, PG.27.116.51; Dicta et

Interpretationes Parabolarum Evangelli, PG.28.725.20. Gregory of
Nazianzus, In Sanctum Pascha, PG.36.661.8; In Theophania sive
Natalia Salvatoris, PG.36.329.13. Amphilochius of Iconium (fourth
cent AD), In Mulierem Peccatricem et Pharisaeum, line 220.
Severianus of Gabala (fourth cent. AD), De Caeco Nato, PG.59:
550.54 and 552.24. John Chrysostom, In Genesin, PG.53: 243.28;
366.41; 367.41; 374.10; 528.63; Orationes Adversus Judaeos,
PG.48.869.18; Cohabiti Suspiciosi, 8; et passim. Theodoret,
Interpretatio in Psalmos, PG.80.916.34; intProphXII, PG.81.1741.11.
Also, Cassian the Sabaite (Pseudo-Didymus), DT (lib. 1), 27.38; DT
(lib. 2.1–7), 7.8,3. Basil of Seleucia, Orationes, pp. 176, 240, 248.
Procopius of Caesarea, De Bellis, 2.12.5; In Isaiam Prophetam,
pp. 1825, 2220. Hesychius of Jerusalem (presbyter, fifth cent. AD),
Encomium in Sanctum Andream, 3. Of all the instances where the
idea occurs, more than one-half are Chrysostom’s (no less than
thirty-five instances).

8 Cassian the Sabaite (Pseudo-Didymus), DT (lib. 1), 27.38: *στω δ>

hλεω +µ�ν τοια�τα λ�γειν τολµ(σιν διὰ τ�ν α' λλων

α$ γνωµοσύνην. DT (lib. 2.1–7), 7.8,3: τ�ν α$ ρχ�ν το� χωρ!ου

�κ�ντε �ν τP διαµάχG το� λ�γου παραλελο!πασιν οO

α$ γν)µονε. Unlike the sense in Didymus, in this work the term
means ‘mindless’.

9 Didymus, Fragmenta in Epistulam ii ad Corinthios, p. 31: ου$  γὰρ

περ� σωµατικ(ν α$ λλὰ πνευµατικ(ν W λ�γο. commPs29–34, Cod.
p. 187: ε:σ!ν τινε *χοντε γν(σιν πνευµατικ(ν, γν(σιν τ8

α$ ληθε!α, τ(ν τ8 ευ$ σεβε!α δογµάτων.
10 John Chrysostom, Ad Populum Antiochenum, PG.49.112.21: κα�

ου$ δ>ν α- πλ( γ9ινον, α$ λλὰ πάντε περ� πνευµατικ(ν +µ�ν οO

λ�γοι γ!νονται. Expositiones in Psalmos, PG.55.135.48: κα� ου$ δε�

περ� πνευµατικ(ν λ�γο αυ$ το�. Ibid. PG.55.199.41: Xταν δ> περ�

πνευµατικ(ν W λ�γο �, *νδον στρ�φε τ< =µµα τ8 διανο!α. In
Sanctum Joannem, PG.59.446.47: Κα� περ� τα�τα αe πασα + σχολ9,
τ(ν δ> πνευµατικ(ν λ�γο ου$ δε!. In Epistolam i ad Corinthios
Commentarius, PG.61.321.21: Α$ παρτ!σα τ<ν περ� τ(ν

πνευµατικ(ν λ�γον. Ibid. (quoting Paul), PG.61.241.13 (Catena
in Epistolam i ad Corinthios, p. 224); In Epistolam ad Titum
Commentarius, PG.62.670.61: ου$ δεν< τ(ν πνευµατικ(ν λ�γον

ποιούµεθα. Catecheses Baptismales, 8.19: �ὰν δ> τ(ν

πνευµατικ(ν α$ µελο�ντε περ� �κε�να µ�να σπουδάζωµεν.
11 Didymus, In Genesin, Cod. p. 197: Ο-  α' νω χωρ9σα διὰ

καλοκαγαθ!αν Wρd τ�ν κακ!αν τ�λο λαβο�σαν. Ibid. Cod. p. 214:
Α$ ναγκα!ω δ> α$ π< τούτου χωρητ�ον �π� τ�ν α$ ναγωγ9ν. Ο-  αe γιο

µεταστὰ α$ π< τ(ν α:σθητ(ν, αn  κα� αυ$ τὰ καλ( µετ�ει, �π�

προκοπ�ν θειοτ�ραν. commEccl (3–4.12), Cod. p. 74: ου$ χ hδρυται

�ν το� α:σθητο� W πάντα ποι(ν ε: δ�ξαν θεο� . . . �π� τὰ α' νω

χωρε�. frPs(al), fr. 1154: Ο-  το� *µπροσθεν �πεκτειν�µενο α$ ε�

τ(ν =πισθεν �πιλανθάνεται, ου$  πάλιν δροµ(ν. Wσηµ�ραι γὰρ

�π� τ< βραβε�ον τ8 α' νω κλ9σεω �πειγ�µενο �π� τὰ α' νω

χωρε�.
12 Plato, Respublica, 529b–c: �γi γὰρ αj ου$  δύναµαι α' λλο τι νοµ!σαι

α' νω ποιο�ν ψυχ�ν βλ�πειν µάθηµα @ �κε�νο k αE ν περ� τ< =ν τε �

κα� τ< α$ �ρατον, �άν τ� τι α' νω κεχηνi @ κάτω συµµεµυκi τ(ν

α:σθητ(ν τι �πιχειρP µανθάνειν, οuτε µαθε�ν α' ν ποτ� φηµι

αυ$ τ�ν – �πιστ9µην γὰρ ου$ δ>ν *χειν τ(ν τοιούτων – οuτε α' νω α$ λλὰ

κάτω αυ$ το� βλ�πειν τ�ν ψυχ9ν, καE ν �ξ ;πτ!α ν�ων �ν γP @ �ν

θαλάττG µανθάνG.
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‘Ωe σπερ κα� α:σθ9σεω θρ�νο, W α:σθητικ< κα�

*µφρων, οoτω Θεο� θρ�νο, W χωρ9σα τὰ

α$ νωτάτω περ� Θεο� διηγ9σεω.13 Cf. Iamblichus,

De Mysteriis, 2.2: κα� α$ νωτ�ρω χωρο�σα, �π� µε!ζονά

τε τάξιν τ�ν α$ γγελικ�ν α$ ναγοµ�νη.

EN XIVd: λευκP διὰ τ< φωτοειδ�

The association of λευκ�ν (‘white’) with φωτοειδ�

(‘radiant’, and metaphorically, ‘glorious’) originates

with Didymus14 and Theodoret,15 following Philo,16

Alexander of Aphrodisias,17 and Plutarch.18 Meanwhile

though this had become part of the Christian tradition,

too.19 The relevance of Chrysippus should not be

overlooked,20 since this Scholion has a Stoic tenor,

as I discuss in the next note. The same goes for the

relevance to Galen’s vocabulary.21

EN XIVe: ο:κε!αν τP ποι�τητι

Aristotle presumably used this expression in a

non-extant work of his.22 Chrysippus also employed

both the idea and expression,23 and he may well have

been a source for Didymus, since the Scholion has a

Stoic sentiment, indicated by such terms as ο:κε!αν

and προκοπ9.24 The expression ο:κε!α ποι�τη,

signifying a correspondence between something (or

someone) and a certain quality, is characteristically

used by Galen25 and Alexander of Aphrodisias.26

EN XIVf: α$ διάδοχο

The adjective means ‘without successor or heir’.

Consequently it means ‘not subject to improvement’, or

not subject to being overshadowed in the future by

something or someone superior or more valuable.

Hence, α$ διάδοχο means that which cannot change or

improve, on account of being perfect; therefore, some-

thing which is of everlasting superior quality.27

The term appears in catena-fragments reproducing

Origen’s thought. No doubt they do convey his thought,

yet the vocabulary need not be Origen’s, since the

term α$ διάδοχο appears only in other fragments which

reproduce the vocabulary of Didymus’.28 This occurs

also in some instances of theological reflection,29 which

possibly originate with Gregory of Nyssa.

Didymus uses the term α$ διάδοχο in connection

with the notion of the New Testament being ‘new’

13 Enarratio in Prophetam Isaiam, 1.12.
14 Didymus, commZacch, 1.410; frPs(al), Fr. 892.
15 Theodoret, Graecarum Affectionum Curatio, 5.18; HE, pp. 199 and

200; Quaestiones in Octateuchum, pp. 151 and 173; Explanatio in
Canticum Canticorum, PG.81: 136.3; 177.16; Interpretatio in
Ezechielem, PG.81.1096.15; intDan, PG.81.1493.2; intPaulXIV,
PG.82.584.41; Haereticarum Fabularum Compendium,
PG.83.380.22; PG.83.512.25; PG.83.521.38.

16 Philo, De Somniis, 1.220; 1.217.
17 Alexander of Aphrodisias, In Librum de Sensu Commentarium, p. 47;

De Anima, p. 45. Pseudo-Alexander of Aphrodisias, Problemata,
1.69; 1.114; De Anima, pp. 133; 150.

18 Plutarch, De Iside et Osiride (351C–384C), 382C10; Quaestiones
Conviviales, 626C12.

19 Clement of Alexandria, Paedagogus, 2.2.29.3. Gregory of Nazianzus,
De Theologia, 17; De Filio, 19; Apologetica, PG.35.493.28; De
Dogmate et Constitutione Episcoporum, PG.35.1065.41. Gregory of
Nyssa, De Mortuis non Esse Dolendum, v. 9, p. 44; In Canticum
Canticorum, v. 6, pp. 48; 60; 328; 404; De Virginitatis Integritate,
11.4; De Beatitudinibus, PG.44.1272.40; De Hominis Opificio, p. 145.
Eusebius, PE, 3.7.2; 7.16.7; DE, 5 (Proemium.27); commPs, PG.23:
401.55; 1228.1. Pseudo-Macarius, Sermones lxiv, 32.1.1; 32.1.2;
33.3.2; 58.3.2; Homiliae l, 15; Sermones, 13.1. Cyril of Jerusalem,
Catecheses Illuminandorum, 15.22; 18.10; 18.18. Cassian the Sabaite
(Pseudo-Didymus), DT (lib. 1), 28.1; DT (lib. 3), PG.39: 804.31;
829.3.

20 Cf. Chrysippus using the term φωτοειδ9, Fragmenta Logica et
Physica, frs. 859 and 860 (SVF, II.231.35, apud Galen, De
Instrumento Odoratus, 2.10, and SVF, II.232.6, apud Galen, De Usu
Partium); see next note.

21 Cf. Galen, De Usu Partium, v. 3, p. 640; Circa Doctrinas Hippocratis et
Platonis, 7.5.8; 7.7.25 and 26.

22 Aristotle, Fragmenta, Category 6, treatise title 33, fr. 221: �ν τα�

ο:κε!αι φυλάττεσθαι ποι�τησιν. Ibid. fr. 226: αO τ(ν χυλ(ν

ο:κε�αι φα!νονται ποι�τητε ε:λικρινε�.
23 Chrysippus, Fragmenta Logia et Physica, frs. 410; 473 (SVF,

II:135.13–14 and 154.24–25).
24 Chrysippus, Fragmenta Logica et Physica, fr. 410: κα� µεταβολ�ν

το� τρ�φοντο ε: τ�ν ο:κε!αν το� τρεφοµ�νου ποι�τητα. fr. 473:
σ^ζούση �κάστη αυ$ τ(ν �ν τP τοιαύτG παραθ�σει κατὰ τ�ν

περιγραφ�ν τ�ν ο:κε!αν ου$ σ!αν τε κα� ποι�τητα. On προκοπ9,
cf. SVF, III:31.3; 32.36 and 42; 51.57; 143.6.

25 Galen, De Naturalibus Facultatibus, v. 2, pp. 45, 55, 156, 160, 199,
206, 207, 214; v. 3, pp. 275, 305, 481, 540, 761; v. 4, pp. 192, 532,
533. Circa Doctrinas Hippocratis et Platonis, 7.1.15. De Sanitate, v. 6,
pp. 287, 316, 395. De Alimentorum Facultatibus, v. 6, p. 731.
De Symptomatum Differentiis Liber, v. 7, p. 66, et passim.

26 Alexander of Aphrodisias, De Mixtione, pp. 216, 217, 220, 232; In
Aristotelis Metaphysica Commentaria, pp. 399. De Anima, p. 18.
Pseudo-Alexander of Aphrodisias, Problemata, 3.2.

27 Cf. Arethas, Scripta Minora, Opus 3, p. 25.
28 Origen, frJohn, LVI: τ< δ> ευ$ αγγ�λιον �πε� α$ διάδοχ�ν �στιν.

CXXVIII: �π� τ�ν ευ$ αγγελικ�ν κα� σωτ9ριον κα� α$ διάδοχον

διδασκαλ!αν; frPs, 112, 1–2.
29 Basil of Caesarea, Homiliae in Hexaemeron, 2.8; 7.7; De Spiritu

Sancto, 27.66. Gregory of Nyssa, De Beneficentia, v. 9, p. 107; In
Inscriptiones Psalmorum, v. 5, p. 44; In Sextum Psalmum, v. 5,
p. 189. Pseudo-Gregory of Nyssa, De Creatione Hominis, p. 14a. Basil
of Seleucia, Orationes, p. 185. Pseudo-Hippolytus, De
Consummatione Mundi, 45. Cyril of Jerusalem, Catecheses
Illuminandorum, 18.4. Theodoret, Eranistes, p. 83; intDan, PG.81:
1308.29; 1356.9; De Providentia, PG.83.569.15 & 21. Asterius of
Antioch, commPs, 25.40. Cassian the Sabaite (Pseudo-Didymus), DT
(lib. 1), 31.7 and 15.
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(καιν�) and applied it to the ‘new teaching’ which will

never pass away or grow old.30 At a certain point, he

says that he has made this remark many times.31

EN XIVg: W λαµβάνων καταλλ9λω (‘one

who comprehends [the saying] properly’)

This is a pun on the words of Rev. 2:17. The

expression is not only characteristic of Didymus, but

also exclusive to him. A. Harnack should not have

emended the reading of the Codex αυ$ τω to αυ$ τ(ν,

since the logic of the phrase is not ου$ δε� αυ$ τ(ν

(‘none of them’). There is actually not any ‘them’

in the context, either in the Scholion or in Rev. 2:17.

Cassian means ου$ δε� α;τK ο_δεν (‘no one [knows]

within himself’, as in 1 Cor. 2:11). The word is α;τK

(a normal abbreviated form for �αυτK) and this is in

fact the equivalent of Paul’s phrase in 1 Cor. 2:11, τ<

πνε�µα το� α$ νθρ)που τ< �ν αυ$ τK. I therefore

restore the text at two points, leaving this as the Codex

has it, and dismiss two unnecessary emendations by

Harnack.

What the author means at that point is that 1 Cor.

2:11 means this: only the spirit of man, which is within

him, knows the things of man; the things of God are

known by the Spirit of God. Therefore, to know ‘the new

name’ which ‘is written’ on ‘a white stone’32 is tanta-

mount to knowing not only things that are within a

man, but also things of God, since this act of ‘writing

a name on a white stone’ is a divine one. No one is able

to know this ‘name’, except one who acknowledges

that he is in need of illumination by the Holy Spirit

in order to comprehend this ‘new name’. Therefore,

the expression ‘to comprehend properly’ (λαµβάνειν

καταλλ9λω) denotes both proper interpretation of the

quoted passage 1 Cor. 2:11, and acknowledgement that

one needs divine illumination in order to comprehend

one’s ‘new name’.

Consequently, the word λαµβάνων belongs both

to Rev. 2:17 and to the characteristic vocabulary of

Didymus applying his peculiar expression καταλλ9λω

λαµβάνειν, which is exclusive to him.33 Moreover,

the phraseology occurs in one passage of Proclus, on

whom Didymus seems to have exerted some influ-

ence.34 Otherwise, no other author employed the

expression until some centuries later.

In conclusion, the first paragraph of this Scholion is

a short comment by Cassian. He then quotes Rev. 2:17,

and continues with a quotation from Didymus’ Com-

mentary on the Apocalypse.

30 Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 1046: τ8 κατὰ τ< ευ$ αγγ�λιον καιν8

διαθ9κη α$ διαδ�χου µενούση. commPs29–34, Cod. p. 160:
�πειδ� δ> α$ διάδοχ� �στιν + το� ευ$ αγγελ!ου. Fragmenta in
Epistulam ii ad Corinthios, pp. 21–22: + διαθ9κη καιν9, ου$

παλαιουµ�νη· ου$  γὰρ �πιγ!νεται διδασκαλ!α α' λλη µετ $  αυ$ τ�ν �ν

τK β!^ τούτ^· α$ διάδοχο γάρ �στιν . . . διαδ�χεται γὰρ αυ$ τ�ν +

ευ$ αγγελικ� διδασκαλ!α, αoτη α$ διάδοχο οjσα. commPs35–39,
Cod. p. 283: α$ διάδοχον ν!κην *σχεν . . . τ8 α$ διαδ�χου τ<

�πιν!κιον καιν�ν �στιν. τ! δ� �στιν το�το τ< �σµα καιν�ν . . . �ν

τ�λει γιν�µενοι καιν<ν �σµα H' δοµεν· τ< γὰρ �ν τK τ�λει

α$ διάδοχ�ν �στιν. commPs40–44.4, Cod. p. 337: κα� �πειδ�

α$ διάδοχον *χει τ�ν Oερωσύνην κα� τ�ν διδασκαλ!αν (καE ν γὰρ W

ου$ ραν< κα� + γ8 παρ�λθG, µ�νουσιν αυ$ το� οO λ�γοι), ε: τ<ν

α:(να ευ$ λογ9θη.
31 Although the codex has a lacuna at that point, the text makes sense.

Didymus, commPs35–39, Cod. p. 283: πολλάκι +µ�ν [ . . . ]τα περ�

καινο�, π( λ�γεται. τ< α$ διάδοχον α$ ε� καιν�ν �στιν, τ< δ>

διαδεχθ>ν παλαι�ν. κα� διὰ πλει�νων παραδειγµάτων πολλάκι

α$ ποδ�δεικται. Nevertheless, Origen’s fragments on the gospel of
John show that he preceded Didymus, if the vocabulary is not one by
a catenist. For indeed we come upon a fragment ascribed to the
barely known Ammonius, presbyter of Alexandria (probably sixth
century), who used a similar phraseology. Fragmenta in Joannem (in
catenis), fr. 122: Η-  παλαιὰ γραφ� δε�ται τ8 ευ$ αγγελικ8

διδασκαλ!α τ8 διαδεχοµ�νη αυ$ τ9ν· + γὰρ ν�α α$ διάδοχ�

�στιν α$ ε� �πιρρεούση τ8 ευ$ αγγελικ8 παιδεύσεω τ8

α$ ναβιβαζούση ε: ζω�ν τ<ν π!νοντα. This is a comment on John
4:13, which is the case with Origen’s frJohn LVI (whereas frJohn
CXXVIII is a comment on John 4:10).

32 Rev. 2:17.
33 Didymus, commEccl (5–6), Cod. p. 150: καταλλ9λω α$ γαθοσύνην

τ�ν +δον�ν λαµβάνοµεν. commEccl (11–12), Cod. p. 341: κα�

καταλλ9λω κα� τοὺ ‘α$ στ�ρα’ λάµβανε. Ibid. Cod. p. 347: ου$

καταλλ9λω λαµβάνοµεν. commEccl (1.1–8), Cod. p. 25:
καταλλ9λω λαµβάνοµεν. Ibid. Cod. p. 47: καταλλ9λω

λαµβάνοµεν τP ‘σοφ!H’ τ�ν ‘α$ φροσύνην’. commEccl (3–4.12),
Cod. p. 66: συνεκδοχικ( δ> δύναται τ<ν ‘καιρ�ν’ λαµβάνειν

καταλλ9λω τP αυ$ τ(ν α$ ποτ�ξει κα� τK αυ$ τ(ν θανάτ^.
commPs20–21, Cod. p. 14: καταλλ9λω δ> �κάστ^ α:(νι κα� τ�ν

ζω�ν λάµβανε, Wτ> µ>ν α$ ρχηγικ�ν κα� ε:σαγωγικ9ν, Wτ> δ>

µεσάζουσαν, Wτ> δ> τελε!αν. commPs22–26.10, Cod. p. 69: το�το

κα� ε:σωτερικ( κα� τελε!ω κα� ε:σαγωγικ( κα� καταλλ9λω

το� α$ ρχοµ�νοι �κλαβε�ν δε�. commPs35–39, Cod. p. 263:
καταλλ9λω δ> τ8 ου$ σ!α τ8 περ� g W λ�γο, λάµβανε τ�ν

προσ�ζεσιν κα� τ�ν σ8ψιν. Ibid. Cod. p. 281: καταλλ9λω το�

λ�γουσιν �κλαµβάνειν δε� τοὺ λ�γου. In Genesin, Cod. p. 60:
Ε$ πειδ� δ> κα� κατ $  α' λλην διάνοιαν τ<ν νο�ν το� α$ νθρ)που

λ�γοµεν ε_ναι α' νθρωπον, κατ $  ε:κ�να κα� Wµο!ωσιν Θεο�

προσταχθ�ντα γεν�σθαι, καταλλ9λω λαµβάνοµεν αυ$ τ�ν. Ibid.
Cod. p. 102: καταλλ9λω κα� τὰ περ� το� α$ νδρ< κα� τ8 γυναικ<

�κληµπτ�ον. There is only a single instance in Eusebius, although
not strictly a parallel, which is evidently a casual usage. commPs,
PG.23.880.57: α$ νάγκη τP α$ ποδοθε!σG ε:ρ9νG καταλλ9λω κα�

τ�ν Σιiν �κλαµβάνειν.
34 Proclus, In Platonis Cratylum Commentaria, 62: κα� δε�

καταλλ9λω αυ$ τὰ λαµβάνειν.
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EXPANDED NOTES TO SCHOLION XV

EN XVa: �ποπτικ� δύναµι

The real source of the notion of �ποπτικ� δύναµι

(‘superintending power’) is the scripture, namely 4

Macc. 4:5. Clement of Alexandria is the author who

introduced it into Christian exegesis.1 Although he

used the adjective �ποπτικ< at some points, the one

just cited is the sole instance where he refers explicitly

to the ‘superintending power’ of God. The rest of his

references point either to a ‘soul’ which can see

clearly, or to a comprehensive scientific analysis and

exposition.2

This expression �ποπτικ� δύναµι appears in

certain authors, including followers of Origen. Although

it occurs in Origen’s catena-comments on the Psalms,

the vocabulary is like Didymus rather than Origen.3

Didymus, commZacch, 3.129: Λ�γει γο�ν W

ευ$ εργ�τη κα� πάση µακαρ!ου σωτηρ!α αFτιο·

‘∆ιὰ το�το µηκ�τ $  ε_ναι �ξελαύνοντα ν�ν, Xτι

�)ρακα το� Cφθαλµο� µου’, τα� �ποπτικα�

δηλον�τι δυνάµεσιν . . . Ρ- ητ�ον δευτ�ρω Wρ(ντα

Θεο� Cφθαλµοὺ ε_ναι τοὺ �πιστατο�ντα τ(ν

α$ νθρ)πων πραγµάτων �φ�ρου α$ γγ�λου.4 Ibid.

4.202: τὰ �φ�ρου κα� �ποπτικὰ δυνάµει αυ$ το�.

frPs(al), fr. 75: αO δ> �ποπτικα� κα� *φοροι το�

θεο� δυνάµει Cφθαλµο� αυ$ το� καλούµεναι. Ibid.

fr. 278: τ(ν �ποπτικ(ν κα� �πισκοπευτικ(ν σου

δυνάµεων.5

Didymus used the expression �ποπτικ� δύναµι at

other points, too. In Genesin, Cod. p. 56: Τα�τα δ�

φαµεν ου$ χ � το� Θεο� �πτὰ α:σθητοὺ Cφθαλµοὺ

*χοντο, α$ λλὰ θηρεύοντε π( κατ $  ε:κ�να Θεο�

W α' νθρωπ� �στιν· τ�ν γὰρ τελε!αν �ποπτικ�ν

αυ$ το� δύναµιν διὰ τ8 �βδοµάδο �δ9λωσεν W

λ�γο κα� δι $  αn  *χει α$ ρετὰ W �πτὰ α$ ριθµ�, � 0δη

προε!ρηται. Ibid. Cod. p. 133: Ε- πτὰ Cφθαλµο! ε:σιν

�πιβλ�ποντε �π� πα̃σαν τ�ν γ8ν’· ου$  γὰρ δ� σ(µά

�στιν W Θε�, hνα κα� ;π< τ<ν �πτὰ α$ ριθµ<ν οO

Cφθαλµο� αυ$ το� τυγχάνωσιν, α$ λλὰ δ8λον �

τ�ν �ποπτικ�ν αυ$ το� δύναµιν πληρεστάτην

κα� µεγάλην ε_ναι διδάσκει. Ibid. Cod. p. 167: Ο- ρd

ου$  πρ�τερον α$ γνο(ν, α$ λλὰ τ�ν �π� �κδικ!α

�ποπτικ�ν δύναµιν δηλ(ν.

Once again, Didymus follows Eusebius,6 yet it is

his personal vocabulary that is pertinent to the Scholion.

Gregory of Nyssa also made ample and confident use of

the expression,7 whereas there is occasional usage by

Procopius of Gaza8 and Asterius of Antioch.9

EN XVb: τ�ν *φορον δύναµιν

Didymus is the sole Christian author ever to have used

this notion of ‘overseeing power’, which suggests that

this Scholion is more or less an excerpt from his

commentary on Revelation.

Didymus, commZacch, 4.202: Ε$ π� τ<ν ο_κον

τούτου το� Ι$ ούδα διανο!γει τοὺ Cφθαλµού,

τὰ �φ�ρου κα� �ποπτικὰ δυνάµει αυ$ το� W

ευ$ εργ�τη. frPs(al), fr. 75: αO δ> �ποπτικα� κα�

*φοροι το� θεο� δυνάµει Cφθαλµο� αυ$ το�

καλούµεναι. Ibid. fr. 342: Ε$ ξεγ�ρθητι, κύριε, κα�

πρ�σχε τP κρ!σει µου, τουτ�στιν, �π!στησον τ�ν

*φορον δύναµ!ν σου.

Although this language points to Didymus, debts to

1 Clement of Alexandria, Stromateis, 2.2.5.5: κα� δ� πάρεστιν α$ ε� τP

τε �ποπτικP τP τε ευ$ εργετικP τP τε παιδευτικP α- πτοµ�νη +µ(ν

δυνάµει δύναµι το� θεο�.
2 Clement of Alexandria, Paedagogus, 1.3.8.3; 2.2.29.3. Stromateis,

1.1.15.2; 2.10.47.4; 5.10.66.2; 5.11.71.2.
3 Origen, selPs, PG.12.1197.36: ΑO δ> �ποπτικα� αυ$ το� δυνάµει.

Ibid. PG.12.1416.17: � α$ ποστρ�ψαντο το� Θεο� τ�ν �ποπτικ�ν

αυ$ το� δύναµιν α$ π< το� λαο�.
4 Cf. Scholion 30b: Ε' χοµεν κα� α$ γγ�λου �φορ(ντα.
5 Didymus is the Christian theologian who alone uses the expression

�πισκοπευτικ(ν δυνάµεων, referring to God’s providential care.
6 Eusebius, Commentarius in Isaiam, 1.84: τ�ν �πισκοπ�ν το� θεο�

κα� τ�ν �ποπτικ�ν αυ$ το� θεωρητικ�ν τ(ν Xλων δύναµιν

α:νιττ�µενο, �φορ(σαν τὰ πάντα.
7 Gregory of Nyssa, Ad Ablabium, v. 3,1, p. 49: τ�ν θεϊκ�ν ταύτην

0τοι �ποπτικ�ν δύναµ!ν τε κα� �ν�ργειαν. Ibid. p. 50: Χριστ<

θεο� δύναµι κα� θεο� σοφ!α κα� τ�ν �ποπτικ9ν τε κα�

θεατικ�ν δύναµιν, Dνπερ δ� θε�τητα λ�γοµεν. Ibid. Ε$ πειδ�

γὰρ ε[ W τ8 �ποπτικ8 τε κα� θεατικ8 δυνάµεω λ�γο �ν

πατρ� κα� υOK κα� πνεύµατι α- γ!^. In Inscriptiones Psalmorum, v.
5, p. 40: Α$ λλὰ µ�ν Fδι�ν �στι τ8 θε�τητο + �ποπτικ� τ(ν

=ντων δύναµ! τε κα� �ν�ργεια. ου$ κο�ν W �ν �αυτK *χων Xπερ

�π�θησε, κα� αυ$ τ< �ποπτικ< γ!νεται κα� τ�ν τ(ν =ντων

διασκοπε�ται φύσιν.
8 Procopius of Gaza, In Canticum Canticorum, p. 1693: Ο$ φθαλµοὺ

γάρ, τ! α' λλο ;πολάβοι Θεο�, @ τ�ν �ποπτικ�ν δύναµιν;
9 Asterius of Antioch, commPs, 19.25: Κα� τ!νε οO �πτὰ κυρ!ου

Cφθαλµο!; Τὰ �πτὰ τ8 σοφ!α πνεύµατα. Τὰ βλ�φαρα αυ$ το�

�ξετάζει τοὺ υOοὺ τ(ν α$ νθρ)πων. Τ!νε οO Cφθαλµο� κυρ!ου; ΑO

�ποπτικα� δυνάµει.
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Eusebius of Emesa (c. 300-c. 360), the pupil of Eusebius

of Caesarea, should not elude us.10

EN XVc: πορευτικ� δύναµι

Dictionaries have no inkling of this meaning of the

epithet πορευτικ�. They know only of the literal and

simply physical Aristotelian meaning, which is ‘going

on foot’ or ‘walking’.11 The fact is, however, that the

present specific non-hackneyed sense originates with

Origen12 and was taken up by Didymus.13 It betokens

God’s power permeating the entire universe and

immanent in all events that come to pass in the world.

EN XVd: διὰ τ(ν προκειµ�νων

The expression appears in Alexander of Aphrodisias;14

Origen was quick to employ it,15 and Athanasius

followed.16 However, the locution of this Scholion is

in fact borrowed from Eusebius, who seems fascinated

by it.17 Gregory of Nyssa applied it only casually.18

Didymus uses this in six instances, of which five are in

his commentary on the Psalms surviving in fragments,

and one in his commentary on 2 Corinthians.19 The

idiom enjoyed much currency in the second-century

Alexandrian milieu, with scholars as different as the

grammarian Apollonius Dyscolus,20 the mathematician

Ptolemy,21 and Aristides Quintilianus, a doctor of music

contemporary with Origen.22

The expression occurs also in Christians, such as

Procopius of Gaza,23 Asterius of Antioch,24 Epiphanius

of Salamis,25 and Theodoret.26 Cyril of Alexandria

made this a distinctive feature in Alexandrian

literature.27 Proclus is present once again. 28

EN XVe: µοχθηρὰ qξι

The expression ‘knavish habit’ is of Aristotelian

provenance29 and had a special place in Old Stoicism.30

10 Eusebius of Emesa, Fragmenta in Epistulam ad Galatas, p. 47
(Catena in Epistulam ad Galatas, p. 18): θεο� =ντο �φ�ρου.
Eusebius of Caesarea, Fragmenta in Lucam, PG.24.557.17: τ8

πάντων �φ�ρου προνο!α.
11 Hesychius of Alexandria took this literally, that is, as meaning simply

the ability to move from one place to another. Lexicon, Alphabetic
letter iota, 482: Fκµενον· ε: µ>ν δασ�ω τ<ν Oκτικ<ν λ�γει, ο[ον

πορευτικ�ν, τ<ν Oκνε�σθαι ποιο�ντα, X �στιν πορεύεσθαι.
Lampe’ dictionary ignores the term altogether, obviously deeming
this has no particular bearing on theological reflection. I have
canvassed the term in PHE, p. 359.

12 Origen, commJohn, XXVIII.7.59: τὰ τ8 ψυχ8 πορευτικὰ κα�

δραστικὰ κα� θεωρητικὰ δυνάµει. XXVIII.10.72: τ�ν

πορευτικ�ν κα� τ�ν δραστικ9ν τ8 ψυχ8 δύναµιν. frLuc, 186: ‘W
πο� µου ου$  µ� προσκ�ψG’ α$ ναφερ�µενον �π� τ�ν πορευτικ�ν

τ8 ψυχ8 δύναµιν. The following passage from a catena-fragment
shows that although the fragments on John were expressed largely
through the vocabulary of Didymus, they are in essence an authentic
exposition of Origen’s thought. frJohn, XVIII: τ< σαφην!σαι κα�

παραστ8σαι λ�γ^ τ!να τρ�πον θε< α$ ν�λαβε σ(µα, σκεπάζων

κα� κρύπτων αυ$ το� τ�ν �π� τ�ν ο:κονοµ!αν πορευτικ�ν δύναµιν.
13 Didymus, commJob(12.1–16.8a), fr. 339: αO πορευτικα� τ8 ψυχ8

δυνάµει. Ibid. fr. 358: τ�ν πορευτικ9ν µου δύναµιν, καθ $ Aν

κατορθ(. commPs22–26.10, Cod. p. 95: τὰ πορευτικὰ τ8 ψυχ8

δυνάµει. frPs(al), fr. 137: τοὺ το� *σω α$ νθρ)που π�δα,
τουτ�στιν τὰ πορευτικὰ δυνάµει. Ibid. fr. 956: προσκυνο�µεν

τK ;ποποδ!^ τ(ν ποδ(ν αυ$ το� διὰ τ<ν �περε!σαντα αυ$ τK τὰ

πορευτικὰ αυ$ το� δυνάµει α$ λληγορικ)τερον π�δα

καλουµ�να.
14 Alexander of Aphrodisias, In Aristotelis Metaphysica Commentaria,

p. 589: Cf. the expression διὰ το� προκειµ�νου, In Aristotelis
Topicorum Libros Octo Commentaria, p. 169, lines 11 and 17; p. 170
lines 11 and 15.

15 Origen, Cels, IV.89 (Philocalia, 20 to 16); Also cf. διὰ το�

προκειµ�νου, in excPs, PG.17.137.49.

16 Athanasius, Expositiones in Psalmos, PG.27.400.42. Cf. διὰ το�

προκειµ�νου, Ibid. PG.27.316.27.
17 Eusebius, DE, 5.3.6; 6.13.2; 8.1.56; 8.2.104. De Ecclesiastica

Theologia, 2.25.5; 3.2.25; Commentarius in Isaiam, 1.30; 1.41, et
passim.

18 Gregory of Nyssa, In Canticum Canticorum, v. 6, pp. 173
and 460.

19 Didymus, frPs(al), frs. 100; 730a; 1059; 1229; 1264; Fragmenta in
Epistulam ii ad Corinthios, p. 32. Cf. διὰ το� προκειµ�νου, in
frPs(al), fr. 766.

20 Apollonius Dyscolus (Alexandria, second cent. AD), De Syntaxi, Part
2, v. 2, p. 61; Cf. διὰ το� προκειµ�νου: De Adverbiis, Part 2, 1,1,
p. 120.

21 Ptolemy (mathematician, astronomer, Alexandria, second cent. AD),
Syntaxis Mathematica, v. 1,2, p. 514: διὰ το� προκειµ�νου. Ibid.
v. 1,1, p. 368.

22 Aristides Quintilianus (third cent. AD), De Musica, 3.2.
23 Procopius of Gaza, In Canticum Canticorum, p. 1716; In Isaiam

Prophetam, pp. 1865; 1929.
24 Asterius of Antioch, Fragmenta in Psalmos, fr. 17. Cf. διὰ το�

προκειµ�νου, commPs, 2.1; 3.2.
25 Epiphanius of Salamis, Liturgia Praesanctificatorum, 1.
26 Theodoret, Interpretatio in Psalmos, PG.80.1708.49. Cf. the

expression διὰ το� προκειµ�νου, ibid. PG.80.1484.18.
27 Cyril of Alexandria used this in no fewer than twenty-four

instances: commProphXII, v. 1, pp. 83; 231; 240; v. 2, pp. 467; 590;
In Sanctum Joannem, v. 1, pp. 86; 182; 254; 533; v. 2, pp. 349; 470;
et passim.

28 Proclus, In Platonis Rem Publicam Commentarii, v. 1, p. 198; In
Platonis Parmenidem, p. 1220.

29 Aristotle, Ethica Nicomachea, 1145b1; 1148b8.
30 Chrysippus, Fragmenta Moralia, fr. 97 (SVF, III.24.9–10, apud

Stobaeus, Anthologium, 2.7.5e) and fr. 347 (SVF, apud Proclus, In
Platonis Alcibiadem i, 215).
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Before Origen, some authors who have a bearing on the

vocabulary of the Scholia employed it.31

The phrase µοχθηρα� qξει used in the context of

God causing all ‘evil’ things to be consumed by fire,

appears only in Origen’s catena-fragments on the

Psalms,32 where the phraseology is identical with that

of the present Scholion. This might well be the vocabu-

lary of Didymus33 following Eusebius,34 probably via

Cassian or some other Sabaite monk.

EN XVf: κλονε�ται τὰ ;λικὰ πάντα

This is a unique expression, in all Christian and pagan

literature, employed only by Didymus. It means ‘the

materials that are eliminated from the minds’ of the

wicked people, where ‘material’ is the scriptural figure

‘wood, hay, stubble’ (1 Cor. 3:12) betokening evil or

mean habits.

Didymus, frPs(al) (comm. on Psalm, 45:7), fr. 479:

Σιωπ(ντο θεο� βεβαι�τητα κα� στάσιν *χειν

δοκε� τὰ γ9ϊνα κα� ;λικὰ πράγµατα, κλονούµενα

θεο� φων�ν δεδωκ�το.

EN XVg: θεο� �πιβλ�ψαντο

This phrase would give the impression that the Scholion

stands close to Origen, who analysed the notion of God

‘superintending’ all human affairs. In fact, however, this

is Didymus’ language, on account of the entire context

and the specific expressions used. For Didymus is the

author who used the notion of ‘God superintending’

along with the expression Θεο� �φορ(ντο (‘God

overseeing’).35

EN XVh: καθ $ οr �πιπορεύεται

The relevance of terms continues to support Didymus

as the source of this Scholion, which was adapted by

Cassian himself. The term is absent from Irenaeus and

Hippolytus. It appears in Origen’s catena-fragments

on John and in the Commentary on Genesis (from the

Philocalia).

Origen, frJohn, XXXVII: + Wδ< το� πνεύµατο, Aν

�πιπορεύεται διὰ τ8 τ(ν θε!ων λογ!ων παιδεύ-

σεω. Philocalia, 23.8, in commGen, PG.12.64.16–24:

Πρ< οr λεκτ�ον Xτι �πιβάλλων W θε< τP α$ ρχP

τ8 κοσµοποι!α, ου$ δεν< α$ ναιτ!ω γινοµ�νου,

�πιπορεύεται τK νK qκαστον τ(ν �σοµ�νων, Wρ(ν

Xτι �πε� τ�δε γ�γονε τ�δε qπεται, �ὰν δ> γ�νηται

τ�δε τ< �π�µενον τ�δε α$ κολουθε�, οV ;ποστάντο

τ�δε *σται· κα� οoτω µ�χρι τ�λου τ(ν πραγµάτων

�πιπορευθε� ο_δεν αn  *σται, ου$  πάντω �κάστ^

τ(ν γινωσκοµ�νων αFτιο το� αυ$ τ< συµβ8ναι

τυγχάνων.

Didymus, commPs22–26.10, Cod. p. 79: διττ(

αO το� θεο� Wδο� λ�γονται· 0τοι αO φ�ρουσαι

πρ< αυ$ τ<ν @ αn  αυ$ τ< Wδεύει �πιπορευ�µενο

το� Xλοι, δ�ον κατὰ τ<ν τ8 προνο!α λ�γον

@ κατὰ τ< zφελε�ν κα� ε_ναι �ν το� δεκτικο�

�αυτο� . . . διττ( οjν Wδοὺ θεο� λ�γοµεν @

τὰ πρ< αυ$ τ<ν α$ γούσα (αVται δ� ε:σιν αO

α$ ρετα!) @ αn  αυ$ τ< �πιβαδ!ζει κατὰ τ�ν πρ�νοιαν

�αυτο� κα� κρ!σιν κα� διο!κησιν κα� δωρεά.

δε� οjν γν(ναι τὰ Wδοὺ το� θεο� αυ$ το�

γνωρ!ζοντο  . . . ‘κα� τὰ τρ!βου σου δ!δαξ�ν

µε’. 0τοι αn  τρ!βουσιν οO πρ< σ> σπεύδοντε @

αn  σὺ τρ!βει �πιπορευ�µενο το� *ργοι τ8

χάριτ� σου.

frPs(al), fr. 799a: Ε$ πε� �νοικε� κα� �µπεριπατε�

�ν το� α- γ!οι W θε�, �ν �κάστ^ τ(ν α- γ!ων *χει τ�ν

:δ!αν Wδ�ν, �πιπορευ�µενο τP �κάστου αυ$ τ(ν

διανο!H. Ibid. fr. 1138: κα� πα̃σαι αO Wδο� αυ$ το�,

καθ $ αn  �πιπορευ�µενο τ�ν �ξ�τασιν κα� κρ!σιν

τ(ν πραγµάτων αυ$ τ(ν ποιε�ται, α$ λ9θειά ε:σιν.

Ibid. fr. 1259: Ε$ ν πάσαι τα� Wδο� αυ$ το�, α[

�πιπορεύεται προνο(ν κα� διοικ(ν, κρ!νων,

ευ$ εργετ(ν, χαριζ�µενο, κολάζων, δ!καιο

ε;ρ!σκεται. Ibid. fr. 1280: το� δηµιουργικο�

31 Alexander of Aphrodisias, In Aristotelis Metaphysica Commentaria,
pp. 301 and 393; In Aristotelis Topicorum Libros Octo Commentaria,
p. 472. Plutarch, Sulla, 37.4; Quomodo Adulescens Poetas Audire
Debeat, 28. Sextus Empiricus, Pyrrhoniae Hypotyposes, 2.154.

32 Origen, selPs, PG.12: 1556.46; 1617.38; 1664.44; frPs, 49, 3; 118, 140.
33 Didymus, frPs(al), frs. 390; 921; 1012; 1201.
34 Eusebius, commPs, PG.23: 97.52; 436.22; 24.36. Cf. Gregory of

Nazianzus, De Filio, 18; In Sanctum Pascha, PG.36.645.7. Gregory
of Nyssa, Dialogus de Anima et Resurrectione, PG.46.100.39.

35 Didymus, commPs22–26.10, Cod. p. 86: Xταν �πιβλ�ψG θε�,
*λεο γ!νεται το� �πιβλεποµ�νοι· . . . οuκ ε:σιν οoτω κακο� �

W �ξελθiν α$ π< προσ)που κυρ!ου. οVτο! ε:σιν περ� Yν γ�γραπται·

‘ου$  διαµενο�σιν παράνοµοι α$ π�ναντι τ(ν Cφθαλµ(ν σου’.
�θελουσ!ω δ> *ξω τ(ν =ψεων το� θεο� γ!νονται· οO γὰρ

Cφθαλµο� θεο� �φορ(ντε φωτ!ζουσιν τοὺ �πιβλεποµ�νου.
commZacch, 3.77: Μακάριον δ$ �στ�ν τ< ;π< Θεο� Wρα̃σθαι, κατὰ

τ�· ‘Ο$ φθαλµο� Κυρ!ου �π� δικα!ου’, κα� τ<ν ευ$ χ�µενον τούτου

τυχε�ν φάσκοντα ευ$ κτικ(· ‘Ε$ π!βλεψον �π $  �µ> κα� �λ�ησ�ν µε.’
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λ�γου α$ θρ�ω τε τ<ν σύµπαντα κ�σµον

�πιπορευοµ�νου.

Therefore, Didymus definitely used the term, and so

did Eusebius and Gregory of Nyssa.36

EN XVi: τK παντ� διαφ‹οι›τ9σα

(‘since he has imbued all universe’)

Didymus did not use the phrase. Cassian writing

this Scholion must have received it from Origen37 via

Eusebius38 and Gregory of Nyssa, although other

intellectuals could also have supplied him with this

language.39 However, in Gregory the term does not

have the cosmic significance accorded to it by Origen

(which is found in this Scholion), namely the notion

of the Logos being present throughout the entire uni-

verse. The Cappadocian only means the promulgation

of Christian teaching all over the world.40 This is a

point where Cassian misunderstood the orthodox

Christian doctrine, which was clearly expounded by

Origen as well as Gregory of Nyssa, as I canvass in

RCR, chapter 6.

EN XVj: διεγερτικ<ν τ(ν κοιµωµ�νων

(‘stimulating all those who are asleep’)

The metaphor of ‘those asleep’ suggests those who are

in that condition because of sin having possessed them

as a result of laxity and idleness. This is present in

Didymus and his rediscovered codex confirms the text

of Migne.

Didymus, commJob(1–4), Cod. p. 31: ου$  µάτην

πρ�σκειται τ�· ‘τ(ν υO(ν σου κα� τ(ν θυγατ�ρων

σου �σθι�ντων κα� πιν�ντων’, α$ λλὰ πρ< �π!τασιν

α$ ν!α κα� το�το το� α$ ρχεκάκου διαβ�λου πραγµα-

τευοµ�νου, hνα + τ(ν [ . . . ] γεγενηµ�νων

α$ παγγελ!α βαρε�α γινοµ�νη λύπην ;περβάλλουσαν

τK α- γ!^ �νποιP. κοιµωµ�νων γὰρ τ(ν τ�κνων ε:

συµβεβ9κει τὰ τ8 πτ)σεω, α$ νεπα!σθητον τ<

δειν<ν λογιζ�µενο ου$ χ οoτω yνια̃το. A catena-

fragment records the same text: Commentarii in Job,

PG.39.1128.55.

This Scholion is distinctly close to Didymus’ Com-

mentary on the Apocalypse, yet there are points which

attest to adaptation by Cassian himself.

36 Scriptural source of the word: Macc. 2:28 (�πιπορεύεσθαι); Epistula
Jeremiae 61 (�πιπορεύεσθαι). Cf. Eusebius, PE, 3.2.7
(�πιπορεύεσθαι). 3.3.8 (�πιπορεύεσθαι); 3.6.6 (�πιπορευοµ�νη);
6.11.34 (�πιπορεύεται, quoting Origen); 11.13.7
(�πιπορευοµ�νην); 6.6.45 (�πιπορευοµ�νη); 11.13.7
(�πιπορευ�µενο); commPs, PG.23.225.22 (�πιπορευ�µενο);
also, Laudatio Constantini, 1.6; 3.6; 12.6; 12.16; 13,16. Gregory of
Nyssa, In Inscriptiones Psalmorum, v. 5, p. 39 (�πιπορεύεσθαι). De
Oratione, p. 274 (�πιπορεύεται). Procopius of Gaza, In Canticum
Canticorum, p. 1680 (�πιπορεύεσθαι). Cf. pagan use: Plutarch,
Lycurgus, 30.2 (�πιπορεύεσθαι); Plotinus, Enneades, II.2.1
(�πιπορεύεσθαι).

37 Origen, commJohn, VI: 39.194: περ� το� διαπεφοιτηκ�ναι αυ$ τ<ν δι $

Xλου το� κ�σµου. 39.202: διαπεφοιτηκ�ναι δι $  Xλου το� κ�σµου.
38,188: ΟVτο δι $  Xλη πεφο!τηκε τ8 κτ!σεω. DT stands in

striking resemblance with Origen’s own words. DT (lib. 2.1–7),
6.2,2: πρ�νοια ;πάρχων κα� σοφ!α, δι $  Xλων διαπεφοιτηκυ�α, �

W πατ9ρ. Cassian the Sabaite (Pseudo-Didymus), DT (lib. 2.8–27),
v. 39, p. 761: τ�ν τK παντ� διαπεφοιτηκυ�αν κ�σµ^.

38 Eusebius, PE, 13.13.64. HE, 7.23.3; De Martyribus Palestinae, 4.8;
9.2.

39 Cf. Plutarch, Caesar, 33.1; Sulla, 9.1; De Garrulitate, 505F4; Adversus
Colotem, 1108D5; Fragmenta, fr. 134. Alexander of Aphrodisias, De
Mixtione, pp. 218; 225. Clement of Alexandria, Stromateis,
5.14.133.9; Fragmenta, fr. 23. Cyril of Alexandria, expPs,
PG.69.1068.25.

40 Gregory of Nyssa, Encomium in Sanctum Stephanum
Protomartyrem, p. 16. In Inscriptiones Psalmorum, v. 5, p. 129; De
Vita Gregorii Thaumaturgi, PG.46.933.20. The same portion, in Cyril
of Alexandria, expPs, PG.69.1068.25.
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EXPANDED NOTES TO SCHOLION XVI

EN XVIa: �π!στησον µ9 (or ε: µ9)

The expression �π!στησον ε:, or �π!στησον µ9, or

�π!στησον ε: µ9, calling for the reader’s attention,

is characteristic of Origen1 and Didymus,2 who both

used it and appear extremely keen to apply the elegant

rhetorical construction (thirty-one instances in the

former, forty-six in the latter). Eusebius used it only

once.3 Origen may have taken it up from Plutarch.4

Later still, Proclus followed suit.5 Consequently, use of

this simple construction is generally a strong indication

that either Origen or Didymus is the author of a certain

text. Since Cassian himself never used either of those

constructions, it is certain that he quotes from Didymus’

Commentary on the Apocalypse.6

EN XVIb: �φαρµ�ζει τ< =νοµα

The expression τ< =νοµα �φαρµ�ζειν (‘this name

applies to’) comes from Aristotle.7 Alexander of

Aphrodisias,8 who was preceded by Philo,9 charac-

teristically used it. Origen took it up,10 which comes as

no surprise, since Alexander was the author from whom

Origen had learnt almost everything he knew about

Aristotle, and above all the notion of homonyms.11

It was then natural for Gregory of Nyssa to follow.12

Theodoret fails to use it, even though it occurs in a

theologian he admired, namely Theodore of

Mopsuestia.13 On the other hand, that Didymus used

this is one more strong indication that this Scholion

quotes ad verbum from his Commentary on the

Apocalypse.14

Although the specific usage of the expression is

characteristic of Alexander of Aphrodisias,15 pagan

philosophers were not too fascinated by this idiomatic

wording, except for some Aristotelian commentators,16

and a couple of other intellectuals, including Proclus.17

I also note an instance in the Enarratio in Prophetam

Isaiam.

1 Cf. �π!στησον ε: in Origen, Cels, II.69; III.2; commJohn, I: 3.16;
18.108; 19.113; 26.170; 32.238; 34.248; 34.248; 37.269; II: 16.116;
25.162; 31.191; VI.6.41; X.31.199; XIII.6.36; XX: 28.246; 30.269;
XXVIII.19.169; exMar, XXX; deOr, XXIX.16; commMatt, 11.17; 12.13;
15.27; commEph, 5; selGen, PG.12.96.44; frPs , 22, 5; 68, 23; 97, 5–6;
frJohn, XVIII; X; selPs, PG.12.1264.3. Cf. �π!στησον, µ9 (or ε: µ9)
in Cels, III.2; commJohn, I.34.248; II.16.116; commMatt, 11.17.

2 Cf. �π!στησον ε: in Didymus, In Genesin, Cod. p. 149;
commJob(7.20c-11), Cod. pp. 255; 307; commJob(12.1–16.8a), fr.
317; commEccl (7–8.8), Cod. p. 210; commZacch, 1: 145; 298; 342;
369; 2: 49; 158; 244; 311; 323; 3.78; 4: 70; 83; 277; 5: 16; 75; 86; 104;
153; frPs(al), frs. 53; 54; 85; 121; 199; 205; 277; 297; 493; 584; 783a;
808; 914; 929; 939; 951; 1063; 1074; 1215; 1256; Fragmenta in
Epistulam ii ad Corinthios, pp. 14; 30. Cf. �π!στησον, µ9 (or, ε: µ9)
in commJob(12.1–16.8a), frs. 371 and 384; frPs(al), frs. 297; 635;
1065; 1074.

3 Eusebius, DE, 7.1.108: �π!στησον, µ9.
4 Plutarch, Platonicae Quaestiones, 1001B: �π!στησον ε:.
5 Proclus, In Platonis Timaeum Commentaria, v. 3, p. 45: �π!στησον,

µ9.
6 Cf. Scholia XIX, XXXIV.
7 Aristotle, Topica, 148b19. Chrysippus, Fragmenta Logica et Physica,

fr. 1023 (SVF, II.305.31).
8 Alexander of Aphrodisias, In Aristotelis Topicorum Libros Octo

Commentaria, pp. 425; 473; 474; 476.
9 Philo, De Congressu Eruditionis Gratia, 154; De Confusione

Linguarum, 139.
10 Origen, Cels, I.24; (Philocalia, 17.1 and 2); deOr, XXIV.3.
11 Cf. COT, pp. 16; 100. PHE, p. 5.
12 Gregory of Nyssa, Adversus Eunomium, 1.1.651; 2.1.174; 3.1.121;

3.9.22; Ad Eustathium de Sancta Trinitate, v. 3,1, p. 13. Cf. rare 

usage in Basil of Caesarea, Homiliae in Psalmos, PG.29.424.28; 
Epistulae, 189. Cyril of Alexandria, De Incarnatione Unigenti, p. 680;
Contra Julianum, 1.43.

13 Theodore of Mopsuestia, commProphXII, prophet Zachariah,
1.18–21 (line 5).

14 Didymus, commZacch, 4.6; commPs29–34, Cod. p. 195.
15 Enarratio in Prophetam Isaiam, 15.300: κα� �φαρµ�ζεσθαι το�

πράγµασι τὰ �ν το� Cν�µασι σηµαιν�µενα. p. 295: �φαρµ�σει τ<

=νοµα. Cf. Alexander of Aphrodisias, In Aristotelis Topicorum Libros
Octo Commentaria, p. 476: το� µ>ν Cν�µασι δε� χρ8σθαι � οO

πολλο� λ�γουσι κα� µ� καινοτοµε�ν, το� δ> πράγµασιν

�φαρµ�ζειν τὰ Cν�µατα ου$ χ � οO πολλο� α$ λλ$ � οO σοφο!.
Origen, Cels, I.24 (Philocalia, 17.1): Ο-  το!νυν µεγαλοφυ�στερον

καE ν Cλ!γην τούτων περ!νοιαν ε:ληφi ευ$ λαβ9σεται α' λλα

α' λλοι �φαρµ�ζειν Cν�µατα πράγµασι. Gregory of Nyssa,
Adversus Eunomium, 3.9.22: π( ο_δε κυρ!ω το� πράγµασιν

�φαρµ�ζειν τὰ ?9µατα. Proclus, In Platonis Parmenidem, p. 852;
In Platonis Cratylum Commentaria, 16 (reporting Democritus’
views): ε: γὰρ τὰ Cν�µατα �π� τ< αυ$ τ< κα� qν πρα̃γµα

�φαρµ�σουσιν.
16 Dexippus, In Aristotelis Categorias Commentarium, p. 34.

Ammonius of Alexandria (fifth cent. AD), In Aristotelis Librum
De Interpretatione Commentarius, pp. 41; 42; 156. Syrianus, In
Aristotelis Metaphysica Commentaria, p. 162. Simplicius, In
Aristotelis Categorias Commentarium, v. 8, pp. 28; 81; 101; v. 9,
pp. 17; 295.

17 Porphyry, Historia Philosophiae, fr. 15. Iamblichus, Theologoumena
Arithmeticae, p. 14. Proclus, In Platonis Parmenidem, p. 852;
In Platonis Cratylum Commentaria, 16 (reporting Democritus’
views); 110; 174; In Platonis Timaeum Commentaria, v. 2, pp. 145;
v. 3. p. 167.
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EN XVIc: διὰ τ< �µπαθ�

The adjective �µπαθ� (‘being overwhelmingly subject

to passion’) is the opposite of α$ παθ9 (‘free from

passion’). It appears in literature hundreds of times,

so what is important is not its presence, but either

its absence from certain intellectuals, or its rarity in

others. Although Plato used the word πάθο (‘passion’)

recurrently, he did not do so with �µπαθ9. Aristotle

appears to have used this only once, merely in the sense

of being under the influence of a certain passion.18

Plotinus made much of it at two significant points,

contrasting the ‘soul’, which is ‘subject to passion’

(�µπαθ9), from the mind, which is not subject to

passion (α$ παθ9).19

It was Chrysippus who made α$ πάθεια (‘freedom

from passion’) and �µπάθεια (‘the state of one being

bowled head over heels by passion’) a Stoic technical

term,20 whereas Posidonius treated �µπάθεια from his

Middle Stoic point of view.21 There is a telling retort

against Chrysippus by Posidonius. The latter declares

himself unable to understand a certain contradiction

that he finds inherent in the former’s argument: how is

it possible for the philosophers to proclaim α$ πάθεια,

while they allow themselves to become full of the

passion of yearning for what they regard as ‘good’, and

to be subject to the passion of joy once they feel they

have attained this?22

In accordance with Plato, Philo did not make this

notion a point of note in his writings: he used it only

once, in the same sense as Aristotle did, that is, being

under the sway of a certain passion.23

This is the sense in which the term appears in

Christian literature with Justin, and with Irenaeus, in

his exposition of the Gnostic tenets.24

Clement of Alexandria used the notion more

extensively than any other author did.25 Origen

possibly made use of it, but almost all the pertinent

instances occur in catena-fragments, which may

suggest that we are dealing with the catenist’s vocabu-

lary. I could hardly imagine Origen addressing Celsus,

or writing On Prayer or Exhortation to Martyrdom and

never having used the term �µπαθ9. Still, beyond his

homilies on Jeremiah, all instances seem to have been

transmitted through catenists.26 In this respect, we

should take into account that Cassian himself used the

term, though not heavily.27

However, Didymus once again uses the idea of one

being swayed by passion, which is both the origin and

result of sin.28 Once again, De Trinitate appears as a

work alien to Didymus’ phrasing: in contrast to the

frequency of the term in Didymus’ works, in De

Trinitate it appears only once.29

EN XVId: διὰ τ< �κτεθηλυµ�νον

The use of the verb �κθηλύνεσθαι (‘to become

effeminate’, hence ‘feeble’, when confronted with

18 Aristotle, De Insomniis, 460b7: κα� τα�τα Xσ^ αE ν �µπαθ�στερο �,
τοσούτ^ α$ π $  �λάσσονο Wµοι�τητο φα!νεται.

19 Plotinus, Enneades, V.9.4: Ε: δ> δ� κα� �µπαθ> ψυχ9, δε� δ� τι

α$ παθ> ε_ναι -@ πάντα τK χρ�ν^ α$ πολε�ται- δε� τι πρ< ψυχ8

ε_ναι. Cf. IV.7.13: ου$ δ> W ταύτη νο� �µπαθ9.
20 SVF, III: 125, 16; 128, 28–29, apud Galen, Circa Doctrinas

Hippocratis et Platonis, 4.6.24: �π� τ(νδε τ(ν �µπαθ(ν � περ�

�ξεστηκ�των. Ibid. 4.6.36: Wµολογε� κα$ ντα�θα β!αν τινὰ τ�ν

κινο�σαν ε_ναι πα̃σι το� �µπαθ�σιν Wρµά.
21 Cf. Posidonius, Fragmenta, fr. 441c: αO δ> πραγµατικα� βουλα� κα�

κρ!σει κα� δ!αιται τ(ν πολλ(ν �µπαθε� οjσαι δυσωδ!αν τK

λ�γ^ παρ�χουσι κα� δυσκολ!αν. Fr. 416: α$ λλὰ διὰ α$ µαθ!αν κα�

µοχθηροὺ �θισµοὺ �µπαθ( α$ ναγκάζεσθαι ζ8ν τοὺ τοιούτου

α$ νθρ)που.
22 Posidonius, ibid. fr. 409: τοιούτων δ> ;π< το� Χρυσ!ππου

λεγοµ�νων διαπορ9σειεν α' ν τι πρ(τον µ�ν, π( οO σοφο�

µ�γιστα κα� α$ νυπ�ρβλητα νοµ!ζοντε ε_ναι α$ γαθὰ τὰ καλὰ πάντα

ου$ κ �µπαθ( κινο�νται ;π< αυ$ τ(ν �πιθυµο�ντ� τε Yν Cρ�γονται

κα� περιχαρε� γιν�µενοι �π� το� αυ$ το�, Xταν τύχωσιν αυ$ τ(ν.
23 Philo, De Plantatione, 171: οoτω οjν κα� W α' κρατο

α$ ναχυθε� τ<ν µ>ν πάθεσι κεχρηµ�νον �µπαθ�στερον, τ<ν δ>

ευ$ παθε!αι ευ$ µεν�στερον κα� hλεω µα̃λλον α$ πειργάσατο.
24 Justin Martyr, Apologia, 57.1: τοὺ α$ λ�γω βιο�ντα κα� �µπαθ(

�ν *θεσι φαύλοι τεθραµµ�νου. Irenaeus, Adversus Haereses,

1.1.8: πρ< τ< γεν�σθαι δύο ου$ σ!α, τ�ν φαύλην τ(ν παθ(ν, τ9ν

τε τ8 �πιστροφ8 �µπαθ8.
25 Clement of Alexandria, Protrepticus, 2.33; 10.89; Paedagogus, 1.8;

Stromateis, 2.8.37; et passim.
26 Origen, homJer, 14.10 (ψυχ�ν �µπαθ8 κα� α- µαρτωλ�ν); Homiliae

in Leviticum, p. 406 (ψυχ� γὰρ �µπαθ9); exProv, PG.17.248.3
(λογισµοὺ �µπαθε�); PG.17.245.54: (λογισµ< �µπαθ9);
PG.17.180.20: (�µπαθε� λογισµού); PG.17.172.15 (λογισµ<ν

�µπαθ8); selNum, PG.12.581.36 (δο�λ� �στιν W �µπαθ9);
PG.12.241.2 (νο� α$ παθ� and νο� �µπαθ9); frPs, 70, 1; 77, 48–
51; selPs, PG.12: 1085.22; 1197.20; 1237.42; 1240.1; 1536.44;
1537.12; 1649.2; 1664.39; 1676.10.

27 Cassian the Sabaite, OctoVit, p. 39v: τοὺ �µπαθε� κα� φιληδ�νου

λογισµού. Ibid. p. 40v: τ8 �µπαθο� διαθ�σεω. Ibid. p. 43r: οO

�µπαθε� α' νθρωποι. SerenPrim, p. 82r: �µπαθ� *τι bν κα�

α$ τελ9. Pseudo-Caesarius, Questiones et Responsiones, 139: ε: δ>

τK διαβ�λ^ δι $  α$ µελεστ�ρου κα� �µπαθο� β!ου

προσχωρ9σωµεν. Ibid. 188: α$ παλλαγ8ναι τ8 �µπαθο� κα�

;λ)δου [sc. ζω8].
28 Didymus, commJob(12.1–16.8a), fr. 348; commZacch, 3.146; 4.4.;

4.8; frPs(al), frs. 65; 617a; 727a; 810; 816; 929; 963; 965; 978;
Fragmenta in Epistulam ii ad Corinthios, p.15; In Epistulas Catholicas
Brevis Enarratio, pp. 8; 47; 80; In Genesin, Cod. pp. 137; 152; 157.

29 Cassian the Sabaite (Pseudo-Didymus), DT (lib. 2.1–7), 3.26.
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temptation and sin) comes from Philo, particularly in

this perfect participial form. The notion appears also

in Macc. 7:21, although not expressed by this verb.30

The idea of a soul being ‘effeminate’ on account of

wickedness was an old one. The historian Polybius of

Megalopolis had used it, referring either to the soul

or to both soul and body.31 The historians Diodorus of

Sicily32 and Josephus also used the idea.33 The perfect

participle �κτεθηλυµµ�νη occurs in Philo, mainly

referring either to a ‘womanish soul’ or ‘womanish

gesture’ (or ‘music’ or ‘habits’).34

The obloquy of one being ‘effeminate’ on account

of ‘wickedness’ was transmitted in a continuous line

through Clement of Alexandria,35 Origen,36 Eusebius,37

Gregory of Nyssa38 Chrysostom,39 and Cyril of Alexan-

dria.40 The association with depravity is clear in

Didymus following Eusebius, as footnoted in the text

of the Scholion (note 14).41

The text of Enarratio in Prophetam Isaiam makes

a clear association between ‘masculine’ representing

‘virtue’ and ‘feminine’ standing for ‘wickedness’.42 This

means that this work (which is actually Cassian’s) was

written in a spirit similar to the work by Eusebius,

which had the same topic, namely, his Commentarius in

Isaiam.43

The idea occurring in Proclus is one more instance

of Proclus’ being influenced by Christianity, indeed by

Didymus himself, as I have discussed in RCR.44

Once again, therefore, this Scholion is a quotation

from Didymus’ Commentary on Revelation.

30 2 Macc. 7:21: qκαστον δ> αυ$ τ(ν παρεκάλει τP πατρ!^ φωνP

γεννα!^ πεπληρωµ�νη φρον9µατι κα� τ<ν θ8λυν λογισµ<ν

α' ρσενι θυµK διεγε!ρασα.
31 Polybius of Megalopolis (third–second cent. BC), Historiae, 36.15.2:

�κτεθηλυµµ�νο κα� τP ψυχP κα� τK σ)µατι. 28.21.3: ψυχ8

�κτεθηλυµµ�νη.
32 Diodorus of Sicily (historian, first cent. BC), Bibliotheca Historica

(lib. 21–40), 30.17.1: ψυχ8 τελε!ω �κτεθηλυµµ�νη.
33 Josephus, Antiquitas Judaica, 4.291: τ8 ψυχ8 αυ$ το�

τεθηλυσµ�νη.
34 Philo, De Posteritate Caini, 166 (soul); De Vita Mosis, 2.184 (soul);

De Somniis, 2.9 (habits); De Specialibus Legibus,2.193 (music); De
Agricultura, 35 (movement).

35 Clement of Alexandria, Stromateis, 2.18.81.4: βούλεται µ9τε κατὰ

τ< σ(µα κα� τὰ *ργα µ9τε κατὰ τ�ν διάνοιαν κα� τ<ν λ�γον

�κθηλυνοµ�νου; yρρεν(σθαι γὰρ τ<ν α$ ληθε!H σχολάζοντα *ν

τε ;ποµονα� *ν τε καρτερ!αι κα$ ν τK β!^ κα$ ν τK τρ�π^ κα$ ν τK

λ�γ^ κα$ ν τP α$ σκ9σει. Ibid. 7.7.36.4: ου$ δ> τὰ πολυανθε� κα�

ευ$ )δει πλοκὰ �κθηλυνούσα δι $  α:σθ9σεω τ�ν ψυχ9ν.
36 Origen, frLam, fr. 96: ου$  θυγατ�ρε οO �κτεθηλυµµ�νοι.
37 Eusebius, Commentarius in Isaiam, 1.31: δύναται δ> τα�τα µ� περ�

µ�νων γυναικ(ν λ�γεσθαι, α$ λλὰ κα� περ� ψυχ(ν χαύνων κα�

τεθηλυµ�νων. See also note 14 to the Scholion text.
38 Gregory of Nyssa, In Sanctum Pascha, v. 9, p. 267; In Ecclesiasten,

v. 5, p. 311.

39 John Chrysostom, Fragmenta in Proverbia, PG.64.733.46–48. Ε' χει

δ> θυγατ�ρα κα� ου$ χ� υOού· ου$ δ>ν γὰρ α$ νδρε�ον, α$ λλὰ πα̃σαν

+δον�ν �κτεθηλυµµ�νην· �δη, + κακ!α, θυγάτηρ οjσα το�

διαβ�λου.
40 Cyril of Alexandria, De Adoratione, PG.68: 300.47; 308.46; 320.19;

commProphXII, v. 1, p. 164; Homiliae Paschales, PG.77.621.47.
41 Didymus, commEccl (11–12), Cod. pp. 353–354: οO

ψευδοδιδάσκαλοι ‘H' σµατ�’ ε:σιν ‘θυγατ�ρε’, ‘φων8’ µ�νη

ε:σ�ν ‘θυγατ�ρε’, ου$  νο�, ου$  σοφ!α, ου$ κ �πιστ9µη, ου$  φωτ�.
κα� διὰ τ< α' νανδρον αυ$ τ(ν κα� διὰ τ< �κτεθηλυµµ�νον περ� τὰ

‘πρ�σκαιρα’ �χουσ(ν ‘θυγατ�ρε’ εFρηνται. ‘ταπεινωθ9σονται’
οjν αVται.

42 Enarratio in Prophetam Isaiam, 1.26: ∆ιὰ το�το δ> α' }?ενα

� α$ ξ!ου τ(ν θε!ων Cφθαλµ(ν προετ!µησεν, �νδεικνύµενο

Xτι συντ�νου ψυχὰ παγ!ω κα� κραται( �πιτελούσα τὰ

δ�γµατα, α$ λλὰ ου$ χ� α- παλὰ κα� ευ$ κ�λου κα� �κτεθηλυµ�να,
W λ�γο �πιζητε�. Ibid. 1.48: φιλανθρωπ!α τινὰ α$ παιδεύτου

κα� συγχωρ9σει α- µαρτηµάτων α$ κρ!του, κα� τοια�τά τινα

κεχαρισµ�να το� πολλο� �π� καταστροφP τ(ν α$ κου�ντων

διεξι�ντε, �π� πλε�ον τ(ν φιληδ�νων τὰ ψυχὰ

�κθηλύνουσιν.
43 Cf. quotation in note 14 of the text of the Scholion, p. 125.
44 See RCR, pp. 354–55
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EXPANDED NOTES TO SCHOLION XVII

EN XVIIa: χρ�νο µακροθυµ!α

The idea of God granting a grace period for sinners to

repent was received by Cassian from both Chrysostom

and Theodoret.

John Chrysostom, In Genesin, PG.53.181.38–42:

Κα� Xρα µακροθυµ!αν ∆εσπ�του, πρ< π�σου

χρ�νου τ�ν πρ�}?ησιν γεν�σθαι ποιε�, hνα κα� τ�ν

ο:κε!αν �πιδε!ξηται φιλανθρωπ!αν. Ibid.

PG.53.191.17–19: Ιe ν $  οjν µάθωµεν κα� µετὰ τ�ν

α$ γανάκτησιν, κα� τ�ν α$ πειλ9ν, κα� τ�ν τοσαύτην

το� χρ�νου µακροθυµ!αν, Aν ε: µετάνοιαν αυ$ το�

δ�δωκεν. Ibid. PG.53.191.25–27: Οuτε W τ8 τιµωρ!α

φ�βο, οuτε W τ8 µακροθυµ!α χρ�νο α$ π�στησεν

αυ$ τοὺ τ(ν πονηρ(ν πράξεων. Ibid. PG.53.192.55–

193.2: Α$ π< το� µ� =ντο ε: τ< ε_ναι παρ9γαγον,

τ�ν γν(σιν τ(ν πρακτ�ων κα� τ(ν µ� πρακτ�ων

�ν�θηκα τP φύσει, τ< αυ$ τεξούσιον �δωρησάµην,

α$ φάτ^ τP µακροθυµ!H �χρησάµην, κα� µετὰ τ<ν

πολὺν χρ�νον �κε�νον, κα� τ�ν α$ γανάκτησιν, κα�

τ�ν α$ πειλ9ν, Aν ε_πον, κα� �τ�ραν προθεσµ!αν

]ρισα, βουλ�µενο αυ$ τοὺ ε: αFσθησιν �λθ�ντα

τ(ν ο:κε!ων πταισµάτων α$ νακαλ�σασθαι τ�ν �µ�ν

α$ γανάκτησιν. Fragmenta in Jeremiam, PG.64.985.21–

23: Ο- ρα̃ το� Θεο� µακροθυµ!αν; τοσο�τον

yν�σχετο χρ�νον αυ$ τ(ν µετὰ τ�ν α$ π�στασιν, κα�

τ< παρασπονδ8σαι.

Theodoret, commIs, 12: Πολὺν yνεσχ�µην

χρ�νον, πλε!στG �χρησάµην µακροθυµ!H, 0νεγκα

καταφρονούµενο. intDan, PG.81.1368.14–19: Ε_τα

κα� σηµα!νει τ8 θε!α µακροθυµ!α τ<ν χρ�νον·

δυοκα!δεκα γὰρ διαδραµ�ντων µην(ν, �δ�ξατο +

διὰ τ8 προ}?9σεω α$ πειλ� τ(ν πραγµάτων τ<

τ�λο. Κα� τοσο�τον χρ�νον ε: µεταµ�λειαν

ε:ληφ), κακ( τ�ν τ8 µεταµελε!α α$ νάλωσε

προθεσµ!αν.

Nevertheless, the image involved in this Scholion

was also expounded in detail by Didymus. The follow-

ing passage runs in the same vein as Scholion XXX,

where the devil is identified with the ‘wrath of God’.

The idea of God granting a grace period (θεο�

µακροθυµ!α) to those who do not repent (κατὰ τ(ν µ�

µετανοούντων) before they incur punishment has a

parallel in Didymus, even though the expression of

‘a grace period’ (χρ�νο µακροθυµ!α) is not there.

Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 44: Παρ!σταται κα� �κ

τούτων τ(ν λ�ξεων + το� θεο� µακροθυµ!α, ου$ κ

α$ ποτ�µω χρησαµ�νου κατὰ τ(ν µ� µετανοούντων

τP ?οµφα!H α$ λλὰ στιλβ)σαντο αυ$ τ9ν· κα� τ<

τ�ξον δ> �ν�τεινεν κα� +το!µασεν �π� τK βαλε�ν τὰ

τ8 κολάσεω β�λη, α$ λλ$ ου$ κ α$ π�λυσ�ν πω τὰ

β�λη κα!τοι �ξεργασάµενο αυ$ τὰ κα� �το!µω

*χων πρ< τ< βαλε�ν. δυνατ<ν �ν τ�ξ^ σκεύη

θανάτου +τοιµάσθαι ε:πε�ν τοὺ ;πηρετο�ντα

τα� κολάσεσιν σκεύη Cργ8 πολλαχο�

Cνοµαζοµ�νου· οVτοι δ� ε:σιν οO πονηρο� α' γγελοι

δι $  Yν Cργ� κα� θυµ< κα� θλ�ψι �π� τοὺ α$ ξ!ου

�κπ�µπεται. ε: δ> κα� τὰ �ξειργασµ�να το�

καιοµ�νοι β�λη πληρωθ�ντα το� δηλητηρ!ου

φαρµάκου ε:σ� τὰ σκεύη το� θανάτου, �πιστατ�ον.

EN XVIIb: µακροθυµ!H το� κριτο�

Exploration of ‘the forbearance of the Judge’ reveals

Cassian’s debts. Although this is a recurring theme

in Chrysostom’s commentary on Genesis, a fuller

exposition of the idea was afforded by Didymus,

as the just quoted fragment 44 shows, which continues

thus:

Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 44: µακροθυµ!H τP �ξ

α$ γαθ�τητο το� κριτο� γ!νεται ;π�ρθεσι τ8

α$ νταποδ�σεω· ε: γὰρ δ!καιο κριτ� κα� :σχυρ<

cν µ�νον, α' ρδην τ< πα̃ν α$ π)λλυτο, τ8 διανο!α

τ(ν α$ νθρ)πων �πιρρεπ( �χούση πρ< τ<

α- µαρτάνειν· τK δ> *χειν πρ< το� ε:ρηµ�νοι

κα� τ< µακροθυµε�ν, α$ γαθ< γὰρ ου$  καθ $ �κάστην

+µ�ραν Cργ�ν �πάγει, κα!τοι �κάστοτε α$ σεβε!α

οuση κα� α- µαρτηµάτων γινοµ�νων. µακροθυµε�

δ> ου$ χ hνα �πιµ�νωµεν τP κακ!H, α$ λλ$ hνα καιρ<ν

κα� τ�πον µετανο!α *χωµεν· βούλεται γὰρ τ�ν

µετάνοιαν το� α- µαρτωλο� hνα ζP ;π>ρ τ<ν

θάνατον kν δ�χεται �πιµ�νων τK α- µαρτάνειν, τ<

λεγ�µενον α$ γνο(ν Xτι Τ< χρηστ<ν το� θεο� ε:

µετάνοιάν σε α' γει.

For all its simplicity, the expression ‘the forbearance

of the Judge’ (µακροθυµ!α το� κριτο�) is a very rare

one: apart from the Scholia, all Christian literature used

it only in the following instances:

Athanasius, Expositiones in Psalmos, PG.27.208.1:

τP το� κριτο� µακροθυµ!H.
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Didymus, In Genesin, Cod. p. 233: Η-  µακροθυµ!α

οjν κα� α$ γαθ�τη το� κριτο�.

Severianus of Gabala, Fragmenta in Epistulam ad

Romanos, p. 215: διὰ τ8 το� κριτο� µακροθυµ!α.

EN XVIIc: φύσεω α$ πολλυµ�νη

The entire Scholion is a rebuttal of the Gnostic tenet

which urged the theory of predetermined ‘unchange-

able natures’. The idea of the Scholion is in fact

Origen’s attack on the Gnostics. The expression

φύσεω α$ πολλυµ�νη (‘wretched nature’) is typically

his.1 No one either before or after him used this so

extensively. Cassian took it up in order to make

this brief remark and wrote this Scholion under

the influence of Theodoret and Chrysostom, while

Didymus’ Commentary on the Apocalypse was still on

his table.

1 Origen, Cels, IV.60; V.61; Princ. III.1.8; III.1.18; commJohn, II.20.135;
Philocalia, 16.3; 21.7; 21.17; 27.2; 27.12; commEph, 25; frEx, PG.12:
268.19; 273.35; 281.20; Catena in Epistulam ad Romanos, p. 342. Cf.
Gregory of Nazianzus, In Dictum Evangelii: Cum Consummasset
Jesus hos Sermones, PG.36.297.26. Cassian the Sabaite
(Pseudo-Didymus), DT (lib. 2.1–7), 6.9,3: ου$  γὰρ παρε�δεν

α$ πολλυµ�νην τ�ν α$ νθρωπε!αν φύσιν· α$ λλ$ �φο!τησεν δι $  �αυτο�

Wδηγ8σαν, διδάξαν πα̃σαν α$ λ9θειαν, α$ νακαιν!σαν +µα̃, κα� τὰ

θεϊκὰ χαρ!σµατα δωρησάµενον. Didymus in Catena in Acta,
p. 295: Ου$  µ�νον, φησ!ν, οO κατ $  ευ$ σ�βειαν ζ(ντε δηλο�νται

γ�νο Θεο�, α$ λλὰ κα� πα̃, διὰ τ< µ� ε_ναι +µα̃ α$ πολλυµ�νη

φύσεω.
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EXPANDED NOTES TO SCHOLION XVIII

EN XVIIIa: τὰ θεϊκὰ *ργα

The origin the notion of ‘divine works’ is Athanasian.

Adversus Arianos, PG.26.437.32: διὰ τ! µ� κα� �κ τ(ν

θεϊκ(ν *ργων �πιγιν)σκουσι τ<ν �ν τK Πατρ�

Λ�γον. Ad Serapionem de Spiritu Sancto, PG.26.673.6:

*ργα δ> θεϊκὰ θεωρο�ντε. Adversus Arianos,

PG.26.400.4: κα� τὰ θεϊκὰ βλ�ποντα αυ$ τοὺ *ργα

το� λ�γου. The same passage appears in Pseudo-

Athanasius, Sermo Major, fr. 101.

Basil of Caesarea, Adversus Eunomium,

PG.29.732.1: Τ< δ> �π� τ(ν αυ$ τ(ν θεϊκ(ν *ργων τ�ν

α- γ!αν Τριάδα δοξάζεσθαι.

Eusebius, De Theophania, fr. 6: µετὰ δ> αυ$ τάρκη

διδασκαλ!αν �πειδ� *δει κα� θεϊκ<ν *ργον

προστιθ�ναι το� λ�γοι zφ�λιµον το� Wρ(σι.

Pseudo-Macarius, Sermones lxiv, Homily 28.1.6:

*ργα θεϊκὰ το� πνεύµατο. Ibid. Homily 4.30.8:

�ργάζεσθαι *ργον θεϊκ�ν. Sermones, Homily 4.1:

�ργάζονται γὰρ *ργον θεϊκ�ν. Ibid. 8.3: ε: τ<

*ργον τ< θεϊκ<ν α$ �κνω κα� σπουδαιοτ�ρω

�ργάζεται. Homiliae vii, Homily 55.2: α$ λλ$ hνα W

λ�γο αυ$ τ(ν θεϊκ<ν *ργον �πιτελ�σG, ψυχὰ

α$ νθρ)πων ο:κοδοµ(ν.

Cassian the Sabaite (Pseudo-Didymus), DT (lib.

2.1–7), 5.26: τὰ θεϊκὰ *ργα ;π< τ8 α$ ρρ9του τριάδο

Wµοφρ�νω γ!νεται. DT (lib. 2.8–27), PG.39.748.26:

�π� θεϊκ(ν *ργων.

Didymus, frPs(al), Fr. 662a: θεϊκ(ν γὰρ *ργων ;π<

Ι$ ησο� γινοµ�νων.

EN XVIIIb: φ( bν

There is a considerable difference of interpretation

between this Scholion and the corresponding comment

by Oecumenius. The latter regards the ‘morning

star’ in its current Christian sense, notably, Lucifer.

Accordingly, Rev. 2:28 is rendered as ‘receiving Satan

under one’s power’.1 The same author, however,

dealing with the ‘morning star’ of Rev. 22:16, wavers as

to whether this suggests Jesus (which is clearly stated

in Rev. 22:16) or the ‘star Lucifer’. Oecumenius ascribes

this uncertainty to Cyril of Alexandria, whom he was

supposed to quote.2

On the other hand, the author of this Scholion

regards the ‘morning star’ as the Law and the prophets,

who are the ‘light, acting before the rise of the sun of

righteousness’.

It is strange that the expression ‘morning star’

(W α$ στ�ρ W πρωϊν�, Rev. 22:16) did not receive any

comment by Christian authors. Epiphanius of Salamis is

the sole author to identify the α$ στ�ρ W πρωϊν� with

the devil, confirming this by means of Isaiah 14:12.3

Against this, we have a unique text (which appeared

under the name of Athanasius and is sometimes

attributed to Didymus), where the expression is

ascribed to Christ incarnate, according to the spirit and

letter of the book of Revelation.

Pseudo-Athanasius, Oratio Quarta Contra Arianos,

sections 28–29. Ε' ξω οO κύνε κα� οO φαρµακο!, κα�

οO π�ρνοι, κα� οO φονε� κα� οO ε:δωλολάτραι κα�

πα̃ ποι(ν κα� φιλ(ν ψε�δο. Ε$ γi Ι$ ησο� *πεµψα

τ<ν α' γγελ�ν µου, µαρτυρ8σαι ;µ�ν τα�τα �ν τα�

�κκλησ!αι. Ε$ γ) ε:µι + ?!ζα κα� τ< γ�νο ∆αβ!δ,

W α$ στ�ρ W λαµπρ�, W πρωϊν�. Κα� τ< πνε�µα κα�

+ νύµφη λ�γουσιν· ‘*ρχου· κα� W α$ κούων ε:πάτω·

*ρχου· κα� W διψ(ν �ρχ�σθω· W θ�λων λαβ�τω

oδωρ ζω8 δωρεάν’.4 Ε: το!νυν τ< γ�νο ∆αβ!δ

�στιν W α$ στ�ρ W λαµπρ�, W πρωϊν�, δ8λ�ν �στι

τ< κατὰ σάρκα το� σωτ8ρο �ωσφ�ρον ε:ρ8σθαι,

οV προϋπ8ρχε τ< �κ το� θεο� γ�ννηµα, �

ε_ναι τοιο�τον τ< �ν τK ψαλµK· ‘�ξ �µαυτο� σε

γεγ�ννηκα πρ< τ8 κατὰ σάρκα �πιφανε!α’.

Τ< γὰρ ‘πρ< �ωσφ�ρου’ Fσον *στι τK ‘πρ< τ8

σαρκ)σεω το� λ�γου’. Ε' στιν α' ρα κα� �ν τP

παλαιd φανερ( περ� υOο� κε!µενα, ε: κα� περιττ�ν

�στι περ� τούτων α$ µφισβητε�ν.

Apart from Oecumenius,5 this is the sole instance in

Christian literature where this passage from Revelation

is quoted and commented upon in an explicit manner.

This work deserves exploration as to its relation to

Cassian’s pen. For the passage was quoted only by

1 Oecumenius, Commentarius in Apocalypsin, p. 56.
2 Oecumenius, ibid. p. 255.
3 Epiphanius of Salamis, Panarion, v. 2, p. 447.

4 Rev. 22:15–17. The portion is partially quoted only by Hippolytus,
Oecumenius, and Andreas.

5 Oecumenius, Commentarius in Apocalypsin, p. 253.
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commentators on the Apocalypse, and Cassian is one of

them. We should recall that we came upon this work

also in Scholion XI, canvassing the expression δυνατ<ν

�κλαβε�ν (‘it is possible to interpret as’), which is

characteristic of only a few theologians, and occurred in

Palestine along with Alexandria.

EN XVIIIc: καταλάµπεσθαι ;π< το�

+λ!ου τ8 δικαιοσύνη

Applying the title ‘sun of righteousness’ to Christ is a

recurring theme in Christian literature. Reference to

the ‘rise’ of this ‘sun’ ‘casting light’ (viz. the ‘sun of

righteousness’ glossed by the verb καταλάµπειν, ‘to

shine upon’ or ‘over’) is characteristic of Didymus. As a

matter of fact, this Scholion has parallels in Didymus,

who used the expression ‘being enlightened by the sun

of righteousness’ (καταλάµπεσθαι ;π< το� +λ!ου τ8

δικαιοσύνη) in abundance, and almost exclusively.

Didymus, commJob (1–4), Cod. p. 10: ε: δ> πρ<

α$ ναγωγ�ν νοο�το, λεχθε!η αE ν Xτι W δ!καιο

ευ$ γ�νειαν κτα̃ται, ου$ κ α$ π $  α$ νθρ)πων, α$ λλ$ α$ π< το�

φωτ< το� ‘+λ!ου τ8 δικαιοσύνη’ καταλαµ-

ποµ�νην.

commEccl (11–12), Cod. p. 327: αυ$ το� γὰρ *σται

φ( α:)νιον, W ‘Dλιο τ8 δικαιοσύνη’ α$ ε� αυ$ τοὺ

καταλάµπων. op. cit. Cod. p. 340: Xσον �σµ>ν �ν τK

β!^ τούτ^ κα� τ< αυ$ τεξούσιον α$ κ)λυτον *χοµεν,

δυνάµεθα καταλάµπεσθαι ;π< το� ‘+λ!ου τ8

δικαιοσύνη’ κα� ;π< το� ‘φωτ< το� α$ ληθινο�’ κα�

‘τ8 σελ9νη κα� τ(ν α$ στ�ρων’.

commZacch, 1.161: Τ! δ> α$ γαθ<ν κα� σωτηρι(δε

qψεται κατασκηνο�ντο το� Κυρ!ου �ν µ�σ^ τ8

καλλιπ�λεω, @ τ< ‘καταφυγε�ν *θνη πολλά’

µετανοο�ντα ‘�π� τ<ν Κύριον �ν τP +µ�ρH’ τP ;π<

+λ!ου τ8 δικαιοσύνη καταλαµποµ�νG.

commJob, PG.39.1120.35: Ο-  γὰρ δ!καιο ευ$ γ�νει-

αν κτα̃ται, ου$ κ α$ π $  α$ νθρ)πων, α$ λλ$ α$ π< το� φωτ<

το� +λ!ου τ8 δικαιοσύνη καταλαµποµ�νην.

commPs 20–21, Cod. p. 14: qκαστον δ�γµα

φωτ!ζον τ�ν ψυχ9ν, ;π< το� +λ!ου τ8 δικαιοσύνη

καταλαµπ�µενον, +µ�ραν ε:ρ9καµεν.

commPs 22–26.10, Cod. p. 80: δύναται δ> +µ�ρα

λ�γεσθαι Xλο W χρ�νο τ8 ζω8 τ(ν α- γ!ων, Xτι �ν

φωτισµK ε:σιν α$ ε!, καταλαµπ�µενο! ε:σιν ;π< το�

α$ ληθινο� φωτ< ‘το� +λ!ου τ8 δικαιοσύνη’.

frPs(al), Fr. 1240: Ε$ ν α$ ρχP τ8 ;π< σο�

φωτιζοµ�νη +µ�ρα τυγχάνοντι κα� α$ ρξαµ�ν^

καταλάµπεσθαι α$ νατολ8 +λ!ου το� τ8

δικαιοσύνη σου α$ κουστ�ν µοι πο!ησον τ< *λεο.

The same notion is at times expressed by Didymus

in an oblique manner, which nevertheless is couched in

the characteristic vocabulary of the Scholia.

commZacch, 1.289: ∆υνατ<ν �ν τούτοι �κλαβε�ν

ο:κ!αν τ�ν Ε$ κκλησ!αν το� ζ(ντο Θεο�, ο_κον

αυ$ το� τυγχάνουσαν, �ν m οO παραµ�νοντε κα�

διατρ!βοντε, κατὰ δ�γµατα αυ$ τ8 διακε!µενοι,

καταλάµπονται πρ< το� �πικειµ�νου τP λυχν!H

λύχνου, �ξαπτοµ�νου6 ;π< το� παιδεύοντο τοὺ

�ν τK οFκ^ το� Θεο� διάγοντα κατὰ τοὺ θεσµοὺ

κα� καν�να κα� δ�γµατα τ8 �κκλησιαστικ8

γν)µη.

Otherwise there are only the following instances of

the use of this construction:

Basil of Seleucia, Orationes, p. 469: Ω�  λαµπρ�ν,

κα� τK +λ!^ τ8 δικαιοσύνη καταλαµπ�µενον

µαρτύριον!

Gregory Thaumaturgus, In Annuntiationem Sanctae

Virginis Mariae, PG.10.1145.37–41 (the text is spurious

and written in a style imitating Chrysostom): Σ9µερον

α$ γγελικP παρατάξει ;µν^δ!αι φαιδρύνονται, κα�

τ< φ�γγο τ8 το� Χριστο� παρουσ!α το�

πιστο� καταλάµπεται. Σ9µερον τ< Oλαρ<ν +µ�ν

*αρ, Χριστ< W τ8 δικαιοσύνη Dλιο φαιδρK τ(

φωτ� +µα̃ περι�λαµψε, κα� τὰ τ(ν πιστ(ν �ννο!α

�φ)τισε.

John Chrysostom, In Epistolam i ad Corinthios

Commentarius, PG.61.111.31–34: Το�το κα� ου$ ρανο�

λαµπρ�τερον cν τ< Oλαστ9ριον, ου$  ποικιλ!H

α' στρων καταλαµπ�µενον ου$ δ $ α$ κτ�σιν +λιακα�,

α$ λλ$ αυ$ τ<ν τ<ν Dλιον τ8 δικαιοσύνη *χον �κε�θεν

α$ φι�ντα τὰ α$ κτ�να.

Cassian the Sabaite, OctoVit, Cod. p. 39a:

θεάσασθαι τ<ν Dλιον τ8 δικαιοσύνη. Cod. p. 40r:

τ<ν Dλιον τ8 δικαι‹ο›σύνη Χριστ�ν.

Theodore Studites, Μεγάλη Κατ�χησι�, Catechesis

100, p. 725: κα� α$ ε� *χειν τ<ν Dλιον τ8 δικαιοσύνη

καταλάµποντα τ<ν νο�ν +µ(ν.

6 Cf. Scholion IX: αe πτει λύχνον W τ<ν νο�ν �αυτο� προσάγων τK

α$ ληθινK φωτ� κα$ κε�θεν ο[α λύχνον αυ$ τ<ν αe πτων. hν $  οjν

zφελ9σG τοὺ δυναµ�νου W τ<ν λύχνον αe ψα.
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Symeon the New Theologos, Capita Theologica,

2.22: ;π< το� νοητο� +λ!ου τ8 δικαιοσύνη

καταλάµπονται κα� φαιδρύνονται.

The metaphor was used by Andreas of Caesarea in

his own Commentary on the Apocalypse, which sug-

gests that he was aware of Cassian’s Scholia. Andreas

of Caesarea, Commentary in Apocalypsin, Logos 7,

chapter 20, section 7,14b-15: �κε� γὰρ νὺξ ου
 κ 8σται,

α
 λλὰ +µ�ρα µ!α α$ ντ� α:σθητο� +λ!ου τK τ8

δικαιοσύνη� καταλαµποµ�νη.

EN XVIIId: οO δυνάµενοι φάναι

The expression is characteristic of Didymus, comm-

Zacch, 1.123: Σὺν το� οoτω +ρµηνευµ�νοι

α$ νθρ)ποι, κατακάρπω κατοικο�σιν �ν τP Ι$ ερου-

σαλ�µ οO δυνάµενοι φάναι περ� το� βασιλεύοντο

τ8 �πουραν!ου π�λεω Ι$ ερουσαλ9µ. Ibid. 1.240:

µ�νου κα� παντ< το� σοφ!αν δυναµ�νου λαλε�ν �ν

το� τελε!οι, το� δυναµ�νου φάναι· ‘Ι$ ησο�ν

�)ρακα’ το� Cφθαλµο� τ8 καρδ!α µου

πεφωτισµ�νοι πρ< το� α$ ληθινο� φωτ�. Ibid.

5.179: µ�νοι α$ ναβα!νουσιν �π $  αυ$ τ�ν οO δυνάµενοι

φάναι.

Didymus stands out in using this. There is only one

attenuated parallel in Cyril of Alexandria, comm-

ProphXII, v. 2, p. 104: ου$ χ � φάναι τι τυχ<ν

δυναµ�νοι. Cf. his phrase recorded in ACO, Concilium

Universale Ephesenum Anno 431, 1,1,4, p. 59: τ�ν δ�

γε το� θεο� λ�γου γ�ννησιν 0τοι τ<ν τ8

γενν9σεω τρ�πον τ! W φάναι δυνάµενο;

EN XVIIIe: Commenting on Rom. 13:12

and Psalms 5:9 and 107:3

This Scholion concludes with an appeal to Rom. 13:12,

and Psalms, 56:9 and 107:3, thus underlying the con-

formity of Revelation with both Testaments. It is then

worth-exploring the Christian theologians who com-

ment on both scriptural instances at the same point. It

turns out that these authors are only Origen, Didymus,

and Theodoret. A single instance of John Chrysostom

appearing to comment on Psalm 107: 3 is spurious.

Origen’s combined references to Psalms 56 and 107

appear only in catenae on the Psalms, which might

involve a catenist couching this in the vocabulary of

Didymus, although they expressing Origen’s theology.

We therefore have the following references:

Commenting on Rom. 13:12:

Origen, Commentariorum Series in Evangelium Mat-

thaei (Mt. 22.34–27.63), p. 238; commMatt, 11.6;

selPs, PG.12: 1605.42; 1681.8. Didymus, In Genesin,

Cod. p. 8a; commEccl (11–12), Cod. p. 326; com-

mZacch, 4.240; commPs 20–21, Cod. p. 23; frPs(al),

frs. 636; 1136. Theodoret, Graecarum Affectionum

Curatio, 12.54; intPaulXIV, PG.82: 197.12; 652.36.

Commenting on both Psalm 56:9 and Psalm 107:3

at the same point:

Origen, frPs, 56, 9; 107, 3. Didymus, comm-

Zacch, 1.274. Theodoret, Interpretatio in Psalmos,

PG.80.1749.38.

Theologians commenting at a single point on both

Psalms 56:9 and 107:3 are rare. Only Eusebius7

presents such a case while all other instances appear

in spurious texts.8 We are then left with Didymus and

Theodoret.

Therefore, this Scholion was written by Cassian

after Didymus. The fact that Theodore Studites repro-

duces the vocabulary of this Scholion (above, τ<ν

Dλιον τ8 δικαιοσύνη καταλάµποντα τ<ν νο�ν

+µ(ν) is instructive: since he normally reproduces

Cassian’s vocabulary heavily, he actually tells us that

he had himself read the present comments on the

apocalypse by Cassian the Sabaite.

7 Eusebius, commPs, PG.23: 505.5; 513.24; 561.32; 1329.10.
8 Cf. the following spuria. Pseudo-Athanasius, Expositiones in

Psalmos, PG.27.260.55; Quaestiones ad Antiochum Ducem,

PG.28.697.23. Pseudo-Epiphanius of Salamis, Testimonia, 76.3.
Pseudo-John Chrysostom, In Psalmos 101–107, PG.55.672.74. These
all call for investigation as to their relation to Cassian’s pen.
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EXPANDED NOTES TO SCHOLION XIX

EN XIXa: αO µετουσ!αι το� πνεύµατο

The expression µετουσ!α πνεύµατο (‘participation in

the Spirit’) in Origen occurs only in catena-fragments

on the gospel of John and on the Psalms. These

instances, however, at the points where µετουσ!α alone

(but not ‘participation in the Spirit’) appears, are

couched in the language of Didymus. By contrast, the

term µετουσ!α in Didymus appears at more than fifty-

five points, of which at least seven refer to ‘participation

in the Spirit’.1 From both this usage by Didymus and

its occurrence in Theodoret,2 it can be inferred that

Cassian wrote quoting from Didymus, while taking

into account Theodoret, and certainly using his own

vocabulary at the same time.

The notion of ‘participation in the Spirit’ recurs also

in Gregory of Nyssa, but not in his namesake of Nazian-

zus, as well as in some other authors. The mysterious

figure of Pseudo-Macarius champions the notion and

expression µετουσ!α πνεύµατο.3 One should notice

that its employment is exclusive to Christian literature,

even though the term µετουσ!α alone comes from very

old times. As a matter of fact, this term is present in

some of the best authors of Classical Greece,4 while it is

not absent from the biblical glossary,5 not to mention

its frequent occurrence in Philo. Nevertheless, the list of

Christian authors using the notion of µετουσ!α το�

πνεύµατο is rather short.6

Among the New Testament catenae, there is a text

purporting to relate ‘Origen’s exegesis on the notion

according to God’s foreknowledge’ (Ω$ ριγ�νου �κ τ8

�ρµηνε!α ε: τ< κατὰ πρ�γνωσιν Θεο�).7 The

same Greek passage is also ascribed to Didymus.8 In

this text, the expression ‘having predestined them unto

the adoption of children though participation in the

Spirit of adoption’ (προορ!σα αυ$ τοὺ υOοὺ ε_ναι

µετουσ!H το� Πνεύµατο τ8 υOοθεσ!α, which is

the language of Eph. 1:5) is more likely to be Didymus’

rather than Origen’s.

Finally, it should be remarked that although

µετουσ!α (‘participation’) is a traditional word in

philosophical texts, the plural form of it (µετουσ!αι) is

a rather strange occurrence. It is extremely difficult to

find this term in the plural. From Homer up until the

fifth century AD, one can come upon no more than

five instances where such a plural occurs. And yet, one

of these five instances is ascribed to Didymus.9

Once again, I believe that it is after Didymus that

Proclus summoned the courage to use this plural

himself, which is in fact the last time this form ever was

used. Whereas Proclus uses the singular number,

namely µετουσ!α, dozens of times, he applies the

plural µετουσ!αι just once. I gather it was Didymus

of Alexandria whom he had in mind: he refers to ‘the

theologians’ who hold that ‘there are venerated

exchanges of powers as well as pertinent participations,

which [powers] are believed to pervade divine [hypos-

tases] with each other and to be permeated by each

1 Didymus, In Genesin, Cod. pp. 46 and 62; commJob, PG.39.1141.16;
commEccl (9.8–10.20), Cod. p. 315. commPs 29–34, Cod. p. 156;
ibid. Cod. p. 204; Fragmenta in Epistulam i ad Corinthios, p. 10.

2 Theodoret, Haereticarum Fabularum Compendium, PG.83.512.10;
the term µετουσ!α appears otherwise in Theodoret seventeen times
in various contexts.

3 Pseudo-Macarius, Sermones lxiv, Homilies 2.6.4; 36.3.3; 41.1.6;
43.1.2 and 5; 48.1.9; 51.1.4; 60.3.5; Homiliae l, 5; 37; Sermones, 26.2;
27.4 and 7; Epistula Magna, pp. 238; 239; 249; 291; 292.

4 Aristophanes, Thesmophoriazusae, line 152; Ranae, line 443.
Xenophon, Cyropaedia, 8.5.24. Demosthenes, De Rhodiorum
Libertate, 29; De Corona, 128; In Midiam, section 124; In
Aristocratem, 40; 41; In Aristogitonem, 74; Pro Phormione, 32.
Aeschines, De Falsa Legatione, 152. Chrysippus, Fragmenta Moralia
(πρ< µετουσ!αν �λευθερ!α), fr. 360 (SVF, III.88.7, apud Philo,
Quod Omnis Probus Liber Sit, 47).

5 4 Macc. 2:1: τ�ν το� κάλλου µετουσ!αν.
6 Cassian the Sabaite (Pseudo-Didymus), DT (lib. 2.8–27),

PG.39.700.26. Methodius of Olympus (third cent. AD), Symposium,

Oration 8.8. Gregory of Nyssa, De Instituto Christiano, v. 8,1, pp. 45;
59; De Spiritu Sancto sive In Pentecosten, PG.46.697.40. Athanasius,
Ad Serapionem de Spiritu Sancto, PG.26.585.40. Basil of Caesarea,
Epistulae, 53.1. Apollinaris of Laodicea, Fragmenta in Epistulam ad
Romanos, p. 66. Ephraem Syrus, Sermo Asceticus, p. 175; Regulae ad
Monachos, pp. 307; 308; 319. Cyril of Alexandria, In Sanctum
Joannem, v. 1, p. 370; v. 2, pp. 566; 620; 695; 717; 720; 721; 722; 723;
731; v. 3, pp. 133; 135; Dialogi de Sancta Trinitate, pp. 532; 533; et
passim. Theodore of Mopsuestia (fourth/fifth cent. AD), Fragmenta
in Epistulam ad Romanos, pp. 133; 135; 140; 141; Fragmenta in
Epistulam i ad Corinthios, pp. 180; 187. Oecumenius was clearly
influenced by this notion of µετουσ!α πνεύµατο. Cf. Commentarius
in Apocalypsin, p. 65.

7 Catena in Epistulam Petri i, p. 42
8 Cf. Didymus, In Epistulas Catholicas Brevis Enarratio, p. 10.
9 Cf. Didymus referring to ‘one being bound up with the Holy Spirit’,

and expressing this ‘bond’ by means of the term µετουσ!α in the
plural (µετουσ!αι). Catena in Acta, p. 333: � αO µετουσ!αι τ(ν

θε!ων τούτων δηλο�νται τK Cν�µατι.
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other’.10 Quite evidently, Proclus knew of the Christian

teaching about the ‘gifts by the Spirit’,11 as well as the

Christian notion of ‘participating in the Holy Spirit’.12

Still, the phraseology in which he put it (namely, the

plural µετουσ!αι) is found in no author other than

Didymus. Besides, this is not the first instance evincing

influence by Didymus upon Proclus, as discussed in

previous pages. The connection was of course his

teacher Orion, as discussed in the Introduction.

EN XIXb: α$ συντρ�χαστον

The adjective α$ συντρ�χαστο means ‘individually

distinct’, ‘separate’, ‘ incompatible with’. As it stands,

this form appears for the first time in Origen,13 and then

it was taken up by Didymus.14 Later, Simplicius used

α$ συντρ�χαστον15 in his commentary on Aristotle’s

Categoriae. Quite oddly, though, he never used the

relatively more common verb συντροχάζειν (‘to run

together’ or ‘to run with’). After Simplicius the adjective

α$ συντρ�χαστο does not appear ever again.

Didymus did use the verb συντροχάζειν,16 which

is scriptural,17 which also occurs in the deacon

Olympiodorus of Alexandria,18 as well as in certain

Greek writings, both pagan and Christian,19 plus some

lexica.20 Noteworthy among them is the usage by

Hippolytus.21

We cannot know whether Simplicius had in mind

some unknown text of Aristotle, apart from the

Categoriae, where the discussion about homonyms

appears.22 If such a text ever existed at all, Origen would

probably have been aware of it, so he may have taken

his theory of homonyms from there, since it is only

Hippolytus who refers to homonyms being considered

in the Categoriae, and cites this Aristotelian work. In

that case, Origen would have picked up the term

α$ συντρ�χαστον from that text. My own guess, how-

ever, is that Origen recognized the significance of

homonyms through his relation with Hippolytus, and

only after he had studied the commentaries by Alexan-

der of Aphrodisias.

It is important, though, that in effect Origen’s theory

and practice of applying homonyms to ‘antithetical

and irrelevant’ states (which is a point that Simplicius

ascribes to Aristotle) is consonant with the Aristotelian

view.

It is not accidental that the term α$ συντρ�χαστον

is so rare in literature, once Aristotle’s passage was lost.

It appears only four times, of which one is in Simplicius,

another two in Origen and Didymus, plus the instance

in the present Scholion. This means that Origen appears

to be the first to have coined the term or, at least,

that the term cannot be traced to any author before him.

Once again, the Scholion seems to come from Didymus,

along with additional evidence to be discussed later in

this section.

EN XIXc: συµφ)νω �κλαµβάνειν

The expression συµφ)νω �κλαµβάνειν (‘to consider

accordingly’) is peculiar to Didymus and appears

rarely. This is analogous to his characteristic expression

καταλλ9λω λαµβάνειν, which was discussed in

EN XIVg.

Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 78: συµφ)νω τούτοι

�κλ9ψεται κα� τ< περ� το� σωτ8ρο λεχθ�ν. Ibid. fr.

10 Proclus, In Platonis Timaeum Commentaria, v. 1, p. 18: κα� παρὰ

το� θεολ�γοι µεταδ�σει ε:σ� δυνάµεων ;µνηµ�ναι κα�

µετουσ!αι, πληρούντων τε α' λληλα τ(ν θε!ων κα� πληρουµ�νων

;π$  α$ λλ9λων.
11 1 Cor. 12:4 and 9.
12 Heb 6:4.
13 Origen, deOr, XXIV.2: τ< το!νυν τούτων τ(ν ποιοτ9των Fδιον κα�

α$ συντρ�χαστον πρ< qτερον.
14 Didymus, commPs 20–21, Cod. p. 3: κα� πάντα τὰ α$ παγγελλ�µενα

περ� τ8 θε�τητο α$ συντρ�χαστά ε:σιν πρ< α' λλον τινά·

µονογεν� γάρ �στιν.
15 Simplicius, In Aristotelis Categorias Commentarium, v. 8, p. 380: ου$

κατὰ µαχοµ�νων µ�νον κα� α$ συντροχάστων τ�ν Wµωνυµ!αν

*ταξεν.
16 Didymus, commPs 20–21, Cod. p. 4: τα�τα τὰ Cν�µατα

συντρ.οχάζει κα� ε: α$ νθρ)που κα� α$ γγ�λου. commPs 29–34,
Cod. p. 177: καρδ!αν πρ< καρδ!αν συντροχάσαι. Ibid. Cod.
p. 178: δύσκολον οjν �στιν συντροχάσαι πρ�σωπον προσ)π^ �ν

Wµοι�τητι. op. cit. Cod. p. 178: ου$  συντροχάζει οjν καρδ!α πρ<

καρδ!αν. There are also instances where he simply uses the term of
Eccl. 12:6: Didymus, commEccl (11–12), Cod. pp. 361 and 362: κα�

συντροχάσει W τροχ< �π� τ<ν λάκκον.
17 Ecclesiastes, 12:6.
18 Olympiodorus of Alexandria (the deacon), commEccl,

PG.93.620.56–57.
19 Of the thirty-six instances appearing in Greek, seven are various

forms of the verb συντροχάζειν used by Didymus; another eight
instances appear in Eustathius of Thessaloniki, two in Hesychius of
Alexandria, Lexicon (entries 2191 and 2733), and one in Plotinus,
Enneads, II.4.8.

20 Photius, Lexicon, Alphabetic letter sigma, p. 556. Suda lexicon,
Alphabetic letter sigma, entry 1647. Etymologicum Magnum, p. 736.

21 Hippolytus, In Danielem, 4.15.2: συντροχάσει.
22 Aristotle, Categoriae, 1a1; cf. Physica, 228a25; 248b9–13; 249a4;

Metaphysica, 987b10; 991a6; 1059a14; Politica, 1253a25; 1079b1;
Topica, 107a3–5; De Caelo, 276b2; Fragmenta, Category 2, title 20,
fr. 117.
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621a: ε: δ> περ� το� πατρ< �κλαµβάνεται + φων9,

αe γιο �ν Z λαλε� W σωτ�ρ αE ν εFη συµφ)νω τK

Ο-  πατ�ρ W µ�νων �ν �µο� ποιε� τὰ *ργα. Ibid. fr.

665a: ∆υνατ<ν δ> τ<ν α:(να τ<ν �π $  α' πειρον

�κλαβε�ν �κ τ8 προκειµ�νη λ�ξεω συµφ)νω

τK Κύριο βασιλεύων τ<ν α:(να κα� �π $  α:(να

κα� *τι. Fragmenta in Proverbia, PG.39.1624.51–52:

Συµφ)νω τK στεφάν^, νοητK =ντι, �κληπτ�ον κα�

τ<ν χρυσο�ν κλοι<ν �πιβαλλ�µενον τK τ8 ψυχ8

τραχ9λ^.

There is also the structure συµφ)νω λαµβάνειν

(instead of �κλαµβάνειν), which Didymus himself

also used,23 as indeed other authors did,24 some of

whom were important for him, such as Alexander

of Aphrodisias.25 Socrates and Theodoret attest that

the expression συµφ)νω α$ ντιλαµβαν�µενοι was

used in a letter by Constantine.26

EN XIXd: δυνατ<ν α$ ναφ�ρειν

(‘it is possible to refer’ one matter to another)

Cassian took this phrase up from Eusebius, the sole

author who used it and indeed introduced the

expression.

Eusebius, DE, 7.3.22: Xτι γὰρ ου$ κ �π� τ<ν

Σολοµ(να ου$ δ> �π� τ<ν τούτου διάδοχον

α$ ναφ�ρειν δυνατ<ν τὰ �ν τK ψαλµK. Ibid. 10.8.13:

κα� σὺ δ> παρὰ σαυτK βασαν!σα �κάστην λ�ξιν

το� ψαλµο�, θ�α ε: δυνατ<ν �π� τ<ν τυχ�ντα

α$ ναφ�ρειν τὰ θεσπιζ�µενα. Adversus Marcellum,

2.3.19: π( οjν δυνατ<ν �π� τ�ν σάρκα α$ ναφ�ρειν

τ< ‘πρ< το� τὰ α$ βύσσου ποι8σαι’;

The verb α$ ναφ�ρειν in this sense actually suggests

an act of exegesis by the theologian who seeks to

decipher a certain cryptic scriptural passage. It is not

simply the case of the sacred text ‘making reference’ to

someone or something. In that case, it was normal

to use the middle voice (α$ ναφ�ρεσθαι), as Eusebius27

as well as Didymus did.28 Using the active voice

(α$ ναφ�ρειν), however, is different: in effect it indicates

resolving for a certain allegorical exegesis, and in this

specific sense Didymus never used the active voice of

this particular verb.

Therefore, this Scholion was written by Cassian

following Didymus’ Commentary on the Apocalypse,

but Cassian himself applied his own awareness of the

writings of Eusebius.

23 Didymus, commEccl (5–6), Cod. p. 175: συµφ)νω πάλιν

λαµβάνει τ�ν α$ ναγωγ9ν.
24 Cf. Sextus Empiricus, Pyrrhoniae Hypotyposes, 2.136; Adversus

Mathematicos, 11.76.
25 Alexander of Aphrodisias, In Aristotelis Metaphysica Commentaria,

p. 9: τὰ κοινὰ κα� φυσικὰ �ννο!α αn  *χοµεν περ� τ(ν σοφ(ν

�κτ!θεται, hνα ταύται τὰ α$ κ�λουθα ζητο�ντε συµφ)νω

λαµβάνωµ�ν τε κα� τιθ(µεν. The sixth-century philosopher
Asclepius of Tralles, In Aristotelis Metaphysicorum Libros A-Z
Commentaria, p. 15, quotes the same text of Alexander.

26 Socrates, HE, 1.9. Theodoret, HE, p. 43.

27 Eusebius, De Ecclesiastica Theologia, 3.3.15: π( οjν δυνατ<ν cν

�π� τ�ν σάρκα το� σωτ8ρο α$ ναφ�ρεσθαι τα�τα; Didymus, In
Epistulas Catholicas Brevis Enarratio, p. 29: ου$  γὰρ δυνατ<ν ε:

�κε!νου α$ ναφ�ρεσθαι τα�τα.
28 Didymus, commEccl (7–8.8), Cod. p. 234: α$ ναφ�ρεσθαι δ> δύναται

τα�τα κα� ε: τ<ν διάβολον αυ$ τ<ν κα� πα̃σαν πονηρὰν δύναµιν.
commPs 29–34, Cod. p. 160: δύναται κα� ε: τ<ν ‘;πογραµµ�ν’ τ(ν

σ^ζοµ�νων α$ ναφ�ρεσθαι, τ<ν κυριακ<ν λ�γω α' νθρωπον.
frPs(al), fr. 564: Τ< Ε$ κε� φοβηθ9σονται φ�βον οV ου$ κ cν φ�βο

δύναται α$ ναφ�ρεσθαι ε: τ<ν µ�λλοντα α:(να. Ibid. fr. 573d:
Το�το α$ ναφ�ρεσθαι δύναται �π� τ< Ι$ δοὺ �µάκρυνα φυγαδεύων

κα� ηυ$ λ!σθην �ν τP �ρ9µω.
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EXPANDED NOTES TO SCHOLION XX

EN XXa: µ� µετουσ!H, α$ λλ$ ου$ σ!H (‘not by

participation, but in essence’, cf. EN XXIIa)

Didymus obviously took up this notion from Origen,

who had read Alexander of Aphrodisias expounding the

Pythagorean teachings and Numenius.

Alexander of Aphrodisias, In Aristotelis Metaphysica

Commentaria, p. 124: Wµο!ω δ> πάλιν κα� τὰ ζKα

λαµβάνοντε κα� φυτὰ κα� τὰ α' λλα σ)µατα,

�ν< ε;ρ!σκοντε µετουσ!H τα�τα ου$ σ!α =ντα,

:δ�αν τινὰ κα� �νάδα ου$ σ!α λαµβάνοντε τ�ν

αυ$ τοουσ!αν, ;π< µ!αν ταύτην πάλιν α$ ν9γαγον

πάσα τὰ ου$ σ!α.

Ibid. p. 233: α$ ναγκα�ον *δοξεν α' λλα τινὰ

ου$ σ!α θ�σθαι Yν �κάστη κυρ!ω ου$ σ!α *σται,

ου$  κατὰ µετουσ!αν τιν< ου$ δ> κατὰ συµβεβηκ<

τ< ε_να! τε κα� Sν �χούσα· κατὰ συµβεβηκ< γὰρ

Sν τ< τK εFδει qν, α$ λλ$ ου$  κυρ!ω. The same text was

quoted later by the sixth-century philosopher Asclepius

of Tralles, In Aristotelis Metaphysicorum Libros A–Z

Commentaria, pp. 219–220.

It is doubtful that Athanasius, who was not too

keen on pagan literature (to say the least), had ever

read Alexander, but this phraseology and notion

must have reached him by reading Origen. This would

have been one of the reasons for Athanasius to praise

Origen’s orthodoxy. Athanasius was explicit in making

the point about the Son being God in Himself, ‘not by

participation’ in the Deity.

Athanasius, Ad Episcopos in Africa, PG.26.1044.14:

αn  γὰρ βλ�πει τι �ν τK Πατρ!, τα�τα βλ�πει κα� �ν

τK ΥOK· ΥOK δ> ου$ κ �κ µετουσ!α, α$ λλὰ κατ $  ου$ σ!αν.

De Synodis Arimini et Seleuciae, 48.3: *πειτα ε: µ� �κ

µετουσ!α �στ�ν W υO�, α$ λλὰ τP ου$ σ!H λ�γο �στ�

κα� σοφ!α το� πατρ�, + δ> ου$ σ!α αoτη τ8 ου$ σ!α

τ8 πατρικ8 �στι γ�ννηµα κα� Wµοι�τη αυ$ τ8

]σπερ κα� τ< α$ παύγασµα το� φωτ�. Ibid. 48.5:

α$ νάγκη λοιπ<ν κατὰ τ�ν ου$ σ!αν νοε�ν κα� τ�ν

υOο� κα� πατρ< �ν�τητα. τὰ µ>ν γὰρ γενητά, καE ν

συµφων!αν *χG πρ< τ<ν πεποιηκ�τα, α$ λλ$ �ν

κιν9σει κα� µετουσ!H κα� νK ταύτην *χει, Dνπερ W

µ� φυλάξα �κβ�βληται τ(ν ου$ ραν(ν, W δ> υO<

�κ τ8 ου$ σ!α bν γ�ννηµα τP ου$ σ!H qν �στιν αυ$ τ<

κα� W γενν9σα. Ibid. 53.4: ε: µ>ν οjν κα� τ<ν υO<ν

�κ µετουσ!α λ�γετε, λεγ�σθω µ>ν παρ$ ;µ(ν

Wµοιοούσιο. ου$ κ *στι µ�ντοι λεγ�µενο οoτω

α$ ληθε!H ου$ δ> Xλω φ( ου$ δ> φύσει θε�. τὰ γὰρ

�κ µετουσ!α ου$ κ α$ ληθε!H, α$ λλ$ Wµοι)σει τ8

α$ ληθε!α λ�γεται Xµοια, ]στε κα� µεταπ!πτειν κα�

α$ φαιρε�σθαι δύνασθαι α$ π< τ(ν µετεχ�ντων τ�ν

µετάληψιν. το�το δ> πάλιν Fδιον τ(ν κτισµάτων κα�

ποιηµάτων �στ!ν. ου$ κο�ν ε: το�το α' τοπον, ου$ κ αE ν

εFη �κ µετουσ!α, α$ λλὰ φύσει κα� α$ ληθε!H υO�,

φ(, σοφ!α.

Basil of Caesarea, Adversus Eunomium,

PG.29.620.21: Το�το γὰρ αυ$ τK βούλεται + τ8

µετουσ!α α$ παγ�ρευσι, � α$ κοινων9του τ8

το� Πατρ< ου$ σ!α πρ< τ�ν το� Μονογενο�

;παρχούση.

Cyril of Alexandria, De Sancta et Consubstantiali

Trinitate, PG.75.229: Οe που γὰρ ΥOο� µετ�χοντε, τ8

το� Πατρ< µετουσ!α ου$ κ �στερ9µεθα, π( ου$ κ

*σται ταυτ�τη ου$ σ!α Πατρ< κα� ΥOο�; Οe που δ>

ου$ σ!α ταυτ�τη, πο�ον qξει τ�πον + α$ νοµοι�τη;

Quod Unus Sit Christus, p. 729: Κα� οuτε δύο φαµ>ν

υOού, οuτε δύο κυρ!ου, �πειδ� δ> ΥO< κατ $  ου$ σ!αν

W Θε< Λ�γο, W µονογεν� ΥO< το� Πατρ�,

Zπερ οVτο συνηµµ�νο τε κα� µετ�χων, κοινωνε�

τ8 ΥOο� προσηγορ!α κα� τιµ8, κα� Κύριο

κατ $  ου$ σ!αν W Θε< Λ�γο, Z συνηµµ�νο οVτο,

κοινωνε� τ8 τιµ8.

This idea about the Son being God by essence was

also defended in these terms (ου$ σ!α, µετουσ!α) by

Gregory of Nyssa, Adversus Eunomium, 1.1.285;

3.10.40. Didymus followed.

Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 1195: Ωe σπερ ε:σ� θεο�

πολλο� κα� κύριοι πολλο� �ν τK ου$ ρανK κα� �π� τ8

γ8, τK πάντα τοὺ λεγοµ�νου µετὰ τ�ν τριάδα

θεοὺ µετουσ!H θε�τητο ε_ναι τοιούτου· α$ λλ$ W

σωτ�ρ ου$ χ οoτω, α$ λλ$ bν κατ $  ου$ σ!αν θε�· δι<

ποιε� θεού.

The following text, which is attributed to Origen,

renders his real though, still it is expressed in terms of

the foregoing phraseology of Didymus. Origen, selPs,

PG.12.1656.8–13: Τ(ν δ> δαιµ�νων Θε� �στι κατὰ

τ�ν δηµιουργ!αν. Φησ� δ> κα� W Α$ π�στολο· ΕFπερ

ε:σ� θεο� πολλο� κα� κύριοι πολλο� �ν τK ου$ ρανK κα�

�π� τ8 γ8· α$ λλὰ τοὺ λεγοµ�νου µετὰ τ�ν Τριάδα

θεοὺ µετουσ!H θε�τητο ε_ναι τοιούτου· W δ> Σωτ�ρ

ου$  κατὰ µετουσ!αν, α$ λλὰ κατ$ ου$ σ!αν �στ� Θε�.
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Didymus, commPs 22–26.10, Cod. p 77 (speaking of

‘virtue’, which is Christ existing substantially with the

Trinity, whereas ‘evil’ is non-existent): ;πάρχει (sc. +

α$ ρετ9) γὰρ τK θεK ου$ σιωδ( τP τριάδι· µετουσ!H

δ> τ8 τριάδο *χουσιν οO α' νθρωποι τ< α$ γαθ<ν κα�

τ< δ!καιον κα� τ�ν α$ ρετ9ν. frPs(al), fr. 148: ε: γὰρ

ζω� W υO< ου$  µετουσ!H ζω8, α$ λλὰ ζωοποι(ν αυ$ τ<

τοὺ µετ�χοντα αυ$ το�, ζP δ> κα� W πατ�ρ χορηγ(ν

ζω�ν κατὰ τὰ αυ$ τὰ τK υOK τ8 αυ$ τ8 �νεργε!α

α$ ποδιδοµ�νη. Ibid. fr. 399: τ�ν µετοχ�ν ου$ κ

�χ�ντων κατὰ τ< λελεγµ�νον �ν ευ$ χP πρ< τ<ν

θε�ν· Μ� παραδK τ< σκ8πτρ�ν σου το� µ� οjσιν.

ταύτη τ8 ;πάρξεω µετασχε�ν ποθ(ν εuχεται

καιρ<ν αυ$ τK δοθ8ναι το� α$ ναψύξαι τP µετουσ!H

το� =ντο, hν $  α$ ληθ( ;πάρξG. Ibid. fr. 860: µ�νο

γὰρ αυ$ τ< �σαύτω τK πατρ! �στι θε�, τούτων

δ> qκαστο µετουσ!H θε< γ�γονε δεξάµενο τ<ν

θε<ν λ�γον κατὰ τ< Ε$ κε!νου ε_πε θεοὺ πρ< οr

W λ�γο το� θεο� �γ�νετο. Ibid. fr. 896: τ! �στιν

α' νθρωπο k ζ9σεται; θε(ν γάρ �στι τ< τοιο�τον,

τ(ν κατὰ µετουσ!αν θε�τητο θε(ν ε:ρηµ�νων·

οVτοι γὰρ µ�νοι ου$ κ =ψονται θάνατον, �πε!περ

ζ(σι µεταποιούµενοι τ8 α:ων!ου ζω8.

Didymus applies the idea to the Holy Spirit, too,

and, by parity of reasoning, to the Son. frPs(al), fr. 1243:

�ξ οV παρ!σταται τ< αe γιον α$ γαθ<ν κα� τ< α$ γαθ<ν

αe γιον ε_ναι, α$ γαθ<ν δ> ου$  κατὰ µετουσ!αν

α$ γαθ�τητο α$ λλὰ τK κατ $  ου$ σ!αν ε_ναι τοιο�τον

]σπερ κα� αe γιον. τοιο�το δ> κα� W πατ9ρ· κα�

εFρηται γο�ν περ� αυ$ το� Πάτερ αe γιε, κα� τ< Ου$ δε�

α$ γαθ< ε: µ� ε[ W θε�. κα� W υO< δ> �ξ α$ γαθο� κα�

α- γ!ου α$ γαθ< κα� αe γιο εFρηται ε_ναι.

By contrast, the idea of participation applies to

creatures. In Genesin, Cod. p. 57: προε!ρηται κυρ!ω

α' νθρωπο ε_ναι W νο� κα� + ψυχ9· αoτη µετ�χουσα

Θεο� �ξ αυ$ τ8 τ8 µετουσ!α ε:κiν αυ$ το� γ!νεται,

καθ< λ�γοµεν ε:κον!ζειν τ�ν α$ ρετ�ν τ<ν µετ�-

χοντα αυ$ τ8. In Epistulas Catholicas Brevis Enarratio,

p. 10: τ�τε προορ!σα αυ$ τοὺ υOοὺ ε_ναι µετουσ!H

το� πνεύµατο τ8 υOοθεσ!α. commPs 40–44.4, Cod.

p. 250: γ�γονεν δ> τ< λογικ<ν ζKον, hνα δεκτικ<ν �

α$ ρετ8. τ< δ> δεκτικ�ν τινο οuκ �στιν κατ ου$ σ!αν

τοιο�το. ου$  κατ $  ου$ σ!αν δ> α$ γαθο! ε:σιν οO

α' νθρωποι· διὰ το�το γὰρ �κτ!σθησαν, hνα γ�νωνται

α$ γαθο� µετουσ!H το� α$ ληθ( α$ γαθο�.

Theodoret concurred with both the vocabulary and

the idea. Eranistes, p. 219: ΟΡΘ. Φαµ�ν· α$ λλὰ κυρ!ω

α$ θάνατο W θε�· ου$ σ!H γὰρ α$ θάνατο, ου$  µετουσ!H·

ου$  γὰρ παρ$  �τ�ρου τ�ν α$ θανασ!αν *χει λαβ)ν.

Pseudo-Theodoret (or Pseudo-Justin), QetR,

p. 84: α' λλο τ< κατὰ µετουσ!αν κα� α' λλο τ< κατ $

ου$ σ!αν.

Maximus Confessor, De Caritate, 3.25: κα� τP µ>ν

ου$ σ!H τ< �ν κα� τ< α$ ε� =ν· τP δ> γνωµικP �πιτη-

δει�τητι τ�ν α$ γαθ�τητα κα� τ�ν σοφ!αν, hνα αe περ

�στ�ν αυ$ τ< κατ $  ου$ σ!αν, γ!νηται + κτ!σι κατὰ

µετουσ!αν. ∆ιὰ ταύτην κατ $  ε:κ�να κα� Wµο!ωσιν

Θεο� λ�γεται γεγεν8σθαι· κα� κατ $  ε:κ�να µ�ν,

� =ν, =ντο· κα� � α$ ε� =ν, α$ ε� =ντο.

Once again, the evidence shows Proclus following

Didymus: the pertinent terminology, which was intro-

duced during the second century as an analysis of

Aristotle’s metaphysics, is now used as an elaboration

of Platonic philosophy. The model for Proclus to

draw on was evidently Didymus, not Alexander of

Aphrodisias. In fact, he appears obsessive about the

term µετουσ!α, which he uses at no fewer than one

hundred and fifty points of his work.1 It could be

claimed that use of the pair ου$ σ!α/µετουσ!α

alone does not actually prove indisputable influence of

Didymus over Proclus. The following evidence, how-

ever, should leave no doubt about this influence.

Eusebius reports that Numenius explaining Plato

in his treatise On the Good (Περ� το� Α$ γαθο�) main-

tained that the Demiurge was unlike the world in terms

of essence: the latter imitates the Good by participation

in it (µετουσ!H το� καλο�);2 it is therefore ‘good’

only by participation. However, neither Eusebius nor

subsequent theologians used the term, which they

applied only once casually or twice.3

1 Proclus, In Platonis Cratylum Commentaria, 144; 185; In Platonis
Timaeum Commentaria, v. 1, pp. 4; 18; 51; 139; 140; 141; 211; 212;
222; 238; 332; 340; 354; 364; 366; 383; 389; 412; 421; 422; 423; v. 2,
pp. 9; 80; 101; 103; 107; 111; 117; 119; 135; 231; 249; 303; v. 3,
pp. 72; 82; 85; 100; 207; 220; 327; In Primum Euclidis Elementorum
Librum Commentarii, pp. 99; 148; 354; De Providentia, 20; 22; De
Malorum Subsistentia, 7; 44; Excerpta e Platonica Procli Theologia,
p. 1248; De Philosophia Chaldaica, Fr. 1; et passim.

2 Eusebius, Preparatio Evangelica, 11.21.7f.
3 Cf. Eusebius, DE, 4.13.6. Epiphanius, Panarion, v. 3, pp. 358 and

403 (emulating the terminology from Aetius of Antioch, whom
he had set out to rebut). Cyril of Alexandria, Commentarii in
Johannem, v. 2, p. 722; De Sancta et Consubstantiali Trinitate,
PG.75.229.10–12.
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Porphyry applied the idea as follows: true Being

is ‘one’ on account of its own substance, but this is

manifold (indeed, it is ‘everything’) on account of the

fact that everything participates in it (Sν µ>ν �ν κατὰ

τ�ν ου$ σ!αν, πάντα δ> κατὰ τ�ν µετουσ!αν).4

In view of all this evidence, I insist that it was from

Didymus that Proclus received the notion of something

‘participating’ in the ‘essence’ of an ontologically higher

reality. No one had used the idea itself so heavily

as Didymus did. Since this was largely a Pythagorean

one transmitted via Numenius, it had not enjoyed

any considerable currency. Didymus made the notion

of ‘existence by means of participation’ (µετουσ!α

τρ�π^) a main motif of his theology, and the origin of

this notion cannot be traced earlier than Didymus him-

self. The idea which he sets forth is a regular motif: the

life of a creature is due to participation in real life, which

is the Logos of God.5 This is, of course, the theory of

Origen.6

Therefore, the notion of something existing ‘not by

participation, but in essence’ originates in Didymus, as

far as our evidence goes. A text ascribed to Macarius

is actually a verbatim quotation from Ephraem (306–

373).7 Then Proclus employs the expression, which was

actually never used after him.8 There is no way to trace

this language back to any one other than Didymus, who

appears to be the source for Proclus. This, of course,

raises some questions, which are, however, beyond my

present scope. Such questions are whether not only the

De Trinitate,9 but also Origen’s catena-fragments on the

gospel of John,10 as well as the catena-fragments of

Didymus on the Psalms, have been preserved for poster-

ity through the vocabulary of the Laura of Sabas, where

the idea of ‘participation’ was a patrimony received

from Theodoret himself.

Theodoret, Eranistes, p. 219: κυρ!ω α$ θάνατο W

θε�· ου$ σ!H γὰρ α$ θάνατο, ου$  µετουσ!H· ου$  γὰρ

παρ$ �τ�ρου τ�ν α$ θανασ!αν *χει λαβ)ν. Το� δ� γε

α$ γγ�λοι κα� το� α' λλοι, Yν α$ ρτ!ω �µν9σθη,

αυ$ τ< τ�ν α$ θανασ!αν δεδ)ρηται. Ε: το!νυν

α$ θάνατον αυ$ τ<ν W θεσπ�σιο Cνοµάζει Πα�λο,

κα� µ�νον τ�ν α$ θανασ!αν *χειν φησ!ν, π( αυ$ τK

τ< το� θανάτου προσαρµ�ζετε πάθο; This is what

Origen states in commJohn, II.17.123; II.18.124 and

125; Dial, 27.

Theodoret, Eranistes, p. 262: Ο-  θε< λ�γο φύσει

α$ θάνατο, + δ> σὰρξ φύσει θνητ9. Γ�γονε δ>

κα� αυ$ τ� µετὰ τ< πάθο τP πρ< τ<ν λ�γον

µετουσ!H α$ θάνατο. Π( οjν ου$  σχ�τλιον, τ<ν τ8

τοιαύτη α$ θανασ!α δοτ8ρα λ�γειν µετειληχ�ναι

θανάτου;

Likewise, Theodoret, Graecarum Affectionum

Curatio, 11.2 (ε: µετουσ!αν φιλοσοφ!α); Epistulae

53–95, Epistle 73 (τ8 παιδε!α + µετουσ!α); commIs, 3

(α$ γαθ(ν µετουσ!α); ibid. 6 (α$ γαθ(ν µετουσ!α);

Interpretatio in Ezechielem, PG.81.896.9 (�ν µετουσ!H

ζω8); ibid. PG.81.1097.48–49 (�ν µετουσ!H

α- γιωσύνη); intProphXII, PG.81.1981.22 (α$ γαθ(ν

µετουσ!α); intPaulXIV, PG.82.176.7 (τ8 σωτηρ!α

τ�ν µετουσ!αν); ibid. PG.82.313.38 (τ�ν µετουσ!αν

τ8 π!στεω); ibid. PG.82.785.35 (τ�ν µετουσ!αν τ8

χάριτο); ibid. PG.82.856.52 (τ�ν µετουσ!αν τ8

χάριτο); Haereticarum Fabularum Compendium,

PG.83.512.9–10 (τ8 το� Πνεύµατο δωρεα̃ τ�ν

µετουσ!αν); ibid. PG.83.512.23 (µετουσ!α τ8

∆εσποτικ8 α$ ναστάσεω). The following work is

ascribed to both Theodoret and Pseudo-Justin, yet my

assumption is that it is Cassian’s. Pseudo-Theodoret (or

Pseudo-Justin), Quaestiones et Responsiones, p. 60

(α$ γαθ(ν µετουσ!α); p. 84 (α' λλο τ< κατὰ µετουσ!αν

κα� α' λλο τ< κατ $  ου$ σ!αν).

EN XXb: δι $  �κβάσεω

Didymus is the sole author ever to have used the

expression δι $  �κβάσεω. Since *κβασι means ‘com-

pletion’ or ‘accomplishment’, the specific meaning of

this is the ‘fulfilment’ of what was said in the OT and

4 Porphyry, In Platonis Timaeum Commentaria, Book 2, fr. 26. About
Porphyry using the notion and terminology of participation to divine
substance, see Stobaeus, Anthologium, 3.37.32.

5 Didymus. commZacch, 2.333: + λογικ� ου$ σ!α, �κπεφυκυ�α �κ τ8

α$ µπ�λου τ8 α$ ληθιν8 µετουσ!α τρ�π^. ε: δ> qκαστο τ(ν

κολλωµ�νων τK κυρ!^ Sν γ!νεται πρ< αυ$ τ�ν, Xταν πολλο� fσιν

οO κολλ)µενοι αυ$ τK, τρ�π^ µετουσ!α οO πάντε Sν πνε�µα

γ!νονται.
6 Cf. COT, p. 44.
7 Ephraem Syrus, Regulae ad Monachos, p. 319: Τ<ν δ> τρ�πον τ8

µετουσ!α κα� µεταλ9ψεω το� Πνεύµατο α$ κριβ(

;πεσηµει)σατο. The same text in Pseudo-Macarius, Epistula
Magna, p. 249.

8 Proclus, Theologia Platonica, v. 1, p. 87: κα� πάντα τρ�πον τ8 το�

α$ γαθο� µετουσ!α α$ πολαύει, καθ $ Xσον αυ$ το� δυνατ�ν.
9 Cassian the Sabaite (Pseudo-Didymus), DT (lib. 1), 20.4: ου$ δ>ν δ>

κτιστ�ν, Xσον α$ π< γραφ(ν συνηθε!α, µετουσ!α τρ�π^

µετ�χεσθαι δύναται @ πληρο�ν ου$ σιωδ( τ<ν α' νθρωπον, α$ λλὰ

µ�ν^ τ(ν τ8 qξεω τ8 α$ γαθ8 @ τ8 φαύλη.
10 Origen, frJohn, II: �π� τ< ζ8ν αυ$ τὰ προσλαβ�ντα αυ$ τ�ν µετουσ!α

τρ�π^.
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was subsequently revealed in the course, and by means,

of historical event.

Didymus, commPs 22–26.10, Cod. p. 83: τ�τε δ>

λύεται, Xταν πληρωθP τὰ προαναφωνηθ�ντα δι $

�κβάσεω κατὰ τ�· ‘Xπω πληρωθP τ< ?ηθ�ν’.

commEccl (7–8.8), Cod. p. 218: τ< �ξελθε�ν δ> τ<

τ�λο κα� τ�ν *κβασιν δηλο�, � ε: λ�γοµεν Xτι αO

αe γιαι φων9σει αO γεν�µεναι περ� τ8 καθ�δου

το� σωτ8ρο �κβάσεω τετυχ9κασιν. κα� το�τ�

�στιν τ< ‘Xπω πληρωθP τ< ?ηθ�ν’. οO γὰρ α$ π< τ(ν

�τεροδ�ξων κακο9θω @ κατὰ α' γνοιαν νοµ!ζουσιν

τ< πληρωθ8ναι το�το οoτω λαβε�ν· πληρωθP, hνα

µ� κενὰ �. κα� λ�γουσιν Xτι + παλαιὰ διαθ9κη

κεν� cν καθ $ �αυτ9ν· πληρ)µατο *ξωθεν *χρGζεν.

ου$  το�το δ�, α$ λλὰ �π� �κβάσεω λ�γει. commZacch,

1.274: Τούτου πληρωθ�ντο δι $  �κβάσεω το�

προαναφωνηθ�ντο. Ibid. 2.311: Τ�τε γὰρ α$ ληθ(

�πληρ)θησαν τ(ν *µπροσθεν προφητ(ν οO λ�γοι,

�κβάσεω τετυχηκ�των τ(ν προθεσπισθ�ντων.

Ibid. 4.76: Π�τε δ> το�το πληρωθ9σεται @ Xταν

�κβάσεω τύχG τ�· ‘Ευ$ φράνθητε, *θνη, µετὰ το�

λαο� αυ$ το�’; frPs(al), fr. 116: τ< �ν αυ$ τα� οjν

oδωρ, πρ�ν ;π< Ι$ ησο� �κβάσεω κα� σαφηνε!α

τυχε�ν, διὰ τ< το� πολλο� δυσθε)ρητον σκοτειν<ν

ε_ναι λ�γεται. Ibid. fr. 117: εFδη δ> κολάσεων διὰ τ(ν

προσηγορι(ν σηµα!νεται κα� τ(ν περ� Χριστο�

προφητευοµ�νων �κβάσεω τετυχηκ�των. Ibid.

fr. 704a: τὰ γὰρ περ� µελλ�ντων λ�γοντα α$ σθενε�ν

δοκε� διὰ τ< α' δηλον τ8 �κβάσεω, τ�τε φων�ν

δυνάµεω λαµβάνοντα Xταν πληρωθP. Ibid. fr. 900:

Xτε γὰρ οO λ�γοι αυ$ τ(ν �κβάσεω τετυχ9κασι. Ibid.

fr. 930: �κβάσεω τεύξεται + προφητε!α. Ibid. fr. 949:

Ε$ κβάσεω τυχούση τ8 προφητε!α. In Genesin,

Cod. p. 231: Κα� τ< ‘κριν( δ> �γi τ< *θνο Z αE ν

δουλεύσωσιν’ �κβάσεω τετύχηκεν κατὰ τὰ �ν

Ε$ ξ�δ^ γεγραµµ�να.

EN XXc: κατὰ τ< γράµµα το� ν�µου

The expression ‘according to the letter of the Law’

(cf. Rom. 2:27, etc.) is very rare in literature, and it was

surely used by Origen, who appears to have invented

it. Didymus borrowed it, as indeed other followers of

Origen did, too.

Origen, commJohn, XXVIII.12.95–96: α$ ρχιερε�

δ> κα� πα̃σα + σωµατικ� �ν Ι$ ουδα!οι λατρε!α

Φαρισα�ο! τε κα� πα̃σα + κατὰ τ< γράµµα το� ν�µου

διδασκαλ!α �πιβουλεύει Ι$ ησο�. commMatt, 10.14:

γραµµατεὺ πα̃ W µεµαθητευµ�νο τP κατὰ τ<

γράµµα το� ν�µου διδασκαλ!H Cνοµάζεται.

Commentarii in Romanos (III.5–V.7), p. 134: Ε' οικεν

οjν πλε!οσιν ?ητο� κεχρ8σθαι hνα διδάξG π(

ο_δεν + γραφ� κα� ε: µ>ν προτ!θετα! τι βι(σαι

κατὰ τ< γράµµα το� ν�µου, �ν φανερK Ι$ ουδα��

�στιν· ε: δ> κατὰ τ<ν πνευµατικ<ν ν�µον, �ν

κρυπτK Ι$ ουδα�ο αE ν τοιο�το λ�γοιτο. Ibid. 198:

@ λεγ�τωσαν +µ�ν οO µηδαµ�θεν δικαιο�σθαι

θ�λοντε τ<ν α' νθρωπον @ �κ το� Μωσ�ω κατὰ τ<

γράµµα το� ν�µου. frJohn, LXXVIII: ε: σωτηρ!αν

γὰρ ου$  τ(ν πολλ(ν κατὰ τ< γράµµα το� ν�µου

�ντολ(ν χρε!α, α$ λλ$ Cλ!γων, �ν ο[ κρ�µαται Xλο

W ν�µο κα� οO προφ8ται, τ(ν περ� α$ γάπη

νενοµοθετηµ�νων.

Eusebius, Eclogae Prophetarum, p. 194: ΟO µ>ν οjν

ο:κοδοµο�ντε τ�ν κατὰ τ< γράµµα το� ν�µου

ο:κοδοµ9ν, το�τον α$ πεδοκ!µασαν τ<ν λ!θον.

Gregory of Nyssa, De Vita Mosis, 2.149: Σηµα!νει

δ> τ< µ>ν �ν oψει τὰ χε�ρα *χειν τ<ν Μωϋσ�α τ�ν

διὰ τ(ν ;ψηλοτ�ρων νοηµάτων θεωρ!αν το� ν�µου,

τ< δ> ε: τ�ν γ8ν �πικλ!νειν τ�ν ταπειν9ν τε κα�

χαµα!ζηλον κατὰ τ< γράµµα το� ν�µου �ξ9γησ!ν τε

κα� παρατ9ρησιν.

Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 1260: ∆υνατ<ν τοὺ κατὰ

τ< γράµµα το� ν�µου βιο�ντα �πικαλουµ�νου

τ< =νοµα κυρ!ου ε:πε�ν, τ(ν τP καιν�τητι το�

πνεύµατο α$ κολουθούντων, �πικαλουµ�νων αυ$ τ<ν

�ν α$ ληθε!H α- ρµοδ!ω τK προσκυνε�ν αυ$ τ<ν

πνεύµατι κα� α$ ληθε!H. commZacch, 3.142: Πρ<

τP νο9σει ταύτG, σηµα!νονται διὰ τ8 λ�ξεω

α$ µφ�τεροι οO κληθ�ντε λαο!, X τε �κ περιτοµ8,

;πεζευγµ�νο τK ζυγK το� κατὰ τ< γράµµα κα� τ�ν

σκιὰν ν�µου, καλουµ�ν^ βαρε� ζυγK, κα� W ευ$ θ�ω

κληθε� α$ π< πάση ε:δωλολατρε!α. Ibid. 5.171:

Ο-  τ�ν νοητ�ν σκηνοπηγ!αν �ορτάζων α$ ναβα!νων

το�το πράττει, � W προκε!µενο προφ9τη

δηλο�, κάτω κα� �ν ταπεινK α$ γ�ντων αυ$ τ�ν τ(ν

κατὰ γράµµα κα� σκιὰν το� ν�µου α$ γυριζ�ντων.

commEccl (9.8–10.20), Cod. p. 300: ου$  κατὰ τ<

γράµµα *ζων, ε: µ� Xτε �ξ�πεσαν το� oψου τ(ν

γραφ(ν· �πε� π( κατὰ τ< γράµµα *ζη το� ν�µου

Ι$ ηρεµ!α α:τι)µενο τοὺ *χοντα τ�ν περιτοµ�ν

το� γράµµατο λ�γων· ‘περιτµ9θητε τK θεK’,

‘α$ περ!τµητοι καρδ!α’ �στ�. frPs(al), fr. 529:

Καθ9µενο, f οVτε, περ� τ< γράµµα το� ν�µου

καταλαλε� το� α$ δελφο� σου, το� κατὰ τ< πνε�µα

το� ν�µου φρονο�ντο κα� πολιτευοµ�νου.
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EN XXd: ου$ κ�τι χ)ραν *χειν

Notwithstanding the simplicity of the expression ‘it no

longer has any place’, the fact is that only a few authors

used this. It appears to originate with Alexander of

Aphrodisias,11 and was subsequently taken up by

Athanasius,12 Eusebius,13 Basil of Ancyra,14 and

Theodoret.15 Chrysostom used it most frequently of

all authors.16 Didymus also has it,17 yet it seems that

this closure of the Scholion is rather an expression of

Cassian himself. For indeed he was aware of two sets

of texts. One, the Acts of Ephesus,18 where Theodoret

rebutted an anathema imposed by Cyril of Alexandria.

Two, the works of his contemporary John Philoponus,

who relished applying this elegant construction.19

EN XXe: ου$ κ�τι �φεξ8 τ‹(›ν

λοιπ‹(›ν φυλαχθ8ναι

The Codex text ου$ κετι φυ ;φεξει τα λοιπα λαχθηναι

was aptly restored by Harnack and was rightly retained.

The sentence means this: once Jesus opened the minds

of his pupils on their way to Emmaus and explained to

them everything that had been written about him by

Moses and David, he made it clear that the prophecies

had been fulfilled in his own person. Therefore, ‘he shut

down the shadow of the Law’, since after his resurrection

there is no shadow any more. The Jews, who did not

believe in this abolition of the shadow, were cast ‘out of

Jerusalem’, that is, out of the renewed life. They incurred

this penalty because they stuck to the letter of the Law,

although no precept could any longer be observed literally.

It is, in fact, Cassian, following Didymus, who added

the last sentence of the Scholion, thus making his

allegiance to Origen clear: the Logos always ‘opened the

minds’ of those ‘pupils’ who were able to grasp the con-

cealed truth of scripture. Nevertheless, scripture is still

‘sealed’ to those who are not yet able to understand its

message during the present life.

The passage is an allusion to Origen’s notion of

‘eternal gospel’,20 according to which full and clear

knowledge is an eschatological prospect, which has

been prefigured in the person of Jesus Christ. This

knowledge is the state of seeing God ‘face to face’, not

‘through a glass, darkly’ as currently happens.

The expression �ν τP παρούσG (‘during the

present’ [life]) is then the normal distinction between

this life, when full knowledge is not yet possible, and

the future life, when complete knowledge will be

attained. Accordingly, Cassian makes the clear dis-

tinction between ‘the present life’ and the ‘anticipated

one’ (+ παρο�σα κα� + προσδοκωµ�νη ζω9).21

11 Alexander of Aphrodisias De Fato, pp. 184–185: ε: δ> τὰ µ>ν

βουλευσαµ�νων +µ(ν, τὰ δ> κα� µ� βουλευσαµ�νων γ!νεται,
ου$ κ�τι χ)ραν *χει τ< λ�γειν τ< τὰ διὰ το� βουλεύεσθαι γιν�µενα

�π� τK α$ νθρ)π^ ε_ναι τK µ� δύνασθαι α' λλω τι δι $  αυ$ το�

γ!νεσθαι.
12 Athanasius, De Incarnatione Verbi, 9.2 (the same phrase appears in

a spurious work: Pseudo-Athanasius: Sermo Major de Fide, fr. 7):
Κα� αυ$ τ� γὰρ + �ν τK θανάτ^ φθορὰ κατὰ τ(ν α$ νθρ)πων ου$ κ�τι

χ)ραν *χει διὰ τ<ν �νοικ9σαντα Λ�γον �ν τούτοι διὰ το� �ν<

σ)µατο.
13 Eusebius, DE, 1.9.14: Η-  µ>ν οjν α:τ!α τ8 τ(ν πάλαι θεοφιλ(ν

α$ νδρ(ν παιδοποι!α α$ νε!ρηται, Aν ου$ κ�τι �φ $  +µ(ν χ)ραν *χει

λ�γειν. De Ecclesiastica Theologia, 2.6.2: k �π� µ>ν σωµάτων χ)ραν

*χει, �π� δ> τ8 α$ σωµάτου κα� α$ λ�κτου κα� α$ νεκφράστου ου$ σ!α

ου$ κ�τι.
14 Basil of Ancyra (fourth cent. AD), De Virginitatis Integritate,

PG.30.732.46: ου$ κ�τι οuτε α$ ρν9σεω, οuτε λογισµ(ν χ)ραν

*χοντε.
15 Theodoret, Interpretatio in Psalmos, PG.80.904.35: ου$ δεµ!α λοιπ<ν

θεραπε!α δοθ9σεται, ου$ κ�τι χ)ραν τ8 µετανο!α �χούση.
Interpretatio in Jeremiam, PG.81.561.44: Παρεγγυd δ> κα� τα�

γυναιξ!ν, � ου$ κ�τι χ)ραν �χούση τ8 ευ$ φροσύνη. intPaulXIV,
PG.82.745.39–41: �πιφαν9σεται πάλιν +µ�ν, ου$ κ�τι τ8 α- µαρτ!α

κρατούση, α$ ντ� το�, χ)ραν ου$ κ�τι �χούση κατὰ τ(ν α$ νθρ)πων

τ8 α- µαρτ!α. Eranistes, p. 237: Κα� αυ$ τ� γὰρ + �ν τK θανάτ^

φθορὰ κατὰ τ(ν α$ νθρ)πων ου$ κ�τι χ)ραν *χει διὰ τ<ν

�νοικ9σαντα λ�γον �ν τούτοι διὰ το� �ν< σ)µατο.

16 John Chrysostom, In Acta Apostolorum Homiliae, PG.60.244.47:
ου$ κ�τι σοι αoτη λοιπ<ν + πρ�φασι χ)ραν *χει. Also, In
Epistulam ad Galatas Commentarius, PG.61.615.6, et passim.

17 Didymus, commZacch, 1.62: Τούτου γὰρ γενοµ�νου, ου$ κ�τι χ)ραν

*χουσιν οO περιυβρ!ζειν βουλ�µενοι.
18 ACO, Concilium Universale Ephesenum Anno 431, 1,1,6, p. 128.
19 John Philoponus, In Aristotelis Categorias Commentarium, v. 13,1,

p. 146: �δε!χθη �π! τινων πραγµάτων + το� ποιε�ν δύναµι χ)ραν

*χουσα µ�νον. In Aristotelis Analytica Priora Commentaria, v. 13,2,
p. 19: ου$ κ�τι χ)ραν + α$ πορ!α qξει. In Aristotelis Analytica
Posteriora Commentaria, v. 13,3, p. 147: ου$ κ�τι *χει χ)ραν +

ε:ρηµ�νη παρ$  +µ(ν α$ πορ!α. In Aristotelis Libros De Generatione et
Corruptione Commentaria, v. 14,2, p. 86: ου$ κ�τι χ)ραν *χει τ<

κεν�ν. In Aristotelis Physicorum Libros Octo Commentaria, v. 16,
p. 53: ου$ κ�τι χ)ραν qξει + α$ ντιστροφ9.

20 I have canvassed this in PHE, pp. 96–109.
21 Theodoret, intPaulXIV, PG.82.253.5. Cf. �ν τP παρούσG ζω8:

Origen, selPs, PG.12.1244.13; PG.12.1300.37; PG.12.1389.34.
Didymus, commJob (7.20c-11), Cod. p. 289. Pseudo-Theodoret (or,
Pseudo-Justin), QetR, p. 144. Cf. the expression �ν τP παρούσG ζωP

in the following writers: Athanasius, Expositiones in Psalmos,
PG.27.488.21. Eusebius, commPs, PG.23.165.10. Procopius of Gaza,
In Isaiam Prophetam, p. 2269. Ephraem Syrus, De Octo
Cogitationibus, p. 302. John Chrysostom, De Lazaro, PG.48.1003.9;
Ad Eos Qui Scandalizati Sunt, 9.7; In Genesin Sermones,
PG.53.49.44; PG.54.396.61. Pseudo-John Chrysostom, Homilia de
Capto Eutropio, PG.52.411.50; (�ν τP παρούσG). Pseudo-John
Chrysostom, In Resurrectionem Domini, line 6.
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EXPANDED NOTES TO SCHOLION XXI

EN XXIa: Στύλου

This juxtaposed quotation of Psalm 74:4 and Gal. 2:9

appears in Athanasius and Eusebius.1 These authors,

however, do not suggest that anyone may become a

‘pillar’. The theologian who did so was Gregory of

Nyssa.2 The point in the present Scholion is in essence

an excerpt from the analysis of Didymus.

Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 780a: Στύλου δ> αυ$ τ8 τ8

τακε!ση γ8 τοὺ εuτονον κα� φρ�νηµα α$ ληθ>

*χοντα λ�γει· @ τοὺ κ9ρυκα τ8 α$ ληθε!α,

οr στερεο� W �ν τάξει τPδε οuσG, Oδρύων αυ$ τοὺ

�ν τK οFκ^ το� θεο� σωτ9ρ. Ibid. 781A: Στερεο� δ>

τ8 γ8 τ8 τακε!ση τοὺ στύλου τοὺ εuτονον

β!ον κα� α$ ληθ> *χοντα φρ�νηµα· µα̃λλον δ> τ8

α$ ληθε!α τοὺ κ9ρυκα, περ� Yν εFρηται· Στ�λοι

ου$ ρανο� �πετάσθησαν, πτερωθ�ντε πτερο�

ου$ ραν!οι, � λ�γεσθαι περ� αυ$ τ(ν· Ο[ο W

�πουράνιο, τοιο�τοι κα� οO �πουράνιοι. γ�γραπται

δ> κα� περ� πάση τ8 �νδ�ξου �κκλησ!α g

παρ�στησε Χριστ< �αυτK Στ�λο κα� �δρα!ωµα

τ8 α$ ληθε!α. πάντα οjν τοὺ στύλου τούτου

στερεο� W �ν τάξει τPδε οuσG Oδρύων αυ$ τοὺ �ν τK

οFκ^ το� θεο� σωτ�ρ λ�γων· Τ<ν ο_κον τ<ν αe γι�ν

µου θεµελι)σω.

EN XXIb: τὰ πρ(τα φ�ρεσθαι

Of all Christian authors, it was Gregory of Nazianzus

who used this Homeric idiom,3 which surprisingly did

not appeal to pagan literature. The verb may be either

in active (φ�ρειν) or middle voice (φ�ρεσθαι), which

is the case with this Scholion. 

Didymus, commEccl (11–12), Cod. p. 328: ε:σ�ν

‘�ν τP �κκλησ!H’ τὰ πρωτε�α φερ�µενοι, ο[ον

‘α$ π�στολοι, προφ8ται’· ε:σ�ν κα� τὰ α' λλα *χοντε,

ο[ον ‘χάρισµα :αµάτων, α$ ντ!ληµψιν, κυβ�ρνησιν,

γλ(τταν’. πάντα οjν αυ$ τ� �στιν· αυ$ τ<ν γ. ὰρ

µιµούµενοι γ!νονται τα�τα. frPs(al), fr. 891a: αυ$ το�

τοιγαρο�ν �πικαλεσαµ�νου τ<ν πάντων αFτιον

πατ�ρα, κα� αυ$ τ< W πατ�ρ τ!θεται αυ$ τ<ν

πρωτ�τοκον τὰ πρωτε�α φ�ροντα πάντων τ(ν

χρηµατισάντων υO(ν θεο�, ου$ χ Wµο!ω αυ$ τK

α$ νακραθ�ντων τK µονογενε�· µ�νο γὰρ αυ$ τ<

γν9σιον =ργανον κα� να< το� θεο� λ�γου

α$ ναπ�φαται.

Origen, JesNav, p. 455: + το� Ι$ ούδα τὰ πρ(τα

φ�ρει τ(ν φυλ(ν.

Gregory of Nazianzus, Funebris in Laudem Caesarii

Fratris, 9.5: Xτι πολλοστ<ν τετάχθαι παρὰ ΘεK

κρε�ττον ε_ναι δοκε� τε κα� ;ψηλ�τερον @ παρὰ τK

κάτω βασιλε� τὰ πρ(τα φ�ρεσθαι. De Vita Sua,

line 728: Τὰ πρ(τα µ>ν δ� κα� φ�ρειν ο[ο τε cν.

Ibid. line 1035: f Σ)κρατε, τὰ πρ(τα µ�χρι ν�ν

φ�ρει.

Themistius, Περ� Προεδρ�α ε/ τ?ν Σύγκλητον,

p. 354d: ε:πiν πολλάκι, α$ ρκε� βιασθε� Ι$ ουλιαν<

τ8 ο:κουµ�νη καλ�σαι πρεσβευτ�ν α' ξιον, ου$

µ�νον τ8 καλλιπ�λεω, κα� τὰ πρ(τα φ�ρεσθαι

φιλοσοφ!α �ν γράµµασιν Wµολογ9σα.

At the end of EN XXVk, I discuss the reasons for

my assumption that Theodoret received this expression

from Lucian of Samosata, along with other points of

influence.

EN XXIc: Psalm 74:4: �γi �στερ�ωσα

τοὺ στύλου αυ$ τ8

Comments on Psalm 74:4 (�τάκη + γ8 κα� πάντε

οO κατοικο�ντε �ν αυ$ τP, �γi �στερ�ωσα τοὺ

στύλου αυ$ τ8), which had appeared before Didymus,

were a tradition probably as old as Origen.

Origen, selPs, PG.12.1060.4; ibid. PG.12.1533.51.

Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 781A. Athanasius, Expositiones

in Psalmos, PG.27.340.16. Eusebius, commPs, PG.23:

868.52; 869.39. Basil of Caesarea, Homiliae in

Hexaemeron, 1.9; 3.4. Julian the Arian, In Job, p. 161.

Cyril of Alexandria, In Sanctum Joannem, v. 3, p. 130;

De Adoratione, PG.68.268. Theodoret, Interpretatio in

Psalmos, PG.80.1468.39.

1 Athanasius, Expositiones in Psalmos, PG.27.340.21. Eusebius,
commPs, PG.23.869.56.

2 Gregory of Nyssa, In Canticum Canticorum, v. 6, p. 416 and v. 6,
p. 419; De Vita Mosis, 2.184.

3 Homer, Ilias, XXIII.538.
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EN XXId: στύλοι ου$ ρανο� �πετάσθησαν4

This is quoted by Didymus (see EN XXIa) and the

following three authors: John Chrysostom, In Job,

p. 145. Julian the Arian, In Job, p. 160. Olympiodorus,

the deacon of Alexandria, commJob, p. 222. The Scho-

lion reproduces analyses of Didymus which also occur

in other works of his.

EN XXIe: ου$ κ �κβάλλεται *ξω

Origen, commJohn, 10.XLII.295: νικ(ν γάρ τι κα�

παρὰ τK Ι$ ωάννG �ν τP Α$ ποκαλύψει �παγγελ!αν

*χει στύλο *σεσθαι �ν τK ναK το� θεο�, µ�

�ξελευσ�µενο *ξω.

Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 200: Πρ< σ> *θνη Dξουσιν

α$ π $  �σχάτου τ8 γ8, κα� Πάντα τὰ *θνη Xσα

�πο!ησα Dξουσιν κα� προσκυν9σουσιν �ν)πι�ν

σου. ταύτην γὰρ αυ$ τ<ν �ρχοµ�νην τ�ν γενεὰν

ου$ κ �κβάλλει W λ�γων σωτ9ρ· Τ<ν �ρχ�µενον πρ�

µε ου$  µ� �κβάλω *ξω. Ibid. fr.772a: Α$ πωθε�ται

W θε< τ<ν α- µαρτάνοντα, �κε!νου πρ�τερον

α$ ποσχοιν!σαντο �αυτ�ν· Τ<ν γὰρ �ρχ�µενον πρ�

µε ου$  µ� �κβάλλω *ξω, ε_πεν W κύριο.

Basil of Caesarea, Regulae Fusius Tractatae, PG.31:

1149.22; 1153.17; Moralia, PG.31.825.31. Ephraem

Syrus, Sermo Compunctorius, p. 100; Sermo in Secun-

dum Adventum Domini Nostri Iesu Christi, pp. 42; 45;

De Communi Resurrectione; De Paenitentia et Caritate,

p. 75; Interrogationes et Responsiones, pp. 106; 109;

223. John Chrysostom, In Sanctum Joannem,

PG.59.253.53. Pseudo-John Chrysostom, De Pseudo-

prophetis, PG.59.566.6. Cyril of Alexandria, Com-

mentarii in Joannem, v. 1, pp. 480 and 481.

The interesting question which arises is why John

6:37 (which the author actually adduces) is relevant

at this point. The obvious answer is that he wishes

to make sure that the text of Revelation conforms to

scripture. Furthermore, John, 6:37 is quoted at the end

of an apocryphon, which has the same title, that is,

‘Revelation of John’.5 What is interesting about this text

is that it claims to be a revelation by ‘Saint John the

Theologian’ (τ<ν αe γιον Ι$ ωάννην τ<ν Θεολ�γον)

conversing with ‘James, the brother of the Lord’.6 The

very fact that John is styled ‘theologos’ should make

this text at least two centuries later than the editor

A. Vassiliev reckoned it to be: whereas he conjectured

that it is a second-century text, the foregoing discussion

(EN IVb) shows that it should be placed in the fourth

century – and Cassian must have consulted this text too.

EN XXIf: γενάµενον (Cf. EN XXIXd)

I retain the spelling of the codex. Emending γενάµενον

to γεν�µενον was a mistake of Harnack. The participle

γενάµενο is a perfectly acceptable form, since it

enjoyed a remarkably wide currency. Didymus

employed γενάµενο at no less than a hundred and

fifty points,7 along with nearly four hundred instances

of γεν�µενο, which is more than one-third of all

instances where this form of the participle appears in

literature. The participle does not occur in De Trinitate

at all. Likewise (and characteristically) γενάµενο

is absent from all known works of Origen, who always

used the normal form of the participle (which is

γεν�µενο), even though γενάµενο recurs in

Hippolytus.8 This is somehow a personal seal of

Didymus’ upon the Scholion, in the same way as

the verb συνκαταβα!νειν instead of συγκαταβα!νειν

is.

This form may be of help as a key to identifying

anonymous writings, since its use, though not rare,

is restricted to specific authors. To cite an instance: it

might well be that the writings by the so-called ‘Pseudo-

Macarius’9 turn out to be relevant to those of Didymus,

since we come across this ‘Pseudo-Macarius’ time and

again in the comparative philological study of the

Scholia. Since I endorse the hypothesis of Rudolf

Riedinger that the Pseudo-Macarian corpus had

been produced at the monastery of the Akoimetoi in

4 Job, 26:11: στ�λοι ου$ ρανο� �πετάσθησαν κα� �ξ�στησαν α$ π< τ8

�πιτιµ9σεω αυ$ το�.
5 Apocalypsis Apocrypha Joannis (versio tertia), p. 322.
6 Ibid. p. 317.
7 Didymus, commJob (1–4), Cod. pp. 51; 94; 172; 174; et passim.

8 Hippolytus, In Danielem, 2.13.2; 2.18.1; 2.20.4; 2.28.5; 3.7.4; 3.14.5;
3.16.4; 3.19.4; 4.21.3; 4.58.3; De Benedictionibus, pp. 42; 48.
Pseudo-Hippolytus, Ex Interpretatione Ruth; line 23; Didymus,
frPs(al), fr. 15.

9 Pseudo-Macarius, Sermones, 3.3; 6.2; 7.6; 25.3.
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Constantinople,10 this relevance may lie in the fact

that the Antiochene monks of this monastery made

abundant use of Didymus’ works, as indeed Cassian

himself does in these Scholia. The same participle

appears in the Corpus Hermeticum,11 the writings of the

third-century BC geometrician Archimedes,12 and pro-

fusely (thirty-seven instances) in Pseudo-Callisthenes’

Historia Alexandri Magni. This form is heavily used in

the first-century Vitae Aesopi.13 With regard to Patristic

literature, we find it only in certain apocrypha,14

Amphilochius of Iconium,15 and Hippolytus.

Furthermore, Didymus is the sole author to use the

compound participle προσγενάµενο.16 He also is

alone in employing the participle περιγενάµενο,17

whereas the participle παραγενάµενο occurs in

several authors.18

EN XXIg: �ννο!α το� πατρ<

The term *ννοια in this context has the specific

meaning of ‘comprehension’, not of ‘notion’, which is

more common in literature.19 We know of *ννοια

meaning ‘comprehension’20 following Heb. 4:12.21 This

is precisely the sense occurring in this Scholion and in

the rest of Cassian’s writings.22

The phrase ‘concept of the Father’ quoted by

Didymus23 can be presumed to be scriptural.24 Only

the seventh-century monk Antiochus of Palestine

also quoted it25 for the last time. Antiochus draws

heavily on Cassian’s writings anyway. He actually

had in mind this ‘book of Cassian’, namely

Codex 573, since he was a Sabaite monk and lived

not long after the abbot Cassian of the Laura of Sabas

had died.26

Nevertheless, there is an expression attributed to

Chrysippus,27 which may be regarded as old as Plato,

even though Plato did not use this terminology

himself.28

The idea was applied in Christian literature, not

only by Didymus,29 but also by other theologians.30

However, the plural used in this Scholion (�ννο!α το�

πατρ�) occurs only in Gregory of Nyssa31 and in

10 Rudolf Riedinger, ‘Akoimeten’, Theologische Realenzyklopädie, 2
(1978) 148–153. Also, ‘Pseudo-Dionysios Areopagites, Pseudo-
Kaisarios und die Akoimeten’, Byzantinische Zeitschrift, 52 (1959)
276–296. See my RCR, pp. 20; 29–30.

11 Corpus Hermeticum, Fragmenta, frs. 24; 26.
12 Archimedes, Geometrica, v. 1, pp. 156; 157; 164.
13 Vitae Aesopi, 9; 68; 72; 80; 81; 84; 85; 91; 111; 116.
14 Evangelium Apocryphon Bartholomaei, 4.17. Protevangelium Jacobi,

11; 34; 49. Acta Apocrypha Philippi, 45; 115; 139. Acta Apocrypha
Thomae, 27; 71. Apocalypsis Apocrypha Esdrae, p. 24. Testamentum
Jobi, 1.4.

15 Amphilochius of Iconium, In Mulierem Peccatricem et Pharisaeum
(orat. 4), lines 83 and 84. Anthony the Hagiographer, Vita Symeonis
Stylitae Senioris, 7.

16 Didymus, commEccl (11–12), Cod. p. 358: Xταν λυθP πάντα τὰ

προσγενάµενα τK α$ νθρ)π^. Commentarii in Zachariam, 5.7: τὰ

προσγεναµ�να βλάβα. commPs 40–44.4, Cod. p. 296: hνα

α$ ποπλύνηται τ�ν προσγεναµ�νην α$ καθαρσ!αν.
17 Didymus, commZacch, 2.329; commPs 22–26.10, Cod. pp. 104 and

107; frPs(al), fr. 187. There is only one instance preceding Didymus
using this form, namely, the second-century medical doctor
Philumenus of Alexandria: De Venetatis Animalibus Eorumque
Remediis, 1.4. This form of the participle was never used again.

18 Pseudo-Macarius, Sermones lxiv, 18.6.9; Sermones, 2.4. Evangelium
Apocryphon Bartholomaei, 1.28; 4.17; 4.63. Acta Apocrypha
Thomae, 9. Ephraem Syrus, Quod non Oporteat Ridere, p. 204.
Severus of Antioch, in Catena in Matthaeum, p. 247. Vitae Aesopi,
Vita G, 10; 26; 27; 34; 45; 54; 107; 121; 123; 129; 136. Testamenta XII
Patriarcharum (second cent. BC–third cent. AD), Testamentum
12.10.8. Also, the anonymous Dialogus contra Judaeos, 3.7.

19 This meaning was recorded by Pseudo-Zonaras, Lexicon,
Alphabetic letter epsilon, p. 729: Ε' ννοια. + περ� τιν< το� νο�

κ!νησι.
20 Pseudo–Caesarius (Cassian the Sabaite), Quaestiones et

Responsiones, 1: ;περφ�ρεται τ�ν �µ�ν *ννοιαν + τ(ν γραφ(ν

α$ κριβεστάτη δι9γησι. 115: πρ< τ�ν µ�λλουσαν οjν ζω�ν

α$ νάγων +µ(ν τ�ν *ννοιαν. 125: α' παγε οjν α$ ξιάγαστε τ8

τοιαύτη περ� Χριστο� �ννο!α. 138: τ< α$ κατάληπτον κα� ;π>ρ

*ννοιαν τ8 δραστικ8 αυ$ το� σοφ!α. 190: ;π>ρ τ�ν �µ9ν φηµι

;πάρχειν *ννοιαν. 191: τP α$ παραβλ9τ^ ;π>ρ λ�γον κα� *ννοιαν

θε!H φύσει. 209: Καλ� µ>ν κα� + α$ πλ8 κα� πρ�χειρο *ννοια. 214:
Καλ� µ>ν κα� A πρ�χειρο *ννοια. Also *ννοια meaning the
ability to comprehend properly. 214: + µετὰ τ�ν σωµατικ�ν

αuξησιν κα� τ8 *ννο!α τελε!ωσιν. Meaning ‘notion’, ibid. 115:
τ�ν αυ$ τ9ν φηµι *ννοιαν.

21 Cf. Heb. 4:12 quoted by Pseudo-Caesarius in chapters 146; 171.
22 Cassian the Sabaite, SerenPrim, Codex pp. 82b-83a: θελ9σωµεν,

τουτ�στιν ;ψηλὰ �ννο!α κα� πρ< Θε<ν α$ γούσα.
23 Didymus, commZacch, 2.270.
24 Proverbs 4:1. Didymus appears to be the sole author to use the

expression as a scriptural quotation.
25 Antiochus of Palestine (or Antiochus of Ancyra), Pandecta Scripturae

Sanctae, Homily 82.
26 In RCR, Appendix II, it turns out that his texts were copied verbatim

from the texts of Cassian.
27 Chrysippus apud Philo, De Monarchia, 1.216, SVF, II,301,13:

µα̃λλον δ> α$ ναγκα!ω *ννοιαν λ9ψεσθαι δε� το� Πατρ< κα�

ποιητο� κα� προσ�τι +γεµ�νο.
28 Cf. Proclus, Theologia Platonica, v. 3, p. 76: τ�ν θεολογικωτάτην

*ννοιαν τ8 δυνάµεω Πατρ�.
29 Didymus, frPs(al), frs. 137 and 172.
30 Cf. Hippolytus, Refutatio Omnium Haeresium, 10.33.2: τ8 το�

Πατρ< �ννο!α. Origen, commMatt, 17.14: οO συγχ�οντε πατρ<

κα� υOο� *ννοιαν. Also, Athanasius, Basil of Caesarea, Cyril of
Alexandria, Epiphanius of Salamis, Eusebius, Gregory of Nyssa, and
Theodoret.

31 Gregory of Nyssa, Adversus Eunomium, 1.1.641: πάσαι τα� περ�

το� πατρ< �ννο!αι.
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Didymus (περ� θεο� �ννο!α),32 but in no other

Christian theologian.33

On the other hand, the expression *ννοιαι πατρ�

was taken up later by Proclus. He made it a recurring

motif, which can only be considered as one more

instance of his following Christian usage. Purporting

to interpret Parmenides and Plato, Proclus sees the

divinity as a Triad, comprising ‘Father, Power, and

Mind’ (Πατ�ρα, δύναµιν, νο�ν),34 The ‘ideas’ within

the mind of the Father are also called ‘gods’: they are

identified with the ‘concepts of the Father’ resting in his

mind, and they are the causes for the world to be

created. This is what Proclus calls ‘concepts of the

father’ (*ννοιαι το� πατρ�).35 These are the ‘ideas’

(;φεστ)σα :δ�α) which exist in the mind of the

Father: it is after them that we can comprehend the

mystery of theology.36 They are ‘perceptions not of

anything else, but perceptions of their own selves’ (ου$

γὰρ � α' λλαι α' λλων ε:σ�ν αO �κε� νο9σει, α$ λλ$

� αυ$ τα� �αυτ(ν).37

Writing Scholion XXI Cassian continues to quote

from Didymus’ commentary on Revelation to the letter.

32 Didymus Fragmenta in Psalmos, fr. 96 (From Catena in Acta, p. 46):
οO µ� *χοντε δ> περ� θεο� �ννο!α διηρθρωµ�να. Fr. 725:
πάντε γὰρ κατ $  ε:κ�να κα� Wµο!ωσιν θεο� κα� ευ$ θε�

γεγενηµ�νοι �σπαρµ�να *χουσι τὰ περ� θεο� �ννο!α.
However, Didymus’ expression is somewhat different and comes
from Chrysippus, Posidonius, Philo, Plutarch et al. It was thence
taken up by Irenaeus and Clement of Alexandria.

33 Cf. also the rare plural, in Epigrammata Oracula Chaldaica (second
cent. AD), Oracle 38: *ννοιαι πατρ< αhδε.

34 Proclus, Theologia Platonica, v. 3, p. 76.

35 Proclus, In Platonis Parmenidem, p. 801: σαφ( γὰρ οO θεο�

ε:ρ9κασι κα� � *ννοιαι το� πατρ� ε:σι, µ�νουσι γὰρ �ν τα�

νο9σεσι το� πατρ�· κα� � προ�ρχονται πρ< τ�ν το� κ�σµου

δηµιουργ!αν. Likewise, ibid. p. 895. Cf. the tenet about the Ideas
being thoughts existing in God’s mind in Albinus, Epitome, 9.2–3.

36 Cf. ibid. p. 895: Τὰ γο�ν �ν �κε!ν^ πρ)τω ;φεστ)σα :δ�α

+µ�ν �φερµηνεύοντα τὰ Λ�για κ�κληκεν αυ$ τὰ �ννο!α

πατρικά, � οuσα δηµιουργικὰ νο9σει διὰ τ�ν τ(ν νο9σεων

πρ< τὰ νοούµενα µ!αν ;π�στασιν.
37 Ibid.
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EXPANDED NOTES TO SCHOLION XXII

EN XXIIa: α$ ληθε!α µετ�χειν

(‘participating in truth’, Cf. EN XXa)

The Son is said to be αe γιο and α$ ληθιν� because he is

so ‘in essence, not by participation’. The idea is ascribed

to Origen by means of the vocabulary of Didymus.

Origen, selPs, PG.12.1656.13: ΕFπερ ε:σ� θεο�

πολλο� κα� κύριοι πολλο� �ν τK ου$ ρανK κα� �π�

τ8 γ8· α$ λλὰ τοὺ λεγοµ�νου µετὰ τ�ν Τριάδα

θεοὺ µετουσ!H θε�τητο ε_ναι τοιούτου· W δ>

Σωτ�ρ ου$  κατὰ µετουσ!αν, α$ λλὰ κατ $  ου$ σ!αν �στ�

Θε�.

The idea of Trinitarian Persons being God in

esssence, whereas creatures can only participate in

‘truth’, or in ‘holiness’, or indeed in ‘divinity’, is a motif

often occurring in Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 435: Ε$ πε�

φ( α$ ληθιν<ν W σωτ�ρ κα� αυ$ τ< + α$ λ9θεια ε_να!

φησιν, . . . ου$ χ qτερον δ> τ< φ( τ8 α$ ληθε!α κατ $

ου$ σ!αν (α$ µφ�τερα γάρ �στιν W το� θεο� υO�) α$ λλ$

�πινο!H µ�νG. Ibid. fr. 842: Ε: κα� α' λλοι ;ψηλο� κα�

oψιστοι �κ θεο� γεγ�νηνται α$ ρετP µετεωριζ�µενοι

κα� ;ψούµενοι, α$ λλ$ ου$ δε� �κε!νων �ξ �αυτο� κα�

κατ $  ου$ σ!αν �στ� τοιο�το. µ�νο γὰρ θε< oψιστο

;ψ!στου ποι(ν α$ λλ$ ου$  γιν�µενο· � µ�νο

σοφ� �στι κα� µ�νο α$ ληθιν< παρ�χων σοφ!αν

κα� α$ λ9θειαν α$ λλ$ ου$  µετ�χων, οoτω µ�νο oψιστο,

κατὰ το�το το� ;ψ!στου τ< ε_δο κα� το� µονογε-

νο� ;ψ!στου τυγχάνοντο. Ibid. fr. 882: αυ$ τ< γὰρ

µ�νο κατὰ α$ λ9θειαν γ�ννηµα θεο�, οO δ$ α' λλοι

τK µετ�χειν αυ$ το� υOο� θεο� καλο�νται . . . ου$ δε�

κατ $  ου$ σ!αν υO< θεο� @ µ�νο W σωτ�ρ Fδιο κα�

µ�νο Wµοούσι� �στι τK πατρ!, Wµοιωθ9σονται δ>

αυ$ τK οVτοι οO ου$  κατ $  ου$ σ!αν α$ λλὰ κατὰ ποι�τητα.

Ibid. fr. 884: Η-  περ� τ<ν θε<ν α$ λ9θεια ου$ κ α' λλη

τυγχάνει το� ε:π�ντο . . . κυκλο�ται δ> ;π< ταύτη

γενν(ν αυ$ τ�ν κα� µ�νο bν θε< α$ ληθιν�· � γὰρ

µ�νο σοφ< ου$  µετ�χων α$ λλὰ κα� γενν(ν σοφ!αν,

οoτω µ�νο α$ ληθιν< κα� κύκλ^ *χει τ�ν α$ λ9θειαν,

ου$  µεταλαµβάνων αυ$ τ8, α$ λλὰ συνiν κα� �τ�ροι

αυ$ τ�ν δωρούµενο. Ibid. fr. 1195: Ωe σπερ ε:σ� θεο�

πολλο� κα� κύριοι πολλο� �ν τK ου$ ρανK κα� �π� τ8

γ8, τK πάντα τοὺ λεγοµ�νου µετὰ τ�ν Τριάδα

θεοὺ µετουσ!H θε�τητο ε_ναι τοιούτου. α$ λλ$ W

σωτ�ρ ου$ χ οoτω α$ λλ$ bν κατ $  ου$ σ!αν θε�· δι<

ποιε� θεοὺ τοὺ µετ�χοντα αυ$ το�.

Didymus developed a similar line of argument in

relation to the Holy Spirit. Ibid. fr. 1243: Ε' ν τισι

φ�ρεται α$ ντ� το� Τ< πνε�µα τ< αe γι�ν σου, Τ<

πνε�µα τ< α$ γαθ�ν σου· �ξ οV παρ!σταται τ< αe γιον

α$ γαθ<ν κα� τ< α$ γαθ<ν αe γιον ε_ναι· α$ γαθ<ν δ> ου$

κατὰ µετουσ!αν α$ γαθ�τητο α$ λλὰ τK κατ $  ου$ σ!αν

ε_ναι τοιο�τον ]σπερ κα� αe γιον. τοιο�το δ> κα� W

πατ9ρ· κα� εFρηται γο�ν περ� αυ$ το� Πάτερ αe γιε, κα�

τ< Ου$ δε� α$ γαθ< ε: µ� ε[ W θε�. κα� W υO< δ> �ξ

α$ γαθο� κα� α- γ!ου α$ γαθ< κα� αe γιο εFρηται ε_ναι.

By contrast, the notion of participation in either

‘truth’ or ‘holiness’ applies to creatures. commPs

40–44.4, Cod. p. 250: γ�γονεν δ> τ< λογικ<ν ζKον,

hνα δεκτικ<ν � α$ ρετ8. τ< δ> δεκτικ�ν τινο οuκ

�στιν κατ $  ου$ σ!αν τοιο�το. ου$  κατ $  ου$ σ!αν δ> α$ γαθο!

ε:σιν οO α' νθρωποι· διὰ το�το γὰρ �κτ!σθησαν, hνα

γ�νωνται α$ γαθο� µετουσ!H το� α$ ληθ( α$ γαθο�.

EN XXIIb: τ< πιστ< α$ ντ� βεβα!ου κα�

α$ τρ�πτου κε�ται

The expression comes from Philo, De Confusione

Linguarum, 106: �9θη τι παρ$  �αυτK β�βαιον κα�

α$ σφαλ> @ συν�λω παρά τινι τ(ν γενοµ�νων

α' τρεπτον Oδρ�σθαι, το� παγ!ω κα� κατὰ τὰ αυ$ τὰ

κα� �σαύτω *χοντο. De Mutatione Nominum, 55:

α$ λλὰ τ�ν α' τρεπτον κα� α$ µετάβλητον �µφα!νουσαν,

W δ$ ου$ δ�ποτε �ν ταυ$ τK βεβα!ω Oδρυµ�νο α' λλοτε

α$ λλο!α δ�χεται µεταβολά. De Somniis, 2.227–228:

κα� + το� =ντο περ� πάντα βεβαι�τη. κα� γὰρ

τK =ντι τ< τK θεK συνεγγ!ζον ο:κειο�ται κατὰ

τ< α' τρεπτον αυ$ τοστατο�ν. De Decalogo, 43: καE ν

α$ τρ�πτω κα� βεβα!ω παραµ�νG τ< ευ$ τυχε�ν. De

Specialibus Legibus, 1.311–312: µαραιν�µενα τρ�πον

τινά, πρ�ν α$ νθ8σαι βεβα!ω. k δ� πάγιον κα�

α' τρεπτον κα� α$ µετάβλητον α$ γαθ<ν µεταδι)κωµεν.

EN XXIIc: Quoting 2 Tim. 2:13: ε:

α$ πιστο�µεν, αυ$ τ< πιστ< µ�νει

Only a few writers quoted this passage. Theodoret, int-

PaulXIV, PG.82: 77.19; 841.22; Epistulae 96–147,

Epistle 145; Eranistes, p. 197, Catena in Epistulam

ad Hebraeos, p. 516. Gregory of Nyssa, Adversus

Macedonianos, v. 3, 1, p. 97. Ephraem Syrus, Ad
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Ioannem Monachum, p. 191. John Chrysostom, In

Epistulam ii ad Timotheum, PG.62: 623.61 and 625.57–

59; In illud: Filius ex se Nihil Facit, PG.56.254.43.

However, Cassian’s source is Didymus once again.

For it is only he who set forth the idea that πιστ�

is tantamount to α' τρεπτο, and he did so by appealing

to the same scriptural passages, namely Deut. 32:4 and

2 Tim. 2:13.

Didymus, commJob (12.1–16.8a), papyrus p. 352:

‘πιστ< γὰρ W θε< κα� ου$ κ *στιν α$ δικ!α �ν αυ$ τK.’

κα� πάλιν· ‘ε: α$ ρνησ�µεθα, αυ$ τ< πιστ< µ�νει.’

α' τρεπτο γάρ �στιν κα� α$ ναλλο!ωτο.

EN XXIId: µ�νων α$ ε� κα� ου$  διαπ!πτων

Didymus urged that the divine words are not subject to

decline, since these words are steady, unchangeable,

hence credible. There is a passage which simply and

definitely tells us that the phraseology here is Didymus’

own, since this is precisely what the Scholion says

couched in different (and yet in essence similar) words. 

frPs(al), fr. 1266: Θάρσησον το!νυν Xτι κα� τ(ν

λ�γων αυ$ το� κα� τ(ν �ν το� Oερο� γράµµασιν

�παγγελι(ν τ�ν α$ λ9θειαν πιστο�ται· κα� φυλάσσει

ε: τ<ν σύµπαντα α:(να τὰ �αυτο� ;ποσχ�σει, �

µ� διαπ!πτειν αυ$ το� τ<ν λ�γον κα� τὰ �παγγελ!α,

αn  το� ο:κε!οι α$ νθρ)ποι �πηγγε!λατο.

Nevertheless, the expression is characteristic of

Athanasius, since no other author correlates πιστ<

with µ�νων along with ου$  διαπ!πτων. Adversus

Arianos, PG.26.165.16–21: πιστ< δ�, ου$  π!στεω

µετ�χων, ου$ δ> εF τινα πιστεύων ]σπερ +µε�·

α$ λλὰ πιστεύεσθαι Cφε!λων περ� Yν �ὰν λ�γG κα�

ποιP, κα� Xτι πιστ�ν θυσ!αν προσφ�ρει τ�ν

µ�νουσαν κα� µ� διαπ!πτουσαν.

The expression ου$  διαπ!πτειν indicating ‘change-

lessness’ (which is the sentiment of this Scholion) is

characteristic of Didymus, commJob (1–4), Cod. p. 76:

οuτε γὰρ � θε< τα�τα α:)νια, α$ λλὰ διὰ τ< µ�

διαπ!πτειν µ�νοντα α$ ε� �ν τK αυ$ τK. commEccl (5–6),

Cod. p. 195: *χοµεν δ> καθ�λου το�το ε:πε�ν,

Xτι διαπ!πτει τὰ τ(ν α$ νθρ)πων. commPs 20–21,

Cod. p. 19: ου$ κ α$ µφ!βολον *χει τ< τ�λο το�

σπουδαζοµ�νου, α$ λλὰ �λπ!ζει α$ µεταθ�τω· ‘�ν’ γὰρ

‘τK �λ�ει το� ;ψ!στου ου$  σαλεύεται’. ου$  διαπ!πτει

οjν αυ$ το� + �λπ!.

EN XXIIe: πρ< παράστασιν βεβαι�τητο

Sextus Empiricus casually used the formula, ‘in order to

provide certitude’1 a short while before Didymus. It

is worth comparing the following passage, which

expresses the same theological notion as that of the

Scholion, which is the changelessness of God.

Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 881: Τ< δ> Ω' µοσα

λεγ�µενον ;π< το� θεο� τ< β�βαιον τ8 πρ< τ<ν

∆αυ�δ �παγγελ!α παρ!στησιν· � γὰρ W Cµνὺ

α$ παράβατον πρ�θεσιν φυλάττει τK τ<ν Xρκον ε_ναι

λ�γον �µπεδούµενον µετὰ θεο� παραλ9ψεω,

οoτω κα� W θε< �φ$  ο[ α:ων!ω κα� βεβα!ω

χαρ!ζεται Cµνύναι λ�γεται ου$  κατ $  α' λλου.

The authors who used this phraseology are Chrysos-

tom and Theodore of Mopsuestia.

John Chrysostom, In Sanctum Joannem,

PG.59.255.9: Οoτω κα� α$ λλαχο� φα!νεται τ< πρ<

τ<ν Πατ�ρα Fσον *τι βεβαι�τερον παριστ(ν.

Theodore of Mopsuestia, Fragmenta in Epistulam ad

Hebraeos, p. 202, in Catena in Epistulam ad Hebraeos,

p. 132: κα� γὰρ τ< θε< τ�ν α$ νωτάτω σηµα!νει

φύσιν, κα� W θρ�νο κα� + ?άβδο α$ π< τ(ν

α$ νθρωπ!νων κα� τ< ταύτη β�βαιον παρ!στησιν.

expPs, Psalm 32:14: κα� τ8 εξουσ!α τ< β�βαιον

παριστά.

EN XXIIf: 5ρχὴν δ> τη̃� κτ6σεω ε_πεν

αυ$ τ�ν. ο+χ ω- � κτ6σµα

Although earlier theologians2 often used the idea of

the Son being ‘a beginning’, not a ‘creature’, the portion

of this Scholion is actually a passage from Didymus. For

he is the sole author that made this point by appealing

to Rev. 3:14 during the first five centuries of Christianity,

to be followed later only by Oecumenius and Andreas of

Caesarea.

1 Sextus Empiricus, Adversus Mathematicos, 8.261: κα� τοσο�τον

α$ π�χει το� δύνασθαι βεβα!ω τι παριστα̃ν.
2 Cf. α$ ρχ� τ8 κτ!σεω. Origen, Cels, VI.64; commJohn, I.27.188.

Athanasius, Adversus Arianos, PG.26: 285.25; 296.36. Basil of
Caesarea, Adversus Eunomium, PG.29.736.35: α$ ρχ�ν τ8 τ(ν Xλων

δηµιουργ!α.
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Didymus, commZacch, 1.153–154: Α$ ναντιρρ9τω

�ν Ι$ ωάννου Α$ ποκαλύψει παντοκράτωρ W Σωτ�ρ

Wµολογε�ται, αυ$ το� περ� �αυτο� οoτω λ�γοντο·

‘Τάδε λ�γει W µάρτυ W πιστ�, + α$ ρχ� τ8 κτ!σεω

το� Θεο�, W bν κα� W cν κα� W �ρχ�µενο, Κύριο

W Θε< W παντοκράτωρ.’ Παντοκράτωρ bν W τα�τα

λ�γων ου$  κτ!σµα τυγχάνει, hνα µ� κα� �αυτο�

κρατP. Παράλογον γὰρ το�το, τ<ν αυ$ τ<ν ε_ναι

κτ!ζοντα κα� κτιζ�µενον ;φ$  �αυτο�, κα� βασιλεύ-

οντα κα� κρατούµενον· ε: κα� λ�γεται δ> �ν τP

παραληµφθε!σG φωνP ‘α$ ρχ� τ8 κτ!σεω το�

Θεο�’ W θεολογούµενο, � βασιλικ( α' ρχων κα�

αυ$ τ< το�το παντοκράτωρ sν, α$ ρχ� τ8 κτ!σε)

�στιν, βασιλε!α δηλον�τι +γεµονο�σα κα�

+γουµ�νη πάντων κτισµάτων. Fragmenta in Pro-

verbia, PG.39.1632.33–34: Κα� αυ$ τ< δ� φησιν W

Κύριο· ‘Ε$ γ) ε:µι + α$ ρχ� τ8 κτ!σεω το� Θεο�.’

If another source for the present Scholion should

be detected (in terms of ideas, not phraseology), this is

no doubt Gregory of Nyssa. Cf. Catena in Epistulam ad

Romanos (cod. Monac. gr. 412), p. 274: οoτω καE ν W

ΥO< πρ(το λ�γηται τ8 κτ!σεω, ου$  πάντω *σται

τ(ν ποιηµάτων ε[. α$ λλ$ ]σπερ W Πατ�ρ α$ ρχ�ν

�αυτ<ν τ(ν πάντων α$ ποδεικνύων *λεγεν, ‘�γ) ε:µι

πρ(το,’ οoτω κα� W ΥO< πρωτ�τοκο τ8 κτ!σεω

λ�γεται. δι $  αυ$ το� γὰρ τὰ πάντα γ�γονε, κα� αυ$ τ�

�στιν + πάντων τ(ν κτισµάτων α$ ρχ9, � κτ!στη

κα� δηµιουργ�.

This invites a question, to which I return again

and again in this book. Gregory of Nyssa could

hardly be the source for Didymus’ foregoing account,

since he was far younger than the Alexandrian sage.

Gregory was, however, the author who inspired Cassian

most. It is likely then that the catena in which this

passage of Gregory occurs was composed at the Laura

of Sabas.

EN XXIIg: ο[α δηµιουργ<

The expression ο[α δηµιουργ� appears in Philo only

and nowhere else in Greek literature. The word ο[α is an

adverb in its own right and was made a lemma by

Hesychius of Alexandria, Lexicon, Alphabetic letter

omicron, p. 171, explained as ]σπερ or καθάπερ.

Philo, De Opificio Mundi, 18: τP �αυτο� ψυχP

τοὺ �κάστων δεξάµενο τύπου α$ γαλµατοφορε�

νοητ�ν π�λιν, g α$ νακιν9σα τὰ εFδωλα µν9µG

τP συµφύτ^ κα� τοὺ χαρακτ8ρα *τι µα̃λλον

�νσφραγισάµενο, ο[α δηµιουργ< α$ γαθ�,

α$ ποβλ�πων ε: τ< παράδειγµα τ�ν �κ λ!θων κα�

ξύλων α' ρχεται κατασκευάζειν.

De Fuga et Inventione, 26: αυ$ το�, ου$ κ

�πιτηδεύµασι λ�γω, το� δ> τ(ν ε:ρηµ�νων

ποιητικο�, τιµα�, α$ ρχα�, α$ ργύρ^, χρυσK,

κτ9µασι, χρ)µασι, σχ9µασι διαφ�ροι, κάλλεσι,

κα� Xταν �ντύχG, ο[α δηµιουργ< α$ γαθ< ε_δο

α' ριστον τα� ;λικα� ου$ σ!αι �γχάραξον κα�

�παινετ<ν α$ ποτ�λεσον *ργον.

Nevertheless, this expression would be an

adaptation from the foregoing expression of Gregory

of Nyssa κα� αυ$ τ� �στιν + πάντων τ(ν κτισµάτων

α$ ρχ9, � κτ!στη κα� δηµιουργ�.

EN XXIIh: τ8 κτ!σεω α' ρχων

The expression styling the Son α' ρχων τ8 κτ!σεω is

Didymus’. commZacch, 1.154: W θεολογούµενο, �

βασιλικ( α' ρχων κα� αυ$ τ< το�το παντοκράτωρ sν,

α$ ρχ� τ8 κτ!σε) �στιν.

Oecumenius followed Didymus, but he appealed to

Gregory of Nazianzus. Commentarius in Apocalypsin,

p. 64: τ< γὰρ Κύριο *κτισ� µε α$ ρχ�ν Wδ(ν αυ$ το�,

�π� το� νοερ( �µψυχωµ�νου σ)µατο το� Κυρ!ου,

W �ν α- γ!οι �ξε!ληφε Γρηγ�ριο �ν τK Περ� ΥOο�

λ�γ^· τ< δ> γεννd, �π� τ8 θε�τητο αυ$ το�. πάντων

οjν γ�ννησιν κα� ου$  κτ!σιν �π� το� µονογενο�

Λ�γου κα� ΥOο� δογµατισάντων, τ! βούλεται τ< �ν

τK παρ�ντι λ�γεσθαι + α$ ρχ� τ8 κτ!σεω το� Θεο�;

ου$ δ>ν qτερον @ α' ρχων τ8 κτ!σεω το� Θεο�, κα�

W τ�ν κατὰ πάντων α$ ρχ�ν *χων.

EN XXIIi: µν9µην α$ ποβάλλειν

Cassian drew this expression from Theodore of Mop-

suestia, who is the sole author to associate the ‘memory

(µν9µην) of a certain thing’ with the ‘disposition

(διάθεσιν) toward it’.

Theodore of Mopsuestia, expPs, Psalm 55:13: Οe σα

�πηγγελάµην α$ ποδο�ναι τύξων παρὰ τ8 παρά σου

βοηθε!α, τα�τα κα� α$ ποδ)σω. Ε$ ν �µο� γάρ ε:σιν,

α$ ντ� το� ου$ κ α$ π�βαλον τ�ν µν9µην, ου$ κ α$ π�βαλον

τ�ν διάθεσιν.

The expression µν9µην α$ ποβάλλειν (‘to disown

the memory’ of something, or of someone) is rare but

present in certain authors, some of whom are relevant

to the Scholia, particularly John Chrysostom.
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John Chrysostom, In Genesin, PG.53.375.24: κα�

τ�ν µν9µην τ(ν 0δη δοθ�ντων α$ ποβάλλοντα.

Pseudo-John Chrysostom, In Danielem,

PG.56.214.29: κα� ταχ�ω τ�ν µν9µην α$ π�βαλεν.

Maximus Confessor, Quaestiones et Dubia, 19:

κα� τὰ παρατραπε!σα τ8 ψυχ8 δυνάµει τP

παρατάσει τ(ν α:)νων α$ ποβαλε�ν τὰ �ντεθε!σα

αυ$ τP τ8 κακ!α µν9µα.

The origin of the expression appears to be Plotinus,

Enneades, IV.3.26: οV δ� + µ>ν αFσθησι οoτω κοιν<ν

*ργον λ�γοιτο α' ν, + δ> µν9µη ου$ κ α$ ναγκάζοιτο το�

κοινο� ε_ναι τ8 ψυχ8 0δη παραδεξαµ�νη τ<ν

τύπον κα� @ φυλαξάση @ α$ ποβαλούση αυ$ τ9ν.

Damascius, In Phaedonem (versio 2), section 17:

α$ λλὰ µ�ν �κ τ(ν ν�σων τ�ν µν9µην α$ ποβάλλοµεν,

ου$  µ�νον τ�πων κα� χρ�νων, α$ λλὰ κα� πάντων Yν

�µάθοµεν.

In Didymus, the notion of a righteous man abiding

by the ‘memory of God’ is a recurrent motif. He reminds

his readers that in Hebrew the name ‘Zachariah’ means

‘memory of God’. commZacch, 1.4: µν9µη �π)νυµο

bν πατ�ρ το� Ζαχαρ!ου. frPs(al), fr. 1264: α$ λλὰ κα�

πα̃ W διὰ πάντων Yν εj π�πονθε κα� ευ$ εργετ9θη

τ8 θεο� α$ γαθ�τητο µνηµονεύων Ζαχαρ!α καθ $

Ε- βρα!ων φων�ν καλε�ται, �ρµηνευ�µενο µν9µη

τουτ�στι θεο�. Ibid. fr. 108: Κα� τ(ν κεκρυµµ�νων

σου �πλ9σθη + γαστ�ρ αυ$ τ(ν· κεκρυµµ�να δ> θεο�

τὰ α$ νάξια τ8 µν9µη αυ$ το�. Ibid. fr. 866: ε:σ� θε<ν

�γνωκ�τε, Yν µνηµονεύει θε< α$ ξι(ν τ8 µν9µη

αυ$ το� κριθ�ντων. Ibid. fr. 1012: �πιθυµ9σαντε

:δε�ν κα� α$ κο�σαι τὰ πρ< Ι$ ησο� γιν�µενα κα�

λαλούµενα, α$ ξιο�σι µν9µην αυ$ τ(ν γεν�σθαι �ν τP

κατὰ τ�ν ευ$ δοκ!αν σωτηρ!H.

EN XXIIj: κακ!α παχύτητα

The term παχύτη means ‘thickness’, or ‘fatness’, but

the metaphor κακ!α παχύτη indicates ‘grossness of

vice’. The expression appears in Didymus, who seems

to have borrowed it from Origen.3 In the following,

Didymus uses language which is remarkably like that of

the Scholia, as the footnotes indicate.

Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 606a: Ωe σπερ δ> W τηκ�µενο

κηρ< α$ ναιρε�ται, καθ< τηκτ< κα� παχύτητα *χων

το� πρ)του ;ποκειµ�νου4 ε: π�ρ µεταβαλ�ντο,

οoτω οO φα�λοι5 κολάσεω πεπειραµ�νοι τ�ν

�κ µοχθηρα̃ qξεω6 παχύτητα τηκ�µενοι

α$ ποβάλλουσι. πρ< κολάσεω δ$ �στ� τ< φ( τ<

α$ ληθιν�ν, τυγχάνον δικαιοσύνη Dλιο·7 µετὰ

γὰρ τ�ν κ�λασιν ου$ χ ο[�ν τε προσβάλλειν τP

λαµπηδ�νι το� νοητο� +λ!ου.8 Xθεν �ντα�θα

εFρηται· � α' ρα �πιπεσ�ντο το� κολαστικο�9

φωτ�, ου$ κ ε_δον τ<ν Dλιον οO τP κολάσει

περιπεσ�ντε. οO δ> συν�ντε τὰ Fδια πάθη

α$ λληγορικ)τερον α$ κάνθα Cνοµαζ�µενα, ου$

πειρασθ9σονται κολαζούση Cργ8,10 πρ< το� δ>

συνι�ναι τὰ πνευµατικ(11 λεγοµ�να α$ κάνθα.

Ibid. fr. 780a: φαύλου τοιγαρο�ν =ντο το� κατοικε�ν

τ�ν γ8ν, παχύνεσθαι συµβα!νει �κ το� φρονε�ν τὰ

�π� γ8, κα� ποιε�ν τὰ κατηριθµηµ�να τ8 σαρκ<

*ργα, κα� τ< ;ποκε�σθαι τK φρον9µατι αυ$ τ8

τυγχάνοντι *χθρH ε: θε<ν διὰ τ< κατοικε�ν τ�ν

γ8ν. ταύτην τ�ν �κ κακ!α προσγενοµ�νην

παχύτητα, καθ $ Aν �παχύνθη + καρδ!α το�

�γκαλουµ�νου λαο�, �κτ9κει + διάπυρο το�

σωτ8ρο διδασκαλ!α, περ� g ε_πεν Xτι Π�ρ cλθον

βαλε�ν �π� τ�ν γ8ν. Ibid. fr. 781A: Τ�ν δ> τοιαύτην

�κ κακ!α παχύτητα �κτ9κει + διάπυρο το�

σωτ8ρο διδασκαλ!α ε:π�ντο Π�ρ cλθον βαλε�ν

�π� τ8 γ8. α$ λλ$ �πε� κα� �κ προαιρ�σεω

α$ ναλωθ8ναι δε� τ�ν κακ!αν κα� ου$ κ �κ µ�νου το�

τ9κοντο. Ibid. fr. 637: Φ�ρεται δ> κα� �τ�ρα γραφ�

Κα� �τάκη + σάρξ µου· περ� g λεκτ�ον τάδε· Xτε

+ ψυχ9 µου πρ< θε<ν διψd, τ9κεται + σὰρξ

α$ πολαβο�σα παχύτητα τ�ν �ξ α:σχρ(ν �πιθυµι(ν

τ(ν τε α' λλων παθ(ν συνισταµ�νην. Ibid. fr. 1109:

�γi τ<ν ν�µον σου διὰ µελ�τη *χων �σπούδαζον

αυ$ τ<ν νοε�ν, τ8 τούτου νο9σεω λυούση ου$

µ�νον τ�ν α$ χλὺν α$ λλὰ κα� τ�ν παχύτητα τ8

;λικ8 διαθ�σεω. Ibid. fr. 398: το� γὰρ ;π>ρ

3 Cf. Origen, selPs, PG.12.1220.50: Στ�αρ µ>ν νοητ<ν + �κ τ8

κακ!α �πισυµβα!νουσα τK +γεµονικK παχύτη. Cels, III.35: �πε�

τ8 καθαρωτ�ρα ου$  δύνανται �φάψασθαι χ)ρα κα� θειοτ�ρα,
*νθα µ� φθάνουσιν αO α$ π< τ8 γ8 κα� τ(ν �ν αυ$ τP µυρ!ων κακ(ν

παχύτητε.
4 commZacch, 3.97; commPs 29–34, Cod. p. 197; In Genesin, Cod.

p. 91. Cf. Origen, selPs, PG.12: 1093.21–35; 1096.4–7; 1097.14–24.

5 Cf. Scholia VI and XV.
6 Cf. Scholia X and XV.
7 Cf. Scholion XVIII.
8 Cf. Scholion IX.
9 Cf. Scholion XXX.
10 Cf. Scholia XXX and XXXVII.
11 Cf. Scholia XIV, XXIX, XXXI, XXXIV.

Expanded Notes to Scholion XXII 291



α$ νοµ!α προσφεροµ�νοι �λεγµο� παιδεύεται

α' νθρωπο, �κτηκοµ�νη τ8 ψυχ8 αυ$ το� τK

α$ ποβαλε�ν πα̃σαν σαρκ)δη παχύτητα. commJob

(12.1–16.8a), fr. 401: � γὰρ α$ καταµάχητο χρ8ται

τP . . . α$ σπ!δι χρησάµενο τP ταύτη παχύτητι κα�

το� σαρκικο� �πιτηδεύµασιν.

Gregory of Nyssa, Dialogus de Anima et

Resurrectione, PG.46.113.43: �κε�θεν δ> διὰ κακ!α

τ(ν πτερ(ν �κπιπτ�ντων χαµαιπετε� πρ�σγειοι

γ!νονται, τP παχύτητι τ8 ;λικ8 καταµιγνύµεναι

φύσεω.

Simplicius associates ‘thickness’ with ‘wickedness’,

too. In Aristotelis Physicorum Libros Octo Com-

mentaria, v. 9, p. 599: τοιγαρο�ν α$ ρετ�ν µ>ν oδατο

τ�ν κουφ�τητά φαµεν, κακ!αν δ> α$ �ρο τ�ν

παχύτητα.

My conclusion is that this Scholion was written by

Cassian with Didymus’ commentary in front of him.

Nevertheless, at points he used his own vocabulary,

which points also to Gregory of Nyssa. Besides, the

proof-texts revealing Didymus come from the specific

collection of his fragments on the Psalms, that is,

frPs(al), which perhaps reflects some emendation by

the catenist, who was probably Anastasius of Sinai or

Olympiodorus, the daecon of Alexandria, or indeed the

former drawing on an anthology by the latter.
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EXPANDED NOTES TO SCHOLION XXIII

EN XXIIIa: �κ τούτων τ(ν θε!ων φων(ν

The expression appears in a considerable number of

passages, but in a limited number of authors. Among

them, Eusebius was followed by Theodoret,1 as well by

Gregory of Nyssa. In Didymus the expression does not

appear, but it does in De Trinitate.2 The opening of the

Scholion, then, is a text by Cassian himself, probably

influenced by Gregory of Nyssa.

EN XXIIIb: τ8 το� πνεύµατο πυρ)σεω

There is no need to insist on tracing too many parallels

in Didymus, although there is no shortage of them. For

in fact this Scholion is a comment by Cassian seeking to

establish his personal aim, namely the relevance of

Revelation to both Testaments, which he urges by

associating Jer. 6:7 with Pauline parallels.

Nevertheless, see Didymus, In Genesin, Cod. p. 166:

�π$  α$ ρετ�ν θερµ< κα� ζ�ων τK Πνεύµατι τυγχάνων.

commZacch, 1.124: hνα παρασκευασθ(σιν ζε�ν τK

πνεύµατι, περ� Yν γ�γραπται· ‘Ω- σε� �ν τK πνεύµατι

ζ�οντε.’ Ibid. 5.7: Xπω δι $  �πιπ�νου α$ γωγ8

α$ ποβάλωσι τὰ προσγεναµ�να3 βλάβα . . . διὰ

πυρ< το� καθα!ροντο κα� ‘ζ�οντα τK πνεύµατι’

ποιο�ντο. commPs 35–39, Cod. p. 274: + δ> µελ�τη

κα� + θ�ρµη το� α- γ!ου + διάπυρο, + γινοµ�νη

;π< το� ζ�οντο πνεύµατο. frPs(al), fr. 1008a: το�

λογ!ου το� κυρ!ου πυρ)σαντο �π� τK ζ�ειν τK

πνεύµατι κα� �ξηµµ�νον αυ$ τ< *χειν τK θε!^ φωτ!,

µεθ $ k κα� τηρε�ν δυνατ<ν παρα!νεσιν λ�γουσαν

Τ< πνε�µα µ� σβ�ννυτε. Ibid. fr. 155: Α$ λλὰ κα� τ�ν

θ�ρµην αυ$ το� ου$ δε� ο[� τ� �στιν α$ ποκρυβ8ναι·

το� γὰρ πυρ< οV �λ9λυθεν βαλε�ν �π� τ8 γ8

πάντε µεταλαµβάνουσιν, ] τινα τK πνεύµατι

ζ�οντα γεν�σθαι. Ibid. fr. 1278.

The following is a striking parallel to Scholion

XXVII. Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 1133: Οe θεν τ< οoτω

πεπυρωµ�νον λ�γιον σφ�δρα παρά τινο α$ γαπηθ>ν

ποιε� αυ$ τ<ν τK πνεύµατι ζ�οντα αe τε δο�λον =ντα

το� θεο�. W τοιο�το κα� σαφηνιζοµ�νων ;π<

Ι$ ησο� τ(ν γραφ(ν �ξάπτεται τ�ν καρδ!αν, �

φάσκειν κατὰ τοὺ περ� τ<ν· Κλε)παν Ου$ χ� +

καρδ!α +µ(ν καιοµ�νη cν �ν +µ�ν, � δι9νοιγεν

+µ�ν τὰ γραφά;

There are only two instances (which are actually

one) where the expression is used by authors who

are relevant to the vocabulary of the Scholia. Pseudo-

Macarius, Homiliae l, 25 and Ephraem Syrus, Ad

Renuntiantes, p. 290 alike: *στι γὰρ πύρωσι το�

πνεύµατο + α$ ναζωπυρο�σα τὰ καρδ!α. There

is one more case attributed to both Pseudo-Macarius

and Ephraem Syrus alike (cf. the same phenomenon

occurring in Pseudo-Macarius, Epistula Magna, p. 249

and Ephraem Syrus, Regulae ad Monachos, p. 319,

which both use the idea of µετουσ!α το� πνεύµατο).

The distinction between ψ�ξι and πύρωσι

occurs in no other author, except for a passage in

Gregory of Nyssa, which, however, has a different

import: Adversus Eunomium, 1.1.517.

EN XXIIIc: το� θε!ου Πνεύµατο α' µοιρο

The specific idiom suggesting anyone ‘who is bereft

of the Holy Spirit’ is rare, but it was used by Irenaeus, if

Basil’s testimony is accurate.4 A catenist recording

1 Origen, Cels, II.2; II.72. In Clement of Alexandria, Basil of Seleucia,
Procopius of Gaza, Ephraem Syrus, and Olympiodorus, the deacon of
Alexandria, there is casual usage at one point, while attribution to
Athanasius is spurious, apart from one passage addressing the
emperor. Usage ascribed to John Chrysostom is mostly spurious.
Gregory of Nyssa, Adversus Eunomium, 1.1.130; 2.1.298; 3.4.6;
3.9.62; Adversus Apollinarium, v. 3,1, p. 189; et passim, amounting
to more than sixty instances. Basil of Caesarea, Adversus Eunomium,
PG.29.601.6; Homiliae in Hexaemeron, 2.7; Homiliae in Psalmos,
PG.29.253.33 et passim (five instances). Eusebius, De Ecclesiastica
Theologia, 3.6.4; DE, 6.19.2, et passim (nine instances). Theodoret,
HE, p. 117; intPaulXIV, PG.82.737.40; Historia Religiosa, Vita 3.2;
Quaestiones in Octateuchum, p. 126; Eranistes, pp. 209; 220; De
Providentia, PG.83.612.4; Catena in Epistulam ad Hebraeos, 

p. 597. Pagan usage occurs in Porphyry, probably drawing on Origen.
Porphyry, Quaestionum Homericarum Liber I, 96; 97; Zetemata
Codicis Vaticani, p. 320, cols. 1 and 2.

2 Cassian the Sabaite (Pseudo-Didymus), DT (lib. 1), 18.18: Ε: δ>

βούλεσθε, γν)ριµον ;µ�ν κα� �κ θε!α φων8 αjθι τ<

κινούµενον ποι9σω. DT (lib. 2.1–7), 2.2: 7.3,13: οO δ> κα� τ(ν

θε!ων φων(ν τούτων Cλιγωρο�ντε.
3 Cf. discussion of participle προσγεναµ�να in EN XXIf.
4 Irenaeus, Adversus Haereses, fr. 9 (apud Basil of Caesarea,

De Spiritu Sancto, 29.72): διὰ τ8 π!στεω κα� τ8 α- γν8

α$ ναστροφ8 συντηρε�ν τ< Πνε�µα το� Θεο�, hνα µ� α' µοιροι το�

θε!ου Πνεύµατο γεν�µενοι α$ ποτύχωµεν τ8 βασιλε!α τ(ν

ου$ ραν(ν.
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Origen used this, too.5 I would not be surprised if the

person who recorded Origen was Cassian himself, since

he also recorded Theodoret6 and others, followed by

his later Sabaite brother John of Damascus.7 The same

locution recurs in several texts attributed to John

Chrysostom,8 which probably suggests that this is a

later idiom circulating among catenists of either the

Laura of Sabas or the monastery of the Akoimetoi.

In Didymus the expression does not occur, yet we

come upon it in De Trinitate, which once again suggests

that Cassian is its author.

DT (lib. 2.1–7), 6.2,2: ‘πνε�µα κυρ!ου πεπλ9ρωκεν

τ�ν ο:κουµ�νην, κα� τ< συν�χον τὰ πάντα γν(σιν

*χει φων8’· α$ ντ� το� περι�λαβεν τ�ν α$ �ρατον κα�

Wρατ�ν κτ!σιν, τ�ν νοητ�ν κα� α:σθητ9ν, κα� ου$ δ>ν

τ(ν πάντων �στ�ν α' µοιρον τ8 α$ ϊδ!ου �πιστασ!α

αυ$ το�· τ< γὰρ πάντα συν�χειν το�το δηλο�. κα�

πάση, φησ!ν, �πακούει φων8, � θε< �ν πα̃σιν

πανταχο� α$ ε� τυγχάνων, κα� πα̃σαν ;λικ�ν

α$ ναρµοστ!αν ε: τάξιν περιάγων τ�ν πρ�πουσαν,

κα� τ(ν πρ< αυ$ το� ποιηθ�ντων φειδ�µεν� τε κα�

�πιµελούµενο, αe τε αυ$ τ< τ�ν φύσιν πρ�νοια

;πάρχων κα� σοφ!α, δι $  Xλων διαπεφοιτηκυ�α, � W

πατ9ρ.

Forms such as the participle διαπεφοιτηκυ�α in De

Trinitate should not pass unnoticed: for it does not

occur in Didymus, who does not use the term

διαφοιτα̃ν at all, which is, however, present in Scholion

XV (διαφοιτ9σα). This and similar forms occur in

authors such as Alexander of Aphrodisias expounding

views of Chrysippus,9 as well as in others, most of

whom are relevant to the vocabulary of the Scholia.10

EN XXIIId: + ψ�ξι + νοητ�

The correlation between ‘iciness’ and ‘sin’11 shows that

the Scholion was written by Cassian himself also with

Didymus and Origen in mind. In fact, it is only Didymus

who makes much of this saying by Jeremiah, relating

‘iciness’ with ‘sin’.12

Didymus, In Genesin, Code. p. 44: Τα�τα µ>ν οjν

πρ< τ< ?ητ�ν· πρ< δ> α$ ναγωγ�ν + κακ!α �ν το�

προλαβο�σιν α$ λληγορ!α ν�µ^ oδωρ εFρηται,

µάλιστα Xτε παρετιθ�µεθα. ‘Υe δωρ πολὺ ου$

δυν9σεται σβ�σαι τ�ν α$ γάπην’· το�το δ> ου$ κ α$ π<

το� α:σθητο� συµβα!νει, α$ λλ$ α$ π $  �κε!νου α$ φ $  οV

σπάνι α$ ρετ8 ε_ναι εFρηται �κ το� ‘διὰ τ<

πληθυνθ8ναι τ�ν α$ νοµ!αν ψυγ9σεται + α$ γάπη

τ(ν πολλ(ν’. Ου$ κο�ν µ� α$ νοµ!α τ< oδωρ �στ�

τ< πειρ)µενον σβ�σαι τ�ν διάθεσιν τ�ν

α$ γαπητικ9ν;13 commZacch, 1.179: Σκεπάζει δ> κα�

α$ π< το� κρύου τ8 α- µαρτ!α περ� οV γ�γραπται·

‘ Ω-  ψύχει λάκκο oδωρ, οoτω ψύχει κακ!α αυ$ τ8.’

frPs(al), fr. 45: γ�γραπται γὰρ περ� α- µαρτανούση

ψυχ8· Ω-  ψύχει λάκκο oδωρ, οoτω ψύχει κακ!α

αυ$ τ8. Ibid. fr. 1277: W λ�γο αυ$ το� διάπυρο

;πάρχων παραβάλλεται πυρ!, θερµα!νων κα� ζ�ειν

ποι(ν τοὺ α$ πεψυγµ�νου τP κακ!H Yν + α$ γάπη

�ψύγη διὰ τ< πλ8θο τ8 α$ νοµ!α. In Genesin,

Cod. p. 193: ε: γάρ τι λογ!σαιτο Xτι τὰ ?ευστὰ το�

5 Cf. Origen, frLam, fr. 83: τ�ν α- µαρτ!αν, στερεάν τε οjσαν κα�

σκοτειν�ν κα� πνεύµατο α' µοιρον α- γ!ου.
6 Theodoret, intPaulXIV, PG.82.133.19 and Catena in Epistulam ad

Romanos (cod. Monac. gr. 412), p. 237: Ε' ρηµοι γάρ ε:σι τ8 τιµ8

τ8 το� παναγ!ου Πνεύµατο, α' µοιροι τυγχάνοντε χάριτο.
7 Pseudo-Cyril of Alexandria, De Sacrosancta Trinitate,

PG.77.1128.52–53 (the same portion in John of Damascus, Expositio
Fidei, 7): Κα� γὰρ W +µ�τερο λ�γο ου$ κ α' µοιρ� �στι πνεύµατο.

8 John Chrysostom, De Baptismo Christi, PG.49.367.47: Ε: το!νυν

µ9τε Πνεύµατο α- γ!ου α' µοιρο cν + σὰρξ �κε!νη. In Acta
Apostolorum, PG.60.36.2: Α' λλω δ> κα� Πνεύµατο α' µοιρο cν

*τι. Fragmenta in Jeremiam, PG.64.881.42 in Catena in Acta, p. 15:
Εe ω µ>ν οjν Πνεύµατο α' µοιροι οO α$ π�στολοι cσαν, κλ9ρ^ τὰ

πράγµατα �π�τρεπον. In Acta Apostolorum, PG.60.16.50 and
Catena in Acta, p. 2: Τ! οjν; Oστορ!α µ�νον τ< πρα̃γµα �στ� κα�

Πνεύµατο α' µοιρο W λ�γο; ibid. p. 14: α' λλο δ> κα� Πνεύµατο

α' µοιρο cν. Cf. the single instance in Epiphanius of Salamis, De
Mensuris et Ponderibus: ]σθ$ ;πολαµβάνειν +µα̃ ου$ κ α$ µο!ρου

αυ$ τοὺ γεγεν8σθαι πνεύµατο α- γ!ου.

9 Chrysippus, Fragmenta Logica et Physica, fr. 473 (SVF, II.155.34,
apud Alexander of Aphrodisias, De Mixtione, p. 218); fr. 1044,
(SVF, II.308.10, apud Alexander of Aphrodisias, op. cit. p. 225).
Cf. Posidonius, Fragmenta, fr. 352.

10 Plutarch, De Garrulitate, 505F4; Adversus Colotem, 1108D5;
Fragmenta, Fr. 134. Clement of Alexandria, Stromateis, 5.14.133.9;
Fragmenta, fr. 23. Alexander of Aphrodisias, De Mixtione, pp. 218;
225. Origen, commJohn, VI.39.194; VI.39.202. Iamblichus, De
Mysteriis, 3.11 and 12. Gregory of Nyssa, De Vita Gregorii
Thaumaturgi, PG.46: 929.31; 944.12 and 41. Cyril of Alexandria,
Dialogi de Sancta Trinitate, p. 507; In Isaiam, PG.70.548.5. Cf. DT
(lib. 2.1–7), 6.2,2; DT (lib. 2.8–27), PG.39.761.7.

11 Cf. Jeremiah, 6:7: � ψύχει λάκκο oδωρ, οoτω ψύχει κακ!α

αυ$ τ8.
12 Similar occasions are scarce. Cf. Theodoret, Interpretatio in

Jeremiam, PG.81.541.34–42. Cyril of Alexandria, In Isaiam,
PG.70.1421.15–16 (copied by John of Damascus, Sacra Parallela,
PG.96.309.15–16). Olympiodorus, the deacon of Alexandria,
Fragmenta in Jeremiam, PG.93.641.25–28.

13 Cf. Scholion X.
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β!ου πράγµατα α$ ντ� κατακλυσµο� λαµβαν�µενα,

Xτε πληθύνει, ψυχοµ�νη τ8 τ(ν πολλ(ν α$ γάπη,

συντ�λεια *σται.

EN XXIIIe: �ν ο:κε!οι θεο�

This is an allusion14 to Eph. 2:19. Quotations of this

scriptural passage are not frequent, yet the authors

commenting on it are relevant to the Scholia, including

Theodoret and Didymus.15

EN XXIIIf: τ�ν ?Hδ!αν µετά‹πτω›σιν

The Codex’s expression ?Hδ!αν µετάκλησιν makes

no sense whatsoever, neither has it ever been used,

since it means nothing. However, A. Harnack let it

stand. On the other hand, C. H. Turner deemed the

‘emendation’ to µετάκλισιν, which had been proposed

earlier by a German scholar, ‘an admirably simple and

satisfactory’ one. Although this is closer to making

sense, it is a form hardly used: I know of one instance

in Cyril of Alexandria, where this was applied in the

present sense.16 Up until the fifth century, the term

µετάκλισι occurs in a few instances (no more than

five) in Gregory of Nazianzus, yet he was usually con-

tent with µετάπτωσι rather than µετάκλισι. As a

matter of fact, in one of his poems17 referring to the

volatile ‘shifts’ of the Euripus tide (the ebb and flow) in

Chalkis, he uses µετάκλισι (‘varying in direction’).

However, he is apparently not content with doing so,

and turns to the word µεταβολα! (‘changes’) in the

same context.18 Then, he turns to µετάπτωσι in

the same context, yet this time using the Euripus as a

metaphor betokening volatile human activity.19

Although grammatically impeccable (in Modern

Greek it is only a technical term of geology),

µετάκλισι was a neologism on Cassian’s day. The

verb µετακλ!νειν was used by Philo following a single

Homeric instance,20 yet the noun µετάκλισι was never

used during Classical times: it was unknown until the

first century AD, when Josephus used it just once and

then Galen once again. It was well after them that Gre-

gory of Nazianzus applied this, only to abandon it later,

apparently deeming it unsatisfactory.

Furthermore, Gregory used the correct noun

µετάπτωσι and its cognates far more extensively,

indeed in order to make the same point which Cassian

does in this Scholion: he portrays the volatility of

human life and action, which is always liable to alter-

ation of its moral quality.

Gregory of Nazianzus, Epistulae, 29.1: Ο- ρd ο[α τὰ

+µ�τερα κα� Xπω κύκλο τι τ(ν α$ νθρωπ!νων

περιτρ�χει πραγµάτων· ν�ν µ>ν τ(ν,21 ν�ν δ> τ(ν

α$ νθούντων κα� α$ πανθούντων, κα� οuτε το� εj

πράττειν �στ(το +µ�ν, οuτε το� δυστυχε�ν, k δ�

λ�γουσιν, α$ λλὰ τάχιστα µετακινουµ�νου κα�

µεταπ!πτοντο, � αuραι ε_ναι µα̃λλον πιστεύειν

κα� γράµµασι καθ $ oδατο @ α$ νθρ)πων ευ$ ετηρ!H.

Funebris in Laudem Caesarii Fratris, 10.5: � ε_ναι

:δε�ν �κ τ(ν πολλ(ν το� β!ου µεταβολ(ν, κα� τ8

α' νω κα� κάτω µεταπιπτούση ευ$ ετηρ!α.

De Spiritu Sancto, 15: +µε� τε γὰρ ου$  σύνθετοι

µ�νον, α$ λλὰ κα� α$ ντ!θετοι κα� α$ λλ9λοι κα�

+µ�ν αυ$ το�, ου$ δ> �π� µια̃ +µ�ρα οO αυ$ το�

καθαρ( µ�νοντε, µ� Xτι τ<ν αe παντα β!ον,

α$ λλὰ κα� σ)µασι κα� ψυχα� α$ ε� ?�οντε τε κα�

µεταπ!πτοντε.

De Pauperum Amore, PG.35.884.8–11: τὰ δ>

�στ(τα κα� µ�νοντα, κα� οuποτε ;ποχωρο�ντα,

ου$ δ> µεταπ!πτοντα, ου$ δ> σφάλλοντα τὰ τ(ν

πεπιστευκ�των �λπ!δα.

Ibid. PG.35.884.49–51: ΧριστK συν!σταται, κα�

ΧριστK συναν�ρχεται, τ8 ου$ κ�τι µεταπιπτούση

ζω8 ου$ δ> α$ πατηλ8 κληρον�µο.

14 Eph. 2:19: α' ρα οjν ου$ κ�τι �στ> ξ�νοι κα� πάροικοι, α$ λλὰ �στ>

συµπολ�ται τ(ν α- γ!ων κα� ο:κε�οι το� θεο�.
15 Origen, Cels, III.56; comm1Cor, 16; commEph, 12. Eusebius, DE,

7.2.33; Commentarius in Isaiam, 1.87.80. Theodoret, Quaestiones in
Octateuchum, p. 138; intPaulXIV, PG.82.524.52. Basil of Caesarea,
Moralia, PG.31.868.26; De Baptismo, PG.31.1564.21. Didymus,
frPs(al), frs. 1268; 1285. John Chrysostom, In Lucianum Martyrem,
PG.50.525.12; In Epistolam ad Ephesios, PG.62: 37.50; 43.7–47. Cyril
of Alexandria, commPropXII, v. 1, p. 630; v. 2, pp. 118; 510; In
Isaiam, PG.70.321.42; De Sancta et Consubstantiali Trinitate,
PG.75.477.6–8.

16 Cyril of Alexandria, Commentarius in XIIProphetas Minores, v. 2,
p. 156: τ�ν α$ π� γε τ(ν α:σχι�νων �π� τὰ α$ µε!νω µετάκλισιν.

17 Gregory of Nazianzus, Carmina de Se Ipso, p. 1190: Εuριποι λ�γων

παλιρρο�ντε 0 κλάδων µετακλ!σει.
18 Gregory of Nazianzus, Adversus Julianum Imperatorem,

PG.35.597.4: �π� τα� το� Ευ$ ρ!που µεταβολα�. Supremum Vale,
PG.36.484.35: Ευ$ ρ!πων µεταβολα! τινε, @ α$ µπ)τιδε.

19 Gregory of Nazianzus, Oratio Placabilis, PG.35.745.46–748.3,
quoted on p. 296.

20 Homer, Ilias, XI.509: πολ�µοιο µετακλινθ�ντο = ‘in the turning of
the fight’.

21 There is a word missing here, such as �στ)των, which should have
been an editorial emendation.
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In Patrem Tacentem, PG.35.937.18–21: πολλὰ

στροφὰ �χούση +µ(ν τ8 κάτω ζω8, κα� το� τ8

ταπειν)σεω σ)µατο α' νω κα� κάτω κινουµ�νου

κα� µεταπ!πτοντο.

In Aegyptiorum Adventum, PG.36.248.51–53:

Τούτων δ�, + µ>ν ποιητικ9 τ� �στι, κα� α$ ρχικ9, κα�

α$ κ!νητο· + δ> πεποιηµ�νη, κα� ;π< χε�ρα, κα�

µεταπ!πτουσα.

In Sancta Lumina, PG.36.348.29–32: Π( γάρ;

οuτε το� Πνεύµατο, @ ε: Πατ�ρα µεταπ!πτοντο,

@ ε: ΥO�ν, Xτι �κπεπ�ρευται, κα� Xτι Θε�, καE ν µ�

δοκP το� α$ θ�οι· + γὰρ :δι�τη α$ κ!νητο. ‘Η π(

αE ν :δι�τη µ�νοι, κινουµ�νη κα� µεταπ!πτουσα;

Likewise, never did Theodoret use the term

µετάκλισι, whereas he did use µετάπτωσι, indeed

he applied this in the same sense as this Scholion does.

Theodoret, Eranistes, p. 94: Τ< γάρ, ‘Ο-  λ�γο σὰρξ

�γ�νετο,’ ου$  µετάπτωσιν τ8 φύσεω σηµα!νει,

α$ λλὰ τ�ν α$ νάληψιν τ8 +µετ�ρα φύσεω. De

Providentia, PG.83.628.35–37: Τούτου χάριν Cλοφυ-

ρ�µενο W Προφ9τη, κα� τραγ^δ(ν τ(ν α$ νθρ)πων

τ�ν ε: α$ λογ!αν µετάπτωσιν, �β�α.

I now come to identifying the source of Cassian’s

expression τ�ν ?Hδ!αν µετάπτωσιν (‘an easy [=swift]

lapse’). It turns out that he had in mind Gregory of

Nazianzus, Basil of Caesarea, John Chrysostom, and

some of the rest of his own reading.

Gregory of Nazianzus, Oratio Placabilis,

PG.35.745.46–748.3: Κα� γὰρ Wρ( κούφου κα�

α$ νο9του ου$  τούτου ;πολαµβανοµ�νου, οl αE ν

κακK τινι παραµ�νωσιν, α$ λλὰ τοὺ ?Hδ!ω �π $

α$ µφ�τερα φεροµ�νου κα� µετα}?�οντα, καθάπερ

αuρα µεταπιπτούσα.

Basil of Caesarea, Epistulae, 26.1: Πάντω γάρ που

ε:σ�ει +µα̃ το� β!ου τ< µάταιον κα� � ου$ δ>ν

πιστ<ν τ(ν α$ νθρωπ!νων οuτε πάγιον, οoτω ?Hδ!α

�χ�ντων τὰ µεταπτ)σει. But my constant point is

that the epistles ascribed to Basil need further study,

and it is likely that a good number of them are actually

Cassian’s.

John Chrysostom, Ad Populum Antiochenum,

PG.49.93.43–44: Τοια�τα γὰρ τὰ µ� φύσει προσ�ντα·

?Hδ!αν δ�χεται τ�ν µεταβολ�ν κα� τ�ν

µετάπτωσιν. In Annam, PG.54.663.51–53: Η-  µ>ν γὰρ

παρὰ τ(ν α$ νθρ)πων δ�ξα, τ(ν δοξαζ�ντων

µιµε�ται τ�ν ευ$ τ�λειαν, Xθεν κα� µεταπ!πτει

?Hδ!ω.

The expression µεταπ!πτειν ?Hδ!ω was a theme

occurring in Galen, De Victu Attenuante, 71; Synopsis

Librorum de Pulsibus, v. 9, pp. 477 and 506.

Usage contemporary with Cassian is significant.

One instance occurs in Simplicius,22 another in John

Philoponus.23

EN XXIIIg: κυβε!α

This expression is Cassian’s, using Eph. 4:14 while

having in mind Theodoret, who had made an analogous

analysis of this passage of Paul.

Theodoret, intPaulXIV, PG.82.536.32–47: ‘Ιe να

µηκ�τι fµεν ν9πιοι, κλυδωνιζ�µενοι κα� περιφε-

ρ�µενοι παντ� τK α$ ν�µ^ τ8 διδασκαλ!α, �ν τP

κυβε!H τ(ν α$ νθρ)πων, �ν πανουργ!H πρ< τ�ν

µεθοδε!αν τ8 πλάνη.’ Ι' διον τ(ν *τι νηπ!ων τ<

τ8 γν)µη Cξύ}?οπ�ν τε κα� κο�φον.24 Τοιο�τοι,

φησ!, πρ< τ8 κλ9σεω cµεν, τPδε κα$ κε�σε

καθάπερ ;π< κυµάτων φερ�µενοι, κα� το�

�ξαπατ(σι πειθ�µενοι. Κυβε!αν δ> τ�ν πανουργ!αν

καλε�. Πεπο!ηται δ> α$ π< κυβεύειν τ< =νοµα· Fδιον

δ> τ(ν κυβευ�ντων τ< τPδε κα$ κε�σε µεταφ�ρειν

τὰ ψ9φου, κα� πανούργω το�το ποιε�ν.

This exegesis is characteristic of Theodoret, since

other theologians vary in their rendering of the Pauline

term κυβε!α. No doubt Theodoret had received the

substance of his remark from Origen, who deplored

‘indifferent souls’,25 which is the core of Scholion XXIII.

22 Simplicius, In Aristotelis Physicorum Libros Octo Commentaria, v. 9,
p. 667: τὰ µ>ν γὰρ κατὰ σχ�σιν ου$ δ>ν κωλύει ε_ναι, α$ λλὰ τα�τα

µεταπ!πτει ?Hδ!ω.
23 John Philoponus, De Opificio Mundi, p. 152: κα� τ�ν πολλ�ν

α$ µφο�ν, oδατ� τε κα� α$ �ρο, συγγ�νειαν κα� τ�ν ε: α' λληλα

?Hδ!αν αυ$ τ(ν µετάπτωσιν.
24 The synonyms in the following lexicon that Cassian had definitely

read (cf. Scholia XXIII; XXV; XXIX; XXXI; XXXV; Post-Scholion XXIV
Adnotatio) associate this word κο�φο, with those in his Scholion,
namely ?H́διο and µεταπ!πτων. Cf. Julius Naucratites (or, Julius

Pollux, or Julius Polydeuces, second cent. AD), 6.121: Κο�φο,
?H́διο, ευ$ µετάβολο, εuτρεπτο, ευ$ τράπελο, Cξύρροπο,
µεταπ!πτων.

25 Origen, schCant, PG.17.257.16–21 and Cant, p. 144: γυνα�κα δ>

τὰ µ� καθαρὰ µηδ> α$ διαφ�ρου ψυχὰ λ�γει· α$ µελο�σα δ> τ8

:δ!α γν)σεω, γ�νοιτ $  αE ν κλυδωνιζοµ�νη κα� περιφεροµ�νη

παντ� α$ ν�µ^ τ8 διδασκαλ!α �ν τP κυβε!H τ(ν α$ νθρ)πων. Origen
expounds the same notion in commJohn, XXXII.5.60. Cf. frJer, 25;
Cels, V.18; commEph, 17; selEz, PG.13.824.16. Didymus moved along
a similar line: commPs 29–34, Cod. p. 208; frPs(al), Frs. 5; 114.
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Origen represents ‘unclean’ or ‘indifferent’ ‘souls’ as

‘women’, which is the analogy entertained by Cassian

in Scholion XVI, where an ‘effeminate’ character

betokens a fatal inclination to sin. Cassian must have

had in mind an analogous expression by Clement of

Alexandria making this point in his Stromateis,26 a

work from which he quoted verbatim the entire

Scholion V.

The present Scholion is a personal comment by

Cassian having in mind not Didymus, but his readings

of Gregory of Nyssa, Gregory of Nazianzus, and

Theodoret.

26 Clement of Alexandria, Stromateis, 1.8.41.2–3: µαταιοπον!αν

�ζηλωκ�τε, Aν κυβε!αν α$ νθρ)πων W α$ π�στολο �κάλεσεν κα�

πανουργ!αν, ‘πρ< τ�ν µεθοδε!αν τ8 πλάνη’ �πιτ9δειον.
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EXPANDED NOTES TO SCHOLION XXIV

EN XXIVa: συγκαθεσθ8ναι

The aorist infinitive συγκαθεσθ8ναι is extremely rare.

In the sense used in this Scholion, this occurs only in

Cyril of Alexandria (or his catenist), and in Cassian’s

(Pseudo-Didymus) De Trinitate.1

Cyril of Alexandria, De Sancta et Consubstantiali

Trinitate, PG.75.344 (and Catena in Epistulam ad

Hebraeos, p. 331). ]ρα γὰρ Wµολογε�ν κα�

συγκαθεσθ8ναι δύνασθαι τK ΘεK τοὺ Α$ γγ�λου

κα� συµβασιλεύειν αυ$ τK . . . ου$ δ>ν α� ρα κωλύει κα�

Α$ γγ�λου δύνασθαι συγκαθεσθ8ναι τK ΘεK, ε: κα�

µ9τι αυ$ τ(ν yξι)θη το� πράγµατο. . . . W µ>ν γὰρ

δεσπ�τη, τὰ δ> δο�λα τυγχάνει. ου$ χ Wµογεν� α� ρα

το� Α$ γγ�λοι �στ�ν W τK Πατρ� συµβασιλεύων κα�

συγκαθ9µενο.

Cassian the Sabaite (Pseudo-Didymus), DT (lib.

2.8–27), PG.39.685: Ν�ει οjν, τ! �στιν τ< αe γιον

Πνε�µα, αe τε τ<ν �αυτο� να�ν, +µα̃, τK ;ψ!στ^

ΘεK συγκαθεσθ8ναι κα� συνδοξασθ8ναι, κα�

συµβασιλε�σαι ποιε�, κα� Xτε µ�νει �π� τ<ν

µονογεν8 Θε�ν· κα� ε: Wσ!ω λ�γουσιν αOρετικο�

µ� συγκαθ�ζεσθαι αυ$ τ�, κα� συµπροσκυνε�σθαι,

κα� συµβασιλεύειν τK ΘεK Πατρ!. Μ� Wµο!ω δ>

+µ(ν, τ(ν κτιστ(ν, κα� �ν τοσαύτG α$ γαθ(ν *ργων

γυµν�τητι τηλικα�τα �λπιζ�ντων, νοηθε!η τ<

αe γιον Πνε�µα το� Θεο� συγκαθ�ζεσθαι, κα�

συνδοξάζεσθαι, κα� συµβασιλεύειν τK ΘεK· α$ λλ$

� Πνε�µα αυ$ το�, κα� φύσει Θε< κα� Βασιλεὺ

κα� α$ ϊδ!ω συγκαθεζ�µενο, κα� πλ9ρη α$ χράντου

δ�ξη ;πάρχων.

However, the notion is Origen’s, since he had

pioneered application of the two verbs, συγκα-

θ�ζεσθαι and συµβασιλεύειν, in apposition.

Origen, exhMar, XXVIII: πλ�ν µανθάνοµεν Xτι

συγκαθ!σει κα� συµβασιλεύσει κα� συνδικάσει τK

βασιλε� τ(ν βασιλευ�ντων W πιiν τ< ποτ9ριον

�κε�νο, Xπερ *πιεν W Ι$ ησο�. Ibid. XXXVII: κα� οO

µιµητα� δ> αυ$ το� α:σχύνη καταφρονο�ντε

συγκαθεδο�νται αυ$ τK κα� συµβασιλεύσουσιν �ν

το� ου$ ρανο�.

The same idea appears in Pseudo-Macarius,

Sermones lxiv, Homily 7.10.1: α$ λλ$ kν

τρ�πον αυ$ τ< διὰ παθηµάτων κα� σταυρο� παρ8λθε

κα� οoτω �δοξάσθη κα� �κάθισεν �ν δεξιd, οoτω

χρ� κα� σ> συµπαθε�ν κα� συσταυρωθ8ναι· κα�

οoτω �ξελθε�ν κα� συγκαθ!σαι κα� συναφθ8ναι τK

σ)µατι το� Χριστο�, κα� πάντοτε συµβασιλεύειν

�ν �κε!ν^ τK α:(νι· εFπερ γὰρ συµπάσχετε, hνα

κα� συνδοξασθ8τε.

Pseudo-Macarius, Homiliae l, Homily 27: κα� οoτω

�δοξάσθη κα� �κάθισεν �ν δεξιd το� πατρ�, οoτω

χρ� κα� σ> συµπαθε�ν κα� συσταυρωθ8ναι κα�

οoτω α$ νελθε�ν κα� συγκαθ!σαι κα� συναφθ8ναι τK

σ)µατι το� Χριστο� κα� πάντοτε συµβασιλεύειν �ν

�κε!ν^ τK α:(νι, ‘εFπερ συµπάσχοµεν, hνα κα�

συνδοξασθ(µεν’. Xσοι γὰρ δυνηθ(σι περιγεν�σθαι

κα� παρελθε�ν τοὺ θρ!γγου τ8 κακ!α,

ε:σ�ρχονται ε: τ�ν �πουράνιον π�λιν, τ�ν

ε:ρηνευοµ�νην κα� µεστ9ν.

In Cyril of Alexandria there is an interesting peculi-

arity attesting to his reliance upon Origen. Since during

the first millennium the form συγκαθεδούµενο

appears in less than a handful of instances, it could be

hardly a coincidence that Cyril used it, unless he was

aware of Origen’s statement in exhMar. What is more,

Cyril comments on the same scriptural instance as Ori-

gen does, namely, the prayer of Jesus in chapter 17 of

the gospel of John.2

The author of Scholion XXIV makes specific allow-

ance for the following views of Apollinaris: the saying of

Psalm 109:1, about ‘sitting at the right hand’, is

addressed ‘by God’ ‘to the Saviour’, that is, to the

human nature of Christ, not the timeless Logos. This is

indeed the idea presented in this Scholion by Cassian: in

this Psalm, it is the Saviour that the Father addresses

(εFρηται δ> ;π< το� πατρ< πρ< τ<ν σωτ8ρα). The

point which Apollinaris made is that both the human

1 In a literal sense this occurs in Josephus, Antiquitas Judaica, 13.84.
Also, Acta Apocrypha Thomae, 69. John Chrysostom, In Genesin,
PG.53.382.43. Palladius (fourth–fifth cent. AD), Historia Lausiaca,
Vita 59.1. The commentary In Psalmum 100, PG.55.635.49, which
was ascribed to John Chrysostom, runs in the same vein as this
Scholion, but it is spurious.

2 Origen, exhMar, XXXVII (συγκαθεδο�νται). Cyril of Alexandria, In
Sanctum Joannem, v. 2, p. 692 (συγκαθεδούµενο). Emperor
Julian, Symposium, 37 (συγκαθεδούµενο). Libanius, Orationes,
18.154 (συγκαθεδούµενο).
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and the divine nature exist ‘jointly’ in the ‘one person’

of Jesus and it is impossible to separate them

(α$ χωρ!στω �ν τK �ν� προσ)π^).

Theodoret, Eranistes, p.186: Κα� �ν τK περ�

σαρκ)σεω λογιδ!^ πάλιν τα�τα γ�γραφε [sc.

Apollinaris]. Τ< µ>ν οjν, ‘Κάθου �κ δεξι(ν µου,’ �

πρ< α' νθρωπον λ�γει· ου$  γὰρ τK α$ ε� καθηµ�ν^ �π�

θρ�νου δ�ξη καθ< θε< λ�γο εFρηται µετὰ τ�ν

α' νοδον τ�ν �κ γ8· α$ λλὰ τK ν�ν ε: τ�ν �πουράνιον

;ψωθ�ντι δ�ξαν καθ< α' νθρωπο, � οO α$ π�στολοι

λ�γουσιν· ‘Ου$  γὰρ ∆αβ�δ α$ ν�βη ε: τοὺ ου$ ρανού·

λ�γει δ> αυ$ τ�, Ε_πεν W κύριο τK κυρ!^ µου,

Κάθου �κ δεξι(ν µου.’ Α$ νθρ)πινον µ>ν τ<

πρ�σταγµα, α$ ρχ�ν τP καθ�δρH διδ�ν, θε�ον δ> τ<

α$ ξ!ωµα τ< συγκαθ8σθαι θεK, Z λειτουργο�σιν

αO χ!λιαι χιλιάδε, κα� παρεστ9κασιν αO µύριαι

µυριάδε. (Κα� µετ $  Cλ!γα.) Ου$  γὰρ � θεK

;ποτάσσει τοὺ �χθρού, α$ λλ$ � α$ νθρ)π^, ]στε

τ<ν αυ$ τ<ν ε_ναι κα� θε<ν Wρ)µενον κα� α' νθρωπον.

Οe τι δ> � α$ νθρ)π^ λ�γεται τ�, ‘Εe ω αE ν θ( τοὺ

�χθρού σου ;ποπ�διον τ(ν ποδ(ν σου,’ διδάσκει

Πα�λο Fδιον αυ$ το� τ< κατ�ρθωµα λ�γων κατὰ τ<

θεϊκ<ν δηλαδ9· ‘Κατὰ τ�ν �ν�ργειαν, φησ!, το�

δύνασθαι αυ$ τ<ν κα� ;ποτάξαι �αυτK τὰ πάντα.’

Οe ρα α$ χωρ!στω �ν τK �ν� προσ)π^ θε�τητα κα�

α$ νθρωπ�τητα.

EN XXIVb: σύµβολον βασιλε!α θρ�νο

The notion of a throne being ‘a symbol of kingship’

occurs in John Chrysostom and in Theodore of

Mopsuestia. Once again, however, we should bear in

mind that both are rendered by a catenist, which might

have involved a third party’s vocabulary.

John Chrysostom, Expositiones in Psalmos,

PG.55.196.18–21 and Catena in Epistulam ad Hebraeos,

p. 333: Ωe σπερ οjν W θρ�νο τ8 βασιλε!α

σύµβολον, οoτω κα� + ?άβδο κα� τ8 βασιλε!α,

κα� τ8 δικαστικ8 �ξουσ!α. Ibid. PG.55.267.60–62:

Οe που γὰρ θρ�νο, βασιλε!α σύµβολον· Xπου

θρ�νο ε[, τ8 αυ$ τ8 βασιλε!α :σοτιµ!α. In

Epistolam ad Hebraeos, PG.63.28.44–48: Πρ< δ> τ<ν

ΥO�ν φησιν· Ο-  θρ�νο σου W Θε< ε: τ<ν α:(να

το� α:(νο. Ι$ δοὺ βασιλε!α σύµβολον. Ρ- άβδο

ευ$ θύτητο + ?άβδο τ8 βασιλε!α σου. Ι$ δοὺ πάλιν

κα� α' λλο βασιλε!α σύµβολον.

Theodore of Mopsuestia, Fragmenta in Epistulam ad

Hebraeos, p. 202, from the Catena in Epistulam ad

Hebraeos, p. 132: κα� θρ�νο κα� βασιλε!α ?άβδο,

αn  πάντα τ8 α$ νωτάτω τιµ8 τε κα� α$ ξ!α σύµβολα·

κα� γὰρ τ< Θε< τ�ν α$ νωτάτω σηµα!νει φύσιν, κα� W

θρ�νο κα� + ?άβδο α$ π< τ(ν α$ νθρωπ!νων, κα� τ<

ταύτη β�βαιον παρ!στησιν.3

Theodoret suggests that the notion of various

‘tokens of kingship’ is a symbol of eschatological

rewards that are to be granted by God.4

In pagan literature, both the expression and analogy

were taken up by an anonymous author: θρ�νο

βασιλε!α σύµβολον.5

This Scholion, therefore, is one more comment

by Cassian himself. He was eager to introduce it

with the statement, ‘Paul concurs with these words’,

which shows his overall concern to demonstrate

that the text of Revelation stands in harmony with the

rest of scripture. While writing this Scholion, his mind

was with the Antiochene doctors rather than with

Didymus.

3 Likewise, in Theodore, expPs, Psalm 44:7b.
4 Theodoret, Epistulae 53–95, Epistle 74: κα� τ8 α$ ρρ9του κα�

θεοσδ�του µεταλαχε�ν δωρεα̃, A τ(ν �λπιζοµ�νων α$ γαθ(ν το�

προσιο�σι τὰ σπ�ρµατα χορηγε�, κα� τ8 τ�λο ου$  δεξοµ�νη

ζω8 τε κα� βασιλε!α τὰ σύµβολα δ!δωσιν.

5 Scholia In Aelium Aristidem, Treatise, 304.12: Xτι µ� καE ν ε: τ<ν

θρ�νον �γκαθ!ζοιµεν τ�ν το� θρ�νου τιµ�ν *χει, βασιλε!α

σύµβολον. Didymus does the same, although referring to ‘symbols
of kingship’ apropos not of a ‘throne’, but of other objects, such as
‘rods’. commZacch, 2.253; 4.73.
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EXPANDED NOTES TO ADNOTATIO POST SCHOLION XXIV

EN PSchXXIVa: �πιστηµονικὰ λ�γ‹ο›ν‹το›

The expression ‘to speak in a scientific manner’

(�πιστηµονικὰ λ�γειν or �πιστηµονικ( λ�γειν) is

distinctive of Didymus, who had taken this up from

Alexander of Aphrodisias.

Alexander of Aphrodisias, In Aristotelis Metaphysica

Commentaria, p. 258: περ� τ(ν τP ου$ σ!H ;παρχ�ντων

�πιστηµονικ( τε κα� πρ< α$ λ9θειαν λ�γειν.

Ibid. p. 344: περ� τούτων τ�ν πρ)την φιλοσοφ!αν

�πιστηµονικ( λ�γειν. Ibid. περ� τ(ν αυ$ τ(ν

διαλαµβάνουσα, λογικ( µ�ντοι α$ λλ$ ου$ κ

�πιστηµονικ(. In Aristotelis Topicorum Libros Octo

Commentaria, p. 29: ε: �πιστηµονικ( λ�γοι περ�

αυ$ τ(ν κα� δεικνύοι τα�τα.

Didymus, commPs 20–21, Cod. p. 19: ο[ον k λ�γω

�πιστηµονικ(. commEccl (11–12), Cod. pp. 342–3:

κα� νοε� Cρθ( κα� θεωρε� τὰ �πιστηµονικὰ κα�

λ�γειν αυ$ τὰ δύναται διδασκαλικ(.

Anonymi, Prolegomena in Librum Περ� στάσεων,

v. 14, p. 323: π( λ�γετε �πιστ9µην; τ< ψιλ(

�π!στασθαι λ�γειν α- πλ( @ τ�ν �πιστ9µην τ�ν

�πιστηµονικ( λ�γουσαν; κα� ε: µ>ν τ�ν ψιλ(

�πισταµ�νην λ�γειν φατ�, ου$  µ�νον το�το �π� τ8

?ητορικ8 φατ�ον, α$ λλὰ κα� �π� �κάστη σχεδ<ν

τ�χνη. Ibid. �πιστηµονικ( λ�γειν φατ�, πάλιν

κακ(· ποιε�τε γὰρ αυ$ τ�ν �πιστ9µην, πολὺ τ8

�πιστ9µη διαφ�ρουσαν.

Proclus, In Platonis Timaeum Commentaria, v. 1,

p. 303: m περ� αυ$ τ(ν µ>ν λ�γοµεν, αυ$ τ< δ> qκαστον

ου$  λ�γοµεν, κα� �πιστηµονικ( µ>ν δυνάµεθα

λ�γειν, νοερ( δ> οu· το�το γάρ �στι τ< ε;ρε�ν,

]σπερ εFποµεν πρ�τερον.

EN PSchXXIVb: κατὰ τ�ν �πιστ9µην

The expression κατὰ τ�ν �πιστ9µην occurs in

Aristotle,1 and was echoed by his commentators.2 Once

again, Alexander of Aphrodisias must have supplied

Origen3 with his vocabulary. Of the rest of Christian

authors, it appears only in Clement,4 Eusebius,5 and

Didymus.6

Likewise, the similar expression κατ $  �πιστ9µην

occurs as an alternative in Aristotle7 and his commen-

tators.8 So it does also in Philo,9 Galen,10 Plotinus.11

The expression would have been part of Christian

vocabulary since the times of apologist Athenagoras,12

yet never did it become a recurrent one, even though

some instances can be traced in Clement of Alexan-

dria,13 Origen,14 Didymus,15 and Basil of Caesarea.16

1 Aristotle, Analytica Priora et Posteriora, 77b9; De Anima, 433a5;
Ethica Eudemia, 1227a35; Ars Rhetorica, 1355a26; 1355b19;
Protrepticus, Fr. 39.

2 Alexander of Aphrodisias, De Anima, p. 86; In Aristotelis
Metaphysica Commentaria, pp. 10; 171; 586; 588; In Aristotelis
Topicorum Libros Octo Commentaria, pp. 4; 73; 398. Simplicius, In
Aristotelis Categorias Commentarium, v. 8, p. 230; In Aristotelis
Physicorum Libros Octo Commentaria, v. 10, pp. 1074; 1076. John
Philoponus, In Aristotelis Libros De Anima Commentaria, v. 15,
pp. 58; 307; In Aristotelis Physicorum Libros Octo Commentaria,
v. 17, p. 686. Also, in Proclus, In Platonis Rem Publicam
Commentarii, v. 1, p. 192; In Platonis Alcibiadem i, 188.

3 Origen, homJer, 16.1: κατὰ τ�ν �πιστ9µην Aν �δ!δαξεν W Ι$ ησο�.
4 Clement of Alexandria, Stromateis, 7.1.3.6; 7.7.44.6.
5 Eusebius, PE, 1.5.4: τ(ν µ>ν κατὰ τ�ν �πιστ9µην θεωρηµάτων.
6 Didymus, commEccl (1.1–8), Cod. p. 44: τὰ κατάλληλα θεάµατα, τὰ

�πιστηµονικὰ θεωρ9µατα· �πιστ9µην δ> τ�ν κατὰ θε<ν λ�γω.
commPs 29–34, Cod. p. 149: � �άν τι δι)κοι �πιστ9µην hνα κατὰ

τ�ν �πιστ9µην κα� θεωρP.
7 Aristotle, Politica, 1255b21; Protrepticus, fr. 66.
8 Alexander of Aphrodisias, De Anima, p.86; In Aristotelis

Metaphysica Commentaria, pp.19; 136; 172; 372; 386; 697; In
Aristotelis Topicorum Libros Octo Commentaria, p.28. John 

Philoponus, In Aristotelis Libros de Anima Commentaria, v. 15,
p. 58; 307; In Aristotelis Physicorum Libros Octo Commentaria, v. 17,
p. 686.

9 Philo, De Sacrificiis Abelis et Caini, 130; Quod Deterius Potiori
Insidiari Soleat, 111; Quod Deus Sit Immutabilis, 93.

10 Galen, De Arte Medica, v. 1, p.353; De Naturalibus Facultatibus, v. 2,
p. 125; Circa Doctrinas Hippocratis et Platonis, 2.5.97; 2.8.20; 7.2.5;
Ad Eugenianum, v. 19, p. 54.

11 Plotinus, Enneades, 6.9.4.
12 Athenagoras, Legatio, 5.1. Athanasius, Expositiones in Psalmos,

PG.27.233.30.
13 Clement of Alexandria, Stromateis, 2.21.129.8; 4.5.22.5; 6.9.77.2;

7.12.69.7.
14 Origen, Cels, IV.86; Philocalia, 20, 13; frPs, 77, 3–6.
15 Didymus, commEccl (7–8.8), Cod. p. 217; commZacch, 2.362;

Adversus Manichaeos, PG.39.1101.50; frPs(al), frs. 505; 805. Also
in the anonymous text, Anonymi, Commentarium in Librum Περ�

Ι
 δε*ν, v. 7, p. 947.
16 Basil of Caesarea, Regulae Morales, PG.31.865.28; De Baptismo,

PG.31.1564.46. Regulae Fusius Tractatae, PG.31: 953.34; 1133.27;
1152.19; 1232.3. Finally, Enarratio in Prophetam Isaiam, 1.40 (bis);
14.278.
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EN PSchXXIVc: Commenting on Isaiah, 50:4

The following theologians cared to draw and comment

on Isaiah 50:4.

Origen, frLuc, fr. 186; commJohn, VI.3.16; Catena in

Epistulam i ad Corinthios, p. 42; Ibid. Catena in Mat-

thaeum, p. 103. Eusebius, Eclogae Prophetarum, p. 213.

Athanasius, De Morbo et et de Sanitate, p. 7. Gregory of

Nazianzus, Apologetica, PG.35.497.24–26. John Chrys-

ostom, Expositiones in Psalmos, PG.55.225.16–18; In

Epistulam i ad Corinthios, PG.61: 58.35–36; 400.7–14;

In Isaiam, 1.1. Theodoret, commIs, 16. Cyril of Alexan-

dria, In Isaiam, PG.70: 1089.3–6 and 46–48. Oecumen-

ius, Commentarius in Apocalypsin, p. 39.

The exegesis of an ‘ear capable of listening to’,

which betokens ‘prudence’ (σύνεσι), is borrowed

from Apollinaris of Laodicea (a contemporary of

Didymus), Fragmenta in Joannem, frs. 134 and 135,

in Catena in Joannem (codd. Paris.), p. 3789: κα�

τ< περ� τ8 α$ ποκαταστάσεω το� zτ!ου, φα!ην

αE ν δηλο�σθαι τ�ν oστερον α$ ποκατάστασιν τ8

συν�σεω. Cf. ibid. fr. 120.

Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 147; In Genesin, Cod. p. 162;

commZacch, 3.62 (this is a paraphrase of the text of

Athanasius cited just above); 3.203.

Besides the footnoted text of Didymus,17 the follow-

ing is the source for Cassian’s address to Didymus.

Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 912: Τ! ου$ κ ο_δεν Xτι

�φορ(ν τινα κα� περ! τινο α$ κούων CφθαλµK κα�

α$ κοP το� �αυτο� Wρd κα� α$ κούει; α$ παντητ�ον πρ<

τα�τα οoτω πονηρ( ε:ρηµ�να Xτι διττ<ν γ�νο

α:σθ9σε)ν �στιν �ν +µ�ν, θνητ<ν κα� α$ θάνατον,

κυρ!ω δ> +µ(ν τ(ν λογικ(ν τ< α$ θάνατον τυγχάνον

νοητ�ν. τ< γὰρ θνητ<ν ου$ κ Fδιον +µ(ν α$ λλὰ κοιν<ν

κα� πρ< τὰ α' λογα ζKα. Xταν οjν + γραφ� τὰ

α:σθ9σει το� *σω α$ νθρ)που σηµα!νG, Cφθαλµ�ν

µου κα� οj µου Wρα̃ν κα� α$ κούειν λ�γει � �ν το�

προκειµ�νοι.

At one point of his commEccl (1.1–8) (Cod. p. 24),

Didymus probably expounds the same idea, although

there are lacunae: [. . .] *χουσιν τὰ α' λογα ζKα

. . .[. . .] κατὰ νοητ<ν κ�σµον hν [α] . . . παρ�χG [. . .]

. . . τ�ν α$ κο9ν.

EN PSchXXIVd: τ(ν κατὰ πνε�µα σοφ(ν

Cassian writes having in mind pivotal exegeses by

Origen.

Origen, comm1Cor, 8, from the Catena in Epistulam i

ad Corinthios, p. 31: τ(ν σοφ(ν ε:σ� διαφορα!, κα�

οO µ�ν ε:σι σοφο� κατὰ σάρκα οO δ> κατὰ πνε�µα

(1 Cor. 1:26).

Didymus, In Genesin, Cod. p. 162: Ω-  γὰρ λ�γο

σοφ!α δ!δοται διὰ το� πνεύµατο κα� λ�γο

γν)σεω κατὰ τ< πνε�µα . . . κα� Η$ σα�α �κ

προσ)που το� α$ νθρ)που το� κυριακο�, *στω δ>

κα� �κ το� :δ!ου, φησ!ν· ‘Προσ�θηκ�ν µοι zτ!ον

το� α$ κούειν κα� + παιδε!α Κυρ!ου διανο!γει µου τὰ

fτα’· + γὰρ πρ< το� Θεο� διδοµ�νη α$ κο� κα�

παιδε!α διανο!γει κα� τα�τα τὰ fτα πρ< τ< τ�ν

διάνοιαν θει�τερον α$ κούειν.

Cassian is now going to write Scholion XXV. After he

had finished with the previous one, and before (or

probably, while) he was writing Scholion XXIV, he also

wrote this comment, which is addressed to Didymus,

and it is characteristically couched in Didymus’ own

vocabulary, which Cassian himself had taken up

extensively during this enterprise. The following text of

Didymus shows what Cassian was reading and had in

mind while writing his comment.

Didymus, commZacch, 3. 200–204 (comm. on

Zach. 9, 14–15): (200): Ε$ ντε!ναντο Θεο� ο[α τ�ξον

τ<ν Ι$ ούδαν, βολ� � α$ στραπ� �ξελεύσεται,

τιτρ)σκουσα κα� πλ9ττουσα ε: θε�ον *ρωτα, �

φ( το� κ�σµου γεν�σθαι τ�ν δυναµ�νην ε:πε�ν

τελε!αν ψυχ�ν @ *νδοξον Ε$ κκλησ!αν· ‘Τετρωµ�νη

α$ γάπη ε:µ!.’ (201) Ο-  τιτρ)σκων λ�γο18 ε: π�θον

τοὺ τὰ κατ $  ε_δο α$ ρετὰ α$ ναλαµβάνοντα κα� τὰ

κατὰ µ�ρο δ�γµατα, βολ! �στιν γενικ(. . . .

Σεσαφ9νισται πρ�τερον Xτι περ� το� α$ νατε!λαντο

�κ τ8 φυλ8 Ι$ ούδα19 Σωτ8ρο τα�τ $  α$ παγγ�λλεται

. . . (203) Ε$ ξελθούση � α$ στραπ8 τ8 θε!α

βολ!δο �π� τK φωτισθ8ναι τ<ν *σω α' νθρωπον κα�

τοὺ Cφθαλµοὺ τ8 καρδ!α, Κύριο παντοκράτωρ

σαλπιε�, διεγε!ρων κα� τ�ν *νδον α$ κο9ν, �

τ<ν αFσθησιν λαβ�ντα τ8 ;παρξάση zφελε!α

α$ ναφθ�γξασθαι χαριστηρ!ω· ‘Η-  παιδε!α Κυρ!ου

17 See note 1: commPs 40–44.4, Cod. p. 308.
18 Cf. Scholion VI.

19 Cf. Scholia XXVII and XVIII.
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διανο!γει µου τὰ fτα’, �πε!περ δ�δωκ�ν µοι οj το�

α$ κούειν.20 (204) Κα� Xρα ε: µ� κατ $  �π!νοιαν21

α' λλην κα� α' λλην τ< παρὰ Θεο� διδ�µενον

σάλπιγξ22 �στ�ν κα� α$ στραπ9. ��  µ>ν γὰρ α$ κουστὰ

τυγχάνει τὰ σαφ( κα� διατ�ρω κα�

µεγαλοφ)νω23 α$ παγγελλ�µενα, σάλπιγγι

�µο!ωνται, m δ> φωτ!ζουσιν τ<ν νο�ν, ψυχ8

Cφθαλµ<ν =ντα, α$ στραπP �ο!κασιν.

It seems that, at this point, Cassian leaves Didymus’

Commentary on the Apocalypse aside. He had not

actually copied from it since Scholion XXII. This is

somehow a ceremonial confession of his debts to Didy-

mus, expressed in a solemn, as well as cryptic, style of

admiration and gratitude for the Alexandrian sage.

Nevertheless, Cassian is going to return to this main

source of his when writing Scholion XXVI.

20 Cf. post-Scholion XV comment.
21 Cf. Scholion IX: κατὰ τ�ν �π!νοιαν.

22 Cf. Scholion XXV.
23 Cf. Scholia XXV and XXXVI.
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EXPANDED NOTES TO SCHOLION XXV

EN XXVa: Φρονιµ)τερον �ντυγχάνειν

The expression, ‘one should study [scripture] in a more

insightful manner’, was introduced by Origen and taken

up only by Didymus, as footnoted (note 1) in the edited

text.

Origen, Cels, II.9: Xπερ *σται δ8λον το�

φρον!µω �ντυγχάνουσι τP ευ$ αγγελικP γραφ8.

frJohn, LIII: π�σ^ µα̃λλον . . . *µελλον α$ πατα̃σθαι οO

µ� α$ κριβ( κα� φρον!µω �ντυγχάνοντε τP περ�

τούτων Oστορ!H. frJohn, L: το�το δ> πιστ( κα�

φρον!µω �κλαβε�ν δε�.

Didymus, commPs 40–44.4, Cod. p. 296: συν�σεω.
οjν χρε!α τK �ντυγχάνοντι1 το� τοιούτοι

ψαλµο� το� οoτω �πιγεγραµµ�νοι· κα� ]σπερ

‘προσ�χειν’ δε� ‘τP α$ ναγν)σει’ ‘τ8 θεοπνεύστου

γραφ8’, ου$  µ�νη τ8 τ(ν γραφ(ν, α$ λλὰ κα�

‘πάση’, οoτω κα� οVτοι µετὰ συν�σεω κα�

λ�γεσθαι Cφε!λουσιν κα� α$ κούεσθαι. �πειδ� δ> τ<

τ8 συν�σεω =νοµα πρ< τK προχε!ρω2

δηλουµ�ν^ κα� α' λλο δηλο�.

commJob (7.20c–11), Cod. p. 280: πιστ( δ> κα�

φ. ρον!µω α$ κουστ�ον. commJob (7.20c–11), Cod.

p. 215: δε� γὰρ τὰ λεγ�µενα περ� το� α$ νθρ)που

φρον!µω α$ κούειν. Ibid. Cod. p. 280: πιστ( δ> κα�

φ. ρον!µω α$ κουστ�ον το� ‘πάντα δύνασαι’, hνα

µ� ;ποπ�σωµεν τP τ(ν δοκητ(ν α$ νο!H. frPs(al),

fr. 57: Ο- σ!ω κα� φρον!µω κα� ταύτη τ8 λ�ξεω

α$ κο�σαι προσ9κει. Ibid. fr. 914: λογικ( κα�

φρον!µω �ταζ�µενα κα� γινωσκ�µενα. Ibid. fr.

1105: Cρθ( κα� φρον!µω τα� παρὰ σο� �ντολα�

προσελθiν �π!στευσα αυ$ τα� � τηρ8σαι αυ$ τά. In

Genesin, Cod. p. 65: ΕFρηται γάρ· ‘Κα� πληρ)σατε

τ�ν γ8ν’, Xπερ φρονιµ)τερον νοε�ν δε�. commEccl

(9.8–10.20), Cod. p. 281: καθ $ +µα̃ τοὺ θ�λοντα

φρον!µω παρατεθε�σθαι τ�ν γραφ�ν κα�

‘προσ�χειν τP α$ ναγν)σει’ αυ$ τ8, ου$ δ�ν �στιν ;π<

α- γ!ου πνεύµατο [ . . . ], k ου$ κ *χει α$ ναγωγ9ν· ε:

γὰρ πνεύµατο α- γ!ου µαθ9µατά �στιν τα�τα,

πνευµατικ( γν(ναι δε�.

EN XXVb: µ� γ�λωτα Cφλισκάνωµεν

παρὰ το� σοφο� το� κ�σµου

The specific phrase, meaning ‘not to make ourselves a

laughing-stock’, is not frequent in literature. One should

notice the preposition παρὰ followed by dative. This

form appears only in Eusebius.3 Didymus uses

exclusively the expression α:σχύνην Cφλισκάνειν (‘to

deserve, or to bring shame upon oneself’),4 which is

an expression that Theodoret also used.5 Cassian

received this expression from eminent theologians,

who, however, applied it rarely and only casually,6

perhaps because it was Plato that had introduced it into

literature.7

οO σοφο� το� κ�σµου

This allusion to Paul writing about ‘the wise people

of this world’ in his first epistle to the Corinthians did

not enjoy the currency that one might have expected.

Once again, this usage is restricted to authors whose

vocabulary more or less bears on the Scholia.8

EN XXVc: α$ δύνατον τ!θεσθαι

The peculiar expression, meaning ‘to postulate some-

thing as being impossible’, appears mostly in pagan

intellectuals, and it became part of the Christian

1 Cf. Scholion XXV.
2 Cf. Scholia III and XXV.
3 Eusebius, Laudatio Constantini, 12.10: πλε�ον ου$ δ>ν @ µωρ!α

γ�λωτα παρὰ το� *µφροσιν Cφλισκάνων. Also, in a spurious text:
Pseudo-John Chrysostom, De Paenitentia, PG.59.763.14: Ου$  µισε�

τ< πρα̃γµα, Xπερ α$ µελούµενον γ�λωτα κα� παρὰ το� θεατα�

Cφλισκάνει; Beyond this spurious work, John Chrysostom himself
definitely used the expression γ�λωτα Cφλισκάνειν more than
once: De Fato et Providentia, PG.50.757.5. In Epistolam ad
Colossenses Commentarius, PG.62.389.33.

4 Didymus, commJob (5.1–6.29), Cod. p. 177; commZacch, 3.269;
4.300; commPs 40–44.4, Cod. p. 295; frPs(al), fr. 1186; commEccl
(9.8–10.20), Cod. p. 310; commPs 36.15–19, Cod. p. 249.

5 Theodoret, Interpretatio in Psalmos, PG.80.1245.11.
6 Athanasius, Adversus Arianos, PG.26.60.36. Gregory of Nazianzus,

Apologetica, PG.35.501.29. Gregory of Nyssa, Adversus Usurarios,
v. 9, p. 200.

7 Plato, Theaetetus, 161e5.
8 Hippolytus, Refutatio Omnium Heresium, 4.43.2. Origen, homJer,

16.8; comm1Cor, 8. Epiphanius of Salamis, Panarion, v. 3, p. 275.
Basil of Caesarea, Homiliae in Hexaemeron, 1.11; 94; Homiliae in
Principium Proverbiorum, PG.31.416.34–36. Didymus, commPs
40–44.4, Cod. p. 332; frPs(al), fr. 1177. Theodoret, Interpretatio in
Psalmos, PG.80.1224.30. Pseudo-Macarius, Sermones lxiv, 14.33.1;
Homiliae l, 42.8. Cyril of Alexandria, Fragmenta in Epistulam i ad
Corinthios, p. 256; Explanatio in Lucam, PG.72.669.42.
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vocabulary thanks to Origen’s rebuttal of Celsus.9

It had its origin in a casual Platonic passage,10 but

it was Alexander of Aphrodisias who made it an

expression useful for scholarly discourse. This is indeed

characteristic of Alexander but was never actually

instilled into Christian literature. Its appearance in

this Scholion reveals an erudite author, who was well

aware of the writings of Alexander of Aphrodisias.

Cassian knew that Eusebius thought very highly of

Alexander and had quoted from his work at length.11

No doubt, it was Alexander that Origen had in mind

when he inserted this rhetorical structure into his

polemic work against Celsus, thus implicitly demon-

strating to his own opponent his familiarity with pagan

philosophy.

Alexander of Aphrodisias, In Aristotelis Metaphysica

Commentaria, p. 798: κα� τ!θησι τὰ �π�µενα α$ δύνατα

τK τὰ γενικ)τερα �ναντ!α α$ ρχὰ τ(ν =ντων

τιθεµ�ν^. Ibid. p. 805: τ< δ> α' νισον δυσχε-

ρα!νουσι κα� α$ ποδοκιµάζουσι διὰ τ< δεδι�ναι τὰ

συµβα!νοντα δυσχερ8 κα� α$ δύνατα το� τ< α' νισον

τιθεµ�νοι· οh τινε (οO τ�ν α$ �ριστον δυάδα

δεύτερον µετὰ τ< Sν στοιχε�ον λ�γοντε) µ�να τὰ

συµβα!νοντα δυσχερ8 κα� α$ δύνατα το� τ< α' νισον

τιθεµ�νοι διαδιδράσκουσιν. Ibid. p. 824: Τα�τα

ε:πiν συµπερα!νεται λ�γων· ε: οjν κα� τ< µ�

τιθ�ναι τ< α$ γαθ<ν �ν τα� α$ ρχα� µηδ> λ�γειν αυ$ τὰ

α$ γαθ<ν α$ δύνατον κα� τ< τιθ�ναι α$ δυνατ)τερον,

δ8λον Xτι αO α$ ρχα� ου$ κ Cρθ( α$ ποδ!δονται ου$ δ>

αO πρ(ται ου$ σ!αι καλ( α$ ριθµο� λ�γονται. In

Aristotelis Analyticorum Priorum Librum i Commen-

tarium, p. 389: �π� δ> τ8 ε: α$ δύνατον α$ παγωγ8

µηδεµια̃ Wµολογ!α γενοµ�νη τP δε!ξει το�

α$ δυνάτου τ!θεται τ< α$ ντικε!µενον αυ$ τK διὰ τ�ν τ8

α$ ντιφάσεω α$ νάγκην. In Aristotelis Topicorum Libros

Octo Commentaria, p. 501: ο[ µ>ν οjν τ< α$ δύνατον

qπεται το� αυ$ το� τιθεµ�νοι, πρ�δηλον Xτι τα�τα

qτερα.

Proclus, In Platonis Rem Publicam Commentarii,

v. 1, p. 155: πολλο� α' ρα δε� τ�ν Ο- µ9ρου κρ!σιν

α$ τιµάζειν, τ�ν πρ< αυ$ τ<ν διαφων!αν �ν Fσ^ το�

παντελ( α$ δυνάτοι τιθ�µενο. Theologia Platonica,

v. 2, p. 4: Ε: µ>ν δ� πολλὰ τὰ =ντα, κα� οoτω

δ� πολλὰ καθάπερ �ξ α$ ρχ8 εFποµεν, � µηδαµο�

το� �ν< =ντο, πολλὰ κα� α$ δύνατα τ!θεσθαι

συµβα!νει.

EN XXVd: κατὰ τ< πρ�χειρον

(cf. EN IIId: προχε!ρω α$ κούειν)

The expression κατὰ τ< πρ�χειρον (‘on the face of it’,

‘according to a common approach’) is absent from

classical literature and appears for the first time in

Aristotle’s commentator Alexander of Aphrodisias.12 It

entered Christian phraseology with Origen,13 no doubt

following Alexander. The immediate successors of

Origen on this were the Cappadocian brothers, Basil of

Caesarea14 and Gregory of Nyssa.15 Like Basil, Clement

of Alexandria, used this only casually.16 Nevertheless,

no author used the expression as frequently as Didymus

did.17 Once again, the instances in Theodore of

Mopsuestia should be pointed out.18

Although it was Alexander of Aphrodisias who

introduced the notion, I believe that its occurrence

in Proclus is due to Didymus’ abundant usage.19

The Neoplatonist environment made much of the

expression, mainly commenting on Aristotle.20

Besides, the distinction κατὰ τ< πρ�χειρον/κατὰ

τ< κεκρυµµ�νον appears in an attenuated sense in

Didymus and Cyril of Alexandria.

9 Origen, Cel, VII.15: Ε$ πε� δ $ α$ δύνατά τινα κα� α$ πρεπ8 θεK καθ $

;π�θεσιν τιθε! φησιν.
10 Plato, Leges, 839b5: � α$ ν�ητα κα� α$ δύνατα τιθ�ντων ν�µιµα.
11 Cf. Eusebius, Preparatio Evangelica, 9.9.1f.: Α$ λεξάνδρου

Α$ φροδισι�ω, α$ νδρ< µάλα διαφανο� �ν το� κατὰ φιλοσοφ!αν

λ�γοι.
12 Cf. κατὰ τ< πρ�χειρον in Alexander of Aphrodisias, In Aristotelis

Metaphysica Commentaria, p. 616, meaning ‘on the face of it’.
13 Origen, frEx, PG.12.280.47: ;πολαµβάνουσι κατὰ τ< πρ�χειρον

τ8 λ�ξεω.
14 Basil of Caesarea, Homiliae in Psalmos, PG.29.381.41; Quod Deus

Non Est Auctor Malorum, PG.31.337.11.
15 Gregory of Nyssa, Ad Ablabium Quod Non Sint Tres Dei, v. 3,1,

p. 39; Adversus Apollinarium, v. 3,1, pp. 163; 184; Adversus
Eunomium, 3.1.23; 3.1.32; 3.2.22; 3.5.10; In Canticum Canticorum,
v. 6, p. 5; v. 6, pp. 267; 359; Encomium in Sanctum Stephanum 

Protomartyrem,  p. 40; Oratio Catechetica, 31; De Oratione, pp. 248;
250; De Beatitudinibus, PG.44.1293.2. Pseudo-Gregory of Nyssa, De
Occursu Domini, PG.46.1180.56.

16 Cyril of Alexandria, In Sanctum Joannem, v. 1, pp. 485; 679.
17 Didymus, commZacch, 1.383; 3.60; commJob (1–4), Cod. pp. 71; 85;

commJob (12.1–16.8a, ), frs. 337; 406; commJob, PG.39.1148.38;
commEccl (3–4.12), Cod. p. 99; commEccl (7–8.8), Cod. pp. 209;
219; 240; commPs 29–34, Cod. pp. 179; 197; commPs 35–39, Cod.
pp. 236; 238; 240; commPs 40–44.4, Cod. p. 316; In Genesin, Cod.
p. 60.

18 Theodore of Mopsuestia, Fragmenta in Epistulam ad Romanos,
pp. 128; 150; Catena in Epistulam ad Romanos, p. 97.

19 Cf. Proclus, In Platonis Rem Publicam Commentarii, v. 1, p. 221.
20 Simplicius, In Aristotelis Physicorum Libros Octo Commentaria, v. 9,

pp.71; 92; v. 10, p. 1165.
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Didymus, commJob (12.1–16.8a), fr. 316:

�πιστ8σαι κα� τK καθ $ α;τ<ν � κεκρυµµ�ν^ κα� µ�

προχε!ρω.

Cyril of Alexandria, De Adoratione, PG.68.980.47–

48: Ο-  µ>ν οjν �ν προχε!ρ^ λ�γο, κα� + το�

πράγµατο διασάφησι α$ ποχρ(σαν *χει τ�ν

παράθεσιν. Α$ λλὰ φ�ρε λ�γωµεν τὰ πνευµατικά,

κα� τ(ν ε: νο�ν τε κα� κεκρυµµ�νων �ννοι(ν

α- πτ)µεθα. GlaphPent, PG.69.632.34: τά τε �ν

κατακαλύψει κεκρυµµ�να, κα� τὰ �µφαν8 κα�

πρ�χειρα.

Pseudo-Caesarius (=Cassian the Sabaite), Quaes-

tiones et Responsiones, 14: �κ τ8 προχε!ρου το�

γράµµατο �ξετάσεω. Ibid. 19: ε: δ> προχε!ρω

πα̃ν α$ γαθ<ν θεοποιε�τε. 85: α$ λλ$ +µ�ν αO α$ ποτε-

ταγµ�ναι τροφα� πρ�χειροι κα� πα̃σιν εuγνωστοι.

Ibid. 111: κατὰ τ�ν πρ�χειρον τ(ν πολλ(ν

;π�νοιαν. Ibid. 193: τ! οjν τούτων + α$ ναγωγ� �κ

τ8 προχε!ρου µεταφορα̃; Ibid. 209: καλ� µ>ν κα� +

α$ πλ8 κα� πρ�χειρο *ννοια.

EN XXVe: + τ(ν νοητ(ν ου$ σ!α

The parallels by Didymus footnoted in the Greek text

leave no room for doubt that he is the main source

who inspired this Scholion. Nevertheless, it is worth

exploring the idea of ‘the essence of the intelligible

things’. The notion was of Pythagorean provenance

(they argued that the fundamental reality is the

‘intelligible essence’ of numbers) which occurs in a

Platonic context,21 and much was made of this by

all subsequent intellectuals venerating the Platonic

tradition in one way or another.22 However, the

philosopher who came up with an elaborate account

of it was Aristotle.23 To Plotinus, of course, the real

essence is the intelligible one.24 This is a point that no

Aristotelian commentator could dissent from, despite

the emphasis they laid upon concrete material objects.25

Later, there was some dissension between Plato’s

students about classification or ‘division’ (δια!ρεσι,

mentioned in the Scholion). According to Xenocrates,

there are three kinds of ‘essence’: ‘the sensible, the

intelligible, and the composite’ one.26 Speusippus, on

the other hand, allowed that ‘the intelligible essences

are more than three’ (πλε!ω τ(ν τρι(ν *λεγεν ε_ναι

τὰ ου$ σ!α τὰ νοητά).27

The notion of the ‘essence of intelligible things’

enters Christian literature with Hippolytus, who was

aware of its Pythagorean provenance and expounded it

to some extent.28 Subsequently, Origen embraced it

readily.29 The erudite Eusebius extensively quotes for

posterity the pertinent account by Numenius,30 which

21 Plato, Sophista, 246b7: νοητὰ α' ττα κα� α$ σ)µατα εFδη βιαζ�µενοι

τ�ν α$ ληθιν�ν ου$ σ!αν ε_ναι. This is Plato’s reply to the Atomists,
possibly Aristippus who was a pupil of Socrates, too. Cf. Clement of
Alexandria attesting to Pythagoras’ tenet of νοητ� ου$ σ!α,
Stromateis, 5.5.28.

22 Philo, De Opificio Mundi, 49; De Abrahamo, 69; De Specialibus
Legibus, 2.57; 2.212. Plutarch, De Iside et Osiride, 372A2; De Defectu
Oraculorum., 428B8–9; De Animae Procreatione in Timaeo, 1013B9;
1013C2. Albinus, Epitome, 1.2; 7.4; 14.2; 25.1; 25.5.

23 Aristotle, Metaphysica, 1037a5: *στι γὰρ oλη + µ>ν α:σθητ� + δ>

νοητ9. δ8λον δ> κα� Xτι + µ>ν ψυχ� ου$ σ!α + πρ)τη, τ< δ> σ(µα

oλη, W δ$  α' νθρωπο @ τ< ζKον τ< �ξ α$ µφο�ν � καθ�λου. Ibid.
1072a26: α$ �διον κα� ου$ σ!α κα� �ν�ργεια οjσα. Physica, 209a:
*στι δ> τὰ µ>ν τ(ν α:σθητ(ν στοιχε�α σ)µατα, �κ δ> τ(ν νοητ(ν

ου$ δ>ν γ!γνεται µ�γεθο.
24 Plotinus, Enneades, VI.5.2: το�το δ$ �στ� νοητὰ νοητ(ν κα� τ8

α$ ληθιν8 ου$ σ!α �χοµ�να. Cf. Ibid. I.1.8; II.4.1; II.4.5; III.6.6;
IV.1.1; IV.4.1; V.3.5; V.3.11; V.6.2; V.6.6; VI.1.2; VI.2.4; VI.3.1;
VI.4.14; VI.6.13; VI.6.16; VI.7.40.

25 Alexander of Aphrodisias, In Aristotelis Metaphysica Commentaria,
p. 694: τ8 ου$ σ!α πάλιν µάλιστά �στι νοητ� + α- πλ8 κα� κατ $

�ν�ργειαν, Dτι κα� κυρ!ω νοητ� κα� κυρ!ω Cρεκτ9 �στιν. �πε�

δ> εFρηκε καθ $ α;τ�ν νοητ�ν ου$ σ!αν κα� κατ $  �ν�ργειαν πρ<

α$ ντιδιαστολ�ν πάντω τιν(ν νοητ(ν, µ� καθ $ α;τ< δ> νοητ(ν

µηδ> �νεργε!H, α' ξι�ν �στι µα̃λλον δ$ α$ ναγκα�ον ε:πε�ν, τ!να τὰ

καθ $ α;τ< κα� �νεργε!H νοητὰ κα� τ!να τὰ µ� τοια�τα.

26 Xenocrates, Testimonia, Doctrina et Fragmenta, 83: ‘intelligible
essence’ is the one of all things ‘beyond the heavens’. Cf. fr. 259.
Also, Sextus Empiricus attesting to Xenocrates, Adversus
Mathematicos, 7.148. Also, Clement of Alexandria about Xenocrates,
Stromateis, 2.5.24.1.

27 Speusippus, Fragmenta, fr. 108. Cf. Posidonius, Fragmenta, frs. 309a
and 391a.

28 Hippolytus, Refutatio Omnium Haeresium, 6.24.1: + µ!α κερα!α,
πρ)τη κα� κυριωτάτη κα� τ(ν νοητ(ν κα� τ(ν α:σθητ(ν ου$ σ!α,
νοητ( κα� α:σθητ( λαµβανοµ�νη. Ibid. 6.24.3: *χοµεν κα�

+µε� α$ π< το� νοητο� τ<ν λ�γον, hνα τK λ�γ^ τ�ν τ(ν νοητ(ν

κα� α$ σωµάτων κα� θε!ων �ποπτεύωµεν ου$ σ!αν.
29 Cf. Origen, Cels, VII.45; deOr, XXVII.9. In excPs, we come across a

formulation, which is identical with one in the Scholion. This might
well be a rendering through the phrasing of Didymus, or of both
Origen and Didymus rendered by Cassian, or another Sabaite: excPs,
PG.17.108.33: Ε$ κ τ(ν καλλ!στων το�το δηλο�ται µερ(ν· *ν τε τK,
Πάτερ +µ(ν W �ν το� ου$ ρανο�· κα!, Θε< �ν τK ου$ ρανK α' νω.
Α$ λλὰ κα� πολλαχο� τ8 θε!α παιδεύσεω + το� ου$ ρανο�

προσηγορ!α δηλο� τ�ν νοητ�ν ου$ σ!αν, �ν m µάλιστα Θε<ν

προσ9κει ζητε�ν. In Cels, VII.37, he rebukes the materialism of the
Stoics, who dismiss the ‘intelligible essences’ (το� α$ ναιρο�σι

νοητὰ ου$ σ!α Στωϊκο�). This is probably a view of Chrysippus’
attested by Origen: Chrysippus, Fragmenta Logica et Physica, fr. 108
(SVF, II.33.27–30). Cf. fr. 359 (SVF, II.123.16–20) apud Clement of
Alexandria, Stromateis, 2.4.15.3.

30 Eusebius, Preparatio Evangelica, 11.22.3f.
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he did also for Philo31 and Plato,32 while he used the

notion himself.33 Gregory of Nyssa mostly employs the

notion by quoting Eunomius, yet he uses this himself,

too, at a few points.34 It is interesting that the rest of the

renowned Cappadocians, as well as Cyril of Alexandria,

refrained from using the notion ‘intelligible essence’

(νοητ� ου$ σ!α) altogether, whereas John Chrysostom

hardly did so.35 Once again, the uninterrupted line from

Origen to Gregory of Nyssa and Didymus, down to

Cassian, is all too evident. Of them, Didymus made

the most of the notion,36 whereas Theodoret was the

learned scholar who expounded the doctrines relating

to this concept, as he generally did with the pertinent

philosophical differences between pagans.37

EN XXVf: + ου$ ρανο� προσηγορ!α

The expression ‘the appellation heaven’ appears only

a few times in Christian authors. Like so many other

characteristic expressions that have been canvassed so

far, this cannot be traced before Origen, who therefore

appears to be the one who introduced it.38 This is

plausible, since all the authors who reproduced the

terminology are Origen’s followers.

Origen, excPs, PG.17.108.30–33 (commentary on

Ps. 13:2 and quoting Ps. 113:24): Α$ λλὰ κα� πολλαχο�

τ8 θε!α παιδεύσεω + το� ου$ ρανο� προσηγορ!α

δηλο� τ�ν νοητ�ν ου$ σ!αν, �ν m µάλιστα Θε<ν

προσ9κει ζητε�ν.

The text of Didymus is almost identical: ‘heaven’

betokens ‘essence’, not anything spatial (τούτου το�

ου$ ρανο� π�ρρω που ου$  τ�π^ α$ λλ$ ου$ σ!α :δι)µατι

τυγχάνει τὰ γενητά), which is a comment on Psalm

113:24, also quoted in the foregoing comment ascribed

to Origen.

Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 1065: α$ λλ$ �π!στησον

α$ κριβ( µ� ε: α:σθητὰ κατεν�γκG τ�ν περ�

τούτων ν�ησιν, ου$ ραν<ν τοπικ<ν κα� µετάβασιν

�κε�θεν κατὰ φορὰν γινοµ�νην ;πολαβ)ν· θεο�

γὰρ προηγουµ�νην, hν $  οoτω εFπω, ;περοχ�ν κα�

κατάστασιν δηλο� + το� διηγηθ�ντο ου$ ρανο�

προσηγορ!α.

What is impressive about this text is that it is quoted

in the catenae, yet it is ascribed not to Didymus, but to

Theodoret.

Catena in Epistulam Petri i (cod. Oxon. coll. nov. 58),

p. 45: The annotated title goes thus: Θεοδωρ9του

Ρ- ητὰ Προκε!µενα ‘W Ου$ ραν< το� Ου$ ρανο� τK

Κυρ!^’, which is Psalm 113:24. Then the text follows,

which is the same one as the foregoing one ascribed to

Didymus.

It is therefore my surmise that many such catena-

fragments of Origen on the Psalms have been transmit-

ted to us through the care (and vocabulary) of monks

selecting invariably from Origen, Didymus, and

Theodoret. In the Introduction I surmised that the

collection from the Psalms that makes up Didymus’

frPs(al) is a work by Anastasius of Sinai, probably

availing himself of previous work by Olympiodorus the

deacon of Alexandria.

More specifically, the notion of the ‘opening of

heavens’ (�ν τK ου$ ρανK yνεKχθαι θύραν) is an

influence of Theodoret,39 whereas some catena-

fragments suggest that the idea goes back to Origen,40

who took the ‘gates of heaven’ to indicate ‘rational

natures moving towards spiritual teaching’.41 Once

again, we find Theodore of Mopsuestia applying

the imagery of the ‘heavens being opened,’42 with

this ‘opening’ signifying the creation of the universe

(�σχηµάτισεν τ< πα̃ν):43 ‘heaven’ means ‘not this

[visible] heaven, but the place which is above us’ and

‘befitting’ God (ου$ ρανο� δ> λ�γει, ου$ κ αυ$ το� το�

ου$ ρανο�, α$ λλὰ το� ;π>ρ +µα̃ τ�που . . . �πειδ� γὰρ

;π>ρ +µα̃ W ου$ ραν�, τ<ν ;π>ρ +µα̃ τ�πον

31 Ibid. 11.23.12f.
32 Ibid. 11.21.6; 15.13.2; Cf. ibid. 3.9.14.
33 Ibid. 14.4.11; DE, 4.6.1; 5.1.28; et passim.
34 Gregory of Nyssa, Adversus Eunomium, 3.8.14; 3.9.47 and 38; De

Vita Mosis, 2.163; Oratio Catechetica, 6; Dialogus de Anima
et Resurrectione, PG.46: 36.9–13; 44.5–6; In Hexaemeron,
pp. 76; 84.

35 Cf. John Chrysostom, appearing to make use of it only in his De
Prophetiarum Obscuritate, PG.56.182.51.

36 Didymus, commEccl (1.1–8), Cod. p. 8; commEccl (3–4.12), Cod.
p. 86; commPs 20–21, Cod. pp. 34; 35; commPs 35–39, Cod. p. 239;
frPs(al), frs. 465; 595a; 635; 800a; 991; Fragmenta in Joannem,
frs. 11col1; 11col2.

37 Theodoret, Graecarum Affectionum Curatio, 5.17; Interpretatio in
Psalmos, PG.80.1693.14; Quaestiones in Octateuchum, p. 10; Cf.
Pseudo-Theodoret, QetR, p. 83.

38 Cf. discussion of this in Introduction, pp. 36–37.
39 Cf. Psalm, 77:23, which Theodoret comments on in commIs, 1 and

Interpretatio in Psalmos, PG.80.1489.26–35; he sees this as an
imagery of ‘the divine grant’ (τ�ν θε!αν χορηγ!αν). Likewise,
Eusebius took the ‘opening of the heavens’ as a symbol of ‘divine
actions’. commPs, PG.23.917.30–32.

40 Origen, frPs, 77, 19–25.
41 Origen, selPs, PG.12.1541.25–27.
42 Theodore of Mopsuestia, expPs, 67, 10.
43 Ibid. 77, 23b.
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πολλαχο� ου$ ραν<ν καλε�, � αυ$ τK µα̃λλον

προσ9κοντα).44

EN XXVg: κατὰ σαφ9ν‹ε›ιαν

The preposition κατὰ is followed by the noun

σαφ9νεια in the accusative (σαφ9νειαν), which

bespeaks the author’s concern to be clear and accurate.

The expression κατὰ σαφ9νειαν should be paid

attention, and the standard expression κατὰ δια!ρεσιν

would be read as the central one, and the context should

read thus: τ�ν σαφ9ν‹ε›ιαν κατὰ δια!ρεσιν τ(ν

νοητ(ν �κλαµβάνωµεν (‘we should grasp the mean-

ing of this, subsequent to a distinction of intelligible

things’).45

Since ‘heaven’ means ‘the intelligible things’, the

author suggests that in order to understand the notion

of ‘heavens having been opened’, one should have a

grasp of ‘a clear classification of intelligible things’,

especially in the event that ‘one of the saints is said to

ascend up’ to the heavens. Unless one has ‘a clear com-

prehension of the classification of intelligible things’,

one cannot apprehend what the ‘heavens having

opened’ means.

The father of ‘division’ (δια!ρεσι) of scientific

notions into classes and categories was, of course,

Aristotle. Plotinus had criticized the Aristotelian

classification of the ‘ten categories’ for not dealing with

‘the classification of intelligible things’: ‘the Peripatetics

claim that they classify all beings, yet beings par

excellence have been left out of their classification.’46

Plotinus seems to employ the polemic levelled against

Aristotle by the second-century Platonist Nicostratus,

yet his criticism is anything but a learned one: the

censure is carping and superficial, since Aristotle is

treated as if he were a shallow Platonist, whereas all

that Plotinus sees in Stoicism is a prosaic materialism.

Speaking of exploring something ‘by means of

division’ (κατὰ δια!ρεσιν) suggests a certain contrast

of method. For it would be possible to build intellectual

knowledge of reality ‘by means of synthesis’ (κατὰ

σύνθεσιν). Ammonius of Alexandria defended

Aristotle by arguing that the Stagirite explored ‘all of

truth’ not only by means of those two methods, namely

by either deduction (implied by δια!ρεσι) or induction

(implied by σύνθεσι). ‘For what kind of either division

or synthesis could possibly be applied to really existing

beings, which happen to be the most simple of beings?’

By ‘simple’ and ‘really existing beings’ Ammonius, of

course, had in mind intelligible realities. This was in

effect a reply to Plotinus, who had not grasped that not

only Aristotle, but also Plato, had allowed for a certain

kind of apprehension of the supreme reality that stands

beyond those two kinds of cognitive approach, that is,

beyond δια!ρεσι and σύνθεσι.47

The expression κατὰ δια!ρεσιν, suggesting a

deductive process in a classified and systematic way,48

was a normal one for mathematicians (Archimedes,

Euclides, Ptolemy, Pappus, Theon), yet it originated

with Aristotle49 and was applied by later thinkers, such

as Posidonius,50 Galen,51 Alexander of Aphrodisias,52

Iamblichus,53 and the Christian Hippolytus.54 Most of

these authors are related to the Scholia-vocabulary.

The expression at hand comes from Theodoret, not

44 Ibid. That ‘opening of heavens’ suggests divine activity through the
angels is a view of Theodore’s commProphXII, Prophet Malachi,
3.1a.

45 One should not be misled by a single portion in Didymus, commPs
40–44.4, Cod. p. 291: �πε� γὰρ µακάριο α$ ν9ρ �στιν κα� σύνεσιν

*χει �π� πτωχ<ν κα� π�νητα κατὰ πάσα τὰ α$ ποδοθε!σα

σαφηνε!α, κα� πολλοὺ *χει τοὺ �φεδρεύοντα. In that case,
σαφηνε!α means ‘the foregoing interpretations’.

46 Plotinus, Enneades, VI.1.1: Α$ λλὰ περ� τ(ν νοητ(ν κατὰ τ�ν

δια!ρεσιν ου$  λ�γουσιν· ου$  πάντα α' ρα τὰ =ντα διαιρε�σθαι

�βουλ9θησαν, α$ λλὰ τὰ µάλιστα =ντα παραλελο!πασι.
47 Ammonius of Alexandria, In Aristotelis Librum De Interpretatione

Commentarius, p. 27: ∆ε� δ> �φιστάνειν Xτι µ� πα̃σαν α$ λ9θειαν W

φιλ�σοφο περ� σύνθεσιν *χειν @ δια!ρεσιν α$ ποφα!νεται. Πο!α

γὰρ αE ν εFη σύνθεσι @ δια!ρεσι �π� τ8 νοητ8 παρὰ Πλάτωνι

κα� αυ$ τK µ�ντοι τK Α$ ριστοτ�λει λεγοµ�νη α$ ληθε!α τ8 κατὰ

τ�ν oπαρξιν τ(ν =ντω =ντων α- πλουστάτων =ντων θεωρουµ�νη

@ τ8 κατὰ τ�ν νοερὰν αυ$ τ(ν α$ ντ!ληψιν ;φισταµ�νη πάση

τε πρ< τ< ψε�δο α$ ντιθ�σεω �ξGρηµ�νη, ;π>ρ g κα� αυ$ τ<

*ν τε τP ΘεολογικP διε!λεκται πραγµατε!H κα� �ν τK τρ!τ^

βιβλ!^ τ(ν Περ� ψυχ8.
48 The literal meaning of κατὰ δια!ρεσιν = ‘by means of division’ does

not concern us here.
49 Aristotle, Analytica Posteriora, 92a28; 97a36. Usage in the Physica

falls into the meaning of ‘division’. Physica, 204a7; 206b4; 206b17;
233a25 and 27.

50 Posidonius, Fragmenta, frs. 268; 272 (apud Philo, De Aeternitate
Mundi, 79; 80).

51 Galen, Circa Doctrinas Hippocratis et Platonis, 9.6.52; Institutio
Logica, 3.5; 14.2; Commentaria in Hippocratis De Natura Hominis,
v. 15, p. 20; v. 18b, p. 52.

52 Alexander of Aphrodisias, In Aristotelis Metaphysica Commentaria,
p. 762.

53 Iamblichus, De Communi Mathematica Scientia, 32; De Mysteriis,
1.10.

54 Hippolytus, Refutatio Omnium Haeresium, 7.21.2.
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Didymus, although the latter was aware of its

connotations.55

Theodoret is the Christian who used the notion of

‘division’ in this specific sense, which otherwise

remained common coin for Aristotelian commentators,

and for some Platonists, too. In this, Theodoret actually

followed Theodore of Mopsuestia. The specific instance

in the Scholion, although by Cassian’s hand, is in fact

a borrowing from Theodore.56 Theodoret himself

favoured the term δια!ρεσι applied in the sense of

‘distinction’ or ‘systematic account’,57 whereas

Didymus was not keen on such a usage.58 In other

words, Cassian writes availing himself not only of the

glorious Aristotelian patrimony that had been preserved

by the great Schools of the region of Syria, as discussed

in the Introduction, but also of his compatriot

Damascius,59 who expressly allowed for this method

(namely κατὰ δια!ρεσιν) during exploration of

intelligible realities.60

EN XXVh: δια!ρεσι τ(ν νοητ(ν

The author of this Scholion is evidently aware of the

criticism that Plotinus had levelled against Aristotle,

and was also aware of the pertinent phraseology.

He refers to ‘outsiders’ wishing to make the Christian

doctrine of ‘open heavens’ a ‘laughing-stock’, yet he

reminds them that, in order to comprehend this

doctrine, one should have some idea about the ‘classifi-

cation of intelligible things’ – which Aristotle had not

done within the framework of his philosophy. How

could it be possible for a mindset that lacked the ability

to comprehend such a ‘classification’ to be the self-

appointed judge of this specific Christian notion? This

is why and how the Book of Revelation retains its

authority and its superiority over heathen thought,

Cassian argues.

Clement of Alexandria had no inhibitions about

instilling the idea of ‘classification of intelligible

things’; in fact he averred that doing so is a token of

‘prudence’ (φρ�νησι).61 Nevertheless, Christians

refrained from using this notion. This they did with

good reason, even though the erudite among them

were aware of its possible implications.62 For an

immediate consequence of δια!ρεσι τ(ν νοητ(ν

would be to divide the intelligible things into species

regarded as parts of a genus. Since, however, the Trinity

was the pre-eminent incorporeal reality, such an

intellectual process was bound to result in catastrophic

doctrinal formulations, such as those that had been

produced by Arianism and Apollinarism.

In Aristotle’s view such a process was deemed to

lack authority, since there is no actual correspondence

between the notions introduced by the human mind, on

the one hand, and the incorporeal reality, on the other.

The main point of Plotinus’ criticism of Aristotle was

that the latter had failed to make a ‘division’ of the

beings par excellence.63 This stricture against Aristotle

55 Cf. Didymus, commZacch, 4.280, quoted in note 62 below.
56 Theodore of Mopsuestia, commProphXII, Prophet Hosea, 5.8b-9a

(κατὰ δια!ρεσιν τ< κοιν<ν λ�γει); so in ibid. Prophet Micah, 1.3–4;
ibid. Prophet Habakkuk, 3.3b. Fragmenta in Epistulam ad Romanos,
p. 132 (κατὰ δια!ρεσιν α$ ναγνωστ�ον).

57 Theodoret, Graecarum Affectionum Curatio, 6.36; Eranistes, pp. 139;
202; 247; Interpretatio in Psalmos, PG.80: 1072.49; 1989.45;
intPaulXIV, PG.82: 364.35 and 50; 377.24; 457.39.

58 Didymus, commJob (7.20c-11), Cod. p. 280; frPs(al), fr. 1231 (οVτοι

δ� ε:σιν οO δι $  �ξετάσεω κα� διαιρ�σεω Yν µετ�ρχονται λ�γων

κρ!νοντε δ8θεν τὰ πράγµατα); Fragmenta in Epistulam i ad
Corinthios, p. 9; commEccl (3–4.12), Cod. p. 88 (παρε� τ�ν

δια!ρεσιν τ(ν Wρατ(ν – φανερὰ γάρ �στιν – ου$ κ *τεµεν αυ$ τὰ κατ $

ε_δο).
59 Damascius, De Principiis, v. 1, pp. 105–6: ]στε κα� + κατ $

�ν�ργειαν πρ)τη α$ ντιδια!ρεσι α$ π< τ8 τρ!τη α' ρχεται τ(ν

νοητ(ν διακοσµ9σεων· *στι µ>ν γὰρ + πρ)τη δια!ρεσι κα�

διάκρισι πηγα!α. Ibid. pp. 108–9: Πάλιν γὰρ αE ν εFη δια!ρεσι

α' λλη πρ< α$ µφο�ν, κα� *τι πρ< πάντων qνωσι �ν το� νοητο� α$ π<

το� �ν< κα� περ� τ< Sν ο[ον π�πηγεν. Ibid. p. 275: κα�

α$ ρκούµενοι ταύτG τP πτ)σει �τολµ9σαµεν κατηγορ8σαι το�

νοητο� τ�ν τριχ8 δια!ρεσιν, α$ ναπα�σαι βουλ�µενοι τὰ

+µετ�ρα �πιπλ�ον συναιρηθ8ναι µ� δυναµ�να, α$ λλὰ µηδ> 

α$ παλλαγ8ναι δυναµ�να τ8 περ� τ< νοητ<ν θεωρ!α, π�θ^ τ(ν

α$ ρχα!ων α:τ!ων τ8 Xλη φύσεω. Ibid. p. 276: Οoτω δ> κα� �π�

τ8 ου$ σ!α ?ητ�ον � κατὰ α:τ!αν @ zδ�να @ qνωσιν α$ διάκριτον

�κε�, κα� ταύτη προϋπαρχούση· + α' ρα δια!ρεσι αoτη *µφασ!

�στι διαιρ�σεω τ(ν �κε�θεν γεννωµ�νων· αoτη δ> το� νοητο� +

oπαρξ! �στι τ< +νωµ�νον κα� α$ διάκριτον, κα� πα̃ν εF τι τοιο�τον.
In Parmenidem, p. 30: τ! + δια!ρεσι τ8 δευτ�ρα νοητ8

τριάδο; Ibid. p. 126: Κα� � αoτη �πιστρ�φει τ�ν νοερὰν

δια!ρεσιν ε: τ�ν συνοχικ�ν Wλ�τητα, οoτω κα� �κε!νη ε: τ<ν

α:(να συνάγει τ�ν νοητ�ν δια!ρεσιν.
60 As I argue in Appendix II of NDGF (p. 509), Damascius actually

builds on the notion following Proclus.
61 Clement of Alexandria, Stromateis, 1.28.177.3: αoτη γὰρ τK =ντι +

διαλεκτικ� φρ�νησ! �στι περ� τὰ νοητὰ διαιρετικ9, �κάστου

τ(ν =ντων α$ µ!κτω τε κα� ε:λικριν( το� ;ποκειµ�νου δεικτικ9,
@ δύναµι περ� τὰ τ(ν πραγµάτων γ�νη διαιρετικ9, µ�χρι τ(ν

:δικωτάτων καταβα!νουσα παρεχοµ�νη qκαστον τ(ν =ντων

καθαρ<ν ο[ον *στι φα!νεσθαι.
62 Cf. Didymus, commZacch, 4.280: Τ�πον δ$ �ν τούτοι �κληπτ�ον ου$

τ<ν περιγράφοντα κα� περιορ!ζοντα σ(µα, α$ λλὰ τ<ν

διαιρούµενον ε: προτάσει κα� προβλ9µατα.
63 See above, note 46.
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appeared officially with Plotinus,64 but Alexander of

Aphrodisias essayed to exonerate Aristotle from it.

However, Alexander’s writings allow for the inference

that this criticism was circulating in pagan schools. His

reply was that ‘such a division applies to the human

mind, not to the things actually involved’ (+ δια!ρεσι

�ν τP διανο!H α$ λλ$ ου$ κ �ν το� πράγµασι),65 since

what Aristotle meant by beings par excellence were

‘individual’ (that is, material) substances, not incor-

poreal ones. As far as the latter are concerned, ‘they

are the topic of a different account’.66 This notwith-

standing, Plotinus was not deterred from criticizing

both Aristotle and the other Peripatetics for failing to

come up with an account on the issue.

It was only with Proclus that secular thought felt free

to apply the idea of ‘division’ to intelligible realities.67

Damascius and Simplicius were rather reluctant to do

so, even though they both implicitly conceded that Plo-

tinus’ criticism of Aristotle was unfounded. Neverthe-

less, Damascius was loath to allow that such a ‘division’

of intelligible realities could possibly make sense. His

formulations do not fail to suggest that this notion is

only an intellectual abstraction,68 which in effect sug-

gests that he endorsed the apology for Aristotle formu-

lated by Alexander of Aphrodisias. As a matter of fact,

he conceded that once this ‘division’ is applied to higher

realities, it could give rise to an all too precarious

notion. This is the lesson that Damascius had read in

Parmenides.69

Damascius was aware that Proclus confidently used

the idea of such a ‘division’, yet he asserted that Proclus

received this libertine teaching from ‘the Egyptians’,

implying that Damascius himself did not endorse the

borrowing.70 This remark, nevertheless, is informative

about the contact Proclus maintained with the intelli-

gentsia of Egypt, which explains his debts to Didymus.

The Alexandrian grammarian Orion was familiar with

the wisdom of Didymus. Orion was the teacher of Pro-

clus, yet he had another pupil, too: this was Eudocia,

the wife of Emperor Theodosius II. In order to be a good

teacher, Orion had to be aware of not only pagan, but

also Christian thought. To this purpose, Didymus was

the best, as well as closest, representative scholar of

Christian learning.

Simplicius is equally sympathetic to Aristotle on the

issue of refraining from introducing ‘division’ into intel-

ligible realities. He calls upon his readers ‘not to blame

either Plato or Aristotle’ for failing to consider any such

a ‘division’, since division is concomitant only with

things ‘which come to being’, not with eternal ones.71

He moves along the same line with Damascius by

appealing to Parmenides, who had seen only oneness in

intelligible things, whereas distinction is only a human

action ‘in theory’ (ε: τ�ν νοερὰν διάκρισιν). Were a

64 Cf. Plotinus, Enneades, VI.1.1 quoted in EN XXVg, note 46.
65 Alexander of Aphrodisias, In Aristotelis Metaphysica Commentaria,

p. 458.
66 Ibid. κα� τ< µ� �ν � ψε�δο θεωρ8σαι δε�, oστερον

�πισκεπτ�ον. �πε� δ $ � δ�δεικται, + συµπλοκ9 �στι κα� +

δια!ρεσι �ν τP διανο!H α$ λλ$ ου$ κ �ν το� πράγµασι, συµπλοκ�ν

κα� δια!ρεσιν λ�γων τ< α$ ληθ> κα� τ< ψε�δο, τ< δ$ οoτω, 0τοι τ<

� α$ ληθ�, τ< παρὰ σύνθεσιν κα� δια!ρεσιν, qτερον =ν �στι τ(ν

κυρ!ω =ντων, κυρ!ω =ντα λ�γων τὰ α$ τ�µου ου$ σ!α, � �ν τK

µετὰ το�το βιβλ!^ �ρε�· περ� γὰρ τ(ν νοητ(ν α' λλο λ�γο. ε_τα

κα� π( qτερ�ν �στι τ< � α$ ληθ> �ν τ(ν κυρ!ω =ντων λ�γει. @
γάρ, φησιν, + διάνοια τ< τ! �στι κα� ου$ σ!αν µετὰ ου$ σ!α συνάπτει

@ διαιρε�, @ πάλιν ποι<ν µετὰ ου$ σ!α @ ποσ<ν @ α' λλην τινὰ τ(ν

κατηγορι(ν.
67 Cf. Proclus conveniently making his own ‘divisions’. Theologia

Platonica, v. 4, p. 97: Τετρὰ γὰρ cν �κε� µονάδι κα� τριάδι

διαιρουµ�νη, πρεπούση τP τρ!τG τάξει τ(ν νοητ(ν ε:δ(ν τ8

τοιαύτη διαιρ�σεω.
68 Damascius, De Principiis, v. 1, p. 274: Ε' στω δ> κα� �ν το�

προτ�ροι α' λλω πω Wρωµ�νη + τριαδικ� πρ�οδο, �ν δ> τK

νοητK κα� ταύτην α$ δύνατον �µφαν8ναι· α$ λλὰ ν�ει µοι κα� ταύτη

zδ�να, τ�ν �κε� λεγοµ�νην τριχ8 δια!ρεσιν. Ibid. v. 1, p. 275: κα�

α$ ρκούµενοι ταύτG τP πτ)σει �τολµ9σαµεν κατηγορ8σαι το�

νοητο� τ�ν τριχ8 δια!ρεσιν. ‘πάντα �στ!’ γάρ, ‘α$ λλὰ νοητ(,’ φησ�

τ< λ�γιον. ∆ιὰ τ! οjν µ� κα� ε: πάντα διαιρε�ται α$ ναλ�γω; @ Xτι

ου$ δ $ ε: τα�τα κατὰ α$ λ9θειαν, *στι δ> Xµω πάντα �κε� τ<ν

α$ διάκριτον τρ�πον. Ibid. v. 1, p. 276: + α' ρα δια!ρεσι αoτη

*µφασ! �στι διαιρ�σεω τ(ν �κε�θεν γεννωµ�νων· αoτη δ> το�

νοητο� + oπαρξ! �στι τ< +νωµ�νον κα� α$ διάκριτον, κα� πα̃ν εF τι

τοιο�τον.
69 Damascius, In Parmenidem, p. 6: Μ9ποτε δ> κα� τ< µ>ν νοητ<ν ου$

διαιρετ�ον ε: �νάδα κα� �ν ταύτη �ξηρτηµ�νον· Sν �ν γὰρ Xλον

Wµο� τ< νοητ<ν κατὰ Παρµεν!δην, κα� ου$  δι�στη ε: +γούµενον

κα� �π�µενον. Ibid. p. 53: �κε� µ>ν οuπω �δυνάστευσεν +

διαιρετικ� δύναµι, �ντα�θα δ�, Xλον δι $  Xλου νοητ(

καταδι�ρηκεν τ< Sν =ν.
70 Damascius, ibid. v. 1, p. 324: :στ�ον δ> κα� �κε�νο περ� τ(ν

Α:γυπτ!ων Xτι διαιρετικο! ε:σι πολλαχο� τ(ν κατὰ qνωσιν

;φεστ)των, �πε� κα� τ< νοητ<ν διGρ9κασιν ε: πολλ(ν θε(ν

:δι�τητα, � *ξεστι µαθε�ν το� �κε!νων συγγράµµασιν

�ντυχο�σι το� βουλοµ�νοι, λ�γω δ> τP Η- ρα�σκου α$ ναγραφP

το� Α:γυπτ!ου καθ $ Xλον λ�γου πρ< τ<ν Πρ�κλον γραφε!σG

τ<ν φιλ�σοφον.
71 Simplicius, In Aristotelis Physicorum Libros Octo Commentaria, v. 9,

p. 148: λ�γεται τ< �ν κα� οoτω πολλὰ *σται @ µοναχ(, κα� @

ου$ σ!α @ συµβεβηκ�. κα� δ8λον Xτι ου$ δ>ν τούτων τK νοητK

προσ9κει, �ν τP γεν�σει τ8 διαιρ�σεω ταύτη α$ ναφαινοµ�νη

κα� εFπερ α' ρα κατ $  α:τ!αν �ν τP νοερd διακρ!σει προειληµµ�νη.
µηδε� δ> τK Πλάτωνι κα� τK Α$ ριστοτ�λει µεµφ�σθω πρ<

α' λλα �ννο!α α$ ντιλ�γοντι.
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‘division’ to be applied to such (intelligible) things, this

should result in different ‘genera’ which by definition

are different from each other (τὰ γ�νη �ναντ!α

διαιρ�σει �στ� τP πρ< α' λληλα).72

Against this background, Cassian, following Proclus,

was bold enough to dare to use the notion of ‘classifica-

tion of the intelligible things’, both in the Scholia, as

well as in his (Pseudo-Didymus) De Trinitate. For one

thing, he was a learned person and knew what he was

talking about. For another, his remark applies not to the

Deity, but to the activity of the Deity, since Theodore of

Mopsuestia had taught him what ‘heavens being

opened’ actually means. This audacity of Cassian is his

distinctive mark in the Scholion, allowing us to identify

his own pen behind these lines, even though he drew

on Didymus, albeit not heavily, at other points of this

Scholion.

EN XXVi: ο[α σάλπιγγο

Harnack printed οhα, which is not correct. What is

needed at this point is not an adjective (οhα), but an

adverb (ο[α): ‘in the same way as a trumpet sounds’.73

The palaeographic writing of the codex does not allow

for a distinction to be made, but I should have thought

that the scribe got it right (a handwriting which looks

like W�α stands for ο[α).

EN XXVj: τ�ν �νν�ησιν

The term suggests not simply ‘understanding’, but

grasping the depth and enormity of a certain situation,

or a concealed truth.74 This is an extremely rare

usage, and Cassian uses the idea after the vocabulary of

Theodore of Mopsuestia.75

EN XXVk: µεγαλοφων!α

The noun µεγαλοφων!α literally means ‘a loud

utterance’, but in its metaphorical sense it suggests

someone pronouncing lofty words. Ancient writers

accorded the epithet to Homer, with Athenaeus alone

ascribing it to Pindar.76 Hippolytus77 and Origen applied

it in the sense of ‘a lofty utterance’78 and so did

Didymus.79 Proclus took up the metaphor to declare that

Socrates uttered a sublime teaching.80

The term ‘loud voice’ suggests the magnificence

inherent in the divine teachings or the quality of ren-

dering them in a spirit befitting the grandeur of God.

Origen’s reasoning was clear, and this was embraced

by Didymus, too: since John and James are the ‘sons of

72 Simplicius, ibid. v. 9, p. 136: τ< δ> τοιο�τον �ν ου$ κ αE ν εFη γ�νο,
εFπερ τὰ γ�νη �ναντ!α διαιρ�σει �στ� τP πρ< α' λληλα. κα� κατὰ

µ!αν :δι�τητα περιγ�γραπται διακεκριµ�να 0δη τα�τα α$ π< τ8

νοητ8 �ν)σεω, �ν m πάντα Sν cν, � W Παρµεν!δη φησ!, κα�

;πελθ�ντα πρ(τον µ>ν ε: τ�ν νοερὰν διάκρισιν, α$ µερ!στω

µερισθε�σαν κα� ε: τ<ν α:σθητ<ν διασπασµ<ν κα� µεταξὺ

τούτων ε: τ�ν ψυχικ�ν α$ λληλουχ!αν.
73 Cf. Scholion IX: κα$ κε�θεν ο[α λύχνον αυ$ τ<ν αe πτων. Scholion XXII:

‹α$ λλ$ �› α:τ!α το� ;πάρχειν αυ$ τ�ν ο[α δηµιουργ�. Cf. Origen,
selDeut, PG.12.805.27: Κ!νησι οjν λ�γεται + προφητικ� φων9,
ο[α παριστ(σα τὰ ;π< Θεο� ε:ρηµ�να. commLuc, PG.17.357.13:
νοητ( δ> π!πτει �π� τ8 γ8, ο[α στρουθ!α.

74 Cf. Collectio Verborum e Rhetoribus et Sapientibus, p. 219. Suda,
lexicon, Alphabetic letter epsilon, entry 1069. Pseudo-Zonaras,
Lexicon, Alphabetic letter epsilon, p. 701. Critias of Athens (fifth
cent. BC), Fragmenta, fr. 39, and Hyperides (fourth cent. BC),
Fragmenta, fr. 65, both apud Galen, Commentaria in Hippocratis de
Medicina III, v. 18b, p. 656. Damascius, De Principiis, v. 1, p. 151:
πρ< πάντων τ(ν �ννο9σεων. Marcus Aurelius, Τ*ν ε/� >αυτ)ν

(Meditationes), 3.1.1: τ�ν �νν�ησιν τ(ν πραγµάτων.
75 Theodore of Mopsuestia in Catena in Epistulam ad Galatas, p. 87:

ε: �νν�ησιν α' γων αυ$ τ<ν τ(ν ο:κε!ων α- µαρτηµάτων.
76 Athenaeus, Deipnosophistae, 2.13: Πινδάρου το�

µεγαλοφωνοτάτου. 13.17: W δ> µεγαλοφων�τατο Π!νδαρο.
Galen, De Morbis Curandis, v. 10, p. 12: α$ λλὰ τ! +µ�ν οoτω

µεγαλ�φωνο ποιητ� k H' σεται τα�τα; τ!νο Ο- µ9ρου ν�ν

ευ$ πορ9σοµεν; Lucian of Samosata, Muscae Encomium, section 5:
α$ λλ $  k µεγαλοφων�τατο τ(ν ποιητ(ν Οe µηρο. Porphyry, In
Platonis Timaeum Commentaria (fragmenta), Book 1, fr. 8: τ! γὰρ

Ο- µ9ρου µεγαλοφων�τερο; apud Proclus, In Platonis Timaeum
Commentaria, v. 1, p. 64. Themistius, Ε/� Θεοδ)σιον· τ�� =

βασιλικωτάτη τ*ν α
 ρετ*ν. Ibid. p. 198c: κα� τ<ν Τυρτα!ου

µεγαλοφων�τερον Οe µηρον.
77 Hippolytus, Refutatio Omnium Haeresium, 8.12.1: τ8 το�

µεγαλοφ)νου ποιητο� δ�ξη. Pseudo-Hippolytus, De
Consummatione Mundi, 4: α' κουσον κα� το� Ω$ ση> τοια�τα

φωνο�ντο µεγαλοφ)νω. I am not sure whether an isolated use by
Philo was Hippolytus’ model: Philo, Quis Rerum Divinarum Heres
Sit, 14: �κβοα̃ν, ου$  στ�µατι κα� γλ)ττG . . . α$ λλὰ τK παµµούσ^ κα�

µεγαλοφωνοτάτ^ ψυχ8 Cργάν^.
78 Origen, Cels, II, 73: παριστάντα τ�ν Ι$ ησο� ου$ κ �ν λ�ξεσιν α$ λλ$

�ν πράγµασι µεγαλοφων!αν. Ibid. III, 58: τ8 λεληθυ!α τοὺ

πολλοὺ Χριστιαν(ν µεγαλοφων!α, περ� τ(ν µεγ!στων κα�

α$ ναγκαιοτάτων διαλαµβαν�ντων κα� α$ ποδεικνύντων κα�

παριστάντων. Also, ibid. VI.77; VIII.6; 58; frJohn, X; CXV;
Philocalia, 15.18; commMatt, 12, 32: τ8 ‘βροντ8 υOο!’ κα�

γενν)µενοι α$ π< τ8 µεγαλοφων!α το� θεο� βροντ(ντο κα�

µεγάλα ου$ ραν�θεν βο(ντο. 12.33: κα� το� τ8 ‘βροντ8’ υOο�

γεννηθε�σιν α$ π< µεγαλοφων!α τουτ�στιν α$ π< βροντ8,
ου$ ραν!ου χρ9µατο. Ibid. 16.5: � χωρ9σαντα τ�ν

µεγαλοφων!αν αυ$ τ8. Ibid. 16.10: κα� πα̃σα αυ$ τ(ν + δοκο�σα διὰ

τ�ν θεοσ�βειαν µεγαλοφων!α. Cf. PHE, pp. 384; 404.
79 Didymus, commEccl (11–12), Cod. p. 355; frPs(al), frs. 117; 489;

908.
80 Proclus, In Platonis Timaeum Commentaria, v. 1, p. 62: α' ντικρυ

α$ θετε�ν δοκο�σ! µοι µηδ> τ8 �ν Φα!δρ^ το� Σωκράτου

�πGσθ8σθαι µεγαλοφων!α.
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thunder’,81 the voice of Rev. 4:1 is as loud as thunder.

This ‘loudness’, however, is a figure of speech denoting

the loftiness of the truths that are proclaimed.82

Eminent Christian theologians emulated the meta-

phor, taking ‘loud voice’ as bespeaking the grandeur of

proclaimed doctrines, normally the Christian ones.

Athanasius refers to either the ‘loud voice’ of ‘Greek

wisdom and philosophers’,83 or that of ‘the pagan wise

people’,84 or the ‘loud voice of the soul’.85

Basil of Caesarea mentions the ‘loud voice of the

testimony by God Himself’86 during the baptism of

Jesus, also the one ‘of the Gospel’,87 or the allegorical

‘loud voice’ which comes out of the hearts of those who

pray.88 In like manner, he makes reference to either

‘the loud voice of John’s’ theology,89 or ‘the loud voice

of the Spirit’.90

The theologians who made the most of Origen’s

(or Hippolytus’) innovation were Eusebius,91 Gregory

of Nyssa,92 Didymus,93 and Theodoret.94 For all his

tendency to grandiloquent style, John Chrysostom did

not pay this term the attention it deserved, and he

seems to have used it only once.95

Didymus used the term in the sense of a ‘sublime

teaching’ associated with the notion of ‘thunder’,96 that

is, in precisely the same way as it is used in Scholion

XXXVI. Although literally meaning ‘loud voice’, he

uses the term to indicate either the ‘sublimity’97 of a

doctrine, or the fervour of an entreaty addressed to

God.98 Gregory of Nazianzus reserved the term for his

friend Basil of Caesarea.99

At the end of the endnotes to the present Scholion, a

final point is called for by textual evidence.

A coincidence may offer some evidence for

Cassian’s readings. The expression γ�λωτα Cφλι-

σκάνειν (above, EN XXVb) was a recurring motif in

Lucian of Samosata.100 This might be mere coincidence,

but Lucian anticipates the notion of µεγαλοφων!α in its

metaphorical sense, which is central to the vocabulary

of this Scholion. I know of no pagan author before

Lucian who used the noun µεγαλοφων!α to extol the

81 Mark 3:17.
82 Didymus, commEccl (11–12), Cod. p. 355: κα� ]σπερ α$ π< τ8

α:σθητ8 ‘φων8’ δ�ο λαµβάνουσιν συνχε�µενοι, οoτω α$ π<

το� µεγαλοφ)νου θεο� λ�γου, περ� οV λ�γεται � ‘βροντ8’· ‘W
θε< τ8 δ�ξη �βρ�ντησεν’ κα� *τι ‘κα� �βρ�ντησεν �ξ ου$ ρανο�

κύριο’. ταύτη τ8 ‘βροντ8’ 0κουσαν οO α$ µφ� τ<ν Ι$ άκωβον κα�

Ι$ ωάννην· �χρηµάτισαν γὰρ ‘υOο� βροντ8’. κα� � Π�τρο διὰ

τ< στερρ<ν τ8 π!στεω g *σχεν ‘π�τρα’ καλουµ�νη

παρωνοµάσθη ‘Π�τρο’, οoτω κα� οVτοι α$ π< τ8 µεγαλοφων!α

�χρηµάτισαν ‘υOο� βροντ8’.
83 Athanasius, De Incarnatione Verbi, 47.5.
84 Ibid. 50.3
85 Athanasius, Expositiones in Psalmos, PG.27.404.21.
86 Basil of Caesarea, Homiliae in Psalmos, PG.29.289.44.
87 Ibid. PG.29.292.17.
88 Ibid. PG.29.377.44; cf. ibid. PG.29.485.43
89 Ibid. PG.29.485.43.
90 Basil of Caesarea, Adversus Eunomium, PG.29.633.24.
91 Eusebius, PE, 13.14.3: τ< µ�γα τ8 µεγαλοφων!α oψο. DE, 7.1.1:

Ωe σπερ W θαυµάσιο ευ$ αγγελιστ� Ι$ ωάννη µε!ζονι @ κατὰ

α' νθρωπον µεγαλοφων!H τ<ν σωτ8ρα κα� κύριον +µ(ν θεολογ(ν.
commPs, PG.23.976.30–31: σάλπιγξι χρ)µενοι, τα� το� α- γ!ου

Πνεύµατο µεγαλοφων!αι.
92 Gregory of Nyssa, Adversus Eunomium, 1.1.301: διὰ τ8 το�

ευ$ αγγελιστο� µεγαλοφων!α. Ibid. 2.1.119: W τ8 βροντ8 υO<

Ι$ ωάννη W τP µεγαλοφων!H τ(ν κατ $  αυ$ τ<ν δογµάτων

;περηχ9σα. Ibid. 3.1.108: Τα�τα το!νυν �κ τ8 α$ ποστολικ8

µεγαλοφων!α µαθ�ντε. Ibid. 3.2.23: τα� µεγαλοφων!αι W

κ8ρυξ το�τον λ�γει τ<ν θε�ν. Ibid. 3.3.39: ου$ κ ο_δα ε: τ8

Παύλου µεγαλοφων!α W κατ9γορο 0κουσεν. Ibid. 3.9.16: τ9ν τε

το� Ι$ ωάννου µεγαλοφων!αν. Ibid. 3.9.28: συµπαραλαµβάνοντο

δ> ε: µαρτυρ!αν το� δ�γµατο κα� τ�ν προφητικ�ν

µεγαλοφων!αν. Ibid. 3.10.9: παρὰ τ8 το� α$ ποστ�λου

µεγαλοφων!α. In Canticum Canticorum, v. 6, p. 41: κηρύσσων

�ν µεγαλοφων!H τ<ν α$ ε� =ντα λ�γον. Ibid. v. 6, p. 132: �κ τ8 το�

Ε$ κκλησιαστο� µεγαλοφων!α. De Beatitudinibus, PG.44.1205.29:
τP µεγαλοφων!H το� κ9ρυκο.

93 Didymus, commEccl (11–12), Cod. p. 356; commZacch, 3.6; 3.204;
3.209; 3.228; frPs(al), frs 117; 489; 660a; 908; 966; 1289.

94 Theodoret, HE, pp. 15; 304; Epistulae 53–95, Epistles 66; 67; 83; 222;
De Sancta et Vivifica Trinitate, PG.75.1152.4; De Incarnatione
Domini, PG.75.1448.45; De Quaestionibus Ambiguis in Libros
Regnorum et Paralipomenon, PG.80.533.16; intPaulXIV,
PG.82.673.36; Eranistes, p. 234.

95 John Chrysostom, De Mutatione Nominum, PG.51.149.8: Το�το κα�

τ<ν Ι$ ωάννην κα� τ<ν Ι$ άκωβον �κάλεσεν, α$ π< τ8 κατὰ τ<

κ9ρυγµα µεγαλοφων!α.
96 Didymus, commEccl (11–12), Cod. p. 355: οoτω κα� οVτοι α$ π< τ8

µεγαλοφων!α �χρηµάτισαν ‘υOο� βροντ8’. α$ λλ$ Fσω τι

�νστ9σεται πρ< +µα̃ Xτι ‘να!, βροντάτω µεγάλα W Ι$ ωάννη

θεολογ(ν κα� λ�γων “�ν α$ ρχ8 . . . .” ’
97 Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 117: διὰ τ8 µεγαλοφων!α τ(ν

πληρουµ�νων λ�γων ;π< Ι$ ησο�. Ibid. Fr. 489: *οικεν τ�ν

µεγαλοφων!αν κα� τ< διάτορον τ(ν δογµάτων φων� σάλπιγγο

Cνοµάζεσθαι. commZacch, 3.204: Κα� Xρα ε: µ� κατ $  �π!νοιαν

α' λλην κα� α' λλην τ< παρὰ Θεο� διδ�µενον σάλπιγξ �στ�ν κα�

α$ στραπ9. ��  µ>ν γὰρ α$ κουστὰ τυγχάνει τὰ σαφ( κα� διατ�ρω

κα� µεγαλοφ)νω α$ παγγελλ�µενα, σάλπιγγι �µο!ωνται . . .
(205) Ωe σπερ δ> το� ευ$ εργετουµ�νοι �κ προαιρ�σεω κα� το�

�φ$  +µ�ν φωτεινὰ κα� µεγαλ�φωνα αe παντα τὰ θε�α.
98 Didymus, ibid. fr. 908: κεκραγi δ> τP τ8 ψυχ8 µεγαλοφων!H.
99 Gregory of Nazianzus, Funebris Oratio in Basilium Magnum, 68.1:

Ε$ πε� δ> θεολογ!α �µν9σθην, κα� τ8 περ� το�το το� α$ νδρ<

µάλιστα µεγαλοφων!α. The author of DT uses this in the spirit of
Origen: DT (lib. 2.1–7), 6.4,6: πρ�σχωσι το!νυν, µετὰ πο!α

µεγαλοφων!α τ< α:)νιον �π� το� α- γ!ου πνεύµατο α$ νε!ρηται.
DT (lib. 3), PG.39.901: τ�ν παρ $  +µ�ν τ(ν α- γ!ων µεγαλοφων!αν.

100 Lucian of Samosata (second cent. AD), Symposium, 34; Juppiter
Tragoedus, 27; Revivescentes, 34; Adversus Indoctum et Libros
Multos Ementem, 7; Imagines, 21; Dialogi Mortuorum, Dialogue
16.3.
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grandeur and sublimity of a certain person, or of any

kind of intellectual production, which Lucian did in

reference to Homer, and to poetry in general.101 I should

have thought it a possibility that Origen received the

idea of the metaphorical usage of µεγαλοφων!α from

Lucian. All Origen had to do (and he actually did so)

was to associate this with scriptural authority, namely

Mark 3:17. Besides, it was all too natural for Origen

to have read Lucian. Along with Celsus, Galen, and

Marcus Aurelius, Lucian (a Christian for a while) shared

similar views about the Christians: the confidence

that Christians displayed vis-à-vis pagans seemed to

them incomprehensible, especially the Christians’

willingness to die for the indemonstrable. Lucian

made mention of Christians in a few instances, which

in turn impelled eminent Christians to read his views of

them. Critical minds, such as Origen and Cassian, could

scarcely be indifferent to the charm and mordancy of

Lucian’s spirit and writing. After all, Lucian was a per-

son coming from the same region as Cassian, that is,

Antioch. Facing a sarcastic writer who disdained any

uncritical forma mentis, some Christian intellectuals

probably received his influence on the grounds of

philology. Besides, some of them believed that Lucian

was a Christian all the way through, and that he died a

martyr.

Furthermore, Lucian uses the expression τὰ πρ(τα

φ�ρεσθαι, which we encountered in Scholion XXI

(EN XXIb). It is remarkable that he does so in relation to

the literal use of the epithet µεγαλ�φωνο,102 which

was just canvassed in this section.

In conclusion, Scholion XXV is a product of

Cassian’s own pen. He wrote it under the influence of

Antiochean intellectuals. At the same time though, this

comment attests to the author’s remarkable Greek

erudition.

101 Lucian of Samosata, Muscae Encomium, 5: α$ λλ$ k

µεγαλοφων�τατο τ(ν ποιητ(ν Οe µηρο. Juppiter Tragoedus, 6:
τ< κ9ρυγµα µ�τροι τισ� κα� µεγαλοφων!H ποιητικP. De Historia
Conscribenda, 8: + Oστορ!α δ> Dν τινα κολακε!αν τοιαύτην

προσλάβG, τ! α' λλο @ πεζ9 τι ποιητικ� γ!γνεται, τ8

µεγαλοφων!α µ>ν �κε!νη �στερηµ�νη; Cf. Lucian applying a
literal sense: Icaromenippus, 17; 23; 30 (µεγαλοφων!H); ibid. 23 

(µεγαλοφων!α); ibid. 30 (µεγαλοφων�τατο); Bis Accusatus, 11
(µεγαλοφων�τερο); De Mercede Conductis Potentium
Familiaribus, 23 (µεγαλοφ)ν^); De Domo, 16 (µεγαλοφων!α).

102 Lucian of Samosata, Icaromenippus, 30–31: κα� οVτο αυ$ τ(ν τὰ

πρ(τα φ�ρεσθαι δοκε� k αE ν µεγαλοφων�τατ� τε � κα�

:ταµ)τατο κα� πρ< τὰ βλασφηµ!α θρασύτατο. Cf. the
expression τὰ πρ(τα φ�ρεσθαι in Scholion XXI.
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EXPANDED NOTES TO SCHOLION XXVI

EN XXVIa: ου$ σιωθ8ναι

This infinitive form is extremely rare. No more than four

instances can be identified prior to the fifth century AD.

Among them, we find both Didymus1 and Theodoret,2

but definitive ascription should be cautious, since it

may well be the vocabulary of a catenist rather than of

the authors themselves. In addition, we encounter a

characteristic usage such as this in Pseudo-Justin:

hence the likelihood that Cassian was the real author of

this text remains strong. I believe, therefore, that the

present infinitive-form in the Scholion is Cassian’s own.

EN XXVIb: κτ!ζον–κτιζ�µενον

The distinction is made between the ‘Being of the

Creator himself’ and that of ‘rational beings’, that is,

creatures. The first half of this introductory period

refers to the uncreated Logos, according to the common

theological theme that the One who spoke throughout

biblical history was God the Logos. He is also the same

one who appeared in the apocalyptic vision of Revela-

tion. The second half of the period refers to rational

creatures, echoing Origen’s doctrine of creation: the

object of creation was the ‘reasons’: it was according

and after them that actual creatures came into being.

Thus ου$ σιωθ8ναι refers to the creation of the ‘reasons’

(λ�γοι), according to which creation was produced,

whereas κτισθ8ναι points to the actual creation.3 The

author remains faithful to Origen’s distinction.

The expression of the Codex, το�το �ν κτ!ζεται,

α$ λλὰ τ< κτιζ�µεν�ν �στι, which Harnack emended to

ου$  το�το τ< �ν κτ!ζεται, α$ λλὰ τ< κτιζ�µεν�ν �στι,

does not make sense either way. To solve this mystery,

one has to see the parallel in Didymus actually com-

menting on the Book of Revelation, in both the same

spirit and phraseology as the Scholia. According to

Didymus, to style the Logos Pantocrator (which Reve-

lation does) and to say that the Son is a creature, could

only be self-defeating. Since Pantocrator means ‘the

One who has dominion over all creation’, to style the

Son a ‘creature’ could entail that the Son dominates

over himself as a creature. In other words, the Son

would become both the one who dominates and is

dominated at the same time.

Didymus, commZacch, 1.154–5: Α$ ναντιρρ9τω

�ν Ι$ ωάννου Α$ ποκαλύψει παντοκράτωρ W Σωτ�ρ

Wµολογε�ται, αυ$ το� περ� �αυτο� οoτω λ�γοντο·

‘Τάδε λ�γει W µάρτυ W πιστ�, + α$ ρχ� τ8 κτ!σεω

το� Θεο�, W bν κα� W cν κα� W �ρχ�µενο, Κύριο W

Θε< W παντοκράτωρ.’ Παντοκράτωρ bν W τα�τα

λ�γων ου$  κτ!σµα τυγχάνει, hνα µ� κα� �αυτο�

κρατP. Παράλογον γὰρ το�το, τ<ν αυ$ τ<ν ε_ναι

κτ!ζοντα κα� κτιζ�µενον ;φ$  �αυτο�, κα� βασι-

λεύοντα κα� κρατούµενον· ε: κα� λ�γεται δ> �ν

τP παραληµφθε!σG φωνP ‘α$ ρχ� τ8 κτ!σεω το�

Θεο�’ W θεολογούµενο, � βασιλικ( α' ρχων κα�

αυ$ τ< το�το παντοκράτωρ sν, α$ ρχ� τ8 κτ!σε)

�στιν, βασιλε!α δηλον�τι +γεµονο�σα κα�

+γουµ�νη πάντων κτισµάτων.4

The same argument was advanced by Cyril of

Alexandria, De Sancta Consubstantiali Trinitate,

PG.75.249.28–32: Ου$ κ α' ρα κτ!σµα �στ�ν W ΥO�, δι $

οV τὰ πάντα �γ�νετο, hνα µ� τ< αυ$ τ< φα!νηται

ποιο�ν κα� ποιούµενον, κτ!ζον κα� κτιζ�µενον·

Θε< δ> µα̃λλον � �κ Θεο� κα� Πατρ�.

1 Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 976: αe µα τK ου$ σιωθ8ναι αυ$ τ�ν πεπο!ηκα·

συµφ)νω τK Ε$ ν α$ ρχP �πο!ησεν W θε< τ<ν ου$ ραν<ν κα� τ�ν

γ8ν. Nevertheless, all four instances obtain in catena-fragments and
the corresponding names of authors make it possible for all of them
to have been produced by the same Sabaite or Akoimetan hand.

2 Theodoret, Catena in Epistulam ad Hebraeos, p. 371: αe µα τK

ου$ σιωθ8ναι τοὺ α$ νθρ)που µ� =ντα �πο!ησα τP �νεργητικP

σου δυνάµει. The third instance is the one which transpires in this
Scholion, and the fourth one, Pseudo-Justin, Expositio Rectae Fidei,
p. 387. The concept of δύναµι �νεργητικ9 used by Theodoret is a
significant point, occurring in only in a few Christians. Normally
theologians used δύναµι �νεργητικ9 in two different senses: 1.
the Logos of God. Clement of Alexandria, Stromateis, 6.6.47.4.
Gregory of Nyssa, Adversus Eunomium, 3.6.34. Didymus, 

commPs 35–39, Cod. p. 252; frPs(al), fr. 976. Cyril of Alexandria, In
Sanctum Joannem, v. 1, p. 327. 2. Human practical ability: Gregory
of Nyssa, Oratio Catechetica, 28. Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 249.
Theodoret, loc. cit. Furthermore, Proclus employed the notion
δύναµι �νεργητικ9 in his discussion of the concept of time
according to Plato. In Platonis Timaeum Commentaria, v. 3, p. 31:
κα� δύναµιν �νεργητικ�ν τ(ν ποικ!λων κα� παντοδαπ(ν

κιν9σεων. Once again, Proclus is under the influence of Didymus.
3 Cf. COT, pp. 119–164.
4 Cf. Scholion XXII: 5ρχὴν δ> τη̃� κτ6σεω ε_πεν αυ$ τ�ν· ου$ χ �

κτ6σµα πρ(τον κτ6σεω� 5ρχ4 �στιν αυ$ τ8, ‹α$ λλ$ �› α:τ!α το�

;πάρχειν αυ$ τ�ν ο[α δηµιουργ�· 5ρχὴ γὰρ ποιηµάτων W ποιητ9,
τουτ�στιν τ8 κτ6σεω� W κτ!στη �στ�ν αυ$ τ8 κα� α< ρχων.
Scholion XXVI: ου$  γὰρ κτ6σµα τυγχάνει.
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Athanasius, Adversus Arianos, PG.26.192.33–35:

Κα� ε: δι $  αυ$ το� κτ!ζει κα� ποιε�, ου$ κ *στι τ(ν

κτιζοµ�νων κα� ποιουµ�νων αυ$ τ�· α$ λλὰ µα̃λλον

το� κτ!ζοντο Θεο� Λ�γο �στ!ν.

Pseudo-Cyril of Alexandria, De Sacrosancta Trini-

tate, PG.77.1133.22–26: Γ�ννησι µ>ν γάρ �στι, τ<

�κ τ8 ου$ σ!α το� γενν(ντο προσάγεσθαι τ<

γενν)µενον, Xµοιον κατ $  ου$ σ!αν· κτ!σι δ> κα�

πο!ησι, τ< *ξωθεν, κα� ου$ κ �κ τ8 ου$ σ!α το�

κτ!ζοντο κα� ποιο�ντο γ!νεσθαι τ< κτιζ�µενον

κα� ποιούµενον, α$ ν�µοιον παντελ( κατ $  ου$ σ!αν.

Save the last two words of this passage (viz. κατ $

ου$ σ!αν), the section was copied word for word by John

of Damascus in his Expositio Fidei, 8. There is a strong

likelihood that this passage was authored by Cassian.

EN XXVIc: ου$ σ!ωσι, κτ!σι, καρδ!α καθαρὰ

This phraseology is attributed to Origen, but only in

works filtered through the vocabulary of Didymus,

probably by a Sabaite hand. Nevertheless, Athanasius

used the same phraseology. In all probability, Didymus

made much use of terms that Origen had used only

casually at a couple of points.5

Origen, frJohn I: �ν τP τούτων ου$ σι)σει αυ$ τ< cν

κτ!στη αυ$ τ(ν . . . α$ ρχ� αυ$ τ(ν κατὰ τ< ε_ναι αFτιο

;πάρχων, α$ κολούθω ?ητ�ον ε_ναι αυ$ τ<ν �ν τP

πάντων ου$ σι)σει . . . Xτε δ> �δηµιούργησεν, �πε�

µ� � α' νθρωπο α$ ποσταλε� ;π< το� πατρ< ε:

ου$ σ!αν *φερε τὰ πάντα. selPs, PG.12.1305.26–28:

Η-  µ>ν γ�νεσι τ�ν τ(ν λογικ(ν ου$ σ!ωσιν δηλο�·

+ δ> κτ!σι τ�ν α$ π< το� κρε!ττονο �π� τ< χε�ρον

µεταβολ9ν.

Cf. Athanasius, Expositiones in Psalmos,

PG.27.165.18 speaking of ‘substantialization’ of

‘creation’ (ου$ σι)σα τ�ν κτ!σιν). Likewise, Contra

Gentes, 41.

This set of problems, as well such terms as

ου$ σ!ωσι, ου$ σιο�ν, is absent from Clement of

Alexandria, and from any Christian or pagan author

before him. There is a dubious passage ascribed to

Hippolytus, about ‘Christ who substantiated every-

thing’ (πάντα Χριστ� ου$ σι)σα), yet the text could

be a much later one.6 This notion was put to use in order

to rebut the Arian challenge.

Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 972: τ< γὰρ τ8 κτ!σεω

=νοµα ου$ κ ου$ σ!ωσιν α$ λλ$ α$ λλο!ωσιν @ µετα-

σκευασµ<ν σηµα!νει. κατὰ το�το τ< σηµαιν�µενον

κα� τ< Καρδ!αν καθαρὰν κτ!σον �ν �µο!, W

θε�,7 λ�λεκται· ε: δ> το�το �π� πολλ(ν τ<

σηµαιν�µενον, κα� τ< Κύριο *κτισ� µε α$ ρχ�ν

Wδ(ν αυ$ το� ε: τὰ *ργα αυ$ το�, ου$ κ ου$ σ!ωσιν

σηµα!νει το� λ�γοντο προσ)που· ου$  γὰρ καθάπαξ

�κτ!σθη, α$ λλ$ ε: α$ ρχ�ν Wδ(ν θεο� τ(ν ε: *ργα

αυ$ το�· τ< δ> α$ ρχ9ν τινων κτισθ8ναι σχ�σιν α$ λλ$

ου$ κ ου$ σ!ωσιν δηλο�. Ibid. fr. 886: κτ!σα τοὺ δύο

ε: qνα καιν<ν α' νθρωπον, �κ δύο qνα αυ$ τοὺ

πεπο!ηκε· κα� + κτιζοµ�νη δ> καρδ!α καθαρὰ �ξ

οV καθαρὰ γεγ�νηται κτ!ζει δ> κα� τοὺ �κτ< τ8

π!στεω, hν $  �ν ΧριστK καιν� κτ!σι γ�νωνται. Ibid.

fr. 299: σηµα!νει δ> τ< Ε$ γεν9θησαν τ�ν ου$ σ!ωσιν

τ(ν ε: τ< ε_ναι yγµ�νων· τ< Ε$ κτ!σθησαν δ> τ�ν

διακ�σµησιν τ�ν µετὰ τ�ν ου$ σ!ωσιν γεγενηµ�νην.

ε: δ> ε:π�ντο κα� �ντειλαµ�νου θεο� �γεν9θη

κα� �κτ!σθη τὰ πάντα, �στ�ν Z ε_πε κα� �νετε!λατο

ου$ κ α' λλο παρὰ τ<ν δηµιουργικ<ν λ�γον· *στιν

δ> οVτο W το� θεο� υO�. Ibid. fr. 544 (referring to

Ps. 50:12): σηµειωτ�ον Xτι + *κτισεν φων� ου$ κ

ου$ σ!ωσιν σηµα!νει, α$ λλὰ σχ�σιν τινὰ �πιτεινο-

µ�νην ο[ αE ν παραγ�νηται.

Fragmenta in Proverbia, PG.39.1632: Οe τι δ> τ<

‘*κτισεν’ ου$  δηλο� πάντω ου$ σ!ωσιν, δηλο� λ�γων

W ∆αυ!δ· ‘Καρδ!αν καθαρὰν κτ!σον �ν �µο!, W

Θε�.’ Α:τε� γὰρ ου$ χ � µ� *χων λαβε�ν, α$ λλ$ �

?υπ)σα αυ$ τ9ν, α$ ναλαβε�ν αjθι κεκαθαρµ�νην.

Κα� Πα�λο δ> λ�γων τοὺ δύο κτ!ζεσθαι ε: qνα

καιν<ν α' νθρωπον, ου$ κ ου$ σ!ωσιν α$ νθρ)πων, α$ λλ$

qνωσιν �ξ Wµονο!α δηλο�· ]σπερ οO �ρµηνεύ-

σαντε ‘Ε$ κτ!σατ� µε’ �ξ�δωκαν.

Fragmenta in Epistulam ii ad Corinthios, p. 29

(comment. on 2 Cor. 5:17–19): κατὰ το�το τ<

σηµαιν�µενον, κτ!ζει �ν αυ$ τK W σωτ�ρ τοὺ δύο

ε: qνα καιν<ν α' νθρωπον. hν $  οjν το�το ;παρχθP,

τούτ^ τK τρ�π^ ;π�βαλεν �αυτ<ν κτισθ8ναι

λ�γων· κύριο *κτισ� µε α$ ρχ�ν Wδ(ν ε: *ργα. ου$

δηλο� ου$ σ!ωσιν τ< κτισθ8ναι ?8µα, � �ν α' λλοι

διὰ πλει�νων δ�δεικται.

In Genesin, Cod. p. 59: Πα�λο µαρτυρε�

προτρεπ�µεν� τινα προκ�πτειν κατ $  α$ ρετ�ν

λ�γων· Ιe να γ!νησθε κατ $  ε:κ�να το� κτ!σαντο,

5 Cf. Origen, Commentarii in Romanos (III.5–V.7), p. 204: το� +µα̃

ου$ σι)σαντο κα� µάλιστα λογικοὺ ποι9σαντο.

6 Pseudo-Hippolytus, Adversus Beronem et Heliconem, p. 325.
7 Psalm 50:12.
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κα!τοι 0δη =ντα οoτω κατὰ τ<ν λ�γον τ8

ου$ σι)σεω.

As for the expression κτισθ8ναι κα� ε_ναι, the fol-

lowing are the only instances where these two verbs are

used side by side. Both of them maintain the meaning

they have in this Scholion.

Gregory of Nyssa, Adversus Eunomium, 3.1.51: W

α$ ε� bν κα� µηδ>ν το� κτισθ8ναι πρ< τ< ε_ναι

δε�µενο.

Epiphanius of Salamis, Panarion, v. 3, p. 7: ε: µ�

γὰρ αe µα ου$ ρανK κα� γP κα� α' γγελοι �κτ!σθησαν,

ου$ κ αE ν *λεγε τK Ι$ iβ Xτι ‘Xτε �γεν9θησαν α' στρα,

�νεσάν µε πάντε α' γγελο! µου φωνP.’ τ< οjν πρ<

�ωσφ�ρου, hνα εFπG πρ< το� ε_να! τι κα� κτισθ8ναι.

cν γὰρ α$ ε� W Λ�γο σὺν Πατρ!· ‘δι $  αυ$ το� γὰρ πάντα

γ�γονε, κα� χωρ� αυ$ το� �γ�νετο ου$ δ> qν.’

EN XXVId: κτ!ζεται �π� *ργοι α$ γαθο�

(‘created unto good works’)

This is the language of Eph. 2:10, which is quoted

by authors mostly relevant to the phraseology and out-

look of the Scholia. Of the Cappadocians, only Basil is

represented as quoting this,8 but I believe that of the

works where it appears not a single one is actually his

own. Likewise, the works that quote this passage and

are ascribed to Athanasius and Gregory of Nyssa are

spurious.9 There is occasional usage by Eusebius,10

Ephraem Syrus,11 Cyril of Jerusalem,12 and John

Chrysostom.13 Authors quoting this passage, such as

Pseudo-Macarius,14 Severianus of Gabala,15 Apol-

linaris,16 and Cyril of Alexandria,17 deserve special

mention. Didymus is also one of the few authors quot-

ing this Pauline statement.18 What is unique about him

is that he does not quote it in passing, as all others do,

but he makes an extensive analysis, which is in essence

the same as the one in this Scholion.

Didymus, commPs 29–34, Cod. p. 179: διαφ�ρει

πο!ηµα κτ!σµατο; διαφ�ρει. ου$ σ!ωσιν τ�ν �κ το�

µ� =ντο σηµα!νει τ< ποιε�ν, ου$  διατύπωσιν δ�·

τινὰ δ> κα� διακ�σµησιν το� γενοµ�νου τ< τ8

κτ!σεω =νοµα δηλο�. τ< τ8 κτ!σεω =νοµα φθάνει

κα� �π� α$ ψύχων· ‘ποι(ν ε:ρ9νην κα� κτ!ζων κακά’.

κα� κατὰ τ< πρ�χειρον µ>ν το�το λ�γοµεν· . . .

‘αυ$ το� γάρ �σµεν πο!ηµα, κτισθ�ντε �ν ΧριστK

Ι$ ησο� �π� *ργοι α$ γαθο�’. �π� το� ποι9µατο

ου$ κ εFρηκεν τ< ‘�π� *ργοι α$ γαθο�’, α$ λλὰ �π� τK

ε_ναι. κτ!ζονται δ> ‘�π� *ργοι α$ γαθο�’, hνα

α$ γαθὰ *ργα ποι(σιν. . . . hνα + πλάσι α$ π< τ8

ποι�τητο �; οoτω � ε_δ� �στιν· καρδ!α

γὰρ + ου$ σ!α �πλάσθη. + δ> καρδ!α νο� �στιν.

τ< δ> τ8 κτ!σεω =νοµα παρατε!νει κα� �π� τ(ν

α:σθητ(ν.

EN XXVIe: πρ< τούτου bν θεο� πο!ηµα

The expression in the Scholion κτ!ζεται γάρ τι �π�

*ργοι α$ γαθο�, πρ< τούτου bν θεο� πο!ηµα,

suggests that before becoming a κτ!σµα, one is a

πο!ηµα, that is, a logos made by God. The distinction

had been suggested by Philo,19 if not explicitly, and it

was Origen who emphasized it.20 Didymus made this a

recurrent theme. There is a subtantial difference, how-

ever. Unlike the Platonizing Didymus, who made the

primeval man identical with ‘the soul’, never did Origen

identify this originally created logos (that is, human

nature) with the human soul.

Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 972 (quoted on p. 314).

commZacch, 4.181: Α$ λλὰ κα� περ� τ8 γεν�σεω

το� συνθ�του το� �κ ψυχ8 κα� σ)µατο, λ�γει·

‘ΑO χε�ρ� σου �πο!ησάν µε κα� *πλασάν

µε’. πλασθ�ντο το� σ)µατο, ποιηθε!ση τ8

ψυχ8, Dντινα πνε�µα καλουµ�νην *πλασεν �ν

τK α$ νθρ)π^, µετασχο�σαν �κ τ8 συνθ�σεω

8 Basil of Caesarea, Epistulae, 296.1; 318.1; Regulae Fusius Tractatae,
PG.31.1045.49; Sermones de Moribus, PG.32.1153.30.

9 Pseudo-Athanasius, Homilia de Passione et Cruce Domini,
PG.28.240.7; De Incarnatione Contra Apollinarium, PG.26.1128.8.
Pseudo-Gregory of Nyssa, De Paradiso, p. 83.

10 Eusebius, commPs, PG.23.660.42.
11 Ephraem Syrus, Sermo Asceticus, p. 174.
12 Cyril of Jerusalem, Catecheses Illuminandorum, PG.33.409.28.
13 John Chrysostom, In Epistolam ad Ephesios, PG.62.34.8 and 17.
14 Pseudo-Macarius, Epistula Magna, p. 284.
15 Severianus of Gabala, Fragmenta in Epistulam ad Ephesios, p. 308, in

Catena in Epistulam ad Ephesios, p. 142.

16 Apollinaris of Laodicea, Fragmenta in Matthaeum, Fr. 69.
17 Cyril of Alexandria, commProphXII, v. 1, p. 644; Ad Tiberium

Diaconum, p. 590; De Adoratione, PG.68.997.50; expPs,
PG.69.772.36; Explanatio in Lucam, PG.72.816.23.

18 Didymus, commPs 29–34, Cod. p. 179; commPs 35–39, Cod. p. 277.
19 Philo, De Specialibus Legibus, 1.30: Xτι θε< ε[ �στι κα� κτ!στη

κα� ποιητ� τ(ν Xλων. ibid. 1.294: W τ(ν Xλων κτ!στη κα�

ποιητ9.
20 Origen, Dial, 15: Ο-  α' νθρωπο το!νυν κτιζ�µενο πρ�τερον µ>ν

�κτ!σθη W ‘κατ $  ε:κ�να’, οV oλη ου$ χ ε;ρ!σκεται· ου$ δ> γὰρ �ξ oλη

�στ�ν W ‘κατ $  ε:κ�να’. commJohn, XX.22.182: το� α$ ρχ�ν αυ$ τ<ν

ε[ναι οuτε πλάσµατο οuτε ποι9µατο, α$ λλὰ πλάσµατο θεο�.
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α:σθητικ8 δυνάµεω. commJob (7.20c–11), Cod.

p. 273: εj δ> τ< ‘αO χε�ρ� σου �πο!ησάν µε κα�

*πλασάν µε’, hνα τ< µ>ν ‘�πο!ησαν’ �π� τ8 ψυχ8

λαµβάνηται, τ< δ> ‘*πλασαν’ �π� το� σ)µατο.

commJob, PG.39.1145.1–3: ∆ιαφ�ρει δ> τ�, *πλασα,

το�, �πο!ησα. Π�πλασται µ>ν γὰρ τ< σ(µα �ξ

;ποκειµ�νη τ8 γ8, 0τοι τ8 γυναικ�· πεπο!ηται

δ> + ψυχ� µ� προϋποκειµ�νου τιν�. commPs 29–34,

Cod. p. 179: διαφ�ρει πο!ηµα κτ!σµατο; διαφ�ρει.

ου$ σ!ωσιν τ�ν �κ το� µ� =ντο σηµα!νει τ< ποιε�ν,

ου$  διατύπωσιν δ�. commPs 29–34, Cod. p. 177:

διαστ�λλεται �ν τP γραφP τ< ποιε�ν πρ< τ<

πλάττειν· τ<ν ‘κατ $  ε:κ�να’ γὰρ ‘κα� Wµο!ωσιν’

�αυτο� W θε< �πο!ησεν α' νθρωπον, *πλασεν δ> τ<ν

�κ το� ‘χο� α$ π< τ8 γ8 α' νθρωπον’. κα� W Ι$ iβ γο�ν

α$ µφ�τερα τα�τα λ�γει· ‘αO χε�ρ� σου *πλασάν µε

κα� �πο!ησάν µε.’ ε: κυρ!ω ταύτην τ�ν λ�ξιν

λ�γει, γ!νεται αE ν W *σω α' νθρωπο, πλάττεται δ> W

*ξω. Ibid. Cod. p. 178: W ‘κατ $  ε:κ�να κα� Wµο!ωσιν’

θεο� γεν�µενο α' νθρωπο ου$ κ εFρηται πεπλάσθαι,

α$ λλὰ πεποι8σθαι. W δ> �κ το� πηλο� κα� τ8 oλη

γεν�µενο α' νθρωπο λ�γεται πλάσµα θεο� ε_ναι·

‘µν9σθητι Xτι πηλ�ν µε *πλασα’. κα� �π�

α$ µφοτ�ρων τ(ν δραστηρ!ων δυνάµεων το� θεο�

εFρηται· ‘αO χε�ρ� σου *πλασάν µε κα� �πο!ησάν

µε.’

EN XXVIf: �κτ9σατο or �κτ!σατο?

The text of the Scholion should be restored according

to Deut. 32:6. Nevertheless, C. H. Turner21 was wrong

in arguing that �κτ!σατο has nothing to do with

κτ!ζειν.

There is a story to be told about this, the conclusion

of which will be that the orthography at this particular

point should be �κτ9σατο, and, if the author of the

Scholion had intended �κτ!σατο, the meaning could

be ‘created’. In that case, he would have drawn on

Deut. 32:6 only partially: �κτ!σατο should be an

allusion to biblical instances suggesting man being a

creature by God, such as Deut. 4:32, or indeed Psalm

88:48; Wisdom of Solomon 2:23; Ecclesiasticus 17:1;

33:10; 49:16.

A passage ascribed to Didymus makes this clear.22

Centuries later, Michael Psellus explained that this

aorist �κτ!σατο was an innovation, which identified

active and middle voices of the verb: ‘if a Hebrew

wished to express this past tense, he would have opted

for �κτ!σατο rather than *κτισεν’ (‘�κτ!σατο’ αE ν

εFπG @ ‘*κτισεν’). This is why later generations

‘changed the word’ (οoτω γὰρ οO µεταγεν�στεροι

τ�ν λ�ξιν µετωνοµάκασι) from the traditional aorist

*κτισεν to the neologism �κτ!σατο.23 This is probably

why there is at least one instance where Deut. 32:6 is

rendered with the verb �κτ!σατ� (created) instead of

�κτ9σατο.24

Michael Psellus explained that by κτ!σι one

should not feel impelled to mean ‘created’ invariably:

this could also mean ‘giving birth to’ (οoτω δε�

κα� τ�ν κτ!σιν µ� πικρ( �ξετάζειν, α$ λλὰ

παραλαµβάνειν α$ ντ� τ8 γενν9σεω). Here is how

his text goes:

Michael Psellus, Theologica, Opusculum 10:

∆εύτερον δ> �κε�νο αE ν εFποιµι, Xτι οO µετα-

µε!βοντε πρ< τ<ν Ε- λληνισµ<ν τ�ν Ε- βρα�δα

διάλεκτον, �κε�νοι γεγ�νασιν αFτιοι τ8 τοιαύτη

φων8· W γὰρ Ε- βρα�ο, εF γε βούλοιτο τ�ν �αυτο�

λ�ξιν Ε- λληνικ)τερον . . . ε:πε�ν, ‘�κτ!σατο’ αE ν

εFπG @ ‘*κτισεν’· οoτω γὰρ οO µεταγεν�στεροι

τ�ν λ�ξιν µετωνοµάκασι· ‘κύριο γὰρ �κτ!σατ�

µε α$ ρχ�ν Wδ(ν αυ$ το�’· ]σπερ δ� *χει κα� τ<

‘�κτισάµην α' νθρωπον διὰ το� θεο�’. ου$ κ �µ�λησε

δ> το� πρ)ην τ8 α$ κριβε!α, Xτι µηδ> �9θησαν

τοιο�τ�ν τι τοὺ πολλοὺ ;πολ9ψεσθαι· Xθεν +

περ� τ�ν λ�ξιν πολυπραγµοσύνη τ�ν το�

�ξελληνισµο� εVρεν α$ κρ!βειαν.

In any event, the aorist of κτ!ζειν in the middle

voice, third-person singular, is �κτ!σατο, which

21 C. H. Turner (above p. 87, n. 626) p. 396.
22 Didymus, Fragmenta in Proverbia, PG.39.1632.26–28: τοὺ δύο

κτ!ζεσθαι ε: qνα καιν<ν α' νθρωπον, ου$ κ ου$ σ!ωσιν α$ νθρ)πων,
α$ λλ$ qνωσιν �ξ Wµονο!α δηλο�· ]σπερ οO �ρµηνεύσαντε

‘Ε$ κτ!σατ� µε’ �ξ�δωκαν.

23 See quotation below.
24 Doctrina Patrum, p. 320: Οe τι πατ�ρ W θε< κα� πατ�ρ �ν τP θε!H

γραφP Cνοµάζεται. Μωυσ�ω· ‘Ου$ κ αυ$ τ< οVτ� σου πατ�ρ

�κτ!σατ� σε κα� �πο!ησ� σε κα� *πλασ� σε’;
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appears in a vast number of authors in a literal sense,

namely, ‘built’.25

EN XXVIg: Restoring the meaning

A. Harnack raised the question ‘desunt nonnulla?’ (‘are

there some words missing’?). Once the thought of the

Scholion is grasped, this point can be plausibly

explained. The ideas involved are the following: 1. The

Father created everything through the Son. 2. The world

came into being out of nothing by God’s will. 3. The Son

is not a creature, nor was he born out of God’s will. The

meaning of the text (there is no lacuna) relates to the

Father creating through the Son, which is an idea as old

as Athanasius. De Decretis Nicaenae Synodi, 7.1 9;

Adversus Arianos, PG.26: 105.14; 236.1; 340.41;

349.16–17; 421.13; Ad Serapionem de Spiritu Sancto,

PG.26: 601.5; 625.18–20; Expositiones in Psalmos,

PG.27.584.2. Pseudo-Athanasius, Contra Macedoni-

anos, PG.28: 1309.53; 1328.21; 1129.22; 1209.38;

1212.7. De Sancta Trinitate, PG.28: 1240.28–32.

Sermo Major De Fide, fr. 65. Marcellus of Ancyra,

De Incarnatione et Contra Arianos, p. 1001. Also,

Cassian the Sabaite (Pseudo-Didymus), DT (lib. 2.1–7),

7.3,16.

Particular attention should be paid to the anti-Arian

text of Scholion XXVI, which reads thus: ‘one should

not regard the being of the Saviour as dependent upon

the will of the Father. For he [sc. the Saviour] is not a

creature.’ The Scholion runs parallel to the following

passages (italics are mine).

Didymus, In Genesin, Cod. p. 37: Xτι το�τ $  �πο!-

ησεν W ΥO< Xπερ W Πατ�ρ ;ποστ8ναι yθ�λησεν.

Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 1061: Ε' στι δ> κα� α:τ!α πα̃σι

το� ου$ ρανο� κα� �π� τ8 γ8, �πε!περ Xσα

yθ�λησεν �πο!ησεν, α' λλο bν παρὰ πάντα· δι< ου$

περι�χεται ;π< πάντων, α$ λλὰ κα� *ξω πάντων κα�

�ν αυ$ το� ;πάρχει κατὰ τ<ν τ8 δηµιουργ!α κα�

προνο!α λ�γον·26 οoτω γὰρ πληρο� τ<ν ου$ ραν<ν

κα� τ�ν γ8ν. Ε: δ> πάντε οO ου$ ρανο� κα� τὰ �ν

αυ$ το�, D τε γ8 κα� πάντα τὰ �ν αυ$ τP, θελ9σει θεο�

ε: ου$ σ!αν cλθεν, α$ σεβ( σφ�δρα διανοούµενο!

τινε �ξάπτουσι τ?ν Jπαρξιν το! υPο! τ�� το! πατρ#�

θελ�σεω�, qνα ποιο�ντε αυ$ τ<ν τ(ν �ν το�

ου$ ρανο� θελ�σει πατρ#� ου
 σιωµ�νων· α$ λλὰ

α$ κου�τωσαν οO δυσσεβε� � τ�ν κτ!σιν µ�νην

�ξ�ρτησε τ�� βουλ�σεω� το! θεο!· καταλλ9λω γὰρ

*χει τ<ν ποιητ�ν αn  βούλεται δηµιουργε�ν· Xθεν κα�

W Ι$ άκωβο συν^δd γράφων, Βουληθε� α$ πεκύησεν

+µα̃, *φη λ�γ^ θεο�, λ�γ^ α$ ληθε!α ε: τ<

ε_ναι +µα̃ α$ παρχ9ν τινα τ(ν αυ$ το� κτισµάτων27

κα� ποιηµάτων + θ�λησι το� θεο� ε:σακτικ9.

ου
  κτ�σµα δ	 ου
 δ	 πο�ηµα 7 υP)�, ου
 σ�α� α
 λλ
  ου


βουλ�σε,� �στι γ�ννηµα.

Origen, commEph, 1: �πιστ9σει δ> κα� περ� το�

θελ9µατο το� Θεο� ε: δύναται τάσσεσθαι �π�

Χριστο�· hν $  ]σπερ �στ� Θεο� δύναµι κα� Θεο�

σοφ!α, οoτω � κα� θ�ληµα αυ$ το�, Θεο� ;π�στασιν

*χον αυ$ τ�ν.

EN XXVIh: σηµειωτ�ον �

The expression recurs in Didymus and is characteristic

of him.

Didymus, commJob (1–4), Cod. p. 39: σηµειωτ�ον,

� ου$ χ οoτω ν�ν W διάβολο α$ ποκρ!νεται. commJob

(1–4), Cod. p. 40: σηµειωτ�ον, � �ν το� φθάσασιν

εFρηται. commJob (7.20c-11), Cod. p. 270:

σηµειωτ�ον, � κα� α$ λλαχο�, Xτι πολύσηµ�ν �στιν

W β!ο =νοµα. In Genesin, Cod. p. 43: Σηµειωτ�ον �

ου$  λ�γει περ� τ(ν κητ(ν. Ibid. Cod. p. 138:

Σηµειωτ�ον � ου$ κ ε_πεν.

25 Josephus, Antiquitas Judaica, 20.68: κα� �ν αυ$ τP πρ�τερον

Μακεδ�νε �κτ!σαντο π�λιν Α$ ντι�χειαν. Procopius of Gaza, In
Isaiam Prophetam, p. 2289: Τοιαύτην γὰρ ;µε� ο:κο�ντε, τ<

µακάριον ου$ κ �κτ!σασθε, περ� τ<ν δ�ντα γεγον�τε α$ γν)µονε.
Cyril of Alexandria, In Occursum Domini, PG.77.1048.26–27: Ω- 

ψευδ8 �κτ!σαντο οO πατ�ρε +µ(ν εFδωλα, κα� ου$ κ *στιν �ν

αυ$ το� zφ�λιµον. In Isaiam, PG.70.925.9: Ε$ κτισάµην γάρ, φησιν,
ου$ ρανού, κα� τὰ �ν αυ$ το�. Suda, Lexicon, Alphabetic letter kappa,
entry 2240: �π� τ8 α$ κτ8, α$ φ $  g +ρπάγη, να<ν �κτ!σατο. Ibid.
Alphabetic letter alpha, entry 1373, and ibid. Alphabetic letter delta,
entry 1567, and ibid. Alphabetic letter eta, entry 511: �κ β)λου

διψάδο �κτισάµην. Michael Psellus, Theologica, Opusculum 48:
+µ(ν φύσιν κα� ο[ον παλαιωθε�σαν κα� α$ φανισθε�σαν

α$ νεκτ!σατο· κτ!σιν γὰρ �ντα�θα τ�ν α$ νάκτισιν ο:ητ�ον, 0γουν 

δευτ�ραν α$ ναγ�ννησιν κα� α$ νάπλασιν, Dτι δ� διά τε το� θε!ου

βαπτ!σµατο. Scholia in Euripidem, (on Phoenissae, verse 683) τ<

δ> �κτ!σαντο α$ ντ� το� �κησαν. Scholia In Nicandrum (on
Alexipharmaca, verse 182) Scholion 448e: τ< δ> �κτ!σαντο α$ ντ� το�

κατεσκεύασαν. Scholia In Pindarum, scholion 70g(comm. on
Olympia, ode 10, line 25): �κτ!σαντο. 0γουν �κ λ!θων γεννηθ�ντα.
Catena in Epistulam ad Hebraeos (Athanasius against the Arians),
p. 320: Xταν �γχειρ!σG αυ$ τK τ�ν ο:κουµ�νην, τ�τε γὰρ αυ$ τ�ν

�κτ!σατο πα̃σαν, Xτε κα� �γν)σθη. Pseudo-Zonaras, Lexicon,
Alphabetic letter alpha, p. 220: Α$ νεκτ!σατο. α$ ν�πλασεν.

26 Cf. this expression in Scholion XXVII.
27 James, 1:18.
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Casual usage occurs only in the following: Eusebius,

Commentarius in Isaiam, 2.10. Porphyry, Quaestionum

Homericarum ad Iliadem Pertinentium Reliquiae,

10.67. Eustathius of Thessaloniki took up the

wording much later.

A catena-fragment attests that Theodoret also used

this idiom in his commentary on 1 Kings. Catena in

Acta, p. 220: Σηµειωτ�ον � ου$ δαµ( αυ$ τολ�ξει

τα�τα τὰ ?ητὰ κε�νται �ν τP β!βλ^ τ(ν Βασιλει(ν.

However, it was a catenist’s hand that wrote this.

EN XXVIi: �ξαπτ�ον

The verb �ξάπτειν has various meanings. In the meta-

phorical sense, which is used in the present Scholion (as

well as at one more point of Didymus’ work),28 it means

‘to consider, or to regard something as dependent

upon something or someone’. The verb, both in active

and passive voice (�ξάπτειν, �ξάπτεσθαι) is used both

in this metaphorical (‘to consider or regard something

as dependent upon something or someone’) and literal

sense (‘to set fire to’).

The footnoted parallel passage of Didymus attests

to his presence in this Scholion. In the foregoing

quotation (fr. 1061, on p. 317), Didymus uses the verb

�ξάπτειν (�ξάπτουσι) as a synonym to �ξαρτα̃ν

(�ξ9ρτησε), which is indeed accurate. Nevertheless,

he also uses the verb �ξάπτειν in the sense of ‘setting

fire to’,29 along with its figurative sense ‘to kindle’.30

The present Scholion presents the sole use of the

verbal-adjective �ξαπτ�ον. Since Didymus used �ξά-

πτειν in the sense of this Scholion (which is absent

from Origen’s extant writings), it follows that the Scho-

lion was written by Cassian drawing on Didymus.

The literal usage of the verb �ξάπτειν (‘to set

fire to’) is only a rare exception in literature. Authors

such as Josephus, Galen, Gregory of Nazianzus, John

Chrysostom, and John Philoponus used this in either

sense, that of ‘setting fire to’ or ‘aggravate’ or ‘irritate’

(anger, or any passion), or else ‘blaze up’ (in anger), or

‘be upset’. One instance of the verb used by Philo

metaphorically is only an exception.31 No doubt the

most common usage is the literal one, that is, ‘set fire

to’ or ‘kindle’. Hippolytus, Origen, and Clement of

Alexandria employed the verb in the passive voice, and

in its literal sense.32

Intellectuals who used the sense found in this

Scholion are Plutarch,33 Eusebius,34 Gregory of Nyssa,35

Theodoret,36 and later Proclus,37 in whom the fore-

going rare meanings recur.

Beyond those remarks, Cassian’s (Pseudo-

Didymus’) De Trinitate informs us that the expression

was in fact one used by Arianist polemical literature,

which is quoted therein. De Trinitate (lib. 1), 9.16: 0ντε

δοθP αυ$ το� τ< θ�λων �γ�ννησεν �πάγουσιν· ‘α' ρα +

γ�ννησι το� υOο� �ξ8πται τ8 πατρικ8 θελ9σεω,

δηµιουργικ( oπαρξιν αυ$ τK παρεχούση’. This pas-

sage only confirms that Cassian employed Didymus’

rare sense of the verb �ξάπτειν also in his De Trinitate

along with the present Scholion.

28 Didymus, commJob (7.20c11), Cod. p. 292: πολλο� γὰρ τ(ν

α- µαρταν�ντων λ�γου �κ λ�γων �ξάπτοντε οFονται κρύπτειν τὰ

α- µαρτ9µατα τP πιθαν�τητι τ(ν λ�γων.
29 Didymus, commZacch, 1.289: λύχνου �ξαπτοµ�νου. frPs(al), fr.

390: �ξαπτοµ�νου πυρ�. Ibid. fr. 1074: �ξάπτουσι π�ρ.
30 Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 1133: τ< οoτω πεπυρωµ�νον λ�γιον . . .

�ξάπτεται τ�ν καρδ!αν.
31 Philo, De Specialibus Legibus, 4.138: + γὰρ χε�ρ πράξεω

σύµβολον, g �ξάπτειν κα� �ξαρτα̃ν τὰ δ!καια προστάττει.
32 Clement of Alexandria, Stromateis, 2.6.26.2; Excerpta ex Theodoto,

3.48.4; Fragmenta, 32. Hippolytus, Refutatio Omnium Haeresium,
4.31.2. Origen, Cels, VI.5.

33 Plutarch, Numa, 9.7: �ξάπτουσι δ> µάλιστα το� σκαφε!οι, αn
κατασκευάζεται. Aetia Romana et Graeca, 278F7: ταύτην δ> τ�ν

α$ π�ρρησιν �ξάπτουσι δεισιδαιµον!α. De Defectu Oraculorum,
433E3: �ξάπτει γὰρ κα� προάγεται κα� συνεξορµd τ8 α:σθ9σεω

τ�ν Wρατικ�ν δύναµιν οVτο � τ8 ψυχ8 τ�ν µαντικ�ν �κε�νο.
34 Eusebius, PE, 3.4.3: κα� µ�νοι το� α' στροι τ�ν τ(ν Xλων

α$ νετ!θεσαν α:τ!αν, τὰ πάντα ΕOµαρµ�νη �ξάπτοντε. Vita
Constantini, 4.19.1: µηδ$ α$ λκP σωµάτων τὰ �αυτ(ν �ξάπτειν

�λπ!δα. Laudatio Constantini, 9.9: µηδ$ α$ λκP σωµάτων τὰ

�λπ!δα �ξάπτειν.

35 Gregory of Nyssa, Adversus Eunomium, 3.5.31: τὰ πάντα µ>ν τ8

ποιητικ8 �ξάπτων α:τ!α. In Basilium Fratrem, 11: κα� πάντα τὰ

µυστ9ρια τὰ προφητικὰ το� τοιούτου �ξάπτων χαρ!σµατο.
Dialogus de Anima Et Resurrectione, PG.46.117.31–32: Κα� µάτην

τ8 θε!α δυνάµεω οO τοιο�τοι τὰ =ντα �ξάπτουσιν. Contra
Fatum, p. 32: α$ λλὰ διά τινο �ξάπτων α$ νάγκη τ�ν τ(ν α$ νθρ)πων

ζω9ν. Ibid. p. 33: πάντα τ8 α:τ!α �κε!νη �ξάπτων. Ibid.
p. 40: τ8 �κε!νου δυνάµεω �ξάπτει τ�ν τ(ν =ντων σύστασ!ν

τε κα� διο!κησιν.
36 Theodoret, intDan, PG.81.1292.9: τὰ δ> σφ(ν αυ$ τ(ν α:τ9µατα τ8

πάντα �φορ)ση προµηθε!α �ξάπτοντε.
37 Proclus, In Platonis Rem Publicam Commentarii, v. 1, p. 98: κα�

τ(ν κακ(ν τ(ν �ν τK κ�σµ^ γεγον�των τ8 δηµιουργικ8

�ξάπτειν προσ9κει µονάδο. Ibid. v. 1, p. 146: τ< το� θεο�

;πηρετε�ν κα� τ8 τ(ν κρειττ�νων βουλ9σεω �ξάπτειν

�αυτ�ν. Cf. Simplicius, In Aristotelis Physicorum Libros Octo
Commentaria, v. 9, p. 617: τούτου γὰρ κα� + µονὰ τ8 τριάδο

τ(ν κ�σµων �ξάπτοιτο � κ�σµο ε[, α$ λλ$ ου$ χ � τ�πο τ(ν

κ�σµων. Cf. Hermias of Alexandria, In Platonis Phaedrum Scholia,
p. 64: πάσα �αυτ(ν τὰ �νεργε!α οO σπουδα�οι τ8 προνο!α

�ξάπτουσιν.
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EN XXVIj: The Son is not a ‘creature’

The expression κτ!σµα κα� πο!ηµα was a traditional

one, used by the champions of the anti-heretical

struggle during the Arian controversy, yet it originated

with the vocabulary of Eunomius. Didymus used this,

too,38 and it was he who made the distinction between

κτ!σµα and πο!ηµα, which appears also in this

Scholion. The difference is that the former (κτ!σµα)

is the product of Actual creation, whereas the latter

(πο!ηµα) denotes the Providential creation,39 and

Didymus made the distinction following Origen.40

This Scholion has unique characteristics tallying

with Didymus alone, which means that this is a plain

quotation from his Commentary on the Apocalypse.

38 Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 1061: ου$  κτ!σµα δ> ου$ δ> πο!ηµα W υO�,
ου$ σ!α α$ λλ$ ου$  βουλ9σε) �στι γ�ννηµα. commZacch, 1.241: κα�

�κ τ8 λ�ξεω ταύτη α$ πατ(σιν κα� αυ$ το� προηπατηµ�νοι,
κτ!σµα κα� πο!ηµα λ�γοντε ε_ναι τ<ν το� Θεο� ΥO�ν.

39 Cf. COT, chapters 2–4.
40 Cf. Didymus, commJob, PG.39.1145.1–3 and commPs 29–34, Cod.

p. 178, both quoted in EN XXVIe, p. 316.
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EXPANDED NOTES TO SCHOLION XXVII

EN XXVIIa: W πα̃ λ�γο τ8 προνο!α

(‘the entire teaching about providence’)

The idea that ‘providence’ (πρ�νοια) is the force

responsible for the ‘government’ (διο!κησι) of the

world is a Christian borrowing from Stoicism,1 which

was treated by Origen, Gregory of Nazianzus,2 and

Didymus. This is also used in the Pseudo-Clementine

writings.3 At a particular point where the ‘teaching

about providence’ is discussed,4 one should notice

that Didymus appears to copy Eusebius5 commenting

on Psalm 103:13. In fact, however, this is actually an

ascription to Didymus by later catenists. By the same

token, both the idea and vocabulary occur in passages

ascribed to Origen, yet the abundance of references is

perhaps partially due to those (Didymus,6 Evagrius7)

who inserted a specific formulations into excerpts from

his work.8

EN XXVIIb: +δ�α κα� α$ ηδ8

(‘things either pleasant or unpleasant’)

The formula originates in Hellenistic literature. The

first-century BC Alexandrian grammarian Philoxenus

refers to the ancients who made a distinction between

+δ�α κα� τερπνά, which are things ‘pleasant’ and

‘warm’ (α$ π< τ(ν θερµ(ν), distinguished from those

that are α$ ηδ8 κα� λυπηρά (‘cool’ and ‘depressing’,

α$ π< τ(ν ψυχρ(ν).9 Galen classified all things that fall

within the scope of the five senses into +δ�α and

α$ ηδ8,10 as Alexander of Aphrodisias also did.11 Sextus

Empiricus employed the same distinction, too.12

A passage of Eusebius where this distinction is

used is in fact a quotation from the second-century

philosopher Aristocles of Messene (Sicily).13 However,

a catena-fragment represents Eusebius as having used

this distinction on his own.14 Since we come upon the

vocabulary used at this point of the Scholion,15 this

must have been the passage that Cassian had in mind

while writing this comment, even though this is actually

a borrowing by Didymus from Eusebius. Otherwise,

Christian usage is rare and casual.16

These considerations leave us with Didymus alone

as the sole author, pagan or Christian, who constantly

uses this idea and phraseology, thus revealing himself

as the source of this Scholion.

Didymus, commPs 22–26.10, Cod. p. 60: λ�γουσιν

δ> κα� τὰ α$ ηδ8 κακά, �πε� τὰ +δ�α οO α' νθρωποι

λ�γουσιν ε_ναι α$ γαθά. commPs 29–34, Cod. p. 188: W

ευ$ χαριστ(ν θεK ου$ κ �π� το� +δ�σιν µ�νοι το�το

ποιε�, α$ λλὰ κα� �π� το� α$ ηδ�σιν. commPs 40–44.4,

Cod. p. 320: πολλο� πολλάκι κα� �κ τ(ν +δ�ων

�πιλανθάνονται το� θεο�, ου$  µ�νον �κ τ(ν α$ ηδ(ν.

Ibid. Cod. p. 322: κατὰ πάντα δ> τοὺ τρ�που τ8

1 Cf. SVF, I.124.32; II.264.15; II.273.1; II.297.9; IIII.4.4 and 7; III.17.7;
III.81.21.

2 Gregory of Nazianzus, De Moderatione in Disputando Servanda,
PG.36.205.29–31: κα� πάντα ε: Xσα W δηµιουργικ< λ�γο

καταµερ!ζεται, κα� λ�γου προνο!α κα� διοικ9σεω.
3 Pseudo-Clementina, Section 124 and Pseudo-Clement of Rome,

Homiliae, Homily 15.4: �γi δ> προνο!H θεο� τὰ πάντα διοικε�σθαι

�κ τ(ν περ! σε γινοµ�νων κα� προνο!α ε_ναι λ�γω.
4 Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 995 and Eusebius alike, commPs,

PG.23.1273.36–37: κα� W λ�γο δ> W περ� τ(ν *ργων τ8

δηµιουργ!α κα� προνο!α αυ$ το� νοηθε� ο[α καρπ< *ργων θεο�

τυγχάνων χορτάσει τ�ν γ8ν, φηµ� δ> τοὺ �π� τ8 γ8

διατρ!βοντα α$ νθρ)που.
5 Eusebius, PE, 6.6.22: οoτω γὰρ κα� τούτων τ< αFτιον οu τι

α' λογο α$ ναδ�ξεται εOµαρµ�νη, λ�γο δ> πάλιν α' λλο τ8 τ(ν

Xλων προνο!α α$ πηρτηµ�νο. Constantini Oratio ad Coetum
Sanctorum, 6.7: α$ λλὰ µ�ν κα� W λ�γο τ8 διατάξεω *ργον

προνο!α.
6 Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 924: Πάση τ8 γ8 περιδραττ�µενο W

λ�γο κατὰ τ<ν τ8 προνο!α λ�γον �ν τP χειρ� �αυτο� *χει τὰ

λεγ�µενα τ8 γ8 π�ρατα.
7 Cf. Evagrius, Ad Monachos, 132; Expositio in Proverbia, pp. 87;

95.

8 Cf. Origen, Homiliae in Job, p. 363: α$ λλ$ Xτι πάντα �ν µ�τρ^ διοικε�

τὰ καθ $ +µα̃ W Θε< το� τ8 αυ$ το� προνο!α λ�γοι. frJohn, L:
;π< χε�ρα αυ$ το� τὰ πάντα τυγχάνει κατὰ τ<ν τ8 δηµιουργ!α κα�

προνο!α λ�γον. Cels, I.20; III.38; VII.7; Philocalia, 2.4; 18.2; 19.1.
commEph, 14. frPs, 60, 7–8; 61, 13; 100, 2; 106, 21–22; 118, 151; 138,
14–16; selPs, PG.12: 1228.42; 1448.1; 1528.17–21; 1557.33; 1624.41;
1653.32; 1661.42–45; excPs, PG.17.108.27; exProv, PG.17: 161.25;
197.19–20; 205.50.

9 Philoxenus of Alexandria, Fragmenta, fr. 321. This text was also used
in a lemma: Etymologicum Gudianum, p. 513 and Etymologicum
Magnum, p. 731.

10 Galen, commentaria in Hippocratis Epidemiarum, v. 17b, p. 140.
11 Alexander of Aphrodisias, In Librum de Sensu Commentarium,

p. 54.
12 Sextus Empiricus, Pyrrhoniae Hypotyposes, 1.58; 2.55.
13 Eusebius, PE, 14.21.6 (Aristocles of Messene, Fragmenta, fr. 8).
14 Eusebius in Catena Palestinae, biblical verse 20, section d.
15 Cf. ibid. Τ8 σ8 καθ�λου προνο!α κα� διοικ9σεω, f Κύριε.
16 Only in Basil of Caesarea, Regulae Fusius Tractatae, PG.31.1168.24.

John Chrysostom, In Epistolam ad Romanos Commentarium,
PG.60.472.44.
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α:χµαλωσ!α το�το *λεγον· �ν α$ ηδ�σιν πολλο�

. . . κα� σοφο� =ντε �ν α$ µφοτ�ροι +δ�σιν κα�

α$ ηδ�σιν, κα� ου$ κ �γ!νετο αυ$ τ(ν λ9θη θεο� �κ

τούτου. frPs(al), fr. 1092: συµβ9σεται γὰρ �κ τούτου

σωφρ�νω κα� γεννα!ω πάντα φ�ρειν, ου$  µ�νον τὰ

+δ�α α$ λλὰ κα� τὰ �π!πονα κα� α$ ηδ8. commEccl

(3–4.12), Cod. p. 82: ου$ δ>ν οjν �στιν περιττ<ν �ν

το� α$ διαφ�ροι. µ�νον τ< α$ γαθ<ν περιττ�ν τι

περιποιε� τK *χοντι. ποιε� δ> αυ$ τ<ν κατεξα-

ν!στασθαι τούτων, µ� καταδύεσθαι, �άν τι α$ ηδ�.

µ!α γο�ν τ(ν α$ ρετ(ν + λεγοµ�νη µεγαλοψυχ!α qξι

�στ!ν, καθ $ Aν δυνατ�ν �στιν κα� α$ ηδ8 κα� +δ�α

Wµο!ω φ�ρειν κα� τιµ�ν κα� α$ τιµ!αν κα� ν!κην

κα� gτταν. commEccl (9.8–10.20), Cod. p. 274: ου$ χ Xτι

καιρ< +δ�ων �στ!ν, ευ$ λογ( αυ$ τ�ν, α$ λλὰ καE ν

�π!πονα κα� α$ ηδ8 ;πάρξG, πάλιν ευ$ λογ(

ευ$ χαριστ(ν ε:δi Xτι ;π>ρ σωτηρ!α �µ8 το�το

γ!νεται. commEccl (11–12), Cod. p. 332: W σοφ< ου$ κ

�π� το� +δ�σιν µ�νοι χα!ρει, α$ λλὰ κα� �π� το�

α$ ηδ�σιν γεννα!ω αυ$ τὰ φ�ρων.

EN XXVIIc: *σωθεν κα� *ξωθεν

Origen is the second author known to quote this

passage of Revelation17 after Hippolytus had done so.

He used this in order to illustrate his theory of the

‘eternal gospel’ and the secret truths lying concealed

behind the scriptural letter.18 So did Didymus, Gregory

of Nyssa,19 and Epiphanius of Salamis.20

Origen, commJohn, V.6.1 (Philocalia. 5.5): Τ! δ> κα�

τ< βιβλ!ον �ωρα̃σθαι ;π< το� Ι$ ωάννου γεγραµ-

µ�νον *µπροσθεν κα� =πισθεν, κα� κατεσφρα-

γισµ�νον, Xπερ ου$ δε� yδύνατο α$ ναγν(ναι κα�

λ�σαι τὰ σφραγ�δα αυ$ το�, ε: µ� W λ�ων W �κ τ8

φυλ8 Ι$ ούδα, + ?!ζα ∆αβ�δ W *χων τ�ν κλε�ν το�

∆αβ!δ, κα� α$ νο!γων κα� ου$ δε� κλε!σει κα� κλε!ων

κα� ου$ δε� α$ νο!ξει; Η-  γὰρ πα̃σα γραφ9 �στιν +

δηλουµ�νη διὰ τ8 β!βλου, *µπροσθεν µ>ν

γεγραµµ�νη διὰ τ�ν πρ�χειρον αυ$ τ8 �κδοχ9ν,

=πισθεν δ> διὰ τ�ν α$ νακεχωρηκυ�αν κα�

πνευµατικ9ν.

commJohn, V.7.1 (Philocalia. 5.6): Α$ λλὰ κα� W

�σθ!ων Ι$ ωάννη µ!αν κεφαλ!δα, �ν m γ�γραπται ‘τὰ

=πισθεν κα� τὰ *µπροσθεν’, τ�ν πα̃σαν νεν�ηκε

γραφ�ν � β!βλον µ!αν, +δ!στην κατὰ τὰ α$ ρχὰ

νοουµ�νην, Xτε τι αυ$ τ�ν µασα̃ται, πικρὰν δ> τP

�κάστου τ(ν �γνωκ�των συναισθ9σει τP περ�

�αυτο� α$ ναφαινοµ�νην.

Philocalia, 2.1: Κα� ε_δον �π� τ�ν δεξιὰν το�

καθηµ�νου �π� τ<ν θρ�νον βιβλ!ον γεγραµµ�νον

*σωθεν κα� *ξωθεν, κατεσφραγισµ�νον σφραγ�σιν

�πτά.

However, in excerpts from his Commentary on

Psalms, the text *σωθεν κα� =πισθεν is quoted from

Revelation.21 Whereas Origen reads *µπροσθεν κα�

=πισθεν,22 the author of the Scholion has it *σωθεν

κα� *ξωθεν, which happens to be the foregoing text of

Philocalia, 2.1, which deviates from the rest of Origen’s

quotations. This can only suggest that the second

chapter of his anthology was emended by other hands.

This *σωθεν κα� *ξωθεν is also the quotation by

both Hippolytus23 and Gregory of Nyssa.24 Didymus

rendered Ezekiel 2:8–10 *σωθεν κα� *ξωθεν, and quite

plausibly this is how he read the Revelation text,

which is also the quotation in the Scholion text. It is

not likely that Origen used different manuscripts of

Revelation. Rather, the text of Philocalia has reached

us via another hand.

Didymus, commPs 35–39, Cod. p. 286: ‘το�το τ<

βιβλ!ον γ�γραπται *σωθεν κα� *ξωθεν.’ κατὰ τὰ

πνευµατικὰ κα� νοητὰ *σω γ�γραπται, κατὰ τὰ

α:σθητὰ κα� προφαν8 *ξω. πλ�ν W σοφ< α$ µφ�τερα

κατεσθ!ει κα� ε;ρ!σκει συµφων!αν τ(ν τε

συµβ�λων κα� τ(ν πρωτοτύπων.

Therefore, if we focus on Philocalia, 2.1, it can be

maintained that the Scholion reading *σωθεν κα�

*ξωθεν belongs to a version of the scriptural text used

by Hippolytus, Origen, Gregory of Nyssa, and Didymus.

17 Hippolytus, In Danielem, 4.34.2.
18 Cf. my discussion on the ‘eternal gospel’ in PHE, pp. 96–109.
19 Gregory of Nyssa, Vita atque Encomium Ephraem Syri, PG.46.836.8.
20 Epiphanius of Salamis, Panarion, v. 2, p. 415.
21 Cf. the extensive quotation of the Revelation text by Origen in selPs,

PG.12.1077.11. Modern editions of the New Testament continue to
disagree with each other, employing other *σωθεν κα� *ξωθεν, or
*σωθεν κα� =πισθεν.

22 Origen reads the scriptural text of Ezekiel 2:8–10 in the same way,
*µπροσθεν κα� =πισθεν, in Cels, VI.6; selEz, PG.13.773.7–19.
However, in selEz, PG.13.772.43, the text reads ‘*σωθεν κα�

=πισθεν’. Epiphanius (loc. cit.) also quotes *σωθεν κα� =πισθεν.
See Introduction, pp. 89–90.

23 Hippolytus, In Danielem, 4.34.2.
24 Gregory of Nyssa, Vita atque Encomium Ephraem Syri, PG.46.836.8.

This is also his quotation from Ezekiel: In Canticum Canticorum,
v. 6, p. 413.
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Once again, the main sources used by Cassian in writing

the Scholia are present.

EN XXVIId: �πιπορευ�µενο

This present participle of the verb �πιπορεύεσθαι (‘to

travel’, in the sense of ‘reaching out’) is a form peculiar

to Didymus,25 who had probably taken this up either

from Heraclitus, through the testimony of Diogenes

Laertius,26 or from Plutarch. The participle was used

abundantly by the historians Polybius (third–second

cent. BC) and Diodorus of Sicily (first cent. BC), yet it

was always followed by the accusative,27 not the dative

case, which Didymus mostly did, and which is also

a usage characteristic of Plutarch. Eusebius used this

participle with the accusative, too. The formula was

followed to the letter by Cassian (Pseudo-Didymus)

writing De Trinitate,28 and definitely comes from

Plutarch, who was a main source for both Origen and

Didymus as much as he was for Cassian.

Plutarch, Lycurgus, 28.3: πολλάκι δ> κα� το�

α$ γρο� �πιπορευ�µενοι τοὺ ?ωµαλεωτάτου κα�

κρατ!στου αυ$ τ(ν α$ ν�ρουν. De Tranquillitate Animi,

470A6: κα� κατὰ µ�ρο qκαστον �πιπορευ�µενοι τP

διανο!H κα� τP =ψει θεωρε�ν. De Sollertia Animal-

ium, 961A4: κα!τοι Στράτων� γε το� φυσικο�

λ�γο �στ�ν α$ ποδεικνύων � ου$ δ $ α:σθάνεσθαι τ<

παράπαν α' νευ το� νοε�ν ;πάρχει· κα� γὰρ γράµµατα

πολλάκι �πιπορευοµ�νου τP =ψει κα� λ�γοι

προσπ!πτοντε τP α$ κοP διαλανθάνουσιν +µα̃ κα�

διαφεύγουσι πρ< �τ�ροι τ<ν νο�ν *χοντα. (Cf.

Porphyry, De Abstintentia, 3.21.)

An instance where Origen appears to have applied

the verb �πιπορεύεσθαι with the dative is a catena-

fragment, which must have passed through the hands of

a Sabaite or Akoimetan.

Origen, frJohn, XXXVII: παντ< το� προσ�χοντο

τP α$ ναγν)σει κα� �ρευν(ντο τὰ γραφὰ �ν τK

νοε�ν αυ$ τὰ ε:δ�το π�θεν *ρχεται κα� πο� λ9γει +

Wδ< το� πνεύµατο, Aν �πιπορεύεται διὰ τ8 τ(ν

θε!ων λογ!ων παιδεύσεω.

All the instances in Didymus occur in the collection

from his commentaries on the Psalms.

Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 799a: Ε$ πε� �νοικε� κα�

�µπεριπατε� �ν το� α- γ!οι W θε�, �ν �κάστ^ τ(ν

α- γ!ων *χει τ�ν :δ!αν Wδ�ν, �πιπορευ�µενο τP

�κάστου αυ$ τ(ν διανο!H. Ibid. fr. 1138: κα� πα̃σαι

αO Wδο� αυ$ το�, καθ $ αn  �πιπορευ�µενο τ�ν

�ξ �τασιν κα� κρ!σιν τ(ν πραγµάτων αυ$ τ(ν

ποιε�ται, α$ λ9θειά ε:σιν. Ibid. fr. 1280: δ!χα γὰρ το�

δηµιουργικο� λ�γου α$ θρ�ω τε τ<ν σύµπαντα

κ�σµον �πιπορευοµ�νου κα� το� µ�ρεσιν αυ$ το�

�πιστατο�ντο, οuτε χιiν οuτε π�ρ οuτε

κρύσταλλο οuτε καταιγ� οuτε α' νεµο ;ποστα!η

ποτ $  α' ν, α$ λλ$ ου$ δ $ �νεργ9σει *τι δ!χα τ8 αυ$ το�

βουλ8.

Ibid. fr. 1259: Ε$ ν πάσαι τα� Wδο� αυ$ το�, α[

�πιπορεύεται προνο(ν κα� διοικ(ν, κρ!νων,

ευ$ εργετ(ν, χαριζ�µενο, κολάζων, δ!καιο

ε;ρ!σκεται· Θε< γὰρ πιστ�, κα� ου$ κ *στιν α$ δικ!α.

ε: δ> κα� Wδοὺ αυ$ το� λ�γοι τι τὰ α$ ρετά (φ�ρουσι

γὰρ πρ< αυ$ τ<ν τ<ν πρακτικ( κα� διανοητικ(

Wδεύοντα), κα� �ν ταύται δ!καιο α$ ναφα!νεται.

ου$ δε� γο�ν σπουδα!ω κα� κατ $  α$ ρετ�ν βι(ν

α:τια̃ται τ�ν πρ�νοιαν, α$ λλ$ εF τι φα�λο *ξω τ(ν

Wδ(ν αυ$ το� βεβηκ). frPs(al), fr. 980: Ε$ κ

παραλλ9λου αO α$ ρετα� καλο�νται. W γὰρ λ�γων Τὰ

Wδού σου, κύριε, γν)ρισ�ν µοι, τὰ α$ ρετὰ α$ ξιο�

φανερὰ αυ$ τK γεν�σθαι.

Notice the similarity of the following passages. Ibid.

fr. 1206: Ε: δ> κα� τὰ α$ ρετὰ Wδοὺ κυρ!ου λ�γει

τι, κα� ταύτα τι Wδεύων H' δει �πινικ!ου �δὰ

κατὰ τ(ν πάλαι τ�ν κακ!αν �νεργούντων �ν αυ$ το�.

Cf. the foregoing expression Wδοὺ αυ$ το� λ�γοι τι τὰ

α$ ρετά (‘virtues’ represented as sundry ‘ways’ toward

God) in Origen, expProv, PG.17.172.15–18: ΑVται αO

25 Didymus, commPs 22–26.10, Cod. p. 79: ‘κα� τὰ τρ!βου σου

δ!δαξ�ν µε’. 0τοι αn  τρ!βουσιν οO πρ< σ> σπεύδοντε @ αn  σὺ

τρ!βει �πιπορευ�µενο το� *ργοι τ8 χάριτ� σου. See further
on this page.

26 Heraclitus, Fragmenta, fr. 45, apud Diogenes Laertius, Vitae
Philosophorum, 9.7: ψυχ8 πε!ρατα :iν ου$ κ αE ν �ξεύροιο, πα̃σαν

�πιπορευ�µενο Wδ�ν· οoτω βαθὺν λ�γον *χει.
27 This is also the scriptural syntax for the participle in the LXX. Cf.

Leviticus 26:33; Ezekiel 39:14.

28 Origen, commGen, PG.12.64 (apud Philocalia, 23.8): �πιβάλλων W

Θε< τP α$ ρχP τ8 κοσµοποι!α, ου$ δεν< α$ ναιτ!ω γινοµ�νου,
�πιπορεύεται τK νK qκαστον τ(ν �σοµ�νων. Cf. Cassian the
Sabaite (Pseudo-Didymus), DT (lib. 3), PG.39.777: Φωρα̃ν *νεστι

τα�τα µ� α' λλω *χειν, �πιπορευ�µενον τK νK, � αυ$ τ!κα τK

τοιούτ^ �πιλάµπει κα� συνεργε� W �πιβεβηκi το� Xλοι ΥO<

Λ�γο το� Θεο�.
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πολλα� Wδο� ε: µ!αν α' γουσιν Wδ�ν, τ�ν ε:πο�σαν·

Ε$ γ) ε:µι + Wδ�· πολλὰ δ> εFρηκεν Wδού, τὰ

α$ ρετὰ τὰ φερούσα �π� τ�ν γν(σιν το� Θεο�.

EN XXVIIe: σφ!γγεται τ< βιβλ!ον

The author has in mind a passage supposedly written

by Origen. However, the catena-fragments on the gospel

of John are couched in a vocabulary pointing to an

Antiochene catenist, who filtered Origenism through

Didymus.

Origen, frJohn XVIII (comm. on Psalm 17, 10): Oµὰ

το!νυν ;ποδ9µατο αυ$ το�, τουτ�στι το� γν�φου

το� περ� τοὺ π�δα αυ$ το�, W τ8 δυσκαταληψ!α

�στ� λ�γο, συσφ!γγων κα� συγκρατ(ν τ< ;π�δηµα

περ� τοὺ π�δα αυ$ το�, � λύσιν το� Oµάντο

ε_ναι τ< σαφην!σαι29 κα� παραστ8σαι λ�γ^ τ!να

τρ�πον θε< α$ ν�λαβε σ(µα, σκεπάζων κα� κρύπτων

αυ$ το� τ�ν �π� τ�ν ο:κονοµ!αν πορευτικ�ν

δύναµιν.30

The sole other parallel occurs in John Chrysostom

using the verb in the sense of something being

firmly sealed. De Lazaro, PG.48.1042.36–40: Ωe σπερ

γάρ, �ὰν βάλω χρυσ!ον ε: βαλάντιον, σφ!γγω κα�

σφραγ!ζοµαι, hνα κα� �µο� α$ π�ντο W λGστ� µ�

λάβG, οoτω κα� �π� τ8 ;µετ�ρα α$ γάπη ποι(· τP

συνεχε!H τ8 διδασκαλ!α σφ!γγω κα� σφραγ�δα

�πιτ!θηµι.

This usage attests to remarkable erudition. For

indeed the verb σφ!γγω means ‘to utter certain words,

behind which a certain meaning lies concealed’,

according to a unique lemma, which goes far beyond

the hackneyed meaning of the verb (which is, ‘to tie and

hold together firmly’). The Etymologicum Magnum tells

us that this is the verb which reveals the etymology of

the Egyptian Sphinx, who was so called because she

used to utter words which were ‘tightly held together

and hard to comprehend’. Etymologicum Magnum,

p. 738: Σφ!γξ: Παρὰ τ< σφ!γγω, διὰ τ< �σφιγµ�να

κα� δυσν�ητα λ�γειν ?9µατα.

We have no instances of Didymus applying the

verb in this sense, which therefore must be a usage by

Cassian himself.

EN XXVIIf: �νεστ(το καιρο�

Once again, we can trace the readings of the author: the

expression recurs in Polybius, Diodorus of Sicily, and

Galen. This may suggest either ‘the present time’,31 or

the moment ‘when the appropriate time comes’, in the

sense of the theological notion of καιρ�.32 In this

Scholion the expression is used in the latter sense and

it is found in two instances, besides Didymus and

Origen.33 Didymus did use this expression along with

+δ�α τε κα� α$ ηδ8 (which does not occur in Origen),

and this reveals his commentary on Revelation as the

main source of this Scholion.34 Yet Origen is once again

present in the mind of Cassian.35

EN XVIIg: +δ�α and σκυθρωπὰ

The distinction of +δ�α and σκυθρωπὰ (‘things that

are either pleasant or bleak’) appears only in Didymus.

Didymus, commPs 20–21, Cod. p. 26: *χει κα�

�πωφελ8 τινα, *χει δ> κα� σκυθρωπά. κα� �ν αυ$ το�

τούτοι το� α$ νθρωπ!νοι ε:σ�ν +δ�α, κα� καλε�ται

τα�τα ‘+µ�ρα’, κα� σκυθρωπά, αn  Cνοµάζεται ‘νύξ’.

το�το οjν λ�γει· κα� �ν το� +δ�σιν κα� λαµπρο�

πρ� σε κράζω, κα� ε:σακούει, κα� �ν νυκτ� το�το

ποι(, κα� ου$ κ ε: α' νοιαν.

commPs 40–44.4, Cod. p. 299: ου$ κ �πιπολα!ω

κλα!ω ου$ δ $ �ν το� +δ�σιν ]στε Xτε µ>ν τρυφP

σχολάζειν Wτ� δε κλαυθµK µετανο!α, α$ λλὰ κα� �ν

το� σκυθρωπο�· καλε�ται γὰρ τὰ σκυθρωπὰ νύξ.

29 Cf. Scholion. XXXVI: σαφην!σαι.
30 Cf. Scholion XV.
31 Eusebius, Commentarius in Isaiam, 1.28; Eclogae Prophetarum,

p. 26; commPs, PG.23.1216.1. Gregory of Nyssa, In Quadraginta
Martyres, PG.46.785.36. Evagrius, Rerum Monachalium Rationes,
PG.40.1256.34. John Chrysostom, In Epistolam ad Hebraeos,
PG.63: 25.4; 52.55. Cyril of Alexandria, De Adoratione,
PG.68.801.4.

32 I have canvassed this in PHE, pp. 130–144.
33 Acta Apocrypha Thomae, 45: διὰ τ! βούλει +µα̃ α$ πολ�σαι το�

καιρο� +µ(ν µηδ�πω �νεστ(το; Pseudo-Macarius, Sermones lxiv,
61.2.4: �νεστ(το το� καιρο� τ8 α$ πολυτρ)σεω.

34 Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 121: Xτ $  αE ν κακ)σεω καιρ< �νστP. Ibid.

fr. 424: εuχεται �νστ8ναι καιρ<ν καθ $ kν �λθiν Cφθε!η τK

προσ)π^ το� θεο�. Didymus, In Genesin, Cod. p. 171: W καιρ<

Dκει, Xσπερ ου$ κ αE ν �νστ9σG, ε: µ� +µάρτανον. Ibid. Cod. p. 232:
qω W καιρ< �νστP τ8 α$ νταποδ�σεω.

35 Cf. Origen, exhMar,XLI: �ν�στη +µ�ν καιρ< Χριστιανο�

καυχ9σεων. Ibid. XLIX: γ�γονε γὰρ θλ�ψι κα� διωγµ< διὰ τ<ν

λ�γον, κα� �ν�στη καιρ< µεγάλου πειρασµο�. frJohn, XC:
λ�λεκται τ< ‘Ν�ν κρ!σι �στ� το� κ�σµου τούτου’. �σανε�

*λεγεν· Ε$ ν�στη καιρ< α$ ναδε!ξεω τ(ν κρινούντων τ<ν κ�σµον.
commJohn, XIII.39.256: ]στε �νεστηκ�ναι 0δη τ<ν πρ<

τετραµ9νου το� θερισµο� καιρ�ν. commMatt, 11.1: τK τ<ν καιρ<ν

αυ$ τ8 µηκ�τι �νεστηκ�ναι. homJer, 1.3: Xµω W φιλάνθρωπο

θε< �νεστηκ�το το� καιρο� π�µπει κα� το�τον τ<ν προφ9την.
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commZacch, 2.199: Οe τι δ> �πιστ9µονο :ατρο�

δ!κην �πιφ�ρει W πάντων α$ γαθ(ν αFτιο τὰ α$ ηδ8

κα� �π!πονα,36 W προφ9τη θεολογ(ν φάσκει· ‘Κα�

αυ$ τ< σοφ< cγεν �π $  αυ$ τοὺ κακά, κα� W λ�γο

αυ$ το� ου$  µ� α$ θετηθP.’ Ε: qνεκα το� µ� α$ θετηθ8ναι

τ<ν λ�γον το� µ�νου σοφο� Θεο� �πάγεται τὰ

κακωτικά, ου$  πάθο @ τροπ� + �πακτικ� τούτων

Cργ� Θεο�.37

EN XXVIIh: �λάττωσι τ8 φύσεω

The expression ‘diminution of nature’ goes back to

Classical Greece, namely Thucydides, if the expression

occurring in comments on his work are actually his

own.38 In the main, this has a twofold meaning: either

the ‘diminution of nature’ of Christ,39 a notion that did

not enjoy any considerable currency in theology,40 or

man’s meanness because of sin, which is the sense that

the anonymous commentator ascribed to Thucydides.

The sense in which the idiom is used in this Scholion

can be traced to a text ascribed to Plutarch, where

�λάττωσι τ8 φύσεω denotes a ‘lower nature’. It

also implies a notion of ‘incompleteness’, not only in

ontological terms, but also in ethical ones: the latter is

the defective nature that man incurs following sinful

conduct. The expression was a novelty, which had no

followers. Gregory of Nyssa is at this point a beacon

more useful than usual in demonstrating Cassian’s

source.41 The rarity of this expression clears the land-

scape. It originates in Gregory’s rebuttal of Eunomius

for having ‘diminished’ the ‘nature’ of the Son. Whether

Eunomius used the expression �λάττωσι τ8 φύσεω

itself with reference to the Son cannot be determined,

since there is no textual evidence for this. We only know

that he had claimed the Son to be ‘inferior’ to the Father,

since he is a ‘creature’ (το� µ>ν γὰρ �λάττων �στ!, �

πο!ηµα).42 Gregory of Nyssa spoke of �λάττωσι τ8

φύσεω in order to rebut this specific doctrine of

Eunomius.

Adversus Eunomium, 1.1.200: α$ λλ$ ου$ δ�πω κα� ν�ν

ταύτη α$ κηκ�αµεν τ8 σοφ!α, A τ< δεύτερον

κα� τρ!τον *κ τινο α$ κολουθ!α λεγ�µενον ε: τ�ν

τ(ν ;ποχειρ!ων κα� ;ποτεταγµ�νων α$ πωθε�ται

τάξιν, Xπερ οVτο βούλεται, τ�ν τ8 παραδ�σεω

τ(ν προσ)πων α$ κολουθ!αν α$ ξιωµάτων κα� φύσεων

;περοχά τε κα� �λαττ)σει κατασκευάζων

�νδε!κνυσθαι.

Ibid. 1.1.315–16: οoτω +µ�ν W λ�γο διὰ τ8

α- γ!α γραφ8 Wδηγούµενο ;περτ!θησι µ>ν τ8

κτ!σεω τ�ν τε µονογεν8 κα� τ< πνε�µα τ< αe γιον,

κατὰ δ> τ�ν το� σωτ8ρο α$ π�φασιν �ν τP µακαρ!H

τε κα� ζωοποιK κα� α$ κτ!στ^ φύσει θεωρε�ν διὰ

π!στεω ;ποτ!θεται· ]στε τ< α' νω τ8 κτ!σεω

κα� τ8 πρωτευούση κα� διὰ πάντων τελε!α

φύσεω ε_ναι πιστευ�µενον µηδεν� τρ�π^ τ<ν τ8

�λαττ)σεω παραδ�χεσθαι λ�γον.

Cf. Adversus Apollinarium, v. 3,1, p. 216: qτερο

γὰρ παντ� τρ�π^ X τε τ8 θε�τητο κα� τ8

α$ νθρωπ�τητο λ�γο κα� ου$ κ α' ν τι τ�ν �λάττωσιν

τ8 α$ νθρωπ�τητο Xρον ε_ναι τ8 θε!α

;πονο9σειε φύσεω.

Therefore, this specific expression of the Scholion

actually originates with Gregory of Nyssa.

EN XXVIIi: τ<ν τ8 προνο!α λ�γον διὰ

κρ!σεω κα� διοικ9σεω

Although Aristotle was heavily criticized by Christian

authors for not accepting Providence fully (some

authors, including Aetius, accused him of dismissing

Providence altogether), it is he who espoused the idea

that ‘neither nature nor God’ does anything ‘in vain’.43

36 Cf. Scholion XXXI: τὰ �π!πονα.
37 Cf. Scholion XXX: ου$  τ< συµβεβηκ< πάθο Cνοµάζεται, θεο! ο� ργὴ

καλούµενον, *ξω ;πάρχον αυ$ το�. Scholion XXXVII: �π� τ< λαβε�ν

Hκαστον �παξ!ω τ(ν βεβιωµ�νων. + Oργ? το� θεο� συν!σταται.
38 Scholia In Thucydidem, 1.127.2: αO τ8 φύσεω �λαττ)σει κα�

διαπτ)σει κακ!αι πάντω ε:σ!. This statement was included in the
Suda lexicon as a kind of definition for ‘calamity’ (ξυµφοράν) as
understood by Thucydides. Suda, lexicon, Alphabetic letter xi, entry
110.

39 Cf. Philippians 2:7; Heb. 2:7 quoting Psalm 8:6.
40 Basil of Caesarea, Adversus Eunomium, PG.29.644.46. Gregory of

Nyssa, Adversus Apollinarium, v. 3, 1, p. 216; Adversus Eunomium,
1.1.316. Ephraem Syrus, Adversus Haereticos, p. 147. Basil of
Seleucia, Orationes, p. 352. Notice Theodore of Mopsuestia, 

Fragmenta in Epistulam ad Hebraeos, p. 204: χωρ� θεο� �γεύσατο

το� θανάτου, ου$ δ>ν πρ< το�το παραβλαβε!ση τ8 θε�τητο,
κα� διὰ το�το α$ π< τ8 ο:κε!α φύσεω τ�ν κατὰ βραχὺ το�το

�λάττωσιν �δ�ξατο, ]στε φα!νεσθαι �ντε�θεν αυ$ τ<ν κα� τ8

τιµ8 µετ�χοντα διὰ τ�ν πρ< qτερον συνάφειαν.
41 Gregory of Nyssa, Adversus Apollinarium, v. 3,1, p. 206.
42 Eunomius, Apologia, 26.
43 Aristotle, De Generatione Animalium, 788b20–22: τ�ν φύσιν

;ποτιθ�µεθα, �ξ Yν Wρ(µεν ;ποτιθ�µενοι, οuτ $  �λλε!πουσαν οuτε

µάταιον ου$ θ>ν ποιο�σαν τ(ν �νδεχοµ�νων περ� qκαστον. De
Caelo, 271a33: Ο-  δ> θε< κα� + φύσι ου$ δ>ν µάτην ποιο�σιν. De
Respiratione, 476a12–13: µάτην ου$ δ>ν Wρ(µεν ποιο�σαν τ�ν

φύσιν. Cf. Plotinus, Enneades, IV.4.9.
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Nevertheless, it was Stoicism that elevated this pro-

nouncement to the status of an ontological principle,

indeed it was Chrysippus who provided Christians with

their terminological apparatus.44 Christian apologists

employed the Stoic tenet since early times.45

The extent to which Christians drew on the Stoic

vocabulary varies. Those who were dedicated to

scholarship appear happy to reproduce Chrysippus’

idea along with his language: these are Clement of

Alexandria,46 Eusebius,47 and Didymus.48 Others, such

as Gregory of Nazianzus, Basil of Seleucia, Ephraem

Syrus, Cyril of Alexandria, and the verbose John

Chrysostom, were rather reticent about using the

Stoic locution, although they actually embraced the

idea itself.49 Origen stands midway: he mentions the

sources, but he is not always keen to express his

theology through the Stoic technical vocabulary, not-

withstanding his strong Stoic allegiances.50

Theodoret was not only perfectly aware of the Stoic

doctrine,51 but he also knew of the evolution of the idea

within the Stoic school, from Zeno to Chrysippus.52 He

must have been delighted to find that Eusebius

emphasized the Stoic notion. At one point of his history,

Theodoret quotes a letter addressed by Emperor Con-

stantine to Eusebius personally, a letter which Eusebius

himself quotes in his own Ecclesiastical History. One

passage of it contains the Stoic idea, no doubt taught

to the emperor by his close confidant Eusebius.53

44 Chrysippus, Fragmenta Logica et Physica, fr. 221: προνο!H θε(ν

διοικε�ται W κ�σµο. Fr. 527: τὰ α' στρα καθ!δρυται, τά τε α$ πλαν8

κα� τὰ πλαν)µενα, θε�α τ�ν φύσιν =ντα κα� *µψυχα κα�

διοικούµενα κατὰ τ�ν πρ�νοιαν. Fr. 913: ΕOµαρµ�νη �στ�ν W το�

κ�σµου λ�γο @ ‘λ�γο τ(ν �ν τK κ�σµ^ προνο!H διοικουµ�νων’.
Fr. 1185 (apud Origen, Princ, IV.1.7 and Philocalia, 1.7): κα� γὰρ �π�

τ(ν τ8 α- πτοµ�νη το� παντ< κ�σµου προνο!α *ργων τινὰ µ>ν

�ναργ�στατα φα!νεται m προνο!α �στ�ν *ργα, qτερα δ> οoτω

α$ ποκ�κρυπται, � α$ πιστ!α χ)ραν παρ�χειν δοκε�ν τ8 περ� το�

τ�χνG α$ φάτ^ κα� δυνάµει διοικο�ντο τὰ Xλα θεο�. Fragmenta
Moralia, fr. 331: λ�γεται γὰρ + µ>ν α$ ρχ� ‘ν�µιµο α$ νθρ)πων

διο!κησι’ κα� ‘πρ�νοια α$ νθρ)πων κατὰ ν�µον’. Fr. 657: W
Χρύσιππο, τ< πάντα α$ γνοε�ν τ<ν φα�λον. ε: δ $ ου$ δ $ αυ$ τ< το�το

�δει τ< Xτι πάντα α$ γνοε�, π( περ� πολλ(ν δογµατ!ζει, τιθε� τ<

qνα ε_ναι κ�σµον κα� προνο!H το�τον διοικε�σθαι. Fr. 668: ε_τα

προνο!H θε(ν διοικε�σθαι τὰ καθ $ +µα̃. Diogenes Laertius, Vitae
Philosophorum, 7.138: Τ<ν δ� κ�σµον διοικε�σθαι κατὰ νο�ν κα�

πρ�νοιαν, καθά φησι Χρύσιππ� τε �ν τK π�µπτ^ Περ� προνο!α

κα� Ποσειδ)νιο �ν τK τρισκαιδεκάτ^.
45 Theophilus of Antioch, Ad Autolycum, 3.9: κα� προνο!H τὰ πάντα

διοικε�σθαι �πιστάµεθα, Ibid. 3.26: ου$ δ> α$ γ�νητο W κ�σµο

�στ�ν κα� αυ$ τοµατισµ< τ(ν πάντων, καθi Πυθαγ�ρα κα� οO

λοιπο� πεφλυαρ9κασιν, α$ λλὰ µ>ν οjν γενητ< κα� προνο!H

διοικε�ται ;π< το� ποι9σαντο τὰ πάντα θεο�.
46 Clement of Alexandria, Stromateis, 1.27.173.5: δε� δ� τ�ν

διοικο�σαν πρ�νοιαν κυρ!αν τε ε_ναι κα� α$ γαθ9ν. Ibid. 4.7.52.4:
καλ( πάντα τ�ν θε!αν διοικε�ν πρ�νοιαν π�πεισται + α$ γάπη.
Ibid. 4.12.88.2: ε: µ>ν γὰρ µ� εFη τ8 θε!α διοικ9σεω, οFχεται +

ο:κονοµ!α τ(ν καθαρσ!ων κα� π�πτωκεν + ;π�θεσι αυ$ το�. Ibid.
7.2.8.3: προσ9κει γο�ν α$ ε� τK κρε!ττονι κατὰ φύσιν +γε�σθαι το�

χε!ρονο, κα� τK δυναµ�ν^ καλ( τι δι�πειν α$ ποδεδ�σθαι τ�ν

�κε!νου διο!κησιν.
47 Eusebius, PE, 6.6.23; 6.6.53; 7.11.4; 7.11.13; DE, 3.4.33; 5.1.6;

De Ecclesiastica Theologia, 3.2.16 and 18; Commentarius in
Isaiam, 1.41; 2.28; Eclogae Prophetarum, p. 98; commPs, PG.23:
180.25; 225.15; 228.37; 356.9; 457.29; 1304.53–54; 1377.1;
PG.24.32.19.

48 Didymus, commJob (7.20c11), Cod. p. 218: ου$ χ qξει ;π�στασιν µ�

τ8 προνο!α αυ$ τὰ διοικούση. Ibid. Cod. p. 299: µ�γα �στ�ν τὰ

τ8 προνο!α διοικ9σει καταλαβε�ν. commJob (12.1–16.8a), fr.
316: �λεγκτ�ον �κ τούτων τοὺ τ< αυ$ τ�µατον ε:σάγοντα, Xτι

τάξει κα� προνο!H τὰ πάντα διοικε�ται. + γὰρ σύνπνοια το�

παντ< Oκαν� διδασκαλ!α το� �φεστάναι το� Xλοι τ�ν

πρ�νοιαν το� θεο�. Ibid. fr. 327: ε: µ� αυ$ τ< ζ)σG, ου$ κ *χει :σχὺν

W ζωσθε!, ]στε θε� �στιν W κα� τα�τα τP �αυτο� προνο!H 

διοικ(ν. Ibid. fr. 335: τ(ν τιθεµ�νων πρ�νοιαν κα� λεγ�ντων θε<ν

διοικε�ν τὰ Xλα διαφορὰ φ�ρεται· οO µ>ν γὰρ λ�γουσι τ< καθ�λου

διοικε�ν θε�ν, ου$  µ�ν τὰ καθ $ qκαστα· +µε� δ> κα� το�το

λ�γοµεν. commEccl (5–6), Cod. p. 148: *δει δ> κατὰ γ�νηµα τ< τ8

διοικούση προνο!α �ν πλ9θει ε_ναι κα� το� γεν9µατο, k τK

α$ νθρ)π^ + πρ�νοια παρ�χει, �πιθυµ8σαι. commEccl (7–8.8), Cod.
p. 218: κατὰ γὰρ τ<ν α$ ληθ8 λ�γον, �πε� προνο!H θεο� τὰ πάντα

διοικε�ται, κα� τὰ δοκο�ντα α$ νθρωπ!νω γ!νεσθαι θε�δοτά �στιν.
commZacch, 3.179: το� φαινοµ�νου κ�σµου κα� τ(ν µερ(ν αυ$ το�

κα� τ8 διοικούση αυ$ τὰ θε!α προνο!α. commEccl (1.18), Cod.
p. 6: τὰ α:σθητὰ ;π< προνο!α το� θεο� διοικε�ται. commPs
29–34, Cod. p. 229: κα� πάλιν κύρι� �στιν πάντων αυ$ τ< τ< ε_ναι

αυ$ το� παρασχiν κα� ;π< τ�ν πρ�νοιαν �αυτο� διοικ(ν αυ$ τού.
frPs(al), fr. 1214: πάντα γὰρ τὰ πρ< αυ$ το� γεγενηµ�να, Xποι ποτ $

*στι, ταγα� τ8 �αυτο� προνο!α διοικούµενά µοι :θύνεται.
commEccl (3–4.12), Cod. p. 84: προνο!H δ> �πάγεται· ου$ κ

α$ προνοησ!αν δογµατ!ζοµεν, ου$  γεν�σει �πιγράφοµεν τὰ

τοια�τα, α$ λλὰ διοικ9σει το� θεο�.
49 Gregory of Nazianzus, Adversus Julianum Imperatorem,

PG.35.540.10; De Moderatione in Disputationibus Servanda,
PG.36.205.32; In Sanctum Baptisma, PG.36.424.10. Basil of Seleucia,
Orationes, p. 152. Cyril of Alexandria, Contra Julianum, 2.15, 16, 17.
Ephraem Syrus, De Divina Gratia, p. 183. John Chrysostom, In Acta
Apostolorum Homiliae, PG.60.183.36. Pseudo-John Chrysostom, In
Illud: Verumtamen Frustra Conturbatur, PG.55.561.44. In Psalmos
101–107, PG.55.655.22.

50 Origen, Cels, VII.68; homJob, p. 363; commEph, 6. Origen also
testifies to this idea having been set forth by Numenius. Cels, V, 38.
Cf. P. Tzamalikos, ‘Origen and the Stoic View of Time’, Journal of the
History of Ideas, 52 (4) (1991), 535–561.

51 Theodoret, HE, 59: α$ π< τ8 τ(ν κοιν(ν διοικ9σεω θεο� το�

µεγ!στου. Pseudo-Theodoret (or Pseudo-Justin), QetR, p. 126.
Ibid. p. 136: πρ< *νδειξιν δ> το� µ� α$ λ�γ^ φορd αυ$ τοµάτω

γ!νεσθαι τὰ γιν�µενα, α$ λλὰ θε!H προνο!H διοικε�σθαι τὰ καθ $

+µα̃, �νεργο�σιν αO ευ$ χα� τ(ν α- γ!ων.
52 Theodoret, Graecarum Affectionum Curatio, 6.14: Ζ9νων δ> W

Κιτιεὺ δύναµιν κ�κληκε τ�ν εOµαρµ�νην κινητικ�ν τ8 oλη,
τ�ν δ> αυ$ τ�ν κα� Πρ�νοιαν κα� Φύσιν zν�µασεν. ΟO δ> το�τον

διαδεξάµενοι τ�ν εOµαρµ�νην λ�γον *φασαν ε_ναι τ(ν �ν τK

κ�σµ^ προνο!H διοικουµ�νων.
53 Eusebius, Vita Constantini, 2.46.2: νυν� δ> τ8 �λευθερ!α

α$ ποδοθε!ση κα� το� δράκοντο �κε!νου α$ π< τ8 τ(ν κοιν(ν

διοικ9σεω θεο� το� µεγ!στου. The same passage from the fully
quoted letter, in Theodoret, HE, p. 59.
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Theodoret, therefore, found in Eusebius full accounts of

the Stoic notion, such as the following, where the ter-

minology bears on the Scholia to some extent.

Eusebius, PE, 7.11.4: ου$ χ Yδε *ρηµον � Cρφαν<ν

;π< πατρ< καταλειφθ�ντα τ<ν σύµπαντα κ�σµον

;π< το� συστησαµ�νου διδάσκει, α$ λλ$ ε: τ< α$ ε� ;π<

τ8 το� θεο� προνο!α αυ$ τ<ν διοικε�σθαι,54 � µ�

µ�νον δηµιουργ<ν ε_ναι τ(ν Xλων55 κα� ποιητ�ν

τ<ν θε�ν, α$ λλὰ κα� σωτ8ρα κα� διοικητ�ν κα�

βασιλ�α κα� +γεµ�να, +λ!^ αυ$ τK κα� σελ9νG κα�

α' στροι κα� τK σύµπαντι ου$ ρανK τε κα� κ�σµ^ δι $

α:(νο �πιστατο�ντα µεγάλ^ τε CφθαλµK κα�

�νθ�^ δυνάµει πάντ $  �φορ(ντα56 κα� το� πα̃σιν

ου$ ραν!οι τε κα� �πιγε!οι57 �πιπαρ�ντα κα� τὰ

πάντα �ν κ�σµ^ διατάττοντά τε κα� διοικο�ντα.58

Finally, a passage in Enarratio in Prophetam Isaiam

should be accounted for. This is a work dubiously

ascribed to Basil of Caesarea, but Cassian is its most

likely author. In general, and for all his philosophical

education, Basil did not make anything of the germane

Stoic terminology. He was certainly aware of it, yet he

evidently opted to eschew this pagan vocabulary.

It would then have been curious for him to make an

exception just at one point of this commentary on

Isaiah. Besides, uncommon terms such as αυ$ τοµάτω,

establish a similarity with a relevant text of Didymus

(τ< αυ$ τ�µατον).59 By the way, the term αυ$ τ�µατον and

its cognates appear in Didymus some fifteen times, and

more than forty times in Theodoret, particularly in his

treatise on Providence.60

Enarratio in Prophetam Isaiam, 5, 172: ∆ιὰ το�το

�πιστ9σαντε τP διὰ τ(ν Cφθαλµ(ν καταλ9ψει,

οuτε τP +µ�ρH συντ!θενται, οuτε τ�ν νύκτα Wµολο-

γο�σιν· �κ δ> το� α$ κολούθου κα� ε: α$ θε�τητα

�κπ!πτουσι, µ9τε ε: προνο!H Θεο� διοικε�ται τ<

πα̃ν, µ9τε ε: αυ$ τοµάτω φ�ρεται συντιθ�µενοι.

Cf. Didymus, commJob (12.116.8a), fr. 316, and

Pseudo-Theodoret (or Pseudo-Justin, but indeed

Cassian), QetR, p. 136, on notes 48 and 51 above.

EN XXVIIj: �κ φυλ8 Ι$ ούδα

The specific portion of Rev. 5:5, which has some bearing

on Gen. 49:8, is quoted by only a couple of authors.61

The vocabulary of Didymus referring to Christ

appearing ‘from the race of Judas’ is interlaced with the

language of the Scholia. Here is the correlation of ideas

showing Didymus’ mind permeating this Scholion.

Didymus, commZacch, 2.34–39: ΣυνH́δει τK προκει-

µ�ν^ τ< ε:ρηµ�νον �ν τK προφ9τG Ι$ ερεµ!H *χον

οoτω· ‘Ι$ δοὺ +µ�ραι *ρχονται, λ�γει Κύριο,

κα� α$ ναστ9σω τK ∆αυ�δ α$ νατολ�ν62 δικα!αν, κα�

βασιλεύων βασιλεύσει κα� συν9σει κα� ποι9σει

κρ!µα κα� δικαιοσύνην �π� τ8 γ8. Ε$ ν τα� +µ�ραι

αυ$ το� σωθ9σεται Ι$ ούδα, κα� Ι$ σρα�λ κατασκη-

ν)σει πεποιθ), κα� το�το τ< =νοµα αυ$ το�, k

καλ�σει αυ$ τ<ν Κύριο, Ι$ ωσεδ>κ �ν το�

προφ9ται.’63 Ο-  γὰρ α$ νιστάµενο �κ το� ∆αυ�δ

α$ νατολ�64 δικα!α W δεικνύµεν� �στιν πρ< το�

Oεροφάντου �ν τK· ‘Ι$ δοὺ α$ ν9ρ, α$ νατολ� =νοµα

αυ$ τK.’65 Το�τον αυ$ τ<ν τ<ν α' νδρα α$ νατολ�ν

προσαγορευ�µενον διὰ τ< δικαιοσύνη Dλιον66

;πάρχειν, �κ το� ∆αυ�δ α$ νατολ� δικα!α α$ ναστα̃σα,

ου$ χ qτερον ;πάρχειν φαµ>ν το� γεναµ�νου

�κ σπ�ρµατο ∆αυ�δ κατὰ σάρκα,67 περ� οV W

Oεροκ8ρυξ Η$ σα�α προφητικ( βοd· ‘Εe σται + ?!ζα

το� Ι$ εσσα!, W α$ νιστάµενο α' ρχειν �θν(ν· �π $  αυ$ τK

*θνη �λπιο�σιν κα� *σται + α$ νάπαυσι αυ$ το� τιµ9.’68

54 Cf. Scholion XXVII.
55 Cf. Scholion VII: ο_δε τ<ν αυ$ τ<ν 5ρχὴν τ(ν Xλων κα� τέλο� τ(ν

α- πάντων.
56 Cf. Scholion XV (*φορον δύναµιν, �φ�ρου δυνάµεω); Scholion

XXX (α$ γγ�λου �φορ(ντα).
57 Cf. Scholion XXVII: ου$ δε� γενητ�, ου$ κ �πουράνιο, ου$ κ

�π!γειο, α' ξιο εoρηται.
58 Cf. Scholion XXVII.
59 The term αυ$ τ�µατον in relation to διο!κησι by Providence actually

comes from Plotinus: Enneades, III.2.1 (quoted by Theodoret in
Graecarum Affectionum Curatio, 6.59); VI.8.14; VI.9.5.

60 Theodoret, De Providentia, PG.83: 560.23 (ταυ$ τοµάτου); 576.19
(αυ$ τ�µατον); 581.3: (αυ$ τ�µατον); 637.51 (αυ$ τ�µατο); 692.19
(αυ$ τοµάτω). Also in Interpretatio in Ezechielem, PG.81: 829.34 and
38 and 39; 896.7; 960.4; 1012.38. intDan, PG.81:1349.45; 1513.3.
intProphXII, PG.81.1684.47. intPaulXIV, PG.82.521.14. Graecarum
Affectionum Curatio, 2.14.15; 4.68.4; 6.16.5; 6.59.3; 9.71.6; 11.17.2; 

12.15.9. HE, pp. 76; 199; 318; 344. Historia Religiosa, Vita 1.2.
Epistulae, Epistles 3; 16; 24; 111. commIs, 11, line 334; Quaestiones
in Octateuchum, pp. 115; 185. De Quaestionibus Ambiguis in
Libros Regnorum et Paralipomenon, PG.80: 609.38; 777.1;
Interpretatio in Psalmos, PG.80: 1492.7; 1537.1; 1720.47;
PG.81.629.39. Pseudo-Theodoret (or Pseudo-Justin), QetR,
pp. 80; 136.

61 Hippolytus, In Danielem, 4.34.2. Origen, commJohn, V.6.1
(Philocalia, 5.5); selPs, PG.12.1077 (Philocalia, 2.1); selEz,
PG.13.772. Severianus of Gabala, In Genesin, PG.56.521.

62 Scholion XVIII: πρ< α$ νατολ8 το� τ8 δικαιοσύνη +λ!ου.
63 Jer. 23:5–6.
64 Cf. Scholion XVIII.
65 Zachariah 6:12.
66 Cf. Scholion XVIII.
67 Cf. Scholion XXVII: �κ σπ�ρµατο ∆αυ�δ κατὰ σάρκα.
68 Isaiah 11:10; Rom. 15:12.
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Referring to Moses attesting that the Saviour comes

from ‘the tribe of Judah’, Didymus quotes Gen. 49:8.

Didymus, commZacch, 4.201: Ταύτη τ8

ο:κονοµ!α α$ περγασθε!ση, διανο!ξει W Θε< τοὺ

Cφθαλµοὺ �αυτο� �π� τ<ν ο_κον Ι$ ούδα, =ντα

‘Ε$ κκλησ!αν Θεο� ζ(ντο’, βασιλεύοντο αυ$ τP το�

α$ νατε!λαντο Σωτ8ρο �κ τ8 φυλ8 Ι$ ούδα, πρ�

kν οO θε�σοφο! φασιν· ‘Ι$ ούδα, σ> α:ν�σαισαν οO

α$ δελφο� σου· αO χε�ρ� σου �π� ν)του τ(ν �χθρ(ν

σου, κα� προσκυν9σουσ!ν σοι οO υOο� το� πατρ<

σου.’69 Ε$ π� τ<ν ο_κον τούτου το� Ι$ ούδα διανο!γει

τοὺ Cφθαλµού,70 τὰ �φ�ρου κα� �ποπτικὰ

δυνάµει αυ$ το�,71 W ευ$ εργ�τη, � qκαστον

τ(ν α$ ντιλαµβανοµ�νων το� φωτισµο�72 κα� τ8

χάριτο λ�γειν ευ$ χ8 τρ�π^· ‘Ε$ π!βλεψον �π $  �µ>

κα� �λ�ησ�ν µε.’ Α$ πολαύουσι δ> τ8 δωρεα̃ οO

δ!καιοι πάντε, το� παµβασιλ�ω ‘τοὺ Cφθαλµοὺ

αυ$ το� *χοντο �π $  αυ$ τοὺ κα� τὰ fτα73 ε: τ�ν

δ�ησιν αυ$ τ(ν’.

Ibid. 4.199–202: Ε$ ντε!ναντο Θεο� ο[α τ�ξον74

τ<ν Ι$ ούδαν, βολ� � α$ στραπ� �ξελεύσεται,

τιτρ)σκουσα75 κα� πλ9ττουσα ε: θε�ον *ρωτα, �

φ( το� κ�σµου γεν�σθαι τ�ν δυναµ�νην ε:πε�ν

τελε!αν ψυχ�ν @ *νδοξον Ε$ κκλησ!αν· ‘Τετρωµ�νη

α$ γάπη ε:µ!.’ Οe τι δ> ου$ κ �ντα�θα µ�νον τὰ πεµπ�-

µενα α$ π< το� θε!ου τ�ξου φωτεινὰ τυγχάνει,

κα� �ν τK Α- µβακοὺµ πρ< τ<ν Θε<ν λ�γεται· ‘Ε/�

φ*� βολ�δε� σου πορεύσονται ε/� φ�γγο� α
 στραπ��

Lπλων σου.’76 Ου$  διαφ�ρει δ> τ< πληθυντικ( κα�

�νικ( ε:πε�ν· γενικ( γὰρ λαµβάνοµεν βολ!δα

�ξελευσοµ�νην � α$ στραπ9ν, g εFδη πολλὰ

τυγχάνουσιν αO µερικα� βολα!. Ο-  τιτρ)σκων

λ�γο ε: π�θον τοὺ τὰ κατ $  ε_δο α$ ρετὰ

α$ ναλαµβάνοντα κα� τὰ κατὰ µ�ρο δ�γµατα,

βολ! �στιν γενικ(, ε:δικ(ν ;παρχ�ντων τ(ν περ�

�κάστη α$ ρετ877 κα� �κάστου δ�γµατο λ�γων,

κα� διὰ το�το πληθυντικ( Cνοµαζοµ�νων

βολ!δων. Πλ�ν κα� + µ!α βολ� � α$ στραπ�

�ξ�ρχεται κα� αO πολλα� ε: φ( κατὰ τ<ν

Α- µβακούµ, τK πάντα λαµπρὰ ε_ναι β�λη78 τὰ

πεµπ�µενα α$ π< το� �νταθ�ντο τ�ξου ;π< το�

Θεο�. Ε' στι δ> το�το W Ι$ ούδα. Σεσαφ9νισται

πρ�τερον Xτι περ� το� α$ νατε!λαντο �κ τ8 φυλ8

Ι$ ούδα Σωτ8ρο τα�τ $  α$ παγγ�λλεται.

Ibid. 3.60: α$ δύνατ�ν �στιν �κ πάντων τ(ν �θν(ν

κα� πασ(ν τ(ν γλωσσ(ν αυ$ τ(ν, µυρ!ων κα�

πολὺ α$ νθρ)πων =ντων, µ�νου δ�κα α' νδρα

κατὰ πρ�χειρον79 το� α$ ριθµο� λαµβανοµ�νου

yκολουθηκ�ναι τK Ι$ ησο�· αυ$ τ< γάρ �στιν W

α$ ληθ( Ι$ ουδα�ο80 α$ νατε!λα �κ το� Ι$ ούδα.

EN XXVIIk: πρ< τ8 �πιδηµ!α

(‘prior to the Advent’)

The thought of this part of the Scholion is expounded by

Didymus in a similar manner and phraseology:

Didymus, commPs 22–26.10, Cod. p. 83: αO

διαθ8και Xτε ε:σ�ν �σφραγισµ�ναι, οuπω δ8λά

ε:σιν τὰ �νγεγραµµ�να το� κληρον�µοι. ου$ κ α$ ε�

οjν µ�νει + διαθ9κη αoτη �σφραγισµ�νη, α$ λλὰ

λυθ9σετα! ποτε, hνα α$ ποδοθP + κληρονοµ!α το�

�νγραφε�σιν. δηλ)σει οjν αυ$ το�. κα� �πε�

πολλαχο� λ�γει τ<ν θε�ον λ�γον διαθ9κην τ�ν τε

παλαι<ν κα� καιν�ν, τ<ν πρ< τ8 �πιδηµ!α81 κα�

µετ $  αυ$ τ9ν, δε� ταύτην τ�ν διαθ9κην δηλωθ8ναι, δε�

λυθ8ναι. τ�τε δ> λύεται, Xταν πληρωθP τὰ

προαναφωνηθ�ντα δι $  �κβάσεω.82

It is interesting that this simple and apparently

hackneyed expression πρ< τ8 �πιδηµ!α is not as

common as one might have expected. It was never used

before Origen, who applied it abundantly, mostly in

relation to his conception of the philosophy of History.83

69 Gen. 49:8.
70 Cf. Scholia XV, XXVIII, XXX.
71 Cf. Scholion XV: Τ�ν �ποπτικ�ν κα� *φορον τ(ν Xλων δύναµιν κα�

τ�ν πορευτικ�ν το� υOο� το� θεο� διὰ τ(ν προκειµ�νων δηλο�

. . . περ� ταύτη τ8 �φ�ρου δυνάµεω γ�γραπται. Scholion XXX:
Ε' χοµεν κα� α$ γγ�λου �φορ(ντα.

72 Cf. Scholion XIX: φωτισµ�ν.
73 Cf. Scholion XXX: �π� τ(ν ευ$ χ(ν τεταγµ�να fτα.
74 Cf. Scholion XXXI.
75 Cf. Scholion VI: οO µ>ν γὰρ φα�λοι τιτρ‹,›σκουσι µαχα�ρU,

γλ*σσαι δ	 σοφ*ν /*νται κα� τ‹ι›τρ,σκουσιν α
 γάπK· τV α
 γάπK

οjν 8τρωσεν +µα̃ W κύριο.
76 Cf. Scholion VI: Xπλα δικα!ων.
77 Cf. α$ ρετ�. Scholia X, XXI, XXXI.
78 Cf. Scholion VI.

79 Cf. Scholion III: κα� µ� προχε!ρω α$ κούειν α$ λλὰ πιστ(. Scholion
XXV: �ρο�µεν µ� κατὰ τ< πρ�χειρον τα�τα γεγράφθαι.

80 Cf. the distinction between κατὰ σπ�ρµα Ι$ σρα�λ and τ<ν α$ ληθιν<ν

Ι$ σρα9λ made in Scholion XXXI. Likewise in Scholion XXXII.
81 Cf. Scholion XXVII: πρ< τ8 �πιδηµ!α.
82 Cf. Scholion XX. EN XXb.
83 Origen, Cels, I.51; I.53; VIII.54; Princ, IV.1.6; IV.2.3; Philocalia, 1.6;

1.10; commJohn, I.6.33; I.7.37; I.7.38; I.15.86; I.37.271; II.27.229;
VI.4.17; XIII.44.295; XX.12.89; XX.12.91; frJohn, IX; LX; homJer, 9.1;
11.1; homLuc, 12, p. 75. frLuc, 146; Cant, p. 221; Commentarii in
Romanos (III.5–V.7), p. 124; selPs, PG.12: 1232.20; 1265.11; 1501.21;
1564.29; excPs, PG.17.113.22; expProv, PG.17.229.30; schCant,
PG.17: 264.38; 268.15; deOr, XX.1; De Engastrimytho, 9; commMatt,
13.1; 16.10.
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Only Didymus84 and Cyril of Alexandria match85

Origen’s usage.

Gregory of Nazianzus did not use this expression

at all. He certainly used �πιδηµ!α itself in a few (less

than ten) instances, but he did not do so with the notion

of ‘before the advent’, which is involved in biblical

interpretation and philosophy of History.86 Athanasius

may have employed this at a couple of points,87 while

some instances occur in spurious texts ascribed to him.

The same goes for Gregory of Nyssa,88 while Basil of

Caesarea and John Chrysostom never used this notion.

Only Eusebius seems to have done so,89 obviously after

Origen.90

The text of the Enarratio in Prophetam Isaiam91 is

the exception, contributing to my assumption that this

work is not Basil’s.92 Similar conclusions follow

from the exploration of ‘after the advent’ (µετὰ τ�ν

�πιδηµ!αν), since the theologians who used this

formula are the same as the foregoing ones: Origen,

Didymus, Cyril of Alexandria (not as much as

previously), Eusebius to a minor extent, Epiphanius,

and Athanasius, yet not Basil of Caesarea, with the

exception of the Enarratio in Prophetam Isaiam, where

the notion of µετὰ τ�ν �πιδηµ!αν is applied at

four points.93 The two Gregories, as well as John

Chrysostom, are absent.

Therefore, this Scholion by and large reproduces

Didymus’ Commentary on the Apocalypse, with Cassian

applying his own vocabulary, which is partially

borrowed from Gregory of Nyssa.

84 Didymus, commJob (12.1–16.8a), fr. 374; commZacch, 2.16; 3.73;
3.166; 4. 279; commPs 20–21, Cod. pp. 3; 4; 56; commPs 22–26.10,
Cod. p. 83; commPs 29–34, Cod. pp. 133; 196; frPs(al), frs. 216; 306;
435; 460; 484; 670a; 745; 788a; 874; 1012; 1130; 1162; 1268; 1279; In
Epistulas Catholicas Brevis Enarratio, p.12; commEccl (11–12), Cod.
pp. 317; 318; 319; commEccl (3–4.12), Cod. p. 77; commEccl (9.8–
10.20), Cod. pp. 274; 298; 310; Adversus Manichaeos,
PG.39.1096.28.

85 Cyril of Alexandria, commProphXII, v. 1, pp. 61; 82; 86; 566; 659;
660; 681; 684; v. 2, pp. 150; 392; 499; 538; In Sanctum Joannem,
v. 1, pp. 181; 591; v. 2, p. 681; v. 3, p. 159; Fragmenta in Epistulam
ad Romanos, p. 194;  Dialogi de Sancta Trinitate, p. 590;
Commentaria in Matthaeum, fr. 226; De Adoratione, PG.68: 268.47;
269.1; 800.30; 1004.16; 1008.53; 1049.22; GlaphPent, PG.69: 217.32;
233.24; 377.20; 396.44; 673.39; 676.21; In Canticum Canticorum
Commentarii, PG.69.1281.2; In Isaiam, PG.70: 49.23 and 50; 61.53;
64.46; 77.2 and 17; 128.57; 176.41; 272.32; 309.22; 701.5;
829.28;1193.25; 1408.54; Explanatio in Lucam, PG.72: 532.14;
705.2; 709.24; De Sancta et Consubstantiali Trinitate, PG.75: 213.53;
385.31; 388.22; 401.12; 424.38; Explanatio in Lucam (in catenis),
p. 104; expPs, PG.69: 764.22; 768.3; 1268.3.

86 Cf. ‘�πιδηµ!α of Christ’ in Gregory of Nazianzus: De Filio, 10;
Adversus Julianum Imperatorem, PG.35: 564.16; De Dogmate et
Constitutione Episcoporum, PG.35.1069.11; In Laudem Magni
Athanasii, PG.35.1117.4; In Theophania sive Natalia Salvatoris,
PG.36.316.2; In Sancta Lumina, PG.36: 344.26; 353.7.

87 Athanasius, Expositiones in Psalmos, PG.27.396.53; PG.28.684.31.
88 Gregory of Nyssa, Encomium in Sanctum Stephanum

Protomartyrem, PG.46.728.24.
89 We are then left only with the following instances: Evagrius,

Expositio in Proverbia, p. 111; Scholia in Proverbia, 287B. Epiphanius
of Salamis, Panarion, v. 1, p. 157; v. 3, p. 424, actually quoting
Athanasius, Expositiones in Psalmos, PG.27.396.53; Epistula ad
Epictetum, 8. Severianus of Gabala, In Tentationem Domini Nostri
Jesu Christi, p. 70.

90 Eusebius, HE, 6.33.1; DE, 4.16.59; Commentarius in Isaiam, 1.33;
Constantini Oratio ad Coetum Sanctorum, 19; commPs,
PG.23:144.44; 981.25; 1292.16.

91 Cf. Enarratio in Prophetam Isaiam, 7.206: πρ< τ8 Χριστο�

�πιδηµ!α. 9.229: πρ< τ8 �πιδηµ!α το� Λ�γου.
92 Cf. Theodoret, De Incarnatione Domini, PG.75.1476.4–5: µετὰ τ�ν

το� Σωτ8ρο αυ$ τ(ν φιλοσοφο�σιν �πιδηµ!αν.
93 Ibid. 1.56; 2.96; 7.204; 7.226.
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EXPANDED NOTES TO SCHOLION XXVIII

EN XXVIIIa: µετὰ τ< �γνωκ�ναι

The specific form, ‘after having learned’, appears only

in Origen, exhMar, XXIII: τὰ γὰρ εFδωλα τ(ν �θν(ν

δαιµ�νια. ο[ον δ� �στι τ< καταλιπ�ντα τ<ν χρηστ<ν

Χριστο� ζυγ<ν κα� τ< ‘�λαφρ<ν’ αυ$ το� ‘φορτ!ον’

πάλιν �αυτ<ν ;ποβαλε�ν ζυγK δαιµ�νων κα�

φορτ!ον βαστάξαι βαρυτάτη α- µαρτ!α µετὰ τ<

�γνωκ�ναι +µα̃ Xτι ‘σποδ< + καρδ!α’ τ(ν

ε:δ)λοι λατρευ�ντων.

EN XXVIIIb: �π� τ< λ�σαι

In order to denote a certain goal that is pursued or

meant, the preposition �π� is naturally followed by the

article τ< and an infinitive. Turner was wrong to dispute

this, while arguing for �π� τK. But this structure, once

followed by an infinitive, actually means the cause of

what the infinitive suggests. This is the equivalent of an

English verb expressing a feeling at something having

happened. This at is in fact the expression analogous to

�π� τK. Alternatively, the same expression may mean

at in the sense of ‘nearby’. Neither of these senses is

relevant to this Scholion, where a purpose for doing

something (‘to loose the seals’) is meant. Although it

is abundantly present in Greek literature, I adduce only

a few examples from Didymus, which do not exhaust

his usage of the idiom.

Didymus, commEccl (7–8.8), Cod. p. 234: µ�

προα!ρετο Xρµα �π� τ< Cµνύναι. commZacch, 3.44:

Ε$ π� τ< οoτω �κζητ8σαι τ< πρ�σωπον Κυρ!ου

παντοκράτορο 0ρχοντο οO πολλο� λαο� �ν τP

Ι$ ερουσαλ9µ. commPs 20–21, Cod. p. 32: �π� τ< θανα-

τ(σαι αυ$ τ�ν. commPs 29–34, Cod. p. 130: *ρχονται

�π� τ< πράττειν. Ibid. Cod. p. 197: σπεύδουσιν �π� τ<

�γγ!σαι τK καλο�ντι. commPs 35–39, Cod. p. 231:

πρ(τον δ> συνκατατ!θεται τP παρανοµ!H κα� τP

α- µαρτ!H κα� οoτω �π� τ< πράττειν αυ$ τ�ν *ρχεται.

frPs(al), fr. 67: κα� �πε� τούτων qκαστον �π� τ<

βλάψαι κα� α$ πολ�σαι προφ�ρει ;π< τ�ν γλ(σσαν

αυ$ το�. Ibid. fr. 379: κα� πολεµ!ου *σχον ?�ψα

�π� τ< �κκλ�ναι α$ π< το� κακο� κα� τ< α$ γαθ<ν

ποι8σαι. Ibid. fr. 464: �π� τ< πλει�νω αυ$ τὰ κα�

�ξεργαστικ)τερον α$ κο�σαι κα� ποθ8σαι.

EN XXVIIIc: ου$ κ �πιεικτ<ν

The Codex’s word �πιεστ� makes no sense at this

point, let alone that it hardly appears in Greek. The

only use of the term �πιεστ� appears as the form the

verb �π!εσται, of which �πιεστ� is present participle:

it simply means ‘being above’.1

At this point of the Scholion, the term should be

�πιεικτ�ν (‘accessible to’, ‘to be within the power

of’). This is a Homeric word recurring in both epic

poems, and transpires in later authors and poets. In

Homer it is used only in a negative clause. Gregory of

Nazianzus was alone in using this Homeric word, in his

poems.2

The term �πιεικτ< has different and interesting

meanings: this may mean either ‘tolerable’,3 or

‘yielding’,4 or ‘ceaseless’,5 or indeed ‘permissible,

1 In an oracle ascribed to the Pythia. Herodotus, Historiae, 1.47
(Anthologiae Palatinae Appendix, Epigrammata Oracula, Epigram
64). The form �πιεστ� is never attested in literature: it would be a
perfect active participle (neuter) of �πι�ννυµι. There is also the
perfect participle �στ� of the verb hσταµαι (middle voice), of which
the normal participle is �στηκ), �στηκυ�α, �στηκ), alternatively
�στ), �στ(σα, �στ), and again the alternative to the neuter is
�στ�. But in that case, the verb should be �π!σταµαι, which
means ‘know’.

2 Gregory of Nazianzus, Carmina de Se Ipso, p. 982: Α$ λλὰ τὰ µ�ν κ $

�πιεικτά.
3 Homer, Odyssea, VIII.306–9: Ζε� πάτερ yδ$ α' λλοι µάκαρε θεο�

α:>ν ��ντε, δε�θ $, hνα *ργ $  α$ γ�λαστα κα� ου$ κ �πιεικτὰ (= not
tolerable) Fδησθε, � �µ> χωλ<ν ��ντα ∆ι< θυγάτηρ Α$ φροδ!τη

α:>ν α$ τιµάζει. Likewise, Oppianus of Corycus or Anazarbis (Syria,
second cent. AD), Halieutica, 1.526: Cστ�ον ου$ κ �πιεικτ�ν.

4 Homer, Ilias, VIII.32: εj νυ κα� +µε� Fδµεν X τοι σθ�νο ου$ κ

�πιεικτ�ν. Cf. Etymologicum Magnum, p. 638: ‘ου$ κ �πιεικτ�ν,’
α$ ντ� το� ου$ χ ;ποχωρο�ν τιν!, ου$  νικ)µενον. Ibid. p. 1: Μητρ�

τοι µ�νο α:>ν α$ άσχετον ου$ κ �πιεικτ�ν. Α$ κατάσχετον,
α$ κατακράτητον, µ�γα. Porphyry, Zetemata Codicis Vaticani, p. 311
and Quaestionum Homericarum liber i, 80: ε:π�ντο

∆ι�, εj νυ, φησ!, κα� +µε� Fδµεν X τοι σθ�νο ου$ κ �πιεικτ�ν. In
fact the expression ‘unyielding might’ (σθ�νο ου$ κ �πιεικτ�ν)
became something of a proverbial one. Procopius of Gaza, Descriptio
Imaginis, 1: α$ λλ$ W σεµν< κα� oπατο κα� Z τ< σθ�νο ου$ κ

�πιεικτ<ν Σεµ�λην τε ποθε� κα� Ηe ραν περιεργάζεται. John
Galen (grammarian, Constantinople, twelfth cent. AD), Allegoriae in
Homeri Iliadem, 4.1–4, p. 420: κα� Zπερ τ< σθ�νο ου$ κ �πιεικτ�ν.

5 Homer, Ilias, XVI.549: Ωn  *φατο, Τρ(α δ> κατὰ κρ8θεν λάβε

π�νθο α' σχετον, ου$ κ �πιεικτ�ν. Ilias, 5.892: µητρ� τοι µ�νο

�στ�ν α$ άσχετον ου$ κ �πιεικτ�ν. Odyssea, 19.493: ο_σθα µ�ν, ο[ον

�µ<ν µ�νο *µπεδον ου$ δ $ �πιεικτ�ν.
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befitting’.6 Cassian must have read this not only in

Homer, but also in Lucian of Samosata, whom we dis-

cussed in EN XXVk.

It is worth considering the equivalent (indeed

synonymous) rare adjective α$ νύπεικτο used by

Pseudo-Caesarius (=Cassian the Sabaite himself),

Quaestiones et Responsiones, 14; 200; 202; 214 (κα�

το� πάθεσιν α$ νύπεικτο); 218: it means ‘unyielding’,

‘intractable’, and seems to have been introduced by

Gregory of Nyssa.7 Lexicographers made it a lemma

almost immediately.8 No author other than Gregory and

Caesarius did ever use this more frequently than once

during the first Christian millennium. We come once

again upon the medical doctor Paul of Aegina (seventh

century), Epitomae Medicae, 2.43.1. Moreover, Arethas,

Scripta Minora, Opus 28, p. 255. Although Eustathius

of Thessaloniki naturally took this up in the twelfth

century commenting on Homer, the epithet was there-

after abandoned altogether. Lexicographers apart, it was

virtually only Gregory and Pseudo-Caesarius (=Cassian

the Sabaite) that used it as part of their own vocabulary.

EN XXVIIId: The number ‘seven’as

a symbol of perfection (cf. EN IXd)

A text ascribed to Alexander of Aphrodisias argued that,

‘to Pythagoras, to mathematicians, and to musicians’,

‘the number seven is a perfect one by nature’ (W �πτὰ

α$ ριθµ< τ�λει� �στι τP φύσει).9

Origen did not regard the number ‘seven’ in the

same way as Didymus did. In Origen’s eschatology it is

the ‘Eighth Day’ which is the ‘Day of the Lord’, and

is valued along with number ‘eight’ itself. He seems to

concede some value to the number ‘seven’ only in a

relative sense: ‘seven’ denotes ‘perfection’, yet not the

absolute eschatological end, which is implied only

through the (eighth) Day of the Lord.10

Origen, frPs, 118, 5: Οe ταν δ> τελει)µεθα �ν το�

στοιχε!οι, W �πτὰ α$ ριθµ< α$ τιµητ�ο11 +µ�ν, Xτι

δ� κα� τP oλG α$ ν!εται οVτο, εFπερ �στ�ν W �πτὰ

σηµε�ον ;λικ8 παχύτητο· W δ> Cκτi α$ ρχ� τ8

α$ ϋλοτ�ρα µε!ζονο καταστάσεω.

The number ‘seven’ relates to ‘rest’ from concerns of

this world, and is treated accordingly.

Origen, schMatt, PG.17.300.27–31: Ε$ πε� W µ>ν Sξ

α$ ριθµ< �ργατικ< κα� �ν γεν�σει κ�σµου, W δ>

�πτὰ α$ ναπαύσεω· W µ>ν τὰ το� κ�σµου κα� ;λικὰ

α$ γαπ(ν, �ξαµαρτάνων τ�λο *χει τ�ν �βδοµάδα·

Xπερ νο9σα W Π�τρο, συγχωρε�ν θ�λει �ν τK

�πτά.

Veneration of the number ‘eight’ obviously has

some relevance to Gnosticism and Mithraism.12 This

predilection seems to have been sustained by

Hippolytus, who, like Origen, placed the ‘real rest’ in an

anticipated ‘ogdoad’, which they saw relevant to the

Pentecost: this is the day following seven weeks, each of

which comprises seven days.

Pseudo-Hippolytus, Fragmenta in Psalmos, fr. 9:

Περι�χει δ> + πεντηκοντὰ �πτὰ �βδοµάδα,

σάββατα σαββάτων κα� α$ ρχ�ν µετὰ τ�λεια

σάββατα ;π>ρ τὰ σάββατα �ν Cγδοάδι α$ ληθ(

καιν8 α$ ναπαύσεω.

Clement of Alexandria took the number ‘seven’ as a

symbol ‘of the sensible world’ (κ�σµου �στ� το� α:-

σθητο� σύµβολον) since the planets of the visible world

are seven in number.13 Eusebius shares the view that the

Pentecost comes on the day when ‘seven perfect weeks’

(�ν �βδοµάσιν �πτὰ τελε!αι) have elapsed.14 This

6 Anonymi, De Incredibilibus, 15 (=Lucian of Samosata, De Astrologia,
15): Ι' καρο ου$ κ �πιεικτὰ ζητ(ν. Apollonius (sophist, first-second
cent. AD), Lexicon Homericum, p. 4, and Etymologicum Magnum,
p. 224: Οe µηρο, ∆ε�θ $ hνα *ργα α$ γ�λαστα κα� ου$ κ �πιεικτὰ

Fδησθε. (Odyssea, VIII.307). This expression, too, had become a
proverbial one. It is quoted also in the Commentaria in Dionysii
Thracis Artem Grammaticam, Scholia Londinensia, p. 480.

7 Gregory of Nyssa, Vita atque Encomium Ephraem Syri, PG.46:
832.32; 841.12; De Hominis Opificio, p. 244; De Infantibus
Praemature Abreptis, p. 95.

8 Timaeus (sophist and grammarian, probably fourth century),
Lexicon Platonicum, p. 979a. Hesychius of Alexandria, Lexicon, 

Alphabetic letter alpha, entry 5566. Suda, lexicon, Alphabetic letter
alpha, 2788.

9 Pseudo-Alexander of Aphrodisias, Problemata, 2.47. Alexander of
Aphrodisias himself intimates this in his In Aristotelis Metaphysica
Commentaria, p. 38.

10 Origen, commJohn, XXXIX.270&272. Cels, VI.31. Cf. PHE,
pp. 283–308.

11 The editor’s emendation προτιµητ�ο  in selPs, PG.12.1588.5–6 is
incorrect.

12 Cf. Origen, Cels, VI.31.
13 Clement of Alexandria, Stromateis, 5.6.37.1.
14 Eusebius, De Solemnitate Paschali, PG.24.700.24–26.
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view is endorsed by Didymus, too.15 Gregory of Nazian-

zus explicitly maintains seven to be a perfect number

(�πτὰ τ<ν τ�λειον α$ ριθµ�ν),16 while a text ascribed to

Epiphanius of Salamis devotes an entire chapter to

demonstrating that this is ‘a perfect number’ (Xτι κα� W

�πτὰ τ�λειο α$ ριθµ�).17 To Didymus, ‘seven’ denotes

the ‘day of rest’ of God after he had created the world,

which is why this figure should be honoured. The fol-

lowing text is pretty reminiscent of both Scholia XXVII

and XXVIII:

Didymus, commZacch, 1.51: W γὰρ �βδοµ9κοντα

α$ ριθµ�, �κ δεκάδων �πτὰ συνεστηκ), τελε!αν

α$ νάπαυσιν �πιφ�ρει, παρ�χοντο αυ$ τ�ν το�

�ληλυθ�το ‘κηρ�ξαι α:χµαλ)τοι α' φεσιν’,

α$ νατε!λαντο �κ το� Ι$ ούδα. Cf. ibid. 1.280.

This idea is widespread throughout his work: frP-

s(al), fr. 823: Ε$ πειδ� W �πτὰ α$ ριθµ< καταπαύσεω

σύµβολον *χει, . . . α$ ργ!α δ> σύµβολον W

σαββατικ< α$ ριθµ�. In Genesin, Cod. p. 35–36:

Λ�γο τ!µιο W περ� τ�ν �βδοµάδα bν (α$ µ9τωρ18

γὰρ αoτη κα� α$ πάτωρ) ;ποβάλλει ν�ησιν Xτι τ8

αυ$ τ8 ε:σι τ8 δυνάµεω οO αe γιοι, καE ν ε[

;πάρχωσιν, θε�ον τι καθεστ(τε κα�

;περάνθρωπον θεωρ!H κα� β!^. Ibid. Cod. p. 56:

Τα�τα δ� φαµεν ου$ χ � το� Θεο� �πτὰ α:σθητοὺ

Cφθαλµοὺ *χοντο, α$ λλὰ θηρεύοντε π( κατ $

ε:κ�να Θεο� W α' νθρωπ� �στιν· τ�ν γὰρ τελε!αν

�ποπτικ�ν αυ$ το� δύναµιν διὰ τ8 �βδοµάδο

�δ9λωσεν W λ�γο κα� δι $  αn  *χει α$ ρετὰ W �πτὰ

α$ ριθµ�, � 0δη προε!ρηται. Ibid. Cod. p. 183:

[. . . τ]G �βδοµάδι λ�γω, κατ�παυσεν W Θε< . . .

[. . . . .]. τ�ν �βδοµάδα· αoτη γὰρ παρθ�ν[ο �σ]τ�

κα� α$ πάτωρ κα� α$ µ9τωρ. Ibid. Cod. p. 188: Ε: δ> κα�

πρ< α$ ναγωγ9ν τι �θ�λοι, λ�γοι αE ν Xτι, �πε� W �πτὰ

α$ ριθµ< α$ ναπαύσε) �στι σύµβολον.

Along with Didymus, Cyril of Alexandria espoused

the idea of seven being ‘a symbol of perfection’.19

Theodoret promptly embraced this view, which after

all had been vested with such great authority. What is

more, Theodore of Mopsuestia seems to have explicated

and argued for the same opinion.20 Later still, Oecumen-

ius upheld the idea and used it in his own Commentary

on the Apocalypse.21

EN XXVIIIe: Quoting Zachariah 4:10

(cf. Zachariah 3:9)

Only a few theologians quote this scriptural passage. Of

them, Didymus is the sole one to expound its meaning

in the spirit of Scholion XXVIII, using a language which

is generally relevant to the Scholia. Besides, he uses the

expressions and notions of the ‘eyes’ of God ‘supervis-

ing’ the entire world, an idea that occurs in other Scho-

lia, too.

Didymus, In Genesin, Cod. p. 133: Πολλάκι γὰρ W

�πτὰ α$ ριθµ< �ν τP γραφP α$ ντ� τελει�τητο

παρε!ληµπται·22 το�το δηλο�ται ;π< το� λεγο-

µ�νου· ‘Ε- πτὰ Cφθαλµο! ε:σιν �πιβλ�ποντε �π�

πα̃σαν τ�ν γ8ν’· ου$  γὰρ δ� σ(µά �στιν W Θε�, hνα

κα� ;π< τ<ν �πτὰ α$ ριθµ<ν23 οO Cφθαλµο�24 αυ$ το�

τυγχάνωσιν, α$ λλὰ δ8λον � τ�ν �ποπτικ�ν αυ$ το�

δύναµιν25 πληρεστάτην κα� µεγάλην ε_ναι

διδάσκει.

commZacch, 1.331: Ε_ναι �πτὰ Cφθαλµοὺ ε_πεν,

�φορ(ντα26 κα� �πιβλ�ποντα27 πα̃σαν τ�ν γ8ν,

τ�τε µάλιστα Xτε *µαθον ποιε�ν δικαιοσύνην οO

15 Didymus, commPs 22–26.10, Cod. pp. 107–108: οoτω γο�ν κα� �ν

τP �ορτP τ(ν �βδοµάδων + πεντηκοστ� α' γεται + κατὰ τ�ν

παλαιὰν διαθ9κην κα� τ�ν ν�αν· *χει γὰρ �ν τα� πράξεσιν τ(ν

α$ ποστ�λων Xτι· ‘‹�ν τK› συνπληρο�σθαι τ�ν πεντηκοστ9ν’ +
δ�σι το� α- γ!ου πνεύµατο δ�δοται, τὰ διάφορα χαρ!σµατα το�

πνεύµατο �πιµετρ9θη· *δει γὰρ ;περβεβηκ�ναι τ<ν �πτὰ �πτὰ

α$ ριθµ<ν κα� α$ ρχ�ν λαβε�ν α' λλου τοιούτου α$ ριθµο� κα� οoτω

τελειωθ8ναι. W πεντ9κοντα οjν �π� πολλ(ν παραλαµβάνεται

µεγάλων. W qβδοµο µ�ν πάλιν τ�λει� �στιν. + σκηνοποι!α οjν

�ν τK �βδ�µ^ µην� γ!νεται κατ $  Ε- βρα!ου.
16 Gregory of Nazianzus, In Pentecosten, PG.36.433.1.
17 Pseudo-Epiphanius of Salamis, Tractatus de Numerorum Mysteriis,

PG.43.513.34.
18 Likewise Didymus, commPs 40–44.4, Cod. p. 303: W Sξ α$ ριθµ<

�λ�χθη, π( τ�λει� �στιν. W �πτὰ δ� �στιν α$ διάφθορο κα�

παρθ�νο α$ µ9τορι κα� α$ πάτορι �οικ)· ου$ δ> γὰρ γεννα̃ν π�φυκεν

W �πτὰ ου$ δ> γεννα̃σθαι. παρθ�νο �στ�ν A ου$  γεννd, παρθ�νο

α$ διάφθορο. About the number ‘seven’ being one ‘without a
mother’ (α$ µ9τωρ) and ‘a virgin’ (W �πτὰ α$ µ9τωρ κα� παρθ�νο), cf.
Iamblichus, Theologoumena Arithmeticae, p. 59.

19 Cyril of Alexandria, De Adoratione in Spiritu et Veritate, PG.68:
608.17; 641.44; 688.49; 764.49–50; 1037.20; commProphXII, v. 2,
p. 322; GlaphPent, PG.69: 297.25–27; 632.9–11.

20 Theodore of Mopsuestia, commProphXII, Prophet Micah, 5.5b–6a;
Prophet Zachariah, 4.2b–3; 4.10c.

21 Oecumenius, Commentarius in Apocalypsin, pp. 76; 79; 100; 150.
22 Cf. Scholion XXVII.
23 Cf. Scholia XIX, XXVII, XXXVI.
24 Cf. Scholia XV, XXX.
25 Cf. Scholion XV.
26 Cf. Scholion XXX.
27 Cf. Scholia XV and XXVIII.
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ο:κο�ντε �π� τ8 γ8, πορευ�µενοι α' µωµοι κα�

�ργαζ�µενοι δικαιοσύνην. Οe τι δ $ οVτοι �πιβλ�-

πονται ;π< Κυρ!ου, α$ π< το� ψαλµ^δο� µαθε�ν

*στιν λ�γοντο· ‘Ο$ φθαλµο� Κυρ!ου �π� δικα!ου,

κα� fτα αυ$ το� ε: δ�ησιν αυ$ τ(ν.’

Origen discussed this briefly, in order to show that

there can be no corporeal meaning attached to such

expressions, since God is not corporeal.

Origen, selGen, PG.12.93.23–30: κα� συνάγουσι

µυρ!α ?ητὰ µ�λη Cνοµάζοντα Θεο�. Πρ< οr

α$ γωνιστ�ον πρ(τον α$ π< τ8 λ�ξεω· α$ ντιπαρα-

βαλο�µεν δ> ?ητὰ το� πλ�ον το� γράµµατο µηδ>ν

�πισταµ�νοι, �ναντιούµενα αυ$ τ(ν τP ;πολ9ψει·

�κ µ>ν το� Ζαχαρ!ου, Xτι Ε- πτὰ Cφθαλµο� Κυρ!ου

οO �πιβλ�ποντε �π� πα̃σαν τ�ν γ8ν. Ε: δ> �πτὰ *χει

Cφθαλµοὺ W Θε�, +µε� δ> δύο, ου$  κατ $  ε:κ�να

αυ$ το� γεγ�ναµεν.

Maximus Confessor, Quaestiones ad Thalassium,

54: ΟVτ� �στιν W α$ ληθιν< Ζοροβάβελ, W τ(ν

α:χµαλ)των λυτρωτ9, W *χων �ν τP χειρ� τ<ν

λ!θον τ<ν κασσιτ9ρινον, τ<ν το� �πτὰ το� κυρ!ου

κοσµούµενον Cφθαλµο�, δι $  Yν W θε< �πιβλ�πει

�π� πα̃σαν τ�ν γ8ν.

The same scriptural passage is simply quoted in a

couple of spurious texts.

Pseudo-John Chrysostom, De Sacrosancta Trinitate,

PG.48.1091.28–30: Οoτω κα� �ν τP Παλαιd πολλὰ

εoροι τι αE ν περ� Πατρ< λεγ�µενα πρ< τ�ν

παχύτητα τ(ν α$ κου�ντων· ]σπερ, Ε- πτὰ Cφθαλµο�

Κυρ!ου �πιβλ�ποντε τ�ν ο:κουµ�νην.

Pseudo-Epiphanius of Salamis, Testimonia, 13b.2:

Κα� Ζαχαρ!α λ�γει· Ε$ π� τ<ν λ!θον τ<ν qνα �πτὰ

Cφθαλµο! ε:σιν, �πιβλ�ποντε �π� πα̃σαν τ�ν γ8ν.

Tractatus de Numerorum Mysteriis, PG.43.516.11–18:

Ε- πτὰ Cφθαλµο! ε:σιν οO �πιβλ�ποντε �π� πα̃σαν

τ�ν γ8ν. Ε- πτὰ �παρυστρ!δα κα� �πτὰ λύχνου

�)ρακε Ζαχαρ!α, Xτι �πτὰ πνεύµατα παρὰ Θεο�.

Ε- πτὰ το� α- γ!ου Πνεύµατο τὰ χαρ!σµατα·28 πνε�µα

σοφ!α, πνε�µα συν�σεω, πνε�µα βουλ8, πνε�µα

:σχύο, πνε�µα γν)σεω, πνε�µα ευ$ σεβε!α,

πνε�µα φ�βου Θεο�.

This Scholion reproduces part of Didymus’

Commentary on the Apocalypse. Nevertheless, some

expressions are Cassian’s own.

28 This text agrees with both the Scholia and Oecumenius’ account
of the ‘gifts granted by the Holy Spirit’. Cf. Scholion XIX: τὰ ζ ´

πνεύµατα αO µετουσ!αι το� πνεύµατ� ε:σιν. Oecumenius, 

Commentarius in Apocalypsin, p. 79: αe τινα πνεύµατα

τουτ�στιν πνευµατικὰ χαρ!σµατα. Cf. p. 122.
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EXPANDED NOTES TO SCHOLION XXIX

EN XXIXa: ευ$ µούσω

There are only four instances where the use the terms

ευ$ µούσω (‘melodiously’) and �µµελ( (‘harmoni-

ously’) are used side by side. All of them are nearly

contemporary. The grammarian Julius Naucratites

(second cent. AD), who set forth the grammatically

proper use of the word; Lucian of Samosata (second

cent. AD); the sophist Aelian (second/third cent.

AD);1 and a text belonging to the anonymous Scholia In

Aelium Aristidem.

We have already come upon both Julius Naucratites

and Lucian of Samosata, which suggests that the

expression in this Scholion originates in Cassian’s

having read these authors. We also came across the

Scholia In Aelium Aristidem in Scholion XXIV (EN

XXIVb).

Julius Naucratites (or Julius Pollux, or Julius Poly-

deuces), Onomasticon, 4.57: ΜουσικP δ> προσ9κοι

αE ν κα� τὰ προειρηµ�να κα� µουσικ�, µουσουργ�,

µουσουργικ�, µουσουργε�ν, κα� ευ$ µουσ!α, α$ µου-

σ!α, ευ$ µούσω, α$ µούσω, µουσικ(, εuµουσο,

α' µουσο. κα� µ�λο, �µµ�λεια, �µµελ9, �µµελ(.

Lucian of Samosata, De Saltatione, 25: W Σωκράτη

δ�, σοφ)τατο α$ ν9ρ, εF γε πιστευτ�ον το�το περ�

αυ$ το� λ�γοντι τK Πυθ!^, ου$  µ�νον �π�νει τ�ν

Cρχηστικ�ν α$ λλὰ κα� �κµαθε�ν αυ$ τ�ν yξ!ου,

µ�γιστον ν�µων ευ$ ρυθµ!H κα� ευ$ µουσ!H κα�

κιν9σει �µµελε� κα� ευ$ σχηµοσύνG το� κινουµ�νου.

Aelian, De Natura Animalium, 10.32: Α' κανθον τ<ν

=ρνιν �κ τ(ν τρεφουσ(ν α$ κανθ(ν λαβε�ν τ< =νοµα

οO σοφο� τὰ Cρν!θων φασ!. φθ�γγεται δ> α' ρα

�µµελ> κα� εuµουσον δειν(.

Scholia In Aelium Aristidem, Υ% π	ρ τ*ν τεττάρων,

173,3: πάλιν δ> W Πὰν λ�γο, �πειδ� Ε- ρµο� �στιν,

] φασιν, υO< πα̃ λ�γο *ντεχνο· 0δε Xτι W Πὰν

µουσικ�, πα̃ δ> λ�γο εuµουσο κα� �µµελ(

σύγκειται.

A coincidence should not pass unnoticed: the much

later grammarian John Galen used both the terms found

in this Scholion.2 This is the same person whom we

met in EN XXVIIIc as one of the very few ever to have

used the Homeric expression �πιεικτ�ν.

On the other hand, the term ευ$ µούσω and its cog-

nates occur in a small number of authors, some of

whom (Chrysippus, Plutarch) relate to the vocabulary

of the Scholia.3

In conclusion, the fact that the term �µµελ( (dis-

cussed below, EN XXIXb) recurs in Lucian, while Plu-

tarch used it at no less than twenty-six points, suggests

them both as sources. The text is in any case a quotation

from Didymus who used the term,4 as indeed Cassian

himself did.5 Furthermore, we shall soon come upon

Didymus’ characteristic vernacular (γεναµ�νη,

ληµφθ�ντε).

EN XXIXb: �µµελ(

Since the context is about the ‘thousands of thousands’

of angels who ‘sing a new song’ around the throne of

the Pantocrator (Rev. 5:11–12), the adverb needed here

is one indicating music,and this should be not ευ$ µελ(

but �µµελ(. Against the rather rare use of the former,

the adjective �µµελ9 and its cognates were used in

hundreds of instances by authors who influenced the

vocabulary of the present author (Philo, Plutarch, Ori-

gen, Eusebius, Gregory of Nyssa, Dionysius of

Halicarnassus6).

1 Both Lucian and Aelian used �µµελ(. Lucian of Samosata
(second cent. AD), Demonax, 9; 11; Vitarum Auctio, 27; Rhetorum
Praeceptor, 19; Pro Imaginibus, 20; Apologia, 5. Aelian (sophist,
second–third cent. AD), Varia Historia, 12.13; 12.51; 14.23; 14.31.

2 John Galen (grammarian, Constantinople, twelfth cent. AD),
Allegoriae in Hesiodi Theogoniam, p. 365: � ;π>ρ πα̃σαν Μο�σαν

ευ$ µούσω α$ νακρουσθε!ση κα� α- ρµονικο� λ�γοι �µµελ(

α- ρµοσθε!ση.
3 Plutarch, Adversus Colotem, 1119D8 (ευ$ µούσω). Chrysippus,

Fragmenta Logica et Physica, fr. 387 (SVF, II.128.7: + ευ$ µουσ!α).
Plato, Gorgias, 486c5 (ευ$ µουσ!αν).

4 Didymus, Commentarii in Job (1–4), Cod. p. 88 (�µµελε�); frPs(al),
frs. 832 (�µµελ8); 962 (�µµελ(); 1206 (�µµελ( and �µµελ8);
1291 (�µµελ8); In Genesin, Cod. p. 30.

5 Cassian the Sabaite (Pseudo-Didymus), DT (lib. 2.8–27),
PG.39.605.1 (�µµελ�).

6 See the distinction made by Dionysius of Halicarnassus, De
Compositione Verborum, 11: ευ$ µελ9 is just a pleasant voice of
someone who speaks (but not sings); �µµελ9 is a voice vested with
music.
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EN XXIXc: f δ�σποτα σωτ9ρ

It might well be that the phrase originates in the Old

Testament expression f δ�σποτα κύριε.7 Certainly

the association of Lord (δεσπ�τη) with the designa-

tion Saviour (σωτ9ρ) is a common motif in theology.

Philo had introduced this to theology with an impres-

sively subtle analysis.8 Some apocrypha transferred

Philo’s appellations from God himself to Jesus Christ.9

The reading f δ�σποτα σωτ9ρ of the Codex is strictly

speaking incorrect, and it should be f δ�σποτα σ(τερ.

However, it is this mistaken usage which reveals that

the Scholion was written during later times, namely

by Cassian. For indeed the technically erroneous f

δ�σποτα σωτ9ρ is a version which was employed later,

even though not correct. As a matter of fact, we can find

only a couple of instances of the correct vocative,10

whereas the Codex’s f δ�σποτα σωτ9ρ is the more

frequent as well as the later one.11 The same goes

for the similar appellation Χριστ> Σ(τερ,12 which is

correct, contrasted with Χριστ> Σωτ9ρ, which

appeared later.13 The appellative Σωτ�ρ turns out to

be the natural one for Cassian to have used. For one

thing, it was used during the sixth century by Romanus

Melodus, who, like Cassian, was also of Syrian extrac-

tion. For another, this was the form used by the Studite

monk and hymnographer Clement, and we know that

the Studios monastery cherished the patrimony of the

Akoimetoi. Furthermore, the same appellative recurs in

the Greek religious hymns, which betokens both the

Sabaite and the Akoimetan spirit.14 All these connec-

tions and relations conduce to Cassian’s having used

this form, too, which means that the term in the Codex

is the right one as it stands.

Certain later historians and chroniclers excerpted

a passage from Theodoret’s Ecclesiastical History15

recounting the circumstances surrounding the

ordination of Ambrose in Milan. They all duplicated

σ(τερ correctly from Theodoret’s original.16

The address, f δ�σποτα, accorded to Christ,

appears in Didymus, but exclusively in the fragments

of the collection we have come upon every now and

then, which means it is rather a designation added

by the catenist, since Didymus did not style Christ

δεσπ�τη, which he reserved for God alone. frPs(al),

fr. 63: προσάγει τK σωτ8ρι λ�γον Α$ νάστηθι, f

δ�σποτα, κατάβηθι πρ< +µα̃. Ibid. fr. 825: gκε,

f δ�σποτα, ε: τ< σ(σαι +µα̃· ου$ κ α' λλω γάρ

�στι σωτηρ!α τυχε�ν @ σο� πρ< +µα̃ �ληλυθ�το.

Ibid. fr. 1222: Τυγχάνων δ> δύναµι τ8 σωτηρ!α

µου, f δ�σποτα, �πεσκ!ασα �π� τ�ν κεφαλ9ν µου

�ν +µ�ρH πολ�µου.

Theodoret, Interpretatio in Psalmos, PG.80.941.30:

Τ8 παρὰ σο�, ∆�σποτα, σωτηρ!α α$ πολα�σαι

7 Genesis 15:8; Judith 5:20; 11:10; Jonah 4:3; Jer. 1:6; 4:10; Daniel
(translatio Graeca) 9:15.

8 Philo, De Sobrietate, 55–56: το� µ>ν γὰρ α:σθητο� κ�σµου

δεσπ�τη κα� ευ$ εργ�τη α$ νε!ρηται διὰ το� κύριο κα� θε�, το�

δ> νοητο� α$ γαθο� σωτ�ρ κα� ευ$ εργ�τη αυ$ τ< µ�νον, ου$ χ�

δεσπ�τη @ κύριο· φ!λον γὰρ τ< σοφ<ν θεK µα̃λλον @ δο�λον.
9 Martyrium Prius Andreae (second cent. AD), 1: + µ>ν χάρι το�

+µετ�ρου δεσπ�του και θεο� κα� +µ(ν Ι$ ησο� Χριστο�. Acta
Apocrypha Justini (second–third cent. AD), 5.6: �π� το� φοβερο�

κα� παγκοσµ!ου β9µατο το� δεσπ�του +µ(ν κα� σωτ8ρο. Acta
Apocrypha Thomae, 97: Κύριε θε�, δ�σποτα, πατ�ρ �λε9µων,
σωτ�ρ Χριστ�.

10 Cf. δ�σποτα σ(τερ in Ephraem Syrus, De Timore Animarum, p. 38:
Ι' δε, Χριστ> σ(τερ, πηγὰ δακρύων �µ(ν. Pseudo-John of
Damascus, De Sancto Artemio, PG.96.1312.22: Ευ$ χαριστ( σοι,
∆�σποτα Σ(τερ.

11 See δ�σποτα σωτ9ρ in Vita Symeonis Stylitae Iunioris, 78. Clement
Studites (ninth cent.), Canones Ceremoniales, Canon 5, line 184.
Typicon Magnae Ecclesiae, Typicon Menaeum (ninth/tenth cent.),
Month 5, p. 212. Theodore Metochites (thirteenth/fourteenth cent.),
In Abbatem Lucam, Section 3. It is remarkable that two different
editions of the same epigram have two different spellings, with
neither of them being an editorial emendation. Cf. δ�σποτα σ(τερ

in Pectorius (second–third cent. AD), Epitaphium, whereas the same
epigram in Anthologiae Palatinae Appendix, Sepulcralia, Epigram
718 has it δ�σποτα σωτ9ρ.

12 Χριστ> Σ(τερ. Eusebius, Constantini Oratio ad Coetum Sanctorum,
11.3. Ephraem Syrus, Sermo Compunctorius, p. 389; De Timore
Animarum, p. 38; Quod Non Oporteat Ridere et Extollli, p. 207;
Capita Viginti, Chapter 20, lines 117 and 132. Nicholas the Mystic
(Patriarch of Constantinople, ninth/tenth cent.), Epistulae, 23. Also
in the acts of the monastery of Patmos, Regula Sancti Christoduli, 27.

13 Χριστ> Σωτ9ρ. Ephraem Syrus, Sermo Asceticus, p. 173; De
Passionibus, pp. 354; 361; De Iudicio et Separatione Animae et
Corporis, p. 242; Precationes e Sacris Scripturis Collectae; Prayer 2,
p. 299; Prayer 5, p. 323; Prayer 6, p. 334. Lexicon Syntacticum,
Alphabetic letter kappa, p. 296. Romanus Melodus (of Syrian
extraction, Constantinople, sixth cent.), Cantica, Hymn 24.23;
Cantica Genuina, Hymn 58.18. Analecta Hymnica Graeca, Canones
Septembris, (Day/Canon/Ode) 1.1,1.8; 11.17.9; Canones Januarii,
11.21.5; Canones Augusti, 6.5,2.4. Clement Studites, Canones
Ceremoniales, Canon 4, line 127; Canon 7 lines 259 and 279 and 289.

14 This point is canvassed in NDGF, Appendix II, pp. 589–90.
15 Theodoret, HE, p. 219: χάρι σοι, δ�σποτα παντοκράτορ κα�

σ(τερ +µ�τερε.
16 Cf. Theodore Anagnostes (eighth/ninth cent. AD), Chronographia,

p. 60. Theophanes Confessor (eighth/ninth cent. AD),
Chronographia, p. 60. George Monachus (ninth cent. AD),
Chronicon, p. 559, and Chronicon Breve, v. 110, p. 688. George
Cedrenus (eleventh/twelfth cent. AD), Compendium Historiarum, v.
1, p. 546. Nicephorus Callistus (thirteenth/fourteenth cent. AD), HE,
11.32.
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παρακαλ(. Ibid. PG.80.1376.16: Καιρ�, φησ!ν,

α$ ναστ8να! σε, ∆�σποτα, κα� τ�ν τ(ν α$ νθρ)πων

πραγµατεύσασθαι σωτηρ!αν. Ibid. PG.80. 1405. 21:

Μ� α$ παγορεύσG, φησ!, ∆�σποτα, τ�ν �µ�ν

σωτηρ!αν. Ibid. PG.80.1548.44: Τάχιστα, φησ�ν δ�,

f ∆�σποτα, τ�ν σ�ν +µ�ν α$ γαθ�τητα δε�ξον,

κα� τύχωµεν τ8 σωτηρ!α. Ibid. PG.80.1556.16:

Ε$ γi 0λπισά σοι, ∆�σποτα, σ(σον· δ< τP �λπ!δι

τ8 σωτηρ!α α$ ντ!δοσιν. Ibid. PG.80.1568.38:

Σ�, ∆�σποτα, Κύριον ο_δα τ8 �µ8 σωτηρ!α.

Ibid. PG.80.1817.20: Κα� ε: τ<ν *πειτα χρ�νον,

f ∆�σποτα, παράσχου τ�ν σωτηρ!αν. Ibid.

PG.80.1833.46: Ηn ν ;π�σχου, ∆�σποτα, σωτηρ!αν �ν

το� Oερο� σου λ�γοι παράσχου.

Of other authors, it is only Ephraem Syrus who

stands close to this invocation. It should be taken into

account that the expression that is identical to that of

the present Scholion was probably rendered into Greek

by Ephraem’s Sabaite translators. De Compunctione,

p. 384: κα� πραγµατευσάµενο τ�ν καλ�ν

πραγµατε!αν �ν τK σK α$ γρK, Σωτ9ρ, �πα!νου

�πιτύχω παρὰ σο�, Y ∆�σποτα. Capita Viginti, 20:

Μεγαλυν( τ�ν χάριν σου, Χριστ> Σ(τερ· �ν τK γὰρ

µεγαλύνειν, µεγαλύνοµαι �ν αυ$ τP. Ου$  παύοµαι �ν

γλ)σσG µου ;µνολογ(ν τ�ν χάριν σου, f ∆�σποτα.

De Timore Animarum, p. 38: Αυ$ τ< ο_δα, f

∆�σποτα, α$ π< πικρο� π�νου τ8 ψυχ8 �τ�λµησα

τα�τα φθ�γξασθαι �ν)πι�ν σου. Ι' δε, Χριστ> σ(τερ,

πηγὰ δακρύων �µ(ν.

A passage in Origen suggests once again that a

Sabaite monk might have been his catenist. frPs, 85, 2:

Ε$ γi 0λπισά σοι, δ�σποτα, δ< �λπ!δι τ8 σωτηρ!α

α$ ντ!δοσιν. The invocation f δ�σποτα appears in any

case only in the catena-fragments of Origen’s commen-

taries on the Psalms: frPs, 103, 1; selPs, PG.12: 1172.31;

1233.46.

It was Athanasius who used this exclamation in

abundance.17 Nevertheless, and although employed

by theologians such as Didymus18 and Cyril of

Alexandria,19 no Christian ever matched the frequency

and total number of instances of this expression in

Theodoret’s work.20

Therefore, this invocation to Christ turns out to

be grammatically later and was written by Cassian

himself.

EN XXIXd: γεναµ�νη

The striking colloquial aorist participle γεναµ�νη

transpires also in Scholion XXI and was discussed at

that point. A. Harnack emended this to γενοµ�νη.

C. H. Turner, however, argued in favour of this participle,

on the grounds that this ‘is a known form’.21 This is

known indeed, being only a peculiar version of the

aorist participle of the verb γ!γνεσθαι. Harnack was

right on the grounds of strict grammar, yet Turner was

also right to maintain a known form. What the latter did

not do is cite some of the abundant instances where this

participle occurs in order to prove the acceptability of

this verb-form.22

EN XXIXe: διάλεκτο and γλ(σσα

Although Rev. 5:9 reads �κ πάση φυλ8 κα�

γλ)σση (and so do Rev. 13:7 and 14:6), the author of

the Scholion uses διαλ�κτου instead of γλ)σση.

The two terms are treated as interchangeable by

Didymus,23 who declares that he does not know the

17 Athanasius, Expositiones in Psalmos, PG.27: 108.32; 212.22; 300.1;
et passim, more than twenty instances, all of them in this work on
the Psalms.

18 In Didymus, the expression f δ�σποτα appears almost exclusively in
his fragments on the Psalms. Didymus, commPs 29–34, Cod. p 141;
frPs(al), Frs. 25; 63; 81; 91; 131; 159; 225; 733a; 825; 826; 869; 894;
900; 904; 920; 921; 976; 1094; 1183; 1222; 1229.

19 Cyril of Alexandria, commProphXII, v. 1, pp. 200; 621; 678; v. 2,
pp. 122; 147; 240; 494; 511; De Adoratione, PG.68.156.11;
GlaphPent, PG.69: 116.45; 117.15; 256.57; expPs, PG.69: 725.39;
741.18; 772.39; 833.13 and 22; 836.24; 848.42; 965.18; 973.12;
993.36; 1033.11; 1140.47; 1209.26; 1237.33; 1260.37; In Isaiam,
PG.70: 560.3; 580.44; 596.26; 772.18; 1029.11; 1168.47; 1397.27;
Explanatio in Lucam, PG.72: 604.1; 756.14; 920.7.

20 Theodoret, De Incarnatione Domini, PG.75.1445.8; Interpretatio in

Psalmos, PG.80: 900.29; 913.46; 916.45; 953.43; 965.41; 981.17;
1053.37; 1117.11; 1180.15; 1213.46; 1265.19; 1284.20; 1284.40;
1309.16; 1324.40; 1548.44; 1672.46; 1676.25; 1792.18; 1797.41;
1817.20; 1860.51; 1864.25; 1881.46; 1908.53; 1909.2; 1941.29;
Explanatio in Canticum Canticorum, PG.81.53.40; Interpretatio in
Jeremiam, PG.81.600.2; intDan, PG.81: 1325.15; 1329.47;
intProphXII, PG.81: 1729.12; 1816.9; 1825.88; 1829.7; De
Providentia, PG.83: 729.14; 729.12; 729.48.

21 C. H. Turner (above p. 87, n. 626).
22 See EN XXIf.
23 Didymus, commZacch, 1.198: διαλ�κτου and διαλ�κτων. Ibid. 3.60:

γλωσσ(ν. frPs(al), fr. 391: γλ)σσG. Ibid. fr. 833: γλ(τταν τουτ�στι

διάλεκτον. Ibid. 1.198: κατά τινα µ!αν τ(ν α$ νθρωπ!νων

διαλ�κτων. Ibid. 1.198 (meaning simply ‘human language’): κατὰ

προφορὰν α$ νθρωπ!νη διαλ�κτου.
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Hebrew language.24 However, in the remaining occur-

rences γλ(σσα is used mainly in the scriptural sense,

denoting either the organ of speech or speech itself.

Paul’s γλ)σσαι (1 Cor. 13:1) is used only ad hoc,

whereas at other points the word is adapted to the

purpose of interpreting a particular passage.25

This phrasing appears in a catena-fragment ascribed

to Origen.26 A similar point occurs in Eusebius.27

Interestingly, Proclus used γλ(σσα in the sense of ‘oral

speech’.28

In addition to this Scholion and Oecumenius,29 this

point of Rev. 5:9 received a comment by Hippolytus.30

In cases where the two terms διάλεκτο and

γλ(σσα are not treated as synonymous, the manner in

which they are used leaves some room for a distinction

to be made. The former (διάλεκτο) denotes the

peculiarity of a dialect, therefore, the characteristics of a

particular group of people. The latter (γλ(σσα) con-

notes the general phenomenon of communicating by

means of a certain language.31 Apart from a quotation

from Acts 2:8, Cyril of Alexandria did not use the term

διάλεκτο at all. On the other hand, Theodoret did

so extensively.32 The expression διάλεκτον γλ)σση

appears in a quotation of Isaiah 33:19 by Symmachus,

which Theodoret had probably read in Eusebius.33

EN XXIXf: *τι µ9ν (‘furthermore’, ‘besides’)

Although a simple expression (normally, but not

always, used after either a semicolon or a full stop)

some remarks are called for, since employment of

simple expressions scarcely occurring in other authors

may provide telling conclusions.

Of the thirty-seven examples in Didymus, twenty-

five follow a comma, six follow a semicolon, and six

follow a full-stop. I use a comma, since both the mean-

ing and context call for this. Origen does not appear

keen to use this expression. There is only one instance

in his commJohn and another one in frJohn IX, whereas

the relevant passages in Cels are in fact Celsus’ own

words.34 Aristotle, Plato, Plotinus, and Philo did not use

this at all, and Diogenes Laertius did so only once.35

Clement of Alexandria and Basil of Caesarea did not

employ the idiom either. In their extant writings,

Hippolytus and Irenaeus did so sparingly.36 Athanasius

used it, but only two examples are certain, whereas

another eight instances occur in spurious texts.37 In

the two Gregories and John Chrysostom there is only

casual use at a couple of points.38 Likewise, this expres-

sion scarcely occurs in Theodoret39 and Theodore of

Mopsuestia.40 On the other hand, Eusebius uses it fairly

24 Didymus, commZacch, 4.254: Φασ�ν γὰρ οO τ�ν �βραϊκ�ν

διάλεκτον yκριβωκ�τε. commPs 20–21, Cod. p. 10: οO τ�ν [sc.
�βραϊκ�ν] διάλεκτον �πιστάµενοι ;π>ρ πάντα δύνανται ε:πε�ν

τ! σηµα!νει. Ibid. τα�τα οjν ου$ χ +µ(ν ε:δ�ναι, α$ λλὰ τ(ν τP [sc.
�βραϊκP] διαλ�κτ^ Wµιλησάντων. Ibid.: ε: κα� µ� Fσµεν τ�ν

διάλεκτον τ�ν Ε- βραϊκ9ν, α$ λλ$ yκούσαµεν, Xτι ?υθµ<ν µουσικ<ν

σηµα!νει κατὰ τ�ν διάλεκτον τ�ν Ε- βρα!αν.
25 Cf. Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 277, rendering Psalm 30:21: W δ> �ν τK

προκ�πτειν �πιτυγχάνων χρ�ζει σκεπάζοντο θεο� �ν σκηνP

τουτ�στιν τ(ν διαφ�ρων γλωσσ(ν 0τοι διαφ�ρων ψευδοδοξι(ν.
26 Catena in Epistulam i ad Corinthios, p. 250 (Origen, comm1Cor, 49):

κα� ]σπερ α' λλη διάλεκτο παιδ!ων, κα� α' λλη τετρανωµ�νων τ�ν

φων9ν, οoτω πα̃σα �ν α$ νθρ)ποι διάλεκτο οOονε� παιδ!ων

�στ�ν διάλεκτο.
27 Eusebius, DE, 6.25.4: διὰ τ8 το� σωτ8ρο +µ(ν Ι$ ησο� το�

Χριστο� παρουσ!α τε κα� κλ9σεω τὰ τ(ν �θν(ν συναγωγὰ

�π $  Cν�µατο το� Χριστο� συγκροτουµ�να, τά τε γλ)σσα

α- πάντων τ(ν �θν(ν �ν παντο!αι διαλ�κτοι α$ νθρ)πων τ<ν qνα

θε<ν κα� κύριον �πικαλουµ�να.
28 Proclus, In Platonis Parmenidem, p. 663: διὰ γὰρ τ(ν δαιµ�νων

πα̃σά �στιν Wµιλ!α κα� + διάλεκτο τ(ν α$ νθρ)πων πρ< θεού, ]

φησιν + ∆ιοτ!µα, κα� �γρηγορ�των κα� καθευδ�ντων.
29 Oecumenius, p. 80f.
30 Hippolytus, In Danielem, 4.34.2. Cf. Old Testament, Daniel

(Theodotionis versio) 3:96, Πα̃ λα�, φυλ9, γλ(σσα, on which
Theodoret had commented in his intDan, PG.81.345.2.

31 Cf. Acts 1:199; 2:6; 2:8. Theodoret quotes the latter in intPaulXIV,
PG.82.344.17.

32 Theodoret, Graecarum Affectionum Curatio, 2.45: κατὰ τ�ν

Φοιν!κων διάλεκτον. intDan, PG.81.1509.28: :δ!ωµα γάρ �στι τ8

Ε- βρα!ων διαλ�κτου. Pseudo-Theodoret (or Pseudo-Justin), QetR,
p. 91: ΕFρηται τK Ω$ ριγ�νει, α$ νδρ� �πισταµ�ν^ τ�ν τ(ν Ε- βρα!ων

διάλεκτον.
33 Eusebius, Commentarius in Isaiam, 2.5. Theodoret, commIs, 10:

Τούτοι �π9γαγεν W προφ9τη· Ω-  ου$  συνεβουλεύσαντο ου$ δ>

�δει βαθύφωνον ]στε µ� α$ κο�σαι. Το�το δ> οO Τρε� οoτω

+ρµ9νευσαν· ‘Ου$ κ =ψει λα<ν βαθὺν χε!λεσιν ]στε µ� α$ κο�σαι

διάλεκτον γλ)σση.’ Α$ ντ� το�· Wµ�γλωττο! σού ε:σιν οO κ9ρυκε

τ8 α$ ληθε!α, Ε- βρα�οι τ< γ�νο, �ν τP Γαλιλα!H τραφ�ντε, τ�ν

αυ$ τ9ν σοι γλ(τταν *χοντε, α$ λλ$ �κiν ου$ κ �πα�ει τ(ν

λεγοµ�νων. Procopius of Gaza also used this: In Isaiam
Prophetam, p. 2300.

34 Origen, commJohn, XIII.34.223; frJohn, IX.
35 Diogenes Laertius, Vitae Philosophorum, 9, 73.
36 Irenaeus, Adversus Haereses, 1.10 and 11. Hippolytus, Refutatio

Omnium Haeresium, 6.53.7.
37 Athanasius, De Decretis Nicaenae Synodi, 33.16; Expositiones in

Psalmos, PG.27.288.16.
38 John Chrysostom, Orationes Adversus Judaeos, PG.48.849.13;

In illud: Messis Quidem Multa, PG.63.519.8; In Isaiam 6.1.
Gregory of Nazianzus, In Sanctum Pascha, PG.36.641.27. Gregory
of Nyssa, Adversus Arium et Sabellium de Patre et Filio, v. 3,1,
p. 79.

39 Theodoret, HE, p. 53.
40 Theodore of Mopsuestia, Fragmenta in Epistulam ad Romanos,

p. 120; In Sanctum Joannem, fr. 1.
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often.41 Then Didymus comes on the scene, using the

term abundantly.42

Finally, let me note the appearance of the term in

Cassian’s De Trinitate,43 in Pseudo-Macarius,44 and

in the Apologist Theophilus of Antioch,45 the author

we came upon in EN XVIIi, who shows himself familiar

with the Stoic terminology about ‘administration of the

word by divine providence’.

This means that Cassian continues quoting from

Didymus here.

EN XXIXg: διαφορὰν λαβε�ν

(‘to determine the difference’ between

two things or notions)

This idiomatic wording comes from Classical Greece,46

and was reproduced by Speusippus, Theophrastus,

Dexippus, yet mainly by Alexander of Aphrodisias,47

as well as by Neoplatonists, such as Plotinus48 and

Proclus.49 Plutarch also employed it,50 though not

extensively, and so did Sextus Empiricus.51 Both

Origen52 and Didymus employed the construction, too.53

Later still, Simplicius obviously drew on Alexander of

Aphrodisias and the expression makes an occasional

appearance in his writings. 54

It thus turns out that, of all Christian theologians,

only Origen and Didymus put this terminology to use,

which means that Didymus is once again present in this

Scholion.

EN XXIXh: φάσκοντα � [Xτι]

The verb φάσκειν (‘to say’) introducing a dependent

sentence with either � or Xτι is an interesting point to

explore. Didymus uses both constructions in order to

introduce indirect speech by means of either the verb

φάσκειν or similar verbs denoting ‘saying’, ‘declaring’,

or ‘narrating’.

1. φάσκειν introducing a sentence with �:

Didymus, commJob (1–4), Cod. p. 85: τP πρ)τG

διανο!H �π�µενο ου$ δ>ν qξει �πικοµπάζον φάσκων,

� ου$  πάντε οO τελευτ(ντε �ν α$ ναπαύσει

γ!γνονται. commJob (5.1–6.29), Cod. p. 116: εj

παρ�χοι τ<ν α$ πολογισµ<ν φάσκων, � αe περ οO

α$ σεβε� συνάγουσιν, οO δ!καιοι φάγονται. frPs(al),

fr. 99: Α$ λαζονε!αν καταψηφ!ζοντα! τινε το�

ευ$ χοµ�νου φάσκοντε � τ(ν µετρ!ων τ< cθο.

Ibid. fr. 709a: κα� φάσκει � ου$ κ *γνω τι περ� τ8

+µ�ρα κα� ]ρα τ8 κρ!σεω. In Genesin, Cod. p. 97:

τ�ν πτ(σιν αυ$ το� W λ�γο �ρµηνεύει φάσκων �

γ9ϊνα αυ$ τK *σται τροφ9, ου$ δ>ν θε�ον @ α$ νηγµ�νον

*χοντι. Ibid. Cod. p. 152: Ε:σ� δ$ οO φάσκοντε �

δα!µονε δι $  +δυπαθε!α Cργάν^ χρ(νται φαύλοι

α$ νθρ)ποι.

41 Eusebius, PE, 1.10; 15.32; HE, 6.13; 8.9; 9.9; DE, 2.3; 9.13; 10.5; De
Ecclesiastica Theologia, 3,.17; Epistula ad Caesarienses, 16;
Commentarius in Isaiam, 1.35; 2.25; 2.47; Vita Constantini, 1.40;
Laudatio Constantini, 5.7; commPs, PG.23: 445.8&27; 644.33;
697.54; 840.13&27; 877.15.

42 Didymus, commZacch, 1: 107; 125; 243; 2.253; 4.231; Adversus
Manichaeos, PG.39.1105.12; commPs 20–21, Cod. p. 8; commPs 22–
26.10, Cod. p. 108; frPs(al), frs. 19; 101; 240; 256; 555; 738a; 874;
882; 1074; 1229; 1263; 1268; Fragmenta in Epistulam ii ad
Corinthios. pp. 18; 28.

43 Cassian the Sabaite (Pseudo-Didymus), DT (lib. 1), 34.19; DT (lib.
2.1–7), 1.6. Ibid. 3.24; 6.6,5, 6.13,2; DT (lib. 2.8–27), PG.39: 633.12;
39.661.5; 712.8; 716.28; 764.14; 789.32; 852.12; 888.33; 992.19.

44 Pseudo-Macarius, Sermones lxiv, 18.5.4; 18.6.10; Sermones, 2.4.
45 Theophilus of Antioch (second cent. AD), Ad Autolycum, 1.13; 2.3;

2.5; 2.6; 2.6; 2.8; 2.12; 2.16; 2.18; 2.25; 2.25, 2.38; 3.3; 3.4; 3.8; 3.12;
3.14; 3.17; 3.21; 3.23; 3.27; 3.29; 3.30.

46 Plato, Theaetetus, 208d6. Aristotle, De Generatione Animalium,
763b29; 778b15; De Partibus Animalium, 643b17.

47 Alexander of Aphrodisias, In Aristotelis Topicorum Libros Octo
Commentaria, p. 65: καθ $ �κάστην γὰρ κατηγορ!αν *στι κα� γ�νο

κα� διαφορὰν λαβε�ν· �ν α[ γὰρ κατηγορ!αι �στ� τὰ

λαµβαν�µενα γ�νη περ� Yν W λ�γο, �ν ταύται κα� αO τ(ν γεν(ν

τούτων διαφορα!, � �ν α' λλοι +µ�ν εFρηται. Likewise, Ibid.
pp. 220; 314; 315; 317; 351; 446; 447; In Aristotelis Meteorologicorum

Libros Commentaria, p. 34. Pseudo-Alexander of Aphrodisias,
Quaestiones et Solutiones, pp. 78; 79.

48 Plotinus, Enneades, IV.3.2; IV.4.31; V.7.3.
49 Proclus, In Platonis Parmenidem, p. 1049: τ�ν τ(ν α$ σωµάτων

ου$ σι(ν διαφορὰν λαµβάνοµεν. Likewise, Hypotyposis
Astronomicarum Positionum, 3.39; In Platonis Timaeum
Commentaria, v. 2, p. 172.

50 Plutarch, De Virtute Morali, 443C7; Adversus Colotem, 1110C2.
51 Sextus Empiricus, Adversus Mathematicos, 7.226: ]σπερ γὰρ +µε�

ου$  δυνάµεθα χωρ� ζυγο� τ�ν τ(ν βαρ�ων κα� κούφων �ξ�τασιν

ποιε�σθαι, ου$ δ> α' τερ καν�νο τ�ν τ(ν ευ$ θ�ων κα� στρεβλ(ν

διαφορὰν λαβε�ν, οoτω ου$ δ> W νο� χωρ� α:σθ9σεω

δοκιµάσαι π�φυκε τὰ πράγµατα.
52 Origen, Dial, 9: τ�ν γὰρ διαφορὰν τούτων οoτω λαµβάνοµεν. Once

again, Origen turns out to be a student of Alexander of Aphrodisias.
53 Didymus, commPs 20–21, Cod. p. 55: το�το διαφ�ρω �κλαβε�ν

δε�. commPs 29–34, Cod. p. 131: τ�ν διαφορὰν λαµβάνοµεν κατὰ

τὰ σωµατικ)τερα. commPs 35–39, Cod. p. 232: Xµω τ<

πραττ�µενον Sν κα� ταυ$ τ�ν �στιν. �κ τ8 προαιρ�σεω κα�

διαθ�σεω το� �νεργο�ντο τ�ν διαφορὰν λαµβάνω ]στε Wτ>

µ>ν α$ νοµ!αν, Wτ> δ> παρανοµ!αν καλε�σθαι.
54 Simplicius, In Aristotelis Quattuor Libros de Caelo Commentaria, v.

7, pp. 33–34: καE ν αO Wλ�τητε οjν τ(ν στοιχε!ων @ µ�νουσιν @

κύκλ^ κινο�νται, α$ λλ$ α$ ρκε� κα� α$ π< τ(ν µερ(ν αυ$ τ(ν τ�ν

κατὰ φύσιν διαφορὰν λαβε�ν.
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2. φάσκειν introducing a sentence with Xτι:

Didymus, commJob (7.20c-11), Cod. p. 218: �κ

παραβολ8 αυ$ τ< παρασκευάζει φάσκων Xτι �

α' νευ oδατο πάπυρο ου$  θάλλει. Ibid. Cod. p. 221: ε:

δ� τι κα� περ� το� α$ γαθο� το�το λ�γοι φάσκων

Xτι κα� τ�ν α$ ρετ�ν α' νθρωποι �κ σπουδ8 κτ(νται.

commJob (12.1–16.8a), fr. 385: α' ρχεται τ(ν λ�γων

φάσκων Xτι σοφο� �στιν µετὰ συν�σεω

α$ ποκρ!νεσθαι. Ibid. fr. 386: φάσκων Xτι ‘�κ τ(ν

σεαυτο� �λεγχθ9σει λ�γων’. commEccl (11–12),

Cod. p. 357 (lacunae notwithstanding): κα�

�φάσκοµεν τ�τε Xτι τ�τε µάλιστα τ< . . . �φάνη τ8

α$ ληθε!α.

Theodoret introduced a dependent sentence with

�,55 which is the syntax universally practised in the

Scholia, where � is used.56

Scholion I: τ< ;π $  αυ$ τ(ν Wµολογούµενον περ�

α;τ(ν ] ε:‹σ›ι δο�λοι το� κυρ!ου . . . α$ λλ$ οjν

αυ$ το� ευ$ γν)µονε =ντε Wµολογο�σιν �

τυγχάνουσι δο�λοι. Scholion XXII: εFρηται δ> W

µάρτυ W πιστ< κα� W α$ ληθιν< πρ< παράστασιν

βεβαι�τητο, � αυ$ τ� �στιν τ< α$ µ9ν. Scholion

XXIII: Παιδευ�µεθα �κ τούτων τ(ν θε!ων φων(ν �

W πάντG ψυχρ< κα� τ8 το� θε!ου πνεύµατο

πυρ)σεω α' µοιρο . . . βελτ!ων �στ!. Scholion XXV:

πιστ)σει δ> �κ το� µ� γεγράφθαι � qτερ�ν τινα

α$ νάλαβε τ<ν Ι$ ωάννην ]σπερ τ<ν Η$ λ!αν. Scholion

XXVI: σηµειωτ�ον � κα� τὰ κτ!σµατα τK θελ9µατι

το� θεο� γεγον�ναι φησ!ν. Scholion XXVII: Λ�ξει τι

περ� το� βιβλ!ου τούτου, � εFη W πα̃ λ�γο τ8

προνο!α . . . ε_τα δηλο�ται �κ τ(ν �ποµ�νων,

� ου$ δε� γεννητ�, ου$ κ �πουράνιο, ου$ κ �π!γειο,

α' ξιο εoρηται. Scholion XXIX: αυ$ το� γὰρ

�µολ�γησαν, � α$ π< τ(ν α$ νθρ)πων yγοράσθησαν

κα� �ξελ�γησαν. Scholion XXX: Wµο!ω δ>

του$ ναντ!ον τ(ν πατ�ρων α$ πολογουµ�νων � µηδ>ν

παραλειπ�ντων. Scholion XXXV: δηλο�ντα, �

προσκυνο�σ! τινε τὰ δαιµ�νια.

There is only one point where Xτι introduces a

dependent sentence. Scholion IV: το�το �πιστάµενο

W θεολ�γο Ι$ ωάννη �ντα�θά φησιν Xτι W σωτ9ρ

�στιν W bν κα� W cν κα� W �ρχ�µενο.

EN XXIXi: �κ τ(ν καθαρ!ων κα� σοφ(ν

This belongs to the vocabulary of Theodoret,57 draw-

ing on Plutarch,58 whom he mentions or cites fre-

quently. At a certain point, Plutarch actually quotes

from Porphyry, where καθάριο means ‘decent’, which

is how the adjective is used in the Scholion.

Many authors (starting with Aristotle)59 applied

καθάριο in its literal sense, which is ‘clean’. In

Plutarch, this has a metaphorical (moral) sense.

Plutarch also happens to be the author who uses two

words relative to this Scholion, namely, �µµελ9 and

καθάριο.60

Didymus did not use the adjective καθάριο, yet

there is no doubt that he did use the notion in similar

terms. Besides, he employed the Origenistic thesis

that moral ‘cleanness’ is concomitant with ‘wisdom’.

Didymus, commJob (12.1–16.8a), p. 320: + γὰρ σοφ!α

καθαρθε!ση τ8 ψυχ8 προσγ!νεται. commEccl

(11–12), Cod. p. 316: δε� το�τον τ<ν ‘α' ρτον’ µετὰ τ<

καθάρσιον τ8 ψυχ8 αFρεσθαι � τ< ‘�πιθυµ9σα

σοφ!αν διατ9ρησον �ντολά, κα� κύριο

χορηγ9σει σοι αυ$ τ9ν’. πρ(τον καθάρσιον δ�χG,

καθάρισ�ν σου τ�ν ψυχ9ν. commZacch, 1.82: σοφ(ν

καθαρ(ν α$ σκ�πων Cφθαλµ(ν.

Given Cassian’s proclivity to astrological and

astronomical studies,61 it is highly likely that he took

up the formula from Ptolemy, the second-century

mathematician of Alexandria, explaining a certain

human type on astrological grounds. De Apotelesmati-

cis, 2.3.33–34: δι�περ οO ταύτα *χοντε τὰ χ)ρα

σ�βουσι µ>ν ∆!α κα� Ηe λιον, πλουσι)τατοι δ� ε:σι

κα� πολύχρυσοι περ! τε τὰ δια!τα καθάριοι κα�

ευ$ άγωγοι, σοφο� δ> περ� τὰ θε�α κα� µάγοι κα� τὰ

0θη δ!καιοι κα� �λεύθεροι κα� τὰ ψυχὰ µεγάλοι

55 Theodoret, HE, p. 332: �κε!νου δ> λ�γοντο � χρ� κα� αυ$ τ<ν

ευ$ κτ9ριον *χειν ο_κον. Interpretatio in Psalmos, PG.80.1644.16–
17: δ�ο α' λογον προβαλλ�µενοι, κα� δειλ!αν φάσκοντε,
� αυ$ το� µ>ν α$ ναιρεθ9σονται. When the main verb is a
similar one, such as λ�γειν or ε:δ�ναι, the instances amount
to hundreds.

56 Cf. EN Ia.
57 Theodoret, Graecarum Affectionum Curatio, 1.27–28: Ου$ δ>ν γὰρ

�ν�κοπτεν αυ$ τK το�το πρ< σοφ!αν πρ< Cλ!γον χρ�νον

�ργασθ�ν. Ε: δ> δ� �ρµογλύφο cν, κα� µα̃λλον· καθάριο γὰρ +

τ�χνη κα� ου$  πρ< Cνε!δου.

58 Plutarch, De Esu Carnium i, 994E2: Α$ λλ$ ου$ δ>ν +µα̃ δυσωπε�, ου$

χρ�α α$ νθηρ<ν ε_δο, ου$  φων8 �µµελο� πιθαν�τη, ου$

πανουργ!α ψυχ8, ου$  τ< καθάριον �ν δια!τG κα� περιττ�ν. Cf.
Plutarch, Fragmenta, fr. 147 apud Stobaeus, Anthologium, 4.18a.10:
*στι δ $ Yν τ�ν πιθαν�τητα κα� τ�ν α$ κρ!βειαν κα� τ< καθάριον

α$ γαπ(ντε �κµανθάνουσι κα� περι�πουσιν.
59 Aristotle, Ars Rhetorica, 1416a23.
60 Plutarch, Non Posse Suaviter Vivi Secundum Epicurum, 1095F5: ε_τ $

ου$ κ �µµελ�στερον α$ ποφα!νουσι τ<ν Σκύθην Α$ τ�αν, . . . τ!

σεµν<ν κα� καθάριον α$ σπάζονται κα� α$ γαπ(σιν;
61 See, NDGF, Appendix III.
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κα� γεννα�οι. Plotinus used the adjective only once,

but it is noteworthy that, in the relevant passage, we

once again come across a term related to ‘music’.62 It is

remarkable that the form καθαρ!ων (genitive plural)

occurs in no instance other than this Scholion.

EN XXIXj: τ(ν χυδαιοτ�ρων κα� πολλ(ν

The notion was definitely employed by Origen

following Posidonius, of whom we know from Strabo.63

Although Origen had used the idea of hoi polloi

identified with vulgarity,64 and Porphyry followed

suit,65 Didymus is the sole author to make ad hoc

analyses of the notion of hoi polloi (οO πολλο!) at

different points.

Didymus, Fragmenta in Epistulam ii ad Corinthios,

pp. 20–21: Ου$  προσεκτ�ον το� α$ π< τ(ν �τεροδ�ξων

λ�γουσιν, Xτι οO α$ π�στολοι �ν ΧριστK διδάσκοντε

κατεναντ!ον το� θεο� το� �τ�ρου παρὰ τ<ν πατ�ρα

το� σωτ8ρο, το�τ $  *στιν �ναντ!α αυ$ τK φθεγγ�µεθα.

πολλοὺ δ> λ�γει τοὺ α$ πατ(ντα διὰ τ< χυδα�ον.

κα� γὰρ αoτη + φων9, λ�γω δ> οO πολλο!, Wµ)νυµο

οjσα σηµα!νει πλε!ονα· λ�γεται γάρ ποτε α$ ντ� το�

‘τιν�’, � Xταν W κύριο λ�γG· πολλο� �ρο�σ! µοι

�ν �κε!νG τP +µ�ρH· α$ λλὰ κα� α$ ντ� τ(ν πρ<

Cλ!γου διαστελλοµ�νων, � �ν τK πολλο� µ>ν

κλητο!, Cλ!γοι δ> �κλεκτο!. δηλο� + λ�ξι κα� τοὺ

πάντα, � �ν τK ]σπερ γὰρ διὰ τ8 παρακο8 το�

(21) �ν< α- µαρτωλο� κατεστάθησαν οO πολλο!·

πάντε γὰρ α' νθρωποι παρακούσαντο το� Α$ δὰµ

;π< α- µαρτ!αν ε:σ!ν. δηλο� δ> κα� τοὺ χυδα!ου, �

�ν τK προκειµ�ν^ κα� τK µ� πολλο� διδάσκαλοι

γ!νεσθε, α$ δελφο!· σηµα!νει δ> κα� τοὺ Xπω

ποτ> πλε!ονα =ντα, καθάπερ �ν τK πολλο�

�παν!στανται �π $  �µ�, κα� πολλο� λ�γουσι τP ψυχP

µου. �ν τP �κκειµ�νG φωνP τP οuκ �σµεν ] τινε

καπηλεύοντε τ<ν λ�γον το� θεο�, το�τ $  *στιν

�ξυδαρο�ντε αυ$ τ<ν διὰ ψυχρολογ!α κα� µωρα̃

�ξηγ9σεω, α$ λλ$ � �ξ ε:λικρινε!α α$ δ�λω κα�

καθαρ( αυ$ τ<ν προσφερ�µεθα.

In Genesin, Cod. p. 150 (comm. on Gen. 6, 1): Τ<

‘πολλο!’ δυνατ<ν κα� �π� πλ9θου, �φ$ οV µάλιστα

κα� κυρι�λεκτον, �κλαµβάνεσθαι κα� �π� το�

χυδα!ου. Κα� �ν τP Ε$ ξ�δ^ γὰρ εFρηται· ‘Κα�

�πληθύνθησαν οO υOο� Ι$ σρα�λ κα� χυδα�οι

�γ�νοντο.’ Α$ λλὰ κα� τ< ‘Πολλο� λ�γουσι τP ψυχP

µου’ α$ ντ� το� ‘χυδα�οι’· ου$  γὰρ σπουδα�α

�πιφ�ρουσιν ?9µατα. Κα� Πα�λο δ> λ�γων· ‘Ου$

γάρ �σµεν � οO πολλο� καπηλεύοντε τ<ν λ�γον

το� Κυρ!ου’, τοὺ yµεληµ�νου δηλο�.

commZacch, 3.108: ‘Η-  πολλ� �ν τ�κνοι yσθ�-

νησεν’, πολλ(ν τ(ν τ�κνων αυ$ τ8 γεγενηµ�νων

ου$  τοσο�τον α$ ριθµK Xσον χυδαι�τητι. ∆ηλο�ται

γὰρ κα� το�το �κ τ8 λ�ξεω καθi �ν τK

Ευ$ αγγελ!^ πολλο� ε_ναι λ�γονται οO τ�ν

ευ$ ρύχωρον Wδ<ν Wδεύοντε, τ�λο *χουσαν

α$ π)λειαν. Τούτ^ τK τρ�π^ κα� οO το� Ι$ σρα�λ υOο�

;π< το� τυράννου τ8 νοητ8 Α:γύπτου α$ ρχ�µενοι,

πολλο� κα� ‘χυδα�οι σφ�δρα’ γεγ�νηνται.

frPs(al), fr. 739: κα� �πε� φα�λοι ε:σ�ν +µ�ν οO τὰ

τοια�τα διανοούµενοι κα� λ�γοντε, ε:κ�τω ου$

καθάπαξ ε_πεν τ�ρα α$ λλὰ το� πολλο� γεγον�ναι

τουτ�στι το� χυδαιοτ�ροι κα� φεύγουσι τ�ν

α$ ρετ9ν.

Didymus identified the notion of a ‘people’ (λα�)

with that of being ‘vulgar’ (χυδα�ο), as shown in

footnote 24 to the Greek text. Although we know of no

other author that did so, it seems that this was a com-

mon identification, or at least one held by those

who had read Homer. For as late as the twelfth century,

Eustathius of Thessaloniki commenting on Ilias,

XXIII.651 (πολὺν καθ $ Xµιλον) tells us that ‘those who

wrote after Homer’ identified ‘multitude’ with ‘vulgar

people’. Commentarii ad Homeri Iliadem, v. 4, p. 806:

Οe ρα δ> τ< ‘πολὺν καθ $ Xµιλον’. �κ τούτου γὰρ οO

µεθ $ Οe µηρον πολὺν α' νθρωπον κα� πολὺν λα<ν τ<ν

χυδα��ν φασιν. Cf. ibid. (commentary. on Ilias, V.676),

v. 2, p. 170: τ<ν µ�γαν µ>ν qνα λ�γεσθαι, πολλοὺ δ>

κα� πληθὺν τ<ν χυδα�ον λα�ν. It is remarkable that

the notion has a unique parallel in a text which I hold to

be Cassian’s, namely Enarratio in Prophetam Isaiam,

7.205: τ<ν πολὺν κα� χυδα�ον λα�ν.

62 Plotinus, Enneades, III.4.2: Τοὺ δ> φιλοµούσου µ�ν, καθαρ!ου

δ> τὰ α' λλα (= those who loved music, but were otherwise decent).
63 Posidonius, Fragmenta, fr. 16 apud Strabo, Geographica, 3.1.5:

Τα�τα µ>ν οjν οoτω *χειν �γχωρε�, κα� δε� πιστεύειν· αn  δ> το�

πολλο� κα� χυδα!οι Wµο!ω εFρηκεν, ου$  πάνυ. The same in
Posidonius, Fragmenta, fr. 45.

64 Origen, commMatt, 10.24: κεχ9νασι γὰρ περ� τ<ν α$ π< τ(ν πολλ(ν

κα� χυδαιοτ�ρων *παινον.

65 Porphyry, Quaestionum Homericarum ad Iliadem Pertinentium
Reliquiae (Iliad, II.212): κα� µάλιστα τ8 α$ γνο!α �ν τK χυδα!^

πλ9θει γεγονυ!α . . . �κ τ(ν πολλ(ν *δει κα� χυδα!ων γεν�σθαι

τ�ν µ�µψιν· . . . αe παξ δ> �κ τ(ν χυδα!ων Cφειλούση γεν�σθαι

τ8 α$ ταξ!α . . . ε:δi δ> Xτι Cργα� χυδα!ων κα� πλ9θου α$ νο9του

@ φ�β^ κρατο�νται.

Expanded Notes to Scholion XXIX 339



The first part of Scholion XXIX is by and large a

quotation from Didymus. Cassian even maintained

Didymus’ vernacular, yet he also put his own Antio-

chene seal thereon, such as the designation δεσπ�τη

for Christ and the technically incorrect yet current

appellation σωτ9ρ. The latter reveals not only Antio-

chene extraction, but also connection with the

Akoimetan community. The second part is a remark by

Cassian himself, essaying to affiliate the specific pas-

sage of Revelation (Rev. 5:8) with both Testaments,

which he actually does by quoting 1 Peter, 2:5 and

Malachi, 1:11. This was the general principal aim for

Cassian while composing these Scholia.
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EXPANDED NOTES TO SCHOLION XXX

EN XXXa: *στιν ε;ρε�ν . . . � or Xτι

(‘it is possible to find out that’)

This form of � introducing the object of ‘finding’

(ε;ρε�ν), that is, � not introducing an epexegetic

clause, is extremely rare in literature.

Theodore of Mopsuestia, Fragmenta in Epistulam ad

Hebraeos, p.211, in Catena in Epistulam ad Hebraeos,

p. 266: *στι µ�ντοι κα� το�το ε;ρε�ν, � ου$ κ

α$ ν�νητα αυ$ τK πάντη τὰ δάκρυα �γ�νετο.

Later, Evagrius Scholasticus, HE, p. 13: Ε$ ν �κε!νοι

γὰρ *στιν ε;ρε�ν � �πειδ� µ� τ8 δεούση *τυχεν

�πεξελεύσεω, + το� θεο� κρ!σι αυ$ τ<ν

�κδεξαµ�νη α:χµαλωσ!H τP πάντων �λεεινοτάτG.

On the other hand, since this opening passage

comes from Didymus, we have the epexegetic sentence

introduced with Xτι, as quoted in footnote 1 to the

Greek text. Likewise, Gregory of Nyssa used the same

syntax. Ad Simplicium, v. 3, 1, p. 66: �κ τ(ν γραφ(ν

�στιν α$ ποδε!ξει ε;ρε�ν. So did Gelasius of Cyzicus,

HE, 2.18.7: κα� πολλὰ *στιν ε;ρε�ν �κ τ(ν γραφ(ν.

EN XXXb: ]σπερ σ(µα θεο� ‹οO›

αe γι‹οι›, αe για! ε:σ! τινε ‹δυνάµει›

The idea of the ‘holy powers’ comprising ‘the body of

God’ is Didymus’, who inferred this from 1 Cor. 12:27.

He is also the author who made the most use of the idea,

particularly of the notion of ‘the feet’ of God bespeaking

or announcing punishment, following the narrative of

Genesis about the apprehensive Adam hearing the ‘feet’

of God approaching, after the sin had been committed.

Didymus, commPs 29–34, Cod. p. 155: δυνατ<ν

δ> κα� οoτω· ]σπερ πάντε οO τP π!στει

προσεληλυθ�τε ‘σ(µα Χριστο�’ ε:σιν ‘κα� µ�λη

�κ µ�ρου’, οoτω κα� τ(ν θε!ων δυνάµεων, τ(ν

λογικ(ν τ< συµπλ9ρωµα σ(µα θεο� �στιν. κα�

]σπερ �π� τ(ν το� Χριστο� µελ(ν λ�γοµεν Xτι οO

διορατικο� Cφθαλµο� λ�γονται, οO δ> πρακτικο�

χε�ρε, οO ‘τP σπουδP µ� Cκνηρο�’ π�δε.

commZacch, 2.28: Πάντε οO πιστεύοντε σ(µα

το� Χριστο� κα� µ�λη τυγχάνουσιν· εFρηται γὰρ

πρ< τοὺ συµπληρο�ντα τ< α' θροισµα τ8

Ε$ κκλησ!α· ‘Υ- µε� �στε σ(µα Χριστο� κα� µ�λη

�κ µ�λου.’ Τούτων τ(ν µελ(ν το� σ)µατο οO

µ>ν πρακτικο� χε�ρε τυγχάνουσιν, π�δε ‘οO τP

σπουδP µ� Cκνηρο!’, Cφθαλµο� οO κατὰ τ<ν νο�ν

διορατικο!, κεφαλ� οO νοµ!µω �πιστατο�ντε

α' ρχοντε � δε�.

There is a text ascribed to Basil of Caesarea which

is strikingly similar to that of the Scholion and was

composed as a comment on Psalm 33:16. Homiliae in

Psalmos, PG.29.376.40–377.11: Ωe σπερ οO αe γιοι σ(µά

ε:σι Χριστο� κα� µ�λη �κ µ�ρου, κα� *θετο W Θε<

�ν τP Ε$ κκλησ!H τοὺ µ>ν Cφθαλµού, τοὺ δ>

γλ)σσα, �τ�ρου τ<ν τ(ν χειρ(ν, κα� α' λλου τ<ν

τ(ν ποδ(ν �π�χοντα λ�γον, οoτω κα� αO αe γιαι

δυνάµει αO πνευµατικα� κα� περ� τ<ν ου$ ράνιον

οjσαι τ�πον, αO µ>ν Cφθαλµο� λ�γονται, τK τ�ν

�πισκοπ�ν +µ(ν πιστευθ8ναι, αO δ> fτα, τK

παραδ�χεσθαι +µ(ν τὰ δε9σει. Ν�ν οjν τ�ν

�ποπτικ�ν +µ(ν δύναµιν, κα� τ�ν τ(ν ευ$ χ(ν

α$ ντιληπτικ9ν, Cφθαλµοὺ ε_πε κα� fτα. Ο$ φθαλµο�

οjν Κυρ!ου �π� δικα!ου, κα� fτα αυ$ το� ε: δ�ησιν

αυ$ τ(ν. Ε$ πειδ� πα̃σα πρα̃ξι το� δικα!ου α$ ξ!α τ8

θεωρ!α το� Θεο�, κα� πα̃ν ?8µα, τK µηδ>ν α$ ργ(

λ�γεσθαι παρὰ το� δικα!ου, �νεργ�ν �στι κα�

*µπρακτον, διὰ το�το α$ ε� �φορα̃σθαι κα� α$ ε�

ε:σακούεσθαι τ<ν δ!καιον W λ�γο φησ!.

However, this point is an isolated and casual one in

Basil (if the text is actually his own), which means he

did not use it as a main, or even a recurrent, theme. The

idea was set forth vigorously by Didymus. In fact, this is

distinctly associated with Didymus, not Basil. On that

account, there is a text ascribed to either author by two

different catenae. In the frPs(al) a comment on Psalm

33:15–16 is ascribed to Didymus. However, in another

catena, the same text is ascribed to Basil and reads thus:

Ε$ πε� αO �πιβλ�πουσαι τ< πα̃ν το� θεο� δυνάµει

τροπικ( Cφθαλµο� λεγ�µεναι �πιβλ�πουσιν �π�

τοὺ δικα!ου, α$ λλὰ κα� τὰ fτα αυ$ το� qτοιµα ε: τ<

δ�ξασθαι τ�ν δ�ησιν αυ$ τ(ν, τούτου χάριν φησ!ν· ε:

θ�λετε τούτων α$ πολα�σαι, �κκλ!ναντε α$ π< κακο�

τ< α$ γαθ<ν ποι9σατε.

This passage is ascribed to Didymus,1 as well as

to Basil of Caesarea.2 The fact is, however, that the

1 Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 317. 2 Catena in Epistulam Petri i, p. 63.
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notions which are central to this passage are recurrent

in Didymus and almost non-existent in Basil. In other

words, since this phenomenon is a recurrent one, it is

highly likely that ‘non-heretical’ texts of the ‘heretic’

Didymus were subsequently attributed to Basil.

Didymus, In Genesin, Cod. p. 133: Πολλάκι γὰρ W

�πτὰ α$ ριθµ< �ν τP γραφP α$ ντ� τελει�τητο

παρε!ληµπται· το�το δηλο�ται ;π< το� λεγοµ�νου·

‘Ε- πτὰ Cφθαλµο! ε:σιν �πιβλ�ποντε �π� πα̃σαν τ�ν

γ8ν’· ου$  γὰρ δ� σ(µά �στιν W Θε�, hνα κα� ;π< τ<ν

�πτὰ α$ ριθµ<ν οO Cφθαλµο� αυ$ το� τυγχάνωσιν, α$ λλὰ

δ8λον � τ�ν �ποπτικ�ν αυ$ το� δύναµιν πληρε-

στάτην κα� µεγάλην ε_ναι διδάσκει. Ibid. Cod.

p. 160: Ε$ ὰν γὰρ περ� χειρ(ν κα� ποδ(ν κα�

Cφθαλµ(ν κα� sτων �ν τP γραφP µεταφ�ρηται, ου$

δε� οFεσθαι α$ νθρωπ!νω �σχηµατ�σθαι τ<ν Θε�ν,

α$ λλὰ δ8λον � δυνάµει αυ$ το� δραστικὰ τὰ

χε�ρα κα� τ< α$ ναπ�δραστον Cφθαλµοὺ κα� οoτω

qκαστον � περ� δυνάµεω �κληµψ�µεθα Θεο� . . .

ε: κα� καθ $ �τ�ραν διάνοιαν τοὺ �ν τP �κκλησ!H

διορατικοὺ Cφθαλµοὺ αυ$ το� κα� τοὺ πρακτικοὺ

χε�ρα κα� τὰ λοιπὰ Wµο!ω.

frPs(al), fr. 75: αO δ> �ποπτικα� κα� *φοροι το�

θεο� δυνάµει Cφθαλµο� αυ$ το� καλούµεναι. Ibid. fr.

270: χε�ρα δ> το� θεο� ου$ κ α' λλα τ(ν προνοητι-

κ(ν κα� σκεπαστικ(ν αυ$ το� δυνάµεων �κδεκτ�ον.

Ibid. fr. 278: ε_πα Α$ π�ρριµµαι α' ρα α$ π< προσ)που

τ(ν Cφθαλµ(ν σου, τουτ�στιν µακρὰν *δοξα ε_ναι

τ(ν �ποπτικ(ν κα� �πισκοπευτικ(ν σου δυνάµεων.

commZacch, 3.129–130: Λ�γει γο�ν W ευ$ εργ�τη

κα� πάση µακαρ!ου σωτηρ!α αFτιο· ‘∆ιὰ το�το

µηκ�τ $  ε_ναι �ξελαύνοντα ν�ν, Xτι �)ρακα το�

Cφθαλµο� µου’, τα� �ποπτικα� δηλον�τι

δυνάµεσιν, περ� Yν W Α$ π�στολο γράφει οoτω·

‘Πάντα γυµνὰ κα� τετραχηλισµ�να το� Cφθαλµο�

το� Θεο�’ κα� τK λ�γ^ αυ$ το�. Ρ- ητ�ον δευτ�ρω

Wρ(ντα Θεο� Cφθαλµοὺ ε_ναι τοὺ �πιστατο�ν-

τα τ(ν α$ νθρ)πων πραγµάτων �φ�ρου α$ γγ�λου,

περ� Yν W ;µν^δ� φησιν· ‘ΟO Cφθαλµο� αυ$ το� ε:

τὰ *θνη �πιβλ�πουσιν.’ Ου$ κ α$ πεικ< δ> κα� τοὺ

θεωρητικοὺ α' νδρα, Yν Wράσει θε�αι α$ νεγρά-

φησαν, Cφθαλµοὺ Θεο� φάναι· πάση γὰρ τ8

Ε$ κκλησ!α τ(ν σωζοµ�νων σ)µατο Χριστο�

τυγχανούση, οO διορατικο� Cφθαλµο� ;πάρχουσιν,

� + α$ ποστολικ� φανερο� λ�ξι. Ο- ρ)ντων τοιγα-

ρο�ν τ(ν κατὰ πάσα τὰ α$ ποδ�σει το� ?ητο�

+ρµηνευµ�νων Cφθαλµ(ν τοὺ �πισκοπουµ�νου

�κποδiν ο:χ9σεται πα̃ �ξελαύνων. Ibid. 4.202:

Ε$ π� τ<ν ο_κον τούτου το� Ι$ ούδα διανο!γει τοὺ

Cφθαλµού, τὰ �φ�ρου κα� �ποπτικὰ δυνάµει

αυ$ το�.

commJob, PG.39.1121: Χε�ρα Θεο� διαφ�ρω

�κληπτ�ον, @ τ�ν κολαστικ�ν κα� ε: το�το ;πη-

ρετικ�ν δύναµιν, D τι κα� σκε�ο Cργ8 λ�γεται.

Here is how Theodoret followed Didymus. Explana-

tio in Canticum Canticorum, PG.81.141.24–30: Ου$ κο�ν

�κ πολλ(ν µελ(ν + Ε$ κκλησ!α συγκειµ�νη Sν σ(µα

πληρο�· νο9σωµεν το!νυν, τινὰ µ>ν αυ$ τ8 ε_ναι

Cφθαλµού, τινὰ δ> α$ κοά, τινὰ δ> χε!λη· δι<

κα� W νυµφ!ο φησ�ν αυ$ τP· Κηρ!ον α$ ποστάζει

χε!λη σου νύµφη· Μ�λι κα� γάλα ;π< τ�ν γλ(σσάν

σου. ∆ηλο� δ> �ντα�θα τοὺ τ8 Ε$ κκλησ!α διδα-

σκάλου, τ�ν ευ$ σεβ8 διδασκαλ!αν προσφ�ροντα.

Cassian, therefore, definitely received this idea

from Didymus’ commZacch, 3.129–130, as quoted

already in the left column.

John of Damascus quotes from Basil of Caesarea

abundantly and cites him as either ‘the divine Basil’ or

the ‘great Basil’ or ‘the holy father Basil’. However, he

does not mention his name in the following text, obvi-

ously because he knew that he himself had received this

from Didymus, not Basil.

John of Damascus, Expositio Fidei, 11: Οe σα το!νυν

περ� θεο� σωµατικ)τερον εFρηται, συµβολικ(

�στι λελεγµ�να, *χει δ� τινα ;ψηλοτ�ραν

διάνοιαν· α- πλο�ν γὰρ τ< θε�ον κα� α$ σχηµάτιστον.

Ο$ φθαλµοὺ µ>ν οjν θεο� κα� βλ�φαρα κα� Xρασιν

τ�ν τ(ν α- πάντων �ποπτικ�ν αυ$ το� δύναµιν κα� τ<

α$ λάθητον τ8 αυ$ το� γν)σεω �ννο9σωµεν.

The notion which does occur in Basil is that ‘con-

templative ability’ (�ποπτικ� δύναµι) is granted by

God so that humans can contemplate the divine things.3

3 Basil of Caesarea, De Spiritu Sancto, 18.47: αυ$ το� που πάρεστιν

α$ χωρ!στω τ< τ8 γν)σεω Πνε�µα, τ�ν �ποπτικ�ν τ8 ε:κ�νο

δύναµιν �ν �αυτK παρεχ�µενον το� τ8 α$ ληθε!α φιλοθεάµοσιν,

ου$ κ *ξωθεν τ�ν δε�ξιν ποιούµενον, α$ λλ$ �ν �αυτK ε:σάγον πρ<

τ�ν �π!γνωσιν.
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This was adopted by Gregory of Nyssa,4 as well as by

Didymus obliquely at a certain point.5 Nevertheless,

Didymus may have taken up this idea from Eusebius6

rather than Basil.

EN XXXc: ‹κο›λαστικ‹ο›� π�δε

(the ‘punishing feet’ of God)

I wrote κολαστικο� instead of emending α$ πελαστικο!,

since the author says that he is ‘going to speak

about the wrath of God’ and punishments inflicted

thereby. Only a handful of instances of the term

α$ πελαστικ< can be traced,7 but the real point is its

meaning, not the frequency of usage: this adjective

means ‘someone who drives something or someone

away’, which is entirely irrelevant to our context.

Didymus is the author who associated the ‘punishing

feet of God’ with his ‘wrath’. This is precisely the

sentiment and aim of this Scholion.

The adjective κολαστικ< is of Aristotelian

provenance.8 It occurs in Clement, at the point where

he makes the specific analysis,9 from which Cassian

excerpted his Scholion V. Therefore, we have Cassian

recalling at the same time both Clement and Didymus.

Nevertheless, his guide was Didymus’ Commentary on

the Apocalypse.10 The expression κολαστικ<ν κα�

τιµωρητικ<ν attributed to Origen11 actually belongs

to the vocabulary of Eusebius, who is quoted next

to that passage of the catena. Perhaps the relevant

vocabulary in some passages in the catenae originates

with the catenists, rather than the authors themselves

who are excerpted.12

Didymus, commJob (1–4), Cod. p. 22 (so in

commJob, PG.39.1121.49–53): χε�ρα αυ$ το� καλε�ν

�κληµπτ�ον . . . διαφ�ρω @ τ�ν κολαστικ�ν

κα� ε: το�το ;πηρετικ�ν δύναµιν, αe περ ‘σκεύη

Cργ8’ + θε!α γραφ� Cνοµάζειν εFωθεν, @ τ�ν

σκεπαστικ�ν κα� φρουρητικὴ. ν δύναµιν.

commPs 29–34, Cod. p. 150: φοβουµ�νου δ>

Yδε λ�γει τοὺ τ<ν κολαστικ<ν φ�βον *χοντα.

Ibid. Cod. p. 200: πρ�σεχε, δύο εFρηται, �παινετ<ν

κα� ψεκτ�ν· �παινετ<ν δ> τ< τοὺ Cφθαλµοὺ

το� κυρ!ου κα� τὰ fτα ε: τοὺ δικα!ου ε_ναι,

κολαστικ<ν δ> τ< πρ�σωπον κυρ!ου ‘το�

�ξολεθρε�σαι �κ τ8 γ8 τ< µνηµ�συνον’.

commPs 40–44.4, Cod. p. 309: ‘+ χε!ρ σου’ οjν

‘*θνη �ξωλ�θρευσεν’. + κολαστικ9 σου δύναµι.

δύνανται κα� οO ;πηρετο�ντε τα� κολάσεσιν

α' γγελοι χε�ρε το� θεο� λ�γεσθαι, � λ�γοµεν

χε�ρα βασιλ�ω, κα� ου$  δ9που τ< µ�λο το�

σ)µατο διὰ τούτων σηµα!νοµεν. κα� W Ι$ iβ δ> περ�

τ8 κολαστικ8 δυνάµεω (αυ$ τ< δ> W διάβολο cν)

*λεγεν· ‘α$ π�στειλον τ�ν χε�ρά σου’. το�το οjν

λ�γει· ‘+ χε!ρ σου’ 0τοι + κολαστικ� δύναµι 0τοι

4 Gregory of Nyssa, In Inscriptiones Psalmorum, v. 5, pp. 40–41: Α$ λλὰ

µ�ν Fδιον �στι τ8 θε�τητο + �ποπτικ� τ(ν =ντων δύναµ! τε

κα� �ν�ργεια. ου$ κο�ν W �ν �αυτK *χων Xπερ �π�θησε, κα� αυ$ τ<

�ποπτικ< γ!νεται κα� τ�ν τ(ν =ντων διασκοπε�ται φύσιν . . . W
το!νυν ;ψηλ< τ�ν διάνοιαν κα� ο[ον α$ π� τινο σκοπια̃

�ξεχούση το� α$ φεστηκ�σι τ<ν Cφθαλµ<ν �πεκτε!νων ε_δεν �ν

Z �στι τ8 κακ!α πρ< τ�ν α$ ρετ�ν τ< διάφορον, Xτι �κ τ(ν

�σχάτων, ου$ κ �κ τ(ν παρ�ντων + τούτων γ!νεται κρ!σι. τK γὰρ

�ποπτικK τε κα� διορατικK τ8 ψυχ8 CφθαλµK.
5 Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 137: W τα�τα δ> λ�γων, α$ ναιρ9σα τὰ

Cφι)δει κακ!α κα� τὰ �νεργησάσα αυ$ τὰ πονηρὰ δυνάµει,
;π< θεο� τοὺ το� *σω α$ νθρ)που π�δα (τουτ�στιν τὰ

πορευτικὰ δυνάµει) κατηρτισµ�νου *χει.
6 Eusebius, Commentarius in Isaiam, 1.1: Οe ρασιν δ> ου$  κοιν�ν

λ�γει ου$ δ> σωµατικο� Cφθαλµο� ;ποπ!πτουσαν, α$ λλὰ

προφητικ�ν τ(ν µακρο� oστερον χρ�νοι συµβησοµ�νων

�ποπτικ9ν.
7 Cf. Eusebius, Praeparatio Evangelica, 4.1.9; commPs, PG.23.1073.49.

Epiphanius of Salamis, Panarion, v. 2, p. 249; De XII Gemmis, 1.7;
John Chrysostom, In Epistolam ad Hebraeos, PG.63.208.4.

8 Aristotle, De Vitiis quae Opposita sunt Virtutibus, 1251a6; 1251b31:
κολαστικ<ν κα� τιµωρητικ�ν. Cf. the two terms used in apposition
by only three Christian authors. Eusebius, Commentarius in Isaiam,
1.21: τ8 τιµωρητικ8 κα� κολαστικ8 δυνάµεω. Ibid. 2.7: τα�

κολαστικα� @ τιµωρητικα� δυνάµεσι. Ibid. 2.58: θυµ< δ> αυ$ το�

αO κολαστικα� κα� αO τιµωρητικα� δυνάµει ε:)θασιν 

Cνοµάζεσθαι. commPs, PG.23.173.29: ∆υνάµει το!νυν τιµωρο�

κα� κολαστικα!. Fragmenta in Lucam, PG.24.588.33: αO

τιµωρητικα� κα� κολαστικα� δυνάµει. Theodore of Heraclea
(fourth cent. AD), Fragmenta in Joannem, frs. 258 and 259: δύναµι

κολαστικ9 and τιµωρητικ9. John Chrysostom, Commentaria in
Job, p. 108. Stobaeus, Anthologium, 3.1.194. Proclus, In Platonis
Cratylum Commentaria, 181.

9 Clement of Alexandria, Stromateis, 4.25.156.2: δύο δ> κα� οO τρ�ποι

τ8 �πανορθ)σεω, k µ>ν διδασκαλικ�, k δ> κολαστικ�, kν κα�

παιδευτικ<ν ε:ρ9καµεν.
10 The scribe possibly made the mistake because the two terms might

be regarded as sometimes occurring jointly: the power of God not
only ‘punishes’, but also ‘drives away’ any evil power. Punishment is
sometimes the means for expelling evil power.

11 Origen, frPs, 8, 1.
12 Origen, selPs, PG.12.1480.34: Xπω πάση κολαστικ8 τιµωρ!α

*ξω γ�νοιντο. Ibid. PG.12.1565.28: Χε�ρα λ�γει τὰ κολαστικὰ

αυ$ το� δυνάµει, which is an idea characteristic of Didymus.
Commentartii in Job (1–4), Cod. p. 22; Commentartii in Job,
PG.39.1121.50; commPs, Cod. p. 309; frPs(al), fr. 284. Also in the
dubious work, Enarratio in Prophetam Isaiam, 5.181.; 9. 230. No
other author until Didymus entertained this exegesis about the ‘hand
of God’ through this vocabulary. Later, this was reproduced only by
Procopius of Gaza compiling an exegesis, which consisted of
excerpts from commentaries on Isaiah by authors before him. In
Isaiam Prophetam, p. 1928.
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+ δραστ9ριο τ(ν �πιπ�νων 0τοι + διακονο�σα

δύναµ! σου.

commEccl (1.1–8), Cod. p. 24: ου$  γὰρ ‘πονηρ<ν

W θε< δ!δωσιν’ τ< �ναντ!ον τK α$ γαθK, α$ λλὰ τ<

κολαστικ�ν.

commEccl (11–12), Cod. p. 339: πρ�ν ‘*λθG’ +

κ�λασι, + ‘κακ!α’, πο!ησον αn  λ�γω σοι, hνα

‘�λθο�σα’ + κάκωσι + κολαστικ� µ� εoρG σε

;πεύθυνον. Ibid. Cod. p. 339: αoτη �στ�ν + ‘κακ!α’ +

‘�ρχοµ�νη’, ου$  χειρ!στη qξι οjσα, α$ λλὰ

κολαστικ9, σφοδροτάτη οjσα κάκωσι.

commZacch, 3.95: Οe µω καE ν �π� πολὺ

α$ ντιτε!νουσα + Τύρο α$ ντικειµ�νω WδεύG,

πειραθ9σεται πυρ< κολαστικο�. Ibid. 4.165: Τ! δ�

µάχαιρα + �π� τ<ν βραχ!ονα κα� Cφθαλµ<ν το�

;παιτ!ου ποιµ�νο, @ W κολαστικ< λ�γο; Ibid.

4.169: Η-  προειρηµ�νη κολαστικ� µάχαιρα

γεναµ�νη �π� τ<ν βραχ!ονα κα� Cφθαλµ�ν, το�τ $

*στιν �π� τ�ν πρακτικ�ν δύναµιν κα� τ�ν

θεωρητικ9ν, το� κολαστ�ου ποιµ�νο. Ibid. 5.22:

Η- µ�ρα το� Κυρ!ου λ�γει καθ $ αn  �πιφ�ρεται

το� ;παιτ!οι τὰ �π!πονα13 κα� κολαστικά.

frPs(al), fr. 284: �ν πολλο� τ�ποι τ8 γραφ8 +

κολαστικ� το� θεο� δύναµι χε�ρ αυ$ το�

Cνοµάζεται. Ibid. fr. 580: δι< κα� �κτε!να τ�ν χε�ρα

τ�ν κολαστικ�ν α$ π�δωκεν αυ$ τοὺ � φθάσαι �π $

αυ$ τοὺ τ�ν Cργ�ν αυ$ το� ε: τ�λο. Ibid., fr. 606a:

Xθεν �ντα�θα εFρηται· � α' ρα �πιπεσ�ντο το�

κολαστικο� φωτ< ου$ κ ε_δον τ<ν Dλιον οO τP

κολάσει περιπεσ�ντε.

In Genesin, Cod. p. 115: ?οµφα!αν, Xπερ σηµε�ον

�στ� κολαστικ8 δυνάµεω. Ibid. Cod. p. 193:

α$ π)λετο ;π< το� κολαστικο� oδατο.

Theodoret used the adjective κολαστικ< and

its cognates abundantly,14 and so did Theodore of

Mopsuestia.15

In conclusion, I opt for the word κολαστικο!

instead of α$ πελαστικο!, since the author of the

Scholion remarks that the text of Revelation is ‘about to

refer to the wrath of God’. The notion is associated with

‘the feet of God’ (π�δε), and it is analogous to Adam

having been ‘punished’ following disobedience. This is

explicated in the following passage, which is indeed

written in the spirit of Genesis: Adam was terrified at

hearing the sound of the feet of God approaching him.

Didymus, commZacch, 5.39–40: Τούτ^ τK τρ�π^

παραβὰ W Α$ δὰµ 0κουσεν τ�ν φων�ν τ(ν

ποδ(ν το� Θεο� τ< δειλιν�ν αFσθησιν λαβiν

�γκαταλιπ�ντο κα� βαδ!σαντο α$ π $  αυ$ το� το�

συν�ντο πρ�τερον κα� συνοµιλο�ντο.

This Scholion mentions the book of 2 Kings. Origen

yields the exegesis about the ‘feet of God’ in a pertinent

commentary. Fragmenta in Librum Primum Regnorum,

fr. 4: Ωe σπερ �π $  α$ νθρ)πων µ>ν χε�ρ κα� ποὺ κα�

Cφθαλµ< κα� οj, κα� εF τι τοιο�τον Cνοµάζεται,

σηµαντικὰ τ(ν µελ(ν το� +µετ�ρου σ)µατ�

�στιν, �π� δ> θεο� χε�ρ µ>ν τ< δηµιουργικ�ν,

Cφθαλµ< δ> τ< �ποπτικ�ν, κα� οj µ>ν τ<

α$ κουστικ�ν, ποὺ δ> τ< τ8 παρουσ!α Xταν

�νεργP τι.

The word α$ πελαστικ� was in fact used in

literature, and so was the word α$ πελατικ�. They are

synonymous: either usage is dependent on how an

author heard the word, or how a scribe transcribed this

rare term. Characteristically, lexicographers present the

lemma in one form or the other.16 The term appears

twice in Eusebius in both forms, but we need to know

the real spelling of the manuscripts.17 Otherwise,

α$ πελατικ� appears rarely in literature: until the fifth

century, no more than four instances can be traced,

one of which is ascribed to Theodoret writing about

‘driving daemons away’. It is only much later that

the Emperor Constantine Porphyrogenitus appears

obsessed with the adjective α$ πελατικ�. Yet, beyond

the forty-five instances of this occurring in his book De

Caerimoniis, the term appears only in the philosopher

13 Cf. Scholion XXXI: Σκυθρωπ(ν µελλ�ντων �πιφ�ρεσθαι,
;πηρετ(ν τι α' γγελο θεο� φων‹ε�› πρ< τοὺ �γχειρισθ�ντα

τὰ �π!πονα.
14 Theodoret, Interpretatio in Psalmos, PG.80.901.47 (κολαστικ();

PG.80.977.17 (κολαστικK πυρ!); 1697.2 (τ�ν κολαστικ�ν

�ν�ργειαν); Explanatio in Canticum Canticorum, PG.81.92.15 (τ�ν

κολαστικ�ν χάριν); PG.81.92.26 (τ8 κολαστικ8 αυ$ το�

δυνάµεω); PG.81.201.29 (τ8 κολαστικ8 α$ πειλ8); intDan,
PG.81.1348.21 (?άβδον κολαστικ9ν); intProphXII, PG.81.1829.18
(το� κολαστικο� Xπλοι); PG.81.1832.21 (Xπλων κολαστικ(ν);
PG.81.1865.16 (τ�ν κολαστικ�ν δύναµιν); intPaulXIV,
PG.82.317.46 (κολαστικ�ν ψ8φον).

15 Theodore of Mopsuestia, Fragmenta in Joannem, fr. 258 (δύναµι

κολαστικ� and τιµωρητικ9); fr. 259 (τ�ν κολαστικ�ν αυ$ το�

δύναµιν).
16 Suda lexicon, Alphabetic letter epsilon, entry 749 and Pseudo-

Zonaras, Lexicon, Alphabetic letter epsilon, p. 686: Ε$ λάτειραν:
α$ πελαστικ9ν. But in the lexicon, Collectio Verborum e Rhetoribus et
Sapientibus, Alphabetic entry epsilon, p. 215: �λατ8ρα:
α$ πελατικ9ν.

17 Eusebius, PE, 4.1.9 (α$ πελαστικά); commPs, (α$ πελατικ�ν):
PG.23.465.34. Still, there is always the possibility either of a scribal
error or an editorial emendation having taken place.
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Hermias of Alexandria (fifth century AD) and in a

text attributed to either Pseudo-Justin or Theodoret.18

Likewise, α$ πελαστικ< is equally rare and was used

sparingly by only a few Christian authors.19

EN XXXd: ου$  τ< συµβεβηκ< πάθο

(‘not the accidental passion’)

The expression is definitely Origen’s,20 which he derived

from Aristotle21 and Alexander of Aphrodisias.22 John

Philoponus also employed it. Christians borrowed

the terminology, starting with Origen, Eusebius,23

Theodoret,24 Julian the Arian,25 and Cyril of Alexan-

dria,26 who appears perfectly aware of its philosophical

implications. The expression also occurs in the

Enarratio in Prophetam Isaiam.27 Didymus made exten-

sive analyses in order to establish the notion involved

in this Scholion: God is beyond any notion of ‘passion’,

therefore, the scriptural ‘wrath’ should not be under-

stood in a manner excluding the ordinary sense of

human passion. This is one of the most recurrent

themes in his writings.

Didymus, commZacch, 2.196: Ου$ χ οoτω δ> Θε<

Cργ!ζεται, α$ παθ� ;πάρχων, α$ λλ$ �πάγων τὰ

κακωτικὰ ;π>ρ βελτι)σεω το� τούτων δεοµ�νοι

βοηθ9µατο δ!κην. Ibid. 2.199: ου$  πάθο @ τροπ� +

�πακτικ� τούτων Cργ� Θεο�. Ibid. 2.200: Ο$ ργ� δ$

�ξαποστελλοµ�νη hνα καταφάγG τοὺ δι $  α$ καρπ!αν

α$ ποδειχθ�ντα καλάµην, ου$ κ *στιν =ρεξι

παθητικ� *χουσα τ< ε_ναι �ν τK α$ γανακτο�ντι,

α$ φανιζοµ�νη Xταν *ξω γ�νηται το� Cργιζοµ�νου·

δι< + �κπεµποµ�νη ου$  πάθο �στ!ν, α$ λλ$ �π!πονο

α$ γωγ9. Ibid. 2.195: 1: Τα�τα περ� Θεο� τ(ν γραφ(ν

λεγουσ(ν, µ� ε: τοσαύτην α$ σ�βειαν κα� yλιθι�-

τητα π�σοιµεν � α$ νθρ)πινα πάθη προσάψαι τK

λ�γοντι· ‘Ου$ κ yλλο!ωµαι’, πρ< kν οO θεολ�γοι

φασ!ν, k µ�ν· ‘Σὺ δ> W αυ$ τ< ε_’.

The idea of the Scholion (the wrath of God is the

devil) is definitely Origen’s (taken up by Theodoret,

too), not Didymus’, since according to the latter wrath,

like any other passion, ‘exists within the soul and is

non-existent outside this’ (*χει γὰρ τ< ε_ναι �ν µ�νG

τP θυµικP τ8 ψυχ8 δυνάµει, g *ξω γενοµ�νη ου$ δ $

Xλω ;φ!σταται).28 At most, the devil is ‘the punish-

ing power’ of God.29

This is the old Stoic thesis of ‘passion’ being an

impulse which is both ‘against nature’ (παρὰ φύσιν)30

and ‘disobedient to reason’ (α$ πειθ� τK λ�γ^).31

Nevertheless, this is always an event that takes place

within the soul,32 not outside it. This is also an

unfortunate ‘alteration’ (τρεπ�µενον κα� µεταβάλ-

λον) of the soul’s principal part (+γεµονικ�ν),33 or

indeed of the ‘spirit’ (αO περ� τ< πνε�µα τροπα!), if we

are to believe a rather awkward expression of Diogenes

Laertius, referring to the Stoics.34 Passion is a failure of

right judgement (κρ!σει +µαρτηµ�ναι).35 Ultimately,

this is an irrational movement directed to the object

which caused a passion in the first place. Whether

an emotive impulse causing passion is positive (for

example, joy) or negative (such as spite) is not of main

importance: what matters (negatively) is the indulgence

of the soul in the appetites of its irrational part, in which

18 δαιµ�νων γ!νεται α$ πελατικ�ν. Pseudo-Theodoret (or, Pseudo-
Justin), QetR, p. 111.

19 Eusebius, PE, 4.1.9; commPs, PG.23.1073.49. Epiphanius of Salamis,
Panarion, v. 2, p. 249; De XII Gemmis, 1.7. John Chrysostom, In
Epistolam ad Hebraeos, PG.63.208.4.

20 Origen, commJohn, XX. 24.206: Z συµβ�βηκε τ< πάθο.
21 Aristotle, Metaphysica, 989b; 1010b; 1015b; 1030a; 1065a; 1088a;

Ars Poetica, 1454a13; De Sensu et Sensibilibus, 443b21; De Memoria
et Reminiscentia, 320a and 450a.

22 Alexander of Aphrodisias, De Mixtione, p. 229; In Aristotelis
Metaphysica Commentaria, pp. 68; 229; 242; 397–8; 458; 472; 476;
484; 666; 738; 800; 827; In Aristotelis Topicorum Libros Octo
Commentaria, pp. 50–51.

23 Eusebius, commPs, PG.23.384.23: τὰ συµβεβηκ�τα πάθη τK

λαK.
24 Theodoret, Quaestiones in Octateuchum, p. 98: τ<ν δ> Βενιαµ�ν

λύκον αe ρπαγα κ�κληκε, διὰ τ< συµβεβηκ< πάθο τP τούτου

φυλP. Epistulae 1–52, Epistle 14: Ε: µ>ν µ�νην το� συµβεβηκ�το

;µ�ν πάθου �λογιζ�µην τ�ν φύσιν.
25 Julian the Arian, In Job, p. 303: διὰ τ< συµβεβηκ< πάθο.

26 Cyril of Alexandria, De Sancta et Consubstantiali Trinitate,
PG.75.144.25–31: Η-  δ> �ν το� Wµοειδ�σι διαφορὰ περ� τὰ

συµβεβηκ�τα �στ!· κα� τα�τα, � �π� πλε�στον, �κ πάθου

γ!νεται, @ �ξ �τ�ρα τιν< α:τ!α, ου$ κ �ν τK λ�γ^ τ8 ου$ σ!α

κε!µενα, καθ $ οVπερ αE ν κατηγορο�τ� τι τ(ν συµβεβηκ�των. Ibid.
PG.75.144.34: Τὰ δ> συµβεβηκ�τα ?!ζαν *χει τ< πάθο. Ibid.
PG.75. 172.34; GlaphPent, PG.69.273.7–8; In Sanctum Joannem, v. 1,
p. 106 (τ< �κ πάθου συµβεβηκ�); v. 3, p. 90.

27 Enarratio in Prophetam Isaiam, 5.181: Ου$  γὰρ πάθο Θεο�, ου$ δ> τP

αυ$ τP τP ου$ σ!H αυ$ το� συµβεβηκ�· α$ λλὰ + περ� +µα̃ τοιάδε

�ν�ργεια θυµ< προσηγ�ρευται.
28 Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 32, quoted below.
29 See quotation above, from commPs 40–44.4, Cod. p. 309: κα� W Ι$ iβ

δ> περ� τ8 κολαστικ8 δυνάµεω (αυ$ τ< δ> W διάβολο cν).
30 SVF, I.50.21; III: 92.11; 93.35; 95.14; 99.32; 113.14; 126.25.
31 SVF, III: 94.4–6; 114.36; 127.18.
32 SVF, I.50.7; III.92.12; III.111.32.
33 SVF, III.111.32.
34 SVF, II.215.15, apud Diogenes Laertius, Vitae Philosophorum, 7.158.
35 SVF, I: 50.11; 51.16; cf. III: 92.21; 95.3; 99.31; 111.32.
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of course passions of the body are included. Joy may not

be a sin, such as wrath is; but it is a passion.

This alteration within the soul is a result caused by

a certain external agent, which makes ‘passion’ an event

of the world of becoming. Passion is therefore con-

comitant with the world of mutability and corruptibility,

a characteristic of such passible beings as man, with

physical death being the ultimate passion. Since God

is impassible (α$ παθ9), he is exempt from such charac-

teristics as passibility.

Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 773A: Ο$ ργ�ν το� θεο� κα�

θυµ<ν µ� καθ $ +µα̃ ν�µιζε· α' παγε τ8 α$ τοπ!α.

περ� γὰρ τ<ν θε<ν ου$ δ>ν πάθο α$ νθρ)πινον

α$ λλὰ τ�ν ;περβάλλουσαν α$ ποστροφ�ν διὰ τ(ν

ε:ρηµ�νων α:ν!ττεται λ�ξεων Aν ;ποµ�νειν φησ�

πρ�βατα νοµ8 αυ$ το�. νοµ� δ> το� θεο� τὰ λ�για

το� πνεύµατο, ν�µο ο[ον κα� προφ8ται, �ν ο[

καθάπερ ποιµ�ν πρ�βατα τοὺ δικα!ου ν�µει.

Ibid. fr. 808: Ε$ π!στησον ε: οO διακονούµενοι τα�

�κ θεο� κολάσεσι σκεύη τυγχάνοντε Cργ8,

Wµωνύµω m ;πηρετο�νται Cργ� καλο�νται. Ibid. fr.

850: Μανθάνοµεν δ> �κ τ(ν ε:ρηµ�νων �ντε�θεν

µ� πάθο ε_ναι θεο� τ�ν λεγοµ�νην αυ$ το� Cργ9ν.

διὰ γὰρ τὰ α- µαρτ9µατα ;ποστ8ναι ο:κονοµε�ται Yν

καταλυθ�ντων κα� yφανισµ�νων κα� αυ$ τ� αυ$ το�

συναπ�ρχεται. ε: δ> φα!νονται οO τP CργP ;πηρε-

τούµενοι σκεύη Cργ8 καλούµενοι Wµωνύµω

αυ$ τP θυµ< κα� Cργ� προσαγορευ�µενα, β�λτιον

�πισκ�ψG. Ibid. fr. 878: Ρ- ηθε�εν δ$ αE ν Cργα� κα�

φοβερισµο� θεο� αO ;πηρετούµεναι τα� κολάσεσι

δυνάµει, Cργ8 σκεύη τυγχάνουσαι.

The idea is expounded in literature, but not to

the extent that one would have expected. We find this

neither in authors prior to Origen, nor in Athanasius or

the Cappadocians. A text ascribed to Basil by Migne is

actually Eusebius’,36 who used the idea abundantly.

Origen, Cels, IV.72: Ο$ ργ�ν µ>ν οjν Cνοµάζοµεν

θεο�, ου$  πάθο δ$ αυ$ το� αυ$ τ�ν ε_να! φαµ�ν, α$ λλά τι

παραλαµβαν�µενον ε: τ�ν διὰ σκυθρωποτ�ρων

α$ γωγ(ν πα!δευσιν το� τὰ τοσάδε κα� τοιάδε

+µαρτηκ�σιν. Ibid. ου$  πάθο το� θεο� �στιν + Cργ9,

α$ λλ$ qκαστο α;τK ταύτην δι $  Yν α- µαρτάνει

κατασκευάζει. Fragmenta in Librum Primum Regno-

rum, fr. 4: οoτω κα� θυµ< µ>ν θεο� λ�γεται παιδε!α

+ κατὰ τ(ν πται�ντων, ου$  πάθο θεο�, µεταµ�λεια

δ> + α$ π< πράγµατο ε: πρα̃γµα µετάθεσι τ8 το�

θεο� ο:κονοµ!α. homJer, 18.6: �ὰν α$ κούσG θυµ<ν

θεο� κα� Cργ�ν αυ$ το�, µ� ν�µιζε τ�ν Cργ�ν κα� τ<ν

θυµ<ν πάθη ε_ναι θεο�. frPs, 77, 65: Πλ�ν καθάπερ +

κραιπάλη, τουτ�στιν + µ�θη, �πε!σακτον πάθο

�στ!ν, ου$ κ *µφυτον, οoτω + Cργ� πάθο ου$ κ *στι

Θεο�, α$ λλὰ τιµωρ!α δικα!α το� πληµµελο�σιν

�παγοµ�νη. Μηδ�ποτε οjν α$ ναγιν)σκων περ�

Θεο� τα�τα τὰ α$ νθρωποπρεπ8, ;πολάµβανε τ<ν

Θε<ν �ν πάθει ε_ναι· α$ παθ� γάρ �στι παντ� τρ�π^.

frJohn, LI: ου$  γὰρ νοµιστ�ον πάθο ε_ναι θεο� τ�ν

Cνοµαζοµ�νην αυ$ το� Cργ9ν. π( γὰρ δυνατ<ν

πάθο ε_ναι περ� τ<ν α$ παθ8; α$ λλ$ �πε� µ� πάσχει

θε< α$ ναλλο!ωτο sν.

Here is the rather limited extent, to which the idea

was expounded:

Asterius of Antioch, commPs, 12.11: Θυµ< δ> κα�

Cργ� θεο� ου$ κ *στι πάθη θεο�, α$ λλὰ δικα!α κρ!σι

κα� α' µυνα το� θεο�.

Diodorus of Tarsus, Fragmenta in Epistulam ad

Romanos, p. 106: Ο$ ργ�ν Cνοµάζει τ�ν παρὰ το�

θεο� τιµωρ!αν, ου$ χ � κατὰ πάθο συµβα!νουσαν

τK θεK, α$ λλ$ Xτι ου$ κ αE ν ?Hδ!ω νο9σειαν οO

α' νθρωποι �κδ!κησιν γινοµ�νην παρὰ θεο�, µ� τ�ν

συν9θη τ8 Cργ8 Cνοµασ!αν α$ κούσαντε.

Epiphanius of Salamis, Panarion, v. 2, p. 69:

�πιφ�ρων δ> τ�ν Cργ�ν κατὰ τ(ν α- µαρταν�ντων µ�

;ποληφθP πάθει συνεχ�µενο. + γὰρ καθ $ �κάστου

τ(ν α- µαρταν�ντων παρὰ θεο� Cργ� ου$ κ α$ π< πάθου

Wρµα̃ται· α$ παθ> γὰρ τ< θε�ον, �πιφ�ρει δ> τ�ν

Cργ�ν κατὰ α$ νθρ)πων ου$  πάθει ληφθ>ν α$ γανα-

κτ9σεω ου$ δ> CργP +ττηθ>ν κα� κρατούµενον.

δε!κνυσι γὰρ τ< α$ παθ> W θε�.

Eusebius, Commentarius in Isaiam, 1.55: ου$  το�

θεο� παθητικ( Cργιζοµ�νου. commPs, PG.23.92.23:

Οe τι δ> µ� πάθη Θεο� Cργ� κα� θυµ�, W µακάριο

�δ9λωσε Πα�λο. Ibid. PG.23.1000.43: Ε$ δ!δαξε δ>

διὰ τούτων W λ�γο, Xτι + καταιγ� κα� + Cργ�

το� Θεο� ου$  πάθη τυγχάνει το� Θεο�. Ibid.

PG.23.928.34–41: Η-  γὰρ τ(ν κακούντων α$ γγ�λων

�παποστολ� � πρ< α$ νθρ)που �νοµ!ζετο θυµ<

ε_ναι κα� Cργ� Θεο�. Ου$  γὰρ δ� πάθο ε_ναι Cργ8

περ� τ<ν Θε<ν προσ9κει νοµ!ζειν· τὰ δ> κατὰ τ(ν

α$ σεβ(ν τιµωρ!α κρ!σει δικα!H Θεο� δι $  α$ ποστολ�ν

α$ γγ�λων τ(ν ε: το�το τεταγµ�νων γιγνοµ�να

36 See below, the passage quoted from PG.23.340.22–28 (falsely
ascribed to Basil of Caesarea, PG.30.85.30–40).
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Cργ�ν κα� θυµ<ν καλε�σθαι. Ibid. PG.23.340.2–8:

Πολλάκι δ> εFρηται, � Cργ� κα� θυµ< Θεο�

λεγ�µενα �ν τα� θεοπνεύστοι Γραφα� ου$  πάθη

περ� τ<ν Θε<ν σηµα!νει, παντ< γὰρ πάθου

α$ λλ�τριον τ< Θε�ον· κατὰ µεταφορὰν δ> τὰ τοια�τα

εFωθεν Cνοµάζειν W τ8 Γραφ8 λ�γο, � κα�

Cφθαλµοὺ Θεο�, κα� fτα κα� χε�ρα κα�

δακτύλου, κα� π�δα κα� τὰ λοιπά. The same

passage has been included (in Migne, too) in a

spurious text attributed to Basil of Caesarea: Homilia in

Psalmum 37, PG.30.85.

John Chrysostom, Ad Theodorum Lapsum, 4 (the

same, in John of Damascus, Sacra Parallela, PG.96.113):

Ε: µ>ν πάθο cν + Cργ� το� Θεο�, καλ( α' ν τι

α$ π�γνω, � ου$  δυνάµενο λοιπ<ν σβ�σαι τ�ν

φλ�γα, Aν διὰ τ(ν τοσούτων α$ ν8ψε κακ(ν. Ε$ πειδ�

δ> α$ παθ> τ< θε�ον, καE ν κολάζG, καE ν τιµωρ8ται, ου$

µετ $  Cργ8 το�το ποιε�, µετὰ φιλανθρωπ!α δ> κα�

κηδεµον!α. Expositiones in Psalmos, PG.55.90.8:

Ο$ ργ� γὰρ το� Θεο� ου$  πάθο, α$ λλὰ τιµωρ!α κα�

κ�λασι. In Epistolam ad Romanos Commentarius,

PG.60.425.13: Ιe να γὰρ µ9, α$ κούσα Cργ9ν, νοµ!σG

πάθο.

Olympiodorus, the deacon of Alexandria, commJob,

p. 311: θυµ<ν δ> κα� Cργ9ν Xταν α$ κούσG περ�

θεο�, µ� πάθο �ννο9σG περ� τ�ν θε!αν hστασθαι

φύσιν· α$ παθ( γὰρ W θε< κα� α$ οργ9τω

τιµωρε�ται.

EN XXXe: Cργ� θεο� W διάβολο

The notion of the ‘devil’ portrayed as ‘the wrath of God’

is Origen’s, with Eusebius following.

Origen, Cels, IV.72: Ο$ ργ�ν µ>ν οjν Cνοµάζοµεν

θεο�, ου$  πάθο δ$ αυ$ το� αυ$ τ�ν ε_ναι φαµ�ν, α$ λλά τι

παραλαµβαν�µενον ε: τ�ν διὰ σκυθρωποτ�ρων

α$ γωγ(ν πα!δευσιν το� τὰ τοσάδε κα� τοιάδε

+µαρτηκ�σιν. Οe τι γὰρ παιδεύει + καλουµ�νη Cργ�

το� θεο� κα� W Cνοµαζ�µενο θυµ< αυ$ το�, κα�

το�τ $  α$ ρ�σκει τK λ�γ^, δ8λον �κ το� �ν µ>ν qκτ^

ψαλµK ε:ρ9σθαι· ‘Κύριε, µ� τK θυµK σου �λ�γξG

µε, µηδ> τP CργP σου παιδεύσG µε’· �ν δ> τK

Ι- ερεµ!H· ‘Πα!δευσον +µα̃, κύριε, πλ�ν �ν κρ!σει

κα� µ� �ν θυµK, hνα µ� Cλ!γου +µα̃ ποι9σG.’

Α$ ναγνοὺ δ� τι �ν µ>ν τP δευτ�ρH τ(ν Βασιλει(ν

‘Cργ9ν’ θεο�, α$ ναπε!θουσαν τ<ν ∆αυ�δ α$ ριθµ8σαι

τ<ν λα�ν, �ν δ> τP πρ)τG τ(ν Παραλειποµ�νων τ<ν

‘διάβολον’, κα� συνεξετάζων α$ λλ9λοι τὰ ?ητὰ

=ψεται �π� τ!νο τάσσεται + Cργ9, g κα� ‘τ�κνα’

πάντα α$ νθρ)που γεγον�ναι φησ�ν W Πα�λο

λ�γων· ‘Η' µεθα τ�κνα φύσει Cργ8 � κα� οO

λοιπο!.’ Οe τι δ $ ου$  πάθο το� θεο� �στιν + Cργ9,

α$ λλ$ qκαστο α;τK ταύτην δι $  Yν α- µαρτάνει

κατασκευάζει.

Eusebius, Commentarius in Isaiam, 2.40: Z

παραβάλλει τοὺ υOοὺ Ι$ ερουσαλ�µ α$ µφιβλ9στρ^

το� διαβ�λου περιβληθ�ντα· δι< κα� τK θυµK

παρεδ�θησαν. Xθεν W Σύµµαχο �πιλ�γει· οO

πλ9ρει Cργ8 κυρ!ου, �πιτιµ9σεω το� θεο�.

Eusebius based this notion mostly on Psalm 77:49.

The idea comes from Philo via Origen37 expounding

the idea of daemons serving to the wrath of God and

visiting this upon sinners.

Eusebius, commPs, PG.23.928.33–38: Η-  γὰρ τ(ν

κακούντων α$ γγ�λων �παποστολ� � πρ<

α$ νθρ)που �νοµ!ζετο θυµ< ε_ναι κα� Cργ� Θεο�.

Ου$  γὰρ δ� πάθο ε_ναι Cργ8 περ� τ<ν Θε<ν

προσ9κει νοµ!ζειν· τὰ δ> κατὰ τ(ν α$ σεβ(ν

τιµωρ!α κρ!σει δικα!H Θεο� δι $  α$ ποστολ�ν

α$ γγ�λων τ(ν ε: το�το τεταγµ�νων γιγνοµ�να

Cργ�ν κα� θυµ<ν καλε�σθαι.

Commentarius in Isaiam, 1.89: �π� τούτ^ γὰρ τ�ν

Cργ�ν �πάξειν εFρηται W θε�, Cργ8 �ντα�θα

Cνοµαζοµ�νη τ(ν τα� κολάσεσι διακονουµ�νων

‘α$ γγ�λων’· � γὰρ �π� τ(ν Α:γυπτ!ων �λ�γετο·

‘α$ π�στειλεν �π $  αυ$ τοὺ Cργ�ν κα� θυµ<ν κα� θλ�ψιν,

α$ ποστολ�ν δι $  α$ γγ�λων πονηρ(ν’, οoτω κα� ν�ν

Cργ� το� θεο�.

commPs, PG.23.340.22–28 (falsely ascribed to

Basil of Caesarea, PG.30.85.30–40): Η' δη δ> κα� οO

τὰ κολάσει διακονούµενοι κατὰ τ(ν α$ σεβ(ν

πονηρο� δα!µονε, αh τε ;πηρετικα� δυνάµει το�

Θεο� αO τοια!δε, Cργ� κα� θυµ< zνοµάσθησαν.

Οoτω γο�ν εFρηται �ν τK περ� τ8 δεκαπλ9γου τ8

κατ $  Α:γυπτ!ων �παχθε!ση λ�γ^ τ�· Α$ π�στειλεν

�π$  αυ$ τοὺ θυµ<ν κα� Cργ9ν, α$ ποστολ�ν δι $  α$ γγ�λων

πονηρ(ν.

Ibid. PG.23.917.24–28: Κα� ε:κ� γε cν διὰ µ>ν

πονηρ(ν δυνάµεων τὰ κατ $  Α:γυπτ!ων �πιτελε�-

σθαι πληγὰ κατὰ τ<ν φάσκοντα λ�γον·

37 Philo, De Gigantibus, 17–18. Origen, Cels, VIII.32; Commentarii in
Epistulam ad Romanos (I.1–XII.21), 5; frPs, 77, 48–51.
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Α$ π�στειλεν ε: αυ$ τοὺ Cργ�ν κα� θυµ�ν, θλ�ψιν

κα� α$ ποστολ�ν δι $  α$ γγ�λων πονηρ(ν. Ibid.

PG.23.928.19–21: Ε$ ξαπ�στειλεν ε: αυ$ τοὺ Cργ�ν

θυµο� αυ$ το�, θυµ<ν κα� Cργ�ν κα� θλ�ψιν,

α$ ποστολ�ν δι $  α$ γγ�λων πονηρ(ν.

Ibid. PG.23.928.26–34: Πρ< το� λεχθε�σι κα�

τα�τα κατὰ τ(ν Α:γυπτ!ων ;π>ρ τ8 σωτηρ!α το�

λαο� W Θε< ε:ργάζετο· Ε$ ξαπ�στειλεν ε: αυ$ τοὺ

Cργ�ν θυµο� αυ$ το�, θυµ<ν κα� Cργ�ν κα� θλ�ψιν.

Πολλαχο� δ> τ8 Cργ8 Cνοµαζοµ�νη κα� το�

θυµο�, W παρiν λ�γο τ�ν διάνοιαν �ρµηνεύει

τ8 τοιαύτη φων8 �ξ8 �πιλ�γων· Α$ ποστολ�ν δι $

α$ γγ�λων πονηρ(ν.

Cf. Enarratio in Prophetam Isaiam, 13.25916–20:

Τάχα δ> τοὺ �ντα�θα γ!γαντα zν�µασε σαφ�στε-

ρον W Ψαλµ< α$ γγ�λου πονηρού, λ�γων· Ε$ ξαπ�-

στειλεν ε: αυ$ τοὺ Cργ�ν θυµο� αυ$ το�, θυµ<ν κα�

Cργ�ν κα� θλ�ψιν, α$ ποστολ�ν δι $  α$ γγ�λων πονηρ(ν.

The following analysis by Theodoret agrees with his

statement quoted by Cassian in the present Scholion,

according to which he had argued that the ‘wrath of

God’ stands for ‘the devil’.

Theodoret, De Quaestionibus Ambiguis in Libros

Regnorum et Paralipomenon, PG.80.660.35–661.33

(full text quoted in EN XXXi). Also, Interpretatio in

Jeremiam, PG.81.732.1–14. Α$ κο�ν 0κουσα παρὰ

Κυρ!ου, κα� α$ γγ�λου ε: *θνη α$ π�στειλε·

συνάχθητε, κα� παραγ�νεσθε �π $  αυ$ τ9ν, κα�

α$ νάστητε ε: π�λεµον �π $  αυ$ τ9ν. Τ< δ�, ‘α$ γγ�λου

ε: τὰ *θνη α$ π�στειλεν’, α$ ντ� το� ‘�κ�λευσε’

τ�θεικεν· ε:κ< δ> κα� τK θε!^ προστάγµατι

διακονο�ντα α$ γγ�λου διεγε!ρειν τοὺ πολεµ!ου·

κα� γὰρ W θε�ο λ�γει ∆αβ!δ· ‘Ε$ ξαπ�στειλεν ε:

αυ$ τοὺ Cργ�ν θυµο� α;το�· θυµ�ν, κα� Cργ9ν,

κα� θλ�ψιν, α$ ποστολ�ν δι $  α$ γγ�λων πονηρ(ν.’

Πονηροὺ δ> καλε�, ου$ χ � φύσει τοιούτου, α$ λλ$

� τιµωρ!α χάριν �κπεµποµ�νου. Κακὰ γὰρ

καλε�ν ε:)θαµεν κα� τὰ �παγοµ�να συµφορά.

intProphXII, PG.81.1904.47–1905.1: ∆ιδάσκεται

το!νυν W προφ9τη, � τα� α$ οράτοι δυνάµεσιν

;πουργο� κεχρηµ�νο W τ(ν Xλων Θε< κα� τὰ

α$ γαθὰ χορηγε�, κα� τὰ λυπηρὰ το� α$ νθρ)ποι

�πάγει. Οoτω κα� W µακάριο λ�γει ∆αβ!δ·

‘Παρεµβαλε� α' γγελο Κυρ!ου κύκλ^ τ(ν

φοβουµ�νων αυ$ τ�ν, κα� ?ύσεται αυ$ τού.’ Περ�

δ> τ8 τιµωρ!α �ν �τ�ρ^ ψαλµK φησιν·

‘Ε$ ξαπ�στειλεν ε: αυ$ τοὺ Cργ�ν θυµο� α;το�·

θυµ<ν κα� Cργ9ν, κα� θλ�ψιν, α$ ποστολ�ν δι $

α$ γγ�λων πονηρ(ν.’

EN XXXf: τ<ν α$ ναπε!θοντα α- µαρτάνειν

The expression was taken up from John Chrysostom,

who in all probability received it from Philo using the

vocabulary of Jer. 36:8.

Philo, Legum Allegoriarum libri i-iii, 3.213: �πε�

ζ(ν γε W βασιλεὺ κα� φιλ9δονο τρ�πο �ν +µ�ν

γεγηθ�ναι τ�ν ψυχ�ν α$ ναπε!θει �φ $  ο[ α- µαρτάνει.

De Decalogo, 141: κα� τοὺ κυρ!ου τ8 ψ9φου

συνεξαµαρτάνειν α$ ναπε!θοντε.

Cassian must have had in mind a passage of

Chrysostom discussing ‘the passion of wrath’ (τ< τ8

Cργ8 πάθο). John Chrysostom, In Sanctum Joannem

(homiliae 1–88), PG.59.45.27: ου$  µ�νον α$ ναπε!θουσα

α- µαρτάνειν. In Illud: Salutate Priscillam et Aquilam,

PG.51.206.58–59: τ<ν α- µαρτάνειν α$ ναπε!θοντα. De

Virginitatis Integritate, 44: τ�ν πολλὰ πολλάκι

α$ ναπε!θουσαν κα� α$ ναγκάζουσαν +µα̃ κα� α' κοντα

α- µαρτάνειν γυνα�κα.

Both Theodoret, whose text Cassian actually quotes,

and Cassian himself, used the notion.

Theodoret, Graecarum Affectionum Curatio, 3.62

(ου$ δ $ �κ τ(ν ξυµβ�λων µ�νον α$ ναπειθ�µενοι);

12.56–57 (τὰ α$ ναπε!θοντα µ� πειν(ντα �σθ!ειν);

Interpretatio in Jeremiam, PG.81.649.13 (quoting Jer.

36:8); De Providentia, PG.83.636.18.

Cassian the Sabaite, Const, p. 6a: κα� το�το δε�γµα

καθολικ<ν κα� προφαν> τ8 το� διαβ�λου

λ�γουσιν ε_ναι τ�χνη οO πατ�ρε τ< α$ ναπε!θειν

αυ$ τ<ν τοὺ µαθητευοµ�νου α$ π< τ(ν πατ�ρων

κρύπτειν τοὺ :δ!ου λογισµοὺ :δ!H ;περοψ!H.

OctoVit, p. 33v: τ�ν πα̃σαν σπουδ�ν *χειν ε: τ<

�ργ�χειρον α$ ναπε!θει.

EN XXXg: κατηµαξευµ�νη

The Codex has κατεµαξευµ�νη. Harnack emended to

καθηµαξευµ�νη,38 Turner agreed with that (p. 6),

whereas Dyobouniotis wanted καταµεµαξευµ�νη,

which, however, is a non-existent word: in fact this is

38 The word α' µαξα takes a smooth breathing and acute ( ' ). The perfect-
participle (feminine, genitive) could be καθηµαξευµ�νη only if

α' µαξα had rough breathing and acute ( e ), which is not quite the case.
The ‘later Attic’ pronunciation of it was scarcely employed (see p. 349).
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plain wrong on grounds of grammar, since the verb is

καταµαξεύεσθαι, a compound made of the preposition

κατά and the noun α' µαξα (‘coach’, with smooth

breathing). Quite evidently Diobouniotis was not aware

of the etymology of the word. In the following discus-

sion all propositions (Codex, Harnack, Turner) are con-

tested. The perfect participle κατηµαξευµ�νη, which I

propose, means ‘hackneyed’. The simile of a road which

has been repeatedly trodden, or has been used times by

an α' µαξα (‘coach’); hence κατηµαξευµ�νη also

denotes the ‘hackenyed meaning’ of a word.

The Codex’s reading κατεµαξευµ�νη appears

once (in accusative) in Hesychius’ Lexicon,39 and is

rightly interpreted as κατατετριµµ�νην. Harnack’s

conjecture (καθηµαξευµ�νη) appears just once in

authors who are either significant to the Scholia

(Origen, Eusebius),40 or later erudite ones, such as

Photius and Eustathius of Thessaloniki, as well as in the

Suda lexicon.41 This form is based on the assumption

that the noun α' µαξα should be written with a rough

breathing (that is, αe µαξα), as Photius has it.42 Herodian

had explained that, as a rule, the letter α standing before

one µ or two should always take a smooth breathing,

except for αe µα and cognates (he gives the examples,

α- µαρτP, α- µατροχιά). According to Herodian, to write

α' µαξα with a smooth breathing was an ad hoc rule ‘set

forth by our ancestors’ (τ< δ> α9 µαξα ε: :δι�τητα

�ψ!λωσαν οO πρ< +µ(ν), even though the ‘modern

people of Attica’ maintain their general predilection for

rough breathing (De Prosodia Catholica, 3,1, p. 341).

Eminent grammarians and lexica alike maintained this

grammatical rule favouring smooth breathing: Phil-

oxenus of Alexandria (first cent. BC, Fragmenta, frs. 18;

153; 413; 431; 468); Orion of Alexandria (fifth cent. AD,

Etymologicum, p. 612); Stephanus Byzantius (sixth cent.

Ethnica (epitome), p. 830). Etymologicum Genuinum,

p. 604. Etymologicum Symeonis, v. 1; p. 386. Pseudo-

Zonaras, Lexicon, p. 147. Eustathius of Thessaloniki,

Commentary ad Homeri Iliadem, v. 4, p. 595.

Following this, there is one more option to be con-

sidered, which is κατηµαξευµ�νη. This is the correct

perfect participle of the verb καταµαξεύεσθαι (indicat-

ing a road having been used too much by a coach or

α' µαξα). The word α' µαξα has an acute accent and

smooth breathing, not acute accent and rough breath-

ing. This means that in the perfect participial form of

the verb καταµαξεύεσθαι (= κατὰ + α$ µαξεύεσθαι),

the letter τ of the preposition κατὰ should not change to

θ. In other words, the correct participial form (feminine)

is κατηµαξευµ�νη, not καθηµαξευµ�νη.

Therefore, this is the right word for the Scholion-

text. In contrast to the isolated occurrences in both

Eusebius and Origen, this participle is used in far more

instances by authors, including the foregoing ones,

along with others such as Didymus. Besides, this

orthography is the closest to the Codex, needing

only one letter to be emended (ε changing to η): the

Codex κατεµαξευµ�νη43 should be emended to

κατηµαξευµ�νη. Here are some important instances

where this form of the participle occurs, including

authors relevant to the vocabulary of the Scholia.

Dionysius of Halicarnassus (first cent. BC), Anti-

quitates Romanae, 10.41.2 (κατηµαξευµ�να); De

Oratoribus Antiquis, 4 (κατηµαξευµ�να); De

Thucydide, 11 (κατηµαξευµ�να).

Philo, De Confusione Linguarum, 143 (τ<

πρ�χειρον κα� κατηµαξευµ�νον, which is the

language for ‘πρ�χειρο grasp of scripture’, as dis-

cussed in Scholia III and XXV); Quis Rerum Divinarum

Heres Sit, 279 (κατηµαξευµ�νων).

Origen, Princ, IV.1.7 (Philocalia, 1.7) (κατηµαξευ-

µ�ναι); commGen, PG.12.56.11 (Philocalia, 23.2)

(κατηµαξευµ�νου); commJohn, XIX.15.93

(κατηµαξευµ�να, κατηµαξευµ�νου).

Eusebius, HE, 6.16.1 (κατηµαξευµ�να).

Gregory of Nazianzus, Epistulae, Epistle 249.13 (κατη-

µαξευµ�νων), or Gregory of Nyssa, Epistulae, Epistle

1.13 (κατηµαξευµ�νων). The text is the same one,

39 Hesychius of Alexandria, Lexicon, Alphabetic letter kappa, entry
1626.

40 Origen, homJer, 14.3 (καθηµαξευµ�νον). Eusebius, PE,
6.11 (καθηµαξευµ�νου).

41 Eustathius of Thessaloniki, Commentarii ad Homeri Iliadem, v. 4,
p. 228 (καθηµαξευµ�να); Commentarius in Homeri Odysseam,
v. 1, p. 13 (καθηµαξευµ�νω). Suda lexicon, Alphabetic letter
kappa, entry 82 (καθηµαξευµ�νο, καθηµαξευµ�νον).

42 Photius, Lexicon, Alphabetic letter alpha, entry 1197. According to
Herodian of Alexandria (grammarian and rhetor, Alexandria, Rome,
second cent. AD) (or Pseudo-Herodian) this way of writing (αe µαξα)

was a habit of ‘modern people of Attica’ (Α$ ττικο� οO νε)τεροι), De
Prosodia Catholica, v. 3,1, p. 341. So says the sophist and
lexicographer Aelius Dionysius (second cent. AD): Lexicon Atticum,
Alphabetic letter alpha, entry 98; Alphabetic letter kappa, entry 3.
This is what Photius actually reports. But there are no authors of note
using this version, save the participial form καθηµαξευµ�νο,
which probably has to do with scribes or modern editors rather than
the authors themselves.

43 Although not a correct form, Hesychius of Alexandria (fifth–sixth
cent. AD) included κατεµαξευµ�νη in his Lexicon, Alphabetic letter
kappa, entry 1626.
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yet two different editors have ascribed it to two different

Gregories. To resolve this issue is beyond my scope.

Didymus, commPs 22–26.10, Cod. p. 59

(κατηµαξευµ�ναι).

Cyril of Alexandria, De Adoratione, PG.68.388.47

(κατηµαξευµ�νον).

Simplicius, In Aristotelis Categorias Commentarium,

v. 8, p. 424 (κατηµαξευµ�νον).

Elias of Alexandria (sixth cent. AD), In Porphyrii

Isagogen, p. 45 (κατηµαξευµ�να).

Photius, Lexicon, Alphabetic letter kappa, p. 149

(κατηµαξευµ�νο).

Suda lexicon, Alphabetic letter omega, entry 182

(κατηµαξευµ�να); Alphabetic letter pi, entry 2930

(κατηµαξευµ�νον).

Hesychius, Lexicon, Alphabetic letter kappa, entry

1261 (κατηµαξευµ�νην); Alphabetic letter kappa,

entry 1760 (κατηµαξευµ�να).

Etymologicum Magnum, p. 497 (κατηµαξευµ�να).

Michael Psellus, Poemata, 2 (κατηµαξευµ�ναι);

6 (κατηµαξευµ�νην); 54, (κατηµαξευµ�ν^).

Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus, De Administrando

Imperio, 1 (κατηµαξευµ�ν^).

Eustathius of Thessaloniki (twelfth cent. AD),

Commentarii ad Homeri Iliadem, v. 4, p. 228 (κατηµα-

ξευµ�νον); ibid. v. 4, p. 595 (κατηµαξευµ�νου).

These citations do not exhaust all the instances

found in literature. There are also other authors using

this form. The alternative pronunciation αe µαξα (acute,

with rough breathing) was urged by the Etymologicum

Gudianum (p. 106) following the fanciful etymology

Wµο�+α' γουσα.

EN XXXh: Quoting Ex. 15:7

Didymus is the sole Christian who quoted this pas-

sage44 of the Old Testament repeatedly, along with a

fragment ascribed to Origen. The present Scholion

comments on this in the same spirit. Besides, this is one

more indication that the catena-fragments on John that

are currently ascribed to Origen were filtered through

Didymus’ vocabulary. We came across the same frag-

ment LI in EN XXXd, where the notion of ‘wrath’ is

explained to be ‘not a passion of God’.

Origen, frJohn, LI: Πολλαχο� τ(ν γραφ(ν αO κατὰ

τ(ν φαύλων τιµωρ!αι Cργ� λ�γονται θεο�· �

τ< λεχθ>ν περ� τ(ν Α:γυπτ!ων ;π< Μωϋσ�ω·

‘Ε$ ξαπ�στειλα τ�ν Cργ9ν σου, κα� κατ�φαγεν

αυ$ τοὺ �σε� καλάµην.’ κα� Πα�λο περ� τ(ν

Ι$ ουδα!ων γράφει· Ε' φθασεν δ> αυ$ τοὺ + ‘Cργ� ε:

τ�λο’, Cργ�ν λ�γων τὰ �πελθούσα �π $  αυ$ τοὺ

θεηλάτου τιµωρ!α. α$ λλὰ κα� πρ< τ<ν

καταφρονο�ντα τ8 χρηστ�τητο κα� µακροθυµ!α

φησ!· ‘Κατὰ δ> τ�ν σκληρ�τητά σου κα�

α$ µεταν�ητον καρδ!αν θησαυρ!ζει σεαυτK Cργ�ν

�ν +µ�ρH Cργ8.’ ου$  γὰρ νοµιστ�ον πάθο ε_ναι

θεο� τ�ν Cνοµαζοµ�νην αυ$ το� Cργ9ν. π( γὰρ

δυνατ<ν πάθο ε_ναι περ� τ<ν α$ παθ8; α$ λλ$ �πε� µ�

πάσχει θε< α$ ναλλο!ωτο bν, �ρµηνευτ�ον τ�ν

λεγοµ�νην αυ$ το� Cργ�ν καθ $ αn  εFρηται.

This is an elaboration of the idea that on no account

does ‘God’s wrath’ betoken passion. Cassian’s source in

writing of this part of the Scholion, namely Theodoret,

argues thus: ‘that which is sent by someone is in itself

distinct from him who sends it’ (Πα̃ν γὰρ τ< α$ ποστελ-

λ�µενον ;π� τινο qτερ�ν �στιν το� �ξαποστ�λ-

λοντο). What he means is this: anger is a sentiment,

which may exist only within the soul of an angry

person. It cannot be ‘sent’, because there is no way for a

passion to exist ‘outside’ the soul, of which anger is

a passion. Once therefore God is said to ‘have sent’ his

‘anger’, this can only suggest that this anger is in

essence something different from the well-known

human passion, which is of an ‘accidental’45 character.

There is a fundamental difference between Didymus

and Theodoret, however. Didymus identifies either the

‘wrath’ of God with punishments themselves,46 or ‘the

devil’ with the ‘punishing power’ of God,47 not with

44 Exodus, 15:7 (Septuagint, Odae, Ode 1.7): α$ π�στειλα τ�ν Cργ9ν

σου, κα� κατ�φαγεν αυ$ τοὺ � καλάµην.
45 Cf. Scholion text: συµβ�βηκεν, συµβεβηκ�.
46 Didymus, commJob (1–4), Cod. p. 91: ‘�ξαπ�στειλα’ γὰρ ‘τ�ν

Cργ9ν σου’, X �στιν τὰ �π!πονα. frPs(al), fr. 32: εFρηται δ> τὰ

�π!πονα τὰ καθαπτ�µενα τ(ν πονηρ(ν. Ibid. fr. 32: Οe τι δ> ου$

πάθο θεο� �κ τούτων τ(ν λ�ξεων παρ!σταται, µανθάνοµεν κα�

�κ τ(ν Μωϋσ�ω πρ< τ<ν θε<ν λ�γων φεροµ�νων οoτω·

Α$ π�στειλα τ�ν Cργ9ν σου κα� κατ�φαγεν αυ$ τοὺ �σε�

καλάµην. εFρηται δ> τὰ �π!πονα τὰ καθαπτ�µενα τ(ν πονηρ(ν

�ν τούτοι CργP θεο� κρ!σει αυ$ το� ε: τοὺ α$ ξ!ου �ρχ�µενα. 

ου$ δ> γὰρ + Cργ� τ< πάθο τ(ν �ξαποστελλοµ�νων �στ!ν· *χει

γὰρ τ< ε_ναι �ν µ�νG τP θυµικP τ8 ψυχ8 δυνάµει, g *ξω

γενοµ�νη ου$ δ $ Xλω ;φ!σταται· *στι γὰρ τ(ν �ν α' λλοι τ< ε_ναι

�χ�ντων. commJob (7.20c-11), Cod. p. 286: Cργ�ν δ> �ντα�θα ου$

πάθο �κλαβε�ν δε�, α$ λλὰ τ�ν �π!πονον α$ γωγ9ν, καθὰ κα�

Μωσ8 πρ< θε�ν φησιν· ‘�ξαπ�στειλα τ�ν Cργ�ν κα�

κατ�φαγεν αυ$ τοὺ � καλάµην.’ Also, in commZacch, 2.199 quoted
above.

47 Didymus, commPs 40–44.4, Cod. p. 309: κα� W Ι$ iβ δ> περ� τ8

κολαστικ8 δυνάµεω (αυ$ τ< δ> W διάβολο cν). See full
quotation above.
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God’s ‘wrath’. By contrast, Theodoret identifies this

wrath with ‘the devil’, not with any feelings. In other

words, this wrath is personified: it is not just a state of

things during punishment. Hence, the phraseology is

congruent with that of Didymus, yet the shift in Cas-

sian’s understanding effected by Theodoret is evident as

well as crucial. The bishop of Cyrrhus, of course, main-

tained Origen’s notion of God’s impassibility using vir-

tually the same phraseology.

Theodoret, Quaestiones in Octateuchum, p. 38:

δ8λον γὰρ ο_µαι το� τὰ θε�α πεπαιδευµ�νοι �

ου$ δ>ν �κ µεταµελε!α ποιε�ν εFωθε W τ(ν Xλων

Θε�· το�το γὰρ δ� τ< πάθο Fδιον τ(ν τρεπτ�ν

�χ�ντων τ�ν φύσιν, κα� ν�ν µ>ν τούτοι, ν�ν δ>

�κε!νοι α$ ρεσκοµ�νων, κα� τ< µ�λλον *σεσθαι

παντάπασιν α$ γνοούντων. W δ> τ(ν Xλων Θε<

α' τρεπτον µ>ν *χει τ�ν φύσιν· ο_δε δ> � 0δη

γεγενηµ�να τὰ µ9πω γεγενηµ�να.

As a matter of fact, the idea of identifying the ‘wrath

of God’ with ‘the devil’ occurred to Theodoret facing the

need to explain the discrepancy between 2 Kings 24:1

and 1 Paralipomenon 21:1. The extensive quotation

from his De Quaestionibus Ambiguis in Libros

Regnorum et Paralipomenon (Quaestio XLV:

PG.80.660.8–664.4) is illuminating and identifies him as

the author of this specific part of the present Scholion

XXX. As already noted, Theodoret found this question

treated by Origen himself.48 Likewise, the use of the

same term �ξαποστελλ�µενον is quite telling. The

comment is virtually the same as the foregoing frag-

ment ascribed to Origen, yet the passage is Theodoret’s,

who identifies himself through the phrase ‘as we have

taught’ (� �διδάξαµεν).

There is one more point to be made. Didymus

applies the verb �ξαπ�στειλα, which is not the pre-

cise one used in the Old Testament (viz. α$ π�στειλα).

Although the verb is slightly modified, the meaning

remains intact. This is understandable, since Didymus

quoted from memory, and used this verb invariably at

all points where he quoted the scriptural passage. How-

ever, in the case of Origen’s fragment LI on John, this is

not understandable. Origen modified scriptural pas-

sages only in his homilies, not in any commentary,

where the scriptural text was available to him to check

and write out without the pressure of an oral speech.

The only plausible conclusion, therefore, is that Ori-

gen’s fragment LI on John is a rendering via Didymus.

On the other hand, the passage of Didymus quoted

above, namely, frPs(al), fr. 32 (which has

Α$ π�στειλα), might well be part of a rendering of

Didymus’ comments on the Psalms by a catenist.

Of course it is always possible that Didymus used a

passage of Origen, particularly since the expression

above is reminiscent of Origen’s πα̃ν γὰρ τ< ποιο�ν

πρεσβύτερον το� πεποιηµ�νου,49 which was also

quoted by Eusebius.50 Theodoret was perfectly aware

of this work of Origen, since he had used it in his

collection Quaestiones in Genesin, in which one can

see that Theodoret agrees with Origen in rejecting

astrology.51

EN XXXi: � �διδάξαµεν �κ τ8 πρ)τη

τ(ν Παραλειποµ�νων

Theodoret is the sole Christian author to have written a

commentary on 1 Paralipomenon, as far as extant writ-

ings are concerned. The germane text is quoted below.

It is interesting that he quotes 1 Paralipomenon 21:1,

not from the LXX, but from the Hebrew text, where the

Hebrew has the equivalent of Κα� α$ ν�στη Σατα̃ν �π�

Ι$ σρα9λ, corresponding to the LXX Κα� *στη W

διάβολο �ν τK Ι$ σρα9λ. Christian authors did not

quote this Hebrew version, with the exception of Pho-

tius, five centuries after Theodoret.52

There are authors who seem to have written on

books of Paralipomenon, but the text of the Scholion

refers to the first book of Paralipomenon. Cyril wrote a

commentary on the second book only.53 It is therefore

Theodoret alone that remains as the one who refers to

himself as having written such a treatise.

48 Origen, Cels, IV.72, quoted above.
49 Origen, commGen, PG.12.69.41–42 (apud Philocalia, 23.14).
50 Eusebius, Preaparatio Evangelica, 6.11.56.
51 Theodoret , Quaestiones in Genesin. PG.80.96, commenting on

Gen. 1:14.
52 Photius, Epistulae et Amphilochia, epistle 302. In this epistle Photius

implicitly avails himself of Theodoret’s analysis. So he does also in
Epistle 301, where the notion of ‘wrath of God’ is developed in close 

relation to the analyses of Scholion XXX. However, I should remind
the reader that I have argued that many epistles of this collection
are like Cassian and unlike Photius, which calls for serious
reconsideration of these texts. See RCR and NDGF, passim.

53 A spurious work makes reference to Cyril’s book on 2 Pralipomenon.
Pseudo-Cyril of Alexandria, Collectio Dictorum Veteris Testamenti,
PG.77.1261.1. Theodoret had written a treatise on the same book:
PG.80.820.
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Photius is a valuable witness to Theodoret, whom

he admired not only for his erudition, but also for

his style. To him, Theodoret is an exegete far more

intuitive ‘than Hippolytus and the others’ with regard

‘to exegesis of the prophets’.54 Photius commented

on Theodoret’s erudition, as well as on his lucidity,

clarity, wit, disinclination to parade erudition and

unpretentiousness, and his comments are more than

enthusiastic.55 Among others, Photius advises us that

he had read the commentary of Theodoret on Daniel,

which is a text similar to John’s Revelation. According

to Photius, Theodoret drew on Hippolytus’ commentary

on Daniel. However, Photius goes on, the exegeses

which Theodoret furnished on his own are the best part

of this commentary.56 Furthermore, Photius expresses

his admiration for the qualities of Theodoret for an

additional reason: he is the exegete that had struggled

to yield exegeses ‘on the difficult points of scripture’,

among which ‘the books on Kings and Paralipomenon

are included’.57

Photius also tells us that the question concerning

2 Kings 24:1 had been handled by Cyril of Alexandria

in response to a certain ‘most pious Christophorus’ (so

addressed by Cyril), who had submitted to the bishop

of Alexandria a catalogue with questions on scriptural

points for him to unravel. Cyril resolved to have

recourse to homonymy: the appellation ‘Lord’ of

2 Kings 24:1 may bespeak either God or the devil.58

However, Photius remarks that the exegesis that

‘Theodoret and other holy men’ furnished on the same

point was far better than that of Cyril.59 Who these

‘holy men’ were is difficult to determine.60 Photius is

nevertheless clear in regarding Theodoret as the leading

figure on the question of the specific exegesis – which

is the exegesis expounded in both this Scholion and in

Theodoret’s commentary on 1 Paralipomenon.

This testimony by Photius suggests that Theodoret’s

exegesis had a strong impact upon later thinkers. Since

his commentary on the book of Paralipomenon became

almost legendary, he must be the person who writes of

himself in the present Scholion (which Cassian quotes

from Theodoret), ‘as we have taught apropos of the

book of 1 Paralipomenon’ (� �διδάξαµεν). We know

of no other theologian who wrote on this Scriptural

book.

I therefore quote from Theodoret, and the reader

can see for himself that the reference of the Scholion to

the previous work on 1 Paralipomenon is in fact the

following text. The sole difference is that in the com-

mentary on 1 Paralipomenon Theodoret quotes from the

Hebrew text, whereas in Scholion XXX Cassian cites

the LXX.

Theodoret, De Quaestionibus Ambiguis in Libros

Regnorum et Paralipomenon, PG.80.660.8–664.4: Τ!

δ9ποτε το� ∆αβ�δ α$ ριθµ9σαντο, W λα< τ�ν

τιµωρ!αν α$ νεδ�ξατο; . . . Το�το δ> κα� + Oστορ!α

διδάσκει· ‘Κα� προσ�θετο Cργ� Θεο�, το�

θυµωθ8ναι �ν Ι$ σρα9λ.’ Ου$ κ ε_πεν, Ε$ ν ∆αβ!δ, α$ λλ$,

‘Ε$ ν Ι$ σρα9λ’. Τοιγάρτοι πρ�φασι cν τ8 τιµωρ!α

W γεν�µενο α$ ριθµ�· ‘Ε$ π�σεισε γάρ, φησι, τ<ν

∆αβ�δ ε: αυ$ τού, λ�γων, Πορεύθητι, α$ ρ!θµησον

τ<ν Ι$ σρα�λ κα� τ<ν Ι$ ούδαν.’ Α$ λλ$ ου$  διὰ λ�γων

�κελεύσθη· c γὰρ αE ν ευ$ θύνα τ8 α$ ριθµ9σεω

ε:σπραττ�µενο ε_πεν, � Αυ$ τ< �κ�λευσα

α$ ριθµηθ8ναι. Α$ λλὰ το�το µ>ν ου$ κ *φη· πεπληµ-

µεληκ�ναι δ> �µολ�γησεν. Ου$  το!νυν λ�γ^

προσ�ταξε τ<ν Ι$ σρα�λ α$ ριθµ8σαι, α$ λλ$ �νδ�δωκε

τούτ^ χρ9σασθαι τK λογισµK τ<ν ∆αβ!δ. hλεω γὰρ

bν W ∆εσπ�τη κα� Θε�, �µποδ)ν γ!νεται το�

συνο!σειν ου$  µ�λλουσι λογισµο�. Κα� γὰρ

βουλευσαµ�ν^ τ<ν θε�ον ο:κοδοµ8σαι νεiν διὰ

το� προφ9του Ναθὰν δεδ9λωκε µηδ>ν τοιο�τον

βουλεύσασθαι, α$ λλὰ τK παιδ� τ�ν τ8 ο:κοδοµ8

φυλάξαι φροντ!δα. Οe τι δ> ου$ κ �ξ �νεργε!α,

α$ λλ$ �κ συγχωρ9σεω W τοιο�το αυ$ τK γ�γονε

λογισµ�, σαφ�στερον + τ(ν Παραλειποµ�νων

54 Photius, Bibliotheca, Codex 203, p. 164a: ΜακρK µ>ν οVτο W

σοφ< α$ ν�ρ ου$ χ Ι- ππολύτου µ�νον α$ λλὰ κα� πολλ(ν α' λλων τP

τ(ν προφητικ(ν ?ηµάτων α$ ναπτύξει τε κα� διακαθάρσει κρατε�.
55 Ibid. pp. 164a–b.
56 Ibid. p. 164b: Ε' στι µ>ν οjν �ν τP περ� τ<ν θεσπ�σιον ∆ανι�λ

α$ ναπτύξει κατ $  *νια τK µάρτυρι συµφερ�µενο Ι- ππολύτ^,
πλε!ω δ> πρ< αn  φ�ρεται τ�ν �τ�ραν, Yν τὰ �πιφαν�στερα

τα�τα.
57 Photius, Bibliotheca, Codex 203, p. 164b: ε: τὰ α' πορα γὰρ

χρηµατ!ζει τ8 Γραφ8· �ν ο[ �στι κα� ε: τὰ τ(ν Βασιλει(ν κα�

ε: τὰ Παραλειπ�µενα.

58 In 2 Kings 24:1, it is written that it is ‘the Lord’ (Κύριο), but in
1 Paralipomenon 21:1, it is ‘the devil’ (W διάβολο) who incites
David to count Israel.

59 Photius, Bibliotheca, Codex 230, p. 282b: Αυ$ τ< µ>ν οoτω δοκε�

πω διὰ τ8 Wµωνυµ!α τ�ν α$ µφιβολ!αν �πιλύεσθαι· α' µεινον δ�

µοι δοκε� Θεοδωρ9τ^ τε κα� το� α' λλοι Oερο� α$ νδράσι

(Cassian?) πραγµατευθ8ναι τ8 προκειµ�νη α$ πορ!α τ�ν

�π!λυσιν.
60 A testimony in the Suda lexicon attests that Diodorus of Tarsus wrote a

treatise entitled On the Questions About the Books of Paralipomenon
(Ε: τὰ ζητούµενα τ(ν Παραλειποµ�νων). Suda lexicon,
Alphabetic letter delta, entry 1149.
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�δ!δαξε β!βλο. Λ�γει δ> οoτω· ‘Κα� α$ ν�στη

Σατα̃ν �π� Ι$ σρα9λ, κα� �π�σεισε τ<ν ∆αβ!δ, το�

α$ ριθµ8σαι τ<ν Ι$ σρα9λ.’ Κα� ου$ κ ε_πεν, Α$ ν�στη

Σατα̃ν �π� ∆αβ!δ, α$ λλ$, ‘�π� τ<ν Ι$ σρα9λ’. Σατα̃ν δ>

τ<ν α$ ντικε!µενον, @ α$ ποστάτην, + Ε- βρα!ων γλ(ττα

καλε�. Ε$ πειδ� το!νυν �ναντ!ο τα� θε!αι

�παγγελ!αι W τοιο�το cν λογισµ< (τK γὰρ

Α$ βραὰµ W τ(ν Xλων *φη Θε�, ‘Ποι9σω τ< σπ�ρµα

σ<ν � τ�ν α' µµον τ�ν παρὰ τ< χε�λο τ8

θαλάσση, Dτι ου$ κ α$ ριθµηθ9σεται α$ π< το�

πλ9θου’), τούτου χάριν Σατα̃ν τ<ν τοιο�τον

zν�µασε λογισµ�ν, � �ναντ!ον τP ;ποσχ�σει τP

θε!H· α$ λλὰ διὰ τ�ν το� Ι$ σρα�λ τιµωρ!αν W τοιο�το

�γ�νετο λογισµ�· ‘Α$ ν�στη γάρ, φησιν, Σατα̃ν �π�

Ι$ σρα9λ, κα� �π�σεισε τ<ν ∆αβ!δ, το� α$ ριθµ8σαι

τ<ν Ι$ σρα�λ κα� τ<ν Ι$ ούδα.’ Οoτω κα$ ντα�θα,

‘Προσ�θετο Cργ� το� Θεο�, το� θυµωθ8ναι �π�

Ι$ σρα9λ’· κα� �π�σεισε τ<ν ∆αβ�δ ε: αυ$ τού, λ�γων,

‘Πορεύθητι, α$ ρ!θµησον τ<ν Ι$ σρα�λ κα� τ<ν Ι$ ούδα.’

Ε: δ> αυ$ τ< προσ�ταξε, τ! δ9ποτε χαλεπα!νει;

Ου$ κο�ν τ�ν θε!αν συγχ)ρησιν διὰ τούτων

δεδ9λωκεν. Ε: δ> W ∆εσπ�τη Θε< το�το

προσετετάχει γεν�σθαι, τ! δ9ποτε µεταµελε�ται W

∆αβ�δ τ�ν θε!αν πεπληρωκi �ντολ9ν; ‘Ε$ πάταξε

γάρ, φησιν, + καρδ!α ∆αβ�δ αυ$ τ<ν µετὰ τα�τα, Xτι

yρ!θµησε τ<ν λα�ν· κα� ε_πε ∆αβ!δ, Η- µάρτηκα

τK Κυρ!^ το� ποι8σαι τ< ?8µα το�το. Κα� ν�ν,

Κύριε, περ!ελε τ�ν α$ δικ!αν το� δούλου σου,

Xτι �µαται)θη σφ�δρα.’ ∆8λον το!νυν, � τ�ν

συγχ)ρησιν �κάλεσεν �ντολ9ν· �πειδ� κωλ�σαι

δυνάµενο ου$ κ �κ)λυσε, παιδε�σαι διὰ τούτου

τοὺ παραν�µου βουλ�µενο. Κα� πρ(τον µ>ν

αυ$ τοὺ yθ�λησε τ8 πρ< τοὺ πατ�ρα

γεγενηµ�νη �παγγελ!α α$ ναµν8σαι, κα� δε�ξαι

ταύτη τ< α$ ληθ�· *πειτα διδάξαι, � �ξ �ν< το�

Ι$ ακiβ τοσα�ται µυριάδε �γ�νοντο, κα� Xτι

τοσαύτη τετυχηκ�τε ευ$ εργεσ!α α$ ε� πονηρὰν

�πεδε!ξαντο γν)µην. Τούτου χάριν α$ ριθµηθ8ναι

συνεχ)ρησε πρ(τον· ε_θ $ οoτω �κ�λασεν.

The instances of 1 Paralipomenon, 21:1 being

quoted in literature are scarce. In effect it is only Theod-

oret who came up with a coherent exegesis.61 Besides,

the problem of this Scholion, namely whether David

was guilty of sin once he had been bidden to count

Israel, is the same as the one expounded by Theodoret

in the foregoing passage.

The expression � �διδάξαµεν, in the first person,

is almost non-existent in literature. It is remarkable that

this appears in three instances only, in authors related to

Theodoret’s education.62

Finally, a major witness to Theodoret is Michael

Glycas, who clearly attests that he studied Theodoret’s

commentary on 1 Paralipomenon.63

EN XXXj: Quoting 1 Tim. 1:20

Quotation of Paul’s phrase as in 1 Tim. 1:20 is extremely

rare. All in all, the instance of the expression is quoted

only in the following: Origen, homJer, 1.3; 19.14;

frJer, 48; frPs, 118, 121; frEx, PG.12.276.40 (Philocalia,

27.8). Severianus of Gabala, In Justum et Beatum

Job, PG.56.572.18. John Chrysostom, In Job, p. 15; In

Principium Actorum, PG.51.96.6; In Epistolam i ad

Timotheum Commentarius, PG.62.528.17. Theodoret,

Interpretatio xiv Epistularum Sancti Pauli,

PG.82.796.41; Haereticarum Fabularum Compendium,

PG.83.385.15.

EN XXXk: �φορ(ντε α' γγελοι

The expression ‘overseeing angels’ originates in Clem-

ent and does not occur in Origen.

Clement of Alexandria, Stromateis, 7.2.12.5: το�

�φορ(ντο µεγάλου κριτο� διά τε τ(ν προσεχ(ν

α$ γγ�λων.

Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 718a: οuτε α$ γγ�λου τοὺ

πάλαι αυ$ τ�ν �φορ(ντα.

Eusebius, commPs, PG.24.37.37: θε!ων α$ γγ�λων

κα� λειτουργ(ν Θεο� �φορ)ντων.

John of Damascus, Laudatio Sanctae Barbarae,

PG.96.796.54: α$ γγ�λων τε τ(ν τ�ν σ�ν α' θλησιν

�φορ)ντων.

61 Theodoret, De Quaestionibus Ambiguis in Libros Regnorum et
Paralipomenon, PG.80.661: 13–15 and 25–28. Maximus Confessor,
Quaestiones et Dubia, 161. The author tries to deal with the old
question of squaring 2 Kings 24:1 (the subject of the verb �π�σεισε

is God) with 1 Paralipomenon 21:1 (the subject of the verb �π�σεισε

is the devil). On this Photius reports that Cyril had recourse to
homonymy, but with little success or inspiration. In John of
Damascus this is nothing more than a quotation: Sacra Parallela,
PG.95.1405.7–8.

62 Galen, In Hippocratis Prognosticum Commentaria iii, v. 18b, p. 164.
Alexandrer of Aphrodisias, In Aristotelis Topicorum Libros Octo
Commentaria, p. 57. Epiphanius of Salamis, Panarion,
PG.24.576.39.

63 Michael Glycas (chronicler, twelfth cent. AD, Constantinople),
Annales, p. 335. He refers to Theodoret more than any other author.
Cf. ibid. pp. 27; 37; 63; 128; 151; 152; 201; 242; 249; 330; 331; 339;
349; 353; 358; 359; 369; 392; 428; 483; 488; 502.
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The expression about God ‘overseeing’ (�φορ(ν)

occurs in both Didymus and Theodoret, probably draw-

ing on a Homeric Lexicon so styling Zeus: Apollonius

(sophist, first second cent. AD), Lexicon Homericum,

p. 79: ευ$ ρύοπα, �π!θετον ∆ι�, 0τοι τ<ν µεγάλω

�φορ(ντα.

This last part of the Scholion is in fact one by

Cassian himself, who had used the idea of a super-

intending God. Cassian the Sabaite, OctoVit, p. 44r:

W Θε< �φορα̃. ScetPatr, p. 60r: τ<ν τὰ κρυπτὰ τ8

καρδ!α �φορ(ντα.

The notion appears in Scholion XV, too.64 Eusebius

employed this in combination with the Stoic term of

‘administration of the world’ (διο!κησι), which is the

vocabularyof Scholion XXVII (διοικ9σεω).

Eusebius, PE, 7.11.4–5: α$ λλ$ ε: τ< α$ ε� ;π< τ8

το� θεο� προνο!α αυ$ τ<ν διοικε�σθαι, � µ� µ�νον

δηµιουργ<ν ε_ναι τ(ν Xλων κα� ποιητ�ν τ<ν θε�ν,

α$ λλὰ κα� σωτ8ρα κα� διοικητ�ν κα� βασιλ�α κα�

+γεµ�να, +λ!^ αυ$ τK κα� σελ9νG κα� α' στροι

κα� τK σύµπαντι ου$ ρανK τε κα� κ�σµ^ δι $  α:(νο

�πιστατο�ντα µεγάλ^ τε CφθαλµK κα� �νθ�^

δυνάµει πάντ $  �φορ(ντα κα� το� πα̃σιν ου$ ραν!οι τε

κα� �πιγε!οι �πιπαρ�ντα κα� τὰ πάντα �ν κ�σµ^

διατάττοντά τε κα� διοικο�ντα.

Athanasius, Expositiones in Psalmos, PG.27.173.37:

τ<ν πάντα �φορ(ντα δεσπ�την. Ibid. PG.27.289.13:

αe τε ∆εσπ�τη κα� πάντα �φορ(ν.

Cyril of Alexandria, commProphXII, v. 1, p. 514: �

οjν �φορ(ντο το� Θεο�. Ibid. v. 2, p. 322: Χριστ�ν,

τ<ν πολλο� Cφθαλµο� �φορ(ντα τὰ πάντα. τ< γὰρ

�πτὰ το� τελε!ω *χοντο α$ ε! πω �στ� σηµαντικ�ν.

στε�ρα γο�ν λ�γεται τεκε�ν �πτά. Xτι δ> µυρ!οι

=µµασιν �φορd τὰ πάντα, κα� �πισκ�πτεται τὰ καθ $

+µα̃ + θε!α τε κα� α$ π�}?ητο το� ΥOο� φύσι,

ου$ κ αE ν �νδοιάσει� τι. In Isaiam, PG.70.41.34–35:

το� πάντα ε:δ�το τε κα� �φορ(ντο Θεο�.

Didymus, commJob (1–4), Cod. p. 14: α$ λλὰ κα�

αυ$ τ< ;π< το� πάντα �φορ(ντο Cφθαλµο� το�

θεο� γιγνωσκ�µενο. commZacch, 1.331: Ε_ναι �πτὰ

Cφθαλµοὺ ε_πεν, �φορ(ντα κα� �πιβλ�ποντα

πα̃σαν τ�ν γ8ν. commPs 22–26.10, Cod. p. 86: οO γὰρ

Cφθαλµο� θεο� �φορ(ντε φωτ!ζουσιν τοὺ

�πιβλεποµ�νου. commPs 29–34, Cod. p. 182: �πε�

τα�τα *γνωµεν Xτι ε:σ�ν οO Cφθαλµο� το� κυρ!ου

�φορ(ντε τοὺ φοβουµ�νου αυ$ τ�ν.

Theodoret, Graecarum Affectionum Curatio, 6.24:

µάλα ε:κ�τω οVτο τ<ν πάντα �φορ(ντα �π�δειξεν

Cφθαλµ<ν κα� τ�ν �σοµ�νην προηγ�ρευσε

κρ!σιν. HE, p. 85: α$ λλ$ W πάντα �φορ(ν Cφθαλµ<

ου$ κ εFασεν �π� πλε�στον λαθε�ν τ<ν Α$ ρσ�νιον.

Ibid. p. 183: τ<ν µ�ντοι πάντα �φορ(ντα Cφθαλµ<ν

ου$  δι�φυγον, α$ λλ$ *δοσαν α$ ξ!α το� τολµ9µατο

δ!κα. Interpretatio in Psalmos, PG.80.1121.2: ΑFτιον

δ> τ8 τοιαύτη α$ ναλγησ!α, τ< µ� δεδι�ναι τ<ν

πάντα �φορ(ντα ∆εσπ�την.

EN XXXl: κρ!σι καθολικ�

The term ‘universal judgement’ is characteristic of

Eusebius, from whom Didymus took it up. In turn, a

casual statement by Justin Martyr may have inspired

Eusebius himself.65 The author of the Enarratio in

Prophetam Isaiam evidently reproduced Eusebius’

account, and so did Procopius of Gaza. Olympiodorus

the deacon of Alexandria, whom we have come across

at many points, also reproduced the expression.66

Eusebius, Commentarius in Isaiam, 1.28: σαφ(

γὰρ διὰ τούτων καθολικ�ν ε:σάγει κατὰ πάντων

τ(ν α$ σεβ(ν κρ!σιν . . . �πε� µ� περ� το� �νεστ(το

καιρο� τα�τα �θ�σπισεν, περ� δ> τ8 καθολικ8

το� θεο� κρ!σεω.

The following section is in fact a borrowing from

the foregoing passage of Eusebius.

Enarratio in Prophetam Isaiam, 3.119: Ε$ πε� οjν

ου$  µακράν �στιν � πρ< τ<ν Θε<ν W �ρισµ�νο

τ8 κρ!σεω καιρ�, �π� τ�ν καθολικ�ν κρ!σιν

α$ ναφ�ρεσθαι τ< Ν�ν �ξειλ9φαµεν. Καταστ9σεται

δ> ε: κρ!σιν, �ξαπλ(ν τοὺ λ�γου τ8 δικαιο-

σύνη αυ$ το�, καθ $ οr �π� το� αυ$ το� *ργοι

δικα!αν ποιε�ται τ(ν τοι(νδε κολάσεων τ�ν

α$ νταπ�δοσιν, ]στε κα� τοὺ καταδικαζοµ�νου

συντ!θεσθαι τ�ν κατ $  αυ$ τ(ν α$ ποφανθε�σαν κρ!σιν

� δικαιοτάτην.

Cf. Eusebius, Commentarius in Isaiam, 1.65: περ�

τ8 καθολικ8 το� θεο� κρ!σεω διδάσκων. Ibid.

64 Cf. Scholion XV: Τ�ν �ποπτικ�ν κα� *φορον τ(ν Xλων δύναµιν

and περ� ταύτη ‹τ8› �φ�ρου δυνάµεω γ�γραπται. Cf. EN
XVb.

65 Justin Martyr, Dialogus cum Tryphone, 81.4: κα� µετὰ τα�τα τ�ν

καθολικ�ν κα!, συνελ�ντι φάναι, α:ων!αν Wµοθυµαδ<ν αe µα

πάντων α$ νάστασιν γεν9σεσθαι κα� κρ!σιν.
66 Olympiodorus, the deacon of Alexandria, Fragmenta in Jeremiam,

PG.93.680.5: Τα�τα δ> α$ ρµ�ζει νοε�ν κα� �π� τ8 καθολικ8 το�

Θεο� κρ!σεω.
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�πειδὰν δ> τ< το� θεο� δικαιωτ9ριον �πιστP κα� +

καθολικ� κρ!σι, �ν m κρινε� W Χριστ< το� θεο�

πα̃ν γ�νο α$ νθρ)πων. Ibid. εF τε γενικ<ν λ�γον

τ<ν περ� τ8 καθολικ8 κρ!σεω. Ibid. 1.66: Τὰ

προλεχθ�ντα περ� τ8 καθολικ8 το� θεο�

κρ!σεω. Ibid. �ν καιρK τ8 καθολικ8 το� θεο�

κρ!σεω. Ibid. 1.68: το�τον κα� α$ πετ�λεσε τ<ν

τρ�πον τ8 κατὰ πάντων καθολικ8 το� θεο�

κρ!σεω. . . . κα� φ�βον +µα̃ α' γων τ8

περιµενούση αe παντα α$ νθρ)που καθολικ8 το�

θεο� κρ!σεω. Ibid. 1.84: σαφ( διδάσκουσα περ�

τ8 καθολικ8 κρ!σεω ε:ρ8σθαι τὰ λελεγµ�να.

Ibid. 1.85: Πληρ)σα W λ�γο τ�ν περ� τ8

καθολικ8 το� θεο� κρ!σεω προφητε!αν. Ibid.

1.86: τ< διαδεξ�µενον αυ$ τ<ν κατὰ τ<ν καιρ<ν

τ8 καθολικ8 το� θεο� κρ!σεω τ�λο. Ibid. 1.89:

�ντα�θα κα� W περ� τ8 καθολικ8 κρ!σεω

το� θεο� λ�γο περιγράφεται. Ibid. 1.90:

περιγραφε!ση τ8 προφητε!α, δι $  g τὰ περ� τ8

καθολικ8 κρ!σεω το� θεο� διελαλε�το. Ibid.

1.100: τα�τα προφ9σα W λ�γο �πισυνάπτει τὰ

προκε!µενα yρτηµ�να τ8 καθολικ8 το� θεο�

κρ!σεω. Ibid. 2.1: τ8 καθολικ8 κρ!σεω το� θεο�

διὰ µ�σου µνηµονεύσα W λ�γο. Ibid. 2.7: τ�ν

περιµ�νουσαν αe παντα καθολικ�ν το� θεο� κρ!σιν.

Ibid. 2.22: �ξαγγ�λλων τὰ περ� τ8 καθολικ8

κρ!σεω το� *θνεσιν ε: τ< παρασκευάζεσθαι

τοὺ πάντα ε: τ�ν µ�λλουσαν το� θεο� κρ!σιν.

δι< λ�λεκται· κρ!σιν το� *θνεσιν �ξο!σει. commPs,

PG.23.988.13: Xτι πάντων *σται συντ�λεια κα�

µεταβολ� �π� τP καθολικP κρ!σει το� Θεο�.

Procopius of Gaza, in his commentary on Isaiah

(which is in fact a compilation of previous commen-

taries), refers implicitly to Eusebius and draws on

him: Procopius of Gaza, In Isaiam Prophetam,

p. 2077: Τιν> δ> [viz. Eusebius] τὰ προειρηµ�να

?ητά, διὰ τ< λ�γεσθαι τP ο:κουµ�νG πάσG κακά,

το�τον �ξηγο�νται τ<ν τρ�πον. Μ�λλων γάρ,

φασ!ν, [again, reference to Eusebius] W λ�γο

µερικ�ν α$ πειλ�ν κατὰ Βαβυλ(νο ποι9σασθαι,

περ� τ8 καθολικ8 το� Θεο� προεκτ!θεται

κρ!σεω.

Again, Procopius refers to Eusebius implicitly. In

Isaiam Prophetam, p. 2088: ΟO περ� καθολικ8

κρ!σεω ε:ρ8σθαι τὰ προλαβ�ντα νοµ!σαντε,

�ντε�θεν :διάζειν τὰ περ� τ(ν Α$ σσυρ!ων φασ!ν.

Likewise, ibid. p. 2181: Νυν� δ> ου$  προθεσπ!ζουσι

µ�νον �π� το� *θνεσιν, α$ λλὰ κα� καθ $ �κάστην

διάζων φ�ρεται τρ�πο θεοσεβε!H προσ9κων· �

�ν τK προλ�γειν τ�ν Βαβυλ(νο καθα!ρεσιν,

περ� καθολικ8 το� Θεο� διε!λεκται κρ!σεω. Ibid.

p. 2233: Κα$ ντα�θα W περ� τ8 καθολικ8 το� Θεο�

κρ!σεω περιγράφεται λ�γο. Ibid. p. 2344: Οoτω

α' ρα κα$ ν τK παρ�ντι β!^ µερικ� κρ!σι �στ!, κα�

καθολικ� �ν τK µ�λλοντι.

EN XXXm: ] φησιν . . . γάρ φησι

Turner was not right in urging that since the verb

appears twice ‘the second verb is redundant’.67 The

author of the Scholion refers to Eusebius, and to his idea

of κρ!σι καθολικ9. It is to him that the first φησ�ν

refers. Moving on, he uses the same verb once again, yet

this time he refers not to Eusebius, but to the prophet

Micah, whom he actually quotes at that point.

EN XXXn: Quoting Micah, 6:1–2.

Quotation of Micah 6:1–2 is rare. There is only one

instance in Cyril of Alexandria (out of three quotations

of this scriptural passage) which could be said to stand

close to the sentiment of this Scholion.68 Otherwise,

the passage enjoyed quotation and analysis only by

a few authors, who all happen to be relevant to the

Scholia.69

EN XXXo: �γκεχειρισµ�ναι δυνάµει

The expression is very rare. It originates in Josephus70

and was put to theological use by Origen and Eusebius:

67 Turner (above, p. 87 n. 626), p. 7.
68 In Cyril of Alexandria, there are two passages where ‘mountains’ are

said to bespeak the ‘impiety’ and ‘insensitivity’ of Israel, which is
not actually the spirit of the Scholion. There is one instance,
however, where the ‘mountains’ are identified with angels, as it
happens in this Scholion. Cyril of Alexandria, commProphXII, v. 1,
p. 692: =ρη γάρ που δ� τάχα κα� βουνοὺ τὰ νοητὰ Cνοµάζει

δυνάµει, αl τ�δε τ< σύµπαν περι�πουσι κατὰ βούλησιν Θεο�,
τὰ τ(ν δαιµ�νων πλεονεξ!α α$ ποσοβο�σαι τ(ν �π� τ8 γ8.

69 Theodore of Mopsuestia, intProphXII, Prophet Micah, 6.1–2.
Theodoret evidently read the prophet with Theodore’s analyses in
mind. Theodoret, intProphXII, PG.81.1773.46–1776.3. Later, the
prophetic proclamation was quoted by Procopius of Gaza in his
compilation, In Isaiam Prophetam, p. 1828.

70 Josephus, Antiquitas Judaica, 7.390: οoτω α$ ρ!στ^ α$ νδρ�

γεγενηµ�ν^ κα� πα̃σαν α$ ρετ�ν *χοντι κα� τοσούτων �θν(ν

σωτηρ!αν �γκεχειρισµ�ν^ βασιλε�.
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it points to ‘powers charged with’ carrying out the

divine will, that is, angels.71 In the sense used in the

Scholion (viz. referring to heavenly powers), it occurs in

Origen, Didymus, John Chrysostom,72 and Apollinaris

of Laodicea.73 The instances in Origen are strikingly

reminiscent of the present Scholion. The first one is

introduced precisely by means of the text of Revelation,

which refers to the ‘angel of Ephesus’: this was the

angel ‘charged with’ certain duties.74 Besides, the

notion of certain men being superior to angels (who are

also subject to judgement, according to 1 Cor. 6:3) is

akin to the specific part of the current Scholion.75

A final note: In view of the scarce use of the specific

expression, its appearance in the Commentary on the

Apocalypse by Andreas of Caesarea is in all probability

borrowed from this Scholion.76

EN XXXp: µηδ�ν �λλελοιπ�ναι

The expression is very rare, yet the few authors who

used it treated it as a conventional one.

Demosthenes, De Falsa Legatione, 178: ου$ δ>ν

�λλελοιπ�τα µοχθηρ!α. Athenaeus, Deipnosop-

histae, 7.10: µηδ>ν �λλελοιπi α:σχροκερδε!α.

Libanius, Epistulae, Epistle 808.5: κα� αe µα �δ�κει

µοι µηδ>ν ε: αυ$ τ<ν ευ$ νο!α �λλελοιπ�ναι.

Declamationes, 17.1.64: α$ λλ$ ε: µ>ν αυ$ τ< ου$ δ>ν τ(ν

προσηκ�ντων �λλ�λοιπα, σ{ζου.

Gregory of Nyssa, In Ecclesiasten (homiliae 8), v. 5,

p. 333: τ< µηδ>ν �λλελοιπ�ναι τ(ν τοιούτων

συνενεδε!ξατο.

Basil of Caesarea, Epistulae, 73.3: ου$ δ>ν �παχθε!α

ου$ δ> oβρεω �λλ�λοιπε. 74.2: µηδ>ν τ(ν ε:

δύναµιν +κ�ντων �λλελοιπ�τι.

Cyril of Alexandria, GlaphPent, PG.69.537.49–50: �

�λλελοιπ�ναι δοκε�ν τP τ(ν α$ ναγκα!ων α$ φηγ9σει

µηδ�ν. Explanatio in Lucam, PG.72.797.49–50: hνα

µηδ>ν Wρ(το τ< �λλελοιπ< τP �τ�ρH πληθύϊ.

commProphXII, v. 1, p. 99: �λλ�λοιπε δ> παντελ(

ου$ δ>ν τ(ν Xσα φωτ!ζειν ο[ά τε τοὺ

�σκοτισµ�νου. In Sanctum Joannem, v. 2, p. 603:

φα!νεται γὰρ τ(ν ε: zφ�λειαν τελούντων

�λλελοιπi ου$ δ�ν. Ibid. v. 3, p. 100: �λλελοιπ<

γὰρ ου$ δ>ν το� �κε!νων α$ νοσιουργ9µασι κατ!δοι

τι. In Isaiam, PG.70.140.40–41: Ε$ λλελοιπ�το γὰρ

Xλω ου$ δεν< αυ$ τK.

John Chrysostom, In Genesin Sermones,

PG.53.203.18: Τ�λειο, ου$ δ>ν �λλελοιπ), �ν

ου$ δεν� χωλεύων.

EN XXXq: τ< δ> Xµοιον ν�ει

No author other than Origen did use this idiom,

which remained characteristic of him. In effect, Cassian

emulates Origen’s style and actually employs the

vocabulary of Origen, which he did also in the second

paragraph of this Scholion. The possibility that Cassian

wrote this part of the Scholion by quoting from a now

lost text of Origen cannot be excluded.

Origen, Commentarii in Romanos (III.5–V.7), p. 130:

Τ< δ$ Xµοιον κα� ν�ει περ� α' λλων δογµάτων �ν

ο[ τρ!α γ�νη α$ γαθ(ν ε_ναι λ�γεται, τὰ µ>ν περ�

ψυχ9ν, τὰ δ> περ� σ(µα, τὰ δ> περ� τὰ �κτ�. com-

mJohn, I.20.121: Τ< δ$ Xµοιον *στι νο8σαι κα� �π�

το� ε_ναι αυ$ τ<ν πρωτ�τοκον �κ τ(ν νεκρ(ν.

commMatt, 11.17: Τ< δ$ Xµοιον νο9σει κα� �π� τ(ν

λοιπ(ν Cνοµάτων τ(ν κατὰ τὰ α' λογα ζ(α. Ibid.

16.29: τ< δ$ Xµοιον νο9σει κα� �π� τ8 χαρα̃.

In conclusion, this Scholion is divided into four

parts. The first paragraph is an introduction to the

question of theodicy urging that there are ‘certain holy

powers’ assigned with inflicting punishments upon

71 Eusebius, DE, 4 (table of contents, 8): Ω-  µ�νου τοὺ κατ $  ου$ ραν<ν

φωστ8ρα τὰ λοιπὰ τ(ν �θν(ν *σεβον, α$ γγ�λοι τισ�ν

�γκεχειρισµ�να. De Theophania, fr. 8: ‘Xτε διεµ�ριζεν W oψιστο

*θνη, *στησεν Xρια �θν(ν κατὰ α$ ριθµ<ν α$ γγ�λων’· α' γγελοι θεο�

cσαν . . . �π� γ8 �γκεχειρισµ�νοι.
72 Didymus, In Genesin, Cod. pp. 194–195: Xπερ @ τ< βούληµα το�

Θεο� εFη @ θε!α δύναµι το�το �γκεχειρισµ�νη. John
Chrysostom, In Heliam et Viduam, PG.51.337.45: αO τὰ πύλα τ(ν

ου$ ραν(ν �γκεχειρισµ�ναι δυνάµει. In Sanctum Matthaeum,
PG.58.579.43–45: Κα� α$ π< τ(ν α$ γγ�λων πάλιν τ(ν

�γκεχειρισµ�νων αυ$ τοὺ τούτου τοὺ ευ$ τελε� α$ δελφοὺ

α:δεσ!µου ποιε�.
73 Apollinaris of Laodicea, Fragmenta in Matthaeum, fr. 91: ΟO

σύνδουλοι οO κα� µηνύοντε τ<ν α$ πην( χρησάµενον τK

συνδούλ^ α' γγελο! τ� ε:σι κα� α' νθρωποι τ�ν ο:κονοµ!αν

�γκεχειρισµ�νοι.
74 Origen, homLuc, Homily 12, p. 75: Ο[ον �ν Ε$ φ�σ^ ε:κ�, Xτι διὰ

µ>ν τοὺ α- µαρτάνοντα α' γγελ� τι cν �γκεχειρισµ�νο τοὺ

α- µαρτάνοντα διὰ δ> τοὺ πιστεύοντα, Xτι α' γγελ� τι cν τ8

Ε$ φεσ!ων �κκλησ!α.
75 commMatt, 10.13: τ(ν α- γ!ων α$ γγ�λων ε:σ� κρε!ττου οO

α' νθρωποι οO �ν ΧριστK σ^ζ�µενοι· . . . Τα�τα δ� φαµεν ου$ κ

α$ γνοο�ντε τιν(ν α$ γγ�λων τ(ν µ� τοιαύτην ο:κονοµ!αν

�γκεχειρισµ�νων – α$ λλ$ ου$ δ> τούτων πάντων- διαφ�ρειν τοὺ �ν

ΧριστK σωθησοµ�νου α$ νθρ)που.
76 Andreas of Caesarea, Commentarius in Apocalypsin, p. 277.
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human beings, following ad hoc divine judgement. This

part draws on Didymus. In the second paragraph,

‘since’ the text of Revelation ‘is going to make reference

to the wrath of God’, Cassian draws on Origen, who

had taught that this notion of divine wrath should not

be taken in the ordinary human sense, namely, as an

‘accidental passion’. The third paragraph introduces

the question of human freedom in relation to personal

responsibility, which is a quotation from Theodoret.

The last paragraph was written by Cassian himself

drawing on Eusebius’ notion of ‘universal judgement’

and on the tenet which has it that God judges both

angels and men: angels will be judged as to whether

they carried out the task of superintending humans

properly, or not. Cassian’s vocabulary at this point is a

characteristically Origenistic one, indeed this is so to

such an extent that he may have quoted from a non-

extant work of Origen.
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EXPANDED NOTES TO SCHOLION XXXI

EN XXXIa: σκυθρωπ(ν µελλ�ντων

The idiom referring to ‘gloomy things that are about

to be inflicted upon’ (σκυθρωπὰ τὰ µ�λλοντα, sug-

gesting impending punishment) comes from Josephus,1

from whom Didymus must have borrowed it. The

expression is scarce and distinctive of Didymus,

commJob (1–4), Cod. p. 93: δύο ε:σ�ν α$ ρχα�

α$ ναντ!ρρητοι τ(ν �πιφεροµ�νων α$ νθρ)ποι

σκυθρωπ(ν. The same idiom occurs also in the

Enarratio in Prophetam Isaiam. The second instance

in this work (the prospect of ‘Babylon’) has been

examined in relation to the notion of ‘universal judge-

ment’ καθολικ� κρ!σι (EN XXXl).

Enarratio in Prophetam Isaiam, 4.135: τ< δ>

Ε9 ρχεται νύξ, περ� το� µ�λλοντο α:(νο εFρηται,

διὰ τ< σκυθρωπ<ν κα� �π!πονον τ(ν �ν α- µαρτ!αι

ε;ρισκοµ�νων τ8 προσηγορ!α ταύτη α$ ξιου-

µ�νου. Ibid. 13.256: Ωe στε γὰρ µ� Cλιγοψυχ8σαι

αυ$ τού, µ9τε α$ πογν(ναι τ8 το� Θεο� προνο!α, �

�γκαταλιπούση αυ$ τού, προλαβiν τP προφητε!H

W Η- σα�α τὰ µ�λλοντα α$ παντ9σεσθαι σκυθρωπὰ

τP Βαβυλ(νι διηγε�ται, hνα µ� καταποθ(σιν ;π<

τ8 λύπη τ(ν παρ�ντων.

In Gregory of Nyssa,2 the expression appears

only incidentally, but it recurs in Theodoret, Epistulae

53–95, Epistle 79: ∆ι $  �κε�νο τ< δικαστ9ριον φορητὰ

+µ�ν το� παρ�ντο β!ου τὰ σκυθρωπά. commIs, 11:

*δει το!νυν αυ$ τ<ν κα� ;π>ρ τ(ν �γγ�νων, �φ$ Yν

*µελλεν *σεσθαι �κε�να τὰ σκυθρωπά,

προσενεγκε�ν Oκετε!αν τK φιλανθρ)π^ δεσπ�τG.

intPaulXIV, PG.82.148.5–11: Ε: δ� τ! µοι προuτεινε

τά τε παρ�ντα σκυθρωπὰ κα� τὰ µ�λλοντα, τ<ν

πρ�σκαιρον θάνατον κα� τ<ν α:)νιον, κα� τ�ν �ν

γε�ννG µακροτάτην κ�λασιν, µετὰ τ8 περ� αυ$ τ<ν

α$ γάπη α$ σπασ!ω αE ν τα�τα κα� προθύµω �λο!µην,

@ �κε�να τὰ λαµπρὰ κα� µεγάλα. Ibid. PG.82.413.20–

21: Ου$  γὰρ yρκε�το το� *ξωθεν �πιφεροµ�νοι

αυ$ τK σκυθρωπο�, α$ λλὰ κα� αυ$ τ< �πεν�ει

παιδαγωγ!αν τK σ)µατι, ου$  µ�νην τ�ν νηστε!αν κα�

τ�ν α$ γρυπν!αν, α$ λλὰ κα� τ�ν τ(ν χειρ(ν �ργασ!αν·

το�το γὰρ λ�γει, �ν κ�ποι.

Also, Pseudo-Caesarius (= Cassian) 218, lines

315–16: κα� �ν τB α
 σθεν�σαι αυ
 τοὺ� βοηθηθ�σονται

βο�θειαν µικρὰν (Daniel [Theodotionis versio], 11, 34),

δηλον�τι µεταξὺ τ(ν σκυθρωπ(ν κα� α$ λγειν(ν.

Ibid. lines 362–363: �ν m καθαρ� + ν!κη γ�γονεν κα�

παντελ� + τ(ν σκυθρωπ(ν α$ παλλαγ9.

Finally, let me quote passages which evince a

striking similarity of style and a close philological

affinity of the Scholia with both Didymus and

Theodoret. The peculiar syntax goes thus: the participle

or infinitive along with the object is placed at the very

beginning of the sentence, the main verb is put at the

end, or almost so.

Didymus, commEccl (7–8.8), Cod. p. 237: το�το

οjν W θε�ο α$ π�στολο �πιστάµενο λ�γει. frPs(al),

fr. 1044: Μ�λλων δ> W αe γιο α$ παγγ�λλειν τὰ

�π� σωτηρ!H τ(ν Xλων γεν�µενα ;π< κυρ!ου

προαναφωνε� τὰ �κκειµ�να φωνά.

Theodoret, Interpretatio in Jeremiam, PG.81.685.5–

6: Μ�λλων W θεσπ�σιο προφ9τη τὰ κατὰ τ�ν

αe λωσιν �ξηγε�σθαι τ8 π�λεω, διδάσκει πρ(τον.

Ibid. PG.81.653.10–14: ∆ε�ξαι βουλ�µενο W ∆εσπ�-

τη Θε< τ�ν τ8 προφητε!α α$ λ9θειαν συγγραφP

παραδο�ναι, τK προφ9τG κελεύει τά τε περ�

τ8 α:χµαλωσ!α, τά τε περ� τ8 α$ νακλ9σεω

γεγενηµ�να προ}?9σει. Πρ(τον µ�ντοι

προλ�γει τὰ σκυθρωπά.

Scholion IV: Το�το �πιστάµενο W θεολ�γο

Ι$ ωάννη �ντα�θά φησιν Xτι W σωτ9ρ �στιν ο-  ω@ ν καὶ

ο-  ηA ν καὶ ο-  ε� ρχ�µενο�. Τ< ω@ ν �π� τ<ν �νεστ(τα

α$ ναφ�ρει, τ< ηA ν �π� τ<ν παρεληλυθ�τα, τ<

ε� ρχ�µενο� �π� τ<ν µ�λλοντα. τοια�τα περ� το�

Λ�γου νο9σα, Χριστ<ν αυ$ τ<ν �πιστάµενο‹,›

W α$ π�στολ� φησιν.

Scholion XXXI: Σκυθρωπ(ν µελλ�ντων

�πιφ�ρεσθαι, ;πηρετ(ν τι α' γγελο θεο� φωνε�

πρ< τοὺ �γχειρισθ�ντα τὰ �π!πονα.

Scholion XXV: Κρ!να W θ‹ε<› πληγα�

;ποβάλλειν τοὺ α- µαρτωλού, α$ πειράτου τ(ν

πληγ(ν τούτων �ν!ου α$ νθρ)που ‹ε›Fασεν.

Cassian was definitely influenced by this style.

I have quoted passages from the rest of his works of

1 Josephus, Antiquitas Judaica, 10.247: κα' ν � σκυθρωπὰ τὰ

µ�λλοντα συµβα!νειν.

2 Cf. Gregory of Nyssa, De Beatitudinibus, PG.44.1221.11: τ(ν

σκυθρωπ(ν τ8 µελλούση κρ!σεω.
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similar style in note 3 to the Greek text of Scholion IV,

whereas the same construction occurs in his De

Trinitate, too.3

EN XXXIb: ;πηρετ(ν α' γγελο4

The expression ‘a serving angel’ originates in Philo,5

and only a few Christian authors employed it, namely,

Didymus, Theodoret, and Gennadius I of Constantinople.

Didymus, commPs 40–44.4, Cod. p. 309: ‘+ χε!ρ

σου’ οjν ‘*θνη �ξωλ�θρευσεν’. + κολαστικ9 σου

δύναµι. δύνανται κα� οO ;πηρετο�ντε τα� κολά-

σεσιν α' γγελοι χε�ρε το� θεο� λ�γεσθαι. frPs(al),

fr. 44: δυνατ<ν �ν τ�ξ^ σκεύη θανάτου +τοιµάσθαι

ε:πε�ν τοὺ ;πηρετο�ντα τα� κολάσεσιν σκεύη

Cργ8 πολλαχο� Cνοµαζοµ�νου· οVτοι δ� ε:σιν οO

πονηρο� α' γγελοι.

Theodoret followed both the idea and terminology

of Didymus. Graecarum Affectionum Curatio, 6.79:

Οoτω δ� oστερον πα̃σιν α$ νθρ)ποι προσενεγκε�ν

�θελ9σα τὰ σωτ9ρια φάρµακα, ου$ κ α$ γγ�λοι

;πηρ�ται ου$ δ $ α$ ρχαγγ�λοι �χρ9σατο. Explanatio

in Canticum Canticorum, PG.81.45.50–51: ∆ι� µοι

δοκε� τὰ σὺν τK νυµφ!^ τάγµατα α$ γγ�λων ε_ναι το�

το� νυµφ!ου νεύµασιν ;πηρετούντων, κα� τ�ν

νύµφην πάση κηδεµον!α α$ ξιούντων. intProphXII,

PG.81.1961.19: Τούτου χάριν �αυτ<ν α' γγελον

προσηγ�ρευσεν, � το� θε!οι λ�γοι ;πηρε-

το�ντα.

Besides them, there is only one other author,

not really related to the Scholia. Gennadius I of Con-

stantinople6 (fifth cent. AD), Fragmenta in Epistulam ad

Romanos, p. 385, in Catena in Epistulam ad Romanos,

p. 155: Α$ γγ�λου δ> κα� α$ ρχὰ κα� δυνάµει, τὰ

α$ οράτου ου$ σ!α, αl το� διαφ�ροι τούτοι

Cν�µασι καταλλ9λω α[ ;πηρετο�νται χρε!αι

προσαγορεύονται.

Note on text

It is not easy to dissent from the Codex’s construction

τP θεο� φωνP since the notion of ‘voice’ of God is a

recurrent theme in the Scholia. Besides, ‘serving the

voice of God’ (which is the Codex’s phrase) could be

read in the light of the opening of Scholion XXX, which

we should recall: There are ‘saints’ who are designated

by names of human parts or limbs: their action serves

to make ‘God’s voice’ heard all over the world. This is

the sense in which ‘Adam heard the voice of the feet of

God’. Didymus, commZacch, 5.39: Τούτ^ τK τρ�π^

παραβὰ W Α$ δὰµ 0κουσεν τ�ν φων�ν τ(ν ποδ(ν

το� Θεο� τ< δειλιν�ν, αFσθησιν λαβiν

�γκαταλιπ�ντο κα� βαδ!σαντο α$ π $  αυ$ το� το�

συν�ντο πρ�τερον κα� συνοµιλο�ντο.

Besides, we have the notion of ‘God’s voice’

recurring in different Scholia:

Scholion XXV: φησ� δ> τ<ν προτρεψάµενον φωνP

µεγάλG ο‹[›α σάλπιγγο ε:ρηκ�ναι αυ$ τK τὰ

προκε!µενα. Scholion XXX: κα� δοκε� �ν τούτοι

προστάσ‹σ›εσθαι W λ�γο το� θεο� κρ!νεσθαι

µετὰ τ(ν �γκεχειρισµ�νων τὰ α$ νθρ)π‹ι›να

δυνάµεων. Scholion XXXVI: Οe τι οO µεγάλοι λ�γοι

σαφηνιζ�µενοι βροντα! ε:σι το� δικα!οι, κα�

W προφ9τη τάχα µ>ν δηλο� φάσκων· φων� τ8

βροντ8 σου �ν τK τροχK. 0κουσα γάρ, φησι,

βροντ(ν �πτὰ κα� Xσα �λάλησαν αO �πτὰ βροντα�

*µελλον γράφειν, κα� �λ�χθη µοι· µ� γράψG,

Xσα �λάλησαν αO �πτὰ βροντα! . . . �ὰν τα�τα

λαλουσ(ν α$ κούσω τ(ν βροντ(ν, δύναµαι γράφειν,

ου$ δ> γὰρ αυ$ τ<ν τ<ν κ�σµον χωρ8σαι τὰ γραφ�µενα

βιβλ!α α$ π< φων8 τ(ν α- γ!ων βροντ(ν τ(ν

λαλουσ(ν �ν ΧριστK Ι$ ησο�.

Therefore, Scholion XXXI is about a ministering

angel serving to make God’s ‘voice’ an actual historical

reality.

Nevertheless, I opt for the construction φωνε� πρ<

for a serious reason related to grammar. The verb

�ντ�λλεται should have a dative dependent on it:

the expression then should be το� �γχειρισθε�σι τὰ

�π!πονα . . . �ντ�λλεται . . . µ� �πάγειν. As it stands,

however, the expression is πρ< τοὺ �γχειρισθ�ντα

τὰ �π!πονα . . . �ντ�λλεται . . . µ� �πάγειν. It would

be awkward to write �ντ�λλεται πρ�, which is an

egregious mistake that no erudite author could have

ever made. Besides, as it stands, the phrasing of the

Codex leaves the following sentence with no verb at

3 See NDGF, Appendix I, p. 416.
4 Cf. Scholion XXX, note 3.
5 Philo, Quod Deus Sit Immutabilis, 157–9: τ�τε µ>ν διά τινο

;πηρετο�ντο τ(ν α$ γγ�λων, kν ο:νοχοε�ν yξ!ωσε.

6 Gennadius I was patriarch of Constantinople (458–471), an anti-
Cyrillian theologian who wrote (431–432) against the anathemas of
Cyril. He also authored two books addressed To Parthenius, a person
sympathizing with Nestorius.
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all, running thus: το�το αυ$ τ< λ�ξεσιν �τ�ραι �ν

Ι$ εζεκι�λ τK προφ9τG. This would be too eccentric an

expression, yet still this is how it stands in Harnack’s

edition. Therefore, my solution is the same as that of

Turner, who, however, did not essay to argue for it.

EN XXXIc: τοὺ �γχειρισθ�ντα τὰ �π!πονα

This is one of the most decisive points showing Didy-

mus to be the author whom Cassian was reading while

writing this Scholion. The combination �γχειρ!ζεσθαι

τὰ �π!πονα does not appear in any other author. All

we have are two instances, namely, this Scholion and a

passage of Didymus, commJob (1–4), Cod. p. 70: διὰ

τ�ν +µ�ν �γχειρισθε�σαν �π!πονον ο:κονοµ!αν.

No doubt, the idea was received from Origen, who

used the verb �γχειρ!ζεσθαι in order to denote a

certain duty assigned to someone, especially duties of

carrying out the divine oikonomia assigned to angels by

God.

Origen, commJohn, X.39.269: Τ�ν δ> περ� τούτων

ο:κονοµ!αν κα� λειτουργ!αν �γχειρισθ9σονται

αe γιαι δυνάµει, α' γγελοι θεο�. commMatt, 14.13:

κα� τάχα ε[ τ! �στιν τ(ν ;π< τ�ν βασιλε!αν

�γχειρισθε! τινα ο:κονοµ!αν µεγάλην κα� µ�

καλ( αυ$ τ�ν διοικ9σα, α$ λλὰ διασκορπ!σα τὰ

�γχειρισθ�ντα, � Cφειλ�την αυ$ τ<ν γεν�σθαι

πολλ(ν ταλάντων Yν α$ πολ)λεκεν.7

Therefore, Didymus received the usage of the

expression σκυθρωπὰ κα� �π!πονα from Origen,

Cels, V.15: τ< α$ π< τ(ν σκυθρωπ(ν κα� �πιπ�νων

�παγ�µενον το� α$ λγο�σι τ�λο.8

EN XXXId: σκυθρωπὰ �πάγειν

The infinitive �πάγειν (‘to bring about’) normally

denotes a penalty or punishment inflicted by God.

Didymus employs this in combination with the

adjective σκυθρωπά, which is a very rare case: commPs

20–21, Cod. p. 28: 0λπισαν, κα� �ρύσω αυ$ τού· πρ<

σ> �κ�κραξαν κα� �σ)θησαν. ου$  τK µηδ>ν

σκυθρωπ<ν �πάγειν, α$ λλὰ τK τα� θλ!ψεσιν νικα̃ν.

Beyond this Scholion, there are only a few parallel

instances, and they all occur in authors relevant to the

Scholia.

Origen, Cels, V.15: τ< α$ π< τ(ν σκυθρωπ(ν

�παγ�µενον τ�λο.

Eusebius, commPs, PG.23.340.10–13: Οoτω οjν

κα� τὰ �παγοµ�να τιµωρ!α το� α- µαρτάνουσι

κατὰ Θεο� κρ!σιν, σκυθρωπὰ οuσα κα� α$ λγεινὰ

το� πάσχουσιν, �σανε� �ξ Cργ8 κα� θυµο�

�παγοµ�να ;ποτυπο�ται.

This passage of Eusebius has been spuriously

ascribed to Basil of Caesarea. Cf. Pseudo-Basil of

Caesarea, Homilia in Psalmum 37, PG.30.85.16–19. We

have previously encountered this inaccurate attribution

of this Homily (p. 347).

Theodoret, Historia Religiosa (Philotheus), Vita

31.8: καE ν �παγάγG διὰ ταύτην τὰ σκυθρωπά,

�π�ραστά µοι φανε�ται, κα� λ!αν �ράσµια.

Procopius of Gaza, In Isaiam Prophetam, p. 2017:

Ε' χοµεν το!νυν τ�ν α:τ!αν, δι $  Aν τὰ σκυθρωπὰ το�

α$ νθρ)ποι �πάγεται.

EN XXXIe: Quoting Ezekiel 9:5–6

The author of the Scholion modifies the quotation

slightly (φε!δεσθ� τι). Once again, those who quoted

this scriptural passage are relevant to the vocabulary of

the Scholia.

Origen, selPs, PG.12.1165.33–35. Eusebius, com-

mPs, PG.23.561.4–10. Theodoret, Interpretatio in

Ezechielem, PG.81.889.21–26. Cyril of Alexandria,

commProphXII, v. 1, p. 128; Homiliae Paschales,

PG.77.600.29031; In Isaiam, PG.70: 296.29–34; 544.37–

42. Procopius of Gaza, In Isaiam Prophetam, p. 2192.

Pseudo-Dionysius the Areopagite, De Caelesti Hier-

archia, p. 35. John of Damascus, Sacra Parallela,

PG.96.368.26–33.

EN XXXIf: τ�ν προσο�σαν δικαιοσύνην

The participle τ�ν προσο�σαν (feminine, present

participle of the verb πρ�σειµι = ‘belong to someone,

7 Cf. �γχειρ!ζεσθαι, Cels, VIII.57; commMatt, 14.14;
Commentariorum Series in Evangelium Matthaei (Mt. 22.34–
27.63), p. 138; frPs, 104, 22; selPs, PG.12.1609.43; schMatt,
PG.17.301.43.

8 Cf. the adjective �π!πονα used in relation to divine punishment and
pedagogy: Origen, commJohn, I.36.261; VI.58.299 and 300; Cels,

 IV.99; frJer, 45; homJer, 12.2; Philocalia, 20.26; 26.8; Commentarii
in Epistulam ad Romanos (I.1–XII.21), 6; Commentarii in Epistulam
ad Romanos, fr. 15; frPs, 2, 5; 37, 1–2; 41, 10–11; 72, 3–4; 77, 3–4; 77,
48–51; 118, 71; selPs, PG.12: 1112.53; 1113.5; 1148.50; 1161.56;
1288.49; 1309.12; 1368.14; 1480.17; excPs, PG.17.136.41; selEz,
PG.13.813.18.

Expanded Notes to the Scholia360



or to something, as a characteristic attribute’), followed

by the name of a certain attribute (either a virtue or a

vice) bespeaks a quality which is firmly established in a

holy man. This is characteristic of Cassian’s vocabulary

taken up from Didymus. The expression τ�ν

προσο�σαν δικαιοσύνην is rare, and seems to origin-

ate in the apologist Athenagoras, De Resurrectione, 20.3:

ε: δ> φθε!ροιτο µ>ν τ< σ(µα κα� χωρο!η πρ< τ<

συγγεν> τ(ν λελυµ�νων qκαστον, µ�νοι δ> + ψυχ�

καθ $ �αυτ�ν � α' φθαρτο, ου$ δ $ οoτω qξει χ)ραν +

κατ $  αυ$ τ8 κρ!σι, µ� προσούση δικαιοσύνη.

Likewise, Epiphanius of Salamis, Panarion, v. 2, p. 335:

διὰ τ�ν προσο�σαν αυ$ τK δικαιοσύνην. Pseudo-John

Chrysostom, Oratio de Epiphania, 7: τP γὰρ προσούσG

δικαιοσύνG θαρρ(ν.

A similar expression which should also be explored

is διὰ τ�ν προσο�σαν α$ ρετ9ν, since the sentence

which follows is a gloss on the prior one. Didymus

used the expression τ�ν προσο�σαν α$ ρετ9ν at

eight points, which seems to originate in Josephus,

Antiquitas Judaica, 3.97: διὰ τ�ν προσο�σαν

α$ ρετ9ν.

Didymus, commZacch, 1.64 and 2.347: διὰ προ-

σούσα α$ ρετά. Adversus Manichaeos, PG.39.1100.10:

διὰ τ�ν προσο�σαν αυ$ τK τ�τε α$ ρετ9ν. frPs(al),

fr. 456: διὰ τ�ν προσο�σαν �ν α$ ναµαρτησ!H α$ ρετ9ν.

In Genesin, Cod. p. 228: *χων τ�ν α$ ρετ9ν, �

προε!ρηται, ου$ χ � α$ ποκληρωτικ( αυ$ τK

προσο�σαν.

Cassian the Sabaite took up the wording. Const,

p. 13r: διὰ τ�ν προσο�σαν αυ$ τK πολιτε!αν. ScetPatr,

67v: διὰ τ�ν προσο�σαν αυ$ τK µεγάλην α$ ρετ9ν.

SerenPrim, 80r: διὰ τὰ προσούσα αυ$ τK α$ ρετά.

John Chrysostom, Ad Populum Antiochenum,

PG.49.178.30: τ8 α$ ρετ8 προσούση. In Genesin

Sermones, PG.53.200.58: διὰ τ�ν προσο�σαν αυ$ τK

α$ ρετ9ν. In Ibid. PG.54.590.3: τ8 τ(ν *ργων α$ ρετ8

µ� προσούση.

Theodoret, intPaulXIV, PG.82.588.46: Αuξει δ>

αυ$ τ(ν τ<ν *παινον + προσο�σα πεν!α. De Provi-

dentia, PG.83.757.49: κα� διδάξει αe παντα το�

προσο�σιν α$ ρκε�σθαι. HE, p. 29: κατὰ τ�ν

προσο�σαν σοι θε�θεν χάριν. Pseudo-Theodoret (or,

Pseudo-Justin), QetR, p. 47: τ8 προσούση αυ$ το�

νεκρ)σεω.

Epiphanius of Salamis, Panarion, v. 2, p. 481: π(

γὰρ αE ν µεµπτ�ον �δύνατο τ< σ(µα κατὰ τ�ν

προσο�σαν αυ$ τK φύσιν βιο�ν ε_ναι;

Michael Glycas, the admirer of Theodoret, in

Annales, p. 271: διὰ τ�ν προσο�σαν αυ$ τK α$ ρετ9ν.

The participle προσο�σα does not occur in either

Irenaeus or Hippolytus or Clement of Alexandria. In

texts ascribed to Origen it appears only in two catena-

passages. All these passages suggest a rendering via the

vocabulary of Didymus, in whom the term προσο�σα

occurs abundantly.

Origen, frJohn III: �κ τ8 προσούση α$ γνο!α.

selPs, PG.12.1477.16: α$ π< τ8 προσούση αυ$ το�

:σχύο.

Didymus, commJob (7.20c–11), Cod. p. 294: ε: δ>

τ�ν τK λογικK προσο�σαν ζω9ν. commZacch, 2.260:

τ8 προσούση διττ8 ;περοχ8. Ibid. 3.107: διὰ

προσο�σαν α$ φθαρσ!αν τε κα� α- γνε!αν. Ibid. 3.162:

διὰ προσο�σαν καλοκα$ γαθ!αν. Ibid. 3.196: διὰ

προσο�σαν σκοτειν�ν α' γνοιαν κα� πονηρ!αν.

Ibid. 5.118: διὰ προσο�σαν µιαρ�τητα. commJob,

PG.39.1152.4: πάση τ8 προσούση δυναστε!α.

Ibid. PG.39,1153.9: τ8 προσούση ευ$ εξ!α. commPs

20–21, Cod. p. 35: α$ π< τ8 πολλ8 προσούση

θλ!ψεω. commPs 35–39, Cod. p. 264: �κ τ8

προσούση ταλαιπωρ!α. Ibid. Cod. p. 275:

τ�ν προσο�σαν αυ$ τK τιµ9ν. frPs(al), fr. 35: τ8

προσούση α$ σθενε!α. Ibid. fr. 60: δι $  α$ γαθ�τητα

ου$ σιωδ( προσο�σαν. Ibid. fr. 77: τ8 προσούση

αυ$ το� ευ$ πραγ!α. Ibid. fr. 78: δι $  α$ σθ�νειαν

προσο�σαν. Ibid. fr. 134: τ8 προσούση αυ$ το�

α$ σθενε!α. Ibid. fr. 208: διὰ πολλ�ν προσο�σαν

αυ$ τK πρ< α$ νθρ)που α$ γάπην. Ibid. fr. 476: διὰ τ�ν

προσο�σαν αυ$ τP α$ ναµαρτησ!αν. Ibid. fr. 573b: διὰ

τ�ν προσο�σαν αυ$ το� α$ λαζονε!αν. Ibid. fr. 608:

διὰ τ�ν προσο�σαν zµ�τητα. Ibid. fr. 785a: διὰ

προσο�σαν α$ τυφ!αν. Ibid. fr. 789a: διὰ προσο�σαν

α$ γαθ�τητα. Ibid. fr. 825: α$ π< τ8 προσούση αυ$ το�

σοφ!α. Didymus treats προσο�σα as a synonym with

σύµφυτον (‘congenital’, ‘cognate’) at two points. Ibid.

3.104: τ�ν προσο�σαν, τ�ν σύµφυτον :σχὺν αυ$ τ8.

frPs(al), fr. 1039: τ�ν προσο�σαν αυ$ τK σύµφυτον

α$ ρχ9ν.

EN XXXIg: ‹α$ ›π< τ8‹› σὺν α$ ρετP

παρρησ!α‹›

Plutarch had used the idiom, which was put to use by

both Didymus and Theodoret alike.

Plutarch, Praecepta Gerendae Reipublicae, 822F3: αE ν

παρρησ!αν α$ π $  α$ ρετ8 κα� π!στιν *χωσι.
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Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 25: διὰ τ�ν α$ π< τ8

πολιτε!α παρρησ!αν λ�γειν θαρρούντων. Ibid.

fr. 112: Πολλ�ν δ> παρρησ!αν α$ π< καθαρα̃

συνειδ9σεω + ευ$ χ9.

Theodoret, Historia Religiosa (Philotheus), Vita

13.5: Ε$ πειδ� το!νυν �ν κεφαλα!^ κα� τ<ν τ8 ψυχ8

�δε!ξαµεν χαρακτ8ρα, φ�ρε κα� τ�ν α$ π< τ8

α$ ρετ8 αυ$ το� δε!ξωµεν παρρησ!αν. Interpretatio in

Psalmos, PG.80.1853.47: κα� τα�τα βασιλεὺ bν

κα� προφ9τη, κα� τ�ν α$ π< τ8 α$ ρετ8 πα}?ησ!αν

*χων.

EX XXXIh: Quoting Psalms 4:7 and 59:6

The authors who drew on Psalm, 4:7, were Origen,

Eusebius, Gregory of Nyssa, Athanasius, Marcellus

of Ancyra, Didymus, Pseudo-Macarius, Diodorus of

Tarsus, John Chrysostom, Theodoret, Cyril of Alexan-

dria, Diadochus of Photike, Nilus of Ancyra, Procopius

of Gaza, Oecumenius, and John of Damascus.

In regard to Psalm 59:6, the following authors

either quoted or referred to it: Origen, Eusebius,

Athanasius, Epiphanius, Basil of Caesarea, Didymus,

Chrysostom, Theodoret, Theodore of Mopsuestia,

Alexander Monachus (possibly sixth cent.), Maximus

Confessor, and John of Damascus. So did the

anonymous author of the Dialogus Contra Judaeos, 3.6.

This Scholion is one instance where both Psalms

are quoted in the same context. It then turns out that the

authors who commented on both Psalms were Origen,

Eusebius, Athanasius, Didymus, and Theodoret. Later,

John of Damascus added himself to the catalogue.

EN XXXIi: ε: ‹δυνα›τ�ν

Since the Codex’s reading τ<ν makes no sense, I emend

to δυνατ�ν. The author poses the rhetorical question

whether it would be possible to find 144,000 virgin men

among the people of Israel during John’s lifetime, that

is, at the time when he wrote Revelation. I did so not

only because the expression δυνατ�ν (‘it is possible’)

occurs in Scholia XI, XVII, XIX, XX (bis), but mainly

because it was used by a philosopher whom all

Antiochenes studied in order to learn Aristotle’s

philosophy, namely, Alexander of Aphrodisias. In

Aristotelis Metaphysica Commentaria, p. 744: Ου$  το�το

δ� ζητητ�ον, α$ λλ$ ε: δυνατ<ν ε_ναι τοὺ α$ ριθµοὺ �ν

το� α:σθητο� � στοιχε�α. Besides, during Cassian’s

lifetime, another Aristotelian commentator used

the same phraseology, namely, Olympiodorus, the

philosopher of Alexandria, In Aristotelis Categorias

Commentarium, p. 143: Ζητητ�ον �ντα�θα ε:

δυνατ<ν τ< α' ρτιον κα� τ< περιττ<ν ε: α' λληλα

µεταβάλλειν.

Cf. Didymus, usage, commEccl (11–12), Cod. p. 351;

commZacch, 1.392; 5.75; 5.86; frPs(al), Frs. 8; 333;

737a; 929; 932.

EN XXXIj: The 144,000 ‘virgin men’

Didymus refers his readers to earlier analyses of his,

in reference to the anagoge applied on the number of

‘virgin men’, that is, the number 144,000.9 Origen urged

that the narration about the ‘virgin men’, who were not

‘defiled with women’, is susceptible of anagogical

interpretation, which however he did not furnish.10 It

is possible that he had already expounded this in

another work of his, since he says that he ‘has proven

earlier’ that the two gatherings of 144,000 mentioned at

two different points of Revelation11 are the same

ones.12

Didymus is silent about this question, on which

later commentators (Oecumenius, Andreas, Arethas)

had comments to make, actually dissenting from

Origen. Nevertheless, he expounded his view of how

the anagogical interpretation intimated by Origen

should go, indeed he applied his exegesis at different

points. These points show that the analysis offered in

this Scholion is identical with that of Didymus. The

present Scholion couches the same ideas in slightly

9 Didymus, commZacch, 3.73: Σαφ9νεια δ> α$ ναντ!ρρητο περ�

τούτων γ�γονεν �ν το� ;ποµν9µασιν τ8 Α$ ποκαλύψεω το�

Ι$ ωάννου. See full quotation below.
10 Origen, commJohn, I.1.8. Ου$ κ α$ γνοητ�ον δ�, Xτι W περ� τ(ν

�κατ<ν τεσσαράκοντα τεσσάρων χιλιάδων παρθ�νων λ�γο

�πιδ�χεται α$ ναγωγ9ν. Περιττ<ν δ> ν�ν κα� ου$  κατὰ τ<ν

προκε!µενον λ�γον τ< παρατ!θεσθαι λ�ξει προφητικὰ ταυ$ τ<ν

περ� τ(ν �ξ �θν(ν +µα̃ διδασκούσα. Cf. the Latin translation, 

In Exodum Homiliae, I.2: ‘Quod utique cum dicitur, nec
qualiscunque vel inepta potest esse suspicio, quin ad istas tribus
Iudaeorum . . . posit revocari. Ad quos igitur patres iste numerus
virginum referendus sit, tam aequalis, tam integer tamque
compositus . . . ego quidem progredi ultra inquirendo non audeo,
sed et hactenus paene cum aliquo discrimine incedo.’

11 Rev. 7:4 and 14:3.
12 Origen, � προαπεδε!ξαµεν. commJohn I.1.7.
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different words and thus guides us to impressive paral-

lels from Didymus.

Didymus, commZacch, 1.383 (‘although it is pos-

sible to apply allegory to the number 144,000, it is

nonetheless possible to take the passage literally’):

Οe λα γὰρ πολλὰ χιλιάδα παρθ�νων α$ νδρ(ν µ�

µολυνθ�ντων µετὰ γυναικ< W Ι$ ωάννη ε_δεν �ν τP

Α$ ποκαλύψει. Ε: γὰρ κα� α$ νάγεται τὰ περ� τ(ν

παρθ�νων τ(ν συµπληρούντων τ<ν �κατ<ν τεσσα-

ράκοντα τ�σσαρα α$ ριθµ�ν, α$ λλ$ οjν α- γν8 κα�

σ)φρονο διαγωγ8 qνεκα, ου$  λυπε� �κδ�ξασθαι τ<

?ητ<ν κατὰ πρ�χειρον.

commZacch, 2.273–274 (urging allegorical exegesis

of the number 144,000): Παρθ�νοι α$ πενεχθησ�µεναι

Cπ!σω τ8 νυµφαγωγηθε!ση �ν� α$ νδρ� τK ΧριστK

Ε$ κκλησ!α, πνεύµατι κα� σ)µατ! ε:σιν α$ διάφθοροι

γν)µG κα� πράξει α- γνεύουσαι. (274) Ω-  �λ�χθη

� τὰ παιδάρια προηγουµ�νω κατὰ τ�ν ψυχ�ν

α' ρρενα, α$ λλὰ ου$  µ�νον κατὰ τ< σ(µα τυγχάνουσιν,

Wµο!ω αO �ν γν)µG κα� πράξει α- γι�τητα *χουσαι

παρθ�νοι ου$ κ �ξ α$ νάγκη θηλυκ<ν *χουσι σ(µα.

Ε$ ν γο�ν τP Ι$ ωάννου Α$ ποκαλύψει αO �κατ<ν

τεσσαράκοντα τ�σσαρε χιλιάδε τ(ν παρθ�νων

ου$  τK σ)µατι cσαν τοια�ται· �πην�χθη γὰρ· ‘ΟVτο!

ε:σιν οl µετὰ γυναικ< ου$ κ �µολύνθησαν· παρθ�νοι

γάρ ε:σιν, κα� ου$ κ *στιν �ν τK στ�µατι αυ$ τ(ν

δ�λο· α' µωµοι γάρ ε:σιν.’

Ibid. 3.66–73 (‘it is impossible to take the number

144,000 literally’): Οe πω δ> α$ β!αστο φανP +

�πιστηµονικ� θεωρ!α τ(ν α$ ριθµ(ν κα� κατὰ τ�ν

θε�πνευστον γραφ9ν, πολλὰ µ>ν *στιν

παραγαγε�ν· α$ ρκε� δ $ �π� το� παρ�ντο

συγχρ9σασθαι λ�ξεσιν Παύλου το� α$ ποστ�λου κα�

Ι$ ωάννου το� yγαπηµ�νου ;π< το� Ι$ ησο� µαθητο�.

Ο-  µ>ν γὰρ Ρ- ωµα!οι γράφει τ<ν Θε<ν ε:ρηκ�ναι·

‘Κατ�λιπον �µαυτK �πτακισχιλ!ου α' νδρα οhτινε

ου$ κ *καµψαν γ�νυ τP Βάαλ’, k δ> ‘qπεσθαι τK

α$ ρν!^’, δηλαδ� τK Σωτ8ρι, ‘παρθ�νων �κατ<ν

τεσσεράκοντα τ�σσαρα χιλιάδα, µετὰ γυναικ(ν

µ� µεµολυσµ�νων’. (67) Ου$  γὰρ δυνατ<ν τα�τα �π�

Oστορ!α λαβε�ν· π( γάρ, τοσούτου πλ9θου

καταλιπ�ντο θεοσεβ(ν α$ νδρ(ν, W µ�γα

προφ9τη Η$ λ!α yγν�ει, � φάναι· ‘Ε$ γi

;πολ�λειµµαι µ�νο κα� ζητο�σι τ�ν ψυχ�ν µου

το� λαβε�ν αυ$ τ9ν’; Π( δ> κα� τοσαύτα χιλιάδα

παρθ�νων µάλιστα α$ νδρ(ν �π� ?ητο� *στι λαβε�ν,

τ�τε µάλιστα Xτε τὰ τ8 α$ ναλ9µψεω το� Σωτ8ρο

ου$  πρ< πολλο� �γεγ�νει, � τ<ν Ι$ ωάννην α$ κµ�ν �ν

α$ νθρ)ποι ε_ναι; (68) Α$ λλὰ µ�ν qκαστον τούτων

α$ ληθ( γ�γονεν ου$  πάντω τ(ν α$ ριθµ(ν �π�

α:σθ9σεω λαµβανοµ�νων. Ε- πτάκι µ>ν γὰρ χ!λιοι

α' νδρε µ� κάµψαντε γ�νυ τP Βάαλ τυγχάνουσιν οO

µυστικ( ;ποκε!µενοι τK σαββατισµK τK

α$ ποκειµ�ν^ τK λαK το� Θεο�,13 *χοντε

ο:κει�τητα πρ< τ�ν χιλιάδα κα� τ�ν α$ π $  αυ$ τ8

συνισταµ�νην �βδοµάδα. Πολλαχο� γάρ *στιν

:δε�ν τ<ν χ!λια α$ ριθµ<ν θεοπρεπ( µνηµονευ�-

µενον, ]σπερ κα� �ν τK περ� Θεο� α$ παγγελλοµ�ν^

οoτω· ‘Ε$ µν9σθη ε: τ<ν α:(να διαθ9κην λ�γου

αυ$ το�, οV �νετε!λατο τK Α$ βραὰµ ε: χιλ!α

γενεά.’ Κατ $  ου$ δ>ν γὰρ τ(ν σηµαινοµ�νων

χ!λιαι ;πάρξουσι γενεα� µ�χρι τ8 το� κ�σµου

συντελε!α, � �ντελ�στερον προηγουµ�νω �ν

α' λλοι α$ ποδ�δεικται. (69) Ε$ κ ταύτη οjν τ8

µυστικ8 χιλιάδο �βδοµὰ συν!σταται, καθ $ Aν

οO γνησ!ω θεοσεβο�ντε µ�νον τ<ν τ(ν πάντων

αFτιον γονυπετο�σιν. (70) Α$ λλὰ κα� οO α$ κολουθ9-

σαντε παρθ�νοι µετὰ γυναικ< ου$  µεµολυµµ�νοι

;π�κεινται τK �κατ<ν τεσσαράκοντα τ�σσαρε

α$ ριθµK τ(ν χιλιάδων. (71) [The following is in fact

the same statement as the one made in the present

Scholion] Ε' τι δ> µάλιστα τ< α$ π!θανον τ8 Oστορ!α

φανερο�ται �κ το� τεταγµ�νω α$ φ $  �κάστη

φυλ8 το� Ι$ σρα�λ δ)δεκα χιλιάδα παρθ�νων

α$ νδρ(ν συµπληρο�σθαι· τάχα ου$ δ> �κ πάση

τ8 α$ νθρωπ�τητο τοσο�τον α$ ριθµ<ν ο[�ν τε

συµπληρο�σθαι διὰ Χριστ<ν α$ γαµούντων *τι το�

Ι$ ωάννου �π� γ8 διατρ!βοντο. (72) Ε$ πε� οjν τὰ τ8

λ�ξεω α$ δυνάτω *χει, φαµ>ν τοσαύτα ε_ναι

χιλιάδα τ(ν α$ µολύντω κα� α$ µ)µω βιούντων

διὰ τ�ν α$ ρετ�ν τ�ν προσο�σαν τK α$ ριθµK· *στι

γὰρ τετράγωνο, οV πα̃σα πλευρὰ δωδεκά �στιν

χιλιάδων, πολλ8 κα� τούτου το� α$ ριθµο�

προνοµ!α οuση, � τK α$ ναλ�ξαντι α$ π< τ8

γραφ8 *σται δ8λον. (73) Σαφ9νεια δ> α$ ναντ!ρ-

ρητο περ� τούτων γ�γονεν �ν το� ;ποµν9µασιν

τ8 Α$ ποκαλύψεω το� Ι$ ωάννου κα� τ8 πρ<

Ρ- ωµα!ου Παύλου �πιστολ8, αe περ W α$ ναγνοὺ

13 Cf. τK σαββατισµK τK α$ ποκειµ�ν^ τK λαK το� Θεο�, in Origen:
Cels, V.59; commJohn, II.33.198; deOr, XXVII.16; selEx,
PG.12.289.20; excPs, PG.17.144.34.
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=ψεται τὰ περ� τ(ν α$ ριθµ(ν θε�α θεωρ9µατα

�πεσπαρµ�να τP γραφP, τP τε πρ< τ8 �πιδηµ!α

το� Σωτ8ρο, αoτη δ$ �στ�ν + καλουµ�νη παλαιὰ

διαθ9κη, κα� τP µετὰ τ�ν δε�ρο το� Χριστο�

α' φιξιν, προσαγορευοµ�νG καινP.

Didymus, In Genesin, Cod. p. 36: Α$ λλὰ κα� �ν τP

Α$ ποκαλύψει W Ι$ ωάννη λ�γων ρµδ ´  χιλιάδα

α$ νδρ(ν qπεσθαι τK α$ ρν!^, X �στιν W Σωτ9ρ, κα�

τα�τα παρθ�νων µετὰ γυναικ(ν µ� µολυνθ�ντων,

δε!κνυσιν Xτι λ�γο τι περ� τ<ν α$ ριθµ<ν το�τον

τ!µι� �στιν· ου$ δ> γὰρ οoτω τοσο�το πλ8θο

παρθ�νων *τι το� Ι$ ωάννου �ν β!^ =ντο εFποι τι αE ν

�κ τ(ν πεπιστευκ�των συν8χθαι, τάχα µηδ> αυ$ τ(ν

τοσούτων =ντων.

EN XXXIk: κατὰ πνευµατικ�ν α$ κολουθ!αν

(‘following spiritual interpretation’)

This expression attests to readings that point to

Epiphanius of Salamis14 and Gregory of Nazianzus15

exclusively, since it occurs in no other author, save one

specific case.16 The expression κατὰ πνευµατικ�ν

α$ κολουθ!αν suggests what Origen and Didymus

had declared, namely that this particular point of the

Apocalypse might also be interpreted in an anagogical

sense. Origen says that this passage of Revelation ‘is

susceptible of anagogical interpretation’ (�πιδ�χεται

α$ ναγωγ9ν).17 Didymus has it that it is not impossible

to understand this literally in the first place (ου$  λυπε�

�κδ�ξασθαι τ< ?ητ<ν κατὰ πρ�χειρον)18. He

mentions his analyses of this passage of Revelation

in the same work (Book 3), where he appears to have

slightly altered his opinion, and deems the literal

meaning as an ‘unlikely’ one,19 whereas right after this

he considers this as ‘impossible’.20 What should be

noticed is a certain evolution in the views of Didymus.

He eventually opted for a totally anagogical inter-

pretation, urging that the truth can be discovered in the

spiritual meaning only. This is also the thesis of Scholia

XXXI and XXXII. On this point, therefore, one can notice

a development in the thought of Didymus according to

the following statements:

In commZacch, 1.383, ‘it would be acceptable to

interpret this literally’: ου$  λυπε� �κδ�ξασθαι τ< ?ητ<ν

κατὰ πρ�χειρον.

Ibid. 2.274, ‘the virgin men are to be understood to

be so not in a physical sense’: Ε$ ν γο�ν τP Ι$ ωάννου

Α$ ποκαλύψει αO �κατ<ν τεσσαράκοντα τ�σσαρε

χιλιάδε τ(ν παρθ�νων ου$  τK σ)µατι cσαν

τοια�ται.

Ibid. 3.66–68, ‘it is impossible to interpret this

narration literally’; for ‘how could it be possible to find

so many virgin men at the time when John was still

alive?’21

Ibid. 3.71–73, ‘it would be impossible to find so

many virgin men, not only among the race of Israel, but

also in the whole of humanity’; which means that ‘this

narratve is impossible once taken in a literal sense’.

These points, Didymus informs us, ‘have been clearly

shown in our scholia on the Apocalypse’.

Finally, in In Genesin, Cod. p. 36, the argument is

much the same: during John’s lifetime it would have

been impossible to find that large number of ‘virgin

men’, indeed it would have been impossible to find a

total of faithful Christians amounting to one hundred

and forty-four thousand people.

Therefore, from Book 1 to Book 3 of Didymus’

commZacch there are differences. In Book 3, Didymus

mentions his pertinent analyses made in his lost Com-

mentary on the Apocalypse. Thus, in the beginning

of his commZacch he leaves some room for a literal

interpretation, probably following Origen, who seems

to allow for this possibility, too. Didymus however

recants this allowance later in the same work. This

decision for anagoge to the exclusion of all literal

interpretation must have been his final thesis, which is

also expressed in Scholia XXXI and XXXII drawing on

Didymus’ lost Commentary on the Apocalypse.

EN XXXIl: Quoting John 1:47.

This occurs in Origen’s frJohn, XXVII: �στ� γὰρ

Ι$ σραηλ!τη α$ ληθ( κα� ου$  ψευδωνύµω, �πε�

παντ< δ�λου καθαρεύων α$ ληθε!α φ!λο ;πάρχει.

14 Epiphanius of Salamis, Panarion, v. 2, p. 163: τ(ν δ> µειζ�νων

�πιµελε�ται, κατὰ τ< µε�ζον εFδο τ8 πνευµατικ8

α$ κολουθ!α.
15 Gregory of Nazianzus. De Pace 1, PG.35.721.28: α$ κολουθ!α

πνευµατικ8 ε_ναι ;πελάµβανον. Funebris Oratio in Patrem,
PG.35.1004.23–24: Xπερ δ� ν�µο α$ κολουθ!α πνευµατικ8.

16 Cf. Marcus Eremita (monk in Egypt and Palestine, fourth–sixth 

cent. AD), De Baptismo, 5, line 281: κατὰ τ�ν πνευµατικ�ν

α$ κολουθ!αν, Aν προειρ9καµεν.
17 commJohn, I.1.8.
18 commZacch, 1.383.
19 Didymus, commZacch, 3.71: τ< α$ π!θανον τ8 Oστορ!α.
20 Ibid. 3.72: τὰ τ8 λ�ξεω α$ δυνάτω *χει.
21 See passage quoted above.
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Origen cited this notion of ‘real Israelite’ at the

opening of his commJohn, I.1.1. Besides, he used the

idea of Rom. 2:29 abundantly, which is in effect

the same one: the ‘real Israelite’ (John 1:47) and the

one who is ‘secretly a Jew’ (Rom. 2:29) betoken the

same idea.22 This concept is central in the opening

of commJohn, which is virtually a commentary on

Revelation, and happens to incorporate the ideas which

make up both Scholia XXXI and XXXII. This part of

Scholion XXXI refers to Rom. 2:29. Didymus quoted

John 1:47 at certain points.23

Surprising as it might appear, quotation of John 1:47

did not enjoy much currency.24 Apart from the casual

instance in Origen, it is absent from Athanasius,

Nazianzen, Basil of Ceasarea, Theodoret, and Maximus

Confessor. However, the author’s debts are revealed by

the phrase preceding this quotation: τ<ν α$ ληθιν<ν

Ι$ σρα9λ. This shows Origen guiding the author’s pen,

even though in reality all Origen did was to elaborate on

a point made by Justin Martyr.

Justin Martyr, Dialogus cum Tryphone, 11.5:

Ι$ σραηλιτικ<ν γὰρ τ< α$ ληθιν�ν, πνευµατικ�ν, κα�

Ι$ ούδα γ�νο κα� Ι$ ακiβ κα� Ι$ σαὰκ κα� Α$ βραάµ, το�

�ν α$ κροβυστ!H �π� τP π!στει µαρτυρηθ�ντο ;π<

το� θεο� κα� ευ$ λογηθ�ντο κα� πατρ< πολλ(ν

�θν(ν κληθ�ντο, +µε� �σµεν. Ibid. 135.3: οoτω

κα� +µε� �κ τ8 κοιλ!α το� Χριστο� λατοµη-

θ�ντε Ι$ σραηλιτικ<ν τ< α$ ληθιν�ν �σµεν γ�νο.

Origen, frJer, 28: ε[ οjν W πα̃ Ι$ σραηλ!τη κατὰ

τ�ν συγγ�νειαν τ�ν α$ ληθιν9ν, ‘οO γὰρ πάντε Sν

σ(µά �σµεν κα� ε[ α' ρτο κα� το� �ν< µετ�χοµεν

πνεύµατο’. commMat, 12.28: α$ π< τούτων δ> W

δυνάµενο �ξεταζ�τω ε: το� α$ ληθινο� Ι$ σρα�λ

α' λλαγµα δ!δοται ;π< το� θεο� ‘?υοµ�νου τ<ν

Ι$ σρα�λ �κ πασ(ν τ(ν α$ νοµι(ν αυ$ το�’. Ibid. 17.32:

Xτε �λ9λυθεν W ν�µο το� ευ$ αγγελ!ου· παρὰ γὰρ τK

α$ ληθινK Ι$ σρα�λ τηρε�ται κα� τ< =νοµα το�

προτ�ρου. selPs, PG.12.1636.20–22: Λεγ�τω δ� τ�,

‘Ε: µ� Xτι Κύριο cν �ν +µ�ν’, ου$ χ W τυχ)ν, α$ λλ$ W

α$ ληθιν< Ι$ σρα9λ. selEz, PG.13.824.43–47: ΑFγυπτο

�ν πολλο� νοε�ται �π� το� κ�σµου τούτου, το�

α$ νθρωπ!νου κα� το� �πιγε!ου τούτου, �ξ οV �ξ!ασιν

οO α$ ληθινο� Ι$ σραηλ�ται, κα� Wδεύουσιν �π� τ�ν

α- γ!αν γ8ν. excPs, PG.17.147.54–55 and frPs, 77, 44:

Π!νει γὰρ W Ι$ σραηλ!τη τ< α$ ληθιν<ν oδωρ, ου$ δ>

πρ< τ< ε_δο τ8 α$ πάτη �πιστρεφ�µενο. Cf. Latin

texts: In Genesin Homiliae, XVI.6; In Exodum Homiliae,

I.2; Homiliae in Jesu Nave, IX.5; Commentarii in Epistu-

lam ad Romanos, 8.12.6.

Notwithstanding his attack on Origen, Methodius

of Olympus emulated the notion in his Symposium,

Oration 9.1: W Θε< τ�ν �ορτ�ν τ8 σκηνοπηγ!α

τ8 α$ ληθιν8 τοὺ α$ ληθινοὺ Ι$ σραηλ!τα.

Gregory of Nyssa, In Inscriptiones Psalmorum, v. 5,

p. 138: W διδοὺ �κ Σιiν τ< σωτ9ριον τK Ι$ σρα�λ

κα� τ�ν α:χµαλωσ!αν το� λαο� αυ$ το� α$ π< το�

πονηρ( διὰ τ8 α- µαρτ!α +µα̃ α:χµαλωτ!σαντο

πάλιν πρ< �αυτ<ν �πιστρ�φων, Xτε γ!νεται �ν ευ$ -

φροσύνG κα� α$ γαλλιάµατι W α$ ληθιν< Ι$ σραηλ!τη

κα� W πνευµατικ< Ι$ ακ)β. In Canticum Canticorum, v.

6, pp. 198–199: � µακάριον τ< �ν τούτοι ε;ρεθ8ναι

@ παιδ!ον @ Wπλ!την @ α$ ληθιν<ν Ι$ σραηλ!την

γεν�µενον, � µ>ν Ι$ σραηλ!την �ν καθαρd καρδ!H

τ<ν θε<ν Wρ(ντα. Ibid. v. 6, p. 434: δι< κα�

µαρτυρε�ται παρὰ το� λ�γου γν9σιο ε_ναι κα� ου$ χ�

ν�θο Ι$ σραηλ!τη �ν τK α$ δ�λ^ τ8 προαιρ�σεω

καθαρ<ν �φ$  �αυτο� δεικνὺ το� πατριάρχου τ<ν

χαρακτ8ρα. Ι' δε γάρ, φησιν, α$ ληθιν< Ι$ σραηλ!τη

�ν Z δ�λο ου$ κ *στιν.

Eusebius emphasized the notion, thus serving as

an exemplar to Didymus, as Origen himself was also.

Eusebius, DE, 2.3.121: τρ�πο δ> τοι(νδε ψυχ(ν

22 Princ, IV.3.6, apud Philocalia, 1.22; commJohn, I.1.1; I.35.259;
XIII.17.103; frJohn, VIII; frLuc, 171; Philocalia, 1.23; Commentarii in
Epistulam ad Romanos (I.1–XII.21), 46; Commentarii in Romanos
(III.5–V.7), pp. 134; 168.

23 Didymus, commZacch, 5.188; 5.205; In Genesin, Cod. p. 219. He
does so also in the Latin translation of his De Spiritu Sancto by
Jerome (section 57). In a description of the pious who ‘circumcise
their heart through the Spirit’ (‘Qui cor spiritu circumcidunt’), he
designates them as ‘those really circumcised in spirit’ (‘vere spiritu
circumcisi’) and ‘in occulto Judaei et veri Israelitae, in quibus non
est dolus’. They are those who ‘being real worshippers, transcend
the shadows and symbols of the Old Testament and worship God
in spirit and truth’ (John 4:23) (‘Qui transcendentes umbras et
imagines Veteris Testamenti, cultores veri adorant Patrem in spiritu
et veritate’).

24 The following authors quote John, 1:47: Clement of Alexandria,
Stromateis, 6.14.108.1. Gregory of Nyssa, In Canticum Canticorum,
v. 6, p. 434. Epiphanius of Salamis, Panarion, v. 2, p. 266. Asterius
of Antioch, commPs, Homilies 26.13; 27.17. Amphilochius of
Iconium, Adversus Haereticos, line 999. John Chrysostom, In Diem
Natalem, PG.49: 353.42–43 and 51–52; In Sanctum Matthaeum,
PG.57.347.20–21; In Sanctum Joannem, PG.59.125.25–26 and 61–
62. Cyril of Alexandria, commProphXII, v. 2, p. 142; Commentarii in
Joannem, v. 1, p. 198; expPs, PG.69: 916.17–21; 949.28–30; 1053.20–
22; In Isaiam, PG.70.41.52–54; De Sancta et Consubstantiali
Trinitate, PG.75.541.22–23. Theodore of Mopsuestia, Commentarii
in Joannem, Fr. 16. Procopius of Gaza, In Isaiam Prophetam,
p. 1852.
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τ<ν α$ ληθιν<ν Ι$ σρα�λ το� θεο� δε!κνυσιν. op. cit.

7.3.45: πάντε οO ‘τ<ν �ν κρυπτK Ι$ ουδα�ον’ κα�

τ<ν α$ ληθιν<ν Ι$ σρα9λ, τ<ν κατὰ διάνοιαν ‘Wρ(ντα

θε�ν’, α$ ποσ{ζοντε. Eclogae Prophetarum, pp. 145–

46: Μετὰ τ�ν τ8 διασπορα̃ το� πνευµατικο�

κα� α$ ληθινο� Ι$ σρα�λ �πισυναγωγ9ν, κα� µετὰ τ�ν

εoρεσιν τ(ν α$ πολωλ�των προβάτων οFκου Ι$ σρα9λ.

Quaestiones et Solutiones Evangelicae ad Stephanum,

PG.22.917.23–25: ου$ κ�τι γὰρ �ν α$ λλοφύλοι

καταλεγησ�µεθα, ου$ δ $ �ξ α$ λλοφύλων χρηµατ!-

σοµεν, α$ λλ$ �κ το� α$ ληθινο� Ι$ σρα�λ κα� το� λαο�

το� κλ9ρου το� Θεο�. commPs, PG.23.837.26–29:

Παρ�στησε γὰρ τ! εFη W Ι$ σρα9λ, �πισυνάψα κα�

ε:π)ν, το� καθαρο� τ�ν καρδ!αν. ΟVτοι γάρ ε:σιν

W α$ ληθιν< Ι$ σρα9λ. Ibid. PG.23.876.39–44: Παιδεύει

δ> διὰ τ(ν προκειµ�νων W λ�γο δ�γµα βαθύτατον,

� αE ν ε:δε!ηµεν τ! ποτ� �στιν W α$ ληθιν< Ι$ σρα9λ.

Ibid. PG.23.877.15–23: *τι µ�ν �πιστ9σα τ�,

Βλ�πετε τ<ν Ι$ σρα�λ κατὰ σάρκα, � �τ�ρου =ντο

το� µ� κατὰ σάρκα, α$ λλὰ κατὰ πνε�µα α$ ληθινο�

Ι$ σρα9λ· τούτοι µεµαθητευµ�νο, τ<ν α$ ληθιν<ν

Ι$ σρα�λ �κδ�ξεται ε_ναι τ<ν �κ το� πράγµατο

σηµαιν�µενον. Μεταλαµβάνεται γο�ν τοuνοµα

ε: τ<ν Wρ(ντα τ<ν Θε�ν· τ<ν διορατικ<ν το!νυν

κα� γνωστικ<ν κα� �πιστηµονικ<ν α' νδρα µ�νον

ε_ναι τ<ν α$ ληθιν<ν Ι$ σρα�λ α$ ποφανε�ται. Ibid.

PG.23.880.9–12: Ου$ κ αE ν δ> α- µάρτοι Ι$ ουδα!αν ε_ναι

λ�γων πα̃σαν τ�ν θε�πνευστον κα� Ι$ ουδαϊκ�ν

Γραφ9ν, κτ8µα οjσαν κα� � περ!χωρον το�

α$ ληθινο� Ι$ σρα9λ, διὰ τ< τ�ν γν(σιν το� Θεο�

�ν αυ$ τP περι�χεσθαι. Οoτω µ>ν οjν + α$ ληθιν�

Ι$ ουδα!α κα� W α$ ληθιν< Ι$ σρα�λ νοηθ9σεται

κατὰ τ<ν Xµοιον τρ�πον. Ibid. PG.23.957.24–26: Ο-

λεγ�µενο �π� το� παρ�ντο Κύριο κα� Θε< τ(ν

δυνάµεων, αυ$ τ< cν �κε�νο W ποιµα!νων τ<ν

α$ ληθιν<ν Ι$ σρα9λ. Ibid. PG.24.3629–30: +µε� γάρ

�σµεν + περιτοµ� κα� α$ ληθιν< Ι$ σρα9λ.

Didymus, commZacch, 5.205: Χανανα�ο δ$ �στ�ν

W α$ λλ�τριο �κ µ9τρα � �κτ�, ε_ναι τ8

ευ$ σεβε!α· ου$ κ *σται δ�, 0τοι µεταβάλλων ε: τ<ν

Ι$ σρα�λ ‘τ<ν α$ ληθιν<ν τ<ν δ�λον ου$ κ *χοντα’. Ibid.

5.206: Χανανα�ον δεκτ�ον α$ λληγορικ( κα� τ<ν

*ξω τ8 :σραηλιτικ8 καταστάσεω φθάσαντα.

frPs(al), Fr. 705a: hνα τ�ν µεγαλοπρ�πειαν αυ$ το�

χωρ8σαι δυνηθε�τε α$ ληθιν< Ι$ σρα�λ γεγενηµ�νοι

διὰ καθαρ�τητα καρδ!α θε<ν Wρ(ντε. Ibid. fr. 888:

W γὰρ βασιλεὺ το� α$ ληθινο� Ι$ σρα�λ το� θε<ν

Wρ(ντο αe γι� �στιν.

Pseudo-Macarius, Sermones lxiv, Homily 24.1.10:

κα� �βασ!λευσε τ8 α$ ληθιν8 Ι- ερουσαλ9µ, αυ$ τ8

τ8 ψυχ8, κα� το� α$ ληθινο� Ι$ σρα9λ, αυ$ το� το�

α$ νθρ)που. Homiliae l, Homily 44: κα� οoτω

δυν9σεται + ψυχ� ε:σελθε�ν ε: τ�ν �πουράνιον

�κκλησ!αν τ(ν α- γ!ων το� α$ ληθινο� Ι$ σρα9λ.

Pseudo-Cyril of Alexandria, Collectio Dictorum Vet-

eris Testamenti, PG.77.1277.40–41: W βασιλεὺ το�

α$ ληθινο� Ι$ σρα9λ, κα� Wρ(ντο Θε�ν, Xσον

�φικτ�ν.

Basil of Caesarea does not show in this exploration.

This is one more evidence that the Enarratio in

Prophetam Isaiam is not his work. Cf. Enarratio in

Prophetam Isaiam, 9.228: Λ�γον οjν α$ π�στειλε

Κύριο �π� Ι$ ακ)β. Ο_δα τ<ν Λ�γον, τ<ν �ν α$ ρχP

=ντα, τ<ν πρ< τ<ν Θε<ν =ντα; Το�τον α$ π�στειλεν

W Πατ�ρ �π� Ι$ ακ)β. Ε$ γν)ρισε δ> αυ$ τ<ν W α$ ληθιν<

Ι$ σρα9λ, αO ψυχα� αO διορατικ)τεραι.

EN XXXIm: τ< νοητ<ν το�το *θνο

As already discussed, this notion was introduced by

Justin25 and adopted by Origen.26 Followers formu-

lated it through the phrase W νοητ< Ι$ σρα9λ, or

πνευµατικ< Ι$ σρα9λ, which was used later by Cyril

of Alexandria, as well as by others.

Origen, Princ, IV.3.6: νοητ�ον Xτι, ]σπερ

Ι$ ουδα!ων σωµατικ(ν �στι γ�νο, οoτω τ(ν ‘�ν

κρυπτK Ι$ ουδα!ων’ �στ! τι *θνο. Ibid. IV.3.7

(Philocalia, 1.23): οO δ> νοητο� Ι$ σραηλ�ται, Yν

τύπο cσαν οO σωµατικο!.27

Eusebius also employed the notion of W νοητ<

Ι$ σρα9λ. Eclogae Prophetarum, pp. 120, 147. Also,

πνευµατικ< Ι$ σρα9λ. Ibid. p. 139: τ8 �κκλησ!α

αυ$ το�, Dτι �στ�ν W πνευµατικ< ο_κο Ι$ σρα9λ.

p. 145: Μετὰ τ�ν τ8 διασπορα̃ το� πνευµατικο�

κα� α$ ληθινο� Ι$ σρα�λ �πισυναγωγ9ν.

Didymus, commEccl (1.1–8), Cod. p. 7: νοητ<

25 Justin Martyr, Dialogus cum Tryphone, 11.5, quoted on p. 365.
26 Origen, commJohn, I.1.1–8.
27 Cf. Princ, IV.3.9 (distinguishing σωµατικο� Ι$ σραηλ�ται from

νοητο� Ι$ σραηλ�ται); so ibid. IV.3.9 (Philocalia, 1.23 and 25);
commJohn, II.3.26; XIII.22.133; in Princ, IV.3.6, Ι$ σρα�λ κατὰ

πνε�µα. Cf. W νοητ< Ι$ σρα�λ in frLuc, 45b; selPs, PG.12.1461.20.
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Ι$ σρα9λ. commEccl (11–12), Cod. p. 320: κα� περ�

πάντων τ(ν ‘βρεχ�ντων’ τ<ν πνευµατικ<ν ‘α$ µπε-

λ(να’, τ<ν ‘το� Ι$ σρα�λ ο_κον’ ‘�ντολ9’ δ�δοται.

commZacch, 1.172: Αe για δ> ν�φη ου$  τὰ oοντα τ<ν

α:σθητ<ν =µβρον ε:σ!ν, α$ λλὰ τὰ φ�ροντα τ<ν

πνευµατικ<ν ;ετ�ν, κατὰ τ< �ν Η$ σα�H λεχθ>ν

περ� το� Ι$ σρα9λ, α$ λληγορ!α τρ�π^ α$ µπελ(νο

καλουµ�νου. Likewise, Procopius of Gaza, Catena in

Ecclesiasten, 1.1 (ascription to Didymus); In Isaiam

Prophetam, p. 2444.

An anonymous catena-fragment which involves the

notion of νοητ< Ι$ σρα9λ can be identified as written

by Didymus. The fragment is entitled ‘from a work of

which the title is missing’ (Ε$ ξ α$ νεπιγράφου) and reads

thus:

Catena in Acta (cod. Oxon. coll. nov. 58), p. 48:

Ε$ ξ α$ νεπιγράφου. Ε$ ν πολλο� τ�ποι τ8 θε!α

γραφ8, α$ ντ� βασιλε!α, θρ�νο28 Cνοµάζεται· �

κα� �ν τK προκειµ�ν^, κα� �ν τK ‘W θρ�νο σου W

Θε< ε: τ<ν α:(να.’ �βασ!λευσε γὰρ W Χριστ< �π�

τ<ν νοητ<ν Ι$ σρα9λ. This is the idea presented in Scho-

lion XXIV: σύµβολον γὰρ βασιλε!α θρ�νο.29

Cyril of Alexandria, commProphXII, v. 1, p. 144;

v. 2, pp. 28; 452; 475; GlaphPent, PG.69.233.13; In

Isaiam, PG.70: 128.4; 265.13; 517.33; 1000.55; expPs,

PG.69.1160.47: W το� πνευµατικο� Ι$ σρα�λ Θε�.

Pseudo-Cyril of Alexandria, Collectio Dictorum Veteris

Testamenti, PG.77.1184.26.

Hesychius of Jerusalem (fifth cent.) (νοητ<

Ι$ σρα9λ), Commentarius, Psalm 67:35; Psalm 82:16;

Psalm 113:2; Psalm 135:22.

Theodoret was definitely aware of the notion of

‘spiritual Israel’: intPaulXIV, PG.82.305.25–27 and

Catena in Epistulam i ad Corinthios, p. 194: Κατὰ

σάρκα δ> τ<ν Ι$ σρα�λ �κάλεσε, τ<ν τP α$ πιστ!H

προσµε!ναντα, � τ(ν πεπιστευκ�των πνευµατικο�

Ι$ σρα�λ χρηµατιζ�ντων.

Origen and Cyril were probably the authors who

inspired Oecumenius writing the specific point of his

Commentarius in Apocalypsin, p. 51: οO οjν α$ ληθε�

Ι$ ουδα�οι, κα� W νοητ< Ι$ σρα�λ εFησαν α' ν οO

ΧριστK �ξοµολογούµενοι, κα� Ι$ σρα�λ οO τ<ν

Θε<ν Wρ(ντε. Ibid. p. 60: ]σπερ W ∆αυ�δ το�

α:σθητο� Ι$ σρα�λ �βασ!λευσεν, οoτω �γi πρ< τK

α:σθητK κα� το� νοητο�. Ibid. p. 238: Ι$ σρα9λ �στιν

µ>ν α:σθητ( οO �ξ Ι$ ακiβ το� πατριάρχου

γεννηθ�ντε· *στι δ> νοητ( οO στοιχο�ντε τP

π!στει το� πατρ< +µ(ν Α$ βραάµ.

Finally, the ‘spiritual Israel’ (πνευµατικ< Ι$ σρα9λ)

should be noticed in two texts which interest us. First,

Enarratio in Prophetam Isaiam, 14.278: Τ< µ>ν γὰρ

Ι$ ακiβ �π� το� *τι στοιχειουµ�νου κα� σωµατικο�

λαµβάνεται, τ< δ> Ι$ σρα�λ �π� το� κρε!ττονο κα�

πνευµατικο�.

Likewise, the Anonymi Dialogus cum Judaeis (cod.

Vatoped. 236), chapter 5, lines 71f: Τα�τα παρiν

κα� α$ κούων Μωσ8 ευ$ θὺ α$ ν�κραξε µ�γα βο9σα·

Ε$ µὰ τὰ ?9µατα ου$ κ ε:σ!ν, α' νθρωπε· θεο� ε:σ�ν

α' ντικρυ κελεύσαντ� µοι τα�τα τ<ν πνευµατικ<ν

�κδιδάξαι Ι$ σρα9λ, τ<ν συνι�ντα τ(ν λεγοµ�νων

τ�ν δύναµιν.

EN XXXIn: α- ρµον!αν κα� συµφων!αν

(‘harmony and agreement’)

As discussed in EN XXXIp, Didymus was aware of the

definition of a ‘square number’ as expounded by the

second-century mathematician and philosopher

Theon of Smyrna.30 Besides, he knew the science of

mathematics, as we know from the historian Socrates.31

The expression α- ρµον!α κα� συµφων!α, used in this

Scholion, was a standard expression of wide currency,

particularly related to music, with which Didymus was

familiar, also according to the testimony by the same

historian Socrates. By analogy with music, the phrase

also had a moral import, which Arius Didymus had

pointed out.32 The expression α- ρµον!α κα� συµφων!α

has a Platonic provenance33 and was favourite of

28 The gloss ‘to speak of a throne instead of kingship’ is characteristic
of, and exclusive to, Didymus, commJob (12.1–16.8a), fr. 327: Xτι

δ> W θρ�νο α$ ντ� βασιλε!α πολλάκι παραλαµβάνεται, ε:

κα� �σθ�τε α$ ντ� διδασκαλ!α, δ8λον. frPs(al), fr. 75:
�σηµειωσάµεθα κα� �ν το� πρ�τερον α$ ντ� βασιλε!α τ<ν

θρ�νον λαµβάνεσθαι.
29 See EN XXIVb, p. 299.
30 Theon of Smyrna (second cent. AD), De Rerum Mathematicarum

Utilitate, p. 49: W δ> περιπατητικ< Α' δραστο, γνωριµ)τερον

περ! τε α- ρµον!α κα� συµφων!α διεξι)ν, φησ!. Ibid. p. 65:

�παρκε� πρ< τ< σ{ζειν τ�ν ο:κε!αν α- ρµον!αν τε κα�

συµφων!αν.
31 Cf. Socrates referring to Didymus, HE, 4.23: Ε$ λθiν δ> �π� τὰ

φιλ�σοφα θαυµαστ( πω κα� τ�ν διαλεκτικ�ν �ξ�µαθε, κα�

α$ ριθµητικ9ν τε κα� µουσικ9ν.
32 Arius Didymus (first cent. BC), De Sectis Philosophorum (epitome

apud Stobaeum), p. 91: τ�ν δ$ α$ µφο�ν α- ρµον!αν κα� συµφων!αν,
α$ ρετ9ν· το� µ>ν α' γοντο �φ $  k δε�, το� δ$ �ποµ�νου πειθην!ω.

33 Cf. Plato, Cratylus, 405d; Symposium, 187a–b; Respublica, 430e;
531a; 591d.
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Philo.34 Theodoret was aware of this tradition.35

There is, therefore, a continuous line from Origen36 to

Theodoret, including Eusebius37 and Didymus,38

which reveals once again the pagan inheritance that

inspired them all, prominent among which were the

works of Plutarch.39

EN XXXIo: βεβα!α δ> στάσεω

σύµβολον τ< τετράγ‹ω›νον σχ8µα

The notion that the square is ‘a symbol betokening

a steadfast standing’ was advanced by the Pythagorean

Nicomachus of Gerasa.40 Plutarch echoed this idea in

a figure of speech,41 and was quoted verbatim by

Iamblichus,42 almost two centuries later. Iamblichus

also wrote a commentary on Nicomachus’ work.43

The author who paid attention to all the three

notions (τετράγωνο, �δρα�ο, πάγιο) was Pro-

copius of Gaza.44 Since his commentary on the Song of

Songs was only a compilation, he presumably borrowed

this from Didymus, whose name features in Procopius’

title as one of the authors from whose work he excerpted

in order to compose his work. This was no doubt the

source for Oecumenius in writing the germane point of

his commentary, probably following some research into

works by mathematicians as well. There is evidence

that Gregory of Nyssa knew of the metaphor, yet he did

not make much of it.45 Olympiodorus of Alexandria,

the deacon and exegete who is heavily relevant to the

vocabulary of the Scholia, had yielded an indisputable

theological account, which dealt with the ideas of the

‘specialists’, too.46 The analogy eventually came to be

a lexicon lemma.47

The idea that the τετράγωνον (‘square’) is β�βαιον

(‘steadfast’) does not appear in Origen, but it recurs in

Didymus. The sentiment of Scholion XXXI has a clear

parallel in his commZacch, 3.72 (quoted in footnote 25

to the Greek text, p. 167). Besides, this theory is

expounded at the following points:

Didymus, In Genesin, Cod. p. 184: σηµα!νει µ>ν τ<

τετράγωνον βεβαι�τητα. Ibid. Cod. p. 195: Ε: δ>

κα� διὰ τ<ν α$ ριθµ�ν τι �θ�λοι τεχνολογε�ν, εFποι

αE ν Xτι τ< β�βαιον δηλο�ται δι $  αυ$ το� τ8 θε!α

�κκλησ!α· τετράγωνο γὰρ οVτο, W δ$ αυ$ τ<

κα� κύβο· τρ� τρ!α γὰρ τρ� εFκοσι �πτά. Ibid. Cod.

p. 197: Τ< δ> �βδ�µG κα� ε:κάδι πεπα�σθαι τ�ν

βεβαι�τητα σηµα!νει· τετράγωνο γὰρ W α$ ριθµ<

κα� κύβο. Ibid. Cod. p. 250: Ο-  �κατ<ν α$ ριθµ<

34 Philo, De Confusione Linguarum, 58; 150; De Congressu Eruditionis
Gratia, 16; De Vita Mosis, 2.48; 2.119; 2.140; De Specialibus Legibus,
1.93; 1.342; 2.130; 4.102; De Virtutibus, 74; De Praemiis et Poenis et
De Exsecrationibus, 145; De Aeternitate Mundi, 75; Quaestiones in
Genesim (fragmenta), Book 2, fr. 34b; Book 4, fr. 174.

35 Theodoret, De Providentia, PG.83.581.45–48: Π( δ$ αE ν ε:

κοινων!αν κα� σχ�σιν τὰ διεστ(τα συν9γαγεν, oδωρ κα� π�ρ,
+µ�ραν κα� νύκτα, κα� µ!αν �κ πάντων α- ρµον!αν κα� συµφων!αν

ε:ργάσατο, W προνοε�ν ου$  δυνάµενο;
36 Origen, commMatt, 14.1: α$ κ�λουθ�ν �στι τP α$ π< θεο� α- ρµον!H τ<

=νοµα κα� τ< *ργον α$ πολαύειν τ8 συµφων!α ε: ευ$ χ9ν. Ibid.
14.16: κα� Xπου γε Wµ�νοια κα� συµφων!α κα� α- ρµον!α α$ νδρ�

�στι πρ< γυνα�κα κα� γυναικ< πρ< α' νδρα. frPs, 80, 3:
Ψαλτ9ριον πάλιν τ< σ(µά φησι διὰ τ�ν γενοµ�νην α- ρµον!αν κα�

συµφων!αν πρ< αυ$ τK τ8 ψυχ8.
37 Eusebius, PE, 14.13.5; commPs, PG.23: 189.24; 788.44 and 53;

1264.30. Further usage is scarce. Cf. Asterius of Antioch, commPs,
Homily 27.5. John Chrysostom, In Acta Apostolorum Homiliae,
PG.60.286.

38 Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 265: Τ< σωµατικ<ν κάλλο �µφα!νεται �π�

συµµετρ!H κα� α$ ναλογ!H µελ(ν συγκε!µενον, τ< δ> τ8 ψυχ8 �ν

α- ρµον!H κα� συµφων!H τ(ν κατορθουµ�νων α$ ρετ(ν πασ(ν τ(ν

κατὰ λ�γον �νεργει(ν συµµετρ!αν κα� α$ ναλογ!αν �χουσ(ν @ κα�

τ(ν τ8 ψυχ8 δυνάµεων α- ρµον!ω α$ ναλογουσ(ν. Ibid. fr. 1232:
ε: γὰρ κα� διεσκορπ!σθη τὰ Cστα̃ �κάστου +µ(ν παρὰ τ<ν �δην,
α$ λλ$ οjν �λπ!ζω Xτι συνάξα α$ ποκαταστ9σει αυ$ τὰ τP ο:κε!H

συµφων!H κα� α- ρµον!H.
39 Plutarch, De Amicorum Multitudine, 96E; Apophthegmata Laconica,

238B; De Fraterno Amore, 479A; Platonicae Quaestiones, 1003A;
1007e; De Animae Procreatione in Timaeo, 1030B.

40 Nicomachus of Gerasa, Theologoumena Arithmeticae, p. 69.
According to Syrianus (In Aristotelis Metaphysica Commentaria,
p. 151), Nicomachus and Moderatus belong to the ‘recent’
generations of Pythagoreans (τ(ν νεωτ�ρων δ> Μοδερα̃το κα�

Νικ�µαχο). Nicomachus was the author who composed ‘a
compilation of Pythagorean doctrines’ (συναγωγα� τ(ν

Πυθαγορε!ων δογµάτων), according to Syrianus, ibid. p. 103.
Iamblichus wrote a commentary on Nicomachus’ Introduction to
Arithmetic (Iamblichus, In Nicomachi Arithmeticam
Introductionem, comprising 135 sections). So did the philosopher
Asclepius of Tralles, In Nicomachi Introductionem Arithmeticam
Commentarius, in two books). Photius dismissed any trace of value
in Nicomachus’ Theologoumena Arithmeticae: Photius, Bibliotheca,
Codex 187, pp.142b f.

41 Plutarch, Aetia Romana et Graeca, 288D.
42 Iamblichus, Theologoumena Arithmeticae, p. 69.
43 Iamblichus, In Nicomachi Arithmeticam Introductionem, pp. 58–59

and 74.
44 Procopius of Gaza, In Canticum Canticorum, p. 1628: ΤK �ξ9κοντα

δ> προσαγορεύονται α$ ριθµK, τ�λειοι κατὰ πάντα γεγενηµ�νοι,
κα� βεβηκ�τε �δρα!ω κα� παγ!ω· κύβο γὰρ κα� τετράγωνο

α$ ριθµ�, W �ξ9κοντα, Fσο πα̃σι το� �αυτο� πάντοθεν µ�ρεσι

κα� α$ σάλευτο.
45 Gregory of Nyssa, De Vita Mosis, 2.199: Τ< δ> τετράγωνον σχ8µα

*νδειξ! σοι *στω τ8 �ν τK καλK παγι�τητο.
46 Olympiodorus, the deacon of Alexandria, commJob, p. 344: κύβο

δ� �στιν W �κ τετραγ)νου κατὰ τ�ν βάσιν @ κυκλοτερο�

ε: Cξὺ λ9γων, hνα εFπG Xτι· σταθερ<ν αυ$ τ<ν κα� �δρα�ον

α$ πειργασάµην.
47 Suda lexicon, Alphabetic letter tau, entry 386: Τετράγωνο:

ευ$ σταθ9, �δρα�ο.
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συντελε�ται �κ δ�κα τ(ν δ�κα· οVτοι δ $ οO . . .

κυλι�µενοι �λ�χθησαν ε_ναι τετράγωνοι, τ< δ>

τετράγωνον σχ8µα β�βαι�ν �στιν. commZacch,

1.18: Ο-  γεννηθε� α$ π< το� λδ ´  κατὰ σύνθεσιν τ(ν

µερ(ν αυ$ το� τετράγων� �στιν· �ξάκι γὰρ qξ.

Ου$ δ>ν δ> οoτω β�βαιον τ(ν σχηµάτων �στ�ν � τ<

τετράγωνον. commPs 22–26.10, Cod. p. 107 (on the

number ‘fifty’): �στ�ν δ> W α$ ριθµ< οVτο δευτ�ρου

τετραγ)νου α$ ριθµο� α$ ρχ9. τετράγων� �στιν W

:σάκι µετρούµενο, δ� δύο, τρ� τρε�. οVτο οjν

�πτάι �πτά �στιν· κα� λοιπ<ν + προσθ9κη τ8

µονάδο α$ ρχ�ν α' λλου καταβάλλεται . . .

τετράγων� �στιν W �πτάι �πτά. οVτο δ> πλευρὰ

*χει α- γ!α· + γὰρ �βδοµὰ πολλάκι +µ�ν

α$ ποδ�δεικται Xτι πάντοθ�ν �στιν ευ$ λογηµ�νη.

commPs 29–34, Cod. p. 156: τ< π�ντε π�ντε

τετράγων� �στιν. τετράγων� �στιν W :σάκι Fσο.

οVτοι οjν προστεθ�ντε οO α$ ριθµο� πεπο!ηκαν

κατάλληλον τP παλινγενεσ!H· δε� γὰρ �κ τελε!ου

α$ ριθµο� *χειν τ�ν σύνστασιν κα� �κ τετραγ)νου

διὰ τ< β�βαιον . . . *δει οjν βεβαιοτ�ραν ε_ναι

τ�ν δευτ�ραν γ�νεσιν. *χει τ< β�βαιον �κ το�

τετραγ)νου, *χει κα� τ< τ�λειον �κ το� Sξ τK

α$ νενλιπ8 ε_ναι τ<ν α$ ριθµ<ν τ<ν �κ τ(ν �αυτο�

µερ(ν συντιθ�µενον κα� α$ παρτιζ�µενον. κα� το�το

δ> λεκτ�ον· ε: κα� τετράγων� �στιν W ε:κοσιπ�ντε,

α$ λλὰ α$ π< α:σθητ(ν *χει τ�ν �πικύλισιν τὰ γὰρ

α:σθητὰ π�ντε τυγχάνει, τ< Wρατ�ν, τ< α$ κουστ�ν,

τ< γευστ�ν, τ< Cσφρητ�ν, τ< α- πτ�ν. Xµω κα� �ν

το� α:σθητο� �στιν τελει�τη κα� βεβαι�τη·

δ!δοται γὰρ τ< �παινετ<ν κα� α:σθητ(, τελειο�ται

δ> διὰ τ8 �ξάδο, διὰ τ8 τελει�τητο. frPs(al), fr.

372: ∆ι< κα� W ψαλµ< οVτο �ν ο:κε!^ α$ ριθµK τ(ν

λεγοµ�νων �ν αυ$ τK τ�τακται. *στιν γὰρ τριακοστ<

qκτο. οVτο δ> W α$ ριθµ< Wµο� τρ!γωνο κα�

τετράγων� �στιν. χρ)µενο µ>ν + τρ!γων� �στιν

πλευρὰ τP Cγδοάδι, *στι δ> + Cγδοὰ α$ ναστάσιµο

το� σωτ8ρο +µ�ρα. + δ> τετράγωνο πλευρὰν *χει

τ<ν Sξ =ντα α$ ριθµ<ν τ�λειον· �ξάκι γὰρ τριάκοντα

qξ. τρ!γωνο δ> κατὰ το�το· ε: γὰρ α$ π< µονάδο

�ξ8 qω Cγδοάδο α$ ριθµ9σει, ου$ κ α' λλον τούτου

ε;ρ9σει α$ ριθµ�ν.

Cf. Cebes (philosopher, first cent. AD), Cebetis

Tabula, 18.3: Τ! δ> qστηκεν �π� λ!θου τετραγ)νου

αoτη; Σηµε�ον, *φη, Xτι α$ σφαλ9 τε κα� βεβα!α +

πρ< αυ$ τ�ν Wδ� �στι το� α$ φικνουµ�νοι κα� τ(ν

διδοµ�νων α$ σφαλ� + δ�σι το� λαµβάνουσι.

The ethical idea involved was expounded by Philo.

De Confusione Linguarum, 87–88: α$ λλὰ πεπηγ�τα

βεβα!ω, τP το� τετραγ)νου σχ9µατο ο:κειού-

µενα φύσει – α$ κράδαντον γὰρ το�τ� γε –, hνα πλ!νθου

τινὰ τρ�πον α$ κλιν( �ρηρεισµ�να βεβα!ω κα�

τὰ �ποικοδοµούµενα δ�χηται. De Opificio Mundi,

51: πρ< δ> τούτοι ου$ δ $ �κε�νο α$ γνοητ�ον, Xτι

πρ(το α$ ριθµ(ν W τ�τταρα τετράγων� �στιν

:σάκι Fσο, µ�τρον δικαιοσύνη κα� :σ�τητο. De

Decalogo, 28–29: κα� τ<ν τετράγωνον, τ<ν τ�σσαρα,

τ<ν :σάκι Fσον, κα� µ>ν δ� τ<ν κύβον, τ<ν Cκτ), X

�στιν :σάκι Fσο :σάκι, κα� τ<ν τ�λειον, τ<ν qξ,

:σούµενον το� �αυτο� µ�ρεσι, τρισ� κα� δυσ�

κα� �ν!. Also, Περ� α
 ριθµ*ν (fragmenta), frs. 22; 25a;

90b.

The idea itself is, of course, a Pythagorean one, to

which Plutarch adduced opulent testimony. Plutarch,

De Defectu Oraculorum., 428D3: W µ�ν γε κύβο

�µφαν( στάσεω ο:κε��ν �στι σ(µα διὰ τ�ν τ(ν

�πιπ�δων α$ σφάλειαν κα� βεβαι�τητα. Fragmenta,

fr. 110: �πιπ�δ^ δ$ + τριά, δ8λον � τK στερεK

προσ9κοι αE ν + τετρά· ε:κ�τω οjν �πιτηδε!α πρ<

σύµπηξιν τ(ν νε(ν. ε: δ> κα� πρ)τη τ< :σάκι Fσον

*χει κα� πρ)τη πάντα τοὺ α- ρµονικοὺ περι�χει

λ�γου. Theseus, 36.6: + γὰρ Cγδοὰ κύβο α$ π $

α$ ρτ!ου πρ(το οjσα κα� το� πρ)του τετραγ)νου

διπλασ!α, τ< µ�νιµον κα� δυσκ!νητον ο:κε�ον

*χει.48

EN XXXIp: :σάκι Fσο κυλισθ‹ε�›

Didymus was aware of the definition of a square

number. commPs 29–34, Cod. p. 156: τετράγων�

�στιν W :σάκι Fσο. commPs 22–26.10, Cod. p.107:

τετράγων� �στιν W :σάκι µετρούµενο.

Cf. the definition of τετράγωνο in the following:

Theon of Smyrna (philosopher, second cent. AD),

De Rerum Mathematicarum Utilitate, p. 26: �πειδὰν

Fσο �π� Fσον πολλαπλασιασθε� γενν9σG τινὰ

α$ ριθµ�ν, W γεννηθε� :σάκι τε Fσο κα�

τετράγων� �στιν.

Scholia in Hesiodum (scholia vetera), section-verse

770b: τετράγωνο δ> α$ ριθµ� �στιν W :σάκι Fσο

48 Likewise, Plutarch, Aetia Romana et Graeca, 288D–E; De Iside et
Osiride, 370E; 374A; 383E; De E apud Delphos, 391A; De Defectu 

Oraculorum., 429E; De Animae Procreatione in Timaeo, 1018C;
1019B; 1020D.
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µετρούµενο, 0τοι ;π< δύο Fσων α$ ριθµ(ν, � τ< δ�

δύο τ�σσαρα. κύβο δ> W :σάκι Fσο :σάκι.

The definition enjoyed considerable currency in Late

Antiquity, although this was present already in Plato.

Plato, Theaetetus, 147e: Τ<ν α$ ριθµ<ν πάντα δ!χα

διελάβοµεν· τ<ν µ>ν δυνάµενον Fσον :σάκι

γ!γνεσθαι τK τετραγ)ν^ τ< σχ8µα α$ πεικάσαντε

τετράγων�ν τε κα� :σ�πλευρον προσε!ποµεν.

One should notice the absence of Christian intel-

lectuals from this kind of mathematical philosophy,

which otherwise was known not only to mathemat-

icians, but also to lexicographers and philosophers.49

Therefore, Didymus appears to be the sole Christian

author who was aware of this theory, which is con-

sonant with the testimony of the historian Socrates (see

EN XXXIm, p. 367, n. 31) about Didymus’ mathematical

learning. This is also one more sign of his influence

upon the Scholia and shows Cassian once again being

impressed by his ideas. We should recall that Cassian

was interested in mathematical calculations, which had

to do with astronomy, as noted earlier.

EN XXXIq: κυλισθε�

Although Didymus’ definition of a square number is

a traditional one for the most part, this term does not

appear in those who introduced it, mainly mathe-

maticians. The normal expression was :σάκι Fσο

µετρηθε!, not :σάκι Fσο κυλισθε!, which is

peculiar to Didymus. The answer as to why that is so

should probably be sought in Didymus’ own appre-

hension of reality. More specifically, it has to do with the

physical representation of a number and its multiplica-

tion, carried out by a man deprived of the sense of sight.

He seems to have held a natural conception of numbers

by means of the length of the circumference of a circle,

indeed of a cylinder. Therefore, the natural conception

of a number being multiplied by itself was ‘how many

times’ should such a cylinder be rolling, each time

counting the length of its circumference. A number ‘roll-

ing’ as many times as the total length of its circumfer-

ence produced its square number. Genius that he was,

Didymus had created his own ways for conceiving

of natural, as well as abstract, realities. The invention

of reading through engraving letters on the surface of

wood, and recognizing them by touch, makes him the

precursor of Louis Braille (he had also lost his vision in

infancy, at the age of three), who invented the system of

reading embossed dots by touch.

There is something important beyond this, however.

Footnote 48 to the Greek text quotes a telling passage

from Didymus’ commEccl (7–8.8), Cod. p. 225. In this,

Didymus describes the action of mind in its highest

level of comprehension, by understanding the mind as

‘rotating’. This is one of the most stunning moments for

any student of Didymus. For he actually comments on

Aristotle and evinces knowledge that no known com-

mentator before him ever seems to have had an inkling

of, not even Alexander of Aphrodisias. By reference

to ‘those from without’, who made ‘comprehension

a kind of rotating wheels’ (κα! τινε τ(ν *ξω

ε:ρ9κασιν, Xτι αO νο9σει ]σπερ τροχο! ε:σιν κα�

κύκλοι στρεφ�µενοι, see full quotation below),

Didymus actually comments on Aristotle’s De Anima,

where the act of comprehension by mind is described as

a ‘circle’.

Aristotle, De Anima, 407a19–26: α$ ναγκα�ον δ> τ<ν

νο�ν ε_ναι τ<ν κύκλον το�τον· νο� µ>ν γὰρ κ!νησι

ν�ησι κύκλου δ> περιφορά· ε: οjν + ν�ησι

περιφορά, κα� νο� αE ν εFη W κύκλο οV + τοιαύτη

περιφορὰ ν�ησι. α$ ε� δ> δ� τ! νο9σει (δε� γάρ,

εFπερ α$ �διο + περιφορά); τ(ν µ>ν γὰρ πρακτικ(ν

νο9σεων *στι π�ρατα (πα̃σαι γὰρ �τ�ρου χάριν), αO

δ> θεωρητικα� το� λ�γοι Wµο!ω Wρ!ζονται· λ�γο

δ> πα̃ Wρισµ< @ α$ π�δειξι.

No Christian author ever made such a learned

reference. Besides, we have no evidence of Aristotelian

commentators prior to Didymus having commented

on this point. Hence Didymus’ reference to ‘those

from without’50 actually refers to Aristotle’s point of

departure, which was Plato’s discussions in the

Timaeus and Phaedrus.51 Proclus commented on this,

49 Nicomachus of Gerasa, Introductio Arithmetica, 1.19.19; 2.17.6;
2.20.5. Julius Naucratites (Julius Pollux, or Julius Polydeuces,
grammarian, second cent. AD), Onomasticon, 4.164. Theon of
Smyrna (philosopher, second cent. AD), De Rerum Mathematicarum
Utilitate, pp. 28; 32; 36; 95. Alexander of Aphrodisias, In Aristotelis
Metaphysica Commentaria, p. 836. Iamblichus, Theologoumena

Arithmeticae, p. 36. John Philoponus, In Aristotelis Libros de Anima
Commentaria, v. 15, p. 177. John Laurentius Lydus, De Mensibus,
2.9. Simplicius, In Aristotelis Physicorum Libros Octo Commentaria,
v. 9, pp. 58; 456.

50 See below EN XXXVIa. CF. Plotinus, Enneades, III.2.3.
51 Plato, Phaedrus, 247d; Timaeus, 37c.
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too.52 The passage of the Timaeus received some com-

ment by Plutarch, of which no doubt Didymus was

aware.53 Nevertheless, there were intellectuals sub-

sequent to Didymus who paid considerable attention to

this Aristotelian point, which they peruse in conjunc-

tion with Plato’s accounts in the Timaeus and Phaedrus.

In any event, the present point reinforces my hypothesis

that there was indeed a certain intellectual relation

between Didymus (c. 310–398) and Proclus (410–485).

Proclus, In Platonis Rem Publicam Commentarii,

v. 2, p. 160: Xτι µ>ν οjν αO ψυχα� κα� Cχ9µασιν

χρ)µεναι κινουµ�νοι κατὰ τ�πον κα� αυ$ τα� καθ $

α;τὰ µ�να το� τε διανο9µασι κα� θεωρητικα�

�νεργε!αι κινο�νται, φανερ�ν, Xτε κα� δοκο�σιν

αe πασαι ποιε�ν τ(ν νο9σεων @ τ(ν φαντασι(ν @ τ(ν

α:σθ9σεων τ<ν κύκλον.

In Platonis Parmenidem, p. 808: �φ!εται δ> τ�ν

α$ θρ�αν �ν�ργειαν το� νο� περιλαβε�ν, Cρεγοµ�νη

τ8 �ν αυ$ τK τελει�τητο κα� το� �ν< �κε!νου

κα� α- πλο� τ8 νο9σεω εFδου περιθε� τε αυ$ τ<ν

κα� περιχορεύει κύκλ^. Ibid. p. 1152: διὰ µ>ν οjν

τ8 προτάσεω τ�ν α$ θρ�αν κα� µ�νιµον �ν�ργειαν

το� νο� µιµούµενο, διὰ δ> τ8 α$ ποδε!ξεω τ�ν

πρ�οδον τ�ν ε: τ< πλ8θο τ(ν νο9σεων �αυ-

τ�ν α$ νελ!ττουσαν, διὰ δ> το� συµπεράσµατο τ�ν

κατὰ κύκλον �π� τ�ν α$ ρχ�ν το� νο� στροφ�ν κα�

τ�ν µ!αν τελει�τητα πάση νοερα̃ �νεργε!α. Ibid.

p. 1161: Ο-  δ> δ� Τ!µαιο ε: κύκλου κατακάµψα

τ�ν κατὰ µ8κο πρ�οδον τ8 ψυχ8, κα� τ<ν µ>ν

*σω, τ<ν δ> *ξω το�ν κύκλοιν ποι9σα.

In Platonis Timaeum Commentaria, v. 2, p. 72: δι<

κα� τ< +µ�τερον =χηµα σφαιρικ<ν α$ ποτελε�ται κα�

κινε�ται κυκλικ(, Xταν διαφερ�ντω WµοιωθP

πρ< τ<ν νο�ν + ψυχ9· µιµε�ται γὰρ τ�ν νοερὰν

�ν�ργειαν D τε τ8 ψυχ8 ν�ησι κα� + κυκλοφορ!α

τ(ν σωµάτων, ]σπερ τὰ α$ ν�δου κα� καθ�δου

τ(ν ψυχ(ν + κατ $  ευ$ θε�αν κ!νησι. Ibid. v. 2, p. 279:

κα� κύκλ^ + ν�ησι. Ibid. v. 2, p. 312: εFη αE ν οjν

λογιστικ<ν τ< τK λογισµK τ8 ψυχ8 περιληπτ�ν,

οV δ� προειληφ< �κε�νο τ�ν α:τ!αν Wµωνύµω

τούτ^ προσε!ρηται λογιστικ�ν. εuτροχον δ> τ<

νοερ<ν κα� �ν τP µεταβάσει τ< α$ νεµπ�διστον *χον

κα� τ< κυκλικ<ν �ν τK µεταβα!νειν κα� τ< α$ κµα�ον

�ν τα� νο9σεσι, τ< τ�λειον, τ< περ� τ< θε�ον

�νεργο�ν, τ< α$ γαθοειδ�, τ< περ� τ< νοητ<ν �

κ�ντρον φερ�µενον.

Anonymous, In Platonis Cratylum Commentaria,

110: νοε� δ$ �αυτ<ν κα� �π�στραπται πρ< τὰ �ν

�αυτK νοητά, κα� τ�ν ν�ησιν αυ$ το� ταύτην

περιφορὰν W Πλάτων �ν τK Φα!δρ^ προσε!ρηκεν·

� γὰρ τ< κύκλ^ κινούµενον περ� τ< �αυτο�

κινε�ται κ�ντρον.

Hermias of Alexandria, In Platonis Phaedrum Scho-

lia, p. 107: Ο:κει�τερον µ>ν οjν α$ ποδο!η τι αE ν τ�ν

µ>ν περιφορὰν τα� θε!αι ψυχα�, τ�ν δ> φορὰν

τα� +µετ�ραι· Fδοι δ$ αE ν κα� �ν τα� θε!αι

α$ µφοτ�ρα τὰ κιν9σει· ευ$ θε!α γὰρ, φησ!, λαβiν

W δηµιουργ< ε: κύκλον κατ�καµψε· δ8λον οjν �

ου$ κ α' νευ το� ευ$ θ�ο + κυκλικ9 �στι κάµψι κα�

ν�ησι τ(ν ψυχ(ν· τ< γὰρ καθαρ( κύκλ^

κινε�σθαι µ�ν^ α$ πον�µει τK νK. Ibid. p. 153: Τ< δ>

Hω� αc ν κύκλ[ = περιφορὰ ε/� ταυ
 τ# περιεν�γκK

(Phaedo, 247d4) α$ ντ� το�· qω αE ν συµπεριενεχθ(σι

τP νο9σει το� ου$ ρανο�, ου$ χ � κα� αυ$ το�

µεταβατικ( �νεργο�ντο, α$ λλ$ � τ8 ψυχ8

τ�ν �κε!νου ν�ησιν κα� �ν�ργειαν �ν χρ�ν^

δεχοµ�νη, ]σπερ δ� κα� W �ντα�θα κάτοχο �ν

χρ�ν^ φθ�γγεται, το� θεο� α$ χρ�νω �νεργο�ντο.

Τ< µ>ν οjν κύκλ^ Fδιον τ8 ψυχικ8 περι�δου· τ<

δ> τ8 περιφορα̃ τ8 ου$ ραν!α νο9σεω.

Simplicius, In Aristotelis Libros De Anima Com-

mentaria, v. 11, p. 46: Α$ ναγκα�ον δ> τ#ν νο!ν ε^ναι τ#ν

κύκλον το!τον. Κα� οuτε � �ντελ�χειαν αυ$ το� οuτε

� Cργάν^ χρ)µενον οuτε *τι µα̃λλον � πάντG

χωριστ�ν, εFγε κατ $  αυ$ τ<ν + το� κύκλου περιφορά

�στιν + ν�ησι, ου$  παντ< δηλαδ� α$ λλὰ τούτου, Xν

φησι σχισθ�ντα κα� κατακαµφθ�ντα περιάγεσθαι.

π�θεν οjν συλλογ!ζεται τ<ν κύκλον το�τον νο�ν

ε_ναι; �πειδ� Yν αO �ν�ργειαι αO αυ$ τα!, τούτων κα�

αO ου$ σ!αι. λ�γεται δ> κα� + το� κύκλου περιφορὰ

ν�ησι· α$ λλὰ κα� + το� νο� �ν�ργεια ν�ησι

�µολογηµ�νω. Yν δ> µ!α + �ν�ργεια, κα� αυ$ τὰ τὰ

52 Proclus, Theologia Platonica, v. 5, p. 130. See NDGF, Appendix II,
pp. 509–10; 583–86.

53 Cf. a comment on this point of Plato by Plutarch, De Animae
Procreatione in Timaeo, 1023F; Epitome Libri de Animae
Procreatione in Timaeo, 1031D. Similar comments on the same issue
were made by Themistius, In Aristotelis Libros de Anima 

Paraphrasis, v. 5,3, p. 96: Πλάτων µ>ν γὰρ κύκλοι α$ φοµοιο� τὰ

�νεργε!α το� νο� τK τε ευ$ τρ�χ^ κα� τK CρθK. Proclus, In Platonis
Timaeum Commentaria, v. 2, pp. 312; 314. Hermias of Alexandria,
In Platonis Phaedrum Scholia, p. 124; 229. Stobaeus, Anthologium,
1.49.28; 1.50.41.
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αυ$ τά· νο� α' ρα κα� Xδε W κύκλο τὰ αυ$ τά. Xπω δ>

�νδεικτικ( διὰ τ(ν µαθηµάτων τα�τα γ�γραφεν W

Τ!µαιο, 0δη +µ�ν δι9ρθρωται.

John Philoponus, In Aristotelis Libros De Anima

Commentaria, v. 15, p. 127: ταύτην οjν τ�ν δ�ξαν

πρ�κειται ν�ν τK Α$ ριστοτ�λει �λ�γξαι. τ! γὰρ

λ�γω, φησ!ν, Xτι ου$ χ ο[�ν τε τ<ν νο�ν κα� κύκλον

ε_ναι; Xλω γὰρ µ�γεθο αυ$ τ<ν ε_ναι τ(ν α$ δυνάτων

�στ!· µ�γεθο γὰρ =ντα νο8σα! τι τ(ν α$ δυνάτων

�στ!. πρ�εισι δ$ W *λεγχο �κ διαιρ�σεω τ<ν

τρ�πον το�τον. ε: W νο�, φησ!, κύκλο bν τK

κινε�σθαι �φάπτετα! τε το� νοητο� κα� ταύτG

νοε� (µ�γεθο γὰρ bν ου$ κ α' λλω γν)σεται @ τK

�φάπτεσθαι το� νοητο�), α$ νάγκη πα̃σα @ κατὰ

σηµε�ον �φαπτ�µενο νοε� @ κατὰ µ�ριον. κα� ε:

κατὰ σηµε�ον, 0τοι καθ $ Sν σηµε�ον νοε� @ ου$  καθ $

qν. ε: µ>ν οjν καθ $ Sν µ�νον σηµε�ον νοο!η, περιττὰ

τὰ α' λλα· τ! οjν χρε!α τ8 κύκλ^ κιν9σεω @ Xλω

µεγ�θου; ε: γὰρ Sν σηµε�ον α$ ρκε� ε: ν�ησιν,

περιττ� + το� µεγ�θου ;π�θεσι ε: µηδ>ν τK νK

συντελο�ντο· ε: γὰρ W νο� τK νοε�ν νο� ε_ναι

λ�γεται, τ< δ> Sν σηµε�ον µ�νον νοε�, το�το αE ν εFη

νο�. ε: δ> µ� καθ $ Sν µ�νον σηµε�ον νοε�, 0τοι

κατὰ πλε!ονα @ κατὰ πάντα νο9σει.

Ibid. v. 15, p. 128: qκαστον πάντα νοε�, α' πειρα δ>

τὰ σηµε�α, πολλάκι, φησ!ν, @ α$ πειράκι νο9σει

τ< αυ$ τ�· ν�ν δ> φα!νεται κα� αe παξ �νδεχ�µενον·

δυνατ<ν γάρ τι προσάπαξ νο9σαντα µηκ�τι νο8σαι

@ �πιλαθ�µενον @ µηκ�τι τP διανο!H προχειρι-

σάµενον. ε: το!νυν �νδ�χεται µ>ν αe παξ τι νο8σαι,

�κάστου δ> τ(ν σηµε!ων πάντα νοο�ντο κα� το�

κύκλου τP περιφορd α$ ε� τ(ν νοητ(ν �φαπτοµ�νου

α$ νάγκη τ< αυ$ τ< α$ πειράκι νοε�ν, ψευδ� α' ρα +

τοιαύτη ;π�θεσι. α' λλω τε ε: α' πειρα τὰ σηµε�α, τὰ

δ> α' πειρα �κπεριελθε�ν τ(ν α$ δυνάτων �στ!ν,

ου$ δ�ποτε καθ $ Xλον �αυτ<ν W νο� νο9σει, α$ λλὰ

τ< αυ$ τ< νοητ<ν τ< µ�ν τι το� νο� νο9σει, τ< δ> ου$

νο9σει.

Ibid. v. 15, p. 130: Ε/ δ	 Pκαν#ν θιγε�ν 7τ[ο!ν τ*ν

µορ�ων, τ� δε� κύκλ[ κινε�σθαι k Lλω� µ�γεθο� 8χειν;

Τουτ�στιν ε: Wπο�ον δ9 ποτε µ�ριον το� κύκλου

δύναται θιγ<ν α$ ντιλαµβάνεσθαι το� νοητο�, τ!

χρε!α τ8 κύκλ^ κιν9σεω; κα� Oστάµενον γὰρ

α$ ντιλ9ψεται. τ! γὰρ αυ$ τK πρ< α$ ντ!ληψιν τ< κύκλ^

κινε�σθαι συµβάλλεται; ου$ δ>ν δ> αυ$ τK ου$ δ> τ<

µ�γεθο ε: ν�ησιν συντελε�, ε: Wτ^ο�ν τ(ν

µορ!ων νοε�. ε: γάρ τι διαιρούµενον µ�νει µηδ>ν

*λαττον α$ παθ> ε_ναι �κ τ8 διαιρ�σεω διαµ�νον,

qτερον το�τ� �στι παρὰ τ< διαιρούµενον κα�

καθ $ α;τ< α$ διάστατ�ν τ� �στι κα� α$ µερ�· ο[ον

διαιρουµ�νη α$ ε� τ8 �πιφανε!α + λευκ�τη �ν

�κάστ^ τ(ν µορ!ων + αυ$ τ� φυλάττεται, κα� τ< µ>ν

ποσ<ν ;π< τ8 διαιρ�σεω πάσχει κα� µειο�ται

(α$ ντ� το� δ!πηχυ ε_ναι φ�ρε ε:πε�ν γ!νεται

πηχυα�ον), τ< µ�ντοι λευκ<ν �σαύτω *χει· α' λλο

α' ρα �στ� τ< λευκ<ν παρὰ τ< διαιρούµενον. οoτω

α' ρα ε: �τινιο�ν τ(ν µορ!ων το� κύκλου Wµο!α

+ ν�ησι γ!νεται, κα� �ν τK µεγ!στ^ µορ!^ κα�

τK �λαχ!στ^, α' λλο α' ρα �στ� τ< νοο�ν παρὰ

τ< µ�γεθο. ου$ δ>ν α' ρα συµβάλλεται ε: ν�ησιν τ<

µ�γεθο, εF γε κα� τ< µε�ζον κα� τ< *λαττον µ�ριον

�σαύτω νοε�.

Ε/ δ
  α
 ναγκα�ον νο�σαι τB Lλ[ κύκλ[ θιγ)ντα, τ��

�στιν = το�� µορ�οι� θ�ξι�; Τ8 διαιρ�σεω �χούση

Xτι 0τοι µορ!^ �αυτο� νοε� W κύκλο @ τK Xλ^,

µορ!^ δ> @ τK κατὰ µ�γεθο @ τK κατὰ στιγµ9ν,

�κθ�µενο τὰ συµβα!νοντα α' τοπα τP ;ποθ�σει

τP κατὰ µ�ριον νοε�ν λεγούσG ν�ν τ< λοιπ<ν

�κτ!θεται, λ�γω δ� τ< Xλ^ νοε�ν τK κύκλ^. ε: γὰρ

ου$  πρ�τερον νο9σει, πρ�ν �κπερι�λθοι W κύκλο,

τ! ποιε� qκαστον τ(ν µορ!ων; ε: γὰρ µ� νοε�

περιερχ�µενα τὰ µ�ρια, + δ> το� Xλου κύκλου θ!ξι

κατὰ µ�ρια γ!νεται, ου$ δ $ αυ$ τ< αE ν νο9σει· ου$  γὰρ

α' λλ^ τιν� �φάπτεται το� νοητο� @ το� �αυτο�

µ�ρεσι. λε!πεται λ�γειν � qκαστον µ>ν τ(ν µερ(ν

µ�ρο γιν)σκει το� νοητο�, W δ> Xλο κύκλο τ<

Xλον.

Ibid. v. 15, p. 131: Xπω δ> W νο� α$ µερ� bν νοε�

πάντα, �ν τK τρ!τ^ βιβλ!^ λ�ξει. α' λλω � �π�

�τ�ρου �πιχειρ9µατο τούτου α$ κουστ�ον κοιν(

πάσαι τα� ε:ρηµ�ναι ;ποθ�σεσιν α- ρµ�ζοντο.

�πειδ� γὰρ θ!ξει νο(ν W κύκλο @ κατὰ σηµε�ον

θιγγάνει @ κατὰ µ�ριον, ε: µ>ν οjν κατὰ σηµε�ον

θιγγάνων νοε�, π( νο9σει τὰ µεριστά, λ�γω τὰ

σ)µατα; ου$  γὰρ �φαρµ�ζει σηµε�ον µεγ�θει· π(

οjν νο9σει µ� �φαρµ�ζον; οV γὰρ µ� *θιγεν, ου$ δ>

νο9σει το�το. ε: δ> κατὰ µ�ρια νοε�, π( νο9σει τὰ

α$ µερ8;

Ibid. v. 15, p. 132: Α
 ναγκα�ον δ	 τ#ν νο!ν ε^ναι τ#ν

κύκλον το!τον. νο! µ	ν γὰρ κ�νησι� ν)ησι�, κύκλου δ	

περιφορά. ε/ οpν = ν)ησι� περιφορά, κα� νο!� αc ν ε\η 7

κύκλο�, οF = τοιαύτη περιφορὰ ν)ησι�. Ιe να µ9 τι

εFποι Xτι ου$ κ *λεγε κύκλον α:σθητ<ν W Τ!µαιο τ�ν

ψυχ9ν, α$ λλὰ τ<ν καθ�λου κύκλον κα� τ<ν το�

κύκλου λ�γον, k α$ µεγ�θη �στ� κα� α$ σ)µατο,

παντ� γο�ν �φαρµ�ζει κύκλ^ Wµο!ω µικρK τε κα�
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µεγάλ^, κα� το�το διὰ τούτων κατασκευάζει. πα̃σα

γὰρ α$ νάγκη, φησ!ν, �κ τ(ν ε:ρηµ�νων α:σθητ<ν

κύκλον τ<ν νο�ν ;πολαµβάνειν λ�γειν τ<ν

Τ!µαιον. τ< γὰρ το�τον δεικτικ<ν τ< α:σθητ<ν αυ$ τK

σηµα!νει· το�το γάρ �στι τ< δεικνύµενον. π�θεν

οjν Xτι το�το *λεγεν; W καθ�λου κύκλο ου$

κινε�ται· λ�γο γάρ �στιν. kν δ> λ�γον *χει W νο�

πρ< τ�ν ν�ησιν, το�τον *χει κα� W κύκλο πρ<

τ�ν περιφοράν· κ!νησι γὰρ �κάτερον, τ< µ>ν το�

νο�, τ< δ> το� κύκλου. ου$ κο�ν κα� �ναλλὰξ kν

λ�γον *χει + ν�ησι πρ< τ�ν περιφοράν, το�τον

κα� W νο� πρ< τ<ν κύκλον. ε: το!νυν + ν�ησι

περιφορά, κα� W νο� α' ρα κύκλο. ε: δ> + περιφορὰ

α:σθητο� �στι κύκλου (W γὰρ καθ�λου κύκλο

ου$  περιάγεται) κα� W νο� α' ρα α:σθητ� �στι

κύκλο.

Ibid. v. 15, p. 133: α$ λλ$ �πειδ� πα̃σα ψυχ9, καE ν

τ�ν το� παντ< εFπG, µεταβατικ�ν *χει τ�ν ν�ησιν

α$ π< τούτου το� νοητο� �π $  α' λλο µεταβα!νουσα, διὰ

µ>ν τ< α$ εικ!νητον α$ ε! τι νο9σει, διὰ δ> τ< α$ �διον

α$ νάγκη διὰ τ�ν α$ πειρ!αν το� χρ�νου ε: τ< αυ$ τ<

πάλιν α$ νακάµπτειν κα� ταύτG κύκλον µιµε�σθαι·

ου$ κ α' πειρα µ�ντοι νο9σει, �πειδ� µηδ> τὰ νοητὰ

α' πειρα. µ9ποτε οjν το�τ� φησι Xτι τ< αυ$ τ< α$ ε�

νο9σει τK µηδ�ποτε Xλον νενοηκ�ναι· + γὰρ Wµο!α

κα� �σαύτω *χουσα περιφορὰ περ� ταυ$ το� τινο

*σται. δε9σει οjν τοιο�τον ε_ναι τ< νοούµενον,

k ου$ δ�ποτε νενοηµ�νον *σται.

Ibid. v. 15, p. 136: W γὰρ α$ πορ(ν �ν πολλP

ταραχP κα� κιν9σει �στ!ν, W µ�ντοι ε;ρ)ν, ταυ$ τ<ν

δ> ε:πε�ν νενοηκi �ν yρεµ!H λοιπ�ν �στι κα�

γαλ9νG, Xθεν κα� �πιστ9µη καλε�ται διὰ τ< �π�

στάσιν α' γειν τ�ν ψυχ9ν. κα� W συλλογισάµενο δ�

τι κα� δι $  α$ ποδε!ξεω ε;ρiν λοιπ<ν yρεµε�. ε: µ>ν

οjν αυ$ τ�ν τ�ν ν�ησιν κα� τ< συµπ�ρασµα το�

συλλογισµο� τ�ν κυκλοφορ!αν ε_να! φασι, µα̃λλον

yρ�µησι αoτη, ου$  κ!νησι· ε: δ> τ�ν Wδ<ν τ�ν �π�

τ�ν ν�ησ!ν φασιν ε_ναι τ�ν κυκλοφορ!αν, Dξοµεν

�π� τοὺ πρ�τερον λ�γου.

Meletius of Tiberiopolis (medical doctor, probably

seventh cent.), De Natura Hominis, p. 142: ψυχ8 δ>

�ν�ργειαι γνωστικα� κα� ζωτικα!, Xτι σύµφυτο +

ζω� τP ψυχP· τK σ)µατι δ> κατὰ µ�θεξιν· =ργανον

γὰρ τP ψυχP τ< σ(µα· ;ποκε!µενον δ> το� σ)µατο

+ ψυχ9· κιν9σει ψυχικα!· αFσθησι· ν�ησι·

�ν�ργεια· κινε�ται δ> + ψυχ� κυκλικ(, �λικο-

ειδ(, κα� κατ $  ευ$ θε�αν· νο� �στι κατὰ γν)µην

α' πταιστο, πρ)τη προσβολ8 τ(ν πραγµάτων

α- πτ�µενο, κα� κρε�ττον @ κατὰ α$ π�δειξιν

α$ παλαµβάνων τὰ πράγµατα· δι $  Yν �στ� συνιδε�ν π8

πο� πορευ�µεθα, Wδ<ν ζητο�ντε τ8 α$ ποδε!ξεω.

Finally, let me quote a few Christian instances,

which may have relevance to the Platonic and

Aristotelian point, if in a rather attenuated sense, with

the exception of Didymus, who clearly knew what he

was talking about.

Didymus, commEccl (7–8.8), Cod. p. 225: + καρδ!α

πολλάκι 0δη εFρηται Xτι τ<ν νο�ν σηµα!νει. W

νο� δ> ου$  λοξ( ου$ δ> ε: ευ$ θε�αν χωρε�, α$ λλὰ περ�

�αυτ<ν στρ�φεται. αυ$ τ!κα γο�ν κα! τινε τ(ν *ξω

ε:ρ9κασιν, Xτι αO νο9σει ]σπερ τροχο! ε:σιν κα�

κύκλοι στρεφ�µενοι. Xταν γὰρ W νο� περ� τὰ *ξω

τε!νG �αυτ<ν κα� τ(ν α:σθητ(ν θ�λG φαντασ!αν

δ�χεσθαι, ου$ κ *στιν περ� �αυτ�ν, ου$  στρ�φεται

περ� �αυτ�ν. Xταν δ> νοP κα� �αυτK �πιστάνG,

αυ$ τ� �στιν κα� τ< νοο�ν κα� τ< νοούµενον. W γὰρ

κατ $  �ν�ργειαν νο� α$ ε� τ< νοε�ν *χει, κα� ου$ κ *στιν

Xτε χε�ται �π� τὰ *ξω.

frPs(al), fr. 503 (on Psalm 47:13–15): Τ8 �κκλη-

σιαστικ8 γν)µη σκοπευτικ8 τ8 α$ ληθε!α

τυγχανούση κα� διὰ το�το Σιiν καλουµ�νη,

τP φρον9σει περιλαβε�ν αυ$ τ�ν προσ9κει, hνα

περινο9σαντε τὰ τ8 α$ ληθε!α δ�γµατα � �ν

κύκλ^ περιγράψωµεν αυ$ τὰ τP �αυτ(ν νο9σει.

Cassian the Sabaite (Pseudo-Didymus), DT (lib. 1),

15.52: Xτι γὰρ παντ< χρ�νου, kν αE ν νο9σG τι

πολλὰ κυκλεύσα τP διανο!α.

Origen, selPs, PG.12.1441.1: Κα� οO νο9σαντε

τ�ν Σιiν κυκλο�σιν αυ$ τ9ν, κα� περιλαµβάνουσιν

αυ$ τ9ν.

Olympiodorus, the deacon of Alexandria, comm-

Eccl, PG.93.572.27–31: Ο-  σοφ< κύκλ^ συνάγων τ<ν

�αυτο� νο�ν περ� τ�ν ν�ησιν, κα� �αυτ<ν θεωρ(ν,

κα� τ< νοούµενον, οuτε διεστραµµ�να κατανοε�,

οuτε κατ $  ευ$ θὺ βλ�πων πρ< τὰ α:σθητὰ α$ φορd.

But Olympiodorus had in mind the phraseology of

Eccl. 7:25, rather than Aristotle.

EN XXXIr: βεβα!α στάσι

The expression comes from Plutarch, De Amicorum

Multitudine, 97B: α$ λλ$ + φιλ!α στάσιµ�ν τι ζητε�

κα� β�βαιον cθο κα� α$ µετάπτωτον. De Defectu

Oraculorum., 428D: W µ�ν γε κύβο �µφαν(

στάσεω ο:κε��ν �στι σ(µα διὰ τ�ν τ(ν �πιπ�δων

α$ σφάλειαν κα� βεβαι�τητα. De Primo Frigido,
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946B11: κα� τ< στάσιµον αυ$ τK κα� δυσκ!νητον ου$ κ

α$ ργ�ν �στιν, α$ λλ$ �µβριθ> κα� β�βαιον.

Didymus employed this idiom more extensively than

any other author. commZacch, 1.232: κατὰ α- γι�τητα

Oδρύµενοι, στάσιν µ�νιµον κατὰ π!στιν α$ πειλη-

φ�τε. commPs 20–21, Cod. p. 43: ου$ κ *χουσιν δ> τ<

στάσιµον, τ< β�βαιον. frPs(al), fr. 272: τK

βεβαι�τητα αυ$ τK κα� στάσιν �ν τK β!^ τούτ^

Cρ�ξαντι. Ibid. fr. 479: Σιωπ(ντο θεο� βεβαι-

�τητα κα� στάσιν *χειν δοκε� τὰ γ9ϊνα κα� ;λικὰ

πράγµατα, κλονούµενα θεο� φων�ν δεδωκ�το.

Ibid. fr. 1234: στὰ λοιπ<ν �ν τK α$ γαθK βεβα!ω

�ρε�. In Genesin, Cod. p. 136: το� �ναρ�του βεβα!ου

;πάρχοντο, διὰ τ< στάσιν *χειν :σχυράν.

Theodoret, Graecarum Affectionum Curatio, 2.14:

ου$ δ� γε �κε�νοι πρ< α$ λλ9λου, α$ λλ$ εj πάνυ

φυλάξουσι τ< µηδ>ν β�βαιον �α̃ν ε_ναι, µ9τε �ν

λ�γ^ µ9τε �ν τα� α;τ(ν ψυχα�, +γούµενοι, �

�µο� δοκε�, αυ$ τ< στάσιµον ε_ναι. Interpretatio in

Psalmos, PG.80.868.1–4: Μακαρ!ζει το!νυν τ<ν µ9τε

το� α$ σεβ�σιν Wδο� κοινων9σαντα, µ9τε βεβα!αν

τ(ν α- µαρτωλ(ν δεξάµενον τ�ν βουλ9ν· το�το γὰρ

δ� στάσιν �κάλεσεν· κα� τ�ν µ�νιµον τ(ν λοιµ(ν

φυγ�ντα διαφθοράν. Interpretatio in Ezechielem,

PG.81.837.7–9: α$ λλ$ �στi α' κουε τ(ν παρ$ �µο�

λεγοµ�νων, µ� περιτρεπ�µενο, α$ λλὰ τP στάσει

σηµα!νων τ< β�βαιον.

Once again, Enarratio in Prophetam Isaiam turns

out to be not a work of Basil, who did not use the

expression. A passage in Procopius of Gaza ascribes

this to ‘certain ones’ (τιν�) and there is no ground on

which this could be taken to suggest Basil, who is

never mentioned by Procopius, in contrast to the two

Gregories who are not only mentioned, but also

included in his catenae. Procopius included passages of

Didymus in two of his catenae, namely, In Canticum

Cantocorum and In Ecclesiasten.

Enarratio in Prophetam Isaiam, 6.191 (= Procopius

of Gaza, In Isaiam Prophetam, p. 1949): �ν τK γεν�-

σθαι Σπ�ρµα αe γιον �ν τP στάσει κα� βεβαι�τητι

�αυτ(ν.

In his text Procopius of Gaza adds an important

phrase to the previous passage: In Isaiam Prophetam,

p. 1949: Συνάγονται δ> οVτοι, � τερ�βινθ� τε κα�

βάλανο, �ν τK γεν�σθαι σπ�ρµα αe γιον �ν τP

στάσει κα� βεβαι�τητι αυ$ τ(ν, κατὰ τ�ν προσθ9κην

Θεοδοτ!ωνο. Τιν> δ> οoτω �νν�ησαν.

Who are those τιν�? The previous discussion

evinces that this is Didymus. It cannot be Basil, who

never used this idiomatic wording. Exploring further

usage, again and again we come upon authors closely

related to the phraseology of the Scholia.

Eusebius, Praeparatio Evangelica, 14.4.4: µηδ>ν

β�βαιον �α̃ν . . . +γούµενοι, � �µο� δοκε�, αυ$ τ<

στάσιµον ε_ναι. DE, 6.18.17: τ�ν �π� τ8 �κκλησ!α

αυ$ το� στάσιν τε κα� βεβα!ωσιν.

Gregory of Nyssa, In Canticum Canticorum, v. 6,

p. 134: hνα τ< πάγι�ν τε κα� στάσιµον τP κατ $  α$ ρετ�ν

πολιτε!α βεβαι)σG τK ;ποδε!γµατι. Adversus

Eunomium, 2.1.78: τ! τ< φυλάσσον *χει �ν τK

βεβα!^ τ�ν στάσιν;

John Chrysostom, In Genesin, PG.53.25.6: +

ευ$ ηµερ!α πα̃σα το� παρ�ντο β!ου, ου$ δ>ν β�βαιον

*χουσα; ου$ δ>ν στάσιµον, ου$ δ>ν πάγιον. Exposi-

tiones in Psalmos, PG.55.460.2: �πειδ� τ(ν

α$ νθρωπ!νων ου$ δ>ν β�βαιον, ου$ δ> στάσιµον, α$ λλὰ

πάντα παράγει κα� παρ�ρχεται.

Pseudo-John Chrysostom, In Psalmum 118,

PG.55.676.1: Ο- δ< γὰρ παρὰ τK προφ9τG W παρiν

β!ο εFρηται, διὰ τ< µηδ>ν στάσιµον @ β�βαιον

*χειν.

Severianus of Gabala, In Justum et Beatum Job,

PG.56.565.1: α$ λλ$ + προα!ρεσι τ(ν ευ$ σεβούντων

Cφε!λει στάσιµον κα� βεβα!αν *χειν τ�ν γν)µην.

Methodius of Olympus, Symposium, 5.2: ε: α' νδρα

τ�λειον �λάσα, α' ρχεται στάσιν κα� βεβαι�τητα

τ(ν θυρύβων W νο�.

Diodorus of Tarsus, commPs, I-L, Psalm 35:13b:

]στε αυ$ τοὺ µ9τε στάσιν *ξειν µ9τε βεβαι�τητα.

Philosophers took up the idiom, too.

Hermias of Alexandria, In Platonis Phaedrum

Scholia, p. 81: τ< στάσιµον κα� β�βαιον το� νοητο�

κάλλου.

Proclus, In Platonis Alcibiadem i, 87: κα� τὰ

α$ �ριστα �ρισµ�νω κα� τὰ α' στατα στασ!µω κα�

βεβα!ω οh τε θεο� γν)σονται κα� οO δα!µονε.

Olympiodorus of Alexandria, the philosopher (sixth

cent. AD), Prolegomena, p. 4: α$ λλ$ ε: µ�λλοι, φασ!ν,

�φαρµ�ζειν τ< γιγν(σκον τK γιγνωσκοµ�ν^, δε�

στάσιµον ε_ναι κα� β�βαιον κα� α$ ε� �σαύτω *χον

τ< γιγνωσκ�µενον.

The expression appears as a lexicon lemma fairly

early, that is, in the second century AD, with the gram-

marian Julius Naucratites, Onomasticon, 1.40; 5.169.

Likewise, Hesychius of Alexandria, Lexicon, Alphabetic

letter mu, entries 286; 1610; 1611; 1612; 1645.
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In conclusion, this Scholion is a quotation from

Didymus’ commentary on Revelation. In his comm-

Zacch, 3.66–73, he offered the same analysis in identical

terms, adding that he had already expounded those

ideas in his commentary on Revelation. In all prob-

ability, Cassian quoted this part of Didymus’ lost com-

mentary word for word, since he returns to make his

own comment on the same theme of Revelation, which

is the text of the following Scholion XXXII.
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EXPANDED NOTES TO SCHOLION XXXII

EN XXXIIa: παρακατι)ν

This participle means ‘moving on with one’s

exposition’. Technically it is a present (as well as

future) participle of the verb παρακατ�ρχοµαι (or,

παρακάτειµι = going down to the next point). But this

compound verb (παρὰ + κατὰ + ε_µι) has never

actually been used in any other form than this parti-

ciple, which became a standard usage for any other

author stating that he ‘moves forward’ with his analysis.

This is a term used by Cassian himself following his

indisputable reading of Athenaeus,1 and probably of

Porphyry.2 It appears in catenists3 and commentators,4

particularly Aristotelian ones, some of whom were his

contemporaries, such as John Philoponus5 and Olympi-

odorus, the philosopher of Alexandria. 6

The telling exception of Theodore of Mopsuestia

apart,7 no Christian author shows this usage, at

least not until Andreas of Caesarea used the participle

in his own Commentary on the Apocalypse.8 One

instance in Cosmas Indicopleustes is of special import-

ance, once my analysis about a certain contact between

him and Cassian is taken into account: it would be

extravagant to see this as mere coincidence.9

The much later cases that are worth mentioning are

those by Michael Glycas10 and Eustathius of Thes-

saloniki. The latter used the participle no less than

forty-seven times in his commentaries on Homer. Like-

wise, the fact that this participle appears in the constitu-

tion of a monastery that copied extensively from Cas-

sian will hardly be a mere coincidence.11

Since this comment was written by Cassian himself,

and he has shown himself to be aware of Philoponus’

work, he presumably received this from the Aristotelian

commentator.

EN XXXIIb: φυλα� µ� σωµατικα!

The author reproduces Origen’s idea about ‘the spiritual

Israelites’, which was canvassed in the previous

Scholion. Although many authors mentioned this

notion, as we have seen, it was only Origen who made

reference not only to the ‘spiritual Israel’, but also to the

‘spiritual tribes of Israel’. This he did at two points:

First, in Princ. Second, at the beginning of commJohn:

this work begins not with comments on the Gospel of

John, but with ones on the Book of Revelation, which is

taken for granted as a work written by the Evangelist

himself.

Origen, Princ, IV.3.7 (Philocalia, 1.23): α� ρ $  οjν οO

µ>ν σωµατικο� Ι$ σραηλ�ται τ�ν α$ ναγωγ�ν *χουσιν

�π� τοὺ δηµάρχου, κα� οO δ9µαρχοι πρ< τοὺ

πατριάρχα, οO δ> πατριάρχαι πρ< τ<ν Ι$ ακiβ κα�

τοὺ *τι α$ νωτ�ρω· οO δ> νοητο� Ι$ σραηλ�ται, Yν

τύπο cσαν οO σωµατικο!, ου$ χ� �κ δ9µων ε:σ!,

τ(ν δ9µων �κ φυλ(ν �ληλυθ�των, κα� τ(ν φυλ(ν

α$ π< �ν� τινο, γ�νεσιν ου$  τοιαύτην σωµατικ�ν

*χοντο α$ λλὰ τ�ν κρε!ττονα.

1 Athenaeus, Deipnosophistae, 11.24.
2 Porphyry, Quaestionum Homericarum ad Iliadem Pertinentium

Reliquiae, Book 13.18. Quaestionum Homericarum ad Odysseam
Pertinentium Reliquiae, Book 3.236.

3 Catena in Joannem (codd. Paris. Coislin. gr. 23), p. 366; Catena in
Acta (cod. Oxon. coll. nov. 58), pp. 310; 380; 386; Catena in
Epistulam ad Romanos (cod. Monac. gr. 412), p. 321; Catena in
Epistulam ii ad Corinthios (catena Pseudo-Oecumenii), pp. 358; 403;
431; Supplementum et Varietas Lectionis ad Epistulam ii ad
Corinthios, p. 470; Catena in Epistulam Joannis i (cod. Oxon. coll.
nov. 58), p. 140.

4 See παρακατι)ν in Sopater of Athens (rhetor, fourth cent.), Scholia
in Hermogenem, v. 5, pp. 9; 98; 144. Hermias of Alexandria (fifth-
cent. Neoplatonist), In Platonis Phaedrum Scholia, p. 203, and his
son Ammonius of Alexandria, In Aristotelis Categorias
Commentarius, p. 67. Also, Pseudo-Syrianus of Athens, Praefatio in
Hermogenis Librum Περ� /δε*ν, p. 111.

5 John Philoponus, In Aristotelis Analytica Priora Commentaria,
v. 13,2, p. 52; In Aristotelis Analytica Posteriora Commentaria,

v. 13,3, pp. 4; 36; In Aristotelis Libros De Anima Commentaria,
v. 15, pp. 493; 519 (bis); 522; 563; In Aristotelis Physicorum Libros
Octo Commentaria, v. 17, p. 749.

6 Olympiodorus of Alexandria (the philosopher, sixth cent. AD), In
Aristotelis Meteora Commentaria, pp. 30; 122; 181; 281; 306; 308;
312; 319; 334.

7 Theodore of Heraclea (fourth cent. AD), Fragmenta in Joannem, fr.
191. The context makes it clear that παρακατι)ν is used by
Theodore of Heraclea himself, not by the catenist.

8 Andreas of Caesarea, Commentarius in Apocalypsin, PG.106: 228.34;
229.33; 405.16.

9 See NDGF, Appendix III, pp. 632–33.
10 Michael Glycas, Annales, pp. 36; 406; Quaestiones in Sacram

Scripturam, ch. 4, pp. 24; 57; ch. 8, p. 112; ch. 29, pp. 306; 310;
ch. 94, p. 452.

11 Constitutio Monasterii Prodromi το! Φοβερο!, chapter 16, p. 28.
This constitution copied extensively from the works of Cassian the
Sabaite. See parallel texts in RCR, Appendix I.
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commJohn, 1.1.1–8: Οn ν τρ�πον ο_µαι W πάλαι

‘λα�’ �πικληθε� ‘θεο�’ ε: φυλὰ δι�ρητο

δυοκα!δεκα κα� τ�ν ;π>ρ τὰ λοιπὰ φυλὰ τάξιν

λευϊτικ9ν, κα� αυ$ τ�ν κατὰ πλε!ονα τάγµατα

Oερατικὰ κα� λευϊτικὰ τ< θε�ον θεραπεύουσαν,

οoτω νοµ!ζω κατὰ ‘τ<ν κρυπτ<ν τ8 καρδ!α

α' νθρωπον’ πάντα τ<ν Χριστο� λα�ν, χρηµατ!ζοντα

�ν κρυπτK Ι$ ουδα�ον κα� �ν πνεύµατι περιτε-

τµηµ�νον, *χειν τὰ :δι�τητα µυστικ)τερον τ(ν

φυλ(ν· � *στι γυµν�τερον α$ π< Ι$ ωάννου �κ τ8

Α$ ποκαλύψεω µαθε�ν, ου$ δ> τ(ν λοιπ(ν προφητ(ν

το� α$ κούειν �πισταµ�νοι τὰ τοια�τα α$ ποσιωπη-

σάντων . . . Οe τι δ> τα�τα παρὰ τK Ι$ ωάννG περ� τ(ν

ε: Χριστ<ν πεπιστευκ�των λ�γεται, κα� αυ$ τ(ν

;παρχ�ντων α$ π< φυλ(ν, καE ν µ� δοκP τ< σωµατικ<ν

αυ$ τ(ν γ�νο α$ νατρ�χειν �π� τ< σπ�ρµα τ(ν

πατριαρχ(ν, *στιν οoτω �πιλογ!σασθαι.

EN XXXIIc: �ζηλωµ�νην

This is one more simple participle (feminine, perfect of

the verb ζηλο�σθαι), which was also not dignified with

any wide usage. It was always used in the feminine gen-

der. The instances where it occurs are less than a hand-

ful; actually there is only one usage per author. Once

again, all authors whom we have encountered in rela-

tion to the phraseology of the Scholia are absent. Never-

theless, employment of such verbal forms is in itself a

token of the given author’s erudition.12

Quite evidently, then, Cassian had in mind the work

of Diodorus of Sicily, whom Theodoret had also studied

assiduously and commended him by name.13 The

authors who mention Diodorus are not many, and still

fewer are Christians. Of them, only two mention him

knowledgeably, and they both happen to be historians:

Eusebius14 and Theodoret. Plutarch probably referred

to him, too.15 Later, Diodorus was referred to by

historians or chroniclers drawing on him,16 or by such

systematic scholars recording previous literary produc-

tion as Photius17 or the Emperor Constantine Porphyro-

genitus.18 Reference by scholars of such stature was a

serious reason for Diodorus to be eventually dignified

by his name becoming a lemma in the Suda Lexicon.19

EN XXXIId: Quoting Psalm 44:16 and 1 Cor. 7:35

The idea involved is Origen’s, now expounded by

Cassian. Whereas in Scholion XXXI he quoted from

Didymus, he now makes his own comment, drawing

exclusively on Origen’s idea about ‘incorporeal tribes of

Israel’. He quotes 1 Cor. 7:35 and Psalm 4:14. As a mat-

ter of fact, only a few authors quoted 1 Cor. 7:35, among

whom Origen and Didymus do not appear. Theodoret is

there, however, along with Eusebius.20

12 Cf. Hecataeus of Abdera (historian, fourth-third cent. BC),
Fragmenta, fr. 25, apud Diodorus of Sicily, Bibliotheca Historica,
1.81.4: �κ παλαι(ν χρ�νων �ζηλωµ�νη παρ $  αυ$ το� τ8 περ�

τα�τα σπουδ8. Eustathius of Thessaloniki, Commentarii ad Homeri
Iliadem, v. 1, p. 126. A fragment ascribed to the (probably fourth
cent. BC) comic writer Nicolaus completes the list of the rare
employment of the participle: Nicolaus (comic), Fragmenta, fr. 1
apud Stobaeus, Anthologium, 3.14.7.

13 Theodoret, Graecarum Affectionum Curatio, 1.21; 2.95; 3.6; 3.23;
3.28; 3.45.

14 Eusebius mentions Diodorus of Sicily respectfully: W σικελι)τη

∆ι�δωρο, γνωριµ)τατο α$ ν�ρ το� Ε- λλ9νων λογιωτάτοι.
Praeparatio Evangelica, 1.6.9; 1.8.19; 2.Praefatio.6; 2.2.35; 3.2.7;
10 (table of contents).1; 10.8.1 (quoting D.); 10.10.4 (quoting D.);
10.10.8; Laudatio Constantini, 13.8. Also, Julius Africanus (second–
third cent.), the correspondent of Origen, Chronographia, fr. 22.
Pseudo-Justin styled Diodorus the ‘most glorious of all historians’
(among the gentiles): Cohortatio ad Gentiles, p. 10. Cf. pp. 15; 24; on
p. 26, Diodorus is deemed ‘the most glorious historian’ in general (W
τ(ν Oστοριογράφων �νδοξ�τατο). In the present book, as well as
in both NDGF and RCR, I have pointed out strong indications that
conduce to identification of Pseudo-Justin with Cassian the Sabaite.

15 Plutarch, Fragmenta, fr. 213. Athenaeus, Deipnosophistae, 12.59;
Deipnosophistae (epitome), v. 2,1, p. 58. Porphyry, De Regibus,
frs. 1; 3.

16 Cassius Dio, Historiae Romanae, p. 235. Evagrius Scholasticus, HE,
pp. 29; 218. Agathias Scholasticus, Historiae, pp. 64; 74. George

Syncellus, Ecloga Chronographica, pp. 229; 440. John Laurentius
Lydus, De Magistratibus Populi Romani, p. 76. John Malalas, in his
Chronographia, p. 54, regards Diodorus as a ‘most wise’ historian
(∆ι�δωρο W σοφ)τατο); p. 68 (∆ι�δωρο W σοφ)τατο); p. 236
(∆ι�δωρο W σοφ)τατο χρονογράφο), which is also quoted in
the Chronicon Paschale, p. 80.

17 Photius, Bibliotheca, Codex 70, p. 35a.
18 Constantine Porphyrogenitus (emperor, tenth cent. AD), De

Legationibus, pp. 2; 80; 396. De Vitiis quae Opposita sunt Virtutibus,
v. 1, pp. 2; 206. De Insidiis Contra Reges, pp. 190; 212.

19 Suda Lexicon, Alphabetic letter delta, entry 1151 (biography of
Diodorus); Alphabetic letter lambda entry 865 (quoting Diodorus).

20 Eusebius, DE, 1.9.7. Basil of Caesarea, Moralia, PG.31.857.43–46.
Basil of Ancyra, De Virginitatis Integritate, PG.30.784.12–14.
Apollinaris of Laodicea, Fragmenta in Matthaeum, fr. 95. Theodoret,
intPaulXIV, PG.82.284.29–32; Haereticarum Fabularum
Compendium, PG.83.536.7–9. Theodore of Mopsuestia, in Catena in
Epistulam i ad Corinthios, p.151. Epiphanius, Panarion, v. 3, p. 27.
John Chrysostom, In Epistolam i ad Corinthios Commentarius,
PG.61: 159.31–33; 563.16–18; De Virginitatis Integritate, 75; 76. De
Non Iterando Conjugio, lines 206–208. Oecumenius, Fragmenta in
Epistulam i ad Corinthios, p. 438, in Catena in Epistulam i ad
Corinthios, p. 151. John of Damascus, Sacra Parallela, PG.96.244.58–
61. Pseudo-John of Damascus, Commentarii in Epistolas Pauli,
PG.95.625.35–38. Arethas, Scripta Minora, opus 9, p. 101; opus 76,
p. 130.

Expanded Notes to Scholion XXXII 377



Quotation of Psalm 44:16 is likewise rare. Neverthe-

less, we come upon the authors already found to be

relevant to our analysis.21

The authors who appear to quote both scriptural

passages are Eusebius, Basil of Caesarea, John

Chrysostom, Theodore of Mopsuestia, and Theodoret.

Accordingly, Cassian seeks to quote from both Testa-

ments, in order to show the inherent relevance of this

Book to the rest of the canon.

Scholion XXXII, therefore, is a personal note by

Cassian, following (and commenting on the same

subject as) the previous one, which was entirely a

quotation from Didymus. This comment is one more

token attesting to Cassian’s having studied not

only Eusebius and Theodoret, but also John

Philoponus.

21 Justin Martyr, Dialogus cum Tryphone, 38.5. Origen, selPs,
PG.12.1432.34–38. Methodius of Olympus, Symposium, Oration 7.9.
Eusebius, commPs, PG.23.404.29–30. Basil of Caesarea, Homiliae in
Psalmos, PG.29: 412.48–50; 413.2. Didymus, commZacch, 2.272.
Diodorus of Tarsus, commPs I-L, Psalm 44:16a. John Chrysostom,

Expositiones in Psalmos, PG.55.202.5–9 and 23–24. Theodore of
Mopsuestia, expPs, Psalm 44:16. Theodoret, Interpretatio in
Psalmos, PG.80.1197.1–4; Explanatio in Canticum Canticorum,
PG.81.65.13–16.
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EXPANDED NOTES TO SCHOLION XXXIII

EN XXXIIIa: φ‹ο6›νικα� ε� ν ται̃� χερσ6ν

κατ�χουσιν, σύµβολον τ8 ν!κη

Although commonly accepted, the idea of the ‘palm’

being ‘a symbol of victory’ is not frequent in literature.

Cicero appears to offer the oldest testimony, Philo made

use of the idea,1 and the notion appears in Evagrius of

Pontus. An ascription to John Chrysostom is spurious,2

but Oecumenius comments in a manner strikingly

reminiscent of this Scholion.3 The theme became a

common lemma in lexica reproducing it to the letter.4

It appears also in the Anonymus Dialogus cum Judaeis,

a work which we have encountered.5

This simple (and today hackneyed) simile never

enjoyed much currency. In later times, only Patriarch

Germanus I of Constantinople (seventh-eighth cent.

AD) applied it,6 to be reproduced only by Michael

Glycas in the twelfth century, who actually did so sim-

ply by quoting Germanus and mentioning him by

name.7

EN XXXIIIb: διὰ µαρτυρ!ου κα� Wµολογ!α

(‘through martyrdom and confession [of faith]’)

The authors who inspired the vocabulary of the Scholia

are here once again. Especially noteworthy is the

presence of Severianus of Gabala, since it is from him

that the author of the Scholion draws this phraseology,

alongside his main sources of inspiration, Origen,

Eusebius, and Gregory of Nyssa.

Origen, exhMar, XXX: W κρατ(ν τ8 Wµολογ!α

κα� πληρ(ν πάντα α$ ριθµ�ν, kν α$ παιτε� W το�

µαρτυρ!ου λ�γο;. Ibid. XXXIV: π( γὰρ δυνατ<ν

α$ ναιρεθ8ναι ψυχ�ν ;π $  αυ$ τ8 τ8 Wµολογ!α

ζωοποιηθε�σαν; α$ ντιµαρτυρο�ντο αυ$ τP το�

προτρεποµ�νου +µα̃ �π� τ< µαρτύριον �ν τK

Η- σα�α. Ibid. XI: α$ ρν9σεω @ διψυχ!α 0 τινο

πιθαν�τητο προκαλουµ�νη �π� τὰ �χθρὰ τK

µαρτυρ!^ κα� τP τελει�τητι, κα� πρ< τούτ^ ε:

µηδ> λ�γ^ α$ λλοτρ!^ τ8 Wµολογ!α �αυτοὺ

µια!νοιµεν. commmatt, 12.24: περ� δ> Χριστο� κα�

�ν ΧριστK µαρτυρ!α κα� Wµολογ!α. Ibid. 16.27:

καρπού, φ�ρ$ ε:πε�ν �ν διωγµK τ�ν Wµολογ!αν κα�

τ< µαρτύριον.

Acta Apocrypha Justini (recensio A): 6.1:

�τελε!ωσαν τ< µαρτύριον �ν τP το� σωτ8ρο +µ(ν

Wµολογ!H. But ibid. (recensio B): �τελε!ωσαν αυ$ τ(ν

τ�ν µαρτυρ!αν �ν τP το� σωτ8ρο +µ(ν Wµολογ!H.

Eusebius, HE, 7.32.25: τού τε κατὰ τ<ν διωγµ<ν

�ν διαφ�ροι Wµολογ!αι α$ γ(να αυ$ το� κα� kν

�π� πα̃σιν α$ νεδ9σατο το� µαρτυρ!ου στ�φανον.

Ibid. 8.11.2: �π� πα̃σι τούτοι διαπρ�ψα το� �ν

θεοσεβε!H κατορθ)µασιν κα� τα� ε: τ<ν Χριστ<ν

το� θεο� Wµολογ!αι, τK το� µαρτυρ!ου διαδ9µατι

κατεκοσµ9θη. The same in his Antiquorum Martyri-

orum Collectio (fragmenta), PG.20.1532.22–25. De Mar-

tyribus Palaestinae (recensio prolixior), 11.5: k δ� κα�

πρ< το� µαρτυρ!ου διὰ καυτ9ρων ;ποµον8 τ<ν τ8

Wµολογ!α α$ γ(να διηθλ9κει.

Gregory of Nyssa, In Canticum Canticorum, v. 6,

p. 405: οO µεγάλοι τ8 π!στεω πρ�µαχοι διὰ τ8

α$ γαθ8 Wµολογ!α κατὰ τ<ν τ8 µαρτυρ!α καιρ�ν.

Cyril of Jerusalem, Catecheses Illuminandorum,

18.30: διὰ µαρτυρ!ου κα� τ8 �ν ΧριστK Wµολογ!α.

Ibid. 13.21: τ8 ;π>ρ Χριστο� γινοµ�νη Wµολογ!α

*ν τε φωτ!σµατι κα� µαρτυρ!ου καιρο�.

1 For the palm as a prize or symbol of victory material is collected by
Steier, RE XX 401.17–402.64; Cicero’s testimony: alter plurimarum
palmarum vetus ac nobilis gladiator habetur (S. Rosc. 17). Cf. Philo,
Quod Deus sit Immutabilis, 137–138: αn  Xταν α$ ποτ�κG, τὰ κατὰ τ(ν

α$ ντιπάλων αFρεται βραβε�α κα� νικηφ�ρο α$ ναγράφεται

σύµβολον �πιφεροµ�νη φο!νικα τ8 ν!κη· Θάµαρ γὰρ

�ρµηνεύεται φο�νιξ.
2 Pseudo-John Chrysostom In Martham; Mariam et Lazarum,

PG.61.703.28–30: Α$ σπάσωµεν οjν τὰ τ8 ν!κη σύµβολα, ου$

τύµπανα χειροκρατούµενα, α$ λλὰ κα� βα�α φοιν!κων

βλαστ9µατα.
3 Oecumenius, Commentarius in Apocalypsin, p. 100: τ< δ� γε

περιβεβλ8σθαι αυ$ τοὺ στολὰ λευκὰ δε�γµα τ8 κατὰ τ<ν β!ον

αυ$ τ(ν ;πάρχει καθαρ�τητο. οO δ� γε φο!νικε, ν!κη

;πάρχοντε σύµβολον, �παγάλλεσθαι αυ$ τοὺ τP Χριστο� ν!κG

τP κατά τε τ(ν νοητ(ν �χθρ(ν κα� τ(ν α:σθητ(ν ;πεµφα!νουσι.
4 Orion (grammarian, fifth cent. AD), Etymologicum, Alphabetic letter

beta, p. 32: ‹Βραβευτα�›, κυρ!ω οO τ�ν ράβδον α$ π< φο!νικο

0 τινο α' λλου διδ�ντε σύµβολον τ8 ν!κη. The same in
Etymologicum Genuinum (ninth cent.), Alphabetic letter beta, entry
234. Etymologicum Gudianum, Alphabetic entry beta, p. 284.
Etymologicum Magnum (twelfth cent.), p. 211.

5 Anonymus Dialogus cum Judaeis, 8, line 55: κα� φο!νικα *χων,
ν!κη δ> τ< φυτ<ν το� φο!νικο σύµβολον.

6 Germanus I of Constantinople, Orationes, oration 8, column 364,
lines 39–40.

7 Michael Glycas, Quaestiones in Sacram Scripturam, chapter 22,
p. 260.
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John Chrysostom, De Sancta Pelagia Virgine et

Martyre, PG.50.582.52–53: �πειδ� µαρτυρ!^, κα�

Wµολογ!H, κα� παρθεν!H α$ ντ� Oµατ!ων χρυσ(ν

�αυτ�ν α$ µφιάσασα, α$ π8λθεν + µάρτυ. Ad Olympia-

dem, 17: �π� τ<ν λαµπρ�ν *δραµον το� µαρτυρ!ου

στ�φανον τP τ(ν ?ηµάτων Wµολογ!H.

Hesychius of Jerusalem, In Sanctum Stephanum

(homilia 9), 28. τ8 τ(ν ου$ ραν(ν βασιλε!α, τ8

α$ παλλαγ8 το� πηλο�, τ8 α' νω µεταθ�σεω, µαρ-

τυρ!ου ν!κη, Wµολογ!α τ8 ε: σ> κα� παρὰ σο�.

Severianus of Gabala, De Tribus Pueris,

PG.56.594.46–48: κα� τP α$ πειλP το� πυρ< α' σβεστον

τ�ν τ(ν µαρτύρων Wµολογ!αν �πειδεικνυµ�νην.8

EN XXXIIIc: περιστάσει �πάγειν

(‘to bring difficulties upon someone’)

Basil of Caesarea, Epistulae, 219.1: Ο-  πάντα µ�τρ^

κα� σταθµK Wρ!ζων +µ�ν Κύριο, κα� τοὺ

πειρασµοὺ �πάγων µ� ;περβα!νοντα +µ(ν τ�ν

δύναµιν, α$ λλὰ δοκιµάζων µ>ν διὰ τ8 περιστάσεω

τοὺ α$ γωνιστὰ τ8 ευ$ σεβε!α.

John Chrysostom, De Incomprehensibili Dei Natura,

Homily 4, line 490: καE ν περιστάσει πραγµάτων,

καE ν �π9ρεια, καE ν συκοφαντ!α, καE ν α' λλο Wτιο�ν

�πάγηται δειν<ν +µ�ν.

Cf. the expression πληγὰ �πάγει κατὰ τ�ν Wδ<ν @

�τ�ρα περιστάσει, in Dorotheus of Sidon (astrol-

oger, first cent. BC-first cent. AD), Fragmenta Graeca,

p. 401, apud Hephaestion of Thebes (astrologer, fourth

cent. AD), Apotelesmatica, p. 289 and Apotelesmatica

(epitomae quattuor), pp. 26; 313.

EN XXXIIId: οO πονηρο� α' νθρωπο!

τε κα� δα!µονε

Although used by Christians, the expression originates

in non-Christian sources, namely, in the historian

Josephus (first cent. BC) and the sophist Dio

Chrysostom (first second cent. AD).

Josephus, De Bello Judaico libri vii, 7.185: τὰ γὰρ

καλούµενα δαιµ�νια, τα�τα δ> πονηρ(ν �στιν

α$ νθρ)πων πνεύµατα το� ζ(σιν ε:σδυ�µενα κα�

κτε!νοντα τοὺ βοηθε!α µ� τυγχάνοντα.

Dio Chrysostom, Orationes, Oration 4.79–80: λ�γει

πρ< αυ$ τ<ν οoτω περ� δαιµ�νων, Xτι οuκ ε:σιν

*ξωθεν τ(ν α$ νθρ)πων οO πονηρο� κα� α$ γαθο�

δα!µονε, οO τὰ συµφορὰ κα� τὰ ευ$ τυχ!α

φ�ροντε αυ$ το�, W δ> Fδιο �κάστου νο�, οVτο

�στ� δα!µων το� *χοντο α$ νδρ�, α$ γαθ< µ>ν W το�

φρον!µου κα� α$ γαθο� δα!µων, πονηρ< δ> W το�

πονηρο�.

The expression was taken up by early theologians,

such as Justin and Irenaeus.

Justin Martyr, Apologia ii, 12.3: 0δη κα� το�το

�ν9ργησαν οO φα�λοι δα!µονε διά τινων πονηρ(ν

α$ νθρ)πων πραχθ8ναι.

Irenaeus, Adversus Haereses (libri 1–2), 1.18.1: ∆ύο

γὰρ γ�νη τ(ν α$ νθρ)πων ;π< τ(ν α$ γγ�λων

πεπλάσθαι *φη, τ<ν µ>ν πονηρ<ν τ<ν δ> α$ γαθ�ν·

κα� �πειδ� οO δα!µονε το� πονηρο� �βο9θουν,

�ληλυθ�ναι τ<ν Σωτ8ρα �π� καταλύσει τ(ν φαύλων

α$ νθρ)πων κα� δαιµ�νων, �π� σωτηρ!H δ> τ(ν

α$ γαθ(ν.

Subsequently, the notion occurs in Origen’s

writings, yet expressions of this kind may have been

actually inserted by scribes.

Origen, frPs, 118, 78: οO πονηρο� δα!µονε

@ κα� α' νθρωποι τ8 α$ ληθε!α �χθρο!. selNum,

PG.12.577.30–34: ΟO γὰρ αe γιοι α' γγελοι

συµπράττουσι το� δικα!οι ε: τὰ σωτ9ρια κα�

α$ γαθὰ *ργα, κα� οO πονηρο� δα!µονε το� α$ σεβ�σιν

α- µαρτωλο� α$ νθρ)ποι ε: τὰ πονηρὰ κα� βλαβερὰ

τ8 σωτηρ!α τ(ν α$ νθρ)πων *ργα. expProv,

PG.17.216.34–36: τὰ Cχυρωθε!σα κα� κατακρατη-

θε!σα ψυχὰ ;π< τ(ν α$ σεβ(ν δαιµ�νων κα�

πονηρ(ν α$ νθρ)πων.

Julius Africanus, Cesti, 1.8: Κα� ου$ κ α$ νθρ)που

πονηροὺ *δειξαν µ�νον· π!στευσον λ�γοντι,

Wρ(σι κα� δα!µονα.

Athanasius, Expositiones in Psalmos, PG.27.341.12–

14: Τ!νε δ> αE ν ε_εν οO α- µαρτωλο� @ οO α$ ντικε!µενοι

το� το� Θεο� α$ νθρ)ποι πονηρο� δα!µονε;

Ibid. PG.27.493.35–36: τ�τε οO πονηρο� δηλαδ�

δα!µονε κα� α' νθρωποι τ8 α$ ληθε!α �χθρο�

α:σχυνθ9σονται.

Didymus, commEccl (7–8.8), Cod. p. 234:

α$ ναφ�ρεσθαι δ> δύναται τα�τα κα� ε: τ<ν

8 Severianus’ portion is important, since it is in him that the unique
parallel τὰ περιστάσει τὰ διὰ Χριστ<ν is found, as pointed out
in footnote 10 to the Greek text.
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διάβολον αυ$ τ<ν κα� πα̃σαν πονηρὰν δύναµιν. τὰ

γὰρ περ� α$ νθρ)πων λεγ�µενα � κακ(ν, �

πονηρ(ν, ?ηθε!η αE ν κα� περ� τ(ν δαιµ�νων κα� το�

διαβ�λου. commZacch, 1.347: Οe ταν γὰρ ‘οO πονηρο�

κα� γ�ητε α' νθρωποι’ κα� σὺν τούτοι οO α$ λιτ9ριοι

δα!µονε πολ�µιοι κα� στασι)δει δι $  Aν *χουσιν

zµ�τητα τυγχάνωσιν. frPs(al), fr. 189: α$ λλά γε

θεωρο�σα τ<ν διάβολον µετὰ πάση τ8 τ(ν

δαιµ�νων φάλαγγο κα� το� στ!φου τ(ν

α$ ντικειµ�νων �νεργει(ν κα� πονηρ(ν α$ νθρ)πων.

Ibid. fr. 288: καταδι)κουσι γάρ µε δα!µονε

α$ λιτ9ριοι κα� α' νθρωποι πονηρο!. Ibid. fr. 921:

δα!µονε δ> οVτοι κα� α' νθρωποι πονηρο!. Ibid. fr.

1245: τρ(σαι τοὺ τ8 κακ!α κα� τ8 ψευδωνύµου

γν)σεω προστάτα α$ νθρ)που τε πονηροὺ κα�

δα!µονα. Fragmenta in Epistulam i ad Corinthios,

p. 12: Xθεν πολλοὺ ε_χε τοὺ α$ ντικειµ�νου

δα!µονα α$ λητηρ!ου κα� α$ νθρ)που γ�ητα κα�

α$ παται(να.

Theodoret did not use the expression, save at one

point. Interpretatio in Ezechielem, PG.81.1161.49–52:

‘Κα� α$ φανι( θηρ!α πονηρὰ α$ π< τ8 γ8.’ Κα� τ(ν

πονηρ(ν δαιµ�νων τὰ στ!φη, κα� τοὺ θηριωδ!αν

νοσο�ντα α$ νθρ)που.

Theodore of Mopsuestia, Fragmenta in Epistulam i

ad Corinthios, p. 174: α' ρχοντα δ> το� α:(νο τούτου

λ�γει τὰ πονηρὰ δυνάµει. ε: δ> οVτοι yγν�ησαν,

πολλK µα̃λλον οO α' νθρωποι δι $  Yν οO δα!µονε τ<ν

κύριον �σταύρωσαν.

Later still, both the notion and expression were

employed by John Philoponus, De Opificio Mundi,

pp. 52–53: κ�σµον λ�γων τ< σύστηµα τ(ν πονηρ(ν

α$ νθρ)πων τε κα� δαιµ�νων, Yν ε:σ! τινε πονηρο�

κοσµοκράτορε.

EN XXXIIIe: τ< α$ διάστατον τ8 θεραπε!α

The term α$ διάστατο (‘continuous’, ‘uninterrupted’) is

found in Origen and Didymus, but not in Hippolytus

and Irenaeus. Although it would appear that the

instance in Didymus is stronger, the opposite is the case.

As a matter of fact, the expression in this Scholion refers

to ‘perpetuity’ in offering praise and service to God (τ<

α$ διάστατον τ8 θεραπε!α). Such a reference to

someone ‘being stable in offering praise and service to

God’ appears only once in literature, namely, in Philo.

Philo, De Congressu Eruditionis Gratia, 134:

τοιγάρτοι το� �χοµ�νοι κα� α$ διαστάτω θεραπεύ-

ουσιν α$ ντιδ!δωσι κλ8ρον α;τ�ν.9

Both Origen and Didymus mentioned Philo by

name, yet it is only Didymus who made reference to this

specific work of Philo.10

Didymus, In Genesin, Cod. p. 235: τούτ^ κα�

Φ!λων χρ)µενο �ν �τ�ροι πράγµασιν α$ ν9γαγεν

τ�ν µ>ν Σάραν ε: τ�ν τελε!αν α$ ρετ�ν κα�

φιλοσοφ!αν. Ibid. Cod. p. 236: Ε: µ>ν οjν τ�ν

τελε!αν α$ ρετ�ν κα� πνευµατικ�ν + Σάρα α$ νάγεται,

+ δ> Α- γὰρ + παιδ!σκη + Α:γυπτ!α παρὰ µ>ν

Φ!λωνο τὰ προγυµνάσµατα σηµα!νειν εFρηται,

παρὰ δ> Παύλ^ τ�ν σκιάν.

In the foregoing passage, Didymus refers to the

following point of Philo’s De Congressu Eruditionis

Gratia, 24: kν δ� λ�γον *χει δ�σποινα µ>ν πρ<

θεραπαιν!δα, γυν� δ> α$ στ� πρ< παλλακ9ν, το�τον

qξει τ<ν λ�γον α$ ρετ� Σάρρα πρ< παιδε!αν Α' γαρ·

]στ $  ε:κ�τω το� θεωρ!αν κα� �πιστ9µην �ζηλω-

κ�το, Α$ βραὰµ =νοµα, γ�νοιτ $  αE ν + µ>ν α$ ρετ9,

Σάρρα, γυν9, παλλακ� δ> Α' γαρ, + �γκύκλιο

µουσικ� πα̃σα. Zτινι µ>ν οjν φρ�νησι �κ διδασκα-

λ!α περιγ!νεται, τ�ν Α' γαρ ου$ κ αE ν α$ ποδοκιµάζοι·

πάνυ γὰρ α$ ναγκα!α + τ(ν προπαιδευµάτων κτ8σι.

ε: δ� τι τοὺ ;π>ρ α$ ρετ8 α' θλου �γνωκi

διαπονε�ν µελ�ται χρ8ται συνεχ�σιν α$ νενδ�τω

*χων πρ< α' σκησιν, δύο µ>ν α$ στά, παλλακὰ δ>

τὰ Fσα, τ(ν α$ στ(ν θεραπαιν!δα, α' ξεται.

Didymus refers to Philo by name at some other

points, too.11

On the other hand, this reference to Philo also

appears in Origen, although the Jewish Alexandrian

is not mentioned by name. Origen uses the term

προπαιδεύµατα, which is the noun appearing in the

title of Philo’s work De Congressu Eruditionis Gratia

(= Περ� τ�� πρ#� τὰ Προπαιδεύµατα Συν)δου), and

Didymus (using his astonishing memory) calls this

προγυµνάσµατα, which is virtually the same word as

προπαιδεύµατα. The Suda lexicon explains the lemma

προπαιδεύµατα by reference to Origen. He is said to

have never ceased to teach ‘geometry and arithmetic

9 Cf. Deut, 10:9 and 18:2.
10 The Greek title of this work is, Περ� τ�� πρ#� τὰ Προπαιδεύµατα

Συν)δου.

11 Didymus, commEccl (9.8–10.20), Cod. p. 276; commEccl (9.8–
10.20), Cod. p. 300 (he mentions also Philo’s De Vita Mosis); In
Genesin, cod. pp. 118; 119; 147; 235.
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and the other προπαιδεύµατα (= knowledge which is

preliminary to philosophy and theology)’.12

Origen, selGen, PG.12.116.5–9: Ε$ π!τηδε ου$ κ

�σαφην!σθη τ< ;π< τ!νο, hνα +µε� ζητ9σαντε

εoρωµεν, Xτι π�φυκεν α$ τιµάζεσθαι α$ ρετ9, +ν!κα

τὰ προπαιδεύµατα γενν9σG· ου$  πάντω ;π< το�

Α$ βραάµ, α$ λλ$ 0τοι ;π< τ8 παιδ!σκη, @ τ(ν

χαιρ�ντων πρ< τ8 γεν�σεω τ(ν κρειττ�νων το�

γενν9µασιν αυ$ τ8.

Both Origen and Didymus used the term

α$ διάστατο. However, this adjective and its cognates

are characteristic of Philo, who used it abundantly,

although the term was almost non-existent before him

(whether the fifth-century BC sophist Antiphon actually

ever used this is doubtful, whereas an attribution

to Chrysippus is couched in Philo’s vocabulary). This

became a word employed by grammarians (Aristonicus,

Harpocration, Apollonius Dyscolus). On the other hand,

Sextus Empiricus applied it in its strict literal sense,

namely, α$ διάστατο meaning ‘dimensionless’, which

was also how mathematicians (Heron, Nicomachus,

Theon), as well as Alexander of Aphrodisias, used it.

Clement of Alexandria applied both meanings.

Gregory of Nyssa, Basil of Caesarea, Eusebius, Cyril of

Alexandria, too, saw in the term mainly the notion of

steadfastness, which is the usage followed by Didymus.

The term does not appear in Theodoret, but it does so

in Theodore of Mopsuestia.13

We have therefore a specific wording originating

with Philo. As a matter of fact, there is no instance

in literature other than Philo and this Scholion where

α$ διάστατον and θεραπε!α (virtually meaning

‘incessant and unfailing worshipping’) are used side

by side in order to make the specific point.

EN XXXIIIf: χρ�νο τεµν�µενο

The idea of time ‘divided’ into ‘parts’ has been

approached in various ways. In EN IVa, I have

canvassed the notion of a tripartite time. At this point,

we see the author regarding time as ‘divided into day

and night’ (χρ�νο τεµν�µενο ε: +µ�ραν κα�

νύκτα). This phraseology is anything but common. It

was Galen who considered ‘all time as comprising day

and night’ and ‘divided’ into twenty-four hours.

Galen, De Crisibus, v. 9, p. 621: οoτω δ$ α' κου� µου

διὰ παντ< Xλον τ<ν �ξ +µ�ρα τε κα� νυκτ<

χρ�νον ε: τ�τταρα �π� τα� εFκοσιν ]ραι

τεµν�µενον.

A similar phraseology occurs in the commentaries

on the Ars Grammatica of Dionysius Thrax, from which

I have quoted also in EN IVa. Likewise, in the anonyma

Commentaria In Dionysii Thracis Artem Grammaticam,

Scholia Londinensia (partially excerpted from Helio-

dorus), p. 559: Χρ�νοι τρε�. Φασ� δ> � ε: χρονικὰ

διαστ9µατα διε�λε τοὺ χρ�νου W ∆ιονύσιο, � εF

τι ε: �νιαυτ<ν κα� µ8να κα� +µ�ραν κα� ]ραν

τ�µνει τοὺ χρ�νου· κα� διὰ το�το �νεστ(τά

φησιν, 0τοι � πρ< µ8κο �νιαυτο� @ µην< @

+µ�ρα @ ]ρα· κα� γάρ φαµεν �νεστ(τα �νιαυτ<ν

κα� µ8να κα� +µ�ραν κα� ]ραν. Χρ�νοι το!νυν

φυσικ)τατοι µ>ν τρε�.

The same idea was used later by John Philoponus,

De Aeternitate Mundi, p. 115: ου$ χ � W χρ�νο

τµ9µασι διαφ�ροι τεµν�µενο, �νιαυτο� φηµι κα�

µησ� νυξ! τε κα� +µ�ραι.

Normally, authors regarded time as ‘divided’ into

either three or two parts, that is, past/present/future,14

or simply past and future.15 The idea of time com-

prising ‘days’ and ‘nights’, which are styled ‘parts of

time’, was Plato’s.

Plato, Timaeus, 37e: +µ�ρα γὰρ κα� νύκτα κα�

µ8να κα� �νιαυτού, ου$ κ =ντα πρ�ν ου$ ραν<ν

γεν�σθαι, τ�τε αe µα �κε!ν^ συνισταµ�ν^ τ�ν

γ�νεσιν αυ$ τ(ν µηχανα̃ται· τα�τα δ> πάντα µ�ρη

χρ�νου.

Diogenes Laertius (expounding Plato’s concept of

time) described ‘day’, ‘night’, etc. as ‘parts of time’.

Vitae Philosophorum, 3.73: Χρ�νον τε γεν�σθαι

ε:κ�να το� α$ ϊδ!ου. κα$ κε�νον µ>ν α$ ε� µ�νειν, τ�ν δ>

το� ου$ ρανο� φορὰν χρ�νον ε_ναι· κα� γὰρ νύκτα κα�

+µ�ραν κα� µ8να κα� τὰ τοια�τα πάντα χρ�νου

µ�ρη ε_ναι. δι�περ α' νευ τ8 το� κ�σµου φύσεω

ου$ κ ε_ναι χρ�νον.

12 Suda lexicon, Alphabetic letter pi, entry 2557.
13 Theodore of Mopsuestia, expPs, Psalm 71:17b: α$ διαστάτω κα�

συνεχ( προσευκτ�ον.
14 Cf. discussion in EN IVa.
15 Theophrastus, Fragmenta, fr. 6.6: Ωe στε δ!χα τ�µνεται W πα̃

χρ�νο. John Philoponus, In Aristotelis Physicorum Libros 

Octo Commentaria, v. 17, p. 702 (expounding the Aristotelian
argument of time ostensibly non-existent): δύο γὰρ τα�τα το�

χρ�νου µ�ρη, τ< παρεληλυθ< κα� τ< µ�λλον. Cf. ibid. p. 707.
Ars, Excerpta de Arte Ars Rhetorica, v. 6, p. 31: ε: δ> περ�

πράγµατα, τ�µνεται ε: δύο χρ�νου, ε: µ�λλοντα κα� ε:

παρεληλυθ�τα.
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John Philoponus (also expounding Plato’s theory

of time), De Aeternitate Mundi, p. 110: �νιαυτο� γὰρ

κα� µ8νε +µ�ραι τε κα� νύκτε, αe τινά �στιν χρ�νου

µ�ρη. Ibid. p. 141: +µ�ρα γάρ φησιν κα� νύκτα κα�

µ8να κα� �νιαυτού, αe περ �στ�ν χρ�νου µ�ρη.

Philo wrote of ‘time’ (in general) consisting ‘of days

and nights’.16

Philo, De Opificio Mundi, 56: το� δ� σύµπαντο

χρ�νου διανεµηθ�ντο ε: δύο τµ9µατα, +µ�ραν τε

κα� νύκτα. De Specialibus Legibus, 1.90: +µ�ρα δ>

κα� νύκτα µ8νά τε κα� �νιαυτοὺ κα� συν�λω

χρ�νον τ! α$ ν�δειξεν Xτι µ� σελ9νη κα� +λ!ου κα�

τ(ν α' λλων α$ στ�ρων αO �ναρµ�νιοι κα� παντ<

λ�γου κρε!ττου περιφορα!;17

Aelius Aristides (second cent. AD), Ε/� ∆�α, p. 7: W

πα̃ χρ�νο ε: +µ�ραν κα� νύκτα µερισθε!.

It was only Basil of Caesarea (replying to Eunomius)

who made the acute remark: ‘days and nights’ are

simply ‘measures of time’, not ‘parts’ of it. Adversus

Eunomium, PG.29.560.17–27: Α$ λλ$ *οικεν �κ πολλ8

α$ γχινο!α +µ�ραν µ>ν κα� νύκτα �ν τP ποιd τ(ν

α$ στ�ρων κιν9σει νοµ!ζειν γ!νεσθαι, τα�τα δ> ε_ναι

το� χρ�νου µ�ρη· Xθεν τ<ν χρ�νον ποιάν τινα

κ!νησιν α$ στ�ρων α$ πεφ9νατο, ου$ δ> αυ$ τ< το�το

συνε� X τι λ�γει. Ου$  γὰρ ποιάν, α$ λλ$ εFπερ α' ρα,

ποσ9ν, µα̃λλον cν ε:πε�ν ο:κει�τερον. Α$ λλὰ τ!

οoτω πα� παντελ( τ�ν διάνοιαν, ]στε α$ γνοε�ν,

Xτι +µ�ραι µ�ν, κα� Yραι, κα� µ8νε, κα� �νιαυτο!,

µ�τρα το� χρ�νου ε:σ!ν, ου$ χ� µ�ρη: Χρ�νο δ� �στι

τ< συµπαρεκτειν�µενον τP συστάσει το� κ�σµου

διάστηµα.18

The author of this Scholion appears not to take

Basil’s distinction seriously. His expression of ‘our time’

being ‘divided into day and night’ (W παρ$ +µ�ν χρ�νο

τεµν�µενο ε: +µ�ραν κα� νύκτα) suggests that ‘our

time’ is distinguished from eternity, the state in which

there are neither days nor nights.19 Besides, the

participle τεµν�µενο (‘divided into’) actually denotes

‘days and nights’ as parts of time, not measures of it,

as Basil would have had it. As a matter of fact, there

is a point in a codex of Didymus’ work, where the

text is desperately fragmentary and lacunose, still an

expression can be read: W χρ�νο �ξ +µερ(ν κα�

νυκτ(ν συν!σταται (‘times consists of days and

nights’).20 Of course, one could surmise that a negative

clause might have proceeded, which would make

the statement mean quite the opposite. However, there

are points where Didymus explicitly speaks of time

as consisting of ‘days’.21 Besides, a text in the Catenae

considers time to consist of days and nights.

Catena in Epistulam ad Romanos (typus Mona-

censis) (e cod. Monac. gr. 412), p. 494: ∆α̃ (sic). Χρ� δ>

γιν)σκειν Xτι τ< το� α:(νο =νοµα, πολύσηµ�ν

�στι. πλε�στα γὰρ σηµα!νει. α:iν γὰρ λ�γεται κα�

+ �κάστου ζω9. λ�γεται πάλιν α:iν κα� W τ(ν

χιλ!ων �τ(ν χρ�νο. πάλιν λ�γεται α:)ν, Xλο W

παρiν β!ο. κα� α:)ν, W µ�λλων· W µετὰ τ�ν

α$ νάστασιν α$ τελεύτητο. λ�γεται πάλιν α:)ν, ου$

χρ�νο, ου$ δ> χρ�νου τ! µ�ρο, +λ!ου φορd κα�

δρ�µ^ µετρούµενον, 0γουν δι $  +µερ(ν κα� νυκτ(ν

συνιστάµενον, α$ λλὰ τ< συµπαρεκτειν�µενον το�

α$ ϊδ!οι. ο[ον τι χρονικ<ν κ!νηµα κα� διάστηµα.

Xπερ γὰρ το� ;π< χρ�νον W χρ�νο, το�το το�

α$ ϊδ!οι α:)ν.

The name of the author of this passage in the

manuscript is indicated through the abbreviation ∆α̃,

instead of a full name. Since the very same text appears

in the doctrinal exposition of Christian faith by John

of Damascus22, the abbreviation ∆α̃ stands for

∆αµασκηνο�. According to this author, ‘time’ is ‘com-

posed of days and nights’ (δι $  +µερ(ν κα� νυκτ(ν

συνιστάµενον), which are styled ‘parts’ of time

16 On the other hand, Epicureans regarded days and nights as
‘symptoms’ of time, in accordance with their view that time per se
does not really exist and it is simply a mere ‘symptom of movement’.
Sextus Empiricus, Adversus Mathematicos, 10.224: συµπτ)µατα οjν

τα�τ $  �στιν ο[ χρ�νο παρ�πεται, φηµ� δ> τ9ν τε +µ�ραν κα�

νύκτα κα� ]ραν κα� τὰ πάθη κα� τὰ α$ παθε!α, κιν9σει τε κα�

µονά. Ibid. 10.244: α$ λλ$ *στω γε +µ�ραν ε_ναι κα� νύκτα

;πάρχειν κα� ]ρα. ου$ κο�ν �πε� τα�τά �στι χρ�νο, W δ>

Ε$ π!κουρο σύµπτωµά φησιν αυ$ τ(ν ε_ναι τ<ν χρ�νον.
17 Although he does not mention him by name, Philo actually draws

on Aristotle. The latter, however, had spoken of ‘days and nights’ as
periods of time: De Generatione Animalium, 777b: οO χρ�νοι κα�

τ(ν κυ9σεων κα� γεν�σεων κα� τ(ν β!ων µετρε�σθαι βούλονται

κατὰ φύσιν περι�δοι. λ�γω δ> περ!οδον +µ�ραν κα� νύκτα κα�

µ8να κα� �νιαυτ<ν κα� τοὺ χρ�νου τοὺ µετρουµ�νου τούτοι,
*τι δ> τὰ τ8 σελ9νη περι�δου.

18 I have canvassed Basil’s debts to Origen in COT, p. 227.
19 Cf. Scholion IX.
20 Didymus, commEccl (3–4.12), 65: W χρ�νο �ξ +µερ(ν κα� νυκτ(ν

συν!σταται, α$ λλὰ + παρ�κτασι τη[ . . . ].
21 Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 626a: W �ξ +µερ(ν συµπληρούµενο χρ�νο.

Ibid. fr. 985: κατὰ γὰρ τ�ν *νυλον κα� µετὰ σαρκ< ζω�ν +µ�ρα

τινὰ *χοµεν τὰ συµπληρούσα +µ�ν τ<ν παρεκτε!νοντα

χρ�νον τ8 µετὰ σαρκ< ζω8.
22 John of Damascus, Expositio Fidei, section 15 (entitled, Περ�

α:(νο), expounding different meanings of α:)ν. Cf. discussion of
this account of Damascene in COT, pp. 262–66. Didymus explores the
different denotations of α:)νιο in his commJob (1–4), Cod. p. 76.
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(χρ�νου τ! µ�ρο). But the text which Damascenus

uses has its own history. This is actually a quotation

from Gregory of Nazianzus,23 which the Cappadocian

had taken up from Origen.24

We see, therefore, that authors did not adhere to

any strict terminology of the ontology of time proper.

Instances where this locution occurs (such as the

present Scholion) show a rather loose use of terms, even

if this deviates from Basil’s accurate account.25 One can

see this in Theodoret: he was aware of when terms

should be used in either a strict or loose sense. Hence, in

one single passage, he speaks of time being both ‘made

of’ and ‘counted by’ ‘days and nights’.

Theodoret, De Sancta et Vivifica Trinitate,

PG.75.1152.44–48: Ε: δ> το� ΥOο� οO α:(νε

ποι9µατα, ου$  προϋπάρχουσι το� ποι9σαντο·

α:)νων δ> µ� ;παρχ�ντων, εuδηλον � ου$ δ> W

χρ�νο, kν +µ�ραι τε κα� νύκτε ποιο�σι κα�

µετρο�σιν· +µ�ρα δ> κα� νύκτα + το� φωτ<

α$ νατολ� κα� δύσι �ργάζεται.

Likewise, ‘days and nights’ are in fact produced

by the sun, and, by the same token, days ‘count time’.

De Incarnatione Domini, PG.75.1421.14–16: Dλι�ν τε

α$ ν!σχειν κελεύσα, κα� δύεσθαι, κα� ποιε�ν +µ�ρα

κα� νύκτα, κα� τK δρ�µ^ τ<ν χρ�νον µετρε�ν. So

in Interpretatio in Psalmos, PG.80.1924.50–55.

The phraseology of Scholion XXXIII is the product

of Cassian’s pen. It stands closer to Philoponus, the

Aristotelian commentator who was his Christian con-

temporary. Following Scholion XXXII, Cassian carries

on with another comment of his own, while Didymus’

Commentary on the Apocalypse was still wide open

on his table, providing him with some items of his

Alexandrian vocabulary.

23 Gregory of Nazianzus, In Theophania, PG.36.320.14–17.
24 Origen, frEph, section 9; expProv, PG.17.189.6–9.Cf. COT,

pp. 260–271. P. Tzamalikos, ‘Origen: The Source of Augustine’s
Theory of Time’, Philosophia, Yearbook of the Research Center
for Greek Philosophy at the Academy of Athens, (17–18) 1989,
396–418.

25 Philo himself was aware of this nature of ‘days’ etc. long before Basil
made the point. Cf. Philo, De Aeternitate Mundi, 19: +µ�ραι κα�

νύκτε κα� Yραι κα� �νιαυτο� σελ9νη τε κα� Dλιο, οl χρ�νου

µετρ9σεω φύσιν *δειξαν. However, there are formulations,
which, although standing close to those of Didymus, are not accurate
once studied in their context. Legum Allegoriarum, 1.2: πα̃ χρ�νο

+µερ(ν κα� νυκτ(ν �στι σύστηµα.
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EXPANDED NOTES TO SCHOLION XXXIV

EN XXXIVa: α$ ναβεβηκ�των

The word α$ ναβεβηκ�των prefixed by various

prepositions (such as �π!) suggests ‘elevation’ to a

higher level (either existential, or one of higher under-

standing, contemplation, moral status, etc.). This is

abundantly used by Didymus, who received it from Ori-

gen. I should have thought that Plotinus took it up from

Origen, too. Origen could well have developed this in

an allegorical sense from the term α$ ναβεβηκ�τε

appearing in Judith 4:3 (Xτι προσφάτω cσαν

α$ ναβεβηκ�τε �κ τ8 α:χµαλωσ!α). Nevertheless,

Origen’s debts to Alexander of Aphrodisias can never be

discounted. In Aristotelis Metaphysica Commentaria,

p. 210: τούτ^ τK λ�γ^ τὰ �παναβεβηκ�τα γ�νη

µα̃λλον α$ ρχα� τ(ν ε:δ(ν *σονται. The usual follow-

ers (Athanasius, Eusebius, Basil of Caesarea, John

Chrysostom) took up both the term and the idea. How-

ever, none of them used the notion as massively as

Didymus did.

Origen, Cels, VI.48 (α$ ναβεβηκ�τα); VI.62

(;περαναβεβηκ�των); VII.46 (α$ ναβεβηκ�των �π�

τ�ν τ(ν τηλικούτων γν(σιν); VIII.4 (πάντων

τ(ν α$ ναβεβηκ�των πρ< τ<ν �π� πα̃σι

θε�ν); commJohn, XIII.6.35 (τὰ �π� καρδ!αν δ>

α$ νθρ)που µ� α$ ναβεβηκ�τα); schLuc, PG.17.344.25

(�παναβεβηκ�τα λ�γον); PG.17.344.37 (τ(ν

�παναβεβηκ�των *ργων); frJohn, II (τ(ν �λαττ�νων

. . . τ(ν ;περαναβεβηκ�των); homJer, 16.3

(�παναβεβηκ�των α- γ!ων α$ γγ�λων); commMatt,

10.14 (�παναβεβηκ�τω νοηθ�ν); Ibid. 12.37

(�παναβεβηκ�των *ργων); Ibid. 13.19

(�παναβεβηκ�τω).

Athanasius, Expositiones in Psalmos, PG.27.152.37

(�παναβεβηκ�τω). Cf. the entire text attributed to

(or, copied by) Basil of Caesarea, Homiliae super

Psalmos, PG.29.288.30: ∆υνατ<ν δ> αυ$ λ�ν *τι

�παναβεβηκ�τω νο8σαι τ�ν �πουράνιον

διαγωγ9ν.

Eusebius, DE, 1.6.62 (�φ$ ;ψηλοτάτη α$ κρωρε!α

α$ ναβεβηκ�τα); Commentarius in Isaiam, 2.35 (τ<ν

�παναβεβηκ�τα τρ�πον);

Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 845 (α$ ναβεβηκ�τα);

Ibid. fr. 971 (οO ;περαναβεβηκ�τε); fr. 1062

(τ(ν ;περαναβεβηκ�των θεωρ!α); fr. 1067 (�µ> �

;περαναβεβηκ�τα); fr. 1186 (τ<ν ;περαναβεβηκ�τα

β!ον); fr. 1256 (;περαναβεβηκ�των); fr. 1281 (τοὺ

;περαναβεβηκ�τω βιο�ντα); Fragmenta in

Epistulam ad Hebraeos, p. 45 (;περαναβεβηκ�τα);

commEccl (1.1–8), Cod. p. 6 (τὰ ;περαναβεβηκ�τα);

ibid. Cod. p. 9 (πρ< τοὺ α$ ναβεβηκ�τα . . . οO

;περαναβεβηκ�τε); commEccl (3–4.12), Cod. p. 90

(τὰ α:)νια κα� ;περαναβεβηκ�τα); commEccl (5–6),

Cod. p. 194 (;περαναβεβηκ�τε); commEccl (9.8–

10.20), Cod. p. 315 (;περαναβεβηκ�τα α' γγελον);

commEccl (11–12), Cod. p. 322 (;περαναβεβηκ�τα);

Ibid. Cod. p. 333 (τ(ν ;περαναβεβηκ�των); com-

mZacch, 2.16 (;περαναβεβηκ�των πραγµάτων);

Adversus Manichaeos, PG.39.1097.29–31 (το�

;περαναβεβηκ�σιν . . . τὰ ;περαναβεβηκ�τα

τάγµατα); commPs 35–39, Cod. p. 275 (τὰ ;περα-

ναβεβηκ�τα κα� τ�λεια); Fragmenta in Epistulam

ii ad Corinthios, p. 36 (;περαναβεβηκ�τε); In

Genesin, Cod. p. 13A (;περαναβεβηκ�τα); ibid.

p. 39 (;περαναβεβηκ�τε); 223 (µυσικ)τερον κα�

;περαναβεβηκ�τω ε:πε�ν).

John Chrysostom, In Genesin, PG.54.385.12 (τ�ν

α' κραν κορυφ�ν α$ ναβεβηκ�τα); Expositiones in

Psalmos, PG.55.389.7 (α- γ!ων κα� α$ ναβεβηκ�των);

In Epistolam ad Hebraeos, PG.63.24.31

(;περαναβεβηκ�τα).

Plotinus, Enneades, I.4.7 (;π< το� α$ ναβεβηκ�το

πρ< τ< α$ νωτ�ρω α- πάντων τούτων); ibid. IV.4.5

(εF τι α$ νάγων αυ$ το� τ<ν Cφθαλµ<ν �π! τινο

;ψηλ8 σκοπια̃ Wρ{η αn  µηδε� τ(ν ου$  σὺν αυ$ τK

α$ ναβεβηκ�των); ibid. VI.9.5 (�παναβεβηκ�τα τP

ψυχ8); ibid. VI.9.11 (ου$  θυµ�, ου$ κ �πιθυµ!α α' λλου

παρ8ν αυ$ τK α$ ναβεβηκ�τι).

EN XXXIVb: προτεθεωρηµ�να

This perfect participle of the verb προθεωρο�µαι

does not occur in Origen, but in Didymus it does.

The genitive absolute τούτων προτεθεωρηµ�νων

(‘these points having been considered’) was a standard

expression, particularly among mathematicians.

However, the number of authors using this is limited,

and the influences upon Didymus can be determined.

The authors most likely to have inspired him are
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Alexander of Aphrodisias, Galen, Eusebius, and Gregory

of Nyssa.1

Didymus, commZacch, 3.59 (τούτων προτε-

θεωρηµ�νων); In Genesin, Cod. p. 84 (µεν�ντων τ(ν

προτεθεωρηµ�νων). Eusebius, DE, 4.15.65 (τούτων

δ8τα προτεθεωρηµ�νων).

Didymus, thus confirming Theodoret’s2 testi-

mony to his mathematical learning, also used the parti-

ciple προτεθεωρηµ�να.3 This was normally employed

to denote a strictly scientific and systematic examin-

ation, which is why mathematicians used it frequently,4

whereas philosophers, scientists,5 and theologians6 did

so only casually.

EN XXXIVc: α' φθαρτα κα� πνευµατικά

(bodies that are ‘incorrupt and spiritual’)

Although one might have thought that the Pauline

account in 1 Cor. 15:42–44 would make this wording a

recurrent theme, this is only characteristic of Didymus.

Didymus, in Catenae, Catena in Acta, p. 46: α$ λλ$

οjν ευ$ σεβ( διάκεινται φάσκοντε τ�ν σάρκα

α$ ν!στασθαι �π� τ< ε_ναι α' φθαρτον κα� πνευµατικ<ν

σ(µα· � γὰρ W �γειρ�µενο νεκρ< µετὰ

α$ νάστασιν ζ(ν κα� ου$  νεκρ� �στιν, οoτω +

�γειροµ�νη σὰρξ µετὰ τ�ν *γερσιν πνευµατικ<ν

κα� α' φθαρτον σ(µά �στι.

Idem, in Catena Palestinae (post fifth cent. AD), bib-

lical verse 81, section c, lines 7f: Xταν δ> α$ �λου

µεταλάβG ζω8 κα� α' φθαρτον κα� πνευµατικ<ν �ξ

α$ ναστάσεω α$ ναλάβG τ< σ(µα, τ< πάλαι αυ$ τP

συνεζευγµ�νον φθαρτ<ν και ψυχικ<ν ψυχ8

τυγχανούσG, νο� κα� πνε�µα γεν9σεται. commPs

40–44.4, Cod. p. 330: α$ λλὰ �ξαλλαγ8 το� αυ$ το�

σ)µατο, �πε� �κ φθαρτο� α' φθαρτον κα� �κ

ψυχικο� πνευµατικ<ν γ�γονεν. frPs(al), fr. 497: hνα

κατὰ τ<ν τ8 α$ ναστάσεω καιρ<ν α' φθαρτα :σχυρὰ

�π!δοξα πνευµατικὰ �κ φθαρτ(ν α$ σθεν(ν κα�

α$ τ!µων κα� ψυχικ(ν γ�νηται. Ibid. fr. 1076: κα� τὰ

σ)µατα τ(ν δικα!ων σκηνὰ αυ$ τ(ν �ρε� α$ φθάρτων

κα� πνευµατικ(ν α$ ποδοθεισ(ν αυ$ το�. Ibid. fr. 1113:

Xταν δ> α$ �λου µεταλάβG ζω8 κα� α' φθαρτον κα�

πνευµατικ<ν �ξ α$ ναστάσεω α$ ναλάβG τ< σ(µα.

Ibid. fr. 1290: + ψυχ� µετὰ τ�ν α$ νάστασιν, α$ ντ�

φθαρτο� κα� α$ σθενο� κα� α$ τ!µου κα� ψυχικο�

σ)µατο α' φθαρτον δυνατ<ν *νδοξον πνευµατικ<ν

α$ ναλαβο�σα τ< σ(µα. Fragmenta in Epistulam i ad

Corinthios, p. 6: Xµω, ε: κα� τ< τεθνε< σ(µα

α$ ν!σταται, α$ λλ$ α' φθαρτον κα� πνευµατικ�ν.

Ibid. p. 10: Xταν δ> λ�γωµεν σ(µα α' φθαρτον,

ου$  π�µπτην ου$ σ!αν λ�γοµεν, ] τινε περ� τ(ν

α' στρων ;πεν�ησαν Aν α$ ε� φαµεν α' φθαρτον

ε_ναι, α$ λλ$ α' φθαρτον λ�γοµεν τ< �κ φθαρτο�

γεγον< α' φθαρτον χάριτι θεο�. Likewise, commEccl

(11–12), Cod. pp. 348; 353; commZacch, 3.183; 5.175;

commPs 35–39, Cod. p. 259; commPs 40–44.4, Cod.

p. 328.

Theodoret, Graecarum Affectionum Curatio, 11.59;

Haereticarum Fabularum Compendium, PG.83.516.8–9.

The following passage is noteworthy, since its vocabu-

lary is close to that of the Scholion. Pseudo-Macarius,

Homiliae l, Homily 20: θε!α δυνάµεω ψυχ� +

µ� φορο�σα κα� yµφιεσµ�νη τ< α' ρρητον κα�

α' φθαρτον κα� πνευµατικ<ν *νδυµα.

The notion was taken up much later by Anastasius

of Sinai (seventh cent.), to whom abundant reference

was made by Michael Glycas, the great admirer of

Theodoret. He normally styled the abbot of Sinai ‘the

most divine Anastasius’ (W θει�τατο Α$ ναστάσιο).

Michael Glycas, Quaestiones in Sacram Scripturam,

1 Cf. Euclid (third cent. BC), Fragmenta, p. 256. Heron of Alexandria
(prob. first cent. AD), De Pneumaticis, 1.1. Alexander of Aphrodisias,
De Fato, p. 191. Ptolemy of Alexandria, Syntaxis Mathematica, v. 1,1,
p. 149. Pappus of Alexandria (mathematician, fourth cent. AD),
Collectio, Book 2, p. 18; Book 4, p. 224; Book 7, pp. 708; 716; 888.
Proclus, In Primum Euclidis Elementorum Librum Commentarii,
p. 246. John Philoponus, In Aristotelis Libros de Generatione et
Corruptione Commentaria, v. 14,2, p. 45. Asclepius of Tralles, In
Nicomachi Introductionem Arithmeticam Commentarius, 2.20.
Scholia in Euclidem, Scholia in Euclidem, 1.37.

2 Theodoret, HE, p. 269.
3 Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 157. Cf. Ptolemy of Alexandria, Syntaxis

Mathematica, v. 1,1, pp. 133; 376; 413; v. 1,2, p. 456.

4 Heron of Alexandria, De Pneumaticis, 1.1. Ptolemy of Alexandria,
Syntaxis Mathematica, v. 1,1, pp. 133, 149; 376; 413; v. 1,2, p. 456.
Serenus of Antinoeia (geometrician, fourth cent. AD), De Sectione
Cylindri, p. 96.

5 Galen (second cent. AD), De Anatomicis Administrationibus, v. 2,
p. 400. John Philoponus, In Aristotelis Libros de Generatione et
Corruptione Commentaria, v. 14,2, p. 45; In Aristotelis Libros de
Anima Commentaria, v. 15, p. 302.

6 Eusebius, commPs, PG.23.1048.2. Gregory of Nyssa, In Inscriptiones
Psalmorum, v. 5, p. 88; In Canticum Canticorum, v. 6, p. 191;
De Vita Mosis, 2.242; 2.292; Oratio Catechetica, 5. Cyril of
Alexandria, In Sanctum Joannem, v. 1, p. 436 (το� 0δη

προτεθεωρηµ�νοι).

Expanded Notes to the Scholia386



ch. 7, p. 79: τ< σ(µα +µ(ν . . . � α' φθαρτον γεγον�,

*σται πάντω πνευµατικ�ν. Ibid. ch. 7, p. 83: σχ8µα

γὰρ κα� διάπλασιν α$ φθάρτου κα� πνευµατικο�

σ)µατο ο_δεν ου$ δε!. Ibid. ch. 84, p. 350: �κ νεκρ(ν

�γερθε�σα κα� α' φθαρτο yγ�ρθη, καθi �διδάχ-

θηµεν, κα� λεπτ� κα� κούφη κα� πνευµατικ9. Ibid.

ch. 92, p. 419: τοια�τα κατὰ φύσιν α$ ναστ8ναι

µ�λλουσι, πνευµατικὰ δηλον�τι κα� α' φθαρτα

(subsequent to this, he appeals to Anastasius of Sinai).

Ibid. ch. 92, pp. 423 and 456 : Κα� γὰρ ε: µ� το�το cν,

ου$ κ α' ν οoτω *λεγεν κα� W θε�ο Α$ ναστάσιο

‘α$ φθάρτου κα� πνευµατικο� σ)µατο ποι�τητα

κα� κρα̃σιν ο_δεν ου$ δε!.’ Ibid. ch. 92, p. 425: τ< δ>

πνευµατικ<ν �κε�νο κα� α' φθαρτον σ(µα ου$ κ �ξ

αhµατο κα� σπορα̃ διαπλάττεται. Ibid. ch. 92,

p. 429: τ< το� Κυρ!ου σ(µα κατὰ φύσιν Wρα̃ν

α' φθαρτον, � εFρηται, κα� πνευµατικ<ν �κ νεκρ(ν

�γερθ�ν.

In conclusion, Scholion XXXIV is couched in

phraseology distinctively characteristic of Didymus,

which means that this is a quotation from his

Commentary on the Apocalypse.
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EXPANDED NOTES TO SCHOLION XXXV

EN XXXVa: α$ πε!ρατο

Although used in a handful of passages by Pindar1 and

once by the orator Demosthenes in the sense of

‘untested’,2 the adjective α$ πε!ρατο, meaning ‘one

who has not experienced’ a certain condition (such as

sexual intercourse, anger, etc.), does not belong to the

vocabulary of Classical Greek. In the latter sense it

appears no earlier than Diodorus of Sicily (first century

BC), to be followed two centuries later by Josephus,

Plutarch, Arrian, and Lucian of Samosata. It also

appears in many of the authors who are of interest to us.

Beyond rare and occasional usage occurring in some

Christians (including Didymus),3 the authors who

employed this are Gregory of Nyssa, Theodoret, and

Cyril of Alexandria. No doubt, Theodoret used the term

following his readings of Josephus, Diodorus of Sicily,

Plutarch, and Lucian of Samosata.4 Still, his initial

insipiration came from the poet Pindar and the orator

Demosthenes. As a matter of fact, Theodoret treated

Pindar with respect and quoted from his poems in order

to make his case against paganism,5 and so he did with

Demosthenes, whom he also respected6 and quoted

with commendation in one of his epistles.7

Gregory of Nyssa, In Ecclesiasten, v. 5, p. 365;

Adversus Eunomium, 1.1.142; De Virginitatis Integri-

tate, 8.1; De Beatitudinibus, PG.44.1228.38; De Vita

Gregorii Thaumaturgi, PG.46.912.42; De Hominis Opifi-

cio, pp. 216; 229.

Theodoret, Epistulae 1–52, Epistle 47; Interpretatio

in Jeremiam, PG.81.589.15; intDan, PG.81.1356.30;

intProphXII, PG.81: 1680.49; 1805.11; De Providentia

Orationes Decem, PG.83: 693.43; 701.50.

Cyril of Alexandria, commProphXII, v. 1, p. 72; v. 2,

pp. 134; 230; In Sanctum Joannem, v. 1, pp. 634; 636;

v. 2, pp. 65; 549; v. 3, p. 169; Dialog de Sancta Trinitate,

pp. 444; 447; Homiliae Paschales, PG.77.480.5; Glaph-

Pent, PG.69: 520.51 and 53; 521.5; 629.4, 9, 19; 648.24

and 31; expPs, PG.69.864.38; In Isaiam, PG.70.1208.41;

Explanatio in Lucam, PG.72.629.8.

Of Neoplatonists, it was only Proclus who used

the adjective,8 which should be taken into account,

all the more so since this was employed by Pseudo-

Dionysius.9

Finally, this adjective appears twice in the Enarratio

in Prophetam Isaiam, 3.103: Α� ρ $  οjν W Wπωσο�ν τ8

προεδρ!α α$ ξιωθε� κα� �γκαταλεγε� τK πρεσβυτε-

ρ!^, οVτο πρεσβύτερο; @ W φ�ρων τ<ν χαρακτ8ρα

το� πρεσβυτ�ρου α$ νεγκλ9τω,10 µάλιστα µ>ν

α$ πε!ρατο γυναικ�; ibid. 7.202: Ι' σον οjν δύναται

ε:πε�ν, �β�ησεν + παρθ�νο, κα� �β�ησεν + νεα̃νι.

Κα� �ν τP τρ!τG τ(ν Βασιλει(ν, + Σωµαν�τι,11

+ συνθάλπουσα12 τ<ν ∆αβ!δ, παρθ�νο οjσα κα�

α$ νδρ< α$ πε!ρατο, νεα̃νι προσαγορεύεται.

1 Pindar, Olympia, ode 8 (α$ πειράτων); ode 11 (α$ πε!ρατον); Nemea,
ode 1, (α$ πε!ρατοι); Isthmia, Ode 3 (α$ πειράτων).

2 Demosthenes, De Corona, section 249 (α$ πε!ρατον).
3 Athenagoras, De Resurrectione, 18.5. Clement of Alexandria,

Protrepticus, 10.91.1. Eusebius, PE, 2.2.41; commPs, PG.23.256.24.
Athanasius, De Actis Arianorum, 42.1; 58.3. Basil of Caesarea,
Homiliae in Psalmos, PG.29.248.22. Gregory of Nazianzus,
Epistulae, 77.1. Didymus, commEccl (1.1–8), Cod. p. 23; commJob,
PG.39.1128.2. John Chrysostom, De Sacerdotio, 5.8. Pseudo- John
Chrysostom, In Psalmum 118 PG.55.704.36; Precatio, PG.64.1064.6.
Pseudo-Dionysius the Areopagite, De Hierarchia Ecclesiastica,
p. 131.

4 Josephus, De Bello Judaico, 3.63; 3.307; 5.365; 7.262; 7.334.
Diodorus of Sicily, Bibliotheca Historica, 1.1.3; 3.58.4; 17.107.2.
Plutarch, Mulierum Virtutes, 259F; Quaestiones Convivales, 681C.
Pseudo-Plutarch, Ad Apollonium, 119F. Lucian of Samosata,
Nigrinus, 15; De Amicitia, 3; De Saltatione, 5; Hermotimus, 45.

5 Theodoret, Graecarum Affectionum Curatio, 1.115; 6.25; 8.35; 12.25.
6 Ibid. 1.21; 8.2; 8.25.
7 Theodoret, Epistulae 1–52, Epistle 12.
8 Proclus, In Platonis Alcibiadem i, 58; In Platonis Timaeum

Commentaria, v. 1, pp. 117; 156.
9 Pseudo-Dionysius the Areopagite, De Hierarchia Ecclesiastica, p. 131:

πρ< qξιν Oερὰν Dξουσιν πάση α$ ποτελούµενα πλάνη κα�

α$ νι�ρου ζω8 α$ πε!ρατα. Ibid. κα� α$ νάδοχον Oερ<ν *χων qξιν αυ$ τK

τ(ν θε!ων �µποιο�ντα κα� φυλάττοντα τ(ν �ναντ!ων α$ πε!ρατον.
10 The adjective α$ ν�γκλητο appears only once in Didymus and eleven

times in Theodoret.
11 About Σωµαν�τι, see 3 Kings, 1:3; 15; 17; 2:17; 21; 4:12; 25; 36.

Cf. Theodoret, Historia Religiosa, Vita 14.3; De Quaestionibus
Ambiguis in Libros Regnorum et Paralipomenon, PG.80: 613; 753;
764; 768. There is no such reference in Didymus.

12 The participle συνθάλπουσα is derived from the verb συνθάλπειν.
In its sundry forms this appears only in Plutarch, Galen, Pseudo-
Caesarius (= Cassian the Sabaite), and in the present work. Cf. one
more instance in Enarratio in Prophetam Isaiam, 16.302: πρ< τ< �ν

νυκτ� συνθάλπεσθαι. There are only two plus one Christian texts of
this verb being used. One is the just mentioned Enarratio, which is
Cassian’s work, as I hope to show in a future work of mine. The other
occurs in Pseudo-Caesarius (=Cassian), Quaestiones et
Responsiones, 20.57 (ref. to 3 Kings, 1:4, where the LXX-verb used is
θάλπειν, not συνθάλπειν); 54.7; 69.29; 139.97. The additional
instance occurs in the Analecta Hymnica Graeca, which I have
associated mainly with the Antiochene tradition of hymnology
surviving in both the Laura of Sabas and the monastery of the
Akoimetoi (see RCR, Introduction): Canones Januarii, 10.20.2,
line 17.
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EN XXXVb: χρύσεα κα� α$ ργύρεα

The terms were used by Homer13 and some other

authors. Apart from archaic usage occurring in

Hesiod, Pindar, and taken up by Sophocles, the terms

also appear in authors whom we have come upon,

namely Strabo, Diodorus of Sicily, Julius Naucratites,

and Athenaeus. The adjective χρύσεο (though not

α$ ργύρεο) appears in certain scriptural writings.14

Abundant usage occurs in Josephus,15 as well as in

Lucian of Samosata16 and Plutarch.17

Christian use of this terminology is limited: it occurs

in biblical quotations, erudite intellectuals,18 as well

as in quotations from Greek literature.19 Origen did not

use this terminology himself; he simply quoted from

Celsus at two points, or used the language of

Proverbs.20 Gregory of Nazianzus employed the

Homeric terms to a considerable extent,21 and so did

Gregory of Nyssa.22 Eusebius did so, too, quoting from

either classical literature or scripture, or using them

on his own.23 Didymus also used them as a recurrent

theme.24 In Theodoret we merely have a quotation

from Classical Greece.25 John Chrysostom has only one

instance.26

EN XXXVc: α$ γάλµατα and δαιµ�νια

Following the Psalmist, Didymus associates ‘statues’

(α$ γάλµατα) with ‘daemons’ (δαιµ�νια).

Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 800a: θεοὺ δ> λ�γει ου$  τὰ

α$ γάλµατα ου$ δ> τὰ δαιµ�νια (�κάτερα γὰρ τα�τα

θεο� λ�γονται), α$ λλ$ �κε�νου πρ< οr W λ�γο

το� θεο� γεν�µενο �θεοπο!ησεν αυ$ τού. ου$  γὰρ

θε�τητο οVτοι παρεκτικο� α$ λλὰ µ�τοχοι. Ibid.

fr. 931: γλυπτὰ γὰρ Cλολύξαντα ου$  τὰ α' ψυχα

(�µψύχου γὰρ τ< Cλολύζειν) α$ λλὰ τὰ διὰ τ(ν

α:σθητ(ν α$ γαλµάτων δηλούµενα δαιµ�νια

�κδεκτ�ον. ibid. fr. 517: Θεού φησιν ου$  τὰ

α$ γάλµατα κα� τοὺ δα!µονα α$ λλὰ τοὺ µετ�χοντα

α$ νθρ)που τ(ν το� θεο� λ�γων· �κε!νου γὰρ

θεοὺ ε_πε πρ< οr W λ�γο το� θεο� �γ�νετο.

ibid. fr. 860: Θεοὺ δ> κα� �ντα�θα λ�γεσθαι ου$  τὰ

α$ γάλµατα κα� τοὺ δα!µονα ληπτ�ον α$ λλὰ κα�

τοὺ α- γ!ου. commZacch, 4.287–288: ∆υνατ<ν κα�

περ� τ(ν α:σθητ(ν α$ φιδρυµάτων κα� τ(ν περ� αυ$ τὰ

δαιµ�νων ε:ρ8σθαι �ξολεθρεύεσθαι αυ$ τὰ α$ π< τ8

γ8. Οe τι δ> τὰ α$ γάλµατα δηλο�ται τPδε τP

προσηγορ!H, ;π< το� ;µν^δο� µαθε�ν *στιν

λ�γοντο· ‘Τὰ εFδωλα τ(ν �θν(ν α$ ργύριον κα�

χρυσ!ον, π�δα *χουσιν κα� ου$  περιπατο�σιν’,

κα� τὰ �ξ8. (288) Οe τι δ> Wµωνυµο�σιν αυ$ το�

τὰ �µφωλεύοντα το� σηκο� αυ$ τ(ν δαιµ�νια, W

προφ9τη Η$ σα�α διδάσκει. commPs 29–34, Cod.

p. 190: τ�ν θεο� προσηγορ!αν κατασπ(σ!ν τινε

�π� α' ψυχον oλην, � τὰ α$ γάλµατα θεοὺ Cνοµάζειν.

τρ�πον τινὰ ταπεινο�σιν τ�ν θεο� Cνοµασ!αν.

Cf. Athenaeus, Deipnosophistae (epitome), v. 2,1,

p. 70. Clement of Alexandria, Protrepticus, 1.7.5; 3.44.3;

4.51.6; 4.52.1; 4.53.1; 4.57.2. Origen, Cels, V: 5; 38;

VI.5; VII: 41; 64; 65; 69; VIII: 11; 18; 41. Eusebius, PE,

13 Homer, Odyssea, IV.128 (α$ ργυρ�α); X.355 (τραπ�ζα α$ ργυρ�α,
χρύσεια κάνεια); Ilias, XVIII.598 (χρυσε!α �ξ α$ ργυρ�ων

τελαµ)νων); et passim.
14 2 Macc. 5:3 (χρυσ�ων); Prov. 1:9 (χρύσεον); Song of Songs

3:10 (χρύσεον); Ecclesiasticus 6:30 (χρύσεο); 26:18
(χρύσεοι).

15 Josephus, Antiquitas Judaica, 11.187 (χρυσ�ων κα� α$ ργυρ�ων);
3.109 (κιον�κρανα α$ ργύρεα); 7.108 (χρύσεα κα� α$ ργύρεα κα�

χάλκεα); 8.90 (χρύσεα, α$ ργύρεα). Likewise, ibid. 8.91; 9.92;
11.15; 13.243; et passim.

16 Lucian of Samosata, De Syria Dea, 49 (χρύσεα κα� α$ ργύρεα); 60
(α$ ργύρεα, χρύσεα); Navigium, 39, et passim.

17 Plutarch, Sertorius, 22.3 (χρύσεα τρ�παια); Quomodo Quis Suos in
Virtute Sentiat Profectus, (χρυσ�α κρηπ!); De Unius in Republica
Dominatione, Populari Statu, et Paucorum Imperio, 826B (χρυσ�α

κρηπ!); De Pythiae Oraculis, 403B (α$ ργυρ�H); Apophthegmata
Laconica, 224A (χρύσεά τε κα� α$ ργύρεα), et passim.

18 Clement of Alexandria is one of them. Cf. Protrepticus, 2.17.2; 2.35.2;
4.52.2; 5.58.1; et passim. Ibid 6.70.2, the text is similar to that of
Scholion XXXV, and so is a passage in Hippolytus, In Danielem,
2.27.10.

19 Cf. a casual usage by Justin Martyr, Dialogus cum Tryphone, 20.4
(µ�σχον τ<ν χρύσεον).

21 Gregory of Nazianzus, Epistulae, 9.1 (χρυσ�α); 204.5 (χρυσ�α,
quoting Pindar); Funebris Oratio in Basilium Magnum, 20.1
(χρυσ�α κ!ονα); Carmina Moralia, p. 588 (χρύσεα); likewise, on
p. 901 (χρύσεα); Poemata Quae Spectant ad Alios, pp. 1470; 1539;
1543. Moreover, α$ ργύρεο and cognates, Carmina Moralia, pp. 668;
1369; Poemata Quae Spectant ad Alios, pp. 1494; 1519.

22 Gregory of Nyssa, Ad Ablabium Quod non Sint Tres Dei, v. 3,1,
pp. 53; 54; Adversus Evagrium, v. 9, p. 332; Adversus Eunomium,
1.1.40; In Canticum Canticorum, v. 6, pp. 19; 44; 82; 208; De Vita
Mosis, 1.52; 1.54; 2.170; 2.192; 2.201.

23 Eusebius, PE, 1.10.30; 2.3.23; 3.9.2; 3.9.8; 5.29.3; 5.36.1; 12.6.17; et
passim; Onomasticon, p. 114; Adversus Hieroclem, pp. 385; 388; Vita
Constantini, 3.54.4.

24 Didymus, commEccl (11–12), Cod. p. 343 (χρύσεα σκεύη and
α$ ργύρεα); ibid. Cod. p. 343 (χρύσεα κα� α$ ργυρα̃); frPs(al), fr.
146 (σκεύη χρυσ�α @ α$ ργυρ�α); commZacch, 1.205 (α$ ργυρ�οι);
2.21 (W χρύσεο κλοι� ); ibid. 1.205 (α$ ργυρ�οι κα� χρυσ�οι

σκεύεσι); ibid. 2.18 (α$ νάκλιτον χρύσεον); Fragmenta in
Proverbia, PG.39.1624.55 (κλοι< χρύσεο).

25 Theodoret, Graecarum Affectionum Curatio, 2.31 (χρυσ�^).
26 Cf. John Chrysostom, only In Sanctum Joannem, PG.59.28.11

(χρύσεον); Fragmenta in Proverbia, PG.64.664.17 (κλοι<ν

χρύσειον); a couple of other instances are spurious.
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2.6.1; 10.4.26; DE, 1.5.4; 6.20.18; Commentarius in

Isaiam, 2.45.171; 2.55.88. Ephraem Syrus, Encomium

in Gloriosos Martyres; Qui in Toto Mundo Martyrium

Sunt, p. 168. Severianus of Gabala, De Tribus Pueris,

PG.56.598.48. Pseudo-Justin QetR, 405D (or, Pseudo-

Theodoret, QetR, p. 43). Theodoret, De Quaestionibus

Ambiguis in Libros Regnorum et Paralipomenon,

PG.80.793.9; Graecarum Affectionum Curatio, 7.46. Cyril

of Alexandria, In Isaiam, PG.70.469.31. Pseudo-John of

Damascus, De Sancto Artemio, PG.96.1300.5. Once

again, Enarratio in Prophetam Isaiam, 5.158; 10.237.

EN XXXVd: �φεδρεύοντα πνεύµατα (‘the

spirits which dwell in’)

This is a formulation by Origen,27 but it was Eusebius

who made much of it.28 Otherwise, usage among

Christian authors is almost non-existent,29 except for

Didymus, who employed the idea abundantly by means

of the verb �φεδρεύειν.

Didymus, commPs 22–26.10, Cod. p. 85: ε: κα�

�φεδρεύουσ!ν µοι οO παγιδευτα� κα� θηρευτα�

λαβε�ν θ�λοντε κα� τ<ν π�δα µου ]σπερ ε: τ�ν

παγ!δα βροχ!σαι, α$ λλ$ �γi διὰ παντ< *χων πρ<

τ<ν κύριον τοὺ Cφθαλµοὺ ου$  πάσχω το�το.

commPs 29–34, Cod. p. 142: µ� γὰρ ε[ πειρασµ�.

�άν τι οjν παρακαλ�σα ?υσθP α$ π� τινο @ α$ π�

τινων, πάλιν Wρd α' λλα �φεδρεύοντα, κα� πάλιν

περ� �κε!νων εuχεται· θλ!βουσιν γὰρ αυ$ τ<ν

τὰ προσδοκ)µενα. commPs 40–44.4, Cod. p. 291:

πολλοὺ *χει W τοιο�το �χθρού, πολλοὺ

�φεδρεύοντα *χει . . . κα� πολλοὺ *χει τοὺ

�φεδρεύοντα· ?ύσεται γὰρ αυ$ τ<ν W θε< �κ τ(ν

χειρ(ν αυ$ τ(ν. frPs(al), fr. 91: οoτω γὰρ α$ βλαβ(

διατελ�σαι δυν9σοµαι, µυρ!ων �φεδρευ�ντων

�χθρ(ν Wρατ(ν τε κα� α$ οράτων. Ibid. fr. 904: Ο-  �ν

το� πρακτικο� κα� �ν το� τ8 γν)σεω τ8

α$ ληθε!α κατορθ(ν πολλοὺ τοὺ �φεδρεύοντα

�πιβουλευτικ( *χει, α$ λλὰ πάντων αυ$ τ(ν

περιγ!νεται �νδυσάµενο τ�ν πανοπλ!αν το� θεο�.

In Genesin, Cod. p.222: Ο- πούποτε γὰρ αE ν � W αe γιο,

καE ν �ν τελει�τητι, �φεδρεύουσαν *χει τ�ν ζάλην

κα� τ8 γενητ8 φύσεω τ< τρεπτ�ν.

Once again, Theodore of Mopsuestia’s language

runs parallel to that of the Scholia.30

EN XXXVe: Psalm 95:5

Christian authors laid a great deal of emphasis on

Psalm 95:5, where ‘pagan gods’ are said to be ‘dae-

mons’. Most of them, including Theodoret and

Didymus, had a comment to make on this.

Justin Martyr, Apologia, 41.1; Dialogus cum

Tryphone, 55.2; 73.2; 73.3; 79.4; 83.4. Clement of

Alexandria, Protrepticus, 4.62.4. Origen, Cels, III.2;

III.37; IV.29; VII.65; VII.69; VIII.3; homEx, p. 226.

Eusebius, PE, 1.4.2; 4.16.20; DE, 1.4.2; Commentarius

in Isaiam, 2.20; 2.21; commPs, PG.23.148.44.

Athanasius, Expositiones in Psalmos, PG.27.416.29.

Basil of Caesarea, Epistulae, 8.3; 189.5. Gregory of

Nyssa, Ad Eustathium de Sancta Trinitate, v. 3,1, p. 9; In

Inscriptiones Psalmorum, v. 5, p. 170; Adversus

Eunomium, 24; De Engastrimytho, p. 105. Cyril of

Alexandria, In Sanctum Joannem, v. 2, p. 668; expPs,

PG.69.1244.48–51. John Chrysostom, In Principium

Actorum, PG.51.73.23–24. Didymus, commZacch, 5.94;

commPs 40–44.4, Cod. p. 324; frPs(al), frs. 613a; 762;

931; Fragmenta in Epistulam ii ad Corinthios, p. 23.

Theodoret, Interpretatio in Psalmos, PG.80.1645.31;

Epistulae 96–147, Epistle 147. Pseudo-Theodoret (or

Pseudo-Justin), QetR, p. 130. Pseudo-Justin, Martyrium

Ignatii, 2.4.

Quoting Psalms 113:12 and 134:15

The authors that did so are fewer than those quoting

Psalm 95:5.

27 Origen, Cels, VIII.18: δαιµ�νων λ!χνων �φεδρευ�ντων το�

α$ ψύχοι. frLuc, fr. 197 in Catena in Lucam, p. 104: �φεδρεύειν τοὺ

πολεµ!ου =ντα . . . πνευµατικὰ τ8 πονηρ!α. Cf. Methodius of
Olympus, Symposium, oration 6.1: ∆ι< δ� κα� τὰ πνευµατικὰ τ8

πονηρ!α �ρ(σιν αυ$ τ8 κα� �φεδρεύουσι.
28 Eusebius, Commentarius in Isaiam, 1.69: *ν τε το� ;µετ�ροι

Oερο� τε κα� ναο� κα� � δ� θεο� �φεδρεύοντε πονηρο�

δα!µονε. Ibid. 1.70: σηµα!νει γὰρ διὰ τούτων τ<ν �φεδρεύοντα

τK *θνει δα!µονα πονηρ�ν. Vita Constantini, 1.49.1: �φεδρεύειν

α$ πηγγ�λλετο θ9ρ, το� πονηρο� δα!µονο ]σπερ α- µιλλωµ�νου

το� παρὰ τK θεοφιλε� πραττοµ�νοι τα$ ναντ!α κατεργάζεσθαι.

29 To those cited only Basil of Ancyra should be added. De Virginitatis
Integritate, PG.30.737.52–53: φυλάττεσθαι δε� τὰ τ(ν δαιµ�νων

�πηρε!α, α$ οράτω �φεδρευούσα +µ�ν. An interesting (and much
later) instance of Arethas using this rare expression should be
noticed. Scripta Minora, Opus 4, p. 40: α$ π� τε το� α$ ποκτ�ννοντο

γράµµατο κα� τ(ν �φεδρευ�ντων δαιµ�νων τα� προσβολα�

α$ ποµάχεται.
30 Theodore of Mopsuestia, Catena in Epistulam ii ad Timotheum (cod.

Paris. Coislin. 204), p. 61: διὰ τ< πλ8θο τ(ν �πιβουλευ�ντων κα�

�φεδρευ�ντων δαιµ�νων.
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Origen, frPs, 113, 13; 134, 15–18. Athanasius,

Contra Gentes, 14; 45. Eusebius, commPs,

PG.23.1356.35–42. John Chrysostom, Expositiones

in Psalmos, PG.55: 310.14–21; 398.21–26. Cyril of

Alexandria, In Isaiam, PG.70.929.13–15. Cassian

the Sabaite (Pseudo-Didymus), De Trinitate (lib. 3)

(quoting Psalm 113:12), PG.39.940.4–11. Theodoret,

Graecarum Affectionum Curatio, 10.105; Interpretatio in

Psalmos, PG.80: 1793.41–45; 1917.47–52.

As canvassed in EN XXXi, Theodoret is the

sole author known to have written a treatise on

1 Paralipomenon (or 1 Chronicon). In fact, Psalm 95:5

(Xτι πάντε οO θεο� τ(ν �θν(ν δαιµ�νια, W δ> κύριο

τοὺ ου$ ρανοὺ �πο!ησεν) has a parallel in 1 Para-

lipomenon 16:26 (Xτι πάντε οO θεο� τ(ν �θν(ν

εFδωλα, κα� W θε< +µ(ν ου$ ραν<ν �πο!ησεν) (which

in turn has a parallel in Wisdom of Solomon, 15:15). In

Psalm 95:5, the deities of the nations are ‘daemons’, in

1 Paralipomenon 16:26, they are ‘idols’. Otherwise, the

passages are identical.

Cf. Athanasius, Expositiones in Psalmos,

PG.27.525.35–40; Epistula ad Epictetum, 1. Eusebius,

commPs, PG.23.1005.31–34; PG.24.32.39f. Apollinaris

of Laodicea, Fragmenta in Psalmos, frs. 72; 270.

Theodoret (on Psalms 113:12 and 134:15), Queastiones

in Octateuchum, p. 33; commIs, 9; Interpretatio in Psal-

mos, PG.80.1917.42–43; Interpretatio in Ezechielem,

PG.81.1000.42–46. Clement of Alexandria quotes, ‘all

gods of the nations are idols or daemons’, Protrepticus,

4.62.4.

The recurring references in Revelation to ‘idols’,

‘idolaters’, and ‘idolothytes’ (‘meats sacrificed unto

idols’),31 impels relevant comments, which we indeed

come upon in Scholia XIII, XVI, and in the present one.

In this Scholion, Didymus is no more involved

than any other author. The rhetorical style of the open-

ing of the comment is reminiscent of Cassian (discussed

in Scholion IV, note 3 to the Greek text, and in EN

XXXIa). This is therefore one more Scholion written by

Cassian himself.

EN XXXVf: βιβλαρ!διον

The term has a unique parallel in Diogenes Laertius,

Vitae Philosophorum, 6.3: βιβλαρ!ου καινο�. Apart

from the Book of Revelation, the only instance where

the word βιβλαρ!διον is used is that by Hermas (Pastor,

5.3 and 8.3) indicating a book given from on high and

presumed to contain a revealed truth. Eusebius assures

that Irenaeus ‘not only knew, but also accepted’ the

authority of the Pastor. Irenaeus, Adversus Haereses

(liber 4), fr. 8, apud Eusebius, HE, 5.8.7. Eusebius,

though styling this book a ‘controversial’ one (τ(ν

α$ ντιλεγοµ�νων. . . κα� το�το πρ< µ�ν τινων

α$ ντιλ�λεκται, HE, 3.3.6), adds that the greetings that

Paul sent to Hermas (Rom. 16:14) refer to the author ‘of

the book entitled Pastor’. Clement of Alexandria

unreservedly draws on, or quotes from, Hermas (Stro-

mateis, 1.17.854; 1.29.181.1; 2.1.3.5). Origen used the

Pastor extensively, but there is some evolution in the

degree of authority he granted it. In his early works,

such as Princ, he quotes from the book unreservedly,

but he changed Hermas’ word βιβλαρ!διον to βιβλ!ον.

He rebukes implicitly those ‘who despise this book’.

Princ, IV.2.4 (Philocalia, 1.11): ∆ιὰ το�το +µε� κα� τ<

�ν τK ;π� τινων καταφρονουµ�ν^ βιβλ!^, τK

Ποιµ�νι, περ� το� προστάσσεσθαι τ<ν Ε- ρµα̃ν ‘δύο

γράψαι βιβλ!α’, κα� µετὰ τα�τα αυ$ τ<ν ‘α$ ναγγ�λλειν

το� πρεσβυτ�ροι τ8 �κκλησ!α’ αn  µεµάθηκεν ;π<

το� πνεύµατο, οoτω διηγούµεθα. *στι δ> + λ�ξι

αoτη· ‘γράψει δύο βιβλ!α, κα� δ)σει Sν Κλ9µεντι

κα� Sν ΓραπτP. κα� Γραπτ� µ>ν νουθετ9σει τὰ

χ9ρα κα� τοὺ Cρφανού, Κλ9µη δ> π�µψει ε: τὰ

*ξω π�λει, σὺ δ> α$ ναγγελε� το� πρεσβυτ�ροι τ8

�κκλησ!α’. Throughout his commJohn (written in

both Alexandria and Palestine), Origen draws on the

book as a matter of course, regarding this as an add-

itional source of authority alongside the Old Testament:

commJohn. I.17.103: �ξ ου$ κ =ντων τὰ =ντα �πο!ησεν

W θε�, � + µ9τηρ τ(ν �πτὰ µαρτύρων �ν

Μακκαβαϊκο� κα� W τ8 µετανο!α α' γγελο �ν τK

Ποιµ�νι �δ!δαξε. Ibid. XXXII. 16.187–188: �κθ9σοµεν

σαφηνε!α qνεκεν τοια�τα. Πρ(τον πάντων

π!στευσον Xτι ε[ *στιν W θε�, W τὰ πάντα κτ!σα κα�

καταρτ!σα κα� ποι9σα �κ το� µ� =ντο ε: τ< ε_ναι

τὰ πάντα. Cf. Origen: frOs, PG.13.828 (Philocalia, 8.3):

κα� �ν τK Ποιµ�νι δ> τ�ν ο:κοδοµ�ν το� πύργου, διὰ

πολλ(ν µ>ν λ!θων ο:κοδοµουµ�νην, �ξ �ν< δ>

λ!θου φαινοµ�νην ε_ναι τ�ν ο:κοδοµ9ν, τ! α' λλο @

τ�ν �κ πολλ(ν συµφων!αν κα� �ν�τητα σηµα!νει +

31 Cf. Rev. 2:14 (ε:δωλ�θυτα); 2:20 (ε:δωλ�θυτα); 9:20 (εFδωλα); 21:8
(ε:δωλολάτραι); 22:15 (ε:δωλολάτραι).
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γραφ9; Only toward the end of his life did Origen con-

cede that it takes ‘some boldness’ to quote from this

book, which ‘is not universally accepted as a sacred one

within the churches’. commMatt, 14.21: ε: δ> χρ�

τολµ9σαντα κα� α$ π� τινο φεροµ�νη µ>ν �ν τα�

�κκλησ!αι γραφ8, ου$  παρὰ πα̃σι δ>

Wµολογουµ�νη ε_ναι θε!α, τ< τοιο�τον

παραµυθ9σασθαι, ληφθε!η αE ν τ< α$ π< το� Ποιµ�νο.

Athanasius quoted from this book unreservedly (De

Decretis Nicaenae Synodi, 18.3; De Incarnatione Verbi,

3.1): he believed that it is a ‘most beneficial book’ (διὰ

τ8 zφελιµωτάτη β!βλου το� Ποιµ�νο· De Incarn.

loc. cit.). Nevertheless, Athanasius relates that, during

the Council of Nicaea, all those who supported the Ari-

anizing views of Eusebius used the foregoing passage

from Hermas (‘Πρ(τον πάντων π!στευσον, etc.) in

order to argue that not only the Son, but also everyone

and everything in the world, is ‘from God’ (Ad Episcopos

in Africa, PG.26.1037, quoted also by Theodoret, HE,

p. 35). Didymus appeals to the book and quotes from it

without a hint of reservation, regarding it as a Patristic

text of equal authority with the Epistle of Barnabas

(commZacch, 4.312; commPs 35–39, Cod. p. 262).

Didymus seems to be the last Christian author to make

use of the Pastor. Nevertheless, unlike Origen, who sub-

stituted the word βιβλαρ!διον for βιβλ!ον, Didymus

maintained Hermas’ term βιβλαρ!διον in the relevant

points of Revelation, which probably was the noun used

by the author of Revelation himself. Alternatively, dif-

ferent MSS use terms such as βιβλ!ον, βιβλιδάριον,

βιβλάριον.
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EXPANDED NOTES TO SCHOLION XXXVI

EN XXXVIa: φων� τ8 βροντ8 ‹σ›ου

�ν τK τροχK (Psalm 76:19)

A problem with earlier editions by Harnack and Turner

is that some of their emendations result in a hardly

intelligible text. A case in point is the following.

Notwithstanding his own conjectural restoration of the

text, Turner states that he nonetheless ‘cannot translate

it as it stands’. His following remark shows his approach

to this text (and its limitations):

‘What is the relation of “wheel” and “thunder”?

I can only answer by recalling that one I knew well, who

always loved thunder, used to call it “the noise of the

chariot-wheels of God upon the mountains”. Only

in the movement of the wheel can the resemblance to

thunder be found. But how the “great words” come in I

cannot say, unless the movement of the wheel is parallel

to the utterance of the thought. I do not pretend that the

emendation I offer is more than an attempt to get the

idea of the passage: it is not near enough to the ductus

litterarum to claim to restore the exact wording.’ 1

However, the text can be restored, once clear

parallels are discovered. It is a common practice of some

ancient Christian theologians to repeat themselves

using the same phraseology. We should be grateful that

Didymus employed this methodology (or habit) in

abundance. In any event, concerning this point of the

Scholion, the ideas involved can be traced back to

earlier theologians. Granted, Didymus’ text was not

known at the time when Turner wrote his foregoing

remark. However, it can be shown by argument that the

specific point was introduced by Origen.

The notion of ‘wheel’ is par excellence one that

fits neatly into Origen’s thought, particularly his

philosophy of History. His tenet of recurrent worlds

could make the cosmic ‘cycles’ analogous to a ‘wheel’.

As I have canvassed extensively in my book about his

cosmology and ontology of time, cosmic periods are

consummated at the same moment when divine

Judgement takes place. Considering the crucial cosmo-

logical and existential consequences of this Judgement,

it is at that moment that the ‘voice’ of God is most

clearly heard. The ‘thunder’, which betokens the ‘voice’

of God, is indeed loudly heard upon consummation

of a cosmic period, which is the beginning of the next

cosmic ‘cycle’. In view of this underlying context, it is

all but a coincidence that the next Scholion XXXVII

deals with the issue of Judgement.

Following this, the notion of ‘rolling’ expresses the

volatile and precarious processes of History. ‘Wheel’

(τροχ�) is the medium through which the knowledge

of God is imparted and becomes accessible to human

beings. What is this medium? What else could it

possibly be other than space-time?2 The spatio-temporal

reality, within which God acts and speaks to rational

creatures, is the ‘wheel’, whose volatility and pre-

cariousness Origen expressed in the clearest terms,

espousing the notion of dramatic time.3

The ‘voice’ of God is heard only within the milieu of

History, since nowhere else does God speak.4 In order to

manifest Himself and to administer His will within

History, God makes use of what is available within this

world: the mutable and fleeting things, which make up

human life in its historical course. It is through this

‘wheel’ of fleeting historical things and circumstances

that God makes Himself known. The various manifesta-

tions of this ‘wheel’ (viz. historical occurrences) are the

means through which God can only be seen ‘through a

glass darkly’. Origen made this idea clear at another

point, where τροχ� is taken to indicate divine judge-

ment and punishment.5 By the same token, ‘wheel’

denotes the ‘divine fire’.6 Since the reasons for God’s

action are ineffable, it was natural for the ‘wheels’ seen by

Ezekiel to have been described as ‘the divine mysteries’.7

1 Turner (above, p. 87 n. 626), p. 13.
2 I have canvassed this in PHE, chapters 10 and 11.
3 COT, pp. 371–76. Cf. Didymus, frPs(al) (‘wheel’ suggesting

‘volatility’), fr. 841.
4 PHE, pp. 399–400.
5 Origen, expProv, PG.17.213.15–18, commenting on Prov. 20:26

(λικµ9τωρ α$ σεβ(ν βασιλεὺ σοφ< κα� �πιβαλε� αυ$ το�

τροχ�ν). The comment goes thus: Λικµ9τωρ α$ σεβ(ν W Χριστ�

�στιν· �πιβαλε� δ> το� α$ σεβ�σιν ]σπερ λ�ων θ9ρα· τροχ< δ�, 

αe λωνο χωρ!ζων τὰ α' χυρα α$ π< το� σ!του· @ τροχ<ν �πιβαλε�

τ�ν α$ ναπ�διστον τιµωρ!αν.
6 Origen, frPs, 49, 3, ‘wheel’ as the ‘divine fire’: Πάντα κα� W

µακάριο �θεάσατο ∆ανι9λ· Ποταµ< γὰρ προσε�λκε *µπροσθεν

αυ$ το�, κα� W θρ�νο αυ$ το� φλ<ξ πυρ�, κα� τροχ< αυ$ το� π�ρ

φλ�γον.
7 Origen, Dial, 28: Ι$ εζεκι�λ βλ�πων τὰ Χερουβ!µ, βλ�πων τοὺ

τροχού, τὰ α$ π�ρρητα µυστ9ρια. Cf. selEz, PG.13.804.3.
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Following this, there should be no difficulty in

accepting a certain catena-fragment recording Origen’s

exegesis of Psalm 76:19: ‘wheel’ is either ‘human life,

according to Ezekiel’, or ‘this aeon’, or ‘this sensible

world’.8 Each of these exegeses is an illustration

which portrays salient features of Origen’s philosophy

of History.

It would have been easier for Turner to understand

this passage of Scholion XXXVI, had he read the Suda

lexicon, where an ad hoc lemma explains this Psalmic

verse, namely, Psalm 76:19.9 The intervention of God

in History is understood from a Hebraic point of view,

which intimates the crossing of the Red Sea and God’s

miraculous action. The sea was turned into a whirlpool

causing the death of the Egyptians and the salvation

of the Jewish people, which is also a point proposed as

an alternative exegesis by Origen in the foregoing

passage: he understood both the passage of the Red Sea

and God’s acts surrounding the event by means of this

notion of ‘wheel’ (τροχ�).

The fact that the Suda included this lemma reflects

a particular interest in that verse of the Psalms in

Christian antiquity. This exegesis had been produced

by Theodoret: the text of the Suda lemma is in fact a

quotation from him.10 Notwithstanding the fact that

the Suda was a later composition, when Cassian was

writing this Scholion, he had a clear grasp of what the

notion of ‘wheel’ meant, which he duly put into use.

Theodoret was a favourite authority of lexicographers,

not only on theology, but also on Greek grammar and

syntax.11 His treatise On the Providence was used not

only for theological reasons, but also for confirming an

authoritatively correct syntax in Greek.12 For that

reason, lexica took account of Theodoret in several

ways, but in the meantime intellectuals such as Cassian

took advantage of them.

This passage of the Psalms did not invite the atten-

tion of many Christian authors. Those who dealt with it,

however, are by no means minor ones: Athanasius of

Alexandria, Basil of Caesarea, and Olympiodorus the

deacon of Alexandria. Even the recently identified

mysterious figure of Julian, the fourth-century Arian,

concerned himself with producing an exegesis of

this passage. Above all, however, it was Eusebius of

Caesarea who dealt with this Psalmic passage, and

furnished illuminating accounts of it. No author other

than Eusebius ever yielded such a comprehensive

explanation of the notion of ‘wheel’, which appears

barely intelligible to modern scholars. The following

text is the source for more than one Scholion, and

especially the present one.

Eusebius, commPs, PG.23.897–900: Φων� τ8

βροντ8 σου, φησ!ν, �ν τK τροχK· βροντ�ν δ>

�ντα�θα τ< κ9ρυγµα τ< ευ$ αγγελικ<ν α:ν!ττεται.

Ω-  γὰρ φων� βροντ8 ου$ ράνιο τυγχάνει βο9,

κα� πα̃σαν α$ νθρωπ!νην ;περβάλλουσα δύναµιν,

τ<ν αυ$ τ<ν τρ�πον κα� τ< ευ$ αγγελικ<ν κ9ρυγµα,13

ου$ ράνιον τυγχάνον, ου$ κ α$ νθρωπ!νην περιε�χεν

:σχύν. Ου$ δ> γὰρ �κ θνητ8 βουλ8 �ρµα̃το· σὺν

θεϊκP δ> δυνάµει τ<ν σύµπαντα �πλ9ρου κ�σµον.

∆ι< κα� τοὺ α$ ποστ�λου αυ$ το� W Σωτ�ρ

βοαν8ργε zν�µαζεν, Xπερ �ρµηνεύεται υOο�

βροντ8. Ου$ κο�ν κα� �ντα�θα α$ κολούθω το�

*µπροσθεν εFρηται· Φων? τ�� βροντ�� σου �ν τB

τροχB. Τροχ<ν δ> σηµα!νει τ<ν σύµπαντα β!ον·

�πε� κα� �ν τK Ε$ ζεκι�λ τροχ< �ν τροχK λ�λεκται W

σύµπα τ(ν α$ νθρ)πων β!ο.14 Ε' στι µ>ν οjν τροχ<

W κ�σµο σφαιροειδ� sν, κυκλοφορητικ( τε

κινούµενο. Ε$ ντα�θα δ> τροχ< W τ(ν α$ νθρ)πων

�στ� β!ο, α' παυστον τ�ν στροφ�ν ποιούµενο· δι<

κα� τροχ< �ν τB τροχB εFρηται. Κατὰ δ> τ<ν

Α$ κύλαν, Φων? βροντ�� σου �ν τB τροχB· κατὰ δ> τ<ν

8 Origen, frPs, 76, 18–19: δι< κα� τ<ν ευ$ αγγελιστ�ν υO<ν βροντ8

�πεκάλεσε. Τροχ<ν δ> τ(ν α$ νθρ)πων τ<ν β!ον, � �κ το�

Ι$ εζεχι�λ *στι µαθε�ν. Α' λλο δ> φων�ν �ν τK τροχK, +ν!κα

�ν�δησε τοὺ α' ξονα τ(ν α:γυπτ!ων α- ρµάτων. selPs,
PG.12.1540.40–42: Ο-  τροχ< @ τ<ν α:(να σηµα!νει το�τον, @ τ<ν

κ�σµον τ<ν α:σθητ�ν.
9 Suda lexicon, Alphabetic letter tau, entry 1074: Τροχ�· ∆αβ!δ·

φων? τ�� βροντ�� σου �ν τB τροχB. περ� τ8 �ρυθρα̃ θαλάσση·

φησ� γὰρ + Oστορ!α, Xτι ν�του πνεύσαντο διGρ�θη τ<

π�λαγο, το� δ> α$ �ρο συστρεφοµ�νου κα� τ(ν νεφ(ν

συνισταµ�νων W α' νεµο τ!κτεται. Cf. ibid. Alphabetic letter
phi, entry 656.

10 Theodoret, Interpretatio in Psalmos, PG.80.1481.16–20: Ν�του γάρ,
] φησιν + Oστορ!α, βια!ου πν�οντο, διGρ�θη τ< π�λαγο· το� 

δ> α$ �ρο συστρεφοµ�νου, κα� τ(ν νεφ(ν συνισταµ�νων, W
α' νεµο τ!κτεται.

11 See quotations in Introduction, p. 70, note 531.
12 Lexicon Syntacticum, Alphabetic letter alpha, p. 18, lemma 70:

α$ ν�χοµαι, Xτε σηµα!νει τ< καταφρον(, � τ< ‘α$ ν�χοµα! σου το�

θράσου’· κα� παρὰ τK Θεοδωρ9τ^ �ν το� Περ� τP προνο!α

λ�γοι α$ ε� γενικP. Ibid. Alphabetic letter alpha, p. 25, lemma 323:
α$ φαιρο�µα! σε χρηµάτων κα� χρ9µατα· κα� παρὰ Θεοδωρ9τ^,
λ�γ^ qκτ^ Περ� προνο!α· ‘τ<ν πλο�τον W λGστ� µ�νον

α$ φαιρε�ται τ<ν κεκτηµ�νον’, α$ λλὰ κα� ‘W συκοφάντη α$ φε!λετ�

σε τ(ν δεσµ(ν’.
13 Cf. Scholion XXXVI.
14 See above, Origen, selPs, 76, 18–19.
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Σύµµαχον, Ηr χο� βροντ�� σου �ν τB τροχB· κατὰ δ>

τ<ν Θεοδοτ!ωνα, Φων? βροντ�� σου �ν τB τροχB.

Κα� θ�α Xπω κατὰ πάντα τοὺ �ρµηνευτὰ τροχ#�

zν�µασται· �πε� κα� + Ε- βραϊκ� λ�ξι βαγελγ	λ

περι�χει, Xπερ �στ�ν �ν τB τροχB· οoτω δ>

zν�µασται κα� �ν τK Ε$ ζεκι9λ. Ε' νθα γεν�µενο,

παρασηµει)σG, � κα� + θε!α Γραφ� τ< περι�χον

τροχ< ο_δε. ∆ι< σφαιροειδ8 φασιν ε_ναι τ<ν

κ�σµον. Ε$ πε� κα� �ν τK Ε' σδρα W Ζοροβάβελ τὰ

νικητ9ρια α$ πην�γκατο παρὰ τK βασιλε� ε:ρηκ)·

Μ�γα� 7 ου
 ραν)�, κα� µ�γα� 7 oλιο�, Lτι στρ�φεται �ν

τB κύκλ[ το! ου
 ρανο!, κα� �παν�ρχεται ε/� τ#ν \διον

τ)πον �ν =µ�ρU µιY. Τα�τα µ>ν οjν κατὰ φυσικ�ν

θεωρ!αν. Τὰ δ> προκε!µενα θεσπ!ζει τ8

ευ$ αγγελικ8 θεοφανε!α τ�ν δύναµιν· κα� � δι $

αυ$ τ8 τὰ πλ9θη µ>ν τ(ν �θν(ν τ<ν Θε<ν �π�γνω, αO

δ> α' βυσσοι �ταράχθησαν, αO δ> προλεχθε�σαι

νεφ�λαι *δωκαν φων9ν, κα� ]στε τὰ β�λη αυ$ το�

διεπορεύθη, κα� � φων� τ8 βροντ8 αυ$ το�

γ�γονεν �ν τK τροχK.

Therefore, according to Eusebius, ‘wheel’ denotes

‘human life’ (W τ(ν α$ νθρ)πων β!ο), which is an

‘incessant’ course, indeed a ‘wheel’ which ‘does not

cease to rotate’ (α' παυστον τ�ν στροφ�ν ποιού-

µενο). He remarks that ‘the Holy Scripture knows of

wheel as a receptacle’ (κα� + θε!α Γραφ� τ< περι�χον

τροχ< ο_δε). Consequently, the author of the Scholion

says, ‘once you have grasped the meaning of wheel,

then you shall also grasp the meaning of thunder’. In

other words, ‘thunder’ is the voice of God heard within

the historical process.

Therefore, the author of this Scholion knew of the

foregoing analysis by Eusebius, and he undoubtedly

was aware of Origen’s accounts in the first place.

This is all the more probable, since a passage of

Cels (where Origen refers to ‘thunder’) has the word

µεγαλοφ)νων15 in association with βροντ9,16 which is

the word used at this point of Scholion XXXVI. Didymus

also has this combination,17 no doubt following Origen.

Furthermore, the author of De Trinitate, who is none

other than Cassian himself, uses this exegesis expressly.

De Trinitate (lib. 2.8–27), PG.39.684.6–8: διὰ δ> τ8

βροντ8 τ�ν πανταχο� φθάσασαν κα� µετὰ φ�βου

;ποδεχθε�σαν χάριν το� βαπτ!σµατο α:ν!ττεται·

διὰ δ> το� τροχο�, τ<ν α' στατον κα� α$ λλ�κοτον

β!ον.

What is unique about Didymus is that he returns

to this notion of ‘wheel’ at different points of his work,

whereas other authors dealt with it only in passing.

Didymus, commEccl (7–8.8), Cod. p. 225: + καρδ!α

πολλάκι 0δη εFρηται Xτι τ<ν νο�ν σηµα!νει. W

νο� δ> ου$  λοξ( ου$ δ> ε: ευ$ θε�αν χωρε�, α$ λλὰ περ�

�αυτ<ν στρ�φεται. αυ$ τ!κα γο�ν κα! τινε τ(ν *ξω

ε:ρ9κασιν, Xτι αO νο9σει ]σπερ τροχο! ε:σιν κα�

κύκλοι στρεφ�µενοι. Xταν γὰρ W νο� περ� τὰ *ξω

τε!νG �αυτ<ν κα� τ(ν α:σθητ(ν θ�λG φαντασ!αν

δ�χεσθαι, ου$ κ *στιν περ� �αυτ�ν, ου$  στρ�φεται

περ� �αυτ�ν. Xταν δ> νοP κα� �αυτK �πιστάνG,

αυ$ τ� �στιν κα� τ< νοο�ν κα� τ< νοούµενον. W γὰρ

κατ $  �ν�ργειαν νο� α$ ε� τ< νοε�ν *χει, κα� ου$ κ *στιν

Xτε χε�ται �π� τὰ *ξω.

This passage manifests the amazing memory and

learning of Didymus. Using remarkable Aristotelian

terms (such as τ< νοο�ν κα� τ< νοούµενον), his

remark about ‘those from without’ (τιν> τ(ν *ξω),

who expounded this theory of knowledge, actually

points to Aristotle reflecting after Plato, as already

discussed on pp. 370–73. In fact Didymus refers to the

Timaeus, having in mind a passage from Phaedrus as

well.18 This passage of the Timaeus had received a

comment by Plutarch, of which Didymus was no doubt

aware.19 When, therefore, he refers to ‘those from with-

out’, he had in mind Plato and Plutarch, as much as his

contemporary Proclus.20 The Aristotelian vocabulary is

simply his own, and Theodoret, as well as Cassian him-

self, treasured this exegesis of the Alexandrian master.

It then hardly comes as a surprise that Theodore of

Mopsuestia produced an exegesis of the same Psalmic

15 The characteristic term µεγαλοφων!α was discussed in EN XXVk.
16 Origen, Cels, VI.77: κα� εF τινε ε:σ�ν �κ λ�γων τ�ν γ�νεσιν

λαβ�ντε µεγαλοφ)νων, οhτινε ου$ δ>ν α$ ποδ�ουσι νοητ8

‘βροντ8’.
17 Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 993: Βροντ8 α$ κούοντα τὰ =ρη τουτ�στιν

τ<ν κατὰ τ�ν πρ�νοιαν µεγαλοφ)νω γιν�µενον λ�γον δειλιd.
18 Plato, Phaedrus, 247d; Timaeus, 37c. See EN XXXIq.
19 Cf. a comment on Plato by Plutarch: De Animae Procreatione in 

Timaeo, 1031D. Cf. similar comments on the same point by
Themistius, In Aristotelis Libros de Anima Paraphrasis, v. 5,3,
p. 96: Πλάτων µ>ν γὰρ κύκλοι α$ φοµοιο� τὰ �νεργε!α το�

νο� τK τε ευ$ τρ�χ^ κα� τK CρθK. Proclus, In Platonis Timaeum
Commentaria, v. 2, pp. 312; 314. Hermias of Alexandria, In Platonis
Phaedrum Scholia, pp. 124; 229. Stobaeus, Anthologium, 1.49.28;
1.50.41.

20 See discussion above, EN XXXIq.
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passage, urging that ‘wheel’ bespeaks the destruction of

the Egyptians in the Red Sea.21

C. H. Turner declared himself unable to translate,

indeed to understand, this passage. Once however

Origen’s cosmology and concept of time are recalled,

along with the specific analyses of Eusebius, this point

is not difficult to interpret. Τροχ� (‘wheel’) is the

volatile human activity making up the drama of

History. Βροντ� (‘thunder’) is the voice of God, which

was heard at the various epiphanies of the Logos at

critical moments of biblical history.

This Scholion does indeed draw on Eusebius’

analysis interpreting ‘thunder’ as ‘the preaching of the

gospel’.22 The ensuing remarks of the Scholion, on

‘wheel’ and ‘cycle’, evince Eusebius to be the source

Cassian draws on, while he also has Didymus in his

mind.

EN XXXVIb: υPοὺ� βροντ�� κεκληµ�νου

διὰ τ�ν µεγαλοφων!αν

Only a few identifiable authors used this idiom.

Origen, commMatt, 12.32: @ τ8 ‘βροντ8 υOο!’

κα� γενν)µενοι α$ π< τ8 µεγαλοφων!α το� θεο�

βροντ(ντο κα� µεγάλα ου$ ραν�θεν βο(ντο το�

*χουσιν ‘fτα’ κα� σοφο�. Ibid. 12.33: α$ λλὰ κα� το�

τ8 ‘βροντ8’ υOο� γεννηθε�σιν α$ π< µεγαλοφων!α

τουτ�στιν α$ π< βροντ8, ου$ ραν!ου χρ9µατο.

Gregory of Nyssa, Adversus Eunomium, 2.1.119:

κα! µοι δοκε� W τ8 βροντ8 υO< Ι$ ωάννη W τP

µεγαλοφων!H τ(ν κατ $  αυ$ τ<ν δογµάτων ;περη-

χ9σα τὰ προλαβ�ντα κηρύγµατα.

Basil of Caesarea, Homiliae in Psalmos,

PG.29.292.15–20: ∆υνατ<ν δ� σοι κα� κατὰ τ<ν

�κκλησιαστικ<ν λ�γον τ�ν µετὰ τ< βάπτισµα

γινοµ�νην �κ τ8 µεγαλοφων!α το� Ευ$ αγγελ!ου

�ν τα� ψυχα� τ(ν 0δη τελειουµ�νων παράδοσιν

βροντ�ν Cνοµάζειν. Οe τι γὰρ βροντ� τ<

Ευ$ αγγ�λιον, δηλο�σιν οO παρὰ το� Κυρ!ου

µετονοµασθ�ντε µαθητα� κα� υOο� βροντ8.

Didymus, commEccl (11–12), Cod. p. 355: οoτω κα�

οVτοι α$ π< τ8 µεγαλοφων!α �χρηµάτισαν ‘υOο�

βροντ8’. frPs(al), fr. 117: W θε< ευ$ θὺ ου$ ραν�θεν

βροντd, 0τοι διὰ τ8 µεγαλοφων!α τ(ν

πληρουµ�νων λ�γων ;π< Ι$ ησο�.

Epiphanius of Salamis, Panarion, v. 3, p. 278: α$ λλά

γε πρ< τούτου Ι$ ωάννη, W υO< =ντω βροντ8, τP

ο:κε!H µεγαλοφων!H.

Theodoret, Eranistes, p. 234: Π�ρα γο�ν W

προφ9τη Η- σα�α αυ$ τὰ µ>ν τὰ τ(ν παθ(ν αυ$ το�

διεξιiν Fχνη πρ< το� α' λλοι �πιφ�ρει κα� το�το

µεγαλοφωνοτ�ρH βοP τ�· ‘Κα� εFδοµεν αυ$ τ�ν, κα�

ου$ κ ε_χεν ε_δο οuτε κάλλο’· HE, p. 15: σύµφωνα

γο�ν τούτοι βοd κα� W µεγαλοφων�τατο Πα�λο.

Ibid. p. 304: τὰ κατὰ το� µεγαλοφ)νου κ9ρυκο

τ8 α$ ληθε!α τολµ)µενα. Epistulae 53–95, Epistle 66:

Α$ π�στολοι δ> οVτοι κα� προφ8ται, Παλαια̃ κα�

Καιν8 ∆ιαθ9κη µεγαλ�φωνοι κ9ρυκε. Ibid. 67:

οO µεγαλ�φωνοι τ8 α$ ληθε!α α$ φ!κοντο κ9ρυκε.

Ibid. 83: Τα�τα γὰρ κα� παρὰ τ8 θε!α Γραφ8

�διδάχθηµεν κα� παρὰ τ(ν ταύτην +ρµηνευκ�των

Πατ�ρων, Α$ λεξάνδρου κα� Α$ θανασ!ου τ(ν

µεγαλοφ)νων κηρύκων τ8 α$ ληθε!α. Ibid. 146:

οO τ8 α$ ληθε!α µεγαλ�φωνοι κ9ρυκε. De Sancta

et Vivifica Trinitate, PG.75.1152.4–5: Η- µε� οO τ8

Τριάδο �ραστα� κα� προσκυνητα� κα� κ9ρυκε

µεγαλ�φωνο! τε κα� µεγαλ�φρονε, De Incarnatione

Domini, PG.75.1448.45–46: τ<ν µεγαλοφων�τατον

κ9ρυκα τ8 θεολογ!α, τ<ν ευ$ αγγελιστ�ν

Ι$ ωάννην. De Quaestionibus Ambiguis in Libros

Regnorum et Paralipomenon, PG.80.533.14–15: τ�ν

το� παναγ!ου Πνεύµατο �πιφο!τησιν, κα� τ(ν

α$ ποστολικ(ν κηρυγµάτων τ< µεγαλ�φωνον.

intPaulXIV, PG.82.673.34–36: ΟO γὰρ κατὰ το� Θεο�

κα� Σωτ8ρο +µ(ν τὰ γλ)ττα κινο�ντε, τ! ου$ κ

αE ν τολµ9σαιεν κατὰ τ(ν εuνων αυ$ το� κα�

µεγαλοφ)νων τ8 α$ ληθε!α κηρύκων;

We have therefore Cassian writing, with Origen and

Theodoret in mind.

21 Theodore of Mopsuestia, expPs, Psalm 76:19: Βροντ�ν γάρ φησιν

�παφε� µεγ!στην, συνεπ�δισα τοὺ τροχοὺ κα� τὰ αe ρµατα τ(ν

Α:γυπτ!ων, ]στε µηδ> βραχὺ δυνηθ8ναι προβ8ναι, α$ λλ$ ;π< τ(ν

;δάτων αe παντα καταποντωθ�ντα α$ πολ�σθαι. Cf. Theodoret,
Interpretatio in Psalmos, PG.80.1481.16–20, quoted on p. 393, n. 10.

22 So does Athanasius, Expositiones in Psalmos, PG.27.348.40–45: Φων?

τ�� βροντ�� σου �ν τB τροχB. Βροντ�ν τ<ν ευ$ αγγελικ<ν λ�γον

φησ!, τ<ν κατακτυπ9σαντα τ�ν ;π $  ου$ ραν�ν. ∆ι< κα� τ<ν

ευ$ αγγελιστ�ν υO<ν α$ πεκάλεσε βροντ8. Τροχ<ν δ> τ(ν

α$ νθρ)πων τ<ν β!ον φησ!ν· � κα� �κ το� Ι$ εζεκι9λ *στι µαθε�ν.
Likewise, Pseudo-Athanasius, De Sancta Trinitatae, PG.28.1249.10–
14. In like manner, Olympiodorus, the deacon of Alexandria,
commEccl, PG.93.621.5–8 (‘wheel is human life’). Basil of
Caesarea, Homiliae in Psalmos, PG.29.292.23. Julian the Arian,
In Job, p. 163.
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EN XXXVIc: 0κουσεν �νάρθρου φων8

The author explains that even if a voice is heard through

‘real speech’, it may be possible to write down what is

heard, but impossible to write down its meaning. In

regard to this, considering Paul’s vision in 2 Cor. 12:4,

there are two cases, which Didymus had considered .

1. The case of hearing ‘unspeakable words’, which

means that they are ‘spoken only to the mind, since

God makes them intelligible’ (�ν νK µ�ν^ Wµιλο�νται

κα� θε< �ν!ησιν αυ$ τὰ τP διανο!H). These ‘words’

are called ‘ineffable’ (α' ρρητα), since they are not

pronounced ‘through syllables’ (ου$  λεγ�µενα διὰ

συλλαβ(ν), and are impossible to write down (ου$ χ

ο[ά τε =ντα γραφ8ναι κα� χαραχθ8ναι).

2. Words pronounced through actual sounds, which

can be heard physically (διὰ �νάρθρου φων8). In that

case it is possible for one to make out words: although

each one of them has a certain meaning commonly

understood, it may be impossible to grasp the message

conferred thereby. In this case, the words are indeed

spoken and heard, yet their ‘meaning’ is ‘ineffable’.

Although these words communicate ordinary sounds,

their meaning is impossible to grasp (τ< µ�ντοι ν�ηµα,

k ου$ χ ;ποβάλλει + φων9, α' ρρητον ?8µά �στιν).23

Following this, the present Scholion means that the

thunders uttered two kinds of words: on the one hand,

words that it was possible to commit to writing; and, on

the other, words that it was impossible to write down.

Nevertheless, they were all pronounced by means of ‘an

articulate voice’.24

The meaning of the Scholion is that John heard a

real voice, that is, real utterances ‘in syllables’. It was

not simply a message ineffably imprinted in his mind,

or a non-discursive notion implanted to him. However,

to hear these words and comprehend them was one

thing, to communicate them was quite another: the

latter was subject to God’s determining which of

these ‘words’ were allowed to be communicated to

others by being committed to writing in the text of

Revelation, which John was bidden to write.

EN XXXVId: α$ λλὰ µ9ποτε

Once again we have an expression which belongs to

Origen’s characteristic vocabulary,25 which he had taken

up from Philo26 and Alexander of Aphrodisias.27 This

means, ‘and see whether this is the case that’, or

‘perhaps’, which actually bears a sentiment of the

author appearing to favour (sometimes as an alternative

option) the idea he introduced. Harnack was wrong

to omit µ9ποτε, since the word actually exists in the

Codex. Turner was right to retain it.

Didymus used µ9ποτε repeatedly (more than

fifty instances), so did Theodoret (more than thirty

instances), but neither of them ever used the idiom

α$ λλὰ µ9ποτε. Its usage among Christians, albeit

including some eminent ones, is rather rare.28

The expression α$ λλὰ µ9ποτε comes from two

sources. One is scriptural,29 the other is pagan,

namely, Xenophon.30 The latter is to all appearances

the origin of its pagan usage, which occurs in Neo-

platonists and Aristotelian commentators alike.31

EN XXXVIe: Isaiah, 11:1–3

This scriptural portion was commented on by a good

number of authors. Of them, Theodoret made the

23 Didymus, commEccl (7–8.8), Cod. p. 237.
24 �νάρθρου φων8. The expression was too common in Late

Antiquity to trace any debts by Cassian.
25 Origen, commJohn, I.38.283; VI.48.249; X.40.277; XX.35.312;

XXXII.14.154; homLuc, Homily 14, p. 88; commMatt, 11.10; 15.22;
16.5; 17.7; comm1Cor, 74; comEph, 24; Commentarii in Romanos
(III.5–V.7), p. 130; selGen, PG.12: 113.25; 124.15; selPs,
PG.12.1116.18.

26 Philo, Legum Allegoriarum, 3.40; 3.252; De Sacrificiis Abelis et Caini,
137; De Posteritate Caini, 18; 172; De Plantatione, 55; De Confusione
Linguarum, 119; De Somniis, 1.65; Legatio ad Gaium, 215.

27 Alexander of Aphrodisias, In Aristotelis Metaphysica Commentaria,
pp. 795; 825.

28 Asterius of Antioch, commPs, 13.22. Basil of Caesarea, Homiliae in
Psalmos, PG.29.384.3. Pseudo-Cyril of Jerusalem, Mystagogiae,
Catechesis 5.17. Ephraem Syrus, Ad Imitationem Proverbiorum,
p. 256. John Chrysostom, In Sanctum Matthaeum, PG.57.317.36; In

Epistolam i ad Corinthios Commentarius, PG.61.258.6. Pseudo-John
Chrysostom, Eclogae ex Diversis Homiliis, PG.63.751.27. Pseudo-
Macarius, Sermones lxiv, 49.4.8. Also, Enarratio in Prophetam
Isaiam, 2.85.

29 Gen. 38:23.
30 Xenophon, Cyropaedia, 5.3.7.
31 Plotinus, Enneades, VI.3.7. Porphyry, De Abstinentia, 3.5. Stobaeus,

(recording Porphyry), Anthologium, 3.21.27. Ammonius of
Alexandria, In Aristotelis Librum de Interpretatione Commentarius,
p. 244. Damascius, De Principiis, v. 1, pp. 14; 30; 68; 69; 70; 73;
135; 137; In Parmenidem, pp. 55; 180; 278; 283; 286; In Philebum,
190; In Phaedonem (versio 2), 62; 78; 80. Syrianus, In Aristotelis
Metaphysica Commentaria, pp. 140; 174. Simplicius, In Aristotelis
Quattuor Libros de Caelo Commentaria, v. 7, pp. 234; 235; 333; 389;
In Aristotelis Physicorum Libros Octo Commentaria, v. 9, pp. 170;
173; 183; 778; v. 10, pp. 859; 1246.
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most use of it. Justin Martyr is present once again, as he

was in the previous Scholion maintaining the Psalmic

idea about pagan gods being daemons. He comments

on the passage of Isaiah in Dialogus cum Tryphone,

87.2 and 4. Furthermore, we come upon the following

authors.

Hippolytus, Fragmenta in Proverbia, fr. 15. Origen,

commJohn, I.23.147; homJer, 8.5; commMatt, 13.2;

selPs, PG.12.1109.7–12. Gregory of Nyssa, Adversus

Eunomium, 11. Pseudo-Gregory of Nyssa, Delecta

Testimonia Adversus Judaeos, PG.46.205.37–42.

Eusebius, DE, 7.3.28; Commentarius in Isaiam, 1.31;

1.62; 2.51. Basil of Caesarea, Adversus Eunomium,

PG.29: 761.53–764.4; 772.37–38. Gregory of Nazianzus,

De Spiritu Sancto, 29; In Pentecosten, PG.36.441.33–34.

Pseudo-Epiphanius of Salamis, Testimonia, 5.23b;

Tractatus de Numerorum Mysteriis, PG.43.516.14–18.

PG.43.516.14–18. Asterius of Antioch, commPs,

13.19. John Chrysostom, Fragmenta in Proverbia,

PG.64.680.6–9. Pseudo-John Chrysostom, In Sanctum

Pascha (sermo 6), 35.1; Oratio de Nativitatae, line 70.

Didymus, commZacch, 1.254; 1.256; 1.281; In

Genesin, Cod. p. 133.

Theodoret, Eranistes, p. 85; commIs, 4; 19; Explana-

tio in Canticum Canticorum, PG.81: 60.8–13; 96.48–53;

Haereticarum Fabularum Compendium, PG.83.501.19–

24; Oratio ad Eos Qui in Euphratesia et Osrhoena

Regione, PG.83.1428.40–45.

Cyril of Alexandria, In Isaiam, PG.70: 309.24f;

313.14–16; 316.9–11; In Sanctum Joannem, v. 2, p. 44.

Cyril of Jerusalem, Catecheses Illuminandorum,

catecheses 16.30; 17.5. Proclus of Constantinople

(archbishop, fifth cent. AD), De Incarnatione Domini,

lines 178–181. Procopius of Gaza, In Isaiam Prophetam,

p. 2040. Maximus Confessor, Quaestiones ad

Thalassium, 54; 63. In producing his exegesis Oecu-

menius followed this Scholion, Commentarius in

Apocalypsin, pp. 79 and 122. Anonymus Dialogus cum

Judaeis, 5. Dissertatio Contra Judaeos, 10.

Cassian the Sabaite (Pseudo-Didymus), DT (lib.

2.1–7), 3.8; 7.9.1; DT (lib. 2.8–27), PG.39.701.47–52;

DT (lib. 3), PG.39.869.30–34. Cf. the passage in

Enarratio in Prophetam Isaiam, 4.134.

Didymus correlated his exegesis of Isaiah with the

Book of Revelation. commZacch, 1.278 and 281: (278)

Ε;ρ!σκοµεν ου$  πολλαχο� τ8 γραφ8 � τὰ νοητὰ

Cν�µατι το� χρυσο� σηµα!νεται· τάχα οjν + νοητ�

λυχν!α W πνευµατικ< ο_κο κα� να< το� Θεο�

τυγχάνει, � �ν Α$ ποκαλύψει Ι$ ωάννου λ�γεται, Xτε

φησ�ν W δεικνὺ τ�ν α$ ποκάλυψιν τK µυσταγωγου-

µ�ν^· ‘ΑO �πτὰ �κκλησ!αι αn  CφθαλµK ψυχ8 ε_δε

�πτὰ λυχν!αι ε:σ!ν.’ . . . (281) Π( γὰρ ου$  χρυσ8

Xλη λυχν!α αoτη, α- µαρτ!αν µ� ποι9σασα µηδ>

γνο�σα αυ$ τ9ν, m �π!κεινται �πτὰ λύχνοι, τ< πνε�µα

τ8 σοφ!α κα� συν�σεω, τ< πνε�µα τ8 θε!α

βουλ8, κα� :σχύο, κα� γν)σεω, κα� ευ$ σεβε!α,

κα� φ�βου Θεο�;

This Scholion has all the characteristics of an

independent text written by Cassian, notwithstanding

influences upon him.
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EXPANDED NOTES TO SCHOLION XXXVII

EN XXXVIIa: Quoting 2 Cor. 5:10.

Didymus memorized the passage of Paul in a slightly

different phrasing: he quotes τK β9µατι instead of

*µπροσθεν το� β9µατο. He repeats this at three

points,1 whereas he quotes Paul accurately twice.2

This Scholion has the latter formulation. However, the

case is not one of misquotation, since there are a vast

number of Christian authors who conveniently quote

τK β9µατι instead of *µπροσθεν το� β9µατο, which

means that there must have been manuscripts with

this reading.3 The version known to us today was

evidently available to Origen. He quotes this version

(τK β9µατι) once,4 but against this point there are

numerous ones where Paul is quoted accurately

(*µπροσθεν το� β9µατο).5

Theodoret invariably quotes τK β9µατι,6 save

one instance,7 which means that Cassian was

reading the same version of the New Testament as

Theodoret.

EN XXXVIIb: λαβε�ν qκαστον �παξ!ω

τ(ν βεβιωµ�νων

The notion of eschatological judgement in relation to

one’s action is the most commonplace Christian

doctrine, hence what matters at this point is the

phraseology rather than the doctrine itself. Didymus’

vocabulary does not fall near that of the Scholion at

this point,8 which turns out to be a comment by Cassian

inspired by Gregory of Nyssa.9 Besides, both the

phraseology and notion appear in the Enarratio in

Prophetam Isaiam.10

A fragment of Origen’s11 suggests that he was the

original source for the structure here. His vocabulary

was, in turn, extensively borrowed by Gregory of

Nyssa,12 who uses similar phrasing to our Scholion

in relation to 2 Cor. 5:10, which has just been dis-

cussed.13 Part of the Scholion then, derives from

Gregory, just as some similar expressions used by

the other Cappadocians do likewise.14 Severianus of

1 τK β9µατι. Didymus, commJob (1–4), Cod. p. 80; commJob (12.1–
16.8a), fr. 314; commEccl (11–12), Cod. pp. 349 and 360. Cf. frPs(al),
fr. 75: Ο-  Χριστ� �στιν οV τK β9µατι φανερωθ8ναι πάντα δε�.

2 *µπροσθεν το� β9µατο. Didymus, commEccl (11–12), Cod. p. 321;
commZacch, 5.75.

3 Cf. τK β9µατι. Polycarp of Smyrna, Epistula ad Philippenses, 6.2.
Eusebius, Commentarius in Isaiam, 1.84; commPs, PG.23.124.52;
Fragmenta in Danielem, PG.24.525.10; DE (Fragmenta Libri xv),
fr. 3. Basil of Caesarea, Epistulae, 197. Gregory of Nyssa, De
Beatitudinibus, PG.44.1260.48; In Sanctum Pascha, v. 9, p. 264.
Ephraem Syrus, Sermo Compunctorius, p. 98; Sermo in Secundum
Adventum Domini Nostri Iesu Christi, p. 20; Interrogationes et
Responsiones, p. 83; Sermo Paraeneticus de Secundo Aduentu
Domini; et de Paenitentia, p. 210; Quomodo Latro Ante
Resurrectionem in Paradisum Intrauit, line 6. Amphilochius of
Iconium, Epistula ad Synodum, line 91. John Chrysostom and Cyril
of Alexandria quote both alternatives abundantly. Clement of
Alexandria and Athanasius quote only *µπροσθεν το� β9µατο.

4 Origen, deOr, XXVIII.5.
5 Origen, Princ, III.1.21; Philocalia, 21.20; frLuc, fr. 228; commMatt,

12.30; 13.30; 14.8; homJer, 20.3; comm1Cor, 18; 27.
6 Theodoret, De Providentia, PG.83.740.16; Haereticarum Fabularum

Compendium, PG.83.520.10–11; Interpretatio in Psalmos,
PG.80.1664.24; Epistulae, Epistles 91; 102; 147; Graecarum
Affectionum Curatio, 12.18; commIs, 14; intPaulXIV,
PG.83.520.34–35.

7 Theodoret, intPaulXIV, PG.82.408.39.
8 Didymus, commJob (1–4), Cod. p. 83: α$ λλά γε διαδ�χονται αO διὰ

τὰ βεβιωµ�να κολάσει. In Epistulas Catholicas Brevis Enarratio,
p. 33: ε: πρ(τον α$ φ $  +µ(ν =ντων θεο� οFκου + �ξ�τασι τ(ν

βεβιωµ�νων γ!νεται, τ! χρ� νοµ!ζειν τ�λο το� α$ πειθ9σασι τK

ευ$ αγγελ!^ το� θεο�;

9 Theodoret, Interpretatio in Ezechielem, PG.81.1145.35: α$ λλὰ δ)σει

δ!κα τ(ν βεβιωµ�νων α$ ξ!α. Graecarum Affectionum Curatio,
1.118: Το� γὰρ δ� µετασχο�σι τ8 α$ ληθε!α κα� ταύτη α$ ξ!ω

βεβιωκ�σιν ου$ ραν< ευ$ τρεπ� κα� τὰ τ(ν α$ γγ�λων

�νδιαιτ9µατα.
10 Enarratio in Prophetam Isaiam, 1.22: Το�το οjν τ< σπ�ρµα, τοὺ

Xσον �π� τP α$ ξ!H τ(ν βεβιωµ�νων Cφε!λοντα παθε�ν τὰ

Σοδ�µων.
11 Origen, frPs, 74, 8: κατὰ τ�ν α$ ξ!αν τ(ν βεβιωµ�νων �κάστ^.
12 Gregory of Nyssa, Adversus Eunomium, 3.3.36–37: κατ $  α$ ξ!αν τ(ν

βεβιωµ�νων �ν τP +µ�ρH τ8 κρ!σεω �πο!σει τ�ν ψ8φον το�

κρινοµ�νοι. In Illud: Quatenus Uni ex His Fecistis Mihi Fecistis, v. 9,
p. 111: κα� µ�χρι τ8 φοβερα̃ �µφανε!α �κε!νη ε;ρισκοµ�νων

α$ θρο!ζοντά τε πρ< �αυτ<ν κα� κατὰ τ�ν α$ ξ!αν τ(ν βεβιωµ�νων

�κάστ^ τ�ν κρ!σιν �πάγοντα. De Infantibus Praemature Abreptis,
p. 73: ;φ�ξει τ(ν βεβιωµ�νων τ�ν κρ!σιν, λ9ψεται τ�ν κατ $  α$ ξ!αν

α$ ντ!δοσιν.
13 Gregory of Nyssa, In Sanctum Pascha, v. 9, p. 264: πάντε

παραστησ�µεθα τK β9µατι το� Χριστο�, � ;π $  �κε!ν^ κριτP τὰ

πρ< α$ ξ!αν α$ µοιβὰ τ(ν βεβιωµ�νων κοµ!σασθαι. De Infantibus
Praemature Abreptis, p. 73: =ψεται α� ρα κα$ κε!νη + ψυχ� τ<ν

κριτ9ν; παραστ9σεται µετὰ τ(ν α' λλων τK β9µατι; ;φ�ξει τ(ν

βεβιωµ�νων τ�ν κρ!σιν;
14 Basil of Caesarea, Quod Deus Non Est Auctor Malorum,

PG.31.329.45–47: Ε: γὰρ ου$ κ *στιν W �πισκοπ(ν, ε: ου$ κ *στιν W

α$ ντιδιδοὺ �κάστ^ κατὰ τ�ν α$ ξ!αν τ(ν βεβιωµ�νων. Homiliae in
Hexaemeron, 1.4: κα� κριτ�ν δ!καιον, τ�ν α$ ξ!αν το� βεβιωµ�νοι

�πάγοντα. Gregory of Nazianzus, Ad Julianum Tributorum
Exaequatorem, PG.35.1061.13–16: Ε$ κε� πάντε �γγραφησ�µεθα,
µα̃λλον δ> 0δη γεγράµµεθα κατ $  α$ ξ!αν τ(ν �ντα�θα βεβιωµ�νων

qκαστο.
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Gabala, who also quotes Rev. 2:5, uses similar

vocabulary.15

EN XXXVIIc: + Cργ� το� θεο� συν!σταται

In the first place, the expression is an adaptation of the

vocabulary of Rom. 3:5. However, further discussion

is called for. The strict literal sense of the verb

συν!στασθαι is indeed the most rare one. Derived from

the preposition σύν and the verb hστασθαι, this was

normally used in the specific instance of standing

before a court facing an opponent, in order for both to

be judged. This is the meaning of the expression

συν!στασθαι τ�ν δ!κην.16 In general, this verb has

the sense ‘standing before a court’, or the like.17

Thus, the expression + Cργ� το� θεο� συν!σταται

means precisely what the literal sense of the verb

indicates: on the ‘day of wrath and revelation of the

righteous judgement of God’ (Rom. 2:5), this ‘wrath’

stands vis-à-vis each rational creature. Each and every

one of them shall receive a reward or punishment, in

accordance with what everyone has ‘treasured up

to oneself’. The expression, therefore, is about the

divine judgement, on the one hand, and the quality of

human action, on the other.

There is only one parallel for this phraseology,

which occurs in the Enarratio in Prophetam Isaiam,

13.270: �πειδὰν συµπληρωθ(σιν αO α- µαρτ!αι τ(ν

α$ ποστατησάντων κα� *λθG W καιρ< τ8 α$ νταπο-

δ�σεω, θυµο�σθαι λ�γεται κα� συνδιαν!στασθαι +

Cργ� το� Θεο�.

EN XXXVIId: Quoting Rom. 2:5

Origen is the author who made the most of it,18 and

Theodoret followed.19 From Rom. 2:5, Didymus

normally quotes +µ�ρH Cργ8, but not the phrase

κα� α$ ποκαλύψεω δικαιοκρισ!α το� θεο�.20 Only a

few authors made this scriptural passage a theme to

quote and comment upon, namely, Basil of Caesarea,21

Cyril of Alexandria,22 and John Chrysostom.23

Furthermore, we come upon some (already familiar)

dubious texts. Pseudo-Macarius, Sermones lxiv,

49.4.8; Homiliae l, Homily 4, line 306 (which is the

same text as the previous one). Also, Enarratio in

Prophetam Isaiam, 16.307.

EN XXXVIIe: φοβουµ�νων τ< =νοµα

το� θεο�

To regard ευ$ λάβεια indicating fear (φ�βο) is a Stoic

interpretation, which incurred some criticism.

Chrysippus, Fragmenta Moralia, fr. 411 (SVF,

III.99.22–25) apud Clement of Alexandria, Stromateis,

2.7.33.2: α$ λλ$ ε: σοφ!ζονται τὰ Cν�µατα ευ$ λάβειαν

καλούντων οO φιλ�σοφοι τ<ν το� ν�µου φ�βον,

εuλογον οjσαν *κκλισιν. Ibid. fr. 431 (SVF,

III.105.16–24) apud Diogenes Laertius, Vitae Philoso-

phorum, 7.116: ε_ναι δ> κα� ευ$ παθε!α φασ� τρε�,

χαράν, ευ$ λάβειαν, βούλησιν. κα� τ�ν µ>ν χαρὰν

�ναντ!αν φασ�ν ε_ναι τP +δονP, οjσαν εuλογον

*παρσιν, τ�ν δ> ευ$ λάβειαν τK φ�β^, οjσαν

εuλογον *κκλισιν· φοβηθ9σεσθαι µ>ν γὰρ τ<ν

15 Severianus of Gabala, Fragmenta in Epistulam ad Romanos, p. 215:
�κάστου κατ $  α$ ξ!αν τ(ν βεβιωµ�νων αυ$ τK τυγχάνοντο.

16 Suda lexicon, Alphabetic letter alpha, entry 4509: α$ ποτ�σαι τ�ν

ζηµ!αν κα� συν!στασθαι τ�ν δ!κην πρ< τ<ν α$ ντιποιούµενον. The
same in Collectio Verborum e Rhetoribus et Sapientibus, Alphabetic
entry alpha, p. 167. Lexica Segueriana, Glossae Ars Rhetoricae,
Alphabetic entry alpha, p. 214: κα� α$ ναγκάζει αυ$ τ<ν συν!στασθαι

τ�ν δ!κην πρ< τοὺ α$ µφισβητο�ντα.
17 Suda lexicon, Alphabetic letter delta, entry 1236: ∆ι)µοτο.

διωµ�του συν!στασθαι το� διαφεροµ�νοι �κ�λευε τοὺ

?9τορα. Ibid. Alphabetic letter pi, entry 319: Παραγραφ9: Xταν

λ�γG τι Xτι τ< πρα̃γµα, περ� οV τ< *γκληµά �στιν, ε:σ9χθη

πρ�τερον ε: δικαστ9ριον, κα� γεγ�νηται περ� αυ$ το� γν(σι. κα�

διὰ το�τ� φησι µ� δε�ν *τι περ� αυ$ το� συν!στασθαι κρ!σιν.
18 Origen, Princ, III.1.6; III.1.11; Cels, IV.72; Philocalia, 21.5; 21.10;

27.10; homJer, 20.4; Commentarii in Romanos (cod. Athon. Laura
184 B64), 2.5; expProv, PG.17.193.1f. Cf. Evagrius of Pontus,
Expositio in Proverbia, p. 93; Scholia in Proverbia, 134. Eusebius,

Commentarius in Isaiam, 2.58; commPs, PG.23: 260.55f; 340.14f;
340.34–35; 1216.54–57. Gregory of Nyssa, De Vita Mosis, 2.86.

19 Theodoret, Quaestiones in Octateuchum, pp. 107; 149; 309;
Interpretatio in Psalmos, PG.80: 1224.1f; 1237.7f; Interpretatio in
Ezechielem, PG.81.1032.45–50; intDan, PG.81.1368.20f; intProphXII,
PG.81.1597.15f; intPaulXIV, PG.82.68.40f.

20 Didymus, commEccl (7–8.8), Cod. p. 217; commZacch, 2.187; 5.22;
frPs(al), frs. 66; 1042; commEccl (11–12), Cod. p. 340.

21 Basil of Caesarea, Homiliae in Psalmos, PG.29.313.40f;
Moralia, PG.31.701.7f.

22 Cyril of Alexandria, commProphXII, v. 2, p. 594; In Isaiam, PG.70:
32.7; 160.7; De Sancta et Consubstantiali Trinitate, PG.75.457.2.

23 John Chrysostom, De Lazaro, PG.48.998.32; Ad Populum
Antiochenum, PG.49.134.52; In Genesin, PG.53.221.28; Expositiones
in Psalmos, PG.55.482.17; In Epistolam ad Romanos Commentarius,
PG.60.425.11; In Epistolam i ad Corinthios Commentarius,
PG.61.296.20.
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σοφ<ν ου$ δαµ(, ευ$ λαβηθ9σεσθαι δ�.24 Ibid. fr. 439

(SVF, III.107.20–31) apud Plutarch, De Virtute Morali,

449A: Ο[ κα� αυ$ το� [viz. the Stoics] τρ�πον τινὰ

διὰ τ�ν �νάργειαν ;πε!κοντε ‘α:δε�σθαι τ<

α:σχύνεσθαι καλο�σι κα� τ< Dδεσθαι χα!ρειν κα�

τοὺ φ�βου ευ$ λαβε!α’.

Plutarch criticized the Stoics for the euphemism

(viz. using ευ$ λάβεια for φ�βο) in their terminology,

and he points out inconsistency in their usage. Clement

records the same criticism which was levelled against

the Stoics, ascribing it to Critolaus, who had styled them

‘name- abusers’ (Cνοµατοµάχου) due to their resolute

euphemism.25 It is therefore puzzling that K. Müller

ascribed these ideas to Posidonius,26 who is not men-

tioned at all in this specific foregoing work of Plutrach,

whereas Chrysippus is, actually not only in 449c, but

also in other passages (441A, 448A, 450C and D), as is

Zeno (441, 443A).

Further in his Stromateis, Clement endorses this

criticism of the Stoics: to him, a real ‘gnostic’ is free of

passions: one of them is ευ$ λάβεια, which is almost

tantamount to ‘fear’. Stromateis, 6.9.74.1–2: �ργάζε-

ται, ου$  µετριοπάθειαν· α$ πάθειαν γὰρ καρπο�ται

παντελ� τ8 �πιθυµ!α �κκοπ9. α$ λλ$ ου$ δ> �κε!νων

τ(ν θρυλουµ�νων α$ γαθ(ν, τουτ�στι τ(ν παρα-

κειµ�νων το� πάθεσιν παθητικ(ν α$ γαθ(ν,

µεταλαµβάνει W γνωστικ�, ο[ον ευ$ φροσύνη

λ�γω (Dτι παράκειται τP +δονP) κα� κατηφε!α

(αoτη γὰρ τP λύπG παρ�ζευκται) κα� ευ$ λαβε!α

(;π�σταλκεν γὰρ τK φ�β^).

The present Scholion XXXVII is written in the same

spirit. To ‘fear the name of God’ is concomitant with

ευ$ λάβεια, which is the stage of incipient believers. Real

piety, which is befitting ‘saints’, is to fear God Himself,

not only His name.

Although ευ$ λάβεια (meaning cautious fear out of

reverence) came to be one of the most hackneyed

terms of Christianity, only learned men such as Clement

and Didymus were actually aware of its philosophical

implications. Besides, despite ευ$ λάβεια having

generally been regarded as a virtue within the Christian

mindset, these intellectuals qualified this approbation

by restricting this ‘cautious fear’ to a quality befitting

only the incipient faithful. To feel ευ$ λάβεια betokens

lack of insightful contemplation and of theoria, which

can be attained to only once one has advanced in

knowledge.

Clement of Alexandria, Stromateis, 6.17.155.3: κα�

�πειδὰν µ>ν �πιβάλλG το� πρ)τοι α:τ!οι, ν�ησι

καλε�ται, Xταν δ> ταύτην α$ ποδεικτικK λ�γ^

βεβαι)σηται, γν(σ! τε κα� σοφ!α κα� �πιστ9µη

Cνοµάζεται, �ν δ> το� ε: ευ$ λάβειαν συντε!νουσι

γινοµ�νη κα� α' νευ θεωρ!α παραδεξαµ�νη τ<ν

α$ ρχικ<ν λ�γον κατὰ τ�ν �ν αυ$ τP �ξεργασ!α

τ9ρησιν π!στι λ�γεται.

In this context, ευ$ λάβεια is an almost inescapable

(and perhaps necessary) ‘passion’ (πάθο) of the

beginner.27 Didymus was the theologian who realized

the need to mitigate the concept of ευ$ λάβεια as a

virtue, since fear is incompatible with enlightened faith.

Of course, he did not go so far as to play down this

attitude to an unnecessary extent: he only essayed to

dissociate the ευ$ λάβεια of the learned from this

attitude manifested in the form of a blind ‘passion’. His

evident aim was to make reverent ‘awe’ a conscious

attitude of man venerating God.

Didymus, commEccl (3–4.12), Cod. p. 88–89: +

προηγουµ�νη διδασκαλ!α το� θεο� + ε: ευ$ λάβειαν

κα� φ�βον α' γουσα + κατὰ τὰ κοινὰ �ννο!α

�στ!ν. commPs 29–34, Cod. p. 196: κα� οuκ �στ!ν γε

παθητικ�, � ε_πον, W το� θεο� φ�βο, α$ λλὰ

σεβασµK Fσο, ευ$ λαβε!H Fσο. Xταν φαντασ!αν

θεο� λάβωµεν, ευ$ θ�ω φ�βο �παύξεται, ευ$ λάβεια

παραγ!νεται· ου$  γὰρ οoτω φοβούµεθα �

δεδιττ�µενοι αυ$ τ�ν, ου$ χ � µορµολυκε��ν τι, α$ λλ$

� σεβάσµιον ;περβάλλον.

The notion of ‘fearing the name of God’ is scriptural,

but in the New Testament it appears only in the Book of

Revelation.28 In the Old Testament, however, the

notion is widespread.29 Origen and Hippolytus men-

24 Diogenes Laertius (Vitae Philosophorum. 7.111) says that he quotes
from Chrysippus, De Passionibus. This definition of ευ$ λάβεια

was eventually quoted by the Suda lexicon, alphabetic letter
epsilon, entry 3633. So in entry 3552. However, in entry 3551,
the lexicon advises that ‘in Sophocles ευ$ λάβεια means notion
and thought’, adding that this author ‘does not take this word to
mean fear’.

25 Clement of Alexandria, Stromateis, 2.7.33.1: Cνοµατοµάχου

τούτου ου$ κ α$ π< τρ�που W Φασηλ!τη �κάλει Κριτ�λαο. 

Chrysippus, Fragmenta Moralia, fr. 411. Critolaus of Phaselis (Lycia,
second cent. BC), Fragmenta, fr. 24.

26 Posidonius, Fragmenta, fr. 441d.
27 Clement of Alexandria, Stromateis, 2.20.126.1: χρ� το!νυν

συνασκε�ν α;τοὺ ε: ευ$ λάβειαν τ(ν ;ποπιπτ�ντων το� πάθεσι.
28 Rev. 11:18 and 15:4
29 Deut. 2:25; 28:58; Esdras (Ezra et Nehemias in textu Masoretico)

11:11; Psalms 60:6; 85:11; 98:3; 101:16; 110:9; Micah 6:9; Malachi
2:5; 3:16; 3:20; Isaiah 59:19; Baruch 3:7.
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tion this30 only in relation to Malachi 3:20. The dis-

tinction between ‘fearing the name of God’ from ‘fear-

ing God Himself’ is said to ‘have been made many

times’ before (πολλάκι εFρηται). This comment is in

fact the springboard for Scholion XXXVII.

Origen, selPs, PG.12.1481.51f. (comm. on Psalm

60: 6): Ε9 δωκα� κληρονοµ�αν το�� φοβουµ�νοι�, κ. τ. �.:

Πλούσιο γὰρ sν, φησ!, κα� µεγάλα δωρεὰ

παρ�χει· µα̃λλον δ> χαριζ�µενο το� τελε!οι

α$ νθρ)ποι τ< γεν�σθαι σου υOού, κληρονοµ!αν

αυ$ το� δ�δωκα· ε: γὰρ κα� προσδοκα̃ται δοθησο-

µ�νη µετὰ τ�ν α$ νάστασιν �ν τK µ�λλοντι

α:(νι· α$ λλά γε τK 0δη ηυ$ τρεπ!σθαι δ�δοται το�

ε: αυ$ τ�ν κατὰ καιρ<ν τ<ν δ�οντα α$ χθησοµ�νοι.

Κα� *τι31 το� φοβουµ�νοι τ< =νοµα αυ$ το� W

Θε< κληρονοµ!αν *δωκεν. Ε$ άν τι � διαφορὰ

φοβουµ�νων τ<ν Θε<ν κα� τ< =νοµα αυ$ το�,

πιστευ�ντων αυ$ τK κα� τK Cν�µατι αυ$ το�, �πε�

πολλάκι εFρηται, ;ποδεεστ�ρου ε_ναι τοὺ

ο:κειωθ�ντα τP το� Θεο� προσηγορ!H, τ(ν

�νωθ�ντων αυ$ τK τK ΘεK· Xρα � κα� το�

φοβουµ�νοι τ<ν Θε<ν δ�δοται + κληρονοµ!α· ε:

γὰρ το� ;ποδεεστ�ροι ;π8ρκται + χάρι αoτη,

πολλK πλ�ον το� ;περαναβεβηκ�σιν.

The expression πολλάκι εFρηται (‘it has been said

many times’) appears only in Origen’s catena-

fragments,32 abundantly in Didymus, but never in The-

odoret. This is one more indication that several catena-

fragments, although conveying Origen’s voice, are

couched in the vocabulary of Didymus’ rendering of

Origen’s theology.33 With regard to this, in the following

passage Didymus appears to copy the foregoing passage

of Origen verbatim (except for one word, *τι/�π!,

owing to a scribe no doubt). However, in all probability

a text of Didymus was attributed to Origen by a catenist.

Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 624a (also comm. on Psalm

60:6): Πλούσιο γὰρ sν, φησ!ν, κα� µεγάλα

δωρεὰ παρ�χει, µα̃λλον δ> χαριζ�µενο το�

τελε!οι α$ νθρ)ποι τ< γεν�σθαι σου υOοὺ

κληρονοµ!αν αυ$ το� δ�δωκα. ε: γὰρ κα�

προσδοκα̃ται δοθησοµ�νη κατὰ τ�ν α$ νάστασιν �ν

τK µ�λλοντι α:(νι, α$ λλά γε τK 0δη ηυ$ τρεπ!σθαι

δ�δοται το� ε: αυ$ τ�ν κατὰ καιρ<ν τ<ν δ�οντα

α$ χθησοµ�νοι. Κα� �π� το� φοβουµ�νοι τ< =νοµα

αυ$ το� W θε< κληρονοµ!αν *δωκεν. �άν τι �

διαφορὰ φοβουµ�νων τ<ν θε<ν κα� τ< =νοµα

αυ$ το�, πιστευ�ντων αυ$ τK κα� τK Cν�µατι αυ$ το�,

�πε� πολλάκι εFρηται ;ποδεεστ�ρου ε_ναι τοὺ

ο:κειωθ�ντα τP το� θεο� προσηγορ!H τ(ν

�νωθ�ντων αυ$ τK τK θεK, Xρα � κα� το�

φοβουµ�νοι τ<ν θε<ν δ�δοται + κληρονοµ!α· ε:

γὰρ το� ;ποδεεστ�ροι ;π8ρκται + χάρι αoτη,

πολλK πλ�ον το� ;περαναβεβηκ�σιν.34

Hence we have the same text ascribed to both

Origen and Didymus. The expression � πολλάκι

εFρηται is a debt of Didymus to his normal sources:

Aristotle,35 Galen,36 Alexander of Aphrodisias.37

Nevertheless, the case may well have been that

different catenists ascribed the same Origenistic text

to either Origen or Didymus. The same goes for the

following passage, which is ascribed to Didymus: we

are actually dealing with catenists rather than the

Alexandrian theologians themselves. Nevertheless, this

analysis recurs in texts ascribed to Didymus.

Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 971 (comm. on Psalm 101:16–

17): Ε:σαγοµ�νων38 τ< φοβε�σθαι τ< =νοµα

30 Hippolytus, De antichristo, 61. Origen, JesNav, p. 413.
31 In Didymus’ text this is �π!.
32 Origen, frJohn, CXXXVIII; frJer, 48; frPs, 148, 13–14; selPs, PG.12:

1280.39; 1481.53; 1600.18.
33 Didymus, commZacch, 2.187; commEccl (1.1–8), Cod. p. 41;

commPs 20–21, Cod. pp. 9; 35; commPs 22–26.10, Cod. p. 96;
commPs 35–39, Cod. pp. 231; 240; commPs 40–44.4, Cod. p. 301;
frPs(al), Frs. 428; 624a; 962; 1156; 1220.

34 About the participle ;περαναβεβηκ�σιν, see EN XXXIVa. Also,
Origen, Cels, V.44 (;περαναβεβηκ�ναι); VI. 4
(;περαναβεβηκ�ναι); VI.19 (;περαναβεβηκ�σι); VI.62
(;περαναβεβηκ�των); VIII.16 (;περαναβεβηκ�ναι); frJohn, II,
(;περαναβεβηκ�των); homJer, 18.2 (;περαναβ�βηκε).

35 Aristotle, Ethica Nicomachea, 1175b26; 1165a12; 1176b25; De
Partibus Animalium, 643a27; Ars Poetica, 1454b17; Politica,
1337b31. Cf. Speusippus, Fragmenta, fr. 67. Theophrastus, Historia
Plantarum, 7.15.3; 8.7.7; Fragmenta, frs. 4; 9; De Causis Plantarum,
3.1.6; 3.6.9.

36 Galen, De Usu Partium, v. 4, p. 257; Circa Doctrinas Hippocratis et
Platonis, 9.1.16; De Sanitate, v. 6, p. 403; De Symptomatum
Differentiis Liber, v. 7, pp. 54; 238; 706; 783; De Affectis Locis, v. 8,
p. 266; De Pulsuum, v. 8, p. 667; De Pulsibus, v. 8, p. 905; De
Praesagitione ex Pulsibus Libri, v. 9, p. 323; De Crisibus, v. 9, p. 719;
De Morbis Curandis, v. 10, pp. 933; 945; De Simplicium
Medicamentorum Facultatibus Libri, v. 11, pp. 506; 524; 538; 573;
705; De Compositione Medicamentorum ii, v. 12, p. 614; In
Hippocratis de Victu Acutorum, v. 15, pp. 606; In Hippocratis
Prorrheticum, v. 16, pp. 713; 717; Commentaria in Hippocratis
Aphorismos, v. 18a, p. 27; In Hippocratis de Fracturis, v. 18b, p. 613;
In Hippocratis Librum de Officina Medici Commentarii, v. 18b,
p. 846.

37 Alexander of Aphrodisias, In Aristotelis Metaphysica Commentaria,
pp. 440; 454; 459; 479; 483; 498; 510; 521; 535; 546; 563; 564; 685;
754; 780; 801; 812; 822; 835.

38 Cf. this word ε:σαγοµ�νων of fr. 971 with ε:σαγ�µενοι in Scholion
XXXVII.
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κυρ!ου, τελειωθ�ντων δ> τ< αυ$ τ<ν φοβε�σθαι

τ<ν δεσπ�την (Ου$ κ *στι γὰρ ;στ�ρηµα το�

φοβουµ�νοι αυ$ τ�ν), α$ µ�λει κα� τ8 θεοσεβε!α

α$ ρχ�µενοι πιστεύουσιν ε: τ< =νοµα αυ$ το�.39

µετὰ γὰρ τ�ν ε: τ�ν προσηγορ!αν αυ$ το� π!στιν

αυ$ τK τK θεK40 πιστεύουσι κα� τK ΧριστK αυ$ το�,

π!στιν ε: δικαιοσύνην λελογισµ�νην καθ $ Aν

�κ θεο� γεννηθ9σετα! τι πα̃ προπιστεύων Xτι

Ι$ ησο� �στιν W Χριστ< �κ το� θεο� γεγ�ννηται.

τ�λειον δ> τ< �κ θεο� γεγενν8σθαι· δι< κα�

α$ ναµαρτησ!α qπεται τP �ξ αυ$ το� γενν9σει.

Τ(ν δ> �θν(ν φοβηθ�ντων τ< =νοµα κυρ!ου, οO

;περαναβεβηκ�τε41 τὰ *θνη, νοητ( τυγχάνοντε

βασιλε� τK α$ πολεληφ�ναι α$ φροσύνην hνα ε: τ<ν

α:(να βασιλεύσωσι, φοβο�νται τ�ν δ�ξαν το�

κυρ!ου πλε�ον42 οjσαν @ τ< =νοµα αυ$ το�, � ε_ναι

µεταξὺ τ(ν φοβουµ�νων τ< =νοµα κυρ!ου κα� τ<ν

κύριον αυ$ τ<ν τοὺ φοβουµ�νου τ�ν δ�ξαν αυ$ το�

βασιλε� κατὰ αυ$ τὰ βασιλεύοντα Κορινθ!οι ο[

γράφει W Πα�λο· Χωρ� +µ(ν �βασιλεύσατε· κα�

=φελ�ν γε �βασιλεύσατε, hνα κα� +µε� ;µ�ν

συµβασιλεύσωµεν.

Ibid. fr. 1069 (comm. on Psalm, 115:6): Ε: δ> τ(ν

�λαττ�νων ε:ρ9καµεν τ< �πικαλε�σθαι τ< =νοµα

κυρ!ου, τελε!ων δ> αυ$ τ<ν τ<ν κύριον, µ9 σε ταρατ-

τ�τω ν�ν �π� το� οoτω τελε!ου παραλαµβαν�µενον·

οO γὰρ αe γιοι δι $  α$ τυφ!αν =ντε �αυτ(ν �λαττωτικο�43

τὰ �λάττονα �αυτο� διδ�ασιν Yν *χουσιν.

Scholion XXXVII, therefore, draws throughout on

what Cassian knew as the ‘Origenistic tradition’. It

makes little difference whether the specific words had

been pronounced by Origen or Didymus. The notion of

‘difference between fearing either God Himself or His

name’ (διαφορὰ φοβουµ�νων τ<ν θε<ν κα� τ< =νοµα

αυ$ το�) has reached us as a legacy of Origen.

This verse of Psalm 33:10 is quoted by a few authors,

all of whom are significant to the vocabulary of the

Scholia.44

EN XXXVIIf: Xρα ε: (‘consider whether’)

Origen, followed by Didymus, frequently used a

formula introducing a modest assertion. It comes

from Plato,45 but Aristotle never used it. In Christian

literature this is a distinctive mark of Origen, Didymus,

and Eusebius. Didymus uses the expression ε:

ευ$ λάβειαν in relation to ‘introduction’ into feeling

‘fear for God’, which is the theme at this point.46 The

expression Xρα ε: also occurs in Lucian of Samosata.47

No author seems to have used the expression Xρα

ε: more extensively than Origen did,48 with Didymus49

following. Eusebius50 followed suit, but Clement,

Athanasius, and the Cappadocians never used it. A

significant point should be made: as happens with the

expression α$ λλὰ µ9ποτε (in the previous Scholion),

we again find this expression in two Greek authors,

39 ‘Those who are incipient in revering God believe in His name’. See
above.

40 Cf. αυ$ τK τK θεK in this (fr. 971) with αυ$ τ<ν κα� µ� τ< =νοµα αυ$ το�

in Scholion XXXVII.
41 Cf. above, το� ;περαναβεβηκ�σιν.
42 Cf. �π� πλε�ον in Scholion XXXVII.
43 Cf. Scholion I (EN Ie): �λαττωτικο� γὰρ �αυτ(ν δι’ α$ τυφ!αν

;πάρχοντε.
44 Cf. authors quoting or interpreting Psalm 33:10. Origen, selPs, PG.12:

1116.15; 1308.37f. Eusebius, commPs, PG.23.296.35f;
Commentarius in Isaiam, 2.49. Basil of Caesarea, Homiliae in
Psalmos, PG.29: 365.20f. 369.27. Diodorus of Tarsus, commPs, Psalm
33:10. Theodoret, Interpretatio in Psalmos, PG.80.1105.18f.
Theodore of Mopsuestia, expPs, Psalms 33:10a; 11; 12. Diadochus of
Photike (fifth cent. AD), Capita Centum de Perfectione Spirituali, 16.
Cyril of Alexandria, expPs, PG.69.888.30f. Procopius of Gaza, In
Isaiam Prophetam, p. 2613. Didymus made pretty much of the
Psalm-verse: commJob (12.1–16.8a), fr. 345; commEccl (7–8.8), Cod.
p. 218; commZacch, 3.103; commPs, Cod. pp. 47; 82; 101; 150; 195;
196; frPs(al), frs. 854; 971.

45 Plato, Phaedo, 105c6; 118a9; Symposium, 213c6; 214e6; Charmides,
176a1; Protagoras, 331b7; Gorgias, 476d2; 513a4; Meno, 83a3;
Respublica, 358d6; 613e4.

46 Didymus, commEccl (3–4.12), Cod. p. 88: + προηγουµ�νη 

διδασκαλ!α το� θεο� + ε: ευ$ λάβειαν κα� φ�βον α' γουσα + κατὰ

τὰ κοινὰ �ννο!α �στ!ν.
47 Lucian of Samosata, Timon, 38; De Mercede Conductis Potentium

Familiaribus, 25; 4: Dialogi Mortuorum, 24.1; 25.4.
48 Origen, Cels, II: 63; 74; III.35; IV.38; V: 26; 28; 37; VI: 7; 46; VII: 21;

55; 60; VIII.10; commJohn, II: 7.56; 17.121; 17.123; 30.183; V.5.1;
X.24.140; XX: 4.23; 35.317; 38.352; 43.402; XIII. 53.360; XIX.19.119;
20.134; 22.145; 22.148; XXVIII: 21.183; XXXII: 3.41; 15.171; 16.196;
frJohn, LXXI; XCV; homLuc, Homilies 23, 142; frLuc, frs. 184; 198;
Philocalia, 5.4; 7.7; 15.10; 22.2; 22.4; 23.11; 27.7; homJer, 1.8; 16.1;
16.5; 20.4; Homiliae in Leviticum, p. 406; commMatt, 11.15; 11.19;
11.42: 15.31; 15.32; 16.13; 17.7; 17.26; 17.31; 17.32; 17.35;
comm1Cor, 48; commEph, 2; 16; Commentarii in Epistulam ad
Romanos (I.1–XII.21), 52; commGen, PG.12.69.8; frEx,
PG.12.268.43; frPs, 3, 5; 105, 7; selPs, PG.12: 1292.50; 1533.21;
1540.30; selEz, PG.13: 773.46; 792.18; schLuc, PG.17.353.56;
Fragmenta de Principiis, fr. 30.

49 Didymus, commZacch, 1.116; 1.284; 1.333; 1.338; 1.387; 1.392;
2.237; 2.272; 3.53; 3.81; 3.204; 3.299; frPs(al), frs. 36; 75; 85; 100;
635; 639a; 913; 1019.

50 Eusebius, PE, 6.11.51; DE, 3.7.9; 5.3.3; 6.18.44;4; 8.1.3;2; 10.8.32;
Epistula ad Alexandrum Alexandrinum. 3;3; Commentarius in
Isaiam, 1.64; 2.50; Eclogae Prophetarum, pp. 18; 175; 186;
Quaestiones et Solutiones Evangelicae ad Stephanum, PG.22.893.33;
commPs, PG.23: 468.47; 576.35; 781.30; 1004.52; 1285.19; 1317.20.
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namely, Xenophon and Alexander of Aphrodisias.51

As regards other authors, the expression appears in

Porphyry52 and Plotinus,53 which is an additional indi-

cation of the relation of them both with Origen, which

is the topic of another work of mine.

EN XXXVIIg: πολλο� αe γιοι =ντε ου$

προφητεύουσιν

The author makes the point that a saint is superior to a

prophet. A prophet has to be saintly, but a saint does not

have to be a vatic figure; indeed, to be the mouthpiece

of God is not the sole function of saintliness.

Didymus refers to ‘everyone who participates in

holiness’, making clear that a ‘prophet’ is only a part

of the holy-man concept. frPs(al), fr. 621a: Θε< λαλε�

�ν παντ� µετ�χοντι α- γι�τητο. οoτω γο�ν κα� �ν

Παύλ^ α- γ!^ =ντι �λάλει Χριστ< κα� �ν παντ�

προφ9τG.

The Holy Spirit grants not only the gift of prophecy,

but also all benefaction toward existential renewal,

various divine gifts, and comprehension of divine

mysteries. There are ‘many men who have been

reported to be saints’, yet among them there are those

who are ‘saints’ without being prophets at the same

time.

Didymus, commZacch, 5.6: �ξ οV πολλο� α' νδρε

α$ νεγράφησαν αe γιοι, Yν �στιν W σαφηνιζ�µενο

προφ9τη Ζαχαρ!α, ∆ανι9λ τε κα� οO α$ µφ� τ<ν

Α$ ζαρ!αν, Ι$ εζεκι�λ W προφ9τη κα� W το� Ι$ ωσεδ>κ

Oερεὺ µ�γα Ι$ ησο� κα� qτεροι πλε!ονε, yθικ8

α$ ρετ8 κα� τ8 γν)σεω τ8 α$ ληθε!α κα� το� Θεο�

µεταποιούµενοι.

The Logos of God who came upon the prophets is

the same one who came unto the rest of the holy men

of biblical history. Thus a ‘prophet’ (τ<ν προφ9την)

belongs to a specific group, which is only part of the

‘holy men’ (τοὺ α- γ!ου α' νδρα).54

We can trace some influence by Basil of Caesarea

upon the present scholion. At a certain point, he refers

to the Book of Proverbs, in order to point out that what a

proverb says is one thing, but what it signifies is quite

another. We know that Origen furnished a definition of

what a proverb is,55 but the author writes after Basil,

who pointed out that Solomon, the writer of Proverbs,

was a saint, but he was not a prophet.56 Cassian makes

the same point in the same terms in his De Trinitate.57

For all the partial affinities that we have traced, this

Scholion has a standing of its own and was written

by Cassian himself drawing on Origen, as well as his

reception by Didymus and Gregory of Nyssa, which was

also communicated to Cassian.

51 Xenophon, Cyropaedia, 5.4.33. Alexander of Aphrodisias, In Librum
de Sensu Commentarium, pp. 26; 154. Besides, Demosthenes, De
Corona, 195.

52 Porphyry, De Abstinentia, 3.8; In Aristotelis Categorias, v. 4,1,
pp. 63; 74.

53 Plotinus, Enneades, V.5.7; V.5.10.
54 Didymus, commZacch, 2.1: Ου$ χ qτερο δ> W γιν�µενο πρ< τ<ν

προφ9την λ�γο το� Θεο� Λ�γου ;πάρχει, Xστι γ!νεται µ>ν

πρ< τοὺ α- γ!ου α' νδρα, α$ γγ�λου τε κα� α$ ρχὰ κα� �ξουσ!α

κα� θρ�νου κα� κυρι�τητα, πρ< τ<ν γενν9σαντα αυ$ τ<ν

Πατ�ρα bν α$ ε!.
55 Origen, Expositio in Proverbia, PG.17.161.20: Παροιµ!α �στ� λ�γο

α$ π�κρυφο δι $  �τ�ρου προδ9λου σηµαιν�µενο. Basil of Caesarea
produced a definition of his own. Homilia in Principium
Proverbiorum, PG.31.388.30–34: Παρὰ δ> +µ�ν παροιµ!α �στ�

λ�γο zφ�λιµο, µετ $  �πικρύψεω µετρ!α �κδεδοµ�νο,

πολὺ µ>ν τ< αυ$ τ�θεν χρ9σιµον περι�χων, πολλ�ν δ> κα� �ν τK

βάθει τ�ν διάνοιαν συγκαλύπτων. The Suda draws on Basil as
much as it does on Origen, having both definitions in the same
lemma. Suda lexicon, Alphabetic letter pi, entry 733.

56 Basil of Caesarea, Adversus Eunomium, PG.29.704.29–32: Α' λλω τε

κα� ου$ δ> προφ9τη W ε:π)ν, α$ λλὰ Παροιµιαστ9. ΑO δ>

παροιµ!αι ε:κ�νε �τ�ρων, ου$ κ αυ$ τὰ τὰ λεγ�µενα. Cf. Homiliae in
Psalmos, PG.29.212.1–4: Α' λλα µ>ν οjν προφ8ται παιδεύουσι, κα�

α' λλα Oστορικο!, κα� W ν�µο qτερα, κα� α' λλα τ< ε_δο τ8

παροιµιακ8 παραιν�σεω. Maximus Confessor recalls this in
Quaestiones et Dubia, 108.

57 Cassian the Sabaite (Pseudo-Didymus), DT (lib. 3), PG.39.813.34–
37: α$ λλὰ κα� Παροιµ!α =νοµα τP β!βλ^, � ου$  πάντω α$ ε� τ<

φαιν�µενον, α$ λλ$ Xτι µάλιστα δι $  �τ�ρου πράγµατο, @ προσ)που

qτερον σηµαινούσG, κα� Xτι Σολοµiν παροιµιαστ9, α$ λλ$ ου$

προφ9τη.
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EXPANDED NOTES TO SCHOLION XXXVIII

EN XXXVIIIa: Wρµ9 and π�λεµο

The notions of Wρµ9 and π�λεµο are Cassian’s seal

upon the Scholia. Although initially a Homeric corre-

lation,1 these terms are juxtaposed in the authors

whom we have come across at many points so far.

Historians such as Polybius,2 Diodorus of Sicily,3

Josephus,4 and the biographer Plutarch,5 are intel-

lectuals whose vocabulary resulted in the opening

of this Scholion as it stands. In Christian literature,

the juxtaposition is almost non-existent. Apart from

an instance in Basil of Caesarea,6 we come upon

Theodoret, though his usage is rather attenuated com-

pared to this Scholion.7 The fact is, however, that both

Diodorus of Tarsus and Theodore of Mopsuestia8 had

employed the ancient phraseology. Diodorus men-

tioned the ‘war’ waged by the adversary power against

humans, which is the same context as that of the

Scholion and that of Psalm 3:3, on which Diodorus

comments.9

In view of the fact that Diodorus and Theodore

made the same point as the Scholion, a relevant

usage ascribed to Pseudo-Macarius should be con-

sidered, which contributes to that set of texts

being the product of the Akoimetoi.10 At all events,

it is plain that Cassian draws on his Antiochene

background.

EN XXXVIIIb: Reference to Rev. 12:4 (and 20, 2)

Methodius of Olympus made some reference to Rev.

12:4 in his Symposium, Oration 8.4f. Oecumenius11

dissenting from Methodius without mentioning

him, Andreas of Caesarea12 (mentioning Methodius),

and Arethas13 (reviewing Methodius, Oecumenius, and

Andreas), followed.

Didymus is the Christian who commented on

Rev. 12:4: commPs 20–21, Cod. pp. 55–56: ε:σ�ν γὰρ

κατασπασθ�ντε τP ου$ ρd το� δράκοντο, � �ν

Α$ ποκαλύψει λ�γεται· ‘τP ου$ ρd �αυτο� W δράκων τ<

τρ!τον τ(ν α$ στ�ρων το� ου$ ρανο� *συρεν’· εFρηται

γάρ· �ν διδασκαλ!H κα� προφητε!H ‘διδάσκων

α' νοµα, οVτο + ου$ ρά’. οuκ �στιν + ου$ ρὰ W Cρθ<

διδάσκαλο· κεφαλ9 �στιν. W δ> �κπ!πτων τ8

Cρθ8 διδασκαλ!α κα� προφητε!α ου$ ρά �στιν·

�πακολούθηµα γάρ �στιν τ< κακ<ν τK α$ γαθK.

Didymus is also the sole author who commented on

the ‘ancient Satan’ (Rev. 12:9 and 20:2), indeed he did

so at two different points: commZacch, 1.191: Περ� το�

οoτω λεγοµ�νου λ�οντο κα� δράκοντο, �ν τP

Ι$ ωάννου Α$ ποκαλύψει λ�γεται � εFη ‘W α$ ρχα�ο

Σατανα̃’. Ε$ κ παραλλ9λου δ�ξει ε:ρ8σθαι �ν τP

τοιαύτG θεωρ!H διάβολο κα� Σατανα̃ W αυ$ τ�,

�βραϊκ� δ$ οjσα + Σατανα̃ φων� ‘α$ ντικε!µενο’

σηµα!νει τP Ε- λλ9νων φωνP. frPs(al), fr. 907:

1 Homer, Ilias, IV.335: Wρµ9σειε κα� α' ρξειαν πολ�µοιο. VI.338:
Xρµησ$ � π�λεµον. Odyssea, XVIII.376: κα� π�λεµ�ν ποθεν

Wρµ9σειε.
2 Polybius, Historiae, 1.78.1: πλ9ρη Wρµ8 πολεµικ8. 3.6.13:

Wρµ�ν *σχε κα� προ�θετο πολεµε�ν. 3.51.10: �ποι9σαντο τ�ν

Wρµ�ν οO πολ�µιοι. 4.50.2: κατὰ τ�ν προειρηµ�νην Wρµ�ν

πολεµ(ν. 5.1.3: π�λεµον α$ νειληφ), Wρµ9σα. 5.48.3: αυ$ το� µ>ν

α$ λ�γω Wρµ9σαντε ε: τοὺ πολεµ!ου. 6.55.3: οO µ>ν πολ�µιοι

τ8 Wρµ8 �κωλύθησαν. 1839.4: Wρµ9σG κα� τρ!βειν τ<ν

π�λεµον.
3 Diodorus of Sicily, Bibliotheca Historica, 11.50: τ8 περ� τ<ν

π�λεµον πρ< τοὺ Α$ θηνα!ου Wρµ8. 11.76: πρ< τ�ν κατάλυσιν

τ(ν πολ�µων Wρµ9σασαι. 12.79: πρ< τ<ν π�λεµον Wρµ8σαι.
31.43: πρ< τ�ν ε: τ<ν π�λεµον Wρµ9ν.

4 Josephus, Vita Josephi, 287: Wρµ9σειν πρ< τ<ν π�λεµον. De Bello
Judaico, 4.5: τ< δ$ α$ περ!σκεπτον �ν πολ�µ^ κα� τ8 Wρµ8

µανι(δε. 4.409: �φ$  οr Wρµ9σειαν � �ν πολ�µ^

καταληφθ�ντα. 4.441: ε: τ�ν Wρµ�ν το� πολ�µου.
5 Plutarch, Pyrrhus, 19.5: Wρµ� παρ�στη πρ< τ<ν π�λεµον.

Lucullus, 24.1: �χ)ρει π�λεµον, WρµP τινι. Comparatio Niciae et
Crassi, 4.2: τ<ν Παρθικ<ν Wρµ9σα π�λεµον.

6 Basil of Caesarea, Homiliae in Psalmos, PG.29.245.37: τ�ν �π� τ<ν

π�λεµον Wρµ9ν.

7 Theodoret, Interpretatio in Psalmos, PG.80.985.13: τ(ν δ> πολεµ!ων

�π�δησα τ�ν Wρµ9ν. Interpretatio in Jeremiam, PG.81: 692.7: τοὺ

δ> πολεµ!ου Wρµ8σαι. 744.12–13: µάχαιραν δ> τοὺ πολεµ!ου·

κα� κελεύει κατ $  �κε!νων Wρµ8σαι.
8 Theodore of Mopsuestia, expPs, Psalm 58:5b: ε:πiν �κ µεταφορα̃

το� τ(ν πολεµ!οι α$ παντ)ντων πολλάκι κα� �κκοπτ�ντων

αυ$ τ(ν τ�ν Wρµ9ν. Commentarius in XII Prophetas Minores, Prophet
Joel, 2:7–8a: �π� τ<ν π�λεµον τ�ν Wρµ�ν ποιουµ�νων. Prophet
Amos 3:4: �νδ�χεται κα� τ<ν πολ�µιον τ<ν ;µ�τερον τP �φ $  ;µα̃

WργP χρ9σασθαι. Likewise, ibid. 12b; also, Prophet Nahum,
prologue, section 1; Prophet Zachariah, 12.12. In Prophet Hoseah,
5:10b the relevant phraseology refers to God punishing the adverse
powers.

9 Diodorus of Tarsus, commPs I–L, Psalm 3:3: πικρ<ν W α$ π $  αυ$ τ(ν

π�λεµο, � + ;π�νοια τ8 Wρµ8.
10 Pseudo-Macarius, Homiliae l, Homily 26: Ε$ ρ)τησι: ε: W σατανα̃

µ�τρ^ �παφ!εται @ � θ�λει πολεµε�; Α$ π�κρισι: αυ$ το� + Wρµ�

ου$  µ�νον ε: τοὺ Χριστιανού, α$ λλὰ κα� ε: τοὺ ε:δωλολάτρα

κα� ε: Xλον τ<ν κ�σµον.
11 Oecumenius, Commentarius in Apocalypsin, PG.106.138f.
12 Andreas of Caesarea, Commentarius in Apocalypsin PG.106.321f.
13 Arethas, Commentarius in Apocalypsin, PG.106.661f.

Expanded Notes to Scholion XXXVIII 405



δύναται κα� �κ παραλλ9λου λ�ων κα� δράκων ε_ναι

W α$ ντ!δικο +µ(ν διάβολο· Ω-  γὰρ λ�ων περιπατε�

ζητ(ν τ!να καταπ!ει· αυ$ τ< bν κα� W =φι κα� W

δράκων, W α$ ρχα�ο σατανα̃, κατὰ τ�ν Α$ ποκάλυψιν.

Reference to the ‘ancient Satan’ did not attract any

particular attention by exegetes. Alongside Didymus it

was only Cyril of Alexandria who had a few words to

say about the scriptural reference: he refers to ‘certain

ancient exegetes’, without mentioning any names.

Cyril of Alexandria, In Sanctum Joannem, v. 2,

pp. 94–95: τιν> µ>ν γὰρ τ(ν παλαιοτ�ρων

�ξηγητ(ν τὰ �ν τK προκειµ�ν^ διαλαµβάνοντε,

τ<ν µ>ν α$ ρχα�ον �κε�νον σατανα̃ν, k κα� τ(ν

α' λλων α- πάντων δαιµον!ων πρωτοστάτη νοε�ται,

δεδ�σθαι φησ� τP το� Θεο� δυνάµει, κα� ε:

αυ$ τ<ν �}?!φθαι τ<ν τάρταρον τὰ �φ $  ο[ ε: Θε<ν

πεπαρ{νηκεν ευ$ θύνα ;φ�ξοντα,

Beyond Cyril of Alexandria, no author made much

of this passage of Revelation referring to the ‘ancient

Satan’, not even Oecumenius, who simply quoted the

scriptural text upon coming across it in the course of

his exposition.14 In the foregoing passage, Cyril does

not mention the ‘ancient exegetes’ by name. Andreas of

Caesarea treating the relevant point mentions Papias,

quoting his own words about the primeval fall.15

Probably Cyril also had Papias in mind. Arethas, coming

upon the same passage of Revelation, opted to take it as

pointing to the primeval Fall, but the opinion is his own:

he did not mention any names of earlier exegetes, nor

did he quote from Andreas, as he normally did.16

EN XXXVIIIc: συναποστ‹8›ναι

Both Harnack and Turner emended the Codex’s

συναποστατηκ�ναι to συναπεστατηκ�ναι. This is,

however, a mistake. The tense which is needed at this

point is aorist. The verbal form συγκατενεχθ8ναι

is an aorist infinitive of the verb συγκαταφ�ροµαι.

Obvious demand for correct sequence of tenses makes

it imperative that the verb συναποστατ(, too, should

be also in the same form, that is, aorist infinitive. This

might be συναποστατ8σαι (aorist infinitive of the verb

συναποστατε�ν), which might appear to be what the

author of the Scholion intended.

However, it is more reasonable to use the form

συναποστ8ναι (aorist infinitive of the verb

συναφ!στασθαι).

As a matter of fact, Oecumenius used the same form,

commenting on the same point. M. de Groote emended

Hoskier’s συναποστ8σαι to συναποστατ8σαι. How-

ever, he changed the verb arbitrarily. Oecumenius used

the verb συναφ!στασθαι and Hoskier’s mistake was

that he should have emended the aorist infinitive

συναποστ8σαι to the correct συναποστ8ναι

(συναποστ8σαι is simply a scribal mistake, since this

is the aorist infinitive of the active voice συναφιστάναι,

which has a different meaning). This scribal error aside

(it would have been impossible for Oecumenius himself

to make such a mistake), the correct verb had indeed

been used by Oecumenius in the first place.

Oecumenius, Commentarius in Apocalypsin, p. 116:

τ<ν α$ ποστάτην α' γγελον–φηµ� δ> τ<ν Σατανα̃ν κα�

τοὺ συναποστάντα αυ$ τK. p. 140: κα� τP ου$ ρd

αυ$ το� φησι σύρει τ< τρ!τον τ(ν α' στρων το�

ου$ ρανο� κα� *βαλεν αυ$ τοὺ ε: τ�ν γ8ν.

συγκατ�βαλε γὰρ �αυτK πλε!στην α$ γγ�λων µο�ραν

συναποστ8‹ν›αι17 πε!σα Θεο� κα� πεπο!ηκε

χθον!ου τοὺ ου$ ραν!ου, κα� σκ�το τοὺ

λαµπροὺ � α$ στ�ρα.

The examples supporting use of the verb

συναφ!στασθαι instead of συναποστατε�ν are

abundant, yet I quote only a few of those which are

most relevant to the context of the Scholion.

Origen, Cels, IV.65: κα� π( γεγ�νηται διάβολο

κα� τ! + α:τ!α το� συναποστ8ναι αυ$ τK τοὺ

καλουµ�νου αυ$ το� α$ γγ�λου. Ibid.I.8: α$ ποστ8ναι

το� δ�γµατο. Ibid. I.30: Ε' πεισε γὰρ οuθ $ �

τύραννο συναποστ8ναι αυ$ τK τινα τ(ν ν�µων οuθ $

� λGστ� κατ $  α$ νθρ)πων α$ λε!φων τοὺ �ποµ�νου.

Ibid. I.30: τ8 µ>ν α$ πάτη α$ ποστ8ναι καταγν(ναι

δ> το� α$ πατ9σαντο. Ibid. I.36: µ� *χειν α$ φορµὰ

α$ ποστ8ναι ε: τ�ν τ(ν �θν(ν πολυθε�τητα. frLam

(quoting Daniel, 3:29), fr. 81: +µάρτοµεν κα�

yνοµ9σαµεν α$ ποστ8ναι α$ π< σο�. Philocalia, 2.5

(selPs, PG.12.1081.42): οO γο�ν �παγγελλ�µενοι µετὰ

τ< α$ ποστ8ναι το� κτ!σαντο τ<ν κ�σµον. selDeut,

PG.12.813.49: αoτη δ> cν τ< α$ ποστ8ναι µ>ν το�

Θεο�.

14 Oecumenius, Commentarius in Apocalypsin, pp. 142 and 213.
15 Andreas, Commentarius in Apocalypsin, PG.106.325.38f.
16 Arethas, Commentarius in Apocalypsin, PG.106.665.7f.

17 Hoskier, συναποστ8σαι. O(G.), p.176, συναποστατ8σαι. I wrote,
συναποστ8ναι.
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Pseudo-Basil of Caesarea, Orationes sive Exorcismi,

PG.31.1680.4: κα� τοὺ συναποστάτα αυ$ τK

α$ γγ�λου δα!µονα γινοµ�νου.

Didymus, In Genesin, Cod. p. 82: τοὺ

συναποστάντα α$ γγ�λου αυ$ τK. frPs(al), fr. 829:

τοσαύτη βελτ!ωσι περ� +µα̃ *σται � µ�

α$ ποστ8να! σου. Ibid. fr. 851: Ζωο� W θε< ζω�ν

παρ�χων τούτοι, οl πρ< αυ$ τ<ν �π�στρεφον

α$ ποστάντε αυ$ το� κα� α$ ποστραφ�ντε αυ$ τ�ν. Ibid.

1258: Καταπ!πτοντε δ> ε_εν αE ν οO α- µαρτάνοντε

µ>ν �ν yθικο�, περιεχ�µενοι δ> το� χριστια-

νισµο�, καταρραχθ�ντε δ> οO α$ ποστάντε αυ$ το�.

In Genesin, Cod. p. 82: τ8 δι $  α$ γαλµάτων ε:δωλο-

λατρε!α, α:νιττ�µενο.  τοὺ συναποστάντα

α$ γγ�λου αυ$ τK. Ibid. Cod. p. 89: Ε$ κρύβησαν οjν

α$ π< προσ)που το� Θεο� α$ ποστάντε τ8 περ� Θεο�

καθαρα̃ νο9σεω, ου$ χ � Κάϊν.

Theodoret, Interpretatio in Psalmos, PG.80.1673.16–

17: Ε: δ� τι τ(ν συν�ντων πονηρ!H χρ)µενο

α$ ποστ8ναι τ8 �µ8 yθ�λησε συνουσ!α. HE,

p. 189: α$ ποστ8ναι τ8 ευ$ σεβε!α. Quaestiones in

Octateuchum, p. 222: κατὰ τ< ?8µα Βαλαάµ, το�

α$ ποστ8ναι κα� ;περιδε�ν τ< ?8µα Κυρ!ου qνεκεν

Φογ)ρ. De Quaestionibus Ambiguis in Libros Regno-

rum et Paralipomenon, PG.80: 780.39–40 and

849.42–43 (quoting 2 Paralipomenon [Chronicles]

28:19): Κα� προσ�θηκεν Α' χαζ α$ ποστ8ναι α$ π< το�

Κυρ!ου. Commentarius in Visiones Danielis Prophetae,

PG.81.1393.2 (quoting. Heb. 3:12): �ν τK α$ ποστ8ναι

α$ π< Θεο� ζ(ντο. IntPaulXIV PG.82.388.20–21:

παντελ( α$ ποστ8ναι τ8 π!στεω. Ibid.

PG.82.700.50 (quoting. Heb. 3:12): �ν τK α$ ποστ8ναι

α$ π< Θεο� ζ(ντο. Ibid. PG.82.844.4–6: κα! τινα

�ξηπάτησαν τ8 α$ ποστολικ8 α$ ποστ8ναι

διδασκαλ!α.

Cyril of Alexandria, expPs, PG.69.1224.24–25: κα�

βασιλ!σκο νοηθε!η αE ν αυ$ τ� τε W Σατανα̃, κα�

οO συναποστάντε αυ$ τK α' γγελοι πονηρο!.

By contrast, although the term α$ ποστάτη is

used later in this Scholion,18 the verb α$ ποστατε�ν is

almost never used by either Origen or Didymus,

whereas Theodoret admitted it only in verbatim biblical

quotations.19 The reasons for this are quite plain. For

one thing, scripture frequently uses α$ ποστάτη,

whereas the verb α$ ποστατε�ν in various forms is rare20

and quite irrelevant to the notion of the Fall. Only Psalm

118:118 applies to the case in a rather attenuated

(moral) sense (�ξουδ�νωσα πάντα τοὺ α$ ποστα-

το�ντα α$ π< τ(ν δικαιωµάτων σου). For another

thing, all three scholars, namely Origen, Didymus, and

Theodoret, were highly learned in the Greek language

and opted for a more appropriate verb, namely,

συναφ!στασθαι.

Furthermore, the manuscript of the Scholia makes it

plain that the scribe was not actually rewriting a text

that was open before him. Rather, he wrote a text from

dictation that was probably taken down by more than

one scribes at the same time. The mistakes we have

come across establish this beyond doubt. They

also make plain that the scribe Theodosius (to whom

reference was made in the Introduction) was hardly an

educated person. The mistakes are far too many and

have been pointed out throughout our discussion.21 The

egregious errors of orthography make it plain that the

scribe barely understood what he was writings down.

He was just hearing sounds by a person reading the text

and then he wrote words or expressions which were

homonymous with what he had heard, yet sometimes

the words he wrote were either wrong or nonsensical.

I believe, therefore, that the scribe heard the

expression συναποστ8ναι αυ$ τK κα!, but he wrote,

συναποστατηκ�ναι αυ$ τK κα!. Writing down what he

was hearing, he confounded the sound συναποστ8ναι

αυ$ τK κα! (taking this to be an infinitive) and wrote the

non-existent word συναποστατηκ�ναι.

A retrospective personal note is perhaps needed

at this point. The exploration of authorship of those

Scholia resulted in another book, which contains the

first part of Cassian’s writings in Codex 573. Subsequent

study showed that Cassian should be identified with

both Pseudo-Caesarius and the author of (Pseudo-

Didymus) De Trinitate. Both works treat the question

of the primeval Fall in an identical manner, but

it is important to notice Caesarius’ text, which later

18 That section is no longer part of our Scholia, since the actual author
is Irenaeus. Cf. below α$ ποστατικ(ν πνευµάτων and δύναµι

α$ ποστατικ9.
19 An exception is Julian the Arian, In Job, p. 78: κα� τοὺ

συναποστάτα δα!µονα α$ γγ�λου =ντα κατὰ τ�ν φύσιν.

20 2 Esdras 12:19; 16:6; 1 Macc. 13:16; 2 Macc. 5:11.
21 Just for example, cf. Scholion XXIX: τ!µιον δ�τε was written for

τιµ� δ�δοται. Also, α$ π�θεσι for ;π�θεσι. Scholion XXX: αOρε�ν

was written for �ρε�ν. Besides, επι was written for �πε!. Likewise,
ενοη was written for �ν τP, and εφη was written for �φ$  m.
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confirmed my emendation at this point. As a matter of

fact, Caesarius used the same verb (aorist participle

συναποστ9σα) which I have suggested in order to

make the same point. Pseudo-Caesarius (= Cassian the

Sabaite), 44: W �π� τ< χε�ρον τραπε� α$ ρχ�κακο

διάβολο συναποστ9σα αυ$ τK Oκανοὺ τ(ν

α$ γγ�λων, ου$  φύσει α$ λλὰ γν)µG τραπ�ντα.

Finally, let me note that the perfect infinitive

συναπεστατηκ�ναι, which both Harnack and Turner

introduced, is a technically correct form. This would

have been the perfect infinitive of the verb

συναποστατε�ν. The fact is, nevertheless, that no

author ever used this form, indeed no author ever used

the perfect tense of this verb (which would be

συναπεστάτηκα) in any form at all.

EN XXXVIIId: Isaiah, 14:12

Exploring quotation, usage, or comment on this passage

of Isaiah, we come across the authors whom we have

met over and over as relevant to the vocabulary of the

Scholia.

Hippolytus, De antichristo, 17. Origen, Princ, IV.3.9;

exhMar, XVIII. Eusebius, PE, 7.16.4; DE, 4.9.4; commPs,

PG.23.988.56f. Commentarius in Isaiam, 1.68. Gregory

of Nyssa, De Tribus Diebus Inter Mortem et

Resurrectionem Domini Nostri Jesu, v. 9, p. 282. Epiph-

anius of Salamis, Panarion, v. 2, p. 447. Athanasius,

Adversus Arianos, PG.26.341.26f. Pseudo-Athanasius,

Homilia de Passione et Cruce Domini, PG.28: 232.32f;

240.25f. Didymus, commZacch, 1.94; commPs 35–39,

Cod. p. 235; frPs(al), fr. 838. Pseudo-Macarius, Ser-

mones lxiv, 2.2.3. Julian the Arian, In Job, p. 284. John

Chrysostom, De Virginitate, 3; Homilia Habita Postq-

uam Presbyter Gothus Concionatus Fuerat,

PG.63.505.45f; Fragmenta in Job, PG.64.521.36–37.

Pseudo-John Chrysostom, In Sanctum Pascha (sermo

6), 55.2. Theodoret, Commentarius in Isaiam, 5; Inter-

pretatio in Ezechielem, PG.81.1097.4f; Commentarius in

Visiones Danielis Prophetae, PG.81.1352.20f. Also,

Theodoret’s great admirer, Michael Glycas, Annales,

p. 203. Cyril of Alexandria, In Isaiam, PG.70: 37343f;

552.29f. Procopius of Gaza, In Isaiam Prophetam,

p. 2193. Olympiodorus, the deacon of Alexandria,

commJob, p. 15. Oecumenius, Commentarius in Apoca-

lypsin, p. 56. Andreas of Caesarea, Commentarius in

Apocalypsin, PG.106: 241.37f. 293.6–7. Arethas of Cae-

sarea, Commentarius in Apocalypsin (obliquely),

PG.106.548.1–2. Also, Enarratio in Prophetam Isaiam,

14.279.
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EXPANDED NOTES TO SCHOLION XXXIX

With Scholion XXXVIII, and following an introductory

comment by Cassian, there is a shift to Irenaeus, since

Cassian himself was not inclined to produce a detailed

exegesis of the ‘number of the beast’. His own ‘Book’,

namely Codex 573, contains a text whose title is

ascribed to Irenaeus, although it is currently attributed

to Hippolytus (‘On the Blessings of Jacob’).

To a monk (like many modern readers who are

intrigued by eschatological scenarios made out of

Revelation), the ‘name of the beast’ needed to be clari-

fied, and possibly to be identified with contemporary

historical circumstances. Irenaeus was an author who

emphasized this eschatological aspect. But his account

was a notably Millenarist one, on the basis of a

simplistic argument: since ‘one day is a thousand years

to the Lord’ (2 Peter 3:8), the duration of the world

counts as many millennia as the days during which

the world was made. Six thousand years is therefore the

entire duration of the world. Consequently, the name

of the beast is made of the number ‘six’ repeated thrice.

In early Christianity such accounts resulted in a wide-

spread corollary: since the Incarnation had taken place

in the year 5500, there was a period of only five hundred

years remaining for the world to exist. Origen had

rebutted any idea that there is a determined time

until the final judgement, and it is remarkable that his

comment was used to the letter by Theodoret.1 This

assumption nevertheless does not occur in the specific

account of Irenaeus, although this is a necessary

corollary.

The text of Scholion XXXIX runs parallel to

Irenaeus.2 If however one reads Andreas of Caesarea

carefully, it appears that he ascribes this part of

Irenaeus’ text to Hippolytus: all the names which make

up the guess about the ‘name of the beast’ are ascribed

to Hippolytus. This is strange, since Andreas mentions

both authors by name: he mentions Irenaeus at eleven

points, whereas reference is made to Hippolytus at five.

And yet, despite various quotations from Irenaeus, on

the question we are discussing now, Andreas ascribed

the possible names of the beast (found in Irenaeus’

Latin translation) to Hippolytus.3

The specific account emphasizing 2 Peter 3:8 does

not appear in the Latin text of Adversus Haereses,4

but was attached to it by the seventeenth-century

scholar Jean Cotelier.5 Irenaeus was seeing himself as

the adamant great inquisitor, always vigilant to decry

any doctrinal aberration. He always took for granted

that sound doctrine could only be pronounced by

episcopal lips. What modern editors did not consider

is whether this bishop could ever have written

certain specific expressions. As a matter of fact, some

expressions in Scholion XXXIX, in their specific phrase-

ology, could hardly have been a text by Irenaeus.

This passage at best uses an idea supposedly set

forth by Irenaeus: the idea that any endeavour to

determine the name of the beast is futile. To put it

clearly, only an erudite scholar could have used such

vocabulary, not a fanatic inquisitor who was never

condemned for his Millenarist ideas, even though his

modern spiritual followers are.

There are parallels to the Scholion vocabulary in the

Latin: we find ‘certius et sine periculo’ for α$ σφαλ�σ-

τερον κα� α$ κινδυν�τερον, we see ‘divinare’ for

;ποµαντεύεσθαι (καταµαντεύεσθαι in Migne), and

‘non propter inopiam nominum’ for ου$  δι $  α$ πορ!αν

Cνοµάτων. However, it is beyond my scope to trace the

manuscript tradition of the Latin text so as to determine

whether these passages are later interpolations. What

I do know is this: Codex 573, folio 290r, concludes with

the expression, ου$  δι $  α$ πορ!αν Cνοµάτων. There is one

more folio left, namely 290v, which is blank. For all the

1 Origen, frPs, 122, 2: ου$  ?ητK δ> χρ�ν^ ταύτην τ�ν �λπ!δα

περιορ!ζοµεν, α$ λλὰ προσµ�νοµεν qω αE ν α$ ξιωθ(µεν το�

ο:κτειρ8σαι +µα̃. Theodoret, Interpretatio in Psalmos,
PG.80.1884.14–16: ‘Εe ω οV ο:κτειρ9σαι +µα̃.’ Ου$  ?ητK γὰρ

χρ�ν^ τ9νδε τ�ν �λπ!δα περιορ!ζοµεν, α$ λλὰ προσµ�νοµεν qω

αE ν α$ ξιωθ(µεν φειδο�. Cf. PHE, pp. 287; 351.
2 Irenaeus, Contra Haereses, ed. A. Rousseau, L. Doutreleau and C.

Mercier, Irénée de Lyon. Contre les hérésies, livre 5, vol. 2, Sources
chrétiennes 5,153 (Paris, 1969).

3 Andreas of Caesarea, Commentarius in Apocalypsin, logos 13,
chapter 38.

4 Irenaeus, Adversus Haereses, V.28. He emphasized the number of the
beast in ibid. V.29–30.

5 Jean-Baptiste Cotelier (1629–1686), SS patrum qui temporibus
apostolicis floruerunt, Barnabae, Clementis, Hermae, Ignatii,
Polycarpi, Opera edita et inedita, vera et suppositicia, graece et latine,
cum notis, 2 vols. (Amsterdam, 1724; orig. 1672), v. II, Notae in
Epistulam Barnabae, 15. Migne (PG.7.1200) incorporates the
passage noting that he simply follows Cotelier.
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space available, evidently in the original sixth-century

codex Cassian did not go ahead with the text – which

would have been the Greek text of Irenaeus correspond-

ing to the one currently available in Latin. This means

that Cassian did not care to follow the speculation of

Irenaeus in surmising or inventing names correspond-

ing to the name of the beast, which hardly squares with

the same author’s assertion that this job should not be

undertaken at all.

Andreas of Caesarea was certainly aware of Irenaeus’

work and mentioned him by name at twelve points in his

Commentary on the Apocalypse. However, as already

noted, he ascribed the speculation about possible names

corresponding to the number of the beast to Hippolytus.

This could suggest that Hippolytus rather than Irenaeus

fathered this specific point.6 Besides, Andreas refers ‘to

certain doctors’ of the Church, who espoused the idea

that if God intended to reveal this name, then John

could have seen and revealed it. But Andreas mentions

no names of these ‘doctors’.

EN XXXIXa: α$ σφαλ�στερον

κα� α$ κινδυν�τερον

The expression could have been used only by an author

who was familiar at first hand with the texts of Greek

literature: not many persons of this kind can be found

among authors of early Christianity, particularly

bishops. As a matter of fact, this is a Platonic expres-

sion. Only someone with Cassian’s background could

have used an expression occurring only in Plato,

Alexander of Aphrodisias, and Heron.

Plato, Phaedo, 85d2: ε: µ9 τι δύναιτο α$ σφα-

λ�στερον κα� α$ κινδυν�τερον �π� βεβαιοτ�ρου

Cχ9µατο, @ λ�γου θε!ου τιν�, διαπορευθ8ναι.

Later, Damascius used a paraphrased quotation in

order to comment on the specific point of the Phaedo.

Damascius, In Phaedonem (versio 1), 392: Τ! W

‘α$ σφαλ�στερο κα� α$ κινδυν�τερο κα� βεβαι�-

τερο κα� θε�ο λ�γο’; Ου$  δ9που, ] φασιν, W

θε�θεν �κδοθε!, δοξαστικ< γὰρ X γε τοιο�το·

α$ λλ$ *στιν W ε:ρηµ�νο αυ$ τοπτικ< νο� W θεK τK

=ντι συν)ν, � �ν Φα!δρ^.

Alexander of Aphrodisias, De Fato, p. 191: ποτ�ρH

δ�ξG πε!θεσθαι το� α$ νθρ)ποι α$ σφαλ�στερ�ν τε

κα� α$ κινδυν�τερον.

Heron, De Automatis, 1.7: *στι δ> + τ(ν στατ(ν

αυ$ τοµάτων �ν�ργεια α$ σφαλεστ�ρα τε κα�

α$ κινδυνοτ�ρα. 21.1: πο!ησι α$ σφαλεστ�ρα τε κα�

α$ κινδυνοτ�ρα.

EN XXXIXb: τ�ν *κβασιν τ8 προφητε!α

(‘the fulfilment of the prophecy’)

The notion is not Irenaeus’, not even Origen’s. This was

in fact a point made by Eusebius7 to be followed by

Didymus,8 Chrysostom,9 and Theodoret.10

The expression *κβασι τ8 προφητε!α was

casually used by Clement of Alexandria, Stromateis,

1.18.88.5; it appears in two catena-fragments ascribed

to Origen, frLam, frs. 56; 156. It also appears in Cyril of

Alexandria, commProphXII, v. 1, p. 658. Apart from two

attributions to Irenaeus,11 we have only occasional

usage, normally in catenae.12

The notion is attributed to Didymus, but all

instances are in the collection of fragments from the

commentary on the Psalms, which in all probability

was sometimes filtered through the vocabulary of the

catenist.13

One could hardly imagine an author such as

6 Cf. Hippolytus, De antichristo, 50.
7 Eusebius, DE, 4.16.6; 6.13.16; 7.1.56; 8.2.84; Commentarius in

Isaiam, 1.43; 1.72; 1.77; 2.57; commPs, PG.23: 1101.14; 1321.5.
8 Didymus, frPs(al), fr. 900: τ�τε γὰρ α$ ληθ8 προαναφωνο�ντε οO

προφ8ται περ� αυ$ το� α$ νεδε!χθησαν ;ποπτεύεσθαι Fσω

δυνάµενοι πρ�ν πληρωθ8ναι αυ$ τ(ν τὰ προφητε!α. Xτε γὰρ οO

λ�γοι αυ$ τ(ν �κβάσεω τετυχ9κασι τ8 θεο� δεξια̃

γνωρισθε!ση, φανερο� γεγ�νηνται � α' ρα ε_εν πεπαιδευµ�νοι

τP θεο� σοφ!H. Ibid. fr. 930: τ(ν γὰρ α$ ποστ�λων

ευ$ αγγελιζοµ�νων +µ�ραν �ξ +µ�ρα τ< σωτ9ριον αυ$ το�,
�κβάσεω τεύξεται + προφητε!α. Ibid. fr. 949: Ε$ κβάσεω

τυχούση τ8 προφητε!α λεγούση. Ibid. fr. 1130: το�το µ>ν

�κβάσει πληρ(ν τὰ προφητε!α. It should be noticed that all
instances occur in catena-fragments, which might suggest the pen
of Cassian or that of another monk.

9 John Chrysostom, Orationes Adversus Judaeos, PG.48.890.21;
Expositiones in Psalmos, PG.55.266.53; De Prophetiarum
Obscuritate, PG.56.177.38; In Sanctum Matthaeum, PG.57.339.9;
In Epistolam i ad Corinthios Commentarius, PG.61.240.55.

10 Theodoret, Interpretatio in Jeremiam, PG.81.677.1; IntProphXII,
PG.81: 1857.34; 1888.30; 1921.12.

11 Irenaeus, Adversus Haereses (liber 4), fr. 12; ibid. (liber 5), fr. 25
(the phrase of Scholion XXXIX).

12 Severianus of Gabala, Fragmenta in Epistulam i ad Corinthios,
p. 269. Procopius of Gaza, In Isaiam Prophetam, pp. 2181; 2461.
Olympiodorus, the deacon of Alexandria, Fragmenta in Jeremiam,
PG.93.681.27.

13 Didymus, frPs(al), frs. 900; 930; 949; 1130.
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Irenaeus being shy about prying into the name of the

beast and striving to disclose it, once it was he himself

who quite boldly had sought to fix a date for the end of

the world. The argument allegedly set forth by him

(‘had God wished to disclose the name of the beast, he

could have revealed this to John, and through him to

us’) could hardly have been one by the author who had

posited ‘seven heavens’ (to be rejected by Origen), and

had overlooked one of the most explicit scriptural

injunctions warning Christians against determining the

eschatological times: ‘It is not for you to know the times

or the seasons’ (Acts 1:7).

EN XXXIXc: α$ ποµαντεύεσθαι

The meaning of the verb is not simply ‘to guess’, far less

is it ‘to obtain an oracle through divination’, as the Latin

of Irenaeus’ text in Migne has it. This actually means

‘to guess by extrapolation’, or to do so ‘by arbitrary

assumptions’, which are presumed to be wrong. When

the verb α$ ποµαντεύεσθαι is used in connection with

interpretation of a certain text, it means ‘to try to render

the author’s mind’, but the implication is that there is a

lot of extrapolation involved in such a reconstruction.

The verb occurs in two Christian works only:

Justin Martyr, Dialogus cum Tryphone, 9.1: ου$  γὰρ

ο_δα k λ�γει, α$ λλὰ πειθ�µενο το� διδασκάλοι,

οl ου$  συν!ασι τὰ γραφά, κα� α$ ποµαντευ�µενο

λ�γει X τι α' ν σοι �π� θυµ<ν *λθοι.

Cassian the Sabaite (Pseudo-Didymus), DT (lib. 3),

PG.39.984.17: Πρ(τον, Xτι α$ ποµαντεύονται Sν

πρ�σωπον ε_ναι τ(ν τρι(ν θε!ων ;ποστάσεων.

Its origin can be traced back to Plato and was taken

up by later authors, mostly Neoplatonists. Plato,

Sophista, 250c; Lysis, 216d; Respublica, 505e; 516d.

Galen, De Instrumento Odoratus, 5.7; Adversus

Erasistratum, v. 11, p. 151; De Compositione Medica-

mentorum per Genera Libri vii, v. 13, p. 473; In

Hippocratis Prognosticum Commentaria iii, v. 18b,

p. 296. Plotinus, Enneades, IV.4.27; VI.7.29. Iambli-

chus, Protrepticus, p. 80. Proclus, In Platonis Rem Publi-

cam Commentarii, v. 1, pp. 271; 273; 287; Theologia

Platonica, v. 1, p. 102; In Platonis Timaeum Com-

mentaria, v. 3, p. 123. Damascius, De Principiis, v. 1,

p. 136; Vita Isidori, fr. 88 (Suda, Lexicon, Alphabetic

letter alpha, entry 1588; apud Photius, Bibliotheca,

Codex 242, p. 338a). Hermias of Alexandria, In Platonis

Phaedrum Scholia, p. 208. Michael of Ephesus, In Ethica

Nicomachea Commentaria, p. 538. Ammonius of Alex-

andria, In Aristotelis Librum de Interpretatione

Commentarius.

EN XXXIXd: οu περ +ττ‹ω›µ�νη αoτη

+ ζ9τησι

The participle +ττωµ�νη is derived from the verb

+ττάοµαι, in its common sense ‘give way, yield;

to be overcome by someone or something’. Translate:

‘this inquiry cannot be overcome.’ This phrase has a

congruous parallel in Migne’s Latin, PG.7b.1205–1206:

‘et nihilominus quidem erit haec eadem quaestio’ (‘and

this very same question remains nonetheless’). This

Greek rendering in Codex 573 is a contribution to

the non-extant Greek text of Irenaeus, for which we

are largely dependent on John of Damascus’ Sacra

Parallela.14 The specific expression nevertheless does

not exist in this Greek compilation. There are also minor

differences between Codex 573 and the Sacra Parallela.

Cf. Codex 573: α$ σφαλ�στερον κα!. S. Parall. α$ σφα-

λ�στερον οjν κα!. Codex 573: α$ ποµαντεύεσθαι

Cν�µατα τυχ�ντα. S. Parall. α$ ποµαντεύεσθαι

Cν�µατο· τυχ<ν δ�. Codex 573: δυναµ�νων �χ�ντων

τ<ν προειρηµ�νον α$ ριθµ�ν. S. Parall. δυναµ�νων

το� αυ$ το� α$ ριθµο�. Codex 573: *χοντα τ<ν α$ ριθµ�ν.

S. Parall. *χοντα τ<ν αυ$ τ<ν α$ ριθµ�ν. Codex 573:

ζητ9σεται (so Irenaeus in Latin: ‘quaeritur’). S. Parall.

ζητηθ9σεται. Codex 573: Xτι δ> ου$  δι $  α$ πορ!αν

Cνοµάτων, has no Greek parallel, but in Latin we have,

‘Quoniam autem non propter inopiam nominum’.

Harnack rendered κα� ου$ κ α:νιττοµ�νη αoτη +

ζ9τησι, which makes no sense and is a gross mis-

reading of the Codex. The edition of Irenaeus’ fragments

has κα� ου$ δ>ν gττον µενε� αoτη + ζ9τησι (fr. 25),

which is not a precise Greek rendering from the Latin,

but one of the editor’s own making.

The great service of Codex 573 is that it preserves an

accurate rendering not noticed so far. First, the hand-

writing is quite clear, and there is no room to doubt it.

The expression ‘to be defeated by an inquiry’ was used

by Aristotle once, referring to those of the Eleatic school

14 Karl Holl, Die Sacra Parallela des Johannes Damascenus (Leipzig,
1896).
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who had been ‘defeated’ (meaning: confounded) by the

inquiry (sc. into the notion of cause of change in the

world). Aristotle, Metaphysica, 984a29–31: ‘But some of

those who maintained that everything is one thing,

being defeated, as it were, by this inquiry, say that the

one thing [sc. the whole physical world] is immovable’

(α$ λλ$ *νιο! γε τ(ν Sν λεγ�ντων, ]σπερ +ττηθ�ντε

;π< ταύτη τ8 ζητ9σεω, τ< Sν α$ κ!νητ�ν φασιν

ε_ναι). Alexander of Aphrodisias, commenting on this

passage of Aristotle, says that the master actually

‘refers to Xenophanes, Melissus and Parmenides’,

that is, to the Eleatic school, who ‘had postulated that

everything is one’ (οVτοι γὰρ τ< Sν τ< πα̃ν

α$ πεφ9ναντο). Aristotle says that they were ‘defeated

by this inquiry’ (+ττηθ8ναι δ> αυ$ τού φησιν ;π<

ταύτη τ8 ζητ9σεω).15 Hence not only do we have

a clear witness to the real text in the present Codex, but

also this exegesis makes sense and has a traceable his-

tory of its own.

This expression reveals an author who had an

exceptional knowledge of Aristotle’s writings. I myself

do not wish to advance the question about the author-

ship of this specific point any further, nor am I ready to

go so far as to ascribe this to Cassian himself, since his

phrase κα� µεθ $ qτερα (‘and after some text, [he says]’)

clearly suggests that he quotes from another author. I

then take the text by convention as being quoted from

Irenaeus, and only note that this passage is absent from

Migne’s Greek text. I deem the point as actually moot,

while believing that the alleged text of Irenaeus is not

the one which the bishop of Lyon actually wrote. If

Irenaeus was indeed the author of some of this text,

interpolations must have taken place throughout the

centuries.

15 Alexander of Aphrodisias, In Aristotelis Metaphysica Commentaria,
pp. 29–30.

Expanded Notes to the Scholia412



BIBLIOGRAPHY

Primary Sources

Acta Apocrypha Barnabae, ed. M. Bonnet, Acta Apostolorum

Apocrypha, vol. 2.2, Hildesheim, 1972, pp. 292–302

Acta Apocrypha Joannis, ed. M. Bonnet, Acta Apostolorum

Apocrypha, vol. 2.1, Hildesheim, 1972

Acta Apocrypha Justini, ed. H. Musurillo, The Acts of the Chris-

tian Martyrs, Oxford, 1972, pp. 42–52

Acta Apocrypha Philippi, ed. M. Bonnet, Acta Apostolorum

Apocrypha, vol. 2.2, Hildesheim, 1972

Acta Apocrypha Thomae, ed. M. Bonnet, Acta Apostolorum

Apocrypha, vol. 2.2, Hildesheim, 1972

Acta Conciliorum Oecumenicorum (ACO), ed. E. Schwartz,

Acta Conciliorum Oecumenicorum, vols. 1–3, Berlin,

1924–1940

Canones xv (against Origen and the Origenists), ed. E.

Schwartz and J. Straub, Acta Conciliorum Oecumenico-

rum, vol. 4.1, Berlin, 1971, pp. 248–249

Concilium Lateranense A. 649 Celebratum, ed. R. Riedinger,

Acta Conciliorum Oecumenicorum. Series secunda, volu-

men primum, Berlin, 1984, pp. 2–28, 34–108, 114–174,

180–244, 250–402, 404–420

Concilium Universale Chalcedonense Anno 451, ed. E.

Schwartz, Acta Conciliorum Oecumenicorum, vol. 2.1.1–

2.1.3, Berlin, 1962–1965

Concilium Universale Constantinopolitanum Tertium (680–

681), Concilii Actiones I–XVIII, ed. R. Riedinger, Acta

Conciliorum Oecumenicorum. Series secunda, volumen

secundum, parts 1–2, Berlin, 1990–1992

Concilium Universale Ephesenum Anno 431, ed. E.

Schwartz, Acta Conciliorum Oecumenicorum, vol. 1.5.1,

Berlin, 1963

Sententia Synodica contra Theodorum Mopsuestenum, ed. E.

Schwartz and J. Straub, Acta Conciliorum Oecumenico-

rum, vol. 4.1, Berlin, 1971, pp. 239–240

Synodus Constantinopolitana et Hierosolymitana Anno 536,

ed. E. Schwartz, Acta Conciliorum Oecumenicorum, vol.

3, Berlin, 1965

Aelian. De Natura Animalium, ed. R. Hercher, Claudii Aeliani

De Natura Animalium Libri xvii, Varia Historia, Episto-

lae, Fragmenta, vol. 1, Graz, 1971

Varia Historia, ed. R. Hercher, Claudii Aeliani De Natura

Animalium Libri xvii, Varia Historia, Epistolae, Frag-

menta, vol. 2, Graz, 1971

Aelius Aristides. Ε/� ∆�α, ed. W. Dindorf, Aristides, vol. 1,

Hildesheim, 1964, pp. 1–11

Aeneas of Gaza. Theophrastus, ed. M. E. Colonna, Enea di

Gaza. Teofrasto, Naples, 1958

Aeschines. De Falsa Legatione, ed. V. Martin and G. de Budé,

Eschine. Discours, vol. 1, Paris, 1962, pp. 110–169

Aeschylus. Agamemnon, ed. G. Murray, Aeschyli tragoediae,

Oxford, 1960, pp. 207–274

Fragmenta, ed. M. L. West, Iambi et elegi Graeci, vol. 2,

Oxford, 1972, p. 29

Agathangelus of Armenia. Historia Armeniae (versio Graeca),

ed. G. Lafontaine, La version grecque ancienne du

livre Arménien d’Agathange (Publications de l’institut

orientaliste de Louvain 7), Louvain-la-Neuve, 1973,

pp. 173–345

Agathias. Historiae, ed. R. Keydell, Agathiae Myrinaei Histori-

arum Libri Quinque (Corpus fontium historiae Byzanti-

nae 2), Berlin, 1967

Albinus. Epitome, ed. P. Louis, Albinos. Épitomé, Paris,

1945

Alexander of Aphrodisias. De Anima, ed. I. Bruns, Alexandri

Aphrodisiensis praeter Commentaria Scripta Minora

(Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca, suppl. 2.1), Berlin,

1887, pp. 1–100

De Fato, ed. I. Bruns, Alexandri Aphrodisiensis praeter

Commentaria Scripta Minora (Commentaria in Aristo-

telem Graeca, suppl. 2.2), Berlin, 1892, pp. 164–212

De Mixtione, ed. I. Bruns, Alexandri Aphrodisiensis praeter

Commentaria Scripta Minora (Commentaria in Aristo-

telem Graeca, suppl. 2.2), Berlin, 1892, pp. 213–238

Fragmenta, ed. P. Moraux, Alexandre d’Aphrodise, Paris,

1942, pp. 207–212, 214, 216–220

In Aristotelis Analyticorum Priorum Librum I Com-

mentarium, ed. M. Wallies, Alexandri in Aristotelis Ana-

lyticorum Priorum Librum I Commentarium (Com-

mentaria in Aristotelem Graeca, 2.1), Berlin, 1883

In Aristotelis Metaphysica Commentaria, ed. M. Hayduck,

Alexandri Aphrodisiensis in Aristotelis Metaphysica

Commentaria (Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca, 1),

Berlin, 1891

In Aristotelis Meteorologicorum Libros Commentaria, ed. M.

Hayduck, Alexandri Aphrodisiensis in Aristotelis Mete-

orologicorum Libros Commentaria (Commentaria in Aris-

totelem Graeca, 3.2), Berlin, 1899

In Aristotelis Topicorum Libros Octo Commentaria, ed. M.

Wallies, Alexandri Aphrodisiensis in Aristotelis Topico-

rum Libros Octo Commentaria (Commentaria in Aristo-

telem Graeca, 2.2), Berlin, 1891

Bibliography 413



Alexander of Aphrodisias. In Librum de Sensu Commentarium,

ed. P. Wendland, Alexandri in Librum De Sensu

Commentarium (Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca,

3.1), Berlin, 1901

Ammonius of Alexandria (presbyter, prob. fifth/sixth cent.).

Fragmenta In Sanctum Joannem, ed. J. Reuss, Johannes-

Kommentare aus der griechischen Kirche (Texte und

Untersuchungen 89), Berlin, 1966, pp. 196–358

Ammonius of Alexandria (the son of Hermias, fifth cent. AD).

In Aristotelis Categorias Commentarius, ed. A. Busse,

Ammonius in Aristotelis Categorias Commentarius

(Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca, 4.4), Berlin,

1895

In Aristotelis Librum De Interpretatione Commentarius, ed.

A. Busse, Ammonius in Aristotelis De Interpretatione

Commentarius (Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca,

4.5), Berlin, 1897

Amphilochius of Iconium. Adversus Haereticos, ed. C. Datema,

Amphilochii Iconiensis Opera, Turnhout, 1978, pp. 185–

214

Epistula ad Synodum, ed. C. Datema. Amphilochii Iconiensis

Opera, Turnhout, 1978, pp. 219–221

Iambi ad Seleucum, ed. E. Oberg, Amphilochii Iconiensis

Iambi ad Seleucum (Patristische Texte und Studien 9),

Berlin, 1969

In Mulierem Peccatricem et Pharisaeum, ed. C. Datema,

Amphilochii Iconiensis Opera. Turnhout, 1978, pp. 107–

126

Anastasius of Sinai. Viae Dux, ed. K.-H. Uthemann, Anasta-

sius Sinaïtae Viae Dux (Corpus Christianorum, Series

Graeca 8), Turnhout, 1981

Andreas of Caesarea. Commentarius in Apocalypsin, ed. J.

Schmid, Studien zur Geschichte des griechischen

Apokalypse-Textes, 1. Text, Einleitung (Münchener the-

ologische Studien 1), Munich, 1955

Therapeutica, ed. F. Diekamp, Analecta patristica (Orienta-

lia Christiana Analecta 117), Rome, 1962, pp. 165–168

Anonymus. Commentaria in Dionysii Thracis Artem Gram-

maticam, Scholia Londinensia (partially excerpted from

Heliodorus), ed. A. Hilgard, Grammatici Graeci, vol. 1.3,

Leipzig (rpt. Hildesheim), 1965, pp. 442–565

Commentarium in Aristotelis De Interpretatione, ed. L.

Tarán, Anonymous Commentary on Aristotle’s De

Interpretatione (Beiträge zur klassischen Philologie 95),

Meisenheim am Glan, 1978

Commentarium in Hermogenis Librum Περ� Στάσεων, ed.

H. Rabe, Syriani in Hermogenem Commentaria, vol. 2,

Leipzig, 1893

Commentarium in Librum Περ� Ι
 δε*ν, ed. C. Walz,

Rhetores Graeci, vol. 7.2, Osnabrück, 1968, pp. 861–1087

Commentarium in Librum Περ� Ε�ρ�σεω�, ed. C. Walz,

Rhetores Graeci, vol. 7.2, Osnabrück, 1968, pp. 697–860

De Incredibilibus (apud Lucian of Samosata, De Astrologia,

15), ed. S. Stephens and J. Winkler, Ancient Greek Novels:

The Fragments, Princeton, 1995, pp. 150–152

Dialogus contra Judaeos, ed. G. Bardy, Les trophées de

Damas, controverse judéo-chrétienne du VII siècle

(Patrologia Orientalis 15,2), Paris, 1920

Dialogus cum Judaeis, ed. J. H. Declerck, Anonymus

Dialogus cum Iudaeis Saeculi ut videtur Sexti (Corpus

Christianorum, Series Graeca 30), Turnhout, 1994,

pp. 3–111

Epitome Artis Rhetoricae, ed. C. Walz, Rhetores Graeci,

vol. 3. Stuttgart, 1968, pp. 610–612

Excerpta de Arte Rhetorica, ed. C. Walz, Rhetores Graeci,

vol. 6, Osnabrück, 1968, pp. 30–32

In Aristotelis Sophisticos Elenchos Paraphrasis, ed. M.

Hayduck, Anonymi Paraphrasis (Commentaria in

Aristotelem Graeca, 23.4), Berlin, 1884

In Artem Rhetoricam Commentaria, ed. H. Rabe, Anonymi

et Stephani in Artem Rhetoricam Commentaria (Com-

mentaria in Aristotelem Graeca, 21.2), Berlin, 1896

In Dionysii Thracis Artem Grammaticam, ed. A. Hilgard,

Grammatici Graeci, vol. 1.3, Hildesheim, 1965, pp. 10–67

In Dionysii Thracis Artem Grammaticam Commentariolus

Byzantinus, ed. A. Hilgard, Grammatici Graeci, vol. 1.3,

Hildesheim, 1965, pp. 565–586

In Ethica Nicomachea Commentaria, ed. G. Heylbut, Eus-

tratii et Michaelis et Anonyma in Ethica Nicomachea

Commentaria (Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca, 20),

Berlin, 1892, pp. 122–255

In Ethica Nicomachea Paraphrasis, ed. G. Heylbut, Heliodori

in Ethica Nicomachea Paraphrasis (Commentaria in Aris-

totelem Graeca, 19.2), Berlin, 1889

Περ� τ*ν OκτA µερ*ν το! ρ %ητορικο! λ)γου, ed. C. Walz,

Rhetores Graeci, vol. 3, Osnabrück, 1968, pp. 588–609

Anthologiae Palatinae Appendix, Epigrammata Oracula, ed. E.

Cougny, Epigrammatum Anthologia Palatina cum Planu-

deis et Appendice Nova, vol. 3, Paris, 1890, pp. 464–533

(Epigr. 6.1–106, 111–323)

Sepulcralia, ed. E. Cougny, Epigrammatum Anthologia

Palatina cum Planudeis et Appendice Nova, vol. 3. Paris,

1890, pp. 94–224

Anthony the Hagiographer. Vita Symeonis Stylitae Senioris, ed.

H. Lietzmann, Das Leben des heiligen Symeon Stylites

(Texte und Untersuchungen 32.4), Leipzig, 1908

Antiochus of Palestine (or Antiochus of Ancyra or Antiochus

Strategius). Pandecta Scripturae Sacrae, PG.80: 1857–

1866 and 1428–1849

Apocalypsis Apocrypha Enochi, ed. M. Black, Apocalypsis

Henochi Graece. (Pseudepigrapha Veteris Testamenti

Graece 3), Leiden, 1970

Apocalypsis Apocrypha Esdrae, ed. C. Tischendorf, Apoca-

lypses Apocryphae, Leipzig, 1866, pp. 24–33

Bibliography414



Apocalypsis Apocrypha Joannis, ed. A. Vassiliev, Anecdota

Graeco-Byzantina, vol. 1, Moscow, 1893

ed. C. Tischendorf, Apocalypses Apocryphae, Leipzig, 1866

Apollinaris of Laodicea. Fragmenta in Epistulam ad Romanos,

ed. K. Staab, Pauluskommentare aus der griechischen

Kirche aus Katenenhandschriften gesammelt, Münster,

1933, pp. 57–82

Fragmenta in Matthaeum, ed. J. Reuss, Matthäus-

Kommentare aus der griechischen Kirche (Texte und

Untersuchungen 61), Berlin, 1957, pp. 2–54

Fragmenta in Psalmos, ed. E. Mühlenberg, Psalmenkom-

mentare aus der Katenenüberlieferung, vol. 1. (Patris-

tische Texte und Studien 15), Berlin, 1975, pp. 3–118

Fragmenta In Sanctum Joannem, ed. J. Reuss, Johannes-

Kommentare aus der griechischen Kirche (Texte und

Untersuchungen 89), Berlin, 1966, pp. 3–64

Apollonius Dyscolus. De Adverbiis, ed. R. Schneider,

Grammatici Graeci, vol. 2.1, Hildesheim, 1965, pp. 119–

210

De Syntaxi, ed. G. Uhlig, Grammatici Graeci, vol. 2.2, Hild-

esheim, 1965, pp. 1–497

Apollonius of Ephesus. Fragmenta adversus Montanistas, ed.

M. J. Routh, Reliquiae Sacrae, vol. 1, Hildesheim, 1974,

pp. 467–472

Apophthegmata Patrum (systematic order), PG.65.72–440

(systematic order, 1–9), ed. J.-C. Guy, Les apophtegmes des

pères. Collection systématique, chapitres i–ix (Sources

chrétiennes 387), Paris, 1993, pp. 92–448

(systematic order, 10–16), ed. J.-C. Guy, Les apophtegmes

des pères. Collection systématique, chapitres x–xvi

(Sources chrétiennes 474), Paris, 2003, pp. 14–416

Archedemus of Tarsus. Fragmenta, ed. J. von Arnim, Stoico-

rum Veterum Fragmenta, vol. 3, Stuttgart, 1968, pp. 262–

264

Archimedes. Geometrica, ed. C. Mugler, Archimède, vol. 1,

Paris, 1970, pp. 152–252

Arethas of Caesarea. Commentarius in Apocalypsin,

PG.106.487–786

Scripta Minora, ed. L. G. Westerink, Arethae Archiepiscopi

Caesariensis Scripta Minora, vols. 1–2, Leipzig, 1968–

1972

Aristides Quintilianus. De Musica, ed. R. P. Winnington-

Ingram, Aristidis Quintiliani De Musica Libri Tres, Leip-

zig, 1963

Aristocles of Messene. Fragmenta, ed. H. Heiland, Aristoclis

Messenii reliquiae, Giessen, 1925

Ariston of Ceos. Fragmenta, ed. F. Wehrli, Lykon und Ariston

von Keos (Die Schule des Aristoteles, vol. 6), Basel, 1968,

pp. 32–44

Aristophanes, ed. V. Coulon and M. van Daele, vols. 2 and 4,

Paris, 1967 and 1969

Aristotle. Analytica Posteriora, ed. and tr. H. P. Cooke and H.

Tredennick, Aristotle, Posterior Analytics, Topica, Cam-

bridge, Mass., 1989

Analytica Priora, ed. and tr. H. P. Cooke and H. Tredennick,

Aristotle, Categories, On Interpretation, Prior Analytics,

Cambridge, Mass., 1983

Ars Poetica, ed. R. Kassel, Aristotelis De Arte Poetica Liber,

Oxford, 1968

Ars Rhetorica, ed. and tr. J. H. Freese, Aristotle, Art of Rhet-

oric, Cambridge, Mass., 1982

Α$ θηνα�ων Πολιτε�α, ed. and tr. H. Rackham, Aristotle,

Athenian Constitution, Eudemian Ethics, Virtues and

Vices, Cambridge, Mass., 1992

Categoriae, ed. and tr. H. P. Cooke and H. Tredennick, Aris-

totle, Categories, On Interpretation, Prior Analytics, Cam-

bridge, Mass., 1983

De Anima, ed. and tr. W. E. Hett, Aristotle, On the Soul,

Parva Naturalia, On Breath, Cambridge, Mass., 1986

De Caelo, ed. and tr. W. K. C. Guthrie, Aristotle, On the

Heavens, Cambridge, Mass., 1986

De Generatione Animalium, ed. and tr. A. L. Peck, Aristotle,

Generation of Animals, Cambridge, Mass., 1990

De Insomniis, ed. and tr. W. E. Hett, Aristotle, On the Soul,

Parva Naturalia, On Breath, Cambridge, Mass., 1986

De Interpretatione, ed. and tr. H. P. Cooke and H. Treden-

nick, Aristotle, Categories, On Interpretation, Prior Ana-

lytics, Cambridge, Mass., 1983

De Lineis, ed. and tr. W. S. Hett, Aristotle, Minor Works,

Cambridge, Mass., 1993

De Memoria et Reminiscentia, ed. and tr. W. E. Hett, Aristo-

tle, On the Soul, Parva Naturalia, On Breath, Cambridge,

Mass., 1986

De Partibus Animalium, ed. and tr. A. L. Peck and E. S.

Forster, Aristotle, Parts of Animals, Movement of Ani-

mals, Progression of Animals, Cambridge, Mass., 1993

De Respiratione, ed. and tr. W. E. Hett, Aristotle, On the Soul,

Parva Naturalia, On Breath, Cambridge, Mass., 1986

De Sensu et Sensibilibus, ed. and tr. W. E. Hett, Aristotle, On

the Soul, Parva Naturalia, On Breath, Cambridge Mass.,

1986

De Virtutibus et Vitiis, ed. and tr. H. Rackham, Aristotle,

Athenian Constitution, Eudemian Ethics, Virtues and

Vices, Cambridge, Mass., 1992

Ethica Eudemia, ed. and tr. H. Rackham, Aristotle, Athenian

Constitution, Eudemian Ethics, Virtues and Vices, Cam-

bridge, Mass., 1992

Aristotle. Ethica Nicomachea, ed. and tr. H. Rackham, Aristo-

tle, Nicomachean Ethics, Cambridge, Mass., 1990

Fragmenta, ed. V. Rose, Aristotelis Qui Ferebantur Librorum

Fragmenta, Stuttgart, 1967

Magna Moralia, ed. and tr. Hugh Tredennick and G. Cyril

Armstrong, Aristotle, Metaphysics, X–XIV, Oeconomica,

Magna Moralia, Cambridge, Mass., 1990

Bibliography 415



Metaphysica, ed. and tr.: v. I, Hugh Tredennick, Aristotle,

Metaphysics, I–IX; v. II, Hugh Tredennick and G. Cyril

Armstrong, Aristotle, Metaphysics, X–XIV, Oeconomica,

Magna Moralia, Cambridge, Mass., 1989–1990 (reprints)

Physica, ed. and tr. P. H. Wickstead and F. M. Cornford: v. I:

Aristotle, Physics, Books I–IV; v. II: Aristotle, Physics,

Books V–VIII. Cambridge, Mass., 1980 (rpts.)

Politica, ed. and tr. H. Rackham, Aristotle, Politics, Cam-

bridge, Mass., 1990

Protrepticus, ed. I. Düring, Aristotle’s Protrepticus, Stock-

holm, 1961

Sophistici Elenchi, ed. and tr. E. S. Forster, Aristotle, On

Sophistical Refutations, On Coming-to-Be and Passing

Away, On the Cosmos, Cambridge, Mass., 1992

Topica, ed. and tr. H. P. Cooke and H. Tredennick, Aristotle,

Posterior Analytics, Topica, Cambridge, Mass., 1989

Arius Didymus. De Sectis Philosophorum, ed. F. W. A. Mullach,

Fragmenta Philosophorum Graecorum, vol. 2, Paris, 1968,

pp. 53–101

Asclepius of Tralles. In Aristotelis Metaphysicorum Libros A-Z

Commentaria, ed. M. Hayduck, Asclepii in Aristotelis

Metaphysicorum Libros A–Z Commentaria (Com-

mentaria in Aristotelem Graeca, 6.2), Berlin, 1888

In Nicomachi Introductionem Arithmeticam Commentarius,

ed. L. Tarán, Asclepius of Tralles. Commentary to Nicoma-

chus’ Introduction to Arithmetic (Transactions of the

American Philosophical Society, n.s. 59.4), Philadelphia,

1969

Aspasius. Commentaria in Ethica Nicomachea, ed. G. Heylbut,

Aspasii in Ethica Nicomachea Quae Supersunt Com-

mentaria (Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca, 19.1),

Berlin, 1889

Asterius of Amasea. Homiliae, ed. C. Datema, Asterius of

Amasea. Homilies i–xiv, Leiden, 1970

Asterius of Antioch. Commentaria in Psalmos, ed. M. Richard,

Asterii Sophistae Commentariorum in Psalmos Quae

Supersunt (Symbolae Osloenses, suppl. 16), Oslo, 1956

Athanasius. Ad Episcopos in Africa, PG.26.1029–1048

Ad Marcellinum in Interpretationem Psalmorum, PG.27.12–

45

Ad Serapionem, ed. H. G. Opitz, Athanasius, Werke, vol. 2.1,

Berlin, 1940, pp. 178–180

Ad Serapionem de Spiritu Sancto, PG.26.524–676

Adversus Arianos, PG.26.12–468

Contra Gentes, ed. R. W. Thomson, Athanasius. Contra Gen-

tes and De Incarnatione, Oxford, 1971

De Actis Arianorum, ed. H. G. Opitz, Athanasius, Werke,

vol. 2.1, Berlin, 1940, pp. 183–230

De Decretis Nicaenae Synodi, ed. H. G. Opitz, Athanasius,

Werke, vol. 2.1, Berlin, 1940

De Incarnatione Verbi, ed. C. Kannengiesser, Sur l’incarna-

tion du Verbe (Sources chrétiennes 199), Paris, 1973

De Morbo et De Sanitate (fragmenta), ed. F. Diekamp, Ana-

lecta Patristica (Orientalia Christiana Analecta 117),

Rome, 1962

De Synodis Arimini et Seleuciae, ed. H. G. Opitz, Athana-

sius, Werke, vol. 2.1, Berlin, 1940, pp. 231–278

Epistula ad Epictetum, ed. G. Ludwig, Athanasii Epistula ad

Epictetum, Jena, 1911

Epistula Festiva 39 (fragment), PG.26.1176–80 and 1436–40;

with additional Coptic fragments, ed. L. Th. LeFort, S.

Athanase: Lettres Festales et Pastorales en Copte (CSCO),

Louvain, 1995, v. 150, pp. 15–22 and 58–62; v. 151, 31–

40

Expositiones in Psalmos, PG.27: 60–545, 548–589

Fragmenta, PG.26: 1224, 1233–1249, 1252–1260, 1293–

1296, 1313, 1320–1325

Vita et Conversatio Antonii, PG.26.835–976

Athenaeus. Deipnosophistae, ed. G. Kaibel, Athenaei Naucrati-

tae Deipnosophistarum Libri xv, 3 vols., Stuttgart, 1965–

1966

Deipnosophistae (epitome), ed. S. P. Peppink, Athenaei

Dipnosophistarum Epitome, 2 vols., Leiden, 1937–

1939

Athenagoras. De Resurrectione, ed. W. R. Schoedel, Athenago-

ras. Legatio and De resurrectione, Oxford, 1972

Legatio, ed. W. R. Schoedel, Athenagoras. Legatio and De

resurrectione, Oxford, 1972

Barsanuphius and John. Epistulae (Epistles 224–616), ed. F.

Neyt and P. de Angelis-Noah, Correspondance, v. II, Aux

cénobites, Tome I, Lettres 224–398; Tome II, Lettres 399–

616) (Sources chrétiennes 450, 451), Paris, 2000

Basil of Ancyra. De Virginitatis Integritate, PG.30.669–809

Basil of Caesarea. Adversus Eunomium, PG.29: 497–669, 672–

768

Contra Sabellianos, et Arium, et Anomoeos, PG.31.600–617

De Baptismo, PG.31.1513–1628

De Gratiarum Actione Homilia, PG.31.217–237

De Humilitate, PG.31.525–540

De Spiritu Sancto, ed. B. Pruche, Basile de Césarée. Sur le

Saint-Esprit (Sources chrétiennes 17 bis), Paris, 1968

Epistulae, ed. Y. Courtonne, Saint Basile. Lettres, 3 vols.,

Paris, 1957–1966

Homilia adversus Eos Qui Irascuntur, PG.31.353–372

Homiliae in Hexaemeron, ed. S. Giet, Basile de Césarée.

Homélies sur l’hexaéméron (Sources chrétiennes 26 bis),

Paris, 1968

Homiliae in Principium Proverbiorum, PG.31.385–424

Homiliae in Psalmos, PG.29.209–494

Moralia, PG.31.692–869

Quod Deus Non Est Auctor Malorum, PG.31.329–353

Regulae Fusius Tractatae, PG.31.901–1305

Sermones Viginti Quattuor de Moribus (compiled by

Symeon Metaphrastes), PG.32.1116–1381

Bibliography416



Basil of Seleucia. Homilia in Sanctum Andream, PG.28.1101–

1108

Orationes, PG.85.28–474

Bessarion, John. De sacramento Eucharistiae, ed. L. Mohler,

Aus Bessarions Gelehrtenkreis: Abhandlungen, Reden,

Briefe von Bessarion, Theodoros Gazes, Michael Aposto-

lios, Andronikos Kallistos, Georgios Trapezuntinos,

Niccolò Perotti, Niccolò Capranica (Kardinal Bessarion

als Theologe, Humanist und Staatsmann: Funde und

Forschungen, vol. 3), Paderborn, 1967

Cassian the Sabaite. Ad Castorem Episcopum De Canonicis

Occidentalis et Aegyptionis Coenobiorum Constitutioni-

bus, ed. P. Tzamalikos, A Newly Discovered Greek Father,

Cassian the Sabaite Eclipsed by John Cassian of Mar-

seilles, Leiden, 2012, pp. 19–75

Ad Castorem Episcopum De Octo Vitiosis Cogitationibus, ed.

P. Tzamalikos, A Newly Discovered Greek Father, Cassian

the Sabaite Eclipsed by John Cassian of Marseilles, Lei-

den, 2012, pp. 77–165

Ad Leontium Hegumenum De Scetae Sanctorum Patrorum,

ed. P. Tzamalikos, A Newly Discovered Greek Father,

Cassian the Sabaite Eclipsed by John Cassian of

Marseilles, Leiden, 2012, pp. 167–246

Contributio Sereni Abbatis De Panareto, ed. P. Tzamalikos, A

Newly Discovered Greek Father, Cassian the Sabaite

Eclipsed by John Cassian of Marseilles, Leiden, 2012,

pp. 311–372

Contributio Sereni Abbatis Prima, ed. P. Tzamalikos, A

Newly Discovered Greek Father, Cassian the Sabaite

Eclipsed by John Cassian of Marseilles, Leiden, 2012,

pp. 247–309

Cassius Dio. Historiae Romanae, ed. U. P. Boissevain, Cassii

Dionis Cocceiani Historiarum Romanarum Quae Super-

sunt, 3 vols, Berlin, 1955

Catena in Acta, ed. J. A. Cramer, Catenae Graecorum Patrum in

Novum Testamentum, vol. 3, Hildesheim, 1967

Catena in Epistulam ad Ephesios, ed. J. A. Cramer, Catenae

Graecorum Patrum in Novum Testamentum, vol. 6,

Hildesheim, 1967, pp. 96–225

Catena in Epistulam ad Galatas, ed. J. A. Cramer, Catenae

Graecorum Patrum in Novum Testamentum, vol. 6,

Hildesheim, 1967, pp. 1–95

Catena in Epistulam ad Hebraeos, ed. J. A. Cramer, Catenae

Graecorum Patrum in Novum Testamentum, vol. 7.

Hildesheim, 1967, pp. 112–127 and 279–598

Catena in Epistulam ad Romanos, ed. J. A. Cramer, Catenae

Graecorum Patrum in Novum Testamentum, vol. 4.

Hildesheim, 1967, pp. 1–529

Catena in Epistulam i ad Corinthios, ed. J. A. Cramer, Catenae

Graecorum Patrum in Novum Testamentum, vol. 5,

Hildesheim, 1967, pp. 1–344

Catena in Epistulam ii ad Corinthios, ed. J. A. Cramer, Catenae

Graecorum Patrum in Novum Testamentum, vol. 5,

Hildesheim, 1967, pp. 345–444

Catena in Epistulam ii ad Timotheum, ed. J. A. Cramer,

Catenae Graecorum Patrum in Novum Testamentum, vol.

7, Hildesheim, 1967, pp. 52–82

Catena in Epistulam Jacobi, ed. J. A. Cramer, Catenae

Graecorum Patrum in Novum Testamentum, vol. 8,

Hildesheim, 1967, pp. 1–40

Catena in Epistulam Joannis i, ed. J. A. Cramer, Catenae

Graecorum Patrum in Novum Testamentum, vol. 8,

Hildesheim, 1967, pp. 105–145

Catena in Epistulam Petri i, ed. J. A. Cramer, Catenae

Graecorum Patrum in Novum Testamentum, vol. 8,

Hildesheim, 1967, pp. 41–83

Catena in Lucam, ed. J. A. Cramer, Catenae Graecorum Patrum

in Novum Testamentum, vol. 2, Hildesheim, 1967, pp. 3–

174

Catena in Matthaeum, ed. J. A. Cramer, Catenae Graecorum

Patrum in Novum Testamentum, vol. 1, Hildesheim, 1967

Catena In Sanctum Joannem, ed. J. A. Cramer, Catenae

Graecorum Patrum in Novum Testamentum, vol. 2,

Hildesheim, 1967, pp. 177–413

Catena Palestinae. ed. M. Harl, La chaîne Palestinienne sur le

Psaume 118 (Origène, Eusèbe, Didyme, Apollinaire,

Athanase, Théodoret) (Sources chrétiennes 189), Paris,

1972, pp. 182–472

Cebes. Cebetis Tabula, ed. K. Prächter, Cebetis tabula, Leipzig,

1893

Chronicon Paschale. ed. L. Dindorf, Chronicon paschale, Cor-

pus Scriptorum Historiae Byzantinae, Bonn, 1832 (rpt.

2010)

Clement Studites. Canones Ceremoniales, ed. M. A. Magri,

Clemente innografo e gli inediti canoni cerimoniali. (Testi

e Studi 12), Rome, 1979, pp. 77–210

Clement of Alexandria. Eclogae Prophetarum, ed. O. Stählin,

L. Früchtel, and U. Treu, Clemens Alexandrinus, vol. 3

(GCS 17), Berlin, 1970, pp. 137–155

Excerpta ex Theodoto, ed. F. Sagnard, Clément d’Alexandrie.

Extraits de Théodote (Sources chrétiennes 23), Paris,

1970

Fragmenta, ed. O. Stählin, L. Früchtel, and U. Treu, Clemens

Alexandrinus, vol. 3 (GCS 17), Berlin, 1970, pp. 195–202,

212, 216–230

Paedagogus, ed. H.-I. Marrou, M. Harl, C. Mondésert, and

C. Matray, Clément d’Alexandrie. Le pédagogue, 3 vols.

(Sources chrétiennes 70, 108, 158), Paris, 1960–1970

Protrepticus, ed. C. Mondésert, Clément d’Alexandrie. Le

protreptique (Sources chrétiennes 2), Paris, 1949

Quis Salvetur Dives, ed. O. Stählin, L. Früchtel, and U. Treu,

Clemens Alexandrinus, vol. 3. (GCS 17), Berlin, 1970,

pp. 159–191

Stromateis, ed. O. Stählin, L. Früchtel, and U. Treu, Clemens

Bibliography 417



Alexandrinus, vols 23 and 32 (GCS 52 (15), 17), Berlin, 2,

1960; 3, 1970

Conciliorum Oecumenicorum Generaliumque Decreta, Concil-

ium Constantinopolitanum 381, ed. Giusepe Alberigo,

Turnbout, 2006

Constantine Porphyrogenitus, Emperor. De Administrando

Imperio, ed. G. Moravcsik, (Corpus Fontium Historiae

Byzantinae 1). Washington, D.C., 1967

De Caerimoniis, ed. J. J. Reiske, Constantini Porphyrogeniti

imperatoris de cerimoniis aulae Byzantinae libri duo

(Corpus Scriptorum Historiae Byzantinae), Bonn, Weber,

1829, pp. 386–807

De Caerimoniis, ed. A. Vogt, Le livre des cérémonies, 2 vols.,

Paris, 1967

De Insidiis Contra Reges, ed. C. de Boor, Excerpta Historica

Iussu Imp. Constantini Porphyrogeniti Confecta, vol. 3,

Excerpta De Insidiis Contra Reges, Berlin, 1905

De Legationibus, ed. C. de Boor, Excerpta Historica Iussu

Imp. Constantini Porphyrogeniti Confecta, vol. 1,

Excerpta De Legationibus, Berlin, 1903

De Virtutibus et Vitiis, ed. T. Büttner-Wobst and A. G. Roos,

Excerpta Historica Iussu Imp. Constantini Porphyrogeniti

Confecta, vol. 2, Excerpta De Vitiis quae Opposita Sunt

Virtutibus, 2 vols., Berlin, 1906–1910

Constitutio Monasterii Prodromi το! Φοβερο!, ed. A.

Papadopoulos-Kerameus, Noctes Petropolitanae, Leipzig,

1976

Constitutiones Apostolorum, ed. M. Metzger, Les constitutions

apostoliques, 3 vols. (Sources chrétiennes 320, 329, 336),

Paris, 1985–1987

Corpus Hermeticum, Fragmenta, ed. A. D. Nock and A.-J.

Festugière, Corpus Hermeticum, vols. 3 and 4, Paris, 1972

Cosmas Indicopleustes. Topographia Christiana, ed. W.

Wolska-Conus, Cosmas Indicopleustès. Topographie

chrétienne, 3 vols. (Sources chrétiennes 141, 159, 197),

Paris, 1968–1973

Critias. Fragmenta, ed. B. Snell (Tragicorum Graecorum

Fragmenta 1), Göttingen, 1971, pp. 171–184

Critolaus of Phaselis. Fragmenta, ed. F. Wehrli, Hieronymos

von Rhodos, Kritolaos und seine Schüler (Die Schule des

Aristoteles 10), Basel, 1969, pp. 51–58

Cyril of Alexandria. Ad Tiberium Diaconum, ed. P. E. Pusey,

Sancti Patris Nostri Cyrilli Archiepiscopi Alexandrini in D.

Joannis Evangelium, vol. 3, Brussels, 1965, pp. 577–602

Commentaria in Matthaeum, ed. J. Reuss, Matthäus-

Kommentare aus der griechischen Kirche (Texte und

Untersuchungen 61), Berlin, 1957, pp. 153–269

Commentarii In Sanctum Joannem, ed. P. E. Pusey, Sancti

Patris Nostri Cyrilli Archiepiscopi Alexandrini in D.

Joannis Evangelium, 3 vols, Brussels, 1965

Commentarius in Isaiam Prophetam, PG.70.9–1449

Contra Julianum, ed. P. Burguière and P. Évieux, Cyrille

d’Alexandrie. Contre Julien, tome 1, livres 1 et 2 (Sources

chrétiennes 322), Paris, 1985

De Adoratione in Spiritu et Veritate, PG.68.132–1125

De Incarnatione, ed. G. M. de Durand, Cyrille d’Alexandrie.

Deux dialogues christologiques (Sources chrétiennes 97),

Paris, 1964, pp. 188–300

De Sancta et Consubstantiali Trinitate, PG.75.9–656

Dialogi De Sacrosancta Trinitate, ed. G. M. de Durand,

Cyrille d’Alexandrie. Dialogues sur la Trinité, 3 vols.

(Sources chrétiennes 231, 237, 246), Paris, 1, 1976; 2,

1977; 3, 1978

Epistola ad Euoptium, PG.76.385–452

Explanatio in Lucam, PG.72.476–949

Explanatio in Psalmos, PG.69.717–1273

Fragmenta in Epistulam i ad Corinthios, ed. P. E. Pusey,

Sancti Patris Nostri Cyrilli Archiepiscopi Alexandrini in D.

Joannis Evangelium, vol. 3, Brussels, 1965, pp. 249–318

Fragmenta in Epistulam ii ad Corinthios, ed. P. E. Pusey,

Sancti Patris Nostri Cyrilli Archiepiscopi Alexandrini in D.

Joannis Evangelium, vol. 3, Brussels, 1965, pp. 320–360

Fragmenta in Epistulam ad Hebraeos, ed. P. E. Pusey, Sancti

Patris Nostri Cyrilli Archiepiscopi Alexandrini in D.

Joannis Evangelium, vol. 3, Brussels, 1965, pp. 362–423

Fragmenta in Epistulam ad Romanos, ed. P. E. Pusey,

Sancti Patris Nostri Cyrilli Archiepiscopi Alexandrini in

D. Joannis Evangelium, vol. 3, Brussels, 1965, pp. 173–

248

Fragmenta in Jeremiam, PG.70.1452–1457

Glaphyrorum in Pentateuchum, PG.69.9–677

Homiliae Paschales, PG.77.401–981

In Canticum Canticorum Commentarii Reliquiae,

PG.69.1277–1293

In Occursum Domini, PG.77.1040–1049

In XII Prophetas, ed. P. E. Pusey, Sancti Patris Nostri Cyrilli

Archiepiscopi Alexandrini in XII Prophetas, 2 vols,

Brussels, 1965

Solutiones Dogmaticae, ed. P. E. Pusey, Sancti Patris Nostri

Cyrilli Archiepiscopi Alexandrini in D. Joannis

Evangelium, vol. 3, Brussels, 1965, pp. 549–566

Unus sit Christus, ed. G. M. de Durand, Cyrille d’Alexandrie.

Deux dialogues christologiques (Sources chrétiennes 97),

Paris, 1964, pp. 302–514

Cyril of Jerusalem. Catecheses Illuminandorum, ed. W. C.

Reischl and J. Rupp, Cyrilli Hierosolymorum Archiepis-

copi Opera Quae Supersunt Omnia, 2 vols., Munich,

1848–1860 (rpt. 1967)

Catecheses Illuminandorum II, PG.33.409–424

Damascius. De Principiis, ed. C. É. Ruelle, Damascii

Successoris Dubitationes et Solutiones, vol. 1, Brussels,

1964

In Parmenidem, ed. C. É. Ruelle, Damascii Successoris Dubi-

tationes et Solutiones, vol. 2, Brussels, 1964

Bibliography418



In Philebum, ed. L. G. Westerink, Damascius. Lectures on

the Philebus Wrongly Attributed to Olympiodorus,

Amsterdam, 1982

In Platonis Phaedonem (version 1), ed. L. G. Westerink, The

Greek Commentaries on Plato’s Phaedo, vol. 2, Amster-

dam, 1977, pp. 27–285

In Platonis Phaedonem (version 2), ed. L. G. Westerink,

The Greek Commentaries on Plato’s Phaedo, vol. 2,

Amsterdam, 1977

Vita Isidori, ed. C. Zintzen, Hildesheim, 1967

David of Alexandria. In Porphyrii Isagogen Commentarium, ed.

A. Busse Davidis Prolegomena et in Porphyrii Isagogen

Commentarium (Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca,

18.2), Berlin, 1904

Demosthenes. Demosthenis Orationes, ed. Mervin R. Dilts, 4

vols., Oxford, 2002–2009

Dexippus. In Aristotelis Categorias Commentarium, ed. A.

Busse (Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca, 4.2), Berlin,

1888

Diadochus of Photike. Capita Centum de Perfectione Spirituali,

ed. J. Rutherford, One Hundred Practical Texts of Per-

ception and Spiritual Discernment from Diadochos of

Photike (Belfast Byzantine Texts and Translations 8), Bel-

fast, 2000

Didache Apostolorum, ed. J. P. Audet, La Didachè. Instructions

des Apôtres, Paris, 1958, pp. 226–242

Didymus. Adversus Manichaeos, PG.39.1085–1109

De Spiritu Sancto (Latin translation by Jerome and French

translation), ed. L. Doutreleau, Didyme l’Aveugle. Traité

du Saint Ésprit (Sources chrétiennes 386), Paris, 1992

Fragmenta, PG.91: 725, 813, 821, 944, 948, 965, 968

(Pseudo-Maximus Confessor)

Fragmenta in Epistulam ad Romanos, ed. K. Staab,

Pauluskommentare aus der griechischen Kirche aus

Katenenhandschriften gesammelt, Münster, 1933

Fragmenta in Epistulam i ad Corinthios, ed. K. Staab,

Pauluskommentare aus der griechischen Kirche aus

Katenenhandschriften gesammelt, Münster, 1933

Fragmenta in Epistulam ii ad Corinthios, ed. K. Staab,

Pauluskommentare aus der griechischen Kirche aus

Katenenhandschriften gesammelt, Münster, 1933

Fragmenta in Job, PG.39.1120–1153

Fragmenta in Proverbia PG.39.1621–1645 (Ex Didymi In

Proverbia Salomonis Commentariis)

Fragmenta in Psalmos, ed. E. Mühlenberg, Psalmenkom-

mentare aus der Katenenüberlieferung, 2 vols. (Patris-

tische Texte und Studien 15 and 16), Berlin, 1975–1977

Fragmenta in Sanctum Joannem, ed. J. Reuss, Johannes-

Kommentare aus der griechischen Kirche (Texte und

Untersuchungen 89), Berlin, 1966

In Ecclesiasten (cap. 1.1–8), ed. G. Binde and L. Liesen-

borghs, Didymos der Blinde. Kommentar zum

Ecclesiastes, pt. 1 (Papyrologische Texte und Abhandlun-

gen 25), Bonn, 1979

In Ecclesiasten (cap. 3–4.12), ed. M. Gronewald, Didymos

der Blinde. Kommentar zum Ecclesiastes, pt. 2 (Papyrol-

ogische Texte und Abhandlungen 22), Bonn, 1977

In Ecclesiasten (cap. 5–6), ed. J. Kramer, Didymos der

Blinde. Kommentar zum Ecclesiastes, pt. 3 (Papyrol-

ogische Texte und Abhandlungen 13), Bonn, 1970

In Ecclesiasten (cap. 7–8.8), ed. J. Kramer and B. Krebber,

Didymos der Blinde. Kommentar zum Ecclesiastes, pt. 4

(Papyrologische Texte und Abhandlungen 16), Bonn,

1972

In Ecclesiasten (cap. 9.8–10.20), ed. M. Gronewald, Didy-

mos der Blinde. Kommentar zum Ecclesiastes, pt. 5 (Papy-

rologische Texte und Abhandlungen 24), Bonn, 1979

In Ecclesiasten (cap. 11–12), ed. G. Binder and L. Liesen-

borghs, Didymos der Blinde. Kommentar zum

Ecclesiastes, pt. 6 (Papyrologische Texte und Abhandlun-

gen 9), Bonn, 1969

In Epistulas Catholicas Brevis Enarratio, ed. F. Zoepfl,

Didymi Alexandrini in Epistulas Canonicas Brevis Enar-

ratio (Neutestamentliche Abhandlungen 4.1), Münster,

1914

Didymus. In Genesin, ed. P. Nautin and L. Doutreleau, Didyme

l’Aveugle. Sur la Genèse, 2 vols. (Sources chrétiennes 233,

244), Paris, 1976–1978

In Job (cap. 5.1–6.29), ed. A. Henrichs, Didymos der Blinde.

Kommentar zu Hiob, pt. 2 (Papyrologische Texte und

Abhandlungen 2), Bonn, 1968

In Job (cap. 7.20c-11), ed. U. Hagedorn, D. Hagedorn, and L.

Koenen, Didymos der Blinde. Kommentar zu Hiob, pt. 3

(Papyrologische Texte und Abhandlungen 3), Bonn,

1968

In Job (cap. 12.1–16.8a), ed. U. Hagedorn, D. Hagedorn,

and L. Koenen, Didymos der Blinde. Kommentar zu Hiob,

pt. 4.1 (Papyrologische Texte und Abhandlungen 33.1),

Bonn, 1985

In Psalmos 20–21, ed. L. Doutreleau, A. Gesché, and M.

Gronewald, Didymos der Blinde. Psalmenkommentar,

pt. 1 (Papyrologische Texte und Abhandlungen 7), Bonn,

1969

In Psalmos 22–26.10, ed. M. Gronewald, Didymos der

Blinde. Psalmenkommentar, pt. 2 (Papyrologische Texte

und Abhandlungen 4), Bonn, 1968

In Psalmos 29–34, ed. M. Gronewald, Didymos der Blinde.

Psalmenkommentar, pt. 3 (Papyrologische Texte und

Abhandlungen 8), Bonn, 1969

In Psalmos 35–39, ed. M. Gronewald, Didymos der Blinde.

Psalmenkommentar, pt. 4 (Papyrologische Texte und

Abhandlungen 6), Bonn, 1969

In Psalmos 36.15–19, ed. M. Gronewald, ‘Didymos der

Blinde, Psalmenkommentar (Nachtrag der Seiten 248/49

Bibliography 419



des Tura-Papyrus)’, Zeitschrift für Papyrologie und Epi-

graphik 46 (1982), 98–110

In Psalmos 40–44.4, ed. M. Gronewald, Didymos der Blinde.

Psalmenkommentar, pt. 5 (Papyrologische Texte und

Abhandlungen 12), Bonn, 1970

In Zachariam, ed. L. Doutreleau, Didyme l’Aveugle sur

Zacharie, 3 vols. (Sources chrétiennes 83, 84, 85), Paris,

1962

Dio Chrysostom. Orationes, ed. J. von Arnim, Dionis Prusaen-

sis Quem Vocant Chrysostomum Quae Exstant Omnia,

2 vols., Berlin, 1962

Diodorus of Sicily. Bibliotheca Historica (books 1–20), ed. F.

Vogel and K. T. Fischer, 5 vols., Stuttgart, 1964

Bibliotheca Historica, ed. F. R. Walton, Diodorus of Sicily,

vols. 11–12, Cambridge, Mass., 1967 (rpt. 1968)

Diodorus of Tarsus. Commentarii in Psalmos I–L, ed. J.-M.

Olivier, Diodori Tarsensis Commentarii in Psalmos. I,

Commentarii in Psalmos I–L, vol. 1 (Corpus Christiano-

rum, Series Graeca 6), Turnhout, 1980

Fragmenta in Epistulam ad Romanos, ed. K. Staab, Pau-

luskommentare aus der griechischen Kirche aus Katenen-

handschriften gesammelt, Münster, 1933, pp. 83–112

Diogenes Laertius. Vitae Philosophorum, ed. and tr. R. D.

Hicks, Diogenes Laertius, Lives of Eminent Philosophers,

2 vols., Cambridge, Mass., 1995

Dionysius of Halicarnassus. Antiquitates Romanae, ed. K.

Jacoby, 4 vols., Stuttgart, 1967

De Oratoribus Antiquis, ed. H. Usener and L. Radermacher,

Dionysii Halicarnasei Quae Exstant, vol. 5, Stuttgart,

1965

De Thucydide, ed. H. Usener and L. Radermacher, Dionysii

Halicarnasei Quae Exstant, vol. 5, Stuttgart, 1965,

pp. 325–418

Dioscorides Pedanius (or Tarsenus). De Materia Medica, ed. M.

Wellmann, Pedanii Dioscuridis Anazarbei De Materia

Medica Libri Quinque, 3 vols., Berlin, 1958

Dissertatio Contra Judaeos, ed. M. Hostens, Anonymi Auctoris

Theognosiae Dissertatio contra Iudaeos (Corpus Chris-

tianorum, Series Graeca 14), Turnhout, 1986

Doctrina Patrum, ed. F. Diekamp, Doctrina Patrum De Incarna-

tione Verbi, Münster, 1907

Dorotheus of Sidon. Carmen Astrologicum, ed. D. Pingree,

Leipzig, 1976

Elias of Alexandria. In Aristotelis Categorias Commentarium,

ed. A. Busse, Eliae in Porphyrii Isagogen et Aristotelis Cat-

egorias Commentaria (Commentaria in Aristotelem

Graeca, 18.1), Berlin, 1900), pp. 107–255

In Porphyrii Isagogen, ed. A. Busse, Eliae in Porphyrii

Isagogen et Aristotelis Categorias Commentaria

(Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca, 18.1), Berlin,

1900

Ephraem Syrus. Ad Imitationem Proverbiorum, ed. K. Phrant-

zoles, Ο% σ�ου Ε
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το! Σύρου Ε9 ργα, vol. 6, Thessaloniki, 1995, pp. 173–195

Ad Monachos Aegypti, ed. K. Phrantzoles, Ο% σ�ου Ε
 φρα�µ το!
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το! Σύρου Ε9 ργα, vol. 2, Thessaloniki, 1989, pp. 34–43

In Illud: Attende Tibi Ipsi, ed. K. Phrantzoles, Ο% σ�ου Ε
 φρα�µ
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∆αυ!δ, XX, XXIV, XXVII; XXX
∆ευτ�ρα τ(ν Βασιλει(ν (scriptural book),

XXX
∆ιαθ9κη (καιν9), XIV
∆ιαθ9κη (προτ�ρα), XXVII

Ε- βρα�οι, XXXI
Εe λληνε, XXXI

Η$ λ!α, XXV
Η$ σα�α, XXVII, XXXVIII

Ι$ άκωβο (apostle), XXXVI
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Μωϋσ8, XXVII

Νικολα�ται, XII, XVI
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α:)ν W �νεστηκ), IX
α$ κο9, XXXV
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α$ κούειν, Post-Sch. XXIV, XXXII, XXXVI
α$ κούειν το� πνεύµατο, Post-Sch. XXIV
α$ κούοντε, III, VI, IX
α$ κου�ντων σωτηρ!αν, VI
α$ κουστ�ον, III
α' κρα τ(ν στοιχε!ων (= τ< α κα� τ< ω), VII
α$ λ9θεια ε_ναι, XXII
α$ ληθε!α µετ�χειν, XXII
α$ ληθ9, XXXI
α$ ληθιν�, XX, XXII
α$ ληθ(, XVIII
α$ λλαχο�, IX, XXX
α' λογα (τά), Post-Sch. XXIV
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α- µαρτάνειν, XXX
α- µάρτηµα, XXX
α- µαρτ!α, VI, XI, XXX, XXXI
α- µαρτωλο!, XXX, XXXV
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α$ ναληφθε!, VIII
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α$ νεθε�σα, X
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α' νοιξιν *χειν, XXVII
α$ ντιστρ�φειν, XXXVII
α$ νωτ�ρω παντ< α:σθητο� α$ νάγεσθαι, XIV
α' ξιον κα� µ�γιστον, I
α' ξιο, XXVII, XXIX
α$ ξι)µατα θνητ(ν, I
α$ παγγε�λαι, II; α$ παγγ�λλεσθαι

διδασκαλ!αν, XIX
α$ πατε(νε, XIII
α$ πε!ρατο, XXXV
α$ περισπάστω �νο�σθαι, V
α$ πιστ8σαι, V
α$ ποβάλλειν τ�ν α$ γάπην, X
α$ ποδ!δοσθαι, XXXVII
α$ ποκάλυψι, XIII, XXXVII
α$ πολε!πεσθαι, XXXV
α$ πολογε�σθαι, XXX
α$ πολύεσθαι περισπασµο�, XI
α$ ποστελλ�µενον (πα̃ν τ< α$ . qτερ�ν �στι

το� �ξαποστ�λλοντο), XXX
α$ π�στολοι (πάντε), XXIV

α$ π�στολο (Ι$ ωάννη), III, XIII
α$ π�στολο (Πα�λο), IV, XXII, XXIII
α' πρακτο, XXIII
αe πτειν, IX
αe πτεσθαι, IX
α$ ργύρεο, XXXV
α$ ρετ9, XXI, XXXI; κατ $  α$ ρετ�ν �νεργε�ν, X
α$ ριθµε�ν, XXX
α$ ριθµ�, XXIX, XXXI; (α$ . :σάκι Fσο

κυλισθε!), XXXI; (α$ . θε�ο), XXVII;
(α$ . µυστικ�), IX

α- ρµ�ζεσθαι, XXIX
α- ρµον!α, XXXI
α$ ρν!ον (α$ . �σφαγµ�νον), XXVII; (σφαγ>ν

α$ .), XXXIII; (α$ . �στηκ< � �σφαγµ�νον),
XXVIII

α$ ρχα! κα� �ξουσ!αι, XXIV
α$ ρχ9, + α' νωθεν, V
α$ ρχ9 (W Λ�γο, cν �ν α$ ρχP), VII
α$ ρχ� κα� τ�λο (τὰ α' κρα τ(ν στοιχε!ων

�λ9φθησαν), VII
α$ ρχ� τ8 κτ!σεω ου$ χ � κτ!σµα πρ(τον,

XXII
α$ ρχ� τ(ν α- πάντων W Λ�γο, VII
α$ ρχ� τ(ν Xλων κα� τ�λο τ(ν α- πάντων W

Λ�γο, VII
α$ ρχ9 τ(ν ποιηµάτων W Λ�γο, XXII
α' ρχων, XXII; XXX
α' σαρκοι ψευδοµάντει, XIII
α$ σάφεια τ8 προτ�ρα ∆ιαθ9κη, XXVII
α$ στ�ρων τ< τρ!τον, XXXVIII
α' στρα, θε�αι δυνάµει, XXXVIII
α$ συντρ�χαστο µετοχ9, XIX
α$ τεχν( γ!νεσθαι, V
α' τρεπτο, XXII
α$ τυφ!α (τ(ν α$ ποστ�λων), I
αυ$ θα!ρετο (ου$  κατ $  �πιταγ9ν), XXXII
α' φθαρτο, XXXIV
α' χραντο, XXXIII
α' ψυχα µορφ)µατα, XXXV

βάλλεσθαι κάτω, XXXVIII
βασιλε!α, XXIV, XXVIII
βασιλεύειν, XXIV
βδελύσσειν, XXII
βεβα!α στάσι, XXXI
β�βαιο (κα� κατ $  ου$ σ!αν W σωτ9ρ), XXII
β�λη �κλεκτά, VI
β8µα το� Χριστο�, XXXVII
βιβλ!α, XXXVI
βιβλ!ον, XXVII, XXVIII
β!βλο α- γ!α, XXXI
β!ο (τK β!^ περιε�ναι), XXXI
βλάπτεσθαι (;π< το� θανάτου), XI
βλασφηµε�ν, XXX
βοηθο�ντε α' γγελοι, XXX
βούλεσθαι, XXX

1 The text of Irenaeus (most of Scholion XXXVIII and Scholion XXXIX) is not included.
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βουλ9, XXXVI
βουνο!, XXX
βροντα� αe γιαι, XXXVI
βροντ9, XXXVI
βρ�χο, τ8 παρθεν!α, XXXII

γεγραµµ�να, I
γ�λωτα Cφλισκάνειν, XXV
γεναµ�νη, XXIX; γενάµενο, XXI
γενητ�, XXVII
γ8, VI, VIII, XV, XXVII, XXVIII, XXX
γ!νεσθαι, V, XIX, XXVI
γιν)σκειν, XIV, XXVIII
γιν)σκεσθαι, X
γνησ!ω εuχεσθαι ΧριστK, XXIX
γν)µη, XVI, XXXI
γν)ριµοι το� σωτ8ρο, I
τὰ γνωσθ�ντα, II
γν(σι, XXXVI
γράµµα το� ν�µου, XX
γράµµατα, VII
γραφα!, (γ. κεκλεισµ�ναι, before the

Incarnation; γ. πληρούµεναι), XX, XXX
γράφειν, I, VII, XXI, XXVII, XXXVI
γράφεσθαι, VI, XIV, XXII, XXIV, XXV, XXVII,

XXXII, XXXVI
γραφ9 (scripture), (θε!α) III; (θε�πνευστο)

XXV; (πολλαχο� τ8 γ.) XXVII; (�ὰν

προσχP τP γ.) XXXVI
γυν9, XVI, XXXII

δαιµ�νια, XXXV
δα!µονε, XXXIII
δ�κα παρθ�νοι, IX
δεκτικ� τινο, XI
δεσπ�τη θε�, I; δεσπ�τη σωτ9ρ, XXIX
δεύτερο θάνατο, XI
δ�χεσθαι τ< κτισθ8ναι, XXVI
δηλωτικὰ γεγραµµ�να, I
δηµιουργ� (Christ), XXII
διάβολο (is the ‘wrath of God’), XXX
διαιρε�σθαι, XXXI
δια!ρεσι, XXXI
δια!ρεσι τ(ν νοητ(ν, XXV
διάκρισι (λ�γο διακρ!σεω και

διοικ9σεω), XXVII
διάνοια, XV
διανο!γειν τὰ γραφά, XXVII
διάστασιν λαµβάνειν, V
διαστ8ναι, V
διαφοιτα̃ν τK παντ!, XV
διαφορὰν λαµβάνειν, XXIX
διαφωνε�ν, X
διδασκαλ!α, IX, XII, XIX
διδάσκαλοι, XXX
διδάσκειν, XXXII
διεγερτικ�, XV
δι9γησι α:σθητ9, XXXI
δ!καιοι, XXXI, XXXVI
δικαιοσύνη (στρατεύεσθαι τK θεK κα� τP

δ.), VI; (Dλιο δικαιοσύνη), XVIII; (διὰ

τ�ν προσο�σαν αυ$ το� δ.), XXXI
δικα!ω, XXX
διο!κησι, XXVII
διστάσαι, V
δ�γµατα (ψευδ8) VI, (µεγαλ�φωνα) XXXVI
δ�λο, XXXI

δ�ξα, VII, XXXVI
δο�λοι (το� κυρ!ου), I; (θεο�), XXXI
δράκων, XXXVIII
δυνάµει, V
δυνάµει �γκεχειρισµ�ναι τὰ α$ νθρ)πινα,

XXX
δυνάµενοι (τὰ πρ(τα τ8 �κκλησ!α

φ�ρεσθαι), XXI
δύναµι, XXVII; XXIX
δύναµι, �ποπτικ� τ(ν Xλων, XV
δύναµι, *φορο τ(ν Xλων, XV
δύναµι, πορευτικ� το� υOο� το� θεο�, XV
δύνασθαι, XXXIII, XXXVI
δύνασθαι γν(ναι �ν τP παρούσG ζωP (par-

tial apprehension of scripture in this life),
XX

δύνασθαι φάναι, XVIII
δυνατ�ν (ε:πε�ν), XI; (α$ ναφ�ρειν), XIX;

(�στι), XVII; (α$ νθρ)ποι νο8σαι), XX
δ)δεκα (δ. θρ�νοι), XXIV; (δ.χιάδε), XXXI;

(δ. χιλιάδε), XXXII
δωδεκάκι, XXXI
δωρούµενο, I

�α̃ν, XXXV
�γγ!ζειν, XXXI
�γκαλε�σθαι, X
*γκληµα, XXX
�γχειρ!ζεσθαι (τὰ α$ νθρ)πινα), XXX; (τὰ

�π!πονα), XXXI
*θνο νοητ�ν, XXXI
*θνου κα� λαο� διαφορά, XXIX
ε:δωλολατρε!α, XIII
ε:θισµ�νο, Post-Sch. XXIV
ε:κ�τω, XII, XXXVI
ε:λούµεναι (αO δυνάµει), V
ε_ναι (τ�), XXVI
ε: τοὺ α:(να, XXIV
ε: χρε!αν κατατάσσεσθαι, XXX
ε:σαγ�µενοι ε: ευ$ λάβειαν, XXXVII
ε:σηγε�σθαι, XIII
�κ δεξι(ν, XXIV
qκαστο (τὰ περ� qκαστον), XXVII
�κατ�ρωθεν, XII
�κατ<ν τεσσαράκοντα τ�σσαρα (ρµδ ´ ),

XXXI, XXXII
�κβάλλεσθαι *ξω, XXI
*κβασι (δι $  �κβάσεω πληρ(σαι τὰ

γραφά), XX
�κκλησ!α, IX, XIX; (�κκλησ!α το� θεο� το�

ζ(ντο) XXI, XXXII
�κκλησ!αι �πτά, IX
�κλαµβάνειν, X, XIX, XXV; (κατὰ

πνευµατικ�ν α$ κολουθ!αν), XXXI
�κλ�γεσθαι, XXIX
�κούσιο Wρµ9, XXV
�κπορευοµ�νη (δ!στοµο ?οµφα!α), XII
�κτεθηλυµ�νον (�µπαθ> κα� �.), XVI
�κτ< θανάτου ε_ναι, XI
�λάττωσι (α' νεσι κα� �.), X; (τ8

φύσεω), XXVII
�λαττωτικ< �αυτο�, I
�λ�γχεσθαι, XXX
�λλε!πειν, XXX
�µ�σσειν, XXII
�µµελ(, XXIX
�µµ�νειν, XXXV

�µπαθ�, XVI
�µφ�ρεσθαι, XXVII
qν, V
Sν � qν, V
�ν α:τ!H γ!νεσθαι, XXX
�ν α- µαρτ9µασι γ!νεσθαι, XXX
�ν ο:κε!οι τετάχθαι θεο�, XXIII
�νανθρωπε�ν (το� Λ�γο

�νανθρωπ9σαντο), VII
*ναρθρο φων9, XXXVI
�ν�ργειαι α$ ρετ8, XXI
�νεργε�ν, XVIII; �νεργε�ν (�. κατ $  α$ ρετ9ν),

X
�νεστηκ� (τ�), IV
�νεστ) (χρ�νο), IV; (καιρ�), XXVII
�νν�ησι τ8 µεγαλοφων!α, XXV
*ννοιαι το� πατρ�, XXI
�νούµεναι (αO δυνάµει), V
*νοχο, XXX
�ντα�θα, III, IV, XIII
�ντ�λλεσθαι, XXVI, XXXI
�ξαποστ�λλειν, XXX
�ξαπτ�ον, XXVI
�ξεγε!ρεσθαι =ρθρου, XVIII
�ξ�ρχεσθαι α$ π< το� προσ)που το� θεο�,

XXI
�ξετάζειν, XXXVI
qξι (τελε!α q.), X; (µοχθηρὰ q.), XV
�ξουσ!α το� χε!ρονο, XXX
�ξουσ!αι, XXIV
�ξουσ!αν λαµβάνειν, XVIII
*ξω, XX; XXI
*ξωθεν, XXVII
�πάγειν, XXXI, XXXIII
�πάγεσθαι, XXVII
*παθλον, XXIV
�παξ!ω τ(ν βεβιωµ�νων. XXXVII
�πιβλ�πειν, XV, XXVIII
�π!γειο, XXVII
�πιδηµ!α, XX, XXVII
�πιεικτ�ν, XXVIII
�πιπλε!ων, XXXVII
�π!πονα, XXXI
�πιπορεύεσθαι, XV, XXVII
�πισε!ειν, XXX
�πισκοπε�ν, XXVIII
�π!σκοποι, XXX
�π!σταµαι (�πιστάµενο), IV; (�π!στησον),

XVI; (�π!στησον), XIX; (�π!στησον),
XXXIV

�πιστ9µη, Post-Sch. XXIV
�πιστηµονικὰ λ�γειν, Post-Sch. XXIV
�πιστολα! (by the apostles), I
�πιφ�ρεσθαι, XXXI
�πιταγ9, XXXII
�π�µενο, XXVII
�ποπτικο� Cφθαλµο!, XXX
�πουράνιο, XXIV, XXVII
�πτά (number seven), IX; XXXVI; (�. α' γγελοι

τ(ν �. �κκλησι(ν), XIX; (�. α$ στ�ρε),
XIX; (�. βροντα!), XXXVI; (�. �κκλησ!αι),
XIX; (�. θε�ο α$ ριθµ�), XXVII (�. κ�ρατα,
XXVIII; (�. Cφθαλµο!), XXVIII. (�.
πνεύµατα), XIX, XXVIII; (�. σφραγ�δε),
XXVII; �ργάζεσθαι, XXXV

*ργα, XVI, XXVI
�ρριζωµ�νο, XXI
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*ρχεσθαι, XXXIII
*σωθεν, XXVII
�τερ�δοξοι, XII
qτερο, XXXI
εj πράττειν, XXX
ευ$ αγγ�λια, (τά), XII
ευ$ αγγελιστ9, III
ευ$ γν)µονε, I
ευ$ µούσω, XXIX
ε;ρ!σκειν, XXX, XXXII, XXXVI
ε;ρ!σκειν Cνοµαζοµ�νου, XXI
ε;ρ!σκεσθαι, XXVII
ευ$ σ�βεια, XXI, XXXVI
ευ$ φροσύνη, XXXII
ευ$ χα!, XXX
�φαρµ�ζει τ< =νοµα, XVI
�φεδρεύοντα πνεύµατα, XXXV
�φεξ8, XX
*χειν (θε<ν δεσπ�την), I; *χειν (fτα

α$ κούειν), Post-Sch. XXIV
�χθρο!, XXIV
�ωσφ�ρο, XXXVIII

ζηλο�σθαι, XXXII
ζητητ�ον, XXXI
ζω9, VII, VIII

m, Post-Sch. XXIV
+γεµονικ�ν, XXIX
yγ�ρασεν τK αhµατι α;το�, XXIX
+γούµενοι, I
+δύ, XXVII
Dλιο, IX; (D. α$ ληθιν�), IX; (D. τ8

δικαιοσύνη), XVIII
+µ�ρα, (+. το� σωτ8ρο), IX, XVIII, XXXIII;

(+. Cργ8 κα� α$ ποκαλύψεω

δικαιοκρισ!α), XXXVII
cχον ποιε�ν, XV

θάνατο, (zδ�ναι το� θ.), VII; (πρ(το θ.,
δεύτερο θ.), XI

θε!α, (θ. διδασκαλ!α), XII; (θ. γραφ9), III;
(θ. πα!δευσι), IX

θε�α κα� µεγάλα, III
θε�αι (θ. φωνα!), XXIII; (θ. γραφα!), VI
θεϊκ�ν, XV
θε�ον πνε�µα, XXIII
θ�λειν, XXVI
θ�ληµα, XXVI
θ�λησι, XXVI
θε�θεν, Post-Sch. XXIV
θεολ�γο Ι$ ωάννη, IV, VII
θε�πνευστο γραφ9, XXV
θε�, I, VI, X, XV, XXI, XXII, XXVI, XXX,

XXXI, XXXV, XXXVII
θεο� πο!ηµα, XXVI
θεραπε!α, XXXIII
θεωρ!α, VII
θησαυρ!ζειν, XXXVII
θλ!βεσθαι, XXXVIII
θλ�ψι, XXXIII, XXXIV
θνητο!, I
θρ�νο, XXIV, XXVIII; (θ. το� πατρ�), XXIV
θυµ!αµα, XXIX
θυµιαµάτων φιάλαι, XXIX
θύρα, XXV
θυσ!α καθαρά, XXIX

Oκαν( α$ κον!ζειν γλ)σσα, VI
:σοδυναµε�ν, XI
Oστορικ( γεγενηµ�να (τὰ ), XIII
:σχύ, XXXVI

καθάπαξ, X
καθάριο, XXIX
καθ!σαι µετὰ το� πατρ�, XXIV
καθ�λου, III
κα!εσθαι, XXVII
Καιν� ∆ιαθ9κη, XIV
καιν� �δ9, XXIX
καιν�, XIV
καιρ� (κ. τ(ν νεκρ(ν), XXXVII; (κ.

συντελε!α), XXXVII; (καιρ<ν *χειν), IX
κακ!α (κ. βλαστ9µατα), XII; (κ. παχύτη),

XXII
κακ�ν, VI
καλε�ν, XXV
καλε�σθαι, XXX, XXXVI
καρδ!α (κρυπτ<ν τ8 κ.), XIV; (κ. καθαρά),

XXVI; (κ. καιοµ�νη), XXVII
κατ $  �π!νοιαν, IX
κατὰ γ8ν διαιτ)µενοι, XXX
κατὰ καιν�ν στάσιν, XXVIII
κατὰ κεκρυµµ�νον, XXV
κατὰ πνε�µα σοφο!, Post-Sch. XXIV
κατὰ πνευµατικ�ν α$ κολουθ!αν

�κλαµβάνειν, XXXI
κατὰ σάρκα ε_ναι, XXVII
κατὰ σάρκα Ι$ σρα9λ, XXXI
κατὰ σαφ9νειαν, XXV
κατὰ σπ�ρµα Ι$ σρα9λ, XXXI
κατὰ τ< πρ�χειρον, XXV
κατὰ χρ�νον, VII
καταλάµπεσθαι, XVIII
καταλλ9λω λαµβάνειν, XIV
καταρτ!ζεσθαι, XXXI
κατασκευάζεσθαι, XXXV
κατασπα̃ν, XVI
καταυγάζεσθαι, IX
καταφρονε�ν, XXX
κατ�χειν, XXVII
κατηµαξευµ�νη, XXX
κατορθο�σθαι, X
κελεύειν, XXX
κιθάρα, XXIX
κλε!ειν (the scriptures), XX
κλε!, XX
κλονε�σθαι, XV
κοιµ)µενοι, XV
κοιν< θάνατο, XI
κολάζειν, XXX, XXXI
κ�λασι, XI, XXX
κολαστικο� π�δε, XXX
κ�πτειν, XXXI
κ�σµο, XXXIII, XXXVI
κρ�µα, XXVII
κρ!νειν, XXVII, XXXV
κρ!νειν το� Ι$ σρα�λ τὰ δ)δεκα φυλά,

XXIV
κρ!νεσθαι, XXX
κρ!σι (θεο�), XXVII; (κ. καθολικ9), XXX;

(κ. Κυρ!ου), XXX; (κ. λαο� µετὰ τ(ν

�πισκ�πων), XXX; (κ. µανθαν�ντων µετὰ

το� διδασκάλου), XXX; (κ. υO(ν µετὰ το�

πατρ�), XXX

κριτ9, XVII
κτα̃σθαι, XXVI
κτ!ζειν, XXVI
κτ!ζεσθαι, XXVI
κτ!σι, XXII
κτ!σµα, XXVI
κτ!σµατα, XV
κυβε!α, XXIII
κύκλο (πασ(ν τ(ν δυνάµεων), V; (τροχ<ν

κα� κ. δυνάµεων), XXXVI
κύριο (W), VI, XIV, XXII

λαλε�ν, XXXV, XXXVI
λαµβάνειν (καταλλ9λω λ.), XIV; (λ. τ<

βιβλ!ον), XXIX; (λ. τὰ φυλά) XXXII,
XXVIII, XXXI, XXXVII

λανθάνειν, XXX
λα�, XXIX, XXX
λε!πεσθαι (το� α$ ληθινο� +λ!ου), IX
λευκα� στολα!, XXXIII
λευκα!νειν, XXXIII, XXXIV
λευκ� ψ8φο, XIV
λ�γειν, XXV, XXVI, XXVII, XXIX, XXXII
λ�γεσθαι, XIII, XXIX, XXXII, XXXVI
λ�ξι, XXXI
λ�ων, XXVII, XXVIII (+ προ κειµ�νη λ.),

XXIX
λοιπ�ν, XXVIII
λ�γο (teaching) περ� πνευµατικ(ν,

XIV; W λ�γο τ8 προνο!α, XXVII;
W λ�γο το� θεο� (a divine utterance),
XXX

Λ�γο (Χριστ�), IV; (Λ. α:τ!α το�

;πάρχειν τ�ν κτ!σιν, ο[α δηµιουργ�),
XXII; (Λ. α$ νο!γων τὰ γραφά), XX; (Λ.
α$ ρχ� κτ!σεω), XXII; (Λ. α$ ρχ�

ποιηµάτων � ποιητ9), XXII; (Λ. α$ ρχ�

τ(ν Xλων κα� τ�λο τ(ν α- πάντων), VII;
(Λ. α$ ρχ�ν κα� τ�λο �πάγων), VII; (Λ.
διδάξα παρθεν!αν), XXXII; (Λ.
γεν�µενο νεκρ< περι�γραψεν τ�ν �π�

γ8 α;το� ζω9ν), VIII; (Λ. γεν�µενο

υO< α$ νθρ)που), VI; (Λ. *κλεισεν τ�ν το�

ν�µου σκιάν), XX; (Λ. *ξω τ8

Ι- ερουσαλ�µ �πο!ησεν τοὺ Ι$ ουδα!ου),
XX; (Λ. �αυτ<ν �ρ!σατο ζω�ν ε_ναι), VII;
(Λ. �νανθρωπ9σα), VII; (Λ. �στιν τ<

α$ µ9ν), XXII; (Λ. ζω� ου$  γ�γονε, α$ λλ $

ε_ναι διεβεβαι)σατο), VII; (Λ. ζω� bν

κατὰ φύσιν, νεκρ< δι $  +µα̃ �γ�νετο),
VII; (Λ. ζ(ν �στιν ε: τοὺ α:(να), VII;
(Λ. cν �ν α$ ρχP), VII; (Λ. θε<), VII, XX;
(Λ. νεκρ< γεγον�ναι �µολ�γησεν), VII;
(Λ. ου$  κτ!σµα), XXII; (Λ. πληρ)σα τὰ

γραφὰ δι $  �κβάσεω), XX; (Λ. πρ(το

κτ!σεω), XXII; (Λ. πρ(το ου$  χρ�ν^,
α$ λλὰ τιµP), VII; (Λ. σὰρξ γ�γονε), XX;
(Λ. τ8 κτ!σεω W κτ!στη �στ�ν κα�

α' ρχων), XXII; (Λ. τ< Α κα� Ω εFρηται), V;
(Λ. τ< α' λφα, α$ ρχ�ν κα� α:τ!αν τ(ν

α- πάντων), VII; (Λ. τ< ω ε_ναι εFρηται,
κα� πρ(το κα� *σχατο), VII;  (Λ.
τοὺ τρε� χρ�νου περιε!ληφεν),
IV

λ�γ^ �κτ�µνειν κα� α$ ναιρε�ν, XII
λύειν, XXVII, XXVIII
λυχν!α, IX
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λυχνια�ον φ(, IX
λύχνο, IX

µαθητα!, XXX, XXXIII
µακαρ!ζειν, III
µακαριζ�µενο, III
µακαριοποιε�ν, III
µακροθυµ!α (το� κριτο�), XVII
µάλιστα, XXV
µανθάνειν, III, XXIX
µάντι, XII
µαρτυρ!α, II
µαρτύριον, XXXIII
µάχαιρα, (µ. �παινετ9), VI; (µ. Cξε�α), VI
µαχ�µεν�ν �στιν, X; µάχεται, I
µεγάλοι λ�γοι, XXXVI
µεγαλοφων!α, (�ννο9σεω µ.), XXVI; (µ.

τ(ν νοηµάτων), XXXVI
µ�γιστον (α' ξιον κα� µ.), I
µ�λλειν, XXXI, XXXVI
µ�λλον, IV
µ�λλων (χρ�νο), IV
µ�νειν α$ ε!, XXII
µερισθ8ναι, V
µ�σα, (στοιχε�α of the alphabet), VII
µεσ�τη (+ α' πρακτο), XXIII
µετὰ σαφηνε!α γ!νεσθαι, XXV
µετανοε�ν, XVII
µετάνοια, XXXV
µετάπτωσι, XXIII
µετεωρ!ζεσθαι, XXI
µετουσ!H ε_ναι, XX
µετουσ!αι το� πνεύµατο, XIX
µετοχ�ν *χειν, XIX
µ�τωπον, XXXI
µ� χωρε�ν, XXII
µ9ποτε, XXXI
µικρὰ κα� α$ νθρ)πινα, III
µισθ<ν λαµβάνειν, XXXVII
µν9µην α$ ποβάλλειν, τ�ν περ! τινο, XXII
µολύνεσθαι, XXXII
µοναδικ<ν γεν�σθαι, V
µυστικ� (α$ ριθµ�), IX

να< το� θεο�, XXI
νεκρ�τη, VII
νικα̃ν, XXIV, XXVIII, XXXIII
ν!κη, XXXIII
νοε�ν (ν. κα� α$ γαπα̃ν Χριστ�ν), XXIX, XXX,

XXXIII, XXXVI
νο9µατα, XXXVI
νοητὰ πράγµατα, XXVII
νοητ�ον, XXX
νοητ�, XXIII
νο� (�ν� νοx καταρτ!ζεσθαι), XXXI; (νο�ν

α$ κον!ζειν), VI; (W τ<ν νο�ν �αυτο�

προσάγων) IX
νυκτεριν� κατάστασι, IX
νύξ, IX, XVIII, XXXIII

ξηρα!νει τὰ φα�λα, XV
ξύλινο, XXXV

W bν κα� W cν κα� W �ρχ�µενο, IV
Wδο� το� θεο�, XXVII
=νοµα (=. το� τελειωθ�ντο), XIV; (=., α$ ε�

καιν�ν), XIV; (=., τ< �π� πα̃σιν

γραφ�µενον), XIV; (=. τ8 π�λεω το�

ζ(ντο θεο�), XXI; (=. το� πατρ�), XXI;
(=. το� θεο�), XXIX; (φοβε�σθαι τ< =. το�

θεο�), XXIX
Xθεν, XXVI
οFεσθαι, XI
ο:κε!α ποι�τη, XIV
ο:κονοµε�ν, XXVII
ο_κο Ι$ ακ)β, XXIV
Xµοιον (τ< W. ν�ει), XXX
Wµολογε�ν, XXIX
Wµολογ!α, XXXIII
Wµολογο�σιν, I
=ν, τ�, XXVI
Cνοµάζεσθαι, XV, XXX
Xπλα δικα!ων, VI
Xρα ε:, XXXVII
Cργ� θεο�, XXX
Cργ�ν το� θεο� συν!στασθαι, XXXVII
WρµP πολεµε�ν, XXXVIII
=ρο, XXX
ου$  διαπ!πτων, XXII
ου$ δαµο�, V
ου$ κ α$ πογνωστ�ον, XIII
ου$ κ�τι, XX, XXVIII
ου$ ραν�, XXI, XXV, XXXVIII
ου$ σ!α (+ τ(ν νοητ(ν ο.), XXV; ου$ σ!H ε_ναι

α$ ληθιν�, XXII; ου$ σ!H ε_ναι, XX; =ψι,
XXXV

ου$ σιο�σθαι, XXVI

παιδεύεσθαι, XXIII, XXX
πάλη, XXIV
πάντα, (π. γ!νεται W υO�), V
πάντε υOο� α$ νθρ)πων, VI
παραβάλλεσθαι, XV
παραβολ9, IX
παράδειγµα, XXX
παραδ!δοσθαι, XXX
παρακατι)ν, XXXII
παράλειψι τ(ν �πιβαλλ�ντων, XXX
παράστασι βεβαι�τητο, XXII
παραστατικ�. XIV
παρεληλυθ) (χρ�νο), IV
παρ�ρχεσθαι, XIV
παρθεν!α, XXXII
παρθ�νο, XXXI, XXXII
παριστα̃ν, XXX
παρρησ!α, XXXI
πα̃σα διάλεκτο α$ νθρ)πων, XXIX
πα̃σα λογικ� φύσι, XI
πα̃σα φυλ� Ι$ σρα9λ, XXIX
πα̃σαι (αO δυνάµει), V
πάσχειν, XXXI
πάσχειν ταραχ9ν, XI
πατ�ρε, XXX
πε!θειν �π� τ< α- µαρτάνειν, XXX
πε!θεσθαι, XXX
πε!ρH *χειν, XXVII
πειρα̃σθαι, XVI
περιβάλλεσθαι, XXXIII
περι�χειν, VII
περ!κεισθαι, XXXIII
περ!στασι, XXXIII
πετάζεσθαι, XXI
π!πτειν, XXXVIII
πιστε�σαι, V

π!στεω µετ�χειν, XXII
πιστ�, XXII
πιστο�σθαι, XXV, XXIX
πιστ( (α$ ναγιν)σκειν κα� α$ κούειν), III
π!στωσι, XXV
πλάσσειν, XXVI
πληγα!, XXXV; πληγα� ;ποβάλλειν, XXXV
πλ8θο, XXXI
πληθυντικ(, Post-Sch. XXIV
πλύνειν, XXXIII, XXXIV
πνεύµατα, XXVIII
πνευµατικὰ σ)µατα, XXXIV
πνευµατικα� θυσ!αι, XXIX
πνευµατικ� ψ8φο, XIV
πνευµατικ<ν zτ!ον, Post-Sch. XXIV
ποθε�ν τ<ν θε�ν, XXX
ποι9µατα, XXII
ποιητ9, XXII
ποι�τη, XIV
πολλὰ � µ�ρη, (γ!νεται) W υO�, V
πονηρ�, VI, XXXIII
πορεύεσθαι �π� τ8 γ8, XXVIII
πορνε!α, XIII, XVI
π�δε (υOο�), XV, XXIV, XXX
πρα̃ξι, XXXIII
πράττειν, I, ,X, XXVII
πρεσβύτεροι, XXVIII
πρ�θεσι, XXXIII
προθεωρε�ν, XXXIV
προκε!µενα (τά), III, XV, XXV, XXXI
προκειµ�νη λ�ξι, III
προκε!µενον (τ�), XXXI
προκοπ9, XIV
προνοητικα� κιν9σει, XV
πρ�νοια θεο�, XXX
προνο!α λ�γο, XXVII
προσάγειν, IX
προσάπτεσθαι, XVI
προσ�ρχεσθαι, XXXI
προσευχα� τ(ν α- γ!ων, XXIX
προσευχ9, XXIX
προσ�χειν, XXXVI
προσηγορ!α, XIV, XXV
προσκε!µενον (τ�), X
προσκυνε�ν, XXXV
προσο�σα (τιν! τι), XXXI
προστάσσεσθαι, XXV, XXX
προστ!θεσθαι, Post-Sch. XXIV
πρ�σωπον (of God), XXXI
προτρ�πεσθαι, XXV
προφ8ται, XXXVII
προφητε!α, III
προφητεύειν, XXXVII
προφ9τη (π. David), XXXVI; (π. Ezekiel),

XXXI; (π. John the Evangelist), III;
προφ9τη (π. Malachi), XXIX

προφορικ< λ�γο, IX
προχε!ρω α$ κούειν, III
πρωϊν< α$ στ9ρ, XVIII
πρ(το θάνατο, XI; Τά πρ(τα φ�ρεσθαι,

XXI
πτα�σµα, XXX
πτερά, XXI
πύρωσι το� θε!ου πνεύµατο, XXIII

?Hδ!α µετάπτωσι, XXIII
?Hθυµ!α, XXX
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?ε�σαν α[µα, XXIX
?!ζα ∆αυ!δ, XXVII, XXVIII

σάλπιγξ, XXV
σάρξ, XX
σαφ8 γ!νεσθαι, XXVII
σαφην!ζεσθαι, XXXVI
σαφ(, XXVI
σεσωσµ�νοι, XXIX
σηµα!νειν, XIV, XIX, XXV, XXXI
σηµαινοµ�να, τά, XI
σηµε�ον, XXXI
σηµειο�σθαι, XXXI
σηµε!ωσι, XXXI
σηµειωτ�ον, XXVI
σιωπα̃ν, I
σκυθρωπ�ν, XXVII, XXXI
σοφ!α, XXXVI
σοφιστικα� α$ πάται, XII
σοφο� α' νθρωποι, XXIX; σοφο! (το�

κ�σµου), XXV
σπ�ρµα, XXVII
σπουδα�ο, XXX
σταυρο�σθαι, XXIX
σταυρωθε� Χριστ�, XXIX
στολ9, XXXIII, XXXIV
στ�µα (το� σωτ8ρο) VI, XII; (ου$ χ ευ$ ρ�θη

ψε�δο �ν τK στ�µατι τ(ν παρθ�νων)
XXXII; (σ. α:σθητ(ν α$ γαλµάτων), XXXV

στρατευ�µενοι, VI
στρ�φεσθαι περ� �αυτ�ν, XXXI
στ�λοι, τ8 �κκλησ!α, XXI
συγκαθ�ζεσθαι, XXIV
συγκαθ!ζειν, XXIV
συγκαταφ�ρεσθαι, XXXVIII
σύζυγο, III
συµβασιλεύειν, XXIV
συµβεβηκ< πάθο, XXX
σύµβολον XXIV, XXVIII, XXXI, XXXIII
συµπληρο�ν, XXXI
συµφωνε�ν, XXIV
συµφων!α, XXXI
συνH́δειν, XXVIII
συναφ!στασθαι, XXXVIII
συνβαδ!ζων, XX
συνεγε!ρειν, XXIV
συν�σεω zτ!ον, Post-Sch. XXIV
σύνεσι, XXXVI, Post-Sch. XXIV
συνετ( α$ ναγιν)σκειν, III
σύνθετον ζKον, XI
συνκαταβα!νειν, XV
συντ�λεια τ(ν α:)νων, VII
σύρειν, XXXVIII
σφαγ9, XXIX
σφ!γγεσθαι, XXVII
σφραγ�δε, XXVIII

σφραγ!ζεσθαι, XXVII
σφραγ!, XXVII, XXXI
σ(µα, XXXIV
σ(µα θεο� αe γιον, XXX
σωµατικ� φυλ9, XXXII
σωτ9ρ, I, IV, XII, XVIII, XXI, XXII, XXIV, Post-

Sch. XXIV, XXVI
σωτηρ!α, VI, VII

τὰ �πιβάλλοντα σπουδα!^ α' ρχοντι, XXX
τὰ λογικά, XXVI
τάγµατα τρ!α, XXXVII
ταράττεσθαι, XI
τεθεµελιωµ�νο, XXI
τελευτα̃ν, V
τ�λο, V, VII, XVIII; (τ. �πάγειν), VII
τ�µνειν, XII
τ�σσαρα ζKα, XXVIII
τετράγωνον σχ8µα XXXI; τετράγωνο

α$ ριθµ�, XXXI
τ�ω, XXXI
τηρε�ν τὰ θεϊκὰ *ργα, XVIII
τ!θεσθαι, XXXI
τιµ9, I, VII; τιµ� δ!δοσθαι, XXIX
τµητικ�, XII
τ�ξον, XXXI
τ�πον *χειν, XXXV
τρε� χρ�νοι, IV
τροχ�, XXXVI
τK β!^ περιε�ναι, XXXI

υOο� τ8 βροντ8 (James and John),
XXXVI

υO� (γ!νεται qν), V; υO�, *χων ?οµφα!αν

Cξε�αν �ν τK στ�µατι, VI; υO< το� θεο�,
XV; υO�, � πάντα qν, V, XXVI

oλη, XXXV
;λικ�ν, XV
oπαρξι, XXVI
;πάρχειν, XXII, XXV
;π>ρ �ν< *θνου, XXIX; ;π>ρ µ�ρου, XXIX
;περοχ9, I
;πηρετε�ν, XXXI
;πηρετικα� χε�ρε, XXX
;π�θεσι, XXIX
;ποκε�σθαι, XXXI
;ποπ�διον, XXIV
;ποχε!ριον λαµβάνειν, XXX
;στ�ρηµα, XXXVII

φανερο�ν, XXVII
φανερο�σθαι, XXXVII
φανερ(σαι λ�γον, II
φάσκειν, IV, XXIX, XXXVI
φα�λοι, VI
φε!δεσθαι, XXXI

φ�ρειν, XXXI
φ�ρεσθαι, XXXI
φοβε�σθαι τ< =νοµα το� θεο�, XXXVII
φοβε�σθαι τ<ν θε�ν, XXXI, XXXVII
φ�βο, XXXVI
φο�νιξ, XXXIII
φορε�ν τ�ν ε:κ�να το� �πουραν!ου, XXI
φρον9µατα ψευδοδοξ!α, XII
φρονιµ)τερον �ντυγχάνειν, XXV
φυλάττεσθαι, XX
φυλ9, XXXI, XXXII
φύσι α$ πολλυµ�νη, XVII
φωνε�ν, XXXI
φων9, XXX, XXXVI; φων� µεγάλη, XXV
φ(, XVIII, XXXI
φ( α$ ληθιν�ν, IX
φωτ!ζειν, IX
φωτ!ζεσθαι ;π< λύχνου, IX
φωτισµ� (�κκλησ!α τιν�), XIX
φωτοειδ�, XIV

χαλκ�, XV
χαρακτ9ρ, XXXI
χάριν Wµολογε�ν, XXXI
χε!ρ, XXXIII
χιλιάδε, XXXI
χλιαρ�ν, XXIII
χρε!α, IX
χρ8σθαι, XII; (χ. παραδε!γµατι), XXX
χρ8σι ε:δωλοθύτων, XVI
χρ�νο (τρε� χρ�νοι), IV; (ου$  κατὰ

χρ�νον), VII; (χ. µακροθυµ!α), XVII;
(χ. τεµν�µενο ε: +µ�ραν κα� νύκτα),
XXXIII

χρύσεο XXXV
χυδαι�τεροι κα� πολλο!, XXIX
χ)ραν *χειν, XX
χωρε�ν (οuκ �στιν χωρ8σαι τὰ βιβλ!α το�

κ�σµου), XXXVI; (µ� χωρο�ντα �ν

�αυτK), XXII
χωρητ�ον α' νω παντ< α:σθητο�, XIV

ψαλµο!, XXXV
ψαλµ< ν′, VI
ψεκτὰ τὰ λεγ�µενα, VI
ψευδ8 δ�γµατα, VI
ψευδοµάντει, XIII
ψε�δο, XXXII
ψ�ξι + νοητ9, XXIII
ψυχρ�, XXIII

� *τυχεν, III
fτα, XXX
zτ!ον, Post-Sch. XXIV
zφελε�ν τοὺ δεοµ�νου, IX
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GENERAL INDEX

Academy of Athens, persecuted by Justinian,
45

Acarnania, 52
Actia Nicopolis, 52, 53
Actian Games, 52
Actium, 52, 53
Aelian (Claudius Aelianus, sophist and

teacher of rhetoric, c. 175–c. 235), 333
Aelius Aristides (Greek orator, AD 117–118),

383
Aelius Dionysius (lexicographer, rhetorician,

Halicarnassus, fl. 117–138), 349
Aeneas of Gaza, 35
Aeschines (orator, statesman, Athens,

389–314 BC), 98, 276
Aeschylus, 69
Aetius (doxographer and Eclectic philosopher,

second century BC), 60, 324
Aetius of Amida (Byzantine physician and

medical writer, fl. mid fifth century to mid
sixth century), 138

Aetius of Antioch (Arian Christian, fourth
century AD), 29, 280

Agathangelus of Armenia (Christian
historian, fifth century AD), 137, 217

Agathias Scholasticus (historian, poet,
Constantinople, c. AD 530–582/594), 377

Akoimetoi, ix, x, xiii, xvi, 7, 8, 19, 22, 24, 75,
90, 91, 137, 178, 216, 239, 285, 294, 334,
388, 405

Albinus (Platonist philosopher, Smyrna,
teacher of Galen, fl. c. AD 150), 287, 305

Alcman, 60
Alexander, Bishop of Jerusalem, 26
Alexander, Patriarch of Alexandria, 30
Alexander Monachus (monk, Cyprus,

possibly sixth century AD), 123, 362
Alexander of Aphrodisias (Aristotelian

commentator, second/third century AD),
29, 31, 58, 73, 84, authorizing ‘dialectical
syllogism’, 5; influence on Origen, 40, 67,
88; method of commenting on Aristotle,
62; his presence in the Scholia, 66, 70;
respected by Eusebius, 41; studied by
Didymus, Theodoret, Cassian, 89

Alexander Severus, emperor (222–235), son
of Mamaea, 52

Alexandria, xiii, xiv, xvi, 20, 22, 26, 27, 31,
36, 45, 50, 55, 57, 73, 92–94

Alexandrian text of Rev. 5
allegory, 28, 42–43, 55, 57, 63, 91; seen as a

‘Greek method’, 56
Alogoi, 16
Amelius (pupil of Plotinus, third century

AD), 60
Ammonius (presbyter, Alexandria, probably

fifth/sixth century), 26, 263
Ammonius (son of Hermias, Neoplatonist

philosopher, Alexandria, c. 440–c. 520),
268, 307, 376, 397, 411; authorizing

‘dialectical syllogism’, 5; method of
commenting on Aristotle, 62

Amphilochius of Iconium (c. 339/40–394/
403), 19, 57

Anacreon (lyric poet, 582–485 BC), 178
anagogical exegesis, 42, 57, 93, 87
Anastasius, Monophysite emperor, 47
Anastasius of Sinai, 35, 36, 84, 89
Andreas of Caesarea, 4–7, 11, 14, 16, 17, 20,

53, 54, 62
Antioch, xii–xvi, 19, 22, 23, 26, 27, 74;

Cassian an offspring of Antioch, xiv;
and the Akoimetoi, xvi; introduced the
antiphonal chanting, 24–25; composed
Origen’s catena-fragments, 28; was the true
heir to Origen’s work, 30–32; school of, 30,
36, 55, 66, 71, 73, 92, 93, 94; antagonism
of, with Alexandria makes little sense, 31;
and allegory, 43; cherished Aristotelian
studies, 27, 46; language peculiar to, 90

Antiochus of Palestine (a Sabaite monk of the
seventh century), 54, 90

antiphony, 24–25
Antisthenes (445–360 BC, founder of the

Cynic school), 6
Antoninus Caracalla (188–217, Roman

emperor, AD 198–217), 52, 53
apokatastasis, 42, 43, 44, 90
Apollinaris of Laodicea (‘the Younger’,

bishop, allegedly taught heretical
doctrines, died 390), 38, 41–42, 45, 46,
276, 298, 299, 301, 315, 356, 377, 391

Apollinarism, 34, 42, 45, 308
Apollo Actius, 52
Apollonius (sophist, he wrote a Homeric

lexicon, first/second century AD), 330, 354
Apollonius Dyscolus (grammarian,

Alexandria, fl. second century AD), 265,
382

Apollonius of Ephesus (an anti-Montanist
Greek ecclesiastical writer, fl. 180–210),
12, 16

Apollonius Rhodius (poet of the Argonautica,
fl. first half of third century BC), 57

Aquila, 32, 33, 49–53, 84
Arabic translations of Aristotle, 29
Arabs, xii, 29, 44
Archedemus of Tarsus (Stoic philosopher, fl.

c. 140 BC), 213
Archimedes (geometrician, mathematician,

physicist, engineer, inventor, astronomer,
Syracuse, c. 287–c. 212 BC), 286, 307

Arethas of Caesarea (or, of Patras, born in
c. AD 860; was still alive in AD 932), 5–7,
11, 40, 53, 62, 70

Arianism, xii, 15, 30, 31, 35, 41, 63, 73, 92
Arians, xii, 92, 24, 45
Aristides Quintilianus (doctor of music, third

century AD), 265
Aristion, a disciple of Jesus, 15

Aristippus of Cyrene (the founder of the
Cyrenaic school of philosophy; initially a
pupil of Socrates, c. 435–c. 356 BC), 305

Aristocles of Messene (Peripatetic
philosopher, Sicily, probably second
century AD), 69, 320

Ariston of Ceos (Peripatetic philosopher,
fl. c. 225 BC), 123

Aristonicus of Alexandria (grammarian, c. 60
BC–c. AD 20), 382

Aristophanes (Athenian comic, c. 446–c. 386
BC), 69, 74, 137, 276

Aristotelian commentators, xvi, 5
Aristotelian logic, 29
Aristotelism, xii, 29, 53, 69, 80
Aristotle (philosopher and scientist, a student

of Plato, 384–322 BC), xii, xvi, 7, 31, 40,
69, 84; supposed to stand in harmony with
Plato, xvi; beings availed of in the Scholia,
66, 70, 74; communicated by Alexander
of Aphrodisias to Late Antiquity, 70;
criticizing Plato, 27; his moral philosophy,
58; his reception by Late Antiquity, 68;
influenced Didymus, 67; his works
translated into Syriac, 30; methods of his
commentators, 62; notoriously obscure,
62; on dielectic syllogism, 5; quoted by
Theodoret, 60; cherished by Antioch, 28,
29; taught at Nisibis, 31; was studied by
Didymus, Theodoret, Cassian, 89

Arius Didymus (Stoic philosopher and
teacher of Augustus, doxographer,
Alexandria, fl. first century BC), 240, 367

Arius of Alexandria (Christian priest, then
heretic, c. 250/256–336), 29, 45, 46, 63

Artemon (an Adoptionist Christian teacher in
Rome, fl. c. AD 230), 29, 32

Asclepius of Tralles (sixth century AD), 58,
242, 253, 278, 279, 368

Asia, 12
Asia Minor, 5, 19, 30
Aspasius (a Peripatetic philosopher, second

century AD), 58, 84, 238
Asterius of Amasea (bishop, theologian, c. AD

350–c. 410), 214, 242
Asterius of Antioch (sophist, Arian Christian

theologian from Cappadocia, died c. AD
341), 150, 218, 223, 228, 247, 259, 262,
264, 265, 346, 365, 368, 397, 398

Athanasius, a Cypriot monk, 1
Athanasius of Alexandria (bishop, c. 296/

298 – died 373), xii, 12, 22, 38, 45, 53, 74
Athenaeus of Naucratis (rhetorician and

grammarian, fl. c. end of the second and
beginning of the third centuries AD), 7, 10,
74

Athenagoras of Athens (apologist, c. AD
133–190), 259, 300, 361, 388

Athens, 1, 69
Attic syntax, 5, 6, 53
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Atticus, Bishop of Synada, 27

Bacchylides (lyric poet, fifth century BC), 178
Baghdad, 31
Bardaisan (poet, orator and educator, born

c. 154), 30
Barsanuphius of Palestine (or Barsanuphius

of Gaza, a hermit of the sixth century), 166
Basil of Ancyra (fourth century AD, died by

execution under Julian the Apostate in
362), 244, 283, 377, 390

Basil of Caesarea, xii, 10–12, 19, 21, 22, 39,
55, 73, 80, 101, 108, 117, 147, 159, 178,
200, 206, 210, 218, 220, 223, 228, 230,
236, 237, 239, 241, 243, 244, 246–248,
254, 262, 268, 273, 276, 279, 284–286,
289, 293, 295, 296, 300, 303, 304, 311,
315, 320, 324, 326, 328, 336, 341, 342,
346, 347, 356, 360, 362, 366, 377, 378,
380, 382, 383, 385, 388, 390, 394–400,
403–407; following Origen, 36;
corresponding with Diodorus of Tarsus, 41;
deprecating allegory, 55; his moral
philosophy, 58, studied philosophy, 59;
praised Eusebius, 61; Cassian’s works
probably attributed to B., 79; co-compiler
of Philocalia, 90

Basil of Seleucia, 21, 201, 206, 215, 216, 230,
246, 261, 262, 274, 293, 324, 325

Basilides, the Gnostic (Alexandria, taught
from 117–138), 29, 368

Benedict, St, xv; Benedictine Rule, xv;
Benedictine monastic order, xv, 75

Bessarion, Basil (a Greek, who became a
Roman Catholic Cardinal Bishop,
1403–1472), 58

Book of Cassian, ix, xv, xvi, 2, 7, 8, 64, 74, 76,
83, 85, 286

Byzantine society, xvi

Caesarea in Palestine, 19, 26
Callimachus, 57
Cappadocians, xiv, 14, 19, 73, 90, 91, 93, 147,

166, 209, 306, 315, 345, 399, 403
Caracalla, emperor, 51, 52
Carpus, bishop of Smyrna, 12
Carpus, one of seventy apostles, 12
Cassian the Sabaite (Sabaite monk and abbot,

(c. 475–20 July 20 548), xii, xiv, 7; reason
for his Scholia to be anonymous, xvi;
‘doctor of the Church’, 4; identified with
Pseudo-Caesarius, 5; an Aristotelian
scholar, 5; his text of Revelation, 6, 7;
using Homeric forms, 6, 7; was one of the
Akoimetoi, 8; author of De Trinitate, 12;
his reliance on Eusebius’ writings, 15; an
Antiochene among the Akoimetoi, 22;
knew the work of Lucian of Samosata, 30;
an Antiochene and true heir of Origen, 31;
Theodoret’s pupil, 42; culling from
Didymus’ commentary on Revelation, 44;
contemporary of John Philoponus, 46;
wrote in original Greek, 50; erudite
scholar, 54; on dialectical syllogism, 54;
on ‘anagogical sense’, 57; an heir to
Origen’s patrimony, 60; method of
commenting on Revelation, 62, 63, 64, 66;

a monk, a scholar and a theologian, 65; his
Aristotelian learnedness, 66; a student of
Alexander of Aphrodisias and Plutarch, 67;
influenced by Greek intellectuals of old,
69; an Antiochene intellectual, 71, 72, 25,
39; the author of QetR, 72; following
Theodoret and Gregory of Nyssa alike, 73;
he is not ‘John Cassian’, 74; abbot of the
Great Laura of Sabas, 75; his personal
style, 78; rare terms common with
Simplicius and Damascius, 89; he studied
Aristotle, 89; using the language of
Ephesus, 90; practised allegory, 91; the
last great scholar of Eastern Christianity,
94

Cassius Dio (Roman consul and historian who
wrote in Greek, Nicaea, c. AD 150–235),
377

Castor, bishop, Cassian the Sabaite’s
addressee, 76

Cebes of Thebes (philosopher, disciple of
Socrates, c. 430–350 BC, his tabula is
spurious of the first century AD), 369

Celestinus I (Pope of Rome from 422 to 432),
201

Celsus, against the Christians, 59
Celsus, Bishop of Iconium, 27
Cerinthus (was a Gnostic, c. AD 100), 14,

34
Chalcedon, 26, 41, 47, 72, 201, 214, 216, 217,

219
Christ, ‘God the Logos’, xiii, 28; styled

‘Lord’, xii, xiii, 71, 92, 200; Christ
Pantocrator, 17, 39, 61, 62, 211, 313, 333;
divided in two persons, 23; his oneness,
25; two natures of, xiii, 26; in Antiochene
and Cyrillian theology, 46; ‘the creative
hand’ of God, 55; accorded the title ‘Lord’,
79

Christianity, relation with Hellenism, 49
Christology, xii, xiii, 22–27, 34, 45, 46, 72, 73,

91, 92, 201
Chronicon Paschale (seventh century AD), 8,

22, 35, 41, 47, 137, 215, 377
Chrysippus of Soli (c. 279–c. 206 BC, was a

Stoic philosopher), 68, 69, 73, 97, 199,
220, 236, 238, 262, 265, 269, 269, 276, 286,
287, 294, 305, 325, 333, 382, 400, 401;
quoted by Theodoret, 60; his reception by
Late Antiquity, 68; was studied by
Didymus, Theodoret, Cassian, 89

Clement of Alexandria (c. 150–c. 215), xii,
xiv, 11, 12, 21, 29, 32, 40, 84; disputing
‘dialectical syllogism’, 5; allegedly master
of Catechetical School of Alexandria, 26;
remained a suspect of Platonism, 47;
availed of by Theodoret, 48; a source to
Theodoret, 59; influence on the Scholia,
66, 67, 71, 74, 80, 91; attr. of Scholion V,
86, 87, 88

Clement of Rome, 20, 22
Clement Studites (monk in Studios

monastery, ninth century), 334
Cleopatra (69–30 BC, the last pharaoh of

Ancient Egypt), 52
communicatio idiomatum, xiii, 23
conception, meaning of, 79

conjunction (συνάφεια), of natures in
Christ, 23–26, 52, 53, 72, 278, 325

Constantine (emperor, c. 272–337), 26, 52
Constantine Porphyrogenitus (emperor,

905–959), 344, 350, 377
Constantinople, xiv, xvi, 5, 23, 24, 41, 45, 66,

71, 72, 75, 89
Convent of Chariton, 75
Coptic versions of Rev., 5
Corpus Hermeticum (second and third

centuries AD), 286
Cosmas Indicopleustes (sixth-century

Alexandrian Nestorian author), 15, 19, 35
Critias of Athens (poet, 460–403 BC), 310
Critolaus of Phaselis (Peripatetic philosopher,

Lycia, c. 200–c. 118 BC), 401
Cyriacus, Monophysite Patriarch of Antioch

(793–817), 86
Cyril of Alexandria (c. 378–c. 444), xiii, 8, 11,

12, 19, 20, 21, 23, 24, 27, 29, 31, 35, 38, 39,
84, 101, 120, 123, 124, 137, 151, 156, 161,
166, 201, 214, 216–220, 222, 223, 225, 228,
230, 231, 240–247, 253–259, 265–270, 275,
276, 279, 283–286, 294, 295, 298, 301–306,
313–317, 323, 325, 328, 331, 335, 336, 345,
350–356, 360, 362, 365–367, 382, 386, 388,
390, 391, 398–400, 403, 406, 407, 410; a
prophet of Monophysitism, 23; defending
his anathemas, 47; above all a theologian,
49; against Nestorius, 71; drew on
Josephus, 50; his animosity against
Diodorus of Tarsus, 44; wrote against
Diodorus of Tarsus and Theodore of
Mopsuestia, 45; his Christology, 46; ref. to
‘Fifth Edition’ of scripture, 51; referring to
translators of scripture, 51; his emphasis
on the divinity of Christ, 72; his text in ‘the
Book of Cassian’, 76; identified Jesus
Christ with the Logos, 73; influence on
Cassian’s style, 78; mentioning the Fifth
Edition, 54; sanctioned the Book of
Revelation, 60; opposed by Theodoret, 77

Cyril of Jerusalem (bishop, c. 313–386,
‘doctor of the Church’), 4, 12, 100, 130,
178, 201, 214, 228, 243, 244, 262, 315, 379,
397, 398

Cyril of Scythopolis, 75, 76, 124, 223

Damascius (Neoplatonist, c. 458, died after
AD 538), x, xvi, 34, 68, 89, 147, 166, 213,
242, 253, 291, 308–310, 397, 410, 411

David, the Psalmist, styled ‘melodist’, 24–25
David of Alexandria (Neoplatonist phil-

osopher, Alexandria, sixth century AD),
253

Delphic oracles, 63
Demetrius (189–231), Bishop of Alexandria,

26
Demosthenes (orator, 384–322 BC), xvi, 48,

59, 60, 69, 98, 199, 209, 276, 356, 388, 404
Dexippus (philosopher, a pupil of Iamblichus,

fl. AD 350), 225, 268, 337
Diacrinomenus, John (Monophysite

chronicler, fifth–sixth-century
Constantinople, he wrote a chronicle of the
period from the Council of Ephesus, AD
431, to about 515), 31
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Diadochus of Photike (theologian, ascetic,
Epirus, c. AD 400–c. 486), 362, 403

Diagoras of Melos (Greek poet and sophist of
the fifth century BC, generally regarded as
an atheist), 60

dialectical syllogism, 5, 6, 54, 67
Didymus the Blind (theologian, Alexandria,

c. 310–c. 398), 21, 22, 38, 39; his attitude
to Revelation, 17, 18; accused of heresy by
his excerptor, 34, 36; common language
with Theodoret, 37; considering Christ as
Pantocrator, 40, 62; on the symbolism of
numbers, 43; did not use the term
θεοτ�κο�, 46; condemned, 47; above all a
theologian, 49; citing translators of
scripture, 50; on dialectical syllogism, 54;
spoke of ‘the laws of allegory’, 55; an
erudite Aristotelian, 60, 89; cherished the
legacy of Origen, 61; Aristotelian scholar,
63; his commentary on Revelation, 66, 67,
92; his influence upon Proclus, 10, 68, 69,
125, 225, 238; influence on the Scholia, 70,
71, 74, 79, 80, 81, 82, 83, 91, 93; influence
on Cassian, 75, 78; rendering text of
Ezekiel, 90; ref. to the Gnostics, 85;
a dangerous allegiance to declare during
the 530s and 540s, 77; colloquial language,
87; influence by Origen, 88

Didymus the grammarian, published by Janus
Lascaris, 57

Dio Chrysostom (sophist, orator, philosopher,
historian of the Roman Empire, Prussa,
c. AD 40–115), 206, 310, 380

Diocletian (emperor, AD 244–311), 52,
53

Diodorus of Sicily (historian, wrote between
60 and 30 BC), 60, 69, 98, 143, 191, 270,
322, 323, 377, 388, 389, 405

Diodorus of Tarsus (bishop, 378–390), xiv, 23,
24, 30, 32, 39, 41, 42, 44, 93, 124, 201, 217,
223, 346, 352, 362, 374, 378, 403, 405;
Cassian an offspring of, xiv; ‘condemned’
intellectual, xvi; his rhetorical aptitude, 41;
allowing for the doctrine of apokatastasis,
42; opposing Apollinaris, 42; admired by
Emperors Theodosius I and II, 45; attacked
by Cyril, 46; condemned in 499; branded a
‘Nestorian’, 44, 47; influence on the
Scholia, 66; teacher of Nestorius, 71; an
instructor to Cassian, 72; a dangerous
allegiance to declare during the 530s and
540s, 77

Diogenes Laertius (biographer of Greek
philosophers, fl. c. third century AD), 6, 7,
84, 97, 322, 325, 336, 345, 382, 401

Diogenianus of Heraclea (grammarian,
philosopher, fl. c. AD 117–138), 60

Dionysius of Alexandria (Patriarch of
Alexandria, from 248 until his death in
265), 14; rejected Revelation, 65

Dionysius of Halicarnassus (historian, rhetor,
c. 60–after 7 BC), 98, 147, 184, 259, 333,
349

Dioscorides (physician, pharmacologist,
botanist, c. AD 40–90), 183

Dioscorus (Patriarch of Alexandria, from
444), 45

Docetism, xii; revived by Apollinaris, 41;
attacked by Cassian, 63, 92, 150.

Domitian (emperor, AD 51–96), 11
Dorotheus of Sidon (astrologer, c. AD 75),

380
Dyophysite doctrine (‘two natures of Jesus’),

30

Easter, determining the date of, 8
Edessa, xii, 5, 27, 30, 31, 240
Egypt, 5, 7, 9, 19, 26, 28, 45, 46, 74, 76, 309,

364
Elias, the prophet, 18
Elias of Alexandria, 5, 122, 240, 350
Elissaeus, the prophet, 18
Ephesus, xii, xiii, 11, 14, 15, 23–25, 45, 47,

56, 65, 77, 90, 115, 201, 214, 216, 219, 244,
283, 356, 449

Ephraem Syrus (Syrian deacon and
theologian, c. 306–c. 373), 12, 19, 30, 90,
97, 108, 201, 215, 216, 218, 222, 223, 234,
236, 243, 244, 246, 273, 281, 283, 285,
286, 288, 293, 315, 324, 325, 334, 335,
390, 397, 399

Epiphanius of Salamis (bishop, c. 310/
20–403), 9, 12, 16, 19, 26, 29, 30, 35, 51,
52, 89, 130, 150, 160, 200, 209, 218, 228,
231, 242–244, 246, 247, 253, 256, 265, 273,
280, 286, 294, 303, 315, 321, 328, 331, 343,
345, 346, 353, 361, 362, 364, 365, 377, 396,
398, 408.

Epirus, 52
Epitome of John Cassian, a concocted myth,

xv
Euclid of Alexandria (mathematician, active

in Alexandria during the reign of Ptolemy I,
323–283 BC), 29, 386

Eudocia (or Aelia Eudocia Augusta, empress,
c. 401–460, the wife of Theodosius II), 69

Euelpis, a layman preacher, 27
Euhemerus of Tegea (Greek mythographer,

4th/3rd century BC), 60
Eunomius (died c. 393, a leader of the

extreme or anomoean Arians), 29;
Eunomianism, attacked by Cassian, 73

Euphrates, 7
Euripides (c. 480–406 BC, one of the three

great Athenian tragedians), 57, 69, 178,
223, 259

Europe, ix, 1, 58
Eusebius of Caesarea (theologian, historian,

c. 265–c. 339/40), 11–16, 19, 21, 26, 27,
29, 30–33, 35–41, 44–49, 93, 97, 98, 100,
108, 109, 117, 125, 142, 143, 147, 150,
156, 160, 166, 181, 184, 187, 192, 193,
200, 201, 209, 218, 220, 222, 223, 228,
234, 237, 239, 240, 242, 244, 247, 248,
251, 254, 256, 259, 262–270, 273, 275,
278, 280–286, 293, 295, 300–306, 311,
315, 318, 320, 322, 325, 326, 328, 330,
333–337, 343–349, 351–357, 360, 362,
365, 366, 368, 374, 377–379, 382, 385,
386–400, 403, 408, 410; on Lucian of
Samosata, 30; a true heir of Origen, 31;
following Origen as editor, 33, 44;
allegedly built on Didymus, 36, 37;
associated with Didymus, 37; mentioning

Herophilus, 40; he respected Alexander of
Aphrodisias, 41; used the term θεοτ�κο�,

46; respected by Theodoret, 47; availed
himself of Theodoret, 48; cited translators
of scripture, 51; reporting discovery of
translations of scripture by Origen, 52;
shared Origen’s textual concerns, 54;
spoke of ‘the laws of allegory’, 55; styled
polymath, 58; a source to Theodoret, 59;
an exemplar to Theodoret, 60; respected by
Cassian, 61, 92; inchoate attitude towards
Revelation, 63; his presence in the Scholia,
65, 66, 70, 74, 80, 82; an eminent
Origenist, 71; influence by Origen, 88;
mentioned in the Philocalia, 90

Eusebius of Emesa (bishop, a pupil of
Eusebius of Caesarea, c. AD 300–c. 360),
265

Eusebius of Nicomedia (Arian bishop, died
341), 30, 35

Eustathius of Antioch (patriarch, fourth
century AD), 28, 84

Eustathius of Thessaloniki, 58, 178, 181, 206,
207, 212, 254, 257, 277, 318, 330, 339, 349,
350, 376, 377

Eustratius, of Nicaea (philosopher and
bishop, c. 1050/1060–c. 1120), 50, 58, 84,
238

Eutycheanism, xiii, 25
Eutyches, 45
Evagrius of Pontus (monk and ascetic, AD

345–399), x, xiv–xvi, 21, 31, 47, 61, 70, 75,
77, 93, 107, 150, 220, 234, 245, 247, 253,
320, 323, 328, 341, 377, 379, 400.

Evagrius Scholasticus (Syrian Church
historian, Antioch, sixth century AD), 150,
253, 341, 377

Facundus, bishop of Hermiane in Africa (sixth
century AD), 41, 45

Fifth Edition of scripture, 33, 51–54
Flavian II, of Antioch (patriarch, dies 518),

24, 47
Florence, 57
France, 57
Francesco Filelfo (humanist, 1398–1481), 58

Gaius (Roman theologian, third century), 14
Galen of Pergamon (physician, philosopher,

AD 129–c. 200/c. 216), xvi, 7, 40, 60, 69,
73, 84, 97, 143, 160, 199, 212, 220, 242,
246, 254, 262, 269, 295, 296, 300, 307, 310,
312, 318, 320, 353, 382, 386, 388, 402, 411;
respected by some Christian theologians,
29; availed of in the Scholia, 66, 70, 74;
was studied by Didymus, Theodoret,
Cassian, 89

Gelasius (abbot of the Laura of Sabas from
537 until 546), 10, 75, 76

Gelasius of Cyzicus (church historian, fifth
century), 341

Gennadius I (Patriarch of Constantinople, AD
458–471), 359

Gennadius of Marseilles (priest and historian,
fifth century), 74

George (abbot of the Laura of Sabas in 547),
76
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George Cedrenus (monk, historian,
Constantinople, eleventh-twelfth century
AD), 52, 141, 147, 334

George Monachus (or, Georgius Hamartolus,
or Georgius Peccator, Christian chronicler,
Alexandria, ninth century AD), 147,
334

George Syncellus (chronicler, eighth–ninth
century, Constantinople), 12, 377

Germanus I (Patriarch of Constantinople AD
715–730), 379

Gnosticism, xii, 48, 49; attacked by Cassian,
63, 92, 269, 272, 330

Gnostics, 17, 29, 30, 85, 120, 128
Goths, xii, 92
Great Laura of Sabas, ix, x, xii, 8, 9, 10, 31,

40, 50, 74, 75, 76, 86, 90, 136, 169, 215,
216, 239, 281, 286, 290, 294, 388, 400

Great Meteoron (Metamorphosis), ix, xii, xv,
xvi, 1, 2

Greece, 1, 52; Classical, 276, 324, 327, 337,
388, 389

Greek colloquialism, xiv, 9, 10, 37, 74, 89, 93,
124, 133, 146, 186, 217, 218, 335

Greek paideia, ix, x, xvi, 57, 60
Greeks: ‘the lies of the G.’, 56; Origen and

Theodoret countered the Greeks, 57; ‘the
maladies of the Greeks’, 68; distinguished,
147; Clement criticizing the Greeks, 261

Gregory of Nazianzus, 11–13, 20, 21, 29, 40,
44, 45, 56, 90, 137, 146, 200, 201, 206, 209,
214–218, 220, 222, 225, 231, 242, 247,
253–256, 259, 26, 262, 266, 272, 284, 290,
295–297, 301, 303, 311, 318, 320, 325, 328,
329, 331, 336, 349, 364, 384, 388, 389, 398,
399; styled Theologos, 11, 20, 71; on
‘laudable weapons’, 44; influence on
Scholia, 81; using Origen’s language, 90,
91

Gregory of Nyssa, 10, 12, 13, 20, 22, 23, 29,
35, 36, 38, 93, 127, 141, 142, 150, 156,
178, 181, 200, 201, 205, 214, 215, 218,
220, 222, 225, 228, 231, 236, 239–242,
244–248, 251, 253, 254, 256, 257, 262,
264–270, 276, 279, 282, 284, 286, 288,
290, 292–294, 297, 303–306, 311, 313,
315, 318, 321, 323, 324, 328, 330, 333,
336, 341, 343, 349, 356, 358, 362, 365,
368, 374, 379, 382, 386, 388–390, 396,
398–400, 404; a true heir of Origen, 31;
falsely thought to criticize Origen, 34;
following Origen, 44; an eminent
Origenist, 71; an instructor to Cassian,
xiv, 72–73; influence on Scholia, 65, 66,
70, 74, 79, 80, 81, 82; on Christology, 73;
influenced by Origen, 88; rendering text
of Ezekiel, 90

Gregory Thaumaturgus, 46, 220, 274

Harpocration of Alexandria (grammarian,
fl. probably second century AD), 382

Hebrew text of scripture, 33, 40, 351
Hebrews, converted to Christianity, 13
Hecataeus of Abdera (historian and Sceptic

philosopher, fl. in the fourth century BC),
69, 377

Hector (of Homer’s Iliad), 11

Helenopolis of Bithynia, 30
Heliodorus of Emesa

(fiction-and-epigram-writer, possibly
third century AD), 259, 260, 382

Hellenism, x, xvi, 49, 58, 69
Hellenistic philosophy and literature, 29, 90,

320
Hephaestion of Thebes (astrologer, fourth

century AD), 380
Heptapla, 33
Heraclitus of Ephesus (Presocratic

philosopher, c. 535–c. 475 BC), 69, 322
Hermas (the author of Pastor, second century

AD), 391, 392, 410
Hermias of Alexandria (Neoplatonist

philosopher, c. AD 410–c. 450), 34, 225,
231, 237, 240, 253, 318, 345, 371, 374, 376,
395, 411

Hermogenes (Christian heretic, late second/
early third centuries), 14

Herodian (Aelius Herodianus, grammarian
and rhetor, Alexandria, Rome, second
century AD), 97, 260, 349

Herodotus (historian, c. 484–425 BC), 69,
178, 190, 259, 329

Heron of Alexandria (mathematician,
mechanical engineer, c. AD 10–70), 382,
386

Herophilus (physician, born in Chalcedon,
fl. in Alexandria, 335–280 BC), 40

Hesiod (poet, fl. around 750 and 650 BC), 69
Hesychius of Alexandria (grammarian,

lexicographer, fifth/sixth century AD), 10,
124, 220, 261, 265, 277, 290, 330, 349, 374.

Hesychius of Jerusalem (Christian presbyter,
exegete, fifth century AD), 124, 137, 214,
222, 259, 261, 367, 380

Hexapla, 33, 36, 49, 52
Hierocles of Alexandria (Neoplatonist, fl.

c. AD 430), 34, 35
Hippocrates of Kos (physician, c. 460–c. 370

BC), 60, 84
Hippolytus of Rome (theologian,

c. 170–c. 236), 2, 6–9, 12, 20, 21, 53, 60,
147, 181, 184, 190, 200, 201, 205, 209, 215,
216, 218, 224, 228, 230, 243, 244, 248, 251,
253, 259, 262, 266, 273, 277, 285, 286, 303,
305, 307, 310, 311, 314, 318, 321, 326, 330,
336, 352, 361, 381, 389, 398, 401, 402,
408–410; H.’s works in Codex 573, 2;
‘doctor of the Church’, 4, 11, 16; using
Homeric forms, 6, 7; against the Gnostics,
29; sanctioned the Book of Revelation, 60;
on ‘the number of the beast’, 64; his text in
‘the Book of Cassian’, 76; rendering text of
Rev., 90

Hippolytus of Thebes (chronicler, almost
unknown), 8, 9

Holy Eucharist, 58
Holy Spirit, 30, 64; does not give birth to

offspring, 72, 91, 109, 200, 215, 263, 276;
participation in the Holy Spirit, 277, 280,
288, 293, 332, 404

Homer (poet, c. eighth/ninth century BC),
xvi, 11, 56, 57, 58, 69, 178, 190, 254, 259,
276, 284, 295, 310, 312, 329, 330, 333, 339,
376, 389, 405; Homeric forms, 6;

interpreted allegorically, 56; present in
Scholia, 74

Hypatius of Ephesus (metropolitan, died after
537), 48, 54

Hyperides (speech-writer, c. 390–322 BC),
xvi, 310

hypostasis, 23, 27
hypostatic union, 24

Iamblichus of Apamea (or, of Chalcis, in
Syria: Neoplatonist philosopher,
c. 245–c. 325), 7, 141, 231, 242, 262, 268,
294, 307, 331, 368, 370, 411

Ibas of Edessa (Nestorian bishop c. 435–457,
born in Syria), 30; pupil of Theodore of
Mopsuestia, 45; condemned, 47

Ignatius (c. 797–877, Patriarch of
Constantinople 847–858 and 867–877), 12

Ignatius Chortasmenus (Bishop of Selymbria,
fifteenth century), 58

Ignatius of Antioch (bishop, c. 35/50–98/
117), 11, 24

Irenaeus of Lugdunum (c. 140–202), xii, 8,
11–14, 16, 20, 22, 29, 32, 34, 91; sanctioned
the Book of Revelation, 60; ‘the number of
the beast’, 64; his presence in the Scholia,
66, 71, 74, 80, 82, 83; his text in ‘the Book
of Cassian’, 76

Isaac the Saved, Metropolitan of Cyprus, 85
Isocrates (orator, 436–338 BC), xvi, 57,

98
Italy, 57
Ithaca, 70, 74, 76

James the newly baptized ( $ Ιάκωβο� W

Νεοβάπτιστο�), 9
Janus Lascaris (Greek scholar, 1445–1535),

57, 58
Jericho, 41, 51–53
Jerome (priest, theologian, historian,

c. 347–420): praised Apollinaris, 12;
testifying to Lucian of Samosata, 30;
testifying to Melito of Sardis, 32; once
an admirer of origen, 45; eulogized
Clement of Alexandria, 47; his
biographies, 74; his Vulgate, 102;
translator of Didymus, 365

Jerusalem, 8, 69, the second temple of, 24
Jesus Christ, 18; identified with the Logos,

25; his two natures, 23–25; history of his
life explored, 27; Origen followed the
footprints of, 28; taught in parables, 64;
identified with the Logos by Cyril of
Alexandria, 73

Jews: demolished the walls of Jericho, 41;
persecuted by Justinian, 45; certain Jews
discovered a translation of scripture, 52, 53;
in biblical history, 56; ‘the hard-hearted
Jews’, 122; cast out of Jerusalem, 133, 283;
who came to Christ, 168; did not deem
virginity as a virtue, 169–170; Clement on
the Jews, 261

Joel (chronicler, thirteenth century), 9
John I (Patriarch of Antioch 429–441, a

moderate supporter of Nestorius, pupil of
Theodore of Mopsuestia), 45, 201, 214,
217
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John Cassian, xii, xiv; a product of forgery,
xv; a phantasmal figure, xvi; the Scythian
of Marseilles, 74, 75

John Chrysostom (Archbishop of
Constantinople, born in Antioch, AD
345–407), xii, 19, 10, 12, 21, 23, 24, 53, 58,
59, 69, 75, 84–85; ‘doctor of the Church’, 4;
Diodorus’ pupil, 41; against allegory, 56,
57; using anagoge, 57; indifferent to the
book of Revelation, 60; dismissed
Revelation, 61; in spuria, 78; influence on
Scholia, 80; using language peculiar to
Antioch, 90

John Climacus (monk at the monastery of
Mount Sinai, sixth/seventh century AD),
127, 141, 210; Cassian’s professed admirer,
10; influenced by Cassian the Sabaite, 80

John Galen (grammarian, Constantinople,
twelfth century AD), 329, 333

John Italus, 50
John Laurentius Lydus (Byzantine

administrator, historian, Constantinople,
sixth century AD), 370, 377

John Malalas (Greek chronicler, Antioch,
c. AD 491–578), 150, 214, 377

John of Damascus (Syrian monk and priest
in the Laura of Sabas, c. 645/676–749): on
NT canon, 22; admirer of Cassian, 10;
influenced by Cassian the Sabaite, 80;
using Sabaite colloquialisms, 10, 90; was a
Sabaite monk, 9, 294, 107, 124, 136–138,
201, 210, 215, 219, 244, 314, 342, 347, 353,
360, 362, 377, 383, 411

John of Palestine (a hermit of the sixth
century in Palestine), 166

John Philoponus (Christian and Aristotelian
commentator, AD 490–570), (condemend
by the Church), xv, 5, 7, 31, 37, 46, 50, 73,
86; quoting Revelation, 20; a guide to
Aristotle for Cassian, 70; influence on
Scholia, 80, 82; method of commenting on
Aristotle, 62; respecting Theodoret, 47

John the Evangelist, 15, 16, 19–22, 76, 93, 65;
‘a prophet’, 13; styled ‘theologian’, xiii, 2,
20, 65, 102–103, 108–109, 211, 214, 217,
285

John the presbyter of Ephesus, alleged author
of Revelation, 15, 16

Josephus (Jewish historian, 37–c. 100), 49,
50, 69, 147, 178, 183, 237, 270, 295, 298,
317, 318, 355, 358, 361, 380, 388, 389, 405.

Julian the Apostate (emperor, 331/332–363),
59, 298; dreaded Diodorus’ rhetorical
aptitude, 41

Julian the Arian (theologian, fourth century
AD), 10, 147, 161, 242, 284, 285, 345, 394,
396, 407, 408; a dangerous allegiance to
declare during the 530s and 540s, 77

Julius Africanus (chronicler, Alexandria,
Jerusalem, second/third century AD), 33,
377, 380

Julius Caesar (Roman general, statesman,
consul, 100–44 BC), 9

Julius Naucratites (or Julius Pollux, or Julius
Polydeuces, grammarian, second-century
AD), 40, 54, 69, 70, 141, 296, 333, 370,
374, 377, 380, 389

Justin Martyr (Christian apologist,
AD 100–c. 165), 10, 11, 14, 32, 72, 90, 143,
156, 184, 242, 269, 354, 365, 366, 378, 380,
389, 390, 398, 411

Justinian (emperor, AD 482–565), x, 10, 31,
41, 47, 75; persecutor of the Akoimetoi,
xvi; against Diodorus of Tarsus and
Theodore of Mopsuestia, 45, 214; his
dogmatic writings, 10; he valued Cyril of
Alexandria, 77

Koile Syria, 74

leap year, ix, 8, 9
Leontius Byzantius (an Origenist monk and

priest, c. 485–c. 542), xiv; addressee of
Casian the Sabaite, 7, 75; cherished the
legacy of Origen, 61; close friend of of
Casian the Sabaite, 77; followed
Origenism, 93, 215–215

Leontius of Constantinople (presbyter,
fifth–sixth centuries AD), 215

Leontius of Cyprus (bishop, iconographer,
ecclesiastical author, seventh century),
165

Libanius (sophist, rhetor, Constantinople,
Antioch, Nicomedia, c. 314–c. 394), 69, 98,
143, 298, 356

Local Synod of Constantinople (AD 536), ix,
44, 75, 76, 219

London, 57
Lord Christ (δεσπ�τη� Χριστ��), xii, xiii,

25, 71, 200
Lorenzo de Medici (see also Pope Leo X),

1475–1521, 57
Lucian of Samosata (sophist, rhetorician,

satirist, c. AD 125–180), xvi, 7, 30, 40,
52–54, 57, 70, 178, 220, 259, 284, 310–312,
330, 333, 388, 389, 403

Lysias (orator, logographer, Athens,
c. 445–c. 380 BC), 98, 101

Macedonia, 12
Macedonians, xii, 92
Mamaea (mother of Emperor Alexander

Severus, 222–235), 45,
52

Maraba I (Nestorian scholar, mid-sixth
century), 31

Marcellus of Ancyra (bishop, opponent of
Arianism, accused of Sabellianism, died
c. AD 374), 184, 244, 317, 362

Marcionites, xii, 90, 92
Marcus Aurelius (emperor AD 161 to 180,

Rome, AD 121–180), 203, 310, 312
Marcus Eremita (monk in Egypt and Palestine,

fourth-sixth century AD), 364
Mark, the apostle, 26
Mark Antony (Marcus Antonius, 83–30 BC,

Roman politician and general), 52
Matthaeus Blastares (Byzantine monk and

theologian of Thessaloniki, who opposed
reconciliation with Rome, fourteenth
century), 9

Maximian, emperor (286–305), 52, 53
Maximinus, emperor (311–313), 30
Maximus Confessor, 11, 51, 90, 143, 212,

217, 218, 230, 240, 244, 254, 256, 280, 291,
332, 353, 362, 365, 398, 404; admirer of
Cassian, 10; ignoring Revelation, 20

Megethius, a Marcionite, 90
Meletius of Tiberiopolis (medical doctor,

probably seventh-ninth century), 373
Melitas, abbot, first successor of Sabas, 76
Melitene, 86
Melito of Sardis, 11, 14, 155; claiming that

God is corporeal, 32
Memnon of Ephesus (bishop, fifth century),

216, 217
Menander (comic writer, Athens,

c. 341/42–c. 290 BC), 223
Mennas, Patriarch of Constantinople, 75
Meteora, ix, xii, xiv, xv, 1, 2, 8, 87, 88
Methodius of Olympus, 11, 13, 15, 20, 276,

365, 374, 378, 390, 405.
Michael Attaliates (a ‘patrician and pro-

consul’ of Constantinople, and historian,
eleventh century), 22

Michael Glycas (chronicler, twelfth-century
Constantinople), 4, 9, 353, 361, 376, 379,
386, 408

Michael of Ephesus (Aristotelian
commentator, eleventh–twelfth century),
58, 203, 238, 240, 411

Michael Psellus (Byzantine monk, writer,
philosopher, politician and historian,
c. 1017–c. 1078/1096), 62, 316, 317,
350; his method of commenting on
Aristotle

millenarism, 16, 19, 34, 64, 83, 219, 409
Mithraism, 330
Moderatus of Gades (Pythagorean

philosopher, first century AD), 368
Monarchian theology, xii, 25
Monastery of Metamorphosis (the Great

Meteoron), xii, xv, 1, 2
Monastery of Studios, 8, 334.
monophysitism, xiii, 23, 25, 26, 30, 31, 35,

44, 45, 46, 47, 77, 86
Moses, 28, 35, 102, 122, 137, 151, 210,

215, 283, 327; allegedly the source of
Judaeo-Christian wisdom, 47, 59

Musaeus (legendary polymath and an early
poet), 57

Narses, an Aristotelian teacher at Edessa, 31
Nemesius of Emesa (bishop, fourth century

AD), 239
Neo-Origenists, 45, 75; persecuted by

Justinian, 45
Neon, Bishop of Laranda, 27
Neophytus Inclusus (the Recluse, Cyprian

monk and presbyter, 1134–1214), 62
Neoplatonism, x, 68, 69, 125, 225, 238
Neoplatonists, 68, 226, 337, 388, 397, 411
Nerses of Lambron, 20
Nestorianism, xii, 24–26
Nestorians, 19, 30, 31, 44, 72, 217
Nestorius (Archbishop of Constantinople,

428–431), xiii, xvi, 22–29, 44, 45, 77, 201,
359; influence on Cassian, xvi, xvi; the
right wing of Antioch, 28; pupil of
Theodore of Mopsuestia, 45; not a hideous
heretic to Theodoret and Cassian, 71–72;
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echoes of his ideas in Cassian, 72;
defended by Theodoret, 72, 77; his affinity
with the Cappadocians, 73

New Laura, 75
Nicene theology, 13, 15, 25, 44
Nicephorus I of Constantinople (eighth/ninth

century), 22
Nicephorus Callistus Xanthopulus (the last

Greek church historian, fl. c. 1320), 24, 27,
30, 32, 52, 192, 193, 334

Nicetas Choniates (Byzantine historian,
c. 1155–1215), 24, 25,

Nicetas of Paphlagonia (or Nicetas David
or Nicetas the philosopher, bishop,
ninth-tenth century), 11, 12, 13, 19

Nicetas Seides (theologian, Constantinople,
1040–1120), 20, 21, 22

Nicholas I the Mystic (Patriarch of
Constantinople, AD 901–907 and
912–925), 334

Nicodemus of Athos, 75
Nicolaitans, 14, 119, 125–126
Nicolaus (comic-writer, probably fourth

century BC), 377
Nicomachus of Gerasa (mathematician, c. AD

60–c. 120 AD), 237, 368, 370, 382
Nicomedia, 30, 52, 53
Nicopolis, 52, 53
Nilus of Ancyra (abbot, fifth century AD),

362
Nisibis, xii, 5, 27, 31, 240
Northern Greece, 1
Notion, meaning of it, and difference from

Ónnoia, 79
Numbers: symbolism of, 17, 42, 43, 83;

intelligible essence of, 305; natural
conception of, 370; number ‘seven’, 111,
112, 152, 231, 232, 330

Numenius of Apamea (philosopher,
Neopythagorean, forerunner of the
Neoplatonists, fl. latter half of the second
century AD), 60, 69, 279, 280, 281, 305,
325

Octapla, 33, 52
Octavian, Augustus (first emperor of the

Roman Empire, 63 BC–AD 14), 52
Odysseus, 70
Oecumenius (scholar, sixth century), x, 4–7,

14, 17, 21, 22, 53, 199, 214, 217, 230,
232, 273, 276, 289, 290, 301, 331, 336,
362, 367, 368, 377, 379, 398, 404, 406,
406, 408; method of commenting on
Revelation, 62; not from Thessaly, 5; et in
aparrat. crit

Oenomaus of Gadara (Cynic philosopher,
second century), 60

Olympiodorus, the Deacon of Alexandria,
124, 204, 231, 242, 244, 254, 285, 293, 294,
306, 347, 354, 368, 373, 394, 396, 408, 410;
an erudite scholar, 54; possible catenist of
Didymus, 34, 35, 36; possible compiler of
Disymus, 89; referring to translators of
scripture, 51

Olympiodorus, the philosopher of Alexandria
(Olympiodorus the Younger, sixth century),
34, 36

Oppian of Corycus or Anazarbis in Cilicia
(poet, second century AD), 329

Oracula Chaldaica (second century AD),
287

Oribasius of Pergamum (a Greek medical
writer and the personal physician of
Emperor Julian the Apostate, c. 320–400),
237

Origen (theologian, Alexandria, Caesarea,
Tyre, third century), 13, 39, 84, 88;
condemned by the Church, xv, interpreting
2 Kings 24:1 and 1 Paralipomenon 21:1,
xiv; ‘condemned’ intellectual, xvi; a source
of Cassian, xvi; on divine wrath’, 4; his text
of Rev. 5, 6; was falsely attributed the
Scholia, 8, 86, 87; edict against O., 10; on
the ecclesiastical canon, 15; admired by
Eusebius, 16; on the historical character
of divine revelation, 18; Origen, ‘the not
yet tested’, 20; his legacy, 23; ordained
presbyter in Caesarea, 26; the founder of
Christian Philosophy of History, 27, 28;
accused of literalism, 28; allegedly master
of Catechetical School of Alexandria, 26;
not a Platonist, 31; his fragments on the
Psalms, 31; philosophy of History, 32; a
gifted editor, 33; followed by Gregory of
Nyssa, 35; characteristic vocabulary, 36;
followed by Didymus and Theodoret, 37;
excerpts from the conn. on were Psalms
compiled in Palestine, 40, 92; linked with
Theodoret through Diodorus of Tarsus and
Theodore of Mopsuestia, 42; on pious
people, 44; admired by Mamaea, 45;
condemned in 553, 45; used the term
θεοτ�κο�, 46; condemned, 47; respected
by Theodoret, 47; concerned with the
relation between Hellenism and
Christianity, 49; citing translators of
scripture, 50, 51; discovered unknown
editions of scripture, 52; his presence at
Actia Nicopolis, 53; his laboriousness, 54;
beyond ‘Alexandria’ and ‘Antioch’, 55;
practised allegory, 55; polemical work
against Celsus, 59; sanctioned the Book of
Revelation, 60; rejecting millenarian ideas,
64; his aura radiated upon the Scholia, 65;
establishing the coherence of scripture, 62;
influence on Scholia, 66, 70, 71, 81, 82; a
student of Alexander of Aphrodisias and
Plutarch, 67; was a dangerous allegiance
to declare during the 530s and 540s, 77;
his influence, 88; rare terms common
with Simplicius, 89; held up to obloquy, 90;
his alleged dialogue against the
Marcionites, 90; accused of practising
allegory, 91; followed by Theodoret in
exegesis, 43, 93; Theodoret was the true
heir to Origen’s doctrinal concerns, 94;
et in aparrat. crit

Origenism, ix, x, xii, 2, 43, 75, 82, 88, 91, 102,
128, 208, 245, 253, 323, 338, 357, 402, 403

Origenistic controversy, 75
Origenists, x, 45, 71, 75, 76, 90, 100
Orion of Alexandria (or of Thebes,

grammarian, fifth century), 69, 124, 225,
277, 309, 349, 379

Ottoman Turks, 1, 57
ousia, 27

Palestine, 10, xv, xii, 8, 9, 19, 20, 22, 27, 50,
66, 74, 75, 117, 124, 274, 364, 391

Palladius of Helenopolis (monk, chronicler,
fourth–fifth century AD), 141, 223,
298

Pamphilus of Caesarea (presbyter of
Caesarea, latter half of the third
century–309), 45

Pantaenus (theologian, allegedly master of
Catechetical School of Alexandria, fl. c. AD
180), 26

Pantocrator, applied to Christ, 17, 39, 40; in
Revelation, 61

Papias of Hierapolis (apologist, bishop, fl.
c. first third of the second century), 11, 15,
406

Pappus of Alexandria (mathematician, c. AD
290–c. 350), 155, 307, 386

Paris, 57
Parmenides of Elea (Presocratic philosopher,

fl. early fifth century BC), 60, 69, 79, 287,
309, 412.

Patmos, 11, 12, 14, 20, 22, 334
Patriarchal School of Constantinople, 20
Paul, the apostle, 12, 13, 18, 22, 28, 56, 58,

81, 98, 102, 105, 134, 140, 160, 162, 202,
207, 211, 215, 217, 261, 296, 299, 303, 391,
399

Paul of Aegina (medical doctor, seventh
century), 330.

Paul of Emesa (Antiochene bishop, fifth
century), 214, 217.

Paul of Samosata, (AD 200–275, Bishop of
Antioch, 260–268, an Adoptionist), 29

Paulinus, a layman preacher, 27
Peripatetic philosophy, 29, 46, 307, 309
Persia, xii, 29
Persians, 44
Peter, the apostle, 13, 22, 29
Peter I, Patriarch of Jerusalem (524–552), 75
Philo of Alexandria (Jewish philosopher, c. 20

BC– AD 50), 10, 28, 40, 88, 101, 118, 147,
202, 210, 211, 231, 237, 238, 242, 245,
251, 262, 268, 269, 270, 276, 286–288,
290, 295, 300, 305, 307, 310, 315, 318,
333, 334, 336, 347, 348, 359, 368, 369,
379, 381–384, 397.

Philo of Byblos (or Herennius Philo, historian,
grammarian, lexicographer, c. AD 64–141),
60

Philostratus (Lucius Flavius Philostratus, a
Greek sophist, Lemnos, Athens, c. AD 170/
172–247/250), 206

Philoxenus of Alexandria (grammarian, first
century BC), 320, 349

Philoxenus of Mabbug (or Philoxenus of
Hierapolis, Monophysite bishop, died AD
523), 7

Philumenus of Alexandria (medical doctor,
second century AD), 138, 286

Photinus (a Christian heretic, Bishop of
Sirmium in Pannonia, died 376), 248

Photinus, a friend of Emperor Julian the
Apostate, 41
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Photius (Patriarch of Constantinople, 858–867
and 877–886, and scholar), 10, 12, 19, 27,
35, 39, 40, 44, 71, 84, 138, 161, 166, 219,
230, 277, 349–353, 368, 377, 411; criticized
Cosmas Indicopleustes, 19; reviewing
Theodore of Mopsuestia, 44; reporting
discovery of translations of scripture by
Origen, 52, 53; praised Theodoret, 66,
68, 82; definining ‘interpretation’, 84;
mentioning a certain ‘monk Theodosius’,
86

Phrygia, 16
Phrygian Montanists, 12
physis, 27
Pindar (lyric poet from Thebes, c. 522–443

BC), xvi, 178, 310, 388, 389; quoted by
Theodoret, 59; respected by Theodoret,
69; present in Scholia, 74

Plato (philosopher, mathematician, student
of Socrates, founder of the Academy in
Athens, 428/427–348/347 BC), xvi, 27–29,
31, 55, 60, 69, 259, 261, 269, 280, 286, 287,
303–307, 309, 313, 333, 336, 337, 367, 370,
371, 382, 395, 403, 410, 411; supposed
to stand in harmony with Aristotle, xvi;
cherished in Alexandria, 27; allegedly
appropriated the arcane wisdom, 47;
quoted by Theodoret, 48; rare vocabulary
to Christian scholars, 54; suspicious
of Homer, 56; allegedly usurped and
misappropriated the Jewish lore, 59; his
vocabulary influenced Didymus, 67;
lending his reception by Late Antiquity, 68;
present in Scholia, 74; his meaning of
‘notion’, 79

Platonism, x; imbued the spiritual life of
Alexandria, 27; Clement remained suspect
of, 47; influence of Christian thought, 69

Plotinus (philosopher, founder of
Neoplatonism, c. AD 204/5–270), 60, 69,
73, 199, 220, 245, 253, 267, 269, 277, 291,
300, 305–307, 309, 324, 326, 336, 337, 339,
370, 385, 397, 404, 411

Plutarch of Chaeronea (historian, biographer,
essayist, c. AD 46–120), xvi, 7, 34, 40, 60,
69, 73, 97, 98, 143, 147, 178, 191, 199, 205,
206, 213, 220, 237, 238, 246, 251, 259, 262,
266–268, 287, 294, 305, 318, 322, 324, 333,
337, 338, 361, 368, 369, 371, 373, 377, 388,
389, 395, 401, 405; being availed of in the
Scholia, 66, 70, 74, 79, 81; respected by
Theodoret, 69; influenced Origen, 67, 88;
studied by Didymus, Theodoret, Cassian,
89

Polybius of Megalopolis (historian,
c. 200–c. 118 BC), 270, 322, 323, 405

Polycarp, suffragan Bishop of Philoxenus of
Mabbug, 7

Polycarp of Smyrna (bishop, AD 69–155), 12,
399

Pope Leo X (Giovanni di Lorenzo di Medici,
1475–1521, pope since 1513), 57

Porphyry of Tyre (philosopher, student and
biographer of Plotinus, c. AD 234–c. 305),
7, 34, 60, 69, 203, 237, 246, 268, 281, 293,
310, 318, 322, 329, 338, 339, 376, 379, 397,
404; against the Christians, 59; interpreted

Homer allegorically, 56; published by
Janus Lascaris, 57; taught at Nisibis, 31

Posidonius of Apamea (or, of Rhodes,
c. 135–51 BC), Stoic philosopher, politician,
astronomer, geographer, historian and
teacher), xvi, 199, 206, 220, 269, 287, 294,
305, 307, 339, 401

Post-Nicene Christianity, xii, 92
Priscianus of Lydia (Neoplatonist

philosopher, fl. sixth century AD, died
after 532), 240

Proclus (Neoplatonist philosopher, AD
412–485), xvi, 34, 124, 125, 141, 166, 218,
225, 238, 253, 254, 263, 265, 268, 270, 276,
277, 280, 281, 286, 287, 300, 304, 308–310,
313, 318, 336, 337, 343, 370, 371, 374, 386,
388, 395, 398, 411; influenced by
Didymus, 68; pupil of Orion of Alexandria,
69; using Origen’s vocabulary, 90

Proclus of Constantinople (Archbishop,
theologian, fifth century AD, died 446/
447), 218, 398

Procopius of Caesarea (Byzantine historian,
from Palaestina Prima, c. AD 500–c. 565),
214, 261

Procopius of Gaza (a Christian sophist,
rhetorician, catenist, c. 464–528), 20, 27,
38, 51, 54, 55, 143, 161, 178, 181, 220, 222,
223, 242, 254, 257, 264, 265, 267, 283, 293,
317, 329, 336, 343, 354, 355, 360, 362, 365,
367, 368, 374, 398, 403, 408, 410.

Promised Land, 28
prosopon, 23, 27
Pseudo-Caesarius (= Cassian the Sabaite), 5,

10, 24, 39, 78, 124, 133, 147, 155, 215, 242,
269, 286, 305, 330, 358, 388, 407, 408

Pseudo-Callisthenes, 286
Pseudo-Dionysius the Areopagite (an

Akoimetan monk of Thracian extraction),
x, 12, 20, 21, 184, 215, 218, 226, 244, 246,
286, 360, 388

Pseudo-Macarius, 6, 7, 19, 21, 209, 218, 228,
236, 244, 246, 262, 273, 276, 281, 285, 286,
293, 298, 303, 315, 323, 337, 362, 366, 386,
397, 400, 405, 408

Ptolemy of Alexandria (Claudius Ptolemaeus,
mathematician, astronomer, geographer,
astrologer, c. AD 90–c. 168), astronomer,
astrologer, mathematician and
philosopher, 9, 58, 265, 307, 338, 386

Ptolemy of Ascalon (grammarian, end of first
century BC), 9

Pythagoras of Samos (philosopher,
mathematician, religious leader,
c. 570–c. 495 BC), 60, 231, 205, 330;
Pythagorean maxims and language, 7;
life, 141; teaching, 279; Pythagoreanism,
17, 43, 231, 281, 305, 330, 369;
Pythgoreans, 368

Qiiore, director of the School of Edessa, 30

Rabbula (bishop of Edessa from AD 411 to
435, Ephraem Syrus’s successor, he
opposed the views of Theodore of
Mopsuestia and those of Nestorius), 30, 44

Raphael Cartoons, 57

Red Sea, 28, 394, 396
Renaissance, 57, 58
Romania, xv
Rome, 29, 53, 57, 260.
Rufinus of Aquileia (monk, historian,

theologian, translator of Greek patristic
texts into Latin, especially the work of
Origen, AD 340/345–410), against Origen’s
detractors, 45

Sabas (St Sabbas the Sanctified, a
Cappadocian-Greek monk, priest and saint,
founder of the Great Laura, 439–532), 7,
75, 93; his dead body found incorrupt
after sixteen years, 76; tutor of Cassian, ix,
xiv

Samaritans, persecuted by Justinian, 45
Scythopolis, ix, 74, 75
Seleucus, correspondent of Amphilochius of

Iconium, 19
Serenus of Antinoeia (or of Antinouplis,

Greek mathematician and geometrician,
AD 300–c. 360), 386

Sergius Stissus (fifteenth/sixteenth century),
57, 58

servants of Christ, xii, servants of God, xii
Seventh Edition of scripture, 52, 53
Severianus of Gabala (Bishop of Gabala in

Syria, preacher in Constantinople, born
before 380, possibly died after 408), 26,
124, 171, 209, 212, 218, 244, 247, 261, 272,
315, 326, 328, 353, 374, 379, 380, 390, 400,
410; a dangerous allegiance to declare
during the 530s and 540s, 77; influence on
the Scholia, 66; respected by Theodoret
and Cassian, 69

Severus of Antioch (Patriarch of Antioch,
the champion of Monophysistism,
c. AD 465–c. 538/542), xiii, xvi, 25, 26, 31,
35, 50, 216, 231, 243, 286

Sextus Empiricus (physician, philosopher,
reported to have lived in Alexandria, Rome,
Athens, c. AD 160–210), 160, 178, 230, 240,
254, 266, 278, 289, 305, 320, 337, 382, 383

Simplicius of Cilicia (one of the last
Neoplatonists, persecuted by Justinian,
c. 490–c. 560), x, xvi, 89, 122, 147, 166,
167, 209, 213, 238, 240, 242, 254, 268, 277,
292, 296, 300, 304, 309, 310, 318, 337, 350,
370, 371, 397; method of commenting on
Aristotle, 62; not influenced by Didymus
as Proclus was, 68

Sixth Edition of scripture, 33, 52, 53, 54
Socrates (philosopher, c. 469–399 BC), 60,

78, 79, 305, 310
Socrates Scholasticus (Church historian,

Constantinople, born c. 380, date of birth
unknown), 24, 141, 218, 254, 260, 278,
367, 370

Solomon (biblical king, reigned allegedly
between 970 and 931 BC), 42, 43, 404

Solon of Athens (statesman, lawmaker, poet,
c. 638–558 BC), 69, 237

Sopater of Athens (rhetor, fourth century),
376

Sophocles (tragic poet, Athens, c. 497/6–406/
5 BC), 69, 178, 259, 389, 401
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Sophonias (Byzantine monk and Aristotelian
commentator, thirteenth/fourteenth
century, fl. c. 1300), 62

Souka monastery (in Palestine), 75
Sozomenus (Salminius Hermias Sozomenus,

a Church historian, c. 400–c. 450), 24,
141

Speusippus (philosopher, Plato’s nephew by
his sister Potone, c. 408–339/8 BC), 69,
240, 305, 337, 402

Stobaeus, John (compiler of Greek authors,
fifth century AD), 34, 206, 210, 237, 238,
240, 242, 246, 265, 281, 338, 343, 371, 377,
395, 397

Stoicism, influence upon Christian thought,
28, 69, 73, 159, 325–326, 337, 354;
allegorical method, 56; influence on
Scholia, 67, 77, 81, 122, 156, 211, 236,
246, 262, 265, 269, 320, 345, 400–401;
materialism rebuked by Origen, 305;
rebuked by Plotinus, 307

Strabo (geographer, philosopher, historian,
Amasea in Pontus, 64/63 BC–c. AD 24),
147, 254, 339, 389

Symmachus (translator of the Old Testament,
fl. late second century), 32, 33, 49, 50–53,
84, 336

Synesius of Cyrene (philosopher, Bishop
of Ptolemais in the Libyan Pentapolis,
c. 373–c. AD 414), 237

Syria, 6, 29, 31, 46, 71, 83, 89; Syriac versions
of Rev., 6, 71, et in aparrat. crit.; Syriac
fathers, 23–24, 85; Syriac antiphonal
chanting, 25; Syriac versions of scripture,
31; Syriac, adopted by Nestorian
preachers, 29; literature, 30

Syrianus of Athens, Neoplatonist philosopher
(head of Plato’s Academy in Athens after
Plutarch of Athens, since 431/432, he died
c. 437), 5, 58, 254, 268, 368, 397.

Tarsus, 11
Teles (philosopher, probably of Megara, third

century BC), 246
tertium quid, 46
Tertullian (Quintus Septimius Florens

Tertullianus, early Christian author from
Carthage, c. AD 160–c. 225), 46

Tetrapla, 33
Thales of Miletus (pre-Socratic Greek

philosopher, c. 624–c. 546 BC), 60
Themistius (317, Paphlagonia–c. AD 390,

Constantinople, a statesman, rhetorician,
philosopher), method of commenting on
Aristotle, 62, 167, 238, 240, 246, 253, 284,
310, 371, 395

Theoctistus, Bishop of Caesarea (third
century), 26

Theodore Anagnostes (historian, theologian,
Constantinople, fifth/sixth century), 47,
150, 183, 334

Theodore Metochites (Byzantine statesman,
author, philosopher, patron of the arts,
1270–1332), XXIX

Theodore of Cyrrhene mathematician, fifth
century BC, mentioned in three of Plato’s
dialogues), 60

Theodore of Mopsuestia (bishop,
c. 350–428), 23–25, 30, 31, 39, 41, 54, 93,
103, 124, 156, 201, 217, 219, 223, 231, 232,
244, 268, 276, 289, 290, 299, 304, 306, 308,
310, 324, 331, 336, 341, 344, 355, 362, 365,
376, 377, 378, 381, 382, 390, 395, 396, 403,
405; Cassian was one of his offsprings, xiv;
‘condemned’ intellectual, xvi; taught at
Nisibis, 31; opposing Apollinaris, 42; his
doctrine of universal restoration, 44;
condemned in 553, 45, 47; influence on
the Scholia, 66, 80; attacked by Cyril, 46;
teacher of Nestorius, 71; an instructor to
Cassian, 72; a dangerous allegiances to
declare during the 530s and 540s, 77

Theodore Studites (Byzantine Greek monk
and abbot of the Stoudios monastery in
Constantinople, AD 759–826), xiv, 8, 210,
274, 275, 334; admirer of Cassian, 10; a
layman preacher, 27; influenced by
Cassian the Sabaite, 80; about Origen and
Origenism, 90–91

Theodoret of Cyrrhus (c. 386–died after 457),
xiii, 7, 15, 21–25, 38, 39, 53, 85, 100, 107,
111, 117, 129, 132, 141, 142, 147, 150, 156,
160, 161, 166, 169, 178, 181, 183, 184, 190,
199–206, 209, 213, 215, 216–225, 228–240,
243–248, 254–265, 268, 271–288, 293–311,
31, 318, 325–342–368, 374–410; his view
of Christ as Lord (δεσπ�τη�), xiii; flower
and shining star of Antioch, xiv, 94;
nearly condemend by the Church), xv;
condemned intellectual, xvi; doctor of
the Church, 4; on divine wrath, 4;
commentator of book of Daniel, 5; using
Homeric forms, 6, 7; his text of Rev., 5, 7;
a Hellenized Syrian, 25; blackmailed at
Chalcedon, 26; shared Origen’s concerns,
28, 31, 40, 50, 54, 66; on Lucian of
Samosata, 30; praising Origen, 32;
following Origen as editor, 33; quoting
Origen, 34; not antipathetic to Eusebius,
35; possible catenist of Didymus, 36; com-
mon language with Didymus, 37; his
admiration of Theodore of Mopsuestia,
41–42; linked with Origen through
Diodorus of Tarsus and Theodore of
Mopsuestia, 42; against Docetism and
Arianism, 42; on the Song of Songs, 43;
on symbolism of numbers, 43; following
Origen, 44; the ‘Three Chapters’ left a tinc-
ture upon him, 45; attacking Arianism, 46;
admired Diodorus, 45; condemned, 47; his
debts to Clement and Eusebius, 48; con-
cerned with the relation between Hellenism
and Christianity, 49; did mention Clement
of Alexandria, 49; cited translators of
scripture, 51; edited by Migne, 52;
indulged in allegory, 55, 91; spoke of
‘the laws of allegory’, 55; influence on
Cassian, xvi, 55, 66, 70, 71, 74, 78, 81, 80,
82; condemning Greek allegory, 56; on
allegory and tropology, 57; his treatise ‘on
gods’, 58; respected in sixteenth-century
Europe, 58; considered as the last great
scholar of Late Antiquity, 59; indifferent
to the book of Revelation 60; rejecting

millenarian ideas, 64; recounting the life
of Didymus, 67; a sedulous exegete, 68;
mentioned Greek intellectuals of old, 69;
not the author of QetR, 72; an instructor
to Cassian, 72; on Christology, 73;
theologically suspect during the 530s
and 540s, 77; studied Aristotle, 89; using
language peculiar to Antioch, 90; strove
to convert heretics, 92

Theodosius, monk and scribe, 2, 3, 7, 8, 83,
85, 86, 86, 105, 139, 152, 155, 407,

Theodosius I (emperor, 347–395), 45
Theodosius II (emperor, 401–450), 45, 69,

309, 391, 400
Theodosius of Alexandria (grammarian,

purported to have lived about the time of
Emperor Constantine), 212

Theodosius the Coenobiarch (a monk, abbot,
of Cappadocian ancestry, ascetic
companion of St Sabas, c. 423–529), xiv,
75, 93

Theodotion, 32, 33, 49, 50, 51, 52, 53, 84;
Theodotionis versio, 110, 184, 186, 336, 358

Theodotus of Ancyra (bishop, at first friend
then an enemy of Nestorius, fourth–fifth
century AD), 169

Theodotus of Byzantium (a Christian heretic,
end of second century), 32

Theognostus the Grammarian
(Constantinople, ninth century AD), 212

Theon of Alexandria (a Greco-Egyptian
scholar and mathematician, the father of
Hypatia, c. 335–c. 405), 9, 155, 307

Theon of Alexandria (a medical doctor,
reviewed by Photius), 138

Theon of Smyrna (a Greek philosopher and
mathematician, influenced by
Pythagoreanism, fl. c. AD 100), 367, 369,
370, 382

Theophanes Confessor (monk and chronicler,
Constantinople, Samothrace, Abbas in
Cyzicus, c. AD 758/760–817/818), 334

Theophilus (Patriarch of Alexandria, died
412), 32

Theophilus of Antioch (apologist, patriarch
during c. 170, died in c. 183/185), 14, 24,
325, 337.

Theophrastus (philosopher, from Eresos in
Lesbos, the successor to Aristotle in the
Peripatetic school, c. 371–c. 287 BC), 29,
60, 69, 253, 337, 382, 402

Theory of Ideas, by Plato, 27, 79
Thessaly, 1, 2, 5
Thomas of Heraclea, producer of the versio

Heraclensis of NT, 7
Three Chapters, 45, 47, 77
Timaeus (sophist and grammarian, probably

fourth century), 330
Timaeus of Locris (Pythagorean philosopher,

c. 420–380 BC, featuring in Plato’s
Timaeus), 60

Tome of Leo, xiii, 25
Toura, 68, 70
tragic poets, of Athens (Aeschylus, Sophocles,

Euripides), xvi
Trajan (emperor, AD 53–117), 12
Trinitarian doctrine, taught at Nisibis, 31
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Trinitarian God, xii, 25, 31, 45, 63, 92, 150,
288

Trinity (Τριά�), the term originated in
Antioch, 24

tropology, 42, 55, 57, 93, 254
Tryphon of Alexandria (grammarian, c. 60–10

BC), 123
Turks, 1, 57
typology, 4, 55, 56, 63, 133
Tyre, in Phoenicia, 52

Valentinus, early Christian Gnostic
theologian, c.100–c.160), 29

Veroe, in Thrace, 12

Veroia, in Macedonia, 12
Veroia, in Syria, 89
Victor I of Rome, pope (c. 189–c. 200), 29, 32
Victoria and Albert Museum, 57

Western Greece, 52
Western monasticism, xv
wrath of God (interpreted allegorically), xiv

Xenocrates of Chalcedon (philosopher,
mathematician, c. 396/5–314/13 BC,
scholarch of the Platonic Academy from
339/8 to 314/13 BC), 60, 69, 305

Xenophon (historian, soldier, mercenary,

philosopher, c. 430–354 BC), 60, 69, 276,
397, 404.

Zacharias Scholasticus (or Zacharias
of Mytilene, or Zacharias Rhetor, born
c. 465, Gaza, died after 536; bishop, rhetor,
theologian, ecclesiastical historian), 90

Zafaran, 85
Zeno (c. 425–491, Byzantine Emperor

474–475 and 476–491), 31
Zeno of Citium (the founder of the Stoic

school of philosophy, c. 334 BC–c. 262
BC), 123, 325, 401

Zouga monastery, 75

General Index464










	Cover
	Half Title
	Title Page
	Copyright
	Dedication
	Contents
	Preface
	Exordium
	Abbreviations
	Introduction
	The Codex
	The texts of the Book of Cassian
	A Sabaite Codex
	The vernacular of the Codex
	Christian authors and the Book of Revelation
	Antioch and Alexandria
	The Alexandrians and Origen, Eusebius, and Theodoret
	The ‘Fifth Edition’ of scripture
	Theodoret and his arsenal
	Cassian and the Scholia
	The aim
	The method
	The result
	Conclusion

	The index of authors
	Authorship of the Scholia
	Some philological remarks
	All Scholia identified
	The designation
	The initial edition
	Conclusion

	Part I Text of Revelation and scholia in Apocalypsin
	Scholion I
	Scholion II
	Scholion III
	Scholion IV
	Scholion V
	Scholion VI
	Scholion VII
	Scholion VIII
	Scholion IX
	Scholion X
	Scholion XI
	Scholion XII
	Scholion XIII
	Scholion XIV
	Scholion XV
	Scholion XVI
	Scholion XVII
	Scholion XVIII
	Scholion XIX
	Scholion XX
	Scholion XXI
	Scholion XXII
	Scholion XXIII
	Scholion XXIV
	Adnotatiopost Scholion XXIV
	Scholion XXV
	Scholion XXVI
	Scholion XXVII
	Scholion XXVIII
	Scholion XXIX
	Scholion XXX
	Scholion XXXI
	Scholion XXXII
	Scholion XXXIII
	Scholion XXXIV
	Scholion XXXV
	Scholion XXXVI
	Scholion XXXVII
	Scholion XXXVIII
	Scholion XXXIX

	Part II Expanded Notes to the Scholia
	EN I
	EN II
	EN III
	EN IV
	EN V
	EN VI
	EN VII
	EN VIII
	EN IX
	EN X
	EN XI
	EN XII
	EN XIII
	EN XIV
	EN XV
	EN XVI
	EN XVII
	EN XVIII
	EN XIX
	EN XX
	EN XXI
	EN XXII
	EN XXIII
	EN XXIV
	EN PSchXXIV
	EN XXV
	EN XXVI
	EN XXVII
	EN XXVIII
	EN XXIX
	EN XXX
	EN XXXI
	EN XXXII
	EN XXXIII
	EN XXXIV
	EN XXXV
	EN XXXVI
	EN XXXVII
	EN XXXVIII
	EN XXXIX

	Bibliography
	Index of Authors Cited inthe Scholia
	Index of Names inthe Scholia
	Index of Terms in the Scholia
	Biblical Citations inthe Scholia
	Indexof Modern Authors
	General Index



