Manuel Chrysoloras’
I[Tept 100 BaociAéwg Aoyov:
Genre, Aims, Content, and Sources

Erika Nuti

BETWEEN 1408 AND 1412 the Emperor Manuel II Palaeologus
wrote a lengthy funeral oration for his younger brother
Theodore, Despot of Morea, who had died in 1407.! In the
oration he gave a precise account of Theodore’s political and
military activity, showing that he acted as the perfect ruler and
that his actions were always in accordance with Manuel’s
bidding. The funeral oration is therefore not only an epitaph,
but also a basilikos logos.? Clearly, the length and complexity of

I J. Chrysostomides, Manuel II Palacologus, Funeral Oration on his Brother
Theodore (Thessalonike 1985). An interesting analysis of this text is provided
in F. Leonte, “A Brief ‘History of the Morea’ as Seen through the Eyes of
an Emperor-Rhetorician: Manuel II Palaiologos’s Funeral Oration for Theodore,
Despot of the Morea,” in S. Gerstel (ed.), Viewing the Morea. Land and People in the
Late Medieval Peloponnese (Washington 2013) 397—417. For the debate on the
date of composition see Chrysostomides 29; C. Patrinelis and D. Sofianos,
Manuel Chrysoloras and his Discourse addressed to the Emperor Manuel II Palaeologus
(Athens 2001) 44—46; A. Rollo, review of Patrinelis and Sofianos, B 96
(2003) 307-313, at 310, and “A proposito del Vat. Gr. 2239: Manuele 1II e
Guarino (con osservazioni sulla scrittura di Isodoro di Kiev),” Nea Rhome 3
(2006) 373-388, at 373 n.2. For a brief profile of the lives and activities of
Manuel and Theodore see Chrysostomides 5—25; for Manuel’s biography
sec the somewhat dated but still essential monograph of J. W. Barker,
Manuel II Palaeologus (1391—1425): A Study in Late Byzantine Statesmanship (New
Brunswick 1969). See also G. Dennis, The Letters of Manuel II Palaeologus
(Washington 1977).

2 Chrysostomides, Oration 27. On the Byzantine basilikor logoi see D.
Angelov, Imperial Ideology and Political Thought in Byzantium, 1204—1330 (Cam-
bridge 2007); P. Odorico, “Les miroirs des princes a Byzance. Une lecture
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this text (93 pages in the edition of Juliana Chrysostomides)
reveal its intention to be a political speech to strengthen the
Emperor’s power and gain support for his intricate internal and
foreign policies.> Because of its political relevance, Manuel
sought a perfect text, and he worked on it for an extended
period with the assistance of the famous scholar Isidore, the
future patriarch of Kiev, and other intellectuals unknown to us,
subjecting it to multiple revisions.* Moreover, he sent the text
to one of his closest diplomatic collaborators and finest
scholars, Manuel Chrysoloras,” who was travelling around Italy

horizontale,” in ‘L’Education au gouvernement et a la vie’. La tradition des ‘régles de
vie’ de UAntiquité au Moyen Age (Paris 2009) 223-246, esp. 245246 ; A.
Giannouli, “Coronation Speeches in the Palaiologan Period?” in A. Bei-
hammer et al. (eds.), Court Ceremonies and Rituals of Power in Byzantium and the
Medieval Mediterranean (Leiden/Boston 2013) 203-223, at 203-204. The
basilikot logot, whose tradition dates back to antiquity, were defined and clas-
sified by Menander Rhetor: see D. A. Russell and N. G. Wilson, Menander
Rhetor (Oxford 1981) 76-95.

3 See Chrysostomides, Oration 27—29; Rollo, Nea Rhome 3 (2006) 376 n.14;
Leonte, in Viewing the Morea 398 and 412—416.

* See Chrysostomides, Oration 32—53, P. Schreiner, “Ein seltsames Stem-
ma. Isidor von Kiev, die Leichenrede Kaiser Manuels auf seinen Bruder
Theodoros und eine moderne Ausgabe,” in I. Vassis et al. (eds.), Lesarien.
Festschnift fiir Athanasios Kambylis (Berlin/New York 1998) 211-222; Rollo, Nea
Rhome 3 (2006) 373-388. On Isidore of Kiev see Prosopographisches Lexikon der
Palaiologenzeit no. 8300; P. Schreiner, “Ein byzantinischer Gelehrter
zwischen Ost und West. Zur Biographie des Isidor von Kiew und seinem
Besuch in Lviv (1436),” Bollettino della Badia Greca di Grottaferrata SER. 111 3
(2006) 215-228; J. Preiser-Kapeller, Der Episkopat in spiten Byzanz. Ein
Verzeichnus der Metropoliten und Bischife des Patriarchats von Konstantinopel in der Zeit
von 1204 bis 1453 (Saarbriicken 2008) 495, 505; L. Silvano, “Per I'epistolario
di Isidoro di Kiev: la lettera a papa Niccolo V del 6 luglio 1453,” Medioevo
greco 13 (2013) 223-240.

5> For a full account of Chrysoloras’ life see G. Cammelli, I dotti bizantini e
le origint dell’Umanesimo 1 Manuele Crisolora (Florence 1941); for a brief over-
view see Dennis, Lelters XXXV—XXXVIL For further bibliography see E. V.
Maltese and G. Cortassa, Manuele Crisolora, Roma parte del cielo. Confronto tra
UAntica e la Nuova Roma (Turin 2000) 45—48; R. Maisano and A. Rollo (eds.),
Manuele Crisolora e il ritorno del greco in Occidente (Naples 2002), particularly the
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at the time to seek military and financial aid for the Empire. In
the letter accompanying the copy of the text, Manuel asked for
revisions and suggestions.® Chrysoloras answered with a very
long letter, preserved in only one manuscript, an autograph
discovered in 1972 by Patrinelis and Sofianos.’

Patrinelis’ assessment of Chrysoloras’ text is harsh: “its un-
reservedly laudatory tone from start to finish perhaps obliges us
to place it in the literary genre of the encomium. Although it
comments on a work that contains numerous references to
historical people and events, Chrysoloras’ discourse is of no
great interest as a historical source. Even its autobiographical
information is limited in both quantity and significance. [...] to
a certain extent he extemporized [...] At all events, the original
purpose of the discourse—the philological treatment and im-
provement of the Emperor’s funeral oration at his own request
—was left in abeyance. Well versed as he was in the ways of the
court, Chrysoloras deemed the Emperor’s oration to be ex-
cellent in both form and content. [...] Judged as a whole,
Chrysoloras’ discourse cannot be said to be infused with any
particular inspiration or elegance.” From Patrinelis’ point of
view, the only importance of this work is in its being “the

paper by A. Rollo, “Problemi e prospettive della ricerca su Manuele Criso-
lora,” 31-85, at 34-54; L. Thorn-Wickert, Manuel Chrysoloras (ca. 1350—
1415): eine Biographie des byzantinischen Intellekiuellen vor dem Hintergrund der
Hellenustishen Studien in der Italienischen Renaissance (Frankfurt am Main 2006).

6 Dennis, Letters 158, no. 56: “I am sending you the funeral oration on my
brother, which I composed more by weeping than by writing. [...] This
booklet comes to you not for mere display, as Apelles and Lysippus showed
their works to each other [cf. Synesius Ep. 1], but in the spirit in which
others brought their works to them for correction, paintings to Apelles and
statues to Lysippus. [...] You, therefore—it is your duty to help me in every
way—erase what is superfluous in the present composition; do not shrink
from making changes in it and additions of your own as well; for I know
that it stands in need of all these.”

7 MS. Meteorensis Metamorphoseos 154: C. Patrinelis, “An Unknown Dis-
course of Chrysoloras addressed to Manuel II Palacologus,” GRBS 13 (1972)
497-502. The text is edited in Patrinelis and Sofianos, Manuel Chrysoloras
60-131.
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longest and latest text by one of the most noted Greek scholars
of the Renaissance,” and in the political consideration that
Chrysoloras made “in the last part of his discourse, particularly
in the paragraphs headed TopdxAnocig vrep 100 T'évovg and
[Modeta.”® Patrinelis” views are certainly justified, but in my
opinion they do not capture the true relevance of this text, viz.
a document which broadens our knowledge of Chrysoloras’
scholarly and intellectual profile, given what little remains of
his literary production despite his fame,” and the strong evi-
dence that such a document provides on his scholarly pursuits
as a teacher, translator, philologist, and copyist at the service of
his pupils and other Western humanists.

The aim of this article is thus to provide a re-evaluation of
what the letter can tell us of Chrysoloras as an intellectual
operating between the East and the West at a time marked by
the eclipse of Byzantium and the onset of the Italian Renais-
sance. First, I will define the rhetorical status of this text by
analyzing its structure. Second, I will assess its context and
sources. Finally, I will reflect on the significance of its content
and sources 1n relation to Chrysoloras’ career and cultural en-
vironment, in an attempt to ascertain whether they can tell us

8 Patrinelis and Sofianos, Manuel Chrysoloras 48-50. On the final part of
Chrysoloras’ text see E. Nuti, “Salvezza delle lettere greche. Ideali ¢ Real
Politik negli scritti degli umanisti bizantini (Cidone, Crisolora, Gaza,
Calcondila),” Studi Umanistict Picen: 32 (2012) 119-137, at 119-130.

9 On Chrysoloras’ literary production see A. Rollo, “La lettera consola-
toria di Manuele Crisolora a Palla Strozzi,” Studi Umanistici 4=5 (1993—1994)
7-85, esp. 14 n.1; C. Billo, “Manuele Crisolora. Confronto tra ’Antica e la
Nuova Roma,” Medioevo Greco 0 (2000) 1-26; Maltese and Cortassa, Roma;
A. Rollo, “Le due Rome. Studi recenti su una fortunata lettera di Manuele
Crisolora,” Roma nel Rinascimento 2001 [2002] 21-37; L. Thorn, “Das Brief-
corpus des Manuel Chrysoloras: eine Blitenlese,” in E. Konstantinou (ed.),
Der Betrag der byzantinischen Gelehrten zur abendlindischen Renaissance des 14. und
15. Jahrhunderts (Frankfurt am Main 2006) 17-28. On Chrysoloras’ famous
grammar, the so-called Erolemata, see A. Rollo, Gli Erotemata tra Crisolora e
Guarino (Messina 2012); E. Nuti, Longa est via. Forme ¢ contenuti dello studio gram-

maticale dalla Bisanzio paleologa al tardo Rinascimento veneziano (Alessandria 2014)
76-90.
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more about Chrysoloras’ historical and intellectual role as a
mediator between East and West.

As stated, the Emperor had asked for a careful revision of the
funeral oration dedicated to his brother (henceforth FO), but
Chrysoloras did not make annotations to the copy of FO that
the Emperor had sent him. Instead, he wrote this very long
letter (henceforth CL). It is only in the final pages of CL, at the
beginning of a section entitled “Apologia,” justification, that
Chrysoloras explains his choice. Not lacking in flattery, he ar-
gues that he feared he might destroy the perfect unity of the
whole by changing, adding, or eliminating any of the Em-
peror’s words.!? Therefore, he had instead decided to write a
commentary, which was to be considered Chrysoloras’ tribute
to Theodore. He imagined that some passages of this com-
mentary would be inserted into the epitaphs pronounced for
Theodore by intellectuals and friends during a memorial cere-
mony in Mistra and that others might be incorporated into FO

10 CL 125.17-24 (page and line numbers of Patrinelis and Sofianos’
edition; translations mine): “I say that you have drawn a better picture of
the laudandus than the one which Apelles or Lysippus could have for
Alexander. But, as I would have been worthy of ridicule if I had touched
their works, adding, removing, or changing anything of them—or, better, as
I would have been rightly punished for damaging and outraging such great
works—so too if I touched your speech, which can be admired as worthily
as their works”; 125.27-28: “Could one remove without removing some-
thing beautiful and convenient, damaging also its entire symmetry?”; 126.4—
12: “Which part could be improved if changed or altered? I do not see,
since even changing means first removing, then inserting something else in
its place. But the elements are so properly and naturally connected that the
removal of the part would damage the entire natural structure, while the
substitute, dissolving the cohesion of the whole, would seem to be attached
differently or even grafted on it, as a cancer or a corn in the flesh, but if you
like, in accordance with the ancient myth, as the shoulder of ivory for the
Peloponnesian people’s ancestor, which was beautiful, yes, but entirely fall-
ing short of the original and spoiling the cohesion of the entire body”;
126.14-19: “You say that I should add some of my own words to yours. But
I would prefer not to do so, since the same thing would happen as in the
other case just discussed [...]: it would seem that my words push their way
into a place unsuited for them and above them.”
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by the Emperor himself.!! Moreover, it would serve as an invi-
tation to read FO for those who would not have the oppor-
tunity to hear it.'? Nevertheless, Chrysoloras did not clearly
explain what his text actually was, for he knew it would be evi-
dent in reading it. Therefore, in order to fully grasp the essence
of CL and its value, it 1s necessary to look at its structure and to
comment on some passages.

As indicated by Chrysoloras’ subtitles, the letter 1s divided
into the following sections:

o Introduction (missing the title since the manuscript is acephalous),
which contains a summary of the guidelines of the speech. Here
Chrysoloras briefly discusses the fortunate choice of speaker to
write FO (i.e. the Emperor, for he was not only the laudandus’
brother, but also an Emperor and a reputable orator), his own
good fortune at receiving FO for correction, and the opportune-
ness of writing FO, which would be a monument to the virtues of
both the laudator and the laudandus. Then Chrysoloras proceeds
to speak about his relationship with the laudandus, Theodore, who
had been a munificent lord to him and his brother and who had
always worked for the benefit of his community, displaying wisdom
(ppévnotg), humanity (plavBporio), and goodness (xpnotdtng
and xodokoyaBic). Therefore, Chrysoloras argues, he must take
part in the mourning for Theodore, in order to show his love and
gratitude. Finally, Chrysoloras meditates on the very fact that FO
not only renewed his weeping, but also consoled him, thereby
accomplishing one of the main functions of a funeral oration. This
was possible, he argues, because the orator is a virtuous Emperor

11 CL 123.16-21: “let what has been said on behalf of the laudandus be
added to those speeches that you have granted others to pronounce for him,
[...] in order that I too seem to be present at the funeral ceremony, taking
part in the due tribute”; 124.5-11: “if anything in my words resembles
mourning, let it be inserted among those others that you yourself have
granted to beat themselves and mourn along with your own speech. If
something belongs to praise, let it be inserted amid the praise, so that I
accomplish the due tribute...”

12 CL 124.28-30: “Perhaps somebody will read this speech [CL] and not
the other [FO] and will see most of that one in this; perhaps, after reading
this first, he will desire to read the original and will look for it.”
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who, knowing the laudandus better than anybody else, wrote a
basilikos and politikos logos offering the model of the perfect ruler, he
himself being that model (64.11-65.5). Therefore, FO gives
pleasure to the audience, but also instills fear, because it enables
people to reflect on death and on the possibility of losing the orat-
or, 1.e. their lord, the Emperor Manuel II.

o “Funeral Orations,” a section containing a precise series of general
rules for a funeral oration (65.25-72) and the FO’s fulfillment of
them (73-83.12).

o “God” (83.14-84.17), “Providence” (84.18-24), “Christian Faith”
(85.1-15), “Devotion” (85.16-86.6), “Virtue” (86.7-91.3), “Justice”
(91.4-92.23), “Laws” (92.24-93.12), “Philosophy” (93.13-94.3),
“Human Nature” (94.4-26), “Homeland and Parents” (95.1—
96.27), “People” (96.28-97.19), and “Relatives” (97.20-99.9).
These paragraphs serve to demonstrate that FO depicts Theodore
as a virtuous man who perfectly adhered to all the correct moral,
political, and religious principles and acted in the best way possible
towards his family and his nation.

o “Laudator” (99.10-105.7) and “Laudandus” (105.8-112.21), sec-
tions aimed at demonstrating that in FO such figures are perfectly
in accord with the rules governing funeral orations, thus restating
much of what is mentioned in the previous sections.

o “Audience” (112.22-115.30), in which Chrysoloras shows that FO
adheres perfectly to the rules of funeral orations in terms of utility
and pleasure.

o Three appendices. The first, “Exhortation to the Nation” (116.1—
117.25), explains why FO represents the best imaginable tribute to
Theodore, for if he devoted his life to saving the nation, the best
tribute and the only way by which his life should be remembered is
as savior of the nation; and FO inspires the audience to emulate
the laudandus’ life. The second, “Education” (117.26-123.8), con-
tains an exhortation to the Emperor to safeguard culture and
educated men, so that the nation can flourish and FO can be pre-
served. The third, “Justification” (123.9-131.15), contains not only
an explanation of the contents of the letter and instructions on how
to use it, but also Chrysoloras’ expression of gratitude to the Em-
peror for assisting and loving Chrysoloras’ nephew, as well as his
declaration of loyalty and service to the Emperor.

Therefore, Chrysoloras responds to his Emperor’s request by
demonstrating that FO is a model (#pos) and an exemplar (idea)
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of a funeral oration, as he persistently states throughout the
commentary.!> To do so, he first wrote a treatise on how to
compose a funeral oration and then explained how FO had ac-
complished this to perfection. Table 1 shows the correspon-
dences between the general rules, stated primarily in the first
part of the section entitled “Funeral Orations,” and examples
of such drawn from FO, which Chrysoloras lists one by one in
the second part of the same section. The reader may note that
the contents of Chrysoloras’ treatise are very conventional; in-
deed, they reflect Chrysoloras’ biographical profile as both a
Byzantine scholar and a competent teacher, demonstrating on
the one hand the flawless knowledge of the rules of rhetoric
acquired through his studies and on the other his well-honed
skill as a teacher at explaining familiar subjects.!*

13 E.g. CL 77.18-19: “It would be better to refer other funeral orations to
this one as a model and exemplar, than to compare it with other canons”;
80.6-16: “All these features which I have already mentioned must be
present in funeral orations are abundantly present in this one, and it has
many others, which one cannot see in other funeral orations. Now I will
omit the rest, but the fact that the laudator is an Emperor, and that the
laudandus occupied the first position after the Emperor, and that they are
both an Emperor’s sons, an Emperor’s brothers, an Emperor’s uncles and
fathers, Emperors’ grandchildren [...] in what other speech ever composed
before or after this could one find all this?”’; 80.18-19: “even if not (all of the
arguments of FO) existed in previous funeral orations, far more will neces-
sarily derive and follow from your speech.”; 73.11-14: “people who will be
celebrated after Theodore will aspire to obtain not only praise but the praise
which Theodore received and which he himself was happy to have.”

14 The Byzantine secondary school consisted of two levels, grammar and
rhetoric, by which one acquired the skills in composition and speech that
were necessary to undertake any career. In the second level, the pupils
learned to compose every kind of speech, following rules deriving from the
Hellenistic and Late-Antique tradition of manuals of rhetoric, e.g. Aphthon-
ius, Hermogenes, and Menander Rhetor, the latter probably being the
authority on the epideictic: see Russell and Wilson, Menander XXXVI, and R.
Cribiore, “Menander the Poet or Menander the Rhetor? An Encomium on
Dioscoros Again,” GRBS 48 (2008) 95109, at 103-104. On the Byzantine
scholastic system and education see C. N. Constantinides, Higher Education in
Byzantium n the Thirteenth and Early Fourteenth Centuries (Nicosia 1982); R.
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Table 1

Rules for epitaphs
as per CL 65.25-72

Therr perfect application in FO

CL 65.29-30 The laudandus
must be praised for his virtues.

CL 91.5-24; 92.8-22; 93.28-32.
107.9-109.21.

65.30-66.5 The laudator should
illustrate the laudandus’ virtues

from less-known and unworthy

facts.

80.21-81.20 What Manuel leaves unsaid
reveals much more than an overly detailed
and lengthy description of facts.
108.17-109.10 FO illustrates virtues
through facts without explaining or
describing them.

66.5-20 The laudator must
know the actions described
because he behaves in the same
way (CL quoting Arist. Eth.Nic.
1105b12-18 and Mag.Mor.
1183b15-16).

89.30-90.6 Manuel knows perfectly well
how to describe Theodore’s virtuous
disposition and virtues because he is
familiar with the theory on virtues.
94.10-11 Manuel shows himself to be a
great man because otherwise he could not

describe Theodore’s noble character.
103.1-32 Manuel must be aware of the
pleasure that his speech provokes in the
audience.

100.24-101.29 Manuel avoids speaking of
himself (as dictated by the rules of encomia),
but many times he is forced to do so be-
cause he was an active participant in Theo-
dore’s actions or counseled him on them.

4. 66.20-27 The laudator must use
an appropriate style and
lexicon.

74.17-75.17 A propriety of language and a
remarkable force emerge in Manuel’s
speech.

Browning, “L’insegnante,” in G. Cavallo (ed.), Luomo bizantino (Bari 1992)
128-164, at 138-142; S. Mergiali, L'enseignement et les lettres pendant Uépoque de
Paléologues (1261—1453) (Athens 1996) ; A. Markopoulos, “De la structure de
Iécole byzantine. Le maitre, les livres et le processus éducatif;” in B.
Mondrain (ed.), Lire et écrire @ Byzance (Paris 2006) 85-96 ; E. V. Maltese,
“Atene e Bisanzio. Appunti su scuola e cultura letteraria nel Medioevo
greco,” in Dimensioni bizantine. Tra autory, lesti e lettor: (Alessandria 2007) 145—
178, at 148-157; A. Markopoulos, “Education,” in E. Jeffreys et al. (eds.),
The Oxford Handbook of Byzantine Studies (Oxford 2008) 785—795; D. Bianconi,
“Erudizione e didattica nella tarda Bisanzio,” in O. Pecere and L. Del
Corso (eds.), Libri e pratiche didattiche dall’Antichita al Rinascimento (Cassino
2010)475-512.
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75.28-77.6 There is moderation and
decorum in his speech.

good citizens because they

* stimulate emulation of virtues
* celebrate the nation (yévog)

* demonstrate the existence of a

cosmic justice

* teach them to disdain death

¢ teach them to act virtuously

* provide examples of econom-

5. 66.27-32 The laudator must 75.18-27 Manuel achieves this through the
touch yet console the audience’s | propriety of his speech.
soul. 104.1-16.

6. 66.33-67.6 The laudator must | 73.26-32 Manuel was his brother’s teacher
be wholly familiar with the and father.
laudandus’ life, so that he can 77.24-78.7 Manuel and Theodore were one
illustrate the latter’s virtues with | soul binding two bodies.
concrete facts and generate 94.12-24 provides a concrete example of
admiration in the audience. CL 77.24-78.7.

7. 67.6-15 The laudator must 74.6-16.
exude trust because of the life 78.17-79.17 All the world knows of
he has led, which must become | Manuel’s love for the truth.
another element of praise for 101.30-102.26 Manuel avoids insulting or
the laudandus. denying his enemies, instead showing com-

passion and moderation, as did Theodore.

8. 67.10-15 The laudator must 79.25-29.
himself be suffering for the
laudandus’ loss.

9. 67.16-32 The choice of topics 75.5-6.
and their organization is
essential.

10. 67.33-68.10 Epitaphs must 91.25-92.7.
show that wisdom and good 106.17-20.
reputation do not perish with 111.26-112.10.
the body, but instead that death
brings happiness and beatitude
through praise and a good
reputation.

11. 68.11-69.4 Only in epitaphs, 99.29-100.22 Theodore was a model of
free of any adulation, can we virtue during his lifetime, so Manuel cannot
praise frankly and be certain of | be suspected of adulation; Manuel loves the
one’s life and happiness. truth; Theodore used to shun praise; Man-

uel and Theodore’s friendship is a guaran-
tee against any accusation of adulation.
111.17-25; 115.19-25.

12. 69.5-71.35 Epitaphs help create [96.29-97.19 FO demonstrates that Theo-

dore served his people throughout his life;
therefore, his example should stimulate a
desire for emulation.

105.9-107.7 The speech celebrates Theo-
dore’s virtue, so that after his death he will
pursue his mission to save his people be-
cause they, recognizing their debt to Theo-
dore, will seek to emulate his virtuous life.
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ics, tactics, politics, virtues. 112.26-115.19.
13. 72 Epitaphs gives pleasure 79.17-24.
(Mdéa) because they show that | 102.26-103.1.
¢ the laudandus was loved 104.17-105.7 The description of virtues
* many others, including the generates pleasure and doing virtuous deeds
laudator, recognize the lau- gives pleasure.
dandus’ virtues.

Nonetheless, the main point of interest of CL is certainly not
that it contains a didactic treatise on how to write a funeral
oration. Indeed, CL is much more than this, as clearly emerges
from reflection on the main reasons provided by Chrysoloras to
support his assumption that FO is to be considered an exem-
plar for funeral orations. First, he argues that its author, the
Emperor, is an optimus orator who knows and applies to per-
fection the rules of rhetoric for a funeral oration.!> Second, FO
has the perfect laudator for a funeral oration. Manuel II is not
only the person who suffers the most for the laudandus’ loss!®
and a trustworthy person of known integrity,!” but also and
especially he is fully aware of the laudandus’ life and character,
having been Theodore’s educator and brother and having
known, approved, and/or participated in all of his actions.!®
Last, but even more important, FO is an exemplar because it

15 Table 1, nos. 1, 2, 4, 5, 9, 10.

16 Table 1, nos. 8 and 13, e.g. CL 79.17-18 and 26-28: “Who loved a
man as much as he [Theodore] was loved by you [Manuel]? [...] One can
understand how intense your sorrow is from the speech [...] by which you
caused the others to love him more and feel sorrow.”

17 Table 1, nos. 7 and 11, e.g. CL 78.18-24: “What inspires trust more
than love of truth? Whenever we see that someone loves the truth and
speaks of matters he knows perfectly, we must trust him. And as to you
[Manuel], who does not know this? Neither those who live under your
empire [...] nor the foreigners.”

18 Table 1, no. 6, e.g. CL 94.12-13: “You [Manuel] yourself were a par-
ticipant, and not only that, you were the leader and the architect of those
[Theodore’s] great actions”; 73.29-32: “You were his teacher for every-
thing, not only saying but also showing virtue through the actions you did,
so that you called him pupil and son, since a father and a teacher’s teach-
ings were shown.”
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contains a demonstration that the laudandus was a model
human being and ruler. In the paragraphs entitled “God,”
“Providence,” etc., which constitute the central part of CL,
Chrysoloras comments on several passages and sentence frag-
ments from FO in order to demonstrate its success in depicting
Theodore as a virtuous man. Thus these paragraphs present all
the reasons why the laudandus depicted in FO embodies the
perfect model of a human being and ruler, both for his
disposition and for his actions. Chrysoloras argues that Manuel
IT is so successful in conveying this point because of his
knowledge not only of Theodore’s life, but also of ethics.!?

The implications of the strategy used by Chrysoloras to
demonstrate that FO is an exemplar of funeral orations seem
clear. First, CL is an encomium to the Emperor as a scholar,
perfectly schooled in both rhetoric and ethics.?” From Chryso-
loras’ point of view, it was this very knowledge that allowed
Manuel to construct such a perfect oration. Second, CL 83—
115 demonstrates that FO is not only a funeral oration, but
also a basilikos logos, a speech describing the model of the perfect
ruler.?! Finally, since Manuel shared his brother’s same nature,

19 Chrysoloras clearly states for example at CL 87.20-22: “Knowing to
perfection all these teachings [passages just quoted on virtue from Aristotle’s
Ethics] and presenting Theodore’s life as a table of virtues, you first showed
most skillfully that as regards the disposition to virtue he possessed all of
them”; and 89.28-29: “starting from all his character, his education, his up-
bringing, and his actions you molded all his virtue.” See also Table 1, no. 3,
example 1.

20 CL 124.25-27: “I wrote [...] to praise you for what you said”; 124.30—
32: “I added passages from some other authors not chosen accidentally, to
demonstrate that your words are in accordance with them and complete
them knowledgeably”; 64.9-10: FO “clearly demonstrates the orator’s
virtue and the fact that he spoke of the matter in accordance with his
disposition and with knowledge”; 89.30-90.2: “Who better could have
described the whole of virtue? Who better could have demonstrated its
proper nature? I know that these topics are present in the laws of the
encomia and epitaphs [...], but others follow them as rules unthinkingly,
whereas you proved to be a perfect expert and legislator for them.”

21 CL 64.26-65.3: “You, describing his life, showed a model of imperial
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educated him, and took part in his actions,?? CL implicitly con-
cludes that Manuel too is a perfect ruler. This would explain
why CL presents a continuous juxtaposition of the two broth-
ers. Thus CL is an encomium to Theodore I of Morea and
Manuel II Palaiologoi as incarnations of the perfect rulers, i.e.
a basilikos logos, which in the meantime explains the principles
and contents on which this kind of epideictic oratory should be
based. Consequently, no title could be more opportune than
the one that Chrysoloras says he has chosen for his work and
which I have chosen to use in the title of the present article (as
opposed to the one arbitrarily chosen by editors).?3

and civic education and set up not only a monument to him, but also a
statue of the ruler as he must be, which you already demonstrated in your
own figure, becoming his sculptor, instructor, and image. Having brightly
polished it through your life, now, as regards your brother, you presented it
through your own words, in order to set up another statue connected with
you, now fallen, through the speech, which could be a statue of imperial/
the rulers’ virtue itself after your death.” On the image of the imperial
statue of virtue see H. Hunger and 1. Sevéenko, Des Nikephoros Blemmydes
Basilikos Andrias und dessen Metaphrase von Georgios Galesiotes und Georgios Oinaiotes
(Vienna 1986); on this work see also Angelov, Imperial Ideology 188—189.
Perhaps Chrysoloras recalls the imperial statue to describe the essence of
FO since the Emperor asked him to treat FO as the famous artists of
antiquity used to do with less-known artists’ works (see n.6 above for the
Emperor’s text and n.10 for Chrysoloras’ reply regarding this image).

22 Table 1, no. 6, e.g. CL 73.28-74.2: “You first possess every virtue and
were the teacher of all the actions you showed that he practiced, not only by
what you said but also by what you did. [...] He did all those good actions
in accordance with you, as a dancer directed by a coryphaeus.” Moreover, CL
101.9-10 states: “what you say that he did, you did too, either along with
him or on your own initiative.”

23 CL 123.10-16: “But perhaps someone will say to me and ask: “What
do you mean with this [CL]? And why did you write this speech? And what
is its form (oxfipe)? And how should we call it? For it escapes the title of
letter’. I care little about its title, so let it be called whatever anyone likes; it
won’t be one sort or another because of its name. Anyway, let it be entitled
On the Emperor’s Speech, and 1 will entitle it so.” Patrinelis and Sofianos’ de-
cision to entitle their book containing the edition of CL Adyog mpog tov
avrokpdropa MavovnA B° IHalaioAdyo (transl.: Discourse addressed to the
Emperor Manuel II Palaeologus) and the edition itself Adyog xat’ émioroAnv
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Before examining the specific qualities that CL attributes to
Theodore and Manuel as perfect rulers and human beings, still
another consideration is needed in order to understand the
essence of CL. As previously mentioned, in the paragraphs en-
titled “Exhortation to the Nation” and “Education” Chryso-
loras suggests his recipe for how to save the Empire and how to
avoid the risk of losing the memory of Theodore, whose eternal
survival as a model citizen and ruler is the aim of FO. He first
meditates on the distant yet common origin of the Greeks and
the Romans—he had in mind Plutarch’s Lives—and on what it
would mean for the whole world if the Hellenic cultural heri-
tage preserved by Byzantium for over a millennium were to be
lost. He was aware that the Greek cultural heritage was the
only thing that could attract the Westerners’ interest in the
survival of Byzantium at a time when intellectuals, who were
counselors to the princes, were beginning to take an interest in
the study of classical antiquity. Who better than the Emperor-
scholar Manuel II as depicted by Chrysoloras throughout CL
to follow such a plan to save Byzantium? Starting from this
consideration, Chrysoloras invites the Emperor to promote
culture and protect intellectuals and teachers, in order to have
a learned people and a State envied for its culture; his likely
implication is that such a nation would give teachers of Greek
to Westerners and be considered a fundamental cultural re-
source by Westerners. Given the contents of these paragraphs,
therefore, CL also needs to be inscribed within the genre of the
political panegyric, in which counsel usually followed praise.*

mepl 100 Paocidéwg Adyov, justified by quoting this very passage (Patrinelis
and Sofianos, Oration 50), seems inopportune also to Rollo, B 96 (2003)
310: “perché introduce una chiosa, costituita dall’ espressione Adyog xot’
émiotoAny, che sebbene sia ricavata dalle parole che Crisolora stesso utilizza
rifrendosi alla sua opera (cf. p. 125, rr. 5-6: érel kol 10 SAov oyfuo 100
Topéviog AOyov kot’ €micToAV elval) rimane estranea alla forma che
Pautore voleva che il titolo assumesse.”

24 On the genre of Byzantine political panegyrics see Angelov, Imperial
Ideology 166-180, and D. Angelov, “Byzantine Imperial Panegyric as Advice
Literature (1204—c.1350),” in E. Jeffreys (ed.), Rhetoric in Byzantum (Al-
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And as every good panegyrist asks for something once praise
has been offered, Chrysoloras ends with a request for assistance
for himself and his dear nephew.

Once we are aware of what CL actually is, it 1s necessary to
examine the image of the ideal ruler that emerges from Chry-
soloras’ description of Theodore’s and Manuel’s qualities. He
stresses their humanity, beneficence, piety, compassion, good-
ness, justice, prudence, and wisdom.?> Though these are all
virtues traditionally mentioned in imperial panegyrics, the
focus on such specific traits must indeed reflect Chrysoloras’
personality and thought. Military virtues are mentioned just
once (CL 111.3-4), even though a large part of FO i1s dedicated
to Theodore’s military feats.?6 As stated, Chrysoloras’ solution
to the dramatic crisis of the Byzantine Empire was cultural in

dershot 2003) 55—72.

25 pilovBporic (humanity): CL 62.16, 62.30, 63.5, 102.14, 102.26; wico-
novnplo (hatred of evil) 102.14; edrotio t@v mevitov (beneficence) 98.19;
¢hevBeprdtng (generosity) 107.30; xodoxoyoBio (nobility) 62.14; xpnotdng
(goodness) 62.14, 63.5, 97.18, 109.21, 110.17; oteppdtng (firmness) 75.22;
koptepla (perseverance) 75.22, 90.16, 108.28; eboéPeia (reverence towards
God) 85.17, 95.29, 98.7, 98.15; edAaPero (picty) 95.30; dixarocbvn (justice)
91.5-17, 107.30; émeixeio (equity) 101.30, 102.8; edyvopocdvn (reasonable
spirit) 92.11, 99.22-23; dve€ixaxia (forbearance) 102.9; olbveoig (sagacity)
107.29, 114.13, 114.28); cwgpoctvy (prudence) 107.29; opévnoig (wisdom)
62.30; dvdpeio (bravery) 76.15, 90.15, 107.30; yevvaudtng (nobility of spirit)
97.18; ueyaroyvyio (greatness of soul) 80.26, 81.12, 81.19, 107.31, 108.26,
109.6, 110.22; ueyohonpéneio (magnificence) 75.4, 108.26, 109.4; npadtng
(gentleness) 108.25; éykpoteia (self-control) 108.28; edfovAia (soundness of
judgment) 108.28; and adtédpkera (self-sufficiency) 108.28. The chapters en-
titled “God,” “Providence,” and “Christian Faith” are specifically devoted
to llustrating Theodore and Manuel’s reverence, devotion, and fear of God,
even if the concept is mentioned now and again throughout the speech. The
chapters entitled “Parents” and “Relatives” are partly devoted to their piety
towards parents and relatives. Furthermore, Chrysoloras mentioned their
compassion towards enemies at 98.10—14. For comparison with the qualities
attributed to Emperors in Byzantine panegyrics and in the propaganda
dedicated to the Palaiologoi see Angelov, Imperial Ideology 78-85 and 110—
114.

26 See Leonte, in Viewing the Morea, esp. 406—409.
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nature. It can be said that he spent his own life working on the
project of saving Byzantium by spreading awareness of his
culture as a diplomat and a teacher in the towns and courts of
Italy and Western Europe. And by doing so, he came into
contact with the new humanistic culture and, in particular,
with Coluccio Salutati’s Florentine circle, which claimed that
the sage must take care for the State and politics.?” Thus, it is
not strange that his image of the ideal ruler 1s that of a sage
caring for his family and community.?® Theodore and Manuel
are described as very pious, but not “sacred, godlike, and sun-
like” or “divine” rulers, as imperial panegyrics tend to charac-
terize the imperial image.?? They possess the cardinal virtues3”
and, being ideal rulers, are the incarnation of the law (92.29—
30) and not tyrants superior to it.3! They possess eugeneia

27 See E. Garin, Il Rinascimento Italiano (Milan 1941) 154-166; F. Novati
(ed.), Epustolario di Coluccio Salutati 11 (Rome 1911) 303-307 and 453—455.
Salutati and his circle were republicans, but Salutati claimed that the best
ruler is a good man who longs for wisdom and takes care for the laws: see F.
Ercole, C. Salutati, 1l trattato De Tyranno e le lettere scelte (Bologna 1942) 179.

28 On Chrysoloras’ depiction of Manuel and Theodore as sages see
above. Passages are dedicated to the care of the nation throughout CL, but
the concept is developed in the chapters entitled “Homeland and Parents”
(95.1-96.27) and “People” (96.28-97.19); see also 99.21-22.

29 See Angelov, Imperial Ideology 79-80.

30 The four cardinal virtues (dvdpela, dikoosvn, cOPPOcHVN, PPOHVNOLG)
usually “formed an important part of the image of any emperor” and “were
extremely common in panegyrics” (Angelov, Imperial Ideology 80). They are
all mentioned and frequently alluded to in CL, but there is no stress on
bravery, while a paragraph is dedicated to justice. Thus, what emerges from
Chrysoloras’ speech is in accord with the image of a sage and not a warrior.

31 On the concept of vpog Euyuyog in Palacologan panegyrics see An-
gelov, Imperial Ideology 141. On the origin and circulation of this concept in
Greek and Roman antiquity and its meaning and implications see M.
Gigante, Nomos Basileus (Naples 1993); 1. Ramelli, /I Basileus come nomos
empsychos tra diritto naturale e diritto divino. Spunti platonict del concetto e sviluppi di
eta imperiale e tardo-antica (Naples 2006); P. Van Nuffelen, Rethunking the Gods.
Philosophical Readings of Religion in the Post-Hellenistic Period (Cambridge 2011)
114-120, with bibliography.
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(94.14-15), but this is not simply a form of blood nobility,
usually stressed in the Palaeologan period, but also instead lies
at the root of their sound human nature, for it is also moral
nobility.3? They hate flattery and are renowned for their love of
the truth.?® In conclusion, we may say that Chrysoloras, going
against the other panegyrists of the Palaeologan period, con-
structed a lay image of the ruler who is august (cepvog) and
stately (OynAdg).3* Chrysoloras’ ideal ruler corresponds to the
sage. But which sage?

At the very beginning of the chapter entitled “Virtue,” Chry-
soloras argues that “all the speech [FO] is a treatise on virtue
and for others an exhortation to follow it” (CL 86.8-10). He
then dedicates several pages to demonstrating that in FO
Manuel was able to show that Theodore possessed all the
virtues since Manuel perfectly knows the theory on the origin
and nature of virtue. To demonstrate this point, Chrysoloras
uses his teaching competence, quoting several passages from
Aristotle’s ethical writings and briefly commenting on them.3>
The consequence of this operation is immediately clear. Since
Manuel was the teacher of Theodore and Theodore possessed
virtues in the Aristotelian tradition, Manuel not only knows the
Aristotelian theory of virtues, but also possesses virtue as eluci-

32 On the stress attached to blood nobility in the Palacologan period see
Angelov, Imperial Ideology 106-109. This can be viewed as a reaction to the
previous period and to the claim of other powerful families. Compare the
stress placed on moral nobility as opposed to blood nobility by Emperor
Theodore II Laskaris (Angelov 230-234).

33 Table 1, nos. 7 and 10.

34 CL 84.15. One can compare this image with that depicted by the pan-
egyrist of the Palacologan period analyzed by Angelov, Imperial ideology 79 ff.

35 E.g. CL 87.20—22: “Knowing to perfection all these teachings and pre-
senting Theodore’s life as a table of virtues, you first showed most skillfully
that as regards the disposition to virtue he possessed all of them”; 89.5-7:
“Since you know all these precepts [just quoted from Arist. Eth.Nic. 1144b1—
8, 10-16, and Mag.Mor. 1197b40-1198a 10 and 1206b10-29], you made
clear that he had these natural inclinations towards virtues ever since he was
a child.”
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dated by Aristotle.?¢ Therefore, Theodore and Manuel are the
embodiment of the perfect Aristotelian human beings and
rulers. Starting from this position, in the subsequent chapters
on justice, philosophy, and human nature Chrysoloras argues
that Theodore (and Manuel) possess and apply Aristotle’s idea
of justice and philosophy. Quotations from Aristotle’s ethical
writings are sprinkled throughout the rest of CL as well. Table
2 shows the distribution, contents, and contexts of the quo-
tations from and allusions to Aristotle (q = quotation; a =
allusion; * = quotation identified by Patrinelis and Sofianos; **

= quotation identified by Rollo, B 96 [2003]).

Table 2
CL Aristotle Content Context in Cl
66.13- EN 1105 to be good and to be a
18* b12-18 philosopher, you must do | The laudator must be a
good deeds speaker who knows the
66.19- MM 1183 if you know what justice | Praised actions by direct
20 b15-16 is, you are not EgpEmiEnde
mechanically just
86.18 EN 1106 virtue is a habitual The theoretical definition
b36 disposition that orients | of virtue and a description
one’s choices of the relationship between
86.20* EN 1140a4 the best disposition isa | natural disposition and the
practical disposition practical realization of
86.21- EN 1144 virtues are dispositions | Virtue is preliminary and
22 b26-27 co-operating with just functional to demonstrating
principles that:
86.22- EN1.9 action is better than quiet P perfectly e
87.6 EN 10.1 requirements of an en-
EN 1.1-2 comium, demonstraung
EN 2.1 in a(il 1tzsectlons tilat the
. . audandus not only pos-
87.2 EN 1103 habits qerlve .from the sessed potential virtues in
b21-22 according actions his natural disposition,
87.6-8 EE 1219 action is the aim of the Tt alle clerensirmicd
a8, 10-11 activity them in his actions
87.11 EN 1098 there are several virtues |® Theodore is a model of

36 CL 73.28-30: “You first possess virtues all and were the teacher of all
the actions you showed that he practiced, not only by what you said but also
by what you did.”
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87.11 al7 q there are several virtues the virtuous man

88.4-11 MM 1197b q virtue completes natural | Manuel educated

39-1198a10 disposition Theodore to be a .

88.11- EN 1144 q the shift from natural virtuous man through his

21% b1-8, 10-16 disposition to perfect @l example
virtue requires intel- * Manuel is a perfect orator
ligence ar}d a ph}lo§0pher, since

88.21- MM 1206 q there must be accord be- b desc’r tption oif i

89.4 b10-29 tween reason and the ol i deois

o strate a perfect knowledge
Passions of Aristotle’s theory on
89.7-10 EN 1103 q we must be trained from P
b21-22 * 24- childhood in one set of
25 habits

89.14- MM 1208 q education teaches us how

25 a9-21 to base our actions on
sound reasoning, so that
body and soul will not be
obstacles to each other

91.6- EN 1129 q  Jjustice is the perfect Since Manuel demonstrates

15% b27-1130a2 virtue and chief among | Theodore’s possession of all
them because it embraces| virtues, he also demon-
all other virtues and is strates that Theodore was
used for them just

91.20% EN 1131 relationship between

b11-12 justice and equality

91.21- EN 1134 justice 1s giving what is

2% b1-2, 7 due and the ruler is the
guardian of equality

91.25- EN 1124 q no honor is worthy of

26% a7-8 perfect.wrtue . FO honors the concept of

92.1-7 EN 1100 q honor is the best praise justice because it celebrates

al8-20 for good people a good ruler
EN 1123 q

b19-20

EN 1099 q

b17-18

92.11 MM 2.2 the concept of
£0YVOUOGVVT

92.21 ENS5.10 a the concept of émeixkeio,

93.16 EN 6.5-7 a the definitions of ethical | Manuel honors the concept
philosophy: @pévnoig and| of philosophy, celebrating
coplo his brother’s intelligence

and wisdom

96.10- EE 1242 God : man = father : son | Theodore’s love and

14 a32-37 = ruler : subject obedience towards his

father is just, and it 1s
appropriate that the
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laudator speaks of it in the
section on family.
Theodore and Manuel’s
relationship was based on
equality since they were
brothers who loved their
father, the Emperor

97.8- EN1110 the wise man would Manuel has rightly demon-
gk a26-27 rather die than accept strated that Theodore spent
certain conditions his life defending his people
97.25- EN 1097 human life cannot be a
e b9-10 life of isolation Theodore’s behavior
97.28- EN 1126 human relationships towards others
98.1 b27 should not be based on
cither falschood or
hostility
}00.16- MM 1200 nothing can corrupt the Manuel cannot be
7 a30 good man (omovdalog), L
neither command nor suspec?ed of Sving f.dlsc
honor praise in adl}latlor.l since
Theodore’s integrity is well
100.17- EE 1239 the character of a good | 1nown
18** bl12-14 man never changes
104.22- EN 1099 virtuous deeds are
23 a2l pleasant for the good
man
104.23- EN 1099 those who do not enjoy
24 al7-18 doing noble deeds are not|
good men
104.24- MM 1206 one who grieves at doing
25% a22-23 good deeds is not good
104.25- EN 1170 the good man enjoys FO adheres to the rule that
27 a8-11 good deeds as the epitaphs must comfort and
musician enjoys good give pleasure to the
music audience
104.27- EN 1120 a virtuous action cannot
28% a27 be painful
104.29- EN 1100 beauty shines in the face
30% b30 of pain
104.30- EN 1121 the main feature of virtue
31 a3-4 is to have pain and
pleasure in harmony with
moral principles
112.4-5 EN 1120 The generous man is not | Since Theodore did not ask
a30-33 fond of continually asking| for praise when he was

for favors

alive, FO cannot be
accused of adulation
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115.5%* EN 1155 q Good is loved and FO moves people to love,
b24 lovable follow, and emulate their
rulers
129.13- EN 1106 q human virtue is the habit | Chrysoloras’ nephew can
14%* a22-24 from which one becomes | rightly be called a virtuous
virtuous and performs his | man by the Emperor
actions well

The table illustrates that most of the qualities attributed to
Theodore and Manuel are intended in Aristotelian terms and
that Theodore is presented as a perfect embodiment of Ari-
stotle’s virtuous man. The reasoning is simple. Theodore pos-
sessed the proper disposition to virtue and kept himself apart
from any degeneration (87.24—29). He practiced virtuous deeds
that were the natural end of his virtuous disposition and of his
possession of good passions (87.31-33), which did what reason
commanded of them (89.5 ff.). All this is the result of his strong
character and his education, for virtue comes from physis, ethos,
paideia, trophe, and praxis; from the description of such elements,
Chrysoloras argues, Manuel molded Theodore’s virtue (89.25—
30). As we have mentioned, Theodore’s educator and laudator
was Manuel, and Manuel was a virtuous man who also under-
stood the precepts about virtue (90.4-5). As a consequence,
Manuel II emerges as an Emperor-scholar, and an Emperor-
philosopher not as a mere topos, but in the true sense of the
word.?” He knew and applied all the Aristotelian teachings

37 Chrysoloras refers three times to the Emperor as a philosopher, but
always in a traditional way without any reference to his knowledge of Ari-
stotelian teachings. The first reference concerns a Platonic idea (CL 65.22—
23): “I speak frankly to you [Manuel], since you are not a bastleus but rather
a philosopher; ‘philosophy is to practice death’ [Pl. Phd. 81A] or, if you
prefer, to remember it.” The second is in relation to a Christian idea
(114.5-10): “ the fact that in the end he [Theodore] died, even if he was the
great man that the speech reveals, teaches each of us to know ourselves and
to recognize what in us is inferior and perishable, what better and enduring,
what one must take care of and build all his thought on, what is to disdain.
This is philosophein!” The third refers to the Emperor’s interest in literary
studies (118.13—15): “It would be opportune and reasonable that, just as we
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both in his life and when writing FO.3¢ Therefore, it would
make perfect sense that Chrysoloras asked him to save Byzan-
tium by preserving culture.

We may conclude that Chrysoloras wrote CL with Aristotle’s
ethical writings close at hand on his desk,? for he wrote a
basilikos logos based on Aristotelian ethics, intending most of the
qualities attributed to Theodore and Manuel in Aristotelian
terms. This could surprise the reader, since Aristotle’s ethical
writings were not widely read in Byzantium, although the
Byzantines produced commentaries on them between the tenth
and twelfth centuries.?? As far as I know, no political panegyrics
were based on Aristotelian moral theories in the Byzantine age;
moreover, Aristotle was for the most part disdained during the
Palaeologan period.*! Thus CL represents an isolated and new
voice within the framework of Byzantine political panegyrics
and treatises on rhetoric. Nonetheless, in my opinion the
reason for Chrysoloras’ countertendency is easily explainable if
we return to his biography.

Many years before writing CL, between 1397 and 1400
Chrysoloras was professor of Greek at the Florentine Studium.
There he lectured on Plutarch, Lucian, Plato, Basil of Cae-

see that with a dissolute and mean ruler those who are similar to him or
share his vices share the most success, so with an educated and scholarly
ruler those who care about literary studies and knowledge are not inferior.”
On the uses and meanings of the image of the Emperor-philosopher in
Palacologan panegyrics see Angelov, Imperial Ideology 9394 and 195.

38 At 96.15-16 Chrysoloras states explicitly that Manuel meditated on
Aristotle’s teachings about the relationship between fathers and children.

39 Aristotle’s ethical writings were so present in Chrysoloras’ mind that he
also adopted a word (anthropologos: 102.16) which had been used only by
Aristotle at Eth.Nic. 1125a5 and his word-for-word commentators.

40 On Aristotle’s ethical writings in Byzantium see D. Lines, Arstotle’s
Ethics in the Italian Renaissance (ca. 1300—1650): The Universities and the Problem of
the Moral Education (Leiden 2002) 39-41.

41 See B. Bydén, “‘No Prince of Perfection” Byzantine anti-Aristotelian-
ism from the Patristic Period to Pletho,” in D. Angelov and M. Saxby (eds.),
Power and Subversion in Byzantium (Franham 2013) 147-176.
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sarea, and many other classical and patristic Greek authors.*?
The most famous of his Florentine pupils, Leonardo Bruni, be-
came an influential translator of Greek texts into Latin.*? It is
highly likely that many of his translations sprang from work
done in class or as homework at the time of Chrysoloras’ les-
sons. Of Bruni’s translations, Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics and
Politics were two of the most widely received.** They were pub-
lished several years after Chrysoloras’ departure from Florence,
but it is likely that Bruni spent many years on these transla-
tions, and it is not impossible that they are in fact the later
development of passages translated in his youth in Chrysoloras’
classroom. We know that Chrysoloras and Bruni remained in
touch after 1400, and there is evidence to show that Chryso-
loras continued to support Bruni in his Greek studies.*> Bruni’s
translation of the Nicomachean Ethics dates to 1416/7, less than
two years after CL, and though we have no concrete evidence,
Bruni may indeed have asked Chrysoloras for advice during his
preparatory phase. This might explain why in 1414/5 Chryso-
loras had Aristotle’s Ethics on his desk. But Chrysoloras’ interest
in Aristotle’s Ethics must date back even further. In 1415 Fran-
cesco Barbaro purchased from Roberto Rossi or was given a
manuscript containing the Nwomachean Ethics, which had been
in Chrysoloras’ possession and probably was left in Florence

%2 On the readings in Chrysoloras’ Florentine class see R. Weiss, “Gli
inizi dello studio del greco a Firenze,” in Medieval and Humanistic Greek.
Collected Essaps (Padua 1977) 239-255; E. Berti, “Alla scuola di Manuele
Crisolora. Lettura e commento di Luciano,” Rinascimento 27 (1987) 3—73; R.
Maisano and A. Rollo, Manuele Crisolora; A. Rollo, “Alle origini della lessi-
cografia umanistica: prime ricerche sul Vat. gr. 877,” in J. Hamesse and J.
Meirinhos (eds.), Glossaires et lexiques médiévaux inédits. Bilan et perspectives (Porto
2011) 181-213.

3 P. Botley, Latin Translation in the Renaissance. The Theory and Practice of Leo-
nardo Bruni, Giannozzo Manetti and Desiderius Erasmus (Gambridge 2004) 6-23.

4 See Lines, Aristotle’s Ethics 49-50.

# J. Hankins, “Chrysoloras and the Greek Studies of Leonardo Bruni,” in
Maisano and Rollo, Manuele Crisolora 175-203, at 184—185.
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after his departure in 1400.*6 Moreover, Chrysoloras’ interest
in the Nicomachean Ethics may derive not so much from his con-
tacts with Western intellectuals, who longed to read Aristotle in
the original, but from Chrysoloras’ own education, which I
suppose was in the circle of Demetrius Kydones,*” the Greek
translator of Thomas Aquinas’ Summa and a passionate reader
of Aristotelian philosophy.*® This, however, remains just a hy-
pothesis, since there is no actual evidence of any collaboration
between Chrysoloras and Kydones in the study of Aristotle.
Thus, although it 1s difficult to establish for certain whether
Chrysoloras taught Aristotle in Florence, and if so why, the de-
cided presence of Aristotle’s ethical writings in CL represents
strong new evidence of the cultural exchanges between Byzan-
tium and the West at the beginning of Western Humanism.
After Chrysoloras’ sojourn, Florence became a main hub of

46 See A. Rollo, “Preistoria di un Aristotele nella biblioteca dei Barbaro,”
Studi medievali e umanistict 2 (2004) 329-333.

47 On the relationship between Demetrius Kydones and Manuel Chry-
soloras see Rollo, in Manuele Crisolora 37-39, 45—46; R. J. Loenertz, Cor-
respondance de Manuel Calecas (Vatican City 1950) 63—71. There is no direct
evidence that Chrysoloras was among Kydones’ pupils, but his collabora-
tion with him, his strong knowledge of Latin, and his acquaintance with
Calecas and the Chrysobergas brothers, who were Kydones’ pupils, would
lead us to suppose that Chrysoloras was part of the scholarly circle around
Kydones—though unfortunately not yet deeply investigated. On the Palaco-
logan scholarly circles/schools see Constantinides, Higher Education 31-110;
D. Bianconi, Tessalonica nell’eta dei Paleologi. Le pratiche intellettuali nel riflesso della
cultura seritta (Paris 2002) 238-242; Bianconi, in Libri ¢ pratiche didattiche 508~
512.

4 On Kydones’ philosophical interests and translation activity see C.
Delacroix-Besnier, “Les précheurs, du dialogue a la polemique (XIIIe-XIVe
siecle),” in M. Hinterberger and C. Schabel (eds.), Greeks, Latins, and Intel-
lectual History 1204-1500 (Leuven 2011) 151-168; see also the somewhat
dated but still essential G. Mercati, Notizie di Procoro e Demetrio Cidone, Manuele
Caleca e Teodoro Meliteniota ed altri appunti per la storia della teologia e della letteratura
bizantina del secolo XIV (Vatican City 1931). On Kydones’ political and cul-
tural significance see J. R. Ryder, The Career and Whritings of Demetrius Kydones
(Leiden 2010).
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activity in the study of Aristotelian moral philosophy.* It
would be impossible, at this point, not to tie this fact to
Chrysoloras’ teaching, which directly or indirectly created the
conditions for Leonardo Bruni to read and translate Aristotle’s
Nicomachean Ethics, teaching him and other Florentine human-
ists Greek and perhaps also reading passages from Aristotle,>°
either at the request of his students or on his own initiative.
Until now, scholars have insisted on what Chrysoloras gave to
Western humanism. Thanks to CL, we see for the first time
that perhaps Chrysoloras also took something from his stu-
dents, since it is highly likely that his interest in Aristotle’s
ethical writings reflected his pupils’ requests and interests.

A last point deserves a few words. The Emperor had asked
Chrysoloras to revise and correct FO. Evidently, Chrysoloras
did not comply with this request, choosing instead to demon-
strate that the Emperor’s text is flawless. To reach this goal,
Chrysoloras alludes to or quotes passages from FO. The total
number of quotations which I have identified is 54, 15 of which
are identical to the original,®! while the others for the most part

49 See Lines, Aristotle’s Ethics 185—-191.
50 This is the hypothesis of Rollo, Studi medievali e umanistici 2 (2004) 332.

51 The following quotations are literal: CL 83.21-22 = FO 113.13-14:
&vev Belov vedpartog xai porfic; CL 83.22-23 = FO 133.12: eduevéc 10
Oelov &yovty, CL 83.23—4 = FO 207.16: ovpavdbev érikovpiog; CL 84.1 =
FO 141.25: 0e60ev toeplodpevog fyvder; *CL 84.2 = FO 165.4: o, el
BovAorto 10 Oelov, vrootpéyornut; CL 84.15-17 = FO 257.19-21: Bedg pév
yop £niototonl kol ddvatal kol PodAeton 10 maot AvciteAfjoov, fuelg 8¢
1@V yepdvov dpeyduebo toAldxig 1o Bertim Sromtdovieg; CL 85.20 = FO
83.22: 1@ 0ed Sropepdvimg meprAnuévov; CL 85.22 = CL 122.14-15 = FO
245.19: @ Cofigc od @opnthg, €1 un 61’ evoéPfeiov; CL 86.12-13 = FO
213.11-13: &dwoinv &v odtov kol Thv dpethyv [...] €l tolg viv dvBpdmorg
nopafdrior; CL 96.5-6 = FO 117.30-31: énenoifel 8¢ 1@ Bed xol tolg
1OV ELodVTOVY gdyolg Kol tolg £avtod tpdmorg; CL 101.16 = FO 167.19:
008’ &mod yvoung thc unteog kol thg Huetépog; CL 101.20 = FO 213.22: 1a
yop &dededv kowd; *CL 101.29-30 = FO 249.30-31: 10 pév didovg g
anod myRg, to 8¢ mov cvuPoviedov §| Tpovooduevog Gmavia tpdmov; *CL
110.12 = FO 205.17: dexbduevog 10 Bavely dopevog; CL 113.29-31 = FO
215.4-5: vrgp &yabiic d6Eng, avtov OV @pittovot mhvieg Bdvatov @ilov
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contain minimal changes. Table 3 shows the differences be-
tween the original text in FO and CL’s quotations (an asterisk
indicates quotations that the editors of CL did not highlight)
and suggests the nature of the change: grammar and style
(G/S), vocabulary (L), word order (W.O.), rewriting (RW), sim-

plification (S), and augmentation (A).

Table 3
CL FO G/SILIW.O.|IRWJ|S
83.22 tfj mopd 10D Oeod dMnov  |197.10 1§ 10D Beod cuppayio <
suppoyio
83.23 ovpavdBev xdprroc 181.9 ovpovdBev Belog ydprrog <
GUVEQOTTOUEVTG GUVEQOTTOUEVTG
*83.24 1fi¢ Oelag ponfic 111.18; 201.21 cvvorpouévng tig <
GUVEQOTTOUEVNG Oeloc porfic
83.25 00 1fi porfi TodtoL 207.13 ob ko T} ponfi todt’
gtelelto £npdTTeto
83.25 1fi¢ 100 Oe0d kol todto  |207.17-18 1fic 10D Be0d kot Todto
gbduevelog texunplov thg npodg  |edpevelag tig mpog TOV dvdpo X
1OV &vdpo. TEKUNPLOV
83.27-28 6 Oedg énétortey aOTd |141.9-10 6 Bedg Enérottey 00T
NSO TODTO TOEY undaudg todto mpaot
84.3 yaprrog dvopoldyetl td 181.6 &dvopordyer xdprrog 1@ <
GUVEPYOUVTL GOTHPL GLVVEPYOUVTL ZmTiipt
84.4-5 16 TpocKPOVEY NUBG 159.19-21 10 moA tfig evtuyiog
Oed 10 TOA Tfig evTVYlOG TOV  |TdV doePdv, uaAlov € TO TV
doePdv evoePfdv duotuydg €x 100 1) Oed x
TPOGKPOVELY
84.7-10 éxelvo 8¢ einelv kol 151.26-29 éxelvo 8¢ névtag einely
dmoyp®dv kol dikotov. T0910 10 [Kal dnoypdv kol dikoov Tdvimv
£pyov kaddg pev kotapyog dio- [Evexo. Tobto 16 Epyov KoAdg pev
vonBév, xdAlov 8¢ mpoybev xot” &pyoig SrovonBév, kdAov
kol mépag eiAneog St kpdi- 8¢ mpayBev kol wépag eidnpog 8
t1670V, OfiAov €otiy dracty, ©¢ |tt kéAAioTov, fAdV éotiv Brocty
ok dvev Belog porfic yéyovev: |og odk dvev Belag porfic yéyove

nynoapevog. To this list we must add CL 83.26-27 (nioter mopevduevov,
100 dOvopy Eroviog odlewv), which corresponds to FO 139.23-24 (nicte
nopgudpevol 100 ddvapty £xoviog o@lew); the change in case and number
of the participle could be an error of transcription on the part of the editors
of CL or an intentional change made by Chrysoloras to adapt the sentence
to a context in which he was quoting passages referring only to Theodore.
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84.11-14 nopov ad1d, dnAhovott td Oed,
e00V¢ dmoxpodcochou nay dewvdv, 6 8¢
ueAov elacev émrobivor kol
¢mdodvar. Mopéoye 8¢ dvdpeiov td
&OAN1H, éc e nepryevécBon kol ote-
Qavobivor

207.20-22 mapdv e00V¢ dmoxpot-
cacBo now Sewvdv. 6 8¢ kol paAlov
glooey émtabfjvon kol émidodvor
nopéoyeto d¢ vdpiov 1@ GOANTH,
Mdote nepryeyovéval Te kol
¢otepovidcBot

84.15-17 6 Oeog pev énictotol Kol
dOvorton kol PodAetan 10 ndot Avot-
telMfjoov, Nuetg 88 TV xelpdvov
dpeyduebo moAhdxig o Pedtio
dlomThovTeg

257.19-21 Bed¢ pév yop énictoton
kol dOvorton kol BodAeton 10 moGt
Avortedficov, Huelg 88 TdV xelpdvov
dpeyduebo moAhdxig o Pedtio
dlanTvovTeg

84.19-20 M| xaAdg 10Ovovsa cogio T68e
70 IOV KO TO GLUEEPOV EKAOTM
TPLTOVEVOVGOL

119.4-5 1| xoAidg iBOvovea copia
160¢ 10 IOV Kol TPLTAVELOVGO, TO
GUUQEPOV EKGLOTR

84.20-21 v evxoliov tf 10D OeoD
npovoio AeAdyioto

181.15-16 thv evkoAiow, £ mo1dV, Tf
70D Be0d npovoia Aeddyioto

*84.21-22 100 OeoD xpelrtov Ti mepl
Nudv tpoPAeyauévon

107.29-30 100 00D mepi Hudv
KpelTTov 11 tpofAeyopévon

85.7-9 6 mopov Blog oxid kol 680¢ Tpog
TO LETEMELTOL. KO MLKkpOL LEV TRV THOE
%M epovtilewy. mepl 8¢ 1MV €xel TOV
ndvio totelcBon Adyov

253.2-4 moTedoEY oKLY gival TOVSE
tov Blov kol 680V mpdg TOV
peténeto, pikpo T@v 1fide epovtile
xPM kol wepl TV €xel moteloBou tov
névto Adyov

85.17-19 npog fiv 006¢ mopofdiiery
g ¢EOV elvan Tog Gpetdc, St unde
dpetal kupiag, un pilng ékelvng vrote-
Oeionc

213.27-29 wpog fiv 003 nopafeiiery
¢EGV 0TIy, olpou, TG GpeTd, 8Tt
008¢ dpetal kupilmg un pilng todtoug
ovong €xeivng

86.1-2 eboePidg 100 PHULATOG VOOLULEVOL

241.19-20 eboePdg yop VOOLUEVOL
700 PUOTOC

*86.11-12 &peth €671 TO KpoToDV &V
TO.oL

161.8-9 &petn movtoyod 10 kpatody
g0ty

95.27-28 gbyolg pev 100 motpds, ig nep
oM kol thg untpdc

113.24 evyos toig 100 martpog,
Mdomep 0OV kol THS UNTPOG

96.27 névto. yop 11 piln Aoyiotéov

83.8 A 10 mévto Aoyiotéov T
pitn

*98.13-14 318 10 mpog TV moTpide [...]
LOVIKOV K01 1EGTPOUUEVOV

161.24-25 816 10 TpOg TV mOTpidoL
1EGTPOUUEVOV KOl LOVIKOV

100.30 oV yop épd mepl €novtod nAéov

163.17-18 008¢ yop €pd ye mepl
£uovtod TALOV

101.12-13 10 mpdrypo ook £ thig éufig
yéyove yvoung, el un yvounv évioddo
koAelc iomg v nposdokioy

149.17-18 10 npdrypo ovk £Ew thig
gufi éyéveto yvoung

*101.18-19 00 unv &AL’ Orep &dedpod.
£610 O kol vrEp £uod

219.18-19 00 punv &AL’ vrgp &deleod X
[...] (ot 8¢ kol Dnép éuavtod. ..

108.8-10 HAeyye g nAuciog, VANV 00
OV ypdVoV Hoévov €xovoog AL kol
mv evowv, kol THvdE naAlov fj éxelvov

85.29-31 Av toic Akl coupadg
ELéyy v, VANV o 10V xpdvov pdvov
AALG kol T VoY €xovong, Kol
vde uaAAov fimep €xeivov

#108.10-11 10 Yo meQULKOC eilKeV £ic
&yolBov xai npooiiv 1 tod PeAtiovog
£E1c, v oig GUO. ..

127.18-19 70 mepuKdg eig dryabov
eilke kol Tpootiv 1) tod PeAtiovog
£E1c. Apow 8¢...
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109.14-15 oV kotedéyeto. eng. 00de  [107.16-17 0¥ kotedéyeto ovdE yodv
YOOV yeudii Tdv 00 KoeAdV adTd wevdfi tiva 86Eav TdV 00 KoAdY X
36&av mpostpivor npootpPijvart
#109.15-16 toc0dTOV v 10 @IAdTIHOY [107.9-10 iy y&p Toc0DTOV €V 0T TO
nop’ aOTd g e edAaBeloBon kol tog [prAdTinov, Soov edAoBelto kol Tovg
oV dukaiog péuyelg oV dukaiov €oicovtag yieov
*109.18-19 éniotevev, oixobev &xwv 10[121.12-13 micteder pév, oixobev Exwv
ToTOg etva, 0 yép Tig Exet kol 10 moTog elvat (0 yép Tig Exet
didwot d1dwot. ..
*109.19-21 pundév npocavorocag i  [121.21-22 undév npocavoimcag
tpila todta, yvoung 6&0tta, YAdtg |tpio tabta. yvodung 6&HTa. YAdTING <
dewdtnto, Tpénwv xpnoTdHTTO dewdtnto. Tpénwv xpnotdHT IO
£K0.6TOV T00TOV YpHuo dxévmTtov £xootov xpiua dkévatoy
109.22-24 teBvavor pdAlov mpdBupog [117.27-29 teBvévor npdBvpog Av mpod
AV Tpd 10D motfico & uh Tpoofike 1@ |t0d motioat 6 u tpootike T Te
1€ 00700 oAUt Kol Td Plo kol govtod oynuott kol @ Ple kol TadTn X
KOTooy VoL To0g Te TPoyovoug kol [ye meprpovidg katooydval 100G Te
70 yévog yovéag Kol T TO YEVog
110.13-14 yaipov av AAAEEato 100 [145.17-18 yaipwv dv AAAEE0To T0D
(oot pixiotov xpdvov 0¥ peto d6Eng|{fican uixiotoy xpdvov 0b peto
10 Bpoydtatov pet’ evkelog 86&ng Blov pet’ edxheiog BpoydTatov
*111.16-17 tag petlovg, altvég mot’  [189.4-6 tag neilovg oitivég mot’ av
v elev kot avBpodnove, SéEatto elev 1) vopilowro map’ avBpdmotg X

TG

S¢Eaito T

113.17-18 éxelvog avdprévtog Eotd
nenoinke, Tf v ROBV edxoouio
10910 (sic) cdlovtog

213.5 tOmov &vdpLavtog ekeivo
cdlovtog tfi Tdv NGV edxoopio...

114.1-3 8vtog 8¢ ¢’ Nulv 10D pet’
dpetfig (oo, Aéywv, 0bk dvédrictov
10 KPOTAGELY, TV UEV KoKIoY MioT-
caviag, pilovg 8¢ tfig TdV PuodvTev
yevopévoug dpetiig

161.9-12 &vtog ye 1OV €9 MUy 10D
petd thig dpetiic (Rooat. €in v névo
dikaing &v 1olg pdAtota ¢Amlo-
HEVOLG T@V VOV KPOTOOVTIOV UG,
KPOTNOELV, THV UEV KoKV LIGTGOV-
T0G, PIAovg 8¢ Thig TdV PuodvimV
dpethig yeyovotog

130.28-129.1 &v mepl mévto pétprog
kol undopudg dVoepig kortd 10 PLAely
Kol e Totely kol dmodi1dévat, Tpoo-
xeloBw 8¢ kol mop’ Eovtod TpdTamg
S186voaut, kpaTely andvimv
gphoveikel kol g pooto A dpfike
kol 10 Cijv, Onog 16 eidtpov
gvdeiarto

99.26-29 @v mpdG TAVTOL LETPLOG KO
undapod ddoepig, Kotd O ELAELY Kol
0 motely kol dmodidévoau, kpotely
anévtov épidoveiket kol PRoToL GV
dofixke kol 10 Cjv, Snog t0 eiltpov
Soov évdeinton

131.2-5 8elcBou youp kol Tovg edmopm-
tépoug eN¢ ovToV ofecBon TdV
Swpedv 1OV LynAotépav, koBdmep To
@udpeva eacly év tolg Vdaot Tdv o’
0Vpavod VETAV, £l HEAAOLEV KOPTOV
ofoewv

245.2-5 8¢loBo youp kol Tovg
£OMopWTEPOLG THG dwpedg TV
dynrotépav, kobdmep T& PLOUEVE
@acy &v 101 VoL TV &n’ 0VPavoD
vetdv, el péAdotev oloey kopmdv
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As the table indicates, the changes, however minimal, are
frequent. On the contrary, as we have seen, Chrysoloras is very
attentive when citing the long passages from Aristotle and two
excerpts from the Emperor’s letter accompanying FO (CL
79.32-33 and 122.3-5). One possible explanation for this in-
consistency 1s that Chrysoloras quoted not from the final
version of FO, but from a text belonging to a previous stage,
since FO underwent many revisions. However, none of the
modified quotations correspond to points identified as a
previous textual stage by Juliana Chrysostomides, the editor of
FO, or by Schreiner and Rollo, who suggested revisions to
Chrysostomides’ stemma based on a new witness.”> On the
contrary, in two cases CL presents a word that is present only
in the final stage of FO: edpeveiog at CL 83.25 and cwtfipt in
84.3. Therefore, the discrepancies between CL and FO must
be the result of either inaccuracy or deliberate intention.

One might suppose that in most cases Chrysoloras quoted
not so much to demonstrate certain theoretical assumptions,
but rather to indirectly suggest small formal changes to FO,
even if several times in CL he states that FO is a perfect text
and in the “Apologia” clearly states that the Emperor’s words
are of great help to his own words.>3 If such were the case, one
might ask why there is no trace of Chrysoloras’ suggestions in
any witness of FO in our possession. One possible answer is
that CL may have never reached the Emperor. The autograph
containing CL presents a separate codicological unit, dating
from the first decades of the Quattrocento (judging from the

2 Schreiner, in Lesarten 211-222; Rollo, Nea Rhome 3 (2006) 386—388.

3 See n.10 above. Cf. CL 84.23-24: “Do you see that I rejoice at your
words and I could not easily change them of my own free will?”’; 126.31—
127.2: “I mixed many of your words with mine, creating, so to speak, one
speech, so that my words, mixed with yours, do not cause shame to them,
and your words beautify mine in a certain sense”; 124.11-15: “As for the
quotation from your speech [FO], let nobody be astonished, since on the
one hand the purpose of my speech forces me to do so, and on the other so
does the memory and the joy in your words, which are so fine and pleasant
and beloved by me, who gather them as flowers and pick some from them.”
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watermarks) and containing such texts as Aesop, Lucian, and
the Psalms, which were used in the teaching of Greek in the
West.>* Rollo suggests that CL. may have been used to practice
Greek among the first students of Greek in the West because of
the fame of its author.”> To confirm such a hypothesis, it would
be useful to check the Eastern or Western origin of the codi-
cological units accompanying CL in the Meteorensis manuscript
—an assessment that neither Rollo nor I have had the op-
portunity to make. Nevertheless, as far as I know, there is no
evidence in the codicological units containing CL of any use by
Westerners, as none of the humanists mention this work, and
no one copied it during the Renaissance. Moreover, the place
where the manuscript is now preserved indicates that it made
its way to the East at a certain point in time. Therefore, since
no conclusion can be drawn about the fate of CL, it is
impossible to establish whether the changes to FO made by
Chrysoloras in his quotations were ever considered during the
Emperor’s long revision process of FO. Since they were not
accepted (and two possible exceptions alone are too meagre to
draw any conclusion), for the time being we will simply have to
consider them as a feature of Chrysoloras’ modus operandi in
reading and citing a text which he deemed perfect in every
respect.

In conclusion, the analysis of the structure and the contents
of CL indicates that it is far from being merely a late Byzantine
piece of flattering writing unworthy of much consideration.
First, it provides further evidence that Chrysoloras’ experience
in the West represented a true moment of bridging cultures
and that the exchange was bidirectional. Moreover, thanks to
his contact with the West, Chrysoloras developed an idea of the
ideal ruler grounded in Aristotle’s ethical writings, which is

5¢ N. Bees, Ta yeipdypogo twv Metedpov. Kataloyog neprypopikds twv
XEPOYPAPmV KOdTKwV TOV amokeluévav gig tas Movdg twv Metedpov 1 Ta
xepdypoge: T Moviig Metopoppdoewg (Athens 1967) 185-188; Patrinelis
and Sofianos, Manuel Chrysoloras 53—54.

% Rollo, BZ 96 (2003) 310.
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almost 1solated in Byzantine literature. Second, CL is one of
our best pieces of evidence for Chrysoloras’ scholarly pursuits
and academic profile, since it contains a detailed account of
theory on the funerary oration and an in-depth analysis of the
fulfillment of rhetorical rules in FO. Third, it gives us the main
evidence for Chrysoloras’ diplomatic strategy as a teacher of
Greek in the West. Finally, because it represents a very rare
case of a commentary on a contemporary text that is in our
possession, it enables us to see the ways in which the model was
interpreted, read, and quoted.?®

November, 2015 Turin
erika.nuti@gmail.com
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