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Preface

Two concurrent themes run throughout our study. One is intimately involved with the
sources relating to or purporting to relate to the events linked with the two-month siege
and the ultimate fall of Constantinople to the Ottoman Turks led by the Sultan Mehmed II
Fatih, the Conqueror (1444-1446, 1451-1481), on May 29, 1453. Their authenticity or
inauthenticity, reliability, and factual accuracy are analyzed, and the various folk themes
and stories that relate to this memorable event and its aftermath are scrutinized for their
veracity. The second theme is occupied with an analysis of the military planning and
operational approaches in the course of the siege. Thus the title and sub-title of our study
reflects these two concerns.

The first part, The Pen, evaluates the voluminous sources, some of which have been
traditionally accepted as authentic and as absolutely authoritative by various modern
historians. In the course of this study, we will point out that the traditional views on these
sources may not be as reliable as they have been deemed to be. On the contrary, some
belong to the realm of fantasy and produce legends; others, depending on the agenda of
the author, seem to fabricate personalities and events. On the other hand, sources that
have been despised or considered to be too confusing, and have been further confused by
modern historians, include valuable information that has not been utilized thus far.

Thus Chapter 1 is meant to be an introductory unit and attempts to present in an
organized fashion the various narratives of the siege that have come down to us. Here we
attempt to evaluate the information of each source. To our knowledge no such catalogue
exists, detailing the related Quellenforschungen and their accompanying problems, as
well as assessing the worth of each narrative. This chapter goes beyond the existing
testimonies of eyewitnesses and treats the historiographical tradition that existed in the
east after the fall.

Chapter 2 focuses on four narratives that have been neglected by the scholarship on
the siege: these include the forgotten Latin narratives of “Riccherio,” Tetaldi, and Pope
Pius II, and as well the Slavonic text of Nestor-Iskander, which had been regarded as a
confused secondary source composed by an unknown author who was present in the
Ottoman camp. We will demonstrate that it is a first-rate source composed by an
eyewitness who was with the defenders within the imperial city after his defection from
the Ottoman camp and not with the besiegers during the course of the final two months
before the fall of Constantinople.

Chapter 4 addresses the thorny matter, which has achieved Homeric proportions in
the scholarship of recent centuries, of the evolution of the Chronicon Minus into the
celebrated Maius and of all the problems that are associated with this elaboration.
Makarios Melissourgos-Melissenos will be discussed, and his various agendas in
drastically altering the annual compilation of Georgios Sphrantzes. The elaborator’s
dependence upon other non-Greek sources will be demonstrated and his connection to
other less well-known chronicles will be pointed out, in the hope of relegating this
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complicated problem to its proper position within the historiographical corpus of the
siege.

Chapter 4 leads us to folk history, to myths, and to legends that immediately appeared
in the days following the siege and the sack, and as well in the ensuing centuries, even by
scholars. This excursus also brings us to examine some of the more imposing structures
still surviving in Istanbul, such as the Church of Hagia Theodosia/Giil Camii and the
thorny problem of its identification and location, or the unimposing areas such as the
Vefa Meidan, or even the largely unknown areas even among the current residents of
Istanbul such as the square of the Ug bas. These locations are important, as we shall see,
for the mythology and legendary accounts associated with them.

The second part of our study, The Sword, addresses the operations of the siege itself,
analyzing in a systematic fashion the military situation as it confronted the Byzantines
and their allies. Our focus in this analysis is upon the strategy employed by both sides,
but especially the Ottoman offense. On this basic point, we find previous research
seriously lacking. For reasons that are not sufficiently perceptible, modern historians
have neglected Ottoman strategy. They tend to view the siege as a series of isolated
incidents, which seem prima facie to be unconnected. We believe that there was a basic
Turkish strategy that evolved during the progression of the siege, as circumstances
warranted a change in tactics. Perhaps this strategy vacillated during the course of the
siege, as events do not seem to follow a prescribed course of action even in modern
warfare. And perhaps at the very end of the siege Ottoman strategy had direction and
because of that the Byzantine defenses weakened. It is ultimately the grand strategy of
the offense and the defense that concerns our views and us will be summarized in
Chapter 11.

This part begins with Chapter 5, which consists of our detailed survey of the existing
walls, gates, and defensive and contiguous structures. Over the years it became evident to
us that the numerous modern studies of the siege, even by the most eminent scholars and
respected authors, display unfamiliarity with the ancient remains. Consequently, we spent
a great deal of time surveying the walls, gates, and adjacent structures, even in
neighborhoods such as Sulu Kule, which are seldom if ever visited by scholars. We
investigated the surviving remains before they were extensively renovated and thus
became lost to the scholar interested in the topography of the siege of 1453.

Chapter 6 treats the imperial court’s intensive diplomatic activities on the eve of the
siege, while Chapter 7 considers the preparations of the Porte, its erection of the
Bosphoros Castle, and the intense preparations for building bombards to level the land
fortifications.

Chapter 8 considers the Golden Horn sector and, as will become apparent, this section
had no important offensive value, but was utilized by the Ottoman forces to weaken the
protection at the land walls. The main focus of the Turkish offensive strategy was to
compel the defenders to spread thin their troops, both along the land and sea walls.
Otherwise, the sea walls came under no immediate or direct threat. The naval focus of the
sultan must thus be viewed as secondary to the land operations of his main army.

Chapter 9 deals with the adjustments in offensive strategy of the sultan as the siege
ran its course. It is mainly as a result of these changes, recommended by the Ottoman
high command, that we may infer the overall grand strategy of the sultan in the siege.

Xiv
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Chapter 10, albeit rather late in this study, addresses the general questions and
assumptions often raised by scholars concerning Mehmed II’s strategy for the siege and
conquest of the imperial city. As will become evident, the sultan’s approach was to vary
his strategies, often dictated by circumstances as they evolved over a two-month period.

Chapter 11 contains our conclusions based on the evidence at hand and as we have
interpreted it in the previous chapters. In some ways, these conclusions come as a
surprise, given the confident statements, albeit insupportable by the available authentic
evidence, of scholars that are often encountered in the accounts on the siege.

To these chapters we have added “Appendices” presenting a journal of the events
linked to the siege (Appendix I), a compilation of texts addressing the execution of the
grand duke, Loukas Notaras (Appendix II), and the notorious incident of the Kerkoporta,
over which scholars have spilled much ink needlessly (Appendix III). Appendix IV,
however, considers another oversight in the various investigations of the siege period. As
we will have occasion to observe, the compilation of a prosopography of the participants
in the siege and the sack of Constantinople has become imperative. There has never been
any systematic study of the defenders, aggressors, and survivors, and there is no basic list
of participants available to scholarship. We present for the first time an essential, if
limited, tool for scholars investigating the siege. This first step for the eventual
compilation of a workable prosopography of the defenders is based on available texts.

While we do not wish to criticize in detail the various approaches to the siege by our
predecessors, whose views will be examined and evaluated in due course within the
appropriate sections of our study, we should stress that what has been produced thus far
in scholarship is not, we believe, very satisfactory. The limitations imposed on any
investigation of the siege have tended to assert themselves and have often led
investigators in the wrong direction and to arrive at simplistic conclusions. Some of these
limitations can be attributed to a lack of direct access to the sources that are not easily
located and lack translation, as they are written in more than a handful of languages and
are difficult to comprehend, even by the standards of the fifteenth century, and by an
inferior and unsatisfactory publication of the texts. In addition, the lack of familiarity
with the topography of the land and sea fortifications, the actual ruins of the land walls
and the little that survives of the sea walls, and most significantly the failure of personal
inspection of the areas under siege have simply complicated the difficult task of previous
investigators. Their results present an inconclusive picture or an inadequate
understanding, leading them into the historiographical traps as they emerged over the
centuries.

The last two centuries have witnessed an immense increase in our knowledge of the
expansion of the Ottoman Turks into the Greco-Byzantine/Frankish Levant, as new or
neglected manuscripts and contemporary testimonies have been steadily discovered. Yet
the scholarly views on this subject have been hardly modified, in spite of the new
archaeological discoveries and the new manuscript sources that have become available to
scholarship. And so if one were to read the story of the siege and fall of Constantinople as
it has been told and retold a number of times in the last two hundred years, one would be
hard pressed to discover any new insights into this monumental event in the various
studies, aside from the literary talents of each author. Thus, while Sir Steven Runciman
composed a popular account of the siege of 1453 that has remained in print for almost
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forty years since its first edition, there are severe limitations to his approach, and his
narrative does not differ substantially in outlook or interpretations from the earlier studies
of numerous worthy predecessors, such as father and son A. D. and J. H. Mordtmann, A.
G. Paspates, E. Pears, or G. Schlumberger. Our observations also apply to the book by D.
Stacton/D. Dereksen. He does not possess Runciman’s literary skills or familiarity with
the sources, which he could not or did not read in the original languages, but relied on the
few, albeit inaccurate and flawed, translations in existence. The only modern scholar
whose work demonstrates the availability of sources, and not all, by any means, is K. M.
Setton. Their modern accounts may differ in details and in the literary talent that each
author possesses, but they can hardly be said to offer new insights and new
interpretations. Scholarship is always careful to move slowly in modifying transmitted
pictures. As small changes in the form of additions and corrections accumulate, in time
new syntheses become imperative. We would go so far as to submit that our basic
conception of the siege, the fall, and the sack is still predicated on the interpretations that
the nineteenth-century scholars placed on these monumental events.

The nineteenth-century investigators, researchers, and historians in general, we are
reminded, were in many ways motivated by concerns that differ considerably from those
of modern scholarship. Thus the scholars of that century could not break free from the
restraints that their own period had placed upon them. This was an era characterized by
nationalistic archetypes and sweeping generalizations, as the “new” nations in
southeastern Europe, free at last of the Ottoman yoke, were struggling to survive and
were desperate to discover and to isolate, in the events of the past, historical precedents to
justify and sanction their new-found liberties. In addition, western European scholars still
viewed the Ottoman Turkish Empire as “the sick man” of Europe. Furthermore, under the
immense influence of Edward Gibbon, the Greco-Byzantine civilization of the Middle
Ages was largely seen as a monolithic theocratic state that showed some sparks of
heroism in its final chapters only when the inevitable decline of the Ottoman Turks had
arrived. Against such a backdrop, the “causation” of the fall focused on the “degenerate”
character of the Greeks, who refused to fight against the Ottoman aggressor. At the same
time, the triumphal victory of the Turks over Constantinople was attributed to the
advances in western military technology that had been imported by the Turkish forces,
such as artillery and the enormous bombards of Mehmed II that supposedly leveled the
ancient land fortifications of Constantinople and thus delivered the city to him.

We believe that the time has arrived to discard or to modify radically such simplistic
views. Scholarship is obligated to produce new and authoritative analyses of events that
may result in surprisingly fresh syntheses. While this is not the proper place to argue in
favor of such an approach, the texts presented in this volume would militate in its favor.
Even a cursory reading of our texts, for instance, demonstrates that the supposed ace of
Mehmed II, that is, his bombards operated by gunpowder, was a failure. The bombards,
in fact, achieved very little in the siege of 1453, played a negligible role in the siege of
Negroponte, and failed miserably in the siege of Rhodes. The Ottoman victory in 1453
must be attributed to other factors. The Ottoman bombards were too cumbersome, could
not be aimed effectively, and failed to reduce to rubble the mighty land fortifications of
Constantinople. We should recall that the art of effective deployment of artillery pieces
was still in its infancy and that the bombards of the quattrocento were still employed as
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battering rams or as stone-throwing catapults. The science of ballistics was still far in the
future and unperfected. The effect of bombards was mainly psychological and was felt
more by the non-combatants than by the professionals, who must have observed, at least
in the course of the siege, the strategic and tactical limitations of Ottoman artillery. The
immediate cause of the fall of Constantinople in 1453 must be attributed to the
withdrawal of Giustiniani and his disciplined band of condottieri, and to the ensuing
panic among the remainder of the defenders. The Turks did not breach the land walls.
Their defenders in the vicinity of the Gate of Saint Romanos and the Pempton abandoned
the ancient fortifications. In the end, the enemy overran this critical sector in the defense
of the imperial city.

Similarly, in a later period, the fall of Negroponte/Khalkis in Euboea can be
reasonably attributed to the failure of the Venetian commanders to provide effective aid
to the besieged, who probably perished in bewilderment, seeing their fleet simply
standing by and idly watching the conflict. Immensely more important, more significant,
and more effective to operations during the sieges in the Levant of the quattrocento were
the activities of “renegades,” spies, potential traitors, and the existence of fifth columns
within the cities under siege. This specific aspect of warfare has not been exhaustively
investigated in modern scholarship and deserves a fresh look. Given the indisputable role
played by such individuals as Halil Pasha, the grand vizier of Mehmed II’s Porte, of
Loukas Notaras, the “prime minister” of the imperial administration of Constantine XI, of
Tommaso Schiavo and of Luca da Curzola and of their cohorts in Negroponte, of Meister
George and of Meligalos and of Sophianos in Rhodes in 1481, we believe that a modern
investigation of the importance of intelligence and counter-intelligence operations in
siege warfare of the period will produce rewarding results.

The systematic study of the fall of Constantinople and of Byzantine-Frankish Greece,
in general, as well as the related expansion of the Ottoman Turks into southeastern
Europe, was pioneered by K. Sathas, P. A. Déthier, and S. P. Lampros, in their numerous
publications that spanned the latter half of the nineteenth century and the first quarter of
the twentieth century. We have structured this study in the partial belief that their work,
while significant, was never brought to a proper conclusion and that their studies and
contributions to medieval and Renaissance historiography remain largely inaccessible to
English-speaking students. In recent decades our understanding of the monumental
events involved in the end of Byzantine Greece and of the expansion of the Ottoman
Turks into the Levant and southeastern Europe have been aided and enriched by new and
interesting approaches, innovative lines of research, and fresh ways of looking at a
fascinating and complicated situation, but the sad fact remains that numerous sources
remain inaccessible to the majority of students and scholars. We therefore make no
apologies for the unabashedly old-fashioned approach that we have employed in our
study.'

! While we subscribe to the following views that Sir Steven Runciman expressed in the “Preface”

(p. xi) to his A History of the Crusades, vol. 1: The First Crusade and the Foundation of the

Kingdom of Jerusalem (Cambridge, 1951), we would like to stress that the minutiae and the details

regarding the siege of 1453 have not been settled, thus far, to allow a solitary historian to take up

the pen of Homer or Herodotus, or even of Thucydides, and complete a task that would bring us
Xvil
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We, the authors of this study, have engaged in research and study of the material for
the siege of Constantinople in 1453, both independently and in collaboration, for over
thirty years. In the course of our detailed analyses of sources and accounts, we discovered
that there were numerous gaps and flaws in all scholarly attempts to give meaning to this
monumental event. Our research has taken us to numerous libraries in Europe and the
United States, and we were compelled to visit and revisit the sites in question countless
times. In the process of our research we became dissatisfied and frustrated with the
numerous bits of scholarship that have been published on this event. Our collaboration
over the course of many years proved an extremely rewarding experience and we present
its results here. We wrote this book from the perspective that previous studies were not
inclusive and did not address the problems adequately. We hope that we have taken a
small step toward this goal. In truth, if this study had been compiled at the end of the
nineteenth century or in the course of the twentieth, our understanding of the siege of
1453 would have been on a more solid foundation. We have tried to remedy this situation
and we are hopeful that future studies will contribute substantial material that is pertinent
to the siege and its aftermath.

A great deal remains to be done. Further research may reveal additional “sources” and
“lost” accounts. Likewise, additional information may be uncovered in the Ottoman
libraries and manuscript collections that have thus far been overlooked. New authoritative
editions of well-known texts have become imperative. To cite one significant example,
there is the work of Bishop Leonardo Giustiniani, for which there exists no critical
edition of this informative and basic account of the siege. The edition would have to take
into consideration all available manuscripts of the quattrocento and their valuable
marginalia, which remain for the most part unknown to scholars. As well, a critical
edition of the text of Ubertino Pusculo is imperative; and other Slavonic versions of the
text of Nestor-Iskander will have to be re-examined and re-evaluated, given the newly
acquired status of eyewitness. A compilation of the prosopography of the besiegers will
furnish additional information, while more insights will be gained from a complete

beyond the “Alexandrine Age” and produce a highly accurate historical investigation that would
merit praise among the experts on style and the devotees of creative literature. We quote
Runciman’s passage at length: “A single author cannot speak with the high authority of a panel of
experts, but he may succeed in giving to his work an integrated and even an epical quality that no
composite volume can achieve. Homer as well as Herodotus was a Father of History, as Gibbon,
the greatest of our historians, was aware; and it is difficult, in spite of certain critics, to believe
Homer was a panel. History writing today has passed into an Alexandrian age, where criticism has
overpowered creation. Faced by the mountainous heap of the minutiae of knowledge and awed by
the watchful severity of his colleagues, the modern historian too often takes refuge in learned
articles or narrowly specialized dissertations, small fortresses that are easy to defend from attack.
His work can be of the highest quality; but it is not an end in itself. We believe that the supreme
duty of the historian is to write history, that is to say, to attempt to record in one sweeping sequence
the greatest events and movements that have swayed the destinies of man. The writer rash enough
to make an attempt should not be criticized for his ambition, however much he may deserve
censure for the inadequacy of his equipment or the inanity of his results.”

Xviii
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prosopography of the defenders. Lastly, the field of intelligence and counter-intelligence,
double agents, renegades, and downright traitors remains open.

We should add a note in regard to transliteration of names. While we use the accepted
form for Christian names that have English equivalents, such as George (exceptions are
made for initial citations of prominent Byzantine annalists, hence, Georgios), John, or
Constantine, a practice of transliterating other Greek names into English, by-passing the
normal transliteration, is observed: thus ‘Palaiologos” and not ‘“Palaeologus,”
“Palaiologan” and not “Palacologan.” But consistency is elusive. It is more common to
encounter “Thessaloniki” and the Latinized “Thessalonica” or the grammatically correct
form “Thessalonike.” We should admit that we have been guilty of following the
common usage. The same is true for Turkish names and titles. We will encounter
“Mehmed” and not the phonetically incorrect “Mehmet” or the pedantic
“Mohammed/Muhammad.”

With respect to all the passages cited in a score of languages throughout this work, we
have provided our own translations of these passages, unless the name of another
translator is cited in an accompanying note. Generally speaking, we have not translated
the extensive number of texts cited in the footnotes, unless we believed the language to
be rather exotic and the information present to be of substantial significance.

Finally, we should like to note that we have consciously tried, as much as possible but
not totally, to avoid redundancy in the use of the adjectival form “Byzantine” or the noun
“Byzantium.” The application of this adjective, in particular, to the Greeks of the Middle
Ages dates back to the seventeenth century, when French antiquarians first coined it. It is
further unfortunate that Gibbon’s towering influence has colored “Byzantine” with its
familiar pejorative dimension. We have, therefore, often employed the term “Greek,”
which might not be deemed inappropriate if language and religion were to count as
criteria for ethnicity. After all, the common language of the average Greek of the
quattrocento did not differ radically from the spoken idiom of the nineteenth century and
the citizens of the modern Hellenic Republic could have understood the spoken idiom of
Constantine XI’s subjects with relative ease. Moreover, the religion of the vast majority
of modern Greek-speakers remains Orthodox Christianity, which has miraculously
survived organized persecutions, forced conversions, and brutal policies during the “Dark
Age” of modern Greece. Thus, while one might be charged with anachronism if one were
to maintain that the Palaiologan coda of the Greek empire was the seminal form of the
modern Greek nation, we feel that it is neither anachronistic nor unnatural to employ the
term “Greek” for the Christian Greek-speakers of the late medieval Balkans and of
Constantinople in the fifteenth century.

Marios Philippides,

University of Massachusetts, Amherst
Walter K. Hanak,

Shepherd University
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Chapter 1

Scholarship and the Siege of 1453

I. General Remarks

During the nineteenth century, “new” sources describing the siege, fall and sack of
Constantinople in 1453 were discovered. The texts that had been forgotten or misplaced
since the days of the Renaissance were edited and published in scholarly journals. A
significant number of important documents saw the light of print for the first time:

1. The report of Angelo Giovanni Lomellino, the Genoese podesta of Pera/Galatas,
the Genoese suburb across Constantinople on the northern shore of the Golden Horn.
This important epistula dealing with the siege, sack, and the fate of Pera was composed
on June 23, 1453, while Lomellino still felt the effects of the disaster and was still in deep
grief and a state of depression.’

2. The valuable diary of the Venetian physician Nicolo Barbaro, who was on board a
Venetian galley in defense of the harbor and who recorded all events, including numerous
operations on the western land fortifications. He provides informative lists of Venetian
combatants, casualties, refugees, and prisoners who fell into the hands of the Turks and
were subsequently ransomed or perished in captivity.”

'S, de Sacy, ed., “Piéces diplomatiques tirées des Archives République de Génes,” Notices et
extraits des manuscrits de la Bibliothéeque du Roi 11 (1827): 74-79; L. T. Belgrano, ed., “Prima
serie di documenti riguardanti la colonia di Pera,” Atti della Societa Ligure di Storia Patria 13
(1877): no. 149, pp. 229-233; N. lorga, ed., “Notes et extraits pour servir a I’histoire des croisades
au XV¢siecle,” Revue de I’Orient latin 8 (1900/1901): 105-108; English translation: J. R. Melville
Jones, The Siege of Constantinople 1453: Seven Contemporary Accounts (Jericho, 1972), pp. 131-
135; and improved text with Italian translation in CC 1: 42-51.

2 Edited by E. Cornet, Giornale dell’ assedio di Costantinopoli 1453 di Nicolo Barbaro P.V.
correddato di note e documenti (Vienna, 1856). This edition remains the only complete, printed
form of the Diary. It has been translated into English by J. R. [Melville] Jones, Nicolo Barbaro:
Diary of the Siege of Constantinople (Jericho, 1969); selections with improved text in CC 1: 8-38.
There exists a Modern Greek translation by V. A. Lappa, H IIoAtc EdaAw: To Xpovikd tnc
HoAwopkiag kar e "Adwone tne HoAne (Athens, 1991), pp. 93-213. Cf. A. Sagredo, Sul
Giornale dell’assedio di Costantinopoli di Nicolo Barbaro (Venice, 1856). Katherine E. Fleming,
“Constantinople: From Christianity to Islam,” Classical World 97 (2003): 73, identifies Nicolo
Barbaro as “a Venetian medical student serving as ship’s doctor on a Venetian merchant galley at
anchor in the Bosphorous, just off Constantinople’s shores.” Her assertion is questionable, since
Barbaro was much older, having been born about 1400, and thus he was in his fifties at the time of
his medical service aboard Venetian ships.
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3. A section in Zorzi Dolfin’s Cronaca delle famiglie nobili di Venezia, evidently
copied from Languschi’s opusculum and entitled Excidio e presa di Constantinopoli nell’
anno 1453.°

4. Adamo di Montaldo’s De Constantinopolitano Excidio ad nobilissimum iuvenem
Melladucam Cicadam, a rhetorical piece composed in the humanistic flowery style
favored by intellectuals of the period. It also deals with events, but the work is not
chronologically contemporaneous with the siege and sack. It appears to have been written
in the early 1470s.*

5. The Greek “biography” of Sultan Mehmed II by the Greek historian Kritoboulos,
who had contacts with the patriarchate of Constantinople in the years that followed the
sack and described these dealings in a manuscript discovered by Philipp A. Déthier in
Istanbul.’

6. The Slavonic eyewitness account by Nestor-Iskander (iskender), which in its
original form was a diary comparable to that of Barbaro whom it complements in a
number of respects, but unlike Barbaro’s narrative it deals exclusively with the land
operations of the siege and not with the Venetian galleys in the harbor of the Golden
Horn.’

These accounts have invited detailed scholarly analyses of the events that they
presented and promised a better understanding of the complicated military operations
associated with the end of the medieval Greek “empire” of the Palaiologoi.” Interest

? Its colorful mixture of sixteenth-century Venetian vernacular and Latin was edited by G. M.
Thomas, “Die Eroberung Constantinopels im Jahre 1453 auf einer venetianischen Chronik,”
Sitzungsberichte der konigl. bayer. Akademie der Wissenschaften, philos.-hist. Klasse, Band 2
(Munich, 1866): 1-38; Thomas neglected to mention the title of Dolfin’s work; selections are also
printed in T7ePN, pp. 169-180. Melville Jones, The Siege of Constantinople, pp. 125-131 has
translated a short extract from this account into English; it has never been translated in its entirety.
Languschi-Dolfin’s text and its relation to the narrative of Leonardo and its followers will be
discussed in due course; cf. infra, 11.4.1.

* It was edited by P. A. Déthier, C. Desimoni, and C. Hopf, “Della Conquista di Costantinopoli per
Maometto II nel MCCCLIIL” Atti della Societa Ligure di Storia Patria 10 (1874): 289-350; and
reprinted in MHH 22.1: 35-70; selections with Italian translation in 7/ePN, pp. 188-209. There
exists no translation of the complete work into any modern language.

5 This detailed history of the period by Kritoboulos was first edited by P. A. Déthier, KptréBovAog
Bioc 700 Modued B, in MHH 21.1 (sine loco [Galata/Pera? or Budapest?], sine anno
[18722/18757?): 1-346; other editions followed: C. Miiller, De rebus gestis Muhammetis I, in FHG
5 (Paris, 1883): 52-164; V. Grecu, ed., Critobul din Imbros din domnia lui Mahomed al Il-lea anii
1451-1467, Scriptores Byzantini 4 (Bucharest, 1963), with a Romanian translation; the only
translation into English is that of C. T. Riggs, A History of Mehmed the Conqueror (Princeton,
1954; repr. 1970). Selections with Italian translation in CC 2: 230-251. The latest authoritative
edition, with apparatus criticus and an informative and a thorough introduction, is that of D. R.
Reinsch, ed., Critobuli Imbriotae Historiae, CFHB 22 (Berlin and New York, 1983).

® For editions, translations, discussion, and evaluation of this important source, cf. infra, ch. 2:
“Four Testimonies: A Ghost, a Pope, a Merchant, and a Boy,” sec. IV.

7 For a preliminary study, cf. W. K. Hanak, “Byzantine, Latin, and Muscovite Sources on the Fall
of Constantinople (1453) and Its Conqueror, Mehmed I1,” Eastern Churches Journal 3/2 (1996):
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created by the discovery of such texts stimulated further research in topography and
rudimentary archaeological investigation. Scholars began to visit Constantinople in
person in order to evaluate the military situation of 1453 in its proper geographical
context. The elder A. D. Mordtmann, for instance, made good use of his familiarity with
the Constantinopolitan topography, and his work remains an immensely enhanced study
of the siege.® The Greek physician A. G. Paspates, who had been reared and educated in
the United States, further enriched his research.” The scholarly community soon realized
the value of topographical investigation, as it had already done in the case of classical
studies, and important basic research was soon initiated.'’

The eighteenth century had not observed comparable activities in its approach to the
siege but had concentrated, uncritically in some instances, on available sources. The case
of Edward Gibbon is notorious. His sources were limited and he himself had never
visited Constantinople. A number of useful accounts were discovered after Gibbon had
finished his work."" There were also sources available to Gibbon, which he simply

53-68. A further word concerning a misleading and suspect article: Fleming, p. 73, writes of
“eyewitness accounts, both Greek and Turkish, paint[ing] an astounding graphic and moving
picture of the months-long siege....” Unfortunately, she does not identify or discuss these
eyewitness sources.

Two recent and broader works merit scholarly consideration: RiZena Dostdlova, “Zu den
Vorworten der dltesten Ausgaben der spétbyzantinischen Historiker,” in S. Kolditz and R. C.
Miiller, eds., Geschehenes und Geschriebenes. Studien zu Ehren Giinther S. Henrich und Klaus-
Peter Matschke (Leipzig, 2005), pp. 479-489; and P. G. Antonopoulos and P. K. Magkafas,
“AVTOTTEC LAPTUPES TNG aNdoewg Tov 1453: TéooQpes QVTLRPOCWTEVTIKESG TEPLTTOOELS,” in E.
Motos Guirao and M. Morfakidis Filactés, eds., Constantinopla. 550 aiios de su caida.
KovatavtivoimoAn. 550 xpévia amé cAwan. 2: La Caida. H "AAwon (Granada, 2006): 41-51.

% His analysis ultimately suffered from the lack of original written material, which still awaited
discovery and publication; he presented his results in Belagerung und Eroberung Constantinopels
durch die Tiirken im Jahre 1453 nach dem originalquellen bearbeitet (Stuttgart and Augsburg,
1858). Years later, the younger J. H. Mordtmann further summarized his researches into the
topography of the immediate vicinity: Esquisse topographique de Constantinople (Lille, 1892).

’A. G. Paspates, Bufavtival MeAérar Tomoypapikal kal “Iotopikal, BuBAtodkn loTopwkdv
Meletav 208 (Constantinople, 1877; repr. Athens, 1986); this seminal study was followed by a
work that remains useful: IToAtopkia kal “"AAwotg THc KeveTavTivovméAews Umo 76y Odwuavdy
év”Etev 1453 (Athens, 1890; repr. Athens, 1995).

' One of the most popular accounts to appear in English was by A. Van Millingen, Byzantine
Constantinople: The Walls of the City and Adjoining Historical Sites (London, 1899; repr., sine
anno [20047?]). Other works have followed, but the last word, especially in regard to the
monuments relating to the siege, has as yet not been written, as we will observe in due course. In
the meantime, standard modern works include R. Janin, Constantinople byzantine; Développement
urbain et répertoire topographique, Archives de 1’Orient Chrétien 4A (2™ ed., Paris, 1964); and
idem, La Géographie ecclésiastique de [’empire byzantin, 1: Le siége de Constantinople et le
patriarcat oecuménique (Paris, 1969). The latest attempt, with limited results and no new
information, is provided in M. Balard, “Constantinople vue par les témoins du siege de 1453,” in
Constantinople and Its Hinterland: Papers from the Twenty-Seventh Spring Symposium of
Byzantine Studies, Oxford, April 1993, eds. C. Mango and G. Dagron (Ashgate, 1995), pp. 169-177.
' E. Pears, The Destruction of the Greek Empire and the Story of the Capture of Constantinople by
the Turks (New York, 1968 (repr. of 1903 edition), pp. xiii-xiv, lists the sources that were
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ignored or failed to utilize. In general, however, the eighteenth century witnessed the
discovery and subsequent publication of some precious sources on the siege of 1453:
Tetaldi’s French version'” and Ubertino Pusculo’s Latin poem of Vergilian hexameters."
It should be noted, nevertheless, that Gibbon’s account of the siege was and still is
immensely popular, despite limitations, which to a large degree may be attributed to the
prevailing standards of scholarship in the eighteenth century. On the other hand, Gibbon
should not be found at fault for his failure to recognize the importance of topography or
for neglecting chronicles in manuscript form that were buried in widely scattered libraries
and collections. Although his work contains numerous shortcomings, various scholars
and readers first became familiar with the siege through his popular book. In addition,
Gibbon maintained a critical eye on the information available to him and in certain cases
he proved a more careful historian than his successors in the following two centuries.
Gibbon, for instance, is seldom given credit for suspecting that behind the Greek
narrative attributed to the pen of George Sphrantzes (Gibbon’s “Phranza”) lurks an
ecclesiastical elaborator.'* Gibbon, in fact, anticipated the modern demonstration that

recovered after Gibbon and they include Languschi-Dolfin; Lomellino (whose work has wrongly
been attributed to “Ang. Johannis Zacharias” by the time Pears wrote); di Montaldo; “Riccherio”
(who turns out not to be a source at all, as we will see in due course; cf. infra, ch. 2: “Four
Testimonies: A Ghost, a Pope, a Merchant, and a Boy”), sec. 1; and Nestor-Iskander. A similar list
had appeared earlier (in 1890) in Paspates’ book on the siege, IToAtopkia kal “AAwoig Tijc
KovoravrivovmdAewg, and it was more inclusive than Pears, as Paspates enumerated all the
sources that had been unknown to E. Gibbon in his The Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire, ed.
J. B. Bury, 7 vols. (London, 1909-1914), and those that Gibbon had failed to use even though they
had been readily available to him.

12 Informations envoyées, tant par Francisco de Franc, a trés reverend pere en Dieu monseigneur
le cardinal d’Avignon, que par Jehan Blanchin & Jacques Edaldy marchant Florentin, de la prise
de Constantinople par I’empereur Turc le xxix. jour de May MCCCCLIII, a laquelle ledit Jacques
estoit personnellement, E. Marténe and U. Durand, eds., Thesaurus novus anecdotorum, 1: Tomus
primus complectens regum ac principum aliorumque virorum illustrium epistolas et diplomata
bené multa (Paris, 1717): cols. 1819-1826. The same editors published a Latin version of Tetaldi’s
narrative twelve years later: Veterum scriptorum et monumentorum historicorum, dogmaticorum,
moralium amplissima collectio, 5 (Paris, 1729): 785-800. The French version alone was also
printed in MHH 22.1: 891 ff. The French version was translated into English by Melville Jones,
The Siege of Constantinople 1453, pp. 1-10. For the first modern edition of the Latin version, with
English translation and commentary, cf. M. Philippides, ed., trans., and annotated by, Mehmed 11
the Conqueror and the Fall of Franco-Byzantine Levant to the Ottoman Turks: Some Western
Views and Testimonies, Medieval and Renaissance Texts and Studies 302 (Tempe, 2007): 133-217,
and for the French text, Appendix I, pp. 341-346. For his life, ibid., pp. 21-26. On Tetaldi, cf. infra,
I1.3; and ch. 2: “Four Testimonies: A Ghost, a Pope, a Merchant, and a Boy,” sec. II1.

13 Constantinopolis libri 1V, ed. G. Bregantini, Miscellanea di varie operette, 1 (Venice, 1740);
repr. in A. S. Ellissen, Analekten der mittel- und neugriechischen Literatur, 3 (Leipzig, 1857):
Appendix, 12-83; and CC 1: 124-171. On Pusculo, cf. infra, 11.A.7.

14 Gibbon, 7: 197, n. 76: “I am afraid that this discourse was composed by Phranza himself; and it
smells so grossly of the sermon and the convent that I almost doubt whether it was pronounced by
Constantine.” For a brief discussion, cf. M. Philippides, “The Fall of Constantinople: Bishop
Leonard and the Greek Accounts,” GRBS 22 (1981): 289, n. 7.
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Sphrantzes’ Chronicon Maius is actually a paraphrase into Greek of Bishop Leonardo’s
Latin text, which was carried out by a notorious forger of Palaiologan documents, the
prelate Makarios Melissourgos-Melissenos, one century or more after the death of
Sphrantzes.

Thus the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries were primarily an age of discovery and
recovery. The “new” accounts underscored the need for textual evaluation, for
Quellenforschung, and for a detailed investigation of the siege. The monumental fall of
Constantinople had heralded the end of the Greek version of the Roman Empire. Perhaps
it even marked the end of the Middle Ages, according to the reckoning of a few historians
who boldly and confidently viewed history as a continuous process accented by abrupt,
albeit well-defined and discernible, breaks in chronology.'”” While more sophisticated
modern approaches frown upon such views, the least that can be said concerning this
matter is that the year 1453 marks the most important date in the two millennia of Greek
recorded history. After all, it amounted to a prelude of a long subjugation to an Islamic
master. The citizens of the tiny reconstituted Greek nation of the nineteenth century
demanded a reliable record of the siege and of the critical period that had witnessed the
heroic death of the last Greek emperor of Constantinople, Constantine XI Draga$
Palaiologos. The fall of the imperial city had brought about the permanent occupation of
Constantinople. This critical period also ushered in the so-called Dark Age of the
infamous Turkish domination. Both the citizens of modern Hellas and numerous
European scholars felt an acute need for the formation of a collection of all known
eyewitness and near-contemporary accounts of the siege. It was a cumbersome,
formidable task for individuals of that era to hunt down either the sources published in a
score of periodicals on the continent or to consult the manuscripts themselves, scattered
as they were, and still are, in libraries and collections throughout Europe.

Philipp A. Déthier, the energetic director of the Imperial Museum of Antiquity in
Constantinople, who was destined to have his share of problems and numerous
misunderstandings with the maverick Heinrich Schliemann, eventually undertook this
ambitious project. In regard to the latter’s notorious excavations and smuggling
operations at Hisarlik/Troy, Déthier was so exasperated with Schliemann’s attempts to
disregard the explicit instructions issued to him by the Ottoman authorities that he
threatened to revoke his permit to excavate in the Troad. He had grown particularly
impatient with Schliemann’s “discovery,” questionable purchase, and eventual removal
to Greece of a Hellenistic metope depicting the chariot of Helios, nowadays housed in
Berlin’s Pergamon Museum.'® In collaboration with the respected medievalist Carl [Karl]

' Echoes of this attitude are still with us. One recalls that Sir Steven Runciman begins his highly
popular, if on occasion erratic and idiosyncratic, study, FC, with the following memorable
statement, p. xi: “In the days when historians were simple folk the Fall of Constantinople, 1453,
was held to mark the close of the Middle Ages.”

' On this incident, cf. E. Meyer, Heinrich Schliemann: Kaufmann und Forscher (Gottingen, 1969),
p. 271; and, in general, D. A. Traill, “Schliemann’s Acquisition of the Helios Metope and His
Psychopathic Tendencies,” in Myth, Scandal, and History: The Heinrich Schliemann Controversy
and a First Edition of the Mycenaean Diary, eds. W. Calder III and D. A. Traill (Detroit, 1986), pp.
48-81.
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Hopf, Déthier produced an impressive collection of all known sources on the siege of
Constantinople in 1453 and the scholarly community eagerly anticipated its publication.

Yet, while the first two volumes were being printed and collated in Pera/Galatas or in
Budapest, the official sponsor of this enterprise, the Hungarian Academy of Sciences,
suddenly announced that the opus, already scheduled to appear as volume 21, parts 1 and
2, and volume 22, parts 1 and 2, of the prestigious series Monumenta Hungariae
Historica, was not to be published for a simple, albeit legitimate reason: an inordinate
amount of printing errors had been detected in the galleys. The publication of this useful
project then reached a state of scholarly limbo. Officially, the collection was not
published, but a number of advanced copies had already been forwarded by the Academy
to a few investigators and libraries. These rare surviving copies'’ have been widely
sought and eagerly consulted ever since. Some texts included in the Déthier collection
have not been printed a second time and the manuscripts still await modern editors. An
additional two volumes were prepared but were never printed.

The Déthier project was so ambitious and so formidable that a similar undertaking
would not be attempted again for another century. In the meantime, more documents and
additional material from archival records pertaining to the siege and fall continued to be
unearthed. Thus N. Jorga (Jorga) published numerous documents in his monumental
series on the late crusades but, unfortunately, he often presented summaries and short
extracts instead of the complete original text.'® In addition, S. P. Lampros also collected
and printed numerous contemporary and near contemporary lamentations, dirges, and
popular tales dealing with the siege,'” which, however, offer little factual material to the
historian interested in the diplomacy of the period and in the military operations. Such
scholarly efforts culminated in 1976 when the late Agostino Pertusi published his
collection of sources.*’ In some cases Pertusi presented improved text, since he had taken
the trouble to consult and collate manuscripts anew, such as his selections from Barbaro’s
important Giornale, which thus received welcome attention.”’ The same holds true of
Pertusi’s selections from Leonardo.”” Finally, there has been considerable improvement
over the sixteenth-century printed editions of this key text. Moreover, selections from
Pusculo’s poem™ were also an improvement over the careless eighteenth-century printed
edition of this work.”* While some narratives were printed in their original languages,
with facing-page Italian translation, unfortunately other selections appear only in Italian
translation without the original text. Typical examples include Tetaldi’s French version
(the Latin version does not appear at all),” Nestor-Iskander (without the Slavonic text),”®

" MHH 21, parts 1-2, and 22, parts 1-2.

¥ NE 1-6.

19 “Movedlal kal @pijvoL éml 19 "Aldoel T KovotavTwovtolews,” NH 5 (1908): 190-270.
® ¢C 1 and CC 2 [= La Caduta di Costantinopoli, 1: Le Testimonianze dei Contemporanei; and 2:
L’Eco nel Mondo (Verona, 1976)].

21 CC 1: 8-38; on Barbaro’s complete edition, cf. supra, n. 2.

2 Ibid., pp. 124-171.

3 Ibid., pp. 200-213.

# Supra, n. 13.

».CC1:175-189; cf. supra, n. 12.

% Ibid., pp. 269-298.
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the report of Bishop Samuel (without the original German),”’ or the report of the refugees
Thomas Eparkhos and Diplovatatzes.”® Printed editions of these texts in the original
languages are not easily obtainable. This absence of the original testimonies and accounts
remains the most severe and frustrating limitation to an investigator consulting Pertusi’s
collection. Furthermore, one laments the fact that Pertusi presented only selections and
short tantalizing extracts. A serious investigator must still consult the rare collection of
Déthier. Despite all the errors in the Monumenta Hungariae Historica, the texts are after
all complete. Viewed from this perspective, the Pertusi collection of selections (an
anthology in the final analysis) has only underscored the need for a new exhaustive
compilation of all complete sources. An anthology is simply not satisfactory, even though
it may have been executed with expert editorial skill. Consequently, the Déthier opus has
not yet found a worthy successor and remains indispensable.

While the publication of the Pertusi collection was greeted as a useful and a much-
needed step” for a proper understanding of the operations in 1453, its severe limitations
soon became apparent. This was after all a collection of selections with the original text
sometimes missing. Its very nature as an anthology limited its usefulness, since in certain
cases important information was omitted for inexplicable reasons. One typical example
requires attention: Pertusi included selections from a letter’’ written by the eyewitness
Cardinal Isidore, the Greek legate of Pope Nicholas V to Constantinople. Isidore fought
heroically in the siege, was wounded during the sack, was then captured, and was
somehow ransomed early on, soon after concealing himself in Genoese Pera for ten days
while the Turks actively searched for him. He escaped aboard a Turkish vessel that took
him to Asia Minor, crossed to Chios, and finally reached safety in Venetian Crete.’'
Isidore’s letter was addressed to his Greek friend, the famous Cardinal Bessarion in Italy,
in which he spoke of the drama of Constantinople, thus providing us with a very early
testimony by an active participant. The letter is dated sexta die Iulii anno Domini
M°CCCC LIIT, “the sixth day of July 1453 A.D.” Pertusi has chosen to omit a significant
section of this highly informative epistula, which treats the execution of several
distinguished Greek prisoners of the sultan, including the grand duke of the emperor,
Loukas Notaras.”

7 Ibid., pp. 228-231.

2 Ibid., pp. 234-239.

¥ Cf, e.g., PaL 2: 110, n. 8.

*CC 1: 64-80.

3! On these incidents, cf. A. Papadakis, ODB 2: 1016. In spite of the statements in ODB, Isidore
was never officially a prisoner of the sultan, who would have executed him on the spot the moment
his true identity had been authenticated.

32 The complete text of this letter was published earlier by G. Hofmann, “Ein Brief des Kardinals
Isidor von Kiew an Kardinal Bessarion,” OCP 14 (1948): 405-414. Pertusi, however, correctly
reminds us that the text of this letter would have been composed in Greek and that we are facing, in
the Latin version, the literary exercise of a minor humanist who attempted to render Isidore’s
(presumably elegant) Greek prose into Latin. The other letters that also issued from the pen of
Isidore, while he was recovering in Crete, must have also been composed in Greek and translated
into Latin by others, as Cardinal Isidore, unlike his good friend the Neoplatonist Bessarion, never
managed to master Latin. For his futile attempts to learn Latin, for his pathetic struggle to render
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Beyond these two volumes Pertusi prepared another collection of less famous
documents and sources.” In the meantime, he continued with his quest to identify “new”
sources and was able to recover an important account, an unknown relazione by the
Anconan consul in Constantinople, Benvenuto.”* Pertusi did not live to see the
publication of this volume, which, in its final stages, was supervised by A. Carile and was
published in 1983. There are serious problems with this volume, however, as the nemesis
of Déthier has reasserted itself and this book is plagued by numerous typographical
errors. One must still check previous editions in order to isolate and correct the various
mistakes.

Despite the need, still sorely felt, for adequate information on the siege, fall and sack
of 1453, students of these texts have, by now, sufficient material at their disposal to make
some sense of military operations and of the strategy that was employed by besieger and
besieged.” It must be stated at the outset that scholarship has been rather slow and
careful to compare, collate, and evaluate “sources.” It is only in the last sixty years, for
instance, that the unreliability of the Chronicon Maius has been convincingly
demonstrated and that the Latin text of Bishop Leonardo’s epistula has served as an
anchor in the composition of other accounts.

I1. Quattrocento Sources on the Siege and the Fall

A. Eyewitness Accounts

1. NICOLO BARBARO. A physician on a Venetian galley, he maintained a journal
that has been used by every modern historian investigating the siege. However, Barbaro’s
text presents several problems that deal with the prosopographical material and it is not

Latin into the Greek alphabet for easier comprehension, and for his daily exercises, cf. G. Mercatti,
Scritti d’Isidoro il cardinale Ruteno e codici a lui appartenuti che si conservano nella Bibliotheca
Apostolica Vaticana, ST 46 (Vatican City, 1926).

Two misidentifications should be addressed. Fleming, p. 72, perpetuates an error and states:
“the pope sent Cardinal Isidore of Russia, a Polish cardinal who had formerly been Archbishop of

Russia, on a mission to Constantinople...” [lfalics ours]. Further, Fleming, p. 75, erroneously
identifies Loukas Notaras as “a Constantinopolitan intellectual and theologian of the mid-fifteenth
century....”

* TIePN.

¥ A. Pertusi, “The Anconitan Colony in Constantinople and the Report of Its Consul, Benvenuto,
on the Fall of the City,” in Charanis Studies, pp. 199-218. It was then published with Italian
translation in T/ePN, pp. 4-5. For an English translation: M. Philippides, Byzantium, Europe, and
the Early Ottoman Sultans 1373-1513: An Anonymous Greek Chronicle of the Seventeenth Century
(Codex Barberinus Graecus 111), Late Byzantine and Ottoman Studies 4 (New Rochelle, 1990):
197-199. Cf. infra, I1.A.6.

35 This topic remains largely unexplored territory; historians of the siege so far have simply
followed “sources” uncritically, without much evaluation and without investigating the actual value
or status of each testimony; most of the time they have followed secondary sources, elaborations, or
downright forged texts that pass as primary accounts. More importantly, no scholar has attempted a
military analysis of strategy, role of artillery, infantry tactics, etc. A different approach will be
followed in due course; cf. infra, ch. 9: “Land Operations,” and ch. 10: “Some Observations on
Strategy.”
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always clear which piece of information is correct, as several contradictions emerge in his
narrative. Thus in one of his lists Barbaro states that the Turks captured the knight Grioni
during the sack:*®

...tuti...nobeli da Veniexia, i qual fo prexoni in man del turco, tuti torno a Veniexia, i
qual tuti si ave taia, chi ducati doamilia, chi ducati mile, e chi ducati otozento, in men
de uno ano tuti si fo tornadi a Veniexia: ...ser Zacaria Grioni, el cavalier, sora
comito.

...all Venetian nobles, who were left prisoners in the hands of the Turks and who
returned to Venice in less than one year. Some paid a ransom of one thousand ducats,
others two thousand, and others eight hundred. They returned to Venice: ...Sir Zacaria
Grioni, the knight and commander.

In the following paragraphs Barbaro presents a list of the noble Venetians who died
during the siege and sack and enumerates Grioni as a casualty:’’ nobeli morti, da poi la
prexa...: ser Zacaria Grioni el cavalier, “the nobles who fell in the siege: ...Sir Zacaria
Grioni, the knight.” As is apparent, there is something wrong with Barbaro’s second list
that names casualties. Grioni, as Barbaro noted elsewhere in his narrative, was captured
with his ship, while the Venetian fleet was leaving the harbor of Constantinople during
the sack:*® la galia de Candia patron misser Zacaria Grioni el cavalier, quela si fo prexa,
“the galley from Candia with Zacaria Grioni, the knight, as her captain was captured.” To
complicate matters further, Languschi-Dolfin reports that Grioni reached Negroponte
(Chalcis in Euboea) together with the other ships fleeing from Constantinople:*’

Le gallie tre de Romania, et le do gallie sotil Treuisana et Zacharia Grioni de Candia
cum le naue de Candia tirate fuora del porto circa a mezo di feceno uela et in 4. zorni
perueneno a Negroponte doue trouono M. Jacomo Loredan capitano zeneral cum otto
gallie che aspettauano tempo de andar a dar soccorso a Constantinopoli.

36 Barbaro 61 (Cornet); not included in the selections of CC 1; Pertusi, however, has noted and
discussed this discrepancy, CC 1: 366-367, n. 173.

*7 This list appears in Cornet, pp. 63-65, but not in CC 1, which consistently omits all of Barbaro’s
lists.

38 Barbaro 59 [CC 1: 36].

¥ Languschi-Dolfin 36. The Grioni matter is further discussed by M. Manoussakas, “Les derniers
défenseurs crétois de Constantinople d’aprés les documents vénitiens,” in Akten de XI
internationalen Byzantinischen Kongress, Miinchen, 1958, eds. F. Délger and H.-G. Beck (Munich,
1960), pp. 331-340. Manoussakas published a document that summarizes Grioni’s adventures after
his liberation from the Turks (p. 334, n. 21): De mense uero Julij anni elapsi, ipse Zacharias,
redemptus a misirabili captiuitate Teucrorum, in Cretam rediret, et Chium peruenisset, ad
instantiam ipsius Benedicti fuit de ordine vestro in carcerem positus, et cohactus fideiubere de
ducatis ij C quod redibit Chium ad faciendum rationem cum eo et standum iudicio fori vostre de eo
quod ipse Benedictus dicit habere debere a dicto Zacharia. Cf. infra, Appendix IV: “Some
Defenders and Non-Combatants,” no. 95.
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The three galleys from Romania, the two light galleys of Trevisano and Zacaria Grioni
from Candia with the ships from Candia left the port about noon, made sail, and in
four days arrived in Negroponte where they met Giacomo Loredan, the captain
general, with his eight galleys awaiting to set sail to come to the aid of
Constantinople.

Scholarship has not exhaustively investigated or sorted the additions and changes made to
Barbaro’s autograph by later hands; so far, some changes made by Marco Barbaro, i/
genealogista, have been noted. Some simply provide clarifications with new information
that gradually became available. Marco added, for instance, to the physician’s list of
executions, a note to indicate that Venice’s bailo, Girolamo Minotto, was executed along
with his son. The latter’s fate had been uncertain for some time.*” Marco clarified the
situation on July 18, 1453: il Turco feceli tagliar la testa...al bailo nostro et suo fiol, “the
Turk ordered the decapitation...of our bailo and of his son.”*! Tn addition, an anonymous
note sought to silence aspersions on the critical withdrawal of Giovanni Giustiniani from
his assigned sector during the last battle. While Barbaro himself only noted that the
Genoese condottiere retreated,42 Zuan Zustignan, zenovexe da Zenova, se delibera de
abandonar la sua posta, “Giovanni Giustiniani, a Genoese from Genoa, decided to
abandon his post,” the marginalium supplies the explanation,” per essire ferito de freza,
“because he was struck by an arrow,” a statement that is also echoed, almost verbatim by
Languschi-Dolfin, vien ferito de freza, “he was struck by an arrow.”** Furthermore, the
last two paragraphs of the journal, which report the aftermath and the wave of executions,

0 Complete note: Dopo presa la cittd, il Turco fece far cride, che chi avesse case in Costantinopoli
gli dicesse, che egli le faria consegnare, et olti grechi et latini andarono a dirli dove erano le sue
case, fra quali fu il nostro Bailo, e il Consolo Taragonense, et in vece delle case, il Turco feceli
tagliar la testa, a esso Consolo, et a doi altri de’ suoi, et al Bailo nostro et suo fiol, et a doi altri
nostri nobeli. Girolamo had two sons who participated in the defense. P<a>olo was killed in action;
Zorzi and his father were executed soon afterwards, as Lomellino, the podesta of Pera noted (CC 1:
46: Decapitari fecit [Mehmed) suis [?] diebus bailum Venetorum cum eius filio et aliis septem
Venetis, et similiter consulem Catalanorum cum aliis quinque vel sex Catalanis. The news reached
Venice in the guise of rumors, and attempts were made to ransom Zorzi, who, it was thought as late
as the beginning of August, was still alive as a prisoner of the sultan. In addition, no one could
discover what happened to the wife of Girolamo Minotto in the sack; she seems to have vanished.
Cf. Archivo di Stato, Senato Mar, R.4, fol. 202: Cum omnibus notus sit miserabilis casus nobilis
viri, ser Jeronimi Minotto, qui erat Baiulus Constantinopolis, qui sic ut habetur ductus est captivus
in Turchia cum uxore et uno filio et perdidit omnem facultatem suam. On the fate of the Minotti, cf.
Pal 2:133-134, n. 87; and CC 1: 369-370, n. 182. The most accurate information as to the fate of
the Minotti was brought to Venice by Catarino Contarini, another defender and prisoner of the
Turks who was ransomed and finally reached Venice by August 16, 1453; cf. Cronaca Magno
[Stefano Magno], (NE 3: 300): Adi 16 agosto [1453], el venne con un grippo Cattarin Contarini da
Constantinopoli, il quale se haveva scosso; per lo quale fi inteso della morte dada al bailo et suo
fiolo et recuperation de i altri nostri Venetiani, et hebbe notitia del muodo del perder della cittade.
4 CC1:269, n. 182.

“2 Barbaro 35 [CC 1: 33].

$CC 1: 362, n. 140.

“ Languschi-Dolfin, fol. 28.
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as well as the fate of a gran baron greco, “a great Greek baron” (Loukas Notaras?) are
additions by Marco. This precious source was first edited and published in its entirety by
Cornet. Some relevant sections, with improved text, are reproduced in CC 1: 8-39; for an
English translation of this text, cf. [Melville] Jones; in addition, there exists a modern
Greek translation by Lappa, pp. 89-213.* There also exists a Latin partial translation of
the journal, which some scholars have mistakenly assumed to be a fifteenth-century
rendition into Latin of the original text, which is composed in the spoken Venetian idiom
of the period. This Latin épnpeplc/journal is in actuality a later translation and has been
published under the title, Nicolai Barbari Patricii Veneti Ephemerides de
Constantinopoli anno 1453 obsessa atque expugnata, in PG 158: cols. 1067-1078. The
journal is further reproduced and translated, infra, Appendix I.

2. ANGELO GIOVANNI LOMELLINO. He was the podesta of Pera and on June
23, 1453, wrote his report in a letter entitled Epistula de Constantinopoleos Excidio. For
a long time Lomellino was the subject of a misunderstanding. As the first editor of
Barbaro’s journal, in his annotations he had erroneously assumed that “Angelo Zaccaria”
was the podesta of Pera. This Angelo Zaccaria was a Genoese in Pera who had informed
the sultan of the defenders’ plans to burn the Turkish boats that been transported over dry
land and launched into the Golden Horn, behind the chain-boom that was blocking the
entrance to Constantinople’s harbor. This traitor was named by Ubertino Pusculo in his
poem: ...Furtim / Detulit accelerans Machmetto nuntius audax / Angelus ex Galata
Zacharias, atque suorum / consilia expandit, “in secret and in haste, Angelo Zaccaria
from Galatas [Pera] with audacity ran to Mehmed and informed him of the plans of his
own people.”*® Furthermore, Pusculo claims that this traitor by lighting a fire gave the
signal to the Turks that the Christian boats were commencing their attack, as their galleys
quietly began to leave their anchorage under the cover of darkness:*’ Ecce facem summa
Galatae de turre levari / Cernitur: hoc Teucris signum fore nuntius ipse / Creditur, “lo!
they saw a torch lifted from the tallest tower of Galatas [Pera]; it is believed that the
messenger himself [Zaccaria] gave this signal to the Turks.” The identification of Angelo
Zaccaria with Angelo Giovanni Lomellino was simply a confusion based on common
first names but this misapprehension plagued scholarship for some time. The actual
podesta of Pera was not a traitor and was affected deeply by the sack of Constantinople,
as his letter reveals. Moreover, his own nephew had volunteered his services, had fought
against the janissaries in the last battle, and had been captured, but Lomellino, as he sadly
notes, had lost all trace of him in captivity:*® Imperialis nepos meus captus fuit; in
redemptione eius feci quantum fuit mihi possibile...dominus...ipsum cepit, “my nephew
Imperiale was captured. I did all that was possible for me to ransom him...the lord
[sultan] kept him.” However, his fate is known from a letter of Soderini, who reported on
August 30 of the same year that Imperiale had become a renegade by converting to Islam

4 Cf. for full citations of these sources, supra, n. 2.
¢ Book IV, 585-588 (Ellissen, p. 72; CC 1 has not printed this passage in its selections).
4" Book IV, 610-611 (Ellissen, p. 72; CC 1 has not printed this passage in its selections).
48

CC 1: 50.



14 The Siege and Fall of Constantinople in 1453

and had subsequently obtained a position in the sultan’s Porte.* Lomellino’s emotional
and confused letter’® was first edited by de Sacy, pp. 74-79. It was edited and printed a
second time by Belgrano, pp. 229-233. lorga, pp. 105-108, also edited it. An improved
text with Italian translation is offered by CC 1: 42-51. Melville Jones, pp. 131-135, has
translated it into English.”'

3. JACOPO TETALDI, a merchant from Florence. There survives a French version
(before December 31, 1453) and a Latin version whose date remains uncertain but it
displays a later appendix (probably of 1454), which addresses the organization of a
projected crusade. It is more likely that the Latin version, minus this appendix, antedates
the French. In all likelihood, both the French and Latin versions are based on a lost, or
misplaced, Italian original. Tetaldi, his manuscripts, editions, and his testimony will
concern us later.>

4. BISHOP LEONARDO GIUSTINIANI, the most authoritative source that has
spawned a number of followers/imitators in Latin, Greek, and Italian. His epistula/aviso
of August 16, 1453, to Pope Nicholas V, as he states: data Chii, XVI die Augusti, remains
our basic source for the event.” His report was the first extensive narrative in literary
form to reach Europe; the disaster is described in graphic detail with the experience of an
actual participant in the defense, a proud eyewitness:**

Narrabo igitur et flens, et gemens Constantinopolis proxime de cernentibus oculis
discrimen ultimum et iacturam...sed quoniam quae visu magis quam quae auditu,
verius exponuntur, quod scio loquar: et quod vidi fidelius contestabor.

% NE 2: 493: Et, perché ne sappiate il tucto, come noi, vi mando la copia de capituli che ha facto il
Turcho co Genovesi et la copia d’una lettera venuta da Scio, da huomo valente et di grande
discretione, che si vorrebbono mandare al Sancto Padre et in Corte di Roma. Et questo di c¢’e
rinfrescato peggio per la via di Vinegia, che dicono...che uno Agnolo Lomellino, ch’era podesta in
Pera, huomo valente et di grandi riputatione, lo fa carregiare priete (sic), et uno suo nipote di xx
anni ha rinnegato, et hallo facto un gran maestro.

% There has been little research on this interesting personality; cf. E. Dallegio d’Alessio, “Listes
des potestats de la colonie génoise de Péra (Galata), des prieurs et sous-prieurs de la Magnifica
Communita,” REB 27 (1969): 151-157 (with the complaint of CC 1: 41); and, more recently, G.
Olgiati, “Angelo Giovanni Lomellino: Attivitta politica e mercantile dell’ultimo podesta de Pera,”
Storia dei Genovesi 9 (1989): 139-196.

5! For full citations of these sources, cf. supra, n. 1.

S2 ¢t supra, n. 12, and infra, ch. 2: “Four Accounts: A Ghost, a Pope, a Merchant, and a Boy,” sec.
1.

53 Biographies of Leonardo were written long ago and contain inaccuracies; the oldest examples
include M. Iustiniani, “Vita Leonardi,” in Caroli Pogii de nobilitate liber disceptatorius et
Leonardi Chiensis de vera nobilitate contra Poggium tractactus apologeticus (Abelini, 1657), cols.
43-48; and J. Quétif and J. Echard, Scriptores Ordinis Praedicatorum, 1 (Paris, 1729): cols. 816-
818. In the previous century, the few facts known about the archbishop have been summarized by
R.-J. Loenertz, La Société des Freres Péregrinants. Etude sur 1'Orient Dominicain, 1 [= Inst. Hist.
FF. Praed., Diss. hist. 7] (Rome, 1937).

3 PG 159: 923 [CC 1: 124].
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With tears and groans will I give an account of the last struggle and loss of
Constantinople, which I saw with my own eyes recently...since these events can be
related more reliably by an eyewitness than by hearsay. I will tell what I know and
will be a trustworthy witness to what I have seen.

Elsewhere in his narrative he emphasized the fact that he was an eyewitness to the
events:>> Testis sum, “I am an eyewitness.” When Cardinal Isidore, en route to
Constantinople in 1452, made a stop at the island of Chios, Leonardo fell under the spell
of the Greek cardinal, who recruited him for the defense:>®

tR)

cum igitur reverendissimus pater D<ominus> cardinalis Sabinensis pro natione
Graecorum legatus, in eius famulatum me ex Chio vocasset, egi summa cum animi
mei diligentia, ut... fidem defensarem.

When the most reverend father, the lord cardinal of the Sabines and [papal] legate to
the nation of the Greeks, summoned me from Chios to join his retinue, I accepted and
committed myself to the defense of the faith with all my energy.

We do not know in what capacity Leonardo assisted in the defense but he was an
eyewitness to several important events. He evidently accompanied Isidore and his band
of warriors to the walls and he was probably stationed together with the cardinal in the
sector of Saint Demetrios:’’ Cardinalis a consilio nunquam absens, Sancti Demetrii
regionem ad mare defensabat, “the cardinal, never absent from a council, was defending
the region of Saint Demetrios by the sea.” The two friends were finally separated in the
early stages of the sack. Cardinal Isidore was wounded in the neighborhood of Hagia
Sophia, was captured, and then taken to the Turkish camp. Early on that day, before his
identity was established, he was ransomed, as he noted in a letter:*®

Quos omnes actus et opera praefata propriis oculis vidi, et ego ipse cum Viris
Constantinopolitanis omnibus una passus sum, licet de manibus impiorum me Deus
eripuit, ut Jonam ab utero ceti.

All these events and the aforementioned deeds I saw with my own eyes and I suffered
together with all the Constantinopolitans. But God snatched me away from the hands
of the impious [the Turks], as he delivered Jonah from the belly of the whale.

5 PG 159: 927 [CC 1: 130].

% PG 159: 923. CC 1: 124-126 presents a slightly different text and punctuation: cum igitur
reverendissimus pater, dominus cardinalis Sabinensis, pro unione Graecorum legatus, in eius
Sfamulatum me ex Chio vocasset, egi summa cum animi mea diligentia ut...defensarem.

7 PG 159: 935 [CC 1: 150].

8. CC 1: 84; cf. infra, ILA.5 iii. The letter is dated July 8.
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In another letter addressed to his friend Cardinal Bessarion, Isidore supplies details of his
adventures and mentions the wound that he received at the gate of “that renowned
monastery” [Hagia Sophia]:>’

et per immortalem Deum, cuius oculis patent et manifesta sunt omnia, saepius ac
saepius illum execratus sum ac maledixi crudelem ex Turcis qui me sagitta fixit atque
in sinistra capitis parte vulneravit ante ianuam cuiusdam monasterii, non tam acriter
tamen ut eadem hora mihi vitam eripuerit, propterea quia eques eram et attonitus et
spiculum ipsum magna in parte vires amiserat, sed me Deus, opinor, servare voluit, ut
reliquas omnes tales ac tantas infortunatissimae illius urbis adversitates conspiciam.

And by the immortal God, whose eyes see everything most clearly, time and again
have I cursed and reviled that cruel Turk who wounded me with an arrow on the left
side of my head before the door of that renowned monastery. I was not overly
concerned over my possible death at the time, as I was mounted and the shaft itself
was almost spent. But I believe that God saved me so that I could witness the ill luck
of that hapless city.

Leonardo did not sustain any wounds and fell unharmed into the hands of the Turks.
Isidore implies that he himself reached the neighborhood of Hagia Sophia from the walls,
presumably his assigned sector of Saint Demetrios, because he had a horse. The
importance of a mount to avoid capture or death by the defenders is also underscored by
Benvenuto, who states, as his text unfortunately breaks off, that omnes provisores, ut
credit interfecti erant...quia manserunt pedestres in platea, “all commanders, as it is
believed, were killed...because they were left behind on foot in the piazza/square.”
Perhaps Leonardo had lost his mount, was then captured, and was handled roughly by the
Turks:® Qua tempestate concussus, ego quoque captus sum: et pro demeritis meis
vinctus caesusque a Theucris. Non fui dignus cum Christo Salvatore configi, “caught in
that upheaval, I also became a prisoner; and for my sins I was bound and beaten by the
Turks. I was not worthy to be crucified with Christ, our Savior.” Leonardo provides no
details of his liberation, which, unlike that of his friend and patron, may have occurred
early on, as we learn elsewhere that he was able to buy books that the conquerors were
selling on the very day of the sack:*’

¥ CC 1: 66; cf. infra, ILA.5.ii.

% pG 159: 925 [CC 1: 128].

o1 Reg. 401, fol. 47b, Secret Archives of the Vatican, Pope Nicholas V, 10/18/53 [= L. Pastor, The
History of the Popes from the Close of the Middle Ages Drawn from Secret Archives of the Vatican
and Other Original Sources, trans. and ed. F. I. Antrobus, 2 (7th ed., London, 1949): app. 22.524-
525]. The loss of manuscripts, presumably containing ancient works unknown in the west, was a
lamentable point in the humanistic literature of the period. Aeneas Silvius Piccolomini (the future
Pope Pius II) made mention of the irreparable loss a number of times in his correspondence; cf.,
e.g., his letter to Pope Nicholas V (dated July 12, 1453), CC 2: 46: Quid de libris dicam, qui illic
erant innumerabiles, nondum Latinis cogniti? Heu, quot nunc magnorum nomina virorum
peribunt? Secunda mors ista Homero est, secundus Platoni obitus. Ubi nunc philosophorum aut
poetarum ingenia requiremus? Extinctus est fons Musarum. He returns to the same lamentation in
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Et sicut eadem petitio subjungebat venerabilis frater noster Leonardus Methalinensis
ord. fratrum praedicatorum professor in Constantinopoli et Pera publice dicere
praesumit, quod omnes de pr<a>eda a Teucris rapta enim sciente vero domino et
contradicente licite emere possunt nec data etiam pretio Teucris soluto restituere
tenentur, ipseque archiepiscopus duo missalia et unum breviarium et nonnullos alios
libros dict<a>e librari<a>e deputatos emere non dubitaverit.

Our venerable brother Leonardo, the archbishop of Mytilene, a professor of the Order,
stated in this report that anyone could buy in Constantinople and Pera, for a settled
price, from the loot and booty of the Turks (with the lord’s knowledge that his edict
was being violated). The archbishop himself did not hesitate to purchase two missals,
a breviary, and other books that belonged to the aforementioned library.

We do not know how Leonardo and his books eventually found their way to Chios. One
might suppose that Leonardo was one of the passengers on board a western ship that
managed to reach the safety of the Aegean archipelago. Perhaps he was one of the
refugees on the very vessel that had carried the wounded Giovanni Giustiniani to Chios
and to his death. It had to be a Genoese ship,® for the Venetians had left by midday while
Leonardo was still a prisoner.

Leonardo’s later life is not well documented. It was believed that he returned to the
island of Lesbos, was captured by the Turks in the sack of Mytilene in 1462, was
subsequently ransomed, and then wrote an account of this siege and sack entitled De
Lesbo a Turcis capta. This work betrays, however, the hand of a different author. It is
written in a less sophisticated style and prose, and employs a different Latin idiom that
betrays more parallels with an ecclesiastical sermon than with the humanistic precepts of
composition employed by Leonardo in his account of the siege and the sack of 1453. In
fact, Archbishop Benedetto, the successor of Leonardo to the see of Mytilene, composed
the De Lesbo. Pope Pius II nominated Benedetto to this post on December 3, 1459, after
the death of Leonardo. The latter returned to Italy in 1458 attempting to gain military aid
against his old enemy, Mehmed II, who was making preparations to attack Lesbos.
Leonardo died in Italy in late February or early March 1459.%

his letter dated September 25, 1453, to the pope [R. Wolkan, Der Briefwechsel des Eneas Silvius
Piccolomini 3, Fontes Rerum Austriacarum 68 (Vienna, 1918): 189; not in CC 2]: Mansit usque in
hanc diem vetustae sapientiae apud Constantinopolim monumentum, ac velut ibi domicilium
litterarum esset, nemo Latinorum satis videri doctus poterat, nisi Constantinopoli per tempus
studuisset. Quodque florente Roma doctrinarum nomen habuerunt Athenae, id nostra tempestate
videbatur Constantinopolis obtinere. Inde nobis Plato redditus, inde Aristotelis, Demosthenis,
Xenophontis, Thuchididis, Basilii, Origenis et aliorum multa Latinis opera diebus nostris
manifestata sunt, multa quoque manifestanda sperabamus. At nunc vincentibus Turchis et omnia
possidentibus, quae Graeca potentia tenuit, actum esse de litteris Graecis arbitror.

82 Cf. infra, ch. 8: “Naval Maneuvers: Subordinate Operations,” n. 93.

% The Latin text of this work was edited and published under the erroneous title: Leonardi Chiensis
De Lesbo a Turcis capta epistola Pio papae Il missa ex. cod. ms. Ticinensis, by C. Hopf
(Regimonti, 1866), who then reprinted it in his Chroniques Gréco-Romanes Inédites ou peu
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The second half of the quattrocento witnessed great strides with the newly invented
printing press. Consequently, eyewitness accounts with sensational appeal proliferated,
such as the reports of the Turkish advance® into southeastern Europe and the Balkans. At
times they bypassed the stage of manuscript publication and went directly to the
typesetter. A clear example is provided by the work of Guillaume Caoursin, whose
eyewitness account of the siege of Rhodes in 1480 by the Turks was published in printed
form a few months after the withdrawal of the enemy. The notable manuscript of
Caoursin’s text, illustrated with exquisite miniatures and illuminations depicting the siege
and the various councils of the Knights of Saint John, appeared after the publication of
the printed pamphlet; it was an understandable delay, since the illustrations could not be
executed with a speed that could match that of the printer.®

In the fifteenth and early sixteenth centuries Leonardo’s work on the siege became
popular and was recorded in various manuscript renditions: Ven. Marc. lat. XIV 218 (no.
4677), fols. 46"-68"; Ven. Marc. lat. 397 (no. 1733), fols. 1-22"; Mediol. Trivult. lat. N
641, fols. 1'-21" (unfortunately, this work was not utilized in its entirety by Pertusi in his
selections of Leonardo in CC 1, or its valuable marginalia); Mediol. Ambros. lat. C 1454,
fols. 25"-44%; Vat. lat. 4137, fols. 172°-206"; Vat. lat. 5392, fols. 99-106"; and Flor.
Riccard. lat. 660 [= M 1I 19], fols. 44-50 (which was not consulted by Pertusi for his
selections of Leonardo in CC 1). In the sixteenth century Leonardo’s aviso became
famous with its translated and printed versions that will be cited presently. The Latin text
was first published in 1584.°° Bzovius based the early printed editions on a transcription
of the Vat. Lat. ms. 4137.

The standard edition of this Latin authoritative epistula remains the editio princeps by
D. P. Lonicer, Chronica Turcica, 2 (Frankfurt am Main, 1578): 84-102. All other
editions, with the exception of the selections in CC 1 that present a better text, are based
on Lonicer: De Urbis Constantinopoleos Jactura Captivitateque. I1oskcmy o Llapeepads,

connues publiées avec notes et tables génealogiques (Paris, 1873; repr. Brussels, 1966), doc. 21,
pp- 359-366. No English translation of this work exists.

#50C, esp. ch. 1.

% The copy of Caoursin’s work in the Gennadeios Library at Athens bears the title Guglielmi
Caorsici [sic] Rhodiorum vicecancellarii obsidionis Rhodiae urbis descriptio. While this early
printed work at the Gennadeios states neither place nor year of publication, it is clear that we are
encountering a copy of the 1480-1481 edition printed in Rome; cf. the evidence cited in Pal 2:
346, n. 2. For color photographs of the miniatures accompanying Caoursin’s text in various
manuscripts, cf. E. Kollias, The Knights of Rhodes: The Palace and the City (Athens, 1988), plates
2,27, 28, 30, 34, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, and 46. Also, cf. the discussion in SOC, pp. 121-143; and E.
Brockman, The Two Sieges of Rhodes, 1480-1522 (London, 1969). For a new edition of Caoursin’s
text, with English translation and commentary, cf. Philippides, Mehmed II the Conqueror, pp. 261-
313.

% The popularity of this work, in manuscript form, continued in the sixteenth century; for
manuscripts of this period, cf. CC 1: 121. Also, cf. the observations of Melville Jones, The Siege of
Constantinople 1453, p. 28 and an unnumbered note at the bottom of same page. As well, K.-P.
Matschke, “Leonhard von Chios, Gennadios Scholarios, und die ‘Collegae’ Thomas Pyropulos und
Johannes Basilikos vor, wihrend und nach der Eroberung von Konstantinopel durch die Tiirken,”
Byzantina 21 (2000): 227-236.



Scholarship and the Siege of 1453 19

ed. I. I. Sreznevsky (Saint Petersburg, 1855), pp. 50-68; J.-P. Migne, ed. PG 159 (Paris,
1866): cols. 923-953; eds. P. A. Déthier and C. Hopf, MHH, Ser. Scriptores, 22.1: 553-
616, with the Italian translation of Leonardo, as it appeared in Sansovino 623-666; and
Epistola reverendissimi in Christo patris et domini domini Leonardi Ordinis
Praedicatorum, archiepiscopi Mitileni, sacrarum litterarum professoris, ad beatissimum
dominum nostrum Nicolaum papam quintum [de urbis Constantinopolis captivitate], ed.
Belgrano, no. 150, 13: 233-257. Also we should note the selections with improved text
and Italian translation in CC 1: 124-171. The epistola has been translated into English by
Melville Jones, The Siege of Constantinople 1453, pp. 11-42.

Mention should be made of the followers and imitators of Leonardo, whose text they
have reproduced in paraphrased form, in actual translation, and in elaboration:

i. Giacomo Languschi and Ignotus: A colorful mixture of the fifteenth-century
Venetian vernacular and Latin is encountered in Giacomo Languschi’s version of the
siege that was composed sometime after 1454.°7 This account is embedded in Zorzi
Dolfin’s chronicle. Thomas, “Die Eroberung Constantinopels im Jahre 1453,” pp. 1-38,
first edited it; selections are also printed in 7/ePN, pp. 169-180. A small section of this
interesting account has been translated into English by Melville Jones, The Siege of
Constantinople 1453, pp. 125-131. The text in its entirety remains untranslated. It
contains some additional material to Leonardo, including the Italian text of the aman-
name that Mehmed II granted to Pera after the fall.*®

Dolfin’s chronicle begins with Attila the Hun and ends with the death of Doge
Francesco Foscari; it has attracted little scholarly attention. More specifically, in regard to
the siege section, Pertusi merely notes a general correspondence in phrasing between
Languschi-Dolfin and Leonardo, but he fails to pursue a systematic analysis.”
Nevertheless, it has become clear that Languschi-Dolfin’s version of the siege and fall
contains, to a great extent, parts of Leonardo’s narrative translated into the Venetian
vernacular.”’ Furthermore, it is likely that both Pseudo-Sphrantzes and the anonymous

57 It now appears that Languschi could not have composed this account, as he seems to have died in
1453. The account can only be attributed to an unknown scribe. Cf. M. C. Davies, “An Enigma and
a Phantom: Giovanni Aretino and Giacomo Languschi,” Humanistica Lovaniensia 37 (1988): 1-29,
esp. 16 ff. In addition, cf. Margaret Meserve, Empires of Islam in Renaissance Historical Thought
(Cambridge, MA, and London, 2008), p. 273, n. 70. To avoid confusion with other source writers
and for elucidation, we choose to retain the artificial compound “Languschi-Dolfin” throughout this
study to indicate the author of this fascinating account.

% On this work and its relationship to Leonardo’s narrative, as well as to other texts of the period,
cf. M. Philippides, “The Fall of Constantinople 1453: Bishop Leonardo Giustiniani and His Italian
Followers,” Viator: Medieval and Renaissance Studies 29 (1998): 189-227, esp. 204-209.

% A. Pertusi, “La lettera di Filippo da Rimini, cancelliere di Corfii, a Francesco Barbaro e i primi
documenti occidentali sulla caduta di Costantinopoli (1453),” Mynudovvor Zoplag ' Avreviadn,
BuBALodnkn Tod “EAAMvikod Ivortitoitov Bevetiag Butavtwdy kal Metafuioartivgy Emouvdav 6
(Venice, 1974): 120-157, esp. 121.

™ Such was the conclusion of Pertusi (supra, n. 69), who did not realize, however, that the problem
is more complicated. Pertusi cites only one correspondence (121: ad esempio) and fails to look for
this narrative’s additional sources, 121: ...una traduzione in volgare della Epistola di Leonardo
Giustiniani, spogliata dei referimenti teologici e degli indirizzi rivolti al papa Nicolo V. Some
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codex Barberini Chronicle 111,”" which may have utilized Sansovino’s Italian translation
of Leonardo, also employs Languschi-Dolfin’s vernacular version and not the Latin text
of Leonardo directly. Both Pseudo-Sphrantzes and the anonymous author of the
Barberini Chronicle penned their works in Italy and, one suspects, both were more
comfortable with spoken Italian than with scholarly Latin.

In addition, there is a certain relationship between Languschi-Dolfin and Ubertino
Pusculo (infra, 11.A.7). Languschi-Dolfin received some information from Pusculo; both
authors display not only similar phraseology, but also information not encountered in
Leonardo. Moreover, Languschi-Dolfin also utilized another source, since some of his
statements are encountered neither in Leonardo nor in Pusculo. Indeed Languschi-Dolfin
displays a certain degree of sophistication. It becomes clear that he was aware of the
existence and value of documents. At the end of his narrative, for instance, he cites the
document that Mehmed II, through his lieutenant Zaganos Pasha, granted to the Genoese
of Pera. This aman-name has survived in a Greek version and there is no doubt that this
was the original language in which this document was composed. It corresponds to the

further connections are cited by T. Ganchou, “Sur quelques erreurs relatives aux derniers
défenseurs Grecs de Constantinople en 1453,” Onoavplopare: Iepiodikov Tob "EAAnwe-
kod IvaTiTovTov ButavTivdy kal Metafviavtivéy Emovddv mic Beveriac 25 (1995): 61-82,
esp. 62-63.

"' For the historicity of the text, cf. M. Philippides, “[Xpovwov wepl 1@y Tolprav TouATtdvev]
‘Chronicle of the Turkish Sultans,”” in Historians of the Ottoman Empire, eds. C. Kafadar, H.
Karateke, and C. Fleischer, Harvard University, Center for Middle Eastern Studies (Cambridge,
MA, 2008), electronic article, 7 pp.

For a discussion of this text and its problems, cf. D. Sakel, “A Probable Solution to the Problem
of the Chronicle of the Turkish Sultans,” in Byzantine Narrative. Papers in Honour of Roger Scott,
ed. J. Burke, et al., Australian Association for Byzantine Studies. Byzantina Australiensia 16
(Melbourne, 2006): 204 ff. Further, relative to this text, Sakel, pp. 210-211, n. 21, relying heavily
and almost exclusively upon the work of Elizabeth A. Zachariadou that in fact is quite significant
and merits scholarly attention, makes the questionable observation that Philippides has followed a
“pre-Zachariadou view of the sources.” It has been his and our approach in all of our studies to
view all extant works, both primary and secondary, both ancient and modern, and to try to make
some sense of the plethora of materials and interpretations that have been rendered to the events
and personages of 1453.

One additional observation should be made regarding the authorship of Barberini gr. 111. In
his Byzantium, Europe, and the Early Ottoman Sultans 1373-1513, Philippides, p. 118, n. 48, Sakel
misinterprets Philippides’ annotation that reads: “... The translator of this Chronicle into German
expresses his doubt that the author was Greek.” He may have been a westerner who knew everyday
business Greek. Cf. F. Kreutel, Leben und Taten der turkischen Kaiser. Die anonyme
vulgargriechische Chronik Cod. Barb. 111 (Anonymous Zoras), Osmanische Geschichtschreier 6
(Graz, 1971), 16-17. It is also possible that the author was one of the numerous spies who were
employed by powers in the west and who spent time in the eastern Mediterranean gathering
intelligence information; our author could have been employed in this way before [he] composed
his chronicle, as he is aware of Ottoman administration and terminology. Sakel states: “Its author is
a Greek, not a Greek-speaking Italian, as has been suggested, and indeed not an Italian spy.”
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Italian text of Languschi-Dolfin. It is entitled (fol. 322 [34-36]): come el gran Turco fece
un priuilegio a Genoesi per hauerli data Pera.”

This unidentified source that Languschi-Dolfin has utilized is unknown, as some of
the information is not duplicated in the surviving chronicles, eyewitness accounts, or
avisi of the period. Therefore one must assume that Languschi had consulted a document
or a source, perhaps from the pen of an eyewitness who has disappeared since the
fifteenth century. While the identity of this unknown author, the /gnotus, may never be
established with any degree of certainty, a likely candidate is Ludovico (or
Aluvixe/Alvise/Aloixe, as the name is spelled in the various forms of the Venetian dialect
of the quattrocento) Diedo, the captain of the galleys of Romania, specifically from Tana.
Diedo had reached Constantinople in November 1452, and his ships had guarded the
chain across the Golden Horn during the siege in order to protect the harbor from the
Turkish fleet. In the course of the long siege he was elevated to the post of capitano
generale del mar, “naval commander-in-chief,””” by the Venetian authorities in
Constantinople.” Despite his prominent role in the defense and his commanding position,
Diedo has never been the subject of a scholarly study or of a monograph. He supervised
the orderly departure of the Venetian vessels from the Golden Horn during the sack,

2 Both Greek and Italian texts were published by S. P. Lampros, “ “H "ENAnvkq @c “Exlonpog
I\aooa 1@v LovAtavey,” NH 5 (1908): 40-79, esp. 66-72. The Greek text was published once
more (based on the ms. 2817 of the Eggerton Collection in the British Museum): E. Dallegio
d’Alesio, “Le texte grec du traité conclu par les génois de Galata avec Mehmet II le I*" Juin 1453,”
Hellenika 11 (1939): 115-124, and has been translated into English by Melville Jones, The Siege of
Constantinople, Appendix, pp. 136-137. For the Greek and Italian versions, “The Aman-name of
Mehmed II, Granted to Pera (1453),” cf. Philippides, Mehmed II the Conqueror, Appendix 11, pp.
347-350. The authenticity of the Greek document was challenged in the nineteenth century by
Paspates, IToAtopkia kal “AAwdic, but Lampros argued in favor of its authenticity in 1908. The
publication of the document in the British Museum finally dispelled any doubts as to the
authenticity of the aman-name and further demonstrated the veracity of Languschi-Dolfin’s text.

3 The following documents pertain to Diedo’s activities: Leonardo, PG 159: 934 [= Languschi-
Dolfin, fol. 20]; Barbaro 8 [CC 1: 12], 14-15, 22, 28-29 [CC 1: 19], 33, 38-39, and 57-58 [CC 1:
35]; Stefano Magno, Cronaca Magno (in NE 3: 298); and Sphrantzes, Chronicon Minus, 36.4
(Maisano, p. 138). In addition, cf. the following archival material: Archivio di Stato, Sen. Secr. 19,
fol. 203" [TIePN, p. 9] of July 5, 1453; Archivio di Stato, Sen. Mar R4, fols. 198-199" [TIePN, pp.
6-9] of July 23, 1453; NE 3: 301; and RdD 3: 108 (no. 2931). Furthermore, we should take into
consideration the inscriptional evidence and the iconography offered by Diedo’s monumental tomb
that still survives; cf. infra, ch. 2: “Four Testimonies: A Ghost, a Pope, a Merchant, and a Boy,”
esp. n. 41 and n. 42. For the relevant texts, cf. infra, Appendix IV: “Some Defenders and Non-
Combatants,” no. 55.

™ Barbaro 38 [in CC 1: 36): ...galie et altri fusti de piit comunitade...e azoché nui cristiani
possiamo aver vitoria e onor in questo mondo contra questo turco, e pero l’andara parte per
autorita de questo conseio, che el nobel homo misser Aluvixe Diedo capetanio de le galie de la
Tana, sia fato capetanio zeneral del mar, zoé de ’armada che se atruova a esser al prexente in
questo porto, e che el dito capetanio abia piena liberta da far e desfar de tuti i fusti de questo
porto. Elsewhere, Barbaro places Diedo in charge of the harbor only, 22 [not in CC 1]: ...subito
queli si vegnia a referir a misser lo capetanio da la Tana, perché lui si iera fato capetanio del
porto....



22 The Siege and Fall of Constantinople in 1453

guided his vessels through the Aegean, put in at the Venetian outpost of Negroponte
(Chalcis in Euboea), and safely brought the refugees back to Venice. He was very proud
of the role that he played in the drama of Constantinople, as it is recorded by the
inscription on his tomb in the Church of SS. Giovanni and Paolo in Venice.” Barbaro
notes Diedo’s leadership in the exodus of the armada:’®

...adonca al mezo di con [’aiuto de misser domene Dio, misser Aluvixe Diedo, el
capetanio da la Tana, si fexe vela con la sua galia, e poi la galia de ser Jeruolemo
Morexini, e poi la galia de Trabexonda vizo patron ser Dolfin Dolfin, ma questa galia
de Trabexonda asai stento a levarse, e questo perché el ne manca homeni cento e
sesanta quatro, i qual parte se anego e parte morti da le bombarde, e morti pur in la
bataia per altro muodo, siché apena quela poté levarse; poi se leva la galia sutil de
misser Cabriel Trivixan, lui si romaxe in tera in man de Turchi; la galia de Candia
patron misser Zacaria Grioni el cavalier, quela si for prexa, poi driedo queste galie si
levo tre nave de Candia, le qual son, ser Zuan Venier, ser Antonio Filamati <e> el
Galina, e tuti andasemo in conserva nave e galie per infina fuora del streto, con una
buora a piu de dodexe mia per ora; si el fose sta bonaza o vento in prova, tuti nui
saremo stadi prexi.

...in the middle of the day, with the help of our Lord God, Sir Alvise Diedo, the
captain from Tana, set sail with his galley. Then came the galley of Sir Jeruolamo
Morexini and then the galley from Trebizond with the commander Dolfin Dolfin, but
this galley from Trebizond was in difficulty because it was lacking one hundred and
sixty-four men. Some had drowned, some had been killed by the bombards, and others
died in the course of the battle. She could hardly make her way under sail. Then came
the light galley of Sir Gabriel Trivixan [Trevisan], while he remained in the territory
in the hands of the Turks. The galley from Candia with the commander Zacaria
Grioni, the knight, was captured. Next came the three ships from Candia, which
belonged to Sir Zuan Venier, to Sir Antonio Filamati [Philomates], <and to> Galina
[Gialinas/Hyalinas]. We all, ships and galleys, proceeded under a buora [northeasterly
wind], with a speed greater than twelve miles per hour. Had it been calm or had the
wind changed direction we would all have become prisoners.

On Diedo fell the sad duty of announcing the disaster to the citizens and authorities of the
Serenissima. Once in Venice, perhaps in the same evening that the flotilla had arrived,
Diedo was called upon to give an oral report on the fall to a stunned audience:”’

...vadit quod mittatur ad presens ser Ludovio Diedo qui venit capitaneus galearum
Romaniae et interfuit illi miserabili cladi ut in hoc Concilio referat ad omnia.

5 Cf. supra, n. 73.
76 Barbaro 58-59 [CC 1: 36-37].
" Archivio di Stato, Sen. Mar R4, fol. 199" [TIePN, p. 8).
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...a party was dispatched to summon Sir Ludovico Diedo who went as the captain of
the galleys from Romania and was present in the miserable disaster to make a report
about everything to the Council.

Diedo was then asked to produce a written relazione of his experiences.”®

His official written report, containing a detailed account of the operations during the
siege, has unfortunately vanished. The reasons behind this disappearance are not clear.
We could simply suppose that it has been misplaced and that it is still awaiting discovery,
even though scholars like the meticulous Pertusi have searched for it in vain.
Alternatively, with a measure of suspicion, we may theorize that it was deliberately
misplaced, removed, or even destroyed, as it may have contained passages, reports,
observations, and comments that may have cast aspersions upon influential members of
Venetian families and nobles for their actions during the siege. Nevertheless, we know
that this report existed and it may have been one of the sources, perhaps the major source
that the Venetian Languschi consulted. Languschi preserved an account of the reception
of the news of the fall in Venice, which had preceded the arrival of the refugees. The
news had first arrived in the form of letters from Lepanto (Naupaktos) and Corfu; then
Diedo and his flotilla arrived to confirm the disaster and to produce this relazione that has
vanished. It is possible that Diedo took the trouble to read this official report to a large
audience before it was filed and before its “disappearance.” Languschi states:”’

Ad 4. luijo fu de mercatore datina zonzeno a Uenetia e le tre gallie grosse de Romania
desfortunate capitano ser Aluise Diedo sensa leuar San Marco ne altra insegna sensa
trombe e pifari, cum ogni segno de mestitia.

On July 4 the merchant ships and the three large galleys from Romania under the
unfortunate captain Sir Alvise Diedo came to Venice without flying the banner of
Saint Mark or any other insignia, without trumpets and fifes, but with all signs of
grief.

In the beginning of his account, Languschi names his sources, but, for reasons that can no
longer be explored, as the trail of the lost relazione is quite cold and can hardly be
followed nowadays, he neglects (perhaps on purpose?) to mention Diedo. There remains
the possibility that he never consulted Diedo’s report:*’

Adoncha lo excidio de Constantinopoli descriuo come la cosa e passada tracta la
historia da quelli autori che quella hanno scripto, come hano uisto, imperoche
altramente le cose uiste, et altramente le udite se scriueno. Le qual cose ornatamente
fono descripte dal. R.“° uescouo de Mettelino che era in la fameja de Cardinal Sabino
legato mandato per la union de Greci lo qual romaxe preson in Constantinopoli, et fu
recaptado, et fu etiam descripto da Filippo da Rimano cancellier a Corfu.

" TIePN, p. 7.
" Fol. 323 (37), a section entitled: Come fu lo excidio de Constantinopoli et a che modo.
%0 Fol. 313 (5).
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I will describe the circumstances of the fall of Constantinople, utilizing in my history
the narratives of those authors who actually saw what they described, as it makes a
difference to compose something based on events witnessed as opposed on hearsay.
The story is described elegantly by the most reverend bishop of Mytilene [= Leonardo
Giustiniani of Chios], who was in the retinue of the Cardinal of Sabina [= Isidore], the
legate dispatched for the union with the Greeks, who was taken prisoner in
Constantinople and was ransomed later, and by Filippo da Rimini, the chancellor of
Corfu.

Thus Languschi cites Leonardo, Isidore, and Filippo da Rimini as his sources. Yet
some of the information that he presents is not duplicated in these accounts. It is clear
that he used material from a source that is not cited anywhere in his narrative, such as
Mehmed II’s aman-name to Pera. Diedo’s lost relazione may have been one of his
sources. Whether this source was actually composed by Diedo or by some other unknown
author is unclear. It must have existed and the author’s name will be indicated henceforth
by the generic Ignotus.”'

ii. Aeneas Silvius Piccolomini (Pope Pius II) composed an opusculum on the siege
and fall.¥ An early printed edition of Aeneas Silvius’ pamphlet, under the title
Tractatulus, was published in the fifteenth century. An early copy is rather logically
bound together with Nikolaos Sekoundinos’ Otthomanorum Familia,” and is currently
housed in the Gennadeios Library of Athens. The very same work of Aeneas Silvius was
also published in the collection: Aeneae Sylvii Piccolominei Senensi, qui post adeptum
pontificatum Pius eius nominis secundus appellatus est, opera quae extant omnia, nunc
demum post corruptissimas aeditiones summa diligentia castigata & in unum corpus
redacta. Quorum elenchum uersa pagella indicabit (Basileae, sine anno [= 1571], ex
officina Henrici Petrina; repr. Frankfurt, 1967), pp. 400-403.** The second edition is
clearly later than the Gennadeios pamphlet. The two printed texts are not identical. There
are differences in spelling, punctuation, and choice of words. Aeneas Silvius has made
extensive use of Leonardo’s text. For a modern edition, with English translation and
commentary, cf. Philippides, Mehmed II the Conqueror, pp. 93-119.

81 Philippides, “The Fall of Constantinople 1453,” p. 209.

8cr infra, ch. 2: “Four Testimonies: A Ghost, a Pope, a Merchant, and a Boy,” sec. II.

% For the Latin text and English translation, cf. Philippides, ed., Mehmed II the Conqueror, pp. 55-
91.

% 1. P. Medvedev, “Tlanenne KOHCTAaHTMHONONS B I'pexo-UTanbssHCKOI T'yMaHUCTUUECKOI
ny6aumuctuke XV B. [The Fall of Constantinople in Greco-Italian Humanistic Publistics in the
Fifteenth Century],” in G. G. Litavrin, ed., Buzanmus meaxncdy 3anaonom u Bocmokom. Onwm
ucmopuueckoli xapakmepucmuxu [Byzantium between West and East. A Characteristic Historical
Essay] (St. Petersburg, 1999), pp. 293-332. Medvedev’s work contains an analysis of humanistic
and apocalyptic issues (pp. 293-312) in the immediate decades after the fall. He further provides in
Russian translation from the Latin three letters of Piccolomini (pp. 312-320), respectively to Pope
Nicholas V, 12 July 1453; to Nicolaus Cusanus, 21 July 453; and to Leonardo Benvoglienti, 23
September 1453.
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iii. Richer’s account of the siege,” which had been considered an eyewitness account
by “Riccherio,” but has now been demonstrated to be a work of the sixteenth century by a
French courtier/scholar: Riccherio [Richer], De rebus Turcarum libri octo (Paris, 1540).
The siege section has been translated under the impression that an eyewitness had
composed the narrative, and Melville Jones, The Siege of Constantinople 1453, pp. 117-
124, colors it accordingly.

iv. Leonardo’s text is mainly known through Francesco Sansovino’s Italian rendition
in his sixteenth-century best-seller: Historia universale dell origine et imperio de Turchi:
nella quale si contengono la origine, le lege, ['usanze, i costumi, cose religiosi come
mondani de’ Turchi: oltre cio vi sono tutte le guerre che di tempo sono state fatte da
quella natione cominciando da Othomano primo Re di questa gente fino al moderno
Selim con le vite di tutti i principi di casa Othomana, 3 vols. (Venice, 1564, 1568, 1571,
and so forth).*

v. The Greek rendition of the Chronicon Maius by Pseudo-Sphrantzes, that is,
Makarios Melissourgos-Melissenos, was completed ca. 1580.*” It has been edited and
translated into Romanian by V. Grecu, Chronicon Minus. Georgios Sphrantzes, Memorii
1401-1477. In annexd Pseudo-Phrantzes. Macarie Melissenos Cronica, 1258-1481,
Scriptores Byzantini 5 (Bucharest, 1966). Its siege description has been translated into
English by Philippides, The Fall of the Byzantine Empire; and by Margaret G. Carroll, 4
Contemporary Greek Source for the Siege of Constantinople, 1453. Unfortunately,
Carroll is under the erroneous impression that this chronicle is an authentic narrative by
George Sphrantzes, while, in fact, it is a forgery by Makarios Melissourgos-Melissenos.

vi. In the Codex Barberinus Graecus 111, it is very likely that Leonardo’s letter was
further paraphrased into the Greek vernacular of the early seventeenth century through
the Italian translation of Sansovino or Languschi-Dolfin, and not directly from
Leonardo’s Latin text. It was published in its entirety by G. T. Zoras, Xpovikov wepl TGV
Tovpkwy LovAtavev (kata Tov BapB. "EAAnvikov Kodduka 111) (Athens, 1958). The
siege section was also published by Zoras in a separate pamphlet: 'H "Alwoic 1h¢
Kovoravrivovnédews kal 1) Baoileia Modued B~ 71ov Kartaktnrob (kaTa
T0v ~AvékboTov 'EAAnvikov BapBeptvov Kadika 111 ¢ Batikavic BifAtodnknc)
(Athens, 1952). This chronicle has been translated into German by Kreutel;*® and into
English by Philippides, Byzantium, Europe, and the Early Ottoman Sultans 1373-1513.%

5cr infra, ch. 2: “Four Testimonies: A Ghost, a Pope, a Merchant, and a Boy,” sec. L.

¥ On this publication and its importance in the historiography of the siege, cf. Philippides, “The
Fall of Constantinople 1453”; and idem, “Urbs Capta: Early ‘Sources’ on the Fall of
Constantinople,” in Peace and War in Byzantium: Essays in Honor of George T. Dennis, S.J., eds.
T. S. Miller and J. Nesbitt (Washington, 1995), pp. 209-225.

¥ This “forgery” will be discussed separately, infra, ch. 3: “A ‘Chronicle’ and its Elaboration:
Sphrantzes and Pseudo-Sphrantzes.”

88 Cf. for full citation, supra, n. 71.

¥ On this chronicle, cf. Elizabeth A. Zachariadou, To Xpovikd 7év Tolpkwy ZovATdvev (rob
BapBeptvod  EAAnvikod Kdduika 111) kal 70 ItaAiké Tov Ipérumo (Thessaloniki, 1960); and
Philippides, “The Fall of Constantinople.”
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The manuscript of this text was first described briefly by S. P. Lampros,” and was
later examined by G. Moravcsik, who, in time, realized that the anonymous author of this
chronicle had also made some use of Leonardo.”’ The codex is a copy of a lost original;
in its present state it is both acephalous and incomplete. G. T. Zoras, who edited and
published the surviving passages, originally dated the composition, through internal
evidence, ca. 1530, but Elizabeth A. Zachariadou prefers a later date, after 1573. Zoras
demonstrates that the anonymous author was influenced by well-known Italian authors
such as Andrea Cambini (ca. 1450-1527), who published a Commentario dell origine de
Turchi et imperio della casa ottomana in Florence between 1528 and 1538, as well as by
Paolo Giovio (d. 1552). Zachariadou demonstrates that he also employed Sansovino’s
Gl’Annali. In 1966 Zoras published sections of the Barberini Chronicle that had not been
included in his original publication. These “new” sections derive from three folios that
had fallen out of the main body of eighty-four surviving folios and had been subsequently
discovered by Monsignor P. Canard.”” One of these newly discovered folios contains
events from the year 1596 and it can be safely concluded that that this work was
“composed” or compiled as early as the first quarter of the seventeenth century but not as
late as 1671, the date of the death of Cardinal Antonio Barberini.

5. CARDINAL ISIDORE. No comprehensive biography’ of this towering figure
exists and there are serious, perhaps even insurmountable, problems concerning his youth
and early career. It is possible, but not indisputable, for there exists much confusion in
our sources,” that Isidore was appointed metropolitan of Monembasia in the Morea in

N Lampros, “Ilept Twaov BapBepwav Kadikev,” NH 5 (1908): 454 f.

' G. Moravesik, “ "Ayveoctor ‘ENAqukdv Xpovwkov wepl Tic Iotoplac 1@y OSepavéy
Yovhtavey,” HMpakTika 71¢  Akadnuias Adngvav 5 (1930): 447-449; and idem, “Bericht des
Leonardus Chiensis iiber den Fall von Konstantinopel in einer vulgérgriechischen Quelle,” BZ 44
(1951): 428-436.

92 7achariadou, To Xpowiko 1@y Tolpkey ZovATavey.

% G. T. Zoras, “Td Xpovwkdv Ta@v Tolpkev Zoultdvev (poodéseic kel Iapatnpicers),”
"Emornuovikny  Emetnple Tic PLhocopikic IxoAijc Tob Ilavemarnuiov Adnvav 16
(1965/1966): 597-604.

% M. 1. Manoussakas, “ H wpadt d&dea (1456) T Bevetwng Tepovsiag yia 70 Nao Tav
‘ENMvev tig Beverlag kal 6 Kapdwdhwg Toldwpog,” Onoavplopara: Ieptodikov Tod
"EAAnvikod IvoriTovTov Bufavtivdy kal Metafuviavtivéy Emovddv Tic Beveriac 1 (1962):
109-118; L. P. Pierling, S.J., La Russie et le Saint Siege. Etudes diplomatiques, 1 (Paris, 1896), 60-
105; Merecatti, Scritti d’Isidoro il Cardinale Ruteno, A. W. Ziegler, “Isidore de Kiev, apodtre de
I’union Florentine,” Irenikon 13 (1936): 393-410; G. Hofmann, “Papst Kallixt III und die Frage der
Kircheneinheit im Osten,” Miscellanea Giovanni Mercatti 3, ST 123 (Vatican City, 1946): 209-
237; A. M. Ammann, “Isidoro,” in Enciclopedia Cattolica 7 (1951): 251; J. Krajcar, “Metropolitan
Isidore’s Journey to the Council of Florence. Some Remarks,” OCP 38 (1972): 367-378; and P.
Schreiner, “I teologi bizantini del XIV e XV secolo e i padri della chiesa, con particolare riguardo
all bibliotheca di Isidoro di Kiev,” in M. Cortesi, Padri greci e latini a confronto (secoli XIII-XV).
Atti del Convegno di studi della Societa Internationale per lo studio del Medioevo Latino
(SISMEL). Certos del Galluzo Firenze 19-20 oktobre 2001 (Florence, 2004), pp. 133-141.

% A summary of the evidence and a discussion of the various problems are included in D. A.
Zakythinos, “MavoviA B’ ¢ ITalatoéyog kat 6 Kapdwdaiog 'Ioidwpog év IleNomovvnow,” in
Mélanges offerts a Octave et Melpo Merlier a l'occasion du 25° anniversaire de leur arrivée en
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1421. A recent and interesting supposition by Kalligas”® seeks to identify Isidore with a
hypothetical illegitimate son of the despot of the Morea, Theodore I Palaiologos.
According to this view, Isidore emerges as a cousin of the last emperor of
Constantinople, Constantine XI. In 1453 Isidore was the Greek legate of the pope to
Constantinople, fought heroically and bravely throughout the defense, was wounded
during the sack,”” was captured but was ransomed”® soon thereafter on the same day, and
subsequently met with a number of adventures before he finally found safety in Venetian
Crete, where he composed a number of letters that were then sent to Italy:

i. Letter I, Epistola composita per Pasium de Bertipalia notarium ad instantiam
reverendissimi domini Isidori cardinalis Sabiniensis, “a letter put together by Pasio di
Bertipaglia, the notary, at the instigation of the most reverend Lord Isidore, the cardinal
of Sabina,” is dated July 6, 1453, from Crete: Ex Candida insulae Cretae pridie Nonas
Julii MCCCLIII. 1t was probably composed in Greek by the cardinal and was translated
into Latin by Pasio di Bertipaglia. Selections from this letter with Italian translation have
been published in CC 1: 58-64, but the entire text has not been printed thus far and is
contained in only one quattrocento manuscript, Ven. Marc. lat. 496 (1688), fols. 330'-
331"

ii. Letter II, is probably the most important in the series, as it contains a detailed
description of the siege. It was sent to the Greek Cardinal Bessarion: Epistola
reverendissimi patris domini Isidori cardinalis Ruteni scripta ad reverendissimum
dominum Bisarionem episcopum Tusculanum ac cardinalem Nicenum Bononiaeque
legatum, “letter of the most reverend Father, Lord Isidore, the Russian cardinal, to the
most reverend Lord Bessarion, the Tusculan bishop and Nicene cardinal, the legate to
Bologna.” It bears the same date as the previous letter: in Creta, die sexta lulii. This
significant letter was composed in Greek but the Greek text has not survived and we only
possess its Latin translation by Lianoro de Lianori. It was first published by Hofmann,
“Ein Brief des Kardinals Isidor von Kiew an Kardinal Bessarion,” pp. 405-414, who fails
to mention that this is only a translation of a Greek original. It survives in three

Grece, Collection de D’Institut Frangais d’Athénes 94 (Athens, 1957): 45-69; Mercati, Scritti
d’Isidoro il cardinale Ruteno; idem, “Lettere di un Isidoro, arcivescovo di Monembasia € non di
Kiew,” Bessarione 32 (1916): 200-207; and V. Laurent, “Isidore de Kiev et la métropole de
Monembasie,” REB 17 (1959): 150-157. In addition, cf. PLP 4, no. 8300 (130-131). Also cf. J. W.
Barker, Manuel Il Palaeologus (1391-1425): A Study in Late Byzantine Statesmanship (New
Brunswick, 1969), Appendix 22, pp. 525-528.

% Haris A. Kalligas, Byzantine Monemvasia: The Sources (Monemvasia, 1990), pp. 169-170, and
n. 98.

%7 Supra, nn. 58 and 59.

% His adventures are summarized (undoubtedly with a great deal of editorial freedom) in the report
of the Franciscan brothers of Pera (cf. infra, 11.A.12) in two versions; Version A: Et fu presso el
cardinale de Rusia et venduto pre schiavo, ma per mazanitade de alchune bone persone se ne
venne a Vinexia poveramente et stetili alquanti zorni; possa venne a Bologna et ando a Roma da
papa Nicolo quinto...et venne novelle a Bologna adi 4 luglio. Version B presents an almost
identical text with one alteration in its concluding sentence: ...alquanti zurni; posa vene a Bologna
et ando a Roma dal papa Nicolo quinto. A much more detailed and more accurate account of
Isidore’s adventures is provided by Henry of Soemmern; cf. infra, 11.A.5.viii.b.
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manuscripts: one from the quattrocento that is housed in Florence, Riccard. lat. 660 [M II
19], fols. 55"-61"; the second, also from the quattrocento, is found in Bologna, Bibl. Univ.
lat. B 52, fols. 40"-42"; and the third from the sixteenth century is deposited in Padua,
Bibl. Sem. lat. 126, fols. 33"-36". The most important of the three manuscripts appears to
be the Bolognese codex, which is probably the autograph of Lianoro’s exercise, as it
notes that it is a humanistic exercise:”® Habes iam, Alberte dilectissime, grecam epistolam
factam latinam, “dearest Albert: here is a Greek letter that has been turned into Latin.”
Selections with Italian translation are printed in CC 1: 64-80, with unfortunate omissions
of passages that contain important information.'®’

iii. Letter III is the only epistula of Isidore that had been known for a substantial
period of time. It addresses, however, generalities and is meant to awaken Christendom
against the Turks. It is exceptionally uninformative with regard to the siege. It is
addressed to universis et singulis Christi fidelibus, “all the faithful,” and is dated July 8,
die octava Iulii. In its traditional printed form this letter is an abstract and not a verbatim
quotation of the manuscript text made by Antonino, the bishop of Florence, who in his
Chronicon, part 111, ch. 13, states: Haec in substantia sunt in litteris praedictis, etsi
aliqualiter verba immutata, “in substance these matters are to be found in aforementioned
letter, even though I have somewhat changed the phraseology.” Antonino’s version is
encountered in most printed editions and is not taken directly from manuscripts but from
his abstract. Moreover, A. G. Welykyi, “Duae Epistulac Cardinalis Isidori Ineditae,”
Analecta Ordinis Sancti Basilii, 3anucku yuna Ce. Bacuauii Beauxozo, ser. 3, 1 (1950):
289-291, also printed the text of this abstract from a particularly unreliable manuscript.
The exact words of Isidore or of his translator/redactor, as Isidore never managed to
master Latin, were finally published in the selections of CC 1. The text in its edited and
abbreviated form has been published a number of times, including the edition of Philipp
Lonicer, Chronicorum turcicorum, in quibus Turcorum origo, principes, imperatores,
bella, praelia, caedes... (Frankfurt-am-Main, 1578), followed by Nikolaus Reusner, in
Johannes Sturm, De bello adversus Turcas perpetuo administrando (Jena, 1598), by PG
159: cols. 953-956, and by MHH 21: 687-702. Selections with Italian translation appear
in CC 1: 80-90. This was probably the best-known letter by Isidore, as it survives in eight
manuscripts of the fifteenth century and one of the seventeenth.'’

iv. Letter IV to Pope Nicholas V qualifies as Isidore’s official report in his capacity as
papal legate to Constantinople. It is not as extensive as his Letter II to his friend Cardinal
Bessarion. This letter contains a description of the siege in abbreviated form.

% The complete Latin text of this note is published in CC 1: 53.
190 Cf. supra, text with n. 32.
Y Quattrocento: 1. Mediol. Bibl. Braid. lat. AE XII 40, fols. 53™-54";
2. Paris. Nouv. Acquis., lat. 546, fols. 167-169";
3. Mediol. Trivult. lat. 27"-31%;
4. Monac. lat. Clm. 4689, fols. 142°-143";
5. Haegens Bibl. Reg. lat. 71 E. 62, fols.3"-6";
6. Paris. Bibl. Nat. lat. 3127, fols. 197-19%;
7. Monac. lat. Clm. 4149, fols. 309"-312"; and
8. Vat. Barb. lat. 2682 [xxxiii, 202], 58"-59".
The ninth manuscript, Monac. lat. Clm 4143, fols. 91°-94", dates from the seventeenth century.
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Nevertheless, it includes important details that could be of use to a historian interested in
the siege. Like the previous letter, it appears to have been composed or at least translated
into Latin on July 8: die octava Iulii, as stated at the beginning. The conclusion of the
letter mentions July 15: Datum Cretae, die XV Julii. It was first published in NE 2: 522-
524, but this edition seems to have been an inaccurate transcription with numerous errors.
The letter is published in its entirety, with Italian translation, in CC 1: 90-100. It exists in
two surviving codices from the fifteenth century: Mediol. Bibl. Braid. lat. AE XII 40, fols.
54"-55", and Paris., Nouv. Acquis., lat. 546, fols. 169-170".

v. Letter V, dated: July 26, die 26 Julii, is addressed to Francesco Foscari, the Doge
of Venice, and adds nothing of importance to the operations of the siege. It has more in
common with Letter III. It was first published by Welykyi, “Duae Epistulae Cardinalis
Isidori Ineditae,” pp. 286-289, along with Letter 111, and exhibits the same problems of
transcription. Much better, in terms of the text, are the selections in CC 1: 100-106. The
text survives in a single manuscript of the quattrocento: Vat. Barb. lat. 2682, fols. 56"-
58"

vi. Letter VI, lacking a date anywhere in the manuscript, although CC 2: 498 claims
that it was written on July 6 to Domenico Capranica and deals with generalities and the
situation in the Aegean after the sack. It was published in NE 2: 518-519, and with Italian
translation in 7/ePN, pp. 12-15.

vii. Letter VII, addressed to the authorities and the city of Florence, Magnificis
dominis prioribus palatii et communitatis Florentinorum, is dated July 7: Datae VII lulii.
It mentions the atrocities committed during the sack, the alleged designs of Mehmed 11
for world domination, and the panic that ensued throughout the islands of the Aegean
after the fall. It was edited by Hofmann, “Quellen zu Isidor von Kiew als Kardinal und
Patriarch,” pp. 143-157; selections with Italian translation have been printed in 7/ePN,
pp. 16-21.

viii. Letter VIII, addressed to the city of Bologna (ad communitatem Bonnoniae), is
dated July 7. It was published by W. Roll, “Ein zweiter Brief Isidors von Kiew iiber die
Eroberung Konstantinopels,” BZ 69 (1976): 13-16. Like Letter VII, it considers the
Turkish threat to Europe and adds nothing to the siege.

In connection with Isidore’s eight letters, the following material is pertinent to the
siege, to the cardinal’s information with regard to the operations, to the sack, and to his
subsequent adventures:

a. Isidore’s own letter of February 22, 1455, Data Romae die XXII Februarii
MCCCL? quinto, to Philip the Good, the duke of Burgundy, was composed after a certain
amount of time had elapsed following the fall. It adds nothing new, except Isidore’s
personal testimony that numerous Genoese volunteers from Pera assisted in the defense.
Evidently the cardinal was trying to correct the widespread impression that the Genoese
from Pera had not assisted in the defense of Constantinople, an impression that had
probably been reinforced by the withdrawal of the Genoese condottiere, Giovanni
Giustiniani, and his forces from the walls at a critical moment during the last battle of
May 29:
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...nec deerant nobis lanuenses, qui omni conatu Urbem ipsam tutati sunt, et
quamquam simulatu cum Teucro viverent hocque fieret statuto consilio, tamen noctu
clam ad nos eos quos valebant ac poterant viros et sic subsidia mittebant frequentique
senatu imperatorio aderant.

...nor did we miss the Genoese, who defended the city with all their strength and,
even though they pretended to have a treaty of neutrality with the Turk. At night they
secretly sent us those men who were strong and able, in addition to other assistance.
They were also present at the frequent meetings of the emperor’s senate.

This letter was published in its entirety, with Italian translation, in an editio princeps, in
CC 1: 106-110.

b. A letter by Henry of Soemmern, dated September 11 (1453), raptim ex urbe
Romana, XI' Septembris, in which he speaks of the adventures of Isidore from the day of
the sack to his arrival in Crete, with a short account of the siege, adding that Isidore was
expected to arrive in Rome within the next eight days, et infra octo dies Romae
expectatur. Henry names his sources in the letter (a section omitted by CC 1), which
consist mainly of the letter that Isidore had already sent to the pope, of Isidore’s letters to
Cardinal Domenico Capranica, and of Isidore’s appeal to all Christians:'*

...hanc totam seriem rei gestae collegi fideliter ex diversis epistolis scriptis ad
diversos de ista materia...alia domini cardinali Rutheni, qui de hac re unam papae,
aliam domino cardinali Firmano, tertia<m>que...erat omnibus Christifidelibus. Et ex
duabus aliis scriptis domino Firmano. quarum unam scripsit ipse agens, familiaris et
domesticus dicti cardinalis rutheni, aliam vicarius Ordinis Minorum provinciae
Candiae; quarum omnium copias habeo ex copiis domini Firmani.

...I have faithfully collected the chain of events from numerous letters on this subject
addressed to individuals...one letter was by the Russian lord cardinal [Isidore], who
informed the pope on this matter; another directed to the lord cardinal of Firmano
[Domenico Capranica]; ...a third was addressed to all those who believe in Christ.
And from two others that he wrote to the lord of Firmano. One was written by a
person close to the aforementioned Russian cardinal, and another by the vicar of the
Minorites in the province of Candia. I have copies of all these letters, made from the
copies of the lord of Firmano.

This note supplies us with good information on the dissemination of information with
regard to the sack by the late summer of 1453. Further, it is informative on the circulation
of the letters of Isidore and serves also as a reminder that Isidore’s complete
correspondence on the siege and fall is no longer extant.

The full letter of Henry was published by A. Vigna, “Codice diplomatico delle
colonie Tauro-Liguri durante la signoria dell’Ufficio di S. Giorgio (MCCCCLIII-

12 NE 3: 314.
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MCCCCLXXV),” Atti della Societa Ligure di Storia Patria 6 (1868): 19-21; and in NE
3: 307-315. Selections with Italian translation also appear in CC 2: 82-96. For a new
edition of this Latin letter with an English translation, cf. Philippides, Mehmed II the
Conqueror, pp. 121-131.

c. A letter by a friend, a familiaris (a member of his retinue?) of Isidore, which may
have been used by Henry of Soemmern. It employs similar phraseology and deals with
adventures of the cardinal after the sack. The letter is dated July 15, 1453: ex Candia, die
XV Julii M.CCCC.LLLII’. Tt was published in NE 2: 519-520, and then reprinted in its
entirety with Italian translation in CC 1: 114-119.

6. BENVENUTO. He served as the Anconan consul in Constantinople and was a
baro imperatoris, “a baron of the emperor,” as he proudly styles himself. He is not
known from other sources. The manuscript heading includes the following information:
Benevenutus civis Anchonitanus in Constantinopoli consul dicit se omnia infra scripta
vidisse, “Benvenuto, an Anconitan citizen and consul in Constantinople, states that he has
personally witnessed all the events described below.” He was a participant to the events
and wrote a short account, which, however, has unfortunately survived in incomplete
form, missing its important conclusion. The date of the manuscript is given as “Venice,
July 31, 1453.” It was discovered by Pertusi, who first published it as “The Anconitan
Colony in Constantinople and the Report of its Consul, Benvenuto, on the Fall of the
City,” pp. 199-218. It was then published with Italian translation in 7/ePN, pp. 4-5. For
an English translation, cf. Philippides, Byzantium, Europe, and the Early Ottoman
Sultans 1373-1513, pp. 197-199. It is not known how Benvenuto escaped from
Constantinople. He could have been a passenger aboard one of the refugee ships, perhaps
on an Anconan vessel that, as we know from Barbaro (20), was in the harbor of
Constantinople during the siege: ...nave...per longo de la cadena...patroni di quele...una
de Anchontani, de botte 1000.

7. UBERTINO PUSCULO. He was the “classical” poet of the siege and had traveled
to Constantinople to perfect his knowledge of ancient Greek. He remained in the city
throughout the siege. After his captivity he found his way back to Italy, via Rhodes, and
composed a poem describing the situation before and during the siege and sack. This
poem is of the utmost value for the historian, for Pusculo was an eyewitness to the siege
and sack. Moreover, he was a participant who had seen, met, and even conversed with
many Italian and Greek defenders, whose activities, operations, and positions on the
walls he meticulously noted in his work. Pusculo’s epic poem provides one of the most
important accounts of the drama that took place in Constantinople in 1453 and is a
reliable prosopography of the defenders.

Pusculo’s work was first printed in the eighteenth century in an inferior edition titled:
Constantinopolis libri IV. It was edited by G. Bregantini, Miscellanea di varie operette, 1
(Venice, 1740). The editor used only the single manuscript housed in Venice’s Marciana
Library. G. M. Gervasi had transcribed the text. Bregantini’s text without improvements
was reprinted in A. S. Ellissen, Analekten der mittel- und neugriechischen Literatur, 3
(Leipzig, 1857): Appendix, 12-83. CC 1: 124-171 has published a slim selection from
Book IV with Italian translation. Pertusi’s extract presents an improvement over
Bregantini’s edition. However, Pusculo’s narrative and information in Books I-III have
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been neglected by scholarship. It is unfortunate that this primary document still awaits a
modern editor. There exist another four manuscripts of this work but they have never
been collated with the Marciana text. A modern edition, with a complete apparatus
criticus, would be of immense value to anyone interested in the siege and in the situation
preceding the siege.

8. EPARKHOS AND DIPLOVATATZES. A short report prepared by two refugees
who managed to reach Germany. Their names and the events, however, have been
garbled, perhaps through inaccuracies in translation. The document contains the
following note at the end:'"

Disse Ding hat gesagt Herr Thomas Eperkus, ein Graf auss Constantinopel, und Josu
Deplorentatz, eins Grafen Sun, und Thutro de Constantinopel, der ir Krichisch in
Weilisch prach hat, und Dumita Exswinnilwacz, und Mathes Hack von Utrecht, der ir
Welisch in Teutsch hat pracht.

This is what was said by Lord Thomas Eperkus [Eparkhos?], a nobleman from
Constantinople, and Josu Deploretantz [Joseph Diplovatazes?], the son of a nobleman,
and Thutro of Constantinople, who translated their Greek into Wallachian, and
Dumita Exswinnilwacz, and Matthew Hack from Utrecht, who translated the
Wallachian into German.

It was published in NE 2: 514-518; an Italian translation without the original German text
is published in CC 1: 234-239.

9. NESTOR-ISKANDER. He was a youthful eyewitness who had escaped from the
Ottoman camp and was with the defenders during the course of the siege. His Slavonic
narrative, a diary, makes a substantial contribution to our knowledge of the siege and
contains prosopographical material that is not encountered elsewhere. There are three
versions of the text: the first dates to the actual diary of Nestor-Iskander that may no
longer be extant; the second is a more elaborated literary version with Old Slavonic and

1% The name “Deplorantz” in the German text is probably a corruption of “Diplovatzes.” Indeed
the two Greek forms of this name can be restored as Joseph Diplovatatzes. As J. Harris notes in his
meticulous study, Greek Emigrés in the West 1400-1520 (Camberley, Surrey, 1995), p. 23, n. 57
[restated and re-examined in his “Publicising the Crusade: English Bishops and the Jubilee
Indulgence of 1455,” Journal of Ecclesiastical History 50 (1999): 35-37], a George Diplovatatzes
and a Thomas Eparkhos reached England in 1455. Eparkhos was attempting to raise funds to
ransom his wife and children, who had been enslaved by the Turks in the sack of Constantinople.
There is, however, a problem concerning Diplovatatzes’ given name George. Is George
Diplovatatzes of the English documents the same as “Josu Deplorantz” of the German document?
The proximity of Diplovatatzes to Eparkhos argues in favor of the view that both refugees may
have worked as a team. Eparkhos’ given name of Thomas is identical in the German and the
English documents. Is it possible that Eparkhos was associated with a number of refugees from the
Diplovatatzes family and that George is to be differentiated from “Josu/Joseph”? If indeed George
and Josu are the same person, the George/Josu had an interesting subsequent career: in 1456 he
handed over the island of Lemnos to a papal expeditionary fleet and then fled to Italy. He spent
time in Crete and, according to one tradition, died fighting against the Moors in Spain.
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Medieval Russian text.'” The third version, an emended and interpolated text, exists only

in a late sixteenth-century Serbian modified text of an Old Slavonic and Medieval
Russian manuscript, Mount Athos, Hilandar 280 Slavic, folia 257-289" (The Tale of
Constantinople).105 For the Old Slavonic and Medieval Russian renditions of this tale, cf.
I. Sreznevsky, Iloeébcmb o Llapvepaob [The Tale of Constantinople] (St. Petersburg,

1% For modern scholarship, cf. infra, ch. 2: “Four Testimonies: A Ghost, a Pope, a Merchant, and a
Boy,” sec. IV, as well as M. Philippides, “Some Prosopographical Considerations in Nestor-
Iskander’s Text,” Macedonian Studies 6 (1989): 35-50; and W. K. Hanak, “Some Historiographical
Observations on the Sources of Nestor Iskander’s Tale of Constantinople,” in The Making of
Byzantine History, eds. Beaton and Roueché, pp. 35-46. Cf. W. K. Hanak, “Nestor-Iskender,” in
Historians of the Ottoman Empire, eds. Kafadar, Karateke, and Fleischer, electronic article, 8 pp.

195 We are particularly grateful to the monks of Hilandar Monastery and Dr. Predrag Mateji¢, the
curator of the Hilandar Research Library, The Ohio State University, who graciously furnished us a
copy of the original manuscript. The Tale of Constantinople is part, leaves 257"-289", of the ms.
Kwuea Jocugpa @aasuja (The Book of Josephus Flavius). A critical edition is titled: The Tale of
Constantinople. Hilandar Slavic Ms. 280, folia 257"-289", transcription, trans., and commentary by
W. K. Hanak and M. Philippides, forthcoming. For a discussion of the text, cf. D. Bogdanovié,
Kamaanoe hpuackux pykonuca Manacmupa Xuaanoapa [A Catalog of Cyrillic Manuscripts of the
Chilandar Monastery] (Belgrade, 1978), no. 280 (pp. 124-125); and Catalog. Manuscripts on
Microfilm of the Hilandar Research Library (The Ohio State University), comps. P. Mateji¢ and
Hannah Thomas (Columbus, 1992), p. 442. For a good textual analysis of this manuscript, cf. A.-E.
N. Tachiaos, “ ‘H Auqynoig mepl "ANdoews g KavotavTivoutolews eig Tov Ehafkov Kddka
Xehavdaptov 280,” KAnpovouia 3 (1971): 355-366; repr. in idem, Greeks and Slavs: Cultural,
Ecclesiastical and Literary Relations (Thessaloniki, 1997), pp. 155-165. For a comparison with the
Troitse-Sergieva Lavra ms. No. 773, cf. W. K. Hanak, “One Source, Two Renditions: ‘The Tale of
Constantinople’ and Its Fall in 1453,” BS 62 (2004): 239-250. For a linguistic analysis of the
Kwuea Jocugpa @aasuja and parallel manuscripts, cf. D. E. Collins, “Lost Times and Lost
Empires: Ulterior Motives in the Hilandar Josephus Codices,” forthcoming. And for a literary
analysis, cf. M. De Dobbeleer, “The End of the Byzantine Empire through Slavic Eyes: Nestor-
Iskander’s Tale of Constantinople,” unpublished paper read at the 42™ International Congress on
Medieval Studies, May 10-13, 2007, Kalamazoo, MI, 5 pp.; and idem, “Ideology within Three
Russian Capture Stories. A Matter of Plot and Localization,” Studia Slavica 7 (2007): 21-30, esp.
25-26.

There also exist in the Romanian archives in manuscript form other renditions of this source,
which were unavailable to us. Extensive descriptions of their contents demonstrate that they are
almost identical in content, but not terminology and phraseology, to the Troitse-Sergeva Lavra and
the Hilandar texts. Cf. N. lorga, “Une source négligée de la prise de Constantinople,” in Académie
Roumaine, Bulletin de la Section Historique 13 (Bucharest, 1927): 59-68, who (p. 59), does not
specifically identify the language of the text, but notes that it “emploie un langage archaique....”
For a discussion and description of the manuscripts in the Romanian archives, one Old Slavic and
three Romanian that date to the seventeenth century, cf. V. Grecu, “La chute de Constantinople
dans la littérature populaire roumaine,” BS 14 (1953): 57-59; and 1. Bianu, Biblioteca Academiei
Romdne. Catalogul manuscriptelor romdnesti, 2 vols. (Bucharest, 1907 and 1913), 1: 104-107,
109-115, and 348-349; 2: 250-252. For late South Slavic texts based on the Troitse-Sergieva Lavra
ms., cf. F. J. Juez Gélvez, “La caida de Constantinopla y los eslavos meridionales,” in P. Badenas
de la Pefla and Inmaculada Pérez Martin, eds., Constantinopla 1453. Mitos y realidades, Nueva
Roma, Bibliotheca Graeca et Latina Aevi Posterioris, 19 (Madrid, 2003): esp. 400.
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1855); V. lakovlev, Ckazenue o Llapvepadb no opeenum Crkazauue no /[pesrum
Pykonucuam [The Legend of Constantinople according to Ancient Texts] (St. Petersburg,
1868), pp. 56-116. Archimandrite Leonid, I[Tosbcmb o Llapvepadé (e20 ochosanuu u
e3amiu Typxkamu 6v 1453 200y) Hecmopa MHckandepa XV Bbéka [The Tale of
Constantinople (Of Its Origin and Capture by the Turks in 1453), by Nestor-Iskander,
Fifteenth Century], Ilamsruukm J[IpeBHueii IIucemuenHoctm wu MckyccrBa (St.
Petersburg, 1888). Leonid’s text was reprinted by O. V. Tvorogov, “IToBecTs 0 B3sTUM
Hapsrpaga Typkamu B 1453 T'ony [The Tale of the Capture of Constantinople by the
Turks in 1453],” in [lamamuuxu Jlumepamypw /peeneu Pycu. Bmopas noaoguna XV
Beka (Moscow, 1982), pp. 216-267. For a new edition, English translation, and
commentary, cf. W. K. Hanak and M. Philippides, Nestor-Iskander: The Tale of
Constantinople (Of Its Origin and Capture by the Turks in the Year 1453) (From the
Early Sixteenth-Century Manuscript of the Troitse-Sergieva Lavra, No. 773), Late
Byzantine and Ottoman Studies 5 (New Rochelle, Athens, and Moscow, 1998). Other
translations and renditions include: M. Alexandropoulos, ' H IToAcopkia kat “Alwon 7RG
II6Anc. To Puoiké Xpovikd Tov Néaropa *Iorkevtépn (Athens, 1978) (in Greek); P. A.
Déthier, Anonymous Moscovita, in MHH 21.1: 1047-1122 (in French); M. Braun and M.
Schneider, Bericht iiber die Eroberung Konstantinopels nach der Nikon-Chronik tibersezt
und erldutert (Leipzig, 1943) (in German); selections in Italian, without the Slavonic text,
by Emanuela Folco in CC 1: 267-299; and Matilda Casas Olea, ed., Néstor-Iskander.
Relato sobre la toma de Constantinopla. Estudio preliminar, traduction y notas
(Grenada, 2003) (in Spanish).'®

10. BISHOP SAMILE (SAMUEL). He was an ecclesiastic, a bishop, or, as he
designates himself, Viadik, who was present during the siege:

1% Relying extensively, if not solely, upon Folco’s partial Italian translation of Nestor-Iskander,
The Tale of Constantinople..., F. Martelli, “La conquista di Costantinopoli nelle pagine del
Cronografo russo. Riflessioni sull’origine delle tradizioni imperiali in Russa nella prima meta del
XVI secolo,” Bizantinistica. Rivista di Studi Bizantini e Slavi, 2nd series, 3 (2001): 357-381, draws
upon her mistranslation of Russi which in CC 1: 297, reads: “La stirpe russa...,” and states in his
article (p. 359): “Nestor-Iskinder, nell’immediatezza della conquista turca della cargrad, con-
cludeva il suo racconta profetizzando la ‘riconquista’ di Costantinopoli da parte dei russie....”
Martelli takes the position that Nestor-Iskander laid the foundation for the notion of Moscow as the
Third Rome. His hypothesis is not supported by a correct rendition of this passage. In Hanak and
Philippides, The Tale of Constantinople (Of Its Origin and Capture), 86 (pp. 94-95), the text reads:
[Mumers 60: «Pycum ke poadb cb mpexie coziaTelbHbIMM Bcero JMamamata noobasts u
Cexn[p]Mox0aIMaro mpinMyTh Cb MpeXJe 3aKOHHBIMI €T0, M Bb HEMb BBIAPSTCS U CYyIpbXaTh
Cen[p]Moxonmaro Pycel...», “for it is written: ‘The fair [ones] are a race who, with former
creations, will vanquish all of the Ishmaelites and will inherit Seven Hills with its former laws. The
fair [ones] will rise to the throne of Seven Hills and will hold it firmly....”” The medieval term
Rusii properly translated means not Russians, but “fair ones,” and in the context of the passage
speaks of the reconquest of Constantinople and the resumption of rule under them, whatever race or
nation that might be. Throughout Nestor-Iskander’s diary account, there is no evidence that he
viewed Moscow as the Third Rome; rather, this is a supposition of sixteenth-century and later
Russian writers who interpolated the passage for their own political-religious ends.
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Grossen Gruess von...Samile dem Bladick (oder Bischoff) vnd von dem andern
Bladick (oder Bischoff) von Constantinopolis yecz und zusam gefiigt in der Walachay.

Warm greetings from...Samile the Vladik (or Bishop) and from the other Vladik (or
bishop) of Constantinople who fled together to Wallachia.

This is a report that is worthy of note, which in some ways parallels the testimony given
by Eparkhos and Diplovatazes. Like the latter, the substance of the report seems to have
suffered in translation. It was dictated on August 6: Geben an dem sechsten des Monditz
Augusti, anno Domini M°CCCC°LILJ. Tts text was transcribed in the nineteenth century
by G. M. Thomas, who, however, did not publish it: Hanc epistolam exscripsit in usum
D. teutsch, gymnasii schissburgensis rectoris, G. M. Thomas, 3 julii 1855. It was finally
published in NE 4: 65-68; and without the original German text, CC 1: 234-239 has
published the report in Italian translation.

11. CONSTANTINE OF OSTROVICA. This Slavonic text was composed by
Konstantin Mihailovié, who was in the Ottoman camp with Mehmed II’s Serbian
contingents. Konstantin eventually became a renegade and joined the janissary corps.
Late in his life he renounced Islam and reverted to Christianity. Konstantin has also been
the subject of considerable misunderstandings and for a long time he was known as a
“Polish janissary.” In fact, he was a cavalryman with the Serbian contingent that had been
summoned by Mehmed to participate in the siege. The text was first edited and published
by J. Los, Pamietniki Janczara czyli Kronika Turecka Konstantego z Ostrowicy napisana
niedzy r. 1496 a 1501 [A Memoir of a Janissary or a Turkish Chronicle of Konstantine of
Ostrovica, Written between the Years 1496 and 1501], in Bibliotheca Pisa row Posit
(Cracow, 1912), pp. 70-76. There exists a French translation by T. docks, Memoires d’un
Jjanissaries polonaise (et Chrétien), Temin ocular et active du siege et de la pries de
Constantinople et de toutes les expéditions de Mahomed II, écrit vers 1498, in MHH
22.2: 249-392, with notes by P. A. Déthier. There also exists an English translation of this
source, B. A. Stolz, Konstantin Mihailovi¢, Memories of a Janissary (London, 1892;
repr. Ann Arbor, 1975). In addition, cf. the selection in Italian translation, without the
Slavonic text, by A. Danti in CC 1: 256-260.

12. REPORT OF THE FRANCISCANS. It has been preserved in two short
versions. Version A includes the date July 4, adi 4 de luglio. The report was given by
alquanti frati de Observanzia de san Francesco, che funo prixi nella dicta citade, quali
venene a Bologna et disseno tale novitate (Version B: disseno alquanti frati de
I’Observanza de san Francesco, che fono prixi ne la dita citade; i quali venono a
Bologna e diseno tale novitade), “some brothers of the Order of Saint Francis, who were
taken prisoners in the aforementioned city [Constantinople], who came to Bologna and
announced the news [of the sack].” This brief, but useful report, was first published by L.
A. Muratori, Historia miscella Bononiensis, RIS 18 (Milan, 1731): 701-702; then
reprinted in A. Sorbelli, RIS, n.s., 18.1.4 (Bologna, 1927): 186-190; and in T/ePN, pp. 25-
26.
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B. Non-Eyewitness Early Accounts

1. PAOLO DOTTI. He was a lawyer from Padua and chanced to be in Crete. He
wrote an account that must have been based on very early oral information that he had
received, but not from Cardinal Isidore, who arrived in Crete almost one month later, on
July 8, according to Henry of Soemmern: devenit...inde Cretam, mediocriter valens, VIII*
Julii, “he came down to Crete...in passable health, on July 8.” Dotti’s letter is dated X7
Junii, June 11. Often Dotti is not certain of the facts, as he colors his short narrative with
phrases such as fama...fuisse, “rumor had it.” In addition, he speaks of refugees who had
abandoned their homes in the Aegean and fled, in mortal fear of the Turks, to Venetian
Crete. They must have been his source. Extracts from his short letter were first published
in NE 2: 513-514; the entire text was then published by S. P. Lampros, “Movedial kal
OpnvoL éml T "ANdoer e KaveTtavTwovmdlews,” NH 5 (1908): 263-265, with
numerous errors in transcription. More recently, it has been printed with improvements
and with Italian translation in CC 2: 12-17.

2. FRA GIROLAMO FROM FLORENCE. Like Dotti, before the arrival of
Isidore, Fra Girolamo was also in Crete and composed a letter to Domenico Capranica on
the fall. His letter is dated July 5 (die quinta Julii). Unlike Dotti, Fra Girolamo
concentrates on the atrocities committed by the conquerors during the sack, on the
growing might of the Turks, and on the increasing danger to Europe. A brief extract from
this letter was first published in NE 2: 520. The complete text, with Italian translation, is
printed in CC 2: 32-39.

3. LAURO QUIRINI. This well-known humanist who was in Crete at the time
wrote a long letter addressed to Pope Nicholas V, Epistola ad beatissimum Nicolaum V
pontificem maximum, dated July 15, data Candidae Idibus Iulii 1453. By that date,
Cardinal Isidore had arrived and had probably given a public recitation of his adventures
and of the operations during the siege. Isidore may have had a private conversation with
Quirini, whose account is authoritative and comprehensive. It is probably the longest
timely narrative to be composed by a humanist who was not present during the siege but
utilized oral information given to him by survivors and refugees in Crete. His letter
includes some of the earliest observations on Ottoman strategy and he is the first author
to speak of the structure of the last assault, which came in three successive waves until
the defenders were exhausted. It was first edited and published by A. Pertusi, “Le
Epistole Storiche di Lauro Quirini sulla Caduta di Costantinopoli ¢ la Potenza dei
Turchi,” in Lauro Quirini Umanista, Studi e Testi a cura di P. O. Kristeller, K. Krauter,
A. Pertusi, G. Ravegnani, C. Seno (Florence, 1977), pp. 163-259.'%7 Selections with some
Italian translations, for not all printed Latin passages are translated, appear in T/ePN, pp.
62-94.

4. HENRY OF SOEMMERN. Cf. supra, I1.A.5.viii.b.

5. AENEAS SILVIUS PICCOLOMINI (POPE PIUS II). Cf. supra, 11.A.4.1i.

6. NICCOLA DELLA TUCCIA. His Cronaca di Viterbo includes a small section on
the siege. It was composed in the fall of 1453. It contains information (or gossip?) that is
not encountered elsewhere on an individual whom he identifies as un fiorentine detto
Neri, quale era stato 36 anni in detta citta, ...ed era tanto in grazia dell’ impratore di

17 Cf. Medvedev, pp. 320-325.
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Costantinopoli, che sua petizione teneva le chiavi di una porta, ““a Florentine called Neri,
who had spent thirty-six years in the aforementioned city [Constantinople], ...and was
shown such favor by the emperor of Constantinople that he was given, as he had
requested, the keys to a gate.” Neri opened this gate in the course of the last battle and
allowed the Turks to enter. This account was published over a century ago but scholars
have not taken notice of its information, which deserves a fresh look. Cf. I. Ciampi, ed.,
Documenti di storia italiana pubbl. a cura della R. Deputazione sugli studi di Storia
patria per le provincie di Toscana, dell” Umbria e delle Marche, 5 (Florence, 1872): 227-
230; the siege section is reprinted in T/ePN, pp. 96-100.

7. NICCOLO TIGNOSI DA FOLIGNO. His account, Expugnatio Constantino-
politana, really an appendix to a letter that he wrote to a friend, is extensive and involves
observations on the personality of Mehmed II, as well as comments on the international
situation following the fall. His information derives from an otherwise unknown
eyewitness, probably a merchant, who managed to conceal himself during the sack and
managed to escape subsequently: a quodam Pisaurense, qui toto bello Constantino-
politano affuit et in conflictus fine latuit in caverna per dies aliquot, “from a certain
citizen of Perugia, who was present throughout the war in Constantinople and who in the
final assault concealed himself in a cavern for a number of days.” This information is
probably authentic, as many other survivors attempted to hide in hollows and caverns.
Cf., for example, Barbaro’s journal:'"™ Ma i nostri marcadanti che scapolo queli si se
scoxe in le caverne soto tera; passada il furia, queli si fo trovadi da Turchi, e tuti si fo
prexi e poi vendudi per schiavi, “those of our merchants who escaped [the initial
massacre], concealed themselves in subterranean hollows. After their fury subsided, the
Turks found them. They were all captured and sold into slavery.” Exactly where these
caverns were is not specified but it is possible that the huge water cisterns of
Constantinople are meant. A number of them, such as the cisterns of Aetius or Aspar in
the vicinity of the critical sector, were easily accessible to defenders who may have been
seeking shelter once they had abandoned their posts on the fortifications around the
Blakhernai, the Kaligaria/Egri Gate, or the Adrianople/Edirne Gate. Tignosi’s account
has not been known widely and has not been used by modern scholars; its information
deserves a fresh look and evaluation. It was first edited and published by M. Sensi,
“Niccolo Tignosi da Foligno. L’opera e il pensiero,” Annali della Facolta di Lettere e
filosofia dell’Universita degli Studi di Perugia 9 (1971/1972): 423-431. Its pertinent
sections have been reprinted with Italian translation in 7/ePN, pp. 102-121.

8. FILIPPO DA RIMINI. This account is included in a letter to Francesco Barbaro
and was written in Corfu at the end of 1453. Da Rimini was the Venetian chancellor of
the Greek island of Corfu and in his account we begin to detect the origin of tales that
eventually spread throughout Europe, transforming the historical circumstances into tales,
legends, and myths. Thus da Rimini reports that the sultan personally raped a woman on
the very altar of Hagia Sophia, drawing a conscious parallel with the ancient tales about
the rape of Cassandra in a sanctuary and thus assisting in the promotion of the popular

1% Barbaro 55 [CC 1: 34].
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notion that the sack of Constantinople was an act of revenge for the sack of Troy
committed by the descendants of the Trojans themselves, the Turks:'”

...victoria tumens Teucrorum rex...celeberrimum Sophiae fanum profanandum...ibi
immitis bestia ab miti virgine pudorem extorquens gloriatus se tum ultum Torianae
virginis vicem in templo Palladis defloratae.

...the king of the Trojans [= sultan of the Turks], swollen with pride over his victory,
...dishonored the most famous shrine of Wisdom [the Church of Hagia Sophia]. There
he deflowered a mild virgin, as if he were a savage beast, and glorified himself by
avenging the fate of the Trojan virgin [Cassandra] who was deflowered in the temple
of Pallas [Athena].

As we noted earlier, Languschi-Dolfin cites da Rimini’s letter as one of the sources that
he had consulted. Indeed, Languschi-Dolfin procured this reference to Troy and repeated
it with obvious echoes but without excessive rhetorical elaboration in his text:'"’

Da tanta uictoria sfongiatto el gran Turco disse, hauer se uindicato de la uiolation de
la uergine troiana facta nel tempio de Pallas.

The grand Turk [Mehmed II], swollen with pride over his victory, said that he had
avenged the violation of the Trojan virgin [Cassandra], which had been committed in
the temple of Pallas [Athena].

This important account was first published from a lost transcript of 1870, made from the
manuscript housed in Venice’s Marciana by G. Valentinelli, in Epistola ad Franciscum
Barbarum, virum inclitum, procuratorem Sancti Marci dignissimum [Excidium
Constantinopolitanae urbis], in MHH 22.1: 656-682; and by A. Pertusi, “La lettera di
Filippo da Rimini, cancelliere di Corfu, a Francesco Barbaro e i primi documenti
occidentali sulla caduta di Costantinopoli (1453),” Myvnyudovvov Lopiag *Avreviadny,
BiALodnkn 100 "EANnvkov IvotitodTov Bevetiag Buiavtwav kal MetafuiavTivay
Ewovdav 6 (Venice, 1974): 120-157. Selections with Italian translation are printed in
TIePN, pp. 127-141.

9. ANTONIO IVANI DA SARZANA. His account, Expugnatio
Constantinopolitana ad illustrem dominum Federicum Montisferetri Urbini ac Durantis
comitem, is appended to a letter that he sent to Federico di Montefeltro, the duke of
Urbino, in the spring of 1454. He was well informed and he had access to archival
material that is now perhaps lost forever. Among his acquaintances and employers he
lists the doge of Genoa, Ludovico Campofregoso. His description of the siege and sack
was probably composed the previous fall of 1453. He cannot vouch for all the

19 TIePN, pp. 138; this is an early story; it is also included in Eparkhos’ account (supra, 11.A.8); cf.
infra, ch. 4: “Myths, Legends, and Tales: Folk History.”
19 1 anguschi-Dolfin, fol. 321 (p. 31).
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information that he presents, or perhaps this hesitation represents the normal affectation
displayed by humanists at the time:

...illa ipsa litteris mandavi quae mihi relata sunt; quae si vera erunt, verus atque fidus
haberi potere; sin vero minus, velim meae innocentiae parcas.

...I have committed to writing what I have been told. If they represent true events then
I can be considered a true historian. If not, please attribute them to my own simplicity.

He reports an incident that took place during the final assault; this event is not cited in
any other account. The incident is valuable for it concerns the Venetian land forces in the
final assault, of whose actions we hear very little elsewhere. Unfortunately, Ivani does
not identify by name the heroic Venetian, who it is suspected''' to be Girolamo Minotto,
the bailo of Venice in Constantinople who was in charge of the sector of Blakhernai
during the siege:'"”

Inter auxiliares vir quidam Venetus erat animi nempe magni qui desperata salute
ingentem militum manum in patentiorem locum deducit, quos pluribus verbis hortatur
ut mori pro religione strenue malint quam ignaviter vivere....

Among the auxiliary forces there was a certain courageous Venetian, who, when he
saw that the battle was about to be lost, led a huge band of soldiers to an open place,
whom he urged with a speech to prefer death in defense of their faith than a cowardly
survival....

Minotto was captured in the sack and was executed a few days later by order of the
sultan.'”® The exact circumstances of his capture and execution are unknown and his fate
was not ascertained for quite some time after the fall. There are numerous vague reports
of these circumstances in the surviving accounts. Most succinct is the statement of
Lomellino, the podesta of Pera:''* Decapitari fecit...bailum Venetorum cum eius filio et
aliis septem Venetis, “he [Mehmed] ordered the decapitation of the bailo of the

" TIePN, p. 163, n. 24.

"2 1bid., p. 162.

3 On the Minotti, cf. supra, n. 40. On Girolamo Minotto, cf. infra, Appendix IV: “Some
Defenders and Non-Combatants,” no. 132. The heroism of Girolamo has been noted by historians,
cf., e.g., Chrysa Maltezou, ‘O @eouoc 700 év KwvoTavTivovméAel Beverod Baiov (1268-1453),
BiBAwodnkn Loplac N. Zapiwélov 6 (Athens, 1970): 51-52: Ovdelc dpuuc Edette T0 dappoc ToL
Gerolamo Minotto...[6 Minotto] [é]vdpisey 6TL 1 Bevetia da évioxve TawToloTpdTwG TOV dry@dva
TOV...Gvev 8¢ AVAUOVIG ATAVTIOERS, ...aTNYydpevse TOV AmdTAOLVY T@Y BeveTkdy TAolwy Kal
&1dxdn elc ™ Ummpesiav Tod adTOKPATOPOG.... O@a WOIvaTo VA dvapelvy Y évToMiy TG
pnTpowoNews, o Advato va Bondion Tovs dmolkovg va duaglyour Tob kNowod 1@y Tolpkwy,
da o0varto 1éNoc 6 (droc va Avmoyuxron. “Opwc d¢v Empatev TovTo. ... ‘O BALhoG Tpooépepe
v Bodeldy Tov, 8Te M Xdpa Tov NevNdn va Tpoowépy ™Y LMY TS, 6 Balhoc S THS
avtodusiac Tov Edeler elc TV Alow, 6Tl dpel\ev atit va elxe Tpakel.

e ge.
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Venetians, of his son, and of another seven Venetians.” Ivani’s interesting and
informative narrative deserves further scholarly attention and evaluation, as modern
historians in their investigations of the siege have not employed it. It was published,
erroneously as an anonymous source and with the wrong date of composition, under the
title: Anonymi historiola quae inscribitur Constantinopolitanae civitatis expugnatio
conscripta a 1459 p. Chr. e cod. chart. Bibl. Templi Cathedr. Strengnes., in MHH 22.1:
71-94; selections, with Italian translation, were also published in 7/ePN, pp. 146-165.

10. NIKOLAOS SEKOUNDINOS. This well-known and capable Greco-Italian
linguist'"® delivered an address to the Venetian senate on December 16, 1453, discussing
the fall of the imperial city and the death of Loukas Notaras.''® He again pronounced a
speech in the court of Naples before Alfonso V on January 25, 1454. This speech is a
valuable source for the siege. Even though Sekoundinos had not been present during the
siege, he was one of the first westerners to visit the occupied capital of the Greeks after
the sack. He accompanied the Venetian envoy Bartolomeo Marcello to the Porte in order
to assist in difficult negotiations involving the ransom of Venetians who had been
captured by the sultan’s janissaries in the sack of May 29, 1453, and with the thorny
problems of resuming trade in the Levant. He probably spent about two months in
Constantinople. Then he was dispatched by Marcello to Venice and from there he
traveled to Rome and to Naples in order to present his impressions of the new situation in
the Levant. His impressions summarized in the speech must include oral information that
was passed on to him by survivors of the sack. He is the first source to suggest that the
emperor asked his comrades to kill him but when they proved unwilling to do so, he
discarded all imperial insignia in the last phases of the general assault in order to evade
capture by the janissaries and perished in the desperate struggle of the last stand:'"’

Imperator ubi hostem ruinas iam occupare moenium victoriaque potiri certissima
vidit, ne caperetur vivus...suos, qui pauci aderant, hortari coepit, ut se occiderent, sed
cum tantum facinus audere voluisset nemo, imperatoriis insignibus depositis et
abiectis, ne hostibus notus fieret, privatum <se> gerens stricto ense in aciem irruit....

5 The basic bibliography on Sekoundinos includes: P. D. Mastrodemetres, NikdAaog

Zekovvdivog (1402-1464) Biog kal “Epyov: ZvuBoln eic miy Melémyy 7év "EAAvev Tic
Acaomopdg, BiAwodnkn Zoplag N. Eapiwélov 9 (Athens, 1970); idem, “Nicolaos Secundinds a
Napoli dopo la caduta di Costantinopoli,” ’IraAoeAAnvika: Rivista di cultura greco-moderna 2
(1989): 21-38; F. Babinger, “Nikolaos Sagountinos, ein griechisch-venedischer Humanist des 15.
Jhdts,” Xapiomiprov ele ~Avaoraoiov 'OpAdavéov, 1 (Athens, 1965): 198-212; Alice-Mary
Talbot, “Sekoundinos, Nicholas,” ODB 3: 1865; and J. Hankins, “Renaissance Crusaders:
Humanist Crusade Literature in the Age of Mehmed II,” DOP 49 [Symposium on Byzantium and
the Italians, 13th-15th Centuries] (1995): 137.

6 T Ganchou, “Le rachat des Notaras aprés la chute de Constantinople ou les relations
‘étrangéres’ de 1’élite byzantine au XV° siécle,” in Migrations et Diasporas Méditerrannéenes (X*-
XV siécles) Actes du colloque de Conques (octobre 1999), Série Byzantina Sorbonensia 19, eds.
M. Balard and A. Ducellier (Paris, 2002), pp. 179-184.

"o 2: 136.
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When the emperor saw that the enemy was in command of the ruined fortifications
and that the battle was lost, so that he would not be taken alive...he asked the few
comrades who were still there to put him to death. But as no one was willing to
commit such a crime, he removed and threw away his imperial insignia so that the
enemy would not recognize him and with bare sword in hand he entered the
struggle....

This is an important text on the events of the siege and on the aftermath by a well-
informed author, who visited the devastated city soon after the events. Unfortunately,
there exists no reliable edition of the complete text. The complete text was first published
by V. V. Makusev, Monumenta historica Slavorum Meridiolanum vicinorumque
populorum, 1 (Warsaw, 1874): 295-306, but it was based on inferior manuscripts and this
edition contains numerous inaccuracies. A better, but incomplete, text was then published
in NE 3: 316-323; selections, with Italian translation, were then printed in CC 1: 128-
140.""® But CC 1, for some reason, chose to omit the long account of the execution of
Loukas Notaras, which is of great interest to historians.

11. GIACOMO (JACOPO) LANGUSCHLI. Cf. supra, 11.A.4.1.

12. JOHN MOSKHOS. He was a minor Greek intellectual in Italy and was
commissioned to write this piece, a rhetorical émitagroc in honor of the last grand duke
of Constantinople, Loukas Notaras. Under the constrictions of the literary genre then in
vogue, one should not expect detailed historical information backed by archival material.
Strictly speaking, it does not deal directly with the siege of 1453 but with the role that
Notaras himself played in the defense and his subsequent execution after the sack. There
is every reason to believe that this piece was encouraged, and perhaps was directly
commissioned, by Anna Notaras herself, the daughter of Loukas, who, prior to the siege
of 1453, had been sent to Venice with her two sisters, Euphrosyne and Theodora.'" In
the decade of the 1460s, after he made his escape from Mehmed II’s seraglio, they were
joined by their brother Jacob/Iakobos, whom the sultan had reserved for his harem in
1453.

By the 1470s loud charges were voiced against Notaras. =~ It was said that he had
failed to contribute his fair share to the defense of Constantinople in 1453, in spite of his

120

"8 See also Medvedev, pp. 325-329. For a new edition of the speech, cf. now C. Capizzi, “L’Oratio
ad Alphonsum Regem Aragonum (1454) di Nicola Sagundino, riedita secondo un ms. finora
ignoto,” OCP 64 (1998): 329-357.

"9 For her business and other activities in Venice in the subsequent decades following the fall of
Constantinople, as well as those of her sisters, and later brother upon his arrival, cf. the substantive
article of Ganchou, “Le rachat des Notaras,” 152 ff., and passim.

120 A pro-Unionist, Doukas 37.10 was among the first after the fall of the imperial city to raise a
charge against the anti-Unionist Loukas Notaras. He attributes to him a statement that reads:
“KpeLttodtepdy €0t eldévar év péom T mONeL @aktdAiov Baciletor Tolpkwy N KaAITTPAY
Aoty [It would be better to see the turban of the Turks reigning in the center of the city than
the Latin miter].” Most recently, for a discussion of this statement, cf. D. R. Reinsch, “Lieber den
Turban als was? Bemerkungen zum Dichtum des Lukas Notaras,” in $PIAEAAHN. Studies in
Honor of Robert Browning (Venice, 1996), pp. 377-389, esp. pp. 378-380; and Ganchou, “Le
rachat des Notaras,” pp. 151 f. and 167 ff., and passim.
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immense wealth. It was especially in Italy that certain texts went so far as to accuse
Notaras of high treason. Leonardo, an eyewitness, had reported the grand duke’s quarrel
with Giovanni Giustiniani, during which the condottiere had accused Notaras of being a
proditor/traditore. Di Montaldo, who wrote an interesting (but thus far overlooked by
scholars) account of the siege and sack, also called Notaras a “traitor” and described his
last moments with unflattering colors in a key passage that accuses Notaras of opening a

gate to admit the attacking enemy:

121

Quod patefacto ut ingerunt hostio per civem, quem Magnum Ducem cognominabant,
copiarum introitus numero ingenti patuit.

As they say, the way for the enemy [the Turks] was opened by a citizen, whom they
call the Grand Duke, and he offered an opening to a huge number of troops.

. . . . . . . 122
Later in his narrative, Notaras is again painted in dark colors:

Lucas, Magnus Dux cognomento honoris dictus, quem proditionis infamia reum fecit
...in regis indignationem devenit. Quam quidem ob rem mox clamitantem e
complexibus parentis arripi puerum jussit, cumque invitum violasset, eundem cum
patre ac altero fratre morte multandum dedit, objecta de proditione civitatis culpa,
quam perperam tradisse patrem asserebat.

About Loukas Notaras, called by the honorific title of ‘grand duke,” who had been
charged with the crime of treason, the king [= sultan] began to feel indignation. Soon
thereafter the king [= sultan] ordered that his [Notaras’] young son be tearfully torn
from the arms of his parents. He then violated the protesting boy. Next, he ordered
that he with his other brother be executed, as he asserted that their father had been
charged with treason against his homeland.

Reports about the fate of the Notaras family were numerous and no one could

ascertain what had really happened or was the fate of the survivors. As late as March
1454, the facts remained unclear and the authorities in Genoa instructed their envoys,

Luciano Spinola and Baldassare Maruffo, to the Porte to inquire into this matter:

123

Ex ipso domino Luca credimus superesse filium et filias duas, que dicuntur posite in
maxima calamitate et servitute; ex quo volumus intuitu Dei primum, deinde pro
honore patrie, inquiratis ubi ille puelle sint, et si aliqua ratione prodesse poteritis eis,
enitamini verbo et opera ac studio pro omni commodo earum; et si fieri poterit,
incumbite ut meliorem aliquam conditione assequantur; et quoniam id est opus
summe misericordie, cavete ne in hoc sitis negligentes. Quod autem de puellis
diximus, hoc idem de filio dicimus si egebit presidio vestro.

121 Di Montaldo 22 (337) [not included in the selections of T/ePN].
122 1bid., 28 (339) [not included in the selections of TIePN].
'3 Atti della Societa Ligure di Storia Patria 13.2 (Geneva, 1877), document no. CLIV (p. 269).
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We believe that one son and two daughters of Lord Loukas Notaras are alive and are
said to be in the greatest danger and servitude. We wish that, for the love of God and
for the honor of our country, you inquire about the whereabouts of the daughters and
that you try to help them and ameliorate their circumstances in any possible way, by
deed, by word, and by persistence. If it can be done, bring about some improvement in
their condition. As this amounts to charitable work, please do not neglect it. Our
instructions in regard to the daughters also apply to the son if he is in need of your
assistance.

The authorities probably did not know that the three daughters of Notaras had been sent
to Venice before the onset of the siege. Nevertheless, the family of Notaras had numerous
links in Genoa'** and the authorities felt obliged to inquire. The youngest son of Notaras,
Jacob, who had indeed survived the seraglio of the sultan, eventually escaped from
Constantinople, as is elucidated in another surviving document, a letter of
recommendation'®’ from January 6, 1468, data Janue die VI Januarii 1468:

Pro domino Jacobo Notara.... Non ignari sumus amice cum genuensibus versatus sit
clarus olim et magnificus vir dominus Lucas Notatra constantinopolinus et tunc
magnus dux romeorum,; quem iniqua et acerba illius fortuna vita et magne parte
familie ac bonorum privavit...harum nostrarum litterarum et decreti auctoritate
decernimus et statuimus quod magnificus item eques prefati domini Luce filius,
dominus Jacobus Notara.

On behalf of Lord Jacob Notaras.... We are not unaware of the friendship of the late,
glorious, and magnificent Loukas Notaras of Constantinople, who was then the grand
duke of the Romans [= Greeks]. An unjust and bitter fortune deprived him of his life,
of a great part of his family, and of his property.... We decree and declare, under our
authority in the present letter, that the magnificent knight, Lord Jacob Notaras, is the
son of the aforementioned Lord Loukas.

After his escape, Jacob came to Italy and married a woman for whom his sister Anna had
no affection, as she herself declared in her will long after Jacob’s death:'*

124 K -P. Matschke, “The Notaras Family and Its Italian Connections,” DOP 49 [= Symposium of
Byzantium and the Italians, 13"-15" Centuries] (1995): 59-72; idem, “Personengeschichte,
Familiengeschichte, Socialgeschichte: Die Notaras im spiten Byzanz,” in Oriente e Occidente tra
Medioevo et Eta Moderna. Studi in onore di Geo Pistarino, ed. Laura Balleto, 2 (Geneva, 1997):
787-812, wherein he identifies the Notaras family as a provincial aristocracy; and Ganchou, “Le
rachat des Notaras,” esp. pp. 151 ff. To understand how in the time of Loukas Notaras the family
came to be associated with an urban aristocracy, cf. A. Ducellier and T. Ganchou, “Les élites
urbaines dans 1’empire d’Orient a la fin du Moyen Age: Noblesse de service ou groups de
passion?,” in Les élites urbaines au Moyen Age (Paris, 1997), pp. 39-54.

125 «“Della conquista di Constantinopoli per Maometto I1,” eds. Déthier, ef al., pp. 299-300.

126 The will of Anna Notaras has been published in its Greek form from Venetian archives; cf. K.

Mertzios, “ H Awadkn tic "Avvac Iahatohoyivac Notapa,” *Adnra 53 (1953): 17-21. For
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axkéum va undév MUTOPT KAVELG ATO TOUG KOUULOMPLOUG WOV V& ToLfon Kavéva
R ; \ , iy o
ovuBLBaopor pe TV ZoUTETA TNV Kouvlada WMov, oLde pe GANov TLva dua Ovopc
</ \ ’ b 4 k N\ \ \ 7 e/ -~ 3 ~
™G, 0TL TOAUY BLOV MOV EKaTNVAAWCE...aANQ Kol Tov Blov 0Aov ToD adeA@ol pou
Kol a0TOV BAOV TOV érarTékpuley.

My executors will have no authority to come to an understanding with my sister-in-
law Zabeta, nor with anyone else acting in her name, as she squandered much of my
fortune and concealed all of my brother’s property.

Anna died on July 8, 1507.'%7 In the same will she mentions that her sister Theodora,
ANV, S TLOTOTATOUG WOV ETLTPOTOVG KAl KORULOQPLOVG...kal THV...0codwpay Ty
adeNery pov, “I designate as my most loyal overseers and executors...and my sister
Theodora,” was still alive but that her second sister, Euphrosyne, had evidently died:

K /4 \ 2 4 e/ k] 7 k \ \ 4 \ \ N\ \
akopa va ékayopacovy €va alxpalwTor awo Toue Tovpkoue XpLoTLawo kKal V& Tov
2 7’ \ \ \ - \ 4 - k -~ \ \
€Nevdepaoovy dLa ™ Yuxny e Kuvpa Ppoouvne, T™c adeAenc pov, Kadws To
Emapnkey év 1L Tpo TOV YdvaTor adTG.

Let them also ransom a Christian prisoner from the Turks for the soul of Lady
Phrosyne [that is, Euphrosyne], my sister, as she had specified before her death.

All sorts of tales circulated that reported conflicting versions of the grand duke’s last
days, while he was a prisoner of the sultan. In addition, folk motifs also accumulated
about the figure of the last grand duke. One was extremely insulting and duplicates
material that is also reported in Marco Polo’s narrative: Pseudo-Sphrantzes’ account of
Notaras’ execution seems to repeat the “concealed treasure” motif that is encountered in
Marco Polo’s story of the capture of Baghdad by the Mongols in 1258. Notaras attracted

an edition of the complete text, with English translation and commentary, cf. Philippides,
Constantine XI Draga§ Palaeologus, Appendix VI.

127 On Anna Notaras and her will, cf. S. A. Koutibas, Oi Norapadec amp ‘ Trypeaice 100" Edvove
(Athens, 1968), pp. 59-61; S. P. Lampros, “ 'O Kwvotavtivoc Ioahawohdyoc ¢c Lituyos év
) ‘Totopla kal Toic OpOhois,” NH 4 (1907): 417-466; idem, “ 'H "Avva Notapd oc Kupla
Kadwoc,” NH 5 (1908): 485-486; Manoussakas, “ "H Ilpadtn “Adewa (1456),” pp. 109-118;
Matschke, “The Notaras Family”; D. M. Nicol, “Anna Notaras Palaiologina,” in The Byzantine
Lady: Ten Portraits 1250-1500 (Cambridge, 1994), pp. 96-109; and K. Sathas, “ 'H Ipdtn év
Bevetrla 'EANqukn Tumoypagia, 1489-1899,” "H MeAérn 2 (1907): 470-485. It is our
understanding that T. Ganchou is preparing a monograph on Anna Notaras; cf. Maltezou, "H
Beverla 1adv "EAMjvov, p. 36. Most recently, cf. the brief study of Chrysa Maltezou, ~Avva
Halavodoyiva Notapd: Mia Tpayiky Mopen avapesa o7ov  BufavTivo kal 70V
Néo  "EMnuiko Kéopo. BifAiodnkn 700 "EAAqukod  'IvoTitodtov  BuiawTivagy kol
MeTtafuiavtivar Emovdadv Bevetlag, 23 (Venice, 2004), passim. Of note concerning the financial
investments of Anna, cf. K. Sp. Staikos, “The Printing Shop of Nikolaos Vlastos and Zacharias
Kallierges. 500 Years from the Establishment of the First Greek Printing Press,” La Bibliofilia 102
(2000): 11-32. For archival documentation, nine documents dating between June 15, 1474 and
September 28, 1496, of Anna Notaras, cf. Maltezou, " Avva HalatoAoyiva Notapa, pp. 63-114.
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all this lore because he was fabulously wealthy and because he was the chief financial
minister of Constantine XI and of the imperial administration. He had worked hard
securing loans for the emperor until the siege, a fact that may be behind some strange and
rhetorically forced arguments encountered in Moskhos’ text.

Anna and her humanistic circle sought to counteract the charges that were in
circulation by encouraging or even commissioning Moskhos'*® to compose this
speech, 'Emutd@loc Adyog €ml T¢ €vOofwTaT KAl EKAQUTPOTATE WOKAPLTY) MEYAAQ
doukl kvp@ Aouvkd@ 1@ Notapd, Tedvvov 100 Mdoxov, A Funeral Speech in Honor of the
Most Glorious and Most Illustrious Grand Duke, the Late Lord Loukas Notaras by John
Moskhos. 1t is not an accident that Moskhos emphasizes the loyalty of Notaras to the
emperor, whom, rumors insisted, the grand duke had betrayed during the last stage of the
siege, and his personal contributions to the defense of Constantinople. Notaras’ efforts on
behalf of his homeland are described in a tortuous, highly suspect narration, which would
have made the sophists of antiquity proud of Moskhos, as he clearly tries to make the best
case out of a bad situation. He cannot show that Notaras contributed his own funds to the
defense. His prose and arguments remain unconvincing, especially in regard to the ardent
desire that Notaras supposedly displayed in encouraging others to contribute funds to the
defense. Posterity has not been kind to the last grand duke and his figure is still
surrounded by considerable controversy, as some scholars see in him a traitor and others
a hero who sacrificed his life in depressing circumstances and even turn him into a martyr
of Neohellenism. The truth surely lies somewhere in the middle. To the chagrin of his
daughters, Loukas Notaras had already become the subject of a lively controversy by the
second half of the quattrocento. Moskhos’ work is a rhetorical attempt to check the

128 Moskhos as a scholar and humanist has not attracted a great deal of scholarly attention. For the

carlier literature on this figure and for a modern assessment of his career, cf. S. Mergiali-Falangas,
“ “Evac 'Italoc Ovpaviomic kal “Evac Ilehowovvniolog Adokaloc: Ixéoerc Mdapkov ' Avte-
viov *AvTipdxov kel Tadvvov Méoxov,” Modern Greek Studies Yearbook 10/11 (1994-1995): 579-
584. As Mergiali-Falangas points out, pp. 583-584, n. 7, a succinct biography of Moskhos was
given by one of his students and is quoted in E. Legrand, Biographie hellénique ou description
raisonée des ouvrages publiés en grec par les Grecs au XV° et XVI° siécles, 1 (Paris, 1885):
Ixxxviii: loannes Moschus, praceptor meus, Lacedaemonius, vir sane in omni et virtutum et
scientiarum genere, non solum meo iudicio, sed totius Graeciae, excellentissimus, sub cuius
disciplina quinquennium moratus sum, cuius studium in me singularem extitit ut non praeceptorem,
sed parentem nactus viderer. Hunc ergo ob singularem eius doctrinam et politum dicendi genus
cum soluta oratione scribendi tum...carminibus, cum Thessalonicenses ad civitatem illam
amplissimam atque opulentissimam erudiendam publica pecunia conduxissent, dum itineri
maturando sese accingeret, et go quoque eum sequi Statuissem, qui multa adhuc ediscerem ac
celebratissimas bibliothecas illas quae in Atho monte sunt, aliquando conspicerem, acutissimo
morbo correptus, quinto quo aegrotate coeperat die, maximo omnium moerore decessit. Moskhos
had been a student of George Gemistos Plethon and may have been initiated into Plethon’s revival
of pagan cults. Mergiali-Falangas points out that Moskhos, a member of the inner circle of Plethon,
may even had access to some of Plethon’s poems and writings that have since disappeared. On
Moskhos, see also Elizabeth A. Zachariadou, “Ta Adyia kal 6 O@avatog Tov Aovkd Notapa,” in
Podwvia: Tupn otov M. I Mavobooaka (Rethymno, 1996), pp. 135-146.
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mounting “bad press,” but ultimately this attempt failed and the role of the last grand
duke during the siege of 1453 remains controversial.

The first edition of this speech was produced by E. Legrand, AeAtiov
116 "IoTopLkng kal  Edvoloyikis "ETarpetac 2 (1885/1886): 413-424. It was based on
the ms. No. 2731 in the National Library, Paris, 176"-187". The text, with its first English
translation, can be found as Appendix V in a forthcoming biography of the last emperor:
Philippides, Constantine XI Draga§ Palaeologus.

13. ADAMO DI MONTALDO. In the 1470s Adamo composed his De
Constantinopolitano excidio ad nobilissimum iuvenem Melladucam Cicadam. 1t is a
noteworthy account and contains information that is not duplicated in other sources.
Adamo, for instance, emphasizes the contribution to the defense of Maurizio Cataneo,
who rises to the level of Giovanni Giustiniani in the operations. In addition, he includes a
long account of the execution of Loukas Notaras, which, in our opinion, shows some
familiarity with the “hagiographic” piece of Moskhos (cf. supra, 11.B.12), as both include
a long speech that Notaras supposedly pronounced before his death, with digressions into
philosophy and the immortality of the soul. It was first published by P. A. Déthier, C.
Desimoni, and C. Hopf, “Della Conquista di Costantinopoli per Maometto II nel
MCCCLILL,” Atti della Societa Ligure di Storia Patria 10 (1874): 289-354; and reprinted
in MHH 22.1: 35-70. Selections with Italian translation further appear in 7/ePN, pp. 188-
209.

III. The Sixteenth-Century Greek Tradition

It should be observed that there exists in Greek no authentic eyewitness source that
discusses the siege and sack of Constantinople. The so-called Greek historians of the fall,
Doukas, Khalkokondyles, and Kritoboulos,'”* may have consulted participants in the
defense and perhaps even Ottoman officials, soldiers, and engineers who had participated
in the siege, but they themselves were not in the city and did not directly observe the
events as they unfolded. In fact, the only Greek eyewitness is George Sphrantzes (1401-
1477), but his authentic work is extremely laconic on the siege and he provides no
narrative whatsoever on the operations. From the few references that the authentic text
contains one may conclude that Sphrantzes indeed was on the support staff of
Constantine XI. It was to Sphrantzes after all that the emperor entrusted the delicate
mission of taking a census of the available defensive resources before the commencement
of hostilities. Of this incident Sphrantzes himself makes mention:'*°

'2 For a brief but cogent analysis of these historians, including Sphrantzes, cf. J. O. Rosengvist,
Die byzantinische Literatur. Vom 6. Jahrhundert bis zum Fall Konstantinopels 1453 (Berlin and
New York, 2007), pp. 177-183. For another interpretative analysis of Doukas and Kritoboulos, cf.
D. R. Reinsch, “Il Conquistatore di Costantinopoli nel 1453: Erede legittimo dell’imperatore di
Bizanzio o temporaneo usurpatore? Alle origini della questione: Appartiene la Turchia
all’Europa?,” Medioevo greco. Rivista di storia e filologia bizantina 3 (2003): 213-223; and idem,
“Kritoboulos of Imbros. Learned Historian, Ottoman raya and Byzantine Patriot,” ZRVI 40 (2003):
297-311.

B0 Minus 35.8. The translation is quoted from Philippides, The Fall of the Byzantine Empire, p. 70.
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T00 yap PBooNéwG TPOOTAEQVTOG TOLG OMpapxols, éypayer €kacToc TNV
dnuapxtar abtod drpLBRc ToU duvapévov oTadral €V T@® KAGTP® KOOMLKOD KOl
kahoyépou kal TL kal T( dppa TpoG dpvvay va éxm €kactoc avTav.... ElTa opiiel
TPOG €ué: "abtn 1) dovlela wPOG G€ dopd...kal Aafe Ta KaTaoTLXX Kal kadloag
€lG T0 00TLTLOY ooV NoydpLaoe akpl@c woooL eloly dvSpwmoL kol woox dppoTa
kal Tooa KovTdpLa kol Tooa okouTApLa Kol WOox TofdpLal" Kol EKTENECNG TOV
OpLOPOV adToD, @épwr 0édwka T@ abdévTn pov kal Pacllel T0 kKaTaoTLYdTOLAOY
peta ANOTMG kal okuSpwTdTTOG 8TL WOANNG, KAl Epelve wovov év amokplew 1
TO00TNG €LG €Kelvov kal Epé.

The emperor ordered the demarches to take a census of their demarches and to record
the exact number of men — laity and clergy — able to defend the walls and what
weapons each man had for defense.... Then he commanded me: ‘This task is for
you...take these lists and compute, in the privacy of your home, the exact figure of
available defenders, weapons, shields, spears, and arrows.” I completed my task and
presented the master list to my lord and emperor in the greatest possible sadness and
depression. The true figure remained a secret known only to him and to myself.

Again, in his authentic account, Sphrantzes writes of the diplomacy and of the court’s
futile efforts to attract major military aid from the west,””' but he remains silent
concerning the period of the siege. In a single entry Sphrantzes addresses the fall of the
city, by-passing the entire period of the siege. He makes it clear that his duties had taken
him away from the critical area by order of the emperor, who may have wished to protect
his friend by directing him to another less dangerous sector of the defenses. Had
Sphrantzes been present at the critical sector between the civil gate of St. Romanos and
the military, the Pempton, he would not have survived, as apparently none did of those
who chose to stay in the area under massive attack between the civil Gate of St. Romanos
and the Pempton, the Fifth Military Gate. Further, neither Pusculo nor Leonardo, our only
eyewitnesses to have furnished a sort of “catalogue of defenders and their positions,”
mentions Sphrantzes in the vicinity of the walls. It may be concluded that he did not play
an active military role in the defense. It is also possible that Sphrantzes had a non-
military role and that he was somewhere with the non-combatant members of the
administration within the city. He provides only one reference to the fall and to the death
of his friend, the emperor:'*

Kal 1) k8" patov, quépa ", dpa T Muépac apxiq, amipe ™ IIOAW 0 qpunpdc:
&v M dpa kal alwoer ™G IIohews kal 6 pakapime avdévime pov kip
Kovotavtivoc Baoiheve 6 IlahaloNdyos okoTwdelc amédavev, €pod wAnolov

B! Minus 36.1-14.

B2 Minus 35.9. The translation is quoted from Philippides, The Fall of the Byzantine Empire, p. 70.
The elaborator of the Maius has recast this paragraph, changing its style by introducing a genitive
absolute construction in the beginning and adding a verb at the end, 3.10.9: éuod 8¢ 1§ dpaq €kelvy
N evpedévtoc wAnolov Tob addevTéc pov Tob Pachéws, ANNa TpooTakeL ékelvov elg
éniokePLy dndev év dANg pépel e TONews Mumy.
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P Ny Ny N , . .y
aTob 0Ux €VpedévToc T &pa €ékelvn, dANQ TpooTdfel ékeivov eic émlokeyiy
dndev &ANov pépovs e IdNewc.

On Tuesday May 29, early in the day, the emir [sultan] took possession of the city. In
this time of capture my late master and emperor, Lord Constantine, was killed. I was
not at his side at that hour but I had been inspecting another part of the city, according
to his orders.

Sphrantzes is sufficiently truthful to admit that he did not know how his hero, the
emperor, had died. In fact, his silence and his vague reference that he had been
dispatched elsewhere within the city by an imperial order are suspect, and some scholars
see in this statement a vague admission of flight."*

Sphrantzes has devoted not a single word to the defensive operations. It is indeed a
curious omission, which has led some scholars to speculate that the historian may
actually have maintained a separate diary. This conjecture seems likely but a further
inference that has been made is erroneous, as it presupposes that this hypothetical diary
of Sphrantzes somehow fell into the hands of his sixteenth-century elaborator, Makarios
Melissenos-Melissourgos, who then enlarged it into the surviving Maius."** In spite of
ingenious arguments, none of which is linguistic or textual, such attempts to elevate the
siege section of the Maius to respectability as a primary source remain unconvincing.
This hypothesis lacks positive evidence, and most of the arguments associated with it are
reduced to omissions of events in both the Maius and the Minus. Most significant, this
challenge fails to recognize the importance of Bishop Leonardo in the composition of the
siege section of the Maius. Makarios utilized, as has now become abundantly clear,
other existing and identifiable accounts to compile his narrative. It is possible that
Sphrantzes maintained a diary of the siege period. If he did so, we must conjecture, since
all traces of it have vanished, that its nature would have been different from the Giornale
of Barbaro or of the epistula by Leonardo. Unlike Barbaro, Pusculo, and Leonardo,
Sphrantzes does not seem to have been on the walls. So his diary would have been of a
different makeup, perhaps presenting the views of the non-combatant members of the
imperial administration.

133 This is the reasonable conclusion reached by Siderides in a penetrating study, which, however,
is not widely known and we will discuss this article in due course. Cf. X. A. Siderides,
“Kavotavtivov IlahatoNdyov Odvatos, Tagoc, kal Iwadn,” "H MeAérn 3 (1908): 66: 6 &¢ T.
Ppav NG, Bv €wc T0TE TANGLOY ToD BaoiNéws, TpoaTdEel, Néyel avTod, amiAdev el émlokeyy
&N\\ov pépove T IloNews, Tob 6molov Suws T0 Gvopa dév Aéyer ék Tic oleTic TadTne
elkatopey 6L Epuyev Eketdev xapwy Tc dlac alTtod cwTnplac.

13 This extreme position has been expressed by Margaret G. Carroll (Klopf) in a series of lengthy
articles, “Notes on the Authorship of the ‘Siege’ Section of the Chronicon Maius of Pseudo-
Phrantzes, Book III,” Byz 41 (1971): 28-44; 42 (1972): 5-22; 43 (1973): 30-38; and 44 (1974): 17-
22. Cf. the criticism of this position in Philippides, “The Fall of Constantinople,” pp. 289-290. It is
regrettable that this assumption has accordingly colored her translation and her commentary of the
siege section of the Maius: Carroll, A Contemporary Greek Source for the Siege of Constantinople,
1453. Cf. M. Philippides, “Makarios Melissourgos-Melissenos (d. 1585),” in Historians of the
Ottoman Empire, electronic article, 7 pp.
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Sphrantzes was not a professional soldier and he has very little to add about the
military aspects concerning the siege of Patras by Constantine that had taken place
earlier. As always, he was more interested in diplomatic matters. Of course, it is not
known what may have happened to this hypothetical journal. It is possible that it perished
early on, perhaps in the early hours of the sack when Sphrantzes fell into the hands of the
enemy. However, one would like to note that somehow Sphrantzes was able to consult
some of his notes when he compiled his Minus years after the sack. Is it possible that he
had retained some notes and lost others? Could it be that he had left his notes of the
earlier years at Mistra in the Morea when Constantine and he went to Constantinople and
that he recovered these notes after his release from captivity? It should be recalled that
nowhere in his authentic narrative does he allude to any journal of the siege. There is no
hint in the surviving narrative of his activities during the siege. Indeed it amounts to
curious silence but allows nothing other than speculation.

Consequently, Greek chronicles that date from the period after the fall necessarily
concentrate their attention on the situation that followed the sack, and, specifically, on the
affairs of the patriarchate and the patriarchs, with a passing reference to the siege. Again
the chronicle of Sphrantzes plays a part in this situation, but the elaborator of Sphrantzes,
Makarios Melissourgos-Melissenos, has penned the pertinent sections of the Maius.

The first patriarch under the sultans was George Scholarios-Gennadios II."*> Before
the conquest of 1453 there had been no reigning patriarch in Greek Constantinople. The

B3 cf, among others, Germanos, metropolitan of Sardis, “EuuBoAn eic Tovc IMaTpLapxikovs

Kataléyove KavoTavTivoumohews amo “Aldoenc kal énc,”’ Opdodofia 8 (1933): 279-285; A.
Decei, “Patrik II. Gennadios Skolarios’un Fatih Sultan Mehmet icin yazdigi ortodoks
i’tikadnamesinin tiirkce metni [Patriarch Gennadios Scholarios II and Sultan Mehmed the
Conqueror Concerning the Texts of the Fate of the Orthodox and Turkish Faiths],” Fatih ve
Istanbul 1 (1953): 98-116; C. J. G. Turner, “Pages from the Late Byzantine Philosophy of History,”
BZ 57 (1964): 346-372; idem, “The Career of Gennadius-Scholarius,” Byz 39 (1969): 420-455; A.
Papadakis, “Gennadios Il and Mehmet II the Conqueror,” Byz 42 (1972): 88-106; N. M. Vaporis,
Codex Gamma of the Ecumenical Patriarchate of Constantinople (Brookline, 1974), pp. 22-24; F.
Babinger, Mehmed the Conqueror and His Time (Princeton, 1978), pp. 410-411. Most recently
there has appeared an interesting authoritative study on this personality, which however includes
factual errors: M. G. Serges, I'edpytoc Lxoldproc-Tevvadioc B': "0 Ipatoc pera 7y “Alwon
Oikovuevikoc Iatpiapxnc. MelNétec yuwa T Bugavtn kal Metafviavtivy  Totopla 3
(Athens, 1996). The most recent biography of Scholarios-Gennadios II is by T. Zeses, I'evvdadioc
B’ ZxoAaproc. Bloc-Lvyypaupara-Atdaokadie.” Avalekta Bhatadwy 30 (Thessaloniki, 1980);
this is a curious and extremely superficial work, whose avowed aim is to claim sainthood for
Scholarios-Gennadios and to diminish the contribution of Bessarion to scholarship. It is amazing
that after the passage of five centuries the old controversies and animosities between “Greek” and
“Latin” should appear again! A true scholarly, book-length biography of Scholarios in English, or
in any other language, remains to be written. Much better, although a great deal shorter, than Zeses’
hagiographical work is J. Gill, “George Scholarius,” Unitas 12 (1960; Eng. ed.): 99-112 (=
Personalities of the Council of Florence and Other Essays [Oxford, 1964], pp. 79-95). Indirectly,
one may follow Scholarios’ career through his connection with Plethon; cf. C. M. Woodhouse,
Gemistos Plethon: The Last of the Hellenes (Oxford, 1986), passim. On Scholarios, cf. PLP 11: no.
27304 (156-158). C. Livanos, Greek Tradition and Latin Influence in the Work of George
Scholarios. “Alone against All of Europe” (Piscataway, 2006), has recently and notably treated his
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last holder of the title, Gregory 11l Mammas (1443-1450), had fled from the Greek capital
in 1451 to Rome, in face of popular opposition to his religious policies that favored union
with the papacy. The emperor afterward appointed no successor during that turbulent
period."*® Mehmed II, presumably with the approval of and after some consultation with
the surviving bishops, elevated Gennadios II to be the first head of the Greek millet on
January 6, 1454."

The elevation of Gennadios to the patriarchal throne, with the accompanying
elaborate narration of the state of affairs, although depressing given the circumstances,
has been described in detail in the Chronicon Maius."*® As long as the authenticity of his
Maius had not been questioned, this narrative was taken to be, if not an eyewitness
account of the ceremony, certainly a well-informed description of a historical event. As
modern scholarship has demonstrated repeatedly in the past decades, the Maius
represents a late “composition,” penned by Makarios Melissourgos-Melissenos in Italy,
most likely in Naples, ca. 1580."°

Thus the important passages that deal with this subject have not been penned by the
authoritative hand of Sphrantzes, who could not have had any affection for Scholarios-
Gennadios, the most vocal opponent of the emperor’s religious policies before the siege
of 1453 and a leader of the anti-union faction fiercely objecting to the union of the
Orthodox and Catholic Churches that had been agreed upon during the monumental
Council of Florence in 1438/1439. During the siege of 1453 Scholarios had advocated a
policy of passive resistance to the Turks and had recommended prayers and all-night
vigils instead of active duty on the walls.'"*’ In the days before the siege his activities had

theological positions and interest in the writings of Saint Thomas Aquinas. Livanos, ibid., pp. 102-
111, provides an insightful analysis of Scholarios’ Lament and the fall of Constantinople. For
Scholarios as a patriarch under Mehmed and for some problems with his later career, cf. now
Marie-Héléne Blanchet, “Georges Gennadios Scholarios a-t-il été trois fois patriarche de
Constantinople?,” Byz 71 (2001): 60-72; and eadem, Georges-Gennadios Scholarios (vers 1400-
vers 1472). Un intellectuel orthodoxe face a la disparition de [’empire Byzantin, Archives de
I’Orient Chrétien 20 (Paris, 2008): 124-135, for argumentation and justification of his office.

13 There had been a school of thought that a patriarch did exist in 1453 (or several years earlier) by
the name of Athanasios II, or even Anastasios, but this notion has been shown to be fiction, even
though this error is still encountered; cf. Gennadios (Metropolitan of Heliopolis), “ “Tmipfev 7 dxu
Hatplapxne ~Adavaoioc "ONliyov mpod ™ "ANdoews,” ' Opdodofia 18 (1943): 117-123. For a
possible alternate explanation, cf. W. K. Hanak, “Pope Nicholas V and the Aborted Crusade of
1452-1453 to Rescue Constantinople from the Turks,” BS 65 (2007): 348-352.

37 On this date, cf. A. N. Diamantopoulos, “ ‘O Tevvddioc Ixohdploc ac Totopwn Inym Tév
mepl ™y “ANaow Xpdvev,” "EAAnprika 9 (1936): 295-301.

% On the problems presented by the two versions of Sphrantzes’ account, cf. infra, ch. 3: “A
‘Chronicle’ and its Elaboration: Sphrantzes and Pseudo-Sphrantzes,” and the accompanying
bibliography.

139 On this family of various industrious copyists-forgers who attempted to identify their family
with the more illustrious Melissenoi, cf. the fundamental study of I. K. Khasiotes, Makdptoc,
BOcbddwpoc, kal Nuknpdpoc ol MeAtaanvol (MeAtaoovpyot) (Thessaloniki, 1966). In addition, cf.
now the observations of R. Maisano, “Il manoscritto Napoletano II. E. 25 e la storia della tradizione
dello pseudo-Sfranze,” ’ ItadoeAAnvikc: Rivista di cultura greco-moderna 2 (1989): 103-121.

40 On Scholarios’ personality, cf. Gill, Personalities, ch. 7.
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earned him the scorn of the court,'*" where he had become a persona non grata. In fact,
the very same activities that had alienated him from the Greek court, especially his anti-
Catholic and anti-western policies, must have recommended him to the sultan.

The forger of the Maius, Makarios Melissourgos-Melissenos, however, was a cleric in
Ottoman Greece before he made his way to Italy and the west. He displayed a lively
interest in ecclesiastical affairs and it is he who has supplied us with a detailed account of
the enthronement of Scholarios as Gennadios II, which took place on January 6, 1454. In
addition, the concluding sections of Book III of the Maius enumerate the powers that the
sultan bestowed upon his patriarch on that momentous occasion. In fact, the statements of
Melissourgos-Melissenos have long been accepted as fact, since the days when scholars
were under the impression that Sphrantzes himself had authored the Maius. If indeed it
can be demonstrated that this section of the Maius was authentic, or, at the very least,
based on an authoritative source and not on the imagination of the forger, it would be of
the utmost significance for the history of the Orthodox Church and the Greek millet under
the Osmanli sultans, as the authority, duties, and responsibilities of the patriarch to the
Porte are clearly delineated. One particular passage of the Maius has given rise to a
controversy that has found no resolution thus far and deserves to be quoted at length:'*

Edake O¢ mpooTAypaTA EyYpdews TG TaTtpidpxn [sc. Gennadios II] pet’
¢tovolac Paoclhkic Umoyeypappérne katedev (va pndelc abdTov €voxAfdom 1
avtitelvy, dANQ elvar aVTOV araltTTor Kal d@opoNdynTor Kal adldoelotdr Te
AT TaVTOG EvavTiov, Kol TENOVG Kal dwoews éNevdepoc €oTal aDTOG KAl ol PeT
QOTOV TATPLAPXAL €LC TOV Qidva, OMOLWG KAl TAVTEC ol UTOTETYMévoL avT®
APXLEPELG.

[The sultan] gave written decrees with royal authority and undersigned by him to the
patriarch [sc. Gennadios 1], which ensured that no man would hinder or annoy him;
moreover, the patriarch was absolved of all taxation and tribute. The sultan further
declared that all future patriarchs and their high clerics would enjoy the same
privileges and similarly would be immune from taxation and tribute forever.

Based on this statement of Melissenos, scholarship has inferred a complete system of
relations between the patriarchate and the Porte. Of particular significance seem to be the
“written decrees” (wpooTaypnaTa €yypdewc), presumably a firman of some sort, with
which Mehmed conferred these “privileges” to the patriarch.'** As no other contemporary

41 For Scholarios’ activities before and during the siege, cf. OGN, ch. 14. Concerning his
incarceration immediately after the fall of the imperial city and Mehmed’s intervention in his
liberation, cf. Blanchet, Georges-Gennadios Scholarios, pp. 68-74.

2 Maius 3.11. The translation is quoted from Philippides, The Fall of the Byzantine Empire, p.
136.

'3 Discussion with older bibliography in T. H. Papadopoullos, Studies and Documents Relating to
the History of the Greek Church and People under Turkish Domination (Brussels, 1952; reissued
New York, 1973; 2™ ed. with supplementary material: Aldershot, 1990), ch. 1.
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evidence on this crucial point has survived, acceptance or rejection of this firman depends
directly on the reliability of Melissourgos-Melissenos or on that of his immediate source.
Patriarch Theoleptos was confronted with the question of the conversion to Islam of
the existing churches of Constantinople by the grandson of Mehmed II, Sultan Selim I
Yavuz, ca. 1520. The patriarch, therefore, was forced to argue that the churches had been
assigned to the Greek millet by the Conqueror himself following the sack of 1453, and he
added the testimony of the three aged janissaries to substantiate his case:'**
... "0 @edAqmTOC AmekpldN 6L, " TAv frov ddera, da évduplow ™y Baolhelav
Lov ™y dAwow Tic IIoNewg ol wpdyovol pag €dwoay AvalpeTl TO TfULoy pépog
¢ IIOAewc 7@ GoVATAY MeXUET PE TOLUTAC ouppaviac o, 6Tl al ékkAnolal Tav
XpLoTLav@y va U yevoov tsapia, B 6L ol yapol, at Tagpal, kal GANa Edipa Tov
XPLOTLAVLOMOD VA YILV@VTaL QVERTodloTeg, ¥ 1 €optn Tob Ilaoxa pe éNevdeplav
va mwovnyvpltetal...." Tote 6 povpTig ModTnoe TOV TaTpLdpXMY Qv &xM TO
Eyypagoy TadTNG TG OUMPWVLag” amekpldn 0 TaTPLAPXNS OTL VA KQTEKAM QRO
TUPKALAG, GAN" OTL UTOPEL VA 9éPT UEPTUPAS TPELS YLAVILTAPOVS QUTOTTAS TNHG
ToLadg ovppwviag. HASov obToL kal ol Tpelg, dyovteg éTog THS MAklag TANGlov
TV ékaTdV, Kol EPQPTUPNOQVTO OTL ROaY TapPovTeC €ic TV dAwowy ™G IoAewg,
kol EvdupotrTal 6TL ol eVyevelg abTNG UTETAYNOQY €KOVOLWG TQ 0OVATAY Mexpér,
ENDOVTEG KAl €VpovTEG aUTOV €Ew €lg TNV OKkMYMY TOU, Kol QyQyovTeg Kal TAG
kAelc ¢ IIoNewc éwl xpuoov Tivakiov, kal {nToavTec Tap olTol Twa dpdpa
aTwva édéxIm 6 govATay Mexpéng.

Theoleptos responded: ‘If it were permitted, I will remind your Majesty of the fall of
the City. Our ancestors surrendered, without a fight, half of the City to Sultan

14 A. K. Komnenos Hypsilantes, *Adavaciov Kouvnrov “TynAdavrov *ExkAnoiaorikdy kal
HoAuTikay 76v eic Addeka, BiBAiov H O kal I' firor Ta Meta v "Adwowy (1453-1789) (* Ek
Xetpoypdpov ’ AvekdoTov Tijc Moviig Tob Livad), ed. A Germanos (Constantinople, 1870); in Book
II: 156-163, of his monumental Turcograecia libri Octo a Martino Crusio, in Academia Tybigensi
Graeco & Latino Professore, vtraque lingua edita. Qvibus Graecorum status sub imperio Turcico,
in Politia & Ecclesia, Oeconomia, & Scholis, iam inde ab amissa Constantinopoli, ad haec usque
tempora, luculenter describitur (Basil, sine anno [1584]), Martinus Crusius [Martin Kraus]
provides additional details about this incident, which is included in the so-called Historia
Patriarchica embedded in the Turcograecia. This passage states that a patriarchal lawyer named
Xenakes devised clever tactics that ensured the continuation of the patriarchal privileges. The text
Crusius uses states that these events took place in the reigns of Patriarch Jeremiah and Sultan
Suleiman the Magnificent. This date is, of course, impossible, as there would have been no one
alive from the days of the siege to testify in the court proceedings; therefore Crusius must have
been referring to the events that took place in the reign of Selim I and somehow the chronology of
this event has been garbled. Such incidents undoubtedly gave rise to the early legend that
Constantinople had capitulated in 1453 and was not conquered by the sword; cf. S. Runciman, The
Great Church in Captivity: A Study of the Patriarchate of Constantinople from the Eve of the
Turkish Conquest to the Greek War of Independence (Cambridge, 1968), pp. 189 ff.; and FC,
Appendix 2; for a collection of Turkish sources on this matter, cf. J. H. Mordtmann, “Die
Kapitulation von Konstantinople im Jahre 1453,” BZ 21 (1901): 129-144.
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Mehmed under an agreement that (i.) the churches of the Christians would not
become mosques, (ii.) weddings, funerals, and other Christian customs will continue
unobstructed, and (iii.) the holiday of Easter will be celebrated freely....” The mufti
asked the patriarch if he had the written document of this agreement. The patriarch
responded that it had perished in a fire but that he could produce, however, three
janissaries who were eyewitnesses to this pact. The three men, close to one hundred
years old, came and testified that they were present at the fall of the City. They
remembered that the noblemen of the City willingly submitted to Sultan Mehmed, that
they came outside his tent, that they brought the keys of the City on a golden plate,
and that they presented a number of petitions, which the Sultan Mehmed granted.

The essential point here is that Theoleptos could produce no legal document from his
archives to substantiate his claim.

Yet Melissourgos-Melissenos, who wrote about sixty years after the event, must have
employed in the pertinent section of his “composition” of the Maius a source that did
mention this legal document, or was it an invented firman of some sort whose existence
had been taken for fact by this time? Clearly, a document could not antedate the reign of
Selim I, for the need to prove its existence did not arise before the beginning of the
sixteenth century. Neither Mehmed II nor his successor Bayezid II threatened conversion
of the handful of churches that had been left to the Greeks after the sack of 1453. Our
knowledge for the incident ca. 1520 derives solely from the Patriarchal History, which
Crusius embedded and translated into Latin in his Turcograecia in the last quarter of the
sixteenth century. The author of the Greek text was reputed to be Manuel Malaxos. Our
knowledge of Malaxos is at best scanty. What does seem certain is that Malaxos was a
member of the immediate circle of the patriarch.'*’ The sources of Malaxos have not been
identified thus far, but his importance as an early historian of the patriarchate becomes

5 On Malaxos, cf. G. Moravecsik, Byzantinoturcica, 1 (Z"d ed., Berlin 1958): 414-415; C. A.
Papadopoulos, “Ilepl  Thc 'EANnuwkiic 'EkkAnoiwaotikic  Xpovoypagplac 7100 IET’
Alavoc,” *EkkAnoiaotikoe Papoc 9 (1912): 410-454; and F. H. Marshall, “The Chronicle of
Manuel Malaxos,” ByzJ 16 (1972): 137-190. In addition, cf. now G. De Gregorio, I/ copista
Manouel Malaxos. Studio biografico e paleografico-codicologico (Vatican City, 1991); idem,
“Studi su copisti greci del tardo Cinquecento: 1. Ancora Manuel Malaxos,” Romische historische
Mitteilungen 37 (1995): 97-144. On the family of the Malaxoi, cf. C. Gastgeber, “Neues zur
Familie der Malaxoi,” Jahrbuch des dsterreicheischen Byzantinistik 48 (1998): 273-291. For
another scholarly member of this family, cf. now P. Schreiner, “John Malaxos (16th Century) and
His Collection of Antiquitates Constantinopolitanae,” in Byzantine Constantinople: Monuments,
Topography and Everyday Life, ed. Nevra Necipoglu, The Medieval Mediterranean: Peoples,
Economies and Cultures, 400-1453, 33 (Leiden, Boston, and Cologne, 2001): 203-214. Crusius
notes that Malaxos had been a student of Matthew Kamariotes, one of the last scholars of
Constantinople, who was still active in the days after the sack as the head of a small school. On
Crusius’ life, cf. S. Karouzou, Map7rivoc Kpovoiog: ‘O IpdToc $LAéAAny (Athens, 1973).
Crusius was born in Bamberg on September 26, 1526, and the inscription on his tomb in
Stiftskirche reads as follows, in Greek: 'Evdade wowdevmic MapTivoc Kpolowoc eldw / EANadoc
&v TuBlyyn polve oot, XpLoé, memolddc, and in a Latin paraphrase: Crusius hic recubo, decui qui
graeca utraque latina / diu, Christo spe nixus in uno.
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obvious in the absence of other documentary evidence and in view of the fact that his
work has influenced western historiography concerning ecclesiastical affairs of the
Levant. Crusius, who held the chair of Greek language at Tiibingen from ca. 1555, was
one of the few individuals in the west to display a lively interest in contemporary Greece
under the sultans. Through the offices of Stephen Gerlach, the energetic Lutheran
chaplain in Constantinople, Crusius began a regular correspondence with Greek officials
at the patriarchate and even became involved in a badly conceived and ill-fated attempt to
bring the Lutheran and Greek Churches together.'*® Crusius’ lasting achievement was the
direct result of his correspondence: the compilation of his famous Turcograecia,'”’ the
main source in the west for the history of Constantinople and the Greeks under the
sultans. Fruitful was Crusius’ correspondence with Theodosios Zygomalas (b. 1545),'**
a TpwTtovoTdplog, “a first notary” of the patriarchate,'*” who furnished most of the

146 Gerlach maintained a diary of his stay in Constantinople, which was published long after his
death: Stefan Gerlachs des Aeltern Tagebuch (Frankfurt-am-Main, 1674). On Gerlach, cf. E. Benz,
Die Ostkirche im Licht der protestantischen Geschichtsschreibung (Freiburg, 1952), pp. 24-29. On
the attempt of the Protestants and the Orthodox to come to an understanding through the efforts of
Gerlach and Crusius, cf. Runciman, The Great Church, pp. 246-258.

7 For the negative reaction of one Greek scholar, certainly an exception, from the Levant to the
publication of the Turcograecia, cf. G. Fedalto, “Ancora su Massimo Margounio,”
BolllstStorVenez 5/6 (1964): 209-213.

148 Zygomalas on occasion acted as interpreter for Patriarch Jeremiah 11 during visits by westerners.
It was in fact Zygomalas who introduced Gerlach to the patriarch. Zygomalas® erudition was
unusual for that dark period and was often praised by scholars. He was Crusius’ chief assistant for
the compilation of material that found its way into the Turcograecia. He was a critical reporter who
sometimes correctly doubted the information that he passed on to the professor at Tiibingen. A tale
circulated in Constantinople at that time that stated that Constantine XI, the last Greek emperor,
had put to death his queen and his children before his capital fell to the Turks. Crusius was
intrigued with the question of identifying the last empress and asked Zygomalas to investigate the
matter. Zygomalas was very cautious in his reply: gépeTal 8¢ Noyoc 6TL 6 wpdTEpov peTadovc [sc.
Constantine XI] 1év delov puotnpler Tolc waloly adTod, 19 Bactlioon kal ToANolc cvyyevéol
Kal Olkelols ATaVTaG AWoKEPAALOINVAL Tpooétate Tob 1 alxpalwsiac Tuxely. Baciloone
dvopa VoTATNG 0UK olda. MpwTnoa TOANOLG, kal oUdelc pou eixe Aéyew aAndelac pipata 7
yoagny dettan (Turcograecia 96). In fact, the last emperor had neither children nor a wife in 1453.
If one bases a judgment of the correspondences between Zygomalas’ language in his report to
Crusius and the verse chronicle entitled Xpovikov wepl Tic 7év Tovpkwy BaotAeiag by Hierax (in
C. N. Sathas, ed., Mesatwvikn BifSAtodjkn, Bibliotheca graeca medii, 1 [Venice, 1872; repr.
Athens, 1972]: 243-268), it becomes clear that Zygomalas knew of this poem, which reports the
same legend. In spite of Zygomalas’ caution, Crusius remained convinced of the existence of a last
empress and even composed a Greek epigram in her honor. Cf. G. T. Zoras, “Al Televtatat
Iriypal 700 Kevetavtivov IMahatohéyou kol Tob Moedued Tob Kataktntod,” "EAAnvikn
Anutovpyla 8 (1951): 202-210 (= G. T. Zoras, Ilepl ™y "Adwowv Tic KwveTavrivovmélewc
[Athens, 1959], pp. 125-133). On Zygomalas, cf. G. De Gregorio, “Studi su copisti greci del tardo
Cinquecento: 1I. loannes Malaxos e Theodosios Zygomalas,” Romische historische Mitteilungen 38
(1996): 189-268.

149 On the administrative offices of the patriarchate, cf. Papadopoullos, Studies and Documents, pp.
26-60.
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material that found its way into the Turcograecia. It was Zygomalas who brought to the
attention of Crusius the Historia Patriarchica of Manuel Malaxos.””® In fact, before
Malaxos’ material was shipped to Crusius, it was copied and personally corrected by
Zygomalas. The manuscript was completed in April 1577, and was dispatched to Crusius
in 1581. In 1584 it appeared embedded, with Crusius’ Latin translation, in the
Turcograecia.

The Historia Patriarchica has proved to be a treasure of information for the history of
the patriarchs after the fall of Constantinople. Given the deplorable state created by the
lack of other archival documentation, by necessity it has been our basic source for this
period, not only for the history of the patriarchate but also for that of Ottoman Greece in
general. Thus, it is because of Manuel Malaxos, through Crusius, that the western world
learned some particulars about Gennadios II’s reign and of his immediate successors.
However, there are persistent rumors in our sources to suggest that Manuel Malaxos was
not, after all, the actual author of the Historia Patriarchica. Stephen Gerlach himself
believed that Manuel Malaxos was only the copyist of the manuscript that was sent to
Crusius and not its author."”’ Further, Malaxos himself simply states in the text:
LETAYAGTLOOEY €lc KoMy ¢paciy, “he translated into the common idiom,” which
implies that he merely changed the linguistic form and literary style of another extant and
accessible work.">*

What then was this source, or the original composition, that proved so influential on
the early patriarchate? Damaskenos the Studite as a literary figure has been neglected by
modern scholarship.'”® Reared in Thessaloniki, he served as the metropolitan of

130 Attention should be directed to a recent article by Elizabeth A. Zachariadou, “La chute de
Constantinople en 1453 et la mythologie postérieure,” in Turcica et Islamica: Studi in Memoria di
Aldo Gallota, ed. U. Marazzi (Naples, 2003), esp. pp. 1027-1031, wherein she analyzes the role of
Malaxos in the creation of a post-fall mythology. Her article was reprinted in eadem, Studies in
Pre-Ottoman Turkey and the Ottomans (Aldershot, 2007), Essay XXIV.

5! Turcograecia 90; Gerlach, p. 448.

152 The Historia Patriarchica attributed to Malaxos was edited by 1. Bekker in Historia politica et
patriarchica Constantinopoleos. Epirotica and was published in the Bonn corpus (CSHB [Bonn,
1849], pp. 78-204). In addition, the same text can be found in PG 160: 316 ff. Occasionally
scholars confuse Manuel Malaxos with his relative Nikolaos Malaxos, who compiled the Greek
version of the Nomocanon.

'35 The only recent studies of Damaskenos as a literary figure have been provided by, first, L. N.
Manou, Aauacknvég o Zrovditng: O Biog kaw 7o 'Epyo Tov (Athens, 1999), which provides a list
of all his known works and even edits some of his unpublished compositions. Unfortunately,
Manou is of the opinion that this History is not by Damaskenos himself. She assigns the title
Katdhoyogc Xpovoypagkog 7av Matplapx@y KevotavTiwoutdhews vmo Aapacknvod (ETovditou)
and states, p. 94, that this is an “épyo pn amoddopevo o1o Aapaoknvd.” She identifies this
manuscript as a “compilation from Romulus to Sultan Murad III, that is, up to 1570.” Manou never
explains why this work should not be attributed to Damaskenos, but she simply states (p. 95) that
“later research has shown that this work is not by Damaskenos.” In the accompanying note (p. 95,
n. 153), she cites an article by A. Kipritschnikow, “Eine volkstiimliche Kaiserchronik,” BZ 1
(1892): 303-315; and another by C. A. Papadopoulos, “Ilept Tic "EAMqVikilc  ExkkAnoLaoTikiig
Xpovoypaplag,” pp. 414 ff. The case has not been decided. For more recent assessments
(apparently unknown to Manou), cf. M. Philippides, “Damaskenos the Stoudite (ca. 1530-1577),”
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Naupaktos (Lepanto) and Arta and was active during this period.””* Damaskenos
composed a History of the Patriarchs of Constantinople from the time of Constantine the
Great to ca. 1570. He completed his work about 1572. From the linguistic evidence that
will be presently examined, it will become clear that our ultimate source for the history of
the patriarchate is this work by Damaskenos. His text was copied, elaborated slightly,
and, in some cases, even supplemented by Manuel Malaxos and Theodosios Zygomalas.
In this corrected form it was sent to Crusius and eventually appeared in the Turcograecia.

The story, however, does not end here. We have already seen that the ceremony for
the elevation of Gennadios II by Mehmed II and the “privileges” that the Conqueror
granted the Greek patriarch were described by Makarios Melissourgos-Melissenos in his
Chronicon Maius. Melissourgos-Melissenos must have employed, in the composition of
Book III of the Maius, a source that mentions this (invented?) firman of Mehmed, whose
existence was so crucial in the incident involving Patriarch Theoleptos and Sultan Selim
Yavuz. A close reading of the relevant passage in Melissourgos-Melissenos reveals that
indeed he derived most of his information on the enthronement of Gennadios II from the
Historia Patriarchica, which is attributed to Malaxos or more likely directly copied from
a manuscript, if not the actual autograph of Damaskenos, the source of Malaxos’
Historia.

That Makarios Melissourgos-Melissenos was also familiar with a form of this text is
not surprising. He had an extended stay in Constantinople, in close proximity to the
patriarchate, while he was involved in a dispute with regard to ecclesiastical jurisdiction
over the city of Androusa in the Morea."”> During his sojourn Makarios must have
become familiar, as is evident in Book III, with Constantinopolitan topography. He has
for instance attempted to improve on topographical details that he encountered in western
sources, and specifically in his primary source that he read and paraphrased into Greek,
the Latin epistula of Bishop Leonardo Giustiniani."”® Makarios elaborated upon,
“improved,” and occasionally even corrected the Latin account. It is not quite clear as yet
whether Makarios worked directly from the Latin text, from an Italian version, or even
from a Greek vernacular paraphrase that has not come down to us."”” The fact that he
dedicated time to “research” demonstrates that he was already acquiring materials for his
elaboration of the Minus, which he completed in Italy after he fled from the Levant,

in Historians of the Ottoman Empire, eds. Kafadar, Karateke, and Fleischer, electronic article, 6
pp.; and idem, “Patriarchal Chronicles of the Sixteenth Century,” GRBS 25 (1984): 87-94. The
precise identification of the author is not important for our purposes here. What is significant is that
such a work had been composed by this time; its eventual publication ought to shed further light on
the history of the patriarchate of the late fifteenth and sixteenth centuries.

154 There is no entry for Damaskenos in Moravcesik, Byzantinoturcica, nor in the ODB. Runciman,
The Great Church, knows of him but erroneously describes his manuscript as an unpublished
history of Constantinople. On Damaskenos, cf. M. Gedeon, “Aapacknvoc Etouditne,” EkkAnoia-
orikn  AAdeta 3 (1883): 85-91 (649-661).

135 K hasiotes, MakdpLog, pp. 24-25.

1% philippides, “The Fall of Constantinople.”

157 Philippides, “The Fall of Constantinople 1453: Bishop Leonardo Giustiniani,” pp. 189-227.
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probably by 1577, since the earliest codices of the Maius date to 1577 and 1578."°® He
eventually was buried in Naples. His family tomb bore an inscription in Greek. The
monument has disappeared but a Latin translation of its inscription had been preserved

and includes the following information:'*

Macarius Archiepisc<opus> Epidauren(sis)...ex praeclarissima Melissenorum et
Comnenorum  familia et D<ominus> Theodorus germanus frater...Neapoli
...ceciderunt...Macarius pridie ldus Septemb<ris> anno sal. human. MDLXXXV.

Makarios, Archbishop of Epidauros [that is, Monembasia in the Morea]...from the
most illustrious family of Melissenoi and Komnenoi and [his] own brother
D<ominos> Theodoros...in Naples...departed... Makarios on the day before the Ides
of September, the year of human healthfulness, 1585.

The equivalent text in a surviving Greek version, though probably not the original
inscription on the tomb but a translation or rendition from the Latin version of the
inscription, reads as follows:

Makaploc  dpxlemiokomoc Emdalpov...€k TNGC TEPLYAVETTATNG OLKOYEVELQG

MeAwonvar kal Kouvmrav oiklac kol Oeddwpoc avtadelgoc...€v Neamdleu
» 4

...katémeoov... MakapLoc dwdekdTn LemtepBplov, €Tl owtnply o@TeE .

'8 The manuscript tradition of the Maius is discussed by Maisano; and by Khasiotes, Maxdptoc,
pp. 175 ff. One manuscript, the codex Ambros. P 24 sup., was copied by Makarios’ close associate
(and a forger himself), Andreas Darmarios, who was from Monemvasia (at the end of the
manuscript he identifies himself and further notes that he completed the codex in Toledo, Spain, on
September 17, 1578); on one of his many trips to Italy Darmarios was given the material he needed
by Makarios. Under Makarios’ direct supervision in Naples the codices Ambros. P. 123 sup. and
Hierosol. 38 were both copied by the Cypriot copyist Santamaura, who was closely connected with
Makarios in Naples in 1577. One additional codex, which was read by Leo Allatius in the Church
of Saints Peter and Paul in Naples, may be the actual autograph of Makarios but it has long since
disappeared, although Khasiotes is of the opinion that it may be identified with the existing Codex
Il E.25 in the National Library of Naples (Khasiotes, Makaptoc, p. 173, n. 5).

159 K hasiotes, Makdproc, pp. 64-69, discusses this monument of the Melissenoi and notes that,
along with two other tombs, it was demolished in 1634 when the church underwent major
renovations. Khasiotes considers the Greek inscription a retranslation (and a “bad translation” at
that) of the Latin rendering. We are not convinced that he is correct on this detail. The author of the
Greek “translation,” Khasiotes believes, was the scholar Nikephoros Sebastos Melissenos, a
nephew (not to be confused with his well-known cousin, also called Nikephoros, who was an
industrious forger himself). On the other hand, would not Nikephoros Sebastos, out of pride at the
very least as he idolized his uncle Makarios, have recorded the inscription on the family tomb in its
original form? After all, many others, at that time, had seen and read it before it was destroyed.
What purpose would yet another obvious forgery serve?



