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Bricita KUKJALKO

THE StuDY OF ANCIENT GREEK TEXTS IN EARLY OTTOMAN CONSTANTINOPLE®

INTRODUCTION

It is well known that most of the work on ancient Greek texts was transferred
to Italy in the period from the conquest of Constantinople by the crusaders
in 1204 -when the migration of Byzantine scholars to Western Europe
began- to the late 15th century'. However, not all Greek-speaking scholars
left Constantinople in the last two centuries of the Byzantine Empire or
after its fall to the Ottomans in 1453. Some distinguished Greek learned
men remained and continued their intellectual work, including the study of
ancient Greek texts.

There are several articles which deal with the interest of the Ottoman
court in ancient Greek philosophy and art? They are mainly based on the
evidence of Greek manuscripts that were produced in Mehmed’s Greek

*This paper is the outcome of a generous research scholarship granted by the Scientific
and Technological Research Council of Turkey (TUBITAK) for the academic year 2014-2015
at Bogazici University.

1. See J. E. Sanpys, A History of Classical Scholarship: From the Sixth Century B.C.
to the End of the Middle Ages, v. 1, Cambridge 1903, 376-428; D. J. GEaNAKOPLOS, Greek
Scholars in Venice: Studies in the Dissemination of Greek Learning from Byzantium to
Western Europe, Cambridge 1962; N. G. WiLsoN, From Byzantium to Italy: Greek Studies in
the Italian Renaissance, Baltimore 1992; J. MoNFasaNi, Byzantine Scholars in Renaissance
Italy: Cardinal Bessarion and Other Emigrés: Selected Essays, Aldershot 1995

2. E.g. H. InaLcik, The Ottoman Empire: The Classical Age, 1300-1600, London 1973,
181; J. RaBY, Mehmed the Conqueror as a Patron of the Arts, Oxford Art Journal 5, 1(1982),
6; IpeM, Mehmed the Conqueror’s Greek Scriptorium, DOP 37 (1983), 15-34; M. M avrROUDI,
EMnvirt) prhooo@io othv adil) 100 Mwdued B, Bulavriva 33 (2014), 151-182.
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Scriptorium (hereafter ‘the Scriptorium’). From at least 16 manuscripts that
were produced in the Scriptorium, 14 still survive in the Topkapi Palace
Museum Library, while one is now in Paris (National Library of France)
and another one in the Vatican Library. Approximately half of these
manuscripts deal with ancient Greek language and literature. Apart from
the manuscripts that were actually written in the Scriptorium, the Topkapi
Palace Museum Library also contains other manuscripts in ancient Greek
that were produced in earlier or later centuries (from the twelfth to the
sixteenth century)>.

It has been suggested that the bulk of these manuscripts was collected by
the Sultan himself, thus underlining his humanist leanings. Several authors
have tried to answer the question as to why specific ancient Greek texts
were copied or otherwise acquired for the purposes of the Ottoman court”.
Julian Raby assumes that, “some were probably intended for the training
of Mehmed’s Greek chancellery staff, for Greek continued as a language of
diplomatic exchange into the first decades of the sixteenth century. Others,
on the other hand, bear directly in the Sultan’s interest”. Among the last-
mentioned Raby lists Arrian’s Anabasis (AleEdvdpov Avdfaoic), the
standard Greek biography of Alexander the Great, Homer’s Iliad (TAtdg),
Ptolemy’s Geography (I'swyoo@ixi) “Ypiynoic) and Pletho’s Book of Laws
(Nouwv ovyyoagn). Maria Mavroudi, however, has concluded that the
production of these manuscripts “was motivated by a desire to address
political, social, and intellectual problems that were important for Ottoman
Muslims”®. While discussing George Gemistos Pletho’s reception in the
Islamic world in her article ‘Pletho as subversive’, Mavroudi suggests that
the existence of almost one third of those manuscripts that were produced

3. Greek manuscripts that survive in the Topkap1 Palace Museum Library are completely
listed by A. DEissMANN, Forschungen und Funde im Serail, Mit einem Verzeichnis der
nichtislamischen Handschriften im Topkapi Serai zu Istanbul, Berlin - Leipzig 1933.

4. E.g. Mavroupl, ‘EAAnvizi) @uhocogio oty aOM) tod Mmdued B, 151-182; A.
Axasoy, George Gemistos Pletho and Islam, in: Proceedings of the International Congress on
Plethon and His Time, ed. L. G. BENnakis and CH. P. BaLoGLou, Athens - Mistra 2003, 351-
352; RaBy, Mehmed the Conqueror as a Patron of the Arts, 6; INaLcik, The Ottoman Empire:
The Classical Age, 1300-1600, 181.

5. RaBy, Mehmed the Conqueror as a Patron of the Arts, 6.

6. Mavroupi, ‘EAMAnvixy guhocogio othy avAi tod Mwdued B, 181.
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in the Scriptorium (i.e. texts on demonology, prophecy and divination) can
be explained by interest in various specific aspects of Neoplatonist thought
pursued at the court of Mehmed the Conqueror. Among the manuscripts
is one containing Hesiod’s Theogony (Ocoyovia) in ancient Greek with
commentary. Mavroudi believes that this might have helped Ottoman
intellectuals to understand better Pletho’s Book of Laws (or, more precisely,
what remained of it” that was translated into Arabic®) and the use of Greek
mythology as a tool of philosophical thought”.

In addition to the manuscripts containing ancient Greek texts that were
written in the Scriptorium, numerous others were produced in Constantinople
in the second half of the fifteenth century. These manuscripts attributed to
such Greek learned men as Matthew Kamariotes (fl. mid-fifteenth century),
George Scholarios, later known as Gennadios II (ca. 1400 - ca. 1472),
John Dokeianos (fl. mid-fifteenth century), and Michael Kritoboulos (fL
mid-fifteenth century) now survive in several European libraries awaiting
further research into their origin, purpose and ownership. There is much
about ancient Greek text transmission in early Ottoman Constantinople
that still remains largely unknown.

As we have seen above, the manuscripts that have survived reflect
the interests of the Ottoman court and those studying ancient Greek texts

7. Pletho’s Book of Laws, where he explicates his paganism, was publicly burnt at the
order of the patriarch Gennadios II Scholarios, a major opponent of Pletho. See, J. MoNFAsaNi,
Pletho’s Date of Death and the Burning of His Laws, BZ 98 (2005), 459-463. An anthology
of excerpts from Pletho’s works were translated from Greek into Arabic, most probably
during the reign of Mehmed the Conqueror. For the context of Pletho’s Arabic translation,
see M. Mavroupl, Pletho as Subversive and His Reception in the Islamic World, in: Power
and Subversion in Byzantium, ed. D. ANGeLov and M. Saxsy, London - New York (2013),
177-203.

8. In the Ottoman lands of the 15th century, the international lingua franca used in
science communication by educated Muslims was Arabic. As a result, a number of Greek texts
were translated into Arabic at the court of Mehmed the Conqueror. For detailed information
on these translations, see M. Mavroupi, Translations from Greek into Arabic at the court
of Mehmed the Conqueror, in: The Byzantine Court: Source of Power and Culture, Papers
From, The Second International Sevgi Goénjl Byzantine Studies Symposium, ed. A. ODEKAN
- N. NEcipoGLU - E. AKYUREK, Istanbul 2013, 195-207: only a handful of such translations are
currently known.

9. Mavroupl, Pletho as Subversive, 190-191.
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in Constantinople in the second half of the fifteenth century. However, the
wider circumstances of the study of ancient Greek texts in the period that
has been described as the worst and most obscure in the history of Greek
learning in the East have not been adequately looked into. The following
paper will try to fill this gap in the literature on the history of ancient
Greek scholarship by examining the work of contemporary Greek-speaking
intellectuals.

GEORGE AMIROUTZES’ STUDIES OF ANCIENT GREEK PHILOSOPHICAL TEXTS

One of the most learned men of his day was George Amiroutzes (ca. 1400 -
ca. 1469). In his native Trebizond, Amiroutzes held high government offices:
he was uéyac AoyoOérnc and mowtofeotidoioc'®. Amiroutzes was also
active as a scholar, and his contemporaries simply referred to him as ‘the
Philosopher’, a title he also used of himself'!. Two or three years after the fall
of the Empire of Trebizond to the Ottomans (in August 1461), Amiroutzes
was invited to the court of Mehmed the Conqueror!% His contemporary, the

10. For the office of uéyas AoyoOetns see R. GuiLanp, Les Logothétes: Etudes sur
I'histoire administrative de "'Empire byzantin, REB 29 (1971), 5-115, esp. 100-115. For
the mpwrtofeotidoloc see R. GUILLAND, Le Protovestiaire, REB 2 (1944), 202-20 [= IpEM,
Recherches sur les institutions byzantines, v. 1, Berlin 1967, 216-236]. See also ODB, vols. 2,
3, entries Logothetes and Protovestiarios (A. KazupaN). On the career of Amiroutzes, see B.
Janssens and P. van DEuN, George Amiroutzes and his Poetical Oeuvre, in: Philomathestatos:
Studies in Greek and Byzantine Texts Presented to Jacques Noret for his Sixty-Fifth
Birthday, ed. B. JanssEns and P. van DEuN, Louvain - Paris - Dudley 2004, 297-324; also J.
MonFasaNt, George Amiroutzes. The Philosopher and His Tractates [Recherches de Théologie
et Philosophie Médiévales, Bibliotheca 12], Leuven - Paris - Walpole (MA) 2011, 5-50.

11. E.g. Michael Kritoboulos refers to Amiroutzes as gtAlocopiav dxooc (IV 9,2) and 6
@iAdoopog (V 10, 5-6) : Critobuli Imbriotae historiae, ed. D. R. Reinsca [CFHB 22], Berolini
et Novi Eboraci, 1983, 165-6, 195. For an English translation, see KritoBouLos, History
of Mehmed the Conqueror, trans. C. T. RiGcs, Princeton 1954, 177, 209-210. MONFASANI,
George Amiroutzes, 6-7, nn. 8-14 lists several Greek and Turkish sources where the epithet of
Amiroutzes, 0 giAdoogog, ‘the philosopher’ appears.

12. There is still speculation on how and why Amiroutzes secured a position at
the Sultan’s court. Many believe that it was not only his erudition but also his family
relationship with the Grand Vizier, the Ottoman negotiator Mahmud Pasa that enabled this.
For a more detailed discussion of this question, see MONFASANI, George Amiroutzes 8, n.
20. On Amiroutzes’ religious attitude see, among others, N. B. ToMADAKIs, 'Etovoxrevoey 6
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Greek historiographer Michael Kritoboulos of Imbros (ca. 1410 - ca. 1470),
who refers to him as Aunoovxng, explained in his Histories' how the Sultan
received the learned man: nv 8¢ xai Tic @vio TV uetd faociréws, F'eboyLog
Aunoovxng totvoua, tAocopiay Gxpog, 60N TEQL TE TO QUOLXOV EXEL XAl
SoyUaTIXROV TO TE UAONUATIXROY TE KOl YEMUETOLXOV XAl TOS Gvaroyiag
T@OV GotBu@v xal éon T@v amo 100 IlegindTov xal Ti)s 2T0dg, TEOOETL 68
%ol TANoNS mdong EyxvxAiov maldeiog, ONTOQLXTS TE NUL XAl TOLNTLXTG.
TEQL TOUTOV OV O PAOIAEVS HETAKAAETTOL TOV AVOQQ KOl TETOAY [XAVT)V
&x 1€ TiG ovvTuyiog xal outAiag Aafav tijg 1€ maldeiog xal copias avToD
Oavudlel te TODTOV SLAPEQOVTWS KAl XHOUS TTIS TOOONKOVONS G§Lol ma’
avTd xal ovYvoic WS QUTOV €i0000LS xal OutAlails Tiud Soyuato Tdv
mTalat@v avtd wEOoTIOEIS XAl PLAOCOQOVS dmopias xal ovinTHoels xal
Adoeig €0t Yoo TV Axowe PLAOTOPwY O BacitAevc't ...

Teddpyroc Aupovting EEBX 18 (1948), 99-143, and A. FraNGEDAKI, On fifteenth-century
cryptochristianity: A letter to George Amiroutzes from Michael Apostolis, BMGS 9
(1985), 221-224. See also Amiroutzes’ contribution on the discussion de recta fide, through
his dialogue with the Sultan, saved in latin translation and edited by A. ArGyriou - G.
LAGARRIGUE, BF 11 (1987), 29-222 and O. DE LA cRUZ PALMA, Jorge Ameruzes de Trebisonda.
El dialogo de la fe con el Sultan de los Turcos [Nueva Roma 9], Madrid 2000.

13. Kritoboulos’ Histories describes the deeds of Mehmed the Conqueror in the period
from 1451 to 1467. It is written in imitation of the classical Greek historiographical style,
esp. Thucydides (ca. 460 - ca. 400 BC). The only known manuscript of this work, dedicated to
the Sultan, is the author’s autograph and survives in the Topkapi Palace Museum Library. On
Kritoboulos’ career, his literary works and his autograph of the Histories, see D. R. REINSCH,
Introduction in the edition [as in n.11], *5-*6, and IpeEm, Kritoboulos of Imbros - Learned
Historian, Ottoman Raya and Byzantine Patriot, ZRVI 40 (2003), 297-308; also, RaBsy,
Mehmed the Conqueror’s Greek Scriptorium, 15-30.

14. Critobuli Imbriotae historiae, IV 9, 2-3 (Among the companions of the ruler of
Trebizond was a man named George Amiroukis, a great philosopher, learned in the studies
of physics and dogmatics and mathematics and geometry and the analogy of numbers,
and also in the philosophy of the Peripatetics and Stoics. He was also full of encyclopaedic
knowledge, and was an orator and poet as well. The Sultan learned about this man and
sent for him. On getting acquainted with his training and wisdom, through contact and
conversation, he admired him more than anyone else. He gave him a suitable position in his
court and honoured him with frequent audiences and conversations, questioning him on the
teachings of the ancients and philosophical problems and their discussion and solution. For
the Sultan himself was one of the most acute philosophers. (Translation by Charles T. Riccs
in Kritoboulos, History of Mehmed the Conqueror, 177).
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Apart from the Kritoboulos’ reference to Amiroutzes’ fame and work
at Mehmed’s court, almost nothing is known of his career as a philosopher.
However, the philosophical writings of Amiroutzes that have survived to
this day are a significant source of information about the ancient Greek
authors and works that have influenced him, although it is impossible to
trace when and where he was working on his writings's.

His first tractate, I: The Philosopher’s'®[ Tractate] on What the Ancients
Taught Concerning Being (A”: Tot gpiAoodpov Sawes é66&alov oi maiaiol
meol t@v dviwv), differs significantly from the other 14: rather than a
philosophical treatise, it is an enumeration of the greatest ancient Greek
philosophers and their main beliefs on being. In this tractate, the author
tells of, in chronological order, Thales, Heraclitus, Pythagoras, Anaxagoras,
Democritus, Leucippus, Parmenides, Melissus, Empedocles, Socrates, Plato,
Aristotle, Zeno and Chrysippus and what they said concerning the principle
or principles of being; whether there were one or several principles, for
example, water or fire, or both, and so on. Amiroutzes does not mention his
sources. However, in the footnotes of this treatise, the editor of the text John
Monfasani carefully indicates similar passages in the writings of Diogenes
Laertius, the Stoics, and especially Aristotle - like Metaphysics (Ta uetc
10 Quotxd), Physics (Pvoixn arooaoic), On the Heavens (I1epl ovpavoD),
On Generation and Corruption (Ileol yevéoswe nal @Bopdg), which
Amiroutzes apparently had studied. In this tractate, the author appears as
an objective narrator who rarely reveals his own opinion. Instead, he prefers
to refer to Aristotle’s thoughts. For example, when narrating on Parmenides’
and Melissus’ beliefs on the principle of being, Amiroutzes indicates that
Aristotle has attributed to them many absurd and impossible assertions,
but he does not expand his reference explaining where Aristotle or anyone
mentioning his work has stated this'”. In this tractate Amiroutzes’ presence
as an author can be felt only when he mentions Socrates (Sujveyxe O&
mAeioTov év Tji SradexTini, xal v &Svvatov Tovte StaAeyduevov ui

15. MoNrasaNt, George Amiroutzes [as in n.10] has recently produced an edition of 15
previously unknown philosophical tractates in a fragmentary state, in the original and in
English translation.

16. Le. Amiroutzes’. MoNrFasaNi, George Amiroutzes, 23, conclusively demonstrates
that Amiroutzes is the author of this (the first), third and fourth treatise.

17. In tractate I, 14.3, in MoNFasaNI, George Amiroutzes, 66.

BYZANTINA SYMMEIKTA 30 (2020), 283-306
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EAEyyeobar)'®, Plato (Aujveyre 6& mdviwv T@V mE0O aUTOT PLAOOCPWV
ovx OAly® Twvi. 1) 8¢ yoaph avTOT QuiunTos €0TL UETA TOD GEIOTOV XAl
xaoteordtov)" and Chrysippus and the school established by the Stoics
(twuiic Te TVYYAVOVOQY O TAOWY S1d TRV TOV NOOV evxoouiayv. ovVOeVI
yao olitws @¢ TiPeot yonotoic GAioxeobal GvBomwmog)™. Conversely, his
account of Aristotle can be compared with a panegyric: [...] uévog &ic 10
gvdeyduevov téhoc NAbe tiic prioocogiag. [...] év 8¢ Toic puoixoic 0VdEIC
duewov eimev, otlite 1@V mElv olite TV Totepov. [...] 10 18 dElwua tijc
AVTLPAOEWS, [...], Gorota AmédelEe. [...] teledTato O VmeENAOe o HOWwO
&v te toic I1pog EUdnuov xai toic I[Tpog Nixouayov tov viov, v 1e 10ig
ToAttixoic xai 10ic Oixovoutxoic?'.

These assertions are not philosophical; rather, they are related to the
personalities under discussion and their work.

Amiroutzes’ own philosophical ideas on being and its procession can
be found in a number of later tractates: IV: The Philosopher’s [ Tractate]
Concerning the Procession of Being (A”: ToD ptAoo0@ov mepi Tiic Tpo0dov),
V: The Same Author’s | Tractate] [on Procession from the First Principle] (E :
Tot avto®), VI: The Same Author’s | Tractate] Concerning the Procession
of Being (¢": Tov avtod meol tic moodbov t@v Sviwv), VIII: The Same
Author’s [ Tractate] Concerning the First Principle (H: Tod avto? meol
Tiic TOWTNG GoxTc), IX: The Same Author’s [ Tractate] [on Motion and the
First Principle] (©: Tov avtov)* and XIV: The Same Author’s [ Tractate)

18. George Amiroutzes, 1, 18.2: He excelled most of all in dialectics. It was impossible
not to be refuted when debating him. (Translation by MoNeasaNt, George Amiroutzes, 69).

19. George Amiroutzes, 1, 19.19: He diverges from all prior philosophers in no small
degree. His writing style is inimitable because of its supreme excellence and grace. (Translation
by MoNFasaNI, George Amiroutzes, 73).

20. George Amiroutzes, 1, 24. 2-3: It was comparable to the most distinguished of the
schools and esteemed by all because of Chrysippus’ own high ethical behaviour. For nowhere
is a man proven as in his good deeds. (Translation by MoNrFasani, George Amiroutzes, 79).

21. George Amiroutzes, 1, 21. 2-9: = [...] he arrived at the possible highest point of
philosophy.[...] No one spoke better about physics either before or after him. [...] He brilliantly
proved, [...], the axiom of contradiction. |...] He published the most perfect ethical principles
in his Ethics addressed to Eudemus and in his Ethics addressed to Nichomachus, his son,
and in his Politics and Economics. (Translation by MoNrFasani, George Amiroutzes, 75).

22. MonrasaNI, George Amiroutzes, 143, n. 88 indicates that this tractate is a fragment,
probably of a draft of the same discussion found in tractate XIII.

BYZANTINA SYMMEIKTA 30 (2020), 283-306
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Concerning the First Principle (IA": To0 avto0 mepl i modTNg doxic). In
these treatises, the author discusses what philosophers have said on the First
Principle (the One, a God), identifying the philosopher from time to time as
Aristotle?, Plato and the Platonists, Melissus, Parmenides or Anaxagoras,
and further explaining what they have said on the production of being:
whether it arises from the First Principle or not. Amiroutzes indicates
that ol yQp mpOTEQOV TEQL TOUTOV OXREWYAUEVOL OUTE GAANAOLS paivovTal
tavta So&dalovres olite Taic UmoxguEvais Goxaic ovvpdd* . Amiroutzes
tries to correct their assertions with the help of philosophical logic. All the
tractates are notable for their complexity and each sheds light on some
separate aspect of the issue, but they fail to give us a clear picture of the
author’s own philosophical views.

Aristotle’s influence on Amiroutzes as a philosopher is most obvious in
the following three tractates: II: The Same Author’s [ Tractate] Concerning
the Ideas (B": Tot avto® mpog 10 idéag), III: The Philosopher’s [ Tractate]
Concerning the Soul (I': Tot ptAoodpov mepl Yuyiic), and especially in X:
The Same Author’s [ Tractate] Concerning the Substance and Essence of
Happiness (I': Tot avto? mepl Tiic 000l xal o0 Ti 0Tt 1A 0Sauoviag).
The last tractate differs from the others in that the author speaks in the
person of Aristotle. Amiroutzes does not refer to his sources®, ie. the
writings of Aristotle, except The Posterior Analytics (Avaivtizd “Yoteoa):
[...] w¢ év 1d mod TR ThHS AmodeixTinic dredeiEauev,[...]*. Monfasani points
out that this tractate, especially in the first half, is an extended paraphrase
with frequent quotations of Aristotle, The Nicomachean Ethics (HOutx
Nixoudyeira), 1.1095a28-1098a207".

23. Amiroutzes refers to Aristotle’s Metaphysics in tractate IV, 1.8, and also quotes it
in tractate VI, 13. 3-4, see MonFasani, George Amiroutzes, 108 and 130.

24. George Amiroutzes, V1, 1.1: For those who studied the issue before us do not seem
to hold doctrines that are in agreement with each other or are even in accord with basic
principles. (MoNgasaNi, George Amiroutzes, 143, n. 88, 117).

25. According to the editor, Amiroutzes’ sources in this treatise are Aristotle’s The
Posterior Analytics, The Nicomachean Ethics and Metaphysics, see MoONFasaNI, George
Amiroutzes, 145-165, nn. 91-120; 122-130 and 132.

26. George Amiroutzes, X, 1.6: [...] as we have shown in Book 1 of the Apodeictic [...].
(MonEasant, George Amiroutzes, 145).

27. See MoNrFasaNi, George Amiroutzes, 145, n. 91. In the Greek text, Monfasani puts
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In tractate II: The Same Author’s [ Tractate] Concerning the Ideas (B:
To® avto? mpodg tig idéag), Amiroutzes deals with the beliefs of Aristotle
and Plotinus on the nature of the First Principle; in this work too, the
author’s thoughts can be observed throughout the text. Often Amiroutzes
expresses his own opinion in the first person singular or plural and with
the help of a rhetorical question. In this treatise, Amiroutzes refers to three
works of Aristotle: Physics, Metaphysics and On the Heavens, and one work
of Plotinus: The Enneads (EvvedSeg).

In tractate III: The Philosopher’s [ Tractate]: Concerning the Soul (I':
Tot @LAooogpov mepl Yuyfic), which is perhaps the most interesting and
original of all in terms of thought, Amiroutzes aims to prove Aristotle’s belief
that v Aoywxnyv [Yvyiv] uovov abavarov xai yworotnv Sio 1OV voUv,
t0¢ 6¢ Aowrag ovdau®s®. Especially in this tractate, he appears as a harsh
opponent of Plato and his followers and later elaborators as Plotinus and the
other Neoplatonists, who have stated that all souls, irrational or rational, are
immortal and share the same form. When completely refuting Plato’s thesis,
Amiroutzes does not shrink from using such epithets as dror@tatov (‘most
absurd’) or mpodnAwe droma (‘blatantly absurd’)?. However, to oppose the
Platonist theories the author uses mainly his own conclusions rather than
Aristotle’s, for example: dvOowmos 6¢ @uUoel éAevbepog. onueiov 8¢ OTL
0U8eic aipeitar SovAevewy E0v €V Lijv dvev Sovieiag. ta 88 Epa Vw0 ThS
QUOENS BOLoTOL €ic dovAeiay TOTS AVvOPMTOLS, TO 8¢ QUTU TAOL TOIS {DOLS
€ic yofowv. émel TOIVVV TAIS ®OLVOIS VTOANYEOLY 1 VTOOETLS U ETAL, OV
Suvatov aAndi eivail. ovx doa duoetdSeic ai Yuyal maoar™.

into italics words and phrases taken directly from Aristotle, which together constitute a
significant part of the text.

28. George Amiroutzes, 111, 1.3 [...] only the rational soul is immortal and separable
because it is a mind; all other souls are in no way immortal. (MoNFasaNi, George Amiroutzes,
91).

20. In tractate III, 7.1-4, in MoNFASANI, George Amiroutzes, 95-6.

30. George Amiroutzes, 111, 2. 8-10: Men are, however, by nature free. A sign of this is
that no one chooses to be a slave if he can live well without being a slave. By nature, on the
other hand, animals have been destined to be the slaves of men and plants to be exploited
by all animals. Since, then, [Plato’s ] view is at odds with common conceptions, it cannot

be true. Therefore, not all souls share the same form. (MoNrasani, George Amiroutzes, 93).
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More than once, he indicates that Plato’s view is not even in harmony
with other principles posited by him and his followers®: for example, the
theory of Ideas. Amiroutzes avoids directly referring to Plato or Plotinus,
but says rather vouilovowv ‘they think” when discussing their beliefs, and he
does not mention the relevant works.

Amiroutzes concludes that the Soul is not an Idea and repeatedly
professes to prove that souls do not share the same form and that only the
rational ones are immortal. Although heavily influenced by Aristotle, in this
tractate Amiroutzes shows himself to be an original thinker. He continues
in the same vein in the remaining five tractates, which cover different topics.

In tractate VII: The Same Author’s [Tractate] [on Time According
to Plotinus] (Z: Tot avto?v), Amiroutzes reveals and discusses Plotinus’
multiple views regarding the nature of time: the life of the soul, activity, or
the length and interval of life. He disagrees with Plotinus and opposes all
his statements with the help of logic. The author’s own views on time can be
found scattered throughout the treatise.

In the remaining tractates: XI: The Same Author’s [ Tractate]. That
within man the same soul possesses sensation and thought and the other
facilities of a living creature (IA”: Tov avto?. ‘Ot év 1@ GvOodrw T
a0Tic 0Tl Yuyhc 10 aiobdveoOor xal 1O voelv xal T dALa T& TOT EDVTOS
&oya), XII: The Same Author’s |Tractate] [Concerning Man] (IB: To®
avto?), XIII: The Same Author’s | Tractate] [ Concerning Matter and Form]
(IT: Tov avtod), XV:[The Same Author’s [ Tractate]]. Whether there are
bodies that are indivisible and without parts (IE": Ei éoti oduata droua
xal Gueod]), Amiroutzes expresses mainly his own thoughts on the issues
reflected in the titles, giving very few references to other philosophers. In
tractate XI, there are two references to the assertions of Plato and Aristotle®.
Monfasani indicates that this treatise reflects, to some degree, the doctrine
of Thomas Aquinas, though Amiroutzes does not refer to him?’, In treatise

31. In tractate I1I, 7.2 and 9.4 (MonNEgasaNy, George Amiroutzes, 94 and 96). Fortunately,
the editor of the text has indicated possible works where to look for Plato and the Neoplatonists’
beliefs discussed by Amiroutzes; Plato’s dialogues Phaedo (@aidwv), Phaedrus (®Paidpog),
Republic (ITolteie) and Laws (Nouot), and Plotinus’ Enneads. See Monfasani, George
Amiroutzes, 95 and 97, nn. 62-63.

32. In tractate XI, 2.2, in MoNrasani, George Amiroutzes, 166.

33. See MoNFasaNt, George Amiroutzes, 165, n. 131.
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XII, Amiroutzes refers once to the Platonists to express his opposition to
them, Tractate XIII includes one reference to Aristotle’s Metaphysics® that
confirms Amiroutzes’ belief on matter. At the very end of the last tractate,
XYV, the author, confirming his own statement, refers to Zeno; however, in
the notes on this treatise, Monfasani indicates several ancient Greek sources
that contain similar ideas or sources that might have inspired Amiroutzes.
These include Aristotle’s Metaphysics and Physics, also On Indivisible Lines
(ITepl atouwv yoauudv) and Euclid’s The Elements (Ztouyeia).

Amiroutzes’ tractates come across as chaotic - «they are drafts of
Amiroutzes’ thoughts», states Monfasani®. He considers that these texts
might have formed the material for lessons aimed at younger students,
because of the simplified and incomplete information provided in several
tractates®”. Indeed, to a certain extent, the form of Amiroutzes’ philosophical
tractates resembles Aristotle’s On Rhetoric (Pntootxi]), which is commonly
believed to have been used by Aristotle as a set of lecture notes. Amiroutzes’
tractates are even more fragmentary; the thoughts expressed are quite often
obscure, they are frequently repeated and they are sometimes at variance
with one another. Just like On Rhetoric, these texts were never published
by the author.

Whatever the level of Amiroutzes’ teaching as reflected in his tractates,
they clearly show that he studied the philosophical works of the greatest
ancient Greek learned men. His tractates, though short and fragmentary,
reveal erudition in ancient Greek philosophical thought and prove that he
had access to works by or on Aristotle, Plato, the Stoics, Plotinus and others.
In his treatises, Amiroutzes appears as an Aristotelian philosopher. They are
full of references to Aristotle’s thoughts, beliefs and sometimes even include
quotations, albeit often without any reference. As Aristotle’s teachings were
considered fundamental in Byzantium and every Greek intellectual knew
his works well, scrupulous references to them would have been superfluous.
These treatises were probably written with a Greek readership in mind,
but it is nevertheless believed that Amiroutzes’ knowledge of ancient Greek

34. In tractate XII, 3.4, in MonFasani, George Amiroutzes, 170.
35. In tractate XIII, 6.9, in MoNFAsaNI, George Amiroutzes, 178.
36. MoNFasaNI, George Amiroutzes, 24.
37. Monrasani, George Amiroutzes, 25.
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philosophical thought inspired his Ottoman peers to study and interpret
Aristotle, Plato and others®,

THE DISPUTE BETWEEN PLATONISTS AND ARISTOTELIANS IN THE OTTOMAN COURT?

The philosophical works of the late Pletho and his major opponent
Scholarios, an ardent Aristotelian, may also have contributed significantly
to the study of the greatest authors of the ancient Greek past at the Ottoman
court. Several of Scholarios’ works from the last decade before 1453 were
written to oppose Pletho, whose works were attempts to demonstrate Plato’s
superiority to Aristotle as a philosopher and show that Plato’s philosophy
was more compatible with Christian revelation. For example, the voluminous
Scholarios’ work Against the Ignorance of Pletho on Aristotle (Contra
Plethonis ignorationem de Aristotele) originated as a response to Pletho’s
On the Differences between Aristotle and Plato (De differentiis Aristotelis et
Platonis). To this work, Pletho reacted once again in Against the Objections
of Scholarios Concerning Aristotle (Contra Scholarii pro Aristotele
obiectiones)®. Pletho and Scholarios’ exchange of treatises resulted in a
controversy that continued in Italy between Platonists and Aristotelians for
decades*’. However, the lack of textual evidence does not allow us to assume

38. RaBy, Mehmed the Conqueror as a Patron, 6, believes that Mehmed the Conqueror
studied peripatetic philosophy with Amiroutzes in 1465. The same belief has also been
expressed by M. BALIVET, Aristote au service du Sultan! Ouverture aux Turcs et Aristotélisme
chez quelques penseurs Byzantins du quinziéme siecle, Byzantins et Ottomans: Relations,
interaction, succession, Istanbul 1999, 149, who shows that the spiritual relationship between
Amiroutzes and the Sultan was similar to Aristotle and Alexander the Great. In two poems
attributed to Amiroutzes, Mehmed is associated with Alexander the Great. In one of these
poems, Amiroutzes speaks in the person of Aristotle. For the relevant Amiroutzes’ poems,
see S. P. LamBros, [Tovjuata Feweyiov 1o Aupoutin, AIEE 2 (1885), 279-280 and JANSSENS
- VAN DEUN, George Amiroutzes, 314-315.

39. For more on their dispute, see N. SiNtossoGLou, Radical Platonism in Byzantium:
Illumination and Utopian in Gemistos Plethon, Cambridge 2011, 125-160.

40. See J. Monrasani, A Tale of Two Books: Bessarion’s In Calumniatorem Platonis
and George of Trebizond’s Comparatio Philosophorum Platonis et Aristotelis, Renaissance
Studies 22 (2008), 1-13; P. Scuurz, George Gemistos Plethon (ca. 1360-1454), George of
Trebizond (1396-1472) and Cardinal Bessarion (1403-1472): the Controversy Between
Platonists and Aristotelians in the Fifteenth Century, in: Philosophers of the Renaissance,
ed. P. R. BLum, Washington, D.C. 2010, 23-32.
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that this debate would also have taken place, at least at the same level, in
early Ottoman Constantinople.

The works of Scholarios*! show that after the fall of Constantinople his
intellectual activities were more related to theological matters, especially the
promotion of the Christian faith among the Ottomans, than to the study of
ancient Greek texts*2. However, Amiroutzes’ tractates prove that this debate
still occupied his mind, and apparently the minds of his students too. Some
of the ancient Greek manuscripts found in the Scriptorium indicate that
this dispute may also have continued in the Ottoman court, most likely in
the form of discussions, and perhaps with Amiroutzes’ help as an expert.

AMIROUTZES” WORK ON PTOLEMY’S INDIVIDUAL REGIONAL M APS

According to Kritoboulos, Amiroutzes’ activity at the Sultan’s court was
not limited to philosophical discussion of the teachings of the ancients. In
the summer of 1465, the Sultan commissioned Amiroutzes to carry out
a challenging task related to ancient Greek scholarship. As stated in his
Histories, that summer Mehmed the Conqueror had the chance to examine
a manuscript copy of the Geography (I'swyoa@ixi) “Yoriynoic) of Klaudios
Ptolemaios, better known as Ptolemy -a second-century Alexandrian
scientist- and its numerous regional maps scattered in various places in
the text: évruywv 8¢ mov xal toic ot Itoieuaiov® Siayoduuaoty, év oic

41. For the works of Scholarios see: Oeuvres completes de Georges (Gennadios)
Scholarios, ed. M. Jucit - L. PETIT - X.A. SIDERIDES, 8 vols, Paris 1936.

42. A. Parapakis, Gennadius IT and Mehmed the Conqueror, Byz. 42 (1972), 88-106,
calls Scholarios the last Byzantine to attempt to explain the Christian faith to the Moslems.
His conversations with Mehmed the Conqueror on Christianity resulted in two treatises,
written at the Sultan’s request. See also A. Ziaka, Rearticulating a Christian-Muslim
Understanding: Gennadios Scholarios and George Amiroutzes on Islam, in: Christianity
and Religious Plurality, edited by Ch. METHUEN - A. SPICER - J. WOLFFE, [Studies in Church
History - 51], Suffolk - New York 2015, 150-165.

43. Mavroupl, Translations from Greek into Arabic, 196-197, points to three
manuscripts that can be associated with the library of the Sultan: Seragliensis 27 (late 14th-
early 15th centuries), Seragliensis 57 (1300) and Marc. gr. 516 (14th century). She assumes
that Kritoboulos refers in his narrative either to Seragliensis 27 or Marc. gr. 516, as these
two contain regional maps, but do not include a map of the inhabited world or the so called
‘Ptolemaic world map’, as does Seragliensis 57. However, R. Burri indicates that in Marc. gr.
516 the maps are not scattered through the text, and that its date of production has to be
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EXETVOS EMLOTNUOVIXDS TE XAl PLAOCOPWS TNV TOT XOOUOU TEQLNYNOLY XAl
mepiodov maoayv éxtibetar, (...)*. The Sultan wanted Ptolemy’s individual
charts or maps to be combined év évi mWEMAW xal mivaxt oapeoTtéQay
1€ ovoav oltw xal evAnmroTéoay ovumeoiAaBelv te dua Ti) Stavoiq
xal xataoyelv xal yvavar xaidg (..)*. For that purpose, he called on
the philosopher Amiroutzes. Kritoboulos goes on to say how Amiroutzes
created a huge wall map for the Sultan that combined all the individual maps
in Ptolemy’s Geography: ueta yetpag to fiAiov Aafwv xai to 0pos AoV
&voLatoiypag te xal oxyoAdoas avTd xal [xavdg ExueAeToas Te xal Ty
TOUTOV YVOOLV GVvaLeSauevos Si€ypapev doLota xal ETLOTHUOVIXMTATO,
waoav ™V Tic oixovuévns mepiodov év €vi META® xal mivaxt yic xal
Oaldoons ouod, moTauovs TE UL xal Afuvas xal vijoovs xal 6pn xal
TOAELS %Ol TAVTO ATADS, TAQASOVS €V TOUTM® KAl XOVOVAS KOl UETOO XAl
Gmootdoeis xal TaAda mavra eidévar xalac (...)*. The map included the
names of the countries, cities and places written in Arabic. According to
Kritoboulos, the translation was done by the son of Amiroutzes who was

reassessed, which makes it less probable that Kritoboulos refers to this codex; instead, most
likely, he refers to Seragliensis 27. See R. BUrRI, Die Geographie des Ptolemaios im Spiegel der
griechischen Handschriften, Berlin - Boston 2013, 445 and 452 (for the arrangement of the
maps); 448 and 456 (for its production time). For the most recent and thorough descriptions
of all these three codices, see IpeM, Die Geographie des Ptolemaios, 255-270 (Seragliensis
27); 445-458 (Marc. gr. 516); 505-515 (Seragliensis 57). Seragliensis 27 and Seragliensis 57
survive in the Topkapi Palace Museum Library.

44. Critobuli Imbriotae historiae, V 10,5 (He also ran across, somewhere, the charts of
Ptolemy, in which he set forth scientifically and philosophically the description and outline
of the entire earth: Translation by Charles T. RiGGs in Kritoboulos, History of Mehmed the
Congqueror, 209).

45. Critobuli Imbriotae historiae, V 10,5 ... into one united whole as a single picture
or representation, and thus made clearer or more comprehensible, so as to be more easily
understood by the mind, and grasped and well apprehended. (In Kritoboulos, History of
Mehmed the Conqueror, 209).

46. Critobuli Imbriotae historiae, V 10,6: He took the book in hand with joy, and read
it and studied it all summer. By considerable investigation and by analysing its wisdom,
he wrote out most satisfactorily and skilfully the whole story of the inhabited earth in one
representation as a connected whole - of the land and sea, the rivers, harbours, islands,
mountains, cities and all, in plain language, giving in this the rules as to measurements of
distance and all other essential things: Kritoboulos, History of Mehmed the Conqueror, 209-
210).
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expert in the languages of the Arabs and the Greeks*’. The son of George
Amiroutzes referred to by Kritoboulos is likely the eldest, Basileios, later
known as Mehmed Bey, who, along with his brother Alexander (Iskender
Bey), converted to Islam. The so called 16%-century Greek chronicle
“Exbeois yoovixi mentions that: “Yrafjoyov y&o év 10i¢ x0tpoig éxeivols
véou evyevéoTatol évtog Tol oapayiov €x te Ilodews xal Toameloviag,
8E v NV xal 6 100 Auovontln 6 vioc 6 Meyeuet uméic, AoyLdTaToc xal
EANVIRDS 1Al QOOPLHDS, OS XAl OQLOUD TOT XQATOTVVTOS UETEYAWDTTLOE T
nuéteoa Pifiia eig thv T@v Apdfwv yAOTTAY YOodos Tl adxotféotata™,

Although no longer extant, Amiroutzes’ map must have been impressive,
since the Sultan rewarded him generously and encouraged him to prepare an
Arabic translation of the Geography itself: fio0eic oUv mdavv 1@ &0y ToUTQE
0 BaoiAevs xal v copiav te xal megivoirav 100 IItodsuaiov Bavudoag,
aAla 6N toD ExOguévov T0UTO XAAMDS, SWEEITOL TOVTOV TOAVTOOTWS
xol QLAOTIU®WS, xEAeUeL O xal waoav thv BifAov VT adTd®V Apoafirdc
Exd00Mval woboig ueydrovs Ve ToUTOV XAl dDOA EnayyetAduevos®.

At the order of the Sultan, Amiroutzes and his son, probably Mehmed
Bey, prepared an Arabic translation of Ptolemy’s text. Two different
fifteenth-century copies are still extant: MS Ayasofya 2596 (text without
maps) and MS Ayasofya 2610 (text with maps). Both manuscripts are today
preserved in the Suleymaniye Library, Istanbul®.

47. Critobuli Imbriotae historiae, V 10,7.

48. "Exbeois yoovixil Ecthesis chronica and Chronicon Athenarum. Edited with
critical notes and indices by Spyridon P. L.ambros, Athens 1902. 67: At that time there were
some very noble young men within seraglio; they were from the City and from Trabizond.
One of them was the son of Amiroutzes, Mehmed Beg, who had been educated in Greek
and Arabic literature; by order of the ruler he had translated our books into Arabic in the
most accurate manner. (Translation by M. PHILIPPIDES in Emperors, Patriarchs, and Sultans
of Constantinople, 1373-1513: An Anonymous Greek Chronicle of the Sixteenth Century,
Brookline 1990, 87).

49. Critobuli Imbriotae historiae, V 10,8 ([He] admired the wisdom and ingenuity of
Ptolemy, and still more that of the man who had so well exhibited this to him. He rewarded
him in many ways and with many honours. He also ordered him to issue the entire book in
Arabic, and promised him large pay and gifts for this work: Kritoboulos, History of Mehmed
the Congqueror, 209).

50. The manuscript with maps: MS Ayasofya 2610 contains twenty-six double-page and
twenty-four single-page maps, all in colour, including the Ptolemaic world map which might
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The period when Amiroutzes created his world map is indicative of
a general Ottoman interest in cartography, and especially in the copying,
translation and adaptation of Arabic geographical works®. The motivation
behind this interest was, no doubt, the growing Ottoman awareness of
the practical importance of maps in the continual expansion of their new
empire®? Nevertheless, as Ahmet T. Karamustafa points out, Mehmed the
Conqueror’s personal interest in cartography should not be exaggerated.
Although he was a patron of mapmakers and actively encouraged the drawing
of maps for navigation purposes, this did not lead to the establishment of
any substantial tradition in Ottoman cartography. The interest was, rather,
a symptom of a wider cultural change that accompanied the shaping of
the Ottoman Empire in the frontier areas between Christianity and Islam,
a development which certainly points to the collegial roots of Ottoman
cartographic practice®.

GEORGE OF TREBIZOND’S INTRODUCTION TO PTOLEMY’S GREAT ARRANGEMENT

The activity of George of Trebizond (1395-1486) -a Greek émigré in Italy
- in Constantinople demonstrates that there was strong interest among the
Ottomans in ancient Greek scientific writings. George of Trebizond was well-

be, as many believe, a depiction of the world map made by Amiroutzes. However, R. Burri
points out that this world map is codicologically independent from the rest of the manuscript.
This observation gives reason to doubt whether the world map in Ayasofya 2610 has any
connection at all with Amiroutzes’ work. See R. Burr1, Die Geographie des Ptolemaios, 312,
n. 301. On the later publishing of the MS Ayasofya 2610, see A. T. KARAMUSTAFA, Military,
administrative, and scholarly maps and plans, in: The History of Cartography, Volume
Two, Book One. Cartography in the Traditional Islamic and South Asian Societies, ed. J. B.
HarLEYy and D. Woopwarp, Chicago 1992, 210, n. 9. On Amiroutzes and cartography, see
S. CHryssocHoou, The Cartographical Tradition of Ptolemy’s Geographike Hyphegesis in the
Palaeologan Period and the Renaissance (13th-16th century), Univ. of London 2010 (with
further literature, notes 269-270).

51. On the study of Islamic geography in early Ottoman Constantinople, see J.
C. Duceng, The Knowledge of the Seas According to the Ottoman Translations and
Adaptations of Arabic Works (15th-16th c.), in: Uluslararast Piri Reis ve Tiirk Denizcilik
Tarihi Sempozyumu, 26-29 Eyliil 2013, Istanbul, v. 4, Ankara 2014, 123-134 and 301-304.

52. On the history of Ottoman overseas exploration, see G. CASALE, The Ottoman Age
of Exploration, Oxford 2010.

53. KARAMUSTAFA, Military, administrative, and scholarly maps, 210.
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known in Italy as a rhetorician and Latin translator from Greek. He belonged
to the so-called ‘Aristotelians’, and his A Comparison of the Philosophers
Atristotle and Plato (Comparatio philosophorum Aristotelis et Platonis)
published in 1459 was the first major Latin work in the above-mentioned
Plato-Aristotle controversy. Monfasani treats George of Trebizond as one
of the major intellectual figures of the mid-15th century.

In the spring of 1465, George of Trebizond went to Constantinople as
an emissary of Pope Paul IT to make contact with the Sultan. While staying
in Constantinople and awaiting an audience with the Sultan, George of
Trebizond met Amiroutzes, who was already in Mehmed the Conqueror’s
service. From George of Trebizond we learn that it was Amiroutzes who
advised’® him to translate into Greek for the Sultan the Latin introduction
that George of Trebizond had once written to Ptolemy’s astronomical manual
The Mathematical Arrangement (MaOnuatixhy Zvvta&ic)’, better known
as Almagest, and by that to show his usefulness. John Freely indicates that
this work by Ptolemy served as the basis for the further development of
astronomy in the Muslim world, after its translation into Arabic®®. Thus,
one can assume that Ptolemy’s Almagest was well known to Mehmed™.

In the preface to the Greek introduction of the Almagest (Eicaywyi gic
™V ueydinv 1ot Iroieuaiov ovvrasuy, literally ‘Introduction to Ptolemy’s

54. On George of Trebizond’s biography, see J. Monrasani, George of Trebizond: A
Biography and a Study of his Rhetoric and Logic, Leiden 1976.

55. For more details, see MoNFasani, George of Trebizond, 185.

56. See the preface for the introduction to Ptolemy’s Almagest in J. MONFASANI,
Collectanea Trapezuntiana. Texts, Documents, and Bibliographies of George of Trebizond,
Binghampton - New York 1984, 282.

57. In his preface and introduction, George of Trebizond refers to Ptolemy’s work as
The Great Synthesis (MeydAn Zvvta&ig).

58. See J. FreeLy, The Grand Turk. Sultan Mehmet 11 - Conqueror of Constantinople,
Master of an Empire and Lord of Two Seas, London - New York 2010, 112.

59. At the Ottoman court in the mid-15th century, there was even instituted the
office of Munajjimbashilik ‘chief astronomer’ that dealt with matters of astronomy and
astrology as they related to the sultan and the state. For more information on astrology
for the Ottomans, see S. Aypuz, Constellations, Fixed Stars and the Zodiac in Islamic
Astronomy, Manchester 2004, 6-10. Available [cited 06.01.2018]: www.muslimheritage.com;
The Oxford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, Science, and Technology in Islam, entry ‘Office of
the Muwaqqit’ and the ‘Munajjimbashi’ (S. Aypuz).

BYZANTINA SYMMEIKTA 30 (2020), 283-306



300 BRIGITA KUKJALKO

great arrangement’), George of Trebizond shows himself an eager servant
of the Sultan: Agixounv eic v Kwvotavtivov, doiote faociied faotiéwy
xol aUToXEdTOQ AVTOXEATOPWY, O 0VOEV dALO, € un 10 ovveABelY gig
AOyovs T o® Uyer xal SnAdoal thv éuny moobuuiay Nv Exw mOs TOUS
éraivovs 100 x0dTOVS 0OV, Vouitwv undev eivat xoeittov, év 14 TaEdvTL
Biw t00 SovAevery faciAel copd xal piAocopotvtt T uéytota®.

However, despite all his efforts to approach Mehmed, George
of Trebizond left Constantinople without meeting him. He sent the
introduction to Mehmed after he had returned to Rome in 1466. He also
dispatched his A Comparison of the Philosophers Aristotle and Plato and
several other writings, probably still hoping to offer his services to the
Sultan in the future®. His note in the preface to the Greek introduction
of the Almagest proves that he knew about the Sultan’s interest in ancient
Greek philosophical thought: @pépetat yao xai tovto ueta TV GAAWY 0OV
Paciiixdv avdéoayadnudtwy, ws uaAlov GoLototeAilel 10 xQdTOS OOV
T@V TOUT” avTO 0Y0V EYOVIWY TO AOLOTOTEAILELV®,

Although the work of George of Trebizond cannot be treated as an
internal product of the Ottoman Empire, it does show at least some leanings
in the study of ancient Greek texts at the Ottoman court.

MATTHEW KAMARIOTES’ TEACHINGS ON THE ANCIENT GREEK LANGUAGE AND LITERATURE

The study of ancient Greek texts in early Ottoman Constantinople was
not linked only with the court. Some writings of Matthew Kamariotes that
are dated post-1453 clearly demonstrate that he was active as a teacher of

60. Collectanea Trapezuntiana, 283 (I arrived in Constantinople, O best king of
kings and autocrat of autocrats, for no other reason than to talk with Your Highness and
to demonstrate the zeal I have for the praise of your power, thinking that there is nothing
better in the present life than to serve a wise king and one who philosophize about the greatest
matters. Translation by Monrasant Collectanea Trapezuntiana, 281).

61. See Monrasani, George of Trebizond, 281. See also G. Th. Zoras, I'ewoytos 6
ToameloUvTioc xal ai wEOS EAANVOTOVOXIXNY CUVEVVONOLY mpoondbeial avtoD, Athens
1954.

62. Collectanea Trapezuntiana, 283 (For in addition to your other manly virtues which
befit a king, Your Mightiness is also said to study Aristotle even more than those who have
a professional responsibility to study Aristotle. Translation by Monrasani, Collectanea
Trapezuntiana, 281).
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grammar, rhetoric and perhaps also philosophy. From Martinus Crusius’
(German philologist, historian, 1526-1607) notes in his Turcograecia we
learn that Kamariotes came to Constantinople from Thessalonica in the final
years of the Palaiologan dynasty®. It is also known that Kamariotes worked
together with Scholarios. Judging by the fact that Scholarios dedicated
his work Commentary on Thomas Aquinas “On Being and Essence”
(Commentarium Thomae Aquinae “De ente et essentia”) to Kamariotes,
many assume that he was pupil® of Scholarios. Indeed, in the preface of the
aforementioned work, Scholarios praises Kamariotes’ mpofuuiav(eagerness)
and @iiouabéc (diligence), but this could indicate either a relationship as
colleagues or a teacher-student relationship®.

It has been assumed that Kamariotes was the first teacher or even a
principal® of the so-called ‘Patriarchal School’ (better known later on as the
Patriarchal Academy or the Great School of the Nation) established soon
after the fall of Constantinople by the newly appointed patriarch Gennadios
IT Scholarios (1454?)”. However, there are no contemporary sources which
prove the establishment of the School, let alone the position of Kamariotes®.
Nevertheless, from the evidence of his manuscripts and the aforementioned

63. M.s Crustus, Turcograeciae libri Octo, Basel 1584, 187.

64. See the dissertations by K. Papapakis, Matfaioc Kauaoiwtns. To Ogoloyixd
tov 80y0, uett éx630ews avexdotwv &oywv tov, Thessaloniki 2000, (=http://hdl.handle.
net/10442/hedi/23093), 41, and D. CHATZEMICHAEL, MatOaioc Kauaoi@tng: ovufori otn
ueAétn tov Blov, tov €oyov xar g emoxic tov ( doctoral thesis), Aristotle University of
Thessaloniki, 2002 (=http://hdl.handle.net/10442/hedi/20545),70.

65. See JUGIE - PETIT - SIDERIDES, Oeuvres complétes de Georges (Gennadios ) Scholarios,
v. 6, 178.

66. For biographical data of Kamariotes and his writings, see A. Biepr, Matthaeus
Camariotes: Specimen Prosopographiae Byzantinae, BZ 35 (1935), 337-339. K. PAPADAKIS,
MoatOaios Kauapiatng. 21-58; CHATZEMICHAEL, Matbaios Kauapiatng, 25-78.

67. Gennadios II Scholarios at the Sultan Mehmed the Conqueror’s behest was elected
Ecumenical Patriarch in January 6, 1454 by an Episcopal synod assembled from Asia and
Europe. On the career of Gennadios II Scholarios, see M.-H. BLANCHET, Georges-Gennadios
Scholarios (vers 1400 - vers 1472). Un intellectuel orthodoxe face a la disparition de
I'Empire byzantine, Paris 2008.

68. See CH. G. PATRINELIS, Tt mp@®T0. 0y0AeTar %0l 0L mEMdTOL ddonalol, Iotopia Tov
eAMnvixov é0vovs. Touog I: O EAAnviouds vad Eévn wvorapyia (wepiodos 1453-1669).
Tovoxoxpatia - Aativoxpatia, Athens 1974, 370-371.
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references by Crusius and Scholarios it is possible that Kamariotes lived
in early Ottoman Constantinople and belonged to Scholarios’ educational
circle, initially probably as a student, later as a teacher. Unfortunately, we
do not know exactly where he taught or who his students were.
Kamariotes’ texts that could possibly provide us with the most
information about his teachings on the ancient Greek language and literature
in early Ottoman Constantinople, the Introduction to Grammar (Eiocaywyh
gic v yoauuatixiv) and three short philological works on the Erythraean
Sibyl, the prophetess of classical antiquity presiding over the Apollonian
oracle at Erythrae, a town in Ionia, on Plato and Aristotle, and on Homer’s
epic and life, are still concealed in a manuscript®. However, there are two
rhetorical writings of Kamariotes from which we can learn something of
the study of ancient Greek rhetoric in his circle: the Summary of Rhetorical
Progymnasmata CEmitoun gi¢ 10 1iic OnTooLxfic mpoyvuvdouata), and the
Summary of Hermogenes’ Rhetorical Works (‘Pntoouxiic émitoun éx t@v
100 ‘Epuoyévoug)™. Both epitomes are introductory texts to the so-called
‘Hermogenean Corpus’, the five-part rhetorical canon of four books that was
assembled by the sixth century, at that time attributed to Hermogenes (Greek
rhetorician, 161-180) - On [Legal] Issues (Ileol otdoewv), On Invention
(ITept evpéoews), On Types of Style (ITepl idewv), On Method (Ilepl
uebodov devdotnroc), and one work of Aphthonios (a Greek fourth-century
sophist and rhetorician,), the Rhetorical Exercises (ITooyvuvdouata)’

69. For further details of these manuscripts and their authorship, see BEbL, Matthaeus
Camariotes, 338-339; CHATZEMICHAEL, MatOaios Kauapidtng, 83-150; PAraDpAKIS, MatOaiog
Kaouapiatng, 149-170.

70. See MoatBaiov 100 Kapapudtov émttouy €ig T The ONTOQXAS TEOYVUVAOoUOTA,
in: Rhetores Graeci, ed. C. WaLz, v. 1, Stuttgart - Tubingen - London 1832, 121-126, and
Mothatov tot Kapopuwtov gntogwriis émttouny éx 1dv 100 ‘Euoyévovg, in: Rhetores
Graeci, ed. C. WaLz, v. 6, Stuttgart - Tubingen - London 1834, 601-644. Recently R. F. Hock,
Commentaries on Aphthonius’s “Progymnasmata”, Atlanta 2012, 321-331 has examined
Kamariotes’ Summary of Rhetorical Progymnasmata in the light of Aphthonios’ Rhetorical
Exercises paying particular attention to the yoeia chapter; T. M. ConLEY, Greek Rhetorics
After the Fall of Constantinople: An Introduction, in: Rhetorica: A Journal of the History of
Rhetoric 18, 3 (2000) 265-294, mentions Kamariotes’ Summary of Hermogenes’ Rhetorical
Works in his article on the teaching of rhetoric after 1453.

71. Cf. Hock, Commentaries on Aphthonius’s “Progymnasmata”, 4. See also PAPADAKIS,
MartbOaioc Kauaotwtng, 111-116; CHATZIMICHAEL, MatOaioc Kauaoidtng, 98-104.
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In the first work, the Summary of Rhetorical Progymnasmata, which
covers just six pages in Christian Walz’s edition, Kamariotes provides
definitions of all those rhetorical exercises (like uvbog ‘fable’, dujynuo
‘narrative’, yoelo. ‘chreia’ or yvéun ‘maxim’ etc.) that Aphthonios has
described in his Rhetorical Exercises. It is interesting that the author never
refers to his source. Aphthonios’ work was a standard textbook for centuries
and it was apparently well-known to Kamariotes’ audience. His definitions
are considerably shorter and simpler than Aphthonios’ and he has omitted a
large amount of additional information that Aphthonios provides, including
several illustrations and examples. Ronald F. Hock has calculated that
Kamariotes’ text constitutes less than fifteen percent of Aphthonios’. He
also suggests that “the brevity of this epitome is so severe that it is difficult
to imagine its utility in a classroom setting””.

In the second treatise, which is considerably longer - 42 pages,
Kamariotes recounts definitions and conclusions from several Hermogenean
works, again without giving any references’. Both his epitomes clearly show
that the role of Hermogenean handbooks on rhetoric was still significant
in the post-1453 educational curriculum. It is likely that these epitomes
formed the introductory material in lessons aimed at younger students,
given the simplified information provided. Unfortunately, Kamariotes’ texts
tell us practically nothing about other ancient Greek authors and texts that
would have been studied along with them. There are no citations of classical
authors. In addition, it seems that in his works Kamariotes tried to separate
rhetorical questions from those of grammar and philology. However,
there is one significant remark regarding the language. In his Summary
of Rhetorical Progymnasmata, among the virtues of one of the rhetorical
exercises, the dOuynua, Kamariotes mentions the concept of éAAnviouog
ovoudtwv ‘Hellenism of words, imitation of the ancient Greek language”
Apetal 6& Sinyquatos oagnvela, ovviouio, miBavotns xol Ovoudtwv
EAAnviouoc’™. This remark shows that knowledge of classical Greek was

72. Hock, Commentaries on Aphthonius’s “Progymnasmata 323-325.

73. See in general Papabpakis, MatOaios Kauapiitng, 102-111; CHATZEMICHAEL,
MartOaios Kouooiatng, 82-97.

74. MatOaiov 1ot Kouapidtov émitoun i @ Tiic OnrooiLxis mpoyvuvdouata, 122.
The virtues of the narrative are clearness, conciseness, persuasiveness and Hellenism of

words.
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important in Kamariotes’ time. It is also a wonderful illustration of how
the very basic principles of classical rhetoric” still appear in post-Byzantine
rhetorical education. Manuscripts copied or owned by Kamariotes reveal
that Aristotle’s works constitute the biggest part of his library which allows
us to conclude that Kamariotes used these works, including Aristotle’s On
Rhetoric in his teaching’®.

Kamariotes is also the author of a theological and philosophical
work called The [Address] Against Pletho (Contra Plethonem)”, which is
dated around 1455 and echoes the aforementioned attacks of his teacher
or colleague Scholarios on Pletho. Kamariotes has never met Pletho, as he
himself indicates: éyw ydo o8& eldov avtdv, GAL &xofi Aapav &w T
xatr avtov’®. This text suggests that Kamariotes might also have taught
philosophy. However, once again, it tells us practically nothing about his
education as a philosopher. On the other hand, his library shows that the
philosophical works of Aristotle, Pletho, Plotinus, Epictetus might have
influenced him”. Unfortunately, many of Kamariotes’ writings have yet to
be edited and adequately analysed.

CONCLUSIONS

This paper has shown that work on ancient Greek texts was carried out
in early Ottoman Constantinople. The evidence of the surviving 15th
century manuscripts containing ancient Greek texts, the writings of the
contemporary Greek intellectuals and the statements of their Greek peers
have enabled us to learn more about what was studied, where and by whom.

75. Cf. 1404b1-1405b33 on 10 ca@és ‘clarity’ as a virtue of prose style, 1407b28-
1408a9 on ocvvrtouia ‘conciseness’ in a narrative, and 1403b18-1404a39 on 70 miBavov
‘persuasiveness’ in delivery in Aristotelis ars rhetorica, ed. RupoLrus KasseL, Berlin, 1976.

76. About the vast library of Kamariotes, see CHATZEMICHAEL, MatOaios Kauaoii g,
311-5; Parapakis, MatOaios Kauaotwtng, 149-170.

77. For the most recent contribution on the attack on Pletho from Kamariotes’
perspective, see D. CHATZEMICHAEL, MatOaiov Kapaoudt, IToog IIMOmva mepl eyuaouévng
Aéyou dvo, Pidocogeiv 17 (2018) 185-210; For the original text and on the date of the Contra
Plethonem, see CH. AsTruc, La fin inédite du Contra Plethonem de Matthieu Camariotes,
Scriptorium 9 (1955), 255-259, 260. On Kamariotes® attack, see C. M. WoobHOUSE, George
Gemistos Plethon. The Last of the Hellenes, Oxford 1986, 180, 187, 272, 362.

78. La fin inédite, 255: I have not met him, but I have heard of his [works].

79. See CHATZEMICHAEL, MatOaioc Kouapiatng, 314.
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The manuscripts show that contemporary learned men and their
students were interested in a very wide range of topics - from ancient Greek
language and literature to sciences and philosophy. They also indicate
that the study, and moreover the transmission, of ancient Greek texts in
Constantinople should not be associated only with the Ottoman court. The
same process was occurring in the educational circle of Matthew Kamariotes
and probably also of some other highly educated Greeks.

The philosophical writings of the scholar George Amiroutzes suggest
that he and his peers, and his students, whoever they were, were especially
interested in Aristotelian philosophy and the differences between Aristotle’s
and Plato’s views. Kritoboulos’ statement in his Histories on Amiroutzes’
position in the court of Mehmed the Conqueror strongly indicates that
it was Amiroutzes who assisted Ottoman intellectuals and the Sultan
himself in the study of ancient Greek philosophical thought and its later
interpretations.

From George of Trebizond’s writings and activities we learn that
Mehmed the Conqueror was especially interested in Aristotelian philosophy
and that the Plato-Aristotle controversy which had begun some ten years
before 1453 was probably also well-known to him. Indeed, judging by the
manuscripts in ancient Greek acquired for the Sultan’s Library, it seems
that this debate might have inspired the Ottoman intellectuals to study not
only ancient Greek philosophers and their followers, but also a number of
other ancient Greek authors.

From Kritoboulos and George of Trebizond we learn that the Ottomans,
as well as studying the ancient Greek philosophical writings, were also
interested in at least two ancient Greek scientific texts and their practical
use. Kritoboulos describes in detail the study of Ptolemy’s Geography at
the Ottoman court. George of Trebizond’s work in Constantinople in 1465
suggests that the Sultan might have had an interest in another scientific
work by Ptolemy - the Almagest, an astronomical manual. Undoubtedly, the
personality of Mehmed the Conqueror and his obvious interest in science
and the humanities contributed a great deal to the study of these works at
the Ottoman court.

Some writings of Kamariotes that are dated after 1453 show that he
in his educational circle, which was apparently connected to the patriarch
Gennadios II Scholarios, was teaching grammar, rhetoric and perhaps also
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philosophy to his Greek students. The available information about his works,
as well as his two edited rhetorical texts, tell us that Kamariotes and his
students might have studied such ancient Greek authors as Homer, Plato,
Aristotle, Epictetus, Hermogenes and Aphthonios. Unfortunately, due to
the lack of edited material, it is as yet impossible to discuss at length and
evaluate Kamariotes’ contribution to the study of ancient Greek texts in his
educational circle in early Ottoman Constantinople. Further studies of the
surviving manuscripts in ancient Greek that were produced in Constantinople
in the second half of the 15th century but which are now dispersed among
several European libraries might well reveal more important information
about the study of ancient Greek texts by the contemporary Greek and
Ottoman intellectuals.

Ta Aprxala EAAHNIKA KEIMENA STHN KQNSTANTINOYIIOAH
KATA TO AEYTEPO MIz0 TOY 150Y AIQNA.

H epyaoio amotehel emondmnon Twv €0YwV OYETIXA UE TO OLOYCLICL
eMnvina zefueva oty Kovotovtivoumoln xotd to deUteQo Wiod tov
150v audvo. Moaptugieg amd o OmIOUEVH YELROYQUPA TOV TEQLEYOVV
apyoio eAMvIrG xelueva, ta ovyyodunoto Tmv EAAvev dtavoovuévay
™C emoyne Ommwe 0o Autpovting, o T'ewpyrog Toamelovvtiog, 0 Matbaiog
Kopooud g, #abang ®ot TANQ0QpoQies Tov TOQEXOVTOL ATtd TOV OVYYQ0VO
tovc Koittéfouho, amodeinviovy 6Tl oL AGYLoL THS ETOYNS ROl OL LOLONTES
Tovg evOLapépovTay Yo eveU gaouo Bepdtwy, amd v agyaio A VXN
YAdooo rat T Aoyoteyvia u€yQL TIC EMLOTNUES %ol TN glhiocogia. H
UEAETN TV aEYAIMV EAMVIXDOV HEWEVOY OeV TeEQLOQLLOTOY OTNV AV
Tmv OB0UOVOV ZOVATAVOY, AAAE ROl OTOVS EXTULOEVTIXOVS RURAOVS TV
EAMMvov St voouuévmv.
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