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Nikephoros (Kallistou) Xanthopoulos is one of the most prolific authors of
the early Palaeologan period, his work however has been rather underes-
timated in the past, mainly due to its compilatory character and the sub-
sequent “lack of originality” (according, of course, to modern criteria).
Only in the last two decades Xanthopoulos’ various writings and espe-
cially his opus maximum, the Historia ecclesiastica, have attracted more
systematic scholarly attention, as it is evident from the number of research
projects, conferences and studies dedicated to the author and his work that
appeared recently. The volume under consideration is the result of a ma-
jor project undertaken jointly by the Austrian Academy of Sciences (Insti-
tut fiir Mittelalterforschung/Abteilung Byzanzforschung) and the Ludwig-
Maximilian University of Munich (Institut fiir Byzantinistik), in order to
prepare a new critical edition of Xanthopoulos’ History for the series Cor-
pus Fontium Historiae Byzantinae. The edition of this voluminous work,
which comprises in total 18 books, will be published in four parts; the first
part, edited by ALBRECHT BERGER and covering books 1-6, appeared in
print in late 2022 and will be discussed below.

The volume opens with a preface (pp. 7-8) signed by both “heads” of the
project, ALBRECHT BERGER and CHRISTIAN GASTGEBER, and a rela-
tively brief, yet concise introduction (pp. 11-35), summarizing the results
of the older and most recent research on Xanthopoulos and his work. After
a short biographical sketch of the author followed by a comprehensive list
of his oeuvre in the first chapter (pp. 11-16), the second (and lengthiest)
chapter of the introductory part focuses on the Historia ecclesiastica and
the basic issues regarding either the work as a whole or, more specifically,
the books 1-6 (pp. 17-32). The individual sections of this chapter deal
with subjects such as the manuscript tradition of the Historia ecclesiastica,
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which survives in a single 14th century codex,' the problem of its dating,
its content and sources, as well as the certain manuscript models used by
Xanthopoulos, that is the copies of the works of the older church histori-
ans (Eusebios, Socrates, Sozomenos, Euagrios and Theodoros Anagnostes)
that the author probably had at his disposal either directly or indirectly. A
special section is dedicated to some chronological issues arising from Xan-
thopoulos’ History in connection with the “peculiar” way certain dates are
given in the codex unicus transmitting the text, where the world years — in
contrast to the other chronological data — have not been marked systemat-
ically by the main scribe but were mostly added by later hands. The last
three sections of this part touch very briefly on the reception of the Histo-
ria ecclesiastica before 1453, the sources of the books 1-6 and the editorial
history of the work.

In the third and final part of the introduction the editor presents the ratio
edendi. Since the Historia ecclesiastiaca is preserved in a single manuscript,
the codex Vindobonensis Historicus gr. 8, which dates from the late 1320s
and is thus very close (almost contemporary) to the author’s lifetime (al-
though it cannot be identified with the official copy of the work that Xan-
thopoulos presented to the Emperor Andronikos II Palaiologos, as shown
by CHRISTIAN GASTGEBER?), the edited text reproduces in all aspects
that of the codex unicus. This editorial principle is in line with the current
trend in editing Byzantine texts, which developed in the recent decades
and aims at giving to the printed texts a historically more correct form.?
In this respect, special attention is paid to the usus scribendi and the usus
interpungendi of the manuscripts. Both parameters are considered in the
present edition, although not thoroughly discussed in the relevant intro-
ductory chapter. With regard to orthography/accentuation, for example,
the editor refers only to the scriptio continua of certain adverbial expres-
sions, which are either written as one word (e.g., kafexdoTV, KATAKPATOC,
KaTapépPog, tavdv, Totapdmoyv) or, more often, as a word unit whose parts

1. See below.

2. See CHRISTIAN GASTGEBER, Nikephoros Xanthopulos und der Codex unicus
seiner Historia ecclesiastica (ONB, Cod. Historicus graecus 8). In: CHRISTIAN GAST-
GEBER — SEBASTIANO PANTEGHINI (eds), Ecclesiastical History and Nikephoros
Kallistou Xanthopoulos (Veroffentlichungen zur Byzanzforschung 37). Vienna 2015, pp.
141-173.

3. For the relevant discussion, see ANTONIA (GIANNOULI — ELISABETH SCHIFFER
(eds), From Manuscripts to Books. Proceedings of the International Workshop on Tex-
tual Criticism and Editorial Practice for Byzantine Texts (Vienna, 10—11 December 2009)
(Veroffentlichungen zur Byzanzforschung 29). Vienna 2011.
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(usually two) are joined with a hyphen. Both scribal practices are adopted
in the edited text; in the second case, the hyphen used by the scribe is
rendered with a low dash, a practice not applied so far in modern edi-
tions (e.g., T@_ OvTL, T0_Aoudv/Tov_Aourod, €KToL PAcTov, £MTO_OLTO,
T _TOTE, EKTOV_GYESOV, TO_TPATOV/TOL TPATA, TO_TAEOV, TO_OEVTEPOV,
T0_petatadta, To_teEAevTaiov, &v Omoww OMmorte, 600ev_dnmote, 10 €Eekel-
vov, Tov_0ebpo, To_pev_mpdtov). Another “innovative” editorial choice is
the preservation of the double grave accent on 6 pév/6 6&, when used as pro-
nouns,* as well as on the particles dv/kdv, a choice that deviates from the
practice followed by almost all modern editors,” who (usually tacitly, but
even in cases where they point out the phenomenon) opt for a single gravis.®
As for the enclitic use of 8¢ (especially in its elided form),” BERGER also
keeps consistently to the usus of the manuscript and the same applies to
accentuation of enclitics in general. Basically, all Byzantine conventions
concerning orthography (i.e., breathings, spelling, accentuation etc.) are
retained in the present edition,® it would be more convenient for the reader,
however, if the relevant editorial principles were analysed or, at least, cod-
ified in the introductory section.

More innovative, compared to other modern editions, is the way the punc-

4. Cf. JACQUES NORET, Notes de ponctuation et d’accentuation byzantines. Byzan-
tion 65 (1995) pp. 69-88, here pp. 79-81.

5. On this Byzantine orthographical convention, see KONSTANTINOS OIKONO-
MAKOS, AyaBov 10 ditoveiv? Byzantion 75 (2005) pp. 295-309.

6. For example, in his recent edition of Michael Psellos’ Chronographia DIETHER
REINSCH explicitly states that the double accent on pév, 8¢ and énei is not adopted in
the printed text, where it is rendered with a simple gravis; see Michaelis Pselli Chrono-
graphia. Herausgegeben von DIETHER RODERICH REINSCH. Band 1: Einleitung
und Text (Millennium-Studien 51). Berlin — Boston 2014, p. XXXIII. A different prac-
tice, on the other hand, has been adopted by EIRINI-SOPHIA KIAPIDOU in the edition
of the Martyrium of the Fifteen Martyrs of Tiberiopolis attributed to Theophylaktos of
Ohrid: KIAPIDOU adds a comma after 6 pév/o 8¢ when these bear a double accent; see
BegopvAaktog Aypidoc, Moptipio tov dekoamévte poptipmv e Tifeprovmoins. Kpirikn
£kdoon, 0mddoon oto Ve EAANVIKG Kol vrouvnpotiopdc EIRINI-SOPHIA KIAPIDOU
(Keipeva Bulavtiviig Aoyoteyviog 8). Athens 2015, pp. 38-39. This alternative practice
is attested by Byzantine manuscripts as well, although to a lesser extent than the use of
double gravis; cf. OIKONOMAKOS, AyaBov 10 ditovelv (as in n. 5), pp. 304-305.

7. Cf. JACQUES NORET, L’accentuation byzantine: en quoi et pourquoi elle différe de
I’accentuation «savante» actuelle, parfois absurde. In: MARTIN HINTERBERGER (ed.),
The Language of Byzantine Learned Literature (Byzantiog. Studies in Byzantine History
and Civilization 9). Turnhout 2014, pp. 96-146, here p. 124 (with references to older
literature).

8. Some minor exceptions will be discussed below.
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tuation of the manuscript is represented in the printed text of the Histo-
ria ecclesiastica. The basic principle followed by most editors in the last
decades suggested that each punctuation sign in the printed text should cor-
respond to a sign, though not always the same sign, in the manuscript(s).”
In this respect, most “problematic” was the rendering of signs such as the
middle and low dot, which were represented either by the modern comma
or, especially in the most recent editions, by high dot,' as well as the semi-
colon (;), which was occasionally represented by comma.!! In the present
edition BERGER goes a step further and reproduces almost identically the
punctuation of the Vindobonensis. To give a few examples, the middle and
the low dot found in the manuscript are represented by the respective type
symbols; the high dot is not substituted by the modern full stop, as was
the practice so far, but is rendered with a superscript dot; the blank space
following a high dot (usually at the end of a major declamatory unit'?) is
equally reproduced in the printed text, while the colon (:) and the semi-
colon are retained as well and keep their original function. The complex
punctuation system of the Vindobonensis has been meticulously analysed
some years ago by SEBASTIANO PANTEGHINI, one of the project collab-
orators who is also responsible for the edition of books 7-9 of Xanthopou-
los’ History;'3 the system applied in the present edition is explicitly based
on his analysis, however, as in the case of orthography/accentuation, there
is no explanation of the principles followed and/or the correspondence be-
tween the typographical and the manuscript signs. A short recapitulation of

9. Cf. Nicephori Blemmydae Autobiographia sive Curriculum Vitae necnon Epistula
Universalior cuius editionem curavit JOSEPH A. MUNITIZ (Corpus Christianorum, Se-
ries Graeca 13). Turnhout 1984, p. LIII.

10. See, for example, ATHANASIOS ANGELOU, Manuel Palaiologos, Dialogue with
the Empress Mother on Marriage. Introduction, Text and Translation (Byzantina Vin-
dobonensia 19). Vienna 1991, p. 23; DIETHER RODERICH REINSCH, What should
an editor do with a text like the Chronographia of Michael Psellos? in: Ars Edendi
Lecture Series. Vol. II. Stockholm 2012, pp. 131-154, here pp. 145-146; REINSCH,
Michaelis Pselli Chronographia (as in n. 6), pp. XXXIV-XXXV; Theodorus Metochites,
Orationes. Ediderunt IoOANNIS POLEMIS et ELENT KALTSOGIANNI (Bibliotheca Teub-
neriana 2031). Berlin — Boston 2018, p. X VII.

11. Cf. REINSCH, What should an editor do with a text like the Chronographia of
Michael Psellos (as in n. 10), pp. 145—146 and id., Michaelis Pselli Chronographia (as in
n. 6), p. XXXV.

12. On this term cf. ANGELOU, Manuel Palaiologos (as in n. 10), p. 23.

13. See SEBASTIANO PANTHEGINI, La prassi interpuntiva nel Cod. Vind. Hist. gr. 8
(Nicephorus Callisti Xanthopulus, Historia ecclesiastica): un tentativo di descrizione, in
GIANNOULI — SCHIFFER, From Manuscripts to Books (as in n. 3), pp. 127-174.
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the main points of PANTEGHINI’s analysis, along with specific examples
showing how the punctuation of the manuscript is rendered in the type-
script, would be more helpful for a non-specialist reader, in order to follow
(and understand) the flow of the text.

The edition of the first six books of the Historia ecclesiastica covers in
total 429 pages. The Greek text is accompanied by four apparatuses: i) an
apparatus including the dates of certain historical events mentioned in the
text; i1) an apparatus fontium; iil) an apparatus criticus; iv) an apparatus
incorporating the various readings transmitted by the codex Parisinus gr.
515 (a direct copy of the Vindobonensis which was prepared by Henri II1
Estienne to be used as basis for the first printed edition of Xanthopoulos’
History), the editio princeps of 1630 and the text printed in the Patrologia
Graeca (vols. 145-147).

The apparatus criticus is basically negative and contains mainly the scribal
errors and other peculiarities of the Vindobonensis (e.g., the use of iota
subscriptum, the passages marked with on[peimc]ot or ®poiov in the mar-
gins etc.); it also includes the critical (marginal) notes of lohannes Langus,
who used the codex as basis for the first Latin translation of the Historia
ecclesiastica published in 1553.1* Once again, a more detailed presen-
tation in the preface of the rules followed by the editor with regard to the
manuscript readings that are preserved or corrected would make BERGER’s
editorial choices more comprehensible. In fact, the editor is very conser-
vative in the way he treats the text and his emendations are relatively few
and cautious, concerning in most cases obvious spelling or grammatical
errors; some of these errors had already been pointed out by Langus in
his marginal notes (e.g, Pr.118 10 [t®] ypedv Aertovpynocac; 1V.15.10 11
[t1c] év KopivBw; IV.16.11 a kai ypaor) [ypooeti] mepiéoyev; IV.17.113 1d
EOA® [Elpel] dwutabeion; VI.5.8 Kabapolc Eavtodg [Eavtov] Enéypapov;
V1.23.13-14 v twva [8v Tva] HUES PeV, GUVTIOUMOC DITOUVNLOTIGOUEY).
Only rarely BERGER makes conjectures based on Nikephoros Xanthopou-
los’ main source, the Ecclesiastical History of Eusebios; thus, in IV.17.83
he adds the word &&og (v g <@E10c> enot) with explicit reference to
Eusebios, while in IV.18.35 he “corrects” the transmitted tov d1dforov
to avtov, a reading found in the respective passage of Eusebios as well

14. Cf. CHRISTIAN GASTGEBER, Miscellanea codicum Graecorum Vindobonensium
11: Die griechischen Handschriften der Bibliotheca Corviniana in der Osterreichischen Na-
tionalbibliothek. Provenienz und Rezeption im Wiener Griechischhumanismus des frithen
16. Jahrhunderts (Verdffentlichungen zur Byzanzforschung 34). Vienna 2014, pp. 291—
310, here pp. 297-298.
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(though with no direct reference to the latter). Similar emendations, based
on Eusebios and concerning primarily orthographical/grammatical errors
could have been adopted, in my view, in seven more cases: [.11.13 £tépov
TodOTOOVUEVOD (ETép® Tadomotovpéve); I11.17.25 kai tiva (tivt) €idn;
I11.16.26-27 &£ ob @dvar todtov (tadTnv) kod TpdTepov O Adyoc ioTdpnsEVY;
I1.30.19 6g (ob¢g) kai &l Aviknitov émdnuncog T Poun; V.13.27 tod
migiomV (TAeloTtov) &v Toig Ko Mdg ypovolg Enidooty Eoynkotog; VI.4.28
N éveka 100 un oyicor paptopia (paptopiov); VI.20.6—7 ovy dmwg tdV
EMAVTOV (Emhoimwv): GAL” ovd™ &l TiIg mepryapng v, oindein pdAioto.
Moreover, following amendments (some of them already proposed by Lan-
gus or appearing in the manuscript as corrections made by the scribe at
a later stage) could have been made as well: Pr.705-706 xai vy’ €ct® 10
(t®) un kot a&lav Epkésbot duvnOfvai Tva TpoonkovImg ypdyar, 1.5.17
Katd TOV (TNV), 00 Tf] KAqost cepvivetar; 1.36.7 poodv 1€ kai Bantilev] an
poely scribendum?/sic V pro pogiv; 111.25.39 10 (1®) ypedv Aettovpyfoat;
I11.28.3 10 (t®) ypedv érertovpynoev; 111.29.39 trnode&apéve (vmodedpie-
vov); IV.8.11 dwakepévoug (draxeévn; cf. Eusebios, Historia ecclesias-
tica IV, 23.2: ¢ [sc. mohteiac] OMympioavtac EAEYYEL ™G Bv pkpod Setv
amootdvtog Tod Adyov); V.29.9 ypiotiovovg (ypiotiavoic). On the other
hand, there are some conjectures/“corrections” which seem not to be nec-
essary. For example, in 11.43.8 BERGER rejects the reading €v 1® mapovtt
top transmitted by V and changes it to &v 1® mpoT® TOU®, a change
which actually corrupts the meaning of the text, since the reference here
is made to ch. 15 of the second, that is the “currrent” volume of the His-
toria ecclesiastica. In the same vein, dmo (mtpoatpécewcg) in V.3.9 should
not be “corrected” to and (mpoarpécemg); dmo is equal to dmobev/dmwbev,
which means “afar”;!5 thus, the meaning of the clause “o0 unv ye koi &mo
npooapéceme ¢ mardi Tadta ooy’ is “(all) these, however, were not far
from the child’s own purposes/plans” and fits perfectly in the context.

In all, despite those questionable editorial choices discussed above, BER-
GER’s edition offers a most reliable text of Xanthopoulos’ History with the
exception of some misreadings/typographical errors listed below:

Prooemium: 134 dyopéve] edyopéve cod.; 601 ) yap] 1i yap cod.

Book I: ¢.53 (= 15.1) Hp®dng] Hpmddng cod.; 1.78 fixiota] fixiota cod.; 1.122 1j o] 1j o
cod.; 1.145 dravto] Gravta cod.; 1.205 'EXévng] EAévng cod.; 4.132 Ov €piket] Ov Epilet
cod.; 5.34 ypiotiavog] ypiotiavovg cod.; 7.23 &tog] &tog cod.; 8.14 &ktov] &ktov cod.;

15. Cf, e.g., Suidae Lexicon A 3244: «ano: moppw, pokpavy» and A 3606: «dno Tod
TPAYHATOC: AVTi TOD Gmobevy.
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10.15 siketo] eiketo cod.; 11.72 €l ovv] elt’ ovv cod.; 12.34 Sviwc] dvrog cod.; 17.50
&\arttov] Elarttov cod.; 19.34 dppact] dppact cod.; 24.10 d1’] Gt cod.; 25.16 dmoot]
amaot cod.; 25.21 wpd 66&av] mpog d6Eav cod.; 25.30 eineto] eineto cod.; 29.24 dAoc]
Ohog cod.; 30.81 dua] dpo cod.; 34.60 66gv] 60ev cod.

Book II: ¢.68 (= 24.1) éw] £ cod.; 2.17 foav] foav cod.; 6.18 Roov] Roov cod.; 12.10
pviung a&ov [mept TakmpPov] iotopel] instead of introducing in the text the phrase mepi
‘TakdPov into square brackets, the editor should rather note in the apparatus criticus: post
d&wov V primum zepi TakmpPou scripsit, deinde delevit; 13.38 difi&e] duij&e; 16.18 EEm]
g€ cod.; 16.63 oi] oi cod.; 17.30 ®] @ cod.; 18.6 odtoc] ovtog cod.; 19.26 & £0viyv] &€
€0vav cod.; 19.45 gikaoe] glace cod.; 19.48 610 Zopobpdxng <koit> tiig Neomodrewg] ol
should not be put into acute-angle brackets, since it is already transmitted by V; 21.22
x®] fyxo cod.; 31.37 &vdov] &€vdov cod. 33.28 adtn] avtn cod. 33.31 €k te] €k 1€ cod.;
38.39 amfeoav] annecav; 39.10 f] fj cod.; 42.39 fjv cot] fjv oot cod.; 44.32 adt] adt
cod.; 46.23 f} Maz6aiog] § Matbaiog cod.

Book III: 2.4 of ye] of ye cod.; 3.19 avtov] avtdv cod.; 8.4 &Eeott] &Eeott cod.; 8.16
natovpétn] motovpévn cod.; 11.31-32 ©d ve®d] ved; 14.11 tdv] @V cod.; 16.9 odoov]
oboav cod.; 22.4 fioav] fioav cod.; 28.16 &yovat] &xovoty cod.; 32.28 oi] oi cod.; 35.51
£E] &€ cod.

Book IV: 1.6 mapetdn] mapetddn cod.; 5.34 dpwc] Spmg cod.; 11.13 drpenticog] anotpen-
TKog cod.; 17.59 (apparatus criticus) ékeivog yap amatnOels, eig Suocéfelav obtmg y®pel]
€kelvog: yap §| viknOeig: gic dvooéfetay adTdV ympel cod.; 17.64 fiv] fjv cod.; 18.26-28
the phrase ékeivol — ovdapuvoi should be put into quotation marks; 22.26 £v] &v cod.; 22.31
fiv] fjv cod.

Book V: 19.26 povoig] pévorg cod.; 24.21 map’ fiv] map’ fiv cod.

Book VI: ¢.16 (= 8.1) fjv] fjv cod.; 3.41 ipedot] iepedor cod.; 8.2 §} dn] 1j 6n cod.; 27.18
Koteneyovoav] katenetyovoay cod.; 27.22 oiye] oiye cod.; 33.10 avnpuévov] avnpnuévov
cod.; 34.31 the phrase 6v ITabAog — dedé&arto should not be italicized.

Some additions (and corrections) could also be made to the apparatus fon-
tium:

Prooemium: 18-22, 6465, 129-131, 207-208, 294-296: references concerning the im-
perial orations of Theodoros Metochites should rather be made to the most recent edition
of the author’s rhetorical works by POLEMIS — KALTSOGIANNI;'® 151ff.: the passage
drawn from Simocates covers 1. 151-171 (yahlv@ — ppoattopevoc); 178 gidog — &étov
topavvidog: cf. Eurip. fi. 15.2.; 279-281 kol Tiig yiig — T0 onéppata: cf., e.g., Ps.-Nonnus
Scholia mythologica or. 4, 67, Suidae Lexicon P 50 et al.; 364-367 0 pév — xabnpevov: cf.
Plut. De Alexandri magni fortuna aut virtute 329d; 367-368 npdc 6™ 611 — AAEEavOpov:
cf. Plut. De Alexandri magni fortuna aut virtute 330d—e; 393—394 otdAog — evoéPetav: cf.
Exod. 13.21-22; 395 O<lov dAag: cf. Mt. 5.13, Marc. 9.50, Luc. 14.34; 528-529 a kai &g

16. Cf. above n. 10. Similarly, as regards Metochites’ poem addressed to Nikephoros
Xanthopoulos discussed in the introduction (p. 16 with n. 39) reference should also be
made to the edition of Metochites’ poems by IOANNIS POLEMIS; see Theodori Meto-
chitae Carmina. Edidit IoANNIS POLEMIS (Corpus Christianorum, Series Graeca 83).
Turnhout 2015.
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tpiya—fppootar: cf. Greg. Naz. Or. 18,39 (PG 35, 1037B); 766—767 dpdoov — Agpuov:
cf. Ps. 132.3; 774-775 dadwiav — Aokeiv: cf. Ps. 72.8; 829 katomv — Epydpevog: locus
communis, cf., e.g., Ael. Arist. Or. 8, 55.22; 845-846 11 1®V npwTOTOK®V EKKANGiQL: Cf.
Hebr. 12.23.

Book I: 2.23 and 34.10: t® dxwvddve tig cwwnig: locus communis, cf., e.g., Ael. Arist.
Or. 46, 143.17-18; 13.79-80 avnvotoig émnyelp®dv: locus communis, cf., e.g., lo. Chrys.
In Matthaeum hom. 7,3 (PG 57,75.54); 22.10-11 (cf. 23.30, 32.32,34.5-6 etal.) tepdrav
koi onueiov: cf. Exod. 7.3 et 11.2, Deut. 4.34 et al., Ps. 77.43 et al., Sap. Sol. 8.8 et
10.16, Is. 8.18 et 20.3, Jer. 39.20 et 21, Dan. 4.2 et 6.28, Mt. 24.24, Marc. 13.22, Io.
448, Act. 2.22 et al.,, Rom. 15.19, II Cor. 12.12, II Thess. 2.9, Hebr. 2.4; 27.15-16 «ai
kaAéoar — Ziov: cf. Is. 61.2-3; 32.3—4 év napafvoto kol yovig: locus communis, cf.,
e.g., lo. Chrys. In epistulam ad Hebraeos hom. 31,4 (PG 63, 217.32-33).

Book II: 30.41 mévta — Adyov: the corresponding passage is found in 1. 663 of the
prooemium (not in 1. 633-634); 40.9 kdArer dpoiog: cf. Ps. 44.3; 40.54 1§} caynqvn —
Coypnooac: cf. Mt. 13.47.

Book IIT: 11.11: the note “dydvog] recte dywyod?” should be placed in the apparatus
criticus; 11.26 dpewv kai okopmiov: cf. Luc. 10.19; 16.16 (cf. IV.17.7-8, V.30.30 et al.)
v Koy opoAoyiav: cf. I Tim. 6.12 and 13; 24.15 XiBov émi ABw: cf. Mt. 24.2, Marc.
13.2, Luc. 19.44 and 21.6; 35.86 Bvcia koi oAokavtopa: cf. Exod. 10.25 and 18.12, Lev.
14.20 et al.; 36.13—14 kvdBp — éxpetpeiv: locus communis, cf., e.g., Greg. Naz. Or. 28,
27.

Book IV: 29.10 the note “Tlovtucog] recte ITotitdg” should be placed in the apparatus
criticus.

Book V: 3.48 ék npmtng parfidog: proverbium, cf. CPG I, 33 and II, 61, KARATHANA-
SIS, pp. 153-154; 29.19-20 v mopa tf] Bordoon — dvapetpelv: locus communis, cf.,
e.g., Greg. Naz. Or. 14,29 (PG 35, 897D) and Or. 31, 8.

Book VI: 3.5 mavta — éxivet: the corresponding passage is found in . 663 of the prooemium
(not in 1. 625-626); 35.23-24 év kaB&dpq mpecPutépmv: cf. Ps. 106.32.

The volume concludes, as usual, with three indices: 1) nominum proprio-
rum; 1) locorum Sacrae Scripturae; iii) locorum aliorum operum. In the
last pages we find two plates with photographic reproductions of the folios
10" and 117 of the Vindobonensis.

In connection with the edition of the first six books of the Historia ecclesi-
astica BERGER also prepared an edition of one more work of Xanthopoulos
dealing with Jewish history (which is actually the subject of the books I-II
of his Ecclesiastical History): it is a long poem comprising 1663 dodeca-
syllable verses and covering the history of the Jews from the beginning of
the world to the fall of Jerusalem to the Romans in 70 A.D. The poem is
based on the historical books of the Old Testament and the works of Flav-
ius Tosephus, which Xanthopoulos “used” indirectly through the Byzantine
Epitome and the chronicle of John Zonaras. Xanthopoulos composed this
work shortly before 1309, that is before he began working on the Histo-
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ria ecclesiastica. The new critical edition of the poem appeared also in
2022; thus, since the work shares (to an extent) a common subject with
Xanthopoulos’ History, as noted above, a brief discussion of this publica-
tion will follow, as a supplement to the review of BERGER’s main editorial
enterprise.

The study is divided into two parts: an introduction (pp. 9-40) and the
critical edition of the poem accompanied by a parallel translation in Ger-
man (pp. 41-193). The first (and lengthiest) chapter of the introduction
deals with Xanthopoulos’ sources. As already mentioned, in the first part
of the poem (ch. 1-17) the author draws primarily on the historical books
of the Old Testament adding material from Byzantine chronicles, of which
only those of John Zonaras and George Synkellos can be explicitly identi-
fied. The second part (ch. 18-20) corresponds, in terms of content, to Flav-
ius losephus’ Antiquitates and Bellum Iudaicum, which, as BERGER has
shown in a previous article as well,!” Xanthopoulos did not use in the orig-
inal but via the chronicle of Zonaras; as regards the latter, Xanthopoulos
knew it, in all probability, through a collection of excerpts, which he sup-
plemented with material drawn from other, mostly unidentified, sources.

After a brief analysis of the metrical features of the poem in the second
chapter (pp. 25-26), the third chapter of the introduction focuses on the
transmission of the text (pp. 27-34). Xanthopoulos’ poem on Jewish his-
tory is preserved in two 14th-century manuscripts: 1) the codex Bodleianus
auct. E.5.14 (= A), dating from 1303—-1309 and produced in the author’s
circle, and 11) the codex Vaticanus gr. 166 (= V), which is of a slightly later
date and represents a second branch of the tradition, going independently
from A back to the archetype; a third, now latent, manuscript, which be-
longed to the same family as V, was used by Hieronymus Guntius as basis
for the first printed edition of the poem in 1536.18

BERGER’s edition is principally based on A. As in the case of the Historia
ecclesiastica, BERGER follows modern editorial practices and reproduces

17. See ALBRECHT BERGER, Nikephoros Kallistu Xanthopulos und die jiidische
Geschichte. In: ALBRECHT BERGER — SERGEI MARIEV — GUNTER PRINZING
— ALEXANDER RIEHLE (eds), Koinotaton Doron. Das spéte Byzanz zwischen Macht-
losigkeit und kultureller Bliite (1204-1461) (Byzantinisches Archiv 31). Berlin 2016, pp.
1-15.

18. See HIERONYMUS GUNTIUS (ed.), Cyri Theodori Prodromi epigrammata ut ue-
tustissima, ita pijssima, quibus omnia utriusq(ue) testamenti capita felicissime compre-
henduntur, cum alijs nonnullis, quae Index uersa pagella singillatim explicat. Basel 1536,
fol. p2¥—c 7.
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in the edition the “peculiarities” of A concerning orthography and accentu-
ation. In the same vein, the punctuation of the manuscript is also preserved
in the printed text, although not as faithfully as in the edition of the Historia
ecclesiastica. Thus, the high dot marking the end of a verse is omitted in
cases of enjambment or it is rendered by modern full stop at the end of a
period or a paragraph, while the low dot used in cases of enumeration is
replaced by comma. Nevertheless, the individual editorial principles are
more clearly described than in the edition of the Historia ecclesiastica.

Being the product of a meticulous study of the manuscript tradition, the
new edition of Xanthopoulos’ poem offers, as expected, a more reliable
text than the edition of GUNTIUS and the text reproduced in the Patrologia
Graeca (vol. 147). Misreadings and other errors of the previous editions
are systematically noted in the apparatus criticus. Once again, BERGER
is very conservative and cautius in making (or even suggesting) critical
amendments, which he usually just notes in the apparatus criticus without
adopting them in the edited text. For example, in 19.377 the manuscripts
transmitt the reading wéAot (0 6° Aypinnag &yyovoc Hpmddov mhrot) and
BERGER notes in the apparatus “ndiot] an maiv?”, but he does not adopt
the suggested correction in the Greek text; however, in the translation of the
specific verse he seems to adopt the reading Ay, since he uses the word
“wiederum” (Agrippas aber wiederum, ein Enkel des Herodes). Similar
emendations could be suggested also for the following passages:

Chapter 2: 30 Eba npoé@acic 6¢ig] recte Ebg; 63 mapowio Xap 10D matpog mpog aicybvn]
an aioyOvnv? (aicydvny is the reading transmitted by A* and G).

Chapter 3: 6 ‘O Moibofig ékkAntog gig dAa 0ipn] an Ekivtoc?

Chapter 4: 1 Ta kot Aopmdv kol yovoug tovTovg 000] recte Tovtov (cf. the translation
“{iber Aaron und seine beiden S6hne”).

Chapter 10: 25 TovaBav moig Tod ZaovA tpameig ndyois] an tpapeic?

Chapter 12: 28-29 ®vAGV pepiopdg tdv déka, poaotiyia: / Tepofody, ‘PoPoap drootdtng]
an poottyloc? (in this case the high dot at the end of the verse should rather be omitted).

Chapter 19: 301 avtév T avorpeiv Hpodny Eyvo 6¢ov] recte ‘Hpodng (cf. the translation
“Herodes hielt es fiir n6tig, ihn im Geféangnis zu téten”); 392 kai v Aypinmo Aopfdvet
tetpapyiav] recte Aappdavev; 20.67 dotnp Koutng Eueepng tOu® Eipel] recte Topd.

Chapter 20: 141 aAL’ 1 @Bopa mdAv de toic Tovdaiovg] an dAAN?
The parallel German translation that accompanies the edition of the poem is
very useful for the comprehension of the text, which, as BERGER admits,

due to its strong brevity and its formulaic language presents both for the
translator and the reader several difficulties. Nevertheless, the Greek text is
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very accurately rendered into German in most cases, except for the passages
listed below:

Chapter 2: 6 kav ocopmav €Efveykey aBpdov Ady@: und fiihrt alles auf einmal durch sein
Wort aus] selbst wenn/obwohl er alles auf einmal durch sein Wort ausfiihrte.

Chapter 5: 17 Zkomoi Xavaav, kol tepdotiov Botpug: Spaher von Kanaan und die riesige
Traube] und etwas Wunderbares, die Traube.

Chapter 6: 8 &mapowv dyyewv: sich um Erhebung zu bemiihen] die Arroganz zu unter-
driicken.

Chapter 8: 16 6v TanA &ktewve maocdAov Eipest: denn [ael mit dem Pflock als Schwert ttete]
den.

Chapter 9: 3 pgbyovoa Ao v Biav v mtopedyov: aufder Flucht von der alles verzehren-
den Gewalt der Seuche] der Hungersnot.

Chapter 13: 63 td®v coppdywv Axal te kol Tovdaiog: den Bundesgenossen von Achaz
und Judéa] der Bundesgenossen.

Chapter 18: 146 Anebeic 8¢ tivel dikag aOAimg tédAag: wird entlassen und erleidet ein
elendes Schicksal] wird gefangengenommen.

Chapter 19: 173 tov & Avrtiyovov {@vta AaPav evfduwmc: nimmt Antigonos wohlgemut
gefangen] nimmt Antigonos wohlgemut <lebend> gefangen; 228 dyel map’ adtov: flihrt
sie von ihm heim] zu ihm; 253 @iloxarog 6™ @v: weil er die Ehre lieb war] ihm; 360 ctoAnv
iepav: das goldene Gewand] heilige; 376 0 I'diog dveiov apynv €ig kpdrovg: Gaios iibern-
immt mit Macht die Herrschaft] die Macht der Herrschaft; 383 deBeic pudokfi mapenépnebn
@ téwc: war er damals in Gefangnis geschickt worden] war er damals <gefesselt und>
ins Gefdngnis geschickt worden.

Chapter 20: &£ ob ctacidcovec oi 8fipot tote: dessentwegen dessen das Volk einen Auf-
stand macht] dessentwegen das Volk einen Aufstand macht.

In conclusion, we have to do with two important publications that con-
tribute significantly both to the field of text editing and that of Byzantine
studies in general. They both constitute useful tools for researchers and
readers as well, in order to approach the personality and work of an em-
inent late Byzantine scholar such as Nikephoros Xanthopoulos. Modern
editions and studies for the rest of Xanthopoulos’ writings still remain an
important desideratum, as a means to re-estimate the author’s contribution
to the literary production and the intellectual life of his time.
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