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INTRODUCTION

For us the description of the almond tree blossomed,

<The description> which teems with certain novel grace of style,
Delivering sweetness at the right time

To those who suffer strongly from a rather bitter phlegm.

For with the purity of its design

And with the sweetness of its arguments

It spouted Thasian milk against debility,

Removing the rather bitter disease of the flesh.

The sweet Nikephoros <is> truly a Galen,

As he is refreshing the weak with wise reasoning.'

Gregory Akindynos composed this short verse in praise of the encomium of the almond tree
written by the Constantinopolitan scholar Nikephoros Gregoras (d. ca. 1360), a prominent
figure on the fourteenth-century Byzantine intellectual scene, whose views on
mathematics, astronomy, and philosophy are the subject of the present dissertation.
Gregoras is well-known to modern scholars as the author of a major work on Byzantine
history for the period from 1204 until ca. 1359. Recently, more attention has been brought
to his saints’ lives and homiletic works, as Gregoras was also one of the most prominent

Palaiologan writers of hagiography.” Theologians recognize him as a determined opponent

! Silvio Giuseppe Mercati, “Sulle poesie di Niceforo Gregora,” in Collectanea Byzantina, by Silvio Giuseppe
Mercati, vol. 1 (Bari: Edizioni Dedalo, 1970), 151, lines 1-10: ‘ApvydaAfi¢ fivOnosv fyiv 1 @pdoic/ kaviv tiva
Bplovoa AéEewg xdpv,/ TV Katd kaipdv drodidodon dpdoov/ mdoyovat detvdg £k Spipvtépag BAng/ @ yap
kabap@ TV Emrndevpdtwv/ kal T@ yAvkaou®d tdV émiyeipnudtwv/ dxpaociag [sic] £pAvoe @doiov ydAa,/
gumikpov £€aipovoa capkiov véoov./ Eviwg TaAnvog 6 YAukug Nikngdpog/ co@oic Aoyiopoic dobeveig
avapUxwv. Throughout the dissertation I use square brackets to denote omissions from the quoted source
text and angle brackets to indicate my own insertions in the original. In the case of quotations from
secondary literature in modern languages, additions for the sake of clarification are inserted in square
brackets.

? Iliana Paraskeuopoulou, To Ayiodoyikd kar OwAnTikd ‘Epyo tov Nikngdpov Tpnyopd, Bulavtivd kelpeva kat
ueAéteg = Byzantine Texts and Studies 59 (Thessaloniki: Kévtpo Bulavtividv Epsuvddv, 2013); Martin
Hinterberger, “Les vies des saints du XIV® siécle en tant qu'ceuvre littéraire: I'ceuvre hagiographique de
Nicéphore Grégoras,” in Les vies des saints a Byzance. Genre littéraire ou biographie historique? Actes du II° colloque
international philologique “EPMHNEIA” Paris, 6-7-8 juin 2002 organisé par 'E.H.E.S.S. et I'Université de Chypre, ed. P.
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of Palamism, while philosophers emphasize the skeptical tendencies he inherited from his
mentor Theodore Metochites. Indeed, he was also a prolific letter-writer and one of the few
scholars in early Palaiologan Byzantium competent in mathematics and astronomy.
Remarkably, however, despite the preservation of his large ceuvre and the availability of
critical editions a number of aspects of Gregoras’ thought remain under-researched.
Notably, his epistolary corpus, though edited rather recently (in 1982-1983), still lacks a
comprehensive study. In addition, even those parts of Gregoras’ ceuvre that were examined
more thoroughly, such as his astronomical works, for instance, have usually been
approached from a single perspective, mostly as valuable source material for the history,
intellectual or else, of Palaiologan Byzantium. Therefore, it is the goal of the present
dissertation to examine the corpus of Gregoras’ letters and on their basis, to reevaluate the
existing scholarly perspectives on his intellectual legacy. Importantly, my analysis focuses
on Gregoras’ preoccupations with mathematical sciences and philosophy and the
integration of his specialized knowledge with epistolary rhetoric.

Science and philosophy in Palaiologan Byzantium lacked the institutional
framework, established educational curriculum, and system of specialized literary genres
which were provided in the west of medieval Europe by the existence of universities and
the rise of scholasticism.” Thus, the study of Byzantine discourse of knowledge, scientific
and philosophical, presents a number of methodological difficulties. As far as mathematics,

astronomy, and harmonic theory are concerned, the specificity of the subject matter and

Odorico and P. A. Agapitos, Dossiers Byzantins 4 (Paris: Centre d’études byzantines, néo-helléniques et sud-est
européennes, Ecole des Hautes Etudes en Sciences Sociales, 2004), 281-301; Alice-Mary Talbot, “Hagiography
in Late Byzantium (1204-1453),” in The Ashgate Research Companion to Byzantine Hagiography, ed. Stephanos
Efthymiadis, vol. 1: Periods and Places, 2 vols., Ashgate Research Companion (Farnham, Surrey, England,
Burlington, VT: Ashgate, 2011), 173-95.

* Costas Constantinides, Higher Education in Byzantium in the Thirteenth and Early Fourteenth Centuries (1204 - ca.
1310), Texts and Studies of the History of Cyprus, XI (Nikosia: Cyprus Research Centre, 1982); Anne Tihon,
“Enseignement scientifique a Byzance,” Organon 24 (1988): 89-108; Sophia Mergiali, L'enseignement et les lettres
pendant I'époque des paléologues, Kentron Ereunés Vyzantiou 5 (Athens: Hetaireia t6n Phildn tou Laou, 1996);
Daniele Bianconi, “Eracle e Iolao. Aspetti della collaborazione tra copisti nell’eta dei Paleologi,” BZ 96 (2003):
521-58.
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the required technical expertise render the selection of source material easier than in the
case of philosophy. At the same time, however, though very useful for the history of science,
Byzantine technical astronomical treatises rarely include substantial discussions
concerning the status of astronomy as a branch of knowledge, its importance or the value
of its object of study." That is to say, based on technical discussions alone, it is rather
difficult to explore Byzantine attitudes towards scientific knowledge. Bearing in mind the
revival of mathematical astronomy and astrology, the increased production of scientific
books, as well as the scholarly debates on astronomical issues during the Palaiologan
period, it is important to examine further the status of the sciences and the discourse of
astronomy in particular, in order to achieve a fuller understanding of the Palaiologan
intellectual culture.’

Astronomy examined part of the natural world and thus, its subject matter
overlapped with those of physics and cosmology, both part of the larger philosophical
discourse. Therefore, in my inquiry, I have found appropriate to juxtapose Gregoras’
astronomical and philosophical letters with respect to one of the main research questions
my dissertation intends to answer, namely, what Gregoras’ epistemological position was.
Gregoras considered the natural world and the realm of human affairs as unsteady and
chaotic, easily influenced by chance and fortune and thus, characterized by randomness.

Therefore, according to him, human knowledge of the natural world was limited and

* One notable exception being the Elements of Astronomy by Nikephoros Gregoras’ mentor Theodore
Metochites. See Borje Bydén, Theodore Metochites’ Stoicheiosis Astronomike and the Study of Natural Philosophy
and Mathematics in Early Palaiologan Byzantium, Studia Graeca et Latina Gothoburgensia 66 (Goteborg: Acta
Universitatis Gothoburgensis, 2003).

®> On the revival of the mathematical sciences in Palaiologan Byzantium, see David Pingree, “Gregory
Chioniades and Palaeologan Astronomy,” DOP 18 (1964): 133-60; David Pingree, “The Astrological School of
John Abramius,” DOP 25 (1971): 189-215; Anne Tihon, “L’astronomie byzantine a 'aube de la Renaissance (de
1352 a la fin du XV* siécle),” Byz 66 (1996): 244-80; David Pingree, “Some Fourteenth-Century Byzantine
Astronomical Texts,” JHA 29 (1998): 103-8; Bydén, Theodore Metochites’ Stoicheiosis Astronomike; Anne Tihon,
“Astrological Promenade in Byzantium in the Early Palaiologan Period,” in The Occult Sciences in Byzantium, ed.
Paul Magdalino and Maria Mavroudi (Geneva: La Pomme d’or, 2006), 265-90; Paul Magdalino, L'orthodoxie des
astrologues: la science entre le dogme et la divination a Byzance, VII*-XIV® siécle (Paris: Lethielleux, 2006); Anne
Tihon, “Les sciences exactes a Byzance,” Byz 79 (2009): 380-434.
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uncertain. At the same time, however, in his epistolary discussions of astronomy and
friendship, he emphasized occurrences of certainty within the realm of the creation. The
object of astronomical studies, for instance, the heavenly bodies and their movements,
were seen as suitable for achieving true knowledge, as they moved regularly and their
positions could be predicted with the help of mathematical calculations. With regard to
maintaining the bond of friendship, a relationship which according to the epistolary
convention was based on the equality and similarity of the correspondents, Gregoras
argued that the friends could resist the tyranny of the changing fortune and, thus, remain
united. Finally, the possibilities for acquiring knowledge and certainty, in Gregoras’ view,
were strengthened by the regulating role of divine providence which counterbalanced the
influence that spontaneity and fortune could effectuate on human freedom of choice.

It is important to note that all of Gregoras’ letters which discuss astronomical
matters are polemical. Thus, Part II: Justifications of Astronomy of the present dissertation
inquires into the status of astronomical studies in the early Palaiologan period and
discusses various strategies Gregoras employed in order to justify the value of this
mathematical science. In this section, in addition to the analysis of the relevant letters, I
also introduce a little-known arithmological work by Gregoras, namely On the Number Seven,
whose content and structure reflect his preoccupation with demonstrating the value and
usefulness of astronomical knowledge.

The second major line of inquiry in the present dissertation explores the integration
of epistolary and philosophical discourses and experiments with a novel definition of the
‘philosophical letter’. None of Gregoras’ letters is a philosophical essay in letter form. In
addition, only two of them can be read, at least partially, as didactic philosophical letters.
Thus, Part III: Letters and Philosophy begins by reevaluating the existing scholarly approaches
to philosophical letter-writing in Byzantium. It proceeds by analyzing Byzantine epistolary

theory and unravels philosophical premises inherent to its canon and related to Byzantine
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theory of friendship. Finally, based on three case studies of Gregoras’ letters, it
demonstrates different strategies Gregoras employed in order to problematize both the
premises of epistolography and theory of friendship, thus in fact, integrating rhetorical and
philosophical discourses. Importantly, the third case study is based on a mathematical
letter which is a letter of friendship and not a polemical one. Thus, its example illustrates
not only a particular epistolary strategy, but also the integration of technical scientific
material with the epistolary discourse of friendship as opposed to the characteristics of an
invective in a letter form as the missives discussed in Part II do.

Finally, in order to contextualize and complement the inquiry concerning Gregoras’
scientific and philosophical positions with respect to knowledge and friendship, the
present dissertation also surveys Gregoras’ epistolary corpus as a whole. Thus, in Part I
Nikephoros Gregoras’ Epistolary Collection 1 discuss the manuscript tradition of Gregoras’
letters and raise a number of questions concerning its modern editions. In addition,
Gregoras’ epistolary corpus is contextualized within the framework of Gregoras’ ‘library’
and I offer a survey of the manuscripts which illustrate Gregoras’ readership of scientific
and philosophical texts.

It has been frequently stated in studies of medieval letter-writing that in addition to
the study of individual letters, either single letters or groups of such, in the immediate, i.e.
original context of their composition, one should also focus on their newly acquired,
secondary context and function, following the act of their publication, after revision, and in
the form of epistolary collection.® In addition to this approach, in the present study I
consider Gregoras’ individual letters in the context of and as an integral part of his literary
corpus. This method is further justified by the fact that Gregoras’ letters do not appear as a

systematic collection in the fourteenth-century manuscripts that transmit them. On the

® See, for instance, Alexander Riehle, “Funktionen der byzantinischen Epistolographie. Studien zu den Briefen
und Briefsammlungen des Nikephoros Chumnos (ca. 1260-1327),” PhD diss. (Ludwig Maximilian University,
2011).
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contrary, they are intermingled with the remainder of his writings and are seemingly
treated equally, i.e. as a literary product in each individual case. Thus, if a letter is not
necessarily distinguished as such, its treatment as an epistolary text requires a justification.
I address this issue in my discussion of Gregoras’ Hortatory Letter Concerning Astronomy
which, unlike other epistles which were transmitted both independently and as part of
Gregoras’ Roman History, was not included in the modern critical edition of Gregoras’
correspondence.

Letter-writing in Byzantium served a range of practical purposes and social
objectives.” Letters usually accompanied gifts, or were themselves perceived as a gift.* They
were used to establish and sustain various types of social relationships; they promoted the
interests of an individual or a group, served as instructional texts or simply demonstrated
their authors’ erudition and gracious rhetorical style.” Then, one wonders, how a letter,
fully devoted to a discussion of a mathematical problem could perform some of these
functions? Gregoras did not spare his addressees either the intricacies of Platonic

cosmology or the errors of Aristotelian philosophy, or the details concerning the

7 Stratis Papaioannou, “Letter-Writing,” in The Byzantine World, ed. Paul Stephenson, Routledge Worlds
(London; New York: Routledge, 2010), 188-99.

® On practice of gift-giving in Byzantium and the role of the accompanying letters, see Apostolos Karpozilos,
“Realia in Byzantine Epistolography XIII-XV c.,” BZ 88, no. 1 (1995): 68-84; Floris Bernard, “Exchanging Logoi
for Aloga: Cultural Capital and Material Capital in a Letter of Michael Psellos,” BMGS 35, no. 2 (2011): 134-48;
Floris Bernard, “Gifts of Words: The Discourse of Gift-Giving in Eleventh-Century Byzantine Poetry,” in Poetry
and Its Contexts in Eleventh-Century Byzantium, ed. Floris Bernard and K. Demoen (Farnham; Burlington: Ashgate,
2012), 3-15.

° On the various social and literary functions of letter-writing, see for instance Apostolos Karpozilos, “The
Correspondence of Theodoros Hyrtakenos,” JOB 40 (1990): 275-94; Margaret Mullett, Theophylact of Ochrid:
Reading the Letters of a Byzantine Archbishop, Birmingham Byzantine and Ottoman Monographs, vol. 2
(Aldershot; Brookfield, Vt.: Variorum, 1997; Franz Tinnefeld, “Zur Entstehung von Briefsammlungen in der
Palaiologenzeit,” in Polypleuros nous: Miscellanea fiir Peter Schreiner zu seinem 60. Geburtstag, ed. Cordula Scholz
and Georgios Makris, Byzantinisches Archiv 19 (Munich: Saur, 2000), 365-81; Franz Tinnefeld, Die Briefe des
Demetrios Kydones: Themen und literarische Form, Mainzer Verdffentlichungen zur Byzantinistik, 11 (Wiesbaden:
Harrassowitz, 2010); Alexander Riehle, “Funktionen der byzantinischen Epistolographie. Studien zu den
Briefen und Briefsammlungen des Nikephoros Chumnos (ca. 1260-1327)"; Niels Gaul, Thomas Magistros und die
spatbyzantinische Sophistik: Studien zum Humanismus urbaner Eliten der fruhen Palaiologenzeit, Mainzer
Verdffentlichungen zur Byzantinistik 10 (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 2011); Stratis Papaioannou, Michael Psellos:
Rhetoric and Authorship in Byzantium (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2013).
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calculation of a solar eclipse or the solution of a mathematical problem. How does one
praise a friend when talking about the number five? And how does one reconnect with an
old friend by disagreeing with Aristotle’s theory of friendship?

The present dissertation aims also to answer a more general question which has
been formulated by Morello and Morrison: “What purpose is served by casting any text in
epistolary form and what epistolary features make the letter form especially attractive
wherever another form might be available to the writer?” This question is even more
pertinent if one takes into account the set of prescriptions concerning the epistolary style
and topics, formulated by Demetrius, in his treatise On Style, composed probably around the
first century BCE and subsequently carried over and eventually applicable to the majority

of the Byzantine letters. Demetrius writes that:

We must [...] remember that there are epistolary topics, as well as an
epistolary style. If anybody should write of logical subtleties or questions of
natural history in a letter, he writes indeed, but not a letter. A letter is
designed to be the heart’s good wishes in brief; it is the exposition of a simple
subject in simple terms. Its beauty consists in the expressions of friendship and

the many proverbs which it contains. This last is the only philosophy admissible

in it, the proverb being common property and popular in character.”*°

Indeed, Gregoras was not the first to break Demetrius’ rule and to include more than
proverbs in his letters. For instance, as Kiapidou has shown with respect to Michael Glykas'
collection of ninety-five texts (the twelfth century), Demetrios Chomatenos' Ponemata
diaphora, and Photios' epistles, even though the authors in question were aware of the
requirements of the epistolary genre, they, nevertheless, often neglected the criterion for

conciseness and composed lengthy, treatise-worthy letters."

'© W. Rhys Roberts, ed., Demetrius On Style: The Greek Text of Demetrius’ De elocutione, trans. W. Rhys Roberts
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010): lines 230-233. [italics mine]

! Eirini-Sophia Kiapidou, “Chapters, Epistolary Essays and Epistles. The Case of Michael Glykas’ Collection of
Ninety-Five Texts in The 12 Century,” Parekbolai 3 (2013): 45-64.
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Within the conceptual framework of the present study, I refer to a number of
Gregoras’ letters as astronomical. This designation is based on their subject matter and
does not take into account the literary features of the letter. None of Gregoras’
astronomical and philosophical letters could be classified as ‘purely’ didactic or as
epistolary essays. In fact, as the examples discussed in Part II: Justifications of Astronomy
illustrate Gregoras’ astronomical letters either employ rhetoric of praise or are composed
as invectives against rival scientists. Nevertheless, they also refer to technical astronomical
knowledge and often mention details of Gregoras’ calculations of lunar and solar eclipses.
Finally, they include discussions concerning the importance of astronomy and the
relevance of its objects and methods of inquiry. On such grounds, I classify as astronomical
the following letters, in addition to the Hortatory Letter to Metochites and the letter to
Kabasilas concerning the date of Easter: Letter 28 to a friend Against Those Who Calumniate
Astronomy; Letter 40 to Pepagomenos which features a discussion of incorrect astronomical
predictions; Letter 53 to John Chrysoloras on the study of past and future solar eclipses;
Letter 69 to an unknown addressee which discussed the influence of the heavenly
phenomena on the terrestrial events; Letter 103 to Michael Kaloeidas which provides a
prediction of solar eclipses; Letter 114 to Michael Kaloeidas which mentions Gregoras’
proposal for reform of the calendar; Letter 140 addressed either to Leontios or to Kleodemos
in which Gregoras stated the value of astronomy, and Letter 148 to Demetrios Kabasilas
which incorporates a section of the nature of the sun and of fire Gregoras inserted also in
his Solutions to Philosophical Problems (AVogig anopi@v)."” As for mathematical letters, only

one of Gregoras’ preserved epistles addresses a mathematical subject, namely, Letter 6 to an

'2 For other categorizations of Gregoras’ astronomical letters, see Nikephoros Gregoras, Rhomdische Geschichte.
Historia Rhomaike, trans. Jan Louis van Dieten, vol. 1, 6 vols., Bibliothek der griechischen Literatur, 4 (Stuttgart:
Anton Hiersemann, 1973), 50-53. See also Barlaam de Seminara, Traités sur les éclipses de Soleil de 1333 et 1337, ed.
Anne Tihon and Joseph Mogenet (Louvain: Editions Peeters, 1977); Nikephoros Gregoras, Calcul de I'éclipse de
Soleil du 16 juillet 1330, ed. Joseph Mogenet, Anne Tihon, Robert Royez, and Anne Berg, CAB 1 (Amsterdam: J.C.
Gieben, 1983). For the edition of the Solutions to Philosophical problems, see Pietro Luigi Leone, “Nicephori
Gregorae ‘Antilogia’ et ‘Solutiones quaestionum,”” Byz 40 (1970): 471-516. (Hereafter: Gregoras, Solutions.)
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unknown correspondent which deals with the relationships between two consecutive
square numbers and discusses the nature of the gnomon.

The second major group of letters studied in the present dissertation are Gregoras’
philosophical letters. In Part III: Letters and Philosophy 1 have discussed at length both the
existing scholarship and my own position of the relationship between philosophical and
epistolary discourses and I have clarified how a philosophical letter is defined for the
purposes of the present study. Thus, here I limit myself to the list of Gregoras’ letters I read
as philosophical: Letter 3 to an unknown correspondent concerning the divine names and
written in the context of Gregoras’ anti-Palamite polemic which is also a valuable source for
Gregoras’ reading of Plotinus and Pseudo-Dionysios the Areopagite; Letter 12 to Matthew
Kantakouzenos which features a digression concerning the harmonic articulation of the
creation through juxtaposition of same and different; Letter 34 to Maximos Magistros and
Letter 42 to Helena Kantakouzene Palaiologina, both dealing with the topic of spontaneity
and fortune; finally, Letter 46 to Joseph the Philosopher and Letter 134 to Ignatios Glabas in

which Gregoras addresses the Aristotelian theory of friendship."

B For other categorizations of Gregoras’ philosophical and theological letters, see Nikephoros Gregoras,
Rhomdiische Geschichte, vol. 1, 50-53; Nikephoros Gregoras, Antirrhetika I, ed. Hans-Veit Beyer, WBS 12 (Vienna:
Osterreichische Akademie der Wissenschaften, 1976). (Hereafter: Gregoras, Antirrhetika I.)
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PART I: NIKEPHOROS GREGORAS’ EPISTOLARY COLLECTION

The main intention of Part I is to provide the necessary contexts for the detailed analysis of
Gregoras’ astronomical and philosophical letters which is developed in Parts II and III. To
that objective, it is structured in four sections. The first two chapters provide the necessary
historiographical surveys of Gregoras’ biography and of his ceuvre. Chapter 3 outlines a
reconstruction of Gregoras’ ‘library’, that is it lists the relevant manuscripts associated with
Gregoras’ activity as a copyist, reader, compiler, and commentator. Therefore, it intends to
illustrate the educational and intellectual background which informed Gregoras’ own
scholarly production. Consequently, its footnotes feature detailed information as to the
pertaining palaeographical and codicological research related to Gregoras and his
involvement in manuscript production and annotation. The final fourth chapter narrows
down onto Gregoras’ epistolary corpus, its own manuscript tradition and its modern
editions. Its intention is to assess critically some of the editorial choices associated with
Gregoras’ letters, but also to serve as a prelude to the in-depth discussion of the epistolary

discourses of science and philosophy in Parts Il and III respectively.

Chapter 1: Nikephoros Gregoras. Biographical Sketch

Nikephoros Gregoras (ca. summer 1293/June 1294-1358/1361)" was born in Hérakleia

* PLP 4443; Tusc., 134-136; ODB 11, 874-875; RGK 11 416; RGK III 491. For arguments concerning the dates of
Gregoras’ life, see Hans-Veit Beyer, “Eine Chronologie der Lebensgeschichte des Nikephoros Gregoras,” JOB 27
(1978): 127-55. See also V. Grecu, “Das Geburtsjahr des byzantinischen Geschichtschreibers Nikephoros
Gregoras,” Académie Roumaine, Bulletin de la Section historique 27 (1946): 56-61. For a comprehensive, though
outdated, account of Gregoras’ life, see Rodolphe Guilland, Essai sur Nicéphore Grégoras: ’homme et I'ceuvre (Paris:
P. Geuthner, 1926). One of the most useful biographical accounts, however, as well as a catalogue and concise
description of Gregoras’ works is found in Nikephoros Gregoras, Rhomdische Geschichte, vol. 1, 1-62. For useful
bibliography of primary source literature, though omitting the ONS, see Dimitrios Moschos, MAatwviouds #
xpioTiaviouds; Oi gilocogikés mpoiimoféoeis Tod Avrinovyaouod to0 Niknedpov Ionyopd (1293-1361) (Athens:
Ekdoseis Parousia, 1998). For updated bibliography on Gregoras, see A. G. Dunaev, “Nicephorus Gregoras,” in
Hesychasm: An Annotated Bibliography, ed. Sergey S. Horujy (Moscow: Izdatel’skiy Sovet Russkoy Pravoslavnoy
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Pontiké in Asia Minor (today’s Karadeniz Eregli) and, orphaned at an early age (since at
least 1304), received his initial education by his maternal uncle John, metropolitan of
Hérakleia.” After John’s death in 1328, Gregoras wrote his Life."® Praises of his patris,
Heérakleia, feature frequently in Gregoras’ letters, and he maintained correspondence with
some of his compatriots, for instance, with Maximos, the hegoumenos of the Chortaites
monastery' near Thessaloniki," the addressee of four of Gregoras’ letters (Letters 20ab, 21,

36 and 100ab"). In addition, Gregoras composed a eulogy of Hérakleia Pontiké.” Around

Tserkvi, 2004), 369-76. Bydén dates Gregoras’ birth to ca. 1293 or 1294, while Paraskeuopoulou refers to a
dating around ca. 1295 in one of the most recent publications dealing with Gregoras’ hagiographical and
homiletic works. See Bérje Bydén, “The Criticism of Aristotle in Nikephoros Gregoras’ Florentius,” in AQPON
POAOIIOIKIAON: Studies in Honour of Jan Olof Rosenqvist, ed. Denis M. Searby, Ewa Balicka-Witakowska, and Johan
Heldt, Acta Universitatis Upsaliensis. Studia Byzantina Upsaliensia 12 (Uppsala: Uppsala Universitet, 2012),
107-22; Paraskeuopoulou, To Ayiodoyikd kar OuiAntikd "Epyo tov Nikngdpov Ipnyopd.

1> PLP 8609. On John of Hérakleia, see Vitalien Laurent, “La personalité de Jean d’ Héraclée (1250-1328), oncle
et précepteur de Nicéphore Grégoras,” Hell 3, no. 2 (1930): 297-315.

16 Vitalien Laurent, “La vie de Jean, Métropolite d’ Heraclée du Pont,” ArchPont 6 (1935): 29-63.

' Though the foundation date of the monastery is unknown, lead seals associated with the monastery are
preserved. For instance, iconographic similarities suggest that the seal of Euthymios, dated either to the
eleventh or to the twelfth century, belonged to a monk from the Chortaites monastery. See John W. Nesbitt
and Nicolas Oikonomides, eds., Catalogue of Byzantine Seals at Dumbarton Oaks and in the Fogg Museum of Art,
Dumbarton Oaks Catalogues (Washington, D.C: Dumbarton Oaks Research Library and Collection, 1991), no.
120. Dendrochronological analysis has dated samples from the Chortaites monastery to 1377. See Peter lan
Kuniholm and Cecil L. Striker, “Dendrochronological Investigations in the Aegean and Neighboring Regions,
1977-1982,” Journal of Field Archaeology 10, no. 4 (1983): 416. Chortaites was in fact an imperial foundation and
it held various properties in the region of Macedonia and in Thessaloniki. Records of property exchanges
between Chortaites and the Athonite monastery of Iviron are preserved in one incomplete act signed ca. 1320,
as well as in a chrysobull from 1351 issued to the monastery of Iviron. See Alexander Kazhdan, “The Italian
and Late Byzantine City,” DOP 49 (1995): 14; Christophe Giros, “Présence Athonite a Thessalonique, XIII*-XV*
Siecles,” DOP 57 (2003): 265-78. It is also known that the monastery supported a metochion on the north-east
side of Thessaloniki. See Raymond Janin, Les églises et les monastéres des grands centres byzantins: Bithynie,
Hellespont, Latros, Galésios, Trébizonde, Athénes, Thessalonique, Géographie ecclésiastique de 'Empire byzantin, 2
(Paris: Institut francais d’études byzantines, 1975), 414.

¥ PLP 16785.

' Nicephori Gregorae Epistulae, ed. Pietro Luigi Leone, 2 vols. (Matino: Tipografia di Matino, 1982-1983).
(Hereafter: Gregoras, Letters.) From Letters 20ab and 21 it becomes clear that both Maximos and Gregoras
originate from Hérakleia Pontiké. Letters 20a, 21 and 36 address the topics of love towards the fatherland, its
praise, its glory as well as the life far from it. Notably, in Letter 21 Gregoras named Maximos one of Hérakleia’
jewels, a notable man who by his actions glorified his fatherland just like Pythagoras, Orpheus, Lykourgos, and
Minos. Since Maximos was hégoumenos of the Chortaites at some point around the period between 1321 and
1328, one may assume that the four letters Gregoras sent to him were presumably written during that time.

11
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1314 or 1315, i.e. around the age of twenty, Gregoras had already moved to Constantinople
in order to continue his studies. His teacher of logic and rhetoric was the future patriarch
John XIII Glykys (12 May 1315-11 May 1319)*, while by 1316, his mentor became the megas
logothetés Theodore Metochites (1270-1332)”. Though initially reluctant, Metochites
eventually initiated Gregoras in the study of astronomy.

During the 1320s, besides tutoring Metochites’ children, with the patronage of
emperor Andronikos II (r. 1282-1328)* and the support of his prime minister Metochites,
Gregoras began studying Ptolemy (fl. mid-second century CE) and at some point between
1322 and 1325, most probably in 1324, he proposed to Andronikos II a calendar reform
related to the calculation of the date of Easter,” similar to the one adopted in 1582 by Pope
Gregory XIII. David Pingree pointed out, however, that Gregoras’ observations “merely

confirmed a parameter which had been known in Byzantium for at least two and a half

%0 Cf. Constantin Sathas, “Nicéphore Grégoras, éloge de la ville d’Héraclée du Pont, d’aprés Memnon, etc.; texte
inédit,” REG 14 (1880): 217-24.

' PLP 4271.

2 PLP 17982.

» PLP 21436.

* For an introductory overview of Byzantine calendar, as well as for a partial list of solar eclipses observed in
Byzantium, see Robert Russell Newton, Medieval Chronicles and the Rotation of the Earth (Baltimore: Johns
Hopkins University Press, 1972), 515-559. Concerning the importance of calculating the date of Easter, see
Pavel Kuzenkov, “Correction of the Easter Computus: Heresy or Necessity? Fourteenth Century Byzantine
Forerunners of the Gregorian Reform,” in Orthodoxy and Heresy in Byzantium. The Definition and the Notion of
Orthodoxy and Some Other Studies on the Heresies and the Non-Christian Religions, ed. Antonio Rigo, Quaderni di Néa
‘Pwun 4 (Rome: Universita degli Studi di Roma “Tor Vergata,” 2010), 147-58. On the dating of Gregoras’
proposal for a calendar reform, see Barlaam de Seminara, Traités sur les éclipses de Soleil de 1333 et 1337, 151;
Theodore Metochites, Two Poems, ed. and trans. Thor Sevéenko and Jeffrey Featherstone (Brookline, MA:
Hellenic College Press, 1981), 7. Krumbacher has dated the reform proposal to 1325, while Nikolaides pins it to
1326. See Karl Krumbacher, Geschichte der byzantinischen Litteratur: von Justinian bis zum Ende des ostrémischen
Reiches, 527-1453, Handbuch der klassischen Altertumswissenschaft 9, 1 (Munich: Beck, 1897), 293-294; E.
Nikolaides, Science and Eastern Orthodoxy: From the Greek Fathers to the Age of Globalization, Medicine, Science, and
Religion in Historical Context (Baltimore, Maryland: Johns Hopkins University Press, 2011), xvi. For more
secondary literature accounts on the same subject, see Efstratios Th. Theodossiou, Vassilios N. Manimanis,
Milan S. Dimitrijevi¢, and Emmanuel Danezis, “Nicephoros Gregoras: The Greatest Byzantine Astronomer,”
Astronomical & Astrophysical Transactions 25, no. 1 (2006): 1; Basil Tatakis, Byzantine Philosophy, trans. Nicholas J.
Moutafakis (Indianapolis, IN: Hackett, 2003), 215-216.
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centuries.”

Six or seven years after coming to Constantinople, in 1321, Gregoras presented to
Andronikos II three encomia he had dedicated to him.* Soon after, Gregoras was offered the
office of chartophylax” of Hagia Sophia, which he subsequently rejected. In 1326, he
participated in an embassy to the court of the Serbian king Stefan Uros§ I1I Decanski*, which
seems to be the last time he left the Byzantine capital until the end of his life.”” During the
1320s, Gregoras started forming a scholarly circle at the monastery of Chora where he
taught the disciplines of the quadrivium (arithmetic, geometry, astronomy, and music), as
he himself related in his Letter 114 addressed to Kaloeidas™, while establishing his network
and gaining prestige at court. After 1324 and before 1328, he had already composed the first
redaction of his treatise on the construction of the astrolabe.’ Moreover, the megas
logothetes Metochites bequeathed his personal library to the Chora monastery and publicly

appointed Gregoras as its “defender and protector” in his Poem 4, probably composed in the

 Pingree, “Gregory Chioniades and Palaeologan Astronomy,” 139.

% Pietro Luigi Leone, “Nicephori Gregorae ad imperatorem Andronicum II Palaeologum orationes,” Byz 41
(1971): 497-519. According to Sev&enko and Paraskeuopoulou, Gregoras’ presentation at the court of
Andronikos 11 took place in 1322. See Theodore Metochites, Two Poems, 7; Iliana Paraskeuopoulou, To
Aytooyikd kot OpAntiké Epyo tov Niknedpov Lonyopd, 29.

7 This high ecclesiastical official performed archival and notary duties and since the tenth century was
serving as principal assistant to the patriarch and main intermediary between the latter and the clergy.

*PLP 21181.

» On Gregoras’ diplomatic mission, see Peter Schreiner, “Die Gesandtschaftsreise des Nikephoros Gregoras
nach Serbien (1326/27),” ZRVI 38 (1999-2000): 331-41; Schreiner, “Viaggiatori a Bisanzio: il diplomatico, il
monaco, il mercante,” in Columbeis, vol. 5 (Universita di Genova, Facolta di Lettere, 1993), 29-39; Apostolos
Karpozilos, “ H Makedovia katd tnv enoxt] twv MahatoAdywv,” in H Makedovia atnv ematodloypagio Tov 1400
adve (Thessaloniki: Apiototéeto Mavemiotrpio Osooalovikng, 2002), 133-41.

* Gregoras, Letter 114, lines 55-63: 'EQdSia 8¢ pot mpdg tobpyov ai suxvai Tév ToAAGV cuvworoelg kal ikestat
yeyévnvtat td te FAAx mpoteivovoat Sikata kol 8t kabdnag navtac 6 Xpdvog @Odong mapeileto kal o0dauT Ye
ovdéva Thv kad Nuag aefikev EAAAvVwY, 0¢ TO Kupldtatov th¢ @rhocoiag, TV TV pabnudtwyv dnAadn
TETPAKTUV, AKoai¢ GvOpwnwv mapdoxol kal Yuxdg mewvdoog EumAfoele, kol kivduvov évtedbev
udAa mpdyetpov eivar {nuiotiodal TO yévos, Xpiua mdvTwy xpnudtwy, omdoa i mapéoxev HAiw Bedodat TO
kdAAotov. i Tot Todto Kal didaokadeiov adtog dvéwEa kal kémolg ékdédwka Euautdv [...] See also Bydén,
Theodore Metochites’ Stoicheiosis Astronomike, 37.

*! Thor Sevéenko, “Some Autographs of Nicephorus Gregoras,” ZRVI 8 (1964): 435-50; Barlaam de Seminara,
Traités sur les éclipses de Soleil de 1333 et 1337, 151.
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mid 1320s.”> Poem 4 informs us that the monastery of Chora was indeed Metochites’
residence and the depository of his books, as well as the place where Gregoras assisted his

mentor and pursued his own studies:

Therefore fulfil my/ desire in this matter, too, and be you an unshakable/

keep (chora) for my offspring, that my dearest ones/ may remain forever in

safety, whilst you dwell in this/ beautiful Keep (Chora) Monastery of mine,

which I/ built as a pleasant and calm heaven for you. You/ it shelters from all

storms and griefs throughout your/ earthly life; here you abide,/ free from

all annoyances, in/ devotion to wisdom.”
Metochites’ Poem 4 offers, in addition, a survey of the late Byzantine advanced educational
curriculum. The first part of the poem discusses all the areas of knowledge Gregoras should
keep pursuing in future, emphasizing their importance and specifying their proper order:
first rhetoric, then philosophy, finally mathematics and astronomy. Gregoras had already

completed his education in rhetoric under John XIII Glykys, so Metochites advised him to

keep practicing;

Therefore/ one must persist in study and must be engaged, through/
constant intercourse with those men who are best at/ Oratory, in habitual

practice of eloquence.™

Philosophy was next and, according to Metochites, one had to pay special attention to
Aristotle and his logics and physics:

[...] later, as you proceed/ along the way, labor you upon the works of/

> Theodore Metochites, Two Poems. Poem 4, lines 1-3: ®iAa Nikn@dpe pot kepaAd, tOv £ywy’ elpapatl kat ap
guag oo@ing, ftig mot” av &, Mméobar ¢€ dpa diadoxov [..]; cf. Gregoras, History, vol. 1, 309, lines 6-11;
Metochites, Two Poems, 13.

» Metochites, Two Poems. Poem 4, lines 340-348: T® Yy’ &pa kavOdde t6vd €pov andémAncov éueio, xpa Té pot
YEVE' GOLAOC QU@L Tekéeoo auedamoig, K¢ kK’ €v ap AoQaA€i uevéewy taud @idtat’ €¢ del, Xdpav €unv
nepikaAAéa Tavde ob vaiwv povvav fv dp’ &y oot afotov idpuodunv katdnavua €vdidov T, Gnd nAva
Xefpata mévta 8¢ Avypd oet” dmepikovoav &vd Blotov aiel tévde fj 0¥ Y dmdtpomov & dpa mdvTwv SxAwv
Cwnv aupréerg, Gy’ dtepé’ doxolov dugi cogin.

3 Ibid., lines 75-77: toGveka 81 cuvexiléuev eiv ueAétnot xpe1d, adivd T ¢€ &p’ ¢01léuev dvdpdv évebElog €0

HEAa vy dpioTwy gveming doknov:
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philosophers concerning the Theory of Being [...] and/ devote yourself
especially to Aristotle, adding as much as/ may be possible of your own by
means of your productive mind. [...] All the works this man composed [...] 1
charge you,/ learn well each and every one of them. But give [...]/ particular
attention to his works on Logic/ and Physics [...]**

Finally, following Metochites’ prescriptions, Gregoras should have continued his studies

with mathematics and astronomy:

[...] afterwards, devote your labor also to the careful learning/ of the Four
Books of Mathematics, which you long/ after, and again especially those of
all-precious and/ glorious Astronomy, which you have learnt from me, and/

whereby you have become famous among wise men.*

In 1328, following the abdication of Andronikos II on May 28, Gregoras shared the downfall
of the elderly emperor and his senior minister Metochites. As a supporter of Andronikos II
in the civil war of 1321-1328, his possessions were confiscated. He was, nevertheless,
allowed to remain in the capital, unlike his mentor Metochites who was exiled to
Didymoteichon whence he returned to Constantinople in 1330 and ended his life as the
monk Theoleptos at the monastery of Christ Saviour of Chora two years later. It is in the
late 1320s and early 1330s that Gregoras started seeking new patrons, such as the megas

137

domestikos John Kantakouzenos, the future emperor John VI”, to whom he probably

dedicated his commentary on Synesios’ On Dreams at some point between 1330 and 1332.%

% Ibid., lines 83-85, 136-138, 147-150: dtap &meita diiev mpdobev 6800, méve’ aupi Bewpiav €E7G Sviwv
P1Aocdpwv &vdp&v omovddopaoct, [...] doxoAov it véov mposioxwv kai T Apiototédet mAéov, dua T ofkobev
avtog 8ttt kev €€ mpooTiBelg yovipw péa voiuw. [...] fitol todde pev & ocvvtd€ad dmavta [...] of v Ekaot’
¢mtéAoy’ dravt €0 uabeiv tdv8pds: dtdp Soa Aoyik’ dupenovicato kai te dLGTKA [...]

% Ibid., lines 165-169: [...] #meita movoing dugpi T ad tettdpwv PiPAiwV MabnuatikGy edpadiav, OV kev udA’
Epacat, TOV § ab udAiot’ Actpovvouing movAvtipoto, ueyaAwvipov, Ty &p’ éusio éxde&duevog &v covgoiot
YEVOU TEPiPapOG.

7 PLP 10973.

% The dating of Gregoras’ commentary on Synesios’ On Dreams proposed by Sevéenko, namely between 1330
and 1332, is still accepted by existing scholarship. For Sevéenko’s arguments, see Sev&enko, “Some

”

Autographs of Nicephorus Gregoras.” Importantly, in a forthcoming publication Bérje Bydén revisits
Seveenko’s identification of the original dedicattee of Gregoras’ commentary as John Kantakouzenos and,

consequently, proposes an earlier terminus post quem for the composition of the commentary, namely before

15
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From his dedicatory letter, it becomes clear that Gregoras sent the commentary to
Kantakouzenos as a potential patron, while at the same time begging him for a horse in
exchange.”

Later in the 1330s, Gregoras succeeded in establishing himself as the leading
philosopher and astronomer at the court of Andronikos III (r. 1328-1341)"°, Andronikos II’s
grandson. During this period he composed his treatise on calculating the solar eclipse of
July 16, 1330." Previously, Gregoras had calculated the longitudes of the seven planets (the
Sun, Moon, Mercury, Venus, Mars, Jupiter, and Saturn) for September 23, 1329 and had
established that there would be no solar eclipse during the summer and autumn of 1329.*
In addition, Gregoras had predicted two contemporary lunar eclipses, that of January 5,
1330* and that of June 30, 1330.” He also calculated that there would be a solar eclipse on
November 30, 1331.% At some point between 1332 and 1335 Gregoras published the second

redaction of his work on the construction of the astrolabe.” Importantly, in the 1330s

May 1328. I am grateful to the author for providing me with a copy of his chapter. For Bydén’s arguments in
favour of an earlier dating, see Borje Bydén, “Nikephoros Gregoras’ Commentary on Synesius, De insomniis,” in
Synesius, De insomniis. Text, Translation and Introductory Essays, ed. Heinz-Gunther Nesselrath and Donald
Russell, SAPERE (Gottingen, forthcoming), 161-86.

*® Nicephori Gregorae Explicatio in librum Synesii De insomniis: Scholia cum glossis, ed. by Paolo Pietrosanti, Pinakes
4 (Bari: Levante, 1999) (Hereafter: Gregoras, Synesios). On the dating of Gregoras’ commentary and its
dedication, see Sev&enko, “Some Autographs of Nicephorus Gregoras.”

“OPLP 21437.

*! Gregoras, Calcul de I'éclipse de Soleil du 16 juillet 1330. On the dating of the treatise, see Barlaam de Seminara,
Traités sur les éclipses de Soleil de 1333 et 1337, 151, 153. On the wrongly reproduced date (July 30, 1330) in some
editions, see Gregoras, Calcul de l'éclipse de Soleil du 16 juillet 1330, 27, note 23.

* Barlaam de Seminara, Traités sur les éclipses de Soleil de 1333 et 1337, 153; Gregoras, Calcul de I'éclipse de Soleil du
16 juillet 1330, 15.

* Barlaam de Seminara, Traités sur les éclipses de Soleil de 1333 et 1337, 153; Rodolphe Guilland, Correspondance de
Nicéphore Grégoras, Collection Byzantine (Paris: Société d’édition “Les Belles lettres,” 1927), 78, note 1.
Sev&enko stated incorrectly that the date of September 23, 1329 designates the first solar eclipse Gregoras is
known to have predicted, see Metochites, Two Poems, 13.

* Barlaam de Seminara, Traités sur les éclipses de Soleil de 1333 et 1337, 153; Metochites, Two Poems, 13.

* Barlaam de Seminara, Traités sur les éclipses de Soleil de 1333 et 1337, 153.

“Ibid., 154.

¥ To be found in Vat. gr. 1087 with the accompanying preface on ff. 312v-313v. On the dating, see for instance
Sev&enko, “Some Autographs of Nicephorus Gregoras,” 441.
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Gregoras composed and circulated his Platonicizing dialogue Phlorentios, or, On Wisdom™ (ca.
1337)"*, this dialogue being, as well as Gregoras’ correspondence, the major witness for the
debate over astronomical and philosophical issues between the latter and Barlaam the
Calabrian. A number of scholars have viewed the dialogue Phlorentios, together with the
other dialogue authored by Gregoras, namely the Philomathés, or, On Arrogant People,” as well
as the calculations of lunar and solar eclipses, such as the solar eclipse of May 14, 1333,” the
Response to Those who Claim that There Is No Humility Among Men, better-known as Antilogia,” a
number of Gregoras’ letters dealing with astronomical matters, and parts of the History as
evidence for the polemic over astronomy, harmonics, philosophy between Gregoras and
Barlaam the Calabrian and have dated the texts correspondingly. The public debate
between the two erudites held at the palace of the megas domestikos John Kantakouzenos

which allegedly took place™ and was later reported by Gregoras in the Phlorentios has been

*® Nikephoros Gregoras, Fiorenzo o intorno alla sapienza, ed. Pietro Luigi Leone, Byzantina et Neo-Hellenica
Neapolitana 4 (Napoli: Universita di Napoli. Cattedra di filologia bizantina, 1975). (Hereafter: Gregoras,
Phlorentios.)

“ Bydén, “The Criticism of Aristotle in Nikephoros Gregoras’ Florentius.”

*® The generally accepted dating of the dialogue in recent scholarhisp is the summer of 1337. See Ioannis

e

Polemis, “H mpdg Baphady diévelig tod Tpnyopd. “H Avtidoyia”,” Hell 18 (1964): 61; Bérje Bydén, “The
Criticism of Aristotle in Nikephoros Gregoras’ Florentius”; Gregoras, Phlorentios, 29. Polemis points to 1337,
while Bydén and Leone specify that the most probable time for composing the dialogue was the summer.
Variant datings have been provided previously. Ierodiakonou, for instance, dates the Phlorentios to ca. 1330;
Tihon and Mogenet mention a date of 1331 and afterwards; Leone in his edition indicated as terminus post
quem for the Phlorentios the summer of 1332; and Sev&enko refered to the date of 133. See respectively,
Katerina Ierodiakonou, “The Anti-Logical Movement in the Fourteenth Century,” in Byzantine Philosophy and Its
Ancient Sources, ed. Katerina Ierodiakonou (Oxford, New York: Clarendon Press, 2002), 221; Barlaam de
Seminara, Traités sur les éclipses de Soleil de 1333 et 1337, 152; Gregoras, Phlorentios, 29; Thor Sev&enko, Etudes sur la
polémique entre Théodore Métochite et Nicéphore Choumnos. La vie intellectuelle et politique a Byzance sous les
premiers Paléologues (Bruxelles: Byzanthion, 1962), 171-172, note 3.

*! Pietro Luigi Leone, “Il ®1houadrg A mepi OPprot@v di Niceforo Gregoras,” RSBN 8-9 (1971-1972): 171-201.
(Hereafter: Gregoras, Philomathés.)

*2 Tihon, “Les sciences exactes a Byzance,” 380-434; Barlaam de Seminara, Traités sur les éclipses de Soleil de 1333
et 1337, 156; Bydén, “The Criticism of Aristotle in Nikephoros Gregoras’ Florentius.”

> Pietro Luigi Leone, “Nicephori Gregorae ‘Antilogia’ et ‘Solutiones quaestionum,” Byz 40 (1970): 471-516.
(Hereafter: Gregoras, Antilogia.)

> On whether the debate between Gregoras and Barlaam actually happened, see Gregoras, Phlorentios, 32.
While Leone considers the Phlorentios purely fictional, Medvedev disagrees. Igor P. Medvedev, Vizantijskij
gumanizm XIV-XV vv. (Saint Petersburg: Nauka, 1976), 15.
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generally dated to the period between 1329 and 1332.” A more precise dating to the winter
of 1331-1332 has prevailed in recent scholarship.* Thus, Gregoras’ Antilogia and Philomathes,
which are written before the Phlorentios, but within the context of the polemic with
Barlaam, have been dated to the period between 1328 and 1331: the Antilogia was probably
written in the spring of 1331,” while the Philomathes was, in all likelihood, composed in the
summer of 1331.”° Finally, during the 1330s Gregoras calculated the date of one more solar
eclipse, namely that of March 3, 1337* and notably emended and commented on Ptolemy’s
Harmonics.” Subsequently, Gregoras provided an account of these events in the first part of
his History, namely books I-XI, noting in addition the appearance of numerous astronomical

phenomena such as comets, solar and lunar eclipses. Though Gregoras does not give any

> This dating is based on Mogenet’ and Tihon’s reconstruction of the chronology of Gregoras’ polemical
pamphlets (Antilogia, Philomathés, and Phlorentios) and letters against Barlaam. See Barlaam de Seminara,
Traités sur les éclipses de Soleil de 1333 et 1337, 156. Nikolaides follows this trend by suggesting a dating to ca. 1330,
see Nikolaides, Science and Eastern Orthodoxy, xvi.

> Bydén, “The Criticism of Aristotle in Nikephoros Gregoras’ Florentius.” Paraskeuopoulou also points to a date
of 1331, see Paraskeuopoulou, To Ayiodoyikd kar OwiAntikd ‘Epyo tov Niknedpov Tpnyopd, 30.

*7 Gregoras, Phlorentios, 27. The most recent dating is by Tihon and Mogenet and according to them the
Antilogia was written in the spring of 1329. While in 1971-1972, Leone had proposed the same dating, in his
commentary to his edition of the Phlorentios, he dated the Antilogia to the spring of 1331. Finally, in his own
edition of the text, predating the studies by Leone, Tihon, and Mogenet, Polemis has dated it soon after 1330,
thus being in agreement with Leone’s dating from 1975. See respectively Barlaam de Seminara, Traités sur les
éclipses de Soleil de 1333 et 1337, 152; Gregoras, Philomathes: 175-177; Polemis, “H npog BapAady diéve€ic tol
Tpnyopd. “H Avtidoyla”,)” 56-57.

% Gregoras, Phlorentios, 27. In his edition of the Philomathes from 1971-1972, Leone dates the dialogue to the
summer of 1329. This dating is supported also by Tihon and Mogenet. Gregoras, Philomathés: 175-177; Barlaam
de Seminara, Traités sur les éclipses de Soleil de 1333 et 1337, 152. Polemis dated the dialogue to 1331. Polemis, “*H
np0OG BapAady diéve€ig ol Ipnyopd. “H Avtidoyia”,” 58.

> Gregoras, Calcul de I'éclipse de Soleil du 16 juillet 1330, 11.

® For the edition of Ptolemy’s Harmonics, as well as of Gregoras’ additions to it, see Ptolemy, Die Harmonielehre
des Klaudios Ptolemaios, ed. by Ingemar Diiring, Goteborgs Hogskolas Arsskrift, 36, 1930: 1 (Géteborg: Elanders
boktryckeri aktiebolag, 1930). For an English translation and a commentary, see Ptolemy, Harmonics, trans. by
Jon Solomon, Mnemosyne, Bibliotheca Classica Batava, 203 (Leiden; Boston: Brill, 2000). Compare it with the
translation and commentary in Andrew Barker, Greek Musical Writings, vol. 2, Cambridge Readings in the
Literature of Music (Cambridge; New York: Cambridge University Press, 1984), 276-391. For a German
translation and commentary, see Ingemar Diiring, ed., Ptolemaios und Porphyrios iiber die Musik, Géteborgs
Hogskolas Arsskrift, 40, 1934: 1 (Goteborg: Elanders boktryckeri aktiebolag, 1934). On the dating of Gregoras’
emendations, see Anne Tihon, “Numeracy and Science,” in The Oxford Handbook of Byzantine Studies, ed.
Elizabeth Jeffreys, John F. Haldon, and Robin Cormack (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2008), 809.
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indication as to the time when he started writing his History, van Dieten’s careful
reconstruction argues that the text of the first eleven books was already complete by 1344,
while their publication probably took place at some point in 1347.%

Another major event in Gregoras’ life during the 1330s was his appointment in 1334
as the lead interlocutor in the negotiations with the papal legates, the Dominicans
Francesco da Camerino, archbishop of Bosporus, and Richard of England, bishop of
Chersonesus.” In addition, following the deaths of Andronikos II Palaiologos on February
13, 1332 and of Theodore Metochites on March 13, 1332, Gregoras wrote funeral orations for
his former patrons. A year later, in 1333, he wrote a consolation speech which he addressed
to Andronikos III on the occasion of the death of his mother Rita (Maria) of Armenia.
Finally, ca. 1339, Gregoras wrote an encomium also of Andronikos III and in June 1341
performed a funeral oration for the deceased emperor.”

In the last two decades of his life, Gregoras entered the so-called ‘Hesychast’
controversy, a theological, political and social phenomenon, thus leaving its mark on mid-
and late fourteenth-century Byzantium and having subsequent repercussions in the

development of Orthodoxy up until today.” During the civil war of 1341-1347, Gregoras

' Nikephoros Gregoras, Rhomdische Geschichte. Historia Rhomaike, trans. Jan Louis van Dieten, vol. 2, 6 vols.,
Bibliothek der griechischen Literatur, 8 (Stuttgart: Anton Hiersemann, 1979), 16.

% Paraskeuopoulou, To Ayiodoyikd ko OwiAntikd ‘Epyo tov Nikngdpov Tpnyopd, 30-31. On the participation of
Barlaam the Calabrian in the negotiations with the papal envoys in 1334/1335, see Tia M. Kolbaba, “Barlaam
the Calabrian. Three Treatises on Papal Primacy: Introduction, Edition, and Translation,” REB 53, no. 1 (1995):
41-115.

% Paraskeuopoulou, To Ayiodoyikd kot OuiAntikd “Epyo tov Nikngdpov Tpnyopd, 30. On the funeral orations
written by Gregoras, see Alexander Sideras, Die byzantinischen Grabreden: Prosopographie, Datierung,
Uberlieferung, 142 Epitaphien und Monodien aus dem byzantinischen Jahrtausend, WBS 19 (Vienna: Verlag der
Osterreichische Akademie der Wissenschaften, 1994), 60-61, 291-297.

® On hesychasm and the anti-palamite controversy, see John Meyendorff, Introduction a l'étude de Grégoire
Palamas, Patristica Sorbonensia 3 (Paris: Editions du Seuil, 1959); John Meyendorff, Byzantine Hesychasm:
Historical, Theological and Social Problems: Collected Studies (London: Variorum Reprints, 1974); John Meyendorff,
St. Gregory Palamas and Orthodox Spirituality (St Vladimir’s Seminary Press, 1974); John Meyendorff, “Is
‘Hesychasm’ the Right Word? Remarks on Religious Ideology in the Fourteenth Century,” Harvard Ukrainian
Studies 7 (1983): 447-57; Carmelo Giuseppe Conticello and Vassa Contoumas-Conticello, La théologie byzantine et
sa tradition, CCSG 2 (Turnhout: Brepols, 2002); N. Russell, “Palamism and the Circle of Demetrius Cydones,” in
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supported John Kantakouzenos’ party and kept a neutral stance as to the theological
dispute between Gregory Palamas®, on the one hand, and the supporters of Barlaam the
Calabrian and Gregory Akindynos on the other. Despite the condemnations of Barlaam and
Akindynos in 1341, Gregoras openly stated his views against Palamism only after 1346. In
1347, he became the chief of the anti-Palamite party and opposed the newly-crowned
emperor John VI Kantakouzenos. It is in 1347 that Gregoras composed his First Antirrhetics
against Palamas.* Despite his opposition to Palamism and to John VI, in 1349, following the
death of patriarch Isidore, Gregoras was proposed to ascend the patriarchal throne.
Nevertheless, Gregoras refused and was subsequently condemned at the local
Constantinopolitan council of 1351, shortly after taking monastic vows. As a result,
Gregoras was placed under house arrest at the monastery of Chora until the fall of 1354. In
the summer of 1354, Gregoras engaged in a public dispute with Palamas in the presence of
John V Palaiologos®” and the papal legate Paul Tagaris. By 1356 or 1357, Gregoras had
already written his Second Antirrhetics against Palamas, which the latter subsequently
refuted. Around 1357, towards the end of his life, Gregoras revisited some of the themes he
had debated with Barlaam during the 1330s, when he composed the Solutions, a collection of
small philosophical works dealing with problems of natural philosophy.® Meanwhile,
Gregoras continued writing his History and one of the last events he described was the
death of his opponent Palamas which took place in 1359. Thus, the date of Gregoras’ death

has been established most probably ca. 1359 or 1360. He died in Constantinople and

Porphyrogenita: Essays on the History and Literature of Byzantium and the Latin East in Honour of Julian
Chrysostomides, ed. Judith Herrin (Aldershot, Hants, England; Burlington, VT, USA: Ashgate, 2003), 153-74;
Antonio Rigo, ed., Gregorio Palamas e oltre: studi e documenti sulle controversie teologiche del XIV secolo bizantino,
Orientalia Venetiana 16 (Florence: L.S. Olschki, 2004); Dirk Krausmiiller, “The Rise of Hesychasm,” in The
Cambridge History of Christianity, ed. Michael Angold, vol. 5 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006),
101-26; Juan Nadal Cafiellas, La résistance d’Akindynos a Grégoire Palamas: enquéte historique, avec traduction et
 PLP 21456.

% Jerodiakonou, “The Anti-Logical Movement in the Fourteenth Century,” 221.

7 PLP 21485.

% Guilland, Correspondance.
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according to the testimony of John Kyparissiotes,” after his death, his corpse was mocked

and dragged through the streets of Constantinople.”

Chapter 2: Nikephoros Gregoras’ Works

Nikephoros Gregoras, the main events of his life, his affiliations respectively with emperors
Andronikos 11, and John VI Kantakouzenos, and finally with the anti-Palamite party after
1346-1347, as well as his contributions to Byzantine mathematical astronomy, philosophy,
theology, and notably his major historiographical project, the History are quite well-known
to modern readers and scholarship. Correspondingly, early-twentieth century scholarship,
as well as studies from the 1970s and 1980s have produced a number of ‘emotional’
evaluations of Gregoras’ character as allegedly reflected in his literary production. First and
foremost, scholars have emphasized Gregoras’ prolific writing, his great learning and wide
range of intellectual pursuits. Thor Sev&enko, for instance, succinctly summarized the
numerous roles of power and authorship Gregoras embodied: “a friend or enemy of three

7«

emperors,” “a teacher either as a professor in a school of his own, [...] or as a preceptor of

7«

imperial and high society ladies,” “author of imperial Encomia, Funerary Speeches, and of

7« 7

dialogues reflecting squabbles among intellectuals,” “astronomer and computist,” “tireless

letter writer, hagiographer, anti-Palamite theologian, and, above all, historian.””" Basil

” “

Tatakis, in turn, labelled Gregoras “philosopher by accident,” “man of exceptional

learning,”” “subtle theologian,” “fine dialectician,”” and finally “a brilliant representative

of the Byzantine renaissance” on account of his “diverse and extensive knowledge, his wit,

 PLP 13900.

7 John Kyparissiotes, “Palamiticae transgressiones,” in PG, vol. 152 (Paris, 1857), 733, 736. See also Russell,
“Palamism and the Circle of Demetrius Cydones,” 158.

I Metochites, Two Poems, 6.

72 Tatakis, Byzantine Philosophy, 215.

" 1bid., 216.
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his talent as a dialectician, his force of character, and his love of Greek science and
literature.””

Nevertheless, Gregoras’ contribution to Byzantine scholarship was often viewed as
an imperfect reflection of his mentor Theodore Metochites’ intellectual achievements. In
his classic monograph, Scholars of Byzantium, Nigel Wilson deemed Gregoras’ activity and
works as epigonic to the ‘greater’ previous generation of scholars such as Maximos
Planoudes, Demetrios Triklinios, and Theodore Metochites. Wilson noted, following Tatakis,
that “in general it has to be said that he [i.e. Gregoras] does not seem to possess the rare
insight of his master. [...] While Gregoras does not appear to be original his sound

77 As far as his

appreciation of principles [of scholarly method] does him credit
astronomical studies are concerned, scholarship has deemed Gregoras’ contributions as
somewhat worthier. He has been even dubbed “the greatest Byzantine astronomer,””® but
generally the more balanced position has been to recognize his scientific expertise and his
role in the revival and preservation of Ptolemaic astronomy.

Besides the lack of insight and originality, however, modern scholars have accused
Gregoras of much worse faults of character. He has been described as “unscrupulous and
conceited, unbalanced in his judgment on men and unreliable in his statements of fact””,

vain,” obscure, and even a mythomaniac.” In contrast, the present study has no intention

to evaluate Gregoras’ character, conduct, personal ambitions, and scholarly contributions in

7 1bid., 213.

7 Nigel Guy Wilson, Scholars of Byzantium (Baltimore, Md.: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1983), 266. See also,
Tatakis, Byzantine Philosophy, 212: “[Gregoras] [...] though lacking the former’s [Theodore Metochites’] breath
of spirit, was no less a scholar.”

7 Theodossiou, Manimanis, Dimitrijevi¢, and Danezis, “Nicephoros Gregoras: The Greatest Byzantine
Astronomer,” 1-14.

7 David Balfour, “Palamas’ Reply to Gregoras’ Account of Their Debate in 1355,” JOB 32, no. 4 (1982): 247.

7 Pietro Luigi Leone, “A proposito di una lettera del protonotario Nicola Lampeno a Niceforo Gregora,” Byz 43
(1973): 358: “Gregora, la cui vanita era pari alla sua grandezza, comincio a temere per il suo prestigio [...]”

7 Gregoras, Calcul de Uéclipse de Soleil du 16 juillet 1330, 22: “Par ses allusions sybillines, ses réticences a publier
ses découvertes et une tendance certaine a la mythomanie, Grégoras a rendu particuliérement difficile la

tache de I'exégéte moderne.”
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terms of ‘good’ or ‘bad’, ‘original’ or not, ‘conceited’, ‘arrogant’ or ‘the greatest’ in
Byzantium. My aim is rather to present an impartial description of Gregoras’ work and to
showcase its multifaceted character by unravelling both the ways through which he
adopted, employed and reworked the scientific and philosophical authoritative material
available to him, on the one hand, and on the other, the importance and the impact the
literary expressions of his intellectual curiosity had in the context of the early Palaiologan
scholarship. To set off the inquiry, one could supplement the observation of previous
scholarship concerning Gregoras’ prolific literary output. Indeed, he composed numerous
works in a variety of genres the majority of which are now available in more or less
accurate critical editions. Gregoras wrote progymnasmata,® encomia,” orations addressed
to the emperor (basilikoi logoi),” funeral orations (preserved in his History) and epitaphs,
proems to chrysobulls, to patriarchal sigillia, and to testaments, as well as complete
testaments,” as well as poetry* and model prayers.” He was one of the most prolific

Palaiologan writers of hagiographic® and homiletic texts.” As far as the mathematical

% Pietro Luigi Leone, “Nicephori Gregorae opuscula nunc primum edita,” Annali della Facolta’ di lettere e filosofia
3-4,no. 2 (1970-1971): 729-82.

®! Pietro Luigi Leone, “L'encomio di Niceforo Gregora per il re di Cipro (Ugo IV di Lusignano),” Byz 51 (1981):
211-24.

% Leone, “Nicephori Gregorae ad imperatorem Andronicum II Palaeologum orations.”

% Leone, “Nicephori Gregorae opuscula nunc primum edita.”

% Merecati, “Sulle poesie di Niceforo Gregora,” vol. 1, 144-51,

% Leone, “Nicephori Gregorae opuscula nunc primum edita.”

% Stefan Bezdechi, “La Vie de sainte Basilisse par Nicéphore Grégoras,” Mélanges d’histoire générale 1 (1927): 78-
85; Stéphane Binon, ed., “Eloge de s. Mercure par Nicéphore Grégoras (BHG 1277),” in Documents grecs inédits
relatives a s. Mercure de Césarée, trans. Stéphane Binon, Université de Louvain. Recueil de travaux publiés par les
membres des Conférences d’histoire et de philologie 2, 41 (Louvain: Bureaux du recueil, Bibliothéeque de
I'Université, 1937), 41-91; Nikephoros Gregoras, Encomium in Michaelem Syncellum, “Kahrié-Dzhami,” ed. Th. N.
Schmitt, Izvestija Russkago Archeologiceskago Instituta v Konstantinopole 11 (1906): 260-79; Nicephori Gregorae Vita
Constantini, ed. Pietro Luigi Leone, Studi e ricerche dei “Quaderni Catanesi” 1 (Catania: CULC, 1994); Nikephoros
Gregoras, “Zwei griechische Texte iiber die Hl. Theophano, die Gemahlin Kaisers Leo VI,” in Mémoires de
'Académie Impériale des sciences de St.-Pétersbourg, ed. Eduard Kurtz, vol. 3, 2, Classe des sciences historico-
philologiques 8 (Saint Petersburg: Prodaetsia u komissionerov Imperatorskoj akademii nauk, 1898), 25-45; B.
Laourdas, “Ei¢ tOv dyiov peyahoudptupa kai pupoPAritnv Anuitpiov,” in Buavrivd ko uetafulavtivd sykduio
g1¢ Tov "Aytov Anuntpiov, Makedovikd 4 (Thessaloniki: Etaipeia Makedovikdv Irovdwv, 1960), 83-96; Laurent,
“La vie de Jean, Métropolite d’ Heraclée du Pont,” 29-63; Pietro Luigi Leone, “La ‘Passio Sancti Codrati’ di
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sciences are concerned, Gregoras left scholia to Nikomachos of Gerasa’s Introduction to
Arithmetic (not edited), Euclid’s Elements,” Ptolemy’s Harmonics® and Porphyry’s
commentary to the latter,” while he emended and edited both. In addition, he composed a
short work on harmonics entitled The Perfect System Attuned According to the Harmonic Canon
(Tod @1ocdpov 10D Tpryopd T NPUOCUEVOV TOU GPUOVIKOD Kavovog TtéAelov cvotnua)”
and authored an unfinished arithmological treatise On the Number Seven.” As a result of his
astronomical studies, he annotated a number of manuscripts containing treatises on
Ptolemaic astronomy and himself wrote a hortatory discourse concerning astronomy
(transmitted also independently as a letter to Theodore Metochites™), a treatise on the

calculation of the date of Easter,” a treatise on the construction of the astrolabe (in two

Niceforo Gregora,” EEBS 47 (1989 1987): 275-94; Pietro Luigi Leone, “La ‘Vita Antonii Cauleae’ di Niceforo
Gregora,” Nicolaus: Rivista di teologia ecumenico-patristica 11, no. 1 (1983): 3-50; Iliana Paraskeuopoulou, “An
Unpublished Discourse of Nikephoros Gregoras on Saints Demetrios, George and Theodore (BHG 2427). A
Critical Edition,” Parekbolai 2 (2012): 49-76.

¥Pietro Luigi Leone, “Nicephori Gregorae de sanctissimae Deiparae nativitate praesentatione atque
educatione Oratio,” Quaderni Catanesi di cultura classica e medieval 3 (1991): 1-31; Pietro Luigi Leone, “Nicephori
Gregorae Oratio in Annuntiationem Sanctissimae Deiparae,” Aintvyx 4 (1987 1986): 312-41; L. G. Westerink,
“Nikephoros Gregoras, Dankrede an die Mutter Gottes,” Helikon 7 (1967): 259-71.

% Nikephoros Gregoras, “Nikngdpov 100 Tpnyopd npéPAnua,” in Elements (Elementa), by Euclid, ed. I. L. Heiberg
and E.S. Stamatis (Leipzig: Teubner, 1977), 349-50.

¥ Nikephoros Gregoras, “IlpocBfikat €i¢ ta ke@dAaia tod Itolepaiov,” in Die Harmonielehre des Klaudios
Ptolemaios, by Ptolemy, ed. Ingemar Diiring, Goteborgs hdgskolas arsskrift 36, 1 (Goteborg: Elanders boktr.
aktiebolag, 1930), 109-21.

% Porphyry, Porphyrios Kommentar zur Harmonielehre des Ptolemaios, ed. Ingemar Diiring, Géteborgs Hogskolas
Arsskrift XXXVIII, 1932: 2 (Goteborg: Elanders boktryckeri aktiebolag, 1932).

°! Unedited. See PLP 4443. For a list of manuscripts preserving the treatise, see Gregoras, Rhomdische Geschichte,
vol. 1, 50. According to van Dieten, the text is preserved in four manuscripts, namely Par. gr. 1846, f. 185v
(1340-1350); Rossianus 16 (now 986), f. 239v (the fifteenth century); Vat. gr. 209, f. 182r-v (the fourteenth
century, it contains also George Chrysokokkes’ Persian Syntax, ff. 1r-31v); and Vat. gr. 1693, f. 159v (the
fourteenth-fifteenth centuries). For the only description of the treatise’s content and accompanying diagram,
see Guilland, Essai sur Nicéphore Grégoras, xvii, xxxiii, and especially 275. On codd. Vat. gr. 209 and Par. gr. 1846,
see also Inmaculada Pérez Martin, “Un escolio de Nicéforo Gregords sobre el alma del mundo en el “Timeo”
(Vaticanus graecus 228),” MHNH, Revista internacional de investigacién sobre magia y astrologia antiguas 4 (2004): 209.
% Francesco Sbordone, “L'ebdomadario di Niceforo Gregora,” Rivista indo-greco-italica 20 (1936): 125-42.
(Hereafter: Gregoras, ONS.)

 Nicephori Gregorae Byzantina historia, ed. Ludwig Schopen and Immanuel Bekker, vol. 1, 3 vols., CSHB 6-8
(Bonn: Weber, 1829). (Hereafter: Gregoras, History).

* Gregoras, History, vol. 1, 364, line 13-372, line 18; Nicephori Gregorae Epistulae XC,” ed. Stefan Bezdechi,
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redactions),” and an exposition of the calculation of a solar eclipse (that of July 16, 1330).”
Gregoras displayed his knowledge on philosophy,” as well as his views on nature,
knowledge, and metaphysics in his commentary to Synesios’ On Dreams,” his two
Platonizing dialogs Phlorentios™ and Philomathes, or, On Arrogant People," as well as in the
Response to Those who Claim that There Is No Humility Among Men better-known as Antilogia,

! He also composed two short texts On the Forms, Universal and by

and in his Solutions.
Themselves, That Are Contemplated Only by the Intellect and On the ideas, That Are Observed
Together with the Accidents,'” and reportedly authored a now lost philosophical text entitled
Interpretations of the Sayings by the Ancients Concerning the More Mysterious.'” On a different
note, Gregoras’ theological position, in particular in the context of his anti-Palamite stance,

104

is most prominently professed in his First'® and Second (unedited) Antirrhetics against

Gregory Palamas.

Ephemeris Dacoromana 2 (1924): 239-377.

* Nikephoros Gregoras, “Astrolabica A,” in Anecdota Atheniensia et alia, ed. Armand Delatte, Bibliothéque de la
Faculté de philosophie et lettres de I'Université de Liege 88 (Liége, Paris: Faculté de philosophie et lettres,
1939), vol. 2, 195-212; Nikephoros Gregoras, “Astrolabica B,” in Anecdota Atheniensia et alia, ed. Armand Delatte,
Bibliotheque de la Faculté de philosophie et lettres de I'Université de Liege 88 (Liége, Paris: Faculté de
philosophie et lettres, 1939), vol. 2, 213-35.

% Gregoras, Calcul de l'éclipse de Soleil du 16 juillet 1330.

% For catalogs of Gregoras’ philosophical works, see Herbert Hunger, Die hochsprachliche profane Literatur der
Byzantiner, vol. 1, Handbuch der Altertumswissenschaft 12, 5 (Munich: Beck, 1978), 52-53. A more recent list is
available in John A. Demetracopoulos, “Nikephoros Gregoras,” ed. Henrik Lagerlund, Encyclopedia of Medieval
Philosophy: Philosophy between 500 and 1500 (Dordrecht; New York: Springer, 2011), 897-899. Demetracopoulos
renders the titles of Gregoras’ works as follows: Commentary on the “De insomniis” of Synesios of Cyrene, Against
Those Who Do Not Recognize the Vile Character of Human Nature, Lover of Learning or on Arrogant Men, Florentios or on
Wisdom, Solutions to the Physical Problems Posed by Helena Palaiologina, On the Form Visible Only Through the Intellect,
and on the Form That Is Seen Along with Accidents.

% Gregoras, Synesios.

* Gregoras, Phlorentios.

1% Gregoras, Philomathes: 171-201.

1% Gregoras, Antilogia and Solutions.

1 Hans-Veit Beyer, “Nikephoros Gregoras als Theologe und sein erstes Auftreten gegen die Hesychasten,” JOB
20 (1971): 171-88.

% Now lost, see the PLP 4443 where it is classified as a philosophical text. See also Gregoras, Rhomdische
Geschichte, vol. 1, 60. Gregoras mentioned the treatise in History, vol. 2, 901, lines 15-16.

1% Gregoras, AntirrhetikaI.
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Notably, Gregoras is perhaps best known for his Historia Rhomaiké or Roman History.'”
The Historia Rhomaiké was written and circulated in Constantinople in several installments
since the 1340s and is preserved in more than forty manuscripts. Finally, Gregoras was also
a prolific letter-writer and his epistolary corpus is one of the largest preserved from the
Byzantine millennium.'® Moreover, we are fortunate to be in possession also of some of the
letters addressed to him by his contemporaries. Gregoras’ collection of letters is the main

source corpus the present study explores.

Chapter 3: Reconstruction of Nikephoros Gregoras’ ‘Library’

The present inquiry focuses on Gregoras’ epistolary corpus and in particular, on his
mathematical, astronomical, and philosophical letters. Their style, rhetoricity, as well as
the discipline-related content, however, borrow from and in turn inform the whole of
Gregoras’ literary output. Therefore, in the course of my analysis in Part II: Justifications of
Astronomy and Part III: Letters and Philosophy I contextualize and explore Gregoras’ views on
mathematical sciences, friendship, the limitations of human knowledge, and the role of
fortune as interfering with human actions and relationships, based on a selection of
relevant letters, as well as on a number of short treatises pertinent to the subject of inquiry.
Additionally, in the present chapter, I provide further context to Gregoras’ intellectual
background by reconstructing his ‘library’ as it were, that is, by surveying the manuscript
witnesses of Gregoras’ activity as a reader, scribe, compiler, and ‘editor’. In this section I
rely on the existing paleographical research concerning Gregoras’ role in contemporary
book production. The scholarship is abundant and increasing by the day; its results are,

however, rarely delivered systematically and comprehensively so as to facilitate a reader

1% Gregoras, History. A modern critical edition is still missing (currently underway at Leipzig).
1% Gregoras, Letters; “Nicephori Gregorae Epistulae XC,” ed. Stefan Bezdechi; Guilland, Correspondance.

26



CEU eTD Collection

DOI: 10.14754/CEU.2014.01

specifically interested in Gregoras’ ‘library’.'”” More often than not, the studies in question
are concerned with the examination of a single manuscript or with the manuscript
transmission of an authoritative text Gregoras read and glossed. Thus, the present chapter
surveys the manuscripts associated with Gregoras as a reader and available to him at the
Chora monastery and discusses them in thematic groups, with an emphasis to his

preoccupation with scientific and philosophical texts.

Mathematics

Gregoras’ preoccupation with mathematics is attested first and foremost by his scholia to
Nikomachos of Gerasa’ Introduction to arithmetic and by the mathematical problem he added
to Book X of Euclid’s Elements. The scholia in Nicomachi Introductionem are preserved in two
manuscripts only (none of them dating to the fourteenth century) namely in Rome,
Biblioteca Angelica, Angel. gr. 1 (f. 9r-v, the fifteenth century) and Firenze, Biblioteca
Nazionale Centrale, Magliabecchi 1LI11.037 (ff. 12r-13r, the sixteenth century). Gregoras’
mathematical problem, however, was published in 1888 by I. L. Heiberg in the fifth volume
of his edition of Euclid’s Elements together with the spurious Books XIV and XV, as well as
around 1500 Greek scholia and four appendices.'™ It was later reprinted in volume 5, 2 of
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the subsequent Teubner edition revised by E. S. Stamatis in 1977."” Here Gregoras’ text was

published at the end of the third appendix (Appendix scholiorum III) as number 10 and under

' One notable exception is the research done by Daniele Bianconi on the ‘library’ available to Gregoras at the
monastery of Chora. See Daniele Bianconi, “La biblioteca di Cora tra Massimo Planude e Niceforo Gregora,”
SeT 3 (2004): 392-438; Daniele Bianconi, “La ‘biblioteca’ di Niceforo Gregora,” in Actes du VI° Colloque
International de Paléographie Grecque (Drama, 21-27 septembre 2003), ed. B. Atsalos and N. Tsironi, vol. 2, 3
(presented at the Ve Colloque International de Paléographie Grecque (Drama, 21-27 septembre 2003), Athens:
Société Hellenique de Reliure, 2008), 225-33, 1049-59.

1% Euclid, Works (Euclidis Opera omnia), edited by 1. L. Heiberg, H. Menge. Vol. 5 Elementorum qui feruntur libri
XIV-XV et scholia in Elementa [graece] cum prolegomenis criticis et appendicibus edidit 1. L. Heiberg (Teubner:
Leipzig, 1888).

1 Euclid, Elements (Elementa), post I. L. Heiberg, ed. E.S. Stamatis. Vol. 5, 2 Scholia in libros VI-XIIT cum
appendicibus (Teubner: Leipzig, 1977).
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the title Nikngdpov tol Tpnyopd mpdPAnua.'’® According to the editorial note at the
beginning of the section, the texts assembled in it cannot be labeled as proper scholia to the
Elements. Nevertheless, they are connected to them by at least some necessity and for that

111

reason they are added in the Euclidian codices."" As indicated by the editor, Gregoras’
mathematical problem is preserved in three manuscripts:'? 1) cod. Par. gr. 2345 (codex r in
Heiberg’s edition), second half of the thirteenth century, where at the end of Book IX there
is a marginal note stating that it would be fitting to insert this excerpt, namely Gregoras’
mathematical problem in Book X of the Elements. There is no further indication as to the
specific part of Book X the author of the marginal note had in mind; 2) cod. Arundel 548, f.
178r (first quarter of the sixteenth century); and 3) cod. Riccard. gr. 22, f. 249v (the sixteenth
century).

Cod. Riccard. gr. 22 contains Euclid’s Elements (ff. 1r-244v) with scholia, as well as
additions to Euclid and to the scholia (ff. 244v-249r). Gregoras’ Problem is preserved on f.
249v."" Cod. Arundel 548 contains the text of Euclid’s Elements on ff. 1r-173r. The text is,
however, incomplete. It lacks Book III, propositions 24-37; Books IV and V; Book VI,
propositions 1-26; Book XI, propositions 35-39; and Book XII, propositions 1-11. It contains
extensive marginal scholia. F. 178r contains Gregoras’ mathematical problem."* Above the

problem by Gregoras we find the same note as in Par. gr. 2345, namely “it is fitting to put

[this problem] in the tenth book,” written in red ink.

"0 1bid., 349-350.

M 1hid., 337, note (s/n, but the first below the line).

121bid., 349, note s/n.

' Catalogi codicum graecorum qui in minoribus bibliothecis italicis asservantur, ed. Christa Samberger, vol. 1
(Zentral-Antiquariat der Deutschen Demokratischen Republik: Leipzig, 1965), 488.

" For the full description of the manuscript, see T. S. Pattie & S. Mckendrick, The British Library, Summary
Catalogue of Greek Manuscripts, vol. 1 (London, 1999), 24. The digitized manuscript is available in the British
Library Digitised Manuscripts Database:
http://www.bl.uk/manuscripts/FullDisplay.aspx?index=2&ref=Arundel_MS_548 [last accessed on November,
29, 2012]

28



CEU eTD Collection

DOI: 10.14754/CEU.2014.01

Cod. Paris. gr. 2345 contains scholia to Euclid’s Elements (ff. 1r-5r) and the Elements
themselves accompanied by marginal scholia (ff. 6r-239r). The manuscripts belonged
subsequently to Nikephoros Gregoras, Manuel Chrysoloras and cardinal Niccolo Ridolfi
(1501-1550). It includes Gregoras’ addition to Euclid’s Elements, namely the problem
concerning the construction of a parallelogram, inserted in the codex by a collaborator of
Gregoras. The case in point is an addition at the end of Book IX and at the beginning of Book
X. Next to the problem by Gregoras, the collaborator has added “it is fitting to put [this
problem] in the tenth book.” According to Pérez Martin, this is an indication by the author
himself which was reproduced by his scribe.'” Further, Fonkitch described Paris. gr. 2345 as a
scholarly book, apparently in active use during the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries,
which contains multiple scholia. Traces of Gregoras’ interventions in the text are identified
on ff. 4v, 5r-6r, 89v, 118v, 121r, 121v, 130r, 179v, 239v and on many other folios.''® Bianconi
added other possible identifications of Gregoras’ hand in the codex Parisinus: ff. 4r, 7r, 17v,
43r, 46v, 51v, 69v-70v, 78v, 80v, 83r, 97r, 99v, 101v-102r, 103v-104r, 107v-108r, 109r, 113v-
114r, 122r, 123v-125v, 132v, 133V, 1651, 180r, 2101, 211V, 2331, and 237v."” The manuscript was
traced back to Gregoras also by Brigitte Mondrain.'*®

Another manuscript worth mentioning here is Venezia, Biblioteca Nazionale
Marciana, gr. Z. gr. 320. The philosophical and scientific miscellany dates to the 1320s-1330s
and includes texts by Nikomachos of Gerasa, Aristotle, Plutarch, lamblichus, John Lydus,
and Michael Psellos, among others. Gregoras’ annotated extensively Nikomachos’
Introduction to Arithmetic (ff. 19r-92v) as scholia by his hand have been identified on ff. 19r-

361, 56V, 621, 63V, 651, 701, 77V, 81V, and 83r-v. His handwriting was recognized also on (ff.

" Inmaculada Pérez Martin, “L'écriture de 1'Hypatos Jean Pothos Pédiasimos d'apres ses scholies aux Elementa
d'Euclide,” Script 64,1 (2010): 110, and notes 7 and 8.

"¢ Boris Fonkitch, “Novye avtografy Nikifora Gregory,” in Gretcheskie rukopisi evropejskich sobranij (Moscow,
1999), 71.

" Bianconi, “La biblioteca di Cora tra Massimo Planude e Niceforo Gregora,” 414.

" Brigitte Mondrain, “La constitution de corpus d'Aristote et de ses commentateurs aux XIII*-XIV®
siecles,” Codices manuscripti 29 (2000): 19.
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40r-v, 46V, 48v, 93r-v; 96r, 97r-v). According to Bianconi, ff. 17r and 19r-97r (transmitting
works or excerpts by lamblichus, Nikomachos of Gerasa, Aristotle, Plutarch and John Lydus)
represent the original core of the manuscript and were penned by three hands which
collaborated on unequal basis. One of them, namely Gregoras’ hand, appears as primary and
perhaps was predominant in the preparation of the codex and in the coordination of the
other scribes. Gregoras not only participated in the copy of the texts, but also supervised
their quality, introduced corrections, variants, inserted ancillary writings, added scholia
and annotations of various origins (most of all in ff. 19r-36r, but also in ff. 56v, 62r, 63v, 65,
70r, 77v, 81v, and 83r-v).""” Folio 17r and the lamblichean fragment it contains are of
particular importance. This folio, though foreign to the original project, seems to refer back
to the environment of Chora monastery. Gregoras added the following heading: “from the
works of Iamblichus the great philosopher concerning the Pythagorean philosophy.” He
also transcribed the last line on the recto and the first four lines on the verso. Thus,
according to Bianconi, it is almost certain that Marc. gr. 320 was prepared at Chora.'”
Another manuscript from Gregoras’ ‘library’ which contains two arithmetical
treatises by Nikomachos is Vat. gr. 198 which was probably written in the third quarter of
the fourteenth century. Additionally, it contains Gregoras’ redactions of Ptolemy’s
Harmonics and of Porphyry’s commentary to them and it is associated with Gregoras’
readership of Photios’ Bibliotheca, therefore, I will discuss it in the following section, namely
Harmonic theory. One could also argue that in all likelihood Gregoras was also acquainted
with Maximos Planoudes’ edition of Diophantos’ Arithmetic, as well as with Planoudes’ own
Great Calculation According to the Indians, since Planoudes’ autograph edition of both texts,
Ambrosianus & 157 sup.,””" was most likely still available at the library of Chora in Gregoras’

time.

¥ Bianconi, “La ‘biblioteca’ di Niceforo Gregora,” vol. 2, 228.
120 1hid., vol. 2, 229.
' Inmaculada Pérez Martin, “Al calor del texto antiguo: la lectura de textos matemadticos en Bizancio,” in
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Harmonic theory

In the period between the third and eleventh centuries in the eastern Roman empire, the
curriculum on music theory included Ptolemy, Kleonides, Aristoxenos, and Aristides
Quintilianus."” The total number of Byzantine musical codices preserved from the period
between the eleventh and the thirteenth centuries is seventeen (one from the eleventh,
four from the twelfth, and twelve from the thirteenth century), while twenty-three new
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musical codices date to the fourteenth century.'” Out of the twelve thirteenth-century
manuscripts and the twenty-three fourteenth-century volumes, six could be traced back to
Gregoras’ library with greater or lesser certainty, namely Parisinus gr. 1671 (1296),"
Parisinus gr. 1672 (the thirteenth century),'” and codd. Parisinus gr. 2450, Parisinus Coislin. 173,
Vat. gr. 176, and 198 (the fourteenth century). The fact that a number of codices containing
treatises on harmonic theory can be collocated among the holdings of Gregoras’ ‘library’
and related to his scribal and editorial activities is not surprising as, among scholars of
Greek music theory, he is best known as the author of redactions of both Ptolemy’s
Harmonics and Porphyry’s commentary to the latter.

Barbera noted that Gregoras “not only corrected what he felt were errors but also

composed a couple of chapters to fill the lacuna near the end of the treatise.”'** As

Mathiesen also pointed out, several versions of a Byzantine scholion to the final part of

Relegados al margen: marginalidad y espacios marginales en la cultura medieval (Madrid: Consejo Superior de
Investigaciones Cientificas, 2009), 64, 66, note 72.

2 Thomas ]J. Mathiesen, “Hermes or Clio? The Transmission of Ancient Greek Music Theory,” in Musical
Humanism and Its Legacy: Essays in Honor of Claude V. Palisca, ed. Nancy Kovaleff Baker and Barbara Russano
Hanning, Festschrift Series, 11 (Stuyvesant, NY: Pendragon Press, 1992), 6-7.

'2 For a list of the Byzantine manuscripts produced after the eleventh century containing treatises on music
theory, see Ibid., 23.

' Ibid. See also Aubrey Diller, “Codices Planudei,” BZ 37, no. 2 (1937): 296.

125 Mathiesen, “Hermes or Clio?,” 23. Manton dates the manuscript soon after 1302. See G. R. Manton, “The
Manuscript Tradition of Plutarch Moralia 70-7,” CQ 43, 3/4 (1949): 97-104.

126 André Barbera, The Euclidean Division of the Canon: Greek and Latin Sources: New Critical Texts and Translations on
Facing Pages, with an Introduction, Annotations, and Indices Verborum and Nominum et Rerum, Greek and Latin
Music Theory (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1991), 103.
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Ptolemy’s Harmonics state that the treatise was never finished by Ptolemy as he passed away

in the meantime.'”

Whether true or not, this statement gave grounds for the respective
reworking and emendations of the Harmonics executed by Gregoras and his disciple Isaac
Argyros.'”® Gregoras redacted the entire treatise and inserted two missing chapters towards
the end of Book 111, namely chapters fourteen and fifteen, so that his version of the text
consisted of three books, each of them containing sixteen chapters."” Gregoras also moved
a marginal annotation to Book III, chapter 9, found in some manuscripts to the end of the
Harmonics, thus transforming it in chapter III. 16.”° In turn, the most prominent feature of
Argyros’ redaction is the completion of an apparent lacuna in Book 11, chapter 14.”! Wilson
labelled Gregoras’ edition of Ptolemy’s Harmonics as “perhaps the most striking item of his
other work,” that is besides his religious writings and, in particular, his Second Antirrhetics."”
Wilson’s assessment of Gregoras’ ‘editorial’ work was that “[h]is performance, if not
brilliant, must be considered respectable.”"

Gregoras’ emendations to Ptolemy’s Harmonics and the addition of chapters 14 and
15, as well as the reassignment of the text to chapter 16 of Book III, in particular, were

followed up by Barlaam of Calabria’s critical response. Among other things, Barlaam did not

accept that the annotation’s text that Gregoras converted into a proper chapter was

' Transcriptions of the scholion in its different versions are available in Ptolemy, Die Harmonielehre des
Klaudios Ptolemaios, Ixxx-Ixxxii. Before the publication of Diiring’s edition, Mountford published two scholia
referring to the incompleteness of the Harmonics and to Gregoras’ emendations. Three manuscripts transmit
both scholia (the first is found at the beginning of the treatise, while the second is located at the beginning of
Book 111, chapter 14 of the Harmonics): Par. Coisl. 172, Vat. gr. 176, and Vat. gr. 185. See James Frederick
Mountford, “The Harmonics of Ptolemy and the Lacuna in II, 14,” Transactions and Proceedings of the American
Philological Association 57 (1926): 71-95.

2 Thomas J. Mathiesen, Apollo’s Lyre: Greek Music and Music Theory in Antiquity and the Middle Ages, Publications
of the Center for the History of Music Theory and Literature, 2 (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1999),
431.

2 1bid., 433.

% For a summary of Ptolemy’s Harmonics, Book III, chapters 14, 15, and 16 and for assessment of Gregoras’
emendations, see Ibid., 490-494.

Bbid., 433.

132 Wilson, Scholars, 266.

¥ 1bid., 266-267.
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befitting this purpose as its style suggested that it was in itself incomplete."*

In 1930, Ingemar Diiring published his edition of Ptolemy’s Harmonics which remains
the most relevant critical edition of the text up until today.”” Diiring listed altogether
eighty-four manuscripts containing the treatise and based his reconstruction of the text on
thirty of them which proved to be useful for the purpose. Diiring categorized the
manuscript evidence in four groups (m, f, g, and A), where groups g and A represent
Nikephoros Gregoras’ and Isaac Argyros’ respective redactions of the text.”® According to
Diiring, while Gregoras used the readings of groups m and f and favored those of m, the

7 stemmed out of Gregoras’ redaction

three manuscripts associated with Argyros’ activity
and favored the readings of £** In his introduction to the edition, Diiring suggested that
chapter III. 16 (chapters III. 14 and III. 15 were added by Gregoras) is a genuine work of
Ptolemy. Mountford has found Diiring’s arguments in favor of this attribution convincing."”
However, in his paper entitled Ars critica and fata libellorum: The Significance of Codicology to
Text Critical Theory which he delivered in 1987, Thomas Mathiesen criticized Ingemar
Diiring’s stemma, on which the latter’s edition of Ptolemy’s Harmonics was based, by

showing that it is codicologically impossible."

* The text of Barlaam’s Refutation of the three additional chapters of Ptolemy's Harmonics was published in
Ptolemy, Die Harmonielehre des Klaudios Ptolemaios, ed. Ingemar Diiring. Goteborgs Hogskolas Arsskrift 36, 1
(Géteborg: Elanders boktr. aktiebolag, 1930), 112-200; Mathiesen, Apollo’s Lyre, 433-434; Tihon, “Numeracy and
Science,” 809.

1% Ptolemy, Die Harmonielehre des Klaudios Ptolemaios.

13 Mathiesen points out that the total number of the manuscripts which contain a full or partial version of the
Harmonics is ninety-two; eighty-four contain a complete version of the text, and one preserves the treatise
twice. See Mathiesen, Apollo’s Lyre, 431.

¥ Diiring’a group A includes Vaticanus gr. 176 (the fourteenth century), Norimbergensis gr. Cent. V app. 38 (the
fourteenth century), and Parisinus Supplementarius gr. 449 (the fifteenth century). See also Mathiesen, Apollo’s
Lyre, 433,

% Mathiesen, Apollo’s Lyre, 431.

¥ J. F. Mountford, “The Harmonica of Ptolemy. Review of the Die Harmonielehre des Klaudios Ptolemaios. By
Ingemar Diiring (G&teborgs Hégskolas Arsskrift XXXVI., 1930: 1). Pp. Cvi + 147. Gdteborg; Elander, 1930. Paper,
Kronor 10,” CR 44, no. 6 (1930): 242.

19 On the same occasion, André Barbera referred to Gregoras’ emendations to Ptolemy’s Harmonics, which he
saw as aiming at improving the text of the treatise. For a summary of the contents of Mathiesen’s and
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While is largely accepted that Gregoras and Argyros intervened in the text of
Ptolemy’s Harmonics, it is debatable whether the Byzantine edition of Porphyry’s
commentary is due to Gregoras himself."*' Diiring questions this hypothesis due to the fact
that Gregoras makes no mention of the edition of the commentary in his letters, while he
mentioned his work on Ptolemy’s treatise, among others.'* It is, however still a probable
inference, as Mountford states. In addition, however, Diiring claims that Gregoras used
Marcianus app. cl. VI/10 for his edition of Porphyry’s commentary, while Mountford
suggests that Gregoras had at his disposal a manuscript very closely related to the
Marcianus, but now lost, which contained the full text of the commentary.'*’

For his edition of Porphyry’s commentary,* Ingemar Diiring collated seventy
manuscripts which he divided in four groups (m, g, A, and h)."”® Group g contains the
principal Byzantine edition of the text dated to probably ca. 1335 based on the assumption
that the driving force behind it was Nikephoros Gregoras. In Mathiesen’s classification,
group g includes forty-two manuscripts.' Its main representative, according to Diiring, is
Vat. gr. 198. The Byzantine edition relied on one or more lost manuscripts from group m.
Group A which includes only two manuscripts, namely Par. suppl. gr. 59 and Vat. gr. 176,
presents the subsidiary edition by Gregoras’ close associate Isaac Argyros.'"’

Six manuscripts from the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries containing treatises

on harmonic theory relate to Gregoras’ ‘library’ with higher or lesser certainty and these

Barbera’s papers, see James W. McKinnon, “Music Theory and Its Sources: Antiquity and the Middle Ages
Department of Music and Medieval Institute Notre Dame University 30 April-2 May 1987, The jJournal of
Musicology 6, no. 2 (1988): 261. The proceedings of the conference were subsequently published as André
Barbera, ed., Music Theory and Its Sources: Antiquity and the Middle Ages. Notre Dame Conferences in Medieval
Studies 1 (Notre Dame, Indiana: University of Notre Dame Press, 1990).

1 ] F. Mountford, “Porphyry’s Musical Commentary,” CR 47, no. 2 (1933): 70-71.

2 Gregoras, Letter 142.

' Mountford, “Porphyry’s Musical Commentary,” 71.

" Porphyry, Porphyrios Kommentar zur Harmonielehre des Ptolemaios.

> According to Mathiesen, the total number of the manuscripts preserving Prophyry’s commentary is
seventy-one. See Mathiesen, Apollo’s Lyre, 511.

¢ Ibid., 513.

"7 1bid., 512.
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are codd. Parisini graeci 1671, 1672, 2450, Par. Coislin. 173, Vat. gr. 176, and 198. Two of them,
that is, Par. gr. 1450 and Par. Coislin. 173 bear Gregoras’ autograph interventions. Par. gr. 2450

® and transmits the text of Ptolemy’s Harmonics."

is dated to the fourteenth century"
Gregoras’ hand has been identified in marginal and interlinear interventions with dark red
ink on ff. 571, 59r, 71v, 72v, 731, 74v."*

Par. Coislin. 173" contains Ptolemy’s Harmonics and Almagest. It preserves also an
autograph note by Gregoras at the beginning of the text of the Harmonics. The note explains
that there is need for emendation of the text and that according to Gregoras, Ptolemy died
before he completed the treatise. In addition, Gregoras’ hand is found in the texts by
Porphyry and Ptolemy, namely on ff. 173r, 196v-197v, and in marginalia on ff. 31v-143v."*?
Another identified hand is that of the scribe John, who collaborated also with Planoudes on
Vindob. phil. gr. 21 and again with Gregoras on Vat. gr. 1087."

As it was already stated, according to the editor of Ptolemy’s Harmonics and of
Porphyry’s respective commentary, Vat. gr. 198 is the main representative of Gregoras’
redaction of both treatises.”” The manuscript was probably produced in Costantinople
during the third quarter of the fourteenth century and it also transmits chapter 187 from
Photios’ Bibliotheca (f. 1r), which introduced an arithmetical treatise by Nikomachos of
Gerasa. The manuscript’s contents list also Manuel Bryennios’ Harmonics and Ptolemy’s
Almagest.” In addition, the codex features citations from Gregoras (f. 88v) and from

Nikolaos Kabasilas Chamaétos™ (fol. 318r) penned by the primary scribal hand. On ff. 468v,

516v, a secondary hand put down notes referring to the year 6882 (1373-1374). While Diller

'** Daniele Bianconi, “La controversia palamitica. Figure, libri, testi e mani,” SeT 6 (2008): 337-376.

%9 1bid., 340.

130 1hid., 340, note 7.

3! Mathiesen and Diiring, however, date this manuscript to the fifteenth century.

2 RGK 11 416.

1> Brigitte Mondrain, “Maxime Planude, Nicéphore Grégoras et Ptolémée,” Paleoslavica 10, no. 1 (2002): 322.
13 Mathiesen, Apollo’s Lyre, 433.

%5 Tbid.

136 PLP 30539.
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and Diiring thought that the manuscript was produced within Gregoras’ circle, Heiberg

believed it was produced on Mt. Athos."’

skokok

The remaining three codices, Par. gr. 1671, Par. gr. 1672 and Vat. gr. 176 cannot be linked with
certainty to Gregoras’ ‘library. As part of the Planoudean library at Chora and the scribal
activity of Gregoras’ student Argyros, there is a possibility that they could have been
available to Gregoras.” This inference would not be crucial in defining our understanding
of Gregoras’ preoccupation with harmonic theory. The question whether Gregoras had
access to Par. gr. 1671, however, is important for us to understand his reading of Plutarch’s
Parallel Lives and Moralia. The year 1296 marks one of the best known episodes in the
transmission of Plutarch’s ceuvre. In this year Maximos Planoudes (d. ca. 1305) executed an
edition of all surviving works of Plutarch, dividing the existing textual corpus into the Lives

% remained and was used

and ethical treatises or Moralia. This edition, or cod. Par. gr. 1672,
together with other Plutarchian codices in the library of Chora monastery in

Constantinople. According to Pérez Martin, it is possible that the codex remained at the

%" Aubrey Diller, “Photius’ “Bibliotheca” in Byzantine Literature,” DOP 16 (1962): 392-3, 392, note 26.

%8 For comprehensive account on both Planoudes’ connection with Chora and the cooperation between
Gregoras and Argyros, see most recently Raul Estangilii Gémez, “Saint-Sauveur de Chéra. Un monastere
catholique a Constantinople dans le troisieme quart du XIV® siécle,” Estudios bizantinos 1 (2013): 140-97. See
also Inmaculada Pérez Martin, “La ‘escuela de Planudes’: Notas paleogréaficas a una publicacién reciente sobre
los escolios euripideos,” BZ 90 (1997): 73-96; Mondrain, “Maxime Planude, Nicéphore Grégoras et Ptolémée,”
312-22; Bianconi, “La biblioteca di Cora tra Massimo Planude e Niceforo Gregora,” 392-438.

1% M. Manfredini, “Un famoso codice di Plutarco: il Paris. gr. 1672, Studi Classici e Orientali 39 (1989) 127-131:
129; Max Treu, Zur Geschichte der Uberlieferung von Plutarchs Moralia, 3 vols. (Breslau: Druck von O. Gutsmann,
1884), vol. 1, 5-6. See also Wilson, Scholars, 235-236. According to Wilson, Par. gr. 1672 which is the only
manuscript containing all the seventy-eight extant Moralia is wrongly attributed to the Planudean
scriptorium, which had been the opinion of Manton. See Manton, “The Manuscript Tradition of Plutarch
Moralia 70-7,” 97. Based on the analysis of the script, Wilson points out that Par. gr. 1672 was copied long after
Planoudes’ death.
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Chora monastery one century after Planoudes moved to the Akataleptos monastery.'*

The Planudean enterprise was carried on by Theodore Metochites who praised
extensively the usefulness and encyclopedic scope of Plutarch’s work and aimed at
imitating and emulating the wise man from Chaeronea in his own scholarly production.'
As Metochites” student and intellectual heir, Gregoras continued exploring Plutarch’s
legacy as he showed a particular interest in the latter’s On the Generation of Soul in the
Timaeus, a commentary on Timaeus 35a1-36b5. Gregoras had in his possession and partially
annotated at least six manuscripts containing Plutarch’s works (Vat. Barb. gr. 182, Vat. gr. 138,
Laur. 69, 6, probably Par. gr. 1671, Par. gr. 1672, Marc. gr. 320, and Laur. 70, 5). Vat. Barb. gr. 182 is
a tenth-century codex, which belonged to Metochites’ library at Chora.'” Vat. gr. 138 dates
to the same period and was part of Metochites’ library as well. Gregoras’ hand has been
identified in explicative notes to Plutarch’s texts.'” Laur. 69, 6 was completed in 996 by
Gregory kouboukleisios' and Menchelli identified Gregoras’ hand in several marginal
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notes.'*” Bianconi, however, though he agreed that the codex has passed through Gregoras’

' Inmaculada Pérez Martin, “Planudes y el monasterio de Acatalepto. A propésito del Monacensis gr. 430 de
Tucidides (ff. 4-5 y 83-5),” Erytheia 10, no. 2 (1989): 305 note 15; Martin, “La ‘escuela de Planudes,’ 75.

'*! For an edition and English translation of Metochites’ essay no. 71 On Plutarch, see Theodore Metochites on
Ancient Authors and Philosophy: Semeioseis gnomikai 1-26 & 71, a Critical Edition with Introduction, Translation,
Notes, and Indexes, ed. Karin Hult. Studia Graeca et Latina Gothoburgensia 65 (GSteborg: Acta Universitatis
Gothoburgensis, 2002), 218-243. See also Birje Bydén, “The Nature and Purpose of the Semeioseis gnomikai: The
Antithesis of Philosophy and Rhetoric,” in Theodore Metochites on Ancient Authors and Philosophy: Semeioseis
gnomikai 1-26 & 71, 269-273.

' Inmaculada Pérez Martin, “La geografia erudita de Constantinopla,” in Elogio de Constantinopla, ed. Miguel
Cortés Arrese (Cuenca: Ediciones de la Universidad de Castilla-La Mancha, 2004), 76, note 104.

' 1bid. See also Bianconi, “La ‘biblioteca’ di Niceforo Gregora,” vol. 2, 233; Inmaculada Pérez Martin, “Nuevos
cédices planudeos de Plutarco,” in Plutarco y la historia. Actas del V Simposio Espafiol sobre Plutarco (Zaragoza, 20-22
de Junio de 1996), ed. C. Schrader, V. Ramdn, and J. Vela, Monografias de Filoloffa Griega 8 (Zaragoza, 1997), 402
and note 78.

164 M. Manfredini, “Sulla tradizione manoscritta dei ‘Moralia’ 70-77,” in Sulla tradizione manoscritta dei “Moralia”
di Plutarco. Atti del Convegno Salernitano del 4-5 dicembre 1986, ed. 1. Gallo, Quaderni del Dipartimento di Scienze
dell’Antichita 2 (Salerno: Universita degli Studi di Salerno, 1988,) 125-126; Manfredini, “Un famoso codice di
Plutarco: il Paris. gr. 1672,” 129; Pérez Martin, “Nuevos cédices planudeos de Plutarco,” 401.

1% Mariella Menchelli, “Appunti su manoscritti di Platone, Aristide e Dione di Prusa della prima eta dei
Paleologi. Tra Teodoro Metochite e Niceforo Gregora,” Studi Classici e Orientali 47 (2000): 205-206, 208 e plate
XIX.
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hands, disputed Menchelli’s attributions. In turn, he identified two other annotations as
executed by Gregoras’ hand, namely a note in the outer margin of f. 35v and another one in
the outer margin of f. 36r.'°

Three of the Plutarchian manuscripts Gregoras consulted include On the Generation
of Soul in the Timaeus, namely Laur. 70, 5, Par. gr. 1671, and Par. gr. 1672."” Besides the fact that
it transmits Plutarch’s partial commentary on the Timaeus, the Laurentianus functions as a
collection of historical works and excerpts and it is an important testimony of Gregoras’
reading of Diodoros of Sicily and of Photios’ Bibliotheca. Diller determines ca. 1335 as a
terminus post quem for the production of the codex. A citation and a reworded quotation
from chapter 224 (229b28-35) of the Bibliotheca which is to be found on ff. 226v-229v of the
Laurentianus and which transmits Memnon’s history of Hérakleia, occurs in Gregoras’ Letter
21."° Interventions by Gregoras’ hand have been identified by Mazzuchi on ff. 1r, 5r, 217r,
230r, and 248r.'” Mazzuchi enumerated Gregoras’ interventions in another manuscript
preserving Diodoros of Sicily’s history, namely the tenth-century codex Marc. gr. 375 which
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formed part of Metochites’ library at Chora.” While Mazzuchi marked Gregoras’ notes on

ff. IIr, 2r, 92v, 165v, and 238r, Bianconi added those on ff. 44r, 49v, 51v, 61r, 62v, 63v, 80v, 89r,

1% Bianconi, “La ‘biblioteca’ di Niceforo Gregora,” vol. 2, 232.

17 See also Wilson, Scholars, 235-236. According to Wilson, Par. gr. 1672 which is the only manuscript
containing all the seventy-eight extant Moralia is wrongly attributed to the Planudean scriptorium, which has
been the opinion of Manton. Manton, “The Manuscript Tradition of Plutarch Moralia 70-7,” 97. Based on the
analysis of the script, Wilson points out that Par. gr. 1672 was copied long after Planoudes’ death. Bianconi has
identified Gregoras’ hand in the margin of f. 750r. See Bianconi, “La biblioteca di Cora tra Massimo Planude e
Niceforo Gregora,” 414; Bianconi, “Eracle e lolao. Aspetti della collaborazione tra copisti nell’eta dei
Paleologi,” 553, note 130.

%8 piller, “Photius’ “Bibliotheca,” 394, 394 note 43.

19 C. M. Mazzucchi, “Leggere i classici durante la catastrofe (Constantinopoli, maggio-agosto 1203): le note
marginali al Diodoro Siculo Vaticano gr. 130,” Aevum 68 (1994): 210; C. M. Mazzucchi, “Leggere i classici durante
la catastrofe (Constantinopoli, maggio-agosto 1203): Le note marginali al Diodoro Siculo Vaticano gr. 130,”
Aevum 69 (1995): 257.

170 Pérez Martin, “La geografia erudita de Constantinopla,” 76, note 104; Mazzucchi, “Leggere i classici durante
la catastrofe,” Aevum 68 (1994), 209, 211; Mazzucchi, “Leggere i classici durante la catastrofe,” Aevum 69 (1995),
257.
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98v, 120r, 1251, 193V, 232r, 2671, 269V, 282r, and 289v."”"

Three more codices transmitting Diodoros’ text formed part of Gregoras’ ‘library’,
namely Par. gr. 1665, Vat. gr. 130, and Vat. gr. 996. The Parisinus dates to the tenth century
and contains a note on f, 146r identified as penned by Gregoras’ hand."” vat. gr. 130 which
also dates to the tenth century was part of Metochites’ library.”” In this manuscript,
Diodoros’ history is introduced by the text of chapter 70 from Photios’ Bibliotheca copied by
Gregoras on f. 1v."* Finally, in the twelfth-century codex Vat. gr. 996, Gregoras’ hand is

t."”” One ought to add Gregoras’ interventions identified

identified on f. 2r in Diodoros’ tex
on ff, 314r and 316r-v."’”

In addition to Diodoros Sikeliotes, Gregoras read a number of other historians such
as Thucydides (as attested by the example of Laur. Plut. 69, 30, but also of Lond. British Library,
Egerton 2624, and Neap. 111 B 10'”7), Herodotus (Laur. Plut. 70, 3'®), Xenophon (Vat. Pal. gr.
140"°), Polybius (Vat. Urb. gr. 102'®), Appian (Par. gr. 1672), Procopius of Caesarea, and
Zosimos (Vat. gr. 156'*')."* Moreover, in preparation for writing of his History and especially
for its biographical sections, Gregoras used as models not only Plutarch’s Parallel Lives, but
also Philostratus’ Life of Apollonius of Tyana'® which was available to him in at least two

184

manuscripts, namely the tenth-century Laur. Plut. 69, 33" and the late-thirteenth- or early-

"I Bianconi, “La biblioteca di Cora tra Massimo Planude e Niceforo Gregora,” 413.

72 1bid., 414.

17 Pérez Martin, “La geografia erudita de Constantinopla,” 76, note 104.

174 Bianconi, “La biblioteca di Cora tra Massimo Planude e Niceforo Gregora,” 415.

173 RGK 11 491.

¢ Bianconi, “La biblioteca di Cora tra Massimo Planude e Niceforo Gregora,” 416-417.
77 1bid., 413-414.

178 1bid., 412.

7% Bianconi, “La controversia palamitica,” 340, note 8.

1% Daniele Bianconi, “La ‘biblioteca’ di Niceforo Gregora,” vol. 2, 231.

181 RGK 111 491; Bianconi, “La biblioteca di Cora tra Massimo Planude e Niceforo Gregora,” 415; Pérez Martin,
“La geografia erudita de Constantinopla,” 76, note 104.

182 Bianconi, “La controversia palamitica,” 342.

8 1bid., 341.

84 1bid., 340.
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fourteenth-century codex Laur. Plut. 69, 30.'*

Astronomy

Eleven astronomical manuscripts (codd. Marc. gr. 312, 314, 325, Z. 330, V.10, Par. gr. 2396,
codd. Vat. gr. 182, 1087, 1365, 1594, and Oxford, Bodleian Library, MS Savile 52) can be safely
associated with Gregoras’ inquiries into mathematical astronomy. Additionally, three more
codices can be traced to the library of Chora and one could hypothesize whether Gregoras
had them at his disposal (Laur. 28, 26,' codd. Vat. gr. 177,"” and 202'*).

Marc. gr. 312 transmits a copy of Ptolemy’s Almagest Gregoras owned and
annotated.'” His autograph notes are identified throughout the codex, notably on ff. 1r-60r,
but also on ff. 651, 66v, 81r-82r, 83r, 84r-85v, 86v-87r, 107r-108r, 126r, 211r.”* Marc. gr. 314
transmits Theon of Alexandria’s commentary to Ptolemy’s Almagest.” The production of
this codex is associated with the activity of the so-called Metochitesschreiber, identified by
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Erich Lamberz as Michael Klostomalles, notarios in the imperial chancery.” According to

Bianconi’s observation, very often the only autograph intervention recorded in the codices

85 1bid., 342.

1% Daniele Bianconi, “La ‘biblioteca’ di Niceforo Gregora,” vol. 2, 231; I. Spatharakis, “Some Observations on
the Ptolemy Ms. Vat. gr. 1291: Its Date and the Two Initial Miniatures,” BZ 71, no. 1 (1978): 41-49.

187 Pérez Martin, “Planudes y el monasterio de Acatalepto,” 304-305; Wendel, C., “Planudea,” BZ 40 (1940): 406-
410; Constantinides, Higher Education in Byzantium in the Thirteenth and Early Fourteenth Centuries (1204 - ca. 1310),
68; Diller, “Codices Planudei,” 295-301; Oswald Ashton Wentworth Dilke, “Cartography in the Byzantine
Empire,” in The History of Cartography, ed. J. B. Harley and David Woodward, vol. 1: Cartography in prehistoric,
ancient, and medieval Europe and the Mediterranean (Chicago: Chicago University Press, 1987), 268, 271, 273.

18 pérez Martin, “Planudes y el monasterio de Acatalepto,” 304, note 10; Thor Sevienko, “Theodore
Metochites, the Chora, and the Intellectual Trends of His Time,” in The Kariye Djami, ed. Paul Atkins
Underwood, 4 (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1975), 42.

1% Mondrain, “Maxime Planude, Nicéphore Grégoras et Ptolémée,” 321, note 24; SevEenko, “Some Autographs
of Nicephorus Gregoras,” note 1, 447, and fig. 7; Sev€enko, “Theodore Metochites, the Chora,” 22, note 24.

1% Bianconi, “La biblioteca di Cora tra Massimo Planude e Niceforo Gregora,” 413.

I Bianconi, “La ‘biblioteca’ di Niceforo Gregora,” vol. 2, 230.

¥21bid., 231.
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which formed part of Gregoras’ ‘library’ is his addition of a work’s title.”” In the same
fashion, Gregoras’ added the following title at the upper margin of f. 235r: “Introductory
remarks by Theon of Alexandria to Ptolemy’s Great Syntax.” Marc. gr. 325 dates to the
fourteenth century™ and preserves Gregoras’ copy of Theon’s Handy Tables.””> A number of
Gregoras’ autograph notes are preserved on f. 9r. According to Sevéenko, one of them may
be referring to the year 1331, and another resembles a passage from Gregoras’ On the
Construction of the Astrolabe.””® Finally, as Mogenet and Tihon observed, the Marcianus is the
only manuscript that preserves Gregoras’ calculation of the solar eclipse of July 16, 1330 (ff.
1r-8v)."”” Marc. gr. VL.10 is a collection of astronomical texts dated to the twelfth century.
Gregoras wrote a pinax and inserted titles and chapters’ numbers on ff. 1r-23r, and 23v."*®
According to Mondrain’s analysis, Par. gr. 2396 is constituted by three parts that can
be attributed to three different stages of composition: the thirteenth century (ff. 3r-76v),
the first half of the fourteenth century (ff. 77r-86r), and the last third of the fifteenth
century (ff. 87r-92r)."”” The codex is entirely dedicated to Ptolemys; it contains two folia with
astronomical tables (canons with the anomalies of the sun and the moon), Theon of
Alexandria’s commentary of Ptolemy’s Almagest (Books 1, II, and 1V), preceded by a brief
introduction without a title on f. 3r. From f. 87r a new anonymous text starts, a
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commentary on the Almagest and the Handy Tables.”” Mondrain argues that most probably

the oldest section of the Parisinus was copied in 1292-1293 in the Chora monastery by

201

Maximos Planoudes.”' Moreover, the manuscript seems to be directly related to Gregoras’

19 Bianconi, “La controversia palamitica,” 341.

% Gregoras, Calcul de I'éclipse de Soleil du 16 juillet 1330, 14.

195 Sevéenko, “Theodore Metochites, the Chora,” 22, note 24.

1% Sevenko, “Some Autographs of Nicephorus Gregoras,” 447.

7 Gregoras, Calcul de I'éclipse de Soleil du 16 juillet 1330, 14.

1 Bianconi, “La biblioteca di Cora tra Massimo Planude e Niceforo Gregora,” 413.
' Mondrain, “Maxime Planude, Nicéphore Grégoras et Ptolémée,” 312.

20 1bid., 313.

®11bid., 314, 320.
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circle and Gregoras was using it several decades after it was copied by Planoudes.”” As for
Gregoras’ interventions in the text, first they are attested between ff. 28v and 29r where a
small piece of paper was inserted into the codex. On it Gregoras wrote astronomical
calculations which complemented other notes written by him in the margin of f. 29r.”” In
the margin of f. 31v Gregoras wrote a note concerning Theon’s edition of Euclid’s
Elements.” Further, Gregoras emended the title of Book IV of Theon’s commentary on f. 73r.
In the upper margin, he specified the content of the following exposition.”” In the middle
of f. 76v, Gregoras added a chapter title in red ink** and on f. 86v he wrote two additional
lines.

It has been hypothesized that the original part of Par. gr. 2396 could have been part
of a manuscript with a different composition and thus, connections have been drawn
between the Parisinus and two other scientific manuscripts which form part of Gregoras
‘library’, namely Vat. gr. 1087 and Ambrosianus & 157 sup. Vat. gr. 1087 is a collection of
astronomical texts executed under Gregoras’ direction.”” It contains Gregoras’ Hortatory
Letter Concerning Astronomy”*® copied in Gregoras’ own hand, as well as the second redaction
of his On the Construction of the Astrolabe in a partial autograph. The Vaticanus is also one of
eighteenth known manuscripts of Theon’s commentary of the Almagest.”” It transmits Books
VIII-XIII of the Commentary with lacunae, but also Theodore Metochites’ Elements of
Astronomy. Metochites’ astronomical treatise is preserved in at least three other

manuscripts which feature Gregoras’ autograph interventions, namely Vat. gr. 1365, Vat. gr.

22 1bid., 319, 320.

* Ibid.

*% Ibid.

% 1bid., 319.

2% 1bid., 319, 320.

27 1bid., 322.

% Hereafter, I refer to the independently transmitted text as Hortatory Letter or Parakletike, whereas 1 denote
the version transmitted as part of Gregoras’ History as Hortatory Discourse.

29 Seyéenko, “Theodore Metochites, the Chora,” 22, note 24.
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182, and Marc. gr. Z. 330.2"° Vat. gr. 1365 belongs to the edition of Metochites’ collected works
supervised by Gregoras,”" while Vat. gr. 182 represents the first of two volumes, comprising
the astronomical works of Metochites (the second volume is Vat. gr. 181).”*"

Gregoras’ hand was identified in numerous notes throughout Vat. gr. 1087, for
instance on ff. 1rv, 101v-102r, 312v-313r, 315v-320v, and in marginalia on f. 150r.*"” The
hands of two other scribes have been recognized, that is the scribe John** and the so-called
Hand m2.** John collaborated also with Planoudes on Vindobonensis phil. gr. 21 and on
another instance with Gregoras on Parisinus Coislin. 173.*° The so-called scribe m2 copied ff.
123r-147r in the Vaticanus (Theon’s Commentary) and according to Adolphe Rome he also
executed ff. 77r-86r in Par. gr. 2396. Further, Rome hypothesized that Vat. gr. 1087 and Par. gr.
2396 belonged to the same codex whose middle has been lost.?” Mondrain confirmed that
m2 copied ff. 123r-147r of Vat. gr. 1087,*® ff. 77r-86r of Par. gr. 2396, as well as a dogmatic
discourse by Gregoras in Par. gr. 1276, ff. 165r-176r.”" This scribe was a frequent collaborator
of Gregoras because one finds his hand again in Guelferbytanus Gudianus gr. 85 which

% Mondrain, however, questioned Rome’s

Fonkitch associated with Gregoras’ activity.
hypothesis that Vat. gr. 1087 and Par. gr. 2396 once formed parts of the same codex, as the
Vaticanus’ format is smaller than that of the Parisinus. Instead, Mondrain argued that ff.

123r-147r copied by m2 were not originally part of the Vaticanus, but were extracted from

another manuscript in the first half of the fourteenth century in order to be incorporated

1 Bydén, Theodore Metochites’ Stoicheiosis Astronomike, 386.

2 1hid. See also Sevéenko, “Theodore Metochites, the Chora, and the Intellectual Trends of His Time,” 37 and
note 142.

*2 Bianconi, “La ‘biblioteca’ di Niceforo Gregora,” vol. 2, 229.

"B RGK 11 416; RGK 111 491.

"4 GSee also Martin, “La ‘escuela de Planudes,” 80-83.

*® Collective, “Membra disjecta,” Revue bénédictine 39 (1927): 188-189.
?¢ Mondrain, “Maxime Planude, Nicéphore Grégoras et Ptolémée,” 322.
7 Collective, “Membra disjecta.”

¥ Mondrain, “Maxime Planude, Nicéphore Grégoras et Ptolémée,” 318.
29 1bid.

* Fonkitch, “Novye avtografy Nikifora Gregory,” 62-77, plate 15.
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in the vat. gr. 1087.*'

In addition, Mondrain inquired into the possible association of Par. gr. 2396 with
Ambrosianus & 157 sup., a Planoudean manuscript, possibly copied around 1292-1293, that
peserves a fragmentary version of Pseudo-lamblichos’ Theologoumena arithmeticae (ff. 1r-3r,
51, 71, 21r), Planoudes’ edition of Diophantos’ Arithmetic with his marginal scholia (ff. 8r, 9r,
13r-20r), Planoudes’ Great Calculation According to the Indians (ff. 4r, 6v, 10r-12r, 11bis, 12bis),
as well as Psellos’ On Plato’s Generation of the Soul (f. ér).”” Indeed, in terms of their
measurements, the Ambrosianus and the Parisinus (the portion containing Theon of
Alexandria’s Commentary) are equal. Nevertheless, there is no sufficient evidence to argue
that they used to form part of the same manuscript. It is, however, evident, according to
Mondrain, that both codices were elements of the same astronomical-mathematical corpus
assembled by Maximos Planoudes.””

In order to conclude the survey of the astronomical manuscripts associated with
Gregoras’ readership, one has to mention two more manuscripts, namely the well-known
Vat. gr. 1594 and Oxford, Bodleian Library, MS Savile 52. Vat. gr. 1594 dates to the middle of
the ninth century, formed part of Metochites’ library and, notably, transmits Ptolemy’s
Almagest. 1t also preserves the anonymous Introduction to the Almagest which has been
variously attributed to a number of authors such as Diophantos, Theon, Pappus, and

others.” In the case of the Vaticanus it is Gregoras who added on f. 1r the following note -

I Mondrain, “Maxime Planude, Nicéphore Grégoras et Ptolémée,” 322.

2 1bid., 316. See also Wilson, Scholars, 233; lamblichus, Theologoumena arithmeticae, ed. Vittorio de Falco
(Leipzig: Teubner, 1922), x-xi; Pérez Martin, “Al calor del texto antiguo,” 64, 66, note 72; André Allard,
“L'Ambrosianus Et 157 sup., un manuscrit autographe de Maxime Planude,” Script 33, no. 2 (1979): 219, 223, 226;
Brigitte Mondrain, “Traces et mémoire de la lecture des textes: les marginalia dans les manuscrits
scientifiques byzantins,” in Scientia in margine: études sur les marginalia dans les manuscrits scientifiques du moyen
dge a la renaissance, ed. Danielle Jacquart and Charles S. F. Burnett, Hautes études médiévales et modernes 88
(Geneva: Droz, 2005), 1-25; Alexander Turyn, Dated Greek Manuscripts of the Thirteenth and Fourteenth Centuries in
the Libraries of Italy, 2 vols (Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1972), plate 57, 78-81; Emidio Martini and
Domenico Bassi, CCAG, vol. 3 (Brussels: H. Lamertin, 1901), 21, no. 36.

% Mondrain, “Maxime Planude, Nicéphore Grégoras et Ptolémée,” 316.

241bid., 321.
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“Introductory remarks to Ptolemy’s Great Syntax by Theon and other wise men and
mathematicians” - thus attributing the Introduction’s authorship to Theon of Alexandria.”””
Oxford, Bodleian Library, MS Savile 52 (the fourteenth-sixteenth centuries) contains a copy
of Kleomedes’ On the Circular Motions of the Celestial Bodies, John Philoponos’ On the Use of the
Astrolabe, as well as Aristotle’s History of Animals and Theon of Alexandria’s Commentary on
Ptolemy’s Handy Tables. Gregoras penned marginal notes containing observations on
chronology to Kleomedes’ and Philoponos’ treatises.”*

Before proceeding to the final section of the present survey, namely of the
philosophical manuscripts associated with Gregoras’ library, I shall discuss briefly one more
manuscript which contains predominantly Gregoras’ writings,””” but might also be viewed
as an important witness to Gregoras’ preoccupation with Platonic ideas of cosmic harmony,
Pythagorean mathematics, the creation of the world’s soul, and number symbolism. Vat. gr.
116 dates to the first half of the fourteenth century”® and it is one of the most important
codices preserving Gregoras’ epistolary corpus. Gregoras’ works are preserved on folia 54-

56v, 62-157 and 228v-232 and their list includes Letters 28, 44, 25, Hortatory Letter concerning

2 Thor Sev&enko, “Gleanings 5-6. One More New Autograph of Nikephoros Gregoras,” Paleoslavica 8 (2000): 349-
354; Mazzucchi, “Leggere i classici durante la catastrofe,” Aevum 68 (1994), 211, note 196; Mazzucchi, “Leggere i
classici durante la catastrofe,” Aevum 69 (1995), 257. See also Pérez Martin, “La geograffa erudita de
Constantinopla,” 76, note 104; Bianconi, “La ‘biblioteca’ di Niceforo Gregora,” vol. 2, 230; Bianconi, “La
biblioteca di Cora tra Massimo Planude e Niceforo Gregora,” 418.

6 Wilson, Scholars, 266, note 6; Bianconi, “La controversia palamitica,” 337-376.

* For a detailed description of the codex, see Giovanni Mercati and Pius Franchi de’ Cavalieri, eds., “Vat. gr.
116,” in Codices vaticani graeci, Bibliothecae Apostolicae Vaticanae codices manu scripti recensiti (Rome: Typis
Polyglottis Vaticanis, 1923), 143-148. For a detailed summary of Nikephoros Gregoras’ works preserved in Vat.
gr. 116, see Jan Louis van Dieten, Entstehung und Uberlieferung der Historia Rhomaike des Nikephoros Gregoras:
inbesondere des ersten Teiles: Lib. I-XI (Cologne: Dieten, 1975), 114-115. For descriptions of the codex interested
in the Planudean translation of Cicero’s Somnium Scipionis and its commentary by Macrobius, as well as in
their transmission, see Mdéuov Mavoddn (1255-1305) tov UROUVNUATOS £1¢ Tov “Ovelpov Tov Tknmiwvos” Tov
Makpofiov uetdgpaon, ed. Anastasios Megas (Thessaloniki: Tpagikég Téxveg, 1995), xiii, xx-xxi, xxxi-xxxii; and
M. Tullii Ciceronis Somnium Scipionis in graecum translatum, ed. Annamaria Pavano, Bibliotheca Athena 29
(Rome: Gruppo Editoriale Internazionale, 1992), xii. T owe thanks to Ivana Dobcheva for sharing with me her
knowledge on the Latin manuscript tradition of Macrobius’ Commentary and especially, as to the characteristic
use of diagrams which traditionally accompany the copies of Macrobius’ text.

* Van Dieten, Entstehung, 114.
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Astronomy, Letters 27, 23, 108, 109, 43, 42, 30, 110, 32, 45, 34, 36, 21, 20, 58, 33, 113, 24, 67, 114,
115, 41, 51, 52, 50, 48, 47, 57, An Oration before Andronikos II in Ionian dialect, Letters 62, 100, 56,
69, 59, 53, 55, 59, 49, 103, 105, 46, 16, 9, 11, 132, 119, 19, 118, An Oration before Andronikos III,
Letters 54, 65, 29, 37, A Letter by Protonotarios Lampenos to Gregoras (ad Gregoram 1), A Letter by
Zarides to Gregoras (ad Gregoram 2), Funeral Oration for Andronikos II, Funeral Oration for
Metochites, Letter 124, Philomatheés or on Arrogant People, Praise of the Almond Tree, A letter to the
wisest Kabasilas concerning the date of Easter (Letter XX in Bezdechi’s edition), Speech of the
Plataean Envoys before the Spartans, Apology to Andronikos II Concerning the Reasons for Refusing
the Office of Chartophylax, Response to Those who Claim that There Is No Humility Among Men
(Antilogia), An Oration before Andronikos II: On Practical Wisdom and Eloquence, An Oration before
Andronikos II, Whose Pretext is the Emperor’s Love for Plato, Letters 117, 157, Life of John of
Herakleia, Letter 46 iterum, Letter 120, a fragment of the Life of John of Herakleia.

The Vaticanus, however, also preserves Maximos Planoudes’ translation into Greek of
Cicero’s Somnium Scipionis (ff. 1r-4r) and Macrobius’ commentary of the latter (ff. 4r-54r,
57r-61r).”” Interestingly, Macrobius’ text is interrupted and ff. 54r-56v are the last three
folia of the seventh and final quire of the first part of the manuscript. These three folia
transmit the following writings by Gregoras and according to van Dieten, were copied by
Gregoras himself:*° Letter 28 Against those who calumniate of astronomy®" (f. 54r-v); Letter 44 to
Lepentrenos in Cyprus (ff. 55r-56r); Letter 25 to the megas logothetes (f. 56r-v); f. 61v is left
blank; Hortatory Letter Concerning Astronomy (ff. 62r-63r). Out of the four letters inserted at
the end of the quire and in between the chapters of Macrobius’ text, two (Letters 28 and the
Hortatory Letter) are written in defense of astronomy and an argument could be made for

their subject matter’s relevance to Macrobius’ text. More importantly, however, I shall

* Modern critical editions of Planoudes’ translations of both texts are available. See M. Tullii Ciceronis
Somnium Scipionis in graecum translatum, ed. Pavano and Md&uov MAavoudn (1255-1305) Tov UTOUVAUATOS EIG TOV
“Oveipov tov Tknmiwvog,” ed. Megas.

#®Van Dieten, Entstehung, 114-115.

1 Gregoras, Letter 28.
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proceed by focusing on the readership of Macrobius’ Commentary itself. Throughout the
treatise, one finds continuous use of onueiwoat signs through which the Byzantine reader
of the text indicated noteworthy passages. The first such ‘bookmark’ we find in the lower
left margin on f. 9v, right above a lambda diagram used to illustrate the creation of the
world’s soul by the demiurge as discussed by Plato in his Timaeus. Both the onueiwoat sign
and the lambda diagram are located next to Macrobius’ Commentary 1 6, 2-3 in which the
latter summarizes the account of the creation of the worlds’ soul from the Timaeus. Thus,
they follow closely Macrobius’ Commentary 1 6, 1 which is a discussion of the number seven.
Though I cannot prove that the marginal bookmark and diagram are penned by Gregoras’
hand, he was certainly in possession of Vat. gr. 116 and read Macrobius as Sbordone has
shown in his analysis of the influences on Gregoras’ short arithmological treatise ONS.**
One also ought to remember that Gregoras had access to other texts dealing with the
creation of the world’s soul such as Plutarch’s On the Generation of Soul in the Timaeus (via
Laur. 70, 5, Par. gr. 1671, and Par. gr. 1672) and Psellos’ On Plato’s Generation of the Soul (via Par.
gr. 2356).

Further, for a second time a onueiwoo sign appears in the left margin of f. 10v in
proximity to Macrobius’ Commentary 1 6, 14-15 where the first paragraph deals with the
numerical symbolism of seven- and nine-month pregnancies, the latter being an argument
Gregoras would make use of in his ONS. The third ‘bookmark’ left by the Byzantine reader is
in the left margin of f. 12v, at the beginning of Macrobius’ Commentary 1 6, 45 which is the
start of a long discussion of the properties of the seventh number. Next, in the upper left
margin of f. 15v, the fourth onueiwoat sign indicates Macrobius’ Commentary 1 6, 79-80 in
which the seven corporeal tissues and the seven visible parts of the body are enumerated.

Finally, the fifth occurrence of the onueiwoat sign in Vat. gr. 116, in the outer margin of f.

2 Gregoras, ONS. I am grateful to Andrds Németh and Inmaculada Pérez Martin who shared with me their
observations on the onuelwoat signs in the Vat. gr. 116 as well as on the possible attribution of any of the
scribal hands in the manuscript to Gregoras.
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20v, refers to certain teaching concerning the structure of the cosmos summarized in
Macrobius’ Commentary I 11, 6. According to this view, the universe is divided in two parts:
an immutable part (from the sphere of the fixed stars to the beginning of the lunar sphere)
and a changeable part (the lunar sphere and the earth). One could find a similar description
in Gregoras’ Letter 28, lines 27-31 and I shall discuss it in detail in the final section of Part II:
Justifications of Astronomy. In addition, it is noteworthy that, according to Bydén, a number
of scholia on ff. 46v, 47r, 47v, 49r and 61r, all of which but the last were not published by
Megas, are, in fact, in Gregoras’ hand. Thus, Bydén argues, not only Gregoras read
Macrobius’ commentary, but also demonstrated a particular interest in Macrobius’

discussion of immortality.””’

Philosophy

In terms of his philosophical studies, Gregoras read Plato and Aristotle and
correspondingly, the contents of his ‘library” include at least six philosophical manuscripts.
First, Gregoras inherited from Metochites the well-known Ms. E. D. Clarke 39 (895) which
preserves twenty-four dialogues by Plato.”® Two other Platonic codices display the
interventions of Gregoras’ hand, namely codd. Vat. gr. 228 and 1029. In addition to Plato’s
works, Vat. gr. 228 also preserves Gregoras’ Letter 5 which, interestingly, has been copied by a
scribe who collaborated with Gregoras also in Palat. Heidelberg. gr. 129 and Vat. gr. 116.”° The
fourteenth-century Vat. gr. 1029 preserves a pinax completed by Gregoras and a number of
marginal notes and remarks concerning textual variants he recorded.”

Further, Gregoras was acquainted with Aristotle’s works on natural philosophy at

% Bydén, Theodore Metochites’ Stoicheiosis Astronomike, 97-98, note 146.

4 Pérez Martin, “La geografia erudita de Constantinopla,” 76, note 104; Bianconi, “La biblioteca di Cora tra
Massimo Planude e Niceforo Gregora,” 414.

% Pérez Martin, “La geografia erudita de Constantinopla,” 76, 79.

¢ Bianconi, “La biblioteca di Cora tra Massimo Planude e Niceforo Gregora,” 417.
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least through Metochites’ paraphrases of the latter. Two manuscripts preserve Metochites’
commentaries and Gregoras’ respective notes. Gregoras added a marginal note on f. 227r in

»7 and in Vat. gr. 303, he wrote the inscriptions on ff. 1r

the fourteenth-century Marec. gr. 239
and 2v, added onueiwoot signs on ff. 175v-177r, 191v, and 321v, penned a title on f. 517r, and
so forth.”® Finally, Gregoras penned a onueiwoat signs also on ff. 1r, 230r*’ in Vat. gr. 506, a

codex that transmits Aristotle’s History of Animals.**

Chapter 4: Gregoras’ Letters. Manuscript Evidence and Editorial Approaches

During Gregoras’ lifetime the majority of his letters, alongside other works of his, were
collected in at least four volumes, namely codd. Vat. gr. 1085, 1086, 116, and 1898. While
inscriptions and notes in Vat. gr. 1085,”*' 1086, 116, and 1898** designate that they were

apparently treated as volumes of a collection of Gregoras’ works,** another notice in Vat. gr.

7 Bianconi, “La ‘biblioteca’ di Niceforo Gregora,” vol. 2, 229-230; Inmaculada Pérez Martin, “El scriptorium de
Cora: un modelo de acercamiento a los centros de copia bizantinos,” in Eniyeiog ovpavds. El cielo en la tierra:
estudios sobre el Monasterio Bizantino, ed. Pedro B4ddenas de la Pefia, A. Bravo Garcia, and Inmaculada Pérez
Martin, Nueva Roma 3 (Madrid: CSIC, 1997), 213, note 33; Bianconi, “Eracle e Iolao. Aspetti della collaborazione
tra copisti nell’eta dei Paleologi,” 521-58; Sev&enko, “Theodore Metochites, the Chora,” 37, note 143.

2% Bianconi, “La biblioteca di Cora tra Massimo Planude e Niceforo Gregora,” 416. See also Thor Sev&enko,
“Some Autographs of Nicephorus Gregoras,” 446.

 Bianconi, “La controversia palamitica,” 340, note 6.

#01bid., 339-340.

21 yat. gr. 1085, f. 1r: Torfuata vikngdpouv tod ypnyopd. fipAiov o’. Vat. gr. 1085, f. 140v: £wg Ode T& x TOD
npwtov PipAiov toT ypnyopd. Nicephori Gregorae epistulae, ed. Pietro Luigi Leone, vol. 1, 2 vols. (Matino:
Tipografia di Matino, 1983), 21.

*2 Vat. gr. 1086, f. 2v: TGV 100 Vikn@dpov tod ypnyopd moinudtwv PipAiov devtepov. Vat. gr. 1086, f. 221v: £wg
e mAnpodvtal T Tod deutépov PipAiov morfuata vikngdpov Tod ypnyopd. ta § £Efic Eotiv & Fypaav Etepot
1pO¢ a0TOV. Nicephori Gregorae epistulae, ed. Pietro Luigi Leone, vol. 1, 2 vols. (Matino: Tipografia di Matino,
1983), 18.

2 Vat. gr. 116, f. 134r: viknedpov tod ypnyopd Pi(pAiov) B

ov)

ov)

24 vat. gr. 1898, f. 218r: vikngdpov tod ypnyopd fi(BAiov) p©V.
> Importantly, out of the four codices only one, Vat. gr. 1085, bears a designation as a ‘first volume’, while the
other three all contain a note that they are featured in the ‘second volume’ of Gregoras’ works. Looking at the
present measurements of the four manuscripts (A = vat. gr. 1086, 235 x 165 mm; B = Vat. gr. 1085, 290 X 205 mm,;
C = Vat. gr. 116, 260 x 177 mm; D = Vat. gr. 1898, 239 x 163 mm), however, only codices A and D, both designated
as parts of the ‘second volume’, have comparable measurements.
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116*° labels it as a collection of his émotoAai kai mpocpwvApata kai Adyor.*’” Alongside the
letters, all four codices include rhetorical exercises, speeches, dialogues, sermons, saints’
lives, and/or poetry authored by Gregoras.

Instead of being arranged together as a coherent epistolary collection, Gregoras’
letters were intermingled with the other writings authored by him (model testaments,
speeches, prooimia to imperial chrysobulls, and so forth) and were seemingly treated
equally, i.e. as any literary text with chiefly rhetorical purpose, though as the note in the
Vat. gr. 116 indicates, the scribe who inserted it was aware that texts of different genres or
with different functions had been put together. Moreover, according to the modern editor
of Gregoras’ letters, Pietro Luigi Leone, criteria used in contemporary fourteenth-century
letter-collections, such as ordering the letters chronologically or according to the
addressee, were not observed*® in the case of Vat. gr. 1086, while the letters in Vat. gr. 1085
were partially arranged according to their addressee. Therefore, the present chapter
focuses on some of the methodological problems related to the editing and, by extension, to
the study of Gregoras’ letters.

* includes 159 letters

The letter-collection, as it was edited by Leone in 1982,
written by Gregoras, and twenty-two letters addressed to him by fourteen contemporaries.
The letters included in the collection cover the period from the early 1320s to the mid-
1350s with letters from the 1330s and 1340s being the most numerous. Gregoras addressed

at least sixty-eight (to seventy-three) different addressees, designated in the collection

#S vat. gr. 116, f 62r.

*7 For a detailed description of the codex, see Mercati and Franchi de’ Cavalieri, eds., “Vat. gr. 116,” 143-148.
For a detailed summary of Nikephoros Gregoras’ works preserved in Vat. gr. 116, see van Dieten, Entstehung,
114-115. Concerning autograph notes and interventions by Gregoras, see Sev¢enko, “Some Autographs of
Nicephorus Gregoras,” 435-450.

%8 Pietro Luigi Leone, “Per I'edizione critica dell’epistolario di Niceforio Gregora,” Byz 46 (1976): 29. Karpozilos
describes Theodore Hyrtakenos’ letter-collection in a similar manner. Its compiler attempted to observe a
chronological order but not systematically. At the same time some letters are seemingly grouped according to
their subject matter. See Apostolos Karpozilos, “The Correspondence of Theodoros Hyrtakenos,” 279.

9 Gregoras, Letters.
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either by name or by title. For thirty-nine letters, the addressee is unknown.

Gregoras’ correspondence, though fully edited in 1982, remains rather neglected by
scholarship and only individual letters have been analyzed.”® The only comprehensive view
of Gregoras’ letter-collection, as well as of the larger body of his texts, remains Rodolphe
Guilland’s Essai sur Nicéphore Grégoras: I'homme et l'ceuvre written in 1926. Gregoras’ epistolary
corpus clearly displays his numerous connections to most of the prominent Byzantine

»! Among others, Gregoras

tigures active during the first half of the fourteenth century.
wrote letters to two emperors - Andronikos II and Andronikos III, to the megas domestikos
and future emperor John Kantakouzenos (who is in fact the person most frequently
addressed in the collection), to the scholar and rhetorician Joseph the Philosopher,”” to the

megas logothetés Theodore Metochites, his mentor, also to Nikephoros Choumnos,*”

Gregory
Akindynos,”* George Lapithes,” Manuel Gabalas,”® and so forth. For the standards of its
time, it is a substantial collection in terms of the number of letters it includes. For the sake
of comparison it is worth mentioning that out of the 280 Greek letter-collections, preserved
from the period between the fourth and fifteenth centuries, only 70 contain more than 15
letters, and out of those 70, only 24 contain more than 100 letters, Gregoras’ collection

being one of them.” In terms of the letters’ outreach, circulation and impact, the number

of addressees alone (between 68 and 107) is quite telling. Moreover, one has to bear in mind

% See, for instance, Pietro Luigi Leone, “Un’ epistola di Nicola Pepagomeno a Niceforo Gregora,” Byz 42 (1972):
523-31; Leone, “A proposito di una lettera del protonotario Nicola Lampeno a Niceforo Gregora.”

! For a full list of Gregoras’ addressees, see Appendix II. The most addressed person in Gregoras’ epistolary
corpus is John Kantakouzenos (20 letters). On how the selection of Gregoras’ epistolary addressees reflects the
political changes in Byzantium between the 1320s and 1360, see Alexander Riehle, “Epistolography, Networks
and Intellectual Discourse (1261-1453),” in Companion to the Intellectual Life in the Palaiologan Period, ed. Sofia
Kotzabassi (Leiden: Brill, forthcoming).

»2 PLP 9078.

3 PLP 30961.

»4PLP 495.

3PLP 14479.

6 PLP 3309.

»7 Michael Griinbart, Epistularum byzantinarum initia, Alpha-Omega 224 (Hildesheim; New York: Olms-
Weidmann, 2001).

51



CEU eTD Collection

DOI: 10.14754/CEU.2014.01

that a letter-collection represents only partially the author’s letter-production, since it
only renders those letters he or she valued worthy of preservation and “publication.”

The circulation of Gregoras’ letters is attested, as well as the fact that they were
performed at public gatherings.”® Gregoras’ contemporary and frequent correspondent
Gregory Akindynos®’ provided a description of the public performance of one of Gregoras’

letters on astronomy:

Indeed, what learned man here was not stirred by the letter which you have
just sent me, not to mention anything else? And while it was being read,
what praise did the listeners not offer you, for many persons were present all
over the place! Who did not leap up? Who did not clap? Thereupon, since I
could not talk to you, I said this to the letter: “Am I the only one to admire
the excellent Gregoras?” And the letter all but cried out, saying: “On the
contrary, not only you, but all those who happen to come in contact with the
man, however little!*®

»% An account of public letter-performance in a theatron is given by Michael Psellos. Stratis Papaioannou,
“Letter-Writing,” 191. On theatra in the Palaiologan period in general, see Herbert Hunger, “Klassizistische
Tendenzen in der byzantinischen Literatur des 14. Jahrhunderts,” in Actes du XIVe Congrés International des
Etudes Byzantines, Bucarest, 6-12 Septembre 1971, ed. M. Berza and E. Stdnescu, vol. 1, 3 vols. (Bucharest: Editura
Academiei Republicii Socialiste RomAnia, 1989), 139-51; Igor P. Medvedev, “The so-Called Theatra as a Form of
Communication of the Byzantine Intellectuals in the 14™ and 15™ Centuries,” in H emkowwvia oto Bu{dvrio:
Tpaktikd Tov B AigBvous Zvumogiov, 4-6 Oktwppiov 1990, ed. N. G. Moschonas (Athens: Kévtpo Bulavtivav
Epeuvwv - EIE, 1993), 227-35; Ida Toth, “Rhetorical Theatron in Late Byzantium: The Example of Palaiologan
Imperial Orations,” in Theatron: Rhetorische Kultur in Spdtantike und Mittelalter = Rhetorical Culture in Late Antiquity
and the Middle Ages, ed. Michael Griinbart, Millennium-Studien zu Kultur und Geschichte des ersten
Jahrtausends n. Chr., Millennium Studies in the Culture and History of the First Millennium C.E 13 (Berlin;
New York: Walter de Gruyter, 2007), 429-48; Przemystaw Marciniak, “Byzantine Theatron - A Place of
Performance?,” in Theatron: Rhetorische Kultur in Spdtantike und Mittelalter = Rhetorical Culture in Late Antiquity
and the Middle Ages, ed. Michael Griinbart, Millennium-Studien zu Kultur und Geschichte des ersten
Jahrtausends n. Chr., Millennium Studies in the Culture and History of the First Millennium C.E 13 (Berlin;
New York: Walter de Gruyter, 2007), 277-85; Niels Gaul, Thomas Magistros und die spatbyzantinische Sophistik.

% Leone's edition includes one letter Gregoras addressed to Akindynos (Letter 99) and six letters the latter
addressed to the former (Letters ad Gr. 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9). Akindynos also dedicated three poems to Gregoras,
one of them referred in particular to Gregoras’ Praise of the Almond Tree. For an edition of the latter, see Silvio
Merecati, “Sulle poesie di Niceforo Gregora,” vol. 1, 151. The other two poems were edited by Leone together
with Gregoras’ letters. For an edition of Gregoras’ Praise of the Almond Tree, see Leone, “Nicephori Gregorae
opuscula nunc primum edita,” 745-751.

0 Gregory Akindynos, Letters of Gregory Akindynos: Greek Text and English Translation, ed. & trans. by Angela
Constantinides Hero, DOT, 7 (Washington, D.C.: Dumbarton Oaks Research Library and Collection, 1983), Letter
2, lines 60-68: tiva y&p T@V map’ NUiv mept Adyoug exdvtwy fiv VOV AUV ENendu@elg EMGTOANYV OUK £86vroev
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The circulation of Gregoras’ writings in general is attested by his Letter 1 addressed to a
certain Pepagomenos. This letter, dated by Rodolphe Guilland to ca. 1330-1335,”" relates
that Gregoras had circulated a volume containing his works. Pepagomenos had requested
that Gregoras sent him said book, but as it was being passed around among Gregoras’
friends, it took some time before the latter was able to forward it to Pepagomenos. Finally,
Gregoras sent the volume to Pepagomenos as a confirmation of their friendship and the
accompanying letter, i.e. Letter 1, requested that Pepagomenos returned the book as soon as

possible:

Since often, on many occasions, you have praised and marveled at my
writings to a great extent and you have searched for the book which contains
them, I am gladly sending it to you, as you see, knowing the purpose of your
inquiry to be none other but the desire to have more material for praises of
me. And if T fulfill my promise late, please forgive, most excellent one; for
since <being given> sometimes to these, sometimes to those of the friends
who asked <for it> in turns, while the book revelled and thus somehow sold
the time to the admirers, not little time escaped unnoticed while it was
wearing off in their possession; you, reproaching them for such actions,
strive to return it to me as quickly as possible.*”

Similarly, Letter 16, possibly addressed to a certain Kalarchon,*” mentions a volume with

(fva tdAAa mapduev); ti &', €neldrinep dveywvwoketo, U t@v evenuiav éxévtwv Mvéxdn oot mpog TtV
GKpOWUEVWY, TOAAGV dnavtnodvtwv kai toAAaxf; Tig & ok énfdnos; tig &’ ovk €kpdtroev; EvBa mpog TV
¢mioToAy, éneldfnep ovk Nv pot TpdG of, Touti SieAéxOnv- “&p’ obv Eudv pdvov Tpnyopdv Bavudlev oV
dpiotov”; 1 8¢ pudvov ok f@iel pwvhy, wg “ovuevodv,” einelv, “€ott T00TO Y, GAN 6mdooig av kal Onwoodv
neipav tavdpog eidngévar supPain.”

! Guilland, Correspondance, 93.

%2 Gregoras, Letter 1, lines 9-18: ’Emel & €mi moAAGV moAAdkig €mi péya dpag te kal Bavpdoag Taud
ouyypaupata ov kal thv £xovoav tabta PiPAov elftrkag, douevol TaUTNV 001 TEUTOUEV, WG OpdG, 00K GAANV
gid6teq eivai oot tfig (NTAoews TV UéBestv A TO HakpoTépav Exetv ¢0éAetv BANnV TGV ka® RuUGV éykwuiwv. gl
d¢ Umeprjuepov TRV Umdoxeowv TavTny Tuel memojueda, ov d¢ oUyyvwbi, PéAtiote mpog yap dAAote
dAAovg TV @idwv Inrovvtwyv €k dadoxg 1 PIPAog kwudlovoa kol TAV Wpav 0UTWOT WG ATEUTOADGA TOIG
gpaotaic, EAabev o0 pikpov £mi tovTolg TpiYaca xpdvov: o & €pyoig avtoic Aéyxwv adTolg, TV Taxiotnv
MUV a0tV dnodolival onobdacov.

5 pLP 92255. Guilland dated this letter c. 1330-1340. See Guilland, Correspondance, 105.
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Gregoras’ works that the addressee had previously borrowed and not returned on time,
thus provoking complaints by other members of Gregoras’ circle who wished to receive the

book as well:

Dionysios, the tyrant of Sicily, did not withhold for such a long time Plato,
whom he summoned in the past from Athens [...], as much as you yourself
are withholding my works <you> sent for. [...] know that you make yourself
odious to not a few of the friends... But you <who are> of the Asclepiads [...],
apply ‘soothing medicines’ upon the suffering, as you return the book to me,

who gave it, without delay.”*

2% six years before editing Gregoras’ letters himself, Pietro

In an article published in 1976,
Luigi Leone reviewed all previous partial editions of Gregoras’ correspondence. The two
most important publications in this regard were Stefan Bezdechi’s edition comprising

¢ and Rodolphe Guilland’s useful summaries of all of

altogether ninety letters (1924)
Gregoras’ letters, accompanied by an edition and a translation into French of twenty-one
missives (1927).”” In his edition Bezdechi was not concerned with the chronology of the
letters or with their addressees. He arranged the letter-sequence in the order it followed in
the manuscripts, namely in codd. Vat. gr. 1086, 116, and 1085.”° In addition to the letters,

Bezdechi included several other works, such as the On the Correction of the Date of Easter

(letter XX),” the dialogue Philomathés (letter LXXXII),”* the On the Soul,”’* as well as orations

4 Gregoras, Letter 16, lines 1-4, 8, 11-12: 008¢ Atovioiog 0 tfig ZikeAlag tOpavvog émi Tocoltov katéoye mdAat
petanepPpduevog Abrvnoev MMAdtwva... ¢’ 8oov katéoxeg adTog ToUG ol petaneppdpevog Adyoug: [...] To01
cautov ovKk OAfyoig t@v @idwv énipBovov o kabiotduevog, [..] GAN AckAnmaddv o0 ye [..], ‘Ama
edpuaka’ {pépwvl} émitiBer td ndber, Toic dolorv Auiv OrepBioewg dvev thv BifAov drodidovc.

% Leone, “Per I'edizione critica dell’epistolario di Niceforio Gregora,” 13-47.

%6 “Nicephori Gregorae Epistulae XC,” ed. Stefan Bezdechi.

7 Guilland, Correspondance.

%% Of the three, Bezdechi considered Vat. gr. 1086 the best witness, followed by Vat. gr. 116 and 1085. He also
consulted Barb. gr. 174, Vat. gr. 228, and Urb. gr. 137.

% “Nicephori Gregorae Epistulae XC,” ed. Stefan Bezdechi: 330-336.

70 1bid., 356-364.

! 1bid., 354.
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addressed to emperor Andronikos II (letters VII, IX, and X).””? Interestingly, in 1924,
Bezdechi treated all of them, except Philomathés, as letters.””” Leone, however, criticized
Bezdechi for mixing the letters with the small tracts and for labelling the latter as
missives.””* For instance, in the case of the On the Soul, Leone edited it as one of Gregoras’
Solutions,”” whereas Bezdechi continued to view it as a letter in his own publication of the
Solutions from 1938.”°

As far as Guilland’s partial edition is concerned, suffice it to note one curious detail.
Guilland listed altogether 161 letters. In 1976, Leone followed the French scholar in his
claim that Gregoras’ collection amounted to 161 missives. In his 1982 edition, however,
Leone edited a total of 159 letters. The difference came from the omission of one letter and
the recategorization of another. The two missives in question are to be found towards the
end of Vat. gr. 1086, namely on ff. 233v-234r and ff. 236r-236v. Though Guilland himself
noted that ff. 222r-234r comprise only letters addressed to Gregoras,”” he still considered
the first letter as penned by the latter and in his summary of the text, indicated that the
probable addressee could be the megas logothetes Theodore Metochites. According to Leone,
ff. 233v-234r represent only a fragment of a letter, “probably not authored by Gregoras,”””®
thus he excluded the text from his edition, and correspondingly, decreased the total

number of the letters in the collection. Finally, in the case of the second letter on ff. 236r-

236v, though described by Guilland as penned by Gregoras, it is in fact addressed to him by

2 1bid., 340, 364-369, 369-372.

7 Though Gregoras’ dialogue was given a number in Bezdechi’s edition (LXXXII), it was not included in the
total sum of the letters, that is, Bezdechi’s publication includes ninety-one texts, but bears the title of Ninety
Letters of Nikephoros Gregoras, thus excluding the Philomathes.

7 Leone, “Per I'edizione critica dell’epistolario di Niceforio Gregora,” 22.

%7 Gregoras, Solutions.

776 Stefan Bezdechi, “Un manuel de philosophie a l'usage des dames. Un échantillon d’“arithmetica
geometrica”,” Anuarul Institutului de Studii Clasice 3 (1938): 1-28.

7 Guilland, Essai sur Nicéphore Grégoras, xxiv.

7% Gregoras, Letters, vol. 1, 20, note 10. It has to be noted, however, that in an earlier publication Leone
described the content of ff. 233v-234r as containing Letter 143 (according to Guilland’s numeration). See

Leone, “Per I'edizione critica dell’epistolario di Niceforio Gregora,” 28.
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Matthew of Ephesos and thus, it was edited by Leone in a different section of his edition.””
It is noteworthy that the so-called fragment of a letter is copied by the same hand that
copied the previous missive, one addressed to Gregoras by Athanasios Lepentrenos.*’

281

Though Gregoras’ letters are preserved in a number of manuscripts,”" in the present

chapter I am interested in two codices in particular: codd. Vat. gr. 1085 and 1086. Vat. gr. 1085

282

preserves seventy-three letters.” Vat. gr. 1086, on the other hand, transmits seventy-four

? Taking into account the letters appearing in both manuscripts, as a two-volume

letters.
collection codd. Vat. gr. 1085 and 1086 transmit altogether ninety-eight letters of Gregoras.
Both manuscripts date to the fourteenth century and are copied by multiple hands. The
first section of Vat. gr. 1085 (ff. 1r-140v) contains only works by Gregoras.”* In addition to
seventeen letters addressed to Gregoras by his correspondents, Vat. gr. 1086 also comprises
solely Gregoras’ works. Both manuscripts, as it has been noted by Guilland, Sev€enko and
Leone, include two notes each indicating that the codex in question represents a respective
volume of Gregoras’ ceuvre.” In both codices the chronology of the letters is not observed
and only in the case of Vat. gr. 1085, Gregoras’ missives are partially organized according to
their addressee.

Importantly, both codices feature corrections made by Gregoras himself.”* In Vat. gr.

1086, one finds Gregoras’ emendations of titles and sentences, corrections written in the

% Guilland’s Letter 144 corresponds to Leone’s Letter 19 addressed to Gregoras.

#%0 PLP 14743.

8! Leone counted twenty-four codices. I include also Vat. gr. 1087, since I argue that the opening hortatory
letter should have been added to Leone’s edition.

2 Seventy-three letters by Gregoras of which two were copied twice; as well as one letter addressed to
Gregoras.

 Seventy-four letters by Gregoras of which three were copied twice; as well as and seventeen letters
addressed to Gregoras.

?** The manuscript contains 237 folia in toto.

% Leone, “Per I'edizione critica dell’epistolario di Niceforio Gregora,” 29-30.

%8 As Karpozilos observed “[b]y the late thirteenth and fourteenth century it was common practice for men of
letters to arrange personally their works for publication.” See Apostolos Karpozilos, “The Correspondence of
Theodoros Hyrtakenos,” 275, note 1.
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margin and within the main body of the text.”” One of his autograph corrections (f. 151r)
can be dated to shortly after 1351. In addition, as Leone pointed out, three of the scribes of

% and two of them, in

Vat. gr. 1086 also participated in the production of Vat. gr. 116
particular, copied Gregoras’ letters.”® Similarly, two of the scribes who copied the folia
containing Gregoras’ works in Vat. gr. 1898 (ff. 217v, 218r-v) participated in the production
of Vat. gr. 1086.”° Moreover, Leone observed, a marginal note in Vat. gr. 1086, in the upper
margin of f. 3r, indicates that the selection of the letters could have been made by Gregoras
himself. In fact, Leone also allowed for the possibility that the note was executed by
Gregoras’ own hand.”” The same marginal note mentions that the letters included in the
volume are similar to small encomia, since they are written to persons of greatness and
honour.”” Such a statement, to my mind, emphasizes the rhetorical nature of the collection
and the fact that the letters it includes are viewed rather as encomiastic speeches, than as
epistolary texts per se. Moreover, both volumes, i.e. codd. Vat. gr. 1085 and 1086, do not
include all of Gregoras’ letters we know of, that is, the editor(s) had a purpose different
from that of collecting everything he ever wrote.”” Comprehensiveness, on the other hand,
is precisely the intention behind the modern edition of his letters by Leone, namely his aim
was to collect and to prepare a critical edition of all extant letters from and to Gregoras.

Gregoras’ letters have been approached comprehensively or less so by three modern

*7 For examples of Gregoras’ autograph corrections and notes in Vat. gr. 1086, see Gregoras, Phlorentios, 37;
Leone, “Per I'edizione critica dell’epistolario di Niceforio Gregora,” 27; Sevéenko, “Some Autographs of
Nicephorus Gregoras,” 445-446; Anthony Littlewood, “An “Ikon of the Soul”: The Byzantine Letter,” Visible
Language 10 (1976): 204; Gregoras, Calcul de Uéclipse de Soleil du 16 juillet 1330, 15-16, among others, On Gregoras’
autograph intervention in Vat. gr. 1085, see Leone, “Per I'edizione critica dell’epistolario di Niceforio Gregora,”
29.

“% Leone, “Per I'edizione critica dell’epistolario di Niceforio Gregora,” 27.

** 1bid., 31.

0 1bid., 31-32.

#!1bid., 29.

22 at. gr. 1086, f. 3r: ai TAelovg T@V évtaliba émoToAGV Tpoc@wvAUATS glol kal olov EykWuia ikpd & T
1po¢ Evdofa kal uéyebog Exovta npdowmna ypdeobat. Gregoras, Letters, vol. 1, 20.

3 A significant number of letters, however, overlap in between codd. Vat. gr. 1085 and 1086, thus, presumably
they have not been intended as complimentary volumes.
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scholars: Bezdechi, Guilland, and Leone. Out of the three, Guilland was the most imposing,
so to speak, by collecting only Gregoras’ letters and those addressed to him, and by
arranging them according to their dating. Both Bezdechi and Leone, on the other hand,
relied on the letter arrangement they found in the manuscripts. They have been more
inclusive as well. For instance, Bezdechi edited the dialogue Philomathés and Gregoras’
orations to emperor Andronikos II as letters. Nevertheless, his “mistake” was an honest
one, since those texts in fact belong to the collection of literary works preserved in codd.
Vat. gr. 1085, 1086, and 116. Leone was inclusive as well, because he edited as an appendix
the poems Gregory Akindynos dedicated to Gregoras which were preserved at the end of
Vat. gr. 1086. Finally, Leone was at the same time exclusive, because he omitted the
Parakletiké and the letter to Demetrios Kabasilas concerning the date of Easter from his

edition.
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PART II: JUSTIFICATIONS OF ASTRONOMY

In the words of Robert Browning, “polymathy is a distinctive feature of Byzantine culture”
and moreover one “not unconnected with the predominant role played by rhetoric.”** And
indeed scholars have often labeled members of the Byzantine educated elite as polymaths
(notably Photios, Michael Psellos, and Theodore Metochites among others), based on the
range and variety of their scholarly pursuits and literary production. Thus, polymathy
appears to be a label with self-evident and straightforward meaning, ascribed to those well
versed in various or all disciplines of the trivium and quadrivium. The intersection of
scientific knowledge and rhetoric, which the notion of polymathy indicates, however, is in
my opinion far from self-explanatory and consequently, it is scrutinized in the present
chapter.

The transposition and use of philosophical or scientific material in a letter raises
questions related to the interaction between content and genre; for instance, in what ways
did Gregoras modify the technical mathematical or astronomical discussions in order to
meet the literary conventions of the epistolary genre? More importantly, the change of
literary form, i.e. of the means of rendering the material, entails a difference in the
intention(s) and purpose(s) of the text and possibly a different audience. As Gregory
Akindynos reported, Gregoras’ astronomical letters were performed publicly in
Thessaloniki; there is also evidence that they were circulating among the circles of
pepaideumenoi in Constantinople and Cyprus. Therefore, it is necessary to examine the
motivation behind Gregoras’ rhetorical strategy of incorporation of philosophical and
scientific elements in letters. Did it aim at maintaining an intellectual discussion? Did it
perform a didactic and/or polemical function? What role did it play in establishing

connections and in accumulating social prestige and achieving social promotion (these

% Robert Browning, “Byzantine Literature,” CR 30, no. 2. New Series (1980): 270-271.
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goals being not mutually exclusive)?

In addition, by comparing scientific letters and treatises, I aim to reconstruct the
implicit epistemological paradigms underlying the main thematic concerns of Gregoras’
letters. Though notorious for his radical skepticism concerning the possibilities for human
reason to achieve firm knowledge,” Gregoras, nevertheless, studied mathematics and
astronomy with remarkable zeal and seriousness which are also reflected in his letters.
Worth mentioning is a group of six astronomical letters (Letters 28, 40, 53, 83, 103, and 114)
the immediate context of which is the astronomical controversy Gregoras was engaged in
during the 1330s. Despite their polemical character, the letters implicitly deal with the
question of how the natural world should be examined and, by extension, with the
definition of science and scientific truth.

Letter 12 offers another example of reflection on the methodological aspects of the
scientific work and the proper methods for conducting it. Letter 6, on the other hand,
employs a detailed mathematical discussion about the way two square numbers are related,
in order to demonstrate the principles of friendship. Thus, the main objective of the
present chapter consists first, in analysis of the intertextual relations between Gregoras’
scientific letters and related scientific texts. Thus, my inquiry examines the “translation” of
technical scientific material into a scientifically informed rhetorical discussion. Second, the
present chapter provides a much needed comprehensive discussion of Nikephoros
Gregoras’ mathematical and astronomical letters, in relation to his general philosophical,

cosmological and epistemological position.

% Bydén, “The Criticism of Aristotle in Nikephoros Gregoras’ Florentius”; Michele Trizio, “On the Byzantine
Fortune of Eustratios of Nicaea’s Commentary on Books I and VI of the Nicomachean Ethics,” in The Many Faces
of Byzantine Philosophy, ed. Katerina lerodiakonou and Bérje Bydén, Papers and Monographs from the
Norwegian Institute at Athens 1 (Athens: The Norwegian Institute at Athens, 2012), 199-224; and

Demetracopoulos, “Nikephoros Gregoras.”
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The Mathematical Sciences in Byzantium: An Overview

Before I proceed to the close reading and analysis of Gregoras’ scientific letters and related
treatises, I shall make some general remarks with respect to their theoretical background,

6

that is, the mathematical sciences in Byzantium,” mathematics and astronomy in

»” There are four major points one ought to emphasize with respect to the

particular.
history of science in Byzantium. First, the mathematical sciences were studied and
practiced as theoretical rather than experimental sciences, whence the certainty and
truthfulness of their results were derived. Other types of knowledge, such as medicine,
pharmacology, and alchemy relied much more on experience, observation, and practice.

Second, scientific study and production grew out of the classical heritage of Greek science

and aimed at its preservation, clarification and emendation.”® A case in point is the period

¢ By ‘mathematical sciences’ I refer to the sciences of the quadrivium, the tetpaktig t@v yadbnudtwy or the
four methods defined by Nikomachos of Gerasa, i.e. arithmetic, geometry, music and astronomy.

»7 Two classical surveys of the history of Greek mathematics are Thomas Little Heath, A History of Greek
Mathematics, 2 vols. (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1921) and Paul Tannery, La géométrie grecque (Hildesheim: Georg
Olms, 1988). See also J. L. Heiberg, Geschichte der Mathematik und Naturwissenschaften im Altertum, Handbuch der
Altertumswissenschaft, 1. Abt., 5 Bd., 2 hilfte (Munich: C. H. Beck, 1960) which treats also Byzantine authors,
including Gregoras, as well as, N. Stuloff, “Mathematik in Byzanz,” Algorismus 1 (1988): 39-62 and Bydén,
Theodore Metochites’ Stoicheiosis Astronomike, 216-262. Similarly, comprehensive background information on
the history of ancient astronomy can be found in Paul Tannery, Recherches sur Uhistoire de l'astronomie ancienne
(Hildesheim; New York: G. Olms, 1976), while Mercier offers a collection of informative articles dealing with
medieval astronomy in Raymond Mercier, Studies on the Transmission of Medieval Mathematical Astronomy,
Variorium Collected Studies Series (Burlington, VT: Ashgate, 2004). For general introduction to Byzantine
mathematical sciences, see Tihon, “Numeracy and Science”; Tihon, “Les sciences exactes a Byzance,” 380-434;
Tihon, “Astrological Promenade in Byzantium in the Early Palaiologan Period,” 265-90; Anne Tihon,
“Certainty, Doubt, and Errors in Byzantine Astronomy,” Early Science and Medicine 7, no. 3 (2002): 292-93, as
well as Nikolaides, Science and Eastern Orthodoxy. On the textual transmission and readership of Byzantine
mathematical texts, see Pérez Martin, “Al calor del texto antiguo.” On late Byzantine astronomy and astrology,
see Pingree, “Gregory Chioniades and Palaeologan Astronomy,” 133-60; Pingree, “The Astrological School of
John Abramius,” 189-215; Pingree, “Some Fourteenth-Century Byzantine Astronomical Texts,” 103-8, and
Magdalino, L'orthodoxie des astrologues. Finally, an integrated perspective regarding the developments in
science and philosophy in Byzantium, during the Palaiologan period in particular, is offered by Mergiali,
L'enseignement et les lettres pendant I'époque des paléologues and by Michel Cacouros and Marie-Héléne
Congourdeau, Philosophie et sciences a Byzance de 1204 a 1453: les textes, les doctrines et leur transmission: actes de la
table ronde organisée au XXe Congreés international d’études Byzantines, Paris, 2001 (Peeters Publishers, 2006).

%% See Pérez Martin, “Al calor del texto antiguo,” 57; Anne Tihon, “Les sciences exactes a Byzance,” 381.
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after 1204, famously characterized by the increased production of compilations of scientific
works whose chief purpose was the preservation of ancient knowledge on the subject, as
well as the renewal of its circulation. It is in this period of proliferation of collections and
compilations that a codification of a “canon of authorities” took place: Nikomachos of
Gerasa (fl. ca. 100) together with Diophantos of Alexandria (fl. ca. 250) became the main
reference for those interested in arithmetic, Euclid (fl. ca. 300 BCE) for the study of
geometry, Heron of Alexandria (the first century CE) and Ptolemy (fl. ca. 130-175) for music
and astronomy.”” It is noteworthy that the period after 1261 until the fall of Constantinople
in 1453 is the period most saturated with scientific production during the Byzantine
millennium.’® Third, one has to bear in mind the lack of institutionalization and support on
behalf of the Byzantine imperial government for the study and practice of the higher
mathematical sciences. This was not the case with medicine, for instance, since the
Byzantine emperors invested in the creation and maintenance of medical schools and
hospitals. The fourth main feature characterizing Byzantine science in particular, as well as
Byzantine learned culture in general, consists in the lack of specialization on behalf of the

301

scholars.”® Higher education in Byzantium was not university-based and did not follow an

established curriculum.*” Thus, those educated Byzantines, who dedicated themselves to

mathematics, typically left their contributions also in the fields of music, astronomy, and

303

philosophy.

Byzantine epistemic discourse inherited both the premise expressed at the

1304 _

beginning of Aristotle’s Metaphysics - namely, “[a]ll men by nature desire to know and

its association with a number of classical Greek concepts related to the acquisition of

#? Pérez Martin, “Al calor del texto antiguo,” 62.

*®Tihon, “Les sciences exactes a Byzance,” 383.

3% Pérez Martin, “Al calor del texto antiguo,” 57.

% See also Constantinides, Higher Education in Byzantium in the Thirteenth and Early Fourteenth Centuries (1204 - ca.
1310).

3% Pérez Martin, “Al calor del texto antiguo,” 57.

3 Aristotle, Metaphysics, 1, 1, 980a21.
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knowledge and denoting desire for learning, philosophical pursuit of wisdom, and erudition
or, reversely, inquisitiveness, meddlesomeness, and nosiness, e.g. toAvudadeia, erlopddera,
and moAvictopia; or moAvmpayuoovvn, @ihompaypoovvr, and mepiepyioa. While the strife
after knowledge was considered accordant to human nature, its intensification and
excessiveness, and their respective ethical implications introduced additional epistemic
discourses such as the determination of licit and illicit fields of study, as well as of useful

** Thus, the two most commonly used terms that express

and useless types of inquiry.
Byzantine attitude towards learning, be it properly scientific (e.g., mathematics, harmonics,
and astronomy), or quasi-scientific (e.g., astrology, magic, and dream interpretation),
namely @ilouddeiar and moAvudadeia, denote multiple meanings: from the positive zeal for
learning (pi\oudOeia) to the sometimes objectionable and unhealthy curiosity (roAvudfeia
is generally meant positively, but on occasion it can be synonymous with nepiepyasia and
ToAumpaypooOv. Moreover, the latter can also be employed in its meaning of a pursuit of
understanding). Though their meaning varies, they both indicate general and all-
encompassing knowledge rather than specialized learning.”*

Scientific works differed not only in terms of their topic, but also in terms of their
literary style. There are, generally speaking, two major groups of scientific texts with
respect to the register they were written in, namely those composed in classicizing Greek
and those written in the vernacular.® The first group usually deals with the so-called
‘noble’ matters, i.e. the advanced theoretical levels of the mathematical sciences. The

second group includes practical and ‘reader-friendly’ manuals such as botanical lists,

astrological prescriptions, and collections of arithmetical problems. The rough division of

%% Cf. Matthew Leigh, From Polypragmon to Curiosus: Ancient Concepts of Curious and Meddlesome Behaviour (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2013), 197.

%% John Duffy, “Reactions of Two Byzantine Intellectuals to the Theory and Practice of Magic: Michael Psellos
and Michael Italikos,” in Byzantine Magic, ed. Henry Maguire (Washington, D.C: Dumbarton Oaks Research
Library and Collection; Distributed by Harvard University Press, 1995), 91.

7 Tihon, “Les sciences exactes a Byzance,” 384.
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the Byzantine scientific texts according to style should be complemented by the addition of
the category of translated works, e.g. from Arabic or Persian. Many times the Byzantine
translations rendered the original word by word and in the case of foreign technical
vocabulary, they preserved it in transliteration instead of providing an equivalent Greek
term.

The mathematical sciences in Byzantium inherited their material and methods from
the Greek mathematics of antiquity and were subsequently influenced by the developments
in Arabic, Persian, Latin, and Jewish science. Mathematics was the foundation of astronomy,
astrology, the computus (i.e. the calculation of the date of Easter), of financial transaction
and architectural construction. Most influential in the studies of the mathematical sciences
in Byzantium were the works of Euclid, Nikomachos of Gerasa, Diophantos of Alexandria,
Apollonios of Perge (d. ca. 190 BCE), Archimedes (d. 212 BCE), Ptolemy, Pappos (fl. ca. 320),
Theon of Alexandria (fl. ca. 360-380), and Heron. Nikomachos famously circumscribed the
cycle of the four mathematical disciplines or tetraktys ton mathematon, namely arithmetic,
geometry, music and astronomy. The works of Euclid, in turn, provided the basis for the
study of geometry and were continuously read throughout the Byzantine millennium.
Evidence for Gregoras’ preoccupation with studying Euclid is the fact that he emended Book
X of Euclid’s Elements by inserting an additional mathematical problem concerning the
construction of a parallelogram.

The importance of Euclidean mathematics in Byzantium is comparable only to the
influence Ptolemaic astronomy exerted on its medieval Greek counterpart. The systematic
exposition of mathematical astronomy in Ptolemy’s Almagest and Handy Tables, as well as
Theon’s commentaries were read continuously in Byzantium, and though during the
thirteenth century the study of the higher mathematical sciences was interrupted for

about a hundred years, astronomy was revitalized and reintroduced towards the end of this
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period.*”

Gregoras’ astronomical activity, as well as the literary production stemming out of
it, were an intrinsic part of one out of two trends characteristic for the development of
astronomical studies during the Palaiologan period. On the one hand, Ptolemaic astronomy
was consciously reintroduced in practice and publicized by several generations of scholars,
most of them connected to the Chora monastery in Constantinople. The main driving force
behind this enterprise was Theodore Metochites (d. 1332), though his work was already
prepared by the efforts of Manuel Bryennios (fl. ca. 1300), Maximos Planoudes (ca. 1255-ca.
1305)*” and George Pachymeres (1242-ca. 1310). Nikephoros Gregoras continued
Metochites’ efforts and then handed over the task to his own students, notably to Isaac
Argyros (d. ca. 1375).”° On the other hand, an alternative trend in the study and practice of
astronomy emerged under the influence of Islamic astronomical works coming mainly from
Tabriz and introduced to Byzantium by Gregory Chioniades (d. ca. 1320) and later on
popularized by scholars such as George Chrysokokkes (fl. ca. 1335-1350), Theodore
Meliteniotes (d. 1393), and John Abramios (fl. 1370-1390).”! Moreover, through the court of
Hugh IV of Lusignan (r. 1324-1359) those who maintained connection with Cyprus, like
Nikephoros Gregoras, had access also to Latin astronomical treatises.*"

Importantly, the revival of Ptolemaic astronomy in Palaiologan Byzantium occurred

in parallel with at least two other, to my mind, potentially significant events. First, it is in

*% In Anne Tihon’s words, Ptolemaic astronomy in Palaiologan Byzantium appeared much more alive than it
had been in late antique Alexandria. See Tihon, “Enseignement scientifique a Byzance,”107.

*” Planoudes made an autograph copy (Edinburgh, Advocates’ Library 18.7.15) of Cleomedes and Aratus. See
Wilson, Scholars, 232.

3% PLP 1285. On Argyros’ activity, see also Mondrain, “Traces et mémoire,” 1-25; Mondrain, “Les écritures dans
les manuscrits byzantins du XIV® siécle. Quelques problématiques,” 157-96; Bianconi, “La controversia
palamitica. Figure, libri, testi e mani,” 337-76; Inmaculada Pérez Martin, “El ‘estilo Hodegos’ y su proyeccién
en las escrituras constantinopolitanas,” SeT 6 (2008): 389-458; Estangiii Gémez, “Saint-Sauveur de Chdra. Un
monastére catholique a Constantinople dans le troisiéme quart du XIV® siécle,” 140-97.

1 Paul Magdalino, “The Byzantine Reception of Classical Astrology,” in Literacy, Education and Manuscript
Transmission in Byzantium and beyond, ed. Catherine Holmes, Judith Waring (Leiden: Brill, 2002): 33-57.

*? David Pingree, “The Byzantine Version of the ‘Toledan Tables’: The Work of George Lapithes?,” DOP 30
(1976): 85-132.
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the late thirteenth-early fourteenth century that one of the seminal Latin medieval
cosmological texts was translated into Greek by Maximos Planoudes, namely Macrobius’
commentary on Cicero’s Somnium Scipionis.’” In her critical edition of Planoudes’
translation of Cicero’s Somnium Scipionis, Annamaria Pavano listed seven fourteenth-
century manuscripts transmitting the translation in question: Vat. gr. 116, 1r-4r and 57r-61r;
Par. suppl. gr. 1101, ff. 71r-75v; Par. gr. 1000, ff. 268r-274r; Marc. gr. Z 508 (the fourteenth-
fifteenth centuries), ff. 1r-7r; Monac. gr. 439 (the fourteenth-fifteenth centuries), ff. 59r-74v;
Monac. gr. 495 (the fourteenth-fifteenth centuries), ff. 204v-210v; Vat. gr. 115 (the fourteenth
or fifteenth centuries), ff. 1r-10r.>** Three of them render also Planoudes’ translation of
Macrobius’ commentary: Vat. gr. 116, Marc. gr. Z 508, and Vat. gr. 115. Vat. gr. 116, as it was
discussed earlier, is Gregoras’ autograph and contains predominantly his writings. Thus,
Gregoras was familiar with Planoudes’ translations and, as Sbordone has shown, he further
appropriated them in his short arithmological treatise dedicated to the number seven.
Secondly, it ought to be mentioned that the Palaiologan Ptolemaic revival, regarding
astronomy, closely followed the translation of Ptolemy’s Almagest into Latin, first from
Greek in 1160 and then, from Arabic by Gerard of Cremona around 1175. Thus, the
Ptolemaic planetary system of eccentrics and epicycles came to the fore of Latin astronomy
only in the thirteenth century,’ that is, less than a century before it was revisited in

Byzantium. Thus, it is worth exploring to what extent the Palaiologan revival of Ptolemy

3 See Wilson, Scholars, 230. Planoudes translated also Cicero’s Somnium Scipionis. On translations of
philosophical texts from Latin to Greek in the thirteenth century, see Bérje Bydén, “Strangle Them with
These Meshes of Syllogisms!’: Latin Philosophy in Greek Translations of the Thirteenth Century,” in Interaction
and Isolation in Late Byzantine Culture: Papers Read at a Colloquium Held at the Swedish Research Institute in Istanbul,
1-5 December, 1999, ed. Jan Olof Rosenqvist, Swedish Research Institute in Istanbul Transactions 13 (Stockholm,
London, New York: Swedish Research Institute in Istanbul, 2004), 133-57. Modern critical editions of
Planoudes’ translations of both texts are available. See M. Tullii Ciceronis Somnium Scipionis in graecum
translatum, ed. Pavano and Md&wuov MAavoddn (1255-1305) Tov vmouvnuUaToS €1 Tov “Ovelpov Tov Tknmiwvog,” ed.
Megas.

3 M. Tullii Ciceronis Somnium Scipionis in graecum translatum, xii-xiv.

* Gabriela Ilnitchi, ““Musica Mundana,” Aristotelian Natural Philosophy and Ptolemaic Astronomy,” Early
Music History 21 (2002): 50-51.
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was motivated by the parallel developments in the west.**

Finally, one also ought to bear in mind that the increased interest in Ptolemaic
astronomy during the Palaiologan period happened simultaneously to the rediscovery of
Ptolemy’s Geography in the end of the thirteenth century.’”” The driving force behind the
revival of Ptolemaic geography in Palaiologan Byzantium was, once again, the activity of
Maximos Planoudes who in 1295 successfully acquired and reedited Ptolemy’s treatise.
Worth mentioning are two codices containing the Geography: 1) Vat. gr. 177, dated to the end
of the thirteenth century, which was in Planoudes’ possession while he was residing at the
monastery of Christ Saviour in Chora; 2) and Vat. gr. 191, a thirteenth or fourteenth-century
manuscript containing in addition a number of astronomical works. Both manuscripts do
not include any maps; however, they both contain notes indicating that the codices were
supposed to comprise twenty-six or twenty-seven maps respectively. The three oldest
manuscript witnesses of Ptolemy’s Geography containing maps date to the late thirteenth
century and are also associated with Planoudes’ editorial activity, namely codd. Urbinas gr.
82 with twenty-seven maps, Seragliensis 57, and Fragmentum Fabricianum Graecum. In sum,
Maximos Planoudes was actively engaged not only in reestablishing the mathematical
sciences in Byzantium, but he was also behind the restored interest in Ptolemy, not only as
an authority on astronomy, but also as a supreme example of geography and cartography.
Finally, Planoudes actively translated Latin texts into Greek, and, although his translations
of Augustine’s On the Trinity and Boethius’ The Consolation of Philosophy are considered of
larger significance, for the purposes of the present study, most important is his rendition of

Cicero’s Somnium Scipionis and Macrobius’ relevant commentary.’® Planoudes’ scholarly

316 For some remarks on the subject, see Bydén, “‘Strangle Them with These Meshes of Syllogisms!’,” 135-137.
*' Dilke, “Cartography in the Byzantine Empire,” 258-275.

38 On Planoudes’ translation of Cicero’s Somnium Scipionis, see Wolfgang O. Schmitt, “Lateinische Literatur in
Byzanz. Die Ubersetzungen des Maximos Planudes und die moderne Forschung,” Jahrbuch der ésterreichischen
byzantinischen Gesellschaft 17 (1968): 127-48; Annamaria Pavano, “Caratteri stilistici della traduzione planudea
del Somnium Scipionis,” Sileno 14 (1988): 157-69; Elisabeth Fisher, “Planoudes, Holobolos, and the Motivation
for Translation,” GRBS 43 (2002): 77-104.
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projects are significant not only because part of his library remained at Chora and
consequently was available to Metochites and Gregoras, but also because the results of his
work on astronomy in combination with his translations of Cicero and Macrobius may have

influenced later Byzantine cosmological theories.

Chapter 1: The Hortatory Letter concerning Astronomy

In order to study the configurations of the fixed stars, the movements and conjunctions of
the five planets, the positions of the two luminaries, the sun and the moon, with respect to
the earth and to each other, one would use an astrolabe, an astronomical instrument known
probably since the second century CE*” which converted with the help of stereographical
projection the three-dimensional celestial sphere visible from a defined geographical
latitude into a dynamic two-dimensional map of the sky projected on the equatorial plane.
Though only one Byzantine astrolabe survives today,” there are descriptions of the
instrument, depictions, as well as treatises and diagrams dedicated to its construction and

321

usage preserved in numerous Byzantine codices.’”® One such description, a favorite among

3 Otto Neugebauer, “The Early History of the Astrolabe. Studies in Ancient Astronomy IX,” Isis 40, 3 (1949):
240.

% Nikolaides, Science and Eastern Orthodoxy, 88: “In effect, the only Byzantine instruments that have been
conserved to our day are an astrolabe of Persian inspiration, constructed in 1062, and fragments of another
astrolabe.”

! The treatise on the astrolabe composed by John Philoponos (d. ca. 570), as well as the earlier description of
the instrument by Synesios (d. ca. 413), served as models for Palaiologan contributions on the subject such as
Nikephoros Gregoras’ On the Construction of the Astrolabe (in two redactions), as well as the works by Isaak
Argyros and Theodore Meliteniotes. The actual observational use of astronomical instruments in Byzantium is
also attested. One such instance is contained in a lengthy marginal note on f. 275r in codex Laurentianus 28, 16,
authored probably in 1389 in Constantinople, by the astronomer and astrologer John Abramios. John
mentioned that with the help of a diopter, he observed one of the fixed stars, namely the Southern Crown,
and calculated its longitude. Then, he reported adjusting his astrolabe accordingly and calculating the time of
night when his observation was recorded. The estimation of the precise hour was confirmed by the sound of a
clock. Gregoras also made use of the astrolabe. As Sev&enko pointed out, Gregoras inserted a correction in the
margin of f. 159v of Vat. gr. 165 in which he suggested a different value regarding the spring equinox of March
17, according to what he had determined with the help of an astrolabe. See Sev&enko, Etudes, 117, note 2.
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scholars discussing shadow projection with respect to Byzantine art, comes from the works

of Nikephoros Gregoras:

The delineation of a sphere on a flat plane is similar to painting. For just as

the painters seek to imitate objects exactly, not according to their true

properties, but [...] so as to make them visually more plausible, so, too, the

geometricians and astronomers delineate on a flat plane solid objects, such

as octahedrons and cubes and all spherical bodies, like stars, the heavens,

and the earth.””
The excerpt comes from the second redaction of Gregoras’ treatise on the construction of
the astrolabe, published by Delatte in 1939. For his edition Delatte used one fifteenth-
century manuscript, namely Baroccianus 166 (ff. 230r-236v) which contained also the first
redaction of Gregoras’ treatise. The second redaction, however, is preserved also in a
fourteenth-century manuscript, namely Vat. gr. 1087 (ff. 312v-320v), which was unknown to
Delatte at the time. Codex Vat. gr. 1087 has gained considerable attention recently mostly
due to the fact that it is one of the very few illuminated Byzantine astronomical
manuscripts.” For the purposes of the present study, the Vaticanus is important, since it is

also an example of Nikephoros Gregoras’ editorial practice. The miscellaneous astronomical

codex was assembled during the first half of the fourteenth century and Gregoras, assisted

%22 Cyril Mango, ed. and transl., Art of the Byzantine Empire: Sources and Documents, Englewood Cliffs, 1972,
254. Gregoras, Astrolabica B, line 19-29: {wypagia ydp tig €otv 1 év eémmnédw tfig o@aipag kataypaer: Oomep
o0V ol {wypd@ot TV uév uiunowv dxpipf t@v mpayudtwy énefyovrar ob kad’ Soov me@ikacty #xovta, GAN’
So0oV EMYIVAOOKEWY TOVG PAETOVTAG KATA TO EPIKTOV GvOpwTivy QUOEL Kol VOV UEV TG TOV DPIOTEYDV OIKIDV
uAkn, vov 8¢ ta TAdTn deikviouot cuoTeAAGUEVE g Kal TTpOg €xutd cuvi{dvovTa KaTd Te TO XPEIDES TAG
TEXVNG Kal dua TtAig €¢ SYnv mbavwtépag ouykatabéoews, oUTw Kal YEWUETPAL Kal GOTPOVOUOL TV TOV
OTEPEQDV €V EMMESW TO10UVTAL KATAYPAPH Y, OKTAEdpd @nut Kai KOPoug, GoTEPAC Te Kal oUpavov Kal yiv Kal
TavTa 60X TOV CWUETWY 6QalpiKd.

’% Gregoras, “Astrolabica B.”

3 See for instance Fabio Giudetti and Anna Santoni, eds., Antiche stelle a Bisanzio: Il codice Vaticano greco 1087,
Seminari e convegni, 32 (Pisa: Edizioni della Normale, 2013), a monograph that resulted from a conference
organized by the Illuminated Astronomical Manuscripts research group at the Scuola Normale Superiore in
Pisa in February 2012 and dedicated to this same manuscript.
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by members of his scholarly circle, was the driving force behind its production.’” Both the
choice and the arrangement of the texts confirm it, as well as the numerous autographical

notes and corrections Gregoras inserted in the margins.**

Manuscript Tradition

The Vaticanus clearly is the result of an editorial effort to create a collective volume
dedicated to the study of astronomy. It opens with an introductory letter, Gregoras’
Hortatory Letter concerning Astronomy,’” addressed to his mentor Theodore Metochites. Right
after, follows Metochites’ own major astronomical opus, namely Stoicheiosis Astronomiké
(Elements of Astronomy).”® Some of the fundamental astronomical texts used in Byzantium
were included next, e.g. Theon of Alexandria’s commentary on Ptolemy’s Almagest, and
finally, the edition was completed by the second redaction of Gregoras’ treatise on the
construction of the astrolabe. The latter was meant to amend his first attempt to tackle the
subject and indeed, though sections of the first redaction were included, their order was
reshuffled, further corrections were made and an entirely new passage was included at the

end of the work, once again written in Gregoras’ own hand on f. 320v. The Vaticanus, I argue,

% Inmaculada Pérez Martin has dated the autograph Vat. gr. 1087 to the 1330s, based on the identification of
the hand of the scribe John who collaborated with Gregoras in a number of manuscripts dating to this
particular decade. According to Thor Sevéenko and his dating of Gregoras’ second redaction of his treatise On
the Construction of the Astrolabe, namely the one preserved in Vat. gr. 1087, the Paraklétike’s date of publication
should be established at some point after 1332 (the death of emperor Andronikos II) and before 1335 (before
Andronikos 11 was “forgotten”). For dating and comprehensive codicological description of the Vaticanus, see
Mariella Menchelli, “Struttura e mani del Vat. gr. 1087 (con osservazioni palaeografiche sul copista C e il Marc.
gr. 330),” in Antiche stelle a Bisanzio: il codice Vaticano greco 1087, ed. by Fabio Giudetti and Anna Santoni, Seminari
e Convegni, 32 (Pisa: Edizioni della Normale, 2013), 17-56.

%26 Daniele Bianconi, “La “biblioteca” di Niceforo Gregora,” in Actes du Vle Colloque International de Paléographie
Grecque (Drama, 21-27 septembre 2003), ed. by B. Atsalos and N. Tsironi (presented at the Ve Colloque
International de Paléographie Grecque (Drama, 21-27 septembre 2003), Athens: Société Hellenique de Reliure,
2008), 417.

%" Hereafter, I refer to the independently transmitted text as Hortatory Letter or Parakletike, whereas 1 denote
the version transmitted as part of Gregoras’ History as Hortatory Discourse.

3% Bydén, Theodore Metochites’ Stoicheiosis Astronomike.
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intended, among other things, to preserve Metochites” astronomical ceuvre and to reaffirm
its monumentality by incorporating it in the canon of Ptolemaic astronomy. Gregoras
framed the volume’s contents by his own works, executed fully or partially in his hand, thus
inserting his authorial presence and scientific expertise in close proximity to the
authoritative texts he had assembled. Moreover, by putting his mentor's astronomical
ceuvre, as well as his own treatise, together with seminal ancient works on astronomy,
Gregoras ensured the preservation and the wider circulation of the Palaiologan texts as
they would profit from the scholarly demand for the former.”” Subsequently, Gregoras
incorporated the introductory Hortatory Letter in Book VIII, 7 of his Historia Rhomaikeé.”® This
section of the History, perhaps the most saturated with scientific discussions, included
another short astronomical discourse inserted in Book VIII, 13, namely Gregoras’ exposition
on the date of Easter addressed to Demetrios Kabasilas.”

The inclusion of a number of interpolated treatises, orations and letters is
characteristic for Gregoras’ History. Thus, each of those texts is preserved through at least
two distinct lines of transmission: independently and as part of the History. The Hortatory
Letter Gregoras addressed to Theodore Metochites makes no exception. Needless to say,
numerous manuscripts transmit it as part of the History. I am aware, however, of only four
fourteenth-century manuscripts that transmit it independently. Three of them were listed
by Rodolphe Guilland: 1) Vat. gr. 1085 (ff. 49v-51r);*** 2) Vat. gr. 1086 (ff. 123r-124v);*** and 3)

Vat. gr. 1087 (f. 1r-v).”* One ought to add 4) Vat. gr. 116 (ff. 62r-63r).*> Guilland observed that

* According to Bianconi, similar result was intended by Gregoras’ interventions on ff. 2v and 4r in Vat. Urb. gr.
102 whose objective was to ensure the continuity of the newly (in the fourteenth century) added excerpts to
Polybius’ Excerpta antiqua on ff. 1r-2r, which were to circulate together with the tenth-century body of the
codex. See Bianconi, “La ‘biblioteca’ di Niceforo Gregora,” vol. 2, 231.

3 Gregoras, History, vol. 1, 322, line 19-327, line 5.

*!1bid., vol. 1, 364, line 13-372, line 18.

%2 Guilland, Essai sur Nicéphore Grégoras, xxi.

3 1bid., xxiii.

¥ According to Maurizio Paparozzi’s transcription of the respective entry from David Colville’s catalogue
(namely, on Ambrosianus Q 114 sup.) that lists the manuscripts at the Real Biblioteca at El Escorial preserving
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the version of the text preserved in the three manuscripts listed by him is identical to the
one transmitted as Book VIII, 7 of Gregoras’ History, the major difference being that while
codd. Vat. gr. 1085 and 1086 render the text as a speech, Vat. gr. 1087 transmits the text as a
letter.”® Vat. gr. 116 transmits the Hortatory Letter under the title of t@® peydAw Aoyobétn
napakAnTikr mepl tiig dotpovouiag (f. 62r), i.e. the superscription does not include the
indicator €miotoAn as in the Vat. gr. 1087 (f. 1r), but similarly to the copies in Vat. gr. 1085 (f.
49v) and Vat. gr. 1086 (f. 123r), it mentions Metochites as the addressee of the Parakletike. In
his introduction to Schopen’s edition of Gregoras’ History, Jean Boivin also mentioned the
Paraklétike and its function as an introductory letter to Metochites” astronomical oeuvre
preserved in Vat. gr. 1087. He was also aware that the part of the History, VIII, 7, preserved as
a discourse addressed to the megas logothetes in Vat. gr. 1086, had an identical beginning as
the introductory letter and thus, hypothesized that they could be one and the same text.*”
Due to the fact that the version preserved in Vat. gr. 1087 is Gregoras’ autograph, no
more attention was devoted to the copies of the text in the other three Vatican
manuscripts. The Paraklétiké was mentioned by Karl Krumbacher and Herbert Hunger as an
unpublished letter of recommendation (Empfehlungsbrief) for astronomy, intended to serve
as a preface to Metochites’ Elements of Astronomy.”® In his catalogue of Gregoras’ writings,

van Dieten listed the so-called Bitte um Einweihung in die Astronomie included in Gregoras’

Gregoras’ works, the Paraklétiké was transmitted independently also by cod. Escor. A. VI 16, lost after the
infamous fire in 1671 and nowadays cod. Upsaliensis gr. 8, dated to the 1480s. It has been most recently
described in Eva Nystrém, Containing Multitudes: Codex Upsaliensis Graecus 8 in Perspective (Uppsala: Uppsala
Universitet, 2009). See an earlier description of the codex in Soffa Torallas Tovar, “De codicibus Graecis
Upsaliensibus olim Escurialiensibus,” Erytheia, 15 (1994): 224-242. For Paparozzi’s transcription of Colville’s
entry, see Maurizio Paparozzi, “Nota sul perduto codice escorialense degli “Antirrhetici Posteriores” di
Niceforo Gregoras,” Aevum 48 (1974): 375-376.

% For a complete list of the manuscripts that transmit the Hortatory Letter independently, see Van Dieten,
Entstehung, 138-139.

¢ Guilland, Essai sur Nicéphore Grégoras, xxiv.

7 See Boivin in Gregoras, History, vol. 1, xlvii.

%% Karl Krumbacher, Geschichte der byzantinischen Litteratur: von Justinian bis zum Ende des ostrémischen Reiches,
527-1453, Handbuch der klassischen Altertumswissenschaft 9, 1 (Munich: Beck, 1897), 623; Hunger, Die
hochsprachliche profane Literatur, vol. 2, 250.

72



CEU eTD Collection

DOI: 10.14754/CEU.2014.01

History among Gregoras’ rhetorical writings.” Then, he noted the latter’s letter to
Metochites preserved in Vat. gr. 1087, i.e. the Paraklétike, as one of his astronomical
treatises.’® Though van Dieten indicated that in terms of their content both texts are the
same, he nevertheless, did not fail to reflect their different contexts and corresponding
functions (rhetorical and scientific respectively).”' Nystrom also attempted to categorize
the ’EmiotoAn Tpnyopd mpOg TOV c0@WTATOV PEYAV AOYOBETNV TAPAKANTIKY| Tept THG
aotpovouiag preserved on ff. 299v-301v of cod. Upsaliensis gr. 8 (c. 1480s). While
acknowledging the astronomical subject matter of the text, she collocated it among the

rhetorical or oratory texts transmitted by the Upsaliensis.***

Editorial Approaches

Transmitted independently, the Hortatory Letter is conceived as a letter - an introductory
epistle to a collected volume of astronomical works in the particular case of Vat. gr. 1087. It,
however, remains unedited as such, and thus, formally “excluded” from the modern edition
of Gregoras’ letter-collection. Moreover, Leone made the same choice regarding Gregoras’
letter to Demetrios Kabasilas,” concerning the date of Easter, which was published by
Bezdechi as Letter XX and was partially inserted in Gregoras’ History. Leone’s omission may
be due to the fact that an almost identical version of the Paraklétiké was already available in
Schopen’s edition of Gregoras’ History. It is also possible that the Parakletike was not

understood as a letter by Leone. It could be read either as an introduction in epistolary

* Gregoras, Rhomdische Geschichte, vol. 1, 46.

0 1bid., vol. 1, 50.

! Nikephoros Gregoras, Rhomdische Geschichte. Historia Rhomaike, trans. Jan Louis van Dieten, vol. 2, 6 vols.,
Bibliothek der griechischen Literatur, 8 (Stuttgart: Anton Hiersemann, 1979), 151, note 74. According to Van
Dieten, “[w]as Gregoras hier als “Vortrag” vor dem GroRlogotheten présentiert, ist auRerhalb des
Geschichtswerkes als Brief an Metochites oder auch als Vorwort zu dessen GrundriR der Astronomie
iiberliefert.”

2 Nystrém, Containing Multitudes, 133-134.

33 PLP 92223,
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form (the function it serves in the Vat. gr. 1087) or as a hortatory discourse, a speech
inserted by Gregoras in his History.

Both Leone and Guilland, in their respective studies of the manuscript tradition of
Gregoras’ letters relied heavily on the evidence provided by codd. Vat. gr. 1085, 1086, and
116, the first two being perceived as two volumes of Gregoras’ collected works.*** Letters,
funerary orations, eulogies, dialogues, meletai and other literary works penned by Gregoras
alternate in the three codices. Such an arrangement of Gregoras’ letters in three of the
most important manuscript witnesses of his epistolary corpus, i.e. letters and other
rhetorical texts by the same author are intermingled, raises a number of questions. For
instance, why is the Paraklétike not considered a letter and rather a discourse, since first,
Vat. gr. 1087 already transmits it as such, and second, codd. Vat. gr. 1085, 1086, and 116
transmit it before, after, or in between a group of Gregoras’ letters and at the same time
preserve the indication of its addressee (i.e. the megas logothetes), as well as the feminine
form “mapakAntikn” <sc. £mioToAr)>, as opposed to “mapakAntikog” <sc. Adyog>? In fact, the
same arguments in favour of the epistolary nature of the Paraklétiké can be put forward
having in mind its copy transmitted in the Upsaliensis gr. 8. According to Nystrom, however,

3% and if it were not for

“the text shows very few signs of adhering to the epistolary genre
its heading, "EmiotoAn Tpnyopd mpog tov cogpwtatov uéyav AoyoOétnv mapakAntiky, “one
would never have suspected it to be a letter at all.”** She goes further in stating that the
most suitable place for Gregoras’ oration, “considering its adulatory appeal and high-flown

rhetoric,”" would be the one it occupies in Vat. gr. 1087, namely that of an introduction to

 Possibly, Vat. gr. 116 also resulted from an attempt to collect Gregoras’ works. According to the description
in Mercati and Franchi de’ Cavalieri, eds., “Vat. gr. 116,” 146, the following note in the upper margin of f. 134r
was deleted: “Niknedpov tob Tpnyopd Pu(PAiov) B(**).” Moreover, identical note is found on f. 218r in Vat. gr.
1898. See also Nicephori Gregorae epistulae, ed. Pietro Luigi Leone, vol. 1, 2 vols. (Matino: Tipografia di Matino,
1983), 24.

5 Nystrém, Containing Multitudes, 133-134.

**¢ 1bid., 134.

7 1bid.
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Metochites’ astronomical ceuvre.”® One ought to mention also that in the codex Upsaliensis,
the Parakletike is transmitted in a codicological unit comprising a selection of letters (by
Basil the Great, Libanios, and Gregory of Nazianzos) and of two speeches excerpted from
Josephus’ The Jewish War.””® Thus, the compiler of the unit, Theodore, could have perceived
Gregoras’ Paraklétike either as letter or as an oration, both options being equally plausible.
In fact, the Parakletike’s highly rhetorical style does not prove or disprove its
adherence to the epistolary canon. A comparison of the Hortatory Letter to the rest of the
letters Gregoras addressed to Theodore Metochites (especially Letters 24a and 26), renders
the style of the Paraklétike very much similar to the rest of the missives. The three texts in
question share and develop two common rhetorical lines. First, they are all written in order
to praise their distinguished addressee. Letter 26 describes Gregoras’ search for “all wisdom”
which he holds in higher esteem than “all happiness in the past.” Gregoras’ quest for all-
encompassing knowledge finds its resolution with the help of divine providence, as it were,

when he makes Metochites’ acquaintance:

God, the one who widens the narrow straits and demonstrates the things
difficult to procure <to be> easy, gave me the desired thing, providing it
without any trouble. The logos hints at you in every way and <I am> so much
more full of hope, so much that I would not be able to find <another such
person> not even if I go around the entire earth together with the sea. Thus,
I exhorted myself to present myself at your gates in future, as a hopeful
suppliant, wishing very much to enjoy to satiety the feast of your mind.’*

8 For the sake of comparison, see a different interpretation of the ‘indication-of-an-addressee’ criterion in
Kiapidou, “Chapters, Epistolary Essays and Epistles. The Case of Michael Glykas’ Collection of Ninety-Five
Texts in The 12" Century,” 55, 57. In her analysis of Michael Glykas’ ninety-five-texts collection, Kiapidou
borrows 1. Sykoutris’ methodological principle that “neither the length of a text not its content suffices to
justify whether it is a piece of writing addressed to a specific person or an epistle. The basic distinctive feature
is the introductory form of address. In the essays addressed to a person the name of the recipient is given in
the first line of the text. This is not the case in the epistles: the name of recipient already appears in the title
[..]”

9 Nystrém, Containing Multitudes, 98.

30 Gregoras, Letter 26, lines 5-12: 0e0¢ 8¢ 0 td te otevd mAatUvwV kKal ebmopa detkvig t& Svomdpiota, To
nofoluevov drovov @épwv pot didwotv. o¢ 8¢ Tadvtwe 6 Adyoc atvittetat kal TocoUTw AoV Ti¢ EAntidoc, Soov
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Thus, Metochites’ image is construed as a source of all wisdom and consequently, the
second rhetorical intention of the letter is developed, namely Gregoras’ plea to partake in
Metochites’ learning in order to quench his thirst for knowledge. Letter 24a as well is a full-
blown panegyric of Metochites which once again emphasizes his all-encompassing
knowledge. Gregoras stresses his mentor’s multiple and diverse talents and occupations,
thus underlining the vastness and comprehensiveness of the latter’s knowledge of rhetoric,
poetry, astronomy, politics, and philosophy. Furthermore, Gregoras states that “Homer,
Plato, Ptolemy, and Plutarch, together with those who were great disciples of wisdom, are
resurrected to be united now in the single body of yours [i.e. of Metochites].”*' Similar
rhetoric of praise, with a focus on Metochites’ all-pertaining wisdom, in this case, however,
embodied in his Elements of Astronomy, one finds also in Gregoras’ Letter 23.>*

Returning to Gregoras’ Hortatory Letter, one of the main intentions of the Parakletiké
as an independent work was also, like in Letter 26, to praise Metochites’ excellence in the
practice of astronomy, as well as to appeal to him to share his knowledge on the subject,
thus complying with the universal law of friendship. The Hortatory Letter follows roughly
the following line of reasoning: 1) The pleasant things in life are by nature distributed
unevenly. 2) This inequality preconditions the existence of mutual affinity between those

who lack and those who possess, those who ask for something and those who provide it:

If the nature were able to distribute all the pleasures in the life equally to all,
their inquiry would have been perhaps unlovely and not painstaking and
henceforth, then it would happen easily that the relations of mutual love be

o0k &v, 008 el macav &v mepifiABov yiijv ouod Te kai BdAattay, gixov e0pelv. TadTy Tol Kail PG TAiC oaig TOD
Aowrod kabficBat B0paig Epavt® Tapfveosa, TavL ol 6@ddpa IkETNV eDEATIOX TAG ofic AoyikTg doAeAaukéval
tparnédne £¢ k6pov PefovAnuévoc.

! Gregoras, Letter 24a, lines 41-44: [...] “Ounpov kal MAGtwva kai Mtolepaiov kai TTAoUTapxov kai 6pol tovg
8oo1 peydAng Bracdtar cogiag Unfipéav, dvaotdvtag év Vi T@ o6 EuveAnAvdévat odpatt viv [...]

2 For a partial English translation of the relevant passage from Letter 23, see Theodore Metochites on Ancient
Authors and Philosophy, 270-271.
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severed. Now, since it was necessary that the pleasures be mixed again with

the sorrows [...]; and on the one hand, this one asks for, that one gives, on the

other, and vice versa; and both <happen> through all time; and this becomes

a law of friendship and a bond [...]**
The interactions between the one in need and the one satisfying it express the law of
friendship which permeated not only human society, but also bonded the land, the sea and
the rivers. If someone blessed with good abstained from distributing it, he committed
injustice and moreover, he was establishing the evil as a law. For, “nothing good comes to
no one from the providence for the sake of a single person to receive it, namely, as the light
does not <come> to the sun so that it alone would profit from it.”** If things were to exist
permanently and people were to be immortal, one could think otherwise with respect to
sharing the good. This not being the case, however, some people were concerned with
perpetuating their name. In an age “barren” (aiwv dkaprov) and “void of wisdom” (€pnudv
Te so@lag andong), as Gregoras described it, Metochites appeared as an “excellent image of
nature” (kpatiotnv eikdva @Ooewg), “a moon among stars and a fire in frost and winter”
(ceMivnVv €v dotpdot kal {OTUPOV €V KPUUD Kal Xelp@vi); also “a great aid for all, inasmuch
as <he was> helping the great emperor, just like those who observe the pole star and the
Great Bear <help> the steersmen.”* Since even the glory of the great men of the past faded
away quickly, Gregoras was concerned with the preservation of Metochites’ memory. Thus,
he appealed to him “to give a share of <his> adornment to the motherland like the likes of

Lykourgos and Solon; <to> honor this famous city like the likes of Socrates and Plato

3% Vat. gr. 1087, f. 1r, my own transcription: ei uév éniong draotv dravra & tod plov Tepmva Siavéuety eixev 1
@volg, &vépactoc &v v dHmov ye kai dralaimwpog 1 Tobtwv (ATnolg kal pdota 8t ToOVTEDPeV THg
@AaAAnAlag onotéuvesbar EuvéPaive tovg Adyouc. viv & Emerdr) €del dvakekpdoBal Toic Avmnpoic td ndén
[..Jxkad {ntei pév obrog, 8idwot & ékeivoc kal Todvavtiov addic kai S1d mavtdg Ekdrepov: kal véuoc TodTo
yivetan @ihiag kai deopoc [...]

4 Vat. gr. 1087, f. 1r, my own transcription: [...] undev undevi mapa tfig mpovoing dya®ov napayiyvesor 8’ Eva
V£ Tva TOV eiAn@dtar wg &pa 00’ AW O P&C, TV’ adTOC drtoAavor pudvog.

% Vat, gr. 1087, f. 1rv, my own transcription: kai péya pév v &v 8gelog eivai oe Toic kowvoig [f. 1v]
OpoAoyoinuev dmavteg, dte T@ peydAw PactAel cuvailpduevov, Goa kal kKuPepvhtailc ol tov TéAov Kal Trv
‘EAlknv dtackomovpevor.
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<honored> Athens in the past.”* More importantly, Metochites should “show more clearly
who is the governor of the universe and of what character then is its harmonious
arrangement.”* For noone of those who Gregoras had met, managed to disperse his doubts
concerning the matter. In addition, it would be a shame if “on the one hand, the heavens
resonating around the entire earth describe God’s glory, while on the other, we turn a deaf
ear not paying attention to the things they say.””* Finally, Gregoras stated the motivation
behind his appeal, namely his concern that time would eventually conceal the good that
Metochites and his knowledge represented.

As part of Book VIII of Gregoras’ History, the Hortatory Discourse followed much the
same line of thought. Gregoras, however, introduced a handful of modifications. First, the
Hortatory Discourse was presented as a speech delivered before Metochites, whose intention,
besides the preservation of the prime minister’'s memory, was to persuade him that
Gregoras was prepared and worthy of being instructed in the matters of astronomy. Second,
besides adding an introduction in order to contextualize the text, some small stylistic
corrections were made and a few passages were elaborated further. Three claims were
strengthened in the History’s narrative: 1) the description of the contemporary epoch as
barren; 2) the concern with the preservation of Metochites’ memory; 3) finally, the
motivation for Gregoras’ appeal to Metochites was stated more explicitly as concern for
Metochites’ future glory.

The Paraklétike comes down to us both as a letter and as a hortatory speech
incorporated in a historical narrative, thus the question of whether it is in fact a letter or

not, in my opinion, lacks substance. What I have problematized in the present chapter is

¢ Vat. gr. 1087, f. 1v, my own transcription: uetadog tod cod kdopov tf] Opepapévy, kabdmep AvkoTpyor Kal
ToAwveg Tipnoov T draPéntov dotu touti, kKabdrep trv ABnvainwv ndAat Twkpdtelg kol MAGTwWVEG.

*7 Vat. gr. 1087, f. 1v, my own transcription: 3€iov évapyéotepov Tig 6 ToD mavTodg appootr§ Kal moia wod’ 1)
TOUTWV TaVapuéviog cOvTagic

8 Vat. gr. 1087, f. 1v, my own transcription: [...] o0pavoig pev dinyeicOat §6Eav Beol nepinyobvtag ndoav yiy,
UAC 8¢ kwEede ovk €nafovag dtta gaoctv [...]
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rather the strategies modern editors adopted when faced with a text that could or could
not be read as epistolary. Such cases, as my discussion of the Parakletike showed, raise the
fundamental question as to what the guiding principles of text-selection and arrangement
should be when editing a medieval letter-collection. In the particular case of Gregoras’
Hortatory Letter concerning Astronomy, I argue that the reasons to recognize any other letter
transmitted by codd. Vat. gr. 1085, 1086, and 116 as letter per se, such as epistolary form and
style, a superscription indicating the addressee, transmission within a cluster of letters, and
so forth, are equally applicable to the Paraklétiké in its independent version. Thus, any
analysis of Gregoras’ epistolary corpus ought to take the Paraklétiké in consideration, even

though it was not included in Pietro Luigi Leone’s critical edition.

Praise of Astronomy

I shall proceed by discussing the two most explicit, in my opinion, intentions of Gregoras’
Hortatory Letter, namely to praise his mentor and to persuade him to share his astronomical
knowledge. In the case of the introductory letter, such a discourse introduced Metochites’
Elements of Astronomy and emphasized its excellence, its rarity, and its importance for the
emperor, for the city, and for the people. In this context, the appeal for instruction in
astronomy was just a formality, since the reader received immediately, already on the next
folio, the knowledge Gregoras had requested. Thus, Gregoras not only made sure that
Metochites be remembered for his astronomical pursuits, but he also cleverly claimed his
own role in the transmission of said knowledge. After all, thanks to Gregoras’ humble and
concerned petition, Metochites’ legacy was assembled and presented to the public. In the
case of the hortatory speech included in the History, while the remembrance of Metochites’
scientific legacy is reiterated as main motivation for Gregoras’ appeal, the focus of the

reader shifted to the actual occasion for the discourse’s delivery, namely it represented a
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demonstration of the fact that Gregoras was prepared and fitting the position of
Metochites” disciple. When Gregoras delivered his second astronomical discourse within
the framework of Book VIII, 13, namely the one concerning the calculation of the date of
Easter, it was first delivered in front of the emperor himself and second, it employed a very
technical vocabulary regarding the correct calculation of the date of the vernal equinox. To
me, such a progression of the narrative, in combination with the numerous mentionings of
other astronomical phenomena, such as comets and eclipses, was designed to demonstrate
that Gregoras had acquired the specialized astronomical knowledge, but also that he was, in
a way, granted the special “license” to address an issue of great importance, both liturgical
and political, requiring a high level of specialized expertise, namely the computus.

I would like to address an additional third intention of the Parakletike’s text, which, I
argue, one finds both in the case of its rendition as an introductory letter and in the case of
the hortatory discourse, namely to implicitly justify the study of astronomy and Gregoras’
own position as its practitioner. In his letters, as well as in the ONS and the On the
Construction of the Astrolabe, Gregoras frequently emphasized the interconnectedness
between the heavenly and the earthly domains. Moreover, he interpreted the heavenly
bodies, their movements and conjunctions as governed by divine providence and
consequently, as divine signs people ought to learn to interpret. The second redaction of
Gregoras’ treatise on the construction of the astrolabe was not only meant to amend the
first and thus, to defend Gregoras against criticism, but also to bridge a significant gap in
the tradition of similar texts, since the only two Greek models known at the time were
Synesios’ discussion concerning the nature and preparation of the instrument and John
Philoponos’ treatise concerned primarily with its use. In this way, Gregoras continued
Metochites’ effort of systematizing and codifying the cannon of Ptolemaic astronomy in
Palaiologan Byzantium and, by extension, solidified further the grounds of the science, as

well as his own privileged position as the one invested in it.
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Moreover, in the introduction of his History, he brought the necessity of the study of
celestial phenomena to an equal ground as the study of history. History told the story not
only of people, cities and empires, but also of the heavenly movements and thus, provided
knowledge of the past, which in turn, together with the ability to read the celestial signs
divine providence furnished, assured that people could make predictions about the future:
“But now it <history> makes those who come next prophets [...], since they guess the future
events based on the past.”*”

Gregoras has often been singled out in modern scholarship for his skeptical
epistemological position. Rarely, however, have scholars pointed out the importance he
attributed to divine forethought, as well as to the regularity and consistency of the celestial
bodies and their movements. History, in Gregoras’ view, performed a double duty: not only
it related the occurrences of heavenly phenomena, but also interpreted their meaning with
respect to contemporary events. It proved that there are things to be known, not only about

the past, but also in the future and, thus, it provided a historical justification for the study

and practice of astronomy.

Chapter 2: On the Number Seven

Number symbolism found multiple uses in Byzantine culture as it was a popular device
employed by rhetoricians, philosophers, politicians, writers, artists, and architects.
Byzantine number symbolism inherited its main principles from the Pythagorean and
Neoplatonic philosophy, as well as from the subsequently developed Christian exegesis and
theology, since both doctrines needed to explain the origin of multiplicity in a world with a
monadic beginning. Particular significance was ascribed to various numbers, such as one

(e.g. God is one, and so is the emperor), two (e.g. concerning the two natures in Christ,

% Gregoras, History, vol. 1, 5, lines 14-16: GAAG vOV ye Tpdg T00TO1G Kl Ttpo@rTag [...] ToUG peTidvtag motel, €k

TV eBacdvtwyv otoxalopévoug Ta uEAAOVTA.
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namely divine and human), and three (e.g. with respect to the Trinitarian doctrine of God’s
one substance and three hypostases, or referring to the angelic hierarchy being structured
into three orders).*® Besides a rhetorical and allegorical device, number symbolism was the
subject matter of a specific literary genre, the so-called theologoumena arithmetikés or
‘theology of arithmetic., At least three different theologoumena are preserved, though
partially: 1) by Nikomachos of Gerasa (ca. 60-ca. 120 CE); 2) by Anatolios of Laodikeia (the
third century CE); 3) and by an author from the circle of lamblichos (d. ca. 325).*' They were
very well received in Byzantium and continued to be copied and reused, as Christian
examples and exegesis were introduced into the corpus. The theologoumena were structured
as brief textbooks of ten chapters. Each chapter was dedicated to one of the numbers in the
decade. The interpretation of a given number’s symbolic meaning included material from
mathematics, musical theory, astronomy, medicine, grammar, and so forth. The present

chapter examines the ONS, an arithmological treatise authored by Gregoras.

Authorship and Manuscript Tradition

Gregoras’ short treatise on the number seven was edited by Francesco Sbordone and has
remained neglected by scholarship ever since its publication in 1936.*” Beside the
occasional mentionings referring to its existence, no revised edition is available, nor a
translation of the text into a modern language. Its reading, however, is facilitated by

Sbordone’s commentary in Italian. The treatise was mentioned in the 1829 introduction by

% Alexander Kazhdan and Anthony Cutler, “Number Symbolism and Theory,” 0DB (Oxford University Press,
1991). See also David H. van Daalen, “Number Symbolism,” The Oxford Companion to the Bible (Oxford University
Press, 1993), and Edmund Reiss, “Number Symbolism and Medieval Literature,” Medievalia et Humanistica
(1970): 161-173.

%! Joel Kalvesmaki, “Introduction to the Early Christian Theology of Arithmetic,” presented at the NASGEm
national meeting, Philadelphia, November 19, 2002. http://www.kalvesmaki.com/Arithmetic/NASGEm.htm: 5.
%2 Gregoras, ONS.
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Jean Boivin to Ludwig Schopen’s three-volume edition of Gregoras’ History.”” There, the
treatise is indicated by the Latin title Numerum septenarium multis nominibus sacrum esse and
listed in the company of a group of small philosophical works, the so-called Solutions**
dedicated to the basilissa Helena Kantakouzene Palaiologina® and discussing mainly
problems of natural philosophy. Boivin indicated that ONS can be found in one manuscript,
namely Oxford, Bodleian Library, MS Barocci 48.”° The Baroccianus is in fact the best witness
not only for the ONS, but also for the text of the Solutions.”” The relevant section of the
manuscript (ff. 1r-19v) dates, according to Parpulov, ca. 1360 based on the paper’s
watermark.’*® Besides Gregoras’ Solutions (ff. 1r-13v) and the ONS (ff. 15r-18r), it contains
also a short excerpt by Synesios” Ad Paeonium de dono astrolabii 4, 5-13°% (f. 13v), an excerpt
from the Apocalypse of John (f. 18r-v) and a short text on the Ark of the Covenant (f. 19r-v).
Another manuscript preserving Gregoras’ text is the former codex Vindobonensis Suppl. gr.
69, now Neapolitanus gr. 18, dated to the fifteenth century.”® Here, the relevant folia
containing the treatise in question are 44v-50r.

Gregoras dedicated the Solutions to basilissa Helena Kantakouzene Palaiologina
(1333-1396), daughter of John VI Kantakouzenos and wife of John V Palaiologos. Based on

the dedication of the Solutions, one may establish as their terminus post quem May 1347 when

’% Gregoras, History, vol. 1, 47,

% Gregoras, Solutions.

% PLP 21365.

%% Gregoras, Solutions, especially 474 and 474, note 1.

%7 Georgi Parpulov, “The Study of Byzantine Book Illumination: Past, Present, and Future,” Palaeoslavica 21, no.
2 (2013): 211, note 55.

3% Tbid.

9 MS Barrocci 48, f. 13v: ‘H dotpovouia ¢noilv Onépoeuvdc €otiv emiothun, kai tdy’ avaPiacuog éni
npeoPotepov yévort” dv- Hv €yw Tpooexeg Nyolpatl mopbueiov thg dmoppritov Oeoloyiag. GAnv te ydp
OoPépAnTan td uakdplov obpavod o®dua, ob kai TV kivnowv vol uiunciv eivar toig kopv@aiotdrol év
@1hoco@ia dokel kal €mi Ta¢ dmodeifeic ovk duioPrTnoipwg Topevetal, GAN Onnpétiol Xpiital yewuetpia Te
Kal apduntikfi, &g &otpaff] tfic dAndeiag kavdva tic eimwv ok &v Gudptol Tod mpénovtog. For a critical
edition of the text, see N. Terzaghi, Synesii Cyrenensis opuscula. Rome: Polygraphica, 1944.

7° The manuscript dates to the beginning of the sixteenth century, according to E. Mioni, Catalogus codicum
graecorum Bibliothecae Nationalis Neapolitanae, vol. 1, 1 Indici e Cataloghi, Nuova Serie VIII (Rome: Ministero per i
beni culturali e ambientali, 1992).

83



CEU eTD Collection

DOI: 10.14754/CEU.2014.01

the fourteen-year old Helena was crowned empress of the Romans. Rodolphe Guilland has
dated the text to an even later date, ca. 1357, without providing any explanation for his
choice; the question of the dating of the Solutions has remained untouched ever since.
Having in mind the dating of MS Barocci 48 proposed by Parpulov, a terminus ante quem for
the ONS should be posited ca. 1360, that is, at the very end of Gregoras’ life.

One third of the manuscripts preserving the Solutions transmit the ONS as part of the
same corpus. That is, they transmit altogether nine Solutions: namely, 1) How to explain that
sometimes the animals behave as if they are endowed with reason? 2) Demonstration concerning the
vision; that it does not cross over to the visible objects, but it becomes receptive of them; 3)
Concerning the air, that it is cold by nature; 4) Concerning the rivers and the sea and that the nature
of the water is moist; 5) Concerning the sun, that it is hot by nature; 6) On the soul; 7) Concerning the
relatives, that they are correlative by nature; 8) Concerning the earth, that it is dry and spherical; 9)
Concerning the number seven, that it is often considered revered. The association of the ONS with
the Solutions has influenced the scholarly opinion on its authenticity and dating. Here, I
would like to summarize the state of research on the matter and to propose dissociating the
ONS from the Solutions altogether, which, in my opinion, nullifies the arguments against
Gregoras’ authorship of the work.

In his catalogue of Gregoras’ writings (1829),”" Boivin listed ONS together with the
other seven solutions to philosophical problems as he found them in the Baroccianus,
without questioning the authenticity of its authorship. In 1926, almost a hundred years
later, Rodolphe Guilland, in his Essai sur Nicéphore Grégoras,””* by means of introduction to
the manuscript tradition of the Solutions, listed one more manuscript containing ONS
alongside the Barrocianus, namely cod. Synod. gr. 238 (Vlad. 462), ff. 115v-120r,”” a

seventeenth-century manuscript that according to Guilland appears to be a copy of MS

37! Gregoras, History, vol. 1, 44-96.

372 Guilland, Essai sur Nicéphore Grégoras.

*” See Archimandrit Vladimir, ed., Sistematicheskoe opisanie rukopisej moskovskoj sinodaljnoj (patriarshej)
biblioteki,vol. 1 (Moscow: Sinodaljnaya Tipografiya, 1894), 700.
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Barocci 48, where ONS also appears under Gregoras’ name.”* Unlike his predecessor,
however, Guilland disputed the authenticity of the text and based on the study of its style,
he dismissed Gregoras’ authorship without further elaboration.”” Eight years later, in 1938,
another editor of Gregoras’ letters, the Romanian scholar Stefan Bezdechi published the
first edition of the text of Gregoras’ eight Solutions, accompanied by a French translation,
without including the short treatise on the number seven.”® Bezdechi mentioned MS Barocci
48 as a representative of a group of codices transmitting nine vs. eight Solutions, i.e.
including the ONS. He added two more codices to this group: Vat. gr. 1444 (the sixteenth

)377

century)’” and Barb. gr. 174 (the seventeenth century), a copy of the Vaticanus, both of
which according to Bezdechi, contain the treatise, though they transmit the Solutions in an
order different from the one in the Baroccianus.””® Bezdechi was however, misled by the
assumption that the Barberinianus was a faithful copy of the Vaticanus. In fact, Barb. gr. 174
does not contain the ONS as was pointed out by Leone in 1970.””” Though familiar with
Guilland’s work, Bezdechi did not discuss the former’s objection to the authenticity of the
treatise. He seemed to regard it as genuine and limited himself to the remark that there

were at least three classes of manuscripts preserving the Solutions, among them one that

transmits the ONS as one of altogether nine short treatises.’® Finally, though he edited the

%7 Guilland, Essai sur Nicéphore Grégoras, 219.

¥ Tbid.: “Grégoras n’en est pas 'auteur, comme le montre I'étude du style. Il reste donc, comme étant de lui
les huit questions, que les manuscrits sont unanimes a transmettre sous son nom.”

¥¢Bezdechi, “Un manuel de philosophie a l'usage des dames.”

77 According to the entry in the Pinakes. Bezdechi refers to a dating to the fifteenth century.

%7 In the Baroccianus we find the following arrangement: 1) How to explain that sometimes the animals behave as if
they are endowed with reason? (ff. 1r-5v); 2) Demonstration concerning the vision; that it does not cross over to the
visible objects, but it becomes receptive of them (ff. 5v-8r); 3) Concerning the air, that it is cold by nature (ff. 8r-9r); 4)
Concerning the rivers and the sea and that the nature of the water is moist (ff. 9r-12r); 5) Concerning the sun, that it is
hot by nature (ff. 10r-12r); 6) On the soul (ff. 12r-12v); 7) Concerning the relatives, that they are simultaneous by nature
(f. 12v); 8) Concerning the earth, that it is dry and spherical (f. 13r-v).

°” Joseph Mogenet, Paul Canart, and Julian Leroy, eds., Codices Barberiniani Graeci, vol. 2. Codices 164-281.
Bibliothecae Apostolicae Vaticanae Codices Manuscripti Recensiti (Citta del Vaticano: Bibliotheca Vaticana,
1989), 10-11.

3% Bezdechi, “Un manuel de philosophie a 'usage des dames,” 1, 2.
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one concerning the soul, he appears to have considered it a letter rather than a treatise as
is suggested by the fact that he included it in his edition of Gregoras’ correspondence.* In
1936, Sbordone, as it was already mentioned, edited the ONS and just like Bezdechi
considered it an authentic work by Gregoras and did not pick up on Guilland’s comment
about the style of the work. In 1973, Jan Louis van Dieten remarked that many works
transmitted by codd. Vindob. theol. gr. 274 and Barrocc. 48 were mistakenly attributed to
Gregoras.” It is possible that he referred to the ONS, as he did not include it in his list of
Gregoras’ works. Nonetheless, van Dieten provided a couple of examples of wrong
attribution and did not indicate the ONS as a case in point, nor did he justify the exclusion
of the arithmological treatise from the catalogue of Gregoras’ ceuvre.

Finally, in 1970, the editor of the most recent edition of Gregoras’ letter-collection,
Pietro Luigi Leone, reedited Gregoras’ Solutions.’® Leone listed altogether four codices that
transmit ONS, all of them already mentioned by his predecessors: MS Barocci 48, Neapolitanus
gr. 18, Vat. gr. 1444,>* and Synod. gr. 238 (Vlad. 462).* Leone mentioned two other codices he
used as base for his edition of the Solutions which do not include the ONS: cod. Neapol. gr.
XXII, 1°% (ff. 186r-193r) and Barb. gr. 174°* (ff. 1r-50v). Leone made only a brief notice

concerning the contested authenticity of the ONS. Unlike Bezdechi, Leone stated that in his

*11bid., 2, note 1 and “Nicephori Gregorae Epistulae XC,” ed. Stefan Bezdechi: 239-377.

%2 Gregoras, Rhomdische Geschichte, vol. 1, 61.

%8 Gregoras, Solutions.

¥ According to Leone, ONS is preserved on ff. 173v-174v, and 166rv of the Vaticanus, as the order of the folia
has been disturbed.

%% Gregoras, Solutions, 474-5, note 1.

% There is a typo in Leone’s manuscript description, namely he indicated the Neapolitanus as “XXI, 1” instead
of “XXII, 1 Additionally, one ought to note that the dating given by Leone in Gregoras, Solutions, 475 is
different from the one in the Pinakes. Leone marks a fourteenth-fifteenth century dating, whereas Pinakes
suggests fifteenth century only.

*¥Gregoras, Solutions, 475, note 4. Leone points out that codex Barberinus is entirely dependent on condex Vat.
gr. 1444, an observation made earlier also by Bezdechi. If indeed so, how can one explain the fact that, while
the Vaticanus transmits the ONS, the Barberinus does not? (The Vaticanus is the earlier codex (the sixteenth
century); the Barberinus dates to the seventeenth century and contains only Gregoras’ Solutiones, followed by a
short excerpt from Synesius’ Ad Paeonum de dono astrolabi.)
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opinion, it would be unfair to strip off Gregoras’ authorship from ONS. Moreover, Leone
argued, not only MS Barocci gr. 48, but also the other codices preserving the treatise
transmit it under Gregoras’ name.**

Clearly, there has not been a proper scholarly discussion of Gregoras’ authorship of
the ONS. Most scholars accepted it as a given and only one, Guilland, has argued against it
based on the fact that the style of the treatise is different than the style of the other
Solutions. True, the other Solutions preserve the form of an answer, while the ONS has an
entirely different structure: it is a collection of arguments proving number seven’s
venerable nature, much in the tradition of Greek arithmological literature, rather than that
of solutions to problems. One could argue that based on the “style” criterion, On the Soul
does not fit the Solutions’ corpus either. It is not by chance that Bezdechi considered it a
letter rather than an answer to an aporia. Nevertheless, On the Soul, just like the other seven
Solutions, engages in a critical dialogue with certain Aristotelian theory, something that ONS
does not, at least not as explicitly. In sum, the style of the arithmological treatise in
question, as well as its topic, is indeed different and does not fit the program of the
Solutions. Though I agree with Guilland on this point, I cannot see why the difference of
style and topic prove that the ONS is not authored by Gregoras. I would argue that these
differences rather prove that the ONS is not part of the Solutions. Moreover, the manuscript
evidence does not contradict such an assumption.

The treatise is preserved in altogether four manuscripts: 1) MS Barocci 48, ff. 15r-18r;
2) Neapolitanus gr. 18, former Vindobonensis suppl. gr. 69, 44v-50r; 3) Vat. gr. 1444, 173v-174y,
and 166rv; 4) Synod. gr. 238 (Vlad. 462), ff. 115v-120r. Two of the later manuscripts, the
Neapolitanus (the sixteenth century) and the Mosquensis (the seventeenth century) transmit
the On the Number Seven on its own. The earliest and the best codex, the Baroccianus (ca.

1360), lists the ONS after the Solutions, similarly to the Vaticanus (the sixteenth century). It

%% Gregoras, Solutions, 474, note 1.
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is, however, important to note that after the last of the Solutions, namely Concerning the
earth, that it is dry and spherical which ends on f. 13v, one finds, first, the excerpt from
Synesios (f. 13v); second, on f. 14r a full-page diagram of the solar system featuring the
earth, the moon and the fixed stars and their respective spheres; then, a blank f. 14v, and
finally, on f. 15r the first paragraphs ONS.’® In other words, while the Solutions follow each
other in an uninterrupted order, the ONS is separated by the insertion of the Synesian
excerpt and of the diagram. In addition, there exist two other codices preserving Gregoras’
Solutions which do not include the ONS: 1) Neapol. gr. XXII, 1, ff. 186r-193r;* 2) Barb. gr. 174,
ff. 1r-50v (the seventeenth century). In sum, at least one group of manuscripts transmits
the Solutions and ONS as separate treatises. All manuscripts, however, unanimously attribute
the authorship of the latter to Gregoras.*™ In order to reassess and interpret the position of
the ONS within Gregoras’ oeuvre, 1 shall proceed with a summary of its contents and

structure in juxtaposition with its sources.

Structure, Sources, and Content

As Sbordone observed, ONS is an unfinished treatise. As far as one can judge, its content is

392
9

organized in two general parts: paragraphs 1-1 introduce arguments in support of

% Moreover, while the second quire finishes at f. 13v, i.e. with the Synesian excerpt, the diagram on f. 14r
marks the beginning of the third quire and thus, the ONS belongs to a new codicological unit. This observation
does not necessarily prove that the ONS was conceived by Gregoras as a separate treatise. One reason to
discuss the manuscript arrangement of ff. 1r-19v with caution is that this section has clearly been rebound at
some point in time. This is evident by the fact that f. 17r-v has been misplaced and wrongly collocated in its
current position. The portion of the ONS it contains should have been inserted between ff. 15v and 16r. The
current f. 17r-v has suffered damage as it misses partially its upper and outer margins and it is sown in the
middle. In addition, one can still see parts of the inner margin of the misplaced folio in between ff. 15v and
16r.

¥ According to the stemma codicum established by Leone in 1970, the Neapolitanus dates to the fifteenth
century and represents a different branch of the manuscript tradition.

1T am grateful to Foteini Spingou who shared with me in an oral communication her impressions concerning
MS Barocci 48 and her conviction that a marginal note in the manuscript is executed in Gregoras’ hand.

2 In my analysis of the ONS I refer to the paragraph division introduced by Sbordone in his edition. It is
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number seven’s revered nature collected from ancient sources, whereas paragraphs 20-21
represent the beginning of the second part of the exposition whose purpose was to
introduce arguments drawn from Christian authorities. Here I shall briefly outline the
structure of the text and the types of arguments Gregoras adduced in the first part of the
treatise. Paragraph 1 deduces number seven’s venerability from the etymology of its
designation in Greek (éntd but also cemtdg).”” Paragraph 2 presents the concordance
between musical accords and more specifically, between the octave, the most perfect
musical accord containing seven tones, and the heavenly movements of the eight heavenly
spheres. The intervals between the planetary spheres and the sphere of the fixed stars are
seven, thus the number seven is deemed responsible for the primary heavenly movement.
Through the movement of the eight spheres the musical scale is completed and it
comprises the intervals of a perfect fourth and a perfect fifth.** Paragraph 3 picks up on the
closing sentence of paragraph 2 and continues the topic of the perfect fourth and perfect
tiftth. When put together they result in the number seven, that is, they form an octave
whose structural principle are the heavenly orbits and their arrangement.*” Paragraph 4
indicates that number seven expresses symbolically the human nature as it represents the
sum of the soul’s parts (3) and the total of the body’s elements (4).*

In order to approach this group of arguments more effectively, I shall first briefly

noteworthy that the fourteenth-century version of the text preserved in MS Barocci 48 also features a
‘paragraph division’ of sorts. In the manuscript, sections in the text are marked with red dots with an extra
space allowed on its sides between an end of a sentence and the beginning of the next sentence. In the cases
in which the beginning of the next sentence does not fall at the beginning of a new line, the first word of that
sentence which opens a new line is furnished with a small red initial positioned in the margin. This principle,
however, is not applied consistently throughout the text. Most of the section divisions marked in the
manuscript coincide with Sbordone’s paragraph divisions, for instance, between paragraphs 4 and 5, 5 and 6, 6
and 7,7 and 8, 8 and 9, 9 and 10, 11 and 12, 12 and 13, 13 and 14, 14 and 15, 15 and 16, 16 and 17, 19 and 20;
paragraphs 20 and 21 are separated by several blank lines. Thus, Sbordone’s paragraph division reflects for the
most part the sectioning of the text preserved in the Baroccianus.

’% Gregoras, ONS, 125, lines 3-4.

% Gregoras, ONS, 125, lines 10-13.

%% Gregoras, ONS, 126, lines 1-5.

%% Gregoras, ONS, 126, lines 6-8.
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introduce the Greek tradition in the science of harmonics and its main principles with a
special emphasis on what pertains to the idea of musical ratios underlying the structure of
heavens and their movement.”” Two major tendencies were predominant in Greek
harmonics between the sixth century BCE and the fourth century CE, namely, the so-called
‘Aristoxenian’ and ‘Pythagorean’ traditions.” In order to understand Gregoras’ ONS better,
we need to be acquainted with the basics tenets of the so-called ‘Pythagorean’ take on
harmonic theory®” and more precisely, with what are most likely to be Gregoras’ models:

400

Plato’s Timaeus (especially 34c-36d) and Ptolemy’s Harmonics.*” The so-called Pythagorean
understanding of harmonics boils down to the following: first, musical tones and intervals
can be expressed mathematically; and second, the mathematical relations between them
(ratios and proportions) form a coherent and concordant system. This system,
consequently, is taken to exemplify the structure of the universe, that is, the world is also
perceived as an intelligible system of mathematical relations. Finally, the perfection of the
human soul can be achieved and depends on the level of the soul’s assimilation to the
mathematical order of the cosmos."

The ‘Pythagorean’ tradition views harmonics as one of the mathematical sciences,
thus its practice is usually connected with the study of other such sciences, e.g. of

astronomy. The first group of arguments in favor of number seven’s venerable nature (§2-

§3) Gregoras put together, as well as the general order of the arguments within the ONS,

%7 For the purposes of the present study, I have employed the following definition of Greek harmonics
borrowed by Andrew Barker: “Greek harmonics, broadly conceived, is the study of the elements out of which
melody is built, of the relations in which they can legitimately stand to one another, of the organized
structures (e.g., scalar systems) formed by complexes of these relations and of the ways in which different
structures are generated by combinations or transformations of others.” See Barker, Greek Musical Writings, 3.
3% Both of these labels should be used with caution, since none of the two traditions is a monolithic one.

%% Barker, Greek Musical Writings, 3-6.

% For the edition of Ptolemy’s Harmonics, as well as of Gregoras’ additions to it, see Ptolemy, Die Harmonielehre
des Klaudios Ptolemaios. For an English translation and a commentary, see Ptolemy, Harmonics. Compare it with
the translation and commentary in Barker, Greek Musical Writings, 276-391. For a German translation and
commentary, see Ingemar Diiring, ed., Ptolemaios und Porphyrios iiber die Musik, Géteborgs Hogskolas Arsskrift,
40, 1934: 1 (Goteborg: Elanders boktryckeri aktiebolag, 1934).

"' Barker, Greek Musical Writings, 6.
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reflects this idea, as well as the general premise that the mathematical structure at the
basis of a harmonic musical scale is the same as the structure of the heavens or that of the

soul. Thus, for instance, paragraphs 2 and 3 describe the correspondence, between the

402

musical scale and the heavenly spheres and their movements,*” essentially based on their

hebdomadic nature:

§2. On many instances and in many ways and based on diverse testimonies,
trustworthy and credible in themselves, its revered <nature> is
demonstrated: for also among the musical accords, the octave, being the best
and also the most perfect, is completed by seven <musical> notes, which
surely is the strongest evidence for the reverent <character> of <the
number> seven, inasmuch as it is a representation and vague likeness of this
greatest and heavenly movement. For also, on the one hand, the spheres of
the entire cosmic body lying one under the other are eight after the starless
sphere and, on the other, the intervals in between them <the starry spheres>
are seven, thus the number seven becomes of the reason for the primary
heavenly movement, through which <movement> also that melodic scale
(uélog) is accomplished, namely the one embracing all musical scales,
compounded by the epitritos (the 4:3 ratio, corresponding to the perfect
forth) and the hemiolios' (the 3:2 ratio, corresponding to the perfect fifth).*

§3. The first epitritos, on the one hand, is understood as the <number> four
to the three, and the first hémiolios, on the other, is the three to the two,
together <they result in> seven: for when three and four are put together, it
becomes the number seven, which has as a principle and a root the three and
the four, through which the most beautiful accord of all is composed, the

% For instance, the octave is called “a representation and vague likeness of this greatest and heavenly
movement” See Gregoras, ONS, 125, lines 6-9.

% Here Gregoras employs the technical terms for the mathematical ratios, as opposed to the names for the
intervals, i.e. dia tessaron and dia pente.

% Gregoras, ONS, 125, lines 5-13: Aeikvutar 8¢ moAAaxdBev kal TOALTPOTWG KAK TOALEWSGDV UapTLPLEDV
&&loniotwv kal avtomiotwv o oefdopiov abTod: Kal ydp €V Tai¢ LOVGIKAIG UUPWVIXIG 1) d10 Tac®V &piotn Te
Kal tedewtdtn Omdpyovoa ' entd Xxopd®v dmaptiletal, 6 Of kpdtiotdv €oTt MaptUplov TAG ToD E£mMTA
oePaopidtnrog, dte uufuatog Svrog kal Guudpdc eikaociag tfic peyiotng ékeivng kal ovpaviag Kvicews. Kal
Y&p kol to0 KOOUIKOD TavTOC GWHATOC MET TRV dvactpov o@aipav OKTw Uév elowv é@e€hi¢ Umokelueval
o@aipat, & 8¢ uetald ToUtwv dractApata ntd, w¢ aitiov yivesOot TOV Entadikov dp1OudV Th¢ TpwTNG EKelvg
ovpaviac kivAcews, 81’ fg kai 1O uéhog ékeivo TeAeitanl 1O mavapudviov, cuykeiuevov #k te émitpitov kai
futoAiov Adyov.
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most perfect and called octave, and the reverenced <character> of the

number seven is manifested, having <its> beginning in the first place and
405

straight from the heavenly orbits.

Furthermore, paragraph 4 goes on to show that the human nature, that is man’s soul and
body, can also be represented by the number seven. Following the same logic, Gregoras
proceeded by unveiling the hebdomadic articulation of the heavenly spheres and the lunar
cycles, as well as their influence on terrestrial phenomena, thus virtually ‘closing the cycle’
and demonstrating the analogical mathematical construct, inherent for all the realms of
the creation. The demonstrable role of number seven in each one of them serves to confirm
its venerable nature.

Paragraph 5 returns to the topic of the heavenly spheres, this time focusing only on
the planetary spheres and excluding the sphere of the fixed stars. It is emphasized that they

influence terrestrial phenomena:

§5. Not only that, but the astronomers also claim that the order of the seven
spheres, that is, of the sun and the moon and the five planets, running in an
opposite direction with primary and swift movement, governs all the earthly
<phenomena>; they (i.e. the astronomers) attribute the venerable <nature>

to the seventh number further and greatly.**

The scope of paragraph 6 is even narrower. It deals only with the moon and its cycle of four
times seven days, twenty-eight in total, and once again, the influence the moon exercises

on terrestrial events is emphasized:

% Gregoras, ONS, 126, lines 1-5: "Eot1 &’ €nitpitog pev np&rog O tésoapa mpdg ToV Tpia Bewpovpevog, tpdtog &
NudALog 0 tpia mpdg TOV dVo, OUoT £ntd cuvTiOepuévou yap ToD tpia Kal téooapa, yivetal O entd ap1Ouds, Exwv
apxfv kat pilav tév te Tpia Kol ToV Téooapa, O’ wv 1) kKaAAiotn Tac@v apudletal cup@wvia, teAelotdn 6¢ kal
31d mao®v kaAovuévn, kal delkvutal TO oD £MTd cemtov dp1Buod, mpdTov €00V €€ ovpaviwv dvidywv
ap&duevov.

“% Gregoras, ONS, 126, lines 9-12: o0 ufv GAAX kal TV T@V £ntd opatp®dv téév, AAlov enui kai ceAfvng kal
TGOV évie TAAVWUEVQY, dotpoviuol acty, dvtidpouov ovoav Th mpwtn kol 6feiq kivAoel, kuPepvav ta
éniyela mdvta, N kai todto oAl 16 oefdopiov didwaot T@ EPSOHATIKD GptOU.
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§6. Moreover, the moon completes the course of its own cycle in twenty-

eight days: for four times seven is twenty-eight, through which it (i.e. the

moon) also makes the circumspect administering of the earthly

<phenomena> rather manifold and diverse.”
Paragraphs 7-9 build on well-known principles of ancient number symbolism. In a gradual
progression, Gregoras describes how the number seven relates mathematically to different
cosmological levels. Seven can be generated by three different numerical pairs that always
consist of an even (female) and an odd (male) number. Firstly, seven is the product of one
and six, that is, of the monad and the first perfect number (87)."® Gregoras states that the
monad, the principle of every number, which has no different beginning before itself, or
another end after itself, is referred back to the first intellect, i.e. towards God. By extension,
here he alludes to the number seven'’s relation to the first intellect, seven being the product
of the coupling of one and six."” Next, in paragraph 8, number seven is seen in
correspondence to the highest levels of the creation, i.e. the intelligible substances and the
heavens. Here seven is introduced as the sum of two and five. Two originates from the
unity, just like a line originates from the point and in this way it signifies the intelligible but
not corporeal beings, such as the mathematical concepts.”’® Five, on the other hand, defines

the five spheres of the heavens (two tropics, two arctic spheres and the celestial equator)

7 Gregoras, ONS, 126, lines 13-15; "ETt kai 1] oeAfjvr] 8 OkT® Kal elkootv fluep®dv dmaptiler Tov tod idiov
KOKAOU dpduov- TETpdKIG ydp T& £ntd eikooiokt™, 81 GV kal udAAov moAUtpomov kai motkiAnv mapéyel Toig
gmyeioig tnv npounBevtiknv droiknowv avtn.

‘% Six is the only number in the decade which is “equal to the product of its factors (i.e. 1 x 2 x 3),” and it is
“made up of the sum of them (i.e. 1 + 2 + 3).” See Philo, On the Account of the World’s Creation Given by Moses,
trans. F. H. Colson and G. H. Whitaker. Vol. 1. reprint 2004, LCL 226 (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press,
1929), 13. (Hereafter: Op.)

% Gregoras, ONS, 126, lines 16-22: "Eti cUykeltal Kak t@v dVo mpwtiotwy eld®V Tod dpduod O emntd Katd
moAUTpomov oxéotv é€etalduevos, dptiov Aéyw Kkal mepITToD, olov ék Hovddog mpdtov kai ££48oc, v 1) uév
£€ac TéAerog ap1Oudg, udvog €vtog tiig dekddoc €k TV oikelwv Uep®OV ouvicTduevog 1 8¢ povdg €ott pila kal
apxr) Tavtog dpiOuod, unit’ apxnv EAANV &xovoa mpd avTig, AT GAAo ued’ avthv téAog, 810 Kal elkdTwWE TPOG
TOV TPOTOV AVa@EPETAL VOOV, TOV B6V. Kal TalTA UEV APKET TEPL TAG GLVIOTWONG TOV ENTA GPIOUOV TPWTNG
ouvluyliag.

19 Gregoras, ONS, 126, lines 23-25.
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and their respective counterparts, the five zones of the earth.”" Finally, paragraph 9 brings
forth number seven’s relation from the two-dimensional intelligible mathematical realities
and the heavenly zones to the three-dimensional corporeality. Seven is the result of the
union of three and four where three are the dimensions of a body (length, width, and
depth) and four are the mathematical terms (point, line, surface, and mass) separated by
three intervals. In addition, the elements are also four in number (earth, water, air, and
ethereal fire) and from them all corporeal nature is compounded.*”

To conclude the summary of the ONS’s contents, I ought to note that the remaining
paragraphs 10-19 discuss, generally speaking, two main topics: 1) the generative power of
the number seven and its effects on crucial points in human life, such as pregnancy, birth,
physical development, aging and so forth (§10-815); 2) the moon’s influence on terrestrial
phenomena, such as the spates and ebbs of the ocean and the development of a disease
(8§17-819). Paragraph 16 makes an exception, separating in a way the other two thematic
formations: it states that among the letters, seven vowels are to be found. In Philo’s De
opificio mundi the same example is given to support the claim that the number seven “exerts
its influence [...] in those noblest of sciences, grammar and music.”*"

One possible reason for Gregoras’ paragraph arrangement could be the fact that he
was following the order of examples in one of the main sources for the ONS, that is, the
Theologoumena aritmeticae,”* a compilation concerning the symbolic meaning of all numbers
from the decade, based largely on Nikomachos of Gerasa’s lost Theologoumena arithmeticae

415

and Anatolios’ Peri dekados.”” The ThA uses the example of the seven vowels twice. In the

first instance the argument is immediately succeeded by another example attributed to

I Gregoras, ONS, 126, lines 25-27.

2 Gregoras, ONS, 126, line 34-127, line 2.

413 Op., XLII, 126.

“* Tamblichus, Theologoumena arithmeticae, ed. Vittorio de Falco (Leipzig: Teubner, 1922), 1-87. (Hereafter: ThA.)
“BR. A. H. Waterfield, “Emendations of [lamblichus], Theologoumena arithmeticae (De Falco),” CR 38, no. 1. New
Series (1988): 215.
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Hippokrates, namely the division of human lifetime into seven ages.*® Gregoras couples the
same two arguments, though in reverse order. The second mentioning of the seven vowels
in the ThA is a comparison between the seven sounds used in human speech and the seven
tones produced by musical instruments which, in turn, correspond to the “sounds” of the
seven heavenly bodies.”” It is possible, then, that Gregoras thought it befitting to
incorporate the seven vowels example as well since it was related to two of the major topics
of the ONS, namely the musical harmony and the structure of the heavens. Needless to say,
the validity of such a hypothesis largely depends on whether Gregoras actually knew the
ThA, and further, if he was indeed acquainted with it, what version of it he did know. I shall
address this question in what follows, as I discuss the possible sources and influences on
Gregoras’ treatise.

None of Gregoras’ arguments for the revered nature of the number seven are novel.
He borrowed them from a variety of sources and modified them, when necessary, in order
to achieve agreement with the prevalent doctrines of his time. For instance, despite the
general Platonizing spirit of the text (one can detect the undertones of the cosmological
theory of the Timaeus and the Epinomis), when discussing the planetary spheres, Gregoras
followed the Ptolemaic planetary model of nine heavenly spheres vs. eight in Plato: these
are the spheres of the five planets, the sun and the moon, the sphere of the fixed stars that
in this model is responsible for the precession of the equinoxes, and finally, the so-called
“starless sphere”.

The two main sources for Gregoras’ exposition are Philo’s Op. §89-128 (first century
CE) and the chapter dedicated to the hebdomad in Pseudo-lamblichus’ ThA (fourth century
CE). In addition to the textual parallels between the three texts, paleographical evidence
also confirms that Gregoras read, at least partially, Philo’s Op. and the ThA. Gregoras’ hand

has been identified in the Escurialensis X.1.13, a fourteenth-century manuscript containing

Y16 ThA, 55, lines 12-13.
7 ThA, 71, lines 13-18.
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part of Philo’s treatise (f. 226r).""® Second, one of only two manuscripts predating the
tifteenth century and preserving the ThA, i.e. Ambrosianus & 157 sup., is Maximos Planudes’
autograph copy and in all likelihood, was available in Chora’s library when Gregoras was
writing the ONS."” Moreover, the Ambrosianus is only a fragmentary copy of the ThA,
preserving none other but the chapter dedicated to the heptad.*”

The first part of ONS comprises nineteen arguments, out of which thirteen are to be
found, completely or partially, in the ThA, and ten in the Op. Despite the strong dependence
on material drawn from preexisting works, Gregoras did not replicate in any way the
arguments’ order as found in his main sources. Moreover, he did not include all the possible
examples in support of number seven’s revered nature that the sources offered to him. His
selection includes three main groups of arguments: 1) discussions of the structure and
order of the heavens represented by the musical harmonic scale, whose mathematical basis
is the number seven; 2) proofs that the same hebdomadal structure is in the foundation of
human nature and of the three-dimensional world; 3) based on the concordance of heaven
(first group of arguments) and earth (second group of arguments), Gregoras listed examples

of the influence celestial phenomena exercise on terrestrial beings and events.

The Ptolemaic Planetary Model

For also, on the one hand, the spheres of the entire cosmic body lying one
under the other are eight after the starless sphere and, on the other, the
intervals in between them <the starry spheres> are seven, thus the number

*® Inmaculada Pérez Martin, “El Escurialensis X.I1.13: Una fuente de los extractos elaborados por Nicéforo
Gregords en el Palat. Heidelberg. gr. 129,” BZ 86-87, no. 1 (1994): 20-30.

*? Planoudes’ residence in Chora monastery is demonstrated by a colophon in Marc. gr. 481 and by a
possession note in Vat. gr. 177. See Wilson, Scholars, 230.

*20n the Ambrosianus Et 157 sup., see Pérez Martin, “Al calor del texto antiguo”; Mondrain, “Maxime Planude,
Nicéphore Grégoras et Ptolémée,” 312-22; Allard, “L' Ambrosianus Et 157 sup.,” 219-234; Mondrain, “Traces et
mémoire”; ThA; Turyn, Dated Greek Manuscripts, plate 57, 78-81; Martini and Bassi, CCAG, vol. 3, 21, no. 36.
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seven becomes the reason for the primary heavenly movement [...]*"

Gregoras postulated eight celestial spheres after “the starless sphere,” or nine spheres in
total. These were the spheres of the seven planets, i.e. Moon, Mercury, Venus, Sun, Mars,
Jupiter, and Saturn** followed by an unnamed eighth sphere and “the starless sphere.” The
identification of the eighth sphere proved problematic for Sbordone. After having rejected
the possibility that the sphere Gregoras had in mind was that of the fixed stars (according
to Sbordone, this one would be the ninth sphere in Gregoras’ scheme), Sbordone concluded
that the Byzantine author represented an autonomous tradition which was not based on
any of the sources Sbordone had identified previously as pertinent to this section of ONS
(Pseudo-lamblichus, ThA and Philo, Op., among others) and which, according to Sbordone,
were all dependent on a common source, that is, on a lost commentary on Plato’s Timaeus

2 The predicament Sbordone faced, however, finds its solution if

by the Stoic Posidonios.
one turns to an author Gregoras studied most faithfully, namely to Ptolemy.” A
comparison with Ptolemy’s Almagest would correct Sbordone’s misunderstanding that the

ninth sphere, i.e. the starless sphere is in fact the sphere of the fixed stars (a statement

21 Gregoras, ONS, 125, lines 9-12: kai ydp kal T0D KOGUIKOD TAVTOG GWHATOG UETA TV EVACTPOV 6QAIpAV OKTW
uév elowv €@eliic vmokeiyevar o@aipal, t& 8¢ perald tovtwv daotAuata £ntd, w¢ aitiov yivesBar tov
entadikov &p1Ouodv tic mpdtng £kelvng ovpaviag kivricewc [...] Compare with Ptolemy’s Harmonics Book 1118,
100.28: “First, therefore, is that both notes and the motions of the heavens are brought about by intervallic
movement alone, since none of the modulations altering the substance are attendant upon it” See Ptolemy,
Harmonics, trans. Jon Solomon, 153.

2 According to the medieval usage of the Ptolemaic system, the two luminaries, the Sun and the Moon, are
included among the planets. For Gregoras’ endorsement of this view, see his The Sun is Hot by Nature in Stefan
Bezdechi, “Un petit manuel byzantin de philosophie a 'usage des dames,” Anuarul Institutului de Studii Clasice 3
(1936-1940): 16, lines 19-24. See also the most recent edition in Gregoras, Solutions, 506-510.

2 Gregoras, ONS, 130: “Niceforo rappresenta una tradizione autonoma rispetto alla fonte commune dei testi
suddetti, che, com’ & noto, provengono a gran distanza da un comment perduto dello stoico Posidonio al
Timeo di Platone.”

% Marc. gr. 312 represents Gregoras’ annotated copy of Ptolemy’s Almagest. Vat. gr. 1594, on the other hand,
contains on f. 1r Gregoras’ autograph annotation “introductory remarks to Ptolemy’s Great Syntax by Theon
and other wise men and mathematicians.” On Gregoras’ interventions in the Marcianus, see Sev&enko, “Some
Autographs of Nicephorus Gregoras,” 446, note 41. On Gregoras’ interventions in the Vaticanus, see Sevéenko,
“Gleanings 5-6: 349-354.
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contradictory in itself). To my knowledge, Gregoras mentioned the so-called starless sphere
at least once more. In his commentary to Synesios’ On Dreams, he clarified the mention of
TV opalp@v as follows: “Here, by ‘spheres’ one should understand all those from the first
and starless one up to the lunar sphere.”** Otherwise, a snippet view of his understating of
the planetary model and his assumptions concerning the size and velocity of the different
spheres, for instance, of the solar and lunar spheres, as well as, of the sphere of the fixed
stars, can be reconstructed based on the discussion we find in Gregoras’ Letter 148, which is
subsequently repeated in his fifth Solution, namely Concerning the sun, that it is hot by nature.

Book 1. 8, 26-29 of Ptolemy’s Almagest discusses two kinds of primary celestial
movements, the first one being the diurnal motion of the heavens, that is of the celestial
sphere and all the heavenly bodies attached to it. In Gregoras’ model of the heavens, this
corresponds to the starless sphere and its movement. In the Ptolemaic system, on which I
argue Gregoras is dependent here, the celestial sphere moves uniformly (with the same
speed and in the same way, while preserving the relative angular positions of the heavenly
bodies) from east to west around a fixed north-south axis piercing through the earth’s
poles. One full revolution of the celestial sphere is completed in twenty-four hours. In
addition to the diurnal movement of the heavens Ptolemy postulates a second primary
movement, that of the sphere of the fixed stars, which is responsible for the phenomenon
of precession of the equinoxes, that is, for the slow apparent movement of the sphere of the
fixed stars.

The second primary motion, according to Ptolemy, proceeds in a direction opposite
to the first.*”® Since the precession of equinoxes implied that the fixed stars moved in a
direction opposite to the uniform movement of the heavens, Ptolemy employed the

distinction between the starless sphere and the sphere of the fixed stars, introduced by

% Nikephoros Gregoras, Commentary of Synesios' On Dreams, 138 B 157, 09, lines 10-11: T@v o@aip@dv. cPaipag
gvtadba vontéov Tag o TAG TPpOTNG KAl AVAGTPOU TEoKG UEXPL TFC OEATVIAKTG.
26 Ptolemy, Almagest, Book . 8, 27.
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Hipparchos, hereby increasing the number of the celestial spheres by one.”’ That is, the
Ptolemaic celestial model postulates the existence of nine spheres instead of eight in order
to account for the phenomenon of precession.*”

Plato’s cosmology, which was equally authoritative for Gregoras and his milieu,
offered in turn a model of a universe structured through eight moving heavenly circles -
seven circles of the five planets, the Sun and the Moon, and the sphere of the heavens or
the fixed stars. The planetary circles and the heavenly sphere moved in opposite directions.
Plato labeled the two heavenly motions “the movements of the Same,” that is the
movement of the sidereal equator, and “the movements of the Other” or the movement the
Zodiac along the ecliptic, obliquely positioned with respect to the equator.’”” While the
Same moves to the right representing the daily (apparent) movement of the heavens from
east to west,” the Other moves in an opposite sense signifying the yearly (apparent)
movement of the sun along the ecliptic from west to east.”' In addition, while the circle of
the Same preserved its entirety, the circle of the Other was split into seven separate
concentric bands of uneven breadth - the orbits of the Moon, Sun, Venus, Mercury, Mars,

Jupiter, Saturn - which all lie on the plane of the ecliptic.*”

*70n the classical Greek idea that the heavenly sphere is the one moving and “carrying” the celestial object
with itself, while the latter is at rest relatively to the sphere, see A. E. Taylor, A Commentary on Plato’s Timaeus,
Greek & Roman Philosophy 41 (New York: Garland, 1987), 148.

2 On the Alexandrian distinction between the so-called first moving sphere and the sphere of the fixed stars
in order to account for the precession of equinoxes, see Taylor, A Commentary on Plato’s Timaeus, 152, note 1. On
the idea of the existence of a ninth sphere as the one accountable for the movement of precession and its
treatment in Ptolemy’s Planetary Hypotheses, see Bernard R. Goldstein, “The Arabic Version of Ptolemy’s
Planetary Hypotheses,” TAPS 57, no. 4. New Series (1967): 3-55.

2 Plato, Timaeus 36¢.

% According to Taylor, Plato’s account in the Timaeus speaks not of spheres, but of circular orbits only, while
the notion of heavenly “spheres” was introduced for the first time in Greek astronomy by Plato’s
contemporary Eudoxos of Knidos. See Taylor, A Commentary on Plato’s Timaeus, 151-152. Of importance for my
argument here, however, is the Byzantine, Ptolemaic by inspiration, reception of Plato’s cosmological theory
that uniformly accepted and applied the concept of heavenly spheres rather than that of circular orbits.

! These observations are valid if one is watching the sky and the movement of the heavenly bodies from any
point of the northern hemisphere while facing south. See Taylor, A Commentary on Plato’s Timaeus, 150-151.
“32Pplato, Timaeus, 36d.
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The late antique commentators John Philoponos and Simplikios were aware of the
existence of the ninth, starless, sphere, and they were equally conscious of the fact that the
mathematicians and philosophers before Hipparchos were not familiar with it.*”
Philoponos in his De aeternitate mundi contra Proclum stated that Plato did not know the
ninth sphere, the starless sphere thought of by Ptolemy, but he (i.e. Plato) claimed that
there were altogether eight, as Philoponos had shown on the basis of Plato’s Timaeus."*
Simplikios, on the other hand, in his commentary on Aristotle’s De caelo mentions that, as it
seems, in Aristotle’s times, there was no knowledge of the starless sphere that encompassed
all the rest.”® Moreover, Christian authors identified the ninth starless sphere with the first
heaven mentioned in Gen. 1:1.*° This identification was made by Philoponos in his De opificio

mundi*’

and in the thirteenth century, following Philoponos, by Nikephoros Blemmydes in
his Epitome physica.”® Another remark by the Alexandrian commentator is taken up later by
Blemmydes, namely that most philosophers were ignorant of the starless sphere.” Other
Byzantine authors were also acquainted with the notion of the starless sphere, though they
applied it in different contexts. For instance, George Pachymeres invoked the image of the

starless sphere as a limit of the universe in his commentary on Aristotle’s Physics 203b22, in

the context of a discussion of the infinite.**

*3Bydén, Theodore Metochites’ Stoicheiosis Astronomike, 179.
* John Philoponos, De aeternitate mundi contra Proclum, Bibliotheca scriptorum graecorum et romanorum
Teubneriana (Leipzig: Teubner, 1899), XIII. 18, lines 7-10. In his commentary to the Timaeus, Proclus defended
the same view, namely that he would need to be persuaded that Plato knew of the existence of a starless
sphere. See Proclus, Procli Diadochi in Platonis Timaeum commentaria, ed. E. Diehl (Leipzig: Teubner, 1906) (repr.
Amsterdam: Hakkert, 1965), vol. 3, 187, lines 19-20.

% Simplikios, In Aristotelis De caelo commentaria, ed. 1. L. Heiberg, CAG 7 (Berlin: G. Reimer, 1894), 11, 8, 462, 24-
25.

¢ Bydén, Theodore Metochites’ Stoicheiosis Astronomike, 179. See Bydén for further references.

7 John Philoponos, De opificio mundi libri vii, ed. W. Reichardt (Leipzig, Teubner: 1897), 113, lines 15-16.

% Bydén, Theodore Metochites’ Stoicheiosis Astronomike, 179.

9 1bid.

“° Michael Psellos, Kommentar zur Physik des Aristoteles, ed. L.G. Benakis, Corpus Philosophorum Medii Aevi,
Commentaria in Aristotelem Byzantina 5 (Athens: Academia Atheniensis, Institutum Litterarum Graecorum et
Latinarum, 2008), 3.14, lines 8-10. For Golitsis’ arguments in favour of Pachymeres’ authorship of the
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Not only were the late antique and Byzantine authors aware of Plato’s ignorance
concerning the existence of a ninth sphere, but also they knew very well of the discrepancy
between the Platonic model of the universe and the predominant in their time, Ptolemaic
model. Though Aristotle’s authority on the issues of natural philosophy was generally
accepted by Christian Greek writers, his account on the composition of the heavens was
contested, while Plato’s view as presented in the Timaeus held much more importance for
the Byzantine scholars under the influence of some of the late antique commentators such

“! Moreover, Gregoras’ teacher in astronomy, Theodore

as John Philoponos and Proklos.
Metochites and his contemporary Nikephoros Choumnos, were both involved in a dispute
which was essentially about the differences in terms of number of planetary spheres (eight
vs. nine) and of the sense of their corresponding movements, according to Plato and
Ptolemy. Choumnos questioned Metochites’” astronomical expertise as the latter adhered to

the Ptolemaic view of the cosmos, thus ignoring what was commonly known from Plato’s

Timaeus and the pseudo-Platonic dialogue Epinomis.**

Concordance of Authoritative Opinions

Both Metochites and Gregoras attributed great importance and prestige to the
mathematical sciences and especially to astronomy. For one thing, their subject matter was
conceived as something stable and intelligible, thus offering the possibility of obtaining
true knowledge about the creation. Consequently, what brought additional prestige to

443

mathematical astronomy was the concordance of the authoritative opinions.*” The urge for

commentary, see Pantelis Golitsis, “Un commentaire perpétuel de Georges Pachymére a la Physique d’Aristote,
faussement attribué a Michel Psellos,” BZ 100, no. 2 (2007): 637-76.

“! Bydén, Theodore Metochites’ Stoicheiosis Astronomike, 109-110; 177-178; and 171-199 for the whole
discussion on the composition of the heavens in Palaiologan Byzantium.

42 Sevienko, Etudes, 89-94.

*3 Bydén, Theodore Metochites’ Stoicheiosis Astronomike, 70.
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harmonization of planetary models was not made explicit in the ONS. Indeed, Gregoras
introduced rather subtly a Ptolemaic postulate within a generally Platonicizing text. The
importance of concordance of planetary models, this time Ptolemy’s and Aristotle’s, is,
however, directly discussed in Gregoras’ Letter 22, addressed to the Thessalonian Joseph the
Philosopher or Rhakendytes (d. 1330), a member of the scholarly circle around emperor
Andronikos II (r. 1282-1328) and author of the so-called Encyclopedia, a handbook which
served for instruction in rhetoric, logic, physics, physiology, psychology, mathematics,
ethics and theology.***

Gregoras’ epistolary corpus includes two or possibly three letters Gregoras
addressed to Joseph: Letters 22, 46 and 51 (addressed either to Joseph or to Thomas
Magistros*®®). Gregoras also dedicated a treatise on the method for calculating the date of
Easter to Joseph, as attested by its superscription in Vat. gr. 1086, f. 75r and by the letters of

another of Gregoras’ correspondents, namely Gregory Akindynos:

Besides this I have collected many other products of your noble thought and
speech, and I hold them in admiration; that is, if in fact you remember (for
this happened two years ago) what you sent to that most wise Joseph of
blessed memory, with the divine and wise Palamas. When Palamas found
that the philosopher had gone near to Him for Whom he had yearned for so
long - and he apparently knew that I am an ardent lover of your works and
that if he should bring me the book, he would do me the greatest favor - he
brought and handed it to me saying most generously, “Take the book that

”
!

you fell in love with!” In return, he won from me no trivial gratitude, but

such as he could not complain about.”**

Finally, it should also be mentioned that Joseph maintained epistolary correspondence with
both Theodore Metochites, Gregoras’ mentor, and with Thomas Magistros, member of the

learned Thessalonian elite Gregoras kept close contact with.

4 On Metochites’ attempts for harmonization of the Platonic and Ptolemaic planetary models, see Sev&enko,
Etudes, 95-100.

5 PLP 16045.

46 Akindynos, Letter 1, lines 28-38.
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Letter 22 is an example of continuous engagement of at least two generations of
Byzantine scholars with the question of how to interpret the existing cosmological
accounts and astronomical theories, how to explain the differences between them and how
to bring them to agreement, an agreement which guaranteed the epistemic nature of the
science of astronomy and the validity of its conclusions. In his missive, Gregoras appealed
to Joseph to develop further the scientific and philosophical project started by Theodore
Metochites. According to Gregoras, Metochites” scholarly enterprise needed two additions
in order to be brought to perfection: a treatment of the logical treatises of Aristotle, i.e. the
Organon, and of the Metaphysics. Metochites had omitted them and Gregoras urged Joseph
not to do the same in order to be able to demonstrate ultimately that Aristotle’s

cosmological assumptions were in agreement with the postulates of Ptolemy:

Therefore now, when you are also completing the planned task, do not omit,
you as well, the treatises I have mentioned like some kind of appendage, do
not put them in a secondary position, neither [leave out] the other issues
outside of [your] great effort, in order for you to show those many
harmonious elements in the treatises of the wise Ptolemy and in what in
Aristotle is conceived about the planetary spheres.*"

Gregoras envisaged Joseph as the missing final link in a chain of authorities, with respect to
the specific task he encouraged Joseph to accomplish, that is, demonstrating the
concordance between Aristotle and Ptolemy. Thus, Gregoras described the transmission of

astronomical/cosmological knowledge from Kallippos and Eudoxos to Aristotle, followed by

the wise Ptolemy:

[Aristotle] goes in detail through substances, unmovable principles and
numerous spheres, referring to up to fifty-five of them and he calls them
spheres that have regular movement and retroactive spheres, having

*7 Gregoras, Letter 22, lines 105-109: ®€pe Toivuv Kal 6V T6 60V EKTEADV TpounBEg, pur| kal avtdg Tapadpdung ta
glpnuéva kabdmep 1 @AKoV und’ €v mapépyw O7ig, 6t1 ur| mepi mAeiovog Tfi¢ omovdii Td te dAAX Kol Tva
cOPQWVa Toi¢ To0 600l MroAepaiov dei€ne Soa kai ApiototéAet SisiAnnral mepl TOV TAAVWUEVWY 6QALPGOV.
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received those terms, as he says, from Kallippos and Eudoxos. These two
were astronomers and were active before Aristotle. And the wise Ptolemy
transmitted to us a much lesser number of spheres, still, undoubtedly, it is
absolutely clear to everyone that the statements of the man are very sound,
and it is likely that those men who have so advanced of great wisdom did not
speak nonsense, neither the son of Nikomachos, nor those from whom he

received these terms.**®

This being the case, it was Joseph'’s task, claimed Gregoras, to show that “the things which

seem discordant are in agreement.”**

Celestial Influence on Terrestrial Phenomena

It is well-known that Ptolemaic astronomy was revitalized during the early Palaiologan
period and it is not surprising that its achievements dominate our understanding of
Byzantine mathematical sciences at large. It is perhaps less known that early Palaiologan
astronomers tend to appear in need of justification of pursuing such a course of study. The
existence of a unified authoritative tradition presented one such justification. As Paul
Magdalino suggested, both Maximos Planoudes and George Pachymeres felt the need to
justify and reestablish the study of the mathematical sciences, while Metochites, in
particular, strove to demonstrate the superiority of astronomy within the sciences of the
quadrivium, as well as with respect to physics, thus possibly motivating the reintroduction,

after more than a century of interruption, of the study of astronomy in the higher

8 Gregoras, Letter 22, lines 109-119: 0 pév ydp obolag kal Gpxag dkivAToug Kal ogaipag dé€eior mAelotag O
Nikoudxov uéxpt Kal €¢ TEVTE KAl TEVINKOVTIA AVAQEPWY aUTAC Kol TAC WEV @epovoag, Tag O
Gvehittovoac kaAel, mapd te KaAAimmouv kol E086Eov tag towadtac, (¢ ¢nol, @wvic £xdeEduevoc.
dotpoBeduovec & Hotnv obtol mpiv 1 AploTotéAny yevéaBal dkudoavte & 8¢ ye 0o@dg Mrolepaios TOAAD Ye
fittoug UiV Td¢ TolavTag tapadidwet cpaipac, dfilov 8¢ {{kai}} drimov toi¢ dnact TdvTwg, WG TEvL Tol Go@aAf
& elpnuéva tavdpi, eikdc & ab und ékeivovg Anpeiv cogiac obtw ueydAng mporkovtag &vdpag, olte OV
Nikoudyov oUte ToUG £€ (v ékeivog TAG ToladTag TAPEIAHPEL PWVAC.

9 Gregoras, Letter 22, lines 119-120: &1 8¢ peyaloguodg T® npdypatt diavoiag, tva Eoupwva td dokodvta un

E0UPWVX dTo@AvY.
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educational curriculum.” Demonstrating the strong dependence of the earthly events on

their celestial counterparts, something Gregoras also did in the ONS, offered another such
justification. The third group of arguments demonstrating the revered character of the
hebdomad concentrated on examples of the influence celestial phenomena exercise on
terrestrial beings and events. The majority of Gregoras’ examples deal with the influence of

the moon and its cycle of four hebdomads. For instance:

§17. Moreover, the ocean itself follows this seventh number with respect to
its spates and ebbs [...] For when the moon is born, the ocean also starts
increasing at once, displaying little by little <its> greater size until the
seventh day, on which the moon also becomes half-full and from that
moment it in turn starts to abate back little by little; and the ocean also sinks
down until the second period of seven days [...] and similarly once more the
third week has effects resembling the first, and the fourth - the second, and
forever and ever in a similar manner.*"

§18. But also <scholars like> Hippokrates and Galen... held the opinion that
the attacks of diseases are distinguished in periods pertaining to the number
seven. [...] The transitions of the moon during every period of seven days are
the cause of these <events>, <transitions> that <the moon> does according to

its distance from the sun.**

% Magdalino, L'orthodoxie des astrologues, 142, 144, 146-147.

! Gregoras, ONS, 127, lines 33-37-128, lines 1-6: "ETt kal ‘Qkeavdg abTOg TG ENTASIKG TOUTW GPOU@ KATA TAG
TAnuuLpidag kal dundtidag €metar, kal tolto dfjdov udAiotar mavtwv yivetar toig mPocoikolol Taig
‘HpakAéovg otiAaig Exatépwbev mept tov t@v Tadelpwv mopbuov AiPusi te kal “IPnpot, mpowbolduevov
PAénovteg €v8o0ev £k T0D Wkeavelov kal aTAavTikod eAdyoug mpog v £€w kal Nuetépav OdAacoav tavtnv.
YEVOUEVTG Yap Tfig oeARvNg, 0BV alieobal kal avTog dpxetat, katd Ppaxv peilova tOV Sykov deikvig £wg
£PSSUNG Nuépag, &v 1 kal Stxdtopog 1y seAfvn yivetat, kai TobunaAty ékeibev atig dpxetar Afyetv katd Bpoyd
kol adTdC kol D1ldvery Ewg Tic Sevtépag adig épSouddog, Ste kai maveéAnvog 1 Sadodxog Ekeivn kai aibepia
@aivetal yivouévn Aaundg, kai opoiwg 1) tpitn ndAw eBSopdg T tfj Tpwtn ol mapanAfioly, 1) 8¢ teTdptr T&
1] deutépq, Kal Opoiwg del TOV TdvTa aiva.

*2 Gregoras, ONS, 128, lines 7-15: 'AAAG kal td¢ T®V voonudtwy énaywyds Entadikaig mepiddoig kpivesbat
aneervavto ‘Tnrokpdtatl kai FaAnvol kal 6oot TV AcKANTAd GOV €YEVOVTO KPATIGTOL TAUTH Yap TV NUEPRV 1)
@Uo1G, TPOC Bcol O £vddoipov eilneuia, nenaively wpioato, Ta¢ TPO aUTHG andooag fuépag ikoTL Adyw
Stapeproauévn kab’ Ekaota, kal velpaoa thv te yéveowv kal abénov T@v dAAoT’ GAAWG TakTaic mep16doig
nopevouévwy tol Plov mpayudtwy, TV Te Lylvévtwy dnAadn kai xapdvtwy, kal Soa vécor kal AGmat
navrodaral kai @Oopai dafdokev EAayov katd PovArow Tfi¢ &vwOev Tepuodong mpovoiag Tamiyeia. TovTwV
& attiov ai ka®’ £Bdoudda petaPolai tig oeARVNG, GG Katd Tag TPOG fAtov dnootdoelg alth Toleital.
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§19. For <the moon> is full when it is away from the sun, in opposition. <It is>
half-full when it stands in a quartile to it (i.e. the sun) [...] it is bulging on
both sides whenever it is in trine to <the sun]>; it is crescent when it is in a
sextile. [...] and in the time of the new moon, not being able to appear before,
<it causes> the clear transitions to produce effect on the earth.*”

Gregoras’ selection and arrangement of material in his ONS, I argue, was motivated by his
intention to emphasize the interconnectedness between the heavenly and earthly domains,
and the consequential influence heavenly bodies and their movements exert on terrestrial
phenomena. Such a position is in agreement with explicit statements on the matter
Gregoras incorporated in his History, as well as in his letters. It is worth noting that the
above quoted arguments concerning the effects the moon has on the earth are paralleled

and elaborated further in Gregoras’ Letter 69:

[...] if it <the moon> meets one of the favourable stars, the result will be good
when it <the moon> occupies the tetractile position or one of the other
positions of the same type. If the case is the opposite, the result will be bad.
Its hebdomadal transitions, the phases in which it is full and in which it is in
the first or the last quarter, in the physicians’ opinion, influence the diseases
[...] It is above all the sick people who feel the most clearly the changes of the
moon, for example the epileptics. They can feel particularly the changes in
the atmosphere when the moon is in conjunction with the sun.**

% Gregoras, ONS, 128, lines 16-23: MavoéAnvog pev ydp yivetar 8tav petd Trv cuvodiknv cuvluyiav katd
diduetpov Grootdoa tod nAiov yévrrar dixdtopog § Ote kaTd TETpdywvov avTH otain oxnuatiopdv,
Aentopepéotepov & £T1 erivar au@ikvptog UeV yivetal, neldav Katd TpLywVvikOV YEVITAL TOUTW OXNUATIOUGV:
unvoetdng 8¢ Stav ka® Eaywvikdv. d€efag uév ovv kai o@ddpa taxeiag moteitar Td¢ ueTafoAdg Stav kot
Siduetpov otdoa mavoiAnvog yévntar Ppadutépag 8¢ Stav katd kAOetov avT® yevouévn, cuVOdIKIV avT®
notfitat TV kivnow kai tov tfig kpOPews xpdvov 0AdkAnpov oxedov {wdiov vTdpxovta, ur duvauévn, Tpiv
@avivatl, ca@eic Tag ueTaPoAdg épydlesdat mpog Thv yijv.

% Gregoras, Letter 69, lines 74-80; 98-101: [...] €l ka®’ &v dmolovodv evpebein mapodebovoa t@V {Wwdiwv N
oeAfivn Oy kal T@V TAavATwy £Tuxé TIg OV omdoot dyaboli, xpnotdv avtoiq dnavtd to téAog, ondte kad Goa
TETpdywvov 1 GAANV Tva t@vV Gvrkovo®v moleital thv otdov: € 8¢ tovvavtiov, dviapdv. al ye unv
ePOopadikal mepiodor tavtng Kai ai dixdunvor kai dixdtopor @aoeig kal ixtp®dv atsiv dvioipol wuoAdynvral
givan ¢ t& voorjuata [...] kal oi udAiota vooodvreg éxdnAdtepov afoBorvt’ &v dmboat Tfig oeAfvng uetafoAad,
Gomep kal oot miAnmrol. udAAov ydp TGV Tod &époc aicBdvovt’ &v o0Tol UeTafoA®V &v T mpdg TOV Aoy
Tfig oeAjvng cuotdoet.
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Gregoras viewed heavenly phenomena as closely linked to earthly events. The two were
bound through a natural harmonic relation, which was sometimes perceived as causal and
therefore justified their study. Gregoras’ views are much in tune with the medieval
understanding of celestial causation® and Letter 69 offers more examples in support of this

argument:

You did not limit the boundaries of your thinking to the grass, to the flocks
of sheep, to the frontiers of the earth, but you went up to the vault of the sky,
studying the relation which naturally <unites> the celestial and terrestrial
phenomena, the secondary causes of those, and whence the principles of
generation descend, <the principles> <that> mystically nurture the
terrestrial beings.”* [...] I shall collect for you from elsewhere the remaining
<things> like in a bright theatron, so that you know from there how the
earthly phenomena are linked to the celestial and <that> the same
concordance and arrangement unites them at each end in one and the same

thing like in perfection.*’

In the light of the discussion so far, one may conclude that, as the examples drawn from the
ONS and Gregoras’ letters illustrate, he strove to provide justification for his astronomical
pursuits. Needless to say, in addition to its relevance for understanding the events on earth
and with the support of concordant authoritative opinions, the study of the natural world,
of the celestial phenomena in particular, found other venues of justification. The regularity

of the heavenly movements and the mathematical foundation of their realm

5 On theories of celestial influence in Latin medieval cosmology, see ]J. North, “Medieval Concepts of Celestial
Influence: A Survey,” in Astrology, Science, and Society: Historical Essays, ed. Patrick Curry (Woodbridge, Suffolk;
Wolfeboro, N.H: Boydell Press, 1987), 5-17.

¢ Gregoras, Letter 69, lines 30-35: o0 ydp dxpt XA6ng kai motpviewy kai ondoa yig Gpiax Tovg Spovg wpiow Thg
ofig dravoiag, GAN” dxpt kal ovpaviwy aPidwv &viAbeg, TV kowvwviay eDELHE TOV Avw Kol KATW {NTOV Kal
TO MeT TO TP@OTOV aiTia TOUTWVI Kol 8Bev ol TH¢ yevésewg kaTIOvTeG Adyol BOOKOUGT HUOTIKADC TA EMiyEla.

*7 Gregoras, Letter 69, lines 45-48: €y ool Aownov Aaumpdv Etépwbev cuykpotriow to BEatpov, v’ Evtedbev
yvoing 8nw¢ toi¢ ovpaviolg cuvdntetal & €nfysla kai pia Tig dpuovia kol oUvtaic ekatépwbev £¢ £vg Tivog

£pyou ovviotatat TEAEcPOpUa.
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counterbalanced the changeability of the world below. One has to bear in mind also that for
Byzantine scholars there was yet another agent of stability beyond the created universe, i.e.
its Creator, God and his omniscient providence, whose role and significance for Gregoras’
thought I discuss in Part IIL.4: Knowledge of the Creation. Spontaneity, Fortune, and Divine

Providence.

Chapter 3: Letters and Astronomy

Gregoras’ astronomical letters either emphasized the importance of the study of the
celestial phenomena, or described the conditions of composition of his treatises and in
some cases accompanied them, or finally, the letters bore the marks of Gregoras’ active
involvement in ‘astronomical’ controversies. In a commentary written sometimes between
1330 and 1332*° on Synesios’ On Dreams, Gregoras elaborated on the well-known mythical

story of Ikaros:

Ikaros also was a human himself: he wanted to study astronomy and the
paths of the stars. As he was unable to comprehend easily the
demonstrations of the computations, he gave up in the midst of <his>
education; and for this reason the story goes that he attached to himself
waxen wings, in order to fly towards the sky. In the middle of the flight, since
the sun was striking him more severely, the wings dissolved, and he fell in
[...] the sea, [...] and as he fell, he drowned in the sea.*”’

In a letter written within the same time frame (Letter 28), i.e. between 1330 and 1331,*°

“** Dating according to Sevenko and more recently Pietrosanti. See SevEenko, “Some Autographs of
Nicephorus Gregoras”; and Gregoras, Synesios.

15 Gregoras, Synesios, 154 C 186, 03, lines 6-16: ikdpov. 6 8¢ Tkapog &vOpwmog Av kai adTée | AROVARGN 8¢ TV
Gotpovouiav pabelv, kal Tovg TV Gotépwv Spduoue. ur duvduevog 8¢ padiwg tag T@V Adywv dmodeifeig
cLVIéval, ameine uetald tii¢ pabrioews kal d1d Todto éuubeddn 8t mpooekSAANcEY £aVT® KApIVA TTepd, Tva
netacOf TpdG ovpavav. | uetald 8¢ Tiig nrricewg Tod fAlov mposPardvtoc alT® cpodpdtepov, ETdknoay uev T
nTepd, abTog 8¢ émentwkel év ¢ uépet Tic Baldoong [...] kal meowv énviyn év tfj | Badoon.

“ Dating according to Leone. See Gregoras, Letters, vol. 2.

108



CEU eTD Collection

DOI: 10.14754/CEU.2014.01

Gregoras invoked the image of Ikaros again, this time providing a more predictable
interpretation of the story. He presented Ikaros as a fool equipped with excessive insolence
who did not want to walk the earth any longer and therefore, desired something beyond his
nature, namely to fly. His means, however, were “perilous and far from what is considered
to be of a sensible person.”**" In the case of Letter 28, Ikaros’ story served, in fact, as an
opening of an invective in epistolary form against those who insult the study of astronomy.
The two renderings of the Ikaros myth, therefore, the former more explicitly than the
latter, both referred to those who despite their desire to advance in the astronomical
studies did not possess the right mind for it and their consequent downfall only proved
their misfortune, foolishness, and even arrogance. In order for this observation to be
meaningful, one has to bear in mind Gregoras’ active involvement in the astronomical
debates of the 1330s. It is equally important to consider his role in the revival of Ptolemaic
astronomy during the early Palaiologan period, a scholarly “project” that involved erudites
from the two preceding generations, notably Maximos Planoudes and Theodore Metochites.

In a letter written between the solar eclipses of November 1331 and the one of May
1333%* Nikephoros Gregoras described his involvement in an on-going ‘debate’ on
astronomical matters and more precisely, on the accuracy of the calculation of the solar
eclipse’s date. Gregoras described the relations between him and his adversaries in the

following way:

Therefore, having made those people aware that there will be another
eclipse of the sun, after that one, whose date and hour, and measure it is
necessary to determine, then, I continued being dedicated to silence for a
whole one year, up to the present day. By announcing such news, I seemed to
those similar, as it were, to someone who had thrown a precious stone into

the deep sea. Thus I imposed on them, diving into the sea, to search for the

‘! Gregoras, Letter 28, lines 5-6: &AN’ Av tabta épddia tévdpi opadepd kai mpdow A Gote kal 6wPPOVOTVTOG
glvon Sokeiv.

2 Anne Tihon dates Letter 103 to 1332 or the start of 1333. See Tihon, “Astrological Promenade in Byzantium
in the Early Palaiologan Period,” 283.
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place in the abyss, at the bottom of the sea, where the thrown stone lies. But

such a task is not at all similar; on the contrary it is to such extent easier as it
463

is for a small child to take up in its hands a bundle of stalks.

The passage comes from Gregoras’ Letter 103 addressed to the sebastos Michael Kaloeidas.***
Constantinides Hero has suggested that this letter received the attention of another of
Gregoras’ addressees, namely Gregory Akindynos’ who alluded to it in a letter written

% According to Hero, not only

during the summer of 1333, after the solar eclipse of May 14.
Akindynos, but also Barlaam of Calabria (ca. 1290-1348)*° was acquainted with the content
of the very same letter, and moreover he was Gregoras’ actual opponent, though Gregoras
did not mention him by name. Here Hero follows Tihon and Mogenet who agree with such
identification.*”

In sum, since Letter 103 was circulated, it engaged at least three individuals from
Gregoras’ circle. First, it was addressed to Michael Kaloeidas who was interested in
astronomy and, as it seems from the letter, asked Gregoras to break his silence and to give a
more accurate explanation concerning the coming solar eclipses (in 1333 and 1337
respectively).*®

Second, it engaged Akindynos whose interest in astronomy reached only to the

point of reading and praising highly Gregoras’ works:

[...] in fact, it is not your works which proclaim you, nor is it just those men

*3 Gregoras, Letter 103, lines 57-64: “00ev petewpioag avTovg w¢ €otar Kai GAAN PeTd TAV EMOKSTNOWV TALTNVL
00 HAov, g fuépav kai Gpav kal mosdtnta Séov ebpeiv, eita oryfi 0wV Sirfyayov uéxpt kai g TV THuEPOV
8Aov &viautdv: oig Suotog #8oéa TadT einwv Gomep v el AiBov moALTeEAR katd ueydAng BaAdTTng doeis, eita
¢métattov ol Tic &Bvocov kai TGV Balattiwy muBévwY Ekeivog keltal pipels, katadbvrag {nreiv. 168’ v ody
Spo1ov GAAG To600TO TOV KOVPOTATWY, 600V Kol oputkp® Tandl kKaAdung @dkeAlov ava xeipag AaPeiv.

64 PLP 10569.

% Akindynos, Letters, 309 and 312.

46 PLP 2284,

*” Barlaam de Seminara, Traités sur les éclipses de Soleil de 1333 et 1337, 156-157.

1% Gregoras, Letter 103, lines 68-71: kaitot 6o ye efveka, o0k &v Adywv TGV mpoonkSvtwy &vev kv e eivat
gywye £PovAduny de€iévar, dAN Gomep del To0¢ te TPéTOUG Kal Ta¢ aitiag Toi¢ mPpdyUast SLUYKEPAVVUG THV
Epeatv ETpeov TNV oV, oUTtw kal vOv pot £6éAovti Av.
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who have savored and relished your divine sayings, but now even the

celestial bodies, the very sun and the moon and the stars which under your

guidance hide from us and appear again, moving as they do.*”

Akindynos was compelled to discuss the exceptionality of Gregoras’ astronomical
knowledge in order to establish a friendly relationship with him, especially since Gregoras
praised his letter in front of the emperor Andronikos III (r. 1328-1341) as attested in
Akindynos’ second letter to Gregoras: “But when you say that he listened to you praising
my letter, about this, permit me to say, I can hardly believe you. For neither is my letter
such as to be presented to the Emperor, nor would he lend an ear to it.”*”° Akindynos’
second letter also attests to the public reading of one of Gregoras’ astronomical missives
which could very well be Letter 103.” Finally, Barlaam was also acquainted with the letter
since it seems that he took upon the challenge posed by Gregoras in it, namely he
calculated the eclipses of May 14, 1333 and March 3, 1337.

In order to address the main questions this chapter poses, namely what was the
scientific and political importance of astronomy during the Palaiologan period and how did
it connect with philosophy, as far as one can infer from Gregoras’ correspondence and from
Letter 103 in particular, I have divided my exposition in three parts. First, I will discuss how
the astronomical debate is presented, how the image of Gregoras’ adversary is constructed
and whether the latter’s identification with Barlaam is accurate. Second, I will analyze the
nature of the ‘challenge’ and I will introduce the general characteristics of Palaiologan
astronomy. Finally, I will deal with the relation between astronomy and philosophy and
how astronomy profits from it in terms of its role in the process of acquiring certain social
promotion.

Letter 103 starts with a long introduction that outlines the setting of the so-called

** Akindynos, Letters, 7.
0 1bid., 10. Letter 2, lines 88-99.
' According to Constantinides Hero, Akindynos’ second letter should be dated to the summer of 1333,

posterior to the eclipse of May 14, 1333.
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‘astronomical’ controversy and the relations between Gregoras and his opponents. The

2 One of

debate, one can assume, started at least one year prior to the writing of the letter.
its main features, as presented by Gregoras, consisted in the contrary understanding of
science the two factions professed. While Gregoras stated that he couldn’t allow for dubious
conclusions to be proclaimed as scientific knowledge, he accused his opponents of playing
games of science (t& tf¢ €miotAunG maiyvix). Moreover, he denoted his adversaries as
sophists (co@iot®v ot moAloi), characterized by foolishness (@Avapia), thoughtlessness
(Gppdvn) and great ignorance (Guadia peyiotn) as opposed to the wise and sensible men
(éxéppoveg) such as Gregoras’ himself.

Through the first two thirds of the letter Gregoras displayed and employed five
parallel antitheses through which he constructed both his own image as a ‘true’ scholar
who practices science in the correct manner, according to its principles, and thus, reaches
true conclusions; and the image of his adversaries portrayed as mischievous, proud, daring,
and foolish magicians and readers of signs whose ignorance is even more blinding than the
shining sun. The aim of the literary construction Gregoras employs here is not merely to
draw a clear line between him and his opponents. Each of the five analogies also indicates
various ways in which Gregoras could have acted or could act in relation to his opponents.

First, Gregoras compared himself to Pythagoras, both of them being wise men
surrounded by fools. Pythagoras, however, demonstrated their foolishness by addressing
them directly, while Gregoras has chosen the prolonged and more difficult solution of being
silent. As Gregoras and Pythagoras acted differently in a similar situation, one might think
that this analogy only gives a ‘negative’ description of Gregoras, i.e. it says what he did not
and would not do. Nevertheless, placed at the very beginning of the letter, it immediately
situates the audience in the subject matter discussed: Pythagoras’ figure is not merely

employed as a general model of a wise man, but moreover, it invokes a paradigm inherited

2 Either in 1330 or in 1332.
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from the Platonic tradition which ascribes all the achievements of Presocratic astronomy to
him. Whence, although Gregoras does not state it explicitly in the beginning of his letter,
astronomy is indicated as the science he is referring to.

The second analogy presents Gregoras as another Homer. It invokes the passage
from Pseudo-Herodotus’ Life of Homer which informs about the way Thestorides of Phocaea,
after having put Homer’s poems into writing, claimed them to be his own and was
performing them with great success on the island of Chios. This second comparison adds
another characteristic to the image of Gregoras’ opponents - besides being ignorant of the
astronomical matters, they are also plagiarizers appropriating Gregoras’ achievements and
fame.

The third analogy compares Gregoras’ adversaries to the Titans who in their anger
revolted against Zeus."” However, further below in the text Gregoras will specify that unlike
Zeus he does not dispose of lightning and he will not attack his enemy in a like manner. The
fourth analogy equals the adversaries to the mythical Telchines, usually perceived as
spiteful sorcerers. Here the opposition between mathematical astronomy, as an exact
science, and magic is invoked in order to emphasize again that the attempts of Gregoras’
adversaries to deal with astronomy have no validity and could not reach true, that is,
scientific conclusions since they were based on divinations and not on scientific reasoning.

The final, fifth analogy compares Gregoras to Odysseus in terms of the ability of the
latter to recall a person to his senses (cw@pwvilewv). The allusion refers to the famous
episode from the Iliad where Odysseus beat Thersites with Agamemnon’s scepter. Gregoras
claims that unlike Odysseus he does not have the staff with which to urge a certain
someone to come to his senses."”

In four of the five analogies (all but the one involving the Telchines) Gregoras

*7 Gregoras’ adversaries are compared also to the Cyclopes. Cf. Gregoras, Letter 103, line 45.

** Though in reverse order and not referring to Gregoras himself but to those angered by Barlaam’s insolence,
the same two analogies (namely, not having a scepter like Odysseus, nor a thunderbolt like Zeus) are employed
also in the Gregoras, Phlorentios, lines 555-563.
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opposed his attitude towards his adversaries (i.e. being silent) to an altogether active
position: Pythagoras addressed the fools, Homer went to Chios and sought out Thestorides,
Zeus overthrew the Titans with the power of his lightning, Odysseus beat Thersites with
Agamemnon’s sceptre. The paradigm consisting of these four figures is being gradually
intensified alongside the parallel paradigm of the image of Gregoras’ adversaries.
Therefore, when he renounces his dedication to silence and for the first time addresses the
question of the solar eclipses and their calculation directly, one may recognize two main
elements of the narrative. The first is the climax of the narrative gradation, the aim of
which is to convince the audience of the foolishness of Gregoras’ opponents. The second
embodies the turning point in Gregoras’ argumentation and is expressed on lines 57-64 of
Letter 103. It places the start of the controversy at the time of the announcement of an
eclipse by Gregoras (identified on the one hand, by Guilland as the eclipse of July 16, 1330
which Gregoras calculated,” and on the other, as the eclipse of November 30, 1331 by Tihon
and Mogenet™). It is not the aim of the present chapter to discuss the grounds for this
identification. My objective is to deal with the other two eclipses Gregoras announced in his
letter to Kaloeidas - namely the eclipse of the May 14, 1333 and the one of the March 3,
1337. While he mentions the precise hour, date and measure of the first one (namely, it will
take place around the twelfth hour on May 14, in the first indiction and it will be the fullest
among all eclipses he had observed until now), concerning the second, he just states that it
is going to occur. He promises to be silent about its characteristics on account of his
adversaries and of his students, the first being amateurs in astronomy, the second still not
initiated in its craft.

The announcement of the occurrence of these two eclipses has been largely

interpreted by the modern day readers of Gregoras’ letters as posing a challenge towards

7 Guilland, Correspondance, 150, note 1. Cf. Nikephoros Gregoras, Calcul de l'éclipse de Soleil du 16 juillet 1330.

"7 Barlaam de Seminara, Traités sur les éclipses de Soleil de 1333 et 1337, 155. Sevéenko and Polemis have suggested
alternative dating, 1333 or 1337 respectively. See Sev&enko, Etudes and Polemis, “H mpdg tov BapAady Siéve&ig
100 Tpryopd. H Avtidoyia,” 44-72.

114



CEU eTD Collection

DOI: 10.14754/CEU.2014.01

Barlaam. The truth is, in all four of Gregoras’ letters which relate directly to the
astronomical controversy, he never named his opponents.”’”” Barlaam was identified as his
chief adversary based on otherwise well attested rivalry between the two erudites®”® as well
as on the fact that the eclipses of May 1333 and March 1337 that Gregoras’ announced in
Letter 103 are precisely the ones Barlaam calculated.”” If one takes into account Barlaam’s
arrival in Constantinople (1330) and his almost immediate popularity which was roughly
coincidental with the fall of Andronikos II (r. 1282-1328), the exile of Theodore Metochites
(1270-1332; he was sent to exile in 1330) and the related downfall of his disciple and
protégé Nikephoros Gregoras, one might see the two intellectuals as “natural” rivals for
imperial attention (note the famous public dispute between Barlaam and Gregoras

**1). One might assume

described both in Gregoras’ History*® and in his dialogue Phlorentios
then, that it is Barlaam whom Gregoras targeted in the letter to Kaloeidas. The Calabrian
monk seems to be the one diving in the deep waters of the sea in search of the precious
stone Gregoras has thrown.

The two, however, were adversaries on many grounds, e.g. musical theory and
philosophy. Then, “Why argue over astronomy?” is a question that immediately comes to
mind. In order for me to offer an answer, I shall have to clarify what the nature of
Palaiologan astronomy was and what its status was. When I refer to Palaiologan astronomy
in the present chapter, I have in mind the mathematical aspect of the astronomical science

and not its physical one. Simplicius (the sixth century CE) illustrated the difference, which,

I argue, is relevant for the Palaiologan period too, by the following example:

Now in many cases the astronomer and the physicist will propose to prove

77 Gregoras, Letters 40, 53, 83 and 103.

78 See Gregoras’ dialogues Phlorentios, Philomathés, the allusions in Gregoras’ and Akindynos’ correspondence,
as well as Gregoras’ History.

7 Cf. Barlaam de Seminara, Traités sur les éclipses de Soleil de 1333 et 1337.

0 Gregoras, History.

*81 Gregoras, Phlorentios.
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the same point, e.g., that the sun is of great size or that the Earth is spherical,

but they will not proceed by the same road. The physicist will prove each

fact by considerations of essence or substance, or force, of its being better

than things should be as they are, or of coming into being and change; the

astronomer will prove them by the properties of figures or magnitudes, or by

the amount of movement and the time that is appropriate to it.**
Astronomy as one finds it in the calculation treatises of Gregoras and Barlaam is merely a
calculation of the precise date of a past/future conjunction of celestial bodies and a
description of its aspects, both executed according to the guidelines of Ptolemy’s Almagest
and Handy Tables. One finds the clearly delineated borders of mathematical astronomy not
only in Barlaam’s and Gregoras’ calculation treatises but also in the astronomical pursuits
of their common correspondent George Lapithes, an erudite member of the circle of Hugh
IV (r. 1324-1359), king of Cyprus*® who dealt both with philosophy and astronomy as

'8 (1336) - answers to five philosophical problems (dmopiot)

attested by Barlaam’s Solutions
posed to the Calabrian by Lapithes -, as well as by the latter’s correspondence with
Gregoras. An example of Lapithes’ interest in improving the Handy Tables of Ptolemy is

recorded in his letter to Gregoras (written between 1330-1340):

With what sort of astronomical tables do you make your calculations? [...] For
I don’t believe that you use the Ptolemaic tables, since they have become
inaccurate due to the length of time [elapsed since their epoch]. Also: whom
do you trust when you make astrological predictions - Ptolemy alone or one

*2 Translation by T. L. Heath in his Aristarchus of Samos (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1913), 276. Cf. F. Jamil Ragep
on Ptolemy in F. Jamil Ragep, “Freeing Astronomy from Philosophy: An Aspect of Islamic Influence on
Science,” Osiris, Second Series 16 (2001): 58: “Ptolemy [...] refers to physics and metaphysics as “guesswork” and
proclaims that “only mathematics can provide sure and unshakeable knowledge to its devotees. One would
assume that he would therefore try to avoid physical and metaphysical principles in his astronomy, and,
indeed, in the introductory cosmological sections of the Almagest, he generally establishes such things as the
sphericity of the heavens and the Earth, the Earth’s centrality and its lack of motion, according to
observational and mathematical principles, in contrast to the more physical means used by Aristotle in, say,
De Caelo”

'8 PLP 92561 (15069).

*** Robert Sinkewicz, “The Solutions addressed to George Lapithes by Barlaam the Calabrian and their
Philosophical Context,” Mediaeval Studies 43 (1981): 151-217.
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of the others? For the Italians among whom we happen to live hardly use

Ptolemy at all in both branches [of the celestial science] (I mean, the

theoretical and the practical), but trust more recent [astronomers] more. For

they are not satisfied with the Arabic tables alone, which begin from

Muhammad, but utilize many others as well. Therefore, teach me these

things clearly. And, if it is possible, order the computational canons (for thus

the Latins call the rules for computing) to be copied and sent to me so that I

may compare them with theirs.*”
From the astronomical treatises written by Lapithes only one is preserved, namely the
Byzantine translation of the Toledan Tables identified as Lapithes” work by David Pingree in
1976.%* Once again, the Toledan Tables is also a strictly technical treatise, that is, an aid for
more precise calculations, and it does not bear traces of cosmology, physics or metaphysics.

Though astronomy was clearly separated from natural philosophy, by its nature it
was its derivative. The Ptolemaic astronomy which the Byzantines preserved and practiced
was based in some of its assumptions on Plato’s cosmology and Aristotle’s physics, as well
as on the subsequent Neoplatonic commentary tradition. It is precisely because of their
inherent relatedness that they had to be differentiated. Aristotle’s natural philosophy
described the world in terms that seemed contradictory, such as the introduction of the
fifth element (aether) which, as Borje Bydén has shown,*” occupied not only Gregoras, but
also his predecessors Nikephoros Choumnos and Theodore Metochites. Astronomy as well

as physics had as its object the heavens, the celestial bodies and their movements. That is,

both types of argumentation aimed at explaining the creation and the way it is, i.e. they

“ Translation by Pingree in Pingree, “The Byzantine Version,” 89. See the edition of the Greek text of the
letter in Gregoras, Letter ad Gr. 14, lines 28-41: [...] 810 molwv kavdvwv T4 Yneneopiog tepaivelg [...] o0 yap
oiuai oe xpfioBat toic IMToAepaikoic, T ToD Xpdvov mAKBel T dkpifeiag éxmintovoy - #t1 8¢ TaC TV
dmoteAeopudtwv kpiogic Tivi motebwy éxtidng mérepov Mrolepain udvw A kal To Tév EAAWV. Ttalol ydp, oig
ENdXOUEV GUVOLKETY, Kal Kot Auew & pépn, T0 Bewpnrikdv @nut kal T Tpaktikdy, EAdxiota t@ Mtolepaiw
XpwuevoL T& TAglw TOIG VEWTEPOIG TIGTEVOLGLY: OV Y&p TOIG AppafPikoic uévoig dpkodvrtal kavdolv, ¢k tol
Mwoaugd Apyuévorg, dAAd ToAAoig kai dAAoic mpooyp@vrat. Tadtd Te 00V cap®c £kdida&ov, kal ginep oiév te
ToU¢ TG Yr<en>@opiac kavovag - oUtw d¢ t& mapayyéAuata to0 Preneopeiv kaholol Aativol - kEAevoov
HeTeEYYpa@évTac oTaAfjvai pot, wg &v €xw To0Toug TG EKelvwy TapaPaleiv.

“*¢ Pingree, “The Byzantine Version.”

*7 Bydén, Theodore Metochites’ Stoicheiosis Astronomike.
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had the same subject matter. According to Gregoras, the heavens were that part of the
creation on which one could rely in order to understand the events happening on earth:
“And indeed we are not deprived in any way from having a clear explanation of the events
here on earth. Why? For we know the book of God, the celestial arrangement, upon which
everything that is and will be has been engraved.”** That is, astronomy explained a part of
the world which had a specific status: the knowledge of the heavens’ construction led to the
knowledge of the earthly events and therefore, it was essential (e.g. when relating the
circumstances of Andronikos II's death, Gregoras enumerated the occurrence of a solar and
a lunar eclipses as well as an earthquake which, according to him, foretold the near end of
the emperor’s life*”). Importantly, astronomy dealt with the heavenly realm, i.e. a part of
the Creation with a specific ontological status. In a Ptolemaic cosmological framework, such
as the one employed by Gregoras, the harmonic structure of the heavens and the
movements of the heavenly bodies represented the embodiment of the underlying perfect
mathematical order, whereas physics dealt primarily with the sublunar world where
becoming, perishing, and change were attested constantly. Thus, the astronomical subject
matter was both perceptible, that is, one could observe the celestial phenomena, and
intelligible, since mathematical principles lay in its foundation. Thus, Magdalino argued,
Palaiologan scholars perceived astronomy not only as part of philosophy, but also, together

with astrology, as a bridge to the contemplation of the divine, a point of access to the realm

‘8 Gregoras, Letter 53, lines: 116-118: kaitot 008’ Auiv mavtdmacty dmnydpevtal ShAwoty éxeibev eival TGOV
¢myeiwv. @G ydp, ol PipAiov Touev Beod, THV oVpdviov Siakdounoty, 1 yevouevov kai éoduevov Emav
gyyéypantat,

0 Gregoras, History, vol. 1, 460, lines 4-9: Kaipdg 8¢ fdn kai mepi tfic tod ynpatod PaciAéwg dieleldeiv
televtiic, v Beoonueiatl moAAal mpoeurvusay: ol foav tolaide. émokdTnolg TpGTov HALaKT, TOCAUTAC HUEPAC
npogiAnguia TV adTod TEAELTNY, o Kai adTdC AV #TN T& TAvTa PEPLWKAG. TadTNV THV HAIOKNY éToKdTNOTY
Ekhenig S1edé€ato oeAnviaky See also Maria Mavroudi, “Exchanges with Arabic Writers during the Late
Byzantine Period,” Byzantium, Faith and Power (1261-1557): Perspectives on Late Byzantine Art and Culture, ed. Sarah
T. Brooks, The Metropolitan Museum of Art Symposia (New York; New Haven and London: The Metropolitan
Museum of Art; Yale University Press, 2007), 70; Mergiali, L'enseignement et les lettres pendant I'époque des

paléologues, 70.
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of metaphysics that would eventually rival Christian asceticism.*’

Astronomy, however, differed from physics in another way, not according to its
subject matter, but according to its methodology. Namely it relied on mathematical, that is,
apodictic, methods of inquiry and therefore, its conclusions expressed an eternal and
necessary truth.””! The differentiation between physics and astronomy, and in particular,
the shift in value between the two sciences, that is, singling out astronomy as the superior
science, has been discussed by Magdalino as a distinctive feature of Theodore Metochites’

492

intellectual agenda®™ and in all likelihood, was inherited and appropriated by his disciple
Gregoras.

One can still find instances in Barlaam’s and Gregoras’ works that betray the
existence of a certain connection between astronomy and natural philosophy. Such is the
case with the only implicit connection to natural philosophy and physics one finds in the
opening paragraphs of both of Barlaam’s treatises.”” There he states that in order to

determine precisely and understand the first principles and causes of the celestial

phaenomena one must follow Ptolemy. Gregoras would say something similar in his letter

*® Magdalino, L'orthodoxie des astrologues, 139, 151, 160-162.

“! A comparison with the status of astronomy in thirteenth- and fourteenth-century Islamic societies might
be worthy of subsequent research. See, for instance, the works of the Islamic astronomer Nasir al-Din al-Tusi
(1201-1274) and the differentiation he proposed between “proofs of the fact” (that simply establish their
existence using observations and mathematics) and “proofs of the reasoned fact” (that “convey the necessity
of that existence” using physical and/or metaphysical principles). Cf. Ragep, “Freeing Astronomy from
Philosophy,” 59: “Furthermore, Tusi himself made clear in the Tadhkira that an astronomer should prove most
cosmological matters using “proofs of the fact” (that simply establish their existence using observations and
mathematics) rather than “proofs of the reasoned fact” (that “convey the necessity of that existence” using
physical and/or metaphysical principles); the latter kind of proofs, he tells us, are given by Aristotle in De
Caelo. In other words, the astronomer should avoid dealing with ultimate causes and instead establish the
foundations of his discipline by employing the apodeictic tools of mathematics.”

2 Magdalino, L'orthodoxie des astrologues, 146-147.

*» Barlaam de Seminara, Traités sur les éclipses de Soleil de 1333 et 1337, 52. L'éclipse de 1333, lines 4-6: Al uev aition
kol ol mp@dton dpyed [italics mine] TGV kat’ oVpavOV yvouévwy cuuntwudtwy af Te todtwv dakpioelg kal
KataAfPelc dpiota kal wg Evi pdAota dkpip&g thg mpoonkovong ETuxov mapd tod Mtolepaiov diapOpwoewc:.
See also Ibid., 62. L ’Eclipse de 1337, lines 4-6: Al uév airion kai of mp@rar dpyod [italics mine] TGv kat’ obpavdv
YIVOUEVWY CUUTITWUATWY of Te TOUTwV dNakpioelg kal KataAfPeic dpiota kai wg &vi udAiota dxpipdg thig
Tpoonkovaong ETuyov Tapd tol MtoAepaiov dkpipeiac
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to Kaloeidas: “[...] but as if always I kept nourishing your appetite by attaching ways and
causes to the objects of inquiry, and now, in the same way, this keeps being my desire.***
Gregoras will also use a similar expression when describing Lapithes’ scientific pursuits in

his History:

Whatever goes beyond the limits of the sacred laws and stretches its foot
into alien territory he (George Lapithes) shook off and spat upon as being

useless to those who desire to be pious, but whatever pertains correctly to the
495

causes of things he gladly accepted in their entirety.

Though differentiated from natural philosophy, during the Palaiologan period, astronomy
was still considered part of philosophy. The only residue from the philosophical roots of
astronomy I encountered in the texts the present chapter is concerned with were the
rather formulaic opening paragraphs of Barlaam’s calculation treatises and the few
instances in Gregoras’ correspondence and in his History where astronomy is treated as the
inquiry after the causes and first principles of the movements in the heavens. In sum, the
role astronomy acquired in the intellectual setting of mid-fourteenth century Byzantium
was first of all, preconditioned by its original connection with philosophy. Second, it was
connected with the special status of its subject matter (the celestial realm signified stability
and moreover, moving under the guidance of divine providence, the conjunctures of the
heavenly bodies influence, explained, or even predicted terrestrial events, such as the death
of an emperor). Finally, it lay in the method it employed, what one may call astronomy’s
apodictic ‘power. Astronomy could unmistakably predict the occurrence of an event and its

qualities (such as degree and measure of a solar eclipse), as it relied on undisputable

% Gregoras, Letter 103, lines 69-71: [...] &GAN” {omep &el tods e tpdrovs kol Tog aitiog Toi mpdyuaot [italics mine]
oLYKEPAVVC THV EQeoty #Tpe@ov TNV 61V, oUTw kai VOV ot £6éAovTt fv.

*“* Translation by Pingree in Pingree, The Byzantine Version. See also Gregoras, History, vol. 3, 32-33: [...] kal
omdoa pev Umep o Eokapuéva Toig gvoePéot vopolg kal Umepdpiov tetvel mdda, talta &' dneoeietd te kal
Siéntvev wg dxpnota toic evoePeiv E0éAovorv: Soa &' gi¢ Tovs SnulovpyIKov¢ TV Sviwv Uyl Enopeveto Adyous,
tabta §' dopévwe mavdnaot udAa npooieto. [italics mine]
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mathematical principles. That is, by its method, astronomy was a tool equal to logic and
while logic dealt with the incorporeal language and thought constructions, astronomy
procured that the physical world could also be rationalized and that its phenomena could
be given truth value. Furthermore, together with its corollary disciplines, namely
harmonics and astrology, it brought to the fore the concept of the cosmic sympathy, that is,
the originally Stoic idea of the close connection between everything in the world as a part
of the world as a whole.” Examinations of the sympathetic relationship between different
parts of the creation, notably, between heavenly and terrestrial, as well as, between sensible
and intelligible, were carried by the Stoics, the Platonists, and the Neoplatonists, in order to
be eventually appropriated by the Byzantines and applied in order to provide an
explanation of divination.*”

In this present Part II, my main objective was to illustrate the specific phenomenon
of defending astronomical studies in the early Palaiologan period. Building upon the
scholarly and editorial effort of Maximos Planoudes and continuing the intellectual legacy
of Theodore Metochites, Nikephoros Gregoras obtained the technical expertise in
mathematical astronomy and applied it to his proposal of a calendar reform, his calculation
of solar and lunar eclipses, and in his attempt to rejuvenate the Greek tradition of treatises
on the construction and usage of the astrolabe. In addition, he strove to preserve and
disseminate knowledge on Ptolemaic astronomy as his role in the composition of the
astronomical miscellany Vat. gr. 1087 and his correspondence with George Lapithes, among
others, suggest. Throughout his astronomy-related ceuvre, as I have shown in the preceding
pages, the constant decisiveness to defend and justify the need for studying astronomy
manifests itself repeatedly in a variety of writings. The Hortatory Letter concerning Astronomy
underlined that studying the heavens, i.e. the harmonious arrangement of the world, was in

fact paying due respect to God’s glory which they related to mankind, thus one was not

¢ Magdalino, L'orthodoxie des astrologues, 154-155.
*’ Jerodiakonou, “The Greek Concept of Sympatheia and Its Byzantine Appropriation in Michael Psellos.”
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only obliged to know astronomy, but once being instructed in it, also to share his or her
knowledge.

The ONS, being an unfinished arithmological treatise, did not explicitly engage in
praising or defending the importance of astronomy, but as the selection and structuring of
its subject matter suggest, it emphasized the interrelatedness of heavenly and terrestrial
phenomena, thus implicitly suggesting that the knowledge of mathematical and ‘practical’
astronomy, i.e. astrology, was indeed relevant for the inhabitants of the sublunar world. A
number of Gregoras’ letters as well as parts of his History elaborated further on the
connection between heavenly and terrestrial and, in addition, they engaged in a polemic
against those who either practiced the science of astronomy erroneously, bragged about it
without right, or simply were not fitted for the task. In order to conclude the present part
of the dissertation, I would like to turn the reader’s attention to one final example of
Gregoras’ effort to justify the pursuit of astronomical studies, namely his Letter 28 entitled
Concerning Those who Insult the <Study> of Astronomy.*”

I began Part I13: Letters and Astronomy by referring to two slightly different
interpretations of the myth of lkaros Gregoras incorporated in his commentary on
Synesios’ On Dreams and in his Letter 28. In the commentary Gregoras presented Ikaros’
attempt to fly, as well as his consequent fall, as motivated by two factors: Ikaros’ desire to
study astronomy and his inability to understand the demonstrations it employed.”” In
Letter 28 the reference to lkaros’ myth is again employed in a polemical context, i.e.
Gregoras’ uses lkaros’ figure as a symbolic representation of excessive insolence and
arrogant behavior. Had it not been for the letter’s title, however, the addressees of Gregoras’
invective, namely certain calumniators of astronomy, would have become clear only in the

second half of the letter.”®

% Gregoras, Letters, vol. 2, 93-95.
*” Gregoras, Synesios, 154 C 186, 03, lines 6-16.
% Gregoras, Letter 28, lines 22-34: "Eu¢ 8¢ kal pdAa énfjpe Oavpdlev tol ta mavta dvelntnkdétog co@od
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In terms of its narrative, Letter 28 is organized according to a tripartite structure
where the first (lines 1-22) and the last (lines 46-53) sections of the text share similar
stylistics and thus, frame the middle section (lines 22-45). While, generally speaking, all
three parts and their respective subdivisions present a succession of rhetorical arguments
the aim of which is to expose the foul character of those who insult astronomy, the first and
third sections make use of similar literary devices such as metaphor, allegory, antithesis,
analogy, and so forth, and are informed by a generic literary discourse, that is, they could
easily be inserted in any kind of invective text, against any addressee. For instance,
Gregoras made use of the same metaphor of Ikaros one finds at the beginning of Letter 28 in
a very similar wording in his First Antirrhetics.® This time, however, Ikaros was compared to
those who attempt to apply logic in order to achieve knowledge of the divine.”” That is, the
employment of lTkaros’ myth and its reading as an allegory for insolence, arrogance, and
lack of reason appears to be a relatively common feature of Gregoras’ invectives
irrespective of their occasion. Finally, the first section of Letter 28 formulates one after the
other altogether four accusations against those who insult astronomy, namely, they are
accused of being arrogant, ignorant, similar to madmen, and envious. The third section
wraps up this enumeration by adding one more allegation to the list, namely,
shamelessness.

Following the reference to the well-known mythical story, Gregoras employed

another stylistic device characteristic for Byzantine letter-writing, namely he inserted and

Mtolepaiov, Omwg dpa €AeArifeicav abTOV TAGvhTeg Ovteg KATL TAC YAC @avAwe Swapetpodvieg Kal
&vTioTpateLOPEVOL TOIC €V oVpav® Kal Katd ThA¢ dvw @puattduevol Af€ewe. GAN, ¢ €olkev, €KWV Ye
givan TodTo mapaAédotne otyfi- GV yap &Aoyog 1) popd Te kal kivnoig Epunvéa Adyov oUk oide. daéBovteg uev
yop kai ‘Ewo@dpor kal Ttidfovrteg tetaypévnv €xovot thv mAdGvnv kai, w¢ einelv, anAavii kal mpooftt
ULOTIKAIG Tiol Suvdpeot T émiyela Péokovoav. obTol 8¢ okoTeWHv Tiva Kai dtaktodoav kai ofav of Omd TV
g oeAqvng ogaipav didttove @épovtat. T 8¢ tod MAdTwvog peyaAduyov einep mote kai viv & €v Toig
H&AoTa Eywye dyapat, 8t urjte dravéotn tO cUvoAov unte dikag tA¢ €ic avtov PAaceruiag dnftnoe, Toug T&
éketvou Pwpoloxodvrtac kal ELV 008evi kdouw daaivovrag

% Gregoras, Antirrhetika I, 281, 2, 3, 6, lines 1-14.

*% Jerodiakonou, “The Anti-Logical Movement in the Fourteenth Century,” 222.
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developed a familiar proverb, as he compared the unnamed calumniators to such people
who “place Olympus upon the Caucasus, so to speak, and as they add to this moreover the
highest Parnassus, in order to pull the heavens down from there, a spectacle which is
painful for them and spreads their great ignorance.””” That is, those irrational people
Gregoras is reproaching either attempt to fly towards the heavens or to climb towards it
and to pull it down, as it were, thus proving themselves arrogant and ignorant. “For,’
Gregoras claims, “they did not know as they engaged in things above their possibilities and
<there was> a rather easy risk that thereupon they end badly.””* The reason for the danger
is the fact that in addition to their lack of common sense and their insolence, the
calumniators are also compared to madmen whose spite and aggression is, in fact, harming

themselves:

For like in fact those suffering from madness, when they taste their own
flesh, they think they are hurting their neighbors, in this way also the fine

company of those mimes attempts these things, <and> as they hurt

themselves the most, they do not perceive the damage at all.”®

The letter’s first section, whose aim is to enumerate the faults of character of those against
whom Gregoras is writing in defense of astronomy, concludes with one final stylistic
feature, namely after the introduction of a mythical story and of a proverb, Gregoras inserts

a Biblical example:

“A sensitive heart <is> a moth in the bones,” the admirable Solomon says.

% Gregoras, Letter 28, lines 7-11: o0tot motodot T& Vv, T® Kavkdow mtiBévteg Tov "OAvumov, 6¢ einelv, kai
00T ab TOV BPiotov mpooemdyovtec Mapvacdy, tva 81 OV obpavov EkeiBev kaTaomdowol, TovnedV adToiC
kabotdpevov Oéaua kal ToAANV thv duadiov kataokeddlov adTdV.

" Gregoras, Letter 28, lines 11-12: AeArifact ydp €xvtovg t@v Lmep dOvapy Auuévol kKal kivduvdg ye pdla
pad10¢ a0TOUG KAKQDG EvTeDOev daAAdTTELY.

% Gregoras, Letter 28, lines 12-16: (omep yap toUG upaviav vooodvtag €ikO¢ T@V OlKelwv ocapk@V
dmoyevouévoug ofecBat PAdmTElY TOUG TéAQG, oUTw 81 Kai 1} KA @atpia ToLTWVI TGV Uiuwy, oig éyxelpodoty
avtol £avTovg T péytota PAdmTovTeg 00 Uikpd th¢ PAAPNG Enatovot.

%% Septuagint, Proverbs 14:30: mpaliBupog avhp kapdiag iatpdg ong 8¢ dotéwv kapdia aicOntikr. English
translation according to NETS: http://ccat.sas.upenn.edu/nets/edition/25-proverbs-nets.pdf
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But today I observe the opposite, <namely that> rather in the bones, a moth

<is> in the insensitive heart. For as a piece of wood is easily exhausted and

pervaded by a worm, so also the insensitive heart of these friends of envy

both dissolves the substance of the bones and plants itself in the very

“marrow of the soul,” so to speak.””
The line of thought from section one is continued in section three, thus framing the letter.
After having exposed the ignorance of the calumniators of astronomy, first, by comparing
them to those who wish to pull down the heavens from the top of the highest mountains,
and then, by exploring their lack of specialized knowledge of astronomy and philosophy (in
the middle section of the letter), Gregoras concludes the letter by inferring that ignorance
is always followed by lack of shame. That is, the final accusation against those who insult

astronomy is that they not only pretend to be wise, whereas in fact they are ignorant, but

also that they shamelessly showcase their lack of wisdom:

But ignorance is shameless and commonly for the most part uses every effort
to make up for the defect of nature through over-boldness, like the maimed
often make up for the rest of the foot with a wooden foot. For what is right is
to hide and to blush, but these have no shame and wish to compare
themselves with the wise men, doing something similar as those who place
side by side yellow-colored litharge and genuine gold.”®

Though the middle section of Letter 28 pursues the same objective as the first and the third,
it differs significantly in terms of its discourse. Namely, it targets the scientific and

philosophical incompetence of the calumniators of astronomy. In its three subdivisions

*7 Gregoras, Letter 28, lines 16-21: ‘of|g dotéwv kapdia aicOntiky’, enoiv 6 Bavpdoiog ToAoudv. Eyw d¢ truepov
ToOVavTiov 0p& ofjita udAAov dot@Vv kapdiac dvaioOntovoag we yap Vo okANKL E0AoV Padiwg éxdamavatal
Kal Umoppel, w¢ 8¢ kal toi¢ to0 @Odvou @iloic tovtoig 1 dvaiodnrog kapdia trkel kKol doT@V ovolav Kal
£€¢ aUTOUG, IV eintw, ToUC ‘uuelovg th¢ Yuxiic dafatvel.

% Gregoras, Letter 28, lines 46-52: 'AAAG dvaioxvvtov 1] duadia kal @iAel ye G t@ TOAAX TO Tfi¢ QUOEWS
gANnec T Opacvntt Sraolev Piralecdat, kabdmep ol xwAevovteg T6 Acinov T0od m0do¢ EvAivw daolovat
70d1 TOAAdKIC. déov yap katadveobat kai €puBpidv, ol 8¢ kal dvatoxuvtolol Kal 6@ avTovg TapaPdAiev
€0é\ovot toic co@oic, Suolov mololvteg Womep ol t& XoAoPfaevd te kai Mbapylpiva Toi¢ Xpuooi¢ Te Kal
axipdrdoig apatiBépevor
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Gregoras’ argumentation in the middle section of Letter 28 follows the following order: first,
he ridicules his opponents by comparing them to “planets on earth,” thus crafting a word-
play based on the literal meaning of the Greek mAdvng, i.e. “wanderer,” someone or
something that moves irregularly. Gregoras likens the calumniators of astronomy to bodies
with irrational motion that not only do not belong to the terrestrial sphere, but also, as
their chaotic movements show, do not conform in their actions to the universal laws
governing the heavens. Moreover, Gregoras remarks, it is perhaps on purpose that Ptolemy
did not study these “earthly planets” since it is impossible to deliver an interpretation of

something irrational:

And it motivated me greatly to wonder at the wise Ptolemy who investigated
it all, namely, how had it escape his notice that there are “planets” also on
earth and since they measure badly, they both wage war against the
<phenomena> in the heavens and are contemptuous against the sphere
above. But, as it is seems, he had allowed this to remain in silence on
purpose. For he (i.e. Ptolemy) did not know an interpretation for those
whose motion and movement are irrational. For Jupiter, Venus, and Mercury
have a regular course and, as they say, fixed and besides <they> nurture the
terrestrial events with the help of some mystical powers. These <people>
<have> some obscure and irregular <motions>, such as the shooting stars
beneath the lunar sphere carry with themselves.””

One finds the same word-play concerning the existence of “earthly planets” both in

510 511

Gregoras’ Letter 40°™° and in his dialogue Phlorentios.”"* While in Letter 40 whoever it refers to

°” Gregoras, Letter 28, lines 22-31: 'Eu¢ 8¢ kal pdAa énfpe Bavpdlewv tol td mdvta avelntnkdtog co@od
MtoAepaiov, Omwg dpa €AeArifeicav albTOV TAGvhTeg Ovteg KATL TAC YAC @avAwe Swapetpodvieg Kal
&vTioTpatevduevol Toi¢ év oVpav®d kal Katd Th¢ dvw @puattduevor AREswe. GAN, (¢ €otkev, €KWV Ye
givan TodTo mapaAédotne oryfi- GV yap &Aoyog 1) popd Te kal kivnoig épunvéa Adyov oUk oide. daéBovteg uev
yop kai ‘Ewo@dpor kal Ttidfovteg tetaypévnv €xovot thv ANV Kai, w¢ einelv, anAavii kal mpooftt
ULOTIKAIG Tiol Suvdpeot T émiyela Péokovoav. obTol 8¢ okoTeWHV Tiva kai dtaktodoav kai ofav of Omd THV
g oeAvng o@aipav didtTovteg pépovTal.

°1° Gregoras, Letter 40, lines 38-40: [...] fpaxé’ drta T@v peonuPpvdv tovtwvi Ajpwv éEeAéyéwuev, fj udAlov
elnely, TV ynivwv mAavitwy kal td mAgiota thg dvw Afewg katapevdouévav [...]

511 Gregoras, Phlorentios, lines 1712-1719: ei 8¢ kai IMtoAepaiog téte mapfv, oipal, 8aduacey &v Snwg &pa
gAeAnOecav avTOV TAGVNTEG EVTeG KATL TAG YC @aVAWG Katd TA¢ dvw yavpovuevol AREewg GAN @ €otkev

126



CEU eTD Collection

DOI: 10.14754/CEU.2014.01

is unnamed similarly to Letter 28, in the Phlorentios it is clearly used in reference to
Xenophanes, that is, the alias Gregoras created for Barlaam the Calabrian.””” Thus, one
might suggest quite reasonably that the calumniator of astronomy and the “earthly planet”

° More important,

Gregoras ridiculed in Letters 28 and 40 is in fact Barlaam the Calabrian.
however, regarding the discussion in the dissertation’s Part II is the omission of a part of the
passage from Letter 28 that was later incorporated by Gregoras in the Phlorentios.”* Letter 28

states:

For Jupiter, Venus, and Mercury have a regular and, as they say, fixed course
and besides <they> nurture the terrestrial events with the help of some
mystical powers. These <people> <have> some obscure and irregular
<motions>, like the shooting stars beneath the lunar sphere.’”

In the Phlorentios, the clause “and besides <they> nurture the terrestrial events with the

help of some mystical powers” is omitted and what constitutes two sentences in the letter

is collapsed into one in the dialogue:

For Jupiter, Venus, and Mercury have a regular and, as they say, fixed course,
but these <people> <have> irregular <motion>, such as the shooting stars

£k ye etvar taparéoire todto otyfi WV ydp &Aoyog 1 @opd te kai kivnotg, Tad®’ épunvéa Adyov ovk oide.
daéBovteg yap kal ‘Ewo@bpot kai ZtiAfovreg teTayuévny €xovot TV TAGVNY kai ¢¢ eineiv dmAavi, obtot &
Graxtoloav kai olav ol OO oeAvy JGTTOVTEG.

' Gregoras, Phlorentios, lines 1719-1724: émel 8¢ kaBdmep ol mibnkoi & TOV AvOpWTWY TOAAAKIG
Unokpvépevor, tibnkot tdAv Gvteg EAéyxovtal, oUTw Kal Zevo@dvng 0 Opacupdyov ‘ToAlag kal ravtodandc’
gmtetndevkwg TV Ufpewv tag EmPoulag katd Nikaydpov kaf’ avtol ‘Kiv@dv’ €@aivero oV ‘Gvdyvpov’ Kal
quadng eivar moAax60ev nAéyxero [...]

°2 In the case of Letter 40, such identification was suggested by Guilland following Boivin. See Guilland,
Correspondance, 74, note 3.

> Leone dated Letter 28 to the period between 1330 and November 30, 1331. See Gregoras, Letters, vol. 2, 93.
Polemis, Leone, and Bydén date Phlorentios to 1337. See Polemis, “‘H 1pdg BapAadyu Siéve€ic ol Tpnyopd. “H
‘Avtidoyia”)” 61; Gregoras, Phlorentios, 29; Bydén, “The Criticism of Aristotle in Nikephoros Gregoras’
Florentius.”

°15 Gregoras, Letter 28, lines 27-31: ®aéBovteg ueév yap kai Ewo@dpor kai TtiAfovteg tetaypévny €xovot Tty
mA&VNY kad, ¢ einelv, dmAavi kal TpocéTt uuoTikaic Tiot Suvdeot t& émfyeia fdokovoav. obTot 8¢ oKoTEIVHV
TIvVa Kol GTaktodoav Kal oioy ol Und THV TG oeAvNe o@aipav didtTovteg QépovTat.
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beneath the lunar sphere carry with themselves.**

The idea, as expressed in Letter 28, that in addition to their regular motions (namely, the
phenomenon studied by mathematical astronomy), the heavenly bodies also influence, or
in Gregoras’ wording, “nurture” or “maintain” the terrestrial events through mystical
powers (that is, the realm astrology is dealing with), resonates with the examples of the
influence exerted by the celestial bodies on the earthy phenomena Gregoras inserted, for
instance, in his ONS or in his Letter 69.

With respect to the three subdivisions of the middle section of Letter 28 it remains to
be mentioned that after ridiculing his opponent, Gregoras proceeds, first, by justifying his
invective, and second, by debilitating a particular argumentative strategy employed by the
calumniator, namely relying on Plato’s philosophy. Gregoras emphasizes that if he were
attacked personally, he, like Plato, would not react and would not defend himself. But
fighting on behalf of someone else, in this case, on behalf of astronomical science, Gregoras

517

deems necessary.’”’ The insulters of astronomy also attempt to follow Plato and to use his

theories. They are, however, similar to monkeys that try to imitate humans, thus the
calumniators expose once again their ignorance and stupidity, this time in the field of

518

philosophy.

°16 Gregoras, Phlorentios, lines 1716-1719: ®agbovteg yap kai Ewo@dpor kai Ztidovteg tetayuévny €xovot Ty
mAGvNY kai g einetv dmAavii, o0tol § draktooav kai ofav oi Und ceAfvnv SidtrovTes.

7 1f indeed T admire Plato’s greatness of soul now more than ever, because neither did he raise up/excite at
all, nor did he require judgments of the slander against him with regard to those who were mocking his
theories and shredding <them/him> without any shame. He was much fairer being able to stand aloof now
than at the time when the likes of Anytos and Melitos calumniated Socrates, he remained absolutely
insensible to pain and idle. But, as it seems, he considered the fight on behalf of others necessary, but to
<fight> for himself, this for him was not quite needed. Gregoras, Letter 28, lines 31-38: t6 8¢ t00 ITAdTwWVOG
HeyaAdpuyov einep mote kal vov & €v Toi¢ pdAota Eywye dyauat, 8ti ufte davéotn o obvolov unte dikag
Tfi¢ £1¢ aVTOV PAacenuiac drrtnos, ToUg T& Ekeivou PwuoAoxobvtag kal EUV 00devi kbouw draaivovtag 6¢ ye
Kal pdAa udAdov dikatog v davaotivar viv | 6te ye Zwkpdtnv "Avutot kai MéAitor Siéfardov, 6 &
avaAyntog éueve T Tapdnav kai éppaduunuévog AN, wg €otke, TO uev AAAwV OTeppaxeiv Ekpive deiv, avTOg
&’ €avtoD, ToUto & 00 mdvu To1 dETV.

> For like the monkeys desire to mimic the human habits, even if as they are not able <to do it>, they expose
themselves once again that they are monkeys, just so then also those who put on the mask of Plato and utter
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In sum, Gregoras’ Letter 28 exemplifies at least three of the main topics outlined in
Part II: Justifications of Astronomy. First, as its title indicates, it is motivated by certain
people’s misunderstanding and misuse of the astronomical science. Moreover, it should be
perceived not as a defense of Gregoras’ himself, but as an attempt to guard astronomy. That
is, Letter 28 is a further example of the ‘program’ of justifying the scientific study of the
heavenly bodies and their movements Gregoras was engaged in sustaining. Second, Letter 28
is a polemical letter, possibly written in the context of the astronomical controversies
between Gregoras and Barlaam the Calabrian, thus, it adds more substance to my discussion
of the significant social and political importance astronomical and philosophical debates
had in fourteenth-century Byzantium. Finally, Letter 28 provides one more example for the
emphasis Gregoras put in his writings on the influence celestial bodies effectuate on
earthly events, in order to further justify the relevance of mathematical and practical

astronomy.

moderately whichever of his words and yet, before having touched the wise man’s thinking, they try to shoot
at those they are grieved with by sending forth some arrows and sordid <words>, just as the Trojans, after
they were already enclosed, discharged against those noble heroes from the city-wall with an unstable and
intoxicated with fear, as it were, hand. Gregoras, Letter 28, lines 38-45: (omep d¢/ydp oi miBnkor & tdV
&vOpwmwv #B1ua moBodoty mokpivesbat, eit’” dduvartodvreg dmeAéyyxovrat kol avdig Svteg miBnKotl, MoavTWS
81 kai obtot 10 MAdTwvog mpoowmeiov Uroduduevor kal pétpr’ drra TGV Ekeivov PnUdTwV dvaoTt@VTES, #melta
mpiv 1 Yadoal ti¢ Tod cogod Siavoiag melpdvTal drotoéevely oic dxBovral kwed Tiva méumovtee BEAN kal
dyevvii kai ola katd TGV yevvaiwy ékeivwv fpwwv of Tpdeg cuykAeloBévTeg 8N dmédvov ék ToD Teiyoug

dotatovor yE Tvi kai Momep Vo déovg puebvovor ti] xeipi.
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PART III: LETTERS AND PHILOSOPHY

I understand, on the one hand, somehow, from afar, through the mirror of

your letters, as it were, that you were disposed in a friendly manner towards

our <affairs>, as <you> commend greatly my wisdom, whichever it may be,

which you claim to have been able to see in my letters. On the other hand, I

cannot discern clearly in any way whether you also love me. For it is possible

both that someone is good as a sculptor, while not being a good person, and

in turn the opposite, that while an excellent man, <not> an excellent

sculptor; and that someone is loved because of <his> mastery of science, but

in turn, that the same one is hated because of the lack of agreement of

opinion; and it follows, like in the way of a riddle, that the same person is

simultaneously a friend and not a friend.””
This excerpt from Nikephoros Gregoras’ Letter 7 forms part of a letter-exchange between
the author and an unnamed correspondent Gregoras did not know in person but strove to
establish a relationship with. We are told that letters had been exchanged on both sides and
that while Gregoras’ letters demonstrated his wisdom and mastery of science, subsequently
admired by the addressee, whether the two had become friends remained yet unclear. As
Gregoras pointed out, it is possible that one is admired for one’s intellectual achievements,
while at the same time being hated on account of one’s character. This claim pursues
primarily a rhetorical objective, namely, to persuade the addressee that Gregoras’ chief
concern was not whether his knowledge would be recognized and appreciated, but rather
obtaining the friendship of his correspondent. Thus, the letter aims at reaffirming

Gregoras’ intentions, as well as at securing the addressee’s response to the question

whether he loved Gregoras as a friend or not. In order to fulfill its rhetorical intentions,

> Gregoras, Letter 7, lines 4-13: Euvvod® pév Twg kol TOppwheV wg 81’ EVOTTPOUL TOV 6GOV YPAUUATWV QIAIKGDG
Satedfjvai oe mpoc Ta Nuétepa kai did yeydAwv dyswv énaivwv TV éunv coeiav, ftic ot dp’ €in, fjv &v T0ig
guoic Euvewpakéval @aokelC ypauuact, ovk éxw & olnw uavedvely ca@®q el kaue QIAEIc. Eviéxetal yap Kal
TéKTova Uév TIva givat kaAdv, &vBpwmov § o0 kaAdv oV adTdv, kal Tovvavtiov abBig dvepwmov uév dyaddv,
téktova & o0k dyaBdv, kal @iAeicBar uév Tva §1d ye T THig émioTAUNG kpdTog, uiosiofat § ad Sk T TAC
yvoung undaufi ye ouodofodv, kai cuupaively 6¢ év aiviyuatoc tpémw @idov dua kal ur @ilov givar tov
avToV.
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Gregoras’ claim, namely, that a person can be appreciated ‘professionally, while being
disliked personally, is likened to a riddle, that is, it is structured as a paradox: it is possible
that the same person simultaneously is and is not a friend. In absolute terms, this
statement is, of course, logically impossible. One is either a friend or not. Hence, should
both actually be the case, we are presented with a riddle. The puzzle’s solution has already
been provided by Gregoras, namely, the same person could be loved for one reason and
hated for another. If one is both loved and hated, however, it is not clear whether one is
ultimately treated as a friend, therefore it is also unclear whether the parties involved
share the same ethical and, by extension, epistolary code.”” There is an additional problem
that arises from the peculiar concept of epistolary friendship portrayed by Byzantine
authors as the union of the correspondents’ souls. Namely, the assumption that one may be
partially loved and admired, with reference to a fragment of his or her personality or on
account of one of his or her various activities, implies that the two related individuals are in
no way united and correspondingly, that they are not friends. Moreover, Gregoras
emphasizes, without enough information to tip the balance to one side or the other (to
friendship or to the lack there of), whatever is claimed lacks substance. Only maintaining

an intensive correspondence over an extended period of time can lead to friendship:

[...] T do not have anything solid of my lips to bring forth at present. But it
would happen, after a long time and by means of a greater number of your
letters, from afar, equally that we gain an understanding capable to
supersede precisely those disputable things and to offer the steady gift of

°® Here and throughout the present chapter I am not using the concepts of “code” and “decoding” literally,
that is, as in the case of finding a solution to a riddle or a puzzle, something that could be considered
undesirable in a Byzantine letter. See Margaret Mullett, “Epistolography,” in The Oxford Handbook of Byzantine
Studies, ed. Elizabeth Jeffreys, John W. Barker, and Robin Cormack (New York: Oxford University Press, 2008),
884. When I write about “code” and “decoding” 1 am in fact building upon Roland Barthes’ definition of
“cultural codes,” namely, “references to a science or a body of knowledge.” Roland Barthes, S/Z, trans. Richard
Miller (Malden, MA; Oxford: Blackwell, 1990), 20. It is my understanding that Byzantine letters, through their
elaborated rhetorical style and intricate ceremonial of address, are employing and relying on a number of
cultural codes, essentially elements of paideia, shared by its author and recipient(s) in order to be
understandable and effective.

131



CEU eTD Collection

DOI: 10.14754/CEU.2014.01

friendship.”*

The excerpt from Gregoras’ Letter 7 introducing this present part bears witness to an
important function of the epistolary genre, namely the dissemination and display of
knowledge and wisdom. According to Gregoras, his correspondent claims to have discerned
Gregoras’ wisdom in his letters. Here, the “wisdom” allegedly apparent to Gregoras’
addressee may be understood simply as a generic qualification. However, it may also denote
a specific, e.g. philosophical or scientific, expertise Gregoras demonstrated in his
correspondence. Both perspectives are indicative for the direction I pursue in the present
chapter, namely to examine the interrelatedness of epistolary and cognitive discourses in
Gregoras’ letters, or in other words, to explore where, how and why the epistolary and the
cognitive intersect and influence each other.

In order to facilitate the inquiry into Byzantine epistolography as a vehicle to
express philosophic ideas, as well as the clear presentation of the selected case studies from
Gregoras’ corpus of letters, Part III: Letters and Philosophy is structured into four chapters.
The first section sketches briefly the historical development of the philosophical letter in
Byzantium. It also provides an overview of preexisting theoretical discussions of the
epistolary genre and its subdivisions and it focuses on the sub-category allotted to the
philosophical letter. The second chapter extrapolates and scrutinizes the philosophical
premises of Byzantine letter-writing, that is, the dialectical structures of singularity and
multiplicity, sameness and otherness, presence and absence, all of which are consistently
featured in Byzantine epistolary discourse. This analysis continues in the third chapter in
which 1 approach the construction of epistolary friendship in Gregoras’ letters as the
rhetorical, social, cultural, and political manifestation of the internalized dynamic

philosophical constructs of self and otherness. Here I analyze three case studies based on

*2! Gregoras, Letter 7, lines 17-21: [...] o0k &xw BéPatov o0dev TdV xetAéwv £ml tob Ttapdvrog é€eveykelv. yévolro
& av og St mAe1dvav ypappdtwy o®v kai Téppwlev Towg vodv NUAG eidngévatl duvduevov AmoxelpOTOVELY
T4 TG dp@loPntioew TavTnol Kol GrAavEC Tapéxetv o Th¢ @IALag @rAdtinov:

132



CEU eTD Collection

DOI: 10.14754/CEU.2014.01

Gregoras’ Letters 134, 34, and 6 as examples of Gregoras’ deconstruction and reconstruction
of fundamental premises of Byzantine epistolography and the theory of friendship
inherited from the ancient philosophical tradition. Further, Gregoras portrays the dialectic
of same and different, as well as of self and other, as influenced by principles such as
spontaneity, fortune or divine providence. The latter, however, together with human free
will determines to a degree the human process of cognition. Thus, the final fourth chapter
of Part III investigates Gregoras’ epistemological position and revisits, in particular, its
commonly accepted interpretation as highly skeptical. In sum, Part IIl investigates the
various ways in which philosophy and epistolography are integrated, as well as the
relationship between the philosophical and the rhetorical elements in a letter. Special
attention is being paid to the meaning created by the interaction of philosophy and
epistolography.

Byzantine philosophical literature, just like its ancient and late antique
predecessors, as well as its humanist and modern successors, explored topics such as the
human condition, issues of natural philosophy and cosmology, the nature and limitations of
human knowledge, human free will and further, the universe and its principles, as well as
the role of its creator. In addition, Byzantine instructors in philosophy were preoccupied
with the study of Aristotelian and Stoic logic and educated their students to devise and
apply argumentatively sound reasoning. Finally, practical philosophy also had its place in
Byzantium, as it aimed at providing moral instruction and political advice through its
dicussions of the nature of good and evil, of virtue, responsibility, and justice. In sum,
Byzantine philosophical literature addressed a wide range of problems from the realms of

logic, ethics and politics, physics and natural philosophy, cosmology and metaphysics.**

*22 For comprehensive study of Byzantine philosophy, see Basile Tatakis, La philosophie byzantine (Paris: Presses
Universitaires de France, 1949); Gerhard Podskalsky, Theologie und Philosophie in Byzanz. Byzantinisches Archiv
15 (Miinchen: Beck, 1977); Georgi Kapriev, Philosophie in Byzanz (Wiirzburg: Kénigshausen & Neumann, 2005).
Very useful collective volumes outlining current research in Byzantine philosophy are Katerina Ierodiakonou,
Byzantine Philosophy and Its Ancient Sources (Oxford, New York: Clarendon Press, 2002); Cacouros and
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One ought to mention that twentieth-century scholarship of philosophy in
Byzantium, ever since the publication of Basil Tatakis’ seminal study in 1949, has been
largely invested in arguing for the so-called ‘autonomy’ of philosophical thought in
Byzantium with respect to Byzantine theology, and consequently in circumscribing its
‘essence’ and methods.”” It has been argued that the “inextricable continuity with ancient
philosophy [..] chiefly justifies treating Byzantine philosophical discourse as
philosophical”®* and that “the interaction between Byzantine and ancient philosophy is at
the heart of the problem concerning the philosophical status of the works of Byzantine
thinkers.””” Linos Benakis defined the Byzantine philosopher as “a sort of encyclopedic
teacher of philosophy who kept in touch with the sciences of the Quadrivium (arithmetic,
geometry, astronomy and music) and other disciplines and set the philosophical tone of the
scientific curricula”* Finally, Benakis also related the autonomy of Byzantine
philosophical thought to its preoccupation with the production of commentaries to ancient
philosophical works, as well as with engaging in a sometimes polemical dialogue with

ancient philosophical doctrines.”” Importantly, in addition to its relations and interaction

with the ancient tradition it inherited and developed, Byzantine philosophical thought has

Congourdeau, Philosophie et sciences a Byzance de 1204 a 1453; and Katerina Ierodiakonou and Borje Bydén, eds.,
The Many Faces of Byzantine Philosophy, Papers and Monographs from the Norwegian Institute at Athens 4, 1
(Athens: The Norwegian Institute at Athens, 2012).

°® For reliable summaries of the scholarly discussion, see the introductions to the volumes edited by
lerodiakonou and Bydén, Byzantine Philosophy and Its Ancient Sources, 1-13; and The Many Faces of Byzantine
Philosophy, 1-22. For critical assessment of modern scholarship of Byzantine philosophy, see Filip Ivanovié,
“Byzantine Philosophy and Its Historiography,” Byzantinoslavica 1-2 (2010): 369-80; Michele Trizio, “Byzantine
Philosophy as a Contemporary Historiographical Project,” Recherches de théologie et philosophie médiévales 74,
no. 1 (2007): 247-94.

** Terodiakonou, “Byzantine Philosophy Revisited (a Decade After),” 7.

* Ibid., 11.

°% Linos Benakis, Byzantine Philosophy, in: Routledge Encyclopedia of Philosophy, ed. E. Craig, vol. 2, London -
New York 1998, 160-165.

°%7 Benakis, Current Research in Byzantine Philosophy in: Byzantine Philosophy and its Ancient Sources, ed. K.
Ierodiakonou, Oxford 2002, 287.
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been approached from the perspective of its (in)compatibility with Orthodoxy.’” Little
attention has been paid, however, to political philosophy in Byzantium, a research
perspective that, in my opinion, will bring forth the importance of epistolography as
source-material for the study of Byzantine philosophical thought.*”

More important for the purposes of the present study is another revision of the
problem concerning the autonomy of philosophy in Byzantium, namely, the examination of
the relationship, in terms of subject matter, methods, choice of genres, context of
composition and authorial intentions, between philosophy and rhetoric in Byzantium. Only
recently and mainly thanks to the research on Michael Psellos by Stratis Papaioannou has

this problem been outlined as substantial for the understanding of Byzantine philosophical

literature from the eleventh century onwards.” In a nutshell, Papaioannou’s survey of the

°% Most recently by Pantelis Golitsis, “A Byzantine Philosopher’s Devoutness toward God: George Pachymeres’

i

Poetic Epilogue to His Commentary on Aristotle’s Physics,” in The Many Faces of Byzantine Philosophy, ed.
Katerina Ierodiakonou and Bérje Bydén, Papers and Monographs from the Norwegian Institute at Athens 4, 1
(Athens: The Norwegian Institute at Athens, 2012), 109-28 and Anthony Kaldellis, “Byzantine Philosophy
inside and out: Orthodoxy and Dissidence in Counterpoint,” in The Many Faces of Byzantine Philosophy, ed.
Katerina lerodiakonou and Bérje Bydén, Papers and Monographs from the Norwegian Institute at Athens 4, 1
(Athens: The Norwegian Institute at Athens, 2012), 129-52,

*® On political philosophy in Byzantium, most recently Dimiter Angelov, “Classifications of Political
Philosophy and the Concept of Royal Science in Byzantium,” in The Many Faces of Byzantine Philosophy, ed.
Katerina lerodiakonou and Bérje Bydén, Papers and Monographs from the Norwegian Institute at Athens 4, 1
(Athens: The Norwegian Institute at Athens, 2012), 23-50 and Dominic J. O’'Meara, “Political Philosophy in
Michael Psellos: The Chronographia Read in Relation to His Philosophical Work,” in The Many Faces of Byzantine
Philosophy, ed. Katerina Ierodiakonou and Bdrje Bydén, Papers and Monographs from the Norwegian Institute
at Athens 4, 1 (Athens: The Norwegian Institute at Athens, 2012), 153-70. Anthony Kaldellis has also made the
point that the study of Byzantine philosophical thought should not be based solely on the examination of
commentaries of ancient philosophical treatises or otherwise specialized technical philosophical writings. See
Kaldellis, “Byzantine Philosophy inside and out,” 129-52.

> Stratis Papaioannou, “Language Games, Not the Soul’s Beliefs: Michael Italikos to Theodoros Prodromos, on
Friendship and Writing,” in Byzantinische Sprachkunst: Studien zur byzantinischen Literatur gewidmet Wolfram
Horandner zum 65. Geburtstag, ed. Martin Hinterberger and Elisabeth Schiffer, Byzantinisches Archiv, 20 (Berlin;
New York: Walter de Gruyter, 2007), 218-33; Papaioannou, “Michael Psellos: Rhetoric and the Self in

”

Byzantine Epistolography,” in L’épistolographie et la poésie épigrammatique: projets actuels et questions de
méthodologie: actes de la 16° table ronde organisée par Wolfram Horandner et Michael Griinbart dans le cadre du XXe
Congrés international des études byzantines, Collége de France, Sorbonne, Paris, 19-25 aotit 2001, ed. Wolfram
Hoérandner and Michael Griinbart, Dossiers Byzantins 3 (Paris: Centre d’études byzantines, néo-helléniques et

sud-est européennes, Ecole des hautes études en sciences sociales, 2003), 75-83; Papaioannou, “Rhetoric and
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Byzantine literary tradition showed that after Synesios of Cyrene, the “careful
appropriation of rhetoric for the philosopher’s self-representation will not be repeated in
Byzantine writing for some time,””' at least not until Michael Psellos purposefully
reconfigured the status of rhetoric from “preparatory, supplementary, or just superfluous”
to “central to the philosopher’s social persona.””*> Moreover, Papaioannou advanced an
important hypothesis, namely that in Psellos’ writings “[f]or the first time in the history of
the philosophico-rhetorical debate, the combination of philosophy with rhetoric is
imagined as the ideal philosopher’s unified and single discursive practice.””* Finally,
Papaioannou demonstrated that by the second half of the twelfth century “Psellos’
insistence on the mixture of philosophy with rhetoric became a topos” for those Byzantines
engaged in the study and production of philosophy-related scholarship.”

Papaioannou’s observations and the thereby derived argument for the
standardization of the mixture of rhetoric and philosophy in post-eleventh-century
Byzantium are of major significance for the analysis of the problems late Byzantine
philosophical thought was chiefly inquiring into. Moreover, their appropriation by modern
scholarship on philosophy in Byzantium would necessarily entail a revision of our
categorization of the so-called ‘philosophical literature’ I am referring to the process of
recognizing a given Byzantine text as philosophical. The leading criterion is usually the
subject matter the text is delivering, that is, if we determine that a text is approaching a
problem identified as philosophical, we tend to read it as a philosophical text and to
eliminate from our analysis the discussion of its literary, and moreover, of its rhetorical

features. Further, discussions of philosophical problems tend to appear in certain types of

the Philosopher in Byzantium,” in The Many Faces of Byzantine Philosophy, ed. Katerina Ierodiakonou and Borje
Bydén, Papers and Monographs from the Norwegian Institute at Athens 1 (Athens: The Norwegian Institute at
Athens, 2012), 171-97 and most significantly, Papaioannou, Michael Psellos: Rhetoric and Authorship in Byzantium.
! Papaioannou, “Rhetoric and the Philosopher,” 179.

*?1bid., 187.

3 Ibid., 183.

> 1bid., 191.
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texts, thus, we distinguish a number of genres as traditionally ‘philosophical’, such as
Platonic dialogues or commentaries to a philosophical treatise. The exclusive focus on
subject matter and on the application of discipline-specific methodology, on the one hand,
and the acknowledgement of only those literary features we have become accustomed to
find in discipline-related literary genres, on the other, diminishes, in my opinion, our
sensitivity to the ‘philosophical’ when it is delivered in a noncanonical literary form.* To
put it simply, the more rhetorical a Byzantine text is, the less likely we read it as a
philosophical one. Moreover, when faced with an example of the mixture of philosophy
with rhetoric, we are prompted to deem the act of philosophizing incidental.

Byzantine epistolography in particular has not been considered as a particularly
rich source-pool for the study of Byzantine philosophical thought. For instance, according
to lerodiakonou and Zografidis who explore the main topics, genres, authors and
methodological issues in studying early Byzantine philosophy (seventh to eleventh
centuries), philosophical thought manifests itself in a variety of textual forms, such as
compendia, commentaries, treatises, dialogues, texts in question and answer form, but also
in letters.” In Ierodiakonou’s and Zografidis’ opinion, however, the interaction of
philosophy and letter-writing comes about “only incidentally.””” Nevertheless, they
enumerated a number of letter-collections as particularly important for the early

Byzantine period, such as the letters of Theodore the Stoudite, Photios, Arethas, Nikolaos I

> A notable exception is offered by Ramato and Ramelli in Eugenio Ramato and Ilaria Ramelli, “Filosofia
rhetoricans in Niceforo Cumno: I'inedito trattato Sui corpi primi e semplici,” MEG 6 (2006): 12-15. In the preface to
their edition of Choumnos’ short philosophical treatise, Ramato and Ramelli note rhetoric’s
“letteraturizzazione e pervasivitd” which, ever since the imperial period is present in the philosophical
production as well, a phenomenon they see represented in Byzantine philosophical literature and in
Choumnos’ works in particular. Thus, in the introduction to their edition Ramato and Ramelli see it fit to
outline the instances of rhetorics” application to philosophy. Indeed, the two Italian scholars perceive the
integration of rhetoric and philosophy in Byzantium as a consequence of the limitations Christian doctrine
imposed on philosophical thought.

> Katerina lerodiakonou and George Zografidis, “Early Byzantine Philosophy,” in The Cambridge History of
Philosophy in Late Antiquity, ed. Lloyd P. Gerson, vol. 2 (Cambridge, New York: Cambridge University Press,
2010), 850-851.

57 Ibid., 851. [italics mine]
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Mystikos, Niketas David Paphlagon, the ‘anonymous schoolmaster’, and those of Niketas
Magistros.”” In a different paper,” lerodiakonou provided a similar list of the genres of
philosophical writing the Byzantines employed in order to study and rework the legacy of
the ancient thinkers. In addition to paraphrases, extended commentaries, commentaries in
question-and-answer form, small handbooks, and treatises on specific topics, she
mentioned also “letters and orations with philosophical content.”**® Finally, as Bérje Bydén
and Katerina lerodiakonou state in their short encyclopedic entry on Byzantine philosophy,
in some of their letters the Byzantines “occasionally dealt with philosophical questions,”** as
for instance Michael Psellos’ Letter to Xiphilinos® or Theodore Prodromos’ short essay On
‘Great” and ‘Small®* demonstrate.>* Similarly to Prodromos’ anti-Aristotelian epistolary
discussion in defense of the view that ‘great’ and ‘small’ should be viewed as quantities
rather than relatives, another Psellian letter also treated a logical problem as its subject
matter,”” namely, his examination of the problem of homonymy and synonymy which he
delivered in a letter addressed to the logothetés tou dromou.’* In addition, Bydén and

lerodiakonou briefly outlined Barlaam the Calabrian’s so-called First Greek Letter, which

discusses the substantial principles innate in our souls, but also raises the issue of applying

8 Ibid., 851-852.

*¥ Katerina lerodiakonou, “Byzantium,” in The Cambridge History of Medieval Philosophy, ed. Robert Pasnau and
Christina van Dyke, vol. 1, 2 vols. (Cambridge; New York: Cambridge University Press, 2010), 39.

> Ibid.

**! lerodiakonou and Bydén, “Byzantine Philosophy.” [italics mine]

2 Ugo Criscuolo, ed., Michele Psello, Epistola a Giovanni Xifilino, trans. Ugo Criscuolo, Hellenica et Byzantina
Neapolitana 14 (Naples: Bibliopolis, 1990).

> Theodore Prodromos, “Théodore Prodrome sur le grand et le petit,” ed. Paul Tannery, Annuaire de
T'association pour l'encouragement des études grecques en France 21 (1887): 104-19.

> Katerina lerodiakonou and Bdrje Bydén, “Byzantine Philosophy,” in The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy,
ed. Edward N. Zalta, 2014, http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/spr2014/entries/byzantine-philosophy/.

5 Katerina lerodiakonou, “Byzantine Logic,” ed. Henrik Lagerlund, Encyclopedia of Medieval Philosophy:
Philosophy between 500 and 1500 (Dordrecht; New York: Springer, 2011), 695; Borje Bydén and Katerina
lerodiakonou, “Greek Philosophy,” in The Oxford Handbook of Medieval Philosophy, ed. John Marenbon (Oxford
University Press, 2012), 14-17.

> Michael Psellos, “Opusculum 6,” in Michaelis Pselli Philosophica minora, ed. John M. Duffy, vol. 1 (Leipzig: B.G.
Teubner, 1992), 17-22.
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demonstrative argumentation with respect to the divine.””” Regarding Gregoras, Bydén and
lIerodiakonou limit themselves to the statement that “[sJome of his letters and a few
passages of his Roman History touch upon philosophical subjects.””* That is, not only
philosophizing in letters has been deemed incidental and occasional, but the philosophical
substantiality of Gregoras’ thought has been brought into question in the past. For instance,
though Tatakis acknowledged Gregoras’ “diverse and extensive knowledge, his wit, his
talent as a dialectician, his force of character, and his love of Greek science and
literature,”** he, nevertheless, deemed him “philosopher by accident.”” In the present part
of my study, it is my objective to disprove the following two fallacies, namely, first, that the
more rhetorical a letter is (following Papaioannou’s hypothesis, I am referring to Byzantine
letters written after the twelfth century), the less philosophical it becomes, and second,
that the engagement with philosophical issues in Gregoras’ epistolary corpus should be
characterized as incidental. In pursuit of my research goals, I have organized my
argumentation in four chapters. Chapter 1: Philosophical Letter-Writing in Byzantium starts off
by exploring the typology modern scholarship employed when categorizing Byzantine
letters and questions its relevance for the study of the so-called ‘philosophical’ letter in late
Byzantium. Chapter 2: Byzantine Epistolography and Its Philosophical Premises focuses on the
philosophical meta-structures, such as the relations between one and many, self and other,
and same and different, and argues that they underline and inform the epistolary
discourse. Chapter 3: Constructing Epistolary Friendship argues that the rhetorical
constructions of friendship in Byzantine epistolography manifest the conceptual

dychotomies discussed in Chapter 2. The focus of the discussion in Chapter 3 is the interplay

>7 Barlaam de Seminara, Epistole greche; i primordi episodici e dottrinari delle lotte esicaste, ed. Giuseppe Schiro,
Testi e monumenti pubblicati da Bruno Lavagnini. Testi 1 (Palermo, 1954); Barlaam Calabro, Epistole a Palamas,
ed. Antonis Fyrigos (Rome: Catholic Book Agency - Officium libri catholici, 1975).

** Jerodiakonou and Bydén, “Byzantine Philosophy,” in The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy. [italics mine]

> Tatakis, Byzantine Philosophy, 213.

5 Ibid., 215. [italics mine]
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of the notions of sameness and otherness and the ways in which Gregoras exploited their
various relations in order to deconstruct and reconstruct conceptual premises traditional
for Byzantine epistolography. Whereas Chapters 1, 2, and 3 argue against the wrong
assumption that a highly rhetorical genre such as the letter is less likely to contain a
substantial philosophical discussion, Chapter 4: Knowledge of the Creation. Spontaneity, Fortune,
and Divine Providence discusses Gregoras’ epistemological views, thus questioning the idea
that the lack of systematic philosophical exposition, delivered moreover, in a suitable

literary form, should be labelled as ‘incidental’ or ‘occasional’ philosophizing.

Chapter 1: Philosophical Letter-Writing in Byzantium

It has been stated that letter-writing in Byzantium continued and developed the classical
tradition of appropriation of the epistolary form for the purposes of transmission of,
instruction in, and practice of philosophy®”. Furthermore, when treating a philosophical, or
theological for that matter, subject, Byzantine letters did not conform to Demetrius’ (the
first century BCE) and Gregory of Nazianzos’ requirements of brevity, conciseness and
choice of an ‘epistolary’ subject (technical subjects, such as science or logic were not

552

considered epistolary),” as the letters of Maximos the Confessor or Photios illustrate.

Therefore, one would expect that Byzantine philosophical letters were primarily concerned

*! Littlewood, “An “Ikon of the Soul,” 197: “Byzantine epistolographic concepts are a natural development of
the concepts of classical antiquity, and especially of the Second Sophistic, that were adapted to fit the
requirements of Christian ontology.” See also Ibid.: 198: “A form of letter that served as a vehicle for chiefly
philosophical ideas developed during the fourth century and was partly responsible for the forgery of letters
purporting to be of famous men that became popular in the last two centuries BC.”

2 W. Rhys Roberts, ed., Demetrius On Style: The Greek Text of Demetrius’ De Elocutione, trans. W. Rhys Roberts,
175, 177: “We must [...] remember that there are epistolary topics, as well as an epistolary style. [...] If anybody
should write of logical subtleties or questions of natural history in a letter, he writes indeed, but not a letter. A
letter is designed to be the heart’s good wishes in brief; it is the exposition of a simple subject in simple terms.
Its beauty consists in the expressions of friendship and the many proverbs which it contains. This last is the
only philosophy admissible in it, the proverb being common property and popular in character” Gregory of
Nazianzos, Lettres, ed. and trans. Paul Gallay, 2 vols., Collection des universités de France (Paris: Les Belles
lettres, 1964); Mullett, “Epistolography,” 883-884; Littlewood, “An “Tkon of the Soul,” 220.
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with providing knowledge and guidance concerning philosophical problems, as they
complied with the requirements of the philosophical-letter genre established early on
through the epistolary corpora of Plato, Aristotle, and Epicurus® and later on developed in
the anthologies of philosophical letters by Synesios, Libanius, Basil of Caesarea or Gregory
of Nazianzos. That is, a traditional approach to studying the entanglement of
epistolography and philosophy in Byzantine literature relies on circumscribing the
philosophical letter as a genre and in determining its place in the epistolary cannon. A
useful example of a definition of the philosophical-letter genre as a phenomenon which
started at least with Epicurus and flourished during the early Imperial period (Seneca), as
well as during the fourth century (Julian, Libanius, Basil of Caesarea, Gregory of Nazianzus)
is formulated by John Dillon and Wolfgang Polleichtner in the preface to their publication

of the letters of Iamblichus of Chalcis (ca. 245-ca. 320):

The philosophic letter, as a genre, is really a short philosophical (usually
moral) essay, given a lively and personalized slant by being addressed to a
particular recipient, usually a friend or student of the author, but sometimes
a patron or other public figure. The subject matter of the epistle should
doubtless be tailored to some extent to the position or role in life of the
recipient (e.g., letters on ruling we might expect to be addressed to senior
imperial administrators, or at least local grandees; letters on dialectic to
other practicing philosophers), but this need not necessarily be so, if the
letter concerns a very general moral topic, such as justice or self-control.”

That is, as a genre, the philosophical letter is defined as a short philosophical essay or a
discourse in epistolary form. This understanding is evident also in modern scholarly

reconstructions of the Greek epistolary canon. The most recent attempt at classification of

> The question of the authenticity of these letters, though predominantly addressed by modern scholarship
is not relevant here since from the point of view of their Byzantine reception, the epistles of the ancient
philosophers were considered genuine.

** Tamblichus of Chalcis, Iamblichus of Chalcis: The Letters, ed. and trans. John M. Dillon and Wolfgang
Polleichtner, Society of Biblical Literature, Writings from the Greco-Roman World 19 (Atlanta: Society of
Biblical Literature, 2009), xvii.
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Greek letter-types (through the second century CE) was offered by Luther Stirewalt in
1993.°” In his view, the philosophical-letter type is subsumed under the heading of letter-
writing in extended settings, that is the case when the character of the letter’s subject-matter
is ‘non-epistolary’ and the letter is intended for a wider audience consisting of known and
unknown people who are both interested in the topic of the letter.* In the case of the
philosophical letter, the authorial intention may remain unclear, according to Stirewalt:
“He may write on a philosophical theme using rhetorical forms or he may demonstrate his
rhetorical ability using any subject including the philosophical.”*’ The philosophical letter
may serve to propagate the school’s doctrine, but also to supplement existing writings or to

*** The letter-essay engaged in a professional

prompt the author to address a related topic.
or technical discussion and its primary function is “to supplement a previously published
work or to substitute for a work projected but not executed because of lack of time or
opportunity.”**’

An example of a letter-classification tailored specifically to the Byzantine material is
Herbert Hunger’s typology of Byzantine epistolography which distinguishes between four
main types of letter-writing, namely 1) official letters (amtliche Briefe), 2) purely private
letters (reine Privatbriefe), 3) literary letters (literarische Briefe), which Hunger further
subdivided into 3.1) didactic (didaktische Briefe), 3.2) dedicatory (Widmungsbriefe) and

interpolated (eingelegte Briefe), 3.3) mimetic (mimetische Briefe) and 3.4) model letters

(Klischeebriefe), and 4) literary private letters (literarische Privatbriefe).’® Thus, the genre of

> M. Luther Stirewalt, “The Uses and Development of Greek Letter-Writing through the Second Century C.E,”
in Studies in Ancient Greek Epistolography, Resources for Biblical Study no. 27 (Atlanta, GA: Scholars Press, 1993),
1-26. For a critical view of the premises and implications of Stirewalt’s epistolary classification, see Patricia A.
Rosenmeyer, “Prologue,” in Ancient Epistolary Fictions: The Letter in Greek Literature (Cambridge; New York:
Cambridge University Press, 2001), 10.

> Stirewalt, “The Uses and Development of Greek Letter-Writing,” 15.

7 bid., 16.

**Ibid., 17, 22.

>?1bid., 18.

> Hunger, Die hochsprachliche profane Literatur, vol. 1, 203-207.

142



CEU eTD Collection

DOI: 10.14754/CEU.2014.01

the philosophical letter would be classified within the category of didactic letters. In fact,
Hunger illustrated one of the didactic-letter types, namely the so-called epistolary lesson
(Lehrbrief) by adducing the example of Gregoras’ Letter 69 intended, in Hunger’s
understanding, to clarify an astronomical question.>

When applied to the corpus of surviving Byzantine epistolary literature, the so-
defined and classified genre of the ‘philosophical letter” appears to include a rather limited
number of examples. The main reason for this is the fact that the definition of the
‘philosophical letter’ as a short philosophical essay or discourse in epistolary form is hyper-
exclusive. A ‘philosophical letter’ is circumscribed as epistolary only in terms of its form, i.e.
it is epistolary by convention. In terms of its subject-matter, intention(s), and function(s), a

1 562

‘philosophical letter’ should not be letter at all; it should be philosophical.** Defining the
‘philosophical letter’ as philosophical treatise that is formally epistolary diminishes its
epistolary character to its presentation only, for the sake of emphasizing the philosophical
message of the text. This procedure prevents the (modern) reader from exploring the
letter’s literariness and rhetoricity and does not allow them to recognize the specific
meaning created by the integration of the epistolary and the philosophical. In brief, the
traditional conceptualization of the ‘philosophical-letter’ genre understands the
philosophical only as a subject-matter and the epistolary only as a form.

The study of classical and late antique letter-types, as well as the attempt to

circumscribe and classify them and their appropriation in the research on Byzantine

epistolography do indeed provide the modern reader with a limited perspective as to the

%1 Ibid., vol. 1, 205.

2 For an example of modern scholarly treatement of the philosophical content as non-epistolary, see
Stirewalt, “The Uses and Development of Greek Letter-Writing,” 3: “Under these influences extended settings
provide the contexts in which writers publicize non-epistolary topics for a group of people, identified or
unidentified, and known or assumed to be interested. Such activity is represented by letters on technical and
professional subjects and for propaganda.” See also Ibid., 15: “However the intentionally wider audience and
non-epistolary character of the subject-matter are characteristics of the letters under this heading [i.e. letter-
writing in extended settings].”
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variety of ways in which epistolary and philosophical are integrated in a letter, particularly
with respect to specific meaning created as a result of the integration. This statement is
particularly valid for the study of Byzantine letter-writing during the Palaiologan period.
Commenting on the tendencies within Byzantine letter-writing at large, Mullett noted that
"the Palaiologan period is different: [...] Many [letter-collections] continue the themes of
the middle period, others show the effect of politics [...], but in general letters are more
open and descriptive [...]. Writers are closer to events than their predecessors, so there is a
fusion between public and private in the correspondence.”** What categorizations such as
Hunger’s and Stirewalt’s or definitions such as the one formulated by Dillon and
Polleichtner fail to reflect when applied to Greek epistolary literature with philosophical
content composed from the fourth century onwards is the fact that the latter was
inextricably intertwined with two of the main roles of Byzantine epistolography in general,
namely to manifest the absent self of the author and to serve as a literary vehicle for
sustaining relationships of friendship.”* As I demonstrate in the following chapter, these
two features of the epistolarity of any Byzantine letter when integrated with philosophical
treatment of the topic of friendship result in an idiosyncratic discursive expression of the
epistolary-philosophical that cannot be adequately circumscribed by the canonically
understood ‘philosophical-letter’ genre. Nevertheless, modern scholarship’s classification
of ancient letter-types adept for transmitting a philosophical discussion has underlined the

importance of the social setting a philosophical letter was produced in and it has noted the

*% Mullett, “Epistolography,” 886-887.

> Papaioannou, “Letter-Writing,” 192-193. On the medieval concept of epistolary friendship, see Margaret
Mullett, “Byzantium: A Friendly Society?,” Past & Present, no. 118 (1988): 3-24; Peter Hatlie, “Redeeming
Byzantine Epistolography,” BMGS 20 (1996): 213-48; Julian Haseldine, ed., Friendship in Medieval Europe (Stroud:
Sutton, 1999); Margaret Mullett, “Friendship in Byzantium: Genre, Topos and Network,” in Friendship in
Medieval Europe, ed. Julian Haseldine (Stroud: Sutton, 1999), 166-84; Papaioannou, “Language Games, Not the
Soul’s Beliefs: Michael Italikos to Theodoros Prodromos, on Friendship and Writing,” 218-33; Michael
Grinbart and Margaret Mullett, eds., Geschenke erhalten die Freundschaft: Gabentausch und Netzwerkpflege im
europdischen Mittelalter: Akten des internationalen Kolloquiums Miinster, 19. - 20. November 2009, Byzantinistische
Studien und Texte 1 (Berlin: Lit, 2011); Sofia Kotzabassi, “Scholarly Friendship in the Thirteenth Century:
Patriarch Gregorios 11 Kyprios and Theodora Raoulaina,” Parekbolai 1 (2011): 115-70.
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ways in which the social, hierarchical or not, relationship between two correspondents
related to the choice of subject-matter and shaped the style of the letter.

The letter, both ancient and medieval, performed simultaneously at least three
acts.”® First, it simply communicated a message from one party to another, overcoming a
certain spatial distance between them. Second, since the letter represented its author and,
when read, it rendered his or her physically absent persona and voice, it ought to express
truthfully the writer’s image, i.e. his or her character.>® Since the letter was conceived and
understood as an image of its author’s soul, it created an illusion of his or her presence.*”
Not by chance, by the second century CE Greek rhetorical theory enlisted the letter in the

568

category of delineation of character or ethopoieia.”® Third, the letter represented also the
character of the addressee, absent from the act of its writing, according to the type of
relationship connecting the two (or more) correspondents. In other words, the letter
represented a social situation of communication, shared by writer and reader(s), actual or
desired. These three acts of (re)presentation define the type and function of the letter, and
to some extent its content. Ancient and late antique philosophy, ethics and politics in
particular, made ample use of the epistolary form in order to deliver instruction, advice,
exhortation, consolation or admonition, among others.” The rhetorical delineation of

character the letter-form subsisted on gave the opportunity for the philosopher as a letter-

writer to offer model examples to his or her audience, by referring, for instance, to

>% On the phenomenology of Byzantine letters with a specific emphasis on their role as “socio-texts,” see
Papaioannou, “Letter-Writing,” 188-99.

*% Littlewood, “An “Tkon of the Soul,” 216; Rosenmeyer, “Prologue,” 3-4.

7 Cf. Akindynos, Letters, 8, lines 60-68: “tiva yap t@v map’ Nuiv nepi Adyoug Exdvtwy fiv vOv Nuiv Enendugerg
¢moToANV o0k £86vnoev (fva tdAAa mapduev); Tl &, éneidfinep dveyvoketo, un T@OV ed@nuiav Exéviwy
AVEXON o1 TTPOG TV AKPOWUEVWY, TOAADV dmavinodviwy kKai moAAaxf; tic & o0k €mndnoe; tig & ovk
¢xpdtnoev; #vOa mpdg TV émioTolrjv, éneldfimep obk v pot TPdG o, Touti SEAéxONV: “&p’ 0DV éudv uévou
Tpnyopdv Bavudlev Tov dpiotov”; 1] 8¢ uévov ok Reiel pwvAv, wg “obuevodv,” einelv, “€ott To0TO Ye, GAN
Ombo01¢ &v Kal 0woodv telpav Tavdpdg eiAneévat cupPain.”

5% 1 ittlewood, “An “Ikon of the Soul,” 216.

> See Stanley Kent Stowers, Letter Writing in Greco-Roman Antiquity (Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1986), 37,
39.
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authoritative figures of the past, illustrious men and women of the present or even to him-
or herself.””® The examination of models of behavior, lifestyle or rulership, that is, topics
characteristic for the ‘philosophical letter’, could be discussed in a variety of socially
hierarchical situations including the author and the addressee. For instance, exhortation or
advice was usually given by someone superior to someone inferior in the matters discussed.
Such an epistolary situation produced a variety of letter-types suitable for philosophical
discussions and attested since antiquity, for instance, protreptic, paraenetic, and letters of
advice.”” Philosophers employed letters to convert someone to the philosophical way of life
or to confirm the addressee’s life-path as already virtuous. ‘Philosophical letters’ provided
moral examples and based on their assumptions concerning human nature, showed what a
good person, good statesman, good philosopher, and so forth, was or should be.”* In sum,
more often than not a ‘philosophical letter’ would treat ethical and political issues rather
than problems of logic, natural philosophy or methaphysics, among others.

In the opposite case, namely whenever someone inferior addressed someone
superior or more experienced in philosophical matters, the letter employed rhetoric of
praise, but it could also include exhortation towards the master to transmit his or her
wisdom, knowledge or science and to accept the author as his disciple. Cases in point are
Nikephoros Gregoras’ letters addressed to his mentor, the megas logothetés of emperor
Andronikos II (r. 1282-1328) Theodore Metochites (1270-1332). The modern edition of
Gregoras’ letter-collection®” includes a total of five letters addressed to Metochites* filled
with elaborate praises of his wisdom and scholarship. Letter 24, for instance, claims that

Homer, Plato, Ptolemy and Plutarch are all reborn in the person of Metochites,”” while in

7°1bid., 38-39.

7! 1bid., 37, 91-93, 96.

21bid., 38.

° Gregoras, Letters.

7 Gregoras, Letters 23, 24ab, 25, 26, 27. Two versions of Letter 24 are preserved.

°7 Gregoras, Letter 24, lines 38-44: Gote 81 kal map’ NuUiv adtoic dptiwg el paviag tpdipol TonTikig eyltyvovtd
TIveg, €v £€ovoiq Tod Aéyev kal mAdtTely Td Towalta kabiotduevol, arogaivesbat &v ékivdbvevoav “Ounpov
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another missive (Letter 22) addressed to Joseph the Philosopher or Rhakendytes (d. 1330), a

member of the scholarly circle around emperor Andronikos 11, Gregoras described the megas

logothetes as “the greatest champion of letters,””” “a hall for all wisdom, in as much as he

examines precisely the celestial phenomena and as far as he describes the terrestrial events
and what is below the earth and what is surrounding it.”*”” At the same time, in his Hortatory

Letter Concerning Astronomy preserved on f. 1r-v of Vat. gr. 1087 and later on emended and

578

incorporated in Gregoras’ Historia Rhomaike,””® as well as in his Letter 26,””” Gregoras appealed

to Metochites to share his astronomical expertise and to initiate him in the study of

celestial phenomena:

Thus, I exhorted myself to present myself at your gates in future, wishing
very much to enjoy to satiety the feast of your reasoning as a hopeful
suppliant. I think that as far as your bread which is taken away from our lips
is concerned, it is necessary that you at least give delicacy to others, on the
one hand, and on the other [...] to give a taste of your sweetness to the lips,
to tease the palate and to kindle desire of your <thoughts> to a great

extent.”®

Open the eyelid of our mind; show more clearly who is the governor of the
universe and of what character then is its harmonious arrangement; [...] by
the necessity of the stars, according to the pagan accounts, or by the cause of
the universe. For, for a long time, no mind encountered me at all, <me> who

doubts many things, <to the effect that> it annuls the doubt from my soul.

kol TMAdtwva kal TtoAepaiov kai MAovtapyov kal 6pod tovg Gool ueydAng Oiao®@tal cogiag vmijpEav,
dvaotdvrag év évi 16 6@ EvveAnAubévat cduatt vov kai SatpiPetv abBig év Piw, kabdmep OAKESL puptoPdpw
XPWUEVOUG GOL.

578 Gregoras, Letter 22, lines 75-76: “0 uévtol uéyiotog o0tog év Adyo1g Hpws.”

°7" Gregoras, Letter 22, lines 76-78: ...td ndong nputaveiov coeiag, [[on te dkpipdg Epeuvd T& obpdvia kal Son
dlero1 td Enfysia kil Odyela kol mepiyeial]] [...]

°7 Gregoras, History, vol. 1.

°7 Gregoras, Letter 26.

% Gregoras, Letter 26, lines 10-16: tadty tot kai mpdg Taig oaig Tod Aownod kabfcbat BVpaig Euavt® mapriveoa,
TTAvL to1 0Odpa ikétny eVEATId TAG ofi¢ AoyikAg droAeAavkévar Tpamélng £¢ kdpov PefovAnuévog. fikiota
o0V xpfival o ofouat TGV HueTépwv XeIAéwv TOV 0OV dpatpoduevov &ptov, £Tépoig utv i8évat tpueav, fuiv
d¢ v meprovoiav €vdeing untépa moielv, kal yevewv pev dxpl xetAéwv Thc ofi¢ YAvkUtntog, vmeppnv &
EvoxAelv kal mpo¢ mAelova 600V Ekkdey T@V oGV.
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Thus if not for another reason, at least because of this single one, instruct. **

Further, when one examines the Byzantine philosophical letter as the result of the
integration of the philosophical and the epistolary, one ought to consider which agent
involved in the letter-exchange benefits from the conjunction of philosophy and
epistolography and in what manner. The author and correspondents may benefit in a
variety of ways, for instance in terms of receiving instruction or engaging in an intellectual
discussion. More interestingly, the philosophical might also benefit from its conjunction
with the epistolary. For instance, a letter is intended as an imitation of a conversation, thus
its ‘dialogical’ character reinforces the formation of a specific philosophical meaning that is
created only in relation to an addressee. Such is the case of Gregoras’ Letter 42, Gregoras’
scientific manifesto, a praise of his student, as well as a delivery of instruction on the topic
of chance and spontaneity, which I analyze in detail in Chapter 4: Knowledge of the Creation.
Spontaneity, Fortune, and Divine Providence. Finally, one ought to bear in mind also that an
epistolary text enjoys a particular type of circulation and public perfomance, as opposed to
a school-commentary for instance, thus facilitating the dissemination of the philosophical

message according to a pattern specific for the circulation of letters.

Chapter 2: Byzantine Epistolography and Its Philosophical Premises

Constructing Presence

It is often emphasized that a letter is a written communication meant to overcome the

8! Vat. gr. 1087, f. 1v, my own transcription: &voi€ov qu@v t6 tob vol fAépapov- dei€ov évapyéotepov Tic 6 Tob
TavToC ApupooTh¢ Kol mola mod’ 1 tovtwv mavapuéviog cvvtalic [..] Th TV dotpwv dvdaykn, Katd ToUg
BUpabev Abyoug, 1 T@ T00 MAvTOC aitiw. £k TOAAOD ydp WG T& TOAAX dramopovpévw obdEIG 0VOETW Hot VOUG
AnnVTAKeL TAG EUfig dmoxelpotov®dV Puxiig taugiBarlduevov. @ot’ gl ur) 8t &AAo T1, S yolv €v yé i todto

didaov.
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distance between the two correspondents.”® Suffice it to cite Brill’s New Pauly’s definition of
epistle referring to the original meaning of the Greek émiotoAn: “A letter is a written
message to an absent recipient.””” In addition to overcoming distances, one of its main
functions is to revoke a particular type of absence, that of a beloved friend, and to invoke
the corresponding presence. Thus, Byzantine personal letters bristle with “expressions of
longing for human contact: reason for writing, expectation of response, plans for a visit or
for continued correspondence, and above all sensitivity to the felt presence of one for the
other””® As a communicational act, as well as an expression of emotions, the letter annuls
the absence of the correspondent by introducing the presence of a textual figure, a narrator
and a narratee, to whom its message and emotional charge is addressed. A characteristic
feature of epistolary writing is the fact that the absence of the other is conditioned both

**> The two correspondents are not physically present at the same

spatially and temporally.
geographical location and they are also separated in time, since the acts of writing and
reading the letter are not simultaneous.” By inscribing the extratextual here and now of the
acts of writing or reading the missive and subsuming them into the here and now of the
narration, the letter reinforces the construction of the presence of the other. Gregoras’
Letter 2, for instance, presents a suitable example of the Byzantine author’s awareness of
the emotional tension inherent to the act of letter-writing which is intended to confirm the

intensity of the correspondents’ friendship despite the limitations of physical space and

time:

°% Patricia A. Rosenmeyer, “A Culture of Letter Writing,” in Ancient Epistolary Fictions: The Letter in Greek
Literature (Cambridge; New York: Cambridge University Press, 2001), 20. See also Constable’s description of
ancient and medieval perceptions of the letter as “half of a conversation or dialogue between the sender and
the addressee” which “involved a quasi-presence and quasi-speech between the two.” Giles Constable, Letters
and Letter-Collections, Typologie des sources du Moyen Age occidental 17 (Turnhout: Brepols, 1976), 13.

°¥ Herwig Gorgemanns and Michaela Zelzer, “Epistle,” ed. Hubert Cancik and Helmuth Schneider, Brill's New
Pauly (Leiden, Boston: Brill, 2004), 1138.

*¥ Stirewalt, “The Uses and Development of Greek Letter-Writing,” 5.

°% Patrizia Violi, “Letters,” in Discourse and Literature, ed. Teun Adrianus van Dijk, Critical Theory, v. 3
(Amsterdam; Philadelphia: J. Benjamins, 1985), 155. See also Constable, Letters and Letter-Collections, 14

*% David Barton and Nigel Hall, “Introduction,” in Letter Writing as a Social Practice (John Benjamins, 2000), 6.

149



CEU eTD Collection

DOI: 10.14754/CEU.2014.01

If, on the one hand, some tyrannic necessity posited for those, who love, to
write to those for whom at any time they nurture the same affection, and
only this (i.e. writing) happened to be its (i.e. the condition’s) measure and
clear designation, you must accuse me, most noble one, of how I have not
written to you for such a long time. If, on the other hand, it is possible both
<that> those who write do not love and, in turn, <that> those who love do not
write, and moreover, those who write the most love the least and in turn,
those who love the most write the least, <then> perhaps it would not be fair
that we believe writing to be the criterion and measure of love. For if we
expect this to be made a criterion, <then>, “day and night,” I must always
write to you: for I always marvel at you and love you both “day and night.”
[...] For not even many books would be able to display the object of desire of
my thought. Not even the rush of those who carry the letters by sea to this
very place would be ever so fast, not even if the birds, the sailors of the
heavens, had pledged an oath together <that the letters> be brought together

to me with such care.””
With respect to the construction of absence and presence within an epistolary text, the
letter of friendship operates in either of two general communicational settings. In the first
case, the letter’s function is to create something where there was nothing before, i.e. to
initiate and establish an equal (friendship) or hierarchical relationship (parent-son,
teacher-student) between strangers. For instance, in the case of Gregoras’ Letter 7 quoted
above, one of the reasons for the epistolary exchange is to establish a connection between
people who never met in person, or in other words, to start a conversation where before

there was only silence. In the second case, the letter is a result and expression of the

%7 Gregoras, Letter 2, lines 1-10, 15-19: El pév T1¢ Gvdykn topavvog £kelto Toig grholot ypd@etv mpdg oU¢ ToTe
TNV To1a0TNV TpEPouct ox€otv, Kal To0TO Uévov TalTNG ETOYXAVE UETPOV KAl CAPEC YVWPLIOUA, EYKXAETV Nuiv
5¢1 o€, ueyaho@LéoTaTE, TAOC TOGOVTOL GOt 0V YEYPAaueV xpdvou: €1 & €ott kal ypdgovTac U QiAeiv kal ab
@Aodvtag urf ypdgev kai €11 mAsiota ypdgovrag o0d’ dAiya @iAeiv kai abd mAgiota @ilodvrag obd dAlya
ypé&@etv, o0k av dfmov dikatov £in 008 UG kPLTHPIOV T Kal péTpov ToD QLA TO ypdetv ofeobat. €l y&p
00T €uéAopev oielobat kpitrplov, £3et ‘VOkTwp Kol ued’ Auépav’ oot ypdetv del* Gel ydp oe Oavudlouev kal
@hoDuev Kal ‘VOokTwp Kol Hed’ Auépav’. [...] 00d¢ yap o008 ai moAAal PipAot Suvnbeiev dv Evdeilacbat o Tf¢
YVOUNG U@V BovAduevov. o0 urv 00d¢ YPOUUXTOKOMIOTOV QOpd VALGTOAOUVTWY auTdoe yévort dv ToTe
Téon, o0 pévt &v ovd’ €l ol Spvibeg ol aifépiot mAwtfipeg ovvaipesbar fuiv g TowadTNG PpovTidog

GUVOUWUOKESAV.
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preexisting friendship between addresser and addressee and its function is to sustain the
friendship by means of making the writer and the reader present in its narrative, as it is in
the case of Letter 2. When written, the letter invokes the presence of the absent friend in
the mind of the author. Thus, an intended reader is constructed in the narrative and
invoked, for instance, through the use of you.”*

More importantly, the written letter projects a true image of the soul of the author.
As Stratis Papaioanou noted “[l]etter writing is by definition the rhetorical genre of the self.
Letters are for the Byzantines ‘icons of the soul’, bringing into the field of representation
(as icons) the inner self (soul). Any study, therefore, of Byzantine epistolography cannot but
begin with exploring how Byzantines understood the art of representation in writing, i.e.
rhetoric, and how they perceived the self.”® When read, a letter renders its writer’s voice,
thus, actualizing his or her presence, for example, through the use of the pronouns I and
we, as well as of corresponding verbal forms in first person singular and plural.” As a
result, though the addressee is absent from the communicational situation of sending a
letter and the addresser from the situation of reading the missive, both the textual figures
of narrator and narratee are constructed and inscribed in the epistolary text where they
are co-present.”

The construction of presence and narrative time-space shared by the two
correspondents, in combination with the adherence to the mimetic principles of Byzantine

rhetoric,” enables the letter-writer to engage in a critical dialog with the past and, hence,

% Barton and Hall, “Introduction,” 6.

*% Papaioannou, “Michael Psellos: Rhetoric and the Self,” 75.

50 Barton and Hall, “Introduction,” 6.

1 Violi, “Letters,” 152.

2 Papaioannou, “Michael Psellos: Rhetoric and the Self,” 80: “In medieval cultures, mimesis was perceived as
the constitutive element of earthly and heavenly existence, moral and political life, of artistic expression,
literature, and learning. Within this conceptual framework, as it is understood in modern scholarship, the self
is conceived as a mere component of a larger cosmological web of mimetic analogies.” See also Herbert
Hunger, “On the Imitation (MIMHEIZ) of Antiquity in Byzantine Literature,” DOP 23/24 (1969): 15-38.

151



CEU eTD Collection

DOI: 10.14754/CEU.2014.01

produce a conception of time indiosyncratic for Byzantine epistolography.® Byzantine

% where the silence of the

letters exist in the ethereal place of spring, union of souls,
correspondent, of the other, is long and grieves the author who is trying to overcome it by
writing yet again and again. Byzantine letters float on the surface of time and space and
especially after their publication, i.e. after being edited, amended and refined, as we always
find them, we, as readers, could hardly pinpoint where and when the text was written. Of
course, markers such as contemporary events, names of third persons, exchange of gifts,
urgent book requests and others often fix the letter somewhere on the fabric of history and
help us contextualize the texts in the cases where style only would leave us clueless.*” The
“intimate” correspondence between friends happens in the presence of God and the
audience of the now circulated and publicly available letter. The audience, moreover,
includes not only contemporaries to the author among whom the letter might have been
circulated, but also the witnesses from the past, the author’s literary heroes - authorities
such as Homer and Plato, or in the case of Nikephoros Gregoras, also Plutarch, Pythagoras
and Ptolemy. There is a feeling of continuous dialogue back and forth in time, of belonging
to a tradition, not just by being a follower, but as an active interlocutor, one who
understands, converses and naturally maintains its evolvement.”® For instance, in his Letter
22 Gregoras constructs an elaborate praise of Joseph Rhakendytes by suggesting that if time
were just and not like the great rivers of Egypt and Arabia, it would flow and bring amazing
deeds and facts not only from the past to the present, but also the opposite way, thus if the

illustrious men of the past, such as Plato and Homer, could learn of Joseph’s

*% Papaioannou, “Michael Psellos: Rhetoric and the Self,” 79.

»* Gregoras. Letter 88, lines 14-17: our friendship, though it was planted in the past, did not acquire an
unseasonable principle of growth, but in a very suitable season both it blossoms and sprouts incessantly
between the meadows of our hearts. fjuiv 1| ndAar utevdeioa @iAia oOk dxatpov TV dpxnVv Thg Quteiag
éktioato, GAN €v Gpuottovon o@ddpa i Wpa kal dvOel kal T€ONAe dinvek®¢ uetald TOV TAG MUETEPAC
kapdiac Aetudvwv.

*% Mullett, “Epistolography.”

*% Papaioannou, “Michael Psellos: Rhetoric and the Self.”
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accomplishments, they would have found them more wonderful, than we find theirs:

And if it were a habit of time to wish to do things justly and like, while
carrying the facts of the past, it sends them past our hearing, by virtue of
counterbalance, while running back, it was rendering the fact of the present
to the ears of wise men of old, [then] your deeds would appear to those
[illustrious men] more wonderful than the deeds of those people appear to
us. Now, exceedingly producing a certain flow from top, time carries down,
together with Homer and Plato and other such men, also Thersites and
Margitas and whoever is born by the same impression, it rather renounces to
act otherwise: making [itself] like both the Nile for Egypt and the numerous
rivers [that] flow around the wealthy Arabia. For people say that from some
place up those [rivers] carry down something fragrant, [and that] they bring
down, nonetheless, also both some white pebbles; and if even some sediment
from the bottom, by virtue of counterbalance, they rather refuse to flow
back in order to grant to those [people] up some of the good from down.*”

In other words, Letter 22 brings forth the topic of tradition. Although the letter serves a
rather practical purpose, namely, to express interest in and support for Joseph’s
encyclopedic project and to offer recommendations how it should be executed, it does so
through a rhetorical framework which emphasizes the role of time and its flow. Within this
framework, Gregoras situates Joseph as the heir of two lines of tradition. On the one hand
Joseph walks in the footsteps of Diogenes, Lykourgos, Solon, and Charondas, and finally
Theodore Metochites. Diogenes exemplifies the praise a wise man receives (or not) by his
contemporaries; Lykourgos, Solon, and Charondas are introduced as models of statesmen,

“deemed worthy on this account by <their compatriots>, because they appeared useful for

%7 Gregoras, Letter 22, lines 34-47: el 8¢ t& Sikaia T xpévw molelv PovAopévew ye AV kai Gomep T& mdAat
TPAYHATA PEPWV NUGOV TapaTéUnel Taig GKoaic, €€ avtippdmov kal Td VOV TPAypata Tai¢ TV TdAal coeiv
akoaic avatpéxwv €didov, Bavuaotdtepa &v €keivolg €pdvr td od A Ta ékelvwv Muiv. viv & dvwbev pev
0podpdv Tvar pounv motoduevog ped ‘Ounpov kol MAGTWVOG Kal TV To00TWY Katdyel Kal Ogpoitac kal
Mapyitag kai 8oot tovtov To0 KOUUATOG EMe@Ukesay, Bdtepov d¢ kal udAa dneinato molelv: mapanAroiov
oIV Gomep kal O mpoc Alyvmtw Nefhog kal doot motau®v v evdaipova mepikAvlovorv Ap{plapiav. kal
£0WdN UV ydp Tiva Evwbév molev Ekeivoug katdyetv @aoct, katdyety § oy frov kal dpyolc Tivag k&xAnkag
kol €1 1 Tod mubuévog oxvPatov, €€ Gvtippdmou 8¢ kal Gvdppouv ol pdAa éBéAely moiely, va T1 Kal Toi¢ dvw

TV Kdtwbev dyabdv xapilovro.
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Spartans and Athenians, and Sicilians, for the common good and to individuals, and while
they lived by their work, after they passed away by the laws they had established for
them.””” The figure of Metochites is introduced last, representing the highest point in this
ideal “parade” of great men, for he is described as “the greatest champion of letters.” That
is, Metochites possesses jointly the characteristics of his predecessors: he devoted his life to
both public service and scholarly pursuits, rendered himself useful to his country and
received significant praise for his wisdom. He omitted dealing with certain philosophical
problems, however, and here is precisely where Joseph should take his place completing the

task carried down to him by the line of tradition.

Creation of Meaning

The specifics of the communicative situation represented by a letter-exchange prerequisite
the creation of particular meaning that results out of the epistolary setting and its
conceptual framework. For instance, letter-writing in Byzantium was not always used to
introduce oneself, but also to showcase one’s expertise. The latter action was not only
always meant to impress the addressee and to promote the addresser, but also to establish
an area of shared knowledge, an area where the competencies of the two correspondents
would match. Thus, in a letter shared knowledge is often referred to or relied upon.”
Sometimes, of course, a letter serves simply as a recommendation or an introduction. In
some particular cases though, and Gregoras’ correspondence offers us various examples,
the epistolary text is thus codified that only one as well-versed in it as the author himself or
herself, could decode it. This kind of ‘intimacy, the ‘intimacy’ of shared language and most

importantly, of shared expertise, assured the equality and the union of the friends-

>% Gregoras, Letter 22, lines 62-65: To0 peydAov tovtolg ékpibnoav &&ot Adyov, 811 Znaptidraig kai ‘ABnvaioig
kol Zikeloic kowfi kai kat’ &v8pa Avoitelelv #8oav, kal {GVTeC oi¢ #mpattov, kai UeTaAAGEaVTEG 0iC
vevopoBetkeoav.

% Barton and Hall, “Introduction,” 6
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correspondents, two concepts fundamental to Byzantine letter-writing. It also gave them
access to a certain degree of free speech. The mutual recognition, reconfirmed by the act of
correspondence, gave the author the freedom to give out pieces of his knowledge, as well as
to criticize and reproach other people’s ignorance. Being part of a conversation, be it a
public one or a public one to be, and maintaining that conversation was a way to create a
bond and to share a relationship. So, exchanges of letters were both the means of public
self-presentation and display, of creating networks and establishing relations of power, and
on the other hand, a shared profession of an identity that one constructed, controlled and
communicated to one’s friends through the codes of writing style and specialized
knowledge. In his analysis of epistolary discourses related to the apparent refusal of gifts
and to the offering of the co-called ‘gift of words’ in the letters of eleventh-century
Byzantine intellectuals, Bernard, for instance, observes that representations such as the
offering of the immaterial ‘gift of words’ served the interests of the intellectual elite whose

purpose was to distinguish itself from other social groups.®® Moreover, Bernard argues that:

[t]he various arguments, playful or not, help to construct a code of behavior
that is used to pursue the author’s own social interests. This code attributes
value to logoi, an asset that only these intellectuals can appropriate, and it
sets off valuable friendships from ordinary ones and defines them as
intellectual. It is perhaps no coincidence that in the theory about friendship
that Psellos develops, friendship is said to be based on the shared

characteristics of akin souls.”®

Within the three case studies 1 examine in the present Part Il 1 offer examples from
Gregoras’ letters which illustrate a similar idea, namely that Gregoras’ sought either to
emphasize what made the friends, for instance, him and his correspondent, similar to each
other, or on the contrary, he aimed at justifying why friendship could be possible also

between those who are different. Moreover, Gregoras employed a very specific epistolary

% Floris Bernard, “Gifts of Words: The Discourse of Gift-Giving in Eleventh-Century Byzantine Poetry,” 3-15.
! Ibid., 10.

155



CEU eTD Collection

DOI: 10.14754/CEU.2014.01

‘code’ as it was not simply learned and classizing, but also well-grounded in ancient

philosophy.

Unity and Multiplicity, Sameness and Difference

Finally, the juxtaposition of single and double is omnipresent in letters, be it a simple letter
of recommendation or petition, or a sophisticated discussion of sameness and difference.
The interrelated concepts of self and other, same and different, single and double, unity and
multiplicity permeate every fiber of the Byzantine letter. A letter makes the two
correspondents a single unit serving as vehicle for the union of their souls. The bodies of
two friends are united in one soul; one action serves them both and benefits them equally.
For instance, in two of his short letters, Letters 47 and 48, while appealing to the friend-
addressee for a favour, either for himself or for a third party, Gregoras emphasized that
performing the good deed would benefit everyone involved, that is the two correspondents,
the third person, and even God, the witness of their friendship. Letter 48 inferred that since
Gregoras and his correspondent are friends, as are Gregoras and the person he was
recommending, therefore Gregoras’ addressee and his recommendee are also bound by the
same kind of relationship: “He is my friend and also yours in every way; and should you do
this for him, your benefit becomes double. For, on the one hand, you would gain praises
from us, and on the other, <you would gain> pure rewards from God.”*” Letter 47 in turn
plays with a mock numerical progression that consists in the multiplication of the request

based on the need of a single person into triple, and even quadruple, benefit:

The present person goes on a double path for a single request: for he knew to
approach your kindness through me and through himself. Fulfilling the
request, you will do a triple favour: for him with what <you do> to him; and

2 Gregoras, Letter 48: 'Eudg o0tog @ilog, Tdvrwg 8¢ kai 66¢ & 8¢ mpdéeig eig adtdv, SimAfi oot yiveral xdpig:
énaivoug {{uev}} yap €€ udv, ék 000 &’ drnpdtouvg kouiln uoboug.
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to me with what <you do> through him; and to God with what <you do>

because of him.*”
The fulfillment of a single request is pursued through the petitions of two people. The
assistance of a third will render triple benefit to the petitioner, to his recommender and to
God. Moreover, the implicit assumption is that Gregoras’ addressee will benefit as well,
since in fact Gregoras’ benefit would consist in the good brought to his friend by the
fulfilment of the petitioner’s request.

The sameness of the friends plays the role of an ontological guarantee for the union
of their souls and thus, is conceived as a feature of ideal friendship. This so-called “ontology

7% is well-represented in the texts of the Cappadocian Fathers and inherited by

of sameness
the later Byzantine authors as theoretical and philosophical model for the epistolary
discussions concerning the nature of friendship. For instance, as discussed by Stratis
Papaioannou, in a letter®® addressed to his friend Theodore Prodromos (ca. 1100-ca.
1156/11587?), Michael Italikos (ca. 10907-before 1157) discussed in detail their friendship,
first, through the prism of absolute unity, expressed in the absolute sameness, in order to
subvert it in the second part of the letter by relating the existence and maintaining of the
friendship to the act of writing, the materiality of the discursive action, and the multiplicity
revealed by the latter.*”

Similarly, Gregoras’ letters provide several examples of the discursive horizon

associated with the “ontology of sameness.” Notably, in Letter 34, which I discuss in Chapter

5 Gregoras, Letter 47: ‘O mapwv o0tog mpd¢ dmAfvV Tiva {Atnotv SimAfjv moteitan 686v- Sk ydp €uod te kai
£a0TOD TPOGLEVAL 60V EYVWKE Tfj XpNoTdThTL 0oL & €kteAéong Thv {Atnot, TPMARY TOIRoELC THV XApLy: aUT T
Yap 6 TpdC 8V, k&pol T¢) 81’ 00 kal B TG S’ Bv.

%4 Stratis Papaioannou, ,Gregory and the Constraint of Sameness,” in Gregory of Nazianzus: Images and
Reflections, ed. J. Bertnes, T. Higg (Copenhagen, 2006), 59. Papaioannou defines the discursive horizon of the
“ontology of sameness” as “the dominant tendency of pre-modern Greek thought to define ontological
sameness as that unity that underlies being, knowledge, representation, and ethics.”

% The letter is dated after 1145.

% For a full English translation of the letter, as well as for a detailed analysis, see Papaioannou, “Language
Games, Not the Soul’s Beliefs: Michael Italikos to Theodoros Prodromos, on Friendship and Writing,” 218-33.
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3.2: Friendship of the Same, Gregoras explores the observable instances of sameness in the
world, as well as the sameness of two of his correspondents. In both cases, the sameness
plays the role of a guarantee of sorts: with respect to the world, it makes certainty possible
and thus, facilitates the acquiring of true knowledge, while with respect to Gregoras’
friends, it enables the latter to address them both, in one person as it were, and
correspondingly, to rhetorically construct an epistolary friendship between them. At the
same time, it is important to note that in most cases Gregoras discusses sameness and
similarity in opposition to fortune (t0xn) and/or providence (mpdvoia). That is, while
‘ideally’ sameness and similarity would exist in the world, people would be equal and like
each other and thus, friends would be one soul in two bodies and this relation would be
discursively expressed in their letters, in fact, due to the interference of fortune (toxn) and
spontaneity (t0 avtduartov), both things and people change their status and thus, one’s
possibility to know the former and to befriend the latter loses certainty. Thus, for instance,
in the case of Letters 46 and 134, the case-studies examined in Chapter 3.1: Friendship of the
Different, Gregoras launched an attack against Aristotle’s theory of friendship, the latter
being one of the conceptual premises of Byzantine letter-writing. Before I proceed to the
analysis of Gregoras’ criticism of the Aristotelian theory of friendship, however, I shall
briefly discuss Gregoras’ Letter 12, a letter addressed to Matthew Kantakouzenos (ca. 1325-
1383)*” on the occasion of his victory over an army of Turkish footsoldiers in 1348.°
Interestingly, Gregoras digresses in a discussion of similarity and difference in order to
justify his comparison of Matthew’s military success with the triumphs of the “heroic men

of old,” such as Miltiades and Perikles:

I think that your father and emperor would least hold a grudge against us if

%7 PLP 10983.

%% Donald MacGillivray Nicol, The Byzantine Family of Kantakouzenos (Cantacuzenus) ca. 1100-1460; a Genealogical
and Prosopographical Study, DOS 11 (Washington: Dumbarton Oaks Center for Byzantine Studies, trustees for
Harvard University; [distributed by J. J. Augustin, Locust Valley, N.Y.], 1968), 111.
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as he immediately added the subsequent triumph to your triumph, I
attributed its causes to you; for Miltiades’ victory did not let Themistokles
sleep anymore, as they say, so that I myself shall also alter and say a little
something in addition to the names as upon similar premises, since also the
entire course and condition of life and its affairs are customarily and continuously
governed by such similarities and differences. [...] Thus, the similarities of yours
and your father’s triumphs, which just happened, brought back our letter to
the deeds of the heroic men of old and they persuaded me to introduce the
likes of Miltiades and Perikles here in the narrative.®”

In my reading, Gregoras’ self-commentary here aims at a twofold justification of his
writing. The first objective would be to explain the reasons for adducing ancient models of

bravery and military success and for juxtaposing them with contemporary events and

figures.®® Second, Gregoras needed to explain why he chose to compare different, i.e.

° Gregoras, Letter 12, lines 30-37, 58-61: “Hkiota & &v oipat fuiv ToV 6dv vep<eo>floal matépa kai PactAéa, ei
Kal 0 Katoémv adtog €Ml TR 0@ TpoTaiw TpdTatov e0OVG ENHVEYKE, 001 Kal abTod Ta¢ aitiag dvabeinuev: ov yap
elaoe ‘kabevdev’ €11 OgpiotokAéa pdvar ‘T0 MiAtiddov tpdmatov’, va uikpov Kal avTOG To1G OVOHATL WG &V €@’
Opoiaig taig voBéoeot Tt TapaAldw kai tapa@OEyEwual, énel kol TowdToug Tiol Tais SuoLdThol Te Kol ETepdTnaLy
elwOe Srokeiobon Sinvekd 1) o0 Piov kal T@V mpayudTwy Tiow {wh) kol katdotaois. [...] oUtwe al T@v ool te kal TQ
0® Tatpl Yevopévwy dptiwg tpomaiwv OUo1dTnTeg TNV NUETEPAV GVAVEYKAV £G TG TAAAL TV MpWik®OV AvOp@dV
£pya kal MiAtiddag Ekeivoug kal MepikAéag Emeicav évtadba tol Adyov mapeiokukAeiv- [italics mine]

°1 Interestingly enough, Gregoras used the same discussion of juxtaposing similarities and differences in his
First Antirrhetics against Gregory Palamas. In this case, he provided justification for his comparison of Palamas
and his teachings to some heretics of the past and their doctrines. Gregoras, Antirrhetika I, 271, line 13-273,
line 18: EfwBe ydp ¢ t& mOoAAX Toic obotv émmoAdletv Ti¢ OUO8TNG (G d1& KEVOD epouévn Tfig XPOVIKAG
mnAkOTNTog Kol Qomep €v KOAmolg Tiol kpumtopévn tol G@avolg, €wg av 1] Tig @Uoewg dAAoT
dAAw¢ emppéovoa kivnog ovyyeveia Plov kal yvoung évretvxnkuia diaypdyn te, Soa petav un mévu tot
o@ddpa mpdg ovuuiav apudtrel, kol avaddupn mpdg veoupyd] Tva @ASya dpetfi i Kakiag kai mAsiovog
gmAdPnton poipag, we kai kpataidtepov Avapépety £xev éviedfev fidn trv uiunow eig ta dpxaidtepa kai trv
kowvwviav uedéAkerv ab ékeibev eig ta mapdvra kai, & xpdvog Siéotnoe, kovwvig Piov kal Tpdnwv edPLES
GUVATITELY €1§ TADTOTNTA CUUPWVIAG, QUOLV £XOVCNG TG TAV TPAYUATWY QOpEG Kal YEVEGEWG VOV UEV GUYXELV
Kal Tapattelv Tag opotdtntag, vov d¢ avagépev kal mapamAékev €1 appoviav tavtdtnrog, kabdmep €v
OMPLKOIG TIOWV DPAOHKOL Kal TAEyUaoLy, 0don TotKIALA TI¢ KOOUET Kol Xpwudtwy o0vOesic e kal TapdBeoic o
OUVEXEG THC TTopPUpaC Kal ToD Xpuood drakdntovoatl d1d te Tol @ovikoPaols kal Tob kuavilovtog bakiviov,
kal Goa Tfj tohaoig mapaomelpdueva GAAoOL pev TV abT®V cvokidlel Aaunpdtnta, GAAobev & dvadeikvuot
Aaumpotépay te kal veapwtépav kai oiov @dvat xhodlovsav kai &vBodoav gi¢ Aptviic Tivog Gpac &vdloyov
TéPPLv, EMiTNEG OUTW UIMOUUEVHG THG TOV £PLOUPYROV TEXVNG TNV TAC PUOEWS Yévesty Kal @Bopdv kal domep
vedtnta Eévny 1oi¢ Epyoic unxavouévng did thg del ouvexolc mapaAAdE kol duopadov éugaveiog kal
EMKPOPEWG, N Kabdmep vokta ued’ nuépav kal petd okdtog fAtov. “Toaot y&p, WG T del €v kol Hovoeldeg
andiav tva kai k6pov dnoyevv kai Tdxiota dnokvaiev tapackevdlel v alobnotv, to d¢ mokidov kai GAAOT’
IAMWG @avéuevov dmbéppntév Tiva Sapoviwe éyyontetet toig £pyolg v ndoviy, 8t fig kohakevel Smovdev
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distant in time, figures and deeds (Matthew Kantakouzenos, Miltiades, and Perikles), when
similar, i.e. contemporary and within the same family, military triumphs were available for
him to juxtapose. Presented with these two choices, Gregoras’ digression aimed to prove,
first, that terms that seem uncomparable due to their chronology, can be successfully
compared based on their similarities; second, that terms that seem comparable due to their
genetic relation (direct blood relation in this case), can result being different rather than
similar, due to their performance; third, that when comparing persons and their
achievements, the similarity of their ways is a more appropriate base for comparison than
the similarity in terms of kinship. For a fuller comprehension of Gregoras’ motivation and
respective self-exegetical remark, one ought to account for the Plutarchian reference in
Letter 12, namely the phrase “for Miltiades’ victory did not let Themistokles sleep anymore,
as they say.”*"! Here Gregoras referred to an episode from one of Plutarch’s Lives, namely

Themistokles 111. 3-4:

It is said, indeed, that Themistocles was so carried away by his desire for
reputation, and such an ambitious lover of great deeds, that though he was
still a young man when the battle with the Barbarians at Marathon was
fought and the generalship of Miltiades was in everybody's mouth, he was
seen thereafter to be wrapped in his own thoughts for the most part, and
was sleepless o' nights, and refused invitations to his customary drinking
parties, and said to those who put wondering questions to him concerning

tadta TV drapicvtov TV alobricewv @opdv Te Kai kivnow kal pdota EpéAketal Te Kal oikeloltal Tpog £AUTd.
Tov &1 totoltov Tpdmov Kal ai TOV T@ MaAaud TETPAYUEVWY Kal TPATTOUEVWY OUOLOTNTEG THV MUETEPAV
avAveykav ¢ Ta TdAal T@v duooePiv avip@v £pya te Kal omovddopata Kal Toug TOV £0oePAOV doypdtwy €€
avtifétov Tpootdtag vravdol Tol AGyou TapeIoKUKAETY oUVEXESTEPOV ETELTAV.

! Gregoras, Letter12, lines 32-33: o0 ydp elaoe ‘kaBedderv’ €11 OspiotokAéa @dvat ‘10 MiAtiddov tpdmatov’ [...]
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his change of life that the trophy of Miltiades would not let him sleep.*™

This anecdote®”

illustrates a trait of Themistokles’ character Plutarch emphasized
throughout the Life, namely Themistokles’ @ilotiuia, or, ambition, love of honour or of
distinction. That is, Gregoras compared John Kantakouzenos’ military success with
Themistokles’ achievements: while the latter strove to surpass Miltiades’ previous
triumphs, the older Kantakouzenos was, according to Gregoras, driven by his son’s victory.
Thus, Gregoras implied, though divided by centuries, Themistokles and John Katakouzenos
are in fact similar in their ways and motivations. At the same time, Plutarch’s account
provided Gregoras with an additional example of dissimilarity between contemporary and
comparable figures. Referring to the rivalry between Themistokles and Aristides, Plutarch
remarks that “the dissimilarity in their lives and characters is likely to have increased their
variance.”"* Plutarch’s expression t®v tpdénwv dvouordtng is, thus, echoed in Gregoras’
Tpoénwv GAAotpidtng and provides the cue for the latter’s fourth objective in Letter 12,
namely, to demonstrate that to compare persons and deeds, similar in manner and separate
in chronology, is in fact, a justified application of the esthetic principle of creating pleasing

variety which, in turn, imitates the cosmological principle of incessant alternating of

generation and corruption, of similarity and difference:

2 Bernadotte Perrin, trans., Plutarch’s Lives. Themistocles and Camillus. Aristides and Cato Major. Cimon and
Lucullus, reprint, vol. 2, LCL 47 (Cambridge, MA; London, England: Harvard University Press, 2006), 11. For the
edition of the Greek text, see K. Ziegler, “Themistocles,” in Plutarchi Vitae parallelae, Fourth edition, vol. 1.1
(Leipzig: Teubner, 1969), 157-97. Themistocles, I11. 3-4, line 4: Aéystat y&p oGtw mapdgopog mpdg S6&av eivat kal
npdewv yeydAwy Uno @lotipiag pacthg, ote véog Vv T, TG v Mapad@vi udyng mpdg tovg PapPdpoug
yevouévng kal tfi¢ MiAtiddov otpatnyioag diaPorndeiong, sbvvoug 0pacbat T TOAAG TPOG £AVTH Kol TAG VUKTOG
aypumvelv kal toU¢ tdtoug mapatteiodat Tovg cuviBelg, kai Aéyewv Tpog Toug Epwt@vTac kai Bavudlovtag trv
nepi OV Plov petaforrv, ¢ kabebidewy avtov ovk é¢n t6 MiAtiddov tpdmaov. [italics mine]

5 One finds references to the same episode in also in Theseus V1.9, Moralia 84C and 800B J. L. Marr, ed., Life of
Themistocles, Classical Texts (Warminster: Aris & Phillips, 1998), 76.

" Perrin, trans., Plutarch’s Lives. Themistocles and Camillus. Aristides and Cato Major. Cimon and Lucullus, 9. For the
edition of the Greek text, see Ziegler, “Themistocles,” 157-97. Themistocles, I11. 2, lines 2-4: 00 prjv GAA’ 1] T®V
Blwv kal T@V tpdnwv dvouoidtne Eotkev avEfoat thv dragopdyv. [italics mine]
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For it may be that the events time sets apart, the similarity of the deeds often
joins together and the affairs blood unites, the difference of manners sets apart
in various ways, since the force and origin of the circumstances are able by
nature soon to confuse and disturb the similarities, soon to offer and weave

harmonies of sameness like in certain silk-woven robes and plaited works,

which a certain variety adorns [...]"

In sum, Gregoras argued that since everything in life, pertaining both to animate and
inanimate beings, is always governed by similarities and differences, thus, similar events or
individuals, though distant in time, may be compared and discussed together. Importantly,
though the similarities may be stirred and mingled, their subsequent juxtaposition does not
result being a chaotic and unadorned mixture of similar and different, but rather a
structured, that is, ordered in a particular way harmonious weaving of sameness
characterized by the esthetic appeal of variety. Gregoras’ point is further demonstrated by a
sequence of similes serving as further proofs of the ‘natural’, that is inherent to and
omnipresent in life juxtaposition and interplay of similarity and difference.

The examples Gregoras listed pertain first, to the nature of woven fabric which
manifests combinations of colours, different both in terms of hue and brightness, and
second, to the alteration of day and night, i.e. of light and darkness. The art of weaving a
fabric, then, is conceived as imitation of the processes of generation and corruption in
nature. That is, the ‘natural’ juxtaposition of similarity and difference, illustrated by the
processes of becoming and perishing, as well as by the change of day and night, is in this
case imitated by the ‘artificial’ production of a textile. This process of imitation produces a
harmony of sameness characterized by variety. The implication of this argument is that, in
a similar way, Gregoras’ literary technique of juxtaposing similarities and differences within

his letter’s narrative, aims at producing the same effect of harmonized variety which

°5 Gregoras, Letter 12, lines 37-43: & y&p xpdvog dfmov diéotroev, €pywv opordtng cuvijhe mToAAdKIG Kal &
ouvipev aiua, Todnwy dAotpidtns Siéotnoe moAlayii, @UoLY €xodong TG TGV TPAYUATWY OPaG Kal YEVECEWS
VOV UEV ouyxeElV Kal Tapdttelv TG opotdtntag, vov 8 dvagépelv kal MapanAékelv dpupoviag TavTdTnTog,
KaOdmep £v onpikoic Tiot Vedopaot kal TAéyuaoty, onéoa mokiAa Ti¢ koouel [...] [italics mine]
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should be understood as an imitation of the ‘natural’ combinations of similarities and

differences just as much as in the case of the woven textile:

[...] like in certain silk-woven robes and plaited works, which a certain
variety adorns, as well as combination and juxtaposition of colors, when they
(i.e. the combination and juxtaposition of colors) break off the continuity of
the purple and gold with the purple-dye and dark-colored blue, and since the
<silk-woven robes and plaited works> are interspersed during the wool-
spinning, <they>, on the one hand, obscure their brightness in one place,
while on the other, <they> display in another place brighter and more
youthful and, as they say for example, sprouting and blossoming enjoyment
suitable in spring time; fittingly in this way the art of working with wool
imitates the generation and corruption of nature, bringing about, as it were,
youth foreign to the works, through the always continuous, alternately and
correspondingly, manifestation and concealment or like <there is> night

after the day, and after the darkness <there is> sun. *°
In the final part of his argument in favour of inducing variety in an artifact, Gregoras states
the rationale behind the technique of mixing and combining similarity and difference.
Namely, he argues that while the eternal and uniform one wears out perception and creates
the feeling of unpleasantness, the varied in terms of representation has the opposite
esthetic effect and by “flattering the object” it manipulates the perception and attracts it

easily:

For they know that eternally one and uniform generates certain unpleasantness
and satiety and prepares the perception to wear out quickly, while the varied and
diverse appearance marvelously induces to the works by charm an
indescribable pleasantness, with whose help it (i.e. the varied) softens the

§16 Gregoras, Letter 12, lines 42-52: [...] kaBdnep év onpikoig Tiol Vedopact kal TAéypaoty, 6méox TotkiAia Tig
KOOMET Kal xpwudTwy oUvOesi Te kal tapdBeoic, TO oLuVeEXEC TG TTOpPUPAC Kal ToT Xpuood drakdmrovoat did Te
100 @owikoPagods kai tol kvavilovtog VakivBov, kal Goa tf] TaAaocix mapaonelpdueva, GAN0OL pev v
abT@V ovokidlel Aaumpdtnra, dAAoBev & dvaldeikvuot Aaumpotépav Te kol veapwtépav kai olov @dval
xAodlovoav kal dvBoloav €l Apwviig Tvog Wpag dvahoyov tépPry, emitndeg oUtw uidovpévng TG TV
£p10VpY®V TEXVNG TNV THC @UoewC yéveatv kal @Bopav kal Gomep vedtnra EEvny Toi¢ Epyolg unxavwuévng Sk
TG del ouvexolg TapaAa€ kal dpoPadov eupaveiog kai EmkpOPews f kabdnep vOKTa Kai ued’ Huépav kal

HeTa okdTOG TjAloV.
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objects and it attracts easily the incontrollable rush and movement of the

perception and appropriates <it> for them (the objects).*”
Though it may seem rather unusual for an author, so often labelled as influenced by
Platonic and Neoplatonic philosophy, to claim that that which is forever one and uniform (to6
Gel €v ki povoeldéc) produces unpleasantness and satiety (andiav tiva kai k6pov), one has
to bear in mind that Gregoras is referring here to the esthetic effect monotony has on
perception in particular. The same argument could not be made, for instance, with respect
to the cognition pursued by the intellect with respect to that which is forever one and uniform,
as the case of Letter 34 illustrates. In fact, Gregoras inserts a similar self-commentatorial

remark in his History, Book XII:

So such among the advantages of the history persuaded me as well to write
the events that happened in my time, both to deliver stories great and
worthy of earnest hearing to those men who love the beautiful and to inspire
great comprehension with regard to what is suitable in those who desire to
receive experience of ever newer affairs. For, in a way, also to me the deed
brings not insignificant gratification in relation to a certain state of the
character, as well as no small pleasure, when I pursue more extensively the
diverse and varied among the stories from one to another [...]*"*

In conclusion, the discussion so far argued that Byzantine epistolary theory and the related
understanding of epistolary friendship built upon a number of philosophical premises such

as the problem of constructing the presence of the friends-correspondents within the

narrative of the letter, as well as the dialectic relationships between singularity and

°7 Gregoras, Letter 12, lines 52-57: {oaot y&p wg 70 del v ki povoei§es andio Tiva Kai KOpov dmoyevvd Kol TEY10Ta
anokvaiely mapaokevdlel Ty alodnow, T0 8¢ moikilov kai EANOT’ GAAWS @avduevov andppntdv tTiva daipoviwg
¢yyontevel Toig #pyorg v f8ovriv, 8t fig koAakevel SmovBev Tadta TV drapisvutov TGV aicboewv Popdv Te
kol kivnow kai pdota EpéAketal te kal oikelobTal mpog £avtd. [italics mine]

°18 Gregoras, History, vol. 2, 576, lines 2-10: Ta 81} towaGta t@v Tfig loTopiag xproinwv kaue mpdg to ypdgev Goa
el TOV NUETépwV Yéyove Xpdvwyv Tapéneioe, kai dinyfuata mpootiBéval toi¢ grhokdAolg avdpdot peydAa te
kal omovdaiag dxofig &&ia, kal ueydAny duvdueva olveotv évtiéval toi¢ oot TpayudTwy Gel KAVOTEPWY
¢umelpiav ovvdystv moBodol. pépet ydp mwe oby ATTov Kduol TO Tpdypa Xdpty Tvd mpdg HiBoug PLBUOV Kai
NSoVHV 00 UiKkpav, UETIOVTL oUXVITEPOV GQ’ ETEPWV E1¢ ETEP T@WV Sinynudtwy nolveidii kai motkilo:
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multiplicity and sameness and difference. Thus, the axiomatic expressions of epistolary
friendship in Byzantium, namely that ideal friendship is possible between those who are
alike and that the friends are a single soul in two bodies, not only framed the epistolary
discourse, but also when integrated with a criticial philosophical approach to friendship
problematized the relationship between author and addressee. Whenever due to the role of
fortune and chance the relationship between the friends did not anymore comply with the
requirements of the “ontology of sameness,” the epistolary discourse was constructed so as
to justify the new state of the relationship or to restore it to its previous condition, and
both strategies are illustrated in the following chapter in which I discuss three case studies

from Gregoras’ letters.

Chapter 3: Constructing Epistolary Friendship

In Letters 6, 34 and 134 Nikephoros Gregoras elaborated on the nature of friendship invoking
on the one hand, in Letters 6 and 34, the notion of sameness (tavtdtrc), a Platonic concept
which was later carried over into the Neoplatonic and Byzantine traditions. In Letter 134,
on the other, Gregoras related the concept of friendship to the notion of similarity
(Opo1dtng) and argued against Aristotle’s theory of friendship. The present chapter
contains three case studies whose purpose is to illustrate in which way the dialectic of
similarity and difference and of sameness and difference determines the discourse on
friendship in Gregoras’ Letters 134, 34, and 6. Gregoras addressed the Letter 134 to Ignatios
Glabas, metropolitan of Thessaloniki from 1336 to 1341°" and Letter 34 was addressed to
Maximos Magistros®”’, a monk and later archimandrite of the Chortaites monastery located

near Thessaloniki.””! Both letters were allegedly written during the same period: according

19 PLP 4222,
20 PLP 16048.
%1 On the Chortaites monastery, see Raymond Janin, Les églises et les monastéres des grands centres byzantins, 414-
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to Pietro Luigi Leone, Letter 134 dates back to the period between 1336 and 1341°” and
Rodolphe Guilland has dated Letter 34 between 1335-1340.°” Finally, Letter 6, dated by
Guilland to the period between 1330 and 1340,°* presents a different perspective on the
problem posed in Letter 134, namely how can different people become or stay friends and
thus, be united as a single soul in two bodies, according to the epistolary convention. Letter
6, like Letter 34, brings to the fore the dyad of sameness and difference. Moreover, it relates
it to the dialectic pair of singularity and multiplicity. Importantly, Letter 134 is concerned
with a relation, the relation between Gregoras and Ignatios, which has been interrupted by
long silence on both sides. The two friends-correspondents in this case were not of equal
standing. The change in Ignatios’ status, that is, his promotion to metropolitan of
Thessaloniki in 1336, altered the conditions of their friendship. Thus, Gregoras’ letter
comes in order to reestablish the friendship despite the difference in status. Letter 34, in
turn, sets off by asking the general question as to how it is possible that two persons have
so much in common that they are so much alike. Gregoras discussed the similarities in
nature and character between two persons, namely, Maximos Magistros, the monk and
Maximos, the hegoumenos the Chortaites monastery. The personae of the two Maximoi were
constructed in the letter as equal from Gregoras’ standpoint, as they both were his
correspondents and epistolary friends, and in addition shared a number of common
features. It is my understanding, however, that in between themselves the two Maximoi

differed in terms of status and position in the monastic hierarchy.

Friendship of the Different

In two out of three letters analyzed in the present chapter (except for Letter 34), the

415.
2 According to the dating given by Leone.

%2 Guilland, Correspondence, 201. Leone does not provide a dating.
4 1bid., 118.
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difference between friends, for instance in terms of their status, age, merit or virtue, is
employed by Gregoras as a motivation for addressing his correspondents. Thus, his letters
aim at justifying and defending the possibility for maintaining epistolary friendship despite
the relative lack of similarity between the correspondents. For instance, in his Letter 46
Gregoras addressed his older and better-established correspondent Joseph the Philosopher.

Thus, the letter opened with a justification of the friendship between unequal individuals:

Aristotle, the son of Nikomachos, and many members of his school did not
produce a single explanation of friendship, but a manifold and <they> had
<it> simplified differently on many occasions in the more specialized
<discourses>. For not only with respect to friendship between fellow-citizens
simply and between fellow-tribesmen, moreover indeed between relatives
and comrades, as much as these <friendships> also have similar and
complimentary relation, but also as much as the people are dissimilar and
<at the same time> also not equal, as far as merit and age are concerned, and
it occurred to them (i.e. to Aristotle and the rest) to observe <the> friendship
of these people, of clearly greater men towards lesser ones and the opposite;
and of more divine things towards more human and the opposite. For thence
both what is loved by God and the God-loving are introduced and both loving
one’s father and loving one’s child. But if these, it would not be unfitting, are
called thus and the relation between me and your greatness friendship, <a
friendship>, on the one hand identical by <the> foundation, on the other hand,
differing by <the> relation.*”

Gregoras’ justification is based on the appeal to Aristotle’s authoritative theory of
friendship. He points out that, first, Aristotle and the members of his school discussed the

relationship of friendship between those who are similar and complimentary, such as, for

52 Gregoras, Letter 46, lines 1-13: ApiototéAng 0 Nikoudyov kai 8oot aipeot@dtat to [[tfig]] prhiag odx amAodv
£kdedkaoty dvoua, GAAG TtoAAanAodv kai moAAax (] Srapepdvtwg Exov év Toig eidikwTépolc GnAoVUEVOV. Un
yap 6Tt TOMTIKNY ATAGDG Kal QUAETIKAY, £T1 UMV GUYYEVIKAV Kal £Taipikny kol Goat TRV oxéov opolav kal
Gvtiotpépovoav £xovoty, dAAG kal 6mbéoor dvduotol te {Gua} kal dvicol, Soa ye kat’ &&lav kai xpdvov, kol
To0TwV & eldévar eiAiav éneloy avtoic, ueldvwv dnAadn mpog EAGTToug kal Tobvavtiov kol Og10Tépwv TPOG
avOpwmikwtepa kal tovvavtiov. Evtedfev yap kai T0 Oeo@ileg elodyetar kal @iAdOeov kal @rhondrop OUoD
Kol @1AGtekvov. €l 8¢ tabta kol @iAiav oUk &v T@OV dnekdtwy N kaAelv TV uetafd oxéov UGV Te Kal
uey£€0oug tod 600, 7@ uév vmokeiuév tavtifouévny, tij 8¢ oxéoet Sipopovuévny. [italics mine]
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instance, those who live in the same city or belong to the same tribe (@uAn), as well as
those who are members of the same kin or of the same party (étaipeia). They observed,
however, that greater and lesser people, in terms of age or merit, also bond through
friendship and thus, Aristotle and his fellow philosophers studied this relationship as well.
Moreover, Gregoras compared the friendship of the different to the amicable bond between
divine and human, between God and mankind, in which two infinitely unequal parties are
united, and by extension, to the relationship between father and child. In sum, Gregoras
defended the position that friendship between unequal people is friendship indeed, first, by
appealing to the authority of Aristotle and his school, that is, to an ethical theory of
friendship fundamental for Byzantine epistolary theory, and second, by comparing the
friendship of the relatively unequal, like him and Joseph, to the indisputable bond between
the absolutely unequal and incomparable, that is, humanity and God.

While Gregoras’ justification is a constructive one, it also implicitly argues against
the Aristotelian theory. At the core of Aristotelian philosophy of friendship, as related in
Nikomachean Ethics, Books VIII and IX, is the idea that - though friendship between people
unequal in terms of their virtue is possible, namely in the cases of friendship for the sake of
pleasure or utility - the bond of ideal friendship is indeed formed between individuals
similar with respect to their goodness. Thus, in order to demonstrate that their relationship
was one seeking no profit and only prompted by the similarity of their souls, Gregoras
needed to show either that despite their difference according to merit and age, Joseph and
he were still similar in terms of virtue, or that Aristotle’s requirement for equality could be
discarded. Thus, in the opening of his Letter 46, Gregoras pointed to the fact that Aristotle
and the members of his school did not produce a single explanation of friendship which
Gregoras interprets as evidence for their complex understanding of friendship. In other
words, in addition to the principle sense of the term ‘friendship’ which entails the

requirement for equality of the friends, the Aristotelian theory, according to Gregoras,
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admits that the quality of friendship can be predicated in other senses as well and, thus, it
can also be applied to unequal relationships. Finally, Gregoras concludes that though
difference is indeed introduced in his and Joseph’s friendship on account of their relation
which is not one of similarity (i.e. one is a greater and the other is a lesser man), the
principle of sameness is also featured in their bond on account of its substance.

Similarly, Gregoras’ Letter 134, addressed to Ignatios the metropolitan of
Thessaloniki, also argues against the Aristotelian account of friendship. In this case,
however, Gregoras was rather explicit concerning his intentions to attack the Stagirite. To
begin with, Gregoras describes Aristotle as “someone who seems to be skilled and subtle

%% while defining many of his

and powerful in misleading the reasoning of <his> audience,
teachings as “sophist-like and not beneficial” (co@iotikd kai &€0u@opa TV €keivou
doyudtwv oieoBat ta mAeiw). Then, throughout the letter, when arguing against Aristotle,
Gregoras employs a warfare vocabulary, for instance he is grateful for Ignatios’ alliance in
the war against the Stagirite (ouoAoynodunyv [...] 61 un uaAAov tfig ovppaxiog tod mpog
"AprototéAny moAépov) and it is precisely this alliance that gives Gregoras the great strength
he needs in order to pour plentiful and yet weightier refutations than Aristotle’s (dmd cod
TOAU tfi§ ovppayxiag iAngws T KpdTog 00K Av 0UT avTO drmosxoinv tod un mAelovg €Tt Kal
Baputépoug adTod Katayeiv Toug EAéyxoug). While the ancient philosopher relied on the
alliance with Empedokles in support of his teaching (¢énrjyeto kai EunedokAéa cuppaxotvra
T® ddypart), Ignatios granted Gregoras with great strength in order to oppose the Stagirite
(mtoAAfv €uol thv loxUv katd T@v ‘Apiototéloug éxapiow doyudtwv) and in addition,
disarmed completely the latter’s refutations (fidn kata tfg €keivov keaAfig Tovg EAEyxOUg
¢€omAioag). Notably, Gregoras concedes that Aristotle should, nevertheless, be praised for

the fact that he scrutinized a number of difficult problems and did not profess a rushed

judgment on them.

6% Gregoras, Letter 134, lines 4-5: [...] cogiotng ydp Tig ai mokiAog 6 &vnp eivon Sokel kol Servdg dkpoat@v
didvolav napakpovoacdat [...]
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Gregoras states that Letter 134 was written on the occasion of interrupting the
preceding silence in the correspondence between him and Ignatios. Apparently, Ignatios
addressed Gregoras first and now, as a response, Gregoras set to explore the reasons for the
long lack of communication. Ignatios was also the one to cease writing first and, thus,
Gregoras sought for an explanation and while at first his common sense was confused and
he attributed the reason for the long silence to what is “fluid and unsteady with respect to

men’s fortunes,” his judgment, nevertheless, remained stable:

And in the first place it occurred to me, as I was observing your silence,
which continued for a certain long period simultaneous with winter, that the
explanations should be supplemented and a certain ignoble cowardice,
secretly creeping on double ways tried gently to divide my common sense,
accusing the fluid and unsteady with regard to the fortunes of men.
However, it did not quite manage to upset <me>, but it established what
pertains to the judgment stable and persevered towards the one overcoming

the previous custom.®”’

Though he considered himself partly responsible, Gregoras thought that Aristotle is also to
blame and as Gregoras had been the one to bring Aristotle’s teachings to Ignatios’ ears
often, he deemed himself justified to speak up and refute Aristotle, knowing in particular
that such an attack is supported by Thessalonike’s metropolitan as the latter’s desire for
maintaining their friendship illustrated. Gregoras was, however, not to persuade anyone

else who would prefer to believe in Aristotle’s doctrines:

After your (letters) through which you sent holy and pious words had
appeared, they persuaded me to conceive, instead of the previous silence,
these discourses trying to persuade you that not only me, but also Aristotle

7 Gregoras, Letter 134, lines 26-32: Td y&v o0V TPpGTOV OPOVTL THY OGNV GLWTNV UAKPEG TIVL XpOVW YIVOuévnv
Oubdpopov XeH@VOG Tvdg pot mrfjel Tovg Aoylopovg umimAacBot kai deidia Tic o0k &yev<v>1|g AdOpa
veépmovoa PG SIMAEG 6d0UG NPEpa TV €Ny €nelpdto oxilev didvolay, aitiwuévn T Tepl Tag TOXAG TOV
avOpwIwV LYPOV Kal dotdduntov: mepitpéney & o pudAa €30vato GAN dTpepodVTd Te €10TAKEL TA TAG YVWOUNG

Kal évekaptépel T® draPavti Tfig mplv suvnOeiag.
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the son of Nikomachos is to be blamed: for it seems that that man is someone
skilled and subtle and powerful in misleading the reasoning of <his>
audience. Wherefore, I myself, having mixed you with him often on many
occasions and having brought <you> to listen to the things said by him, I did
not deem it necessary to be silent in every way, but in some cases it is
possible also to refute him as much as it is befitting and <it is also possible>
to praise him for not declaring his opinion on the matters according to a
great authority without scrutiny, <matters> which do not like to surrender
their understanding easily and now, after having obtained the great strength
of your alliance, I would neither refrain myself from pouring plentiful and
yet weightier refutations than his, nor would I withhold myself from
persuading others to believe that most of his teachings are sophist-like and
not beneficial.*®

Gregoras deemed Aristotle responsible for the long silence that interrupted the
correspondence between Ignatios and him. The main accusation against the Stagirite is that
his theory of friendship postulates equality and that friends’ things are common, thus if
inequality is introduced in the relationship between two people, their bond can no longer

be qualified as a bond of friendship. In particular, Gregoras referred to the following

passage from the Nikomachean Ethics:

[...] a man’s best friend is one who wishes well to the object of his wish for his
sake, even if no one is to know of it; and these attributes are found most of
all in a man’s attitude towards himself, and so are all the other attributes by
which a friend is defined; for, as we have said, it is from this relation that all
the characteristics of friendship have extended to others. All the proverbs,

528 Gregoras, Letter 134, lines 1-14: 'Eué 8¢ t& od ue® @v dréoteihag iepd kai Beia ypdupata émdednunkdra
Abyoug Umep Thic mpotépag TovToug £meloav noleiobut olyfi¢ TelpwUévoug oe meibetv un Eue pudvov, GAAG kal
AploToTéANV €keivov aitidofat TOV Nikoudyou: 6o@iothg ydp Tig kai Totkilog 6 &vijp givan Sokel kal Sevdc
akpoat@v didvolav mapakpovoacbat. 316 kai avTOC Eywye €v TOAAOIC TOAAdKIC VT ot ovuuiag kai TGOV
adT® Aeyouévwv €ig dkony kataotds, oVk #kpva Seiv olwndv mavtaxf, GAN €ottv o0 kai EEeAéyxely adTdv
ka® Soov oidv Te kai EmTiudv UM katd TOAARV ad@evtiav dvev ToD okémrecBor dmogaivesOat mepi
Tpaypdtwy, Sox un pdota tpodiddval Thv avtdv £0éAovot katdAnPiv kai vov & &mod cod oA Tig suppayiag
eIANPOG TO KpdTog 00K av oUT avTd dmooyoinv tod ur] mAelovg €Tt kal Paputépoug abTod KATAXEV TOUG
g\éyxoug oUT GAAoug meilbely dmayopeloaiyl co@ioTikd Kol G&0U@opa TV €kelvou doyudtwv olecbar td
TAglw.
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too, agree with this, e.g. ‘a single soul’, and ‘what friends have is common
property’, and ‘friendship is equality’ [...]*”

Gregoras appropriates the sayings Aristotle is rendering, i.e. ‘a single soul,” ‘friends’ things

are in common’, and ‘friendship is equality’, explains their meaning and questions their

630

relevance.”® That is, importantly, here Gregoras problematizes a fundamental principle of

Greek epistolography, namely that the friends-correspondents are alike and their souls are
united. The impossibility of achieving friendship, that is sharing one soul and one
character, based on being equal, is due, according to Gregoras, not to the friends
themselves, their nature or will, but to the fact that their souls are governed by no other

than fortune (toxn):

For in addition to other things he said also that it is necessary not to wish
the greatest among the goods for one’s friends: for those who surpass the
existing fortune (toxn) the least are still able to obtain the similar friendship.
For how would there be still ‘things common to the friends, since <their>
fortune (toyxn) is not common? How ‘a single soul’ and one character, since
the souls are ruled by the order-lacking fortune (tUxn), even if through
assemblies, appointments and positions they have something more than the

% Aristotle, Complete Works of Aristotle, ed. Jonathan Barnes, trans. W. D. Ross, vol. 2, 2 vols. (Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press, 1984), 145-146. Aristotle, EN 1168b2-8: pfAog 82 pdAiota 6 fovAduevog @ PovAetar
tayada éxeivov Eveka, kai €l undelg eloetar tadta § vndpxel udAot’ avT@ mPdG avTdV, Kail T& Aowrd 81} Tave’
016 6 @ilog opiletar elpnrat yap 81 &’ adTod mdvra T& @IAtkd kai TPOG Tovg FAAoLg Sifjket. kal ai maporyiat
8¢ ndcat Gpoyvwpovolory, olov o ,uia PuxH” kai ,,kovd & @idwv” kai ,,icétng eIAéTNg” [...]

%% Cf. Stratis Papaioannou, ,, Michael Psellos on friendship and love: erotic discourse in eleventh-century
Constantinople,” Early Medieval Europe 19 (2011), 52, note 31: ,,It should, moreover, be noted that Byzantine
readers recognized the classical background of Gregory’s notion of friendship. Gregory’s ‘one soul in two
bodies’, e.g., is both an allusion to the notorious Aristophanes’ speech from Plato’s Symposium (189c2 - 193d5)
and a direct quotation of a maxim on friendship attributed to Aristotle.” The other treatise involved in the
above developed argumentation, namely Aristotle’s Nikomachean Ethics, was, on the contrary, a popular text
among the Byzantines, as it is preserved in 120 manuscripts dated to the Byzantine millennium, according to
Benakis’ calculation. See Linos Benakis, “Aristotelian Ethics in Byzantium,” in Medieval Greek Commentaries on
the Nicomachean Ethics, ed. Charles Barber and David Todd Jenkins (Leiden; Boston: Brill, 2009), 64. One has to
take in consideration, however, that in the fourteenth century such ‘sayings’ are transmitted not only as part
of the EN but also in compilation books containing excerpts from Aristotle and other ancient authorities. See
James McEvoy, “Aristotelian Friendship in the Light of Greek Proverbial Wisdom,” in Aristotelica Secunda.
Mélanges offerts a Christian Rutten, ed. André Motte, Joseph Denooz (Liége: C.LP.L., 1996): 167-179.
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settled condition of the always and in all regards demanding <fortune

(toxn)>. For he says “equality is friendship.” But on the contrary, the

inequality is the mother of separation. For usually it (i.e. the inequality)

easily overthrows the judgment and plays tricks with the character and

bursts madly in suspicion, and so great and such <inequalities> do not adapt

naturally to friendship. Saying this, he (i.e. Aristotle) introduced also

Empedokles as an ally for the doctrine, as he says that ‘the like is drawn to

the like*!
While equality preconditions friendship and union of the souls, inequality interferes with
one’s judgments, influences one’s character and opens the door for suspicion which, in
turn, leads to separation and thus, does not naturally pertain to friendship. In addition,
though ideally the friends’ souls seek after a union, they are still always governed by
fortune and fortune rules them without any order. Thus, according to Gregoras, people
were either “settled in one place of the fortune and likely to remain in similar ways,” or “on
their turn, divided among themselves towards the paths of the fortune.”** Moreover,
Gregoras points out, none of the friends should desire to exceed in terms of their fortune,
because the result is that regaining similarity within the relationship becomes problematic
due to the unreliability and uncontrollability of toxn. This particular claim Gregoras
attributes to Aristotle seems unclear in the context of the Nikomachean Ethics alone. The

passage becomes clearer if one juxtaposes it to another one of Aristotle’s works which

partially discusses the nature of friendship®®. In Rhetoric 1, 4, 1381°14-19 Aristotle states:

%31 Gregoras, Letter 134, lines 14-26: mpog ydp t0ig GANo1G EAeye kai Seiv pn ta péyiota TtV dyad@v Toig @iloig
cuvelxesbar Thv ydp odoav UmepPdvrag ToXNV fkiot Exetv v dpofav &1 SOvacbar @irav. wod yap &v ein
‘kovd T& TGV PiAwV’ #t1, THG TOXNG 00K olong korvfig; mod 8¢ “Yuxr uia’ kai tpdmoc €ig, TVPAVVOLUEVWY TRV
Pux@v Umé ye Thi¢ Astmotaktovong TOXNG K&v cLAAGYolg kol kabédpaig te kai otdoeot mAslov €xewv tol
kabeot®TO¢ dnattovong £v mdowv defl; ‘16dtng ydp enot ‘@AdTng” tovvavtiov § dvicdtng uritne daotdoewg.
paota yap elwBev alitn dvapoyAedetv TV yvauny kal kamnAedstv o 1O0g kai Uroiag dvafakyedely, Omboat
kol ol uf udAa dpudtrovoat T @iAiq me@ikaot. Tadta Aéywv, émrysto kai "EumeSokAéa cuppayodvTa ¢
déyuatt kal ‘To potov Tod dpoiov épiesbal’ pdokovra.

2 Gregoras, Letter 134, lines 32-35: toig pév yap €@’ £vog 18puuévolg xwpiov Tfig TUXNG €1KOG Kal Toig Opololg
¢muévery tpémotg, toic & ab uepilouévorg &¢ todg dpduouvg Tig TUXNG, Tdvtag pév odk &v mot eimouu,
EuveEokéAAetv § o0V éviouc ok &v Mot adTdG dmaryopeboatyt.

%3 Concerning the reception of Aristotle's Rhetoric in Byzantium, see T. M. Conley, , Aristotle’s “Rhetoric” in
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And (we also feel friendly) towards those who are like ourselves in character
and occupation, provided they do not get in our way or gain their living from
the same source as we do-for then it will be a case of ‘potter against potter’:
And (we like) those who desire the same things as we desire, if it is possible

for us both to share them together; otherwise the same trouble arises here

tOO 634

The passage from Rhetoric contains an idea similar to Gregoras’ and actually it explains it:
“For in addition to other things he said also that it is necessary not to wish the greatest
among the goods for one’s friends: for those who surpass the existing fortune (toxn) the
least are still able to obtain the similar friendship.” One might add: “for then it will be a case
of ‘potter against potter’.” The validity of the assumption that in Letter 134 Gregoras entered
in a critical dialog with Aristotle’s Rhetoric depends on whether Gregoras was actually
acquainted with the Stagirite’s treatise. One should note that the Byzantine reception of
Aristotle’s Rhetoric is rather scarce. The treatise is preserved in altogether sixty-three
manuscripts. Only thirteen of them are dated to the period between the ninth and fifteenth
centuries. Two manuscripts are assigned to the thirteenth century and four to the
fourteenth.”® As far as the exegetical tradition is concerned, there are two known
Byzantine commentaries of Aristotle’s Rhetoric and both date to the twelfth century. One of
them is anonymous, while the other was in all likelihood composed by Stephanos Skylitzes,

¢ Therefore, it is

metropolitan of Trebizond, as well as Michael Italikos’ friend and teacher.
argued that the limited number of copies, as well as the scarce number of commentaries,
testify for the relative lack of interest towards the text and the fact that it was little-read in

Byzantium. It is well-known that the Hermogenic corpus and Aphtonios’ Progymnasmata

Byzantium,” Rhetorica 8, 1 (1990): 29-44.

3 Aristotle, Complete Works of Aristotle, ed. Jonathan Barnes, trans. W. Rhys Roberts, vol. 2, 2 vols. (Princeton,
NJ: Princeton University Press, 1984), 61. Aristotle, Rhet. 1381b14-19: kal ToU¢ Opoiovg kal TadTd
¢mndedovrac, ¢dv un mapevoyAdot und &mod tadtod 1 6 Piog yiyverar ydp obtw td “kepaueds kepauel” kai
TOUG TOV adT®V émBuuodvrag, v éviéxetal dua uetéxetv adTolg i 8¢ urj, TadTd Kai 0Utw ovpPaivel.

%3 According to data collected from the Pinakes.

¢ See Papaioannou, “Rhetoric and the Philosopher,” 192, note 65 and 193, note 68.
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%7 Nonetheless,

replaced Rhetoric in the framework of the Byzantine educational curriculum.
it is possible to argue that during the thirteenth and the fourteenth centuries there was a
relative increase in the popularity of Aristotle’s work. Maximos Planoudes, for instance,
prepared a new edition of the text, which included the anonymous twelfth-century

638

commentary.”® Thomas Conley argued that Theodore Metochites knew Aristotle’s work on

’ while Borje Bydén noted that based on the evidence in Gregoras’ dialogue

rhetoric,®
Phlorentios, the latter probably knew someone who owned a copy of the treatise and
considered the text useful.** In sum, there is a possibility that Gregoras was acquainted
with Aristotle’s Rhetoric and Letter 134 could serve as a supporting evidence for such a
hypothesis. Its case alone, however, cannot serve as conclusive proof for Gregoras’
knowledge of the treatise.

According to Aristotle, friendship is still possible between different people but this

would not be friendship of character, but rather friendship for benefit or enjoyment:

For the sake of pleasure or utility, then, even bad men may be friends of each
other, or good men of bad, or one who is neither good nor bad may be a
friend to any sort of person, but for their own sake clearly only good men
can be friends; for bad men do not delight in each other unless some

advantage come of the relation.*!

%7 On the reception of Aristotle’s definition of rhetoric in Byzantium and on its failure to achieve popularity,
see Helena Cichocka, “Z recepcji Retoryki Arystotelesa w Bizancjum,” PEITHO / Examina Antiqua 1, no. 3 (2012):
231-38.

% Cod. Vat. gr. 1340. Cf. Inmaculada Pérez Martin, ,,Un' esemplare della ,,Retorica” di Aristotele copiato da
Massimo Planude e Giovanni Zaride,” in: Byzantium: Identity, Image, Influence. XIX International Congress of
Byzantine Studies, University of Copenhagen, 18-24 August, 1996. Abstracts of Communications, ed. K.
Fledelius (Copenhagen, 1996), 8126.

% Conley, “Aristotle’s “Rhetoric” in Byzantium,” 40-41: “Metochites seems to have read the Rhetoric, but
disliked it, it seems, because it was merely an attack on Plato.” Borje Bydén has discussed the possibility of
Theodore Metochites having read the Rhetoric and has claimed that it is not as likely that he had done so.

9 Bydén, Theodore Metochites’ Stoicheiosis Astronomike, 57.

1 Aristotle, Complete Works of Aristotle, ed. Jonathan Barnes, trans., W. D. Ross, vol. 2, 2 vols. (Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press, 1984), 124. Aristotle, EN 1157a16-20: 8 i8ovv uév odv kai 81 T xpricipov kai
avAovg éviéyxetar @ilovg GAAAAOIG efval kol émietkelc - @avAoic kal undérepov dmotwodv, S’ adrode
8¢ dfjAov 6t pudvoug tolg dyadoig ol yap kakol ol xaipovotv £xutoic, €l U Ti¢ @Al yivoito.
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By resuming his correspondence with Ignatios, Gregoras clearly does not seek to reestablish
a friendship similar to the relationship between bad people nor between good and bad,
thus, his argumentation is designed to disprove the thesis that friends who have become
unequal thanks to fortune cannot maintain their previous relationship despite this
particular differentiation and on account of other shared similarities. In the particular case
of reestablishing their epistolary friendship after the change in Ignatios’ fortune, namely
after his ascension to the metropolitan see of Thessaloniki, Gregoras justified his act of
resuming the correspondence in a twofold manner. First, he set out to describe how, despite
the significant positive altering of Ignatios’ fortune, the metropolitan did not alter either in
terms of character, or in terms of his attitude towards Gregoras. Ignatios remained stable
and unmoved, did not succumb to vanity or pride and by doing this, refuted Aristotle’s
doctrine once, as his countenance demonstrated that one can overcome the influence of
toxn and proving by extension, that toxn does not entirely govern men’s souls. Moreover,
Ignatios observed his allegiance to friendship itself, as he asked for Gregoras’ letters and did

not treat the latter with indifference:

After you, who had rooted and established yourself firmly and well in the
honorable foundation of the spirit, remained standing unmoved upon those
pillars and in such greatness of the fortune you absolutely preserved the
mind free from pride and vanity and as long as in the opposite case, <that is>
if you fell down from some height to the depths of the sea, you distributed
the judgment in this way, you granted me great strength against Aristotle’s
teachings and you already disarmed the fierce refutations against his head.
And indeed I considered it an indication of you abiding by the ways and laws
of that friendship, let alone your demand for a snowstorm of our letters, but
also the attempt to fascinate through deeds our judgment and hand towards
not bestowing us with any indifference and hesitation.*

2 Gregoras, Letter 134, lines 40-52: énel 8¢ ob kaA®¢ kal Befaiwg épprlwpévog kal MOpacuévog T@ KAAD
BepeAiw To0 Tvedpatog fuevag £l TV Spwv ékelvwv loTduevog arAVIG Kal 0@poog Kal TUQOL TaVTOg
gAevBepov TO PpovNuUa kabdmal tetrprKag €v T ToloVTw UeyEDeL Thg TOXNG, Kal KoTep &V TO dvtioTpo@ov £l
€€ GPoug Tivog €¢ Buboug BaAattiovg adTog KatnvEXDNG, oUtw TV yvdunv Sigbnkag, ToAAfV £uol thv ioxvv
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Second, Ignatios’ behavior refuted Aristotle once more, as it showed that fortune, which
according to the Stagirite’s account was a fundamental and prevailing principle in the life
of mankind, is in fact void of substance and just a word. Moreover, Gregoras argued, only
the weak-minded, those who yield control of their reasoning and open room for ignorance,
are prompt to attribute significance to toyn, since they renounce the possibility to judge

for themselves the changing flow of events:

I acknowledged gratitude to you not only on account of all things but rather
with regard to <your> alliance in the war against Aristotle. For you
demonstrated that the fortune is not any substance, but only a name that
goes around and wanders, and gives trouble to the hearing of the more
susceptible. When one belongs to those who at some point yield the reins of
reason and who in no way grant an authoritative judgment to the
recognition of the things which move sometimes in this way, sometimes in
that, thence the ignorance seizes a position and in precisely this way
somehow introduces the name of fortune, like darkness, after the light

changed.®”

In conclusion, Letter 134 together with Letter 46 exemplifies Gregoras’ anxiety regarding the
maintenance of epistolary friendships, whose foundation, according to the epistolary canon
informed by Aristotelian ethics, should be the equality of the friends. In Letter 134, Gregoras
attacks Aristotle chiefly for describing fortune as a prominent principle that rules over

people’s souls and which, by virtue of its order-lacking nature, often disturbs, on a whim as

Katd TV Aprototéhoug éxapiow doyudtwv kal dptuutépoug fidn Katd g Ekelvou KePAATG Toug EAEyxOUG
¢€dmA1oag. onueidv ye unv énonodunv tod toig tfg @iAiag £keivng Eupéverv og Tpdmolg kai vOUolg, ovy STwg
10 {nrelv o ypappdtwv NUetépwv vigddac, GAAX kai & O’ £pywv melpdobal yonredewv TV fuetépav
yVOuny Kal Xeipa, tpdg ye to ur xapilesbat t@v pabuuidv kol T@v Skvwv 00dEstv NUaC.

5% Gregoras, Letter 134, lines 52-59: xdpitag o0v cot uf) uévov T6v SAwv wuoloynsdunv £veka, &ti ur udAlov
Th¢ ovppaxiag tod mpdg AplototéAnv moAéuov. E8s1€ac ydp ovk odoiav oboav THV TOXNV Tvd, AN Evoua
uévov meptidv kol TAAVWOUEVOV Kol Taig TGV KoLQOTépwY dkoaic voxAodv: v 8i) tod Aoyiouod tag fiviag
onwonote £vOdovtwy Kal kKpiow fyepoviknv ovdauf] xapilopévwv Tii T@V Kivouuévwv EAAOT GAAWG
npaypdtwv émotaoiq, XOpav Aaufdvelv évtedbev thv dyvolav kai ovTwol Tw¢ TO TAG TUXNG THPEIOAYELY

Svopa, kabdmnep okdtog pedioTapévou Qwtdg.
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it were, the friendship dynamics of equality, similarity and union of souls. Not only that
fortune is not omnipotent, Gregoras argues, but rather it lacks any substance and is nothing

but a mere name.

Friendship of the Same

Gregoras invoked the notion of sameness or identity (tavtdtng) in Letters 6, 12, 34 and 46.
The term is used twice more in his preserved correspondence, in Letters 114 and 148, but
not in its technical meaning. Letters 6 and 34 elaborate on the same subject of sameness and
difference, as they inquire into the relationship between friends and into the ways in which
it is determined by identity, similarity or difference. Letter 34 describes the possibility for an
ideal friendship to exist, that is, it postulates the sameness of two of Gregoras’
correspondents, thus underlying the ontological possibility for a perfect union of their
souls to take place, as they are already the same. Letter 6, however, develops a scenario in
which the correspondents are as different as an even and an odd number. The bond of
friendship is, however, capable to unite them and to keep them united even if each of them
should change further over time.

Letter 34 is the only surviving evidence for the correspondence between Nikephoros
Gregoras and Maximos Magistros. This letter employs the philosophical notion of sameness
or identity and examines sameness and repetition as opposed to difference and change. The
letter starts off with a logically paradoxical premise, namely the “identity” of two friends.
Gregoras enumerated some identical characteristics of Maximos, the monk and Maximos,
the hégoumenos of the Chortaites monastery, such as their names, the monastic way of life
and the fact that they were dwelling in the same monastery. In Letter 34, Gregoras listed
notable couples sharing the same name, like the Maximoi, such as the two Perseus, Scipio

and Herakles:
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And, in order to bring the argument to sight with the help of examples, we

hear about two Heracles, the one from Egypt and the one from Boeotia,

whose deeds were not really out of tune with the harmony of their names,

nor did such deeds grant them pride. There were also two Perseus, to the

first one extraordinary power was granted, as he waged a war against the

gorgons around the Atlas Mountains in order to put <them> to flight; the

other one who was from Macedonia encountered the Romans and prevailed

over <them> in the most excellent manner. Moreover, from the two people

named Scipio among the most powerful in Rome, it was the task of the one to

conquer the entire Africa in a short time, while the other raised Carthage

itself, Africa’s principal city, from <its> foundations.**
The enumeration of mythical and historical persons with identical names invokes the
Byzantine examples employed in the discussion of homonymy and synonymy, such as the
two Basils and the two Gregories.®” Based on the case study of Psellos’ Opusculum 6, a letter
he addressed to the logothetés tou dromou,”*® Borje Bydén and Katerina Ierodiakonou
identified the ancient sources the eleventh-century author relied upon for his discussion,
namely Aristotle’s Categories and its Neoplatonic commentators, e.g. Ammonius, but also
Plato’s dialogs Theaetetus and Sophist, as well as Stoic logic. In addition, they pointed out
Psellos’ dependence on Gregory of Nazianzos' Oration 29.°” Importantly, Bydén and
lerodiakonou underlined that a formally logical discussion of the problem of homonymy

and synonymy, as Psellos’ letter illustrates, brings up the problem of defining individuals

and their peculiarity (1816tng) and subsistence (Undotaoig).”® Thus, when Gregoras listed a

4 Gregoras, Letter 34, lines 35-44: Kai, tva napadeiypact tov Adyov or’ S dydywuev, HpakAéag drovopev
800, TOV uv Alybdmrtiov, TOV 8¢ Bowwtiov, GV TAC cuu@wviac TV dvoudtwv o0 udAa dmddel 008 omboa
ppovioews &vieilly €pya opiol mapéxel. dvoiv d¢ Tepoéwv Yevouévwy, T@ UEV TV TV mepl TOV "ATAavta
Topyévwv dvundotatov/dunxavov dovauy émiotpatedoavta katatponwoncdal é€gyéveto, 6 &’ €k Makedoviag
wpunuévog annvtrkel Pwuaiolg kai éveviknkel T& kpdtiota. dvoiv &’ €11 TKkNmWVwV T uéytota duvnoéviwy
€v ‘Poun, tol pev €pyov 16 ye wikpol ndoav katadpaueiv Appikiv: 0 & €reita kai avtnv Kapxnddva, trv
AQPIKTiG unTpdmoAy, €k PaBpwv dvetetpdpel.

51 thank Katerina Ierodiakonou for bringing this parallel to my attention.

¢ psellos, “Opusculum 6.”

“7Bydén and lerodiakonou, “Greek Philosophy,” 14.

“* Ibid., 15-16.
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number of prominent examples of heroic pairs from the past sharing the same name and,
indeed, similar in terms of their deeds, and lined up the two Maximoi as a contemporary
manifestation of the same phenomenon, he referred to the same problem discussed by
Psellos, namely, the definition of the individual human nature and its peculiarity.
Therefore, Letter 34 expresses Gregoras’ puzzlement over the number of identical features
the two Maximoi share. It also noted, however, the amazement at the equal feelings of
friendship characterizing Gregoras’ personal relations with the Maximoi. That is, since two
people are the same, then it is expected that they would provoke the same feelings towards

themselves and would attract the same people as friends:

Often it occurred to me in my mind, being puzzled, to be in doubt and at the
same time to discover that indeed at some point, through certain chances,
many similar things happened to both of you, to you and to my in every way
good and excellent compatriot. For one name you both share, also the
identical way of living, and the monastic habit is similar for each one of you
two, and of course, also the monastic abode is common to both. And if it
would seem to someone that also this should be added, I am myself very
much inclined towards exchanges of companionship with both of you [...]*”

One way to interpret the description of Gregoras’ puzzlement regarding the possibility for
two persons to have so much in common, as it is placed at the beginning of the letter, is to
speculate as to the rhetorical purpose it serves in the immediate context of the missive.
Though we may not know much about Letter 34’s addressee, we may assume that to identify

him with his superior and Gregoras’ compatriot and long-time friend the hégoumenos®® is a

rhetorical strategy which can serve at least two purposes. First, the description of the two

9 Gregoras, Letter 34, lines 1-8: “TIoAAdki¢ kat €uavtov €mfiet teBavpakdtt {poy Sinmopnkévar te dua kal
avedntnkéval tiow dpa mote TOXALS Gu@oiv ToAAX Euveppin o Suoir ool Te kal T@ TavTa KAAQ Kayad@ pot
TATPLOTY. 1] TE Y&p mpoonyopia ul GUoiv, To te Thg dxitng tadtdv, T6 Te oXfUK TO TEPT AUPOTEPOUG Suotov, Kal
uévtot kai 0 olkog i dugoiv. €l 8¢ tw kai Todto MposBeTéov givar dokoin, Etatpiag dupotépols Evvarlayaic
TGvL Tol 0@ddpa mpooHKwy adTOG GAN 00delg 00démw ot vodg annviikel £pddia AVosws énayduevog.”
[italics mine]

%% Maximos the hegoumenos was originally from Gregoras’ native city Hérakleia Pontiké and to him Gregoras
addressed four more Letters 20a, 20b, 21, 36, 100a u 100b. Cf. Gregoras, Letters, pages 62-71, 129-131, 260-264.
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Maximoi as sharing a number of identical and similar features diminishes the importance
of their difference in rank. To compare and find the addressee equal with the author’s old
friend is, therefore, a way to praise the correspondent and to demonstrate good will and
appreciation of his qualities. At the same time, the letter praises Gregoras’ compatriot, the
hégoumenos as well. As we shall see, Letter 34 demonstrates the learnedness of its author and
his detailed philosophical knowledge. Thus, in turn it relies on the addressee’s erudition in
order to be understood and to achieve its purpose. Therefore, Maximos the monk allegedly
was someone well-versed in the philosophical matters Gregoras discussed, and by virtue of
his respective similarity and sameness with Maximos the hégoumenos we may conclude that
Gregoras is praising the latter’s philosophical knowledge as well. Furthermore, though in
the beginning of the letter Gregoras addressed only Maximos Magistros comparing him to
the hégoumenos, the end of the letter addresses them collectively as if the letter was meant
to be read by both of them. Therefore, one may assume then that the letter was meant to

praise and impress both Maximoi by its topic and by its display of erudition:

Therefore, placing this and the things concerning you two beside the
ineffable principles of the providence, I pray that you both live for many
years to come, so that it may be possible also for me to enjoy many of your
prayers and in full, if indeed it was possible for me to live.”!
Secondly, the sameness discussed in the letter qualifies not only the addressee(s) but also
Gregoras’ relation to each of them, that is, for some reason by proving that both Maximoi
are the same, Gregoras aimed to establish also that his friendship with the one is identical
to his relationship with the other. 1t is difficult, if not simply impossible, to establish the

reasons for such an intention of the text since we know too little about Maximos Magistros.

We may only assume that since the hégoumenos of Chortaites was Gregoras’ old friend, the

%! Gregoras, Letter 34, lines 61-65: “81" a0td ye unv tolto kal ta ka® Vudg toig Tfig mpovoiag dmopprTolg
napatiféuevog Adyoig, ebxouat {fv Vuds £l HOKPOTEPOLG TOIG Xpdvolg, va kauol vy’ énl mAéov kal mAsldvwv
TQV UueTépwv eV @V dnohavetv éein, €l v dpa Y’ é€ein kauol.” [italics mine]
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purpose of the letter was to elevate and to establish the friendship with Maximos Magistros
on the same level as the older one.

In addition to postulating the amazing similarity between his two correspondents,
namely the two Maximoi, in Letter 34 Gregoras also summarized the ancient philosophers’
accounts of the world where similarity, regularity and sameness, but also chance,
spontaneity and fortune interfered with the occurrence of events, as well as with people’s
lives. According to Gregoras, some learned men regarded everything as a whole guided by
one principle, so that the behavior of each of its parts could be explained by the same
reasons. They considered those objects of nature which followed its order as worthy
subjects of scientific inquiry. Whenever they encountered irregularities of and exceptions

to the natural order, they deemed them worthy of contempt:

Well then, on the one hand <there are> the scholars of old times <who
inquire> with regard to the things there are, bringing a thorough
comprehension to the events <that happen every time>, they discovered that
<the existing> things made use of some harmonious principles to a great
extent: as far as <that was completely the case>, that would indeed not be
correct. And indeed, it did occur to some people not quite accidentally to
disseminate a great deviation of the generation and a certain spontaneous
motion <which> suitably rejected every such explanation, all of which
science made use of. Indeed they employed dignified discursive reasoning,
addressing <everything existing> as a single body, yet on the one hand so
many things hold the order of nature and attract the inquiring intellect, so
that they in a good manner considered <them> a good condition and health
of nature and bringing forth discourses to science, they were continuously
unfolding the valuable gift of philosophy in that respect; on the other hand,
they gave the things <which are> otherwise and not such <with all that was
there> in their soul to contempt, deeming these things illnesses of nature
and falling off the truth because of the necessity that the whole is affected

652

together with the parts.

2 Gregoras, Letter 34, lines 9-22: Oi uév obv méAar t& vta é€etactai, TOAMAV TOiC £KAGTOTE YIVOUEVOIG
ENAyovTeg TV mepivotay, AGyolg Y€V TIoWV GpUOVIKOTG HéXPL TOAAOD Tvog eUpIoKoV XpWuevar TO O& uéxpt dia
TaVTOG, ToUTO &’ 00 UEVT’ v KOpIdf]. Kal pévtol kal TAdvov ToAbv Ti¢ yevéoewc €violg kataokeddley oL vy
TAPEPYWS EMAEL, Kal TIVX QOpAV XUTOUATOV EMIEIKDC GNOCEIOUEVHY TAVTA TVa Adyov, OTdo01G 1) EMIOTAKN
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Others, such as Plutarch, Gregoras continued, claimed something more intense than pagan
philosophy. Namely, Plutarch explained every power as caused either by nature or by
spontaneity, that is, either by the mathematical principles inherent in what is natural, or by
the undefined matter. Therefore, according to Plutarch’s teachings, as presented by
Gregoras, sameness occurred either spontaneously, somewhat by chance, whenever a
moment opportune for its generation presented itself, or the occurrence of sameness was
caused by the mathematical principles which existed eternally and revolved around

themselves in a uniform fashion:

The other <group of scholars> had to be meanwhile left aside: but Plutarch
from Cheironeia juxtaposed the matters about the Greeks and not only how
great men had adorned the Romans but also how many things had adorned
the Persians in terms of military command; he (i.e. Plutarch) tried to show
that nothing is to be marveled at, if sameness occurs in different revolutions
of the circumstances existing differently at different times, for he <being> a
supporter <of the pagan philosophy> and breathing forth something more
ardent than the teachings of the Greeks concerning the nature and the
spontaneity, he (i.e. Plutarch) limited every power within nature and
spontaneity: and now on the one hand, he charges the undefined matter <as
cause> concerning the simultaneous falling towards the one; many among
the things made use of the different opportune moments, and now on the
other hand, <he charges> the form-giving mathematical principles, existing
always through time and often revolving around themselves in an equal
manner and procuring that the generation towards sameness happens

653

periodically.

Xp@To. of ye unv éupp1Beotépa xpwuevor Siavoiq, kabdmep v odua v SANV Yéveotv mpooeimdvTec eita dmdoa
U&V @UoEwS droAovBnaty Toxel kal vodv é@éAketat Pacaviotry, Gomep edefiav €0 udAa évéutoav kai vyisioav
@UOEWC KAl TPOC EMIOTAUNG Avagépovtee Adyoug, moAvteAec thg @iAocopiag évtavbol O @iAdTidoV
gpanAobvteg diffyov, & & GAAwC 7 oUtwg €xovta GAXIG TapaoKevais Thig PuxAg Unepodia mapeixov, UoEWS
TouTl PdokovTee dppwothuata kai ThA¢ dAndeiac dmémrwory, Sid T xpfivar & SAa ol wépeoctv givat
ovunenovOsTa.

%3 Gregoras, Letter 34, lines 23-34: O uév o0v AAot Téwg dpeloBwv: AN’ 6 éx Xatpwveiag MAovTapyog, T& Tpdg
dAANAa Stiwv tdOv te EAMvwv kal 6oot Pwupaiog kal Mépoaig Omdéoa €v oTpatnylaic EKEKOOUNKESAV,
¢me1pdOn undév eivar Bavpaoctdv dmogval, £l TadTédTNG &V Sla@dporg TGV FAAOT EAAWG éxOVTWV TpayudTwy
Eounintel €€ehypoic, dte yap thi¢ O0pabev @ihocopiag GV kol avTO¢ oTaclWTNG kai T1 Bepudtepov TOV
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Gregoras’ account draws on Plutarch’s On the Generation of the Soul in the Timaeus, a
commentary on Timaeus 35a1-36b5. In his interpretation of Timaeus, Plutarch postulated
two cosmic principles contrary to each other: God or the Monad, the One which is
unchangeable and responsible for the order, stability and sameness; and the indefinite Dyad
which causes the changeability, chaos and multiplicity. Gregoras’ knowledge of Plutarch’s
commentary on the Timaeus has been proven based on paleographic evidence by
Inmaculada Pérez Martin,” and Letter 34 is an example of the application of the results
from Gregoras’ scholarly interest in Plutarch’s text.

Gregoras wrote of three philosophical schools with differing views on the governing
principles of the world. Leaving the second group aside for the time being, he noted that
while one group of philosophers examined the universe as a single and harmonized body,
Plutarch referred to two cosmological principles, namely the undefined matter and the
form-giving mathematical principles. Without ever discussing the third philosophical
school he had mentioned, Gregoras concluded this section by stating that though aware
that some considered the process of generation spontaneous, he disagreed. Viewing
providence, however, as a universal principle of cosmic governance was a position he

supported:

On the one hand, after things such as these, it would be considered and
discussed by others that the process of generation happens spontaneously,
though perhaps not by me; yet indeed because of these reasons, to marvel at
the providence which administers all the things beyond the intellect, on the
other, even if it <concerns> nobody else from all people, certainly if there
<is> something else among all things, and this would much rather be

EAAMMVIKGOV ivEwv Soyudtwy, £¢ Te TRV @UoLV Kal TO aUTOHaToV T &V Teptiotnot Kpdtog Kal viv uev to T
UANG ddprotov aitidtal Katd ¢ €@ £V oLUTTWOEWS, OMéoa TV Tpaypdtwv daedpolg exprioavto Toig
Kaipoic, vOv 8¢ tolg talt’ eidomototvtag dpiuntikol Adyoug, doAixevovtag del Tov ai@va Kal TOAAGKIG €@’
£0VTOUC GVAKUKAOLUEVOLC Opoiwe kal Katd mepiddovg Evunintev thv yéveow gi¢ tadtdtnta npofevobvTac.
4 Pérez Martin, “Un escolio de Nicéforo Gregoras sobre el alma del mundo en el “Timeo.”
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something in accordance with my mind.*

Gregoras continued his discourse by elaborating on his view of the created world. Though
modeled on Plato’s corresponding discussion in the Timaeus, Gregoras’ description of the
creation differed significantly, as it expressed a rather negative and pessimistic position.
Similarly to the Platonic description, Gregoras started off by noting that the Creator had
mixed up the elements in the world. The mixture, however, unlike the proportionate and
harmonic creation of Plato’s demiurge, was beyond measure (Omep mdavta Adyov) and
Gregoras compared it to the so-called kukewv, a drink made from barley, grated cheese, and
wine mentioned in Homer’s Illiad X1 638-641,"° but also by Theophrastus as something the
country bumpkin would drink before going to the assembly. Importantly, Gregoras’
reference to a xukewv should have reminded his addressee(s) of another familiar use of this
simile, namely Heraclitus’ Fragment 125, also reported by Theophrastus, according to which
“even the barley-drink disintegrates if it is not moved.”*” The predominant interpretation
of Fragment 125 understands the kvkewv as a metaphore for the cosmos and the process of
stirring the drink, which is needed since the barley and cheese would not dissolve in the
wine, as a metaphore for the ordered cosmic rotatory movement.*® It appears that Gregoras
is using the Heraclitian metaphor in a similar way, namely employing the barley-drink as a
simile for the cosmos. The world described by Gregoras, however, is unstable and confused
to the extent that mankind is denied to know anything within it for certain. Humans were

given to understand so many things, but never to know them safely:

5% Gregoras, Letter 34, lines 45-49: TO uév obv 81 t& toradta adtouatilev Ty Qopdv TAG yeVécews GANOIG gV
av ein neppovtiouévov kai gipnuévov, €uot & olk &v drmovr T6 ye UV €k ToOTWV TRV T& TTave UmEp vodv
Sro1koboav Bavudletv mpdvolav, TodTo § o0V £l uf Tw 8N T®V Tdvtwv EAAW, GANX Yap €1 T1 TV dmdvTwy
&AM, kal toTto & €uotye kal udAa drjmov Katd voov.

¢ Heraclitus, Fragments, trans. T. M. Robinson, Phoenix. Supplementary Volume 22 (Toronto; Buffalo:
University of Toronto Press, 1987), 162; Heraclitus, The Cosmic Fragments, ed. G. S. Kirk (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1954), 256.

%7 [...] kal 6 kukewv dilotatal <uf> Kvoduevog. Heraclitus, The Cosmic Fragments, 255. 1 am grateful to Istvén
Bodndr for turning my attention to this parallel.

8 Heraclitus, Fragments, trans. T. M. Robinson, 162-163; Heraclitus, The Cosmic Fragments, 256.
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Or how would <the Creator> not lead <us> at marvel because he neither made

the movement of things in the world unmovable, nor the unsteady steady,

nor even more the movement being moved in a uniform fashion, nor the

unstable uniformly unstable, but having mixed up beyond all measure and

having made it as if it were barley-drink, then he gave the present life to

those who labour to suffer a never-ending toil and to undergo endless

hardships and in order to grasp so many things that there would never be

anything determined that would seem grasped?*”
The skeptical epistemological stance Gregoras professed in Letter 34 will be discussed
further in Part I11.4: Knowledge of the Creation. Spontaneity, Fortune, and Divine Providence. For the
time being, suffice it to note, first, that according to Letter 34’s account the impossibility of
attaining certain knowledge is preconditioned by the very design of the universe as ‘mixed’
by its Creator. Second, however, Gregoras’ skepticism refers in particular to the strife for
knowledge of the creation. While obtaining the truth concerning the unstable and
changeable is limited and conditional, the attested examples of sameness and similarity,
such as the case of the two Maximoi, nonetheless demonstrate that some certainty is
possible, though not regulated by spontaneity or fortune, but by providence, as the ending
of Gregoras’ letter reiterates: “Therefore, placing this and the things concerning you two

beside the ineffable principles of the providence, I pray that you both live for many years to

come [...]"*®°

%9 Gregoras, Letter 34, lines 50-56: "H mo0 oUk av €éAavvor Bavuatog, 8te prt’ akivirov v kivrow t@v év
KOO KATECKELAKEL 0UTE TO dotatov otdotpov oUte unv €0° ouoiwg Ty kivnow kivouvuévny olte T0 dotatov
Opoiwg dotatov, GAN Onep TavTa Adyov AVOKEPACAUEVOS KAl 01OV TIVA TEMOINKWG KUKEGDVA, TOIC TOV TapdvTa
tpiPovorv Enerta dédwke Plov movelv kduatov akduatov Kol avivuta poxOeiv kai kataAauPdverv omdoa unf
70T Qv oxoin mennydg o0dev 6 &v katelAfjpbat dokoin;

0 Gregoras, Letter 34, lines 61-63: 8" adtd ye unv todto kai ta ka® LUEG toig TAG Tpovolag dmoppnTolg

napatiféuevog Adyorg, ebyouat {fijv DUAC Enl HakpoTEPOIC TOIC XpdvoIg [...]
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Uniting the Different

In 1938 Stefan Bezdechi published his revised transcription and translation of Nikephoros
Gregoras’ Letter 6, a piece of Palaiologan writing Bezdechi characterized as “un échantillon
d’arithmetica geometrica.”*" No further research followed Bezdechi’s publication of the
text and Letter 6 remained as unknown to scholarship as its unnamed addressee. With
respect to its general subject, Gregoras’ letter discusses a topic omnipresent in Byzantine
epistolography, namely the union of author and addressee, the two being a single soul in
two bodies. The subject, however, was approached through a rather unusual rhetorical
strategy. That is, twenty-nine out of thirty-two printed lines*” are dedicated to a
mathematical account of the relation between two square numbers and their gnomon or
the “intermediate” number, which when added to the lesser square produces the greater.*®
This mathematical discussion was precisely what drew Bezdechi’s, as well as mine,
attention to the text.

In the present section, I discuss in detail the text of Letter 6 analyzing, first, the
mathematical account which dominates over the narrative. Secondly, I discuss the final part
of the letter, which indicates its rhetorical intentions. My inquiry pursues two main
analytic goals: first, to identify possible sources for Gregoras’ mathematical account and
second, to reassess and propose one possible alternative of Bezdechi’s identification of the

addressee. Gregoras opens Letter 6 with the following sentence:

The number of units (gnomon), situated between two consecutive square
numbers and completed by the two sides, related there in this point,
becomes for those two (i.e. for the square numbers) the reason for four

%t Stefan Bezdechi, “Un échantillon darithmetica geometrica’ dans une lettre de Nicéphore Grégoras,”
Anuarul Institutului de Studii Clasice 3 (1936-1940): 29-33.

%2 In the current standard edition by P. A. M. Leone, 1982 (Gregoras, Letters, vol. 2).

3 On square numbers and gnomons in the context of Greek mathematics, see Heath, A History of Greek
Mathematics, vol. 1, 77-84.
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relations (logoi), preserving intact the ancestral relation to the squares, as

well as to those initial numbers from which they are generated (i.e. the

roots).**
One of the earliest definitions of a square number in Greek mathematics is found in Plato’s
dialogue Theaetetus 147e-148a in which a square number (tetpdywvog) is defined as a
number which is formed by multiplying equal factors. It is represented by the shape of the
square and it is also called “square” (10 tetpdywvov) or equilateral number (ic6mAevpov).*”
Its opposite is the oblong number (npounkng), defined as a number which cannot be formed
by multiplying equal factors, but only by multiplying a greater by a lesser or a lesser by a
greater. It is represented by the shape of the oblong rectangle (t6 £tepounkng).

The ‘textbook’ example Byzantine scholars would be familiar with, however, is the
definition provided by Nikomachos of Gerasa in Book 11, 9 of his Introduction to Arithmetic to
which Gregoras wrote scholia.*® Similarly to Plato, Nikomachos also starts up by defining

1°7 and continues to describe how such a number is

the square number as equilatera
produced. While in Book II, 18, 3, Nikomachos refers to the method listed by Plato, namely
that “squares are produced from the multiplication of numbers by their own length, and

have their length the same as their breadth,”*® in Book II, 9, 3-4 he provides a second

%4 Gregoras, Letter 6, lines 1-4: ‘0 ap1Buodg t@V otixwv dvolv cuvex®V HETAED TETPAYWVWYV KEIUEVOG KAK TGOV
¢kelbev TAevp®V €’ GAAAAAG yivouévwy dmoteholpevog duoiv £mi tetdptwyv aitiog Adywv €kelvolg yivetat,
OV MéTp1ov adToic k& OV yeyévvnvral mubuevik@v &p1dudv Stac@lwv Adyov dAwpntov:

% On Platonic mathematics, see Anders Wedberg, Plato’s Philosophy of Mathematics (Stockholm: Almqvist &
Wiksell, 1955); Robert Sherrick Brumbaugh, Plato’s Mathematical Imagination; the Mathematical Passages in the
Dialogues and Their Interpretation, Indiana University Publications 29 (New York: Kraus Reprint Corp, 1968); P.
W. Pritchard, Plato’s Philosophy of Mathematics, 1. International Plato Studies, v. 5 (Sankt Augustin, Germany:
Academia Verlag, 1995); D. H. Fowler, The Mathematics of Plato’s Academy: A New Reconstruction, Second edition
(Oxford: New York: Clarendon Press; Oxford University Press, 1999).

%¢ For information on Gregoras’ scholia in Nicomachem as well as about manuscript copies of the Introduction
associated with Gregoras’ library at Chora, see my discussion in Part 1.1, the section entitled Mathematics.

%7 R. Hoche, Nicomachi Geraseni Pythagorei Introductionis arithmeticae libri II (Leipzig: Teubner, 1866), 90, lines 1-
12: Tetpdywvog 8¢ éotv apiBuog O ocuvexng ToUTw Kol Unkétt Tpeig, wg O mpdobev, GAAX téooapag v Ti|
kataypa@fi ywviag drodidous, &v icomlevpw pévtot kai adTdG GXNUATIONE, olov a, §, 6, 16, ke, Ag, 10, &8, Tta, pr
TOUTWYV Yap o kaTaypagal lodmAevpot Tetpaywviouol oUtw Tw¢ yivovtar [italics mine].

%% Nikomachos of Gerasa, Introduction to Arithmetic, trans. Martin Luther D’Ooge, University of Michigan
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procedure for obtaining a square number:

This number also is produced if the natural series is extended in a line,

increasing by 1, and no longer the successive numbers are added to the

numbers in order, as was shown before, but rather all those in alternate

places, that is, the odd numbers. For the first, 1, is potentially the first

square; the second, 1 plus 3, is the first in actuality; the third, 1 plus 3 plus 5,

is the second in actuality [...]”
Importantly, Nikomachos returns to the idea of the square numbers being generated by the
addition of successive odd numbers in Book II, 18 of the Introduction to Arithmetic. Moreover,
here he brings the discussion of square numbers out of its mathematical context, as he
addresses the metaphysical properties of odd and even numbers and, by extension, of
squares.”® Nikomachos points out that a) if one follows the philosophers according to
whom the odd numbers manifest the cosmic principle of ‘the same’, and b) if one keeps in
mind that one way of producing square numbers is to add consecutive odd numbers, then,
c) one arrives at the conclusion that the square numbers manifest the principle of ‘the

same’ like the odd numbers and the monad, and even more than them, as their sides are of

equal length:

The physical philosophers, however, and those that take their start with
mathematics, call ‘the same’ and ‘the other’ the principles of the universe,

Studies. Humanistic Series, v. 16 (New York: London: Macmillan, 1926), 258; Hoche, Nicomachi Geraseni
Pythagorei Introductionis arithmeticae libri I, 113, lines 19-21: 00ko0v OT1 pev ol TETPAywVOL DTS TIVWV APLOUEY
1diey priker unkuvBEévTwV yivovtat, tavtdv €xovteg o uiikog td mAdtet [...]

% Nikomachos of Gerasa, Introduction to Arithmetic, 243; Hoche, Nicomachi Geraseni Pythagorei Introductionis
arithmeticae libri II, 91, lines 9-16: yevvatar 8¢ kai o0Tog 6ToXNdOV €KTeOEVTOG QUOTKOD &P1BUOD Tii Hovddt
EMOowpPeLOEVTWY OVKETL TOV £@eER¢ TOTC @eliic, WG dédetkTal, GAAX TV map’ Eva KEIUEVWY TAVTWY, TOUTESTL
TV TEPLOCOV" TIPDTOG Yop O a duVAUEL TPGOTOC TETPAYWVOG, deVTEPOG O o Kal Y Evepyeiy TPQOTOG TETPAYWVOC,
tpitog 8¢ O a kal y kal € Evepyeia deldtepog Tetpdywvog [...] The same explanation for the generation of a the
square numbers is given also by Theon of Smyrna: “t®v 8¢ TeTpaywvwv 1 Hév YEVeoic, WG eimov, ék TGV
TePLoo®@V AAAAA01G EmouvTiOepévwy, TouTEoTL TOV Ao Hovadog duddt GAAAAwY UnepexdvTwy: v Yap Kal Y
&, kal & kal € 0, kai 6" kal ' 1¢/, kai 1¢” kal 0° ke’ See E. Hiller, Theonis Smyrnaei philosophi Platonici expositio
rerum mathematicarum ad legendum Platonem utilium (Leipzig: Teubner, 1878), 39, lines 10-13.

70 See also Nikomachos’ Introduction to Arithmetic, Book 11, 17, 1.
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and it has been shown that ‘the same’ inheres in unity and the odd numbers,

to which unity gives specific form, and to an even greater degree in the

squares, made by the continued addition of odd numbers, because in their

sides they share in equality; while ‘the other inheres in 2 and the whole even

series, which is given specific form by 2, and particularly in the heteromecic

numbers, which are made by the continued addition of the even numbers,

because of the share of the original inequality and ‘otherness’ which they

have in the difference between their sides. Therefore it is most necessary

further to demonstrate how in these two, as in origins and seeds, there are

potentially existent all the peculiar properties of number [...]""*
Thus, Nikomachos’ Introduction to Arithmetic provides interpretative keys as to the reading of
Gregoras’ Letter 6. First, its definition of a square number and its explanation of the
methods for obtaining it were in all likelihood familiar to Gregoras as he was a reader and
annotator of Nikomachos’ treatise. Secondly, Nikomachos refers to the Pythagorean and
Platonic association of the odd and even numbers with the principles of sameness and
difference, a conceptual framework which, as 1 argue further in the present section,
informed Gregoras’ construction of epistolary friendship in Letter 6.

Returning to Letter 6, any two consecutive square numbers would serve to illustrate
Gregoras’ argument, thus, I will employ the most commonly given examples, that is, the
numbers four and nine, whose square roots are correspondingly the numbers two and

three. After the aforementioned numbers are inserted into the narrative, the opening

sentence of Gregoras’ letter reads as follows:

The number of units (5) situated between two consecutive square numbers (4
and 9) and completed by the two sides [...] becomes for those two (4 and 9)

' Nikomachos of Gerasa, Introduction to Arithmetic, 257-258; Hoche, Nicomachi Geraseni Pythagorei Introductionis
arithmeticae libri II, 112, line 13-113, line 4: €nei 8¢ dpxdg @V GAwv of Te QuOIKOl Kal ol €k TOV padnudtwv
OpUWHEVOL TO TALTOV Kal TO £Tepov Aéyovoty, anedeixOn d¢ 1O TavTOV pEv LREpXOVOA 1] UOVAC Kal Ol KATA
gtdomnoinowv avtii¢ mepioool, ToAL 8¢ UGAAOV o1 €K TOUTWV GLGOWPEVOUEVWY GUVIOTAUEVOL TETPAYWVOL WG AV
&1 todtnrog €v taig mAevpaic petéxovieg, £tepov d¢ dud¢ te Kai O Umd tavtng eidomotovuevog Tdg dpTiog,
HGAlota d¢ ol UMO TOUTWV GUCCWPEVOUEVWY CUVIOTAUEVOL ETEPOUNKELS O TO TPWTNG &vicdTntog Kol
£TEPOTNTOC €V Tf] TV TAEVUPDV SaPOpd UETEXELY, €TL TOUTO ATOJEIKTEOV AVAYKAIOTATA, TG £V AUPOTEPOLS
TOUTOIC WG £V dpXaic Kal omépuact Suvdpel Tdvta & To0 dp1duod idibuata tpovmdkeitat [...]
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the reason for four relations, preserving intact the ancestral relation to the

squares (4 and 9), as well as to those initial numbers from which they are

generated (i.e. the roots, 2 and 3).

Gregoras proceeds further in explaining the nature of the gnomon and its relationship to
the square numbers it connects. “It (the gnomon) (is) perceived in a double fashion: it is set
to them (the square numbers) both as an antecedent and a consequent and having affinity
to them, it doubles the crop of the parental state.”””” That is, four and nine should not be
imagined in a linear progression, but in a spatial superposition. Four and nine have been
generated from their respective roots through multiplication, and in addition to that, nine
has been superimposed on four and contains it in itself. The role of the gnomon, expressed
in the four relations or logoi is to articulate, preserve and express the relations between the
squares themselves, between the squares and their roots, between the squares and the
gnomon, and finally, between the roots and gnomon.

However, the gnomon is not an independent function relating four and nine; it has a
special ‘ontological’ status dependent on its origin. Gregoras points out that each of the
squares is derived from one root and preserves the nature of its parent. Four is an even
number, just like two, nine is an odd number just like three. The gnomon, however, is born
out of two parents (2 and 3), the two belonging to two different classes of numbers: even
and odd. Its “half-brothers,” four and nine, have preserved the nature of the parents. This
‘weird third child, however, seems to be something different and to present a problem.
Being a two-natured number, five can relate to both its parents and its brothers.
Nevertheless, four and nine remain of unmixed nature and therefore, they can only

partially relate to their brother:

They (the square numbers) being two, have clearly sprouted from the roots,
those being two themselves. And this is not without a reason: for on the one

2 Gregoras, Letter 6, lines 5-7: dixfj te Oewpoluevog €@’ Ekdtepa kai mpdAoyog Opod kai UéAoyog 6 avTOG
aUToi¢ kKabiotduevog kol SimAolv avToi¢ TOV TH¢ Tatpiov oxéoewd xapilduevog otdayvV [...]
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hand, each of those two (square numbers) has one parent: on the other hand,

it (the gnomon) grew out of those two (square numbers) becoming related.

And now there is <something>, being one, which is brother of those two

(square numbers); in one way <they are> brothers because of it, and in

another, <they are> not brothers because of themselves.*”
Besides being mathematical, Gregoras’ discussion is also dominated by the bio-botanical
image of generation, as this passage clearly demonstrates: he writes about sprouting from
the roots, doubling the parental crop, he even establishes numerical relations as relations
of kin - between parents and children, as well as between brothers. Notably, he substitutes
the technical term for mathematical root, i.e. dynamis, with the biological riza. Notably,
Nikomachos employed somewhat similar discourse in one of the aforementioned examples
as he stated that “it is most necessary further to demonstrate how in these two (i.e., in the
odd and the even, the same and the other), as in origins and seeds, there are potentially
existent all the peculiar properties of number.””* Similarly, Plutarch in his commentary on
Timaeus 35a1-36b5, a copy of which Gregoras owned and annotated, reported that a certain
Zaratas, the teacher of Pythagoras, called the indefinite dyad “mother of number; and the
one he called father.”*”

The rhetoric of kinship and botany emphasizes the relationships by nature between
different kinds of numbers and underline the specific status of the gnomon, as the latter

unites the odd and the even square numbers without being a square number itself.

Moreover, Gregoras continues, the gnomon unifies not only an odd and an even number,

57 Gregoras, Letter 6, lines 7-12: &@’ v dnAadn p{@v avtoi PePractrikact 50’ Evteg adrof, dvoiv Evtowv
¢xetvorv. kai oVK dmelkdTWG TaLTE Ekelvwy UV yap ékdtepog Eva TOV yevviitopa kéktntar obtog & é€ dugoiv
¢xetvav ¢ dAAAAoC yevouévwy EpAdotnoe. kai VOV €0ty £i¢ Qv o0Tool Suoiv &8eA@AC ékelvwy, TGS eV
adeAp®v 81’ adTdV, TG &’ 0VK &deAPGV 31’ ahTOVG.

7% Nikomachos of Gerasa, Introduction to Arithmetic, 258; Hoche, Nicomachi Geraseni Pythagorei Introductionis
arithmeticae libri 11, 113, lines 2-4: &t1 To0to GnOdeiKTéOV AVAYKALOTATA, TTAG €V AUPOTEPOLG TOUTOLS WG £V
Gpxaic kai omépuact duvduel Tdvta td to0 dp1duod idiwuata npovndkeital [...] [emphasis mine]

%5 Plutarch, “On the Generation of the Soul in the Timaeus,” in Moralia, trans. Harold Cherniss, vol. XIII: I, LCL
427 (Cambridge, MA; London, England: Harvard University Press, 1976, 2004 repr.), 165; C. Hubert, Plutarchi
moralia, vol. 6.1. (Leipzig: Teubner, 1954) (repr. 1959), 1012 E 5-6: Zapdtag 6 MuBaydpov diddokalog tadtnv v
€KAaAeL T0D Gp1Ouol untépa to § v matépar
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but also the same and the other; a notion based on the Pythagorean and Platonic
association of numbers with the principles of sameness and otherness I referred to earlier

in relation to its rendering in Nikomachos’ Introduction to Arithmetic:

For it (the gnomon) is also of double nature and it is also called an oblong,
inasmuch as it is generated from opposite forms, wishing the least to
preserve the mark of the class, it demonstrates the affinity towards the
children of others (the roots), <i.e.> clearly towards the same square numbers
in two ways. For on the one hand, one of those was an odd number, the other
an even one, entirely opposite with respect to sameness and otherness of the
forms, and of those who hold unmixed the disposition to one another, which
Plato in Theaetetus could not bring to agreement. [...] He says that not even in
a dream would someone dare to ask himself “when are the odd numbers

even?”?’
Thus far in the letter, Gregoras established that first, the gnomon unites even and odd, and
second, it unites sameness and otherness. In addition, the gnomon, as it seems not only
unites different and unmixed forms, it also relates unity and multiplicity. Though being
born of two parents and having a double nature, the gnomon is one single entity. Moreover,

it unites the two squares and out of two, it creates a unit. Even further, it preserves the

concordance between even and odd and maintains their bond fixed and stable:

[..] it is wondrous how the one who is born from foreign and discordant
parents, this two-natured number is able to join together towards
concordance very easily those from opposite forms, i.e. identity and
otherness, they having had peculiar origin, as we have said. And even more,
that being two as opposed to one in some respect, <they are> inserted along
its side, and at the same time they are also related, whence it is possible that
they increase greatly in length and in width, in this way, it (the gnomon) did

6% Gregoras, Letter 6, lines 12-20: oUtog yap S1purig Te Qv kai étepounkng kaAobuevog, &te ¢€ évavtiwv
dAAAo1c ei8@V yevvnBeic, fikiota 8 obv é0éAwv UAGTTELY TO ToD Yévoug émfonuov, Sefkvuot T& IAGAAnAov
¢v 101G ékefvwv mauol, Toic £’ ékdrepa dnAadt) Toutolol TeETpayWVOIG Ekelvwy Ydp &TEPOC ULV MEPITTOS AV,
dtepog & &ptiog, TavTOTHTA Kal £TepdTNTA EVavTiwy TdVTwS eld@V kal dutyf] Thv tdiv éxdvtwv dAAAA0LG 0U¢
00d¢& MAdTwV év Bsanthitw dVvatal Tpdg dudvolav dyayeiv. [...] 6¢ o0d’ év Unvw @nol toAufioal Toté Tiva mpog

£QUTOV EITETV WG TA TEPLTTA EPTIA £0TLV;
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not allow them to be set as higher than itself and that its bond of

concordance be broken; but it being only single to itself, since it did not have

another ally, restored and preserved again that concordance.®”
Gregoras’ emphasis on the unifying function of the gnomon is, in fact, rooted in the larger
tradition of Greek mathematics. Importantly, in his Categories and Physics Aristotle referred
to the peculiar characteristics of the gnomon when it interacts with other numbers. In the
Categories, the Stagirite underlined that whenever a gnomon is added to a square, it both
enlarges it and preserves it as a square.”’® Further, in Physics I11. 4, in his well-known
discussion of the infinite, Aristotle reported the Pythagorean association of the even
number with the infinite and of the limiting role of the odd.®” According to him, the
Pythagoreans saw a manifestation of this principle in the properties of the numbers. Thus,
when a gnomon (an odd number in this case) circumscribes a monad or an odd number, the
resulting figure always remains the same, namely a square, that is the sequence of odd

numbers producing squares, in this example, demonstrates the limiting function of the odd

7 Gregoras, Letter 6, lines 20-29: Badua ndG 6 €& GAAOQUAWY Kal GOLPPWVWY YEVVNTOPWV YEVVWUEVOG,
dipunig obtog &p1Ouds pdota cuvdmtetv gi¢ dudvolav dvvatat Tovg €€ Evavtiwv eld®v, Tavtédtnta AMéyw kai
etepdtnTa, idi16tpomov EoxnkdTag TNV yéveotv, wg eiprikelpey. kal T6 ye peiov, 6Tt kal katenapbévtag mote
Kat avtod 30’ Bvtag £vog kai €n’ dAARAoUG yevouévoug, kavteiBev eic pfikog €Tt kal mAdtog omdoov £Efv
avénbévtag, ovd’ oltwg elacev avTOG avTOVG LMEPTEPOUS aOTOD KataoTAval Kal TOV Tfig opovoiag avtod
Srappfiat deoudv: AN avtdg £’ EautdV yevduevog udvov uévog, émel ur eixev €repov olppaxOV, TRV
duévolav Ekefvnv avdig dvekaléoatd te kai Siéowoev:

%% Aristotle, Cat. 15a29-32: “But there are things that increase without altering, as a square is increased by the
addition of a gnomon but is not thereby altered; similarly, too, with other such cases.” Aristotle, Complete
Works of Aristotle, ed. Jonathan Barnes, trans. J. L. Ackrill, vol. 1, 2 vols. (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University
Press, 1984), 26. L. Minio-Paluello, Aristotelis categoriae et liber de interpretation (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1949,
repr. 1966): AN’ €ot1 Tiva ad€avdueva & 0Ok dAAotodtar olov T TeTpdywvov yvidpovog mepttedévrog niEntat
HEV, GAAo1dTEPOV 8E 008V YeyEvnTar WoaiTwG O Kal €Ml TOV AAAWY TGOV TO100TWV.

" Aristotle, Physics 203a10-15: kai oi pév 6 &melpov eivat td &ptiov (todto ydp évamolaufavéuevov kai Omd
100 TEPITTOD MEPAVEUEVOV Tapéxetv Toig oval TV dmelpiav: onugiov § eival Tovtov Td cvuPaivov ém TGV
&p1BuUGV- TEPITIBEUEVWY AP TGV YVwudVwY Tept TO £V kal xwpig OTé pév dANo &el yiyvesBat o gidoc, 6T 8¢
€v) [...] See. W. D. Ross, Aristotelis physica. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1950 (repr. 1966). For an English translation,
see Aristotle, Complete Works of Aristotle, ed. Jonathan Barnes, trans. R. K. Gaye, vol. 1, 2 vols. (Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press, 1984), 39-40: “Further, the Pythagoreans identify the infinite with the even. For
this, they say, when it is cut off and shut in by the odd, provides things with the element of infinity. An
indication of this is what happens with numbers. If the gnomons are places round the one, and without the
one, in the one construction the figure that results is always different, in the other it is always the same.”
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as it does not allow for a infinite number of different forms to be generated, in contrast

*° Later on, Themistius, in his paraphrase of Physics

with the properties of the even number.
Books I-111, defined the odd numbers referred to as gnomons as “those placed in succession
around the first ones [that] protect the shape of the square.”®" Finally, George Pachymeres

in his own exegesis of Aristotle’s treatise reiterated the statement that if one would

position odd numbers as gnomons around the one, the resulting figure will be always a

% While scholars unanimously agree that the first part of Aristotle’s example is quite clear, namely that a
gnomon positioned around the monad produces the same figure, i.e. a square, various interpretations have
been offered as to the meaning of the phrase kai xwpig, or in other words, as to the interpretation of the case
of a gnomon being in place and of the result being always a different figure. For summaries of the main
interpretations accompanied with diagrams, see Aristotle, The Physics. Books I-IV, trans. Francis Macdonald
Cornford and Philip Henry Wicksteed, LCL 228 (Cambridge, MA; London, England: Harvard University Press,
1957), 218-219, note a, 1-4; Aristotle, Aristotle’s Physics, trans. Hippocrates George Apostle (Bloomington;
London: Indiana University Press, 1969), 47, figures 1, 2a, 2b; 226-227, note 9; Edward Hussey, trans., Aristotle’s
Physics, Books IIT and IV, Clarendon Aristotle Series (Oxford [Oxfordshire]; New York: Clarendon Press; Oxford
University Press, 1993), 73; Themistius, On Aristotle, Physics 1-3, trans. Robert B. Todd, Ancient Commentators
on Aristotle (London: Bristol Classical Press, 2012), 166, note 824; 166-167, note 826.

%! Themistius’ paraphrase of Aristotle’s Physics 203a10-15 reads as follows: “They import still another sign
that the odd is the cause of limit, the even of the unlimited, in that they take a unit and further combine the
successive odd numbers each separately (namely, 3, 5, 7, 9), and so each further combination of these
safeguards the square that is constantly being constructed as 4 [=1+3],9[=1+3+5],16 [=1+3 +5+ 7] and 25
[=1+3+5+7+9]. The reason arithmeticians call the odd numbers ‘gnomons’ is that those placed in
succession around the first ones protect the shape of the square, just like geometrical points. (At all events, it
is in geometry that you learn just what a gnomon is, since this work is not composed for those who are
entirely untutored.) So this is how odd numbers can protect the shape and preserve unity, whereas the even
ones, by being added to the unit in step with those that are next in order, constantly produce a new shape,
and the differentiating advances without limit - triangle [1 + 2 = 3], then heptagon [1 + 2 + 4 = 7], then
whatever might also come up. So this is how for the Pythagoreans only even number becomes unlimited.” See
Themistius, On Aristotle, Physics 1-3, trans. Robert B. Todd, Ancient Commentators on Aristotle (London: Bristol
Classical Press, 2012), 90-91. For the edition of the Greek text, see Themistius, In Aristotelis Physica paraphrasis,
ed. Heinrich Schenkl, CAG 5, 2 (Berlin: G. Reimer, 1900), 80, lines 13-25: @épovot 8¢ kal dAAo onueiov Tod
mépatog udv eivar aftiov tOvV mepItTdV, dmetpiag 8¢ TOV dptiov: AaPdvrec yap uovdda Tovg E@eéfic altii
TEPIGOOVE EmoLVTIOZNGT XWPIC EKaoToV, olov Y kal € kai { kai 0. kai ékdotn toivuv TobTWV émeOVOEDIC TO
ouvayOuevov del tetpdywvov dxpuldrtetl § 0 1¢ kai ke, did todto yvwpovag kahoGowv ol &piduntikol Tovug
neP1TTo0g, 8T1 QUAGTTOVGL TO £100¢ TOD TETPAYWVOU 0 eiiC TOTG TPWTOIG MEPITIOEUEVOL HOTEP O1 YPAUUIKOL,
TAVTWE 8¢ 8 T1 TOT €0TL YVADOUWY, €V YEWUETPIQ YIVWOKELG 0V yap duadéot mavte A& Talta ouyypdpeTal. oUTw
uév obv oi mepitrol uAakTikoi Tod £idoug il kai TO £v Tnpodoty, oi 8¢ &ptiot mpooTi®éuevor Tfi povddt katd
ToUG £@e&fic del Tt katvov 180G motodat kai 1) Stapopd TPSEISIV £i¢ EMelpov Tpiywvov, eita Entdywvov, £16” 8 Tt
Kkad TOYo1. oBTwg 0vV Toig MuBayopeiolg 6 &pTioc udvog &p1Oud dmelpog yiverat.

195



CEU eTD Collection

DOI: 10.14754/CEU.2014.01

square one, thus preserving the initial shape.*”
On a different note, Philolaus reported that to bring things to mutual agreement is a

> which seems to be precisely what Gregoras’

feature characteristic of the gnomon,*
rhetorico-mathematical play is based upon. Thus, in Pythagorean and Platonic
mathematics the odd number which functions as a gnomon exhibited properties related to
the preservation of an initial tetragonal figure and, by extension, of a square number, as
well as to the harmonizing of odd and even, finite and infinite.”® Therefore, in the
framework of Gregoras’ Letter 6, the gnomon could be understood as a metaphor for the
bond of friendship which keeps the friends together transforming them into one whole
while at the same time preserving their personality.®®” In other words, in my reading of

Letter 6 Gregoras and his addressee are understood as two distinct individuals, an even and

an odd number, as it were. At the same time, the two correspondents are also in certain

%2 Michael Psellos, Kommentar zur Physik des Aristoteles, ed. Linos G. Benakis, Corpus Philosophorum Medii Aevi.
Commentaria in Aristotelem Byzantina 5 (Athens: AKAAHMIA A@HNQN, 2008), 127, lines 9-12: Znueiov &,
@not, Tovtov, 811 mept O v, £l yvwpovag Oroelg Todg TePITTONG, del TO avTd £id0g wpiouévov yivetal T@V
TETPAYWVWYV, Kal tnpodot o £v o dpxfidev [...]

%3 Philolaus, Fragmenta, ed. H. Diels and W. Kranz, Die Fragmente der Vorsokratiker, vol. 1 (Berlin: Weidmann,
1951, repr. 1966): 406-419. STOB. Ecl. I prooem. cor. 3 [p. 16, 20 W]. ®1AoAdov. Bewpeiv Sel ta Epya kai TV
ovoiav t@ apOud kattav dUvapy dtig £otiv €v Tl dekddr peydAa yap kal TavteAr|g kal tavtogpydg kal Osiw
Kol ovpaviw Piw kal avBpwmivw dpxd kal Gyeu®v kovwvolboa duvapig kai tdg dekddog. dvev d¢ tovtag Mavt’
dnepa kal &nAx kal GQavii. yvoukd yap & @ooig & t@ apibud kai fyepovikg kal didackaAkd T
dropovpévw mavtdg kal dyvooupévw mavti. oV yap fig Sfilov 008evi 008Ev T@V Tpaypdtwy olte adTGV Tod’
abtd obte FAAw pdg &AAo, £l ur) fig dp1Budg kal & ToUtw ovoia. ViV 8¢ o0Tog KatTdv Puxav dpuédlwv aiobhcet
TAVTA yVWoTd Kai motdyopa GAAGAOIC Katd yv@uUovog @Uotv Grepydletal cwuat®dv kal oxilwv tovg Adyoug
XWPiG EKAOTOVG TV TPAYHATWY TAV Te dneipwy kai TGOV Tepavovtwy. 1do1g € ka o0 pdvov €v toig darpoviolg
Kol Ogloig mpdypaoct tav td apOud ooty kai tav dovauy ioxvovoav, GAAX Kal év toig dvOpwikoig £pyorg Kal
Abyorg mdol mavtd Kal Katd Tag dnpiovpyiag TaG TEXVIKAG Tdoag Kal KATd Tav Hovoikdv. Pebdog 8¢ ovdev
déxetar & T® ap1Oud @UoIg o0LdE appoviar 00 yap oikeiov adTOIC £oTl. TAG TQ Gmelpw kal dvortw Kal GASYw
@Uo10¢ O Pebdog kai 0 PO6vog €oti. Peddog d¢ oVvdau®G £¢ ap1OUOV emimvel moAéuiov yap Kal exOpov Tal
@VogL TO Pebdog, & & dARBeix oikeTov Kol cOUPULTOV T&L TG GPIOU® yeVERL.

%4 On the symbolic meaning of the relationship between a gnomon and its respective square, see Heath, A
History of Greek Mathematics, vol. 1, 78.

%3 In a similar vein, a scholion preserved in Marcianus gr. Z 309, a manuscript partly copied and annotated by
Philotheos of Selymbria (PLP 29896) who was probably Gregoras’ disciple and possibly the addressee of
Gregoras’ Letter 3 (post 1347), contains a theological interpretation of Euclid’s Proposition 1. 12, thus providing
another example of metaphysical interpretation of a mathematical exposition. See Parpulov, “The Study of
Byzantine Book Illumination,” 209-210.
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respects alike, as two square numbers, though an even and an odd one. Finally, Gregoras
and his addressee are nevertheless related and even united, i.e. their souls are unified
through a gnomon, the same way four and nine become one thanks to the double nature of
five.

In his treatment of Letter 6 Bezdechi has suggested that Gregoras addressed it either
to his mentor Theodore Metochites, emperor Andronikos II's prime minister, or to
Demetrios Kabasilas. As the number of letters addressed to them and included in Gregoras’
epistolary corpus (six to Metochites and three to Demetrios) indicates, they both were
among Gregoras' frequent correspondents. Cod. Angel. gr. 82 (the sixteenth century),
however, lists Manuel Kantakouzenos as the addressee of Letter 6. Thus, in order to conclude
the present section, 1 shall address each of the three possible identifications of the
addressee and add another one to the list.

More often than not, Letter 6 is transmitted without an indication of its intended
addressee. The omission of a letter's addressee's name in the context of medieval letter-
writing could be motivated by a number of reasons. First, the case could be that the
addressee’s name is simply unknown. Another option might be that the name is kept secret
by the author. It is also quite common that when reworking a so-called ‘real’ letter into a
model letter, for instance, the compiler/editor/author would erase the name of the
addressee, that is, the omission would be a result of the editorial process.” It is also
possible that the destination of the missive was considered obvious and therefore,
remained unmentioned. Finally, it could also be the case that the reason behind omitting
the addressee’s name is the intention to keep the focus of the reader on the sender rather
than on the recipient.*”

Regarding Bezdechi’s suggestions for the possible addressees of Letter 6, one ought

%¢ Kiapidou, “Chapters, Epistolary Essays and Epistles. The Case of Michael Glykas’ Collection of Ninety-Five
Texts in The 12* Century,” 55.

%7 Sylvie Lefévre, “La Lettre et Ses Adresses Dans La Littérature Francaise (XIIle XVe Siécles)” (presented at
the Medieval Letters between Fiction and Document, Siena, 2013): 10.
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to note that Theodore Metochites was indeed Gregoras’ mentor and frequent
correspondent. Metochites desighated Gregoras as his intellectual heir and as a guardian of
his library and, moreover, Gregoras took care of the education of Metochites’ children. The
two had common scientific and philosophical pursuits. Further, Gregoras’ letter-collection
includes a total of six letters (Letters 23, 24ab, 25, 26, 27, and the Hortatory Letter concerning
Astronomy®®). The manuscript tradition, however, does not contain any indication that
Gregoras was addressing it to Metochites. Nevertheless, it ought to be mentioned that
Metochites indeed wrote on the subject of the extraction of the square root in his Elements
of Astronomy,*” though he did not refer to the gnomon and its role or meaning.

Demetrios Kabasilas was also one of Gregoras’ frequent correspondents. Gregoras
addressed at least three letters to him (Letters 65, 66, and 148), and they shared a common
interest in astronomy and philosophy. Vat. gr. 1086 lists Letter 148 to Kabasilas just one letter
before Letter 6. This part of the codex, ff. 140r-159r comprises a set of eight letters that have
obviously been perceived as a unit of some kind, since they are preceded not by other
letters, but by a logos dedicated to the Theotokos, while what follows them is a praise of
emperor Andronikos II in Ionian dialect. Thus, one might argue for a connection between
those eight letters, with regard to their topics or their addresses, or their style. It cannot be
argued convincingly, however, that the proximity of Letters 148 and 6 speaks in favor of the
identification of Demetrios Kabasilas as the addressee of Letter 6. Moreover, except for the
codicological proximity, there are no other indications in favour of such a hypothesis.

Gregoras addressed two letters to the despot Manuel Kantakouzenos (Letters 5 and
96) and one of them, Letter 5, is always transmitted coupled with Letter 6. In Vat. gr. 1086
they occupy the same folio, f. 154v, and they are both transcribed by the same hand.

Moreover, this particular scribe did not transcribe either the preceding or the following

%8 Two versions of Letter 24 are preserved, and, as I have argued earlier, the Hortatory Letter concerning
Astronomy should be added to the group of letters addressed to Metochites and subsequently, should have
been included in Leone's edition of Gregoras' epistolary collection.

% Tihon, “Les sciences exactes a Byzance,” 385. See also Bydén, Theodore Metochites’ Stoicheiosis Astronomike.
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letters. Again, it can be argued that the two letters were perceived as a unit, both by the
scribe and by Gregoras himself, since his corrections are found throughout the codex
Vaticanus. Thus, it may have been perceived as obvious that Letter 6 is addressed to Manuel
as well, and therefore his name was omitted from the second superscription.

In the following discussion I argue for the consideration of a fourth hypothesis as to
the identification of Letter 6’s addressee and I propose that it is equally worthy of further
examination as the identification of the recipient as Manuel Kantakouzenos. To begin with,
one ought to account for the letter’s ending: “In this way, by itself, your opinion has been
delivered, in a marvelous way, being able to demonstrate on the spot not only the problem,
but also the union of both our souls, in an outline as it were.”*® On the one hand, thus
phrased, the letter’s closing confirms its success, namely, it has facilitated the union of two
friends and their souls; in other words, the gnomon has served its purpose, as it were. On
the other, Gregoras writes of an opinion being delivered and of a problem being
demonstrated, which are, as it appears, distinct from the matter of friendship.

Should one assume that the problem exposition and related opinion Gregoras
referred to in Letter 6's closing are thematically related to the mathematical account of
square numbers and their gnomons delivered in the main body of the missive, then, several
fourteenth-century parallels come to mind. In addition to Metochites’ remarks concerning

the related problem®" of the extraction of square roots in his Elements of Astronomy, one

% Gregoras, Letter 6, lines 30-32: oUtwg €€ avtopdtov Bavpactdv Tiva Tpdmov To 6OV e€evvektat déyua Kal
np&yua detkviey avTdéBev SuVAUEVOV Kl TRV TOV NUETEPWVY AUPOTV PUuXDV ‘®G €V TOTIW  cUVAPELAV.

“! The knowledge of square numbers was necessary for the study of the square roots and for learning to
extract them. The latter operation, in turn, was fundamental within the sexagesimal system used for
astronomical calculations. Thus, the interest in the square root on behalf of a number of Palaiologan scholars
should be linked with the more general interest in astronomy they also displayed. In the words of Carelos,
knowledge of arithmetic and geometry was needed, on the one hand, and on the other, astronomy, in turn,
promoted their development. Moreover, Carelos noted the utmost importance of the gnomon (the
instrument) for Greek mathematics and astronomy, as this device was essential for calculations related to the
geometry of the circle and the latter, in turn, was indispensable for the execution of astronomical
calculations. Barlaam the Calabrian, Logistiké, ed. Pantelis Carelos, Corpus Philosophorum Medii Aevi.
Vyzantinoi Philosophoi = Philosophi Byzantini 8 (Athens; Paris; Brussels: The Academy of Athens; J. Vrin;
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ought to mention the unedited treatise on the same subject preserved in two manuscripts,
namely codd. Ambrosiani graeci E 76 sup. (the mid- to late fourteenth century)® and P 72
sup. (1563).*” In 1977, Mogenet and Tihon wrote that the treatise On the Square Root (ITepi
TETPAYWVIKTC TAeVLPAC) transmitted on ff. 108r-110v of the Ambrosianus gr. E 76 sup. was the
work of Barlaam the Calabrian.”* Similarly, Sinkewicz included the On the Square Root in the
inventory of Barlaam’s works he published in 1981 and in 1995 Kolbaba reiterated the
same attribution of authorship.”® It is noteworthy, however, that earlier, in 1978, Allard
referred to the same treatise On the Square Root and pointed out that it is wrongly attributed
to Barlaam.*”” Allard also declared that he was preparing a critical edition of the work based
on the two Ambrosiani and in which, one may assume, his disagreement with the authorship
attribution would have been more substantially argued. To my knowledge, the edition has
not been published, but importantly, in his inventory of Barlaam’s ceuvre (1996)*® Carelos
did not list any separate treatise dedicated to the square root. Finally, it is curious that
neither Sinkewicz, nor Kolbaba, engaged with Allard’s position.

What is important for the present argument, nonetheless, is that should we assume

that Letter 6 was addressed to someone interested in mathematics, moreover, someone who

Ousia, 1996), 212. On the interest in the extraction of the square root among Palaiologan scholars, the
importance of the procedure and its difficulty, see Tihon, “Les sciences exactes a Byzance,” 385-390.

2 Emidio Martini and Domenico Bassi, eds., Catalogus Codicum Graecorum Bibliothecae Ambrosianae, vol. 1, 2 vols.
(Mediolani: U. Hoepli, 1906), 326-328. See also Kolbaba, “Barlaam the Calabrian,” especially 66, 71; Anne Tihon,
“Barlaam de Seminara. Traité sur la date de PAques,” Byz 81 (2011): 364-365; Barlaam de Seminara, Traités sur
les éclipses de Soleil de 1333 et 1337, especially 3-4, 22-24; Sinkewicz, “The Solutions Addressed to George Lapithes
by Barlaam the Calabrian,” 196.

% Emidio Martini and Domenico Bassi, eds., Catalogus Codicum Graecorum Bibliothecae Ambrosianae, vol. 2, 2 vols.
(Milan: U. Hoepli, 1906). See also Kolbaba, “Barlaam the Calabrian,” especially 66, 71; Tihon, “Barlaam de
Seminara. Traité sur la date de PAques,” 364-365, and Barlaam de Seminara, Traités sur les éclipses de Soleil de
1333 et 1337, especially 4-5, 22-24.

% Barlaam de Seminara, Traités sur les éclipses de Soleil de 1333 et 1337, 4.

% Sinkewicz, “The Solutions Addressed to George Lapithes by Barlaam the Calabrian,” 186. For the entire
inventory, see pages 185-194.

9% Kolbaba, “Barlaam the Calabrian,” 66.

%7 André Allard, “Le petit traité d’'Isaac Argyre sur la racine carrée,” Centaurus 22, no. 1 (1978): 12, note 14.

% Barlaam the Calabrian, Logistiké, xxv-xxvi.
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dealt with the problem of the square roots and consequently, was familiar not only with the
properties of square numbers, the roots they are derived from and the gnomons related to
them, but also with the symbolic meaning of the relationship between a square number and
its gnomon transmitted within the Greek mathematical tradition, then, we should allow for
the possibility, as vague as it is, for the author of the On the Square Root to be Gregoras’
addressee, especially if he is not to be identified as Barlaam the Calabrian. In fact, the latter
also wrote on the subject of the extraction of square roots, for instance, in his Logistike, Book
11, 39* (without any mentioning of gnomons), but given the intellectual rivalry between
him and Gregoras as well as the lack of evidence of any correspondence between the two it
is rather unlikely that Barlaam was the intended addressee of Letter 6.

In their reference to the On the Square Root preserved in Ambrosianus gr. E 76 sup.,””
Tihon and Mogenet noted that the text featured quotations from Theon of Alexandria and
Nikolaos Kabasilas Chamaétos (ca. 1322/3-after 1391)." Similarly to Gregoras, Kabasilas
studied rhetoric, philosophy, and astronomy in Constantinople and his Letter 4 addressed to
his father in ca. 1340-1341"" indicates his preoccupation with the latter. He penned a short

treatise concerned with the square roots as well and, importantly, its earliest copy is

?1bid., 44-45. See also Tihon, “Les sciences exactes a Byzance,” 386-387.

% Barlaam de Seminara, Traités sur les éclipses de Soleil de 1333 et 1337, 4.

1 On Nikolaos Kabasilas Chamaétos and his involvement in the hesychast controversy, as well as on the
ongoing debate in scholarship concerning his affiliation during the debate, see C. N. Tsirpanlis, “The Career
and Writings of Nicolas Cabasilas,” Byz 49 (1979): 415-27; Nikolaos Kabasilas, Correspondance de Nicolas Cabasilas,
trans. Marie-Héléne Congourdeau, Fragments 10 (Paris: Belles lettres, 2010); Thor Sev&enko, “Nicolaus
Cabasilas’ Correspondence and the Treatment of Late Byzantine Literary Texts,” BZ 47 (1954): 49-59;
Sev&enko, “Nicolas Cabasilas’ ‘Anti-Zealot’ Discourse: A Reinterpretation,” DOP 11 (1957): 79-171; Sev&enko,
“The Author’s Draft of Nicolas Cabasilas’ ‘Anti-Zealot’ Discourse in ‘Parisinus graecus 1276,” DOP 14 (1960):
179-201; Sevéenko, “A Postscript on Nicolas Cabasilas’ ‘Anti-Zealot’ Discourse,” DOP 16 (1962): 403-8; loannis
Polemis, “Notes on a Short Treatise of Nicolas Cabasilas,” REB 51, no. 1 (1993): 155-60; Sofia Kotzabassi, “Ein
neues Autographon des Nikolaos Kabasilas: Der Codex Vat. Pal. gr. 211,” JOB 53 (2003): 187-94; Ioannis Polemis,
“Nikolaos Kabasilas’s De vita in Christo and Its Context,” BZ 106, no. 1 (2013): 101-32.

72 Kabasilas, Correspondance de Nicolas Cabasilas, trans. Marie-Héléne Congourdeau, 18-21. In the letter
Kabasilas justified his prolonged silence with the decay in his health. Namely, he had been suffering from a
peculiar fever that according to the physicians is caused by his intensive studies. Interestingly, according to
Kabasilas, his symptoms appeared for the first time after he had started studying astronomy with the help of
Ptolemy’s Almagest, since, as it would seem, the effort was too great for him.
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preserved in the same manuscript as the On the Square Root which, Allard argued, was
wrongly attributed to Barlaam the Calabrian, namely in Ambrosianus gr. E 76 sup. With
respect to the possibility for Kabasilas being the addressee of Letter 6, as in the case of the
author of the unedited On the Square Root or of Barlaam, the evidence is insufficient. On the
one hand, if Kabasilas had studied astronomy ca. 1340 as indicated by his Letter 4, to
associate him with the learned circle around Gregoras would be not so far-fetched, since
Gregoras’ expertise was highly authoritative at the time and Chora’s library preserved an
extraordinary collection of scientific manuscripts. On the other, there is no evidence of any
epistolary correspondence between the two and their relationship is usually discussed by
scholars in the context of their respective attitudes towards Gregory Palamas’ teachings:
Gregoras notably polemicized with Palamas extensively and strove to refute the latter’s
theology, while Kabasilas’ thought was in tune with Palamas’ in a number of aspects.””
Notably, after 1355, Kabasilas wrote a short polemical essay against Gregoras (Kata t@v to0
Tpnyopd Anpnudtwv Adyog) in which he mocked the latter for gathering all kinds of
astronomical intruments at his residence, as well as for his interest in Plato and for his
effort to emulate his philosophical and rhetorical authority.”*

In order to conclude the present discussion concerning the possible addressee of
Gregoras’ Letter 6, I shall address two examples of fourteenth-century scholars dealing with

the problem of the square root, and by extension, knowledgeable of the properties of

square numbers and gnomons. The first pertains to Gregoras’ disciple and close associate

7% polemis, for instance, argued that Kabasilas did not share Palamas’ views on the value of secular education.
Polemis, “Notes on a Short Treatise of Nicolas Cabasilas,” 155-60. For another example of Kabasilas’
disagreement with certain aspects of Palamism, as well as for a brief bibliography concerning the ongoing
scholarly debate on Kabasilas’ Palamite or anti-Palamite position, see Polemis, “Nikolaos Kabasilas’s De vita in
Christo and Its Context,” 101-32. For a brief survey of the existing scholarship on Kabasilas and his thought,
see Eugenia Russell, “Nicholas Kavasilas Chamaétos (c. 1322-c. 1390): A Unique Voice Amongst His
Contemporaries,” Nottingham Medieval Studies 54 (2010): 121-35.

7 A. Garzya, “Un opuscule inédit de Nicolas Cabasilas,” Byz 24 (1954): 521-32. On the hypothesis that the short
treatise was written not by Nikolaos, but by his uncle Neilos, as well as for further bibliography, see Polemis,
“Nikolaos Kabasilas’s De vita in Christo and Its Context,” 102 and note 5.
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Isaac Argyros who wrote a short treatise on the extraction of the square root (Iepi
£VPECEWG TV TETPAYWVIKDV TTAEVPOV TV U PNTOV TETpayDdVwV &pidudv) which, in fact,
is his only known arithmetical work.”” Argyros’ text is preserved in two manuscripts,
namely Vat. gr. 1058 (ff. 29v-32v) and Marc. gr. 333 (ff. 26r-32r).”” While the treatise features
an ‘introduction’ which consists in statement of the problem at hand and an outline of the
relevant definitions, as well as an invocation of God’s help in reaching a solution,’ there is
no concluding section to sum up the examples discussed by Argyros in the main exposition.
The text’s opening is the one of interest regarding the analysis of Letter 6, as the rest of the
treatise is highly technical. Here Argyros provides a definition of a square number, namely
the result of the multiplication of whatever number by itself.”® Next, Argyros refers to the
method of obtaining a square number by adding up successive odd numbers, an
arithmetical operation discussed already by Nikomachos as I have previously shown.” In
other words, Argyros’ demonstrations concerning the extraction of the square root start off
from the same conceptual basis which informed Gregoras’ discussion in Letter 6. The
former, however, does not feature any other traits, for instance employing the same style or
similar expressions, which would tie it to Gregoras’ missive, thus suggesting that Argyros
may have been its intended addressee.

Indeed, Gregoras and Argyros were both associated with the monastery of Chora

and collaborated on a number of occasions such as in the production of Par. gr. 1276

7% Allard, “Le petit traité d’Isaac Argyre sur la racine carrée,” 1-43.

% 1bid., 1. According to Allard, the Vaticanus dates to the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries while the Marcianus
was copied before 1446. On Vat. gr. 1058, see also Pingree, “Some Fourteenth-Century Byzantine Astronomical
Texts,” 103-8; and most importantly 0. Neugebauer, “Studies in Byzantine Astronomical Terminology,” TAPS,
New Series, 50, no. 2 (1960): 1-45.

7 Allard, “Le petit traité d’Isaac Argyre sur la racine carrée,” 14-15, line 5.

7% 1bid., 14, lines 3-6: TGV UtV PNT@OV TETPAYDOVWVY &PLOUGY £DXEPHG E0TIV 1] TGOV TAELPGV ebpeatc, 8T1 kai abTat
pntal elor maG yap &pOudg €@’ €avtov moAAamAaocialduevog teTpdywvov Tolel TAgvpd O £oTv O
noAAamAacialduevog €@’ Eautdv dp1Oude.

7 1bid., 14, lines 6-11: Kai giot uév tetpdywvor dpibuoi &mo povadog doot katd cOvOesty T@V E@etfic yivovTal
TEPITTOV. OloV EKKEEVWYV a, Y, €, , 0, 10 kol €@eéiic, ouvTiBeuévng udv Tthg povddoc @ y, 6 § yiveron
TETPAYWVOC, TG povadog 8¢ kai Tod y T¢) € 6 6, kal 00Tog TeTpdywvog, TovTwv & abdig ¢ { 6 1¢, kal TovTWV
Ouo0 peta To0 0 6 ke, Kal €T1 To0TWV YeTd ToD 10 O AC, kal @etfic opoiwc.
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(Gregoras’ History),”* Laur. Plut. 70, 5, and Marc. gr. 162.”*> Moreover, in the sphere of the
mathematical sciences, Argyros studied the same topics as Gregoras. He reworked the
tables of the lunar and solar syzygies from the Almagest and the Handy Tables and he
converted them to the Roman calendar for the longitude of Constantinople, starting from
1367/1368.”" In 1372/1373, Argyros composed a calculation of the solar and lunar cycles
and a treatise on the calculation of the date of Easter which he dedicated to the katholikos
krités Andronikos Oinaiotes.””* In the latter, similarly to Gregoras, Argyros proposed a

" Following Gregoras, Argyros executed a

revision regarding the length of the tropical year.
redaction of Ptolemy’s Harmonics,”'® and finally, in 1367/1368, he also wrote a treatise on the
construction of the astrolabe.”” Thus, based on their common scientific interests and on
the fact that Argyros wrote a short text on the square root, one could entertain the
possibility that Gregoras’ Letter 6 was addressed to Argyros. The evidence, however, remains
insufficient. Moreover, there are no extant letters suggesting that the two scholars were
corresponding. Finally, it is noteworthy that Tihon mentions ca. 1368 as the composition

date for Argyros’ On the Square Root which would preclude any possibility for him being

identified as the Letter 6’s addressee, since Gregoras was deceased for nearly a decade in

% Mondrain, “Les écritures dans les manuscrits byzantins du XIV® siécle. Quelques problématiques,” 168;
Pérez Martin, “El ‘estilo Hodegos’ y su proyeccién en las escrituras constantinopolitanas,” 389-458.

" Mondrain, “Les écritures dans les manuscrits byzantins du XIV® siécle. Quelques problématiques,” 168; J.-B.
Clérigues, “Nicéphore Grégoras, copiste et superviseur du Laurentianus 70, 5,” Revue d’histoire des textes 2
(2007): 21-47; Bianconi, “La biblioteca di Cora tra Massimo Planude e Niceforo Gregora,” 413.

7 Estangiii Gémez, “Saint-Sauveur de Chdra. Un monastere catholique a Constantinople dans le troisiéme
quart du XIV® siécle,” 175. See also Mondrain, “Les écritures dans les manuscrits byzantins du XIV® siécle.
Quelques problématiques,” 168.

2 Tihon, “L’astronomie byzantine a 'aube de la Renaissance (de 1352 4 la fin du XV* siécle),” 244, 251. See also
Pingree, “The Astrological School of John Abramius,” 189-215.

714 PLP 21024.

7 Tihon, “L’astronomie byzantine a I'aube de la Renaissance (de 1352 a la fin du XV© siécle),” 257-259.

716 See above.

7 Isaak Argyros, “Astrolabica,” in Anecdota Atheniensia et Alia, ed. Armand Delatte, vol. 2, 2 vols., Bibliothéque
de la Faculté de philosophie et lettres de I'Université de Liege 88 (Liége, Paris: Faculté de philosophie et
lettres, 1939), 236-53.
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1368. Unfortunately, Tihon does not provide any reasons for her dating.”®
The final example I address in this section relates to the activity of Nikolaos Rhabdas
from Smyrna (fl. ca. 1341).”” Similarly to Barlaam the Calabrian,’” Gregoras, and Isaac

721

Argyros,” Rhabdas also occupied himself with the problem of the calculation of the date of
Easter as well as with arithmetical problems famously developed in his two letters to
Theodore Tzabuches’ and Georgios Chatzikes.”” In addition, he corresponded with
Andronikos Zarides (at least 1315-1327),* a disciple of Planoudes and himself

7% Another of Planoudes’ students, namely Manuel

correspondent of Nikephoros Gregoras.
Moschopoulos,”™ dedicated his treatise on the invention of the magic squares’ to him.
Finally, Rhabdas also worked on the arithmetical problem of the extraction of the square
root.”*

Importantly, Biedl, whose research on Gregoras’ autograph Palat. Heidelberg. gr. 129
was instrumental in relating this collection of excepts to Gregoras’ activity as a copyist,
pointed out that ff. 11v and 12r of the manuscript contain Rhabdas’ mathematical tables

with irrational square roots. The initial inscription above the first table on f. 11v, written in

red ink, identified Gregoras as the dedicatee of Rhabdas’ tables and Biedl transcribed it as

8 Tihon, “Les sciences exactes a Byzance,” 386.

719 PLP 1437.

7 Tihon, “Barlaam de Seminara. Traité sur la date de PAques,” 362-411.

2! Tihon, “Les sciences exactes a Byzance,” 406; Tihon, “L’astronomie byzantine a 'aube de la Renaissance (de
1352 a la fin du XV© siécle),” 259.

722 PLP 27609.

72 PLP 30724. An edition and commentary of Rhabdas’ arithmetical letters is available in Paul Tannery,
Mémoires scientifiques, vol. 4 (Toulouse; Paris: Edouard Privat; Gauthier-Villars, 1920), 61-187. For the section
concerning the square root, see pages 101-103. For Rhabdas’ calculation concerning the date of Easter see also
0. Schissel, “Die Osterberechnung des Nikolaos Artabasdos Rhabdas,” Byzantinisch-neugriechische Jahrbiicher 14
(1938 1937): 43-59. On Rhabdas’ arithmetical letters, see Tihon, “Les sciences exactes a Byzance,” 390.

724 PLP 6461.

7% For Rhabdas’ letter to Zarides, see Angelo Maria Bandini, ed., Catalogus codicum manuscriptorum Bibliothecae
Mediceae Laurentianae, vol. 2, 3 vols. (Leipzig: Zentral-Antiquariat der Deutschen Demokratischen Republik,
1961), 566.

726 PLP 19373.

7 Tannery, Mémoires scientifiques, vol. 4, 28-60.

"2 1bid., 1-19.
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follows: &pritoug, ypnyopd oco@é, déxov €€ dptaPdodov tol pafdd vikoAdov.”” The
inscription was subsequently covered with black ink and revised so at to omit mentioning a
dedicatee: Spa mAevpdg dppritoug Tob paPdd vikoAdov.” Based on the first inscription and
the inclusion of Rhabdas’ tables in a volume compiled and partially copied by Gregoras
himself, Biedl concluded that Rhabdas and Gregoras must have been close associates.”
Thus, the identification of the addressee of Letter 6 as Rhabdas is plausible, first, because the
subject matter of the letter corresponds to a topic Rhabdas himself examined; second, due
to the dating of Rhabdas’ scientific activity to the 1340s; and third, due to the evidence
provided by Palat. Heidelberg. gr. 129 that Rhabdas dedicated his tables with irrational square
roots to Gregoras.

In sum, the identification of Gregoras’ addressee in Letter 6 as either Nikolaos
Kabasilas, Isaac Argyros, or Nikolaos Rhabdas presents itself as equally (im)plausible. While
this rather extended speculation as to the intended recipient of Letter 6 could not be
resolved in an identification, it, nevertheless, elucidates the intensive preoccupation of the
fourteenth-century Palaiologan scholars with arithmetic (for instance, the problem of the
extraction of the square root) which, in turn, was necessary to master in order for one to
proceed towards astronomical problems such as the calculation of the length of the tropical

year or of the date of Easter.

Chapter 4: Knowledge of the Creation. Spontaneity, Fortune, and Divine Providence

In the preceding chapters, 1 outlined two major lines of thought characteristic for

Nikephoros Gregoras’ philosophical discourse. First, I examined and exemplified his

7 Artur Biedl, “Der Heidelberger cod. Pal. gr. 129 - die Notizensammlung eines byzantinischen Gelehrten,”
Wiirzburger Jahrbiicher fiir die Altertumswissenschaft 3 (1948): 104.

7 Ibid.

7'1bid., 104-105.
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discussion of sameness and difference. In the cases of Letters 134, 34, and 6, this essentially
ontological problem was converted into an ethical one, namely Gregoras problematized the
nature of friendship, as well as the creation and the maintenance of a friendly relationship.
He approached the subject by questioning an epistolographical premise, fundamental for
the Byzantine tradition, a sine qua non for any epistolary friendship, that is, the
presumption that the two friends-correspondents are in fact one and the same soul in two
bodies (Letter 134). The inherent ‘contradictions’ of such an idea allow for its dynamic
meaning, that is, allow for it to be revisited, reinterpreted and redefined, thus opening a
number of rhetorical venues for the epistolographer. These inherent ‘contradictions’ can be
summarized by three dynamic relationships: 1) between the same and the different; 2)
between the single and the multiple, and finally, 3) between the common and the personal.
Epistolary friends share one soul and character, whose image is the text of the letter itself,
while at the same time, the displacement of their bodies in space and time underlines the
diversity of their physical existence. Thus, the process of maintaining a correspondence
serves the purpose of overcoming the spatial and temporal distances, while the letter
through its voice, i.e. through its choice of topic, language and style, facilitates and
ascertains the union of the friends’ souls into a single one. The idea, however, of the union
of souls, of friends being one single soul, is as much mystical, as it is logically paradoxical.
How do two become one, while at the same time remaining two? How do two different
beings become the same? And finally, how is it possible that two persons share a common
nature, soul, will, etc.? Gregoras exploited these questions as venues into a variety of
rhetorical strategies which eventually served a single purpose, namely to establish or
maintain a relationship through the means of a letter. He experimented with different
possibilities, for instance, how do we approach friendship when the friends are alike (Letter
34)?; or how do we deal with the relationship of friends who are not equal (Letter 134)?; and

indeed, what is that which ties together those who are different and makes them one, while
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at the same preserving their personality (Letter 6)7 Two of the letters I discussed above,
namely Letters 134 and 34, brought up another topic, namely the role of fortune and its
influence on friendship. Gregoras developed more fully the problematics of spontaneity,
fortune, and providence in his History, Book V, 6 (a discussion of divine providence), Book VII,
4 (definition of divine forethought), and Book XXVIII, 42-68 (discussion of determinism and
free will).

As I have demonstrated both in Part II: Justifications of Astronomy, as well in the
discussion of Letter 34 in the present part of my dissertation, Gregoras attributed great
importance not only to divine forethought, but also to the regularity of the celestial
movements and to the influence heavenly phenomena exerted on terrestrial events.
Moreover, in Gregoras’ view, history told the story not only of people, cities and empires,
but also of the heavenly bodies and their movements. In addition, it interpreted the
meaning of celestial phenomena with respect to contemporary events. Thus, history
provided knowledge of the past, which in turn, together with the ability to read the
celestial signs divine providence furnished, assured that people could make predictions
about the future. Importantly, Gregoras’ Historia Rhomaiké lists and discusses numerous
astronomical events, such as solar and lunar eclipses (e.g. History, Book 1V, 8; Book IX, 12, 14;
Book X1, 3), the observation of comets (e.g. History, Book XI, 5, 7), or the configuration of the
stars at a particular moment in time (e.g. History, Book XI, 11) and despite the technical
scientific descriptions characteristic for Gregoras’ prose, it interprets the occurrences
observed in the sky as either felicitous or infelicitous. At the same time, Gregoras
considered human free will to be a fundamental historical principle, as it made possible to
discern a moral action from an immoral one and consequently, to assign judgment and
responsibility. Gregoras positioned God and God’s providence behind the design of the

concordant and harmonized universe:

And indeed we are not at all forbidden to derive a clear explanation of the
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events here on earth. Why? For we know the book of God, the celestial
arrangement, upon which everything that is and will be has been

engraved.””

For this I wanted <for you> and to show you how great the causes of the rest
of the stars are on earth and how many the effects of their activity, during
day and night, in order for you to recognize the greatness of God the creator
and how great is the power of science and moreover, so that you would
appear to yourself better-pleased with the aim and the desire for science. But
as to a barbarian and someone who is far from due intelligence <this> is not
sufficient nor the sufficient would come to be, thus to a man like you,
intelligent and nourished by wisdom, even some little token describes the
whole worth of the matter.””

The role of divine providence as an active force in the concordant and harmonized created
universe, and as a facilitator of the human process of acquiring knowledge features as a
subject not only in Gregoras’ letters, but also in his History. Importantly, its very

introduction links the celestial bodies and their eternal movements with the value of

history:

For, on the one hand, like silent heralds of the divine magnificence, they (i.e.
the heaven and earth, God’s first and greatest creations) exist always, as they
offer perception only as witness. History, on the other, a living and a
speaking voice and its (the voice’s) both really vivid and loud messenger
passes through time, having always shown, like in a picture of the universe,
the past events to the generations coming afterwards [...]”**

™ Gregoras, Letter 53, lines 116-118: kaitot 008" fuiv mavtdmacty drnydpevtar SAwotv Ekeibev eivar TGOV
¢myelwv. &G ydp, of PipAiov fouev Oeod, v odpdviov drakbounowv, fi yevéuevov kai Eobuevov dmav
gyyéypamntat,

7 Gregoras, Letter 69, lines 108-116: €éBovAdunv yap tadtd te kal Soa TV EAAWV dotépwv aitia mpdg YAV Kal
omdoa £’ Nuépa Kal VUKTL T& TAG €pyaocioc adt@v, €otv & oot dnAolv, we av tfi¢ Te coplag T uéyebog Tob
texvitov 000 Tekurpato Kal Goov TO TG EMOTAUNG KPETOG, KAl £T1 60 6aUT® Paveing tod okomod Kai tod TAg
EMOTAUNG EpwTog Ndlwv. GAN’ Domep £¢ PapPapov dvdpa kai cuvésews dpetAouévg Ekdnuov ovy Tkavov o0dE
0 Tkavov &v yévorto, oUtwg ab £¢ &v8pa katd o¢ cLVETOV Kai Tpd@iuov cogiag, kai Ppaxy 1 EvuPoAov ANV
100 TIpdypaTog Toypd@et Thv dvvauy.

3% Gregoras, History, vol. 1, 4, lines 9-14: t& pev y&p kabdnep ory®dvteg kfpukeg thig Oelag peyahovpylag, tov
drnavta dxyiyvovtal xpdvov, aioBnowv mpokaAolueva pdptupa udvnv. N 8 totopia, {®od te kal Aalodoa
@wvn) damepd tOV aldva kabdmep év mivakt maykoopie detkviovoa T& mpoyeyovdTa Toic Emtytyvouévolg ael
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And it seems to me that the glory of heaven and earth becomes more
glorious through the history and, in a manner of speaking, the splendor
<becomes> more splendid by far. For, if there were no history, wherefrom had
people known how the sky, since the beginning, as it is always moving
according to precisely the same unaltered movement, invariably wheels
about <the> sun, moon and all stars towards an orderly and rhythmical
variety and equally, describes God’s glory, during day and night for

eternity.””®

In order to return to two key elements my study revolves around, namely knowledge and
letters, I ought to make the following remark. There are two basic epistemological positions
one could start from as far as knowledge is concerned: first, a skeptical point of view,
namely to claim that to know something for certain is impossible; and second, one could
recognize the possibility to know things and proceed in discussing what kind of things we
have knowledge of and how do we succeed in attaining it. Interestingly enough, one finds
both positions expressed in Gregoras’ letters, as well as in some of his related writings.
Gregoras wrote about the chaotic and disorderly world of mankind, where there is nothing
we can know for certain. However, his lifetime of pursuing mathematic and astronomical
studies might suggest that he believed the opposite. For instance, as Ierodiakonou noted in
her discussion of Gregoras’ anti-logical attitude, there is an obvious discrepancy between
Gregoras’ dismissal of Aristotelian syllogistic and his zealous studies of ancient philosophy,
astronomy, and mathematics in combination with the strife after their promotion.”

One finds the same contradictory attitude in the works of his teacher Metochites. In

his own words, he was the one who has renewed the science of astronomy, “the most

[...]

7 Gregoras, History, vol. 1, 4, line 20 - 5, line 4: okel 8¢ pot kai trv 00pavod kal yiig 86&av Evio&otépav did
fig lotopiag kabiotachal, kal, v’ einw, Aaunpotépav TOAAD thv Adaumnpdtnta. o0 yap &v fdecav dvBpwmot,
Tfi¢ loTopiag ovKk olong, wg O UeV 00PavOC TV aUTHV TalTHY dpxfibev del kai dkivntov Kivoduevog kivnoty,
fAtov kol oeAfvNy kal ndvtag dotépag dinvekdg €€gAittel mpdg mokiAlav opoiwg edtaktdv te kal eGpubov,
Kol dpoiwe TV Tod Oe00 Sinyeitan §6&av £¢’ fuépq te kol vukti &’ aldvog

3¢ Jerodiakonou, “The Anti-Logical Movement in the Fourteenth Century,” 222.
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excellent of all in the field of acquisition of wisdom from the very beginning until now, a
thing which had been lost to men for many years”””” At the same time, he considered

natural sciences uncertain and their results rather random:

But as is immediately clear to someone who considers it well, the reason [for
this variety of opinions in natural science], in contrast to the reason for the
concord among mathematicians and their dissension-free assurance, is that
the subject-matter of the natural scientists’ study is essentially unstable,
flowing, constantly changing, and subject to innumerable modifications; it is
in no way contained by unchanging causal explanations. Since the
descriptions concern that which is infirm and unstable, having nothing
certain and solid to define, as for instance everything that is subject to
creation and nature and movement, these descriptions also sometimes miss
and sometimes hit the mark [...] For how could something that does not
remain identical be delimited with definitions as if it were uniform? And how
could that which is subject to endless change possibly be grasped by
apprehension pure and simple? And an object which is changing with all
kinds of modifications, how could it not itself cause many different and even
contradictory opinions to be formed by the beholders, and by necessity
[elicit many different] accounts by people who are by necessity spurred to
thought, different people in different ways, and undertake to persuade those

who care about the truth concerning these things?”*®

Gregoras’ view of the creation as unstable and chaotic due to the role of chance and

fortune, but overruled by the governance of divine forethought, relates to his

37 Metochites, Two Poems, 37. Poem 4, lines 177-179: [...] &ttt kev a0tdg xpfipa T8 Eoxov an’ dpa mdong
KTo10G Apxfifév T° dxpt £¢ depo coing kaivioa, TOAN’ £te’ oixduevov pet’ avBpwmnoiot.

738 Theodore Metochites on Ancient Authors and Philosophy: Semeioseis gnomikai 1-26 & 71, 203. For the Greek text,
see (Sem.) 23.2.1-5; 200-202: T6 & aitiov, €0 ye dfilov avTé0ev, €f T1G KaA&G suANoyiloiTo, TodVavTiov ToD KATd
TOUG pabnuatikoug aitiov g Opovoiag kal Thi¢ GoTactdotov ioTtewg, 8Tt TO Tfi¢ omovdfic ToKEleVOV oioty
apéPatov trv ovoiav kal el petaPdAlov del kai pupiaig tpomaic UnevBUVOVY 0Tt kal 00 cuvéxetal kabdnag
doefotoig aitiodoyiaic. Kai toivuv w¢ mept dotdtov kai avidputov ye TOV Adywv Svtwv Kal o0dev prmot’
#xovtog dopalég kai dodAsvtov dpicacdat, ol 81 T& T Yévestv mavTwg TdvTa kai VotV kai kivnoty, kai ot
nept adT@V Adyor Srapaptdvovsty #otiv o0 kai 8te kal Tuyxdvovot [...] TO ydp uf pévov év tavtdtntt, még &v
T1¢ Adyoig w¢ evoeldeg opioarto; Kai to pupiav v@iotduevov v uetaPolrv, nd¢ €0ty anAdtntt cuoxeiv
kataAfPewg; Kai to mdoaig tponaic dAAdtTov vrokeipevov, TOC ovk aitiov avtd MAsiotag te kol drapdpoug
Kol ta¢ évavtioc mepl avtol mpdtrecbar 86&ag TV émomTevévTwy, Kol Adyoug TGOV HEV Td, TOV 8¢ T&
AoyilesBar maoa dvdykn mpoayouévawv kal melfetv d€lovvtwy ToUC EmueAEC TTOLOVUEVOUG TRV Tepl aUTOV
aA0s1v;

211



CEU eTD Collection

DOI: 10.14754/CEU.2014.01

understanding of the nature and limitation of the human intellect. Importantly, modern
scholarship has labeled Gregoras’ position on human knowledge as ‘epistemological
pessimism’, ‘epistemological nihilism’, or ‘radical pessimism regarding the possibility of
knowing the natural world.

The first significant account of Gregoras’ philosophical views was offered by Basil
Tatakis in his seminal monograph La philosophie byzantine (1949).”* Tatakis outlined the
following philosophical themes that can be discerned in Gregoras’ literary production,
starting with the latter’s adherence to Platonism, illustrated by Gregoras’ effort in
composing Platonicizing dialogues (e.g., the Phlorentios and the Philomathés), as well as in his
acceptance of the idea of a world’s soul.”* Further, Tatakis mentioned Gregoras’ criticism of
Aristotle, an attitude inherited from his mentor Metochites and visible in the former’s
Solutions and in the Phlorentios.”*

In addition, Tatakis noted, Gregoras’ criticism of Aristotle’s philosophy, and
especially of his syllogistic theory,’* was a starting point for an attack on Latin
scholasticism and for a criticism of the nature of human knowledge as a whole.” Pietro
Luigi Leone, the modern editor of Gregoras’ dialogue Phlorentios this claim was based on,
agreed with Tatakis’ interpretation, though he warned against ascribing to Gregoras “un
antiaristotelismo integrale e convinto,” since the Byzantine author often employed
Aristotelian ideas in his other works.”* Leone interpreted Gregoras’ criticism rather as
ascending from arguing against the views of one particular representative of the Latin
thought, as Gregoras saw Barlaam, to polemicizing against Latin thought in general, and

finally, to the confirmation of the limitations of human knowledge at large.”*

7 Tatakis, La Philosophie Byzantine.

74 Tatakis points to a passage in Gregoras, History, vol. 1, 108-109. See Tatakis, Byzantine Philosophy, 213.
741 Tatakis, Byzantine Philosophy, 213.

742 Gregoras, History, vol. 1, 512-520.

7% Tatakis, Byzantine Philosophy, 213-214.

74 Gregoras, Phlorentios, 34-35.

745 Gregoras, Phlorentios, 34-35.
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Most recently, Bydén responded to Tatakis’ claim and stated that the latter
overinterpreted the Phlorentios by reading its polemic as targeting the Latin Scholastics at
large. In Bydén’s words, Gregoras is rather “trying to capitalize on an already existing
conviction that the Latins are inferior, in order to cast doubt on Barlaam, who, he claims, is
a Latin in his heart and soul.”* Importantly, Tatakis argued that due to Gregoras’ position
against Latin Aristotelian scholasticism Byzantine thinkers began to view Plato’s teachings
in opposition of the Latin scholastic reception of Aristotle, as opposed to his Orthodox
scholastic reception.””” Furthermore, Gregoras’ so-called ‘anti-Aristotelianism’ and his
interest in Plato were interpreted from a rather radical, through thought-provoking,
perspective by Siniossoglou.”® The latter designated Gregoras as one of the “major
Byzantine dissenters””*’ (together with Michael Psellos, Theodore Metochites, Plethon and
Bessarion) whose Platonizing tendencies not only anticipated Plethon’s anti-
Aristotelianism,” but also, in conjuction with Gregoras’ opposition of Palamism resulted in
the fact that, as Siniossoglou argues, “perhaps for the first time since late antiquity,
Neoplatonic arguments were openly recalibrated and consistently employed against
Orthodoxy.””'

Furthermore, according to Tatakis’ account, Gregoras criticized the fallibility of

746 Bydén, “The Criticism of Aristotle in Nikephoros Gregoras’ Florentius,” page number unavailable. I am using
a manuscript sent to me by the author which does not have the same page numbering as the printed version
of the article.

7 Tatakis, Byzantine Philosophy, 214.

78 Niketas Siniossoglou, Radical Platonism in Byzantium: Illumination and Utopia in Gemistos Plethon, Cambridge
Classical Studies (Cambridge, UK; New York: Cambridge University Press, 2011). For a detailed summary of
Siniossoglou’s monograph, see Fabio Pagani, review of Review of: Radical Platonism in Byzantium: lllumination and
Utopia in Gemistos Plethon. Cambridge classical studies, by Niketas Siniossoglou, BMCR, July 12, 2013,
http://bmcr.brynmawr.edu/2013/2013-07-12.html [last accessed on August 20, 2014]. For a critical reading of
Siniossoglou, see Sergei Mariev, review of Review of: Radical Platonism in Byzantium: Illumination and Utopia in
Gemistos Plethon. Cambridge classical studies, by Niketas Siniossoglou, BZ 107, no. 1 (2014): 273-78.

7 Siniossoglou, Radical Platonism in Byzantium: Illumination and Utopia in Gemistos Plethon, 26.

7 Tbid., 105.

! Ibid., 107. On Gregoras’ references to Platonic and Neo-Platonic authors, see also Igor P. Medvedev,
Vizantijskij gumanizm XIV-XV vv. (Saint Petersburg: Nauka, 1976), 58; Beyer, “Nikephoros Gregoras als Theologe
und sein erstes Auftreten gegen die Hesychasten.”
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human knowledge and he claimed that “human wisdom and science are unable to provide
even a weak idea of reality.””** In terms of methods of inquiry, according to Tatakis, Gregoras
preferred the a priori approach, but nevertheless, recognized the importance of empirical
learning. Tatakis argued that Gregoras’ critical approach to human knowledge and science
should not be understood as a skeptical position, since the Byzantine polymath was clearly
aware of the implications a skeptical approach to knowledge held with regard to religion.”’
Faith surpasses the limitations of human wisdom and brings true understanding of reality.
Acquiring the necessary knowledge, however, according to Gregoras, was still a necessary
step in the process of understanding the world.”” Another major philosophical theme in

> Tatakis also

Gregoras’ writing is the criticism of sophistry and superficial understanding.
noted that Gregoras was very much interested in the inquiring after “the purpose that
regulates nature.”””® According to Tatakis, Gregoras viewed the celestial and terrestrial
realms as a single entity “governed by the will of God.”””” Tatakis pointed out that Gregoras
rejected the Stoic fatalist position as negating human freedom.”

On a different note, lerodiakonou presented and examined Gregoras’ attitude
towards Aristotelian syllogistic in her comparative account of Gregoras’ Phlorentios and First
Antirrhetics.” She summarized Gregoras’ position in the following manner: 1) Aristotelian
logic is an instrument which is inadequate with respect to the transcendental reality of

theological truths; 2) logic provides us with a knowledge of the sensible objects which are

not reality itself but mere images of reality, i.e. one cannot obtain knowledge of the real

752 Tatakis, Byzantine Philosophy, 214.

73 See Gregoras, History, vol. 2, 930. See Tatakis, Byzantine Philosophy, 214.
74 Tatakis, Byzantine Philosophy, 214.

75 1bid., 214-215.

78 Ibid., 213.

7 1bid., 213.

78 Ibid., 213.

7 Ierodiakonou, “The Anti-Logical Movement in the Fourteenth Century.”
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things with the help of syllogistic.”® Gregoras’ criticism of Aristotelian logic and its
inadequacy as an instrument with respect to the transcendental reality of theological
truths™ is interpreted by lerodiakonou as an implicit criticism of Latin theology which
relied extensively upon the use of syllogistic theory.”*

The most recent comprehensive, though as concise as an encyclopedic entry
requires, account of Gregoras’ thought, on the other hand, was published by
Demetracopoulos in 2011.”* Like Tatakis, Demetracopoulos emphasized Gregoras adherence
to Platonism, as well his appropriation of philosophical positions inherited from his mentor
Metochites, for instance his criticism of Aristotle. Demetracopoulos summarizes the main
characteristics of Gregoras’ thought as follows: “he was a Platonist with highly Skeptical
tendencies, which he combined with Platonism after the pattern of Philo of Alexandria.””*
Moreover, Demetracopoulos points out, Gregoras professed a Neoplatonic view concerning
God whom he described as the transcendent “One” which contains the immaterial and
ineffable archetypes of the created beings.”” In turn, the Byzantine polyhistor understood
the sphere of human affairs as defined by instability, change and corruption, ordered by

7 Thus, referring to Gregoras’ skepticism, Demetracopoulos notes that

divine providence.
the former considered the attainments of the sciences with respect to the terrestrial,
heavenly, as well as human affairs uncertain, as it resulted from the miserable human

condition following the Fall of mankind.””” Further, Demetracopoulos listed the influences

on Gregoras’ philosophical writings, namely Plato, Philo of Alexandria, Plutarch, and Sextus

% Ibid., 221.

781 Ibid., 221.

762 Ibid., 222.

73 Demetracopoulos, “Nikephoros Gregoras.’
7 Ibid., 897.

7% Ibid., 897, 898.

7% Ibid., 898.

77 Ibid., 897.

’
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Empiricus.”® Significantly, Demetracopolous assesses that even with respect to astronomy,
that is, one of Gregoras’ main scientific preoccupations, the latter applied his skeptical
views by claiming that even astronomical theories cannot reach accurate knowledge as
“instead of starting from observation date and setting forth this or that hypothesis, [they]
start from some preconstructed ideas about how heavens go and tend to adapt the
observation data to themselves.”’® Importantly, Demetracopoulos argues that Gregoras’
skepticism sometimes “borders on epistemological nihilism, which appeared for the first
time in Byzantium with him.”””

Another scholar who emphasized Gregoras skepticism with regard to the possibility
of human reason to attain knowledge of the natural world is Bérje Bydén. Moreover, he has
interpreted Gregoras’ criticism of Aristotle as discussed in his dialogue Phlorentios, a feature
of Gregoras’ philosophical position emphasized by Tatakis and Demetracopoulos as well, in
the context of the Byzantine polymath’s epistemological pessimism.”" In particular,
Gregoras criticized Aristotle’s natural philosophy as defended by Barlaam of Calabria and a
certain Latin friar living in Constantinople and, according to Bydén, it is in the framework
of this criticism that Gregoras showcased his “radical pessimism regarding the possibility of
knowledge of the natural world.”””? Bydén summarizes Gregoras’ criticism of Aristotle’s
epistemology as follows: 1) Aristotle contradicts himself when a) in the Posterior Analytics
2.19, he posits the universals as starting points for the demonstrative deductions, necessary
in order to reach scientific truth and b) in the Nikomachean Ethics 1.6, he denies the
existence of universals or forms. In sum, Aristotle’s epistemological theory is contradictory.
2) Gregoras targets specifically Posterior Analytics 2.19 and problematizes the process of

creation of universals from particulars by the intellect, i.e. he questions the possibility for

78 Ibid., 898.
7% Ibid., 898.
7 Ibid., 898.
' Bdrje Bydén, “The Criticism of Aristotle in Nikephoros Gregoras’ Florentius.”

772 Tbid.
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the immaterial intellect to create intelligible realities on the basis or material particulars

"7 Based on this analysis, Bydén concludes that “it is clear

which are constantly changing.
that Nikagoras’ (i.e. Gregoras’ alias in the Phlorentios) criticism is not of a methodological
character. That is, he does not mean to say that Aristotle has not shown us the best way to
attain knowledge about the sensible world. He means to say that there is no way to attain
knowledge about the sensible world.”””* That is, Bydén’s reading of the relevant passages
from the Phlorentios suggests that, according to Gregoras, the contradictory nature of
Aristotle’s teachings on natural philosophy demonstrate the general assumption that “the
objects of natural philosophy are impossible to grasp, and hence, it is pointless to discuss
them.””” Finally, another scholar who also reflected on Gregoras’ pessimistic
epistemological attitude is Michele Trizio in his analysis of Eustratios of Nicaea’s influences
on Gregoras’ thought. Trizio discussed in particular Gregoras’ Antilogia, or Refutation of Those
who Deny Men'’s Miserable Condition and the first among his Solutions.””

Indeed, as Bydén pointed out, Gregoras’ position on human knowledge of the
creation is one of the themes a philosophical reading of the Phlorentios never fails to
examine. By and large in his oeuvre, Gregoras described the realm of the natural
phenomena and human affairs as unstable and chaotic, subdued by chance and fortune,
whose influence was, however, overruled by the governance of divine forethought and

justice. His doubt in the ability of the human intellect to grasp the physical phenomena and

to attain knowledge of the sensible world is expressed in the Phlorentios as well:

For nothing among men is true, nor certain, but the human affairs are stirred
and wrecked in obscure waters, as it were [..] bringing at times an
unexpected ending to those who await, at others, certain fortunate device to

77 Tbid.
7 Tbid.
77 Tbid.

77 Trizio, “On the Byzantine Fortune of Eustratios of Nicaea’s Commentary.”
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those who do not expect.”’

Importantly, in the dialogue this position is expressed by Nikagoras, i.e. Gregoras alias, and
is presented as a reaction to Xenophanes’ (Barlaam the Calabrian’s alias) claim that the
latter is knowledgeable in all the sciences and is able to demonstrate it. Thus, Nikagoras’
conviction that humankind is limited in grasping the truth about the natural world only
through its own intellectual resources is presented in the context of the boastful claim of
Xenophanes that in fact obtaining such knowledge is an achievable goal. Consequently,

Nikagoras is invited to put Xenophanes’ claims to a test:

Come now then, after you take that astrolabe, stand in the sun and show the
time, whatever it may be at present, so that, from a certain true starting
point, you arrive at findings concerning the sun and the other stars, namely
where each one happens to be in the zodiac, and you are able to produce

clear and irrefutable demonstrations of the intrinsic reasons for their

movements.””®

This request is described as an easy task fit for children who have just grasped the basics of
the science of astronomy. Despite being deemed elementary, thus strengthening Nikagoras’
ridicule of Xenophanes’ false competence, to determine the hour would in fact requires,
first, knowledge of the workings of the astrolabe, and second, knowledge of the
astronomical system coherent with it. One should first be able to determine the current
altitude of the sun, then the position of the sun on the ecliptic, the current longitude of the

sun, and only then, one could determine the apparent solar time. In sum, to determine the

777 Gregoras, Phlorentios, lines 628-635: o0d&v ydp v dvOpwmnoig dAndeg ovde PéParov, GAN Gomep €v &drhorg
neAdyeot kukdTal kal vavayel t& dvOpwmiva, [...] kal vOv ugv 10i¢ mpocdokwuévolg dnpocddkntov @épwy To
TéNog, vOV 8¢ T01¢ GdokrToIg eVTUXT TVa THYV TOAGUNV.

778 Gregoras, Phlorentios, lines 704-710: @épe toivuv TOV Wpookdmov ékeivov de€duevog otiibt mapd trv ‘HAiov
Grtiva’ Kal TV dpav fitig mote £in &v ye T@ mapdvti didagov, va w¢ ¢€ dpunTnpiov Tvoc dAndodc deikduevoc
€¢ TNV eVpeovy o0 te NAlov kol TV EAAwV dotépwy, 6ty o0 {WwdiakoD tuyxdvovotv vteg £Kaotog, £XNg
OaQEIC Kal dvavTippritoug TG anodeieic Toieiofat TV EunepteAuuévV Taic To0TwV Kvioeot Adywv.
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hour is a task that demonstrates one’s understanding of essential principles of the
astronomical science and its tools.

Thus, 1 argue, Nikagoras’ request bears a substantial clue as to the philosophical
discussion in the Phlorentios, which is, however, obscured by its polemical wrapping. Here,
refer to Nikagoras’ remark that determining the time serves as a true starting point
(0puntrprov) from which one can build further and expand on one’s knowledge of the
heavenly bodies and their movements. That is, this simple task encapsulated the basic
principles of astronomy and represented its axioms. In other words, through the example
of Nikagoras’ request, Gregoras indicated that in the human science of the heavenly bodies
and their movements there is at least one such thing as a true starting point, something
which is not unstable, fickle and governed by fortune, and further, something the human
intellect could grasp and obtain true knowledge of, such as the calculation of the hour.

Importantly, Xenophanes’ response to Nikagoras’ request marks a reversal in the
narrative structure with regard to the epistemological positions of the two interlocutors.
While at first, Nikagoras stated that no human affair is true and stable and questioned
Xenophanes, whose opposite claim of certainty seemed preposterous, now Nikagoras gives
an example of a human affair which is quite certain, namely to determine the current time
with the help of an astrolabe, but Xenophanes is quick to defend himself by deeming the
task something not at all accessible to humankind: “For which man, being earthborn, could
ever ascend to the sky to observe and grasp the movements of the stars, their distances and
interpositions, and could communicate something clear to the others?”””

A historico-philosophical reading of the Phlorenios strives at reconstructing
Gregoras’ intellectual stance towards a number of philosophical problems, such as for

instance, the limitations of human knowledge. Somewhat naturally such a reading tends to

7 Gregoras, Phlorentios, lines 719-722: tig yap &vOpwmog v ynyevrg avéABor € obpavov mwmote, va
Beacduevog kal katelAnews dpduove dotépwv kal dactdoelg Kal avTiepdéelc avT®V, ‘ca@ég T1 dyyéAAew’
£xot toi¢ dANoLG;
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equate Nikagoras’ voice with Gregoras’. Thus, such a reading effectively eliminates the
possibility for each and every character of the dialogue to be in fact presenting an aspect of
the authorial and authoritative voice. When Nikagoras’ voice is selected, decontextualized
and read independently as the authoritative or rather the authentic one, its relation to
Xenophanes’ voice and the possibility of reading their conversation as expressing Gregoras’
authentic position results in being obscured. I argue that read independently, Nikagoras’
epistemological stance is indeed pessimistic and skeptical. Read as a response to
Xenophanes’ pretention for mastering all-knowledge, it serves as a reaction, a corrective
and even as a moral warning against a false conception of knowledge. That is, in my
understanding, the dialogue between Nikagoras and Xenophanes communicates what
knowledge and wisdom are not and advises against the advancement of impossible to
defend claims. At the same time, however, as the example with the determination of the
current time suggests, should one claim that they are all-knowledgeable, there is a method
to test that, in the context of astronomy, moreover, there is a true premise to start from,
and had Xenophanes completed the task, he might have proven his wisdom real.

Furthermore, as a comparison with Letter 42 shows, Gregoras did not reject science
as meaningless and moreover, encouraged the curiosity of his student and addressee of
Letter 42, Helena Kantakouzene Palaiologina, by advising her to continue addressing him
with philosophical questions.”

The occasion for writing the letter is to deliver an answer as to Helena’s question

concerning the difference between chance and fortune.”® At the same time, however,

78 Gregoras, Letter 42, lines 49-50: Ta0ty) To1 Kai Kava Katv@v atel pot mpoPdAletv ovdapf] ye Ok veic.

78! The second half of the letter outlines the differences between fortune and spontaneity. According to
Gregoras, spontaneity is usually related to situations where no choice and exercise of the free will are
involved, whereas fortune can influence only beings with freedom of choice. For discussions of fortune and
spontaneity in Gregoras’ History, see Gregoras, History, vol. 3, 96, lines 8-15; 206, lines 7-13; 209, lines 9-12. For
Gregoras’ accusation towards John Kantakouzenos in determinism, see A. P. Kazhdan, “L’histoire de
Cantacuzéne en tant qu’oeuvre littéraire,” Byz 50 (1980): 279-335. On determinism and free will in Byzantine
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Gregoras seized the opportunity, first, to praise Helena’s inquisitive mind and intellectual
achievements, second, to juxtapose her example with, in his words, the prevailing at the
time superficial attitude among contemporary ‘scientists’, and finally, to describe briefly

two intellectual processes of acquiring knowledge:

If those things which are prior in nature naturally encounter the perception

as posterior, and, reversely, <if> the objects of the intellect are by all means

worthier as prior to the perception, since both of them grasp each other

according to the manner befitting to each one, the method directed towards

scientific knowledge would also be pursuing some sort of double path: one

that starts from the top, and another which ends somewhere up.”
Gregoras’ discussion takes as its starting point a passage in Aristotle’s Categories 7b35-8c13
in which the Stagirite accounts for the priority of the perceptible to the perception.
Gregoras’ objective, however, is not to reflect on Aristotle’s inference, but rather to
establish a hierarchy of objects of knowledge and of the corresponding methods of
approaching them. While physical objects, that is, the perceptibles, exist prior to
perception, they are also less worthy than the imperceptible objects of the intellect. Both
the perception and the intellect approach their respective objects in a manner befitting
their nature and both methods are valid paths to acquiring knowledge. As far as scientific
knowledge is concerned, in Gregoras’ opinion, it follows a double path, that is, it could
ascend from examinations of the particulars and it could descend from intelligibles such as
the universals.

Further, Gregoras deems the inquiry ‘from below’, that is from the particular,

perceptible, and multiple towards the speculative and the intelligible a safer path to

philosophical literature from the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries, see Igor P. Medvedev, Vizantijskij
gumanizm XIV-XV vv. (Saint Petersburg: Nauka, 1976), 104-123.

78 Gregoras, Letter 42, lines 1-5: Ei Soa tfj @Uoel mpdtepa tfj aioOnioel me@ukaoctv Uotepa kai todvavtiov Kai Td
100 VOU TIMIWTEPA TEAVTWG WG TPdTEPA TAG aiobroews, EKatépwy & EXOVTWY EKATEPH KATA TOV EKATEPQ
TpoorkovTa TpomoV, €in &v Kal 1 Tpog emothuny uébodog SimAfv Tva thv mopeiav ioloa, TV uev dvwdev

apyxopévn, v &’ dvw mov tepatovoa.
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knowledge for the ‘weaker’ minds that are not able first to grasp the principles and then to
see them unravel in the natural world. Moreover, this method allows its practitioner to

progress and with the help of the intellect, to reach to realm of true scientific knowledge:

And so that I may open a clearer path for the explanation, the inventors of
the philosophical and logical sciences obeying the rule of the intellect and
positioning somewhat up <the> track of speculation [...] advanced towards
the objects posterior by nature [...], so that the matter at hand would not be
defective nor extreme in whichever respect, but it would be also such that it
has as part the befitting principle, <a principle> which thence the intellect
provides as a ladder as it were, for the sake of knowledge befitting it (i.e. the
intellect). Anyone who is not able to prepare introductions to science from
the principle above and according to the natural order, but since the person
is, moreover, without resources, they stand in need of those wings of the
method from below, if on the one hand, they may ascend the entire guiding
method as if with the help of a ladder and if they may investigate
analytically regarding the plain of the truthful knowledge, they <may> justly
bring praise to themselves [...]"*

The second method of inquiry, namely, ‘from above’, consists in descending from the one
and simple to the multiple and complex, thus observing the ‘branching out’ of the One into

the multitude of the perceptible. It is this type of cognitive process that Gregoras deems as

‘justly marveled at’:

But whoever would grasp the wisdom powerfully and in accordance with
nature, thereafter desires in abundance for distinction and for the secondary
<objects>, as they descend from the One by nature and as they are scattered,
they are subjected to the perception with respect to so many things and as

78 Gregoras, Letter 42, lines 9-21: Kai iva T Aéyw cageotépav avoiwuev thv 680v, ol tfig prhosopiag kai Soot
¢ Aoyikfic émotrung €pevpetal tf] to0 vod katakolovbroavteg fyepovig kai ixvog dvw mouv Bévteg Tfig
Bswplag [...], eita éml & Th @loel kexwprkaowy Gotepa [...], tva un xwAeon to mpdyua undé kad’ omdrepov
dxpov, GAN €in kai tolto TV TPoocrKovsav TO UEPOG ExXOV ApXNV, iV omep Tva KATuaka didwotv ¢keibev 6
VoG YVWoEWS efveka TAC adTH mpoonkobong. otic obv un SuvnBeic £k Thc dvwdev dpxiic kal katd @vov T&
Tfig émothung noieiobot mpooipia, AN dxopRyntog v €Tt toovtwy NTep®Vv deitat Tii¢ kdtwdev dywyfig, Eav
HEV SAnV GvEADT TV olovel Sk kAipakog &yovoav kal Tpog TO Thi¢ GANOevovong yvwoew dvaivon nediov,
gnavov pev mpoodyeobat dikaiog [...]
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they observe the division of the One towards the many like as ‘from a root” in

order to assemble anew and to make through all one varied interweaving, so

that they observe one universe, this one, to me, is quite justly marveled at

for <their> good nature [...]’*

Notably, here Gregoras does not describe the perceptible, multiple, and complex world as
chaotic and uncertain. On the contrary, similarly to the simile employed in his Letter 127%,
Gregoras notes that the One, once divided into many, is reassembled again in a ‘single
varied interweaving’. In my understanding, here Gregoras argues that if one inquires into
the nature of the physical world ‘descending from above’, as it were, one would then
examine the multiple as an offshoot of the single and would perceive the particulars as a
complex composite whole, characterized by structured variety and reassembled as to form
an articulated unity. Such a perspective on the sensible world is based on knowledge of its
principle and cause. Thus, despite the occurrences of spontaneity and the interference of
fortune which result in the randomness and uncertainty of human affairs, “we are not at all
forbidden to derive a clear explanation of the events here on earth.””*

To summarize, notably in the Phlorentios, but also in his letters, Gregoras questioned
the possibility for attaining true knowledge concerning the natural world or human affairs.
I argue, however, that to label his position as ‘epistemological nihilism’ is an
oversimplification of his views. While, indeed, following Metochites, Gregoras claimed that
the changeability of natural phenomena limits the possibilities of attaining cognition of

them and correspondingly, the authoritative accounts concerning nature contradict

# Gregoras, Letter 42, lines 22-28: Gotig &’ €ppwUEVWG Kal Katd oV &ntotto Tfig copiag, éneita @lotipiog
TEPLOVGIY Kol TV deVTEPWV EieTal, KATIWV €K TOD pUoEL £VOC Kal ok1dvdapevog kad’ Soa aiobrioet vmdkettal
kol BAEmwv 66 ‘amd pilng’ thv Tod £vdg mpdg & mAsiw Sraipeaty, v’ adBig cuVNBpoIKKG Kal iy TAoKHV Sidk
TEVTWV TOKIANV TEMOINK WG 66 £V Opd TO Tdv, 00TOC ol Tg ed@uTac udAa Bavudlesdat Sikaiog [...]

78 Gregoras, Letter 12, lines 37-43: & y&p xpdvog dfmov diéotnoev, €pywv opordtng cuvijhe mToAAdKIG Kal &
ouviipev aipa, TPémwv dAAotpiétng Siéotnoe moAaxfi, @Uov éxodong TG TAV mMpayudtwv Qopdc Kol
YeEVESEWG VOV MEV OUYXETV Kal TOPATTEWV TAG OpHOdTNTAG, VOV & Gva@épelv Kol TOPATAEKELY dpuoving
tawtdnrog, Kabdmep v onpikoic Tiol Vedopaot kal TAéyuaoty, omdoa mokiAa Ti¢ koouel [...] [italics mine]

7% Gregoras, Letter 53, lines 116-117: kaitot 008" fuiv mavtdmacty dnnydpevtar SHAwotv ékeibev eivar TGV

gmyelwv.
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themselves and each other, at the same time, if viewed in relation to its first cause, that is,
as an image of its creator and as governed by His providence, the creation can be seen as
harmonic and orderly and the intellect is able to approach it in those terms. Finally, the
study of the mathematical sciences and of the celestial bodies and their movements is
important precisely because the latter, despite being physical, perceptible, and moving
objects, remain constant in their order, proportion and constant repetitive motion, thus

being the noblest objects of scientific inquiry.
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CONCLUSIONS

The principal objective of the present dissertation is to reconstruct and analyze the
discourses of science and philosophy in the letters of Nikephoros Gregoras. Gregoras’
letters have been chosen as the main source material in order to fill a lacuna in the existing
scholarship, namely the fact that though available in a recent critical edition, Gregoras’
epistolary corpus was never studied comprehensively. Moreover, the existing studies of
individual letters or letter-groups, when concerned with Gregoras’ astronomical and
philosophical letters, do not take into account their epistolarity, or in other words, their
rhetorical features. On the one hand, while Gregoras’ astronomical letters have been
discussed in detail for the sake of the evidence they provide to historians of Byzantine
science concerning the scientific pursuits of Palaiologan scholars, the nature of their
sources and the level of their expertise, they are rarely seen as literary products at the same
time. And whenever approached in the latter fashion, the letters” polemicizing rhetoric is
what has been scrutinized. Gregoras’ philosophical letters, on the other hand, have been
largely neglected by modern scholarship as opposed to his more substantial Platonizing
dialog Phlorentios, or, on Wisdom, and his Solutions to Philosophical Problems. Thus, the present
dissertation approaches Gregoras’ epistolary corpus as a valid and significant source for the
study of his ideas and, moreover, examines it comprehensively with the intention to
reconstruct Gregoras’ discourses of knowledge, both scientific and philosophical.

In order to contextualize my analysis, in Part I: Nikephoros Gregoras’ Epistolary
Collection 1 offer a survey of Gregoras’ biography and works, as well as a detailed
reconstruction of his ‘library’, that is, a survey of the manuscripts he, in all likelihood,
possessed, annotated, compiled, and copied. The data is organized according to subject
matter, namely mathematical, musical, astronomical, and philosophical. Notably, the final

section of the reconstructed ‘library’ lists a number of Plutarchian codices, thus deviating
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from the main chapter structure, in order to emphasize the importance of Gregoras’
readership of Plutarch. This fact becomes relevant for the discussion of Gregoras’
arithmological treatise On the Number Seven (Part II: 2), as well as for the analysis of Letter 12
(Part III: 2). Finally, Part I concludes with a discussion of the manuscript tradition of
Gregoras’ letters, as well as of their modern editions whose purpose is to account for the
difficulties in analyzing letters and letter-collections, as well as to underline the
importance of the codicological context for the interpretation of Gregoras’ correspondence.
Thus, Part I: 4 Gregoras’ Letters. Manuscript Evidence and Editorial Approaches serves as the
background, first, for the discussion of the Hortatory Letter concerning Astronomy which is at
present excluded from the modern edition of Gregoras’ letters, whereas in Part II: 1 I argue
in favour of its epistolary character. Second, the discussion of the codicological
arrangement of Vat. gr. 116 illuminates the reading of Letter 28, an invective against the
slanderers of astronomy, and, third, the examination of MS Barocci 48 strengthens my
arguments in favour of the attribution of the On the Number Seven’s authorship to Gregoras,
as well as of its dissociation from the corpus of the Solutions.

The main analytical body of the present dissertation is comprised by Parts II and III
dedicated respectively to astronomy (Part II) and to philosophy and letters (Part III). The
principal conceptual motivation behind Parts II and III, and the present study in general, is
the exploration of the dialectical relationship informing Gregoras’ intellectual epistolary
discourse, namely the relationship between knowledge (science and philosophy), on the one
hand, and rhetoric (letters), on the other. To this objective, the dissertation addressed a
number of research questions related to Gregoras’ epistemological position. Notably, his
views regarding the possibility for humankind to obtain accurate knowledge of the world,
are usually labeled in scholarship as skeptical on the basis of the reading of his dialogue
Phlorentios and in part on his Antilogia. Thus, first, my inquiry aimed at examining whether

and in what manner Gregoras’ alleged skepticism manifested in his letters (notably, Letter
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34). Second, the results of this analysis were juxtaposed with the discussion of Gregoras’
scientific works and letters which reflect his zealous pursuit of the mathematical sciences,
and importantly, his defense of the value of astronomy in particular, and by extension, his
concern with obtaining knowledge about the creation. Therefore, in Part II of the present
study, Justifications of Astronomy, I discuss three types of sources, first, a discourse which is
transmitted independently also as a letter (the Hortatory Letter concerning Astronomy);
second, an arithmological treatise (On the Number Seven), and finally, a group of letters
dealing with astronomy (e.g. Letter 28 and 40). All of them display two important features.
First, they all intend to justify the study of astronomy and to support Gregoras’ claim for its
importance. Thus, they serve as evidence that the otherwise well-known revival of the
mathematical sciences in Palaiologan Byzantium was not a non-problematic and non-
problematized issue and despite its recognized value for the history of Byzantine science, it
should be revisited as an intellectual, ideological, and even political problem. Second, the
main justification strategy Gregoras employs is to emphasize the nobility of astronomy’s
subject matter and the usefulness of its study due to the interdependence of the celestial
and terrestrial phenomena. Thus, I argue that, based on his astronomical writings alone,
one would not perceive Gregoras’ position as skeptical. One would rather be lead to inquire
after the reasons behind Gregoras’ conscious, and in my opinion, programmatic defense of
astronomy.

The research comprised in Part II brings up two additional results, namely it
discusses for the first time after its edition Gregoras’ arithmological treatise On the Number
Seven which, among other things, is an important evidence for Gregoras’ readership of Philo
and Macrobius. Secondly, in conjunction with the information provided in the
reconstruction of Gregoras’ library in Part I, it illustrates the dependence of Gregoras’
scholarly activity on that of Planoudes and the manuscripts the latter left at the library of

Chora monastery.
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While Gregoras’ astronomical works and letters provided evidence for discussion of
his position concerning the knowledge of the world, it is less obvious how to approach his
views on the possibilities of attaining certain knowledge with respect to human nature. I
examine this issue from the perspective of Gregoras’ strategies in constructing epistolary
friendship. It has to be noted that Byzantine theory of friendship employed three basic
premises: first, the friends are considered to be one soul in two bodies and, second, their
things are common. The third premise, I argue, predetermined the intrinsic connection
between friendship and its discursive expression, the letter, namely, that the letter is an
icon of the soul. In other words, a letter is an image of the soul two friends share, and as far
as it is so, the two are the same, i.e. entirely alike qua friends, since their soul is represented
by a single discursive act. Hence, in Part III Letters and Philosophy, 1 analyze three case studies
of letters in which Gregoras is employing this theoretical framework so as to reinforce or
reestablish the certainty of the friendly relationship.

Though Part III is not dealing with epistemology in a strict sense, it problematizes
the question of certainty and thus, addresses the main problem of the dissertation, namely
what are, in Gregoras’ view, the possibilities and limitations of human knowledge and
correspondingly, what is the status of science and philosophy as the acquisition of
knowledge is at their core qua disciplines. In Part III, I argue, that the interaction of
epistolary and philosophic or scientific discourses creates a particular idiosyncratic
meaning, thus motivating the composition of philosophical and scientific letters. Moreover,
I suggest that the rhetoricity of a Byzantine letter should not prevent it from being seen as
philosophical as it is precisely the epistolary discourse of friendship that introduces to a
lesser or a greater degree the philosophical element in Byzantine epistolography.

The three case studies I discuss in Part III illustrate three types of epistolary
strategies which modify the Byzantine theoretical framework of epistolary friendship, that

is, the discourse of maintaining the similarity, and thus, the union between the friends-
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correspondents. The discussion of Letter 134, for instance, subverts the Aristotelian theory
of friendship in order to justify the friendship of correspondents who are not similar to
each other. Letter 34, in turn, presents the similarity and even the sameness of the friends,
as far as they are bound by such a relationship, as a rare instance of certainty in an
otherwise unstable and unorderly world. Finally, Letter 6 offers a unique example of the use
of an arithmetical discussion in which the mathematical relationships between square
numbers symbolize the union of the friends. Throughout the case studies in Part III: 3,
Gregoras’ epistolary discourse of friendship adduces his views on the role and influence of
fortune. Importantly, fortune is the principle that brings disorder not only in the physical
world, thus, rendering the knowledge of it fickle and uncertain, but also in interpersonal
relationships such as friendship. Thus, Gregoras argues against the ‘tyranny’ of fortune and
invokes the role of divine providence as a metaphysical agent of stability in the world. It is
from this perspective that I analyze his epistemological position. That is, in my reading of
Gregoras’ letters, he maintains that while there are limits of mankind’s ability to attain
knowledge of the perceptible world, due both to the nature of the studied objects and to the
faculties of the inquiring intellect, nevertheless, with the help of the divine providence in
certain cases, it is possible to achieve certainty and comprehension. One such example is
the study of the heavenly bodies and their movements. Not only are the planets and the
stars created by God as signs for mankind to understand, according to Gregoras, but also
the regularity of their motion and its mathematical principles facilitate the use of the
astronomical science for the achievement of knowledge. An ideal friendship, one that
manifests itself in the discursive unity of the correspondents, similarly, brings certainty

and knowledge of oneself and of the other.
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APPENDIX I: CHRONOLOGY OF GREGORAS’ LIFE AND WORKS

ca. summer 1293/June 1294

Born in Hérakleia Pontiké

since at least 1304

Orphan

around 1314 or 1315 Already in Constantinople
by 1316 Mentored by Theodore Metochites
1320s Tutor of Metochites’ children;
Began studying Ptolemy;
Offered the office of chartophylax of Hagia Sophia
1321 Three encomia dedicated to Andronikos II
1324 Proposed a calendar reform;
On the Date of Easter
1326 Embassy to the court of the Serbian king Stefan Uros III
Decanski
between 1324 and 1328 First redaction of the On the Construction of the Astrolabe
1328 His maternal uncle John, metropolitan of Hérakleia
died
after 1328 Life of John, metropolitan of Herakleia
May 28, 1328 Andronikos II’s abdication;

Metochites exiled to Didymoteichon;

Gregoras’ possessions confiscated
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Leading philosopher and astronomer at the court of
Andronikos III;

Calculation of the longitudes of the seven planets for
September 23, 1329;

Calculation of the lunar eclipses of January 5, 1330 and
of June 30, 1330;

Calculation of the Solar Eclipse of July 16, 1330;
Calculation of the solar eclipse of November 30, 1331;
Calculation of the solar eclipse of May 14, 1333;
Calculation of the solar eclipse of March 3, 1337;

Emended and commented on Ptolemy’s Harmonics

between 1330 and 1332 or
before May 1328

Commentary of Synesios’ On Dreams

spring of 1331

Response to Those who Claim that There Is No Humility
Among Men (Antilogia)

summer of 1331

Philomathes, or, On Arrogant People

between 1332 and 1335

Second redaction of the On the Construction of the
Astrolabe

February 13, 1332

Andronikos II died;

Funeral oration dedicated to Andronikos 11

March 13, 1332

Theodore Metochites died;

Funeral oration dedicated to Theodore Metochites

1333

Consolation speech addressed to Andronikos III on the
occasion of the death of his mother Rita (Maria) of

Armenia
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ca. 1339 Encomium of Andronikos I1I

June 1341 Funeral oration dedicated to Andronikos III

1334 Negotiations with the papal legates Francesco da
Camerino and Richard of England

1337 Phlorentios, or, On Wisdom

by 1344 Roman History (Books 1-XI)

1347 Roman History (Books 1-XI) circulated for the first time

1341-1347 Civil war: Supporter of John Kantakouzenos; neutral
towards Palamism

1347 Declares an anti-Palamite position; opposes John
Kantakouzenos;
First Antirrhetics

1349 Offered to become a patriarch

1351 Condemned

1351-fall 1354

Under house arrest

summer of 1354

Public dispute with Gregory Palamas

by 1356/1357

Second Antirrhetics

ca. 1357

Solutions to Philosophical Problems

November 14, 1357/9

Gregory Palamas died

ca. 1360

Died in Constantinople
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1 (Nikolaos?) Pepagomenos (Letters 1, 56, 116) Unknown (Letter 2)

2 Protonotarios Pepagomenos (possibly the same as #1) (Letter Unknown, (Letter 3)
4)

3 Manuel Kantakouzenos (Letters 5, 96) Unknown (Letter 6)

4 Alexios Tarchaniotes Philanthropenos (Letters 9, 72, 76, 84, Unknown (Letter 7)
107,127, 130)

5 John (Letters 10, 68) Unknown (Letter 8)

6 John Kantakouzenos (Letters 11, 18, 19, 41, 43, 57, 77, 82, 83, Unknown (Letter 17)
85, 86, 90, 92, 93, 106, 120, 122,125, 126, 149)

7  Matthew Kantakouzenos (Letter 12) Unknown (Letter 31)

8  The protasecrétis (Leo Bardales?) (Letters 13, 15) Unknown (Letter 35)

9 Kalopheros (Letter 14) Unknown (Letter 37)

10 Kalarchon (Letter 16) Unknown (Letter 39)

11 Maximos, hegoumenos of the Chortaites monastery (Letters Unknown (Letter 47)
20ab, 21, 36, 100ab)

12 Joseph the Philosopher (Letters 22, 46, 51) Unknown (Letter 48)

13 Theodore Metochites (Letters 23, 24ab, 25, 26, 27) Unknown (Letter 54)

14 Joseph, metropolitan of Apros, (Letter 28) Unknown (Letter 69)

15 The megas primmikerios (Letter 29) Three unknown,

(Letter 71ab)
16 Andronikos Zarides (Letters 30, 32ab, 45, 110, ad Gr. 2) Unknown (Letter 75)
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Unknown (Letter 78)

18

Glabas, the megas dioikétes (Letters 33, 50)

Unknown (Letter 79)

19

Maximos Magistros (Letter 34)

Unknown (Letter 80)

20

Theodore Xanthopoulos (Letters 38, 63, 64)

Unknown (Letter 81)

21

George Pepagomenos (Letter 40)

Unknown (Letter 87)

22

Helene Kantakouzena Palaiologina (Letter 42)

Unknown (Letter 88)

23

Athanasios Lepentrenos (Letters 44, ad Gr. 18)

Unknown (Letter 94)

24

Thomas Magistros (Letters 49, 51, 91, 142, ad Gr. 3)

Unknown (Letter 98)

25

The pratobestiarios (Letter 52)

Unknown (Letter 104)

26

John Chrysoloras (Letter 53)

Unknown (Letter 117)

27

Andronikos Palaiologos Asan (Letter 55)

Unknown (Letter 123)

28

Basil Glykys (Letter 58)

Unknown (Letter 124)

29

Karbones (Letter 59)

Unknown (Letter 131)

30

John Basilikos (Letter 60)

Unknown (Letter 135)

31

Theoleptos, metropolitan of Philadelphia (Letter 61)

Unknown (Letter 136)

32

Nikephoros Choumnos (Letter 62)

Unknown (Letter 138)

33

Demetrios Kabasilas (Letters 65, 66, 148)

Unknown (Letter 145)

34

George Bekkos (Letter 67)

Unknown (Letter 146)

35

Matthew of Ephesus (Letters 70, 102, ad Gr. 19)
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Unknown (Letter 151)

37

The patriarch (Letter 74)

Unknown (Letter 152)

38

Andronikos 111 Palaiologos (Letter 89)

Unknown (Letter 153)

39

The chartophylax (Letter 95)

Unknown (Letter 154)

40

The metropolitan of Sida (Letter 97)

41

Gregory Akindynos (Letters 99, ad Gr. 4, ad Gr. 5, ad Gr. 6, ad

Gr.7,ad Gr. 8, ad Gr. 9)

42

Kokalas, the megas logariastes (Letter 101)

43

Michael Kaloeidas (Letters 103, 114)

44

The pratosebastos (Letter 105)

45

Athanasios Palaiologos (Letter 108)

46

Basil (Letter 109)

47

Abalantes (Letter 111)

48

Nikephoros Metochites (Letter 112)

49

Michael Synadenos (Letter 113)

50

Nikolaos Lampenos (Letters 115, ad Gr. 1, ad Gr. 17)

51

Andronikos 11 Palaiologos (Letter 118)

52

Alexios Apokaukos (Letter 119ab)

53

The hetaireiarchés Apokaukos (Letter 121)

54

The megas hetaireiarchés (Letter 128)
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Ignatios Glabas, metropolitan of Thessalonike (Letters 129,
133,134, 158)
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56

Gregory, metropolitan of Dyrrachion (Letter 132)

57

The sakellarios (Letter 137)

58

Demokles (Letter 139)

59

Leontios? (Letter 140)

60

Kleodemos? (Letter 140)

61

George Bryennios (Letters 141, ad Gr. 12)

62

Loukites (Letter 143)

63

The megas droungarios (Letter 144)

64

Metrophanes (Letter 147)

65

Emmanuel Angelos (Letter 155)

66

The empress (Letter 157)

67

Soteriotes, protonotarios of Thessalonike (Letter 159)

68

Theodore Koutales (Letter ad Gr. 10)

69

Balsamon (Letter ad Gr. 11)

70

Demetrios Kydones (Letter ad Gr. 13)

71

George Lapithes (Letters ad Gr. 14, ad Gr. 15, ad Gr. 16)

72

Nikolaos Pepagomenos (Letter ad Gr. 20)

73

Michael Gabras (Letters ad Gr. 21, ad 22)
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