
Eugenius IV  sends Aeneas Sylvius Piccolomini to Frederick III



THE C O U N C IL  OF 
FLO R EN C E

B Y

J O S E P H G I L L ,  S.J.
P R O F E S S O R  O F  T H E  P O N T I F I C A L  O R I E N T A L  I N S T I T U T E

R O M E

C A M B R I D G E  

A T  T H E  U N I V E R S I T Y  P R E S S  

1 9 5 9



Library of CongTcss Cataloging in Publication Data

Cill, Joseph, 1901-
T he Council o f Florence.

Reprint. Originally published: Cam bridge: Cam bridge 
University Press, 1959. With new corrigenda inserted.

"T h e Decree o f union, Laetentur caeli, 6 July 1439'’ : p. 
Bibliography: p.
Includes index.
1. Council o f Florence (1438-1445) I. Title.

BX 830 1438.G49 1982 262'.52'09024 78-63345 
ISBN  0-404-17016-1  AACR2

First published 1959.

Reprinted by permission o f Cam bridge University Press, from the 
edition o f 1959, Cam bridge, from an original in the collections o f 
the Ohio State University Libraries. Trim  size and text area have 
been altered. [Original trim: 1 5 X 2 .7  cm; original text area: 
10.5 X 18.5 cm .]

M A N U FA C TU R ED  IN T H E U N ITED  ST A T E S 
OF AM ERICA



C O N T E N T S

Illustrations page vi

Introduction ' vii

Abbreviations xvii

I The Background i

II  Martin V  and the Greeks (14 14 -3 1)  16

I I I  The C o u n c il of Basel and the Greeks (1431-7) 46

I V  The Greeks Arrive and Discourse on Purgatory 85 

V  The Addition to the Creed 13 1

V I  Florence and the Dogmatic Discussions 180

V I I  Union: The Procession of the Holy Spirit 227

V I I I  U n io n : T h e  A d d itio n , Purgatory, the Eucharist,
the Primacy 270

I X  The Council Goes on, and Ends in Rome 305

X  The Reception of the Union in the East 349

E p ilogu e  389

Appendix The Decree of Union Laetentur caeli, 6 July 1439 412

Bibliography 416

Index 433



I L L U S T R A T I O N S

F r o n t i s p i e c e . E u g e n iu s IV  sends A en eas Sy lv iu s P icco lom in i 

to Frederick I I I
Pinturiccbio (Detail), Siena, Libreria del Duomo. (Photo: ALinari)

P l a t e  I . T h e  G reek  signatures on the original Decree o f  U n io n
Medicea'Laurenziana Library, Florence, Cassella Cesarini

facing page 295

VI



C O R R I G E N D A

[T h e  follow ing em en dation  an d  corrections were written by the author. 
Fath er Gill accep ted  an erroneous d atin g  o f  a docum en t. Consequently , 
when he referred to it in the text, he discussed it out o f its correct ch ron 
ological p lace  in his n arrative. At Fath er G ill’s request, A M S Press prints 
herewith the em en dation  which will correct the error. T h e  follow ing 
should be substitu ted  for p ag e  384, “ B ut his action . . . ” through p age  
386 “ ·. . . the rest o f the m on ks."]

B u t  his actio n  d id  not stop  the p ro gress  o f  even ts. T h e  p eo p le  

(d em o s) h ad  a c c e p te d  u n io n ,4 p re su m a b ly  by som e p u b lic  d e c i

sio n . S c h o la r iu s  w ritin g  to the D espot D em e triu s  g ives his version  o f 

h ow . T h e  lega te  Is id o re  “ fo u n d  them  a lre a d y  fo r  a lo n g  tim e a g i

ta te d  b y  fe a r  an d  the e x tra v a g a n t  u tte ran ce s  o f  the L a t in -m in d e d . 

H e  in creased  th e ir  a g ita tio n  by h a ra n g u e s  p ro m is in g  g re a t  ho pes, 

w h ich  the p o p u la c e  b e lieved  w ith o u t q u e stio n in g  an d  re p e a te d  like 

e c h o in g  ja rs , w h ile  th re a ts  an d  c la m o u r  w ere  ra ised  ag a in st u s .” 5 

T h e  a r c h o n t e s  w o u ld  h ave  p re fe rre d  a co m p ro m ise  — to c o m m e m 

o ra te  the P o p e  in the L itu rg y  an d  not to p ro m u lg a te  the d e c re e  o f 

u n io n ,6 b u t as even ts sh o w ed , th ey  y ie ld e d  to Is id o re ’s in sisten ce. 

E ven  th e  a n ti-u n io n ist  c lerics  “ h ad  lost h e a rt , fo resee in g  th at th ey  

w o u ld  not be a b le  to do a n y th in g  to save  the s itu a t io n .” 7 It w as a 

p ro m is in g  o ccasio n  to g a in  th e ir  a d h e re n c e , p a r t ic u la r ly  o f  th e ir  

lead e rs  w h o  fo rm e d  the S y n a x is . T h e y  w ere su m m o n e d  to a m e e t

in g  w ith  th e  E m p e ro r  in th e  X y la la s  p a la c e  on 15 N o v e m b e r .

B u t  G e n n a d iu s  w as b e fo re h a n d  w ith  a le tte r  o f  a d m o n it io n .8 H e 

d id  not kn ow  the rea l p u rp o se  o f  th e  m e e tin g , but i f  th e  c a rd in a l 

w as to be p resen t or i f  a rra n g e m e n ts  w ere to be m a d e  fo r  a s ta te 

m en t fro m  h im  o r a d iscu ssion , they sh o u ld  co m e w ith  a ho rse an d  

fe tc h  h im , a n d  m e a n w h ile  n e ith er h e a r  n o r  an sw er a n y th in g  w ith 

out h im . I f , h o w ever, the p u rp o se  w as m e re ly  to get an  a p p ro v a l 

fro m  the ecc lesiastics fo r  the u n io n  the p eo p le  h ad  a lre a d y  a c 

ce p te d , they  sh o u ld  leave  h im  in p e a c e , fo r  th ey  a ll — E m p e ro r , im -



Corrigenda

p e n a l consellors an d  ecc le sia stic s— h ad  lon g  known his decision . 
H e  ju d g e d  the C ouncil o f  F loren ce as  G o d , the tru th  an d  all g e n u 
ine eastern  C h ristian s ju d g e d  it, as like the p seu d o-sy n od  o f  the 
days of C o n stan tiu s: “who sh ould  co m m em orate  the p o p e  or be in 
com m u nion  with one who co m m em o rate s h im  or sh ou ld  counsel 
such action  or ap p rove  it” was in his opin ion  on a p a r  with Beccu s 
an d  those co n d em n ed  in the n um erou s synods held  in  C o n stan tin o 
ple, for com m em oratio n  o f  p o p e  or bishop is no sm all th ing, n o th 
in g less th an  sp iritu a l com m u nion  with co -relig ion ists an d  c o m 
plete subm ission  to law ful pastors. C o m m u n ion  m ust be shu n ned  
with chose w hose op in ion s are  ab h orren t. L et it not be th at their 
C hurch  should  b eco m e heretical by accep tin g  the com m em oratio n  
o f  the P ope, w hich w ould m ean  the b ran d in g  o f  th e ir fo refa th ers as 
heretics. T h e re  was talk  o f con dition s a ttac h ed  to  the union an d  o f 
it bein g  only provisional; bu t there w as no p lace  for th at k ind o f 
th in g in the fa ith . I f  bo th  C h u rch es should  recite  the sam e  C reed , 
the L a tin s o m ittin g  the Filioque an d  the G reeks o m ittin g  “ from  the 
Fath er on ly” an d  the Filioque , th at con d ition  m igh t be accep tab le , 
bu t not a p rov isional d e ferrin g  o f d iscussion  an d  m ean tim e  a p rov i
sional a ccep tan ce  o f  the un ion  o f  F loren ce. T h e  only help for the 
city was from  on h igh . W h at the G reat D uke (N o ta ra s)  an d  the 
E m p ero r in ten d ed  w as only evil an d  w ould not lead  to union . 
W hat should be done, bu t w hat they (the Synaxis) h ad  rejected, was 
th at he (G en n ad iu s) before  the Sen ate , the C h u rch  an d  the p eop le , 
with as m an y V en etian s an d  G enoese present as liked, sh ou ld  prove 
the inexpediency o f  w hat the C ard in a l p rop o sed . T h e  best th in g 
w ould be for the ecclesiastica l situ atio n  on the one side  an d  the o th 
er to rem ain  u n ch an ged  in the then d istu rb ed  sta te  o f  th ings. But 
as they prom ised  h elp , w hen p eace  h ad  re tu rn ed  with or w ithout 
their a id , let au th orized  d e lega tes  from  the L a tin s  com e to a co u n 
cil in C o n stan tin op le  or let at least six o f  the o u tstan d in g  ecc lesia s
tics from  C o n stan tin op le  go  there, to con sider the question  o f 
union in regu lar  fash ion . T h e n , decisions arrived  a t freely an d  sp ir
itually w ould be acce p tab le  to G od  an d  m an . B u t if  they (the eccle
siastics). settin g  their hopes on  w estern a id  an d  L a tin ism , deceived 
the people  with con d ition s an d  exp ectatio n s o f w ords an d  d iscu s
sions. the results w ould be as he h ad  often  foreto ld . “ I f  all the East 
should go  to the W est, I shall not g o .” I f  they b ecam e  L a tin s, he
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w ould rem ain silent. H e had already expressed all that at length in 
his letter to N otaras, w ho had replied: ‘You are labourin g in vain, 
Father e tc .’ He had  done what he could: for the fu ture he would 
keep silent.9

.N O T E S

4. Schol. I ll, p. 167.
5. Schol. I ll, p. 177.
6 . I.eonardus Chiensis, ‘Historia Constantinopolitanae urbis a Mahumete 

II captae,' P.G. 159, 929D -930B. Leonardo, Latin archbishop of 
Mitylene, had accompanied Isidore to Constantinople and was there 
throughout the siege. He also asserts that the reason for the hesitations 
of the archontes was not theological, but national pride: that Scholari- 
us and N otaras from personal ambition wanted to present themselves 
later to the Pope as artificers of the union, and that, at his suggestion, 
Constantine m ade the gesture of appointing judges against Scholarius, 
Isidore the monk, Neophytus and their accomplices.

7. Schol. I ll, p. 177.
8 . Schol. I ll , pp. 166-70.
9. Gcnnadius ends most of his polemics of this time with ‘for the future I 

will be silent.’ W hat his silence meant he disclosed to Demetrius: ‘And 
the excuse for the letter, for it was a defence o f the supposed silence, 
yet when was I ever silent in the preceding period?’ (Schol. I ll , p. 178)
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A D D I T I O N A L  C O R R E C T I O N S

N ote 2, for ‘10’ read  ‘9’
1 .14: fo r ‘who certainly was no m ore than an  an tip o p e ’, read 

‘who, however, reigned  for barely  a year’
1.13: O m it ‘an d  w as b u ried ’ : read  ( i.e ., a co m m a) 
note 4 , last line: for ‘21 ’ , read  ‘29 ’ 
note 2, line 6 : For ‘353 ’ , read  ‘333’
1 . 6 from  bottom  o f text: for ‘full session’ , read  ‘con gregation ’

5 from  bottom  o f  text: For ‘C esarin i an d  C ervan tes, the 
two p ap a l presiden ts’ , read  ‘C esarin i, the p a p a l p resi
dent an d  the legate  C ervan tes’ 

p a ra . 2, 1.4: O m it ‘o th er’
last line to p . 78 1.2: For ‘acco m p an ied  by Jo h n  D ishypatus 

an d  M anuel B oullotes . . . M arch )’ , read  ‘(Jo h n  D is
h ypatus an d  M anuel Boullo tes, who h a d  gone to 
B asel som etim e p ro b ab ly  in M arch , h ad  left on  30 
A p ril) ’

1 .15 : F or ‘R elig iou s’ , read  ‘other R eg u lars ’
1 .6  from  end : A d d , a fte r  ‘B essarion  o f N ic a e a ’ , ‘M ethodius 

o f  L a c e d a e m o n ,’ 
note 2: For ‘p . 330 ’ , read  ‘p. 33’
1 .7 : F o r ‘L u sign o n ’ , read  ‘L u sig n a n ’
note 1, last line: A d d  “) ’ a fter ‘ 123’
p a ra . 3, 1 .3 : A fter ‘p roh ib ition ’ , ad d  Y  (i.e ., a com m a)
112: a lign m en t o f the First letter o f  the line 1 2
note 1, p a ra . 2, 1 .2 : F o r ‘d ep en d en ts’ read  ‘d e p en d an ts ’
1.4: For ‘25 ’ , read  ‘27’
1.2: For ‘an d  kept the populan i', read  ‘an d  the populani 

bein g kept’
1 .7 : A fter ‘m eetin gs’ a d d  ‘a  week’
1.10 from  end o f p age : O m it ‘w hich ’ (last w ord o f line) 
note 2 con tin ued  from  previous p age , 1.4: For ‘(viii, 1’ read  

‘(viii, 5’



Additional Corrections

199 At the end o f the first p a ra , o f the co lu m n  h ead ed  T E X T  
U P H E L D  B Y .T H E  G R E E K S  ad d , a fte r 'th at he is 
seco n d ’ , ‘to the Son ’

224 note 1, last fu ll line: F o r ‘p a lae o lo g ica l’ , read  ‘p a laeo grap h i-  
ca l’

227 1.2 o f  the n arrative : A f t e r ‘ 10 Ju n e ' ad d  ‘ 1439’
228 1.21: O m it ‘the ’ betw een ‘a b o u t ’ an d  ‘preposition ’
263 note 2: A d d  at the end (a fte r  ‘ex p e c ted ’) ‘B u t in th at case , 

how d id  E u gen icu s m an a g e  not to deliver his w ritten 
votumY

211 p a ra . 2, 1 1 .8 /7  from  the end : For ‘too was p erh ap s p resen t’ , 
read  ‘on som e occasion  d id  the like’

291 note 1: A d d , im m ediate ly  a fte r  ‘S y r .’ , ‘x, 4. p. 2 8 3 ;’
298 last p a ra , o f  note 1 .3 : B efore ‘V atican  C oun cil’ , ad d  ‘ first’ 
307 note 2: m idd le  line: For ‘A s’ , read  ‘T h u s ’
311 1.7: F o r ‘n in eteen ’ , read  ‘e igh teen ’

1.17: O m it ‘p ro b ab ly ’
1.17: F o r ‘seven ’ , read  ‘th irteen ’
1 .18: F or ‘th irty-seven ’ , read  ‘tw enty-six ’ 
note 2: A fter ‘3 2 6 ,’ a d d  ‘346, 528, 1 1 3 2 .’

326 note 2: For ‘I 6 ’ , read  ‘ 136’
328 1.15: For ‘E m p e ro r , read  ‘K in g ’
337 1.12: For ‘th rou gh ’ , read  ‘fro m ’ (the Son)
341 1.7 from  end o f n arrative : B efore  ‘p ro p o sed ’ , ad d  ‘no lo n ger ’ 

S am e  line: O m it ‘now n ot’
356 p a ra . 2, 1 .1 : A fter ‘un ion ’ , ad d  ‘in the c a p ita l ’
366 4th  line from  end  o f long (prev ious) note: F or ‘B u t the son 

. . . Ju n e  1444’, read  ‘B u t the son could  not have 
been  born in 1444 becau se  Sp h ran tzes’s wife lived in 
C on stan tin op le  an d  he left S p ar ta  only in Ju n e  1444 
an d  d id  not arrive in C on stan tin op le  till N ovem ber 
1444 .’

372 note 3 1.1: F or ‘ 122’ , read  ‘ 124, 129 .’
375 note 1: the last n u m b er is ‘54 ’ 

note 2: read  ‘p p . 1 25 ,’
377 1.6 from  end  o f n arrative : O m it su p erior ‘5’ ( i.e . note n u m 

ber)



Additional Corrections

note 4 : at en d : o m it ‘ 1 9 1 -3 ’ an d  put fu ll stop  for previous 
co m m a.

O m it n ote 5 a ltogeth er.
389 im m ediate ly  befo re  the q u o ta tio n : For ‘later he continues', 

read  ‘earlier he h ad  w ritten ’
400  1 1 .7 /8 :  For ‘ , an d  the ca rd in a la te  an d  a pension  to Bessar- 

ion an d  Isidore ’ , read  ‘an d  B essarion , an d  the c a rd i
n a la te  to Bessarion  a n d  Isid o re .’

430  1.9 from  end: For ‘sep tem b re  1434’ , read  ‘sep tem b re  1934’ 
450  A fter ‘Jo h n  o f  Segov ia ’ om it ‘O .P . , ’



I N T R O D U C T I O N

T
H E  Council o f Florence made the Reformation inevitable. 
A  dictum like that is a challenge to discussion rather than a 
statement o f fact, because no one can say what would have 

happened in the three-quarters o f a century that separated these two 
events, if  the first o f them had never taken place. It is, however, 
certain that the Council o f Florence changed the course o f history. 
Before it, the cry heard on all sides was ‘ Reform in head and mem/ 
bers\ to be achieved by a General Council that as regards faith, 
heresy and reform was superior to a pope. After it, though the need 
for reform was no less great, the demand for it was less vocal, and the 
definition o f Florence about the primacy o f the papacy had dealt a 
deatlvblow to Conciliarism. Yet Basel had passed many a decree of 
reform, whereas Florence had enacted not even one. The best part of 
a hundred years passed before the next Council met. By that time 
the reformation that Basel or Florence might have accomplished was 
on the point o f turning into a revolt against Rome in the Reformation 
initiated by Luther.

The Council o f Florence is memorable for other reasons too. It 
was the last and the greatest endeavour to unite the separated 
Churches o f East and West, an attempt conceived on a grandiose 
scale. It envisaged union o f the Latin Church with all the Christians 
o f the East, Greeks, Russians, Armenians, Copts, Ethiopians, 
Chaldeans, Maronites, Nestorians. A n d  the attempt succeeded, even 
if  its results were short-lived. The decree o f union o f Ju ly  1439 bore 
the signatures o f both Greeks and Latins. The delegations of 
Armenians and the rest accepted that same decree augmented and 
applied to their separate cases. Had subsequent historical events been 
slightly different— had, for example, the battle of Varna been a 
victory for the Christian arms instead of a defeat—the union might 
have survived, Constantinople might never have been taken, the 
development of ecclesiastical relations on both sides o f the world 
would have been vastly different. Varna was, however, a defeat.

Vll



I N T R O D U C T I O N

Constantinople was captured by the Turk. The union that had 
been accomplished and that was already very insecure was thereby 
doomed. But that does not mean to say that the C ouncil has 
remained completely ineffective. It is one o f the General Councils 
recognised by the Western C hurch. Its decree o f union with the 
Greeks abides as the definition o f ccrtain theological truths and as 
a norm o f doctrine to guide the minds o f those who hope, as all 
good Christians wherever they may be do hope, to heal the schism 
yet. It has, indeed, already served as such in the union with Rome 
o f Churches o f oriental rite, such, for example, as the Ruthenian 
(1596) and the Rumanian (1700), arranged on the basis o f the 
principles enunciated at Florence.

A n  event o f the importance o f the C ouncil o f Florence deserves 
a more detailed study than it has hitherto received. This book is an 
attempt to remedy that deficiency. There have been in the past a few 
scholarly examinations o f certain aspects o f the C ouncil and some 
more general, and rather superficial, accounts. But even where the 
writers attempted to utilise all the sources at their disposal (and that 
was by no means always the case), they laboured under the disability 
that the texts o f the main sources were not certainly accurate for lack 
o f critical editions and that the minor sources had in great measure 
not yet been published at all.. That defect has now been largely 
eliminated owing to the initiative o f the late Fr Georg Hofmann, 
S .J . ,  who so.aic_t we nty. years ago conceived the idea o f editing in a 
series entitled Concilium Florentinum: Documenta et Scrip tores new and 
critical editions o f the documents already published and o f adding 
to them what relevant matter could be found in archives, sermons, 
theological dissertations, diaries— in a word, whatever would help to 
a better knowledge and understanding o f the history and the theo^ 
logy o f the Council.^ It is because that series is now largely complete 
that I felt emboldened to embark on this book, relying on the 
knowledge I had acquired from my part in that work and on the 
resources that the labours o f my colleagues had put at my easy

The main documents for the history, as for the theology, o f the 
C ouncil o f Florence are three. They are the Greek A cts , the so-called 
Latin A cts and the Memoirs written by Silvester Syropoulus. The

Vlll



I N T R O D U C T I O N

G reek A cts , written o f course in Greek and often therefore referred 
to by their Greek name o f Practica, are well known, for they are to be 
found in all the great Collections o f Councils that have been pub^ 
lished since the beginning o f the seventeenth century— the Vatican 
Edition, Labbe, Hardouin, Mansi. They narrate the events from the 
arrival o f the Greeks in Venice till their departure from that same 
city. They have usually been considered the product o f a single 
author, an active participant in the C ouncil, who utilised official 
documents, though to what extent and with what accuracy could 
not be ascertained. A s  a historical document, therefore, they were 
assessed as no more than a personal, and by many critics as a biased, 
narrative o f the events. That idea must now be abandoned. The close 
study o f all the known manuscripts o f the Practica that I undertook 
for my recent edition1 o f them has made it quite certain that the 
Practica are not a composition in which an author borrowed material 
and adapted it to his purpose by changing it, but a compilation, 
that is, an interweaving without change, o f elements taken from 
different sources, and that there are three such elements. In other 
words, in the Practica are to be found three historical documents, each 
o f  which must be evaluated independently, without prejudice from 
its association with the others. The largest o f these elements consists 
o f  the discourses delivered in the public sessions in Ferrara and 
Florence. This part is the authentic protocol o f the sessions, the 
product o f three Greek notaries who compiled it by collating their 
separate versions o f the speeches written down as they were delivered 
during the sessions, and by checking their common account with the 
corresponding Latin narrative. It is, then, the most authoritative 
document o f the discourses made in the sessions that there is, and 
this part alone o f the Practica really merits the title o f ‘ Greek A c ts ’ . 
However, to make the history o f the C ouncil more complete, for 
this protocol/part gives very little beyond the texts o f  the speeches, 
an early copyist, Joh n  Plousiadenus, added to it in the appropriate 
places an introduction describing the course o f events from the arrival 
o f  the Greeks in Venice up to the first doctrinal session, an account 
o f  the negotiations about the transfer o f the C ouncil from Ferrara to 
Florence, and a diary^like record o f what went on in the interval

1 J .  G ill, A .G .

IX
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from 24 March 1439 till the promulgation o f the union and the 
departure o f the Greeks. This second element I have called the 
Description. The copyist was not himself the author o f these additions. 
He took them from a larger work, which he refers to as the ‘ second 
book ’ , written by a participant in the Council, a Greek metro' 
politan, perhaps Dorotheus o f Mitylene. The rest o f  the ‘ second 
book’ is unfortunately lost. The third, and very small, element o f the 
Practica consists o f a very brief introduction, the work doubtless o f 
some scribe, and a few almost certainly authentic documents added 
to the protocol. In my edition o f the Practica these three elements are 
clearly distinguished in the text as they occur.

W hat goes by the name o f the Latin A cts  is an account written by 
A ndrew  da Santa C roce.1 The official Latin A cts have been lost and 
long search, beginning at least in the early years o f  the sixteenth 
century, has failed to bring them to light. Andrea da Santa Croce 
was a papal protonotary who, as he tells us, ‘ wrote down faithfully 
the words o f the Greeks as communicated by means o f the inters 
preter and those o f the Latins as they came directly from the mouths 
o f  the speakers’ .2 Whether he was one o f the three Latin notaries 
appointed to compile the Latin protocol that corresponded to the 
Greek protocol now embodied in the Practica is not certain. W hat 
he has recorded would seem rather to be only what he himself took 
down during the sessions, unchecked by comparison with any other 
version, but it agrees so closely with the text o f the G reek A cts  that its 
accuracy is guaranteed. These two, the Greek A cts  and the Latin 
A cts , supplement each other, for each has omitted sessions which 
the other gives at length. Unfortunately the Latin A cts  contain little 
more than the speeches delivered in the sessions from October 1438 
to March 1439, i.e. the same material as that o f the Greek protocol. 
A  short introduction in the beginning describing the arrival o f the 
Greeks in Ferrara and the inauguration o f the C ouncil, and one or 
two bits o f information with the texts o f a few documents at the end, 
dealing with the negotiations between Latins and Greeks that led 
up to the decree o f union, are a valuable addition to our very limited 
knowledge o f these events, especially from the Latin side, and make us 
regret that S. Croce did not record all the details that he certainly knew.

1 G . Hofmann, A.L. 2 Ibid. p. 39.
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The third main source is the Memoirs written in Greek not earlier 
than the year 1444 by Silvester Syropoulus,1 a deacon and official 
o f the Great C hurch o f Constantinople, who came to Italy in the 
entourage o f the Patriarch Joseph II. He was, therefore, an eye' 
witness o f events and in many o f them an active participant. His 
book is not a full and all/roiind account o f the C ouncil. He 
apparently made no systematic recording o f what took place during 
his stay in Italy. H e nowhere indicates that he was writing from 
notes: indeed, he implies the opposite.3 He had, however, access 
to some archives in Constantinople, but he used them very little. 
Instead he refers readers eager for information on the more public 
events to read the Practica for themselves. The public sessions in 
Ferrara and Florence, which form more than three-quarters o f the 
Practica, he dismisses in less than a dozen pages. The rest o f his long 
account, which begins with the earliest negotiations under Martin V  
and ends, apart from a kind o f appendix, a few months after the 
Greeks’ return to Constantinople, is almost entirely concerned with 
the interplay o f relations among the Greeks themselves. It is a picture 
o f what went on behind the scenes on the Greek side o f the stage.

O pinion on the historical value o f these sources, particularly o f 
the two Greek documents, is widely divided. The reason is that they 
differ so greatly in tone. The Practica breathe a spirit o f conciliation 
at the beginning, and at the end clearly approve o f the union that 
was effected. The general impression conveyed by the Memoirs is well 
summed up in the title that their first editor, the English Bishop 
Robert Creyghton, invented for them, Vera historia unionis non verae. 
The gist o f them is that the Greeks signed the decree o f union under 
duress. The Latins wore them out with interminable debates and 
forced one concession out o f them after another by withholding the 
means o f sustenance and reducing them to want and misery, keeping 
them in Italy and making union the price o f their return home. 
The Emperor, aided and abetted by a few treacherous Latinisers 
among the Greeks, and intent solely on obtaining aid for Constant

1 Edited by R . Creyghton under the title: Vera historia unionis non verae (Hagae 
Comitis, 1 6 6 0 ) .  Creyghton’ s Latin translation, or rather paraphrase, is so inaccurate 
that it is altogether unreliable. Recourse musr always be had to the original Greek 
text.

2 Ibid. v i i i , 1 0 ,  p .  2 3 1 ;  x i i , 9 ,  p .  34 5 -
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tinople for which union was a necessary condition, himself managed 
the whole Greek side o f the affair, overriding the C hurch, allowing 
no freedom o f speech, gaining the consent o f the prelates by threats 
or by cajolery as occasion served. A ll  this is conveyed in a series o f 
incidents (there is very little theological discussion at all to be found 
in the Memoirs), described with such a wealth o f circumstantial 
detail as to convey a prima facie impression o f truth. W hat, then, is 
to be said about them?1

Comparison should no longer be instituted between the Practica 
as a whole and the Memoirs. That was justified, albeit mistakenly, 
only so long as the Practica could be considered the work o f a single 
author, even though it was agreed that here and there he had in  ̂
corporated into his personal account bits o f authentic protocol. 
N ow  that the various elements that were combined to form the 
Practica have been clearly and decisively distinguished, the only 
legitimate question still open to discussion is the relative values o f the 
Description and the Memoirs, for the protocol^part, the Greek A cts 
proper, is the official Greek transcript o f the speeches, and so not 
open to suspicion o f Latinising tendencies. A n d , in point o f fact, 
the passages o f the Practica that have led some critics to accuse them 
o f  a pro 'Latin  bias have been taken from the Description.

The Memoirs, however, are not so self'evidently truthful in every 
detail, still less in their overall picture, as to justify the condemnation 
o f  the Description out o f hand. I f  one o f the two sources is to be 
distrusted (and both cannot be wholeheartedly accepted, they differ 
too much), it should be the Memoirs. They are, in fact, an apologia 
for those Greeks who signed the Florentine decree in Italy and re' 
pudiated their signatures in Constantinople. A n d  Syropoulus was

1 For a detailed study o f this question cf. J .  G ill, ‘ The “ A c ta ”  and the Memoirs 
o f  Syropoulus as History’ , in O . C . P .  x iv  (1948), pp. 303-55: also T . Frommann, 
Kritische Beiträge zu r Geschichte der Florentiner Kircheneinigung (Halle a/S. 1872), 
pp. 45-62; L .  Mohler, Kardinal Bessarion als Theologe, Humanist und Staatsmann, 1 
(Paderborn, 1923), pp. 65-7, 69-74.

It can be said in general that Catholics prefer the Practica, non^Catholics the 
Memoirs. The attitude o f the oriental Churches is well reflected in these words o f 
A . N . Diamantopoulos: ‘ The trustworthiness o f the exposition o f the events by 
Syropoulus is beyond all doubt, his impartiality so manifest that his work, is one o f 
the best historical works ofthat unfortunate time, the most reliable ofthe sources known 
till now o f the history o f the union in Florence.’ (Μάρκοζ ό EOysviKOS και ή kv 
Φλωρεντίςι σύνοδος (Athens, 1899)» p. 27.)
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one o f them. The Metropolitan o f Ephesus, Mark Eugenicus, was 
opposed to union throughout, did not sign the decree and would, 
i f  necessary, have taken the consequences o f refusal. Syropoulus, 
according to his own account, was as hostile to union as Eugenicus. 
But he signed when Mark did not. H e was not made o f the stuff o f 
martyrs. He was, doubtless, ashamed o f his own weakness. H e was, 
too, suspect to others when he returned to Constantinople. He had 
to rehabilitate himself in the minds o f men like Joh n  Eugenicus, 
M ark’s brother, who wrote to him chiding him about his ‘ sad fall 
in Italy’ . 1 The Memoirs are his defence. That does not necessarily 
mean that all, indeed that any, o f the incidents he narrates are 
fictitious. Most probably every single one o f them is based on fact. 
But it does mean that he viewed the events from a definitely personal 
angle; that unconsciously at least he selected his material and so was 
led to confine his narrative largely to the less happy incidents, the 
squabbles, the intrigues, the weaknesses o f his colleagues; that he 
gratuitously attributed motives, sometimes demonstrably false, at 
other times open to grave suspicion but for lack o f other sources o f 
information suspicion that cannot be settled one way or the other. 
It means that his dissatisfaction with himself caused him to forget 
the light and remember only the shadow in the picture, the weariness, 
the want, the homesickness. It means that he tended to emphasise 
anything that would exonerate himself and to exaggerate his anti" 
unionism. It means, in other words, that even though all the events 
he narrates may be factual, his readers must allow for his perspective 
and his apologetic purpose.

The Description, on the other hand— or at least that part o f it that 
has been preserved in the Practica—is in an altogether different style. 
W ith the exception o f the early part that recounts the reception o f 
the Greeks in Venice, where the anonymous author tries to record 
his admiration o f the pageantry o f the scene, it consists o f synopses 
o f speeches and short entries on events, for all the world like the notes 
o f a diary. Dates are very frequent, less commonly o f the month, 
more often the day o f the week and o f a particular week specified by 
its name in the liturgical calendar. There is little o f that background 
o f personal relations in which the Memoirs abound, but it is not

1 Lambros, i ,  p .  19 1.
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altogether lacking. In short, there is little room in the Description, 
taken by and large, for prejudice one way or the other. W hat is 
regarded as an indication o f tendentiousness is that the author does 
not go into detail on some points o f friction that certainly arose 
between Greeks and Latins, that he records only in passing the 
divisions within the Greek community, and that, being at least 
towards the end o f the Council an ardent supporter o f union, he 
recounts with approval the activities 'o f  the unionists. His account 
is limited to the narration o f the more important public events, and 
what he states in it positively would seem, generally speaking, to be 
true. That he does not dilate on the intricacies o f personal relation^ 
ships is owing to the character o f the work he was composing.

The historian has to evaluate his sources and then to utilize them 
in accordance with his judgement. M y opinion about the main 
sources o f the history o f the C ouncil o f Florence is recorded above. 
The Greek A cts  combined with the Latin A cts  furnish safe material 
for the record o f the public sessions. The Description offers a chrono^ 
logy o f the other events so consecutive and so closely integrated with 
the events themselves, which are outlined rather than described, as 
to dispel suspicion o f conscious distortion. So, in what follows in 
this book, I accept the positive statements o f the Description unless 
error can be proved, filling them out and supplementing them from 
the Memoirs, references to which will be found in great numbers in 
almost every chapter. I have tried to omit nothing o f importance 
from Syropoulus’ work, but it is so long that much abbreviation 
and no little omission were necessary. Where it was possible, I have 
checked the more seemingly^exaggerated o f the Greek Deacon’s 
assertions: where that could not be done— and unfortunately it could 
not be done often— I have recorded what he says for what it is 
worth, leaving the reader to assess it for himself. Such, at least, has 
been my intention and such, I hope, my execution.

The first few pages o f Syropoulus’ Memoirs have been lost, but to 
judge from the beginning o f the part preserved they would seem to 
have dealt with a question o f authority in the Eastern C hurch be  ̂
tween the Emperor and the hierarchy, included probably by the 
author because he considered that it had some connection with the 
conduct on the Greek side o f the Council. A l l  the rest refers directly
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to the C ouncil. It starts with the negotiations about union under 
Martin V , continues with those between Constantinople and Eugene 
ius I V  and Constantinople and Basel, and then recounts the story 
o f  the arrival o f the Greeks in Italy, the events during the Council, 
the departure for home and the reception in Constantinople o f the 
union.

Syropoulus is right, historically, in beginning his account o f the 
Council o f Florence as far back as the C ouncil o f  Constance, 
becausc the negotiations that culminated in the C ouncil o f union 
being held in Ferrara and Florence and not in Constantinople or 
Basel or A vignon began then, and went on in an uninterrupted 
series till they issued in the actual C ouncil. I have followed the same 
plan. After a brief introductory chapter o f broad background, I trace 
in some detail the relations between East and West under Martin V , 
then the much more complicated pattern o f negotiations under 
Eugenius IV , before introducing the Greeks, in chapter four, into 
Italy. Then comes the C ouncil proper. M y treatment o f  it all is more 
historical than theological. But it was, o f course, an Oecumenical 
C ouncil that judged and decided points o f doctrine, so theology and 
indeed very abstruse theology enters into the narrative. I f  the reader 
does not understand it all, he can console himself with the thought 
that no one does understand the Mystery o f the Blessed Trinity. 
But he w ill, I hope, learn something about it and come to appreciate 
a little better the grounds o f difference in its regard between East and 
West, and their diverse lines o f approach. Very many long speeches 
occur in the main sources, which I have synopsised, leaving them, 
however, in direct speech form, because lengthy periods o f indirect 
specch would have made heavy reading. A l l— and only— exact 
quotations in translation are indicated by inverted commas or by 
small type.

I have reason to be grateful to many people for help and encourage^ 
ment generously given to me while I was engaged on this book. 
T o  the late Fr Georg Hofmann, S .J .,  I am most deeply indebted. 
Besides being the initiator o f the series Concilium Florentinum , etc., 
he was, too, its most prolific contributor, giving to it the fruits o f 
long years o f painstaking work in many archives. References to his 
volumes and to his numerous articles w ill be found abundantly in
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the pages that follow. Besides that, I had the advantage o f  his ready 
advice and I could draw on his secure memory and wide knowledge, 
even in the long months o f his last illness, a privilege that I availed 
myself o f freely. M ay he rest in peace. T w o  others also I would like 
to thank by name, who have read my book in manuscript and 
offered me many fruitful suggestions, Fr Emil Herman, S .J . ,  and 
D r  J .  A .  W att. T o  them, and to all the others who have helped me,
I return my sincere thanks.

J .  G .
R O M E

January 19 58
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C H A P T E R  I

T HE  B A C K G R O U N D

HE adoption o f the Christian religion by the Emperor 
Constantine was a turning-point in the history o f the early

__ Church. Henceforward, instead o f being liable to periodic
persecution, it would enjoy the protection o f the highest power in the 
State. Such protection, however, could become a double-edged 
sword and, for the promotion o f unity and concord within the 
empire, could develop into a direction o f the Church even in purely 
religious and doctrinal matters. That is, in fact, what happened. 
Sects, dissatisfied with the decisions o f the ecclesiastical authorities, 
began to appeal to the Emperor. Already in Constantine’s reign 
and before he was even baptised, the Emperor had taken upon hinv 
self to summon the Council o f Arles (3 14 ) to rejudge the affairs o f 
the Donatists; then he summoned the Council o f Nicaea whose 
decisions he later rejected and whose adherents he persecuted.

The removal o f the capital from Rome to the Bosphorus introduced 
another influence that was to play a large part in subsequent develop/ 
ments. Byzantium till this time had been no more than a small town 
with a bishop dependent on the Metropolitan ofHeraclea in Thrace. 
W hen it became the capital o f Constantine’s empire, its bishop took 
the title o f archbishop. Under the Christian emperors, the territorial 
organisation o f the Church tended to follow that o f the civil ad  ̂
ministration and the political pre-eminence o f a city often led to a 
parallel ecclesiastical importance. A t  that rate New Rome should 
be the equal o f O ld Rome. In 381 the third canon o f the C ouncil o f 
Constantinople enunciated: ‘ The Bishop o f Constantinople to have 
the primacy o f honour after the Bishop o f Rome, because Constant 
tinople is N ew  Rom e.’ In 451 the so-called twenty^eighth canon o f 
Chalcedon amplified the canon o f Constantinople:

W ith  justice indeed the Fathers recognised the first placc for the See o f  A n cien t 

R om e, bccause this city w as the residence o f  the emperor. M oved by the same



consideration, the 15 0  Fathers, . .  .granted equal prerogatives and esteem to the 

most holy See o f  N e w  R om e, justly considering that the city honoured by the 

presence o f  the emperor and the senate and enjoying prerogatives equal to those 

o f  ancient, im perial R om e ought also to rank higher in ecclesiastical matters, 

holding rank next after her.

This canon suited the aspirations o f the emperors and the arch/ 
bishops o f the imperial city. But for the moment at least, they were 
held in check by the Pope. A t  the Council itself the papal legates 
protested vigorously against it and subsequently Pope Leo refused to 
acknowledge it despite the letters from both the Emperor Marcian 
and the Patriarch o f Constantinople, Anatolius.

The next few centuries were marked by different developments in 
the East and the West. Their liturgies were established along different 
lines; ecclesiastical customs and discipline varied considerably, as the 
Council in Trullo (691) demonstrated; there was a steadily growing 
ignorance o f each other’s language. Nevertheless ecclesiastical rela' 
tions, though often broken for short periods, remained as they were 
before in spite o f political tensions, and each century from the fifth to 
the ninth saw many an appeal from the East to Rome for the support of 
true doctrine and the re-establishment o f discipline. The peak o f papal 
prestige in the Byzantine C hurch was reached during the Iconoclastic 
controversies o f the first half o f the ninth century, when the Pope was 
regarded as the bastion o f orthodoxy against the impious emperors.

A  serious schism, however, occurred shortly after. A  dispute as 
to whether Ignatius or Photius was the rightful Patriarch o f Con/ 
stantinople was referred to Rome. Papal legates sent to inquire into 
the case decided in favour o f the latter and declared Ignatius deposed. 
Nicholas I, the Pope, quashed the proceedings and in a local council 
pronounced in favour o f Ignatius. This decision was dead against 
the wishes o f the imperial court, and Photius, taking advantage also 
o f  the prevailing dispute over the evangelisation o f Bulgaria and the 
differences in discipline advocated by the Latin and the Greek 
missionaries there, decided to carry the war into the enemy’ s country. 
H e issued an Encyclical Letter to the Eastern Patriarchs inviting 
them to a council in Constantinople to judge the faith and practice 
o f  the Pope and the Latin Church. The council met in 867 and 
declared Nicholas deposed and excommunicated.

T H E  C O U N C I L  O F  F L O R E N C E
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A lm ost immediately, on political grounds, Photius was removed 
from the patriarchal See and Ignatius reinstated; but the council 
(869-70) summoned to restore order barely achieved its purpose. 
The Emperor wanted no more than that the old question between 
Ignatius and Photius should be discussed: the Pope could not ignore 
the Photian council and its affront to the H oly See. Photius, though 
he refused to answer his accusers, was condemned, but very few 
bishops took any part in the proceedings and the severe sentences 
against those ordained by Photius did not conduce to pacification.

O n Ignatius’s death in 878 the Emperor restored Photius to the 
patriarchal throne in spite o f his previous condemnation. Once more 
a council was proposed to regularise the situation and the Pope, 
Joh n  V I I I ,  who needed help against the Saracens and still hoped to 
establish Rom an jurisdiction over Bulgaria, agreed. The C ouncil 
met in 879-80. The Pope’s legates were empowered to recognise the 
legitimacy o f Photius’s election as Patriarch and o f his previous 
ordinations, ignoring at the same time his past actions against the 
H oly See, i f  he would make some gesture savouring o f an amende 
honorable. This Photius refused to do and the A cts o f the council 
contain almost more o f insult against Rome than respect: yet 
Joh n  V I I I  approved them, though whether he was ever acquainted 
with them in their entirety or only in an abbreviated— and much 
mitigated— Latin translation is not certain. T ill recently it has been 
usually believed that after the Council o f 879-80 Photius was again 
solemnly excommunicated, but that view has in latter years been 
seriously called in question and is not now generally held. A t  any 
rate, by 899 the schism was over, but it had given a dangerous 
precedent, and Photius’ s writings, accusing the Latins o f heresy in 
regard to the Procession o f the H oly Spirit, condemning Latin 
customs and discipline, and attacking the primacy o f the See o f Peter 
and exalting against it the * See o f the Protoclitus A ndrew  ’ , furnished 
an arsenal o f weapons ready to hand for future use.

T w o  centuries were to elapse yet before the next serious clash 
between Rome and Constantinople, centuries marked by many a 
change in the European political situation. U p  to the time o f the 
Iconoclastic controversy Byzantium still claimed empire over most 
o f Europe, the kings o f the various tribes who overran it and settled
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there being theoretically at least governors in the name o f the basileus. 
In Italy the emperor’s power, though at different times seriously 
challenged by invading barbarians, was on the whole effective, and 
the popes, though gradually by force o f circumstances becoming 
also in practice political heads o f the D uchy o f Rom e, were his 
subjects whose elections needed imperial ratification. W hen, how ' 
ever, the papacy found itself threatened by Leo the Isaurian to force 
compliance with his Iconoclastic policy and at the same time lived 
in constant danger from the restless Lombards, it turned to the rising 
power o f France and in return for its recognition o f the dynasty o f 
Pepin received military aid against the Lom bards. This was a 
turning-point in history. Henceforward, though Byzantium did not 
cease to regard Italy as part o f  its empire and in fact continued to 
possess Sicily and the southern parts o f the Italian peninsula with its 
centre at Bari, Rome had left the East and thrown in its lot with the 
West and with the Holy Rom an Empire which developed after 
the crowning o f Charlemagne as Emperor o f the West in 800. A  tie 
between the Western and the Eastern Churches was broken.

But the change did not in the long run help the popes much. 
Rivalries between the developing nations o f Europe for power and 
for dominance in the H oly Rom an Empire, ambitions o f different 
Rom an families for political emin_ence in the Papal States established 
after the overthrow o f the Byzantine power in the north o f Italy, 
and the decline o f the Lom bards, made the papacy a prize to be won 
for a partisan. So in the tenth and the first half o f  the eleventh 
centuries the popes were often no more than the nominees o f the 
dominant power, and popes and antipopes with their supporters 
yied-with each other for supremacy, while the anarchy that at times 
prevailed at Rom e was reflected only too faithfully in the dioceses o f 
Europe. It was not a situation to recommend the Western C hurch 
to the East.

Meanwhile, in this same period, Byzantium was reaching its 
highest peak o f power and prestige since the sixth century under 
Justinian, and whatever may have been the theoretical relation be  ̂
tween the Western and the Eastern Churches, there is no doubt that 
in practice the Byzantine Church was independent o f  Rom e. From 
963 onwards Constantinople rejoiced in a series o f emperors who

T H E  C O U N C I L  O F  F L O R E N C E

4



T H E  B A C K G R O U N D

were both good organisers and good soldiers with the result that they 
retook from various conquerors parts o f the empire that had earlier 
been lost. In 968 A ntioch was regained from the A rabs and the 
Patriarch o f Constantinople consecrated the new Antiochene Pat/ 
riarch, thereby settling, any doubt about pre/eminence. Mesopotamia, 
Edessa, Syria, Crete, all fell into Byzantine hands and by 10 19  the 
Bulgars, who had once been a serious threat, were utterly reduced by 
Basil II, Bulgaroctonos. A t  about this time Russia, too, accepted 
Christianity and, though for some time it was as friendly to West as 
to East, it had received its Liturgy from the East and was more open 
to influences from there than from Rom e. Naturally the Church 
shared in the glory o f the State. Its patriarchs, i f  not all on the same 
high level as the emperors, were on the whole earnest and wise, 
though they often had to have recourse to ‘ economy* to meet the 
wishes o f their all-powerful sovereigns. The theory o f the Pentarchy, 
i.e. o f the division o f the Church into five Patriarchates all equal in 
essentials, had by now gained ground so as to have become accepted 
doctrine: and three o f these were weak and in practice utterly depen/ 
dent upon Constantinople. The Pope was regarded as no more than 
the Patriarch o f the West, one o f the five patriarchs o f  the Church, 
even if  the first among them, while Constantinople, in fact i f  not yet 
in theory, dominated the eastern ecclesiastical world independently 
o f  Rome.

It was this status quo that Caerularius, who became Patriarch in 
1043, was determined to maintain when it seemed to be threatened 
by the political alliance o f the Byzantine Emperor and the Rom an 
Pope against Norman expansion in southern Italy. H e had a letter 
condemning four Latin practices conveyed to the Pope and himself 
closed the Latin churches in Constantinople as an indication o f his 
rejection o f the Latin use o f unleavened bread in the Liturgy. 
A  military reverse, however, for his Emperor forced him to a more 
conciliatory attitude, but Cardinal Humbert, the Latin Legate sent 
to Constantinople, would be content with nothing less than com/ 
plete submission. Caerularius remained obstinate. The Cardinal 
publicly and solemnly excommunicated him and his adherents in 
a violently offensive document (1054), but this excommunication 
was o f doubtful validity as Pope Leo who had authorised the mission
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was already dead. Yet it was so violent in tone and delivered in so 
insulting a manner that by itself it was sufficient to rally the people 
o f Constantinople to the side o f the Patriarch, and the Emperor had 
perforce to follow suit. Caerularius in his turn excommunicated 
the legates. H e never believed, or feigned not to believe, that they 
represented Leo, but only the Emperor’s Latin general, Argyrus, his 
personal enemy. He then wrote to the patriarchs o f the East to prepare 
the way for a condemnation o f the Western C hurch. His accusations 
against Rom e rested on the Filioque^clause (which Cardinal Humbert 
had brought into prominence again from the oblivion into which 
it had fallen and that, too, wrongly, in so far as he attributed an 
omission to the Greek Church instead o f an addition to the Latin), 
the use o f unleavened bread in the Liturgy and an interminable list 
o f ecclesiastical trifles. These last, in themselves o f no real importance 
whatsoever, were nevertheless the points that appealed most to ordin^ 
ary eastern Christians and most alienated their minds from Latin 
Christendom.

The incident o f Caerularius, however, was not necessarily final, 
though it was a heavy blow to peaceful relations between East and 
West. Other events were shortly to succeed it which would have 
far more serious results. One o f these was the formation o f the 
Norman kingdom in South Italy. It had been the alliance o f Pope 
and Emperor to face this common threat that had given the occasion 
for Caerularius’ anti^Roman action. From then on the Normans 
increased their power, taking Bari ( 10 7 1) ,  the centre o f local Byzan^ 
tine government, and Palermo in the following year, and they aimed 
at nothing less than the conquest o f Constantinople. In 1082 and 
again in 118 5  they made the attempt, but each time they failed. 
Meantime other enemies were massing round the empire, the Turks 
in the east, and to the north the Patzinaks and later the Bulgars. 
Byzantium had long known the A rab , who, beginning in the seventh 
century, had rapidly overrun Syria, Palestine, Mesopotamia, the 
eastern regions o f A sia  Minor, Egypt and the northern areas o f 
A frica. He had twice attacked Constantinople itself (6 73-7 ; 7 17 -  
7 18 ). In the ninth century he conquered Crete and towards the 
beginning o f the tenth century Sicily and much o f Southern Italy. 
But by the end o f the tenth century the vast A rab  empire was in a
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state o f disintegration and would presumably have dissolved had it 
not been for the rise to power o f the Seljuq Turks. These, originating 
in Turkestan, gradually became the paramount power in the A rab  
world and when the Byzantine Emperor, Romanus Diogenes, met 
them in battle, he was crushingly defeated and taken prisoner at 
Manzikert ( 10 7 1)  and regained his freedom only by paying a heavy 
ransom and promising annual tribute to his conquerors. The vkv 
torious A lp  Arslan set up the Sultanate o f R um  in A sia  Minor 
which was the first stage o f the conquest o f the whole Byzantine 
empire.

The Seljuq victories had another effect. A s  long as the A rab  held 
Palestine and its holy city Jerusalem, pilgrims could come and go 
unmolested. W ith the conquest, however, o f the Holy Places by the 
Seljuqs began a period o f persecution which roused the anger o f the 
Christian West and occasioned the Crusades. These were due to a 
variety o f causes— appeals o f the Eastern emperors for help; the 
desire o f the popes for the reunion o f Christendom; a spirit o f ad/ 
venture among the chivalry o f the western nations; but chiefly a 
determination to deliver the Holy Land from the power o f the infidel.

For its main purpose the First Crusade (1097-9) was the most 
successful, for Jerusalem was taken and the K ingdom  o f Jerusalem 
established. But principalities were established too at Edessa, Tripoli 
and A ntioch, on territory that Byzantium claimed for its own, and 
so over a period o f a century and more there was sporadic warfare 
between the empire and A ntioch. The emperors seem to have rê  
garded the Crusaders with as much fear as they did the T urk  and 
they had some solid grounds for that. The Crusaders came in bands, 
often with little discipline, living on the countries they passed 
through and their presence in the neighbourhood o f the capital city 
inevitably led to friction. A s  a result, the ruling motive o f the 
emperors was to get their unwelcome allies away from Constant 
tinople as quickly as possible without letting them wait till all their 
forces had arrived, even though thereby they might be the more 
easily encountered and destroyed by the common foe. Such was 
the fate o f the first contingent o f the First Crusade; such that o f the 
German force o f the Second Crusade ( 1 14 7 ) . In 1 18 7  Saladin took 
Jerusalem. In 118 9  the Third Crusade set out. The German forces
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o f Frederick Barbarossa were transported over the Hellespont by the 
Emperor Isaac only when their presence near his capital seemed to 
him a greater menace to his safety than breaking the agreement he 
had made with Saladin to oppose them: but they effected nothing. 
The French and English forces which went by sea managed to win 
only a few places on the Palestinian coast—far enough away from 
Byzantium— and to occupy Cyprus, at that time held in indepen/ 
dence from Byzantium by Isaac Comnenus. The first three Crusades, 
therefore, did nothing to heal the breach between East and West, 
but rather fomented an atmosphere o f mutual suspicion and distrust. 
The papal desire o f ecclesiastical union was still far from being 
satisfied. It received, however, an unexpected fulfilment, and one 
that at any rate at first Pope Innocent III did not welcome, in the 
Fourth Crusade.

The Fourth Crusade, like the others, aimed at capturing Jeru/ 
salem but in the end it captured Constantinople and advanced no 
further. It had assembled at Venice (1202) since the Venetians for 
the payment o f a large sum had contracted to transport it onwards 
by sea. The money, however, was not available and so, in spite o f 
Innocent’ s fulminations, payment was made ‘ in k ind ’ by the taking 
and sacking o f Zara, a town o f Dalmatia in the hands o f the K in g  
o f Hungary who had himself taken the Cross. T o  the Crusaders at 
Zara there came A lexius Angelus, whose father Isaac had shortly 
before been deposed from the imperial throne and imprisoned by his 
brother A lexius, to plead for his father’s restoration, in return for 
which he promised large gifts o f money and troops for the campaign 
in the Holy Land in which he too would take part. The prospects o f 
ecclesiastical union, o f Byzantium as a genuine ally in their under/ 
taking, o f personal reward, and for Enrico Dandolo, the Doge o f 
Venice, o f the confirmation o f all Venetian commercial privileges 
won the day: the Crusaders turned towards Constantinople. The 
city did not welcome the protectors o f its deposed sovereign and so 
the Crusaders stormed and took it, but then they encamped outside 
its walls (1203). The restored Isaac and his son A lexius were 
crowned, but being regarded by the Greeks as traitors, soon fell 
victims to popular discontent and A lexius Ducas, the leader o f the 
national party hostile to the Westerners, became Emperor. In 1204
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the city was once again captured and for three days given over to 
pillage and rapine, not even the churches and their sacred objects 
being spared.

W ith the Latins in Constantinople there was an opportunity, 
however unpxopitio.us its beginnings, o f uniting the Eastern and the 
Western Churches, but the temper o f the time made it impossible for 
that opportunity to be seized and used to the best advantage. In  the 
division o f the spoils after the taking o f the city the Church o f 
St Sophia had fallen to the Venetians, who without consulting the 
Pope had Thomas Morosini consecrated Latin Patriarch. T o  him 
the Greek bishops should take an oath o f fidelity, but many, like 
the Greek Patriarch who had fled to Bulgaria, preferred exile. For 
a short time there was hesitation as to what was to be done in practice, 
but the principle soon prevailed that the Latin rite was superior to 
the Greek, which however was not to be suppressed but, i f  the Greeks 
could not be persuaded to change, tolerated. Latin bishops were to 
rule in dioceses where Latins were more numerous. N ew  Greek 
bishops could be consecrated, but by Latin bishops. In 1206 the 
Patriarch John  Camaterus died in Bulgaria and a successor was 
elected and consecrated in Nicaea where Theodore I Lascaris had 
set up a Greek kingdom. In Constantinople the papal Legate 
Cardinal Pelagius d’A lban o  tried forcible measures but achieved 
nothing, and later negotiations with the new Greek Patriarch also 
failed. In 12 15  the C ouncil o f the Lateran declared the Pope head 
o f  all the Eastern Latin Patriarchs and decreed that there could be 
only one bishop in any one See, though diversity o f rites was p e r  
mitted ‘ as far as this was possible in the L o rd ’ . The Greeks would 
have been willing to have had a Latin bishop as well as a Greek: 
this was forbidden by the Lateran. In the territories conquered by 
the Crusaders— the Kingdom  o f Constantinople, the Kingdom  of 
Thessalonica, the Principality o f A chaia in the Peloponnesus and 
the Duchy o f Athens and Thebes, as well as in the many places 
gained by the Venetians— Latin bishops took possession o f cathedral 
churches. But these conquests did not last long. Thessalonica fell 
to the Greeks o f Epirus in 1224 . Constantinople was taken by 
Michael V I I I ,  the Greek Empe ror o f Nicaea, in 12 6 1.

But it was a diminished and weakened empire that Michael
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regained. Most o f Greece was still in the hands o f the Franks, and the 
Despotate o f Epirus and the Empire o f Trebizond, though in Greek 
hands, were independent States. Nor were his enemies less numerous 
than before. A  new threat, reminiscent o f the days o f the Normans 
o f Italy, was forming in the Kingdom  o f the T w o Sicilies occupied 
in 1266 by Charles o f A n jou . Preparations were well advanced for 
an expedition against Constantinople on the plea o f restoring to his 
throne the exiled Latin Emperor, when Pope Gregory X  sought 
delay to see if  the negotiations opened with him by Michael would 
bear fruit (1273). In 1274  at the Council o f Lyons a very small 
Greek delegation accepted in Michael’s name (rather than in that o f 
the Greek Church) papal supremacy, the truth o f the Filioque and 
the validity o f the Liturgy in unleavened bread. Danger to C o n ' 
stantinople was averted: Michael did his best to carry out his engage^ 
ments and himself was faithful to them, but he could avail nothing 
against the religious opposition o f his subjects. In 12 8 1 he was 
excommunicated by the French Pope, Martin IV , a friend o f Charles 
o f A n jou , and, though the danger from Sicily finally ceased on the 
rebellion there in 1282, he died in the same year repudiated by both 
East and West, for he was refused Christian burial by his own people. 
H is successor Andronicus II was bitterly anti'Latin and deposed and 
imprisoned the unionist Patriarch John Beccus with his few sincere 
supporters.

Meanwhile the Mongol invasion from the East had completed the 
break-up o f the empire o f the Seljuq Turks who, as the domination 
o f the invaders relaxed, formed into separate smaller States. A m ong 
these the dynasty o f Osman (1299) began to predominate, and the 
history o f the East in the fourteenth century is the story o f the con' 
quests o f the Ottoman Turks. Checked for a time by the Catalan 
Grand Com pany, a kind o f Foreign Legion in which Catalans were 
the chief element, mercenaries brought in by Andronicus II ( 13 0 2 -  
1 1 ) ,  they later progressed steadily in their conquest o f the Greek 
Empire which at the same time had to defend itself against the 
Serbs. Brusa fell to them in 1326 ; Nicaea in 1329 ; Nicomedia in 
13 37 . A t  the accession to the Byzantine throne o f John  V  Palaeo^ 
logus in 134 1 they were already masters o f virtually all A sia  Minor. 
They had established a foothold for themselves in Europe by 1354
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when they gained possession o f Gallipoli and from there they began 
to move north. In 1 365 Adrianople became their capital and Con/ 
stantinople was hemmed in on all sides. A t  this stage John V  
Palaeologus journeyed to Rom e where he solemnly made profession 
o f faith to the Pope and submitted himself to the Latin Church. 
Jo h n ’s action does not seem to have aroused as much opposition in 
Constantinople as did Michael’s nearly a century before, partly at 
least because the religious element o f his capital was engrossed in the 
hesychastic controversy, in which Gregory Palamas for the monks 
o f Mount Athos triumphed over Barlaam who hailed from South 
Italy and who for that reason was suspect. H is gesture, however, 
was totally ineffective. T o  the Pope’s appeals there was no response 
in the West to send aid to stem the encroachments o f the Turks: in 
the East the Church made no move to support the initiative of the 
Emperor.

So the advance o f the Turks went on unabated. In 1373 John  V  
had to become a vassal o f Murad I and to give his son Manuel as a 
hostage. In 1389 Serbia, and in 1393 Bulgaria, were overcome. In 
1396 Hungary suffered defeat at Nicopolis and, had it not been for 
the small French force under Boucicaut, Constantinople might have 
fallen at that time. The situation was desperate. O n  Boucicaut’s 
advice Manuel (1399) toured the courts o f Europe to see i f  his personal 
appeal would get him the help he needed. But, though courteously 
received in France, England, Germany and Italy and in spite o f the 
crusade launched by Boniface I X  independently o f any negotiations 
about union between the Churches, he got no help in men, for 
Europe was too distracted by its own quarrels. Three times in twenty 
years was Constantinople besieged and each time it was saved, not 
by the forces o f the defenders, but only because the Turks had to 
raise the siege to fight elsewhere— in 1402 when Bajezid went to 
meet the Mongol advance under Tim ur and was defeated: in 1 4 1 1  
when Musa was overthrown by his brother Mahomet: and in 1422 
when Murad II repressed the rebellion o f a pretender.

It was this Emperor, Manuel II Palaeologus, who, according to 
the chronicler Sphrantzes, gave the following advice to his son John, 
who later as Emperor shared with Pope Eugenius I V  responsibility 
for the Council o f Florence: ‘ Propose a council: open negotiations,
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but protract them interm inably.. . .  The pride of the Latins and the 
obstinacy o f the Greeks will never agree. By wishing to achieve the 
union you will only strengthen the schism/ It was a profound observa^ 
tion founded on history and borne out by events. Negotiations there 
had to be to suggest to the Turk the possibility o f doubling the 
number o f his foes if  he persisted in his conquests and by the elusive 
prospect o f ecclesiastical union to entice military aid from the Latins. 
W ith the exception o f the overtures o f Manuel I Comnenus ( i  14 3— 
80), who dreamt o f being crowned by the Pope as emperor o f a re/ 
united empire, all the rest—and there were very many— who entered 
into negotiations about union o f the Churches were in reality seeking 
material aid. The Church question was, in the circumstances, the 
necessary means to that end.

For Byzantium , the Crusades could be a mortal danger or a providential help. 

T o  ensure that they should be the one and not the other, the emperors were 

forced to turn to him w ho directed the form idable m achine. Sometimes it 

w ou ld  be to gain from the pope that the m achine should not be turned against 

them : sometimes that it come to the aid o f  the empire w rithing under the blow s 

o f  the T u rks. Such  is the secret o f  the offers o f  union from the Byzantine side. 

There was no element o f  idealism in them. I f  the pope had been only a spiritual 
power and had not controlled a political force o f  great m agnitude, there w ould 

not have been on the part o f  the Byzantine emperors any unionistic negotiations 
at a ll.1

Yet, however true that might have been for the Emperors,, there 
could still be Greeks who valued the ideal o f union for its own sake.;

The popes for their part genuinely desired union o f the Churches, 
as was acknowledged even by Byzantine writers, and they were not 
unwilling to use political considerations to further their ends. But 
the kind o f union they aimed at was not a union that recommended 
itself to the Greeks. N o pope could or would accept a union founded 
on the theory o f the Pentarchy, even though its supporters might 
agree with Nilus Cabasilas: ‘A s  long as the pope retains the order 
and remains in the truth, he preserves the first place which belongs 
to him by right; he is the head o f the Church and supreme pontiff, 
the successor o f Peter and o f all the Apostles; all owe him honour 
and complete respect: i f  he departs from the truth, with no desire to

1 M . Jugie, L e  schisme byzantin (Paris, 19 4 1), pp. 248-9.

T H E  C O U N C I L  O F  F L O R E N C E

1 2



T H E  B A C K G R O U N D

return thereunto, he deserves condemnation.’ 1 In all the negotiations 
the popes claimed an absolute supremacy and that the Greeks would 
not grant. Their opposition to the introduction o f the H/wjtf^clause 
into the Creed and to other Latin practices and doctrines stemmed 
from that— even a pope may not legislate on questions common to all 
Christians independently o f the rest o f the Church.

Yet union was what Byzantium most needed and Rom e most 
desired. It was useless for the emperors and the popes to make agree/ 
ments as long as the clergy and people o f the empire were utterly 
opposed to them and inspired by a profound hatred o f the Latins* The 
behaviour o f the Crusaders, especially the sack o f Constantinople, 
the numerous attempts o f Normans and French at conquest, the 
depredations o f the Catalan Grand Com pany, had led them to 
consider the Latins as greater enemies o f their city than even the T  urk. 
The privileges accorded successively to the Venetians and the Genoese, 
who owned a great part o f their quays and a section o f their capital 
and, without paying the taxes that weighed them down, sapped 
their commercial prosperity, roused a deep rancour against the 
foreign Latins which burst into flame in 1 18 2  when in a public riot 
the Venetians were massacred. The introduction o f Latin patriarchs 
and bishops in A ntioch, Jerusalem, Constantinople and elsewhere, 
Latin contempt and ignorance of the Greek liturgical rite and 
the differences o f ecclesiastical tradition— married and unmarried 
clergy, bearded and unbearded, varieties o f discipline about fasts and 
dozens o f other unimportant points— only convinced them of the 
barbarity and inferiority o f the Latins, and their sense o f moral 
superiority combined with a certain political dependence deepened 
and confirmed their hostility.

The backbone o f opposition in Byzantium was not the State but 
the Church, and o f the Church not so much the bishops as the 
monks and the common people who looked on the monks as 
enlightened ascetics and spiritual guides. Patriarchs and bishops 
were too near the crown to be able easily to resist an emperor’s will, 
and it was not often that they tried. But the monks, a very numerous 
body and often vagrant, and the common people were lost in the 
anonymity o f the mass except when some outstanding personality like

1 P .G . 149, 728.
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Theodore the Studite or Gregory Palamas or Gennadius voiced the 
popular feeling and organised and led the opposition. By the time 
o f  the Iconoclastic controversy (726) there were two parties in C o n ' 
stantinople—the Moderates, mainly among the politicians, the court 
circle and the higher clerics; and the Rigorists or Extremists whose 
core was composed o f the monks. The former, more highly educated, 
more immersed in politics and affairs o f the world, more bound up 
in a career and the imperial court, to attain their aim o f preserving 
the peace between Church and State were ready to meet each 
difficult situation as it arose, i f  necessary by compromise, to be 
accommodating in the application o f ecclesiastical censures, to look 
for salvation from the West in face o f mortal danger from the East. 
The latter, less pliant and more obstinate, often with the obstinacy 
o f  ignorance, were opposed to emperors interfering in Church 
affairs and would not tolerate compromise either as regards doctrine 
or the execution o f ecclesiastical punishments, no matter what the 
consequences. They professed to keep aloof from politics but were 
for ever trying to obtain patriarchs and bishops o f their own colour 
and not infrequently were involved in plots to get rid o f an emperor 
thought to be a traitor to orthodoxy. A s  a political force they were 
so powerful that claimants to the throne had to take them into 
account and at times cultivated their favour to w in their support. 
They were the champions o f orthodoxy as they conceived it, rigid, 
undeviating and indeed narrow .; In the eighth century they upheld 
Rom e and triumphed with her in the Iconoclastic controversy. In the 
thirteenth, fourteenth (and fifteenth centuries they were bitterly and 
fanatically anti/Latinj They, it was, who rendered the result o f the 
Second C ouncil o f Lyons nugatory. They were the force behind 
Palamism, who made the gesture o f John  V  Palaeologus no more 
than the act o f an individual. 'They, as we shall see, would make the 
C ouncil o f Florence avail nothing to heal the schism between East 
and West. T o  give any project o f union a chance o f  success, the 
monks and the people with them had first to be won over to it. 
But how?

One solution o f that almost insoluble problem was a General 
C ouncil. It had been proposed many times before and was urged 
again in most persuasive terms by Barlaam in 1339  to Benedict X II
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— to discuss the chief points o f disagreement in a General C ouncil 
to be held on Greek territory, for, i f  agreement could be reached in 
free debate in such a council, the Greeks, and in particular the 
Extremists, would, it was said, respect an oecumenical decision, 
which for them was paramount, as they would nothing else. But 
that was not a proposal that the popes, could lightly accept. For them 
the main question at issue had been already settled in what the Latin 
Church holds to have been an Oecumenical C ouncil, the C ouncil 
o f Lyons, even though the Greeks had repudiated the adherence 
given by the modest Greek delegation. It was neither fitting nor 
expedient, they said, to reopen questions oecumenically settled. In 
truth they were, too, not a little afraid that in a council convened on 
Greek soil the Greeks might be numerically superior and might 
make decisions utterly unacceptable to the Latin Church, which 
instead o f producing peace would lead only to greater discord. But 
the idea gained ground as offering the only feasible solution. John  V I  
Cantacuzene urged it in 1350  and Pope Clement V I  was inclined 
to concur, but prudence prevailed. A ga in  in 1370  Pope U rban V  
disappointed the Greeks, who thought a council imminent. A n d  
each refusal from Rom e gave the Greeks further grounds for conv 
plaint and excuse for distrust. But even in the West, as the conciliar 
movement progressed and the demand for ecclesiastical reform in 
head and members promoted the theory that a General C ouncil is 
superior to a pope, there was a growing realisation that the Great 
Schism must be ended, that a General C ouncil was the sole possible 
means to that end and that the Greeks must be invited to participate 
in the councils o f the Latins. W hen the C ouncil o f Basel and 
Eugenius I V  came to cross/purposes, it developed into a competition 
as to who should strengthen his position by getting the Greeks to his 
council. Eugenius even offered to make Constantinople the seat: it 
was only the political situation that finally decided the Greeks to 
come to Italy, to Ferrara and Florence, in 1438. So in the end the 
Greek solution was adopted. U nion was, indeed, achieved but, 
though elsewhere it had more durable results, among the Greeks 
themselves it was only short-lived.
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C H A P T E R  I I

M A R T I N  V A N D  T H E  G R E E K S

(1414- 31)

T
h e  early years o f the fifteenth century saw a Christendom 
rent by division. Politically there were wars between 
Christian princes. England and a France split by internal 

factions were still in the throes o f the Hundred Years W ar— A gin/ 
court was fought in 14 15 : St Joan  o f A rc  was burnt at Rouen in 
14 3 1 .  Poland was at loggerheads with the Teutonic Knights. 
Sigismund o f Hungary, after securing his position with some diffi/ 
culty, was involved first with the Venetians and later in internal 
strife with the Bohemians o f his own country. Italy was the scene 
o f almost continuous upheaval. The Papal States were invaded time 
and again by Condottieri in the pay o f rival factions. Rome, 
occupied by a succession o f conquerors, was in ruins.

The ecclesiastical situation was no better. The papal court had 
hardly returned from A vignon to Rome (137 7 ) than there began the 
Great Schism o f the West. Thereafter for nearly forty years there were 
two— or even three— ‘ popes’ , each striving by arms and alliances, 
by bribes and the vast expenditure o f money, by the creation o f 
partisan cardinals and the excommunication o f opponents, to secure 
for himself the greatest support among the nations. For their part 
kings and princes rallied to one or other o f the claimants to the 
papal throne, not so much because o f any conviction on the merits 
o f the dispute, as because they would not support the choice o f their 
political rivals. In such a state o f ecclesiastical chaos C hurch discip/ 
line was lost and heresies grew apace. The root/cause o f the situation 
lay in the abasement o f the papacy, and in the worldliness, simony, 
and lack o f spiritual ideals o f a papal C uria and cardinals too often 
willing tools o f a political power. The malady in the head had 
spread also to the members. There was urgent need o f reform, reform
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in head and members, but while many were ready to reform others 
few were willing to start the reform with themselves.

Such a state o f affairs could not go on indefinitely. A s  a preliminary 
condition to any reform, unity in the C hurch was essential—one 
pope acknowledged by all— and in the first decade o f the fifteenth 
century voices were raised in France, Germany and Italy demanding 
that a way be found to put an end to the disastrous dissensions. They 
began to argue that the C hurch is more than any pope, that the pope 
is only a functionary o f the C hurch and dependent on it, that those 
who elect can i f  need be depose. The fact that o f the two rivals one 
was certainly pope was lost sight of. Men were set on getting rid o f 
both to make a fresh start, and they ended by adding to Gregory X I I  
and Benedict X I I I  a third, Alexander V ,  a Greek born in Crete 
and educated at O xford and Paris, who certainly was no more than 
an anti'pope. That was the work o f the C ouncil o f Pisa (1409), 
summoned by a group o f cardinals independently o f both Gregory 
and Benedict and in contradiction to age-long ecclesiastical tradition, 
Church law, and Catholic faith in the universal jurisdiction o f the 
pope. Confusion was worse confounded. The conviction that a 
council was superior to a pope took a firmer hold and was formally 
enunciated as a principle by the Council o f Constance ( 14 14 - 18 ) ,  
which to give it effect enacted that henceforth councils should be 
convened at regular short intervals.1 Hopes for reform ran high. The 
nations, weary o f the distressing spectacle o f three rival ‘ popes’ , 
abandoned the cause o f their candidates and lent support to the 
C ou ncil’s demand that all three abdicate or be deposed. O n
1 1  November 14 17  Martin V  was elected at Constance and hailed 
as Pope by almost the whole o f the Latin C hurch. The Great 
Schism was ended at last.

The period o f the Great Schism was not, one would say, a propi' 
tious time for negotiations for union between East and West, when 
the picture o f a Latin C hurch that could not achieve unity within 
itself could hardly have aroused any enthusiasm in even the best' 
intentioned Greek to partake in the confusion, even had he been 
able (which the Latins themselves were not) to discern where the

The decree Frequent established that the next council should meet after five years, 
the following one seven years later, and then every ten years.
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central authority o f the Church lay. Yet curiously enough the idea 
o f ending the breach between the two Churches was never lost sight 
o f and indeed became even more dominant. The end o f the four/ 
teenth century saw the beginning o f the enthusiasm for the study o f 
Greek—Manuel Chrysoloras arrived in Florence at the invitation o f 
the city early in 1397 to teach Greek— and this led to a deep know/ 
ledge and love o f the Greek classical tradition, which overflowed 
and embraced the places and people who most preserved its literature 
and to some degree still embodied its culture. Then too the plight o f 
the Eastern Church was much in men’s minds. The Sultan Bajezid 
had inflicted a disastrous defeat on Hungarian and French troops at 
Nicopolis (1396). Boniface I X  in 1398 had tried to rouse the Latin 
princes to a crusade to relieve beleaguered Constantinople, which 
was barely able to avert disaster even with the heroic aid o f a handful 
o f French troops under Boucicaut.1 The Emperor Manuel II visited 
Venice, Padua, Pavia, Paris and London (139 9 -14 0 3) ineffectually 
seeking military help. Even i f  in Paris he showed himself hostile to 
any religious union (he answered a brief dissertation on the Pro/ 
cession o f the H oly Spirit with a refutation in 157  chapters), his 
presence and purpose kept the idea alive. Union o f the Churches, 
it was argued, would achieve a double object—it would end religious 
discord and it would combine the whole o f the Christian world 
against the Turk. Even concentration on the divisions that rent the 
Western Church, far from closing men’ s minds to thoughts o f the 
East, rather brought the desire and desirability o f union more to the 
fore, and a union on a grander scale that should embrace the whole o f 
Christendom. The prospect o f the ‘ reduction’2 o f the Greeks 
became a motive for putting a speedy end to the divisions at home

1 A  Greek ambassador, Antony Notaras, was in London in 1397-8 . K in g Richard 
wrote to Manuel early in 1398 excusing himself for not being able to send men then, 
but promising some for the next year. O n 13 September 1399 ^2000  was paid to 
Manuel via a Genoese merchant and charged on the customs at Southampton, and in 
14 0 1 a further £ 2000 from the royal Treasury ‘ in recompense o f such sum due during 
the time o f the late K in g Richard’ (T . Bekynton, Official Correspondence o f Thomas 
Bekyntonj ed. G . Williams (London, 1872), 1, doc. CCm, p. 285; p. l x ,  n. 1) .

2 The usual Latin word employed in papal documents and elsewhere in respect o f 
the Greeks was reductio, which indicates clearly enough what the Latin Church meant 
by union—the ‘ bringing back’ o f the Greeks to the bosom o f the Church that they 
had left by schism.
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and a further justification for insisting on a General Council, 
because only through a council was there any hope o f ever reaching 
an agreement that the Greeks would be likely to accept. This was 
the theme o f a Venetian embassy to Gregory X II  in 1408: Gerson 
and the University o f Paris insisted on this to Charles V I  in 1409 
and to John  X X I I I  in 1 4 1 1 :  it was this hope that influenced Aragon 
to abandon its obedience to Benedict X II I  in 14 16 . Manuel II was 
invited (1408) to send representatives to the C ouncil o f Pisa. 
A lexander V , in the few months that he survived his election, sent 
legates to Constantinople.1

O n the Greek side the political situation was enough to make men 
always conscious o f the rest o f the Christian world. Even though 
Constantinople survived the attacks o f Bajezid at the turn o f the 
century, danger was never far absent and each new threat revived the 
yearning for western aid. But apart from the peril from the Turk, 
there were other influences too at work tending to a better under/ 
standing between the Churches. In the course o f the fourteenth 
century there had been translated into impeccable Greek some works 
o f a few Latin Fathers— Augustine, Am brose, Fulgentius, and o f 
St Thomas A quinas the Summa theologica and the Summa contra 
Gentiles, which won the profound admiration o f John  Cantacuzenus, 
the Emperor, and went some little way to prove that the Latin Church 
was not totally ignorant and barbarous. The religious orders, par/ 
ticularly the Dominicans and the Friars Minor, had monasteries in 
the environs o f Constantinople and were in constant touch with the 
Greek ecclesiastical world which was not a little edified by their 
missionary zeal. Latin princesses married to Greek princes usually 
had their own chaplains and little entourage o f the western faith; the 
colonies o f Venetians, Genoese and Pisans established with their 
churches in Constantinople and across the Golden H orn; the Brigade 
o f Catalans; the Italian humanists, like Guarino, A urispa and Filelfo, 
who went to Constantinople to study Greek and who kept up relations 
with their friends o f the Byzantine world— all had their influence in

1 M . Viîler, ‘ La question de l’ union des Eglises entre Grecs et Latins depuis le 
Concile de Lyon jusqu’à celui de Florence (1274-1438)*, in Revue d’histoire ecclésiastique, 
x v ii  ( 19 2 1)  and x v m  (1922); and issued separately (Louvain, 1922), p. 77— though 
on what ground he makes this assertion, I do not know.
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making the Western Church better known, even i f  the privileges 
accorded to the foreigner did not always make him better loved.

A s  a result many Greeks felt the attraction o f the Catholic Church, 
and not a few joined it.1 Prochorus Cydones died in the Orthodox 
faith, but his brother Demetrius entered the Latin Church, as did 
others like Manuel Chrysoloras, Manuel Calecas and the three 
brothers Maximus, Theodore and A ndrew  Chrysoberges, the last 
four o f whom all became Dominicans. Mark Eugenicus, with his 
brother Joh n  and Joseph Bryennius, however, only became more 
determined in their opposition; but, on the other hand, there were 
men like Bessarion and Isidore whose traditional hostility to the 
West was greatly diminished and who sincerely desired union 
between the two Churches for its own sake, as well as for what it 
might do to alleviate the distress o f their fatherland.

The Council o f Constance opened on 5 November 14 14 , and 
with it began the long series o f embassies and negotiations between 
the Byzantine and the papal courts that culminated in the C ouncil 
o f Florence. Sigismund, king o f Hungary and Holy Rom an E n v  
peror (he was not crowned, however, till 1433), was the prime mover 
o f the gathering in Constance. He informed the Byzantine Em/ 
peror, Manuel II, o f the projected Council, where speramus contra 
infideles paganos et praecipue Turcos remedia vobisque et predicte civitatt 
Constantinopolitane de magnifias studiis providere,2 and invited him to 
send ambassadors to it.

Manuel did not refuse the offer. U lrich von Richental records 
among ‘ Those who came at their own cost (i.e. not in the train o f 
some other personage) to Constance as free cavaliers and knights: 
First from Greece, Nicholas o f the Morea, knight; Andriuoco o f the 
Morea, his son, knight, both with 16 . Emanuel o f Crisolena, 
knight, with 8. A l l  three messengers and counsellors o f the Emperor 
o f Constantinople’ .3 ‘ Emanuel o f Crisolena’ doubtless stands for

1 There were also conversions the other way. Miklosich and Muller, Acta et 
diplomate graeca tnedii aevi; vol. 11, Acta patriarchates Constantinopolitani 13 1  $ - 14 0 2  (Vindo^ 
bonae, 1862), record nine between the years 1392 and 1402. They seem to be o f people 
otherwise unknown. They were required to abjure their Latin ‘ errors* o f  the Procession 
o f  the Holy Spirit also from the Son, and the addition o f the Filioque.

2 H . Finke, Acta concilii Comtanciensis (Munster, 1890-1928), 1, p. 401.
3 Translated from the German text by R . Loenertz, O .P ., ‘ Les dominicains 

byzantins Théodore et André Chrysobergès et les négociations pour l ’ union des Eglises
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Manuel Chrysoloras, the permanent agent of the Byzantine 
Emperor in the West, who arrived in Constance in the company 
o f John X X I I I  on 28 October 14 14 .1 Thierry Vrye, whose D e  con/ 
solatione ad Ecclesiam is as much a doctrinal treatise as a history and 
so is not to be relied upon for exact chronological sequence, never/ 
theless distinctly implies that there was a Greek embassy present at 
Constance from the beginning.2 A  letter of an unknown Czech 
written on 9 March 14 15  speaks of the arrival on 3 March 14 15  of 
a knight sent by the Greek Emperor to work for the union ‘ of the 
Greeks and the Christians’ .3 It is possible that this ‘ knight’ was a 
courier from Manuel II carrying instructions and perhaps credentials 
to Chrysoloras. I f  so, they were not valid for long, because Chryso^ 
loras died within a short time and was buried on 15  March 14 15 · 
His death was a great loss to the cause of union of the Churches.

That cause was a live one at Constance, but there was so much for 
the Council to do and progress was so slow that on 16  February 14 16  
the Bishop of Lodi set forth a memorandum suggesting that some 
o f the agenda should be deferred to a future council, and in the 
meantime the ground should be prepared by previous study. A m ong 
the items to be put off was the ‘ reduction’ of the Greeks, though 
instructions should be drawn up immediately for ambassadors to be 
sent in the future to the court of Constantinople and means should be 
taken to get together old treatises dealing with the Greek question 
and to prepare new ones, for the use of the future council.4 That 
something was done in this last regard is shown by the title of a 
manuscript of the University of Uppsala: Contra errores orientalium 
et Graecorum written, it is said, in Constantinople in 1305 and copied 
at Constance in 14 16 .5

Meantime, however, a new Greek embassy was on its way, sent

grecque et latinede 14 15 - 14 3 0 ', in A rch. O .P .  IX (1939). p· 14. who has collated the 
various editions. Nicholas and Andriuoco must be Nicholas Eudaimonoioannes who 
came to Constance in February 14 16  and his son Andronicus.

1 G . Cammelli, M anuek Crisolora (Firenze, 1941)» p. 163. H .^L., p. 2 15 , says that 
he arrived with Cardinal Zabarella on 18 October.

2 H . von der Hardt, Magnum oecumenicutn Constanciense concilium (Helmstadt, 1669),
I ,  C. 1 6 1 .

3 Quoted by R . Loenertz, loc. cit. p. 14.
4 H . Finke, op. cit. iv, p. 7 12 .
5 C f. R . Loenertz, loc. cit. p. 2 2 , n. 63.
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by Manuel II from the Peloponnesus, to offer his services as mediator 
between Sigismund and Venice in their quarrel over Dalmatia. The 
chief personages in it were Nicholas Eudaimonoioannes1 and John 
Bladynterus,2 with, i f  we accept the testimony o f Richental, A n / 
dronicus Eudaimonoioannes, Nicholas’ son.3 The Greek embassy 
received a reply from the Signoria o f Venice on 8 February 1 4 1 64 and 
then proceeded to Constance to find Sigismund. Syropoulus speaks 
o f Eudaimonoioannes’s mission to Rome, where he assisted at the 
election o f Martin V : 5 Rome clearly stands for the papal Curia then 
at Constance. The envoys reached the C ouncil shortly before
25 March6 and remained till it was over. Their presence is attested 
by various evidences— in a sermon preached on 24 January 14 17  
( G raeci. . . nrntios transmiserunt7); in a despatch o f Philip o f Malla 
(27 November 14 17 ) to his sovereign Alfonso o f Aragon ( ‘ There 
are the Greeks, o f whom the general opinion is that they will 
return’8); and P. P. Vergerio writing from Constance on 17  October 
or 6 November 14 17  reported: ‘ The Emperor o f the Greeks also, 
who has been separated from us by a too long but, please G od, not 
perpetual schism, has had a permanent and notable embassy here, 
with some hope o f reconciliation’ ; he adds: ‘ W hat is even more 
marvellous, from as far o ff as Ethiopia some have come in a private 
capacity, drawn to the report o f so great a C ouncil.’9 Syropoulus 
says that Eudaimonoioannes ‘ as was fitting, co/operated personally 
and laboured for the unity and concord o f the Latin Church and 
the subjection o f all Latin nations under one Pope’ . That Pope was 
Martin V , elected on 1 1  November 14 17 .

1 Syr. ii, 5, p. 4.
2 Ibid. 11, 8, p .  6.
3 In the complicated question of the M S. and editions o f Richental’s Cbronik des 

K onzils von Konstanz, where the Greek envoys are called in one place Nicolaus von der 
Morea and Andriuoco von der Morea sein Son, and elsewhere Hertzog von Tropii 
and Hertzog Philipp von Tropaw and Michael von Tropaw sein Son, I follow the 
conclusions o fR . Loenertz, \oc. cit. pp. 14, 25-8.

4 Jorga, 1, p. 243. 5 S yr. n ( 5, p. 4 .
6 Martene and Durand, Thesaurus nouus anecdotorum, etc. 11 (Lutetiae, 1 7 1 7 ) ,  c. 166 1.
7 H . Finke, op, cit. 11, p. 484. 8 Ibid, iv, p, 154.
9 L . Smith, Epistolario di Pier Paolo Vergerio (Roma, 1934), P* 377* O n 1 January 

14 18  Martin V  gave a safe^condua to ‘ Peter, Bartholomew and Antony, Ethiopians, 
who having passed several months in these p a n s.. .are returning home* (L . Smith, 
ibid. n. 1).
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Being present at the election and coronation o f Pope Martin, he was accorded 
a favourable reception by him. He took the occasion o f the coronation to speak 
openly on the question o f union ofthe Western Church and our Eastern Church, 
referring to the zeal o f the Emperor for union—on these points he spoke at 
length—and he found an ally in this in the Latin A ndrew  o f Rhodes, who also 
happened to be present at the coronation and who made a long speech to the 
Pope on union.1

It would seem that at some time in the course o f the negotiations 
the Greek envoys presented thirty/six articles about union, the pro/ 
posals ofthe Emperor and the Patriarch o f Constantinople. A ndrew  
Chrysoberges translated them into Latin. Unfortunately they have 
not been preserved, but one can judge o f their general tenor by the 
fact that in consequence o f them (so A ndrew  Chrysoberges implied 
in his words about them at the Council o f Basel, which are our only 
source o f knowledge about them2) the Pope appointed Giovanni 
Dom inici, Cardinal o f S . Sisto, as Legate to Greece. That was before 
1 February 14 18 , because on that date Peter de Pulka, writing to the 
University o f Vienna, records the words o f a sermon ofthe same day, 
where the preacher had inveighed against the delay both in sending 
missionaries for the conversion o f the Samogitians and in dealing 
with ‘ the hoped/for reduction ofthe Greeks, to whom, so he asserted, 
one ofthe cardinals, believed to be o f Ragusa (viz. D om inici), was 
about to undertake an embassy’ .3 The Cardinal was commissioned 
also to arrange affairs in Bohemia, where however he died on 10  June 
1419* before reaching Greece.

Another result o f Eudaimonoioannes’s conversation with the 
Pope was permission for the marriages o f five o f the princes o f the 
Palaeologus family with Latin princesses, and the granting o f the 
indulgence o f the Crusades to such as contributed to the defence o f 
the Hexamilion—the long wall o f fortification across the Isthmus o f 
Corinth—newly restored by Manuel II.4 The papal letter about the

1 Syr. n, 5- 6 ,  p. 4. 2 Cecconi, doc. x i ;  Mansi, 29, 476.
3 Quoted by R . Loenertz, loc. cit. p. 33.
4 Syropoulus (it,  6, p. 5) understood that this indulgence was granted to those who 

went in person to help defend the Hexamilion: it is much more likely and more in 
harmony with previous papal concessions to the Byzantine emperors that it was for 
those who contributed an alms for its defence. However, Syropoulus says that the papal 
document was to be found in the imperial archives—a monument to the futility of 
western promises o f help.
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marriages, dated 6 A pril 14 18 , gives also the reason why the per' 
mission was granted—to contribute to better relations and union 
between the Churches: it also lays down the condition that the 
princesses should be allowed the free practice o f their Latin faith.1 
A s  a result, marriages were arranged between John Palaeologus, the 
future John  V II I ,  and Sophia Monteferrata and between Theodore 
Palaeologus, Despot oftheMorea, and Cleopa Malatesta; and N icho ' 
las Eudaimonoioannes returned from Greece to escort the brides 
in a Venetian vessel, with permission o f the Signoria, to their future 
homes.2 Sophia was married with great solemnity to her royal 
spouse in the church o f St Sophia in Constantinople on 19 January 
14 2 1 .3 Her married life was not happy, because (so says Sphrantzes), 
as ‘ she was not endowed with much beauty’ , her husband took an 
aversion to her from the beginning. She fled back secretly to Italy 
in August 1426.4 Cleopa Malatesta does not seem to have been very 
much more fortunate. Theodore had written to the Pope on 29 May
14 19 , promising that she, her chaplain and attendants should have 
complete freedom to retain the rites and practices o f their religion, as 
well as even their Italian customs.5 But at some time before the death 
o f Martin V  ( 14 3 1)  one o f her suite, Battista Malatesta de Monte' 
feltro, wrote to the Pope appealing for his support for Cleopa ‘ who 
for the integrity o f the Catholic faith has endured so many and grave 
ills .. .b e in g  harried by a domestic warfare and internal strife’ .6 
Prompted, perhaps, by this appeal the Pope, some time after the 
death o f Manuel II  (2 1 Ju ly  1425), sent letters by L u ca  da Offida 
exhorting Theodore to support his wife in the practice o f her faith 
and to follow his father in zeal for union, and to C leopa urging her 
under pain o f excommunication to be steadfast.7 C leopa, however,

1 G . Hofmann, E .P .  doc. 2 ; Cecconi, doc. 1.
2 Jorga, 1, pp. 306, 307.
3 G . Phrantzes, Chronicon, ed. I. B. Papadopoulos (Teubner edit, Lipsiae, 1935), 

p. 1 15 . Sphrantzes (his work is published under the name ‘Phrantzes’) gives the 
date as 19 January 14 19 . But the Venetian permits to Eudaimonoioannes and the 
captain o f the vessel are dated respectively 16  Ju ly 1420 and 30 A ugust 1420. C f. F. 
Dölger, ‘ D ie Krönung Johanns V III . zum Mitkaiser*, in B .Z . x x x v i  (1936), p. 318.

4 Phr. p. 12 5 ; Ducas, Michaelis Ducae nepotis historic hyzantina, ed. I. Bekker (Bonn, 
*834)» PP· 98- 9 ; C . Diehl, Figures byzantines, II (Paris, 19 13 ) , pp. 273-4 .

5 Lambros, iv , p. 102.
6 Jorga, 11, p. 19 7 ; C f. Laonicus Chalcocandylas, Historiarum detnonstrationes, ed. 

E . Darko (Budapest, 1922-7), 1, p. 193. " E .P .  docs. 20, 2 1 .
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probably yielded to the pressure and accepted the eastern rite before 
she died,1 still young, in 14 3 3 .2

Meanwhile another oriental embassy had renewed the C ou n cil’s 
interest in union o f the Churches. Fillastres in his Gesta Concilii 
Constanciensis records: O n  the following Friday (18  February 14 18 ) 
there entered Constance, Dominus Gregorius, Archbishop o f

,5 a Ruthenian, o f the faith o f the Greeks, coming to bring 
about the union o f the Greeks and the Latins under the obedience o f 
the Rom an C hurch .’4 Richental gives a more picturesque account:

O n  2 1  January (elsewhere he gives the date as 19  February) there rode in an 

A rch b ish o p  from Greece, o f  K ie v , called G eorius, and he had also the Greek 

faith, and came to the C o u n c il in respect o f  h im self and o f  all his bishops and 

o f  the Patriarch o f  Constantinople and o f  m any Greek lands and bishops, and 

w e n t . . .w ith  18  horses; and all his priests had long black beards and long black 

hair, and celebrated their M ass in the house; and how  they celebrated M ass, 

and their vestments, and how  they blessed the Sacram ent and the bread is 

illustrated elsewhere. . ..I t  was thought that a complete union w ou ld  be brought 

about. B ut the C o u n c il did  not wish to allow  that they should remain so all 

their lives.5

The new arrival was Gregory Cam blak, archbishop o f K iev. 
The Lithuanian hierarchy had renounced its allegiance to Photius, 
archbishop o f K iev  and A l l  Russia, and Gregory was elected in 
his place. Constantinople refused to acknowledge his election and, 
though requested to do so, failed to nominate anyone else, so on 
15  November 14 15  Gregory’s election was confirmed by the Synod 
o f Lithuanian bishops and he was consecrated. A s  a consequence, 
he was excommunicated first by the Patriarch Euthymius o f Con-' 
stantinople6 and then by his successor Joseph II .7

1 C f. D . A .  Zakythinos, L e  despotat grec de Moree: vol. 1, Histoire politique (Paris, 
1932), pp. 189-90. 2 Phr. p. 159.

3 There is an empty space also in the original.
4 H . Finke, op. cit. 11, p. 164.
5 Translated from the German quoted by R . Loencrtz, loc. cit. p. 35.
6 C f. R . Loenertz, loc. cit. pp. 37-8; A .  M . A m m ann, Storia della Chiesa Russa  

e dei paesi litnitrofi (Torino, 1948), pp. 106 f.; A .  Ziegler, D ie Union des K onzils von 
Flo renz in der russischen Kirche (W urzburg, 1939), pp. 44-5.

7 A .  M . Am m ann, op. cit. p. 107. A .  N . Diamantopoulos, Ά π ό π ειρ α ι πρόζ 
£νωσιν τω ν Εκκλησιών κατά τον \έ' αιώνα (Athens, 1924), ρ. 4» η· 3· in this work the 
author confuses rhe two Greek embassies o f 14 16  and 1422, allotting everything to 
14 16 , for which he makes Theodore Chrysoberges and N . Eudaimonoioannes the 
envoys o f the Byzantine Emperor.
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O n 25 February he was presented to the Pope in consistory, in the 
presence also o f the Emperor Sigismund, when Master Maurice o f 
the University o f Prague spoke in his name. After congratulating 
the Pope on the union achieved for the Church in his person and 
describing the joy it had caused in ‘ those parts o f Russia where we 
live’ , the discourse went on to describe Gregory’ s efforts for union o f 
the various rites in his country and the zeal for that also o f his 
sovereigns. Gregory had come, with permission o f his princes, to 
enjoy the peace newly established and to beg the Pope to be solicitous 
that ‘ union be brought about between that oriental Church and the 
holy Rom an C h u rch ’. U nion was the desire o f the Emperor o f 
Constantinople and o f the Patriarch and o f the people o f those parts, 
as appeared from the words addressed to the Pope about it by the 
legates o f the Emperor in fulfilment o f their mandate. The Princes o f 
Poland and Lithuania were equally zealous.

They too had taken every care that the peoples subject to their sway who were 
separated from the bosom o f the holy Rom an Church should be brought back 
to the unity o f the Church as promoters o f the Christian faith do desire; but on 
this condition, that it be done in the right, honourable and accustomed way, 
namely by the summoning o f  a council, so that from both sides there be brought 
together those who are skilled and practised in law , to decide on the matters o f 
faith and regulate the differences between that nation and the holy Rom an 
Church.

The Pope, having thanked him for his courtesies, said that he would 
deliberate on his words and would later fix a day for further discourse. 
Letters from Ladislas and V itold  were read: Gregory kissed the 
Pope’s foot, hand and cheek, and departed1— departed indeed from 
history, for there is no record o f any other conference with the Pope, 
or o f any other information about him. He died probably in 1420.

Gregory’ s importance lies in his reminder to the Latins that the 
only way to peace between the Churches that would be acceptable 
to the orientals was a common council. Richental’ s suggestion that 
his mission failed because the Fathers o f Constance insisted on 
adoption o f the Latin rite (‘ But the C ouncil did not wish to allow 
that they should remain so all their lives’ ) seems most unlikely, 
though perhaps that was the only idea o f union o f Churches that

1 H . Fiake, op. ciL ri, pp. 164-7.
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could appeal to the mass o f those thronging Constance, who knew 
o f nothing but the Latin rite. Martin V  had been gracious to the 
Greek envoys. For their work for union he had rewarded Theodore 
Chrysoberges with first a canonry (26 January 1 4 1 8)1 and soon 
after ( 10  A p ril 14 18 ) with the See o f Olene,2 and A ndrew  by 
facilitating his obtaining his Master’s degree ( 12  February 14 18 ), 
since his course o f studies had been interrupted by his labours at 
Constance.3 He was on the point o f granting permission for the 
marriage o f Manuel’s sons with princesses o f the Latin faith. A l l  
these indications and his subsequent relations with Constantinople 
give no sign that he expected the Greeks to abandon their rite, and 
within about twenty years the C ouncil o f Florence would decree 
that both rites were o f equal standing. In any case, on 8 May 1418,  
in view o f Ladislas’ work for the conversion o f the infidel and ‘ also 
o f the Greeks and the whole oriental sect that they unite and join 
themselves to the universal Catholic Church ’ he acceded to Ladislas’ 
request for the renewal o f certain privileges granted by his prede/ 
cessors, and on 13 May o f the same year he constituted him Vicar/ 
General in temporals throughout the Polish possessions. Letters were 
sent also to Vitold o f Lithuania making him similar concessions.4

One o f the reasons why Eudaimonoioannes had found the Pope 
so accommodating about the question o f the marriages—apart from 
Martin’s own personal interest in reuniting the Churches— was in all 
probability the account he gave o f the readiness o f the Greeks to heal 
the breach. Back in Constantinople he spoke enthusiastically to the 
Emperor, the Patriarch and everyone he came in contact with o f the 
great desire o f the Pope and his entourage for union.5 A t  the Roman 
Curia he seems to have spoken o f the Greeks in very much the same 
way. Certainly he created the general impression that the Emperor, 
the Patriarch and the Greeks were ready to submit themselves to

1 R . Loenertz, loc. cit. p. 6 1.
2 C . Eubel, Hierarchic catholica mediiaevi, 1 (MonasKrii, 19 13 ) , p. 375. C f. G . Mercati, 

‘ Notizie di Procoro e Demetrio Cidone, etc.’ S.T. no. 56 (Città del Vaticano, 19 3 1) , 
pp. 480-2.

3 M .'H . Laurent, O .P ., ‘ L ’activitc d’André Chrysobergès O .P . sous le pontificat 
de Martin V  ( 14 18 - 3 1 ) ’ , in E .O .  x x x iv  (1935), p. 423.

4 Raynaldus, ad annum 14 18 , x v m - x x .
5 Syr. I l ,  7, p. 5.
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Rome, on Rom e’s conditions. A  letter addressed to the University 
o f  Cologne o f date 25 March 14 16  reports: ‘ Lately there have comc 
ambassadors from Constantinople.. .p rom isin g .. .that the Greeks 
themselves will conform to the Rom an Church in their rites and 
articles o f faith/1 Another letter o f about the same time to the 
Cathedral Chapter o f Prague notes that: ‘ Yesterday there came to 
Constance a solemn embassy o f the Emperor o f the Greeks and o f 
the whole clergy o f those parts, with full authority or mandate, and 
they wish to comc to our obedience and to conform themselves to 
our faith in everything/2 The same beliefis suggested by the despatch 
o f  Philip o f Malla to A lfonso o f A ragon (17  November 14 17 ) : 
‘ Here the opinion prevails that the Greeks will be brought back/3 
The impression o f the readiness o f the Greeks to be ‘ reduced’ to the 
Western Church explains the promptness with which, even before 
the Council o f Constance was ended, Martin V  appointed a legate 
to Constantinople and his willingness to hold a council in that city, 
till he was disillusioned and rendered more cautious by John V I I I ’s 
repudiation o f that version o f the Greek interest in ecclesiastical 
union.

The Greek envoys returned to Constantinople some time after the 
end o f the Council, bearers o f ‘ two letters to both Emperors and 
another to the Patriarch, extolling the beauty o f union and leading 
and inciting them to it \  Therehad been little communication between 
Constantinople and the papal court, continues Syropoulus, since 
the time o f Pope Urban and the Patriarch Nilus, except for a letter 
and message carried by Manuel Chrysoloras towards the end o f the 
reign o f the Patriarch Matthew, who had sent a reply.

Thereupon the Em peror and the Patriarch wrote in answer, thanking the 

Pope for the zeal he showed for union. T h ey  intimated that this w ould not be 

possible except by means o f  an O ecum enical C o u n cil and the careful examina^ 

tion o f  the points o f  difference, without restraint, force or ill-feeling. T h en , i f  by 

quotations and evidences from the holy Doctors o f  the C h u rch  it should be 

proved and all those in the synod should clearly agree on it and it should be 

accepted in complete freedom by all without hesitation, so union w ould follow . 
T h ey  wrote that the synod should not take place anywhere exccpt in Constant

1 Martene'Durand, Thesaurus novus anecdotorum, etc. vol. 11, c. 1661.
2 Quoted by R . Loenertz, loc. cit. p. 25.
3 H . Finke, op. cit. iv, p. 154.
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tinople for many noteworthy reasons» and that it was for the Emperor to convene 
the synod in accordance with his ancient custom and prerogative, but no one 
else.1

The answers from Constantinople were entrusted to John Bladyn/ 
terus, the companion o f Eudaimonoioannes on the previous legation, 
who, as Syropoulus informs us, was from the Morea and knew Latin 
and who later became a monk under the name o f Joseph. The Pope 
in turn replied repeating his former proposals, and other letters from 
Constantinople came back in answer.2

By this time Martin V , having left Constance on 16 May and 
travelled via Geneva, Turin, Mantua, Ferrara and Forli, had reached 
Florence on 26 February 14 19 , where he stayed till 9 September 1420 
when he left for Rome. In Florence he was visited by Theodore 
Chrysoberges, bishop o f Olene, and Nicholas Eudaimonoioannes.3 
It is recorded that Eudaimonoioannes arrived in Venice from Methone 
in A p ril 14 19 , and also that the city o f Venice replied to him and to 
‘ Hemanuel Filatropino’ (Manuel Philanthropinus) on 17  January
1420, both o f them legates from Constantinople, the one to the 
Pope, the other to Sigismund o f Hungary.4 It seems more likely 
that the second date is that o f his mission with the Bishop o f Olene 
to the Pope, for Syropoulus continues: ‘A n d  he [the Pope] wrote

1 Syr. ii» 7-8 , pp. 5-6. 2 Syr. n, 8, p. <5.
3 Eudaimonoioannes died on 1 November 1423: cf. R . Sabbadini (ed.), Carteggio 

di Giovanni Aurispa (Roma, 19 3 1) , p. 8.
4 Jorga, it pp. 290, 300. Philanthropinus, after visiting Sigismund in Hungary, 

proceeded to Poland where he was in August 1420, then to Lithuania where at the 
court o f Vitold he met Photius, metropolitan o f Kiev. A  letter ofjagello to Manuel II 
o f the summer o f 1420 doubtless refers to this mission o f Philanthropinus, which was 
primarily to reconcile Sigismund with Venice, so that they might not be distracted 
from their opposition to the Turk. In Jagello’s letter help against the infidel and union 
o f the Churches are connected, doubtless no more than an echo o f the words o f the 
Greek envoy: Tunc enim in defensionem vestram omnibus C bristi fidelibus crescet ajfeccio et 
pro vobis facultas dimicandi subsistet, si in unius cu ltu fidei.. .nobiscum manebitis (O . Halecki, 
l L a  Byzance’ , etc., in B y z . v ii (1932), p. 55). It is, too, morally certain that EudaL· 
monoioannes spoke to the Pope o f the political aspect o f union. A t  any rate, on 12  Ju ly  
1420 Martin V  in a Bull addressed to the whole Church granted indulgences to those 
who assisted by alms or in person in the crusade he thought Sigismund about to open. 
In the event Sigismund was too involved in internal difficulties to undertake any 
action against the Turk (Raynaldus, ad annum 1420, x x v i) .

Whether or not the journey in 14 2 1 o f Gilbert o f Lannoy as envoy o f France and 
England to Constantinople via Poland to inquire about the prospects o f a crusade was 
in consequence o f the papal initiative is not known (cf. O . Halecki, op. cit. pp. $ 6 - 7 ) .

29



again, agreeing that the council should be held here, and that he 
would send a legate to it / 1

Martin V  did, in fact, nominate a legate for Greece on 27 March 
14 20 ,2 and this in consequence o f the embassy o f Eudaimonoioannes, 
for the Pope had decided to satisfy the Emperor’s insistent demand 
that the council should be held in Constantinople, and Cardinal 
Fonseca was intended to represent the H oly See at it.3 This concession 
o f the Pope is a clear enough indication o f his estimation o f the Greek 
mentality on the question o f union. Undoubtedly he thought that 
the Greeks were ready and anxious for ‘ reduction’ as the Latins 
viewed that term, and that their insistence on a council was more o f 
a formality than anything else.4 H ad he imagined that they would 
expect a re-examination o f all the old problems, he would not have 
consented to the council being held in Constantinople where the 
Greek prelates would have been preponderant in numbers, still less 
to have sent so small a Latin representation as only one cardinal with 
his personal suite. It implies, too, that the letters previously sent by 
the Emperors and the Patriarch were not so uncompromising as 
Syropoulus makes out. The cause o f the mistaken notion o f the 
R om an C u ria  is not far to seek. It was the general expectation o f 
ecclesiastical union that pervaded the C ouncil o f Constance, and 
in  particular the unwarranted optimism o f the Byzantine envoys.5 
There may also have been some o f Manuel I I ’s astuteness at work, 
in  the spirit o f the famous advice he is supposed to have given to his 
son Joh n —to keep the question o f union always alive, but never to 
arrive at any conclusion.6

1 Syr. n, 9, p. 7 ·
2 C . Eubel, op. cit. n , p. 5, n. 1 1 .  In Raynaldus (ad annum 1420, 1) the Bull 

authorising Cardinal Fonseca for his mission to Spain is addressed to: Dilectissimo filio  
P e t r o . . . in  Constantinopolitano im perio.. .legato, yet it is dated iv . id. aprilis pontificates 
nostri anno I I .  The date is wrong; it should read ‘ anno I I I ’ .

3 The proof o f these statements is to be found in the report o f Antonio da Massa: 
Raynaldus, ad annum 142 2 ,  v i - x i v ;  Mansi, 28, 1063-8 , especially 1 0 6 6 B .

4 C f. Raynaldus, ad annum 1420, x x v n .
5 C f. Report o f Antonio da Massa and John VIII’s reply— below pp. 34 ff.
6 ‘ My son, really and truly we know the infidel thoroughly well, that they hesitate 

a great deal for fear that we should agree and unite with the western Christians. For it 
seems to them that, i f  this should happen, a great evil will befall them on our account 
at the hands o f the said Westerners. So foster and demand the business o f the synod 
and especially when you need to intimidate the infidel, but never attempt to put it into
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There was, however, no question o f the immediate execution o f 
the C ardinal’s legation. For one thing, Constantinople was not 
ready for it and, with its territories largely overrun by the T urk, could 
not easily bring together its hierarchy, still less communicate in a 
hurry with the Patriarchates o f A lexandria, A ntioch and Jerusalem. 
Besides, the Byzantine empire was nearly bankrupt and all the 
financing o f the council was to be done by the Pope, who for his part 
was at the moment not much better off, for he was involved in great 
expense in trying to recover Rom e from the forces o f Naples and to 
regain other parts o f the Papal States including the rebellious Bologna. 
So , with the consent o f Eudaimonoioannes1 lest doubt should be 
cast on the sincerity o f the nomination o f the legate for the Greeks, 
Cardinal Fonseca was sent to Spain to try to settle the question o f 
Benedict X I I I  who still refused to renounce his claims to the papacy.

Meanwhile the Pope sought means to raise funds for the mission 
o f the Cardinal to Greece and for the expenses o f the council to be 
held there. O n 21- A ugust 1420 he addressed from Florence to the 
Archbishop o f Cologne and all the ecclesiastical dignitaries o f that 
Province (excepting only cardinals, the Knights Hospitallers o f 
St John  and the Teutonic Knights and their property) a Bull 
requiring them to provide 6000 gold florins, the half by 2 February
14 2 1 ,  the other half by 29 June o f the same year. The sole purpose o f 
the levy was the business o f union. The Greek Emperor and the 
Patriarch ‘ had requested from the Apostolic See that a legate be sent 
to those parts for negotiations o f that kind, through whose means so 
holy and desirable a business might be discussed with the same and 
brought to a conclusion’ ; so great indeed was the hope and indication 
o f their ‘ reduction’ that the Pope had determined to take action and 
so had nominated C ardinal Fonseca as Legate: but because o f wars 
he had not the resources to carry the project through, and so he 
appealed to others for aid.2 O n  the same day demands for a like sum 
were made also to the archbishops o f Mainz and Trier, and for

execution, because, as I view our people, they are not fitted for finding a method and 
a way o f union, agreement and peace, and love and concord, except in terms o f their 
return (I mean o f the Westerners), as we were in the beginning. But that is absolutely 
impossible. I almost fear that the schism would grow worse, and then we shall be 
left naked before the infidel’ (Phr. pp. 177-8).

1 Raynaldus, ad annum 1422, x . 2 E .P .  doc. 1 1 ;  Cecconi, doc. 11.
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4000 gold florins to the Bishop o f L iège.1 From the clergy o f the 
territories o f the D uke o f Burgundy also he required certain Tenths 
in view o f the great expenses that a council would involve.2

The mission, therefore, o f Theodore, bishop o f Olene, and o f 
Nicholas Eudaimonoioannes was so far successful that the Pope had 
not only agreed to the Greek request that Constantinople should be 
the scene o f the future council o f union and that a papal legate should 
be sent to it, but had also taken immediate steps to provide the 
financial means to render that possible. Nicholas Eudaimonoioannes 
(and presumably also Theodore) returned to report to his principal, 
taking with him the future brides o f John and Theodore Palaeo' 
logus.3 He carried a letter from the Pope which Syropoulus describes 
in these words:

H e then wrote again agreeing that the council should be held here and that 

he w ould send a legate to it. Then the Em peror and the Patriarch  wrote again 

to the Pope on the same matters. In  these letters, as in the earlier ones, this am ong 

other things w as contained, that, even though it pertained to the Em peror to 

sum m on the synod, yet as the royal revenue from many sources had fallen and 

the R om an C h u rch  and the Latins held im perial is la n d s .. .

here there is a lacuna in the Greek text, some section being lost, and 
what follows is concerned with the embassy o f Antonio da Massa, 
which occurred later.4 John Bladynterus was probably the bearer o f 
this answer from the Byzantine Emperor; at any rate steps for his 
entertainment were taken by the authorities o f Florence on 10 January 
1421^  and three days later he was provided by them with a letter o f 
recommendation to the Pope.6

A t  this point, however, the T urk  stepped in. Cardinal Fonseca 
was about to set out on his mission (he was already expected in 
Constantinople7), when Theodore Chrysoberges wrote to the Pope 
that the threat o f a Turkish attack on the Byzantine capital rendered 
any holding o f a council there impossible.8 The attack on Constant

1 E.P . docs. 12 - 14 . 2 Raynaldus, ad annum 14 2 1, x v i.
3 Jorga, t , pp. 306, 307. 4 Syr. 11, 9, p. 7.
5 Jorga, Ti ,  p. 198.
6 G . Müller, Documents suite relazioni delle città Toscane colV Oriente cristiano e coi Turchi 

(Firenze, 1879), doc. c m , p. 15 1 .
7 C f. R . Loenertz, he. cit. p. 47, n. 39.
8 Raynaldus, ad annum 1422, x i; Mansi, 28, ro66D. The Cardinal died shortly 

afterwards on 21 August 1422.
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tinople was due to a mistake in Greek diplomacy. Mahomet I, with 
whom Manuel had on the whole had friendly relations (he even 
allowed him on one occasion to pass through Constantinople), died 
in the spring o f 14 2 1 . Manuel was for supporting his son, Murad, 
as successor to power, to which in any case Byzantium was pledged 
by treaty. But John  Palaeologus and Demetrius Cantacuzenus 
thought that M urad’s uncle and rival, Mustafa, would be more 
favourable to their city, so with Manuel’s reluctant consent they aided 
his passage from the Peloponnesus towards Adrianople, ignoring 
the protest sent by Murad. Mustafa, however, though at first success/ 
ful, was defeated and killed by his nephew, who had crossed from 
A sia  in Genoese ships. A  belated embassy from Constantinople to 
try to patch up the affair resulted only in the imprisonment o f the 
Greek envoys, and Murad proceeded to besiege the Byzantine capital 
on 8 June 1422. A  general attack on 22 A ugust failed to carry the 
city and on 6 September Murad surprisingly raised the siege, prob/ 
ably to attend to a threat from a rival that was maturing in A s ia .1

The disturbing news o f the political situation in the East did not, 
however, deter Martin V  from trying all ways to carry his project to 
completion. A s  in the existing circumstances the Papal Legate 
himself could not be sent, the Pope on 15  June 1422 commissioned 
Antonio da Massa, Provincial o f the Friars Minor and later bishop 
ofM assa, to go to Constantinople as Apostolic Nuncio to arrange 
the details o f the coming council.2 Fortunately we have the N uncio’s 
own report o f what took place, written on 14  November 1422  in 
Constantinople and read on 8 November 1423 at the C ouncil o f 
Siena.3

Antonio, so the report records, reached Constantinople on t o  Sep/ 
tember and, accompanied by the Venetian Baillie and a large 
number o f other notables both Latin and Greek, had an audience 
with Manuel II on 16 September to present his credentials. He was 
to have explained his mission in another audience, but before that 
could be arranged the Emperor had a stroke and lost the power o f 
speech. Delays inevitably followed but, after some little insistence,

1 Phr. pp. 116 -2 0 . Cambridge Medieval History, iv (Cambridge, 1923), pp. 688 f.
2 E .P .  doc. 15.
3 Raynaldus, ad annum 1 4 2 2 ,  v i-x iv ; Mansi, 2 8 ,  1 0 6 3 - 8 .
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the Nuncio was received privately by the co^Basileus Jo h n  V I I I  on 
15  October and five days later by the Patriarch and his C uria. T o  
these two he expounded his mission under nine heads.

The first two o f these dealt with the Pope’s zeal for union and the 
benefits that would flow from it. The third demanded the fulfilment 
o f  the promise made by the Greek envoys, Theodore, bishop o f 
O lene1 and Nicholas Eudaimonoioannes, since these had

proposed and said openly, distinctly and clearly, with no obscurity whatsoever, 
to our most holy lord the Pope that it was the w ill o f the most venerable Patris 
arch o f Constantinople and o f the most serene Byzantine Emperors to procure and 
arrange without fraud or guile the most holy union o f the Greeks with the Latin 
Church under that faith which the holy Rom an Church holds and under 
obedience to the same Rom an C hurch, as our lord the Pope proposes in his 
Bulls o f credence to you, most venerable Patriarch, and to you, most serene 
Em p ero rs... .S o  our lord rightly, as a shepherd requires, invites you to keep 
your just promise in the holy apostolic faith etc.

The fourth point recorded the nomination o f Cardinal Fonseca 
as Cardinal Legate to Constantinople because o f the above promises. 
H is mission, however, had been frustrated by the Turkish attack 
(fifth point). So the Pope had appointed an A postolic Nuncio 
(sixth point)

to arrange beforehand a gathering o f the Greek prelates which should represent 
the whole o f their C hurch, to avoid the misfortune that occurred on a previous 
occasion, when the representatives o f the Emperor o f Constantinople in the 
C ouncil o f Lyons united themselves with the Rom an C hurch and publicly 
chanted the Credo in unum Deum as that same C hurch recites it, whereas Greece, 
as is clear, did not wish to abide by that union, declaring, so it is said, that all 
that was done without general agreement.

Antonio, therefore, asked for precise information for the Pope—  
namely, ‘ when the council should be held, where, composed o f what 
Greek prelates, and with what exact end in view ’ .

The seventh point is based on the certainty o f the promise. Therefore I ask 
i f  you, most venerable Patriarch and most serene Emperors, purpose to labour 
sincerely that the union be made under that faith which the sacrosanct Rom an 
Church holds and preserves, and under obedience to that same C hurch, even

1 Raynaldus and M ansi write ‘ Slom ensis'— a mistake for ‘ O lenensis', for later there 
is reference to Theodore, who was bishop o f  O lene. C f . G .  Mercati, ‘ N otiz ie ’ , etc. 
pp. 475, 480.
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though some o f  the Greeks met in  the council, because they are not under your 

rule, should not w ish to agree— this precise assurance was given in Florence by 

B ish op  Theodore and N icholas Eudaim onoioannes in the names o f  the most 

venerable Patriarch and the most serene Em peror M anuel II to our most holy 

lord the Pope and to the Legate.

The certainty o f help for Constantinople from the K in g  o f A ragon 
in the event o f union was the gist o f the eighth point, and the ninth 
consisted o f the promise o f Martin V ,

that i f  the aforesaid union should be brought about in  the w ays mentioned 

above by the most venerable Patriarch and the imperial majesty, our most holy 

lord the Pope w ill straightaway and without any postponement or delay send 

a legate with prelates and doctors o f  theology selected for this special purpose, 

as soon a s . . . 1  shall kn ow  the date o f  this most holy council, the place, adequate 

and suitable, o f  this same gathering o f  G reek prelates, the purpose for w h ich  you 

intend to be w ith us in council, and the manner.

A ntonio da Massa was not by nature a very forthright or harsh 
person,1 and so the straightforward and direct tone o f these nine 
points must be attributed to the Pope. They certainly demanded a 
straight answer, and the Emperor and the Patriarch took time in 
formulating their reply. The same report recounts A ntonio’s further 
relations with them. O n 24 October he spoke privately with the 
Patriarch about his mission (Syropoulus says that he had at least 
three such conversations with the Patriarch2). O n the 26th he politely 
requested an answer from the Emperor, John  V I I I .  O n the 30th he 
was received by the Emperor and the Patriarch to discuss the method 
o f  the council. O n x November a messenger from the Emperor 
offered apologies for the delay in answering, as the monarch was 
much occupied with questions o f war. Finally on 14  November 
(the day he wrote his report) he received the awaited reply from the 
Emperor and the Patriarch.

The letter that John  V I I I  entrusted to Antonio, the Apostolic 
Nuncio, to carry to the Pope must have come as a shock and dis/ 
appointment to Martin V . It answered, indeed, all the definite 
questions proposed by Antonio, but generally in a negative sense.

T o  the first part o f  his message, w hich in brief was that N icholas E ud ai/ 

monoioannes, K n ig h t, and the reverend Bishop o f  O lene, Theodore, said in

1 C f. W adding, Annales Minorum, x  (3rd ed. Quaracchi, 1952), ad annum 1424, v m .
2 Syr. 11, 10 , p. 7.
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our name that we wished for union unconditionally according to the Rom an 
Church— there was really no need to reply. But, since we did reply in detail to 
the envoy himself, from whom Y our Holiness w ill learn everything, we declare 
expressly also by our letter that not only did we not give any such commission 
to them, but that we never in any way had that in mind to say. W hat we wrote 
in our letters, that and nothing else were our ambassadors empowered to amplify 
and elucidate in their words, namely that there should be held a General 
C ouncil in accordance with the arrangements and custom o f  the seven holy 
General Councils, and that whatsoever the Holy Spirit might grant towards 
peace should be confirmed and held.

The letter then answered the questions about the place, manner and 
time o f the proposed council. Constantinople should be the site. 
A l l  the patriarchs and bishops o f Greek provinces should assist, but 
at papal expense because o f the poverty o f the empire. The time 
could be only when stable political conditions were restored, unless 
meantime the Pope would provide for the defence o f Constantinople 
and compel his subjects to take part in it. In that case, as soon as a 
legate with the necessary powers arrived,

then, the sacred council, meeting according to the seven holy General Councils 
and the truth having been sought without conflict, let whatever shall be revealed 
by the inspiration o f  the Holy Spirit in this sacred council be agreeable to both 
sides and let every corner o f  the world concur. So there w ould be a union o f 
the Churches, general, unbreakable and strong.1

The reaction in Rom e is described by Raynaldus:

It had been the idea o f Martin to hold a council in Constantinople as long 
as the Greeks, in the lifetime o f  the Emperor Manuel, declared that they would 
accept the faith o f the Rom an Church. But since they now wanted to discuss 
doctrine in an Oecumenical C ouncil in which the schismatics would have the 
preponderance as it would be celebrated in Constantinople, many were afraid 
that the Catholic position would be endangered, and the Pope sent no legate 
or prelates there. The business, therefore, o f putting an end to the Greek schism 
was drawn out for many years.2

W hile, however, the negotiations o f Antonio da Massa were still 
in progress in Constantinople, the Pope had already taken steps to

1 Cecconi, doc. iv ; Raynaldus, ad annum 1422, x v ;  Mansi, 28, 1068-70. 
C f .  Syr. 11, 10 , p. 7, who» however, is mistaken in saying that Antonio arrived while 
the siege o f Constantinople was still taking place.

2 Raynaldus, ad annum 1422, x v i.
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meet some o f the wishes expressed in Jo h n ’s reply. In a letter dated 
8 September he communicated to Manuel II his deep grief at the 
danger threatening Constantinople, and especially for the fact that 
its enemies had been helped by a ‘ mercenary fleet’ . T o  render prompt 
help, he had ordered the Knights Hospitallers o f St John to use 
their base, the island o f Rhodes, against the T urk and had appealed 
to the Venetians to employ their fleet, and to the Genoese and the 
Duke o f Milan to withdraw any Genoese ships in the pay o f the 
T urk. But the best way o f getting aid for his country would be for 
Manuel to bring back the Eastern Church to union with the West, 
w h e n  western Christians would consider that they were fighting also 
for themselves.1 A bout a month later (9 November) the Pope 
renewed the excommunication and other penalties decreed by some 
o f his predecessors against such as helped or had commerce with the 
infidel ‘ so that no one should in any way presume to go in person 
to the support o f these infidels in opposition to and against Christians 
and especially against the city o f Constantinople, or in any other way 
to lend aid or favour to the detriment o f Christians’ .2

W ith a safe'conduct dated 6 November Giacom o Porci was sent 
to Constantinople by the Pope ‘ to confirm Manuel in his constancy 
and to bring the plans for the abolition o f the schism to a happy 
issue’ ; and he may have been the bearer o f a letter in which the Pope 
requested the kind offices o f the Emperor to persuade Theodore, 
despot o f the Morea, to abide by the treaty lately made with Stephen, 
archbishop o f Patras (who died on 10 May 14243), though the 
comparatively restrained tone o f the only reference to union con' 
tained in the letter (‘ . .  .Christians, all o f whom with the assistance 
o f God we hope in our day to see joined by your hand in sincere 
union and the true religion’) rather suggests that this despatch was 
penned after the reception o f the answer from John V I I I .4 It is not, 
however, to be thought that the Pope’s sincere desire to assist the 
Greeks to defend their territory had cooled off, for in March 1423 
Antonio da Massa was in Venice on his behalf, trying to arrange 
an expedition to succour them. The Venetians estimated that ten 
vessels would suffice, o f which they were ready to furnish three, i f

1 E .P .  doc. 17 ; Cecconi, doc. h i. 2 Raynaldus, ad annum 1422, iv.
3 Eubel, op. tit. i, p. 394. 4 Raynaldus, ad annum 1422, 111.
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the princes would provide the rest.1 Presumably the princes did not, 
for there is no evidence o f any Latin expedition to the East at this 
time.

By now five years had almost elapsed since the close o f  the Council 
o f  Constance and, according to the decree Frequens, another council 
was due. It opened in A p r il 1423 at Pavia and the solemn Mass o f 
the first session was celebrated by A ndrew  o f Poznan. But there were 
very few prelates present and the Pope himself remained in Rome. 
In the June following, because o f an outbreak o f the plague in Pavia, 
the Council was transferred to Siena, to which place the Pope 
promised to go. But the general attitude o f the C ou ncil was not such 
as to encourage him to carry out his proposal. The deputation from 
A ragon challenged the validity o f his election in favour ofthe successor 
o f  Benedict X I I I :  the other members were at constant loggerheads 
with each other and, i f  there was any one point on which there was 
some general agreement, it was that the C ouncil was superior to the 
Pope. However, in the first session in Siena the report o f  A ntonio da 
Massa on his mission to Constantinople and the reply o f John  V I I I  
were read, whereupon the C ouncil decided that there was no inv 
mediate prospect o f progress in the matter o f union with the Greeks 
and that attention should therefore be concentrated on the reform o f 
the Church at home.2 Towards the end o f February ( 19  February 
1424) Basel was chosen as the seat o f the next council, and on
26 March there was secretly published a Bull o f  26 February 
dissolving the C ou n cil.3

Meanwhile the political outlook o f Constantinople had not notably 
improved and, with the prospect o f the union ofthe Church and its 
promise o f Latin help now less rosy, Joh n  V I I I  determined to go in 
person to solicit the aid o f the Emperor Sigismund. He left C o n ' 
stantinople on 15  November 14 2 3 4 and arrived in Venice on 
15  December.5 O n 10  January 1424 the Council o f  Siena, having 
heard that he was so close at hand, decided to advise the Pope to 
invite him to the Council, though it is not known whether or not

1 Jorga, 1, p. 332. 2 Cecconi, doc. v ; Mansi, 28, 10 6 2D.
3 For the history ofthe Council, cf. H .^L. pp. 610 ff.; L . von Pastor, History o f the

Popes, Eng. trans. ed. by F. Ancrobus, 1 (6th ed. London, 1938), pp. 238 ff.
4 Phr. p. 12 1 .  5 R . Sabbadini, op, cit. p. 8, n. 1.
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this was in fact done.1 The Venetian Signoria gave its reply to him 
on 17  January.2 O n 9 February he left M ilan,3 was at L od i on
17  March4 and wrote from M ilan on 3 May to claim some objects 
that he had pledged in Venice for 885 florins.5 In A ugust 1424 he 
was in Totis in Hungary with Sigism und,6 where, according to 
what he said later in an address to a meeting o f Greek prelates and 
officials in Constantinople, the Latin Emperor, exhorting him to 
union o f the Churches, declared that i f  he united them he would 
cure the Latin Church o f many ills, and that he himself would 
make him his successor to the Latin crown.7 He arrived back in 
late October 1424 in Constantinople8 without having achieved any 
immediate success in his enterprise.

Some two years later Byzantine envoys were again at the papal 
court. Unfortunately a lacuna in the account o f Syropoulus, who 
is our only source for this mission, leaves us in ignorance o f the 
occasion and o f the names o f the ambassadors. His narrative opens 
with the end o f a discourse o f some Latin personage, possibly the 
Pope himself: ‘ to bear the labour as best you can, especially as the 
Rom an Church is the mother and the Eastern the daughter, and the 
daughter should come to the mother.’ It is clearly both an argument 
and an appeal that the Greeks should be w illing to hold the council, 
so long projected and so often deferred, in Italy. The cardinals 
(continues Syropoulus) who had been deputed to treat with the 
Greek envoys urged the same thing and seemed to be animated by 
a sincere desire for union. They suggested that three representatives 
should be appointed on either side who with prayer should seek the 
w ill o f G od, and their conclusions should be accepted by all. The 
Greeks replied that to such a proposal they had no authority to

1 H .-'L . p. 633. 2 Jorga, 1, p. 352·
3 R . Sabbadini, op. cit. p. 8 . 4 Jorga, 1, p. 36 1.
5 Lambros, 111, p. 353-
6 J .  Zhishman, D ie Unionsverbandlungen zwischen der orientalischen m d  romischen Kirche 

seit dem Anfange des X V .  Jahrhunderts his zum C oncil von Ferrara (W ien, 1858), p. 14 .
Zhishman puts all this journey in 1425, due to a misreading o f the date in Phrantzes
(p. I 2 i = l  c. 40) and to his not noticing that there is a lacuna in the narrative of 
Syropoulus after ^fjA0E-x-ocuTov (11, 12 , p. 8), which jumps from the account o f the 
Emperor’s voyage to some discussion o f the Byzantine envoys o f 1426 with a group o f 
cardinals.

7 Syr. ii, 34, p 35. 8 Phr. p. 122.
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reply: they had come to arrange when the council should be held 
in Constantinople, but this was a completely new proposition which 
they would have to refer to the Emperor and the Patriarch. They 
warned the cardinals, however, o f the magnitude o f  the expense 
involved—exaggerating deliberately so as to deter the Latins:—300 
crossbowm en and three galleys for the defence o f Constantinople 
and at least five or six vessels for the transport o f the Greeks, as well 
as a grant in money to the Patriarch for himself and all his suite—
75.000 florins— to say nothing o f the expenses o f the Emperor and 
his suite, which they left to the generosity o f the Pope. The cardinals 
consulted with the Pope and took back his reply. In spite o f the 
enormous expenses o f the papal administration, i f  the Greeks say
50.000 florins, they shall have 75,000; i f  75,000, they shall have 
100,000— it now rests with the Byzantine Emperor to choose.

W hen the envoys took their leave o f the Pontiff, Martin exhorted 
them warmly as Christians, by the love and mercy o f G od , to prevail 
on the Emperor and the Patriarch to hold the C ouncil in Italy. 
‘ For I am an old man and I fear that death approaches. I f  you will 
see that the C ouncil is held in my days, union w ill be achieved well; 
but when I am gone, it w ill not be well done/1

The envoys returned to Constantinople accompanied by A ndrew  
Chrysoberges sent to represent the Pope. A ndrew  was given a safe' 
conduct dated 10  June 1426 2 (which indicates that the Greek 
embassy to Martin V  was earlier in the same year), and certain 
privileges and rights in respect o f his offices within his own Order.3 
A rrived  in Constantinople he tried to set in motion the preliminary 
arrangements for a council, claiming that that was what he had been 
commissioned to do. A t  first Joh n  V I I I  was very favourable to the 
idea o f the council being convened in Italy, which encouraged 
A ndrew  the more. Then the Patriarch visited the Emperor, at that 
time in the monastery o f Stoudios; whereupon both were inclined 
to delay, and the Emperor’s previous enthusiasm for bringing to  ̂
gether those who were to go to the synod noticeably diminished and 
he spoke to A n drew  showing his change o f attitude. The papal 
envoy then asked for an answer to the message he had brought from

1 Syr. 11, 1 2 - 1 3 ,  pp- 8 -10 . 2 E .P .  doc. 23.
3 M .'H . Laurent, op. cit. pp. 426-32 ; E .P .  doc. 24.
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the Pope, but the Emperor refused to disclose his mind to him, 
preferring to make his reply through a messenger o f his own choosing. 
A n d rew  was distressed, claiming that as a Greek he had the interests 
o f  Greece at heart, that to know the Emperor’ s answer would help 
him to fulfil his commission, and that in any case he understood the 
Pope’s mind on this matter as no one else. The Emperor, however, 
was adamant; he had no need to make known his reply to A ndrew , 
who had fulfilled his mission in reporting the Pope’s message. A n d  
so A ndrew  was dismissed.1 He was back in Rome before 9 May 
14 27  when he was empowered to promote to Master o f Theology 
Jam es Blacden, an English D om inican.2

Martin V ,  besides his efforts for union with the Greeks, tried in 
various other ways to relieve the sufferings resulting from the constant 
Turkish raids and invasions. O n 8 June 1425 he issued an ex^ 
communication (renewing the prohibitions o f Nicholas I V  and 
other popes) against all who trafficked in Christian slaves, buying 
cheaply Zicbi, R ossi, A lan i, M ingrelli et A nogasii. .  .juxta Graecorum 
ritum baptizati chiefly in the area o f the Crim ea, and selling them 
dearly to the Turk, to the imminent danger o f their being forced to 
renounce their faith.5 In that year the T urk  devastated Methone 
(a Venetian colony in the Morea), Cyprus and Rhodes, and in the 
next Euboea. The Pope, unable to persuade the European princes 
to peace in order to unite them against the infidel and render effective 
help to Cyprus, did what he could by remitting to the royal ex^ 
chequer there the revenues o f two years due to the Apostolic Cam era;4 
and, when Philip o f Brabant, because o f the papal prohibition, 
requested permission to make a pilgrimage to the H oly Land, the 
Sovereign Pontiff replied ( 1  September 1426) that, as the infidel 
gained by such pilgrimages by extorting from the pilgrims money 
in taxes and in other ways, he should forego his pious desire and 
instead proceed to Rhodes to assist in its defence, for both it and 
Cyprus were in imminent danger.5 The blow fell on Cyprus 
( 1  A ugust 1426), whose king with 20,000 Christian subjects was 
taken captive, the fleet from Rhodes arriving too late ( 12  A ugust)

1 Syr. n, 14 - 15 , pp. 10 - 12 . 2 M.<H. Laurent, op. cit. p. 432.
3 Raynaldus, ad annum 1425, x x .  4 Ibid. ad annum 1426, x x m .
5 Ibid.
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to help. This news affected Martin V  very deeply, and he sent a 
legate to Milan, Venice and Genoa imploring those Christian cities 
to compose their own quarrels and act for the Christian name in 
defence o f that ravaged island.1 A s  a result o f the incessant wars and 
raids on territories ranging from Hungary to Cyprus, not to mention 
the attacks o f corsairs based on North A frica on the shipping and the 
coastline o f the northern Mediterranean, the number o f Christian 
prisoners in Turkish hands was enormous. Martin V  tried to help 
even these, proclaiming an indulgence for such as would contribute 
for their ransom, and he sent the money so collected by his own 
messengers to various Turkish potentates, to one o f whom, Prosper^ 
lasserat o f Babylonia, he also wrote (23 A ugust 1429) exhorting him 
to be humane and merciful to his Christian subjects.2

The Byzantine Emperor waited a long time before he sent his 
answer to the proposal made to him by Martin V  in 1426. In the 
autumn o f 1429 he took the occasion o f the passing through C o n ' 
stantinople o f an envoy from Sigismund returning from a mission 
to the Turk to reassure the Hungarian K in g  that his zeal for union 
o f the Churches was still lively,3 but he sent no ambassador to the 
Pope till the year after. Syropoulus’ narrative gives the impression 
that no sooner was A ndrew  Chrysoberges gone than Mark Iagaris, 
the Great Stratopedarch, and Macarius Macros, hegoumenos o f the 
monastery o f the Pantocrator, were despatched with the Emperor’s 
reply to the Pope.4 But in this he is mistaken, for they did not leave 
the Byzantine capital till some time in 1430, about four years after 
the departure o f Andrew  Chrysoberges. Raynaldus under the year 
1430 records from a Venetian annalist that ‘ this year an envoy o f 
John, Emperor o f Constantinople, arrived in Venice and informed 
the Pope that the Emperor would collaborate in an Oecumenical 
C ouncil for the establishment o f union o f the Oriental Church with 
the R om an ’ .5 O n 19  Ju ly  1430 the Venetians replied to Greek 
envoys returning from the Pope,6 and Sphrantzes notes that in 
August 1430 the envoys named by Syropoulus reached the Pekv 
ponnesus on their way back from Pope Martin, when by order o f

1 Raynaldus, x x v . 2 Jbid. ad annum 1429, x x i .
3 Jorga, 11, p. 253. 4 Syr. 11, 15 , p. 12 .
5 A d  annum 1430, vm . 6 Jorga, 1, p. 523.
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the Emperor they made Thomas Palaeologus a Despot.1 It seems 
likely, then, that the Constantinopolitan ambassadors were des/ 
patched on their mission to the Pope early in I430.2

W e are fortunate in having a copy o f the agreement that they made 
with the Pope in the name o f their sovereign. It is o f great importance, 
for it was the basis o f all the future negotiations which culminated in 
the Council o f Florence. Pope Eugenius IV  in his Bull o f 1 2  No/ 
vember 14 3 1 appealed to it as another reason justifying the dissolution 
o f the Council o f Basel:3 A ndrew  Chrysoberges (by then already 
archbishop o f Rhodes, 4 May 14 3 1)  referred to it in his speech to 
the Fathers o f Basel on 22 August 14 3 2 :4 John V I I I ’s ambassadors 
to Basel in 1434 brought a copy o f it with them and produced it 
before the C ouncil.5 The text as we have it is very defective and 
is perhaps no more than a rough draft. It reads as follows.6

In the name o f the H oly  Trinity.

In this w ay it has been agreed by the most blessed Pope Maxtin V .

T h at is: the Emperor him self and the Patriarch o f  Constantinople and the 

other three Patriarchs and the prelates (principes sacerdotum) and all personages 

(prestantes) should gather in some city, at the choice o f  the Em peror o f  the G reeks, 

on the seaboard between C alab ria  and A n co n a.

Sim ilarly , that they should come from the kingdom s and dom inions w hich 

are subject to the Greek C h u rch  and, with G o d ’s help, there should be a synod 

w ith the Latin  C h u rch , from every city, peaceful, apostolic, canonical, without 
violence or strife, free.

A ls o : that someone be sent to Constantinople with sufficient means so 

that the Patriarchs, prelates and personages, for each from all, may com e to 
Constantinople.

Item : that two light galleys and 300 cross/bowmen be sent for the protection 

o f  the city and that the captains o f  the galleys and o f  the cross'bow m en shall be 

those w hom  the Em peror shall com m and and shall confirm in their loyalty to 

h im self by oath. A n d  no matter what the means he shall have for the payment 

o f  the galleys and the cross/bowmen, that he should have also more money, so 

that, should there happen to occur war because o f  the infidel, he may hire some

1 P. 158: on the same page Sphrantzes also records the death o f Macarius from the 
plague on 7 January 14 3 1.

2 The town o f Ancona decreed on 20 A pril 1430 to entertain gratis ambassadors o f 
Constantinople on their way to the Pope: V . Makuscev, Monumenta bistorica Slavorum  
mcridionalium, tom. 1, vol. 1 (Warsaw, 1874), pp. 162-3.

3 E .P .  doc. 29. 4 Cecconi, doc. x i.
5 Haller, 1, p. 339. 6 E .P .  doc. 26; Cecconi, doc. vi.
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o f  the citizens and also others, that that house may not be endangered. B ut the 

cross'bow m en should all be either Cretans, or from Taranto, or C atalans, or 

others similar.

Item : that four merchant ships be sent for the transport o f  all who w ill come 

to the synod, namely the Em peror and the Patriarch and all to the num ber o f  

70 0 ; o f  these four ships one shall be from Constantinople, but at the expense 

o f  the C h urch .

Item : that sufficient means be sent for the preparation o f  these 700 and their 

journey to the place decided on ; afterwards that they be furnished with funds 

as long as they shall be in  Italy and for their return to Constantinople from the 

holy C hurch  o f  the Latins.

If, however, from some obstacle or unexpected chance union should not 

fo llow  (may this not be, nor do we easily credit it), still even then that we should 

be taken back to Constantinople at the expense o f  the L atin  C h u rch .

Item : when we depart from here, that there come with us someone o f  note 

w ith money with w hich w e can bring together our people at Constantinople.

This agreement must have given great satisfaction to Martin V , 
for it included everything he had been striving for over so long a time. 
A s  A ndrew  o f Rhodes said later in his speech at Basel, only one 
point remained still to be determined—the exact city on the Italian 
seaboard where the council should be held.1

W hen the Greek ambassadors, Mark Iagaris and the monk 
Macarius Macros, returned to Constantinople, they carried with 
them a letter from the Pope,2 presumably the agreement outlined 
above. It was, however, such a departure from the line followed 
hitherto by the court o f Constantinople in the negotiations for union 
that the Emperor felt the need o f advice before he formulated his 
reply. Probably, too, he wished to assure himself o f the backing o f 
the politicians and especially o f the Church before he finally ratified 
the proposal to hold the muclvdiscussed council in Italy and not, as 
all the Greeks had been led to expect, in their own capital. W ith 
that purpose in view he convened in his mother’s palace a meeting 
o f the Patriarch, two metropolitans, two o f the officials o f the Great 
Church, two monks, the imperial counsellors and the three anv 
bassadors nominated to carry his answer to Rome— Mark Iagaris, 
Macarius Kourounas, hegoumenos o f the monastery o f Mangana, 
and his own secretary Demetrius Angelus Cleidas. Syropoulus

1 Cecconi, doc. x i. 2 Syr. 11, 15 , p. 12.
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never learnt in detail what was said in that conference, but he had 
the worst forebodings. He reports the Patriarch as giving vent after 
it to gloomy comments—to go to Italy at the expense o f the Latins 
would be to make themselves slaves, ‘ and the slave has to do the will 
o f  his master’ : what, too, i f  the Latins, once the Greeks were in 
their power, should refuse the means o f sustenance or not provide 
for the return journey?1 The theme, that the Latins held back the 
means o f sustenance in Italy and threatened to withold the means o f 
return, recurs time and again in the rest o f Syropoulus’ Memoirs to 
explain and excuse the eventual acceptance o f union by the Greeks. 
One suspects that it is introduced here more to attune the minds o f 
his readers to his thesis than to record words which the Patriarch 
actually spoke on this occasion.

Before, however, the agreement drawn up by the Pope and the 
Byzantine envoys could be put in effect, Martin V  died on 20 Feb ' 
ruary 14 3 1 .  His reign had brought unity and a temporary peace to 
the Church, but it had not solved its greatest problem. H e had 
managed to regain Rom e and to make it once more inhabitable, 
though by means o f a nepotism whose consequences would be 
seriously felt by his successor. He had created few cardinals, all 
deserving o f the dignity and some o f them o f exceptional sanctity 
and merit. He had held the Conciliar Movement at bay by sum' 
moning Councils at the appropriate times. But he had done nothing 
to diminish the power o f that Movement and the threat to the papacy 
that was inherent in it. G ood men everywhere clamoured for reform 
in head and members— they were really interested in reform in the 
head. Martin made hardly a gesture to meet their demand. In con' 
sequence the whole o f the reign o f his successor w ill be a fight between 
Pope and Council, in which the independence o f the papacy will 
be the stake. Into that struggle the Greeks will inevitably be drawn. 
They will not take an active part, but the right to treat with them 
will become a question o f exclusive competence and the support o f 
their presence one o f prestige. A s  a result the union with the Greeks, 
which Martin V  had pursued with such sincerity and pertinacity 
and which, as he died, he thought all but achieved, will hang in the 
balance for another seven years.

1 lhid. 11, 16 - 18 , pp. 12 - 15 .
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C H A P T E R  I I I

T H E  C O U N C I L  OF 

B A S E L  A N D  T H E  G R E E K S

( 1431-7 )

G
a b r i e l e  c o n d u l m a r o , cardinal o f Siena, elected 
pope with the name o f Eugenius I V  on 3 March 14 3 1 , 
inherited a double bequest from his predecessor Martin V — 

the Council o f Basel, announced already at the Council o f Siena, 
and the question o f the Greeks. One o f his first acts as Pope was to 
confirm Giuliano Cesarini, cardinal o f S. A ngelo, in the two 
functions assigned to him by the late Pontiff, as Legate for the sup' 
pression o f the Hussites and Legate to preside over the new Council. 
Cesarini was already in Nuremberg when the Bull o f confirmation 
reached him, and he judged it o f more importance to prosecute the 
crusade against the Hussites than to proceed straight to Basel, 
especially as by the beginning of March only one abbot and no bishop 
had as yet reached that city to take part in the Council. However, on
3 Ju ly  14 3 1 he designated John o f Ragusa and John Palomar as his 
deputies to preside over the Council with full powers in his absence, 
while he himself accompanied the army o f the crusade. The two 
delegates reached Basel on 19  Ju ly  and proceeded straightaway to 
make the necessary arrangements with the magistrates o f the city, to 
inaugurate the Council and to try to restore peace between the Dukes 
o f Austria and Burgundy, whose incessant conflicts were disturbing 
the neighbourhood and making access to the city dangerous.

The crusade ended in a complete defeat when Cesarini barely 
escaped being taken prisoner. W ith nothing now to hold him in 
Germany, he repaired to Basel (9 September 14 3 1) . A s  very few 
representatives of princes and universities had as yet arrived, and even 
fewer bishops, letters were despatched bidding, under pain o f ex^
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communication, those who were entitled to be present to come in 
person or by proxy, and at about the same time ( 17  September) 
Jean Beaupère, canon o f Besançon, was sent to Eugenius to procure 
the Pope’s wholehearted support o f the Council, by stressing its 
absolute necessity in the interests o f faith, peace and the unity o f 
Christendom, and to urge him to assist at it personally. He was, 
also, to invite the Pope to write to Constantinople encouraging the 
Emperor to be represented at Basel in the interests o f union, and to 
the Princes o f Poland and Lithuania for the same end.1 W hile 
Beaupère took his leisurely way to Rome (he arrived only on 2 Nov/ 
ember), the Council determined to invite the Czechs (the Hussites) 
to the Council and itself to write to the Greeks and to the Princes o f 
Poland and Lithuania to promote the union o f the Ruthenians. 
Beaupère, far from reassuring the Pope on the future o f the Council, 
filled him rather with misgivings by expatiating on the fewness o f the 
numbers present, the sad state o f Basel as itself infected with the 
Hussite heresy, and the danger to those who would make the journey 
arising from the wars o f the Dukes o f Austria and Burgundy. The 
results o f his mission were soon apparent.

O n 12  November 14 3 1 Eugenius directed a letter to Cesarini in 
which he recounted all the adverse circumstances recorded by Beau/ 
père and these, he said, together with considerations o f the approach 
o f winter, o f his own very poor health,2 and o f the fact that an env 
bassy from Constantinople, come to expedite the agreement reached 
between Martin V  and John V III , assured him that Bologna would 
be most acceptable to the Greeks for a council o f union—two 
councils meeting simultaneously were impossible—had moved him 
to authorise Cesarini to use his discretion to dissolve the Council 
o f Basel, i f  it was still in being, and to announce another council in 
a year and a half’s time and a further one after ten years.3 Ten cardinals 
also signed the letter and the Bull, Quoniam alto, that accompanied it.4

Before, however, this Bull was produced at Basel Eugenius

1 Haller, 11, p. 550. Another embassy from Basel to Eugenius o f the end ofDecember 
was instructed to ask the Pope to send envoys to John V I I I  for the same purpose: 
cf. ibid. p. 560.

2 In August 14 3 1 Eugenius had had what seems to have been a stroke, which left 
him with a paralysed right arm and eye for a long time. C f. Valois, 1, pp. 1 1 0 - 1 1 1

3 Mansi, 29, 561. 4 M .C .  n , 67; E .P .  doc. 2 1 .
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himself, moved by the news o f the invitation sent by the C ouncil to 
the Hussites which seemed to him to undermine all ecclesiastical 
authority in so far as the Hussite heresy had already been condemned 
at Constance and in several papal pronouncements, promulgated on 
1 8 December a Bull Q uoniam alto,1 almost identical with that o f 
12  November, except that it included the invitation to the Hussites 
as another ground justifying the dissolution. O n the same day the 
Pope wrote to Cesarini bidding him promulgate the Bull in the best 
way he could and then to quit Basel.

Eugenius had, however, miscalculated the temper o f the times. 
The reasons he alleged for the dissolution were in the main correct. 
There were very few prelates at Basel: there was disorder in the 
neighbourhood: the invitation to the Czechs without reference to 
the Pope was precipitate and dangerous: the relations with the Greeks 
were most promising and this last consideration weighed heavily with 
him. A d d  that his own state o f health and the fighting going on 
round Rom e lessened his interest in what was happening on the other 
side o f the A lp s . But he did not realise the tragic situation in Ger^ 
many where the low standard o f the clergy cried out for quick reform 
i f  it was to be prevented from becoming the cause o f  new heresies, 
and that the only hope o f winning the Hussites, as Cesarini saw 
very clearly, now that the crusade had failed so dismally, was by 
persuasion. The members o f the C ouncil would not hear o f dis^ 
solution, and to insist on it would produce schism. These and a 
number o f other considerations, together with an answer to the 
grounds alleged by the Pope in favour o f dissolution, were developed 
at length in a strong letter written by Cardinal Cesarini to the Pope, 
urging Eugenius to withold, or at least to defer, his authorisation o f 
the Bull and to allow the C ouncil to continue.2

The quarrel between the Pope and the C ouncil dragged on for 
more than two years. Sigismund o f Hungary, Charles o f France, 
Philip o f Burgundy and Eugenius’ inveterate enemy the D uke o f 
M ilan, and various other princes lent their support to the Council, 
and this, together with the threat o f dissolution itself, led to an in/

1 M .C .  ii, j 2 \ E . P .  doc. 3 1 ; Cecconi, doc. v iii.
2 M .C .  11, 95. This letter was written on 13 January 14 31 before the Bull o f 

18  December reached Basel.
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creasc in the number o f its members, which by 9 A p ril 1432  amounted 
to eighty/three, including nine bishops and sixteen abbots.1 The 
C ouncil hardened in its opposition to the Pope. It continued with 
considerable success its negotiations with the Bohemians, and in its 
deliberations progressed from a simple refusal to be dissolved to an 
assertion that, since it received its power directly from Christ (as 
was declared at Constance) and was superior even to a pope, it could 
not be transferred or adjourned even by the Pope (15  February, 
sccond session). It even summoned the Pope to be present in person 
or by proxy, otherwise the Council would itself take what measures 
it thought fit for the good o f the Church (29 A p ril, third session). 
O n 22 A ugust two papal envoys, A ndrew , archbishop o f Rhodes, 
and John, bishop o f Taranto, appeared before the C ouncil and 
offered large concessions— that the C ouncil should itself choose 
some Italian city where it could continue its activity even before the 
expiration o f the year and a half stipulated in the Bull Quoniam alto, 
and could go on with its work for the pacification o f the Bohemians 
and the reform o f the German clergy. But the Council would not 
yield. By September 1432  it could count on fifteen out o f the twenty/ 
one cardinals as openly or secretly in support,2 and at the end o f the 
year it demanded that the Pope withdraw his Bull o f dissolution 
within sixty days.

More concessions on the part o f Eugenius at the beginning o f 1433 
were equally unavailing, for the C ouncil resented the supposition 
implied in the Bulls that it should act dependently on papal authority 
(which ran counter to its principle that a pope was subject to a 
council in matters o f faith, the eradication o f heresy and the reform 
o f the Church) and objected that, since the dissolution had not been 
withdrawn, it would be held as a valid council only from the date o f 
its acceptance o f those Bulls. O n 13 Ju ly  the Fathers again gave 
Eugenius sixty days in which to withdraw the Bull o f dissolution, 
otherwise he would be held suspended from, all papal power both 
in spiritualibus et in temporalibus, and further it limited drastically his 
powers with regard to the election o f prelates and the granting o f 
benefices. Sigismund, who had been crowned by the Pope on 
23 May, urged the C ouncil to moderation, and the Convocation

1 Haller, 11, pp. 86-7. 2 C f. Valois, 1, pp. 19 3-5 ·
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o f Canterbury unanimously acknowledged the Pope’ s power o f 
dissolving and transferring a council.1

Negotiations between Eugenius, Cesarini and Sigismund and the 
slow but steady desertion o f Eugenius’ supporters resulted in the 
Bull Dudum sacrum o f i August, in which the Pope expressed him/ 
self as volumus et contentamur that the C ouncil should continue as i f  
no translation o f it had been decreed, which translation was thereby 
withdrawn, and declared himself ready to give it full support.2 But the 
Fathers o f Basel were not content with volumus et contentamur which 
savoured o f dependence on the Pope’s beneplacitum, even though the· 
rest o f the Bull was couched in the terms suggested by Cesarini. 
They wanted decernimus and finally, on 15 December, after a series o f 
prolongations o f the sixty^day period granted for submission to the 
C ou n cil’s demands, as the fruit o f many negotiations in which even 
the faithful Venice urged the Pope to compliance, they got what 
they wanted in the new Bull Dudum s a c r u m and on 5 February in 
the sixteenth session they declared themselves satisfied.4

1 The opinion o f the English Church is shown by the proceedings o f the Convoca/ 
tion o f Canterbury o f 7 November-21 December 1433. After long debates the clergy 
( 1 - 3  December) reached the conclusion that Eugenius’ dissolution o f the Council 
was valid; that, if  the Council proceeded to elect a new pope, obedience must still be 
rendered to Eugenius; and that, if  the Council by agreement ofthe Pope and the Fathers 
were lawfully to continue, reinforcements might be sent to the already diminished 
English delegation; but that the English representatives were, if  possible, to avoid the 
oath o f incorporation. The delegation was to use all its efforts in support o f a system 
o f voting by nations rather than by deputations, and was to oppose any compromise 
with the Bohemians in the main points in dispute (E. F . Jacob, The Register o f Henry 
Chichele, Archbishop o f Canterbury 14 14 - 14 4 3 ,  in  (Oxford, 1945), pp. 242if.; Mansi, 
3 i \  142-3).

2 M .C .  II, 470. 3 Mansi, 2 9, 78.
4 On the method o f voting in the Council, cf. H . 'L .  pp. 757-8 ; M . Creighton, 

A  History o f the Papacy during the Reformation, 11 (London, 1882), p. 72; Raynaldus, 
ad annum 1436, vm . A ll  the members o f the Council, no matter what their rank, 
whether prelates, abbots, doctors, monks or anything else (by 1433 there were some 
3000 foreigners in Basel of whom about 500 were incorporated into the Council 
(Valois, 1, p. 3 1 1) ,  including (5 February 1434) 106 ‘ mitres’ (Haller, in , p. 82)) were 
divided into four Deputations, with in each an equal number o f each o f the four 
Nations—French, German, Italian, Spanish (the English were not a separate Nation 
at Basel and so had nothing like the influence they had wielded at Constance)—and 
all the members had an equal vote. Measures were first discussed in the Deputations 
and then, if  accepted, confirmed in a general session. The agreement of three Deputa/ 
tions was sufficient for a measure to be considered approved by the Council.

Cecconi (p. 15 1)  quoting Agostino Patrizio and John Palomar, and Valois basing
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So much had to be said o f the general history o f the C ouncil of 
Basel to provide the background against which were carried on the 
negotiations with the Eastern Church for a council o f union. W hen 
Martin V  died a Greek embassy was already on its way to Rome, 
but it turned back from Gallipoli on hearing the news o f the Pope’s 
death. Syropoulus gives one to believe that hardly had it reached 
Constantinople than it set o ff again for Rome, with the monk 
Joasaph, Great Protosyncellus and superior o f the monastery o f the 
Prodromus, substituted for the monk Macarius Kourounas who 
refused to take further part in it,1 and yet arrived back in the Byzantine 
capital with letters from the Pope only after the departure o f the 
envoys o f Basel in January 1434 .2

W hat, however, happened in fact was that 
the Em peror o f  Constantinople had designated a numerous embassy for the 

Suprem e Pontiff, but hearing that this city and the whole o f  the C u ria  was in 

the throes o f  an intestine w ar, he did not consider it safe to send those ambassa/ 

dors, but thought it better to despatch some other individual to find out whether 

the present P o n tiff nourished the same sentiments for the establishment o f  union 

as his predecessor. T hat man on arrival learnt o f  the P o n tiff’s most ardent desire 

for the most holy w ork o f  union and soon departed to disclose the P ope’s whole 

m ind on the matter.3

That tallies with what Eugenius wrote to Cesarini on 12  November
14 3 1 ,  referring to the Emperor’s envoy (in the singular),4 who
assured him that the Emperor and the Patriarch would send other
himself on Aeneas Sylvius, conclude (in the words o f Valois, I, p. 3 13)  that ‘ Many a 
time, among the Fathers who legislated for the whole world, there were to be seen 
cooks and grooms, ».or again clerks, vagabond Religious, servants.. .w ho in the 
evening doffed their long [clerical] habits to serve at table or perform other domestic 
duties for their masters’ . C f. also the views o f Ambrogio Traversari (L . Mehus (ed.), 
Am brosii Traversari.. Aatinae epistohe (Firenze, 1759), tom. 11, no. 176).

T o  pay the expenses o f this enormous crowd the Council was guilty o f all the abuses 
it lamented in the Roman Curia, even to the demanding o f one/fifth o f the revenues 
o f  all vacant benefices, which was a much greater exaction than papal Annates; 
cf. Valois, 1, p. 318.

1 Syr. II, 19, p. 15 . The embassy consisted, therefore, now o f Mark Iagaris, Joasaph 
and Demetrius Angelus Cleidas, the Emperor’s secretary.

2 Ibid. 11, 2 1 , p. 17.
3 Letter o f Andrew Chrysobcrges, O .P . to Ragusa from Rome, 15  October 14 3 1 · 

M .C . 1, 1 19 .
4 M .C . n, 71*. the same phrase is found also in the Bull Qucniam alto o f 12  November 

14 3 1 (M .C . II, 68), but that o f 18 December 14 3 1 reads (ungrammatically) suum . . .  
oratores ( M .C .  11 73 ; E .P .  doc. 3 1) , an error corrected in Cecconi, doc. v i j i . The
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envoys fully empowered to decide on the choice o f  a city for the 
council, ‘just as they were sending to our predecessor before the news 
o f  his death’ . 1 The single messenger from Constantinople was the 
Emperor’s secretary, for A ndrew  o f Rhodes in his speech at Basel 
o f  22 A ugust 1432  mentioned that Eugenius ‘ had sent back the 
Emperor’s secretary so satisfied that the Emperor had decided to 
despatch a numerous embassy to arrange about a place suitable for 
the assembly o f the council. This presumably would have been done, 
i f  an unexpected event o f some sort had not intervened.’2

W hat deterred the Emperor in the first place from sending the 
more solemn mission was the fighting in and about Rom e from A p ril 
to September 14 3 1 ,  when the Colonna family tried to retain pos^ 
session o f various papal properties and a large part o f the money 
collected by Martin V  for the council with the Greeks and the pro' 
secution o f a crusade against the Turks. W hat occasioned the later 
delay is indicated so vaguely in A n d rew ’s discourse that it looks as 
i f  he did not know what it was himself, but one conclusion can 
safely be drawn from his words, that the mission had not reached 
Rom e by A ugust 1432. It was not, however, long before it did 
come. In November the Pope appealed to the maritime cities to 
facilitate the journey o f any Greeks seeking Rom e3 and in M ay 143 3 
Greek envoys discussed with the Pope and the Emperor Sigismund, 
come to the eternal city to be crowned, the project o f  the council. 
The secretary had agreed to Rome, A n con a or Bologna as sites for 
the council and from these Bologna had been selected:4 the later 
deputation insisted on A ncona. N o final decision was reached in 
the discussions o f Eugenius and Sigismund with the Greeks, so in 
Ju ly  1433 Cristoforo Garatoni was sent by the Pope to Constanti
nople, where in conversations with the Emperor and the Patriarch it 
was agreed that the council with the Greeks should be held in 
Constantinople, where a papal legate supported by a group o f

Cam era Apostolica paid 2 $  gold florins to Demetrius, oratori imperatoris Constantino✓ 
politani propriis expensis on 9 September 14 3 1 ( A .  Gottlob, ‘ A u s den Rechnungs^ 
biichern Eugens IV . zur Geschichte des Florentinums\ p. $6 , in Historisches 

Jahrbuch , x iv  (München, 1893), pp. 39-66).
1 M .C .  1 1 ,7 1 ,6 8 . The Latin word is transmittebant— ‘ were in the process of sending’ .
2 Cecconi, doc. x i. 3 E .P .  doc. 30; Cecconi, doc. x n .
4 M .C . 11, 7 1 ;  E .P ,  doc. 30 ; Cecconi, doc. vn .

52



prelates and theologians would represent the Latin Church in dis/ 
eussions with the Greek prelates and doctors, and in that way the 
question o f union be settled. The Emperor o f Trebizond concurred 
in the arrangement and, as the Patriarch o f the Arm enians would be 
in Constantinople at that time, the project promised w ell/

The arrangement negotiated by Garatoni was so complete a 
reversal o f the papal policy o f the last decade in regard to the place 
o f  the council with the Greeks, that it must have reflected the in/ 
structions given to him by Eugenius who sent him. W hat was the 
reason for the change; The Pope himself gave a good one in the letter 
he wrote to Basel—the expense involved in bringing 700 Greeks to 
Europe for an event the issue o f which was uncertain. But the real 
reason was probably the Pope’s growing isolation. It is true that he 
had to some extent bound Sigismund to his side by his crowning o f 
him on 31 May 1433 and by the fact that he was supporting him to 
the extent o f 5000 florins a month. But the other princes were 
rallying to Basel and the D uke o f M ilan, bitterly hostile both to him 
and to Sigismund, at about this time was posing as the agent o f the 
C ouncil to foment an internal strife in Italy that within a short time 
would rob Eugenius o f nearly all the papal possessions and force his 
flight from Rome. A d d  that the cardinals were deserting him and that 
a panic was developing even among the curial officials. Basel would 
not hear o f any translation o f itself to Italy. Italy in any case was in no 
state to receive the Greeks. The papal exchequer was being exhausted 
by paying for the war o f defence. These were grounds enough for a 
change o f policy, but another reason that probably counted was the 
prestige that would accrue to whichever party, Pope or C ouncil, 
managed to accomplish the * reduction ’ o f the Greeks. Eugenius at that 
time could not achieve this in Italy: he might be able to do so in C on / 
stantinople : at least a council in Constantinople would not be in Basel 
and would not add to the triumph and insolence o f his opponents.2

1 E .P .  doc. 42 ; Cecconi, doc. x x x i .
2 ‘ Il est certain que si le concile eût réussi à ramener les Grecs dans le giron de 

TEglise catholique, son prestige s*cn fût singulièrement accru; il aurait plus tôt encore 
déposé Eugène IV , et, certainement, le pape aurait dû s’avouer vaincu.* M . Mugnicr, 
L ’expédition du Concile de Bâle à Constantinople pour Y union de Y Eglise grecque à YEglise 
latine ( 14 3 7 - 8 )  (Paris, 1892): Extract from Bulletin du Comité des Travaux historiques 
et scientifiques (1892), p. 3.
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The same ideas ran, no doubt, also in the minds o f the Fathers o^ 
Basel. Earlier they had petitioned Eugenius through Beaupere to 
write to the Greek Emperor inviting him to attend the Council (it 
was to Basel he was to come, not elsewhere) and to send a ‘ viaticum * 
to him for that purpose, and later (December o f  the same year) 
through their next embassy they had requested him to send a notable 
embassy to the Byzantine court. N ow , however, they decided to take 
the matter in hand themselves. O n 2 January 1433 they determined 
again to invite the Greeks to come to Basel and to send their 
invitation this time by their own messengers. These were Antonio, 
bishop o f Suda, and A lberto de Crispis who reached Constantinople 
in the summer o f  143 3 and were favourably received by the Emperor 
and the Patriarch, who both wrote letters dated 15  O ctober,1 warmly 
welcoming the prospect o f  union (oblivious apparently o f  any state 
o f  tension between the Pope and the C ouncil; at least they make no 
slightest reference to it2), to announce the names o f  three Greek 
ambassadors to the Council, Demetrius Palaeologus Metochites, 
Isidore superior o f the monastery o f St Demetrius, and John  Dishy/ 
patus. Their voyage was ill/starred from the beginning. Furnished 
with full powers on 1 1  November,3 they set o ff but had to repair 
back to Constantinople because o f  a violent storm. O n 2 December 
A ntonio o f  Suda departed again with a letter o f  Joh n  V I I I  dated 
28 November4 and arrived in Basel on 2 M ay 14 34 5, while Alberto 
and the three Greeks set out only in January 1 4 3 4 . Their adventures

1 Mansi, 2 9 , 6 17 , 97; Cecconi, doc. x iv .
2 According to Syropoulus (11, 2 1, p. 17) the envoys from Basel spent their time 

in Constantinople vaunting the superiority o f the Council, consisting o f 700 bishops 
and supported by the most powerful princes, chief o f whom was Sigismund, over the 
Pope, and therefore able to give the Greeks greater assistance. There is probably some 
truth in this assertion, for something o f the kind was contained in the last article of 
their instructions from the Council (Haller, 1, p. 353). There they had, too, contact 
with the Armenian bishops John and Isaias, who sent a letter dated 30 September 143 3 
to Basel (Cecconi, doc. cm )— read in plenary session on 30 Ju ly  1434— promising 
to write to their Patriarch and holding out hope that, as far as the difficult situation of 
the dispersed Armenians allowed, their Church would co-operate in the movement 
for union.

3 Theiner and Miklosich, Monumenta spectantia ad unionem ecclesiarum graecae et latinae 
(Vindobonae, 1872), p. 44. According to this Greek text Demetrius Palaeologus is 
called Metochites: in Latin documents he is usually wrongly named Mcthotides, 
e.g. M .C .  11, 756.

4 Cecconi, doc. x v i. 5 Haller, 1, p. 334.
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are recounted in a letter o f de Crispis to Basel dated from U lm  on 
25 June 14 34 .1 They met with a severe storm in the Black Sea on
18 January and then continuing their voyage overland by W allachia 
(Rum ania) and Hungary, were robbed o f everything by bandits: 
at Buda they managed to raise money to take them to U lm  where the 
Greeks had been commissioned by their sovereign to seek an inter/ 
view  with the Emperor Sigism und.'They entered Basel on 12  Ju ly .2

T he Greek legates were received and lodged at Basel with almost 
extravagant honour, and on their being presented to the C ouncil 
Cesarini made a long discourse on the blessings o f unity and the 
relative unimportance o f the differences between the two Churches. 
For the Greeks Isidore replied in much the same sense a few days 
later. Then a commission o f the Council, o f all its nine cardinals and 
some forty others headed by Cesarini, began negotiations with the 
Byzantine envoys which resulted in a tentative agreement on the lines 
o f  the convention reached between Martin V  and John  V I I I  three 
years earlier, which the Greeks had brought with them and pro/ 
duced before the Council. I f  the C ouncil were held in Constantly 
nople the Greeks would pay their own expenses and try to assist the 
Latin  members: if  in the West, all expenses should fall on Basel. 
The Greek envoys, limited by their instructions, could not accept 
Basel as the seat o f the council (though they promised to use their 
best endeavours in Constantinople in its favour), but only Calabria, 
A n con a or other maritime town, Bologna, M ilan or some other 
city o f Italy, or, outside ofltaly, Buda in Hungary, Vienna in Austria 
or, at the most, Savoy. T o  one o f those cities they promised that the 
Emperor, the Patriarch o f Constantinople and the other oriental 
Patriarchs and bishops would come. Basel was to provide 8000 
ducats for the coming to Constantinople o f the Greek prelates, ships 
for the journey to and from the council sufficient for the transport of 
700 persons to be at Constantinople, with the envoys o f  the C ouncil 
and 15,000 ducats for expenses, within the ten months beginning 
from November 1434 . Other ships, archers and money were to be 
sent for the defence o f the Byzantine imperial city. T he envoys who 
accompanied the ships for the voyage were to announce to the 
Emperor the name o f the port o f arrival in Europe and that o f the 

1 Cecconi, doc. x x v i .  2 Haller, h i, p. 148.
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city from those named above chosen for the council. A l l  these 
conditions should be agreed to by the Pope by Bull and the sove^ 
reign Pontiff should be present in person or by representative.1 This 
convention was solemnly approved in the nineteenth session on
7 September 1434  by the C ouncil o f Basel in the decree Sicut pia 
mater,2 and the three Greeks promised on oath to do their best to 
implement it.3 W hile Simon Freron was despatched by the Council 
to the Pope to obtain his adherence, the two lay members o f the 
Greek mission again visited Sigismund, who had promised them 
redress for their losses from the bandits and who in a letter to 
Joh n  V I I I  o f late September4 and in one to Basel from Ratisbon o f 
1 October declared his complete satisfaction with the arrangements 
made.5

Freron found the Pope in Florence where he had been received by 
the city with great jubilation on 23 June 1434, despite the fact that 
he came as an exile from his own city o f Rome. For the best part o f 
a year before that date various enemies, the chief among them being 
the D uke o f M ilan claiming to act in the name o f the Council, had 
been harryingthe Papal States, till finally Romeitsclf, reduced to misery 
and desperation by the incessant warfare, had revolted. Eugenius 
escaped in disguise by a boat down the Tiber and reached Florence 
via Ostia, Leghorn and Pisa.6 His nephew the Cardinal Treasurer 
was not so fortunate and was held a prisoner till the revolt was ended 
in October. This was the nadir o f Eugenius* fortunes. From now on 
his position began steadily to improve as the cardinals one by one 
abandoned the Council to take his side and the papal cities were 
recovered through the campaigns o f the Condottiero Sforza and 
Giovanni Vitelleschi, bishop o f Recanati.

Eugenius waited for the arrival from Basel o f two other envoys, 
the Cardinals. Nicolo Albergati and Giovanni Cervantes, before 
returning a definitive answer to the mission o f Freron, as he explained 
in a short, pacific communication to the C ouncil o f  20 October.7

1 M .C . ii, 753-6. 2 Ibid. 752.
3 Haller, I, p. 3 39, h i ,  pp. 6 16 - 17 . 4 Cecconi, doc. x x x m .
5 Ibid. doc. x x x iv .
6 A n  account of Eugenius’ reception at Pisa and of his journey to Florence is 

given by A .  Traversari, Odoeporicon (ed. by A .  Dini'Traversari, Ambrogio T raversa l e i 
suoi tempi: Odoeporicon), pp. I32 f. 7 E .P .  doc. 43; Cccconi, doc. x x x v i.
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H is more detailed reply which reached Basel in December by the 
hand ofFrcron is dated 15  November 14 34 .1 In it he repeats what he 
had already written in his letter o f 3 1 A ugust o f the history o f the 
negotiations he had so far had with the Greeks, as a result o f which 
Garatoni had returned to the Byzantine capital in Ju ly  1434  to con' 
elude the arrangements, tentatively agreed to during his first mission, 
for the holding o f the G reco 'Latin  conferences in Constantinople. 
The Pope chidcd the Fathers mildly for negotiating with the Greeks 
without his knowledge, when he had already done so much in that 
regard himself, and mentioned that in his view some o f the points 
o f  the Basel convention would be difficult, i f  not impossible, to 
implement. In any case, it would be a ridiculous situation i f  the 
C ouncil arranged matters in one way and Garatoni in another. 
Nevertheless, i f  the Fathers insisted on following their own way, the 
Pope would acquiesce. O n the following day Cardinal Orsini, 
Eugenius’ most faithful supporter, wrote to Basel a letter o f encourage^ 
ment, praying that the affair o f the Greeks would reach a happy 
issue.2

W hat the Pope feared came to pass. Garatoni did, in fact, reach 
a firm conclusion with the Greek Emperor and the Patriarch to hold 
the discussions in Constantinople. In a letter o f 12  November 1434 
Jo h n  V I I I  acquainted Basel o f the fact, though not in any hostile 
spirit, because he had been told by Garatoni that the Pope and the 
C ou ncil were o f one w ill in the matter;3 he announced, too, that he 
was sending George and Manuel Dishypatus to represent him with 
the Pope. Eugenius received the news in a letter from Garatoni 
written in Venice on 2 1 December4 informing him that the two

1 E .P .  doc. 45; Cecconi, doc. x l i i ;  M .C . ii, 763. 2 Cecconi, doc. x l i i i .
3 Ibid. doc. x l i .  There is no need to accuse Garatoni of duplicity. W hen he left 

Italy in Ju ly  relations between Eugenius and Basel were peaceful, and the Fathers, 
though they had opened negotiations with Constantinople without reference to the 
Pope, had not yet made any convention with the Greeks, and by 12  November 
Constantinople was still apparently in complete ignorance o f the agreement in Basel 
o f 7 September—at least the Emperor’s letter written to the Council itself gives no 
indication o f any such knowledge. On the other hand the Pope’s letter informing the 
C ouncil o f Garatoni’ s mission was communicated to the Deputations on 5 September 
(M .C . 11, 76 1).

4 Cecconi, doc. x l iv . The letter is dated Venice 2 1 December 1434. But Ragusasays 
that Garatoni and the Greeks arrived in Venice only towards the end of January 1435 
(Haller, I, p. 342). They arrived in Florence on 21 January 1435 (M .C . n, 786).
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Greeks with some sixteen others had arrived there with a copy o f the 
convention signed and sealed by the Emperor and the Patriarch, to 
receive the Pope’s confirmation. Garatoni had returned at the Em/ 
peror’s particular behest without fulfilling another part o f the corrv 
mission confided to him by the Pope. For Eugenius, like the Fathers 
o f Basel, was anxious that the muclvdesired union o f the Churches 
should include all orientals o f whatever place or rite. W ith this in 
view, he had appointed Garatoni on 1 3 Ju ly  1434  Apostolic Nuncio 
to the Orient and in particular to the Arm enians whose Patriarch 
and bishops he was to visit in person, providing him with letters to 
the Arm enian Patriarch Constantine V I  and to Isaias, Arm enian 
bishop o f Jerusalem .1 Isaias replied to the Pope on 1 November in 
a letter full o f joy at the prospect o f ecclesiastical unity; he had sent 
on to his Patriarch the Pope’s letter translated into Arm enian, and 
hoped that Garatoni, with whom he had had contact on his previous 
visit and who now would put before the Pope various considerations 
on the part o f Isaias, would be able on his next visit to C o n ' 
stantinople to fulfil the rest o f his mission by visiting the Arm enian 
Patriarch.2

The success o f Garatoni’s mission to Constantinople created an 
embarrassing situation which the Pope handled with great prudence. 
H e resisted the urgent demands o f the Greeks (who had written 
from Venice to their colleagues accredited to the C ouncil bidding 
them to break off negotiations with the Fathers in view o f the much 
more gratifying arrangements entered into with the Pope) that he 
forthwith confirm the agreement arrived at in Constantinople. 'In/ 
stead he sent to Basel Garatoni and the two Greeks (who would be 
the best informed o f the opinions o f Constantinople and the best 
advocates o f the convention) with letters dated 2 2  February 1435 
directed to the C ouncil and the papal presidents, that to the presi/ 
dents containing also a copy o f the clauses o f the agreement.3 
A ccord ing to this, the papal legate and his suite o f theologians should 
set out for Constantinople within a year o f the signing o f the pact 
and meantime the Byzantine Emperor should have gathered together

1 E .P .  doc. 3 6 ;  Cecconi, doc. x x v n .  2 Cecconj, doc. X L .

3 E .P .  docs. 48, 47; Cecconi, docs, x l v i i ,  x l v i i i ;  A f.C . n, 789, 792. The letter 
to the presidents was signed also by seven cardinals.
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at his own expense the prelates o f his territories and the other PatrL· 
archs, and, the discussions beginning within a month o f the legate's 
arrival, what was agreed to in free discussion on the basis o f the H oly 
Scriptures and the Fathers and Doctors should be faithfully promuL· 
gated and held by both Churches. Though Eugenius recommended 
this agreement as the more likely to succeed, he assured the C ouncil 
that he would concur in their convention i f  they insisted on it.

W hen the first intimations reached Basel o f the successful negotia^ 
tions o f Garatoni in Constantinople,1 the members o f the C ouncil 
were astounded that the Pope had presumed to act in an affair which 
they already had in hand, and accusations o f duplicity against the 
three Greek envoys at Basel were heard. These, summoned to explain 
the situation, could only reaffirm that they had acted according to 
their instructions. In point o f fact, letters addressed to them by the 
brothers Dishypatus from Italy failed to reach their destination and 
their first communication came only on 10  or 12  February.2 Gara^ 
toni with his companions arrived at Basel according to Ragusa in 
mid^March, but it was only on 5 A p ril that he gave his account o f 
his relations with the Byzantine Emperor and the Patriarch.3 O f  
the Greeks Manuel Dishypatus spoke in Latin confirming Garatoni’s 
words and stressing the many reasons that made Constantinople 
more acceptable to the Greeks than any other place as the seat o f the 
council. The matter was then referred to the Deputations, which 
debated for several days and cross-examined Garatoni. There was a 
division o f opinion among the Fathers—some stood fast for their 
own convention, others were for accepting the Pope's arrangement, 
while still others would have allowed the Pope's arrangement pnv 
vided that it was made clear that the discussions in Constantinople

1 This paragraph (like much o f what has gone before) is drawn mainly from Ragusa’s 
account o f the history o f  the negotiations with the Greeks (Haller, 1, pp. 350f.). 
Ragusa is an excellent, i f  somewhat biased, witness for the events in Basel o f this time. 
H e is not so trustworthy in what he reports o f the mission in Constantinople o f Alberto 
de Crispis and Antonio o f Suda, o f which he was not an eye-witness. E.g. he affirms 
that de Crispis and the three Greeks left Constantinople only in M ay 1436 (p. 334); 
yet de Crispis himself gives the date as 18 January. So one may doubt i f  his assertion 
that Garatoni was in Constantinople and calumniating the Council at the same time 
as those two legates from Basel is well founded—the Emperor, the Patriarch, the Bishop 
Isaias do not even hint at it, and Syropoulus affirms the contrary (11, 22, p. 18).

2 Mansi, 30, 890; Haller, 1, p. 343. 3 M .C . 11, 786.
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could not in any way be called an Oecumenical C ouncil and so 
any conclusions arrived at there would not be automatically binding, 
but would need the approval o f the Council afterwards. The reason 
in the minds o f the Fathers for this last condition was clear enough. 
They were convinced that they were the sole authority in the Church 
and they meant to remain such. A  general council at Constantinople 
would mean the end o f that at Basel (which they would not consider), 
for two general councils at once was an impossibility. That a partial 
or local council— such would be the nature o f the one envisaged in 
the Pope’s articles— should decide matters o f faith was intrinsically 
unsound and a dangerous precedent. It was determined to give the 
Greeks the choice between the first way and the third. O n 27 A p ril 
143 5 1 all the Greek envoys opted for the first way—the way o f Basel 
— as it always had been and still was an essential condition that the 
union should be effected in a General Council, otherwise it stood 
no chance o f succeeding, and they showed letters to the effect that, 
i f  the Council and the Pope were divided in the courses they pro' 
posed, the Emperor and the Patriarch o f Constantinople elected the 
way offered by the Council. Manuel Dishypatus left Basel to return 
to Constantinople via Hungary with a letter o f the C ou ncil dated 
30 A p ril 1435 . Isidore departed soon after for Venice and in m id' 
June the other Greek emissaries followed. Three envoys were ap^ 
pointed by the C ouncil to go to Constantinople—Joh n  o f Ragusa, 
Heinrich Menger and Simon Freron (to whom on 23 June the 
C ouncil gave privileges with regard to the absolution o f sins reserved 
to the Pope and a plenary indulgence once in life and once at the 
hour o f death)— and to go to the Pope two others, Matthieu Meynage 
and John Bachenstein, who with Garatoni were to explain at 
length the decision o f the C ouncil communicated to Eugenius in 
a letter o f 5 May.

Though the Pope made no difficulty about accepting the decision 
o f the Council in regard to the Greek question, the delegation o f 
Meynage and Bachcnstein marked the beginning o f another period 
o f tension between him and the Fathers, for the two envoys were 
commissioned to demand his consent to other, and less acceptable,

1 M .C .  11, 787; Haller, 111, p. 37 1. Ragusa repons the date as 15  May (Haller, 1, 
p. 358), which must be a mistake.
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measures that it had taken. Meynage on 14  Ju ly  informed him that 
the C ouncil ‘ asked, exhorted and required* him to support its plan 
with all his power and that it proposed to proclaim an indulgence, 
like that associated with the crusades, for such as contributed to the 
expenses o f the Greek affair, and asked him to withdraw all other 
similar indulgences.1 Bachenstein in a long speech, purporting to 
prove the superiority o f a General Council over the whole Church, 
pope included, and therefore Eugenius* duty to submit in everything 
to the decisions o f Basel, acquainted him with the decree of the 
twenty^first session o f 9 June prohibiting for the future all taxes on 
the confirmation o f  elections to any sort o f ecclesiastical office, and 
did not disguise his threats o f what the Council would do if  the Pope 
did not impose the observance o f the decree on his C u ria .2

This decree about the Annates was bound to raise a storm. Its 
execution would have reduced the Pope and the C uria to utter 
financial dependence on the C ouncil—and probably was intended 
to do so, as well as to reform abuses.3 W hen it was passed at Basel,

1 Cccconi, doc. L. 2 Mansi, 29, 454.
3 ‘ The Council found it more interesting to war with the Pope than to labour 

through the obstacles which lay in the way o f a reformation o f abuses by those who 
benefited by them. Each rank o f the hierarchy was willing to reform its neighbours, 
but had a great deal to urge in its own dcfence. In this collision o f interests there was 
a general agreement that it was good to begin with a reform in the Papacy, as the Pope 
was not at Basel to speak for himself. Moreover, the Council had grown inveterate in 
its hostility to the Pope. The personal enemies ofEugenius I V  flocked to Basel, and 
were not to be satisfied with anything short ofhis entire humiliation. In this they were 
aided by the pride ofauthority which among the less responsible members ofthe assembly 
grew in strength every day, and made them desirous to assert in every way the superiority 
ofthe Council over the Pope’ (M. Creighton, op. cit. pp. I i6 - r7 ) .

In any case Eugenius was by no means averse to reform, and that in the head as well 
as in the members, otherwise he would not (before his election as Pope) have had 
associated with Cesarini for the work ofthe Council Ragusa, that noted, and indeed 
notorious, advocate o f reform at Siena and afterwards in Rome. In the first months o f 
his pontificate he promulgated severe edicts against concubinage and abuses in the 
chancery with regard to the giving o f benefices; on 18 May 1434 he attacked simony; 
and in the course ofhis reign he reformed many religious houses.

A s  regards the abuses in the conferring o f benefices, the object o f so much indigna^ 
tion ofthe Fathers o f Basel and o f many others since, in a paper which shows that the 
machinery for filling benefices was designed to exclude unworthy candidates to the 
benefit ofthe Church, Professor Barraclough notes by way o f introduction: ‘ Through 
the boundless intervention o f the Papacy, they (i.e. modern historians) have concluded 
the rights o f local churchmen were threatened with destruction: the legitimate powers 
ofthe bishops were diminished: the ecclesiastical hierarchy was thrown into confusion.
. .  .A m o n g the causes which, in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, made a thorough'
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two o f the papal presidents, G iovanni o f Taranto and Pietro da
Padova (and the English delegates), protested and did not sign it:
o f  the presidents only Cesarini accepted it. It was the consequence
o f  the C ou ncil’s conviction o f being the sole authority in the Church,
and part and parcel o f its arrogating to itself all the functions hitherto
performed by pope and papal Curia. They had gradually set up for
themselves all the offices found in the C u ria ;1 they sent numerous
embassies (and a ‘ legate a latere'2), and with some success, to arrange
peace between princes; they interfered in local disputes, receiving
appeals from anyone discontented with an adverse judgement in the
papal courts, and sometimes supporting bad causes merely because
the Rom an C uria  had decided otherwise, as in the affair o f the
bishopric o f Utrecht;3 they even gave dispensations for impediments
o f  marriage— all this in the sacred name o f the C ou n cil: and now in
the name o f the C ouncil they were going to grant indulgences. The
truth is that an organisation as big and as multifariously active as the
Church o f those days was and had to be, could not carry on without
material means— money— and the Fathers o f Basel found that they
needed it as much as any pope and that they had to use pretty much
going reform ofthe Church,/« capite as well as in membrist an  urgent necessity, and which 
without any doubt paved the way for the outbreak o f the Lutheran Schism, none has 
been regarded as more powerful, and none more fateful, than the intervention o f the 
Papacy and ofthe Roman Curia in the collation o f benefices throughout the mediaeval 
world.’ Yet his conclusion at the end o f his own study is: ‘ W hat causes led to the 
decline, what were the chief sources o f disorder in the fourteenth and fifteenth century 
Church—these are questions which cannot be discussed here, though it may be sug' 
gested that the time has come when historians will do well to transfer their attention from 
conditions at the centre, in the Papal Curia and in the official bureaucracy, to con' 
ditions in the provincial ch urches. One fact is certain. The system o f provisions operated 
with all the safeguards and impartiality o f a system o f law, and this very fact is sufficient 
reason to maintain that the evils attributed to provisions have been exaggerated. 
Legitimate rights were not overridden, legitimate exceptions were not excluded: instead 
o f a liquid, undefined practice o f administrative intervention by the popes, there was 
a rigid, balanced, selkoperative system o f juridical procedure, in which no room was 
left for arbitrariness and caprice, and every safeguard was provided against corruption 
and abuse’ (G . Barraclough, ‘ The Executors o f Papal Provisions in the Canonical 
Theory o f the Thirteenth and Fourteenth Centuries’ , in Acta Congressus Iuridici inter✓ 
nationalis. Romae 1 2 - i j  November 1934, in  (Roma, 1936), pp. 1 1 3 ,  15 2 -3 ) .

‘ It is certain now that much ofthe contemporary criticism, which historians in the 
nineteenth century were accustomed to take at its face value, was unjustified and ex ' 
aggerated’ (E. F. Jacob, Essays in the Conciliar Epoch, 2nd ed. (Manchester, 1953), p. 23).

1 M .C .  11, 828; Valois, 1, pp. 3 1 1 - 18 .  2 M .C .  11, 652; Haller, 111, p. 88.
3 H . 'L .  p. 79 1.
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the same ways as the pope to get it. O n 8 A ugust 143 5 they ordered 
all papal collectorsto send all moneys collected to Basel and to render an 
account o f them: on the same day, the very day when they appointed 
a commission to judge the conduct o f the papal presidents who had 
protested against the prohibition o f the Annates, they ordered, in 
spite o f their own decree o f the twenty^first session, that all those who 
owed Annates or similar taxes should pay them in full to the C ou n cil.1

The representatives o f the Council, Ragusa, Menger and Freron, 
left Basel on 24 June for Venice, where they found the plague raging 
and so they awaited ships in Pola where they met Garatoni also en 
route for Constantinople. They departed from there probably on
8 A ugust with the returning Greek envoys and reached Constantin 
nople on 4 September. Their many letters from there and Ragusa’s 
report later delivered to the C ouncil, supplemented by the account 
o f Syropoulus, furnish a full record o f their activities in the Byzantine 
capital.2 Nine days after their arrival they unfolded their mission to 
the Emperor and on the next day to the Patriarch, dividing between 
themselves the explanation they had been commissioned to make, 
Ragusa stressing that the situation demanded that the division between 
the Churches should be settled in a General Council, Menger 
explaining why the agreement with the Pope did not meet that

1 Mansi, 29, 439; 30, 923·
2 Instructions from the Council to its ambassadors, Ju ly  1435 (Haller, 1, pp. 364f .); 

letter from ambassadors to Council dated Pola 6 August 1435 (Cecconi, doc. Li ;  

Mansi, 30, 922); speeches o f same at the first meeting with the Emperor, September
1435 (Cecconi, doc. L v ); various docs, and replies given by same to Greeks, October- 
November 1435 (Cecconi, docs, l v i - l i x ,  l x i i - l x v ;  Mansi, 30, 922, 963); letters 
from Emperor and Patriarch to Eugenius, November 1435 (Cecconi, docs. l x v i .  

l x v i i ) ;  to Council, November 1435 (Cecconi, docs, l x v i i i ,  l x i x ;  Mansi, 29, 627, 
628); to same, February 1436 (Cecconi, doc. L x x i v ) ;  to same, March 1436 (ibid. 
doc. l x x x ) ;  to Menger, November 1435 (Cecconi, docs, l x x ,  l x x i ;  Mansi, 29, 649, 
650); letter o f Menger to Cesarini dated Venice 4 January 1436 (Cecconi, doc. 
l x x v ;  Mansi, 29, 650); letters o f Ragusa and Freron to Council, February-May
1436 (Cecconi, docs, l x x v i i - l x x i x ,  l x x x i ;  Mansi, 29, 651, 656, <559; Haller, 
1, p. 372); letters o f Ragusa to Council, dated 16  September 1436 (Haller, I, 
p. 374); dated 17  November 1436 (Cecconi, doc. x c m ; Mansi, 29, 66 1); dated 
13  February 1437 (Haller, 1, p. 377); dated 24 Ju ly  1437  (Haller, 1, p. 38 1) ; dated
4 August 1437 (Haller, I, p. 382); letter o f Emperor to Council, dated 1 1  February
14 37  (Haller, v, p. 182); Ragusa’s report to Council presented on 29 January 1438 
(Cecconi, doc. c l x x v i i i ;  Mansi, 3 1*, 248f.). Syr. 11, 23, p. 20-111, <5, p. 5 1 .
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requirement, and Freron advocating Basel as the most suitable place. 
A t  their first meeting with a committee appointed by the Emperor and 
the Patriarch, they presented four proposals: that the convention agreed 
to at Basel should now be ratified by Emperor and Patriarch; that a new 
date should be fixed for the fulfilment o f the agreement as the time 
determined on in Basel had, owing to a variety o f circumstances for 
which neither side was responsible, already expired; that Basel should 
be agreed to as the place o f the combined council; and that on the 
Greek side a start should be made in putting their part into execution.

But no sooner did discussion begin than an unforeseen obstacle 
arose. The Greeks objected strongly to the phrase recens illud Bobes 
morum antiqmmque Graecorum dissidium prorsus extinguere in the short 
preamble to the decree Sicut pia mater o f the Council, on the grounds 
that it set them on a par with the Hussites who were heretics, and 
no amount o f explanation and persuasion o f the Latin envoys that 
the preamble was not really o f the substance o f the decree, that no 
insult was intended and that the Greek envoys at Basel had raised 
no objection when the decree was discussed and sanctioned on 
7 September 1434, could assuage them. They insisted that it be altered, 
otherwise they would proceed no further in the business. They raised 
another difficulty, too, in that, whereas the decree guaranteed all 
expenses for their journey to the chosen place, it made no mention 
o f  securing their return also if  no union was realised. That omission, 
they insisted, had to be remedied. Besides that, they would not hear 
o f  Basel itself as the seat o f the future council, but insisted on one 
o f  the places named in the decree.

The C ou n cil’s representatives were in a difficult position for, as 
they said, they could not on their own authority change anything in 
the decree, passed and sealed by the C ouncil. In the third session o f 
their meetings v/ith the Greek committee they proposed that they 
should write a new preamble to the decree which they would submit 
to the Greeks for approval before sending it to Basel for ratification, 
and would also suggest to the C ouncil that the guarantee o f the safe 
return o f the Greeks from Europe should either be introduced into the 
decree or at least into the safe^conduct that the C ouncil was to 
provide. A s  regards the preamble the Greeks decided to draw one 
up for themselves and to declare it only i f  the new one offered by the
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delegates were unsatisfactory, but this precaution was unnecessary, 
as the amended version met all their requirements.1 T o  assuage the 
wounded feelings o f the Greeks the new preamble was read to a 
large gathering o f the foreign residents in and about Constantinople, 
brought together for that purpose.1

Further meetings were held to discuss the other provisions o f the 
decree. The envoys satisfied the Greeks that the Pope agreed to the 
arrangements (and according to Syropoulus harried Garatom with 
jeers and execrations into testifying to that publicly):3 the time was 
fixed as a year from the end o f the following M ay: the decision about 
the place o f the council was left in abeyance. Finally it was agreed 
that one o f the representatives o f the C ouncil should return to Basel 
to seek ratification for all the promises made by the envoys. O n 
£ $  November the three envoys drew up a solemn promise to present 
the Emperor and the Patriarch as quickly as possible with a docu^ 
ment sealed with the C ou ncil’s seal guaranteeing all the points they 
had promised: in another document they declared that the offending 
preamble was not meant to reflect on the honour o f the Greek C hurch :

1 Syr. 11, 33, p. 34· 2 M il  11, 38, P -4 2·
3 Ibid. 11, 36-7, pp. 37-9. A ccording to the long account o f  Ragusa made to the 

C ouncil on 29 January 1438 the boot was on the other foot. Ragusa declared that it 
was Garatoni who made the Emperor and the Patriarch so insistent on the presence o f 
the Pope and the choice o f  a place convenient for him and them, and who sowed 
doubts as to the power o f  the Council to fulfil its obligations. Isidore and Manuel 
Dishypatus agreed with him and even Demetrius Palaeologus and John Dishypatus 
were hesitant. Garatoni was invited to a general meeting, but, as he began to attack 
the wording o f  the decree, it was Ragusa and his associates who broke off proceedings 
by asserting that they were sent to deal with the Greeks not with Garatoni.

A n  account o f  a more impartial witness is to be read in a letter o f  George Scholatius 
written to a pupil o f  his a short time before Menger’s departure, December 1435 : 
‘ Christopher has come to witness that the Pope concurs in the action o f  the Synod o f 
Basel o f  necessity, since we have handled things badly and have abandoned the way 
o f  union which the Pope had at heart and which he proposed last year through Christ 
topher, namely that the synod should be held in Constantinople, since, desiring union 
at all costs and with all his strength, he wanted it to be effected by the easy, and to us 
the safer, and to himself perhaps the most advantageous way. But as we have rejected 
this and have chosen the other way o f  the Synod, that is, that it be effected in the midst 
o f  the Latins and in whatever place that Synod shall choose and even, possibly, on the 
far side o f  the Pillars o f  Hercules, so as not to seem to be opposed to the whole business, 
he concurs meantime in the way he does not approve of. Meanwhile Christopher, 
having fulfilled his mission and, while having noted the difficulty about the place, 
having all the same attested to the agreement o f  the Pope, will leave with the ships’ 
(Schol. iv (Paris, 1935)» PP. 4 1 4 - 1 $ ) .
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in still other documents o f the same date they promised safe^conducts 
containing a clause about the return journey even in case o f failure 
o f  the forthcoming council to produce unity. O n the Greek side the 
Emperor delivered on 30 November a chrysobull dated 26 November 
promising a faithful implementation by the Greeks o f the agreement, 
provided the C ouncil accepted the amendments proposed. The 
Patriarch made a like pledge. O n the same day they both wrote 
short letters to Basel in which they urged that the city to be chosen 
for the council should be on the seaboard for the sake o f the Greeks, 
especially the aged and infirm Patriarch, and stressed the essential 
need that the Pope ‘ because he is head o f the Rom an and Western 
C h u rch ’ should be present. They had expressed the same two firm 
desires in letters to Eugenius o f 1 1  arid 22 November, when they had 
also thanked him for the announcement made by Garatoni that he 
acquiesced in the decision o f Basel, and they commissioned Menger 
to use every endeavour with the Council to procure A ncona as the 
chosen city, both to save exhausting travel for the Greeks and to 
facilitate matters for the Pope, whose personal presence was most 
desirable—it was the Patriarch who was the more insistent on the 
presence o f Eugenius. W ith all these documents Menger left Con/ 
stantinople on 1 or 2 December and arrived in Venice ‘ by the grace 
o f  G od alive but not w ell’ on 2 January 14 36 .1

W hile Ragusa and his companions were occupied in Constant^ 
nople in these negotiations with the Greeks, the good relations between 
the Pope and the C ouncil had greatly deteriorated. Instead o f 
replying directly to the messengers, Meynage and Bachenstein, sent 
to him by the Council, Eugenius preferred to make his answer by 
his own envoys, which fact was regarded as an insult by the Basel 
envoys. For this purpose he appointed A m brogio Traversari, 
General o f the Camaldolese, and Antonio di S . V ito  who ad ' 
dressed the C ouncil on 26 August, Traversari defending the supre^ 
macy o f the H oly See over the C ouncil and S. V ito  urging the 
necessity for the Pope o f the Annates. Cesarini replied to refute both 
and promised that the C ouncil would deliberate on the advisability 
o f  granting to the Pope some compensation for the loss o f revenue.

1 Letter from Venice 4 January 1436, Cecconi, doc. l x x v .
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The Papal Legates had gone to Basel without firm instructions. 
The instructions were to follow them, but the messengers were held 
up by the hostile D uke o f M ilan, and the delaying tactics o f the 
Legates while they waited only irritated the more the already excited 
feelings o f the C ouncil. Traversari meanwhile had many talks with 
Cesarini whom  he was trying to make less hostile to the Pope— and 
with some success— and for whom as papal president he begged the 
Pope to send the 1000 ducats promised some time before. O n 
7 October, the instructions having arrived, the envoys put Eugenius’ 
answer to the message sent through Meynage and Bachenstein before 
the Council. The Pope accepted the decree Sicut pia mater o f
7 September, but it would be unwise, he said, to publish an induL· 
gence before it was quite certain that the Greeks would come. I f  they 
did come, then by an indulgence or in some other way the Pope 
would co/operate with the Council to defray the expenses and would 
certainly send cardinals and prelates and other learned men as his 
representatives or even be present in person i f  the city chosen for the 
purpose made that possible. It was not an answer to appease the 
C ou ncil which would be content with nothing less than the total 
submission o f the Pope to its demands.

Interesting light is thrown on the spirit o f the Council at this time 
by some o f Traversari’s letters. W riting to Eugenius on 25 September 
he asserted that many o f the people there, and they the most note/ 
worthy, were favourable to the Pope,1 and (in a letter to Orsini) that 
Cesarini’s influence was waning while that o f the Archbishops o f 
A rles and Lyons was growing. These two, with an eye on the tiara 
for themselves,2 were intent on effecting the return o f  the papacy to 
France. The C ouncil itself was a mob: out o f more than 500 
members there were barely twenty bishops—the rest were o f the lower 
clergy or laymen, and ‘ the voice o f a cook, so to say, has as much 
value as that o f a bishop or archbishop’ , and there ‘ whatsoever this 
raging mob decrees is ascribed to the H oly Spirit’ .3

It was this C ouncil that on 20 January 1436 despatched the

1 Trav. no. 15 . 2 Ibid. no. 43.
3 Letter to Sigismund, ibid. no. 176. That the French were aiming at a return o f 

the papacy to A vignon was the impression brought back to Constantinople by the 
Greek envoys John Dishypatus and Manuel Boullotes in 1437: cf. Ragusa's Report 
to the Council, Cecconi, doc. c l x x v i i i ,  p. d x v .
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A rchbishop o f Arles and the Bishop o f Lübeck to Florence to give 
an ultimatum to the Pope. In a vain attempt at reconciliation Eux 
genius sent Cardinal Albergati and Cardinal Cervantes to Basel to 
try to arrange a compromise on the question o f the Annates, to fix 
a city for the council with the Greeks in accordance with the 
expressed wishes o f the Byzantine Emperor and the Patriarch and to 
offer in the Pope’s name 50,000 florins for the expense o f the Greeks 
without any indulgence or, i f  the Fathers insisted on an indulgence, 
to agree provided that it was done in Eugenius’ name, sacro approbante 
concilio. In spite o f generous offers from various cities, Florence 
notably and Pavia, with regard to expenses, the C ou ncil would not 
come to any decision about the site o f the council, for it was set on 
remaining in Basel, and it answered the Pope’s proposal about the 
indulgence by itself proclaiming one in its own name on 14  A p ril 
1436  in the 24th general session (when only twenty bishops and 
thirteen abbots were present),1 at which also the promises made in 
Constantinople by Ragusa and his associates to the Greeks were 
confirmed. The rupture between Pope and C ouncil was completed 
when on 1 1  May the papal envoys received in public session as the 
official answer to their mission a long and bitter tirade against 
Eugenius, though this was later slightly modified through the inter' 
vention o f some o f the representatives o f the princes.

W ith this almost savage rejection o f his reasonable proposals, 
Eugenius lost hope o f ever finding a modus vivendi with the C ouncil. 
In  any case he was now in a stronger position than before. Peace 
among the warring States o f Italy had restored to him many o f his 
more northerly possessions and he had regained Rom e. The cardinals 
who had deserted him when his fortunes were low  were beginning to 
come back. In Basel the representatives o f the princes, even i f  they 
did not defend the principle that a pope is superior to a council, yet 
were aghast at the prospect o f a new schism in the C hurch , which 
the implacable hostility o f the Fathers was rapidly making inevitable, 
and they urged a greater spirit o f conciliation.2 Sigism und had

1 H . 'L .  p. 926.
2 ‘ In this country (i.e. England) a particularly dangerous form o f heresy was rife----

Hence the bitter, even passionate, opposition o f English delegates to this at Constance, 
and to the renegade Peter Payne at Basel. T o  English eyes unity and orthodoxy were o f 
greater significance than reform’ (E . F . Jacob, Essays in the Conciliar Epoch, p. 52).
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already in 1435 departed from Basel in great anger, leaving behind 
him ‘ a sink o fin iq u ity\ Eugenius by his support o fR ene o f A n jou  
against Alfonso V  o f A ragon  for the throne o f Naples was in close 
and friendly contact with Charles V I I  o f France. So  he decided to 
turn to the princes for support.

For the information o f the internuncios to be sent to the various 
courts there was drawn up a long account o f the C ou n cil’s hostility 
to Eugenius from its opening up to 1 June 1436—the Pope’s efforts 
for peace; the treatment ofhis presidents; the question o f  the Annates; 
the arrogation by the C ouncil to itself o f almost all papal functions; 
the method o f voting which made the meanest cleric equal to a bishop, 
o f  whom there were in any case very few; the question o f the Greeks 
w ho were urgent that the Pope be present at the council, yet Basel 
delayed fixing the place till they had arrived, etc.1 In this way 
Eugenius hoped to gain the support o f the princes and, by their 
instructions to their representatives at Basel, a more moderate and 
accommodating attitude from the Council. The internuncios were 
also to persuade the princes not to permit the execution o f a decree 
o f  the C ouncil imposing a collection o f Tenths which rumour said 
was impending.

W ith the question o f the Annates still unsettled and that o f the 
indulgence ‘ solved’ by the arbitrary action o f the C ouncil, the 
Fathers at Basel turned their attention to the problem o f the place 
for the meeting with the Greeks. In this the French, now steadily 
victorious in their war with England and with ever-growing in/ 
fluence in Europe, played a leading part. Eugenius sent the A rch/ 
bishop o f Crete to Charles V I I .  A  French embassy to the Pope 
went first to Basel where to the astonishment o f all, since the official 
French representatives had always been among the most hostile to 
Eugenius, it made proposals about a moderate compensation to the 
Pope for the loss o f the Annates, and proposed three French towns, 
Vienne, A vignon and Lyons, for the Greeks. The proposals were 
rejected (20 Ju ly), owing mainly to German influence. Thereupon 
the embassy visited Eugenius and returned to Basel on 27 October

1 Raynaldus, ad annum 14 3 6 ,n -x v . ‘ The execution o f this mission is to some degree 
attested in only one place, and indeed there where it seems the least necessary, namely 
in England* (Haller, 1, p. 137).
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1436  where they found the discussions on the place^question in full 
swing.

The city chosen would have not only to provide security and 
lodgings for the Greeks, but also to make a loan o f 70,000 ducats 
down and 15,000 later, on the security o f the proceeds o f the in ' 
dulgence and perhaps a mortgage on some Tenths, in return for the 
honour— and the commerce— brought by the council. Messengers 
went from Basel to solicit replies and various cities sent envoys to 
urge their suitability. Soon the chief candidates were reduced to 
three—Florence, a city in Venetian territory, a city in Milanese 
territory— all o f which made generous promises about expenses. 
Then the French, the most numerous and by now the most in ' 
fluential element in the Council, urged the choice o f A vign on , even 
though it was not included in the treaty, but (so they said) it was 
maritime and on the way to Savoy. Finally Sigismund proposed 
Basel, guaranteeing at the same time that he would persuade the 
Greeks, in spite o f their several previous refusals, to accept the choice.1 
Cesarini’s urgent insistence that the convention be strictly adhered 
to was ignored (his influence by now was less than that o f the 
Cardinal o f A rles): the Fathers could not bring themselves to envisage 
a council in Italy where the Pope in person would be president.2 
So, as A vignon was gaining greater and greater support, even 
Cesarini advocated Basel as first choice, then A vignon (confident that 
the Greeks would reject both), and then Udine, Parma, Florence.3 
In the voting o f 22 November o f the Deputations the order o f choice 
was Basel, A vignon, Savoy. In the full session o f 5 December the 
vote o f the Deputations was confirmed. Cesarini and Cervantes, 
the two papal presidents (who had both voted for Florence only), 
refused to announce the choice. The Cardinal o f A rles, though not 
a president, did so.4 The French and the Germans (and according 
to a variety o f witnesses a mob o f unauthorised voters5) were respond

1 M .C .  n, 906. 2 M .C .  11, 9 1 1 .
3 2 1 November 1436, M .C .  11, 9 17 ; Haller, iv, p. 340.
4 Haller, iv, pp. 348-60.
5 Ibid. where there is a list o f 3$3 voters out o f the 3$$ who voted. Am ong them 

were three cardinals, two patriarchs, two archbishops, sixteen bishops, one protonotary 
and twenty/eight abbots; and o f these the two cardinal legates, three bishops, the 
protonotary and six abbots voted for an Italian town or at least Savoy. T w o hundred 
and forty/two voted with the Deputations, namely for Basel, A vignon, Savoy.
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sible for the result—the French undoubtedly reflecting the will o f 
their K in g  Charles V I I ,  in spite o f the fact that the French embassy, 
to keep up appearances o f favouring Eugenius, voted for Florence.

After that, events moved quickly in a whirl o f confusion. Sigis/ 
mund advised the Pope to leave the choice o f place to him, but the 
Pope refused, and the same Emperor’s proposal o f Buda, his capital, 
in January 1437 came too late to influence anybody. A vignon  had 
already at the beginning o f November agreed to the conditions 
demanded, and a treaty to provide ships had been made with Nicod 
de Menthon who was solemnly presented with the C ou n cil’s banner 
blessed on 19 November. But before the citizcns o f A vign on  were 
willing to put down the full sum required they wanted security in 
the form o f a decree declaring formally for A vignon as the seat o f 
the council and imposing Tenths which, at least from France and 
Savoy, should be guaranteed to come to them. That needed the 
permission o f the K in g  o f France, who showed his real intentions by 
giving it without hesitation ( 17  January). W hen his letter was read 
in the C ouncil on 1 1  February, the majority wanted straightaway 
to put the decree o f 5 December into execution, but yielded tenv 
porarily to the objection o f the papal party that the Avignonnais 
should first furnish all the money stipulated. A  protest by John 
Dishypatus on 15  February against such a violation o f the treaty with 
his Sovereign was rudely put aside as being inspired by the Pope,1 
and Dishypatus refused to go with ambassadors from the C ouncil 
who, departing on 25 February en route for Constantinople, were to 
pass through A vignon to confirm the agreement.2

This embassy, headed by the Bishop o f Lübeck, was the result o f 
a vote o f 23 February (a session when the papal presidents refused 
to be present, so Arles took their place) by which it was decided 
owing to the pressure o f the papal section on the C ouncil that, 
i f  the Avignonnais did not furnish the full amount o f 70,000 florins 
within thirty days (with another twelve days for the information to 
reach Basel) after the departure o f the envoys, ‘ the C ouncil can and 
is held to proceed to the election o f another city for the Oecumenical 
C o u n c il’ .3 The embassy to A vignon laboured hard to accomplish

1 Cecconi, doc. c v i ; M .C . n, 934 , 955-
2 Cecconi, doc. c v m ; M .C . 11, 937; Haller, v , p. 226. 3 M .C . 11, 936
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its task o f persuading the citizens to fulfil the stipulations quickly, 
but the arrival there on 25 March o f the papal envoy, the Archbishop 
o f Crete, en route for the court o f Charles V I I  delayed their efforts, for 
he did his best to dissuade the city from accepting the undertaking. 
The forty^two days elapsed with barely half the payment made. 
Messengers sent to the Pope on the indulgence question and other 
matters returned empty-handed. The Archbishop o f Taranto, one 
o f  the papal presidents, camc back from Bologna where the Pope 
was, the bearer o f a letter signed also by six cardinals as well as by 
Eugenius rejecting the choices o f the Fathers for the projected council 
as contrary to the decree, unacceptable to the Greek Emperor and the 
Patriarch (according to the testimony o f the Greek envoy, Boullotes, 
in Florence and the brothers Dishypatus in Basel), and unsuitable 
to Eugenius himself.1

O n 1 1  A pril (that is immediately on the expiry o f the time limit 
for Avignon) the Archbishop o f Taranto demanded, in accordance 
with the decree o f 23 February, voting for the new site, and Cesarini 
and the other papal legate made a like request in the general meeting 
o f  12  A pril, threatening to do it themselves i f  the rest would not. 
Meanwhile the rumour had reached Basel that the demands would 
be satisfied in full by A vignon on 14  A p ril2 and strengthened the 
resistance o f the French party. Three o f the heads o f the Deputations 
sided with the papal presidents and their Deputations split, so that 
now there were seven all holding meetings, and the Council was 
divided into two factions, each claiming to be the true Council, the 
one because it was in the majority, the other because it was the 
‘ healthier* (sanior pars) and true to the provisions o f the decree Sicut 
pia mater and the agreement with Constantinople. The former 
adhered to the pact made with A vignon: the latter on 26 A pril 
passed a resolution that in accordance with the vote o f  23 February 
it now elected Florence, Udine or some other safe town o f those 
mentioned in the decree, convenient to the Greeks and the Pope, 
whichever first furnished the requisite ships and money; and decreed 
that no Tenths should be collected before the Greeks arrived; and

1 M .C .  rr, 952.
2 They were, in a sense, but pan of the payment was not in gold but in securities, 

which was not in accordance with the treaty: cf. Haller, 1, p. 156, n. 5.
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that envoys should be sent to Constantinople who should urge the 
claims o f Basel for the coming council.1 Three cardinals and twelve 
bishops by name and ‘ other bishops, abbots and doctors’ are 
mentioned as supporting this resolution.2

Relations by now between the parties were so tense that it was 
only the armed watchfulness o f the citizens o f Basel that prevented 
bloodshed. Various efforts to reconcile the differences failed. The 
tragedy ended on 7 May when the decrees o f both parties were read 
simultaneously. The minority decree was shorter and ended first, so 
its supporters shouted Placet and intoned the Te Deum , followed 
shortly after by the majority.3

W hich decree should bear the seal o f the Council which Cesarini 
held in his keeping? O n 14  May it was decided that the question 
should be settled by a commission o f three, one for and one against 
the Pope and a neutral, but the neutral (the Bishop o f Burgos) 
disappointed the papal supporters by giving his vote to the others. 
S ix  days later three o f the more notable members o f the papal party, 
the bishops o f Digne and o f Oporto and Nicholas o f Cusa, left 
Basel quietly with the Greek envoys to carry the minority decree, 
authorised by the notaries and signed only by the presidents, to 
Eugenius in Bologna. O n 1 3 - 14  June the Archbishop o f Taranto 
(quite uselessly) had the bottom of the strong box which held the 
seal blown open and sealed the minority document. The fact was 
discovered immediately and the decree was found as it was being 
smuggled out o f the city. Taranto brazenly admitted his guilt, but 
escaped the vengeance o f the Council by flight (19  Ju ly). His secret 
tary, however, was taken and after being violently treated was 
imprisoned.

So ended the second act o f the drama, with the C ouncil divided 
against itself and with its most redoubtable supporter, Cesarini, on 
the verge o f abandoning it. Eugenius had honestly tried to act with 
it, in spite o f his worst forebodings. He had accepted the C ouncil’s 
solution for the Greeks: he had yielded as far as his conscience would 
let him as regards the indulgence: had the Fathers provided some 
reasonable compensation for the loss o f the Annates, he would

1 M .C . ii, 9<5o £ ;  Cecconi, doc. c x v m .
2 Cecconi, doc. c x i x .  3 M .C . 11, 965
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probably have submitted even there. But he could not and would not 
accept the principle ‘ that the pontifical dignity should be subordL· 
nated to the C o u n cil’ , and the C ouncil would be content with 
nothing less. It was convinced that it was the supreme authority in 
the Church and could legitimately do all that a pope had ever done. 
A n d  it was determined to reduce the papacy to such a condition that 
it could not resist. That, and the personal hostility o f men like 
Cardinal d’Alem an, archbishop o f Arles, account for its attitude 
to Eugenius and for the fact that it spent most o f its time in doing 
the routine work o f a Roman Curia instead of systematically labour
ing for the reform o f the Church at large. Its determination not to 
be transferred to Italy, in spite of— because o f—papal and Greek 
insistence, stemmed from its fear that there circumstances would 
favour a resurgence of papal prestige and power and would diminish 
conciliar supremacy. Its shrill hostility and its blind intransigence 
were its undoing, for the one alienated the nobler spirits o f its own 
fold and alarmed the secular powers, the other robbed the Council 
o f a redoubtable ally against papal claims.

It has already been mentioned that John Dishypatus was in Basel 
in February 1437 . T o  explain his presence there it w ill be necessary 
to return to the story o f the C ou ncil’s envoys in Constantinople.1 
A fter the departure o f Menger at the end o f November 1435, little 
could be done till the approval o f the Council was received for the 
proposals he carried, though meantime the Emperor sent word to 
the other eastern Patriarchs and bishops to prepare themselves for 
the coming council. The messengers for this were financed by Ragusa, 
but only after some hesitation, especially as they included in their 
expenses presents for the prelates they would call on, this being, they 
said, the eastern custom, though it badly offended Ragusa’s sense o f 
propriety. Ragusa saw much o f the Patriarch, a Bulgarian like 
himself, and was lost in admiration for his simple piety, his sound 
sense and his knowledge o f mankind—a veneration shared too by 
Fréron—and both the envoys were convinced that there was no 
greater supporter o f the idea o f union than this venerable Greek Patrie 
arch, though there was a general enthusiasm for it among others too.

1 For the documents, cf. above p. 63, n. 2.
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N o direct news from Basel was received, only rumours br ?Jht by 
ships putting into the port that spoke o f the dissolution o f the Council 
or its reduction to ‘ only four or six mitres’ , and Ragusa pleaded in 
his letters for the speedy despatch o f the ratifications sought by 
Menger and for information. Freron died o f the plague on 2 1 Ju ly 
1436 : others o f the embassy had died on the voyage out and later. 
The documents from Basel arrived on 6 September—the first letters 
Ragusa received from the Council since his departure—and were 
shown straight to the Emperor and the Patriarch, but no letters were 
addressed directly to the Byzantines, which distressed them. With 
the documents came also accounts o f the dissension between the 
Pope and the Council, and the Emperor, though he had given orders 
that all those who would be going to the future council should be 
in Constantinople by March or A p ril next,1 decided to send two 
envoys, one to the Council and one to the Pope, empowered, i f  they 
found that the Fathers would not implement the agreement they 
had made, to conclude arrangements with the Pope, i f  he would 
undertake to do so. Once more the Emperor asked Ragusa to pro^ 
vide the necessary expenses, and it was only the arrival o f Garatoni 
on about 12  November, who again cast doubts on the bona fides o f 
the Council and offered to finance a mission to the Pope, that ended 
Ragusa’s hesitation and made him supply the 500 Venetian florins 
requested for each o f the envoys. These were John Dishypatus and 
Manuel Tarchaniotes Boullotes, and their commission is dated 
20 November 1436.

It was not till 24 January 1437  that news o f  the controversy in the 
Council over the choice o f place and the decision about A vignon 
reached Ragusa in a budget o f letters brought by a messenger, who 
delivered also copies o f the safe^conducts and o f the decree as ap^ 
proved on 24 A pril. Whereupon the Basel envoy tried to win Greek 
approval for the choice o f Basel for the council, but no amount o f 
glosses on the phrase vel alia terra maritima to make it include A vignon

1 The Emperor sent Paul Macrocheres to the Patriarchs. Andronicus Iagaris went 
to Trebizond and Iberia (Georgia) and brought back from Trebizond the Metropolitan 
and one envoy, and from Georgia two bishops and one envoy. From M okkvW allachia 
came the Metropolitan, an envoy named Neagoe and the Protopapas. Isidore, now 
archbishop o f K iev, accompanied by Goudeles, went to Russia to prepare an embassy 
from there. Serbia returned no answer (Syr. h i, 2, p. 44).
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availed to overcome the opposition o f the Emperor who asserted that 
the document should be interpreted as between friends and that the 
whole purpose o f the naming o f the cities in the decree had been to 
shorten the journey for the Greeks and not to prolong it.1 The 
document promulgating the C ouncil's indulgence Ragusa dared 
not publish: it contained too many phrases that would have scan*' 
dalised the Greeks.

Soon there was another difficulty to be overcome. O n  i M arch2 
the messenger who had gone to the other eastern Patriarchs returned 
announcing that the Patriarchs themselves were forbidden by the 
Turks to move: they had, however, sent letters appointing proxies 
— Antony ofH eracleaand Mark Eugenicus, then still a simple monk, 
for A lexandria; Joasaph o f Ephesus and Gregory, the imperial 
confessor, for A ntioch; and Dionysius o f Sardis and Isidore o f K iev , 
both still only monks, for Jerusalem; the naming o f whom  the Patti' 
arch took in bad part as he had not been consulted— but their letters 
limited the proxies to agreeing only to what was conformable to the 
Scriptures, the Councils and the Greek Fathers, and allowed no 
change in anything. T o  Ragusa this precluded any possibility o f 
fruitful discussion and common decision, and he insisted with the 
Emperor that the letters be changed, not accepting the latter’s defence 
that the Patriarchs had acted from ignorance. It was only on 3 A p ril 
that the Emperor yielded and not till some time later did he send the 
monk Theodosius Antiochus, again at Ragusa’s expense, with a 
form o f authorisation approved by Ragusa himself, which the Patti' 
archs were to copy.3 Meanwhile the Emperor set up a commission 
to prepare for the coming discussions, appointed M ark Eugenicus 
and George Scholarius to study Cabasilas especially and to collect 
books, and despatched the monk Athanasius to A thos also to find 
appropriate codices; he, however, returned with no books but

1 The Emperor wrote also to the Council ( 1 1  February 1437) firmly rejecting Basel 
for the Council: ‘ The aforementioned site o f Basel, therefore, as has been said, we 
entirely reject* (Haller, v, pp. 183-4).

2 So Ragusa in his report, but this date must be an error as he had already in a letter 
o f  13 February 1437 notified the Council that the Patriarchs were forbidden to move.

3 This is the statement o f Syropoulus (111, 4, p. 47): Ragusa says nothing o f having 
had any hand in the drawing up o f any formula, or o f a formula being dictated to the 
Patriarchs.
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with two monks, Moses superior o f the Laura and Dorotheus o f 
Vatopedion. A b ou t this time Joasaph o f Ephesus died and was 
succeeded by the monk M ark Eugenicus, and Isidore was consecrated 
Archbishop o f K iev  and A l l  Russia.

W hen no further information from the C ou ncil had reached Con/ 
stantinople by the end o f May, the date fixed in the decree for the 
arrival o f the ships to transport the Greeks, Ragusa became an object 
o f  derision. Rum ours were rife. A bou t 24 June the Genoese consul 
o f  Damascus declared that in the harbour o f Genoa he had seen ships 
o f  the C ouncil being got ready for Constantinople. Towards the 
beginning o f A ugust letters o f Joh n  Dishypatus informed the Emperor 
and Ragusa that Florence was definitively chosen by the harmonious 
vote o f Pope and C ouncil, and all, Ragusa and especially the Greeks, 
were overwhelmed with joy. But in m id/August news came that 
Padua or U dine was to be the seat o f the C ouncil and that papal 
ships were being got ready in Venice. O n  3 September a light ship 
arrived with the three papal representatives, the bishops o f Corone 
(Garatoni, appointed bishop on 27 February 14 37), o f D igne and 
o f  Oporto, who claimed to represent both Pope and C ou n cil. Their 
papers, which named Ragusa also as an envoy, were not drawn up 
and sealed in the accustomed form o f the C ouncil, and Ragusa was 
uneasy. But by their account o f events, their letters from the presidents 
o f  Basel and their assertion that no ships w ould come on the part o f 
the C ouncil so that the only way to the desired union was to use the 
papal ships (which arrived a few days later with the archbishop o f 
Tarentaise and Nicholas o f C usa), Ragusa’s doubts were allayed 
and he supported them with the Emperor. Then came the rumour 
that the C ouncil's ships were approaching.

That the papal ships arrived at Constantinople before the fleet o f 
the C ouncil meant that Eugenius had acted quickly. H e had left 
Florence on 18 A p ril 1436  for Bologna which he entered on the 22nd 
with eight cardinals (four others came shortly afterwards1), and it 
was there that the messengers o f the minority o f the C ou ncil found 
him, to acquaint him o f their decree. Pierre, bishop o f Digne, 
A ntonio o f Oporto and Nicholas o f C usa, accompanied by John

1 Muratori, t. x v m , pt. 1, Corpus cbronicorum Bononiensiutn, ed. A .  Sorbelli (Bologna, 
1924) p. 86.
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Dishypatus and Manuel Boullotes (who had gone to Basel some time 
probably in March) were the envoys o f the sanior pars. They had left 
Basel on 20 May. O n 24 May, in the presence o f eight cardinals 
and five princely embassies, the two Greeks addressed the Pope in a 
general consistory. A fter briefly recounting the efforts and the good 
will for union o f their principals, the rejection by the Fathers o f 
Basel o f the convention and their own protests, and their acceptance 
o f  the decree o f the minority, they requested that the Sovereign Pontiff 
would approve and implement that decree, as so many Greeks were 
already gathered in Constantinople for the journey westwards that 
hesitation or delay would cause them to lose heart.1 W hen, on being 
asked, they said that they had power to defer the day o f  departure of 
the Latin ships, at any rate for a short time, the Pope replied very 
graciously, promising them a quick and favourable answer.2 In 
another consistory o f 28 May the Greek envoys agreed to prolong the 
date o f the despatch o f the ships from June to mid^July,3 and in still 
another o f 29 May Biondo,4 the papal secretary, read the minutes o f 
the Bull, Salvatoris et D e i nostri, that was solemnly promulgated on 
the next day, 30 May, the feast o f Corpus Christi, by which Eugenius 
accepted the decree o f the minority. 5 The Pope announced his de  ̂
cision to Sigismund and to the kings o f France, England and Portugal 
in letters dated 13  June.6

The decision as to where the Council should meet was for the 
moment left in abeyance, and on 4 Ju ly , in the instrument by which 
the Greek envoys formally agreed to the prorogation o f the date o f 
departure till 15  Ju ly , they also accepted that the site o f  the Council 
should be named only on the arrival o f the Byzantine prelates in 
Italy. Meanwhile the Pope had arranged for the preparation o f four 
Venetian galleys at his own expense and on 6 Ju ly  he appointed his 
nephew A ntonio Condulm aro as Captain General o f  them to take 
to Constantinople the three ambassadors o f the minority o f Basel, and

1 Cecconi, doc. c x x iv .  2 ibid. doc. c x x v .
3 A .  Mercati, ‘ Due concistori ignorati relativi al Concilio di Firenze’ , in U O riente  

cristiano e FU tiita delle Cbiese, in  (1938), pp. 33-8. The date had been extended from 
the end of May to the end o f June at Basel: the official document (Cecconi, doc.
c x x x v i i )  embodying the further prolongation was signed only on 4 July.

4 Ibid.; Frag. p. 31.
5 E .P .  doc. 66; Cecconi, doc. c x x v i .  6 E .P .  doc. 69; Cecconi, doc. c x x x i .
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M ark, archbishop o f Tarentaise, and Cristoforo, bishop o f Corone, 
Nuncios Apostolic1— the former created also Legate a latere2—with 
the Greek envoys, and to bring back the Emperor, the Patriarch and 
the rest o f the Greek company. O n the same day the safe^conducts 
for the Greeks to come to Italy were delivered. O n 7 Ju ly  Michele 
Zeno and Baldassarre Lupari were commissioned to raise the money 
necessary for the venture in the name o f the Church. O n 15 Ju ly  
Eugenius wrote to the Emperor recommending his own envoys and 
the three o f the C ouncil with whom he associated also Ragusa.3 
O n  the 17th o f the same month Dishypatus and Boullotes declared 
in the name o f the Emperor and the Patriarch that they accepted the 
minority as the only true C ouncil and guaranteed that the Emperor, 
the Patriarch and the other Greeks would undertake the journey 
provided the expedition to fetch them set sail before 5 August.4 
Three days later the Pope, in view o f the above declaration, bound 
him self (and in case o f his death, the College o f Cardinals) to 
implement fully the decree o f Basel, Sicut pia mater $ and in another 
document o f the same day empowered the Archbishop o f Tarentaise 
to forbid under pain o f excommunication the legates o f the Basel 
majority to impede the execution o f his commission.6 O n 9 Ju ly  
the bishops o f Digne, Oporto and Corone left Bologna for Venice 
where they took ship on 26  Ju ly  for Crete. Arrived at Candia on 
15  August, they stayed a few days arranging for the hire o f archers 
to be ready for the bigger ships when they should come, and then, 
proceeding by various islands, they reached the outskirts o f C o n ' 
stantinople on 3 September and entered the port on the next day.

For the history o f what took place in Constantinople in the course

1 15 July 1437 : E .P .  doc. 83; Cecconi, doc. c x l v i i .

2 IS Ju ly  1437: E .P .  doc. 84; Cecconi, doc. C X L v i n .

3 E .P . doc. 82; Cecconi, doc. c x l ix .
4 Cecconi, docs, c l ,  cu . O n 12  July Eugenius made John Dishypatus one o f his 

familiares and scutiferi, with an annual pension o f 1000 florins (E .P . doc. 8 1; Cecconi, 
doc. c x lv ) .

5 E .P .  doc. 85; Cccconi, doc. CLII.
6 E .P .  doc. 86; Cecconi, doc. CLin. This was clearly meant to be a last resort, for 

in his instructions (quoted on this point verbatim by Eugenius himself in his reply to 
the envoys o f Amadeus o f Savoy, 10  February 1438 (E .P . doc. 137), and by John 
o f Torquemada in a speech before the French K in g in 1441 (Mansi, 3 iA, 123)) the 
Pope bade his Legates not to oppose, but to co-operate with, the Basel envoys i f  these 
proposed to the Greeks for the council some city named in the decree.
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o f the next three months there is plenty o f evidence, for it is described 
in greater or less detail by Ragusa’s account delivered to the remnants 
at Basel on 29 January 1438— an account that has been largely drawn 
upon already in the course o f this chapter— by the report made on 
I , 3 and 4 February following in the same place by the bishops o f 
Viseu and Lausanne the ambassadors o f Basel to the Byzantine 
Emperor, and by the narration o f the Bishop o f Digne before the 
C ouncil in Ferrara on 1 March 143 8.1 O n 15  September Digne and 
Corone were received by the Emperor and they exposed in the name 
o f  the C ouncil and the Pope respectively the situation, guaranteed 
the complete execution o f all the conditions o f the agreement made 
with the C ouncil and invited the Emperor to fulfil his part o f the 
convention. O n the next day they made a like declaration before 
the Patriarch and his C uria in the church o f St Sophia. Three 
weeks o f preparation passed during which (24 September) the 
Archbishop o f Tarentaise and Nicholas o f C usa arrived in three 
heavy vessels with the archers and the Despot Constantine whom with 
Sphrantzeshis secretary they had taken aboard at Carystos (Euboea).2 
O n  3 October the fleet o f Basel arrived with the two bishops o f 
Viseu and Lausanne and representatives o f the French K in g  and o f 
the D uke o f Savoy. Great was Ragusa’s dismay and he feared that, 
i f  the dissension between the Council and the Pope were openly 
manifested, such would be the scandal and the disgrace o f the Latin 
Church in the eyes o f the Greeks that all hope o f union would be lost. 
H e hastened to the papal party to get an explanation, interviewed the 
Emperor who forbade any fighting between the two fleets, though

1 The report o f  Ragusa— Cecconi, doc. c l x x v i i i ;  Mansi, 3 1* , 248: the report o f 
Viseu and Lausanne— Haller, v, pp. Cecconi, doc. c l x x i x :  the Report o f 
Digne— Frag, pp. 5of.; Cecconi, doc. c l x x x v i i i .  Other documents: letter ofBasel 
envoys to Council dated Constantinople 24 October 1437 (Haller, v , p. 263): 
instruments o f  same in protest to Emperor (ibid. p. 262), to citizens o f  Chios (ibid, 
p. 268): letter o f  member o f  papal parry, Rodrigo, dean o f  Braga to a friend, dated 
Constantinople 13 October 1437 (G . Hofmann, ‘ Rodrigo, Dekan von Braga: Kaiser 
Johann V I I I .  Palaiologus’ , in O .C .P . ix  ( 1943), pp. 17 1  f.): letter o f  Garatoni to 
Eugenius, dated Constantinople 20 October 1437 (Haller, v , p. 336, n. 2): another 
letter (or another version o f  the same letter) o f  Garatoni to Eugenius, one from the 
papal envoys to Eugenius and one o f Garatoni to a member o f  the papal C uria, all 
dated Constantinople 20 October 1437 (G . Mercati, Scritti d ’ Isidoro il cardinale 
Ruteno, S , T ,  4(5, pp. 1 18 - 12 2 ) .

2 Phr. p. 164.
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both had arrayed themselves for battle, and who, to preserve the 
peace, had the newly arrived vessels anchor near his palace, and 
prevailed on the papal Legate to make a formal call on the newcomers 
for the preservation o f good relations or at least o f appearances.1 O n
4 October the C ouncil's ambassadors were received by the Emperor. 
They offered the cities o f Basel, A vign o n  or somewhere in Savoy, 
declared themselves the only true representatives o f the C ouncil and 
repudiated the pretensions o f the minority envoys. The Emperor took 
a few days to reply and, when on 8 October he spoke with them 
again, it was to urge peace between the Pope and the Council. 
Meanwhile the papal representatives had been countering the argu^ 
ments o f the emissaries o f the majority, but privately with the Emperor 
and the Patriarch so as to limit as much as possible the scandal 
caused in Greek minds by the division in the Western Church. 
For another nine days conferences went on, the Emperor stressing 
three points—the three conditions o f time, place and the Pope, none 
o f which, he said, had the Fathers o f Basel fulfilled— they were late 
in time, they proposed cities not contained in the decree and incoiv 
venient for both the Greeks and the Pope in spite o f  his reiterated 
insistence on the importance o f this, and they were divided from the 
Pope who would not be present— and so he was released from any 
obligation he had entered into with the Council, but he was willing, 
he said, to sail with the combined papal and Basel fleets to the G u lf  
o f  Venice in the hope that either on the way or on arrival agreement 
could be reached that would satisfy all parties, Pope, Basel and 
himself.

This the envoys from Basel would not hear of— it was too far out

1 The letter o f Braga adds details which fill out the account o f the ambassadors o f 
Basel. He says that the Emperor sent three times to bid the papal party lay down arms, 
which they finally did only when the papal Legate imposed his will through Garatoni. 
H e does not mention Ragusa’s intervention in respect o f the courtesy^visit in which 
he himself represented the papal envoys, and which ended by his escorting the am/ 
bassadors o f Basel to their lodgings. He adds that these tried to bribe the Emperor and 
the Patriarch with 40,000 ducats each to go to A vignon, and that they asserted that the 
D uke o f Savoy was pope (which is interesting in view o f the fact that he actually did 
become anti/pope but only on 5 November 1439), who, being related to nearly all the 
princes o f Europe, would be a powerful ally, and who was ready to marry his widow/ 
daughter to the widower/brother o f John V II I . The Patriarch was firm for the Pope: 
‘ Though France,^Spain and Germany should all go to A vignon, neither I nor the 
Emperor will go there/
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o f their way— and when they saw that their arguments to defend the 
majority were not availing, they demanded the restitution o f the 
8000 ducats o f C ouncil money that the Emperor had received from 
Ragusa to prepare his party for the journey.1 They also asserted that 
a herald in the colours o f the D uke o f Savoy, bearing a budget o f 
letters and documents o f the Basel faction for delivery to the Emperor 
and Ragusa in Constantinople, had been tortured and murdered on 
the ship bearing the Captain o f  the papal fleet, A nton io  ConduL· 
maro, and the Archbishop o f Tarentaise, which he had boarded at 
Crete, and they demanded that those responsible should be punished. 
T o  this the Emperor replied that, having heard rumours to that 
effect, he had made inquiries and been informed that, while it was 
true that such a man had been discovered on the ship, he had not been 
done away with, but, as he was accused o f being an enemy o f Venice, 
he had been sent to that city to be tried. Then for the security o f their 
persons the two Basel bishops retired to Pera (Ragusa says that an 
attempt was made to wrest from him the 3000 ducats remaining to 
him o f the C ou n cil’s money), where they received from the Emperor 
a letter for presentation to the C ouncil announcing his decision,2 and 
where on 30 October in one o f the churches they made a solemn 
protest before the Bishop o f Trebizond against the breaking o f the 
pact. They had not lost hope, however, that ultimately, i f  only the 
C ou ncil would persevere, the Emperor and the Patriarch would 
change their minds and go to Basel.

They set sail for their return on 1 November, reached C hios on
8 November, departed again only on 22 November in a Genoese 
ship because their own vessels had been confiscated by the islanders 
for use against a threatened attack by pirates, and finally arrived at 
Basel on 19  January 1438, having meanwhile restored 23,000 ducats 
to the deluded citizens o f A vign on . It was a sad day for all, but 
particularly for Ragusa,3 a man o f single purpose and one o f the

1 Garatoni in his letter to Eugenius asserted that they demanded also restitution o f 
the expenses made by the C o u n cil for the expedition o f  its ambassadors to Constantin 
nople. In  M ay 1436 the C o u n cil claimed that the Fathers had already spent from their 
ow n  pockets some 16,000 ducats on the Greeks (M .C . 11, 904).

2 Cecconi, doc. c l x v i i ;  M .C . 111, 49.
3 Syropoulus asserts, incredibly, that R agusa advised both Em peror and Patriarch to 

go  neither to Basel nor to Italy. H e also says that M anuel Dishypatus sent by Jo h n  to
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staunchest upholders o f the C ouncil's pretensions, who had laboured 
in immense difficulties for more than two years, much o f the time 
alone, only to be disappointed in the end. The degree o f the hard' 
ships and anxieties he endured can be gauged from his words to the 
men o f Basel: ‘ Y ou ng and beardless you sent me, and behold, you 
receive me back an old man, grey^haired and bearded like a G reek/

O nce the ambassadors o f Basel had left, the arrangements for the 
departure o f the papal fleet were not long delayed. A t  the wish o f the 
Emperor the sailing was deferred, for added security, to coincide 
with that o f the Venetian merchant fleet from the Black Sea. The 
Patriarch went on board ship on 24 November; the Emperor on the 
next day, the feast o f St Catherine. The fleet sailed on 27 November.

That the Greeks had chosen the papal fleet was, o f course, a 
triumph for the Pope, which came to him at a time when he could 
and w ould use it to press home his advantage against the C ouncil. 
In the earlier stages o f the struggle between Eugenius and Basel the 
Greek question was unimportant. Both o f them set up relations with 
Constantinople from a genuine desire o f Christian unity. In the 
beginning the C ouncil invited the Pope to send a mission there, but 
later, as the Fathers became more conscious o f their own importance, 
they despatched their own. Meanwhile Joh n  V I I I ,  following up 
the negotiations with Martin V , had approached Eugenius. Gara^ 
toni’s journeys to Constantinople were the natural consequence, for 
the Pope would not have thought it either suitable or necessary to 
consult the C ouncil before continuing what his predecessor had 
begun, though it may be that his readiness to accept the eastern 
capital as the scene o f the unionistic meeting was not uninfluenced 
by his fears o f Basel. However, when he found that the C ou ncil 
had made other arrangements and was determined to adhere to them, 
he gave way readily, fully and genuinely. ' He was not using the 
Greeks and union as a means to gain an advantage over his advert 
saries. It was the C ou ncil itself that thrust that opportunity upon 
him. Determined to remain in being as the supreme authority in

Sigismund brought back an answer counselling the Greek Emperor not to go to Italy 
(111, 13 , p. 57). The Turkish Em ir gave the same advicc (ibid. m , 14 , p. 58; Phr. 

P- I 79).

C O U N C I L  O F  B A S E L  A N D  T H E  G R E E K S  ( 1 4 3 1 - 7 )

83 6-2



the Church and afraid, therefore, to leave their seat o f Basel for a city 
nearer to papal influence, the Fathers tried in defiance o f the agree/ 
ment to force the Greeks to come to them. That action brought the 
growing division within the C ou ncil to a head and drove the more 
moderate section into Eugenius’ arms. H e was not slow to see his 
opportunity. He approved the claim o f the sanior pars to be the true 
C ou n cil, not only promised but also took immediate action to 
implement the convention Sicutpia mater, and by his Bull transferring 
the C ouncil to Ferrara countered the reaction o f Basel. It was natural 
that o f the two fleets the Greeks should have preferred the Pope’s. 
In  spite o f Latin  conciliar theory, they had no doubt that the only 
head o f the Latin C hurch was the Pope; their tradition o f negotia^ 
tions with the West had been with popes; and Eugenius promised 
the fulfilment o f the agreement arrived at with Basel, which in fact 
was no more than what had been arranged with his predecessor, 
Martin V .  The presence o f the Greeks in Ferrara w ould add weight 
and prestige to the C ouncil o f Eugenius, but, though a blow to the 
pretensions o f the remnant at Basel, it would only intensify its op/ 
position, and increase in the western princes the tendency towards 
independence o f both claimants to supreme ecclesiastical authority.
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C H A P T E R  I V

T H E  G R E E K S  A R R I V E  A N D  

D I S C O U R S E  O N  P U R G A T O R Y

T H E  city o f  Constantinople is enclosed within a stout and lofty wall, 
defended by many strong, high towers. Th is w all runs from three angles 
[thus making a triangle] and from angle to angle the length o f  the wall 

is six miles, so that the whole outer circuit measures 18  miles, to wit six leagues. 
O n  two sides this wall faces the Sea [o f Marmora and the Golden Horn], on 
the third side it is o f  the land. A t  the angle furthest from the Sea [o f Marmora, 
and overlooking the Golden Horn] is a height on which is built the imperial 
Palace [o f Blachernae]. Though the circuit o f  the walls is thus very great and 
the area spacious, the city is not throughout very densely populated. There are 
within its compass many hills and valleys where corn fields and orchards are 
found, and among the orchardlands there are hamlets and suburbs which are 
all included within the city limits. The most populous quarter o f  the city is 
along the lower level by the shore towards the point that juts into the Sea [of 
Marmora]. The trading quarter o f  the city is down by the gates which open on 
the strand [o f the Golden Horn] and which are facing the opposite gates which 
pertain to the city o f  Pera, for it is here that the galleys and smaller vessels come 
to port to discharge their cargoes, and here by the strand it is that the people o f 
Pera meet those o f  Constantinople and transact their business and commerce.

Everywhere throughout the city there are many great palaces, churches and 
monasteries, but most o f  them are now in ruin.1 It is however plain that in 
former times when Constantinople was in its pristine state it was one o f  the 
noblest capitals o f  the world. They say even now that it holds within its circuit 
3000 churches, great and small. W ithin  its area are many fountains and wells
o f  sweet water-----A lo n g  the strand by the waterside [o f the Golden Horn]
outside the city w all and facing Pera there are innumerable warehouses and shops 
for thé sale o f  all sorts o f  goods. Hither the traders bring and store their merchant 
dise that comes in from overseas. Constantinople, as has been said, stands by

1 ‘ The Emperor’s palace must have been very magnificent, but now it is in such a 
state that both it and the city show well the evils which the people have suffered and still 
endure.. ..Inside, the house is badly kept, except certain parts where the Emperor, 
the Empress and attendants can live, although cramped for space’ (Pero Tafur, 
Travels and Adventures 14 35 -14 39 *  ed. Malcolm Lewis (London, 1926), p. 145).
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the Sea [of Marmora] and two sides o f the triangle o f its plan lie along the shore. 
Facing Constantinople lies the city o f Pera, and in between the two is the port 
[o f  the Golden H orn]___

The city o f Pera is but a small township, but very populous. It is surrounded 
by a strong wall and has excellent houses, all well built. It is occupied by the 
Genoese, and is o f the lordship o f Genoa, being inhabited by Greeks as well as 
Genoese. The houses o f the town stand on the seashore and lie so close on the 
sea that between its waters and the town wall there is barely the space o f the 
width o f a carrack’ s deck; but it may be a little more___

The arm o f the sea [which is the Golden Horn] that runs up dividing Pera 
from Constantinople is narrow, being less than a mile which is a third o f a 
league across at the mouth. This is esteemed the port for both cities, and it is, 
I opine, the most safe and the finest harbour in the whole world. It is a safe 
anchorage from the winds o f all four quarters, and any ships that come in there 
are safe too from the attack o f all enemy ships, for these can in no wise come to 
them, provided o f  course that Pera and Constantinople are o f one mind to hold 
the port. The water here is clear and deep so that the largest ships o f  the navy, in^ 
deed great carracks, can come up close to the city wall, when a gangway may be 
thrown across to the shore, as though it were but a boat landing from a galley. 
Opposite Constantinople [across the Bosphorus] lies the Turkish territory, and 
quite near, for here over against the city stretches a plain fronting on the Sea 
[o f Marmora] which is called Skutari. Many barks constantly pass daily going 
from Constantinople and Pera across to the Turkish country at Skutari. [The 
Golden Horn already described] runs up in a long curve for the distance o f h alf 
a league all along dividing Pera from Constantinople.

. .  .Pera however does none the less still belong to the Emperor: it is his 
coinage which alone is current there, and he has jurisdiction over the whole 
township.

The Genoese call their town Pera, but the Greeks name it G a lata .. .

Such was the city o f Constantinople as it was seen by a traveller 
in 1403. It would not have changed much in the ensuing thirty^five 
years. In the early i4 3o ’s John V I I I  had repaired some o f its fortL· 
fications, cleaning out the deep moat that protected its landward 
front and building a couple o f towers. But the plague o f 1435 that 
ravaged the city had no doubt speeded up the process o f decadence 
and decay that had been going on for a century. Vineyards, orchards, 
fields had replaced inhabited areas: once^fine buildings were deserted 
and lay in ruins: the population diminished till on the eve o f the

1 C lavijo, Embassy to Tamerlane 14 0 3 -14 0 6 , ed. G uy le Strange (London, 1928), 
pp. 87ff.
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siege o f 145 3 it was only some 40,000-50,000.1 Scholarius lamented 
that it was 'in  these most recent days poverty-stricken and for the 
most part uninhabited’ , 'a  city o f ruins’ .2

The state o f the Byzantine empire was even worse. Isidore, to 
persuade the Fathers o f Basel o f the importance o f  the union with the 
Greeks, had in his speech before the C ouncil o f Ju ly  1434  dilated on 
the numbers o f places and peoples Subject to the Church o f Con^ 
stantinople.3 But most o f them were no longer subject to the power 
o f Constantinople. The empire had lost all its old possessions in 
A s ia  and the Balkans to the Turk, and the Ionian Islands and most 
o f the islands o f the A egean to Italian cities on which, since they 
dominated the commerce o f the eastern Mediterranean, the Byzantine 
capital depended for its food supplies.4 It retained some o f the 
hinterland o f the city itself,5 the western areas o f northern Greece and 
most o f the Morea.6 But even these it held by paying tribute to the 
Turk, and the many journeys ofSphrantzes to Murad I I ’s represent 
tative in Greece, to w in approval for some action o f his Despot or 
to forestall reprisals, show how insecure was the Greek hold on the 
Peloponnesus. W hat conquest by the T u rk  involved was described 
by John  o f Ragusa in a letter to Basel— the piles o f Christian heads

1 A .  M . Schneider, ‘ D ie Bevölkerung Konstantinopels im X V .  Jahrhundert’ , 
pp. 235-7 , in Nachrichten der Akademie der Wissenschaften in Göttingen: Phil./Hist. Klasse 
(1949), pp· 233-44. L . Mohler, Kardinal Bessarion (Paderborn, 1923), p. 272 assesses 
the population at 30,000-35,000: N . B . Tomadakis (in a communication made to the 
Byzantine Congress at Salonica (1953)) at 70,000.

2 Schol. i, p. 287; iv , p. 405. ‘ The city [Constantinople] is sparsely populated. 
It is divided into districts, that by the seashore having the largest population. The 
inhabitants are not well clad, but sad and poor, showing the hardship o f their lot 
which is, however, not so bad as they deserve, for they are a vicious people, steeped in 
sin ’ (Pero Tafur, op. cit. p. 146).

3 Lambros, 1, pp. 1 - 1 4  (entitled as an anonymous speech at Florence); Cecconi, 
doc. XXI X.

4 C f. G . I. Bratianu, ‘ L a  question de l ’approvisionnement de Constantinople a 
l ’epoque byzantine ct ottomane’ ; in B y z . v (1929/30), pp. 8 3 -10 7 ; vi ( 19 3 1) , 
pp. 641-50 .

5 Bertrandon de la Broquiere noted that Byzantine territory extended only a two 
days’ ride from the city wall, with few villages and those miserably poor: quoted by 
A .A .S . :  “ Έ να  ταξεΐδι στη Θράκη στά  1 43 3 Ρ· ι iS , in Θρακικά, ι (1925)» 
pp. 116- 23 .

6 C f. ‘ Υπόμνημα περι έλληνίκων χω ρω ν και έκκλησιών κατά τον ΙΕ' αιώνα 
( Terre hodierne Grecorum et dominia secularia et spiritualia,  written 30 Ju ly  1437) in N.E. 
vii ( 19 10 ), pp. 360-71.
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paraded in triumph; the thousands o f slaves despatched to all 
quarters o f the Turkish empire, their sufferings, their degradation, 
their despair; the arrogance o f the conqueror and his confidence that 
before long he would have overrun other large tracts o f Christian 
territory.1

It was largely because he had all these facts constantly thrust on 
his notice that Joh n  V I I I  was so set on the project o f union.2 His 
only hope o f saving his capital from the fate that had befallen most 
o f the rest o f his empire lay in the West, to persuade the Christian 
princes that immediate action was needed i f  there was to be preserved 
that last bulwark o f Christianity in the East, which was at the same 
time the first line o f defence o f the western kingdoms. There was no 
one in the West whose influence could compare with that o f the 
Pope. I f  help were to be forthcoming, it would be becausc a pope 
had roused the Christian world to an appreciation o f the emergency, 
for only the Pope seemed to realise the duty o f succouring Christians 
just because they were Christians and the terrible danger to Europe 
i f  the Turk were allowed to triumph in the East unmolested.3 That 
was the chief reason why John  chose Eugenius before Basel. The 
Pope was the head o f the Latin C hurch : the princes had opposed the 
Fathers in their various savage measures to degrade the papacy. 
Jo h n  hoped that the princes would all be represented at the Pope’ s 
C ouncil and that there, with concord between the Churches 
achieved, he could secure from them, with the Pope’ s ardent support, 
a quick and strong defence for his capital. So he set sail from C o n ' 
stantinople on 27 November 1437.

The light ship that had carried the first comers o f the papal party 
to Constantinople sailed for Italy on 19 November with an advance

1 17  November 1436; Cecconi, doc. xcill.
2 W hich is not the same thing as saying that this was his only motive. John, like 

all other Christians o f the time, sincerely believed that the schism dividing East and 
West was a tragedy and that to try to heal that breach was worthy o f a man’s best 
endeavours. C f. J .  G ill, ‘ John Palaeologus V I I I .  A  Character Study*, in *Silloge 
Bizantina* in onore di Silvio Giuseppe Mercati (Rom a, 1957), pp. 152-70 .

3 ‘ Injustice also it must be admitted that no princes recognised so completely as did 
a long series o f popes the expediency and duty o f defending Constantinople as the first 
outwork o f the defences o f Europe against the forces o f A sia, and o f aiding its emperors 
in their efforts to check the Turkish invasion. They were the prime ministers o f Western 
Europe and almost the only persons who regarded the Eastern question as statesmen* 
(E . Pears, The Destruction o f the Greek Empire, etc. (London, 1903), pp. 1 15 - 16 ) .
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party o f both Latins and Greeks.1 O n  24 November, Sunday, the 
Patriarch with his clerics proceeded in procession to the quay and 
went on board the captain’s galley. The Emperor joined his own 
ship the next day. For two days the convoy remained in harbour 
to accustom the passengers to the motion o f the water and then, on 
Wednesday, 27 November, in convoy with three Venetian merchant 
ships and a Florentine vessel they started their journey, escorted for 
the first day out by a ‘ great company* including the visitor Pero 
Tafur.2

Syropoulus describes the voyage in great detail. There were calms 
when neither oars nor sails helped them to make any notable pro/ 
gress. There were storms that either drove them forward at a great 
pace, or forced them back to their starting/point, or kept them 
harbour/bound awaiting better weather. There were accidents o f 
various sorts, the breaking o f booms, the fraying o f  stays, and a 
collision that damaged the oarage o f one vessel. The Emperor landed 
at Cenchreae and traversed the Morea on horseback, visiting his 
brothers on the way. The ships sailed round the Peloponnesus and 
on 2 1 December arrived at Methone, where they were well received 
by the Latin  clergy. There they passed Christmas and left only on
3 January to join  the Emperor at Navarino where he had arrived

1 A . C . A .  doc. 15 . It reached Venice before 30 December 14 37 : cf. E .P .  doc. 
108.

2 Pero Tafur, op. cit. p. 125 . The description o f the rest o f the voyage is from Syr. 
iv , 1 - 1 0 ,  pp. 67-80.

With the Patriarch there went the Metropolitan o f Heraclea, A ntony; o f Ephesus, 
Mark Eugenicus; o f Monembasia, Dositheus; of Trebizond, Dorotheus; o f Cyzicus 
(A rtaki), Metrophanes; o f Sardis, Dionysius; o f Nicaea, Bessarion; o f Nicomcdia, 
Macarius; of Lacedaemon, Methodius; o f Tornovus (Tornovo in Bulgaria), Ignatius; 
o f  Mitylene, Dorotheus; o f Moldo^Wallachia, Dam ianus; o f Am asia, Joasaph; of 
Rhodes, Nathanael; ofDristra (Silistria), Callistus; ofM elnik (in Bulgaria), Matthew; 
o f Ganos (Thrace), Gennadius; o f Drama (Macedonia), Dositheus; of Anchialus (in 
Bulgaria), Sophronius; o f Stauropolis, Isaias; a Metropolitan and a bishop o f Georgia; 
six o f the higher officials o f the great church— deacons— and most o f  the minor ones; 
three superiors o f monasteries and four other monks representing monasteries either o f 
Constantinople or Mt A thos; the Protopapas Constantinus; ‘ with cantors and nearly 
all the clergy and some monks* (Syr. in , 15 , p. 59)· W ith the Patriarch or the Emperor 
there went too Gregory Mammas, superior o f the monastery o f Pantocrator and (later) 
Protosyncellus, and the laymen George Scholarius, George Gemistus Plethon and 
George Amiroutzes. Isidore, metropolitan o f K iev and A ll  Russia, with A vram i, 
bishop o f Susdal, came later by land. A  chronicon breve o f Methone says that 29 metro' 
politans and bishops accompanied the Patriarch (Lam bros, h i, p. 362).
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on 27 Decem ber/ In Corfu, where they celebrated the feast o f 
St Antony ( 17  January), they stayed eleven days entertained by the 
Latin clergy.2 After a journey in a severe storm the ships came in 
one after the other to Curzola (off the Dalmatian coast) where the 
Emperor and the Patriarch met for the first time since their departure 
from Constantinople, doubtless to discuss the news that met them 
there, that Sigismund o f Hungary was dead and that the Pope awaited 
them in Ferrara. Then with various stops o f several days (the 
Emperor was ill on an uninhabited island for two days) they pro/ 
ceeded via Zara and Rovigno to Parenzo on the east side o f the 
G u lf  o f Venice and nearly opposite the city o f Venice, which they 
reached on 4 February. From there the Emperor sent Dishypatus 
on ahead in a Venetian guard/ship which they encountered to 
inform the Signoria o f his arrival, and the Patriarch, not to be 
outdone, despatched Syropoulus with him.

The journey had so far taken several days more than two months, 
a long time even for those days, and the Pope was responsible for the 
hire o f the vessels from Ju ly  till they docked in V enice.3 Even so it 
was a hard and wearying voyage for landsmen o f the age o f the 
Patriarch. The ships they travelled in were merchant vessels, over/ 
crowded because with the Greeks there were on board the crews, 
some slaves and, apparently, a certain amount o f merchandise.4 
Though they were, indeed, the largest o f their day, yet they were 
small—some forty to fifty yards long by five to six broad and o f shallow 
draught— and must have reflected every motion o f w ind and wave. 
The Patriarch went on shore, lodged either in a tent or a mansion as 
circumstances allowed, whenever he could, but many were the nights 
spent at sea. The Bishop o f Digne summed up the hardships o f the

1 Lambros, m , p. 362.
2 The journey o f the Greeks seemed so leisurely to the Corfiotes that a joke was 

current: Question. H ow  many quails would you eat? Answer. I f  someone else pays 
and gives them me, ten; but i f  I am the one to pay and eat, two, and from them I ’d give 
the heads and feet to my slave (Syr. iv , 9, p. 78).

3 The Pope, before he learnt o f the delay in leaving Constantinople, had expected 
the Greeks to arrive on about 1 November 1437 ; cf. letters to prelates, courts and 
universities, e.g. that to Archbishop Chichele o f Canterbury (E . P . doc. 90). The 
Signoria o f Venice, after it was aware o f the day o f departure from Constantinople, 
forecast the arrival for about Christmas; cf. letter to Cesarini (A . C . A . doc. 15).

4 Syr. iv , 6, p. 75.
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voyage in his report on his mission delivered at Ferrara on i March 
1438 :

B u t indeed in this navigation and throughout the whole voyage one reason 

w as abundantly clear w h y  there w as unwillingness to cross the Tyrrhenian sea 

towards A v ig n o n , for the Patriarch and the other aged prelates, and sometimes 

the Em peror too, neither ate nor drank nor slept, except in  port. So  i f  there had 

not been numerous islands with harbours under thedom ination o f  the Venetians 

or o f  the G reeks themselves, assuredly they w ould  not have been able to reach 

the port o f  V en ice 1

W hile the rival embassies o f the West were engaged in their 
negotiations with the Byzantine court, the relations between the Pope 
and the C ouncil had undergone a change. The events o f 7 May
14 37  had brought things to a head. Both sides were concerned with 
a principle— Is a general council sup rior to a pope?— and their 
answers were diametrically opposed. U p  till May 14 37  there had 
been between them some spirit o f conciliation— more on Eugenius’ 
side than on Basel’s: from now on that ceased. It was war a Voutrance. 
T he C ouncil made the first overt move. O n  31 Ju ly  it decreed a 
Monitorium or Citatorium, in which it recited all its grievances 
against Eugenius, and required him to appear in person or by 
procurator before the C ouncil within sixty days.2 The efforts o f 
Cesarini and Cervantes, the papal presidents, to avert this ultimatum 
failed. The peremptory warnings o f Sigismund and the Electors o f 
Germany, afraid o f a new schism in the Church, were equally 
unavailing.

Eugenius’ reply was the Bull Doctoris gentium o f 18 September 
1437 . In it, after briefly recounting the history o f the negotiations 
with the Greeks, stressing the fatuity o f the C ou n cil’s insistence on 
A vign o n  as the city chosen for the discussions with them, and 
alluding to the Monitorium and Cesarini’s and Sigism und’s 
opposition to it, he announced, auctoritate apostolica et ex  certa scientia 
ac ex  plenitudine potestatis, that the future council would be held in 
Ferrara and that the Council o f Basel was forthwith translated 
thither, except that for a period o f thirty days the Fathers might still 
treat with the Bohemians but only on the question o f Com m union 
under both kinds. This decision o f the Pope was communicated

T H E  G R E E K S  A R R I V E

1 Frag. p.  60. 2 M .C . n,  1010-13.
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immediately to the city o f Basel, to the princes and prelates o f various 
countries, universities, Religious Orders, etc., and with it the Pope 
sent an Encyclical Letter.1

The choice o f Ferrara for the council is surprising. Florence had 
at one time been accepted for it. The city had made larger promises 
than any other;2 Eugenius had been in negotiation with the M edicis:3 
Dishypatus had informed Joh n  V I I I  in a letter from Bologna o f
4 Ju ly  that Florence was to be the seat o f the council:4 the Florentines 
had begun to make S . Maria Novella ready to receive the Pope, and 
the cardinals and C uria  had started to send to Florence some o f their 
baggage.5 W hat probably made the Pope change his mind was the 
opposition o f Sigismund and o f the Duke o f M ilan. The latter 
especially was the bitter enemy o f Florence and he threatened to 
prevent access to that city both by land and sea i f  the choice were 
persisted in. W ith the aid o f the K in g  o f Aragon, alienated from 
Eugenius by the latter’s support o f René o f A n jou  for the throne o f 
Naples, he could have effectively blocked the passage o f most 
European envoys destined for the C ouncil.6 Bologna for a time had 
hopes o f being the city o f choice and for this end willingly submitted 
to special taxes to raise 30,000 florins for the expenses o f the Greeks. 
Great was the bitterness and disappointment o f the Bolognese when 
Eugenius, probably because o f their unstable loyalty to himself and 
the too close proximity o f the hostile Milan to their city, looked 
elsewhere.7

Ferrara which was ultimately chosen for the C ouncil had many 
advantages. It was a pleasant, well'fortified town to which in 13 9 1 
Boniface I X  had given a charter establishing its Studio with the 
power o f granting degrees. The Studio, it is true, had been closed

1 E .P .  doc. 88. C f. Valois, 11, pp. 1 1 2 ,  1 1 3 ,  n. 1.
2 G . Müller, Docum entisulk relazioni delle città Toscane coll'Oriente cristiano e coi Turchi 

(Firenze, 1879), pp. 158-63.
3 Cecconi, docs, c x x x i i i - c x x x v .

4 Reported in letter of Ragusa to Basel, 4 August 1436, Haller, i, p. 382: Report of 
same to Basel, Cecconi, doc. c l x x v i i i , p. d v i ; M .C .  i i i , 69.

5 Diarium Ingbirami i n  Frag. p .  3 2 .

6 M .C .  11, 977-8; Cecconi, doc. c x x x i i . For the answer of Florence, cf. Miiller, 
op. cit. p. 1 6 7 ;  Cecconi, doc. c x l v i .

7 Muratori, t. x v m , pt. 1, Corpus cbronicorum Bononiensim ,ed. A .  Sorbelli (Bologna, 
1 9 2 4 ) ,  i v ,  pp. 89 ,  9 6 - 7 ;  t. x x x i i i , pt. 1 ,  D ella  Historia di Bologna, parte terza del R .P .M .  
Cberubino Ghirardacci, ed. A .  Sorbelli (Città di Castello, 1 9 1 5 ) ,  p. 50.
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more often than it was open in the interval, but by 1439 it had 
among its teachers men o f note like Guarino Guarini Veronese who 
taught Latin and Greek and the famous U go  Benzi who had 
previously lectured in Paris and Padua.1 The surrounding country/ 
side, abounding in fruit gardens, had a rich soil, well watered by the 
many canals connecting with the Po, that produced good crops of 
grain, while the meadows and woods nourished cattle and game, and 
the fresh waters o f the rivers and the salt water o f the nearby Lake 
Com acchio provided many varieties o f fish, so that the city could 
well feed the multitude that the C ouncil would bring. It was, too, 
easily accessible from Venice, the port o f arrival o f the Greeks. In 
fact it was the centre o f a series o f waterways by which Venetian 
merchandise was distributed to central Italy and to the areas towards 
Bologna and Milan, so much so that it was always on its guard 
against the Queen o f the Seas which would dearly have loved to 
have annexed it. For that reason it had to retain a disproportionately 
large standing army— a mercenary force— which was expensive, but 
on the other hand it wisely kept itself out o f the incessant intrigues 
and wars that for ever embroiled Milan, Florence and Venice, its 
powerful neighbours, and more than once because o f its neutrality 
acted as the negotiator o f peace between them. A l l  these reasons would 
have recommended it to Eugenius who wanted both security and 
peace for his C ouncil, and besides, Nicolo d ’Este, its prince, held 
the city in a certain dependence on the H o ly  See to which he paid 
a yearly tribute. N icolo visited Eugenius in Bologna on 13 June 
14 37 , and to him and his sons the Pope had sold three castles in the 
course o f that same year.2 By early September the negotiations were 
complete and all was ready for the issue o f the Bull Doctoris gentium.

T h e  transference o f  the C o u n c il by the Pope to Ferrara naturally 
d id  not mollify the dispositions o f  the Fathers o f  Basel. O n  26  Se p / 
tem ber they reiterated their prohibitions against the creation o f  new

1 A .  Visconti, L a  storia dell'Utiiversita di Ferrara ( i j p i - i p j o )  (Bologna, 1950), 
p p . 12 - 13 .

2 Muratori, ibid. p. 47. T . x x iv , pt. v i i ,  Diario Ferrarese, ed. G . Pardi (Bologna, 
1928), p. 22. The Bolognese chronicle asserts that Eugenius gave the castles, but the 

Ferrarese chronicle says rhat one at least, Lugo, was sold by the Pope for 14,000 ducats 
and 100 moggia o f corn: so probably all three were sold and in that way Eugenius 
was raising money for the Council.
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cardinals while the C ouncil was still in being (Eugenius had lately 
made Vitelleschi cardinal); quashed the decree o f the minority o f
7 M ay; and took under their protection A vignon  which, it was 
rumoured, the Pope intended to sell.1 O n  i October, the sixty days’ 
grace allowed by the Monitorium now being up, Eugenius was 
declared contumacious.2 O n 7 October, at the instance o f Sigis^ 
mund and the German Electors, a further sixty days’ grace was 
allowed the Pope to submit to the injunctions o f the Monitorium.3 
O n  12  October the Bull Doctoris gentium was annulled and a few 
days later (19  October) a long letter was approved for general 
publication rebutting all the charges o f Eugenius against the Fathers 
o f  Basel and recounting anew all their grievances against him .4 
Efforts at pacification were unavailing. Sigismund, w ho had done 
so much in the past, died on 9 December. Cesarini, taking occasion 
from the news that the Greeks had preferred the papal ships to those 
o f  the Council, tried to persuade the Fathers to concentrate on 
reform till the Greeks arrived and then, i f  they really had the union 
o f  the Churches at heart, to accept whichever city the Greeks should 
choose for the Council. But that would have been ‘ to obey the 
Pope dissolving the C o u n c il’ and ‘ to go where the Pope held power 
and domination’ ,5 where, that is, the C ouncil being under the 
presidency o f the Pope would no longer be held infallible o f itself, 
so his words fell on deaf ears. He realised now that he had no longer, 
any influence for good in Basel and left on 9 January 1438  for Venice 
and Ferrara.

Meanwhile Eugenius pursued his project. In early December, 
having learnt o f the success o f his Legate at Constantinople, he 
ordered that all money collected under the orders o f Basel for the union 
with the Greeks should be sequestrated so as not to be diverted to 
other uses and wrote to various princes enlisting their support for this 
measure.6 O n 30 December by the Bull Pridem ex  justis, after the 
arrival at Venice o f the light ship bringing the first Greeks to the 
C ouncil, he definitively declared that the C ouncil o f Basel was trans^

1 M .C .  II, 10 2 1-6 . 2 Ibid. 10 3 1.
3 Ibid. 10 4 1. 4 Ibid. 1043, 1049.
5 Ibid. 1 12 5 , 1 1 2 6 .
6 E .P . docs. 103, 107; Valois, a , p. 1 1 3 .
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ferred to Ferrara where it w ould  be continued on 8 Jan u ary  14 38 .1 
C a rd in a l N ico lo  A lb ergati w as appointed president till the P o p e ’s 
arrival.2

The first session o f the C ouncil in Ferrara was held in the cathedral 
church o f St George on 8 January 1438 under the presidency o f 
Cardinal Nicolo A lbergati.3 There were present five archbishops; 
seventeen bishops—almost all Italians; four bishops elect, non^ 
Italian; eleven abbots (including the A bbot o f Culross in Scotland); 
two Generals o f Orders and two Dom inican theologians. The 
business o f this session was the official opening o f the C ouncil by 
the reading o f the decree o f the minority o f Basel dated 7 May 1437 , 
the two Bulls ofEugenius authorising the transference o f the Council 
to Ferrara, A lbergati’s appointment as Legate o f the Pope for the 
work o f the C ouncil and the safe^conducts. This done, the Cardinal 
formally declared in the Pope’s name that the C ouncil o f Basel was 
now transferred to Ferrara to continue its work ‘ for all those objects 
for which the Synod o f Basel had been convened, also as the 
Oecumenical C ouncil in which union o f the Western and the 
Eastern Churches should be treated o f and, with the L o rd ’s help, 
brought to a conclusion’ .

A  second session was held the following day to prepare documents 
to annul all the prohibitions and penalties that the C ouncil o f Basel 
in the long course o f its sessions had decreed against its opponents. 
These were read and approved in a plenary session on 10 January. 
T he remnant at Basel or any other similar gathering was declared 
not to be a General C ou n cil; sanctions were enacted against those 
who under any pretext tried to molest the members o f the C ouncil o f 
Ferrara. By these three sessions the C ouncil o f Ferrara was firmly 
established canonically and its members protected. There was then 
a lull in proceedings till the arrival o f the Pope.

Eugenius left Bologna, to the disgust o f its citizens, on 23 January 
for the castle o f Galliera which he had had constructed not long 
before ‘ as a bridle on Bologna’ , and on the following day journeyed

1 E .P .  doc. 108; Cccconi, doc. c l x x .

2 E .P ,  doc. 114 .
3 The details o f these sessions till the arrival o f the Greeks in Ferrara are taken from 

Frag. pp. 1 ff. C f. also G . Hofmann, ‘ Die Konzilsarbeit in Ferrara I \  in O . C . P .  ill 
(1937). pp. 110 -4 0 .
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to Ferrara by water, slipping away secretly, so the Bolognese chronic 
cler suggests.1 He arrived at the monastery o f S . A ntonio outside o f 
Ferrara in a snowstorm on the same day, 24 January,2 and three days 
later, with the clergy o f Ferrara in solemn prot ession and with the 
representative o f Jam es II, king o f Castile and Leon, holding the 
bridle o f his horse on the right and the Marquis o f Ferrara on the left, 
he proceeded to the cathedral church, and thence, after an allocution 
by the Bishop o f Forli, Aloysius de Perano, O .F .M ., he retired to 
the palace assigned to him. 3

The 24th day o f January was memorable also for another reason. 
It was the day when the remnant at Basel held their thirty^first session, 
in which, along with two decrees concerning reform, they declared 
the Pope suspended and deprived of all power both spiritual and 
temporal, which the Fathers arrogated to themselves for as long as the 
suspension should last. A t  the same time all princes, cardinals and 
bishops were forbidden to obey him: instead, those who had the 
right and duty o f participating in a council should proceed forthwith 
to Basel.4

W ith the arrival o f Eugenius at Ferrara the C ou ncil came to new 
life. O n 8 February a session was held in the chapel o f the Pope’s 
residence. After the Solemn Mass sung by Giovanni, archbishop 
o f Taranto, the Pope addressed the assembled Fathers, recapitulating 
briefly the events that had forced him to act as he had done and 
asserting that it always had been and still was his desire to achieve 
concord in the C hurch and to reform abuses whether in head or 
members: he asked their aid to devise measures to restrain the excesses 
o f the Baseler and exhorted them to correct anything unseemly in 
their own behaviour. Thereupon Cardinal Orsini and Thomas, 
archbishop o f Ravenna, as the seniors o f the cardinals and the 
bishops, thanked His Holiness and promised him their support. 
There followed an account, read by one o f the advocates, o f the steps 
taken by the remnant at Basel to hinder the C ou ncil in Ferrara, 
beginning with their non-acceptance o f the minority decree o f 7 May 
and the rival embassy to Constantinople, and then enumerating 
their censures both on the Pope himself and on those who obeyed

1 Muratori, t. x x x m , pt. 1, pp. 46, 50. 2 Ibid. t. x x iv ,  pt. vn , p. 22
3 Gesta in Frag* p. 27. 4 M .C .  m , 25.
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his summons to collaborate in the Synod at Ferrara contained in the 
three decrees o f their thirty^first session (24 January 1438), and the 
Sovereign Pontiff was requested to act so as to procure peace in the 
C hurch, to vindicate his own innocence o f the charges brought against 
him and to protect the members o f the Council gathered in Ferrara.

Other sessions followed quickly. W ith Cardinal Orsini as 
president, the fifth session on ro February established the order o f 
precedence o f the members, ordered the appointment o f two more 
notaries in addition to the two already in office, advised the drawing 
up o f an official list o f members and recommended that letters should 
be sent to urge the attendance at the C ouncil of those who were 
entitled to take part. It was probably in this session, too, that the 
method o f voting was determined. The members were divided into 
three estates— cardinals, archbishops and bishops; abbots and 
Religious; doctors, dignitaries o f churches, graduates, etc.: the votes 
o f two'thirds o f the members o f any estate were requisite for the 
assent o f that estate to any measure, and the assent o f all the estates 
was necessary for any conciliar decision.1 O n  rr February there was 
a discussion on the measures to be taken to meet the antagonism o f 
Basel, which resulted in a memorandum reminding the members 
at Basel o f the penalties they would incur if  they persisted in their 
opposition: princes and others were forbidden to support them any 
longer: the burghers o f the city were bidden expel them: the Pope 
was asked to send embassies to acquaint all countries with the true 
state o f affairs and to renew his measures to ensure that all money 
collected for the affair o f the Greeks was really used for that object. 
This memorandum was read and approved in the following session 
o f 14  February.

The fruits o f all these deliberations were seen in the plenary session 
o f the following day, 15  February. After the singing o f the Litanies 
and the Veni Creator Cardinal Angelotto Fusco, Cardinal o f St 
M ark’s, celebrated the solemn High Mass in the presence o f the 
Sovereign Pontiff2 and o f seventy 'two ‘ mitres’ (among whom was

1 A . L .  pp. 256-7.
2 Because o f the Pope’s gout the Ferrarese constructed a wooden bridge rising gently 

from the door o f the carhedral to the loggia in front o f the ducal palace ( A . Frizzi, 
Memorie per la storia di Ferrara, 111 (2nd ed. Ferrara, 1850), p. 476).
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the Bishop o f Brechin, Scotland). Then was read the Bull Exposcit 
debitum, recalling briefly the reasons for the summoning o f  the Council 
at Ferrara, and bidding the Fathers o f Basel under pain o f ex  ̂
communication leave that city within thirty days and the burghers 
o f  Basel under pain o f interdict expel them after the lapse o f that 
period; but promising, too, immunity from penalty to any Fathers 
who repaired to Ferrara.

There was one more session before the main party o f  the Greeks 
reached Ferrara. O n i March the papal delegates who had so 
successfully conducted the negotiations in Constantinople made 
their report on their mission by the mouth o f the Bishop o f Digne, 
and received the thanks and the congratulations o f the Sovereign 
Pontiff for their labours.1

Though the Emperor had sent Dishypatus on to Venice to 
announce his arrival, he himself reached the city first, because his 
ship, being quicker, passed the other unperceived, and anchored 
near St Nicholas de L ido  at about eight o ’clock on the morning o f
8 February, the rest o f the convoy arriving some two hours later.2 
Dishypatus and Syropoulus proceeded straightaway to visit the Doge, 
Francesco Foscari, who received them very graciously, leading them 
by the hand to seat them near himself, and inquiring about the 
journey and the health o f the Emperor. A s  the convoy had arrived 
somewhat unexpectedly he asked that the Emperor and the Patriarch 
should remain that night on board their ships, so that next day they 
might be escorted with all due honours to their appointed lodgings.3 
Dishypatus and Syropoulus inspected those lodgings before they 
returned to their principals. Because he had heard from them o f the 
Emperor’s indisposition, the Doge paid him a visit later in that same 
day, on his way falling in with the Patriarch who had left his ship

1 Frag. pp. 23, 50-60. The information furnished by this report was freely used in 
writing the previous chapter.

2 The history o f the rest of the events narrated in this chapter is taken mainly from 
Syr. iv , 1 1 - 3 2 ,  pp. 8 0 - 1 1 1  and A . G .  pp. 1 - 1 1 .  References to other sources will be 
noted as they occur.

3 The Signoria had already on 3 December 1437 voted a maximum of 1000 ducats 
(later increased to a possible 3000) for the entertainment of the Greeks and had prepared 
for the reception of the Emperor the palace o f the Marquis o f Ferrara and the old 
palace o f Louis of Verma, and for the Patriarch the monastery attached to the church 
o f  S. Giorgio Maggiore: A . C . A .  docs. 1 1 ,  17 ; Jorga, 111, p. 22.
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to take up his lodgings at St George’s, where there was offered to 
the Greek clerics, who had already started their Lent,1 a dinner o f 
meat, birds and fish.

The next morning, shortly before midday, there was staged the 
official visit to the Emperor. Staged is the right word, because the 
glory o f Venice was paraded before the Greeks in pageant, and it 
left them speechless and at a loss to describe the magnificence o f the 
spectacle and beauty o f the city. The Doge led the way on the 
BucentauY, a broad state^barge that was either towed by two other 
vessels or propelled by oars protruding from the portholes o f a 
lower deck. Its upper deck formed a large salon where the Doge and 
his suite sat on thrones, the whole being richly decorated with 
bright/coloured paints and tapestries. A  dozen other gaily/decorated 
barges accompanied the Bucentaur, on one o f which was displayed 
a tableau representing Venetian power. The rowers on the lower 
deck were clad in gleaming livery, their head/dress carrying the 
emblems o f Venice and o f the Emperor; the sides o f the vessel were 
decorated with imperial flags; and on the upper deck were grouped 
four men clad in cloth/of/gold with another bearing a sceptre and 
seeming to dominate a throng o f other figures who represented 
foreign lands, while on a raised dais stood a warrior in shining armour 
flanked by two boys arrayed as angels. The prow was adorned with 
two golden lions, the lions o f  St Mark, with between them the 
Byzantine eagle. W hile the Doge did official honours to the Emperor 
this vessel circled round the imperial ship to the sound o f trumpets 
and musical instruments o f all kinds and, while all the bells o f 
Venice pealed, vessels o f every variety darted hither and thither, so 
that the water was hardly visible for their great number.2 The only 
drawback to the scene was that the weather was misty and showery.

The Doge with his suite boarded the imperial vessel and presented 
his son to the Emperor. Some time was spent in conversation, the

1 In 1438 the Greek mitigated fasting of the week o f ‘ Tyrophago’ began on 
17  February and their Lent proper on 24 February. So why Syropoulus asserts that 
they were not eating meat on the Saturday o f the Prodigal (8 February) is something 
o f a mystery.

2 This apparent exaggeration conveys a true impression; it is used independently by 
the A G .  p. 1 ;  by Syr. I V ,  13 , p. 84 and, to describe the scene at the ‘ marriage o f the 
Doge with the sea’ on Ascension D ay, by Pero Tafur, op. cit. p. 158.
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Doge sitting on the Emperor’s left and the Despot Demetrius, 
Joh n  V I I I ’s brother, on his right.1 The Doge invited the Emperor 
to land by the Bucentaur but John  V II I , thinking that hardly con' 
sonant with his dignity, preferred to disembark directly from his own 
ship, which in consequence was towed to the quay. Meantime, so 
that the Patriarch should not be without the honours due to him, 
two vessels decorated with patriarchal emblems and plants cunningly 
disposed so as to appear to be growing from the decks took up 
position in front o f the monastery o f St George and remained there 
all the day.

There is no wonder that the Greeks, as towards sunset, after being 
rowed up and down the canals o f Venice for much o f the day, they 
set foot on Venetian soil to the sound o f music o f all kinds and the 
acclamations o f the crowd in gala mood and dress, should have felt 
that it was ‘ a glorious and marvellous Venice, verily marvellous, 
marvellous in the extreme and rich and varied and golden and 
highly finished and variegated and worthy o f limitless praise, that 
wise and indeed most wise V enice’ .2 For the C ity o f the Lagoons 
was at this time about at the zenith o f its magnificence and power. 
Ruled by a small oligarchy, it was directed to one purpose, to protect 
and extend its commerce. It owned islands and harbours in various 
parts o f the eastern Mediterranean and enjoyed trading rights in ports 
from the Crim ea to the Red Sea. The riches o f food supplies o f all 
kinds, o f silks and spices came from the East to its port to be distri' 
buted to the West. Its financial security was accepted everywhere. 
A n d  the city had been adorned with magnificent palaces and 
churches to rival and reflect its commercial pre/eminence. The 
Palace of the Doge, the palaces o f the great families, built in marble 
and painted and gilded on the outside; the shops filled with brocades 
and silks and works in gold and silver; the markets for fruits, fish 
and game o f all sorts; the thronging crowds o f free Venetian citizens, 
o f foreigners o f all hues, o f slaves; the bridges spanning the canals, 
like the famous Rialto that was raised to let the Greeks pass by; the 
noble church o f St Mark with its cupolas reflecting the architecture

1 S o ^ l.G . pp. 2, 4: Syr. says that the positions were reversed, iv, 13 , p. 83. The left 
would seem to have been the place o f honour— the Emperor was seated on the Pope’s 
left at his reception, A .G *  p. 7. 2 A . G .  p. 4.
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o f the East, with its marbles, mosaics and mural paintings, with its 
treasury filled with ‘ pearls, precious stones, relics, diamonds, 
bejewelled candlesticks, the retable called La Pala entirely covered 
with pearls and precious stones*,1 its reliquaries, not a few o f which 
came from the sack o f Constantinople in 1204— all this, set o ff by 
the waters o f the canals dotted by speeding gondolas and sumptuous 
barges, with in the background the masts o f the merchanwessels 
that were the strength o f the city, moved visitors like the Greeks to 
an intense admiration o f such a spectacle o f power and beauty.

A s  soon as the Greek convoy reached Venice Garatoni hastened 
to Ferrara to report to the Pope, leaving behind him to look after 
the Greeks Michele Zeno,2 the Venetian merchant who with 
Baldassarre Lupari had been commissioned by Eugenius in Ju ly  to 
act as his agents in business matters connected with the Greeks. 
Venice itself was willing to entertain them for some ten or twelve 
days, provided the expenses involved did not exceed 3000 ducats,3 
but it allowed also free entry o f the provisions that the Emperor and 
the Patriarch had brought with them.4 The Doge visited the Emperor 
and the Patriarch in their lodgings and made presents to them; and 
Zeno in the Pope’s name gave the Emperor 600 florins and the 
Patriarch 400 florins for the expenses o f their suites.

A s  soon as the news reached Ferrara that the Greeks had at last 
actually arrived Eugenius despatched messengers to bid them weL· 
come. Nicolo d’Este, the Marquis o f Ferrara, with a considerable 
suite reached Venice on 12  February to offer the hospitality o f his 
city. O n the next day Nicolo Albergati, cardinal o f S . Croce, 
accompanied by the Patriarch o f Grado, the archbishops o f Treviso 
and Candia, the bishops o f Taranto and Vicenza and other prelates, 
was met by the Doge as he entered Venice by water and escorted to 
the monastery o f St George to pay a courtesy call on the Patriarch,

1 C f. Pero Tafur, op. at. p. 159.
* This is a deduction from Syr.’ s spelling o f the name— Michel ton Tzio— (iv, 14, 

p. 84), and the fact that in the registers o f the Camera apostolica reimbursements to him 
are recorded for payments made by him to the Greeks: cf. Jorga, 11, pp. 5-8.

3 A . C . A .  docs. 1 1 ,  17 .
4 Jorga, h i, p. 32, namely: ‘ Receptacles for wine, i.e. large and small casks, up to 

about 40; salt meat o f various kinds, caviar, in all 400 tubs and about 10  barrels; 
also carpets, 4 small bundles; also botargo, 2 boxes; raisins, 1 sack; and other o f their 
things for their own use.’
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Joseph I I .1 O n  the fourteenth he made his official visits to both 
Emperor and Patriarch to welcome them in the name o f the Pope; 
he spoke o f Eugenius’ good w ill towards them and o f his great desire 
for union, and urged them to proceed to Ferrara. The Emperor and 
the Patriarch did not immediately comply. They demanded a few 
days for deliberation, pleading the fatigue o f the journey only just 
completed; and they had, too, received letters from Basel to persuade 
them to repair thither.2 That they did genuinely hesitate for a moment 
as to which course to pursue is shown by a letter from the Venetian 
Senate to its representative at the Holy See. The Patriarch, so Dan/ 
dolo was told with instructions to pass on the information confident 
daily to the Pope, disturbed by the continued division between the 
Pope and Basel and the Pope and the princes, had secretly asked the 
D oge’s counsel what he and the Emperor should do. The Doge had 
strongly advised him to choose the Pope, since the more important 
and worthy prelates had abandoned Basel, and the princes, with the 
exception o f the K in g  o f A ragon and the Duke o f  Milan, now 
favoured the Sovereign Pontiff.3 The hesitation, however, did not 
last long. A  short time later (probably on 18 February)— both the 
Emperor and the Patriarch were ill for a few days, when nothing 
could be done— a committee o f a select few counsellors and prelates 
decided for Ferrara, the Emperor and the Patriarch being the most 
urgent for this choice. A s  soon as the news was made known, 
Nicolo d’Este hastened back to Ferrara to prepare the reception, and 
the brothers Dishypatus for the Emperor and the Metropolitans o f

1 P . de Toth , II beato NicoU Albergati e i  suoi tempi, *377-1444 (V iterbo , 1934)» n» 
p. 440.

2 Letter o f  Traversari o f  date 21 February 1438 from V enice, T rav . no. 140. 
Traversari, sent by the Pope, had reached Venice the day after the Greeks but had made 
no contact with the Emperor or the Patriarch, on a point o f  etiquette, till after the arrival 
o f  the principal papal representative, C ard in al A lbergati.

3 Dated 17  February 1438 in A . C . A .  doc. 30. This letter disposes o f Syropoulus* 
contention (iv , 15 , p. 85) that the Doge advised the Emperor to bargain with both 
the Pope and Basel to see which would give the better terms, and even to hold the 
council in Venice itself.

‘ Venerant enim iam Venetias Greci qui, etsi ab initio ambigui starent propter 
basiliensis concilii pontificisque discordias, preter eorum spem apud nostros repertas, 
tamen, viain pontificis ad extremum secuti, Ferrariam se ad Eugenium papam con/ 
tulere*, Muratori, t. x v i , pt. 1, Sozomenipresbyteri chronicon universale, ed. G . Zaccagnini 
(Citta di Castello, 1908), p. 27.
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Heraclea and Monembasia for the Patriarch were despatched to 
inform the Pope, reaching Ferrara on 26 February.1 Meanwhile 
Garatoni had returned and had made further gifts o f money and 
silver plate to the Byzantine Emperor and Patriarch. Cardinal 
Cesarini, who had been kept informed by Venice o f the movements 
o f the Greeks, arrived from Basel on 20 February and visited the 
Emperor and the Patriarch: at about the same time there came also 
Cardinal Vitelleschi. O n 27 February Cardinal Albergati left with 
his suite for Ferrara.

The Greeks in Venice made on the whole a good impression, 
though there were some among the Latins (and apparently in the 
suite o f Cardinal Albergati) who were ready to construe every little 
thing adversely·—the fact that neither Emperor nor Patriarch went to 
meet the Pope’s representative as he entered, nor doffed his head' 
dress; that the Patriarch spoke o f the Pope as his brother; that they 
had not accepted Ferrara for the C ouncil straightaway. Traversari 
mentions these facts in his letters to exhort the Pope and the Latins 
to patience and good will. He himself became an enthusiastic 
admirer o f the Patriarch, who in spite o f his eighty years was, he 
said, still keen o f intellect, kindly, affable and filled with a great 
desire to meet the Pope and to achieve the union o f the Churches, 
which he thought would be done without great difficulty once he 
and Eugenius had come together in person.2 A n  anonymous letter  ̂
writer from Venice to the prelates o f the German Nation recounts 
that more than 650 Greeks had arrived, among them twenty/five 
archbishops and bishops, with abbots, monks and laymen, and such 
was their desire for union that he was moved to say that furtherance 
o f that end was worth more than a life o f prayer and fasting.3

1 So the Gesta in Frag. p. 28. Syropoulus says that the brothers Dishypatus took 
leave of the Patriarch while he was assisting at Vespers in St George’s— when to their 
dismay he insisted that they comply with Latin custom by removing their hats—on 
Saturday, which was 22 February. Andrea da S. Croce (A . L . p. 27) must be mistaken 
in asserting that they met the Pope on 20 February: he also says that there were three 
laymen to represent the Emperor. The same writer’s Diarium (Frag. p. 42) records that 
they presented themselves officially at the session o f 1 March and puts the report o f the 
Bishop o f Digne on 2 March, but the protocol o f the session o f 1 March (ibid. p. 23) 
puts the report o f the Bishop o f Digne on that day and makes no mention o f the pres  ̂
ence, still less o f the message, o f the envoys, though it notes the presence o f various 
others including the Marquis o f Ferrara. 2 Trav. nos. 30, 140.

5 Written 27 February 1438, Mansi, 30, 12 19 ; Cccconi, doc. c l x x x v i i .
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John V I I I  wrote on 25 February to the Fathers o f Basel to acquaint 
them o f his decision and to exhort them to join him in Ferrara. He 
had always, he said, refused to agree to Basel as the scene o f the 
Council and now, even had he wished to go there, he could not, 
for his physical condition after the rigours o f the voyage was such 
that he could not mount a horse.1 T w o days later he set o ffby water 
to join the Pope. W ith him went his own retinue and a large part 
o f the clerics, but for lack o f suitable ships the Patriarch was left 
behind, much to his annoyance as he considered that, the question 
at issue between the Churches being ecclesiastical, he ought to have 
arrived at Ferrara at least in company with the Emperor, or, if  one 
o f them had to be delayed it should have been the head o f the secular 
power. The ships went via Chioggia and along the coast to enter 
one o f the mouths o f the Po, and then up the river till it touched 
Ferrarese territory at Francolino. There the Emperor was met by the 
Pope’s late Legate to Constantinople and an imposing group o f 
prelates and courtiers, but instead o f completing the journey by water 
he requested to be supplied with horses and with some 150 o f his 
suite rode into Ferrara the next day 4 March, arriving shortly after 
noon. The Marquis o f Ferrara with his two sons, all the cardinals 
then in the C uria2 and a multitude o f prelates and courtiers met him 
a mile outside the city and escorted him to the papal palace, seated 
on a black horse and covered by a rich canopy, with a riderless 
white horse decked with rich cloths embroidered with golden eagles 
preceding him. The Pope, who was awaiting him in state, rose as 
he entered and embraced him. After some friendly conversation, 
the monarch took his leave and was escorted to the palace called 
Paradise which had been prepared to receive him. Unfortunately 
the pageantry o f his entry to Ferrara was marred by heavy rain.3

Four days after the Emperor the Patriarch left Venice by the same

1 Cecconi, doc. c l x x x v i .

2 A .L .  p. 27; Diarium Getniniani Ingbirami in Frag. p. 33. These were probably six 
(M uratori, t. x x iv ,  pt. v n , Diario Ferrarese, ed. G . Pardi (Bologna, 1928), p. 22): 
Giordano O rsini, bishop o f Sab ina; Francesco Condulm aro, cardinal o f  S . Clemente; 
Prosper de C olonna, cardinal o f  S . G iorgio in V elabro ; Dom enico Capranica 
(Firm anus), cardinal o f  S . M aria in V ia  L ata ; Angelotto Fusco, cardinal o f  S . M arco; 
N ico lo  A lbergati, cardinal o f  S . Croce. The Gesta (Frag. p. 28) mention only the 
first four and by name.

3 M uratori, ibid.
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route. A s  he approached Francolino he was met by a representative 
o f  the Marquis o f Ferrara and the state^barge, an ornate vessel towed 
by men on the river^bank, whose lower deck was divided into a 
sumptuous bedroom and salon with windows everywhere, while the 
upper deck was devoted to the kitchen and the crew’s quarters. 
There was some delay in resuming the journey because the Patriarch 
insisted on waiting for the arrival o f some o f his entourage and his 
baggage in another vessel. Just after daybreak next day he was met 
by a courier from the Emperor to warn him that, in spite o f insistent 
pleas to the contrary, the Pope expected from the Greek clerics con/ 
formity with the Latin custom o f kissing the papal foot. Great was 
the Patriarch’s dismay, for he had looked for a more generous welcome 
as between equals. H e consulted with his clerics and determined not 
to conform. Meanwhile, as the barge drew into the harbour o f 
Ferrara by the castle at about ten o’clock in the morning o f 7 M arch,1 
a group o f archbishops, bishops and curial officials waited outside 
the city to receive him.2 But he did not come. Throughout that day 
messengers went to and fro between Pope and Patriarch to persuade 
Joseph to do no more than what Sigismund the Holy Rom an Em/ 
peror, all western princes and all cardinals did, but to no avail, and 
the Emperor encouraged his resistance. The Patriarch refused to 
leave the ship—indeed he threatened to return forthwith to Venice— 
unless the Pope desisted from demanding the kissing o f  his foot from 
both himself and his clerics. Late that evening Eugenius yielded so 
as not to ruin the whole project o f union at the outset on a point o f 
etiquette. But he would not receive the Greek ecclesiastics solemnly 
and publicly. They should salute him in groups o f six in a private 
room.3

V ery early next m orning C ard in a ls C o lo n n a  and Firm anus 
(D o m en ico  C ap ran ica) with some twenty^five archbishops and 
bishops and with courtiers from  the Pope, and the M arquis o f  Ferrara

1 A . L ·  p. 27 wrongly say S March.
2 A . L .  ibid.; Diarium Inghirami in Frag. p. 34.
3 This incident should not be exaggerated. O n neither side was it a question merely 

o f etiquette and custom, but o f the rank of the Churches they represented. For both 
Pope and Patriarch it was a matter of principle and neither yielded on the principle 
— the Patriarch because he did not kiss the Pope’s foot, the Pope by his gesture of 
reducing the solemnity o f the reception.
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with his suite went to the quay to meet the Patriarch. There was no 
cercmony on either side beyond a few words from Colonna to say 
that they came from the Pope to give him escort.1 O n horseback 
they proceeded to Eugenius’ palace and there the Greeks were led 
through a series o f apartments till they reached the papal antechamber. 
First the Patriarch, though without his usual head-dress and staff, 
entered the papal presence with five o f his metropolitans. He bowed 
to the Pope, whom he found standing and who clasped his hand, 
then kissed his cheek and then was seated on a specially prepared 
throne on the left o f the Pope’s. The rest o f the Greek prelates, group 
by group, kissed the Pope’s hand and cheek as he sat, and the minor 
clergy his hand only or they saluted him with a bow. After a short 
conversation for which Garatoni acted as interpreter, the Patriarch 
retired and was escorted to his lodgings by the same cardinals and 
prelates as had brought him from the ship.2 Late that evening 
Cardinal Cesarini too entered Ferrara. Cardinal Vitelleschi had 
already arrived on 5 March.

The next day was Sunday and, after seeking permission from the 
Pope, the Patriarch with some fifteen priests celebrated a solemn 
Liturgy, giving the usual blessing at the end, a thing he had refrained 
from doing since leaving Corfu. The Marquis assisted with many 
o f his court and received the blessed bread at the end. The Pope was 
anxious to get on with the work o f the Council, but he received no 
support from the Greeks. The Patriarch pleaded his fatigue after the 
journey, and the Emperor, one o f whose chief objects in coming to 
Italy at all was to contact the western princes, demanded that time 
be given for their representatives to reach Ferrara and that meantime 
the discussions on the principal subjects o f difference between the 
Churches be left in abeyance. So a wait o f four months was agreed 
upon. Meantime the combined Council should be formally opened 
and letters written to the different countries exhorting them to send 
their envoys.3

The preparation o f the cathedral church o f St George for the

1 A . L .  p. 27.
2 Diariutn lnghirami in Frag. p. 34. The A . L .  (p. 28) say that the Cardinals were not 

in the company that escorted the Patriarch to his lodgings.
3 C f. E .P .  docs. 122-33  dated 18 -23  February 1438.
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opening session brought up the question o f etiquette and precedence. 
The Pope appointed Cardinals Cesarini and Firmanus to treat with 
the delegates o f the Emperor and o f the Patriarch. Eugenius would 
have preferred to be seated in the centre o f the church near the altar 
with the Latins arrayed on one side and the Greeks on the other, but 
the Emperor refused this arrangement flatly. Finally it was agreed 
that the Latins should occupy the north side o f the church and the 
Greeks the south. The thrones were arranged in such a way that the 
Pope’s was a little in advance of an empty one allotted to the Holy 
Roman Emperor, with the cardinals and the rest o f the western 
prelates and members arrayed in order behind, while the throne of 
the Byzantine Emperor corresponded exactly with that o f the western 
Emperor, and those o f the Patriarch and the rest o f the Greeks were 
placed accordingly. Such was the insistence on precedence that every/ 
thing was settled by exact measurement. Even so, the Patriarch was 
displeased, for his throne had not the hangings he thought it should 
have, and the Staurophoroi1 were even less satisfied, for they, instead 
o f being placed near the Patriarch as his ‘ five senses’ ought to have 
been, were left in the general throng. The Latins held a session on 
3 A p ril under the presidency o f Cardinal Orsini to decide details 
about the solemn inauguration o f the Council with the Greeks and 
to approve the arrangements about the seating. Unfortunately, after 
mentioning the agenda, the manuscript breaks oiFwithout describing 
the discussions and the conclusions arrived at.2

Another practical question came up for decision at this time. 
Relations between the city o f Ferrara and the Pope with his Curia 
and the Fathers o f the Council had been settled by agreements 
negotiated in Bologna by the Cardinal Treasurer (Francesco Con/ 
dulmaro) and the Marquis on 1 6 and 17  January.3 Guarantees 
were given for the security o f all persons taking part in the Council 
and their free entry and exit from Ferrarese territory. Accommodation 
for the Pope with his ‘ fam ily’ , the Byzantine Emperor and the car/ 
dinals should be given free, and they should not be subject to local 
customs dues. Arrangements should be made to house all those

1 I.e. deacons o f the Great Church o f St Sophia with offices connected with the 
church, and a kind o f council o f the Patriarch. In Latin documents they are often 
referred to as Greek cardinals. 2 Frag. p. 24. 3 A . C . A .  docs. 20, 2 1.
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coming for the C ouncil and to provide the necessary furniture and 
utensils. N o extraordinary taxes should be imposed because o f the 
C ouncil so as to make food or rents dearer, and the prices of many 
basic foodstuffs were fixed. But apparently the arrangement made 
for the Greeks was that they should receive their board in kind and 
not in money, a thing that displeased them greatly and which the 
Emperor refused to accept. So it had to be changed. In future they 
would be given money to buy what they wanted—the Emperor to 
receive thirty florins monthly, the Patriarch twenty^five, the Despot 
Demetrius twenty, those who had been invited by name four,1 the 
rest three. T o  what degree this new arrangement made things more 
difficult for the Pope w ill be seen in the sequel. In the three months, 
February to A p ril 1438, he disbursed more than 46,733 florins for 
the Greeks alone.2 Besides that, a large part o f the upkeep o f the 
Latins fell on his shoulders. In February, as recommended in the 
session o f 1 1  February, he had repeated the injunction sequestrating 
the money collected under the aegis of Basel for the C ouncil o f union 
and issued four letters appointing collectors.3 By A p ril he had already

1 Fantinus Vallaresso, Libellus de ordine generalium conciliorum et unione Florentine, 
ed. B . Schultze (Rom a, 1944), P* 20> says ^ at ° f  approximately 700 Greeks at the 
C ouncil, 200 were notabiles.

2 A . C . A .  docs. 29, 33, 34» 37» 38; Jorga, II, pp. 5-8. In a letter to a certain 
Baptista clerico Camerae apostolicae dated 9 A p ril 1438 the Pope wrote that he had 
already expended up to date 80,000 ducats for the Greeks, the upkeep o f the Greeks in 
Italy and o f the ships and archers at Constantinople coming to 5000 ducats monthly 
(Jorga, 11, p. 35 1). The same figures are repeated in the Bull o f 1 September 1438 
imposing Tenths (E . P . doc. 150).

The value o f the money o f that day may be gauged from a gift to the Emperor: 8 goats,
2 fl. 36 sol. 6 den.; 4 sheep, 3 fl. 32 sol.; 2 calves, 5 fl.; porterage, 4 sol. 6 den. ( A .C .A .  
doc. 29): or the prices fixed at Ferrara, e.g. 1 lb. o f year-old veal, 8 den.; 1 lb. pork, 
9 den.; 1 lb. o f sturgeon, 2 sol. etc. (ibid. doc. 2 1) . Unfortunately the weight o f an 
Italian medieval pound is hard to determine in modern measure. It varied between 
250 and 450 grammes with a probability o f being in Ferrara about 360 grammes, 
i.e. rather more than three-quarters o f an English pound. The money rates were 12  den. 
=  1 sol.; 50 sol. =  1 fl.

Papal envoys when en route to their destinations were allowed 8 -10  fl. a month for 
a man and horse, out o f which all had to be found including their own expenses: 
e.g. John o f Taranto, 280 fl. two months and fourteen horses (en route to Nuremberg). 
Soldiers in papal service got 2 J - 3 ,  very rarely 5, florins a month. Latin theologians 
summoned by the Pope to the Council received at the rate o f 4 fl. a month ( A . Gottlob, 
‘A u s  den Rechnungsbüchern Eugens IV . zur Geschichte des Florentinums* (in 
Historisches Jahrbuch, xiv (München, 1893), pp. 39-66), p. 54).

3 E .P .  does. 1 16 —20.
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borrowed 10,000 florins from the Medicis o f Florence, as appears 
from a guarantee o f repayment dated 17  A p ril 1438. Other results 
o f the rearrangement, so laments Syropoulus, were that the payments 
o f their monthly allowances to the Greeks were often in arrears and 
that, despite the pact between the Pope and Ferrara, the prices o f 
foodstuffs soon doubled. The first payment to them in money was 
made on 2 A p ril when the Patriarch received 691 florins for himself 
and his suite.

The solemn opening o f the combined C ouncil took placc on the 
Wednesday o f Holy W eek, 9 A p ril 1438. The initial ceremonies 
were the accustomed ones for such occasions, the chanting o f the 
Litanies and the Veni Creator Spiritus, followed by the solemn H igh 
Mass o f the H oly Spirit. A t  that part the Greeks did not assist: they 
entered the cathedral church o f St George where the session was 
being held only after the conclusion o f the Mass.1

W hen all had taken their places the sacred edifice was filled with 
the orderly throng o f clerics and laity arrayed in colours o f every hue. 
O n the north side o f the church the Latins had their places, first the 
Pope wearing a rich cope and his precious mitre, then the cardinals 
with the Latin Patriarch o f Jerusalem, then the Patriarch o f Grado, 
the archbishops, bishops and abbots, to the number o f 160 ,2 all in 
copes and holding white mitres in their hands. O n the opposite 
side were arrayed the Greeks. The Emperor and his brother Deme^ 
trius were clad in long purple robes, their heads covered with high 
hats, whose brims in front stretched forward to a point over the fore  ̂
head and behind turned up straight, adorned with a jewel. The 
patriarchal throne was empty, for Joseph II was ill and not able to 
attend. Then came the thrones o f the representatives o f the other 
eastern Patriarchs, those o f the rest o f the Greek prelates, the benches 
for the Staurophoroi and the remaining oriental clerics—there were

tw enty arch b ish op s and  eight abbots and  three S tau ro p h o ro i w h o  are called  the 

card in als o f  the C o n stan tin o p o litan  ch u rch , very m an y calogeri, priests and 

m o n k s and nobles o f  the laity, as w ell as orators o f  the m ost serene princes and

1 A . L .  p.  29.

2 So the A . L .  p. 28.  The Gesta (Frag. p. 29)  gives the number o f Latin ‘ mitres * as 
1 1 8 ,  constituted by the Pope, ten cardinals, two patriarchs, twelve archbishops, 
sixty/two bishops and thiny^one abbots.

T H E  G R E E K S  A R R I V E
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em perors o f  T re b iz o n d  and  o f  the K in g  o f  the G e o rg ia n s  an d  am bassadors o f  

the W a la c h i. T h ere  w ere present also  tw o  A rm e n ia n  arch b ish o p s, procurators 

o f  the Patriarch  or A rc h b is h o p  o f  the w h o le  o f  A r m e n ia .1

The Greek archbishops wore over their black robes a felonion (a kind 
o f long, closed cope) o f blue variegated with white and purple 
longitudinal stripes and, hanging from their necks on to their breasts, 
a richly enamelled medallion, their heads being covered with the 
usual black cylindrical head-dress over which there was draped a 
black veil descending behind to the shoulders. The Greek monks 
were clad in a rough grey cloth with head-dresses like those o f the 
prelates, and the priests in black, in contrast to the throng o f oriental 
secular officials with their ankle/long robes held together by a broad 
cummerbund and their high, drooping hats o f grey felt or red silk.2 
Presiding, as it were, over the assembly, ‘ the great and just judge, 
O ur Lord Jesus Christ, that is the holy gospel’ lay opened on a 
richly ornamented lectern flanked on either side by the reliquaries 
containing the heads of the Apostles St Peter and St Paul, with a 
three^branched candlestick lighted before each.3 O n  benches placed 
transversely across the church the protonotaries, the advocates and 
the other functionaries had their places and ‘ a very great and numerous 
throng o f eminent personages, masters and doctors o f divinity and 
human law, and other notable men o f different stations and dig/ 
nities in both the secular and the ecclesiastical world, also the pro' 
curators o f various kings and princes and of the military and the 
mendicant O rders’ .4 A m ong these there would doubtless have been 
many o f the Greek courtiers, though some o f these were seated on a 
low  bench before the Emperor to match the attendants at the papal 
throne.5 The rest o f the church was filled with the notables o f Ferrara 
and the curious.

O w ing to the Patriarch’s absence through ill health (the Metros 
politan o f Sardis was away, too, for the same reason) it had been 
agreed that a pronouncement should be read showing his consent 
to the opening o f the C ouncil and authorising the ecclesiastics o f his

1 Gesta in Frag. p. 30. ‘ Calogero’ ( ‘ good old man*) was popularly used for 
‘ monk*.

2 A . L .  pp. 29-30. 3 ^ . G .  pp. 1 3 ,  36.
4 Gesta in Frag. p. 30. 5 A . L .  p. 30.

T H E  C O U N C I L  O F  F L O R E N C E
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C h u rch  to take part.1 T h at w as done in G reek  an d  L a tin  by a 
m inor church official, the Referendaries, before the reading o f  the 
p ap al B u ll, w hen, too, the credentials o f  the procurators o f  the other 
eastern Patriarchs were exh ibited .2 T h ereupon  A n to n iu s M artins, 
b ishop o f  O p o rto  in  Portugal, went into the pu lp it an d  read the 
B u ll M agnas omnipotenti D e o  in L a tin  an d  he w as follow ed by 
D oroth eu s, M etropolitan o f  M itylene, w ho read the sam e in G reek. 
T h e  p ap al docum ent w as short. It started by noting that East and  
W est, so long to their m utual distress d ivided, were now  com e to/ 
gether urged by their desire o f  un ion ; that the E m peror w ith the 
Patriarch o f  C onstantinople, the representatives o f  the other PatrL· 
archates and  a throng o f  archbishops, ecclesiastics an d  nobles had 
reached V en ice on 8 February previously and  had exhorted those 
still congregated at Basel to repair to Ferrara; that the Pope intended 
to im plem ent the agreem ent that the Fathers o f  Basel had entered 

into with the G reeks an d  the choice o f  a site for the C o u n c il w hich 
he h im self had confirm ed in B o lo gn a ; and  ended by declaring that, 
the Em peror, the Patriarch an d  all present agreeing, the present synod 
w as universal, i.e. oecum enical, an d  m ust be held as such, where 
w ith peace an d  charity the holy project o f  union  should  be treated 
o f  an d  w ith G o d ’s help brought to a happy conclusion. A s  each 
o f  the tw o announcers finished his recital, the prelates o f  his C h u rch  
signified their approval by exclaim in g Placet, an d  so, after a  short 
prayer o f  thanksgiving, the proceedings ended .3

A s  a prelim inary to this official opening o f  the com bined  C o u n c il 
an d  perhaps as a  condition  im posed from  the G reek side, the agree' 
ment had been m ade between the Pope, the Em peror and  the P atri' 
arch that there should  be a delay o f  four m onths to allow  time for the

1 The text is to be found in A . L .  p. 30; Cecconi, doc. C X C l i i .  What purports to 
be the Patriarch’s * exhortation’ in the A . G .  (pp. 14—15) is a wordy document that not 
only declares the Council open in the Patriarch’s name, but threatens Latin ecclesiastics 
and princes with excommunication i f  they should not present themselves in person or 
by procurator at Ferrara within three months. It is an altogether improbable document, 
not least because at the end it seems to envisage the possibility o f moving the site o f the 
Council elsewhere if the princes should so desire.

2 Gesta in Frag. p. 30. Since the arrival o f the Greeks at Ferrara there had been 
another change by which now Alexandria was represented by Antony o f Heraclea 
and Gregory the Confessor, Antioch by Mark o f Ephesus and Isidore o f K iev, and 
Jerusalem by Dionysius o f Sardis (Syr. iv, 29, pp. 10 5-7).

3 E .P ,  doc. 135 .
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western princes to send their representatives. In that interval the 
chief theological differences that divided East and W est were not to 
be discussed, though minor divergencies might be explored un/ 
officially.1 The Pope had, in fact, circulated letters to princes and 
bishops before the session o f inauguration inviting them to come to 
the Council in person or by proxy, and had appointed Fantinus 
Vallaresso, archbishop o f Crete (to whom on 5 A p ril the Cam era 
Apostolica paid 450 florins for the expenses o f his journey),2 to go to 
France to press this demand on Charles V I I .  Before the end o f the 
month Dionysius o f Sardis, who because o f illness had not been 
present at the session o f 9 A p ril, died, but before his death he had 
transferred his procuratorship for the Patriarchate o f Jerusalem to the 
Metropolitan o f Monembasia, Dositheus. A  dirge was sung for him 
in the little church o f S. G iuliano and on 24 A pril he was buried 
just outside o f it near the w all.3 A  month later his compatriots

1 Syr. iv , 27, p. 104 where he casts doubt on the sincerity o f Eugenius’ desire to have 
the princes’ envoys. Later (v, i ,p .  112 ) , apropos o f the mission o f Fantinus Vallaresso 
to the court o f Charles o f France, he makes a similar imputation. He was wrong in 
both cases, for Eugenius wanted nothing more than the presence o f the envoys from 
as many western kingdoms as possible so as to enhance the standing o f his Council at 
Fertara against the continued pretensions o f Basel.

The rest o f this section up to the discussion on Purgatory is drawn from Syr. v, 
pp. 1 1 2 f., unless otherwise stated.

2 A .C .A .  doc. 37. O n 10 May 3 H. were paid by the Camera Apostolica for ‘ copies 
o f the decree published in the last session to be sent to the different parts o f the w orld’ . 
(ibid. doc. 4 1) . John o f Torquemada with Giovanni Aurispa had already been sent to 
Spain in September 1437 to the K in g o f Castile to persuade him to reject Basel and 
accept Ferrara (Valois, 11, p. 1 1 2  and n. 5).

3 Syr. v, 1 , p. 1 12 .  A n  inscription to the memory o f Dionysius, put up by Bessarion, 
records the day o f his death as 13 A p ril ( L . Allatius, In Roberti Creyghtoni apparatum, 
etc. (Romae, 1665), p. 6 1) , which, i f  true, would make the date o f burial, as given by 
Syropoulus, doubtful.

G . A .  Scalabrini, Memorie istoriche delle cbiese di Ferrara (Ferrara, 1773), p. 392, 
recounts in his history o f  the church o f S . Maria di Bocche: ‘ In the cemetery o f this 
church, under and at the foot o f the campanile, during the excavations o f the tombs 
that one now sees, there was found a large coffin o f bricks with bones, with among the 
bricks a slab o f engraved marble, damaged; and these Greek words could be made out, 
that is, The body o f Dionysius o f Sardica, believed (to be) the Archbishop o f that 
metropoly, who died in Ferrara in the year 1438 .’

Earlier in his account he inadvertently gives a reason why that church might have 
been chosen for the burial o f Dionysius, because it had a traditional connection of 
some sort with the Greeks. He quotes the following from an ancient Ritual that he 
found in thcchurch: ‘ Officiuminiesto PurificationisSanctaeMariae. A d  processionem. 
Archpbr. Santi Georgj morans apud S . Mariam de Bucco cum Clero et Populo
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celebrated a commemoration service in the same church. The Creek  
A c ts 1 suggest that he died o f the plague and that panic descended 
on all the rest o f the Greeks, but there is no hint elsewhere that the 
plague had started as early as the beginning o f A p ril, so it may be 
that the author o f the Descriptive part o f the A cts, writing after the 
plague had really become a scourge and the cause o f much mortality, 
is here confusing the later fears o f the Greeks, which were real 
enough, with the distress at Sardis’s death.

The Latins naturally wanted to start as quickly as possible on the 
real business o f the C ouncil. For one thing the entertainment o f 
700 Greeks and o f even more Latins in Ferrara was costing far more 
than the papal exchequer could afford. Besides, the longer that the 
C ou n cil hung fire, the easier it was for the remnant at Basel and other 
opponents o f the papacy to point the finger o f scorn and suggest that 
the papal C ouncil was a failure. A lso , the Latin prelates who were 
unemployed and yet were not allowed to go away were dissatisfied, 
and different disquietening rumours reached the city every day.2 The 
agreement about the delay o f  four months allowed for informal dis^ 
eussions on minor differences, so the Pope urged time and again that 
these at least should be initiated. But the Emperor kept putting him 
off, making vague promises and doing nothing. Meanwhile Cardinal

occurrat Episcopo venienti in navim ad ripam Padi, mulieribus expectantibus in 
Ecclesia: Ibique, aut in navi aut in Porta, Episcopus benedicat cereos more solito, et 
distribuât, et Graeci qui aderunt djeant antip. “ Caire che ha ritomeno [Xalpe 
KexapiTcokiévri] ” , respondet Populus “  A v e  gratia plena ” . Greci, “  Theotoche partene ” , 
Populus, “ Dei genetrix virgo” , et caetera ut in libro C irculi anni usque ad Anastasin, 
Resurrectionem. ingregendo Ecclesiam occurrant mulieres, et dicant, “ A dorna tha^ 
lamum tuum Sion” , et “ suscipe Christum Regem amplcctere Maria, quae est 
caelestis Porta, ipse portât Regem gloriae” . Clerus autem ingregendo Ecclesiam, 
“ obtulerunt D om ino”  et ut in Sacramentario, “ N unc dimittis”  et L u c. cap. ii: sit 
missa, ad introitum antiph. “ suscepimus”  Psalm, xlviii; et sic sit singulis annis in 
festo Hypapantes in Ecclesia nostra prout in Sacramentario per Episcopum Marinum 
S . Georgj conscriptum: oblationes Populi sunt pro medietate Episcopi’ (pp. 387-8). 
The Archpriest o f the cathedral o f St George lived at S . Maria di Bocche from m o  
onwards. Marinus was Bishopof Ferrara from 657 to 671 (P . B. Gam s, Series episcoporum 
Ecclesiae catholicae (Ratisbonae, 1873), s.n. Ferrara). I have added a little punctuation 
and inverted commas to make the passage more readily understood.

There was, too, a small but ancient parish church o f S . Giuliano in Ferrara, rebuilt 
in 1405 (ibid. p. 72).

1 P . 26.
2 A  letter o f Am brogio Traversari, written 5 May 1438, which also incidentally 

suggests that no conferences had yet begun: Trav. no. 5 14 .
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Giuliano Cesarini (and perhaps others too, though Syropoulus 
mentions no other names) tried to cultivate good relations with the 
visitors by inviting them to dinner, when by means o f an interpreter 
learned conversation touching on philosophical questions was in  ̂
dulged in. Bessarion, Gemistus and Amiroutzes were his guests on 
one occasion; on another, Mark o f Ephesus with his brother John 
the Nom ophylax, and Dorotheus o f Mitylene dined with him, when 
in the course o f conversation Cesarini urged Mark to write a com/ 
position for presentation to the Pope congratulating him on his 
efforts for union and auguring a happy ending.

Mark with some diffidence accepted the suggestion. The result 
was a screed of impassioned eloquence in which he deplored the 
tragic divisions in Christianity and exhorted the Pope to bring to a 
glorious conclusion the work he had begun so well. The addition 
to the Creed, devised for the sake o f conciliation, should for the sake 
o f conciliation be removed. The dead sacrifice in unleavened bread 
should be abolished to avoid giving scandal to brethren. Return to 
the ancient harmony which will show that you, we and our Fathers 
are at one. The fate o f the Church is in the balance. D o not let us 
go away, after enduring so many hardships in the interests o f union, 
with nothing accomplished.1 Eugenicus gave his essay to Cesarini 
who, not finding what he expected, passed it on to the Emperor. 
John  V I I I  was very angry and would have haled Mark before the 
synod for punishment if  Bessarion had not intervened to pacify him, 
so he contented himself with forbidding his bishops to speak with 
the Latins.

The Pope’s repeated requests for some kind o f conciliar activity 
finally bore fruit. Some time in May committees o f ten from each 
side were appointed. Syropoulus gives their names. The Greeks 
were represented by Mark o f Ephesus, Dositheus o f Monembasia, 
Bessarion o f Nicaea, Sophronius o f Anchialus, Michael Balsamon 
the Chartophylax, Syropoulus the Ecclesiarches, two superiors o f 
Constantinopolitan monasteries and the monk Moses o f Mt Athos. 
The Latin delegates were the Cardinals Cesarini and Capranica, 
A ndrew , archbishop o f Rhodes, O .P ., Joh n  o f Torquemada, O .P ., 
and six others, among whom should probably be numbered A n v

1 A . G .  pp. 28-34.
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brogio Traversari, General o f the Camaldolese.1 These with two 
notaries for each side and Nicholas Sagundmo as interpreter were 
to meet three times a week in the sacristy o f the church o f St Francis.2 
The Greeks had strict injunctions from the Emperor that they were 
not to enter into discussions on the question of the Filioque and they 
were to report to him everything that took place. H e appointed 
M ark o f Ephesus and Bessarion as the sole speakers on the Greek side 
and sent with them Manuel Dishypatus and Mark Iagaris as 
observers.3

There were four conferences to decide what should be the subject 
o f the informal discussions. Cesarini was the Latin speaker through' 
out. H is eloquence, polish and urbanity impressed the Greeks very 
deeply and made them expostulate with Mark o f Ephesus whose 
first reply was rough and lacking in the niceties o f courtesy, because, 
so he said, that style was more in keeping with his character as a 
monk. It needed all Bessarion’s charm and command o f language, 
when he followed Eugenicus in the debate, to efface the unhappy 
impression made by his colleague without at the same time yielding 
any point o f the Greek position.

Cesarini used all his powers o f persuasion to draw the Greeks to 
agree to discuss dogma. The Latins had heard o f the meetings o f the 
Greek theologians in Constantinople to prepare for the C ouncil: 
perhaps they had some helpful conclusions to offer. The best thing 
was to attack the chief point o f difference first. They need not arrive 
at any conclusion about it and so would not be contravening the 
agreement about the four months’ interval, but they would thereby 
have prepared the ground for more serious discussion and a speedy

1 C f. Trav. no. 528.
2 Syropoulus says three times; the Greek A cts  (p. 19) (which do not mention these 

preliminary discussions) say apropos o f the debates on Purgatory twice a week. 
Syropoulus likewise calls the place o f meeting St Andrew ’s— here he is at fault because 
the Latin A cts, p. 32 (which incidentally speak o f sixteen delegates a side) agree with 
the Greek Acts in stating that it was the sacristy o f St Francis’s: and on 10 M ay the 
papal Camera paid 3 fl. for ‘ benches in the church o f St Francis necessary for the 
disputation’ (A . C . A . doc. 4 1).

3 Syropoulus reads: ‘ M anuel Iagaris and these___ ’ Iagaris’ name was M ark
(Syr. p. 12  and Phr. p. 158 : though both Syropoulus, p. 16 1 and Sphrantzes, p. 179 
speak also o f an Andronicus Iagaris), so I hazard the guess that ‘ Dishypatus and’ has 
fallen out o f the text. These two, Dishypatus and Iagaris, were associated shortly 
afterwards in a mission to Venice.

T H E  G R E E K S  A R R I V E
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solution when that time had passed. L a c k  o f  interchange o f  op in ion  
between them in the past had  exaggerated the differences that divided 
them . Friendly inquiry w ould  show these to be less im portant than 
w as thought.

T o these persuasions o f Cardinal Cesarini the Greeks returned 
always the same answer, that the agreement precluded discussion o f 
dogma, and when they reported to the Emperor after each session 
he confirmed them in their refusal. So in the end Cesarini contented 
himself with enumerating the chief differences that divided the 
Churches—the Procession o f the H oly Spirit, the sacrifice in leavened 
or unleavened bread, Purgatory, and the position o f the Pope in the 
C hurch— and left it to the Greeks to decide which o f these should be 
the subject o f debate. Mark Eugenicus immediately ruled out the 
first point and demanded time for consideration about the rest. After 
consultation with the Emperor, who negatived the second point, it 
was decided to leave the choice between the last two points to the 
Latins and they, after some little consideration, elected to discuss 
the subject o f Purgatory. In the course o f these conferences, and, so 
says Syropoulus, only because the Greeks had agreed to them, the 
second monthly maintenance grant, o f 689 florins, was forthcoming 
on 12  May.

Meanwhile the Greeks were in a panic, for news had been brought 
from Venice, confirmed later by letters from Constantinople, that 
the T urk was preparing a fleet o f 150  ships and an army o f 150,000 
men against the Byzantine capital. Syropoulus paints a poignant 
picture o f their anxiety about the fate o f their wives and children, 
their churches and possessions, should the attack succeed. Someone 
suggested a collection from among the Greeks themselves for the 
succour o f the capital and the Emperor offered to arm his royal ship 
lying in Venice. But the prelates, for fear o f the unknown future or 
on a plea o f poverty, were niggardly in their contributions, so the 
whole project o f a collection fell through. Whether the court officials 
in the Emperor’s suite were more generously inclined, Syropoulus 
does not say. In the meantime the Emperor, the Patriarch and the 
prelates besought the Pope and the cardinals for help, but in vain: 
for a month no move was made. Then the Pope sent an envoy to 
Venice, and with him went two messengers o f the Emperor, Dishy/
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patus and lagans, to arm two ships. But the Venetians refused point 
b lan k to loan money to the Pope, so the papal messenger hid himself, 
while for some forty days the Greek envoys searched for him in vain 
before returning to Ferrara.

It is possible to check this exaggerated description o f Syropoulus 
only in part, exaggerated not in respect o f the distress o f the Greeks 
which undoubtedly must have been great, but as regards the un^ 
willingness ofEugenius and the Latins to help. Syropoulus himself 
mentions a few pages later that the Milanese Condottiere Nicolo 
Piccinino had occupied the papal cities o f Bologna, Forli and Imola, 
but he does not draw any conclusions as to the anxieties o f the Pope 
and his C uria, not only for their personal safety, but for the threat 
that it constituted against the C ouncil and for the effect it would have 
on papal finances, though he asserts that the Greeks sent to Venice 
for safety all the personal possessions they could dispense with and 
the sacred vessels o f the Great Church that they had brought with 
them. Bologna was captured on 22 May and on the next day the 
papal Governor, Daniele Scoto, took refuge in Ferrara.1 That was 
just at the time when there was the Greek emergency. O n 1 May 
certainly a Venetian galley from Crete had reached Venice with news 
that the Venetians o f Constantinople had taken refuge in Pera in 
face o f the Turkish threat.2 By 24 May the Venetian Senate had 
considered the request presented by John  V I I I ’s two envoys for 
three ships to be armed at the expense o f the Pope or the Emperor, 
for on that day they announced their favourable reply to the Pope’s 
Legate, Nicolo di Acciapaccio, archbishop o f C apua. O n 26 May 
the Senate acceded to a further request o f the Emperor that his own 
galley should remain in Venice, but that its captain and crew should 
be transferred to one o f the Venetian vessels.3 W hen, or indeed 
whether, the expedition ever set off, there is no indication, but, on 
the other hand, there is no suggestion o f difficulties raised by the 
authorities o f Venice.

The arrangements for the conferences on Purgatory were carried 
out without undue delay. W e are fortunate in having such abundant 
sources about them as to be able to reconstruct their history fairly

1 Diarium Inghirami in Frag. p. 35. 2 Jo rga , in , p. 35» n. 3.
3 Ibid. p. 35 ·
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completely. Both the A cta  graeca1 and Syropoulus2 provide informal 
tion about what went on behind the scenes among the Greeks, the 
Greek A c t s  furnishing also a few precious dates; both, too, synopsise 
pan o f the arguments exposed, though this is o f less value since the 
five main speeches are preserved, because happily at the end o f the 
first o f the conferences3 it was agreed that each side should furnish 
the other in writing with the arguments propounded on each occasion. 
Here Traversari’s knowledge o f Greek proved itself, for he complains 
in a letter to one o f his monks: ‘ It is I who do all this business o f the 
Greeks, translating from Greek into Latin or from Latin  into Greek 
all that is said or written/4

The Emperor again appointed Mark o f Ephesus and Bessarion o f 
Nicaea to be spokesmen for the Greeks, even though Bessarion 
demurred that he did not know what to say on the topic o f Purgatory: 
M ark, however, declared that he would have plenty to say. Cardinal 
Cesarini opened the debate on 4 June by enunciating the Rom an 
doctrine and supporting it with arguments from Scripture and the 
Fathers, both Latin and Greek.5 Mark o f Ephesus said a few cour' 
teous words, affirming that there was apparently little to divide the 
Churches on this doctrine, and then, after a brief speech from John 
o f  Torquemada, the proceedings closed. W hen the Greeks received 
Cesarini’s speech in writing they discussed it with the Emperor who 
commissioned Ephesus to write the reply.6 Bessarion composed one 
too, and the Emperor decided that the urbanity o f N icaea’s exordium 
should be combined with the force o f M ark’s arguments as the official 
Greek answer, which Bessarion expounded in the next conference 
on 14  June.7 Another meeting apparently took place on 25 June, 
and on 27 June the Latins, through Joh n  o f Torquemada, replied

1 Pp. 1 9 - 2  6.
2 Pp. 130-40.
3 Syropoulus says ‘ after a few meetings*, but the A . G .  and the speeches preserved 

show that it was after the first conference.
4 Letter dated 10  Ju ly  1438 in Trav. no. 528.
5 G . Hofmann, ‘ Erstes Gutachten der Lateiner über das Fegfeuer*, in O .C . x v i

(1929), pp. 2 5 7 -3 0 1. The Greek translation made at Ferrara is preserved in Petit, 
D ocs.— ‘ L a  question du Purgatoire*, in Patrol. Orient, x v  and published separately, 
no. I, pp. 25-38.

6 This is preserved intact in Petit, Docs. no. 11, pp. 3^-60.
7 Ibid. no. in , pp. 6 1-79 .
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to the Greek arguments.1 O n this occasion perhaps, though more 
likely at some other conference, for it would seem that there were 
more conferences than the number o f speeches preserved in writing, 
both because o f the long intervals that separate the few dates given 
by the G reek A cts (it had been arranged that there should be 
meetings at least twice a week) and because there must have been 
discussions besides the reading o f these papers (on 25 June the Greek  
A cts  record a conference but no written document that corresponds 
to it), Torquemada quizzed Ephesus for being afraid to declare 
openly the Greek doctrine on Purgatory, for the Greek replies had 
been negative, refuting the Latin arguments, rather than positive, 
stating their own position. The Greek A cts give as the reason for this 
that the Greeks were humouring the Latins by enduring these con-' 
ferences and not taking them seriously, in  fact only filling in time 
till the expiry o f the agreed four months’ interval.2 Syropoulus how-' 
ever lays the blame on the Emperor who would not yield on the point 
till an outbreak from Bessarion in full conference, stating his own 
position, and the complaints o f Ephesus rendered him more com-' 
pliant. Whereupon Mark composed an expositionofGreek doctrine:3 
the date according to Syropoulus was before 30 June, for on that day 
the third monthly maintenance grant o f 689 florins was made to the 
Greeks, only, so he says, when they had acceded to the Latin  demand 
for a declaration o f their dogma.4 More meetings followed when 
A n d rew  o f Rhodes held the floor, and it may be that it was in reply 
to clear-cut questions put by him that Ephesus composed concise 
answers to fourteen Latin queries.5

B u t it m ust not be thought that M ark ’s version o f  G reek  theology

1 G . Hofmann, ‘ Zweites Gutachten der Lateiner über das Fegfeuer*, in O .C . x v n
(1930), pp. 184-243. The contemporary Greek translation is given by Petit, Docs. 
no. iv , pp. 80-107.

2 A . G .  p. 24. Bessarion says the same in D e Processione Spiritus Sancti ad A lexium  
Lascarin Philanthropinum (P . G . 16 1 , 3 37a )  written between 1440 and 1448: cf. 
L .  Mobler, Kardinal Bessariont 1 (Paderborn, 1928), p. 2 26 .

3 Petit, Docs. no. v, pp. 10 8 -5 1.
4 Mark can hardly have composed so long a screed between 27 June when Torque^ 

mada’s paper was presented and 29 June: the interval between the other papers was 
nearer two weeks than rwo days. A  more likely date is sometime after 17  Ju ly, after, 
that is, the private meetings o f  the Greeks convened by the Emperor to arrive at a 
common statement o f  their doctrine.

5 Petit, Docs. no. v i, pp. 152-68.
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on Purgatory was necessarily that o f his Church. A s  a matter o f 
fact the opinions o f the Greek prelates at Ferrara were not unanimous, 
for when the Emperor convoked a meeting o f them in the Patriarch’s 
residence on 1 6 Ju ly  and, after much reading o f the Fathers in an 
endeavour to decide what the Eastern Church really taught, required 
each o f them to give his views in writing, such was the division 
among them that they had to meet again the next day before they 
could agree to the vague formula (which is obviously incomplete for 
it does not touch on the question o f Purgatory at all) that the souls 
o f the just ‘ attain to and do not attain to ’ the joys o f heaven. ‘ The 
souls possess them perfectly as souls, but they will possess them more 
perfectly at the Last Judgement with their bodies, and then they will 
shine like the sun or indeed like the light which O ur Lord Jesus 
Christ emitted on Mount Tabor.’ 1 

The document that the Latins delivered to the Greeks after the 
first conference opened with a declaration o f the teaching o f the 
Rom an Church, taken almost verbatim from the Profession o f Faith 
made in the name o f Michael V I I I  Palaeologus at the second Council 
o f Lyons: ‘ The souls o f such as, truly penitent, shall die in charity 
before they have satisfied by worthy fruits o f penance for their faults 
o f commission and omission are purified after death by purifying 
pains, and the suffrages o f the living faithful, that is the sacrifices o f 
Masses, prayers, alms/giving and other works o f piety, avail to lighten 
penalties o f this sort;'those souls, however, which after the reception 
o f baptism have incurred no stain whatsoever o f sin, those too which 
after contracting the stain o f sin have been purified either while still 
in their bodies or, after the manner noted above, after leaving them 
are presently received into heaven; but those souls which depart this 
life in a state o f actual mortal sin or with only original sin presently 
descend into hell, to be punished however by diverse penalties; and 
nevertheless in the day o f judgement all men will appear with their 
bodies before the judgement-seat o f Christ, to render an account o f 
their own deeds.’ The rest o f the document is taken up with proofs o f 
the first part o f the declaration, that refers to Purgatory, intending to 
demonstrate two points, that there is such a middle state and that in 
it there is a punishment o f fire. Arguments are drawn from the Holy

1 A . G .  pp. 25-6.
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Scriptures,1 the tradition o f the Church, the authority o f the Roman 
Church, the teaching o f the Latin Fathers, chiefly St Augustine and 
St Gregory the Great, and o f the Greek Fathers, St Basil, St Gregory 
Nyssenus, St John Damascene and Theodoretus, and finally there is 
a ratio theologicaf that diyine justice demands that all evil be expiated.

The reply that Bessarion read on 14  June, with the doors o f the 
sacristy o f St Francis’s closed to keep out the crowd, was confined 
very largely to one aspect o f the proofs o f the Latins, the question o f 
fire in the middle state. The Greeks welcomed the Latin statement 
that the just go to heaven and the reprobate to hell. The Greeks like> 
wise recognise a remission o f sin after this life; but the question is the 
means by which that is produced. Certainly not by fire, for no 
Greek doctor ever mentions such, and teaching o f that kind is 
dangerous as savouring o f the Origenist heresy, which taught that the 
fires o f hell are not eternal, and as tending to relax the vigilance o f the 
faithful. The Latin argument from Scripture is not cogent, because 
neither the Book o f Maccabees nor St Matthew mentions fire, and 
St Paul in speaking o f fire means, as St John Chrysostom clearly 
shows, the fire o f hell. The Greek Fathers in general refer only to the 
prayers o f the Church as helping the souls o f the departed, except 
for St Gregory o f Nyssa, and he was tainted with the Origenist 
heresy in this respect. The Latin Fathers, in so far as they are known 
in the East, clearly assert the beneficent effects o f the prayers o f the 
faithful, less clearly and yielding rather to circumstances to meet the 
threat o f the graver error o f the finiteness o f the pains o f hell they 
embraced this middle course o f temporary fire in Purgatory. It is o f 
no use to propose the authority o f the Rom an Church when the 
universal Church is met to decide the issue. Finally, to counter the 
one ratio theologica o f the Latins Bessarion, proposed ten o f very unx 
equal value, based chiefly on the goodness o f G od to forgive all sin, 
the final equality o f the happiness o f all the saved in heaven if  all shall 
have been completely purified, and the impossibility o f a bodiless, 
immaterial soul being affected by material fire.

Bessarion’s arguments had been mostly negative, rebutting the 
reasons alleged by the Latins, and had witnessed to Greek teaching 
only in so far as they denied certain positions o f their adversaries.

T H E  G R E E K S  A R R I V E
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That defensive attitude was noted by the reader o f the Latin rejoinder 
(probably John o f Torquemada) who opened his discourse by asking, 
for clarification on the Greek position. Both Greeks and Latins 
believe that the souls o f the just enjoy eternal happiness and those o f 
the wicked endure eternal punishment: but do the Greeks believe 
that the souls o f the just and o f the damned enter into their eternal 
destiny straight after death, or do they for that await the final Judges 
ment? A lso as regards the souls in the middle state, do they undergo 
punishment ? and i f  so, what punishment ? Is it merely deprivation o f 
the beatific vision, or is there some sensible punishment? and i f  so, 
what? Is that sensible punishment captivity, darkness, ignorance— 
but ignorance o f what? A n d  after purification, do such souls go 
straight to heaven?

After that series o f questions which was also a commentary on the 
earlier part o f Bessarion’s speech, Torquemada proceeded under three 
heads to meet the defensive arguments o f the Greeks. H e denied that 
the doctrine o f Purgatory tended towards the Origenist heresy and 
laxity among the faithful; experience in fact showed the opposite, 
that it conduced to greater piety. The Greek rejection o f the testimony 
o f St Gregory o f Nyssa, adduced by the Latins, was perilous, for it 
could be asserted o f all the Fathers that, being men, they could err, 
and indeed the authority o f the Bible itself could in that way be inv 
pugned as it had been transmitted by human agency: in any case the 
fifth Council that condemned Origen put no stigma on Gregory. 
For the exegesis o f the texts quoted from Maccabees and St Matthew 
it must be borne in mind that there are two elements in sin)Lthe guilt 
and the temporal punishmentj^of these the first can be effaced only 
by penitence and that in this life as there is no repentance in the next; 
the second can be undergone both here and hereafter, and it is in 
regard to this that the prayers o f the Church urged by the Greeks 
avail for relief and the fire o f Purgatory is eminently suitable.

Torquemada’s third point consisted in a defence o f the Latin 
Fathers against the aspersion laid on them by Bessarion. Augustine, 
commended by several Councils, was not less eminent than Chrysos^ 
tom, and both he and Gregory Dialogus were conversant with the 
Greek language. Far from condescending to tamper with the truth 
Augustine abhorred falsehood o f every kind as his several books on
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‘ L ie s ’ demonstrated. St John  Chrysostom explained the text from 
I Corinthians differently from the Latins; his exposition proposed one 
possible meaning. A  close study o f the context, o f  the contrast 
between the materials that the text mentions, o f the meaning o f the 
words as elsewhere employed by St Paul (all o f w hich Torquemada 
examined in great detail), prove that the Latin exegesis is justified, 
in particular showing that the word ‘ will be saved’ applies to 
salvation, i.e. the eternal felicity o f the soul, and not merely to a 
continued existence.

The rest o f the discourse consisted o f an answer to each o f the ten 
theological considerations that had formed the peroration o f Bes^ 
sarion’s speech— the degree o f beatitude o f the blessed depends not 
on the degree o f purgation endured but on the degree o f  the virtue o f 
each: spiritual substances normally cannot be affected by material 
causes, but G od can evoke their ‘ obediential’ powers to render them 
so susceptible.

The reply ofM ark o f Ephesus to this second Latin document falls 
into two parts. The first is a more positive exposition o f  the beliefs o f 
the Greek Church, to comply with the request for such from the other 
side. The second is an answer to the arguments that Torquemada had 
adduced in his reply to Bessarion, but as this only goes over ground 
already described it needs no further mention here. The Greek 
C hurch , so M ark declared, teaches that neither the just nor the 
wicked enter into their final state o f bliss or punishment till after the 
Last Judgement* meantime they abide in the places assigned to them, 
thejust with the angels near G od, or in the paradise vacated by A dam , 
or in our churches hearing our prayers and working miracles through 
their relics; they enjoy the blessed sight o f G od and the effulgence 
that emanates from it more perfectly than when on earth: the wicked, 
overwhelmed with sadness, are plunged in hell, in gloom, and dark/ 
ness and the shadow o f death, but not yet in the punishment o f fire. 
Such is the teaching o f the Greek Fathers, o f Athanasius, Gregory 
Nazianzen, Joh n  Chrysostom, whom M ark quotes at length./So, 
i f  both just and sinners are still awaiting their final sentence, what 
need is there o f a temporary punishment o f fire? St Peter speaks o f 
captivity.1;' So the Greeks allow a punishment that has begun, but

1 II  Pet. ii. 4 .
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by that they mean sham e, remorse an d  other penalties, but not fire. 
T h e  Eastern C h u rch  offers sacrifices and  prayers for all the departed 
w ithout exception, w hich  benefit the w icked  by procurin g for them 
som e slight alleviation o f  their lot and  help those in  the m iddle state 
by either uniting them  w ith the ju st or by easing their griefs or aug/ 
m enting their hopes. T h ey  assist even the ju st, for they are still in v  
perfect and  can  grow  in  goodness, since they do  not yet enjoy beatitude. 
T h is  being so, it is erroneous to state that only those being purified by 
fire can  be helped by the suffrages o f  the faithful.

T h is  statement o f  E ugen icus, though more positive than  anything 
the G reeks had yet m ade, w as apparently still too indefinite to satisfy 
the L atin s an d  raised as m any problem s as it answered.' T h eir doubts 
were reduced, possib ly  by A n d re w  o f  R h od es, to precise questions, 
w hich  perhaps w as the occasion  o f  the elaboration o f  the sixth docu^ 
ment published  by M gr. Petit,, w hich  contains fourteen queries and 
the answers to them o f  E ugen icu s. T h e  com position  is clearly 
written for presentation to the L atin s, but w hen, or indeed if, it w as 
in  fact delivered to them  it is im possib le  to say. N in e o f  the fourteen 
questions refer to the state o f  the ju st and  the reprobate before the 
day o f  final Judgem en t, five to the souls in  the m iddle category. 
E u gen icu s’ answers repeat m uch o f  w hat had  been asserted before, 
but they contain , too, new  and  surprising declarations. Neither the 
ju st  nor the w icked w ill attain to their final state before the L ast 
Ju d gem en t: the ju st m eanw hile enjoy but little o f  the ultim ate joys, 
w hich  in any case w ill not be the direct vision o f  G o d  but only o f  
the divine light, and that little they, like  the angels, m ust forego w hen 
and  for as long as they assist men on earth in  answer to prayer (they 
are understood then to be present where they act); their felicity con^ 
sists in  the virtue o f  hope w hich  is proper to their state o f  expectancy, 
as faith is proper to those on earth an d  charity to souls in  heaven after 
the L a st Ju dgem en t. T h e  reprobate w ill not be pun ish ed  by fire till 
after the L ast D ay ; then and  now  their ch ie f pain  w ill be that o f  loss, 
but so long as they are aw aiting the final sentence (w hen  apparently 
they still entertain som e hope o f  deliverance) the prayers o f  the C h u rch  
can  bring them  som e slight an d  tem porary assuagem ent, though o f  
w hat in  particular is not stated. T h ose  o f  the m iddle state, w ho die 
guilty o f  m inor faults, are punished in various degrees as the case o f
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each requires; uncertainty o f the hour o f their release is one penalty 
they suffer; another the shame or sense o f guilt (Eugenicus does not 
admit the debt o f temporal punishment due also to sins forgiven that 
the Latins hold to be one o f the main reasons for a Purgatory) which 
can be expunged only by the prayers o f the Church in the case o f the 
dead, or by penitence, but not charity, for those still living; and it 
could be, where both these are lacking, that a soul would remain in 
this middle state till the Last D ay: the Greek Church imposes a 
penance in the Sacrament o f Confession for various ascetical reasons, 
but not in connection with any temporal punishment.

Though these replies o f Eugenicus ( if  ever they were presented) 
would assuredly have encountered opposition from the Latin theo^ 
logians, there is no record o f any further discussion. The last specific 
date mentioned in this connection is 17  Ju ly , though it is not unlikely 
that the conversations were prolonged for some considerable time 
after that. That no agreement was reached at Ferrara on the question 
o f  Purgatory is not in doubt., The matter had to be taken up again 
a year later when Cesarini, referring to the earlier disputations, said 
that he had been reduced almost to despair o f ever reaching an 
accord. W hy the conferences petered out in so undignified a manner 
is not clear. Various factors would have contributed to a diminution 
o f  interest, for at this time Charles V I I  in France had convened his 
clergy at Bourges to decide between Eugenius and Basel and the Diet 
o f  Nuremberg was then fixing the German attitude, But the main 
reason was probably the plague that by the middle o f  Ju ly  had in/ 
fested Ferrara. O n 16 Ju ly  Traversari addressed these words to 
Cosim o Medici: ‘ I shall try as much as I can to have the C ouncil 
translated to Pisa or into (Florentine) territory because o f the plague 
that has here begun and is alarming many, so that it has practically 
been decided to leave here. The Greeks almost to a man demand that/1 
In the event no Greek died from the disease or was even attacked by 
it, but the Russians who arrived with Isidore o f K iev  in Ferrara on 
either 15 , 18 or 20 A ugust fell easy victims to it.2 ■

1 Trav. no. 262.
2 The dates given respectively by a Russian chronicle, quoted by A .  Ziegler, D ie  

Union des K onzils von Florenz in der rutsischen Kirche (W urzburg, 1938), p. 8 1; by a very 
detailed account o f Isidore’s journey from a Russian source translated by G . Stokl, 
Reisebericht eines unbekannten Russen (14 37 -14 4 0 ) ’ , p. 16 1 in ‘ Europa im X V .
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Few  years, indeed, passed without some Italian city being afflicted 
by the plague, as a cursory glance at the chronicles shows. Some years 
it was slight, others it was a veritable Black Death, and then most o f 
the citizens, or at any rate those who could, would abandon their 
homes for the healthier countryside.. In the summer o f 1438 Ferrara, 
Florence1 and Bologna were all visited by the pestilence. H a lf the 
cardinals and most o f the Latin bishops and the Emperor left the 
infected city, but the Pope and the Greek clerics remained.2 The 
disease was so serious that, as Traversari wrote, it was for a time in 
doubt whether the Council should not be transferred elsewhere, 
though it was not to Florence that it was proposed to go. The Pope 
discussed the question with the Emperor and sounded Venice 
about moving into some city o f their territory, which Syropoulus 
records quite wrongly as a plot hatched between the Pope, the 
Emperor and the Patriarch to remove the Greeks further away from 
home and more into the heart o f Italy.3 The Signoria, however, 
advised against any move at all at that time because o f the negotiations 
at Nuremberg and o f the bad impression it would give to Eugenius’ 
opponents if  the Council were translated again before it had achieved

Jahrhundert von Byzantincrn Gesehen* (Byzantinische Geschichtsscbreiber, 11, ed. E. von 
Ivanka), W ien, 1954, pp. 149-89; and by the Diarium Andreae de S .  Cruce  in Frag. 
P·  43·

Isidore left Moscow on 8 September 1437 and arrived at Riga on 4 February 1438. 
A s  Sigismund o f Lithuania refused permission for him to cross his territory, he wrote 
to Basel (March) for instructions and was directed to John Scheie, bishop o f Liibeck, 
to whom he went by sea 5 May, arriving 19 May (he could not leave earlier because 
the sea was frozen, M .C .  111, 1 16 ) . Meanwhile John o f Liibeck had embraced the 
cause o f Eugenius, so he sent the Russians to Ferrara (A . A m m ann, Storia della Chiesa 
russa e dei paesi limitroji (Torino, 1948), p. 122). T o  Ferrara with Isidore there came o f 
Russians A vram i, bishop o f Susdal, the Archimandrite Vassian, the priesr Symeon 
with some dozen other priests, deacons and monks as well as Thomas o f Tver and other 
Boyars and attendants (Stokl,0/>. cit. p. 16 1) ;  and o f Greeks Gregory (later Metropolitan 
o f  K iev) and others—to the number altogether o f ‘ ioo horses* (Muratori, x x x m , 
pt. I p. jo ).

1 ‘ In questo anno ricominci6 a far danno la pestilenza dal mese di Luglio , crescendo 
d id l in dl, di Settembre ce ne moriva circa 16  per di, e duro alquanto* (L . Bomnseg'ni, 
Storie della Citta di Firenze daH’anno 14 10  al 1460 scritte nelli stessi tempi che accaddono da 
Domenico di Lionardo Boninsegni (Firenze, 1637), p. 64). ‘ Et se fusse chi dicesse de la 
moria, responderete esser finita et tucti i cittadini esser tornati nella cita* (Instructions 
o f  Firenze to its envoys to the Emperor Albert, 6 October 1438, in A . C . A .  doc. 53).

a Syr. v i, 3, p. 145·
3 Ibid. vr, 8, p. 15 3 ; vri, 1 ,  p. 184.
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anything.1 But even before the Venetian reply came to hand a 
decision had been taken on 6 September^There would be no change 
o f site, but leave o f absence was given to those who wanted to go 
aw ay.2

A s  the hot summer months dragged on, the Greeks in Ferrara were 
in-a state o f misery. They were beset by fears o f the plague and o f a 
possible descent on them by Nicolo Piccinino; they had little to 
occupy their time once the discussions on Purgatory haci ceased and 
these, though in private they had doubtless interested all the Greek 
ecclesiastics, had given occupation to only the ten o f the committee. 
They were far from home and their families, and the monthly sub' 
sidies for their maintenance were greatly in arrears, so that they had 
to live extremely parsimoniously. The Emperor, at least from about 
the middle o f August onwards, lived some six miles outside the city 
and spent his time hunting, to the distress o f his subjects for whom 
access to him became difficult, o f the countryfolk whose fields he was 
damaging, and o f the Marquis ofEste whose game he was depopu/ 
lating. /A  wave o f nostalgia overcame them and they besought the 
Emperor time and again to have the main discussions begun so that 
they could finish and go home.·' 'A n  invitation to the palace o f the 
Pope where they were entertained to dinner and a refreshment in the 
afternoon did little to reconcile them: some o f the Greeks ate nothing 
fearing that poison might have been mixed with their food.\Three 
o f the leading clerics, Antony o f Heraclea, M ark o f Ephesus and 
his brother Joh n  the Nom ophylax obtained imperial leave to go to 
Venice and were already on the way when they were recalled because 
the Patriarch had pointed out to the Emperor that two o f them were 
procurators ofthe absent Patriarchs and if  they disappeared the C ouncil 
could hardly be called oecumenical. A  few other clerics went off 
without leave.3

1 Letter o f Venice dated n  September 1438 in A . C . A .  doc. 48. In this connection 
Eugenius already a month before had sent the Archbishop o f Florence to Venice whose 
Senate had replied (8 August) deprecating any move o f the Council. The papal 
proposal was to transfer it from Ferrara to Padua or Treviso (V . Chiaroni, O .P ., L o  
scisma greco e il  Concilio di Firenze  (Firenze, 1938), p. i n ) .

2 Diarium Andreae de S .  Grace in Frag. p. 46.
3 John Eugenicus in his Oration o f Thanksgiving fo r  his Escape describes the situation 

in these terms: ‘ I, seeing and hearing this and being aware o f what seemed to me worse 
than all (may God change it to the better and may not time avenge it!), seeing indeed
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To all the Greek complaints at waste o f time, to their demands for 
a start on the real business o f the C ouncil and to their laments about 
their poverty, the Emperor (so says Syropoulus) xeplied: The time is 
not yet ripe; we are still awaiting the representatives o f the princes; 
the Latins are in no better case than you, some o f them are even selling 
their possessions to live, which is more than any o f you have done; 
leave it all to me. There is this much to be said for the Emperor, that 
as long asthere was any question o f transferring the C ouncil elsewhere 
there could be no possibility o f starting public sessions. .'But as soon 
as that doubt had been settled the Pope’s voice was added to that o f 
the Greek clerics, and then things began finally to take shape.·

A  committee from the Greeks— M ark o f Ephesus, Isidore o fK ie v , 
Michael Balsamon and Syropoulus— was sent to the Pope to discuss 
arrangements. Ephesus was the spokesman. He began by declaring 
that the present gathering was an Oecumenical C ouncil since the 
Pope and his Church were present to represent the West, while from 
the East there was the Emperor, the Patriarch o f Constantinople, 
procurators o f the other Patriarchates and the better part ofthe oriental 
C hurch. In that respect this C ouncil was like the preceding 
Oecumenical Councils. But it differed from them in that, whereas 
hitherto all the members had been united against a handful o f 
dissidents whose case was being tried, here the C ouncil was composed 
o f  two opposing parties. The usual procedure therefore should be 
modified, so that the overwhelming numbers o f the Latins should 
not reduce the small Greek vote to a mere formality. A fter this

the plague increasing and the evil stalking among persons o f all ages, cutting off 
very many o f the Latins both o f the natives of the placc and strangers (for all o f whom, 
unmourned, burial was being performed by night) and for this reason the more eminent 
among them securing safety by flight were departing chastened homewards, and besetting 
too some of us and especially the Russians but lately arrived; seeing not only that, but 
famine too on top o f plague as the very necessities o f life almost gradually failed us since 
for four whole months our provision came from our own resources, while some of 
ours, and they among the more notable, setoff to depart and those who served us were 
discontented,.some too escaped in.unscemly-flight, and when ours had already gone 
to Venice while the Venetians and the troops o f the D uke o f Milan were in a state 
o f tension— nay, were already engaged in fierce warfare by sea and land— when things 
were in this state o f anguish and still further hardships were in sight, on which it was 
the judgement o f all, after a common decision had been proposed, that at all costs an 
effort must be made to gain permission for us to return h o m e ...* , in Lambros, I, 
pp. 275-6.
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speech o f Eugenicus the Greeks retired to a waiting-room to let the 
Pope consult with his entourage. O n their return Eugenius addressed 
them. They had reached Venice in February when they could easily 
have arrived in November. Then two or three months should have 
seen the business o f the C ouncil finished, whereas by now seven 
months had passed and it had barely begun. W hat the change in 
procedure should be that the Greeks hinted at was beyond compre/ 
hension. The methods o f the earlier Councils should be followed. 
The Greeks should take steps to get the Synod and the sessions under 
way.

A  few days later a Latin committee consisting o f Cardinals 
Cesarini and Firmanus, the Archbishop o f Rhodes and five other 
bishops visited the Greeks, when Cesarini astounded the audience 
by analysing a speech o f Ephesus into fifteen points, to each o f which 
he gave an answer. The problem that was bothering the Greeks was 
the method o f voting, for they were reasonably afraid that i f  it was 
a question o f sheer numbers they would be outvoted every time. 
They wanted that an equality should be established between the 
Churches, the Latin Church and the Greek Church being counted 
as units, irrespective o f the numbers actually present in each. A fter 
several meetings among themselves the Emperor said that he and the 
Patriarch would discuss the matter with the Pope, which they did. 
But they refused afterwards to disclose to their clerics, to their great 
discontent, what had been arranged, and would go no further than 
repeat: ‘ W e did very well indeed.’

Cardinals continued to visit the Emperor. A  Greek committee 
met to decide what should be the subject to be discussed first, the 
doctrine o f the Procession o f the Holy Spirit or the addition o f the 
Filioqtte to the Creed. Bessarion, Scholarius and Amiroutzes urged 
the desirability o f settling the doctrinal point first:1 Ephesus, Gemistus 
and the greater part o f the members were in favour o f  disputations 
about the legitimacy o f the addition, and the Emperor ratified the 
decision o f the majority. A t  the instance o f the Latins it was 
arranged that there should be three sessions each week, no matter 
whether the Patriarch or the Emperor was prevented from being 
present, and the illness o f a speaker or the incidence o f  a feast should

1 C f. also Bessarion, P . G .  1 6 1 ,  3 3 7 B - 3 4 0 A .
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only defer a session for one day, not cancel it altogether. A ll  that was 
put into writing and accepted by both parties. T he date was about
1 4 September.! The choice o f opening the debate or o f answering was 
left to the Greeks and they elected to initiate the proceedings. Both 
sides chose six orators— the Latins, Cardinal Cesarini; A ndrew  
Chrysoberges, O .P ., archbishop o f Rhodes; Aloysius de Pirano, 
O .F .M ., bishop o f Forli; Giovanni di Montenero, O .P ., provincial 
o f  Lom bardy; Petrus Perquerii, O .F .M . and Giovanni di S. Toma, 
Er. S. A u g .:2 the Greeks, Mark Eugenicus, metropolitan o f Ephesus; 
Isidore, metropolitan o f K iev  and A ll  Russia; Bessarion, metropo/ 
litan o f Nicaea; Gemistus; Michael Balsamon, the Great Charttv 
phylax; and Theodore Xanthopoulus, the Great Skevophylax. O f  
these the Emperor appointed Eugenicus and Bessarion to speak for 
the Greeks.

W hen these arrangements had been concluded, the Emperor sent 
Andronicus Iagaris and Syropoulus to inform the Sovereign Pontiff. 
They were also to request the Pope to fix a day for the first session 
and, since presumably the Emperor had been notified that the sessions 
were to be held in the papal palace, to ask that the first few, or at 
least the first one, should take place in the cathedral o f St George 
where the Council had been inaugurated on 9 A pril. The Pope 
could not assent to the imperial request— he was suffering from gout, 
according to the Greek A c ts ?  or, according to the Memoirs o f 
Syropoulus, he was unwilling to expose himself to ridicule by pro/ 
cecding from his palace to the cathedral with only four or five cardinals 
and some fifty prelates o f an entourage.4

A t  last the public discussions were about to start.

1 John Eugenicus left Ferrara to return to Constantinople on 18 September shortly 
after these arrangements had been made: cf. Lambros, 1, p. 277.

2 A.L. p. 330. Torquemada was away in Germany at this time. He was later one 
o f the six Latin orators.

3 A.G. p. 35 · 4 Syr. v i, 14, p. 162.
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C H A P T E R  V

T H E  A D D I T I O N  TO T H E  Ç R E E D

T
H E  Em peror’s hopes that the western princes and perhaps too 
the Fathers o f  Basel w ould  all rally to the C o u n c il o f  the P ope 
in Ferrara were doom ed to disappointm ent. B u t he knew  

that long before the first dogm atic  session took place on 8 O ctober 
1 4 3 8 .

Yet o f the princes only A ragon and Milan were hostile to the 
papacy;1 the rest were either favourable or neutral.- Eugenius in a 
covering letter sent with the Bull Exposcit debitum had exhorted some 
o f them (not, however, the K in g  o f France) to withdraw the safe  ̂
conducts they had given in favour o f Basel.2 Stephen o f Bavaria 
took the exhortation seriously, wrote (30 A p ril 1438) a threatening 
letter to Basel,3 and in fact did for a few days arrest two o f its most 
notable members as they passed through his territory. René o f A njou  
at Marseilles accredited to Eugenius on 20 January4 an embassy of 
five persons led by Bertrand de Chaston, bishop o f Orange, which 
was officially incorporated into the Council in Ferrara on 1 A p ril 
1438.5 Philip the G ood, duke o f Burgundy, had always favoured 
Eugenius: his imposing embassy o f three bishops, an abbot and four 
other clerics was incorporated on 27 November.6 England sent no 
embassy, but it was not for lack o f good will. Throughout all the 
quarrel between Eugenius and Basel the English monarch and clergy 
had given their support to the Pope. There were various factors that 
conduced to this—hostility to France, dislike o f the method of 
division into nations adopted by the Council, the oath exacted from 
members, squabbles about precedence— but the main and abiding

1 A .C .A .  doc. 30.
2 E .P . doc. 129; M .C .  h i, pp. 58-9; Valois, 11, p. 138, n. 1.
3 Mansi, 3 1, 243. 4 Raynaldus, ad annum 1438, x.
5 A .C .A . doc. 36.
6 For the names cf. Valois, it , p. 128, n. 4: for the account of their incorporation 

into the Council, cf. below p. i $ 7 f .
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reason for their attitude w as their loyalty to the papacy  and their 
acceptance o f  Eugenius as legitim ate Pope. A lread y  in N ovem ber
14 3 7  Henry V I  had written to Basel (and to Sigismund o f Hungary) 
to rebut the Monitorium o f 31 Ju ly  previously. There he speaks o f 
Eugenius as indubitatum C hristi vlcarium, exhorts the Baselcr to suspend 
their action and animosity against the Pope and to go to Ferrara or 
wheresoever the Greeks were with the Pope, and threatens that the 
princes w ill treat the contumacious as seiitiosos et utriusque pacts, tam 
ecclesiasticae videlicet quam civilis, p ro cM M o  violatores, T In letters to 
Eugenius he informed him o f his acceptance o f Ferrara, o f his 
instructions to his prelates at Basel to depart either for Ferrara or their 
dioceses and o f his steps with Basel, Sigismund and the German 
Electors in his favour.2 The bearer o f these letters was Henry O ’Heyne, 
O .F .M ., who went first to Germany where, finding Sigismund dead, 
he remained till after the election o f his successor A lbert on 18 March
1438 and then went on to Basel. There the Fathers (who meantime had 
gone much further against the Pope than the Monitorium that had 
provoked K in g  Henry’ s missive) would not believe that the by now 
four/months-old letter was really from the English monarch3 and 
treated O ’Heyne and his mission with scant respect.4 News o f this 
reached England just before the arrival o f two envoys from Basel, 
which was another reason why they failed in their purpose o f winning 
English support.5 O ’ Heyne went on from Basel to Ferrara where he 
delivered his royal letters to the Pope, and was followed very shortly 
by another messenger, Giovanni Obizzi, papal collector in England 
from 1427, the bearer to Eugenius, John V III , the Patriarch Joseph, 
various cardinals and Nicolo d’Este, o f letters from Henry V I  with 
congratulations and encouragement for the success o f  the C ouncil 
in Ferrara.6 O bizzi returned in the beginning o f October 1438 to

1 T . Bekynton, Official Correspondence o f  Thomas Bekynton, ed. G . W illiams (London, 
1872), n, letters ccxn, pp. 37—45, ccxxx , p. 83·

2 Ibid. n, letters ccxm , ccxxvm , p. 80, ccxx ix ,  p. 82. 3 M .C .  111, 103.
4 A .  Zellfelder, England und das Basler K o n z il (Berlin, 19 13 : Historische Studien, 

Hft. 1 1 3 ) ,  p. 184 ; Valois, rr, p. 133» n. 1.
5 Valois, 11, pp. 13 3-4  notes; Haller, v ,  pp. 1 7 1 - 2 ;  J .  Haller, Piero da Monte 

(Rom , 19 4 1), pp. 62-70, doc. 6 9 ; p. 2 7 1, doc. 45 (to supplement Zellfelder, op. cit. 
p· 3 39); PP· 274-7 (to supplement Zellfelder, op. cit. p. 356).

6 Bekynton, op. cit. 1, letter x u v ,  p. 60, etc.; n, letters ccxxv i,  p. 77, ccxxvn, 
p. 80; Zellfelder, op. cit. p. 206.
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England in company with O ’Heyne (now bishop o f Clonfert), 
carrying to Henry and the D uke o f  Beaufort letters o f  thanks and 
encouragement from the Pope, begging the monarch to retain English ' 
men in the papal court.1 ^But the imposing embassies that it had been 
proposed to send to Ferrara never left England.2 The lower clergy 
o f the Convocation o f Canterbury (28 A p r il- 18  October 1438), 
pleading the fewness o f their numbers present, their poverty, the 
famine and the plague, refused to accept any further taxation even 
though the representatives o f the Religious Orders had agreed to 
pay fourpence in the pound.5

C h arles-V II o f France began by being hostile. H e still clung to 
the hope o f having the unionistic council assembled in A vignon 
and so, on 23 January 1438, he declared for Basel and forbade his 
subjects to go to Ferrara. In this sense he wrote to the Rom an E n v  
peror and other princes on 30 January4 and on the same day to Basel, 
but in this last letter he speaks o f making a final attempt to persuade 
the Pope to submit to the General C ouncil (o f Basel), and in the event

1 Zellfelder, op. cit. p. 209; Raynaldus, ad annum 1438, x iv ; J .  Haller, Piero da Monte 
(Rom , 19 4 1), pp. 2 17 - 19 . The letter, after stating that in the time o f Gregory X I I  
and Martin V  there were many Englishmen in the Roman C uria, goes on: ‘ Quod 
quidem magno honore et gloria illius nacionis eiusque regni regum et principum 
proculdubio censebatur. E x  quo fiebat ut de ipsa Anglicana nacione quotidie modo 
prothonotarii, modo auditores, modo clerici camere, modo diversarum dignitatum 
prelati efficerentur, qui in dicta curia diversantes honorem, iura et auctoritatem regiam 
affectuose et fidcliter tuebantur in magnum honorem, commodum ac gloriam regie 
maiestatis ipsiusque Anglicane nacionis. Cetcrum temporibus istis, quacumque id 
factum sit causa nescimus, nullus preter virum fenicis avis instar, videlicet dilectum 
filium magistrum Andream Oles subdiaconum nostrum et procuratorem regium, de 
nacione Anglicana in ipsa Romana curia invenitur, qui tamen ct diligens et fidelis et 
ab omnibus dilectus omnibusque gratus...

Eugenius sent by Obizzi letters to W illiam o f Lincoln dated 27 September 1438; 
to the Councillors ofthe K ing, to Beaufort and to Henry himself dated 28 September; 
to the Duke o f Gloucester, to Beaufort, to the Chancellor o f Bath, to Piero da Monte 
dated 1 October; and by the hand o f the Bishop o f Clonfert a letter to Henry dated
8 October.

Obizzi on his way back to England was detained in prison by Philip o f Burgundy 
because he had no safe^conduct.

2 From the king and Canterbury four bishops, six abbots, five deans, six arclv 
deacons, twelve doctors, two counts, two barons and several knights; from York one 
bishop, three abbots and six orators— A . Zanelli, ‘ Pietro del Monte’ , in Archivio storico 
Lombardo, Serie 43 v ii (1907), p. 350.

3 The Register o f Henry C h ich ek , Archbishop o f Canterbury 14 14 - 14 4 3 ,  ed. E. F . Jacob 
in  (O xford, 1945). pp. 2 6 iff .; Mansi, 3 i A, 146-50, 158-9. 4 M .C .  in , 52.
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o f  failure declares that he will give his full allegiance to Basel. This 
letter was read in the C ouncil only on 30 M arch.1 A  few days later 
(4 A p ril) another royal letter was read in session, which showed what 
was Charles’s really prevailing desire, a desire he shared with all the 
other princes, to avoid a new schism in the C hurch. H e had heard 
that the C ouncil was initiating proceedings for the suspension o f 
the Pope (in fact that suspension had already been decreed on
15  January, but news o f it had not reached the French monarch 
when he wrote on 2 1 February), so he begged them to hold up the 
process and try to aid ‘ the languishing Church with a milder 
medicine’ , as his orators, who would pass through Basel on their 
way to the Pope, would explain at greater length.2 A n  envoy o f 
Charles, Thomas Narducci, went to Eugenius about this time. The 
Pope’s reply explains his mission; for Eugenius on 15  M ay wrote to 
Charles, thanking him and praising his zeal for the peace o f the 
C hurch, justifying his own action against Basel on the grounds o f 
their excesses against himself, promising that he would refrain from 
further measures provided that the Baseler also abstained from such, 
and excused himself for not revoking solely on his own authority the 
penalties already uttered against them as these had been imposed by 
the Council in Ferrara, on which subject however he would consult 
with Charles’s envoys when they arrived, as he hoped they w ould.3

/The upshot was that Charles summoned his clergy to Bourges for
1 M ay 1438 to decide ‘ whether the K in g  should try to effect agree' 
ment’ between Pope and C ouncil.4 Eugenius was represented there 
by Fantinus Vallaresso (archbishop o f Crete), Pierre de Versailles,
O .S .B . (bishop o f Digne), Gonsalvo de Valbuena (bishop o f 
Granada) and John  Diego (abbot o f Cervatos) who demanded that 
the K in g  should recognise the C ouncil o f Ferrara, send envoys there, 
allow his subjects to go there, recall his representatives from Basel 
and exact the annulment o f the decree o f suspension against the Pope. 
From Basel Geraud de Bricogne (bishop o f St Pons), the A bbot 
A lexandre ofVezelay, Thomas de Courcelles (archdeacon o f Metz),

1 M .C . in , 59; Haller, v , p. 154. 2 M .C . 111, 100; Haller, v , p. 155 .
3 Raynaldus, ad annum 1438, x m .
4 A  full account is given in N . Valois, Histoire de la Pragniatique Sanction de Bourges 

sous Charles V l l  (Paris, 1906); cf, also H .^L. v n , pp. 10 54-6 1.
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Guillaum e Hugues and Jean d’Am anzé (sacristan o f  Lyons) urged 
Charles to accept the C ouncil's decrees o f reform, to forbid his 
prelates to go to Ferrara, to send new envoys to Basel and to promuL· 
gate in his kingdom the decree o f suspension against Eugenius.' In 
this judgement between the claims o f Eugenius and o f Basel the 
decision, after leisurely deliberation, was rather in favour o f the latter, 
though there was no rupture with the Pope and no-complete sub' 
servience to Basel.!The principle enunciated at Constance, as renewed 
in the first session o f Basel, o f the superiority o f a General C ouncil 
over a pope was accepted: many o f the reforms decreed by Basel, 
mostly dealing with the conferring o f benefices, with taxation and 
trials, were adopted though with modifications to suit the interests o f 
the French: the Tenths imposed for the repayment o f the money 
expended by the Avignonnais for the abortive expedition to C o n ' 
stantinople were to be rigorously exacted. Basel was not altogether 
satisfied with the result and took a long time to acquiesce in the 
modifications made in its decrees. Eugenius did not accept it as 
settling ecclesiastical questions without reference to himself, con ' 
tinued to appoint his own nominees regardless o f canonical elections1 
and by negotiation and in various other ways tried over the ensuing 
years to have it abrogated. Charles himself, though he_s.igned.the 
‘ Pragmatic. Sanction o f Bourges’ on 7 Ju ly  1438 , was not loyal to it. 
He followed its provisions or fell in with the Pope’s arrangements 
according as it was more convenient, and not infrequently he arrogated 
to himself the rights denied by it to the Pope to put his servants into 
many a benefice, forcing the local clergy to agree in the name o f the 
Pragmatic Sanction. V alois’ final judgement on it is that by the later 
years o f Charles’s reign l'application de la Pragmatique n avait ni diminué 
le nombre des confits, ni supprimé F abus de la force, le recours à la violence, 
trop fréquents dans Vhistoire des monastères et des chapitres,2 even though 
some improvements could be noted after 1438 in more peaceful 
elections and papal remission o f taxes. T he meaning o f  Bourges 1438 
was that France was neutral in the conflict between Pope and Council·.] 

The assembly at Bourges had approved that the K in g  should 
imitate his predecessors in working to maintain peace and harmony 
in the Church and that, to this end, he should send envoys and letters 

1 E .g . Raynaldus, ad annum 1439, x x x v n . 2 P. c x x .
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to both C ouncil and Pope. Letters were despatched from Bourges 
on 20 Ju n e .1 The embassy arrived in Basel in the beginning o f 
December but its message was not to the Fathers* liking, for Charles’s 
instructions to it savoured too much o f the neutrality proclaimed at 
Bourges. He still demanded some compensation for the Annates 
withdrawn from the Pope in 14 35 ; |he spoke o f referring the decision 
between Eugenius and Basel to a future council which, i f  not to be 
held in France as he hoped, should be sited by arbitration;; he 
threatened to use force to make whichever party might be recalcitrant 
to the project concur.2 The Fathers were to abstain from any further 
measures against Eugenius, and in this his ambassadors were sup^ 
ported by the representatives o f Castile, always submissive to the 
directives from France.

Meanwhile the Electors o f Germany also had adopted a policy o f 
neutrality towards both Pope and C ou n cil.3 In the Diet o f Frankfort, 
March 1438, where Eugenius was represented only by the Bishop o f 
Urbino, the resident papal Nuncio, whereas Basel had sent three 
redoubtable orators including Nicolo Tudeschi (archbishop o f 
Palermo, * Panormitanus’), one o f the best canonists o f his day,-the 
Electors decreed a formal declaration o f neutrality on . 17  March, 
protesting their continued respect for the Pope but declaring that, 
because o f the conflict between him and the ‘ holy C ouncil o f Basel, 
quod dolenter sustinem us,.. .nullam partem adversus alteram de presenti 
quomodolibet fovere proponimus\ and refusing to implement in their 
territories any sanctions enacted by either party against the other till 
such time as the Rom an Emperor should be elected.4 Albert, duke 
o f Austria, was elected the next day. The Pope wrote to congratulate 
him and on 30 March made the Bishop o f Zengg, who was already 
in Hungary, Internuncio for Hungary, Bohemia and Moravia. 5 
Four envoys from the Electors travelled first to Basel where they were

1 M .C .  in , 14 1 .  3 Valois, 11, pp. 144 -5  with notes.
3 C f. Augustinus Patricius, Summa Conciliorum Basileensis, Florentine, etc. c. L x x m  

in Hardouin, Acta Conciliorum, ix  (Parisiis, 17 14 )  c. 114 6 ; H . 'L .  vn , pp. 10 6 1-8 ; 
G . Hofmann, Papato, conciliarismo, patriarcato ( 14 3 8 -14 3 9 )  (Rom a, 1940), pp. 9-30.

4 M .C .  h i, 109-10 .
5 Raynaldus, ad annum 1438, x x m , x x n . Albert's envoy cum tnagna militum comitiva 

arrived in Ferrara to announce his election on 1 Ju ly  {Frag. etc. p. 43). O n 10 Ju ly  
Eugenius wrote to the K in g saying he would send an ambassador to arrange peace 
between him and Ladislas of Poland (Raynaldus, ad annum 1438, x x n ) .
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heard on 12  A p ril, but they failed to persuade the Fathers to suspend 
their action against Eugenius, even though the delegates o f A ragon 
and Milan (including Tudeschi who at Frankfort had been most 
vocal against the Pope, but in the interval his principal had trans' 
mitted new orders) urged moderation and with the representatives 
o f  Castile ostentatiously left the session o f 28 A p ril that decided to 
continue with the judicial process against Eugenius, who was de  ̂
clared contumacious.1 The same German envoys went on to Ferrara 
where they were graciously received by the Sovereign Pontiff, who 
agreed to take into consideration their proposal for a change in the 
site o f the C ouncil and to send fully^empowered representatives to a 
Germ an assembly shortly to be convened.2 W ith this reply they 
returned to Basel ( 13  Ju ly) to ask the Fathers there to imitate the 
compliant attitude o f the Pope and to send plenipotentiaries to the 
future Diet, but they could get no satisfaction beyond a promise that 
the C ou n cil’s representatives would give a full answer at the forth' 
coming meeting.3 A  Diet was held in Nuremberg in early Ju ly , but 
the Pope was not represented there. T o  the German demand that 
they be allowed to mediate between Pope and Council, the envoys 
from Basel refused to accept seculars as judges in matters ecclesiastical 
and so the status quo remained. However, in October 1438 at a second 
Diet in Nuremberg (at which K in g  Albert was not present in person) 
both Pope and C ouncil were splendidly represented, the head o f the 
papal embassy being Cardinal Nicolo Albergati and that o f the 
Basel faction Ludovico d’A quileia, who as ‘ legate a latere* o f the 
C ouncil bestowed indulgences on the faithful. The Byzantine Em/ 
peror John also sent a representative, Nicholas Goudeles.4

The papal embassy was received with scant honour and only 
Nicholas de C usa was allowed to speak publicly on the papal cause, 
and that before the arrival o f the Baseler (24 October). The ecclesias' 
tical question was discussed in committee where it was proposed that 
both the existing Councils should be dissolved,' to be reconstituted 
in one o f three German towns, Strassburg, Constance or M ainz. 
This proposal was supported also by the representatives o f  France,

1 M .C .  h i, 1 1 1 —15.
2 M .C .  h i, 12 3 -4 ; Letters dated 28 May 1438 in E .P .  docs. 140, 14 1 .
3 M .C .  h i, 140. 4 A . C . A .  doc. 56.
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Castile, Portugal, Navarre, A ragon  and Milan,^but the envoys from 
Basel pleaded that they had no power to decide, though the papal 
plenipotentiaries were not averse to it/ Sojthis second Diet achieved 
nothing new, though it repeated the declaration o f neutrality and 
showed greater honour to Basel than the Pope. It would send legates 
to both to urge its proposals and would meet again to settle the 
question in another Diet on i March 1439 in Frankfort. Cardinal 
A lbergati thereupon returned to Ferrara where he arrived on 
26 December,1 and the other papal delegates remained in Nuremberg 
to await the next assembly.

The Council in Basel meantime continued preparing its case 
against the Pope, but with the envoys o f M ilan and A ragon , obedient 
to the instructions o f their princes, now all in favour o f procrastina^ 
tion, and with the other secular powers all urging a spirit o f rê  
conciliation, even though on 8 A ugust Eugenius was publicly cited 
to appear before the C ouncil, a decision was deferred first till 
5 September, then to 12 , 19 , 26 o f the same month, and to 3, 10, 
17  October, on which day witnesses against him were heard. O n
2 December the envoys from A lbert and the Germ an princes 
arrived and pleased the Fathers by roundly declaring their assembly 
to be a legitimate Oecumenical C ouncil and by showing the letters 
o f  credence given them by the K in g  in which he reaffirmed his 
protection o f the Council and the validity o f the safe^conducts he 
had accorded it.2 But they could not bring the Fathers to agree to 
a dissolution in favour o f a new council. For the best part o f three 
months there were meetings and disputes, and demands for guarani 
tees, and assertions that the Pope, who on 10  January had transferred 
the C ouncil o f Ferrara further away from Germ any to Florence, 
would not do his part, so, as the gathering o f Basel showed no sign o f 
yielding, the envoys had in the end to depart w ith :empty hands to 
be in time for the assembly summoned for 1 March in Frankfort.

The Diet actually, met in M ainz because o f an epidemic rampant 
in Frankfort. Besides the representatives o f K in g  A lbert there were 
present three o f the Electors in person and the rest by deputy, plenL· 
potentiaries o f the K ings o f France, Castile and Portugal and o f the 
D uke o f M ilan, and an imposing embassy from Basel led once again 

1 Frag. etc. p. 44. 2 M .C .  111, 185-6 .
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by the Patriarch o f A quileia , as ‘ legate a latere9 o f the Council, with 
two other bishops and six doctors. But the p^f5al delegates came 
late, for the Electors had neglected to furnish them with safe^conducts 
for their short journey from Nuremberg, though on 25 March they 
managed to convey to the Diet certain conditions required by the 
Pope for the continuation o f the negotiations for peace in the C hurch, 
one o f which was his inability to accept the proposals lately made by 
the German envoys at Basel. . W ith the main ecclesiastical question 
o f  a new council no progress was made and the only practical result 
o f  the Diet was the issue on 26 March 1439  o f an Instrumentum 
acceptations, reminiscent o f the Pragmatic Sanction o f Bourges— 
acceptance o f the principle o f Constance as re-enacted at Basel o f 
the superiority o f council to pope, and o f many o f the refornvdecrees 
dealing mostly with benefices, appointments to office, taxation and 
ecclesiastical processes. A n d  its results too were not dissimilar. The 
princes and ecclesiastics o f Germany appealed to Pope, C ou n cil or 
the Instrumentum as was most convenient:' the Pope did not accept it: 
the C ouncil o f Basel went its way in disregard o f it: it did not even 
bring ecclesiastical unity into Germany for the old divisions o f loyalty 
between Pope and C ou ncil continued and even increased as a con/ 
sequence o f it. But it probably did Basel more harm in the long run 
than Eugenius. It gave the German princes an excuse for not trans^ 
mitting to Basel the money collected on the indulgence it had granted 
for the Greeks (an example not lost on others too).1 Jo h n  o f Segovia 
accounted it as one o f the main reasons that ‘ the other nations did 
not yield obedience to the election to the papacy made by the holy 
Synod o f Basel, since they saw the Electors o f the Em pire with the 
K in g  o f the Romans, on whose threshold the C ou ncil was situated 
and who, so they professed, were fully convinced o f  the legitimacy 
o f  the Synod, preserving for so long their neutrality’ .2

A ra g o n  and  M ilan , the only tw o princes accounted positively 
hostile to the P ope by V en ice , were more concerned to further their 
ow n private political interests than to conduce to ecclesiastical 
harm ony. A rag o n  desired N ap les w hich the P ope had consigned 
to R ené o f  A n jo u . T h e  D u k e  F ilip p o  M aria  V isco n ti o f  M ilan  
w anted the continuation o f  unsettled conditions in  northern Italy so

1 M .C . in , n e .  2 M .C . in , 108.
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that he could annex, or at least exploit, as much papal territory there 
as possible. A fter his general Piccinino had occupied the papal 
cities o f the Rom agna ‘ in the name o f the C o u n c il’ , he even duped 
the Fathers o f Basel into believing that some one o f Eugenius’ 
cardinals would agree to govern those territories— and even Rom e— 
in the name o f the Council, and letters o f appointment were issued 
from Basel to Orsini, Lusignon, Colonna, and even to Albergati 
and Cesarini.1 Yet it was Visconti’s representatives at Basel who were 
mainly responsible for the continued delay in condemning the Pope, 
and by a letter o f 5 November 1438 the D uke threatened (and in 
this he was probably genuine) that, should it elect another pope in 
the lifetime o f Eugenius, he would not accept him as pope or obey 
him and would treat all who did so as enemies o f G o d  and the 
C h urch .2 Eugenius was not ungrateful as clearly appears from his 
letters o f 12  February3 and 2 1 February 14394 in reply to letters o f 
the D uke o f Milan.

In  spite, however, o f  the absence o f  official em bassies from  most 
o f  the C h ristian  princes, by 8 O ctober there w as a goodly  num ber 
o f  members present at the C o u n c il  o f  Ferrara. A lread y  in the autum n 
o f  1437  E ugen ius had  sent letters throughout the western w orld  to 
su m m on , besides the representatives o f  the secular pow ers, b ishops 
an d  abbots. T h e  universities were exhorted to provide doctors and 
masters o f  theology. T h e  heads o f  the R elig iou s O rders were bidden 
attend an d  to bring with them twelve doctors,5 and  from  D ecem ber 
14 37  onw ards it becam e a m onthly charge on the Camera Apostolica 
to pay 24 fl. to each o f  these for the m aintenance o f  s ix  theologians,6 
though  they had  more m em bers present than that. T h e  D o m in ican s, 
besides six  b ishops o f  their O rder, were represented by the redoubtable 
Jo h n  o f  T o rq u em ad a  and  G io v an n i M ontenero an d  at least seven 
others.7 T h e  Franciscans had four b ishops, their M inister G eneral,

1 M .C .  h i, 30-4; Valois 11, p. 1 5 1 ,  n. 1 ,  p. 15 2 , nn. 1 ,  2.
2 M .C .  in , 16 5 ; Valois 11, p. 15 5 , n. 1 .  3 E .P .  doc. 170 .
4 Raynaldus, ad annum 1439, x v ii i . 5 E .P .  docs. 90-102.
6 A .C .A .  docs. 13 , 14 , 16 . The Servîtes received 12  fl. for four theologians (ibid.

doc. 16).
7 G . Meersseman, O .P ., ‘ Les Dominicains presents au Concile de Ferrare-Florence 

jusqu’au décret d ’union pour les Grecs (6 juillet 1439)*, in Arch. O .P .  ix  (1939),
pp. 62-75.
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their Procurator G en eral, a Provincial and eight others, in clu d in g  
S t Bernardine o f  S ie n a .1 A m o n g  the C arm elites present were 
W illiam  and W alter de A nglia, the latter probably  the W alter H u n t 
w ho after his return to O x fo rd  (where he d ied  on 28 N ovem ber 
1478) wrote the Acta Ferrariae et Florentine in  six  books and the D e  

processu concilii sacri and other w orks, all o f  w hich unfortunately seem 
to be lost.2 A m b ro g io  Traversari, G eneral o f  the C am aldo lese , 
w as there and in great dem and for his know ledge o f  G reek. O n  
2 1 D ecem ber 1438 the Camera Apostolica paid  300 fl. for the journey 
to Ferrara o f  the A b b o t  o f  G rottaferrata and  his m aintenance there.3 
W h ile  w aiting for the opening o f  the conciliar d iscussions these theolo ' 
gians spent their time preparing. T h e  Franciscans for exam ple were 
entrusted by the P ope with the defence D eprim atu ecclesiae romanae and 
D e  attributis divinis and  to m ake ready for this they held three meetings a 
week am ong themselves.4 By the time the C o u n c il began  the doctrinal 
sessions, there were present som e 360 L a tin  ecclesiastics— cardinals, 
patriarchs, archbishops, b ishops, abbots, priors, m onks, doctors.5

Besides these there were the G reeks, w ho the sam e authority says 
am ounted to 200 notable personages and in all to 700.6 . S ince the 
session o f  inauguration  Isidore o f  K ie v  h ad  arrived and w as present 
on  8 O ctober with A v ra m i b ishop o f  S u sd a l, the A rch im an drite  
V assian , the priest Sym eon and  others up  to the num ber o f  fourteen. 
T h o m as o f  T ver, N eagoe o f  M o k k v W allach ia , Jo h n  o f  Iberia, the 
G reat Logariastes o f  T reb izon d , M acrodoucas, and M enonos repre/ 
senting the D esp ot T heodore were am ong the notable lay/envoys.7

1 L .  W adding, Annales Minorum (3rd ed. Quaracchi 1932), x i, pp. 34 fF.
2 C f. e.g. T . Tanner, Bibliotheca BritannicO'Hibernica, siue de scriptoribus. . .  (London,

1748), s.n., dependent on Bale, Scriptorum illustrium majoris B rita n n ia e ... catalogus
(Basileae, 1559), p- GiG- 3 A . C . A .  doc. 6 1. 4 W adding, op. cit. pp. 2 -3 .

5 Fantinus Vallaresso, Libellus de ordine generalium conciliorum et unione Florentina,
ed. B. Schultze (Roma, 1944), p· 20. 6 Ibid.

7 The number fourteen is taken from G . Stokl, Reisebericbt, etc. p. 16 1 ;  the name 
Thomas o f Tver from Stokl and elsewhere; Neagoe from Syropoulus, p. 45 (was his 
companion called Thomikula? cf. Stokl, p. 162); John o f Iberia from A . C . A .  
doc. 49; the office o f the envoy o f Trebizond from the same, doc. 98. The same docu' 
ment, which is a payment o f final expenses o f the Orientals dated 23 October 1439, gives 
the following numbers: Isidore, Gregory and rwenty^ninc fm ilia re s ; Nagoi (Neagoe) of 
M oldavia, companion, and five; the megas Logariastes o f Trebizond and four; the orator 
o f Iberia, companion, and four; A vram i o f Susdal, Thomas Math (of Tver?) and 
eight. The names Menonos and Macrodoucas are given by Syropoulus ( ix , 1 1 ,  p. 268).
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Even the western princes were not unrepresented. Venice had its 
ambassador with Eugenius, Giovanni M ichel:1 England had its 
agent, A ndrew  Holes:2 France its procurator, Nicholas Cceur:3'and 
other princes and city-states were doubtless represented in some 
fashion even if  not by official embassies, for they would all have 
business with the Rom an Curia and be interested in the progress of 
the Council.

The Patriarch and the higher Greek ecclesiastical dignitaries went 
from their lodgings to the ducal palace, where Eugenius resided and 
where the session was to be held, on horses provided by the Pope. 
A l l  was in a ferment for the approaches and the halls o f the palace 
were full o f people attracted by the spectacle that was to take place. 
O n  their arrival Joseph II and his clerics waited in an antechamber 
for the Emperor to come in from his residence in the country. He was 
on horseback and wanted to ride through the rooms leading to the 
chapel of the palace so as to dismount only when close to his imperial 
throne. But the papal attendants, in spite o f his insistence, would not 
permit this, so perforce he had to dismount. Then came the question 
o f how he was to reach his throne according to the rules o f Byzantine 
court procedure when all the nearby rooms were thronged with 
people. A fter some little delay he sent orders first by an attendant, 
then by the Despot Demetrius himself, and finally by Demetrius and 
the imperial chamberlain Dermokaites to the Patriarch to clear the 
room where he was with his clerics o f all his ecclesiastics as the 
Emperor would pass through it. But Joseph refused to dismiss his 
prelates and Staurophoroi, so in the end willy-nilly Joh n  V I I I  was 
half^assisted, half'carried through it and through an adjoining room 
to the chapel and set on his throne. The Patriarch with his suite 
followed him in and shortly afterwards Eugenius IV ,  preceded by 
cross, canons and protonotaries, entered with a cardinal holding his 
train and the other cardinals and prelates following in procession. 
He prayed for a short time at a prie^dieu before the altar and then 
went to his throne.4 The time would be about nine o’ clock in the

1 V . Chiaroni, O .P ., Lo scisma greco e il Concilio di Firenze (Firenze, 1938), p. 1 12 .
2 G . B. Parks, The English Traveller to Italy. V o l. 1, The Middle Ages {to 1525), (Rome, 

1954), P- 302.
3 N . Valois, Histoire de la Pragmatique Sanction, etc. p. c x iv ;  Raynaldus; ad annum 

1:438, x ii i . 4 Syr. vi, 15 , pp. 163-4.
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m orningr when the M ass that always preceded a session had  already 
been su n g .2

The chapel o f the palace had been transformed for the occasion. 
A t  the east end was the altar with on it an open gospel, the reli/ 
quaries o f the heads o f St Peter and St Paul and a lighted triple 
candlestick on either side. The thrones were arranged along the sides 
in the same manner as earlier in the cathedral and between them 
were two long transverse benches, facing each other, for the six 
speakers chosen from each side, while a little in front o f them were 
placed Nicholas Sagundino the Greek interpreter, who won golden 
praise from all for his versatility in both Latin and Greek,3 and the 
‘ three trustworthy notaries, appointed for each party, who wrote 
down accurately what was done in Latin and G reek’ .4 The Pope 
was surrounded by his attendants; the Emperor, with Philanthnv 
pinus at his side holding the imperial sword, by his courtiers. The 
rest o f the chapel, up to a barrier with a single entry erected lower 
down to exclude the crowd o f curious onlookers, was occupied 
by the thrones o f the cardinals, archbishops and bishops, the 
tribunes o f princely embassies, the benches o f abbots, ecclesiastics, 
theologians and courtiers, with here and there seats for Latin short/ 
hand writers, and the intervening spaces were filled with bystanders. 
The.day. was.-.8 October 143 8.5

T h e  privilege o f  open ing the proceedings had been accorded to 
the G reeks, so Bessarion rose and with a low  bow  tow ards the 
first thrones on either side began a long oration, encouraging and 
exhorting his hearers with thoughts like these.6 O f  great enterprises 
the conclusion  brings with it great jo y ; not less so their beginning.

1 A . L .  p. 45 · 2 Ibid· pp. 43 . 4<5. 50, 67.
3 Ibid. p. 39. 4 Fantinus Vallaresso, op. cit. p. 2 1 .
5 This date is attested by A . G . ,  StokI, op. cit. p. 16 1  and the Diarium  o f A ndrew  da 

Santa Croce {Frag. etc. p. 46 who, however, mistakes the month). The same writer’s 
A * L .  read hoc modo deventutn est cum Grecis usque ad octavam mensis octobris. Nonoque die, 
ut publice disputationes fiereni, est conventum. . .  p. 32. Syropoulus gives 6 October as the 
date. The Description (contained in A . G .) allots three days, 8, n ,  13  October for
Bessarion’s panegyric, Rhodes’s oration and the beginning o f the debate respectively.
The non^protocol part o f the Actagraeca that is not the Description mentions 4 October 
for Bessarion’s panegyric and 8 October for the debate.

6 For a summary account o f  the sessions cf. H .^L. v ii , pp. 973#.; G . Hofmann, 
‘ Die Konzilsarbeit in Ferrara I I ’ , in O .C .P . ill (1937), pp· 403-55·
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A n d  now the beginning has here been made to heal a breach that 
has lasted so long. The aim is, however, to seek the truth, and the 
natural tendency o f man to wish to prevail, even at the cost o f truth, 
must be sternly suppressed. For this all must give o f their best.

Great is the beauty o f harmony. May Christ O ur Lord, W ho 
died to restore harmony between man and G od, grant it to the two 
Churches and join them together in mind and will, and not let them 
remain divided. May the H oly Spirit, Giver o f all good gifts, the 
Spirit o f truth, inspire us with the truth and, as in the Blessed Trinity 
there are three Persons but only one substance and nature, yet the 
plurality does not destroy the identity, grant that we, though many 
and o f diverse nations and, alas, from the machinations o f the arch' 
enemy o f beliefs and faiths, may rid ourselves o f the diversity and 
prove ourselves one in belief and faith in regard o f You.

It is because o f the initiative, the zeal, the efforts o f the Holy Father 
that this Synod has been convened. T o him, therefore, all praise and 
congratulation are due, and great will be the renown accruing to 
him if, with an eye ever on the end proposed, with mutual unity 
growing as the proceedings advance, this splendid start is crowned 
by a more splendid end.

He will ever have the Emperor at his side seconding his efforts, an 
Emperor who has always from boyhood on desired the concord o f 
the Churches, who grasped the occasion o f achieving it when 
it offered, who scorned danger, neglected comfort, put considerations 
o f  life, wealth and fatherland in second place, to avoperate with 
Christ and protect the peace o f the Church.

No less is the zeal o f the Patriarch, who despite age and broken 
health yearns to assist in this great work, and the rest o f the Greeks 
gathered here from most distant lands will support his good will. 
M ay G od prevent the enemy o f mankind from hindering this work, 
against whom we must arm ourselves. It is sometimes better to be 
overcome for a good purpose than to overcome.

Let the Emperor and the Patriarch retain their zeal to the end 
and inspire the rest so that, with the ready cooperation o f the Roman 
prelates, they may bring this enterprise to a happy conclusion.1

W hen the orator sat down, Sagundino the interpreter read his
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Latin translation o f the speech,1 and was followed by A ndrew  
Chrysoberges, archbishop o f Rhodes, who— extempore according 
to A ndrew  da Santa Crocc— on behalf o f the Latins expressed to 
Pope, Emperor and Patriarch congratulations for the work begun 
and a happy augury o f its successful end.2

W hen A ndrew  had finished, M ark Eugenicus, metropolitan o f 
Ephesus, rose to open the discussions on the legitimacy o f adding to 
the Creed.3 After a few words on the charity that should inform 
both sides in the debate he announced: ‘ W e shall speak about the 
addition made in the Creed that it was not rightfully made and 
ought never to have been made, for it was the original reason for the 
schism.’ Whereupon A ndrew  o f Rhodes rose to answer, but Mark 
objected that he had not yet advanced any reasons for his assertion as 
was his right, so he was allowed to procecd. Christ, he said, left 
peace to his Church as a legacy, but it would be enjoyed only on 
condition that his disciples preserved mutual charity- The Rom an 
Church in days gone by broke that charity by approving a doctrine 
unsupported by Gospels, Councils or Fathers, but now wishing to 
restore the peace in charity it has set its hand to the task by inviting 
our Church. T h e only way o f curing a disease is to establish the 
cause and then eliminate it. So let them return to the days o f unity 
and be joined with the Fathers who made the Councils illustrious. 
The definitions, therefore, o f the Councils should be read, first to 
show that we agree with them and follow them in mind as well as 
in order, and then that we may have the benefit o f their prayers for 
our success to build our words on theirs as on a sure foundation.

A ndrew  replied dividing M ark’s words into five points. The 
assertion that the Rom an Church had broken the bonds o f charity

1 A . L .  pp. 34- 3.
2 Ibid. p. 38.  Syr. VI,  1 7 ,  p. 1 6 6  makes Andrew open the proceedings to be followed 

by Bessarion. Here he is certainly wrong, being opposed by the A . L .  and the Description 
o f the Acta graeca.

J The sourccs for this precis o f the discourses at Ferrara are (1)  A . G .  pp. 49 -2 17  
which, however, omit the second half o f session vm  and the beginning o f session ix  
2nd record virtually nothing o f the last three sessions x n - x iv ;  and (2) A . L .  pp. 4 0 -132  
which pass over sessions iv and v. Syropoulus (pp. 166-77), after a brief resume of 
Mark Eugenicus’ opening spcech, does little more than mention the dates o f the rest, 
for details o f which he refers his readers to the Practica o f the Council. H ./L . recounts 
this history, vn , 973-85.
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was unfair. D id Mark forget that the Roman pontiffs had come to 
the aid o f the Eastern Church on so many occasions, being present 
in person or by proxy at councils to still the storms o f heresy? They 
had never ceased by messengers or letters to urge them to peace and 
concord, witness the present Pope who had done so much, witness 
Pope Gregory at the Council o f Lyons. The definitions o f the C o u n ' 
cils can, indeed, be read, but they are not necessary. Eugenicus 
replied acknowledging the debt that the East owed to Rome, but 
urging that all endeavours for peace were futile so long as the cause 
o f the schism remained: it was essential to have the definitions read 
for they forbade any addition to or subtraction from the Creed,. I f  the 
Latin Church, asked A ndrew , has erred in the faith, why have the 
Orientals never proved it? A n d  i f  the addition is true, why not add 
it? Because it is forbidden, rejoined Mark.

So ended the first session. But the Emperor would not undergo 
a second time the humiliation he had been subjected to on his entry 
to this session and, despite the entreaties o f the Patriarch who was 
afraid that it might give an impression that the Greeks were afraid o f 
the encounter with the Latins if  they failed to appear on the appointed 
day for only the second session, refused to go himself or let them 
attend until a means had been devised by which he could occupy 
his throne after a fashion befitting his dignity. So the Latins perforce 
had to meet the difficulty. A n  opening was made in the wall o f the 
first chamber where the Emperor had earlier been forced to dismount 
so that from that he could be carried unobserved through a series o f 
rooms to a small apartment with a door opening into the chapel in 
the corner near his throne. From there it was not difficult to convey 
him to his place so surrounded by his attendants that he was invisible 
to the throng until he was seated. Because o f these adjustments, the 
second session did not meet till Monday, 13 October.1

W hen it d id  meet, however, it w as taken up w ith an altercation 
o f  G reeks and L atin s as to whether A n d rew  o f  R h od es was entitled 
then and there to reply form ally to the speech o f  E ugen icu s. R hodes 
h im self and Ephesus were involved in it and at different times 
C esarin i, Isidore o f  R ussia , M aster Jo h n  (M ontenero?) and Bes^ 
sarion, each adducin g  reasons w hy his side w as in the right. T h e

1 Syr. v i, 17 , pp. 167-8.
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Greeks protested that no answer was called for till they had supported 
their statements by arguments and documents: the Latins claimed 
the right o f debate to make their defence straightaway. Neither side 
would yield, so the Pope through Cesarini closed the session so that 
the question might be settled at a meeting o f the six orators o f both 
sides on the next day. The Emperor concurred.

The meeting was held in the Patriarch’s apartments on 14  O cttv 
ber. The Greeks were there in strength, Emperor, Patriarch, all the 
prelates and the Staurophoroi with some others. The Latin delegates 
urged with all possible insistence that there was no need to read the 
definitions, at least in public—if the Greeks wanted them read, let it 
be done in private; but the Greeks resisted obstinately, declaring 
that unless they were read, and in public session, they would not go 
on with the discussions.; In the end the Latins yielded, owing, so 
says A ndrew  da Santa Croce to the conciliatory spirit o f the Pope 
and Cardinal Cesarini, though he himself (and doubtless others 
with him) had done all he could to dissuade them.

So, in the third session ( 16 October), with grudging assent o f the 
Latins,1 Mark Eugenicus had read various excerpts from the first 
seven General Councils—/the Nicene Creed together with the pnv 
hibition against making ‘ another faith’ , both from the A cts o f the 
Council o f Ephesus, and some comments on them of C yril of 
Alexandria, the protagonist o f orthodoxy at that Council, who had 
written: ‘ In no way do we allow the defined faith to be upset by 
anyone, that is the Creed o f our holy Fathers who once on a time 
assembled in Nicaea. Nor indeed do we permit either ourselves or 
others to change a word o f what is laid down there or to transgress 
even one syllable, mindful o f the text: ‘ Do not remove the ancient 
boundaries which your fathers set.’2 For it was not they who spoke 
but the Spirit o f God and Father, who proceeds from him, yet is not 
alien to the Son in respect o f substance.’5 There followed the definv

1 This, so says Syropoulus (vi, 19, pp. 169-70), they showed by leaving the book 
o f  the Gospels closed, the reliquaries lying flat and the candles unlit on the altar and 
by excluding as many spectators as possible. Symeon o f Russia records (unquestion^ 
ably wrongly) that the Latins left the session during Eugenicus’ reading and explanation 
o f the decrees (T . Frommann, Kritische Beiträge zur Geschichte der Florentiner Kirchen'  
etnigung (Halle, 1872), p. 123.

z Prov. xxii. 28. 3 Letter to John of Antioch, Mansi, 5, 308 E .
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tions o f Chalcedon with the Creeds o f Nicaea and Constantinople 
and a somewhat expanded version o f the prohibition enacted at the 
Council o f Ephesus.1 Extracts also were read from subsequent 
Councils— part o f a letter o f John  Patriarch o f Constantinople2 and 
part of a letter o f Pope V ig ilius3 to represent the fifth Council; the 
decree o f the third Council o f Constantinople4 with the prohibition 
appended5 and parts o f two letters o f Pope A gath o ;6 then finally the 
decree o f the second C ouncil o f Nicaea7—-all extolling the inviola' 
bility o f the faith handed down and imposing its strict observance.

W hen the Greeks had read the decree o f the seventh Council 
Cardinal Cesarini exhibited a Latin codex8 which he claimed, 
written as it was on parchment, was very ancient and, though it 
agreed with the Greek codex in all else, yet contained in the pro' 
fession of faith o f the Patriarch Tarasius the words et ex F ilio . 
Tarasius, o f course, was noted for having used the phrase 4 through 
the S o n ’, so the Greeks were not impressed, even though the Cardinal 
had this Latin version read officially at the end o f the session.9 It was 
perhaps the undisguised incredulity o f the orators facing him that 
prompted Cesarini the very next day to write to Traversari then in 
Florence describing the incident and reminding him o f a memoran' 
dum he had made for him earlier about a codex belonging to Nicholas 
o f Cusa, bought probably in Constantinople, that contained ac^ 
counts o f the sixth, seventh and eighth Councils, in which (so 
Cesarini thought he remembered) the words et ex F ilio  had been 
erased, but so badly that they could still be read: ‘ I would have 
paid down a hundred ducats i f  yesterday I could have displayed in 
public session along with our book o f the seventh Council a Greek

1 Mansi, 7, 10 9 c , 116 C .
2 Mansi, 8, 1063 C D ,  which belongs to a council o f Constantinople o f 518, but 

Mark mistakenly put it forward as part o f the second general Council o f  Constantinople 
o f 533 and it was not challenged.

5 Mansi, 9, 401 c . 4 Mansi, 1 1 ,  633·
5 lbid.9 640B. 6 Ibid., 236D, 289A.
7 Mansi 1 3 ,  3 2 3  d .

8 Syropoulus wrongly says a Greek codex, v i, 19, p. 170.
9 Schol. (111, p. 52) asserts that Andrew of Rhodes was responsible and that the 

Latins were so humiliated at the scornful laughter o f the Greeks that they dismissed 
Rhodes from the number o f the orators— an error, for it was Rhodes who spoke through^ 
out the next two sessions. C f. also Mark Eugenicus, Conjessiofidei in Petit, D ocs. p. 438 
(300).
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codex o f the same C ouncil with the above-mentioned phrase clearly 
and manifestly erased.’ 1 But in the rest o f the discussions no Latin  ever 
put forward this argument again, still less corroborated it with Greek 
evidence, so presumably the Cardinal was disappointed in his hopes.

The.prohibition o f the third Council must be given in full, as it 
played a predominant part in all the debate, for it was the basis o f 
the Greek position and all the subsequent discussions were concerned 
with its interpretation. It runs as follows:

W h en  therefore these things had been read out, the holy Synod enacted that 

it was law fu l for no one to put forward, that is to write or com pose, another 

faith than that defined by the holy Fathers congregated in  the H oly  Spirit in 

N icaea. T h ose w ho dared either to com pose or to proffer or put forward another 

faith to those w ishing to return to the acknowledgem ent o f  the truth whether from 

paganism  or from Ju d a ism  or from any heresy whatsoever, such, i f  they were 

bishops or clerics should be alienated, bishops from the episcopacy and clerics 

from  the clergy; but i f  laymen they should be under anathem a.2

The C ouncil o f Chalcedon repeated this prohibition but with some 
changes. It now became unlawful ‘ to put forward another faith, 
that is to write or compose or think or teach differently. Those who 
dared either to compose another faith, that is to put forward or teach 
or hand on another sym bol’ were subjected to the penalties imposed 
by the C ouncil o f Ephesus.3 The sixth C ouncil followed the phrase^ 
ology o f the fourth.4

Mark Eugenicus did not simply have the excerpts read. He added 
his own comments in between and so built up his argument.: The 
Council o f Ephesus approved and as it were crystallised the Creed 
o f Nicaea and declared that it should remain unchanged, a thing 
that the first two Councils that made the Creeds could hardly have 
done for themselves without appearing arrogant. ‘The Fathers o f 
Ephesus added the prohibition because after the second C ouncil 
there had been a spate o f local creeds, ending with that o f Nestorius. 
Such variety was fraught with danger and so, though the second 
Council had amplified the Creed o f Nicaea (as it lawfully could 
because as yet there was no prohibition against it), they determined

1 Letter dated 17  October 1438 in Trav. no. 848.
2 Mansi, 4, 136ID. 3 Mansi, 7, 1 16 c .
4 Mansi, 1 1 ,  640 b .
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to remove such a possibility for the future both from themselves (they 
did not add the word Theotokos though it was most apt to rebut the 
blasphemies o f Nestorius) and from posterity, and imposed the use 
o f  the Creed o f Nicaea or, since it was the equivalent, the Creed o f 
Constantinople. It is true that the Fathers o f Ephesus made no 
mention o f the Creed o f Constantinople: they spoke only o f that o f 
Nicaea, because that was the baptismal Creed and the more ancient 
and fundamental. The Creed o f Constantinople they looked on as 
one with that o f Nicaea as the later Councils had done too, which 
repeated the prohibition enacted at Ephesus.

/ A  couple o f days later a private meeting o f the orators o f both sides, 
with the interpreter and the notaries whose task it was during the 
sessions to take down the speeches, was held in the sacristy o f the 
church o f St Francis. Each public session was followed by a private 
meeting o f this kind.There a speaker who had quoted from Councils 
or Fathers had to produce the codices he had used for the inspection 
o f  the other side, and the two sets o f notaries had to compare their 
versions o f the speeches they had taken down, so that each side should 
have an accurate and mutually^agreed record o f what had been 
publicly said. It was on the basis o f these records that subsequent 
speakers met the arguments o f their adversaries. There are frequent 
references to these private meetings in the A cts o f the Council, but 
few o f them are included in the protocol. The G reek A cts  and Synv 
poulus (who here has his dates a little confused) refer to this meeting 
o f  1 8 October; the former gives also a short account o f  the one that 
followed the next session; Syropoulus mentions one after the fifth 
session, A n drew  da Santa Croce refers to one after the eighth session, 
and both he and the Greek A cts  record one after the last session in 
Florence. But there is no doubt that it was the regular practice and 
it furnishes a guarantee o f the accuracy o f the protocol recorded in the 
G reek A cts .

In the private meeting o f 18 October it had been agreed that each 
side should lend the other its codices, i f  so requested, at least for the 
space o f an hour. A t  the beginning o f the next public session (the 
fourth, on 20 October) Cardinal Cesarini complained that the 
Greeks had failed to comply with a Latin request for the loan o f a 
codex containing the eighth C ouncil. Eugenicus justified their
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reluctance by declaring that the so-called eighth C o u n c il, in w hich 
Photius had been condem ned, had been annulled by a subsequent 
council (w h ich  he referred to as the eighth1) and so w as no valid 
basis for any argum ent. Surprisingly  C esarin i d id  not challenge 
this assertion; indeed he reassured the G reeks that they need have 
no fear o f  L a tin  use o f  it; w hat he really w anted w as the accounts 
o f  the sixth  and seventh C o u n c ils  contained in the same volum e. 
W hereupon  E ugen icu s prom ised that it should be forthcom ing. 
B u t there was probably  som e dissatisfaction am ong the L a tin s  on 
account o f  C esarin i’ s too great com plaisance; at any rate A n d rew  
o f  R h odes cam e back  to this topic in the fifth session and  corrected 
M ark ’ s exposition o f  its history.2

W ith  the question o f  the codex settled, A n d rew , archbishop o f  
R h od es, began his speech to answer the oration o f  Ephesus. H is  
m ethod was more scholastic. H e  began his first point, that the 
Filioque is not an addition , with a syllogism : A n  exposition or 
developm ent is not an add ition ; but the Filioque is a  developm ent 
being contained in e x  Patre— therefore it is not an ad d itio n .'T o  prove 
the m ajor premiss he argued : Every addition  is from  w ithout (as 
nutriment is from  w ith out); but developm ent or clarification is not 
from w ithout— therefore it is not an addition . T h e  m inor prem iss o f  
his second syllogism  he dem onstrated by exam ples to show  that the 
faith o f  N icaea  w as an am plification o f  the N ew  Testam ent and  that 
later C o u n c ils  had clarified N icaea, not least the C o u n c il o f  C on ^  
stantinople whose C reed , as E ugen icus adm itted, differed from the 
N icene C reed , yet w as accepted by the C o u n c il o f  E phesus and 
posterity as its equivalent. N one o f  these cou ld  have added  to the 
faith o f  the N ew  T estam ent; so developm ents were not additions. 
H e  next proceeded to prove the m inor prem iss o f  his first syllogism , 
that ‘ from  the S o n ’ w as contained in ‘ from  the F ath er’ , and in v  
mediately cam e up against G reek protests, for it w as said that this 
w as to enter into another question, the truth o f  the d ogm a, and to 
leave aside the im m ediate question o f  the law fulness o f  the addition . 
H ow ever, even though the G reeks averred that they w ou ld  refuse to

1 This was used by Mark Eugenicus as an argument against the Latins (Petit, Docs. 
PP· 4 2 1, 440) and by his brother John in a letter to Notaras (Lambros, 1, p. 138).

2 A . G .  pp. 1 3 3 ff.
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refer to this in their replies, he persisted by having excerpts read from 
some o f the Greek Fathers— C y ril1 and Basil2.

A n d rew ’s second point was that development is not forbidden, 
either by the New Testament or the Fathers or the Councils, for 
there had been innumerable developments and their authors were not 
held to be censured. The Apostles’ Creed was a development o f the 
N ew  Testament; the Nicene o f the Apostles’ Creed, that o f C o n ' 
stantinople of the Creed o f Nicaea. Many Greek Fathers (e.g. G re ' 
gory Theologus"5 and Gregory Palim as4) have said that it was not 
a matter o f words, and the Creed is read in different languages. 

■First principles contain in themselves the conclusions that can be 
drawn from them. St Paul proclaimed ‘ one faith, one baptism, one 
G od and Father of a ll’ ,5 one C hurch— but the Church abides and 
must abide the same for ever, with its power intact.: The prohibition, 
however, as understood by the Greeks would reduce that power and 
render the Church unable to meet the crises o f the moment and so 
would prove itself harmful to the faithful. So Rom e acted when 
necessity arose, but not against a decision o f a C ouncil, because the 
‘ another faith’ o f the prohibition means not another formulation o f 
the same faith, but a formulation o f another, diverse faith. That was 
the sense o f the first prohibition, and the Fathers and Councils that 
followed must be interpreted by that.

O n 2 1 October 12 18  florins were given to the Patriarch as the 
allowance for two months for himself and his clerics.

In the following session (the fifth, on 25 October) A ndrew  con' 
tinued his speech, devoting the first part o f it to an answer to the 
arguments o f the Metropolitan o f Ephesus.6 The extracts read for 
Eugenicus were recited again, interspersed by comments from 
Andrew,'the burden o f which was that Rome had done no more than 
what the C ouncil o f Constantinople did to the Creed o f Nicaea. It 
has retained the same faith, but clarified it; so ‘ other faith ’ in the pKv 
hibition must mean ‘ diverse faith’ . The Symbol o f Nicaea, as stated 
by Mark, is complete—yes, as regards faith, but not as regards its

1 P .G . 74» 257c *
2 P .G . 32, 332BC; 3 1, 468a . 3 p .g . 36, 345c.
4 P .G . 1 5 1 ,  7 2 5 A .  5 Eph. i v .  5.

6 A ll  these arguments will be repeated later by Cesarini, so they are not described 
at length here.
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explanation. The Rom an Church found this doctrine in the Fathers 
— Augustine, Am brose, Gregory the Great, Basil,1 Gregory o f 
Nyssa,2 Athanasius,3 John  Chrysostom,4 Symeon Metaphrastes,5 
Epiphanius.6 The occasion, the heresies in Spain, demanded its 
assertion. It was approved by a numerous council in Rom e (Oecu/ 
menical Synods had in the past often approved the conclusions o f 
local synods) headed by the Pope within whose power it is to summon 
councils, as the Greek martyr Stephen testified.7 The Greeks long 
knew o f it and made no demur; even Photius, who looked for any 
and every handle against the Pope, did not allege this one; their 
silence gave a tacit acknowledgement an d ;so the addition was not 
the cause o f the schismi

The Greek orator chosen to answer A ndrew  o f Rhodes in the 
sixth session on I  November was Bessarion, Metropolitan o f Nicaea.8 
After recapitulating briefly the main heads o f A n d rew ’s arguments, he 
said he would confine himself to Rhodes’ second point and prove 
against it that it is forbidden to add anything to the Creed, even 
though that thing be true. However, he started by discussing 
A n d rew ’s second syllogism. He challenged the minor premiss 
(Development is not from without), asserting that in the matter 
under discussion that was not true, because to prove that Filioque is 
contained in ex Patre there had to be introduced from the New 
Testament, that is from outside, the axiom ‘ Whatsoever is the 
Father’s is the Son ’s ’ .9 Even the major was not sound because, to 
use the example that A ndrew  had taken from Aristotle, food from 
outside is not an addition till it has been assimilated to the body.

A n d rew ’s second point had been: Development is not forbidden. 
Bessarion agreed. Development is not forbidden, but it is forbidden

1 P .G . 3 2 , 1 4 8 A .  2 P .G . 4 4 ,  i i 6 o b .

3 P .G . 2 6 ,580B. 4 P.G . 59, 220.
5 P .G . 1 1 5 ,  1032B. 6 P .G . 42, 493 a b .

7 P .G . 100, 1144B.
8 Syropoulus asserts that this speech was composed for Bessarion by George Scho^

larius (v i, 2 1 , p. 174). Bessarion, however, claims that it was he who produced the
best arguments for the defence o f the Greek position (Bessarion, Epist. ad A le x .  
Lascaritt, P .G . 161, 3 4 1c ) . Isidore o f K iev also began to write a speech in reply to
Rhodes. 1 So perhaps several o f the Greek theologians set themselves to refute the Latin 
arguments, and Bessarion may have profited by their labours.

9 ‘A l l  things whatsoever the Father hath, are mine*, John xvi. 15 .
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to add to the Creed. Even that was allowed till the C ouncil o f 
Ephesus, but Ephesus forbade another profession o f the same faith, 
not merely a profession o f another faith, which was always in the 
nature o f things forbidden. A n d  Ephesus was the first C ouncil to 
obey its own injunction for it refrained from inserting Theotokos into 
the Creed, though it was contained in principle in the Sym bol o f 
Nicaca and it would have been eminently useful to have added it. 
The subsequent Councils likewise observed the prohibition. Quotas 
tions from the Fathers do not help here. C an  the Latins show any 
C ouncil that added to the Creed 2 They cannot, because the Councils 
found another way—to leave the Creed inviolate and to add outside 
o f it definitions to meet the situation o f the moment..

A n d rew ’s argument from the fact that the Creed is recited in 
different languages is beside the point. The Filioque has changed the 
meaning, because ex Patre is one proposition, whereas ex  Patre 
Filioque is two joined by a copulative. Similarly his plea that a 
general principle and its conclusions are really one thing is not valid 
— the one is self-evident, the other to be proved— and, even if  the 
conclusions arc contained in the principle, they need not be added 
— in this case o f the Creed, they must not be added. A fter all we do 
not add to the N ew  Testament though it is the foundation o f the 
whole faith. That the Church is always one and the same is o f course 
true, but the later Church must reverence the earlier, otherwise it 
stultifies itself .'It may develop the faith provided it preserve intact 
the original formularies. That is what was done by A gatho, C yril 
and the other Fathers cited by A ndrew .

The rest o f Bessarion’s speech, continued in the seventh session 
o f 4 November, was directed against what Rhodes had said in his 
second discourse when he had replied to the arguments ofEugenicus. 
It was an answer to an answer and so somewhat disjointed. The 
Council o f Ephesus read the Creed o f Nicaea to give it approval 
and to seal it o ff against further change.'The prohibition regards not 
only meanings but words—later Councils did not add. C yril and 
A gatho both meant the words and not only the sense of the Creed, 
and in any case A gath o ’s profession was a private one, not o f the 
whole C hurch. The word Theotokos was not added, though it was 
almost essential.
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W e  w ish your Reverence to k n o w  that w e w ithhold  this permission from every 

C h u rch  and synod even oecum enical and not from  the R o m an  C h u rch  alone, 

since no matter h ow  great is the R om an C h u rc h , it is notwithstanding less than 

an O ecum enical Synod  and the universal C h u rc h : and w e w ithhold it from the 

whole C h u rch , much more so then from the R o m an  C h u rch  do w e w ithhold  it. 

But w e w ithhold it not as by ourselves, but w e consider that this has been for' 

bidden by the decrees o f  the Fathers.

Bessarion ended his discourse with a question: ‘ W e ask you then 
whether these provisions and the prohibition refer to the Symbol of 
the faith or to something else/ The Latins were for a moment at a 
loss for an answer and their orators and the cardinals gathered round 
the Pope for a short time in consultation. Finally A n drew  o f Rhodes 
began to speak.1 A fter some little altercation as to what Nicaea had 
or had not said, A n drew  proceeded to defend the syllogism that 
Bessarion had impugned. Bessarion had denied, at least in respect 
o f the Filioque, A n d rew ’s minor premiss: ‘ Development is not from 
without.’ Rhodes explained that ‘ w ithout’ has two senses— a thing 
can be different in word or different in subject-matter. The subject' 
matter o f the Gospels, the three Creeds and the Rom an Creed is 
the same— to deny that would be to assert as many different faiths, 
and the Greeks say that the Creeds o f Nicaea and Constantinople 
are really one and the same— so the Filioque, not being from without 
(i.e. from a different principle or subject-matter) is no addition.

The eighth session followed on 8 November when the speaker for 
the Latins was A loysius de Pirano, O .F .M ., bishop o fF o rli.2 After 
a few words on the harmony that should prevail between both sides 
he declared his object was to prove two points, that the Filioque is not 
properly speaking an addition and that it is not forbidden.'There 
was a gradual evolution in the faith. T he O ld Testament led to the 
N ew ; the N ew  Testament led to the Creeds. The Apostles’ Creed 
reads; ‘ I believe in the H oly G host’ ; Nicaea and Constantinople 
wrote: ‘ who proceeds from the Father’ ; that in turn led to the ‘ and 
from the S o n ’ , which is therefore not an addition.

Nor is it forbidden. Though the Greeks say that till the Council of

1 The Greek notaries (A . G . p. 160) declare that A ndrew  was talking only to fill 
up time and was not speaking to the point, so they did not take down what he said, 
which in consequence is wanting in the G reek Acts,

2 Aloysius o fFo rli, unlike the other orators, read his speech (Syr. v i, 2 1 ,  p. 174).
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Ephesus the Fathers could add to the Creed, that must be modified to 
mean that the Fathers in a General C ouncil could do so, but not 
individuals. But to get to the roots o f the question we must investi' 
gate the intention o f the framers o f the prohibition. W hat they pur' 
posed was to check false faiths.' Such power can never be denied to 
the whole C hurch or to its head, ‘ with whom  lies all power and 
right over the universal C h u rch ’ , to confront heresy. Such was not 
the intention o f the framers o f the law , as the action o f the C ouncil 
in regard to Nestorius and the letters both o f Celestine and C yril 
show. That prohibition was not new. It had been applied to the 
Apostles’ Creed, yet the later Creeds did add. ’So what is forbidden 
is, not to clarify the traditional faith, but to produce a different one—  
that was why Nestorius was condemned.

The rest o f A loysius’ speech in this session and his words in the 
beginning o f the next (the ninth, on n  November) were taken up 
with a direct reply to the arguments o f Bessarion,/insisting that the 
prohibition refers and must refer to a different faith- not merely to 
a different expression o f the same faith* because the power o f clari' 
fication and development must always reside within the C hurch. 
In  particular he defended the argument o f A n d rew  o f Rhodes that 
Bessarion had challenged. A n d rew ’s assertion that a principle con ' 
tains its conclusions was, he said, applicable also in the case o f the 
Filioque, though Bessarion had said that ‘ from the Father and the 
S o n ’ was two propositions instead o f the one proposition o f ‘ from 
the Father’ , because the Filioque follows logically and directly from 
the ‘ ex  P a tre \  Sim ilarly A n drew  was right in declaring that what 
follows from a principle is not extrinsic to that principle. It is akin 
to it in truth, as dogmas taken from the Scriptures are like the Scrip ' 
tures in truth, and akin to it in kind, as both refer to the faith.; In 
words the major ‘A l l  that is the Father’s is the Son ’s ’ is different from 
the minor ‘ But the Spirit proceeds from the Father’ , but it is not 
different in truth or in kind. So  i f  it can be proved (as proved it can 
be) from the Gospels and St Paul that ex Patre implies also e F ilio , 
then the Filioque should not be said to be extrinsic and additional. 
H e ended by proclaiming, in answer to Bessarion’s peroration, that 
■‘ freedom o f this sort can be taken away from the Rom an Church 
neither by us nor by our predecessors, for it possesses it by divine right. ’
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W hen Aloysius o f Forli had finished, Cardinal Cesarini took the 
floor. In fact the rest o f the debates at Ferrara were a duel between 
him and M ark o f Ephesus,1 usually with urbanity, occasionally with 
some little asperity, the Emperor intervening every now and again 
to protest that the Cardinal spoke too often and too long and did not 
allow the Greeks to have their say. In point o f fact, in all the subsequent 
sessions (18  November, 4 December, 8 December, 13  December) 
the Metropolitan o f Ephesus opened proceedings with a fairly long 
exposition which, however, owing to the interruptions o f Cesarini 
soon developed into a discussion in which the Cardinal had rather 
more than a fair share o f the time. ..

The rhythm o f the sessions was broken by the advent o f the envoys 
o f the D uke o f Burgundy who presented themselves officially to the 
Pope in session on 27 November. The seating arrangements were 
such that to reach the Pope they had to pass before the Emperor and 
in fact they went straight by him without any recognition o f his 
presence either by word or gesture. A rrived at the papal throne they 
saluted the Pontiff by kissing his foot and cheek, presented their 
letters o f credence which were read out in Latin but not translated into 
Greek, and delivered by the mouth o f the A b b ot o f C lairvaux a 
long discourse dilating on the blessings o f peace and union and on 
the good dispositions o f their Prince.“ W ith that the session ended.

T h e  E m peror w as very angry, claim ing that the envoys should  have 
brought letters to h im  also and have addressed him  as they had done 
the Pope. H e  refused to attend any more sessions or let his subjects

1 Isidore o f K iev, three days after Ccsarini’s specch (therefore on 14  November), 
wrote a long refutation taking eleven headings from the Cardinal’s words and answering 
them with fifty^two arguments, most o f which were either repetitions o f previous Greek 
replies or anticipations o f what Mark Eugenicus would say in subsequent sessions 
(C od . V at. G r. 1896, I39 r-I5 6 v ) . The document ends abruptly after the 52nd 
argument with no peroration to round it off. For this reason, and because neither the 
Actagraeca nor the Acta lat. mention any noteworthy contribution to the debate on the 
part o f Isidore (still less any lengthy speech), one must conclude that this oration was 
never delivered in public session. The same should, it would seem, be said o f other 
writings o f Isidore: '(1) a short piece o f early October 1438 on the peace and charity 
that should obtain between the disputants'(Cod. V at. G r. 1896, 2 i4 r -2 i6 v ) ; 
(2) another short oration o ft. 14  October onihe procedure o f the C ounciL(C od. Vat. 
G r. 706, I66r-i69v); (3) part o f the draft o f a speech against the addition written 
shortly after 25 October;(Cod. Vat. G r. 1896, 181 r-i84r).

2 Text in A . L .  pp. 87-95 and Frag. pp. 63-70.
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participate further until the insult had been atoned for. The Patriarch, 
who had not been present during the incident for reasons o f health, 
acted as peacemaker, and the Pope too interposed his good offices. 
Fictitious letters from the D uke o f Burgundy to the Emperor were 
prepared and in the next session,'-eight days later (the Emperor, 
against the advice o f his counsellors, insisted that the amende should be 
made as publicly as the insult) the Bishop o f Chalon presented them 
saying: ‘ The most illustrious Prince, the D uke o f Burgundy, filled 
with a burning desire for the union o f the Greeks sends these letters 
to your Serene Highness with his greetings, and since they contain 
credentials we are ready to explain them by word o f mouth in your 
Serene Highness’ s palace.’ The Emperor accepted the letters and the 
session continued with M ark o f Ephesus speaking in answer to 
Cesarini’s last discourse.1
" Cesarini’s first specch had occupied the latter h a lf o f the ninth 

session o f I I  November. Shortly after he gave it in writing to the 
Greeks, a copy o f which still survives.2 It contains most o f his argu^ 
m entSi W hat was said in the later sessions both by him and by Mark 
Eugenicus was for the most part a repetition (or rather repetitions) 
o f  their previous reasoning w ith , an occasional new approach 
suggested by the opponent’ s attack. W hat follows is a summary o f 
the arguments proposed on both sides from all these last sessions. T o  
follow in detail the meandering o f the debate would be too tedious 
and too confusing.

Cesarini began with a sound principle. W hen there is question o f 
learning the meaning o f a law , one must investigate the intention o f 
the legislators. W hat did the Fathers o f Ephesus mean when they wrote 
‘ another faith’ ? Clearly a different or diverse faith. 'They approved 
C yril’s letters written before the Council, and condemned Nestorius. 
They read the Creed o f Nicaea so as to discover whose teaching was

1 T h e  Acta lat. say that the six Greek orators entered only after the giving o f  the letter, 
w hich is in contradiction to Syropoulus' assertion that the Em peror insisted that the 
apology should be made in fu ll session: the Creek Acts also recount it otherwise. 
But the Acta lat. are here very vague about dates. O f  the follow ing sessions the Acta 
graeca recount very little and imply that there were only tw o; Syropoulus refers to two 
or three more with no further comment;(the exact dates are given by the account o f the 
unknown Russian companion o f Isidore published by Stökl, op. cit. p. 1 6 2 J

2 G . H ofm ann, 'D enkschrift des K ardinals Cesarini über das Sym bo lüm ’ , in O .C .  
x x ii ( 1 9 3 1 ), pp- 3 - 6 2 .
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consonant with it and whose opposed to it. After the definition they 
wrote to the Emperor approving C yril's doctrine and rejecting that o f 
Nestorius,1 and C yril wrote to the monks o f Constantinople asserting 
that the ‘ main intention o f the C ouncil was to condemn Nestorius \ 2 

The incident o f Charisius is enlightening and final.3 H e had 
complained to the Fathers o f Ephesus about the profession o f faith 
o f  certain o f Nestorius’ adherents, a profession he called not a faith 
but a perfidy*. Then to prove his own orthodoxy he read out his own 
profession, which differed verbally, but not in substance, from the 
Nicene Creed. The C ouncil condemned Nestorius. tltjdid not con-" 
demn Charisius/. But it should have done i f  aliafides meant a profession 
differing from that o f Nicaea only in ‘ words and syllables’ .

I f  it be said that the prohibition refers only to public or common 
professions o f faith and not to those o f individuals, the objection has 
no validity because the prohibition is general: it says ‘ it is lawful to 
no one’ : it does not say ‘ publicly ’ or ‘ for use at baptism’ or add any 
other restrictive clause: and it proclaims penalties against bishops, 
clerics and even laymen, and that in the singular number: it does not 
say that only communities are forbidden. In point o f fact Pope 
A gatho  and the Patriarchs Tarasius (o f Constantinople) and Theo^ 
dore (o f Jerusalem) with their synods made professions o f faith 
verbally different from the Creed o f Nicaea and were not reprobated.· 
N ot that any and every local Church may chant its own variety— 
not, however, because o f the prohibition o f the third Council, but 
because only the whole Church or its head can allow such a practice.

That local Churches may offer to their faithful other professions o f 
faith clarifying that o f Nicaea is shown by the need o f preaching 
as Pope St Celestine said,4 and from the defence o f Pope St Leo by 
the C ouncil o f Chalcedon.5

'S t  Paul speaks o f ‘ one faith’ , so that any other must be a second,
i.e. a different and false faith; and that is the meaning o f  the words o f 
the prohibition^ St C yril, writing to John  o f A ntioch, declared the 
necessity o f reciting the faith with the right interpretation and so 
insisted on his accepting the X I I  Anathem as.6 It would be absurd

1 Mansi, 4 ,  1 2 3 7 E ,  1 2 4 0 A B .  2 Ibid. 1 4 3 6 E .

3 Ibid. 1 3 4 5  ff. 4 Ibid. 1 2 8 3  d e .

5 Mansi, 7 ,  4 5 7 B C .  6 Mansi, 4,  1 0 6 9 E - 1 0 7 2 A .
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i f  any one who enunciated or ‘ thought* (thinking is included in the 
prohibition) a Gospel truth not specified in the Nicene Creed should 
be deemed subject to the penalties. The prohibition follows, in the 
proceedings at Ephesus, not the Creed but the definitions and so 
applies to them too—yet later Councils have defined with impunity. 
I f  they had not made new creeds, that does not necessarily mean that 
they could not have done so.

It is not forbidden to explain. Chalcedon asserted that nothing 
was wanting to the Creed o f Nicaea, yet ‘ wishing to exclude the 
machinations* o f heresies ‘ felt itself constrained to define* further.1 
Similarly the seventh C ouncil claimed to add nothing to and to take 
nothing away from Nicaea, yet formulated a definition about images.2

There is no difference o f doctrine. A ll  admit that the Creed o f 
Constantinople is the same in truth as that o f Nicaea, though it has 
additions. In like manner the Latin Creed is the Creed o f Nicaea, 
just as the later O ld Testament elaborated the primitive Decalogue 
and we interpret many o f the injunctions enunciated by O ur Lord 
in the N ew . St Paul forbade any to evangelise differently from hinv 
self,3 and the Greeks understand by that to deliver a different doctrine. 
But they say that the third Council made that restriction more 
stringent, specifying words and syllables. That prohibition was rê  
peated by many other Councils. D id  they all, one after the other, add 
a greater stringency? Not at all. A l l  the prohibitions come back to 
that o f St Paul and what is intended is difference o f  doctrine, not 
variation in word.

In any case the prohibition existed before the time o f the Council o f 
Ephesus. The W ise Man in Proverbs xxii. 28 forbade the moving 
o f  the bounds set by the fathers. Pope Liberius at the request o f the 
Africans searched the Roman archives for the acts o f the Council o f 
Nicaea and found among them a prohibition, couched in almost 
identical terms as that o f Ephesus, forbidding any change.4 Yet the 
Fathers o f Constantinople did change the Creed o f Nicaea and those 
o f  Chalcedon altered the order o f the Patriarchates, putting C o n ' 
stantinople in the second place. Were those Fathers then under an 
anathema? I f  the Greek interpretation o f the prohibition is correct,

1 Mansi, 7, 1 1 2 - 1 3 .  : Mansi,
3 G a l. i. 8. 4 P s.'L iberiu s in P .G .  28, 1 4 6 9 C - 1 4 7 1 A .
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then they were, and what are we to think about their teachings— 
but that is an absurdity. Pope Celestine deems a man worthy o f 
anathema who changes the Apostles’ Creed (there are three Creeds, 
not only two as the Greeks hold) and condemned Nestorius for 
denying what was contained in it, not in so many words, but only 
in sense.1 Yet Nicaea and Constantinople added to the Apostles’ 
Creed. So it is not a change o f word, but o f meaning, that is for/ 
bidden. The sixth C ouncil explained the meaning o f the prohibition 
o f Ephesus, which it repeated, by adding to the end o f it ‘ to the 
upsetting o f what has been handed d ow n ’ :2 an explanation confirms; 
it does not ‘ upset’ .

W ith all this in view we can now see what C yril meant when he 
spoke o f not allowing ‘ either ourselves or others to change a word 
o f what is laid down or to transgress even one syllable’ .3 The Latins 
have changed no word nor have they omitted any syllable from the 
Creeds nor added anything ‘ to the upsetting o f what has been 
handed dow n ’ . The words quoted by C yril from the Book o f 
Proverbs apply also to the teaching o f the Fathers. A re  later Fathers 
then to be dubbed transgressors?

The events at the ‘ Robber C o u n cil’ and at the C ouncil o f ChaL· 
cedon confirm our view. Eutyches recited the Nicene Creed and 
affirmed his loyalty to it, yet was condemned. Flavian and Eusebius 
were deposed by Dioscorus as contravening the prohibition o f 
Ephesus, but were reinstated and Dioscorus himself was condemned. 
So the prohibition must be understood as referring to the sense not 
to the words o f the faith o f Nicaea. I f  the Filioque is not true, it 
should not have been added to the Creed. But i f  it is true, then there 
is no law  against its inclusion there.

The Greek answer to Cesarini’s arguments was in its main lines 
very simple. The prohibition refers not to the private professions o f 
faith o f individuals but to the symbol o f the Church that is used in 
the Liturgy and as the profession o f faith at baptism. So all that the 
Cardinal had urged about the case o f Charisius and the professions 
o f A gatho, Tarasius and any others was beside the point. They were 
all private, not public. Individuals could write their own professions,

1 M ansi, 4, 1028E-1029A. 2 M ansi, n ,  899CD, 639B.
3 M ansi, 5, 308 e .
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but not declare them to be the commonly accepted ones, or employ 
them in the Liturgy or at baptism. Charisius, A gatho, Tarasius did 
not do that. T o  say that the prohibition forbids only ‘ another, 
i.e. diverse, faith' is absurd. That was forbidden already from the 
nature o f things.'

Eugenicus put his thought into a syllogism. ‘ Every symbol should 
be one and the same with all those who use it: but the exposition o f 
the faith is a symbol. Therefore'. A  symbol is an exposition o f the 
faith in words and phrases and that is what the legislators had in 
mind when they wrote ‘ to put forward, to compose, to put together'.
It is true that the prohibition forbids also ‘ thinking' another faith. 
Manifestly the Fathers had two things in view as their words show. 
‘ Put forward', ‘ write', ‘ compose' clearly refer to writing, to words, 
to syllables, and to ‘ put forward', ‘ write' or ‘ compose' another faith 
is forbidden under penalty— obviously here it is a question o f a 
profession o f faith, not just its content. ‘ T h in k ' implies the inner 
intention or meaning o f a man and so here the Fathers meant in 
addition to forbid heretical views, also under pain o f censure, to 
meet cases like that o f Eutyches who claimed to profess the faith o f 
Nicaea but in fact did not hold it.

The mind o f the legislators is to be gauged not from what went 
before but from the circumstances that surrounded the formulation 
o f  the prohibition and their letters afterwards. They wished to avoid 
any other profession like that o f the Nestorians, so they forbade any 
others at all. That is what C yril said in his letters and he speaks o f 
syllables. ‘ Other faith' cannot mean ‘ different faith ', otherwise 
there would have been many subsequent symbols, but in fact there 
are none. The later Councils did not compose creeds: they added 
definitions. Nor is it o f any avail to bring up the fact that the Council 
o f  Constantinople added to the Creed o f Nicaea, as that was done 
before the C ouncil o f Ephesus and so before the enactment o f the 
prohibition. ..O f any alleged prohibition laid down by Nicaea we 
know nothing. It is not in the A cts o f the C ouncil and is disproved 
by the action o f the Fathers who did in fact make a second Creed. /' 
The incident o f Flavian and Eusebius at Chalcedon proves nothing 
except the veneration that the Fathers had for the Creed o f Nicaea, 
for no one had added to that Creed and what was condemned was
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opinions outside o f it. The seventh C ouncil admittedly added to the 
prohibition ‘ to the upsetting o f those things which arc defined ’ but, 
as the prohibition is itself a definition, that only strengthens our case. 
Pope V igilius is a good advocate o f the Greek cause, for after he had 
enumerated in his letter to the Patriarch Eutychius the list o f the 
Councils, he noted that they had ‘ accepted ’ and ‘ confirmed ’ the 
Creed: he did not say that they had ‘ expounded * and ‘ clarified * it.

^This Sym bol, this noble heritage o f  our Fathers, we dem and back from  you. 

Restore it then as you received it.I It may not be enlarged; it m ay not be dimin^ 

ished. I t  has been closed and sealed, and such as dare to innovate in its regard 

are cast out and those w ho fashion another in its stead are laid under penalty. 

T h e  addition o f  a word seems to you a small matter and o f  no great consequence. 

So  then to remove it w ould  cost you little or nothing; indeed it w ould be o f  the 

greatest profit, for it w ould  bind together all Christians. But what was done 

w as in truth a big matter and o f  the greatest consequence, so that we are not at 

fault in m aking a great consequence o f  it. It was added in the exercise o f  

m ercy; in the exercise o f  mercy remove it again so that you m ay receive to your 

bosoms brethren torn apart who value fraternal love so h igh ly .1

It is clear from these words o f Eugenicus that the arguments o f 
Cesarini had availed nothing to make him change his views, while 
on the other hand the Cardinal remained unmoved by M ark’s in v  
passioned exhortation and went coldly on with the discussion^

One o f the difficulties that beset the contestants was the paucity 
o f  trustworthy codices. M ark o f Ephesus, it is true, talked o f a 
thousand copies o f the works o f St Basil in Constantinople alone,2 
yet Joh n  o f Ragusa wrote to Basel on 9 February 1436  that he was 
finding it impossible to discover there ‘ original books o f the Greeks’ 
that he had been commissioned by the C ouncil to get for the veri' 
fication o f quotations,3 though on the other hand Nicholas o f C usa 
managed to procure some during his sojourn there4 and Cristoforo 
Garatoni in the course o f his many journeys amassed a small library, 
though few o f his manuscripts were on religious subjects.5 The Greeks 
brought some with them. The Emperor, so wrote Traversari, had 
pleraque volumina including a totum Plato, a totum Plutarch and a

1 A .G .  p.  2 1 6 . 2 Ibid. p.  386.

3 Cecconi, doc. l x x v i i i .  4 A .G .  p.  2 9 7 ;  Trav. no .  848.
5 G .  M ercati,‘ Scritti d ’ lsidoro il cardinale R uteno’ , in S .T .  no. 46 (R om a, 1926), 

p p .  1 0 6 - 1 6 .
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commentary on all the works o f Aristotle.1 Other Greeks brought 
others. Bessarion, for instance, though he had left the bulk o f his 
library at Methone (to Traversari’s disgust) had in Ferrara a large 
volume o f C yril Contra Julianum apostatam and a number o f books on 
mathematics and geometry; and Mark o f Ephesus had several 
codices too.2 O f  the Adversus Eunomium o f St Basil, which would 
figure so largely in the discussions at Florence, Dorotheus o f Mitylene 
had three copies, the Emperor had one and the Patriarch another 
which he procured from the monastery o f Xanthopouloi, while the 
Latins possessed still another.3 T o  ease the difficulty, therefore, it was 
agreed that each side should on request lend its books to the other, 
and there were occasional complaints that codices were being held 
back.4

T o make up for this dearth the Latins collected manuscripts from 
wherever they could. W hile Traversari was in Florence in the autumn 
o f  1438 he was bidden by the Pope to bring to Ferrara all the Greek 
and Latin books he could, and Cesarini in the letter by which he 
notified him o f the incident o f the seventh C ouncil urged him to 
find manuscripts o f that Council, the writings o f Manuel Calecas 
(which Traversari had translated for Martin V ) , the Thesaurus o f 
C yril o f A lexandria and anything else at all, which would not cost 
him anything for transport as arrangements had been made with the 
Medicis to send on immediately any books he might consign to them.5 
Florence was not the only place ransacked. Cesarini produced in the 
C ouncil a codex belonging to the Dominicans o f R im in i and others 
for which he had had to send to Verona and to Pomposa.6 Search 
was made even in England where Pietro del Monte promised Travers 
sari that he would himself go to St A lbans to locate a codex o f the 
fifth C ouncil that he could not find elsewhere.7 But the Greek

1 Letter o f  1 1  March 1438  in Trav. no. 5 10 ; letter ofM arch/April 1438  in G . Mercati, 
‘ U ltim i contributiallastoria degli umanisti\ fasc. 1 ; Trauersariana, S .T .  no. 90 (Roma, 
193 9 ), p. 24. 2 Ibid. pp. 25-6 .

3 Bessarion, Epist. ad A lex . Lascarm, P .G .  16 1 ,  3 2 5 A B .

4 A .G .  p. 89; A .L .  pp. 16 5 , 222. 5 Trav. nos. 846, 848.
6 A .L .  p. 1 1 2 .  The bill for the transport of the Florentine books and for the messen^ 

gers to the three other places mentioned was paid on 2 1 December 1438  ( A . C .A .  
doc. 6 1, * pontificates anno V l l l \  i.e. 1438 ).

7 G . H ofm ann, ‘ Briefe eines päpstlichen Nuntius in Lon don über das K on zil von 
Florenz*, in O .C .P .  v  (19 39 ), p . 423.
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manuscripts were not o f much use to most o f the Latins till they were 
translated, so Traversari was told by Cesarini that i f  he lived to the 
age o f Methuselah he could do nothing so useful as spend night and 
day now translating the entire volume o f Basil Adversus Eunomium.1 
Whether, in point o f fact, he translated the whole o f it is not certain, 
but he certainly translated large parts o f it2 and devilled for Montenero 
in other works o f B asil3 and Epiphanius,4 and probably was rê  
sponsible for a florilegiutn o f quotations from Latin Fathers and 
Councils translated into Greek and o f Greek Fathers which almost 
certainly was the basis o f much o f Montenero’s patristic argument in 
Florence.5 But the translation had to be exact, as another Greek 
speaker among the Latins, the Greek^born A ndrew  Chrysoberges, 
found when he was twice challenged by the interpreter Nicholas 
Sagundino for inaccuracy.6

There had been fourteen sessions for debate in Ferrara, the first on 
8 October, the last on 13 December.7 Clearly the pact to hold three 
sessions a week had not been observed. Incidents connected with the 
Emperor and the difference o f opinion about whether to read the 
A cts  o f the Councils publicly were some o f the causes for this defect. 
W hat the reasons might have been on other occasions there is no 
evidence. The sessions had begun at the fifteenth hour, that is about 
nine in the morning, and had continued for several hours, getting 
longer and longer as they went on. A ndrew  da Santa Croce notes 
that the sixth session ended at 2 1  hours, the seventh at 22 hours, the 
tenth at 23 hours and the eleventh likewise when the C reek A cts  say 
that evening had already come, the twelfth as late as the striking o f 
the 24th hour ‘ when all were distressed by cold, hunger and close 
application’ , as one can well believe for the time by then would have 
been about six o’clock in the evening. et the results as regards open

1 T rav . no. 849. 2 A .L .  p. 180.
3 Ibid. p.  1 6 9 .  4 Ibid. p p .  1 7 3 ,  1 3 7 .

5 I. O rtiz de U rb in a, ‘ U n  codice fîorentino di raccoltc patristiche’ , in O .C .P .  iv  
( 19 3 8 ), pp. 4 23-4 0 ; G . H ofm ann; ‘ D ie  Konzilsarbeit in Florenz *, ibid. pp. 165ÎF. 
W as Cesarini referring to this when he wrote to Traversari: Reperi libellum ilium Auctor'u 
tatum, quem mitto tibi, ut post Basilium etiam transféras, sicut tnihi polliceri dignatus es (T rav . 
no. 849)? 6 A .G .  p .13 2 .

7 Including that o f  27 Novem ber when the Burgundian envoys were incorporated, 
but when there was no theological discussion.
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agreement between Latins and Greeks were negligible, though Latin 
arguments had produced their effect on some oT the leading Greek 
theologians.

Mark o f Ephesus, it is true, was unpersuaded, indeed, i f  anything, 
more than ever confirmed in his belief o f the unassailability o f the 
Greek position, convinced by his own eloquence. In a votum that 
he wrote early in June 1439 but did not present to the Emperor, he 
professes:

. .  .since I hold that the holy Sym bol o f  the faith must be preserved intact as it 

was is s u e d .. .never w ill I admit to com m union those w ho have presumed to 

add in  the Sym bol the innovation about the Procession o f  the H o ly  Spirit, so 

long as they stand fast by such an in n ovation .. . .  A l l  the teachers o f  the C h u rch , 

all the C o u n cils, and all the divine Scriptures w arn us to flee the heterodox and 

to hold ourselves a lo o f from their com m union. Sh a ll I , therefore, in  despite o f  

these, follow  those w h o  bid us unite behind the façade o f  a fictitious union, w h o  

have adulterated the holy and divine Sym bol and brought in  the Son  as a 

second cause o f  the H o ly  S p ir it ;1

Scholarius, back again in Constantinople and having assumed the 
mantle let fall by Mark o f Ephesus at his death, wrote in the same 
sense:

But they managed the vote and a sse rt.. .that the addition to the Sym bol o f  

the faith was added law fu lly  and w ell. [W here w as this proved ? 'Jn  Ferrara was 

not just the opposite proved about the addition D id  not the Latins beg 

persistently that the provisions about it not being permitted to add [to the C reed] 

and the penalties attached to this should not be read in public session? A n d  we, 

what ought w e then to have d on e; O u gh t w e not to have rent our garments, 

to have cried out aloud, to have protested ? O u gh t w e not to have read them 

there at the crossroads and in the m a rk e ts? .. .B u t w e conceded to them that 

they should not be produced in  the open, and with the pu b lic excluded they 

were read to the few w h o were responsible for this terrible pass, mutteringly, use' 

lessly___ H o w  then do they aver that the addition w as made w ell and la w fu lly ;2

Yet the same Scholarius (and that he was the same there is no 
question), while he was in Florence, spoke in an entirely opposite 
sense:

N o w  then, w ho is ignorant that these notorious provisions about the illegality 

o f  adding to and subtracting from the Creed are, as understood by those w ho

1 Petit, Docs. pp. 4 4 0 -2 ; cf. also M ark Eugenicus, Dialogus de additione, ibid. pp. 
4 1 5 - 2 1 .  2 Sch o l. m , pp. 87-8 .
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repeat them, just an insult and a device to cover up the disgrace o f  contention; 

I f  the G reeks should have any reason for rejecting the L atin  doctrine and for 

declin ing to add it to the C reed, that w ou ld  be another question and no one w ill 

blam e those w h o understand that decision rightly, for it w as brought in 

originally against those w ho were defiling the faith w ith  subtractions and z d d u  
tions and introducing unsound theology, and all w ould  say that, from reverence 

for it, they w ould  not dare any such thing themselves nor com m unicate with 

those w h o  did so dare. B ut i f  on the contrary they are convinced that that 

doctrine is perfectly true and fully harm onious w ith  the foundations o f  the faith 

and consonant with the Fathers, to take shelter behind excuses like those w ou ld  

be futile. For perverting the decree o f  the Fathers they do not say that these 

enacted that decree for the suppression o f  falsehood, nor for the ejection o f  true 

doctrines, for they threaten those w h o  compose another faith and they restrain 

additions and deceitful subtractions; so, i f  the decree is understood as it should 

be, the Latins w ould  not be rightly censured for having added the truth, and 

the only alternative left is that the Greeks w ho agree w ith  them do no w rong 

whatever, but that those w ho assert the opposite are rankly un just: T h en  again, 

even i f  w e a llow  that the L atin s by themselves, or the G reeks apart from the 

L atin s, may not add anything at all, no one however can deprive an Oecu^ 

m enical Synod o f  this prerogative, since w e kn o w  that other synods have de^ 

clared the true faith by additions, and the definition that made the condemnation 

rejects such additions as an individual m ight m ake to prom ulgate his ow n 

private belief, not such as a whole synod might w ish  to add— for there is no 

mention o f  synod in it, but it says ‘ it is law ful to no o n e ’ . T h e fact is, it does not 

allow  a man to add to the sym bol o f  the faith w hat it forbids him  to believe, 

i.e. whatsoever is opposed to true teaching and does not harmonise w ith  what 

after much contention has prevailed; but what it is law fu l to believe, that it is

allow ed to profess____Either then it must be show n that the doctrine o f  the

L atin s is far removed from the truth or, i f  w e cannot do that, w e should respect 

it and entertain it in our m inds and then manifest the faith also by the C reed. 

For the Latins, i f  w e accept this doctrine and adjudge it ratified, w ill not perhaps 

be very insistent on the point o f  its profession, for they w ill be content to have 

show n that their traditional faith is real and that w e have ceased from contention 

and from persecuting the truth as i f  it were falsehood; but for us the faith o f  the 

heart alone w ill not suffice for salvation, unless it is jo ined also w ith  its external 

profession, and the restrictions that once w e feared w e should view  and use 

rather as a benefit for ourselves and for wholesom e additions, and understand 

them as those wanted w h o  made them for the advantage o f  themselves and o f  

others. For they did not w ish  to deprive either themselves or those possessed o f  

a like office from power in this regard and from defining about the faith, other/ 

wise unw ittingly they w ou ld  have show n that the restrictions they defined were 

unsound and that they could  be transgressed. For these definitions themselves
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are an addition and a judgement in respect o f  the faith made then for the first 

time, w hich had com m ended itself to no one o f  the previous synods, for all, as 

was clear and natural, made additions.1

Cardinal Cesarini himself could hardly have been more forthright 
and plainspoken.

Another Greek whose confidence in the traditional attitude o f 
his Church on the question o f the addition was first shaken and then 
utterly shattered was the Metropolitan o f Nicaea, Bessarion/’ He 
relates in his letter to A lexius Lascaris that at Ferrara the Greeks, 
once through his agency they had prevailed on Eugenicus not to 
rest their case on St Paul’s words to the Galatians ‘ I f  any one preach 
you a gospel besides that which you have received, let him be 
anathema’2 and on a quotation from the Pseudo/Denis, as these 
predated the Creeds o f Nicaea and Constantinople and would have 
condemned the Fathers o f those Councils as much as their posterity 
as having added to the faith, determined to stand fast on the pro' 
hibition o f the Council o f Ephesus as forbidding to add the truth as 
much as it did falsehood— earlier than that they could not go since 
the Acts o f the first two Councils were incomplete and these Councils 
had in fact added. The Latin defence o f the earlier sessions, he says, was 
o f little merit and much o f it beside the point, so that at that time 
the Greeks were in the ascendant. Then came Cesarini who went 
to the bottom of the question and with clear and unanswerable argu' 
ments proved that it is always lawful for a Council to add the truth 
to the Creed, ‘ and we after many days o f intense study could make no 
reply’ . [H e outlines to his correspondent some o f Ccsarini’s argu^ 
ments, o f which, and this the most curious circumstance, the one 
that made the deepest impression on him and utterly broke his con' 
fidence in the Greek position was oneithat, as we know now but as 
neither Bessarion nor Cesarini knew then, is founded on an apo' 
cryphal document. It was the assertion by Cesarini that the Council 
o f Nicaea had condemned any addition to the Creed in words 
practically identical with those o f the prohibition o f the Council of 
Ephesus— an assertion that he supported by the ‘ Letter to A thana' 
sius’ o f the Pseudo'Liberius.3

1 Ibid. i, pp. 3 4 1-3 . 2 G al. i. 9.
2 Bessarion, Epist. ad A le x . Lascarin, P .G . 16 1 ,  34 0B ff.
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' Bessarion says that he was not the only one o f the Greeks who was 
confounded by Cesarini’s proofs.' The whole body o f them was, and 
when the Cardinal several times urged that the discussions should 
now be turned to the doctrinal point o f the Procession o f the Holy 
Spirit and declared that he and his colleagues would adduce many 
and valid arguments in favour o f their doctrine, a panic seized the 
Greeks and they all began to clamour that they should return home, 
afraid that they might be reduced to silence over the Procession as 
they had been over the Addition.

It was in that atmosphere that the Emperor had to cajole them 
to agree to the discussion o f doctrine and even to go to Florence 
for it.

That Bessarion’s assessment o f the situation had a basis in fact 
is shown by incidental remarks in the Memoirs o f Syropoulus, 
who twice mentions Greek apprehension about discussion on the 
doctrine o f the Procession on the grounds that the Latins claimed to 
have strong proofs from the western Saints, once putting the words 
into the mouth o f the Patriarch1 and once ascribing them to himself.3 
The Latins, however, kept on urging examination o f the dogmatic 
question, Cristoforo Garatoni, A ndrew  o f Rhodes and Traversari 
(who spoke Greek) making assiduous visits to the Patriarch to win 
his support for this. But the Greeks were in no mood for more 
debates. The Greek graphically describe their attitude o f hope/ 
less weariness: ‘ So we Greeks began to chafe, not only the prelates, 
but all the clerics as well and the higher^ranking courtiers and the 
whole gathering, and to say: “ W hat on earth are we doing talking 
and listening to empty words; they are not likely to persuade us nor 
we them, so we ought to go back home” / 3. O nly the Emperor did 
not lose heart.

Meanwhile both Emperor and Patriarch fell ill, the former from 
rheumatism, the latter probably from complications o f the quartan 
ague from which he had suffered, so says Syropoulus, since 10  August, 
which now kept him in bed for sixteen days barely able to speak or

1 Syr. v i i , 4, p.  1 90 .

2 Syr. v i i , 7, p. 195. The events related in the rest o f  this chaptcr are drawn from the
A .C .  pp. 2 17 -2 6  and Syr. vi i ,  pp. 1 8 4 - 2 1 1 ,  cxcept where other authorities are 
specifically mentioned. 3 A .C .  p . 2 1 7 .
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listen to others.; Without the moral support o f both Emperor and 
Patriarch, at least the Greek clerics gave way to their feelings o f 
misery, for which in any case they had ample cause. They were now 
more than a year away from home and family, and with Christmas 
approaching for the second time since their departure their nostalgia 
grew more poignant. Their maintenance grants were very badly in 
arrears— the last allowance they had received had been on 2 1 October 
and even that had been a back^payment— so that now they were owed 
for some five months. W hat that meant for the less eminent among 
them of privation, o f begging from their prelates and their fellows, 
and haggling over debts with the Ferrarese tradesmen, o f borrowing 
perhaps at impossible rates o f interest, who can say? T o  these priva^ 
tions were added the cold and rains o f winter. A n d  it was not as i f  
they felt buoyed up either by a sense o f success or the prospect o f a 
speedy end o f the business. . The Latins argued and argued and were 
disposed to go on arguing in public discussions for ever, so it seemed 
to them, with a grim determination to have the last word and never 
to yield, while the answers proposed by Eugenicus with, it is true, 
an equal obstinacy seemed to many o f his colleagues to be no 
solution o f the myriad considerations put forward by, Cesarini, but 
only a never-ending repetition o f only one point, ‘ It is not law fu l’ , 
which had already several times been explained away by the reasoning 
o f  their opponents.' A n d  now the possibility o f beginning all this 
over again with regard to the doctrine o f the Procession o f the Holy 
Spirit, and the Latins boasting already o f the strength o f the patristic 
arguments they would produce!

This sense o f frustration and despair is reflected in the Acta graeca 
and is descanted on by Syropoulus with his usual exaggeration. 
Reading Syropoulus only, one would have to conclude that the 
period between the end o f the public sessions and the first clear 
proposal by the Emperor o f discussions on the dogma lasted at least 
two months. In fact he mentions a period o f ‘ two months while there 
were no discussions’ towards the beginning o f his description o f the 
events that followed the last session o f 14  December,1 and that, with 
phrases l ik e ‘ some days later’ , ‘ time went by ’ , ‘ often we approached 
the Patriarch’ , ‘ for many.days’ and so on, creates in the mind o f the

1 Syr. vn , 2, p. iSS.
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reader o f his Memoirs an impression o f a wearily^interminable interval 
o f  mounting misery and idleness. The last public discussion at 
Ferrara, however, took place on 14 December. The Patriarch, 
carried in a litter, visited the Emperor, spent two days with him, and 
along with the rest o f the ecclesiastics assisted at a meeting in the 
imperial residence concerned with the question o f the discussions on 
the dogma; he then returned home and was again ill so that the next 
meeting o f the Greeks, dealing with the transfer to Florence, had to 
be held in his apartments— and this last meeting took place on 
Friday 2 January 1439, so that the first mentioned above could not 
have occurred later than 30 December, that is sixteen days after the 
last session. I f  Syropoulus had only included one or two specific 
dates in his account, it would have served as a check on his too 
romantic memory.

It is, however, not impossible that he includes, as falling within 
this short interval, incidents that occurred before, for the tale o f events 
he narrates is so long that they could hardly all have fitted into so 
short a space o f time. Rum ours, he says, were current among the 
Greeks about a forthcoming change-over to the dogma as the subject 
o f  discussion and o f the transferring o f the C ouncil to Florence.

' So they besieged the Patriarch, in spite o f his sickness, in ones and 
twos and all together, pouring out to him their laments about their 
present situation o f misery and idleness, convincing him o f their 
unwillingness to go on debating and especially to go elsewhere to 
debate, urging that the only reasonable solution was a return forth' 
with to Constantinople, and trying to persuade him that as head o f 
the Church the decision lay in his hands no matter what the Emperor 
might think, for he could do nothing i f  the Church solidly refused 
to co-operate. W orn down finally by their persistence Joseph, who 
declared that he had no knowledge o f any move to Florence and that 
he did not believe that it had ever been seriously proposed, sent a 
delegation o f prelates to the Emperor, but they got short shrift from 
him. Later another committee o f six prelates and two o f the Stauro' 
phoroi, the Chartophylax and Syropoulus himself, had a like 
reception from the Emperor and this time they suspected that the 
Patriarch was privy to it, because he had been visited the evening 
before by John  V I I I .  'Som e time later, the Patriarch initiated a
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solution, accepted by all but Bessarion, suggesting that an ultimatum 
o f  fifteen days should be given the Pope within which to exclude 
the Filioque from the Creed, otherwise the Greek C hurch would 
co-operate in no more discussions but would go home. Mitylene and 
Syropoulus were commissioned to carry this proposal to the Emperor, 
who meantime, because o f a fracas between some o f his servants and 
the monks o f the monastery where he was residing, had returned 
from the country to his palace in Ferrara. He, angry at first that the 
ecclesiastics had dared to meet and make arrangements without 
reference to himself, after a time condescended to reason about the 
suggestion, in the end winning over Dorotheus to his point o f view 
that the Greeks could hardly go back honourably without ever 
having touched on the main question that divided the Churches, 
but failing lamentably to shake the determination o f Syropoulus: he 
would, he said finally, give his reply to the Patriarch. The next day 
then he had a long conversation with the Patriarch and at different 
times over some days he tried privately to persuade the prelates o f the 
need o f further discussions. Finally he decided to moot the question 
at a general meeting o f the clerics in his palace. The Patriarch, barely 
recovered from his sickness, was taken in a litter: the rest, two days 
later, joined him to hear the Emperor’ s suggestions. (That would be 
in the last days o f December 1438.

T o  the assembled ecclesiastics, therefore, (there were no court 
officials present) John  V I I I  put forward his assessment o f the situa^ 
tion. They had come to Italy to examine the differences that divided 
the Churches, the chief o f which was the question o f the H oly 
Spirit, and that they had so far approached from only one aspect, 
the addition to the Creed. However sound their arguments on that 
point had been, unless they went into the other side o f  it, they would 
have gone through great hardships and trials, and at great expense, 
uselessly both for the C hurch and for their fatherland, and besides 
would leave behind them ill-will and contempt and an impression 
that Latin theology at any rate on the Procession was sound, because 
they had left it not merely unanswered but untouched.

W hen the Emperor had finished speaking the prelates fell to dis^ 
cussing his proposal. Isidore o f Russia and Bessarion were outright 
in favour o f examining the dogmatic question, and even M ark
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Eugenicus and the rest raised no objection:1 they would agree to 
examine the difference about the Procession o f the Holy Spirit, 
preferably not in public debate but through committees o f twelve 
members from either side. W ith this question once settled, the 
Emperor informed them o f the Pope’s desire to transfer the C ouncil 
to Florence.2 But he did not find the prelates so amenable on this 
point. W hy, they asked, go to Florence: what could be said there 
that could not be said in Ferrara which alone was the city decided 
on for the Council 2 W hen the Emperor asked them how they could 
expect means to return home i f  they refused to accompany the Pope 
to a place where he could procure the money for it, they still did not 
yield but insisted that the debates should continue in Ferrara, and 
they proceeded to elect representatives to make up their committee 
o f  twelve.

A fter the meeting broke up and the Patriarch had returned to his 
own lodgings, the reasons for the proposed transfer o f  the C ouncil 
and the inducements that the Pope offered to recommend it were 
circulated among them. Those were that for various causes like the 
loss o f many papal cities to Piccinino the Pope could not support 
them any longer in Ferrara, but in Florence he would be able not 
only to see that they were paid regularly through the local bank and 
independently o f his Treasury, but also to send a goodly sum to 
Constantinople for its defence. The news o f the Pope’s bankrupt 
condition, however much they ought to have been prepared for it, 
came as a shock to the Greeks, who were not immediately convinced 
that things would certainly be better in Florence than in Ferrara, and 
there they would be further away from home and perhaps no better 
off. They were doubtless relieved when the Emperor, who was being 
pressed for an answer by the Latins, summoned them to another 
meeting which had to be in the Patriarch’s apartments as he was in

1 Syr. v i i , ro, pp. 202-4 declares that the Patriarch alone o f the prelates was against 
it and was supported by no one else except himself and the Chartophylax, an unlikely 
statement at least as regards the Patriarch.

2 Syropoulus here differs from the Actagraeca, reporting ( v i i , ro, pp. 202-3) on  the 
contrary that Antony o f  Heraclea asked the Emperor i f  there were any truth in the 
currcnt rumours about a move to Florence, and that John denied catcgorically that 
the Pope had said anything at all on that subject to him: again an improbability 
because the Emperor would have known that he would have to contradict himself 
very soon (as, so says Syropoulus, he actually did two days later, v i i , 12 , p. 205).
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bed too ill to move. So they gathered in a room near his bedchamber 
so that he could overhear what was being said.

The Emperor in his address to them exposed the financial situation 
o f the Pope, reminded them that they were already owed for five 
months’ maintenance, which as things stood could not be paid, and 
explained the promises that Florence had made to Eugenius. He 
himself had left home, wife, and comfort in no other hope than to 
succour their country in its distress. That hope should give them 
courage. The journey to Florence was not long, not more than from 
Constantinople to Heraclea, and once arrived they could initiate 
the discussions straightaway and finish them by the feast o f St George. 
They should not for the sake o f so small a hardship hazard the safety 
o f their city.

After these words from the Emperor there was some argument 
among the prelates, but finally by the mouths o f A ntony o f Heraclea 
and Mark o f Ephesus they acquiesced, though on conditions1; They 
demanded among other things that their back^pay should be fully 
made up, that in Florence they should receive their allowances 
through a bank, that the expenses o f the journey should be paid by 
the Pope and that they should go to Florence and nowhere else and 
that for not more than four months. The Patriarch was asked his 
opinion and he concurred in the acceptance. The rest o f the prelates 
gave their votes on the question and all agreed. T h e  day was Friday,
2 January 1439...

There was no exaggeration when it was said that Eugenius by the 
close o f 1438 had come to the end o f his resources.1; H is expenses for 
the C ouncil had been enormous. He had fulfilled the provisions o f 
the Decree Sicut pia mater, the contract entered into between the 
C ou ncil o f Basel and John V I I I  which he had undertaken to 
implement, by sending to Constantinople in 14 37  with his legates 
the specified sums o f 15,000 ducats for local Greek expenses and
10,000 ducats as a deposit to be left in that city to meet unexpected 
emergencies. T h e  journey o f the Greeks had taken far longer than 
had been allowed for—the Pope was responsible for the hire o f the 
ships from Ju ly  when they sailed from Venice till February when they

1 For a detailed study o f this question cf. J .  G ill, ‘ The Cost o f the Council o f 
Florence*, in O .C .P . x x ir  (19 5 6 ), pp. 2 9 9 -3 18 .
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returned to port. For the entertainment o f the Greeks in Italy and 
for the upkeep o f the two ships and the 300 crossbowmen guarding 
Constantinople at his expense he calculated that he paid an average 
o f 5000 ducats a month.1 Besides that he had to maintain his own 
C u ria  and to support many o f the Latin theologians. T o  meet all 
these calls on his Treasury he had few resources. The C ouncil o f 
Basel with its curial offices set up parallel to and in rivalry to his 
took from him no small portion o f the usual papal income: the 
neutrality as between Basel and Pope o f France and the German 
States gave their princes an excuse for not letting money go from 
their territories to either o f the contending ecclesiastical powers: the 
incessant attacks instigated by D uke Filippo Maria Visconti o f 
M ilan on the Papal States not only robbed Eugenius o f some o f the 
papal cities and their revenues but further involved him in costly wars 
to protect the rest. His financial difficulties dated, in fact, not from 
the end o f 1438, but almost from its beginning. He had, as early as 
A p r il 1438 , borrowed 10,000 fl. from the Medicis o f Florence2 and 
as the months went by he borrowed more as the entries in the registers 
o f the Camera Apostolica show ,3 for at various subsequent dates there 
is record o f repayments to Florence for sums advanced to different 
papal agents ‘ for the expenses o f the G reeks’ .̂  In June 1439 he 
acknowledged loans o f 10,000 ducats from each o f Florence and 
Venice.4 In October o f the same year he offered half the revenues 
o f the Camera Apostolica as security for a loan o f 12,000 ducats to be 
paid in Constantinople.5 T o  meet these obligations he had from 
the beginning o f 1438 taken means to sequestrate whatever sums had 
been collected in different places on the indulgence proclaimed by the 
C ou ncil o f Basel to promote union with the Greeks. [But it would 
seem that this was not enough,,for on 1 September 1438 he imposed 
the Tenth that Basel had earlier enacted in the same cause6 and some 
three weeks later himself proclaimed an indulgence to promote the 
same end.7 'But it is not likely that, in  the conditions o f that time, 
these means would prove very fruitful. Certain it is that he supple^ 
mented these resources by selling a certain number o f cities belonging

1 E .P . doc. 150. 2 Ibid. doc. 138.
3 A . C . A .  passim. 4 E .P . docs. 174-5·
5 Jbid. doc. 22 1. 6 Jbid. doc. 150. 7 Ibid. doc. 152 .
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to the H oly See (thereby incurring the wrath and condemnation o f 
the remnant at'Basel): Nicolo d’Este in that way acquired at least 
three and Florence early in 144 1 took over Borgo S. Sepolcro till such 
time as a debt o f 25,000 ducats owed to them by Eugenius was 
repaid.1

W hen Eugenius first began to cast eyes on Florence as the new 
site for the Council cannot be determined with accuracy. H e had 
certainly favoured it in 1437  but had finally chosen Ferrara. Then the 
incidence o f the plague in the summer o f 1438 made him think o f 
Padua or Treviso, but he had not found Venetian opinion favourable. 
N ow  the financial situation weighted the balance in favour of Florence, 
which city offered also another advantage. The inroads o f Piccinino 
in the pay o f the Duke o f Milan, the inveterate enemy o f Eugenius 
as he was also o f Florence and Venice, had brought that resourceful 
Condottiere unpleasantly close to the city o f the Council. There 
was no knowing whether, in the blessed name o f the Council o f 
Basel, he might not make a sudden descent on Ferrara and that would 
have been fatal, for apart from the fact that he might have succeeded 
even in making the Pope himself prisoner, the C ouncil could not 
have carried on with war at the very doors. Florence was out o f the 
danger zone and was, too, the enemy o f Milan. 1̂ It was a further 
recommendation and no slight one;

Florence probably had a resident envoy at the papal court and the 
first overtures would have been made through him. Certainly Traver/ 
sari, contrary to the twice repeated assertion o f Syropoulus, however 
much he might have favoured the transfer o f the C ouncil to his own 
city, had no hand in the negotiations.·' H e had left Ferrara early in 
September with permission from the Pope to absent himself for 
fifteen days to visit his sick mother,2 and it needed an exhortation 
from Cesarini speaking in the Pope’s name3 and then a peremptory 
order o f Eugenius himself to bring him back to the C ouncil.4 There

1 E .P . doc. 246.
2 Trav. no. 53 dated Bononiae 7 September: cf. also no. 846.
3 Ibid. no. 848 dated Ferrariae 17  October 1438.
4 Ibid. no. 846 dated Ferrariae 3 Novem ber 1438 . Syropoulus argues that T raversa l 

went to Florence ostensibly to procure books, actually to arrange the move: H e returned 
with no books: Therefore. In fact, once Traversari was in Florence he was commissioned 
to find books. T h e  Camera Apost. on 2 1 December 1438  paid 3 fl. for the carriage o f 
the books he procured ( A . C . A .  doc. 6 1) .
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might have been rumours current about a possible move early in 
October. A t  any rate the city o f Florence directed the ambassadors 
it was sending to congratulate Albert o f Austria on his election to 
pass through Ferrara and, while they proffered the homage o f their 
city to the Pope, to recommend it as a new site for the C ouncil i f  
events should prove there was need o f one.1 Negotiations were 
certainly in progress by the beginning o f December, for on 3 Decenv 
ber and again on the thirteenth the Commune gave instructions to its 
plenipotentiary in that regard. Lorenzo de’ Medici was empowered 
to offer free accommodation for all the Greeks; to promise that 1500, or 
at the most 1700, ducats a month for not more than eight months 
would be advanced by the city with securities offered by the Pope 
i f  possible, i f  not, without; and to assure His Holiness that all else 
could be arranged to the satisfaction o f both parties/1 T he embassy 
bore fruit, for on 18 December an agreement was entered into by 
the Cardinal Treasurer and Lorenzo embodying the offers made by 
Florence and/containing also guarantees for the freedom o f movement 
o f all the members o f the Synod^ and provisions about rents, prices, 
taxes and the good order o f both citizens and visitors for the duration 
o f the C ouncil.3' That all those arrangements could not have been 
made without the agreement o f the Greek Emperor and probably 
also of the Patriarch goes without saying. John Dishypatus, so 
declares Syropoulus, returned from Florence with safe^conducts for 
the Orientals towards the end o f December.4

Once the negotiations with Florence had been brought to a satis/ 
factory conclusion and the Emperor had persuaded the Greek com/ 
munity in Ferrara to acquiesce in them, it only remained to put the

1 Ibid. doc. 53.
2 A . C . A . doc. 59. 3 Ibid. doc. 60.
4 Syr. v ii, 1 1 ,  p. 205. But cf. G . Müller, Documenti sulle rehzioni delle citta tosccne 

colVOrieHte cristmo e coi Turchi (Firenze, 1879), doc. c x x ,  a letter from Cesarini, 
dated 22 January 1439, to the brothers Medici recommending John Dishypatus as 
being sent by the Emperor to inspect the accommodation assigned in Florence to the 
Greeks. H e makes no mention o f  any visit o f Dishypatus to Florence shortly before 
( if  there was such a one as Syropoulus asserts), which one would have expected i f  he 
had returned from Florence only a few weeks earlier. Indeed, in that ease a letter o f 
recommendation from Cesarini would hardly have been necessary.

The safe^condua for the Pope and his Curia was approved by the Commune only 
on 23 January 1439, so it is unlikely that it would have issued one for the Greeks earlier 
( A .C .A .  doc. 66).
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arrangements into execution. John V I I I  spent the days immediately 
following the meeting o f 2 January in consultation with the Pope and 
showed his clerics for their approval a short time after the feast o f 
the Epiphany the agreement, as yet unsigned, that he had entered 
into with Eugenius. Demetrius his brother who had some time 
before gone o ff to V  enicc was with difficulty persuaded to return. The 
Patriarch bade his clerics get ready for the journey and roused great 
indignation (so says Syropoulus) by telling them to send most o f 
their baggage to Venice, but to take their sacred vestments with them 
to Florence, as union o f the Churches would soon follow— as i f  it 
were a foregone conclusion. O n 6 January the Pope proposed to 
the Latin members o f the C ouncil the expediency o f transferring the 
C ouncil to Florence because o f the plague that still lingered on and 
threatened to revive in all its virulence with the return o f spring.1 
A t  about the same time John V I I I  explained to his clerics the need 
o f  an official proclamation o f the translation and advanced the same 
reason to justify it.' O n 10  January the C ouncil met in full session 
in the cathedral church o f St George (the Patriarch, however, was 
absent from ill health) to hear the Archbishop o f Oporto and the 
Archbishop o f Mitylene, who had read from the same pulpit the 
Bull o f inauguration, now recite in Latin and Greek the Bull o f 
translation, Decet oecumenici concilii.2 The Com m une o f  Florence had 
on 30 December voted 4000 fl. to facilitate the move o f  the C ou ncil3 
and Lorenzo de’ Medici paid 1200 fl., which he later recovered 
from the city treasury,4 for the expenses o f the voyage o f the Greeks. 
So Eugenius was able before leaving Ferrara to cancel his debt to

1 Frag. p. 46. Syropoulus asserts (vn , 14 , p. 2 1 1 )  that the plague had ceased two 
months before: Cesarini,writing to Traversari on 17  October (Trav. no. 848), had said 
nam pcstis adtenuatur.'Thzt was usual in winter, but unless it had ceased altogether it was 
likely to revive in the spring. In any case the Pope could hardly have said in a Bull 
to be promulgated throughout the Christian world that he was bankrupt and afraid 
o f  attacks from his enemies.

2 E .P . doc. 160. The Reisebericbt eines unbekannten Russen (1437-1440), p. 163, edited 
by G . Stokl, gives this account: "There was the Pope clad in full pontificals and he sat 
in a horned headdress (i.e. a mitre) on a raised place, and with him 44 cardinals and 
bishops, likewise clad in their priestly vestments and in mitres; the Patriarch, however, 
and the metropolitans sat there in their monks* habits.*

3 A .C .A .  doc. 63: the A . G . (p. 220) mistakenly speak o f a loan o f 40,000 fl. from 
Florence to Eugenius.

4 A .C .A .  doc. 72.
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the G reeks./O n  12  January 24 12  fl. were paid to the Patriarch to 
cover the deficit owing to the ecclesiastics and on the twenty/fifth o f 
the same month a viaticum o f 340 fl., at the rate o f 2 fl. per person, 
was given to the clerics independently o f the hire o f ships and horses 
for their use which was paid for by Lorenzo de’ M edici.1

1 These sums and the dates o f payment are taken from Syropoulus who, though 
throughout his Memoirs he gives very, very few specific dates, always adds a date to a 
payment, which leads one to think that he was the agent used for the distribution o f the 
allowances. cAs the sums he mentions correspond with entries in the registers o f the 
Camera Apostolica almost exactly (cf. J .  G ill, ‘ The ‘ A c ta ’ and the Memoirs of Syro^ 
poulus as History’ , in O .C .P . x iv  (1948), pp. 303—55, especially pp. 331-40), it is 
likely that his dates too are exacti The Acta graeca (p. 225) report that: ‘ On 1 1  Jan . 
the Greeks were given a viaticum and expenses by the Pope’ and add that 19,000 fl. 
were sent to Constantinople, but of this last there is no mention elsewhere.

From the payment of 340 fl. at the rate o f 2 fl. per cleric, it can be concluded that 
there were 170 clerics (and dependents). These received a monthly allowance, o f 25 fl. 
for the Patriarch, 4 fl. for ‘ those invited by name’ (i.e. considered to have some right 
to sit in the sessions— prelates, Staurophoroi, heads of monasteries, theologians, etc.),
3 fl. for the rest (Syr. iv, 28, p. 105). The average monthly payment for all the ecclesias^ 
tics was 603 fl., so that it would seem that there were sixty^seven clerics in the first 
category (apart from the Patriarch) and 102 in the second in January 1439.
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C H A P T E R  V I

F L O R E N C E  A N D  T H E  

D O G M A T I C  D I S C U S S I O N S

Eu G e  n  i u s iv  was the first to set out. In the late afternoon of 
1 6 January

all the archbishops, bishops and other prelates and clergy went on foot 

in  procession with the crosses. There followed the cardinals on horseback, staffs 

in  hand, in order o f  preccdence, and after them came twelve (white) horses with 

crim son trappings, one bearing the um brella, one the chair, and another the 

cushion and so on until the end. T h e last horse was covered with brocade and 

on a rich silver saddle was a casket containing the Blessed Sacram ent. T h is 

horse had a silver bell and two prelates led it by the reins (with men on foot on 

either side bearing torches, about fifty in number). T h en  came the Pope him self 

upon a horse with crim son trappings. H e was vested as for M ass, wearing a 

bishop’ s mitre and giv ing his blessing on one side and the other, w hile men cast 

coins into the street, so that those w ho picked them up might gain  pardon. T h is  

w as done to prevent the crowds pressing upon the Pope, whose horse was led 

by the M arquis o fFerrara and the C o u n t o f  U rb in o  (his son, and was surrounded 

by many torches, w hile ahead and behind were troops o f  soldiers, in large 

numbers).

It w as rumoured that the D u ke o f  M ilan  was lying in  w ait to capture the 

Pope, so that the M arquis escorted him  that day (w ith a great com pany o f 

arm ed men) to a hermitage a mile from there (— a convent o f  wom en, called 

S t A n to n y ’s, roomy and near the river where, as it was the feast-day o f  the patron, 

the Pope assisted at Vespers— ), m aking it seem that the Pope w as travelling w ith 

troops to one o f  his cities where he had arranged great festivities. B ut in fact 

(rising early on the m orning o f  1 7  Jan uary) he rode with h im  in a different 

direction and in  tw o days brought him  safely to Florence.1

1 Pero Tafur, Travels and Adventures ed. M. Lewis (London, 1926), p. 225;
the additions in brackets are not from Tafur but from A .G .  pp. 225-6. The Pope took 
not two days but seven to reach Florence. Accounts o f the journeys and/or o f the 
receptions in Florence o f ( 1)  the Pope are given by the Diartum o f Andrew  da S. Croce 
(Frag. p. 46) and by several Italian chronicles; (2) o f the Patriarch by Syr. pp. 2 12 - 13 , 
A .G .  p. 226, A .L .  p. 134  and Italian chronicles; (3) o f Isidore o f K iev by G . Stokl
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The usual route from Ferrara to Florence was through Bologna, 
but as this city was in rebellion against Eugenius and had opened 
its gates to Piccinino this way was barred to Pope and Council. The 
next most convenient route was to go by river from Ferrara via 
Argenta to Conselice, there to take horse and proceed via Lugo to 
Faenza, thence by the Valley o f the Lamone to cross the Apennines 
and so to descend to the plain near Florence.,' This was the way 
followed by the Council* but it was not without danger, for Faenza 
lay between Imola and Forli, both in the hands o f Piccinino, and 
its Prince was in league with the Milanese Condottiere.1 Eugenius 
gave out that this was the route he would follow. A t  Ferrara rivers 
boats were all ready, with prows turned towards Faenza, as i f  for his 
use, but he did no more than send his baggage that way, while he 
himself accompanied by the son of the Marquis d’Este and a strong 
armed force rode at daybreak hastily in the opposite direction to 
Modena2 and thence crossing the Pistorese A lp s  reached the episcopal 
palace o f S . Antonio at the gates o f Florence via Frignano and Pistoia 
on Saturday, 24 January. The city o f Venice had on 2 January 
appointed two special envoys to accompany him on his journey and 
to remain with him in Florence for one month.3 He made his solemn 
entry into the city on the following Tuesday.

W hen the Pope had departed the rest made ready to go. The 
Patriarch insisted with the Emperor that he should enter Florence 
first and after some altercation had his way. John V I I I ,  to ease the 
journey for the more aged and infirm o f the prelates— by whatever 
route they travelled they had to cross the mountains in mid/winter4

op. cit. p. 163 ; and (4) o f the Emperor by A .G .  p. 227, A .L .  pp. 134-5, Syr. pp. 2 1 3 -  
14  and Italian chronicles.

The dates given by the various sources do not always agree: I follow those o f  the 
Actagraeca and Syropoulus for the departures from Ferrara and those o f  Muratori, Rerum 
Italicarum scriptores—x ix : Historia Florentiae ab anno 1406-1438  (Milano, 17 3 1) , for the 
arrivals in Florence.

1 Diarium A n d . da S. Croce in Frag. p. 46.
2 So two Bolognese chronicles (Muratori, 2nd ed. x v m , pt. 1, p. 9 5 ;  x x x m , pt. 1, 

p. 56), whereas a Ferrarese chronicler says he went to Modena by water (ibid. x x iv , 
pt. v ii , p. 23). 3 A .C .A .  p. 60, n. sub 9.

4 ‘ But the mountains are all high cliffs and the way is narrow and difficult; for that 
reason there travelled no carts but the baggage was carried on post horses *: one circunv 
stance, however, gave some consolation to the Russian traveller: ‘ In those mountains 
there is produced a very good, sweet red wine* (G . Stokl, op. cit. p. 163).
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—offered to take them with him, but so many were the applications 
that he had to limit his offer to a few and only the Metropolitans o f 
Trebizond, Ephesus, Heraclea, Monembasia and Cyzicus were in 
the end so favoured. Joseph II with the greater part o f his clerics 
went on board on the evening o f 26  January and arrived late the next 
day at Conselice where they had to stay for two days on the boat 
awaiting horses. Three hours’ travel brought them to a castle (Lugo?) 
where they passed that night, and next day they reached Faenza after 
five hours’ riding. There the horses to be provided by Florence had 
not arrived and several days passed before they came.1 Three days o f 
riding and he reached the gates o f Florence on Saturday evening, 
7 February, exhausted and ill, so that it was not till four days later 
that he was fit to make his official entry into the city.2 Meanwhile 
the whole company o f Latins and Greeks was drifting piecemeal 
into Florence. Isidore o f Russia, who had left Ferrara a day later 
than the Patriarch, reached the city on 4 February with several other 
prelates, the first o f the Greeks to arrive. The Cardinal o f  S. Clemente 
(Francesco Condulm aro, the papal Treasurer) entered on 5 Feb ' 
ruary, the day o f the death in Florence o f the Cardinal o f  S. Marcello 
(Antonio Casino). Cardinal Nicolo Albergati came on the thir/ 
teenth, and the next day the Emperor accompanied by Cardinal 
Cesarini reached the monastery outside the gates o f the city,:to make 
his official entry next day, Sunday, 15  February. Demetrius, his 
brother, came some weeks later, on 4 March.

A s  the different dignitaries entered the city they were received by 
the authorities with fitting pomp, though the Patriarch who made 
his entry on a day that was not a ‘ festa\ when the people were held 
to their daily tasks, was received with relatively little celebration. 
Even so two cardinals, some thirty bishops and all the papal court 
went to escort him, ‘ more than 500 horses’ ; the Signori o f the city 
were awaiting his passing before the doors o f their palace and, when

1 Cesarini in his letter to the brothers Medici o f 22 January 1439 mentioned earlier 
had particularly asked that the horses, i f  they had not been sent off already, should be 
despatched without delay so as to rcduce the hardships o f the journey (Muller, 
Documenti sulle relazioni delle citta toscane colTOriente cristiano e coi Turchi (Firenze, 1879), 
doc. c x x .

2 The Russian writer o f the Reisebericht (Stokl, op. cit.) calculated the distance as 
154.5 km. or 96.6 English miles.
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he came, the Chancellor Leonardo Aretino in a long Greek oration 
presented their homage and their welcome before he proceeded to the 
Ferrantini palace that had been prepared to receive him ./N either 
was Tuesday, 25 January, the day when the Pope entered^the city, 
normally a holiday, but it had been declared such for the occasion.1 ■■ 
Eugenius had been met by the three cardinals already arrived and the 
curial officials, by all the officials and dignitaries o f the city, two o f 
whom led his horse as with banners and the standard o f gold and a 
canopy he went first to the cathedral to pray and then gave his 
benediction and an indulgence to the populace before going on to 
S . Maria Novella's, the Dominican church and monastery which had 
lately been set in order for his use (when, too, the piazza in front 
had been repaved) at the expense o f the Com m une.2 That very same 
day he despatched copies o f the decree o f the translation o f the Council 
with covering letters to various kings and to the Prince Electors o f 
Germ any.3

It was with almost as much pomp that the Emperor rode into the 
city on the Sunday o f the Carnival when Florence would in any case 
have been in gala mood. The royal cortège added to the usual festivL· 
tics, and all the streets, the balconies and the roofs o f the houses that 
lined the processional route were filled with gaily^dressed men and 
women, excitedly awaiting the royal passing. Five cardinals, the 
papal court, most o f the Greeks who had already arrived and a throng 
o f the populace went to accompany him from the monastery outside 
the walls where he had stayed the night to the gates o f the city. There 
the Signori, the Colleges, the Captains o f  the Parties with represent 
tatives o f all the Guilds, more cardinals, and clerics both Latin and 
Greek, awaited him. Once again Leonardo Aretino made a Greek 
oration o f welcome. The canopy was extended over the Emperor, 
the procession was forming up, when suddenly rain came down in 
torrents. The crowd o f onlookers and the gay figures that filled the 
balconies and the roofs dashed for shelter, and soon there was left on 
the streets only the bedraggled royal procession that abandoned the 
organised route and with unseemly haste went the quickest way to

1 Jorga, 11, p. 358.
2 300 fl. had been voted for these purposes on 2 2  December 1438: A . C . A .  doc. 62.
5 E .P .  docs. 16 1-9 .
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the palace o f Rodolfo Peruzzi (now Buoncompagni) allotted to him 
for his use. ‘ The cardinals and all his company and the colleges that 
surrounded him were full o f water. The Emperor wore a white 
gown with over it a mantle o f red stuff and a white hat coming to a 
point in front in which he had a ruby bigger than a pigeon’s egg 
and many other precious stones.’ 1 Hardly had the Emperor set foot 
in the house, than the rain ceased. Next day, however, he was invited 
to a spectacle in the hippodrome, thcpalustrum sivegiostra presumably 
that had been decreed on 9 February,2 and the presents usual on a 
visit o f a great personage were given to him— big w ax candles, 
sixteen boxes o f candied fruits, marzipan, wine, oats for his horses, 
but no meat, ‘ because he was not eating meat*. The Patriarch had 
received also capons, partridge, hares, veal and birds: perhaps it was 
because he had informed his donors that the Greek Lent had already 
begun that they did not embarrass the Emperor.

' Florence welcomed the C ouncil for two reasons, because the city 
was very alive to commercial openings and because, more than any 
other, it was the home o f so many humanists who drew their in/ 
spiration from the Greek language and culture. Florence had for 
long had a chequered history o f rivalry between the ambitions o f the 
big families and the aspirations o f the artisans. A s  early as the twelfth 
century these had formed their A r t i  or Guilds, so complete in their 
organisation as to be almost States within the State, which in spite 
o f  the efforts and intrigues o f the grandi acquired more power and 
rights and made possible the rise to prominence o f the rich merchants. 
External war and internal upheavals never stopped their commerce 
and early they were the leading merchants o f the age and then bankers 
o f  international repute. For instance, Edward III  o f England 
carried on his war with France largely on his loans from two leading 
Florentine merchant/bankers, the houses o f Bardi and Peruzzi, and 
when he repudiated his debts in 1339  he bankrupted his creditors, 
and his action combined with other circumstances o f the time seriously 
shook the reputation o f Florence for financial stability. The rivalries 
o f  the neighbouring States were a permanent cause o f  war, and Flo^ 
rence was constantly trying to enlarge its territory by conquering

1 Muratori, ist ed. X I X :  Historia Florentine ah anno 1406-1438, c. 98 2.

2 J 0rga» ibid.
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adjoining cities. Pisa was one o f the places it coveted, for Pisa was a 
port, and Florence wanted its own outlet for its wares. Pisa it 
acquired, but by purchase, in 1405, and some sixteen years later it 
obtained another port, Leghorn, in the same way, paying for it
100,000 florins to Genoa. T ill then Florence had had no merchant 
fleet o f its own, but once it was possessed o f a port it naturally looked 
to extend its trade. In 14 16  it requested Manuel Palaeologus to grant 
it the privileges that the Pisans had enjoyed in Byzantine harbours and 
markets, since Pisa was now a Florentine possession.1 In June 1422 
it approached Antonio degli Acciaiuolo, Prince o f Athens and o f 
Florentine stock, for a similar concession, which it received.2 
Byzantine representatives were in Florence in June 1430  to discuss 
a commercial treaty,3 but it was not till November 1436  that its first 
ships visited Constantinople, for which the Signoria asked the 
Emperor’s favour.4 But apparently the Byzantine Emperors had not 
yet conceded the full privileges earlier given to the Pisans. That was 
done only in A ugust 1439 by Joh n  V I I I  as a token o f his gratitude 
to the city for its entertainment o f the Greeks and as a result doubtless 
o f the vision o f wealth and commercial activity he had witnessed 
during his sojourn there.5. H is example was followed by Demetrius 
his brother who promised trading privileges in the Morea.6 So the 
C ouncil had its larger commercial results for the Florentines besides 
the smaller degree o f prosperity which so large a concourse of 
personages was bound to bring to the city that housed them.

Meanwhile the M edici family had imposed itself on the Com m une. 
G iovanni de’ Medici had been elected Gonfaloniere o f Justice in 
14 2 1 .  H is more famous son Cosim o, after a short exile in Venice, 
from which he returned partly owing to the intervention o f Euge^ 
nius I V  then a refugee in Florence (14 34 ), ‘ succeeded in dominating 
the Republic while remaining, i f  nominally, a private citizen’ . 
Whatever may be said o f him as a man (and opinions differ very 
widely) the Florence o f today and indeed all posterity has cause to 
be grateful to him for the generosity with which he used his enormous 
wealth to succour the needy artist and littérateur and to give an outlet

1 Müller, op. cit. doc. c i. 2 Ibid. docs, cv , cv i.
3 Ibid. doc. CXi. 4 Ibid. doc. c x v ii .
5 Ibid. docs, c x x i, c x x i i .  6 Ibid. doc. c x x m .
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to their creative talent. I f  at the same time it resulted in innumerable 
people being dependent on him and kept the p o p u h n i quiet by the 
spectacle o f so many public works executed by a private citizen, all 
at any rate was not loss.

Florence at the start o f the fifteenth century was at the beginning o f 
a fresh period o f artistic development and creative activity, and it had 
the talent to exploit the new ideas. Under the influence o f  the human' 
istic movement its artists were striving to achieve a more realistic 
presentation o f objects, to view things as a whole and from every 
aspect and to portray the depth o f perspective. Complete success 
did not crown their efforts all at once, but some measure o f progress 
was achieved—and in rapidly increasing degree—even before the 
advent o f the Council in 1439. I f  they continued to portray religious 
subjects, they now by no means confined their skill to them, but took 
in secular and mythological themes to decorate the new palaces being 
constructed. A n d  they had ample outlet for their art. Brunelleschi, 
inspired by the Pantheon o f Rome, completed the church o f S. Maria 
del Fiore by adding the cupola. In 1436 Eugenius I V  dedicated the 
finished cathedral with solemn pomp—a wooden platform was built 
two arms’ lengths high and four broad all the way from S. Maria 
Novella to S. Maria del Fiore so that the populace could see the 
whole o f the papal procession. The churches o f S. Spirito, o f 
S . Lorenzo, the monasteries o f S. Marco and o f Fiesole, the Pitti 
palace, the Quaratesi palace— all these were started and several o f 
them finished and decorated in the first half o f the fifteenth century. 
Lorenzo Ghiberti contributed the reliefs for the bronze doors o f the 
Baptistery, and Donatello executed his David in 1432 . Massaccio, 
who died at the age o f twenty^six (c. 1428), decorated the Brancacci 
chapel. Luca della Robbia was embellishing the campanile with 
his terracottas at about the same time. Fra A ngelico began the 
decoration o f the cloisters and cells o f S. Marco a few years before the 
arrival o f the Greeks. Paolo Uccello was designing stained glass 
windows and painting animated scenes o f hunting and battle, with 
the art of perspective still eluding his earnest search, round about the 
time o f the Council.

These and a number o f other painters, sculptors and architects— 
many o f them exercised all these arts— made the Florence that wel/
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corned the Greeks famous. But they were not the only ones. Ever 
since the brief stay o f Manuel Chrysoloras (i 396) as teacher o f Greek 
in the Studio o f the city, enthusiasm for the Greek language and books 
rivalled the cult o f classical Latin, which had taken such a grip on 
Italian minds that soon there would hardly be a princely court that 
had not its Latinist to frame its diplomatic documents. The papal 
Curia was not immune from the new influence, which accounted 
for such unworthy figures among its secretaries as Poggio Bracciolini, 
for not a few o f the humanists o f that day imitated not only the style 
o f their models but also their morals. Their enthusiasm for things 
Greek once aroused, some o f Chrysoloras’s hearers, like Aurispa, 
Filelfo and Guarino, went themselves to Constantinople to drink 
deeper at the springs and on their return themselves taught in Florence: 
others like Leonardo Bruni (Aretino), Nicolo Nicoli, Am brogio 
Traversari (it is doubtful i f  Traversari ever sat under Chrysoloras, 
however1) cultivated their passion at home and became Greek scho^ 
lars o f great merit. A ll, however, were seized with a desire to acquire 
books, and! so began the journeys to Constantinople, the corre^ 
spondence, the searching o f old ecclesiastical libraries over Europe, to 
locate texts o f ancient authors which could be bought or at least 
copied and become a treasured possession.2 To Nicolo Nicoli fell 
the honour o f creating the first public library o f the time. He had 
amassed, to his own financial ruin, some 800 manuscripts, which at 
his death he left in the hands o f a committee. Cosimo Medici (who 
had supported Nicoli for the last years o f his life) soon had charge 
o f  them. He had them arranged by Tommaso da Sarzana, later 
Pope Nicholas V , and then deposited them in the monastery he had 
built o f S . Marco, and augmented their number, employing for 
this Vespasiano da Bisticci, who soon had 100 copyists working

1 A .  Dino/Traversari, Ambrogio Traversari e i  suoi tempi, p. 28.
2 England was caught by the same fever. Vespasiano da Bisticci in his life of 

Lionardo d’Arezzo (Aretino) relates: ‘ He had a very great fame in England and eŝ  
pecially with the Duke of Worcester; and having translated the Politics of Aristotle, 
he had dedicated it to him and sent it to England. Delaying his reply he seemed to 
Messer Lionardo that he did not appreciate a book of such worth as he ought, and for 
this reason he had that dedication removed and made a dedication to Pope Eugenius 
who was in Bologna, and Messer Lionardo in person took it to His Holiness, where 
he was accorded great honour/ (A . Mai, Spicilegium Romanutn: tom. 1. Virorum Ulus* 
trium C l l l . . .vitae auctore coaevo Vespasiano Florentifio (Romae, 1839), pp. $68-9.)
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under him to supplement whatever o f importance seemed to be 
lacking.1

' W ith this ferment at work in Florence for classical texts and es' 
pecially Greek texts, small wonder that there was a general desire to 
attract the Greek visitors to the city and i f  necessary to pay for their 
coming. · Yet, curiously, there is little record o f the relations that the 
Florentine humanists must have had, during the months that the 
C ouncil sat in Florence, with their Greek counterparts (for there 
had been also in Constantinople a florescence o f classical culture 
centring round Plato and Platonism). Pier C andido Decembrio in 
a letter written in late 1439  implies that the Greeks while in Florence 
willingly copied manuscripts, and that cheaply, and states that one 
o f  them had remained behind as a scribe: he also laments that almost 
the only books brought by the Greeks had been ecclesiastical.2 The 
one effect o f any moment that might perhaps be ascribed to the contact 
was that the lectures during that period o f George Gemistus Pletho, 
the ardent octogenarian Platonist and a sem i'pagan,3 created such 
enthusiasm that some years later Cosim o Medici founded his 
Platonic A cadem y which eventually produced from the pen o f 
Massilio Ficino, an ‘A cadem ician ’ , translations o f many o f Plato’s 
works and his massive Theologia platonica.4

It w as no w onder that the R u ssian  traveller in  Isid ore ’s suite w ho 
recorded the long journey from  M oscow  w ith notices on every town 
they passed through should  have said , as he introduces an account, 
tw o pages long, o f  the w onders to be seen: ‘ T h is  fam ous city o f  
Florence is very b ig  and we had not com e across its equal in  all the 
tow ns hitherto d e s c r i b e d . ^  T h e  m any churches and  their ornam ents, 
especially the cathedral and  the cam pan ile  ‘ o f  w hite an d  black

1 Printing, o f course, had not yet been invented, so all books o f that day were 
manuscripts.

2 R . Sabbadini, Carteggio di Giovanni Aurispa (Rom a, 19 3 1) , pp. 1 6 6 - 7 ,
3 Some ten years later Scholarius threatened to burn certain writings o f Gemistus if  

they came into his hands (Letter to Gemistus Pletbo, Schol. iv , p. 125).
4 The Academ y was founded only in 1462, but it is Ficino himself who attributes 

the impulse to Gemistus. Contrary, however, to the commonly stated opinion, 
Gemistus did not stay on in Florence for some years after the departure o f the rest o f 
the Greeks: he left with Demetrius and Scholarius on 25 June 1439 (Syr. ix , 1 1 ,  
p . 268; Schol. h i, pp. 1 18 , 126).

5 Reisebericht, ed. G . Stokl, p. 164.
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marble’ , the pictures, the monasteries, the palaces flanking the wide 
streets, the stone bridge crossing the A rno  lined on either side with 
houses, and especially the hospitals and the hostel for pilgrims— 
‘ with iooo beds where even the least has a feather mattress and 
expensive trappings’ 1— filled him with amazement. Tafur also, who 
passed eight days in Florence, was equally impressed by the hospitals, 
o f which he says there were two, ‘ one for men and one for women, 
so clean and well ordered and provisioned that i f  it happens that a 
king or prince falls sick, he straightway leaves his house and goes 
there in order to be nursed’ .2 T o  this magnificent city, then, the 
Greeks came in the beginning o f February 1439, but the firstcomers, 
so wrote Traversari to Cosim o Medici, were received ‘ not with 
fitting honours.. . .  They thought they would find the houses prepared 
but nothing so far has been done that they should have no cause for 
complaint.’ 3

O nce the Emperor had arrived the Greeks did not wait long before 
getting down to business. O n  A sh  Wednesday, 18 February, there 
was a meeting in the Emperor’s palace to discuss procedure, when it 
was decided, in reply to a query from the Latins whom they had 
informed o f their readiness to start, that they preferred private dis  ̂
cussions between select committees rather than public debates. 
Nothing, however, was done for a week, but on Thursday, 26  Feb/ 
ruary, the first combined meeting took place)when the Patriarch, 
despite the entreaties o f his clerics that he should be present on at least 
this first occasion, could not attend because o f the swollen state o f his 
legs, which rendered him unable to move. In a great hall o f the 
Convent o f S. Maria Novella which had been somewhat adapted 
twenty years before to accommodate Martin V  and his court, the 
monks vacating their refectory and other apartments for the enters

1 Reisebericbtt ibid. There was, o f course, at that time no hospital or hostel o f such 
dimensions, but there were some twenty^eight hospitals with accommodation ranging 
from four or five to 150 beds (two or three persons used the same bed simultaneously), 
two orphanages and various hospices for vagrants and travellers, a large home for old 
ladies (200 rooms), etc.: and while the Council was in progress the orphanage of 
S . Maria degli Innocenti to the plans of Brunelleschi was under construction ( L . Pas' 
serini, Storia degli stabilimenti di benefcenza e d’istruzione elementare gratuita della cittd di 
Firenze (Firenze, 1853).

2 Pero Tafur, op. cit. p. 227.
3 Trav. no. 263.
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tainm ent o f  their guests,1 and  w hich  E ugen ius had inhabited a few 
years earlier, the Pope, the E ipperor and forty representatives o f  each 
o f  the two C h u rch es met.2

C ard in a l C esarin i, speaking for the L a tin s , recalled to the m inds 
o f  his hearers the arrangem ents agreed to between the P ope and the 
Em peror before the C o u n c il h ad  left Ferrara. There were to be three 
meetings o f  at least three hours each. T h e  L atin s, though  they were 
strongly o f the opin ion  that the best m ethod o f  procedure w as by 
p u b lic  discussion, yet in  deference to the E m peror’s w ish  accepted 
the private meetings, presum ing that the G reeks had  found some 
sim pler m eans o f  arriving at union, w hich he begged them  therefore 
to disclose. T h e  Em peror answered the C ard in a l, objecting to his 
presentation o f  the case. T h e  question debated at such length at 
Ferrara had been left unsolved, so that the G reeks still had the right 
o f  returning to it i f  they w ished : private discussions were far more 
preferable, but the means for arriving at union w as a com m on p ro ' 
b lem  so that the L atin s as m uch as the G reeks, w ho had  no solution 
to offer, should  consider it. O n  this rejoinder the L a tin  prelates held 
a consultation with the Pope, after w hich the C a rd in a l spoke again , 
cla im in g  that the L atin s had decisively proved their case at Ferrara 
but that, i f  the G reeks had any further argum ents to pu t forw ard, it 
w as better to do it im m ediately than leave the question in the air and 
liable to be opened up afresh. T h e  Em peror w as as little desirous as 
the L atin s to start all over again  on the A d d itio n , so, though he 
reasserted the G reek right to debate it i f  they w ished, he disclaim ed 
any intention o f  d oin g  so, and in this way the meeting closed with 
the onus o f  finding another m eans tow ards union  left on the shoulders 
o f  the G reeks, i f  they w ished to avoid p u b lic  d iscussions on the 
doctrinal question.

A fter this private session the G reeks held a m eeting in the sick 
P atriarch ’s apartm ents to see i f  they could  devise the m eans the L atin s 
dem anded, but w ithout succcss. A l l  the sam e they still urged the

1 C f. R . P. Mortier, Histoire des Maîtres Généraux de VOrdre des Frères Précbem  
(Paris, 1909), iv , p. 1 1 3 .

2 A .L .  p. 135 state the numbers precisely, but nothing more o f the meeting. 
A .G .  pp. 239-48 record the speeches at length and in the course o f one o f these imply 
that the meeting was not a full session (p. 24 1). Syropoulus (v i, 1 ,  2 16 - 17 )  gives no 
hint that this was any different from any other session in his synopsis o f this meeting.
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Emperor to persuade the Pope to agree to private meetings instead o f 
public sessions and elected a representative committee composed o f 
the five procurators o f the Patriarchs with Bessarion and Dorotheus 
o f  Mitylene to supervise the presentation o f their doctrine and to 
formulate whatever answers they might be called upon to make. 
Jo h n  V I I I  did his best with the Pope to meet the wishes o f his 
clerics, but Eugenius, when he found that the Greeks had no 
positive suggestions to offer, could not see his way to agree,! and so 
on Monday, 2 March, Latins and Greeks met for the first full 
session in Florence.

T o  make it easier to understand the arguments propounded by the 
disputants in Florence it w ill be useful first to examine briefly the 
terminology they used. This is all the more necessary now, as modern 
philosophy has discarded the ancient concepts o f being, personality 
and the like in favour o f a more empirical and psychological 
approach. But then both Latins and Greeks were agreed in treating 
such questions on a basis o f metaphysics. That made common dis^ 
cussions possible and promising o f results.. Unfortunately, however, 
their technical terms had not always quite the same connotation and 
the general approach on the one side and the other was somewhat 
different, and this was the cause o f no little misunderstanding.

The differences arose from two sources. The theology o f the Blessed 
Trinity was evolved and its enunciation clarified under the pressure 
o f  heresy. The H oly Scripture gives no metaphysical definitions nor 
even terms. These had to be sought from pagan philosophy, from 
the writings o f Aristotle, and they were introduced as occasion 
demanded. The result was that the terms themselves underwent 
change, so that what earlier was more general in meaning and which 
could be regarded as a synonym o f other words, later as its significa^ 
tion was refined became more stereotyped and limited in connotation 
and even opposed to terms that before had been used as equivalents. 
Yet that process was not universal and simultaneous. W hen one 
Father was insisting on a precise meaning, another could be employing 
the old looseness o f expression, t Hence the difficulty o f  determining 
the real mind o f the writer in the many quotations produced in the 
C ouncil.

The two words in use in the East almost from the beginning o f
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any theology o f  the Trinity were ousia and hypostasis. Ousia could 
have two m eanings, the one designating an in d iv id u al existing in 
himself— this particular thing or m an, the other signifying the genus 
with the species, i.e. m an (not this m an ), and so equivalent to 
essence or nature. Sim ilarly  hypostasis in the early period  w as used 
in a double sense as m eaning an objective, existing reality and so 
w as considered equivalent to ousia, or as designating w hat exists by 
itse lf and in its ow n existence, the ind iv idual num erically different 
from  everything else, w hich in the case o f  rational beings meant 
person. S o  it could  be said o f  G o d  that he w as one hypostasis 
(nam ely, existing reality) or that he w as three hypostases (i.e. three 
individuated  realities or persons). G radu ally , however, the form ula 
prevailed o f  one ousia in three hypostases.

T h e  L atin s o f  the sam e period had begun by asserting one sub* 
stantia in G o d  and three Persons, where the L a tin  substantia w as 
equivalent to the G reek ousia. H o w  then to turn hypostasis, which 
purely on principles o f  derivation w as the same as substantial T hey 
used the word persona, but the O rientals for long w ould  not accept 
into their theological vocabulary the parallel G reek w ord prosopon, 
w hich  to them savoured o f  p lay ing a part and suggested not reality 
but only appearance, w hich, applied  to the So n , w as heresy. T h e 
controversies and  divisions on this lasted long, but eventually hypos 
stasis and prosopon were accepted as equivalents by the G reeks. O n  
the other side the L atin s later adopted the w ord subsistentia to translate 
hypostasis, despite the classical definition o f  Boethius for person as 
naturae rationales individua substantia, where however substantia must be 
taken as m eaning subsistence in a concrete sense, i.e. a subsisting 
thing.

T h e  terms used above, substance or ousia, subsistence or hypostasis, 
all sound very abstract, but in the beginning for both L atin s and 
G reeks they were not purely abstract but always envisaged con^ 
cretely. Substance w as a subsisting reality existing in an ind ividual. 
Hypostasis w as this person: Jo h n  w as not thought o f  as having an 
hypostasis, but as being an hypostasis. A  person w as not a nature 
personified, but an in d ividual possessed o f  a nature. But as time 
went on and dogm a w as developed into theology, for the L atin s, 
though not for the G reeks, these terms tended to becom e abstract.
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Substan ce retained its sense o f  a concrete essence, but subsistence 
becam e the quality by w hich a thing subsists; nature the sum  o f  the 
essential qualities that differentiate one thing from another; suppositum 
not the concrete reality but that to w hich the m ind can attribute 
individuality , nature, subsistence, in d ividuating characteristics, accL· 
dents. Person was a res naturae, an objective reality.

O ther terms too, and am on g them w ords in the m ost com m on use 
in the theology o f  the Trinity, had in the course o f  tim e com e to have 
different extensions o f  m eaning. For instance ekporeuestbai signified 
for the G reeks to com e forth from an original source, whereas the 
L a tin  procedere, always used to translate it, had the more general sense 
o f  com in g forth from any source. S o , too, though the L a tin  w ord 
nearest in m eaning to the G reek  aitia w as principium, both having a 
more general extension, the translation usually given w as causa, and 
principium w as em ployed to turn the G reek  arcbe, though this w ord 
corresponded better to causa in  a narrower extension.1

N either G reeks nor L atin s involved themselves in these intricacies 
o f  m etaphysical thought ju st for its ow n sake. It w as forced upon them 
by the need to defend C h ristian  doctrine first again st the Jew s w ho 
accused them o f  polytheism — they had then to assert the unicity o f  
the divine essence— and then against erring C h ristian s w ho, stressing 
too m uch the oneness o f  G o d , denied the divinity first o f  the S o n  and 
then o f  the H oly  Sp irit. S o  w as their trinitarian theology form ulated 
in the face o f  attack. Later the cognate C h risto log ica l controversies 
led to a further clarification as they defended the doctrine o f  the 
hypostatic union o f  two natures in the one Person o f  Jesu s C h rist.

T h e  trinitarian form ula Una substantia tres personae or O n e  ousia 
three hypostases d id  not o f  course dissolve the mystery in the dogm a 
o f  the H oly  Trinity, but it asserted the truth draw n from  the N ew  
Testam ent and  it met objections. T he substance or essence or nature 
is one in all three Persons, but it is d istinguished in them by w hat is 
in d iv id ual to each. These ind ividuating m arks are the relations that 
obtain  between the Persons. T h e  Father is he fronvw honvthe^others 
com e as from a source; the So n  and the H oly  Sp irit are they who^are^ 
fronvanother, the one by generation, the other by procession. O n

1 C f. V . Grumel, ‘ Saint Thomas et la doctrinc dcs Grccs sur la proccssion du 
Saint'Esprit’ , in E .O . x x v  (1926), pp. 257-80.
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the generation o f the Son there was accord between Greeks and 
Latins (though, as will be seen, there were at Florence long dis  ̂
cussions on the philosophy o f generation). The root o f the trinitarian 
differences between the Churches was the Procession o f the Holy 
Spirit. The Scripture clearly asserts that the Spirit proceeds from the 
Father. The Greek Doctors had for the most part been content to 
repeat the declaration o f Scripture, for there was no need to go further 
to meet their adversaries, though a few had employed the phrase 
‘ proceed from the Father through the Son*. Later Greek theologians 
had made the silence o f the Fathers into a positive doctrine—the 
H oly Spirit proceeds from the Father alone—though meantime 
Latin theology with its more psychological approach had formulated 
western teaching into ‘ proceeds from the Father and the Son*. The 
debates at Florence will be concerned with this one point, Giovanni 
Montenero, the Dominican Provincial o f Lom bardy, striving to 
persuade Mark Eugenicus, the protagonist o f the Greeks, that, as 
the Father and the Son are identical except that the one is generator 
and the other generated, then since the Father is also spirator o f the 
Spirit, so is the Son. A n  abundance o f patristic quotations will be 
put forward, examined, explained as each speaker endeavours to 
urge his view or to rebut his opponent’s arguments.

. The dogmatic discussion began on Monday, 2 March, though 
both the Emperor and the Patriarch were absent for reasons o f health, 
with Montenero opening the debate, a concession made, so Synv 
poulus says, to the Latins by the Emperor without previous con' 
sultation with the Greek prelates who in fact did not approve.1 This 
time, unlike the procedure in most o f the sessions in Ferrara, there 
was till the very last sessions real discussion. That had been agreed 
on between Pope and Emperor in the hope o f shortening the pro' 
ceedings, and it was carried out often in a very lively fashion, which 
makes it extremely difficult to reproduce a clear and at the same time 
brief account o f the arguments put forward on either side.2

1 Syr. v iii , 1 , p. 2 15 .
2 The following account is drawn from A . G .  pp. 250-387 and A . L .  pp. 135-94^ 

whose extremely close agreement proves the reliability o f both sources. The Latin Acts 
are particularly useful in indicating the Latin technical terms that Montenero used 
because, as the Greeks had fewer o f these, the interpreter sometimes had to find the
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M o ntenero opened by ask in g w hat the G reeks meant b y ‘ procession* 
in respect o f  the divinity, and pinned on the w ord ‘ essential* in 
E ugen icu s’ answer as applied  to the H oly  Spirit, conclud ing from 
it that, as ‘ being* and ‘ essence* are the same when used o f G o d , 
the Sp irit received being from  the Father which is the same thing as 
to proceed from  him . But, he went on, the H oly  Sp irit rcccives 
being also from  the So n  and so must proceed also from  him , for 
E p iph an ius (in the L a tin  translation made by Traversari) says: 
‘ I call him  Son  w ho is from him  (i.e. the Father), but H oly  Spirit 
him  w ho alone is from  both ’ ;1 and ‘ . . .except the H oly  Spirit who 
is from  the Father and the S o n ’ .2 E p iph an ius, replied E ugenicus, 
does not necessarily mean that the Spirit receives being from  Father 
and S o n : he is th inking in terms o f  S t Jo h n ’s w ords: ‘ . . .w i l l  
receive from me and announce to y o u V  that is, the Sp irit is given 
by the Son  to the faithful w ho receive h im : a little later in the same 
passage he distinguishes between ‘ receive from the S o n * and ‘ proceed 
from the Father’ : but in any case your m anuscript o f  E piphan ius* 
w orks is corrupt for there is no ‘ i s ’ in  the text to correspond to the 
‘ b e in g ’ w hich you assert.

W hen M ontenero insisted on his interpretation and explained the 
passage again , Eugenicus changed the subject with a question.

M ark : W h en  you say ‘ from the Father*, do you mean from his person? A n d  

when you say ‘ from the S o n ’ , also from his persons A n d  when ‘ from both*, 

from the persons o f  both 3

Jo h n : Y es, when we speak o fFath er and Son separately; but when from both, 

we say that the H oly  Spirit is from one principle, since the Procession is com m on 

to Father and Son. But that is not the present question.

M ark : N ever mind that. Let us see the consequences o f your adm ission. 

St Basil says: (G o d ) ‘ sends forth the Spirit through his m outh. . .  for the Spirit 

is from him  and not from elsewhere’ .4

Jo h n : Y es, but Basil says that in metaphor, and elsewhere affirms that the 

Spirit receives being from the Son . But first let us finish w ith  Epiphanius.

nearest Greek equivalent which occasionally leads to a certain obscurity. Sytopoulus» 
after a short account of the opening meeting o f 26 February, merely adds that there 
were seven other sessions and directs his readers to the Practica to find the details 
(v n i, 1, p. 2 17 ). For summary accounts cf. H . 'L . vir, pp. 987-95 (where John of 
Montenero is throughout wrongly called John o f Ragusa) and G . Hofmann, ‘ Die 
Konzilsarbeit in Florenz’ , in O .C . P .  iv  (1938), pp. 157-88.

1 P . G .  4 3 ,  1 4 8 B .  2 Ibid. 153 a .

3 John xvi. 15 . 4 P .G .  2 9 , 7 3 6 B .
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M ark : Y o u  say from the person o f  the Father— so does B asil and ‘ not from 

elsewhere’ , that is from the Father alone.

Jo h n : Basil was proving against Eunom ius that the Spirit was not a creature 

— that is the meaning o f  ‘ elsewhere*. Epiphanius and B asil in the quotations 

I  have given say that the Spirit has being from the S o n . D o  you admit that the 

Spirit is from the substance o f  the Father and not elsewhere?

Bessarion: A t  one time you say person, then substance.

Jo h n : W e say that essence and person are one in themselves but differ 

according to our w ay o f  th inking, so that person consists o f  the essence and the 

properties.1 A s  these are distinguished in our thinking, the essence is com m unis 

cated between the Persons o f  the Trinity, the properties are not; for, i f  the Persons 

are to remain distinct, the properties must remain uncom m unicated, that is, 

the relationships o f  origin.\_So the Father and the Son  are distinct from one 

another only because the Father is he from w hom  another is and the Son  he 

w h o  is from another, that is the Father is the principle, the Son  is from the 

principle; all else they possess in com m on and so have a com m on bein g/

T o  this Ephesus assented and Jo h n  continued. In  hum an genera^ 
tion the person generates, but the person is not com m unicated. It is 
the nature, hum anity, that is com m unicated, whereas the person 
acts. S o  this person is the principle which generates and  the nature 
the principle by which he generates. In  the divine generation like^ 
wise the Father is the person, the principle, w ho generates and  his 
nature is the principle by w hich he generates the S o n ; so the nature, 
not the person, o f  the Father is com m unicated to the So n . But in G o d  
the nature or essence o f  all three Persons is one and the sam e, and 
the only difference is what arises from the opposition  o f  relationships, 
so that i f  one person is from another he is said to receive being and 
existence from another, which is what Basil and  E p ip h an iu s meant 
when they wrote that the Spirit has being from the Son .

A t  this point the codex o f  E piphan ius, requested earlier, w as 
produced and  the passage in question read. E ugen icus returned to 
his former answer that there is no ‘ i s ’ in the text, w hich can  also be 
understood o f  the temporal mission o f  the H oly  Spirit. But, 
allow ing for the moment M ontenero’s explanation, the w ords ‘ from 
both* or ‘ from the Father and the S o n ’ can quite well be understood 
o f  Father and So n , not as distinct Persons, but as possessing a

1 Property, i.e. what is peculiar to an object or a kind o f object and distinguishes 
it from others. In the Blessed Trinity the properties are— to generate, to be generated, 
to proceed.
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common nature, and this explanation was enough to refute the 
heretical opinions those two Doctors were opposing. Epiphanius 
must have agreed with Basil, and Basil clearly referred to the person 
o f the Father when he said that the Holy Spirit ‘ proceeds from the 
Father’ , so he obviously still meant person when straight after he 
added ‘ and not from elsewhere’ , that is, not from the person o f the 
Son. W ith that the session ended.

The next day was the eighth anniversary o f the election ofEugenius 
as Pope. The Cardinal o f S. Marco, Angelotto Fusco, sang the 
Mass to celebrate the occasion in the presence o f the Pope, and Latins 
and Greeks thronged the church. A  chronicle records that the 
Patriarch was there, but in view o f the fact that he had not been able 
to assist at the session o f the previous day that is unlikely: that 
chronicler, however, was an eye-witness o f most o f the events he 
narrates.1

O n Thursday, 5 March, the discussions were resumed in the 
second session, when Montenero again opened the proceedings. The 
passage from St Basil quoted in the last session was read again and 
from the explanation and discussion that followed it was agreed 
that Basil with his eye on the heretics o f his day meant that the Spirit 
was from the substance o f the Father and from no other substance. 
But when Montenero added that i f  the Holy Spirit is from the sub' 
stance o f the Father he must be also from the substance o f the Son, 
since the Father and the Son are one in substance, Eugenicus ob/ 
jected, repeating the question he put in the previous session: ‘ W hen 
we hear that the Spirit is from the Father and the Son, must we 
understand from their persons ?’ , which was the occasion o f a repeti^ 
tion from his adversary o f his exposition o f the Latin metaphysical 
theory o f generation. But Mark was nothing daunted.

M ark : S o , i f  the com m on substance o f  Father and Son  is the principle o f  the 

H o ly  Spirit, then the Spirit is principled and caused.

Jo h n : T h at does not fo llow , because w hat is produced is produced by the 

supposition or person acting, not by the nature w h ich  is an abstract name, but 

through the nature. B ut the traditional w ay o f  solving these questions is by 

recurrence to the words o f  the Fathers. L e t us keep to that.

M ark : T h e quotation can wait. Y o u  said that in things hum an the existing

1 Muratori (ist ed.), xix» c. 983.
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object comes from  an individual existing object, i.e. this man from this m an, 

according to the com m on nature. I f  it is the same in respect o f  G o d , then we 

should not say that any o f the Persons comes from the substance w hich is not 

a person by itself, nor therefore that the substance is a cause, for it does not 

produce.

Jo h n : W h en  w e say someone from someone, it is necessarily from the person. 

A s  I quoted from St Basil last session: ‘ W h at then is the need, i f  the H oly 

Spirit is third in dignity and order, that he should be third also in nature? For 

in dignity he is second to the Son , having his being from h im .’ 1 There St Basil 

says that the Spirit has his being from the Son and depends on him  as on a 

cause. I have already show n that in  G o d  ‘ to receive’ and ‘ to b e ’ are the same. 

H ere w e have that the Spirit has his being and receives from the Son , and that 

means that he proceeds from him .

M ark : W e  w ill deal w ith St Basil later. N o w  let us see the conclusions that 

fo llow  from your words. Y o u  say that the com m on substance o f  the Father and 

the So n , w hich  is one and the same, is the cause and principle o f  the H oly  Spirit, 

so that the substance o f  the Spirit is caused, and there are two substances in the 

T rin ity , one causing and one caused. B ut that is contrary to all good theology, 

for all the Doctors say that substance neither generates nor produces, so neither 

Father nor Son  produces by the com m on substance, but by his ow n proper 

substance or individual property.

Jo h n : Substance can be understood in two senses. In the one it corresponds 

to the definition o f  a thing, that is the species, essence or nature, and in this sense 

never means the existing object:2 in the other it stands for the existing object 

w h ich  possesses the species,3 e.g. Plato, Socrates, and in this sense is called hypo/- 

stasis, subsistence, res naturae and, in hum an nature, person. Both  Greek and 

L a tin  Fathers defended against A r iu s  and M acedonius that the H oly  Spirit is 

from  the substance o f  Father and Son . T o  say that the H oly  Sp irit is from the 

substance o f  the Father is sound, because substance can mean person, even though 

the property o f  fatherhood is not com m unicated. So w e L a tin s  do not use 

substance in  the sense o f  the Person o f  the Father, but o f  the nature w hich is 

com m unicated to the Son . Therefore the Father generates the Son  com m unis 

eating everything o f  H im self except the property o f  fatherhood, and also that the 

S o n  should be the principle o f  the H o ly  Sp irit, w hich  in no way militates 

against the property ofsonship. T h at is w hy it does not follow  that in the Blessed 

T rin ity  there is a distinction o f  cause and caused— the Son is from  the substance 

o f  the Father and the H oly  Spirit is from the substance o f  Father and Son.

After that the discussion continued for some little time, turning 
to the question o f what kind o f distinction there is between the

1 P .G . 29, 653 B . 2 This was called substantia secunda.
3 This was called substantia prima.
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Persons o f the Trinity, a real distinction or only a distinction o f our 
understanding, till Cardinal Cesarini announced: 'T h e  fourth hour 
has passed, so that will do. W e shall meet again on Saturday.’

O n 7 March, then, the Fathers convened for the third session when 
Eugenicus spoke first. In deference, so he said, to Montenero’s wish, 
he began with the quotation from St Basil introduced in the first 
session. The books used respectively by the Latins and the Greeks, 
though both were Greek texts, yet differed and the Latin one, he 
said, had clearly been tampered with, for in Constantinople there 
were some thousand copies which agreed with his text and only a 
few— four or five—that followed Montenero’s. The passage was read 
out.1

Jo h n  replied acknow ledging M ark ’s gesture o f condescension, but 
v indicating the veracity o f  his ow n book, w hich he said , had  been 
brought from  C onstantinople by N ich olas de C u sa  an d  so had  not

1 This passage from St Basil’s Adversus Eunomium, bk. n i will be discussed so often 
that it as well to have the two texts clearly in mind from the start* with the differences 
between them. They can be easily reconstructed from the frequent quotations made by 
Montenero and Eugenicus passim in the debates.

T E X T  U P H E L D  B Y  T H E  L A T I N S  T E X T  U P H E L D  B Y  T H E  G R E E K S

P . G .  29 , 6 53B

Even if  the H oly Spirit is third in dignity Even if  the Holy Spirit is third in dignity
and order, why need he be third also in and order, why need he be third also in
nature? For that he is second to the Son, nature? For that he is second 
having his being from him and receiving from  
him and announcing to us and being completely
dependent on him, pious tradition pious tradition perhaps
recounts; but that his nature is third we recounts; but that his nature is third we
are not taught by the Saints nor can we are not taught by the Saints nor can we
conclude logically from what has been said conclude from what has been said
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P . G .  29 , 6 5 6  a

so that, although the Holy Spirit is that although he is subordinated to the 
behind the Son in order and dignity, Son, let us

all the same he would make this supposition, still it does not 
not be considered as o f another nature, follow that he is also o f another nature,

P . G .  29 , 657c

so, namely, although the Holy Spirit is so, therefore, although the Holy Spirit is 
below in dignity and order» for below in dignity and order, as they say, for
we have received we have received and hold
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been long enough in L a tin  hands for it to have been tam pered with, 
and , besides, it w as very old . T h e  corruption o f  texts w as more 
typical o f  the East than the W est. D id  not C y ril warn Jo h n  o f  A n tioch  
against the possible falsification o f  his letters1 and repeat the caution 
to A ca c iu s  by recounting the story o f  the letter o f  A th an asiu s?2 It 
w as m uch more likely that the change was m ade in the early days o f  
the schism  to remove from  St B asil w hat favoured the traditional 
doctrine o f  the Procession o f  the H oly  Sp irit, w ho, we may think, 
preserved this book  from  corruption to witness to the truth. W ith  
this he exhibited to the Em peror the L a tin  book written on p arch ' 
ment, a long with the G reek one written on paper.

T h e  G reeks, M ark replied, adm itted that M ontenero’s text w as to 
be found in a very few books in C onstan tinople, and  the fact that 
these had not been destroyed proved the G reek honesty o f  m ind. 
Falsification, however, was not an eastern m onopoly. T h e  W est had 
done its share and indeed no less a person than a pope. For Z osim u s 
tried to im pose on the C o u n c il o f  C arth age  a supposed  canon o f  
N icaea  that gave to R om e a universal right as court o f  appeal. 
C arth age  com pared  his version with those preserved in A le x an d ria  
and C onstan tinople, w hich had no such canon at all. In any case, 
the num ber and quality  o f  the G reeks’ books proved the genuineness 
o f  their text.

T h e passage, as found in the G reek s’ book , w as then read, and 
M ark went on to com m ent on it, his purpose being to prove that 
his text w as the original one. H is  contention w as that B asil d id  not 
believe that any Sain ts at all had ever taught that the H oly  Spirit 
w as third in dignity and order and that he had expressed his dis^ 
belief by ask ing in this sam e passage w ho were the Sain ts that had 
taught that, and then rem arking— ‘ E un om ius does not say ’ . W hat 
he does here is to concede for the sake o f  argum ent, but w ithout 
accepting as true, E u n o m iu s’ statement and then to declare that 
even in that case the heretic’s conclusion  that the H o ly  Spirit is third 
also in nature w ould  not follow . S o  the various w ords and phrases 
in d ispute— ‘ p erh ap s’ , ‘ let us m ake this co n cessio n ’, ‘ as they say ’—  
are consonant with B a sil’s thought and therefore belong to the original 
text,' whereas the L a tin  insertion about the Spirit havin g his being 

1 P . G .  77, i 8 i b .  2 Ibid. z o o c .
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from the So n  and  receiving from him  is an  interpolation, foreign to 
his m in d /

B asil, he said , m ade this p lain  in  a letter to his brother G regory :

Since the H o ly  Spirit, from W h o m  all provision o f good flows to creation, 

depends on the Son  with W h o m  he is inseparably apprehended, but has his 

being dependent on the Father as cause from W h o m  he proceeds, he has this 

m ark o f  his hypostatic individuality that he is know n after the Son  and with 

him and that he subsists from the Father. But the S o n , the sole only^begotten 

emitted from the unbegotten light, kn ow in g through h im self and w ith him self 

the Spirit proceeding from the Father, has no com m union with the Father or 

the H oly  Sp irit as regards ind ividuating m arks, but is kn ow n  by only the 

above-m entioned signs.1

H ere B asil states, com m ented M ark, that the Sp irit proceeds from 
the Father only. H e ‘ depends on the S o n ’ , that is, is p laced  in order 
after h im , not because he proceeds from him , says S t B asil, but 
because he is apprehended with him . T h en  ‘ the So n  know ing the 
H oly  Sp irit proceeding from the Father,’ that is m anifesting him  
with him self, ‘ yet has no com m union  with the Father or the H oly  
S p ir it ’ , not therefore the com m union  o f  p ro d u cin g  the Spirit with 
the Father— this is B a sil’ s m ind, that the Procession is attributed to 
the Father alone.

M ontenero in reply first touched on the question o f  Z osim u s. M ark 
had produced  no docum ent to support his statement w hich the 
L atin s had never heard o f  before: the docum ents rather lay on the 
L a tin  side, as C ard in a l C esarin i had show n in Ferrara when he 
exhibited the codex that reported the incident o f  A th an asiu s and the 
synod o f  A n tio ch  with regard to those sam e canons o f  N icaea. H e 
then topk up  M ark ’s com m ents on the quotation  from St B asil, 
enquiring w hat difference there w as between ‘ dependent o n ’ and 
‘ be the cause o f ’ . E ugen icus replied that ‘ dependent o n ’ meant for 
B asil sim ply ‘ ordered w ith ’ , for i f  things are to be enumerated they 
m ust be mentioned one after another and, as between Father and So n  
there is an order o f  nature, the Sp irit perforce com es third in any 
enum eration. S o  B asil says that the So n  is second to the Father, but 
o f  the Spirit he says no more than that he depends, a w ord he never 
uses o f  the So n  in respect o f  the Father.
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But, so M ontencro objected, i f  there is nothing but an  enum eration, 
on the part o f  the thing, abstracting from  our w ords to express it, 
there is no order at all. S t Basil says there is an order an d , w hat is 
more, an order o f  nature. T h e very nam es Father and So n  im ply  an 
order o f  nature and  dependence, as the Father is the cause o f  the 
S o n . S o  the dependence o f  the Sp irit on the So n  is also  an order o f  
nature. S t Basil h im self says so : ‘ Ju s t  as the So n  is second to the 
Father because he is from  h i m . . .b u t in  nature he is not second since 
the divinity in each is one, so  though the H oly  Sp irit in dignity and 
order is below the So n , it does not logically follow  that he is o f  
another n a tu re /1 H ere he clearly is proving w hat he said  before, 
that, as is the order o f  So n  to Father, so is the order o f  the Sp irit to 
the So n . T h e  Father is principle and cause o f  the So n  in one nature. 
S o  then the So n  is princip le and  cause o f  the Sp irit in  one nature. 
T h is  Basil exem plified by the angels, that though there are am ong 
them  principalities, pow ers, higher and  lower, yet it does not follow  
that they are o f  diverse natures. /So  there is an order and  that means 
an order o f  origin .

M ark : A  moment. D o  you say that Basil held that the H oly  Spirit w as third 

in  order and dignity?

Jo h n : Y es , in the same w ay as the Son  is second to the Father.

M ark : Eunom ius also said the Spirit w as third in  order and dignity.

Jo h n : Eunom ius said that he got that from the H o ly  Scriptures and from that 

w ould  prove that the Spirit was third also in  nature. Basil did  not deny his 

statement: he attacked only his conclusion.

M ark : So  Eunom ius was right in saying third in order and dignity?

Jo h n : Yes.

M ark : B ut does not your book say Eunom ius* pretends to preserve the teaching 

o f  the Sain ts ’ ?

Jo h n : Y es. Eunom ius pretends to have found the deduction ‘ third in nature’ 

in the Fathers.

M ark : N o , it docs not say that. It says, pretends to preserve the teaching o f  

the Fathers as saying third in order and dignity.

Jo h n : N o . T h e pretence refers to the deduction, and that is w hat Basil denied 

as his exam ples show .

M ark : I f  Basil had held that the Spirit w as third in order and dignity he 

w o u ld  not have said that Eunom ius ‘ pretends to preserve the teaching o f  the 

Fathers’ but that he did preserve it and concluded w rongly. Instead he asserts
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that ‘ Eunom ius had no w ord  to say as to w ho had transmitted that doctrine*, 

and he calls him ‘ a greatly daring innovator*, w h ich  shows that Basil did not 

believe there were any such Saints.

Jo h n : A thanasius asks: ‘ I f  then he (i.e. the H o ly  Spirit) is not from  the 

substance o f  the Father and the S o n , w hy did the Son  name him * in the trinL· 

tarian formula o f  baptism ?:1 and elsewhere w rote: ‘ I f  then the Spirit has such 

an order and nature in  respect o f  the So n  as the So n  has to the Father, surely he 

w h o  calls the Spirit a creature w ill think the same o f  the S o n .’ 2 A thanasius, 

therefore, declares an order and an order o f  nature, and Basil could do no less. 

In  the next session w e w ill prove it clearly o f Basil too.

O n Tuesday, 10  March, in the fourth session Eugenicus addressed 
the Fathers, resuming his previous arguments to show that St Basil 
could not have approved o f what he did not believe, namely that the 
Spirit is third in order and dignity, and so the words in the text 
suggesting doubt are genuinely his. Neither did St Athanasius teach 
any such subordination o f the Spirit. The first passage used by 
Montenero certainly puts him in the third place in the formula o f 
baptism but neither states nor implies any third position in dignity. 
The Letter to Serapion from which the second passage is taken was 
directed against the enemies o f the H oly Spirit, who reduced him 
to the level o f a creature. So  Athanasius’ purpose there was not to 
stress the distinctions within the Holy Trinity, but the unity o f will 
and operation o f all three persons to conclude to their unity in Godhead 
and vindicate the divinity o f the H oly Spirit. Consequently by his 
words ‘ such is the order and nature o f the Spirit to the Son, as the 
Son’s to the Father’ he means no more than that the Holy Spirit 
is conjoined and connatural with the Son. W hen, however, he 
approaches the question o f origin within the H oly Trinity he states 
clearly that he does not believe the Son to be the cause o f the H oly 
Spirit, because he calls the Father ‘ the sole unbegotten and sole fount 
o f  deity’ ,3 that is, the sole generator o f the Son and sole producer o f 
the Holy. Spirit.

A t  this point another codex o f St Basil was brought in belonging 
to the Greek Metropolitan o f Mitylene, Dorotheus, which, so Mon^ 
tenero claimed, was very old and which agreed with the text he was 
defending. He took the occasion to prove again that his text and

1 Ps.'Athanasius: P .G . 2 8 ,  4 8 9 B .  2 P .G . 2 6 ,  5 8 0 B .

3 P .G . 2 8 ,  9 7 B C .
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his interpretation o f  Basil were right. H e  had, he said, by the guidance 
o f  the H oly  Spirit com e across another w ork o f  Basil in a codex 
belonging to L eon ard o  A retin o  w hen with Traversari he was 
lo ok in g  for a certain letter written by the Sain t. T h at w ork was a 
hom ily on the H oly  Sp irit where, i f  anywhere, one should find 
B a sil’s mature thought on the subject. There it is written: ‘ O n e  
Father, one So n , one H oly  Sp irit must be confessed according to the 
divine tradition. N o t tw o Fathers, nor tw o Sons, since the Spirit 
neither is the S o n  nor is so called. For we do not receive anything 
from  the Spirit in the sam e way as the Sp irit from the S o n ; but we 
receive him (i.e. the Sp irit) com ing to us and sanctifying us, the 
com m unication  o f  divinity, the pledge o f  eternal inheritance, and the 
first fruits o f  the eternal g o o d / 1 T h at is w hat we receive from  the 
Sp irit, created and caused, in us. B ut the Spirit, says St Basil, 
receives from  the So n , but not as we receive from the Spirit— we 
receive things created; he receives therefore things divine, for there 
is no third class o f  things apart from  the created and the uncreated 
or divine.

T h en , to show  that E u gen icu s’ text m ade S t  Basil contradict 
him self, M ontenero com pared the two books again  phrase by phrase, 
con clud in g that the w hole purpose o f  that chapter o f  the A dversus  
Eunomium  was to prove that there were firsts, seconds and thirds in 
order and dignity o f  beings o f  one and the same nature and conse^ 
quently that the so-called concessions postulated by E ugen icus made 
S t  B asil seem to hesitate where he should have been m ost forthright. 
T h e  same conclusion, he continued, is proved by the words that 
precede and those that follow  the passage in question. B asil denied, 
not E u n o m iu s’ assertion that the Sain ts put the Sp irit third in order 
and  dignity, but only his deduction that he is third in nature,, as he 
h im self states clearly after he had proposed the exam ples o f  the angels, 
the heavenly m ansions2 and the stars:3 ‘ although the H oly  Spirit is 
behind the So n  in dignity, yet not in nature. W e have received that 
he is num bered third from  the Father, the L o rd  saying in the trad i' 
tion o f  b a p tism .. . .  B u t that he is thrust out to som e third nature we

1 P .G . 3 1 , 14 3 3 c .
2 Referring to John xiv. 2: ‘ In my Father’s house there are many mansions.*
3 Referring to I C or. xv. 4 1 : ‘ For star differeth from star in glory.*
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have neither learnt nor ever heard/1 I f  then the Spirit is divine and 
third in order, that can only be by the communication o f the divine 
nature and that by the Son also, which is to say that he proceeds also 
from the Son.

Having dilated thus on St Basil, the Lom bard Provincial defended 
his previous explanation o f the passages from St Athanasius, 
repeating the exposition he had given earlier. He had, however, 
talked for so long that he provoked an expostulation from the 
Emperor that the Greeks had no time to reply for the session now 
had to close.

‘ Wednesday the eleventh. There was great festivity because it was 
the day o f the coronation o f Pope Eugeni us I V ’2— so records the 
chronicler, but provokingfy adds no more. There would assuredly 
have been a special, solemn Mass, perhaps sung by the Pope himself, 
and a variety o f other celebrations, spiritual and temporal. But what 
they were we are left to guess.

O n the following day there were no discussions for the fifth session 
opened on Saturday, 14  March, with Eugenicus taking up Monte^ 
nero’s explanation o f the words o f St Athanasius. Whereupon John 
objected that Mark was inverting the order o f his argument and 
should have begun with the text o f St Basil; so, after some altercation, 
Mark yielded gracefully and spoke on the passage adduced from the 
Homily on the Holy Spirit. There, he said, the quotation does not 
assert that the Spirit receives being from the Son. St Basil wished 
to prove that the Spirit is different from the Son, so he said ‘ we do 
not receive from the Spirit in the same way as we receive the Spirit 
from the S o n ’ . Here Mark was taking the Greek word ‘ Spirit’ as 
being in the accusative, objective case, whereas John  had understood 
it as nominative or subjective, the Greek form o f the word being 
the same for both. So he concluded that we receive the Spirit from 
the Son as something different from the Son and added: ‘ From the 
Spirit himself we receive nothing else than the Spirit himself.’

This last phrase was to Latin ears most unsound, and Joh n  pressed 
Mark as to whether the gifts o f the Spirit were different from the 
Spirit himself. Eugenicus remained silent for some little time searching 
for an answer. There was every likelihood that the discussion would 

1 P.G. 29,  6 5 7 D - 6 6 O A .  2 Muratori, op. cit. xix, c.  9 84.
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turn to the question that had torn the Greek ecclesiastical world a 
ccntury before, the Palamitic question o f the ‘divine energies’ , which 
M ark with most Greeks held to be really distinct from the divine 
essence, an opinion that the Latins both then and now consider 
wrong. So the Emperor summoned his orators to a brief colloquy 
and then forbade further argument on that point as being outside o f 
the scope o f the discussion and, when Montenero and Cesarini 
urged that it was necessary so as to clarify the meaning o f the text 
in dispute, he silenced the interpreter. But Joh n  still pressed his point. 
M ark’s interpretation that we do not reccive anything from the 
Spirit as we receive the Spirit from the Son was wrong because, 
receiving the gifts, we receive the Spirit himself, as St Paul says: 
‘ because the charity o f G od is poured forth in our hearts by the 
H oly Ghost who is given to us’ . 1 But St Basil says that we do not 
receive as the Spirit receives, so he was contrasting the uncreated, 
divine essence that the Spirit receives from the Son with the created 
gifts which we receive from the Spirit, which gifts St Basil goes on 
immediately to enumerate in this same passage, and so Spirit must 
be the subject of the verb, not the object.

The Emperor intervened again and there was some little altercation 
between him and Montenero and Cesarini. He sent one o f his 
attendants with a message to the Pope and summoned Cesarini to 
his side, who then spoke with the Pope. A s  a result, after a little 
skirmishing, Ephesus continued the debate. H e went back to the 
question o f Basil’s ‘ Perhaps’ in his Adversus Eunomium, changing 
somewhat his line o f argument, to defend the presence o f that word 
and the other similar expressions in the passages quoted, as indicating 
that St Basil was only making a concession for the sake o f argument. 
The formula o f baptism, founded on the Gospels, put the H oly Spirit 
in  the third place and that could be taken as a ground for placing 
him third also in dignity. A llow in g , so Ephesus interpreted St Basil, 
that in that formula, which is the pious tradition referred to, the 
Spirit comes third, even so that is no proof that he is third in dignity, 
still less in nature.

By way o f reply Montenero recapitulated once again the comparison 
o f the two texts, adding comments here and there mainly to show

1 Rom . v. 6.
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that the common opinion that Eunomius spurned was the general 
opinion o f the Saints which Basil knew well and followed, and that 
Basil’s argument against Eunomius was not to deny that opinion but 
the conclusion that he drew from it, that the Spirit was third in 
nature.

The sixth session took place on 17  March, when M ark Eugenicus, 
abandoning on the Emperor’s instructions (as he wrote later) the 
method o f ‘ question and answer’ or discussion in favour o f making 
a complete exposition o f the Greek position, started by commenting 
on St Jo h n ’s word§& ‘ But when the Paraclete cometh, whom I will 
send you from the Father, the Spirit o f truth, who proceedeth from 
the Father, he shall give testimony o f m e’ ,1 pointing out that that 
passage first showed the freedom o f the Holy Spirit, then the bene^ 
volence towards him o f the other two Persons, and then his origin 
from the Father alone, so that the two propositions ‘ The Holy Ghost 
proceeds from the Father’ and ‘ Whatever proceeds from the Father 
is the Holy Spirit’ are convertible, with the consequence that any 
one who proceeds from another than the Father is not the Holy 
Spirit.

St Paul says no less: ‘ N ow  we received not the spirit o f this world 
but the Spirit that is o f G o d ’ ,2 which Gregory Thaumaturgus inter' 
prets in these words: ‘ One H oly Spirit having existence from G od 
and manifested to men through the S o n ’ ,3 clearly distinguishing his 
different relations to Father and Son. St Paul’s disciple, Denis, in 
a passage whose purpose is to establish the distinction o f the Persons 
asserts: ‘ Sole fount o f the supersubstantial divinity is the Father’ :4 
but that would not be distinctive o f the Father i f  the Son also pro/ 
duced the Spirit. Athanasius says the same: ‘ The sole unbegotten 
and sole fount o f divinity, the Father’ ,5 so that, just as the property 
o f  being unbegotten cannot be communicated to either o f the other 
Persons, so neither can the property o f being ‘ sole fount o f divinity’ . 
The Fathers, therefore, are in complete accord with the H oly Scrip/ 
tures in rejecting that the Son is cause o f the Spirit.

The Councils no less than the Fathers profess this same doctrine.

1 John xv. 26.
2 I Cor. ii. 1 2 .  3 P . G .  10, 9 8 5  A.
4 P .O .  3,  641 d .  5 p . G .  2 8 ,  9 7 B C .
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Leontius o f Caesarea at the C ouncil o f Nicaea declared: ‘ and o f the 
H oly Spirit proceeding from him, the Father’ , 1 adding the word 
‘ Father’ lest his hearers should think that he referred to the Son whom 
he had mentioned immediately previously.

,'A t this point there was an interruption from the Latin side 
charging M ark with abandoning the agreed method o f discussion 
by question and answer and o f not following the order o f the argu^ 
ments as they had so far been put forward in the debater Montenero 
asserted that good order demanded an answer to what he had said 
about the text o f St Basil. I f  M ark accepted his exposition, let him 
acknowledge the fact. I f  he only wanted to avoid answering it because 
he had no reply to make, he should then have gone on to the quotation 
from Athanasius. A t  any rate, till either an acknowledgement o f 
acceptance or an answer was forthcoming, John affirmed that he 
would not reply to these new arguments o f Mark.

Eugenicus, after a little colloquy among the Greeks, defended his 
action declaring that all the time so far had been spent on one or two 
texts, which meant that the Greeks could not produce the full panoply 
o f  their armoury. So he had had recourse to the H oly Scriptures 
and to the Fathers and the Councils that every one knew, not to 
certain recondite books (a hit at Montenero’s reference to Basil’s 
Hom ily on the H oly Spirit) or to corrupt texts, to show that Basil’s 
doctrine was in harmony with the tradition o f the C hurch and that 
the text put forward by the Greeks was the correct one. The Emperor 
supported him, telling Montenero that had he had a little patience, 
he would have seen the force o f the method, and that he had in  ̂
structed M ark to act as he did, because otherwise the Greeks would 
never have been able to say what they wanted owing to continual 
interruptions. Cesarini then conversed with the Pope, after which he 
addressed the Emperor, that though the order o f debate ought to be 
adhered to, still they were content that Ephesus should follow his 
own way and reply afterwards to his opponent’s arguments.

So M ark proceeded with his speech, repeating what he had said 
about the C ouncil o f Nicaea— ‘ The Spirit proceeds from the Father 
and belongs to the S o n ’— which C yril also affirmed: ‘A lthough 
the Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father, still he is not alien to the

1 P.O. 8 5 , 1288c.
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S o n ’ , 1 that is, he is o f the same nature as the Son. : Basil’s thought 
was no different when he wrote: ‘ He is called the Spirit o f Christ, 
as being related to him according to his nature’2— he did not write 
‘ as proceeding from him ’ or ‘ as receiving being from him*— and: 
‘ H is relationship with the Father I know, since he proceeds from 
the Father; his relationship with the Son, because I hear: “ N ow  if  
any man have not the Spirit o f Christ, he is none o f his” .’3 (Here 
Montencro asked t$> see the codex, but M ark had not got it with him.) 
W ould he have written so, had he thought that the Spirit proceeded 
also from the Son?

The second Council, developing the Credo o f the first, ordained 
in its Creed: ‘ W e believe also in the Holy Spirit, the Lord and giver 
o f  life, who proceedeth from the Father, who together with the 
Father and the Son is adored and glorified.’ The purpose o f the 
Fathers o f that C ou ncil was to propound the theology o f the Holy 
Spirit and the mode o f his union with Father and Son, and they 
did it by stating clearly that the Spirit proceeds from the Father, but 
‘ is glorified with Father and S o n ’ , that is, is o f equal honour and 
substance. H ad the Fathers believed that the Spirit proceeds also 
from the Son, they would have said ‘ who proceedeth from the Father 
and the Son etc.’ . But by leaving out ‘ proceedeth from the S o n ’ , 
they showed that they did not hold that doctrine.

That profession o f faith was final. N o other C ouncil added ‘ from 
the S o n ’ : indeed all addition was forbidden as i f  there was a fore  ̂
boding o f what one day the Latin Church would do. Gregory o f 
Nazianzus, who it is said wrote that Creed, asserts clearly: ‘ A l l  that 
the Father has is the Son’s except the cause.’4 It could not be clearer. 
I f  the Son is distinguished from the Father as regards cause, he is 
neither Father nor producer, and so not the cause o f the Holy Spirit.

The third C ouncil both in word and deed was conformed to the 
second. Charisius had read the symbol put out by Nestorius which 
declared that the H oly Spirit is not the Son nor does he have his 
existence through the Son. D id the C ouncil condemn that? It 
condemned only Nestorius’ ‘ perverse and corrupt teaching’ in 
regard to the Incarnation o f the Son o f G o d ,5 but said not a word

1 P . G .  7 6 ,  4 3 3 B .  z P . C .  3-2, 1 5 2 B .
3 P . G .  3 1 ,  6 1 2 B C . ;  Rom . viii. 9. 4 P . G . 36 ,  2 5 2 A .  5 Mansi, 4, 1 3 6 4 A B .
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about his theology o f the Holy Spirit, which is no light proof that 
that theology was the common opinion o f the C hurch. C yril, how/ 
ever, attacking Nestorius about the Procession o f the H oly Spirit 
seemed to imply that he had his existence from the Son. Theodoretus 
took him up: ‘ That the Spirit belongs to the Son, if  by that he intended 
as o f the same nature and proceeding from the Father, we agree and 
accept the phrase as pious: but if  as having his existence from the 
Son or through the Son, we shall reject it as blasphemous and 
im pious/1 Cyril's defence was to declare that Theodoretus was 
maliciously slandering him, in other words that he did not hold the 
‘ blasphemous and impious* opinion attributed to him, but the 
‘ pious’ :2 as he also said: ‘ A lthough the Holy Spirit proceeds from 
the Father, all the same he is not alien to the Son, for he has every/ 
thing with the Father V  and in his letter to John o f A ntioch: ‘ For 
it was not they (i.e. the Fathers o f Nicaea) who were speaking, but 
the Spirit o f G od and Father W ho proceeds from him, but is not 
alien to the Son in respect o f substance.’4 W hen Theodoretus read 
C y ril’s letter to John o f Antioch he wrote also to him in these words: 
‘ W hat you have lately sent to me (i.e. C yril’s letter) is beautified by 
evangelical n o b ility .. .and the Holy Spirit having his existence not 
from the Son or through the Son, but proceeding from the Father 
though called proper to the Son— we have extolled the physician 
w ho has cured the stuttering tongues and changed discordant sounds 
into sweet harmony.’ 5 Note the complete agreement o f all these 
authorities, an agreement observed by C yril himself,6 who elsewhere 
makes this comparison: ‘A s  the finger depends from the hand not 
being alien to it but naturally on it, so too the Holy Spirit by reason 
ofconsubstantiality is fitted to union with the Son, although he pro/ 
ceeds from G od and Father’ ,7 which is the same thing as saying that 
he does not proceed from the Son, but only from the Father.

B y all these reasons w e demonstrate that our belief is harm onious with the 

H o ly  Scriptures, with the divine Fathers and teachers; w e have neither changed 

nor adulterated anything o f  the divine dogmas transmitted to us from ages past; 

w e have added nothing, w e have taken nothing aw ay, no innovation at all have 

w e made. A g a in  then w e beseech your C harity  and H onour to agree with us

r P .G . 76, 4 3 2 D .  2 Jbid. 388  a . 3 Ibid. 4 3 3  B.
4 P .G . 7 7 ,  1 8 0 D .  5 P.G . 83 ,  1 4 8 4 B C .  6 P .G . 7 7 ,  1 7 7 B .

7 P .G . 7 2 ,  7 0 4 B .
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and with the divine Fathers and not to recite or receive in  the C h u rch  anything 

beyond w hat they have said, but to be content with them alone, so that saying 

and th inking the same, with one voice and one heart, w e m ay together glorify 

the Father, the Son  aihd the H oly  Spirit, to W h om  is due all glory, honour and 

worship for ever and ever, am en.1

N ow , rejoined Cardinal Cesarini, it is only right that you should 
reply to the last arguments of the Father Provincial.

M ark; W e have show n clearly that the expressions o f  doubt in our copy o f  

S t  Basil are well founded. Y o u r argumentation was so long that it escapes the 

memory and leads to endless discussion. So  w e are content to show , by reason 

o f  its antiquity, o f  the number o f  copies, o f  its consistency w ith itself, that our 

book is sound. M ore w e have not to say nor do we want to.

Jo h n : I  w ill rem ind you with pleasure o f  my arguments so that you can fulfil 

the promise made by H is Serene Highness the Em peror. A n d  that he proceeded 

to do ending with an exam ple from St A ugustine to show  that an absolute 

conclusion must be reached when the hypothesis o f  a conditional proposition 

is affirmed. T h at, he said, is what Basil d id : ‘ I f  angels can be in  diverse orders 

and yet o f  one nature, so can the So n  and the H oly  Sp irit: B ut angels can be so: 

Ther e f or e . . and this conclusion is absolute, not conditional or doubtful, so 

our text, not yours, is the original.

M ark : St Basil w as arguing on a supposition: ‘ A llo w in g  for the sake o f  

argument that the Spirit is third in order and dignity, even so he is not third in 

nature.* T h at is a regular form o f  argument. It is what we were doing all the 

time at Ferrara— ‘ Even  i f  the F ilio qu e  is true, even so it may not be added.’ 

Neither he nor w e accepted the truth o f  the proposition, but taking it by con*- 

cession as agreed, we use it to prove the truth o f  the conclusion and that truth is 

thereby not doubtful but absolute. I  am surprised that this has escaped a man 

o f  your intelligence.

A t this point in the account o f the sessions the Greek Acts end, 
but the tale is carried on (even though cursorily) by the Description 
that is combined with the A cts in all the editions o f the Greek 
P ractical and in complete detail by the Latin A cts,3 so happily the 
history o f the debates can be completed.

John and Mark continued to argue about the nature o f conditional 
propositions, the Provincial having the last word— Basil was arguing 
a pari.· In the earlier books o f the A&versus Eunomium he had proved 
that though the Son was second in order to the Father, yet they were 
o f one nature. N ow  he is repeating the same procedure exactly—

1 A . G .  p.  3 8 2 .  2 Ibid. p p .  3 8 7 - 9 8 .  3 A . L .  p p .  1 9 4 - 2 2 2 .
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the Spirit is third in order, yet he is o f one nature with the others. 
He believes that and so states it without ambiguity. Therefore 
whether or not there are a thousand codices o f your text in Constant 
tinople, here there are three in all, two o f which and the more ancient 
agree against you and harmonise with Basil’s thought... But perhaps 
your fear o f accepting our text arises from the fact that you think we 
are affirming, and making Basil agree with us, that there are two 
causes o f the Holy Spirit. You need have no fear on this point. The 
Rom an Church has never erred and does not err on this. There is 
only one cause of the Holy Spirit. The Father is the principle both o f 
Son and Spirit, but the Son, identical in nature with the Father, 
receives also to be producer o f the Spirit, in respect o f the common 
nature he has with the Father, and so is with him the principle, 
numerically one, o f the Procession o f the Holy Spirit. There is then 
but one cause o f the Spirit, not two.

W ith this declaration the session closed.
Montenero’s assertion brought relief to the minds o f the Greeks.1 

The Emperor visited the Patriarch next day, Wednesday, to discuss 
it with him and on Thursday summoned the Greeks to a meeting.

I  did not start the question o f  union, he said, but I  inherited it from my father 

w ho, as you all kn ow , was an acute philosopher and a competent theologian. 

H e , with the support o f  the Patriarch Euthymius, set the negotiations going and 

he w ould have brought them to a conclusion had he not been impeded. S o  it 

fell to me to complete the project and with your approval the Patriarch and I 

em barked on it. T im e is going by and w e have achieved nothing worth while, 

and i f  that goes on what w ill be the fate o f  our race ? a persecution worse than that 
o f  D iocletian and M axim inian . So  we must give up discussions and find some 

other means towards union.· I  w ill remind you o f  one thing. Fra G iovanni 

declared openly in the C o u n cil that the Latins confess one cause, the Father 

with the Son, o f  the H o ly  Spirit and anathematised those w ho assert two, and 
he has given me this, at my request, in w riting.2

So the Greeks fell to discussion till someone produced a passage 
from St M aximus’ Letter to Marinus:

T h e royal city has received the synodical letters o f  the present pope, not on as 

m any points as you have written but on two only, the one about the doctrine o f

1 The Greek relief is reflected by a phrase o f Traversari’s in a letter o f 18 March: 
‘ Yesterday great hope dawned o f achieving union* (Trav. no. 493).

2 The speech that Syropoulus ( ix , 7, pp. 258-9) attributes to the Emperor on some 
unspecified date towards the end of May is to be referred to this occasion.
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the H oly T rin ity where, so they say, he asserts that the H oly Spirit proceeds also 

from the Son, the other about the divine Incarnation, viz. that he wrote: ‘ T h e 

L o rd  as man is free from original sin.* A n d  as regards the first they brought 

forward consonant passages o f  the R o m an  Fathers and, besides, even o f  C y ril 

o f  A lexan d ria  from the holy treatise he elaborated on St Jo h n  the Evangelist, 

from w hich  they showed that they were not m aking the Son  the cause o f  the 

Spirit, for they know  one cause o f  Son  and Spirit, the Father, o f  the one by 

generation, o f  the other by Procession, but so as to show that he comes forth 

through him  and in that w ay to establish the conjunction and the imm utability 

o f  substance.1

A ll else was put aside to concentrate on these words o f Maximus, 
and it was universally agreed that i f  the Latins would subscribe to 
them the Greeks would unite with them without more ado.· The 
Emperor was to ask the Pope if  the Latins accepted the letter and 
faith o f Maximus, which he did. But the Pope insisted that there 
should be another session to allow o f a reply to Eugenicus’ exposition 
o f the Greek arguments. So on the usual day, Saturday, 2 1 March, 
there was another general session, the seventh, but Ephesus and 
Antony o f Heraclea were not present.

W hen the session opened the Emperor informed the Fathers that 
the Greeks were present to satisfy the Latin request, but they were 
not prepared to speak, and so Ephesus had not come. Syropoulus 
gives as the reason for M ark’s absence, that Eugenicus himself wanted 
to put an end to useless, interminable discussion2 and that the E n v  
peror knowing the attitude that Mark would take to the Latin 
arguments kept him away so as to be able to try less direct means of 
conciliating the Latin and the Greek positions.5 The Metropolitan 
o f Ephesus himself in his Account o f H is Action at the Council states 
that the reason was ill health.4 So in the absence o f his chief opponent 
and also o f Antony o f Heraclea Montenero started his discourse. 
He regretted, he said, that Eugenicus would not hear the confutation 
o f his arguments: however, he proposed to treat the subject under 
four heads— the Scriptures, Latin doctors held in respect by the early 
Councils, Greek doctors o f the greatest repute, reply to the Greek 
objections.

The Scriptures call the Spirit the Spirit o f the Son.5 That usage

1 P .G . 9 1, 1 3 3 D - 1 3 6 A .  2 Syr. v m , 2, p. 218 . 3 Ibid. vm , 4, p. 220.
4 Petit, Docs. p. 446 (308). 5 G al. iv. 6; Rom. viii. 9; A cts xvi. 7.
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implies a relation or respect o f the Spirit to the Son— not merely to 
his manhood, but to the Person—which is either o f origin or o f 
dominance. But in the Blessed Trinity no Person is the servant o f or 
is owned by another, so it must be o f a relation o f origin.

A gain  St John records Our Lord ’s words: ‘ . .  .the Paraclete, the 
H oly Ghost, whom the Father w ill send in my name*;1 ‘ But when 
the Paraclete cometh, whom I w ill send you from the Father’ .2 No 
one is sent except as by a master, a counsellor or a source. But o f these 
three only the last can apply in the Blessed Trinity, so that this tenv 
poral mission o f the H oly Spirit necessarily presupposes his origin 
from that Person by whom he is sent, as all the Fathers agree.

By the gift o f the Spirit we are made conformable to the image of 
the Son and receive the adoption o f sons. But that by which a thing 
is conformed to another must have being from that to which it is 
conformed— somewhat in the same way as in physical generation the 
seed is determined by the producer to produce what is like the pnv 
ducer. But we are made conformable to the Son by the Spirit and so 
the Spirit must have received from the Son. This is a favourite argu^ 
ment o f the Greek doctors, especially Athanasius and Basil, who are 
fond o f saying that as the Son is the image o f the Father, so is the 
Spirit said to be the image o f the Son.

‘ H e shall glorify me, because he shall receive o f mine’ ,3 but i f  the 
Spirit receives from the Son, he must proceed from him. He cannot 
receive what he had not before, so he receives from eternity, that is 
he proceeds from the Son from eternity. Christ himself gives us the 
reason: ‘A l l  things whatsoever the Father hath, are m ine/4 So that 
whatsoever the Son has, he has received eternally from the Father, 
that is the divine nature and the productive power by which he 
produces the Spirit, which in no way militates with the sonship as 
the nature o f the Father and o f the Son is one and the same. So the 
first source o f this procession is the Father, since the Son has that 
power not from himself but from the Father, and this the doctors, 
like St Augustine, express by saying that the Spirit proceeds prin^ 
cipally from the Father in that the Father is the first principle and 
source o f all divinity, a quality not possessed by the Son, yet as the

1 John xiv. 26. 2 Ibid. xv. 26.
3 Ibid. xvi. 14 . 4 Ibid. xvi. 15.
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divine nature in both Father and Son is one and the same and equal 
in both, the Father is not a fuller and more perfect cause o f the Spirit 
than the Son. These two are one and the same principle o f the Spirit 
— these are not two principles or causes, even though St Basil says 
that the Son is second to the Father and the Spirit second to the Son.

In the N ew  Testament the Son is said to operate through the 
Spirit and the Spirit through the Son. One, therefore, is giving 
operative power to the other, which in the divinity is nothing else 
than the divine essence. N ow , no one at all ever suggests that the 
Son receives his essence from the Spirit, so it must be that the Spirit 
receives from the Son, which means that he proceeds from him. 
But because the Son receives from the Father that he is the principle 
o f the Spirit, while the Father has that from no other source than 
himself, that is no reason for saying that the Son is not also the source 
o f  the Spirit. I f  a man moves a stone with a stick, both the stick and 
the man move the stone. The same reasoning is valid in things divine, 
but with greater force since everything there is substantial and com✓ 
mon. So to accept that the Spirit is from the Father through the Son 
and to deny that he is from the Father and the Son is to be self' 
contradictory.

Montenero’s second line o f proof was the testimony o f the ancient 
Latin Fathers. First Leo the Great whom both the fourth and the 
sixth Councils extolled. W riting to Turribius o f Spain he spoke o f 
the Spirit as ‘ other, he who proceeds from both’ , and in a sermon 
delivered on W hitsunday: ‘ Seeing then that the only^begotten Son 
is from the Father and the Holy Spirit is the Spirit o f  Father and 
Son, not like a creature which also belongs to Father and Son, but 
as one living with each and powerful and eternally subsisting from 
that which is Father and S o n / 1 This last passage is noteworthy 
because Leo gives a reason, namely, that the Spirit is not a creature, 
because he is from the Father and the Son as subsisting, that is from 
the divine nature common to both.

Jo h n ’s next document was a work of Pope Damasus which he 
persisted in producing though the Greeks averred that they accepted 
it. It was, he said, Damasus’ profession o f faith as contained in 
the original text: ‘ W e believe.. .in the existence o f the Spirit the

1 P .L .  54, 402 a .
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Paraclete, who is neither Father nor Son, but proceeds from Father 
and So n / A n d  so Montenero continued with passages from Hilary, 
the contemporary o f A thanasius;1 Jerome, who, he said, was the dis^ 
ciple o f the Greek Gregory o f Nazianzus; Am brose, the contemporary 
o f  Basil the Great, who founding himself on the Gospel o f St John 
asserts that ‘ “ since all things whatsoever the Father hath are mine” , 
what he (i.e. the Son) receives through the unity o f  nature, that 
through the same unity o f nature the Spirit received from the Son 
him self’2 and declares the Son, like the Father, to be a source o f life 
to the Spirit.3

Next came Am brose’s spiritual son Augustine, and from him 
Montenero read a multitude o f texts4 all asserting plainly, on the 
basis o f Scripture, that the Spirit proceeds from Father and Son. 
Here John was content to quote the words o f his authority without 
adding any comment or argument. These were clear enough and 
abundant enough to impress by themselves.

After Augustine came Pope Hormisdas who reigned in the days 
o f  the Emperor Justin, when John, Patriarch o f Constantinople, 
was trying to bring peace again to the C hurch after the aberrations 
o f  his predecessor A cacius. Both Emperor and Patriarch accepted 
the profession offaith o f Hormisdas to make it the norm o f orthodoxy. 
Yet that profession contained the following:

G reat and incom prehensible is the mystery o f  the T rin ity . G o d  the Father, 

G o d  the Son , G o d  the H o ly  G h ost, an undivided T rin ity , and yet it is know n 

because it is characteristic o f  the Father to generate the S o n , characteristic o f  the 

S o n  o f  G o d  to be born o f  the Father equal to the Father, characteristic o f  the 

Spirit to proceed fiom  Father and So n  in one substance o f  deity .5

W hen Maurice was Emperor after the fifth C ouncil, Gregory 
the Great flourished, who in many writings affirmed the same truth.6 
Boethius the philosopher says the same7 and Isidore o f  Spain, who 
wrote many works on the Holy Scripture, declares no less.8 In

1 P .L . 1 0 ,  2 5 0 C - 2 5 1 B ;  6 9 A - 7 0 A ;  4 7 1 A - 4 7 2 A .

2 P .L . 1 6 ,  7 7 1 B C .  3 Ibid. 7 3 9 A B .

4 E.g. PsxAugustine ( =  Fulgentius), P .L . 6 5 ,  6 7 4 a ; 4 2 ,  7 7 0 - 1 ;  3 5 ,  1 8 8 8 - 9 ;  

4 2 ,  908,  9 2 1 ,  1 0 9 2 .

5 P .L . 6 3 ,  5 1 4 B .

6 E.g. P .L . 75 » 8 7 B - 8 8 A ;  66,  2 0 4 B ;  7 5 ,  5 4 1 B ,  5 9 8 B ;  7 6 ,  5 3 3 D - 5 3 4 A .

7 P .L . 64, 12 4 9 c , 12 54 c . 8 P .L . 82, 268c.
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Spain, too, not long after the time oflsidore, the A rian  king Richard 
was converted with his subjects, in consequence o f  which many 
local councils had to be held to establish orthodoxy. The first o f them 
indeed took place in the time o f Leo I and with his approval sent 
the rule o f faith drawn up there by the bishops o f Tarragona, C arta ' 
gena, Lusitania and Baetica (Andalusia) to Balconius, bishop o f 
G a lic ia .1 It reads like this:

W e  believe in  G o d , Father, Son  and H oly  G h ost, maker o f  things visible and 

invisib le, by w h om  all things in heaven and on earth were made, that this one 

G o d  and this one T rin ity  is o f  the divine substance: that however the Father is 

not the Son  but has the S o n  w ho is not the Father; the Son  is not the Father 

but is the Son  o f  G o d  from the nature o f  the Father; that there is the Spirit the 

Paraclete w h o is neither Father nor So n , but proceeds from  Father and Son .

That doctrine o f the Procession o f the H oly Spirit was repeated in 
many other councils o f Toledo after the first— the third, the fourth, 
the sixth, the twelfth and the thirteenth.2 A l l  these took place before 
the sixth general C ou n cil3 and were held in high esteem. N ow  i f  the 
C hurch  reverences the authority o f individual Fathers, how much 
more that o f such synods, convened and confirmed by the authority 
o f  the H oly See, wherein doctors o f great name played their part.

There then, said Montenero, are some o f the authorities I could 
quote o f Saints and teachers who lived before the seventh Council, 
teachers recognized as such both in West and East. Next I must 
marshal the array o f venerable Greek teachers who declare this truth 
like flashes o f lightning.

But there was no time for him to begin the third part o f his dis  ̂
course because the day was already drawing on towards evening, so 
the session closed and he finished his exposition on 24 March.

O n the following Tuesday, then, in the eighth session, the D o m 'u  
nican Provincial went through a long catena o f passages from the 
eastern Fathers, and because these were more likely to impress the 
Greeks than his western authorities he let few pass without adding

1 The council was held in a . d .  4 0 0  and the profession o f faith was sent by Leo in  

447*
2 1 Toledo ( a . d .  4 0 0 ) ,  Mansi, 3,  1 0 0 3  a ;  i i i  ( a . d .  5 8 9 ) ,  ibid. 9 ,  9 7 8  d ,  9 8 5  a ;  

i v  ( a . d .  <333), ibid. 1 0 ,  6 1 5 D ;  v i  ( a . d .  6 3 8 ) ,  ibid. 1 0 ,  6 6 2 a ,  6 6 i e ;  x i i  ( a . d .  6 8 1 ) ,  

ibid. 1 1 ,  1 0 2 7 d ;  x i i i  ( a . d .  6 8 3 ) ,  ibid. n ,  1 0 6 2 D.

3 More strictly the seventh.
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his commentary and drawing his conclusions. A s  he ended his 
quotation and explanation the Greek text was on each occasion read 
out by Am brogio Traversari. He began with two texts from 
St Basil, other than those already quoted in the earlier sessions, where 
Basil calls the Spirit the image and the word o f the Son as the Son 
is image and word o f the Father,1 which, he argued, implies a like 
relationship o f nature and existence o f the Spirit to the Son as the 
Son bears to the Father, and this with no suggestion o f ambiguity. 
Epiphanius, too, had been twice quoted earlier, so now Montenero 
brought forward two other passages. In the one Epiphanius de  ̂
scribed the Spirit as ‘ breathed from Father and S o n ’ ,2 which, said 
Montenero, was our way o f expressing the act o f Procession: the 
other declared: ‘ I f  however Christ is believed to be from the Father, 
G o d  from G o d ; and the Spirit from Christ, in other words from 
both, as Christ said:“  W ho proceeds from the Father’ * and this “ He 
w ill receive from mine” .’3 Epiphanius, said John, founds his states 
ment on the Scripture and on that basis asserts— and without any 
hesitation, so Basil too cannot have doubted— that the Spirit is God 
from G od and from both.

Didymus, the master o f St Jerome who translated his book on the 
H oly Spirit into Latin, comes next in order o f time. ‘ The Spirit’ , 
he wrote, ‘ when the Son speaks cannot hear what he does not know, 
since this is what is uttered by the S o n ’ ,4 where (concluded Monte' 
nero) the knowledge he received must be the divine essence, which 
in G od is one and the same. A  little later in the same work are these 
words: ‘ The Son is nothing else than what is given him by the 
Father, and the Holy Spirit is no other substance than what is given 
by the S o n ’ 5— a clear and unconditional declaration, and as Basil 
must have seen this work he cannot be thought to have expressed 
any doubt on this truth.

From Athanasius the Lom bard Provincial quoted many passages,6 
mostly comments on St Jo h n ’s ‘ He will receive from mine’ , designed 
in his arguments to prove that the Spirit receives from the Son as the

1 Ps.'Basil, P .G . 29, 724 c.
2 P .G . 4 3 ,  1 5 3  b.  3 P.G . 4 2 ,  4 93  b.

4 P . G .  39 , 10 6 4 c. 5 Ibid. 1 0 6 5 D - 1 0 6 6 A .

6 E.g. P . G .  26 , 3 7 6 a ,  i i Sa b , 6 2 5 A B ,  6 4 0 a ,  5 8 0 b.
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Son from the Father, which in respect o f the divine means an order 
o f origin that, as the Son receives the divine nature from the Father, 
so the Spirit receives the divine nature from the Son. St Basil, as 
Montenero notes, in his books against Eunomius follows the same 
line o f argument as Athanasius, establishing first a relation between 
Son and Father and then a parallel one between Spirit and Son. So 
Athanasius wrote: ‘ For since the Son is one, the living W ord, so 
the perfect, full, sanctifying and illuminating life should be one 
which is the operation and gift, which too is said to proceed from 
the Father, since he shines forth and is sent and given by the W ord 
W hom  we confess to be from the Father*1 ; and elsewhere he com/ 
pares the Son as the source o f the Spirit to a river flowing from its 
source. In the Dialogue against A n u s  that took place at Nicaea 
Athanasius objected: ‘ I f  the Spirit is not from the substance o f the 
Father and the Son, why did the Son name him in the tradition o f 
sanctification (i.e. the institution o f baptism) where he says: “ Going 
therefore teach ye all nations, baptizing them in the name o f the 
Father, and o f the Son, and o f the H oly G host”  Here (proceeded 
Montenero) he clearly states that the Spirit is o f the substance o f the 
Son. Eugenicus explained it thus— o f the substance in so far as it is 
common to both, thereby making the order between them merely one 
o f words. But that explanation cannot stand, for in the same way 
we could say that the Father is o f the substance o f  the Holy Spirit, 
or the Son o f the substance o f the Spirit, phrases which no theologian 
can view without horror.:The preposition ‘ from* implies origin and 
consubstantiality, and to say that the Spirit is from the substance o f 
the Son is tantamount to saying that he is from the Son substantially 
or that the Son produces him.

C yril o f A lexandria had been used at length by Eugenicus. 
Montenero quoted him even more, with a little introduction to prove 
that the Nestorians were heretical not only with regard to the In/ 
carnation but also (pace Eugenicus) as regards the doctrine o f the 
H oly Spirit, for, denying the divinity o f Christ, they had to assert that 
he performed his miracles not in his own power, but by the power o f 
another, in other words that the Spirit did not receive his essence 
from the Son, otherwise Christ, operating by the Spirit, would have 

1 P .G . 26, 5 S 0 A .  2 Ps.'Athanasius, P .G . 2 8 ,  4 8 9 B .
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been exercising his own power. That was the theme o f much o f 
C y ril’s letter Salvatore nostro which was approved by the C ouncil o f 
Chalcedon.1 The phrase ‘ He is not alien to the Son in respect o f the 
one essence’2 o f his letter to John  o f A ntioch is explained by C yril 
himself, and not in the way in which the Metropolitan o f Ephesus 
explained it as simply being o f the same nature. For he calls him 
the Spirit o f truth, which implies an origin, for Christ is the Truth; 
and goes on to say ‘ and flows forth from him as from G od and 
Father’ .3 This is clear enough, but just in case some should say that 
‘ to flow forth’ is not the same as ‘ proceed’ , listen to C yril: ‘ He is 
consubstanţial and flows forth indeed, that is proceeds as from a 
source from G od and Father’4 where the Doctor o f Chalcedon 
equates those two words. That C ouncil approved C y r il ’s letter and 
approved also that ‘ pillar o f the faith’ Leo who wrote: ‘ One W ho 
generated, another W ho was generated, another W ho proceeded 
from both’ ,5 so that two Councils can be said to hold that the Spirit 
has his essence from the Son and proceeds from both.

In his book addressed to Hermias C yril declares that the Son is in 
everything equal to the Father except in generation, and so therefore 
in spiration, which is not generation. He goes on to say: ‘ Y ou  shall 
call him the H oly Spirit W ho naturally flows forth from the Father 
through the Son .’ 6 But Procession through the Son implies Pro ' 
cession from the Son, for these two phrases though different as regards 
the formula o f words yet mean the same thing. Theologians, however, 
are chary o f using ‘ through’ for fear o f seeming to give grounds for 
the A rian  explanation o f the Son ’s being only a kind o f conduit o f 
the Spirit. A ga in  his word ‘ naturally’ indicates a flowing forth 
according to a likeness o f nature, that is a receiving o f a nature. So it 
follows that when C yril used the words ‘ flow forth’ he meant an 
eternal Procession by which the Spirit receives his nature from Father 
and Son.

Several more passages were quoted by Montenero out o f the many 
that he said he could have produced had there been time, where 
C yril speaks o f the Son as ‘ producing from his plenitude his own,

1 P .G . 77, 105 c  f.  2 Ibid. 1 8 1  a .

3 Ibid. 1 7 3  c . 4 Ibid. 3 1 6 D .

5 P .L . 54, 680c, 681 A.  6 P .G . 75, 72 1 D.
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immovably residing, Sp irit’ 1 ; o f the Spirit as teaching that he is ‘ not 
alien in substance from the Son, but in him and from him there 
comes a certain natural operation able to fill everything that he 
wishes’ 2; ‘ W e must confess him to be from the substance o f the Son 
and possessing all the power and operation o f G od himself just as 
steam rises from water’ 3; he calls him the ‘ Spirit o f life ’ , which even 
more than ‘ the Spirit o f truth’ indicates a relationship o f origin4; he 
declares that ‘ He comes forth from Father and S o n ’5; that we must 
‘ confess that he is from the substance o f the Son. For as existing 
naturally from him and from him being sent to creatures he eifects 
a renovation, he who is the completion o f the Blessed Trinity.’6 

W ith these quotations Montenero finished his exposition o f his 
third part and then went on to criticise the arguments ofEugenicus. 
M ark had quoted Gregory o f Nazianzus to show that the Spirit is 
from the Father only. Gregory certainly said that he proceeded from 
the Father, but that does not exclude the Son, just as Christ said;
‘ N o one knows the Father but the So n ’ ,7 though obviously the Spirit 
knows him too. It is Eugenicus who always adds to ‘ proceeds from 
the Father’ the word ‘ alone’ , a thing no doctor o f the Church 
whether Greek or Latin did or dared to do, for they knew that every/ 
thing is common to the three Persons except solely when relationship 
prevents it. The only thing in the strictest sense proper to the Father 
is the generative power; just as the only thing in the strictest sense 
proper to the Son is to be generated. The spirative power o f producing 
the Spirit is proper only in a wider sense and then to both, though 
the resultant Procession is in the strictest sense proper to the Spirit. 

fT he Son, however, has that spirative power (which does not militate 
with his property o f sonship) from the Father, so that the Father is 
the first source and principle. This explanation solves not only 
Eugenicus* difficulty from Gregory but also invalidates the con/ 
elusions he drew from the words o f Denis the Areopagite and of 
Athanasius, who call the Father the ‘ sole source o f divinity’ . O n 
the other hand, his argument from the words o f Basil who says: 
‘ I understand the special relationship o f the H oly Spirit to the Father

1 P .G . 7 5 ,  8 4 4 A .  2 Ibid. 5 8 1 c .

3 Ibid. 5 7 3  c . 4 Ibid. 6 0 0 d .

5 Ibid. 5 8 5 A .  6 Ibid. 6 0 8 A B .  7 Mart. x i. 2 7 .
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when it is said: “ He proceeds from the Father” , and the special 
relationship o f the Spirit to the Son when I hear: “ N ow  if  any man 
have not the spirit o f Christ, he is none o f his” 1 needs no answer: 
it clearly indicates origin and proves my thesis, not M ark’s.

There remain only the question o f Charisius and the correspond 
dence o f C yril with Theodoretus. M ark’s statements on the former 
I have already refuted by explaining the scope o f C y ril’s letter 
Salvatore nostro. C yril himself rejects the conclusions M ark would 
draw from the second, for Eugenicus implied that C yril had made 
a retractation o f what he had upheld at Ephesus, whereas that Saint 
had warned his friends ‘ even if  a signed letter should be produced 
that we have done penance for what we did at Ephesus, let this be 
examined—for we are by G o d ’s grace in our right minds and not 
out o f our minds’ 2— that is, should he do such a thing, he would be 
mad: Theodoretus on the other hand was condemned by the fifth 
C ouncil.

The Metropolitan o f Ephesus has produced no other arguments, 
so I have nothing more to answer. The sacred Scriptures, then, the 
testimony o f Greek Fathers and Latins alike, show that the Spirit is 
from Father and Son and that these are one principle, and that it 
cannot be denied that they are one principle unless a distinction is 
made after the fashion o f the A rians between the natures o f Father 
and Son. Their witness proves it clear as daylight. So  I have per  ̂
formed my office. I f  anyone o f you remains in doubt, I offer myself 
and these Fathers here as ready to defend the truth wc profess.

W hen Giovanni da Montenero had finished speaking there was a 
brief silence and then Isidore o f Russia made a short comment from 
the Greek side. After listening for more than eight hours to a series 
o f quotations and explanations, it was impossible, he said, to rê  
member them all. H e asked therefore that a written text o f the 
orator’s arguments should be given to the Greeks, especially o f his 
passages from the Latin Fathers, so that they might check them with 
what books they had and read those books to get a better under^ 
standing o f them. Cardinal Cesarini replied, regretting the absence 
o f Mark o f Ephesus and agreeing to exhibit the Latin codices (of 
which he would have copies made at least o f the relevant parts) in

1 C f. P .G . 3 1 ,  6 0 9 A B .  2 P .G . 7 7 ,  2 0 1  a .
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the sacristy o f St Francis’s on the following Thursday, where the 
notaries o f both sides could compare their transcripts o f the speeches. 
He urged the Greeks, however, not to let the lack o f Latin texts make 
them put o ff considering their answer.

That was the end o f the public discussions on the doctrine o f the 
Procession o f the Holy Spirit. Even in this brief description o f the 
debates one noteworthy difference can be remarked between the Greek 
and the Latin methods as illustrated by M ark Eugenicus and Monte' 
nero./Though Mark showed that he understood and was at home in 
the philosophical explanation o f the mystery o f the Blessed Trinity, 
he did not bring that into his arguments except when pressed by his 
opponent. W hen he was putting forward his own proofs he was 
content to quote his scriptural or patristic authority and add com/ 
ments which amounted to little more than a repetition o f the words 
o f his texts. The Latin orator on the other hand almost invariably 
argued from the passages he quoted to the conclusion that he claimed 
must follow from an acceptance o f the truth enunciated in the quota/ 
tion.'That is why, in writing this synopsis o f the discussions, it was 
easier to be brief without at the same time being guilty o f any rank 
injustice in the case o f M ark’s contribution to the debate than it was 
in the case o f Montenero’s. But the resultant disproportion o f space 
allotted to each ( if  really there be such) fairly reflects their relative 
argumentation, if  not the length o f their arguments. Besides, when 
Montenero entered into metaphysical reasoning, there was the reader 
also to be considered.

Five sessions out o f the eight were, as Eugenicus said, devoted to 
disputes over two or three texts.jThere were three questions that arose 
from them, the authenticity o f the dubitative phrases in St Basil’s 
Adversus Eunomium, the understanding o f ‘ Is ’ in the text o f St Epi/ 
phanius and the grammatical case o f the word 1 Spirit ’ in the passage 
from St Basil’s Hom ily on the H oly Spirit. The Metropolitan o f Ephe/ 
sus was wrong on each o f these points. Bessarion wrote at some 
length on the first o f these in his letter to A lex . Lascaris, where he 
says that there were six codices in all o f the Adversus Eunomium in 
Florence, five o f which were against and one for M ark’s contention, 
and that he took the opportunity o f his return to Constantinople 
immediately after the C ouncil to check by manuscripts there. He
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examined as far as he could all the manuscripts o f all the Constant 
tinopolitan monasteries and found that the more ancient codices had 
the text o f the Latins and the more recent ones that upheld by 
Eugenicus, and what is more significant, that two codices, both 
ancient, one o f them dated some 350 years before, had the Latin 
‘ additions’ , in the one case badly erased so that they were still visible, 
in the other inked over.1 O n the other two points Montenero in the 
sessions themselves conclusively showed that M ark was wrong. 
There is no question but that ‘ I s ’ must be understood in the passage 
o f  Epiphanius, though whether it stated ‘ exists’ so strongly as Mon^ 
tenero affirmed may be doubted; but that did not affect his argument. 
Then the word ‘ Sp irit’ o f the other passage from St Basil must 
assuredly be read as subjective: even Mark after a time ceased to defend 
the opposite, though on that as on the other points he would not 
admit himself defeated.

Bessarion ’s sum m in g up  o f  the G reek defence, though sw eeping, 
is not really unjust.

T h ey  brought forw ard passages not only o f  the western teachcrs but quite as 

m any o f  the eastern .. .to w hich  w e had no reply whatsoever to m ake except 

that they were corrupt and corrupted by the Latins. T h ey  brought forw ard our 

ow n  Epiphanius as in m any places clearly declaring that the Spirit is from the 

Father and the S o n : corrupt w e said they were. T h ey  read the text mentioned 

earlier in B asil's  w ork against E unom ius: in our judgem ent it w as interpolated. 

T h e y  adduced the w ords o f  the Saints o f  the W est: the w hole o f  our answer was 

‘ corrupt’ and nothing more. W e consider and consult am ong ourselves for 

several days as to w hat answer w e shall m ake, but find no other defence at all 

but t h a t . . . .

; W e  had no books that w ould  prove the L a tin  texts to be corrupt, 
nio Saints w ho spoke differently from  those put forw ard. ‘ W e found 
ourselves deprived o f  a ju st case in every direction. S o  we kept 
silent.’2

Bessarion, it is true, had a m ind open to persuasion more than

1 P . G .  16 1 ,  3 2 4 - 8 .  Bessarion goes on to assert that the phrases are so typically 
Greek that a Latin could hardly have written them and inserted them so neatly, and 
to quote earlier witnesses to the text as it was read 111 previous centuries.: C f. also L . 
L oh n , ‘ Doctrina S. Basilii M . de processiombus divinarum Personarum\ in G reg, x  
( 1 9 2 9 ) ,  pp. 3 2 9 - 6 4 ,  4 6 1 - 5 0 0 ,  especially pp. 4 6 1 - 8 4 ,  who argues on palaeological, .. 
historical and theological lines for the authenticity o f the Latin text. .

2 P . G .  1 6 1 ,  3 5 8 C D .
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Eugcnicus and perhaps more than the rest o f the Greek prelates. For 
after reading the treatment o f St Thomas A quinas on the identity 
o f  essence and operation in G od (much o f St Thomas had been 
translated into Greek in the previous century) and contrasting it 
with the hesychastic doctrine approved in his own C hurch, wherein 
the divine essence was held as really distinct from innumerable 
divine operations, he had been moved to wonder whether the Greek 
C hurch, departing in this respect from the tradition o f its Fathers, 
was not in error; and, i f  it was wrong on one point o f dogma, it was 
legitimate to doubt whether it was the C hurch to which Christ had 
promised his continual guiding presence.1

George Scholarius, however, though he was by no means un/ 
acquainted with the philosophy o f the Latin C h u rch ,2 had not, as 
far as is known, been assailed by any previous doubts about the 
orthodoxy o f his own C hurch, yet he shared Bessarion’s views as to 
the solidity o f the Latin presentation o f their doctrine and the complete 
inadequacy o f the Greek reply.

But you all see that the Latins have contended brilliantly for their faith so 

that no one with a sense o f  justice has any reason to reproach t h e m ... .T h e y  

brought forw ard from the com m on Fathers o f  the C h u rch  the six  most renowned 

in dignity, w isdom  and the struggles for the faith (I pass over the others) as 

witnesses o f  their doctrine, each o f  w hom  must be ju d g ed  the equal o f  all the 

m en in the w o rld , and those not just incidentally and casually but as i f  they 

were for us judges o f  the present dispute. T h ey argued so precisely and clearly, 

expressing the question in  exact words and as befits teachers, appending also 

the reasons and the texts o f  H oly  Scripture from w h ich  they had draw n that doc/ 

trine as an inevitable conclusion, just as they culled others from other t e x t s .. . .  

Besides, they put forw ard others from the com m on Fathers, those o f  the East 

I m ean, adorned with an equal w isdom  and honour w ho said, they too, just 

the same as those others, though not so p lain ly , i f  their words are exam ined in a 

spirit o f  truth and w isdom , and they offered in p ro o fo fth e ir  doctrine no merely 

specious reasoning, no coercion, but everything straightforwardly and as flow ing 

from the divine Scriptures and the Fathers. O n  our part nothing w as said to

1 E . Candal, ‘ Andreae Rhodiensis, O .P . inedita ad Bcssarionem epistula*, in 
O .C .P .  iv ( 19 3 8) ,  pp- 3 ^ 9 -7 1 .  O n pp. 346, 348 Andrew  repeats the section of  
Bessarion’s letter which was written, it would seem, some little time before his arrival 
in Italy.

2 ‘ Discours justificatif de Scholarios accuse de latinisme*, in Schol. 1, pp. 376-89. 
V ols, v and vi o f the Oeuvres complètes contain nothing but Scholarius* translations 
o f works o f St Thomas.
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them to w h ich  they did not manifestly reply with w isd om , m agnanim ity and 

truth, and w e have no Saint at all w ho clearly contradicts them^ I f  indeed there 

were such, he should in some fashion or manner be made to harm onise with the 

majority much more justly than that the multitude o f  the Teachers should be

forced into his m ould___ N o r shall w e say that the Doctors are m utually con^

tradictory, for this is to introduce complete confusion and to deny the whole o f  

the faith. W h o  is so sim ple-m inded as to believe that the L atin s wish to destroy 

the faith and to adulterate the trinitarian theology o f  all the D octors? Surely a 

m an w ho affirms this deserves nothing but ridicule, for no accusation w o u ld  be 

disproved by more numerous, more w eighty and more truthful arguments than 

this one.1

M ark Eugcn icus, however, rem ained unm oved.

T h e words o f  the western Fathers and D octors, w hich  attribute to the Son  

the cause o f  the Spirit, I never recognise (for they have never been translated 

into our tongue nor approved by the O ecum enical C o u n c ils)  nor do I  admit 

them, presum ing thar they are corrupt and interpolated___ z

1 Speech, * O n the Need o f A id ing Constantinople*, addressed to the Greeks by 
Scholarius in Florence, in Schol. i ,  pp. 297-8, 299.

2 M ark’s Confessio fidei, in Petit, D ocs. p. 438 (300).
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C H A P T E R  V I I

U N I O N :  T H E  P R O C E S S I O N  OF 

T H E  H O L Y  S P I R I T

I
s i d o r e  of K iev , in a speech he wrote some time between
17  A p ril and 10  June, after recapitulating briefly the arguments 
o f both sides on the question o f D ia  and E k  and adverting to the 

frequent Latin use o f syllogisms, continues: ‘ I say with regret that 
they have rather deepened the schism and have made the disagree^ 
ment greater and stronger.’ 1 It is a sad judgement on all the fervent 
discourses o f Montenero and an insight into the Greek mind. There 
is no doubt that the Greeks distrusted reasoning o f that kind on 
theological questions., Scholarius addressing the oriental Synod in 
Florence noted their fear in these words: ‘ I know that you, O  Greeks, 
in matters o f this sort have no confidence in proofs from reason but 
consider them suspect and misleading; much more then w ill you 
both keep clear o f syllogising per impossibile and be on your guard 
against others who do that.’ 2 Even Bessarion wrote: ‘ The words 
(o f the Fathers) by themselves alone are enough to solve every doubt 
and to persuade every soul. It was not syllogisms or probabilities or 
arguments that convinced me, but the bare words (o f the Fathers).’ 3 
A n d  Syropoulus records the impression made on one o f the Georgjan 
envoys when Montenero appealed to the authority o f Aristotle: ‘ He 
said: “  W hat about Aristotle, Aristotle ? A  fig for your fine Aristotle.”  
A n d  when I by word and gesture asked: “ W hat is fine?” , the 
Georgian replied: “ St Peter, St Paul, St Basil, Gregory the Theo^ 
logian; a fig for your Aristotle, Aristotle.” ’4

T h e  G eorgian  put into w ords w hat probably most o f  the G reek 
prelates were thinking.. T heir approach to theology, and  particularly 
the theology o f  the Blessed Trinity, w as on purely patristic lines and

1 Cod. Vat. Gr. 7 0 6 ,  i z t - z z t . 2 Means to obtain Religious Peace, Schol. t, p. 3 5 5 .

3 Letter to A lex . Lascaris, P .G .  1 6 1 ,  3 6 0 B .  4 Syr. x ,  1 2 ,  p. 2 7 0 .
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that in the simplest way; It is noteworthy that even Mark Eugenicus 
was content for the most part with quoting the words of his authorities, 
adding only the barest commentary, and he was one o f the best 
theologians among them. The rest o f them, with very few exceptions, 
had little theological formation apart from the general tradition of 
the faith which they had imbibed from childhood. Joh n  V I I I  twice 
excused the want o f precision o f the Greek prelates on the ground 
o f their lack o f learning.1 One o f the things he threw in the face of 
A ntony o f Heraclea when he got angry with him was his ignorance: 
‘ D o  you not know your own limitations and the extent o f your 
knowledge? But because you are uneducated and a rustic you put 
yourself forward to say such th in gs... .Because you are ignorant and 
uneducated and vulgar and a rustic and don’t know or realise what 
you are saying/2 A  little later Heraclea, urged to give his opinion 
in writing, replied not without irony: ‘ Even i f  I am ignorant I will 
obey your injunction, and I shall not deem it a catastrophe if  I make 
solecisms or barbarisms.’3 Scholarius, writing in 14 5 1 , said much 
the same about the Patriarch’s scholarship: ‘ . . .as i f  did meant, as 
the late futile Patriarch said, “ cause” , and having said it without 
further ado he died. For he had no right to go on living after 
philosophising so brilliantly about the preposition and cause, and 
arrogating to himself pre-eminence in three sciences, namely granv 
mar, philosophy and this quintessence o f theology, about which he 
never hoped even in his dreams to have the courage to make any pro/ 
nouncement.’4 Indeed, in his address o f A p ril 1439 to the Greek 
synod in Florence Scholarius went so far as to taunt his hearers with 
their ignorance, calling them ‘ men o f no great capacity to vie with 
the Latins in theology and philosophy, owing to the sad state o f our 
affairs, because o f which those in the highest positions attain to just 
so much o f theology and philosophy as merely not to seem utterly 
uneducated, since institutions o f learning are lacking, ambition for 
study and letters is quenched and everything is done under the pres  ̂
sure o f need and necessity’ .̂  Syropoulus once replied to the Patriarch 
with words no less scathing:

1 A . G .  pp. 418 , 421. 2 Syr. v i i i , 5,  p. 224.
3 Ibid. v i i i , 15 , p. 239. 4 Letter to Notaras, Schol. in , p. 142.
5 On the Need o f Aiding Constantinople, Schol. I, p. 299.
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I  kn ow  the prelates and, with one or two exceptions, the rest— what are they 

w orths O r do you bid me follow  the one w ho said: *1 affirm the Filioqu e  provided 

that the H oly  Trinity be preserved unharm ed1, and, being interrogated three 

times, three times he repeated the same unchanged and made everybody laugh, 

having fallen into opposition with his chorus'leader. N o , I  said, it is not for 

me to follow  prelates whose theology is o f  that standard.1

G regory, the procurator o f  A lex an d ria , in a letter to Philotheus the 
Patriarch, ju st after the end o f  the sessions wrote: ‘ But though we 
all agreed, as has been said , still two prelates dissented from us, the 
M etropolitan o f  E phesus, assuredly a m an o f  learning, and the Bishop 
o f  Stauropolis, a m an entirely devoid o f  education to w hom  nothing 
is certa in /2

These testimonies (and  more could  be adduced) are not exag^ 
gerated calum nies o f  the L atin s, but the judgem ents o f  G reeks about 
G reeks, and are therefore in their general sense true^W hy else were 
M ark  E ugenicus, Bessarion and  D ion ysius consecrated on the eve 
o f  the C o u n c il ‘ to be present as cham pions in the S y n o d 1,3 i f  not 
because the rest o f  the hierarchy was not conspicuous for learning? 
A n d  why d id  the Em peror think it necessary to bring the aged, 
n eo 'p agan  G em istus, the probably religiously^sceptical A m irou tzes4 
and the ju d ge  Scholarius as advisers except because they had a reputa^ 
tion as philosophers w hich the prelates lacked? T h e  six  orator^ o f  the 
G reeks at the sessions included none o f  the older prelates but three 
o f  those lately consecrated, E ugenicus, Bessarion and Isidore, with two 
Staurophoroi and the lay^philosopher G em istus. j S o  M ontenero’s 
d isplay o f  m etaphysical niceties, his disquisitions on substantia prima 
and secunda and the philosophy o f  generation and the rest, far from  
clarifying the thoughts o f  m ost o f  his G reek hearers (and  perhaps o f  
not a few o f  the L atin s too), w ould have served only to mystify them 
the more and to m ake them cleave the more tenaciously to their 
sheet-anchor in trinitarian theology— ‘ from  the Father a lo n e1— feeling 
that L a tin  thought on the Blessed Trinity w as far rem oved from  the 
sim ple tradition they had inherited.

1 Syr. ix , 14 , p. 274.
2 G . Hofmann, Orientalium documenta minora (Roma, 1953), p. 44.
3 Syr. 111, 15 , p. 59.
4 C f. N . B. Tomadakis: ‘ ’Etoupko/ijsv o Tscopyios ’Ampoui^r^;’, in E.E.B.X. 

x v ii i  (1948), pp. 14 0 -1.
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B u t the L o m b a rd  P rovincial had  done tw o things that had  in v  
pressed them.. vH e had  roundly affirmed western belief in there being 
but one cause o f  the H o ly  Sp irit and, particularly  in  the last tw o 
sessions, he had  produced  an array o f  Fathers both L a tin  and G reek 
to support his assertions. There he w as approach in g the ground  that 
the orientals were more fam iliar w ith. T h ey  too believed that there 
w as but one cause o f  the H o ly  Sp irit. T h ey  too based their belief on 
the authority o f  the Fathers. T h e  w orks o fM on ten ero ’s L a tin  Fathers, 
it is true, they d id  not know , but names like L e o , H ilary , Jerom e, 
D am asu s, A u gu stin e , A m b ro se , G regory D ia lo gu s cou ld  not be 
disregarded. T h e  G reek  Fathers were their ow n spiritual ancestors 
and  even i f  they were fam iliar more w ith catenae o f  passages as found 
in  the w ritings o f  C a b a sila s  and suclv like  authors rather than with 
the originals, still they cou ld  not reject Jo h n ’s quotations, because 
they had  all been recited in the original G reek  and  chapter and verse 
specified. It w as probably  a shock to m any o f  them that so large a 
num ber oFthe G reek Fathers spoke o f ‘ p ro ceed in g ’ or ‘ issu ing from 
b o th ’ , o f ‘ proceeding through the S o n ’ or even o f ‘ being from  the 
S o n ’ , and that no Father was produ ced  even by E u gen icu s w ho had 
bluntly said  ‘ from  the Father o n ly ’ . B u t they were as yet by no 
m eans convinced. T h e  S c r ip tu re r te c la re d  ‘ proceedeth from  the 
F a th er ’ and said  nothing about the S o n J Jo h n ’s m any G reek  author^ 
ties had  m ade them feel uneasy, but as yet had  not persuaded them 
to abandon  w hat they thought w as the tradition o f  their C h u rch , 
and  they probab ly  experienced the feeling that sim pler fo lk  com m only 
have when faced with a d isp lay  o f  erudition, that d id  they but know  
a little more about the subject they co u ld  readily find an answer.

' A l l  the sam e a seed had been sow n that cou ld  bear fruit. T h e  
Sain ts o f  both C h u rch es had  written at length on the doctrine o f  the 
Trin ity . T h e  L a tin  Sain ts, it is true, used a phraseology that was 
suspect to the G reek m ind, for they wrote ‘ F rom  the Father and the 
S o n ’ . . T h e  G reek Sain ts were less em phatic, but they spoke o f  the 
Sp irit being produced  ‘ from  b o th ’ and ‘ through the S o n ’ . N o  
Sa in t could  err in matters o f  faith, for they all— this w as taken alm ost 
as a definition o f  sanctity— were inspired by the one H o ly  Sp irit. S o  
w hat they said  about the H oly  Sp irit, no matter how  different it 
m ight seem to be, cou ld  not in actual fact be different. T h e  divergence
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must be only apparent: it cou ld  not be real. If, therefore, the L a tin  
Sain ts really d id  say ‘ F rom  the So n  ’ and the G reek  Sain ts ‘ T h ro u gh  
the S o n ’ , then these tw o expressions must mean the sam e thing and 
no obstacle cou ld  rem ain to prevent union between E ast and W est 
at least as regards the doctrine o f  the Blessed T rin ity . A m irou tzes 
in a written judgem en t he presented at a G reek  m eeting early in  Ju n e  
sum s up  this attitude o f  m in d :

O n  the basis o f these two suppositions I do not see how the H oly Spirit is not 
from the Father and the Son. For i f  we must submit to the Saints in everything 
they say and they really declare that the Holy Spirit is and proceeds from the 
Father and the Son and that the Father and the Son are the one cause o f the 
H oly Spirit, i f  the Holy Spirit is not from the Father and the Son, it would be 
a miracle. For I consider that this necessarily follows. Therefore-----1

It is im portant to appreciate this conviction o f  the G reeks, that 
the Sain ts cou ld  not err in the faith and therefore must agree, for it 
is both the explanation  and  the justification o f  their accepting union 
(w hich  they d id  accept) w ithout being open to a true charge o f  
insincerity and  o f  inexcusable m oral c o w ard ice .' It w as for them an 
ax io m  and it w as accepted by all w ithout exception. It w as the 
reason why they so often put forw ard the w ords o f  S t  M ax im u s to the 
L a tin s as a basis o f  agreem ent.. Bessarion delivered a long speech 
before the G reek synod exclusively to prove the harm ony o f  the 
Sa in ts.2 Sch olariu s wrote two long treatises with the sam e object.3 
Isidore w ithout m eeting with any opposition propou n ded  it at a pu b lic  
m eeting as a self-evident truth.4 D orotheus o fM ity len e  proclaim ed 
the sam e.5 M ark  E ugen icus accepted the princip le as m uch as any 
one else.6 T h at is why he persisted in asserting that the quotations 
advanced  from  the L atin  Fathers were falsified7 (since the H oly  
Sp irit does not proceed from  the So n , the Sain ts cou ld  not have said  
that H e does, w as his reasoning8), in spite o f  their num ber and  in 
spite o f  the fact that they are foun d  so w idespread in L atin  w ritings 
and  so interwoven into the treatises that to exclude them w ould  
leave no more than b lank  pages (as Bessarion rejo in ed ):9 at the least

1 G . Hofmann, op. cit. pp. 38-9. 2 C f. below, pp. 24 0-1.
3 C f. below, p. 258. 1 A .G .  pp. 400, 426.
5 Ibid. pp. 402, 405. 6 Confessiofdei, Petit, Docs. p. 438
7 Relatio de rebus a se gestist ibid. p. 445.
8 Ibid. p. 448. 9 A .G .  p. 401.
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they were doubtfully  authentic, since the G reeks lacked the means 
o f  checking them, so only the G reek Fathers should be fo llow ed .1 
Syropoulus w as o f  the sam e opinion  an d , i f  we are to accept all that 
he retails in his M emoirs, he dilated on this theme even more than 
M ark  o f  E ph esu s.2

.'But it w as som e time before this prom isin g line o f  agreement was 
seriously taken up and pursued. T h e  G reek m ind, im m ediately on 
the end o f  the p u b lic  sessions, w as dom inated by a weariness o f  endless 
discourses and  a determ ination to endure no more o f  them. There 
they were always out-talked and out-argued by the L a tin s. H a l f  o f  
w hat w as said  they d id  not understand.1 H ow ever m uch E ugen icus 
m ight strive to find answers, they felt that they had in fact no adequate 
reply, for the L atin s cou ld  alw ays produce new argum ents and new 
texts. S o  either some other way for union must be foun d  or else they 
finished with it all and went hom e. ; A n d  as neither side had any 
expedientto  suggest, an atmosphere o f  despair reigned for tw o months. 
It is true that half-w ay through that period both Bessarion and Scho^ 
larius delivered long orations precisely on this point o f  the concord 
o f  the Saints, but they do  not seem to have m ade any deep im pression, 
though they must have had som e effect. It w as not till nearly the end 
o f  M ay, more than tw o months after the last pu b lic  session, that the 
possibilities for union latent in the agreement o f  the Saints were 
thoroughly investigated. Bessarion and a few others then exploited 
them  to the full. T h e  rest, unable to controvert the facts exposed and 
unw illing to deny a principle they deemed true, were led to adm it 
the equivalence o f ‘ T h ro u gh  the S o n ’ and ‘ From  the S o n ’ , and to 
subscribe to a profession o f  faith that em bodied that acceptance. 
S o  the m ain obstacle that d ivided the C h u rch es was overcome.

T h at in brief is h ow th in gs went with the G reeks during the months 
o f  A p r il and M ay. H o w  the Latin s occupied  their tim e in that same 
period is not know n for lack  o f  docum ents, but their w ay o f  gu id in g  
the G reeks tow ards dogm atic  agreement w as to present them for 
acceptance and d iscussion with successive draft statements on the

1 Confessiofidei, Petit, Docs. pp. 438, 448; Syr. vu r, 2, p. 218 .
2 Syr. ix , 3, pp. 2 5 2 - 3 ;  IX,  14 , p. 2 7 3 .  The words he ascribed to himself on p. 2 5 3  

are an echo of what Eugenicus wrote in his Professiofidei (Petit, Docs. p. 438) including 
the reference to the Latin production of the Acts of the seventh Council, cf. above 
p . 148.
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various points o f  difference and these were finally com bined to form  
the doctrinal part o f  the decree o f  union.: T hese statements are pre/ 
served for posterity in the Latin A c t s  (Syropou lus also records the 
first o f  them ) and the same source indicates clearly enough that they 
were part o f  a m ethod.1 O n  the G reek  side the authorities are the 
Description that follow s the protocol o f  the p u b lic  sessions in  the 
C reek A c t s 2 and the Memoirs o f  Sy ropou lu s.3 O f  these the former 
consists o f  records o f  day/to/day events in  chronological order, 
recounted briefly and in proportion to their actual im portance. T h e 
writer w as increasingly in favour o f  union, a fact w hich o f  course is 
discernible in this d iary/account, but w hich never m akes him  write 
as an advocate or propagand ist o f  union for he states facts not argu / 
ments. T h e  Memoirs o f  Syropoulus are very different. T h o u g h  his 
narrative for the most part follow s the chronology o f  the events, it 
m akes no mention at all o f  many meetings and  negotiations recorded 
by the A cta  graeca, but dilates on isolated gatherings, encounters 
(frequently hostile) between ind ividuals and certain themes, the 
ch ie f one, o f  course, being the pressure exerted by the Em peror and 
the L atin s on the G reeks and  the insincerity and treachery o f  the 
‘ L a tin isers ’ .

T o  write the history o f what really took place between A p ril and 
Ju ly  1439 , these two sources have to be appraised, that is, not only 
the bare events and the incidents described in them, but also the 
atmosphere, the background, the attitude and the motives o f the 
actors. In this respect the Description offers very little material, whereas 
the Memoirs abound in it, and it is precisely in this regard that, in my 
judgement, they are most misleading, for one’motive o f Syropoulus in 
writing his M emoirs at all was unquestionably to provide an apologia 
for himself and others accused o f betraying orthodoxy for their 
having signed the decree o f union, and this led him, unconsciously 
perhaps, but nevertheless really, to select his material, to stress, per/ 
haps to exaggerate, certainly to interpret anything that would fit in 
with his conviction about the iniquity o f the union and to omit 
entirely or almost entirely what might have suggested sincerity in 
those who disagreed with Eugenicus and himself, because he could

1 C f. also Syr. x , i ,  pp. 277-8. 2 A . G .  pp. 399- 445 ·
3 Syr. v iii , 3, p. 2 i 9- i x .  p. -276.
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not believe that they could have acted from any other motive than 
expediency or personal advantage. In what follows I accept the 
chronological order o f the Description in the Greek A cts  and date the 
incidents given by Syropoulus accordingly, omitting nothing sub' 
stantial o f this latter writer in my narrative even though I think much 
o f  it is historically unreliable or at least suspect. ' Other people, 
however, may have other opinions and I leave it to them to make their 
own assessment.1 ; N ow  to fill out this brief summary o f  the situation 
with some detail..

The meeting in the sacristy o f St Francis’s convoked by Cardinal 
Cesarini took place on the morning o f Thursday, 26  March, when 
the texts o f both Greek and Latin Fathers were produced for examL· 
nation. The result was a feeling in the minds o f many o f the Greeks 
that here at last they had found a way towards agreement. The 
Patriarch therefore arranged with the Pope that, as H oly W eek was 
at hand, there should be no more discussions till L o w  Sunday 
( 1 2  A p ril) when the Greeks would give their answer, and he an  ̂
nounced this decision at a meeting in his palace on the Monday o f 
H oly W eek, 30 March. In the course o f this gathering there was 
heated argument. Isidore and Bessarion had advocated union and 
so to return home, when Dositheus o f Monembasia broke in: 
‘ W hat do you mean with your going home at the expense o f the 
Pope? Do you want us to betray our faith? I would rather die than 
latinise.’ Isidore replied that, as both Greek and Latin Fathers 
affirmed the Filioque, union would mean nothing more than that the 
Greeks would be agreeing with their own Saints. Whereupon 
A ntony o f Heraclea remarked that the Fathers o f the Councils and 
the Greek Saints together outnumbered the Latins, so the majority 
should be followed; and Ephesus spoke at length declaring that the 
Latins were not merely schismatics but heretics, though the Greek 
C hurch for motives o f prudence refrained from calling them such, 
and that was the real reason o f the schism. Bessarion heatedly replied: 
‘ So the Saints who taught the Filioque are heretics! The western and 
the eastern Saints do not disagree, for the same Spirit spoke in all 
the Saints. Com pare their works and they w ill be found harmonious.’

1 C f. Introduction, pp. viii-xiv.
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‘ B u t ’ , said  Ephesus, ‘ w ho know s i f  the books have not been falsified 
by th e m ?’ ‘ IP , replied Bessarion, ‘ w e remove all such  w ords from  
the books— w hole hom ilies, com m entaries on the G ospels, com plete 
treatises on trinitarian theology— there w ill be nothing left but b lank  
p a g e s /  D orotheus o f  M itylene and M ethodius o f  L aced aem o n  (so 
says Sy ropou lu s), even more incensed than Bessarion , angrily attacked 
M ark with opprobrious w ords and cam e very near to attacking him  
ph ysica lly .1

S o  the result o f  the P atriarch ’s efforts to create harm ony w as in 
fact to increase the disagreem ent, news o f  w hich reached the E m peror’s 
ears. T h e  next day he went in the rain to visit the Patriarch to try 
to restore concord . It w as perhaps on this occasion  that there 
occurred incidents related by Syropou lu s,2 though  he allots them  to 
three separate meetings all in  the Em peror’ s presence, w hen E ugen icu s, 
in obedience to a request from  the m onarch , expressed his doubts 
about the authenticity o f  the L a tin  quotations, w hich , he said, should  
be held as dub iou s for lack  o f  the means o f  checking them , and p ro ' 
posed the letter o f  M ax im u s to M arinus as a k ind  o f  to u ch sto n e  to 
test them by: ‘ T h ose  that agree with that letter I accept as genuine: 
those that disagree I reject.’

O n  the m orning o f  the W ednesday  o f  H oly  W eek  there w as 
another meeting in the apartm ents o f  the Patriarch and  further alter/ 
cation , in the course o f  w hich  M itylene said they cou ld  choose either 
to agree with the Sain ts and  unite with the L atin s, or to stigm atise 
the Sain ts and depart. H e too proposed as a form ula for agreement 
the w ords o f  M ax im u s: ‘ T h e  H oly  Sp irit proceed ing substantially 
from  the Father through the ineffably generated S o n .’3 Bessarion 
took h im  up  and produced  other G reek quotations to the sam e effect, 
especially from  T arasiu s o f  C on stan tin op le . W hereupon  the P atri' 
arch bade them  write out those passages for consideration at a 
m eeting the next day w hen the Em peror w ou ld  be present. B u t the 
E m peror cou ld  not attend on H oly  T h ursday  and  asked that the

1 This is recounted by Syropoulus much later ( ix , 5, p. 256) introduced by ‘ A gain  
on another day*: it probably refers to this same incident. I f  it be thought that this 
account is too detailed for a general history o f the Council, it must be borne in mind 
that it is just such details that are quoted by controversialists and so a certain amount o f 
this must be recorded.

2 Syr. v ia , 2, pp. 2 18 - 19 . 3 P .G . 90, 9 7 2 c

T H E  P R O C E S S I O N  O F  T H E  H O L Y  S P I R I T

^35



meeting should  be deferred till the Saturday . O n  the Saturday , h o w ' 
ever, the Patriarch w as so ill that he w as anointed and  the discussion 
had  perforce to be put off.

M eanw hile am on g the L a tin s the H oly  W eek  services had been 
celebrated w ith great solem nity. O n  P alm  S u n d ay  the Sovereign 
P ontiffh im self, w hose train w as carried by the C a p ita n o  di G iu stiz ia  
o f  Florence, distributed the blessed tw igs o f  olive to the cardinals and 
the personages o f  the city. O n  the last three days o f  the week his 
throne w as set on the loggia o f  S . M aria N o vella  overlooking the 
p iazza, from  w hich  he gave his benediction to the crow ds assem bled 
below . T h e  ceremonies o f  H oly  Saturday  were perform ed by C ard in a l 
C esarin i, but the So lem n  M ass o f  Easter S u n d ay  w as sun g in the 
church  o f  S . M aria N ovella  by the Pope him self, in the presence o f  
seven cardinals and  m any bishops, after w hich  he gave his benediction 
again  from  the loggia.1

A s  the interval requested by the Patriarch for consideration w as 
com in g to a close, the L a tin s began to urge the G reeks to form ulate 
their reply to M ontenero’s exposition  o f  doctrine an d  the general 
question o f  union. A  meeting w ith the E m peror on  the Friday  o f  
Easter W eek produced  only a m essage to the P ope affirm ing the 
reluctance o f  the G reeks to enter into further p u b lic  d iscussions, 
w hich  were endless; let the L a tin s find som e other w ay tow ards 
u n ion ; i f  they cou ld  not, ‘ we have said  as m uch as we can : w hat we 
hold  is the tradition o f  our Fathers handed on by the seven C o u n c ils  
an d  that suffices for u s \  M ark  o f  E ph esu s,2 Isidore, Syropoulu s and 
another ofxhe Staurophoroi were appointed  to convey this ultim atum . 
T h e  next day they fulfilled their office and before V espers recounted 
to the E m peror and  the other prelates the answ er they had received. 
E ugen ius had begun  by com plain in g  that they had not fulfilled the 
ob ligations they had undertaken as regards the frequency o f  pu b lic  
sessions and then proposed three points for their consideration— did 
they accept the L a tin  proofs o f  the Filioque and  i f  not wherein lay 
their doubts so that they could  be settled; had they texts from  Scripture 
affirm ing the opposite ; or texts from  Scripture sh ow in g  that their

1 Muratori, ist ed. x ix ,  p. 984, where it is stated also that the Patriarch was present 
— clearly a mistake.

2 The A cta graeca, p. 404, say Bessarion.
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view was the better founded and the more holy: he then suggested 
that each prelate o f both Churches should affirm on oath his own 
opinion, so that the majority view should be accepted.

O n hearing this reply the Greek assembly was at a loss, for they 
had no solid argument to put forward against any o f the three points, 
and the suggestion o f the oath (that, so says Syropoulus, was 
Mitylene’s invention) they shrank from, for no other C ouncil had 
ever had recourse to such an expedient. Mitylene tried to rally them, 
urging that the doctrines o f both Churches were holy as coming from 
the Scriptures and the Saints, so they should hesitate no longer but 
enter into union: let that be our answer to His Holiness. There was 
silence till the Emperor said that their answer should be to take up 
one o f the Pope’s four points; whereupon the Protosyncellus re/ 
marked: ‘ W hat can we answer3 W e can say that some o f their 
q uotations are false and others corrupt; that we know nothing o f some 
and reject others, which is unreasonable. W hat then is left 2 T o  reply 
with lies? That is unbefitting/ The upshot was that the next day, 
Sunday, the Emperor sent the same four delegates back to Eugenius 
to say that the four points he proposed amounted in reality to only 
one— to renew discussions, and that the Greeks would not do, for 
they were useless: the Greeks retained the Creed approved by the 
C ouncils; the Latins were not disposed to alter theirs; so what was 
the use o f disputes and arguments? I f  the Pope could find a way 
towards union, well and good; otherwise they would go home in 
a spirit o f friendship. The Pope’s reply was to say that he would send 
some o f his cardinals to talk with the Greeks.

In one o f these private meetings among the Greeks the Emperor 
took the opportunity, so recounts Syropoulus, to explain the prin/ 
ciples that animated him in regard to the Church. I am, he said, 
the defender o f the C hurch, and this in the present circumstances 
seems to me to involve two things, the first to preserve and defend the 
C h u rch ’s doctrine and to assure freedom o f speech for all who wish 
to support it and to restrain such as captiously contradict; the second 
to try to preserve concord amongst us. This I say to warn those who 
persist in pointless cavilling and who refuse to submit to a majority 
opinion that they will feel the weight o f my imperial displeasure. 
W e must try to find a means towards union, and I suggest that i f  the
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Latin s accept the trinitarian theology o f  S t M axim u s w e should unite 
with them . Isidore, Bessarion and the Protosyncellus im m ediately 
agreed (continues Syropou lu s), but Ephesus and H eraclea and  a 
few others dissented, Eugenicus rem arking that even i f  the Latin s 
accepted the w ords o f  M axim u s they w ould  read a different m eaning 
into them. ‘ T h at does not m atter’ rejoined the E m peror, and pro/ 
ceeded forthwith to dem and that all should declare their opinions on 
his proposal, not individually  but by acclam ation, an d  when some 
rem ained silent he asked om inously: ‘ H av e  they lost their vo ices? ’ 1 
There ensued a bitter argum ent between Isidore and Bessarion on the 
one side and A n to n y  o f  H eraclea and  E ugen icus on the other, w hich 
w as ended only by the intervention o f  the E m peror w ho spoke 
scathingly to H eraclea, taunting h im  with his ignorance and lack 
o f  culture.2

T h e  G reeks m eanwhile, recounts Syropoulus, were subject to all 
k inds o f  privations. Bessarion w ish ing to go  for a ride outside the city 
for exercise found the way barrred by the E m peror’s orders. M ost o f  
them  had nothing to do (despite apparently the alm ost daily  m eetings); 
only Isidore, Bessarion and G regory, the E m peror’ s chaplain , were for 
ever busy m aking suggestions and proposals to their sovereign. T h e  
m onthly provision for their needs w as not forthcom ing and as A p r il 
drew  to a close they were in great w ant, especially the lower ranks 
am on g them like the E m peror’s janissaries, w hich gave rise to a 
revealing incident. These under the pressure o f  hunger appealed to 
the Protosyncellus to represent their need to the E m peror. G regory, 
know ing Jo h n ’s disposition, preferred to assist them  with a little 
money o f  his ow n, and w hen he had no more he gave them a small 
part o f  his sacred vestments to sell. A fter a time, having by now  
paw ned their w eapons and most o f  their clothes, they returned to 
h im  but he w as at the end o f  his resources. Instead he bade them go

1 When this incident is supposed to have taken place Syropoulus does not disclose, 
except that he places it early in his narrative o f the events that followed immediately 
after the end of the public sessions (vm , r 5, pp. 2 2 1-3 )  and at about the time o f the 
reception o f the disquieting news from Constantinople, which certainly was in the 
first half o f A pril. It is, however, in flagrant contradiction with the dated events narrated 
by the Acta graeca where the Emperor is the protagonist in warning the Pope that the 
Greek attitude as regards doctrine was intransigent and that unless the Latins found an 
acceptable way to union the Creeks wanted to return home.

2 C f. above, p. 228.
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to M ark o f  E phesus and ask why he kept them in such a state o f  
w ant by im peding union. A  group o f  some twenty or so o f  them , 
failing to find M ark at hom e, angrily and threateningly assailed the 
G reat Sakellarius w ho, at first at a loss to know  why, w as enlightened 
w hen they repeated G regory ’s w ords. H e  w anted to have the Proto/ 
syncellus brought before the holy synod for judgem ent but w as 
restrained by his friends. A  few days later G regory in the course o f  
a conversation about the lack  o f  means quietly rem arked: ‘ It is I w ho 
have held back  and retained the m aintenance allow ances.’ 1 /W hat/ 
ever the truth o f  this story, the G reeks were really liv ing in  strait/ 
ened circum stances; T h e  ecclesiastics com plained  tim e and  again  
to the Patriarch w ho finally sent the B ishop D am ian u s with Syro/ 
pou lu s and  another o f  the Staurophoroi to declare to the Em peror 
in his nam e and their ow n  that they co u ld  bear it no longer but 
should  return hom e. They got little consolation from  him , however. 
A l l  he d id  w as to say that, i f  they were idle, he w as not, and that 
it w as all very well to talk o f  breaking o ff  d iscussions and go in g  
hom e— that w ould  have to be done by stages and  it w as the C h u rc h ’s 
business to do  it, not his, as he d id  not w ant to incur all the oppro/ 
brium  for failure that w ould  follow  on  such a step.

A t  about this tim e, too, d isquieting news cam e from  C o n stan / 
tinople with an urgent request for tw o p ap al ships to forestall a

1 This highly improbable story is in keeping with the bitter hostility that Syropoulus 
shows for Gregory throughout the whole o f his book. Highly improbable because: 
( i)  it is completely out o f harmony with the machinery for paying the Greeks in Florence 
and contradicted by the documents, cf. J .  G ill, ‘ The Cost o f the C ouncil o f Florence ’ , 
in O .C .P . x x i i  ( i 95<5), pp. 3 14 - 16 ; (2) it runs counter to Syropoulus* own thesis 
that it was the Latins who consistently kept back the money so as to force the Greeks 
to one concession after another; (3) a little later Syropoulus mentions a payment on 
22 May with no reference, even by the Latins in self-defence, tothis incident a payment 
for two months beginning r5 February; (4) such an action on the part o f Gregory, 
far from helping the cause o f union (which according to Syropoulus he pushed by 
fair means and foul), could have done nothing but hinder it— and Gregory was no 
fool; (5) it is out o f keeping with the charactcr Syropoulus paints o f Gregory that he 
should so tamely and unnecessarily have confessed.

It w ill, however, have some basis in fact. Gregory may have made some remark to 
someone, possibly one o f the Emperor’s dependents, suggesting that Ephesus’ tactics 
were prolonging their misery, possibly when he was giving an alms; but that he could 
have received and kept the money, or i f  £ycb Kcm orriaa xai expcrTriaa t o  aiTTjpsaiov 
(not easy to translate) does not mean that but only that in some other way he caused it 
to be withheld, is more than highly improbable.
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possible attack. John was confident that he would get them and 
indeed that in a fortnight he would sail with them himself. But when 
he approached the Pope, appealing to the provision in the agreement 
between them whereby His Holiness had bound himself to send 
help in extraordinary danger and even suggesting that the 10,000 fl. 
owed by the papal exchequer for the upkeep o f the ships and bowmen 
already in Constantinople should be used to arm new vessels in 
Italy, he met with a blank refusal. £ Such was the help for his country 
in its pressing needs that the Emperor found from the Latins*, 
comments Syropoulus.

The cardinals, whom the Pope on 12  A p ril had promised to send, 
did not come till three days later. In the interval Bessarion delivered 
his Oratio dogmatica to the assembled Greeks.1 It is a work o f erudition 
and sober argument. After a brief introduction he referred to the 
discussions in Ferrara on the A ddition: ‘ For they (i.e. the Latins) 
already have given an account ofwhat they say and believe and wc have 
replied to the best o f our p o w e r .. .to some of their arguments by 
complete silence, to others with no answer worthy o f the name.* 
However, till there was a general C ouncil there was an excuse for 
the division between the Churches, but now there is such no longer. 
The Councils have always relied on the words o f the Doctors who 
went before. A l l  Doctors are inspired by the same H oly Spirit; they 
must, therefore, all be in agreement among themselves and there can 
be no real opposition between them, so that i f  there is any apparent 
contradiction we must try to conciliate their different statements. It is 
logical that the words o f those who spoke more obscurely should be 
interpreted by the clearer utterances o f others, which in the present 
case means to explain the Greek Fathers by the Latins. Still for 
Easterns the eastern Fathers have most weight, so the task is to prove 
from these that they agree with the western Saints. The preposition 
D ia  (through) always has the force o f a mediating cause. W hen 
used in connection with the Holy Spirit it is an efficient cause, for 
there is no place for any other kind, and always refers back to the

1 P . G .  1 6 1 ,  5 4 3 - 6 1 2 .  It is given in full at this point in the M S S . ofthe Actagraeca 
which include the Description, though I suspect that it was the scribe Plousiadenus who 
put it there, not the original author. Syropoulus says no word at all of this speech nor 
o f that of Scholarius that followed it.
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Father. The Greek Doctors (who are quoted at length) who used 
the preposition ‘ through’ o f the production o f the Holy Spirit are 
many—Athanasius, Basil, Maximus, Gregory o f Nyssa, Gregory 
o f Nazianzus, John Damascene, the seventh Council and Tarasius. 
St M axim us and St John Damascene, though they admit o f the use 
o f the word ‘ through’ , seem to some to deny that the Son is also 
the cause o f the Holy Spirit, but that denial is only apparent, for in 
those passages they intend by the preposition E k  (from) the principal 
cause. St Cyril, quoted so much by both Montenero and Eugenicus, 
has a whole section to himself and appears again immediately after' 
wards where the speaker goes on to treat o f the Doctors who employed 
‘ From the So n ’ and ‘ From both’ , to show that they were referring 
to the ‘ going forth ’ and the ‘ flowing forth ’ o f the Person o f the Holy 
Spirit, not merely to his action among men by grace, and C yril is 
discussed still again in regard to his relation with Theodoretus, 
another point on which Montenero and Eugenicus had disagreed. 
The western Saints say the same as the eastern. The quotations from 
them made in the sessions and later delivered to the Greeks in 
writing so that they could be read at leisure and studied prove that. 
The doctrine o f the Filioque is universal among the Latin Doctors, 
so it is clear that these agree among themselves and agree too with the 
eastern Saints. Whatever was the case before, now at any rate there 
is no cxcuse for division. Three courses arc possible— not to accept the 
Filioque, to accept it, to declare that the Latin books arc falsified. 
The first of these courses is absurd; the third unworthy and impossible, 
for the doctrine o f the Filioque is found in so many and such ancient 
Latin books and the Greeks have no-early Latin codices to check 
them by. There remains therefore the second choice. The alternative 
would be dishonour for the nation and calamity both temporal and 
spiritual for their people. U nion with the Latins is their only hope 
o f salvation. Yet Bessarion declared that he himself, unless he were 
completely convinced that the Latin faith was sound, would not 
have exhorted his hearers to union: he would have preferred death 
first. But as the Latin Doctors and the Greek Fathers agree there is 
no reason left for disunion.

In the course o f these same few days while they were waiting for 
the promised visit o f the cardinals, Scholarius also delivered an
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address to his compatriots.1 His discourse, usually called: O n the 
N eed o f Aiding Constantinople, is o f another temper altogether. Whereas 
Bessarion’s had been the calm, persuasive, reasoned exposition o f a 
theologian, Scholarius, obviously in a high state o f nervous tension, 
due partly perhaps to ill health2 but mainly to his anxiety for C o n ' 
stantinople in view o f the news lately received, harangued his hearers 
and at times came very near to invective.3 The Greeks at large, he said, 
were ignorant o f Latin skill in dialectic and theological learning; 
but even those not unacquainted with Latin scholarship came to 
Italy confident that they would easily convict them o f ignorance and 
error, and so effect the union they desired—that perhaps would have 
been the happiest issue. W hat actually has happened is that 
the Latins have defended their faith brilliantly, invoking in their 
favour the six most renowned Doctors o f the Church with apt and 
sober comment, Greek Doctors, too, in like manner, and have replied 
learnedly and truthfully to our arguments. W e have no Saint who 
clearly contradicts them and, i f  there were such, he should be inter' 
preted to conform with the majority.4 The contradictions we deem 
the Latins liable to do not necessarily follow from their doctrine. 
They affirm that they believe like us. They harmonise the words o f 
the Saints and make no Saint clash with any other. They do not 
demand from us the profession o f the truth—that they leave to our 
consciences. They seek neither their own glory nor our confusion. 
W ords perhaps we can oppose, but not o f any great moment. The 
Saints we may not deny, or say that they are mutually opposed— 
that would be to confuse and reject the whole o f the faith, while to 
say that the Latins have falsified them is the height o f stupidity.5

1 The Description here says that Scholarius delivered three exhortations to the Greek 
synod which will be found by the reader at the end o f the Practica. That notice was 
assuredly not in the original: it was inserted by Plousiadenus the copyist— and it is 
mistaken. Scholarius at this time made only one spcech or delivered one written 
exhortation (from Scholarius’ own words it is not quite clear which) because ( i)  in his 
written judgement delivered on 3c May he himself says so distinctly ( A . G . ,  p. 428), 
and (2) the other two speeches (always edited as 3) were presented in writing on the 
same occasion (ibid.). The present discourse is to be found in Schol. 1, pp 296-3C6; 
P . G .  x6c, 385- 437 .

2 He had been ill just before leaving Ferrara: cf. his letter to Traversari begging a 
corner in his monastery during his stay in Florence, Schol. iv, pp. 440-1.

3 C f. e.g. the quotation given above, p. 228.
4 C f  the quotation on pp. 225-6. 5 C f. the quotation on p. 226.
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I f  we object certain apparent differences among the Doctors, the 
Latins will dissolve them in a moment—they have indeed already 
done so. W e could do that for ourselves without recourse to them— 
even I could do it within a couple o f hours for you. There is no time 
now to sit idle and at ease exchanging empty words and striving for 
victory. Scholarship amongst us is at a very low ebb.1 W ords and 
words again lead not to peace but to further dissension, so omit 
further words, and embrace peace and with it return home, for there 
is no obstacle to this since the Latins have shown their orthodoxy 
with so many witnesses that we may join them and that with no 
innovation in our Creed. Y ou  all know the particular reason why 
we longed for union o f the Churches, to bring relief in the danger 
that threatens us. Since then with honour we can achieve that, wc 
must do so; i f  we do not, our case will be worse. G ive  no credence 
to them who urge that even after union no help will be forthcoming 
because o f the divisions among the western secular powers and the 
uncertain position o f the Pope. N o great force will be required. The 
enemy fears our union. Latins and barbarians know that the chief 
cause o f union is our hope o f help and that i f  we fail all hope is gone. 
Remember the gravity o f the situation, the strength o f the enemy, 
the weakness o f our defences, the length o f wall to be manned, the 
size o f our population halved by the plague. So, leaving everything 
else aside, we should consider whether we can honourably, that is 
conformably with the sacred Scriptures and the Doctors, join with 
the Latins, and if  so wc should straightway renew our friendship with 
them, prepare ships partly at their expense partly at our own, selling 
our very bodies if  necessary and striving night and day. So, union 
immediately and then away. Remember wives, families, dependents, 
and what conquest by the infidel will mean for them who look to us 
as their saviours. W e are the advance-guard o f Christianity. The 
Latins will think we have hearts o f stone if  after the reception o f such 
news from home we sit idle with no Saint to oppose theirs and no 
other answer but ‘ corrupt’ . G od helps them who help themselves. 
The present danger forces us to union. The Latins, I say, should be 
received and communion with them welcomed, for they err in no 
point o f the faith. They exhibit the Doctors in harmony: it is we

1 C f. the quotation on p. 228.
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who put discord among them, as I will show if  asked. So we should 
receive them and recite the Creed as before. Ships should be got 
ready and, leaving behind three or four o f ours to settle what questions 
still remain, the rest o f us should depart and reach home within 
seventy days. But i f  you will not unite, you will not be ill-disposed to 
the Latins as before. The alternative before us is either to unite and 
then return or to send help, or i f  there is no hope o f union at least 
not to sit idle but to render help to Constantinople as best we can— 
any other course will deservedly lead to our shame and the just 
reproach o f treachery to our own.

The Cardinals came to the Greeks in thé palace o f the Patriarch 
on Wednesday, 15  A p ril, Cesarini, Condulmaro the Treasurer and 
Domenico de Capranica (Firmanus) with some ten bishops and a 
few doctors o f theology and others. Cesarini was spokesman. He 
began by recalling to their minds the long delays they had caused 
first in Constantinople, then in Venice, later in Ferrara. They had 
three times formally agreed to a fixed number o f sessions per week 
not to be omitted on any account and they had failed to implement 
any o f them. The Pope had fulfilled and more than fulfilled his 
obligations. The Latins had proved their faith amply, so the Greeks 
should either accept the necessary conclusion or i f  they still had doubts 
get them solved in public discussion. The Emperor replied flatly 
rejecting any further discussions. A  remedy for a disease is used only 
till the disease is cured, then it is discontinued. So  it was with 
discussions. It was now time to find another method. W e, rejoined 
Cesarini, have clarified the doctrine with the words o f the Saints. 
Y our reply is neither yes nor no. The cure for the disease is discussion; 
the schism still remains, so the remedy is still to be applied. W e, 
said the Emperor, w ill join in no more discussions. Discussion will 
lead us nowhere. You drown us in words and then claim victory. 
‘ So Your Highness is a prophet’ , replied Cesarini. ‘ He who lacks 
for an answer seems to give consent as when the Metropolitan o f 
Ephesus abandoned the debate, for he has not made any answer yet. 
Discussion should go on till the truth is established.’

But Cesarini could not convince the Emperor. Instead John pnv 
posed that ten representatives from each side should meet in eight 
conferences to see i f  any result could be obtained that way, and the
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Latin delegates had to be content with that. O n the following 
Friday he visited the Pope and won his consent to the expedient, 
after which he spoke to the Greeks gathered together in the Patriarch’s 
apartments to explain the procedure, that he with the interpreter 
would accompany the ten delegates to a hall in the papal palace and 
there on alternate days a Greek and a Latin would develop some 
suggestion that promised a lead to union, not as an official proposal 
but as his own idea independently o f the views o f others, and that 
what was there said should be communicated afterwards each day 
to those who were not present. For this purpose he appointed Antony 
o f Heraclea, Mark o f Ephesus, Isidore o f Russia, Dositheus o f 
Monembasia, Dorotheus o f Trebizond, Metrophanes o f Cyzicus and 
Bessarion o f Nicaea with three other prelates.

Syropoulus remarks that what went on in these conferences was 
never divulged, though some information was forthcoming by hear' 
say. The Description is rather more detailed in its account, recording 
too that after two meetings the Greeks were disinclined for more, but 
under pressure they attended another three. Both authorities agree 
that at the first meeting it was urged on the Greek side (by Bessarion, 
according to Syropoulus) that the text o f M aximus should be mutu' 
ally accepted as a formula o f union, but the Latins objected that, 
though they too did not hold the Son to be the primary cause o f the 
H oly Spirit, they did teach that with the Father he was the cause o f 
the Spirit. The second conference, on the following day, discussed 
the profession o f faith o f Tarasius o f Constantinople with its ‘ Through 
the S o n ’ . This suggestion may have come from Isidore. A t  any rate 
he wrote a paper about this time that proposes a solution o f the pnv 
blem along these lines.1 But the Latins could not agree. They inquired 
i f ‘ through’ and ‘ from ’ were the same in Greek, and as they were 
not, they rejected ‘ through’ lest it be interpreted merely as an instn> 
ment, like a pipe for water. A t  another o f the conferences, according 
to Syropoulus, Ephesus bluntly proposed the excision o f the Filioque 
from the Creed, since the Greeks would never accept it. A  further 
suggestion put forward was perhaps that each Church should retain

1 C f. above, p. 227. However, he ends the treatise with warm words o f exhortation 
not only to the Pope and the Emperor, but also to the Patriarch and to the body of 
clerics and laymen, who were not present; C od. Vat. G r. 706, 1 2 1 - 2 2 1 .
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its own profession and interpretation o f the faith.1 These last two 
expedients, as is obvious, were unacceptable to the Latins.

(So the private conferences failed in their purpose.] But they proved 
in the event to have been a step in the right direction, for as a result 
o f  them the Latins sent to the Greeks at their request2 a statement for 
their acceptance which was ultimately approved and incorporated 
into the final decree o f union. Here, however, there is a difference 
o f  some factual importance between the two Greek authorities. The 
Description recounts that at the end o f the conferences the Western 
Church transmitted in writing a short profession o f faith affirming 
its belief that there is only one principle and cause o f the Holy Spirit, 
namely the Father primarily but not so as to exclude the Son, and 
that the addition to the Creed was made to preclude error in regard 
to the divinity o f the Son, which those who deny the Filioqite are 
assuredly liable to. O n Wednesday, 26  A p ril, the Greeks, Patriarch 
included, met in the palace o f the Emperor, who was ill, to consider 
their answer, but they could not agree. T w o days later they received 
another statement from the Latins to the same effect as the first though 
phrased differently. There followed two days o f consultation with the 
Patriarch which with difficulty produced a reply based on St Cyril 
and St Basil, describing the Spirit as ‘ gushing forth’ , ‘ springing 
forth \  ‘ flowing from ’ , ‘ being sent forth from ’ the Son. This did not 
satisfy the Latins who demanded to know what precise meaning the 
Greeks attributed to such phrases: did they refer them only to the 
second and temporal mission o f the Holy Spirit, though the words 
themselves, as the Saints understood them, clearly indicated the one 
eternal mission and declared that the Spirit receives being from the 
Son.3 Syropoulus, on the other hand, records only one formula o f 
union from the Latins, that was discussed on some unspecified date 
by the Greeks, in the presence o f the Patriarch, before the Emperor 
who was ill and in bed. The text he gives o f that statement tallies 
with the text found in the Latin A cts  (neither o f them is quite 
accurate) and with the relevant part o f the decree o f union, and is 
verbally so different from the two Latin documents included in the 
Description that it is unlikely that either o f these is meant as an outline

1 Sermon o f Cesarini 27 June 1439 to the Latin synod: A . L .  pp. 253-6 , esp. p. 254.
2 A . C . p. 423. 3 Ibid. pp. 4 13 - 16 .
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o f the western formula. W hat place quite these hold in the course 
o f events is obscure. They may have been memoranda presented by 
the Latins at some time during the private conferences, confused by 
the author o f the Description with the more official statement.1

A s  the meeting in the Emperor’s palace took place on 29 A p ril,2 the 
ceiula must have been presented some few days before, since John 
excused his receiving the prelates in such conditions on the grounds 
that the Latins were impatient at the delay. He bade them consider 
it so as either to accept it, to amend it, or to reject it, and in the last 
case to draw up themselves a statement that would satisfy both parties. 
The Latin statement read as follows:

Since in this sacred O ecum enical C o u n c il, by the grace o f  A lm ig h ty  G o d , 

w e Latins and Greeks have met to effect holy union conjointly, w e have in 

com m on been at great pains that that article about the Procession o f  the H oly  

Spirit should be discussed with great care and assiduous investigation; after, 

then, the production oftexts from the divine Scriptures and very m any quotations 

o f  the holy Doctors both eastern and western (some indeed saying that the H oly 

Sp irit proceeds from the Father and the S o n , some however from  the Father 

through the Son , and after perceiving that all bore the same meaning though 

expressed differently),

W e  Greeks declared that what w e say, namely that the H oly  Spirit proceeds 

from  the Father, w e do not say with the intention o f  exclud ing the So n  [from 

W h o m  w e do not deny that the H oly Spirit proceeds eternally and has his 

essence as from the Father,] but, because we thought that the Latins say that the 

H oly  Spirit proceeds from the Father and the Son  as from tw o principles and 

tw o spirations, w e refrained from saying that the H oly  Spirit proceeds from the 

Father and the So n ;

W e  Latins, however, assert that what w e say, namely that the H oly  Spirit 

proceeds from the Father and the Son , w e do' not say w ith the intention o f  

exclu d in g the Father from being the source and principle o f  the whole o f  

divinity, o f  the S o n  namely and o f  the H oly  Spirit, nor by declaring that the 

H oly  Spirit proceeds from the S o n , that the Son  has not this from the Father, 

nor thereby do w e assert that there are two principles or spirations, but w e assert

1 So the account that here follows ofthe Latin cedula and the Greek reply to it is drawn 
from Syr. v m , 13 , p. 2 3 5 - 16 ,  p. 247 and A . L .  pp. 224, 254. For the decree o f union 
cf. A . G .  pp. 4 6 1-2 . C f. G . Hofmann, ‘ Formulae praeviae ad definitionem Concilii 
Florentini de Processione Spiritus Sancti*, in A . A .  V . x i i i  (1937)» pp. 8 1- 10 5 ,2 3 7 -6 0 .

2 This gave occasion to Syropoulus to write one o f the few kind things about John 
to be found in his Memoirs: ‘ He was so ill as not to be able to lift his head from his pillow 
and he who was always repeating that he was well then only said: “ I am ill and I do 
not know i f  I can manage to express what I want to say” ’ (vm , 13 , p. 235).
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that there is only one principle and a single spiration o f  the H o ly  Spirit, as we 

have asserted hitherto.1

In  the name, therefore, o f  the H o ly  T rin ity , Father, Son  and H oly  Spirit, 

finally in this holy union, pleasing to G o d , w ith  the same sense, the same soul, 

the same m ind w e L atin s and Greeks agree and accept that this truth o f  the 

faith should be believed and received by all C hristians and so w e profess that 

the H oly  Spirit is eternally from the Father and the S o n 2 and proceeds eternally 

from both as from one principle and a single spiration; (declaring that w hat the 

holy Doctors and Fathers say, namely that the H oly  Spirit proceeds from the 

Father through the Son  is directed to this sense that by it is meant that the Son 

lik e  the Father is according to the Greeks the cause, but according to the Latins 

the principle, o f  the subsistence o f  the H o ly  Spirit,) and since all that is the 

Father’s the Father h im self in  generating gave to the only^begotten Son  except 

to be the Father, this too, that the H oly  Spirit proceeds from the Son , the Son 

H im se lf has eternally from the Father from W h o m  also he w as eternally 

generated.3

W hen this statement had been read out the hearers (continues 
Syropoulus) were immediately divided into two parties, Isidore, 
Bessarion, Dorotheus o f  Mitylene, Gregory, Methodius o f Lace^ 
daemon willing to accept, the rest led by Mark o f Ephesus entirely 
opposed. Soon the Patriarch, being unwell, retired to the room o f 
Philanthropinus, but the Emperor followed with close attention as 
Isidore and his associates contended for the equivalence o f ‘ through’ 
and ‘ from ’ , which Eugenicus flatly denied. John bade everyone 
speak freely, but to state the reasons for his assertions as well as his 
opinion, which would be recorded in writing. T o  Heraclea objecting 
that this was an innovation in the procedure o f Oecumenical Councils, 
he replied: ‘ It is my will, so that afterwards people may not change/ 
So  the morning passed. The prelates returned in the afternoon with

1 The decree adds here: ‘A n d  since from all these one and the same understanding 
o f  the truth emerges, finally they unanimously agreed with the same sense and the same 
mind to the following holy union, pleasing to C o d ’ , because it replaces the similar 
sentence o f the cedula by ‘ W e define*.

2 The decree adds here: ‘ and has his essence and his subsistent being from the Father 
and the Son together.*

3 The square brackets signify that the words contained in them are to be found in 
the decree and the Acta L at. but are omitted in Syropoulus; the round brackets contain 
words found in Syropoulus but neither in the decree nor in the A cta Lat. The decree 
therefore repeated the cedula with the two small additions noted above, a few other 
very slight variations o f words and the changing o f the first person plural o f the verbs 
o f the cedula into the third person plural.
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the three lay philosophers, Scholarius, Gemistus and Amiroutzes 
and the secretaries o f the Patriarch (who was still in the bedroom 
o f Philanthropinus), and the argument began afresh, with Amiroutzes 
an ardent supporter o f Bessarion. Eugenicus quoted St Maximus 
and St John Damascene as denying the Filioque, and Bessarion’s only 
answer was that the letter to Marinus was incomplete and so in ' 
admissible, and that the Damascene’s was, but an isolated voice.1 
Evening found them still arguing. N ext morning, at the Emperor’ s 
command, they all assembled again, with the same results, Ephesus 
quoting the Fathers, especially Gregory o f Nyssa,2 to prove that they 
used o f the relation o f the Holy Spirit to the Son both the pre  ̂
positions ‘ through’ and ‘ w ith ’ . Bessarion, frustrated, tried to turn 
the tables by declaring that Mark had already conceded the doctrine 
to the Latins. Syropoulus demanded to know when and, Bessarion 
replying that it had been in the private conferences, Ephesus rebutted 
the charge by explaining the obvious intention that had underlain 
his words— he had agreed to unite with the Latins i f  they removed 
the Filioque from the Creed, knowing that, i f  they did that, they 
denied the whole basis o f their doctrine, admitted themselves in error 
and embraced the Greek faith, which he had not for one instant 
expected they would do. The Emperor, then, reminded them that 
they were there to compose an answer to the Latin statement. 
W hereupon Isidore produced a treatise written by Beccus3 and 
began to read out some o f the patristic quotations it contained. 
Bidden by John to select a few as a basis o f an answer for the Latins, 
they chose a quotation from the Council o f Nicaea4 and a phrase 
from C yril o f A lexandria5 showing that the Greek Saints agreed

1 Yet Bessarion had treated o f these two authorities at length in his discourse o f a 
few days before, and explained their apparent opposition to the Filioque doctrine— but 
Syropoulus in his Memoirs ignores that speech. 2 P . G .  45, 3 6 9 A .

3 The Patriarch o f Constantinople who later favoured the union made under 
Michael V II I  at the Council of Lyons (1274 ), deposed, imprisoned and several times 
tried by the Synod after M ichael’s death. Beccus was an acutc theologian whose 
patristic arguments neither then nor since have been refuted by his opponents. A t  the 
time o f the C ouncil o f Florence he was held in execration by the non-unionists.

4 ‘ The Spirit will be found proceeding from the Father, proper to the Son and 
gushing forth from F lim ’ (Mansi, 2, 8 6 8 C D  and in the Epigrapbae o f Bcccus, P . G .  
14 1 ,  6 1 6 C ) .

5 ‘ The Spirit Rowing forth substantially from both, that is from the Father through 
the S o n ’ ( P . G .  <58, 148A and in the Epigrapbae o f Beccus, P . G .  141,  617B ).
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with the Latins and as a sufficient ground for union. A l l  were 
asked i f  they accepted this solution and the special secretary (hypo* 
mnematographos) was told to write down their answers, yes or no. The 
first three or four to reply having spoken at length, the rest were bidden 
to be brief as time was passing. Syropoulus insisted on a more 
lengthy reply and, on being cut short, gave his answer as N o. 
Sophronius o f Anchialus, he says, and Damianus o f M okkv 
W allachia with George C appad ox the Protekdikus and the best o f 
the superiors o f  the monasteries agreed with him, but the majority 
was o f a contrary opinion. Isidore, Bessarion, Michael Balsamon 
the Chartophylax, Gemistus and Scholarius were commissioned 
to frame the Greek statement, but when this last produced an answer 
he had composed already, Isidore and Bessarion accepted it without 
further ado, though the other two demurred.

Scholarius’ draft'Statem ent was a very clever piece o f work. It was 
modelled on the Latin ceiula, much o f which it repeated almost 
verbally, inverting, however, the order in which the Latin and the 
Greek positions are outlined and modifying only the resume o f 
Greek theology there given, to read as follows:

W e , however, the Greeks confess and believe that the H o ly  Spirit proceeds 

from  the Father, is proper to the Son  and gushes forth from h im ,1 and w e affirm 

and believe that he Hows forth substantially from both, nam ely from the Father 

through the S o n :2 and now  w e unite with each other and are conjoined in a w ay 

pleasing to G o d . H a v in g  given proof to cach other each o f  his ow n faith and 

confession, w e decree that for the future neither w ill hold a lo o f from union and 

com m union w ith the other, but once again we are brought together and are o f 

one m ind and are all re-established by the grace o f  G o d  into one C h u rch .

It was hardly to be expected that this would please everyone and 
it did not.3 W hen the Emperor numbered the votes there were 
twelve against and, counting in also the secretaries included at Mity* 
lene’s suggestion, twenty^four in favour. The Patriarch also gave his 
vote from the other room in favour. T w o  metropolitans with the

1 C f. p. 249 n. 4. 2 C f. p. 249 n. 5.
3 4 W hat was done was a very big step and, besides, contrary to the opinion o f three 

o f our procurators [of the eastern Patriarchs]. For Heraclea and Ephesus and Monenv
basia and Anchialus did not give their approval for the statement of faith that was sent 
and, besides, from the clerics the Great Chartophylax and the Protekdikus’ ( A . G .  
pp. 416-17).
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Skevophylax and the Sakellarius were commissioned to take it to 
the Pope. The Latins, however, were not satisfied, which is not 
surprising for even M ark Eugenicus later described it as deliberately 
equivocal, ‘ as holding a middle ground and capable o f being taken 
according to both doctrines, like an actor’s boot’ .1 T he Latins knew 
that the Greeks commonly interpreted words like those found in 
their draft^statement as referring to the mission o f  the H oly Ghost in 
the hearts o f the faithful and, therefore, as in no way clarifying the 
eternal relationship o f the Spirit to the Son.2 So their reply, after 
two pointed paragraphs inquiring i f  the Greeks besides repeating the 
Latin outline o f trinitarian theology also accepted it, contained ten 
other questions framed to elicit a precise statement o f what the Greeks 
meant by this formula o f union. A n  ambiguous formula, they wrote, 
is useless, for one o f the two interpretations allowed by it is false. 
U nion o f body without union o f mind is no union at all. So let the 
Greeks make a plain statement o f their faith in unambiguous words, 
or else accept the Latin cedula. This answer from the Latins was never 
communicated to the Greek synod. The Emperor held it back.3

W hile all these negotiations were taking place, time was passing 
and now it was well on into May. In the meantime Traversari had 
written a letter full o f joy to Cesarini;

O u r friend Bessarion today in  a p u b lic  meeting o f  the Greeks before the Em / 

peror and all the bishops burst out into words o f  confession and praise, saying 

openly to all that the holy R o m a n  C h u rch  believes correctly in the mystery o f  

the faith and that the addition to the C reed was most rightly m ade and that this 

belief, this profession, w hich he w as now  proclaim ing he w as ready to give in 

w ritin g; declaring that when they went aw ay from  this place he w ould separate

h im self from them and endure every hardship i f  that should be necessary___

T h e  C onfessor o f  the Em peror acceded to his opinion and very m any were in 

teais.4

1 Relatio de rebus a segestls, Petit, Docs. p. 447. 2 C f. A .G .  p. 416 .
3 This would hardly seem to be true. The A,G> p. 4 16  and Eugenicus (Relatio, 

etc. p. 447) both show a knowledge o f it with no suggestion o f  its having been 
concealed.

4 Letter dated 2 1 A p ril: Trav. no. 52. W hat the occasion o f this declaration o f 
Bessarion was, which from the date coincides roughly with the period o f the private 
conferences, it is impossible to determine. Were it not for the date it could be a rê  
flection o f the conclusion o f Bessarion’s Oratio dogmatica, but the Acta graeca are quite 
positive in assigning that to the days immediately preceding the Wednesday o f the 
week o f St Thomas, viz. 15 A pril.
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Another event o f the time was the solemn translation on Sunday, 
26 A p ril, o f the bodies o f St Zenobius, a former bishop o f Florence 
and patron o f the diocese to whom the citizens had a great devotion, 
and o f St Eugenius and St Crescentius from the crypt to a specially 
prepared chapel. Pope Eugenius himself officiated and six cardinals 
and a great number o f archbishops and bishops, both Greek and 
Latin, assisted him. Demetrius, the Emperor’s brother, was present 
with the envoys o f the various princes and communities, proto/ 
notaries o f the Latin Church and Greek nobles and no small number 
o f the populace.1

The Latin rejection o f their formula for union threw the Greeks 
into despondency so that their only thought was to finish with it all. 
I f  things went on like that, they would be in Italy all the autumn and 
the winter. Three o f the Staurophoroi, the Chartophylax, the Protek/ 
dikus and Syropoulus, as he himself relates, independently o f each 
other besought the Patriarch to let them return home, but the only 
result was a severe reprimand from the Emperor. N o maintenance 
allowances had been paid since their arrival in Florence and repeated 
requests had moved, not the Latins to give, but the Emperor to 
wrath.2 The clerics poured out their laments to the Patriarch and 
the Emperor, who on Sunday, 10  M ay, promised that he would 
shortly visit the Pope to make some definite arrangement, a thing he 
had lately been prevented from doing because o f his illness. So on 
Wednesday, 13 May, the eve o f the feast o f the Ascension, he went 
to Eugenius, but without result. The Pope’s reply was that he wanted 
time till the following Friday to consider. O n the Friday, then, the 
Emperor returned. Cardinal Cesarini spoke for the Pope—the 
Greeks refused to take part in public discussions and now, after 
an exchange o f written statements, were unwilling to explain theirs. 
In such circumstances what could be done? John  answered that he 
had no wish to force union on his people: they had spontaneously 
formulated their statement and it was adequate since ‘ gush forth’ , 
‘ pour forth’ , and the rest attribute cause to the Son, ‘ even i f  they

1 Domenico di Lionardo Boninsegni, Storia della citta di Firenze dalFanno 14 10  al 1460 
scritta nelli stessi tempi cbe accaddono (Firenze, 1637), p. 69; L . G . Cerracchini, Crono'  
logia sacra de* vescovi e arcivescovi di Firenze (Firenze, 17 16 ) , p. 143.

2 Syr. ix, 1 , pp. 248-50; rest from A . G .
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(i.e. the writers) do not state it clearly owing to the ignorance o f 
individuals’ : you profess that the Son is cause o f the Spirit; we do 
not deny it; what else do you wants But Cesarini was not satisfied, 
because the Greeks attributed these phrases to the temporal mission 
o f the H oly Spirit whereas the Latins wanted an unequivocal states 
ment o f their trinitarian doctrine. So no concord was reached.

On 1 7 M ay the prelates met in the Patriarch’s palace (for Joseph 
was again ill) at the Emperor’s behest, but at the last minute John 
himself could not come as he was expecting a visit from some car' 
dinals. The Patriarch told them o f what had gone on between the 
Emperor and the papal court and dissipated their gloom as best he 
could, counselling them to patience and confidence in their sovereign’s 
efforts. These, however, were not producing very encouraging results. 
O n  2 1  M ay John went again to the Pope and later received in 
audience three cardinals who insisted once more on the necessity of 
a clear reply from the Greeks to their queries about the statement o f 
union, but in vain, for the answer they got from John was: ‘ W e 
neither write nor say anything else, except that i f  you accept what we 
have given you we w ill unite; i f  not, we shall go home.’ The next 
day the cardinals came back again and on the same day, 22 M ay, 
the Patriarch received 1208 fl. as the allowance for two months for 
the ecclesiastics.1 T w o days later, Whitsunday, the Pope invited the 
Emperor to visit him. John  went after Vespers. Eugenius, however, 
had nothing new to say and only expressed his disappointment at 
the vacillation o f the Greeks and their refusal to define their position 
more clearly. The Emperor explained the reasons:

W h at Y o u r Holiness says is very just; we ought to m ake our statement clear. 

B ut the O rientals are not all o f  one m ind about this. T h e majority o f  them have 

doubts about what you dem and, either from ignorance o f  the subjects being 

discussed or from inability suddenly to give up their traditional belief, for our 

fathers thought that the L atin s asserted tw o subsistent causcs o f  the H oly  Spirit, 

and so they do not all easily acccpt this union because o f  the expression ‘ F rom  

the S o n ’ . S o  perforce we do as m uch as w e find them disposed to. I am  not 

the master o f  the G reek synod, nor do I want to use m y authority to force it to 

any statement. So  I cannot be o f  any help in w hat Y o u r Holiness enjoins.

A t  this the Pope asked Jo h n ’ s consent to address the Greek synod, 
and this was arranged for the following Wednesday. -

1 Syr., rx, 2, p. 2 5 1.
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The meeting was a solemn occasion. Nine cardinals were present 
with the rest o f  the Latin Fathers, the whole o f the Greek Church in 
Florence apart from the Patriarch, and larger numbers than usual o f 
Latin  notaries summoned especially by the Pope. The Emperor was 
not there.1 His Holiness began by recounting his high hopes o f a 
successful issue o f this Council o f union when he had noted the 
enthusiasm and self-sacrifice o f the Greeks who had endured so many 
sacrifices to be present at it. Then his growing disappointment as 
delay followed delay in Ferrara and as in Florence the discussions 
were abandoned, despite the exact provisions o f the formal agree> 
ments. The Latins had deferred to the Greek desire for private 
meetings; these had been given up: they had even condescended to 
present a profession o f their faith in writing; the Greeks had returned 
an ambiguous answer, which they were unwilling to clarify.

W h at am I to say ? 1 see division everywhere before my eyes and I wonder what 

use to you division w ill be. Still i f  it shall be, h ow  are the western princes going 

to look on it? A n d  what grief w ill you yourselves have; indeed h ow  are you 

going to return home? U n io n  however once achieved, both the western princes 

and all o f  us w ill be greatly rejoiced and w ill provide generous help for you. 

A n d  our aid  w ill be a source o f  great alleviation to the C hristians d w elling in 

the East and to those in the power o f  the infidel. I exhort you then, brethren, 

fo llow ing the precept o f  O u r L o rd  Jesus C h rist, let there not be division in the 

C h u rc h  o f G o d , but be urgent, be vigilant, let us give glory to G o d  together. 

O u r  union w ill produce abundant help to the soul; our union w ill give great 

honour to the body; our union w ill bring dism ay to our enemies both corporeal 

and incorporeal; our union w ill cause rejoicing am ong the Saints and angels 

and gladness in heaven and on earth.

JThe Pope’s words moved his hearers deeply^Forthe Greeks Isidore 
o f Russia replied with a few words thanking him and pleading that 
as the issue was o f the very highest importance time was needed for 
consideration. The Greeks, he said, had never been inactive in their 
efforts for union, but in discussions either public or private had been 
striving for it; it demanded time, however, and deep thought.

After this meeting with the Latins the Greek prelates gave a full

1 I am taking the papal speech recorded in the A . L .  p. 223 to refer to this same 
occasion, even though Andrew da S. Croce specifies the date as 1 June. Syr. (x , 1, 
p. 279) gives the gist o f a discourse o f the Pope in the midst o f his account o f the 
discussions on the Eucharist which took place a month or so later: I think he is con/ 
fusing it with this speech o f 27 May.
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report to the Patriarch. He sent four o f them, Isidore, Bessarion, 
Methodius o f Lacedaemon and Dorotheus o f Mitylene, to the E n v  
peror, who not only recounted to him the Pope’s speech but urged 
him strongly to action, going so far as to say that whether or not he 
wanted union they would unite with the Latins. ''John was rather 
overawed by their firm stand (which was the real ̂ beginning o f the 
movement that ended in union) and as a result summoned a meeting 
o f  the Greek synod.1

O n  Thursday o f W hitweek therefore the prelates and clerics 
gathered in the Patriarch’s apartments. The Emperor spoke to them 
recalling that the whole purpose o f their long journey to Italy had 
been to unite the Churches, yet after fifteen months there was no 
result. In  this regard there were two possible disasters—to unite, but 
unrightfully; or to be divided, yet unjustly. They should remember 
too the plight o f Constantinople and give such votes as would harm 
neither soul nor body, but beware lest they let slip an opportunity 
o f  achieving so great a good: whoever should impede this holy union 
would be execrated more than Judas the Traitor.

W hen he had finished speaking he found that all approved o f 
union in principle, but, says, Syropoulus, there was soon acrimonious 
argument on the value o f ‘ through’ and ‘ from ’, Ephesus being the 
centre o f a stormy debate. Whereupon the Emperor imposed silence 
and limited the question at issue to the one point: A re  the quotations 
from the Latin Fathers put forward by the Westerns genuine or 
spurious? Those, he said, who declare them spurious could speak 
their minds freely, but they should give a proof o f their statements and 
produce the books in support. Isidore o f-K iev  (as the Greek A cts  
recount) spoke after the Emperor, arguing that the books o f the 
Saints o f the Latin  C hurch should be read and harmonised because 
they are in fact harmonious, since the Saints always write in agrees 
ment with each other, seeing that the Holy Spirit speaks in them. This 
principle met with general consent and Bessarion, taking the cue,

1 The account that follows is an attempt to combine the narratives o f the Acta 
graeca, pp. 426-45 and o f the Memoirs, ix , 2, p. 2 5 1 - 1 6 ,  p. 276— a hopeless undertaking 
really both because they differ so widely in spirit and because Syropoulus spreads over 
two weeks what the Acta bring within the compass o f three days— in such a manner 
that the reader may know what part each authority contributes. W hat is not indicated 
as taken from Syropoulus should be attributed to the A cta .
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proceeded to recite passages from some o f the works o f C yril and 
Epiphanius where these Saints declared the H oly Spirit to be from 
Father and Son, or from both, or to have his being from the Son, 
or to flow forth from him. Mitylene followed with quotations from 
Latin Fathers where they state clearly that the Father and the Son 
constitute one cause o f the H oly Spirit and he proceeds from both. 
'T i l l  now ’, declared the Greeks, ‘ we never knew the Latin Saints 
nor read them: now however we have comc to know them, have 
read them and approve them.’ W hen the Emperor, therefore, 
bade them declare their opinions there was general agreement to 
accept the Latin Saints and their writings as genuine.1

Hardly (continues Syropoulus) had the pro/unionists finished 
deafening the audience with quotations than, without leaving time 
for consideration, demand was made that all should give their votes. 
A fter the first four or five had spoken the rest were bidden be concise, 
but Syropoulus, when his turn came, despite the Emperor’s inv 
patience embarked on a lengthy disquisition about the difficulty o f 
finding criteria to judge o f the authenticity even o f well-known 
writings, let alone o f works utterly unfamiliar. So, rendered dis' 
trustful by the episode o f the interpolated copy o f the A cts o f the 
seventh C ouncil that the Latins had put forward in Ferrara, he would 
accept only those Latin writings as genuine that were in agreement 
with the letter o f St Maximus and the words o f St C yril, the rest he 
rejected as spurious. The general result was that all except four or 
five o f the prelates acccpted the genuineness o f the Latin quotations 
while most o f those who followed Syropoulus in the order o f voting 
adhered to his opinion. That did not suit the Emperor’s book, so 
three days later he had recourse to a stratagem to elose the mouths o f 
the recalcitrant Staurophoroi. H e announced in a meeting o f the 
Greeks that for the future only those should vote in their assemblies 
who had the right o f signing a decree o f a C ouncil. T o  settle who 
those were, though everyone already knew, the farce was enacted o f 
consulting the A cts o f the former Councils. O nly bishops and

1 A .  Warschauer, Ueber die Quellen zu r Geschichte des Florentiner Coficilt (Paderborn, 
18 9 1), p. 1 1 ,  accuses the Actagraeca o f deliberate falsification in its account o f the voting 
in the private Greek sessions. C f. J .  G ill, ‘ The “ A cta '*  and the Memoirs o f Syropoulus 
as History’ , in O .C .P . x iv  (1948), pp. 3 19f*. for an examination o f  the charge.
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archimandrites subscribed to the Acts, so only bishops and archie 
mandrites should give their opinions in the meetings. Thereupon the 
question o f ‘ through’ and ‘ from ’ was ventilated again, and when 
A ntony o f Heraclea wished to read out some passages touching on 
the topic, Gregory the Emperor’s chaplain bade him first anathema^ 
tise Cabasilas and in this way silenced him with his sarcastic com/ 
ments. T w o  days later1 there was another general meeting and another 
on the following day when all the old quarrels were renewed; two 
days afterwards there was still another when the Patriarch demanded 
to hear the words o f the early Fathers, so on the following day 
Bessarion read out cunningly edited passages from St C yril and 
Epiphanius after which the Emperor addressed the clerics.2 Tw o 
days later there was still another gathering when all were asked to 
vote on the Filioque question. The Patriarch, pressed to speak first, 
murmured something so indistinct that he was thought to reject the 
doctrine. O f  the bishops and the heads o f monasteries ten were in 
favour and seventeen against. The Emperor was for having the 
senators vote, but the Patriarch opposed him. Then followed two 
days o f canvassing, the Patriarch cajoling Ignatius o f Tornovo, 
Joasaph o f Am asia, and Damianus o f Moldo^Wallachia that in 
loyalty to himself who consecrated them they should vote with him 
(he failed, however, in a like attempt with Ephesus), Isidore winning 
Matthew o f Melenicus, Dositheus o f D ram a,3 Callistus o f Dristra 
with the blandishments o f a good dinner, and the Emperor following 
similar tactics with other prelates and the envoys o f Trebizond and 
o f M oldo'W allachia. In this fashion the way was prepared for a 
final vote which, says Syropoulus, took place on 2 Jun e.4 ■

1 Syropoulus recounts that before the meeting there was a casual gathering in the 
Patriarch’s lodgings: I think that this refers to the incidents o f 30 March; cf. above,
p. -235.

z This speech is so like an earlier one o f the Emperor that I think that it must be 
referred to the meeting after the sixth session on 19 March; cf. above, p. 2 12 .

3 It was Drama who, reports Syropoulus elsewhere, accepted the Filioque ‘ provided 
the Holy Trinity remained unharmed’ .

4 The voting that Syropoulus puts on 2 June took place according to the Acta 
graeca on 30 May, supplemented on 3 June. Syropoulus, who very rarely specifies a 
date, will have had some reason for stating this one. Probably some o f the votes on this 
vital question were to be found in the archives at Constantinople, perhaps among them 
the Patriarch’s (Scholarius says it was preserved: Schol. HI, p. 194) which may have 
borne the date 2 June. That would not disprove the chronology o f the Acta, for the
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This long series o f meetings, all connected with the question o f the 
Latin texts, which culminated in the voting o f 2 June, must, if  
Syropoulus’ chronology, vague though it be, is anything like correct, 
have started about the middle o f May. That is not very likely because 
the narrative o f the Acta, where the events are attached to a clearly 
stated and closely integrated series o f days, dates and liturgical feasts, 
portrays the atmosphere o f m id'M ay as one o f despondency and 
discouragement with regard to union, with no gleam o f hope to 
relieve it till after the Pope’s speech o f 27 May. Then, according to 
the Acta, things moved quickly. O n  28 May, as has been said, a 
general agreement was reached on the genuineness o f the Latin 
writings. Friday the 29th was passed, both morning and afternoon, 
examining still further the doctrine o f the Fathers, especially the 
oriental Fathers. O n  Saturday there was another meeting in the 
Patriarch’ s palace when George Scholarius read out his judgement 
on the Filioque.1 It began by recalling that he had already in the 
exhortation he had delivered earlier to the Greek synod disclosed his 
opinion on the question:2 that opinion he had since amplified in two 
carefully worked out treatises which he now offered for their perusal, 
the first a consideration o f the nature o f union and other kindred 
topics, the second a proof o f the agreement o f the Teachers based not 
on human argumentation but on the Scriptures and their own words,3

Patriarch's vote could have been dated, after it was read out, later either by the Patriarch 
himself, or delivered later to the secretary who added a date. The vote o f Boullotes is 
extant, dated 3 June. V .  Laurent, *La profession de foi de Manuel Tarchaniot£s 
Boullotes au Concile de Florence’ , in R evue ies Etudes Byzantines, x  (1952), pp. 6 0 -9 .

1 Scholarius after Eugenicus’ death became the leader o f the anti/unionists in Con/ 
stantinople and the first patriarch after the capture o f that city by the Turks.

2 C f. pp. 242-4.
3 These two treatises are always printed as three under the headings: ( 1)  O n the 

Character of Religious Peace, that it should be a Dogmatic U nion not a Peace of 
Expediency; (2) The Solving of the Difficulties that impede such a Peace; and 
(3) The Factors that will make for such a Peace (Schol. 1, pp. 306-72; P . G .  160, 
405-524). O f these ( 1)  and (2) go together to form the first treatise as Scholarius 
presented it. They are too long to recapitulate here: this is how Scholarius himself 
summed them up: *1 advised you not even to take into consideration the method of 
expediency that some have in view, but I declared that it was essential to effect true 
union and community o f doctrine, which I said was to accept a single opinion about 
the questions in dispute and to profess this also in the symbol o f the faith, either by 
adding or by taking away according as the grace of G od should indicate. Further, 
the reason for which some are disturbed and pessimistic about this union I showed to
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w hich  he w as sure w ou ld  convince any unprejudiced reader. T h en , 
after subm itting his judgem en t to the decision o f  the G reek synod, 
or rather to the O ecum enical C o u n c il then sitting, and protesting 
that as a laym an he had  no w ish to usurp the functions o f  the clergy 
by speaking pu b licly  on a doctrinal question— he d id  it only, he 
said , from respect to the E m peror’ s w ish— h e  solem nly declared that, 
as the Sain ts agreed in accepting the tw ofold Procession o f  the H oly  
Sp irit yet as from one principle and w ithout either m ak in g the 
Father and the So n  two principles or confusing their Persons, so 
he professed and believed the sam e.1 W hen he finished he went out 
and his hearers fell once again  to studying the eastern Saints.

T h e  next written vote to be recorded is that o f the Patriarch:

Since w e have heard the w ords o f  the H oly Fathers both western and eastern, 

the former saying that the H oly  Spirit proceeds from the Father and the S o n , 

the latter from the Father through the Son , even though ‘ T h rou gh  the S o n ’ 

is the same as ‘ From  the S o n ’ and ‘ From  the S o n ’ the same as ‘ T h rou gh  the 

S o n ’ , still w e, not using ‘ F rom  the S o n ’ , say that the H o ly  Spirit proceeds from 

the Father through the So n  eternally and substantially, as from one principle 

and cause, the ‘ T h ro u g h ’ in that phrase meaning cause in this matter o f  the 

Procession o f  the H o ly  Sp irit;

and  he added to this acceptance o f  the L a tin  Fathers the proviso that 
the G reeks should not introduce the Filioque into their C reed , but 
w ould  unite retaining all their ancient custom s.3

T h e  Patriarch w as follow ed by the Em peror w ho, as a laym an,
abstained from pronoun cing on the dogm atic question. H e confined
his decision to a declaration that he accepted the present C o u n c il as
O ecum en ical no less than any o f  those that had gone before and that
he considered that his position as Em peror im posed on him  the duty
o f  defending whatsoever should be sanctioned by it or its majority,
since the C h u rch  cannot err in doctrine w ithout rendering void  the
prom ise O u r  L o rd  m ade to S t Peter.3 B ut as that is absurd , ‘ there/
fore the C h u rch  o f  G o d  must be infallible and we must follow  its
be utterly weak and reasonably conducive to anything but hindering you from union. 
Then I added the factors that make for it, without dilating on them but for the most part 
just mentioning them, and these are, in a word, the union o f the holy Scriptures and 
the Teachers o f the C hurch ’ (Schol. i, pp. 37 1-2).

1 Text in A . G .  pp. 4 2 8 -3 1; Schol. 1, pp. 372-4. Syropoulus docs not even mention 
that Scholarius gave any opinion at all.

2 Text in A . G .  p. 432; Syr. ix , 9, p. 262. 3 C f. Matt. xvi. 18.
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decision, I especially who by G o d ’s grace bear the imperial insignia, 
and hold and defend it, it being understood that the Latins do not 
compel us to make any addition to the holy Creed, or to change any 
o f the customs o f our C h u rch ’ . 1

Isidore spoke next approving o f the Latin Saints and the doctrine 
o f the Procession from Father and Son. Bessarion agreed, adding 
that that doctrine was necessary to salvation. Antony o f Heraclea, 
M ark o f Ephesus, Dositheus o f Monembasia and Sophronius o f 
Anchialus were all opposed: Dorotheus o f Mitylene approved.2 
W hen all the prelates had delivered their judgements it appeared that 
in addition to Isidore, Bessarion, and Dorotheus, also Methodius o f 
Lacedaemon, Nathanael o f Rhodes, Callistus o f Dristra, Gen/ 
nadius o f Ganos, Dositheus o f Drama, Matthew o f Melenicus, 
Gregory the procurator o f A lexandria and the monk Pachomius 
were in favour o f the Latin doctrine. ‘ Later’ , continues the narrative 
o f the Greek A cts, ‘ there were added to us Cyzicus (Metrophanes), 
Trebizond (Dorotheus) and Monembasia (Dositheus) the pro/ 
curator o f Jerusalem.’ Tuesday 2 June (so recount the Greek A cts) 
passed and on Wednesday, 3 June, there was another meeting in the 
apartments o f the sick Patriarch, this time with the imperial courtiers, 
the philosophers, the Staurophoroi, the superiors o f monasteries— 
and, in a word, with all the Greeks present. The Emperor addressed 
them. Most, he said, on the occasion when he had given his judge/ 
ment after the Patriarch, and those the more notable, had pro/ 
nounced in favour o f the Latins and the equivalence o f ‘ through5 
and ‘ from ’ , and all had acccpted the words o f the Latin Fathers. 
A s  most had already delivered their decisions in writing, it was 
fitting now that the rest should declare their minds and that the 
voice o f the majority should prevail. The Patriarch spoke first:

I w ill never change or vary the doctrine handed dow n from our fathers but 

w ill abide in it till my last breath. B ut since the Latins, not o f  themselves but 

from  the holy Scriptures, explain the Procession o f  the H oly  Spirit as being also 

from the Son, I agree with them and I give m y judgem ent that this ‘ Through* 

gives to the Son  to be cause o f  the H oly  Spirit. I both unite w ith them and am 

in com m union with them.

1 Text in A . G .  pp. 432-4 ; Syr. ix , 10, pp. 264-5.
2 Text in A . G .  pp. 434-6.
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W hen the Patriarch finished speaking there was general accord that 
the Holy Spirit proceeds from Father and Son as from one principle 
and one substance, that he proceeds through the Son as oflike nature 
and substance, that he proceeds from Father and Son as from one 
spiration and procession.

It was on this day, 3 June, that the senator Boullotes gave his 
written vote: ‘After all the bishops and the Patriarch and, besides, 
the procurators ofthe other Patriarchs had accepted it (i.e. the Filioque, 
because the Saints equiparate “ T hrough”  and “ From ”  and 
“ T hrough”  indicates cause), the senatorial courtiers were asked their 
views on this and on whether it was expedient that there should be 
union o f the Churches.’ O n the doctrinal question, however, he 
refused to speak; but on the political aspect o f it he favoured union, 
thereby agreeing with the Emperor.1 George Amiroutzes probably 
on this same day also delivered a written vote that recapitulates very 
briefly the Latin arguments, asserts that all the Greeks accepted the 
Latin writings as genuine, enunciates the principle that all the Saints 
must agree and concludes to the inevitability o f the Latin doctrine.2 
M ark Eugenicus in his brief account o f his action in the Synod 
narrates that the Greeks on being interrogated about the Latin 
writings and the causality ofthe Son ‘ replied that they had no doubt 
but that the writings were genuinely ofthe Fathers since the letter o f 
M axim us assured them o f this, but the majority utterly refused to 
attribute the cause ofthe Spirit to the S o n ’ . However, he continues, 
the more audacious did not hesitate to call the Son cause and the 
Patriarch agreed. ‘ But I, though I had with me my judgement and 
profession in w ritin g ,., .when I saw them now rushing feverishly 
towards union and those who earlier had supported me now falling 
into their arms, as they forgot about the written judgements, I kept 
mine back so as not to provoke them.. . .  ’ 3 His judgement is, how>- 
ever, preserved and is, o f course, a refusal to accept either the Latin 
texts or the Latin doctrine.4

So there is no doubt that the Greek A cts do not exaggerate in

1 V . Laurent, op. cit. Text and translation pp. 68-9.
2 Text in G . Hofmann, Orietttalium opera minora, pp. 36-9; cf. quotation above 

p. 2 3 1.
3 Relatio de rebus a se gestis, in Petit, Docs. p. 448.
4 Conjessiofidei, ibid. pp. 435-42.
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saying that there was a general approval o f union with the Latins, 
but they add that Heraclea, Ephesus, Stauropolis (Isaias) and An^ 
chialus remained opposed.

/Syropoulus’ account o f the events does not greatly differ materially 
(except for the date) from that o f the Description: the difference is 
rather in spirit. There was a general meeting on 2 June when, after 
the Emperor and the Patriarch had conversed a little in private and 
by promising Cyzicus some land he had long wanted won his 
adherence, the votes o f all were asked for and recorded by the general 
secretary. The Patriarch spoke first in the words recounted above. 
Heraclea, asked next as procurator o f the throne o f A lexandria, did 
not accept the Filioque. Hisfellow^procurator o f A lexandria, Gregory, 
though only three days before, when the first votes had been taken, 
he had been denying the validity o f the Latin baptism and had pro  ̂
nounced against the Filioque, now accepted it. Trebizond, in bed 
ill, had refused many demands o f the Patriarch and the Emperor to 
declare his opinion at all and still refused. ‘ So therefore with the 
exception ofHeraclea, Ephesus, Monembasia, Trebizond and A n / 
chialus, the rest o f the prelates gave their votes in favour o f the 
Filioque and union with the Latins. There were thirteen in favour and 
the six against/ Then the Chartophylax asked the Emperor i f  the 
superiors o f the monasteries should vote (as earlier they had been 
against the Filioque). John  replied that he understood that the Patri' 
arch was opposed to that on the grounds that they were not ordained, 
though he himself had always thought they were, and in this Gregory 
the Protosyncellus supported him. The matter was referred to the 
Patriarch, who had retired meanwhile into his bedchamber, and he 
repeated his assertion that they were not ordained and so should not 
vote; so they did not vote. Then the Emperor asked his brother 
Demetrius to give his opinion but he refused, then the members o f the 
imperial court down to the lowest ranking officials, who all approved 
o f  union with the Latins. O nly the Staurophoroi sat there in silence, 
their opinions not asked, despite their clerical dress, their office, their 
familiarity with the C hurch ’s doctrine. Finally all stood as the 
Emperor delivered his judgement in the terms recounted earlier, and 
all noted the sinister omen that a favourite dog o f his whined and 
would not be quieted all the time he spoke and stopped only when his

T H E  C O U N C I L  O F  F L O R E N C E

2 6 2



master ceased speaking. Demetrius, who some time before had by 
the good offices o f the Patriarch obtained leave to go to Venice and 
had remained in Florence only in deference to his imperial brother’s 
wish when certain cardinals had persuaded the Emperor to rescind 
the leave, though now asked again to give an opinion, still refused to 
pronounce on the dogmatic question although he was ready to admit 
that politically union would be a benefit. The ambassadors Menonos 
representing the Despot Theodore, Macrodoucas o f Trebizond 
(because, so he said, o f the dependence o f his Church on Constant 
tinople) and Neagoe o f Moldo^Wallachia all approved o f union. 
The two Georgian envoys had already left Florence. The bishop, 
when he saw that union was in the offing, went o ff journeying 
through several Italian cities and ended up ill in Modena. The 
Metropolitan o f Tornovo on his arrival in Venice on his way home, 
hearing o f this, went and fetched him and took him back to Con^ 
stantinople. The lay envoy, who on one occasion had listened to a 
long exhortation o f Eugenius on the primacy o f the See o f Peter and 
had rebuked the Pope because the Latin Church had in that 
abandoned the tradition o f the Fathers, when union was near went 
on a visit to Rom e.1 The meeting ended with the Emperor warning 
his subjects that, now that the general opinion had decided in favour 
o f the Latin dogma and union, he would take severe measures 
against any who tried to introduce discord.2

Meanwhile, as the Acta g ra m  report, while the voting among the 
Greeks was still in progress, John, once he saw which way it would 
end, sent Isidore on Monday, I June, to treat with the Pope about the 
material help he would give to the imperial city. Isidore returned 
with the three cardinals who had earlier visited the Emperor, em/ 
powered to act in the Pope’s name. O n behalf o f Eugenius they 
promised: ( i)  all the means necessary for the Greeks to return to 
Constantinople; (2) a permanent guard for the city o f 300 soldiers; 
(3) two ships to be maintained in that area; (4) that the pilgrimage 
to Jerusalem should be fulfilled in Constantinople and ships carrying

1 So Syropoulus; cf. also quotation above, p. 227, which is taken from this context.
2 Though the chronology and the general account o f the meetings o f the Acta graeca 

are more accurate, the order o f the voting as given by Syropoulus is more what one 
would have expected.
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pilgrims should be directed there; (5) in case o f urgent necessity 
twenty armed ships for six months or ten ships for a year; (6) that if  
there was need o f a land army the Pope would try to unite the Christ 
tian princes o f the West to provide it. The Emperor thereupon 
requested that these promises should be reduced to writing and sealed, 
and that arrangements should be made with three banks, in Venice, 
Genoa and Florence, for their fulfilment.1 News o f what was afoot 
must have become generally known, because Traversari addressed 
a letter to the Pope on that same day exhorting him to generosity in 
fulfilling the promises he had often made o f help to the Greeks and 
notifying him that ambassadors o f the princes were approaching the 
city and that it would be a good thing if  union were already com/ 
pleted before their arrival, in case they should be the cause o f further 
delay— in fact, if  necessary they should be detained outside the city 
till union was an accomplished fact.2 T o what ambassadors Travers 
sari was referring is not clear. O n 15 June there did arrive two envoys 
o f the K in g  o f A ragon ,3 who had long been the Pope’s opponent 
and the supporter o f the remnant at Basel, where the process against 
Eugenius that would lead to his ‘ deposition’ on 25 June had just 
passed the stage o f condemning his ‘ heresies’ (16  May).

The Greeks spent Thursday, 4 June, in making three copies o f a 
statement about the Procession o f the Holy Spirit embodying the 
agreement reached the previous day; one o f them the Emperor 
retained, the second was given to the Patriarch and the third trans/ 
mitted to the Pope on the next day.4 It may have been that the 
Emperor himselftookit, for Syropoulus states that he went to acquaint 
the Pope with the happy result, only to be disconcerted by the cooL· 
ness o f its reception and the further demand that the other points of 
doctrine that divided the Churches should be settled before union 
was finally established. The Patriarch certainly thought that the whole 
ecclesiastical problem had been solved and pressed for a solemn 
session to proclaim the fact triumphantly, but there was a general 
opinion among the Latins that, till accord had been reached on the

1 Eugenius presumably did not delay to do this. O n 5 June he acknowledged loans 
o f 10,000 fl. from each o f Florence and Venice (E .P . docs. 174, 175) and on 23 Sep' 
tember 1439 sent the Emperor a document embodying most o f these obligations (ibid. 
doc. 2 17).

2 Trav. no. 33. 3 Frag. p. 44. 4 A . G .  pp. 438-9.
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doctrines o f the primacy o f the Holy See, the Eucharist and Purga/ 
tory, union was not possible.1 In any case (as the A cta graeca relate) 
the Latins did not accept even the Greek statement on the Filioque 
without examination. O n the Friday it was read before the cardinals 
and approved in principle, but it needed recasting and putting into 
final form. So on Saturday ten delegates of the Greeks met the 
cardinals again with ten Latin theologians,who insisted that in the 
phrase of the Greek profession, ‘ the Holy Spirit is from the Father 
and the Son essentially and eternally and that he proceeds eternally 
and essentially from the Father through the So n ’ , the word ‘ through’ 
should be omitted and inserted elsewhere, because

this did not seem to be a good w ay (o f defining it) as it was open to a false 

interpretation, viz. that the word ‘ from* should be expressed by ‘ through*. It 

w as being urged that this w ay w ould declare that the S o n  was the cause: but it 

w as not a good w ay o f  asserting it, for it w ould be an am biguous declaration 

w h en  it ought to be certain. T h e  delegates o f  our most H oly  Father and o f  your 

Paternities always stood fast that the question should be defined in accordance 

with the dogm a o f the H oly R om an  C h urch .

Debate on this point lasted all Saturday and was continued on 
Sunday morning till ‘ after many labours we were at times nearer 
to despair than success, but because God wants it to be realised that 
everything comes from him, when we were most divided the Greeks 
agreed to the cedula o f the delegates’ ,2 subject to approval by the 
Emperor, the Patriarch and the whole Greek synod. O n the 
Sunday evening at a meeting in the Emperor’s palace o f ‘ the prelates, 
the superiors o f monasteries and all the clerics’ the Latin amendments 
were accepted and the Greek profession was again written in three 
copies, one for the Emperor and one for the Patriarch, while the ten 
delegates took the third to present it to the Latins. Next morning, 
Monday, 8 June, they took the statement to the Pope who was him✓ 
self present when it was read. It was approved, and such was the 
feeling o f joy that pervaded the assembly that Latins and Greeks 
embraced each other. A  Latin translation was made o f it immediately, 
and in the late afternoon the same Greeks returned to hear their

1 A X .  pp. 224-5.
2 These two quotations are from the discourse o f Cesarini to the Latin synod 

27 June 1439, in A X .  p. 254.
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profession read out in both Latin and Greek. The Pope sent Fan/ 
tinus Vallaresso, archbishop o f Crete, Garatoni, bishop o f Corone, 
and a master o f theology, Thomas, to express his satisfaction to the 
Emperor, as indeed satisfied he must have felt for the formula the 
Greeks had finally agreed to was that o f the cedula presented to them 
nearly a month before.

The next day, Tuesday, the four metropolitans o f Russia, Nicaea, 
Trebizond1 and Mitylene were sent to Eugenius who broached the 
question o f the remaining dogmatic differences. The first topic 
touched on was the Eucharist, and in this they agreed that, provided 
the minister was ordained and the place consecrated, whether the 
bread was fermented or unfermented, so long as it was wheaten, it 
did not matter. The subject o f Purgatory was next introduced. Here 
it was concluded that the souls both o f the just and the wicked 
reached their final destiny after death and that there was also a middle 
state o f trial, though its precise nature, whether with fire or not, was 
left undetermined. A s  regards the position o f the Pope, the criterion 
accepted was that such privileges as it should be found that he had 
enjoyed from the beginning and before the schism should still be 
observed. Then from the Latin side it was asked why the Greeks in 
their Liturgy added after the dominical words o f consecration whereby 
the mystery was effected the prayer o f the epiclesis:

Moreover we offer to Thee this reasonable and unbloody sacrifice and we 

entreat and pray and beseech, send dow n T h y  H oly  Spirit upon us and upon 

these gifts set before Thee, and m ake this bread the precious B od y  o f  T h y  C hrist 

and that w hich is in this chalice the precious B lood o f  T h y  C h rist, transmuting 

them by T h y  H oly  Spirit, so that they m ay be to those that receive them for 

purification o f  the soul, for remission o f  sins, for fellowship o f  the H o ly  Spirit, 

for fulfilment o f  the K in g d o m  o f  heaven, for confidence before Thee, not unto 

judgem ent nor unto condemnation.

T o  this the Greeks replied that they believed that it was the words o f 
O ur Lord that effected the sacrament: they added the prayer o f the 
epiclesis afterwards just in the same way as the Latin Mass prays after 
the consecration: ‘ Bid that these offerings be carried by the hands o f 
T h y  holy angel to Thy altar on high.’ Finally the subject o f the

1 So Dorotheus of Trebizond had recovered from his sickness and had presumably 
agreed with the majority over the Filioque.
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divine essence and operation was mooted. Whereupon the Greeks 
took fright and replied: ‘ That is not for us to answer, but for the 
whole eastern synod’ , which would seem perhaps to imply that as 
regards the other questions discussed they had held some kind o f 
mandate from their fellows. O f  all this they gave a full report to the 
Emperor. ..

O n Wednesday the same four prelates visited Eugenius again at 
his request. They found him with only one cardinal and the delegates, 
holding in his hand a folded paper which he said concerned the few 
mattersof difference that remained between them. The screed was read 
aloud at their request. It was the Latin ceduhe on the primacy, the 
addition, Purgatory and the Eucharist, and ended with the sugges/ 
tion that the question o f the divine essence and operation should be 
debated in public session. The Greeks refused to enter into discussion 
on any o f these topics on the grounds that they had no authority to 
do so, but they offered a little friendly— and disconcerting—advice 
particularly about the addition, ending thus: ‘ I f  you wish, say that 
you acted wrongly and that you will never repeat the mistake, and 
so you w ill merit forgiveness’ : to what was read about Purgatory 
and the fermented or unfermented bread o f the Eucharist they had, 
so they said, no objection; but on the divine essence and operation 
they would not say a word. The Pope pressed them to take the paper 
but they refused and returned without it to recount to the Emperor 
and the Patriarch what had taken place.

That evening o f 10 June the Patriarch died suddenly after supper. 
O n his desk there was found a paper on which he had just written:

Joseph  by the mercy o f  G o d  A rch b ish o p  o f  Constantinople, N e w  R om e, 

and O ecum enical Patriarch. Since I am  com e to the end o f  my life and shall 

soon have to pay the debt com m on to all, by G o d ’s grace I write openly and sign 

my profession for my children. Everything, therefore, that the C ath olic  and 

A p o sto lic  C h u rch  o f  O u r L o rd  Jesus C hrist o f  the elder R om e understands 

and teaches I too understand and I declare m yself as subm itting in com m on on 

these points: further the most blessed Father o f  Fathers and supreme P on tiff and 

vicar o f  O u r L o rd  Jesus C hrist, the Pope o f  cider R om e, I confess for the 

security o f  a ll: further the Purgatory o f  souls. In assurance o f  w hich  it is signed 

on 9 Ju n e 14 3 9  in the second indiction.1

r Text in A . G .  pp* 444-5 and Fantinus Vallaresso, op. cit. p. 105, a work written 
in 1442.
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It is commonly thought that this, as it were, last w ill and testament 
o f  Joseph II is a forgery interpolated into the Description.1 T he date 
is certainly a mistake, but it may have been the mistake o f the PatrL· 
arch himself in the confusion o f a last attack o f the illness that carried 
him off. A m on g the Latins there was a universal conviction that he 
‘ had agreed with us in the faith’ (to use the words o f  A ndrew  da 
Santa Croce in his diary2), recorded in the Acta latina,3 byVallaresso,4 
by John  o f Torquemada, O .P .,5 and by many chronicles, but that 
conviction was founded on his subscription to the Latin  cedula about 
the Procession o f  the H oly Spirit. O n the other hand Greeks like 
Syropoulus, Scholarius, Am iroutzes,6 Gemistus knew nothing o f it, 
and it played no part in the subsequent negotiations o f  the Council, 
ignored by the one side as much as the other. Yet Vallaresso as early 
as 1442 in the Greco^Latin milieu o f Crete could include it in his 
treatise on the Council as an irreproachable document and as a kind 
o f  signature from the Patriarch’s hand to the decree— and o f course 
it is to be found in the Description. '

Joseph II ,7 born in Bulgaria about the year 1360 , perhaps the 
illegitimate son o f the (later) Bulgarian C zar Sisman and a Greek 
mother,8 was first Metropolitan o f Ephesus before being elected PatrL· 
arch on 2 1  M ay 14 16 , and when he came to Italy in 1438  he was an 
old man o f about eighty whose health was already undermined. His 
was a very lovable and attractive personality which easily won the 
admiration and affection o f a Ragusa and a Traversari by his gravity 
o f  manner, his acute observation and his simple spirituality. H e was 
not distinguished for learning, but he had an abundance o f common

1 So, e.g. T . Frommann, op. cit. pp. 83 f f ;  B . Popoff, The History of the Council of 
Florence, ed. J .  M . Neale (London, 18 6 1), pp. 144 ff. The question is discussed in the 
Introduction to the A .G .  pp. lx x x v -lx x x v ii and in J .  G ill, ‘ Joseph II, Patriarch o f 
Constantinople*, in O .C .P . x x i  (19 55), esp. pp. 92-8.

2 Frag. p. 47. 3 j 4 '£ "  p. 22 5.
4 Op. cit. p. 20.
5 loannes de Torquemada O .P. Apparatus super decretum Florentinum unionis Graecorumf 

ed. E. Candal (Romae, 1942), pp. 12 - 13 .
6 I f  the Letter to Demetrius of Naupliott (L . Mohler, ‘ Eine bisher verlorene Schrift 

von Georgios Amirutzes über das Konzil von Florenz’ in Oriens Cbristianus, neue 
Serie, ix  (1920), pp. 20-35) is genuine.

7 C f. J .  G ill t Joseph 11. . .  pp. 7 9 - 10 1 , for a fuller appreciation o f  Joseph II.
* V .  Laurent, ‘ Les origines princiercs du patriarche de Constantinople Joseph II 

( f I 4 39 )\ in Revue des Etudes Byzantines, x m  (19 55), pp. 1 3 1 —4.
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sense. Before leaving Constantinople he is portrayed by Ragusa as 
an ardent supporter o f  the ideal o f union, and in Florence

before his death he signed with his ow n hand the cedula on the Procession o f  

the H o ly  Spirit and hum bly subm itting him self to the rules o f  holy M other 

C h u rc h  he died. S o  m any and such were the signs o f  his com plete return that 

the Suprem e Pontiff, with the approval o f  the holy synod o f  the Latins, decrced 

that he had been admitted to the com m union o f  the C h u rch . So  with a great 

cortege o f  prelates and all the most reverend cardinals assisting, to the funeral 

chant o f  the G reeks clad in the sacred vestments o f  m ourning prescribed by their 

rite, he was laid to rest in the church o f  S . M aria N o ve lla ,1

even though the Greeks had requested from the Pope no more than 
permission to bury him in some church according to their own rite.

A t  the ninth hour (early evening) w e took the body o fth e  Patriarch and clad 

in  our sacred vestments w e went to the church o f  S . M aria N ovella  and fulfilled 

w ithin  the church all the ceremonies o f  burial. A n d  h aving kissed him  a c ' 

cord ing to custom , w e buried him w ithin the church near the sacristy towards 

the south. T h e presence o f  cardinals, archbishops and w ith  them the Signori 

and office-bearers o f  Florence added great solemnity to the obsequies. A n d  so 

the Patriarch died in Florence on 10  Ju n e , in the second indiction, and was 

buried w ith honour in the convent o fth e  m onks o fth e  O rder o f  St D o m in ic  

where the Pope had his residence."

O n  1 6 A ugust George Philanthropinus, a relative o fthe late PatrL· 
arch, deposited fifty ducats with the monastery o f S . Maria Novella 
to found an anniversary and annual Mass to be said by the Friars 
for the repose o f his immortal soul.3

1 A.L. p. 2 2 5 .  The following inscription was engraved on his tomb: f  e c c l e s i a e  

ANTI ST E S  FVERAM QVI MAGVS EOAE. '  HlC IACEO MAGNVS RELl Gl ONE IOSEPH.'

h o c  v n v m  o p t a b a (m )  m i r o  i n f l a m m a t v s  a Mo r e : v n v s  v t  e v r o p a e  c v l t v s

VT VNA FIDES:  ITALIAM PETII  FOEDVS PERCVSSIMVS VNVM: 1VNCTAQ.  ROMANAE  

E S T  ME DVCE GRAIA FI DES:  N E C MORA DECVBVi :  NVNC ME FL ORE NT I A SERVAT:  QVA  

TV NC  CONCILIVM FLORVIT VRBE SACRVM:  F E L I X  QVI TANT O DONARER M v ( n ) e R E  

VIVENS:  QVI MORERER VOTI COMPOS E T  IPSE MEK f  ItOCHiJ) &pXi€TTICKOTTOC 

KCONCT&NTlNOTTOAetoC N€AC pCOMHC k(ai) O I K O Y M e N I K O C  TTplApXHC €TOyC

2 A.G. p. 445.
3 R . P. Mortier, op. cit. p. 3 17 . O n 12  June the Patriarch's dependents had paid 

100 ducats for the expenses ofthe funeral (ibid.).
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c h a p t e r  v r r r

U N I O N :  T H E  A D D I T I O N ,  

P U R G A T O R Y ,  T H E  E U C H A R I S T ,  

T H E  P R I M A C Y

W i t h  the death o f the Patriarch the community o f Greek 
clerics in Florence had lost the man who most con' 
tributed to peace and harmony among them. He was 

the head of their Church and so their particular father and guide. 
He was the confidant to whom they poured out their laments and 
i f  he was not always as active as he might have been in getting them 
redress, owing partly to his health but more to a deliberate policy o f 
guiding events by a quiet word in private rather than by official 
interference, he still retained the general confidence and affection, for 
he was neither militantly unionist nor rabidly antimnionist and so 
was alienated from neither party. H e said little in the innumerable 
discussions and debates that filled the daily life o f the Greeks. When 
he did deliver his judgement, it favoured acccptancc o f the Latin 
faith and union, but on the grounds that thereby he was being loyal 
to the traditions o f his own Church. The unionists would miss his 
quiet support more than the others, and the Emperor most o f all. 
Hitherto, though John had ‘ managed* pretty well all the relations 
between Greeks and Latins as, owing to the Patriarch’s constant 
illness, he had had to do (and would in any case largely have done 
in his capacity o f ‘ convener o f the Synod’), still he had always 
respected the position o f the Church and its head in matters doctrinal. 
There had hardly been a meeting o f Greek clcrics but the Patriarch 
was present, and that meant in practice that the Emperor had waived 
his imperial dignity on most occasions to go to the patriarchal 
residence, seeing that Joseph could not go to him. N ow  that was 
changed. The Church was without a head.) The Emperor perforce 
had to assume the duty o f guiding, though not'of ruling, the C h u rch .1
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Joseph II died with the conviction that full concord between the 
Churches was not far off. 'Agreement on the most outstanding of the 
doctrinal differences that had divided East and West had been reached, 
and the common formula o f union on that point accepted by the 
Greek synod with only a few, though important, dissentients.;The 
rest were unquestionably sincere, even if  with different degrees o f 
intelligent conviction, the protagonists o f union accepting it en  ̂
thusiastically and without reserve, some o f the others concurring only 
with a certain amount o f m isgiving.' The stages by which that 
profession o f faith had been reached are fully illustrated in the various 
documents that record the history o f the council. The same general 
method was pursued in regard to the remaining divergences o f 
dogma between the Churches. It is pungently described by Syro^ 
poulus from his point o f view thus:

T h e  cardinals were with the Em peror every day, dem anding corrections in 

the questions they wanted, and the Em peror w as striving to put them off. T h ey, 

however, continued to press and to bicker, and over each subject four or five 

days were spent until either they gave up that dem and or got their ow n  w ay, the 

L atin s striving and the Em peror resisting. A fter m any and persistent efforts and 

proposals and counterproposals they reached agreement on the four points that 

are contained in the decree.1

Unfortunately Syropoulus does not follow up this caricature (every 
good caricature has a basis o f truth) o f the Latin method o f putting 
forward statements for the consideration o f the Greeks with illustra^ 
tions o f its application: his account jumps almost immediately to 
early June and the framing o f the final decree. The Description in the 
Acta graeca is more precise and fuller, but even it is not so detailed as 
it was when recounting the incidents o f A p ril and May and, were 
it not that the Acta latina here furnish the text o f the cedulae and o f the 
discourses o f the Latin theologians, who explained them, with some 
other smaller items o f information, irw ould be hard to reconstruct the 
main outlines o f the events which within the short space o f some 
three weeks made it possible to begin the writing o f the final decree.

O n the day following the funeral o f the Patriarch the Pope sent 
for Isidore, Bessarion and Dorotheus o f Mitylene to express his 
condolences at their loss but chiefly, now that the main dogmatic

U N I O N

1 Syr. x , x, p. 277.
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question between the Churches had been settled, to stimulate them 
to greater activity with regard to the rest, namely, the use ofleavened 
or unleavened bread in the Eucharist, Purgatory, the primacy o f the 
pope, the addition to the Creed, the ‘ form ’ o f the Eucharist, i.e. the 
problem as to whether it is the dominical words or the epiclesis in the 
Liturgy that should be deemed to effect the mystery. The prelates 
replied that they were not empowered to act as spokesmen for their 
synod but, as private individuals, they would give their views on 
those questions. The use ofleavened or unleavened bread was, they 
said, a difference o f ecclesiastical custom and o f no great importance: 
the schism had not been caused by any quarrel over Purgatory, so 
discussion on that could be left till after union had been achieved: 
the addition would never be accepted by the Greeks but they would 
acquiesce in the Latins’ retaining it and would explain it as a 
clarification o f the Latin Creed introduced under the pressure o f 
necessity so that each Church would retain its own Creed: the 
sacrament o f the H oly Eucharist is effected by the dominical words 
even though the Greeks later pray: ‘ May it become the Body and 
Blood o f Christ/

W hen the three metropolitans left the Pope they went to report 
what had happened to the Emperor, who was by no means pleased. 
O n  the morning o f the next day, Saturday, he called a meeting o f 
all the Greek ecclesiastics to hear and consider the proposals o f the 
Sovereign Pontiff, with the result that the synod decided to request 
the Latins that three o f the five outstanding differences— leavened and 
unleavened bread, the primacy and the addition—should be ventL· 
lated in public discussion and that the other two— Purgatory and 
the ‘ form ’ o f the Eucharist—should be dropped, probably (so 
suggests the writer o f the Description) because they had no very clear 
views on these questions themselves. O n some occasion about this 
time the Emperor asked Ephesus to write a dissertation on the subject 
o f  the Eucharistie ‘ form ’, which he did,1 but it seems to have been 
more for Jo h n ’s own personal information than for public use; at 
least there is no suggestion anywhere that it influenced the develop^ 
ment o f events. Late on the same day some cardinals called on the

1 Syr. x , 2, p. 279. The text, presumably o f this dissertation, is to be found in 
Petit, Docs. pp. 426-34; P . G .  160, 1079-90.
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Emperor at his request and were informed o f the decision o f the 
synod. They were dissatisfied with the proposal to omit the two 
questions o f Purgatory and o f the ‘ form ’ o f the Eucharist, objecting 
that they were essential for union, but they could make no impression 
on the Emperor. W hereupon they became a little less intransigent and 
proposed that a statement about Purgatory should be included in the 
decree, but that agreement on the ‘ form ’ need only be expressed 
orally. They went away without, apparently, receiving any definite 
answer to their suggestion, for the Greek A cts add: ‘A fter these words 
two days passed and there was discussion o f nothing else but o f 
Purgatory and the consecration o f the gifts.’ O n  the following 
Monday Eugenius sent to urge the Greeks to a decision, and it was 
arranged that next day the Emperor, his brother Demetrius and the 
Greek synod should visit the Pope and hear the explanations they 
had requested on some o f the points that had not yet been considered 
in common.1

The Pope opened the proceedings with a short speech. He com" 
plained about the slowness o f the Greeks to bring these questions o f 
lesser importance to a conclusion when the difference that had caused 
the schism between the Churches had already been solved, and in 
particular about their reluctance to include a statement on Purgatory 
in the final agreement although it had been discussed at such length 
in Ferrara. However, cardinals and others had visited the oriental 
synod when there had been conversations on the subject o f the 
primacy and the Holy Eucharist and, as a request had been made 
for further enlightenment on these matters, he had designated two 
theologians to explain the Latin doctrine about them.

J o h n  o f Montenero, the Latin orator at all the public sessions in 
Florence, was the theologian appointed to discourse on the primacy. 
W hat he did was to take the Latin cedula on the subject phrase by 
phrase, explaining each one and adding proofs mainly from the 
Councils, but also from the Fathers and the Scriptures, all very

1 There is a certain difference here between the sources. The Greek synod by deciding 
to discuss in public certain questions implied that all the Greeks would be present, and 
the Acta lat. give the impression that they were. The Acta graeca, when narrating the 
actual occasion, seem to say that the Emperor and his brother went o f  set purpose to the 
Pope and ‘ some metropolitans went too’ almost casually. Syropoulus, probably 
referring to this event (x , I, p. 278), says that o f the Greeks only Ephesus was absent.

1 8 273 G C F



T H E  C O U N C I L  O F  F L O R E N C E

briefly.1 The statement on the primacy ran as follows: ‘ A lso  in the 
same way we define that the holy, apostolic and Rom an Pontiff is the 
successor o f Peter and vicar o f Jesus Christ, head o f the whole Church 
and father o f all Christians, our teacher too, and that he holds the 
primacy over the whole world, and that to the same See and Rom an 
Pontiff in St Peter the prince o f the Apostles there was given plenary 
power offeeding,convening,rulingandgoverning the w holeC hu rch/2

When John had finished his exposition (Cardinal Cesarini had 
interrupted him once to add quotations from the Fathers and again 
to remind him that he had omitted a phrase o f the cedula), his fellow 
Dom inican, John o f Torquemada, spoke on the Eucharist, also to 
explain the Latin cedula which (to judge from his exposition) was as 
follows: (W e define) ‘ also that the Body o f the Lord is truly effect 
tuated in unfermented or in fermented bread, which the words o f the 
Saviour pronounced in the effectuating o f it [bring about], and also 
that priests should effectuate the very Body o f the Lord in one o f these 
according to the custom ofhis C hurch, whether Latin or O riental\3

1 The Greeks by now must have received the various Latin cedulae: Montcnero takes 
it for granted that they are familiar with the one he is commenting on. But when they 
received them is not clear. The Actagraeca relate that the four Metropolitans refused to 
convey to the Emperor the paper the Pope pressed on them on 10  June, but the Acta 
lat. report the Pope as saying, after rhese discussions on the primacy and the Eucharist 
and some words o f his own on the addition: ‘ W e gave the ceduh to Russia, Nicaea, 
and Mitylene who took it: if  it has been made known to everyone, well and good; if  not 
we will have it communicated * (p. 240). The Acta lat. (p. 230) imply that the cedula 
on Purgatory was given first, then those on the addition, on leavened and unleavened 
bread, and on the primacy— all before this speech of Montenero of 16 June. C f. G . H of' 
mann, ‘ Quomodo formula deh'nitionis Concilii Florentini de potestate plena Papae 
praeparata fuerit’ , in A .A .V . x iv  (1938), pp. 138-48.

2 For the discourse, A .L . pp. 2 3 1-6 . The cedula is given here as reconstructed from 
Montenero’s explanation of it. It differs slightly from the text o f the final decree;

; e.g. in the latter there is no convocandi, a word that the Emperor took strong objection to.j
3 The part o f the final decree that treats o f this matter adds ‘ whcatcn* before bread, 

and both it and A ndrew  da S . Croce where he gives the texts o f all the cedulae (A .L . 
p. 2 3 1)  omit the phrase about the words o f the Saviour. Subsequent negotiations 
explain the omission in the decree. The omission in the Acta lat. is due, I think, to the 
fact that there Andrew recounts the cedulae in more or less their final form and not as 
they were originally proposed. The same reason would explain why Montenero could 
discourse at length over convocandi, which also is not in the final decree, and say nothing 
o f the order o f the patriarchates.

The text o f this discourse is in the A .L . pp. 236-9.
C f. G . Hofmann, ‘ De praeparatione definitionis Concilii Florentini de S S . Eu«' 

charistia’ , in A .A .V .  x iv  (1938), pp. 4 5 -5 4 :/m/w«· de Torquemada, O .P., Apparatus super 
decretum Florentinum unionis Graecorum, cd. E. Candal (Romae, 1942), pp. xxv iii-x xx i.
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Torquemada spent little time on the quality o f the bread to be used 
in the Sacrament. For, though some o f the Greeks would have liked 
to have unfermented bread altogether forbidden, the majority felt 
no great objection to the Latin custom. jHe insisted more on the 
suitability o f unleavened bread, going into some detail to show from 
the Gospels that that was what O ur Saviour used at the Last 
Supper when the Sacrament o f the H oly Eucharist was instituted. 
H e then went on to the point on which the Greeks were more 
sensitive, to prove that the Sacrament was effected by the recitation 
o f  our Lord ’s words: ‘ This is my B o d y ’ , etc. For this he quoted 
St John Chrysostom,1 St John Damascene,2 the Pseudo'Dionysius,3 
St Am brose,4 St Augustine,> and added a number o f theological 
reasons, among them that Christ and His Apostles used not the 
words o f St Basil but the dominical words, and that as the unity o f 
the C hurch is founded in unity o f faith and unity o f sacraments, o f 
which this Sacrament is the greatest, should there be a substantial 
change in the ‘ form ’ o f a sacrament, that unity would be lost, and 
so for the sake o f the simple it should be made clear where the sub' 
stance o f the rite lies, in the words o f O ur Saviour, that is, and not 
in the words o f any Saint however much to be revered.

W hen Torquemada had finished, the Pope addressed the Greeks. 
W hat had been said had been at their request and H is Holiness did 
not doubt that they already believed it, especially the part that treated 
o f  the ‘ form ’ o f the Eucharist. However, he would be content i f  the 
definition should cover the four points, the Procession o f the H oly 
Spirit, leavened and unleavened bread, the primacy o f  the Roman 
Pontiff and Purgatory, all o f which' seemed essential.6 Besides, as 
the Greeks in the discussions in Ferrara had talked o f  the Rom an 
Church being under excommunication because o f the Addition, it 
was no more than just that the honour o f that C hurch  should be 
cleared o f any such imputation by a declaration that the Addition had 
been made lawfully. So he exhorted them, keeping in view only the 
honour o f Christ, to accept this profession o f faith on which later

1 P.G. 49, 380. 2 P.G. 94, 1 1 4 1 A.
3 P.G. 3 , 4 4 1 0 - 4 4 3  a .  4 P.L. 1 6 ,  4 3 9 B - 4 4 0 A .

5 P.L. 42, 873-4.
6 A t this time the Pope was still insisting on the inclusion o f a statement on the 

‘ form ’ o f the Eucharist.
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they would hold a session and, i f  they were satisfied with it, then 
the Emperor could soon be on his way.

A s  he spoke he offered the Emperor a paper— presumably the 
ceiulae— which John was disinclined to accept though pressed by 
some o f his prelates. It would take too long to reply, he said, and it 
was now in any case time for him to be on his way home; he had 
been away too long already and the work he had come to do had 
by G o d ’s grace already been accomplished (referring doubtless to the 
agreement on the Proccssion o f the Holy Spirit). He would, how ' 
ever, consult with his synod, but he could not foresee that any other 
answer would be forthcoming. N o reply was called for, replied the 
Pope, but only that they should hasten their departure once union 
had been achieved. I f  he had been away so long, that was his own 
fault: they could have reached this stage o f the proceedings at any 
time in the thirteen preceding months, had he wanted. But all 
would be done to expedite the arrangements for their departure 
which could be effected within six weeks, but meanwhile the cedula 
should be considered and an answer given. W hen John still rê  
mained truculent Eugenius informed him that, though there was as 
yet no union, he had already sent an agent to Venice to prepare ships. 
John had the last word: ‘ W e have nothing to say: we have discussed 
this with the cardinals. Tim e is too short and we cannot waste any 
more o f it.’

A t  this curt answer Eugenius got up and went out apparently 
distressed, leaving it to Cardinal Cesarini to placate the monarch by 
inviting him to send his own messengers to Venice to act with the 
papal agent, but himself to remain with his brother Demetrius1 till 
G od should crown their efforts for union with success, when his 
return would be the more glorious. John, either following up this 
suggestion of the Cardinal or on his own initiative, did send envoys 
to Venice at about this time. Their mission can be gathered from 
the answer o f the Signoria. For on 23 June it granted a request from 
him, made through them, lending to him three o f its own ships with 
their hulls strengthened so that they could be armed as fighting vessels.

1 This incident may be the basis for what Syropoulus says earlier about Demetrius 
remaining, due to a request to the Emperor from ‘ the cardinals’ , one o f whom was 
Cesarini: cf. above, p. 263.
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A  further petition that the city would delay the departure o f its 
annual commercial fleet for Tana (Crim ea) till he was ready to 
depart, for his greater security against Turkish marauders, it could 
not accede to; but a third, that the goods that the late Patriarch had 
deposited with Venetian citizens should be delivered to his agents, 
it allowed against receipts that would protect the holders against any 
future claims.1

After the meeting with the Latins the Greeks gathered in the 
imperial palace to discuss what had happened. They recapitulated 
the five doctrinal differences that lay in the way o f union and a 
certain large section o f them at least (the Description speaks in general 
terms, ‘ w e ’ ) was ready to approve o f the Latin doctrine on all 
five points, urging the Emperor, though without success, that, as 
they agreed, he should put an end to indecision and indeed to the 
whole business. . În particular, they asked, why the hesitation about 
Purgatory when the Greeks themselves had no very clear views 
about it2 But there was not unanimity o f opinion in the Greek synod. 
For on the next day ( 17  June) Cardinals Domenico Capranica 
and Condulm aro with some o f the Latin theologians visited the 
Greeks (after they had sung a solemn commemoration at the grave 
o f their defunct Patriarch, it being the ninth day after his death) and 
the questions o f the primacy and the Eucharist were debated between 
them, both the Emperor and Bessarion raising objections to the 
formulae the Latins had proposed/ Cardinal Cesarini too was 
pe-r-haps present, for Syropoulus, when recording the controversy on 
the Eucharist (where he affirms that the Latins wanted to forbid 
the Greeks to recite the epiclesis at all in their Liturgy), makes it 
largely centre round an encounter between him and the Emperor 
when the Cardinal retorted to John who had spoken o f 1200 books 
o f the liturgy with the epiclesis: ‘A n d  would Your Royal Highness 
take an oath that those liturgies were always exactly as they are 
n ow ?’

The discussion certainly must have been very lively particularly as 
regards the words o f the Liturgy that complete the sacrament. In a 
discourse which he held before the Latins on 27 June Cesarini said 
o f this question (which was not, as he remarked, usually numbered 

1 A C . A  doc. 75. ~ A . L .  pp. 240-1.

2 7 7



T H E  C O U N C I L  O F  F L O R E N C E

among the traditional differences between the Churches, but which 
had been raised by the Pope who had heard that the Orientals 
counted the epiclesis as o f the substance o f the ‘ form ’ o f the sacrament 
and so desired to be reassured on the point) that it ‘ almost upset the 
whole w ork ’ . The Latins insisted that mention o f it should be made 
in the definition. The Greeks resisted, claiming that their Church 
had always held the same doctrine as the Latins on this, namely that 
the ‘ form ’ o f the Sacrament consists o f the words o f institution o f 
O ur Lord, and instanced St John  Chrysostom as a witness to' this, 
but that it had always recited the prayers o f the epiclesis as well, and 
to bring this subject into the definition at all would reflect upon their 
C hurch as i f  it had at some time been wrong on the point. A s  late 
as 25 June Latin delegates were sent to try to convince the Orientals, 
but in vain,'and in the end a compromise was reached—fthe Greeks 
would malce a public verbal statement affirming that their belief 
coincided with Latin theology on that point and the Pope, like his 
predecessors, would be content to define only the ‘ matter’ o f the 
Sacrament.1, O n the evening o f the same day the Emperor invited 
four o f the metropolitans to visit him, A ntony o f Heraclea, Mark of 
Ephesus, Isidore o f Russia and Bessarion o f Nicaea, the first two 
being the centre o f the opposition to union and the last two its most 
ardent supporters, hoping that by quiet conversation and tranquil 
reasoning the two ‘ difficult’ prelates might be persuaded, and in that 
way a real unanimity (which was always Joh n ’ s aim) achieved. But 
the experiment failed.

A s  a result o f the visit o f the two cardinals the Pope invited the 
Greek prelates to another general meeting when the same two orators 
would answer the objections that had been raised. A l l  went, though 
this time the Emperor did not accompany them, on ..Thursday
18  Ju n e .2 Montenero who had been one o f the theologians who had 
visited the Greeks the day before, was the first speaker, again on the 
subject o f the primacy. His discourse indicates the trend o f the 
discussions o f the previous day. He began by replying to the ob^

1 A - L .  p. 255.
2 The Acta lat. place this occasion as on 20 June. That does not fit in with the series 

o f  events described in the Acta graeca^ so I follow the chronology o f the latter. The texts 
o f  the two discourses are in the Acta lat. pp. 2 4 1-5 2 : the Actagraeca devote to them only 
one short paragraph.
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jection that the reverence shown to the letters o f the Popes Leo, 
Hadrian and A gatho by the Oecumenical Councils was no proof 
o f papal authority but only o f the respect o f the Fathers o f the Councils 
for the pope’s person. The Greeks demand to see canons alleged in 
support o f the primacy, he said, but such letters are o f more authority 
than canons, because they were quoted by the Fathers as the grounds 
and the proof o f what they themselves defined. Then the Emperor 
had asked through Bessarion what exactly the Latins meant by 
‘ father and teacher o f Christians’ ; was it merely a certain reverence 
as to the first among the patriarchs? ‘ Not merely reverence, but a 
certain power o f a certain obedience’ , was Montenero’s answer, 
which he proceeded to support by arguments from Scripture, the 
words o f St Leo and especially o f Justinian, concluding: ‘ So this 
power which is in Peter and his successors is called a power o f 
spiritual jurisdiction which is directed to the salvation o f the souls 
o f all Christians.’ Another objection o f the Emperor had been to 
the word in the ceiula ‘ convening’ . But that power, replied Monte> 
nero, is so connected with the office o f ‘ feeding and teaching’ the 
flock that it is essential: Emperors had convened Councils but with 
the approval o f popes, the emperor being the secular arm to put into 
practical execution spiritual measures. He continued: ‘ I have never 
read in any writing or C ouncil that the government o f the C hurch is 
placed in three or five patriarchs’ (though it is objected that their 
rights are being contravened). Christ gave the best order to his 
Church, the monarchical order, for he made Peter head o f the Apostles, 
and later A lexandria and A ntioch were held in special honour 
because o f their relation with St Peter—Jerusalem and Constantin^ 
ople received their privileges very much later. Finally Bessarion had 
asked whether the power attributed ‘ to the head’ was like that en> 
joyed by a metropolitan or patriarch in his metropoly. J  N o ’ , replied 
Montenero, ‘ the power o f metropolitans and patriarchs is limited to 
a certain area; the successor o f Peter has the immediate power o f a 
superior over a ll ’ , so that all may have recourse to him for doctrine, 
instruction and judgement.

So Montenero finished. Some prelate, called in the Latin A cts  
Arethusa (Heraclea?), objected that while a C ouncil cannot be 
summoned without agreement by the pope, still neither can it be
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summoned by him apart from the Patriarchs. But the discussion was 
not prolonged and ended with the reading in Greek o f the donation 
o f Constantine to Pope Sylvester.

The second speaker, John o f Torquemada, concentrated on one 
point only, the desirability o f including in the final decree a statement 
on the ‘ form ’ o f the Eucharist, because the Emperor had intimated 
through one o f the cardinals that it could not be included. He recalled 
to his hearers’ minds his arguments o f the previous occasion to prove 
that the Sacrament was effected by the dominical words and added 
that as the canon o f the Latin Mass was o f very slow growth 
(St Peter was its author, but he was responsible for only one short 
prayer, the rest was o f later composition), O ur L ord ’s words, the 
only permanent part o f it, must have been and still be the effective 
prayer. Then he met three objections that had been moved, based 
on the Pseudo/Dionysius, St John  Damascene and the Liturgy of 
St Basil. In this last the dominical words are imperative and come 
first, the epiclesis deprecatory and placed second, so not even St Basil 
himself could have thought that his human words were more effective 
than the command o f Christ. The prayer o f the epiclesis, he suggested, 
is directed not to the sacramental Body o f Christ, but to His Mystical 
Body, i.e. the faithful, that by the H oly Ghost there may be fulfilled 
in them the ends for which Christ gives himself. That reference to 
the ‘ form ’ ought to enter into the text o f the decree appeared, so he 
said, from four reasons—from the fact that it was a question needing 
decision since it had caused so much controversy in so august a 
gathering; to round offthe definition o f the Eucharist which mentioned 
the other main points; for the instruction o f the simple so that they 
should know at what point o f the Liturgy they should worship Christ 
present; and lastly because o f charity, to unite the Churches.

The hour was by then late, so the Pope to close the proceedings 
addressed the gathering, confident both that the authority o f the early 
C ouncils quoted had convinced them about the primacy o f the 
A postolic See and that no one hesitated to accept the conclusions 
o f the second speaker, otherwise one would have to say that till the 
time o f the great Saints who composed the liturgies there had been 
no Sacrament. He bade the Greeks confer with their Emperor and 
speedily to agree to union so that they could all concentrate attention

T H E  C O U N C I L  O F  F L O R E N C E
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on the arrangements for their quick return home. A s  the Pope 
ended, Isidore o f Russia asked leave to speak. The Greek Liturgy, he 
said, in the same form as it isj/iow, dated from long before the schism 
with no controversy on either side about it. Greek faith accepts that 
the dominical words are the essential in effecting the Sacrament, as 
it were, the seed, but they are in need o f other prayers and circunv 
stances for that seed to produce its fruit. Since, then, there is agree/ 
ment on this, there is no need to put it in the definition, as i f  there were 
not. The simple are not in fact misled. There are various other 
questions between the Churches, baptism for instance, but there is 
no time for them all. So let there not be demanded definition on 
this.

Torquemada replied, gratified that the Greeks believed with the 
Latins on the point o f doctrine. But he could not accept all o f 
Isidore’s reasoning because first, in the Liturgy o f St Basil, words o f 
supplication could not bring about what was already effected, and 
secondly, the words o f Christ cannot be only partially effective, as it 
were producing the seed, and stand in need o f nothing else to 
supplement them: these two reasons, he said, weakened Isidore’s plea 
that it was not necessary to include this in the definition, suggesting 
rather that it was necessary, so that all the essentials for the Sacrament 
should be defined.

The Actagraeca relate that after dinner on this same day, Thursday, 
1 8 June, the Greeks gathered in the Emperor’s palace to give him 
an account o f the events o f the morning. Joh n  told them to bring 
the books (presumably the A cts o f the Councils quoted by Monte/ 
nero) and they began to examine afresh'the question o f the privileges 
o f  the Churches. Friday and Saturday were spent too in the same 
task, but without result.

But on Sun d ay m orning we wrote and approved the privileges o f  the Pope 

except for tw o, that he should not convene an O ecum enical C o u n c il without 

the Em peror and the patriarchs i f  they w ou ld  com e, but i f  they had been 

sum m oned and did not com e that the Synod  for that reason should not be 

delayed; and the second, i f  anyone should consider he had been w ronged by 

any o f  the patriarchs and the one w h o  had lodged the appeal should com e 

[before the pope], that the patriarchs should not com e to answer and be ju dged , 

but the pope should send examiners to the spot and there in  the place where
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the question arose dispense justice locally to the wronged. H a v in g  reached these 

conclusions on the Sunday m orning w e asked the Em peror, and he went to the 

Pope towards evening to say w hat w e had done and w hat privileges we had 

given h im .1

The Acta latina record: 6 O n the 21st at the 21st hour (i.e. late 
afternoon) the Emperor came to the Sovereign Pontiff and at the 
same time said that he believed in the four articles and agreed with 
us about them all, except that in respect o f the article on the primacy 
he wished to treat.’2 Both these accounts are brief and lacking in 
detail. The Latin one refers to four articles which presumably included 
that about the primacy since the question o f the Eucharistic ‘ form’ 
was not settled for another fortnight. The Greek account speaks o f 
‘ we exam ined’ etc., which in the context seems to refer to all the 
Greek synod that had been present at the meeting with the Pope on 
the Thursday previous, and confines the matter treated o f and agreed 
upon to the sole article o f the primacy. This same account goes on 
to report that the Pope received the Emperor graciously but deferred 
his reply till he had consulted the Latin synod.

O n Monday, 22 June, three cardinals brought Eugenius’ answer 
to the Emperor,

that he wanted all the privileges o f  his C h u rch  and wants to have right as a court 

o f  appeal and to direct and pasture all the C h u rch  o f  C h rist as a shepherd o f  the 

sheep; besides, to have authority and pow er to convoke an oecum enical Synod 

whenever there should be need, and all the patriarchs to be subm itted to his w ill. 

W h en  the Em peror heard this he gave up hope and m ade no other reply 

except: ‘ M ake arrangements for us to depart, i f  you w ill be so k in d .’ A n d  the 

cardinals went a w a y .3

W hile the Greeks were thus reduced to the depths o f despair, the 
citizens o f Florence were preparing to celebrate with their usual 
pomp the feast o f St John the Baptist, the patron o f their city/state. 
The eve o f the feast, 23 June, was also a public holiday, enlivened by 
a gigantic procession and a series o f pageants. Various religious 
episodes were portrayed illustrating the life o f O ur Lord—the scene 
o f Bethlehem with shepherds, M agi and a star, and beasts near the 
manger; a miracle o f raising to life and the history o f the Passion. 
The procession, to the sound o f drums and trumpets, with holy

’ A . G .  p. 4 5 1. 2 A . L .  p. 252. 3 A . G .  p. 452.
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relics, banners, crosses, contained, besides grotesque figures o f more 
than human size— hermits on high stilts, and huge paste/board 
effigies carried on the shoulders o f men hidden in folds o f drapery 
below— aS t A u gustin eon ak in dof dais some 25 feet high haranguing 
the people and a St George in deadly combat with the dragon. O n 
the feast itself the city and its citizens displayed their riches o f gold, 
silver and precious fabrics. In the church o f the Precursor some 
hundred banners were dedicated and about thirty miniature wooden 
castles o f delicate workmanship representing their territorial posses^ 
sions, candles too and silver lamps, while certain citizens o f known 
merit, wearing crowns and carrying branches o f olive, represented the 
populace, itself present in large numbers clad in its best attire. More 
than a hundred lamps, high and low in the church, burned all night 
and dissipated the darkness.1 The Com m une made a present to the 
Emperor in honour o f the feast.2

During those two days o f general jubilation, packed streets and 
religious ceremonies, little could be done to solve the deadlock be' 
tween the Churches. A  group o f the Greeks, however, Isidore, 
Bessarion, Dorotheus o f Mitylene and others, was not inactive. 
Some o f them visited Eugenius, others talked with the Emperor, 
with the result that the Pope sent for the monarch and together they 
devised another expedient. The next day, therefore, the Greeks chose 
six delegates to meet a similar group o f Latins—A ntony o f Heraclea, 
Isidore, Bessarion with another metropolitan and two ‘ presbyters’ 
for the Greeks; Cardinal Cesarini, Jean le Jeune, bishop o f Terou/ 
anne and envoy o f Burgundy, Ju an  de Mella, bishop o f Leon, John 
o f Montenero, John o f Torquemada and Thomas o f Sarzana, the 
future Pope Nicholas V ,  for the Latins3—and while this committee 
deliberated with the Pope, the synods both o f the Latins and the 
Greeks waited outside, apparently in separate halls. The session of 
the delegates lasted for several hours and the heat, especially after 
midday, was intense. In the early afternoon His Holiness sent in to 
the Emperor and his patient clerics, as well as to the Latins, some

1 From the short account, written probably by Plousiadenus (Joseph ofMethone), 
to be found as a kind o f appendix in many o f the M S S . o f the Greek A cts  o f the Council.

* Jorga, I I,  p. 34·
3 The number six and the names are furnished by the Acta lat, p. 253: the Acta  

graeca give the number as four pet side and no names.
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light refreshments. Finally the delegates returned 4 with nothing 
achieved o f what was wanted’ , say the G reek A cts , and that is all 
that is known o f what went on in the committee except for what can 
be gathered from the events that followed.

fO ne result o f the meeting was the Pope’s agreement not to insist 
orfthe inclusion in the decree o f a statement about the ‘ form ’ o f the 
Sacrament o f the H oly EucharistJ Another would seem to have 
been the decision to repeat in it the order o f the patriarchates estab/ 
lished by previous Councils, as appears from the account o f the 
Greek A cts which continue the history o f events thus:2

W e  went to the residence o f  the Em peror and there after deliberation we 

agreed and wrote as fo llow s: A b o u t  the prim acy o f  the Pope, w e profess that 

he is supreme P o n tiff and representative and guardian and vicar o f  C h rist, 

shepherd and teacher o f  all C hristians, that he directs and governs the C hu rch  

o f  G o d , without infringement o f  the privileges and rights o f  the patriarchs o f  

theEast, he o f  C onstantinople to be second after the pope, then the A lexan d rin e, 

after him  the one o f  A n tio ch , then the one o f  Jerusalem . W h en  w e had written 

this w e determined neither to write nor to do anything else, but i f  this should not 

be accepted by the Pope, nothing further w o u ld  be done. A n d  having sent it 

on the evening o f  Friday w e learnt that he had received it w ith pleasure and then 

w e were relieved .3

O n the following day, 27 June, all the Greek ecclesiastics went to 
S . Maria Novella’ s to celebrate a solemn commemoration at the 
tomb o f the Patriarch. Isidore and Dorotheus o f Mitylene then 
went on to visit the Pope, to say that now that they had met his wishes 
and withdrawn their opposition and omitted whatever else they 
might have wanted to say for no other reason than to cut the business 
short in view o f the early departure o f the Venetian ships,4 the feast 
o f  the Apostles St Peter and St Paul two days later would be an 
excellent and very suitable occasion for the conjoint celebration o f 
union. Eugenius answered graciously, thanking them for their 
expedition and, indicating the Latin synod present there in greater 
numbers than ever before, said that they were there to bring matters 
to a speedy close, so that it was very likely that union could be

1 C f. above pp. 277-8 and A . L .  p. 255.
2 C f. also A . L .  p. 255. The exact wording o f this part o f the decree was a cause of 

discord right up till Friday, 3 Ju ly , cf. p. 290. A . G .  p. 456.
3 A . G . p. 453. 4 I.e. the fleet for Tana.
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celebrated, as they suggested, on the feast o f the Apostles: on that he 
would inform them after the meeting.

The meeting o f all the Latin members o f the C ouncil took place 
in the main chapel o f the apostolic palace. A fter a few words from 
the Pope Cesarini gave a brief history o f the negotiations with the 
Greeks that had ended in agreement between the Churches.1 The 
Cardinal began by enumerating the doctrinal points that had had 
to be settled, referred in passing to the public sessions already known 
to his hearers, spoke a little more at length about the conferences 
between the committees o f ten from each side o f m id/April and 
mentioned the cedulae in turn. O n that about the addition these are 
his words:

Because, from the time w hen the subject o f  the addition had been mooted it 

had seemed right that the Synod should define that the addition was law fu lly  

m ade, and in this there w as great difficulty, to narrate w hich four hours w ould 

barely suffice. F inally  it w as concluded that they should proclaim  that that 

addition or declaration w as justly and w ell made.

O n  Purgatory he said:2
T h e  subject ofPurgatory was not debated in public but between some delegates 

and very seriously, and because there seemed to be many difficulties I almost 

despaired. A t  length by the help o f  G o d  the Greeks now  adm it the truth

that those who die in charity but not without sin go to Purgatory and 
the wicked and the just respectively to hell and heaven and that 
immediately after death.

But the Greeks were holding that they do not sec G o d  himself, but certain 

lights, and in this there w as great difficulty and such as nearly upset the w hole 

business; at length they yielded to argument and rccognised that the souls o f  the 

blessed w ill see G o d , Three and O n e, as he is; but they wanted to have put into 

the cedula that some w ould sec less and others more, and it w as thought good 

that this should be included, sincc ‘ in  our Father’ s house there are many 

mansions*.3

1 A . L .  p. 253-6 . A s  much of this discourse has already been used cither in general 
terms or by quotations in what has already been recounted, here only a very brief 
summary w ill be given, stressing rather the parts not yet utilised.

2 The text o f the cedula was that presented to the Greeks in Ferrara; cf. above, 
pp. I2 0 -I .

3 So for inclusion in the dccree the cedula was amended by the addition, towards 
the end, of ‘ and clearly see God himself, One and Three, as he is* (to counter Greek 
palamitic theology), ‘ yet according to the diversity of merits some more perfectly than 
others’ (to meet the Greek desire about the different degrees of beatitude).
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He next spoke o f the controversy over the words o f the Eucharist 
which had been settled only the day before, the Latin delegates with 
the Pope’s permission agreeing not to include any statement on that 
in the decree. The last difference was on the primacy, which the 
Greeks traditionally regarded as a headship within a limited whole, 
as it were o f a dean. But they were convinced by the words o f 
Scripture and the Councils and, ‘ G o d ’s mercy so arranging, it came 
about that the Greeks agreed according to the cedula put forward by 
the Latins’ . They asked, however, that mention should be made o f 
the order o f the patriarchal Sees, as had been done in other Councils 
and in the Lateran C ouncil too under Innocent III. The Holy 
Father, continued the Cardinal, has summoned you because he 
has no wish to act in so vital a matter without your knowledge. The 
Greeks press for a speedy departure, also because they desire the 
protection o f the Venetian fleet to Tana. It w ill be good that the 
Emperor reach home quickly to instruct his people about this union 
and anticipate ill-informed rumours. I w ill read to you the cedulae 
which are not in the form o f a decree: that will be in the name o f 
H is Holiness.

The Cardinal then read out the cedulae, after which the Pope spoke 
a few words exhorting them to gratitude to A lm ighty G od and 
bidding them, as the Greeks were in a hurry to depart, to meet in 
their Estates that evening to elect four representatives from each to 
form a committee for the drafting o f the decree, so that its solemn 
promulgation might be possible on the feast o f the Apostles, 29 June. 
A t  the 20th hour the three Estates met separately and chose their 
delegates.

Syropoulus takes up the tale again here, but mainly to recount the 
squabbles that marred harmony within the Greek community. He 
says that the Emperor several times made ominous remarks about 
those o f his prelates who instigated the Latins to insist on precise 
statements from the Greeks on points that otherwise they would not 
have bothered about, which o f course is quite contrary to the facts, 
for it is clear from the whole history o f the C ouncil that it was the 
Latins who all the time would not be put o ff with vague phrases o f 
ambiguous meaning and who, on each o f the questions, would be 
content with nothing less than the acceptance o f their own carefully/
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worded cedtda. Bessarion and Isidore advised the addition to the 
decree o f penalties for those who disobeyed it. The Protosyncellus 
and Lacedaemon objected, the latter remarking that it was not neces^ 
sary to give it internal assent. This moved the Emperor to admonish 
them all and take Lacedaemon to task for yielding to his prejudices, 
whereas he ought, as Joh n  himself said he had done, to have kept 
an open mind on the dogma o f both o f the Churches dll the C ouncil 
had defined the truth. Rumours, it appeared, o f the election o f a 
successor to Joseph for the patriarchal throne were rife, and Gregory, 
suspecting that Isidore aspired to that honour, asked the Emperor to 
state publicly that no election would take place in Italy, not dis^ 
guising either the reason o f  his request: Isidore reacted with lofty 
disdain. M ark o f Ephesus, afraid now that union was imminent, 
that extreme means might be employed to break his resolution not 
to add his name to the document on union, pleaded through 
Demetrius with the Emperor that, as he had left his monastic life 
only in obedience to the royal wish, he should not suffer for that, 
and received a promise on the imperial word o f honour that he 
should not be forced to sign and that he should return to Constant 
tinople in liberty in the Emperor’s own suite. A m brogio Traver/ 
sari wrote the decree in Greek: Bessarion wished to add polish to it 
here and there, but each suggestion was so scrutinised by the Latins, 
two hours being spent over a word sometimes, that it took ten days 
to complete the work.

O n this last point at least, Syropoulus is guilty o f exaggeration. 
A s  a matter o f fact the decree was written in a day, probably because 
the various cedulae were already prepared in both languages. Delay 
there was, but the reasons for it w ill best be seen by following the 
story as it is given in the Description o f the Greek A cts . A fter the 
meeting o f the Latin synod on the evening o f Saturday, 27 June, 
the Pope sent Vallaresso, archbishop o f Crete, Andreas Chryso^ 
berges, bishop o f Rhodes, and Cristoforo Garatoni, bishop o f Corone, 
to inform the Emperor o f the acceptance by the Latins o f the revised 
cedulae and to suggest that the decree should be composed the next 
day so that, i f  it were finished in time, it could be promulgated on 
the Monday, the feast o f the Apostles. O n the Sunday, therefore, 
there was a meeting in the sacristy o f the church o f St Francis and
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the decree was written. It was submitted to the Emperor for his 
approval and its opening words moved him to protest, for they were: 
Eugenius episcopus servus servorum D e i adperpetuam ret memoriam without 
any mention either o f the Emperor or o f the Greek Church. Then, 
further on, the decree accorded the Pope his privileges ‘ as these are 
contained in the sacred Scripture and the writings o f the Saints’ , 1 
and here John demurred again, objecting that, i f  some Saints wrote 
in exaggeratedly honourable terms o f a pope, was that to count as 
the ground o f a privilege. So he demanded emendation o f these two 
phrases or else arrangements for him to depart. So the feast o f St Peter 
and St Paul came and went, but there was no festive proclamation 
o f union. Instead cardinals visited the Emperor to discuss these new 
difficulties.

A ccording to Syropoulus the argument was fierce. The Emperor 
claimed that he had convoked the C ouncil or at any rate that unless 
he had gathered the Orientals together there would have been no 
C ouncil at all, and that his name should be first in the same way 
as previous emperors were mentioned in the early Councils— at least, 
let there be no name or two decrees, one as the Latins liked, the other 
to suit him. The cardinals on the other hand persisted that, no matter 
what had been written in earlier definitions, in those Councils the 
pope had not been physically present as he was in Florence, and 
they pointed to the Bull o f 9 A p ril to inaugurate the Council in 
Ferrara which began with the same formula, against which the 
Emperor had not then objected. ‘ The Emperor, seeing that they 
would not change their opening phrase, o f necessity gave way though 
against his will, and they composed the decree as they w anted/2

O n the contrary, according to the Greek A cts  and the text o f the 
final decree itself, it was the Pope who yielded on that point, con^ 
senting to add after the initial words ‘ with the consent o f Jo h n . . . 
o f the procurators o f the Patriarchs.. .and o f the other representatives 
o f the Oriental C h u rch ’ . But on the second difficulty, that ‘ in 
accordance with the holy canons’ should be substituted for ‘ in

1 The final decree has ‘ in the acts ofthe Oecumenical Councils and the holy canons*, 
so that it is possible that this first draft ran: ‘ in the acts of the Oecumenical Councils 
and the writings o f the Saints’ .

2 Syr. x , 2, p. 281.
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accordance with the writings o f the Saints’ , no compromise was 
reached. O n Tuesday morning, 30 June, the Greeks met but only 
to lament and to blame either the Latins or the Emperor, as they 
felt inclined, for the delay. Towards evening o f the same day the 
Emperor summoned the clerics to tell them that, as he would not 
yield in his demands to the Latins, the cardinals had asked to be 
allowed to address them. There came cardinals, archbishops and 
many theologians, o f whom Cardinal Cesarini was spokesman. 
There have arisen two difficulties, he said, the one about the name 
o f the Pope and that has been solved already because H is Holiness 
has agreed to the addition o f the names o f the Emperor and o f the 
patriarchs; the other, the phrase about the words o f the Saints. O n 
the need o f this we are in no doubt and we ask that it be included in 
the decree. A fter all, the whole faith and all the canons rest on the 
words o f the Saints and they should not be a source o f discord. So, 
after having heard this morning a long exposition o f the Emperor’ s 
views on this question, we wished to put it to you, the representatives 
o f the Church, whether it is right that the work o f G od should be 
hindered because o f the words o f the Saints. The Latins then retired 
while the Greeks deliberated. The upshot was that the Greek synod 
wrote: ‘ that the Pope should have his privileges according to the 
canons and the words o f the Saints and the holy Scripture and the 
acts o f the C ou ncils’ and delivered that screed to the Latins, who 
promised to give their answer next day after consultation with the 
Pope.

O n Wednesday, 1 Ju ly , therefore, the cardinals visited the Emperor 
and said to him: 4 The Holy Father has received the two documents 
and bade us choose one o f them. So let the statement be read 
and examined so that a final decision may be given to the question.’ 1 
W hatever it was that the Latin document contained— presumably

1 I have quoted here the words o f the Greek A cts  because I do not know to what 
‘ the two documents’ refers. There is a lack o f precision and maybe accuracy in the 
account o f the Description about the primacy narrated immediately above, because 
the final decree on this is worded ‘ as is contained in the acts o f the Oecumenical 
Councils and the sacred canons’ , though the Greek A cts  affirm that the Greeks 
besides had conceded what the Latins were demanding, namely, ‘ in the writings of 
the Saints’ : yet it is unlikely that this phrase, had the Greeks really agreed to it, would 
have been omitted. In point o f fact the Pope here gave way to the Greek opposition.
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the text that was in fact incorporated into the decree— it was accepts 
able to the Greeks, so the Emperor arranged that six1 from either side 
should meet next day to write out the decree o f union in both lan^ 
guages ready for the signatures, the leaden seal o f the Pope, and his 
own gold seal. Thursday morning saw the work completed in the 
sacristy o f St Francis’s, but when the text was read over it was found, 
to the consternation o f the Latins, that somehow the word * all * had 
been added in the phrase ‘ without infringement o f (all) the privileges 
and rights’ o f the patriarchs. The rest o f that day and all the next 
were passed in strife over the ‘ a ll’ , till finally on Saturday, 4 Ju ly , in 
the morning, the decree was rewritten once again, retaining the word 
‘ a ll’ ,2 and this time was approved by both Churches.

The Latins gave their approbation at a meeting that evening, when 
Cardinal Cesarini told them that both the Greek and the Latin texts 
had been read that morning to their twelve delegates (who had met 
their Greek counterparts in conference each morning and evening for 
the last seven days) and that they had been satisfied with it. The Pope 
added a few words to remind them o f their duty o f gratitude to G od 
at this ending o f a schism which had lasted for 437 years. The Greeks, 
he said, had conceded what the Latins had demanded. The decree 
needed no further approbation from them since they had already 
approved o f the cedulae. It would be promulgated in plenary session 
on the following Monday, the octave o f the feast o f the Apostles, in 
the cathedral church, with himself as celebrant o f the solemn Mass.

Since the payment on 22 May o f maintenance allowances for two 
months, the Greeks had received nothing else. By the beginning o f 
Ju ly  they were feeling the pinch o f poverty. Before the union 
Dorotheus o f Mitylene obtained some money from the Pope to 
distribute among those most in distress, and after the union Garatoni 
and Traversari also dispensed papal charity, but, in any case, it was 
given mostly to the lower clergy who did not sign the decree. The 
cunning among them managed to tap more than one source— the 
Skevophylax for example all three. Syropoulus asserts that both at

1 The number was probably rwclvc a side since the Latins chosc four delegates from 
cach o f the three Estates.

2 So presumably the accidental addition had been only in the Greek text. A  new 
copy was necessary since both texts were on the same parchment in parallel columns, 
and Latin and Greek had to tally.
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the signing o f the original decree and at that o f the four later copies: 
‘ no one at all saw florins being handed out there to the signatories 
or heard either requests or promises/ He repeats this asseveration 
also twice later: ‘ I call G od to witness, W ho is over all, that there 
was no mention o f it made by anyone then (i.e. at the first signing) 
nor was there the slightest hint o f a demand by any o f ours or promise 
by the L atin s/1 The reason for Syropoulus’ vehemence is obvious. 
B y the time he was writing his Memoirs it was being commonly said 
that the signatures had been bought—and he had signed.

The reason for his signing he recounts at great length. He was 
summoned with the Chartophylax and the Protekdikus by the 
Emperor after the Greek Liturgy on the Sunday, 5 Ju ly , and all three 
were informed by Philanthropinus in the Emperor’s name that they 
were both to sign the decree that same day and to be present in their 
sacred vestments at its solemn proclamation the next day. A l l  three 
remonstrated that, as they had been excluded from expressing their 
opinions in the Greek synods as having no right to decide on the 
definition o f a Council, they could not and should not take active 
part in its official promulgation, especially as they did not accept it. 
Philanthropinus bore messages between them and the monarch two 
or three times, but the Emperor was adamant that, as the authorities 
o f their Church approved o f the definition which would also be the 
decision o f an Oecumenical Council, they must both sign and be 
present. Finally, cowed by threats o f the imperial displeasure, first 
the Chartophylax and the Protekdikus whose written judgements 
in favour o f the Latin doctrine the Emperor declared he possessed 
though they denied having made-any, then Syropoulus, yielded, still 
protesting that it was against his conscience and that he complied 
only to obey the royal command.2

The Greeks signed the decree at the second hour after midday o f 
Sunday, 5 Ju ly . For that purpose they gathered in the imperial 
palace where Cristoforo Garatoni, bishop o f Corone, with two other

1 Syr. x , 8, p. 2 9 2 :  cf. also x ,  17 , p. 307.
2 Isidore is said to have put A vram i of Susdal in prison for eight days to forcc him 

to sign. A n  action o f that sort could not have been kept secret, yet neither Syropoulus 
nor the author o f the Keisebericht breathes a word about it. The latter, in fact, relates 
that A vram i went with Isidore on 4 September to get the Pope's blessing before they 
both left Florence, which does not imply strained relations (p. r68).
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bishops and a protonotary were present to witness the ceremony. 
Nicholas Sagundino the interpreter carried the parchment o f the 
decree, which was taken by him and Boullotes, accompanied by 
Garatoni, to Antony o f Heraclea, procurator o f the Patriarch o f 
A lexandria, who was absent ill, for his signature. Then the other 
procurators and the rest o f the bishops, the Staurophoroi and the 
superiors o f the monasteries signed in order o f precedence. N o one 
mentioned the name o f Mark o f Ephesus, who did not sign; and 
when they looked for Isaias o f Stauropolis he was not to be found: 
he had quietly quitted the city. That ceremony over, the Emperor 
appointed ten o f the prelates with four Staurophoroi to go to witness 
the signatures o f the Latins, remarking as they left (horses had been 
sent for their use) that Bessarion would make a short speech when 
they got there.

They found the Latins waiting for them, the Pope seated with the 
cardinals and all the rest o f the western synod. W hen the Greeks had 
taken their places Bessarion in a loud voice read a statement on the 
c form ’o f the Sacrament o f the Holy Eucharist, that the Greek Church 
following the Scriptures and the holy Fathers, especially St John 
Chrysostom, believed that the ‘ dominical words are they that change 
and transubstantiate bread and wine into the true Body and Blood 
o f Christ ’ . Syropoulus, from whom the above account o f the signing 
o f the decree is taken (he says, too, that the Greeks had never heard 
the decree read before they signed it), avers that this statement was a 
stratagem concocted between the Emperor and Bessarion o f which 
the rest had no cognisance before the event, and that Nicaea dilated on 
his theme bringing into it the idea o f the seed (the dominical words) 
and the cultivator (the epiclesis and the circumstances o f the Liturgy). 
Bessarion’ s actual statement is preserved and it is quite short.1 That 
such a declaration should be made had been suggested several times 
in the course o f the negotiations and had been decided upon at least 
by 26 June by the delegates who met on that day. That Bessarion 
should have said anything recommending the idea o f the seed and 
the cultivator is quite unthinkable (it certainly is not in the statement 
itself), because when Isidore tried that line o f conciliation at the 
public meeting with the Latins on 18 June it was firmly rejected by

1 Frag. pp. 25 -6 .
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Torquemada. So Syropoulus’ memory in this respect was playing 
him false. W hen Bessarion had finished all rose and went into a 
neighbouring hall where the Pope, standing, signed the decree: Ego 
Eugenius catholice ecclesie episcopus ita diffiniens subscripsi, and then the 
rest o f the Latins added their signatures.

A t  last the day o f union dawned, Monday, 6 Ju ly . It was a 
holiday for Florence. Every shop was closed and business ceased. 
The populace thronged to the cathedral which could not contain 
them all, so perforce a great crowd had to remain in the piazza outside. 
For this first plenary session in Florence, Eugenius, in cope and mitre, 
had gone in procession with all the cardinals, bishops and other 
clerics o f the Latin synod to the episcopal palace overnight. The 
cathedral had been prepared for the ceremony with thrones for the 
ecclesiastical and civil dignitaries and tribunes for the clerics and 
court officials o f lesser rank, the Latins on the Gospel side o f the 
altar, the Greeks on the Epistle side. O n the morning o f 6 Ju ly  the 
Greeks were there betimes. The Emperor ‘ clad very richly in Greek 
style in a brocade o f damask silk, with a hat in Greek style on the 
point o f which was a beautiful jewel, a handsome man with a beard 
in Greek style’ , took his place on a throne with his prelates on one 
side o f him and his higher courtiers on the other. The Pope entered 
in procession shortly afterwards and divesting himself o f his cope at 
his throne put on the chasuble and the other vestments for Mass. 
‘ A l l  the cardinals wore copes and the cardinals and bishops mitres 
o f white damask silk, and all the bishops both Greek and Latin 
wore copes, the Greeks with very rich vestments o f silk after the 
Greek fashion, and the style o f the Greek vestments seemed very 
much more sober and more worthy than that o f the Latins.’ 1 Then 
all the prelates, both Latin and Greek, came two by two to salute 
the Pope, kissing his knee and his hand. The pontifical Mass 
followed with the usual ceremonies, the Epistle and Gospel being 
read both in Latin and Greek. The Gran Gonfaloniere o f Florence 
was among the servers, and three o f the Orientals also took minor 
parts. Philanthropinus carried the water and towel for the washing 
o f the Pope’s hands at the beginning, one o f the Russian priests in 
Isidore’s suite did the same after the Offertory, and George Dishy^

1 Vespasiano da Bisticci, Eugenio I V  Papa in A .  Mai, Spicilegium , i, pp. 15 - 16 .
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patus was the bearer at the end. A t  the P a x  each o f the Latins gave 
the amplexus to his neighbour and the Greeks did likewise among 
themselves, the first o f them receiving it from one o f the celebrating 
ministers. W hen the Mass was finished the papal faldstool was placed 
centrally before the altar and from there Eugenius said certain prayers. 
The Litanies followed; then the Greeks chanted, and finally the 
Sovereign Pontiff intoned the Veni Creator Spiritus, blessed the whole 
congregation and recited two collects. Meanwhile a pulpit had been 
placed near the papal chair, into which Cesarini and Bessarion 
mounted to read out the decree. A s  Cesarini finished his recitation 
he asked first the Pope i f  he agreed and Eugenius replied Placet, then 
the Latin prelates who also exclaimed Placet. Sim ilarly Bessarion, 
when he had finished reading, interrogated the Emperor and the 
Greeks who replied ‘ Agreed*. W hereupon H is Holiness intoned 
the T e Deum  which was taken up by all the vast throng o f Latins in 
the cathedral, sang the prayer, and once more imparted his solemn 
benediction to all those present. A s  he went out Latins and Greeks 
in turn praised G o d  with the chant o f psalms.1

In this way union, so long desired, so arduously striven for, was 
achieved. The decree that had taken so long to write was now the 
faith o f both Churches, solemnly proclaimed in an Oecumenical 
C ouncil. After the opening phrase * Eugenius servant o f the servants 
o f  G o d  in perpetual memory, with the assent o f our most dear son 
Jo h n  Palaeologus illustrious Emperor o f the Greeks and o f the 
procurators o f our venerable brethren the Patriarchs and o f the others 
representing the Oriental C h u rch \  it begins: ‘ May the heavens 
rejoice * that the wall that has for so long divided the Western and 
Eastern Churches has been broken down and, with the dissipation 
o f  the cloud o f sorrow and strife, peace has been restored. The Fathers 
o f  both Churches have overcome difficulties and perils o f all kinds

1 This description is taken mainly from the D iary  o f Ingbirami (Frag. pp. 36-7), 
supplemented by the Reiseberichtt pp. 1 6 6 - 7  which adds details omitted here as, 
e.g. about the silver cuirasses of some o f the papal guards, by the A cta lat. p. 259 and 
the Actagraeca7 pp. 458, 467, both disappointingly jejune, and by Syropoulus (x , to , 

pp. 295-7), from whom the part about the hand-washing derives (though he is 
assuredly wrong in attributing tasting o f the water to any o f these occasions, for it is 
done only for the wine and water that the Pope consumes), but he inverts the whole 
order o f things, putting the reading o f the decree before the Mass.

T H E  C O U N C I L  O F  F L O R E N C E
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The Creek signatures on ihe original Decree of Union

T R A N S C R I P T I O N  O F  P L A T E  I

f  ’Ιωάννης έν Χριστώ τω θεφ πιστός βασιλεύς καί αΰτωκράτωρ ^ωμαίων 
ό παλα ιολόγος

f  ό ταπεινός μητροπολίτης Ήρακλείας πρόεδρος των ύπερτίμων και εξαρχος πάσης Θράκης καί Μακεδονίας καί τόν τόπον 
έπέχων τοΟ άποστολικού θρόνου τοΟ άγιωτάτου πατριάρχου Άλΐξανδρείας Φιλοθέου ’Αντώνιος όρίσας ΰπέγραψα 
f  ό τοποτηρητής του άποστολικοΟ θρόνου του πατριάρχου 'Αλεξάνδρειάς και δεσπότου μου κυρού Φιλοθέου καί μέγας 
πρωτοσνγκελλος καί πνευματικός Γρηγόριος Ιερομόναχος υπέγραψα f  ’Ισίδωρος μητροπολίτης Κυέβου καί πάσης 
'Ρωσίας και τόν τόπον έπέχων τού άποστολικού θρόνου τού άγιωτάτου πατριάρχου Άντιοχείοτς κυροϋ Δωροθέου 
στέργων καί συναινών ΰπέγραψα 

f  ό μητροπολίτης Μονεμβασίας και τόν τόπον έπέχων τού άποστολικού θρόνου τού άγιωτάτου ποττριάρχου ‘Ιεροσολύμων 
Ιωακείμ, Δοσίθεος στοιχήσας υπέγραψα 

f  ό μητροπολίτης Τραπε^ούντος Δωρόθεος στοιχήσας ΰπέγραψα f  ό Κυ ί̂κου Μητροφάνης ΰπέγραψα f  Βησσαρίων 
έλέω θεού άρχιεπίσκοπος τής Νικαέων μητροπόλεως στοιχήσας υπέγραψα 

f  ό Νικομήδειας Μακάριος ΰπέγραψα f  ό τοπτεινός μητροπολίτης Λακεδαιμόνιας Μεθόδιος ΰπέγραψα f  ό μητροπολίτη« 
Τορνόβου ’Ιγνάτιος στοιχήσας ΰπέγραψα 

f  ό Μιτυλήνης καί τόν τόπον έπέχων τού Σίδης Δωρόθεος στοιχήσας ΰπέγραψα
f  ό Μολδοβλαχίας καί τόν τόπον έπέχων τού Σεβαστείας Δαμιανό< ΰπέγραψα 

f  ό ταπεινός μητροπολίτης Άμασείας Ίωάσαφ ΰπέγραψα f  ό ‘Ρόδου Ναθαναήλ καί τών Κυκλάδων νήσων ΰπέγραψα 
f  ό Δρίστρας Κάλλιστος στοιχήσας ΰπέγραψα 

f  ό Μελενίκου Ματθαίος στοιχήσας ΰπέγραψα f  ό μητροπολίτης Γάνου Γεννάδιος ςττοιχήσας ΰπέγραψα f  ό Δράμας 
Δοσίθεος στοιχήσας ΰπέγραψα -f ό Άγχιάλου Σωφρόνιος ΰπέγραψα 

f  ό Νικαίας Βησσαρίων δι* άναθέσεως γεγραμμένης καί ΰπογεγραμμένης ΰπό τού μεγάλου σακελλαρίου Μανουήλ διακόνου 
τού Χρυσοκόκου τού αυτού σνγκατάθεσιν ένταύθα ΰποσημειωσαμένου άντ’ αυτού ένταύθα παραδηλώ όμόφρονα καί 
αυτόν καί όμογνώμονα ήμϊν είναι καί πάσι τοϊς ένταύθα στοιχεϊν καί αυτόν 

■J· ό μέγας σκευοφύλαξ διάκονος Θεόδωρος ό Σανθόπουλος ύπέγροτψα f  ό μέγας χαρτοφύλαξ καί άρχιδιάκονος Μιχαήλ ό 
Βαλσαμών ΰπέγραψα f  ό μέγας έκκλησιάρχης καί δικαιοφύλαξ διάκονος Σίλβεστρος ό Συρόπουλος ΰπέγραψα 

j- ό πρωτέκδικος διάκονος Γεώργιος ό Καππάδοξ ΰπέγραψα f  CMHpeHUtt Ε π.πτ> ABpaà.MÏH Cyw/ta.ibCKLifi n o jin u cyio  
f  ό πρωτοπαπας Κωνσταντίνος καί τοποτηρητής Μολδοβλαχίας ΰπέγραψα f  ό έκκλησιάρχης τής σεβάσμιος καί Ιεράς 

βασιλικής καί άγιοριτικής Μεγάλης Λαύρας καί τόν τόπον ταΰτης πληρών Μωυσής Ιερομόναχος ΰπέγραψα 
f  Δωρόθεος Ιερομόναχος καί τοποτηρητής τής σεβασμίας καί Ιερας άγιοριτικής μεγάλης μονής τού Βατοπεδίου f  ό καθη

γούμενος τής σεβασμίας καί Ιεράς βασιλικής μονής Χριστού τού Παντοκρόττορος Γερόντιος Ιερομόναχος ΰπέγραψα 
f  ό προηγούμενος τής Περιβλέπτου ’Αθανάσιος ΰπέγραψα f  ό καθηγούμενος τού * Αγίου Βασιλείου Γερμανός ΰπέγραψα 

f  Παχώμιος Ιερομόναχος καί ήγοΰμενος τού 'Αγίου Παύλου ΰπέγραψα



from their desire to celebrate this Oecumenical Council. After long 
inquiry they have achieved union. W hat a cause for wonder and for 
gratitude to G od that they have seen with their eyes what so many 
had desired to see, but in vain. Then follow the cedulae exactly as 
they had been agreed to in the preliminary discussions except that, 
as the decree is in the name o f the Pope, all the verbs are in the first 
person plural—o f the Procession o f the H oly Spirit, o f the Addition, 
o f the Eucharist, o f Purgatory and o f the primacy with the order of 
the patriarchates. The decree ends: ‘ G iven in Florence in public 
synodical session, in the year o f the Lord ’s Incarnation 1439, 
6 Ju ly , the ninth year o f our pontificate’ , after which come the 
signatures o f the Latins and the Greeks under the respective versions 
o f the decree.1

A ccording to Syropoulus the Emperor had desired that there 
should be an oriental Liturgy immediately after the Latin Mass on 
6 Ju ly . W hen, however, that was said to be impossible for lack o f 
time he sent Isidore, Bcssarion, the Great Chartophylax and Syro^ 
poulus to propose to the Pope that on some convenient day the 
Orientals should celebrate in the cathedral in the presence o f all the 
Latin  synod, in the same way as the Greeks had assisted at the Latin 
cercmony, for that would be a practical demonstration o f the equality 
o f the rites. The Latins had no idea o f what an eastern liturgy con^ 
sisted of, and an explanation by Isidore and Bessarion did not much 
enlighten them. So they suggested that there should first be a private 
celebration which some o f them could observe and then a decision 
could be given on the Emperor’s request. John, however, was so 
displeased with their reply that he let the matter drop.

Various questions o f discipline and administration were raised 
by the one side or the other in the days that followed the proclamation.

1 The original copy was later deposited with the authorities o f  Florence by Card. 
Cesarini. It is still preserved in the Biblioteca Medicea^Laurenziana in the Cassetta 
Cesarini, no. 1 . O n the Latin half it is signed by the Pope, eight cardinals, two patri' 
archs, two bishops representatives o f Burgundy, eight archbishops, fifty other bishops, 
four heads o f Religious Orders, fony^one abbots and the Archdeacon o f Troyes an 
envoy o f Burgundy: on the Greek half by the Emperor, four procurators o f the eastern 
patriarchs, eighteen metropolitans (counting over again the bishop^procurators), the 
Russian Bishop, three procurators o f bishops, five Staurophoroi deacons o f the Great 
Church o f St Sophia, Gregory the Protosyncellus (also a procurator) and seven heads 
or representatives o f monasteries.

T H E  C O U N C I L  O F  F L O R E N C E
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U N I O N

O n the Latin side they were mainly three—what was to be done with 
M ark Eugenicus who refused to accept the decree ofthe Oecumenical 
C ouncil; the need o f providing a successor to the dead Patriarch, 
and the practice o f divorce among the Greeks. The Pope spoke on 
all these when he addressed the Greek synod on 14  Ju ly , and both 
before and after that he urgently drew the attention o f the Emperor 
and o f individual prelates to the need o f action about them. But he 
got no satisfaction. The Emperor refused to allow Eugenicus to be 
judged by the Latins or by the C ouncil in Italy, promising however 
that i f  persuasion failed to make him amend after his return home 
suitable measures would be taken. The Pope himself tried to win 
Mark over, but in vain.1 Similarly as regards the election o f a 
successor, John  was adamant that that should be done in C o n ' 
stantinople according to eastern custom by all those who were entitled 
to vote; and in respect o f divorce, the only answer forthcoming was 
— it is not allowed without reason. From the Greek side there was 
mooted the question o f double episcopal or parochial jurisdiction in 
the same area, and the Emperor not only allowed but encouraged 
(according to Syropoulus) those o f his prelates who lived side by side 
with Latin ‘ intruders’ to petition the Sovereign Pontiff that, as both 
Churches were now one, he should in obedience to the canons 
withdraw the Latin bishops and leave the Greeks in peaceful 
possession. That, replied the Pope, would be difficult; and he pnv 
posed that whichever o f two such bishops should outlive the other 
should, himself and his successors, retain the See for his rite and have 
jurisdiction over all Christians within the diocese.

The Pope wanted more copies o f the decree. Four or five were 
signed by the Greeks on 20 and 2 1  Ju ly , but besides these there were

r Feeling among the Latins about Ephesus was strong. The Diary of Jngbirami notes: 
Et fuit dimissus datus imperatori cum certis conditionibus, quod si intra certutn tempus non appro/ 
baret illos tres articulos etfidem nostram, promisit procedere contra eum. Ego tamen consulueram 
. .  .declaretur bereticus etpuniretur.. .  (Frag. p. 37).

Eugenius wrote to Garatoni in Constantinople 25 August 1440: Aderat interea 
nequam ille Epbesinus, et conceptum virus undique evomebat; quem si imperator ita pro demerito 
punirifuisset assensus. . . multo pauciores babuissetis adversaries (E.P. doc. 243).

Andrew Chrysoberges asserts that Ephesus had promised before leaving Florence 
that he would ‘ accept and subscribe to the decision ofthe Council in Constantinople 
once a patriarch had been elected* (G . Hofmann, ‘ Testimonium ineditum Andreae 
Archiepiscopi Rhodi de Marco Eugenico’ in A .A .V . x i i i  ( 1 9 3 7 ) ,  p p ·  1 3 —19)-
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engrossed an unknown quantity o f additional copies with various 
numbers o f signatures according presumably to the number o f prelates 
still conveniently to be found in Florence, for distribution to the 
eastern Patriarchs and the European princes.1 A lready by 7 Ju ly  
the day after the proclamation o f the union, Eugenius was sending 
out copies o f the decree to Frederick o f Austria, A lbert, K in g  o f the 
Romans, and the German princes and universities, to Am adeus o f 
Savoy and to other kings and princes and dignitaries o f  the Church, 
with an accompanying letter. In this he expressed his joy at the 
achievement and his gratitude to A lm ighty G od, who had brought 
to an end a division that had lasted for 450 years. The Greek 
Emperor and the Patriarch, the procurators o f A lexandria, Antioch 
and Jerusalem, envoys o f the K in g  o f Trebizond, o f the Georgians, 
the Ruthenians and W alachians, with a multitude o f  clerics and 
nobles had endured great dangers from their desire for union, the 
Latins had been present in large numbers, and after careful inquiry 
and discussion the Greeks had professed that the Holy Spirit proceeds 
from Father and Son and had recognised the authority o f the Holy 
See. The Armenians were daily expected. Therefore there was great 
reason for joy, and he requested that everywhere litanies and pro/ 
cessions with public prayers should be celebrated in thanksgiving.

1 The Acta gracca give the number o f the more official copies as five; Syropoulus as 
four, and adds that the Protosyncellus refused to sign them saying that one was enough. 
A s  all these four or five copies seem to be lost there is no means of checking this statement, 
but Gregory’s signature is found on at least one o f the additional copies (in the Vatican 
Library, C od. Ottob. gr. no. 470: cf. A .  Mercati, ‘ II decreto d ’unione del 6 luglio 
14 3 9  nell’Archivio Segreto Vaticano’ , in O .C .P . XI ( 1 9 4 5 ) ,  pp. 13  ff. and p. 9, n. 1 ) ,  
but is missing in a later copy o f the example that once was in Venice (cf. no. 408 of 
A rch. Seg. Vat. ibid. pp. 37 - 8 ) .  ,

On 2 August 1439, 19 fl. were paid by the Camera apost. to Arnoldus notarius sacri 
«««7/7 for 310  copies ofthe decree (A .C .A .  doc. 82). On z October 1439» 59 A. were 
paid for the gold that went into the Emperor’s seals on the decree— enough for about 
twenty/five chrysobulls, and on 2 1  December 1439, 14 fl. 25 sol. for another four seals 
(ibid. docs. 93, 108).

A  few of the copies lack the phrase in the Greek (not the Latin) ‘ in the whole world 
to have the primacy and the Roman Pontiff himself’ which gave rise to controversy at 
the time of the Vatican Council. But the original decree, most copies, the versions of 
it in the Acta gracca, the Memoirs of Syropoulus, the Libellus of Vallaresso all include it, 
so its omission in some examples must be attributed to a copyist’s error. C f. G . Hof' 
mann, Papato, conciliarismo, patriarcato (1438-143$), pp. 59-64: and for the imagined 
difficulty of Dollinger on the quemadmodum etiam of the Latin text, cf. ibid. pp. 65-8; 
H ./L. v i i , 2 , p p .  10 4 4 -6 .

T H E  C O U N C I L  O F  F L O R E N C E
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U N I O N

A lready, by the inspiration o f G od we intend to prepare a fleet and a land 
force next spring, with the hope that H e who hath begun in us a good work will 
perfect it and by these endeavours o f ours w ill be propitious and merciful to 
snatch the Catholic Rock from the yoke o f miserable servitude. W e trust indeed 
that this enterprise will meet with an easy and happy success by your aid and 
labour and that o f the other Christian Princes.1

The Pope’s joy at the event and his request for thanksgiving found 
an echo in one kingdom at least. O n 3 October Henry V I  o f 
England wrote to him that he had ordered processiones} letanias ac 
orationes publicas per loca nostrae ditioni supposita.2 But Pietro del Monte 
had already informed Eugenius o f the joyful reception o f the news 
in England:

Great manifestations, besides, o f  joy and gladness were ordered. Public 
prayers in procession were instituted especially in this royal city, which is the 
chief and most important o f this realm. A l l  the clergy and the people went in 
procession to the churches, the quarters o f the city and the public squares ac^ 
cording to custom, and returned generous thanks to G od with hymns and chants 
and solemn ceremonies. In many places sermons were preached to the people. . . 3

and writing a month later to the Bishop o f St A saph he told him: 
‘ The Archbishop o f Canterbury has done this, as well as other 
bishops___ ’4

Meanwhile Eugenius had not forgotten the Greeks in Florence. 
Early in Ju ly  he had arranged a loan with the Medicis o f 6,000 florins 
to be paid against money in Venice for ships for the Greeks,5 and 
on 1 A ugust the Signoria at the instance o f the Pope took measures 
to expedite the preparations.6 He made presents o f various kinds o f 
cloths to many o f the Emperor’s courtiers;7 on 13 A ugust he granted 
to Bessarion an annual pension o f 300 fl. as long as he remained in 
Constantinople or 600 if  at the papal court,8 made Dorotheus o f

1 E.P. docs. 178-93· The entry about the payment o f the messenger reads: Itemflorenos 
auri similes quinque per eum solutos d. Haquino Gori Dalbiensi ord'mis S . Aug. Lundinensis 
diocesis, capellano ser.mi d. regis Scotiepro subsidio. . .  (ibid. doc. 86) and that of the messenger 
to England: *Pro uno Cursore transmisso ad d. ducem et alios prelatos Burgundie necnon ad 
ser.mum d. regem, rev.mum d. cardinalem et alios prelatos Anglie florenos X X  V (ibid. doc. 90).

2 Bckynton, op. cit. 11, ep. ccxiv, p. 5 1.
3 G . Hofmann, ‘ Briefe eines päpstlichen Nuntius etc/, in O .C .P . v, (1939) p. 431
4 Ibid. p .  425. 5 E.P. doc. 194 and A .C .A .  doc. 78-
6 A .C .A .  doc. 8 1. 7 Ibid. doc. 93.
8 E.P. doc. 196.
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Mitylene a somewhat similar gift,1 created Nicolo Sagundino the 
well'deserving interpreter an apostolic secretary,2 and assigned to 
Nathanael o f Rhodes the vacant church o f Nisyri (one o f the islands 
o f  the Cyclades) in commendamJ O n  17  A ugust he created Isidore 
A postolic Delegate for Russia and the neighbouring territories, 
furnishing him with a safe^conduct and a letter o f  credence and 
commendation to V asili o f M oscow.4

The first o f the Greeks to depart— the Metropolitans o f Heraclea, 
Cyzicus, Trebizond, Monembasia, Nicomedia and Dram a with 
some fifty clerics—left Florence round about 2 1 Ju ly  for Venice, 
there to await the Emperor. Syropoulus informs us that only when 
they were on the point o f mounting their horses were they given the 
muclvrequested and long'delayed maintenance grants, the arrears o f 
five months.5 |For that neglect the city o f Florence was responsible,6 
and even then the Medicis advanced the money for this last payment 
and were reimbursed by a vote o f the Com m une o f  22 A ugust,7 
implemented only on 30 September.8,, Other groups followed at 
intervals, one leaving five days after the first, another perhaps on 
xo A ugust,9 and the Emperor sent on his clerics before he left 
himself. In Bologna one o f these, the deacon Philip, met an English 
embassy on its way to Florence,10 eager when it realised that he had 
just left the Council to hear how it had all ended. The English

1 E.P. doc. 197· 2 Ibid. doc. 199·
3 Ibid. doc. 200. 4 Ibid. docs. 202-4.
5 For once in a way he does not state the amount. In any case they were not owed 

for five months. Even counting from mid/Jan. (and the calculations o f Florence all 
began from 15  February, as though there were no outstanding debts up till that date, 
cf. A.C.A. doc. 72; Jorga, 11, pp. 33, 35— extracts from Register o f Uscite) six months 
only had passed till mid/July and they had received money for two months on 22 May. 
Probably the Pope, besides paying the expenses o f their transport, gave them also a 
viaticum for the journey and expenses for their stay in Venice.

6 C f. J .  G ill, ‘ The Cost o f the Council o f Florence’ , in O .C .P . x x n  (1956),
pp. 3 14 - 16 ·

7 A.C.A. doc. 88. 8 Jorga, 11, pp. 34, 35.
9 A t  any rate a house inhabited by the Greeks fell vacant on 10  A ugust (A.C.A. 

doc. 97).
10 There is no record o f any English embassy to Florence either in papal documents, 

or in contemporary diaries, or in Bekynton’s correspondence, or in the letters o f Pietro 
del Monte who was then in England and who certainly would have written about it. 
A lso  I could not find any authorisation for it in the relevant files o f the Treasury o f 
Receipts at the Record Office. So one must conclude that here Syropoulus is in error. 
Besides, no embassy o f any other nation seems to have gone to Florence at that time.
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U N I O N

asked about the Filioque, about leavened and unleavened bread in 
the Eucharist, about the Creed, but when they learnt that (it is 
Syropoulus that records the incident) nothing had been changed, 
that the Latin and the Greek beliefs about the Procession o f the 
H oly Spirit were really one and the same, that the two liturgies were 
still allowed, and that both forms o f the Creed were lawful, they 
concluded that the C ou ncil had effected nothing.

The Emperor stayed on in Florence for another month. O n 
27  Ju ly  he went on an excursion to the shrine o f O ur L ad y ’s Girdle 
at Prato, returning by Pistoia, when he moved the good man o f the 
house in Peretola where he dined to compassion ‘ because he had 
lost the use o f his legs’ , since he rode right into the main room o f the 
house to dismount.1 A  fortnight later he was visited by the Arm e/ 
nians come to arrange union offaiths with the Pope. O n  26 August, 
taking Mark o f Ephesus with him, he left for Venice, but before his 
departure he rewarded the generosity o f the city o f Florence to him 
and his by granting it the rights o f creating imperial notaries, by 
according it the privileges once enjoyed by the Pisans in Constant 
tinople and by creating two o f its citizens, Iacopo de Morellis and 
Michele Fedini, members o f his ‘ fam ily’ .2 Demetrius his brother, 
who had left Florence with Gemistus and Scholarius on 25 Ju n e ,3 
also showed his gratitude by promising through his ambassador 
Athanasius Lascaris privileges to Florentine merchants in the Morea.4

W hen John set out from Florence all the cardinals and a throng 
o f  Latin clerics and officials, with the officers o f the Com m une, 
escorted him to the coniines o f the city ‘ with trumpets and flutes, 
when twelve men held a canopy spread over him and two o f the most 
respected Signori o f the city led his horse on foot’ ,5 and three o f the 
cardinals with a suitable array o f attendants accompanied him to 
the boundaries o f Florentine territory. He entered Bologna on the

1 Lambros, 111, pp. 327-9. Four days later the Commune o f Florence paid its 
citizen who had provided what was necessary for the outing (Jorga, 11, p. 34).

2 Lambros, m, pp. 334 -52 , the last of these is dated 6 August 1439; J ·  Müller, 
op. cit. doc. c x x i ,  c x x i i .

3 Reisebericht, ed. G . Stökl, p. 166. Syropoulus says that he left four days after 
the Patriarch’s burial ( ix , 1 1 ,  p. 268), namely 15/16  June, but later he implies that he was 
still in Florence (x , 5, p. 284). He was certainly in Florence on 16 June ( A G .  p. 448).

4 J .  Müller, op. cit. doc. c x x in , but not till 145O and then to further his own projects
5 Reisebericht, p. 167.
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morning o f Monday, 31 A ugust. In his honour that day was 
declared a holiday and all business came to an end. The dignitaries 
o f the city received him and escorted him to the palace o f Cardinal 
Nicolo Albergati, archbishop o f Bologna, who entertained him till 
his departure. A s  a gesture o f gratitude, on 2 September he knighted 
Tadeo Manfredi and the eight^year old boy G iovanni, son o f Guido 
Antonio, signore di Faenza. But not all the citizens were equally 
gratified with his visit. One o f the chroniclers, remembering the 
taxes they had paid two years earlier, ends his account o f the Emperor’ s 
passage through the city: ‘ The coming o f this Emperor to Italy cost 
the Bolognese 30,000 florins.’ 1

Though the ships for the Greeks were in process o f being fitted 
out since early Ju ly, they were not ready yet for an immediate 
departure. The Emperor’ s own ship was blessed and launched on 
13  September, but a fire that night in the dockyard delayed further 
preparations. O n 14  September (to Syropoulus’ great disgust for it 
was Sunday and the feast o f the Exaltation o f the H oly Cross) John 
went for two days on an excursion to Padua. Some time after his 
return, at the request o f the Doge, the Greeks celebrated their Liturgy 
in St M ark’s. Apparently after their return to Constantinople one 
o f the complaints levelled against them was that they had celebrated 
on Latin altars. Syropoulus is here writing a defence. Gregory the 
Protosyncellus (his bete'noire) and the Emperor were to blame. The 
former, to compromise the more those who in their hearts did not 
favour the union though they had signed the decree, chose them and 
no others as the sacred ministers and the Emperor would take no 
excuse from any o f them. So they had to celebrate, but they used 
their own antiminsion,2 sang the Creed without the Filioque and 
did not pray for the Pope. Other anti^unionists who had not taken 
part in that Liturgy were later compelled to function in a solemn 
commemoration o f the dead Patriarch in the church o f St George, 
when a Latin bishop and eight Latin monks in vestments assisted 
most devoutly.

O n 14  October the Greeks went on board their four ships, but a

1 Muratori, x v m , 1, p. 96; x x x m , 1, p. 59.
2 A  square of linen ornamented with the symbols of the Passion, containing some 

small relics of a Saint, placed on the altar during the Liturgy.
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storm that night in the harbour did such damage that three days were 
needed to effect the necessary repairs. Finally on 19  October, in 
company with two Venetian armed vessels which the Signoria sent 
at the Emperor’s request for his greater security, they set out for Pola. 
From there through many storms and dangers they reached Corfu 
where the Greek clergy inveighed against them, saying that from 
then on they would have no defence in their arguments against the 
Latins. Methone was reached on 16  November where again they 
were derided by their co-religionists. O r at least Syropoulus says so. 
A  chronicle reports:

A n d  on 23 N ovem ber the L a tin  bishop celebrated w ith his priests, and the 

G reek bishop and his clergy d id  not celebrate on that day, only the Latin s, 

and the G reeks exchanged the kiss o f  peace in  the L atin  L iturgy . A n d  on 24  o f  

the same month the Greek bishop, K y r  Joseph , in  the w orld  K ontaratos, 

celebrated, and all the clergy and all the countryside round-about, Latins and 

G reeks, assisted in the church o f  St Jo h n  the T h eologian , and the Signore the 

Castellano and all the men and w om en o f  position, as w ell as the G reeks, ate 

the antidoron.1

In  Euboea2 Dorotheus o f Mitylene organised a procession in which 
Latins and Greeks took part, walking side by side, ending in a Greek 
Liturgy in a Latin church with Mitylene as celebrant; but (once 
more Syropoulus) the local Greeks held that they had been betrayed 
by the union.

Then a desire o f the Emperor to wait for couriers from Constant 
tinople made them lose time in the small harbour o f Oreon. W hile 
they were there George C appadox, the Protekdikus, died and was 
buried in the Latin church o f St George on a small neighbouring

1 Lambros, in , p. 362. The date o f arrival in Methone is taken from this chronicle: 
Syropoulus gives no date; he states, however, that they remained in Methone only 
five days which does not tally with the account o f the chronicle. That Syropoulus is 
here exaggerating or reporting the opinion o f only a few local Greeks appears from a 
letter o f the Pope dated 25 August 1440 replying to a report sent by Garatoni who had 
accompanied the Greeks back to Constantinople: ‘After your departure.. .w e were 
informed, when you put into Methone, Corone, Negroponte (Euboea) and the 
Peloponnesus, both about the promulgation there o f the glorious union o f the Greeks 
with the Western Church and the most ready acceptance o f it by the peoples o f those 
parts* (E .P . doc. 243).

Antidoron— bread, blessed but not consecrated during the Liturgy, and distributed 
afterwards to the faithful.

2 Euboea, i.e. Negroponte, at that time a Venetian possession.
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island. A s  the Emperor did not come, after waiting for him for more 
than ten days they returned to Euboea and were kept there another 
fortnight by the weather. News reached them there o f the serious 
illness o f the Empress, and as they were about to set out again 
Cassandrinus Palaeologus died. But they could not wait to bury 
him. They entrusted that office to Nicholas Sagundino (a native o f 
Euboea) giving him money for the expenses. Then while they were 
at Kotzinos a ship from Constantinople arrived with news o f the 
Empress’s death, but John was not told o f it for fear that he might 
pass days o f inactivity while mourning for his loss. More days o f 
strong winds and perils followed, but/finally the convoy reached 
Constantinople on i February 1440J The Emperor’s brother Con/ 
stantine, with a large company o f the local nobility and o f Genoese 
and Venetians, went to meet him. But even they shrank from breaking 
to him the news o f his loss. It was not till he reached the palace with 
Demetrius that they learnt from their mother that death had robbed 
each o f them o f his wife.
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C H A P T E R  I X

T H E  C O U N C I L  G O E S  ON,  

A N D  E N D S  I N  R O M E

B
e f o r e  all the Greeks had left, the Armenians had arrived. 

They had been invited to take part in the negotiations for 
union as long ago as 1434, when Garatoni, sent to treat with 

the Emperor o f Constantinople by Eugenius, had been instructed to 
contact and even to visit also the Arm enian Patriarch. Those negotia/ 
tions, however, came to nothing because the C ouncil o f Basel 
interfered and Eugenius deferred to its decision. But as soon/as the 
break with Basel over the choice o f the site for the C ouncil was final, 
the Pope renewed relations with them. O n 2 Ju ly  1437  he/wrote to 
the authorities o f the Genoese colony at C affa (Crim ea) reconv 
mending Giacomo dei Primadizi, the V icar General o f the Friars 
Minor, who was sent primarily apparently to visit the Franciscan 
convents o f those parts, but also to contact the Armenians, o f whom 
there was a large colony in and about Caffa, though their Patriarch 
resided in Sis (C ilic ia ).1

The Genoese authorities in Caffa, and particularly the consul 
Paolo Imperiali, were most avoperative. O n 12  May 1438 a kind 
o f synod o f the Armenians, composed o f the Bishop Malachus with 
twenty^one priests, two monks and fourteen laymen, agreed at a 
meeting with a committee o f the local Italian officials to send an 
envoy to the Pope whether or not their Patriarch assented, though 
they stipulated too for an interval o f three months while a messenger 
went to him to seek his approval.2 A n  Arm enian Bishop, by name 
Guanesius (Ovanesius—Ioannes?) bore letters from the Armenians,

1 The Armenians had refused to accept the Council o f Chalcedon with its doctrine 
o f two natures in the one Person o f Christ, so they were Monophysites. E .P .  doc. 74; 
A . L .  p . 268.

2 Hofmann, Orientalium doc. min. doc. 29.
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the consul and Fra Giacomo, and returned with letters from the 
Patriarch Constantine, dated Vagarsabat 25 Ju ly  1438 , addressed to 
the consul and to the Arm enian community, warmly welcoming the 
proposal and nominating as his delegates with full powers three 
doctors, Serchis, Mark and Thomas, with Joachim , bishop o f Pera, 
where too the Armenians were numerous/W inter, however, and the 
lack o f ships prevented an immediate departure.1 Sometime before 
1 December there set out from C affa  Serchis and Thom as, both 
advanced in years, in company with Giacom o dei Primadizi, Fra 
Basilius, O .F .M . to act as interpreter, and a monk Narses who was 
probably a member o f the Dominican Fratres Peregrinantes pro Christo , 
also to function as interpreter. W ith them came also St John Capis^ 
trano who, sent some time before to regulate the affairs o f the Oriental 
Province o f the Friars Minor, had had a share in the negotiations 
with the Arm enians.2 Whether the other two delegates nominated 
by Constantine were with them— Mark and the Bishop Joachim — 
is uncertain. N o further mention o f them is found in the documents 
and the Bishop’s signature is not on the decree that marked the end 
o f the mission, as one would have expected. By 3 A ugust they were 
in Genoa and on the thirteenth o f the same month reached Florence.

Practically nothing is known o f what went on between the 
Armenians and the Latins in Italy. Some time before 4 September^ 
one o f the visiting delegates addressed the Pope, probably when he 
presented his credentials, in words like these:

Y o u  hold the See o f  C hrist. Y o u  are vicar o f  C hrist in the See o f  the A postles. 

W e  have com e to you, our head. W e  have com e to our shepherd. Y o u  are the 

foundation o f  the C h u rch . Every member that has left you is sick, and w ild  

beasts have devoured the flock that has separated itself from you. C hurches that 

have not followed you or been upheld by you have been utterly overthrown. 
Y o u , the head, be compassionate to the members. Y o u , the shepherd, gather 

together the flock. Y o u , the foundation, confirm  the C hurches. Y o u , w h o  have 

the power o f  the heavenly keys, open to us the gates o f  eternal life .4

1 Letter o f Duke o f Genoa to Pope 27 May 1439, A . C . A .  doc. 74.
2 W adding, op. cit. p. 81.
3 Befote 4 September becausc the Bull Moyses vir D e i o f 4 September refers to the 

Armenians as recognising the supremacy and teaching o f the Pope and as having 
come ‘ for spiritual food and the truth o f sound doctrine*.

4 Hofmann, Orientalium doc. mitt. doc. 35.
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The delegates had several colloquies with the Pope, and ‘ nearly every 
d ay ’ till 22 November when the Decretum pro A m ent's was solemnly 
promulgated they were engaged in discussions, held in the convent of 
S . Maria Novella, with Cardinals A ntonio Correr, N icolo A lbert 
gati, G iuliano Cesarini and numerous Latin theologians o f all the 
three Estates of the Latin C ou n cil,1 among whom Giovanni Monte/ 
nero must assuredly be numbered, for to him the Genoese authorities 
wrote several letters recommending their protégés to his especial care.

The Decretum pro Armenis (as it is usually called)— the Bull 
Exultate Deo o f 22  November 1439— is a very lengthy document 
composed with an eye on the doctrinal history o f the Armenians and 
the documents issued by previous popes in their regard based on 
information provided by the Dominican and Franciscan missionaries 
who for more than a century had been in close contact with them. 
After an introduction thanking A lm ighty G od for his gracious 
mercy and praising the envoys, ‘ avid for ecclesiasjucal union’ , for 
their self/sacrifice in undergoing so much hardship to achieve it, 
there come the texts o f the Nicene/Constantinopolitan Creed with 
the addition o f the Filioque (to be recited by the Arm enians in their 
Liturgy on Sundays and the greater feasts); the definition o f ChaL· 
cedon, renewed in the Fifth and Sixth Councils, on the two natures 
in Christ; and the definition o f the Sixth Council on the two wills in 
Christ. Then follows a paragraph affirming the oecumenicity o f the 
C ouncil o f Chalcedon and the authority of Pope St Leo, anciently 
rejected by the Arm enians. A fter that there is a long section on the 
sacraments stating their number as seven, distinguishing in them the 
two necessary elements o f ‘ matter’ and-‘ form ’ , and declaring that 
three o f them, Baptism, Confirmation and Orders, may never be 
repeated as they give a ‘ character to the souP. Each sacrament is 
then treated o f separately, to clarify what is its matter, its form, its 
ordinary minister, its effect.2 The Athanasian Creed follows, then 
the Bu ll o f union with the Greeks in full, then the dates o f certain 
ancient feasts to bring the Arm enian calendar into conformity with

1 A . L .  p. 268.
2 In the paragraph on Orders comes the well-known phrase: 'whose matter is that 

by the giving o f which the Order is conferred. A V the priesthood is given by the 
delivering o f a chalice with wine and a paten with bread/
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those o f the Latins and the Greeks. The decree continues that, when 
all the above had been recited in Latin, a synopsis o f it (also contained 
in the decree) was read out in Arm enian by the monk Narses, who 
also proclaimed the acceptance o f it all by the Arm enian delegates. 
The Bull bears the signature o f the Pope— Ego Eugenius catholice 
ecclesie episcopus ita decernens subscripsi—o f eight cardinals, two patri/ 
archs, five archbishops, thirty/five bishops and twenty/five abbots 
from the Latins, and o f Serchis and Thomas for the Arm enians.1

By letters o f the next day Eugenius announced the joyful news to 
Genoa and to Ferrara, ordering processions and litanies o f thanks/ 
giving and conceding an indulgence to the faithful who participated 
in them, and shortly afterwards to other parts o f the Christian world. 
In Genoa certainly2 and in England3 his behest was fulfilled. Genoa 
made all arrangements for the return journey o f the envoys, providing 
horses to Pisa, a small ship for the voyage thence to Genoa and a 
galley to take them on to C hios.4 They reached Genoa on about 
29  December with the monk Narses the bearer o f two letters, dated
15  December 1439. In the first o f these, meant for the Latin ecclesias/ 
tical authorities o f CafFa, the Pope insists that the Arm enian Bishop, 
despite the prevailing local custom, should be permitted to wear the 
mitre in public services and to bless members o f his own flock, 
inveighs against the abuse (apparently sometimes practised) o f re/ 
baptising any, whether Greek, Slav or Arm enian, who had already 
been baptised, and decrees that the Arm enian Bishop should enjoy 
free and complete jurisdiction over his own Arm enians—thus in 
fact recognising a double episcopal jurisdiction in the one area.5

■ Tfie second letter was addressed to Venerabili fratri Gregorio archie/ 
piscopo M ove, apparently the Arm enian Ordinary o f L w o w  (Lem / 
berg) in Poland. From this it appears that he, too, had had represen/ 
tatives in Florence, for the letter congratulates him on his having 
sent delegates, mentions the long discussions, exhorts him both to 
subscribe himself to the decree and to recommend it throughout his

1 The original decree is preserved in the Biblioteca Medicea^Laurenziana o f Florence, 
Cassetta Cesarini. E .P .  doc. 224.

2 A . C . A .  doc. 103.
3 Letter o f Henry V I  dated 8 February 1440 in Bekynton, op. cit. n, c c c v ,  p. 5 1.
4 A .C .A .  docs. 105-7.
5 E .P .  doc. 235.
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jurisdiction, and asks him to reply to the Pope through Narses the 
monk o f C a ffa .1

The city o f "Genoa, like Hugenius, was determined to implement 
the union by the removal o f the restrictions on the Arm enians that 
had hitherto obtained. In the course o f the next eighteen months it 
directed to C affa or Pera in favour o f the Armenians no less than 
fourteen letters (two o f them to accompany copies o f the decree 
written in Latin and Arm enian, sent by the Pope to be preserved in 
the cities’ archives for the settlement o f disputes).2 For example, in 
a letter o f 30 December 1439  the Consul, Massarii and the Council 
o f C affa  are exhorted to welcome the returning legates and to respect 
and cherish them for the rest o f their lives. Further they arc to bring 
the Arm enians together and to instruct them in^the provisions and 
meaning o f the decree, and for the future to allow them to build 
churches within the city, to treat Arm enian churches in the matter 
o f taxation as they did Latin ones, to allow Arm enians to celebrate 
what other feasts they liked provided they observed those stipulated 
in the decree, not to interfere officially with poor Arm enians working 
behind closed doors on feast-days, and to desist from the abuse of 
baptising and then keeping fugitive slaves o f the Arm enians.3

1 S . Obertynski, ‘ Die Florentiner Union der polnischen Armenier und ihr Bischofs^ 
katalog’ , in O .C . x x x v i  (1934), pp. 1-68. Text o f letter also in E .P .  doc. 236. 
There is a certain mystery about this letter: (1)  it reads like a letter to the Armenian 
Patriarch; (2) no letter from the Pope to the Armenian Patriarch is extant; (3) it is the 
only source o f information about Polish co-operation in the C ouncil; (4) and o f any 
bishop o f Lemberg called Gregory at that time (Obertyrisky’s catalogue gives: Avedic, 
nominatus 14 15, obiit 1445); (5) Lemberg had bishops not archbishops till 1635; 
(6) the Patriarch Constantine died c. micUi439 and was followed by Joseph III for 
a few months and then by Gregory I X  Musabekianz ( A . Balgy, Historia doctrinae 
catholicae inter Armenos, etc. (Vienna, 1878), p. 159, who gives the date o f Gregory’s 
accession as 1440— presumably approximately).

It would be tempting to conclude that the letter was directed to the Patriarch 
Gregory, were it not for the inscription ‘ archiepiscopo* and ‘ M ove’ (which is Ober/ 
tyrisky’s conjecture for another editor’s ‘ Illoneae’ , op. cit. p. 9); that the doc. was in 
the Armenian archives in Lemberg; the date 1440 for Gregory’s accession; the fact 
that Genoa apparently did not know o f Constantine’s demise till after 5 September 
1440; the fact that John o f Segovia wrote: A r m e n i.. .solum essent homines quinque brutales 
( M . C .  h i, 405), whereas we know the names o f only two Caflfa' Armenians certainly 
present, Serchis and Thomas, with Narses, though possibly Fra Basilius, O .F .M ., was 
also an Armenian, but there may have been also attendants. " A . C . A .

3 Ibid. doc. 1 1 7  which gives an interesting insight into the usual relations between 
Latins and Armenians.
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Others o f the letters were addressed to the (defunct) Patriarch Con^ 
stantine (4 January 1440, 5 September 1440), encouraging him to 
accept the union and offering him suitable residence in C affa or 
Pera; and to the Patriarch Gregory, Constantine’s successor (5 A pril 
14 4 1) , urging him to subscribe to the union (with the suggestion, 
too, that i f  he did not he would not be able to collect his usual dues 
from the Armenians resident in Latin and Greek territories), and 
proposing that he should take up residence in C affa, Pera or Fama^ 
gusta. Gregory’s answer was delayed, owing to the fact that he was 
visiting the Arm enian communities o f Palestine and Egypt, and that 
meantime a schismatical patriarch had also been elected. News, 
however, o f the union reached him in Cairo where he met Alberto 
da Sarteano, sent there by the Pope on a mission to the Copts, and 
from there he wrote a letter o f willing acceptance to Eugenius, dated 
4 September 1440 .1 W hat the further history o f the union was is not 
fully known, but there is every reason to believe that it flourished at 
least till 1475 when C affa  fell to the victorious arms o f the Turk.

W hile Eugenius was thus striving for the union o f the Eastern 
and the Western Churches, the remnant o f Basel, dwindling in 
numbers and divided in opinions, but kept together by the iron 
determination o f the Cardinal o f Arles, was heading more and more 
rapidly towards schism. The long-drawn out legal process against 
the Pope was crystallised into eight propositions, the first three o f 
which asserted:

T h e truth about the power o f  a G eneral C o u n c il, representing the universal 

C h u rc h , over a pope and anyone else whatsoever, declared by the General 

C o u n c ils  o f  Constance and this one o f  Basel, is a truth o f  the C ath o lic  faith. 

T h is  truth, that a General C o u n c il, representing the universal C h u rc h , legitim 

mately convened on matters specified in the above truth [i.e. pertaining to the 

faith, to the extirpation o f  heresy and to the general reformation o f  the C h u rch  

in head and members] or any one o f  them, in no authoritative w ay can be 

dissolved without its ow n consent, or prorogued to another tim e, or transferred 

from  place to place by a pope, is a truth o f  the C ath o lic  faith. A n yo n e  w ho 

persists in opposing the above-mentioned tw o truths is to be held heretical.2

1 H . Balgy, op. cit. pp. i6 r - j ,  who states that the original o f the letter is in the 
Medicea/Laurenziana library o f Florence and gives its date as 4 September 1450. 
But Alberto da Sarteano returned from the Orient in 1441 and does not seem to have 
visited Cairo ever again, so the year 1450 must be regarded as a mistake for 1440.

2 Text as decreed 16 May 1439, M .C .  ni, 278.

T H E  C O U N C I L  O F  F L O R E N C E

310



The other five propositions applied these ‘ truths’ to Eugenius. On
1 6 May in the thirty^third session the first three o f these propositions 
were decreed, but not without opposition. For some time the rê  
presentatives o f Milan and A ragon had been using every known 
stratagem to stave off a decision. In the session o f 16 May, when they 
saw that their efforts were fruitless, they left the council chamber. 
A lem an, ho\vever, with only nineteen other ‘ mitres’ 1 (all o f them 
except two belonging to the French or German ‘ nations’), but with 
the relics o f Saints brought from the local churches and placed on 
the vacant seats o f absent bishops to support him, triumphantly 
declared the decree accepted. O n 13 June the proposal o f the princes 
to solve the ecclesiastical problem by a thirc) council in some other 
place was finally rejected. O n 24 June— haSte was now essential as 
Basel was stricken by the plague and mortality, also among the 
members o f the C ouncil, was very high—the other five propositions 
were approved. O n 25 June the three hundred members, among 
whom there were probably only seven consecrated bishops and not 
more than thirty^seven ‘ mitres’ in all, agreed that

this same holy S y n o d . . .  pronounces, decrees and declares that G ab rie l, formerly 

nam ed Eugenius I V  Pope, was and is notoriously and manifestly contum acious, 

disobedient to the com m ands and precepts o f  the universal C h u rch , continuing 

in  open rebellion, a persistent violator and contemner o f  the holy synodical 

canons, a destroyer o f  the peace and the unity o f  the C h u rc h , a notorious source 

o f  scandal to the universal C h u rc h , a notorious practiser o f  simony, perjured, an 

incorrigible schismatic, erring in the f a i t h .. . .T h e  same holy Synod , therefore, 

declares and pronounces that he is ipso ju r e  deprived o f  the papacy and the R om an 

pontificate, and removes, deposes, deprives and dismisses him  from them___ 2

A  long letter o f 2 Ju ly  notified to the world the ‘ three truths o f the 
faith ’ with the five other propositions, and the deposition o f ‘ the 
aforesaid Gabriel, once called Eugenius I V ’ , and demanded assent 
and obedience.^

News o f the action o f the Baseler reached Florence on 12  Ju ly, 
fortunately after the promulgation of the decree o f union with the 
Greeks.4 There is no sign o f any reaction to it among the Orientals

1 I.e. bishops and abbots. 2 M .C . in , 326.
3 Ibid. 331 - 4 .
4 The D iary  o f Andrew da S. Croce who adds: quod si ante sextam pervenisset, forte 

reductions Grecorum sacrosanctum opus penitus divertisseHt, Frag. p. 47. The Bolognese
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in any Greek writing. Eugenius, however, could not ignore it. 
First, to reassure his supporters, on 23 A ugust he declared all 
penalties decreed or to be decreed by the remnant at Basel as o f no 
effect.1 Then in the solemn session o f 4 September in the church o f 
S . Maria Novella, where fuerunt bene centum mitriati prelati et papa 
interfuit,2 with Isidore o f K iev  and twelve Greeks in their vestments,3 
there was promulgated the Bull Moyses vir D e i, the gist o f which is 
as follows. A s  Moses bade the people leave the company o f Korah, 
Dathan and A biram , so must we warn the faithful to flee the com/ 
pany o f the men o f Basel, who are nothing but a collection o f repro/ 
bates. They nearly wrecked the work o f union with the Greeks, and 
so we had to translate the C ouncil first to Ferrara, then because o f the 
pestilence to Florence, whereafter long disputations and many labours 
union was happily consummated. N o w  there is great hope o f con/ 
cord with other oriental nations, the pledge o f which is the presence 
o f Arm enian delegates who look to the See o f Peter as to the mother 
and mistress o f all the faithful. A l l  this divine work the men o f Basel, 
Christians in name yet worse than pagans, have impeded as much as 
they could with their futile dissensions about the site o f the Council, 
their monitorium or citatorium which they sent even to Constantinople 
to prevent the Greeks setting out, their impious attempted suspension 
o f ourselves, their so/called session o f 16  May last, wherein ‘ saying 
that they adhered to certain decrees, though they were put out by 
only one out o f three obediences after the departure o f John  X X I I I ,  
as he was called in that same obedience, while schism was still in 
being in Constance’ , they passed three propositions as truths o f the 
faith, as i f  to make us and the rest o f the Christian world heretics, 
concerning the supreme power o f a General C ouncil, the impossi/ 
bility to dissolve, defer, or to move it without its own consent, and 
the stigma o f heresy attaching to such as impugn the above two 
propositions.4 ‘ In this most pernicious, while cloaking their own 
malice with the colours o f the truth o f the faith, they pervert the

chronicler Ghirardacci says that on 25 June notices o f the deposition were affixed to the 
doors o f the two churches o f S . Pietro and S. Petronio in Bologna. His date must be 
wrong. Perhaps he wrote giugno for luglio. Muratori, x x x m , 1, p. 58.

1 Raynaldus, ad annum 1439, x x v m . 2 Diarium Ingbirami, Frag. p. 37.
3 Reiseberkbt, ed. Stokl, p. 167.
4 The Bull quotes the exact words o f the Baseler cited above p. 410
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C ouncil o f Constance to a wrong and false meaning and one 
altogether different from its doctrine’ , after the fashion o f all heretics. 
Wherefore the penalties decreed against them by the C ouncil in Ferrara 
on 15  February 1438 (in the Bull Exposcit debitum) are renewed, the 
propositions o f the Baseler above described ‘ according to the false 
meaning o f the Baseler themselves, which in fact they show, as 
contrary to the sense o f the H oly Scripture, the holy Fathers and the 
C ouncil o f Constance itself’ are condemned, and they themselves 
were and are schismatics and heretics.1

The burning question between Basel and Eugenius was the 
relation o f a General C ouncil to a pope. The decree o f union with 
the Greeks had already given part o f Eugenius’ answer, but had 
made no reference (as indeed it hardly could) to the decree passed 
in the fifth session (6 A p ril 14 15 )  o f the Council o f Constance, on 
which the C ouncil o f Basel based its obdurate belief. This Bull 
Moyses vir D e i  supplemented that answer, adumbrating Eugenius’ 
attitude to Constance—the decree in question was the work o f but 
one ‘ obedience’ , and that after the flight o f its own antipope, and 
so was not the decision o f a C ouncil representing the whole C hurch .2 
But the Pope was not content with that. Some time within the six 
weeks or so after 4 September he staged a kind o f debate between 
C ardinal Cesarini,defending the Baseler thesis,3 and Joh n  ofTorque^ 
mada, upholding his. The exact date and the details o f this disputa^ 
non (it took at least two days) are not known. Cesarini’s discourse 
has not been preserved, but its main lines can be reconstructed from 
Torquem ada’s reply which (doubtless retouched and amplified) is 
known now under the title Oratio synodalis de primatu.4 Its interest 
for us is that Torquemada was undoubtedly saying what Eugenius

1 Text in E .P .  doc. 210 .
2 In the Bull E tsi non dubitemus o f 2 1 A pril 1441 addressed to several universities 

(E .P . doc. 248) Eugenius developed this argument still further. Basel elaborated a 
detailed answer ( M .C .  111, 115 3 -9 5 ).

3 Cesarini had at Basel been a firm supporter o f the superiority o f a Council as 
regards faith, heresy and reform, and though later greatly disillusioned by the behaviour 
o f the fanatics in Basel, was possibly still not quite convinced o f a pope's superiority 
in all circumstances.

4 Latest edition, E. Candal (Rome, 1954). ^ h e  treatise contains eighty^five demy 
quarto pages o f concise argumentation: cf. the very detailed scheme in A ppendix 2 
o f Candal.
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thought. It is too long to allow o f an adequate description, but the 
main points are these.

The decree o f Constance was issued not by a General Council but 
by a part under a doubtful Pope who had fled, and so is no sound 
foundation for the pretensions o f Basel. Even a General Council 
speaks dependently on the pope whose supreme authority remains 
during a Council. O nly St Peter received supreme power from 
Christ (which is proved in very many ways and objections to it 
answered). A  pope is not under a C ouncil in matters o f faith, 
though i f  a pope should oppose the unanimous decision o f a C ouncil 
or persist in denying what clearly is o f faith, the C ouncil should be 
upheld; in matters o f reform he is not under it at all; only for heresy 
may a pope be deposed or judged. Basel, begun and for some time 
continued legitimately, was not (because, e.g. o f its attitude to the 
papal presidents) always a certainly legitimate C ouncil, and in any 
case its decrees have not received papal approbation which, as the 
Scriptures, the Doctors, etc. show, is essential i f  they are to have 
authority, for the Pope’s authority is not included in that o f the 
Council, since the Pope is not a part, but has the totality o f power.

Eugenius wasted no time in sending copies o f the Moyses vir D t ‘ 

to the princes, for it was o f the utmost importance to him, as it was 
to the remnant o f Basel, to have their support. Couriers were des  ̂
patched to the D uke o f Burgundy and to the K in g  o f  England, his 
faithful adherents, with letters dated 1 1  September and the text o f 
the Bull. W ith the K in g  o f France he had had a regular correspond 
dence in the course o f 1439 in which, inveighing against the excesses 
o f  Basel, he exhorted him to support the work going on in Florence 
where there was no embassy from the French court, and complained 
bitterly that the Frenchmen in Basel were among the most implacably 
hostile to the H oly See, yet were not recalled by their sovereign.1 
Charles’s policy o f neutrality was not meeting with universal favour 
even in France itself. In A p ril 1439 the Etats de la Langue d’ O c 
reproached him for his hasty acceptance o f the decrees o f Basel, laid 
the blame on his shoulders for the continuation o f the ecclesiastical 
conflict, affirmed that the larger part and the more educated part o f 
the clergy o f France disapproved o f the decisions taken in Bourges

x Raynaldus, ad annum 1439, X X I V .
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and begged him to assert the authority o f Eugenius within his realm.1 
The Pope did not let the occasion pass o f fostering such sound 
sentiments. He sent a letter to them o f thanks and encouragement, 
probably early in Ju ly .2 T o  Charles V II ,  then, Eugenius sent a 
copy o f the Bull and a letter on 5 September, exhorting him to 
emulate his ancestors in fidelity to the H oly See, and thanking him 
for having ordered, as a consequence o f the manifestation o f the 
‘ venom * o f the ‘ diabolical synagogue* in Basel, obedience to himself, 
but urging that he should add to that the practical step o f recalling 
his subjects from that conciliabulum under pain o f heavy penalties.

The K in g  o f France, however, did not recall his subjects. They 
continued to be the prime movers in the campaign against the Pope 
o f  the remnant o f Basel, who on 7 October approved a very long 
letter analysing the Bull Moyses vir Dei> and purporting to rebut all 
its charges.5 O n 30 October in their thirty^eighth session they pub/ 
lished a decree condemning the Bull.4 Their chief action, however, 
the logical consequence o f their deposition o f Eugenius, was more 
drastic. They elected an antipope. A s  A lem an was the only Cardinal 
in Basel, a college o f electors had to be created. Thomas, abbot o f 
Dundrennan (Scotland), John o f Segovia and Thomas de Cour^ 
celles, canon o f A m iens, were appointed to co-opt twenty^nine 
others. Together they formed a college o f thirty^two besides the 
Cardinal o f Arles, made up o f one archbishop, ten bishops, seven 
abbots, five masters o f theology, eight doctors and one licensed in 
law. After six days o f conclave they chose on 5 November 1439 
Am adeus V I I I ,  duke o f Savoy, a widower with four sons still living 
and a layman, who by a careful neutrality respecting the wars that 
divided England and France and disturbed the reigns o f the kings 
o f  the Romans, had extended his possessions and accumulated great 
wealth. For some time past, clad in a picturesque garb o f his own 
devising, he had been living a kind o f hermit's life with six com/ 
panions on the luxurious estate o f Ripaille, yet without loosing his 
hold on the reins o f government. He had not always supported 
Basel wholeheartedly, but had kept up relations also with Eugenius, 
offering more than once his services as mediator between them. But

1 Valois, ir, pp. 2 2 1-4 . 2 Raynaldus, ibid. x x v .
3 M .C .  h i , 3 8 6 - 9 6 .  4 Ibid. 4 r 8 - 2 i .
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the choice o f Am adeus as antipope was not made haphazardly. 
A lem an had prepared the way in the C ou n cil,1 and certainly had 
been assured that his candidate would consent,2 though when the 
emissaries o f the C ouncil went to announce his election to Amadeus 
on 19 December after its ratification on 17  November, the new 
‘ pontiff’ made a great show o f humility and reluctance before being 
enthroned in the church o f Ripaille. He did not, however, intend 
to let his new dignity make inroads on his purse. A s  a condition o f 
acceptance he demanded compensation for the Annates withdrawn 
by the C ouncil in 14 35 , but he knew his place in respect o f papal 
and conciliar superiority, for in writing to the Fathers he put the 
name o f the Council first, though later a commission had to be 
nominated to ease the friction that arose in that regard. Before going 
to Basel he nominated four new cardinals (against the decree o f 
1432) so as to have a suitable entourage, but only one was allowed by 
his prince to accept. W ith his two cardinals and a large following he 
entered Basel on 24 June 1440. A  month later he was crowned as 
Felix V  and the next day ordained priest. Ten days later (4 August) 
the Germans in Basel and the delegates o f the University o f Paris 
swallowed their repugnance and agreed with the rest that, till Felix 
obtained possession o f the Papal States, for five years he should have 
one/fifth o f the first year’s revenue from new holders o f  benefices and 
one^tenth for the next five years.3 A las  for the ideals o f reform.

1 M .C . h i , 407-8.
2 When this process began is disputed by historians. It is, however, interesting that 

as early as 13 Octobcr 1437 Rodrigo, dean o f Braga, could report from Constantinople 
the following as an argument put forward by the Baseler legation: Item , quod dux Sab* 
audie erat papa; qui quidem dux habebat magnam consanguinitatem cum rege Frantie et duce 
Burgundie et duce Mediolani et rege C ip rii et omnes isti erunt cum eo. E t quod habebat unam 
filiatn uiduam et dederat els in mandatis earn tradere fratri imperatoris in uxorem, qui etiam est 
viduus (Hofmann, ‘ Rodrigo, Dekan von Braga, etc.’ , in O .C . P .  i x  ( 1943), p. 183). 
The qualities o f Amadeus mentioned by Rodrigo are precisely those that, together 
with his wealth, were the real reason o f his election, and efforts were made to get 
Frederick III, K in g o f the Romans, to marry his daughter, the widow o f Louis III of 
A n jou  (cf. Valois, 11, pp. 244, 249).

3 M .C . hi, 4 70 -1, 498-502. Because he complained that he was receiving the 
fifth only from his own Savoy, later he was given a metropolitan church, an abbey or 
priory (19 January 1442); in 1444 he retained for himself the revenues of the vacant 
diocese of Geneva and on 28 January 1446 he was allowed to reserve to himself the no mi' 
nations to all prelatures and elective benefices in the territories of the Duke of Savoy and 
of his sons: Valois, II, pp. 193, n. 2.
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It was, o f course, inevitable that Eugenius would meet this final 
act o f schism with ecclesiastical penalties.; A  monitorium, decreed in a 
public session of the C ouncil o f Florence held in S . Maria Novella's on
23 March 1440 and promulgated by being affixed to the doors o f that 
church and to those o f the papal palace and o f the cathedral, invited 
Am adeus and his adherents to repent, when they would readily be 
forgiven, and warned them that, unless within fifty days they ceased 
from naming and treating the antipope as a pope and presented 
themselves before the Council in Florence within another fifteen 
days after that, they would be held as heretics, schismatics and traitors..1 ‘ 
A s  soon as the time-limit was up (without, o f course, any sign o f 
repentance from Basel) the monitorium. was reissued with a short intro^ 
duction.' The next day Eugenius took action against the Cardinal 
o f Arles who, in spite o f all the penalties decreed against those who 
persisted in supporting the conventiculum in Basel after the Council 
had been transferred to Ferrara, had further 'presumed to set himself 
up as leader and patron’ o f that assembly and 'had not shrunk from 
being the real author’ o f the election o f the 'son o f iniquity Am adeus 
as antipope’ : he was therefore declared excommunicated and de  ̂
prived o f the dignity o f the cardinalate, o f his archdiocese o f Arles 
and o f every other benefice or office he had once held in the C h urch .3

But during all this time the Pope had more to think about than 
just the machinations o f Basel, dangerous though they were. Early 
in 1439 he sent the Archbishop o f Taranto and the Bishop o f Zengg 
to try to restore peace between Poland and Hungary so that those two 
countries might direct their energies against the T u rk .4 A lbert o f 
Hungary did campaign against them, though with no great success, 
but unfortunately he died still very young on 27 November 1439. 
In February Eugenius entered into a league with Florence and Venice 
against Milan. He tried too to check the inroads o f A lfonso o f 
A ragon on Naples, sending Cardinal Capranica to treat with him 
on 15  March 1439 .5 W hen union with the Greeks was accomplished 
and the arrival o f the Arm enians announced, he thought o f the other

1 E .P .  doc. 238. z 27 May 1439, ibid. doc. 239.
* E .P . doc. 24 1. Eugenius was right, o f course, in holding Aleman as the prime

mover in the election o f the antipope and as the most implacable enemy o f the papacy.
4 Raynaldus, ad annum 1439, x x x v m . > /
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separated Christians o f the East and appointed Alberto da Sarteano 
as his Nuncio Apostolic to visit the Copts o f Egypt and the Ethio/ 
pians to persuade them also to send delegates to Florence.1 O n 
3 October 1439 he appointed Garatoni Nuncio Apostolic to 
Greece2 providing him with 12,000 ducats for the defence o f C o n ' 
stantinople;3 and on 7 October he issued a letter to the universal 
C hurch inviting the faithful to contribute to the expenses that union 
with the Greeks involved.4 A t  about the same time he was sending 
letters to Spain and Portugal urging the princes there to desist from 
their fratricidal wars.5 Towards the end o f October he despatched an 
imposing embassy to further the peace negotiations that had once 
more begun between England and France and to assist at the 
meeting o f the French clergy that Charles V I I  had summoned in 
Bourges. O n 18 December he created seventeen new cardinals in/ 
eluding the Greeks Bessarion and Isidore, the rest divided between 
the western nations, England being honoured by the promotion of 
Joh n  Kem p o f Y ork  and Louis, archbishop o f Rheim s.6

The meeting o f the French clergy, originally called for October
1439 , did not actually take place till A ugust 1440 since Charles was 
too occupied by the internal state o f his kingdom. W hen it did 
open, such was his hurry to get away again, that only two days 
(28 and 29 A ugust) were consecrated to hearing the envoys from 
Florence and Basel, though these had been awaiting the monarch’s 
good pleasure, the first since the end o f 1439, the second since the 
end o f February— a sign o f the importance that both parties attached 
to the attitude o f France. The result was announced on 2 September. 
Charles V I I  was ready to obey the Church legitimately assembled. 
But it was doubtful whether the conditions prevailing at the time of 
the deposition o f Eugenius and o f the election that followed allowed 
the necessary equity and validity, and whether the assembly at Basel 
was representative enough for measures o f such importance. So 
"the K in g , at present not sufficiently enlightened, believes he ought 
to persist in the obedience o f Eugenius’ . Later, better informed either 
by a General Council o f the Church or o f his realm or by a con/

1 26 July 1439, E .P .  doc. 195. 2 E .P .  doc. 219.
3 Ibid. doc. 2 2 1. 4 Ibid. doc. 220.
5 Raynaldus, ad annum 1439, x x x ix .  6 Ibid. X L r .
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ference o f princes, he would give full support to the remedy there 
proposed.1 i/w a s  a solution satisfactory neither to Eugenius nor to 
Basel, which left the K in g  free to follow his favourite project o f a 
third council. The Pope’s envoys, however, prevailed on Charles 
to issue letters interpreting the decision greatly in favour o f the Pope,2 
but their triumph was limited because Parliament refused to register 
Charles’s letters without the full text o f the decision o f Bourges and 
the University o f Paris continued in its open support o f Basel.

The attitude o f Germany was very similar. Frederick II I  shortly 
after his accession renewed the safe^conducts o f the assembly at Basel 
(2 M ay 1440), but at a Diet in Mainz in March 144 1 (when Joh n  o f 
Segovia, one o f Felix ’s new cardinals, was not allowed to wear his 
new insignia, and when even A lem an was forbidden to be preceded 
by a cross as a sign o f his office as ‘ legate*— to preserve the German 
attitude o f neutrality), though the orators both o f the Pope and o f 
Basel expended all their eloquence to w in the adherence o f the 
German Electors, it was in fact the representatives o f France that 
gained the day in favour o f a third council which should meet in 
Metz. H ad the two kings then taken prompt action in common, 
they might have forced both Eugenius and Felix to concur. But as 
it was, Frederick deferred a final decision to a new Diet, which took 
place only in the summer o f 1442; and Charles meanwhile tried to 
persuade Eugenius to agree to a new council in France.3 W ith the 
two protagonists o f the third/council idea thus divided, Eugenius, 
who had no desire whatever for any such dangerous solution, was 
able courteously but firmly to refuse the proposals o f both.

Eugenius, o f course, was not without wholehearted supporters. 
Besides the powerful Italian States o f Florence and Venice, there 
were Burgundy, A n jo u  which needed papal support for Rene’s 
claim to Naples, and England. In this last country, when the 
emissaries o f Felix arrived to press for English recognition o f the 
antipope, they received short shrift. O n 23 A p ril 1440 Henry V I  
answered them through the Archbishop o f Y ork , that as regards

1 C f. M .C .  h i, 5 1 1 .
2 M arin e, Thesaurus, etc. II, 1749, which bears the date 2 September 1440.
3 C f. sermons o f Pierre de Versailles, bishop o f Digne ( 16  December 144 1) and 

o f Robert Cybole (6  January 1442), before the Pope, both in the name o f the K in g  of 
France (Frag. pp. 7 1-8 1) .
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Felix he would not obey his decrees, ‘ nor will we hold, consider or 
accept the same as the supreme vicar on earth o f Christ or Supreme 
Pontiff, but only our above-mentioned lord Eugenius and his sue' 
cessors canonically appointed V  A  month later he wrote to his 
C ouncil in Rouen: ‘ W e are completely determined and decided, 
for ourselves and all our vassals and subjects, to give entirely, without 
any hesitation, our loyal and devoted obedience and service to the 
H oly See o f Rome and to our above-mentioned holy Father the 
Pope Eugenius/2 Even the K in g  o f Castile withdrew his represent 
tatives from Basel and urged Charles o f France not to support the 
new schism.3 O n 4 November 1443 Scotland, too, officially rejected 
Felix .4

But i f  he had ardent supporters, Eugenius had also equally bitter 
enemies in Visconti o f Milan and A lfonso o f A ragon. Filippo 
Maria Visconti, the son^in^law o f the antipope, would not give, 
though he was ready to sell, his adherence to Felix, but he set the 
price too high, and so relations between them remained fluid. His 
forces, however, under Piccinino (named Gonfaloniere o f the Church 
by Felix) continued successfully to harry papal territory till they were 
disastrously defeated at A nghiari ( 19  June 1440). Visconti, nothing 
daunted, in the following spring was still offering his services to the 
antipope at a price o f 13,000 ducats a month (needed, he said, for 
the defence o f his own territories and the conquest o f the Papal States), 
and at the end o f the same year it looked as i f  an agreement would be 
reached. Yet within six months he was the ally o f the Pope, and 
Piccinino was still Gonfaloniere o f the Church, but now nominated by 
Eugenius (5 June 1442), while Sforza,#the Condottiere o f Eugenius, 
Florence and Venice, was the subject o f various papal letters depriving 
him o f his titles and his rights to the various pans o f the papal 
territories that had been assigned to him during the previous few 
years, to recover which Piccinino took the field as champion o f Pope

1 For the speech o f the envoys o f Felix cf. Zellfelder, op. cit. pp. 339 ff., J- Haller, 
Piero da Monte, pp. 2 7 1-4 ; and for K em p’s answer, Zellfelder, pp. 363 ff., Haller,
pp. 278-80.

2 18 May 1440, cited by Valois, 11, p. 2 16 . C f. also his letter to Eugenius dated 
28 May 1440 in Bekynton, op. cit. 11, c c x x x n ,  pp. 91 ff.

3 From the letter o f thanks o f Eugenius dated 25 January 14 4 1, in Raynaldus, ad
annum 14 4 1, x m . 4 Pastor, I, p. 333.
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and Milap. Florence and Venice were obviously disconcerted, and 
Sforza, not inclined to surrender his possessions tamely, turned to 
the K in g  o f A ragon and the antipope.

A lfonso, unlike the Duke o f Milan, had given wholehearted 
support to Felix from the start. He had sent Nicholas Tudeschi 
back to Basel, who, created Cardinal by Felix on 12  November
1440, even i f  he raised his voice once or twice in the sessions against 
the too great pretensions o f that assembly, spoke even more power/ 
fully against the claims o f Eugenius in Frankfort (1442) and Nurenv 
berg (14 43). But the Baseler hesitated to accede to all o f A lfonso ’s 
demands for fear o f alienating Charles o f France, who naturally 
supported the Frenchman^René o f A n jou  in the quarrel about 
Naples. A ragon, however, did well enough without them. In spite 
o f  a treaty between Eugenius and Genoa against him, he brought 
his campaign to a successful issue by taking Naples on 2 June 1442, 
when René fled first to the papal court in Florence1 and then returned 
to his own country. The situation o f the Pope at that time looked 
very black, with Sforza threatening Rom e and the papal territories 
from the north and Alfonso hostile to the south. Eugenius had been 
loyal throughout to his nominee René o f A n jou , even though at any 
time in the course o f the dispute over Naples he could have gained 
the adherence o f the Prince o f A ragon and weakened thereby the 
threat from M ilan, and detached from Basel some o f  his most re/ 
doubtable opponents, i f  he had been willing to go back on his word. 
But he did not so act. N ow , however, when A n jo u ’s cause was 
hopelessly lost (there was not the slightest chance o f his ever regaining 
Naples), such loyalty was both useless and dangerous. So he bowed 
to necessity, by a treaty o f 14  June 1443 recognised A lfonso ’s claims, 
and received in return that prince’s adherence. iJFelix, therefore, had 
now lost the support both o f Milan and o f Aragon.

W hile these events were proceeding, there had been celebrated in 
Florence the union o f still another eastern body o f Christians, the 
Copts o f Egypt.2 Shortly after the union o f the Greeks Eugenius

1 Diarium Inghirami, in Frag. p. 40.
2 The Copts o f Egypt had refused to accept the Council o f Chalcedon on the grounds 

that its decision did not harmonise with the teaching of their great Doctor St C yril of 
A lexandria and savoured o f Nestorianism. They were, therefore, Monophysites, as
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appointed Fra Alberto da Sarteano to act as papal Nuncio with the 
Copts and to be Commissary Apostolic itt partibus Indie, Etbiopie, 
Egipti et Jerusalem .1 T o  fulfil these offices he was furnished with three 
letters. One o f these was addressed to Venerabili Fratri loanni Patru  
arcbe lacobinorum announcing the union with the Greeks, in which 
too representatives o f Trebizond, W allachia,Georgia and Russia were 
included, while the Armenians were shortly expected, and expressing 
the Pope’s conviction that the Patriarch too desired ‘ that the Catholic 
Church scattered over the world should be one, should feel and think 
the same and that there should be one fold under one shepherd \ 2

The other two letters were for ‘ John  the Emperor o f the Ethiopians’ 
and ‘ Thomas the Emperor o f the Indians’ . Little was known in 
Italy o f either o f these monarchs, except that access at least to Abys^ 
sinia was extremely difficult, i f  not impossible, because the Sultan of 
Egypt, especially at that time when Eugenius was committed to 
raising forces to help Constantinople, blocked all entry for fear of 
an entente between the Christians there and the Christians o f the 
West. These two letters made no mention o f union. They were the 
credentials o f Fra Alberto and his companions to speak in the name 
o f the Pope, leaving it to Alberto’s discretion to act as he thought 
more prudent.

The Franciscans left Venice early in 1440, were in Crete in March,
Rhodes in May, and Jerusalem probably early in June. There they
had conversations with Nicodemus, the abbot o f the Ethiopian
monastery, who agreed to send a representative to Florence, and
were, too, the Christians of Ethiopia among whom that heresy was spread at the end 
of the fifth century by the ‘ New Saints’, who were probably Syrian Monophysites. 
The name ‘ Jacobite’ comes from the fact that the hierarchy of the Monophysite Church 
of Syria was renewed by the Bishop James (Jacobus) i n the middle o f the sixth century.

Cf. Teodosio Somigli di S . Detole, O .F .M ., Etiopia Francescana nei documenli dei 
secoli X V I I e  X V I I I  (Biblioteca bio^bibliografka della Terra Santa e deirOriente Fran^ 
cescano, ed. G . Golubovich, O .F .M ., serie 3, tomo 1, parte 1, Quaracchi, 1928), 
pp. x iv -lx iii; E . Cerulli, Eugenio I V  e g li Etiopi a\ concilio di Firenze nel 1441 (Reale 
Accademia nazionale dei Lincei—Rendiconti della classe di scienze morali, storiche 
e filologiche, serie v i, vol. ix, fasc. 5-6, pp. 347-68); E. Cerulli, ‘ L >Etiopia del secolo 
X V  in nuovi document! storici’ , in Africa ilaliana, v (1933), pp. 57—80; G . Hofmann, 
‘ Kopten und Aethiopier auf dem Konzil von Florenz*, in O .C .P . v ia  (1942), 
pp. 5-29; G . Hofmann, ‘ L a  Chiesa copta ed etiopica nel Concilio di Firenze’ , in 
La Civilta Caltolica, n (1942), pp. 14 1-6 , 228-35.“

1 E .P . doc. 207 (22 August 1439).
2 Dated 26  Ju ly  1439, E .P . doc. 195·
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nominated a monk by name Peter. Arrived in Cairo, Fra Alberto 
delivered a copy o f the Bull o f union with the Greeks to Philotheus, 
the Greek Patriarch o f Alexandria, who in a letter dated i September 
1440 thanked the Pope, stating also that at about the same time he 
had received by the hand o f Nathaniel, Metropolitan o f Rhodes/ 
another copy complete with all signatures and seals, that after com/ 
paring the two ‘ we decided, together with our Egyptian prelates and 
our other clergy, to commemorate Your Beatitude before the other 
patriarchs in all the churches o f Christ everywhere in the solemnities 
o f  the Mass, as is provided for in the sacred canons’ and that he had 
written to Constantinople that * any who did not accept what had 
been decreed and defined in the holy Synod should be held as 
heretical’ .2

The Patriarch o f the Copts, John, also lived in Cairo and Fra 
Alberto duly fulfilled his mission to him too. The results are recounted 
in the letter that the Patriarch addressed to the Pope on 12  September. 
The papal letter and the decree were translated with the help o f 
Venetian merchants and read before John, ‘ the bishops, priests, 
deacons, magistrates and all the Christian people ’ to their joy, and 
A ndrew , abbot o f the monastery o f St Antony, was appointed to 
convey to the Pope, with Fra Alberto, the mind o f the Patriarch.3 
Fra Alberto did not reach Ethiopia, presumably because the Sultan 
in Cairo would not give leave. Instead he set o ff for home, dividing 
his companions into three groups so as to attract as little attention 
from the Mohammedans as possible, with a rendezvous in Rhodes, 
whence they departed for Italy early in 14 4 1 and arrived in Florence 
on 26 August.

The A bbot A ndrew  presented his credentials before Eugenius 
and the Council on 31 August, his speech in A rabic being trans/ 
lated through Italian into Latin. In that, hailing the Pope as ‘ God 
on earth, and his vicar on earth, and successor o f Peter, and father, 
head and teacher o f the universal C h u rch ’ , he expressed the hope 
that he who had drawn Greeks and Armenians into the union o f the 
Catholic faith would grant the same blessing to the Copts.4 T w o

1 Nathaniel was commissioned by John V I I I  to deliver a copy o f the Bull to 
Philotheus; Hofmann, Orientalium doc. min. docs. 33, 34.

3 Text in Hofmann, op. cit. doc. 38. 3 Ibid. doc. 39· 4 ibid. doc 4 1.
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days later Peter o f Jerusalem appeared before the Council. His 
speech was as much a panegyric o f the Abyssinian Church as o f 
that o f Rome, but it ended by affirming that the Emperor o f the 
Ethiopians desired nothing so much as ‘ to be united with the Roman 
Church and to cast himself at your most holy feet’ .1 The letter he 
presented from his A bbot Nicodemus was not quite so emphatic on 
the Emperor’s subservience. A l l  the same it declared that he would 
joyfully hear o f union and ‘ these my sons have come to you not to 
dispute on questions o f faith, but to hear and accept whatever you 
expound to them’ , so as to bear that message back to the Emperor, 
for only they (and that with difficulty) could reach him because 
o f the enmity o f the infidel: foreigners would be courting certain 
death to make the attempt: but ‘ without our K in g  we can do 
nothing’ .2

The speech o f Peter and the letter o f Nicodemus explain why the 
Copts and the Abyssinians were received separately by the Council, 
because they were two distinct embassies, the one official and plenL· 
potentiary in the name o f the Patriarch John and his Church (he 
was also theoretically head o f the Abyssinian Church^), the other 
representing only the Ethiopian monastery o f Jerusalem which might 
serve as an intermediary between the Pope and the Negus, but which 
had no official status. Both parties, however, went o ff on a visit of 
a few days to Rome together, when the Pope arranged for them to 
see the V eil o f Veronica preserved in St Peter’s.4

1 Hofmann, op. cit. doc. 42.
2 Ibid. doc. 40; Diarium Inghirami in Frag. p. 39. Hefele^Leclercq (vii, p. 1086) is 

mistaken in asserting that Fra Alberto reached Abyssinia and that Peter was the envoy 
o f the Negus.

3 Nicodemus would seem not to have acknowledged this, for in his letter to the Pope 
he wrote: ‘ O f  our coming to Y .H . our Patriarch, viz. Jacobite, knows nothing, but my 
messengers have come without his knowledge’ , Hofmann, Orientalism doc. win. doc. 40.

4 Letter o f Pope to Chapter o f St Peter’s, 4 October 1440, which curiously begins: 
‘ Since we desire that our beloved sons A ndrew, A bbot o f St Antony’s in Egypt, and 
Peter deacon, envoys o f the great prince Constantine, Emperor o f Ethiopia, or, as is 
said, o f Prester J o h n . . (E .P . doc. 252)— Andrew was not envoy o f the Emperor. 
The Emperor’s name was Zare’a Y a ’qob. The name Constantine was really a title to 
denote his equality in dignity with Constantine the Great. (Flavio Biondo, ‘ Quartae 
Decadis* liber 11 in B . Nogara, ‘ Scritti inediti e rari di Biondo F lavio ’ , in S .T .  
no. 48 (Roma, 1927), p. 2 1 :  the whole o f his account pp. 20-7 should be read for its 
interesting detail). Biondo says that four Copt and four Ethiopian monks accompanied

3 2 4



After their return to Florence they held long meetings with 
Cardinals Cesarini, L e  Jeune and Torquemada. The absence o f 
sufficiently skilled interpreters made the interrogations difficult, but 
the results as given by Biondo would seem to show that the Coptic 
faith was completely orthodox, though there were certain practices 
(such as circumcising male children) that were not desirable, and 
great rigour in respect o f marriage.1 The visitors, however, were not 
only interrogated, they were also instructed, and the result o f this 
double process was codified in the Bull Cantate Domino, promulgated 
in solemn session on 4 February 1442, and accepted by the Egyptians 
in the name o f their Patriarch and o f their C h urch .'

The Bull concerns only the Copts o f Egypt and mentions from 
the envoys only the name o f A ndrew , abbot o f the monastery o f 
St Antony— another proof that Peter and the Abyssinians formed 
a separate mission with no powers to act for the Christians o f 
Ethiopia- The Bull (which is extremely long), after an introduction, 
states the belief o f the holy Rom an Church, first in the doctrine o f 
the Blessed Trinity which is expounded in very great detail, then in 
the books o f the O ld and the N ew  Testaments, which are named. 
The Manicheans and all the heretics o f the Trinitarian and Christo^ 
logical controversies are then anathematised in turn. The O ld Testae 
ment is declared to have yielded to the New, and so the practices o f 
circumcision and the observance o f the Sabbath (i.e. Saturday) are 
abrogated. Children in danger o f death should be immediately

Fra Alberto to Italy: a chronicle quoted by E. Cerulli, Eugenio I V  e g li Etiopi al C otu  
cilio di F irenze nel 1441*  p. 3 (349) records: ‘ On 26  August, Sunday, there came to 
Florence about forty Indians o f Greater India sent by the Pretc Janni, among whom 
were three ambassadors o f the most illustrious Prete Ja n n i’ and notes that they wore 
turbans; while the Diario di Paulo di Benedetto de C ola  dello Mastro recounts that on
10  October ‘ uno abbate di S . Antonio di Egipto, gran signore dcllo prete Janni, con 
forza X I I  monaci’ arrived in Rome and saw many relics (Jorga, 11, p. 385).

1 Biondo, ibid. pp. 24-6. It is probable that the difficulty o f interpreting (and perhaps 
the oriental desire to please) resulted in a greater impression o f orthodoxy than was in 
fact the case. It is said that the Negus Zare’a Y a ’qob was a fanatical Monophysite 
(cf. T . Somigli, op. cit. pp. xxxiv^xxxix), though on the other hand by an embassy sent 
in 1443 to the Sultan o f Cairo he made that potentate desist from persecuting Christians 
by threats ofreprisals (L . Lemmens, O .F .M ., D ie Franziskaner iw H l. Lande (2nd ed. 
Münster, 1925), pp. 106-7). C f. also K . Wendt, ‘ Zara Yacob Constantinus von 
Aethiopien’ , in Le Museon, x l v i  (193 3), pp. 277-97: the author, however, is mistaken 
in asserting that the Negus combined with the Patriarch John in sending the embassy 
to Italy (p. 289).
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baptised (the Copts delayed baptism till forty or fifty days after birth). 
Nothing now is ‘ unclean’ , so all forms o f food are legal. Salvation 
is possible only for those who before death are joined to the Church. 
The Church accepts the first seven Councils, which are each men  ̂
tioned with a few words on the chief heresies condemned in them, 
among which the views o f Dioscorus o f A lexandria come in for 
censure; besides those Councils, all others ‘ legitimately convened, 
celebrated and confirmed by the authority o f the Rom an Pontiff, 
especially this holy Council o f Florence’ . There follow the complete 
texts o f the decrees o f union with the Greeks and the Armenians, 
with a kind o f postscript added to supplement what was said in the 
latter decree about the sacraments in regard to ‘ form ’ and ‘ matter’ 
o f the Eucharist and the legality o f a fourth or even subsequent 
marriages, since the Copts permitted only up to a third marriage. 
Then, after a paragraph to note the complete acceptance by Andrew 
o f  the whole o f the decree, there are the signatures o f the Pope: 
Ego Eugenius catholice ecclesie episcopus subscripsi, o f twenty cardinals, 
two Latin patriarchs, two French bishops who were envoys o f 
Charles V I I ,  three archbishops, twenty^five bishops and eleven 
abbots. The A rabic translation is preceded by the Latin text o f the 
formal acceptance read out in the session in A rabic by A ndrew , and 
is followed by his signature.1 Not long after this event the eastern 
envoys, enriched with various presents, departed via Venice for the 
H oly Land, their journey paid for by the Pope.2

The monk Peter o f Jerusalem did not sign the decree because, as 
his abbot had written, ‘ without our K in g  we can do nothing’ . 
Whether the Negus did in fact do anything is uncertain. Fra 
A lberto’s companion on the voyage to Egypt, Fra Tommaso da 
Firenze, made three attempts to fulfil the mission that Sarteano had 
not been able to accomplish, essaying to enter Ethiopia not from 
Egypt but by an overland route from Constantinople. Each en  ̂
deavour ended in capture from which he was ransomed, on the third 
occasion only in 1446 after at least a year’s imprisonment. But what 
the foreigners could not do, there is some reason to think that the

1 Latin text o f the Bull in E .P . doc. 258. The original Bull is preserved in the 
Biblioteca Medicea^Laurenziana, Cassetta Cesarini.

2 C f. A . C . A .  docs. 134 , 1 6 -4 1, amounting to t 368 fl. 5 sol. 6 den.
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Abyssinians o f Jerusalem achieved. Leonardo Brum wrote from 
Florence on 6 March 1442 (when, that is, the two eastern missions 
were still in the city o f which he was Chancellor) to Antonio de 
Gualcellis in Ethiopia commoranti, recounting the events o f the time and 
recommending the monks (who would be the bearers of this letter 
and o f one from the Pope to the same Antonio) who haueranno a 
riferire a cotesto excellentissimo re e signore quanto hanno fatto e quanto 
bisogna fare per la fede et unione de cristiani. So the Pope intended to 
try to reach the Negus through the Jerusalem monastery. He would, 
too, seem to have had good hopes o f succeeding and o f his initiative 
producing results. For in the Bull o f 24 February 1443 announcing 
the translation o f the C ouncil to Rome he speaks o f his expecting 
the arrival o f legates from the Negus with full powers to accept ‘ the 
doctrine o f the Catholic faithjj1 But such legates did not arrive. 
However, the Franciscan Custodian o f the Holy Land, Fra Gan/ 
dolfo da Sicilia, wrote to Eugenius on 1 February 1444 that am/ 
bassadors o f the Negus had come to Jerusalem on 6 January 1444 
and had informed him that ‘ when Thomas and George’ had reached 
the Emperor with the Bull, all the ecclesiastical and civil authorities 
had been summoned to meet and had unanimously accepted it with 
great joy.2 Nearly a hundred years later the Negus, D avid III, wrote 
to Pope Clement V I I  that in his archives there were a letter and a 
book sent by Pope Eugenius to the Emperor Jacob: ‘ the legates who 
brought these from the Pontiff to the Emperor were Theodore, Peter, 
Didymus and George, servants o f Jesus Christ.’3 

In the midst o f all his anxieties about the attitude o f the European 
princes and about his own security in Italy Eugenius did not forget 
his promises to help the Greeks and the project he had outlined in 
his letter to the Church o f 7 October 1439 o f raising both land and

1 E .P .  doc. 263.
2 Perhaps as a consequence o f that good news Eugenius appointed Fra Gandolfo 

Apostolic Commissary for India, Ethiopia, Egypt, and Jerusalem, to continue the 
good work of Fra Alberto da Sartcano: cf. Lemmens, op. cit. p. 107.

3 C f. G . Hofmann, ‘ Kopten und Aethiopier, etc/, in O .C .P . vm  (1942), 
pp. 30-6; W adding, op. cit. x i , pp. 2 5 iff . where the documents are given in full. 
It will be noted that there is a certain discrepancy in the names o f the Ethiopian mes' 
sengers, though the confusion o f Theodore and Thomas (through a variety o f trans^ 
lations) is intelligible: was Peter the deacon who visited Italy; ‘ Servants of Jesus Christ* 
means monks. The decree ‘ Pro Jacobitis* was drawn up in the form o f a book.
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sea forces for a grand crusade against the T urk .1 The death o f K in g  
A lbert and the subsequent rivalry o f Ladislas o f Poland and the 
Queen Mother Elizabeth, protecting the rights of her younger son, 
for the throne o f Hungary precluded for the moment (so he wrote to 
Garatoni in Constantinople on 25 A ugust 1440) the formation o f an 
army, but Venice, Genoa and Rhodes were ready to contribute to 
the fleet when there should be need.2 In that same letter he had 
expressed the hope that by the next spring the dynastic quarrel would 
be settled. But in that he was too optimistic, for in 144 1 both Ladislas 
o f Poland and Frederick, the new K in g  o f the Romans, were soliciting 
his favour for their respective candidates.3 The question was still 
open in early 1442, for one o f the purposes for which on 1 March 
1442 he appointed Cardinal Cesarini his Legate a latere in those 
parts was to try to reconcile the conflicting claims. The other objects 
o f his mission were to prevent the Emperor Frederick from yielding 
to the persuasions o f his cousin the Patriarch o f A quileia (the nominee 
o f Basel) to adhere to the cause o f the antipope, and to foster the 
crusade against the infidel with the K in g  o f Poland, the Voivode o f 
Transylvania, John Hunyadi, w ho had already successfully cam/ 
paigned against the Turk, and George Brankovich, Prince o f Serbia 
then in exile in Hungary.

By 10  March Cesarini was in Venice where he obtained a promise 
o f help with the fleet (and later the despatch o f 10,000 lb. o f powder 
for the army, 8 A ugust 1442). His reception in Austria was cold, 
but he easily won Ladislas to full support o f the papal cause. He 
failed, however, in his mission o f settling the question o f the succession 
till the death ofthe Queen Mother (24 December 1442) removed one 
o f the protagonists in the dispute. The road was then open for the 
crusade. O n 1 January 1443 Eugenius did his best to provide it with 
material support by writing a letter imposing a Tenth on the universal 
Church.4 After commemorating the happy union o f so many

1 E .P .  doc. 220.
2 Ibid. doc. 243.
3 Raynaldus, ad annum 14 4 1, x iv , xv .
4 E .P .  doc. 261. On 28 Ju ly 1442 he had granted an indulgence to those who 

visited the church o f Our Lady o f Eton on the feast ofthe Assumption and contributed 
to expenses— a quarter to go to the church, the rest to the war with the Turks— valid 
for the reign o f Henry V I , its founder.
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Christian peoples accomplished by the C ouncil, the letter goes on 
to speak o f the horrors o f captivity endured by so many thousands 
o f Christians under the Turk, o f the almost miraculous check to the 
infidel arms in the previous September by the prowess o f Hunyadi, 
and o f his appointment o f Cesarini and Garatoni to combine the 
Christian princes. Constantinople, Cyprus, Rhodes, the Pelopon/ 
nesus had all in close succession appealed for help. ‘A lm ost the 
whole of the Christian East and a great part o f the North either endure 
a servitude worse than that imposed by Pharaoh or fear shortly to 
suffer one, unless G od  shall a id/ In  this situation there is urgent 
need o f land and sea forces o f no small magnitude. But after the 
expenses incurred in the work o f the C ouncil the Holy See is unequal 
to this new financial burden and therefore imposes a Tenth on the 
whole Church to be paid as quickly as possible. Further, all are 
invited to give even more, and His Holiness has set the example by 
assigning for the army and the fleet the fifth part o f all his income 
from servitia communia and Annates, in addition to what he otherwise 
meant to expend on this work, and the Cardinals have sponta^ 
neously yielded a tenth o f all the fruits of their benefices for the same 
end.

Cesarini already had the organisation o f the land forces in hand, 
w'hich meant in effect to keep the K in g  o f Poland^Hungary, his 
general Hunyadi and the Princes o f Serbia, W allachia and A lban ia 
united to follow up the victories o f 1441 and 1442, when Hunyadi 
had proved that the T urk  was not invincible. The preparation o f 
the fleet began in 1443 when Eugenius on 8 May appointed Cardinal 
Francesco Condulmaro as his Legate with the command o f the sea 
forces and with wide powers to promote the acceptance o f the union 
o f 1439 in Greece and the adjacent countries. Even though relations 
with Venice were strained because o f the internal political situation, 
it was nevertheless in the Venetian dockyards that the ships were to 
be got ready. Eugenius had asked for ten hulls to be armed and the 
Signoria had acceded to the request, payment to be made from the 
proceeds o f the Tenths collected in Venetian territory. Venice itself 
added to the fleet more than eight vessels,1 and the D uke o f Burgundy 
had four ships prepared in Venice, two in Villefranche and four in

1 Letter o f Signoria dated 28 August 1444, Jorga, Hi, p. 184.
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N ice.1 A lfonso o f A ragon promised a contingent but it never arrived, 
the K in g  later laying the blame for this unjustly on the Venetians.

There was great delay in the preparations, the Pope and the S ig ' 
noria each accounting the other responsible. However, by m id'June 
1444 all was ready. The Cardinal was in charge o f the whole ex  ̂
pedition, A loisio  Loredano was admiral o f the Venetian contingent 
(chosen at the instance o f the Cardinal2), W alerand de W aurin com/ 
manded the ships o f Burgundy (the galleys from Villefranche under 
Geoffrey de Thoisy, after assisting in the defence o f Rhodes, joined 
the rest too late to be o f any useful service3), A ntonio Condulmaro 
those o f the Pope. Loredano was given strict injunctions by the 
Signoria that he was not to attack the fleet o f the Soudanese nor to 
help the Knights o f Rhodes i f  they were in conflict with it;4 he was 
to proceed to the Straits to aid the army o f Hunyadi. A  protest by 
the Cardinal had the result o f allowing a little more latitude o f action 
to the Venetian commander in the Danube area.5 The fleet reached 
Methone on 17  Ju ly , was revictualled in Crete and arrived in the 
Constantinople area in the first half o f A ugust,6 long, that is, before 
the land army set out on its disastrous campaign.

W hile the fleet was still being made ready, the land force moved 
against the T urk  on 22 Ju ly  1443, and having beaten the enemy at 
Nish (3 November) entered Sofia; but after further successes it was 
forced by the rigours o f winter and difficulties in food supplies to 
return to its base (February 1444). It was the first great campaign o f 
Hungarian forces taking the initiative against the T u rk  in territories 
that the Sultan considered his own, and it was entirely successful.7 
Murad II was so shaken that he made overtures for a truce. H e had 
other good reasons besides. Skanderbeg was at the same time uniting 
the A lbanian chieftains to fight for their independence; in the Morea

1 C . Marinesco, Philippe le Bon , D uc de Bourgogne, el la Croisade, in Actes du V ï e 
Congrès internat, d ’écudes byzantines, 1 (Paris, 1950), pp. 147-68, esp. pp. 156-8.

2 Jorga, n i, p. 152 . 3 Marinesco, op. cil. p. 159.
4 Vernce had a commercial treaty with the Sultan o f the Soudan.
5 Jorga, in, pp. 173, 175-
6 Sphrantzes passed through Corinth on 30 August as ambassador to, among 

others, Cardinal Condulmaro and Loredano already in Constantinople: Phr. p. 195.
7 Confident that the next campaign would take the victorious Christian arms right 

into Greece, Eugenius made Cesarini Legate for Greece (without cancelling the powers 
o f  Cardinal Condulmaro) on 12  February 1444: E .P . doc. 274.
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Constantine Palaeologus had rebuilt the H exam ilion and was 
making raids into territories to the north, tributary to the T u rk ;1 
in Caram ania (A sia  Minor) there was a serious renewal o f revolt 
which needed immediate attention.

A bout, however, the course and the results o f the negotiations for 
the truce there is a difference o f opinion among historians. The more 
traditionally/held view is that Ladislas, with the approval o f H u n ' 
yadi and Brankovich, but without the knowledge o f Cesarini, 
signed a treaty on 15  Ju ly  1444 at Szegedin, according to which 
there would be a truce o f ten years between Hungary and the Sultan; 
W allachia would remain in Hungarian hands, Bulgaria in those o f 
Murad and Serbia be restored to Brankovich. W hen Cesarini learnt 
o f  this abandonment o f the crusade, using all his powers o f persuasion 
and ecclesiastical jurisdiction, he overcame the resolve o f Ladislas, 
whom he absolved from the oath by which he had confirmed the 
treaty, and so prevailed on him that on 4 A ugust 1444 the K in g  
proclaimed that he was proceeding with the crusade.2

That version o f the events must assuredly be emended. The facts 
are as follows. Ladislas on 15  A p ril 1444 certainly swore solemnly 
in the Hungarian Diet in Buda to continue the crusade, but seven 
days later he sent an envoy (a Serb) to accompany two others o f 
Brankovich and one o f Hunyadi to hear the proposals o f Murad. 
O n  12  June these concluded in Adrianople a truce with the Sultan 
for ten years on very advantageous terms for Hungary, which how ' 
ever needed an oath from Ladislas personally before it could be 
considered valid. The Christian envoys, therefore, in company with 
a Turkish embassy returned to Hungary. Meanwhile Murad had 
crossed over to A sia  on 12  Ju ly , leaving behind him his son 
Mahomet to watch over his interests in Europe. A s  late as 24 Ju ly  
Ladislas wrote to the K in g  o f Bosnia that he was setting out to 
destroy the Turks. The envoys from Adrianople must have arrived 
soon after that, and were met in Szegedin by Ladislas in the very last 
days o f Ju ly  or the first o f A ugust. O n 4 A ugust Ladislas issued a 
manifesto, which he sent to various courts and to the papal fleet,

1 D . A .  Zakythinos, L e  despotat grec de M oree, 1 (Paris, 1932), pp. 226ff.
3 This is the view accepted by S. Runciman, A  History o f  the Crusades, 111 (Cambridge, 

J 9 S4 ). PP- 4 65' 6·
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announcing the resumption o f the crusade for I September, ‘ not' 
withstanding certain negotiations and conclusions for a truce made 
or to be made’ , and he and his barons, including Hunyadi, took an 
oath in confirmation. A t  this point historians differ again in their 
interpretations. Some think that in Szegedin Ladislas accepted on 
oath the offer o f Murad, and then within less than a week went back 
on his oath. Others think that his manifesto o f 4 A ugust was in 
fact his answer to the Turkish embassy, a refusal to confirm the 
proposals agreed to provisionally in Adrianople by his envoy.1

The Christian army crossed the Danube, not on 1 September as 
Ladislas had intended, but on the twenty^second o f  that month, with 
good prospects o f  success. It numbered some 16,000 men, later 
reinforced by 4000 W allachians, was to be supported by the fleet, 
and faced reduced Turkish forces scattered as garrisons over a wide 
area. A dvancing by Nicopolis, it reached the shores o f the Black 
Sea near Varna in the beginning o f November, intending to follow 
the coast to Constantinople. Here it learned that Murad, after 
having been prevented from crossing the Dardanelles, had managed 
to transport his troops over the Bosphorus, and his camp fires were 
soon visible a few miles away. The battle between the Christians 
and the Turkish army some 80,000 to 100,000 strong took place on 
10  November. A t  first the fierce attacks o f the crusaders promised 
success, but the rashness o f Ladislas in seeking the strongest part o f 
the enemy forces and thereby losing his life turned the scales, and 
the result was a serious defeat in which Cesarini and a large pro^

1 The first o f these opinions, which has behind it the testimony o f many contenv 
porarics that at some time Ladislas did swear to a treaty with M urad, interprets 
tractatibus.. .jactis as referring to the acceptance ofM urad’s offer by Ladislas in Szegedin 
at the end o fju ly : e.g. F. Pall, ‘ Ciriaco d ’Ancona, etc.’ and ‘ Autour de la Croisade 
de Varna, etc.’ (in Acad. Roum . section histor. X X  (1938), pp. 9-68; ibid. x x n  (19 4 1), 
pp. 144-58); J .  Dabrowski, Vannee 1444  (Cracovie, 1952). The second understands 
these words as referring to the negotiations at Adrianople, and fiendis as referring to 
negotiations taking place between Brankovich and the Turks: e.g. O . Halecki, The 
Crusade o f Varna (New York, 1943). There is good reason to believe that Brankovich 
did make a private treaty on 15. August by which his two blinded sons were sent back 
and various cities were restored to him (22 August, Halecki, op. cit. pp. 54if.). A s  a 
result he, who had furnished about one^third o f the troops ofthe 1443 campaign, took 
no part whatsoever in that o f 1444. So Murad had gained at least part ofh is purpose. 
F . Babinger, Mehmed der Eroberer undseine Zeit (München, 1953), is content to describe 
both o f these opinions without opting for either. C f. also his article ‘ V on Amurath 
zu A m urath', in Orienst m (1950), pp. 229-65.
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portion o f the Christian forces were killed and o f the leaders only 
Hunyadi with a part o f the Hungarian troops escaped.1 Rumours 
were rife for a long time that both Ladislas and Cesarini were alive 
and in hiding,2 and the Burgundian ships cruised up the coast o f 
the Black Sea that winter to find them. But, o f course, without 
success. They had another purpose also, to transport to Hunyadi a 
pretender to the sultanate and to support the limited operations o f the 
Hungarians and W allachian forces o f 1445. Here again the Christian 
general was not very successful. But he did not abandon his great 
aim o f driving the Turk from Europe, even though in October 1448 
at Kossovo he suffered still another and serious defeat. In January 
1446 the Christian fleet, papal, Venetian and Burgundian, returned 
to Venice,3 for meantime both Constantinople and Venice had 
made peace with the victorious Sultan.4 The defeat o f Varna had 
large repercussions. It left Poland without a king for years owing 
to the stories o f the survival o f Ladislas. ] It_spelt the beginning o f the 
end o f Constantinople and o f the union o f the Greeks, for there was 
no chance o f a pope being able to raise such a large-scale crusade 
again for many years. Eugenius still encouraged opposition to the 
T urk when he could. He granted an indulgence to Hunyadi and 
his troops, 9 Ju ly  144 5,5 and wrote to the Church seeking aid for 
Rhodes and Cyprus, 9 January 1445.6 But there was little else he 
could do.

When Cardinal Condulmaro returned from his unsuccessful 
expedition he found the papal court established in Rome. O n
24 February 1443 by the Bull Miserator et misericors Dominus Eugenius, 
following a decision taken on 5 January in  a general session o f the

1 Blame is freely laid on the fleet for the defeat. But, though small, its numbers 
would have been sufficient to prevent a crossing (1)  if  it had been better provisioned; 
(2) if the Genoese had not helped the crossing of the Turks with barges (as seems most 
likely); (3) if— and this is the most important reason- a violent wind had not immobil 
liscd it at the crucial time.

2 The College of Cardinals did not officially acknowledge Cesarini’s death till 
26 Ju ly 1445 (Eubel, i t , p. 28).

3 With the exception of two Burgundian ships which remained in Greek waters: 
A .  Grunzweig, ‘ Philippe le Bon ct Constantinople’ , in B y z . xxiv  (1954)» PP* 47- 0 I > 
esp. p. 49.

4 For the text o f this treaty, cf. F. Babingcr and F. Dölgcr, ‘ Mehmed’s II. frühester 
Staatsvertrag (1446)*, in O .C .P . XV (1949)» pp· 225-58.

5 Raynaldus, ad annum 1445, x m . 6 Ibid. x v iti.
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three Estates, had announced the translation o f the C ouncil to the 
Lateran basilica in Rom e, the city hallowed by the martyrdom of 
the Apostles Peter and Paul, the centre o f the C hurch, the city o f the 
popes, easy o f access from the sea, provided with all the necessaries 
o f life. There it would continue the work for the eradication o f 
heresy, for reform and for peace and union, for which it had originally 
been convened. Its first session in the new site was fixed for the 
sixteenth day after the arrival there o f the Pope.1 The move had been 
accepted in a secret consistory o f the cardinals as early as 3 September 
1442. The authorities o f Florence, however, and the partisans o f 
Venice, seeing in it only another stage o f Eugenius* hostility, had 
opposed it, going even so far as to threaten to restrain him by force.2 
W iser counsels in the end prevailed. O n 7 March the Pope, 
accompanied by fifteen cardinals, left for Siena. There he remained 
till 14  September, during which interval Cardinal Nicolo Albergati 
died on 9 May. Finally, ten years after his precipitous departure, 
Eugenius entered Rome on 28 September and, having passed the 
first night at S . Maria del Popolo, proceededprocessionaliter to St Peter’ s 
the next day.3

W hat little information we have o f the activities o f the C ouncil 
in Rome is drawn almost entirely from papal Bulls, for any official 
A cts that might have been written are lost. The Bull Humani generis 
Redemptoris inaugurated the first solemn session held on 14  October 
in the Lateran palace, where the Pope resided.4 S ix  days later the 
ambassadors o f A lfonso o f A ragon were received in public con' 
sistory. In a public session held on 10 January 1444 the Cardinal 
o f St M ark’s, Angellotto Fusco, in the absence o f the Pope read out 
letters sent by Cardinal Cesarini reporting the successful campaign 
against the T urk  o f the previous autumn. In consequence a solemn 
procession o f thanksgiving was ordered for the following Sunday, 
which duly took place, the cardinals, the Rom an C u ria  and the clergy 
and populace o f the city all assisting.5

1 E .P .  doc. 263. 1 2 Diarium A .  de Santacruce: Frag. pp. 48-9.
3 So ‘ D ai diari di Stefano Caffari \  ed. G . Coletti in Archivio della Societa Romana 

di storia patria, vm  (1885), pp. 566-7. Eubel, II, p. 28 following a consistotial diary 
gives the date as 19 September.

4 E .P .  doc. 270. C f. G . Hofmann; * Das Konzil von Flotenz in R o m ’ , in O .C .P . 
x v  (1949), pp· 7 1-8 4 . 5 'D a i diari di Stefano CafFari’ , p. 568.
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The next recorded event is the union o f the Syrians o f Mesopotamia 
with the Latin  C hurch, celebrated in solemn session in the Lateran 
on 30 September 1444. A b d ala , archbishop o f Edessa, sent by the 
Patriarch Ignatius to represent the Syrian C h u rch ,1 must have been 
in Rom e already some time, because he had had long discussions 
with a committee o f cardinals and theologians before union was 
agreed to. It was found that his faith was orthodox except in three 
points— the Procession o f the H oly Spirit, the two natures in Christ 
and the two wills in Christ. O n these he was instructed, in the end 
agreeing with the teaching o f the Roman Church and accepting it 
in his own name and in that o f his Patriarch and his C hurch. The 
Bull M ulta et admirabilia records this historical setting and then, 
quoting the Councils o f Constantinople and Chalcedon, declares 
the true faith, which A b d ala  was to accept together with whatsoever 
else the C hurch had at different times declared, especially the decrees 
o f the Greeks, the Armenians and the Jacobites. Copies o f these, 
translated into A rabic, a language that A b d a la  was familiar with, had 
been presented to him. He had read them and had approved them.

A b d a la ’ s long and successful journey was probably the fruit o f 
Franciscan missionary activity. Certainly on 15  December 144 1 
Eugenius had appointed Fra Antonio da Troia as his commissary 
‘ to the provinces o f Tartary, Assyria, Persia and Ethiopia, as well 
as to the nations o f the Maronites, the Druses, the Nestorians and 
the Syrians, the H oly Lan d  excepted’ 2— a wide enough field o f 
activity for even the most apostolic o f men. Another Franciscan, 
Fra G iovanni, was active in the interests o f union in the Lebanon 
and Syria. The Maronites o f these parts were already in union with 
the H oly See.3 W hen the invitation to take part in the C ouncil in 
Ferrara arrived, the Maronite Patriarch John  sent Fra G iovanni to 
Rom e to assure the H oly Father o f his acceptance in advance o f

1 Presumably Franciscan envoys o f Eugenius had visited the Patriarch to present the 
Pope’ s invitation, as they had visited so many other oriental Churches. The details 
given here are taken from the Bull M ulta et admirabilia (E . P . doc. 278) o f 30 September
I 444 ·

2 E .P .  doc. 255.
3 The name ‘ Maronite’ is taken from the monk, St Maron, who lived towatds the 

beginning o f the fifth century: a monastery in Syria dedicated to him became a centre 
o f opposition to the prevailing Monophysite heresy of those parts.
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whatever should be defined, and at the same time to claim the privi/ 
lege o f the pallium and the confirmation o f  his election to the See o f 
Antioch. Fra Giovanni returned in October 1439  with all that the 
Patriarch had requested and with the news o f the union o f the Greeks. 
The general jubilation was such that the Mameluke governor, 
suspecting that the Council o f Florence was but the prelude to a new 
crusade to retake the Holy Land, instituted a persecution o f the 
Christians, in which many Maronitcs were slain and much o f their 
property destroyed.1 The Patriarch John informed the Pope o f these 
events by a letter carried by Fra Pietro da Ferrara and received a reply 
by the same messenger. Eugenius congratulated him and his Church 
on their loyalty to the Holy See and on their constancy in the faith 
witnessed to by their fortitude in persecution, and recommended to 
him Fra Pietro da Ferrara and Fra Antonio da Troia as trusted 
messengers o f the Holy See.2 The Patriarch John died in 1445. His 
successor was confirmed in his See by Eugenius and received the 
pallium from him.

But i f  the Maronite Church at large was both orthodox in faith 
and united with the Church o f Rome,ithat was not true o f a small 
body o f Maronites in the island o f Cyprus* This with a similar group 
o f Chaldeans, both o f them long/established communities o f refugees 
from the persecutions in A sia  and Egypt, were brought into union 
with Rome by A ndrew  Chrysoberges, archbishop o f Rhodes. 
Andrew , after his activities in Ferrara and Florence, had returned to 
his See in September 1439. A  complaint, however, o f the Greeks o f 
Cyprus that the Latins there were not implementing the union 
arrived at in Florence or at the least were not living up to its spirit 
since they would not associate with them in marriages, funerals and 
other solemn functions3 caused Eugenius to commission the Arch/ 
bishop o f Rhodes to go to Cyprus to put the union into practical 
effect. W hile there A ndrew  prevailed upon the two communities, 
o f Chaldeans and Maronites, the former o f which was infected with 
the heresy o f Nestorius, the latter with the monothelite heresy o f

1 P. D ib, UE&lise maronite (Paris, 1930), 1, pp. 222, 232, 243.
2 E .P .  doc. 256, dated 16 December 1441.
3 Text in E .P .  ill, p. 40, n. 1, from a copy in the Vatican Archives, so that 

J .  Hackett, A  History o f the Orthodox Church o f Cyprus  (London, 19 0 1), p. 15 1 ,  is 
unjustified in calling its authenticity in doubt.
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Macarius,1 to accept the Catholic faith and union with Rome. This 
event was first celebrated in a public profession o f  faith in the church 
o f  St Sophia in Nicosia. Then Timotheus, archbishop o f Tarsus 
(C ilicia) and metropolitan o f  the Chaldeans, on behalf o f his flock, 
and Isaac, bishop ofM in ia  (al/Minya in Egypt)2 to represent Elias, 
the Maronite Bishop o f Byblos and his faithful, journeyed to Rome. 
They repeated their profession o f faith in a public session o f the 
Lateran Council on 7 August 1445, the terms o f which are con/ 
tained in the Bull Benedictus sit DeusJ> Timotheus promised (in 
Chaldean, translated through Greek into Latin for the benefit o f 
his hearers) perpetual obedience to the Holy See and professed his 
belief in the Procession o f the Holy Spirit also through the Son, in 
the two natures, two wills, one hypostasis and two operations o f 
Christ, and in the doctrine o f seven sacraments. He promised 
further not to mix oil in the bread used in the Eucharist, to accept 
and condemn whatever the Rom an Church accepts and condemns, 
and to insist on this faith with all those under him. Isaac made a 
similar profession. The Bull, gladly accepting the submission o f these 
separated Christians, received them into the Church and imposed 
in their favour that in future no one should call them heretics, that 
their dignitaries should be preferred to their dissident counterparts, 
that they could celebrate in the churches o f Catholics and vice versa, 
and that they could be buried and married in Latin churches but 
according to the Latin rite. Exemptions from taxation and other 
favours were granted to them by later popes, and the union persisted, 
though not without opposition and defections, till some little time 
after 1489 when it succumbed to the latinising policy o f the V  enetians 
who had come into possession o f the island.

A t  some date after 7 August 1445, when the union o f  the Cypriots 
was celebrated, and before Eugenius’ death on 23 February 1447,

1 Monothelite Patriarch o f Antioch of seventh century condemned in III Council 
o f Constantinople.

2 Isaac had been a member o f the Coptic embassy to Florence in 14 4 1: A .  Mercati,
‘ Complement a notizie suirunione di orientali con R om a\ in O .C .P . X V  (1949), 
p. 293, n. 4.

3 datum Romae apud S . Petrumy 7 August 144$: E .P .  doc. 283. P. D ib (D iet. Thiol. 
Cath. x , 48-9) rejects the idea that the Maronites o f Cyprus needed reconciliation with 
the Church as heretics, or the concession o f the use o f Latin altars which they had long
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the C ouncil o f Ferrara^Florence^Lateran came to an end. O f  
any conciliar activity in the Lateran palace other than that here 
recounted there is no record.1 Not even a Bull o f dissolution or pro' 
rogation is extant. During that period, however, Eugenius had had 
relations with Stephen, king o f Bosnia, which apparently resulted in 
his acceptance o f the decrees o f the C ou ncil and reconciliation with 
Rom e. In a letter to the hierarchy and nobility o f Hungary reconv 
mending the K in g  o f Bosnia ‘ become a Catholic C hristian ’ , the 
Pope mentions that he had maintained the Bishop o fH var (.Farensis) 
as legate at the Bosnian court for seven years.2 A  letter o f Benedict 
Ovetarius, dated i October 1443 records the arrival in Rom e o f 
dominus Ferrariensis (should it be Farensis ?) with a legate o f the K in g  
o f  Bosnia, who in a public consistory, in the name o f  the K in g  and 
his people, renounced the Manichaean heresy and accepted the 
faith o f Rom e.3 Eugenius thereafter several times recalled this union, 
e.g. in a letter to Prussia dated 17  A p ril 1444,4 when he put the 
Franciscans in charge o f the Inquisition o f Eastern E u r o p e , 5 and 
when he legitimised the new K in g , Stephen Thomas, in a letter in 
which he also congratulated him on his loyalty to the H oly See.6 
Some two years later Eugenius’ successor, Nicholas V ,  repeated the 
felicitations.7

W h ile  Eugenius and  his C u r ia  were thus active in  the cause o f  
un ion , their rivals o f  Basel were suffering from  stagnation . F e lix  V  
h im self deserted them on 17  N ovem ber 1442 to take up  residence in 
L au san n e . O n  16  M ay 1443 they held their forty^fifth and  last 
solem n session, in w hich they decreed that after three years a new 
coun cil should  be convened in Lyon s, but that m eanw hile they thenv 
selves should continue in Basel. France, and particularly G erm any,

1 Perhaps rhere was little else to record: Nam  et Eugenius concilium Rofnae se indixisse 
ajebat apud Lateranum, ubi tamen nihil conciliariter agebatur (Aeneas Sylvius, ‘ D e rebus 
Basileae gestis stante vel dissoluto concilio commentarius*, in C . Fea, Pius 11, Pont. 
M a x . a calumniis vindicates, etc. (Romae, 1823), p. 85).

2 Dated 30 Ju ly  1446, Raynaldus, ad annum 1445, xxiv.  For the episcopo Fanensi o f 
Raynaldus read episcopo Farensi.

3 MarteneJDurand, Vet. script, etc. I (Paris, 1724), 15 9 1. Martene gives the year 
as 1442.

4 Raynaldus, ad annum 1444, 11.
5 16  February 1445, E .P .  doc. 280. The Franciscans were very active in those parts 

during all Eugenius* reign; cf. W adding, op. cit. vol. X I  passim.
6 29 May 1 4 4 5 ,  E .P .  doc. 281. 7 Ibid. doc. 289.
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were still trying to find a solution o f the ecclesiastical problem by 
means o f a third council, in the meantime preserving their own 
neutrality. There was, however, a growing division on both political 
and ecclesiastical questions between Frederick, K in g  o f the Romans, 
and the German Electors. W hen, in May 1443, the Swiss revolted 
against the Hapsburgs and in A ugust o f the following year Frederick, 
hard-pressed to oppose them, appealed for help to the Electors at 
Nuremberg, his request was rejected. In the emergency he turned 
to France. The Dauphin with a large force o f Arm agnacs moved 
against the insurgents whom  he defeated near Basel on 26 A ugust 
1444. Eugenius, seeing a possible solution o f the conciliar question 
in the D auphin and his army, made him Gonfaloniere o f the 
Church (A ugust 1444) with an annual pension o f 15,000 fl., but 
though Louis approached Basel, he did nothing else to disturb its 
inhabitants.

In the ecclesiastical sphere Frederick became more and more 
favourable to Eugenius, while the Electors hardened in support o f 
Basel. Finally in February 1446 the K in g  declared resolutely for the 
Pope, receiving in return the promise o f imperial coronation with 
100,000 Rhenish florins for his expenses, and large concessions in 
the disposal o f benefices. This step on the pan o f Frederick was the 
fruit o f Cesarini’s persuasions, ably continued by the diplomatic skill 
o f  Eugenius’ envoy Ju an  de Carvajal, and supported by the voice o f 
Aeneas Sylvius de’ Piccolomini, who, after having been an ardent 
supporter and official o f the C ou n cil o f Basel, was at this time an 
influential member o f Frederick’s chancellery, reconciled with 
Eugenius early in 1445.

Meantime Eugenius’ cause was gaining ground with Charles V I I  
o f  France. The Pope had never acquiesced in the Pragmatic Sanction 
o f  1438 and made many attempts to have it abrogated, offering in a 
kind o f concordat large concessions with regard to benefices though 
rather less in respect o f finance, but without success.1 So it was not, 
in fact, till after Charles’s death that his son Louis suppressed the 
Sanction on 27 November 14 6 1. But the continued negotiations, 
i f  they did not result in agreement over the Sanction, fostered better

1 N . Valois, L a  sanction pragmatique, etc. pp. cxxxv  fif. Pietro del Monte played a 
large pan for the Pope in these negotiations.
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general relations between the two courts and it may have been owing 
to del Monte’ s persuasions that Charles came to abandon his old 
enthusiasm for a third council.

T o  the French court in the course o f 1445 Felix V ’s son, Louis o f 
Savoy, made overtures to end the schism, promising to win his 
father to follow Charles’s counsels. A  project for a meeting with 
Felix at Lyons or Geneva was frustrated by A lem an, who taking 
alarm at the turn o f events, persuaded the antipope to return to 
Basel. Louis, checked for the moment, did not change his intentions, 
and in France hopes o f Church unity rose high. In November 1446 
Charles, assisted by his council and a number o f eminent clerics, 
proposed to Robert Roger, archbishop o f A ix  and papal Nuncio 
at the French court on a mission from Eugenius, the outline o f a 
scheme for ending the schism— recognition o f Eugenius, an honour^ 
able retirement for Felix, compensation for the chief members o f 
the assembly at Basel, cancellation o f censures on both sides, a General 
C ouncil when peace had been restored. Eugenius1 successor brought 
the schism to a close on conditions almost identical with these.1

1 C f. Valois, n , pp. 299ff. In June 1447, Charles V I I , in accord with the four 
German Electors who had not submitted to Eugenius, with envoys o f England en 
route to Rome to present their K in g ’s declaration o f obedience to the new Pope, and 
envoys o f René o f A n jou , Savoy and Basel, elaborated a scheme for restoring peace 
to the Church. Neither Nicholas V  nor Felix would agree. O n 17  February 1448 
Frederick concluded with Cardinal Juan de Carvajal a concordat for Germany 
( ‘ The Concordat o f Aschaffenburg’). Whereupon he had the safe'conducts for the 
assembly at Basel withdrawn. The Fathers joined Felix in Lausanne, all anxious for an 
honourable way to end the schism, since they had now support from none but Savoy.and 
Switzerland. Nicholas V  authorised Charles o f France to arrange it. A t  Geneva (end 
o f 1447) with the envoys o f England and Sicily it was agreed that Felix should abdicate, 
but as papal Legate retain jurisdiction over Savoy and certain other dioceses; that other 
notable Baselers should be treated honourably, and that Nicholas V  should summon a 
council after the Jubilee^year (1450). O n 18 January 1449 Nicholas annulled all 
penalties decreed against Basel. O n 4 A p ril the French envoys agreed with Felix at 
Lausanne on the conditions o f his abdication. O n 7 A p ril in the second session of 
Lausanne (i.e. o f the translated Council o f Basel) Felix signed the instrument o f ab' 
dication. O n 1 6 A p ril in the third session the ‘ Council* withdrew all censures it had 
previously passed against the papal party. O n 19 A p ril (fourth session) it elected to 
the ‘ vacant papal throne’ Thomas da Sarzana and asserted once again that a General 
C ouncil holds its authority immediately from Christ, and that all the faithful, even 
the Pope, should obey it in ea quae pertinent adfidem, extirpationem schistnatis et adgeneralem 
rejormationem Ecdesiae D e i in capite et membris. In its fifth and last session, 25 A p ril 1449, 
it accorded to Felix what Nicholas had granted him, and then decreed its own dis' 
solution (Raynaldus, ad annum 14 4 9 ,3 V ,  V ,  V i ) .  O n 18 June Nicholas published a Bull
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A s  his relations with France and K in g  Frcdcrick improved, 
Eugenius took a step that nearly wrecked his chances o f regaining 
the adherence o f Germany. A t  the end o f 1445 he excommunicated 
and deposed the archbishops o f Cologne and Trier, both o f them 
Electors o f Germany, for their support o f Felix and his Council. The 
result was to rally the other Electors to their side. Refusing Frederick’s 
invitation to a national council in Vienna, they met in Frankfort 
(March 1446) and drew up four Bulls which Eugenius was to 
accept before r September 1446, otherwise they would acknowledge 
the legitimacy o f Basel. The four conditions were: (r) recognition o f 
the decrees o f Constance and Basel as regards the authority o f General 
Councils; (2) the convocation o f another council before r M ay 1447 
in one o f five German cities named; (3) the acceptance o f the reforms 
o f  Basel in so far as these had been received in Germ any; and (4) the 
annulment o f the action against the archbishops o f Cologne and 
Trier. Aeneas Sylvius, sent by Frederick with the Diet’s envoys, 
tried to mitigate somewhat the asperity o f the message. Eugenius 
replied that he would send his answer to their next Diet due on 
r September. There his representatives replied to the first three con' 
ditions, in cach case by careful wording and added phrases attenu^ 
ating the stark character o f the Electors’ ultimatum. O n the fourth 
condition he offered no reply: he was already negotiating to fulfil it.

The ability o f the Pope’s friends at Frankfort to interpret his 
answer as an acceptance and the successful efforts o f  Frederick to 
introduce division among the Electors resulted in the official defers 
ment o f any acknowledgement o f Basel and in the sending o f more 
envoys to Eugenius, the bearers o f a modified form o f  the four con^ 
ditions, proposed now not as Bulls but as articles for acceptance. 
T o  gain a majority in the Sacred College, the Pope, set now on a 
policy o f appeasement, created four new cardinals (December 1446), 
among them Thomas da Sarzana (within a few months to be elected 
Pope, under the name o f Nicholas V )  and Juan  de C arvajal, who 
had been among his representatives in Frankfort. The articles were 
submitted to a commission o f six cardinals with a president. The

to settle the peaceful possession o f benefices acquired during the schism. O n 7 January 
14 5 1 Amadeus mortem obiit et unionem confirmavit. . .ecclesiae moriendo quam vivendo utilior 
(Aeneas Sylvius, D e  rebus Basikae, etc. pp. 1 14 ,  1 15 ) .
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replies were promulgated in a letter and a series o f Bulls, which 
though they softened the articles to orthodoxy, were nevertheless 
accepted by the German envoys owing to the persuasions o f Aeneas 
Sylvius and the papal party among the Electors.

The first two conditions were treated o f together in a letter ad/ 
dressed to the K in g  o f the Rom ans and the Electors o f M ainz and 
Brandenburg,1 all o f them supporters ofEugenius (5 February 1447): 
the Pope would call another council, since that was their wish, even 
though he thought that the ecclesiastical situation could be met better 
by other means; ‘ The General C ouncil o f Constance, however, the 
decree Frequens and its other decrees, like other councils representing 
the Catholic C hurch militant, their power, authority, honour and 
eminence, W e, like our predecessors, from whose footsteps we never 
mean to deviate, accept, embrace and respect/ (N o  word o f ‘ pre  ̂
eminence’ o f C ouncils; no mention o f Basel; as there had been in 
the article proposed.) The other conditions were dealt with in the 
Bulls, dated 5 February. Eugenius allowed the continuance o f the 
reforms by then obtaining in Germany but claimed compensation 
for himself and declared that he would send a legate to stabilise final 
conditions. H e yielded over the archbishops o f Cologne and Trier, 
but only if  they should swear obedience and recognise him as Pope.2 
Finally to restore peace in the German C hurch he legitimised all 
preferments, etc., conferred during the years o f division.3

D uring these negotiations Eugenius had fallen seriously ill. A fraid  
that his action o f conciliation might have gone too far (not all the 
cardinals were in agreement with it), he signed, also on 5 February, 
a document declaring that, in a certain sense forced by the needs o f 
the C hurch to assent to what had been asked, yet because o f his illness 
unable to give that serious examination to the questions that their 
gravity required, he protested that he in no way intended to derogate 
from the doctrine o f the Fathers or the privileges and authority o f the 
H oly See; anything o f that nature should be held as not conceded.4 
He was, in fact, so ill, that the German envoys made their oaths of 
allegiance to him in his bed. He died on 23 February 1447. A t  his 
own request his body was laid to rest in St Peter’s near that o f Pope

1 E .P .  doc. 288; Raynaldus, ad annum 1447, v . 2 Raynaldus, ibid. v i, vu .
3 Ibid. in dated 7 February 1447. 4 Ibid. vn*
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E ugen ius I II . It was transferred to the church o f  S .  Salvatore in 
L a u ro  at the time o f  the construction o f  the new S t Peter’s .1

T h e  most im portant feature for European history o f  the reign o f  
E ugen ius w as the check it gave to the C o n c ilia r  M ovem ent w hich 
h ad  reached its c lim ax  with regard to theory, determ ination and

1 Eugenius himself wanted no ornate sepulchral monument. His nephew Cardinal 
Francesco Condulmaro was responsible for the one that was later erected.

The epitaph on his tomb in S . Salvatore in Lauro read as follows:

Urbs Venetum dedit ortum. Q uid Rom a? Urbis et orbis 
Iura. Det optanti caelica regna Deus.

Memoriae 
Eugenii IIII 

Sum mi atque optimi Pontificis 
H ie in pace gravis in bellis pro Christi 

Ecclesia impiger 
In iniuriis patiens Religiosorum amator ac in 

Eruditos viros munificus 
Concilii Basileensis insolentiam 

Adversus Pontificiam Romanam Potestatem
Concilio Florentiae celebrato refrenavit ac fregit 

In quo
Joannes Palaeologus Graeciae Imperator 

Romanum caput agnoscens 
Eius pedibus se multasque externas et remotas 

Nationes humill. substravit.
Congregatio Canonicorum S . Gregorii in A lg a  Venet.

Fundatori religiosissimo pietatis caussa P .C .

The inscription on his tomb in St Peter's was:

Eugenius iacet hie quartus, cor nobile cuius 
Testamur vitae splendida facta suae.

Istius ante sacros se praebuit alter ab ortu 
A lter ab occasu Caesar uterque pedes.

Alter ut accipiat fidei documenta-Latinae,
A lter ut aurato cingat honore caput.

Q uo duce et Arm enii Graecorum exempla secuti.
Romanam agnorunt Aethiopcsque fidem.

Inde Syri ac Arabes mundique e finibus Indi 
Magna, sed haec animo cuncta minora suo.

Nam  valida rursum Turcos iam classe petebat,
D um  petit, ast ilium sustulit atra dies.

Q ui semper vanos mundi contempsit honorcs,
A tque hac impressa condite, dixit, humo.

Sed non quem Rubro decoraverat ille Galero,
Non hoc Franciscus stirbs sua clara tulit.

Susceptique memor meriti tarn nobile, quod nunc,
Cernis, tam praestans surgere iussit opus.

(Quoted by T . Frommann, Kritische Beiträge etc., pp. 23-4 .)
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action in the Council o f Basel. Eugenius’ opposition involved him 
in persecution and execration, but even in the period o f his lowest 
fortunes he never wavered on the principle that was at stake, that a 
pope is superior to a council.1 Such constancy o f purpose and en/ 
durance in adversity were the product o f a mind that saw certain 
things clearly and followed them out with singleness o f will, perhaps 
with the obstinacy that often goes with simplicity o f character. Euge/ 
nius, at the beginning o f his reign seriously ill and at the same time 
involved in the insurrection o f the Colonna family, can be forgiven 
for having misappraised the C ouncil o f Basel in its earliest stages. 
It did, in fact, show all the signs o f being another Pavia/Siena 
assembly, few in numbers, discordant in voice. He treated it as such, 
but was mistaken. W hen he was made to realise his error by the 
opposition that culminated in his near/surrender o f 14 33 , he was 
thereafter conciliatory— over the Greeks, over Annates, over the 
Indulgence. His obstinacy showed itself rather in personal relation/ 
ships. He was both unforgiving and over/trusting. Yet he did forgive 
Capranica and Aeneas Sylvius and many another. T w o  o f his most 
important and successful generals, Baldassare da Offida and Vitel/ 
leschi, whose excesses damaged his reputation and distressed his 
friends, both met with violent deaths while still in his favour.2

Eugenius, having given his trust, did not easily withdraw it, just 
as, having given his word, he was faithful to it.3 He had pledged his 
support to René o f A n jou : he remained loyal to him till his cause 
was utterly lost. He had promised help in money and arms to the 
Greeks: he did his utmost to fulfil his promise. The money was forth/ 
coming, he himself contributing generously. His crusade, on a lesser 
scale than he had hoped because England and France could not be

1 ‘ W e should have given up the apostolic dignity and life too, rather than have been 
the willing cause and beginning that the pontifical dignity and the apostolic authority 
should be subordinated to a Council, contrary to all the enactments o f the canons, a 
thing that has never been done before, nor by any o f our predecessors.* Letter to the 
Doge o f Venice, Raynaldus, ad annum 1433 , x ix . C f. his Bull Decet Rom ani Pontificis 
o f 5 February 1447, ibid. ad annum 1447, vn .

2 O n Eugenius* possible complicity in the deeds o f these men and in their deaths 
cf. Valois, 11, pp. 90-3, 264-72; Pastor, 1, pp. 298-302, appendices 20, 2 1 and (in 
German 3rd and 4th ed., 190 1) 2 1a .

3 A lt i  cordis fu it et amicitiae tenacissimus. F e lix  quern semel dtlexit. M alum , nisi vidit, 
nunquam ille putauit (Aeneas Sylvius, ‘ Oration before Frederick III* , in Muratori, 
1st ed., m , a , 881).
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brought to peace, G erm any was ‘ neutral’ and rather an tvpapal, 
A u stria  alienated by the question o f  the H u n garian  succession and 
distracted by the war with the Sw iss, unfortunately failed, but not 
through any fault o f  h is.’ E ugen ius, however, d id  not give up. H e 
w as no mere dreamer. H e  w as active and pursued his projects to the 
end. A fter the union with the G reeks, he sent o ff com m issaries to all 
the other separated oriental C hristians he cou ld  th in k  of. W hen the 
position  o f  the papacy seemed more assured by Frederick ’s allegiance, 
he attacked the electors o f  C o lo gn e  and Trier, and even in his act 
o f  reconciliation with them dem anded their subm ission.

Eugenius has been severely blam ed for his inactivity in reforming 
the C h u rch . There is no d oubt that there was need o f  reform, but 
there is doubt as to what degree o f  reform was possible at that time. 
Basel tried to reform the Pope and the C u ria , but dared not touch 
the b ish o ps.1 T h e  nations were more concerned at the disorders 
resulting from rivalries over episcopal Sees (in  w hich, however, their 
m onarchs were as m uch to blam e as the P ope), over pluralities, and 
the flow o f  money to R om e, than the general state o f  religion at 
hom e.2 A n  acute thinker and advocate o f  reform, Jo h an n  N ider, 
a strong prom oter o f  the O bservance am ong the D om in ican s, after 
close study o f  the question, concluded that a general reform was at 
that time not to be hoped for, ‘ because first o f  all the good  will o f  the 
subjects is lacking, then the adverse attitude o f  the prelates form s an 
obstacle, and lastly it is useful to the L o r d ’s elect to be tried by 
persecution at the hands o f  the w ick ed ’ . T h e  only practical way was 
that o f  the ants, to proceed little by little, in certain groups and 
R elig iou s O rders.3 E ugenius did  m uch to introduce reform along

1 In reformation autem eccksiae incipiendum esse a capite dicunt. . .Ceterum  in communi de 
moribus, de pietatet de iustitia, de modestia cleri et populi nihil agebatur. . . .  Quicquid apostolicae 
sedi nocivum videbatur, facile impetratum fu it , adversus alios episcopos nihil intentari potuit. . .
Pluralitas benejiciorum quia multos tangebat nunquam potuit___ Sola reformatio sancta
videbaturt si sedes apostolica nuda relinqueretur (Aeneas Sylvius, D e  rebus Basileae gestis, etc. 
pp. 6 1-2 ) .

2 C f. the long letter o f Pietro del Monte to Scarampo, dated E x  Londinis idibus 
aprilis 1440. Q uos uero contra nos cunctorum fe m e  odium prouocat, omnia precio et pactione 

f ie r i istic (i.e. in Rome) clara voce affirmant damnantque illam pritnorum fructuum exactionem 
quam annata vel vacantia curiales vulgo solent nominare. Earn velut turpem, illicitamt et 
simoniacam student pro viribus reprobare.. . ( A .  Zanelli, ‘ Pietro del Monte’ , in Archivio 
storico lombardo, etc. v n i ( 19 0 7), pp. 10 2 -3 ) .

3 Formicarius (1437) quoted by Pastor, 1, pp. 355-6.

T H E  C O U N C I L  E N D S  I N  R O M E

345



T H E  C O U N C I L  O F  F L O R E N C E

those lines in the countries where his authority was recognised. 
Am brogio Traversari begins his Itinerarium or the account o f his 
visitation o f the Camaldolese monasteries o f Italy,1 as ex  imperio et 
voluntate ipsius Pontificis. Vespasiano da Bisticci gives a long list of 
houses o f monks and nuns, mainly in the neighbourhood o f Florence, 
belonging to various Orders, that were reformed by Eugenius. The 
Pope’s aim was to replace the laxer communities by Observants, 
i.e. members o f the movements aiming at a stricter monastic life 
already well established among the Franciscans and the Dominicans. 
A  similar movement among the Benedictines owed, i f  not its 
beginning, at least its stability to Eugenius, for by Bulls o f 1432  and 
1435 he gave papal approval to a new type o f Benedictine organisa/ 
tion centred on the abbey o f S. Giustina o f Padua. This reform, 
owing to the active support o f the Pope, gradually won its way into 
nearly all the Benedictine abbeys o f Italy, and its influence was felt 
in other Orders like the Camaldolese and the Olivetans, and in places 
as far apart as Spain, Portugal and Poland.2 The pages o f Wadding^ 
and the Bullaria Franciscanaft bear witness to the many missions inv 
posed by the Pope on St John Capistrano, Alberto da Sarteano, 
Giacom o da Marcia and others for the reform o f their own convents 
and o f the local clergy in areas ranging from Jerusalem to Caffa. 
He imposed measures o f reform, too, on the Roman clergy, even when 
he was in Florence, and took some steps to reorganise the Roman 
C u ria .5

1 A . Dini/Traversari, Ambrogio Traversari e i suoi tempi. The Hodoeporicon is paginated 
separately at the end o f the volume.

2 The reform o f organisation consisted largely in limiting the independence of 
abbeys and putting them under a central authority— to make it impossible for the 
abbeys to be given in commendam. The reform o f S . Giustina was largely the work 
o f Luigi Barbo, abbot 20 December 1408, a member o f Eugenius’ monastery of 
S . Giorgio d’A lga.

* Certains de ses fils (i.e. o f S . Giustina) reçurent d’Eugène I V  des missions 
semblables à celle dont Barbo avait été honoré. Bornons/nous à nommer le bien/ 
heureux Gomez qui reforma plusieurs monastères cisterciens, silvestrins et autres, et qui 
fut nommé général des camuldules. ’ C f. P . Schmitz, Histoire de VOrdre de Saint Benoît, 
n i (Maredsous, 1948), pp. 159-68. 3 Annales Minorutn, tom. XL

4 E.g. U . Hüntemann, Buîîarium Franciscanum, I (Quaracchi, 19 29). C f. J .  Hofer, 
Giovanni da Capestrano (Italian translation b y G . di Fabro, Aquila, 19 55), pp. 179 -29 2 .

5 C f. W . Hofmann, Forscbungen zur Geschichte der Kurialen Beborden von Scbisma bis 
zur Reformation, 11 (Rome, 19 14 ), pp. 14ÎÏ*.— mainly the limiting o f the number of 
secretaries and officials in various departments.
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The loudest complaint against the Rom an C uria was about its 
exactions o f money. Eugenius needed money for all his great projects, 
o f defending the Papal States, o f union, o f crusades, o f bringing 
peace to the C hurch, all o f which involved large expenditure for 
arms, for embassies, for subventions to the Orientals, and none 01 
which enrichcd him personally. Basel felt a like need and exacted 
even more than Eugenius. Felix, in spite o f his large personal fortune, 
demanded and received his Annates. But Eugenius had no love for 
money, perhaps no real appreciation o f its value. He disposed o f his 
patrimony o f 20,ooo ducats when he entered the monastery o f S . Gior/ 
gio d ’A lg a  in Venice, and throughout his life was generous in the 
extreme to all, no matter their rank, who appealed to him for help. 
Vespasiano da Bisticci recounts many instances o f this. T o  succour 
the sick he took under his care the needy hospitals o f France and in 
particular he re-established the hospital o f S . Spirito in Rome, him/ 
self becoming a member o f the confraternity to support it and so 
encouraging many o f the cardinals to follow his example. He recited 
his breviary regularly with his chaplains and lived very abstemiously, 
never drinking wine, and content with one meal a day. W hile in 
Florence he appeared as little as possible in public (so says Ves/ 
pasiano), but when he did, such was the majesty o f his presence and 
the impression o f sanctity that he gave, that all were awed to silence 
or moved to tears.

Eugenius was not a humanist, though not insensible to the new 
spirit o f the age. He had humanists in his service, including the 
unworthy Poggio. His own library contained the, for those days, 
considerable number o f 350 volumes, "mostly theological. He env 
barked on little in the way o f building, but he did much to restore 
some o f the Rom an churches that had fallen into ruin in the evil 
days o f war. Artists o f great name, like the seraphic Fra Angelico, 
worked for him, but the times were not propitious in Rom e for large 
undertakings. The bronze doors o f St Peter’s, inspired by the great 
doors o f the baptistery in Florence, but entrusted for execution to an 
artist o f less than Ghiberti’s stature,1 Antonio Averulino (Filarete), 
still stand in the St Peter’s o f today to record the achievement of 
Eugenius’ reign.

1 Eugenius had Ghiberti make him a magnificent tiara, c. 1442.
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Many were the criticisms, as well as the encomiums, o f Eugenius 
after his death. Aeneas Sylvius, in his funeral oration before 
Frederick III, summed up his character in these words: A lt i  cordis 

ju it . Sed nullum in eo magis vitium fuit, nisi quia sine mensura erat9 et non 
quod potuit, sed quod voluit aggressus est.1 Eugenius was not as versatile 
as his panegyrist. The criticism would perhaps be more just, i f  for 
voluit there were substituted debuit or at least se debere credidit.

1 Muratori, ist ed. in , n , 891.
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C H A P T E R  X

T H E  R E C E P T I O N  OF T H E  

U N I O N  I N  T H E  E A S T

T
H E  one thing, one might almost say the only thing, generally 
believed about the union o f Florence is that, after being ac  ̂
cepted by the Greeks in Italy, it was almost immediately re' 

jected by the same Greeks in Constantinople. The chronicler Ducas, 
pro/union in sentiment, portrays the prelates, when they were dis  ̂
embarking from the ships on the quays o f the capital, as confessing 
with great bitterness o f heart: ‘ W e have sold our faith/1 It can be 
taken as certain that they said no such thing. But the story indicates 
that from the start they showed no great enthusiasm for the union and 
that the populace, to whom the words are supposed to have been 
addressed, was ill-disposed to it and suspected from the first that money 
had had something to do with it.

The events o f the first three months after the return, at least those 
in which he was concerned, are narrated in some detail by Syropoulus.2 
The officials o f the Great Church who had not been at the Council 
in Italy were inclined to boycott the ‘ unionists’ and, since the E n v  
peror because o f his grief over his wife’s death did nothing to implex 
ment the union, they took heart and began to show their opposition 
more openly by refusing to participate in ecclesiastical services with 
the ‘ unionists’ , even though the Pope was commemorated in none 
o f them. A n  admonition from the Emperor had no effect. The 
‘ unionists’ were shunned. Towards the end o f A pril steps were 
taken to elect a new Patriarch. Mark o f Ephesus refused to allow 
his name to be put forward. Antony o f Heraclea likewise declined 
and took the occasion o f the synod o f election to make a public 
repudiation o f his former acceptance o f the union in Florence, or

T Ducas, H istom  byzantina, ed. Bekker (Bonn, 1834), p- 2 1 6.
“ Syr. x n , pp. 330f.
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rather o f his signature to the decree, for he declared that he had never 
really accepted the union. In the event three names were forwarded 
to the Emperor, those o f Dorotheus, metropolitan o f  Trebizond, 
Metrophanes o f Cyzicus and Gennadius, hegoumenos o f the monas/ 
tery o f Vatopedion. John V I I I  rejected the third candidate straight/ 
away. The other two were sounded on their attitude towards the 
union. Dorotheus declared himself against it; Cyzicus for it. Lots 
were drawn between them and Metrophanes’s name came up (2 May). 
H e was invested by the Emperor on 4 May, Garatoni accompanying 
him in the procession from the royal palace, a fact which immediately 
prejudiced him in the eyes o f the people. From his solemn Liturgy 
o f  Pentecost (15  May) when the Pope was prayed for and his name 
included in the diptychs, Mark o f Ephesus, Antony o f  Heraclea and 
Dorotheus o f Trebizond absented themselves. Indeed that same 
day Ephesus, fearing that the creation o f a new Patriarch would 
mark the beginning o f strong measures to enforce the union, fled 
to his See o f Ephesus, and Heraclea also left Constantinople secretly. 
The flight o f these two, so says Syropoulus, made the Emperor 
pause, fearing that others too might do the same. Syropoulus himself 
with the Chartophylax, after various admonitions and threats from 
the Emperor for his refusal to co-operate with the new Patriarch, was 
finally allowed by Metrophanes to resign his office.1

There is no doubt that from the very beginning the mass o f the 
population o f Constantinople— the ‘ man in the street’ , that is, and 
the innumerable ill^educated, and often vagrant, monks who were 
his spiritual guides—was hostile to the union o f Florence. The 
attitude at this time o f the more cultured classes that were grouped 
round the imperial court is more difficult to determine for lack o f 
evidence. Later these will be found favourable to it, at least for 
political reasons. Rumours o f all sorts must have been rife in Con/ 
stantinople during the course o f the Council. John  Eugenicus, 
M ark’s brother, who after an adventurous voyage had returned to the 
imperial city half a year or so before the rest, would have given a 
lurid account o f the hardships o f the Greeks in Italy. The six months 
that intervened between the conclusion o f the union and the arrival 
home o f the main party would have allowed the circulation o f all

1 He was, however, still called Great Ecclesiarches in 1452 (Schol, in, p. 19 3 ) ·

T H E  C O U N C I L  O F  F L O R E N C E

350



kinds o f sinister stories. The inactivity o f the Hmperor after his return 
and his neglect to promulgate the decree o f union immediately and 
solemnly gave rise to the belief that he himself was not convinced o f 
its justice and o f its utility for his people.1 Mark o f Hphesus wasted 
no time in initiating anti/unionist propaganda by word o f mouth and 
in writing, and he found a ready audience in the monks. The result 
was that the supporters o f the union became more and more isolated. 
The churches where they functioned were not frequented; even those 
w ho visited them from curiosity were shunned by their fellows. But 
there was still a fair proportion o f the citizens w ho were not so 
fanatical. Garatoni, in a letter written on 10  June 1440, records that 
at the solemn Liturgy o f Pentecost ‘ there assisted ten metropolitans 
from those who accept the union with a very great number o f monks, 
o f parochial clergy and o f the whole people’ , and that later ‘ Latins 
go to the Masses and offices o f the Greeks and Greeks to the Masses 
and offices o f the Latins’ .2

That letter o f Garatoni was written to Methone to accompany the 
official notice o f his election that Metrophanes II, at Garatoni’s 
suggestion, despatched to the chief centres in his patriarchate.3 In it 
Metrophanes, after announcing his accession to the patriarchal throne 
and the consequent need to commemorate his name in the diptychs, 
proclaimed the union o f the Churches achieved in Florence, justi' 
fying it on the grounds that the Latin Saints, accepted as such also 
by the Greeks, had always held what the Latin Church then believed. 
The name o f  the Pope should, therefore, be included in the diptychs, 
as was being done in Constantinople, and the fact o f the union 
accepted: ‘ you should however know that we retain as before, with✓ 
out any change, all our ecclesiastical customs in the holy celebration 
o f the sacred Body o f Christ and in the other services and the recita^ 
tion o f the holy Creed.’ Metrophanes’ encyclical would have been

1 Letter of Eugenius to Garatoni 25 August 1440 (E.P. doc. 245).
2 G . Hofmann, ‘ Patriarchen von Konstantinopel: kleine Quellenbeitrage zur 

Unionsgeschichte\ in O .C . x x x u  ( i 9 j j ) ,  p· 9·
3 For the text of Metrophanes’ letter, cf. Hofmann, Orient, doc. tnin. doc. 16. For 

a similar letter to Crete dated 15 July 1440, cf. Lambros, N.E. i (1904), pp. 5 1-5 ,  
and A .  N . Tomadakis, ‘ Μιχαήλ Καλοφρενα$ Κρή$, Μητροφάνη$ β' καί ή πρό$ 
την ενωσιν τή$ Φλωρεντία$ αντίθεσή των Κρητών\ in Ε.Ε.Β.Σ. χχι ( 19 5 1 )» 
pp. 14 1-2 .
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welcomed at least in the areas under Venetian rule. A n  enthusiastic 
letter to the Patriarch from the Cretan Michael Kalophrenas wit/ 
nesses to this and to the fact that Fantinus Vallaresso, who had been 
despatched by Eugenius to his archdiocese o f C andia in September 
1439 to promote the acceptance there o f union, had already issued 
instructions about the commemoration o f the Pope in the Liturgy.1 
But there were some o f the Greek Church in Crete who tried to 
evade the mention o f the Pope’s name and Kalophrenas in his letter 
asks for guidance on this.2

Metrophanes announced his election also to the Pope and wrote at 
the same time to some o f the cardinals, using the customary title of 
‘ Oecumenical Patriarch’ and calling both Pope and cardinals his 
4fellow/ministers’ and ‘ fellow/servants’ .3 Eugenius, in a letter to 
Garatoni, expressed himself very indignantly about the pretentious 
title and the equality implied by ‘ fellow/ministers’ . But he was 
ready to help the Patriarch financially, as Garatoni had requested, 
either by the conferring o f benefices or by direct money grant, pro/ 
vided however that he contented himself with the title o f Patriarch 
o f Constantinople. He would assist, too, the officials o f St Sophia on 
condition that they were regular in their ecclesiastical functions. In 
that same letter the Pope has much to say about the Emperor, 
deploring his slowness to take any steps to establish the union firmly 
and bidding his envoy augment or decrease the number o f cross/ 
bowmen according as John was more or less active in the affairs o f 
the Church.4 There was every hope that the army and the fleet against 
the Turk would be ready by the beginning o f the next year ( 14 4 1)  
and two ships would from then on always be at Garatoni’s disposal.

1 There were no bishops of Greek rite in Crete under the Venetians. The Greeks 
were governed by a number of Protopapades, themselves subordinate to the Latin 
hierarchy: cf. G . Hofmann, ‘ Wie stand es mit der Frage der Kircheneinheit auf 
Kreta = \  in O . C . P .  x  ( 19 4 4 ) ,  pp. 9 1 - 1 1 5 .

2 Hofmann, Orient. doc. win. doc. 37.
3 Metrophanes’ letter is not extant. W e have only Eugenius* reply to Garatoni, of 

25 August 1440, from which we can in large measure reconstruct both the Patriarch’s 
letter and Garatoni’s report, also lost, to which this pontifical letter is the answer 
(E.P. doc. 243).

4 For some time there had been not more than 150 of these in Constantinople; 
ibid. Garatoni had gone to Constantinople furnished with money for their pay, 
Hofmann, ibid. and A .C .A . doc. 127.
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B u t, i f  the Em peror still dallied , G aratoni w as to find a good  excuse 
to return to R om e, w ithout at the same time pre ju d icing the question 
o f  u n io n .1

Eugenius was not the only one to find Jo h n ’s attitude provoking. 
The new Patriarch o f Constantinople was equally incensed by it. 
The longer the ecclesiastical division was allowed to continue, the 
more difficult it would be to apply a remedy. Some time early in 
14 4 1 a group o f those who had signed the decree o f Florence issued 
a manifesto repudiating the union and refusing to commemorate the 
Pope in the Liturgy ‘ as long as the Latins retained what had origin^ 
ally caused the schism’ .2 In the Lent o f the same year Metrophanes, 
determined to bring matters to a head, retired to a monastery and 
refused to perform the Lenten services in St Sophia. T o  avoid the 
scandal o f H oly W eek passing with no liturgy o f the Passion and no 
Easter service, the Emperor promised that, if  the Patriarch would 
return and fulfil his functions, he would set the Church in order 
immediately afterwards. But on the evening o f Holy Saturday Paul 
A san  fled from the city with his daughter to Mesembria tc ..heDc.pot 
Demetrius who wanted to marry her against the w ill o f the Emperor, 
o f all his other brothers and o f his mother, and in the con. /sion that 
followed the ecclesiastical question was lost sight o f again, be^-use 
Demetrius’ act implied also rebellion.3

Metrophanes himself, however, was not inactive. It would seem 
that he had adopted a policy o f appointing and himself consecrating 
unionist bishops not only in his own metropoly but also outside o f 
it. Such, at least, is the assertion in the proclamation o f the three 
Patriarchs o f Alexandria, Antioch and -Jerusalem, who at the in  ̂
stigation o f a certain Arsenius, metropolitan o f Caesarea in Cappa^ 
docia, are said to have met in Jerusalem in 1443 and condemned the

1 Garatoni had accompanied the Greeks back to Constantinople. He was in Rome 
again at least by 4 February 1442, when he signed the decree of union of the Copts. 
He apparently stayed in Italy for some time. He was sent to Hungary in mid'February 
1443, returned to Rome and wenr with the fleet of July 1444 to Methone (15 July 
1444), ro Crete (Jorga, ill, pp. 180,182) and was back in Rome in April 1445 (ibid. n, 
p. 24). He was sent to Hungary again in 1446 (ibid. 11, p. 26) and died there in 1448, 
killed by rhe Turks, perhaps in the battle of Kossovo (17  October).

2 Schol. hi, p. 179, who was writing some ten years later, dates the manifesto as 
‘ immediately after the Synod’, i.e. of Florence.

3 Phr. p. 191; Syr. xn, 11, pp. 347-8.
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C ou ncil o f Florence,1 and at the same time to have addressed a stern 
letter o f admonition to the Emperor.2

Joh n  V II I ,  however, still did nothing to settle the ecclesiastical 
question. It was in any case a delicate problem and it was rendered 
more complicated from the fact that Demetrius, who at this time was 
preparing to attack Constantinople with Turkish aid to make him/ 
self Emperor, was looked upon by the anti/unionists as the only 
ecclesiastically/sound member o f the royal family and as the protector 
o f orthodoxy.3 Demetrius was probably counting on their support 
to undermine the defence o f the city, otherwise his project, as he 
must have known, was doomed from the start. The expected assault 
took place in.the summer o f 1442. It failed and Demetrius remained 
in the Emperor’s hands, for a time in house^confinement.4 That, 
however, did not entirely settle the political situation* There remained 
the question o f the succession to the throne, as John was childless. 
Theodore was the next eldest o f the brothers, but John  wanted the

1 Dated April 1443, Hofmann, Orient, doc. mitt. doc. 45. O f  this synod A rch ' 
bishop Papadopoulos notes: ‘A s  is well known, this synod did actually meet, but 
the documents about it that are preserved are not genuine’ (C h. Papadopoulos, 
Ή  κατάστασις τής ’Ορθοδόξου Εκκλησίας Αντιόχειας κατά τον ΙΔ' και ΙΕ' αιώνα, 
in Ε.Ε.Β.Σ. χ ιιι ( ΐ9 3 7 )> Ρ· 1 4 9» η· 2 · If  it did in fact meet, it is surprising that it had 
such little repercussion in anti/unionist circles, where its condemnation of Florence 
should have been hailed with joy and used as their most authentic weapon in their 
polemics. Instead one finds no certain reference to it at all. The most explicit would be 
in John Eugenicus’ Act of Thanksgiving fo r the Restoration of the Church dating from 
after 1450 and probably much later: ‘ W e are set in security.. .by the grace of the alL· 
holy and life-giving Spirit and the prayer and blessing and pardon of the holy patriarchs 
of the East as from a common synod and canonical decision* (Lambros, 1, p. 187), 
unless this refers to the Synod convened in Constantinople in 1285 against Beccus, to 
which the anti'Unionists of Florence so often appealed. Scholarius was still in 
ignorance of it at the end of 1448; Schol. 111, p. 90. The so-called Letter of George 
Amiroutzes to Demetrius of Nauplion contains the words: ‘ ...fo r  which reasons the 
Patriarchs wisely and synodically annulled the signature of their own procurators.. .  * 
(L . Mohler, ‘ Eine bisher verlorene Schrift von Georgios Amirutzes\ in Oriens 
Christianas, neue Serie, i x  (1920), p. 29), but I am convinced that this document is 
spurious. C f. J. Gill, ‘A  Tractate about the Council of Florence attributed to George 
Amiroutzes*, in Journal of Ecclesiastical History, ix  (1958) pp. 30-7.

2 Dated December 1442: text in L . Allatius, D e Ecclesiae occidentalis et orientalis 
perpetua consensione (Coloniae Agrippinae, 1648) 942-7.

3 John Eugenicus to Demetrius in Lambros, 1, p. 180.
4 Phr. pp. 19 1-3 . The most detailed account of these events is in Scholarius* letter 

to Demetrius, Schol. 111, pp. 1 19 -2 1 ;  cf. I. K . Voyatzidis, ‘ Νέα ττηγή βυζαντινής 
Ιστορίας', in Ν.Ε. χνΐιι (1924)» ΡΡ· 70-105, esp. 70-89.
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more capable Constantine to hold the reins o f government after his 
death. Both aspirants intrigued to be near Constantinople and it was 
not till October 1443 that it was agreed that Theodore should have 
the Black Sea possessions and Constantine be Despot in the relatively 
distant Morea.

Meanwhile the ecclesiastical situation grew more tense. The anti/ 
unionists would not attend unionist churches; indeed they considered 
themselves as debarred from them and as exiles and persecuted, 
though there is no evidence at all that any forcible measures were taken 
in Constantinople to make them conform. In particular they lamented 
their exclusion from the Great Church. Their great champion, 
Mark o f Ephesus, had returned to the capital city some time at the 
end o f 1442 or in the course o f 1443, after having been kept in con/ 
finement on the island o f Lemnos by order o f the Emperor, arrested 
as he was on his way to Mount A thos.1 In the course o f the four or 
five years o f life left to him after the Council, his pen was ever active 
to defend orthodoxy as he saw it, and to attack the ‘ Latinisers’ by 
argument, invective and ridicule. Probably to counteract Metro/ 
phanes’ letters recommending the union, he wrote an ‘ Encyclical 
Letter to all Orthodox Christians on the Mainland and the Islands’ , 
with little solid argument but much specious reasoning and no little 
scorn and even ribaldry against the ‘ Greco/Latins’ . His longer 
productions contain much, cleverly disguised, repetition, harping on 
the same quotations from the Fathers. His argumentation was not 
very deep, as Scholarius had no difficulty in showing with regard to 
his ‘ Syllogisms against the Latins about the Procession o f the Holy 
Spirit from the Father only’ ,* but that was probably part o f his skill 
as a controversialist, for he was addressing, not the small cultured 
circle o f Constantinople, but the mass o f the parochial clergy, monks 
and people, unlearned in theology, on whom  the intricacies o f meta/

1 It is not possible to be more precise about the date. Mark himself recounts the 
fact of his arrest (Letter to Tbeophanes, Monk of Euboea, Petit, Docs. p. 480). His brother 
John in the Office fo r Mark Eugenicus (Petit, ‘Acolouthie de Marc Eugenicos,archevequc 
d’Ephese*, in St. b iz .11 ( 19 2 7 ), pp. 19 5-235, esp. p. 216) records that Mark did much 
pastoral work before leaving his See and spent two years on Lemnos, being there also 
during a siege by the Turks, that occurred in summer 1442. He was released from 
arrest on 4 August or 22 October probably of 1442 (Petit, ‘ Note sur Texile de 
Marc d’Ephese a Lemnos’, in Revue de VOrient cbretien, x xm  (1923), pp. 4 14 -15).

2 Schol. h i, pp. 476-538.
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physics would have been lost, but who could be deeply moved by 
argumenta ad hominem like: ‘ D o you, therefore, brethren, flee com/ 
munion with the incommunicable and the commemoration o f the 
incommemorable. Behold I, Mark the sinner, tell you that whoso^ 
ever commemorates the Pope as an orthodox prelate has taken upon 
himself the whole o f Latinism, even to the shaving o f the beard on 
his chin.’ 1 But whatever the value o f M ark’s reasoning, the inv 
pression o f enthusiastic zeal and sincerity that pervades his writings, 
o f devotion to the traditional faith o f his Church and o f hatred and 
scorn towards those who, as he thought, were bent on contaminating 
it with the falsehoods and heresies o f the West, must have greatly 
encouraged those who had already rejected the union and have won 
over to his side many who still hesitated, for he was harping on a 
theme already familiar to the Greeks who hardly needed the fiery 
words o f such an advocate to believe the worst o f the Latin  Church. 
Both East and West recognised in him the greatest obstacle to union. 
He was the only one o f the Greek prelates who had openly refused to 
sign the decree in Florence, the only one, therefore, whose conduct 
throughout was consistent, who was not open to reproach. A n d  
with all that, he was venerated for the sanctity o f his life. N o wonder, 
therefore, that his influence with his fellow-countrymen was so great.

The adherents o f the union had no outstanding personality among 
them who could rival M ark’s influence with the people. Bessarion 
had left Constantinople towards the end o f 1440.2 Isidore o f K iev  
was away in Russia. In any case they had a more difficult task, to per  ̂
suade the Greeks to go back on their history, whereas Mark and his 
friends had only to keep alive all the old prejudices and to confirm an 
attitude already deeply ingrained. A part from Scholarius’ answer 
to the ‘ Syllogisms’ o f Mark (and this probably had little circulation 
as Scholarius at this time was holding himself aloof from controversy) 
there is, at least now, no trace o f unionist polemics o f the period to 
counteract those o f their opponents, other than two productions o f 
Gregory Mammas, answers to Mark Eugenicus’ ‘ Confession o f

1 Letter to Theophanes of Euboea, Petit, Docs. p. 481. In this collection of Mgr Petit, 
pp. 342-522, are to be found most of Mark’s writings against the Latins. For a full 
bibliography of works both edited and not edited, cf. K . G . Mamonis, ‘ Μάρκο? 
ό Ευγενικός. Bios και εργον*, in Θεολογία, χ χ ν  ( ΐ 9 5 4 )» ΡΡ· 377~ 4 ° 4 » 5 ·2 ΐ~7 5 ·

2 He arrived in Florence on 10 December 1440; Eubel, op, ciu n, p. 27.
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Faith ’ and ‘ Encyclical Letter’ .1 The tone o f Gregory’s writings is 
respectful and courteous to his adversary. His pages are learned and 
replete with quotations from the Fathers and the Councils. But they 
lack the controversialist’ s touch. They are too polite and answer jibes 
with serious arguments— or when M ark’s insulting words make no 
pretence to a theological basis, with silence.2 They may have in/ 
fluenced some thinking men, but they would have had little effect 
on the people at large, even i f  they ever reached them. They show, 
however, that the anti'unionists did not have things all their own way. 
Syropoulus, too, gives an indication in the same sense in so far as he 
notes that when the Emperor seemed on the point o f doing something 
to set the Church in order ‘ threats and alarms were brandished 
against us, the opponents, by those who had embraced the union’ , 
which implies that the unionists were not so few in numbers as the 
anti'unionist writings, the impression created by the forceful style 
o f  Ephesus and the fact that so much more has been preserved 
o f  anti/unionist literature than unionist, would perhaps make us 
believe.

A s  the situation o f discord continued, the Patriarch Metrophanes 
remonstrated time and again with the Emperor; then, since his words 
produced no result, he had recourse to action by retiring once again 
to a monastery to force the monarch’s hand. His manoeuvre was 
successful. The Emperor summoned unionists and anti'unionists 
before him when, after admonitions and exhortations, it was decided 
to convene a synod o f the local bishops. The order was promulgated 
but, before the fifteen days’ notice was run, Metrophanes II died 
on i A ugust 1443. W ith the patriarchal· throne vacant there was

1 P .G .  161, 13-204. Gregory probably wrote other tractates now lost, cf. P .G . i 6 r, 
105D.

2 In fact these writings imply in Gregory characteristics diametrically opposed to 
those consistently attributed to him by Syropoulus. The Memoirs of Syropoulus were 
written apparently at this time; at least the latest event referred to in them is the embassy 
of Condulmaro 1444-5. Yet the persistent antagonism shown in them to Gregory 
would make one think it had something to do with his being Patriarch, and the bos' 
tility to John V III and the scathing character of someofthe criticisms of him expressed 
there make one wonder if they could have been written, still less circulated, during 
John’s lifetime. On the other hand, the tactful silence on Scholarius* activity in Florence 
indicates that he was already the anti'uniomst champion. There is no reference what-' 
soever in the literature of the time to the Memoirs. A s  late as 1450 John Eugenicus 
could remind Syropoulus of his ‘ terrible fall in Italy* (Lambros, 1, p. 191)·
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no one to stimulate the Emperor and, o f course, no action was 
taken.1

W hile the Greeks returned to Constantinople Isidore o f K iev, 
provided with a safe^conduct and a letter o f recommendation to 
Vasili, prince o f Moscow, set out on his long journey to Russia 
as Apostolic Legate ‘ in the Provinces o f Lithuania, Livonia and 
Russia and in the states, dioceses, territories and places o f Lechia 
(i.e. Poland) which are recognised as subject to you in your right 
as Metropolitan*.2 O n 4 September, accompanied by A vram i o f 
Susdal, he had a farewell audience with the Pope and received his 
blessing for Russia.3 T w o days later they all left Florence and reached 
Venice on 15 September. They were still there when Albert, K ing 
o f the Romans, died on 27 October. The likelihood o f unsettled 
conditions, while the succession to the throne was being decided, in 
the territories through which he had planned to pass delayed Isidore 
still further and he contemplated changing his route to travel via 
Constantinople, to whose Emperor Eugenius wrote a letter o f reconv 
mendation for him.4 Meanwhile Thomas o f Tver apparently lost 
patience and set out with Symeon the priest on 9 December, reaching 
home at about the Easter o f 1440. Isidore left on 22 December, 
having in the meantime been created Cardinal, but bad weather 
seriously delayed his journey (he did not, after all, travel by Con/ 
stantinople) so that it was not till 5 March that he reached Buda, 
to find that young K in g  Ladislas o f Poland had been invited to 
assume also the throne o f Hungary, an event that must have heartened 
him for the political union would probably facilitate the ecclesiastical 
one.

The task laid on Isidore by Eugenius was a heavy one, to win 
acceptance for the union o f Florence from all the Christians o f 
oriental rite included in the metropoly o f K iev  and A ll  Russia, which 
took in not only the princedoms o f Russia itself, but also Poland and 
Lithuania. It meant, in effect, gaining recognition for it also from 
the Latin authorities o f these last two kingdoms. A t this time Poland 
and Lithuania, nominally still united, had a mixed population as

1 Syr. xn, 11 ,  pp. 348-50. 2 H.P. doc. 202.
3 Reiseberichty etc. ed. Stokl, p. 168.
4 Dated 28 November 1439, H.P. doc. 233.

T H E  C O U N C I L  O F  F L O R E N C E

358



regards religious rites. The former was predominantly Latin, the 
latter Ruthenian, but the rulers o f both were Latins. In the ecclesias' 
tical quarrel between Eugenius and Basel Poland had officially been 
neutral, with a strong leaning towards the Council, to which some 
bishops and in 144 1 Zbigniew Olesnicki, bishop o f Cracow  and the 
leading political personality o f the country, openly declared their 
allegiance. Lithuania, on the other hand, under Vitold (d. 17  Octo/ 
ber 1430) and Svidrigello (1430 -2) had pursued a policy ofeccle^ 
siastical union with an ultimate political purpose. Sigismund, 
however, who held the reins o f government from 1432 had been 
more inclined to the Polish policy, but he died on 20 March 1440 
and, when Isidore reached Lithuania on his journey towards Moscow, 
he found the country in great unrest with Casimir, the thirteen^ 
year-old ruler, still in the process o f establishing himself.

From Buda Isidore issued an encyclical letter to all the territories 
in his metropolitanate, announcing the fact o f the union and env 
phasising its consequences: the ancient unity o f the Church is once 
more restored; there should no longer be thoughts o f division; all 
have received the same baptism; the baptism o f the Greeks is valid 
and held by the Roman Church as equal to its own; so Greeks should 
frequent Latin churches and participate in their sacraments and 
services, and Latins should do likewise in Greek ch urches, for whether 
the consecration in the Liturgy is with leavened or unleavened bread 
the Body o f Christ is there present; such is the decision o f the Council 
o f Florence.1 In Buda more members o f his suite, with the Bishop 
Avram i, left him to go straight home (reaching Susdal on 29 Sep^ 
tember 1440), for Isidore himself had to follow a circuitous route to 
visit the various capitals.

He went first to Cracow  (5 A pril 1440), where he found Ladislas 
on the eve o f his departure for Hungary, and under such circunv 
stances no arrangement o f importance could be made. H e celebrated, 
however, a solemn oriental Liturgy in the city’s cathedral and his

1 For a more complete account of these events, cf. A . Ziegler, Die Union des Konzib 
von Florenz in der russischen Kirche (Würzburg, 1938), pp. 85fï*.; T . Frommann, 
Kritische Beiträge, etc. pp. 124fr.; P. Pierling, La Russie et le Saint-Siège (Paris, 1896), 
I, pp. 46ÎÏI; A .  Pichler, Geschichte der kirchlichen Trennung zwischen dem Orient 
und Occident von den ersten Anfängen his zur jüngsten Gegenwart (München, 1864), 1, 
pp. 50 ff.
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message o f union was, at the least, not rejected by the kingdom of 
Poland, for Ladislas recognised his rights as Metropolitan in the 
Province o f G alizia, where Isidore went next, spending there a 
considerable time. He reached V iln a, the capital o f Lithuania, in 
m id/August to find everything in a turmoil, and from there he pro/ 
ceeded to K iev , which in this same year 1440, as a part o f Casim ir’s 
policy ofpacification by concessions, had been granted its own prince/ 
ruler in the person o f A lexander, a relative o f V asili o f Moscow. 
K iev  was Isidore’s primatial See. H e remained there for several 
months, commemorating the Pope in the Liturgy and preaching 
union, and the fact that A lexander recognised his right to the tern/ 
poralitiesofthe See (5 February 14 4 1)  implies that he accepted union 
too. In Smolensk (February 14 4 1)  Isidore heard that Symeon, his 
late companion in Florence, was disseminating anti/unionist propa/ 
ganda in Novgorod. He had him fetched and took him in chains to 
Moscow which he reached on 19 March 14 4 1.

News o f the union must have been received in Moscow long before 
Isidore’s much delayed arrival. His encyclical letter proclaiming 
both it and his own mission to promote its acceptance would have 
preceded him, and, besides, Symeon’s account o f the events in 
Italy, i f  Isidore could learn o f it in Smolensk, would assuredly have 
been known in Moscow, while A vram i, as hostile as Symeon to the 
idea o f union, for both had fallen under the influence o f Mark 
Eugemcus at the Council, would almost certainly have passed 
through Moscow on his way to Susdal. So probably the Great 
Prince V asili had already determined on his attitude to the union 
before the papal Legate ever set foot in his territory. The events would 
seem to confirm this view.

A ccording to Russian sources, Isidore began by shocking the 
people. He entered the city behind a Latin crucifix and three 
bishop’s croziers. A rrived  at the church o f the Ascension in the 
Krem lin, he preached to the assembled bishops and people, cele/ 
brated the Liturgy with the commemoration o f the Pope, and then 
had the decree o f union read from the pulpit by the protodeacon in 
vestments. Eugenius’ letter to V asili was then delivered to the Prince. 
Four days later, by V asili’s orders, the papal Legate was arrested and 
confined in the monastery o f Tchoudov, on a charge o f heresy.
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Interrogated several times by a board o f judges that included A vram i 
o f  Susdal and Jonas o f R jasan, the unsuccessful candidate for the 
metropoly o f K iev  when Isidore was promoted to that See, he refused 
to confess his guilt. The impossible situation o f a Metropolitan being 
judged by a section o f his synod was solved by Isidore’s flight on
15  September 14 4 1, a flight that was not impeded by V asili who 
perhaps had instigated it. Isidore went with his Greek companion 
Gregory to Tver. There he was again made prisoner and was released 
only on 4 March 1442, perhaps owing to the mediation o f Casim ir 
o f  Lithuania to whom the Pope wrote in 1442 seeking his good 
offices for his Legate.1

T h e  reasons for V a s ili ’ s rejection o f  Isidore an d  his m ission were 
pro bab ly  purely political. It w as part o f  his lifelong endeavour to 
achieve the hegem ony o f  all the R ussian  States, and  o f  his exp an / 
sionist policy . Success in that w ould  be possible only i f  M oscow  w as 
also  the spiritual centre o f  all R uthenians, and  so the first essential 
w as that the M etropolitan o f  K ie v  and  A l l  R u ssia  should  be one o f  
V a s il i ’s ow n subjects an d  resident in his territory. V ito ld  an d  S v id ' 
rigello o f  L ith u an ia  had  both had  the sam e idea an d  for a sim ilar 
reason. V asili believed that C on stan tin op le  had  accepted union 
because it needed western help— Sym eon and  A v ra m i w ould  have 
spread that report. H e  had no such m otive. A ccep tan ce  o f  union  
m eant a certain subservience to the P ope an d  alliance with P o lan d , 
L ith u an ia , the T eu ton ic K n ig h ts— all his enemies. T h e  G reek union 
w ith the L a tin  C h u rch  w as m ade out to be a fall from orthodoxy. 
H is  action with regard to Isidore w ho, though  he w as p ap al Legate, 
w as prim arily the M etropolitan consecrated by C on stan tin op le  
for R u ssia  w as at once a repudiation o f  R om e an d  o f  C o n stan t 
tinople, a declaration o f  independence that left the R u ssian  C h u rch  
free to appoin t its ow n head. T h at it d id  in 1448,2 by electing Jo n as, 
the unsuccessful candidate o f  som e twelve years before, and  conse^ 
crating him  w ithout reference to the O ecum en ical Patriarch or the 
Byzantine E m peror. V a sili wrote an exp lanation  an d  a defence o f

1 G . Mercati, ‘ Scritti d’lsidoro il cardinale Ruteno ’ (S.T . no. 46, Roma, 19-26), 
p p . 1 5 6 - 8 .

2 In the interval between Isidore's flight and 1448 Vasili had been attacked, 
imprisoned and blinded by a rival, events which precluded any following out of his 
ecclesiastical policy at that time.
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his action to Constantinople in 14 5 2 -3 : the fall o f that city to the 
T u rk  in 1453 rendered any repercussions impossible.1

W hen Isidore regained his liberty on 4 March 1442 further dis/ 
appointments awaited him. H e found that in his absence Bishop 
Matthias o f V iln a  (Lithuania), Archbishop Henning o f R iga (in 
which was included W hite Russia), Bishop Zbigniew  o f C racow  
and the Archbishop o f Lemberg (L w o w , in G alizia, the most 
Ruthenian part o f Poland) had all declared openly for Basel and 
Felix, and shortly afterwards Casim ir (9 May 1442) did the same. 
There was, therefore, little prospect o f achieving great results for 
the union in those two realms. Nevertheless Isidore remained in 
those parts for about a year. The Latin authorities might refuse to 
recognise his legatine dignity;2 for the Ruthenians he was still the 
legitimate M etropolitan.'The results o f his labours (all details o f his 
activities are lacking) can be seen in the fact that in 1443 Chelm  and 
in 1445-6  Przemysl had bishops who supported the union; in 
144 6-7  he and the Patriarch Gregory consecrated in Constantinople 
a bishop for Brest/Vladimir, and in 14 5 1 Lem berg still had a 
Ruthenian bishop o f his choice. O n 22 March 1443 Ladislas pro/ 
mulgated from Buda an edict granting to the Ruthenians o f Poland 
and Hungary equality o f rights with the Latins, which was precisely 
the conclusion that Isidore had tried to impress on everyone as the 
fruit o f  the union o f Florence and the one thing that the Orientals 
looked for as a proof o f its sincerity. A s  Isidore was in Buda at that 
time,3 it is not unreasonable to conclude that he had some part in 
bringing the K in g  to so wise a policy. Unfortunately Ladislas was 
killed shortly after at Varna ( 10  November 1444) and the decree 
was never really put into effect. Rather, a different attitude towards 
union prevailed in the united Poland and Lithuania o f  his successor 
Casim ir, that o f converting the Ruthenians to the Latin rite.

1 ThisanalysisofcausesistakenfromZiegler,cp.i/i.pp. 1 0 8 - 1 3 ,  who also, pp. 1 0 2 - 8 ,  

gives reasons for regarding the supposed letters of Vasili to Constantinople of 1441/3 
as spurious.

2 Bishop Matthias, writing about him to Basel, referred to him as pretenders se 
cardinalem et legatum Gabrielis, M .C . m, 979.

3 A  memorandum of expenses of his return journey notes: ‘ 23 March, I arranged 
with Kolardo in Poud, Saturday, and. . .  florins were given him per month ’ (G . Mer/ 
cati, op. at. p. 160).
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Isidore’s influence there ceased when Casim ir in 14 5 1 recognised 
Jonas as Metropolitan o f K iev  with jurisdiction over his Ruthenian 
subjects.

Eugenius was already in Siena when Isidore reached Venice 
towards the beginning o f June 1443. The red hat was conferred on 
the Cardinalis Rutbenus and the other ceremonies completed on his 
arrival in Siena on 1 1  Ju ly . The papal court at that time was busy 
with the preparations for the crusade against the T urk— Cesarini was 
in H ungary; ships were being got ready in Venice; there were 
frequent embassies from Constantinople. In February 1442 John  
Torcello had visited Venice and the papal court;1 in A ugust Fra 
Giacom o, O .F .M ., was in Venice;- in 1442 Theodore Carystinus 
was in Burgundy and in M ay 1443 in Venice whence he proceeded 
to the Pope in Siena and from there went to Naples.3 Andronicus 
Iagaris in June o f the same year and Joh n  Torcello in Ju ly  were 
treating with the Pope about the fleet.4

Cardinal Isidore was soon involved in the diplomatic activity. 
Little more than a month had elapsed since his arrival in Siena when 
he was sent by the Pope on another journey versus partes Graeciae et 
Russiae . 5  O n 2 1 January 1444 the Signoria o f Venice directed a 
captain o f one o f its ships to put him ashore with twenty^four o f his 
suite at Clarentza in the Morea.6 The nature o f the mission confided 
to him and the details o f his activities remain a mystery. O n 1 1  June 
1445 the Pope wrote i  letter o f encouragement to him, thanking him 
for his frequent reports; before the end o f the year he had, it would 
seem, paid a visit to the Rom an C uria, for he is reported as leaving it 
on 22 December 1445 ;7 in M ay and October 1446 he seems to have

1 Torccllo was a Catalan and baillie in Constantinople for Alfonso for a time. 
Jorga, Notes, etc. in Revue de I*Orient latin, vn (1899), p. 56.

2 Ibid. p. 74.
3 C .  Marinesco, ‘ Notes sur quelques ambassadeurs byzantins*, p. 421, in Annuaire 

de Flnstitut de Pbilologie et d ’Histoire orientates et slaves, x  (1950), pp. 419-28.
4 E .P . docs. 266, 267. On 9 July 1443 Eugenius made Torcello a miles apostolicus 

as a reward to him and an honour to his master, ibid. doc. 268; and on the same day 
he was given 100 fl. for his expenses, A . C .A .  doc. 143.

5 Eubcl, op. cit. n, p. 28. H e left Siena on 28 August. On 17 August the Camera 
Apostolica had been authorised to pay him 1000 fl. for expenses, A .C .A .  docs. 144, 
145.

6 Jorga, in, p. 147. 7 Eubel, op. cit. 11, p. 28
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been in Constantinople;1 he was still away from the C uria on 
23 December 14 4 62 and took no part in the conclave that elected 
Nicholas V  in March 1447. H e returned to Rom e on 12  February 
144 8 ,3 probably straight from Constantinople4 where some little time 
before, in conjunction with the Patriarch, he had consecrated Bishop 
D aniel,5 and apparently stayed there till he was again sent to C o n ' 
stantinople in 1452 . It is not unlikely that he had meant to go to 
Russia again. The Patriarch Gregory, writing on 26 June 1446 or 
1447  a reply to Prince A lexander o f K iev, mentions that Isidore 
would visit those parts, when he would answer the questions pro' 
posed in the Prince’s letter at greater length.6 It is, however, almost 
certain that the visit never took place. A n d  that is all that is known 
o f  Isidore’s activities over all those years, except that, either in 1445 
or after his return in 1448, he delivered a report to the Pope and the 
C u ria  on the progress o f the union in Greece.

W hile Isidore was away versus partes Graeciae et Russiae, several 
events o f importance took place. In late A ugust 1444 the papal 
fleet, with the Legate Cardinal Condulm aro, arrived in Constant 
tinopolitan waters. Syropoulus records that the prospect o f its coming 
so heartened the unionists o f the capital that they did not disguise 
their conviction that with its arrival the union was as good as 
established and the discomfiture o f their opponents secured. How^ 
ever, the Cardinal, once arrived, was so insistent on the points o f 
etiquette and procedure due to a papal legate, that his official visit to 
the Emperor was long delayed and, when it was made, he was 
coldly received. Because o f this the hopes o f the unionists were 
deceived and the fears o f the anti^unionists allayed.7 Syropoulus says 
not a word about the campaign o f H unyadi and the battle o f Varna. 
It is more likely that it was not so much the mere arrival o f a papal 
legate as the presence o f the fleet to fight the Turk that raised the 
hopes not only o f the unionists but o f all Constantinople, for after 
the successes o f 14 4 3-4  o f the Hungarian Voivode, there was the 
bright prospect o f a definite check to the Turkish power, and that

1 Mercati, op. cit. p. 73. 2 Eubel, op. cit. 11, p. 29.
3 Ibid.
4 Letter o f John Argyropoulus to Nicholas V ;  S . Lambros, ^ApyvpoirouAeia (Athens, 

19 10 ) , p. 13 1 .
5 Ziegler, op. cit. p. 1 15 .  6 Ibid. p. 1 16 . 7 Syr. x i i , 1 1 ,  p. 350.
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owing to papal instigation. The higher the hope, the keener the 
disappointment when Varna (10  November 1444) left Constantin 
nople more than ever exposed to attack. The long^promised papal help 
had come and had failed. The unionists who had counted on that 
to prove the good faith o f the Latins and the benefit o f the union 
for their country were reduced to silence: the anti'unionist could 
point the finger o f scorn— as indeed he did— and say: That is what 
your western help is w orth!

Syropoulus continues: ‘A n d  after that, having fallen to discussion, 
the supporters o f union could not substantiate it as they hoped.’ 
The papal Legate and the fleet did not leave Constantinople till late 
autumn 1445. A t  some time during the period A ugust 1444 to 
November 1445 a series o f fifteen debates was held in the Xylalas 
palace between unionists and anti^unionists, before the Emperor and 
his senate, the Despot Theodore, the papal Legate, the newly elected 
Patriarch o f Constantinople Gregory and many partisans o f both 
sides. It is unlikely that, in the short interval between the arrival o f 
the fleet (especially as there was delay in establishing relations between 
Condulm aro and Joh n  V II I )  and the beginning o f naval activity 
to support the land forces (which had started their campaign on
22 September), there could have been either enough time or enough 
interest on either side to embark on prolonged theological discussions 
o f that sort. So these disputations should perhaps be allotted to the 
year 14 4 5 ,1 after the death o f Mark o f Ephesus and the election o f 
Gregory as Patriarch.2

1 A .  N . Diamantopoulos, ‘ Γεννάδιος ό Σχολάριος ώ$ Ιστορική π η γ ή  τω ν 
περί τήν άλωσιν χρόνω ν’ , in ‘ Ελληνικά, ix  ( ΐ 93<5), pp. 285-308, esp. pp. 295“ 6> 
places these debates in 1447, wrongly I think. The Legate certainly left Constantinople 
in autumn 1445. Lapacci was in Italy from the beginning o f 1448 till late Ju ly 
1449, when he returned to Constantinople and had further debates with Scholarius 
(cf. T . Kappeli, ‘ Bartolomeo Lapacci de’ Rimbertini (1402-14 66): vcscovo, legato 
pontificio, scrittore\ in A rch. O .P . ix  (i939), pp. 86-127 , esp. pp. 97-9)·

2 These two dates are much discussed. The day and the month o f M ark’s death,
23 June, are attested by his brother John (Petit, ‘Acolouthie de Marc Eugenicos’ , etc. 
p. 2 17 ). Various years have been suggested, ranging from 1443 to 1449. The most 
commonly accepted opinion favours 1444, as proposed by Mgr Petit (D ocs. pp. 325— 
30), and his article entitled ‘ Marc Eugenicos’ , in D . T . C .  ix , 1968-86. G . Mercati, 
‘ Appunti scolariani’ , pp. 134-43» in Bessarione, x x x v r  (1920), pp. 109-43 and *Scritti 
d ’ Isidoro il cardinale Ruteno’ , pp. 12 2 -6  prefers 1445.

The date o f the accession o f Cregory is connected with the above question. Petit 
(D ocs. pp. 322-5) argues for summer 1444, explaining away the statement of Sphrantzes
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The exponent o f the theology o f the union was Bartolomeo 
Lapacci, O .P ., bishop o f Cortona, who as bishop o f  A rgos from 
1434 -9  had learnt to speak Greek.1 The protagonist for the anti/ 
unionists was George Scholarius. Scholarius was one o f the few 
really learned men o f the Constantinople o f that day, a pupil in his 
early years o f M ark Eugenicus but self/taught as regards philosophy 
and theology,2 an ardent disciple o f Aristotle and an admirer o f 
St Thomas A quinas, many o f whose works he had read and several 
o f  which he had translated into Greek.3 H e was, nevertheless, in 
spite o f all his many high qualities ambitious, vain and self/centred.4 
H e had gone to the Council in Italy at the behest o f  the Emperor5 
who esteemed him highly, approving o f the project but rather pessi' 
mistic about results.6 There he produced his exhortation and his two 
treatises in favour o f union and gave a vote in which he clearly stated

who apparently records the year as 1445, by connecting the date o f the election and the 
chronicler’s account o f the battle o f Varna. Mercati in Bessarione accepts 1445, but in
* Scritti d’Isidoro’ falls in with Petit’s suggestion o f 1444. Sphrantzes, however, certainly 
gives the year as 144 5 .'» O n p. 195 (ed. Papadopoulus) he states that he arrived in 
Constantinople at the beginning o f November 1444. There follow rather more than 
two pages on the campaign o f Varna taken from Zoticus Paraspondylus. Then the 
chronicler continues (p. 198): ‘ O n 17  Ju ly  then o f the same year there was a world^wide 
heat-wave worthy o f mention. In which summer indeed also the confessor K yr 
Gregory.Melissenus became Patriarch, and on 15 August there was born to me a boy, 
Andronicus by name, who lived only eight days. A n d  in the year 6954 0 *e· I 445)> 
towards the end o f December, when I went to the Peloponnesus. . . ’ (he specifies 
the year 6954 because for the Byzantines a new year had begun in September). No 
other Greek chronicler mentions any heat-wave o f 1444 or 1445. The only Italian 
reference I have found speaks o f scarcity o f corn due to li secchi tempi decorsi: it is dated 
Ju ly  1445 (Muratori, x x x m , 1, p. n o ) . So this point does not help much. However, 
Gregory’s election and the birth o f his son are clearly connected in Sphrantzes’s mind 
as having occurred at about the same time: if  the order o f the events mentioned indicates 
a chronological sequence, as it probably does, Gregory’s election took place between 
17  Ju ly  and 15 August. B u tth e son could not have been born in 1444 because 
Sphrantzes was in and about Constantinople for more than nine months before the 
birth, having left Sparta in June 1444. Sphrantzes, then, both intended to state, and 
did state, that Gregory was elected in 1445» not in 1444.

1 C f. Kàppeli, op. cit.
2 Schol. iv, pp. 1 1 7 ,  446.
3 M. Jugie, ‘ L a  polémique de Georges Scholarios contre Pléthon’, in B y z . x  

(i9 35), PP· 5 17 —2.6; ‘ Georges Scholarios, professeur de philosophie’ , in S t. biz. v
(1939), pp. 4 82“ 94-

4 Diamantopoulus, op. cit. pp. 290-3.
5 He went probably not with the main party but a little afterwards, Schol. iv, 

pp. 442-3. 6 Schol. iv, p. 4 15 .
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both that he accepted the C ouncil as oecumenical and that he 
regarded the Latin doctrine as theologically sound. Returned to 
Constantinople, he gave signs apparently o f a return also to ‘ ortho/ 
d o xy ’ , but later some action o f his, perhaps his refutation o f Mark 
Eugenicus’ ‘ Syllogism s’ , showed that he still retained his old view s.1 
O n  the whole, however, during the first few years after the return he 
held himself aloof from the controversy that rent Constantinople, 
exercising his right, so he wrote to Eugenicus, to live as a private 
individual and to involve himself in quarrels with no one.2 M ark 
Eugenicus on his death/bed appealed to Scholarius to take up the 
mantle he must needs let fall, o f defender o f ‘ orthodoxy’ and un^ 
yielding opponent o f the union. Scholarius, who had already been 
reconciled with his old master,3 gave his promise to the dying man,4 
a promise which he never forgot and which he fulfilled till his death. 
A s  long as John V I I I  was alive, he continued in his office o f General 
Secretary to the Emperor and General Judge o f the Greeks, adding 
to these functions that o f preaching to John  and his court each 
Friday, though he was still a layman. His new attitude towards 
union after M ark’s death was the cause o f a certain coldness towards 
him for a time on the Emperor’s part,5 but when John died ( 3 1 O cttv 
ber 1448) he confessed with sad regret that with him ‘ all my fortunes 
died too’ .6 After Constantine’s accession he retired to a monastery 
and in 1450 became a monk with the name Gennadius, in desire 
retired from the affairs o f the world but in practice the centre o f the 
anti/unionist opposition to the new Emperor’s unionist endeavours. 
H e died, probably in 1472 , having been the first Patriarch o f cap/ 
tured Constantinople.

’ In the discussions in the Xylalas palace both sides claimed to have 
won the contest. Scholarius’ arguments formed the basis for a long 
treatise on the Procession o f the Holy Spirit, divided into six main 
chapters, each with a variety o f subdivisions. Even though he could 
not possibly have got through all that matter in only fifteen debates,7 
still the chapter'headings w ill give an indication o f the subjects

1 Letter o f Mark Eugenicus to Scholarius in Petit, Docs. pp. 460 -1.
2 Reply to Eugenicus, ibid. pp. 464-70; Schol. iv , pp. 445-9·
3 Schol. iv, pp. 1 16 —18. 4 Petit, Does. pp. 484-91. 5 Schol. iv, p. 464.
6 Schol. 1, p. 289; cf. also ibid. iv, p. 471.
7 He says as much himself, Schol. 11, p. 270.
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discussed— i, A b ou t the causes o f the Schism and the Prohibition o f 
the C ouncil ofEphesus; n , A b ou t St Augustine; h i, T he Teaching 
o f  the Greek Fathers; iv , The Explanation o f the Greek Texts put 
forward by the Latins; v, The Son is not the Cause o f  the Spirit and 
the Meaning o f ‘ D ia ’ ; v i, The Latin and the Greek Saints are to 
be harmonised by explaining the former in the sense o f the latter.1 
T h is was probably Scholarius’ first controversial work against the 
union, and as it was not for general circulation,2 when shortly afters 
wards the Emperor o f Trebizond asked for a copy, Scholarius 
preferred to rewrite it, abbreviating it, so he said, and polishing the 
style, and to send the revised version in response to the royal request,3 
at the same time asking the K in g  to keep it hidden away, so that his 
arsenal o f arguments should not be disclosed to the Latins and the 
unionists among the Greeks, and lay the author open to attack.4 
Scholarius was still being very circumspect. His fears, however, 
indicate that the unionist party in Constantinople was at that time 
both strong and militant. Its ranks had lately been strengthened by 
the return to Constantinople o f John  Argyropoulus from Padua, 
where he had received the degree o f doctor. H e was given charge by 
the Emperor o f the ‘ mouseion’— school— in the Zeno palace and 
made Public Judge o f Constantinople.

John  o f Trebizond was the recipient also o f a treatise (very much 
briefer than that o f Scholarius) on the H oly Spirit and the meaning 
o f  the decree o f Florence from the pen o f  the Patriarch Gregory. 
Whether the king had requested this also cannot be said with 
certainty, though the tone o f the short introduction and o f the shorter 
conclusion rather implies it.« In that case it would seem as i f  he was 
hesitating on what attitude to adopt towards the union which his 
representatives had accepted in his name.'. Another event connected 
with the discussions was that the anti^unionists drew up and signed 
a manifesto repudiating the recent Council, which they presented to 
the papal Legate as their answer to the insistence o f R om e.5 '

So the papal Legate and the fleet departed in the autumn o f 1445

1 Schol. 11, pp. 1-268. 2 Ibid. p. 270.
3 Ibid. p p . 269-457. 4 Ibid. p p . 2 7 1, 272.
5 Ibid. in ,  pp. 180 ,99. It may be the text o f this manifesto that is given by Dositheus,

Toiaos KorraA A ayfjs (Jassy, 1692-4), p p . 4 2 2 -3 1.
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(Lapacci however stayed on for another year1) and the cause o f union 
was no further advanced. John V I I I  did nothing to settle the dispute 
and his inactivity encouraged the anti'unionists, who came to believe 
that at heart he had repented o f his action in Florence and that the 
only thing that stopped him showing this openly was a false loyalty 
to his pledged word.2 But this belief did not prevent them from 
manifesting an open opposition to him for his continued support o f 
the unionist Patriarch whose name, with that o f the Pope, was com/ 
memorated in the Liturgies performed in the royal palace.3 They 
refused to pray for him in the Liturgy and, for a time at least, the 
Queen Mother supported them in that refusal, though later she 
changed her attitude.4 W ith Gregory’s accession to the patriarchal 
throne, hopes were for a short time entertained that he would bring 
peace to the Church, presumably by a quiet acquiescence in anti' 
unionism. It is on that ground that John Eugenicus condones the 
friendly attitude towards him that Luke Notaras and other a rch o n te s  

had been showing. But Gregory was as firm in his unionism as his 
predecessor, and John Eugenicus laments that the Latinism ‘ which 
was spent and eviscerated’ and as good as dead had come to new 
life and was a greater danger than before and the cause o f much 
annoyance and petty persecution o f his friend Scholarius.5

The Emperor had plenty o f other worries besides the ecclesiastical 
one. H is brother Theodore was established in the Black Sea area 
and was no more to be relied on than Demetrius not to carry war 
against the capital.6 The defeat o f Varna left Constantinople exposed 
and suspect to the victor o f complicity in the unsuccessful campaign, 
so John  had to take his precautions. He sent Pachomius, unionist 
bishop of Am asia, to Rom e and Burgundy in 144 5,7 and two years

1 Kappeli, op. cit. p. 97.
" Schol. in , p. 99.
3 Hofmann, ‘ Patriarchen von Konstantinopel*, in O .C . xxxn (19 33), p. 9.
4 So says John Eugenicus, Lambros, 1, pp. 59, 125.
5 Letters o f John Eugenicus to Notaras (written some time between the accession 

o f Gregory and John V l l f s  death) and to Scholarius, ibid. 1, pp. 139, 159, 168, 
cf. also p. 127.

6 Laonicus Chalcocandylas, Historiarum demonstratioms, ed. E. D aiko, 11 (Budapest, 
1923), p. h i .

7 Safe^conduct from the Pope 10  June 1445, G . Hofmann, ‘ Papst K alixt III. und 
die Frage der Kircheneinheit im Osten’ , in S . T . no. 123 (Citta del Vaticano, 1946),
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later when in the winter o f 1446-7  Murad himself, to prevent any 
further support o f the Byzantine capital by Greek forays from the 
Morea, had destroyed the Hexam ilion that Constantine had rebuilt 
in 14 4 3-4 , had taken most o f the more important cities o f the 
Peloponnesus and had laid waste the countryside, he sent in May 1447 
Manuel Palaeologus with John  and Michael Torcello to the court 
o f  Naples to ask for aid.1 A lfonso, always full o f fair promises but 
never committing himself, agreed to pass on the request to the Pope. 
In March 1448 the Genoese, at Nicholas’ behest, sent a large vessel 
‘ worth any two others’ to Constantinople,2 though that may have 
been the fruit o f the embassy o f the hegoumenos Gregory who was 
in Rom e on the Emperor’s behalf in the winter o f 1447-8  and who 
received from Nicholas a safe^conduct for Italy and elsewhere on 
13  March 1448.3 In the same month Greek envoys in Venice 
patched up the quarrel between the two powers because o f certain 
taxes imposed by the Emperor, the Emperor yielding on the disputed 
points.4 In this way John V I I I  was trying his best to find allies for 
the defence o f his capital against the day when the expected attack 
would take place. He, however, did not live to see it. H e died on 
3 1 October 1448, predeceased by his brother Theodore by some 
three months, which left the way open for the accession o f Constant 
tine, as John  had always wished. The dead Emperor was buried on 
1 November in the monastery o f the Pantocrator, without the usual 
ecclesiastical honours.·5 It was the anti^unionists’ last gesture to him,

p. 2 16 , n. 15. Pachomius had signed the decree o f Florence as a ‘ monk and hegou^ 
menos o f St Paul’s \  His was one o f the Sees complained about in the proclamation o f 
the three Patriarchs, as having an intruder^bishop appointed by Metrophanes II. 
H e was evicted by the Turkish authorities at the request o f the Patriarch Gennadius 
after 1453, was made Bishop o f the united Greeks o f Cafifa in 1469 and died on his way 
to his new See on 27 May 1470 (ibid. pp. 2 16 -17 ) .

1 Marinesco, Notes sur quelques ambassadeurs byzantins, pp. 423-4.
2 Jorga, Notes, etc. in Revue de I*Orient latin, vm  (19 0 0 -1) , p. 44.
3 Jorga, II, p. 27; E.P. doc. 296.
4 Jorga, Notes, etc. in Revue de VOrient latin, vm  (19 0 0 -1) , p. 43.
'  Schol. in , p. 100. This is so surprising a statement that it may be better to give 

Scholarius’ own words: ‘ This then he said to them, but having no will to take more 
effective steps to help the Church, he lost both his kingdom and his life in that 
simulation o f Latinism and justly was deprived o f the honours from the Church whose 
well-being he had neglected/ C an  it mean merely that no monastery accepted him 
as a monk, to let him die in the monastic habit, as was the imperial (and indeed wide* 
spread) custom?
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an d  seems to indicate that the Patriarch G regory and his adherents 
m ust for the m om ent have lost all influence in the city._·

John V II I 's  whole life was overshadowed by the threat from the 
Turk and the inescapable knowledge that the empire was crumbling. 
A t  the age o f six he passed two years in Monembasia when Bajezid 
invested Constantinople. The siege o f  14  22 sent him o ff to Hungary 
in a vain attempt to obtain help. The city where he lived, indeed the 
palace in which the royal family could afford to keep up only a few 
apartments, witnessed to the unhappy contrast between the splendour 
o f  a bygone age and the decay o f the present, and no amount o f 
insistence on the protocol and court etiquette evolved in the more 
spacious times o f his predecessors could disguise the precarious 
situation o f his day and the empire’s dependence both on the Turk 
and on the commercially dominating Italian mercantile States. It was 
a melancholy position, and it must have produced a strain o f melan/

' choly and a sense o f frustration in Jo h n ’s nature. H is ability, how/ 
ever, in handling his quarrelsome brothers and in managing the 
large gathering o f Greeks in Italy—it was no small feat to have 
prevailed on them to leave their homes— argues to a fund o f patience 
on his part and to a wise mingling o f imperial authority and human 
consideration in his dealings with them. Whether or not he doml· 
nated the ecclesiastics too much in the C ouncil and too little after it 
is a question that will be considered later. His general policy was 
modelled on that o f his father—to preserve good relations with the 
T urk , to strengthen the Greek hold on the Morea, and to induce the 
W est to come to his help. The Council in Italy was an effort to 
achieve this last, to attain to direct'contact with the western princes 
who would be predisposed in his favour by the fact o f union. It 
produced at any rate the crusade o f 1444, but that, by the accident 
o f  the weather, ended at Varna. Disappointment, the intrigues o f his 
brothers, and the bitter ecclesiastical division that followed the 
Council saddened his lastyears. It was not perhaps a pure coincidence 
that his death at the age o f fifty>six occurred only two weeks after the 
second victory o f the Turks ( 17  October 1448) over the indomitable 
H unyadi.1

1 C f. J .  G i l l , ‘ John V III  Palacologus. A  Character Study’ , in ‘ Silloge Bizcmtim\ 
in onore di Silvio Giuseppe Mercati (Roma, 1957), pp. 152-70 .
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The ambitious and unstable Demetrius was in Constantinople 
when the death o f John  gave him another chance to seize the crown. 
H e had supporters in the city, probably largely the anti/unionists1 
who regarded him as their chief patron in high places, but the oppo/ 
sition o f the Queen Mother, o f his brother Thomas and the imperial 
counsellors checked his plans.2 A pproval for Constantine’s accession 
was sought and obtained from the Sultan and, to settle the question 
definitely before war could break out among the brothers, the unusual 
step was taken o f sending a deputation o f the counsellors to Mistra 
to have Constantine crowned there. That was done on 6 January 
1449. There may, too, have been another reason for that surprising 
action, uncertainty as to whether the population o f Constantinople, 
led by the anti/unionist clerics and monks, would have accepted him 
as Emperor, in spite o f the will o f the Queen Mother and the court 
circle, and have acquiesced in his coronation. Constantine, after 
his arrival in Constantinople on 12  March 1449, was never officially 
crowned Emperor, and at least the leaders o f the opposition to the 
union o f Florence refused to pray for him in the Liturgy and per/ 
sisted in that attitude in spite o f meetings convened by him to win 
them over, in this according also to him the treatment they had dealt 
out to his predecessor.^

The reason for the ecclesiastical opposition to Constantine was, o f 
course, his attitude to the burning question o f union. He had ap/ 
proved o f his brother’s action in going to Italy and after the return 
from the Council, when the Emperor was for one reason or another 
making no overt move to impose its decision in his realm, Constan/ 
tine showed a greater readiness. O n  22 A p ril 1441 Pope Eugenius 
wrote to him that Garatoni and others had informed the H oly See

1 This is the more likely as Demetrius was unpopular generally in Constantinople 
because o f the deaths and damage resulting from his attack on the city in 1442, which 
was still remembered against him; cf. letter o f Scholarius to Demetrius (1453), Schol.
hi , pp. 118-19.

2 Phrantzes, ed. Bekker, pp. 204-5; L . Chalcocandylas, ed. Darko, 11, pp. 14 0 -1. 
Scholarius, referring to this incident in a letter to Demetrius, is more than tactful: he 
says that the Prince resisted the temptation to seize the throne ‘ even if  there was some 
need o f advisers’ ; Schol. 111, pp. 1 19 - 2 1 .

3 John Eugenicus to Constantine, Lambros, 1, p. 122. C f. I. K . Voyatzidis, 
‘ Περί τη$ στέψεως Κωνσταντίνου του Π α λ α ιο λ ό γ ο υ in Λαογραφία, νπ  (1923), 
pp . 449- 56.
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o f his zeal and o f his solemn promise to do all he could to implement 
the C ouncil's decision, encouraging him at the same time and 
promising to fulfil for him, should he ever become Emperor, all the 
pledges given to Jo h n .1 Whether as Despot in the Morea Constant 
tine did anything to promote union cannot be said for lack o f evidence, 
but that very deficiency suggests that he did not do much, otherwise 
there would be reflections o f it in the anti/unionist literature o f the 
time, which there are not, though there was then in the Peloponnese 
the ready pen o f Jo h n  Eugenicus, M ark's brother.

Towards the end o f the reign o f Joh n  V I I I  it would seem that a 
kind o f relative peace had descended on the ecclesiastical strife in 
Constantinople, with the anti/unionists in the ascendant, but still ex/ 
eluded from St Sophia which was, o f course, in the hands o f the 
unionist Patriarch.2 W ith the Emperor's death the controversy broke 
out afresh with renewed bitterness.3 ;The anti/unionists, besides being 
the object o f the hostility o f the unionists, now came to be regarded 
as disloyal by the court and government circles.· They had probably 
given signs o f open support to Demetrius' pretensions to the throne.4 
They certainly refused to acknowledge that Constantine was as yet 
legitimate Emperor.5 The two parties, unionist and anti/unionist, 
addressed their congratulations and exhortations to him, both on his 
arrival in Constantinople and a year later on the occasion o f his

1 E .P .  doc. 249.
2 John Eugenicus in Lambros, i, p. 126.
3 ‘ The Emperor, alas, passes from this life and things are filled with confusion, 

suspicion is rife and the arrows o f my detractors are again discharged with greater 
daring. A n d  the excuse was that I was persuading the clergy to be doubtful about 
your faith, and for that reason to withhold the honour which they had been wont to pay 
to those of the emperors who were faithful to their religion ’ (Scholarius to Constantine 
1450; Schol. iv , pp. 464-5; cf. also ibid. p. 468 and the letter to Constantine of 
12  March 1452; ‘ For after the death o f the late Emperor everything was in utter con^ 
fusion’ , Schol. in , p. 153 ).

4 Scholarius defends them against this suspicion, so suspicion there was, Schol. IV, 
p. 465.

5 C f. the letter of John Eugenicus to Constantine, written probably after the death 
of the Queen Mother, 23 March 1450, in the name of a party, in which he purports to 
prove that Constantine was not Emperor because he did not fulfil any of the duties to 
religion that emperorship imposed; he goes on: ‘ O f which Church then is your 
royalty from God the protector and champion, and what now is the state of the Church 
of Christ, and where its children, and who and of what sort its seeming shepherd and 
head, and who the patriarch to crown you and when, and to anoint your royalty with 
sacred chrism and to receive your help and profession? ’ (Lambros, I, pp. 124-5).
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mother’s death (23 M arch 1450).1 Scholarius, w ho after the two 
treatises on the H oly  Sp irit that issued from the discussions with 
L a p a c c i had through the rest o f  Jo h n ’s reign desisted from  contnv 
versy (except for a ‘ D ia lo g u e ’ on the same subject2), took up  his pen 
again  and began a long series o f  polem ics, manifestos and  letters that 
continued up to the eve o f  the capture o f  C onstantinople in 145 3.3

C onstantine b ro u g h t the leaders o f  the an ti'U n ion ists together to 

persuade them to moderate their opposition. H e  d id  not succeed. 
N ex t day they wrote to him a kind o f  official confirmation o f  their 
answ er o f  the day before. It ends: ‘ Therefore for these and similar 
reasons we infer and consider that there appears to us to be no method 
o f  union so long as the L atin s rem ain as they are.’4 A t  about the 
sam e time Bartolom eo L ap acc i, since G araton i’s death bishop o f  
C oron e, was in Constantinople as papal L egate ,5, and once more held 
p u b lic  discussions with Scholarius, in the presence o f  the Em peror, 
the senate and the clergy, in which he later claim ed that he had 
silenced his opponent,6 w ho for his part vindicated the victory for 
h im self7 in  the debates that he had h im self suggested.8 ,

W hat C onstantine’s real and intimate opinion w as about the 
burning religious question o f  the day there is no know ing. There is, 
however, no doubt that he hoped through it to secure western aid for 
the defence o f  his country. W ith in  a few weeks o f  his arrival in 
C onstantinople an envoy o f  his to the city o f  G en oa gave such an 
account o f  his good  dispositions in that regard that the Genoese 
authorities counselled the Pope to send without delay an am bassador

1 E.g. George Argyropoulus wrote three such (Lambros, ’ Apyvpo-rrouAsicc 
(Athens, 19 10), pp. 8fF, 29#., 48fF.); Michael Apostoles two (Lambros, iv , pp. 67- 
82, 83-87); John Eugenicus (ibid. 1, pp. 123 flf., 135 , 15 1 flf.); John Dokeianos 
(ibid. I, pp. 221 fF., 232fF., 241 fF., 246fF.), besides the writings of Scholarius.

2 O f  date 1446/7, Schol. in , pp. 1 - 2 1 .
3 C f. the first half o f Schol. 111.
4 John Eugenicus to Constantine, Lambros, 1, pp. 15 1 - 3 . This was written prob/ 

ably in 1449-50, because John Eugenicus probably left Constantinople for the Morea 
early in 1450: cf. J .  Voyatzidis, ‘ Oi irpiyKriTres XetAaSes if js  AaKe5aipovos\ in N.E., 
x ix  (1925), pp. 203-4. The letter o f John Eugenicus to Constantine already several 
times quoted (Lambros, pp. 123 fF.) is o f about the same date.

5 O n 16  June 1449 he received a safe^conduct for his journey (Kappeli, op. cit. 
p. 99» n. 50).

6 Ibid. p. 99 and n. 52.
7 Schol. h i, 156; cf. also p. 173 . 8 Ibid. p. 164.
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to the Emperor to take advantage o f them.1 The consequence was 
that the court and the government circles were all in favour o f inv 
plementing the decree o f Florence, at the least for the benefits that they 
hoped would accrue. The writings o f Scholarius and John Eugenicus 
time and again lament the blindness o f those in power who put their 
trust for the safety o f their city in human help instead o f in G od .2 
A  small group o f intransigent anti/unionists, and Scholarius in 
particular, came to be looked on as unpatriotic and for a time were 
generally unpopular because they were regarded as being the sole 
impediment to western help.3 The official world o f Byzantium acted 
as if  both faiths were equally right,4 frequenting the churches o f either 
party indifferently.5

The most influential, as he was also the most outstanding, person^ 
age in Constantinople at that time was Luke Notaras, usually de  ̂
scribed by historians as an out and out opponent o f union,..' Indeed, 
he is'now  best remembered for the phrase that Ducas put into his 
mouth: ‘ Better the Sultan’s turban than the Pope’s mitre/6 His 
behaviour, however, was hardly consonant with so forthright an 
expression o f principle. Right up to the capture o f Constantinople 
he supported the imperial policy, which brought on him long 
treatises and letters full o f adulation,7 instruction and exhortation 
from the pens o f the anti/unionists to win him to their side.8 For his 
part he tried to persuade them to a more conciliatory attitude, but 
with Scholarius and John Eugenicus at least he failed.9 The only words

1 Jorga, Notes, etc. in Revue de VOrient latin, v i i i ,  p. 54.
2 E .g. Schol. h i, pp. 149, 159, 18 3 ; Lambros, 1, pp. 125, 139.
3 Schol. iii, pp. 148, 149, 136. 4 Ibid. 111, p. 149; iv , p. 496.
5 Lambros, 1, p. 127.
6 Ducas, p. 264. His actual words are: ‘ Better to see the turban o f  the Turk ruling 

in the midst of the city than the Latin mitre.’
7 E .g. Schol. iv, pp. 46off. That may have been the style o f  the time. The many 

encomiums of emperors written by hopeful admirers, Scholarius’ letter to Eugenius IV  
(Schol. iv, pp. 432-3) and Argyropoulus* letter to Nicholas V  (Lambros, ’ A p y u /  

p O T T O u A e ia  (Athens, 19 10), pp. 12 9 -4 1)  and the like, weary (and disgust) with their 
excessive praise.

8 E .g. Scholarius— Schol. in , pp. 13 6 -5 1 , iv , pp. 458-60, 460-2, 492-3, 494-500; 
John Eugenicus in Lambros, 1, pp. 13 7 -4 6 ,17 0 -3 ,17 5 -6 . Argyropoulus, at Notaras’s 
request, sent him a unionist treatise on the Holy Spirit (Lambros, ’ A p y u p O T T O u A e ia  

(Athens, 19 10), pp. 107-28), which was answered by Theodore Agallianus (ibid. 
pp. 234-303).

9 Schol. iv , p. 496; Lambros, 1, p. 176.
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o f his accurately recorded are transmitted by Scholarius in the letter 
he addressed on 15 November to the ecclesiastics: ‘ Y ou  are labouring 
in vain, Father, because it has turned out that the commemoration 
o f the Pope is to be given and there is nothing to be done about it. 
Granted then that you can do nothing to stop it, i f  you choose to 
come, co-operate in our doing it / 1. That advice expressed his policy 
o f political expediency^' It may not have reflected his inmost con/ 
victions, which would account for the fact that the anti/unionists 
had to woo his support and the unionists regarded him as an ad^ 
versary.2

- The tension in Constantinople at that time must have been very 
great, for it caused Scholarius to resign his public offices and to retire 
first to private life and then to a monastery (1450) where he became 
the monk Gennadius, and it led the Patriarch Gregory II I  to abandon 
his See and betake himself to Rom e in A ugust 14 5 1 .3 Outside o f 
his own church, nowhere else was he commemorated in the Liturgy, 
not even within his own monastery.4 Yet at the same time he would 
seem to have been enjoying a more active support from Constantine 
than ever he did from John  V II I .

1 Schol. in, p. 17 0 .
2 Ducas, ibid.; Ubertino Pusculo, ‘ Constantinopolis’ , ed. A .  E . Elissen in Analekten 

der mittel· und neugriechischen Literatur, vol. in  (Leipzig, 1857), lib. 11, 11. 10 1- 16 .
3 Phrantzes, op. cit. (ed. Bonn), p. 2 17 . Jorga, N otes, etc. in R evu e de VOrient latin, 

v in , p. 70, records a decision o f the Signoria ofV enice o f 12  October 1450 as stating 
that Gregory was in the Venetian colony o f Corone (Morea) at that date. Isidore, in 
his report to the Pope (o f uncertain date) has the phrase ‘ while the Patriarch is still 
about in the Peloponnese’ . These data can be reconciled only if  it is allowed that 
Jorga ’s date is wrong by a year and that Isidore’s report was made in late 14 5 1 , apropos 
perhaps o f the legation o f Bryennius. Gregory was in receipt o f a monthly pension 
from the Pope from at least May 1452 (Jorga, 11, p. 29).

It was for long commonly believed that a synod, at which also the three eastern 
patriarchs were present, met in Constantinople in 1450, deposed Gregory and elected 
a certain Athanasius, who shortly afterwards mysteriously disappeared from view. That 
opinion cannot now be held. C h . Papaioannou, *Τά πρακτικά τή$ ούτω λεγομένης 
υστάτης έν ‘ Α γ ία  Σοφία συνόδου’ , in ’Εκκλησιαστική ’Αλήθεια, χ ν  ( ι 8 9 6 ) ,  showed 
conclusively that the supposed Acts o f the synod are spurious. M gr. L . Petit in his 
review o f Papaioannou’s articles expressed some reserve about accepting his full con^ 
elusions (E .O . IV  (19 0 0 -1) , pp. 127-8), but the reason for his doubt is unfounded 
(cf. M . Lascaris, ‘ Joachim , Métropolite de Moldavie, etc. ’ , in Acad. Roum . x in  (1927), 
p. 1 3 1, n. 2). Besides, there is absolutely no reference to such a synod in any Greek or 
Latin literature o f the time, which there must have been i f  it had ever taken place.

4 Letter o f Isidore o f K iev to Nicholas V ,  dated from Candie die x v  iulii L I I I , after 
his escape from Constantinople after its capture; Jorga, 11, p. 533.
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In point o f fact, early in 14 5 1 Constantine was contemplating 
having closer relations with Rom e, by sending as ambassador to the 
Pope Andronicus Bryennius Leontaris: The impulse may have come 
from the death in February 14 5 1 o f the Sultan Murad and the access 
sion o f Mahomet, though whether from a mistaken optimism at 
having now to treat with a weaker character (Constantine, after his 
renewed treaty with him, dared to use threats against him 1), or from 
anticipation o f the implacable enmity o f the new Sultan, it would be 
hard to say. Not much is known about Bryennius’ political mission, 
but its object can easily be surmised. H e visited the governments o f 
Venice (5 Ju ly), where he arranged permission for Constantine to 
recruit Cretan archers, and o f Ferrara, was in Rome in A ugust and 
September, and in Naples in November.2 But he had an ecclesiastical 
mission too. H e was the bearer o f a letter from the Synaxis5 o f the 
anti^unionists addressed to the Pope, a letter they had drawn up, 
somewhat against their wills perhaps, at a meeting summoned by the 
Emperor. In it they expressed once again their rejection o f the union 
o f Florence and the doctrine it implied and their refusal to commemo/ 
rate the Pope. Instead they proposed for the settlement o f the 
ecclesiastical differences the holding o f a new council in Constant 
tinople, in which the Latins would be represented by a small group 
o f delegates4— the old Greek plea that only an Oecumenical C ouncil 
(they had rejected the oecumenicity o f Florence) could impose its 
decision on the East.5 Scholarius did not sign the letter with the rest. 
Though in theory he agreed with the fundamental idea, in practice 
he could foresee no prospect o f success but only o f even more strained 
relations. A n d  he was right. Bryennius would have presented the 
manifesto at about the same time that news o f Gregory’s flight 
reached Rome.

1 Ducas, pp. 234fF.
2 Letter of Emperor recommending Bryennius to the Marquis o f Este 10 A p ril 1 4 5 1 ; 

Jorga, IV, p. 4 6 ;  Marincscu, Notes sur quelques ambassades, etc. p. 4 26 .

3 So they called themselves. They could not use the name ‘ synod’, as that implied 
union with the Patriarch. Constantine’s dealings with this body as a kind of un/ 
official synod may have been the last straw that made Gregory III leave Constantinople.

4 Letter to Constantine dated 12  March; Schol. ill, pp. 15 2 -5 . This composition 
was more than a letter: it was general propaganda that was circulated in the Morea and 
elsewhere; Schol. 111, p. 176. C f. also ibid. pp. 173, 19 1-2 .

5 Ibid. p. 192.
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Nicholas’ answer to the Emperor, dated 27 September 145.1,1 
makes no direct reference to the letter o f the ecclesiastics; to that he 
probably sent no answer at all. The Pope acknowledges the E n v 
peror’s desire to carry the union through, but, while appreciating the 
difficulties in the way that the ambassador had explained, is firmly o f 
the opinion that Constantine overestimates them. John V II I ,  had 
he been less prone to yield to worldly expediency, could have done it. 
The Creed states that the Church is one; for that it must have one 
head on earth acknowledged by all parts. The sad, indeed lament' 
able state o f the Byzantine empire must be attributed to G o d ’s just 
retribution for the Greeks’ dalliance about union.2 U nion o f the 
Churches was achieved at Florence: the decree bearing the genuine 
signatures o f the Greeks and the Latins is to be found in every.king' 
dom o f the Christian world. Therefore, in reply to the Emperor’ s 
request for aid, ‘ i f  with your nobles and the people o f Constant!' 
nople you embrace the decree o f union, you will have U s and our 
venerable brethren, the cardinals o f the holy Roman Church, with 
the whole o f the Western Church ever instant for your honour and 
State. But i f  you with your people refuse to accept the decree o f 
union, you will force us to take such measures as are suited to your 
salvation and our honour.’ The Patriarch o f Constantinople should be 
recalled, reinstated and given his full rights and privileges, and the 
Pope’s name should be restored to the diptychs. I f  there were any 
Greeks who failed to understand some parts o f the decree, let them 
be sent to Rome where their doubts would be honourably set at rest.

This reply is firm almost to the point o f being an ultimatum..1 The 
reason for that is to be sought in the history o f the previous ten years 
and particularly in the events o f the last few months. The dissension 
had been allowed to drag on and worsen in Constantinople (and the 
rest o f the Greek world took its tone from there) mainly owing to the 
indecision o f the late Emperor— or at least that was the Pope’s con' 
viction. A  shock might bring the Greeks to their senses; at any rate 
it could not make things worse. The suggestion contained in the

1 E .P .  doc. 304 where both the Latin and the Greek texts, which differ slightly, 
are given —neither is certainly authentic—and where the question of the date is discussed.

1 Scholarius was of precisely the same opinion, but, as it were, in reverse. He was 
convinced that the end o f the world was at hand, and that he and his friends were the 
faithful remnant of Israel; Schol. m , p. 16 1 ; iv, pp. 480, 481.
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letter o f the ecclesiastics o f a new council, with its bland ignoring o f 
the oecumenical Council o f Florence where the Greeks had signed 
and sealed the decree o f union, had to be scotched— such an idea 
could not be allowed to gain ground— scotched immediately and 
firmly because the flight o f the Patriarch showed that the situation 
needed firm measures and that no time was to be lost. On the other 
hand, Isidore’s report after his sojourn in Greece gave grounds for 
thinking that the situation could be retrieved. He claimed that the 
Emperor and the Patriarch with the majority o f the leading court and 
government officials and no little part o f the people were either 
supporters o f the union or not averse to it, and he added suggestions 
that are reflected in the papal letter. His plan in brief was this—the 
decree should be explained to the Greeks at large by special preacheis 
basing their arguments mainly on Greek sources from the Councils 
and the Fathers—the Latin Fathers should be referred to only in 
general terms; the recalcitrant should be excommunicated; the core 
o f the opposition should willy-nilly be brought to Rome for in/ 
struction, some five or six individuals in all, who had already either 
freely signed the decree in Florence or approved o f the holding o f the 
Council beforehand; a legate should be sent first to the Pelopon/ 
nese ‘ while the Patriarch is still about in those pans’ to win the 
support o f the Despots by persuasion or, if  necessary, by threats o f 
ecclesiastical censures, and then to Constantinople where he should 
act similarly.. This report o f Isidore’s is not dated, but it is not un/ 
likely that it was presented in the summer o f 14 5 1 on the occasion o f 
Bryennius’ embassy when the Pope, in the process o f formulating 
an answer to the envoy’s message, would reasonably have sought 
Isidore’s advicev A t  any rate its influence on the Pope’s answer and 
on his subsequent action is unquestionable.1

1 Isidore’s report is contained in C od. Vat. Gr. 1858, fo. 4 4 -5 1. I am beholden 
to the late Fr G . Hofmann for allowing me to use his photographs and his transcript 
o f the M S. That the date I adopt for the report— summer 1451 —is right is confirmed 
by a letter o f JohnEugenicus to Theodore (Agallianus), the whole tone of which suggests 
the situation after the return o f Bryennius: ‘ D o you see what the miserable creatures 
want’ They want and still seek as shepherd the apostate; they want the wolf, the de/ 
stroyer, the vagabond in Methone or Achaia or in I don’t know what gullies and holes 
seeking whom he may devour. H ow great is the danger! How much we must be 
ever on our guard that with his tail he may not sweep away the third part o f the stars 
o f the heavens, like the first apostate dragon, for he often, so they say, had boasted that
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' In the Pope’s reply no mention is made o f sending a papal legate 
to Constantinople. But that must have been arranged then,) for 
Gennadius, writing to Constantine on 12  March 1452 , reports the 
rumours that were rife after Bryennius* return— that, instead o f dele^ 
gates for a C ouncil, an ambassador would come, complete with a 
papal document anathematising Sabellianism1 so as to disarm Greek 
criticism, who, i f  the union was not accepted, Gregory reinstated and 
the Pope commemorated, was to excommunicate the Greeks from 
Galata, but i f  the Greeks accepted all these conditions he was to 
announce a council in Italy to which they should send delegates.2 
There was obviously some foundation for this report, because some 
months later Isidore o f Russia did go to Constantinople as papal 
Legate, in response, so Gennadius believed, to a suggestion that had 
emanated from the Greeks themselves.3

The antvunionist leaders were alarmed. A  fortunate circunv 
stance, however, gave them a chance o f counteracting any softening 
o f the general attitude towards Rom e that might have resulted from 
Bryennius* embassy, by staging a demonstration calculated to fire the 
popular imagination against the Pope and the C ouncil o f Florence. 
There came to Constantinople at the end o f 14 5 1— that is, just about 
the time o f Bryennius* return— one Constantine Platris (usually 
called Constantine the Englishman), an unofficial messenger from 
the Utraquist Hussites o f Prague, seeking union. H e made contact, 
naturally, with the antMinionists. Entrusted to Gennadius for in  ̂
terrogation and instruction, shortly afterwards he decided to embrace 
the Greek faith. A s  he was a priest o f the Latin C hurch— that the 
sect to which he belonged had been condemned at the Council o f 
Constance was beside the point—his conversion was a grand oppor^ 
tunity for propaganda, not to be missed. The scene for his public

he possessed the majority, nay even almost the whole, o f the senate as his friends and 
umomsts and zealots and mates, hal£beasts o f mythical double nature... .H e has just 
now the lower classes o f the racc, the bulk o f the populace, a silly people and in no 
way sensible, to put it plainly, readily, alas, accepting the betrayal (at any rate in part) 
o f its own faith for human considerations.. .  ’ (Lambros, 1, p. 196).

Isidore himself wrote a short explanation o f the decree, to be found in C od . V at. G r. 
1898, fo. 2 0 3 -13  bis (cf. Mercati, ‘ Scritti d’lsidoro’ , etc. pp. 54, 4 1) .

1 One o f the many heresies that the anti^unionists attributed to the Latins after 
Florence, according to which the three divine Persons are merely aspects o f one.

2 Schol. in , pp. 152-4 . 3 ifad' p. j f y '
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profession o f faith and abjuration o f Latin ‘ heresies’ was laid in the 
church near St Sophia that the anti/unionists, still self/excluded 
from the Great C hurch, frequented. Before a thronged audience he 
made his statement in Latin  which was translated into Greek by a 
certain Francullius—faith is essential, but not that o f men who change 
the definitions o f the Fathers; the Pope for his work at Florence is a 
Judas, a Saul, a w o lf with voracious jaw s; Gennadius had explained 
the truth about the Filioque/addhion  and the real doctrine o f the 
Blessed Trinity to his complete satisfaction, and had persuaded him 
o f the inadequacy o f Latin baptism; and, o f course, had found a 
kindred spirit on the question o f Com m union under both kinds.1 
The manoeuvre achieved an immediate result. The audience cheered 
every jibe against the Pope, and later the report o f what had happened 
was on every lip in the streets and the market-places.2

W hen Constantine returned to Prague he was given an official 
exposition o f faith and a letter. The former was addressed not to him 
or the Bohemians, but for the information o f all Christendom as 
from ‘ the holy orthodox Synaxis in Constantinople, administering 
the patriarchal See which represents our C h u rch ’ , especially ‘ to the 
noble, distant, western nations o f the Latins’ . It is a detailed docu^ 
ment dealing at great length with the doctrine o f the Trinity, the 
seven sacraments, the seven Councils—particularly the prohibition 
o f the Council o f Ephesus— which ends by inviting all to seek unity 
or enlightenment from the Church o f Constantinople.^ The letter, 
dated 18 January .1452, directed to all the authorities o f Prague from 
‘ the most holy Church o f Constantinople, mother and mistress o f all 
right/believers’ , denounced the Pope arid Florence and invited the 
recipients to union, after the conclusion o f which the writers would 
provide the necessary clerics and bishops for their instruction and 
would be indulgent on the question o f  ecclesiastical rites. It is signed 
by Macarius o f Nicomedia, Ignatius o f Tornovo, Joseph o f P h ilip ' 
popolis, A cacius (o f Derko), bishops, with Silvester Syropoulus 
and Theodore Agallianus, deacons and officials o f the Great Church,

1 A  long extract in Dositheus, T o i j o s  c ry c m -r is  (Jassy, 1698), pp. 3 -0 -5 ; cf. M. 
Paulovâ, ‘ L ’Empire byzantine et les Tchèques avant la chute de Constantinople’ , in 
Byzantinoslavica, x iv  (1953), pp. 158-225.

2 Ubertino Pusculo, op. cit. lib. 11, 11. 198-558.
5 Dosirheus, ibid. pp. 325-32.
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and finally by ‘ The universal teacher o f the Church o f the orthodox, 
the humble monk G ennadiusV

W hile Constantinople was thus divided internally, the Sultan 
Mahomet, perhaps to take advantage o f the consequent weakness and 
to anticipate any eventual help from the West, hastened his pre  ̂
parations for an attack onthe city. Early in 1452 he ordered the buikL· 
ing o f a strong fortress, Rom ili Hissar, on the European side o f the 
narrowest part o f the Bosphorus and just opposite his fort on the 
Asiatic side, so as to have complete control o f the passage and be 
able to prevent the provisioning o f Constantinople from the north. 
H e himself arrived on the spot on 26 March to force the pace o f the 
building. Constantine’s remonstrances were answered by the pillage 
o f the surrounding villages and the slaughter o f the inhabitants. The 
fortress was finished in A ugust and Mahomet on 1 September 
returned to Adrianople to make his final preparations. In October 
he sent a strong force into the Peloponnese so as to render any 
relieving action from there impossible. There was no doubt left about 
his intentions, to outdo his predecessors by capturing the city they 
had several times attacked in vain. Constantine set feverishly to work 
to prepare for the ordeal. He had the fortifications put into repair as 
much as possible, and sent ambassadors round the western courts 
for help, in particular seeking supplies o f corn against the coming 
siege.2

The response to his appeal was lamentable. Italy was, as ever, 
divided by internal wars, which caused Alfonso o f A ragon to 
withdraw from the Aegean, just when they were most needed, the 
fleet o f ten ships he had maintained there, mostly at papal expense, 
though he allowed the Greeks to buy his corn, at a price. Genoa 
gave its citizens o f Pera a free hand and put out sundry exhortations, 
but offered no tangible help. Frederick III, crowned Holy Roman 
Emperor by the Pope on 19 March 1452, sent a bombastic ultimatum 
to Mahomet and nothing more. John Hunyadi, the hero o f Varna

1 L . Allatius, D e  ecclesiae occid. et orient, perpetua consensione, pp. 947-9· The ‘ AcL· 
ministrators o f the Utraquist Consistory of Prague’ sent a non-committal reply dated 
29 September 1452; cf. Paulova, op. cit. p. 220.

2 Michael Trapperius was in Naples in March 1453; Michael Radoslaos, Manuel 
Dishypatus and Manuel Angelus Palaeologus had to remain in the Neapolitan court 
because they were prevented from returning to Constantinople owing to the siege.
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and Kossovo, had made a three years’ truce with the Turks in 
November 14 5 1 . Philip the Good o f Burgundy, that other genuine 
upholder o f Christian resistance to Turkish expansion, was un/ 
fortunately at this time involved in suppressing a rebellion o f the city 
o f Ghent. Venice and the Pope set about arming a small fleet, which 
in fact was ready too late to be o f use. The seven hundred men under 
Giustiniano Longo, the Genoese, were a personal contribution o f a 
great soul to a nation in its agony. The only official contingent of 
Latin/financed troops that took part in the defence o f Constantin/ 
ople was the body o f two hundred archers that Cardinal Isidore of 
K iev  took with him when he went there as papal Legate in the 
autumn o f 14 5 2 .1

Isidore left Rome for Constantinople on 20 May 14 522 as papal 
Legate, presumably after the Byzantine Emperor had informed the 
Pope that he was prepared to fulfil the conditions indicated in the 
papal letter o f the previous September. H e went first to Naples^ and 
arrived at his final destination on 26 October.4 He was welcomed 
by the Emperor and the court and by a large section o f the populace. 
The anti/unionists felt their position seriously threatened and Gen/ 
nadius opened a campaign o f propaganda which he conducted with 
the skill o f a practised general. Most o f what we know in detail of 
the ecclesiastical events that took place in Constantinople in the last 
months o f 1452 comes from his biased pen.

Already before Isidore ever set foot in the city, Gennadius had 
harangued the population at great length, speaking from midday

1 There is a very large literature on the relations o f East and West on the eve of the 
fall o f Constantinople. C f. in particular R . Guilland, ‘ At πρό$ την Δύσιν εκκλή
σεις Κωνσταντίνου ΙΑ' του Δραγάτ^η πρός σωτηρίαν τής Κωνσταντινουπόλεως’ , 
in Ε.Ε.Β.Σ. x x n  ( ΐ 952)» pp· 6° “ 7 4> anc  ̂ his complementary article: ‘ Les appels de 
Constantin X I  Paléologue à Rome et à Venise pour sauver Constantinople ( 14 5 2 -  
1453), in Byzantinoslavica, x iv  (1953), pp. 226-44; and especially C . Marinescu, ‘ Le 
Pape Nicolas V  (14 4 7 -14 55) et son attitude envers l’Empire byzantin’ , in Actes du IV e 
Congrès international des Etudes Byzantines, 1 (Bulletin de Γ Institut Archéologique Bulgare, ix , 
1935), pp· 331-4 2 , where he defends Nicholas from the accusations lavishly made 
against him later o f indifference to the fate of Constantinople, and lays the chief 
blame on Alfonso o f Aragon and Naples, always full o f promises and never doing 
anything that he could not derive a personal advantage from.

2 Eubel, op. cit. 11, p. 30.
3 Mercati, ‘ Scritti d ’Isidoro’ , etc. p. 129, n. 3.
4 G . Hofmann, ‘ Ein Brief des Kardinals Isidor von K iew  an Kardinal Bessarion ’ , 

in O .C .P . x iv  (1948), pp. 405-14 , csp. p. 408.
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till near evening, warning and advising and exhorting.The Cardinal, 
when he came, addressed himself, not to the anti/unionist leaders, 
but to the people and gained their support to such a degree that 
Gennadius’ cotcrie lost heart. It was then that he made his first open 
move in his cam paign.1 O n i November he retired to his cell— 
retired from all strife— but he affixed to its door an inflammatory 
challenge, which remained there for all to read till it was o f no 
further use because the proclamation o f union was by then acconv 
plished. ‘ O  miserable citizens, you have ruined everything; and 
now you abandon even your religion.’ Such were its opening words 
and the rest was in like strain. He, Gennadius, was innocent; they 
were threatening to kill him; would that the Lord w ould enlighten 
them or else remove him from life; let them leave him in peace, for 
he would never join in such a union.2 His manifesto had effect, for 
Ducas recounts that clerics, monks, nuns, layfolk ranged round the 
streets in the wildest disorder, shouting: ‘ W e don’t want Latin help 
or Latin union; let us be rid o f the worship o f the unleavened/3

But his action did not stop the progress o f events. The people 
(demos) had accepted union,4 presumably by some public decision. 
The archontes would have preferred a compromise—to commemorate 
the Pope in the Liturgy and not to promulgate the decree o f union,$ 
but as events show, they yielded to Isidore’s insistence. The next step 
was to try to gain the adherence o f the clerics and particularly o f the 
anti/unionist leaders who formed the Synaxis. They were summoned 
to a meeting with the Emperor in the Xylalas palace on 1 5 November. 
But Gennadius was beforehand with a letter o f admonition.6 I f  the 
C ardinal were there or there were question o f discussions, they should

1 Letter to Demetrius, 25 December 1452 ; Schol. 111, p. 177.
2 Schol. h i, pp. 165-6 . 5 Ducas, op. cit. pp. 253-5 .
4 Schol. h i, p. 167.
5 Leonardus Chiensis, ‘ Historia Constantinopolitanae urbis aMahumete II captae’, 

P .G .  159, 929D-930B. Leonardo, Latin archbishop of Mitylene, had accompanied 
Isidore to Constantinople and was there throughout the siege. He also asserts that the
reason for the hesitations of the archontes was not theological, but national pride; that 
Scholarius and Notaras from personal ambition wanted to present themselves later to 
the Pope as artificers of the union, and that, at his suggestion, Constantine made the 
gesture of appointing judges against Scholarius, Isidore the monk, Neophytus and their 
accomplices.

6 Schol. h i, pp. 166-70.
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neither hear nor answer without him. But i f  the meeting was only 
to gain their approval for what the demos had done, let them leave 
him in peace—all knew his opinions and he had lately sent ten 
chapters on the subject to the Emperor. Let it not be that their 
Church should become heretical by accepting the commemoration 
o f  the Pope, which meant the branding o f their forefathers as heretic 
cal. There was talk o f conditions attached to the union and o f its 
being only provisional, but there was no place for those in the faith. 
The only help for the city was from on high. W hat the Great D uke 
(Notaras) and the Emperor intended was only evil. W hat should be 
done, but what they (i.e. the Synaxis) had rejected, was that he 
(Gennadius) before the senate, the Church and the people, with as 
many Venetians and Genoese as liked, should prove the inexpediency 
o f  what the Cardinal proposed. True expediency would be, after 
peace had returned with or without western help, for delegates from 
the Latins to come to Constantinople or for at least six delegates 
from Constantinople to go there, to establish true union in a synod. 
I f  that was what they wanted, he would go and persuade all o f its 
utility. But i f  they (the ecclesiastics), their hopes set on western aid 
and Latinism, deceived the people with conditions and hopes o f 
words and discussions, the fruit would be as he had often foretold. 
He would have no part in it, as he had written to Notaras who had 
replied: ‘ Y ou  are labouring in vain, Father, etc.’ He had done what 
he could: for the future he would keep silent.1

It would seem, however, that Gennadius was present both at that 
meeting o f the Synaxis and at several others besides, and that his 
presence served to stiffen the resistance o f its members to the Em/ 
peror’s persuasions. For at some date, probably still in November, 
they delivered to Constantine their answer to his demand as to what 
objections they had against the decree o f the Council o f Florence, 
in writing and with their signatures attached, as he had asked. They 
professed that they had at heart a desire for the peace o f  the C hurch; 
their obstinacy was because they wanted a true peace. They offered

1 Gennadius ends most o f his polemics o f this time with ‘ for the future I will be 
silent\ W hat his silence meant he disclosed to Demetrius: ‘A n d  the cxcuse for the 
letter, for it was a defence o f the supposed silence, yet when was I  ever silent in the 
preceding period;’ (Schol. In , p. 178).
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four objections to the decree, all concerned with the doctrine o f the 
H oly Spirit, and then they proposed, as the sole way o f reaching 
genuine peace, the summoning o f a council in Constantinople, the 
only obstacle to which could be the lack o f goodwill on the Latin 
side. A  conciliatory spirit would be possible only after the estab/ 
lishment o f peace. I f  the Patriarch (Gregory) would assure them that 
he held the same faith as they, then they would discuss with him con/ 
ciliatory measures, in union with the Patriarchs o f the East without 
whose approval nothing could be done. There are fifteen signatures 
to this document (Gennadius* is not one)— five o f bishops,1 with 
those o f the Great Chartophylax Balsamon, o f the Great Ecclesi/ 
arches Syropoulus and o f the A rchivist Theodore A gallianus: the 
r?st o f monks.2

But the constancy o f the anti/unionist inner circle in rejecting 
western aid could not prevail with the population against the advo/ 
cacy in its favour exercised by the threat o f the fortress R om ili Hissar. 
O n  10 November two large merchant ships bringing provisions 
from C affa barely escaped capture as they passed through the narrows, 
and on 26 November a ship was sunk there and its crew enslaved or 
massacred. The danger to the city was vividly brought home to the 
citizens. T o  check the general enthusiasm for union and help was 
like trying to put out a forest fire.^i But Gennadius tried. O n 
27 November he addressed a manifesto to the citizens, copies o f which 
were broadcast ‘ in the palaces, in the markets, and in all the monas/ 
teries o f the city’ .4 It took the form o f an Apologia pro vita sua against 
his detractors. He challenged anyone to find evil in his past life. 
H is only c crime * was to be faithful to the doctrines o f  the Church, 
to the C ouncil that condemned Beccus, to the pledge he had made 
to the dying M ark o f Ephesus and to the various manifestos put out 
by the anti/unionists. Even i f  they considered that to be profitable 
which he disapproved of, still faith was free and he would remain 
united with their holy Fathers, and if  need be at the cost o f his life, 
since they threatened him .5 ‘ I f  some at least for a time seemed to

1 Nicomedia, Tornovo, M oldoW allachia, Perge, Derko.
2 Schol. 111, pp. 1 8 8 - 9 3 .  A  copy o f this came into the possession o f Isidore, now 

C o d . Vat. G r. 1 87 9 ,  fo. 2 0 7 - 2 1 0 V .
3 The phrase is Gennadius’ , Schol. in , p. 1 7 7 .
4 Ibid. 5 Ibid. pp. 171 4.
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stand out against the union, it was the work o f that letter’ , so he 
wrote a month later to Demetrius in the Morea.1

W hat Gennadius laboured so hard to prevent came to pass on 
12  December 1452. In the Great Church o f St Sophia there was 
celebrated a solemn Liturgy in the presence o f the Emperor and the 
senate, priests and deacons, and the throng o f the populace— the 
whole city o f Constantinople, so wrote Isidore later— when the 
Pope and the Patriarch Gregory were commemorated in the diptychs 
and prayed for, and the decree o f union o f the Council o f Florence 
proclaimed. T o  what degree this acceptance by the Constantinopoli/ 
tans was genuine cannot be assessed. Ducas declares that for most it 
was feigned and Leonardo o f Chios rather agrees with him, though 
o f Constantine he remarks ‘ whose constancy to the Rom an Church 
I perceived, had he not been overcome by faintheartedness’ : on the 
other hand Isidore2 asserts that till the capture o f the city it was 
generally and consistently observed. Whether, too, the union that 
was proclaimed was only provisional, that is, to be valid till peace 
was restored when it would have been submitted to a possible 
revision, is not certain. Ducas reports that it was so; Gennadius’ 
mention o f the possibility o f it shows that there had been at least 
popular rumour about it. It is, however, quite certain that the Pope 
would have tolerated no such condition, and it is most unlikely that 
Cardinal Isidore, Greek though he was, would have admitted in 
this matter the ‘ economy’ so dear to Greek hearts. Gennadius and 
eight other monks took no part in the ceremonies in St Sophia; 
Cardinal Isidore does not mention their names, but two o f them 
would have been Theodore (Agallianus) and Neophytus (monk and 
confessor), singled out by Leonardo o f Chios as the core o f the 
anti/unionist opposition. Both o f these names are among the sig✓ 
natures to the letter to Constantine, mentioned earlier. O f  genuine 
unionists, Leonardo mentions in particular Theophilus Palaeologus 
and Theodore Carystinus, with John A rgyropoulusJ

1 Ibid. p. 178.
2 Sphrantzes had proposed to Constantine to make Isidore Patriarch, a suggestion 

that the monarch prudently did not accept: Phrantzes (ed. Bonn), p. 325.
3 Letter o f Isidore o f K iev to the Pope, dated Candle die x v  iulii L i l l y  after his 

escape from the captured city, Jorga, 11, p. 522; Ducas, op. cit. pp. 253-5 ; Leonardus 
Chiensis, P . G .  1 5 9 ,  9 2 5  BD,  9 2 9 D, 9 3 6 C,  9 3 0 B ,  9 2 5  c , 9 3 4 D, 9 4 1  B.
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After the promulgation o f the union Gennadius remained in his 
cell, accessible to few. He could not remain there long. On 
8 A pril 1453 Mahomet moved his troops forward and laid siege to 
the city. O n 29 May Constantinople was captured. Constantine 
fell in battle. Isidore o f K iev  fought throughout the siege, but 
managed to escape after the fall o f the city. In the Great Church of 
the Holy W isdom, where six months before union o f the Christian 
Churches had been proclaimed and where now the bodies o f the 
massacred Christians lay about in heaps, the Conqueror offered his 
prayer o f thanksgiving for his victory to A llah  by Mahomet his 
Prophet. For thirteen years the anti'unionists had not set foot in it, 
self-excluded because association in worship with their fellow^ 
Christians would have defiled them. For the future they could not 
set foot in it, excluded by the infidel because their presence would have 
defiled— the mosque. Gennadius, taken prisoner to Adrianople, 
was brought back to Constantinople, where not the Rom an mitre 
but the Turkish turban now ruled most effectively, to be the first 
Patriarch invested by a Turkish sultan.

The union was at an end.
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T
h e  fall o f Constantinople put a stern foreclosure on the 
rivalries o f unionists and anti^unionists in favour o f the latter. 
W ith the end o f the union this book could aptly end too. 

But to finish thus abruptly would be unsatisfactory, for the history 
o f the Council here narrated w ill have raised two questions in the 
mind o f the reader on which he can with some justice demand to 
know the author’s judgement, especially as there is a considerable 
divergence o f opinion about them among historians. These two 
questions are: W hy did the union with the Greeks fails and, H ow 
much justice is there in the accusation made by the Greeks after the 
C ouncil (and still repeated today) that the union was not made 
freely? T o  these can be added a summary assessment o f the relative 
strengths o f unionists and anti^unionists in the decade or so after the 
end o f the Council within the territories subject to the Patriarch 
o f Constantinople. This last point can conveniently be dealt with 
first.

Isidore o f K iev, writing either in 1448 or 14 5 1 , gives the results 
o f what was probably personal observation during the years 1444-8 
when he was in partibus Graeciae as envoy o f the Pope. In that report 
he distinguishes, with regard to the union, the ‘ healthy’ and the 
‘ sick ‘ the majority o f whom seek a cure and these rather the highest^ 
placed and, as it were, the foundation, namely the Emperor and the 
Patriarch, to say nothing o f the largest part o f the nobles (archontes) 
and o f the people’ . A  little later he continues: '

F or the Patriarch with the prelates, indeed also the Em peror, promises to 

restore not only the healthy but, w ith your co-operation, also the sick with 

regained health, unless there be some perhaps incurable and riddled with disease 

as many such o f  the aforesaid have become. N ot but what large numbers o f  

G reeks are not devoted to the union and harm ony; and I  can show to Y o u r 

H oliness that they w ould be more than 20,000 souls; for exam ple, the whole o f  

the island o f  Rhodes and also C yp ru s, and in Constantinople very many and 

in  other very small islands numbers not easily countable; you w ould find too
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entire cities in com m union w ith us, M ethone, C orone w ith  their provinces, 

and in various other places m any other people.1

That Isidore’s estimate as regards Constantinople was true for the 
period immediately preceding the fall o f that city is borne out by the 
writings o f both Gennadius and John  Eugenicus. A t  that time o f 
crisis not a few o f those who hitherto had opposed the union, also 
among the ecclesiastics, were ready at least for compromise. But 
Isidore must have been recording his observations, not o f the period 
o f  his last embassy, but o f the one that terminated in February 1448, 
before, that is, the death o f Joh n  V I I I  and the accession o f Constant 
tine. A n d  there is no good reason to suppose that his account is very 
far from the truth, even though for this period the antimnionist 
sources do not support him so obviously, for it was at that time that 
Scholarius and John  Eugenicus began to besiege Notaras with their 
long disquisitions and to complain o f his and o f other leading 
personages’ too friendly attitude to the Patriarch Gregory. It is, 
however, very difficult to arrive at any firm conclusions about 
numbers or proportions o f unionists and anti^unionists. Isidore’s is 
the only record from the unionist side. From the other, there has 
been published a large literature in the writings o f Mark and John 
Eugenicus, o f Scholarius and o f others. These were not going to 
discourage their partisans by suggesting that they were in a minority. 
W hat information there is has to be found by reading between the 
lines. One thing, however, is clear,\that at different times the pro/ 
portions varied,' with in general the upper classes throughout more 
inclined to accept the union and being solidly for it at least after 
Constantine’s assumption o f the reins o f government, and the lower 
ranks o f society on the whole against it, following rather the monks, 
nuns and the lower clergy who, under the influence o f  a fairly small 
group o f determined leaders, as a class were opposed to it.

Most probably a great part o f the population, perhaps the bulk o f 
its decent citizens, had no very strong views either way, but, because 
o f  the division o f opinion about the union among those to whom 
they looked for guidance in matters o f faith and the consequent 
schism that reigned in the city, adopted a reserved and conservative

1 C od. Vat. G r. 1858, fos. 45 v, 49 V; quoted also by Mercati, ‘ Scritti d ’Isidoro etc. 
p. 37, n. 5.
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attitude towards it. Sphrantzes, writing many years later, his opinions 
by then coloured by the tragic fate o f his country which he attributed 
in large measure to the union as having been the occasion for the 
Turkish assault, describes what was his own way o f thinking. ‘ For 
me the tradition o f the faith I got from my fathers suffices, because I 
never heard from any o f those on the other side that our position was 
bad, but rather good and ancient, and theirs again was not bad but 
good.’ He goes on with an example, that i f  someone had urged him 
to go to St Sophia’s by a newly discovered way which he said was 
good though others said it was not good, instead o f by the accustomed 
main road that traversed the city, why should he not have courteously 
bidden his informant follow his own way i f  he wished, but that he for 
his part preferred to use the way that he had always used, that his fathers 
had used before him and that his informant admitted was a good one.1

Constantinople is the only place under Greek rule mentioned by 
name in Isidore’s report. He refers to Cyprus, where under the 
direction o f the active A ndrew  Chrysoberges, who was transferred 
from the See o f Rhodes to that o f Nicosia on 19 A p ril 1447 and on 
30 Ju ly  o f the same year appointed Apostolic Legate a latere for 
Cyprus, Rhodes and the Aegean Sea— that is, the Cyclades Islands 
with Chios and Mitylene— but not for Crete, Euboea, Methone or 
Corone,2 the union certainly flourished, as the events connected 
with the Maronites and Chaldeans o f the island clearly show. In 
Rhodes, too, the stronghold o f the Knights o f St Joh n  o f Jerusalem, 
the union was also firmly established. W hen Nathaniel, the Greek 
Metropolitan who had been present in Florence, died, Nilus, his 
successor, elected by the Greek community, applied not to Constant 
tinople but to Rome for confirmation o f his election and was duly 
consecrated in A ugust 1455 by Gregory the Greek Patriarch. The 
letter that Gregory wrote on the occasion, confirming N ilus’ juris/ 
diction over the other Greek bishops o f the island, incidentally notes 
that his co/consecrators were the bishops o f Christianopolis and o f 
Mesopotamia, and also that the A bbot o f the monastery o f St Helios 
was in Rom e.3 The papal Bull addressed to Nilus also furnishes

1 Phr. pp. 176 -7 . 2 E .P .  doc. 291.
3 The text is given by K . Paparrigopoulus, ‘ ΓΤράξις του ‘ Ρόδου*, in Πανδώρα, 

χ ν π ι (i868), pp. 452-4.
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interesting details, that the Pope had reserved the nomination to the 
See to himself, and that there was also a Latin archbishop in Rhodes 
over the Latins.1 Nilus had been elected because o f the death o f 
Nathaniel, which means that Pope Eugenius had not put into effect 
a project he had notified to A ndrew  Chrysoberges in a letter o f 
1 2 September 143 9, namely to signalise the union o f the two Churches, 
the Greek and the Latin, by transferring Nathaniel elsewhere and 
making A ndrew  Metropolitan o f both Churches in Rhodes.2

Isidore’s report mentions Corone and Methone, both Venetian 
colonies, but gives no details, being content to state that in their 
entirety and with their provinces they were unionist. Euboea, the 
Negroponte o f the Venetians, would presumably also have been 
generally favourable to the union, and o f Crete, though also under 
the Venetians, he says nothing. There, to promote the acceptance o f 
the union, permission had been granted to a certain number o f Greeks 
to ‘ celebrate the Liturgy according to both rites, to preach the word 
o f God and to declare and explain whatever was useful for the 
instruction o f the people, to hear the confessions o f Latins and to 
administer to them the sacraments o f the Church, and for other 
similar concessions’ .3 Vallaresso, too, did his part, among other 
things by composing his explanation o f the decree o f union which 
included also the Greek text o f the decree with the Greek signatures 
and the Patriarch’s last votum as a kind o f posthumous approval. 
Metrophanes sent his encyclical letter also to Crete. The Venetian 
authorities lent their support, as appears from a letter o f sad reproof 
and exhortation that Scholarius wrote to a certain Paisius, a cleric, 
who, having been outstanding in the resistance to union, had after 
a short time in prison regained his liberty by agreeing to conform. 
His companions in confinement did the same.4

The union o f the Churches, however, as decreed in Florence gave 
rise to a double danger. On the one hand, some Latins in Greek

1 Text in Mercati, *Scritti d’ lsidoro,’ etc. p. 137. 1 E .P .  doc. 2 12 .
3 Cf. papal letter to Vallaresso dated 8 March 1440; E .P . doc. 237.
4 Schol. IV, pp. 450-2; cf. also ibid. pp. 501, 489-90. For a more general account, 

treating rather o f the period after 1453, cf. G . Hofmann, ‘ Wie stand es mit der Frage 
der Kjrcheneinheit auf Kreta?*, in O .C .P .  x  (1944), pp. 9 1 - 1 1 5 ;  N . B. Tomadakis,
‘ Μιχαήλ Καλοφρενας Κρής, Μητροφάνης Β' και ή ττρός την 2νωσιν τής Φλωρεν 
τίας άντίθεσις των Κρητών’ , in Ε.Ε.Β.Σ. χχι (ΐ95θ> ΡΡ· 110-44·
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territories, on the grounds that the Churches were both of equal 
standing, passed over to the Greek rite. Nicholas V  forbade this 
sternly.1 O n the other, since it had not been imposed on the Oriental 
Church to use unleavened bread in the Liturgy or to introduce the 
Filioque^clause into the Creed, some Greeks concluded that the Mass 
was not valid and the Filioque*doctrine not true. Callistus III in the 
Bull Reddituri (3 September 1457) insisted anew on the commemora^ 
tion of the Pope’s name in the Liturgy and, after having explained 
again the teaching of the Council about the Blessed Trinity, ordered 
that the Greeks too should recite the Filioque in the Creed.2 Simon 
o f Candia, O .P ., was directed to see to the carrying out of this 
ordinance in Greece. To that end he paid a visit to his native island 
for which George Trapezuntius paved the way by a long letter of 
doctrinal explanation to the Cretans.3

A bout Greece proper the brothers Eugenicus furnish some details. 
Mark, writing from his seclusion in Lemnos, reports that there had 
been ordained by Dositheus of Monembasia a unionist metropolitan 
for Athens, who (so he says) was ordaining priests indiscriminately 
and concelebrating with Latins: he solemnly warns his correspond 
dent, a priest of Euboea, not to have any dealings with him, nor to 
commemorate him.4 A  few years later, in the period just after 1450, 
John Eugenicus exhorted Demetrius, Despot in the Morea, not to 
waver in his adherence to anti'unionism, for that pillar of orthodoxy 
was, it seems, showing signs of following the fashion of Constant 
tinople and besides was then in close diplomatic contact with Italy, 
especially Naples. That letter furnishes a few details, precious because 
so rare, of the situation in the Morea. It gives the names of six 
unionist Sees within Demetrius’ despotate, whose holders Demetrius 
is exhorted to expel— Lacedaemon, whose Bishop John had time 
and again excommunicated and forbidden his flock to acknowledge;

1 Dated 6 September 1448 or 1449; E .P .  doc. 297.
2 A . G . Welykyj, Documenta Pontificum Romanorum historiam Ucrm ae ilhstrantia, 1 

(Romae, 1953), doc. 77.
3 Georgius Trapezuntius, ‘ A d  Crecenses’ ; P .G .  16 1, 829-68. Simon of Candia 

had permission to celebrate the Latin rice in the Greek language, except for the Canon: 
cf. G . Hofmann, ‘ Papsc Kalixt und die Frage der Kircheneinheit im Oscen’ , in 
S .T . 123 (1946), p. 213.

4 Letter to Theophanes of Euboea, in Petit, Docs. p. 481.
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A m ycla , whose Bishop was just as bad, with all the Christians there 
both clerical and lay; Monembasia; M aina; Helos, whose bishop 
was shameless; and Karioupolis, whose bishop was (so it is said) 
perhaps still curable.1 Just about the time when the same John 
Eugenicus wrote to Gennadius o f ‘ innumerable hypocrites* accepting 
union,2 the latter in 14 5 1 assured the Grand D uke, L u k e Notaras, 
that the antimnionists were beyond all comparison superior in 
numbers to their opponents, not only in Constantinople, but in the 
Peloponnese, in Macedonia, in Mount Athos, in the islands, every/ 
where.3 I f  one considers that Crete, Euboea, Mcthone, Corone and 
other places were under Venetian rule where the union would have 
the best conditions for taking firm root, and weighs the information 
forthcoming, sparse though it is, about the territories under Greek 
rule, one may legitimately doubt whether his statement is altogether 
exact.

O f  the later history o f the union in kingdoms further afield, which 
had been represented at Florence and which were dependent on the 
Patriarch o f Constantinople, a few words may be added. The 
Metropolitan Damianus, who had signed the decree o f union for 
M oldo/W allachia, died peacefully in his See and in November 1447 
was replaced by appointment o f the Emperor John V I I I  with the 
approval o f the Patriarch by Joachim , bishop o f Agathopolis (on 
the Black Sea). Presumably the See o f Agathopolis, thus rendered 
vacant, would have been filled by another unionist. Joachim , 
however, was not destined to enjoy the peaceful possession o f his new 
See for long. A t  an unknown date before 1455 he took refuge in 
Poland with some o f his flock to escape from the hostility o f the 
anti/unionists, and the anti^unionist Theoctistus was consecrated for 
his See by Nicodemus, Patriarch o f P e i.4

Poland with Lithuania had not shown much sympathy for the 
union in the decade following the Council, even though Casim ir’s

1 Letter to Demetrius; Lambros, 1, p p . 176-82. C f. D . A .  Zakythinos, L e  
despotat grec de M oree, 11 (Athens, 1953), p p . 2 7 1-8 6 , who on the grounds o f this letter 
suggests thar Eugenicus was acting as administrator o f the See o f Laccdaemon.

2 Lambros, 1, p. 200. 3 Schol. 111, p . 146.
4 C f. A .  A uner, ‘ L a  Moldavie au Concile de Florence’ , in E . O .  vn  (1904),

pp. 3 2 1-8 ; vu i (1905), p p . 5 - 12 , 72 -7 , 12 9 -37 ; M . Lascaris, ‘ Joachim , Metropolite 
de Moldavie, etc.’ , in A cad. R ohm, x i i i  (1927), p p . 129-59.
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recognition in 14 5 1 o f  Jonas as Metropolitan o f  K iev  and A l l  Russia 
had been a purely political step to propitiate Moscow. Even politically 
it was unsound and so, when Pope Callistus III embarked on a new 
policy for the union in the Russias, the K in g  welcomed it. The new 
scheme, the inspiration for which must have come from the Metro/ 
politan Isidore, was to divide that vast area into two metropolies, 
by appointing a metropolitan to K iev  with as his suffragans the nine 
Ruthenian Sees in Poland and Lithuania, and leaving to Isidort 
those under the domination o f M oscow. A s  a preliminary, on
16  January 1458 Macarius, a Serb, was made Bishop o f Halich, 
once a rival o f K iev , now for a long time vacant. Then on 3 Sep/ 
tember 1458 Pius II (Callistus had died on 6 A ugust) appointed to 
K iev  Gregory, Isidore’s old companion on his journeys to Moscow 
and his successor as hegoumenos o f the monastery o f St Demetrius 
in Constantinople. H e was consecrated in Rom e by the Patriarch 
Gregory on 15  October and left for his See on 17  January 1459. 
O f  the nine suffragan bishops put under him only one refused 
obedience. But Gregory himself seemingly wavered towards the end 
o f his life (d. 1472) and o f his successors only two tried to re/ 
establish K ie v ’s connections with Rome, though without success. 
K iev , however, remained ecclesiastically separated from Moscow and 
within the orbit o f western culture, which made possible the final 
union o f the Ruthcnians with the Holy See in 1595-6 , when the 
principles enunciated in the C ouncil o f Florence had their first large 
application.1

T o  the query as to the reasons why the union with Greece failed, it 
is easy to give a general answer, namely that first M ark Eugenicus 
and then George Scholarius, with a small group o f supporters, con/ 
ducted with impunity a steady campaign o f propaganda against it 
in a sympathetic environment. Pope Eugenius had foreseen the 
danger that the intransigence o f Eugenicus constituted and had tried 
to forestall it, but the Emperor was unwilling to take practical steps. 
W ith the death o f Joseph II in Florence a strong force in favour o f 
the union, that might have counteracted M ark’s influence and that

1 C f. O . Halecki, ‘ The Ecclesiastical Separation o f K iev from Moscow in 1458*, 
in Studien zur älteren Geschichte Osteuropas, 1 (1956), pp. 19 -3 2 ; A .  G . W elykyj, 
op. cit. does. 78, 79, 82-6, 89, 9T, 94.
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certainly would have had a very great weight with the Greek populace 
who knew him and acknowledged him as their ecclesiastical head, 
was gone,1 and his going left a vacuum. His successor was suspect 
even before he was enthroned. Eugenicus, o f course, ought not to 
have been allowed such liberty o f action. Whatever may be thought 
nowadays o f freedom o f religion, then, both in the East and in the 
West, an Oecumenical C ouncil was considered paramount, its 
decisions obligatory and those who refused to submit to its enactments 
heretics, the enemies both o f G od and o f the State. O n their own 
principles, the Emperor and the ecclesiastical authorities o f Con^ 
stantinople should have excommunicated the Metropolitan o f Ephesus 
and effectively prevented him from spreading his subversive views. 
That was not done.

The anti'unionist propaganda was so effective because it was so 
harmonious with the Greek mentality. Historians write freely o f a 
neglect o f a psychological preparation o f the Greeks for union. 
A n ti'Latin ism  had for centuries been part o f the Greek outlook. 
It had reached a climax after the capture o f Constantinople by the 
Crusaders in 1204, and had been rekindled by the C ou ncil o f Lyons 
(12 74 ) and brought to new heights by the hesychastic controversy o f 
the fourteenth century, which was hardly dying down when the 
negotiations that led to the C ouncil o f Florence were begun. Yet 
on the eve o f that C ouncil the Greeks were more ready than ever 
before for the union o f the Churches, witness the intimate letter o f 
Scholarius to his disciple Jo h n 2 and his letter o f homage to Pope 
Eugenius,3 witness the glowing accounts o f Ragusa o f the enthusiasm 
for it among the clergy, beginning with the Patriarch, and the people 
o f  Constantinople. That Ragusa represented Basel and a certain 
opposition to the papacy does not alter the basic fact. The Greeks 
realised fully that the Pope was head o f the Latin C hurch and made 
his presence in any council they attended a condition o f their co  ̂
operation. That the occasion and one o f the chief reasons for their 
readiness to treat with the Latins was their need o f military help does 
not preclude a genuine desire o f Churclvunion for its own sake. 
That, too, they may have had rather naive ideas o f  winning the

1 Syr. x n , 1 1 ,  p. 347. 2 Schol. iv , csp. pp. 4 15 - 16 .
3 Ibid. p p .  4 3 2 - 3 .
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Western Church to their point o f view is also o f lesser importance. 
They were ready to go to Italy to a council, a council that they were 
prepared to accept as oecumenical, to discuss; they could hardly 
have been expected to have abandoned their traditional position 
before ever they set out.

The meeting, however, dragged on far, far too long. The protracted 
interval before discussions really began, due to the Emperor’s wish to 
allow the western princes to send representatives, with the growing 
physical discomfort and the ever/increasing nostalgia, led to strained 
relations and disillusionment and an upsurge o f national pride. The 
more they were dependent, the more they would tend to assert their 
superiority where they could, and the less they would be ready to 
admit o f any defect in their past. In the discussions, therefore, it 
became more and more a case o f not yielding to the superior debating 
ability o f the Latins, o f doggedly reiterating their old formulas. 
Ephesus, in the conferences on Purgatory, was conciliatory in the 
beginning.·' A s  they went on he discovered more and more Latin 
errors and more and more strange Greek beliefs as he devised answers 
to his opponents’ arguments—on a question on which the rest o f the 
Greeks had no clear opinions, because it was a subject neverjbought 
out by their theologians. The Greek case for the addition to the Creed 
rested solely on the so-called prohibition o f the C ouncil o f Ephesus, 
an argument that might convince the simple, but which failed in the 
eyes o f such thinkers as Bessarion, Isidore and Scholarius to stand 
up to Latin criticism. O n the most important question, the doctrinal 
truth o f the Filioque, all the more learned o f the Greek prelates, apart 
from Mark Eugenicus, admitted the orthodoxy o f the Latin faith, 
and all the three lay/theologians, brought by the Emperor to Italy 
because o f their pre-eminence as ‘ philosophers’ , agreed. The written 
statements, clear and decisive, o f Scholarius and Amiroutzes have 
been preserved. Gemistus too, especially as he was one o f the six 
chosen orators, must have made one, also in favour o f the Latin 
doctrine, because the Emperor demanded it from everyone, even the 
arcbontes, and i f  Gemistus had been opposed Syropoulus would not 
have failed to note the fact, even though he passes over the favourable 
opinions o f the other two in silence. Mark Eugenicus o f the thinkers 
stood alone. His isolation made him more than ever intransigent and
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filled him with the ardour o f a crusader. In that spirit he went back 
to Constantinople. By the time the Greeks reached home after the 
C ouncil, after an absence o f more than two years, what popular zeal 
there had been for union, a zeal that had overlain rather than ex^ 
tinguished the old prejudices, had had time to die down. It depen^ 
ded on the returning prelates to rekindle it. But they, for the most 
part by now rendered hesitant by M ark’s indomitable opposition 
(which, too, had kept them uneasy in mind even in Florence), could 
not show an enthusiasm they did not feel. Their indecision made the 
people suspect; the popular suspicion created a fertile field for M ark’s 
dissemination o f antimnionism.

The Latins, however, might have neutralised the anti'Unionist 
propaganda in two chief ways. I f  the help for Constantinople that 
had been one o f the motives, and no small one, for the Greek 
readiness to consider the question o f union at all had been forth' 
coming quickly and effectively, it would have gone a long way to 
recommending the unpalatable decision o f the C ou n cil.1 Unfortu^ 
nately it was neither. For that Eugenius was not to blame. H e tried 
his best, but the untimely death o f A lbert o f A ustria and the conse^ 
quent strife over the succession delayed the project o f a crusade for 
four years and rendered Frederick hostile to the very idea, because his 
nominee for the throne o f Hungary was passed over. The wars and 
the nationalism o f England and France; the ever^recurrent division 
in Italy and the selfishness o f the Italian mercantile States; the 
nationalism o f the German Electors and their inclination towards 
Basel—all these factors militated against him and were out o f his 
control. A n d , o f course, when the army and the fleet, assembled at 
his instigation, met the enemy, it was defeated. It is surprising how 
little reference there is to the crusade o f 14 4 3-4  in the Greek polemical

1 ‘ So the most pernicious ideas got hold of us, such as— if this happens, we believe 
in this way; if  that, we believe in the opposite way; and that with the ships and money 
expected from the Pope the harsh addition will be no disaster and we will proclaim 
him as teacher o f the truth when we offer our worship to G od ; but i f  he clearly is 
wooing us with empty hopes or should not go on terrifying us with letters and envoys, 
we will come to another decision on the matter and run to the religion o f our fathers 
from failure to get what is unavailable: or such as— while keeping our own possessions 
safe, and at a loss for a genuine alliance, having recourse to shadows, we will call in 
as allies the Venetians, the Genoese and the Pope, but not yet wish to turn to God, 
W ho alon e.. Gcnnadius’ letter to Notaras 14 5 1, Schol. in , p. 149.
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literature o f the time. Probably the writers did not wish to keep 
drawing attention to the fact that the Pope had tried to implement 
the promises he had given. There is no reference at all (apart from 
in Syropoulus’ Memoirs and there only to note that the Pope owed 
money for them) to the force ofcross'bowm en and ships maintained 
by Eugenius at Constantinople during the C ouncil and for some time 
after. The only indications that the Western Church had tried to 
help imperilled Constantinople found in these writings are sundry 
sneers at its complete ineffectiveness.

The other way in which the Pope might have given strong support 
to the union was by sending a generous number o f  preachers to 
explain and commend it. Surprisingly that does not seem to have 
been done. There were Dominicans and Franciscan missionaries 
already in Greece, Constantinople, the Venetian and Genoese 
colonies and the Greek cities round the Black Sea, and they probably 
did their best. But they had not had the special training in trinitarian 
theology that participation in the C ouncil would have given them. 
For it is noteworthy that in the debates between Scholarius and 
Lapacci in Constantinople and in all the controversial writings on 
both sides it is not the question o f the papal prerogatives that is the 
subject o f discussion, but the doctrine o f the Filioque—the teaching o f 
the Greek Fathers, o f the Councils, the meaning o f  D ia  and E k , 
exactly as it was thrashed out in Florence. Isidore o f  K iev  in his 
memorandum to Nicholas V  advised the sending o f  preachers to 
explain the decree on the basis o f Greek tradition. George o f 
Trebizond essayed precisely that in his letter to the Cretans. That 
there was need o f it is shown by Eugenius’ letter exhorting patrL· 
archs, archbishops, abbots and masters to preach the true doctrine 
about the Holy Spirit to the Greeks1 and by L ap acci’s letter o f 
inquiry to Pope Nicholas, to which the reply is preserved where the 
Pope advises him o f the answers he should give to solve difficulties 
o f  the Greeks about the trinitarian theology o f the decree.2 W adding, 
summing up some o f the causes o f the failure o f the union, writes: 
‘ There was lacking, too, what was o f the highest necessity, the 
briefing and sending o f doctors and preachers, who ought to have 
been immediately directed to the Greeks in numbers, to explain to

1 Dated 4 March 1444; E .P .  doc. 275. 2 E .P .  doc. 289.
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them in person what had been done in the C ouncil, to solve the 
doubts that might arise, and to refute carefully and learnedly the 
objections raised against it by that most stubborn man, M ark o f 
Ephesus/1

Eugenius, however, did follow up a suggestion o f Traversari’s 
to reward the most outstanding o f the Greeks.2 He gave honours 
and pensions to a few o f the imperial courtiers, a pension to Doro/ 
theus ofMitylene, and the cardinalate and a pension to Bessarion and 
Isidore. That, however seemingly reasonable, was nevertheless prob/ 
ably a mistake, because it drew Bessarion back to Italy from Con/ 
stantinople where his influence and learning might have been most 
valuable, and, what is o f greater importance, it gave a handle to the 
anti/unionists to denounce the leading unionists as creatures o f the 
Pope, who had promoted and accepted the union, not from con/ 
viction, but for what it would bring to them o f reward. That theme, 
‘ union for silver and honours’ ,3 recurs time and again in anti/ 
unionist literature, and it is directed not so much against the genera/ 
lity o f the signatories to the decree as against the few who had been 
its chief advocates among the Greeks. Syropoulus does not suggest 
that money played any great part in the history o f the C ouncil (except 
in so far as the lack of it was used to force the Greeks to submission) 
and rebuts with vehemence the charge that individuals signed for a 
cash/payment. Adm ittedly his insistence on this point is not un/ 
connected with himself. The accusation o f venality arose some time 
after the C ouncil was over. Ducas, who puts it into the mouths o f 
the prelates as they stepped ashore from the ships, writing as he did 
long after the events, anticipates rumours that came later, when the 
anti/unionists could and did point to Bessarion and Isidore as patent 
examples. O n the other hand, had Eugenius extended his favours 
more widely (he would never have won Ephesus, however; all are 
agreed that he was immovable), he might have drawn Scholarius 
to his side and so have enlisted for the defence o f the union the prestige, 
learning and eloquence that in the event were used against it. For 
with Scholarius rancour undoubtedly played some part in his attitude 
o f hostility. He was convinced that he was pre/eminent in learning

1 Annales Minorum XI ,  p.  67 .

2 Trav. no .  2 6 .  3 C f. Schol. 1 1 1 ,  p.  1 4 6 .
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among the Greeks.1 Bessarion’s main fault in Italy had been to speak 
and act without his advice.2 Yet Bessarion had received honours, 
whereas he, Scholarius, was left unrecognised.3 M ark Eugenicus was 
psychologist enough to appeal to his old pupil’s vanity and he won 
him over.4 Eugenius might perhaps have done the same.

There was also another action that Eugenius might have taken, 
that would certainly have impressed the Greeks. H e might have 
acceded to their desire that, in places with a double jurisdiction where 
the Greek faithful predominated, the Latin prelate should be with/ 
drawn and the Greek one left as spiritual head o f both rites. It 
w ould have been dangerous, not only because there was no knowing 
whether the Greeks thus honoured would have been loyal to the 
spirit of the union, but also because the Greek prelates, on the whole 
less educated than their Latin counterparts, might have proved in/ 
capable o f explaining the decree to cavillers. It would, too, have been 
impossible in some places, like the Venetian colony o f Crete where 
there were only Latin bishops. But Eugenius seems to have enter/ 
tained at least a modification o f that proposal, to leave in sole posses/ 
sion that one o f two bishops of the same place who survived the 
other.5 H e had even determined, to judge from a reference in a letter 
o f Pius II, to suppress the Latin patriarchate o f Constantinople as 
soon as the then holder o f that title should for any reason surrender it.6 
A n d , in fact, to G iovanni de Cantareno no successor was appointed, 
though Isidore of K iev  on 24 January 1452 was granted the enjoy/ 
ment of the temporalities o f the See.7 But that seems to have been 
the only instance o f  the principle being put into practice. O n the 
other hand, the Pope appears to have taken it for granted that, after

1 H e states this very frequently with no affectation o f modesty, e .g .4A n d  now con^ 
scious o f how much I surpass the rest*— letter to M ark Eugenicus; Schol. iv , p. 446. 
For other references cf. A .  N . Diamantopoulus, Γεννάδιος ό Σχολάρΐο$, etc. pp. 290-3; 
M . Jugie, ‘ L ’unionisme de Georges Scholarios*, in E.O . x x x v i  (1937)» P· 85, n. 4.

2 Against the Discourse of Bessarion, in Schol. ill, pp. 1 1 0 - 1 3 .
3 Ibid. p. 1 1 5 ;  cf. also ibid. iv , p. 468.
4 Words of the Dying Mark Eugenicus to Scholarius, in Petit, Docs. pp. 486-9. The 

suggestion expressed here about Scholarius is borrowed from the article referred to 
above o f the late Fr. Jugie, A .A . ,  who was versed in the writings o f Scholarius- 
Gennadius as no one else.

5 Syr. x ,  14, pp. 302-3· 6 E.P. doc. 1 7 6bis.
7 Hofmann, Papst Kalixt, etc. p. 2 18 , n. 19.
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the union, he could exercise in the East all the rights he claimed in 
the West, in respect o f the disposal o f Sees and prelacies, a practice 
that would have received little favour from the Greeks. O n 
1 3 August 143 9 Eugenius, in the letter by which he gave to Nathaniel 
o f Rhodes the See o f Nisyri in commendam, stated that he had reserved 
to himself the disposal o f all Sees that for the future would fall vacant,1 
a disposition that would seem to have been maintained, for Pius II 
refers to it in the Bull he issued to Nathaniel's successor.

More responsibility rests on the Emperor Joh n  V I I I  for the failure 
o f the union than on the Pope. H e was on the spot in Constant!' 
nopleand he had a real authority in the Church there.2 In the course o f 
the C ouncil in  Italy on several occasions he had reminded the clerics 
that he was ‘ Defender o f the C h u rch ’ .3 A n d  the Church recog' 
nised his authority. It was precisely on the grounds that the Emperor 
‘ is the foundation and support o f the p eople ,.. .is, too, the founda^ 
don o f sound doctrine for the Church o f Christ and is called and is 
the protector and defender o f the Church and champion o f sound 
and pure faith’ that Joh n  Eugenicus justified his own and his 
friends’ refusal to acknowledge Constantine Dragatses as Emperor.4 
Jo h n  V I I I  does not seem to have used his ecclesiastical authority to 
any extent to enforce the union.5

Certainly both Pope Eugenius I V  and Pope Nicholas V  conx 
sidered that he had been very remiss in the matter. W hat is more, the 
anti/unionists also attributed to him the fact that they were able in 
large measure to undo the work o f Florence.6 They were grateful to 
him for allowing them publicly, in the conferences with Lapacci in 
the Xylalas palace, to explain and justify their opposition.7 They 
claimed that by word o f mouth he had shown sympathy with their 
views.8 They came to believe that, as he seemed to be more opposed 
than favourable to ‘ Latinism ’ ,9 he had really repented o f his α ν

1 E .P .  doc. 200.
2 C f. B. K . Stephanidis, “ Ο άκραΐος σταθμός των σχέσεων Εκκλησίας καί 

Πολιτείας του Βυζαντίου*, in Ε.Ε.Β.Σ. χ χ ι ι ι  ( ΐ 953), ΡΡ* 27-40.
3 E .g. Syr. ν ι, 5» ΡΡ* 221 f.; A G .  p. 433 .
4 Letter to Constantine, Lambros, 1, p. 124.
5 H e had a copy o f the decree delivered by Nathaniel o f Rhodes to the Patriarch of 

Alexandria and presumably conveyed copies also to the other two eastern Patriarchs.
6 Schol. iv , p. 479. 7 Ibid. 111, p. 99. 8 Ibid. 111, p. 99.
9 C f. John Eugenicus in Lambros, 1, pp. 142, 12 3 ; Schol. iv , p. 479.
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operation in the establishing o f the union,1 and they began to have 
a certain sympathy for him, considering that he too had been forced 
into accepting the union2 just as they held that they had. But they 
still would not pray for him in the Liturgy because externally he 
continued to support the decision o f Florence.

Whether the conclusions that the anti/unionists drew as regards 
Jo h n ’s interior dispositions were correct or not cannot be said, but 
he must have given grounds for them. A l l  the same he did not 
reject the agreement made in Italy either by appointing a non/ 
unionist patriarch or by ceasing to have the Pope prayed for in the 
Liturgies in the royal palace. H e may, as time went on, have won/ 
dered whether the union was good—religiously orthodox, especially 
as he must have been subjected to a very great deal o f pressure and 
propaganda (Scholarius, his preacher in ordinary, would not have 
let his opportunities be wasted); politically prudent, for western help 
had not reduced the threat to his empire, which was now as never 
before divided against itself because o f  the ecclesiastical strife— and 
in a state o f indecision have not known what to do for the best, and 
so have done nothing. In Florence he made an illuminating remark 
to the Pope when Eugenius was pressing him to bring the Greeks, 
divided in opinion, to a decision: CI am not the master o f the Greek 
synod, nor do I want to use my authority to force it to any statement.’  ̂
That remark may be the clue to explain his conduct later in C on/ 
stantinople. The Greeks more than ever were divided in opinion: 
Joh n  was defender o f the faith, not its arbiter; and he took his position 
seriously and conscientiously. He would not, therefore, force them 
to ‘ any statement’ , though he himself remained true to what he had 
freely accepted.4

It was not long after the signing o f the decree in Florence before 
the anti/unionists were convinced that their assent to it had been

1 Schol. iii, p. 99 .
2 Ibid. iv, p. 479; also John Eugenicus, Lambros, 1, pp. 142, 123.
$ A . G .  p. 4 2 1; cf. above, p. 253.
4 Ubertino Pusculo judged him more harshly:

‘ nam dum rex improbus omni 
Fraude refen fidei mysceria dumque cimeri 
A  Teucro simulans quaeric ridetque benignum 
Pontificem, cruda rapicur sub Tartara morce* (op. cit. 11, 11. 5-8).
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extorted from them by unfair means. That is easily understood. They 
could not very well admit, even to themselves, still less to others who 
had not been in Italy, that they had freely accepted the union in 
Florence and then, within a period o f months, rejected it in Con/ 
stantinople. A  process o f self/deception to save one’s self/respect is 
a regular psychological phenomenon and, where it is common to a 
group, the individual is confirmed in his persuasion by the apparent 
certainty round about him. W as that the case with the Greek 
prelates who took part in the C ouncil o f Florence? They themselves, 
o f  course, did not believe it. They attributed their weakness in 
Florence to the pressure exercised by the Pope in withholding their 
maintenance/grants and so reducing them to near/starvation, to his 
threat that they could not return home till they had consented to unite, 
to venality on the part o f at least some. Syropoulus adds to these 
complaints the excuse that the Emperor throughout the whole 
C ouncil had everything in his own hands and allowed no liberty o f 
speech to those who were thwarting his schemes.

That accusation is a recurrent theme in the Memoirs o f  Syropoulus, 
and it is to be noted that he is the only writer to make it. It is true 
that Scholarius once says something similar. In his commentary on 
Bessarion’ s Oratio dogmatica he asserts that when Bessarion had on 
that occasion finished speaking the Emperor imposed silence and 
‘ held any guilty o f great boldness i f  they muttered anything concern' 
ing the union that he had not approved o f beforehand, and allotted 
penalties i f  by chance anyone managed to disobey his orders’ , 1 even 
though it was on that same occasion that he himself delivered his 
exhortation— in favour o f union, granted—to the Greek synod. 
Syropoulus* Memoirs, owing to Creyghton’s edition, has been and 
is the best known o f all the anti/unionist polemics; it is highly valued 
by very many as history and has had a very great influence; so his 
accusations against John  V I I I  must be taken into account.

That the Emperor did in fact manage the Greek community in 
Italy is obvious from a casual reading also o f the G reek A cts. He 
considered that to be his right, and the Greek C hurch admitted 
that right. He arranged times and places with the Pope. He 
appointed delegates from the Greeks to treat with the Latins.

T H E  C O U N C I L  O F  F L O R E N C E
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Elections o f committees as a rule needed his approval, though there 
is no mention o f that by Syropoulus for the choice o f  delegates for 
the conferences on Purgatory1 or o f the six speakers for the public 
sessions.2 H e wanted to know all that was done, and was present at 
all meetings o f the Greek ecclesiastics to discuss doctrine, yet here he 
showed his subservience to the Church for these were all held before 
the Patriarch, which usually meant that the Emperor had to go to 
the Patriarch’s palace since Joseph was too ill to go to him. A l l  this, 
however, is the organisational or, as it were, the material side o f the 
C ouncil. O n the dogmatic side, there is no single instance, not even 
in the Memoirs, o f John V I I I  imposing his w ill in matters o f faith. 
That was the province o f the Church.

He did try to get the Greek prelates to make up their own minds, 
but that does not necessarily imply that he forced them or that he 
did not permit freedom o f speech. H ad he been determined to 
bring about union by hook or by crook, as Syropoulus implies, he 
would not have allowed M ark o f Ephesus, who from the very start 
o f  the C ouncil was the greatest impediment to union, to be almost 
the only mouthpiece o f the Greeks in the public sessions in Ferrara 
and the only one in those o f Florence. This is a point that should not 
be overlooked, that the greatest, almost the sole obstacle, to the 
Emperor’s so-called designs was M ark Eugenicus, and him the 
Emperor let go freely on till the eighth session in Florence. M ark was 
not present at Montenero’s final exposition o f doctrine in the last two 
sessions. H e himself gave the reason as health, but we can allow that 
it was also to preclude further discussion and to bring the sessions to 
a close. Syropoulus makes much o f  private meetings among the 
Greeks after the Easter o f 1439 · H e describes an occasional outburst 
o f  imperial irritation— very intelligible. H e records royal injunctions 
to the prelates to be brief in their replies (though Syropoulus himself 
apparently never obeyed them), but he never instances examples o f 
the Emperor stopping people expressing their views— M ark Eugeni/ 
cus, even according to the Memoirs, spoke freely, even to calling the 
Latins heretical, and was consulted privately by the monarch— 
except when he recounts how he and the other Staurophoroi were 
excluded from giving an opinion even though the arcbontes were 

1 Syr. v, 3, p. 115· 2 Syr. vi, 1 3 .  p. 1 6 1 .
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invited to give theirs. For that we have only Syropoulus’ own account, 
lor no other anti'unionist writer ever alludes to it, and one wonders 
i f  it occurred just in the way that he narrates it.

That the Emperor, to put an end to their indecision, insisted on 
the prelates stating their opinions in writing needs no apology. 
D ivided between the convincing arguments o f Bessarion, Scholarius, 
Isidore and the rest, and their traditional sentiments in respect o f the 
Latins confirmed by the solid stand o f Eugenicus, they never would 
have come to a decision unless recourse had been had to some such 
expedient. The history o f the meetings and the stages that led to 
agreement on the primary question o f the Procession o f the Holy 
Spirit are recorded in detail both by the Actagraeca and the Memoirs; 
the preliminaries to the acceptance o f the other controverted points 
are less well known. A s  regards the agreement on the Procession 
(and we may perhaps fairly conclude to a like procedure for the rest) 
the Emperor did no more than demand the opinion o f each in 
writing. He left them free to accept or not to accept. A  few did not 
accept. Most accepted. There is no record o f any retaliation against 
those who did not accept. In this John  V I I I  believed that he was 
loyally fulfilling the two aspects o f his functions as defender o f the 
C hurch, namely ‘ to preserve and defend the dogmas o f  the Church 
and to furnish liberty to those who wish to speak on their behalf so 
that they may bring forward without hindrance whatever sound 
doctrine they like to propound, and to restrain and rebuke those who 
assail them in a contentious and hostile spirit; the other, to hold 
together and preserve ours in concord, that all may agree in one 
decision and opinion’ . 1 A n d  who shall say that he was not justified 
in his belief?

The more usual explanation put forward by the anti'unionist 
writers to account for and excuse the Greek acceptance o f the union 
in Italy is unjust papal pressure. Eugenius, by withholdingthe monthly 
pensions he had undertaken to pay, reduced them to a state o f great 
want and physical misery. ‘A  long time passed after this and ours 
were bearing the delay hardly and lamenting their poverty and were 
being driven towards famine. Indeed this was a plot against them, 
to give no one anything o f the agreed maintenance^grants so that,

1 Syr. v i i i , 5, pp. 2 2 1-2 .
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under the stress o f this pressure, they might by degrees yield.’ 1 
Syropoulus, in his account, attributes each separate payment o f the 
maintenance^money to some particular concession extorted from the 
Greeks. Scholarius, in his earlier anti'Unionist writings, did not spare 
his own countrymen:

The Latins won by numbers, money and words... .A nd that nothing truly 
human, nothing Christian, right from the beginning, was done by us, but that 
everything was open betrayal of the truth, contempt of God, luxury, trifles in 
what was not trifling, and quarrels and rivalries and jealousies and ignoble 
slanders of each other and shame and scornful laughter and confusion, as a 
result of which some shamefully became traitors, others, as it were over a cup 
of friendship, far too easily gave away the faith of our Church—all this I pass 
over.. .those of higher rank early betrayed everything and all the rest, some 
from simplicity, others from fear, followed.2

H is favourite adjective to describe the union became ‘ violated*—the 
signatories were violated,3 the union got by violation.4 Later he put 
all the blame on the Pope and the ‘ traitors* among the Greeks: 
‘ But had he foreknown that the synod would be o f such a nature, one 
in which the Pope again would take his seat as teacher on the question 
to be discussed (as his decision immediately showed and the events 
attested), while the others sat not in the place o f learners but rather 
lay writhing in that o f slaves; that o f our leaders, some had already 
surrendered themselves to the honours they looked for from that 
source (as became clear from the issue) and others were oppressed 
by want and unable to endure their separation from home, besides 
being confined in the centre o f the mainland with the prospect o f 
their return journey hopeless i f  they did not obey; that the Emperor 
was apprehensive about his throne, seeing that the brothers were 
actually camped round it; and that everyone had one only aim, 
release from suffering, even i f  it meant some desperate act o f impiety 
against the faith—dishonourably, yet things had come to such a pass; 
that consequently the Pope would devise whatever faith he wanted 
and that they would sign, not expressing their views synodically and 
publicly but with those who were not yet traitors being won to

1 Referring to the period after 2 June 1439, Marci Ephesi rehtio de rebus a se gestis, in 
Petit, Docs. p. 447.

2 F irst Treatise on the Procession of the Holy Spirit, 1445; Schol. 11, pp. 258-9.
3 E .g. Schol. 111, p. 14. 4 E .g . Schol. 111, pp. 14 , 17.
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acquiescence by unspeakable tricks, nor on questions previously 
ventilated in public but rather with individuals privately laying down 
laws that were worse and more obscure than ever and that raised 
truceless war against the teachers’ (— if  Cabasilas had foreknown all 
this, he would have said: Stop at home).1 Here we have the Greek 
case for the defence— the most outstanding o f the prelates traitors from 
motives of personal advancement, the rest the victims o f duress, the 
Emperor thinking of his kingdom, the decisions made in secret, the 
Pope exploiting the situation he had created.

A ll  this farrago o f accusations is Scholarius’ afterthought, taken 
over from his associates after his conversion to anti/unionism. In 
Italy he did not believe it, otherwise he could not have produced his 
exhortation and the two treatises recommending union; nor for 
several years after, otherwise he would not have been an object o f 
suspicion to the anti/unionists, as being still favourable to the decision 
o f Florence. His slander o f men like Bessarion, Isidore and Gregory 
is worthy o f Syropoulus— no honest man could possibly approve o f 
the union, but these men openly promoted it, so they were dishonest 
and traitors, and, as later they were honoured by the Pope, they must 
therefore have been working with that end in view from the beginning.

"That the Pope deliberately and o f set purpose kept the Greeks in 
Italy and in a state of near/famine is untrue.. Admittedly Eugenius 
was almost from the start in arrears with his payments. He had 
calculated on the Council lasting a few months and it went on for 
nearly two years, and long before the end o f that time he was himself 
in sore financial straits. W hat money he gave them (and in the end 
they got all that was due to them, though tardily), he had to borrow. 
The result was that the Greeks were in reduced circumstances, and 
some, especially among the servants, the monks and the lower/ 
ranking officials, must have felt the pinch o f want. To that was 
added their longing for their homes and families, a nostalgia that 
grew as the weary months dragged on, intensified, perhaps almost 
beyond endurance, as each rumour reached Italy o f some imminent 
attack on Constantinople from the Turk. That they all, from the 
highest to the lowest, looked forward with a heartfelt yearning to the 
day o f their return, and that they came to regard the Council as a

1 Second Dialogue on the Procession of the Holy Spiritt 1 4 5 1 ;  SchoL h i, pp. 4 4 - 5 .
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kind o f imprisonment and the insistence o f the Latins on achieving 
some result from the long labour as an unjust restraint of their liberty 
can be readily accepted, and also that this sense o f confinement and 
frustration had its influence in making them grasp at the first solution 
that promised an honourable way out o f the impasse, even though 
the two years o f the C ouncil o f Florence was little in comparison 
with the four years o f the Council o f Constance and the eighteen of 
that o f Basel. 'B u t  that Eugenius and the Latins deliberately created 
such a state o f affairs so as to reduce the Greeks to submission cannot 
be upheld. T h e  Latins, it is true, demanded a clear and unequivocal 
formula o f agreement, though the Greeks would have been content 
with the compromise o f an ambiguous statement. Eugenius on a 
few occasions spoke sharp phrases o f exhortation and reprimand, 
and once (and once only, as far as the records go) uttered words 
that could be construed into a threat, that their return depended on 
their agreement. ‘ Everywhere before my eyes I see division, and I 
marvel as to what use division will be to you. Still if  that shall be, 
how are the western princes going to regard it 5 A n d  what great grief 
W e shall feel within Ourselves! You, rather, how will you go home 5 
But once union is effected, both the western princes and all o f us 
shall have very great joy and shall afford you generous h elp /1 The 
rest of this long speech, all o f it given only in synopsis in the Acta  
graeca, is a history o f the Council accentuating the fact that the Greeks 
had fulfilled none o f the obligations they had undertaken. The words 
quoted come towards the end. The Pope is reminding them of one 
o f the reasons for which they had left home, to secure aid for Con^ 
stantinople. It is an argumentum ad hominetn that would have had some 
force for the Greeks— help for Byzantium would have to come from 
the western princes; they would be more inclined to give it to fellow/ 
Christians o f a united Church, so their views had to be considered; 
even the return journey depended on ships that the H oly See would 
have to procure from one o f them; union, however, would enlarge 
hearts and loosen purse-strings, would benefit both soul and body, 
and give joy in heaven and on earth.2

1 27 A p ril 1439; A . G .  pp. 423-4.
2 On the other two points o f Scholarius’ indictment, the Emperor*s preoccupation 

about his realm and the secrecy o f the final negotiations, the previous pages o f this book
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But, no matter how highly one may assess the effect of the physical 
circumstances on the minds o f the Greeks in Italy, it would be too 
scathing a condemnation o f their moral and religious character to 
conclude that they signed away their faith just to escape. The out'  
standing doctrinal difference between East and West, the one that 
figures almost exclusively in the polemical literature o f the decade 
that followed the Council, was the question o f the Procession o f the 
H oly Spirit. The various stages o f the process that led to agreement 
on that point are described in our sources fortunately more fully 
than on any other. It all turned on the principle o f the harmony of 
the Saints. Latin Saints and Greek Saints must teach the same doc/ 
trine; in fact they express it differently, but their expressions must 
have the same m eaning;;sp ‘ through’ and ‘ from ’ are two ways of 
saying the same thing and Latin doctrine and Greek doctrine are 
both orthodox;] the Holy Spirit therefore proceeds from the Father 
through the Son and from the Son, as from one principle. The 
learned among the Greek prelates, always excepting Mark o f Eptesus, 
hailed that conclusion with unfeigned joy. The less educated among 
them accepted the argumentation, but probably retained a certain 
sentimental reserve about the conclusion. "But they agreed freely and 
with intellectual conviction that the Latin doctrine was sound,

! Later, in Constantinople, their sentiments, under the accusations of 
disloyalty to the faith of their fathers, got the upper hand.

I f  one may believe Scholarius, that process did not take long—it
had begun before the departure from Italy.1 A t  some time he drew
up a list of the Greek signatories to the decree in which he appended
to all the names but seven the word ‘ Repented’ , and o f those seven
two (besides the Patriarch Joseph), he says, showed signs o f repen/
tance before death.2 Though he is certainly wrong in some cases,
still he is probably right in his main contention that the great majority
o f those who signed in Florence later regretted their action. The Greek
Church, however, did not officially repudiate the Council o f Flo/
rence till 1484, when in a Synod held in Constantinople it drew up
give all the known facts, so the reader can judge for himself, bearing in mind, however, 
that Syropoulus’ account was composed years after the Council and to provide a 
defence for himself and his associates, whereas the Acta graeca were written contem/ 
poraneously with the events.

1 Schol. h i, p. 145. 2 Schol. in , pp. 194-5.
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a formula for the reception o f Latin converts. The candidates, before 
reciting the Creed without the Filioque^clause, had in a series o f 
questions and answers first to denounce the Filioquesdoctrine and 
the Addition, and the Council o f Florence with all its teaching, and 
to reject the Latin Com m union, then they should be anointed with 
chrism in the rite o f Confirmation. It was not till 1736  that the 
Patriarch C yril V  rejected the western Baptism as invalid.1

The Council o f Florence, though it had its share in moulding 
events in the ecclesiastical unions o f later centuries, did not achieve 
its great aim o f uniting East and West. I f  anything it embittered the 
division and became for Oriental Christians, who remember only 
the stories o f ‘ papal oppression’ , the model o f how not to attempt to 
heal the breach. Its decisions, however, abide. Both East and West 
are o f one mind in holding that union demands genuine doctrinal 
agreement with parity o f rites. The decree o f Florence declares what 
that means for the Latin Church. In respect o f the West the in/ 
fluence o f the Council o f Florence was rather negative, negative but 
far/reaching. By its very existence it counterbalanced and finally 
outweighed the C ouncil o f Basel, and in so doing checked the 
development o f the Conciliar Movement that threatened to change 
the very constitution o f the Church. The great achievement o f the 
Council for the West was that it secured the victory for the popes in 
the struggle o f papacy versus council, and the survival o f the tradi/ 
tional order o f the Church.

1 G. A . Rhallis and M. Potlis, Σύνταγμα jcov θείων κανόνων, etc. v (Athens, 
1854), pp. 143-7»  614-16.
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T H E  D E C R E E  OF U N I O N  
L A E T E N T U R  C A E L l , 6 J U L Y  1439

E
u  g e n i u s  episcopus, servus servorum dei, ad perpetuam rei 

memoriam. Consentienteadinfrascriptacarissimo filio nostro 
Iohanne Palaeologo romaeorum imperatore illustri, et loca' 

tenentibus venerabilium fratrum nostrorum patriarcharum, et cacteris 
orientalem ecclesiam repraesentantibus.

‘ Laetentur caeli et exultet terra.’ Sublatus est enim de medio 
paries, qui occidentalem orientalemque dividebat ecclesiam, et pax 
atque concordia rediit; illo ‘ angulari lapide Christo, qui fecit utraque 
u n u m \ vinculo fortissimo caritatis et pacis utrunque iungente paries 
tem, et perpetuae unitatis foedere copulante ac continente; postque 
longam moeroris nebulam et dissidii diuturni atram ingratamque 
caliginem, serenum omnibus unionis optatae iubar illuxit.

‘ Gaudeat et mater ecclesia’ , quae filios suos hactenus invicem 
dissidentes iam videt in unitatem pacemque rediisse; et quae antea 
in eorum separatione amarissime flebat, ex ipsorum modo mira 
concordia cum ineffabili gaudio omnipotent! deo gratias referat.

Cuncti gratulentur fideles ubique per orbem, et qui christiano 
censentur nomine, matri catholicae ecclesiae collaetentur.

Ecce emm occidentales orientalesque patres, post longissimum 
dissensionis atque discordiae tempus, se maris ac terrae periculis 
exponentes, omnibusque superatis laboribus, ad hoc sacrum ycumeni' 
cum concilium, desiderio sacratissimae unionis et antiquae caritatis 
reintegrandae gratia, laeti alacresque convenerunt. Et intentione 
sua nequaquam frustrati sunt. Post longam enim laboriosamque 
indaginem, tandem optatissimam sanctissimamque unionem 
consecuti sunt.

Q uis igitur dignas omnipotentis dei beneficiis gratias referre suffi/ 
ciat? Q uis tantae divinae miserationis divitias non obstupescat? 
C uius vel ferreum pectus tanta supernae pietatis magnitudo non
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m olliatî Sunt ista prorsus divina opera, non humanae fragilitatis 
inventa; atque ideo eximia cum veneratione suscipienda, et divinis 
laudibus prosequenda.

T ib i laus, tibi gloria, tibi gratiarum actio, Christe, fons miserL· 
cordiarum, qui tantum boni sponsae tuae catholicae ecclesiae 
contulisti, atque in generatione nostra tuae pietatis miracula demon/ 
strasti, ut enarrent omnes mirabilia tua. M agnum siquidem divinunv 
que munus nobis deus largitus est; oculisque vidimus, quod ante 
nos multi, cum valde cupierint, aspicere nequiverunt.

Convenientes enim latini ac graeci in hac sacrosancta synodo 
ycumenica magno studio invicem usi sunt, ut inter alia etiam articulus 
iile de divina spiritus sancti processione summa cum diligentia et 
assidua inquisitione discuteretur.

Prolatis vero testimoniis ex divinis scripturis plurimisque auctori/ 
tatibus sanctorum doctorum orientalium et occidentalium, aliquibus 
quidem ex pâtre et filio, quibusdam vero ex patre per filium procedere 
dicentibus spiritum sanctum, et ad eandem intelligentiam aspicientl· 
bus omnibus sub diversis vocabulis, graeci quidem asseruerunt quod 
id, quod dicunt spiritum sanctum ex patre procedere, non hac mente 
proferunt, ut excludant filium; sed quia eis videbatur, ut aiunt, 
latinos asserere spiritum sanctum ex patre et filio procedere tanquam 
ex duobus principiis et duabus spirationibus, ideo abstinuerunt a 
dicendo quod spiritus sanctus ex patre procedat et filio. Latini 
vero affirmarunt non se hac mente dicere spiritum sanctum ex patre 
filioque procedere, ut excludant patrem quin sit fons ac principium 
totius deitatis, filii scilicet ac spiritus sancti, aut quod id, quod spiritus 
sanctus procedit ex filio, filius a patre non habeat; sive quod duo 
ponant esse principia seu duas spirationes, sed ut unum tantum 
asserant esse principium unicamque spirationem spiritus sancti, prout 
hactenus asseruerunt. Et cum ex his omnibus unus et idem eliciatur 
veritatis sensus, tandem in infrascriptam sanctam et deo amabilem 
eodem sensu eademque mente unionem unanimiter concordarunt 
et consenserunt.

In nomine igitur sanctae trinitatis, patris et filii et spiritus sancti, 
hoc sacro universali approbante Florentino concilio, diffinimus ut 
haec fidei veritas ab omnibus christianis credatur et suscipiatur, 
sicque omnes profiteantur, quod spiritus sanctus ex patre et filio
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aeternaliter est, et essentiam suam suumque esse subsistens habet ex 
pâtre simul et filio, et ex utroque aeternaliter tanquam ab uno 
principio et unica spiratione procedit.

Déclarantes quod id, quod sancti doctores et patres dicunt, ex 
patre per filium procedere spiritum sanctum, ad hanc intelligentiam 
tendit, ut per hoc significetur filium quoque esse secundum graecos 
quidem causam, secundum latinos vero principium, subsistentiae 
spiritus sancti, sicut et patrem.

Et quoniam omnia, quae patris sunt, pater ipse unigenito filio suo 
gignendo dedit, praeter esse patrem; hoc ipsum, quod spiritus sanctus 
procedit ex filio, ipse filius a patre aeternaliter habet, a quo aeter/ 
naliter etiam genitus est.

Diffinimus insuper explicationem verborum illorum filioque, 
veritatis declarandae gratia, et imminente tunc necessitate, licite ac 
rationabiliter symbolo fuisse appositam.

Item, in azimo sive fermentato pane triticeo, corpus Christi vera/ 
citer confici, sacerdotesque in altero ipsum domini corpus conficere 
debere, unumquenque scilicet iuxta suae ecclesiae sive occidentalis 
sive orientalis consuetudinem.

Item, si vere poenitentes in dei caritate decesserint, antequam dignis 
poenitentiae fructibus de commissis satisfecerint et omissis, eorum 
animas poenis purgatoriis post mortem purgari, et, ut a poenis 
huiusmodi releventur, prodesse eis fidelium vivorum suffragia, mis/ 
sarum scilicet sacrificia, orationes et elemosinas, et alia pietatis officj& 
quae a fidelibus pro aliis fidelibus fieri consueverunt, secundum 
ecclesiae instituta.

Illorumque animas, qui post baptisma susceptum nullam omnino 
peccati maculam incurrerunt; illas etiam, quae post contractam 
peccati maculam, vel in suis corporibus, vel eisdem exutae corporibus, 
prout superius dictum est, sunt purgatae, in caelum mox recipi, et 
intueri clare ipsum deum trinum et unum, sicuti est, pro meritorum 
tamen diversitate alium alio perfectius.

Illorum autem animas, qui in actuali mortali peccato vel solo 
originali decedunt, mox in infernum descendere, poenis tamen 
disparibus puniendas.

Item diffinimus sanctam apostolicam sedem et Romanum ponti/ 
ficem in universum orbem tenere primatum, et ipsum pontificem
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Rom anum  successorem esse bcati Petri principis apostolorum et 
verum Christi vicarium totiusque ecclcsiae caput, ct omnium 
christianorum patrcm ct doctorem existere; ct ipsi in beato Petro 
pascendi, regendi ac gubernandi universalem ecclesiam a domino 
nostro Iesu Christo plenam potestatem traditam esse, quemadmodum 
etiam in gestis ycumenicorum conciliorum et in sacris canonibus 
continetur.

Renovantes insuper ordinem traditum in canonibus caeterorum 
venerabilium patriarcharum, ut patriarcha Constantinopolitanus 
secundus sit post sanctissimum Romanum pontificem, tertius vero 
Alexandrinus, quartus autem Antiochenus, et quintus Hierosoly/ 
mitanus, salvis videlicet privilegiis omnibus et iuribus eorum.

Datum Florentiae in sessione publica synodali, solemniter in 
ecclesia maiore celebrata. A n n o incarnationis dominicae millesimo 
quadringentesimo tricesimo nono, pridie nonas iulii, pontificatus 
nostri anno nono.
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A cacius, patriarch o f Constantinople, 216  
A cts, Greek 

contents, ix -x  
protocol'part ends, 2 1 1  
reliability as history, ix -x iv jn tfi., 150 

Acts, Latin 
contents, x
reliability as history, xiv 
unique source, 2 1 1 ,  271 

A ddition to the Creed, the
prohibition o f Council o f Ephesus, 149 
in Ferrara— chosen for discussion, 129; 

arguments o f Greeks, 14 7 -8 ,14 9 -5 0 , 
15 3 -5 , 16 1 - 3 ;  arguments o f Latins, 
1 5 1 —3> 15 5 -7 , 15 8 -6 1 ; judgements 
on arguments, 166-9 

still unsettled, 190
in Florence, 209, 267, 272, 275; 

ceduh7, 285 
Adrianople, 1 1 ,  3 3 1, 33-2 
Aeneas Sylvius Piccolomini

envoy o f Frederick III, 50 n. 4, 339, 
34 1, 342, 344, 345 n. 1 , 348 

as Pius II, 395, 401, 402 
A gallianus, Theodore, 375 n. 8 ,379  n. 1, 

38 1, 3S6, 387 
A gatho, St, pope, 148, 154, 159, 16 1, 

162, 279 
Albergati, Nicolo, cardinal 

envoy o f Basel to Eugenius, 56 
envoy o f Eugenius— to Basel, 68; to 

meet Greeks, 10 1- 3 , 104 n. 2; to 
Diet o f Nuremberg, 13 7—8 

in Ferrara, 95, 140 
arrives in Florence, 182 
receives Emperor in Bologna, 302 
theologian for Armenians, 307 
death, 324 

Albert, duke o f Austria, king o f Hun^ 
gary (1438), king o f the Romans 
( H 38)

elected German king, 136, 177  
relations with Basel, 138, 13 9 ; with 

Eugenius, 139

receives copy o f decree o f union, 298 
fights Turk, 3 17  
death, 3 17 , 328 

Alberto da Sarreano, O .F .M ., 3 10 , 318 , 
322-4, 326, 327 n. 2, 346 

Alem an, Louis d*, archbishop o f Arles 
influenceat Basel, 6 7 ,7 0 ,7 1 ,7 4 ,3 10 ,3 1 1  
relations with Felix V ,  3 15 , 340 
excommunicated, 3 17  
envoy to Eugenius, 68 
in Mainz, 319 

Alexander, prince o f K iev, 360, 364 
Alexandre, abbot o f Vezelay, 134  
Alexandria, 3 1 , 76, 2 7 9  

See also Philotheus, Patriarchs 
Alfonso V  o f A ragon, I o f Naples 

represented at Constance, 22 
hostile to Eugenius and supports Basel,

69, 92, 1 3 1 ,  139-40
hesitates to depose Pope, 138,  3 1 1  
supports Felix V , 321 
attacks and takes Naples, 3 17 , 321 
reconciled with Eugenius, 321 
sends envoys to Pope, 264, 334 
visited by Bryennius, 377, by Isidore, 

383, by various Greeks, 363, 370,
382 n. 2

in diplomatic relation with Deme^ 
trius, 393

- promises help for Greeks, 35, 330, 370 
gives no help to Constantinople when 

it is attacked, 382 
A loysius de Perano, O .F .M ., bishop o f 

Forli, 96, 130 
Am adeus, dukeofSavoy, 80, 81 n. 1 , 82, 

298
See also Felix V , antipope 

A m arol, Louis de, bishop o f Viseu, 80 
Ambrose, St, 153 , 2 16 , 230, 275 
Amiroutzes, George, ‘ philosopher*, 1 14 , 

229, 268 
supports Bessarion, 129, 249 
approves Filioque, 2 3 1 , 26 1, 397 
supposed letter, 354 n. 1
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Andreae, Joh n, bishop o f Zengg, 136, 
317

A ndrew , abbot o f St A ntony’s, Egypt, 
323, 325, 326 

A ndrew  da Santa Croce, 145, 147, 165, 
254 n. 1, 268, 274 n. 3, 3 1 1  n. 4 

A ndrew  o f Rhodes, see Chrysoberges, 
A ndrew

Annates, 6 1 , 63, 68, 73, 136, 316 , 347 
Antiminsion, 302 
A ntioch, 5, 7, 3 1, 76, 279

See also Dorotheus, patriarch o f 
A ntioch, Patriarchs 

Anti'unionists o f Constantinople 
boycott unionists, 349, 3 5 1, 355 
manifestos against union, 353, 368 
relations with Constantine, 374, 380,

383-7, 402
activities under Constantine, 373-82,

383^7
unpatriotic, 375 
suggest General Council, 377 
not penalised, 406 

Antonio da Massa, O .F .M ., 32, 3 3-6, 37 
A ntonio da Troia, O .F .M ., 335, 336 
Antonio di S . V ito 

envoy to Basel, 66-7 
A ntony, metropolitan o f Heraclea, 89 

n. 2, 103
procurator o f Alexandria, 76, 1 1 1  n. 2,

250 n. 3
obtains leave to depart from Ferrara, 

127
goes to Florence, 174, 182 
demurs to written judgements, 248 
delegate to Latins, 245, 283 
not present at last sessions, 213
opposed to Filioque, 234, 257, 260, 262, 

278
signs decree, 292, 295 
withdraws signature, 349-50 
leaves Florence, 300; and Constant 

tinople, 350 
unlearned, 228, 238 

A quileia, (Baseler) Patriarch of, 13 7 ,13 9 , 
328 

A rabs, 6-7
Argyropoulus, John, 368, 375 nn. 7 and 

8, 387 
Aristotle, 153 , 227

Armenians, 53, 54 n .2 , 58, 1 10 ,2 9 8 ,3 0 1,
305-10

Athanasius, St, 123, 153 , 203, 205, 207, 
2 18 -19

Athos, Mount, 76-7, 89 n. 2, 295 
Augustine, St, 19, 1 2 1 ,  12 2 -3 , 153 , 2 1 1 ,  

2 16 , 230, 275 
Aurispa, Giovanni, 19 , 1 1 2  n. 2, 187 
A vignon, 16, 69, 7 O -2 , 7 5 » 8 1, 82, 9 1, 94 
A vram i, bishop o f Susdal, 89 n. 2, 

125 n. 2, 14 1 , 291 n. 2, 358, 359, 
360, 361

Bachenstein, John, 6 0 -1, 66, 67 
Bajezid, I, sultan, 1 1 ,  18 , 19, 371 
Balsamon, Michael, great cham v 

phylax, 262 
one o f six Greek orators, 130 
on committee about Purgatory, 1 14 ;

about the cedula, 250 
asks to go home, 17 1 ,  252 
delegate to Pope, 128, 296 
signs the decree, 2 9 1, 295 
resigns, 350 

Baptism, 262, 307, 308, 309 
Basel, 47, 3 1 1 ,  339
Basel, Oecumenical Council o f ( 14 3 1)  

announced at Siena, 38 
opens, 46-7
dissolution threatened by Pope, 47; rê  

sisted, 48-50, effected conditionally,
9 1, definitively, 94-5 

deals with Greeks, 47, 54-6, 58-60 
rupture with Kugenius, 15, 68, 73-4  
split on question o f new site, 69-73 
dissolution urged by princes, 136, 13 7 —

8, 319, 340, but resisted, 138, 3 1 1  
sanior pars recognised by Kugenius, 

77-8 ; by Greek envoys, 79 
sends ships to Constantinople, 80-3 
decrees against Eugenius Monitorium,

9 1, 93-4, suspension, 96, condenv 
nation as heretic, 264, deposition, 
3 11

elects antipope, 3 15 - 16  
represented at Bourges, 134-6 , 3 18 -19 , 

at German Diets, 136-9  
method o f voting, 50 n. 4, 67, 70 
active as papal Curia, 62, 74 
grants indulgence, 6 r, 67, 68, 73, 7 6
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Basel (cont.)
forbids Annates to Eugenius, 6 1, 68, 

73, 136, takes them, itself, 50 n. 4, 63, 
concedes them to Felix V , 316  

expenses, 62, 75, 82 
numbers present, 46, 49, 50 n. 4, 67,

68, 70 n. 5, 73 , 3 1 1 ,  315 
creates legate a latere, 62, 137 , 139 
reforms, 6 1, 63, 135 , 139 , 341 
ends, 338-40 

Basil, St 
quoted about the Addition, 153 
quoted about the Procession—from 

Adversus Eunomium, 195-200 pass., 
199 η. i ,2 0 2 , 20 4 -6 pass., 2 U ; from 
his ‘ Letter to his brother’ , 20 1; from 
the ‘ Homily on the Holy Spirit*, 
204-6 pass., 208, 224; from the 
‘ Book about the H oly Spirit’ , 209; 
from the Contra Sabellianos, Arium et 
Anomoeos, 2 2 1 - 2 ;  in general, 2 12 , 
218

codices o f the Adversus Eunomium, 164, 
199, 200, 203, 204, 2 12 , 223-4  

Liturgy of, 275, 280, 281 
Beaupère, Jean, canon o f Besançon, 47, 

54
Beccus, John, patriarch o f Constant 

tinople, 10, 249, 354 n. 1, 386 
Benedict X I I I ,  antipope, 17 , 19 , 3 1 , 38 
Beneâictus sit D eus, Bull, 7 August 1445, 

337
Berardi, Giovanni, archbishop o f T a r' 

anto, 49, 62, 72, 73, 96, io i , 3 17  
Bessarion, metropolitan o f Nicaea, 20, 

89 n. 2, 114 , 229, 238, 278, 287 . 
opening discourse, 143-4  
oratio dogmatica, 24 0 -1, 227, 25 1 n. 4 
statement on Eucharist, 292-3 
speaker o f Greeks, 1 14 , 1 15 , 1 18 , 1 2 1 -

2, 130, 143-4» 1 53“ 5» 229 
member of committee, 114 , 245, 283 
delegate to Pope, 266, 267, 2 7 1-2 , 296 
in favour o f discussing dogma, 129, 

172
convinced by Latin arguments, 168-9, 

224-5, 397 
advocates union, 2 3 4 -5 ,2 3 5 ,2 3 8 , 240-

1, 255-6 , 283 
Greek cedula on the Procession, 248-50

puts forward Greek Saints, 255-6, 257 
shows harmony o f all Saints, 2 3 1, 240 
proclaims Latin orthodoxy, 251 
approves Filioque, 260 
difficulties about primacy and Eucha^ 

risr, 277, 279 
revised Greek of decree, 287 
recites decree in Greek, 294 
his codices in Ferrara, 164 
granted pension, 299 
created cardinal, 318  
returns to Italy, 356 

Biondo, Flavio, 324 n. 3, 325 
Bladynterus, John, 22, 29, 32 
Bohemians, 16, 46-9 pass., 64, 9 1, 380-2
Bologna, 3 1, 77 ,9 2 ,9 3 , 95» ^7» 18 1,3 0 2
Books, see Codices 
Bosnia, 3 3 1, 338 
Boucicaut, 1 1 ,  18 
Boullotes, Manuel 

envoy to Pope and Basel, 67 n. 3, 72,
73 , 75» 78-9 

votum on union, 257 n. 4, 261 
at signing o f decree, 292 

Bourges, meeting o f French clergy of 
1438, I 34“ 5 i of 1440, 3 18 -19  

Brankovich, George, 328, 3 3 1, 332 n. 1 
Brunelleschi, Filippo, 186, 189 n. 1 
Bruni, Leonardo (Aretino), 183, 187, 

204, 327
Bryennius, Andronicus Leontaris, 376 

n. 3, 377, 380 
Buda, 7 1, 359, 362 
Bulgaria, 2 -3 , 5, 9, n  
Bulls, papal 

Benedictus sit D eus, 7 August 1445, 3 37 
Cantate Domino, 4 February 1442, 325—

6, 335
Decet oecumenici concilii, 10 January

1438, 178, 183 
Doctoris gentium, 18 September 1437,

91
Dudum sacrum, 1 August 1433, 50 
Dudum sacrum, 15 December 1433, 50 
Etsi non dubitemus, 2 1  A p ril 14 4 1, 313 

n. 2
Exposcit debitum, 15 February 1438, 

97- 8, 13 1 ,  313 
Exultate D eo , 22 November 1439, 

307-8, 326, 335
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Bulls, papal (<cont.)
Humani generis R.edemptoris, 14 October

1443, 334
Laetentur caeli, 6 Ju ly  1439, 294-6 

See also Decree o f union 
Magnas omnipotent! D eo , 9 A p ril 1438, 

I I I ,  288
Miserator et misericors Dominus, 24 

February 1443, 327, 33 3~4 
Moyses uir D e i, 4 September 1439, 

306 n. 3, 3 12 - 13 ,  314» 315 
M ulta et admirabilia, 30 September

1444. 335
Pridem ex  justis, 30 December 1437, 

94-5
Qwoniam alto, 12  November 14 3 1, 47, 

48, 51 n. 4 
Q m oniam alto, 18 December 14 3 1, 48 
R.eddituri, 3 September 1457, 393 
Saluatoris et D e i nostri, 30 May 1438, 78 

Byzantine Empire, 87, 371

Cabasilas, Nilus, 12 , 230, 257 
Caerularius, patriarch o f Constantinople,

5><5
Caffa, 305-10  pass.
Cairo, 3 10 , 323, 325 n. 1 
Calecas, Manuel, O .P ., 20, 164 
Callistus III, pope, 393, 395 
Callistus, metropolitan o f Dristra, 89 

n. 2, 229, 257, 260, 295 
Cam blak, Gregory, archbishop o f K iev, 

25-6
Camera Apostolica, see Eugenius IV , 

pope, finance 
Cantate Domino, Bull, 4 February 1442, 

325-6, 335 
Canterbury, Convocation of, 50, 133 
Cappadox, George, protekdikus, 250, 

2 5 2 ,2 9 1, 303-4 
Capranica, Domenico (Firmanus), car' 

dinal, 104 n. 2, 105, 107, 1 14 , 129, 
244, 277, 3 17 , 344 

Carthage, Council of, 200 
Carvajal, Juan de, cardinal, 339, 340 n. 1, 

34 i
Carystinus, Theodore, 363, 387 
Casim ir, king o f Poland (1447-92) and 

great prince o f Lithuania (1440- 
92), 359, 360, 362, 363, 394-5

Castile, 96, 1 1 2  n. 2, 136, 320 
Catalan Grand Com pany, 10, 13 
Cedula, Greek, on Procession, 2 5 0 -1; 

Greeks refuse to clarify, 252-3 , 253, 
254

Cedulae, Latin 
on Purgatory, 12 0 - 1 , 285 
on Procession, 246-7, 247-8; accepted 

by Greeks, 265-6 
on primacy, 273-4  
on Eucharist, 274-5 
Greeks refuse to receivc, 267, 276 
method o f Latins, 2 3 2 -3 , 271 
approved by Latin synod, 285-6, 290 
where preserved, 233 
incorporated in the decree o f  union, 

248 n. 3, 296 
negotiations recounted by Cesarini, 

285-6
Celestine, St, pope, 159, 16 1 
Cervantes, Juan, cardinal, 56, 68, 70, 91 
Cesarini, Giuliano, cardinal 

at Basel— papal legate, 46; empowered 
to dissolve council, 47, 48, 5 1 ; ne' 
gotiates with Greeks, 55; opposes 
Eugenius, 48, 50, 66; less hostile to 
Eugenius, 67, 73; sides with sanior 
pars, 70 ; breaks with Basel, 9 1, 94, 
140

arrives in Venice, 103 
in Ferrara—enters, 106; entertains 

Greeks, 1 14 ; speaker in conferences, 
1 14 - 16 ;  and on Purgatory, 118 , 
12 0 - 1 , 125; addresses Greeks, 129; 
chosen orator for Latins, 130 ; con' 
ciliatory, 147; incident o f Latin 
codex, 148-9, 232 n. 2, 256; speaks 
on Addition, 157, 158 -6 1 

in Florence—arrives, 18 2 ; speaker in 
preliminary session, 190; visits and 
addresses Greeks, 244, 252 -3 , 277-
8, 283, 289; interrupts Montenero, 
274; placates Emperor, 276; ad ' 
dresses Latin synod, 265, 277-8, 
285-6; reads decree in Latin, 294; 
treats with Armenians, 307; debates 
on conciliar theory, 3 13 ;  treats with 
Copts, 325 

Legate to Hungary, 328-33, 334» 363 
death, 3 3 3-4
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Chalcedon, Oecumenical Council of 
(4 5 i)

so'called 28th canon, 1-2  
quoted about Addition, 148, 149, 

159-61 pass. 
quoted about Procession, 220 
mentioned in ‘ Decree for the A rm en ' 

ians*, 307 
Chaldeans o f Cyprus 

union with Rom e, 336-7 
Charisius, 159, 16 1 , 162, 222 
Charlemagne, 4 
Charles V II , king o f France 

supports Basel, 48, and A vignon, 7 1 ,  80 
receives papal envoy, 69, 72, 1 12  
convenes French clergy, 125 , 134 -6 , 

3 18 -19
attitude between Pope and Council,

13 3 -6 , 142, 3 14 -15  
arranges end o f Basel, 339-40 

Chichele, Henry, archbishop of Canter^ 
bury, 50 n. 1, 90 n. 3, 133 n. 3, 299 

Chios, 82, 308
Chrysoberges, A ndrew , O .P ., arch' 

bishop o f Rhodes 
a Greek, 20, 4 1, 165, 169 
at Constance, 23, 27 
envoy to Constantinople, 40 -1 
at Basel, 43, 49, 52
in Ferrara, 1 1 4 , 1 2 4 , 1 2 9 ,1 3 0 , 1 4 8  n. 9, 

145-55 pass., 169 
in Florence, 287, 392 
in Cyprus, 336-7, 391 

Chrysoberges, Theodore, O .P ., bishop 
o f Olene, 20, 27, 29, 32, 34» 35 

Chrysococcus, Manuel, great sakeL· 
larius, 239, 2 5 1, 295 

Chrysoloras, Manuel, 18 , 20, 2 0 - 1 , 28, 

187
Citatorium, 9 1, 94, 312  
Cleidas, Demetrius Angelus, 44, 5 1-2  
Codices 

from Athos, 76
o f St Basil, 163, 164, 199, 200, 203, 

204, 2 12 , 223-4 
o f St Epiphanius, 196 
ofEugenius, 347 
collections o f humanists, 187 
sought everywhere, 163, 164, 176 n. 4,

199

rare, 163
Latin codex o f seventh Council, 148, 

232 n. 2, 256 
production for inspection, 150, 209, 

222
lending, 150—1
falsified 5,19 9 -2 0 0 , 2 0 1, 224, 226, 2 3 1, 

235» 255-6  
Cologne, 3 1 , 341 » 345 
Colonna, Prosper de, cardinal, 104 n. 2, 

10 5-6 , 140 
Conciliar Movement, 1 5 , 1 6 - 1 7 ,  45» 343» 

4 1 1
Concilium Florentinum: Documenta et 

Scriptores, viii 
Concordat o f Aschaffenburg, 340 n. 1 
Condulmaro, Antonio, 78, 82, 330 
Condulmaro, Francesco, cardinal 

prisoner, 56
in Ferrara, 104 n. 2, 107
in Florence, 182 , 244, 277
legate to Constantinople, 3 2 9 - 3 3 ,

364-8
raised monument to Eugenius, 3 43 n. 1 

Condulmaro, Gabriele, cardinal, see 
Eugenius IV , pope 

Condulmaro, Mark, archbishop of 
Tarentaise, 77, 79, 80, 82 

Conferences between Latins and Greeks 
M ay-June 1438, 1 14 - 16  
Ju n e-Ju ly  1438, 1 17 -2 5  
February 1439, 189-90 
A pril 1439, 244-6, 249, 285
6 and 7 June 1439, 265 
25 June 1439, 283-4 
28 June 1439, 287-8
2 Ju ly  1439, 290
in Constantinople, 365, 366-7, 374 

Confirmation, sacrament of, 307 
Constance, Oecumenical Council of

(1414)
Decree Frequens, 17  n. 1, 38 
decree on superiority o f council over 

pope, 17, 313 
interpretation o fEugen ius, 3 12 , 3 13 ; 

o f John o f Torquemada, 3 14  {see 
‘ Council superior to pope*) 

relations with Greeks, 20-3, 25-8 , 30 
Eugenius* cautious recognition, 342 

Constantine the Great, emperor, 1 , 280
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Constantine (Dragatzes) Palaeologus, 
emperor, 304, 3 3 1 ,  3 55» 37-2-88 
pass., 402

Constantine V I, Armenian patriarch, 
58, 306, 309 n. 1, 3 10  

Constantine Platris, 380-2 
Constantine the Englishman, 380-2 
Constantinople 

ecclesiastical status, 1-2 , 279 
danger to, 6, 8-9, 10, 1 1 ,  13 , 18 , 33» 

1 16 , 239-40, 329 
description of, 85-7 
Latins in, 19
political factions, 14 - 15 , 354, 372, 

373
population, 87 
unionists— numbers, 389-91 

Constantinople, Oecumenical Councils 
of

first (38 1), 1, 148, 15 1 ,  162, 209. See 
also Creed, Constantinopolitan 

second (553), 122, 148 
third (680), 148, 149, 16 1, 163,

307
fourth (869), 3, 15 1  

Copts, 310, 318 , 32 1-6  
Corfu , 90, 303 
Corone, 376 n. 3, 392, 394 
Correr, Antonio, cardinal, 307 
Council 

o f Carthage X V I  (418), 200 
in Constantinople (867), 2 
in Constantinople (879), 3 , 1 5 1  
‘Robber’ (449), 161 
o f Toledo (400), 2 16 - 17  
in Trullo (691), 2 
o f Pisa (1409), 17 

Council, Oecumenical 
only way to heal schism, 1 4 - 1 5 , 1 9 ,  28, 

36, 60, 377 , 379 , 380, 385 
new one proposed, 136 , 137-8 , 3 1 1 ,

319 , 339 , 34°  
its superiority to a pope— enunciated at 

Constance, 17 ; repeated at Siena, 
38; adopted at Basel, 49, 6 1, 62, 74, 
310 , 340 n. 1 ; approved at Bourges, 
135 and at German Diets, 139, 34 1; 
debated at Florence, 3 13 - 14  

See also under names of Oecumenical 
Councils

Council of union 
fixed for Constantinople, 15, 23, 28- 

32, 34-6» 52- 3, 57-60, 65 n. 3 
Greeks accept Italy, 39-40, 52, insist 

011 Italy, 66, 68, 72, 76, 8 1; and on 
presence of Pope, 56, 65 n. 3, 66, 69, 
81, 84, 88, 102 

site determined by Martin V , 43-4, by 
decree Sicut pta mater, 55-6, 60, 6 7 , 
79 , 84

site proposed for Avignon, 69, 70-2, 
75, 81, 82, for Basel, <54, 68, 70, 73, 
75, 81, for Ferrara, 9 2-3 , for Flor' 
ence, 68, 70, 72, 77, 92, 126, 17 1 ,  
176 -7 , for Savoy, 55, 70, 81 

determination of site deferred, 78, 79 
Creed

Apostles’ , 152 , 155 , 16 1 
Athanasian, 307
Constantinopolitan— read, 148, 149, 

150 ; development o f Nicene, 15 1 ,  
152 , 155, 160; equivalent to Nicene, 
150, 1 5 1 ;  added to Apostles’, 161 

Nicene— read, 147, 148, 149, 150; 
clarified, 1 5 1 ,  160; development of 
Apostles’ , 152, 15 5 ; added to 
Apostles’ , 16 1 ;  forbidden to change, 
149, 150, 154 -5 , 16 2 -3 ; complete 
in faith, not in explanation, 152-3  

Nicene^Constantinopolitan— with Fl· 
Jioque, 34» 307 , 393 

composed by only 2 Councils, 149-50, 
154, 162 

Crete, 268, 322, 330, 352 
unionist, 392-3, 394 
only Latin bishops, 352 n. 1, 401 

Crossbowmen, 43, 55, 79, 108 n. 2, 175, 
24 0 ,26 3 , 352, 377 

Crusades, 7 -9 , 12 , 13 , 327-33, 363, 
364-5, 398-9 

Cyprus 
in danger, 8, 4 1-2 , 329, 333 
union, 336-7, 389, 391 

C yril, o f Alexandria, St 
quoted about the Addition, 147, 158—

9, 16 1 , 162 
quoted about the Procession, 200, 208, 

210 , 2 19 -2 1 , 222 
quoted in Greek meetings, 249-50, 

256 ,257
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Damasus, St, pope, 2 15 - 16 , 230 
Damianus, metropolitan o f Moldo/WaL· 

lachia, 89 n. 2, 250, 257, 295» 394 
Decet oecumenki concilii, Bull, 10  January

1439, 178, 183 
Decree o f union with Greeks (Laetentur 

caeli)
Latin text, 4 12 - 15
made up o(cedulae, 233, 248 n. 3,

274 n. 2 
content, 294, 296 
approved by Latin synod, 290 
signed, 2 9 1-3 , 295, 296 n. 1, without 

bribery, 290-1 
writing of, 287-90 
promulgation, 284, 286, 287, 293-4 
copied, 297-8
proclaimed from Buda, 259, in MoS' 

cow, 360, in Constantinople, 387 
included in later unions, 307, 326, 335 
difficulties raised by Dollinger, 298 n. 1 

Decretum pro Armenis ( Exultate Deo), 
22  November 1439, 307-8, 326, 335 

Decretum pro Jacobitis (Cantate Domino),
4 February 1442, 325-6 

Demetrius Palaeologus, despot 
in Ferrara, 108, 109, 142 , 178 
in Florence, 182, 252, 263, 273, 276, 

287, 301 
in Venice, 100, 178 
death o f wife, 304 
and union, 262, 263, 354» 372, 393 
rebellious, 353, 354. 37^, 373 

Description, The
historical value of, ix -x iv  pass., 1 1 3 ,  

233-4» *42 n. 1 ,  246-7, 258, 268,
2 7 1

Didymus, 218 
Diets

o f Buda, A p ril 1444, 331 
o f Frankfort, March 1438, 136 , March 

1446, 34 1, September 1446, 341 
of Mainz, March 1439, 138-9 , March 

14 4 1, 319 
o f Nuremberg, Ju ly  1438, 12 5 , 126, 

137, October 1438, 1 37» 1 4 4 4 » 339 
Digne, Pierre de Versailles, bishop of 

envoy o f  sanior pars, 77-8 1 pass. 
report, 9 0 -1, 98, 103 n. 1 
envoy, 134» 319 n. 3

Dionysius, metropolitan o f Sardis, 76, 
89 n. 2, i n  n. 2, 1 12 ,  229 

Dioscorus, archbishop o f Alexandria, 
16 1 ,3 2 6

Dishypatus, George, 57, 58, 59, 60,
2 9 3 - 4

Dishypatus, John 
envoy at Basel (14 3 4 -5 ) , 54-6; 5^-60,

65 n. i , 6 7 n . i ; ( m 6 ) , 7 1 - $  p a s s .,7 7  
in Bologna, 78-9 , 92 
in Italy for the Council, 90, 98, 102,

177
Dishypatus, Manuel 

envoy to Pope and Basel (14 35 -7 ), 
57-60 pass., 65 n. 3, 72, 73 

in Italy for the Council, 82 n. 3, 102, 
1 15 ,  1 16  

Divorce, 297
Doctorisgentium, Bull, 18 September 1437, 

9i
Dominicans, 19 , 20, 140, 307, 346, 399 
Dorotheus, patriarch of Antioch, 3 1,

295» 353-4 
Dorotheus, metropolitan of Mitylene, 89 

n. 2
reader of Bulls, 1 1 1 ,  178
in Ferrara, 1 14 , 172
opposes Eugenicus, 235
incites to union, 235, 237, 255, 256,

283
proclaims harmony o f Saints, 231 
approves Filioque, 260, 295 
visits Pope, 237, 266, 267, 2 7 1-2 , 284 
gives money to indigent, 290 
receives pension, 299-300 
action in Euboea, 303 
owned codices, 164, 203 
perhaps author of Description, x  

Dorotheus, metropolitan of Trebizond, 
89 n. 2, 182, 262, 300» 350 

delegate to Latins, 245, 266, 267 
approves Filioque, 260, 295 

Dorotheus, monk of Mt Athos, 77, 295 
Dositheus, metropolitan of Drama, 89 

n. 2, 257, 260, 295, 300 
Dositheus, metropolitan of Monembasia, 

89 n. 2, 103, 1 1 2 ,  182, 300 
on committees, 1 14 , 245 
attitude to union, 234, 260, 262, 295, 

393, 394
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Ducas, Michael, 349, 375» 387, 400 
Dudum sacrum, Bull, 1 August 1433 , 50; 

15 December 1433, 50

Election o f new patriarch, 287, 297, 349-
50

Electors o f Germany, 9 1, 125, 136 -8 , 
139, 319, 339, 34 i"2 , 345 

Embassies, Greek 
to Constance, 20-2, 27-8 
to Martin V , 29, 32, 39-40» 42-4. 5 * 
to Eugenius, 47, 5 1 -2 , 57-8, 72, 75, 

77“ 9
to Basel, 54-6, 58-60, 7 1 , 72, 74 

Embassies, Latin 
to Constantinople— under Martin V ,

3 3-6, 37» 4 0 -1, under Eugenius, 52, 
57» 79- 83 , 329- 33» 351 , 352, 363-4, 
364-8, under Nicholas V , 383-8 

from Basel, 54-5, 60, 63-6, 74-7, 79- 
83

England
and Manuel II, r i ,  18 
attitude to Eugenius, 69 n. 1, 13 1 - 3  
celebrates, 299, 308 
has two cardinals, 318 
supposed embassy at Bologna, 300-1 
rejects antipope, 319 -20 , 340 n. 1 

Ephesus
See Addition, The, to the Creed, 

Eugenicus, Mark, metropolitan of 
Ephesus

Ephesus, Oecumenical Council o f (431) 
text of prohibition, 149 
quoted about Addition, 147-56  pass., 

15 8-62 pass. 
quoted about Procession, 209-10 , 222 

Epiclesis 
text, 266
question raised by Eugenius, 272, 278 
in 1200 books, 277 
directed to Mystical Body, 280 
germinates dominical words, 28 1, 292 
See also Eucharist 

Epiphanius, St, 15 3 , 19 5 -7  pass., 218 , 
224, 256, 257 

Ethiopia, 22, 318 , 322-7 
Eton, 328 n. 4
E tsi non dubitemus, Bull, 2 1 A pril 14 4 1, 

313 n .2

Euboea (Negroponte), 80, 303, 304,
392 , 393 

Eucharist
a difference between the Churches,116 ,

265
discussed with Pope, 266, 267, 272 
cedula, 274
exposition by Torquemada, 274-5,

280-1
‘ form* to be let drop, 272, 273 
‘ form’ is dominical words, 275, 278,

280, 281
‘ form’, only in oral statement, 273, 

278, 284, 286, 292-3 
agreement, 266, 2 7 2 ,  28 1, 284, 286 
See also Epiclesis 

Eudaimonoioannes, Nicholas, 20-4, 29, 
30 -1, 32, 34, 35 

Eugenicus, John, nomophylax in Fet' 
rara, 1 14 , 127 , 130 n. 1 , 350 

active anti'unionist, 20, 373, 375, 
379 n. 1 ,  393- 4 , 402 

Eugenicus, Mark, metropolitan of Epiv 
esus

consecrated bishop, 77, 229 
procurator ofpatriarch, 7 6 , 1 1 1  n. 2 ,12 7  
in Ferrara— guest o f Cesarini, 1 14 ; 

writes to Pope, 1 14 ;  spokesman in 
conferences, 1 14 , 1 1 5 - 1 6 ,  118 , 1 19 -  
20, 12 3 -5 ; has leave to depart, 127 ; 
declares council oecumenical, 128 ; 
chooses Addition for discussion, 
129 ; orator in sessions, 130 , 145-63 

pass., 170 ; remains unconvinced, 
166; agrees to discuss dogma in 
Florence, 173 , 174 , 182 

in Florence— orator in sessions, 194, 
1 9 5 - 2 0 7 pass., 2 0 7 - 1 1 ,  229; member 
o f committees, 245, 249; delegate to 
Latins, 128, 236, 237, 245; not 
present at last two sessions, 2 13 , 244; 
nor at session on Eucharist, 273 n. 1 ;  
remains unconvinced, 226, 278; 
engaged in dispute, 234-5 , 238, 
248-9, 255; declares Greek codices 
o f Latins falsified, 199, 200, 2 2 6 ;  
declares texts o f Latin Fathers falsi' 
fied, 2 3 1 , 235, and Latins heretics, 
234, 405; but admits harmony of 
Saints, 2 3 1 ; disapproves o f Greek
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Eugenicus (cont.)
cedula, 250 n. 3, 2 5 1 , and o f Filioque, 
245, 260, 261, 262, in written 
voium, 2 6 1, 262; writes dissertation 
on Eucharist, 272; did not sign de  ̂
cree, 292, 356; unpenalised, 287, 
■297. 30i. 396, 406; unyielding, 20, 
166, 226, 257, 278, 292, 356, 397, 
393 , 4° 6

in Constantinople—anti'unionist pu> 
pagandist, 35 1, 355-<5* 357, 395“ 6 

refuses patriarchate, 349 
flees, 350
in confinement, 355 
death, 365 n. 2
in general— learned, 77, 223-4 , 229* 

4 10 ; proof o f Greek freedom of 
speech, 405 

Eugenius IV , pope 
biography— monk in Vcnice, 347; 

elected Pope, 46; has stroke, 47 n. 2; 
flees to Florence, 56; goes to Bologna, 
73, 77, to Ferrara, 96, to Florence, 
18 0 -1, 18 3 ; anniversary o f election, 
197, o f coronation, 205; goes to 
Siena and Rome, 333; dies, 342; 
character, 343-8 

relations with Basel— measures against, 
69, 9 i ,  94 , 9 5 , 96-8, 3 12 - 13 ,  3 17 ; 
accepts Sicut pia mater, 57, 60, 67, 
77-9 ; recognises senior pars, 77-8 ; 
conciliatory towards Council, 50 ,56-
7, 58, <50, 67, 68, 79 n. 6, 83, 344 

relations with Greeks, n ,  15 ; sends to 
Constantinople Garatoni, 52, 57, 
63, 65, 318 , Francesco ConduL· 
maro, 329-30, 364, 368, Isidore, 
363-4 ; receives envoys, 5 1 -2 , 57-8, 
7 2 » 75, 78-9; sends ships to Con^ 
stantinople, 77 ff.; sends to welcome 
Greeks in Venice, 10 1 - 3 ;  receives 
them in Ferrara, 104-6 ; inaugurates 
combined Council, 10 9 - n ;  urges 
action, 106, 1 1 3 ,  129; insists on 
public disputations, 19 1; receives 
Emperor, 129, 178, 245, 252, 253, 
264, 282, 283; receives some Greek 
delegates, 129, 236-7, 265, 266, 267, 
2 7 1-2 , 283, 284; addresses Greek 
synod, 254, 258, 273, 275-6 , 280;

prepares ships for Greek return, 276; 
insists on full primacy, 282; pro' 
mulgates decrec o f union, 293-4; 
conciliatory to Greeks, 147, 288,
289 n. i ,  290; rewards some Greeks, 
299-300, 400; sends no preachers, 
399; forces union?, 407-9; refuses 
aid for Constantinople?, 1 16 - 17 , 
240; promises aid, 173, 263; gives 
aid, 79, 108 n. 2, 174 -5 , 352 n. 4,
383

relations with the princes— with 
Alfonso V  o f Aragon and Naples,
92, 13 1 ,  139, 3 1 1 ,  3 17 , 32 1, 334 ; 
with Charles V I I  o f France, 69-70, 
7 1 ,  72, 112 , 125, 133-4 , 135. J42 ,
3 14 - 15 , 3 18 -19 , 3 39- 4 ° ;  with the 
Electors o f Germany, 9 1, 94, 125, 
136 -8 , 139, 319, 3 39» 34T~2> 345 ; 
with Filippo Maria Visconti, duke 
o f Milan, 53, 92, 1 17 ,  13 1 ,  139-40,
176, 3 1 1 ,  320; with Florence, 56,
92, 1 7 3 - 9 ^ . ,  183, 299, 319 , 321, 
334; with Frederick III o f Austria, 
318 , 319, 328, 339, 34 1, 345; with 
Genoa, 305, 309; with Henry V I  of 
England, 69 n. 1, 1 3 1 - 3 ,  M 2* 299, 
308, 314 , 3 19 -20 ; with Hungary, 
3 17 , 328; with Lithuania, 358-60 
pass., 362; with Philip o f Burgundy,
32, 46, 47, 48, 1 3 1 ,  157-8 , 314, 
3 19 ; with Poland, 317» 328, 3 33, 
358-9, 362; with René o f A njou, 
69, 92, 13 1 ,  139, 319 , 32 1, 344; 
with Sigismund, Roman Emperor, 
50, 52» 53» 7 1 , 9 i ,  92, 10 5 ; with 
Stephen, king o f Bosnia, 338; with 
Turks, 299,  317, 327 -33 ; with 
Venice, 102, 1 1 7 ,  126, 142, 18 1, 
276, 319 , 32 1, 329-30, 334

finance— financial ability, 347; ex^ 
penses o f maintenance grants, 116 , 
1 19 , 152, 170, 1 7 8 - 9 ,  253, 300; 
other expenditure on Greeks, 5 1 n. 4, 
79 n. 4, 10 1 , 108-9, 174- 5» 290 , 
299-300, 318, 352 n* 4 , 383, on 
others, 53, 1 12 , 14 0 - 1 ,3 3 9 ; deprived 
o f income, 6 1, 62, 73-4, 17 5 ; bor^ 
rows money, 175, 264 n. 1, 299; 
acquires it, 92, 93, 176; sequestrates
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Eugenius I V  (cont.)
Indulgencc^money, 94, 108, 175 ; 
imposes Tenth, 175 , 328; publishes 
Indulgence, 174, 333; financial diflv 
culties, 1 1 3 ,  173 , 174 -6 , 240 

reforms, 345-6
effects union o f Armenians, 53, 58,

298, 30 5-10 , o f Copts, 310 , 318, 
321-6 , o f Maronites and Chaldeans 
o f Cyprus, 3 35~7* o f Syrians, 335 

Eusebius, bishop o f Dorylaeum, 16 1, 162 
Eutyches, 16 1 , 162
Eutychius.patriarchofConstantinople, 163 
Exposcit debitum, Bull, 15 February 1438,

97-8, 131, 313
Exultate Deo, Bull, 22 November 1439, 

307-8, 326, 335

Felix V , antipope 
elected, 3 15 - 16  
condemned by Eugenius, 3 17  
relations with princes, 3 19 -2 1 
receives Annates, 316 , 347 
creates cardinals, 316 , 321 
abdicates, 340 
See also Amadeus 

Ferrara, 29, 84, 97, 10 1 
chosen for Council, 92-3 
arrival o f Pope, 96, 97 n. 1, o f E n v 

peror, 104, o f Patriarch, 105 
seat o f Council, 95, 1 0 2 , 1 0 3 , 1 1 1 ,  1 1 3 ,

127 , 165, 190, 20 1, 2 1 1 ,  3 12  
financial arrangements, 107-8 
in danger, 176
receives decretum pro Armenis, 308 
tomb of Dionysius of Sardis, 1 1 2  n. 3 

Ferrara, Council of, see Florence, 
Oecumenical Council of 

Filelfo, Francesco, 19, 187 
Filioque, 3, 6, 10, 13 

origin, 153 , 2 16 - 17  
not to be discussed, 1 1 5 ,  15 1 - 2  
not to be inserted into Greek Creed,

259, 260 
to be recited by Cretans, 393 
See also Addition; Procession 

Filippo Maria Visconti, duke of Milan 
supports Basel, 48, 53 
hostile to Eugenius, 92, 102, 1 3 1 ,  138, 

139-40

makes war on Eugenius, 56, 67, 1 17 ,
175 , 17 6 ,18 0  

restrains Basel, 137 , 3 1 1  
supports Felix, then Eugenius, 320 

Finance, see Eugenius IV , pope, finance; 
Basel, Oecumenical Council of, 
expenses

Firmanus (Domenico Capranica), car' 
dinal, 104 n. 2, 105, 107, 1 14 , 129,

2 4 4 , 2 7 7 , 3 1 7 , 3 4 4
Flavian, patriarch o f Constantinople, 

16 1 , 162 
Florence

friendly to Martin V , 29, 3 1, to 
Eugenius, 56, 77, 319 , 327, to 
Venice, 317  

lends money to Eugenius, 174 , 175 , 
176-8 , 264, 299 

less friendly to Eugenius, 334 
hostile to Milan, 176 , 3 17  
probable site of Council, 68, 70, 72, 

7 7 . 92
relations with Traversal, 126 , 148, 

164
transfer o f Council from Ferrara, 17 1 ,  

173- 4 , 312 
undertakes to pay Greeks directly, 174, 

177, 300 
and pays them, 178 -9 , 253, 300 
arrival o f Council, 180-4  
condition o f city, 184-9 , 347 
festivities, 197, 205, 28 2-3 , 293-4 
respository o f original decrees, 296 n. 1 
rewarded by Greeks, 301 
Greeks leave, 300, 301 
there come Armenians, 301, 305, 306, 

Copts, 323 
Florence, Oecumenical Council o f 

( 14 3 8 -;) , 1 1 ,  14 , 336 , 404 
importance, vii-viii, 4 11  
recognised as oecumenical, i n ,  127 ,

128, 259 
ends, 3 37-8
in Ferrara (1438)— transference of 

Council of Basel decreed, 9 1-2 , 94- 
5; city of Ferrara chosen, 92-3; 
opening sessions, 95-8, 3 13 , 3 17 ; 
inaugural session with Greeks, 107, 
1 0 9 - 1 1 ;  delays, 106, i n  ff.; pre  ̂
liminary conferences, 1 1 5 - 1 6 ;  dis'

4 4 2
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Florence (cont.)
cussions on Purgatory, 1 17 - 2 5 ;  
choice o f subject o f dogmatic seŝ  
sions, 129 ; dogmatic sessions, 14 3 -  
63; assessment o f results, 165-9 ; 
translation projected, 126, 128 ; pro' 
posed for Florence, 17 1 ,  17 3 ; effect' 
cd, 138, 177-9 , 180-4 ; acknow" 
ledgcd as oecumenical, 1 1 1 ,  127 , 
128 ; question o f voting, 97, 128, 129; 
numbers present, 95, 97, 14 1 ,  179 
n. 1 ;  place o f meeting, 1 1 5 ,  130 ; 
frequency of sessions, 129-30 , 165; 
duration o f sessions, 16 5 ; expense,
113, 173-6, 178-9

in Florence (1439)—choice o f Flor^ 
encc, 68, 70, 72, 77, 92, 126, 17 1 ,  
17 6 -7 ; Greeks accept translation, 
I 73~4> 17 7 ; Latins accept, 178 ; seŝ  
sion of translation, 178 ; members 
arrive in Florence, 180 -4 ; inaugural 
meeting, 189-90; eight dogmatic 
sessions, 19 4-222 ; assessment of 
results, 223-6 ; negotiations between 
Greeks and o f Greeks with Latins 
on Procession, 234-66; on other dik 
ferences, 2 7 1-9 3 ; decree o f union 
drawn up, 287-90, signed, 2 9 1-3 , 
295, 296 n. 1 , 298, promulgated, 
293-4 ; condemns Basel, 3 12 - 13 ,  
3 17 ; debates conciliar question, 3 13 -  
14 ; unites Armenians, 305-8; Copts 
and Ethiopians, 3 2 1-7 ; is translated 
to Rome, 333-4 ; oecumenical, 259; 
frequency o f sessions, 190 ; duration 
o f sessions, 199; arrangements not 
carried out, 244, 254 

in Rom e (1443)— opens in Latcran, 
333 ; unites Syrians, 335, Maronites 
and Chaldeans o f Cyprus, 335-7 ; 
ends, 3 37-8 

Fonseca, Pietro, cardinal, 3 1 , 32, 34 
Forli, 29, 1 17 ,  181
Foscari, Francesco, doge o f Venice, 98- 

102 pass., 302 
France

visited by Manuel II, 1 1 ,  18 
embassy at Basel hostile to Eugcnius,

70 -1
See also Charles V II

Franciscans 
at Ferrara, 139-40
missionary activity, 30 5 -7/w i., 335-6, 

33S, 399 
Observants, 346 

Frederick III, archduke o f Austria, 
king (1440) and emperor (1452) of 
the Romans 

received copy o f dccree o f union, 298 
hostile to crusade, 328 
relationswith Basel, 319 , with Eugcnius,

3 39, 340 n. i ,  34 1-2 , with German 
Electors, 339, 34 1-2  

crowned Rom an Emperor, 382 
gives no help to Constantinople, 382 

Frequens, Dccree, 17  n. 1 , 38 
Freron, Simon 

envoy to Pope, 56-7 
envoy to Constantinople, 60, 63-6
died, 75

Fusco, Angelotto, cardinal, 97, 104 n. 2, 
197, 3 34

Gallipoli, 1 1 ,  51 
Garatoni, Cristoforo 

papal envoy— to Constantinople, 52, 
57" 8, 63, 65, 77, 79, 80, 82 n. i ,  
303 n. i ,  3 18 , 328, 350-2 pass., 37-2, 
to Basel, 58-9, to Hungary, 329 

in Italy, relations with Greeks, 10 1 , 
103, 106, 169, 266, 287, 290, 2 9 1-2  

bccame Bishop o f Corone, 77 
bought codices, 163 
spoke Greek, 169 
last activités and death, 353 n. 1 

Gerrtistus, George (Pletho) 
in Ferrara, 1 14 , 129, 130, 229 
in Florence, 188, 249, 250, 268, 301, 

397
Gennadius, metropolitan o f Ganos, 89 

n. 2, 260, 295 
Gennadius, cf. George Scholarius 
Genoa, 13 , 19 , 37,-264, 3 0 5 - 1 0 ^ . ,  382 
George Gemistus Pletho, see Gcmistus, 

George
George Scholarius, ‘philosopher*, 76, 

188 n. 3 
in Ferrara, 129, 166-8 
the unionist, 65 n. 3, 225-6, 24 1-4 , 

258 n. 3, 258-9, 355» 356
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George Scholarius (cont.) 
com posed cedula, 250 
writings, 166-8, 225-6, 227, 24 1-4 , 

258-9, 355. 35<S, 367-8, 374 
chides Greeks for ignorance, 228 
shows harm ony of Saints, 2 3 1 , 242-4, 

258 n. 3 
in Florence, 242, 268, 301 
the anti'U nionist, 14, 366, 367-8, 374, 

376 ,380 , 383-7
first patriarch under Sultans, 388 
character, 366-7, 400-1 

Georgia
envoys to Council, 89 n. 2, 1 10 , 227, 

263 
Germany

need o f reform, 48, 49 
‘ German nation* in Basel, 69, 70, 316 
the Electors afraid o f schism, 17 , 68, 

9i
Diets to decide between Pope and 

Basel, 125, 136-8, 139, 3 19  
division between Frederick and 

Electors, 3 39» 3 4 1-2  
reconciliation with Eugenius, 34 1-2 , 

345
Ghiberti, Lorenzo, 186, 347 
Giacom o dei Primadizi, O .F .M ., 305,

306
Goudeles, Nicholas, 75 n. 1 , 137  
G reek Acts  

contents, ix -x  
protocol'part ends, 2 1 1  
reliability as history, ix -x iv  pass., 150 

Greeks
journey to Ferrara, 88-91, 98-103, 

104-6, 174 
names and numbers, 89 n. 2, 103, 

179 n. 1
maintenance, 108-9, 1 16 , 1 19 , 152 ,

177 , 178-9 . 253, 300 
maintenance in arrears, 170, 174 , 252,

290
go to Florence, 173 -4 , 18 1-4  
divided over Purgatory, 120, 277 
accept amended Latin cedula on Pur^ 

gatory, 285 
accept genuineness o f quotations from 

Latin Fathers, 255-6 , 257 
accept Latin cedula on Procession, 265

request explanation o f primacy and 
Eucharist, 272, get it, 273-5 , 278- 
8 1, discuss it, 277-8 , 2 8 1-2  

accept primacy, 284, 289 
make statement on Eucharist, 292-3 
sign the decree o f union, 2 9 1-2 , 295 
under duress?, 406-10  
dislike public discussion, 169» 170,

236, 237. 244
private meetings, 17 2 -3 , 2 12 , 234 -

66 pass., 272-89 pass. 
divided among themselves, 120, 234-5, 

238, 248-50, 255, 257, 277 
prelates ignorant, 228-9, 238, 243, 253 
blamed by Cesarini, 244, 252, by 

Eugenius, 129, 254 
in distress, 12 7 -8 , 17 0 -3 , 2 3 1, 238-9.

252, 282, 397. 4 4 0 8 - 9  
want to go home, 169, 17 1 ,  239, 252, 

276 
depart, 300-4
recepuon o f the union, 2 3 0 - 1, 349-88 

pass.
Seeabo  Conferences; Constance, Oecu^ 

menical C ouncil of, relations with 
Greeks; Basel, Oecumenical Coun^ 
cil of, deals with Greeks, sends ships 
to Constantinople; Embassies; Eu^ 
genius IV , pope, relations with 
Greeks, finance 

Gregory, the Great, St, 1 2 1 , 1 2 2 , 1 5 3 ,2 3 0  
Gregory, o f Nazianzus, St, 12 3 , 152, 

209, 216 , 2 2 1 , 241 
Gregory, o f Nyssa, St, 12 1 ,  122 , 153 
Gregory X , pope, 146 
Gregory Melissenus (Mammas), env 

peror’ s confessor, protosyncellus, 
patriarch o f Constantinople, 89 n. 2 

procurator, 76, i n  n. 2, 229 
Patriarch, 365, 390 
consecrates bishops, 364, 39^» 395 
writings, 356-^7 
flees to Rom e, 376, 377 , 379 
to be reinstated, 378, 380, 387 
unionist, 248, 260, 262, 369 
(according to Syropoulus) unpleasant,

237, 238-9, 257, 262, 287, 302 
character, 357 n. 2

Gregory IX , Arm enian patriarch, 309 
n. 1 , 310
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Gregory, monk, metropolitan o f Kiev, 
125 n. 2, 361, 395 

Gregory Palamas, 1 1 ,  14, 152 
Guarino Veronese, 19 , 93, 187

Hadrian, pope, 279 
Hcgoumenoi, 262, 292 
Henry V I ,  king o f England, 69 n. 1, 

I 3 I - 3, 299 , 308 n. 3, 314» 319-20 , 
328 n. 4

Hesychasm, 205-6, 225, 267, 285 11. 3. 
396

Hexamilion, 23, 3 3 1, 370 
Hilary, St, 216 , 230 
Hofmann, Georg, viii, x v -x v i, 379 
Holes, A ndrew, 133 n. 1 , 142 
Holy Week, Latin ceremonies, 236 
Hormisdas, St, 216
Humani generis Redemptoris, Bull, 14 

October 1443, 334 
Humanism, 19, 187-8 , 347 
Humbert, cardinal, 5-6 
Hungary, 39, 4 2» 328 , 329, 33 1- 3, 353 

n. 1
Hunt, Walter (Walter de Anglia), 14 1 
Hunyadi, Joh n, 328-33, 3 3 3, 364, 382 
Hussites, 16, 46-9 pass., 64, 9 1, 380-2 
Hypomnematograpbos, 250

Iagaris, Andronicus, 75 n. 1 , 130 , 363 
Iagaris, M ark, 42, 44, 1 15 , 1 1 7  
Iconoclastic controversy, the, 2, 3, 4, 14 
Ignatius, patriarch of Constantinople, 2-3 
Ignatius, metropolitan o f Tornovo, 89 

n. 2, 257, 263, 295, 381, 386 n. 1 
Ignorance o f Greek prelates, 228-9, 238, 

M 3, 253 
Imola, 1 17 ,  18 1
Indulgences, 23, 42, 6 1, 67, 68, 76, 175,

333
Innocent III, pope, 286 
Instrumentum acceptationis, 139 
Isaias, metropolitan o f Stauropolis, 89 

n. 2, 229, 262, 292 
Isidore, metropolitan o f K iev  and A ll 

Russia
envoy at Basel, 54-6, 59-60, 65 n. 3,

87
procurator, 76, m  n. 2 
consecrated metropolitan, 77

arrives in Ferrara, 12 5 , 14 1 
chosen orator, 130, 229 
favours discussion o f dogma, 172 
arrives in Florence, 182 
visics Eugenius, 128, 236, 263, 266, 

267, 2 7 1-2 , 284, 296 
speaks in sessions, 222, 254, 28 1, 292 
writings, 153 n. 8, 15 7  n. 1 , 227, 245 
in committees, 245, 248-50, 283 
advocate o f union, 234, 238, 255, 257,

260, 283, and unity, 278, 287, 291 
n. 2

urged harmony o f Saints, 234, 255 
approved Latin doctrine, 260, 295 
ambitions?, 287 
created cardinal, 318 
Apostolic Legate to Russia, 300, 356, 

358-61, 362-3 
issues encyclical from Buda, 359 
envoy to partes Graeciae et Russiae, 363-

4 , 389, 390 
report, 364, 379, 389-90, 39 1-2  
Legate to Constantinople, 380, 383-7 

pass.
fought and wounded in siege, 388 
divides his metropolitanate, 395

Jagello, king o f Poland and great 
prince o f Lithuania, 29 n. 4 

Jerome, St, 2 16 , 230 
Jerusalem, 7, 13 , 3 1, 279, 322, 327 

See also Joachim , Patriarchs 
Joachim , patriarch o f Jerusalem, 3 1, 

i i 2 ,  295, 353-4 
Joasaph, metropolitan o f A m asia, 89 n. 2, 

257, 295 
John the Baptist, St 

feast of, in Florence, 282-3 
John Capistrano, St, 306, 346 
John Chrysostom, St, 12 1 ,  12 3 , 275, 278 
John Damascene, St, 12 1 ,  249, 275, 280 
John, the Evangelist, St, 195, 204, 207, 

2 14 , 216  
John V III , pope, 3
John X X I I I ,  antipope, 19 , 2 1 , 3 12 , 

314
John, patriarch o f Constantinople, 148, 

216
John, patriarch o f Copts, 323, 324 
John, patriarch o f Maronites, 335-6

445



I N D E X

John V  Palaeologus, emperor of Con/ 
stantinople, i o - i i ,  14 

John V III  Palaeologus, emperor of 
Constantinople 

marries Sophia Monteferrata, 24, 32 
relations with Murad II, 33, 82 n. 3, 

with Martin V , 34-6, 39~4 i ,  42-4, 
with Sigismund, 38-9, with Basel, 
54-6, 59 -6 0 , 66, 75-6, 80-2, 104, 
with Eugenius, 51- 3 , 57“ 8, 79-83 

goes to Ferrara, 83, 87-90, 98-104 
pass.

responsible for delays, 106, m - 1 2 ,  1 13  
hopes of western aid, 88, 106, 1 1 1 - 1 2 ,

263-4» 369--70
goes to Florence, 172-4 , 177  n. 4, 178,

18 1 , 182, 183-4 
relations with Greek clerics—‘ mana/ 

ges’ them, 1 15 ,  116 , 1 18 , 120, 12 7 -
9, 404-5; persuades them, 172-4,
189, 235, 237; chides them, 172-4,
189, 228, 238, 286; addresses them,
172, 174, 2 12 , 237, 255, 259; de/ 
fends them, 157, 205, 206, 208, 244, 
252-3; demands individual votes,
248, 250, 256, 258-60, 406; de/ 
prives staurophoroi o f vote, 256-7,
405; makes them sign decree, 29 1; 
protects Mark Eugenicus, 287, 301 

attends meetings in Patriarch’s palace,
147, 190, 253, 405 

defender o f Church, 237-8, 259, 287,
373 n. 5, 402, 406 

visits the Pope, 129, 178, 245, 252,
253, 264, 282, 283 

speaker in session in Florence, 190 
proposes conference of ten aside, 244 
difficulties on primacy and Eucharist,

■273» 277, 279, on wording o f decree, 
288-90

judgement on Procession, 259-60, 262,
293, 294, 295 

impatient to depart, 276 
wants Greek Liturgy, 296 
visits Prato, 301
returns to Constantinople, 301-4 
inactive in promoting union, 349, 369,

402-3
opposed by anti/unionists, 369, 370,

403

446

death o f wife, 304 
death, 370 
character, 371
ill, 169, 194, 246, 247 n. 2, 252 
insistence on etiquette, 142, 157-8 , 301 
hunting, 127
grants privileges to Florence, 185, 301, 

and Bologna, 302 
brought codices, 163 

John, emperor o f Ethiopia, 322, 324,
327

John, emperor o f Trebizond, n o , 298,
368

John of Antioch, 159, 200, 210 , 220 
John o f Montenero, O .P ., provincial of 

Lombardy 
in Ferrara, 130, 140, 146 
speaker on the Procession, 165, 194» 

195-207, 2 1 1 - 1 2 ,  2 13 -2 2 , 223, 241, 
on the primacy, 273-4, 278-9 

asserts only one cause of Spirit, 212 , 
230

delegate, 283, 307 
John ofRagusa, O .P . 

at Basel, 46
reliability as witness, 59 n. 1, 87 
envoy at Constantinople, 60, 63-6, 

74-7» 79- 83, 163, 268-9 
John o f Segovia, O .P ., 139, 309 n. 1 , 

315» 319
John o f Torquemada, O .P ., 140, 268,

283
speaker on Purgatory, 114 , 118 , 1 19 , 

12 2 -3 , on Eucharist, 274-5, 280-1, 
293, de primatUy 3 13 - 14  

in Spain, 1 12  n. 2 
in Germany, 130  n. 2 
with Copts, 325 

Jonas, metropolitan o f K iev and A ll 
Russia, 361, 395 

Joseph II, patriarch o f Constantinople,

25
relations with Martin V ,  27, 35, 40, 

with Basel, 54, 64-6 p a s s 75, 8 1-2 , 
82 n. 3

goes to Ferrara, 66, 83, 9 0 -1, 98-102 
reception by Pope, 104-6 
in Ferrara, 107, 108, n o - 1 1 ,  1 16 ,12 9 , 

142, 147
goes to Florence, 174, 179, 18 1-3
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Joseph II (cont.)
relations with Eugenius, 52-3, 57, 58, 

59, 80-2, 116 , 234; insists on pre/ 
sence o f Pope, 65 n. 3, 66, 81 n. 1, 
84, 102

relations with his clerics, 129, 17 1-2 , 
228, 234-5, 253, 257, 262, 270 

relations with the Emperor, 76, 129, 
142, 158, 172-4, 18 1, 235, 239, 253, 
255, 262

force for union, 74, 144, 269, 270, 395 
votes on doctrine, 248, 250, 257, 260, 

261, 262, 268 
ready to proclaim union, 264-5 
ill, 109, 158, 169, 17 1 ,  172, 174, 178, 

189, 190, 194. 236, 248, 253, 254, 
260 

anointed, 236
death and last votttm, 267-8 
burial, 269
election o f successor, 287, 297, 349-50 
commemoration o f death, 269, 277, 

284, 302
and money, 103, 108, 109, 1 16 , 119 , 

152 , 178-9, 253, 269 
character, 74, 103, 228, 268-9, 270-1 

Jugie, Martin, A .A . ,  401 n. 4 
Jurisdiction, Double

Latin and Greek, 9, 297, 39 1-2 , 401 
Latin and Armenian, 308 

Justin, emperor, 216 
Justinian, emperor, 279

Kem p, John, archbishop o f York, 318, 
319, 320 n. 1 

K iev, 360, 395 
Kossovo, 333, 353, 37 1, 383

Ladislas II, king o f Poland (1386— 
1434), 26, 27 

Ladislas III, king o f Poland (1434— 
1444)

attitude to union, 359-60, 362 
becomes K ing o f Hungary, 328 
crusader, 328, 329, 3 3 1—3 
death, 332, 3 3 3 , 362 

Laetentur caeli, Bull, 6 Ju ly 1439, see 
Decree o f union 

Lapacci de’ Rimberiini, Bartolomeo, 
O .P ., 366, 374

Lateran, fourth Oecumenical Council of 
9

Latin Acts 
contents, x
reliability as history, xiv 
unique source, 2 1 1 ,  271 

Latin Fathers 
falsified, 224, 23 1, 235 

Latin Synod 
approves cedulae and decree, 285-6, 

287, 290 
method of voting, 97 

Latins 
impatient, 113  
called heretics, 234, 405 
insist on clarity, 246, 2 5 1, 252-3, 254, 

265-6
Lausanne, Louis de la Palu, bishop of, 

80-2 
Lebanon, 335-6
‘ Legatee latere*, Baseler, 137 , 139, 319 
Legates a latere, papal 

to Constantinople, 23, 30-2, 34, 79, 
329, 330 n. 7, 383 

to Russia, 358-63 
Leghorn, 56, 185
Le Jeune, Jean, bishop o f Terouanne, 

283, 325 
Lemberg, 308-9, 362 
Leo, the Great, St, pope, 2, 159, 2 15 , 

2 17 , 230, 279, 307 
Leo IX , St, pope, 5-6 
Leonardo o f Chios, 384 n. 5, 387 
Leontius o f Caesarea, 208 
Liberius, pope, 160 
Liège, 32
Lithuania, 25, 26, 47 

attitude to union, 358-9, 362-3, 394-5 
Liturgy 

celebrated, 106, 302, 359-60 
projected after union, 296 
permission to celebrate in both rites, 392 
rites equal, 359
see also Epiclesis; Eucharist; Unleavcn' 

ed bread 
Loredano, Aloisio, 330 
Liibeck, John Scheie, bishop of, 68, 7 1, 

125 n. 2 
Lugo, 93 n. 2, 18 1 
Lupari, Baldassarre, 79, 101
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L w o w , 308-9, 3 62
Lyons, second Oecumenical Council of 

(1274 ), 10 , 14 , 15, 34» I2<>, 249 n. 3

Maccabees, 12 1
Macrodoucas, Great Logariastcs of 

Trebizond, 14 1 ,  263 
Magnas omnipotenti Deo

Bull, 9 A p ril 1438, h i ,  288 
Mahomet I, sultan, 1 1 ,  33 
Mahomet II, sultan, 331 

becomes Sultan, 377 
builds fortress Rom ili Hissar, 382, 386 
captures Constantinople, 388 

Maintenance grants to Greeks 
paid, 10 8 -9 ,11 6 , 1 1 9 , 152 » l 77> 178-9, 

253, 300 
for concession extorted, 1 16 , 1 19  
in arrears, 109, 170» 174» 2 38- 9 , 252, 

290, 300
withheld to enforce union, 45, 406-9 

Mainz, 3 1 ,  1 3 8 - 9 ,  3 1 9  
Malatesta, Cleopa, 24 
Manuel II, emperor of Constantinople, 

1 1 - 1 2 ,  1 8 - 2 3  pass., 2 7 - 3 3  pass., 37» 

185
Mark of Ephesus, see Eugenicus, Mark
Maronites, 335-7
Marriage

between Latins and Greeks, 19 , 23-5 ,
2 7

divorce, 297
o f Demetrius Palaeologus, 353 

Martin, V , pope, 17 , 22-45 pass., 47, 52, 
1 8 9

Martins, Antonio, bishop of Oporto, 73, 
7 7 - 9 pass., h i ,  178 

Matthew, the Evangelist, St, 12 1 ,  122 , 
2 2 1, 259

Matthew, metropolitan of Melenicus, 
89 n. 2, 257, 260, 295 

Maximus, St, 2 12 - 13 ,  2 3 1, 235, 238, 245 
Medici, Cosimo de’ , 175 , 185, 187-9 

pass., 299, 300 
Medici, Giovanni de’ , 185 
Medici, Lorenzo de’ , 175 , 177-9  pass., 

299, 300 
Memoirs of Silvester Syropoulus

contents, x i, x iv -xv , 118 , 145 n. 3, 
158 n. 1 , 194 n. 2, 271

date, xi
influence, 404-6 pass. 
historical value—in general, xi-xiv, 

45» 233-4 ; *n particular: statements 
wrong, 102 n. 3, 1 1 2  n. I, 1 1 5  n. 2, 
126, 150, 170 -2 , 176, 286, 287, 
292-3, 294 n. 1 ;  statements doubt' 
ful, 23 n. 4, 30, 65 n. 1 , 1 1 2  n. 3, 
130, 147 n. 1 , 153  n. 8, 173 nn. 1 
and 2, 177  n. 4, 232 n. 2, 238 n. 1, 
2 3 9  n. I, 249 n. 1 , 25 1 n. 3, 258, 
300-1, 303 n. 1 , 357 n. 2, 405-6; 
statements more cxact, 158 n. 1, 
179 n. 1, 246, 263 n. 2 

Menger, Heinrich, 60, 63-6, 74 
Menonos, envoy of Theodore Palaio' 

logus, 14 1 , 263 
Metaphysics, 19 1-4 , 196, 197-8 , 229 
Methodius, metropolitan of Lacedae^ 

mon, 89 n. 2, 287 
ardent unionist, 235 ,2 4 8 ,2 55 ,2 6 0 ,393 

Methone, 29, 4 1 » 89 , 164, 303, 330, 392,
394

Metrophanes II, patriarch of Constant 
tinople, 89 n. 2 

in Florence, 182, 245, 260, 262, 300 
in Constantinople, 350-3 pass., 355, 

357
Metrophanes, metropolitan of Cyzicus, 

see Metrophanes II 
Meynage, Matthieu, 6 0 -1, 66, 67 
Michael V III, Palaeologus, emperor of 

Constantinople, 9 -10 , 1 1 ,  120  
Milan, Duke of, see Filippo Maria V is' 

conti
Miserator et misericors Dominus, Bull, 

24 February 1443, 3 3 3—4 
Modena, 18 1 , 263
Moldo'Wallachia, n o , 257, 298, 394 
Monitorium of 31 July 1437, 9 1, 94, 312 ;

of 23 March 1440, 3 17  
Monteferrata, Sophia, 24 
Morea, see Peloponnesus 
Moscow, Principality of, 125 n. 2, 360-1,

395
Moses, monk ofM t Athos, 77, 1 14 ,  295 
Moyses vir D ei, Bull, 4 September 1439, 

306 n. 3, 3 12 - 13 ,  314» 315 
Multa et admirabilia, Bull, 30 September

1444 . 335
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Murad I, sultan, 11
Murad II, sultan, n ,  33, 82 n. 3, 87, 

331- 3, 370, 372 , 377

Narscs, monk, 306, 308, 309 n. 1 
Nathaniel, metropolitan of Rhodes, 89 

n. 2, 260, 295, 300, 323, 39 1-2 , 402 
Neagoe, envoy o f M oldo'W allachia, 14 1,

263
Negroponte (Euboea), 80, 303, 304, 392,

393
Nestorius, 149, 158 , 159, 16 1 , 209,

210
Nicaca, kingdom of, 9 
Nicaea, Oecumenical Councils of 

first (325), 1, 147-8 , 208, 249-50; 
supposed canons of, 200, 2 0 1; sup^ 
posed prohibition of, 160, 162, 168; 
see also Creed, Nicene 

second (787)— quoted about Addition, 
148; Latin codex of, 148-9, 232 n. 2,
256

Nicholas I, St, pope, 2 
Nicholas V , pope, 187, 283, 341 

humanist, 187
relations with Basel, 340, with Bosnia, 

338, with the Greeks, 377-80, 383,
393, 402

Nicholas of C usa,-73, 77, 78, 137 , 148,
163

Nicodemus, abbot o f Ethiopian monas^ 
tery, 322, 324 

Nicolo d ’Este, marquis o f Ferrara 
relations with Eugenius, 93, 96, 176, 

180, 18 1 ,  with Greeks, 10 1-2 , 
104-6 , 127 

Normans, 6, 13
Notaras, Luke, 15 1  n. 1 , 369, 375~6,

384 n. 5, 385, 390, 394 
Notaries, ix, 1 1 0 , 1 1 5 ,  143, 150, 155 n. 1,

223, 254

Obizzi, Giovanni, 132 , 133 n. 1 
* Observants’ , 345-6 
O ’Heyne, Henry, bishop o f Clonfert, 

132 , 133 
Orders, Sacrament of, 307 
Origen, 12 1 ,  122
Orsini, Giordano, cardinal, 57, 67, 96,

97, 104 n. 2, 107, 140
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Pachomius, monk, 260, 295, 369 
Palamas, Gregory, 1 1 ,  14, 152  
Palamism, 205-6, 225, 267, 285 n. 3, 396 
Palu, Louis de la, bishop of Lausanne,

80-2
Patriarchs, Eastern 

procurators, 76, m  n. 2, 1 1 2 ,  262, 
295 

order of, 284
condemn the union, 353-4 

Paul, St, 12 1 ,  123, 206, 207, 213 
Pavia'Siena, Oecumenical Council o f 

(1423), 38-9 
Payne, Peter, 68 11. 2 
Peloponnesus, 24, 37, 42, 89, 185, 363, 

372, 387 
andTurks, 23, 4 1, 329, 33 1, 371 
and union, 303, 373 , 391 , 393“ 4 

Pentarrhy, 5, 12 , 279 
Pera, 86, 306, 309, 3 10  
Peretola, 301
Perquerii, Peter, O .F .M ., 130 
Peter, St, 123, 259, 274, 279, 280, 3 14  
Peter, Erhiopian monk, ^ 1 ^ - 7  pass.
Petit, Louis, A .A . ,  archbishop o f 

Corinth, 124, 365 n. 2, 376 n. 3 
Philanthropinus, George, 143, 248, 249» 

269, 29 1, 293 
Philanthropinus, Manuel, 29 
Philip the Good, duke o f Burgundy, 32 

relations with Basel, 46 -8  pass. 
relations with Eugenius, r57— 8, 

314» 319
ships for crusade, 329-33 pass., 383 

Philotheus, patriarch o f Alexandria, 3 1, 
295, 323, 353-4 

Photius, patriarch o f Constantinople, 
2 -3 , 1 5 1 ,  153 

Phrantzes, see Sphrantzes 
Piccinino, Nicolo, 1 17 ,  127 , 140, 173 ,

176, 18 1 ,  320-1 
Pietro del Monte (Piero da Monte), 164,

299 , 339 , n. 1, 340, 345 n. 2 
Pisa, 19, 56, 185 

council of, 17 
Pistoia, 18 1 , 301 
Pius II, pope 

envoy of Frederick III, 339, 34 1, 342, 
344, 345 n. 1, 34s 

as Pope, 395, 401, 402
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Plague
in Ferrara, 1 1 3 ,  125 , 126-7 , I2 7 

n. 3
reason for transfer o f Council, 176,

178
in Basel, 3 1 1  

Platris, Constantine, 380-2 
Plousiadenus, John (Joseph, metro  ̂

politan o f Methone), ix , 240, 
242 n. 1 

Poland, 16 
attitudcto union, 26, 4 7 ,3 58 -9 ,3 6 2 -3 , 

394-5
in crusadc, 329, 3 3 1-3  
Armenians of, 308, 309 n. 1 

Practica, The, v iii-xiv pass.
Pragmatic Sanction o f Bourges, 125,

134- 5. 339 
Prato, shrine o f O ur Lady’s Girdle, 

301
Prete Janni, 322, 324, 327 
Pridem ex ju siis , Bull, 30 Dccembcr 1437, 

94-5
Primacy o fH oly  See, 15 5 , 156, 263 

difficulty between Churches, 116 , 
265

discussed with Eugenius, 266, 272 
discussed in session, 272, 273-4 , 278-9 
cedula, 274, 286
conceded by Greeks, 2 8 1-2 , 284 

Procession o f Holy Spirit
difficulty between Churches, 1 16  
not chosen for Ferrara, 129 
accepted for Florence, 172-3 
public sessions, 194-223 
criticism o f Greek arguments, 223-6 
Montcnero asserts only one cause, 2 12 , 

230
agreement possible on patristic lines, 

230-2
events leading to agreement, 234-66 
cedulae, 247-8, 250, 265 
final Greek cedula amended, 265-6 
Greeks accept freely, 410 

Procurators o f patriarchs, 76, i n  n. 2,
1 12 ,  262, 295, 298 

Prohibition to add to Creed enacted by 
Nicaea, 160, 162 

see also Addition to the Creed 
Ps.'Denis, 207, 2 2 1, 275, 280

Purgatory 
difficulty between Churches, 116 , 265 
no difficulty between Churches, 266, 

267, 272 
discussed in Ferrara, 1 16 ,  117 -2 5  
discussed with Eugenius, 266, 267, 272 
Greeks suggest omitting, 272, 273 
Greeks not clear on own doctrine, 120,

272 
cedula, 12 0 -1
cedula, amended and accepted, 285

Quoniam alto 
Bull, 12  November 14 3 1, 47, 51 n. 4 
Bull, 18 December 14 3 1 , 48, 49

Reddituri, Bull, 3 September 1457, 393 
‘ Reduction’ o f the Greeks, 18 , 27-8, 30, 

3 1 , 34. 53 
Reform, ecclesiastical 

need of, 15 , 16 - 17  
practicable ?, 345 
under Martin V ,  45 
achieved by Basel, 6 1, 63, 135 , 139, 

341, by Eugenius, 345-6 
Rene o f A njou, 69, 92, 131, 139, 3 1 9» 

32 1, 344
Rhodes, 4 1, 322, 329, 330, 33 3, 389, 391 
‘ Robber* Council, 16 1 
Rome, 1-4  pass., 324, 334 

see also Florence, Oecumenical Council 
of, in Rome 

Russia, 360-2,395
Russians, 89 n. 2, 12 5 , 14 1 , 18 1 n. 4,

291 n. 2, 358, 360-2, 364, 395 
Ruthenians, 47, 359, 362, 363, 395

Sagundino, Nicholas, 1 1 5 ,  143, 144, 150, 
165, 292, 300, 304 

Saints agree in doctrine, 230-2, 237, 255, 
259, 261, 35 1, 410 

Salvatoris el D einostri, Bull, 30 May 1438, 
78

S. Maria Novella, church of, 92, 183, 
186, 189, 269, 284, 307, 3 12 , 3 17  

Scheie, John, bishop o f Liibeck, 68, 7 1 , 
125 n. 2 

Schism
of East and West, 2 -3 , 5-6, 1 1 - 1 2 ,  

I 4- J 5. 37 . 114» 290, 294, 4 12
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Schism (cont.) 
of West, 15 , 16 - 17 , <58, 134, 3 10 - 1 1 ,

3 15 - 16
Scholarius, see George Scholarius 
Scotland, 320 
Scoto, Daniele, 1 1 7
Serchis, Armenian delegate, 306, 308, 

309 n. 1 
Sessions

number and duration—in Ferrara, 1 15 , 
129-30 , 165, in Florence, 190, 199 

arrangements not observed, 146, 157-8 , 
165, 244, 254 

Sforza, Francesco, 56, 320-1 
Sicut pia mater 

drafted by Martin V , 43-4, 55 
passed by Basel, 56, 60 
question of the preamble, 64 
broken by Basel, 7 1-2  
accepted by Greeks, 66, and insisted 

on, 72, 76, 81 
accepted by Eugenius, 57, 60, 67, 78, 

79; fulfilled by him, 84, 174 
Siena, 38, 334» 363

See also Pavia'Sicna, Oecumenical 
Council o f 

Sigismund, king o f  Hungary, king 
( 14 1 1 ) ,  emperor ( 14 3 3) , o f  the 
Romans, 16 

summoned the Council o f Constance, 
20

relations with the Greeks, 20, 29, 
38-9, 55, 56, 82 n. 3; with Basel, 
48-50 pass., 68-9, 70, 9 1; with 
Eugenius, 49, 52, 53, 7 1 ,  78 

death, 90, 94 
Sigismund, great prince of Lithuania 

(1432-14 40), 359 
Signatories 

o f  decree for Greeks, 292-3, 295, 296 
n. 1 , 297-8, 410 

o f  decree for Armenians, 308 
o f dccree for Copts, 326, 353 n. 1 

Skanderbeg, 330
Slaves, Christian, 4 1, 42, 87-8, 90 
Sophromus, metropolitan o f  Anchialus, 

89 n. 2, 1 14 , 250, 260, 262, 295 
Sphrantzes (Phrantzcs), 1 1 ,  24 n. 3, 42, 

43 n. I , 80, 87, 330 n. 6, 365 n. 2, 
387 n. 2, 391

Statement, see Ceiulae 
Staurophoroi, 89 n. 2, 107, 107 n. 1, 109, 

142, 147, 239, 260 
silenced, 256-7, 262, 405 
present at statement on Eucharist, 292 
sign decree, 295 

Stephen, the Younger, St, 153 
Svidrigello, great prince o f  Lithuania 

( 14 30 -2), 359 
Syllogisms, 1 5 1 , 1 5 3 - 4 , 1 5 5 , 1 5 6 , 1 ^ ,  227 
Symeon Metaphrastes, 153 
Symeon, priest, 125 n. 2, 147 n. 1, 358, 

360, 361 
‘ Synaxis *, 377, 381, 384 
Synod o f Constantinople, 1450, false, 

376 n. 3 
Syria, 335-6
Syrians o f  Mesopotamia, 335 
Syropoulus, Silvester, Great Ecclesiarches 

author o f Memoirs, xi, xiii 
goes first to Venice, 90, 98 
on committee about Purgatory, 114  
relations with Emperor, 1 19 , 17 1 ,  172 , 

4 °4
relations with Latins, 1 16 , 119» 128, 

130, 176 ,29 6  
laments, 109, 1 16 , 252 
in argument, 249
calls some prelates ignorant, 228-9 
ignorant o f  Patriarch's dying uotum, 268 
accepts harmony oi the Saints, 232 
against union, 173 n. 1 , 250, 256 
deprived o f  vote in private meetings,

256^7
forced to sign dccree, 291 

'witnesses Latin signatures and state' 
ment on the Eucharist, 292-3 

resigns, 350
signs letter to Bohemians, 381 
See also Memoirs 

Szegedin, 3 3 1, 332

Taranto, Giovanni Berardi, archbishop 
of, 49, 62, 72, 73, 96, 10 1 , 317  

Tarasius, patriarch o f  Constantinople,
148, 159, 16 1 ,  162 , 235 ,24 5  

Tenths
imposed by Martin V , 32, by Basel,

69, 7 1 ,  72, 135» by Eugenius, 175, 
328-9
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Terminology o f the Trinity, 19 1-4  
Teutonic Knights, 16 , 31 
Theodore, patriarch o f Jerusalem, 159 
Theodore Palaeologus, despot

relations with Martin V ,  24, 32, 37 
represented at the Council, 14 1 , 263 
in Constantinople, 354-5, 365, 3^9 
dies, 370 

Theodore, the Studite, 14 
Theodoretus, 12 1 ,  210  
Theotokos, 150, 154 
Thomas Aquinas, St, 19, 225 
Thomas Palaeologus, 43 
Thomas, abbot o f Dundrennan (Scot' 

land), 315
Thomas, Armenian delegate, 306, 308, 

309 n. 1
Thomas da Sarzana (Parentucelli), 187, 

283, 341 
See also Nicholas V ,  pope 

Thomas de Courcelles (archdeacon ot 
Metz), 134, 315 

Thomas o f Tver, 125 n. 2, 14 1, 358 
Toledo, councils of, 2 16 - 17  
Tommaso da Firenze, O .F .M ., 326 
Torcello, John, 363, 370 
Torquemada, sec John o f Torquemada 
Traversari, Am brogio, general o f the 

Camaldolese 
envoy at Basel, 66-7 
meets Greeks at Venice, 102 n. 2 
affection for Greeks, 103, 268, 290 
correspondence with Eugenius, 67, 

103, 176, 264; with Cardinal 
Cesarini, 148-9, 176, 2 5 1 ; with 
Cardinal Orsini, 67; with the 

' brothers Medici, 12 5 , 126, 189 
on committee about Purgatory, 1 14 - 15  
in Florence (1438), 148 
interest in books, 163, 164 
spoke Greek, 14 1 ,  169 
did not learn Greek from Chrysoloras, 

187
interpreted and translated, 118 , 165, 

195, 204, 218 
wrote Greek o f the decree, 287 
urges discussion o f dogma, 169 
no hand in translation o f Council, 176 
gives papal money to indigent, 290 
reformer of the Camaldolese, 346

Trebizond, 10 , 53, 75 n. 1, 257 
Trier, 3 1, 341 . 345 
Trinity, Blessed 

metaphysical terminology, 19 1-4  
metaphysical explanations, 196, 197-8 
patristic approach of Greeks, 227-8 
See also Procession o f the Holy Spirit 

Trullo 
Council in, 2 

Tudeschi, Nicol6t archbishop o f Paler' 
mo, r 36, 137 , 321 

Turks
danger to Constantinople, 6, 8-9, ro,

1 1 ,  13,  18, 33, 1 16 ,  239-40, 329, 
354» 355 n. r, 370, 371 

devastations, 4 r-2 , 87-8, 382, 388 
Greek dependence on T u rk ,76,82 n .3, 

87, 3 7 i, 372  
Christian measures against, 37, 299, 

3 17 , 327-33,  37i, 383 
indulgences against the Turk, 23, 42, 

333
Tver, 125 n. 2, 361

Union o f Greeks 
forced?, 230-2, 40 3-10  
not bought, 290-1, 400 
acccpted in Venetian colonies, 303 n. 1 
promulgated in Poland, Lithuania, 

Russian principalities, 358-63; in 
Moscow, 360; in Constantinople, 
387

numbers o f unionists, 357, 364, 373, 
379, 386, 389-95 

why it failed, 395-403 
See also Decree o f union with Greeks 

Unleavened bread, 5, 6, 10 , 1 14 , 116 , 
266, 272, 275 

Utraquists o f Prague, 380-2 
See also Bohemians 

Utrecht, 62

Vallaresso, Fantinus, archbishop of Crete 
envoy to France, 69, 72, 1 12 , 134 
sent to Greeks, ro i, 266, 287 
active in Crete, 352, 392 
repons Patriarch’s last votum, 268 

Valois, Noel, 135
Varna, battle of, vii, 332 -3, 362, 364, 

365, 369, 37i ,  382
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Vasili, great prince o f Moscow, 360-1 
Vassian, archimandrite, 125  n. 2, 141 
Venice

and Constantinople, 8-9, 13 , 19 
to provide ships, 37, 1 16 - 1 7 ,  276-7, 

302, 329-33 pass. 
reception o f Greeks, 9 8 -10 1, 103, 129;

and their departure, 302-3 
bank for aid, 264
lent Eugenius money, 175,264, n. 1, 299 
other relations with Eugenius, 50, 102, 

142, 18 1 , 319, 32 1, 334 
advises against transferring Council,

126-7
hostile to Milan, 176, 321 

Versailles, Pierre de, bishop o f Digne 
envoy o f  sanior pars, 7 7 -8 1 pass. 
report, 9 0 -1, 98, 103 n. 1 
envoy, 134» 319 n. 3 

Vespasiano da Bisticci, 187, 346, 347

Vigilius, pope, 148, 163 
V iseu, Louis de A m arol, bishop o f 

Viseu, 80
Vitclleschi, Giovanni, cardinal, 56, 103, 

106, 344
Vitold, great princc o f Lithuania (139 8 - 

1430), 26, 27, 29 n. 4, 359 
Voting, in Greek meetings, 174 , 248,

250, 256-63 pass.

W aurin, Walerand de, 330

Xanthopoulus, Theodore, great skevo^ 
phylax, 130 , 2 5 1, 295

Zengg, John Andreae, bishop of, 136 , 
3 17

Zeno, Michele, 79, 10 1 
Zenobius, St, 252 
Zosimus, St, pope, 200, 201




