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Old Rome versus New Rome:

Unionist Discourse between the Thirteenth and Fifteenth Centuries

Charles C. Yost*

In assessing the Schism of 1054, historians have tended to focus more on the anti-union
rather than the pro-union authors, and m domg so they often neglect medieval or
Byzantine realities. This article will highlight this unfairly neglected discourse of union,
hoping to show the henotic ideology as a coherent, though not a static, argument for
urnon as well as urge a more balanced understanding of the relations between the two
Churches n the later Middle Ages. With the critical influence of Latin, and specifically
Thomist, ecclesiology, unionist discourse took on a distinctly pessimistic and Byzantine
quality. The menic and concthatory idiom of union in the thirteenth century was
complicated during the fourteenth-fifieenth century by the unionists’ profound sense of
alienation from their homeland, and this article will pay especial attention to the thought
and writings of Demetrios Kyvdones (c. 1324-1398) and Manuel Kalekas (d. 1410).

I. INTRODUCTION

On August 9" of the year 1500, the Ottoman Turks broke through the defenses of the city
of Methone—a Greek city located on the extreme southern coast of the Peloponnese—and
put its Christian garrison to the sword. Since the thirteenth century, this Greek city had been
under the control of the seafaring Republic of Venice, for whom its name was “Modon.”
Modon was but one of the many eastern Mediterranean possessions that had fallen to the
maritime empire in the aftermath of 1204 and the Latin conquest of Constantinople. But the
world had changed much since those days. Constantinople, lost to the Latins in the Byzantine
reconquest of 1261, was lost forever to Christendom with the Ottoman conquest of 1453.
Nevertheless, the Aegean was not yet a Turkish lake. The Lion of St. Mark, the banner of
the Venetian Republic, still waved over islands, cities, and fortresses scattered through the
Fastern Mediterranean, including the 1slands of Crete, Cyprus, the archipelagos of Ionia and
Naxos, and the fortresses of the Peloponnese; tens of thousands of Greek Christians

throughout this world of water and sunshine owned no lord beside the distant Signoria of

* I express my gratitude to the anonymous reviewer for helpful comments and suggestions for improving this article. I
dedicate it to the memory of Adam T. Foley, Ph.D.—philologist, philosopher, and friend.
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Venice, and 1 spite of the burdens they sustained for it—the taxes, submission to Venetian
feudatories, and the imposition of religious union with the Roman Church—the tolling of
church bells and annual cries of “Christ 1s risen!” showed that Christendom yet endured in
what had been the Byzantine East.'

But as the turn of the century showed, this Indian summer of Christendom—where a
medieval republic perpetuated the life of a medieval union—was perched perilously in the
shadow of the growing Ottoman power that would define the early-modern Mediterranean.
In 1499, new hostilities had broken out between the Ottoman Empire, ruled by Bayezd II,
and the Republic of Venice. If the Turkish conquest of Modon 1s hardly mentioned in grand
narratives of the rise of Ottoman power, for the Venetian Senate in the year 1500 Modon
was a vital interest that must be defended to the death.”

And so it was. In the end, among the corpses, was that of an extraordinary man who had
finished, in spectacular fashion, an adventurous career. He had been the archbishop of
Modon, a Greek born and raised on the island of Crete in the tumultuous mid-fifteenth
century. If we credit the report published by the Venetian Senate in the aftermath of the
conquest, this Greek ecclesiastic had played a key role in encouraging the Christian garrison
to resist the Turks to the end. He had died with his cross in his hands. The archbishop’s
name was Joseph Plousiadenos and his legacy consisted not only in a glowing report of the
Venetian Senate for gallantry,” but an entire literary corpus—as of yet scarcely known outside
of specialist circles—which represents the crowning consummation of a medieval and
Byzantine discourse that remains among the most misunderstood and maligned phenomena
i Christian history, even to the present. The purpose of this article 1s to contribute to the

excavation of this discourse.

" On Venice’s possessions in the Fastern Mediterranean, see Freddy Thiriet, La Romanie vénitienne au moyen age: Le
développement et I'exploitation du domaine colonial véniten (XII-XV siécles) (Paris: De Boccard, 1959).

* On this war and the fall of Modon to the Turks, see Gaetano Cogo, “La guerra di Venezia contro 1 Turchi (1499-
1501),” Nuovo Archivio Veneto 18 (1899): 5-76; Colin Imber, The Ottoman Empire (Palgrave Macmillan, 2002), 51.

* On Joseph/John Plousiadenos, see Despotakis, John Plousiadenos (14257-1500): A Time-Space Geography of his
Life and Career (Leuven/Paris/Bristol: Peeters, 2020), especially p. 104 on his death in 1500. See also Manoussos
Manoussacas, “Recherches sur la vie de Jean Plousiadénos (Joseph de Méthone) (1429?-1500),” Revue des études
byzantines 17 (1959): 28-51, esp. 47-51; “Apyiepeis Mebaovng, Kopaovng, kai Movepfagiag yopw ota 1500,”
IleAomovvnoiaka, 3-4 (1960), 97-100, 136-37. See also Charles C. Yost, “Neither Greek nor Latin, but catholic:
Aspects of the Theology of Union of John Plousaidenos,” Journal of Orthodox Christian Studies 1.1 (2018): 43-59.
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This discourse 1s the 1deology of henosis (Evwolg): union. Among the more obvious
legacies of medieval Christendom 1s the schism between the Eastern and Western Churches
that has persisted to the present in the division between the Roman Catholic and Fastern
Orthodox Churches. Conventional accounts of the history of this division have (wrongly)
placed its origin to the year 1054, when confrontation and mutual excommunications
exchanged between the legates of Pope Leo IX and Patriarch Michael Keroularios allegedly
resulted 1n the lapse of communion between the two ancient patriarchates of Rome and
Constantinople. Of course, the true story of the division 1s in fact far more complex, tentative,
and ambiguous than might be suggested by textbook timelines. In a sense, 1054 as the date
of division 1s both too early and too late: while serious causes of alienation had emerged
centuries prior to the encounter of 1054, that encounter itself left relatively Iittle immediate
mmpression in either the mmperial archives of Constantinople or in the perceptions of the
papacy. Specialist scholars have argued, with greater credibility, that the rupture only really
emerged in the classical era of the Crusades (1096-1291), and specifically in the conquest of
Constantinople by crusaders i 1204. It 1s nevertheless unwise even to load the year 1204
with some sort of magical inevitability whereby the division remained final ever after.’

And 1t 1s equally possible for the historian to tell another story. Dialectically interwoven
with the history of schism 1s the history of union, for from the moment that there was some
sense of a rift, there never lacked voices speaking i favor of reconciliation. At the heart of
this compelling, though still little regarded, history of union 1s the discourse mentioned
above: the Aenotic or unionist discourse created and perpetuated by Byzantine intellectuals,
churchmen, and humanists who argued courageously, and often at personal loss, for the need

for unity with their Western Christian brethren. Though vocal “unionists” were only ever a

" The standard account of the “Schism of 1054” is so frequently and casually encountered that it scarcely requires
citations. The reader is invited to google “Schism of 1054” and peruse the results, including entries in Encyclopedia
Britannica, Wikipedia, National Geographic, and the EWTN (“ Eternal Word Television Network —a Roman Catholic
network) online library. For an example of atextbook (otherwise admirable!) that continues to present 1054 as the date
of the break, see the timelines in Judith M. Bennett and C. Warren Hollister, Medieval Europe: A Short History, tenth
ed. (Boston/Burr Ridge/Dubuqge: McGraw Hill, 2006), 193, 196. But see Aristeides Papadakis, “Revision in History:
The Schism of 1054,” American Ecclesiastical Review 157 (1967): 29-35, and (more recently) Yost, “Doubting the
Conventional Narrative about the Schism of 1054,” The Imaginative Conservative, October 31, 2020. The classic
scholarly account of the schism is still Steven Runciman, 7he Fastern Schism: A Study of the Papacy and the Fastern
Churches during the XIth and XIIth Centuries (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1955). But see also Henry Chadwick, Fast
and West: The Making of a Rift in the Church (Oxford: Oxford University Press 2003); Papadakis and John Meyendorff,
The Christian East and the Rise of the Papacy: The Church AD 1071-1453 (Crestwood, NY: St. Vladimir’s Seminary

Press, 1994).
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minority group within the Eastern Church, their influence 1s out of proportion with their
numbers—and 1 large part this 1s so because many of these unionists occupied elevated
positions within the Byzantine Church and State and cultivated extensive circles of learned
contacts linked by epistolary exchange, not only in the Empire, but in Italy and the greater
Latin West as well. Moreover, if pro-union Byzantine churchmen were a minority, they were
scarcely more so than the inveterately anti-Latin authors fanning the flames of division.” The
decision of historians, recent or not so recent, to focus more on the anti-union authors rather
than the pro-union authors reflect the confessional commitments and priorities of the
historians themselves more than medieval or Byzantine realities.

By highlighting this unfairly neglected discourse of union, this essay urges a more
balanced understanding of the relations between the two Churches in the later Middle Ages.
This article, which will focus on a major thread of this discourse, strives to flesh out (at least
i part) henotic ideology as a coherent, though not a static, argument for union. It will give
special attention to developments n the critical fourteenth and fifteenth centuries, which 1
see as a watershed moment for henotic discourse. While asserting the overall coherency of
the unionist tradiion between the thirteenth and fifteenth centuries, this article will
emphasize how this tradition was decisively inflected, in response to convulsions of Byzantine
Church and State in the late-fourteenth and early-fifteenth centuries, nto a negative
assessment of Constantinopolitan Church and Greek Christian civilization. If the unionist
discourse began n the thirteenth century in an irenic and concihatory idiom-and never
altogether lost this quality so long as the dream of union endured-it became complicated
from the fourteenth century onward by the unionists’ profound sense of alienation from their
homeland in view of the contemporary crises it endured. Without intending to dispute the
critical influence certainly exerted on unionist thought by Latin (specifically Thomist)
ecclesiology, it may be 1n this increasing pessimism and bitterness of later unionist discourse

that we can see how very “Byzantine” it was after all.

’ Taking this specifically non-confessional approach to the unionists is still in its infancy. See the seminal essay by Yury
P. Avvakumov, “Caught in the Crossfire: Toward Understanding Medieval and Early Modern Advocates of Church
Union,” in Stolen Churches or Bridges to Orthodoxy? Pathways for Ecumenical and Interreligious dialogue, ed.
Vladimir Latinovic and Anastacia K. Wooden (London: Palgrave Macmillan, 2021), 19-40.
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II. THE UNIONIST TRADITION ON ITS OWN TERMS

The bishop Joseph, beside whose corpse this essay began, represents the culmination of the
Byzantine tradition of unionism. In fact, his writings—both as original author and as scribe-
copyist—provide the key linkage between the medieval tradition of pro-union thought and its
expressions 1n the modern world, particularly in the Slavic world in the era of the Union of
Brest (1596). Unionism as a learned tradition in earnest began in the later thirteenth century,
n the era of the first “union” council at Lyons (1274) and during the patriarchate of John XI
Bekkos (1275-1282)—the seminal thinker in the unionist tradition. John Bekkos, who has
been wrongly labeled as a Latinophron (“Latin-Minded”) theologian for his defense of the
controversial teaching of the Western Church on the procession of the Holy Spirit from the
Father and the Son (“Filioque”), was deposed and imprisoned for his convictions in 1282,
then condemned a second time in 1285 at a synod i the Blachernae Palace in
Constantinople. The 1renic discourse initiated by Bekkos and his associates received new life
i the mid-fourteenth century—an age of intellectual and spiritual ferment in Byzanttum—
particularly as a result of the translations of the thought of Thomas Aquinas made by
Demetrios Kydones (c. 1324-1398).° Demetrios, who occupied a prime ministerial position
during the regimes of Emperor John VI Kantakouzenos (r. 1347-1353)" and, for a time,
Emperor John V Palaiologos (r. 1341-1391)*—and who served as tutor to John’s son and
heir, Manuel II Palaiologos—cultivated a circle of like-minded Byzantines who read the
writings of Thomas Aquinas with enthusiasm and used his thought not only to argue in favor
of ecclesiastical union, but as a key weapon in their arsenal against the controversial teachings
of the contemporary theologian Gregory Palamas (c. 1296-1359).” Thereafter, opposition to
“Palamism”—the theory that there 1s a real distinction mn God between His immanent
energles and His transcendent essence—became a key component of unionist discourse. For
the followers of Kydones, such as the Chrysoberges brothers, but especially Manuel Kalekas
(d. 1410) who fled Constantinople under duress in 1391 and eventually became a Dominican

himself, the “heretical” teachings of Gregory Palamas became a principal reason for

* Frances Kianka, “Kydones, Demetrios,” in 7he Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium (“ODB’), 3 vols., ed. Alexander
Kazhdan (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1991), 2.1161.

" Alice-Mary Talbot, “John VI Kantakouzenos,” ODB 2.1050-1.

* Talbot and Anthony Cutler, “John V Palaiologos,” ODB 2.1050.

* Papadakis, “Palamas, Gregory,” ODB, 3.1560.
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disqualifying the separated Church of Constantinople as a “true Church” and for entering

“ From this point, the unionist idiom

the communion of the mfallible Roman Church.
becomes heavy with denunciations and invectives such as can only be uttered by native sons
disappointed 1n their fatherland. And even as unionist discourse became more and more
mflected by an unmistakable savor of bitterness and alienation toward “the Greeks,” it also
leaned ever more heavily upon constructions of an idealized West marked by the signs of
power and certainty for which they looked in vain in their troubled homeland.
Nevertheless, irenic strands within the unionist discourse endured, as shown by events
and figures in the fifteenth century. The subsequent careers of Kydones’s students run up to
the Council of Ferrara-Florence (1437-1439), the premier union achievement of the Middle
Ages, which saw the formal (though in many places ephemeral) recovery of unity between
the papacy and the Byzantine Church at the very twilight of the Byzantine Empire." The
most articulate and vocal of the pro-union Byzantines at this council was Bessarion,
metropolitan of Nicaea, who became, in the aftermath of the council, a cardinal of the
Roman Church and ultimately the unionist titular patriarch of Constantinople. Bessarion
himself was a major figure in fifteenth-century Italian mtellectual culture and attracted his
own circle of followers, key among whom was a Cretan priest named John Plousiadenos.”
This priest, formerly opposed to the union brokered at the Council of Florence during his
youth, became its most ardent defender from the 1460s forward. His fractious ecclesiastical
career has been recently much elucidated by Eleftherios Despotakis and the excavation of
his worldview—expressed in theological treatises, polemical letters, and liturgical poetry—is in
process."” But it was this protégé of Cardinal Bessarion who served as the primary copyist of

the proceedings of the Council of Florence and wrote the most extensive defenses of that

For details on this, see Yost, “Anti-Palamism, Unionism, and the ‘Crisis of Faith’ of the Fourteenth Century,” in
Knighthood, Crusades, and Diplomacy in the Eastern Mediterranean in the Time of King Peter I of Cyprus, ed. Angel

Nicolaou-Konnari and Alexander D. Beihammer (Turnhout, Belgium: Brepols, 2023), 517-49.
" The classic work 1s Joseph Gill, The Council of Florence (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1959).

* On Bessarion, see Gill, Personalities of the Council of Florence and Other Essays (New York: Barnes & Noble, Inc.,
1964), 45-54; Ludwig Mohler, Kardinal Bessarion als Theologe, Humanist, und Staatsmann: Fund und Forschungen,
3 vols. (Paderborn, Germany: F. Schoningh, 1923-1942; reprinted Aalen, 1967). On Bessarion’s interactions with John
Plousiadenos and other Cretan priests united to Rome, see Zacharias N. Tsirpanles, To KAnpodotnua tod kapdtvaiiov

Bnooapiwvog yio toog pidsvwTtikods tij¢ Bevetokpatovuévns Kpntng (1459-170¢ ai.) (Thessaloniki, 1967).

" See Despotakis, John Plousiadenos;, “Some Observations on the AtdAe€ig of John Plousiadenos (1426?-1500),”
Byvzantion: Revue internationale des études byzantines 86 (2016): 129-37. See also Yost, “Neither Greek nor Latin”;
“Trampling the Lion and the Dragon: John Plousiadenos (d. 1500) on the Prophetic Power of the Roman Church,”

Speculum: A Journal of Medieval Studies 101/2 (2026—forthcoming).
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Council. Hence, he 1s the primary transmitter of the legacy of Florence, and thus late-stage
unionist discourse, to the modern world. John Plousiadenos 1s also identical to that bishop
who, under the name Joseph (his name 1n religion), died at the siege of Modon in the year
1500."

Since my more detailed treatment of the thought of John Plousiadenos, the culmination
of the medieval unionist tradition, will be treated in greater detail in a forthcoming article,
this essay will focus on the unionist discourse on its own terms as articulated by its major
representatives, including Demetrios Kydones and Manuel Kalekas, during the particularly
decisive fourteenth-fifteenth century watershed. In the past, historians and theologians have
assessed Byzantine appeals for union with Rome as the theological arguments of isolated
mdividuals—and have often dismissed these arguments as insubstantial or simply derivative
of Latin theology. The unionists themselves, whether they garner admiration or contempt,
have usually been seen as 1diosyncratic weirdos who do not belong within the “authentic”
Byzantine religious landscape.” Now over the course of the last couple of decades, a number
of studies have appeared that contest, in some cases undermine, or at the very least
complicate, these standard views on the unionists.” As important as these studies are, they
have usually focused on individuals: they have done more to extricate this or that particular

figure from the pejorative and dismissive rubric of the Latinophron rather than address the

" On Plousiadenos’s fundamental role as a transmitter of the legacy of Florence to the early modern world, see Gill,
Personalities, 131-43, and esp. Gerhard Podskalsky, Griechische Theologie i der Zeit der Tiirkenherrschalt (1455-
1821): Die Orthodoxie im Spannungsteld der nachreformatorischen Konfessionen des Westens (Munich: C.H. Beck,
1988), 82-85.

" For instance, see Papadakis, Crisis in Byzantium: The Filioque Controversy i the Patriarchate of Gregory Il of Cyprus
(Crestwood, NY: St. Vladimir’s Seminary Press, 1997); Papadakis and Meyendorft, Christian East, 318, 385; Tsirpanles,
KAnpodotnua, 28; Basileios L. Dentakes, lwdvves Kvmpiootatng o co@og kat pidéoopos (Athens: 1965), 32; John
Meyendorft, Byzantine Theology: Historical Trends and Doctrinal Themes (New York: Fordham University Press,
1979), 106, 188, 204. For examples of historiographical evaluations of unionist patriarch John Bekkos, see Alexandra
Riebe, Rom in Gemeinschali mit Konstantinopel: Patriarch Johannes XI. Als Verteidiger der Kirchenunion von Lyons
(1274) (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 2005), 33-39 and Peter Gilbert, “Not an Anthologist: John Bekkos as a Reader of
the Fathers,” Communio 36.2 (2009): 259-304. For critical perspectives on unionist historiography, see above all Yury
Avvakumov, “Caught in the Crossfire: Toward Understanding Medieval and Farly Modern Advocates of Church
Union,” in Stolen Churches or Bridges to Orthodoxy?Vol. 1, Historical and Theological Perspectives on the Orthodox
and Fastern Catholic Dialogue, ed. Vladimir Latinovic and Anastacia K. Wooden (Cham, Switzerland: Palgrave
Macmillan, 2021), 19-40.

" See especially Judith Ryder, The Career and Wiritings of Demetrius Kydones: A Study of Fourteenth-Century
Byzantine Politics, Religion, and Society (Leiden: Brill, 2010); Riebe, Rom i Gemeinschafi, Gerhard Podskalsky, Von
Photios zu Bessarion: der Vorrang humanistisch geprégter Theologie in Byzanz und deren bletbende Bedeutung
(Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 2003); Marcus Plested, Orthodox Readings of Aquinas: Changing Paradigms i Historical
and Systematic Theology (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012).
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unionist type as such and the phenomenon of unionism in general.” We are lacking in more
general studies of the unionist discourse as a whole within the context of its broader
parameters and its development within those parameters.” But without taking this broader
view, the unionists—however impressive each individual may be in his own arguments—still
appear as a category of 1solated cranks sticking out against a background that 1s assumed to
be monolithically “Orthodox” and, therefore, “anti-union.” While this article cannot hope
to elucidate the entirety of this fascinating tradition, it will at least endeavor to arrive at a more
synoptic view of the phenomenon by connecting a few of the more salient dots between
“henotic” thinkers and by considering how this tradition developed across time. By so
proceeding, its aim to present this discourse on its own terms, and so show that it was
endowed with at least as much coherence as the “anti-union” and “anti-Latin” discourse that
has often been assumed to be the “default” setting of religious sentiment in Byzantium.
Moreover, I hope that a more holistic understanding will enable us to appreciate unionism
as an authentic expression of the Byzantine mind, with its own legitimacy as a field of inquiry.

Setting aside present concerns in favor of those of the past may yield strange results, but

it 1s the first imperative of the discipline of history. Previous assessments of the Fast-West

" While Podskalsky, Von Photios zu Bessarion and Plested, Orthodox Readings, are exceptions in that they are
concerned not with individuals but groups, neither 1s concerned with unionists as such. For attempts to take a more
holistic view, see Claudine Delacroix-Besnier, “Conversions constantinopolitaines au XIVe siecle,” in Mélanges de
lEcole francaise de Rome: Moyen-age, Temps modernes, 105/2 (1993): 715-61; Tia M. Kolbaba, “Conversions from
Greek Orthodoxy to Roman Catholicism in the Fourteenth Century,” Byzantine and Modern Greek Studies 19 (1995):
120-34. However, both of these authors treat their subjects in anachronistic terms of “conversion” or even “conversion”
from “Roman Catholicism to Greek Orthodoxy,” thus taking for granted, and even retro-projecting, modern concepts
of denomination and denominational identity that ill-fit the pre-confessional era. See Yury P. Avvakumov, “The ‘Uniate’
Identity and the Construction of ‘Eastern Orthodoxy’: Reflections on the Confessionalization Process in the Christian
Fast,” The Catholic Historical Review (Washington, DC: Catholic University of America Press, 2022): 1-44. My thanks
to Prof. Avvakumov for sharing this piece with me.

" Important exceptions are John Monfasani, “The Pro-Latin Apologetics of the Greek Emigrés to Quattrocento Italy,”
i Byzantine Theology and its Philosophical Background, ed. Antonio Rigo (Turnhout, Belgium: Brepols, 2011), 160-
86; Yury P. Avvakumov, “Caught in the Crossfire” could be seen as an inspiring prolegomenon to unionist studies, such
as this present essay attempts to do in a more granular way.
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schism" and unionist perspectives” have tended to emphasize the theological grounds for the
division (e.g., papal primacy, the dreaded Filioque clause, etc.). Without denying the
mmportance of theology mn historical study, the modern preoccupation with dogmas and
theological systems in the abstract—a preoccupation itself reflective of scholarly confessional
commitments—has marginalized or even occluded other 1ssues that were vitally important to
the unionists themselves. These 1ssues mvolve considerations of culture and politics. To a
far greater extent than has been acknowledged previously, these considerations played a key
role 1n the development of unionist thought during the decisive fourteenth-fifteenth century,
when comparisons between the “sibling cultures” of Elder and New Rome became a central
thread of unionist discourse.” Focusing on such comparisons, in which calculations of
cultural dignity and political power weigh heavy, will not only enable us to understand this
tradition of thought on its own terms (rather than ours), but should also enable us to fix
unionist thought firmly within the tumultuous world of late Byzanttum by emphasizing its

development in response to contemporary political and theological crises.

* Exhaustive treatment of theological issues is offered, for example, in the relatively recent publications of A. Edward
Siecienski, including 7he Filioque: History of a Doctrinal Controversy (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2010); 7he
Papacy: Sources and History of a Debate (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2017); Beards, Azymes, and Purgatory: The
Other Issues that Divided East and West (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2022). An overview of the historiography
on schism—vacillating between “theological” interpretations and “political” interpretations is offered by Kolbaba, 7The
Byzantine Lists: Errors of the Latins (Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 2000), 1-8. The most important work on the
issue of the unleavened bread, which goes far beyond mere theological analysis to the wide-ranging ramifications of the
dispute for the emergence of tolerance in the West, is Avvakumov, Die Enstehung des Unionsgedankens: Die lateinische
Theologie des Hochmittelalters in der Auseiandersetzung mit dem Ritus der Ostkirche (Berlin: Akademie-Verlag,
2002). Also see Kolbaba, “Byzantine Perceptions of Latin Religious ‘Errors’: Themes and Changes from 859 to 1350,”
m The Crusades from the Perspective of Byzantium and the Muslim World, ed. Angeliki E. Laiou and Roy P.
Mottahedeh (Washington, D.C.: Dumbarton Oaks Researh Library and Collection, 2001), 117-44. See also Aristeides
Papadakis, “The Byzantines and the Rise of the Papacy: Points for Reflection 1204-1453,” Yury P. Avvakumov, “The
Controversy over the Baptismal Formula under Pope Gregory IX,” and Chris Schabel, “The Quarrel over Unleavened
Bread in Western Theology, 1234-1439,” all of which feature in Greeks, Latins, and Intellectual History 1204-1500,
ed. Martin Hinterberger and Christopher D. Schabel (Leuven: Peeters, 2011), 19-42, 69-84, and 85-128 respectively.

* A flagrant example would be the treatment of Bekkos in Papadakis, Crisis in Byzantium, 88-93. See also Papadakis’s
review of Riebe’s Rom m Gemeinschaft, Speculum 83.3: 739-741.

" For the concept of “sibling cultures,” see Deno John Geanakoplos, Interaction of the “Sibling” Byzantine and Western
Cultures in the Middle Ages and Italian Renaissance (330-1600) (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1976).
Certainly, John Meyendorff emphasizes the role of Hellenism as an “ultimate criterion of wisdom” in the religious
attitude of “Latinophrones” such as Demetrios Kydones: see his Byzantine Theology: Historical Trends and Doctrinal
Themes, 2" edition (New York: Fordham University Press, 1979), 106f.
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III. A BRIEF CONSIDERATION OF PATRIARCH JOHN BEKKOS (R. 1275-1282)

Although the unionist discourse begins in the thirteenth century, the tradition of comparison
between the sees of Rome and Constantinople only begins, in earnest, in the fourteenth
century. For instance, it 1s largely absent from the writings of Patriarch John Bekkos (r. 1275-
1282)* favoring union. Absent from his appeals to the Greeks who were his countrymen and
ecclesiastical subjects was any appeal to the cultural or intellectual superiority of the Latins.”
Quite the contrary, he forbade, under terrible anathema, any approach to union that mvolved
scorning Greek rites or customs 1n favor of those of the Latins, or assessing the Latin Church
as “more pious” or holy than that of the Greeks: “For anyone who has come to this
ecclesiastical peace, as one despising our customs and teachings, and as reckoning the Roman
Church to be any bit more pious than ours, let him be cut off from the Kingdom of Christ,
and be ranked along with the traitor Judas and his fellows, and the crucifiers of the Savior.”
Clearly, Bekkos 1s here conceptualizing some sort of preference for Rome on the part of
would-be unionists as betrayal. Although Bekkos 1s somewhat unclear about the nature of
this preference (it has to do with attitudes toward pious customs and the assessment that
Rome 1s holier than Constantinople), it does not seem improbable that the patriarch saw this
betrayal as consisting in Latinizing behavior or assimilation mnto the Roman Church (e.g.,
adoption of the Latin rite).”

As far as Bekkos’s attitude toward Latin Christian theological culture 1s concerned, he

26

was largely ignorant of it.” Aside from an opportunistic attack on his adversary and successor
Patriarch Gregory II of Cyprus for his origin and upbringing in Latin-occupied Cyprus,”
there 1s Iittle evidence that Bekkos harbored any animosity toward Latin Christian culture.

On the other hand, Alexandria Riebe has convincingly argued that the unionist patriarch was

* Talbot, “John XI Bekkos,” ODB]II, 1055; Papadakis, “Lyons, Second Council of,” ODB1I, 1259.

* See Riebe, Rom in Gemeinschafi, 130-216; and see Yost, “Alexandra Riebe. Rom i Gemeinschafi mit
Konstantinopel, besprochen von Charles C. Yost,” Byzantinische Zeitschrift 105.2 (2012): 872-76.

* John Bekkos, On the Union, in Patrologia Graeca (“PG”), ed. Jacques Migne, 141:20C-21A: “IIag yap TG, 0G &mi
TV EKKANOLAOTIKRY TavTtny NABEV gipRvny, O TAV MUETEPWY £0GV Kol SOYHATWY KATEYVWOKOS, Ko O TNV
Pwpaiknv ExkAnoiav mpeofevev Sieyvwkmg evoeBéotepov TL TG NUETEPAS, EKTTWTOG €in TAG Tod Xplotod
BaoAgiag, kal @ mPodotn Tovdaq, kai TOiG KOWWVOiG adTod, Kai 6TaVPWTHIS ToD ZWTHPOG CUVTETAYUEVOG.”

” Riebe, Rom in Gemeinschalt, 142-48, 195-97, 198-216, 217-310; Yost, “Alexandra Riebe”; Joan Hussey, The
Orthodox Church in the Byzantine Empire (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1986; reprinted 2010), 228, 236.

* Riebe, Rom in Gemernschalfi, 217-310; Hussey, Orthodox Church, 228, 236.

“This is related in Papadakis, Crisis in Byzantium, 38{T.
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(to use Joan Hussey’s adverb) “passionately” committed to his own.” This attachment can
even be seen in Bekkos’s confession of faith to Pope John XXI, wherein the patriarch boldly
asserts the legitimacy of the mode of the sacraments in the tradition of the Byzantine rite,
even though it may diverge from Latin praxis.”

Bekkos did not offer a direct comparison between the Churches of Rome and
Constantinople. But he did ruminate on the fate of Byzantine rule and Greek Christianity

on the eastern frontiers of the empire in the face of Islamic conquests:

Ah, whence will be given to me fountains of tears that I should bewail—even if unworthily
m comparison to the magnitude of the grief—but that I should bewail, nevertheless, the
hellish night that has taken hold thence upon our territory, the punishment of our
mheritance that has thence mvaded the breadth of the Roman [i.e., Byzantine| lands.
Wherein our inheritance has been mutilated not only unto the decapitation of our bodily
authority by the destruction of many cities and lands, far-flung 1slands and entire peoples,
but has even been punished unto religion itself—if, indeed, the punishment of religion 1s
Muhammed and Mehmed reveling within the holy precincts, and celebrating their rites
(alas, the desecration!), where the supreme mystery of Christian mysteries was once
celebrated—for to such an extent has the evil of this schism harmed us, and the long time
of evil, as 1s clear not only to us who suffer, but to all the nations of the earth.”

Thus Bekkos’s pathetic characterization of the humiliation of the Greeks bereft of their
empire in the East by the hordes of Islam, of wretched Eastern Christianity prostrate before
Mushim overlords, to whom even the holy places and mysteries are vulnerable. In Bekkos’s
view, the Greeks had suffered this fate as a direct consequence of schism. The patriarch’s
“lament” 1s thus a cautionary-tale for those Greeks who—for now—remain free: they will be

spared only 1f they embrace union with the West, from which they may expect military

* Riebe, Rom in Gemernschalfi, 142-48, 195-97; Hussey, Orthodox Church, 236.

* John Bekkos, Letter to Pope John XXI, ed. Augustinus Theiner and Franciscus Miklosich, Monumenta spectantia ad
unionem ecclesiarum graecae et romanae (Vienna, 1972), 27-28 (doc. #7).

" See Bekkos, On the Union, PG 141:16B-17A: “Q m60¢ev pot Sobrioovtat Sakpdwv mmyai, g dv arokAadowpat,
&l kai pn 6&iwg, kai Td Tod TeBoug ueyéBet dvédoyov, drokAadowual 8 obv dpuwg thv &vtedBev kataiaBodoav
™V kab’ Mudg oikovpévnv okoToépavVIav, TNV évtedBev émeABodoav 1@ TAGTEL TOV Pwpaik®v oXoWIoUATWY
{nuiav Tod NUETEPOU AdXOUG, 00 LOVOV ETL T TTG CWUATLKTG APXTi§ AKPWTNPLATUD, TOAAGY TOAEWV Kal XwP@V,
VoWV T€ PaKPOSLAoTATWY, Kal €0vAV 0AoKANpwVY d@aipéoel kKoAoBwBévTog, dAAG Te 61 Kod €ig avTHV TNV
gvoéfelav (NuwbEvTog, €l ye TG evoefeiag é0ti Mwaped kai MovxovueT, EvSov TV iEp®dV oKDY OpYLAJOVTES,
kakeioe, Bafai tod pvooug! évBiacedovteg, dmov TPiv TO péya TAV XPLOTIAVIKGY HUOTNPIWV GTETEAEITO
puothplov. ‘OtL yap kai uéxpt Tooovtou 1 Tod oxiopatog todtou kakia, T kad’ Nuds EAvunivato 6 ToAVG THg
KOUKOOEWS XPOVOG, 00 LOVOLG NIV Toig Tabodotv, aAAL kai TdoL Toig amravtayod Yiig EBveot Sijlov katéotnoey.”
See also Riebe, 143 and n. 39 and her presentation of the text in question (from the edition of Laemmer) and her
German translation.
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assistance as a consequence of union.” This sad vision of the Greek Church beneath the
Islamic yoke will remain a central element in later unionist characterizations of Greek
Christianity. However, as we shall see below, in later discourse this bleak image of the Greek
Church, besides maintaining the function it served for Bekkos as cautionary-tale against
schism and moral imperative for union, will take on a new role: that of negative mirror-image

of Elder Rome against which the superiority of the latter 1s clearly distinguished.

IV. THE COMPARISON BEGINS: DEMETRIOS KYDONES AND THE POWER, DIGNITY,
AND FREEDOM OF THE ROMAN CHURCH

In Demetrios Kydones’s first Socratic-style Apologia pro fide sua,” which he wrote “in the
early to mid-1360s, m a period when he occupied a central position in politics and when
relations with the West were of great importance,” an explicit comparison between Elder
and New Rome 1s mitiated not by Kydones himself but, allegedly, by his Greek
mterlocutors.” After Kydones ruffles some feathers by looking into the question of the
procession of the Holy Spint ab utroque—an unwelcome question as far as his countrymen
are concerned—Kydones presents his imterlocutors as defending the Greek position not with
theological rationales, but by having recourse to the grandeur of the city of Constantinople—
m very concrete terms evocative of political and economic power—as opposed to the

comparative inferiority of Rome in those same regards:

“See esp. Riebe, Rom in Gemeinschaft, 142-48.

* For the title of this work, see Judith Ryder, “Divided Loyalties? The Career and Writings of Demetrius Kydones,” in
Greeks, Latins, and Intellectual History 1204-1500, ed. Martin Hinterberger and Christopher D. Schabel (Leuven,
2011), 243-262, and especially Giovanni Mercati, Notizie di Procoro e Demetrio Cidone, Manuele Caleca e Teodoro
Meliteniota ed altri appunti per la storia della teologia e della letteratura bizantina del secolo XIV (Vatican City, 1931)
as cited in the following two footnotes. Another fruitful avenue, which constraints of space and time do not allow me to
pursue here, would be to consider Kydones’s comparison alongside that offered by Manuel Chrysoloras (c. 1350-1415).
Chrysoloras’s assessment is strikingly different from that of his contemporary (see Talbot, “Chrysoloras, Manuel,” ODB
1.454).

* Ryder, “Divided Loyalties,” 44-45, 255-256(direct quote on p. 256). On Kydones more generally, see Ryder, “Divided
Loyalties” (and see her interpretation of Kydones’s Apologia here) and Career and Wiritings, passim, see also Plested,
Orthodox Readings, 63-72; Hermann Tinnefeld, Die Briefe des Demetrios Kydones: Themen und literarische Form
(Wiesbaden, 2010); Demetrios Kydones, Démétrius Cydonés. Correspondance, 2 vols., Studi e testi, vols. 131, 208, ed.
Raymond-Joseph Loenertz (Vatican City, 1947-1960), 1.1i-xvi; Raymond-Joseph Loenertz, “Démétrius Cydones. 1. De
la naissance a l'année 1373,” Omnentalia Christiana Periodica 36 (1970): 361-372; Raymond-Joseph Loenertz,
“Démétrius Cydones. II. De 1373 4 1375,” Orientalia Christian Periodica 37 (1971): 5-39; Frances Kianka, “Byzantine-
Papal Diplomacy: The Role of Demetrius Cydones,” International History Review 7 (1985): 175-213; Frances Kianka,
“The Letters of Demetrios Kydones to Empress Helena Kantakouzene Palaiologina,” Dumbarton QOaks Papers 46
(1992): 155-164; Frances Kianka, “Demetrios Kydones and Italy,” Dumbarton Oaks Papers 49 (1995): 99-110.

* See Mercati, Notizie, 359-403 (doc. #111: “Apologie della propria fede,” 1: “Ai Greci Ortodossi” = Apologia).
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Therefore [one of my interlocutors] marveled at the wall of [Constantinople-]New Rome
and considered 1t to be so much greater than that of Old Rome, and there was the beauty
and number of the churches therein, and another said the harbor was better than any
other anywhere on earth by virtue of its safety, and numbered all those who had
established themselves there from all over the world; but they even went on with respect
to [Constantinople’s] positioning, as though it had been founded on the most beautiful
spot 1n the world and was like unto the eye of the universe, and altogether a long
discourse was stretched out about the advantages of the city. And the Elder [Rome] was
said to be lesser mn all of these things, and that on account of them one should not adhere
to her nor even call her “Rome,” decaying as she was on account of old age, but rather
follow New Rome as though she were established on the height, and to have recourse to
her as teacher with respect to the divine things, which have been confirmed by the
decrees of the presiding emperors and, in agreement with them, the four patrarchs,
against whom contradiction 1s manifest war against God and the Truth.”

If we believe Kydones, his adversaries derived their sense of confidence
Constantinople as Church and magisterium, whose teachings have been certified by “the
emperors and the four [Eastern| patriarchs,” from the economic vitality (i.e., the harbor and
the ships) and the imperial grandeur of New Rome, especially compared to Elder Rome,
advanced 1n her dotage and decrepitude. Initially, Kydones appears to dismiss this sort of
comparison as essentially un-Christian and absurd. According to this logic, Kydones
contends, his interlocutors must prefer the pharisees’ Jerusalem to humble Bethlehem,
where God was born; or again, to the temple and Ark of the Covenant of Jerusalem, they
must prefer the “citharas and tambourines and the golden blasphemy” of Babylon the Great.
But then he yields what appears rhetorically as “the benefit of the doubt” to his adversaries—
“assuming that the grandeur and majesty of the city does actually matter...”—from which he
launches into not only an assertion of Rome’s superiority to Constantinople in size and in
the extent of its walls, but a claim about the historical dervation of Constantinople’s imperial

glory from Elder Rome:

¥ Kydones, Apologia, 367-370: “O pév 0dv kokAov Tiig véag Poung é8avpade kai tod Tfig tpeoButépag dmé@aive
Heilw ToAAD, Kol TO KAAAOG 8¢ Kai TO TATB0G T@V &v avTii vemv Smyeito, kai TOv Aipeva 8¢ EAeye ThvTog TOVG
6mov ToTE YTG Ao@oAEig VIKAV Kod TOVG €i¢ adTOV Kataipovtag mavtaxdBev Npibuel dAAL kal TV B0y, @G &v
T® KoAAioTe TiG YA§ ibpuTal kai Tig oikoupévng dBaAN® TapeikaoTal, TPOoETIOEL, Kal SAwG VTEP TAOV THG
TOAEWG TAEVOEKTNUATWVY HAKPOV KATETEWVE Adyov" TNV 8¢ mpeofuTtépav tovtolg oy EAeyev NAaTTOOOL, Kal
S€iv Lo Tadta pn Tpooéxev Ekeivn Pnde Pounv Tt kaAelv DTodedwkuiav ca@®ds Sw yijpag, Emecbal 8¢ Tij vég
@G v &’ dkpfig éotnkuiq, kal TavTn Stbackdrw xpflobal epi Ta Oeia, BacAéwy Te TV EyKaBnpévwy Prgolg
KEKLPWHEVA KOd TETTAPWV TATPLAPXDY GLUVETIWYM @LOVTWV, 01§ AVTIAEYEWY ca@f TpOS Te Oedv Kai ThHV GANBeLay

moAepov gival.” (Quote on p. 370).
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The splendor of empire came thence [from Old Rome] to us; for there [in Old Rome]
was someone first named ‘Emperor of the Romans,” and he ruled everything under the
sun and subjected all nations to the splendid yoke of that City, which has branded the
whole world, like a slave, by her generals, and has given both her monarchy and her
name 1n place of a crown to those that ruled within her, so that if [Constantinople] New
Rome 1s considered worthy of some respect, from [Old Rome] did it come to [New
Rome] that she be so esteemed and honored, from [Old Rome] did [New Rome] receive
the imperial dignity, the senate, and her great name, to [Old Rome], justly ... should [New
Rome] yield superiority, just as colonies do to their metropolises.”

From this point forward, we see that what may have at first appeared as a rhetorical sideline
now emerges as a main line of attack of Kydones’s argument, wherein the historical
derivation of Constantinople’s majesty from Rome, and hence the inferiornity of the former
to the latter, 1s but the secular analogue mirroring exactly Constantinople’s relationship to

Rome as churches, since, Kydones continues:

Anyone could say the same things regarding the priesthood in both [Rome and
Constantinople]; for if [Constantinople] holds much of Asia in obedience, and stretches
out to the Sea of Azov and the Bosporus, and even holds a part of Europe, [Rome]—|[as
1s evident] to him who sails beyond the southernmost tip of the Peloponnese—is hegemon
of all peoples and cities up to the Straits of Gibraltar. Under her power she has placed
the French (TaAdtag), Spaniards ("Inpag), and the northern Germans (I'eppavovg
TovG apktiovg)—whom they say exceed m number all the rest of the Christians
combined—and, indeed, having crossed the Western Ocean, she has been established
over the men living on the great 1slands [i.e., England, Scotland, Ireland], in but a part of
which [islands], those who have recorded human dwellings there have revealed them as
equal in number to our entire [empire], as much as extends to the Don River and the

" See Kydones, Apologia, 370-72: “... maAwv 8¢ koi TadTNG THi§ TOAEWS [i.e., Jerusalem] kai T@Vv &v o Tfi mTAak@®v kai
TiiG lepdg okNViiG kad ToD vOpov kKad THG 8AANG Aatpeiag Tt €v BafuAdvi mpotiunoopey eidwAa koi Tag avtoot
KLBGpag Kai cuppLyag kal adA0VG KATATAAYEVTIEG TO XPUOODV TPOOKUVIGOopEV BOEAVY I KAV TIG HUdS TO THG
doeBeiag aitiov Epntal, To peyiomv Taodv moAswv gival Ty BaBuddva dpkeiv iynodueda mpog amokpioy, kai
oVTw yeloiag dvti T@vV aAnBdv aBpoicopev 568ag, AiBolg kai mAivBolg Tpog TNV amddely Tiig dAnBeiag
TPOCYPMUEVOL. OPWG €L GEUVOV DUV 1] T®V TE®OV evpuywpia, kKai S&T 5o TavTnVv HUAS Kal aAnBéotepa AdyeLy,
Koi oVTwG THG TPeoPUTEPAG 1) Vikn peYEBOUG ye Eveka, G v @aiev ol kal Gpew Tt TOAee TEPLEABOVTEG Kol
SKUETPNOAVTES, 01 CAPDS Tf TOAXLY VELOUGL THY DITEPOXNV. GAAG Kai TO TG Baoceiag Hog £kelBev fikev Muiv'
avTooL yap mpdTov BactAeds Tig @voudodn Pwpainv, kai To Tiig vwd ToV fiAlov 8¢ mdong Todtov kpatijoot kol
maow EBveaty Eva Cuyov Embeival Tiig TOAews keivng dgaipetov, fj Toig map’ £AUTHG oTPATYO0i§ HOTEP TVA
Taida TNV oikouvpévny dracov otifaoa TV Te povapxiav Kai TV ERwVupioy avTii§ avti oTe@AvoL Toig &V aTi
Baoheboaotl §¢8wkev: HOT’ €1 TLkal 1) vEX oEUVOAOYETTAL, EKETOEV AVTT] KO TO PPOVELV £’ adTH| Kal TO TLUdoBaL,
ap’ NG kai Baceiov kai BovAnv kai TV HeyGANV érwvupiav £8£Eato, kakeivy Sikaiwg dv domep GAAO TL XpEOG
TNV VTAKONV drotivol GoTep al amoukiol Taig pnTpomdAeowy.”
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Pillars [of Hercules]—so that if anyone wanted to judge the dignities of the Churches by
the multitude of subjects, he would find that [Rome| much exceeds [Constantinople].”

And so here Demetrios Kydones 1s asserting the superiority of the Roman Church to the
Constantinopolitan Church on the basis of the number, and ethnic diversity, of their
respective adherents. By setting the Bosporus as the eastern boundary of Constantinople’s
jJurisdiction (even if it also claims the allegiance of souls as far as the Sea of Azov to the
northeast), Kydones sets the patriarchate within restricted boundaries—a modest jurisdiction
reflecting contemporary geopolitical realities, when the Ottomans essentially controlled Asia
Minor and had even established a foothold, by 1354, on the European-side of the Bosporus
at Kallipolis.” Naturally, it will be pointed out that the patriarchate’s jurisdiction was not
coextensive with the emperor’s effective realm.” Soon Kydones will address this discrepancy,
although, as it will become apparent, he 1s not much mmpressed by a jurisdiction over
Christians under Islamic rule that he understands as simply notional.

But something must be said as to the nature of this argument based upon the number
and diversity of peoples held in obedience. Kydones was not the first proponent of the
Roman Church to take this approach. In the eighth century, Pope Gregory II had sent a
letter to the iconoclast Emperor Leo III in Constantinople wherein he bolstered his authority

by alluding to the “kingdoms of the West” in his allegiance.” But Gregory had only vaguely

" Kydones, Apologia, 372: “tadto § Gv TIg €imol kol Tepl THG £V AUPOTEPALS IEPWOVVNG €l Yap Kod alitn TOAD pEV
Tii§ Aoiag vimroov gxel, ékteivetat 6¢ uéxpL Maldhtidog kai Boomopov, £xet 8¢ tL kai tfig Evpdmg, AN’ ékeivn
€000¢ MaAéa mapamAehoavTL TAvTwY TOV PEXPL Fadeipwv é0vdv Te kai TOAedV EoTv NYEU®V, Elow 8¢ THG dpXTiS
TFoaddtag kod "Ifnpag koi 'eppavods tovg dpktiovg moleital, oG @act T@ TANOEL TAVTAG TOLG VTOAOITOUG
ouveABovVTag XpLlotiavong vepBAAAeLY, kad Pnv Kai Tov éomépLlov Qkeavov Stafdoa Toig &V Taig HeyGAaLs viooLg
avBp®OTOLS VOHOBETET, GV THV £TEPAV 01 TAG OIKYOELS AvaypaavTeS GvTippomov dmé@nvay méom Tf Ko’ MU
oikovpévy, 6on Taviudt koi ZthAaig opifetar Got’ &l TIg T@ TOV VIMKOWV TANOEL BovAoLTO KPivE TO TAOV
"EKKANOL®V GELOUATA, TOAMV dv Tap’ Ekeivy THY Depoxmv odoav ebpol.”

* See George Ostrogorsky, History of the Byzantine State, trans. Hussey, 2nd ed. (Oxford, 1968; reprinted 1989), 530,
466-551; Talbot, “Byzantium, History of,”: ““Empire of the Straits’ (1261-1453),” ODB 1.361; Donald M. Nicol, Last
Centuries of Byzantium, 1201-1453, 2nd ed. (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1993), 253-91. Kallipolis was
restored to the Empire in 1367, then lost finally to the Ottomans in 1376 (Alexander Kazhdan, “Kallipolis,” ODB
2.1094-1095).

* Ostrogorsky, History of the Byzantine State, 535-36, 553-54 (the anecdote about the Muscovite Duke Basil and
Patriarch Anthony IV; see also Nicol, Last Centuries, 299-300); Hussey, Orthodox Church, 286-94, at 299: “Such
fluctuations 1n territorial extent of the patriarch of Constantinople were in a sense peripheral to the life and development
of the medieval Church within the Byzantine Empire and in no way lessened its claims to authority.” See also Talbot,
“Byzantium, History of”: ““Empire of the Straits’ (1261-1453),” ODB 1.361; Papadakis and Meyendorfl, Christian Fast,
346-51 (on p. 346 is the anecdote about Patriarch Anthony IV), 392 (the expansiveness of the Greek Church), 412-14
(the endurance of the Church in the face of Byzantium’s collapse).

" See J.D. Mansi, ed., Sacrorum conciliorum nova et amplissima collectio 12 (Florence, 1766), col. 968-974, esp. 971D.
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gestured at the might of the Western nations in Roman obedience; Kydones 1s
unprecedented in the detail of his catalogue of the numerosity and diversity of Rome’s
faithful. Nor was Kydones the last to have recourse to this “quantitative argument.” Besides
the subsequent unionist tradition in which, as we shall see, this approach will be maintained,
Pope Nicholas V took up this same theme i his letter of 1451 admonishing the Emperor
Constantine XI to enact the Florentine Union."

What was the point of such descriptions of the number and diversity of adherents to
Rome? Far from being a mere boast about the power wielded by a Church based on the
number of its subjects—although it certainly 1s this too—we should consider how such claims
brought ecclesiological credibility to the Roman Church. The Roman Church claimed to
embody, 1n a singular and special way, the Church established by Christ and professed as
“one, holy, catholic, and apostolic” in the Creed. By claiming that so many diverse peoples
living throughout Latin Europe—the expanse and populousness of which would be even
better appreciated by the Byzantines later thanks to Emperor Manuel II’s extensive tour in
the West in 1400-1402, including England“—Kydones was undergirding Rome’s claim to
“catholicity” or “universality”—it 1s not the Church of this or that ethnic group; it 1s the Church
of the more numerous and noble part of the world.

Then Kydones shifts his focus from subjects to ruler:

But I have heard a man—[whol, as Demosthenes says, is not even capable of lying—that
[Rome]| has allotted overlordship, revenues, and dignities to the other churches, as 1s
fiting for her who has obtained authority from Christ over all—for this has been found
written 1n the archives of the acta in Rome (toic dpyaios tdv év tij Poupn
rEpayusvwyv). And so whoever he may be—this man has said—be he ever so venerable
and puffed up with an arrogant self-esteem, let him account his swelling pride to the
Church of Rome, from whom he has received to have what he rules with his arrogant
self-esteem. For just as kings unto their subjects, she has honored all [the churches]
making them partakers of those things that are her own, so that she not only has more
than those who are less than her, but she even enriches others by the things with which
she 1s endowed, for what 1s already hers become the possessions of all. But she, thus
providing for all (mavtwv oVTw Tpovoovpévn) has always appointed teachers—just as 1s

" Pope Nicholas V, Ad Constantinum Romaeorum Imp. Epistola de unione ecclesiarum, PG 161:1208 (in the Latin
and the Greek translation of Theodore of Gaza). On this letter in general, see Nicol, Last Centuries, 372; Gill, Council

of Florence, 377-78.

* Charlambos Dendrinos, “Manuel II Palaeologus in Paris (1400-1402): Theology, Diplomacy, and Politics,” in Greeks,
Latins, and Intellectual History, 1204-1500, 397-422; Jonathan Harris, “Manuel II Palaiologos (1391-1425) and the

Lollards,” Greek Orthodox Theological Review 57:1-4 (2012): 213-34.
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suitable for her who was endowed by Christ with care for everyone—of orthodoxy
regarding God, and has sent them out to the boundaries of the world, even now deigning
to imitate the Apostles, and putting down laws for all concerning things divine and human
through letters, and receiving those who abide by the laws, while not hesitating, for the
sake of the security of others, to punish those who are engaged 1n strife. And similarly
[she has] become the promoter of peace and wisdom for all, and exhibits the disposition
of a Mother and Mistress to all, because of which things anyone should understand those
who are convinced that shamelessness toward her 1s plainly war against God, and on
account of this no one would ever doubt her authority, just as neither would anyone
doubt the hegemony of God over all.”

Clearly Kydones was impressed with the Roman Church. The qualities he picks out here are
as follows. First, Rome’s magnanimity or beneficence as ruler: Kydones maintains—based on
what he has heard from his trustworthy informant (probably the Dominican Philip of Pera)
and some sort of documentation “found in the Roman archives”—that authority,
jJurisdiction, and privileges of the other churches are derived from the Roman Church.
Hence the ecclesiastical analogue with his previous argument about the dervation of
Constantinople’s imperial government becomes clear. The theory that Rome, out of a sense
of benevolence, conceived the other four patriarchates by parceling out to them her own
overarching and universal solicitudo 1s attested in a number of ecclesiological statements
made by the papacy ad Graecos from the thirteenth century forward—although this

ecclesiological vision had already been formulated in an earlier era and different context (i.e.,

" Kydones, Apologia, 372-73: “fikovoa 8¢ &ywye avdpds, 6 @act AnpocBévng, o0dauds oiov te Pevdeobal, O
abtn &M €0t N kod tadg dAAaLg ‘EkkAnoiotg tag te fyepovag Kai tag mpooddoug kad Ta da§ldpata veipaoa, og
Tpoofikov Tfj Tapd Xplotod v Katd mhvtwv £5ovaiav Aayobdor, Todto yap &v Toig dpxaiolg TV év Tfi Poun
TEMPAYUEVWV YEYPAUpPEVOY g0pTicBal HoTe KAV OTWOoODV TIG, EQAOKEV EKEIVOG, 1| OEUVOS KAl (QPOVIUATOS
TAENS, Tii This Poung ‘ExkAnoie AoyléoBw Ttov dykov, map’ fig adT@d META TOD QPOVARATOS Kai TO EXEWV MV
apEer TOV yap EXUTHG OOTEP TOLS VTTAPYOVS 01 BACIAEIS peTadoboa TAVTAG ETIUNOEV, BOT 00 HOVOV TOTG PEivaoL
ap aOTi TAEoV &M, GAAL Kad 01G éxapioato Tag AAAG TAEOVEKTEL, avTiig yap N To Taodv yivetal avth 8&
£€otnke OU al®dVog TAVTWV oUTw TPOVooUpEVN DOTEP €IKOG TNV Tapd XpLoTOD TAG VIEP TAVTWY AvaSeSeypévny
ppovtidag, SI8ackdAoug pev Tiig 0pbiig mepl Beod §6ENG LEXPL TAV THiG OikOUUEVNG pwV EKTEUTOVOA Kal T
1OV AmootoAwv kai viv dfloboa pipeioBat, kai maol 8¢ mwepi te Belwv kol avBpwmivewv S Ypappdtwy
vopoBetodoa, Kai TOVG HEV TOIG VOUOLG EUpEVOVTAS ATOSEXOUEVT], TOVG & dyav @LAOVEIKODVTAG DTEP THG TAV
ALV Ao @aAEing 00 TAPALTOVHEV Kol TLHWPEToOaL, Kol SAwG €ip1jvng Kai co@iag oL TPUTAVIG YIVOUEVT] Kol
TO UNTPOS Kad Seomoivng Tpdg mavTag dvSetkvupévn” D’ GV Kai TavTag dv 180l TI§ TETELOUEVOUS Ca@R TPOG
=dv elvat TOAEPOV THY TPOG Ekelvnv dvaideiav, kai S1d TodTo 00840t adT Tig THG dpXTis fU@LoPRTNoEY HhoTep
008¢ Bed TG Nyepoviag TdV SAwv.”

" See Claudine Delacroix-Besnier, “Les précheurs, du dialogue 2 la polémique (XIIIe-XIVe siecle),” in Greeks, Latins,
and Intellectual History, 154-56, referring to archival research undertaken by Kydones on behalf of Philip of Pera in
Constantinople; on the relationship between Philip and Kydones (and the “investigations carried out by” the former),
Ryder, Career and Wiitings, 27, also 187-89, 210-13. Clearly, Friar Philip’s views reflected a Latin ecclesiological
tradition reaching back through Thomas Aquinas, Innocent III, and the materials contained in Gratian’s Decretum.
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not controversies with the East). Kydones here 1s endorsing this theory while relying on his
trustworthy iformant as a rhetorical device. The informant serves in this text not only as a
credible authority, I argue, but as a means for Kydones to “buffer” or moderate his own
support of Rome’s claims without seeming too subversive. These are the claims of Romanist
ecclesiology consisting in the view the Roman Church has the “fullness of solicitude”—full
jJurisdiction—while admitting other churches, as Rome wishes, to a portion (pars solicitudinis)
of her pastoral oversight, or a partial jurisdiction.”

Kydones admires the evangelical energy of the Roman See as observed i its missionary
activity. That this aspect was conspicuous to Kydones deserves reflection. It 1s true that
Constantinople’s enthusiasm for proselytizing beyond the boundaries of the empire was
historically rather tepid. Even if scholars have demonstrated, in different contexts, that Latin
religious abroad were concerned with ministering to expatriate Latins before proselytizing

16

(insofar as they showed interest in this at all),” when compared to the lackluster showing of

" See Acta Innocenti PP. III: 1198-1216, ed. Theodosius P Halus¢ynskyj, Pontificia commissio ad redigendum
codicem juris canonici orientalis, fontes, ser. 3.2 (Rome, 1944), 188: “Huius ettam primatum Veritas per se ipsam
expressit, cum inquit ad eum: Tu vocaberis Cephas, quod etsi Petrus interpretetur, caput tamen exponitur; ut sicut caput
mter cetera membra corporis, velut in quo viget plenitudo sensuum obtinet principatum, sic et Petrus inter Apostolos et
succesores 1psius inter universos ecclesiarum praelatos, praerogativa praecellerent dignitatis; vocatis sic ceteris in partem
sollicitudinis, ut nichil eis de potestatis plenitudine deperiret.” And p. 192: “Dicitur enim universalis Ecclesia, quae de
universis constat ecclesiis, quae graeco vocabulo “catholica” nominatur; et secundum hanc acceptionem vocabul,
Fcclesia Romana non est universalis Ecclesia, sed pars universalis Ecclesiae, prima videlicet et praecipua, velut caput in
corpore; quoniam in ea penitudo potestatis existit, ad ceteras autem pars aliqua plenitudinis derivatur.” (Both quotes
from letter #9). Acta Urbani IV et Clementis IV, Gregorii X: 1261-1276, ed. Aloysius L. Tautu, Pontificia commissio
ad redigendum codicem 1uris canonici orientalis, fontes, ser. 3.5 (Rome, 1953), 67: “Ipsa quoque sacrosancta Romana
Ecclesia summum et plenum primatum et principatum super universam Catholicam Ecclesiam obtinens, quem se ab
ipso Domino in beato Petro Apostolorum principe se vertice, cuius Romanus Pontifex est successor, cum potestatis
plenitudine recipisse veraciter et humiliter recognoscit.... Sed et in omnibus causis ad examen ecclesiasticum spectantibus
ad 1psius potest recurri iudicium et eidem omnes Ecclesiae sunt subiectae ipsarumque Prelati et oboedientiam et
reverentiam sibi debent, apud quam sic potestatis plenitude consistit, quod Ecclesias ceteras ad sollicitudinis partem
admuttit....” (#23—"profession of catholic faith” composed for Emperor Michael VIII—see p. 61). These same clauses
would be repeated in the oath sworn in 1369 by Emperor John V, as prepared by Pope Urban V in 1366 (see Acta
Urbani V; ed. Aloysius L. Tautu, Pontificia commissio ad redigendum codicem iuris canonici orientalis, fontes, ser. 3.11
(Rome, 1964), 174, 170 (#107). On Demetrios Kydones’s role in Emperor John V’s personal submission to the Roman
Church, see Ryder, Career and Wiitings, 202-203; Acta Urbani V; 283-86 (#167). As Papadakis and Meyendorft,
Christian Fast, 51, 221{T., indicate, this particular ecclesiology was articulated already in the twelfth century by St. Bernard
of Clairvaux: “The term plenitudo potestatis used to describe the papal fullness of power (the pope’s supreme right to
mtervene in all parts of the Church, according to St. Bernard of Clairvaux) had already become commonplace among
western canonists, including of course Gratian who was to publish his Decrefum in about 1140” (158); see Klaus Schatz,
Papal Primacy: From Its Origins to the Present, trans. John A. Otto and Linda M. Mahoney (Collegeville, MN: Liturgical
Press, 1996), 85-94.

“This view is shared by two scholars in their respective fields: see Robin Vose, Dominicans, Muslims, and Jews in the
Medieval Crown of Aragon (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2009), passim, e.g. 104-105 (against seeing
Dominican studia for learning Arabic as functioning principally in support of proselytism), 133-64, 192-221, 222-49
(on Dominicans in medieval Spain and North Africa); Nickiphoros 1. Tsougarakis, The Latin Religious Orders in
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Constantinople 1 the later Middle Ages, Kydones must have been impressed by the
organized presence and directed activity of Latin religious i the Islamic South and, above
all, the Greek East.” Obviously Kydones was also channeling his (Dominican) informant’s
mflated esteem for his own order, but the mere fact of Kydones’s association with this
Dominican and others like him—after all, highly-placed intellectuals like Kydones were
preferred targets in what Dominican proselytism drd transpire in the East"—the existence of
a multitude of Latin religious communities throughout the Fastern Mediterranean, the
service of mendicants as emissaries between the papacy and imperial government in union
negotiations (of which Kydones was certainly aware) informed and validated Kydones’s
mpressions.” Other developments, such as efforts to mstitute Latin studies throughout
Armenia with the purpose of bringing about a greater cultural rapprochement during the

papacy of Pope John XXII, further validated them.” Even if it is quite possible to exaggerate

Medieval Greece, 1204-1500 (Turnhout, Belgium: Brepols, 2012). See my review of Tsougarakis’s book in

Byzantinische Zeitschrifi 107.1 (2014): 284-89.

7 See RJ. Loenertz, “Les établissements Dominicains de Pera-Constantinople,” Echos d’Orient 84 (1935): 332-49;

Delacroix-Besnier, “Les précheurs,” passiny, Claudine Delacroix-Besnier, Les Dominicains et la Chretiente grecque aux
XIVe et XVe siécles (Rome, 1997); Tommaso Violante, La provincia domenicana d Grecia (Rome, 1999); Antoine

Dondaine, “ Contra Graecos': Premiers écrits polémiques des Dominicains d’Orient,” Archivum fratrum praedicatorum
21 (1951): 320-446. On the comparatively weak concern of the Church of Constantinople (at least after the ninth-tenth

centuries), see Timothy E. Gregory and Thor Sevéenko, “Missions,” ODB2.13801Y.; Ihor Sevéenko, “Religious Missions

Seen from Byzantium,” Harvard Ukrarnian Studies 12/13 (1988/1989): 7-27; Sergey A. Ivanov, “Pearls before Swine”:
Missionary Work m Byzantium, trans. Deborah Hoffman (Paris, 2015), 107-56); Dmitr1 Obolensky, 7The Byzantine
Commonwealth: Eastern Europe, 500-1453 (New York, 1971), 83-97, though the poor and weak picture Demetrios

Kydones paints of the patriarchate, as we shall see, 1ll fits with robust missionary activity.

* On this, see contributions cited in the previous note, but above all, Delacroix-Besnier, Les dominicains, passim, but
esp. 185-200. See also Delacroix-Besnier, “Les précheurs,” 154-56.

" The literature here is vast and many key studies have already been cited. I restrict myself to naming a few here:

Delacroix-Besnier, Les Dominicains, Delacroix-Besnier, “Les précheurs”; Delacroix-Besnier, “Manuel Calécas et les

freres Chrysoberges, grecs et precheurs,” in Actes de congress de la Societe des historiens medievistes de l'enseignement
superieur public (Dunkirk, 2001), esp. 153-57; Tsougarakis, Latin Religious Orders, Loenertz, “Les établissements

dominicans”; Violante, La provincia domenicana, Papadakis, Christian Fast, 66; B. Altaner, “Die Kenntnis des

Griechischen in den Missionsorden wihrend des 13. und 14. Jahrhunderts. Fin Beitrag zur Vorgeschichte des

Humanismus,” Zeitschrift fiir Kirchengeschichte 53 (1934): 436-93; Dondaine, “ Contra Graecos”; H. Golubovich,

“Disputatio Latinorum et Graecorum seu Relatio Apocrisariorum Gregorii IX de gestis Nicaecae in Bythinia et
Nymphaecae in Lydia 1234,” Archivum franciscanum historicum 12 (1919): 418-70; Robert L. Wollf, “The Latin

Empire of Constantinople and the Franciscans,” Traditio 2 (1944): 213-37 (reprinted in Studies in the Latin empire of
Constantinople (London,1976) (same pagination); Joseph Gill, Byzantiumn and the Papacy, 1195-1400 (New Brunswick,

1979), 78-243 and passim.

* For documents, see Acta loannis XXII: 1517-1354, ed. Aloysius L. Tautu, Pontificia commission ad redigendum
codicem 1uris canonici orientalis, fontes, ser. 3.7 (Rome: 1952), 26-27 (#15); in general, see Irene Bueno, “Avignon and
the World: Cross-cultural Interactions between the Apostolic See and Armenia,” Rechtsgeschichte - Legal History 20

(2012), 344-46.
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the consistency of Latin evangelical outreach, it was far in the advance of anything coming
out of Byzantium.

Otherwise, the image of Elder Rome that Kydones gives in this passage 1s that of the
“good hegemon”: Rome sends missionaries, enlightenment, and education throughout the
world; Rome establishes laws for the enlightened; Rome punishes the transgressors of that
law while protecting her law-abiding children. And so it 1s, indeed, that she appears as a
“Mother and Mistress” to her own. Rome 1s both empowered, even threatening, toward
rebels and evil-doers, but maternally loving toward her own faithful adherents. This dual-
mmage of the Roman Church as Mother-Vindicator will recur i subsequent unionist
discourse and serve, as it does here, as the positive mirror-image to Constantinople as both
weak and aloof—or even cruel—toward her own.

Kydones maintains this theme of Rome as “mother-mistress” and considers it from the
vantage-point of Rome’s children, whom he considers now not i their quantity, but
according to their qualities. The statesman-intellectual was well aware of the conceit of his
fellow Byzantines, who scorned the Latins as a barbaric race of mere merchants, and
mercenaries, and sailors. Demetrios Kydones’s own study of the writings of Thomas Aquinas
had satisfied him that the Latins had much more to offer than their counterfeit wares, sword-
arms, and fondness of drink.” But he must have had other sources besides the writings of

Thomas informing him about the virtues of the Latins, which he enumerates as follows:

And, indeed, 1f anyone should deign to look not only to these things, but even to the
virtue and good fortune of those who obey [Rome], he will find this [Roman Church]
rules exclusively over Christians [who are] entirely unmixed with the enemies of Christ,
[who] follow the laws and what 1s just, who are frightening to their enemies, loyal to their
friends, distinguished by wealth and what otherwise pertains to the preeminence of life;
[the Roman Church] 1s even the treasury of all wisdom, surrounded by flocks of
philosophers, encircled by crowds of theologians, adorned by ascetics of every sort of
virtue, while all venerate her as mistress, all care for her as mother, all are eager to die
for Christ’s sake and hers and to wage war ceaselessly on all those who do not honor
her.”

" Kydones, Apologia, 362-66 passim, esp. 364-65; see R. Bruce Hitchner and Kazhdan, “Rome”: “The Idea of Rome,”
ODB 3.18091t.

* Kydones, Apologia, 373: “Kai pnyv &l tig 00 Tpog TadTa HOvov GAAN Kal Tpog THY TAV DTOTETAYHEVWY APETNY TE
Kol TOXNV AELdoeLey AmoBAETELY, TaOTNV PEV evpNoel XpLoTLavdy dpxovoav kabop@ds AUIKTWY TAVTEADS TOig
10D XpLoTtod ToAepiolg, vopoLg Emopévwy kod 8k, oBepdv Uev ToAepioLs, @idotg 8¢ ebvwv, TAOOTE Kod Tf Aour
Tod Biov Tepupaveia Aaumpdv' €Tl 8¢ copiag mhong Tapeiov, PLAocdPwV dyéiag mpoBeBAnuévny, BeoAdywv
av8p®dv ONUOLG KEKVAWMEVNV, GOKNTOAG TovToiag GPETHS KOOUOUUEVNV, TAVTWV EKEivy O¢ Géomolvay
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In his Politics, Aristotle maintained that the dignity of the ruling authority 1s determined by
the dignity of the subjects ruled.” Kydones essentially had just this principle in mind. By
waxing eloquent on the excellences of Rome’s subjects—who, by the way, are true Christians
living under Christian princes and not slaves of Islam whose Christian faith 1s questionable—
Kydones demonstrated the superior dignity of the authority of the Roman Church. He
described their cordiality toward friends and hostility toward enemies, their enjoyment of a
dignified life owing to their possession of wealth and whatever else 1s needful, their distinction
i the areas of philosophy, theology, and sanctity, and, finally, their deep acknowledgment
of Rome’s beneficient rule exhibited by their eagerness to fight for Roman supremacy.

Not so for the Church of Constantinople. Complete with his depiction of Elder Rome,

Kydones proceeds to its negative mirror-image:

On the other hand, [our] patriarch has little concern at all for his flock, but all [his| zeal
seeks what thing he can do to gratify the emperor—for he knows that his leadership of
the Church 1s the gift of the [emperor’s|] decision—even though he should fall straight
away into a rage [if he heard me saying this]. As a result, he is compelled to act in a servile
manner toward the emperor if he will enjoy [his] 1dol of rule—at least as much [as the
emperor will allow him to enjoy it], at any rate. But if he should dare to murmur any httle
thing, or to rebuke any one of the clergy, or to punish any huckster, or to decree anything
that does not please the emperor apart from the most insignificant things, immediately
those who have been wronged [by the patriarch] rush to the imperial palace and m all
things the patriarch 1s reduced to powerlessness—even if he should put forth in his
defense the Gospels and the Apostles, all the canons and the laws. And except he should
fall on his knees begging, not only 1s he deprived of his throne and his authority, but he
1s even subject to the laws against traitors or murderers, and in addition he will merit the
penalty of impiousness. Anyone could see the bride of Christ, to whom belongs boldness
of speech (7ppnoia) and freedom in all things, just as a sort of distinguishing mark
(ovuforov), is exposed to so much slavery and shame by our people.™

TPOCUVOLVTWY, TAVIWV O UNTPOG KNSOpEVwV, TAVIwV EKElvNV O¢ Sé0TOLVAY TPOOKUVOOVIWY, TAVIWV
TPoBOUWV XpLoTod Kai avTiig vTEPATOBVIOKELY Kal TOIG adTNV 00 TIUDGLY ASLEAANKTA TOAELOVVTWV.”

* Anistotle, Politics, trans. H. Rackham (Cambridge, MA: 1932), 18-19 (1254a 25-30 is where this principle is stated
most succinctly).

" Kydones, Apologia, 373-374: “évtadBa 6& T® pev matplépym OAtyn mévu Tod Totpviov @povTi, 1 6& Tdoa omoud|
MTelv T Tpagag xapleital T@ PactALl, 0ide yap oG Tapd THV adTod YRewv to v ExkkAnoiav dysw Sdpov
avTR, KAV £KETVOG XOAWOT| £0OVG aOTOG KpNUVIoBNoeTAL BOT AvayKAZeTaL TA TV S0VAWV elo@épeLy T® BaclAel
€l péAAEL TOD THG GpXTS EI8DAOV péxpL YOOV TvoG aroAadoecBal. i 8¢ TL kal ypugaL TOAUNCELEV T TVL TAV TOD
KApov pepPdpevos 1 Tiol TV KamAwy Sikdoag 1| TL GAA0 Kol TOV dyav €OTEAECTATWY ATOPNVALEVOG [N
Sokodv BacAel, §popog e00VG & Té Pacidela THY GAGVTWV, Kai ST TAVTWY EKLPOV EIVAL TOV TATPLAPXTV, KAV
€0YYEALA KAV AmooTOAoVG KAV TAVTOG Kavdvag kai vOLous TpoloxnTal Kai €i Ui €ig YOVU TECQV IKETEVTELEV, OV
oD Bpovou povov kai Tiig apxig Ekmeaeital, GAAL Kol TOIG KATd TAV TPoSoTAV 1 AvEpo@ovwy vooLg Evégetal
Koi TpooéT’ aoefeiag Siknv o@ernoel Tolavtn SovAeig Te kai aioxvvn Vv Tod XpLoTtod viueny idot Tig dv map’
MUV EKKeWévnv, TG THY Tappnoiav kai Ty S TavTwv éAevBepiav domep TL cOUPBOAOV givat TPOoTKey.”
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Here then is the negative mirror-image: the patriarch as cringing creature of the emperor;
the patriarch as a power-hungry would-be tyrant serving “[his] 1dol of rule,” but who cannot
even rule over his own clergy properly, because his authority 1s compromised by the
dependence of his status on the imperial mood. The relationship between emperor and
patriarch in the Byzantine Empire, though of obvious and fundamental importance, 1s
difficult to characterize. Kydones’s characterization would seem to epitomize the (outmoded)
scholarly assessment of the imperial-patriarchal relationship as that of “caesaro-papism”—in
short, the subordination of the Church to the emperor—a label that has been rejected, or at
least shied away from, by Byzantinists attempting to bring a more nuanced understanding to
this relationship.”

And yet Kydones was no Westerner, although he was certainly influenced by Latins.”
Moreover, though obviously exaggerated, and clearly envenomed against the patriarch by
personal spite,” Kydones’s image cannot be dismissed as pure malevolent fantasy. Kydones
could not have gotten away with foisting a wholly false description of the imperial-patriarchal
relationship upon his adversaries, and so he presumably would not have attempted to do so,
especially if his aim was to persuade.™ If his account can be called caricature, there i1s some
truth at the bottom of all caricature. Indeed, the emperor exercised the right to choose the
patriarch (usually, but not always, from the list of names forwarded to him by the Patriarchal
Synod, and emperors sometimes deposed patriarchs who displeased them—though the
Patriarchal Synod could theoretically veto such depositions).” In Kydones’s immediate
context, for instance, the patriarchate bounced back between Patriarchs Kallistos I and
Philotheos Kokkinos at the whim of the Emperors John VI Kantakouzenos, John V

Palaiologos, and Andronikos IV. For a time, after Kallistos’s first deposition, a schism even

” Papadakis and Alexander Kazhdan, “Caesaropapism,” ODB 1.364{f.; Gilbert Dagron, Emperor and Priest: The
Imperial Office mn Byzantium, trans. Jean Birrell (Cambridge, UK: 2003), esp. 8-10, 282-312; Hussey, Orthodox
Church, 299-303. Anthony Kaldellis, Byzantine Republic: People and Power in New Rome (Cambridge, MA: 2015)
decisively rejects Caesaropapism as accurately describing the actual workings of the Byzantine State. For the old view of
Byzantium as a theocracy, Runciman, 7he Byzantine Theocracy (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1977).

* See Ryder, Career and Wiritings, 29-54; Plested, Orthodox Readings, 63-72.

7 On such envenomed polemic, and its motivation, see Plested, Orthodox Readings of Aquinas, 73, 75-76 (Kydones’s
attitude toward Patriarch Philotheos Kokkinos) and Ryder, Career and Wiitings, 232-38.

" On the intended audiences and purpose for Kydones’s Apologia here, see Ryder, “Divided Loyalties?” who reads the
text as Kydones’s declaration of the “freedom of conscience” and plea for the distinction between political loyalty and
conventional, religiously-founded rejection of the Latins.

” Hussey, Orthodox Church, 312-14; see 299-308 on relations between the emperor and the Church.
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existed 1n the patriarchate when the latter refused to relinquish his claim to the see from

60

which he had, in fact, been forced.” Claims aside, such depositions not only attest to the
power of the emperor over the chief hierarch of the Greek Church” but, in Kydones’s own
day, they were bound to erode the dignity of patriarchate itself. Although (ronically for
Kydones) the scandalous division of the Latin Christendom by rival popes during the Great

62

Western Schism loomed just on the horizon,” for a Greek Christian amidst the evident
subjection of the Greek Church to imperial majesty, the Roman See in its seeming stability
and, above all, independence may have seemed very attractive. Moreover, Kydones’s
characterization of the patriarch places in relief the quality of the Roman Church he most
prized: her liberty. “The bride of Christ”—that 1s, the Church—Kydones claims, ought to be
free. Her “distinguishing mark” (copfoAov) is her freedom of action and expression in
fidelity to the Gospel and her spouse, Christ. Would anyone recognize Christ’s Bride,
Kydones asked, here “among us,” where the Church 1s “covered with so much slavery and
shame?”

This “slavery and shame” applies not only to her interior condition, Kydones states, but
even her “outside affairs.” This distinction between inside and outside arises from the linkage

63

between the Great Church and the Byzantine Empire.” We have already encountered
Kydones’s rather dismissive review of the patriarchate’s jurisdiction—extending as 1t does in
the immediate east only to the Bosporus (though to the northeast as far as the Sea of Azov).
This circumscribed jurisdiction reflects Kydones’s sense about Constantinople’s actual
power, which (in his view) extended as far as the shrunken, and shrinking, boundaries of the
Roman Empire, or at least stopped at the gates of the Dar al-Islarn. Kydones recognized that

Constantinople exercised a theoretical jurisdiction over Christians living under Turkish rule

i the East (and elsewhere beyond the limits of the empire), but Kydones does not think

“ Ryder, Career and Writings, 230-31 (Philotheos likewise refused to give up his claim to the patriarchate after he, in
turn, was forced out); Hussey, Orthodox Church, 289, 292.

* Hussey, Orthodox Church, 299-303, offers a much more moderate view (see 312-14), whilst nonetheless maintaining
that emperors picked patriarchs and could depose them.

“ On the Western Schism, see Howard Kaminsky, “The Great Schism,” in The New Cambridge Medieval History, vol.
6, . 1300-c. 1415, ed. Michael Jones (Cambridge, UK: 2000), 674-96; Renate Blumenfeld-Kosinski, Poets, Saints, and
Visionaries of the Great Schism, 1378-1417 (University Park, PA: The Pennsylvania State University Press, 2016); Joélle
Rollo-Koster and Thomas M. Izbicki, eds, A Companion to the Great Western Schism (1378-1417) (Leiden, 2009).
See also Antony Black, “Popes and Councils,” in The New Cambridge Medieval History, vol. 7, c¢. 1415-c. 1500, ed.
Christopher Allmand (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998), 65-86.

* See Hussey, Orthodox Church, 299-303.
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much of this jurisdiction insofar as the subjects over which it extends are unreliable,
subversive of Byzantine rule, and at the very least embarrassing. Beyond the Roman /imina,
the bishops are beholden for their revenues and dignities to their Turkish overlords—not the
patriarch or even the emperor. The dimimishing state of Christianity on the whole 1s
frightening. Conjuring the mmage of a constant trickle, Kydones observes that Greek
Christians are apostatizing and embracing Islam “day by day.” But even when the Greeks do
not yield their souls to the Turk, they “draw [his] yoke with their bodies.” “What then is the
dignity of our authority,” Kydones asks, “if those over whom we seem to rule serve others
mstead of us; for if there 1s anyone [in the Muslim East] perhaps that prefers to look to us, 1s
he not poor and 1illiterate in addition to his servility and poverty and, as has been said, only
suitable for tending goats?™" Entirely different from Rome’s “exclusively Christian” subjects
distinguished by material and spiritual blessings are these orphans of Byzantium.

And so the character of the subjects reflects back upon the dignity of their (would-be)
rulers—in this case, the patriarchate of Constantinople. But Constantinople’s shame 1s not
only in the near East, or because of her mability to exert any maternal despotism over her
supposed children there. Her shame 1s at her very heart, in the abject humiliation of the

Queen of Cities:

But these things [i.e., the poverty, ignorance, and subjugation of Christians under Islam]
are worthy of beasts far off from the city; but are these things not the same for them who
are nearby or inside of 1t? For, that I might pass over the slavery that 1s also here, and to
what extent we serve the barbarians in as many things as they should order us—where 1s
jJustice? Where 1s law? Where the judge? Where 1s concern for literature? Where 1s the
care for divine things? Where, indeed, 1s the monastic habit of virtue? Is not our city,
upon which we pride ourselves so much, no better than ruined cities, deprived of
everything for the sake of which anyone would pray to live—but in lieu of the cities over
which it formerly ruled, 1s it not [now] the metropolis of all misfortune and pain? Do not
our emperors act in servile fashion toward the barbarians, and are they not compelled to
live according to their whim? Do they not endure humiliation and service for a long time
i armies beyond the boundaries of the empire i pursuit of [the Turks’] interests, and
i addition to their perils, do they not give taxes, because of which the common treasury
1s emptied, while the private wealth of the citizens runs short, and the rich first become

" Kydones, Apologia, 374: “...kai 0 und’ &v tig dvev Tod pitTewv dxovoeley, dtL Kai kKad’ fuépav To mAgiotov £ml
TV doéPelav HoTeP PEDUA GTOYXETEVETAL....e1 8& TI§ 0w d0Tiv Kad €ig MuUdS aipovpevog BAETEWY, TEVNG 00TOG
€in, kol oG Tf] SovAeig kal dmopiq Kol Apabng kai, TO Aeyopey povov eithdelog aimoAeiv;”
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beggars, while others flee the city.... And what would anyone say regarding the poverty
and humihation of those who have been left behind?”

Thus the wretchedness of the Greeks in the eyes of Demetrios Kydones. From the meanest
slave of the Turks n the Fast to the patriarch, they are repulsively obsequious to an emperor
who 1s himself a slave, once again, to the Turks. Slavery 1s branded upon the prostrate
Church, along with the empire, unworthy of the name of bride of Christ. Rulers are dignified
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by the status of their subjects.” So much superior, then, to the Church of Constantinople 1s
the Church of Rome, whose subjects “are more able to adorn their rulers and to persuade
others to obey [Rome] insofar as they would partake in like possessions, for [the subjects of
the Roman Church] are free—they know no other master except for God and the Church
and the laws.” Nor, as Kydones goes on to say, has he even yet spoken of Christ’s promises
to St. Peter, and Rome’s rights and privileges therefrom and attested to “by decrees of the
synods and the edicts of the emperors” and sound reason—rights and privileges including
primacy in the Church, the status of final tribunal for ecclesiastical business and doctrinal
questions, and the obligation of all the faithful to obey her.”

The key element in Demetrios Kydones’s comparison between the two Churches—and
between the Christian cultures subject to these two sees—is liberty. This 1s the key criterion

distinguishing them from each other. Confident in her supremacy—essential for her liberty,

for she answers to no one—the Roman Church sends forth missionaries, gives laws, threatens

” Kydones, Apologia, 374-75: “AAAQ T P&V TOPPw THG TOAEWS GELa BpNvwv: Ta 6’ £yyvs fj kai Tt Evdol €keivolg
00 TapamAnol; va yap mopadinw kol Ty évtadBa SovAeiov kai 10 TooodO’ fudg toig BapBapolg HimpeTeLy
doa v EmTaswotv, mod dikatov; Tod VOpoG; oD SIKaoTiG; ToD AGYwV @POoVTIG; oD TOV Beiwv HeAETN; ToD oXTiLa
YOOV &PETRG; 00 1 TOALG iV, @ | HEYA QPOVODUEV, TOV AVACTATWV 0VSEV GUEVOV TPHTTEL, TAVTWY HEV OV
givexa RV &v Tig ebEaito otepnBeioa, ovp@opds 88 mhong kai dndeiag Avti TV TOAEWV OV TPOTEPOV TPXEV
UNTPOTOALG; 00X Ol BaCIAElg NIV TA TAOV §0VAwV 1ol BapPapols eioépouot kal Tpog To Kelvwv vedua (ijv
avoykadovtat, 0b otpateiag vrE@Opiovg VIEP TAOV AVTOIG SOKOVVTWV TOAVY XPOVOV TOATWPOVUEVOL Kol
TovodvTeg VioTavTal, TPOoTIOENOL 8& TOTg KIvSHVOLS Kai OPOUG, VP’ MGV KEKEVWTAL LEV TO KOWOV Tapelov, ai
8¢ 16LaL T@V moALT®V ovoiat ETEALTOV, KAl TPOoALTODOL UEV Ol TPOTEPOV TAOVOLOL, ol &’ dAAoL @evyovTeg TV
TOAV GoTep elpkTv NTodoL Tap’ 0ig 0 SovAshcouoty; kai Ti &v TI§ giroL THY dAydTnTA Kod TaAaurwpioy Tév
TEPLAELTOPEVWV;”

* Aristotle, Politics, 1254a25-30.

" Kydones, Apologia, 375: “Ei Toivuv T0 ogpvov mapd TdV UIMKOWV T@ Bpove, kai S&l Toig TAgioot kal PdAAOV
101G Bertioow Emeobat, Ekevol pév mAeiovg doov 00’ dv Ti§ gikdoal, BeAtiovg 8¢ paAAov | TAgiovg, kal T Ty
Suvapevol TAEOV TOVG TE NYEUOVAG KOOUETY Kail TOUG AAOUG avToig TpooTiBeoBat meibelv mG Gv TOoOVTWV
TAEVEKTNHATWV PHEAAOVTOG KOLVWVETY, EAe0BepOL Yap TAVTEG, TATV Oc0D kol EkkAnoiag koi vopwv undéva dAiov
£i86teg SeomdTV' NUETS 82 (GAX €in ye obtw Toig ExOp0ig kai SU MV gig TodT d@iypeda ToXNG) Kai ToladTa
HoV@SEV vaykaopeda....etc.”
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the impious and cherishes the obedient. She 1s a “mistress” and a “mother” whose children
reciprocate her attention—we are told—by their fierce filial devotion. And there are many
children, for she 1s a “hegemon of nations.” And the glory of her offspring—both material
and spiritual—validates the supernal dignity of her rule, for Rome rules maternally over free
men.

The opposite of liberty 1s slavery, and this 1s Constantinople’s distinguishing mark in
Kydones’s imagination of her as the negative of Rome. The Church 1s beholden to the
empire, which 1s, in turn, beholden to the godless Turks. Under these circumstances,
Constantinople lacks the “boldness of speech” and the “freedom of action” that are the
necessary adornments of the bride of Christ. Because of her slavery—the result of patriarchal
dependence upon the emperor and the reality of Islamic overlordship—Constantinople
cannot act as “mother” or “mistress” to her children who, whether inside or outside of the
empire, are poor, ignorant, and servile. Furthermore, the conclusion to which these premises
lead (under the influence of Aristotelian political philosophy, to which Kydones seems to

gesture) 1s that the Church of Constantinople, as a Church of slaves, 1s a tyrant.

V. THE COMPARISON DEVELOPS: MANUEL KALEKAS (¥1410) AND THE
INDEFECTIBILITY OF THE ROMAN CHURCH

Many of the elements that appeared in Demetrios Kydones’s comparison between Rome
and Constantinople feature in the writings of his younger associate, Manuel Kalekas.”
Indeed, in at least one instance there 1s reason to believe that Kalekas borrowed certain
themes from Kydones directly—something unsurprising given Kalekas’s obvious admiration
for Kydones and famiharity with the latter’s writings.” But Kalekas also contributed

something unique to the unionist discourse of comparison between Rome and

* On Kalekas, see especially Raymond-Joseph Loenertz, “Manuel Calécas, sa vie et ses oeuvres d’apres ses lettres et ses
Apologies nedites,” Archivum Fratrum Praedicatorum (1947): 195-207; Manuel Kalekas, Correspondance, ed.
Raymond-Joseph Loenertz (Vatican City, 1950), 16-45; Delacroix-Besnier, “Manuel Calécas et les freres,” 151-64;
Talbot, “Kalekas, Manuel,” ODB 2.1092.

“ On the relationship between the men, see Loenertz’s commentary in Kalekas, Correspondance, 53; for letters in
Kalekas’s correspondence either addressed to, or mentioning, Kydones, nn. 4 (108, 172-73); 5 (108{t., 173ft.); 17 (114,
entitled by Loenertz “A un Byzantin émigré (Démétrius Cydones?”)), 189ft.); 25 (118; 199ft.); see “Appendix” no. 7
(162Af., 333ft.) for a letter from Kydones to Kalekas. Also see Gennadios Scholarios’s characterization of Kalekas as the
“nadng” of Kydones, in George Gennadios Scholarios, Oeuvres complétes, ed. Martin Jugie, Louis Petit, and
Xénophon A. Sidérides, 8 vols. (Paris, 1928-1936), 3.94.
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Constantinople, and this 1s his preoccupation with an indefectible magisterrum as the single
most important criterion distinguishing Elder from New Rome.

The tnals endured by the circle of Byzantine mtellectuals surrounding Kydones that
resulted, principally, from their opposition to the doctrines of Gregory Palamas, and which
(along with the straitened circumstances brought about by Ottoman siege) ultimately
compelled them to flee Constantinople for exile abroad, negatively inflected Kalekas’s views
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of his countrymen.” At the same time, Kalekas’s association with “Latinophiles” such as
Kydones himself as well as Latin Dominicans—with whom he had taken refuge following his
flight from Constantinople in 1396—and his blossoming affinity for Latin theology and even
potentially liturgy predisposed him to regard the Latins positively and as friends.” This
dynamic 1s evident 1n the letter that Kalekas wrote from his exile among the Dominicans in
Pera (a Genoese-administered suburb north of the Golden Horn) to Kydones, himself an

exile 1 Italy, in the spring of 1397. The letter turns around the conceit of contrasting the

happy fortune that Kydones has acquired in Italy—where Kalekas predicts he will be heaped

" On these trials endured by Kydones, Kalekas, and other anti-Palamite Greeks, see Yost, “Anti-Palamism, Unionism”;
Loenertz’s sketch in Kalekas, Correspondance, 21-46; Loenertz, “Manuel Calécas,” passint, Tinnefeld, Die Briefe des
Demetrios, 263, entry for “1369 Herbst.” See also Claudine Delacroix-Besnier, ‘Manuel Calécas et les freres,” esp. 157-
60; Thierry Ganchou, “Démetrius Kydénes, les freres Chrysoberges et la Crete (1397-1401): De nouveux documents,”
in Bisanzio, Venezia e il mondo franco-greco (XIII-XV secolo), ed. Chrysa A. Maltezou and Peter Schreiner (Venice,
2002), 435-93; Plested, Orthodox Readings, 58-60, 115, 118-20, 221-22; Dentakes, Iwavves Kvmpiootantng, 11-34;
Talbot, “Kyparissiotes, John,” ODB 2.1162. For the more general historical context of the Palamite controversy, see
Meyendortt, Introduction a I'étude de Grégoire Palamas (Paris, 1959), 65-170; Byzantine Theology, 76-77; Gregory
Palamas, The Triads, ed. Meyendorft, trans. by Nicholas Gendle (Llondon, 1988), 5-8; Papadakis, Christian Fast, 287 -
93; Jaroslav Pelikan, 7he Christian Tradition: A History of the Development of Doctrine, 5 vols. (Chicago: 1971-1989),
2.252-98; Hussey, The Orthodox Church, 257-60; Robert J. Sinkewicz, “Gregory Palamas” in La Theologie byzantine
et sa tradition, 11: XIlle-XIXe s., ed. Carmello Giuseppe Conticello and Vassa Contoumas-Conticello (Turnhout,
Belgium: Brepols, 2002), 131-37.

" Regarding Kalekas and the Dominicans, see Loenertz’s sketch in Kalekas, Correspondance, 20-31 (esp. 22 on the
mfluence of Thomist thought, mediated through Kydones’s translation, on Manuel’s earliest theological work); for
Manuel’s relationship with the Dominican Fr. Elias Petit, see Manuel’s Latin letter at App. 4 (159, 323{1.), and Loenertz’s
comments at 291T., 911f.; and see Tsougarakis, The Latin Religious Orders, pp. 169-173, 186-189, 198-200; Delacroix-
Besnier, Les dominicains, passim; Claudine Delacroix-Besnier, “Les Précheurs, du dialogue a la polémique (XIIIe-
XIVe siecle)” in Greeks, Latins, and Intellectual History, 151-67; Loenertz, “Manuel Calécas,” 199-203. As a possible
testimony to Manuel Kalekas’s high esteem, at a relatively early date, for Latin liturgy and possibly even his communion
therein, George Dennis draws attention to a letter by Emperor Manuel II Palaiologos that refers to a disgruntled Greek—
unnamed—who has embraced Latin religious rites. Dennis suggests that this unnamed Greek is Manuel Kalekas—see
The Letters of Manuel II Palacologus: Text, Translation, and Notes, ed. and trans. by George T. Dennis, Corpus
Fontium Historiae Byzantinae 8 (Washington, D.C., 1977), no. 30, pp. 74-79, 78nl. This suggestion 1s convincing,
because the date of Manuel IIs letter fits with the chronology of Manuel Kalekas’s life, while the man to whom the
emperor addressed this letter, Constantine Asanes, was likewise a correspondent of Kalekas and would have known to
whom the emperor was referring (on Constantine Asanes as correspondent of Kalekas, see Lonertz’s comments at
Kalekas, Correspondance, (n. 7), 73-76.
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with honors—with the dreary fate he has escaped by leaving wretched Constantinople.”™
Kalekas’s negative 1image of Constantinople consists not only in the horrors of war—in
September 1396, western crusaders who had attempted to relieve Constantinople from the
Ottoman siege that it had been enduring for some years were defeated by the Turks at the
Battle of Nikopolis—but also in the savagery of the Constantinopolitans themselves.” How
different it will be for Kydones now, writes Kalekas, i Italy where they will shower him with
honors, “not like our people, who do as much evil as they can, praying for your death day by
day,” although Kalekas does express hope that the situation will improve in Constantinople.”™

But Kydones may have also exerted a literary influence on Kalekas’s characterization of
Constantinople. In his own apologia to the Emperor Manuel II Palaiologos, which Kalekas
wrote 1n self-ustification soon after his flight to the Dominicans at Pera, Kalekas penned a
scathing critique of the leadership of the Constantinopolitan Church.” After describing the
defects of the clergy, and alluding to the implications of these defects for the schism between
the Churches, Kalekas writes: “And someone has said, that which 1s better left unsaid, that if
anyone of ours subtracts the dignity of the city and the beauty of the churches, that nothing
1s left.”” As Raymond-Joseph Loenertz himself noted, the “someone” (tig) whom Kalekas
was thinking of here was Demetrios Kydones himself, who in his own apologia (as considered
above) encountered and rejected the alleged appeals of his patriotic Greek confreres to the
grandeur of Constantinople and, specifically, “the beauty of the churches” as proofs for the
truth of the Greek position on the Filioque.”

But this 1s a rather minor point and does not convey the force of Kalekas’s critique of
Constantinople. As was said above, Kalekas’s possible quotation of Kydones concludes with
a critique of the hierarchs of the Constantinopolitan Church. In his apologia to the emperor,

Manuel Kalekas 1s much concerned with the Church. He describes the officers of the

" For this letter, see Kalekas, Correspondance, (n. 17), 1891f.

" On the battle of Nikopolis in context, see Barbara Tuchman, A Distant Mirror: The Calamitous Fourteenth Century
(New York, 1978), 567-94. In connection to Kalekas himself, see Loenertz’s comments in Kalekas, Correspondance,
16-17, 23-26, 28, 49, 60-61 (in relation to Joseph Bryennios’s letter to Maximos Chrysoberges; see 59 also).

" Kalekas, Correspondance, (n. 17), 190: “o0x domep oi nuétepot kakodvteg pev dom SHvaptg, evxdpevol 8¢ ool
oV Bdvatov kab’ fuépav.”

" Kalekas, Correspondance, 308-18 (“Appendix” #1). See also Loenertz’s comments at 27-31.

" Kalekas, Correspondance, 308-15 (App. #1): “Kad T mpdenkev, émep Gppntov duewvov, O €l TIg HUAV TO THG
TOAEWG GElwpa TEPLEAOL Kol TO TAV vadv KGAAOG, unS&v sivat TO Aetmopevov” (315).

7 See Loenertz’s reference in Kalekas, Correspondance, 315n239. See above, sect. 2 and Kydones, Apologia, 370-74.
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patriarchate—his mquisitors whose demand of a profession of faith impelled him to flee the
city rather than yield in theological principle—as petty, self-absorbed, and 1gnorant. They
“have strife among themselves and devour each other.” They are so distracted by their own
controversies—and the business of hunting dissenters from Palamite theology such as Kalekas
himself—that they neglect to pray for the state of the empire and “what the circumstances

»

demand.” “They do not have the intelligence to be persuaded by those who are
knowledgeable,” he continues, “nor coming together do they want to find that which 1s
needful according to reason, [but] by the depravity of their pride they think they exceed
everyone—except for themselves, they think everything is nothing—neither man, nor people,
nor polity, nor education, nor wisdom, nor art—[they think] nothing of anything, but
themselves, [they consider] everything.”” Kalekas refers to his antagonists in the Church as
those who had “their office as their only proof.”” Interestingly, Kalekas claims that it 1s this
sort of hubris that “is the [true] cause of the dissension of the Churches.” And it is clear that

Kalekas 1s referring to the schism between the Greek and Latin Churches since he

mmmediately adds, “For what they say otherwise about the addition is a pretext.”™ The specific

" Kalekas, Correspondance, 311-15 (App. #1. 4-9); see Loenertz’s French summary at 156. On this moment in
Manuel’s life in general, see Loenertz’s biographical essay, 23-26; On the “heresy-hunting activities” and enforcement
of orthodoxy under the auspices of the Patriarchal Synod of this time and vis-a-vis the Palamite controversy, see Venance
Grumel, Les Regestes des actes du Patriarcat de Constantinople, 7 vols. (Paris, 1971-1989), 5.343 (n. 2414—cf. nn. 2470
and 2469 at 393(1.); 344-45 (n. 2415); 347 (n. 2419); 42541, (n. 2509); 454-58 (. 2541); 467 (n. 2555); 473 (n. 2562);
522 (n. 2619); 535 (n. 2633). For the entry in the register on Kalekas’s own encounter with the Patriarchal Synod, see
6.285 (n. 3022), which the editor Jacques Darrouzes cobbles together on the basis of references found in the writings of
Kalekas himself and Gennadios Scholarios (patriarch of Constantinople, 1454-1464). Although these sources are clearly
problematic in terms of bias and (in Scholarios’s case) distance, Darrouzeés understands the force of particular words
used in these mentions as implying a “[p]roces synodal.”

" See Kalekas, Correspondance, 311 (App. #1.4): “Tobto &1 BovAnBeig kal mepi T@OV Vv Agyopévwv Exetv, Kai
TO0OVT® HAAAOV $0® Koi TOAAOVG TOVG AVTIAEYOVTAG EDPLOKOV TAANLOVG TE Kol VEOUG, fva KaTd TAV EvavTimv
ioTapevog Tfi Te dAnBeig kod TOiG oikelolg Xapi{wpal—Tovg Toivuv EkatépwBev Adyous axpL3dg SteABav ovk
Gvev TAVTWG THiG TAOV €OXAV CLUHUYXING, AveEPELVDY & Kol TOVG VTEP THG VToBEoEWS {BvTag, €l TL Kai ALyeLy
£XOLEV TV YEYPUUUEVWV KALVOTEPOV, KXL TOVG HEV Op®V TPOG ET0G AEyovTag 005£, aglodvtag 6 Ta map’ EAVTOV
obtwg Exew olov &v Tig v ABHvaig NEiwoe TOLG TOD ZOAWVOG VOHOUG, Kai TOVG Adyov T Tepi ToVTwv
TPOBUUOVHEVOUS GKOVELV TEPLEPYOUS gival [fyoupévog] kai TdV Tapdtwv 8yyvs, GrdSeIiy 8§& povnv To Eautév
mpoBariopévoug dEiwua, i 8¢ kai TL mpoioxowvto....” The larger context of this passage has a distinctly Kydonian
ring to it.

* Kalekas, Correspondance, 315 (App. #1. 9): “aftia TadT €lvat Tig TV EKKANOL®Y SlaoTAoEWS. TO Yap THS
TPOGONKNG dpopuny dA WS @aoci.”
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word Kalekas uses here, “addition” (7poaijkn), 1s the usual term for the Filiogue clause in
Byzantine theological discourse.™

But this hubris, ignorance, and quarrelsomeness are not the worst part for Kalekas. The
problem 1s a defect that lies at the heart of the Church of Constantinople as a teaching
mstitution, or magisterial authority.” According to Kalekas, “If [the Constantinopolitan
Church], from the time she was established, never decreed falsehood, but always obtained
the truth n all things, then it would hold true that no one would be in any doubt whatsoever
concerning the things she speaks. But, if she has pronounced many things that are not true
and has often been afflicted by heresies, with the result that, on the one hand, [today] she
subjects those who were 1 agreement with her in the past to insoluble curses while, on the
other hand, she now admires as saints those who opposed her [in the past],” how can any of
Constantinople’s adherents today be certain that what their Church professes and teaches 1s,
n fact, orthodoxy rather than heresy? According to Kalekas, the faithful are necessarily in a
state of doubt, “since there 1s no magistertum (dtdaokaAia) [in the Constantinopolitan
Church] leading the way and showing what 1s true and what 1s false.” The feelings of anxiety
resulting from this situation are aggravated by the fact that the inconstancy of Constantinople
1s not merely a matter of ancient history, but a recent phenomenon, for Constantinople “has
decreed contrary things concerning the topic now proposed [i.e., the Palamite doctrine], with
the result that it has been placed in doubt [regarding] which of the two [contrary] decrees
[that she has made] it i1s necessary to profess. For it is absurd that she who otherwise
proclaims herself to preside over the whole world (oikovuévn) as teacher (6tdaokarov) does
not want to apply her teaching within her own jurisdiction, as though begrudging her own

[adherents].”™ In this indictment specifically—of the Constantinopolitan Church as a

" This becomes clear from a Thesaurus Linguae Graecae “Proximity Search” including the terms “mpocOnkn” and
“o0pBoA-"; see Michael Psellos, Poemata, ed. Westerink, 76 (#4, Ins. 97-98); Germanus I, EmotoAn B, 16 (doc. #3);
Kamateros, Sacred Arsenal, App. 111, sect. “Exhort,” Ins. 15-16 (via TLG).

* The following two paragraphs, including the last block paragraph, are reproduced—with some small modification—
from Yost, “Anti-Palamism, Unionism,” 534{T.

* Kalekas, Correspondance, 313 (App. #1. 7): “"Exel yap obtwoti. &l uév €€ odmrep adtm cuvéotn 10 Peddog odk
gymepiocarto, GAX’ deil Thg dAnBsiag &v Thow TOyxave, KaA®S &v Exol TEpL v Aéyol pundéva und’ dTwoodv
AREPBAAAEWY. €1 8¢ TOAAG Kol TOV Ui Svtwv EEelme Kl TaiG aipéoeot ouveoxEOT TOAAGKLG, BOTE KAl TOVG [[ev]
AT TNVIKODTA CULPWVHCAVTAS APOIG AAHTOLS DTTGYELY, TOVG 8 AVIEUTOVTAS VOV OG LEYOAOUSG BaUUALELY, TG
v TIg TO Tf €kKAnoig TavTn vedTEPOV TL SokEV (G TL TAOV dvaykaiwv €ig amddelv mpoPaieital, pun
mponyoupévng SdaokaAing koi Sewkvoong Ti pev aAnbewx ti 8¢ Pebdog, koi TE MV Avoupeitan TdV
opoAoyoupévwy ToddE Tvog vToteBeévou, Ti 8¢ cupPaivel; Kai TOooVTE TOUTO HAAOV €ikOG do® Ko TEPL TG
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negligent or even spiteful mother unwilling to teach properly her own children even “within
her own jurisdiction”—we are reminded of Demetrios Kydones’s above characterizations of
a weak and impotent patriarchate i contrast to Rome as mater et magistra par excellence.
Constantinople’s historical lapses, no less than her current maddening unclarity regarding
the doctrinal controversy of the moment demonstrate the defect of her magisterium (insofar
as she can be said to possess one at all): it 1s fallible. In our unionist’s view, a disqualifying
defect.

In no uncertain terms, Manuel Kalekas spells out from what it 1s that this defect
disqualifies the Constantinopolitan Church i the prologue to a treatise on the Palamite
controversy that he authored around this time, his De essentia et operatione.” In the passage
i question, and with greater historical concreteness than in his letter to the emperor, Kalekas
refers to Constantinople’s alleged self-contradicion on the question of the Palamite

Distinction, and from this ‘flip-flopping’ he derives an explicit ecclesial assessment of his

Mother See:

....51nce there was a time when the church herself, prior to this [later] decree [of 1351],
published another contradictory [decree]; and those who still live and were present then
mn that synod under the Emperor Andronikos bear witness [to this], as do the foregoing
synodical acta regarding these things, as well as that which has been recorded concerning
them; so that there i1s doubt (GpifoAov) about which of these decrees has truth on its
side; for contradictory propositions cannot both be true at the same time, and because 7¢
1s impossible that she who judges and maintains absolutely contradictory things about
these important matters of faith—sometimes this way, sometimes the opposite—and 1ssues
forth [contradictory] declarations through letters and acta with boldness be called and
believed to be the catholic Church. For the catholic Church must always speak the truth;
since even the Lord decreed that the one disobeying her is a heathen and a publican.”

In particular, Kalekas indicts his ancestral church for its lack of magisterial indefectibility.

TPOKELLEVNG VOV VToBEcEwS EYmpioato tavavtia, Gote VOV v Ap@LBoAn KeloBal ToTtépy TOV ATOEACEWY
TiBeoBat Sel. dromov 8¢ koi GAAWG THG LeEV 0ikOVUEVNG (don§ SLEGoKaAOV EauTny EmayyéAAeaBal Tpokabiiobat,
glow 8¢ éautiig Hhomep Toig oikeiolg @Bovodoav un BodAecBal Tiv SibackaAiav ékteivew....”

" Kalekas, Correspondance, 27-30. For this text, see PG 152:283-428.

¥ Kalekas, De essentia et operatione, PG 152:285A: “....o0¢ v kapds, 8te 1 ExkAnoia oyt Tiig dmo@aoews tatmg
TPOTEPOV ETEPAV EvavTioy EENveyKe” Kal LapTupodoty ol kod vV ETL {OVTEG Tf) CUVOSE TOTE TAPAYEVOLLEVOL, K
ai mpofBdoat cuvodkai Tpagelg Em TovToLg, factAehovTog AvSpovikov, kai Td I0TopovEVR TEPL TOVTWV HOT’
ap@ifolrov givat Totépa TAV ATOPAOEWY TOVTWV TAANBEG ped £xvTig Exel’ TV Yap Avtigaoty pn ShvacOat
ouvaAnBevewy, kai 8Tl adHvatov TV Aeyouévny kai motevopévny kaBoAknv ‘ExkkAnoiav adtiv givat, TV Tepi
TOV AOTOV THG TOTEWS KEPAAAIWV VOV pEV obTwg, viv § Ekelvwg TAvavTidTaTA Kpivouoav Kai kpatodoay,
Kol ToppNoig YpaUpaot kod Tphypacty aro@avopévny. Al yap v kaBoAknv ExkAnciav aAnBevewv dei mel
Kai TOV TapakovovTa Tt £0vikov Kai TeAdvnv 6 Koplog eivat Stwpiocato.”
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But the fact that the Church of Constantinople lacks this quality not only makes life anxious
and unpleasant for her adherents—who are not sure what 1s orthodoxy—but 1t also means that
Constantinople cannot be the “true Church,” which Kalekas understands as necessarily
mfallible.” With all of this in mind, we are prepared to consider his characterizations of the
Roman Church and Latin Christianity, and his direct comparisons between the latter and the
Constantinopolitan See.

Kalekas left his refuge among the Dominicans at Pera, and after a brief stint on Crete he
considered moving on to the Kingdom of Cyprus. He decided against this move because his
contact on Cyprus, though highly placed in the Latin government, was unable to guarantee
that Kalekas would enjoy the favors of the king.” But Manuel also cites the supposed hostility
of the “barbarous” Cypriot Greeks toward men of his theological convictions as another
reason dissuading him from this course. Instead, Kalekas followed the path of Kydones and
other Greeks of his circle to Italy. There—in Pavia and Milan—Kalekas was deeply impressed
by the shrines, monuments, the asceticism, and learnedness of the Latin monks. Now writing
from northern Italy in the autumn of 1401, Kalekas confirmed to his friend in Cyprus that

he had no regrets about his decision to journey to Italy:

In addition to being among friends and many other worthy men, I saw the wonders and
monuments of the cities, the multitudes of Christians untainted by any admixture of
unbelievers, and, above all, I honored the graves of the common teachers Augustine and
Ambrose, and I have hope of seeing great Rome 1n order to venerate Peter and Paul, the
most divine leaders of the faith. What could anyone say of the choirs of monks, observing
diligently the strictest silence, abstaining from food to the greatest extent, and hving n all
things for God alone, preaching wisdom to the masses and being teachers of these things,
whether faith or morals, or [whether they are| teaching human wisdom, and providing
altogether the entire form (£760¢) of knowledge and virtue for those desiring it—
encountering such folk, 1s 1t not possible to compare them to the monastics of ancient
times? And I pass over things more unusual, such as are a cause of wonder to those who
know them, although they are not easily believed.”

* Besides Kalekas, Correspondance, 313 (App. #1. 7, already quoted above), see De essentia et operatione, PG 152:287 -

92 (#83); Contra errores Graecorum, PG 152:248D-249C.
¥ See Loenertz’s comment at Kalekas, Correspondance, 39.

* Loenertz, Correspondance, 276 (#77): “Tpdg yap o td [@iloig] dvSpaot kai dANoLg ToAAOTS GEiolg ouyyeyovéval
€180V KGAAN TOAEWV Kad PEYEDT, Kad XpLoTiav@v TAN0N Thg TdV doeBdv émpuEiag xwpis, kai mpd Tavtwv étiunoa
pév AvyovoTtivou kai ApBpooiov TOV Ko@dv SI8AoKIAWY TOVG TUQOUG, EATIG &€ Kail TV peydAnv Pounv i8évta
[Iétpov kai [TadAov Tovg BEOTATOVG TPOCKUVIOELWV TG TIOTEWS NYEUOVAS. Ti §'Gv [TLg] AéyolL xopoig povaydv,
TOVG HEV dKpav oLV KaTtopBodvTag, Kol Ta TEPL TNV TPOPNV £G (KPOV KEKOAXGUEVOUG, Kal SLi TAVTWY Be@®
Hove {dvtag, Tovg 8¢ TNV co@iav TpoBailopévoug Toig [TAnBeot] kai TovTwy gite TOVG THG TOTEWS Kal TOV
NO®V S18ackaAovg, gite TOLG THY AvBpwTivny co@iav Si8dckovTag, kai BAwS TV EMOTHUNG Ki GPETRS €160G
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Kalekas was evidently impressed with the Italo-Latin culture as he encountered it in
Milan (the resting place of St. Ambrose) and Pavia (the resting place of St. Augustine) in the
first years of the fifteenth century.” Considered generically, many of the things that were
salient to Kalekas have featured in Demetrios Kydones’s characterization, for instance, the
abundance of wisdom and the holiness of the religious. Also, in rhetorical parallel to the
“wonders and monuments of the city” (among which, presumably, were the magnificent
cathedrals) are “the multitudes of Christians”—again, similar to Kydones, the theme of
quantity emerges, and more similar yet 1s his characterization of these multitudes as
“untainted by any admixture of unbelievers.” We may remember that Demetrios Kydones
had referred to Latin Christians m just this same way, i direct counterpose to the
Constantinopolitan patriarchate’s subjects in the Islamic East whom Kydones portrayed
disparagingly as dangerously mixed up among the Muslims to whom they are corporeally, if
not spiritually, subjected. (Although it may also be possible that by “dogf@v” Kalekas meant
the Palamites, of whom the Westerners were likewise free).”

In passing, we may note the epithets that Kalekas has given to the saints he has
encountered. Ambrose and Augustine are called “common teachers”—that 1s, their
universality as authoritative exponents of the faith 1s emphasized; they are not portrayed as
merely “teachers of the Latins.” This 1s in keeping with the concept of consensus patrum,
the necessary agreement of the saints, East and West. Previously articulated by Demetrios
Kydones, we see here, as elsewhere, that this concept was explicitly maintained by his
younger associate.” Meanwhile Saints Peter and Paul are hailed as “the most divine leaders
of the faith.” Although somewhat similar to conventional Byzantine epithets for these
apostles as “pillars and chiefs and light-bearers of the ecumene and preeminent heralds of

the faith” or “chief teachers of the world,” it 1s easy to see in Kalekas’s use of the specific

[ouveloxdtag kail Toig BOLAOUEVOLS TAPEXOVTAS, 01 EVTUYXAVOVTL HOVA TO THV TOAUGY EEE0TL TAPAPBUANELY;

Ko Tapin L Td ToppOTEPQ, TOiG €i600LY obTw Badpa mapéxovta ag unde pading [motevecbal.”
¥ See Loenertz’s comments, Kalekas, Correspondance, 39-40.

“ In this same letter, a little later on, Kalekas uses this same word to designate the Palamites: Correspondance, 276-77.
" On the concept of consensus patrum, see John Monfasani, “Pro-Latin Apologetics,” passim, esp. 181; Gill, Council of
Florence, 255-56, 261; for critical perspectives, Papadakis, Christian East, 402, 407; Nicolas Constas, “Tongues of Fire
Confounded,” in Conciliation and Conféssion: The Struggle for Unity in the Age of Reform, 1415-1648, ed. Howard
P. Louthan and Randall C. Zachman (Notre Dame, 2004), 42-43. For this concept in Kydones, see Apologia, 367-68.
*The first phrase comes from Anastasius of Sinai, Viae dux, ed. Karl-Heinz Uthemann, Corpus Christianorum, Series
Graeca 8 (Turnhout, Belgium: Brepols, 1981), ch. 12.3; the second from John Chrysostom, In epistulam i1 ad
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term “leaders” or “hegemons of the faith” (r7j¢ motews nyeuovag) ecclesiological
connotations of Roman supremacy”—just as Demetrios Kydones had called the Roman
Church the “hegemon of nations.”

Then Kalekas had written of the Latin religious orders—“the choirs of monks”—whom
he describes as paragons of asceticism (both temperate in speech and in eating) and wisdom.
The monks are characterized as possessing knowledge of subjects both sacred (“faith and
morals”) and profane, the fruits of which they share freely—by preaching to the people and,
it seems, by teaching (“providing altogether the entire form (£760¢) of knowledge and virtue
for those desiring 1t”). It is hard not to think that Kalekas is here offering an implicit contrast
between the educational levels attained by Latin and Byzantine monastics respectively.”

Then there 1s that last rather cryptic sentence, about “unusual things causing wonder to
those who know them” but that “are not easily believed.” Might Kalekas have been gesturing
at the miraculous, for mstance, the presence of thaumaturgic relics?

And Kalekas 1s bitterly aware of a set of persons who would not believe in these sort of
“unusual things,” nor that any shred of virtue resides among the detested Latins. These are
the Byzantines, of course, who, as Kalekas writes to his friend, even if they should “change
city for city, and linger in the prazze [of these Italian cities], they would be deaf and blind to
the things I've told you about, nor capable of acknowledging them, but only mingle with the
urban hlth—[they] whom the ancient hatred for [the Latins] compels to blaspheme
mindlessly.”” Kalekas 1s indicting his countrymen for something more grievous than mere
Byzantine snobbery—although he 1s certainly doing that too—rather, he 1s characterizing their
mentality as spiritually blinded by the force of “ancient hatred,” or prejudice—much i the

same way that John Plousiadenos, at the end of the medieval unionist tradition, will

Corinthios, PG 61:464—there are many other nstances in Greek theological discourse, as can be seen through a

Thesaurus Linguae Graecae search, of Peter and Paul being referred to as “kopugpaiot.”
* See Yost, “Anti-Palamism, Unionism,” passim.

" See Kazhdan, “University of Constantinople,” ODB 3.2143, who implies a degeneration of the infrastructure of higher
education in Constantinople in the fourteenth century. There 1s no parallel in the Byzantine East to the academicization

of Latin religious during the High Middle Ages.

" Kalekas, Correspondance, 276: “pn yop pot Aey£Tw TIG TOVG TMV TOAADY 81 TOOTWV Koid NUETEPWY, €K TOAEWS
TOAWV AUeEiBovTag, KAV TAIG TAATEINLG TEPUOVTEG, TAOV HEV ElpNUEVWY UNEEV UAT’ dKoDOVTHG UMb’ OpAVTES, UNdeE
SUVAPEVOUG ETLYLVOOKELY, TOTG 88 TAV TOAEWV APPWOTAUAGLY AVALELYVUUEVOUG, 0D Kai TO TAAXLOV Hio0G TPOG

TOUTOUG BAXCENUEY AAGYWG TPpOTAVAYKALEL.”
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characterize the attitude of his anti-union countrymen.” This spiritual blindness works in two
ways: 1t both renders the Greeks blind to any virtue among the Latins, while it likewise
renders them blind to any faults of their own: “if not scorning the world, they consider
themselves alone to be men; while having fallen from the precept of Know Thysell, they have
declared their blind judgment concerning everything.”” Kalekas would return to this theme
of prejudice 1n the lengthy treatise conventionally known as Contra errores Graecorum libri
quatuor, which he wrote sometime during the last decade of his life. In this work Manuel

writes that, from the perspective of his fellow Greeks,

everyone who 1s annoying 1s heterodox. And [when the Greeks see] some Christians
transgressing the laws, not them only, but even their Church they judge to be heretical
and faithless. For having encountered some cheap sailors and rustic fools [among the
Latins], they declare that every Latin is similar to them. And since hatred from prejudice
(mpoAnpews) has disposed them [to the Latins| as to enemies, that which they wish [to
believe] 1s the same as what they deem to be the case. But on the whole, that which they
do not see, or seeing do not understand on account of the difference of language, they
assume not to be the case at all.”

Even when they can see with their eyes—Kalekas claims that his countrymen often sit in
judgment on Western Europe all the way from distant “Thrace”—they cannot see n truth,

blinded as their hearts are by prejudice, or at least impeded as their understanding is by the

96

See John Plousiadenos, Disceptatio inter Pium quemdam, Rhacendytam, et unum ex duodecim sacerdotibus unionem
amplexi fuerant, praesentibus et aliis tribus, Audictore videlicet, Teste et Dicaeocrita de differentiis mter Graecos et
Latinos, et de sacrosancta synodo Florentina, PG 159:965D-968A.

" See Kalekas, Correspondance, 276: “Omép OV (kai TOVTWV Aéyw TOV NUETEPWV) &V TOCAVTH TAV KAADY £dTopiQ
AumeioBau pévov Eotl, TpooAoyl{opévous Tiveg TOT Gv foav [kai] adtoi kai T ka®’ Hudg mavta, i pf Tig
OIKOUUEVNG KATAPPOVODVTEG HOVOUG £QUTOVG AvOP®TOUG 1yodvto, Kod ToD yvdbL oautov TapayyEAUaTog
EKTTEGOVTEG TUPANV TEPL TAVTWV ae@aivovto Yijgov.” On this theme of the Greeks’ spiritual blindness, see 288 (n.
83.4)

" Manuel Kalekas, Contra errores Graecorum libri quatuor, PG 152:214B-C: “...ab aliquot illorum injurias accepit, eum
qui se laesit, circa fidem ultus est. Et hic enim omnis, qui constristat, malae protinus opinionis efficitur. Si qui vero
Christianorum praevaricantur leges: non eos solum, verum illorum quoque Ecclesiam haereticam et infidelem putant.
Nautis enim et vilibus quibusdam, ac vulgaribus hominibus congredientes, de omnibus, ut sibi similibus, sententiam
ferunt. Cumque eos praesumptum odium inimicis animis esse fecereit, quod volunt, id putant esse. Prorsus vero quod
non vident, vel videntes propter linguae varietatem non intelligunt, neque esse omnino arbitrantur.” See the Greek text
in the manuscript contained in Basel, Universititsbibliothek MS B.VI. 20, f. 120r: “...yap wdg 0 Avm@v: kakdS0§og'
KO TOVG TAV XPLOTLAV®Y TapafaivovTag VOROUG, 00K aTOVG LOVOUG, GAAL Kai THV adTdV EKKAnciav, aipeTIKNV
ki Gmotov [Cpoawcoi] fiyeovtat. vadtalg yop kai @avAolg Tiol Koi dyopaiolg EVTUYXGvovTeG Avoig, Koi Tepl
TAVTAOV OG Opoiwv adToig dro@aivovialr kol Tov mTapd Ti¢ TpoANPews picovg SratiBévtog O Tpog
£x0povg SLakeioBat, 6 BovAovtal, TODTO Kai vopifouowy givat. kaBoAov 8¢, drep ov) 6pdOGLY, fi Kol 6PHVTES
810 TO Tiig YAGTTNG 0V)L 0i8asL SLéPopov, 0vK givar To Tapdrav YroAappavovoty.” (Emphasis mine).
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cleavage caused by a difference of culture and tongue.” His comment about how the Greeks
assume all Latins to be like the few 1diots they have encountered at their taverns or the sailors
who have cheated them at the marketplaces also recalls Kydones’s deconstruction of anti-
Latin biases."

But it would be wrong to characterize Kalekas’s attitude toward his fellow Greeks as
unalloyed critique. His attitude was complex, as can be seen from the letter he wrote to a
friend in Constantinople around 1403 excusing himself for the brevity of his homecoming

101

there." From Latin-ruled Mitylene, Kalekas wrote to his friend expressing his ambiguous
and somewhat tortured feelings for his home: nostalgia and longing mingled with smug
contempt and even fear. Though he opens his letter by thanking God for granting to him the
power to leave his “fatherland” once again after he had wvisited it, he assured his friend that
he said this not out of hatred or insensitivity to the charms of his home and friends. “For 1
know that nothing is sweeter than one’s fatherland, and those things our [fatherland] offers
everywhere as so many spells, by its natural graces, unto desire, and as an mnexorable love-
charm to its own people: conversation with friends, grace, and the athnity of those of the
same race.” In addition, Kalekas mentioned some honors that he expected to receive among

his own—a peculiar expectation, considering his circumstances. “How could anyone not be

overcome by all of these things,” Kalekas asks, “unless he were sprung from tree or rock?”"”

* Kalekas, Contra errores Graecorum, PG 152:212A-B: “Addunt praeterea, qui ita sentient, Nullum apud Latinos, post
schisma signum fuisse; quod enim non videtur, neque esse putant. Volunt enim ex Thracia, quae in Italia, et Germania,
Hispania, et in Galiis, ac Britannicis insulis inspicere, ubi post schisma plurimi virtutibus, atque prodigiis insignes
Occidentem illustrarunt totum, non ambiguis quibusdam, et obscuris, sed qualia ab apostolis, eorumque succesoribus
facta legimus....”—cf. MS B. VI. 20, f. 118v-119r: “Oi 8¢ tadta dfodvieg kai TpooTBéaot, undéva mapd Toig
SUoKOig GYLOV yeyovéval PeTd TO oyiopa: 8 yap ovy 6pdotv, ovdiv vopilovotv slval dEodot yop £k T Opdxng,
Ta év Ttodig, ko ['epuavig, kai Towavig, kai FaAAialg, kod talg Bpetavikais vijoolg 0pdv: émov moAAoL PeTA TO
oxiopa Taig dpetais kai Toig Bavpact, Ty §HoL Taoav TEPLEN@ATLY’ 0VK Ap@LBoAoLs kai apudpois | | Tiow,
GAX” ola TOV ATooTOAWVY Kol T®V Sladoxwv TodvTwv dkovopev” (Emphasis mine). Note the corruption in the Latin
text of the PG that has mterpreted dytov as signum—Kalekas here was evidently referring to a claim among his
countrymen that there had been no saints in the West since the beginning of the schism.

" See above in the previous section, and Kydones, Apologia, 364-65.

" Kalekas, Correspondance, 287-92 (#83); and see Loenertz at 43{I. on this letter in the context of Kalekas’s life.

" Kalekas, Correspondance, 287 (#83. 1): “Kai todto tijg mepl £ue Tod Oeod @ravBpwiag £pyov, T Sd xpdvou
TPOG TNV Tatpida EmaveABOVTA TAAWY £5eABETV avTiig SuvnBijval. To 8¢ od) mg dv Ti§ gimoL poodvtog, 008E TPOg
SKEVA TAHV TPAYPATWV AvatoBiTwg EXovTog G 1 vBpwivy @HoIG NTTWHEVT ATOVTWV HEV £mBUET, TépTETaL
8¢ mapodowv. O18a yap kai avtog dg 008Ev fidlov &fg TatpiSog, kai TadTa THig NUETEPAS TOANGS €1 EpwTa TAAG
(PUOLKAAG XapLowv uyyag ToAAay60ev Tpofaiiopévng, kai TO TPOG TOVG OIKEIOVG ArapaitnTov IATPOV THY TE
TOV PiAwV OpAioy Kal xapLv Kod THv TV OLoYEVAY oikeldtnTa” TpooBeinv &’ dv kai TV adtdv ovv Bed @aval
neTpiav mepl éue §6&av kai Tag elkOTWS Gv Tap adTAV EAMBeioag THAS, 01g TO Y VDV &xov &v TooaOT TV
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It was God alone who steeled his will thus enabling him to forsake his country once more.
It was i accordance with divine mercy, lest Kalekas, overcome by the siren-song of nostalgia,
yield to the persuasions and assaults of his fellow Greeks and give up his allegiance to the
true faith and Church. Kalekas presents his mere presence i Constantinople among his
countrymen as facing the alternative between apostasy and scorn: “For either, remaining in
[the city], it would be necessary to withhold myself often from speech regarding the truth of
the faith, when contradictory things are being said, and, joining together with those who are
most hostile to [the truth] in common discussions and prayers, to act against conscience, and,
as 1s the case with many who think that they have become a scandal, to return to my previous,
first beliefs (ta 7p@Ta), or, if I speak the truth with boldness, to be placed in a corner, hated
by all, deaf to everything that is said and blind to everything that happens....”""

Orthodoxy, as Kalekas understood it, 1s what marks him out from his fellow Greeks to
whom he 1s united by kindred and race, by common speech and even friendship. But, for
Kalekas, the truth of the faith must prevail over all other considerations—even flesh and
blood.” As for those Greeks, who have rejected the basic monotheistic foundation of
Christianity by maintaining Gregory Palamas’s distinction between the divine energies and
essence, Kalekas wonders: “who 1s so stupid to call [them] ... the apostolic and catholic
Church?”'” After all, he continues, the Church must be indefectible, lest her adherents be
troubled by anxious “doubts” (du@iforoig) as to whether the faith she professes and the
sacraments she offers truly save. For this reason, Christ himself, “who founded her on the
rock, prophesied that the gates of hell (the contradictions of the heretics) would not prevail,
and he allotted the one not heeding her to be ranked among the pagans and the publicans”—

utterances only meaningful if they represented perpetual guarantees about the Church.

KOAGV Gropig Kai TO Hikpov péya dv S6EaL GV GmavTwy i P TI§ 4rd §pLog §| TETPNG TMS 00K dv HTTHOEN; AN

MV §mou 1O Kwodv ETépwBev peifov, kai olov Epotye pn SvHvacBat petd TdV sipnuévwv cupPaivery.”

" See Kalekas, Correspondance, 287-88 (#83. esp. 2): “f} yap avoykoiov €v avTi] Lévovta Tovg Tiig dAnBeiag mepi
TS MoTEWG AdYous TOAAGKIG KAl T®V EVaVTiwV AEYOUEVWV OLYdv, KAl TOIG adT]] TOAEULWTATOLS &V TAIG KOLVAIG
OMIATOLG KOl TTPOCEUXOIG CUNPEPOIEVOV KATA TOD GUVELSOTOG TOLETY, Kai Gua TOAAOIG €ig okdvdaAov keloBal
olopévolg €ml ta mMPdTH ETaveABEl, f| mappnolalduevov TV aAnbelav €v ywvig kaBfoBal mapd TUVTWY

ULOOVUEVOV, TAVTWVY UEV TAOV AEYOUEVWV AVIIKOOV TAVTWVY &€ T®V yvopévwyv abéatov....”
" Kalekas, Correspondance, 287-89, see esp. sect. 4 (288IT.).
The rest of this paragraph is found in Yost, “Anti-Palamism, Unionism,”” 5391f.
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Indeed, Kalekas understood that guarantee to be Christ Himself, who gave his assurance that
“I am with you all days, unto the consummation of the age.”"”

Constantinople cannot be the Church of Christ’s promise. But this Church must exist
somewhere on earth lest Christ’s promise be empty and Christ Himself a har. Since this 1s
unthinkable, the true Church, the indefectible Church over which heresy has not prevailed
and cannot prevail and whose magisterium can thus be trusted by the faithful, 1s worth being
sought out on earth—wherever she 1s—and being embraced wholeheartedly as the only
unfailing beacon of orthodoxy and sure harbor for the faithful struggling amidst the raging
storms of heresy and doubt. Thus, although Kalekas was reluctant to say that his
identification of this true Church with Rome was merely an argumentum ex negativo (i.e.,
because Constantinople is not the true Church), he did see the integrity of Christ’s promise
as dependent upon that very identification."”

And yet Manuel Kalekas had positive reasons for championing Rome. Besides her
alleged doctrinal merrancy—something that he believed was rooted i Christ’s unique
bequests to the Apostle Peter and validated in Peter’s successors to the Roman see by the
witness of history—Kalekas had other reasons to be impressed by the Roman Church. And
so, In this same letter to his friend, Kalekas describes himself, orphan of the Church of
Constantinople, as happy i his adoption as a son of Elder Rome. In fact, Kalekas sees
himself as one of the latest members of a noble company of Greek sages who, down through

the ages, were ostracized by their own people for the sake of orthodoxy. And, indeed, has

he not gained “so many races of the West as hierarchs and brothers in the faith, [races

" Kalekas, Correspondance, 289-90 (#83. 7, 149 for Loenertz’ summary): Ti¢ 8¢ Too0DTOV GAGYLGTOG TOVG AVEST|V
obTw TAG AELOAGYOUS AvapodVTAS Kai KOVOTATOUS TPt 80D VTOAPELS Kati 01§ PAOL TOTG Tfi§ KOWTiG ToTEWS
SL8aoKAAOLG POVEPDS LAXOHEVOUG, ATOCTOAKNV Kol KABOALKNV EKKANGiav GvaryopeveLy; €l yap o piav ayiov
Koi oo Tepl T TNG €ERG OPOAOYETV G Avarykodov v T@® cUUPBOA® TG THoTEWS TEPLEXETAL (Vv TAOT YOp HoVY
v motw évepyeloBat U dydrmg €otwv) el péAdowpey @V A TG Kal T@V Kot odTiV MUoTnpiwv v
D@EAELY EXELV, TNV 8 AVAYKN SLi TAVTOG £V TALG THiG TOTEWS ATOPACEWY GANOEVEWV (BAAWS Yap €V ap@L3oroLg
v uev 6moTE THiG dANOeiog &v Toig TEPi B=0D AdYOLIS TUYXAVOL Kai p1), TS St TodTOo Kai THAAG ALSov (TAG THV
QUPETIKAV AVTIAOYING) 0OV KATIOXVOEWV O TAOTNV oikodopnoog &m Tf] TETPQ TPOEPT, KOl TOV QTS
TOPUKOVOAVTA TOIG EBVIKOIG Kol TEADVALG CUVTATTELY TPOCETAEEY, (O 61 avepdg del Thv EkkAnoiov dAnBevewy
TPOLTOTIONOY Kol dua «ued’ DUV eipl Thoag Tag NUEpag £wg Tig ouvtedeiag Tod ai®vog» mpooédnke. CI.
Kalekas, Contra errores Graecorum, cols 245C-D, 248A-C.

" Kalekas, Correspondance, 290 (#33. 7): “kai tadtd @niL ody 6TL 51 Vv gipnuévny kawvotopiav dropodvrtag m
™V TG AVoEWG EKKANGIAV KATAPEVKTEOVY, GAA §TL Ko TOUTO TV TEPL TAVTA TAOV SOYUATWY dAnBelav THg
gkkAnoiag TavTng cuvamodeikvuotv. SAAWE yap ovdapod THg Yiig dv fv Tpod Tiig cuvteeiag 1} Tod Xplotod
ékkAnoia, 6mep G GTomov Kai TV To TV TAVTEADS Gvelpodv areppipbw.”
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adorned] with every form of education and wisdom, and representing a Church that has
always presided from the beginning and never yielded to falsehood, and thus [they] regard
those who contradict them as weaklings, their assaults as ‘the arrows of infants?’ Thence there
1s much comfort for me,” he concludes, “I lack neither fatherland nor home.” And yet, all
of these newfound brethren and patrons did not quite blot out that lingering ache caused by
his own, for “though I have many at hand as familiars and friends, one thing alone grieves
[me],” Kalekas conceded, “the insensibility of our own people, and the fact that they, having
declared war upon truth, have fallen into alien doctrines. I am able to help them in no other
way [than] to pray that they come to their senses and knowledge of [the truth], without which
they would not be benefited even if they should acquire the empire of the Persians.”"” Clearly
his election of the West had not effaced his concern for his own people—whether we take
him at his word as anxious for their salvation, or suspect that these words resulted, at least in
part, from hurt feelings because of his own failure to find acceptance among his countrymen—
m any case, Kalekas cared for his countrymen, even if he regarded them with a gaze jaundiced
by rejection.

In his treatise Contra errores Graccorum, Kalekas adds historical depth and detail to his
characterizations of the Greek and Latin Churches. While the Greek Church was repeatedly
compromised by heresy reaching up to its highest levels, the Roman Church remained
unswerving in her commitment to orthodoxy. There may have been imdividual orthodox
Greek saints in the East, but because of their convictions they were persecuted by their
ancestral Church and forced to have recourse to the Western Church under Rome. Thus,
not only in his own day, but ime and again throughout history, it has been shown that
Constantinople cannot be that Church appointed by Christ as reliable teacher of the faithful—

reliable because of Christ’s guarantee of doctrinal merrancy. This guarantee, on the other

" Kalekas, Correspondance, 291-92 (#83. 9): “kaitol Tivi Tpog €0S0&iav ovk tkavov PeTd Tig dAnBeiag iotdpevov
KOWWVEV PEV TOV PEPPEwV ToiG iEpois Sidaokarols, vApLlOUEVOV SLo TaVTNV Kail cuVSLWKOUEVOVY SlwBEioLY,
EATiCev 8¢ Tapd TOD TOIG TA TOLADTA PEPOVTL TOVG €V 0VPAVOIS HoBovg EmayyeAAopévou, Kai TPOoTATAG HEV
Ko A8EAPOVG TiiG TioTEWS £XELV TA TOTHDTA THG AVOEWG YEVT], HETA TAVTOG £180VG TaSEVoEWS Kol co@iag, kol
ékkAnoiav €8 apyfg del mpwtedovoav pndemdmod’ vmomrecodoav T® Yeddel mapéyxovta, oVTw 8¢ TOLG
avTléyovtag GoBeveig Exelv MG VTwv Togedpata Tog 4md ToOVTwy eival BoAds; évtedBev Epotye ToAAay60ev
mapopubia, pnte Tatpidog unte oikiog AmopodVIL Koi TOAAGY G OiKeiwV Kol @AWV TPoo@epoUEVWVY &V AUTEL
Hovov, 1) TOV NUETEPWV avalobnaoia kai To Tpog TNV aAndelav ékmoAepwBiviag gig aAAokdTOUS EuTeceiv 568ag.
0ig 0082V ETepov SuVANEVOS MEEAETY, EQUTdV aioBioBat Kai TNV éketvng émyvawotv gdyopat, 7§ xwpig ovd’ av
®@EAnoev 008’ 1 TOV [lepodv avtois apxrn Tpootebeioa.”
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hand, has ever been validated in the Roman Church alone. Otherwise, Christ’s promise
would have been in vain, and the true Church would exist nowhere on earth, since there 1s
no other church besides the Roman/Western Church and the Constantinopolitan/Eastern
Church capable of manifesting that promise."”

Although, like Kydones, Kalekas highlighted the numerosity, holiness, and mtellectual
superiority of the Roman Church and her adherents, magisterial indefectibility—the unfailing
orthodoxy of the Church as teaching nstitution—occupied a central position m his
comparison in a way unobserved i that of Kydones. Indefectibility 1s Kalekas’s central
criterion according to which he rendered an evaluation about Rome and Constantinople: the
latter could not be the one true Church of Christ’s promise; the former must be—otherwise
the true Church of Jesus Christ cannot be found anywhere on earth. Manuel Kalekas’s
preoccupation with doctrinal indefectibility as his central criterion in comparing Elder and
New Rome was born of his own experiences as a dissenter from Constantinople on the issue
of the theology of Gregory Palamas, as well as, without doubt, his own exposure to Latin
ecclesiology and perspectives of ecclesiastical history. According to this criterion,
Constantinople 1s characterized as weak—though she postures menacingly at her children,
she 1s incapable of teaching them the true faith clearly, for she has vacillated and still vacillates
i her teaching and 1s thus ecclesiologically impaired. Moreover, the officers of the Church
of Constantinople are characterized as squabbling, petty, and imperious; her more humble
adherents as almost perversely benighted. Conversely, the Roman/Western Church 1s
presented—historically and i his own time—as the strong and unfailing witness to orthodoxy,
as the faithful “ally” for what orthodox Greek Christians remained n their struggle against
their wayward ancestral see, as distinguished by holy and wise monastics and theologians,

and served by peoples numerous and self-assured'—sure of themselves, in a way that the

" See Kalekas, Contra errores Graccorum, PG 152:240D-241B, 244C-245A, 245C-246A, 246C-248-C, 250C
(certain passages cited here, MS B. VI. 20, f. 133v, 137v-138r, are worth comparing to the Greek of the Basel
manuscript). On Kalekas positioning himself as among the latest in a line of orthodox Greeks who looked to the Western
Church as a refuge of orthodoxy 1n the face of Greek heresy: see Kalekas, Correspondance, 289-91 (#83. 5-8, esp. 8)
and 325 (App. #5 (a Greek excerpt from Kalekas’s Contra errores Graecorum, edited by Loenertz from the MS “Vat.
gr. 1112”—see Loenertz’s note at Kalekas, Correspondance, 325n5). On this same note of his self-perception vis-a-vis
the tradition of Greek saints who looked westward, see Kalekas, On the Errors of the Greeks, PG 152:244C-245A,
245B-C, 250D, and the Basel manuscript B. VI. 20, f. 139v.

" See the previous note, but esp. Kalekas, Contra errores Graecorum, PG 152:250D and compare with the Basel
manuscript B. VL. 20, f. 189v—there remains some question regarding the proper interpretation of these passages. As
can be seen from the Latin translation in the Patrologia Graeca, the translator Ambrogio Traversari himself may have
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benighted children of Constantinople cannot be, because unlike the latter the Westerners

know that their Mother always speaks the truth.

VI. CONCLUDING ASSESSMENT: JOHN PLOUSIADENOS, THE GREEK CHURCH, AND
THE GATES OF HELL

This foregoing survey puts us in a good position to conclude by way of briefly considering
the view on the patriarchate of Constantinople and the Greek Church articulated by John
Plousiadenos—whose perspectives represent the final word of the medieval unionist
discourse. Here we can observe how the various contributions articulated by past unionists
are assimilated and filtered through the ecclesiological vision afforded by Plousiadenos’s
historical vantage-point as a Greek unionist living after the Council of Florence (1439), but
m spite of which—as he himself knew well-many Greek Christians remained outside of the
union. This created a tension n the thought of John Plousiadenos.

For instance, the fact of the formal union allowed Plousiadenos to present the “official”
Eastern Church of his own time as not only united to Rome, but as, together with Rome,
constituting one and the same “catholic” Church. This represents a borrowing of the thought
of the thirteenth-century unionist John Bekkos—who in the aftermath of the union of Lyons
(1274) could represent his own Church as united to the Western Church by a sort of
“bilateral” treaty. In the introduction of his Expositio pro sancta et oecumenica synodo
Florentina (c. 1464), Plousiadenos asserts—within the context of a passage largely borrowed
from Bekkos’s On the Union of the Churches—that “both [Churches] exist as one Church,

and [both Churches| proclaim one faith and piety.”" Plousiadenos goes on to maintain that

been somewhat unclear about Kalekas’s intended meaning. On Traversari as translator, see the beginning of this work
in the PG as presented by the editor and Traversari’s preface (PG 152:11-14) and Loenertz’s introduction in Kalekas,
Correspondance, 46nl.

" Although the words quoted above are not drawn from Bekkos, they occur within a passage heavily drawn from Bekkos,
which has already been quoted above. In the following quotation, words drawn from Bekkos are put in bold type: John
Plousiadenos, Expositio pro sancta et oecumenica synodo Florentina, PG 159:1112C: “6pw¢ ov 8td Tovto meicovoy
NNag owwmijoal, TPOG EKEIVOV OPAVTOG, TOV TAVIEMIOKOTOV 0@OaANOV, kol TPOG TO ASékaoTOV
£vaTeviovTag £KEIVO SIkatwTPLoV, &V @ 0V8EV NUaG PALYEL )i GAGYwE dvtadBa xeopévn katnyopia. OV
XPEIX Yap KATNYOPWV $KET, AG 008 1] TAV TApaAdyws yapL{opivwv Bonbnoele 6VoTAOLS 0V XPEia Yap
ocuvnyopwv ékel. [Ipog yodv to dAaOntov ékeivo SikawwTiplov damofAémovteg, fiKlota TOV AotSopldv
ppovTilopev: GAAL paAAov TV 865V LAY YUUVT] TH kKe@aAT] kai Tappnoig knpvéopev. Tovto 8¢ povov wavrag
gidéval BéAw mepl NUAOV, OC WAV €i TL TP’ NUAOV EMPayON 7 PPE0n, Kol TG TAPOVTA, £l GVOTACEL TH|G
EKKANOLAoTIKiG €ipvn¢ TEmpaktal Koplog oide’ kai ovk ¢ aOeToeL 0V8EVOG TAV NHETEPWVY £0DV Kail
Soypatwv. AAN’ 60TiG £m TV EKKANGLXOTIKRY TabTNV RABEV €ipfvnv, kai Tov THg &v PAwpevTia cuvoSou
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the historic and official Eastern Church never anathematized any of the doctrines of the
Roman Church now rejected by certain Greeks'*—an honor-saving statement which, along
with his attempt to exculpate most of the Byzantines’ ancestors from responsibility for the
schism'“"—appears to be in tension with his awareness of the reality of schism, past and
present, and the damning implications in consequence for any ecclesial “limbs” severed from
Rome (including, presumably, the Greeks).""

But predominant i his thought are the “Kydonian” and especially “Kalekan” negative
assessments of the Greek Church—at least as she exists currently in Constantinople and her
dependencies—-as wretched, fallible, and disqualified from being considered the “true”
Church. Like Kalekas, Plousiadenos maintains that the Greek Church fell into error

115

numerous times in the past.” Whereas Kalekas used this observation as his basis for
disqualifying Constantinople from being the “true” Church, Plousiadenos does this on a basis
nearer akin to the assessment offered by Kydones: this 1s the assessment of liberty, dignity,
and holiness. Kydones had reflected on the miserable state of his contemporary ancestral
Church, whose chief officer was portrayed as essentially the slave of the emperor, whose
bishops are seen as hirelings, whose faithful are presented as largely languishing under
Islamic rule. It 1s precisely by virtue of the fact that 1453 and its aftermath had swept much
of the Greek East, including the revived Greek patriarchate, under Mushim authority that
Plousiadenos denied that it could be the “true” Church. In his pathos-dripping lamentation
for the lost empire of Constantine, Plousiadenos showed himself directly inspired by another
16

unionist not considered above but no less important for himself: the Cardinal Bessarion.

Rather, the true Church can only be 1dentified with Rome, the beauty of whose churches,

Opov £6é5ato, (G TAOV NUETEPWY £0AV KAl SOYUATWV KATEYVWK®AG, Kai &G TNV Pwpakiv ExkAnciav
TPEGPEVELY SLEYVWKAOG EVOERECTEPOV T THG AVATOAKAG TE Kal UETEPAG, Kod 0VXL 8T LAAAOV EYVWKADG TO
avTto oéPag amovépey ap@oTtépals og pid oboalg ExkAnoiq, kal piov knputtodoalg oty Te kKod evcéfelav,
ExmTwTog €in Ti|¢ XpLlotod Bacureiag, kai Td Tpodétn Tovda kai TOIG KOWWVOIG AVTOD KAl GTAVPWTAIG
Tod ZwTijpog cuvteTtayuévog.” See Bekkos, On the Union of the Churches, PG 141:20C-21A.

" Plousiadenos, Expositio, PG 159:1112D.

"* See John Plousiadenos, Disceptatio, PG 159:1017A-1020B.

" For John Plousiadenos’s awareness of the reality of schism beyond Florence see, e.g., Disceptatio, PG 159:1225B-D;
1225D-1228A; 1021C. See also John Plousiadenos, Refutatio Marci Ephesini, PG 159:1092A. and for his
ecclesiological view of “severed limbs” see Disceptatio, PG 159:1337C-D, 1340A.

" Plousiadenos, Disceptatio, PG 159:1337C-D; 1341D-1344A; 1345D-1348B. See 1340A (quoting St. Anastasios).

" Plousiadenos, Disceptatio, PG 159:1353D-1356A, 1368B-C. See Cardinal Bessarion’s Encyclica ad Graecos, PG
161:452B-453B. Although Bessarion’s writings represent another promising avenue for further comparisons between
Flder and New Rome in unionist thought, space constraints prevent me from including substantive treatment. I hope to
treat Bessarion’s views elsewhere.
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the dignity of whose priests, and the reverence of whose faithful bespeak the liberty and
decorum that are the trustworthy signs of the Church guaranteed by Christ’s unshakeable
promise that the “gates of Hell” would “not prevail against her.” The fact that Hell has finally
prevailed over Constantinople as a result, it 1s claimed, of her people’s persistence in schism,
reveals not only the dire negativity of Plousiadenos’s final assessment of the patriarchate, but
his interpretation of Pope Nicholas V’s letter of warning to Emperor Constantine XI in 1451.
This letter threatened calamity against the Greek Empire in the event that its subjects should
continue to reject Florence." In the aftermath of 1453, Plousiadenos understood this
warning as a prophecy and a revelation of the papacy’s prophetic connection with divine
providence: the pope’s anathema 1s Peter’s curse and, if gone unheeded, the harbinger of
divine retribution—thus John Plousiadenos’s mystical assessment of the power of the papacy
revealed throughout history, and with frightening reality in his own day."

Past scholarship has tended to assess Byzantine arguments for union with Rome
theological terms. Often, though not always, these assessments have determined that pro-
union arguments are essentially derivative of Latin theology—hence giving apparent
jJustification to the charge that the unionists were Latinophrones—*Latin-Minded”—rather
than true representatives of an “authentic” Byzantine tradition. Moreover, past treatments
have tended to treat the unionists on a case-by-case basis. Without denying the substantial
contributions of Latin theology and law to henotic thought, I argue that this 1solated, and de-
historicized, treatment has obscured from our sight a major theme of unionist discourse,
particularly as this discourse developed in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries. This major
theme mvolved politics and culture, power and dignity, and enshrined at its heart an extended
comparison between the Churches of Elder Rome and New Rome and the civilizations they
represented respectively. And m that comparison, New Rome consistently fell short of the
power, splendor, and magisterial mtegrity of Elder Rome as cherished m the unionist
mmagination. Even 1f 1ssues of ecclesiastical autonomy or cultural strength do not interest
today’s theologians or enter mto contemporary ecumenical discussions, they nonetheless

mattered intensely to the major exponents of Byzantine henotic thought in the fourteenth

""This letter is found PG 160:1201-1212.
" See Plousiadenos, Disceptatio, PG 159:1365C-1368C. This is truly a remarkable passage. In an article forthcoming
i Speculum, 1 shall examine the argument of John Plousiadenos in detail.
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and fifteenth centuries. Not only does this help us to understand that tradition of thought on
its own terms, but it helps us to see, perhaps ronically, how this tradition 1s authentically
“Byzantine”: for it was only within the context of an Empire crumbling before the Islamic
advance and a Church convulsed by mternal doctrinal controversy that these men could look
westward, admittedly with their own jaundiced gaze, and see in the West a Christian society
offering them a sense of power, freedom, the psychological security of inerrancy, and

dignity—everything for which they looked n vain on their native soil.
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