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DimiTriOos TH. VACHAVIOLOS

CHURCH UNION AND BALANCE OF POWERS IN LATE ByZANTIUM:
THE TESTIMONY OF GEORGE SPHRANTZES*

The Council of Ferrara-Florence (1438-1439) is a momentous event in the
ecclesiastical history of Late Byzantium, mainly because it was the last joint
attempt to heal Christian division!. Apart from its importance as a historical
ecclesiastical meeting, it is a major event with significant political, cultural,
and social implications. For this reason, this Council not only preoccupied
the ecclesiastical and secular writers of its time, with the latter focusing
primarily on its importance with relation to the imminent Ottoman threat.
Extensive or shorter references and comments on this council are found,
among others, in the works of Doukas? Laonicus Chalcocondyles® and

* A version of this paper was first presented at the 46th Conference of the Greek
Association of Philologists (Corinth, 7-9 November 2019). I am grateful to Professor Emeritus
Apostolos Karpozilos (University of Ioannina) and to the anonymous reviewers for their
invaluable remarks and bibliographic suggestions.

1. For a comprehensive presentation of the literature on the Ferrara-Florence Council,
see La théologie byzantine et sa tradition, eds. C.G. CONTICELLO — V. CONTICELLO, V. II, Turnhout
2002, 468-475 M.-H. BLaNcHET - S. KovLpitz, Le concile de Ferrara-Florence (1438-1439):
mise & jour bibliographique, Medioevo greco 13 (2013), 315-321.

2. Ducas, Istoria Turco-Byzantind (1341-1462), ed. V. GrRecu [Scriptores Byzantini I],
Bucuresti 1958, XXXI, 9, 269-271: 269-271, XXXVI, 4-6: 317-319 [hereafter: Ducas, Istoria
Turco-Byzantind).

3. Laonicus Chalkokondyles, Historiarum Demonstrationes, ed. EuGc. DARrkO, v. I,
Budapest 1922, 1, 5-6, VI, 67-69. Cf. also Laonikos Chalkokondyles, The Histories, v. 1-2,
transl. by A. KarperLus [Dumbarton Oaks Medieval Library], Harvard University Press
2014. For this issue, see also N.G. NikorLoupis, Laonikos Chalkokondyles on the Council of
Florence, ExxAnotaotinds Pdpog 74/2 (1992) n.s. 3, 132-134.

BYZANTINA SYMMEIKTA 31 (2021), 379-400



380 DIMITRIOS TH. VACHAVIOLOS

George Sphrantzes®. Their reports do not contain extensive descriptions
of events during or beyond the scope of the works of the Council. Their
significance lie mainly on the fact that they are valuable testimonies, which
enable us to understand how the Council was received and assessed after
the tragic event of the Fall of Constantinople and the dissolution of the
Christian Roman Empire by contemporary writers who were not members
of ecclesiastical circles. Thus, their reports are based rather on emotional
and political criteria than on theological views and convictions, therefore
offering a completely different view of the Council and consequently the
unifying policy adopted by the emperor John the VIII Palaecologus (1422~
1448) than that given by ecclesiastical writers>.

This paper focuses on George Sphrantzes’ assessment of the Council in
his Chronicle, which was written just a few decades after the Fall in Corfu,
where he had taken refuge. George Sphrantzes, oixetog and secretary of the
emperor Manuel II (1391-1425) and a close associate of the Despot and
later Emperor Constantine XI Palaeologus (1449-1453), wrote a chronicle
covering the period from 1413 to 1477°% The author records in his work,

4. Giorgio Sfranze, Cronaca, ed. R. Marsano [CFHB XXIX], Roma 1990, XXIII, 1-4:
80, 1-29 [hereafter: Sfranze, Cronacal.

5. A first overall approach to this issue was attempted by Dr. Theodora Papadopoulou
in her unpublished paper: “The Council of Ferrara-Florence in the work of four of the
main historiographers of the Fall” at the conference “The Union of Florence (1439-2009)”
(Cluj-Napoca / Klausenburg / Kolozsvér, 22-24 October 2009), which was organized by
the Austrian Academy of Sciences, Institut fiir Byzanzforschung (OAW), Wien and the
Romanian Academy, Center of Transylvanian Studies. I am grateful to Dr. Papadopoulou
for allowing me to consult her unpublished paper.

6. For Georgios Sphrantzes, his Chronicle, and related literature, see M. PHILIPPIDES - W.
K. HANAK, The Siege and the Fall of Constantinople in 1453: Historiography, Topography,
and Military Studies, Farnham - Burlington, VT 2011, 139-192 [hereafter: PHILIPPIDES -
HaNak, The Siege and the Fall]; Apr. KarroziLos, Buavtivoi Iotootxoi xoar Xpovoyodgot,
vol. IV: (130¢ - 150¢ a.), Athens 2015, 571-592 [hereafter: KarroziLos, Bvlavtivoi [otooixoi
xar Xpovoyodgot]; V. DEROCHE, “Sphrantzes, Chronikon: Introduction”, in: Constantinople
1453. Des Byzantins aux Ottomans, eds V. DEROCHE - N. VATIN, Toulouse 2016, 233-235; L.
NEevVILLE, Guide to Byzantine Historical Writing, Cambridge 2018, 302-307; AL. G. C. SAVVIDES,
Buvlavtivo Iotogroyoagino Evéexdatvyo: Zaowos - I[Tpoxomios - Ocopdvns - lodvvng
SxvAitlng xat Svveyiotic - Tewpyros Kedonvos - Miyand WeAdos - Avva Kouvnvip -
Iwdvvng Kivvauos - ©eodwoos Zrovtaptdtns - Iedoyros Xpoavting ZvupoAn yia tovg
LOTOQLOYOAQOVS x0L TNV emoy1] Tovg, Athens 2019, 213-244.
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CHURCH UNION AND BALANCE OF POWERS IN LATE BYZANTIUM 381

based on diary notes that he seems to have kept for several years, events
mainly related to his life, his service in the court and his advancement in the
court hierarchy, which gives this work rather the form of memoir’. He does
not omit, however, to recall important historical events, such as the Ottoman
siege of Constantinople in 14228 the Ottoman occupation of Thessaloniki
(1430)° or the Battle of Varna (1444)', It is surprising that the tragic event
of the Fall is limited to a very short note, even though he witnessed it!l.
After the Fall he served the despot Thomas Palaeologus in the Peloponnese,
before ending up in Corfu, where he was a refugee and homeless, becoming
a monk at the Monastery of Saints Jason and Sosipater in August 14682 He
will remain in this monastery until his death sometime after 1477, when his
chronicle ends'. During the 16th century, the Metropolitan of Monemvasia,
Makarios Melissenos (? - 1585), edited and interpolated the original text,
modifying and adding sections. The result was a completely different version
of the original work known as Chronicon Maius".

Sphrantzes participated in several diplomatic missions and held
various government positions during the last three decades before the Fall.
We would, therefore, expect that an experienced diplomat, such as he, would
reveal enough information about the Council of Union in Italy, as it was
the culmination of the established foreign policy of the last Palaeologan
emperors. The author does not mention, however, nothing more on the
Council beyond the date of departure and return of the Byzantine delegation
and the death of Patriarch Joseph II (1416-1439) and of another Orthodox

7. M. HINTERBERGER, Autobiographische Traditionen in Byzanz [WBS 22], Vienna 1999,
116-121, 331-343.

8. Sfranze, Cronaca, X, 1-2: 22.1-9.

9. Sfranze, Cronaca, XXI, 2: 68.25-26.

10. Sfranze, Cronaca, XXVI, 7. 94.20-21.

11. Sfranze, Cronaca, XXXV, 9: 134.1-6.

12. Sfranze, Cronaca, XLV, 3: 182.25-26. The choice of Sphrantzes to stay at this
monastery resulted in all probability to the fact that his spiritual father, a monk named
Dorotheos, fled there together with other Byzantine officials and aristocrats after the Fall (M.
ANcoLD, Memoirs, confessions and apologies: the last chapter of Byzantine autobiography,
BMGS 37:2 (2013), 212 [hereafter: ANGoLD, Memoirs, confessions and apologies).

13. Sfranze, Cronaca, XLVIII, 1-4: 194.1-196.4.

14. On the Chronicon Maius and related bibliography, see PuiLippiDES - HaNAK, The
Siege and the Fall, 146-151; KarroziLos, Bulavtivoi Iotopixol xat Xpovoyodgot, 580-588.
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382 DIMITRIOS TH. VACHAVIOLOS

hierarch in Italy". This is understandable since Sphrantzes was then serving
the despot, and later emperor Constantine Palacologus when Byzantine and
Latin diplomats were working to organize the Council of Union. For this
reason, he played no part in the negotiations that led to its convening. It is
also known that he was not included in the large Byzantine delegation that
participated in the Council®. It is reasonable, therefore, to record nothing
more on an issue in which he had no involvement, even indirect, limiting
himself to the calendar entry of the departure and return of the Byzantine
delegation from Italy'”.

This, however, did not prevent him from expressing his sharp criticism
against the policy adopted by Emperor John VIII towards the Union of the
Churches'®. This criticism unfolds in response to the objections he expressed
towards the Council, which he characterizes as unnecessary'. Sphrantzes
hastens, however, to clarify that he does not disagree with the convening
of such a council on account of dogmatic criteria, his objections remaining
on the fact that this council provoked Ottoman aggression?. The author’s
stance stems from the fact that he is unable to understand the significance
and function of the dogmatic differences of the two Christian traditions.

15. Sfranze, Cronaca, XXIII, 1: 80. 1-5; XXIV, 4: 86.15-19.

16. Although Sphrantzes provides no autobiographical information for the time during
which the Council convened beyond the birth of his eldest son (Sfranze, Cronaca, XXIV, 2:
86. 6-7), it is clear that he remained in Constantinople near Constantine Palacologus, who
had assumed the duties of regent until John VIII returned from Italy.

17. It should be noted, however, that the author of Chronicon Maius makes an extensive
account of the arrival of the Byzantine delegation in Venice and then in Ferrara immediately
after the recording of the departure of the Byzantine mission to Italy. (Pseudo-Phrantzes:
Macarie Melissenos, Chronica 1258-1481, ed. V. Grecu, Georgios Sphrantzes, Memorii
1401-1477 [Scriptores Byzantini V], Bucuresti 1966, XIII, 13 - XVI, 5. 322.13 - 332.5).
It is quite possible that the author used at this point an unknown but definitely related
source to the Chronicle of Pseudo-Dorotheos [E. N. AMoiripou, H editio princeps (1577) twv
EAnvixav Tloaxtixdv tng Svvodov Peppdoas - Phwoevtias: Iepryoapn - Avddoon -
Emifiwon, Thessaloniki 2012, 94-95; KarroziLos, Bviavtivoi Iotopixoi xat Xpovoyodgot,
584-586].

18. Sfranze, Cronaca, XXIII: 80, 4 - 86, 2.

19. Sfranze, Cronaca, XXI11, 1: 80.4-5: ...510 thv uehetnbeioav (¢ un dpele) ovvodov.

20. Sfranze, Cronaca, XXIII, 2: 80.6: Kai ov Aéyw to0t0o S1t T TiS ExxAnoiag
doyuarta... See also n. 27 and 64 below.

BYZANTINA SYMMEIKTA 31 (2021), 379-400



CHURCH UNION AND BALANCE OF POWERS IN LATE BYZANTIUM 383

Doctrinal differences are treated by him as specialized aspects of religious
faith that can be judged only by clerics and expert theologians, who have the
necessary training and knowledge?'. What is important for the author is the
fact that the Orthodox doctrine is an element of his own cultural heritage
that he received from his forefathers and no one can deny either its antiquity
or its good effect??. However, no one can dispute the similar character of
the Latin doctrine®. The evidence of dogmatic heterogeneity of the two
Christian traditions is nothing more than alternative ways of approaching
the common Christian truth, as implied by the allegorical story of the
alternative access roads to the Church of Hagia Sophia that follows in his
historical narration?’. Nevertheless, Sphrantzes points out that he chooses to
remain faithful to the tradition he has received and is more familiar to him,
without opposing anyone who chooses to join the Latin doctrine®. He also
points out that he does not oppose the prospect of ecclesiastical union, for
which he declares that he is ready to sacrifice even one of his eyes®.
Despite Sphrantzes is ready to sacrifice even one of his eyes for the
sake of the union of the Churches, he completely disagrees with the decision
of John VIII Palaeologus to participate in this specific council of Union.
He believes that the Byzantine participation in such a council was a wrong
political move, as it provoked Ottoman aggression and consequently the
violent overthrow of the Empire?®’. The author, in other words, believes that

21. Sfranze, Cronaca, XXIII, 2: 80.6-7: ...taUta yao mag dAlois é600noav xpiveobat .

22. Sfranze, Cronaca, XXIII, 2: 80.7-9: ... éuot & doxel 1 matotxny wov dwadoyn tis
TiOTEWS, %Al GTL 0OVOETOTE TAOA TIVOS TV TOT UEQOVS EXEIVOV T[XOVIX OTL TO UMDV XAKOV,
GAAG 2OV %Ol GOYQTOV...

23. Sfranze, Cronaca XXIII, 2: 80.9-10: ... %l 10 éxeivwv 0V xaxov, GAALL xaAOV.

24. Sfranze, Cronaca, XXIII, 3: 80.11-23.

25. Stranze, Cronaca, XXIII, 3: 80.19-23: ... uet €ionvns xal &ydans Améoxeobe »aAdg
gig ™v Aylav Zopiav 6mobev fovleobe éym O& mdlv OEAmw Si€pxeobal dua Tiig 0dov, BV
ol ued tu@v ToAUV Tiva xo0vov Sinoxounv xail xeAnv avthy xal xoQ’ DUV xal TV
TOOYOVMY UOU UOQTVQOVUEVNY Xl OLEQYOUEVNYV .

26. Sfranze, Cronaca, XXIII, 4: 80.26-27: ... fi0sha yoio vér eixe yevelv xadds Evwoig
TOV EXxANOLOV nal VA ue ELeLTeV 6 €ic TV 0QOAAMDY UOV ...

27. Sfranze, Cronaca, XXIII, 4: 80.26-29: ... GAAd St 10 St v xal atitn 1 Tig
ovvodov dovAeia aitio uia xal TOWTN ®al UeYAAN €ic TO v yévntal 1 xato i [T0Aews
TV AOELOV EPOSOS Xl GO TAUTNY TAALY 1) TOALOQ®IC XAl 1] alyualwoia xal ToLavTy
xal TooaUuTy ovu@popd udv. See also notes 20 and 64.
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384 DIMITRIOS TH. VACHAVIOLOS

the Ottomans took the proclaimed unity as an act of provocation that forced
them to preemptively strike Constantinople, before the Holy See would urge
the European powers to assist militarily the Byzantine authorities against
them, after overcoming the issue of division between the two Churches. This
view is justified by the relevant advice that Emperor Manuel 11 Palaeologus
gave to his son and future successor on how to act on the issue of Church
union.

The advice is presented by Sphrantzes through a discussion that the old
emperor had with the then young co-emperor, John VIII Palaeologus, in the
presence of the author?, It is not known whether this discussion is a literary
invention of Sphrantzes, to capture his thoughts, or whether it is a discussion
that actually took place at some point between the two men. If the two men
had such a conversation, it took place at some point after the unfortunate
attempt by young John to oppose the rise of Murad II (1421 - 1444 and 1446
- 1451) to the Ottoman throne (1421), despite his father’s reservations®.
Based on this evidence, it has been argued that this discussion took place
during the autumn of 1422, when the papal envoy Antonio da Massa (?-1435)
was in Constantinople promoting the unification negotiations*. Emperor

28. Sfranze, Cronaca, XXIII, 5-6: 82.1-15.

29. Sfranze, Cronaca, XXIII, 7. 82.25-27: ... mpoeidov yap xal T0s EVOUUNoeELS avToT
xal o 880Eake naropOhoal ué TOv Movotapay, xal eidov xal ¢ TEA) TOV #aT00OWUATOV
eic Tl #ivéuvov uag épepov. On this issue, see S. CELIK, Manuel 11 Palaiologos (1350-1425).
A Byzantine Emperor in a Time of Tumult, New York 2021, 355 ff [hereafter: CELIK, Manuel
IT Palaiologos).

30. JW. BARKER, Manuel II Palaeologus (1391-1425): A study in Late Byzantine
Statesmanship, New Brunswick - New Jersey 1969, 329-331 [hereafter: BARKER, Manuel IT
Palaeologus]- Cu. DEnDRINOS, Reflections on the failure of the Union of Florence, Annuarium
Historiae Conciliorum 39 (2007), 123; CeLIK, Manuel II Palaiologos, 361. On the mission
of Antonio da Massa to Constantinople during the autumn of 1422, see V. LAURENT, Les
preliminaires du concile de Florence: Les neuf articles du pape Martin V et la réponse
du patriarche Joseph II (Octobre 1422), REB 20 (1962), 10-23 [hereafter: LAURENT, Les
préliminaires]; J. GiLr, The Council of Florence, Cambridge 1959, 33-36 [hereafter: GiLr, The
Council of Florence]; BARKER, Manuel II Palaeologus, 327-329; K.M. SErTON, The Papacy
and the Levant (1204-157 1) [Memoirs of the American Philosophical Society 127], v. II: The
Fifteenth Century, Philadelphia 1978, 42-44 [hereafter: SETTON, The Papacy and the Levant];
N.D. Savvopouros, Avatodn xat Avon otnv tedlevtaia tovs ovvdavinon. H ovyxinon g
Svvodov Peppdpas - Prweevriac [Bvloviwi Toaupateion 10], Athens 2009, 143-154
[hereafter: SavvorouLos, AvatoA xat Avon).
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CHURCH UNION AND BALANCE OF POWERS IN LATE BYZANTIUM 385

Manuel II, who was his main interlocutor, was confined to bed after a stroke
that left him partly paralyzed just two weeks after the envoy’s arrival®.
Thus, the papal envoy met with John the VIII, who, together with Patriarch
Joseph II, requested that the unification negotiations be postponed®. It
seems, therefore, that the formation of the Byzantine authorities’ response
to Antonio da Massa was the reason for this discussion.

Manuel II advises John to raise the issue of an ecclesiastical union from
time to time, especially when he needs to intimidate the Ottomans, as the
latter believed that the Holy See would urge European forces to campaign
against them in the event of a union of the Orthodox Church with the Roman
Catholic®. At the same time, however, he advised him never to materialize
this ecclesiastical union, as the Byzantine Churchmen would never accept
to be united with the Latin Church as long as it refused to return to the pre-
Schismatic state*’. The denial of the Byzantine clergy to comply with the
imposed imperial principles on Church unity would cause “worse division”
(xetpov oxioua) and conflict among his subjects at a critical moment for
the survival of the Empire®. This advice displeased the future monarch, who
silently left the room, prompting the rather interesting comment from the
old emperor that his successor could not comprehend that the Empire was

31. Memoirs of Sylvester Syropoulos, ed. V. LAURENT, Les “Memoires” du Grand
Ecclésiarque de I'Eglise de Constantinople Sylvestre Syropoulos sur le concile de Florence
(1438-1439) [Concilium Florentinum Documenta et Scriptores, series B, vol. IX], Roma
1971, 11, 11: 112. 17-19 [hereafter: Syropoulos, Memoires]: O 6¢ Paoidevs mepinéntmwne
voofuatt quain&iag, étt mapovrog éviatba 100 Avtwviov, xal EXELTO VOOMV ETL TOEIC
EyyLoTa EViaUTOUS xal EYEVETO EyxQaTNS TiiS AOXTS O Viog avTol O faoidevs o Todvyng
0 IMadaroroyog... On Manuel’s illness, see CELIK, Manuel II Palaiologos, 359.

32. LAURENT, Les préliminaires, 10-23- GiLL, The Council of Florence, 35; SETTON, The
Papacy and the Levant, 42; SAvwoPOULOS, AvatoAn xat Avon, 152, 155.

33. Sfranze, Cronaca, XXXII, 5: 82.4-8: ...vi€ pov, fefains xai GAnbog émotdusOa
Ex UEONGS TTIG XaPOLaS aVT@V 61 TV ACELDY OTL TOALL TOVS QOPETL, Ul CUUPOVIOWUEY %Al
Evlauev ue tovs Podyxovs Exovv 10 Yoo 0T, AV TOUTO YEVNTOL, OEAEL YEVETY UEYQ TL
HOXOV €IS AVTOVS T TOV TiiS AVoews XotoTiavav S’ Nuag.

34. Sfranze, Cronaca, XXXII, 6: 82.10-13: .. 10 6¢ va moujons avthv, undev
EmyelpLo0f)c avTo, S10TL 0VOEV BAETW TOVS NUETEQOVS BTL ELOLY GEUOSLOL TOOS TO EVQETV
TIVQL TOOTTOV EVWDOEWS XAl ELONVNG %Al Ouovoiag, GAX OTL V& TOUS ETLOTOEYOVV €IS TO VA
gouev wg Gxmoev.

35. Sfranze, Cronaca, XXXII, 6: 82.13-15: Tovtov 6¢ advvarov Evios oxedov,
@ofoiiuat ul xal xelpov oxioua YEVNTaL, ol (60U ATEORETAOONUEY €IS TOVS GOEPETS.
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386 DIMITRIOS TH. VACHAVIOLOS

in such a state that it no longer needed an emperor (faoiAetvc) but a steward
(oixovouoc)*.

Emperor Manuel II’s advice to his young co-emperor on how to handle
the issue of ecclesiastical union with the West essentially sums up the policy
pursued by him on this issue. The pre-eminent objective of Manuel II’s
diplomacy does not differ essentially from that of his father, Emperor John
V, which looked to western help for the survival of the Empire®. For this
reason, Manuel II embarked on a long and arduous journey to the most
important courts of Western Europe, personally soliciting for military
assistance against the Ottoman threat., The Emperor, however, avoided
during the long tour in the western courtyards, to put the question for
the union of the two Churches, something that had been unsuccessfully
attempted by his predecessor®. This, of course, makes an impression, given
that Manuel had previously been involved in such negotiations with the Holy
See in an attempt to protect Thessaloniki from the Ottoman threat during
its rule by him (1382-1387)*. Apparently, the unsuccessful development of

36. Sfranze, Cronaca, XXXII, 7: 82.16-22: Tov 6¢ paciiéws, ws édo&e, un deSauévov
TOV A0YoV TOU TATEOS AVTOT, UNOEV ELTHV, AVAOTAS GTNADE. XAl ULXQOV TUVVOUS YEYOVOS
O uoxaiTNg %ol Golduos Tatho avTol, EuPAEPas mpog éue 0piler « 0 BaciAevs O Viog wov
VL uev apuodLog PaotAevs, ov ToD TaEOVTOS 8¢ ®aLPOD. PAETEL YOO XAl POOVET eV Xl
Towatita, oia of xawpol &gonlov Tic ebnueoiac TV TEOYOVWV MUMV. Gul OHUEQOV, dS AV
wapaxolovBoiow gic Nuags t& modyuata, ov Bactiéa OEAeL 1) NUOY Gox1, GAL 0ixOVOUOV... .

37. On the aims and expectations of the policy adopted by John V Palaeologus on
this issue, see V. VARMAZI - NERANTZI, To Bvldvtio xar n Avon (1354-1369). Svupolri
OTNY LOTOQIO. TWV TEMDTWV YOoOvwV TNs uovoxpatopias tov Iwdavvn E- IlalaioAdyou,
Thessaloniki 1993; Osk. HaLEck1, Un empereur de Byzance a Rome: vingt ans de travail pour
l'union des églises et pour la défence del’Empire d’Orient, 1355-1375 [Travaux historiques
de la Société des Sciences et des Lettres de Varsovie 3], Warszawa 1930; J. GiLL, Byzantium
and the Papacy 1198-1400, New Jersey 1979, 208-229. For the policy pursued by Manuel
II Palaeologus on this issue, see BARKER, Manuel II Palaeologus, 123-385; J. HARRIS, The
End of Byzantium, New Haven 2010, 46-102 [hereafter: Harris, The End of Byzantium];
FL. LEONTE, Imperial Visions of Late Byzantium. Manuel II Palaiologos and Rhetoric in
Purple, Edinburgh 2020, 242-243 [hereafter: LEONTE, Imperial Visions]; CELIK, Manuel II
Palaiologos, 238 ff.

38. BARKER, Manuel II Palaeologus, 123-385; Harris, The End of Byzantium, 46-102;
CELIK, Manuel 11 Palaiologos, 238 ff.

39. BARKER, Manuel II Palaeologus, 330-331; CELIK, Manuel II Palaiologos, 213 ff.

40. For the negotiations in which the Manuel had been involved as governor of
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CHURCH UNION AND BALANCE OF POWERS IN LATE BYZANTIUM 387

these negotiations forced the then young Manuel to realize the problems and
weaknesses of such a policy*. He, moreover, possessed sound theological
knowledge that enabled him to refute the Latin beliefs*? as can be seen, inter
alios, from the lengthy treatise on the procession of the Holy Spirit he wrote
during his stay in the French capital in response to a Latin tract on the same
subject presented to him by an anonymous Latin scholar®. Nevertheless,
Manuel did not rule out the possibility of restoring ecclesiastical unity with
the Latin tradition, when ecclesiastical and theological people in Paris asked
him about this. Even then, however, he sets a precondition for the convening
of a joint ecclesiastical council, where the disputed issues would be discussed
in an atmosphere of sincerity and free theological dialogue*.

Later, however, he decided to raise again the issue of ecclesiastical
union, with the obvious expectation that only in this way would he be able
to secure the support of the Holy See for the organizing of a crusade against
the Ottomans. This effort became more complicated by the Great Schism
that had plagued the Latin Church since 1378%. The simultancous presence
of two elected popes, one in Rome and one in Avignon, were problematic
since the western kingdoms were divided by the recognition of one of the
two papal authorities*®, Nevertheless, Emperor Manuel II did not hesitate to

Thessaloniki, see G.T. DEnnis, The Reign of Manuel 1I Palaeologus in Thessalonica, 1382-
1387 [OCA 159], Roma 1960, 132-150; CeLik, Manuel II Palaiologos, 107.

41. BARKER, Manuel II Palaeologus, 330; CELIK, Manuel 11 Palaiologos, 107.

42. For a comprehensive presentation of the theological writing activity of Manuel
IT Palaeologus, see S. LamProU, O avtoxpdtwo Mavovil B” IMaiaitoAdyos ws Beoroyos.
Svupoin otnv IaraitoAoyeia Toauuateia, Thessaloniki 2011.

43. Cu. DENDRINOS, An annotated critical edition (editio princeps) of Emperor Manuel
1I Palaeologus’ treatise ‘On the Procession of the Holy Spirit’, PhD thesis, Royal Holloway,
University of London, 1996. On this treatise of Emperor Manuel II, see CELIK, Manuel 11
Palaiologos, 234 ff.

44. Cr. DENDRINOS, Manuel 11 Palaeologus in Paris (1400-1402): Theology, Diplomacy,
and Politics, in: Greeks, Latins, and Intellectual History, 1204-1500, eds M. HINTERBERGER
- CH. ScHABEL [Bibliotheca 11], Leuven - Paris - Walpole, MA 2011, 409 ff; CELIK, Manuel
11 Palaiologos, 240-242.

45. M.A. Rvan, Byzantium, Islam, and the Great Western Schism, in: A Companion
to the Great Western Schism (1378-1417), eds J. RoLLo-KOsTER & TH. M. Izsicki [Brill’s
companions to the Christian tradition 17], Leiden - Boston 2009, 201 ff.

46. For the Great Schism that afflicted the Roman Catholic Church between the years
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make this request initially to Pope Innocent VII (1404-1406)*" and then at
the Council of Constance (1414-1418)*. Even then, however, he did not show
the slightest intention to accept the subjugation of the Byzantine Church
to the Latin Church, as was persistently demanded by the Pope. Instead,
Emperor Manuel II counter proposed that ecclesiastical union could only
come from convening a joint Church council where controversial issues
would be discussed in an honest climate and free theological dialogue*. In
this way, the Emperor harmonized with the Byzantine ecclesiastical circles,
which, united around the Patriarchate, persistently rejected, throughout the
late Byzantine period, any plan of a union that would not be based on free
and open Christian discourse on equal terms®. These circles were convinced
that the Latins would undoubtedly be persuaded by the Orthodox teachings
and interpretation of the Scriptural and Patristic evidence and would
return to the state of the Church before the Schism?3!. Such a possibility,
however, seemed quite unlike since the Holy See persistently refused to
discuss any point of its dogmatic position and ecclesiastical supremacy>>
Thus, a possible ecclesiastical union could only take place under political
pressure, which would inevitably provoke the reaction of most clergymen,

1378-1417, see the studies included in the volume: A Companion to the Great Western
Schism (1378-1417) [as in previous note].

47. G.T. Dennis, Official documents of Manuel 1T Palaeologus, Byz. 41 (1971), no 23.

48. R.-J. LoENERTZ, Les dominicains byzantins Théodore et André Chrysoberges et les
négociations pour I'union des églises grecque et latine de 1415-1430, Archivum Fratrum
Praedicatorum 9 (1939), 23-29; J. GiLL, Byzantium and the Papacy, 1198-1400, 20-21;
SETTON, The Papacy and the Levant, 39-41.

49. J. BoosaMRrA, The Byzantine notion of the “Ecumenical Council” in the Fourteenth
Century”, BZ 80:1, 72 ff [hereafter: The Byzantine notion].

50. ARr. Parabpakis - J. MEYENDORFF, The Christian East and the rise of the Papacy.
The Church 1071-1453 A.D. [The Church in History IV], Crestwood, NY 1994, 385-386
[hereafter: PapapAKIS - MEYENDORFF, The Christian East].

51. LEoNTE, Imperial Visions, 42-45. 1t is remarkable what is written by the patriarch
Neilos Kerameas (1380-1388) to Pope Urban VI (1378-1389), in September 1384, regarding
this issue: ... xal Nuels yap Alav amodeyoueba Ty eionvny xal TV EVOOLY TOV EXXANOLDV,
TNV va yévnrau, xabog 0EAeL 6 Od¢ nal »abic nv xal o ToT oyiouatoc ... (MM 11, 87).

52. On the Papacy’s denial of the Byzantine proposal to convene a general council
to discuss the differences between the two Churches, see PapaDAKIS - MEYENDORFF, The
Christian East, 385-389.
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including monastics, who would vigorously oppose such an effort and call
on the faithful to reject it at all costs. In this way, internal unity would
be disrupted in such a critical moment, as it actually happened after the
convening of the Ferrara-Florence Council®,

Nevertheless, John VIII persistently insisted on the necessity of a joint
ecclesiastical council, as he knew that the prospect of the Union of the
Churches terrified the Ottomans®. Although modern Ottoman sources make
no mention of these negotiations and the dangers posed to their state, it is
clear that the Ottomans realized that their successful outcome would lead
to the organization of a crusade against them®>. This is evident mainly from
the relevant testimony of the anonymous author of an Ottoman chronicle
describing the Hungarian-Turkish wars of 1443-1444%%, The unknown author
presents Emperor John VIII agreeing with the Pope to organize a crusade
against the Ottomans at the Council of Ferrara - Florence, which according
to him, was the cause of the Hungarian-Turkish wars that followed”. The
observations of the Ottoman chronicler allow us to interpret the Ottoman
reactions caused by the participation of the Byzantines in the Council
These reactions also handed down by Sylvestros Syropoulos, range from the
Ottoman counter-proposals for financial support to the thought of a siege

53. On the popular reactions in Constantinople to the signing of the Florentine decree
by the Byzantine delegation, see G.E. DEmacorouLos, The popular reception of the Council of
Florence in Constantinople 1439-1453, St Viadimir's Theological Quarterly 43 (1999), 37-53.

54. Sfranze, Cronaca, XXII1, 5-6: 82.4-11: ...vi€ uov, fefaiwg xai aAnbis éxiotducba
&x uéong tig xaedias avT@v 61 TOV AOELOV OTL TOAAL TOVS QOPET, U] CUUPOVIOWUEY
xal Evolauey ué tovs Podyrovs Exovv to ya 0tiL, Av T00TO YEVNTAL, OEAEL YEVETYV UEyQ
TL %axOV €lg QUTOVS mapd 1@V ThHS Avoews Xototiavdv St quds. Aotwov 10 TeQl TiS
oUVOOOU, UEAETA UEV aUTO XAl GvaxdTwVe, xal udiod dtav éyxelg yoeiav tiva gofioatl
TOVS GOEPEls.

55. EL. A. Zacuariapou, The Ottomans, the Greek Orthodox Church and the perils
of the Papacy, in: Sylvester Syropoulos on Politics and Culture in the Fifteenth-Century
Mediterranean. Themes and Problems in the Memoirs, Section IV, eds F. KonpyLl - V.
ANDRIOPOULOU - EIR. PANOU - M.B. CUNNINGHAM [Birmingham Byzantine and Ottoman
Studies 16], Farnham - Burlington 2014, 23-29 [hereafter: Zacuariapou, The Ottomans, the
Greek Orthodox Church and the perils].

56. For this chronicle, see To Xpovixd twv Ovyyootovoxixdv ToAduwv (1443-
1444), Greek trans. G. A1vaLI - EL. ZACHARIADOU — ANT. X ANTHINAKIS, Herakleio 2005, 23 ff.

57. Xoovixo twv Ovyyootovoxixdv IToAéuwv [as in previous note], 88-91.
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of Constantinople®®. These reactions were intended, without succeeding,
discourage and prevent the Byzantines from actively pursuing the success
of the union at the Council®.

The advice of the elderly emperor displeased young John, who departed
in deep thought and silence from this meeting. The future Emperor actively
invested in the union of the Churches to secure military assistance from
the Latin West. For this reason, his diplomatic activity focused almost
exclusively on the issue of the union of the Churches, thus continuing
the initiative that had been inaugurated by his father at the Council of
Constance. According to Joseph Gill, who devoted much of his research in
studying in detail the Council of Ferrara-Florence from a Roman Catholic
perspective, the unifying efforts of John VIII, in contrast to those of his
predecessor, are driven by a real zeal to bridge the gap between the two
Christian traditions®. The growing Ottoman pressure, moreover, leave
him no other option, especially after the disappointing expectation for
military help from Venice and mainly from Hungary®. The particular
conditions prevailing in the Latin Church after the Great Schism (1378
-1417) particularly favored the emperor’s unifying efforts, allowing him
to negotiate for the first time on equal terms. This was based on discord
that divided the Latin Church between defenders of papal supremacy and
conciliarists in the 15th century. Both Pope Martin IV (1417-1431) and his
successor, Eugene IV (1431-1447), in contrast to their predecessors, had
been restricted in their jurisdiction and consequently the Byzantine plan for
convening a general council to discuss the important problem of Christian
division was no longer considered undesired or indeed unattainable®. The

58. Syropoulos, Memoires, 111, 21: 182, 14-16. Let us also note that Doukas gives
relevant information with the difference, that the emperor John VIII sought, according to
him, to reassure the Ottoman concerns just after returning from Italy, and thus he sent to the
Sultan a delegation assuring him that the Emperor’s trip to Italy was not aimed at organizing
a crusade against them, but at resolving dogmatic differences with the Roman Catholics
(Ducas, Istoria Turco-Byzantind, XXXI, 8 269. 22-29).

59. ZacHariapou, The Ottomans, the Greek Orthodox Church and the perils, 24.

60. GiLL, The Council of Florence, 88, n. 2.

61. D.M. NicoL, The Last Centuries of Byzantium, 126 1-1453, Cambridge University
Press, 21993, 351 ff.

62. BoojaMraA, The Byzantine notion, 72 ff.
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persistent Byzantine demand for the convening of an ecumenical council
was finally accepted, and Emperor John VIII took part in the works, playing
an important role in persuading the Byzantine delegation to sign the Decree
of Union, with the notable exception of Mark Eugenikos (ca 1392-1444),
who refused to add his signature thus becoming the champion of the anti-
unionist party, as well as George Scholarios (ca 1400 - ca 1472), Georgios
Gemistos (ca 1355-1452) and Demetrius Palaeologus (1407-1470), who had
left Florence soon after the death of Patriarch Joseph (10.VI.1439), in order
to avoid signing the Decree®.

According to Sphrantzes, Emperor Manuel II believed that the suc-
cessful completion of the negotiations on the Union of Churches would
provoke Ottoman aggression because the Ottomans would take the union
of the Churches as a provocative and disconcerting move, leading to a
preemptive strike against Constantinople before the arrival of any sizable help
from the West®. That is why Manuel IT advises John VIII to raise the issue of
union in case of danger, but never to proceed with the union negotiations®.
Sphrantzes, in particular, insists on confirming the correctness of this
advice, recording how Sultan Murad II reacted when he was informed that
Emperor John VIII intended to proceed with the unification negotiations
and to participate in a unification council in Italy. The author describes
in some detail both the sultan’s cunning counterproposal for financial aid
towards the emperor, even in private affairs, provided that he canceled his
participation in the council and as well as the Ottoman plans for the siege
of Constantinople, for a forced return of the emperor from Italy®. Similar

63. For the role played by Emperor John VIII Palaiologos in the Council, see J. GILL,
John VIII Palaeologus. A Character Study, in: Silloge byzantina in onore di Silvio Giuseppe
Mercati [SBN 9], Rome 1957, 152-170; S. Korpirz, Johannes VIII. Palaiologos und das
Konzil von Ferrara - Florenz (1438/39): das byzantinische Kaisertum im Dialog mit dem
Westen [Monographien zur Geschichte des Mittelalters 60], v. I, Stuttgart 2013, 286 ff; J.
N.Van SickLE, Re-evaluating the Role of Emperor John VIII in the Failed Union of Florence,
The Journal of Ecclesiastical History. 68:1 (2017), 49-54.

64. Sfranze, Cronaca, XXIII, 5: 82. 4-8 cited in n. 54 See also n. 20 and 27.

65. Sfranze, Cronaca XXIII, 6: 82. 9-11 cited in n. 54.

66. Sfranze, Cronaca, XXIII, 8 82. 1-7: ... wg éotdOn, iva amwéAOn gic thv ovvodov,
E0TAAN €I TOV GUNOAYV ATOXOLOLAOLOS AVOQOVIXOS O “laypos dnAdoat ToUTo TEOS EXETVOV
WS TAYQ PIAOV %Al AOEAQOYV. XAKEIVOS ATEAOYNOATO, BT «OVOEV UOL PAIVETAUL XAAOV VL
Udyn va xomidon T1o000ToV kol va €5001don xal T va xeQdioN; 100V Y, xal Eav Exn
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information arises from the memoirs of Sylvester Syropoulos®”. This evidence
not only confirms the credibility of Sphrantzes but strongly supports the
basis of his arguments, as it is very likely that he recorded events that were
pretty much known mainly in the court officials who probably were the
audience he had in mind when he wrote his chronicle.

The decision of Emperor John VIII to participate in a council of Union
is interpreted by Sphrantzes as lack of political realism on his part. This
interpretation is expressed through the rather interesting comment made
by his father-Emperor after John departed from the discussion on how to
handle the vital issue of the ecclesiastical union. Manuel II considers that his
successor was unable to realize that the Empire is now in such a state that
no longer -as already stated- needs an emperor (BaotAevc) but a steward
(oixovouoc)®. The difference between an emperor and a steward lies in the
perception by the elderly emperor of the degree of independence they had,
to implement their decisions®. The awareness of the limited possibilities
that his successor had, in his opinion, is an example of political realism that
characterized him, as his advice for a policy of fine diplomatic balances
towards both the Ottomans and the West perceived as mutual deterrents.
The Emperor Manuel II is presented as a wise monarch that embodies the
standard of an Orthodox and pragmatic ruler who was convinced that the

xo€iav xai aompdv 61" €Eodov xal eioodnua xal GALo Tt mEOS Oepameiav avTov, ETOLUOS
giut va tov Bepamevon.

67. Syropoulos, Memoires, 111, 21: 182. 11-16: Tod yap Aoav xvo Ilaviov mpéofews
oTaAEVTOC TOTE TEOC TOV Auvedv, eimov avtd oi Pebiordec: Ti &vi 1O natemelyov TOV
Paoidéa xai améoyetal mpog Tovs Aativovs; Ei Exel iva avdyxny, eindtm tavtny, xai O
avOévtng Bepamevoel TaUTNV- XOETTOVA Beoameiay eV0N0EL GO TOT AVOEVTOV TOQd GO
TV Aativov, xal TAEOV CUUQEQEL TM LACIAET 1] pLAia TOTU Auvod fimep 1) TV AATiVoy.
Hapaitnodofw ovv v mpd¢ Aativove armodnuiav xal evofoel Smep dv ntijon maod
00 avO€vTouv. Let it be noted, also, that Doucas notes a respective delegation to the Sultan
but after the return of the emperor from Italy (Ducas, Istoria Turco-Byzantind, XXXI, 8:
269.22-29).

68. Sfranze, Cronaca, XXIII, 7: 82 16-22 cited in n. 36.

69. T. Kiousopourou, Baotdets 17 Owxovouog. Ioittixn eEovoia xat tdeoroyia mowv
™mv Adlwon, Abfjva 2007, 187-188 [hereafter: KiousorouLou, Baoidevs 1] Otxovouog). For a
different interpretation of Manuel II’s words on the basis of management of public finances,
see K.-P. MATSCHKE, Die Schlacht bei Ankara und das Schicksal von Byzanz. Studien zur
spdtbyzantinischen Geschichte zwischen 1402 und 1422, Weimar 1981, 220 ff.
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survival of the Empire can only be accomplished solely by maintaining the
balance of power, both externally and internally. This required on one hand
good knowledge of western politics and ecclesiastical power and priorities
as well Ottoman plans and insecurities, and on the other hand the realities,
divisions and prospects within Byzantine Church and society. He understood,
therefore, that the repeated calls for the Ecumenical Council of Union were
the only way to secure balance and valuable time in international politics.
At the same time he was well aware that this issue, if it progressed, could
become a major cause of discord among his subjects at a critical time for
the survival of the Empire. For this reason, skillful diplomatic manoeuvres
were required to secure or at least prolong the future of the Empire. These
diplomatic manoeuvres could only be successfully carried out by a prudent
and realistic statesman, such as Manuel II, but not by a monarch who
would lack grasp the harsh realities and pursued an ambitious plan for the
restoration of the former prestige of the Empire, such as John VIII.

The latter opted for this very reason to defy the advice of his
experienced father-Emperor and proceed with the unifying negotiations.
This option however overturned balances that had been achieved thanks
to the intelligent and diplomatic manipulations of his predecessor, causing
the violent fall of the Empire sixteen years later. The repeated appeals of
Emperor Manuel II for the convening of a unifying council brought about
the Ferrara - Florence Council only because his young and inexperienced
son and successor avoided maintaining these balances. According to
Sphrantzes, this is explained by the fact that Emperor John VIII was unable
to realize the limited possibilities he had. The political choices, therefore, of
Emperor John VIII are ultimately those that caused the Fall and not those
of his predecessor. In this way, however, Sphrantzes dispenses Emperor
Manuel II from any criticism he may have received on his unifying policy or
from those Byzantine aristocrats and officials who had taken refuge in the
West after the Fall”’. The responsibility is now shifted to Emperor John VIII,

70. ANcGoLp, Memoirs, confessions and apologies, 213. It should also be noted that
the author tries to clear the memory of Constantine XI Palaeologus from such accusations
with quite a touching note which exaggerates the agonized efforts of the last emperor for
the salvation of the besieged Constantinople and shifts the responsibility for the Fall to
the European and Balkan forces who did not care to provide military assistance when was
desperately needed [Sfranze, Cronaca, XXVI, 1-14: 136.6-142.14].

BYZANTINA SYMMEIKTA 31 (2021), 379-400



394 DIMITRIOS TH. VACHAVIOLOS

who insisted that the unification negotiations proceed in a way that suited
the old prestige of the imperial institution rather than the bitter reality’..
The union was finally proclaimed, with virtually no tangible results,
apart from that campaign that ended in the defeat of Varna (1444)72The
declared union did not provide any substantial assistance to besieged
Constantinople. Sphrantzes points out with particular rigor that the
Christians of other countries did little to help Constantinople, ignoring even
the dangers that layed ahead for them if Constantinople eventually fell to the
Ottomans™. The first on his list is the Despot of Serbia, Djuradj Brankovi¢
(1377-1456), who did not refuse to act as an intermediary in the peace
agreement between the Hungarians and the Turks, although that would have
at least delayed the attack on Constantinople’. The Serbian Despot did not
realize that once the head is removed, the limbs perish too. Not even the
Venetians helped, particularly due to Francesco Foscari (1373-1457), who
had personal motives’. There was also no help from the Church of Rome,
despite the fact that the Union had been officially proclaimed almost six
months before the Fall’. But neither the Emperor of Trebizond nor the
ruler of Georgia were willing to help the besieged Constantinople”. The
Hungarians only seem to have intimidated the Ottomans but to no avail’.
If someone really fought for the salvation of besieged Constantinople, it
was none other than the Emperor Constantine XI Palaeologus who made
every effort to secure military aid against the Ottomans”™. Even parts of his
territory were willing to cede to foreign rulers on the condition of providing
aid against the Ottomans®. However God overheard due to human chariots

71. ANGoLDp, Memoirs, confessions and apologies, 213.

72. For the crusade of Varna, see M. CHasiN, The Crusade of Varna, in: A History of the
Crusades, v. 6: The Impact of the Crusades in Europe, eds K.M. SETToN - H.-W. HAZARD - N.
P. Zacour, Wisconsin 1989, 276-310.

73. Sfranze, Cronaca, XXXVI, 2-9: 136.9-140.19.

74. Sfranze, Cronaca, XXXVI, 2: 136. 9-17.

75. Sfranze, Cronaca, XXXVI, 3-4: 136. 18 - 138.10.

76. Sfranze, Cronaca, XXXVI, 5-6: 138. 11-26.

77. Sfranze, Cronaca, XXXVI, 8: 140.6-8.

78. Sfranze, Cronaca, XXXVI, 9: 140.9-19.

79. Sfranze, Cronaca, XXXVI, 10-14: 140.20 - 142.16.

80. Sfranze, Cronaca, XXXVI, 11-12: 140.24 - 142.5.
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unknown to him even the prayers of the priests paid by Emperor Constantine
XI to make prayers and fasts, all in the hope of preventing the Christians
from being enslaved by the Ottomans®. It is so obvious that the declared
union not only provoked the Ottoman aggression but neither did it secure
any substantial assistance to besieged Constantinople and for these reasons
Sphrantzes evaluates the Council of Ferrara - Florence negatively®2
Sphrantzes’ views, however, contrast with the deep religious sentiment
that characterizes both the ethos and the course of his life, as it is evident
from several parts of his work®:, He appears as a deeply religious man who
experienced during his life a series of painful traumas which he always
interpreted as providential punishment for the sins he had committed®.
His deep religious feeling is revealed moreover by the frequent biblical
references to his work®’ and the extended narration of the Life and miracles
of his godmother, which according to him, was a sanctified nun of some
monastery in Constantinople®®. He would retire to a monastery in Corfu,
a few years before his death, submitting a confession of faith he recorded
in his work and with which he condemned, among other things, the Latin
doctrines as heresy®. He is also possessed by the typical Byzantine notion
that human sins cause punishment from God who can even use the Ottomans
as his executive body®. Even the final observations of his work confirm his
typical Christian spiritual horizons, as he prays that the bodily pains he
suffers will help towards the purification of his soul for his salvation®. It
is no coincidence, therefore, that some scholars describe him as a moderate

81. Sfranze, Cronaca, XXXVI, 14: 142.9-14.

82. Sfranze, Cronaca, XXIII, 4: 80. 26-29, X XIII, 12: 86.1.

83. Sfranze, Cronaca, 17*-20*. For the possibility, however, that this religious sentiment
is just superficial, see C.J.G. TURNER, Pages from late byzantine philosophy of History, BZ
57 (1964), 353-357.

84. See, for example, Sfranze, Cronaca, XXXV, 11: 134 (capture by the Ottomans
during the Fall of Constantinople); XLVIII, 1, 3: 190-194 (serious illness in the last days of
his life).

85. See the Index Locorum of the Maisano edition (Sfranze, Cronaca, 267).

86. Sfranze, Cronaca, X VIII: 46-52.

87. Sfranze, Cronaca, XLV, 4: 184.

88. Sfranze, Cronaca, XXXIX, 11: 156. 13-21.

89. Sfranze, Cronaca, XLVIII, 3: 194.
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anti-unionist, focusing precisely on his deep religious sentiment®. It was
this religious sentiment that was also blamed on the fact that Sphrantzes
systematically avoided using the term “Roman” and its derivatives, which
brings him even closer to the anti-unionist party that usually distances itself
from Roman political legacy®".

We would expect, therefore, that such a devout Orthodox Christian
would consider the Florentine Council as a betrayal of the traditional faith
that God would punish with the victory of the Ottomans, unless byzantine
people rejected the Decree of Union and remained faithful to the traditional
doctrine, just as supported by the anti-unionist party. The anti-unionist
party argued persistently that the church union declared in Florence
was a grave sin that God would punish with the victory of the Ottomans
and therefore with the destruction of the world®2 This view dominates
the writings of prominent anti-unionists even before the tragic event of
the Fall, as is seen, for example, in the work of Gennadios Scholarios®.
Scholarios, who became the undisputed leader of the anti-unity party after
the death of Mark Eugenikos, considered the Florentine decree before the
Fall as a product of unfair trade between Roman Catholics and Orthodox,
with the latter exchanging without remorse their traditional doctrine in
the hope of securing military aid from the West. This unfair transaction
was expected to soon provoke the heavenly wrath that would punish the
Orthodox for this betrayal of the traditional faith unless they rejected the
Decree of Union and remained faithful to the traditional doctrine®’. The

90. See, for example, H. HUNGER, Die hochsprachliche profane Literatur der Byzantiner,
v. I, Miinchen 1978, 497.

91. D.R. REeINscH, H Bedonomn g moAltixic ®at TOATIOTIXAS QUOLOYVOUS Tmv
EAMivov otovg 1otopovc e Ahwong, Etudes Balkaniques (Cahiers Pierre Belon) 6
(1999), 85-86; I. SMARNAKIS, Rethinking Roman Identity after the Fall (1453): Perceptions
of ‘Romanitas’ by Doukas and Sphrantzes, Bu{Ztuu 25 (2015), 227-233; Y AN. STOURAITIS,
Reinventing Roman Ethnicity in High and Late Medieval Byzantium, Medieval Worlds 5
(2017), 88.

92. Tn. SEveENKo, Intellectual Repercussions of the Council of Florence, Church History
24 (1955), 12-13 [hereafter: SEVCENKO, Intellectual Repercussions].

93. For Gennadios Scholarios, see M.- H. BLANCHET, Georges - Gennadios Scholarios (vers
1400-vers 1472). Un intellectuel orthodoxe face a la disparition de l'empire byzantine [ Archives
de I’Orient chretien 20], Paris 2008 [hereafter: BLaNCHET, Georges - Gennadios Scholarios].

94. AtH. ANGELOU, O T'evvddiog Zyoldolog xot 1 Ahwon, in: H Adlwon s IToAng, ed.
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pattern of divine punishment for betraying the faith is repeated in every
text that Gennadios wrote after the Fall, that is when he became the first
leader of the Ecumenical Patriarchate under the Ottoman rule®>. However,
this scheme is now combined with the parallel scheme of interpreting the
Ottoman conquest as the ark of the salvation of the Orthodox people from
the dangerous Latin domination®®.

Despite his deep religious sentiment, Sphrantzes does not seem to share
the anti-unionist concerns, since he appears as indifferent to dogmatic
issues””. Sphrantzes looks forward to the peaceful coexistence of Christians
of different dogmatic traditions, perhaps influenced by his stay in Latin-
dominated Corfu where he wrote his Chronicle®®. Nevertheless he hurries
to clarify that he remains faithful to the orthodox doctrine but just because
it is part of his cultural heritage®”. This, however, will not prevent him,
just on the eve of the Fall of Constantinople, to propose to Emperor
Constantine XI the appointment of Cardinal Isidore of Kiev as patriarch of
Constantinople!®. Neither will Sphrantzes hesitate to call Bessarion, after
the Fall, as cardinal and as patriarch, which means that he recognized the
title of patriarch given to him by the Pope!?. These in no way imply that
Sphrantzes can be described as unionist, as for example suggested by Nevra

E. Chrysos [AITIOX 15], Athens 1999, 105-106; BLancHET, Georges — Gennadios Scholarios,
124-128.

95. ANGELOU, Zyohdorog xot Ahwon, 107 ff; BLANCHET, Georges - Gennadios Scholarios,
124-128; K. Moustakas, Ottoman Greek views of ottoman rule (15th-16th Centuries). The
Perspective of the patriarchate associates, in: Political Thought and Practice in the Ottoman
Empire, ed. M. Sarivannis, Rethymno 2019, 312-313.

96. For a detailed study of Scholarios’ views on this subject, see ANGELOU, Z0AGQLOg
no Ahwon, 99-132; BLaNcHET, Georges — Gennadios Scholarios, 124-135.

97. Sfranze, Cronaca, XXIII, 2: 80. 6-7.

98. Sfranze, Cronaca, XXIII, 3: 80. 19-23 cited in n. 25.

99. Sfranze, Cronaca, XXIII, 2: 80. 7-9 cited in n. 22.

100. Sfranze, Cronaca, XXXVI, 5: 138.11-14: Evpeb&vtoc xai yao 1ol xaodnvaiiov
Pwooiac gic v IIoAwv, uéooc éyw mag’ avTol YEyova €ic TOV AOIOLUMOY XAl UaXAQITNV
aVOEVTNY wov ToV PaciAéa, iva yEvnTal matoldoyns xal T yévovtal xaQ’ avTod xal T0U
TOTE Ama, 1} XAV éx SEVTEQOV VA uvnuovevoi 6 mdmxog.

101. Sfranze, Cronaca, XLII, 11: 176.2-3: ... 100 aideotuwtdTov %00dtvaAiiov 10D
matoLdeyov Kovotavtivovrorewms Bnooapimvog ...
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Necipoglu'® Despite the fact that Sphrantzes is indifferent to dogmatic
issues, he condemns latin doctrines as heretical in the confession of faith
which he submits when he becomes a monk!®. Neither does Sphrantzes
accept the logic of historical causality adopted by pro-unionist authors,

such as Doukas'**

, according to which the attitude of the warriors towards
the ecclesiastical union contributed to the spiritual apostasy of the people
from the true faith, thus provoking the divine anger and consequently the
Fall'%,

It is obvious that the religious dimension of the conflict between
the unionists and the anti-unionists was not a criterion of Sphrantzes’
political behavior, despite its deep religious sentiment ', Sphrantzes is just
an imperial official who is willing to do whatever is necessary to prevent
Ottoman conquest and consequently the overthrow of the Empire, even if
this means the implementation of the Union of Florence!?”. It is reasonable
to assume that Sphrantzes as a trusted courtier of the emperor Manuel 11 is
a moderate member of the chain of those politicians who from the middle of
the 14th century and in spite of the Ottoman threat turned to a new political
direction, aimed at the secularization of the state!'®. The supporters of this
new political direction had gained support in the court of emperor Manuel
IT Palaeologus, who shared the basic principles of this political movement,
as shows his interest in bringing under state control the vast ecclesiastical
and monastic property in order to find resources for the benefit of state
defense!”. Emperor Manuel II also managed to impose himself in the

102. N. NEecrpoGLU, Byzantium between the Ottomans and the Latins. Politics and
Society in the Later Empire, Cambridge 2009, 9.

103. Sfranze, Cronaca, XLV, 4: 184.

104. Ducas, Istoria Turco-Byzantind, XXXVII 9: 327.12 - 329.4. On the attitude
of Doukas towards the ecclesiastical union, see S.K. Krasavina, Duka I Sfrandzi ob unii
pravoslavnoj i katoliceskoj cerkvej, V.V. 27 (1967), 142-147 [hereafter: KrasaviNna, Duka |
Sfrandzi].

105. SEvcenko, Intellectual Repercussions, 8-9.

106. On the attitude of Sphrantzes towards the ecclesiastical union, see KRASAVINA,
Duka I Sfrandzi, 147-152.

107. Sfranze, Cronaca, 10*-11%*,

108. On the chain of those politicians, see, among other, N.SiNtossoGLou, Radical Platonism
in Byzantium. lllumination and Utopia in Gemistos Plethon, Cambridge 2011, 359-376.

109. G. OSTROGORSKY, Pour I’ histoire de la feodalité byzantine, Bruxelles 1954, 161, 171-
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Byzantine Church in 1416, forcing its representatives to recognize in writing
the imperial right to administer ecclesiastical affairs!'’. In both cases, the
purpose was to bring the Church authority under central control and limit
its political role, as the salvation of the state was a priority 'L

George Sphrantzes, in conclusion, attempts to approach the Ferrara-
Florence Council while explaining the Fall with criteria that would suit a
more experienced courtier and diplomat than a Christian believer of his
time. Although he has typical Christian spiritual horizons, he approaches
the events here solely applying diplomatic and political criteria. For this
very reason, he goes back to the unifying policy that was adopted by
Manuel II, the wise and realist Emperor, according to him, who succeeded
in ensuring with intelligence and careful handling the balances necessary
for the survival of the state, until they were overturned by the choice of his
successor to proceed with the unification negotiations. The political choices
of Emperor John VIII in turn instigated the Ottoman fears and precipitated
the fall, which in the eyes of many Byzantines and Latins constitutes
retaliation of some higher power for the spiritual apostasy of the Byzantines
or the consequence of the subjects of the last Palaeologus refusing to accept
the Florentine Decree of the Union of the Churches. However religious,
George Sphrantzes, abstained from accepting one or the other reasoning, as
his expressed indifference in doctrinal teachings made clear. In this way, he
puts forward a more convincing case of historical causality and the Fall of
Constantinople and the end of the Byzantine Empire; and this is a valuable
historical and historiographical contribution.

173; M. Barrtusis, Land and Privilege in Byzantium: the Institution of Pronoia, Cambridge
2012, 551-570; K. Smyruis, The State, the Land and Private Property: Confiscating Monastic
and Church Properties in the Palaiologan Period, in: Church and Society in Late Byzantium,
ed. D. ANGELov, Kalamazoo 2009, 66-72.

110. B.K. ZTE®ANIAHE, O drpaiog otabuog tig ¢Eehitews 1dv oyéoewv "Exxhnoiog
xal TToltelog Tod Bulavtiov xal & dueca aroteléopato avtod (1416-1439), EEBXY 23
(1953) 27-30; BARKER, Manuel II Palaeologus, 323; LEONTE, Imperial Visions, 24-31; CELIK,
Manuel 11 Palaiologos, 299 ff.

111. BARKER, Manuel II Palaeologus, 395 ff; KiousorourLou, BaotAevs 1 Oitxovouos,
212-214, 223-232; LEONTE, Imperial Visions, 31.
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ExxansiastikH ENosH KAT [sOoPPOITIA AYNAMEQN STO YSTEPO BYZANTIO:
H MAPTYPIA TOY ['EQPIIOY 2 9PANTZH

H moapovoa gpyaoio eotidler oty a&ordynon e Zvvédov deppdpag
- Ohwoevtiag otV omolo wEOEPN o TeoyLog ZPeavtlic 0TO LOTOQLO-
YOU@LRO TOV €0Y0, TO 0mOl0 Yol @TNnre Aiyes wOhig denaeties Votepa amd
mv Alwon e Kovotavtivovmoing (1453). H emilhoyq va eotidoovue
OTOV OVYXEXQWEVO ovyyoagéo Oev elval tuyaio. H ovuuetoyn tov
Spoavilh oc mOMATAES OUTAWUOTIRES OTOOTOAEG, OAMG xoL T
dapopo. vuPepvnTind alduato Tov Tou avaTédnray ®otd %oLEOovG,
ToV %0OLoTOUY AELOTO YVAOTN TV Oendtmv e eEWTEQIRNAC TOAMTIXNG
™¢ Avtoxpatopiog aAld %ol twv ASywmv mov odfynoav xdbe @opd
TOV €XAOTOTE OUTOXQATOQN OE OUYXEXQUUEVEC TOALTIXEC OLTTOPAOELS.
H wotopwn tov agiynon, ext tAéov, dev ammyel 1Oe0 oY IHES CVYRQOVOELS
ovte Opnoxevtnéc dievéEels. 'Etol, 1 poptvolon tov ovuPdArer omo-
@aoLoTrd oty %aAUteEn OUVATH XRATOVONOY TOV %oLtneiwy PAoel
TWV 0ToimwVv oL TeEheVTAioL VIOBETNOAV TN CUYXRERQUWUEVY TOALTLXY, EV®D
TOUQAAAMNAC UOC ETITOETEL VO XOTAVONOOVUE WS AUTH UVTIUETOITIOTNHE
amd Evo TURUO TOVAGYLOTOV TV RVBEQVNTIXDV AELOUATOVY MV TNE ETOYNS
exelivne.
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