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THEODORE METOCHITES AND HIS LOGOS
ON THE ARCHANGEL MICHAEL

AN ESSAY ON THE TEXT’S SOURCES
AND ITS INTELLECTUAL BACKGROUND

ELENI KALTSOGIANNI

Palaiologan hagiography, often criticized in the past as devoid of content due
to the high rhetorical elaboration of the texts," has attracted in the last decades
scholarly attention as a means of understanding the aesthetic values and ideo-
logical concerns of the time.? Research has focused especially on authors such as
Constantine Akropolites and Nikephoros Gregoras, the two most prolific hagi-
ographers of the Palaiologan period.” Theodore Metochites, the leading figure

* A very short, primary draft of this paper was presented in the 22nd International Con-
gress of Byzantine Studies (Sofia, 22-27 August 2011); cf. Proceedings of the 22" Inter-
national Congress of Byzantine Studies (Sofia, 22-27 August 2011). III. Abstracts of free
communications. Sofia 2011, 158-159 - I would like to thank Prof. I. Polemis (Athens)
for critically reviewing my article.

' Cf. e.g. the words of H.-G. BEck, Kirche und theologische Literatur im byzantinischen
Reich (Byzantinisches Handbuch, 11/1). Miinchen 21977, 697: “Das 13. und das beginnende
14. Jahrhundert gehoren nicht zu den grofien Zeiten der byzantinischen Hagiographie.
Zwar finden sich eine Reihe von Enkomien, aber an eigentlichen Bioi ist wenig zu nen-
nen”.

2 For an overview of Palaiologan hagiography, with references to the most recent literature,
see A.-M. TaLBOT, Hagiography in Late Byzantium (1204-1453), in: ST. EFTHYMIADIS
(ed.), The Ashgate Research Companion to Byzantine Hagiography. I. Periods and Places.
Farnham 2011, 173-195.

> Cf, e.g, the studies of M. HINTERBERGER, Les Vies des saints du XIVe siécle en tant que
biographie historique: loeuvre de Nicéphore Grégoras, in: P. ODORICO - P. A. AGAPITOS
(éd.), Les Vies des Saints a Byzance. Genre littéraire ou biographie historique? Actes du Ile
colloque international philologique <EPMHNEIA», Paris, 6-7-8 Juin 2002 (Dossiers By-
zantins, 4). Paris 2004, 281-301, and idem, Hagiographische Metaphrasen. Ein méglicher
Weg der Annédherung an die Literarasthetik der frithen Palaiologenzeit, in: A. RHOBY - E.
ScHIFFER (Hrsg.), IMITATIO - AEMULATIO - VARIATIO. Akten des internationalen
wissenschaftlichen Symposions zur byzantinischen Sprache und Literatur (Wien, 22.-25.
Oktober 2008) (Osterreichische Akademie der Wissenschaften, Philosophisch-historische
Klasse, Denkschriften, 402). Wien 2010, 137-151. For the hagiographical work of Nike-
phoros Gregoras, see also the recent monograph of I. PARASKEVOPOULOU, To aytoloytkd
Kat opANTKS épyo tov Nikngdpov Ipnyopd (Bulavtvd keipeva xau pedéteg, 59). Thes-
saloniki 2013.
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of the so-called “Early Palaiologan Renaissance”, has only rarely —and secondar-
ily- been taken into consideration in the framework of these studies, probably
due to the fact that his hagiographical work remains until now only partly and
insufficiently edited.*

Metochites’ hagiographical production has come down to us, along with the
rest of his rhetorical work, in the codex Vindobonensis Phil. gr. 95, a manuscript
produced during the author’s lifetime and copied, in all probability, under his
supervision.” We have to do with six texts, covering about 140 folios in the Vin-
dobonensis; of these only three (the Logoi on the Saints Demetrios [BHG 547g],
Michael the New [BHG 2273] and John the New of Didymoteichon [BHG 2192])
have been edited in the past, while the other three, concerning Saint Marina
(BHG 1169b), the Archangel Michael (BHG 1209¢) and Saint Gregory of Nazi-
anzus (BHG 726Db), are still unpublished.® In view of the first critical edition of
the whole hagiographical corpus of Metochites that is under preparation, I will
focus in the present contribution on one of the hitherto unedited texts, the Logos
on the Archangel Michael.

The Logos on the Archangel Michael survives on ff. 32v-59 of the Vindobon-
ensis and it is the third text to be found in the codex; it is placed between two
other hagiographical pieces of Metochites, his Logoi on the Saints Marina and
Demetrios respectively. The place of the text in the codex seems to be significant
with regard to its dating, for according to the prevalent view, at first supported
by the late I. Sevéenko, we have to do with a collection arranged according to
the chronological order of creation of its individual pieces (of course, with some

4+ On Theodore Metochites, see PLP 17982 (with references to the older literature).

For the description of the manuscript, see H. HUNGER, Katalog der griechischen Hand-
schriften der dsterreichischen Nationalbibliothek. I. Codices historici, codices philo-
sophici et philologici. Wien 1961, 202-204; see also I. SEVCENKO, Observations sur les
recueils des discours et des poémes de Th. Métochite et sur la bibliotheque de Chora a
Constantinople. Scriptorium 5 (1951) 279-288, and idem, Etudes sur la polémique entre
Théodore Métochite et Nicéphore Choumnos (Corpus Bruxellense Historiae Byzantinae.
Subsidia, 3). Bruxelles 1962, 177-184. For some of Metochites’ hagiographical texts (the
Logoi on the Saints Marina, Demetrios, Gregory of Nazianzus and Michael the New)
there are also other witnesses.

The Logos on Saint Marina has been analysed in the past by E. Gamillscheg in his unpub-
lished dissertation Die griechischen Texte iiber die heilige Marina (Wien 1974, 170-217),
while I. Sevéenko has dealt in an article with the Logos on Gregory of Nazianzus (see I.
SevCEenko, The Logos on Gregory of Nazianzus by Theodore Metochites, in: W. SEIBT
[Hrsg.], Geschichte und Kultur der Palaiologenzeit. Referate des internationalen Sympo-
sions zu Ehren von H. Hunger [Wien, 30. November bis 3. Dezember 1994]. Wien 1996,
221-233).
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minor exceptions).” If we take this strictly, then we should argue that the Logos
on the Archangel Michael was written after the Logos on Saint Marina and before
the Logos on Saint Demetrios. Neither of these texts can be dated safely; however,
it is possible that the Logos on Saint Marina was written sometime after 1285,°
while the Logos on Saint Demetrios must have been written around 1290 and
probably before 1294/95.° Therefore, we can assume that Metochites composed
his Logos on the Archangel Michael sometime between 1285-1290/92 and so the
text belongs to the works of his youth, since he was born in 1270.'°

The motives for the composition of the Logos are explained by the author
both in the prologue and at a further point of the text: he is responding to the
request of his friends, who have been long urging him to write an eulogy on Mi-
chael, the leader of the Celestial Orders."" Of course, the reference to a request by

7 Cf. SEvEENKO, Etudes (cited n. 5), 135-144.

Terminus post quem is the date of composition of the Logos on Saint Marina by Gregory
of Cyprus, which served Metochites as his model. According to GAMILLSCHEG (Die
griechischen Texte, 194 n. 4), Gregory must have composed this text around 1285; see
also S. KorzaBsasst, Die handschriftliche Uberlieferung der rhetorischen und hagiogra-
phischen Werke des Gregor von Zypern (Serta Graeca, 6). Wiesbaden 1998, 11 n. 77. On
Gregory of Cyprus, see PLP 4590.

For the dating of this text, see B. LAOURDAS, 'Eykapia &ig TOV &ylov AnuiTpLlov Katd Tov
dékatov tétaptov aidva. EEBS 24 (1954) 277-279, SEVCEENKO, Etudes (cited n. 5), 270-
271, and E. KALTSOGIANNI - S. KoTzABASssI — I. PARASKEVOPOULOU, H @ecoalovikn
ot Pulavtivi) Aoyotexvia. Prtopikd kat aytoloyikd keipeva (Bulavtivd keipeva kal
perétau, 32). Thessaloniki 2002, 154 with n. 357. Laourdas dated the text in 1292, while
Paraskevopoulou has proposed a dating before 1290, when Metochites was still living
in Asia Minor together with his exiled father, based on the author’s statement that he
composed the Logos on Saint Demetrios in return for his miraculous healing from an
illness that attacked him én” &AAoSarni|g (see B. LAOURDAS, Bu{avtiva kai petapolavtiva
éykaopa gig Tov dytov Anunitptov. Makedovikd 4 [1955-1960] 57.34; see also p. 81.977:
wg &p” Exapvov én’ Twviag); this statement suggests, in my view, that at the time of the
composition of the Logos Metochites was no more én’ dA\odanfig, but he had already
returned to the capital, which happened around 1290 (cf. SEv¢Eenko, Etudes [cited n. 5],
271). As for the terminus ante quem 1294/95, this results from the dating of Metochites’
first imperial oration that follows in the manuscript, which must have been composed
around 1294/95; for the dating of this text, see I. POLEMIS, ®e6dwpog Metoxitng, Ot
Svo Bacihikoi Adyor. Eioaywyr) — Kpirikn ékdoon - Metdgpaon - Znuewwoeg (Keipeva
Bulaviviic Aoyoteyviag, 4). Athens 2007, 33-42.

10 For the date of Metochites birth, see SEVCENKO, Etudes (cited n. 5), 129.

See cod. Vind. phil. gr. 95, f. 33: énel ¢ oUtw TadTa kal 0VOEelG dvTepel TAVTWG TOV fovAO-
pévwv Tindv TéAndes, i mot” dpa xpnoaipeda t@ te Adyw TO TPOCTKOV £QVTH GLYOPEVTL
Kal kKaA@g aipovpéve: kal giloig avdpdoty ot mpog HYNAGTEPa TODTOV SLAVIGTOOL Kai
ndG &v elmot Tig €0 pdha Tupavvoiot kai Pralovtay O PEv yap, Taig dyyelkaig ovoiag
mpooiévar Kai elo@opdy teva dikaiav dpootodoBat, mobel pev Emetk®g AAN” fiTtwy Exwv
aioBavetar oi 8¢ kaBdoov olov te Tpotpendpevol kai TOV OO0V EEdnTovTES Q@ TO TG
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a third person as a motive for the composition of a hagiographical text belongs
to the hagiographical/literary fopoi,'* but if we take into consideration that Me-
tochites mentions this request twice, then it is quite possible that we have to do
with true facts. On the other hand, we have no evidence concerning the possible
oral delivery of the Logos or its association with a certain feast in honour of the
Archangel Michael."

Before proceeding to the discussion about the text's models and sources, it
would be useful to give a summary of its content:

In the prologue (ff. 32v-34) Metochites meditates upon the ability of the hu-
man word to describe whatever stands above the senses, and compares literature

ayyehikig xopootasiag iyepovt Tov Suvatov duvov eiceveykely, o0k dvidot ToAvg fdn
XPOvoG: 00dE paciv aviioety, uéxpig &v, meptyévotvto: kai 8N meptyivovrtal, and f. 48v:
@épe TOV Adyov dvainmréov: paAlov 8¢ v Eapyiic npnHévey dvTAnmréov fuiv: kol
TV yryvopévny edgnpiav drodotéov: kai popav wg mpovbépeda, @ mpwtooTdtn TOV
dvw Taypdtov Migan: g &v, obTwg ¢k TOV Evovtwy drodoinuev nuiv avtolg, kal Toig
TIPOTPEYAUEVOLG TO XPEOG.

See TH. PrATsCH, Der hagiographische Topos. Griechische Heiligenviten in mittelbyzan-
tinischer Zeit (Millenium-Studien/Millenium Studies, 6). Berlin — New York 2005, 26-28
(Auftragstopos), and CHR. MITAKI, Ta Tpooijlia TwV ayloAoyIKOV KEWEVWY TNG TTakaL-
oldyetag meptodov. Aopukry kat Oepatikr avaivon. Unpublished Master Thesis. Thes-
saloniki 2005, 105-108.

The two major feasts of the Archangel Michael, were on 6th September (commemo-
ration of Michael’s miracle at Chonai) and 8th November (Synaxis of the Asomatoi);
see H. DELEHAYE, Synaxarium Ecclesiae Constantinopolitanae. Propylaeum ad Acta
Sanctorum Novembris. Bruxelles 1902, 19.6-20.23 and 203.5-204.17, and J. MATEOS, Le
typicon de la Grande Eglise. I. Le cycle des douze mois (OCA, 165). Roma 1962, 94. The
cult of the Archangel Michael was widespread in Byzantium: we know of at least twenty
four churches dedicated to him in Constantinople (most of them belong to the early and
middle Byzantine period; the most reknown was the church of the Archangel Michael at
Sosthenion, an establishment of the eleventh [?] century that was still functioning in the
early Palaiologan period; see R. JANIN, La géographie ecclésiastique de lempire byzantin.
Premiere partie. Le siége de Constantinople et le patriarchat oecuménique, III. Les églises
et les monasteres. Paris 19697, 337-350, esp. 346-349). There were also many sanctuaries
dedicated to the Angels in Asia Minor, and especially in its west coast, but we do not know
which of them (probably very few) were still in function in the later period (see R. JANIN,
Les églises et les monasteres des grands centres byzantins [Bithynie, Hellespont, Latros,
Galesios, Trébizonde, Athénes, Théssalonique]. Paris 1975, 9, 18, 21, 38, 42, 43, 48, 49,
52,59, 66, 85-86, 95, 100, 112, 165, 167, 168, 183-184, 206-207, 222-223, 234, 239, 260);
safe evidence for the Palaiologan period we have only about the monastery dedicated to
the Archangel Michael on the Auxentios mountain, which was restored by the emperor
Michael VIII (see JaNIN, Grands centres, 48). If Metochites composed his Logos while
he was living in Asia Minor, a possibility that cannot be excluded, then the widespread
cult of the Archangel in this region could have played a role in the choice of the topic by
his assignors.
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(i.e. the art of words) to painting: if painters, whose art is bound to the senses and
the material world, dare sometimes to depict the immaterial nature of the Angels,
then the man of letters is much more legitimized to speak about those issues,
because through the words he serves the intellect, the only part of the human
being that can attain a view of the incorporeal substances; moreover, the author
refers to the request of his friends as the basic motive for the composition of the
Logos and expresses his certainty that the Archangel Michael will supervise and
assist him with his enterprise.

The main part of the speech begins with a summary of the Orthodox Trini-
tarian creed (f. 34rv): God, who stands above time and space and whose nature
is inconceivable by the human senses and mind, has created both the material
and the immaterial world and through his providence holds it together; the three
persons of the Holy Trinity form an entity, yet only the Father has no beginning,
while the Son and the Holy Spirit, though timeless, they both have their begin-
ning in the Father - it is interesting to note Metochites™ careful formulation of
the doctrine about the procession of the Holy Spirit from the Father alone, obvi-
ously in an effort to keep his distance from the views of his own father, George
Metochites,'* who had been condemned and exiled as heretic, because of his
support of the Latin creed."

" On George Metochites, see PLP 17979.

Cf. cod. Vind. phil. gr. 95, f. 34v: 10 8¢ (sc. Tvedua), TOV avtOv Adyov Omigp Aoyov: bmigp
XPOVOV, €k TOD TATPOG EKTopevETAL UGVOV AVTOV TOV Tatépa Tiig oikeiog DdpEews Exov
aiTiov. kai Tadta UV €ig TooovTo. 000 yap iowg vmep Tadta Séov fiv éxteiveaBat AANL
Talg am\aig Tig Beoloyiag iotdvery TOV vodv Béceotv: dTLpRt” ANOT AV do@alég pit’
&V T0iG VOV HAAoTa Katpoic, mepartépw mpoiévat kai StepevvacBat & ept Ogod. €Eov 6¢
oUTWG AMA®G e00EPETY, Kai PAoTA KAADG Te Kal AoQal®dg, EXety, pedyovTa TO Suoxepeq
¢ {ntoews dvota mavTtwg &v €in peyio, kivdivwy AAGYWE TOCOVTWV KATATOMUAY, Kai
Aoyov Oréxewy Toig mheiooty. About 15 years later, in c. 1305, Metochites will introduce the
main part of his Ethikos with the same summary of the Orthodox creed and will repeat his
fears for the accusation of heresy; see I. PoLEMIS, @e68wpog Metoyitng, Hbukog fj mepi
naudeiag. Eioaywyn - Kpiriki) #kdoon - Metagpaon - Enpewwoers (Keiueva fulaviviig
Aoyoteyviag, 1). Athens 22002, 22.8-42.17, esp. 36.7-16: iuiv 8¢ oig peyiotn (nuia, olg €ma-
xBéotatov EykAnpa, £vog dvtog téAnBoig mept Beod, domep dpa kai tept TavTOg EANOV
TPAYUATOG AHAPTETY KaTd Bpayy, av GAN 0Ty Tidepévolg, Ti TO Kivody, Tig dvdykn
ka®’ obtw peyiotov ktvdvvov kdBov Purtely kai wOeioOat, kai pdAtota vov apélet todtwvy
TOV Kap@®v, fviy” g ovdev GANo TL T@V andvtwy Tolg mAeioot mpdxetpov Eml yAwooarlg
émeveykelv EykAnpa §6ypatog dAAotpdTnTa Kai kakodogiav, pdov 1 okOUUA Tt TOV 00de-
VG AGyou; see also ibid., 141*, and I. SEvEENKO, Theodore Metochites, the Chora, and the
Intellectual Trends of His Time, in: P. UNDERwWOOD (ed.), The Karije Djamii. I'V. Studies
on the Art of the Karije Djamii and its Intellectual Backgrounds. Princeton — New Jersey
1975, 52-53. For Metochites’ “fideism” and his denouncing of theological speculation as
dangerous, see the discussion in B. BYyDEN, Theodore Metochites’ Stoicheiosis Astronomike
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After this short, doctrinal introduction the author proceeds to his main sub-
ject and speaks at first about the nature of the Angels: those were created by God,
either before or together with the rest of the material world (Metochites avoids to
take stand on this matter), they are immaterial beings and though incorporeal,
they are countable and they can be limited in space (ff. 34v-35); each of these
views is analysed further with the help of scriptural quotations and logical ar-
guments (ff. 35v-36). As we will see below, Metochites insists especially on the
question whether the corporeal and the incorporeal should be regarded as op-
posite categories, in order to prove through this discussion that the Angels can
be circumscribed within spatial limits (ff. 36v-38).

A new section deals with the supremacy of the Angels over all other forms
of being: the incorporeal angelic substances are superior to the heavenly bod-
ies (f. 38v) and, of course, to everything terrestrial: the plants, the animals and
the man (f. 39rv). Since they are totally disconnected from everything material,
their nature is closer to the nature of God, and this is the reason why they are
described as wind (nmvedpa) and fire (mdp), properties that are also attributed to
Him (f. 40rv) - in a long digression the author explains why the use of such typoi
is necessary for the representation of the immaterial nature, so that this can be
better perceived by the human mind. Then, returning back to his main subject,
he comes to speak about the theoria as the basic function of the angelic intellect:
being totally intellectual substances, the Angels can get to know God directly,
without the intervention of science, only through divine illumination (ff. 42v-
44). As for the practical function of their intellect, this proves also superior to
that of the man, for it is not directed towards the material world, but it seeks to
imitate God; consequently, the virtues of the Angels should not be compared to
the common human virtues (ff. 44v-46v). The Angels serve as links between God
and the mankind and they are those who announce His mysteries to the people
(f. 47rv). Their hierarchy reminds also of the Trinity, for they are divided in three
different ranks, each consisting of three angelic orders (f. 47v).

Having reached this point of the Logos, Metochites “realizes” that he has dealt
so far with subjects that are above him and he has swerved from his original pur-
pose, which was to praise Michael, the leader of the Celestial Orders (f. 48rv).
Thus, for the rest of the speech he will focus on the eulogy of the Archangel and
will recount in detail his miracles according to the Scriptures (ff. 48v-58v). At
the end he will pray to Michael, in order to intervene with God for him on the
Day of Judgement (f. 59).

and the Study of Natural Philosophy and Mathematics in Early Palaiologan Byzantium
(Studia Graeca et Latina Gothoburgensia, 66). Goteborg 2003, 273-277.
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Metochites’ Logos has a bipartite structure: there is a first, theoretical part,
which the author later describes as a deviation from the main purpose of his
speech,'® although it covers about 2/3 of the whole, and a shorter narrative part
dealing with the miracles of the Archangel Michael. Such a bipartite structure is
not, of course, original within the framework of the Byzantine homiletic tradi-
tion on the Angels. The eulogy, e.g., of Chrysippus of Jerusalem on the Archan-
gel Michael, dating back to the fifth century, has a similar structure with a small
introductory part that summarizes basic positions of Christian angelology (the
nature of the Angels as wind and fire) and an encomiastic part dedicated to the
praise of Michael.'” This is also the case with John Mauropous’ Oration on the
feast of the Synaxis of the Angels.'® Nevertheless, Metochites is original in another
aspect: the part of his Logos that deals with angelology has rather the character
of a theological treatise, where theology is often mixed with “pagan” philosophy,
for the author draws on ancient Greek philosophers in order to support his argu-
ments. In this vein, the study of the text’s sources is of special interest, for it can
reveal among others Metochites’ intellectual concerns and preoccupations, as well
as his own perception of what we usually call “Christian Humanism”.

The primary source a Byzantine author would be expected to draw upon
when dealing with angelology'® was the work of Pseudo-Dionysios the Areop-
agite, and especially his treatise De caelesti hierarchia. Influenced by the Neo-
platonic Proclus, Pseudo-Dionysios spoke in his work about the role of the An-
gels as those who, according to their name, announce (¢€ayyéAAetv) and reveal
(éxg@aiverv) the mysteries of God, and transmit (StamopOueverv) Divine Illumi-
nation to the lower orders of the Celestial Powers and to the people.*® Accord-

Cf. cod. Vind. phil. gr. 95, f. 48: éAaBov épavtov toig ddvTolg eiondioag dkaipws Edabov
ELavtoV Toppwtdtw TapevexDelg, 1) katd v TpoOeoty: pdAAov Or) katd TO TPOsTKOV
avtod kal Sikatov, Epoty’ odv- émel mpdG ANOLG ExwY TNV dpXTV Kvijoat TOV AGyov, odk
08’ 8mwg ékkivag TG Tpokelévng eic EANY: kal uéxpt Téppw TAVTNG EXOUEVOG, HONLG
Nodounv yevopevog épnavtod EmParav vynlotépolg fj kat’ €ue, and f. 48v: @épe TOV
Aoyov avoknmtéov: paAdov 8¢ T@v €Eapxiig fipnuévey AvTAnmTéoy Huiv: kol THV yi-
yvopévny edgnuiov drnodotéov: kai popav wg mpovdéueda, T® TPWTOOTATN TOV dvw
Taypdtwv MixanA.

See A. S1GALAS, Xpuainmov mpeaButépov éykdpov eig Tov dpxayyelov Mixan\. EEBS
3(1926) 85-93 (BHG 1290D).

See P. DE LAGARDE, Iohannis Euchaitorum metropolitae quae in codice Vaticano Graeco
676 supersunt. Amsterdam *1979, 95-106 (BHG 128).

As far as I know, there is no comprehensive study of the Byzantine texts dealing with the
Angels. Very useful are the references to Christian/Byzantine authors that can be found
in the article “Engel” of the RAC 5 (1962) 109-200 (Engel IV [christlich]).

See Pseudo-Dionysios, De caelesti hierarchia, ed. G. HEIL — A. M. RITTER, Corpus Dio-
nysiacum II: Pseudo-Dionysius Areopagita, De caelesti hierarchia — De mystica theologia

20



24 Eleni Kaltsogianni

ing to Pseudo-Dionysios, the Celestial Hierarchy consists of three triads, called
didkoopot or Stakoopunoelg or iepapyiat, and each of these triads comprises three
angelic orders: the first triad, divided in Seraphim, Cherubim and Thrones, is in
immediate communion with God and receives directly the illuminations of His
Light; so it can reach the utmost point of purity, enlightenment and perfection,
and thus it serves as a model for the rest two triads. The second and the third
hierarchy communicate with God through the intervention of the first; the sec-
ond hierarchy is divided in Dominions, Virtues and Powers, while the third in
Principalities, Archangels and Angels.**

The basic notions of Pseudo-Dionysios” angelology can be easily detected in
Metochites’ Logos on the Archangel Michael. Metochites comments on the role
of the Angels with reference to the etymology of their name: 6 81 kai TG voepag
ayyehikag ovoiag, Spav KTO PLAavBpwmiag: katovog TE ULV, TPOG TA KPEITTW
Ovppaxeiv: kai xelpa Siddvar kal fyeioBat Tdv dyaddv: kai pecdlety KovwviKdg
v Beiov aiyAnv kol tag ékeibev EANGpyeLS, kal StayyéAAewy ola eikog kai Goa
elkOG T TiG Beiag ovoiag andppnta. mapd O kal Tdoag pEv Kov@g dvopudlesbat
TAG voepag ovaoiag dyyéAlovg Ot Ty mpog AAARAAG Kal TTPOG HHAG, KATA TOVG
dvow Tiig TéEewg vopovg, Tav Beiav Eayyeliav T¢ kai pavépwory,®? and he also de-
scribes in summary the structure of the angelic hierarchies: ta 8¢ o) kata tavTnV
v 1@V dbAwv iepapxiav @g éxel katd @OOLY, i0TOpElY, VIEP TOV TapdvTa ToD
A6yov okomov: paAAov &’ SAwg bép Nuag. TodTo ye pny eipriobw 16 ye vov €xov:

- Epistulae (Patristische Texte und Studien, 36). Berlin 1991, 21.9-14: adtau (sc. ai T@v
ovpaviwv ovoLdV Stakoounoetg) Yobv eioty ai TpdTwe Kai TOANAX®G v peTovoiq ToD
Oelov yvopevat kal TpwTwG kol TOAAAXDG EkpavTopikai Tig Oeapyikiig kpuPLOTNTOG, 1O
Kai apd mévta Thg dyyehikiig Enwvopiag ékkpitwg NEiwvtat Std O TpbTWG €l avTAG
gyyiveoBar thv Beapxikny EXNNapyy kol St” avtdv €ig fiudg StamopBuevecbat tag vmep
fuag ékpavtopiog. See also R. RoQuUEs, Lunivers dionysien. Structure hiérarchique du
monde selon pseudo-Denys. Paris 1983, 135.

See Pseudo-Dionysios, De caelesti hierarchia, ed. HEIL - RITTER, 26.11-27.3: tdoog 1) Oe-
oloyia Tag ovpaviag ovoiag Evvéa kKEKANKeV EKPAVTOPIKALG EMwvupialg Tavtag 6 Oeiog
U@V iepoTehea TS elg TPl agopiCet tpradikag Staxoounoeis. Kot mpdtny pgv eivai gnot
TV mepl Oeov odoav del kai Tpooex®dg adTd Kol Tpd TV AAAWV dpécwg fvdobat mapa-
dedopévnv. Tovg te yap aytwtdrovg Opdvoug kai & ToAvoppaTa kol TOAVUTTTEpA TéypaTa
XspovB‘lp ‘EBpaiwv gwvij kai Zepagipt @voHaouéva Katd TV TAvTwy UIEpKEEVIY £yyV-
mra mepi Oeov 8 apscwq idpdabai enot mtapadidovart Ty TV iep@v Aoyiwv ékpavtopiav.
Tov tpLadikodv odv todtov &axoopov @6 Eva kai dpotayf kai dvtwg mpdTnv iepapxiav
0 KAew oG UMV E@n kaBnyepdy, 1ig odk EoTty £Tépa Beoeldeatépa kal TaiG TPWTOVPYOILG
Tiig Oeapxiog EANGpyeoY dpuéows TpooexeaTépa, Sevtépav 8’ elvai gnoty Ty OTO TOV
¢E0VoL@VY Kol KVpLoTHTWY Kai Suvdpewv GupmAnpoLEEVNY Kal TpiTNV €T €0XATWY TOV
ovpaviwv iepapxldv Ty @V dyyélwv Te kai dpxayyéhwv kai dpxdv Stakdopnoty. See
also RoQuEs, Lunivers dionysien (cited n. 20), 136-147.

2 See cod. Vind. Phil. gr. 95, f. 47.
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Ot kavtadBa Of TO oeuvov TiG Tpradikig, aplbunoewg deikvutar Tetpdywvov
WG &~ avThv Bewpovpévng. Tpixf yap Statpedeioa, Sia TPLOV EKAOTH TAYUATWY
ovvioTtatar g TNy pEv TpaTny év O@pdvolg eivat Xepouipt te kai Zepagipt: pued’
fiv év i} devtépa kal péon, Tag Kupotntag kal tag Avvdpelg dpiBueiobal, kai

146 Efovoiag Apxai 8¢ v tpitnv koopovowy, Apxdyyehoi te kai Ayyelor.>
A further idea put forward by Pseudo-Dionysios and repeated by Metochites
is that the Angels live an intellectual life and they are the first to receive the il-

luminations of the Divine Light:

Pseudo-Dionysios

vonTdg yap &mi 10 Oeopipntov éavtdg armo-
Tumodoat Kal mpog TN Oeapyikny éueé-
petav vrepkooping Opdoat kal poppodv
EQLEPEVAL TO VOEPOY AVTOV £l80G, dpBovw-
Tépag eik6TWG EXOVOL TAG TIPOG AVTHV KOL-
voviag, Tpooexeic LEv odoat Kal del Tpog
TO dvavTteg WG Oeputodv v ovvtovia Tod Oel-
ov Kal axAvodg épwTog dvatetvopeval kal
TG Apxkag EANApYelg dBAwG Kal auyds
elodexopeval kal Tpog avTAG TATTOHEVAL
Kol vogpav Exovoat TNy nécav {wrv.**

Metochites

TV vonTiv Aéyw maoav QUoLy, TpwTwg
dexopévny TV dvwbev Oeiav alyAnv: 1@
paAlov mpog Oedv Eyyilewv kai peodlev
évtedlev Nuiv euokds: Kai StamopOpevery
¢keibev THv ENapyv®® ... domep 61 Todg
ayyélovg voag, 6 montng Adyog ovaiwoev
dvwTtépoug TAong TG VAKIG cupmAokiig:
Kai Ol wg kai povwg Tf Katd voov {wi
XPWHEVOLG, WG avTOVOAG TE BVTAG Kal del
Tiepl TOV TPOTOV TE Kal OTEP TAVTA VOV,
VOOV OTPEPOPEVOUG Kai wTILOHEVOLG KATA
npwtnv Lebékews ENNapyy.*®

The degree to which they are illuminated by God depends on their proximity to
Him, and the lower orders receive the Divine Light through the intervention of

the superior:
Pseudo-Dionysios

KATd yap TOV TOAAGKLG fiTY 0pO©¢ dmo-
do0évta Adyov ai pev vepPePrrviat dia-
KOOI OELG TTEPLOO®DG EXOVOL Kal TAG TOV
vpelévy tepag idotnTag, ai 8¢ tehev-
Taial TG TV TpeaPuTépwy LITEPKELPEVAG
OAOTNTAG OVK EXOVOL PEPIKADG £iG AVTAG TOV
TPWTOPAVAV EANApYEWV OLd TOV TPDOTWV
avaldywg avtaig StanopOpevopévwv.”’

»  See cod. Vind. Phil. gr. 95, f. 47v.
24
% See cod. Vind. Phil. gr. 95, f. 34v.
% See cod. Vind. Phil. gr. 95, f. 39v.
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Metochites

0 81| mepl Tag dyyelikag ovoiag 6 Adyog
Bovhetar mapatrocodtov kabopdv Thv
riepTdTNV EKelvy, Kal dxwpntov OOty Kol
&Bewpnrov, kabdmat, mapdoov &v, ékeibev
QwTiforvto éNapmopévag {owg katd T
pétpov, g Tpog xeivny éyyvtnrog Exet.*

See Pseudo-Dionysios, De caelesti hierarchia, ed. HEIL — RITTER, 21.3-9.

See Pseudo-Dionysios, De caelesti hierarchia, ed. HEIL — RITTER, 42.8-12.
See Pseudo-Dionysios, De caelesti hierarchia, ed. HEIL — RITTER, 21.3-9.
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For Pseudo-Dionysios the ulterior purpose of the Celestial Hierarchies is the
likeness to God; this is also what Metochites seems to imply, when he argues that
God is the pattern, which the angelic intellect seeks to imitate:

Pseudo-Dionysios

OKOTIOG 0DV iepapxiag E0Tiv 1} TpOG BedV G
¢QIkTOV d@opoiwais e kal Evwoig.”

Metochites

6TL pEv ovv T Tod dyyehikod voog mpa-
KTIKOV, 1) Tp0g 10 Belov katd 10 Suvatdv

g0tV dgopoiwotg.>

In the same vein, both authors support the idea that the description of the Angels
as wind and fire (according to Hebr. 1.7: 6 mow@v tobg ayyé\ovg adtod mvedpata
Kal Tovg Aettovpyovg adtod mupog eAGYa) suggests their likeness with God:

Pseudo-Dionysios

ToUTO YoV £iddTeG ol Bedoo@oL TaG ovpa-
viag ovoiag €k mTupog StamAdTTovaLy, £u-
Qaivovteg adT@V 10 Be0eldeg Kal WG EQL-
ktOv Beopiuntov?? ... Eimot §° &v tig v
ToD deplov mvedpatog dvepaiav énwvv-
piav kal to Beoetdeg TOV ovpaviwv vowv
éupaivewy. "Exet yap kai todto Beapyikiig
évepyelag eikdva kal tomov.>

Metochites

Kal Ty @Uoty oVtwg &v, €in pdhot’ éyyv-
Tdtw Tfj Oeiq @voer kal Tapd TovTo Kal
paAov Beoetdng, i katd TdAa TavTa.
TadTn Tot kai mhp Kal Tvedpa Tapda TAg
Ypa@iig Ovopdletat. ‘6 oL@V ToLG dyyé-
Aovg avTod’ @not ‘mvedpata Kal Tovg Aet-
TOVPYOLG ADTOD VPG PAGYA’ " TO KODPOV
évtedBev eikovilwv kal Tpodg TV dvwtdtw

Oeiav @OOLY, dvatatikoOv Kal LETAPOLOV ...

#  See cod. Vind. Phil. gr. 95, f. 43v.

% See Pseudo-Dionysios, De caelesti hierarchia, ed. HEIL — RITTER, 17.10-11.

1 See cod. Vind. Phil. gr. 95, £. 46v.

2 The nature of the Angels as wind and fire has been discussed already by the Church
Fathers; see, e.g., Basil of Caesarea, De spiritu sancto XVI 38 (ed. B. PRUCHE, Basile de
Césarée, Sur le Saint-Esprit [SC, 17bis]. Paris 1968%): oUtw kai £mti T&v odpaviwv Suvd-
Hewy, | uev ovoio adT@®V, déplov mvedpa, el TOXOL, f| Thp GDAOV, KaTd TO Yeypaupévov:
«O motdv Tovg &yyéhovg adToD TTvevpata Kai Tovg Aettovpyods avtod mupdg pAdGya»,
and Gregory of Nazianzus, Or. 28.31 (ed. J. BARBEL, Gregor von Nazianz. Die fiinf theo-
logischen Reden. Diisseldorf 1963): ovk €xopev 000¢ TavTnV (sc. TNV vonTiv ¢vow Kai
¢MoVpAavIov) dowpdtwg iSely, el kal AoWUATOG, TOP Kal TVEDUA TTPOCAYOPEVOUEVNV T
yrvopévny. Tlotelv yap Aéyetar Tovg ayyélovg avtod mvedpata, Kal Tovg Aettovpyong
avTod TUPOG PAGYa- €l pr| ToLelv pév €0TL TO TLVTNPELY TO AOyw, kab’ &v éyévovTo.
ITvedpa 8¢ dkovet kai TOP: TO UEV MG von Tl VOIS, TO 08 WG kaBdpaotog: €mel Kal TG
TpWTNG 0voiag Tag adTds oida kAfoeic. It has been argued that the terminology used
by the Church Fathers in order to describe the angelic body reminds of the Aristotelian
theory of the fifth element, of which consist the heavenly bodies; see ]. PEpIN, Théologie
cosmique et théologie chrétienne (Ambroise, Exam. I 1, 1-4). Paris 1964, 314-319. For
the discussion on the nature of the heavens, see below.

*  See Pseudo-Dionysios, De caelesti hierarchia, ed. HEIL — RITTER, 53.4-5.
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Kai & To0To THp dxovel kai Tvedpa. od
v AAAG kai t0 Beoedeg avtod €k TovTwV
kaBlotopeitat kal mpog TNV Beiav Eupepeg
péAtota uoty: 6ti On kol TV adT@Y adTn
Aoywy, glveka TovToLG AdTOLG elkovileTal™

It is when Metochites comes to speak about the need of the human mind to use
material forms, in order to perceive the immaterial nature of the Celestial Hier-
archies that his dependence on Pseudo-Dionysios becomes clearer: the author
uses the words ntepoguia and Onprlopopeia, which are characteristic of Pseudo-
Dionysios’ text; moreover, he describes the material as leading the mind by the
hand, a metaphor also used by Pseudo-Dionysios in the same context:

Pseudo-Dionysios

émel undé Svvatov éott 1@ kab’ MHpag
vol mpog TNy ddlov €xeivnv dvatabijvat
TV ovpaviwy iepapxt@v pipnoiv te kai
Bewpiav, i pn T} kat’ avtov LAaia xepa-
yoyia xproarto® ... ‘Onwg pun kai fpeig
WLOAVTWG TOIG TOANOTG dviépwg oiwpeda
ToVG ovpavioug kai Beoeldeig voag molD-
nodag elvai Tvag Kal ToALTPoo@TouG Kal
TpOG Po@v kTnvwdiav fj Tpog Aedvtwy On-
pLOHOp@loV TETVTIWIEVOVG KAl TTPOG AETMV
aykvAoyethov €ldog fj TpOG TNV TPLXW-
8n nrepoguiav Stamenmhaopévovg.

Metochites

Kkai ettat tig VANG (sc. 6 kab’ fudg vodg):
oV SevTepov mMAODY O Qact Xelpaywyovong
TpoOG T ToBovpevar Kai TadTNG TAG €iK6-
vag T@v {nrovpévov, ¢k Tod mpoyeipov
nopiletar kai AapPdver pévror pading pe-
Ttadidovong kol xapaktnpilel TVMWTIKDG
évtedBev, kal TOV TpoTov oltw yvwpilet
10 TapaoTtav: Kai Oepanedel Tov mdéOov: kai
dgpootodtatl Ty E@eaty kal yivetal ypageg
TG o0Tw KAvOG Kal TEXVITNG Lop@aig DAL
Kaig oS VVWY, TV doOpaTOV GUOLY Kol
dodpatov?” ... kal Tl yap &v, dtomdtepov
eln, f| TpOG T® KATACTIAV THV ACDUATOV
QUoLY &v oopatt €Tt kal mrepopuiay avTf
neprtiBévat, kai Onplopopeiav mavroiav t&
kol To\veldf ovvOetov;®®

Finally, both authors give the same definition of the word Zepagip as those who

raise fire and warm up:*’

#  See cod. Vind. Phil. gr. 95, f. 40rv.
% See cod. Vind. Phil. gr. 95, f. 42.

¥ See cod. Vind. Phil. gr. 95, f. 41rv.

See Pseudo-Dionysios, De caelesti hierarchia, ed. HEIL — RITTER, 8.19-21.
See Pseudo-Dionysios, De caelesti hierarchia, ed. HEIL — RITTER, 9.21-10.

This is, of course, a classic definition that can be found in authors earlier than Pseudo-

Dionysios; see, e.g., Eusebios of Caesarea, Commentarius in Isaiam prophetam 142 (ed.
J. ZIEGLER, Eusebius Werke, Band 9: Der Jesajakommentar [GCS]. Berlin 1975): &vBev
elkOTwG Epunvevdpeva ta Zepageip eig EANGSa pwviy éumvipdvreg 1} éunpnotal on-
paivovory, and Cyril of Alexandria, Commentarius in Isaiam prophetam, PG 70, 173C8-9:
Stepunvevetat 8¢ Xepageiy, umpnotai fitot Oeppaivovres.
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Pseudo-Dionysios Metochites

Kal Ty pev aylav to@v Zepagip dvopaoi-  kai piv €Tt kai T T@V dAAwv dynAdTepa
av gaoiv oi T& ‘Efpaiwv €iddteg f| 10 éu-  voep@v Taypdtwv Xepagiy, Snhoivt’ av,
TpNoTaG Epgaivery i O Beppaivovtac.®®  eEehAnvilopévng Thg Emwvopiag éumpnotal

kol Oeppatvovreg.*!

The angelology of the Church Fathers does not seem to have left any clear traces
on the Logos, with one possible exception: Theodoretos of Cyrus. The context is
the following: Metochites discusses two different views as to whether the Angels
were created before or simultaneously with the rest of the material world.** The
first was supported, e.g., by Basil the Great, who argued in his first Homily on
the Hexaemeron that before this world there existed a condition of things suit-
able for the exercise of supernatural powers, when God created the intellectual
and invisible natures.** Similarly, Gregory of Nazianzus in his 38th Oration on
the Epiphany placed the creation of the material world after the creation of the
immaterial one.** As John Philoponos informs us, it was Theodore of Mopsuestia

40

41

42

43

44

See Pseudo-Dionysios, De caelesti hierarchia, ed. HEIL - RITTER, 27.6-7. Cf. Pseudo-
Dionysios, De ecclesiastica hierarchia, ed. HEIL — RITTER, 101.10-12: e{ep odv, &G oi t&
‘EBpaiwv dpepunvedovtes gaoty, ol Oetdtatol Xepapip éunpnotai kai Oeppaivovreg dmo
Tiig Beohoyiag dvopdodnoav Ekpavtoptkd TG 00oLSoVs AVTOV EEewg OVOUATL

See cod. Vind. Phil. gr. 95, f. 40v.

See cod. Vind. Phil. gr. 95, f. 34v-35: Tavtag Of Tag voepdg ovaiag, of v, ovpavod kai
VG Kal TOV OpwHEVOY ATAVTWY KTIOHATWY, Tipoyeyevijobat aciv: &g &v, mept Oedv
del otpegopévag, olkeldTepov: kal voeiv: kal Dpvely, | el kad i) kabdoov eikog, Ty Oelav
ovoiav kai Suvapuy: oi 8¢, TV OpwEVWY ToOTWY, Ui Tpodednuovpyfodat Bovlovtat
WG ovdepiay ovoav dvayknv T@V duvodvTwy Setobat TO Belov.

See Basil of Caesarea, Homiliae in hexaemeron 15 (ed. S. GIET, Basile de Césarée, Homé-
lies sur ’héxaemeron [SC, 26bis]. Paris 19682): v ydp Tt, g €otkeV, Kai Tpd T0D KOGUOV
TovTOoV, O Tf] HEV Stavoia MUV €0t Bewpntdy, dviotdpntov 8¢ kateleipdn, St o Toig
eloayopévolg &t kai vnmiolg katd v yvaotv dvemtidetov. "Hy tig npeaPutépa tfig 10
KOO0V YEVECEWG KATAOTAOLG TAlG DItepkoapiolg Suvapeot pémovoa, 1 DIEEPXPOVOG, 1)
aiwvia, 1) didtog. Anpovpynpata 8¢ v adTf) 0 TOV SAwv KTIOTNG Kal Snuovpyog dmeté-
\eoe, @DG VONTOV TPEMOV TH} HakapldTnTL TV QAodvtwy TOV Kdplov, Tag Aoyikag kai
4opdtovg PUoELG, Kai Tdoav THV T@V vont@v Stakdopnoty, oa thv fuetépav Stévotav
onepPaivel, @V 008E T4 dvopaciag ¢Eevpeiv Suvatdv.

See Gregory of Nazianzus, Or. 38.10, PG 36, 321A12-B3: oUtw pgv odv 6 vontog adtd,
Kai Ot tadta OEGTN KOOUOG, WG EpE YOOV Tept TOVTWVY QLA oco@ioat, HKp® Adyw T&
peyda otabpwpevov. Emnel 8¢ T mp@Ta KAA®DG eiyev adT®, SeVTEPOV £VVOET KOOUOV
VAKOV kol dpdpevov: kal 001G 0Tt TO £€ oDpavod kal yig, kal T@V év péow cvoTnud
Te kai ovykpipa. Cf. John of Damascus, Expositio fidei 17.75-81 (ed. P. B. KOTTER, Die
Schriften des Johannes von Damaskos. II [Patristische Texte und Studien, 12]. Berlin
1973, 48): Ttveg pév odv gaoty, 6t mpd Tdong KTioews éyévovTo, wg O Beoldyog Méyet
Ipnydprog «IIp@Tov évvoel Tag ayyeAkdas Suvdpels kai ovpaviovg, kai T évvonua épyov
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in the first place that opposed the teaching of Basil the Great, arguing that the
Angels could not have been created before the rest of the material world, for they
can be limited in space, so they cannot have existed before spatial dimensions.*
Theodore’s position was further supported by Theodoretos of Cyrus, who insisted
on the simultaneous creation of the heavens and earth on the one hand and the
immaterial substances on the other, on the basis of the idea that the Angels can
be circumscribed within spatial limits, thus the content could not have existed
before the space containing it.*® Yet Theodoretos admitted in the end that his
arguments are actually negative and it is dangerous to prove negatively what is
not clearly stated by the Scripture; it would not harm orthodoxy, he concludes, if
we argued in favour of the view that the Angels pre-existed the material world.*’
Epiphanius of Salamis also spoke about the simultaneous creation of the material
and the immaterial world, but without taking into consideration the parameter
of spatial dimensions.*®

Although Metochites avoids to side with the one or the other view and he
does not mention the names of their supporters, nevertheless the way he presents
the arguments of the second group points, probably, to a direct dependence from
Theodoretos and his Quaestiones in Octateuchum:

fv»- £tepol 8¢, 1L petd 10 yevéaBal Tov pdTOV 00pavov. ‘OtL 8 Tpod Tiig T dvBpdmov
nmAGoews, TdvTteg opoloyodotv. 'Eyw 8¢ 1@ Beoloyw Ipnyopiw cuvtiBepar Enpeme yap
TPAOTOV TNV vogpay ovoiav kTiodivan kai o0tw Ty aioOntiv kai toTe €€ dupotépwv TOV
avBpwmov.

*  See John Philoponos, De opificio mundi 1 8 and 16 (ed. W. REICHARDT, Joannis Philo-
poni de opificio mundi libri vii. Lipsiae 1897, 16.15-18.25 and 35.11-40.26). See also C.
ScHOLTEN, Antike Naturphilosophie und christliche Kosmologie in der Schrift ,,De opi-
ficio mundi“ des Johannes Philoponos (Patristische Texte und Studien, 45). Berlin — New
York 1996, 147-185.

% See Theodoretos of Cyrus, Quaestiones in Octateuchum, ed. N. FERNANDEZ MARCOS - A.

SAENZ-BaDILLOS, Theodoreti Cyrensis quaestiones in Octateuchum (Textos y Estudios

“Cardenal Cisneros”, 17). Madrid 1979, 5.3-9.8. See also John Philoponos, De opificio

mundi 1 16, ed. REICHARDT, 36.19-37.3.

See Theodoretos of Cyrus, Quaestiones in Octateuchum, ed. FERNANDEZ MARCOS -

SAENZ-BADILLOS, 9.8-17. See also John Philoponos, De opificio mundi I 14, ed. REICH-

ARDT, 33.6-34.4.

See Epiphanius of Salamis, Panarion 65.4 (ed. K. HoLL, Epiphanius, Bande 1-3: An-

coratus und Panarion. III [GCS, 37]. Leipzig 1933, 7.5-11): mtpoyevopévwv 8¢ Baldoong

Kkai E0AwV Kal kapTdv, oTepedpaTOS TE Yiig Kal ovpavod, kal dyyélwv dua odv TodToLg

YeYOvOTWYV: €l pn) yap dpa odpav® kai yi kol &yyehot éktiobnoay, odk dv éAeye @ "Iop

Ot "Ote éyeviiOnoav dotpa, fjvecav pe mévteg dyyelol ov @wvi .

47

48
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Theodoretos of Cyrus

A4, paot Tiveg, Xpiival Aéyety Tpobmdp-
Xew ovpavod kal yfjg Tovg dyyéhovg: dy-
Yélwv yéap, enoi, ovk dvtwv ndG 6 TOV
O\wv Vuveito Oedg; AN’ o Tadta Aéyov-
TeG dyvooDoty wg Kai dvapyovg adTovg Kal
didiovg 00T0OG O AGyog ToLET €l yap £0giTo
TOV DUVOUVTWVY O TV OAwv Oedg, del d¢
TovTOVG £lxev DUvodVTaAG, ouvaidiol dpa
ol dyyelot T® TOV dAwv Oe@. Ei 8¢ ok
del, AN e mep 1PovArOn tovTovg €dn-
povpynoey, v dpa Ti§ aiwv, &v @rep Tovg
vpvodvTag odk gixev 6 TOV SAwv Ogdg
... AA\& yap ol mpodmdpxelv obpavod
Kai yijg Tovg dyyélovg ioxvpiiduevor, mg
loxvpoVv Nuiv kai dpayov mpoPfdAlovrat
¢Kelvo TO Tapd Tod Oeod TOV SAwv TPOg
Tov TP eipnuévov: «bte énolovv dotpa,
fjvecdv pe mavteg dyyeloi pov». Kai ov
OVVOPDOLY, WG Tf] TETAPTN NUEPA OVV TG
NAlw kai Tfj oeAvy T& doTpa Tapnyayev
0 TV SAwv Oedg. Eikog 8¢ tovg dyyéhovg
oLV ovpav® dnuovpyndivar kai yij, (va
Kal TO QG OpOVTEG ¢ 008eVOG DTIoKeLé-
Vo SnULoVPYoVpEVOY, Kal TO OTEpEwa €V
péow Tod VEATOG CUUTNYVOHEVOV, Kail TV
Vypav ovoiav xwptlopévny Tig yie, Kal
TV yijv dpa 1@ Beiw Moy mavtodandg
Stakoopovpévny BAactripact kol T &AAa
névta mpog o Belov yvopeva fovinua,
YV@OoL 8L @V 6pdOLY, ©G Kal avTol KTIOTHV
gxovot TV @Voty ap’ avtod TO elvat Oe-
Eapevol® ...

Ei toivuv 0 pév tovtwy, 6 8¢ ékeivwv
dpyewv étaxOn, ékaotog 8¢ TV dvBpwTWY
VIO TV €vOG @povTida telel, eDONAOV WG
nepLyeypappévny €xovat Ty ovoiav. Ei 8¢
To0TO0 dAnBé¢, Momep ovv AAnBEg, TéTOL

49

SAENZ-BADILLOS, 8.1-9.7.
50

SAENZ-BADILLOS, 7.16-21.

Metochites

oi 8¢, TV OpwEVwY TOVTWY, pN Tpodedn-
povpyfoBat fovlovtat dg ovdepiov odoav
avaykny tT@v duvovvtwy deioBat 1o Belov:
Kal TovTov 81 TAVTWG XApLY TAvTWY, To-
oTAval TPOTEPOV TOVG AdTOVG TV SAAWY
TAVTWYV, TIHWTEPOVS DUVWSOVG TAG dvw
HEYAAOTIPETODG EKEIVIG AApUTPOTNTOG. )
yap v, paotv obTw, kai €ig TAvVL TOL TOV
Aoyov dromov Kai TOAUNPOV TPOodyetv Mg
Kai ouvaidiovg T@ dnovpy® cvoTdoewg;
TOV Ohwv, TAG Ayyelkdag ovaiog évtedBev
Katavaykdalewv: einep T@v dYuvodvtwy det
npoodeduevog kal eixe mavtwg det: 1o
yap mpocdedpevoy Ui TUYXAVELY, TOAHAV
Aéyerv: un kai doePéotatov fj kai TOANG
ye dromwtepov. 6 §¢ mpog Tov Twp elpn-
Tal Tapa Oeod, ‘0Te émolovv doTtpa fjve-
o0dv pe Tavteg dyyehoi pov’, 00dEV Tpog
TOV AOyov elvat gaciv: 00dE TTpovpyov TQ
OPeTépW OKOT@" AoTpa eV yap: kal fiAtL-
ov: kal ey, uépa yevéaBal tetdptn,
TaG iepag iotopetv PiPAovg dyyéhovg pév
YE Ti} TIpAOTH TOV Hep®Y, €ikOG elval ovV-
dnuovpynBijvat Toig mpwtolg ovpavd Té
Kal Y. TOOTO Te Kal dpa TPOCEMAYoLaLY:
G &met @G PHOVOV TOV AmAvTwY amepi-
ypamtov: dyyehot 8¢ kai avTol mpog Toig
dA\\oig kal el voepol Ty @UoLy, meptypd-
@ovTal Yyobv dpuwg kai témoig opilovtal,
T®OG TOT AV, ovpavoDd Kkal Yig TPOTEPOY,
@Oaoavteg &v, yeyévnvTo, U Tvog obong
S0 Tdoew g TOTIKAG, TPO TG TOD TAVTOG
T00de Snuiovpyiog ¢ kai oVoTATEWG; Ui OE
Yap eivau oot eptexdpevov dAwg etvad i,
ur| @Odoavtog 10N Kai mpovmokeEVOL TOD
nepLéxovtog.>

See Theodoretos of Cyrus, Quaestiones in Octateuchum, ed. FERNANDEZ MARCOS -

See Theodoretos of Cyrus, Quaestiones in Octateuchum, ed. FERNANDEZ MARCOS —
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dpa mpoodéovtar. Movov yap o Beiov, wg
anepiypagov, ovk év tomw. Ei 6¢ 10 mept-
YEYPAUUEVOVY €V TOTIW, TG OOV Te TIPOD-
Tapxetv ovpavod kal yijg Tovg dyyélovg;
OV yap 6vtog Tod @épovTog, TG EveoTL
10 pepdpevov elvas™

A consultation of John Philoponos™ De opificio mundi, where the arguments of
Theodore of Mopsuestia have been preserved, can also not be excluded, as we
can infer from the verbal similarities between the texts:

Philoponos (Theodore of Mopsuestia)

To0TWVY 0VV dANO@V dvtwv Idwiey kai boa
TpOg cvvnyopiav Tod cvvumooTival Tovg
ayyéAoug 00pavd Te Kai Yi| KATaoKevddel
Be6dwpog Aypagw doypatt ovvnyopdv:
Aéyer yap obtw: ‘Bavpaotodv pev odv épot-
ye eaivetat té Tvag oleaBal mpd ovpavod
Te kol YiG TaG Aopdtoug kal Aoykdg ovoiag
V1o Oeod yeyovéval, &g Ev8ov te TovTWY
elvaw kai eptypdgeoBat b’ adt@v i mé-
ong nawdevopeda tiig Oeiog ypaene. Iloiog
yap Of mapadéletal Adyog td £vtog Tpd
TV EKTOG DITApyELY Kal TpO TV TiEPLEXOV-
Twv elvat T TeplexOpeva; Avaykn 81 dpa
Kdakeivo (retv mov tdTe Roav ai vov tdde
neptyeypappéval 1@ tom >

Metochites

To0TO Te kal dpa Tpooendyovoty: wg émel
Bedg povov TOV amdvtwyv dneptypantov:
dyyelot 6¢ kai avtol mpog Toig AANOLG Kal
el vogpol v @voLy, meptypdgovtat yodv
Spwe kai ToToLg OpilovTal, TG ToT’ &v,
obpavod Kal yiig mpoTEPOV, POATAVTEG
av, yeyévnvto, u tivog obong Staotd-
OEWG TOTIKAG, PO TAG TOD mavtog Tohde
dnpovpyiag t¢ kai ovotdoewg; pnde yap
elvat oo meplexdpevov Shwg elvai T, pi
@Bd4oavtog 1i8n kai mpovmokeluévov Tob
TepLEXOvToG.>

Very close to Theodoretos stands Metochites also in the following, when he dis-
cusses the nature of the angelic substances: both authors use the same basic
arguments and scriptural quotations, in order to prove that the Angels are cre-
ated beings, they are countable and, though incorporeal by nature, they can be

limited in space:

1)

51
52
53

Theodoretos of Cyrus

611 8¢ KTIoTNY Exovot @OOLY kal dyye-
Mot kai dpxdyyelot, kal el Tt ETepdy éoTi
dowpatov, TANV TG dyiag tptadog, 1 Oeia
oapdq Nuag Stddaoket ypa@r). Yuveiv yap
Kai tovtolg Aapid mapakehevetat 6 mpo-

See cod. Vind. Phil. gr. 95, f. 35.

Metochites

611 8¢ kai adtar Tavtwg ai vogpal dv-
VAELS, HETA TTAVTWY TTapA TOD TAVTWY
TonTod Kal yeydvaot Kal ApxiV XPOVIKIY
goxov: €l kal TV OOy Aowdv dgpBaptot
pévovaty ékeibev kal dtelevtnTol, TodTo

See John Philoponos, De opificio mundi 1 16, ed. REICHARDT, 35.15-36.1.

See cod. Vind. Phil. gr. 95, f. 35.
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PeNING' «aiveital yap avtdv, enot, mdvteg
ol dyyehot avtod, aiveite adToOV TMGOAL
ai Suvdpelg adtod». Kai thv aitiav St-
Sdokwv énfyayev: «dTL adTOG lme, Kal
éyeviiBnoav, avtog éveteilato kai éxti-
oOnoav». Kai éAwy v Etépw YaApud, «o
OOV TOVG dyyélovg avtod mvedparta,
Kai ToVG AetTovpyolg avtod Tupdg YAS-
ya. Kai oi tpeig paxdprot maideg €v i
Kapivw tov Belov Duvov eaivovTeg, kal
TO TAVAPLOTOV éKeTvo Kai Aoy appddiov
elpnKOTEG TIPOOILOV: «eDAOYETTE TTAVTQA
ta €pya Kvpiov 1ov Kdplovr, e00vg émn-
yayov, «edloyeite dyyehot Kvpiov tov
Kopuov, naoat ai Suvépelg Kvpiov tov
Koptov». AANA yap apélkov ofpat mept
TOVTWV pakprnyopelv: mdoa yap 1 0ed-
TIVELOTOG ypagr) Tiode Tiig Sidaokahiag
avémiewg.>*

00KODV Kal AoWpatov AéyovTeg eivatl
TOV Ayyéhwv TNV ooy, meptyeypapdat
Qapgy adT@v TNV ddoTaoty. ITwg yap dv
TIg vofjoat «xthiag xtAtddag kal poplag p-
pLadacy», kata Tov Oelov AaviA, pn éka-

Kal Tavtanaoty aAndg kal Tdvtwv pé-
Aot dvaykaiov €peiv. o0OEV yap TOV
Svtwv dvev Tiig ep MavTa Ta dvta Osi-
ag pLddog, wg N kab’ Nuag giocogia
enoty, 6 pr yéveorv €oxev Sovhebovoav
XpOvVw* kal ToDTO ye Uiy dpa- K&v Toig
ayyéhotg avtoig, prpdtwv EEeott ypagt-
K@V motodolal duvelv yap tov Oeov
Kai Tovtolg Aapid éykelevetal. aiveite
yap adTtov’ @not ‘mévteg dyyehot adTod:
aiveite avTov mdoat ai Suvdpelg avtod:’
Kal TV aitiov émi TovTolg émdyet 8" fy,
‘6L avTog elne kai £yevvinoay. avtog
éveteiharto kai éktioOnoav.” kal avdig &v
ETEPOLG, ‘O OOV TOVG dyyéhoug adToD
TVELHATA" Kai TOUG AeLTovpyovg adTod
TLPOG PAGYa” TO TIpOG TV Beiav gdoty
£01k0G €vTedlev DTOYpaPwY: 8TL O€og,
Kai tvedpa kod Top ovopdletan Tf) ypaei).
70 8" avTo TODTO Kal of pakaptoTol maideg
EKelvoL, Tiept TR dy yeMKTG Tpavodoty od-
olag. v yap Bavpaciav ékeivny duvodi-
av €1l TG Kapivov: 1@ KtioTn T@v SAwv
KataplOpodvTeg kai ovveipovTeg TOD
A6yov avTog Ekeivo TpoBépevol, ‘edAo-
yeite mavta T Epya kvupiov TOV KOpLov:’
evBVG WG TP@TOV TOV AANWYV ékeivou On-
HLOVPYNHATWY Kol TILWTEPOYV, EMAYOVOLY
avtika tpotdtrovteg ‘eOAoyeite dyye-
Aot kvpiov TOV KOptov.” Kai Ti 8l mpoo-
T0évta navO’ &R anepokdiwg fowg
&vB4de tpiPerv; dmoxpdvtwg yap Exetv
pot Sok®, kai Tadta mpog TV Tod Adyou
BovAnow.>

AANG kal aptBpnTol T0 MAT00G Kai Tept-
ypamtol TV @Oty oi dyyelot kail obTwg
dpa mépag Exovotv dplOud: kal T mept-
Yp&peoBal TOMK®G Kal TOVTWY €kATe-
pov, Otd Bdtepov: | aptBpntoi 0 TARBog

See Theodoretos of Cyrus, Quaestiones in Octateuchum, ed. FERNANDEZ MARCOS -

SAENZ-BADILLOS, 5.18-6.12.
See cod. Vind. Phil. gr. 95, f. 35v.
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otov Aoywdpevog €v idia elvar mept-
ypa@f; AM" &t pev meplyeypapuévny
gxovotv oi dyyelot v odoiav, ovdéva
avtepeiv olpat kal yap t@v avBpdmwy
€kaoTov V@’ £vog €@ TeTdyOat kndeplo-
viav 0 deonotng Xplotdg «opate yap,
QNoi, W KaTappovioeTe EvOg TOV éAa-
xloTwv T@V motevdvTwy £ig Eué- oL ol
dyyehot adT@V Stamavtog Opwot o Tpd-
owToV ToD TATPOG oL TOD €V OVPAVOIG».
Kai éxdotw 8¢ £€0vet dyyelov épeotavat
¢notv 1 Bela ypaen. O yap 1@ mpoenty
Aavi\ tpoodialeydpevog dyyelog, kai
dpyovta Ilepodv elpnke, kai dpxovta
‘EAMvov, kat MixanA tov dpxovta T@v
Tovdaiwv. Kai Mwibofig 8¢ 6 péyag v i
@81 pnowv: «dte Stepépilev 6 “Yyiotog
€0vn, wg Siéometpev viovg Addy, Eotn-
oev Opla EBvav katd dpBpov dyyélwv
®cod». Ei Tolvuv 6 p&v tovtwy, 6 8¢
éketvwv dpyetv €Tax0n, ékaotog 8¢ TOV
avBpwmwv OTO TNV £vOG PpovTida Teed,
ebdnhov w¢ mepryeypappévny Exovot Ty
ovaiav.>

OtL mepLypamnTol. &l yap mioa TOTIK TIG
SLaoTaotg, OpileTal T® TapOVTL KOO Kol
ovykAeg{eTar kal 008V £0TL TOTIKDG TTE-
PLEXOV, TOD KOOPOV TODSE TAVTWG EKTOG
00T0G 0¢ TEMEPATHEVOG E0TL, TA YE TIAPdL
ToUTOL AotmdV €xOpevar Kai el Tévv Tot
npog MANBo¢ pepiCorvto, odKkéTt Kal ué-
Tpov OTepPaiver TPOG TOTOV OVK drel-
pov, k&v i Stwplopévwg aptBpd mepai-
vovta. teptypantol Ty gvoty avbig 6t
Katd ToTKAG Statpéoelg aptBunroi. el yap
O pev, Toiode 6 8¢, Toiode Toig £0veoi Te
Kai TOTOLG, Kai KA{{aot ¢épeoTikact: Kal
TOV AvOpdTWY ¢KAoTW KaTA TO Oelov
fuétepov doypa mapénetai Tig dyyehog
Kal oUVeoTL Kal TpOG T KpelTTw Kol Plodv
€0 ovvaipetat kol fyepovevel, pimote Aei-
nwv @ §uvélayey, évtedBev olpat Sijlov,
WG Kol TEPLEXOVTAL TOTILKDG Kol TTEpLypd-
@ovtat fj TdG &v TIG VONOeLe TAG TTapd
@ Bavpaot® Aavih xhiag xthadag:
Kai popiag poptadag ayyédwv undaudg
Opilwv avtag Tomikaic Stapéoeoty: 1y
TAG TOV E0VAV Te Kal TAG KATapépog
TOV avBpwnwv mpootaciog T& Kal Nye-
poviag; 6mep ai Oeion ypagal kat Xptotog
émi dot enotv 1 avtoaAiBetor pry kota-
QPOVELY £VOG 81} TOOTWY, TOV €l adTOV
TUOTEVOVTWYV £YKEAEVOUEVOG Kai TO TTiG
£VTOAT|G ikOG TipooTIfelG TOUG Yap ayyé-
Aovg adT@V, TO ToD Oe0d TTpdoWTOV €V
TOTG 0VpavVOiG Opdv. Mwof|g 8¢ 6 péyag:
Kai TavTwy oxedov Enomng 1¢ kat S1dd-
okalog, kai TV Toig TAeloTOI AppriTwY
Kal amopprtwy, kai Todto 8| mpog Toig
dANotg ioTopel: g dyyehot tapd Oeod
Toig €Qveotv dmaoty, EmoTATAL VEVEUNV-
Tat. ‘8te yap Siepépile’ gnoiv €0vn o
Vyiotog, éotnoev Opla E0vav, katd aptd-
pov ayyélwv.” 0padg wg kai dptBuodv
ayyéhwv: kal ToTkOv 8pov év TovTolg

See Theodoretos of Cyrus, Quaestiones in Octateuchum, ed. FERNANDEZ MARCOS —

SAENZ-BADILLOS, 6.22-7.18.
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ovkodV 00 Seltat T@V uvovvTwy O Se-
ondtng Oedg dvevden yap €xet TNV QU-
o 8t dyaBdtnta 8¢ uévnv kai dyyé-
Motg, kai apxayyéhoig, kai téon i) ktioet
10 elvat Seddpnrar.®®

Muwoiig 6 Belog vopoBetel, kai Sokelv
Sidwat; Totyapodv 6 T AavinA Staeyo-
pevog dyyelog kai Ilepo@v gnot kai
EAMvov dpxovta: kai Mixanh 6 ap-
xayyehog, 10 | t@v Tovdaiwv £0vog
kAnpovtar kai GAAog Alo.”

6TL @06 N pev kai EoTt VOIS dvevoeng
ayaBdétnTL 8¢ udvov, ob mpog xpeiav,
Snuovpyel: kai podg ovoiav mpodyet,
TV Te OpwéVNY TavTV KTiow, kai don
toig aioBntoic 69Halpoic abewpnrog:

TV vonTiv Aéyw nédoav uow.>

Although Metochites states explicitly that all experts in theology agree that the
incorporeal angelic substances can be circumscribed within spatial limits,*® he
examines further the possible objections to this view. The author refers probably
to John Philoponos, who argued in his De opificio mundi that the Angels, being
incorporeal, can not have spatial limits like the corporeal beings.®* According to

58

60

61

See cod. Vind. Phil. gr. 95, ff. 35v-36.

See Theodoretos of Cyrus, Quaestiones in Octateuchum, ed. FERNANDEZ MARCOS — SAENZ-
BADILLOS, 8.7-10; IDEM, Graecarum affectionum curatio IV 35 (ed. P. CANIVET, Théodoret
de Cyr, Thérapeutique des maladies helléniques [SC, 57]. Paris 1958): k&vtadOa mdAty
avevder] TOv Oeodv Epnoev elvar, kai 8t” &yabotTd ye pdvny T mavta memomkéval, and
John Chrysostomus, In Genesim hom. 3, PG 53, 35.48-51: AAX’ émeidny ov S thv Eavtod
xpeiav mapriyayé Tt t@v dvtwv: ovdevog yap deital dvevdeng dv: aANd ghavBpwmiq Tivi,
Kai &yadtnTL T mdvTta étekTrivato.

See cod. Vind. Phil. gr. 95, f. 34v.

See cod. Vind. Phil. gr. 95, f. 36v: kai dua meptttov {owg €§ OV &1L Teprypantt) TOV &y-
Yéhwv 1) @ots EEeotiv Aopal®dg ouAloyileoBar TodTo ye Wiy kol Tdot Toig T@V Beiwv
¢motrpoot kol Sokel kai Tpavg eipnrat.

See, e.g., John Philoponos, De opificio mundi 1 16, ed. REICHARDT, 36.7-18: 10 yap év
oMW elvat povwy ¢oti cwpdtwy, drep Tpixf Siéotnke. Kai yap 6 témog ¢oti Stdotnpa.
Aedeixapev 6¢ 6t unde odpata iotv ékeival unde AowpdTolg oboaLg OPYAVIKA CWHATA
gEfmTat g Taig Nuetépatg Yyoyods. At émep 0 kab’ avtag v Tomw MG Katd oLpPePnrog
elotv ai Aoytkad yoxai, S1i T0 Té cdpata avT®dV, dnep eidomotovoty, v Tomw elvat, g kol
KIVODVTAL KATd GUHPEPNKOG TOTUKADG KIvOupévmv Ekeivwv: ai 8¢ Tavte g E€npnuévat
owpdtwv 008 Kkatd oLpPePNKOG ioty £v TOTW 0S¢ KiveloBal katd TOTOV AVTAG TV
¢vdexopévwy éoti, 38.2-4: €l 0OV 6 TOTOG CWHATWY 0TI pHOVWYV TEPLEKTIKOG, 0VSepiay
dpa ovaiav dodpatov év ToTw elvan kab’ adTiv Suvatdy, 38.16-20: 00 yap 1) Yoy wg
&V TOTIW €0TL TO NUETEPW oWpaATL AAN™ (G eidomolodoa TO {@ov. Al avtod 68 katd oup-
BePnrog év TOTW £0Tiv, GTLTO £V TOTIW OV gidomotel, kab’ avTiv 8¢ odk EoTt. MOVWV yap
OWHATWYV 0TIV, & TOANAKIG €lTOV, TO &V TOTW elvat, 39.12-23: ¢vtedBev 0DV 1) A0OUATOG
ovoia méong éotiv éktdg Staotdoews. Ei pgv odv 1) odoia t@v dyyéhwv tpixi) Siéotnke,
oMpa TEVTWG 0Ty, 6Twg v eln Aemtdtatov kai Stapedyov Tig aiodnioews Ty avtiAnyy.
Ei 6¢ dowparoi eiowy, wg édeifapey, 0ddepiav Stdotaoty Exovot. IIdg &v odv in 10 dpepig
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philosophy, meaning in this case Aristotelian philosophy, the opposites should
have the opposite traits; thus, the question to be answered is whether the corpo-
real and the incorporeal should be regarded as opposite categories.®” It is one of
these cases that Metochites’ text seems to go, as we shall see also in the following,
beyond the limits of theology and ranges to the field of philosophy. The author
examines at first the way the corporeal and the incorporeal oppose one another,
based on Aristotle’s Categories: these do not belong to the contraries that have
an intermediate, but either the one or the other can be present in a subject;*®
yet this is again incongruous according to Aristotle, for the corporeal and the
incorporeal should be regarded as substances, and substance has no contrary.**

62

63

64

Kai adtdotatov v Tomw, OTOTE 0VTE EMIPAveLa €V TOTIW E0TLY Ko abTV oUTe ypappr,
Staotiparta pév odoat, dowpatot 8¢ Mova odv Ta cdpata év TOTw ¢0Tiv: Kai & Tt év
TONW, COHA TAVTWG E0TE CWHATWV Yap O TOTOG, 0Uk dowpdTwy. See also the analysis in
SCHOLTEN (cited n. 45), 167-185.

See cod. Vind. Phil. gr. 95, f. 36v: &i 8¢ 11¢ 1000’ Npiv iowg mpoeépet ¢ 81 L péya mpo@é-
pwv Kol Avaykaiong aiprowy: ©¢ Aowpdtoug oboag Tag ayyeAkag ovoiag, kol avaykn un
nieptypagecOoat Emetdnnep TOV cwpdtwy 1O Teptypdgeabart 1o yap évavtiov Td Evavtiw
Aoyog éotiv ¢k ghocogiag, g Tdya Sokel TLow, dElwpatikdg TpoTelvopevog; cf., e.g.,
Aristotle, Topica 113b: énel 8¢ T@v évavtiwv okomelv el T® évavtio 16 évavtiov Emetal;
see also ibid., 114a, 123b, 124a, 125b, 135b.

See cod. Vind. Phil. gr. 95, f. 36v: g 00Sepiav odoav avaykny, T0 40WUATOV €K TOVTWV
amnepiypantov dnodeikvuadar péxpig dv undapdg évavtiov 0p@TO TG COHATL, TO A0W-
patov. émel Aotmov &v, Eywye €poipny, TG EVavTiov T® COUATL TO ACWUATOV, OG HETOV
ap’ 6tI00V Ex0V, T} TOLVavTiov dmay, eig ASLAANaKTOV HaxNY dvTikeiuevov; AAN" i pugv to
TPAOTOV, (1@ TO péoov. Sel&dtw Tic Hpov £v TOVTOLG KOLVOV TG CWHATIKAG Kai dowpdTov
@OOewG: katépwBOev CLVIOTAPEVOV: Kol HiTE TAVTOV APPOTEPOLG UITE TTduTTaY AANOTPL-
ov: doTep £V TOIG TOLOVTOLS 1) PUOLG oikovoprioaca TV TéExvny Eoyxe kKAALoTOV Epunvéa:
00@®G T0iG TOANOIG UtoSeikvioav. el 6¢ TovTo TavTdnact TV aduvdtwy €0Ti Kai ovdeig
avtepel, Aeinetal TOV péowv Evavtiov eivat 10 odpa kai 0 dodpatov. Cf. Aristotle,
Categoriae 12a: 6oa 8¢ T@V évavtiwv ToladTd €0tV doTe €v olg Méguke yiyveobat fj dv
Katnyopeitat dvaykaiov avt®v Bdtepov Odpxety, TovTWY 008EV E0TIv &vat pécov: [V
8¢ ye ) dvaykaiov Bdtepov vTdpxeLy, TOOTWV E0TL TL Ava péooV TavTwG.] olov vOoog
Kai Oyteta év odpatt (Hov épuke yiyveada, kal avaykaiov ye Bdtepov dmdpyety T¢) 10D
{@ov owpatt fj véoov i Dyietav: kal eptttov 68 Kal EpTiov aptBrod katnyopeitat, Kai
avaykaiov ye Odatepov 1@ dpBud ddpxetv fj mepITTOV fj ApTIOV: Kal OVK £0TL YE TOVTWV
008V dva péoov, obte vooov kal Lytelag obte meptttod kai dptiov. ‘Qv 8¢ ye pny dva-
ykaiov Bdtepov dmapyeLy, TOVTWV £0TL TL &Ava LEGOV; olov pédav Kal Aevkov év ompartt
néguke yiyveoBat, kai 00k dvaykaiov ye 0dtepov adT@v DIEPXEY TG oWHATL, — 0D Yap
Tav ftot Aevkov 1 péhav éotiv: — kal padlov 8¢ kai omovdaiov katnyopettat pgv kai kot
avBpwmov kai kat’ GANwY TOAADY, 00k dvaykaiov 8¢ Bdtepov adT@v DIdpxeLy Exeivolg
@V katnyopeitar od yap ndvta fjtot adAa fj omovdaid éotiv. Kai 0Tt y€ TL TOVTWVY dvl
Héaov, olov Tob pgv Aevkod kal Tod HéAavog TO Qatdv kol dxpov kal oa GANa xpwuata,
Tod 8¢ gpavAov kal Tod omovdaiov TO obTe padlov olte omovdaiov.

Cf. Aristotle, Categoriae 3b: bnapyet 8¢ taig ovoiaug kai TO undev adtaic évavtiov ivad
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Going a step further, Metochites observes that contraries are supposed to destroy
one another,*® something that does not happen in the case under examination:
the corporeal can exist together with the incorporeal and they often complement
one another, as in the case of the human being, which combines the corporeal
flesh with the incorporeal soul. The relationship between the corporeal and the
incorporeal was discussed by the Byzantine commentators of the Aristotelian
Categories, such as Porphyrius and Olympiodoros; Porphyrius argued that the
corporeal and the incorporeal should not be regarded as contraries, for they do
not belong to the same genre;*® Olympiodoros’ treatment of the subject, on the
other hand, is of special interest for our investigation, because Metochites seems

here to repeat his arguments:
Olympiodoros

Sevtépa dmopiar TO Aoyikov kai 10 GAoyov
Kail 70 OvnTov kal TO dBdavatov kal TO odua
Kal T dowpatov évavtia eiol, kaitol ye
ovoiat Svtar TdG 0OV @not i) odoig pndev
etvat évavtiov; tavtng maAy Tig dmopi-
ag dvo émAvoelg poPfarioueda, tpdtov
uev Aéyovteg 6t odk oty Evavtias & yap
évavtia ANV eiot pBapTikd, Tadta 8¢
oV pu6vov 6t ok eioty AAAAAwV @BapTiKa,
AN kal owoTikd AAAAwY elol: TO v yap
dAoyov 1o Tod Aoyikod owletal, TO 8¢
dowpatoVv el pev xeipov el odpatog, ow-
Letar bmd TovToL WG TA oVUPEPnKdTa €V T
ovoiq dvta, olov TO AevkoOV TO év ZwkpdTel,
el 8¢ kpettTov €in owpatog, owlet, v Tpo-
mov €yel €mi Yuxfig kal cwpatog abtn yap
KpeiTTwv oboa Tod owpatog owlel. Anloi
8¢ 6 xwplopog avtiig StaAdbwy TO odua eig
10 pi) 8V, O iy, pi i Snhovote. Ta eipnuéva
dpa ok elow gvavtia.®’

Metochites

A& kai obtw Tfepévwy, ddVvata TAgioTa
OV A\Gyov Opdpev énaydpevov. | Ev pgv )
ToDTO TPDTOV Kal péyloTov: OTL Kal Tepl
ovolav EvavTiotng évtedlev gaivetar el ye
TAVTWG ovoia kai TO odpar Kol TO ACWHa-
Tov dpew 6¢ v’ évavtia katd TOV Adyov
£0TOV" Omep advvatov dv AplotoTélovg Kal
@ ocopiag KoVTaEV: EVAPYEIG €K TOV
TPAYHATWV aOTOV @epdpeVOV TAG ATo-
Seikelg. Emert’ o yap o08¢ TodTO HKPOV
TpOG TV LT oLy, Toig uv Evavtiolg 1y @u-
o1g ANV éoTi @BapTikn: kol pdAtoTa
T0ig TolovTOoIG TIEPL DV VOV 6 AdYOG, TOTg
apéowg kektnuévolg 1o dtagépecdat. T
§’ avTo TODTO, XApLEV &V, £iN TEPL TG OW-
Hatikig kai dowpdtov voews, oleadat wg
AWV ¢oTL BapTIKG: fimep TOTG Evav-
TioLg 1) QUL €0Ti. kaitol Tig odk 0ide Kol
TOV peTplwg TOV vodv mpooexdvtwy Toig
TIPAYHAOLY, G &V TAVT TTOANAKIG TO 0D,
Kal TO ACWUATOV, Kal cuyyivovTal Kal ouv-

& Cf. Aristotle, Physica 192a: @Baptika yap dAANAwv Ta évavtia; see also Metaphysica

1092a and Ethica Eudemia 1235b.

% See Porphyrius, In Aristotelis categorias expositio per interrogationem et responsionem, ed.
A. Bussk, Porphyrii eisagoge et in Aristotelis categorias commentarium (CAG, 4/1). Berlin
1887, 106.25-27: 10 00V A0DUATOV 0VK évavTiov 1@ odpaty OOSau®ds Ta yap évavtia
DO TO AOTO &v €in Yévog, Tod 6¢ oWpHaTog Kol ACWHATOV OVSEY €0TL KOLVOV YEVOG.

¢ See Olympiodoros, In Aristotelis categorias commentarium, ed. A. Bussg, Olympiodori
prolegomena et in categorias commentarium (CAG, 12/1). Berlin 1902, 74.4-15.
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{oTavTar vy ye oupPatik®dg Kal T0o00-
T pudAlov v €xel, Gow kai pardov €xet
OVUPATIKDG €] Ye oD TE Kai YT TOV &v-
Bpwmov ovoLoT AdyoLg dppriToLG, CLVATTO-
pevd te kai ovvexopeva: kal {dov év- kal
piav dréotacty dnaptifovra- obtw pévrot
g Batepov ovvioTdv Bdtepov- eimep 81
Yuxi) oopatog ovotaotg®®

At the end of this part of his argumentation the author concludes that only God,
being incorporeal, cannot be circumscribed in space, while all other incorpo-
real substances can exist within spatial limits. The wording of the text has again
Aristotelian reminiscences: the angelic substances are compared to the human
soul that is only accidentally (xata cvpfepnroc) in place, through the body car-

rying i
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t,% as well as with the water that is contained in a ceramic vessel and the

See cod. Vind. Phil. gr. 95, ff. 36v-37.

See cod. Vind. Phil. gr. 95, ff. 37v-38: tadty Tot Kai Ta¢ dyyeAkdg ovoiag Tonw | eptlo-
piCeaBar kal petd TovTWYV Kol TG Yuxag EEeNBovoag dnd Tod odpatog pevodoag §” £tt,
T0IG OWpaot Teptypdpecdar kai 00 ToOTo pdvov: AANA kol TOTW pévery kal kiveloBat kotd
ovuPePnkog fmep Sokel 1@ oMW TOd odpatog. Cf. Aristotle, Physica 212b: kai té pév
Ko’ adTd (sc. €0TIV &V TOMW) ... T & KaTd CVUPEPNKOG, olov ) Yoyt kal 6 oVpavdg. See
also Alexander of Aphrodisias, De anima, ed. I. BRUNs, Alexandri Aphrodisiensis praeter
commentaria scripta minora (CAG, suppl. 2/1). Berlin 1887, 22.20-21: kai 1) yoyn 81 kata
oVUPEPNKOG EauThv KiviioeL TOTE, GTav TO Exov adThv {@ov kiveitat kat’ avthiy, and idem,
In Aristotelis topicorum libros octo commentaria, ed. M. WALLIES, Alexandri in Aristotelis
topicorum libros octo commentaria (CAG, 2/2). Berlin 1891, 321.14-16: évéxetat yap
avTiV (sc. THY Youxiv) kai xwpig Tod KiveioBat eival, mel katd ovuPePniog kiveltat Tod
Yap odpatog petafaivovtog, év @ oty dtav <8’ > fpepi] 1o odpa, Sfilov 6t 00d” dv
1 Yuxn kivotro; Simplicius, In Aristotelis physicorum libros commentaria, ed. H. DIELs,
Simplicii in Aristotelis topicorum libros octo commentaria. I (CAG, 9). Berlin 1882,
592.11-14: einav O TadTa TEPL TOV TPLOV TOD €V TOTIW TPOTIWV EMAYEL KAl TOV TETAPTOV.
To 8¢ katd oupufePnrdg Eatiy v oMW olov 1} Yoy kai 6 ovpavdg. K i) pev yuxi Sijlov
Smwg katd oupPePnkog év TOTw (T yap odpa @ ovpPéfnkev wg eidog kad’ avtd éoTv
v 161w); John Philoponos, De opificio mundi1 16 (38.16-20 Reichardt): o0d¢ yap 1) yox
WG &v TOTMW €0Ti T HHETépw oAty AN ©g gidomolodoa T {@ov. Al adTd 8¢ Katd
ovpPePnrog €v TOTW €0TLy, OTL TO €V TOMW OV eidomolel, kab’ avtnv 8¢ ovk €0t Mdvwv
Yap cwpdtwy ¢oTiv, & TOANAKLG elmov, TO v ToTw eivay, idem, In Aristotelis physicorum
libros commentaria, ed. H. VITELLI, loannis Philoponi in Aristotelis physicorum libros
octo commentaria. I (CAG, 17). Berlin 1888, 595.6-9: katd cupfepnkog 6¢ kiveioBau
Aéyetal Ta ovpBePnrota mavta kai 1} Yyoxn, eite év brokepéve ein cwpartt eite ywploTth:
Tadta yap ovdénote kab’ avtd év Tomw yivetar dopata ydp éoti, and idem, In Ari-
stotelis libros de anima commentaria, ed. M. HAYDUCK, loannis Philoponi in Aristotelis
de anima libros commentaria (CAG, 15). Berlin 1897, 95.29-33 and 97.18-22: £oikev O
ApLOTOTEANG TIPOG HOVAG TAG CWUATIKAG KIVioels AmoPAEmwy oUTw AéyeLy TNV Yoy p
kwveloBar Sihov & ¢€ avt@v @V ap” adTod Aeyopévwy. el yap kivettat, enoiy, 1 yoxn
pn kata ovpPePnkog, gvoet dv vrdpyot kivnotg adTi), el 8¢ TodTo, Kal Témog: MacaL yap
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passengers of a ship.”

One more philosophical argument, based in this case on Platonic philosophy,
will be adduced by Metochites as a final proof of his position. The idea is that
movement by locomotion means, according to Plato, movement in place: if the
Angels are sent by God to serve the people and if they are present in the places,

ai AexBeioat kiviioelg v TOmw ... AAAA Kal oi €pETat KIVODVTEG TO OKAPOG GLUYKLVODVTAL
adTd katd ouuPePnrog, doTe avTol EavTols katd cLPePnKOG Kvodaoty. Qi Tpdmw Kai
1) Y1) Ktvodoa TO o®pa adTh) £auThV Katd cuuPePnrog Kivel: el yap pr) amolipmavet 1o
OO KIYOUHEVOD avToD, &v abT® & évepyel, Sfihov ¢ ouykiveltal avTd katd cupPepn-
k0G; Michael Psellos, Collectiones variae, ed. D. ]. O'MEARA, Michaelis Pselli philosophica
minora. IL. Leipzig 1989, 40.10-13: katd T00TO TO ONpauvOpevov Aéyet ApLOTOTEANG KLvelv
TNV Yuxiv 10 6O, OG of £pETaL GLYKIVODVTAL T( OKAPEL. ZVYKLvelTal oDV Kai 1) YoxT
TQ odpaty, dkivntog kad’ adtny ovoa, AANA katd cLpPePnkoe, and IDEM, In Aristotelis
physicorum libros commentarium VIII 29 (ed. L. G. BENAKIS, Michael Psellos Kommentar
zur Physik des Aristoteles [Corpus philosophorum Medii Aevi. Commentaria in Aristo-
telem Byzantina, 5]. Athens 2008): aitiov yap 10D avTtd £0VTO KIVELY D@’ EavTod, Kivodoa
Yap 1) Yuxn 1O 0O, KIVETTaL Kal avTh 6OV TM OWHATL, Kal and Témov £ig TOTOV EpXeTal,
Kvoupévov Tod owpatog. Kai St tovto katd cupPePnrdg; Sophonias, In Aristotelis libros
de anima paraphrasis, ed. M. HAYDUCK, Sophoniae in libros Aristotelis de anima para-
phrasis (CAG, 23/1). Berlin 1883, 27.26-29: katd cuuPePnkog 6¢ kiveioBat thv tomkiv
kivnow €oTt kal KIvely Eautny, kabdmep elmopev, olov kiveioBat uév to odpa év @ ¢otwy,
10010 8¢ KiveloBaw \TO Yuxfig GAAWG &’ ovY 016V Te Katd TOToV KiveioBal. A similar pas-
sage from Metochites’ commentary on the De anima reads as follows: Ta¢ yodv téttapag
TavTag KIVHOELS, fjTol THY dAAoiwaoty: TV @opdv: Ty ab&now kal v ¢Biowy, &v Témw
oupPéPnre BewpeioBar d¢ kai To0TO v Tf] PUOLK] dkpodoet SESelkTaL. 1) HEV Yap Popd
Kai 1) ad&notg kai 1 9Oiotg, Tpddnhov mavti cLVISELY, 1G év TOTIW Bewpodvtar. AANL Kal
1 dAAoiwotg avTh Emeldn) LeptoTn €0TL Kol TEPL HePLOTOV DTTOKEIUEVOV, Kal adTh) €V TOTW
Oewpettat. 1) Yoy 8¢, ovk E0TLy €v TOMW: Emetdi) Kol AOWUATOG EOTLY (G AavTeg oXedOV
puotkot: kai udAo8’ 6 TIAdtwv tadTnv enoiv: 6 kai pdhiota tadtny kiveioBat Aéywvy: dote
TG &V, KLvoiTo, émel ur| év Tomw £0Ti; Tioa 8¢ KivoLg 1) Katd TovG eipnpéVous TEooapag
TpdMOVG, £V TOTW Bewpeltar ei pr| Tig oUTw TadTNV Aéyel kiveioBal katd 1O cuuPePnrog,
@G Kol TO AeVKOV Kal TO TPImnYL avTod TO StdoTna, Ta £V TO cwpatt AéyovTat kiveioBat
Katd 1O ovuPePnkdg, kai ovykiveioBal, | Kivoupéve 1@ odpatt. v Témw pévtot ovk elot
TO AevKOV Kol TO TPimnL AN 1 Katd GLPPEPNKOG TLTO CDOUA €V @ €ioi, £V TOTIW EOTLV.
AN el kat’ odoiav kol kaB’ adTd éoTi Tf Yoxi], ¢ btoTIBépeda TO KiveioBal, €in v &v
oMW 6mep advvartov wg eipntat (cod. Marc. gr. 239, f. 224rv). For Aristotle’s theory of
the soul (its “movement” included) and its reception by the (Byzantine) commentators,
see further the discussion in BYDEN, Stoicheiosis (cited n. 15), 74-101.

See cod. Vind. Phil. gr. 95, f. 38: ®omep O] kal 10 €v kepapeiw DSwp mepikcAelduevoy,
TpooeXM HEV Exel TOTTOV TOD Kepapelov, TNV VTG Em@davetay kai Ot” ékeivov AW TOV
nepthapPavovta tomov ékelvor domep 87 kol 6 uévwv €v TR Vil TPAOTOV PEV adTHV éKei-
vy &xel T vija 1610V Tepropifovtar kai 8t adTig ékeivng, adbig v Bdlacoav. Cf.
Aristotle, Metaphysica 1023a: &va 8¢ wg 10 mepiéxov T& meplexOpeva- év @ ydp ¢oti mept-
éxovi, ExeaBal b1Td TovTOL Méyetal, olov TO dyyeiov Exewy TO VYpOV @apey kal THV TOALY
avBpdmovg kai Ty vadv vavtag.

70
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where they have been sent, in the side of the people, then this means that they
move in place and, thus, they can be circumscribed within spatial limits;”* they
can exist simultaneously in various places, but they must not be supposed to be
everywhere, for it is only God who is infinite and indefinite.”?

“Philosophical” digressions, based especially on Aristotle, form a special fea-

ture of the Logos. One more characteristic case is the following: in order to prove
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See cod. Vind. Phil. gr. 95, f. 38: i ydp ¢ott 10010 101G W TAVTOG paAAov &Anbeg ipn-
HEVOY: G 1) Katd Qopay kivnaotlg dpxi| Twe, Tiig Tept TémoL 86&NG T PLhocoia yeyé-
vntar ©g advvatov Ov, el TL TOV TPOTOV TODTOV KIVOITO, [} Kail év ToTw kiveioBat kai
Tapd ToUTO, TOTIW TEplopileabal, kavtedBev ovyrikioTa Sedetypuévov &y, €in, Tavtwg TO
{ntovpevov @ Aoyw: d¢ meptyparntol TV @Oy oi &yyelot. i yap éxkmépmovtat Tpog
@¢00* kai Toig TOT0LG 0l &eméupBnoav émdnuodvreg ¢upaivovtar ei Guvodevovat To-
TUKOG AvOp@moLg Kal cuyyivovTar el TavTeG giot ‘AetTovpytkd vevpata Tpog Stakoviav,
anooteA\opeva Sia Tovg HEAAOVTAG kKAnpovopelv cwtnpiav’ 6 Bgiog enoiv dndatolog, el
mévl’ doa Tiig TomIKG KIVoEWS Kail Hoviig iva cuvelv elmolp, Tept adTovG ¢k TOVTWV
@aivetal, Tig Avtepel TOV aidovpévwv aAfBetay, uf| kai Tomk®g avtodg Opileadai te kai
neptypapecBa; Cf. Plato, Leges 893d: t& 8¢ ye kivovpeva €v mOANOIG @aivr pot Aéyety
Goa popd kiveltan petaPaivovra eig Etepov del TomOV, and Aristotle, Topica 122b: §j g
IMA\&twv Opiletan opav TN Katd TOTOV Kivnowy.

See cod. Vind. Phil. gr. 95, f. 38rv: £nei Ti 6ot Sokel 6 vV pev évradBa viv §’ éxeioe Tiol
TV AvBpdmwy ovyyvouevog &yyerog: olov 6 T@ Zayxapia mpog Toig AdvTolg kal T ved:
fj 0] Oeotdkw Kal mapOEvw Stakeyduevog, v’ €k TOV TOAA®Y TadTa T® Aéyw mpobeiny:
undap®g ékeioe Tapeival TOTKOG fj HOvov ékeloe, | Tpog TO Ekeloe kal dAAaxoD: ei 8¢
Bovlet, mavtaxod kai Umgp TO TAV; AANT STL pEv 0OSapdG Ekeloe TTapiy ovSau®G Av,
¢petv ofpat, Tov (an T@v scribendum?) vodv petping | Exdvtwv Tiva. €l 8 ékeloe TavVTWG
Tapiv- el pEv povov Ekeioe TOV TpOToV &v, €l ToiToV dnodedetypévoy, o @ Adyw (-
ToVOpevoV: £l 8¢ TPOG T® €keloe: kal mavTayod: kal OTIEP TO TV, oD TO Tfig Oeiag udvng
TpLadog dmelpov kai AdpLoToV, £l TPOG TAVTH Kol dyyélolg ToDTo KovoV; el & Epa TTpog
@ €xeloe mapeival, Tapfv uev kot GAAR - o pny &ig dnetpov todTo pév ovdev &y, €in
TO TapOVTL OKOTH AVHatvOpEVOV. Ekelvw O& Ti ot  &v €l ToDTO PEpOV fvTivaodv dvnowy
elg TOV Adyov- ¢9d 10 dowpatov évtedBev elvau kal dnepiypantov; Cf. Nicetas Stethatos,
Ep.5,8.10-9.7 (ed. ]. DARROUZES, Nicétas Stéthatos, Opuscules et Lettres [SC, 81]. Paris
1961): €i yap kai cwpatik®g év témw od meptéyovtat dote Tumodobat kai oxnuatifecda,
AN’ Bpwe v oW AéyovTat elvat Std TO Tapeivan VOnTds Kal EVepyely Katd TNV EQTdV
QOO Kai AN axoD pr) etvat, AGAN” ékeloe vonTtdg meptypapecdal, EvBa kai évepyodotl. Ov
yap Svvavtat katd TadTov £v Stagdpolg évepyeiv témols. Tovto yap povov Oeod €0Tt, TO
TAVTAXOD KaTd TaOTOV évepyeiv. Atd kol edayyeA{dpevog 6 TaPpu\ émi yig tf) IapBévey
THV Tpoamokepévny Tod @eod oikovoiay, £v Toig 0vpavols oUK Nv- Kai 1O Zepagip @
avBpaxkt kai tf] AaPidt tod Buolaotnpiov @V Tod Hodlov yetléwv antopevov émi yig
kateABOV v kai 0vK v TadTd TapioTato £v odpavoig kai T@ Bpdvw Tod Oeod. Emeidn
Yap T@V GvTwv 008EV 00SAU®G AGPLOTOV ATV £VOG, TOD HVTWG GVTOG, kKabd Kai eig TOV
nept Spwv {wiig pot Aéyov ¢pthoco@nBn mhatvtepov — pdvog yap &dplotog O dei dv
Bedg kal T& dvta Opilwv év EavTd Kal Taoay DTEPEKTIMTWY KATAANYLY —, Avaykn T&
O’ adTob yeyovoTta Tavta, Og €& 00devog eineota To elvar, Ve’ Bpov elvat Kai TéEPag
Kai aptOpdv.
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that the Angels are superior to everything terrestrial and even to the heavens,
Metochites resorts to the De anima and summarizes the teaching of Aristotle
regarding the various forms of existence: at first, there are the inanimate things
that are incapable of movement; then there are the animate beings that have the
capacity of movement: the plants that have as their basic trait the power of self-
nutrition and growing as well as the ability to give birth to other beings like them,
the animals that in addition to the above traits possess also the power of sensa-
tion, and, finally, the beings gifted with mind that can move voluntarily and that
approximate closer to God than all others. Being by nature totally disconnected
from everything material, the Angels stand, according to Metochites, above all
the named categories.”” This chapter of the Logos serves somehow as a mirror of
the author’s philosophical preoccupations: the hint to the nature of the heavens at
the beginning reflects a philosophical discussion going back to Aristotle’s De caelo
and its commentators,”* a discussion touched upon also in the framework of the
controversy between Metochites and Nikephoros Choumnos, when the former
was challenged by the latter to take stand on the question of the five-elements

7 See cod. Vind. Phil. gr. 95, f. 39rv: v yap T pVoews dkolovBiav 1) momtikn cogia,
taet ouvex@g Snpovpyel Kol Tpodyel MG TavTa pEv avtiig fpTiodar kdvtedBev ovot-
ovoBat ¢ kai (otacBat. oV pny dAAG T& pév, pdAlov Td §” frTov: kai Tig €0Tiv dppovia
701G 00O Kai TpoxWpnots katd Adyov Emeld’ £Efjg. £0TL pev odv ékeivg moppwtdtw doa
OWHATIK®G Ty LVOEVTA TTAVTEADG AYuXa: Kal TV TPOALPETIKTY, AKiVIjTa Kivioty. TRV yop
noAveldii kivnoty ovdév duéhet T@V @HoeL cuvesTdTVY Kabamag derpntar & ye uolg
¢oTiv fpepiag ofkoBev dpx kal kiviiocews dAN" EoTv €616 év Quotkoig dmaot detkvopé-
Vi Kai ofov Kotvog TG Std mavTtwv Xwpdv chvdeopog: el kai pi Tty dpa Toig avTig
€ideay, Suwg §° ovv éviotg, Tavt” dAARAOLg cuvEovaa. dkolovBwg & 1) eV Tpdetot:
Kai Telelol To eivat Tpog TO PéATIo £ERG del: T@ GvTwg OvTL katd Tpdodov dyovoa ovv
1d&et, kal ovvdnTovoAr MG Elval TV TTPoELpNEEVWY Aoy, Epekiig odaiav fj TV katd
10 Epyuyov mpooeiAn@e kivnowy: kal TadTV HAALOTA TPWTWG KATA TO QUTIKOV* fjv TPLXT
@ oco@ia tépvel BpemTik® Te Kai adEery TepuKITL Kal Tpitw yevvay Spota Ty gdow kol
Snpovpyeiv | mapamhrotar év oig 81 mpdTote, v éuyuxov EEeaTiv olpan kivioy Opav,
Kai kataptBuelv kai AoyiCeabal. Tod hotmod 8¢ Td {wTikd Tpoxwpel: kal TpoTETL AapPdvet
v aioBnow fj pavtacia TaVTWG 0OHVESTY dXWPLOTOG dvaykaiov ov{uyov: kal ¢Ualg
dtpnrog Kai p@TOV €ig VoV dxnua. k&ta émi 8f) TovTolg, Td TAG Aoyikig dflag T& kal
TEPLOVOIAG TNV TPOALPETIKIV TTPOOKTNOAHEVA Kiviowy: kal T@ Oeiw T fj katd TaA A
navta Téwg yyicavta. AAN’ el kal eik@v 1) Aoyt yoxi| Tod Oeod- AN’ €i kai TdAAa
navl’ dmepPatvel, AN obnw 1O MéPag EvtadBa OM), TG TOV GvTwv mpoaywyfig AN’
€oTwv dpa kal Tpoow: kol TavTng €0° LYNAGTEPOV Te kal TeAewTepov: Kal paAAov EyyloTta
O, 1| TOV &yyéwv VoG &mi mdoty dpa Toig ppnpévolg mheovalovoa mavtanacty
EEw TG BANG Kal TTéyovE OOHATOG K&V TOOTW TOV AWV dmdvTwy pdAlov Oe® ouvd-
nrovoa. Cf. Aristotle, De anima 413a-414b. The Aristotelian distinction of the various
powers of the soul was adopted by many Christian authors; see I. PoLEMIS, Theodoros
Metochites, Poem 10. Introduction, Critical Text, Translation and Notes (Classical and
Byzantine Monographs, 61). Amsterdam 2006, *112 n. 155.

74 See BYDEN, Stoicheiosis (cited n. 15), 171-210.
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theory;”® it was, of course, difficult for the Christians to endorse the Aristotelian
theory of the fifth element and the eternity of the heavenly bodies, yet those who
dealt with the subject - Metochites among them - pleaded for the supreme na-
ture of the heavens that ‘possess the most honourable and divine position among
the things perceptible by our senses.”® Aristotle’s De anima, on the other hand,
was also popular among the “philosophers” of the early Palaiologan period: in
c. 1300 the monk Sophonias composed a paraphrase of the work,”” and so did
Metochites around 1310-1312;”® moreover, Metochites’ adversary, Nikephoros
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See BYDEN, Stoicheiosis (cited n. 15), 171-174 and 188-195; see also SEVEENKO, Etudes
(cited n. 5), 29 and 105. A systematic refutation of Aristotle’s views can be found in
Choumnos’ treatise De natura mundi; see K. P. CHREsTOU, TO ¢thoco@ikod &pyo tod Ni-
kn@dépov Xovuvov. Thessaloniki 2002, 2.21-3.22 and 5.20-15.24, as well as the analysis
on pp. LVII-LX; see also J. VERPEAUX, Nicéphore Choumnos. Homme détat et humaniste
byzantin (ca 1250/55-1327). Paris 1959, 126-128.

Cf. BYDEN, Stoicheiosis (cited n. 15), 197.

On Sophonias, see PLP 26424 (with literature). For his paraphrase, see above n. 69 and
for the dating, see Bydén, Stoicheiosis (cited n. 15), 196.

For the dating, see BYDEN, Stoicheiosis (cited n. 15), 35 and n. 114; Bydén prepares the
first critical edition of this work. Some passages that display affinities with the relevant
section of the Logos are the following - they are given according to the codex Marcianus
gr. 239, which is one of the oldest manuscripts: (f. 235) dnlomotdv 8¢ kai StopLlopevog
& Exovta {wiy, Tadta eival gnoty, doa &g’ Eavtdv £xet Suvauy Kivijoews OpemTikig
Kol adENTIKAG VTG 88 Kai Tod évavtiov Tod @Biverv: ovy’ 8TL TavTag pdvag €xet Tag
Suvdypetg T Yoy Exovta (mpoddnhov yap wg évia yuxag ExovTa, kai dAag Suvdapelg éxet
fitot aioOnTknv kai Stavontikny eitovy Aoyikiv): AN" 6Tt TPOTWG KATA TAG eipnpévag
Suvéaperg Bewpeital 1) Yoy kai advvatov macav Yuxmy, pi tadtag éxetv tag SuvAapel.
€vial pev yap yuyal kai mheiovg Tovtwy €Xxovoly wg elpntar 16 ye pny £n’ éAdylotov
advvartov Shwg eivat yoxny ur| Exovoav tag eipnuévag Suvdytels, Statodto kai €€ dvaykng
0Tl T SAwg €xovTa owpata Yoxny eitovv {wny, Tag eipnuévag éxetv Suvayetg, oikobev
Kai a4’ Eaut@v: kal dmep pr Tavtag éxet Tag Suvdpelg Tov eipnuévov tpdmov, ovdOAwg
elotv Euyvya - (f. 238) katd ToAhovg yap Tpdmovg Bewpovpévov tod (v (ot yap kal
Katd vobv ¢ &xel T hoyikd {da #oTikai kat’” aioBnow, wg €xet T mévta {@a, kaboov:
Kol katd T Kiveioal kai fotacBat katd TOMOV, Mg €xeL Td KIvovpeva TOV {dwv- émeld
Twva TV {dwv katd aiobnov {Ovta, dkvnTel Tavtanaoty €9’ £vog ¢0TdTa Kal oiovel
TEMNYOTa, TOMOL: ola 81 T Aeydpeva {wdguta fitot T& Sotpea. kai TadTa yap O katd
v aiobnowv: aiocBdvetar yap Tf a@fj: £t 8¢ ovv ToVTOLS Kal Kot Ty AAANY kiviow: fjtig
0Tl Katd TV TpoPiv enot kai v ad&notv: dpa 8¢ kai v @Biowv): katd ToANOG 0DV
oUtw 81 Tpdmovg Aeyopévov tod (i, kal Tig (wiig i kai uf) Katd Tévtag Tovg TPOTovg
¢0Tly éviotg, dMA kB’ Eva TovTwY, {fjv Spwg 0Tl kal TobTo" Kai {wn) ¢oTiy, &v olg &v
eln® domep Exel, &mi 101G PUTOLG. TabTa Yap OVTE THV KT VOOV, 0UTe THV kat’ aioBnotv
AmA®G 0UTE TV KIVITIKNY Katd ToTov Exet (wnv: AN §| pdvov Thv KivnTikny, dote Tpé-
peoBat kai adEerv: dpa 88 kol @Oivery: kol TadTnv pudvny €xovta, (v ye dpwg kol T gutd
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Choumnos, made use of the De anima in two of his philosophical treatises:”®
Antitheticus adversus Plotinum de anima®® and De anima nutribile et sensibile.®!
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KWVijoews g Suvptotat, dvev Tiig guTikiig {wijg, TAG éxovong Ty Bpemtikiyv: kai avén-
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yevvav: toig 8¢ {wolg 0Tt gnol mpdg TovTw | Kai To aioOntikov - (f. 241) Enetou 8¢ pnov
¢’ éviwy éxOvTwv THY ARV Kal TO KaTd TOTOVS KN TIKOV olov €Ml T@V dAAwv {dwv
TOV TAEOV HETEXOVTWY YUY, 7} kKatd T& {wdpuTar £T1 8¢ katd mpoadikny, éviolg Emetat
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Choumnos’ philosophical treatises are roughly dated between 1305 and c. 1325, as pro-
posed by VERPEAUX, Choumnos (cited n. 75) 54-55; see also BYDEN, Stoicheiosis (cited
n. 15), 119 with n. 51. On the other hand, I. PoLEmis (Theodore Metochites’ Byzantios
as a testimony to the cosmological discussions of the early Palaiologan period. REB 66
[2008] 246 n. 15) suggested that Metochites had probably in mind Choumnos’ treatise
De anima nutribile et sensibile when he made this certain digression in his Logos on the
Archangels, which would point to an earlier dating of this work (?).

See, e.g., CHRESTOU, To @thoco@ikod épyo (cited n. 75), 66.23-67.20: kai yoOv &l BovAel
elg tpia Tadta StehéoBau yoxiv maoav kol {wryv, voov Snhovott kai aioBnowy kol v
OpwHEVNV €V TOIG QUTOIG, OpBdDG &v SiéNols. kal ToDTOV €Xel TOV TPOTOV O TtEpt YVXAG
Aoyog maG. "Eatt 8° ovdév Setvdv, domep kai kovwvodory AAARALG kai ToD avtod ovp-
HETEXOVOL YUXTIG OVOUATOG, oUTw &) Kal TpwTnV Kai Sevtépav kal Tpitny TavTag voeiv:
Kal TaG pév apéows AAAAWY KOVwWVELY, Tag 8¢ Std TOV v Héow TV TOPPw Kai Goat u)
¢yyilovov avtaig. Yuxi pév ydp voepd mpdtn, 00k adtd 8¢ ToTO, TO elvat Yoy émel,
KaTd ye T00T0, 0VX 1) uév paAdov, 1) §” firtov- maoat yap é&icov yoxai: GAN” Tt dkrpato,
Kai del (fj kol voel kai yvnoiwg éxel Tpog TO TpOTOV aiTio, Kai ye Tag mept avtod QUOELg
Kai voepds. devtépa §” aloBnoig kai 1y katd tadTnv Yoy, dte 81 kot SekTikn) TG TPWDTNG,
Kkai Suvapévn ocvppuiyvouoBat tadty kai cuvavakekpdoBat kol pet” avTiG Evepyelv. Tpitnv
8¢ Betéov, TPOQ@V povVwY avTAnmTikiyv. € 6¢ ye kai aioBrioewg kat adTig Of) Tavtng TG
Opentikiis €oTLv ETepoV HECOV, ATeNEG pev THV aioBnoty kai OAiyov avTiig petéxov, TO 8¢
Notmtov dmav katd T QUTA- Kol 0UTw 81 peattedov, 00K AKOVOVITOV TAVTEA®G elvat TToL-
€L TNV TOV aioBavopévwy ooy mpodg TV €v TG Tpe@opévols uovov kai avfavopévolg
Cwrjv. See also ibid., LXXXI-LXXXIII, and VERPEAUX, Choumnos (cited n. 75), 141-143.
See, e.g., CHRESTOU, T0 @thoco@uko €pyo (cited n. 75), 94.7-22: TR ToivLV Yo Kai
{wiig moMaxfj Snpnuévng, kai yap to Bpemtikdv pépog avTig, kai ye wn) teleia. émi
8¢ TovTY Kai T Kat’ aiobnow iy, £tepov €idog Yuxiis, kai Té ye AoyloTikéy, dANo Tt
anabég mavtanaot kai dxfipatov kal Oeiag poipag egnupévov katd T Totadta Symov
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If the Logos on the Archangel Michael is an early work of Metochites, as it has
been suggested above, then it “presages” in a way the author’s later preoccupa-
tions and the intellectual trends of its time.

But Metochites’ source of inspiration seems to be even wider, always reflecting
his philosophical interests. As I. Polemis has shown, the vocabulary used in this
section of the Logos is rather technical: the author makes use of the terminol-
ogy of the Stoics regarding the cosmic €€ or pneuma that extends from body
to body and pervades even the farthest-separated parts of the world.** Accord-
ing to Polemis, it is probably through the intervention of Pseudo-Dionysios the
Areopagite that Metochites comes to speak here about the world as a constitution
harmoniously arranged by the divine wisdom, which diffuses in each single part
of the universe, from the most inconsiderable to the most superior;*’ this idea
also puts the author close to the philosophical thought of the learned emperor
Theodore II Laskaris, who proposed, about half a century before Metochites, in
his work De naturali communione a complete theory on the structure of the world
and the diffusion of the spirit of the Creator in it.**

Having proved with the help of Aristotelian psychology the superiority of
the Angels over all other forms of existence, Metochites deals in a new section
with the theoria®® of the angelic intellect and the way it gets to know God; ancient
Greek philosophy serves also here for the author as the starting point, in order
to formulate his argumentation. At first Metochites evokes the old distinction
between noesis (immediate apprehension) and dianoia (discursive thinking),
introduced by Plato®® and adopted later by Aristotle.®” The definition of dianoia

popta TG {wong SAng Yuxis, Kai Tag Kivioelg Tég y° €v toig Bvntolg owupaoct kai tav-

™G HETEOXNKOOLY, E0TL Kal cuvdinpfioBal, kai Ty aitiav €xety, ook GANoBev oboag 1 ék

Yuxie, yévvnoiv enpt kai adénowy, £t 8’ dAhoiwaoty kal THv ye Katd TOTov peTaBoliv:

yévvnoig pév yap kai ad&notg, tod tpégovtog €idovg yuxiis, dAhoiwatg §” aicBroews kai

1] ye katd TOmoV @opd kai Opur|. Tod 8¢ AoyloTikod £Tépov O TIvog GvToG kal XwpLtoTtod
TOV owpdtwv Kai kad’ £avtd Suvapévou kai {ijv kal elvat kai Evepyely, kai i) kot adTd
kivnotg, &AAN 11§ kal 00 katd TavTag TaG owpatikdg. For the content of this treatise, see
ibid., LXXXIII-XCV, and, VERPEAUX, Choumnos (cited n. 75), 143-145.

82 See PoLEMIS, Poem 10 (cited n. 73), ¥104-*106.

8 See PoLEMIS, Poem 10 (cited n. 73), ¥*106-*116.

8 Cf. PoLEMIS, Poem 10 (cited n. 73), 117*-121*%.

% On the term and its meaning, as well as its use in other works of Metochites, see POLEMIS,
"HOwk6¢ (cited n. 15), 43¥-105%, and idem, Kéopov Bewpia: cosmic vision and its signifi-
cance in the works of Theodore Metochites, in: S. KotzaBasst (ed.), A Companion to
the Intellectual Life in the Palaiologan Period (forthcoming).

8 Cf. Plato, Respublica 510b-511d.

8 For the cognitive powers of the soul according to Aristotle, see De anima 427b-431b; see
also G.-G. GRANGER, La théorie aristotélicienne de la science. Paris 1976, 11-27.
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is given with reference to the Platonic Sophist: “dianoia is the internal dialogue
of the soul to herself”,*® while its relationship with the nous is described in terms
that are rather Aristotelian: nous provides the dianoia with the principles, which
the latter uses in order to produce science (episteme).*® Since the angelic sub-

8 See cod. Vind. Phil. gr. 95, . 42v: fijv dpa 81 i Stavorav T@v E§wbev doTeiwg EyxapdrTet

Kai kaBvmodeikvuot kal Tumol peyalo@ung avijp évvoioat &, kai Ty tod vondévtog
gpunveiav éxBéobat, Stéhoyov avTiig TG Yuxis, adThG évTog mpog avtry; cf. Plato, So-
phista 264a. For the identification, see POoLEMIS, 'HO1k6 (cited n. 15), 263 n. 193.

See cod. Vind. Phil. gr. 95, ff. 42v-43: tadt’ dpa kai Tpog Adyov tavtng (sc. Ti¢ Stavoiag)
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S TovTWV TA TG TPOKEWEVNG AVAYKNG Tepaivovoa. alitn TG YVwoTIkii§ évepyeiag i
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éxelbev mopilopévny, 8t” adtdv ¢pdnteaBo T@v dvtwv. Cf. Aristotle, Analytica posteriora
72b: kol 00 HOVOV EMGTHUNY, AANY Kai dpXTV EMoTAHNG eivad Tvé @apev, 1} Todg Epoug
yvwpilopev, and ibid., 88b: Aéyw yap voov apxiv émotiung. For the treatment of the
subject by the Byzantine commentators of Aristotle, cf. John Philoponos, In Aristotelis
libros de anima commentaria 2.2-8 Haypuck: Stavoiag yap €pyov 10 olwvel 686V Tiva
Stavoiey petapaivovoav anod mpotdoewy émt cuunepdopata, 60ev €oye kat Tobvopa
... TOD 8¢ vob €pyov 0 amhaig émBolaig kperttovwg f katd andde&y emPdiewy Toig
npdypaoty, and ibid., 3.13-4.2: € 8¢ mote 1) Sidvola GLANOYileTaL Kol TTEPL TV VONTOY,
AN 00 kB’ abTHY, AANG TQ VO ovumAakeioa, domep Kai €Mt TV aioBnt@v ovAloyiletat
ovpmAakeioa Tf] pavtaciq. TOLTOV TOivLY TOD VoD &l kol uf| HeTEXOUEV Ol TOANOL, GAN’
obv ixvn Tva kal iv8dApata StaPéPnrev kai ig Nuag tadta 8¢ €0ty ai kotvai évvolay,
86 avanodeiktwe, LaAAOV 8¢ KpelTTOVWE fj Katd AnoSe&ty TAVTES YIVDOKOEY ... adTaL
odv, ¢ elmopev, ai kowval Evvotat ai St mévtwv xywpodoat ivOdApata Tod vod évapydg
elowv. mept TOUTOL Kal év Toig ATOSEIKTIKOIG O ApLOTOTENNG TIPOG TOVG vopilovTag pn
elvat gmmotpny EXeyeyv, 6Tt o0 pdvov émotrpny elvatr Aéyopev, AAAA Kai dpyxnv émoti-
UNG, 1 TOUG BPOVG YIVWOKOEY, poug Aéywv fToL TAG KOWVAG Evvoiag kal ToG €V TOTg
OVANOYLOUOIG BPOVG ... ApXT|V 0DV ETULOTHUNG PNot TOV voiv elvar 8" adTod yap Exopev
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stances are totally intellectual, their apprehension of the Divine Light should
be immediate, like in the case of the nous, though, to put it more correctly, this
happens actually through the Divine Illuminations.”® At this point Metochites
resorts again to Plato and the image of the reflection of the sun on the surface
of water used by the philosopher in the Republic,”* as well as to the comparison
between intelligence and vision to be found in the same work:*? just like vision
needs the light as a medium in order to perceive the visible things, in the same
vein the substance of God, which is immaterial, can only be perceived by the
angelic intellect through the illuminations of His Light.”
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between nous and dianoia is also discussed by Nikephoros Choumnos in his treatise
De anima nutribile et sensibile (CHRESTOU, To pthoco@uko £pyo, 141.16-25): kai pev 8
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Cf. Plato, Respublica 516b.

Cf. Plato, Respublica 507¢c-508d.
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Metochites’ final argument in this section, which leads him back to the is-

sue of the supremacy of the angelic substances, is inspired once again by the
Aristotelian psychology and the theory of the distinction between a practical
and a theoretical part of the intellect introduced by the philosopher in the De
anima. According to Aristotle, we have to distinguish between the practical mind,
which calculates means to an end, and the speculative mind, which differs from
the practical in the character of its end;’* this distinction is further reflected in
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éxeivnv 8¢ kivnowy, and for the connection between movement and time, cf. Aristotle,
Physica 219a: TL uév odv obte kivnolg ot dvev Kivijoewg O Xpovog éoTl, pavepov: An-
ntéov 8¢, £mel {nroduev Ti ¢oTv O xpovoq, £vTedlev apxopsvmc, Tl TG KIVOoEWG oTLv.
dua yap kivoewg aioBavopeda kai xpovov: kai yap v i ok6Tog Kol undév i tod
OWPATOG TTAoXWHEY, Kiviolg 8¢ TiG €v T} Yo £vi), e0OVG dpa Sokel Tig yeyovévar kal
XPOVoG. dAAA v kal Gtav ye xpovog Sokij yeyovévar T, dpa kai kivnoig Tig dokel ye-
yovévat. doTe fjToL kivnolg i TG KIvoews Ti 0Ty 6 XpOVOG. £TEL 00V 0D KivnoLG, Avaykn
TiiG KIvijoewg Tt givat avtdv. Metochites’ treatment of visual perception in this passage
seems to side rather with the Aristotelian doctrine on sight and the role attributed by
the philosopher to the light as a medium (cf. De anima 418b), while in a later work, the
Semeioseis Gnomikai, Metochites seems to endorse the Platonic theory of the emission
of light through the eyes (cf. Timaeus 45b-46¢), a theory accepted also by other early
Palaiologan authors (see the discussion in BYDEN, Stoicheiosis [cited n. 15], 199-210).

See Aristotle, De anima 433a: voig 8¢ 0 évekd Tov hoyl{opevog kai O TpakTikog Stagé-
pet 8¢ ToD Bewpntikod T@ Téhel. Cf. cod. Vind. Phil. gr. 95, f. 43v: £nei 6¢ mag vodg pog
Svo pepiler Tadta v oikelav évépyelav- mpdg Te Bewpiav TO Tp@TOV KAl TPOG TPav
10 Sevtepov: domep 8 kal Toig évtadBa cogoig kai texvitalg dvopdletar vovg Oewpn-
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the division of the branches of philosophy, where practical philosophy aims at
action, while theoretic knowledge has the truth as its object.”® If the theoretical
part of the angelic intellect is orientated towards the knowledge of God, argues
Metochites,’® the same applies, according to the author, to the practical part of
the angelic nous, which in its turn is not directed towards the material world
like in the case of the man, but it also follows the pattern of God.”” This posi-
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TIKOG kai voog pakTikoG. For the distinction between the theoretical and the practical
part of the nous as this is applied by Metochites’ contemporary Nikephoros Choumnos in
his treatise De anima nutribile et sensibile, see CHRESTOU, T0 @thoco@iko €pyo (cited n.
75), 91.3-11: kai évepyel év TovTOLG VOGS O pakTikog kat” Spektv kad fovAnoty, OT¢ pgv
0pO@g, 61¢ §” ok 0pBDG, MAavdoNG AdTAS Ye TAG pavtaciag, Thavwong dpa kai ped’
1G €0ty adtn aioBnioews ... vodg §” 6 Bewpntikdc, ovdev obte katd Siévolay ote katd
eavtaoiov obte kat’ aioOnow évepyel, AN’ duéowg dua & antaiotwg kai dyevddg
o0veoTL T0iG vonToig. See also the passage quoted above, n. 88.

See Aristotle, Metaphysica 993b: 6pOdg & €xet kai 10 kaAeloBat Ty gLAocopiay émt-
otunV Tiig dAndelag, Oewpnrikiis uév yap téhog dAndeta, mpaktikijg §° €pyov. Cf. cod.
Vind. Phil. gr. 95, f. 43v: TovTtwy yap 7 xdpwv, kai gthocogia mpodg §vo v gvoLy Té-
pvetar d¢ vod mévtwg Ekyovov pdget puev téhog Exovoa to kaov: Bewpia 8¢ v Tod
6vtog dAfBetay, as well as the following passage from Metochites’ commentary on the
De anima (cod. Marcianus. gr. 239, f. 276v): 100 pué&v yap mpaktikod voog, €0Tiv 1} ebpeoiq
Tod dyaBod: kai kakod eitovy Tod StwkToD: Kal PevkTod: Tod ¢ BewpnTikod voog, Tod
aAnBodg t¢ kal yevdodg éoTiv 1) ebpeois.

See cod. Vind. Phil. gr. 95, f. 44: Tt puév o0V 1 TPOTN Kal YW TEPA HANLOTA KATA GUOLY
TOTG VOgPOIG Kal TOIG &y yEéNoLG avTolg, 1} katd Bewpiav €0Tiv évépyelar G &v Tf AvwTdTw
Bewpia T0D EvToG SvTwG, AoV THY OXOANV EX0V0L Kal TEAEDTEPOV EPLKVOVEVOLG, €D
péAa TG évtadBa omovdig fimep oi kab’ Mudg TavTeg voeg, LEYLOTA TOVTOLG TIPOTLOTA-
pévov tod Mg DAng ovvdvaopod: udrov 8’ wg dAnB®g einely appriktov deopod kai
TG évtedBev kabdmag émbéoews kai TV SxAwv, TiG AvTepel, TV Kal HETPiwG dyouévwy
vob Kkpioet, kai cd@poot hoytopoig Cf. Aristotle, Ethica Nicomachea 1177a: € §” éotiv
1 evdatpovia kat’ dpetny évépyela, eDAoyov katd Ty kpatiotnv: abty & &v &in tod
dpioTov. gite 81y vodg TovTO gite dANO TL, & Oy KaTd VoLv Sokel dpyetv kai fyeiobat kai
gvvolav €xetv mepl kaA®dv kai Oeiwy, eite Belov v Kkal adTO eite TOV £V fuiv TO BeldTatov,
1) ToOToL évépyela kot THV oikelav dpethv €in &v 1) teleia evdatpovia. 6t 8’ €oti Bewpn-
T, glpnTat. Opoloyovpevoy 8¢ TodT” &v §O&etev eival kal Toig TPdTEPOV Kol TG dANOEL.
Kpatiotn te yap adtn £0Tiv 1) Evépyela (kal yap O vodg T@V €V IV, Kal TOV yVwoTdv, epl
& 0 voig): &1L 8¢ ovvexeotatn: Bewpeiv [te] yap Suvapeda ovuvexwg paAov fj mpdrtety
otiodv.

See cod. Vind. Phil. gr. 95, f. 45: 6 6¢ 6 Adyog nfovAeto: 16 Tod dyyeAikod voog Bewprjoat
BovAdpevog mpakTikOy, GTL TOIG VOePOIG Ekelvolg TveDpacty, VK E0TLV @OTep MUV Tepl
v DAnv 1) mept TodTo TO Uépog Evépyetar AN’ E0TIY dvwTépa TadTNG dTe Kal pUoEwS
dovvdétov mavtdmaoty, VAN Aaxodot kai mapd ToHTo TPAKTIK]) et TO KaAOV ebpéoel kal
XPNOEL TG ApeThG DYNAOTEPQ XpwHEVOLS FiTtep 1) KA MPES. WG dpa ToDTOV TOV TPOTIOV,
dhoywtatov &v ein toig éEnpnuévorg obtw g BANG &l 11§ Tag kab’ fudg Nokag dpetag
évBewpel kal dAwg avtegetdlet alg N mpakig mept thv DAV ovoiwtar domep &v, el Tig kai
KdAXovg adTolg, dppoviag cwpartikiig kai Dyeiag petadidoin: péya Tt TEVTWG OIOHEVOG
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tion is supported further with the help of the Aristotelian theory of measure
and the way this influences the formation of the four cardinal virtues (justice,
wisdom, courage, prudence) according to the Nicomachean Ethics,’® as well as
with an aphorism based on Plato’s Republic, namely that those gifted with genius,
whether they tend towards excellence or towards badness, they prove to be out
of the common; consequently, the virtues of the Angels should not be regarded
as equal to those of the man.””

xapileobar & Of motetv | pdAhov téAnBeg eineiv mdoxewv eidBactv: oig 6 voidg elbioTat
niept Tameva: AMov edTed®G, undev péya @poveiv: und’ vmepPaively kai pkpov, TOV mept
avTovg Kol TV vIEP AVTOVG, Tiig psya)\ocpvlac o‘roxotCscsﬁou and f. 46: nplv 0¢ dAAn T
Bewpnréov 10 omovdaldpevov. £0TL HEV 0DV TOIG 0DOL TOD Te elvar kal ToD e elval, oty
1) Oela @voIg Motk TIG dpxM 0V WAV AAN’ K Teplovaiag, Toig v Te kal AOyw Keko-
ounUEVOLG, Kal TNV Tapaderyuatikny aitiov Xapt(swl Kai npocsmnencw ov ydp £oTLy
MwG ToiG Katd VOOV Kivouuévolg, 1) kat” adtov TeAetdTng Tod £b elvat, ST uf Tpog Ty
TOV dyabov mavtwv dpxny, Ty avwtdatw kai Oeiav odoioy, T0 TPakTIkOV kKatopBodv
TEPWHEVOLG Kal KaBGTOV 0OV Te TAG OLOLOTITOG EXOUEVOLG CUVTATIELVOUUEVTG KAKEVIG
Kai kataPavovons, dpwoyEnws: kai Toig ToAhoig xwpeioBat, katd v dvaloyiav Tiig
@Uoewg ok dmtalovong kai ToTg épLepévolg petplalovong, mept v Suvativ éEopoiwoty.
See cod. Vind. Phil. gr. 95, ff. 44v-45: ka®’ 6 Or) kal voDv TpaxTikov, 6 puév Sr]ploupymoc
Kai Ttp@ToG voug Uiy Swpeital 1| gthocogia 8¢ Euveide T¢ kai Steileto. NV pgv ovv 1) tod
VoOG évépyela Tept TO TIPATTEWY WG £M1OG lmelv, OAN TAG UANG E&fmTan g &v, tept adThv del
TpiPovoa kal kpioty TIva kal AOyLoUODG TOLOVHEVT, TPOG TIva KOVOV Gpov Dtotedévta
S mévtwy, ToD petpiov Tolg TPt THV BANY, ndbeoi e kai mpaeoty. v yép oTv EANY
7oL OXOAALELY T@ V@, TIEPL TODTO TO HEPOG YLYVOUEV(, GTL i) TOIG elpnuévolg TV Xpioty
OpLlopevov kal petpodvta, kaBdtL T8 kaA@g Exel, kol kaBoTL ufy kal pd&eot uév vopo-
Betodvta kabdmep elpnTat TPoOG TOLG Kavovag Kai Tag vobéaelg Tag TG peadtnrog: €€
OV v Sikatoohvn kal @povnoLg kal doat Hepk®g v’ AdTAG TéUvovTar T@ 08 Tept ThHv
BANV fj mapd g VANG mabntikd TS Yuxiis, ui) ovyxwpovvTa mapd O €0 AAAL XpWHEVOV
1 KaA@G avtdg émotatel kai vopiler kai ovpfaivet Toig adTod AoyLopols kal pETpoLs: i
neiBovta, fj kal {owg Palopevov: fj 8f) kai avdpia kai cwepoovvn: kal Soat Ay O’
adTdg TaflapxovTal kol KatakoopodvTat Td pépog. Kai ouveAdvT’ einely 6 voig wg dpd
Tt kéAAoTov €ldog DA Xpdpevoy, abv Adyw kal uétpolg Toig DAKOIG avTois, | Emigoe-
Tal TOVTOV TOV TPOTOV, kal ovoiwTat ept 10 mpdttewy. Cf. Aristotle, Ethica Nicomachea
1106a-1109a, 1115a-1119b, 1129a-1138b, 1140a-1145a.

See cod. Vind. Phil. gr. 95, f. 45v: kai ov T1¢ @n kdAoTA TOV W COPDV €ig TaDT’
amdav, w6 ai peydhat voeig 6my &v, vevowotv: it eig apeThv: €11 i kakiay, kad’ &xd-
Tepov meptrtal Seikvuvtar kai pomiv Pdpovg éxovot kai T060DTo VikdoaL, TOUG fjTTovog
Aaxoévrag tiig @voews, kaBdoov &v, kai peyaloguiag Exwor kai thv &&iav Tig gVoewg
vrepaipwot. HapTUPel T Aoyw 1poOg Toig AANOLG TTOANOTG, TO Ttept TAG dyyeAikdg ovoiag
avTag, TéAat TpdTEPOV THYV APXNY, WG al uev dpa PePaiwg otdoal, mept v ToD kadod po-
Vv kal undapde ekkAivaoat, peydAnv v map” adtaic v dyabovpyiay, kai Oavpaoctiv
napéxovtat kabopav: ai 8¢ tiig Oelag avtiig Extpamdpevat kal TpOG TOvVAvTIOV vedoaoa,
TAG AMOOTATIKAG Prpi Suvdapels, TOV Gpolov Tpdmov mept T& Qadia, TNV peyakovpyiav
napéxovtat Bavudlev: kai eiotv apgdtepot Tig avBpwmivig dpetiic, kal kaxiag émiong
Katd thv oikeiav évépyelav depPaivovoat. Std tadta Tolvoy T Y’ épol Sokodv 0T,
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The division of the branches of philosophy touched upon by Metochites in this
section of the Logos will be thoroughly discussed by the author in his later work
Stoicheiosis Astronomike:'*° GAN’, O ¢ elpntat, phocogia TG fuetépag pvoews TO
Kpdtog kai thv mheovegiav 1} katd TEANA yopvacaca TeAestovpyel, Kk TavTng
gxopev Nuiv adTols katd @votv xpiiobat, kal ToOTS ye uny mévtwg SmAf- & te
EUV Aoyw montéov €oti, kai & EV AOyw Bewpnrtéov. €xel yap kat duedtepa
kai dvvatat Ty 100 &AnBodg St pLthocogiag 1) eUoLg U@V ebpeaty. Totyapodv
eig 6vo Statpoduev TV TG QLhocoiag xpriowy, eig ebpeoiv Te Kal EmuéAetay
10D TpakToD, kad’ fjv 10 Mo TéoV Kal Katd OOV KaAov katalapPdverat kol
vopoBeteitat Tf) AvBpwmivy épyaciq, kai eig Bewpiav TOV dvtwv andvtwv.'!
As we have seen, this is not the only case where the Logos mirrors Metochites’
later philosophical preoccupations; this applies especially to the notion of theo-
ria that appears already in the Logos and which will be central to the author’s
“Weltanschauung” in writings such as the Ethikos and the Gnomikai Semeioseis,
although, as I. Polemis has observed, the term is used in our text with reference
to the supernatural substances and not to the study of the rules of the universe.'**
In the same context Metochites speaks in several instances in the Logos about the
relationship of the nous to the lower cognitive powers of the soul, phantasia and
aisthesis, that hold him quasi-bound with chains to the material world, and the
way he acts like an emperor upon them; similar thoughts are repeated about 30
years later in some of the essays of the Gnomikai Semeioseis:'**

Logos on the Archangel Michael Gnomikai Semeioseis

1) tod Aoutod 8¢ @ {wTik® Tpoxwpel kai  £mi T Bewpiav 00k A wG Oppwueda, Tt
npooéti AapPdvel Ty aioBnow fj pavta- Wi eavtaoia cuyxpdpevol, avtaciagd’
ola Mévtg ovveoTv dxdploTtog dvay-  aioBnoig Sxnuo.'*
katov ov{uyov: Kal @Uolg Atuntog: Kal
np@TOV €lg vodv dxnua.'*

v kaB’ HUAG ApeTNV Kal TV TOD HHETEPOL TIPAKTIKOD VOOG, TTEPL TAVTNY EVEPYELQY, Ty
npoodyetv AAGYwG Tf dyyehiki] peyahouiq: kai mpog Eketvny WG &V, TPOG KOVOV TIvd
yvopova tdv ayyéwv Emlnteiy, v évtadd’ . Cf. Plato, Respublica 491b-e.

100 This work was finished in c. 1316/17; see BYDEN, Stoicheiosis (cited n. 15), 35.

101 Stoicheiosis 12, 4, ed. BYDEN.

102 Cf. PoLEMIS, 'HOwk6¢ (cited n. 15), 48%-49* and n. 101.

19 For the dating of this work, see BYDEN, Stoicheiosis (cited n. 15), 36 (they were published
sometime between May 1326 and May 1328).

104 For the dating of this work, see BYDEN, Stoicheiosis (cited n. 15), 36 (they were published
sometime between May 1326 and May 1328).

1% See cod. Vind. Phil. gr. 95, f. 39v.
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2)

3)

4)
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émet o0l peEv 6 AoyLopHOG, AKPALPVDG
EVTUXETV TOIG dvw: S1d TO QOO elvat Tod
peifovog to frtov épieabar fj TO avTod ye-
véoBar 1) adt® ovyyevéaBal to Sevtepov:
Kai apéows evtpuvgiioat i Bewpia kal
kaTdelv dnacav fmep Exel TV TOV Svtwy
ovaiav: obk é@ucveital 8¢ kaBeAkopevog
QO COHATIKG Taxer kol TR VANG ur dv-
vapevog anootival kabdnal: kal t@®
@OV aloBioewv SxAw, TéSag dppriKToLg
Seapodpuevog oG kal UL Kai Xpovog
tobTov £0iler kal OV dnodpdvat Tavtd-
naoty ook £ott.' %

el Yap TIG £auTOV, TIPOG TV TV DYNAOTE-
pwv dvatetvele vonow, 6mwg €xol kata-
OKOTIOVEVOG, 0UK éAebBepOG TQ vV pO-
VoV Kail koO@wg dvw xwpel, dAN’ aioBnoiv
Te Kai pavraciav dxwpiotoug EXkwv Kkal
OULVETIAYOUEVOG QeD TOV SeOUDV: QeD
MG DAKAG Embéoews. '8

abtn TS yvwoTikig évepyeiag 1) Té&ig:
abtn thg dnoveveunuévng ékdotw dv-
Vapews katd Aoyov | guoikig 1) Staipe-
OLG TOV VOOV eV, AvevOedg Tolg Tpdy-
pHaot cupeLesat Kal peyalompen®dg Kal
Baothik®g émixetpeiy, pet’ ovoiog kai
homep einelv adtokpatopk®de.'®

évoyAel yap ékdotote St TNV dtun-
ToV Kolvwviav, kal Tovg dpprikTovg 1o
TV TOG TPOTOL Kol AQUKTOVG deapODG,
Kal odg ovk €0ty HAwg dmepavaPiijvat
Kait aroBéoBat kai mapeBeiv: kai o Tfig
oapkog 168’ émteiyiopa Haliota Eméxet
TV 10D vod Kai Tfi¢ émonteiag mpdo-
dov.'"’

kai tadta 8 mave’, wg elpntat kai 6 Xo-
YOG TtpovBETO, TG CWHATIKAG Kot DALKTG
gmbéoewg v T petd TS Yuxig ovluyia
kat’ adTi¢ O TG Yuxig Kal T@V avTiig
évepynudtoy, kai 0 TG capkodg dxAog kal
O péyag xai Svodiefitntog avtig Emutet-
XLOHOG Xwpelv Katd guoty EmParlovong
Kol TOV voep@Vv ¢pyaotdv dnteobar.'*

0 8¢ (sc. vobg) pavBavwv adt@v mept £kd-
0TwV ¢Talel, Kol KATAOKETTOUEVOG 010G
¢ ¢otL xpioBat kai drogaiveobay, 1} So-
Kkein PEATIOV, CLANOYLOpEVOG ADTOG TV
dedopévwv mpotdoewv kal TG VANG, Kai
Tepaivwy adToKpaTopk®G kat’ éEovoi-
av avevBuvov pev, dogaii 8¢ éni te Tf
Bewpia TOV Svtwv kal Toig Mpaktéog.

Finally, it is interesting to note that Metochites’ predilection for certain authors
can also be detected already in the Logos. This is, e.g., the case with Philo of Al-
exandria. Metochites derives from Philo twice: the first instance, to be found in
the second part of the text, has been pointed out by I. Polemis and concerns the
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See cod. Vind. Phil. gr. 95, f. 41.

See Gnomikai Semeioseis 31, ed. MULLER — KIESSLING, 210.2-8.

See cod. Vind. Phil. gr. 95, f. 41.

See Gnomikai Semeioseis 41, ed. MULLER — KIESSLING, 296.11-18; see also POLEMIS,

"HOwk6¢ (cited n. 15), 96*-97*.
See cod. Vind. Phil. gr. 95, ff. 42v-43.

See Gnomikai Semeioseis 89, ed. MULLER — KIESSLING, 577.12-18.
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comparison of the world with a well-ordained city."*? In the second case Philo
seems to be the direct source of our author for the idea that nous can be described
as “the soul of the soul” and functions somehow like the pupil in the eye:

Philo of Alexandria Metochites
émi 8¢ maowy, w¢ EAEXON, TOV AvBpwmov, ® &l yap €0Tt vobg Yuxf KOopoG Domep
vobv éEaipeTov Edwpeito, Yuxiig TVA YoV YLXT| odpatt WoxfG olovel Yyuxr dviep
kabamnep koépnyv v d@Bape.'*? olpat tpdmov 0@OaAp® kdpn Aéyov Exov-
oo TOV avTOV 8V 0@OaAnog GAog adTd
odpot't

Summarizing the results of the above analysis, there is one last point to make:
Metochites’ theological views as presented in the Logos do not differ from those of
a “mainstream” Byzantine theologian; and yet, in dealing with theological issues,
he turns to Ancient Greek philosophy — which is, of course, already present in the
writings of the Church Fathers — and gives the impression that philosophy rather
than theology is what actually matters for him, although he ends up to repeat
basic positions of Byzantine orthodoxy. As I. Polemis has put it, “Metochites, like
other intellectuals of his time (e.g. Joseph the Philosopher, George Pachymeres,
Nikephoros Gregoras) enjoys mixing Christian views with arguments taken from
Ancient Greek philosophical thought, and he doesn’t always bother if he eventu-
ally deviates from dogmatic orthodoxy”.'** This is also the case with the Logos
on the Archangel Michael: although the subject is the nature of the incorporeal
beings and although the author analyses basic principles of Byzantine angelology;,
the reader has the impression that he has heard more about Plato and Aristo-
tle rather than “pure” theology. This is probably the way the intellectuals of the
Palaiologan period understood “Christian Humanism”

University of Ioannina

112 See PoLEMIS, Baothikol Adyot (cited n. 9), 375 n. 257.

113 See Philo of Alexandria, De opificio mundi 66.7-9 (ed. L. ConN, Philonis Alexandrini
opera quae supersunt. I. Berlin 19622).

114 See cod. Vind. Phil. gr. 95, f. 39v.

115 See PoLEMIS, Poem 10 (cited n. 73), 77; for similar observations resulting from the analysis
of the Ethikos, see PoLEMIS, 'HO1kd¢ (cited n. 15), 98-99 and n. 208.
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ABSTRACT

The article deals with one of the hitherto unedited hagiographical works of Theo-
dore Metochites, the Logos on the Archangel Michael. Emphasis is put on the
investigation of the text’s sources and especially on the use of arguments based
on ancient Greek philosophy, which bring the Logos very close to Metochites’
philosophical treatises. In this vein the Logos also reflects the intellectual trends
and preoccupations of the early Palaiologan period.



