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lhe Demetrios Chrysoloras’ Project: Ihe Critical
Edition of His Unpublished QOevre

Dy Georgi0s Panagopoulos, Patras/Tloannina

Since 1969 when Hunger asserted that [Demetrios Chrysoloras 99 Jjenen byzanti-
nischen Autoren gehört, die WLr gut bennen glauben, aber SPINE Schriften <ind ZU Grofteil
unediert”, that 1S, [Demetrios Chrysoloras belongs those Byzantine authors, who sCcCIN

well-known, but his work remaılns still unedited, little has be done concerning the long-
expected critical edition ofhis EGXTAH: work: nevertheless It also that Hunger's STatement

about OUFr knowledge of Demetrios’ CISON and actiIvity 15 bit exaggerated. lhis 15 said NOT

only because modern scholars, such A Talbot, point OUtTt that little 15 known about
Chrysolora's Biography,“ but also because It would be risky maintalin that AVEC

biographicaluof personality whose work remalns in maJor Dart unpublished.
Ihe task of OUT project” 1S PICDAIC SOOIl possible the critical edition of Chrysoloras

still unedited works 1in order be able after that Fulfil the ZaDS of OUTL knowledge and
TeEINOVEC uncertalintlies related his literary aCtIVItY. OQur Ainal task 15 provide the Arst

critical biography of this unfairly forgotten ngure of the political and intellectual history of
late Byzantium.

In the following after having referred the maın biographical data of LDemetrios
e’]] be discussing maın poımnts: a) bhirst of e’1] A1Vve uof the literary product
of OUT author. W ll refer fırstly his already edited works an then ll FrEeECOUNT those
still unedited. OÖOur interest 11 be dedicated the Arst of OUT editorial undertaking,
that 1S, the edition of Chrysoloras festive-religious Urations, by summarısıng the problems

have deal with and the conclusions QV already OIIlNC ASt but NOT least
undertake g1ve preliminary ACCOUNTL of the perspectives of OUT research after the OIm-

plishment of the planned edition.

concıse of biographical ata
Demetrios Chrysoloras, TFaCtor, theologian and politician, W ds> probably of the SA ASC

Emperor Manuel 11 ] 1425 and he WasS highly esteemed member of the elite
literary ADE anuel’s m01808 It 15 nowadays quıite certaın that he Was NOT rother of
the distinguished humanist Manuel Chrysoloras.“ Between the ruler jl LDemetrios there
Was close relationship and the InNneCcnNn exchanged their writings. Manuel himself felt

unger, Die hochsprachliche profane Literatur der Byzantiner, Philosophie, Rhetorik,
Epistolographie, Geschichtsschreibung, Geographie (Handbuch der Altertumswissensc al XII D
1- )) München 1978
A.-M. Talbot, Chrysoloras Demetrios, 1nN: Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium, Vol I New 'ork Oxford
1991, 454
In the Project's team particıpate also the colleagues Vantaraki anı Sp. Panagopoulos.

Cammelli, doti byzantini le orlg1inı dell’ umanes1imo. 1, anuele Chrysolora, Firenze 1941,
198-201 Dennis, Ihe Letters of Manuel Palaiologus, Jext, Translation, a! Notes,

Washington 977 SCC however EyriLg0S, Chrysoloras Demetrios, in: LIhA 2)
1191 anı Buchwald Hohlweg Prinz, Tuculum Lexikon griechischer un lateinischer
utoren des Altertums Uun! des Mittelalters, München 1963, D, c$. also Bizzaro (Heg.)
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delight from recelving and reading 1n his literary coterle writings of highly literary
value.? Ihe esteem in which the 1889148! held each other did NOT diminish Ven when

Chrysoloras had been PUL in political charge by the anuel’s nephew and rival Joannes
first, ANE early tiıme, in Silymbria (about the en of the 14 C: and later (1403-1407) 1ın

Ihessaloniki, where Lemetrius served Joannes ESAZON During anuel’s Journey O-
the Furopean COUTTS I Jemetrius remained in the Byzantine capital an experienced

the ast terrible phase of the Citys siege by the (I)ttomans (1394-1402) Ihe last notices
about his 1ve CONGCEHN his attendance member of the NSenate and oikeios”Yof the Emperor iın

the synod of 409 which excommunicated the former bishop Macarius of Ancyra, notorIli-
OUS N  E ofManuel I; and also his attendance of the synod of 416 which W ds> summoned

elect 1G Patriarch o Constantinople and reach settlement about the rights of
Emperor within the Church.?

Ihe literary OUtpuL
Ihe literary OUtpDUL of Chrysoloras CONSIStS 1in religious-theological writings the OIlC

side and in secular OIL1LCS the other side, which ın their turn A divided Into those of stricto
rhetorical-political kind and OI!  a\ of astronom1C character.

According widespread VIEW, the Arst scholar who dealt with LDemetrios in attempt
draw up 1SsSt of his WwrıtiIngs WdsS Sp Lambros (an outstanding Greek philologist, historian

an! for brief period prime minister of Greece)."” He W dsS followed by the Swedish scholar
Lundström, who 906 undertook complete the Lambros list with detailed references
the manuscr1ipt tradition of [DdDemetrius works.! For the history, however, It would be unfair

Lemetrio Chrysolora, Ciento Epistole Manuele { 1 Paleologo. lesto CI1t1CO, introduzione, tradizione
ecommentarIlo, Napoli 1984
See Bizzarro, Ciento Epistole, “Manuele IL, t1P1CO OIlNlO colto de SUl  ® P ’ S1 entusiasma
nel tcevere qUESLTE ettere le legge pubblicamente ıIn 0888  «%) cerchia di amıcı dotti, COINC egli STESSO il
attesta nella r1sposta al SUL  ® confidente”; $ Barker, Manuel I1 Palaiologus 139 -1 Study
in Late Byzantine Statesmanship, New Brunswick Jersey 1969, 410
(# Verpeaux, Les O1Cce1l01l1. Note histoire institutionelle sociale’, 89-99 aM

Beck, Byzantinisches Gefolgschaftswesen, 1N: Ideen un Realitäten 1n Byzanz (Variorum
Reprints), London 19/Z,
CT VErpeduxX, Les O1CEe101. Note d’histoire institutionelle sociale , 89-99 and

E Beck, Byzantinisches Gefolgschaftswesen, 1n Ideen un Realitäten iın Byzanz (Variorum
Reprints), London 19/Z:
See Barker, Manuel I1 Palaiologus (1391-1425) Study 1in Late Byzantıne Statesmanship,

New Brunswick Jersey 1969
Ismael Roca Melia, [demetrio Chrysoloras homilia inedita sobre la dormition de Maria

Helmantica 35 (1960) 236, the basis of misunderstoo: DassSdaygl of Syropoulos, 15 incline
claim that OUrTr author attended the council of berrara Florentia 1n the CNLOUTASC of Emperor loannıs
VIIT This 1S, AS Iready Cammelli, Manuele Chrysolora, 198, had proved, NOL the ‚ASC.

Matter of ACı the Syropoulos evidence relates the council of 1416 mentioned above. See
(Grautier, Action de de LIemetrius Chrysoloras la Iheothocos POUTF l ’anniversaire de la Bartaille
d’Ankara (28 uillet 1403), (1961) Melanges Raymond Janin, 341; c$. Sphrantzis,
Chronicon MINUS, 1026 Ihe claim of Roca Melia 1s repeated Dy Konstantinou,
Lexikon des Mittelalters, vol I1 ünchen 2003, col 2051
Sp. Lambros; Die Werke des [Demetrios Chrysoloras, 599-601

a Lundström, Kamenta Byzantina, Eranos. Ctad Philologica Suceanda (1905/06) 50542



The Demetrios Chrysoloras‘ Project 1353

£ail mention that already 1in the second half of the 9th CCNLULY nowadays forgotten
Greek scholar an Orthodox priest, Andronikos Demetracopoulos, had undertaken ploneer
research of manuscr1pts of Chrysoloras work 12

far It the CHITEHNT Stand der Forschung HE MUST be pointed OUL that the maın
rhetorical writings of OUT author have been edited. By this IL1CAall the Comparison between
the old and LE}  S Rulers, (a Praise of Emperor Manuel 11 in the form of comparıson edited by
Lampros*” and attributed Chrysoloras by Ireu) the 1700 Ebpistles addressed Emperor
Manuel (a work, edited by the Italian scholar Bizzaro, that integrates AWE length

from the previous Ajal belongs the literary n of the ACcONiC Epistles'*) and
the funny Praise of a Flea (a rhetorical plaisanterie preceded by the example of the
Psellos?. Oration 1about problem posed by Antonio Ascoli, in which the question of
the being and the NOTt being ıIn ItSs relation the o0d 15 treated from philosophical point
of view, W ds already edited by Itomba 1in the 17° and then ONCE LLOIC by J Basilicos!® AHE

the beginning of the 20rh
Unlike the secular wrıitings the theological ONCS still remaın PCXTECHL unedited.

Although the 090S Synoptikos CONLYA Latinos, summarised reproduction of the maın po1ints
of Neilos Kabasilas work agalnst the fzlioqgue doctrine, has been edited by Ass Prof. Koutsouris
In 1998 / the Demetrios’ 0pus INAQZTÜHN, 1.6. the Dialog Demetrium Cydonem has NOLT

ycL_ been published. It 1S however noteworthy, that Cypriot scholar, Passiourtidis,
has been already engaged ın the preparation of the critical edition of this work and the result
of his research ll be apparently available the scholars ComMunIty by 2015

Ihen ‚OINC 0)81= could SdYy- the religious-theological opuscula. It his
panegyric Orations Varlous religious feasts, sSalnts, EVENTS It 15 precisely the edition of
this pDart of Chrysoloras’ literary OUtDUL the DULIDOSC of OUT roject 18 :ocused Except for
three Orations, OIlC Virgins Dormition, ® Ihanksgiving Iheotokos (Mother of God)
OCCAsSlon of the Ottomans defeat in the battle of Ankara (28, July, 1402); and the Praise
St LDDemetrios of Ihessaloniki, which have been edited decades AQO, there ARKe ive other OIL1C5S5

See the Andronicos Demetracopoulos unpublished cConclıse of patristic literature, which 15 transmitted
by 19© CCENLUCY manuscr1pt of the Taxiarches’ Monastery of Aigion/Greece.
ZUYyKpLTLG TOAAQLOV APXOVTWV KAL TOU VV AQÜTOKPATOPA |MavouvnA I IxARxLoAOyoU|, ed. Sp. Lamprou,

I IxAaloAOyELa KAaLl I Iel\orovvVnNTLAK, vol 3, Athens 1926. 225245
See BiZzZaro (He.) [Demetrio Chrysolora, Cento Epistole anuele I8l Paleologo. Testo CI1It1CO,
introduzione, tradizione ecommentarI1o, Napoli 1984,

15 Gr de Andres, Idemetrio Crisoloras e] Palaciego, Encomio de Ia pulga, 1N: Helmantica 35
51-69 Hunger, Johannes Hortasmenos (ca. Briefe, Gedichte un kleine
Schriften. Einleitung, Regesten, Prosopographie, Text, Wien 1969, Dennis, Ihe Letters
of Manuel IL, p. 144

Tromba Lascaris (in Latin), Florence 1618 Basilicos, EKKANTIATTICN AA Oeıx 59f.
C£. Fabricius, Bibliotheca (iraeca L1 413-414 Also H.- Beck, Kirche und theologische
Literatur 1im byzantinischen Reich, München 1959, 3E C£. Iso GCartagena GCarreno, Lemetrio
Chrisolora SUuLS homilias ineditas Ia Natividad Resurreccion de Senor, Helmantica 8
(1967) 554 hier 8') whi relates SOTINC others opuscula of [I)emetrios.

Koutsouris, ÄNUNTPLOV XpugToAwpd, Kartı  ( ATLVOV AOYOC TUVOTTIKOG 2X0) GV ETOLNTEV AYLOTATOC
Ne1Aoc ÜPYLETTLTKOTOG OerTaAoVIKNG, Athens 1998

Ismael Roca Melid, La Asuncion de Marla [Demetrio Crisoloras, Salamanca 1961
Gautier, Action de de LDemetrius Chrysoloras Ia Iheothocos DOUT l’anniversaire de Ia

Battaille d’Ankara (28 Juillet (1961) Melanges Raymond Janin, 340-357 the BEXT
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that AL still walting for their editor: Ihe ()ration Virgins Annunciation, the Demonstration
of the miracle of Theotokos Hodegetria EV TOLG ÖÖNVOLC), the ()ration the sacred Burial of
Christ, the Birth of Christ,* the Transfiguration“ AAal the Resurrection.““ Ihe maın
codex which transmıits these writings 15 Escor. 164 T-A1:4 codex entirely dedicated
Chrysoloras Orations.* But for Orations (Oration the Miracle of Hodegetria and
Oration the Virgins Annunciation) IT 15 also Flor AUF. Plut. that should be taken nNto
consideration?  4  y although compared EBscor. It 15 obviously of less value for the traditio textı
In ONC ASC (Oration LO the ChrIists Resurrection) have also consult the Cod. Dionysios
Monastery To these writings IMUST be added short treatise agalnst the primate of
the Pope (transmitted by Oxf: Sedleianus Laud., ST /73) and opusculum of astronomical
character (transmitted in Vat. 059 After these WG unpublished writings having been
edited an also the Passiourtidis’ edition having been accomplished OUTL urther DUrDOSC 15
provide the HArst critical ACCOUNT of Chrysoloras’ ife al work taking especially into consid-
eration his theological doctrine.

\WWhat ollows mainly the Arst ofour undertaking, LE the edition of three of
the Orations already referred Ihe (Oration Virgins Annuncation, this ONMNC the miracle
of Theotokos Hodegetrid, and the Oration the sacred Burial of Christ. First, the preliminary
conclusions have arrived HE far

a) Stylistic elements
Ihe maın stylistic feature of Chrysoloras’ work, which Carreno*® had already stressed in

his Spanish translation of still unedited Orations of OUT author (Birth AAal Resurrection of
Christ), 1S the periodic style 'Ihis could be mainly observed in the skilful USC of the rhetoric
scheme of antithesis, that also constitutes the architectural framework of the three Orations
which AR Hz about edit irgins Anuncation, Sacred Burial of Christ, Mirarcle of Hodegetrid).
Chrysoloras transforms in this WdY rhetoric feature iInto structural element, fact that
o1Vves his already studied Orations undisputed coherence and real of homogeneity
1n spilte of the theological deviation that frequently interrupt the Orations panegyric
character. In this CONTECXT Chrysoloras’ preference for the so-called ethopotia deserves special

In 348-356) C£. Vassılaki ed.) Images of the Mother of God Perceptions of the eotokos in
Byzantium, Humpshire Butlington 2004, 270
Br Halkin, Bibliotheca Hagiographica Giraeca BHG), vol ILL, Bruxelles 1957, P; 1074g,
Nr. 1895

7 Fr Halkin, BHG, vol H: 197 e Iso Analecta Bollandianad (1954) 338-339
Contrary Koutsouris claim (Anuntplov XpugoAwpd, Aoyoc ATa Aativwv, 35 this Yation has NOT

yeL een published. It 15 transmitted by Cod Escor. 164S 390r-45r an Dionysios Monastery
Z 36v-40r.

23 Revilla, Catalogo de los Codices Griegos de Ia biblioteca de e] Escorial, Madrid 1936,
5102313

Bandini, Catalogus Codicum manuscr1iptorum bibliothecae mediceae laurentianae, Vol ;
Leipzig 1961, 495
S5D Lampros (ed.), Catalogue of the Greek Manuscripts Mount Athos, vol L, Cambridge 1895,
Nr. 3/62; 375

GCartagena Carreno, Lemetrio Chrisoloras SULS homilias ineditas Ia Navidad
Resurrection del Senor, Helmantica 55
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mention.“/ lost OIlC 1S known only by reference iın Letter of the CINDCIOT Manuel [[
OUT author?® Also c<hort eidolopoiia takes upD significant place in the Oration LO the sacred.

Burial of our Lord Jesus Christ It 1s about Actitious dispute between the Devil and the SAa1nNts
Prophets headed by St John the Baptist Just before the Christ's descent Hades, the CON-
tent of which has been obviously inspired by much earlier apocryphal tradition?® about
the Baptist's preaching ın Hades Chrysoloras has also the habitude integrate in his works
longer shorter from his earlier works. This 1S the CAasSC, already attested Dy Ireu, in
the so-called 7100 Ebistles addressed the CINDCIOT Manuel HE but also in the Ihanksgiving

Iheotokos, Oration ıIn which apPCar whole phrases from the unedited Oration Virgins
Annunciation. Nevertheless the rhetorical ability and charm of Chrysoloras’ works CAaNNOTL be
diminished because of this practice, Hunger has already argued with regard the 7100
Ebistles Just mentioned above. INOTE study of his whole work would ead INOST

probably reconsideration of the Chrysoloras’ literary COMPELENCE which has been called
Into question by SOINC scholars ın the past:

Lukianus renalssance
Until quite recently, the only available evidence of the special attraction Chrysoloras felt

the idiosyncratic author of ate Antiquity, Lucian, derived from his Praise-Oration LO SE
Demetrios of Ihessaloniki.

In her recentTt dissertation yrto Hatzaki pointed OUL the WdY ıIn which Dimitrios iın his
encomıulastıc Oration LO SE Dimitrios of Thessaloniki (edited by Laourdas in NS-
ftormed the Lucians Dialogue Imagines (an unparalleled work of appreclation of important
Aart historical oNumen of antiquity) Into discourse the AB of deity between St
Demetrius and his9Emperor Maximian. It takes the form ofa DNCW dramatic dialogue

the representations ofdivine beauty and, 1T 15 Byzantine re-working, 1ts super-imposed
Christian meanings”.?“ Ihe editor of this writing, Laourdas, impressed Dy this "strange
antıquarian show”,” he SdYyS, suggested that 1t could be possible iind similar exhibitory
references anclent authors in others unedited Chrysoloras’ works. Laourdas Was right:
We OMe 19(0) ad the former evidence OM  ( INOTE provided by the unedited Oration

Virgins Annuncation. However, It 15 in the Oration LO the miracle fO Thotokos Hodegetria,
where OUT author FETHFEAS his eloved Lucian and especlally the Imagines: his extensive

Webb, Ekphrasis, Imagination and Persuation In Ancient etorical Theory and Practice,
Humpshire Butlington 2010, 43

28 Dennis, Ihe Letters of Manuel 8E (Letter 46), 137
Escor. Jaı 227391

Evangelium Nicodemit; Hippolyt of Rome, De Antichristo, 45 Epiphanius of Salamis, Hom 1ın
divinis COrporIs sepulturam, 43, 453f. Fusebius of Emessd, e adventu GE annunatione Joannis
(Baptistae) apud inferos: 86, 509 526

Treu, Demetrius Chrysoloras un seine hundert Briefe, (191 1) 106-128, hier 1})5-123
(Grautier, Action de 8  > 2340
Hatzaki, Beauty Alal the Male Body In Byzantium: Perceptions an Kepresentations 1in Art anı

Text, New 'ork 2009
Eugeniad Russel, Review of Beauty anı the Male Body in: Byzantium: Perceptions an Representations
In Art an Jext, review 907): https://www.history.ac.uk/reviews/review/907.

35 Laourdas, T EyKopıov TOU ÄnunNTtplov XpugoAwpd ELC TOV AYyıOoV AUNTPLOYV, LONVOpLOG TIaAaudc 343
354. hier 354
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rhetorical description of the miracle alludes apparently paintings anı sculptures descrip-
t10NS provided by IL ucian 1in the work mentioned above.

On this ACCOUNLTL have, in OUTL opınıon, sufhcient LTCAaSON atlırm Hungers claim
about the emerging of so-called Lucian renalssance in the late Byzantine decades. At least in
the ASCc of I Jemetrios Chrysoloras this be verified.

C) special Ihe Oration the Miracle Theotokos eV TOLG OÖNYOoLc (Hodegetria
Monastery) contained in Flor. Laur 51 39v-148v

Chrysoloras (Oration the Mirarcle of the Mother of God AL the Monastery of Hodegetria
rCPTESCNLTS the un1que Greek SOUICEC which provides with detailed description ofthe MIraC-
ulous religious procession that took place CVCIY Tuesday in the Krl around of the Hodegetria

In the Byzantine capital. Ihe ritual procession included special Cu during which
the excessively heavy Icon of Iheotokos Hodegetria Was carried the cshoulders of single
Man Chrysoloras takes It for granted that NOT 'VCIN three DACH might be able ralse the 1con
from the ground; hence In the CYCS of OUT wIitness this ven ADPCAaIS clear miracle of
the Mother of God Ihe others detailed have been supplied by foreign
travellers In Constantinople, the ussian Stephen of Novgorod 13559 and the Spanish Pero
Tafur 5th G:) while tony of Novgorod and Maximos Kavsokalyvites relate the ven

clear miracle without goling 1Into details.?°

Theological teaching
Ihe ASPDECL of the Chrysoloras have especially deal with 15 his theological teaching.

It 15 el]] known that [Demetrios Chrysoloras belonged the anti-Latin theological Party.
Ihe works mentioned above (Ihe (‚ontra Latinos which constitutes CONCISsSe rCpOTL of
the Neilos Kavasilas’ refutation of the fzli0que defence of [ )imitrios Cydonis and the Aictitious
dialogue (‚ontra Cydonem whose edition 15 1O prepared by Passiourtidis in London) bear

clear wıitness this fact. But It 1S also ın his Orations, especially in those still unedited,
where before CMCISCS outstanding theological personality that 15 concerned NOT only
with the polemical> but understands combine the rhetoric panegyric features
with deep insights ın theological mMatters the original S1N, the sotereological meanıng of
the Death an the Resurrection of Christ. His AaCCOUNT, hope chow in special
PapcCr, g1ve the opportunity alk about theologian of the DUFrESL Hesychastic-palamitic
tradition, wh. nevertheless understands e]l deal with the Latin theological tradition and
VCI dared COrrect tacıte theological VIeWSs VeCeNn of such theologian of the sacred past
of the Church, Gregory of yssa.

Conclusion
In conclusion 11 discuss the perspectives of OUT research after the completion of

the planned edition.
a) On the basis of Chysoloras’ fervent interest in the Miracle ofTheotokos Aat the Monastery

of Theothokos Hodegetria think ATC justified 4SSUMIC special relation between OUT

Janin, Le Georgraphie ecclesiastique de l’empire byzantin, Premiere partle: Les sieges de
Contstantinople GE le Patriarchat oeCcumMENIQUE, C[OINM 111 Les eglises et les monasteres, Paris 1964,

203-206; c$t. /Kumuned, McTopnaA I1IPDABOCAABHOTO AAOMHHYCC'TBRB: XX V
Moscow 2007, 173
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author and this trenowned Monastery of Constantinople. This suggestion would be FHOTGE
than plausible ACCOUNT, NONC the less, of the famous Scriptorium that functioned in this
IMNONASTETY. I 1s obviously that literary INnan of the Ng of Dimitrios Chrysoloras should
be mostly concerned with the diftusion ofhis literary OUTtDULC; that he found in the Hodegetria
Monasteryss Scriptorium highly specialised team for such PUrDOSC 1S, for OUTL opinion,
beyond All1y doubt But It would be of particular interest investigate INOTEC accurately
the Chrysoloras’ collaboration with the Copylst Joasaph, who Was CopYylst 1in the Scriptiorium
during the time of the literate act1vity of OUTr author. CrOoss-sectlion (of manuscr1pts COD-
ied with certainty by Joasaph could allow by of collation ANE least suggest that
the Escor 164 ea (the maın wıtness of the manuscr1pt tradition of Chrysoloras’ festive
religious Orations deal with) 1 product of Joasaph's scriptorial aCtIVIty.

Moreover, the problem of Chrysoloras’ anclent SOUICCS should be considered
specific question. Beyond ucian's CddC, Chrysoloras aV AG6G6ESS wide NS of
the anclent literature. In addition, 1It should be meaningful seek eventual similarities and
differences concerning the UusSc of anclent SOUICES between Chrysoloras and other scholars of
his days. adequate analysis of this problem could shed INOTE light the wide philological
interests of distinguished intellectual of the ASt Roman Empire iın the last ecades of Its
ex1istence.

C) Another important 1ISsue 15 the presumed pro-Ottoman attitude of Chrysoloras.
Ihe limits of OUT representation do NOt permit relate extensively this highly COIMM-

plex questlon. In this CONTLEXT let make only the followine remark: Although IT CAaNNOL be
disputed that during the last Byzantine decades clear pro-Uttoman Darty had been formed
within the alls of the capital, which also had gained strong popular SuUuDPpPOTT, and despite
the fact that around the Lurn of the 5th CCENTUrY the leading fgure of the pro-Uttomans
Greeks WdsS the nephew and rival of the Emperor Manuel I:E loannes V} with whom
Chrysoloras Was closely associated fırstly iın Selymbria, but also later iın Thessaloniki,
where OE author served loannes his MESAZON, It still remalns obscure it Demeftrios also
shared the pro-Uttoman orlentatıon of his Master and sided with the pro- Iurkish Party.
Neither the interpretation of anuels’ Letter 357 Demetrios proposed by Dennis,? NOr
the suggest1ONSs ofDucellier®® allow include Demetrios on the SUDPDOTTETS of the PIO-
JTurkish policies. As this 1Issue perhaps ll arrıve AT once-and-for conclusion
nevertheless long the critical edition of the whole work of Demeftrios remaılns desidera-
LUM, OIl  ( 18 in position make aAaIıy INOTITEC than week suggest10ns, SIEEGT whatever
insights OMC galns from other SOUICECS

See TIhe Letters of Manuel 11 Palaiologus, Letter 35
Ducellier, Chretiens d’Orient et Islam Moyen Age VIle-XVe siecle, DParis 1966, 400


