Brief Notes on the Greek Corpus

Areopagiticum in Rome during the
Early Middle Ages

Salvatore Lilla
BiBLIOTECA APOSTOLICA VATICANA AND THE AUGUSTINIANUM

. Dip PAUL I REALLY SEND THE GREEK CORPUS AREOPAGITICUM TO PEPIN THE
SHORT?

According to some scholars (Manitius, Godet, Grabmann, Théry,
Chevallier, Loenertz, Mango, Brunhélzl, Cavallo) in 758 Paul I (757-767)
sent the Greek text of the Corpus Areopagiticum together with other Greek
books to the king of the Franks, Pepin the Short.! With the sole exception of
Siegmund, this view seems now to be a common position.? The only evi-
dence produced in support of it is represented by a passage of a letter of Paul
I addressed to Pepin in 758. In the edition of the MGH, however, the rel-
evant text runs as follows:

Direximus itaque excellentissime {sic) praccellentiae vestrae et libros, quantos reperire
potuins: id est antophonale et responsale, insimul artem gramaticam {sic] Aristolis {sic],
Dionisii Ariopagitis [sic) geometricam, orthografiam {sic), grammaticam, omnes Greco [sic}
eloquio scriptas, nec non et horologium noctirnum.’

' M. Manitius. Geschichte der luteinischen Literatur des Mittelalters (Miinchen. 1911) 325: 1.
Godet. DTHC IV, 435: M. Grabmann, s.-Dionysius Areopagita in lateinischen Ubersetzungen
des Mitrelalters, in Beitrige zur Geschichtedes christlichen Altertums und der byzantinischen Literatur,
Festgabe A. Ebrbard (Bonn w. Leipzig, 1922) 181: PG. Théry, Recherches pour une édition grecque
histori que du pseudo-Denys, “NSch” 3 (1929): 361: Ph. Chevallier, Dionysiacal (Bruges. 1937)
LXX, DS I 319; R.J. Loenertz. La légende parisienne de S. Denys [Aréopagite, AB 69 (1951):
235-36: C. Mango. La culture grecque et loccident au VIlle s ecle in I problemi delloccidente nel
secolo VII1, 11, SSCISAM XX (Spoleto. 1973): 692-93; E Brunholzl, Geschichte der lateinischen
Literatur des Mittelalters 1 (Miinchen, 1975) 411, 412; G. Cavallo, La cultura italo-greca neila
produzione libraria, in [ Bizantini in Italia (Milano, 1982) 508.

2 A. Siegmund, Die Uberlicferung der griechischen christlichen Literatur in der lareinischen
Rirche bis zum zxrd_/ﬁen]a/?r/mndert(Miinch:n. 1949) 182-83. His strong suspicions about the
veracity of the sending remained isolated and complerely ignored.

' MGH Ep.3 (529, 19-22).

Dionysius. Vol. XIX, Dec. 2001, 201-214.
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202 SALVATORE LiLLA

It is evident that the words Dionisii Ariopagitis geomervicam, orthografiam,
grammaticam do not suit the famous theologian and mystic, Ps-Dionysius
Areopagita, who had written nothing about geometry and grammar.* Most
probably Dionysius Areopagita is here confused with two homonymous au-
thors: on the one hand, with the geometer Dionysius or Dionysodorus, who
flourished berween the third and second centuries BC. (both names seem to
point to one and the same person);® and on the other with Dionysius Thrax,
the author of a famous ars grammatica, who flourished in the second century
BC.* In the tdes of the works contained in the codex (or in the codices)
which Paul T sent to Pepin and indicated by the words Dionisii Ariopagitis
geometricam, orthografiam, grammaticam Dionysius was given twice as their
author. Either Paul I himself, his librarian, or the scribe of the letcer wrongly
identified these homonymous authors with Dionysius Areopagita. It cannot
even be excluded that the works on geometry, orthography and grammar
were attributed to Dionysius Areopagita in the manuscript itself. In chis
case, the wrong attribution would revert either to the scribe of the Greek
codex, to its direct model, or to one of its ancestors.”

The immediately preceding colon, artem gramaticam [sic] Aristolis [sic],
points to another grammatical work. Here Arisrolis is like to be a corruption
of Artstoclis. In fact, a grammarian, Aristocles of Rhodos, a contemporary of
Strabo, lived between the first century BC and the first century AD.# Apart
from the antiphonale and the horologium, the codices which were sent to
Pepin as a gift consisted only in works of grammatical and geomerrical con-
tent. The names Aristocles and Dionysius stood out clearly in their tides. Of
Dionysius Areopagita’s works there was not the slightest trace.

*This was also one of Siegmund’s main objections: “Was hat auch Aristoteles und Dionysius
snit gramatica, geometria etc. zu cun” (Die Uberlieferung) 183.

> PWV, 1. 992 (no. 145) on Dionysius the geometer; V, 1, 1005-06 (no. 20) on
Dionysodorus the geometer and astronomer.

LWV, 1, 977-83 (no. 124).

7 The confusion between Dionysius (or Dionysodorus) the geometer, Dionysius Thiax and
Dionysius Arcopagita is the most natural explanation of the attribution of works on geomeurv
and grammar to the latter. Such wrong attributions are not rate in Greek manuscripts. It is
therefore not necessary to suppose, as Siegmund does, that Aristo/is and Dionisii Ariopagitis
represent a later mcerpolation: “Ich vermute, dafl wenigstens die beiden Namen Aristolis ...
und Dionysius erst spiter in den Brief eingeschmuggelt wurden, als die Namen bekannter
geworden waren” Die Uberlieferung 182-83. In the Rome of the eighth century, inwhich Greek
culture was still alive (cf. Mango, Lu calrure 694, 700-14; Cavallo, La cultura 504-08), such
names as Axistoteles (a cortuprion of Aristolis, which is however accepred by Siegmund only
with resetve) and Dionysius Arcopagita were cerainly not unknown: as will be seen in the
course of the present paper, this is especially true in the case of the latter.

SPAYVIL 1, 935-36 (no. 18).
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In order to give stronger support to his view, Chevallier quotes the pas-
sageof the letter adopting another punctuation (sometimes his spelling, too,
diverges from that of MGH): antiphonale et responsale, insimul artem
grammaticam, Aristorelis [emendation), Dion ysii Ariopagitis, geometricam,
orthographiam grammaticam, omnes graeco eloquio scriptas. nec non et
horologim nocturnum.’ But if a comma is set after artem grammaticam and
Ariopagitis, the two genitives Aristotelis and Dionysii Ariopagitis remain com-
pletely ungoverned and are apparently inserted as autonomous elements
between the two accusatives artem grammaticam and geometricam. After
direximus ... libros, however, the accusative [ibros requires as an explanation
a series of accusatives, in which the genitives of the authors’ names can only
be allowed on condition that they are governed by the accusatives of the
titles of the works. Chevallier's punctuation breaks off the natural series of
accusatives after artem grammaticam and takes up it again with geometricam,
thus originating a logical and stylistic inconsistency. Moreover, it is hardly
believable that such outstanding names as Aristotle and Dionysius Areopagita
should have been left without any precise indication of their works: due to
Aristotle’s huge production, at least some titles should have been written;
and in the case of Dionysius Areopagita it is surprising not to find any men-
tion of at least some of his theological writings.

In adopting the reading Aristotelss as an emendation of Aristolis, Chevallier
thinks that Aristotle’s Caregories are here hinted at. In this way, he is strongly
inclined to regard the words artem grammaticam, Aristotelés as referring to
the first two disciplines of the trivium, and geometricam as pointing to a
discipline of the quadrivium. Rhetoric, represented by Dionysius Areopagita,
would tower just in the middle, between the first two disciplines of the trivium
and the geometry of the quadrivium." This is a fanciful and arbitrary inter-
pretation.

? Chevallier, Dionysiaca 1, LXX. The same punceuation is adopted by Loenertz (Loenerrz,
La légende 285) and Mango (La cudture 692).

' Chevallier, Dionysiaca I, LXX~-LXXL. It is hard to regard Dionysius’ theological writings
mainly as works of rhetoric, as Chevallier openly maintains: “Qui mieux que les ouvrages du
pseudo-Aséopagite pouvaitapprendre aux clercsa parler de Dieu sans broncher, a saisit la portée
de ce quion dit de Lui dans I'Ecriture et dans |'Eglise? Apprendre i s'exprimer, comprendre ce
qui est exprimé, la rhérorique a tout ce bur et n'a pas d’autre buc. Il ne parai¢ pas téméraire de
croite que les livres de Denys correspondaient dans la pensée du Pape au troisieme des arts
libéraux, a la rhérorique propre aux clercs” (Dionysiaca 1, 12CX1).
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II. METHODIUS OF SYRACUSE AS A SCRIBE OF A CODEX OF DIONYSIUS’ WORKS;
THE GREEK CORPUS AREOPAGITICUM IN ROME FROM THE LATE SINTH CENTURY UP
TO THE TIME OF METHODIUS" ROMAN EXILE,

In a short but learned paper published in 1979 P. Canart has expounded
the role played as a scribe by Methodius of Syracuse, the future patriarch of
Constantinople, during his Roman exile of the years 815-821."" He drew
atcention especially to a Greek London codex, the Brit. Libr. Add. 36821,
dating from the first half of the tenth century' and containing the whole
Corpus Areopagiticum, its scholia and several other pieces which often ac-
company the text of the works in the Greek manuscript tradition of the
Corpus" (whereas the text of the Corpus and of the additional pieces is writ-
ten in a minuscule sloping to the right, the script of the marginal scholia,
titles and subscriptions is a small capiral)." The close inspection of the sub-
scription of £, 196", in which the codex is reported to be the first manuscript
written by Methodius near St. Peter’s during his Roman exile,'* enables Canart
to maintain that this subscription does not actally refer to the London
codex itself, but simply reproduces faithfully thac of an older manuscript,
one which was written by Methodius in the second half of the second dec-

1

ade of the ninth century during his stay in Rome.'"" Methodius wrote the

manuscript entirely in capital, as can be seen from the technical expression
Epyov Avtoypadins” appearing in the subscription of the London codex.”
The London codex, mostly written in minuscule, is nothing but a later copy
of this Methodian manuscript.'®

WP Canary, Le patriarche Méthode de Constantinople copiste @ Rome, in Palacographica,
diplomusica et archivistica, Studi in onoredi Ginlie Buttelli 1 (Rora, 1979) 343-53. Methodius,
born in Syracuse, was pacriarch of Constantinople from 843 to 847, che yeur of his deach: .
H.G. Beck, Kdrche und theologische Literatur im byzantinischen Reich (Miinchen, 1959) 496-
97. On the period of his stay in Rome ct. Beck. 496-97 and Canart, Le parsiurche 344,

'* Canart, Le patriarclze 346 (with tootnote t3), 348.

** These pieces are surveved by Canart, Le parriarche 345, n. 11.

' Canart, Le parnarche 346, n. 13, 348.

' Canart, Le parriarche 346-47. The subscriprionitself is edited by Canare, 346. A tepro-
duction of £. 196 of the codex, containing the subscription, can be found at the end of Canart’s
paper (ct. the tble set immediately after page 353).

‘e Camart, Le patriarche 347: “Le Méthode deces vers [i.e., of the subscription}—si vers il y
a—n'est pas Je copiste du Londiniensis lui-méme;” 348 "il est bien de plus simple de supposer
que nous avons attaire 3 une subscriprion récopiée,” “le Méthode en exile 3 Rome et insrallé
pres de Saint-Pierre, ce ne peut éue que le futur parriarque.”

7 Camare, Le patriarche 348: “Les ypapypara Atre désignend I'écriture onciale ... le modele
du Londiniensis écait, lui, transcrit en onciale.”

'* Canart, Le patriarche 348.
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A conclusion can be easily drawn from the subscription of the London
codex: towards the end of the second decade of the ninth century a Greek
manuscript of the Corpus Areopagiticum written by Methodius himself in a
capital script and furnished with scholia and several ocher additional pieces
was found in Rome. This codex. in turn, was of course a copy of an even
older manuscript of the Corpus. Methodius either found his model in Rome
or brought it from Constantinople. The former possibility seems to be more
probable. The presence of the Greek Corpus Areopagiticum in Rome during
the seventh and eighth centuries is an ascertained fact; and it would not even
be too hazardous to trace it back to the sixth century, i.e., to the time of John
of Scythopolis and Gregory the Great. Although Stiglmayr and Chevallier
have dealt with this question at some length," it may be worth while to
sketch it again briefly, adding some new contributions and referring as ex-
actly as possible to the editions of the safest pieces of evidence as well as to
the most recent edition of the Greek Corpus Areopagiticum. This way of
proceeding should make the task of eventual readers easier.*®

1) In a passage of his prologue to the Corpus Areopagiticum composed
towards the end of the first half of the sixth century John of Scythopolis®
reports that a Roman deacon named Peter had assured him thac all works of
the divine Dionysius were indeed kept in Rome in the library rcv e pov:
diaxovog 8€ g Puuaiog. Trpos ovoua. Stiyioato pot xovra @ oo
Beiov Atovvoiov owleoti xara v v Pay tev ie pov BiA0ixny
avareOeipeva®? If this witness really possesses some historical value and
does not simply serve an apologetic purpose, the presence in Rome of a

Y ]. Siglmayr. Das Aufommen der pseudo-dionysischen Schrifien und ihr Eindringen in die
christliche Literatur bis zum Laterancencil 649, IV, Jabwesbericht des offentlichen Privatgymnasivms
derStella Maturina zu Feldkirch (Feldkirch, 1895) 70-7 1, 78-79, 84-86; Chevallier, Dionysiaca
L LXV-IXXIIL, DS I 318-19.

% The references given by Stiglmayr and Chevallier (cf. the preceding note) are not quite
clear: Stiglmayr does not refer to Mansi’s edition of the councils and to PG 3; and Chevallier
usually refers to his own edition in Dionysiaca, where Dionysius’ Greek sentences are printed
together with the corresponding Latin medieval cranslations.

' That John of Scythopolis and not Maximus the Contessor is indeed the auchor of the
prologue as well as of the majority of the scholia on the Corpus Areopagiticim has been detini-
tively demostrared by B.R. Suchla, Bicsogenannten Muximuus-Scholien des Corpus Dionysiacion
Areopagiticum, NAWG philol. histor. K. 1980, 3, 33-66: Die Ubcrlieferung des Prologs des
Johannes von Scyrhopolis zum griechischen Corpus Dionysiacum Arecpagiticurn, NAWG philol.
histor. KI. 1984, 4, 177-88 (on the prologue cf. for instance 177 with footnote 1).

PG 4.20D 3-6. The exact meaningof mjv ... 7@v iepcov ftfAwodhixny is uncertain: was
it the papal library itself or simply the library of some Greek Roman monastery? Could it not
perhaps be thelibrary of the basilica (or monastery) of Sts John and Paul, which had originally
been the basilica Pammachii or Bizantis and then received the new title SS. Iohannis et Pauli in
the early sixch cencury? On both titles cf. for instance £C V1 633.
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Greek Corpus Areopagiticum already before the middle of the sixth cencury
might be regarded as possible.**

2) Whether or not the Greek Corpus Areopagiticum was found in Rome
towards the middle of the sixth century, a safer witness about its eventual
presence in this city in the last decade of the same century is provided by
Gregory the Great. In chapter 12 of his homily XXXIV on the gospels, dac-
ing from 592 or 593,”* Gregory the Great points out that:

Dionysius Arcopagita, the ancient and venerable Father, is reported to say that the
“divine gifts” are sent to the outside, either visibly or invisibly, from the classes of the
lower angels, so that che latter may perform their ownrask, since eitherthe angels or the
archangels come down to bring assiscance 0 men. In tact the higher classes never leave
the inmost recesses: the pre-eminent angels perform no task whatever in the outside
(fertur vero Dionysins Aveopagita, antiquus videlicet et venerabilis pater, dicere quod ex
minorum angclortom agminibus foris ad explendwm ministerivum vel visibiliter vel invisibiliter
mittuntur, scilicet guiia ad humana solatia aut angeli ant archangeli veniunt. Nam superiora
illa agmina ab intimis numquam recedunt, quoniam ca quuae praeeminent usum exterioris

mingsterti numquam habent).”

Gregory condenses here Bionysius’ views as set forth in such passages as
Cael. Hier. V11,1 (27, 8-10 HeilY** i) apwrn—idpvoba, V11,1 (28, 6-10) i
O v vynAorarov—idpuwevoy (cf. Gregory’s nuinquam recedunt), VII,
2 (28, 25) neons vpecews—uoymrotepas, VI, 2 (29, 3-5) v €ri ta
xeipw—auiyeotcmny idpvot v (cf. Gregory's usum exteriorés ministerii num-
quam habent), VI, 3 (30, 18-19) to—auéows avaieivesBai, VII, 4 (31,
7-8) nept Ocov—seornrvia, IX, 2 (36. 21-22) 8t ayyeAov—avagaivouoa
(cf. Gregory's wisibiliter), [X, 2 (37, 2—4) mepi 10 EUPAVECTE POV—T() KPUPIW
... mAnow§ovoav (cf. Gregory's visibiliter, intimis), IX, 2 (37, 8=10) t/jv O
tov apyov—entotareiv, IX, 3 (38, 14) oi—tepapyovvies ayyedot, IX,
4 (38, 22-39, 5) mpog Tov—armoxkaAvebeions, 1X, 4 (39, 12-13) naviag
avlpwnovs—aowaverpaons, IX, 4 (39, 22-24) raviag Se—avateivoviag,
X, 1 (40, 8-11) npog tis pitns—avayerar, X111, 2 (44, 5-6) riva dg—

* Chevallier DS I11 319 still atwributes the prologue to Maximus; moreovet, what he says
abourt this passage (“... Maxime le Confesseur, qui lors de son voyage 3 Rome ... a vu un tel
codex entre les mains du diacre Pierre”) finds no direct support in its texe, apart from the
“diacre Pierre.”

* On these daies of. Chevallier. DSTIT 319 and R. Ecait, Gregorius Magms Homiliae in
Erangelia [Corpus Christianorum Series Latina 141] (Turnhout, 1999) V. According to the
laiter, Gregory did not preach after the year 592-593.

* PL76. 1254B 2-10: Exait, Gregorius 312, 336-43. This passage is quoted by Stiglmayr,
Das Aufkommen 70, and Chevallier. Dionysiaca I, LX V1.

*PTS 36, Berlin-New-York, 1991.
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ayy€iwv, XIll, 2 (44, 10-11) rov guiv—Owauecwv, XII1, 4 (46, 23-24)
St evog—ayy£Awv, X111, 4 (48, 26) 6 v kaBapotv—ayyedog.”’

From Gregory's cxpression ferrur (312, 1) one mightinfer that he did not
learn Dionysius’ doctrine of angels from a direct reading of De Caelesti
Hierarchia, and rhat his knowledge of ir was second-hand, being based only
on some oral or written report. But what he says immediately afterwards
betrays his intimate acquaintance with Dionysius’ text: it does not derive
simply from a report, but presupposes a Latin translation of a precise passage
of De Caelesti Hierarchia. Thwarting a possible objection—based upon a
literal interpretation of Is. 6:6—7—to the doctrine which he has just set forth,
he makes it clear that the angel who was sent to Isaiah to purify him with fire
was not a Seraph, but a lower angel who had been enrrusred with the rask of
“burning” and had received the name “Seraph” jusr because “burning” is the
main property of the Seraphs (cut rei illud videtur esse contrarium quod Isaias
dicit: Volavit ad me unus de Seraphin, et in manu eius calculus, quem forci pe
tulerard ealtari, et tetigitos mewum {ls. 6:6=7] ... quia enim ut peccara locutionis
incendat, de altari angelus carbonem portat, seraphim vocatur, quod incendium
dicitur).”® Ir is exactly this trend of thought which underlies sections 1-2 of
chapter X1l of De Caelesti Hierarchia (43, 20-44, 11): Gregory's words which
immediately follow the quotation from Isaias have their exacr counterparr in
Dionysius’ 717 rv Zepaiy opwvouio kAnbivan i tijv apnotiptoy taov
ELPNUEVOV QUApPTIOV avaipecty kai Ty 1oL kaBapOvios eat v Belav
vraxony avadwnypriow, Cael. Hier. X111, 2 (44, 7-9).7

A Larin translation of De Caelesti Hievarchia X111, 1-2 was therefore at
Gregory's disposal when he wrote chapter 12 of homily X3XIV. Jusr before
writing rhis homily, he may well have begged, as Stiglmayr and Chevallier
think,* some skilled interpreter to translate and explain some passages of De
Caelesti Hievarchia V11, IX, X, XIII which could eventually serve as a sup-
port for his point. If this were thecase, the ferrurin 312, 1 would refer to the
interpreter’s extensive translation or comment;* in chapter 12 of homily

7 I is far toe easy to refer simply to chapters VL. IX, XIII of De Caelesti Hievarchia, as
Stiglmayr and Chevallier do: cf. Das A feommen 70, DS HI 319.

3 PL76. 1254 B 10-C 3; Etait, Gregorins 312, 343-49.

** Unfortunately chis further correspondence escaped both Stiglmayr, Das A fkommen 70,
and Chevallier, Dionysiaca 1, LXVIL, DS Il 319. The words eipryévov apap iy are badly
rendered peccata locutionis.

% Stiglmayr, Das Au fkommen 71, Chevallier, DS 111 319.

* On this interpretation of ferturct. Stiglmayr, Das Aufkeommen70-71: ... so méchten wir
lieber das ‘Ferrur’ so erkliren, daff Gregor damit nur seine Unkunde vom griechischen Text des
Buches ausdriicken wollte. Er musstessich fiir die ganze Stelle. die er aus der himml. Hierarchie
heranzieht. eben auf andere verlassen.”
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XXXIV Gregory first summarized it briefly, and then reproduced rather faith-
fully a passage of it.

The text of the passages of De Caelesti Hierarchia which Gregory had
translated for himself was obviously contained in a Roman codex of the
Greek Corpus Areopagiticum (Gregory composed and held his homily in
Rome). This codex could be either the manuscript at which John of
Scythopolis hints (f it was really found in Rome) or a manuscript which
Gregory himself may have brought from Constantinople, where he had been
ambassador from 575 to 581 (the latter possibility is suggested by
Chevallier).*

3) The Greek Corpus Areopagiticum did not vanish from Rome in the
course of thesixth century. Anevident proof is provided by the Greek acts of
the Lateran council of October 649, which, as Riedinger’s researches have
unquestionably demonstrated, are not a translation from a Latin original
draftt, but are themselves the original draft, being almost entirely based on
Greek materials formerly collected by the predecessor of Pope Martin 1 (649—
655). the Greek Pope Theodor 1 (642-649), under whose pontificate the
council could not take place.** As Riedinger points out, the Latin Pope Mar-
tin I and his Latin bishops certainly spoke Latin during the séances, even
when they quoted long passages of Greek patristic writings;* but these pas-
sages were taken from Greek materials previously prepared, and purposely
translated for the Pope and the counciliar Fathers either during the séances
themselves or just before them.** This applied also to Dionysius’ quotations
which must have been taken from a Greek codex of the Corpus.

2 DS 318-19.

Y R Riedinger, Ausden Akten der Lateran-Synode von 649, BZ 69/1976) 37 “Dagegen istes
sehr wahrscheinlich, dafd Mastin die Akien dieser Synode aus dem Nachlaf seines Vorgingers
Theodor iibernonunen und mit seiner eigenen lateinischen Autoritit begliubigt hat™; Griechische
Konzilsakten auf dem Wege ins lateinische Mittelalrer, AHC 9 (1977) 256: “Der griechische
Aktentext diirtte aber bereits unter Papst Theodor ... ‘vorgefertigt’ worden sein. er ist keine
Niederschiitt von Verhandlungen, sondern ein vorgegebenes Texibuch fiir eine Synode, die
vermuitlich nach unter Papst Theodor geplant war, dann aber wegen des vorzeitigen Todes
dieses Papstes verschoben wetden mufite.”

M Riedinger. BZ 69 (1976) 29 “... ihre Verhandlungssprache das Lateinische war,” 37 ...
es ist ebenso unvorseellbar ... daR Martin ... mir seinen Bischdfen und Beamten griechisch
gesprochen habe”™ AHC 9 (1977) 255 “... dal Papst Martin 1 auf dieser Synode mit seinen
Bischeten griechisch dispuriert hirte, wir niemand annchmen wollen.”

» Riedinger AHC 9 (1977) 256: “Deshalb wird man als duflerstes Zugestindis an den
‘Realitisansprach’ der Akten annehmen diirfen, daff man ihm [i.e., the Pope] und seinen
Bischofen den laceinischen Text an eben den Tagen vorlas, welche die laceinische Ubetlieferung
als Duten der fiinf Siczungen angibr.” Riedinger points out also chat the complete Latin text of
the acts of the Council was mostly a later version of the original Greek draft: ct. BZ 69 (1976)
37. AHC 9 (1977) 254-55, Grammatiker-Gelehrsamkeit iss den Akten der Luteran-Synode 649,
JOB 25 (1976) 57.
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According to the Greek acts, in his dispute with the Monothelites, which
characterizes the Lateran council, Pope Marrin [ appeals to Dionysius’ au-
thority as well: he gets a codex of the Corpus taken trom the papal library
and produced to the assembly,” and orders some passages of it to be read
aloud;” and does not refrain from quoting some excerpts or short sentences
personally.** The bishop of Cagliari Deusdedit behaves in the same way.*’

4) In his long epistle sent to the ecumenical Constantinopolitan council
of 680, Pope St. Agathon (678—681) quotes, among many other passages
taken from works of patristic authors, a passage of chapter 11 of De Divinis

Nominibus as well*" The same passage is quoted in the Greek acts of the

Lateran council.
5) Chevallier is inclined to bring a quotation from chapter | of De
Ecclesiastica Hierarchia in canon 11 of the seventh ecumenical council of 787

* 1.D. Mansi, Sacrorum Conciliorum Nova et Amplissima Collectio X (Florentiae 1764),
976E 977 A v BiBAov tob ayiov dtovuaion Emononov ABnvav ol KaBuroupy ouVTeS
0I5 TPATTGUEVOIS (RYQYETIOQV ... KT/ TIN KEAEVTLY TIig UHETEPQS HAKAPIOTITOS HETA
XELPAS €30 KOMUOAS TG 1€ P Vv [IBAIoGIK g Ty 100 yiov Atovvaiov Biffios mpog
1O rapratauevoy ... ftfAos tov ayiov Movuaiov Agfijzce. Luin wanslation i Chevallier,
Dionysiaca 1, LXVI-LXV1L,

Y Mansi, Sacrorum X 977 B kat to Aotmov—penolireuuévos Ep. 1V (161, 7-10 Ritter,
PTS 36)—Latin text in Chevallier, Dionysiaca I, CXVIL; 1100D staxéx prran Se—0¢00 Adyog
Div. Nom. 11, 5 (130, 5-11 Suchla PTS 33, Berlin-New-York, 1990); 1100E o1t de—
ovviarapevoy Ep. 4 (160, 2~161, 2). The last cwo passages (Mansi X 1100D. 1100E) belong
1o the long parristic Horiligium which in the Greek aces is reported to have been read aloud by
order of the Pope.

* Mansi, Sacrorum X 968 B ayvootipigv—ovaiayv Div. Nom. 11, 9 (133. 8-11); 968 B-C
Kai VEEP dvBpwnov—avviotdugvov Ep. 4 (160, 11161, 2): 984 D ovte vurid Peov—
xara dvBpcorov Ep. 4 (161, 8-9); 985 A 10 mavrwv xatvdy kawvorarov Div. Nom. 11, 10
(135.7): 985 A-B €V toig dvoikvic—unepeyav Div. Nom. 11, 10 (135, 7-9). 985 B xai
TVTOV Kaveoy kauvotarov Dive Nom. 11, 10 (135, 7). Latin texc of dhe last four passages
(Mansi X 984 D, 985A, 985 A-B, 985 B) in Chevallier, Dionysiaca I, LXIX; ct. also Stighnayr,
Das Aufleommen 85.

¥ Mansi, Sacrorum X 988 B tAA Gri—xaworarov Div. Nom. 11, 10 (135, 7); 988D
avépwlEvios—nenoirteyuévog Ep 4 (171, 9-10); cf. also Stiglmayr, Das Aufkommen 86.

© Mansi. Sacrorum X2 (Florentae, 1765), 264 C-D Siaxéxpirat §€—H8e0d Adyog Div.
Nom. 11, 6 (130, 5-11); & Chevallier, Dionysiaca 1, 1 XX. DS 11 319. The interesr of Gregory
the Great, Martin I and St. Agachon for DionysiusAreopagita is emphasized by Anastasius the
librarian: priusquam Romani pontifices, Gregorius videlicet Martinus et Agatho, dictorum eius
conscriptis suis mentionem fecerint ... Gregorius scilicet in homelia capituli evangelici de centum
ovibus et decem dvagmis, Martinus in sinodo [sic] sua, quam Romae contyahereticos (sic] celebravit,
et Agatho in episiola, quam ad sextam sinodum [sic] destinavit MGH Ep. Karol. Aevi 5 (433, 4~
8). PL 129 (740 D), PL 122 (1027-1028), Chevallier, Dionysiaca 1, CXXVI.

4 Cf. above, n. 37.
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(Nicaea II)*? into connection with Pope Hadrian I (772-795).% It is un-
likely, however, that this quotation should have been taken from a Roman
manuscripe of the Greek Corpus. Such an assumption is unnecessary, since
manuscripts of Dionysius’ works were certainly available in Nicaea at that
time. It could prove to be true only supposing that the Pope sent the defini-
tive text of the canons of Nicaea II from Rome.

6) In a letter of 791 addressed to Charlemagne, Pope Hadrian I (772-
795) quotes in Latin translation a passage of the tenth epis[le ofDionysius as
well as passages of De Caelesti Hierarchia** These passages must have been
translated into Latin from Greek just on that occasion—the same had hap-
pened with the passages of De Caelesti Hierarchia taken into account by
Gregory the Greart in chapter 12 of homily XXXIV and with the passages
quoted or read in the course of the Lateran council.** There is no evidence of
the existence of Latin translations of the whole Corpus Areopagiticum earlier
than the versions prepared by Hilduin (835 ca) and Scotus Eriugena (858
ca).le

From the end and perhaps also from the middle of the sixth century up
to the end of the second decade of the ninch century, Greek manuscripes of
the Corpus Areopagiticum were thus found in Rome, and were perhaps also
copied. Towards 820 Methodius’ codex, entirely written in a capital script,
represented the last ring of this chain. It cannot even be excluded thar this
manuscript tradition went on throughout the ninth and perhaps also in the
tenth century.”” As will be shown presently, the work of Anastasius the li-
brarian on Dionysius throws some new light on this tradition.

# Mansi. Sucrorson X111 (Florentiae, 1767), 419 C ovota yap nijs xab nuds icpapyias
EoTi 1 Bonapedura Adya, Ecd. Hier 1,4 (67, 6-7 Heil, PTS 36).

** Dionysiaca 1, LXII.

MAIGHEp. 5 (32, 26-33, 4), ct. Chevallier, Dionysiaca I, LXX)-LXXIIL, DSIIT 319. The
two passages are £p. 10 (208, 3-1 1) nt 8ovprastov—6Beds and Cuel. Hier 1.3 (8, 15-9, 2) xat
rag eipnuevas—yvonms dtadoaews. The Lacin cranslation, however, is rather free and not
exempt from misunderstandings.

“ CI. above, sections 2, 3 and notes 25, 28, 37, 38, 39.

* \What Stvglmayr says about the 1ime of Gregory the Great (“Eine vollstindige chrsctzung
der Dionysiusschriften hat damals schwelich existiert,” Das Aufkormmen 71) may apply to the
end of the eighth century as well.

47The latter assumption would be true if the London codex Brit. Libr. Add. 36821 of the
tirst half of the 19ch century could be proved to have been written in Rome. Canart, Le patriarche
353, u. 38 leaves this question unresolved: “Pour le Londiniensis, 'analyse codicologique reste
a faire.” T do not feel competent to pursue this enquiry myselt. One argument in favour of the
Roman origin of the Londiniensis might perhaps be represented by its rather close textual
kinship with the Florence codex Laurent. Conv. Soppr. gr. 202 of the ninth century, which
could perhaps be regarded as hailing trom Rome, an hypothesis which is not entirely excluded
by Canart, Le patriarche 353, n. 36 and is explicitly supported by Cavallo, La crdrura 507. A


Guest
Rectangle


BRrIEF NOTES ON THE GREEK CORPUS AREOPAGITICUM 211

I ANASTASIUS THE LIBRARIAN AND THE GREEK CORPUS A REOPAGITICUM.

In his dedicatory letter of 25 March 875 addressed to Charles the Bald
and prefixed to his revised edition of Eriugena’s version of the Corpus
Areopagiticum, Anastasius the librarian confesses to have found this version
very literal and obscure;*® for this reason, he had eagerly been looking for a
commentator or commentary of Dionysius’ works. His laborious search did
not prove to be fruitless, since he at last came across a collection of scholia,

which he had already had occasion to see during his stay in Constantino-
49

ple:

quapropter ipse merito anxivs coepi sedulus quaerere, si forte vepperivi potuisser praece pror
quisquam vel aliquod scviptum, quo enucleante pater noster liquidius illucesceret. et, quia
iam per interpretis industriam linguac nostrae fuerit traditus, nobis quoque patulus redderetur
porfectius intellectibus. Tum ecce vepente parathesis sive scolia in eumn, quae Constantino poli
positusvideram, ad manus venere, quibus utcumque interpretatis mibi aliquantulum magis

emicuit®

After declaring to have written his Latin translation of these scholia on the
margins of the leaves of the codex containing his improved edition of
Eriugena’s translation,”” he points out that they go back to two difterent
authors: whereas those marked by a cross are reported to have been written
by Maximus the Confessor, the remaining ones are attributed to John of
Scythopolis,

i psortum avtem scoliorum seu paratheseon quaecumque in calce sui vivificae crucis signum
habent, a beato Maximo Confessore ac monacho inventa esse narvantur; cetera vero sancti
lohannis Scythopolitani antistitis esse feruntio.>?

Grabar, Les manuscrits grecs enluminés d e provenance italienne (Paris, 1972) 35 no 12 presents
the Florence codex simply as “ltalian” (on this question cf. however also below, n. 54). Evidence
abour che textual relationship berween the Laurentianus Conv. Soppr. gr. 202 (1) and the Brir.
Libr. Add. 36821 (B,) can be found in S. Lilla, Ricerche sulla tradizione manoscritta del De
divinis nominibus dello ps. Dionigi [Areopagita, ASNSP Classe di Lettere, Storia e Filosofia,
Serie Il 34 (1965) 316-19.

© MGHEp. Karol. Aevi 5 (431, 29-432, 9). PL 129 (739 D-740 A), PL 122 (1027-28),
Chevallier, Dionysiacal LXXIV n. 3. This passage is partly reproduced by Manitius. Geschichte
679.

* Anastasius had been sent to Constantinople in 869, by order of emperor Ludwig II (850~
875) and Pope Hadrian 1§ {867-872): cf. Manitius, Geschichte 679.

 MGH Ep. Karol. Aevi 5 (432, 9-14), PL 129 (740 A-B), PL 122 (1027-28).

S' MGH Ep. Karol. Aevi 5 (432, 15-19), PL 129 (740 B), PL 122 (1027-28).

52 MGH Ep. Karol. Aevi 5 (432, 19-22), PL 129 (740 B-C), L 122 (1027-28). This
passage is also quoted by Suchla, NAWG philol. histor. Kl. 1980, 3, 37 n. 33.
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A careful examinarion of these passages of Anastasius makes it possible to
come to the following conclusions:

1) Anastasius discovered the Greek manuscript which he used as a basis
for his translation of the scholia in Rome, and not in Constantinople, as
Manitius and Suchla seem to be inclined to believe.’* In fact, he writes his
dedicatory ¢pistle from Rome, and speaks of his looking over the scholia in
Constantinople as of a remote and casual event (he uses purposely the sim-
ple perfects coepi, venere, emicuit as atoil co the pluperfect vider.am). Had he
brought amanuscript with the scholia from Constantinople, he could hardly
have said anxius coe pi sedulus quaerere, si forte repperivi potuisset . .. ecce repente
parathesis sive scolia in eum ... ad manus venere. he pursued his search in
Rome.

2) Most probably, the scholia were written on the margins of the leaves of
this Roman codex, just as in Methodius’ codex, of which the London codex
Brit. Libr. Add. 36821 is a copy. Anastasius followed the same proceeding in
the Latin manuscript containing his improved edition of Eriugena’s version.

3) These scholia included both those written by Maximus rhe Confessor
and those going back to John of Scythopolis.

From the first conclusion it is easy to infer that more than fifty years after
Methodius’ departure, i.e., towards 875, when Anastasius wrote his dedica-
tory epistle to Charles the Bald, at least a Greek codex of the Corpus
Areopagiticum turnished with scholia was still found in Rome, and that there-
fore the Greek manuscripe tradition of the Corpus did not die out com-
pletely in this city in the course of the ninth century. The best evidence in
favour of such an assumption would be provided by a Florence codex of the
Corpus, the Laurent. Conv. Soppr. gr. 202 of the ninth century, written in a
capital script sloping to the right and furnished wich scholia, if specialists in
Byzantine book illumination, codicology and palaecography could defini-
tively prove its Roman origin, proposed by Cavallo.**

5% Manitius, Geschichte 687: "Anastasius ... berithrt seinen Scholientund, den er in
Konstatitinopel gemacht habe™: Suchla, NAWG philol. histor. Ki. 1980, 3, 37: “daf§ er in
Konstantinopel Paratheses oder Scholia zum CD in die Hand bekommen habe: daB er diese
Paratheses ouler Scholia so, wie er sie im Griechischen vorgetunden habe, ins Lueinische iibersetzt
habe.”

54 Cf. above, n. 47. A thorough inquiry should proceed in the direction indicated by
Weitzimann and Grabar, swho drew attention to the kinship between the illumination of the
Laur. Conv. Soppr. gr. 202 and that of a Milan codex of Gregory of Nazianzus, the Ambros.
1014 (E 49-50 int.) of the ninth century, whose Roman origin is regarded as very probable by
Cavallo: cf. K. Weitzmann, Die byzantinische Buclmalerei des IX. und X. Jabrhunderts (Berlin,
1935) 81. A. Grabar. Les manuscrits grecs enluminés de provenance italienne (P.ris, 1972) 35 (no
12), G. Cavallo, Lu cultura 507 and Funzione e strutture della maiuscolagreca i i secoli VIII-XT,
in La paléographie grecque et byzantine (Paris, 1977) 101-02. Codicological and graphic pecu-
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The double authorship of the scholia witnessed by the Greek codex dis-
covered by Anastasiusbrings us back to the seventh century, i.e., to Maximus
the Confessor and to his intervention on the Corpus. It is highly probable
that Maximus prepared a new manuscript of the Corpus by adding some
scholia of his own to the pre-existent scholia of John of Scythopolis (but
from earlier studies, and more recently from Suchla’s thorough researches, it
emerges that his own contributions must not have been very relevant).>® He
either brought this new manuscript to Rome towards 649°¢ or got it pre-
pared in Rome itself on occasion of the Lateran council, in which he must
have played an active role.”” In the latter case, he may have taken a Roman
codex of the Greek Corpus as a basis.’® This new codex of Maximus—either
brought to Rome or prepared there—became in fact a new up-to-date edi-
tion of the Corpus, an edition which, in the intention of its author, was
meant to enrich the pre-existing edition of the sixth century going back to
the circle of John of Scythopolis.™ If this is true, it is solely from Maximus’
codex that the Roman manuscript tradition of the Greek Corpus furnished
with scholia developed in the course of the seventh, eighth and ninth centu-
ries. Methodius transcribed the text of the Corpus in his own manuscript

liarities of both manuscripts shouldalso be taken into account. Fora description ot the Laurent.
Conv. Soppr. gr. 202 and Ambros. 1014 (E 49-50 inl.) cf. respectively E. Rostagno - N. Festa,
Indicedeicodicigreci lawrenziani non compresi nel catalogo del Bandini, SIFC 1 (1893) 171 and
Ae. Martini - D. Bassi. Catalogus codicum Graecorum Bibliothecae Ambrosianae, | (Mediolani,
1906) 1084-86: on the former df. also G. Vitelli - C. Paoli, Collezione fiorentirnia di fracsimili
paleografici greci ¢ Latini (Firenze, 1884-1897) 1ab. XII (where, however, 102 should be cor-
rected into 202).

?> Cf. especially Suchla, NAWG philol. histor, KI. 1980, 3, 56-60 (sutvey of former studies
56-59). Suchla herself does not exclude thac some scholia were written by Maximus, 59-60:
“Aus der Menge der restlichen Scholien kénnen mit einiger Wahrscheinlichkeit die Scolien als
Muximus zugehorig gelten, die in der lateinischen Handschrift Berlin Phill. 1668 mit einem
Kieuzals solche gekennzeichner sind” (Suchla adopts then Anastasius'distinction; for the reter-
ence to this text ct: above, n. 52).

**Thar Maximus brought Greek manuscripts to Rome is pointed out by Riedinger, AHC 9
(1977) 257: “Maximos der Bekenner ... und die Ménche ... fithreen dariiber hinaus Biicher
mit sich.”

5’Cf.on thispointe. g. Stiglmayr, DasAu fkommen 79, Riedinger AHC 9(1977) 258 n. 14,
Cavallo, La caltura 505.

3¢ Even admitting rhat Maximus’ model was not his own codex, but a Roman codex—
which is by no means sure—nothing can be said about the exact identity of the latter: to
suppose that it was the codex of Gregory the Great or that kept in the papal library (cf. above,
n. 36) is nothing but a simple guess, which is supported by no direct evidence.

**Ct. especially B.R. Suchla, Eine Redaktion d esgriechischen Corpus Dionysiacum im Umbkreis
des Jolrannes von Skythopolis, des Vetfassers vom Prolog und Scholien. NAWG philol. histor. Kl.
1985, 4, and the pretace of her edition of De divinis nominibus, PTS 33 (Berlin-New York,
1990) 55-57, 61-63. 66-69.
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either from Maximus' original manuscript or from one of its copies. It is
reasonable to suppose that the Greek codex with double scholia discovered
by Anastasius towards 875 was either Maximus' original edition, Methodius'
direct model, an ancestor of this model, Methodius’ codex, or a copy of it,
which was in any case earlier than the London codex Bric. Libr. Add. 36821—
dating, it will be remembered,” from the first half of the renth century. If
the Laurent. Conv. Soppr. gr. 202 was really written in Rome, it would also
become part of this survey.

CoNCLUSION

We are thus faced with the existence in Rome of a Greek manuscript
tradition of the Corpus Areopagiticum, stretching throughout the High Mid-
dle Ages at least up to the second half of che ninth century.® This tradition
is well attested in the middle of the seventh century, as the witnesses pro-
vided by the Greek acts of the Lateran council of 649 clearly show; and it
probably goes back to the time of Gregory the Great, as chapter 12 of his
homily XXXIV seems to suggest. The possibility of shifting its origin back-
wards up to the end of the first half of the sixth century rests completely, as
has been seen, on the reliability of John of Scythopolis” witness.**

¢*Cf. above, the beginning of section I1, with n. 12.

¢! Siegmund’s scepricism about cthe possible presence of a codex of the Corpus in the papal
library of the eighth centurv. man konnte auch fragen, ob der Papst selbst schon den ganzen
Dionysius besal}” Siegmund, Die Uberlicferung 183, seems therefore te be groundless.

1 am grateful that Father R. Dodaro, Vice-President of rhe Institurum Patristicum
Augustinianum in Rome. has kindly helped with the English cext.


Guest
Rectangle




