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THEODORA ANTONOPOULOU

The “Brief Kxegesis 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
vet 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

*

o

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 Universitit 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 Bibliothéque nationale de France and the Bibliotheca
Apostolica Vaticana for providing microfilms of the manuscripts discussed here.
L. Povrrris, "Ayvwoto €gyo 1ot Nundpogov Karhiotov Zavbomoviov. EENynon otov Tw-
avvn tig Khiparog. Kingovouia 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previous literature; also R. BRowxNiNa, A Young Man in a Hurry - Two unpublished
Letters of Nikephoros Kallistos Xanthopoulos, in: Adonua otov Twdvvny Kagayiav-
vomovho. BvCavriva 13,1 (1985) 141-152 (= 1b., History, Language and Literacy in
the Byzantine World. Variorum Reprints, Northampton 1989, no. X): S. Korza-
BASSI, TQelg avmvueg emloTorég Tov maTuoxoy xwmdwa 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.



150 Theodora Antonopoulou

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 "EEfynoig ovvtouog eig thv Piprov taoav
100 Gyiov Todvvou tod Tijg Khinarog.* 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).” Tt does not survive intact,
but is mutilated almost half-way through Rung 28 (des. PG 11338
rnhom ot 10 dve[mano0twg). There are no internal or external indica-
tions as to its date or intended readership.®

3 Nundpogov Karhiotov EavBomovrov, EENynols ovvtopog eig tv Khipoxa tod Twdvvov,
edd. MeLeTios [Kavnaymaras| Metropolitan of Nikopolis—Archimandrite S. Di-
MITREAS — Archimandrite B. LamprorouLos. 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 PovLiTis, "Ayvwoto €oyo 71) penned the following
title, which cannot stem from the author: Zagpeotd EEynoig ig tv oveavodeduov

Oglav nhipaxa.

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 11, ed. E. MiLLER. Paris 1857; repr. Amsterdam 1967,
cod. Paris. no. 12, v. 10 11} yvoouxi »hipaxt myvig tas fdoss; cf. Ae. MarTiNi, Ma-
nuelis Philae carmina inedita (4t 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: ZUvtouog oxolmdng dC dhov EEynoLg elg Tovg
un avayvmoxrouévoug Adyovg tod Geordyov.” This is similar to the title
of the Ladder commentary with the addition of the word oyxolmdng,
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 (ZOvoyig Beiog Toadfiic | Foadis maong ovvoyis nropouévny) and of
subsequent Jewish history according to Fl. losephus,” as well as a
Suvorttind) ovvoyls Gyiwv xeovov, i.e. a summary menologium of the
saints of the year.'” The composition of such epitomes and the com-
pilation of various versified lists, for example of the emperors and
patriarchs of CP,'' along with a few of his other works, most promi-
nently the Progymnasmala, 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. Sixko, De Nicephoro Xanthopulo Gregorii Nazianzeni imitatore. Kos 12 (1906)
91-97, esp. 91-92, and I. Sajpak, Historia critica scholiastarum et commentato-
rum Gregorii Nazianzeni 1 (Meletemata Patristica 1). Cracow 1914, 194; see K.
Miont, Bibliothecae Divi Marci Venetiarum Codices Graeci Manuscripti I. Thesau-
rus antiquus. Codices 1-229. Rome 1981.

Single occurence of oyohwong 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.

BHG 1617n (with Novum Auctarium); [H. Guntius|, Cyri Theodori Prodromi
epigrammata. Basel 1536, 158v-163r; A. Dyrrrievskis, Tvmrd 1. Petrograd 1917,
431-446 (without the saints of February). On these verses see recently I. KoLovou,
Der Codex Hamburgensis 31 in scrinio (Fragment. 2, ff. 1'-2V). Tambische Syna-
xarverse des Nikephoros Kallistos Xanthopoulos. JOB 51 (2001) 337-341 with
literature.

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. Judig, Dictionnaire
de Théologie Catholique 11 (1931) 446-452 and D. STIERNON, Dictionnaire de Spi-
ritualité 11 (1982) 203-208, as well as H.-G. Brck, Kirche und theologische Liter-
atur im byzantinischen Reich (Handbuch der Altertumswissenschaft 11,1). Munich
1959, 705-707.

1
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Nikephoros in CP,'? possibly in the “Patriarchal School”."”” 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." The examination
that follows will further illuminate the description of the Exegesis as
syntomos.

Iiven though Nikephoros often accompanied his works with prefa-
tory material of some sort,"” 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-

2J. 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.
GLETTNER, Progymnasmata 6; BrRow~iNg, 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 Karly 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. MERrciaLL, L’enseignement et les lettrés pendant I'époque des Paléologues
(1261-1453) (Erawoeia tadv Pilwv 100 Aaod. Kévrpov Egevvng Bviavtiov 5). Athens
1996, 522, and E. Frype, The Early Palaeologan Renaissance (1261—c. 1360) (The
Medieval Mediterranean 27). Leiden — Boston — Cologne 2000, 313.
" Already StierNON 207 and BROWNING, A Young Man 146, without having seen the
Commentary on the Ladder.
> See his Ecclesiastical History (dedicatory letter to Emperor Andronicus I1 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 Tnv
tyotégav (epistolary prefaces addressed to the archimandrite Kallinikos of the
monastery of Kouzenas [tfjg o0 Kovlnva poviig]), 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.), Eounveia
elg Tovg Avafaduovs Tiig 'Oxtmnyov mad Nuxngogov Kolliotov 1ol ZavOorovlov.
Jerusalem 1862, 126 and 130-131 for the prefaces to the commentaries on the
names of various liturgical hymns and Tnv tyuwtéoav respectively (the latter
commentary addressed, however, mpog tov ano tiig ‘Odnynroioag tegopdvayov zal
éxninoldoynv xvowov Neoputov). 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. Coxg, Bodleian Library
Quarto Catalogues, 1. 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,'® that
of Elias, who was Metropolitan of Crete probably around 1120-1130."
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.™ Being himself a member of the clergy of St.
Sophia,' 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,® although it is questionable
whether he became a monk despite the evidence of later tradition.”
As far as mysticism is concerned, it has been observed that Nikephoros
was familiar with its terminology.*

An anonymous commentary on the Ladder is contained in cod. Marc. gr. 11, 195
of the end of the sixteenth century as pointed out by A. Rico, Giovanni Climaco
a Bisanzio, in: 8. CH1ALA-L. CrEMAscHI (edd.), Giovanni Climaco e il Sinai. Atti del
IX Convegno ecumenico internazionale di spiritualita ortodossa - sezione bizanti-
na, Bose, 16-18 settembre 2001 (Spiritualita orientale). Bose 2002, 195-205, esp.
200 with n. 24; c¢f. the mention by K. KrumBacHER, Geschichte der byzantinischen
Litteratur von Justinian bis zum Ende des ostromischen Reiches (527-1453).
Munich 18972, 144.

On Elias see V. LAureNT, Le synodicon de Sybrita et les métropolites de Créte aux
XCO-XIII® siecles. KO 32 (1933) 385—412, esp. 400402 (on his date); Brck, Kirche
655 with literature (“der bedeutendste Name in der Viterexegesis der Komnenen-
zeit”); F. LErnerz, Studien zu Gregor von Nazianz. Mythologie, Uberlieferung,
Scholiasten (diss.). Bonn 1958, 140-142; also PoLitis, Ayvooto €oyo 73-75. 80-81;
CPG 7852-3, Scholia (a) with note.

5 PG 145, 553, v. 10: ‘O 7ijg Khinaxrog, 1 petdoolog faog.

On the relevant evidence (cod. Bodl. Auct. E. 5. 14, f. 1), see JuGIE 446; STIERNON
203.

GLETTNER, Progymnasmata 6. According to an epistle that has been interpreted
as referring to Nikephoros’ death, he was leading a monastic way of life (8w own-
uatog tov Plov dmavta Prodv épuer); see Korzapassi, Toeg avdvoues emotohés 111
(Epist. 2, 29-30). For parallels on progymnasmata with Christian subjects, see
ConstanTINIDES, Higher Education 100-101.

2 Except perhaps towards the end of his life; cf. Juair 446-447; STIERNON 205.

F. WiNKELMANN, Zur Bedeutung der Kirchengeschichte des Nikephoros Kallistos
Xanthopulos, in: Avdoidc. Herbert Hunger zum 80. Geburtstag. JOB 44 (1994)
439447, esp. 443. 446.

o
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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.” He says that he composed
the commentary before his twentieth birthday (lipist. 1, 16; 2, 67—
68).** 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.®

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 anabathmor of the Oktoe-
chos testifies that he worked quickly, as he composed this work, which
extends to 125 printed pages, in just eight days.* 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 Exegesisin just one manuscript,

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

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.

# See K.A. MaNaPHES, Al év Kovotavivoundrer Biflo0fjzal adtorgatoounal zal mo-
TOLOQYLXT) %Ol TTEQL TMV €V aTAlS XEWOYRADMV HéXQL Tiis Ahdoews (1453) (AOnvd. Zewpa
Awatoiiv xal Meletnudrov 14). Athens 1972, 133-141 on Nikephoros™ use of the
Patriarchal Library; BrowNixG, A Young Man 146.

See Athanasiades, ‘Equnveia, 125 @M fjuiv xai oVtwg 6 Tijg Umaxofis wobog megt-
neloetal, 600V Tdyog EENVLROOL TO §QYoV: 100G YAQ TOTS HYO0LS UEQUS TQOOUVOULDTUVTES
SLETEQULDOOUEY TO ALTOVUEVOV.

26
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if not due to the hazards of survival, indicates, however, that the work
did not enjoy popularity.*

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.® At the same time, it should also be taken at
face value.” 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® 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).

1t 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

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

# As suggested by BrowNindg, A Young Man 145. 152.

2 Cf. ibid. 145.

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, Saspak, 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 1p., Die
Scholiasten der Reden des Gregor von Nazianz. Ein kurzgefasster Bericht tber
den jetzigen Stand der Forschung. BZ 30 (1929/30) 268274, esp. 273 on Nikepho-
ros’ almost exclusive dependence on Basil Minimus. SINKO insisted on his own view;
see his Literatura grecka IT1.2. Wroctaw 1954, 188 for Nikephoros as “an excerp-
tor of Elias, Basil Minimus and other previous scholiasts”. Cf. LErnerz, Studien
144, who simply noted that “Die Scholien des Basilius Minimus haben als Vorlage
gedient, vielleicht auch die anderer” (with literature). Finally, BRowNiNa. 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.?' Only excerpts from his commen-
tary accompany each Rung in Rader’s edition of the Ladder, which is
reproduced by Migne.* It has been suggested that Rader’s scholia were
excerpted from Elias and others by an anonymous and were wrongly
attributed to Elias.®® The provenance of a number of them from
various patristic authors has been identified.* 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.*> A number of other scholia on the
Ladder have been published.* 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 EKlias 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 Saspak, Historia critica 112-116; also Poriris,

Ayvooto €oyo 73 n. 3.

32 For the scholia see PG 88, 644-1209.

# See A. JanN, PG 36, 747-748; repeated by Saspak, Historia critica 112.

# In a series of articles by E. PETERSON; see CPG 7852-3 as in n. 17 above; also T.
AxrtoNorouLou, Unpublished Scholia on the Apostle Paul and John Climacus by
the Emperor Leo VI, in: M. HINTERBERGER — E. ScHirrer (edd.), Byzantinische
Sprachkunst. Studien zur byzantinischen Literatur gewidmet W. Horandner zum
65. Geburtstag (Byzantinisches Archiv 20). Berlin — New York 2007, 20-34, esp. 30,
n. 21.

° 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 Saspak, Historia

critica 99 n. 2 and Lernerz, 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. TrisocLio, Mentalita ed atteggiamenti degli
scoliasti di fronte agli seritti di S. Gregorio di Nazianzo, in: J. Mossay (ed.),

II. Symposium Nazianzenum. Louvain-la-Neuve, 25-28 aott 1981. Paderborn —

Munich — Vienna — Zurich 1983, 187-251, esp. 239-248.

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—¢) and (e—f), and ANToNoPOULOU,

Unpublished Scholia, 29, n. 19, and 30-31, n. 23.

36
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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 TIIept uvnowraxiag), 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 KElias 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 meoi avtis elnmuev) 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):

Alov dlotwg 6 TAvoopog oVTeg, Tag TEOS VYog oVEAvVOD Gvayovoog
ayiog aoerds, tif tov Taxof xlipaxt wogewxdier (8x Y@ TOV %ATO
gmaigovol %ol TEOg 0vgavov tovg Pouvlouévous dwafipalovol): tas dé
EvavTiog TaOToG #axiag Tif ToD xooupaiov Tétpov aivoel, dua to Pagog
%ol T xofédxewy TOV 00TOlc dedeuévov xatm: (maco Yoo xaxio fagog
énumoteilv eimbe tails »adious: €0t O 0te 00O’ aioOAvEGOOL TOQAOREVATEL
TOV TAOYOVTA): €OV O¢ Tf] éxmecovon, EdMhwoe 1O duvatdg Exetv TOv
6tovdatovra amofécdon adTiv, el fovdorro dmeg Eoton dra Beouijs mioTeme:
& ovuporov Tiic Tob Ilérgov BeouéTyrog: o0 ydow, olual, xai TovTou VIV
uvnuoévevoey' ij I0og %ol S16 TV peTdvolay avTod, O elonTaL Ot i Moo,
apogTio EEadaviterat.

‘Qg yoiv 1] dhorg étépa Tijc €téoag Exetal, ®ol ovvdEdevTal AANAG,
oUTw VOV nal €L TOV ®exdV' wia ExETon 1776 ETEQAS 1] YOLQ YOOTOLUOQYI,
Ti] moEVELY xal doehyeig ovurémhextor xai 0 ¢pOOvog Exeron Tov PGovov:
%ol TdAho ool Momep xal tov Quuod, yévviua 1 pynotxoxio Evietdo
%aAODVTOS OOV xaupo® Petd TOV Ovudv, mepl Tijg avtod Buyateog elmwuey.
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TO uev odv megi 10U Taxodp, &v 1ij Pifro yéyoanton tiic Fevésemg 1O 68
el T AMvoewe, §v Epogeoev O Paothec ‘Homdng Tov dmtdotohov TTéToov,
&V T0lg TV Amootohmv dvayéyoamtor [TodEeouy.

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
EKlias.

2) The second example comes from the end of the commentary on
the second section of Rung 9 (PG 88, 841A Mvnowaxio €0t — xd0weog
noxta). Nikephoros™ text (p. 224, col. a) is again derived from Elias
(Laur., f. 132rv):

"AMLo 8¢ by, #ai dALo mooeuy evyN) név YA GoeTiig AOAOV: TEosELYN
0¢ dpetijc €madlov: 1), xatd tov Nvocoaéa Lonyogrov, by mev Eotiv
EmayyeMo. TIVOS TOV %ot €00EPelav dpregouévov: mpooevy 0¢, aitnoig
aya0dv ped’ ixetnolog mpoocayouivy) Oed.

The whole passage occurs in Ilias in a considerably more extended
form. Elias first provides a few other definitions of the distinction
between ebyn and moooevyn, which Nikephoros omits. In fact, the first
definition quoted by Nikephoros (e0yn — €nabilov) is an abbreviated
form of part of a longer quotation, at the end of which Elias reveals
his source: ottw puév odv 6 uéyag MdEwog (see Maximus Confessor, Ex-
positio orationis dominicae, 1. 215-221 ed. P. Van Deun, CCUSG 23).
Nikephoros (who quotes part of 1. 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
(nata 0¢ Tov Tijg NVoong mpdedpov eimelv Tonydowov). Thus, even an ex-
plicit reference by Nikephoros to a source turns out to be second-hand.
Moreover, Klias provides a longer quotation from Gregory of Nyssa
(De oratione dominica oratio 11, p. 21, 20-26; p. 22, 3-9 ed. J.F. Cal-
lahan, GNO VII,2) than Nikephoros (who quotes I. 20-22).

3) The third example from Rung 9 concerns PG 841D Evky c060d
gvdobev évamotintovior oxminxes xai moaotdrolg (f0eot add. cod. Nico-
pol.) zai fouvyiowg voboig ouyrolhdtan (ouyrexointon cod. Nicopol.) uivig.
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The beginning of Nikephoros’ commentary is the following (p. 226,
col. b):

Evtog to0 oeonuuévov §040v ox@Anxes AQOyevvaAVIOL 1ol £V NUEQOLS
10eoL ol medolg ov Uy 8¢ mpaotdrows ddeilel yoddeobar »al Novyiav ov
yvnoiav xol évteld], MG vevoBevuévny zai dAlotoiav Tijg ®atd Ogov
TTOMTELOG UETEQYOUEVOLS, uivis Elwbev dLoATOOTAOTWS EY®ETOOL.

Nikephoros certainly used Llias, who on f. 134r of the Laur. has:
Sabpov 1O ogonuuévov Aéyetar Edlov wmol oxwAxwv VmoOmAewv: 1 YAQ
onmdmg (read oameotng with Coisl. 87, f. 133r) dmoyevvav oidev viog
avt0d oxwlnxwv miijfoc. Elias also uses the word vevoBevuévog.

Moreover, with regard to Nikephoros™ evidently parenthetical sen-
tence ov unv — yodpeobar, Elias offers the following long passage (Laur.,
f. 134r):

Ol yao donobvreg elval TL xoi p) dvreg, dinaiwg véhor noi <ov>! yvijolol
Ayovior OO %ol HaxQdv TOV oxTiu®dV ToU B0l EQyovtar O TNV
TeooxoAAnOcioav uijvv 00toig €€ 1dlog yvouns. Ol 8¢ vobol Td VteQOeTind
oV %aA®dg dtaonuaivovtar 60ev opaiijvar o0 TOV Exdedwndta GAAL TOV
voapéa Eotiv elrtelv, vl ToD TEAOLS, TOaoTATOWKS YEYQAPOTA. Y TEQOETIROV
0¢ Aéyetan TO nat EEoYNV AeyOUevov &v ouyrQIoEL, (MoTeQ GV ElToL TIg &l
TaQAdELYIATOS TOOVTOV, OtoV: €0l TIveg TEEIS, TEAOTNTOG WETEQYOUEVOL
€lmeQ ovyrQivelg avTovg dAMloLS, elndg E0TL UY TTAvTog Eiong UETEXEW TG
detiic, GAAG TOV pev vmégbeoy Exery TV Aomdv, &g téhog EABOvVTA TG
TOLTNG GEETTIG, OV O1) %Ol TEAOTOUTOV ®ANTEOV #0B DTTEQBEDLY, TOV 88 dANOV
™y uéonv £ Padilewv, Ov O ol ADTOV CUYHQLVOUEVOV UETC TOD 0y ATOL,
ol TV doyMV &t Tiig GeTiic £Y0VTOg %Ol TEAOU XOAOVUEVOD, TTQAOTEQOV
OVOILOOTEOV %OTO, OVYXQLOLY' £Ml TOVTWV UEv ovv obtwg Exaotov xAnTtéov,
i O¢ ye TV vevoBeuuéving Aeyousvav ymeav totto ovy £Est.

LCoist. 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 (mpdoig) he seems to be cor-
recting Elias, who had repeated the superlative npaotdroig 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 toUto ydo Ot tg *EMNG
vodnhot, 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: Ot dorotvieg
7ol i dvteg, dwalwg vdbor nai o0 yviolor ol ¢ vobol t¢ VteedeTng O
rah®dg daonuaivovtar 60ev opalijvar ToOv yoadéa Eotwv elmelv, Avti ToD
nmpdolg mpaotdrows yodpavta. This scholion coincides with parts of
LKlias’ 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).”” 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 (ITegl dwoxpioewg), PG 88, 1036 BC: “Ev td@v ®tioudtwv &v
£T80(m %ol 0V &V EqVT@ TO Elvow EiAndev, xal Badua Tdg Extog ToD v @ TO
givau Exoptoato, ovviotaocba mépure. The relevant scholia are given in
Table 1.

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
Lilias™ passage B; if so, Nikephoros would have known Leo’s text via
EKlias and, therefore, anonymously.

¥ AxtoxorouLou, Unpublished Scholia, esp. 27-31.
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5) Rung 26, ITept duangloemg evdiangitov (Tractatio de discreta discre-
tione), PG 88, 1069A: Toeig uév tig vimrtag &v yij memomnas avePio elg
dmov: 6 8¢ TeElg Meag veviunrag ovx dmobaveiton howtdv. 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 1oelg vintag to tels Nuéoag (see Table 11, A; cf. Elias’ toeig
Nuégag »ai teelg vintag, 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 (Table 11, 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
EKlias made an effort to normalize the language of the text.

6) The passage from Rung 27 (ITegi Movyiog), PG 88, 1109BC
Metepyouevog to uéoov — eig dmav ovx €xw 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.*®

3 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. Hormaxy, Der hl. Johannes Klimax
bei Photios. OCP 7 (1941) 461-479, esp. 464-470.
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This scholion was reproduced verbatim by Elias, again without ac-
knowledgment of its provenance.? Tt constitutes the beginning of his
commentary on the same passage of John Climacus as that indicated
by the title of Photius™ Question. 1t is followed by an 6w, which marks
the beginning of another scholion. The Vaticanus offers on the whole,
though not always, a better text than Klias, whose commentary has
preserved other scholia of Photius on the Ladder as well.** 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 (ITepi moadmrog), PG 981 B ©uumdng
ral €lgwv — havOdvewy dorotoa, on which Rader published a scholion
attributed to Evagrius (PG 985AB Zyohov Evaypiov o). The text
comes from Evagrius indeed (Practicus, chapter 24). A look at EKlias
(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.!

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”.** The passages in question concern the third Rung

# Part of Photius’ scholion (= Qu. 273, p. 65, 16-24) was printed by Rader (= PG
1120D-1121A) as To® ’Ehiov. On the passage of the Ladder in question and its
Byzantine scholiasts, see J. GovlLLARD, Un ravissement de Jean Climaque: extase
ou artifice didactique?, in: Byzantium. Tribute to Andreas N. Stratos I1. Theology
and Philology. Athens 1986, 445-459.

See Hormaxy, Der hl. Johannes Klimax 478.

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 lvagrius. It runs
as follows (PG 985B): @uuov yahivov, un ¢oevirv €Em méong xohale Tov Ouudv, uaviog
yao ot atie TO uétgov Eegyouevos. The first part (Quuov — méong) comes from
the Carmina Moralia of Gregory of Nazianzus (poem 30, v. 8, PG 37, 909A), while
rOhale TOV Bupdy is an adaptation of Ovuog xohaldpevog from Gregory’s Or. 19, PG
35, 1052B. For paviag — €€gpyouevog more distant parallels in Gregory’s works can
be found. Elias, Laur., f. 214r (= Coisl. 87, . 209r), has only z6hale — €Eeoyouevog.
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

4

4

echoed Gregory.
* PoLITs, Ayvooto €oyo 75; Elias™ passages are published on p. 80-81.
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(et Eeviteiag), PG 88, 664CD "Alovg uev odoar — mhatouevog and O
#0010V — PLhemiotoopa elva.

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 yvoetv daipova
as Mg Tovg E€voug Of|0ev yvoevovra: 1 yao Seviteia v 100 YuEeVELY UGS
oidwowy apopuiv; cf. Klias (Laur., f. 44v) 5 yao Eeviteia apoounv adtd
Oldwot mepuurhotv xral yveevewy tovg Eévoug: and b) Nikephoros (p. 93,
col. a) explains dmpoonddeia as To ui mpoerados Exerv, which is taken
over from EKlias (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
gntpomn towards the material world). Nikephoros’ explanation is short-
er and quite straightforward compared to Elias” more elevated style,
vet it remains close to him in sense (compare e.g. Nikephoros” explana-
tion of xoouog as v &ig Tag mohers droteriv with Elias™ 1ov ovopetdhon
Oyhov).

8) Let me give a final example. In Rung 24 (ITepi moaodtntog) John
Climacus gives a series of definitions of movnoia, including the word
doyvoroguduog (PG 981C). Nikephoros (p. 358, col. a) comments: 6
YOQ OTOYMV T} 10LQ YvoOuy xoi ui) Aveyouevos vro xabnyNTi] ®oi TOWEVL
tatreo0an xat QUOnIeoBar, oVTw woleltal ®ovova rai oTddun xol Quuov,
gavtov Nyovuevos. Klias (Laur., f. 215r) has: idwyvoudovuov éviatda
AEYEL TOV un) Avexouevov B¢’ ETéQv yvauny Aaupdvery ot QuouileoOar Vv’
avtdv, GMG TH) 10lg yvouy otootvia xat QUOUOV goutov fyovuevov. It
turns out that Nikephoros has narrowed Elias’ general and easily
misunderstood V¢’ Etépwv down to VO xabNYNTH %ol TOWEVL.

In the following sentence John Climacus speaks of movnoog as
dwaforov ovvouhos xai ovvavupos. Nikephoros (p. 358, col. a—b) com-
ments on GUVOVUULOG: %Ol ROWVOVDOY aUTH %ol ToD dvOuaTog, xot avTod
uovov to Tijg movnelag dvoua: oV xatd ¢pvowv. "H 1o ovvavvuog avtl tob
OUAVUUOS TA YOQ CUVOVLUA, Xail TG GPVOEWS ®OLVOVOTOL %0l TOD dVOUOTOS:
ta 8¢ dpumvvpa, tod dvouatog wovov. The comment of Elias (Laur., f.
215r) is: 6 wovneog yao dnowv oty d¢ AvBowmog GAN’ Mg ToVNEOS ATTAdg
owafforov €0t ovvoulog xal ovvovvuos € Yo g dvOowmov toltov
O%OTNOELS, OV GLVAOVLUOG £0TOL TG OLABOAY GAN SUWVIUMS UaAloV ExelDeV
heyouevog, and again (f. 215v) toftov 8¢ TOV TOVNEOV OU®VUIUIMG AN 0¥
oVVOVOUWS T1OG TOV dtdforov vontéov AéyeoBar. Therefore, Nikephoros
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repeats the main argument of Elias and further clarifies its meaning
(Elias’ oty wg dvOowmog dAX’ B¢ movneog rthds becomes ov xatd Gpvowv
and zat avtd povov 10 Tiig movneiog dvoua 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 Ewxegesis 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.**

* 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. GexTZ — F.
WiNkELMANN, Die Kirchengeschichte des Nicephorus Callistus Xanthopulus und
ihre Quellen (7'U 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 EKcclesi-
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.



