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The “Brief  Exegesis of  John Climacus’ 
Heavenly Ladder” by Nikephoros Kallistos 

Xanthopoulos 
Remarks on its Nature and Sources*

In 1971 the announcement by Linos Politis that he had discovered 
a voluminous new work by a well-known author caused a sensation.� 
The work was a commentary on The Heavenly Ladder of  John Clima-
cus and its author was Nikephoros Kallistos Xanthopoulos, best known 
as a hymnographer and an ecclesiastical historian (fl. in the reign of  
Andronicus II; d. perhaps 1326/8 or a few years later).� The text be-
came available for the first time to the scientific community, in a bulky 
yet elegant publication destined for the wider public too, more than 
thirty years after Politis’ announcement, in 2002. The editors respon-
sible, the Metropolitan and two archimandrites of  the Metropolis of  

	 *	 The present article originated as a communication at the 21st International Con-
gress of  Byzantine Studies, London, August 2006. Research was carried out during 
the tenure of  an Alexander von Humboldt fellowship at the Byzantinisch-Neugrie-
chisches Seminar of  the Freie Universität Berlin. The University of  Patras (Re-
search Committee, Project “K. Karatheodori”) covered various research expenses, 
including those of  a research trip to Oxford. Thanks are due to the Biblioteca 
Medicea Laurenziana, the Bibliothèque nationale de France and the Bibliotheca 
Apostolica Vaticana for providing microfilms of  the manuscripts discussed here.

	� 	 L. Politis, Ἄγνωστο ἔργο τοῦ Νικηφόρου Καλλίστου Ξανθοπούλου. Ἐξήγηση στὸν Ἰω-
άννη τῆς Κλίμακος. Κληρονομία 3 (1971) 69–84; cf. CPG 7852–3 under Scholia (d).

	� 	 On Nikephoros Kallistos see PLP no. 20826, in: Faszikel 8. Vienna 1986, with 
previous literature; also R. Browning, A Young Man in a Hurry - Two unpublished 
Letters of  Nikephoros Kallistos Xanthopoulos, in: Δώρημα στὸν Ἰωάννη Καραγιαν­
νόπουλο. Βυζαντινά 13,1 (1985) 141–152 (= id., History, Language and Literacy in 
the Byzantine World. Variorum Reprints, Northampton 1989, no. X); S. Kotza­
bassi, Τρεις ανώνυμες επιστολές του πατμιακού κώδικα 377. Hell 40 (1989) 103–112, 
esp. 110, placing Nikephoros’ death between 1326/7 and the abdication of  An-
dronicus II from the throne in 1328.
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Nikopolis (Preveza, Greece),� had at their disposal the codex unicus of  
the work, ms. 1 of  the archive of  the Metropolis, which had undergone 
restoration a few years earlier. The manuscript dates from the first 
half  of  the fourteenth century, and so it is roughly contemporary with 
the author, if  not written during his lifetime. The editio princeps is 
accompanied by a brief  general introduction and a few notes, mainly 
on the text and its biblical sources. The only scientific study of  the 
work so far is the preliminary article by Politis, who described the 
manuscript and showed that the work is different from the other sur-
viving major Byzantine commentary on the Ladder, that by Elias 
Metropolitan of  Crete. He also raised the issue of  the relationship 
between the two commentaries, to be clarified in the future, yet the 
question has not been asked again since.

This article will address a few of  the questions surrounding the 
text, drawing on the 2002 edition. More specifically, it will deal with 
the production environment of  Nikephoros’ commentary as well as the 
degree of  its originality and its relationship to certain sources. The 
case will be argued on the basis of  selected passages.

The new work bears the title Ἐξήγησις σύντομος εἰς τὴν βίβλον πᾶσαν 
τοῦ ἁγίου Ἰωάννου τοῦ τῆς Κλίμακος.� Despite its designation as a Brief  
Exegesis, it is a lengthy work (around 450 pages of  the edition includ-
ing the corresponding text of  the Ladder).� It does not survive intact, 
but is mutilated almost half-way through Rung 28 (des. PG 1133B 
κλοπή ἐστι τὸ ἀνε[παισθήτως). There are no internal or external indica-
tions as to its date or intended readership.�

	� 	 Νικηφόρου Καλλίστου Ξανθοπούλου, Ἐξήγησις σύντομος εἰς τὴν Κλίμακα τοῦ Ἰωάννου, 
edd. Meletios [Kalamaras] Metropolitan of  Nikopolis–Archimandrite S. Di­
mitreas – Archimandrite B. Lampropoulos. Preveza 2002.

	� 	 See cod. p. 21, where the exegesis of  the Ladder proper begins following the com-
mentary on the introductory texts (letter of  John of  Raithou to John Climacus, 
the latter’s reply, and the Life of  Climacus by Daniel of  Raithou); also preface to 
the edition, p. 2. In the lower margin of  p. 1, a scribe (identical with one of  the 
scribes of  the codex according to Politis, Ἄγνωστο ἔργο 71) penned the following 
title, which cannot stem from the author: Σαφεστάτη ἐξήγησις εἰς τὴν οὐρανοδρόμον 
θείαν κλίμακα.

	� 	 On pp. 37–513.
	� 	 It is doubtful whether in a poem addressed to Nikephoros and praising him as an 

exegete of  the Scriptures, Manuel Philes also alluded to the Ladder commentary; 
see Manuelis Philae carmina II, ed. E. Miller. Paris 1857; repr. Amsterdam 1967, 
cod. Paris. no. 12, v. 10 τῇ γνωστικῇ κλίμακι πηγνὺς τὰς βάσεις; cf. Ae. Martini, Ma-
nuelis Philae carmina inedita (Atti della Reale Accademia di Archeologia, Lettere e 
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A comparison with Xanthopoulos’ other works can be instructive, 
however. Most telling is the commentary on the “unread” Orations of  
Gregory of  Nazianzus, of  which only specimens have been published. 
The work bears the title: Σύντομος σχολιώδης δι᾿ ὅλου ἐξήγησις εἰς τοὺς 
μὴ ἀναγινωσκομένους λόγους τοῦ Θεολόγου.� This is similar to the title 
of  the Ladder commentary with the addition of  the word σχολιώδης, 
meaning in the form of  scholia accompanying the text.� Nikephoros’ 
preoccupation with brevity is also apparent in his various verse epito-
mes of  historical and religious interest, such as those of  the Old Testa-
ment (Σύνοψις θείας Γραφῆς / Γραφῆς πάσης σύνοψις ἠκριβωμένη) and of  
subsequent Jewish history according to Fl. Iosephus,� as well as a 
Συνοπτικὴ σύνοψις ἁγίων χρόνου, i.e. a summary menologium of  the 
saints of  the year.10 The composition of  such epitomes and the com-
pilation of  various versified lists, for example of  the emperors and 
patriarchs of  CP,11 along with a few of  his other works, most promi-
nently the Progymnasmata, have plausibly been explained as serving 
the needs of  the classroom and pointing to a teaching activity of  

Belle Arti 20, Suppl.). Naples 1900, no. 65, v. 35, where the same expression is used 
for another book.

	� 	 According to ms. Marc. gr. 76, f. 1v, the best manuscript of  the work; quoted by 
T. Sinko, De Nicephoro Xanthopulo Gregorii Nazianzeni imitatore. Eos 12 (1906) 
91–97, esp. 91–92, and I. Sajdak, Historia critica scholiastarum et commentato-
rum Gregorii Nazianzeni I (Meletemata Patristica 1). Cracow 1914, 194; see E. 
Mioni, Bibliothecae Divi Marci Venetiarum Codices Graeci Manuscripti I. Thesau-
rus antiquus. Codices 1–229. Rome 1981.

	� 	 Single occurence of  σχολιώδης here, according to the lexicon of  Stephanus, the only 
one to record this word. In the Marcianus mentioned in the previous note the 
scholia bear numbers.

	� 	 PG 147, 605–624 and 623–632 respectively.
	 10	 BHG 1617n (with Novum Auctarium); [H. Guntius], Cyri Theodori Prodromi 

epigrammata. Basel 1536, 158v–163r; A. Dmitrievskij, Τυπικά II. Petrograd 1917, 
431–446 (without the saints of  February). On these verses see recently F. Kolovou, 
Der Codex Hamburgensis 31 in scrinio (Fragment. 2, ff. 1r–2v). Iambische Syna-
xarverse des Nikephoros Kallistos Xanthopoulos. JÖB 51 (2001) 337–341 with 
literature.

	 11	 For a comprehensive list of  these works, both published and unpublished, see PLP 
as in n. 2 above, 196; cf. also the articles on Nikephoros by M. Jugie, Dictionnaire 
de Théologie Catholique 11 (1931) 446–452 and D. Stiernon, Dictionnaire de Spi­
ritualité 11 (1982) 203–208, as well as H.-G. Beck, Kirche und theologische Liter-
atur im byzantinischen Reich (Handbuch der Altertumswissenschaft II,1). Munich 
1959, 705–707.
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Nikephoros in CP,12 possibly in the “Patriarchal School”.13 The com-
mentaries on Gregory of  Nazianzus and the Ladder (together with the 
unpublished commentary on the Liber ad pastorem) fit well in this 
group and could be considered as teaching tools.14 The examination 
that follows will further illuminate the description of  the Exegesis as 
syntomos.

Even though Nikephoros often accompanied his works with prefa-
tory material of  some sort,15 the commentary on the Ladder has no 
preface explaining why he chose to interpret this particular text. The 
reasons seem to have been varied. The Ladder was a standard text on 
monastic spirituality and suitable for the training of  the clergy. How-

	 12	 J. Glettner, Die Progymnasmata des Nikephoros Kallistos Xanthopulos. Erst-
ausgabe. BZ 33 (1933) 1–12. 255–270, esp. 5; Stiernon 207; Browning, A Young 
Man 146–147.

	 13	 Glettner, Progymnasmata 6; Browning, A Young Man 146. Nikephoros is not 
included among the teachers of  the “Patriarchal School” mentioned by C.N. Con­
stantinides, Higher Education in Byzantium in the Thirteenth and Early Four-
teenth Centuries (1204 – ca. 1310) (Texts and Studies of  the History of  Cyprus 11). 
Nicosia 1982, 50–65. Of  his output only the Ecclesiastical History is mentioned 
by S. Mergiali, L’enseignement et les lettrés pendant l’époque des Paléologues 
(1261–1453) (Ἑταιρεία τῶν Φίλων τοῦ Λαοῦ. Κέντρον Ἐρεύνης Βυζαντίου 5). Athens 
1996, 522, and E. Fryde, The Early Palaeologan Renaissance (1261–c. 1360) (The 
Medieval Mediterranean 27). Leiden – Boston – Cologne 2000, 313.

	 14	 Already Stiernon 207 and Browning, A Young Man 146, without having seen the 
Commentary on the Ladder.

	 15	 See his Ecclesiastical History (dedicatory letter to Emperor Andronicus II and 
introductory chapter of  Book I; PG 145, 560–601. 604–620), the four commentar-
ies on the anabathmoi of  the Oktoechos, the names of  various liturgical hymns, the 
liturgy of  the Presanctified, and Cosmas the Melode’s hymn to the Virgin Τὴν 
τιμιωτέραν (epistolary prefaces addressed to the archimandrite Kallinikos of  the 
monastery of  Kouzenas [τῆς τοῦ Κουζηνᾶ μονῆς]), and apparently his commentary 
on Gregory of  Nazianzus, on which see below in this artlicle, 154. It is worth noting 
that according to Browning, A Young Man 144, the four letters addressed to 
Kallinikos are unpublished and preserved in cod. Bodl. Auct. E. 5. 14. Two of  
them were actually published long ago; see Kyrillos Athanasiades (ed.), Ἑρμηνεία 
εἰς τοὺς Ἀναβαθμοὺς τῆς Ὀκτωήχου παρὰ Νικηφόρου Καλλίστου τοῦ Ξανθοπούλου. 
Jerusalem 1862, 126 and 130–131 for the prefaces to the commentaries on the 
names of  various liturgical hymns and Τὴν τιμιωτέραν respectively (the latter 
commentary addressed, however, πρὸς τὸν ἀπὸ τῆς Ὁδηγητρίας ἱερομόναχον καὶ 
ἐκκλησιάρχην κύριον Νεόφυτον). As for the Bodleian manuscript, it contains only 
the title, not the text of  the preface and commentary on the liturgy of  the Pre-
sanctified; for other manuscripts of  the prefaces, see H.O. Coxe, Bodleian Library 
Quarto Catalogues, I. Greek Manuscripts, Oxford 1969 (repr. with corrections from 
the edition of  1853), 662.
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ever, the only other complete Byzantine commentary surviving,16 that 
of  Elias, who was Metropolitan of  Crete probably around 1120–1130,17 
was long and rather difficult to comprehend, and the disparate scholia 
that have come down to us in the manuscripts of  the Ladder did not 
constitute, at least judging by their published form, a comprehensive 
commentary. There was, therefore, a real vacuum, which Nikephoros 
would have attempted to fill. Moreover, he obviously appreciated the 
work highly, as also manifested by the fact that he included its author 
in his versified list of  church fathers, which must have been intended 
for use in school.18 Being himself  a member of  the clergy of  St. 
Sophia,19 he appears to have been influenced by monasticism and mys-
ticism. His progymnasma on gnome, for which he employed a Christian 
subject contrary to the model of  Aphthonios, testifies to his admira-
tion of  the monastic ideal of  poverty,20 although it is questionable 
whether he became a monk despite the evidence of  later tradition.21 
As far as mysticism is concerned, it has been observed that Nikephoros 
was familiar with its terminology.22

	 16	 An anonymous commentary on the Ladder is contained in cod. Marc. gr. II, 195 
of  the end of  the sixteenth century as pointed out by A. Rigo, Giovanni Climaco 
a Bisanzio, in: S. Chialà–L. Cremaschi (edd.), Giovanni Climaco e il Sinai. Atti del 
IX Convegno ecumenico internazionale di spiritualità ortodossa - sezione bizanti-
na, Bose, 16–18 settembre 2001 (Spiritualità orientale). Bose 2002, 195–205, esp. 
200 with n. 24; cf. the mention by K. Krumbacher, Geschichte der byzantinischen 
Litteratur von Justinian bis zum Ende des oströmischen Reiches (527–1453). 
Munich 18972, 144.

	 17	 On Elias see V. Laurent, Le synodicon de Sybrita et les métropolites de Crète aux 
Xe–XIIIe siècles. EO 32 (1933) 385–412, esp. 400–402 (on his date); Beck, Kirche 
655 with literature (“der bedeutendste Name in der Väterexegesis der Komnenen-
zeit”); F. Lefherz, Studien zu Gregor von Nazianz. Mythologie, Überlieferung, 
Scholiasten (diss.). Bonn 1958, 140–142; also Politis, Ἄγνωστο ἔργο 73–75. 80–81; 
CPG 7852–3, Scholia (a) with note.

	 18	 PG 145, 553, v. 10: Ὁ τῆς Κλίμακος, ἡ μετάρσιος βάσις.
	 19	 On the relevant evidence (cod. Bodl. Auct. E. 5. 14, f. 1), see Jugie 446; Stiernon 

203.
	 20	 Glettner, Progymnasmata 6. According to an epistle that has been interpreted 

as referring to Nikephoros’ death, he was leading a monastic way of  life (ἔξω σώ­
ματος τὸν βίον ἅπαντα βιοῦν ἐῴκει); see Kotzabassi, Τρεις ανώνυμες επιστολές 111 
(Epist. 2, 29–30). For parallels on progymnasmata with Christian subjects, see 
Constantinides, Higher Education 100–101.

	 21	E xcept perhaps towards the end of  his life; cf. Jugie 446–447; Stiernon 205.
	 22	 F. Winkelmann, Zur Bedeutung der Kirchengeschichte des Nikephoros Kallistos 

Xanthopulos, in: Ἀνδριάς. Herbert Hunger zum 80. Geburtstag. JÖB 44 (1994) 
439–447, esp. 443. 446.
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Nikephoros’ ambition to make a substantial contribution to the 
patristic scholarship of  his day is evident in the case of  his commen-
tary on the “unread” Orations of  Gregory of  Nazianzus mentioned 
above. Nikephoros wrote two fictitious letters, apparently to serve as 
a preface to the commentary on Gregory.23 He says that he composed 
the commentary before his twentieth birthday (Epist. 1, 16; 2, 67–
68).24 His purpose was to provide brief  and clear comments on the text 
(Epist. 1, 24), which, contrary to the brilliant yet high-style theologi-
cal commentary of  Elias of  Crete, would be accessible to the less edu-
cated such as Ignatios, to whom Nikephoros attributed his fictitious 
first letter (ibid., 25–28). He also stated that almost nothing was his 
own original thinking, but that he had compiled and abbreviated ma-
terial from previous exegetes, among whom Elias occupied the first 
place (Epist. 2, 84–88), with the intention of  including all that needed 
to be said (Epist. 2, 97). His long-term attachment to the church of  
St. Sophia (Epist. 1, 30–31; 2, 94–95) would have given him the neces-
sary free access to the books kept at the Patriarchal Library.25 

Nikephoros’ commentary on the Ladder can be envisaged as a par-
allel case to his commentary on Gregory. The commentary on the 
Ladder was perhaps also a work of  his youth, in which he aimed at 
providing an easily accessible commentary while taking account of  all 
available material. His commentary on the anabathmoi of  the Oktoe­
chos testifies that he worked quickly, as he composed this work, which 
extends to 125 printed pages, in just eight days.26 Like the Gregory 
commentary, the Ladder exegesis was most probably a textbook, yet 
a wider audience, such as that envisaged for the former work, cannot 
be excluded. The survival of  the Brief  Exegesis in just one manuscript, 

	 23	 First edition with commentary by Browning, A Young Man 147–153; line-num-
bers here follow the re-edition by I. Vassis, Ein alter Zeuge von zwei Briefen des 
Nikephoros Kallistos Xanthopulos. JÖB 46 (1996) 265–274.

	 24	 At the same age he also wrote his encomium on St. Mary Magdalen (BHG 1162); 
see PG 147, 576A; cf. Sinko, De Nicephoro Xanthopulo 95.

	 25	 See K.A. Manaphes, Αἱ ἐν Κωνσταντινουπόλει Βιβλιοθῆκαι αὐτοκρατορικαὶ καὶ πα­
τριαρχικὴ καὶ περὶ τῶν ἐν αὐταῖς χειρογράφων μέχρι τῆς Ἁλώσεως (1453) (Ἀθηνᾶ. Σειρὰ 
Διατριβῶν καὶ Μελετημάτων 14). Athens 1972, 133–141 on Nikephoros’ use of  the 
Patriarchal Library; Browning, A Young Man 146.

	 26	 See Athanasiades, Ἑρμηνεία, 125 ἀλλ᾿ ἡμῖν καὶ οὕτως ὁ τῆς ὑπακοῆς μισθὸς περι­
κείσεται, ὅσον τάχος ἐξηνυκόσι τὸ ἔργον· ἴσας γὰρ τοῖς ἤχοις ἡμέρας προσαναλώσαντες 
διεπεραιώσαμεν τὸ αἰτούμενον.
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if  not due to the hazards of  survival, indicates, however, that the work 
did not enjoy popularity.27	

Since Nikephoros was expected by his contemporaries not to in-
novate in matters of  doctrine, his statement affirming his compila-
tory working methods in the case of  the Gregory commentary can be 
seen as a commonplace and/or a formula of  self-protection against 
accusations of  heresy.28 At the same time, it should also be taken at 
face value.29 Though no definitive study of  his sources exists and pre-
vious scholarship is not unanimous on his main source, it is clear that 
he drew, often verbatim, on earlier texts, including Elias.30 It is in-
dicative of  Nikephoros’ intention of  offering an alternative to Elias 
that he commented on the same works of  Gregory as Elias (27 out of  
28 “unread” orations, that is apart from Or. 37, as well as Epist. 101 
and 102, while he added comments on Epist. 243).

It is, therefore, necessary to investigate whether Nikephoros applied 
the same method to his commentary on the Ladder. Unfortunately for 
our purposes, the only surviving comparable work, Elias’ exegesis of  

	 27	 Cf. Rigo, Giovanni Climaco a Bisanzio 200, who speaks of  “una circolazione senza 
alcun dubbio minore” in comparison with that of  Elias’ commentary.

	 28	 As suggested by Browning, A Young Man 145. 152.
	 29	 Cf. ibid. 145.
	 30	 See Sinko, De Nicephoro Xanthopulo 92–93, agreeing with J. Morelli on Nikepho-

ros’ dependence on Elias and putting forward the example of  Nikephoros’ scholia 
on the preface of  Gregory’s Or. 2: these were partly copied from Elias, while they 
also display influences from the commentaries of  Nicetas of  Heraclea and Basil 
Minimus, and probably include some thoughts of  Nikephoros himself. On the other 
hand, Sajdak, Historia critica 192. 197–198, argued for Basil Minimus as Nikepho-
ros’ main source, as suggested by the commentary on Gregory’s Epist. 243 (it 
should be noted, however, that this Epist. had not been commented upon by 
Elias, so that Nikephoros had to resort to another source); again in id., Die 
Scholiasten der Reden des Gregor von Nazianz. Ein kurzgefasster Bericht über 
den jetzigen Stand der Forschung. BZ 30 (1929/30) 268–274, esp. 273 on Nikepho-
ros’ almost exclusive dependence on Basil Minimus. Sinko insisted on his own view; 
see his Literatura grecka III.2. Wrocław 1954, 188 for Nikephoros as “an excerp-
tor of  Elias, Basil Minimus and other previous scholiasts”. Cf. Lefherz, Studien 
144, who simply noted that “Die Scholien des Basilius Minimus haben als Vorlage 
gedient, vielleicht auch die anderer” (with literature). Finally, Browning, A Young 
Man 145–146. 153, suggested that the work is “elementary and derivative” and 
that “it appears in fact to be a text-book for students”, and wondered whether 
Nikephoros “simply compiled material” from Elias and a surviving tenth-century 
“sylloge” of  scholia, which includes Basil Minimus.
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the Ladder is largely unpublished.31 Only excerpts from his commen-
tary accompany each Rung in Rader’s edition of  the Ladder, which is 
reproduced by Migne.32 It has been suggested that Rader’s scholia were 
excerpted from Elias and others by an anonymous and were wrongly 
attributed to Elias.33 The provenance of  a number of  them from 
various patristic authors has been identified.34 The issue of  the rela-
tionship of  the identified scholia to Elias’ work remains open, how-
ever. The lack of  a critical edition or full-scale publication does not 
allow us to pass a definitive judgement on the degree to which Elias’ 
commentary is an original piece of  work, a paraphrase or a compila-
tion, but it is a valid hypothesis that he drew on earlier sources as he 
did in his commentary on Gregory.35 A number of  other scholia on the 
Ladder have been published,36 but the majority of  the medieval Greek 
scholia preserved in the manuscripts of  the Ladder remain unpub-
lished.

I have collated exempli gratia passages from Nikephoros’ commen-
tary with the respective text of  Elias as preserved in Laur. IX, 11 
(parch., 12th cent., ff. 350), apparently its most ancient manuscript. 
When necessary, the testimony of  the Laurentianus was corroborated 

	 31	 On its manuscripts, see especially Sajdak, Historia critica 112–116; also Politis, 
Ἄγνωστο ἔργο 73 n. 3.

	 32	 For the scholia see PG 88, 644–1209.
	 33	 See A. Jahn, PG 36, 747–748; repeated by Sajdak, Historia critica 112.
	 34	 In a series of  articles by E. Peterson; see CPG 7852–3 as in n. 17 above; also T. 

Antonopoulou, Unpublished Scholia on the Apostle Paul and John Climacus by 
the Emperor Leo VI, in: M. Hinterberger – E. Schiffer (edd.), Byzantinische 
Sprachkunst. Studien zur byzantinischen Literatur gewidmet W. Hörandner zum 
65. Geburtstag (Byzantinisches Archiv 20). Berlin – New York 2007, 20–34, esp. 30, 
n. 21.

	 35	 In the case of  Elias’ commentary on Gregory scholarly opinion is divided as to 
whether it is an original piece of  work or a compilation; see Sajdak, Historia 
critica 99 n. 2 and Lefherz, Studien 140–141 on previous scholarship. For char-
acteristic positive views see Sajdak, Scholiasten 273, who maintains that Elias 
knew previous commentators but appropriated little from them, and Sinko, Li
teratura grecka 187, who speaks of  Elias’ erudition and rich selection of  pagan 
authors and church fathers; also F. Trisoglio, Mentalità ed atteggiamenti degli 
scoliasti di fronte agli scritti di S. Gregorio di Nazianzo, in: J. Mossay (ed.),  
II. Symposium Nazianzenum. Louvain-la-Neuve, 25–28 août 1981. Paderborn – 
Munich – Vienna – Zurich 1983, 187–251, esp. 239–248.

	 36	 On the Ladder scholia by Photius (below, n. 38), Michael Psellus, the so-called 
“John of  Raithou”, and various anonymous published and unpublished scholia, 
see CPG 7852–3 (with Supplementum) Scholia (b–c) and (e–f), and Antonopoulou, 
Unpublished Scholia, 29, n. 19, and 30–31, n. 23.
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by another important manuscript, Coisl. 87 (paper, 14th cent., ff. 300). 
The examination of  a few, in my view characteristic cases that follows 
will reveal the close relationship between the two commentaries and 
will shed light on Nikephoros’ working methods.

The first three examples concern the ninth Rung of  the Ladder (PG 
88, 840D–844B Περὶ μνησικακίας), which is accompanied by a few 
scholia in the PG (844B–845B), and is commented upon by both Nike-
phoros (p. 223–227 of  the new edition) and Elias (cod. Laur. IX, 11, 
ff. 131v–134v). The division of  the Ladder’s text into sections in Nike-
phoros’ manuscript (reproduced in the edition) is almost the same as 
in Elias with a few variations, which consist of  the further splitting 
of  three sections into two units each, a method that allows easier ac-
cess to the corresponding commentary.

1) In the first example, Nikephoros’ commentary on the first sec-
tion of  the Rung (PG 840D–841A to περὶ αὐτῆς εἴπωμεν) begins with a 
paraphrase of  the Ladder and then reproduces Elias’ commentary 
(Laur., f. 131v) partly verbatim and partly adaptated, while another 
part is omitted. Nikephoros’ text (p. 223, col. a–b) is the following 
(boldface is used for words occurring in Elias as well, whether quoted 
or adapted, and italics for words taken over from the Ladder; for all 
of  Nikephoros quotations below I reproduce the text of  the edition, 
including its punctuation, which deviates from traditional norms and 
is obviously partly derived from the manuscript):

Λίαν ἀρίστως ὁ πάνσοφος οὗτος, τὰς πρὸς ὕψος οὐρανοῦ ἀναγούσας 
ἁγίας ἀρετάς, τῇ τοῦ Ἰακὼβ κλίμακι παρεικάζει· (ἐκ γὰρ τῶν κάτω 
ἐπαίρουσι· καὶ πρὸς οὐρανὸν τοὺς βουλομένους διαβιβάζουσι)· τὰς δὲ 
ἐναντίας ταύταις κακίας τῇ τοῦ κορυφαίου Πέτρου ἁλύσει, διὰ τὸ βάρος 
καὶ τὸ καθέλκειν τὸν αὐταῖς δεδεμένον κάτω· (πᾶσα γὰρ κακία βάρος 
ἐμποιεῖν εἴωθε ταῖς καρδίαις· ἔστι δ᾿ ὅτε οὐδ᾿ αἰσθάνεσθαι παρασκευάζει 
τὸν πάσχοντα)· εἰπὼν δὲ τῇ ἐκπεσούσῃ, ἐδήλωσε τὸ δυνατῶς ἔχειν τὸν 
σπουδάζοντα ἀποθέσθαι αὐτήν, εἰ βούλοιτο· ὅπερ ἔσται διὰ θερμῆς πίστεως· 
ὃ σύμβολον τῆς τοῦ Πέτρου θερμότητος· οὗ χάριν, οἶμαι, καὶ τούτου νῦν 
ἐμνημόνευσεν· ἢ ἴσως καὶ διὰ τὴν μετάνοιαν αὐτοῦ, ὡς εἴρηται· δι᾿ ἧς πᾶσα 
ἁμαρτία ἐξαφανίζεται.

Ὡς γοῦν ἡ ἅλυσις ἑτέρα τῆς ἑτέρας ἔχεται, καὶ συνδέδενται ἀλλήλαις, 
οὕτω νῦν καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν κακιῶν· μία ἔχεται τῆς ἑτέρας· ἡ γὰρ γαστριμαργία, 
τῇ πορνείᾳ καὶ ἀσελγείᾳ συμπέπλεκται· καὶ ὁ φθόνος ἔχεται τοῦ φόνου· 
καὶ τἄλλα ὁμοίως· ὥσπερ καὶ τοῦ θυμοῦ, γέννημα ἡ μνησικακία ἐνταῦθα· 
καλοῦντος οὖν καιροῦ μετὰ τὸν θυμόν, περὶ τῆς αὐτοῦ θυγατρὸς εἴπωμεν.
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Τὸ μὲν οὖν περὶ τοῦ Ἰακώβ, ἐν τῇ βίβλῳ γέγραπται τῆς Γενέσεως· τὸ δὲ 
περὶ τῆς ἁλύσεως, ἣν ἐφόρεσεν ὁ βασιλεὺς Ἡρώδης τὸν ἀπόστολον Πέτρον, 
ἐν ταῖς τῶν ἀποστόλων ἀναγέγραπται Πράξεσιν.

The last paragraph, which gives the biblical references for Jacob’s 
ladder and the chains of  St. Peter, is probably by Nikephoros himself. 
However, the biblical reference for Jacob’s ladder is also found in 
Elias immediately after the first sentence of  his commentary mention-
ing this Old Testament episode (Laur., f. 131v); it is followed by the 
relevant Genesis quotation, which Nikephoros apparently considered 
superfluous and did not reproduce.

The first scholion published by Rader (PG 844BC), which corre-
sponds to Nikephoros’ first paragraph, is ultimately derived from 
Elias.

2) The second example comes from the end of  the commentary on 
the second section of  Rung 9 (PG 88, 841A Μνησικακία ἐστὶ – κάθωρος 
κακία). Nikephoros’ text (p. 224, col. a) is again derived from Elias 
(Laur., f. 132rv):

Ἄλλο δὲ εὐχή, καὶ ἄλλο προσευχή· εὐχὴ μὲν γὰρ ἀρετῆς ἆθλον· προσευχὴ 
δὲ ἀρετῆς ἔπαθλον· ἤ, κατὰ τὸν Νυσσαέα Γρηγόριον, εὐχὴ μὲν ἐστὶν 
ἐπαγγελία τινὸς τῶν κατ᾿ εὐσέβειαν ἀφιερωμένων· προσευχὴ δέ, αἴτησις 
ἀγαθῶν μεθ᾿ ἱκετηρίας προσαγομένη Θεῷ.

The whole passage occurs in Elias in a considerably more extended 
form. Elias first provides a few other definitions of  the distinction 
between εὐχή and προσευχή, which Nikephoros omits. In fact, the first 
definition quoted by Nikephoros (εὐχὴ – ἔπαθλον) is an abbreviated 
form of  part of  a longer quotation, at the end of  which Elias reveals 
his source: οὕτω μὲν οὖν ὁ μέγας Μάξιμος (see Maximus Confessor, Ex-
positio orationis dominicae, l. 215–221 ed. P. Van Deun, CCSG 23). 
Nikephoros (who quotes part of  l. 218–220 of  Maximus) omits the 
indication of  the provenance of  the passage, although it is stated in 
his source. There follows in Elias the reference to Gregory of  Nyssa 
(κατὰ δὲ τὸν τῆς Νύσσης πρόεδρον εἰπεῖν Γρηγόριον). Thus, even an ex-
plicit reference by Nikephoros to a source turns out to be second-hand. 
Moreover, Elias provides a longer quotation from Gregory of  Nyssa 
(De oratione dominica oratio II, p. 21, 20–26; p. 22, 3–9 ed. J.F. Cal-
lahan, GNO VII,2) than Nikephoros (who quotes l. 20–22).

3) The third example from Rung 9 concerns PG 841D Ξύλῳ σαθρῷ 
ἔνδοθεν ἐναποτίκτονται σκώληκες· καὶ πραοτάτοις (ἤθεσι add. cod. Nico-
pol.) καὶ ἡσυχίοις νόθοις συγκολλᾶται (συγκεκόλληται cod. Nicopol.) μῆνις. 
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The beginning of  Nikephoros’ commentary is the following (p. 226, 
col. b):

Ἐντὸς τοῦ σεσημμένου ξύλου σκώληκες ἀπογεννῶνται· καὶ ἐν ἡμέροις 
ἤθεσι καὶ πράοις· οὐ μὴν δὲ πραοτάτοις ὀφείλει γράφεσθαι· καὶ ἡσυχίαν οὐ 
γνησίαν καὶ ἐντελῆ, ἀλλὰ νενοθευμένην καὶ ἀλλοτρίαν τῆς κατὰ Θεὸν 
πολιτείας μετερχομένοις, μῆνις εἴωθεν δυσαποσπάστως ἐγκεῖσθαι.

Nikephoros certainly used Elias, who on f. 134r of  the Laur. has: 
Σαθρὸν τὸ σεσημμένον λέγεται ξύλον καὶ σκωλήκων ὑπόπλεων· ἡ γὰρ 
σηπότης (read σαπρότης with Coisl. 87, f. 133r) ἀπογεννᾶν οἶδεν ἐντὸς 
αὐτοῦ σκωλήκων πλῆθος. Elias also uses the word νενοθευμένως.

Moreover, with regard to Nikephoros’ evidently parenthetical sen-
tence οὐ μὴν – γράφεσθαι, Elias offers the following long passage (Laur., 
f. 134r):

Οἱ γὰρ δοκοῦντες εἶναί τι καὶ μὴ ὄντες, δικαίως νόθοι καὶ <οὐ>1 γνήσιοι 
λέγονται· διὸ καὶ μακρὰν τῶν οἰκτιρμῶν τοῦ Θεοῦ ἔρχονται διὰ τὴν 
προσκολληθεῖσαν μῆνιν αὐτοῖς ἐξ ἰδίας γνώμης. Οἱ δὲ νόθοι τῷ ὑπερθετικῷ 
οὐ καλῶς διασημαίνονται· ὅθεν σφαλῆναι οὐ τὸν ἐκδεδωκότα ἀλλὰ τὸν 
γραφέα ἔστιν εἰπεῖν, ἀντὶ τοῦ πράοις, πραοτάτοις γεγραφότα. Ὑπερθετικὸν 
δὲ λέγεται τὸ κατ᾿ ἐξοχὴν λεγόμενον ἐν συγκρίσει, ὥσπερ ἂν εἴποι τις ἐπὶ 
παραδείγματος τοιούτου, οἷον· εἰσί τινες τρεῖς, πραότητας μετερχόμενοι· 
εἴπερ συγκρίνεις αὐτοὺς ἀλλήλοις, εἰκός ἐστι μὴ πάντας ἐπίσης μετέχειν τῆς 
ἀρετῆς, ἀλλὰ τὸν μὲν ὑπέρθεσιν ἔχειν τῶν λοιπῶν, εἰς τέλος ἐλθόντα τῆς 
τοιαύτης ἀρετῆς, ὃν δὴ καὶ πραότατον κλητέον καθ᾿ ὑπέρθεσιν, τὸν δὲ ἄλλον 
τὴν μέσην ἔτι βαδίζειν, ὃν δὴ καὶ αὐτὸν συγκρινόμενον μετὰ τοῦ ἐσχάτου, 
τοῦ τὴν ἀρχὴν ἔτι τῆς ἀρετῆς ἔχοντος καὶ πράου καλουμένου, πραότερον 
ὀνομαστέον κατὰ σύγκρισιν· ἐπὶ τούτων μὲν οὖν οὕτως ἕκαστον κλητέον, 
ἐπὶ δέ γε τῶν νενοθευμένως λεγομένων χώραν τοῦτο οὐχ ἕξει.

1Coisl. 87, f. 133r

Nikephoros omits the lengthy exposition, retaining only the gist of  
it. It is also interesting to note that by using the parenthetical sentence 
immediately after the word he corrected (πράοις) he seems to be cor-
recting Elias, who had repeated the superlative πραοτάτοις of  the Lad­
der before embarking on his philological exposition on the supposed 
error of  the scribe. Most of  the rest of  Nikephoros’ exposition seems 
to be paraphrasing Elias, who had himself  simply paraphrased the 
Ladder (the provenance of  the sentence τοῦτο γὰρ διὰ τῆς κέλλης 
ὑποδηλοῖ, which is incorporated in Nikephoros’ text in an awkward 
way just after the passage quoted above, is obscure, however).
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It should be pointed out that in an important illuminated manu-
script of  the Ladder, Vat. gr. 394 of  the last quarter of  the 11th cen-
tury, which also contains a significant number of  marginal scholia on 
Climacus, the relevant scholion (f. 67r) runs as follows: Οἱ δοκοῦντες 
καὶ μὴ ὄντες, δικαίως νόθοι καὶ οὐ γνήσιοι· οἱ δὲ νόθοι τῷ ὑπερθετικῷ οὐ 
καλῶς διασημαίνονται· ὅθεν σφαλῆναι τὸν γραφέα ἔστιν εἰπεῖν, ἀντὶ τοῦ 
πράοις πραοτάτοις γράψαντα. This scholion coincides with parts of  
Elias’ text with few variations. Since the Vaticanus must be somewhat 
earlier than Elias, the two must share the same source, which Elias 
either reproduced more faithfully or expanded on his own (cf. below 
on examples 4–6).

The next two examples (nos. 4–5) come from Nikephoros’ exegesis 
of  Rung 26. I have mentioned in passing his comments in another 
article of  mine, where I publish a few scholia by the Emperor Leo VI, 
including two scholia contained in the above-mentioned Vat. gr. 394 
and explicitly attributed to him (the manuscript is a trustworthy wit-
ness as example no. 6 below shows).37 I consider it useful for the pur-
poses of  the present article to take up Nikephoros’ scholia again, and 
for each of  the two Climacus passages concerned to present the exe-
geses of  Nikephoros and Elias as well as the corresponding scholia in 
the Vaticanus and the PG (Rader) in tabulated form (see below, 162–
165). Leo’s scholia in the Vaticanus, in particular, are quoted according 
to my edition, but their lemmata are not given here in full. The quota-
tions from the Ladder are again placed in italics. In both Tables the 
order of  the scholia within each source is also noted.

4) Rung 26 (Περὶ διακρίσεως), PG 88, 1036BC: Ἓν τῶν κτισμάτων ἐν 
ἑτέρῳ καὶ οὐκ ἐν ἑαυτῷ τὸ εἶναι εἴληφεν, καὶ θαῦμα πῶς ἐκτὸς τοῦ ἐν ᾧ τὸ 
εἶναι ἐκομίσατο, συνίστασθαι πέφυκε. The relevant scholia are given in 
Table I.

It is noticed that Elias incorporated in his commentary the scholion 
(C) which in the Vaticanus is attributed to the Emperor Leo the Wise, 
but without the attribution. Nikephoros’ last comment (C), which 
likewise lacks an attribution, turns out to be a summary of  Leo’s 
scholion, whereas the first lines of  his exegesis (A) may be alluding to 
Elias’ passage B; if  so, Nikephoros would have known Leo’s text via 
Elias and, therefore, anonymously.

	 37	 Antonopoulou, Unpublished Scholia, esp. 27–31.
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5) Rung 26, Περὶ διακρίσεως εὐδιακρίτου (Tractatio de discreta discre­
tione), PG 88, 1069A: Τρεῖς μέν τις νύκτας ἐν γῇ πεποιηκὼς ἀνεβίω εἰς 
ἅπαν· ὁ δὲ τρεῖς ὥρας νενικηκὼς οὐκ ἀποθανεῖται λοιπόν. The scholia on 
this passage are given in Table II.

It is noteworthy that Elias (Laur., f. 273v–274r) goes on to explain 
the discrepancy between the three nights mentioned in Mt. 12, 40 and 
the two nights that Christ spent in Hades. Nikephoros did not concern 
himself  with the issue, but perhaps implied it by changing John Cli-
macus’ text τρεῖς νύκτας to τρεῖς ἡμέρας (see Table II, A; cf. Elias’ τρεῖς 
ἡμέρας καὶ τρεῖς νύκτας, which repeats the Gospel text).

The evidence provided in Tables I and II makes it clear beyond any 
doubt that Nikephoros’ multiple exegesis in both cases is a mere com-
pilation. He drew primarily on Elias, since most of  his comments are 
found together in his predecessor. Possibly, he used other sources as well, 
as suggested, for example, by a comment of  his which is not in Elias 
(Table II, F); these other sources were probably mostly anonymous 
manuscript scholia, such as those found in the Vaticanus. He modified 
his sources, mainly by shortening and simplifying them, leaving part of  
them out. Even if  his source had preserved the name of  a previous 
author, he did not take it over. He also made a few additions mainly by 
providing Scriptural quotations (Τable II, A), paraphrasing the Ladder 
and introducing a few thoughts (Table I, B). In the case of  the scholia 
attributed by the Vaticanus to Leo VI it seems again that Elias and the 
(probably earlier) Vaticanus shared the same or related source, but 
Elias made an effort to normalize the language of  the text.

6) The passage from Rung 27 (Περὶ ἡσυχίας), PG 88, 1109BC 
Μετερχόμενος τὸ μέσον – εἰς ἅπαν οὐκ ἔχω is commented upon by Elias 
in Laur., f. 300v (= Coisl. 87, f. 272v–273r), and Nikephoros at p. 489, 
col. b. The Vaticanus mentioned above (as well as Hierosol. S. Crucis, 
93, 13th cent.) attributes a long scholion on this passage to Patriarch 
Photius. It is scholion 11 among the patriarch’s scholia on the Ladder. 
Its authenticity is conveniently proved by the fact that it largely co-
incides with the authentic Question 273 of  the Amphilochia. There 
Photius seems to have re-used a random scholion of  his on the Ladder, 
furnishing it with a preface and bringing about very few changes.38 

	 38	 See L.G. Westerink (ed.), Photii Patriarchae Constantinopolitani Epistulae et 
Amphilochia VI, 1. Amphilochiorum pars tertia, Leipzig 1987, 64–66 with his 
preface to the text. On Photius’ scholia see G. Hofmann, Der hl. Johannes Klimax 
bei Photios. OCP 7 (1941) 461–479, esp. 464–470.



Theodora Antonopoulou162

N
ik

ep
ho

ro
s,

 p
. 4

25
, c

ol
. b

 –
 

42
6,

 c
ol

. a
 

E
lia

s,
 L

au
r. 

IX
, 1

1,
 f.

 2
60

v 
V

at
. g

r. 
39

4,
 f.

 1
22

v
P

G
, 1

05
6C

 S
ch

ol
io

n 
L

X
X

X
I

A
) 

Το
ῦτ

ό 
τι

νε
ς 

εἰ
ς 

τὴ
ν 

πυ
ρῖ

τι
ν 

ἐξ
ελ

άβ
ον

το
 λ

ίθ
ον

· ο
ὐ 

μὴ
ν 

δὲ
 

κα
λῶ

ς 
ᾠ

ήθ
ησ

αν
· 

B
) 

ἀλ
λὰ

 π
ερ

ὶ τ
ῆς

 ψ
υχ

ῆς
 ὁ

 λ
όγ

ος
 

τῷ
 ἁ

γί
ῳ

· ἥ
τι

ς 
ἓν

 ο
ὖσ

α 
κα

ὶ α
ὐτ

ὴ 
τῶ

ν 
θε

ϊκ
ῶ

ν 
κτ

ισ
μά

τω
ν,

 
οὔ

τε
 κ

αθ
᾿ ἑ

αυ
τὴ

ν 

πρ
οϋ

πέ
στ

η,
 ο

ὔτ
ε 

με
θυ

πέ
στ

η·
 

ἐν
 ἑ

τέ
ρῳ

 δ
ὲ 

ἔχ
ει

 τ
ὸ 

εἶ
να

ι (
ἤτ

οι
 τ

ῷ
 

σώ
μα

τι
)· 

ἅμ
α 

γὰ
ρ 

τῇ
 π

ρο
όδ

ῳ
, τ

ῷ
 

σώ
μα

τι
 σ

υγ
κτ

ίζ
ετ

αι
· 

το
ύτ

ου
 δ

᾿ α
ὐξ

άν
ον

το
ς,

 κ
αὶ

 α
ὕτ

η 
τὰ

ς 
ἰδ

ία
ς 

δι
αδ

εί
κν

υσ
ιν

 ἐ
νε

ργ
εί

ας
· 

B
) 

Τι
νὲ

ς 
δέ

 φ
ασ

ι π
ερ

ὶ τ
οῦ

 π
υρ

ὸς
 

το
ῦτ

ο 
λέ

γε
σθ

αι
· ἀ

λλ
᾿ ο

ὐκ
 ἔ

στ
ι. 

Π
ρο

ελ
θὸ

ν 
γὰ

ρ 
τὸ

 π
ῦρ

 ἐ
κ 

λί
θο

υ 
κα

ὶ σ
ιδ

ήρ
ου

, ο
ὐ 

δύ
να

τα
ι μ

έν
ει

ν 
χω

ρὶ
ς 

ἑτ
έρ

ας
 ὕ

λη
ς·

 

ἡ 
δὲ

 ψ
υχ

ὴ 
μέ

χρ
ι τ

ῆς
 ἐ

νθ
έο

υ 
συ

νδ
ήσ

εω
ς 

αὐ
τῆ

ς 
τῆ

ς 
πρ

ὸς
 τ

ὸ 
σῶ

μα
 ἐ

κδ
έχ

ετ
αι

 κ
αὶ

 ἔ
στ

ι  
πά

ντ
ω

ς 
…

A
) 

Τα
ῦτ

α 
πε

ρὶ
 τ

ῆς
 ψ

υχ
ῆς

 λ
έγ

ει
· 

αὕ
τη

 γ
ὰρ

 μ
ὴ 

κα
θ᾿

 ἑ
αυ

τὴ
ν 

κτ
ισ

θε
ῖσ

α,
 ἀ

λλ
᾿ ἐ

ν 
τῷ

 σ
ώ

μα
τι

 
ὑπ

οσ
τᾶ

σα
, μ

ετ
ὰ 

τὸ
ν 

χω
ρι

σμ
ὸν

 
συ

νί
στ

ατ
αι

 π
άλ

ιν
 χ

ω
ρὶ

ς 
σώ

μα
το

ς.
 

Ο
ὔτ

ε 
γὰ

ρ 
πρ

οϋ
πέ

στ
η 

το
ῦ 

σώ
μα

το
ς 

αὕ
τη

, ο
ὔτ

ε 
με

θυ
πέ

στ
η,

 
ἀλ

λ᾿ 
ἅμ

α 
τῇ

 π
ρο

όδ
ῳ

 σ
υγ

κτ
ίζ

ετ
αι

 
το

ῦ 
σώ

μα
το

ς·
 

κα
τὰ

 τ
ὴν

 α
ὔξ

ησ
ιν

 δ
ὲ 

το
ῦ 

σώ
μα

το
ς 

κα
ὶ α

ὕτ
η 

τὰ
ς 

(τ
ῆς

 c
od

.) 
ἰδ

ία
ς 

ἐν
ερ

γε
ία

ς 
δι

αδ
εί

κν
υσ

ι.

B
) 

Ἄ
λλ

ω
ς.

 Τ
ὴν

 ψ
υχ

ὴν
 λ

έγ
ει

· 

οὔ
τε

 γ
ὰρ

 π
ρο

ϋπ
έσ

τη
 τ

οῦ
 

σώ
μα

το
ς 

αὐ
τῆ

ς,
 ο

ὔτ
ε 

με
θυ

πέ
στ

η,
 

ἀλ
λ᾿ 

ἅμ
α 

τῇ
 γ

εν
έσ

ει
 σ

υγ
κτ

ίζ
ετ

αι
 

το
ῦ 

σώ
μα

το
ς,

 

οὗ
 κ

ατ
᾿ α

ὔξ
ησ

ιν
, κ

αὶ
 α

ὐτ
ὴ 

τὰ
ς 

ἰδ
ία

ς 
ἐν

ερ
γε

ία
ς 

δι
αδ

εί
κν

υτ
αι

.

B
) 

Ε
ἰ δ

έ 
τι

νε
ς 

πε
ρὶ

 π
υρ

ὸς
 

εἰ
ρῆ

σθ
αι

 τ
ὸ 

πρ
οκ

εί
με

νο
ν 

ὑπ
ολ

αμ
βά

νο
υσ

ι ζ
ήτ

ημ
α,

γι
νω

σκ
έτ

ω
σα

ν,
 ὡ

ς 
το

ῦ 
φέ

ρο
ντ

ος
 

λί
θο

υ 
τε

 κ
αὶ

 σ
ιδ

ήρ
ου

 (
γέ

νν
ημ

α 
γὰ

ρ 
τῶ

ν 
δύ

ο 
το

ύτ
ω

ν 
τὸ

 π
ῦρ

) 
πρ

οε
λθ

ὸν
 ο

ὐ 
δύ

να
τα

ι μ
έν

ει
ν 

χω
ρὶ

ς 
ἑτ

έρ
ας

 ὕ
λη

ς·
 κ

αὶ
 γ

ὰρ
 ε

ἰ μ
ὴ 

τά
χι

ον
 δ

ρά
ξα

σθ
αί

 τ
ις

 φ
θά

σε
ι τ

ῶ
ν 

φυ
λά

σσ
ει

ν 
αὐ

τὸ
 ε

ἰδ
ότ

ω
ν,

 ε
ὐθ

ὺς
 

ἀπ
όλ

λυ
τα

ι· 
ἡ 

δὲ
 ψ

υχ
ὴ 

μέ
χρ

ι τ
ῆς

 
ἑτ

έρ
ας

 ἐ
ν 

Θ
εῷ

 σ
υν

δή
σε

ω
ς 

αὐ
τῆ

ς 
πρ

ὸς
 τ

ὸ 
οἰ

κε
ῖο

ν 
σῶ

μα
 ἐ

κδ
έχ

ετ
αι

.

A
) 

Τὴ
ν 

ψ
υχ

ήν
, ὡ

ς 
οἶ

μα
ι, 

λέ
γε

ι· 

οὔ
τε

 γ
ὰρ

 π
ρο

ϋφ
ίσ

τα
τα

ι τ
οῦ

 
σώ

μα
το

ς,
 ο

ὔτ
ε 

με
θυ

φί
στ

ατ
αι

, 
ἀλ

λ᾿ 
ἅμ

α 
τῇ

 γ
εν

έσ
ει

 τ
ού

το
υ 

κτ
ίζ

ετ
αι

 κ
αὶ

 α
ὐτ

ή·
 

ὅθ
εν

 φ
ον

εὺ
ς 

κα
ὶ ὁ

 ἔ
μβ

ρυ
ον

 
ἀπ

εκ
τα

κώ
ς,

 ἐ
πε

ὶ ἐ
ν 

τῇ
 σ

υλ
λή

ψ
ει

 
ἐψ

ύχ
ω

τα
ι· 

το
σο

ῦτ
ον

 δ
ὲ 

ἡ 
ψ

υχ
ὴ 

ἐν
ερ

γε
ῖ τ

ότ
ε,

 ὅ
σο

ν 
κα

ὶ ἡ
 σ

άρ
ξ·

 
κα

τ᾿ 
αὔ

ξη
σι

ν 
γὰ

ρ 
τὴ

ν 
το

ῦ 
σώ

μα
το

ς,
 κ

αὶ
 α

ὕτ
η 

τὰ
ς 

οἰ
κε

ία
ς

ἐν
ερ

γε
ία

ς 
δι

αδ
εί

κν
υσ

ι.
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E
lia
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au
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v 
V

at
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 f.
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v
P

G
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 S
ch

ol
io

n 
L

X
X

X
I

A
) 

Το
ῦτ

ό 
τι

νε
ς 

εἰ
ς 

τὴ
ν 

πυ
ρῖ

τι
ν 

ἐξ
ελ

άβ
ον

το
 λ

ίθ
ον

· ο
ὐ 

μὴ
ν 

δὲ
 

κα
λῶ

ς 
ᾠ

ήθ
ησ

αν
· 

B
) 

ἀλ
λὰ

 π
ερ

ὶ τ
ῆς

 ψ
υχ

ῆς
 ὁ

 λ
όγ

ος
 

τῷ
 ἁ

γί
ῳ

· ἥ
τι

ς 
ἓν

 ο
ὖσ

α 
κα

ὶ α
ὐτ

ὴ 
τῶ

ν 
θε

ϊκ
ῶ

ν 
κτ

ισ
μά

τω
ν,

 
οὔ

τε
 κ

αθ
᾿ ἑ

αυ
τὴ

ν 

πρ
οϋ

πέ
στ

η,
 ο

ὔτ
ε 

με
θυ

πέ
στ

η·
 

ἐν
 ἑ

τέ
ρῳ

 δ
ὲ 

ἔχ
ει

 τ
ὸ 

εἶ
να

ι (
ἤτ

οι
 τ

ῷ
 

σώ
μα

τι
)· 

ἅμ
α 

γὰ
ρ 

τῇ
 π

ρο
όδ

ῳ
, τ

ῷ
 

σώ
μα

τι
 σ

υγ
κτ

ίζ
ετ

αι
· 

το
ύτ

ου
 δ

᾿ α
ὐξ

άν
ον

το
ς,

 κ
αὶ

 α
ὕτ

η 
τὰ

ς 
ἰδ

ία
ς 

δι
αδ

εί
κν

υσ
ιν

 ἐ
νε

ργ
εί

ας
· 

B
) 

Τι
νὲ

ς 
δέ

 φ
ασ

ι π
ερ

ὶ τ
οῦ

 π
υρ

ὸς
 

το
ῦτ

ο 
λέ

γε
σθ

αι
· ἀ

λλ
᾿ ο

ὐκ
 ἔ

στ
ι. 

Π
ρο

ελ
θὸ

ν 
γὰ

ρ 
τὸ

 π
ῦρ

 ἐ
κ 

λί
θο

υ 
κα

ὶ σ
ιδ

ήρ
ου

, ο
ὐ 

δύ
να

τα
ι μ

έν
ει

ν 
χω

ρὶ
ς 

ἑτ
έρ

ας
 ὕ

λη
ς·

 

ἡ 
δὲ

 ψ
υχ

ὴ 
μέ

χρ
ι τ

ῆς
 ἐ

νθ
έο

υ 
συ

νδ
ήσ

εω
ς 

αὐ
τῆ

ς 
τῆ

ς 
πρ

ὸς
 τ

ὸ 
σῶ

μα
 ἐ

κδ
έχ

ετ
αι

 κ
αὶ

 ἔ
στ

ι  
πά

ντ
ω

ς 
…

A
) 

Τα
ῦτ

α 
πε

ρὶ
 τ

ῆς
 ψ

υχ
ῆς

 λ
έγ

ει
· 

αὕ
τη

 γ
ὰρ

 μ
ὴ 

κα
θ᾿

 ἑ
αυ

τὴ
ν 

κτ
ισ

θε
ῖσ

α,
 ἀ

λλ
᾿ ἐ

ν 
τῷ

 σ
ώ

μα
τι

 
ὑπ

οσ
τᾶ

σα
, μ

ετ
ὰ 

τὸ
ν 

χω
ρι

σμ
ὸν

 
συ

νί
στ

ατ
αι

 π
άλ

ιν
 χ

ω
ρὶ

ς 
σώ

μα
το

ς.
 

Ο
ὔτ

ε 
γὰ

ρ 
πρ

οϋ
πέ

στ
η 

το
ῦ 

σώ
μα

το
ς 

αὕ
τη

, ο
ὔτ

ε 
με

θυ
πέ

στ
η,

 
ἀλ

λ᾿ 
ἅμ

α 
τῇ

 π
ρο

όδ
ῳ

 σ
υγ

κτ
ίζ

ετ
αι

 
το

ῦ 
σώ

μα
το

ς·
 

κα
τὰ

 τ
ὴν

 α
ὔξ

ησ
ιν

 δ
ὲ 

το
ῦ 

σώ
μα

το
ς 

κα
ὶ α

ὕτ
η 

τὰ
ς 

(τ
ῆς

 c
od

.) 
ἰδ

ία
ς 

ἐν
ερ

γε
ία

ς 
δι

αδ
εί

κν
υσ

ι.

B
) 

Ἄ
λλ

ω
ς.

 Τ
ὴν

 ψ
υχ

ὴν
 λ

έγ
ει

· 

οὔ
τε

 γ
ὰρ

 π
ρο

ϋπ
έσ

τη
 τ

οῦ
 

σώ
μα

το
ς 

αὐ
τῆ

ς,
 ο

ὔτ
ε 

με
θυ

πέ
στ

η,
 

ἀλ
λ᾿ 

ἅμ
α 

τῇ
 γ

εν
έσ

ει
 σ

υγ
κτ

ίζ
ετ

αι
 

το
ῦ 

σώ
μα

το
ς,

 

οὗ
 κ

ατ
᾿ α

ὔξ
ησ

ιν
, κ

αὶ
 α

ὐτ
ὴ 

τὰ
ς 

ἰδ
ία

ς 
ἐν

ερ
γε

ία
ς 

δι
αδ

εί
κν

υτ
αι

.

B
) 

Ε
ἰ δ

έ 
τι

νε
ς 

πε
ρὶ

 π
υρ

ὸς
 

εἰ
ρῆ

σθ
αι

 τ
ὸ 

πρ
οκ

εί
με

νο
ν 

ὑπ
ολ

αμ
βά

νο
υσ

ι ζ
ήτ

ημ
α,

γι
νω

σκ
έτ

ω
σα

ν,
 ὡ

ς 
το

ῦ 
φέ

ρο
ντ

ος
 

λί
θο

υ 
τε

 κ
αὶ

 σ
ιδ

ήρ
ου

 (
γέ

νν
ημ

α 
γὰ

ρ 
τῶ

ν 
δύ

ο 
το

ύτ
ω

ν 
τὸ

 π
ῦρ

) 
πρ

οε
λθ

ὸν
 ο

ὐ 
δύ

να
τα

ι μ
έν

ει
ν 

χω
ρὶ

ς 
ἑτ

έρ
ας

 ὕ
λη

ς·
 κ

αὶ
 γ

ὰρ
 ε

ἰ μ
ὴ 

τά
χι

ον
 δ

ρά
ξα

σθ
αί

 τ
ις

 φ
θά

σε
ι τ

ῶ
ν 

φυ
λά

σσ
ει

ν 
αὐ

τὸ
 ε

ἰδ
ότ

ω
ν,

 ε
ὐθ

ὺς
 

ἀπ
όλ

λυ
τα

ι· 
ἡ 

δὲ
 ψ

υχ
ὴ 

μέ
χρ

ι τ
ῆς

 
ἑτ

έρ
ας

 ἐ
ν 

Θ
εῷ

 σ
υν

δή
σε

ω
ς 

αὐ
τῆ

ς 
πρ

ὸς
 τ

ὸ 
οἰ

κε
ῖο

ν 
σῶ

μα
 ἐ

κδ
έχ

ετ
αι

.

A
) 

Τὴ
ν 

ψ
υχ

ήν
, ὡ

ς 
οἶ

μα
ι, 

λέ
γε

ι· 

οὔ
τε

 γ
ὰρ

 π
ρο

ϋφ
ίσ

τα
τα

ι τ
οῦ

 
σώ

μα
το

ς,
 ο

ὔτ
ε 

με
θυ

φί
στ

ατ
αι

, 
ἀλ

λ᾿ 
ἅμ

α 
τῇ

 γ
εν

έσ
ει

 τ
ού

το
υ 

κτ
ίζ

ετ
αι

 κ
αὶ

 α
ὐτ

ή·
 

ὅθ
εν

 φ
ον

εὺ
ς 

κα
ὶ ὁ

 ἔ
μβ

ρυ
ον

 
ἀπ

εκ
τα

κώ
ς,

 ἐ
πε

ὶ ἐ
ν 

τῇ
 σ

υλ
λή

ψ
ει

 
ἐψ

ύχ
ω

τα
ι· 

το
σο

ῦτ
ον

 δ
ὲ 

ἡ 
ψ

υχ
ὴ 

ἐν
ερ

γε
ῖ τ

ότ
ε,

 ὅ
σο

ν 
κα

ὶ ἡ
 σ

άρ
ξ·

 
κα

τ᾿ 
αὔ

ξη
σι

ν 
γὰ

ρ 
τὴ

ν 
το

ῦ 
σώ

μα
το

ς,
 κ

αὶ
 α

ὕτ
η 

τὰ
ς 

οἰ
κε

ία
ς

ἐν
ερ

γε
ία

ς 
δι

αδ
εί

κν
υσ

ι.

κα
ὶ θ

αύ
μα

το
ς 

ὄν
τω

ς 
ἄξ

ιο
ν·

 π
ῶ

ς
ἔχ

ει
 φ

ύσ
ιν

 σ
υν

ίσ
τα

σθ
αι

 μ
ετ

ὰ 
τὴ

ν 
δι

άλ
υσ

ιν
, κ

αθ
᾿ ἑ

αυ
τὴ

ν 
μέ

νο
υσ

α 
ἐκ

τὸ
ς 

το
ῦ 

σώ
μα

το
ς,

 ἐ
ν 

ᾧ
 ἔ

σχ
ε

κα
ὶ α

ὐτ
ὴ 

τὴ
ν 

οὐ
σί

ω
σι

ν·
 χ

ω
ρὶ

ς 
γὰ

ρ 
σώ

μα
το

ς 
ψ

υχ
ὴν

 γ
εν

έσ
θα

ι 
ἀδ

ύν
ατ

ον
.

C)
 Ἤ

, κ
αὶ

 τ
οῦ

το
 θ

αυ
μα

στ
όν

, 

πῶ
ς 

οὐ
κ 

ἀπ
όλ

λυ
σι

 κ
αὶ

 α
ὐτ

ὴ 
τὸ

 
εἶ

να
ι δ

ια
ζυ

γε
ῖσ

α 
το

ῦ 
σώ

μα
το

ς,
 

ὥ
σπ

ερ
 ἐ

κε
ῖν

ο 
τὸ

 δ
ια

μέ
νο

ν 
κα

ὶ
μό

νι
μο

ν.

Χ
ρὴ

 π
άν

τα
 τ

ὸν
 σ

κο
πὸ

ν 
συ

ντ
εί

νε
ιν

 π
ερ

ὶ τ
ὴν

 ψ
υχ

ὴν
 τ

ὴν
 

δι
αι

ω
νί

ζο
υσ

αν
.

Θ
αῦ

μα
 ο

ὖν
, φ

ησ
ί, 

πῶ
ς 

ἡ 
ἐν

 τ
ῷ

 
σώ

μα
τι

 λ
αβ

οῦ
σα

 τ
ὸ 

εἶ
να

ι, 
με

τὰ
 

τὴ
ν 

δι
άζ

ευ
ξι

ν 
γυ

μν
ὴ 

πέ
φυ

κε
 

στ
έγ

ει
ν,

 ἤ
γο

υν
 σ

υν
ίσ

τα
σθ

αι
·

ἀλ
λὰ

 τ
οῦ

το
 μ

ὲν
 τ

ῆς
 τ

οῦ
 Θ

εο
ῦ 

δυ
νά

με
ω

ς 
ἀπ

όδ
ει

ξι
ς 

πά
ντ

ω
ς.

C)
 ῍Η

 κ
αὶ

 ο
ὕτ

ω
ς·

 
Ἓ

ν 
τῶ

ν 
κτ

ισ
μά

τω
ν,

 ἡ
 ψ

υχ
ή,

 ἐ
ν 

ἑτ
έρ

ῳ
, τ

ου
τέ

στ
ιν

 ἐ
ν 

σώ
μα

τι
, τ

ὴν
 

ὕπ
αρ

ξι
ν 

εἴ
λη

φε
ν,

 ἀ
λλ

᾿ ο
ὐκ

 ἐ
ν 

ἑα
υτ

ῇ 
ὑφ

εσ
τά

να
ι 

δε
δη

μι
ού

ργ
ητ

αι
, ὥ

στ
ε 

μο
νώ

τα
το

ν 
εἶ

να
ι, 

ἀλ
λ᾿ 

ἐν
 σ

υζ
υγ

ίᾳ
 τ

οῦ
 

σώ
μα

το
ς.

 Ε
ἶτ

α 
θα

υμ
άζ

ω
ν 

ὁ 
μα

κά
ρι

ος
 λ

έγ
ει

· ε
ἰ ἐ

ν 
τῷ

 
συ

ζυ
γῆ

να
ι ἡ

 ψ
υχ

ὴ 
τῷ

 σ
ώ

μα
τι

, 
με

τε
ίλ

ηφ
ε 

το
ῦ 

εἶ
να

ι –
 ο

ὐδ
ὲ 

γὰ
ρ 

ἦν
 π

ρο
ϋπ

οσ
τᾶ

σα
 τ

οῦ
 σ

ώ
μα

το
ς 

–,
 

πῶ
ς 

ἐν
 τ

ῷ
 δ

ια
ζε

ύγ
νυ

σθ
αι

 τ
ῷ

χω
ρι

σμ
ῷ

 τ
οῦ

 θ
αν

άτ
ου

, ο
ὐχ

ὶ κ
αὶ

 
αὐ

τὴ
 τ

ὸ 
εἶ

να
ι ἀ

πό
λλ

υσ
ιν

, ἀ
λλ

᾿ ἔ
τι

 
δι

αρ
κε

ῖ, 
ὑφ

ισ
τα

μέ
νη

 κ
αθ

᾿ ἑ
αυ

τὴ
ν 

ἀτ
ελ

εύ
τη

το
ς;

 
Ὁ

 μ
ὲν

 ο
ὖν

 σ
κο

πὸ
ς 

οὕ
τω

ς 
ἔχ

ει
, 

πα
ιδ

εύ
ει

 δ
ὲ 

δι
ὰ 

τῆ
ς 

το
ια

ύτ
ης

 
θε

ω
ρί

ας
 μ

ὴ 
κα

τα
με

λε
ῖν

 μ
ὲν

 τ
ῆς

 
ψ

υχ
ῆς

 μ
ᾶλ

λο
ν 

δι
αρ

κο
ύσ

ης
 κ

αὶ
 

εἰ
ς 

αἰ
ῶ

να
ς 

ὑφ
ισ

τα
μέ

νη
ς,

 
πε

ρι
πο

ιε
ῖσ

θα
ι δ

ὲ 
τὸ

ν 
εὐ

δι
άλ

υτ
ον

 
χο

ῦν
 κ

αὶ
 π

ρὸ
ς 

τὸ
 μ

ηδ
αμ

ῆ 
χω

ρο
ῦν

τα
· ὥ

στ
ε 

οὐ
 δ

εῖ
 τ

ῶ
ν 

πρ
οσ

κα
ίρ

ω
ν 

κα
ὶ μ

ατ
αί

ω
ν 

φε
ίδ

εσ
θα

ι, 
ἀλ

λ᾿ 
ἐπ

ισ
πε

ύδ
ει

ν 
πρ

ὸς
 

τὴ
ν 

τῶ
ν 

αἰ
ω

νι
ζό

ντ
ω

ν 
ἀπ

όλ
αυ

σι
ν,

 
ἅτ

ιν
α 

τῇ
 ψ

υχ
ῇ 

σύ
νε

ισ
ι κ

αὶ
 

συ
νδ

ια
μέ

νο
υσ

ι.

Θ
αῦ

μα
 ο

ὖν
 π

ῶ
ς 

ἐν
 τ

ῷ
 σ

ώ
μα

τι
λα

βο
ῦσ

α 
τὸ

 ε
ἶν

αι
, μ

ετ
ὰ 

τὴ
ν 

δι
άζ

ευ
ξι

ν 
<

γυ
μν

ὴ>
 σ

υν
ίσ

τα
τα

ι.

A
) 

(..
. Λ

έο
ντ

ος
 ..

.)
Ἓ

ν 
τῶ

ν 
κτ

ισ
μά

τω
ν,

 ἡ
 ψ

υχ
ή,

 ἐ
ν 

ἑτ
έρ

ῳ
, τ

ου
τέ

στ
ι τ

ῷ
 σ

ώ
μα

τι
, τ

ὴν
 

ὕπ
αρ

ξι
ν 

εἴ
λη

φε
ν,

 ἀ
λλ

᾿ ο
ὐκ

 ἐ
ν 

ἑα
υτ

ῇ 
ὑφ

εσ
τά

να
ι 

δε
δη

μι
ού

ργ
ητ

αι
, ὥ

στ
ε 

μο
νώ

τα
το

ς 
εἶ

να
ι, 

ἀλ
λ᾿ 

ἐν
 σ

υζ
υγ

ίᾳ
 τ

οῦ
 

σώ
μα

το
ς.

 Ε
ἶτ

α 
ἀπ

οθ
αυ

μά
ζε

ι ὁ
 

μα
κά

ρι
ος

 κ
αὶ

 λ
έγ

ει
· ἐ

ν 
τῷ

 
συ

ζυ
γῆ

να
ι ἡ

 ψ
υχ

ὴ 
τῷ

 σ
ώ

μα
τι

, 
με

τε
ίλ

ηχ
ε 

το
ῦ 

εἶ
να

ι –
 ο

ὐ 
γὰ

ρ 
ἦν

 
πρ

ὸ 
ὑπ

οσ
τά

σε
ω

ς 
το

ῦ 
σώ

μα
το

ς 
–·

 
πῶ

ς 
ἐν

 τ
ῷ

 δ
ια

ζε
ύγ

νυ
σθ

αι
 τ

ῷ
χω

ρι
σμ

ῷ
 τ

οῦ
 θ

αν
άτ

ου
, ο

ὐχ
ὶ κ

αὶ
 

αὕ
τη

 τ
ὸ 

εἶ
να

ι ἀ
πό

λλ
υσ

ιν
, ἀ

λλ
᾿ ἔ

τι
 

δι
αρ

κε
ῖ, 

ὑφ
ισ

τα
μέ

νη
 κ

αθ
᾿ ἑ

αυ
τὴ

ν 
ἀτ

ελ
εύ

τη
τα

; 
Ὁ

 μ
ὲν

 ο
ὖν

 σ
κο

πὸ
ς 

οὕ
τω

ς 
ἔχ

ει
, 

πα
ιδ

εύ
ει

 δ
ὲ 

δι
ὰ 

τῆ
ς 

το
ια

ύτ
ης

 
θε

ω
ρί

ας
 μ

ὴ 
κα

τα
με

λε
ῖν

 μ
ὲν

 τ
ῆς

 
ψ

υχ
ῆς

 μ
ᾶλ

λο
ν 

δι
αρ

κο
ύσ

ης
, ε

ἰς
 

αἰ
ῶ

να
 ὑ

φι
στ

αμ
έν

ης
, 

πε
<

ρι
>

πο
ιε

ῖσ
θα

ι δ
ὲ 

τὸ
ν 

εὐ
δι

άλ
υτ

ον
 χ

οῦ
ν 

κα
ὶ π

ρὸ
ς 

τὸ
 

μη
δα

μῆ
 χ

ω
ρο

ῦν
τα

· ὥ
στ

ε 
οὐ

 δ
εῖ

 
τῶ

ν 
πρ

οσ
κα

ίρ
ω

ν 
κα

ὶ μ
ατ

αί
ω

ν 
κή

δε
σθ

αι
, ἃ

 π
ερ

ὶ τ
ὸ 

σῶ
μα

 
συ

ντ
ελ

εῖ
, ἀ

λλ
᾿ ἐ

πι
σπ

εύ
δε

ιν
 π

ερ
ὶ 

τῆ
ς 

τῶ
ν 

ἀτ
ελ

ευ
τή

τω
ν 

κα
ὶ 

αἰ
ω

νι
ζό

ντ
ω

ν 
ἀπ

ολ
αύ

σε
ω

ς,
 ἅ

τι
να

 
τῇ

 ψ
υχ

ῇ 
σύ

νε
ισ

ι κ
αὶ

 
συ

νδ
ια

μέ
νο

υσ
ι.

Θ
αῦ

μα
 ο

ὖν
, φ

ησ
ί, 

πῶ
ς 

ἡ 
ἐν

 τ
ῷ

 
σώ

μα
τι

 λ
αβ

οῦ
σα

 τ
ὸ 

εἶ
να

ι, 
πέ

φυ
κε

 
γυ

μν
ὴ 

με
τὰ

 τ
ὴν

 δ
ιά

ζε
υξ

ιν
 σ

τέ
γε

ιν
 

ἤτ
οι

 σ
υν

ίσ
τα

σθ
αι

·

ἀλ
λὰ

 τ
οῦ

το
 μ

ὲν
 τ

ὸ 
το

ῦ 
Θ

εο
ῦ 

δό
γμ

α.
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A
) 

Ὁ
 μ

ὲν
 ο

ὖν
 Κ

ύρ
ιο

ς 
ἡμ

ῶ
ν 

Ἰη
σο

ῦς
 Χ

ρι
στ

ὸς
 τ

ρε
ῖς

 ἡ
μέ

ρα
ς 

ἐν
 

γῇ
 π

οι
ήσ

ας
, ἀ

να
στ

ὰς
 ε

ἰς
 τ

ὸ 
δι

ην
εκ

ὲς
 ζ

ῇ·
 θ

άν
ατ

ος
 α

ὐτ
οῦ

 
οὐ

κέ
τι

 κ
υρ

ιε
ύε

ι (
R

om
. 6

, 9
)· 

ὁ 
δὲ

 τ
ὸν

 Χ
ρι

στ
ὸν

 μ
ιμ

ού
με

νο
ς,

 
νι

κή
σα

ς 
τὰ

ς 
τρ

εῖ
ς 

ὥ
ρα

ς 
τῆ

ς 
ἀν

θρ
ω

πί
νη

ς 
ἡλ

ικ
ία

ς 
(ἤ

γο
υν

 τ
ὴν

 
ἐν

 ν
εό

τη
τι

, τ
ὴν

 μ
έσ

ην
 κ

αὶ
 τ

ὴν
 ἐ

ν 
τῷ

 γ
ήρ

ᾳ)
, ο

ὐκ
 ἀ

πο
θν

ήσ
κε

ι τ
ὸν

 
ψ

υχ
ικ

όν
 π

οτ
ε 

θά
να

το
ν.

B
) 

Τι
νὲ

ς 
τρ

ίω
ρο

ν,
 τ

ὰς
 τ

ρε
ῖς

 
πε

ρι
εκ

τι
κὰ

ς 
ὡ

ρα
ιό

τη
τα

ς 
τῶ

ν 
πα

θῶ
ν 

ἐν
όη

σα
ν 

(τ
ὴν

 φ
ιλ

ηδ
ον

ία
ν,

 
τὴ

ν 
φι

λο
δο

ξί
αν

 κ
αὶ

 τ
ὴν

 
φι

λα
ργ

υρ
ία

ν)
· τ

αῦ
τα

 γ
άρ

 τ
ις

 
νι
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This scholion was reproduced verbatim by Elias, again without ac-
knowledgment of  its provenance.39 It constitutes the beginning of  his 
commentary on the same passage of  John Climacus as that indicated 
by the title of  Photius’ Question. It is followed by an ὅτι, which marks 
the beginning of  another scholion. The Vaticanus offers on the whole, 
though not always, a better text than Elias, whose commentary has 
preserved other scholia of  Photius on the Ladder as well.40 Since it has 
become clear by now that Nikephoros knew and used Elias, it can be 
concluded that he chose to omit this difficult text.

A similar case is that of  Rung 24 (Περὶ πραότητος), PG 981B Θυμώδης 
καὶ εἴρων – λανθάνειν δοκοῦσα, on which Rader published a scholion 
attributed to Evagrius (PG 985AB Σχόλιον Εὐαγρίου δ´). The text 
comes from Evagrius indeed (Practicus, chapter 24). A look at Elias 
(Laur., f. 214r = Coisl. 87, f. 209r) shows that he incorporated this pas-
sage in his commentary verbatim, once more without indication of  its 
provenance. Nikephoros omitted this passage as well.41 

7) As mentioned above, Politis showed that Nikephoros’ commen-
tary was different from Elias’. To demonstrate this he published two 
excerpts from Elias that “were not among the most characteristic” 
and argued that in these cases “both commentaries repeat more or less 
the text of  the Ladder”, whereas in other chapters they “are com-
pletely different”.42 The passages in question concern the third Rung 

	 39	 Part of  Photius’ scholion (= Qu. 273, p. 65, 16–24) was printed by Rader (= PG 
1120D–1121A) as Τοῦ Ἐλίου. On the passage of  the Ladder in question and its 
Byzantine scholiasts, see J. Gouillard, Un ravissement de Jean Climaque: extase 
ou artifice didactique?, in: Byzantium. Tribute to Andreas N. Stratos II. Theology 
and Philology. Athens 1986, 445–459.

	 40	 See Hofmann, Der hl. Johannes Klimax 478.
	 41	 The Evagrian text is followed in PG by a scholion attributed to Gregory of  Na-

zianzus. This is a more complicated case than the scholion from Evagrius. It runs 
as follows (PG 985B): Θυμὸν χαλίνου, μὴ φρενῶν ἔξω πέσῃς· κόλαζε τὸν θυμόν, μανίας 
γάρ ἐστι πατὴρ τὸ μέτρον ἐξερχόμενος. The first part (Θυμὸν – πέσῃς) comes from 
the Carmina Moralia of  Gregory of  Nazianzus (poem 30, v. 8, PG 37, 909A), while 
κόλαζε τὸν θυμόν is an adaptation of  θυμὸς κολαζόμενος from Gregory’s Or. 19, PG 
35, 1052B. For μανίας – ἐξερχόμενος more distant parallels in Gregory’s works can 
be found. Elias, Laur., f. 214r (= Coisl. 87, f. 209r), has only κόλαζε – ἐξερχόμενος. 
The passage is not in Nikephoros. It is probable that the anonymous compiler 
mentioned above (cf. n. 33) attached the Gregory citation to a phrase of  Elias that 
echoed Gregory.

	 42	 Politis, Ἄγνωστο ἔργο 75; Elias’ passages are published on p. 80–81.
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(Περὶ ξενιτείας), PG 88, 664CD Ἄλλους μὲν σῶσαι – πλαζόμενος and Ὁ 
κόσμου – φιλεπίστροφα εἶναι.

In the first case, although Politis is right that both later commenta-
tors remained close to the vocabulary of  Climacus, the dependence of  
Nikephoros on Elias is evident in his repetition of  a couple of  explana-
tions, namely: a) Nikephoros (p. 93, col. a) explains the γυρετὴν δαίμονα 
as ὡς τοὺς ξένους δῆθεν γυρεύοντα· ἡ γὰρ ξενιτεία τὴν τοῦ γυρεύειν ἡμᾶς 
δίδωσιν ἀφορμήν; cf. Elias (Laur., f. 44v) ἡ γὰρ ξενιτεία ἀφορμὴν αὐτῷ 
δίδωσι περικυκλοῦν καὶ γυρεύειν τοὺς ξένους; and b) Nikephoros (p. 93, 
col. a) explains ἀπροσπάθεια as τὸ μὴ προσπαθῶς ἔχειν, which is taken 
over from Elias (Laur., f. 44v).

In the second case (Nikephoros, p. 93, col. a; Elias, Laur., f. 45r) 
there is almost no lexical dependence (although they both employ 
ἐκτροπή towards the material world). Nikephoros’ explanation is short-
er and quite straightforward compared to Elias’ more elevated style, 
yet it remains close to him in sense (compare e.g. Nikephoros’ explana-
tion of  κόσμος as τὴν εἰς τὰς πόλεις διατριβήν with Elias’ τὸν συρφετώδη 
ὄχλον).

8) Let me give a final example. In Rung 24 (Περὶ πραότητος) John 
Climacus gives a series of  definitions of  πονηρία, including the word 
ἰδιογνωμόρυθμος (PG 981C). Nikephoros (p. 358, col. a) comments: ὁ 
γὰρ στοιχῶν τῇ ἰδίᾳ γνώμῃ καὶ μὴ ἀνεχόμενος ὑπὸ καθηγητῇ καὶ ποιμένι 
τάττεσθαι καὶ ῥυθμίζεσθαι, οὕτω καλεῖται· κανόνα καὶ στάθμη καὶ ῥυθμόν, 
ἑαυτὸν ἡγούμενος. Elias (Laur., f. 215r) has: ἰδιογνωμόρυθμον ἐνταῦθα 
λέγει τὸν μὴ ἀνεχόμενον ὑφ᾿ ἑτέρων γνώμην λαμβάνειν καὶ ῥυθμίζεσθαι ὑπ᾿ 
αὐτῶν, ἀλλὰ τῇ ἰδίᾳ γνώμῃ στοιχοῦντα καὶ ῥυθμὸν ἑαυτὸν ἡγούμενον. It 
turns out that Nikephoros has narrowed Elias’ general and easily 
misunderstood ὑφ᾿ ἑτέρων down to ὑπὸ καθηγητῇ καὶ ποιμένι.

In the following sentence John Climacus speaks of  πονηρός as 
διαβόλου συνόμιλος καὶ συνώνυμος. Nikephoros (p. 358, col. a–b) com-
ments on συνώνυμος: καὶ κοινωνῶν αὐτῷ καὶ τοῦ ὀνόματος, κατ᾿ αὐτὸ 
μόνον τὸ τῆς πονηρίας ὄνομα· οὐ κατὰ φύσιν. Ἢ τὸ συνώνυμος ἀντὶ τοῦ 
ὁμώνυμος· τὰ γὰρ συνώνυμα, καὶ τῆς φύσεως κοινωνοῦσι καὶ τοῦ ὀνόματος· 
τὰ δὲ ὁμώνυμα, τοῦ ὀνόματος μόνον. The comment of  Elias (Laur., f. 
215r) is: ὁ πονηρὸς γάρ φησιν οὐχ ὡς ἄνθρωπος ἀλλ᾿ ὡς πονηρὸς ἁπλῶς 
διαβόλου ἐστὶ συνόμιλος καὶ συνώνυμος· εἰ γὰρ ὡς ἄνθρωπον τοῦτον 
σκοπήσεις, οὐ συνώνυμος ἔσται τῷ διαβόλῳ ἀλλ᾿ ὁμωνύμως μᾶλλον ἐκεῖθεν 
λεγόμενος, and again (f. 215v) τοῦτον δὲ τὸν πονηρὸν ὁμωνύμως ἀλλ᾿ οὐ 
συνωνύμως πρὸς τὸν διάβολον νοητέον λέγεσθαι. Therefore, Nikephoros 
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repeats the main argument of  Elias and further clarifies its meaning 
(Elias’ οὐχ ὡς ἄνθρωπος ἀλλ᾿ ὡς πονηρὸς ἁπλῶς becomes οὐ κατὰ φύσιν 
and κατ᾿ αὐτὸ μόνον τὸ τῆς πονηρίας ὄνομα respectively), adding a 
philological explanation of  the difference between homonyms and 
synonyms.

I have here confined myself  to a few examples that, in my view, on 
the one hand illustrate the case of  Nikephoros’ heavy dependence on 
his sources, Elias in particular, and on the other, show clearly that he 
did not restrict himself  to slavishly copying the older scholiasts. A full 
analysis of  the sources of  the Exegesis Syntomos is the work of  the 
future, as it would either have to await the publication of  Elias and 
the medieval Greek scholia on the Ladder, or to be based on (at least 
a reasonable choice of) unpublished manuscript material, the extent 
of  which is difficult to estimate given the rich manuscript tradition of  
the Ladder. The task is complicated by the fact that, as I have sug-
gested, Elias is not wholly original and does not always name his 
sources. It is also clear that despite its volume Nikephoros’ Exegesis is 
indeed syntomos, namely brief  in comparison with Elias. Nikephoros 
appears to have worked through all the material on which he could lay 
his hands and which he made a selection of, abbreviated, paraphrased, 
corrected, clarified and expanded himself.43

	 43	 We have a clear picture of  the sources of  Nikephoros’ Ecclesiastical History, and 
the problem of  its originality has been studied in relative detail; see G. Gentz – F. 
Winkelmann, Die Kirchengeschichte des Nicephorus Callistus Xanthopulus und 
ihre Quellen (TU 98). Berlin 1966. The former bleak picture of  the author as a 
mere compiler has been enhanced by insisting on the way he used, adapted or 
combined his multifarious sources so as to serve his original conception of  his work, 
as well as by focussing on the function of  the History within contemporary 
ecclesiastical and political reality; see Winkelmann, Bedeutung, with literature. 
So far similar ambition is not evident in his commentaries. However, the Ecclesi-
astical History was the culmination of  Nikephoros’ activity as a writer, and he 
worked on it for a long time, starting when he was “not yet 36 years old” until 
late in his life (PG 145, 609C. 620C), though perhaps not after ca. 1320, when Vind. 
hist. gr. 8, the codex unicus of  the completed part of  the History, was written; see 
Winkelmann, Bedeutung 441–442; on the codex and its importance, see Gentz – 
Winkelmann, Kirchengeschichte 1–2.


