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Thesis Abstract 

 

Abdulkerim Kartal, “The Letters of George-Gennadios Scholarios to Members of 

the Ruling Elite in Fifteenth-Century Peloponnese: Introduction, Translation, and 

Commentary” 

George-Gennadios Scholarios (ca. 1400-ca. 1472) is a late Byzantine intellectual 

and a man of religion. He was born a Byzantine and died an Ottoman, which 

highlights his witnessing a crucial transition period. Scholarios held different 

positions throughout his life: he was imperial secretary, official sermonist, general 

judge, monk, and in the end the first patriarch under Ottoman rule. His last position 

itself is adequate to recognize his importance. Scholarios left abundant literary 

material that is compiled in eight volumes yet not fully translated into a modern 

language. This study aims at translating six of his letters that were sent to various 

members of the ruling elite in the Peloponnese in the first half of the fifteenth 

century, and evaluating the findings in light of fifteenth-century Peloponnesian 

politics; in a modest attempt to fill a gap in the relevant historiography. The 

addressees are Despot Theodore II, Alexios Laskaris, Despot Constantine, Despot 

Demetrios, and Manuel Raoul Oises. They are either people who could assist 

Scholarios leave Constantinople and start a new career in the Peloponnese, or anti-

Unionists like him with whom Scholarios felt the need to cooperate against the 

Union. In the end he neither had the opportunity to leave Constantinople for the 

Peloponnese, nor hinder the eminent Union, which came about in 1452, months 

before the fall of Constantinople. 
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Tez Özeti 

Abdulkerim Kartal, “George-Gennadios Scholarios’un On BeĢinci Yüzyılda 

Mora’daki Yönetici Üst Sınıfa Mektupları: GiriĢ, Çeviri ve Yorum” 

George-Gennadios Scholarios (1400?-1472?) bir son dönem Bizans düĢünürü ve din 

adamıdır. Bir Bizanslı olarak doğup Osmanlı olarak ölmesi önemli bir geçiĢ sürecine 

tanıklık ettiğini gösterir. Scholarios hayatı boyunca çeĢitli görevlerde bulunmuĢtur: 

imparator sekreterliği, vaizlik, yüksek yargıçlık, rahiplik ve en nihayetinde Osmanlı 

yönetimi altında ilk patriklik. Sadece bu son görevi bile onun önemini kavramak 

için yeterlidir. Scholarios sekiz ciltte derlenmiĢ ve hiçbir kısmı tam olarak modern 

bir dile çevrilmemiĢ olan bol miktarda edebi kaynak bırakmıĢtır. Bu çalıĢma on 

beĢinci yüzyılın ilk yarısında Mora’daki yönetici üst sınıfın çeĢitli üyelerine 

gönderilen altı mektubun çevirisini, bulguların on beĢinci yüzyıl Mora siyaseti 

ıĢığında değerlendirilip naçizane bir Ģekilde ilgili literatürdeki bir açığı kapatmayı 

hedeflemektedir. Mektupların alıcıları Mora Despotu II. Theodore, Aleksios 

Laskaris, Despot Konstantin, Despot Demetrios ve Manuel Raoul Oises’tir. Bu 

kiĢiler ya Scholarios’un Konstantinopolis’ten gitmesine yardımcı olup Mora’da yeni 

bir kariyere baĢlamasına yardımcı olabilecek, ya da iki kilisenin birleĢmesine karĢı 

iĢbirliği yapma ihtiyacı hissettiği kendisi gibi Birlik’e karĢı olanlardır. Sonunda 

Scholarios ne Konstantinopolis’ten ayrılıp Mora’ya gidebilmiĢ, ne de 1452’de 

Konstantinopolis’in düĢüĢünden aylar önce gerçekleĢen BirleĢme’yi 

engelleyebilmiĢtir. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Gennadios Scholarios was one of the greatest late Byzantine intellectuals and a man 

of religion who lived in the fifteenth century, and also the first Orthodox patriarch 

under Ottoman rule. It was partly thanks to his efforts that the Orthodox Church 

underwent transformation which would help ensure its survival under Ottoman 

domination. Scholarios was born around 1400 and died after 1472. The fact that he 

was born a Byzantine and died an Ottoman displays how representative a figure he 

was with regard to the Byzantine intellectual and religious legacy in the Ottoman 

period. Even so, he was not just an influential figure in intellectual and religious 

matters; he was also instrumental in Byzantine politics. Any scholar who attempts to 

study Scholarios encounters some basic questions: what was his position regarding 

the Union of the Catholic and the Orthodox Churches? Why did he shift from a pro-

Unionist position to an anti-Unionist one? Did he volunteer to be a patriarch under 

Ottoman rule, or was he forced to do so?  

Scholarios left us abundant information on various issues from politics to 

religion and from philosophy to grammar. His writings were compiled in eight 

volumes, edited by Louis Petit, X. A. Sideridès, and Martin Jugie with the title 

Oeuvres complètes de Gennade Scholarios, during 1928-1936 in Paris, where most 

of the manuscripts are.
1
 This study does not try to provide answers to the 

abovementioned questions, yet it will briefly touch upon them. Only a thorough 

                                                           
1
 L. Petit, X.A. Sideridès, M. Jugie, ed. Œuvres complètes de Gennade Scholarios, 8 vols., Maison de 

la Bonne Presse, Paris, 1928-1936. Hereafter it will be referred to as Œuvres complètes de Gennade 

Scholarios. For a general presentation of his works, see M.H. Blanchet, Georges-Gennadios 

Scholarios (vers 1400-vers 1472): un intellectuel Orthodoxe face à la disparition de l’Empire 

byzantin, Institut Français d’Études Byzantines, Paris, 2008, pp. 478-81. Hereafter it will be referred 

to as Blanchet, Georges-Gennadios Scholarios. 
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study of his works might yield answers to those questions. The contents of the eight 

volumes are as following: vol. I – oratorical works, and theological treatises on the 

divine providence and spirit; vol. II – polemical treatises on the procession of the 

Holy Spirit; vol. III – polemical works, theological questions, and apologetic 

writings; vol. IV – polemics against Gemistos Plethon, pastoral, ascetic, liturgical, 

and poetic works, letters, and chronography; vol. V – summary of Summa Contra 

Gentiles and the first part of Summa Theologicae of Thomas Aquinas; vol. VI – 

summaries, translations, and commentaries of Thomas Aquinas’ and Aristotle’s 

works; vol. VII – translation and commentaries of Aristotle’s works; vol. VIII – 

philosophical translations, grammar, and various other works.  

Those eight volumes also include various letters of Scholarios,
2
 which are 

found primarily in the fourth volume,
3
 addressed to people from various circles. The 

fact that they have not been translated yet by anyone –except for some partial 

translations-
4
 drove me to the translation work that I have undertaken, and at the 

same time reveals the aim of this thesis, that is, to incorporate the findings in 

Scholarios’ letters into fifteenth-century Byzantine historiography. For practical 

purposes, I needed to limit the translation; therefore, I chose Scholarios’ letters sent 

to the ruling elite of the Despotate of the Morea in the Peloponnese during the 

Byzantine period, namely before 1453. This automatically eliminates the letters sent 

                                                           
2
 For the list of the works in which these letters were found before the publication of Oeuvres 

complètes de Gennade Scholarios, see T. Zissis, Γεννάδιος Β’ Στολάριος: Βίος, Σσγγράμαηα, 

Διδαζκαλία, Patriarchal Institute for Patristic Studies, Thessaloniki, 1980, pp. 358-9. Hereafter it will 

be referred to as Ζissis, Γεννάδιος Β’ Στολάριος. 

 
3
 Only the letter to the Despot Demetrios Palaiologos is found in the third volume among the selected 

ones. For the chunk of the letters found in the fourth volume, see Oeuvres complètes de Gennade 

Scholarios, vol. IV, pp. 398-503. 

 
4
 Blanchet and Livanos have undetaken such partial translations in their books. See Blanchet, 

Georges-Gennadios Scholarios, and C. Livanos, Greek Tradition and Latin Influence in the Work of 

George Scholarios, Gorgias Press, New Jersey, 2006. Hereafter it will be referred to as Livanos, 

Greek Tradition and Latin Influence. 
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to the clergymen, as well as texts sent to the same addressees but not classified as 

letters by the editors. The letters include religious issues as well, but they will be out 

of my venture in this thesis. The findings of this study will shed light on the relations 

between Constantinople and the Peloponnese, implying the intellectual and 

economical superiority of the Peloponnese over Constantinople.  

Working on a Byzantine letter is not an easy job. Jenkins wrote: “To us a 

letter is a message accompanied by an expression of personal regard; a Byzantine 

letter is an impersonal rhetorical flourish which either contains no message at all, or 

if it does, the message is couched in so obscure and allusive a fashion as to be nearly 

unintelligible.”
5
 It will be wrong if one asserts that this statement is universally 

correct for any Byzantine letter, Jenkins is still right in my case, since I had to put a 

lot of effort and time not only to extract meaning out of Scholarios’ letters, but also 

to relate and incorporate what he narrates to the historiography.  

Scholarios wrote 53 letters, however this is a collection which has not been 

studied separately. Therefore, it is not among the 150 major collections mentioned by 

Mullett.
6
 The number of all the Byzantine letters might be around 15,000, yet “no 

exhaustive survey of the Byzantine letter exists; there is no corpus of Byzantine 

letters or even a checklist.”
7
 The general characteristics of a Byzantine letter is its 

length which might be regarded as relatively short, its obscurity, inclusion of 

exchange of compliments, use of superlatives and proverbs, its friendly and 

                                                           
5
 R. J. H. Jenkins, “The Hellenistic Origins of Byzantine Literature”, DOP 17 (1963), p. 45, as quoted 

in M. Mullett, Theophylact of Ochrid: Reading the Letters of a Byzantine Archbishop, vol. II, 

Variorum Ashgate Publishing Ltd., Hampshire, 1997, p. 23. Hereafter it will be referred to as Mullett, 

Theophylact of Ochrid. 

 
6
 Mullett, Theophylact of Ochrid, p. 11; M. Mullett, Letters, Literacy, and Literature in Byzantium, 

Ashgate Publishing, USA, 2007, pp. 78-9. Hereafter it will be referred to as Mullett, Letters, Literacy. 

 
7
 Mullett, Letters, Literacy, pp. 78-9. 
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sentimental tone and vivid depiction of –sometimes political- events.
8
 Byzantine 

letter writing tradition evolved through time.
9
 The late Byzantine letters are more 

open, thus less obscure, according to Mullett.
10

 However, this statement definitely 

cannot be applied to the letters of Scholarios, which are as obscure as the ones 

written in the earlier periods. The absence of the mention of Scholarios’ letters in the 

works of Mullett, a great scholar of Byzantine epistolography, is no exception in the 

historiography. Thus, it may be asserted that the letters of Scholarios are relatively 

understudied, which was a factor that inspired and encouraged me to undertake the 

present study. 

The structure of this thesis is as follows: in the present introductory chapter 

one may find the aim as well as the limitations of this study, and technical details of 

the translation; the second chapter presents a biography of Scholarios and brief 

identification of the selected addressees as well as Scholarios’ motives to write to 

them; the third chapter includes the translations and commentaries of the six letters 

that provide explanations of some significant events, places, and proper names 

mentioned; the fourth chapter aims to examine the six letters in light of fifteenth-

century Peloponnesian politics and to incorporate all the findings into the 

historiography by crosschecking Scholarios’ accounts with those of his 

contemporaries and stating their accord or discordance with them; and the fifth 

chapter attempts to propound a general conclusion. In the appendix, one may find the 

letters in their original language, namely in the fifteenth-century Byzantine Greek. 

                                                           
8
 E. Jeffreys, et al. (eds.) The Oxford Handbook of Byzantine Studies, Oxford University Press, New 

York, 2008, pp. 882-4. Hereafter it will be referred to as OHBS. 

 
9
 A brief overview on this evolution can be found in Mullett, Letters, Literacy, pp. 85-93. 

 
10

 Mullett mentions the letters of Demetrios Kydones, patriarch Athanasios, Gregory Akindynos, 

Nikephoros Gregoras, Theodore Metochites, John Chortasmenos, Symeon of Thessalonike, and 

Manuel II as an example to openness; apparently disregarding those of Scholarios. OHBS, p. 887; 

Mullett, Letters, Literacy, pp. 87-8. 
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Below are the chronologically listed short descriptions of the six letters that are 

selected:
11

 

1. Letter VI to the Despot Theodore II (1430/2):
12

 In this letter, Scholarios 

expresses his wish to leave Constantinople for the Peloponnese to the Despot 

Theodore, who ruled there during 1407-1443. He also thanks for the letter the 

Despot Theodore II sent to him, but the letter has not survived. 

2. Letter VII to the same (Despot Theodore II) (1430/2): This letter is undoubtedly 

written after letter VI, since it mentions Scholarios’ disappointment due to not 

having been invited to the Peloponnese by the Despot Theodore II, a wish which 

was clearly stated in the former letter. 

3. Letter to Alexios Laskaris (Philanthropenos) (1435/6): In this letter, Scholarios 

repeats his wish, this time to the governor of Vostitsa in the Peloponnese, who 

was in the service of the Despot Constantine. It is apparent that Alexios made a 

promise to Scholarios beforehand since Scholarios states that he is waiting for 

departure. 

4. Letter to the Despot Constantine (1443-1448):
13

 In this letter, Scholarios no more 

mentions his wish to go to the Peloponnese, which was probably extinguished 

after his return from the Council of Ferrara-Florence, but he requests donations, 

without specifying what they refer to. 

                                                           
11

 Some of these letters are mentioned by Zakythinos. See D. Zakythinos, Le Despotat grec de Morée: 

Histoire politique, éd. revue et augmentée par C. Maltézou, Variorum, 2 vols., London, 1975, vol. II, 

p. 332. Hereafter it will be referred to as Zakythinos, Le Despotat grec de Morée. 

 
12

 There are two basic sources for the dating of the letters: Blanchet, Georges-Gennadios Scholarios 

and the editors. I will keep using Blanchet’s not only for the sake of consistency, but most importantly 

because her dating is much more recent and well-founded than the editors’.  

 
13

 This is my dating. For its explanation, see p. 23. 
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5. Letter to Demetrios Palaiologos against the Union of Florence
14

 (end of 1449): 

This is one of the longest letters which Scholarios wrote, and it bears the title 

“George Scholarios before the steps of the holy synaxis of the Father, striving 

after the true dogma”. Out of the nineteen pages, the first half is devoted to 

political issues, whereas the next half is spared for the discussion of a hot 

theological debate, that is, the issue of the filioque. Some of the political issues 

Scholarios touches upon are no less than the Council of Ferrara-Florence, 

Demetrios’ attack on Constantinople in 1442 together with the Ottomans, the 

Battle of Varna, and the succession problem over the Byzantine throne after the 

death of the penultimate Emperor, John VIII. 

6. Letter to Manuel Raoul Oises (1451/2): This letter is an invaluable source, since 

it is one of the two sources that recount Manuel’s execution of a man called 

Iouvenalios, a neo-pagan whom Scholarios detests. The letter expresses 

Scholarios’ appreciation of and gratitude for Manuel over his act. 

It is a challenge to translate a fifteenth-century text written in Byzantine Greek. 

Even though mastering Ancient Greek helps with grammar and syntax, the 

vocabulary of the letters is an instance of mixed and complex language in transition; 

since often the meaning of words has already shifted and become closer to what one 

has in Modern Greek. One important note for the reader about the technical details of 

the translation is the paragraphs. Unfortunately I have not seen the original 

manuscript. However in the edited text, the editors seem to have stuck to the original 

make-up which is quite reader-unfriendly. Therefore, to make it more legible, I have 

reorganized the letters by dividing them into more paragraphs. As for the dating of 

                                                           
14

 Scholarios’ lobbying activities on the part of anti-Unionists are not limited to his letter to the Despot 

Demetrios. He also wrote to Loukas Notaras and John IV Komnenos, the Emperor of Trebizond. See 

Blanchet, Georges-Gennadios Scholarios, pp. 413-4. 
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the letters, there are two major sources: the editors and Blanchet. I preferred that of 

Blanchet’s merely because hers is more recent. 

This thesis would be developed if certain drawbacks are overcome. One of the 

most principal out of them is the exclusion of the texts that are not labeled as letters 

by the editors, although they were written at the same time interval and to the same 

people. For example, a text which is addressed to the Despot Demetrios, written in 

1452, exists in the third volume.
15

 Likewise, the geographical criterion that I 

restricted myself with prevented me from translating a letter to the Emperor 

Constantine XI.
16

 My last criterion, which is to limit the letters sent to politicians 

made me skip the ones sent to important people during the same period, to the same 

geography. An example of it is a letter sent to the Nomophylax,
17

 that is, John 

Eugenikos. 

                                                           
15

 Œuvres complètes de Gennade Scholarios, vol. III, pp. 174-8. 

 
16

 Œuvres complètes de Gennade Scholarios, vol. IV, pp. 463-473. 

 
17

 A. Kazhdan, A.-M. Talbot, A. Cutler, T. E. Gregory, N. P. Ševčenko, The Oxford Dictionary of 

Byzantium, 3 vols., (New York, Oxford: Oxford University Press), 1991, pp. 1491-2. Hereafter it will 

be referred to as ODB. For the letter to the Nomophylax, see Œuvres complètes de Gennade 

Scholarios, vol. IV, pp. 454-7. This letter is not included in the translation since a nomophylax is a 

church official. 
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CHAPTER II 

BIOGRAPHY OF THE ADDRESSER AND HIS RELATIONS WITH THE 

ADDRESSEES 

Addresser: George-Gennadios Scholarios
1
 

Scholarios, an idiosyncratic man who had Thessalian origins, was born around 1400 

in Constantinople;
2
 and died after 1472 probably in the Prodromos Monastery in 

Serres, where he had been since 1464 or 1467.
3
 These dates are important since they 

indicate that his life started in the Byzantine Empire and ended in the Ottoman 

Empire, a fact which makes him a special and distinguished person who lived a 

tempestuous life in a transition period.
4
 Be that as it may, Scholarios is a prolific 

writer and one of the last representatives who wrote in a classicizing Attic style. A 

complete edition of his works in eight volumes by L. Petit, X. A. Sideridès, M. Jugie 

was published between 1928 and 1936 in Paris,
5
 nevertheless this important corpus 

                                                           
1
 E. Trapp, et al. (eds.) Prosopographisches Lexikon der Palaiologenzeit, Verlag der Österreichischen 

Akademie der Wissenschaften, Vienna, 1976–94, no. 27304. Hereafter it will be referred to as PLP; 

ODB, p. 830; Editorial staff at the Catholic University of America, New Catholic Encyclopedia, 

McGraw Hill, New York, 1989, p. 494. 

 
2
 The birth date of Scholarios is not certain. Scholars put forward dates between 1385 and 1405, 

however Blanchet‟s proposal will be taken into account in this study since her hypothesis is the most 

recent. See Blanchet, Georges-Gennadios Scholarios, p. 15. For the other accounts, see A.E. 

Vacalopoulos, The Greek Nation 1453-1669: The Cultural and Economic Background of Modern 

Greek Society, trans. by Moles, I & Moles, P., Rutgers University Press, New Jersey, 1976, p. 1405. 

Hereafter it will be referred to as Vacalopoulos, The Greek Nation; J. Gill, Personalities of the 

Council of Florence, Oxford University Press, Oxford, 1964, p. 79. Hereafter it will be referred to as 

Gill, Personalities of the Council of Florence; Ζissis, Γεννάδιος Β’ Στολάριος, p. 63. 

 
3
 Blanchet, Georges-Gennadios Scholarios, p. 16. Today Scholarios rests in that monastery. 

 
4
 ibid., p. 13; T. Papadopoullos, Studies and Documents Relating to the History of the Greek Church 

and People under Turkish Domination, AMS Press, New York, 1973, pp. 16-17. Hereafter it will be 

referred to as Papadopoullos, Studies and Documents. 

 
5
 All of his works are compiled in those eight volumes except for one text attributed to him which is 

equivocal. See C. J. G. Turner, “Another anti-Latin work attributed to Gennadius Scholarius”, 

Byzantinische Zeitschrift 58, 1965, pp. 337-347 cf. Blanchet, Georges-Gennadios Scholarios, p. 480.  
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has not been fully translated. Two-thirds of the works are on philosophy and 

theology, some of them being his own, others being translations from Latin.
6
 He was 

not mentioned abundantly in contemporary sources.
7
  

 Lots of issues concerning Scholarios are debated, including his name. He was 

born with the name George, later on called Scholarios; and lastly Gennadios which is 

his monastic name. However, there is one more name which is found in some of the 

manuscripts, none of them being his autograph: Kourtesis or Kourtezis.
8
 Another 

debate about him is whether there were multiple Scholarioi.
9
 Before delving into 

more serious debates, it is necessary to cite the major modern works on Scholarios. 

There are three works that attempted to provide a thorough account of his life. 

Starting from the most recent to the oldest, they are Blanchet‟s book called Georges-

Gennadios Scholarios (vers 1400-vers 1472): un intellectuel Orthodoxe face à la 

disparition de l’Empire byzantine,
10

 Livanos‟ book entitled Greek Tradition and 

Latin Influence in the Work of George Scholarios,
11

 and Theodoros Zissis‟ book 

                                                           
6
 Blanchet, Georges-Gennadios Scholarios, p. 478. See also the list of his writings given above, p. 2. 

 
7
 The chronicler Sphrantzes does not mention his name. Doukas, Chalkokondyles, Kritovoulos, 

Syropoulos, and some short chronicles mention his name, yet the most abundant mention among these 

sources is found in Syropoulos. Some later sources also touch upon Scholarios, such as Makarios 

Melissenos, also known as Pseudo-Sphrantzes. See ibid., p. 17. 

 
8
 According to Zissis, no one called Scholarios as Kourtesis, therefore he thought that the sources 

bearing this name were forgery. Kourtesis must have been added by the copyists posthumously. Some 

scholars think that this might be his mother‟s last name. See Ζissis, Γεννάδιος Β’ Στολάριος, pp. 69-

72; Blanchet, Georges-Gennadios Scholarios, pp. 286-8. For the authors who called Scholarios as 

Kourtesis, see Vacalopoulos, The Greek Nation, p. 101; PLP, 27304; Gill, Personalities of the 

Council of Florence, p. 79. 

 
9
 Blanchet and Livanos, authors of the most recent works on Scholarios, refute this claim. See 

Blanchet, Georges-Gennadios Scholarios, p. 48; Livanos, Greek Tradition and Latin Influence, pp. 

121-2. 

 
10

 Blanchet, Georges-Gennadios Scholarios. Blanchet‟s book analyzes basically the period between 

1430 and 1460. She used both primary and secondary sources extensively, with one exception, that is, 

the Ottoman sources which, according to her, were not accesible to her and were of no interest to her 

study. See Blanchet, Georges-Gennadios Scholarios, p. 21. 

 
11

 Livanos, Greek Tradition and Latin Influence.  



10 
 

called Γεννάδιος Β’ Στολάριος: Βίος, Σσγγράματα, Διδαζκαλία (Gennadios II 

Scholarios: Life, Writings, Doctrine).
12

 

 Scholarios defined himself as Constantinopolitan, Thessalian, and Orthodox.
13

 

In his youth he taught himself Latin, and taught grammar, logic and other subjects 

related to philosophy to his students.
14

 Being a student of Markos Eugenikos,
15

 he 

studied Aristotle, and thanks to his proficiency in Latin he could also study and 

appreciate Latin scholars, primarily Thomas Aquinas.
16

 Later this would result in his 

being charged with being a pro-Latin by people who opposed the Union of the 

Orthodox and the Catholic churches.
17

 As Blanchet argues, identifying someone 

interested in the Western culture does not make him a pro-Western and he may still 

oppose the Union.
18

 

 Scholarios, one of the greatest fifteenth-century Byzantine intellectuals,
19

 had 

basically three professions: he was the general judge
20

 of the Romans, general 
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secretary of the emperor,
21

 and teacher or official sermonist
22

 at the Byzantine 

court.
23

 However, due to the reasons that will be discussed shortly, he chose to quit 

the worldly life and became a monk adopting the name Gennadios, by retreating to a 

monastery, either Charsianites or Pantokrator in Constantinople, where he 

presumably stayed until 1453, namely the end of the Byzantine Empire.
24

 

Nevertheless this does not mark the end of the changes of his professions. Between 

1453 and 1454, the date when he was made the first patriarch under Ottoman rule by 

Sultan Mehmed II,
25

 he was ordained deacon, presbyter, and bishop respectively,
26

 to 
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be eligible for patriarchate. His patriarchate lasted for only two years, and he 

returned to monastic life some time after 1463, probably at the Prodromos 

Monastery, where he stayed until his death.
27

 

 So far a brief overview has been given about the life of Scholarios; however, 

certain controversial points which have attracted the attention of scholars need to be 

mentioned. Blanchet, who wrote the most comprehensive and recent book on 

Scholarios and aimed to deconstruct Scholarios‟ image as the savior of Orthodoxy, 

states two major problems in his career: What position Scholarios should take 

concerning the Union of the two churches, and how Scholarios became patriarch.
28

 

The first question will be discussed in this section; however the second question is an 

irrelevant one, which does not cover the period after 1453. Therefore it will be only 

briefly examined. 

 Scholarios, as a young person with ambitions in the 1430s, who knew Latin, 

dreamed of a career abroad, presumably in Italy, where intellectual life was 

flourishing thanks to the Renaissance, or in the Peloponnese.
29

 According to 

Ševčenko, Scholarios thought that the intellectuals were despised in Constantinople, 
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which is why he wished to leave the city.
30

 He was in search of a position worthy of 

his merits.
31

 He expressed his wish to several people, including the Despot Theodore 

II Palaiologos in two of his letters, and in a letter to Alexios Laskaris 

Philanthropenos;
32

 however, he could not realize his dreams and ended up getting 

frustrated. Then he tried his chance of departing to Italy, probably to serve in the 

papal court,
33

 when he got an opportunity with the Council of Ferrara-Florence in 

1438.
34

 

 Presumably favoring the Union, Scholarios went to Italy as the adviser of the 

Emperor John VIII, namely as a layman,
35

 which signifies that he would not be able 

to vote in the Council.
36

 There were other laymen in the Byzantine delegation, 

including Gemistos Plethon, George of Trebizond, and George Amiroutzes.
37

 

Scholarios, according to Nicol, was chosen by the Emperor due to his knowledge of 

Latin.
38

 He seemingly favored the Union before he went to the Council;
39

 however, it 
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is not that certain. That there is no surviving work of Scholarios on religious issues 

before the Council of Ferrara-Florence renders such an assertion difficult.
40

 One 

should bear his personal ambitions to go abroad in mind. In addition to that, the fact 

that he willingly departed to Italy and wished the Union to take place does not clearly 

indicate his pro-Unionism before his departure. If this was true, then Markos 

Eugenikos, one of the two members of the Byzantine delegation who refused to sign 

the decree of the Union, must have been a pro-Unionist before his departure.  

 The Byzantine delegation, comprised of about seven hundred people, arrived in 

Ferrara in 1438, where Scholarios arrived a little bit later due to an illness.
41

 Later on 

the Council was transferred to Florence, from where Scholarios left together with 

Gemistos Plethon and the Despot Demetrios Palaiologos in 1439 before the 

completion of the Union.
42

 Scholarios already could not vote since he was a layman, 

but according to Syropoulos, he left it because he did not want to assist in its 

completion.
43

 In the Council, five basic theological subjects were discussed; the most 

exhaustively discussed being the filioque.
44

 Nevertheless, the schism between the 

Eastern and the Western churches was more complex than merely due to theological 

issues; it is very much connected to cultural and political differences as well. The 
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Union was debated in the Orthodox world until 1484, when it was officially 

repudiated by the Orthodox patriarch.
45

 

 According to Vacalopoulos, Scholarios advocated the Union because of the 

interests of the Byzantine state, and as soon as he returned to Constantinople he 

chose to remain silent on the issue.
46

 Although before the Council Scholarios‟ stance 

concerning the Union was blurry, his position towards it after 1444/5 turned 

completely against it, with no reservation. The period between his arrival at 

Constantinople in 1440 and the death of his teacher Markos Eugenikos in 1444/5 is a 

transition period for Scholarios.
47

 On his deathbed, Markos presumably pointed at 

Scholarios as his successor to lead the anti-Unionist camp.
48

 He gradually passed 

from a supposedly Unionist position to neutrality, then to the opposite camp, namely 

the anti-Unionist side.
49

 In 1440/1, Scholarios wrote a refutation of the syllogisms of 

Markos Eugenikos,
50

 which shows that he still had not passed to his teacher‟s camp. 

 The anti-Unionist camp was getting so strong that some members of the 

delegation withdrew their signatures from the decree of the Union, because they –
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including Scholarios himself despite not having signed anything-
51

 were accused by 

the anti-Unionists as betrayers of the faith.
52

 Scholarios later on defended himself in 

his justificatory discourses.
53

 Led by Markos Eugenikos, the camp gradually took the 

shape of an assembly called synaxis,
54

 after the death of Patriarch Metrophanes II, to 

stress that they repudiated the Unionist patriarchate.
55

 Scholarios attended it as soon 

as Markos Eugenikos died, as stated before.  

But why did Scholarios shift sides? There are numerous hypotheses, which are 

summarized by Blanchet, who built her hypothesis on that of Turner‟s. The reasons 

why Scholarios shifted to the anti-Unionist camp might be personal, psychological, 

political, theological, and patriotic. Personal reasons are his disappointment for not 

having found what he had been searching for in Italy and thus quitting the idea of 

leaving Constantinople; psychological reasons refer to the anti-Unionist pressure on 

him and friendly approach by his teacher; political reason is connected with the idea 

that although the Pope promised to launch a crusade against the Ottomans, it was not 

tangible and even if the promise was kept it could not guarantee the defeat of the 

Ottomans and salvage of the Byzantines; theological reason is related to some of the 

Catholic doctrines‟ discord with Eastern fathers‟ dogmas; and lastly there should be a 

patriotic reason as well which might be connected to Scholarios‟ translation of 
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Western religious and philosophical works having thought that the Byzantines should 

catch up with the superior West and his adoption of the Eastern fathers‟ dogma as his 

ancestral dogma.
56

 The year 1444 might also have played an instrumental role, since 

it was the time when the promised Crusade of Varna was launched but crushed by 

the Ottomans. This might have led Scholarios to think that the West could not help 

the Byzantine Empire by any means from then on.
57

 

Scholarios proved himself as an ardent anti-Unionist in the discussions in the 

palace of Xylalas against a Catholic called Barthélémy Lapacci in 1445-6.
58

 About 

one year later he quit his posts in the palace and just remained as the adviser of John 

VIII, who died the following year. The death of John VIII created the last succession 

problem between the despots Demetrios and Constantine, which was resolved 

bloodlessly when Demetrios gave up his claim of emperorship and agreed to rule in 

the Peloponnese, while Constantine became the last Byzantine emperor. Scholarios 

expressed his thanks to Demetrios in his letter, emphasizing that if Demetrios had not 

ceded his right of emperorship, the state would have come to an end easily.
59

  

After Despot Constantine‟s accession to the throne as Constantine XI, probably 

having anticipated the new emperor‟s support for the Union, Scholarios gave up his 
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post in the palace and shortly afterwards became monk with the name Gennadios,
60

 

which he told to Constantine beforehand.
61

 Presumably in his cell in the Pantokrator 

Monastery, he carried on his struggle against the Union even more vehemently.
62

 

The contemporary chronicler Doukas asserts that he put a notice on the door of his 

cell, berating the ones who embraced the Union.
63

 The Union accomplished at the 

Council of Ferrara-Florence had been put into effect not until December 1452, when 

it was celebrated in the church of Hagia Sophia.
64

 Scholarios stoutly opposed the 

celebration and presumably distributed twenty-five copies of the notice he wrote to 

districts of Constantinople.
65

 

Months later the Byzantine Empire came to an end with the capture of its 

capital by the Ottomans in 29 May 1453. Scholarios was probably in the Pantokrator 

Monastery during the capture, and he is believed to have continued his struggle 

against the Union even during the siege.
66

 He was taken captive by a supposedly 

wealthy Ottoman, who brought Scholarios with him to Adrianople. As soon as 

Mehmed II heard about his fame, he summoned Scholarios to Constantinople, and 

made him patriarch on 6 January 1454.
67

 Mehmed II granted him privileges, 
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including tax exemption.
68

 According to İnalcık, Scholarios was made patriarch to 

encourage the repopulation of Constantinople after the capture.
69

 Between his return 

to Constantinople and his enthronement, he presumably helped the restoration of 

some churches and tried to ransom some monks.
70

 Unsurprisingly, one of his first 

deeds was to renounce the Union officially.
71

 Soon, he burnt the book of Gemistos 

Plethon, called Laws, which most probably included dangerous pagan elements, 

according to Scholarios.
72

 Mehmed II asked for a treatise from Scholarios to explain 

the difference between Christianity and Islam, and Scholarios handed it in.
73

  

Scholarios served as patriarch for two years (1454-1456), in which he had 

difficulty in adapting himself and the institution of the patriarchate to the new 

circumstances to such an extent that he considered resignation even in the first 

year.
74

 His request of resignation was probably unwillingly accepted by Mehmed II 
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only the following year, namely in 1456. Some historians believe that he served as 

patriarch not once, but three times; the second being in 1462, third in 1464.
75

 Even 

so, Blanchet claims that he only served once, during 1454-1456. There are several 

reasons about why he wanted to resign or why he was forced to do so.
76

 One of them 

might be his uneasiness and fear in Ottoman Constantinople;
77

 the other may be the 

presumptive corruption among the clergy, specifically simony.
78

 All in all, he 

retreated again to a monastery, this time away from Constantinople, to the 

Prodromos in Serres in 1464 or 1467, and stayed there until his death, some time 

after 1472. 

Below is brief representation of Scholarios‟ relations with his addressees: 

Addressee I: Despot Theodore II Palaiologos
79

 

Despot Theodore II was the second son of Emperor Manuel II. He was born some 

time between 1394 and 1399, and died in 1448. During his early minority, he 

succeeded his uncle who bore the same name with him, Theodore I, in 1407;
80

 and he 

ruled in the Peloponnese until 1443. During 1407-1428 he ruled there alone. 

However, during 1428-1443, he shared the rule with two of his younger brothers, 
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despots Constantine and Thomas.
81

 Constantine arrived at Constantinople in 1442 to 

help his brother, the Emperor John VIII, drive off the attack by the Despot Demetrios 

who allied himself with the Ottomans, and then Constantine was installed in 

Selymbria presumably to keep an eye on his brother Demetrios, who was ruling 

Mesembria and its environs around that time.
82

 In 1443, Constantine changed his 

appanage in Selymbria with that of Theodore II; therefore, Theodore II started to rule 

in the Peloponnese until his death in 1448.
83

 

 Theodore II “had grown up to be a strange, neurotic young man, an eager and 

distinguished scholar who was considered to be one of the best mathematicians of his 

time”.
84

 Under his rule, intellectual and artistic life in the Peloponnese flourished.
85

 

Nevertheless, due to some reason, Manuel II felt the need to check his actions and 

went to the Peloponnese twice during Theodore II‟s rule.
86

 Theodore II had some 

military successes, though. In 1417, he and his brother John VIII marched against the 

Principality of Achaia, and its ruler, Centurione, submitted to them.
87

 Even so, he 

tried to cede the defense of the Hexamilion to the Venetians around 1423,
88

 the year 

when Thessalonike was ceded to the same power as well. In the late 1420s, this time 
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with Constantine, he could regain some territories in the peninsula and liberated 

almost the whole Peloponnese.
89

  

In the 1430s, just before the Council of Ferrara-Florence, Constantine went to 

Constantinople to claim the throne. He stayed there during the Council as the regent 

emperor, whereas Theodore II took care of Constantine‟s appanage in the 

Peloponnese. However, both despots had ambitions on the throne and quarreled over 

it.
90

 Theodore II was as legitimate as Constantine as an emperor, yet when his age 

was taken into account, he might be considered as more legitimate. According to 

Zakythinos, the legitimate one was Theodore II, but John VIII just wanted 

Constantine for his bravery and energy.
91

 Nonetheless, Theodore II did not live 

enough to rival his brother Constantine, and died only months before the Emperor 

John VIII. Scholarios wrote a funeral oration for him.
92

 

Other than the funeral oration, Scholarios wrote two letters to the Despot 

Theodore II in 1430/2, the first being letter VI, the second letter VII as a reply to the 

Despot‟s letter. Whereas in the former he expressed his plea for going to the 

Peloponnese and serve in his court,
93

 in the latter he sounds rather disappointed but 

takes his not being invited to the Peloponnese for granted. The reason why 

Scholarios might have felt the need to write to Theodore II seems to be related only 

to his wish to leave Constantinople. 
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Addressee II: Alexios Laskaris Philanthropenos
94

 

Alexios was the governor (kephale) of Vostitsa in 1429, and he became the governor 

of Patras in 1445. Little is known about him due to the scarcity of sources. Among 

his contemporaries, only Sphrantzes and Scholarios mention him, besides a short 

chronicle.
95

 Alexios served the Despot Constantine in the Peloponnese.
96

 Cardinal 

Bessarion wrote a treatise dedicated to him on the procession of the Holy Spirit.
97

 

Scholarios, a few years later than his letters to the Despot Theodore II, wrote to 

Alexios, more or less for the same reason: to express his wish to leave 

Constantinople for the Peloponnese. Alexios had seemingly promised Scholarios to 

get him to the Peloponnese, although Alexios‟ lord Constantine deemed it 

cowardice.
98

 He presumably made Scholarios wait for some more time in 

Constantinople, which Scholarios thought might have been due to the preparations of 

the Council of Ferrara-Florence, yet in the end it is obvious that this plea of 

Scholarios did not become real.  

Addressee III: Despot Constantine Palaiologos
99

 

The most abundant information is on this addressee of Scholarios, namely the Despot 

Constantine. There are numerous books on him, since Constantine XI is the last 

Byzantine Emperor who defended his city when it was besieged by the Ottomans in 
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1453 and captured in the same year.
100

 He died during the siege, most probably while 

he was fighting. Since Scholarios wrote to him when he was despot in the 

Peloponnese, and since the aim of this section is to present his relations with 

Scholarios, only his despotate will be dwelled on.
101

  

 Constantine was born in 1405, after his father Manuel II‟s return from his visit 

to Europe, and died on 29 May 1453, the day of the capture of Constantinople by the 

Ottomans.
102

 He was a despot in the Peloponnese during 1428-1448, sharing the rule 

there with his brothers Theodore II and Thomas. Constantine, with his brothers, was 

successful in reasserting Byzantine rule in the former Byzantine lands that had been 

captured during the Fourth Crusade by the Crusaders. During the Council of Ferrara-

Florence, he acted as the regent of John VIII, who went to Italy with Demetrios.
103

 

His appanage in the Peloponnese was taken over by Theodore II during the Council. 

 Constantine rushed to Constantinople in 1442 to help ward off the joint attack 

of Demetrios and the Ottomans directed at the City.
104

 On his way, he defended the 

island of Lesbos which was being attacked by the Ottoman fleet. After the repulse of 

the attack, he was proclaimed by John VIII as his successor around 1443. As soon as 

John VIII died in 1448, the mother of the despots, Helena Dragases, acted as regent 

and waited for the arrival of Constantine, who was her choice as opposed to 

Demetrios who also had an eye on the throne. Constantine was crowned in Mistra, 
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the capital of the Despotate of the Morea, and set out for Constantinople where he 

ruled for four years until 1453.
105

 It was Alexios Laskaris who went to Mistra to 

bring the imperial crown to him.
106

 

 Since Scholarios‟ letter is entitled “to the Despot Kyr Constantine”, it is 

obvious that it was written before 1448. Nevertheless, neither the editors nor 

Blanchet proposed a date for it. Constantine‟s stance must have been not that much 

of a Unionist; otherwise Scholarios might not have used so many compliments for 

him. Supposing that the letter was written during 1443-1448 since Constantine 

returned to his appanage in 1443 after the attack,
107

 one might expect Scholarios at 

least to warn Constantine gently due to his Unionism. Constantine proved to be a 

Unionist when he became emperor, though. It is probable that as soon as Scholarios 

recognized Constantine‟s Unionist stance, being at the peak of his anti-Unionist zeal, 

he quit his post at the palace and became a monk in 1450. If one takes Blanchet‟s 

argument into account in which she propounds that Scholarios gave up his hopes of 

leaving Constantinople at the beginning of the 1440s after his return from the 

Council, then Scholarios must have written his letter to Constantine during 1443-

1448. 

 In his letter -which is highly personal- to Constantine, Scholarios not only 

supported Constantine‟s emperorship, but also asked for donations while highly 

praising his despot. He no longer pushes for his wish to go serve the Despot 
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Constantine, since Constantine had already found it inappropriate by calling it 

cowardice and Scholarios took it for granted.
108

 

Addressee IV: Despot Demetrios Palaiologos
109

 

Demetrios Palaiologos, the son of the Emperor Manuel II Palaiologos, was born after 

1402 in Constantinople.
110

 He had a tempestuous life and he has been regarded by 

several historians as ambitious and by Mijatovich even as selfish.
111

 He is known to 

have fled to the Ottomans in 1423,
112

 and later, in 1442, he ventured to attack 

Constantinople with the help of the Ottomans.
113

 He was Despot mainly in three 

regions throughout his lifetime: he was the Despot of Lemnos together with the 

region around Mesembria
114

 in 1425-1449, of the Morea in 1449-1460, and of Ainos 

together with the islands of Lemnos, Thasos, Samothrace, and Imbros after 1460.
115

 

He accompanied Emperor John VIII as he went to Florence to take part in the 
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Council of Ferrara-Florence in 1439 together with a delegation of ecclesiastical and 

lay people including the Patriarch of Constantinople Joseph II, the philosopher 

George Gemistos Plethon, and George Scholarios;
116

 yet he left the Council a little 

while before its completion together with Scholarios.
117

 Woodhouse adds that 

Demetrios was not allowed to enter the Pope‟s palace; furthermore his brother John 

VIII treated him like a little child.
118

 All these as well as his possible disapproval of 

the decree of Union might have been reasons for his early departure. 

 Soon after his return to the Byzantine land, his brother the Emperor John VIII 

died in 1448, leaving Constantine as his successor.
119

 His brother Theodore II had 

already died in the same year,
120

 hence there were only two candidate brothers left 

who might rival Constantine: Demetrios and Thomas. Demetrios arrived in 

Constantinople.
121

 The presence of Demetrios in the city meant that rivalry was at 

hand.
122

 They disputed for the throne at Constantinople; however, Empress Helena 

Dragases saved the empire by acting as regent and putting her weight on the side of 

Constantine.
123

 At the end of the day, the solution was as such: Constantine was 
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crowned as Emperor in Mistra and came to Constantinople; Demetrios and Thomas 

shared the Byzantine lands as Despots in the Peloponnese,
124

 which they ruled 

together until the fall of the Despotate of the Morea to the Ottomans in 1460.
125

 

Scholarios wrote a 19-page-long letter to Demetrios Palaiologos, and the letter 

can be divided into two sections regarding its content: the first half in which 

Scholarios wrote mostly about political issues, and the second half in which he 

mostly dealt with theological issues, specifically the issue of the filioque, as he 

attempted to justify his own point of view concerning the issue.
126

 

The fact that Scholarios resorted to Demetrios‟ help is no surprise, since 

Demetrios had already been anti-unionist during his career, presumably for political 

rather than religious reasons.
127

 Whatever the reason is, it is undeniable that 

“Demetrios and Gennadios were close together in their shared hostility to the Union” 

as Woodhouse has argued.
128

 We know that Scholarios served in the court of John 

VIII as judge and secretary
129

 and as the head of the Synaxis, therefore it might be 

argued that Demetrios and Scholarios had common benefits as Demetrios might well 

have asked for Scholarios‟ assistance as he tried to get to the throne in 1448.
130
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Scholarios‟ letter to Demetrios against the Union of Florence is, according to 

Zakythinos, a precious text in which Scholarios attempts to drive Demetrios to 

intransigence.
131

 

Addressee V: Manuel Raoul Oises
132

 

Oises was an archon in the Peloponnese during 1450-1454, who had supposedly 

been an army leader as well. Sources are extremely scarce on him; there are actually 

two, one of them being Scholarios‟ letter.
133

 He is renowned for the execution of a 

neo-pagan follower of Gemistos Plethon, whose name was Iouvenalios. Called a 

thrice-cursed man by Scholarios because of murdering some monks on Mount Athos 

and converting some people to his „new religion‟, Iouvenalios was an ambitious man 

harboring as great an ambition as becoming emperor. 

Scholarios presumably wrote a letter to Manuel Raoul Oises in 1451/2, which 

makes the letter the only one written when Scholarios was a monk and fighting the 

Union from his cell in the Pantokrator. The reason why he wrote to Oises is not 

undoubted. Scholarios had always regarded paganism as dangerous as the eminent 

threat that the Ottomans posed against the Byzantines. Therefore, to encourage 

someone who executed „an enemy of Christianity‟ is something to be expected from 

Scholarios, who at the same time attempted to exculpate him by giving examples 

from similar cases and the reaction of the Orthodox Church against them.  
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CHAPTER III 

TRANSLATION AND COMMENTARY 

Letter VI to the Despot Theodore II
1
 [1430/1432] 

(p. 417) The ever-good megas stratopedarches
2
 has come to us, whose faith to the 

sender is official
3
 and who brought the letters of your authority to us.

4
 We have given 

to them
5
 all these things that we also owe to the one who has sent them, bowing 

[and] kissing them like being the arms and legs of him, never getting enough 

satisfaction with holding them; and considering that we became the happiest of all 

men as if we are not about to see him,
6
 since we are worthy of such letters, like [we 

are worthy] of his donations and orders.  

We have not added only one thing, that although we did not abandon 

everything, we came immediately very close to the source of this letter, from which 

drawing off [strength] is the same as sharing immortality. But we should also say that 

this would appear difficult to us although we really want it. But let it be given by the 

time, the fortune, and the rest of the obstacles here.
7
  

                                                           
1
 Despot Theodore II Palaiologos (b. 1394-1399, d. 1448): Second son of Emperor Manuel II 

Palaiologos. He succeeded his uncle Theodore I as the Despot of the Morea during 1407-1443. For 

more see ODB, p. 2041; PLP, 21459; Zakythinos, Le Despotat grec de Morée, vol. I, pp. 165-204. 

 
2
 Μέγας ζηραηοπεδάρχης: Having different meanings throughout centuries, during the fourteenth and 

fifteenth centuries it refers to commander of troops, although few people who had this title were 

actually commanders. See ODB, pp. 1966-7. 

 
3
 Literally ‘distinguishing’. 

 
4
 The messenger is the μέγας ζηραηοπεδάρχης. See supra note 2. 

 
5
 The letters. 

 
6
 The sender of the letter, i.e. the Despot Theodore II. 

 
7
 Scholarios does not seem to refer to a specific event here. He probably refers to general difficulties 

that the Byzantines were undergoing. 
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So finally we have been breathing thanks to your letters and there is double 

spring for us after the double winter.
8
 For everything here for us [is] winter, it is 

neither easy to leave, nor to stay putting up with [the affairs here].
9
 But these

10
 came, 

a spring in spring and released us from the winter, if not totally, since [we have been] 

reminded of the previous benefits and [we are] hoping for the next ones.
11

 In other 

words it showed us that [our] Despot is healthy, which we desire more than anything 

else, and also from where we have been waiting for [our] benefactor for a long time, 

from the earth and the sea. If someone looks also at the material resources in the 

letters, alas of the shouts! From these shouts even stones could be moved. For loving, 

being with your intimates, always sending letters, receiving with great pleasure those 

[letters] that are coming; what kind of sadness would these not extinguish, what kind 

of pleasure would these not bring, or more than this, unless one regards these 

qualities as coming from your soul, another quality of which is to be well-disposed 

towards everyone as well, like others have other qualities.  

Since these [qualities] are so great, what could we give in return that is worthy 

[of them]? Good will? Faith? Indeed these are owed to you although you keep 

silent.
12

 Or letters? And who, being so good-willed that he would want even to give 

his soul, will be in need of more letters? Or wishes? But indeed these as well will be 

owed to you from everywhere as a very great Despot, (p. 418) the common good of 

                                                           
8
 The metaphor ‘double winter/double spring’ does not necessarily denote two negative incidences 
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the Christians, the fame of our people. Thus, if nothing else, these would have 

persuaded us to wish you benefits from God. Or praises? But even these could not 

have been more from the people who love you or those of them who do not want to 

deny the truth, for this common present comes to you by all. No, indeed not, but if it 

is not possible to pay back to you your gratitude with anything from us, since so 

much and great gratitude and of such kind would be from such a great person; 

however, we shall not deprive your habitual and great contribution of anything: good 

will, praises, letters, [and] wishes. And you, holiest of all despots, to the things you 

always give to us, maybe somehow you will add good treatment and you will totally 

relieve us from the winter,
13

 if this seems better to you. May God decide for us.  
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 The fact that Scholarios expects the Despot Theodore II to relieve him from the winter is interpreted 
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To the Same
1
 [Before the Departure for Italy] [1430/1432] 

(P. 418) Much gratitude [is] to you, the holiest of the despots, because you replied to 

our letters, even though we were not expecting such a reply at all.
2
 For the fact that 

not everything has been given to us, who were in need, can be attributed to external 

factors: either the present scarcity of the revenue, or blaming [your] brother who was 

demanding these, or our own uselessness by which you had to be imprisoned
3
 

although you were eager [to give], or all these together; for [it is] possible that all 

these [might have] played a role.  Asking for these letters and wanting to get joy by 

them, although you thought that this occasion would cause grief since you refrain 

from openly inviting us back;
4
 it is truly a feature

5
 of your soul which has learned to 

love everyone, and wanting good things for everyone. And for me whatever anyone 

would say, you have shown good things, and indeed you deemed unworthy to invite 

me openly, having judged that this was the best [option].  

But you used to invite the people for whom you took to give your apologies 

and to add [to your apology] the reasons for not inviting them not only because these 

actions were showing you as a loving man, - and everyone could approach such a 

person with courage even if [this] person has not invited him; - but also because after 

                                                           
1
 Despot Theodore II. For more information on the Despot Theodore II, see note 1 in the letter VI to 

the Despot Theodore II. 

 
2
 It might be argued that this letter is a reply to the one sent by Scholarios in which Scholarios seems 

to have asked for some financial aid from the Despot Theodore II.  

 
3
 Scholarios, in another letter of his to the Despot Demetrios Palaiologos, uses the verb εἴργεσθαι with 

the meaning ‘to imprison’. However, there is no source to confirm whether the Despot Theodore II 

was ever imprisoned.  

   
4
 Apart from getting no financial help from the Despot Theodore II, Scholarios seems to be frustrated 

for the second time, since he was not invited to the Peloponnese where he probably wanted to go. See 

Blanchet, Georges-Gennadios Scholarios, p. 300. In the letter VI to the same person, Scholarios still 

had hope to go there.  

 
5
 Literally ‘deed’. 
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the obstacles were removed, you used to say [that] you would invite them and you 

would simply show the affairs of the host
6
 to the one coming here, even if you were 

not bringing these to an end explicitly.  

I purposely keep silent, which is to me more explicit than inviting you,
7
 in 

order to learn what opinion you had for me. However, writing about such things gave 

no less pleasure to me than inviting and receiving you, and asking for the things I 

needed. Then, for if it was necessary to depart from the letters taking something [out 

of them] as we please, and if I had to get rid of these letters after getting one 

pleasurable thing [from them]; (p. 419) what is more pleasurable than considering the 

Despot as a good and loving person, and how else would I be safer regarding my 

greater hopes
8
 for the future, and who else would be a more worthy guarantor of 

these marvelous letters?  

  Therefore [may] much gratitude [be] to you, the holiest Despot, for you had 

given us the things that we have and the things that we hope for; and greater 

gratitude to God who is moving you towards this direction and who presents you to 

those who are experiencing these in exactly the way that they would wish, since 

indeed our affairs are in general worse than valuing highly one good thing. We 

would not have turned your holy soul towards good will, regarding any of these, if it
9
 

did not know the way but it was searching how it should move. May you always be 

such, not to say better, if one needs to say this.  

                                                           
6
 Literally ‘the one who invites’. 

 
7
 There is no other source that mentions Scholarios’ invitation to the Despot Theodore II. 

 
8
 Although not clear enough, Scholarios here might have implied either more financial aid, or the 

repetition of his wish to go to the Peloponnese. 
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 Your soul. 
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For us the opinion about sailing
10

 has not changed, but maybe it would move; 

if, staying here, we were to try a better luck. Why should we be in agony, missing 

our homeland, while it is possible to be happy as we stay at home? Therefore if the 

opinion
11

 is staying still, and the master does not want to honor us, and we do not 

deem worthy to stay here, and we do not like his judgment about us; God will mark 

the end of our journey.
12

 But we will have willingness towards the one
13

 we long for, 

who looks at us with pleasure and for whom we can experience everything that is 

about to happen as a result of our hopes, if indeed we could claim something else out 

of everything, as we found out not now for the first time, but in the past.  
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 Blanchet claims that ‘sailing’ refers to sailing to the Peloponnese. Blanchet, Georges-Gennadios 

Scholarios, p. 301. 

 
11

 Namely the Despot Theodore II’s opinion concerning Scholarios’ staying in Constantinople. 

 
12

 Even though it is clear that Scholarios wanted to go to the Peloponnese yet was not invited, he did 

not push his desire further. 

 
13

 Despot Theodore II. 



36 
 

Letter 17 to Alexios Laskaris [Philanthropenos]
1
 [1435/1436] 

(P. 435) Although I have been a debtor of much gratitude to you for your previous 

good will, now I cannot find any gratitude worthy of the opinion that you have 

offered to us and the care that you have shown for us. To investigate and to learn that 

we have prepared for our departure,
2
 and to write what seems good and blame the 

inappropriateness of the circumstances and to withhold the speed of our departure 

with hopes that have been granted many times in the past, how is it not obviously a 

feature of someone who loves us and arranges our affairs and wishes to accept every 

favor, which someone might try to offer? I knew that you loved me since old times, 

and I was opposing those who were claiming that I am deceived (there were many 

who were claiming this) saying that I can get adequate proofs of your love that are 

stronger than any suspicion. But now, more than ever, I am convinced that you love 

us and you think of our affairs.  

Seeing that the Despot,
3
 as it seems, is not happy with the rumor of my 

departure and he calls this cowardice; if now, when I need to see my past hopes 

fulfilled, I want to betray everything because of laziness, after living for a long time 

with the hopes of seeing him and after being kept away from staying in my homeland 

because of him. But you considered worthy to write and to advice me to stay, so that 

my hopes will be granted immediately, and not to look for better luck anywhere 

further, since it is possible to get it from somewhere near. (p. 436) For I would not 

think that you offered that opinion for different reasons and you wanted to prevent 

                                                           
1
 Alexios Laskaris (Philanthropenos): Κεφαλή of Vostitsa, in the northern Peloponnese in 1429, of 

Patras in 1445. See PLP, 29753. 

 
2
 Departure from Constantinople for another place. 

 
3
 Probably Despot Constantine. See Runciman, Lost Capital of Byzantium, p. 71. Another less 

probable option is that the word despotes is not necessarily used to denote a despot, but merely means 

‘master’ or ‘lord’.  
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us, and that you do not know anything or you do not you have any means through 

which you will help a friend, after neglecting the expected benefits from somewhere 

else. Thus I offer in addition this gratitude endorsing your advice and your moving 

good will for it and also for us, wherever fortune and good opinion ever lies.  

Therefore you need to know that I had prepared all my belongings for my 

departure and that those who reported these to you were by no means lying, and that 

we had not been prevented either by the honor that the Emperor
4
 intended to offer us; 

and which I am not mentioning to those who already know of it, or by the coming 

synod. Since I learned to avoid the synod which was fitting for other matters until 

now, it would persuade us to go away than to teach us to be tranquil.
5
  But I have 

been mostly convinced by your advice. I believed that you advised me in the best 

way, and you seemed to give such great courage to the one who wished that good 

fortune will be promised not very far in the future, after getting this from the vote
6
 of 

the Despot.  

Maybe I was defeated by some thoughts which say to me that my absence 

will be brighter this winter. I shall sleep indeed and I shall try again the winds of the 

Bosporus
7
 and the snow there, making myself happy here with the hopes; and on the 

other hand, considering all the present things, except the books and the words as a 

pretext for the unpleasantness, and with the swallows I myself shall see those who 

                                                           
4
 John VIII Palaiologos. See note 10 in Letter to Demetrios Palaiologos. 

 
5
 Blanchet argues that this ‘tranquility’ implies Scholarios’ intention of being a monk. See Blanchet, 

Georges-Gennadios Scholarios, p. 308.  

 
6
 Judgment. 

 
7
 Bosporus: Modern Boğaziçi, Turkey. Strait that connects the Black Sea to the Propontis. Divides 

Europe and Asia, western part being Europe and eastern being Asia. See ODB, pp. 312-3. 
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long for us,
8
 whom, as I believe and wish, the foresight has offered to us plenty and 

different ones everywhere on earth, but you more than the others. But if I, having 

hoped in all the rest, should entrust myself to you contrary to expectations - I 

certainly do not know-, you could make plans beforehand with the help of God both 

depending on the thread of the letters and until you arrange the definite moment of 

our departure.  

 

 

 

 

                                                           
8
 It is highly possible that Scholarios was not happy in Constantinople because he anticipated its near 

future, thus he searched for ways to leave for somewhere else. According to Blanchet, Scholarios had 

in his mind going preferably to the Peloponnese, or to a Greek island under Latin rule, or even to 

Rome to serve the Pope Eugenios IV. Blanchet, Georges-Gennadios Scholarios, pp. 304-8. 
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To the Despot Kyr
1
 Constantine

2
 [1443-1448] 

(P. 428) What kind of a vote
3
 one would cast about me observing your orders?  Will 

he consider the one who has been so honored by [your] letters a fortunate person, or 

rather an unfortunate one who has come to the worst of misfortunes, [and] who has 

been drifted apart from the splendid and provident Despot by the evil luck? [It is] 

quite evident that everyone will vote for me for the latter, since I have that opinion 

about myself. (p. 429) For all the previous time you did not give up honoring [us], 

but you were showing to many others that you remembered and cared for us, 

deeming worthy the ones who were away of your good will which you were about to 

transfer to [the ones] who were there.  

And I myself was pleased, because of the honest and true opinion you had 

been holding for me and also because this opinion made the hopes that I had for the 

future safe for me. But I was suffering because I had been away from the fortune I 

used to have for such a long time – and this was not because I betrayed it out of 

sluggishness, but because I found escape in this situation out of some circumstances 

and a wrong decision - I could not treat the evil and escape [from] the bad luck. For 

the circumstances [are] like an iron wall and the greatest [part] of human affairs has 

come into these; and thus I myself being deprived of my Despot due to these 

                                                           
1
 Kyr: Form of κύριος meaning lord or sir.  Used as title of respect. See G.W.H. Lampe, A Patristic 

Greek Lexicon, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1961). Hereafter it will be referred to as Lampe, A Patristic 

Greek Lexicon, p. 788. In his letters, Scholarios uses this title only in secular contexts. 

 
2
 Constantine XI Palaiologos: Firstly Despot of the Morea during 1428-1448 with his brothers Thomas 

and Theodore II, and then Emperor during 1449-1453, succeeding his brother John VIII. He 

undertook successful campaigns in the Peloponnese, defended Constantinople and his Empire during 

the final Ottoman siege in 1453, and died during the siege. See ODB, p. 505; PLP, 21500. The date 

when this letter was sent to the Despot Constantine in unknown, yet it is certainly before 1449 since 

Constantine was not emperor yet. 

 
3
 Opinion. 
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circumstances, I often hastened to reach him back but I was again prevented by 

them,
4
 while other [circumstances] were begetting different ones at other times.  

When I received the present letters that arrived a bit later and I went through 

them, paying honor to them and putting them over my head,
5
 I was no longer able to 

withhold myself but being under threat [since I found myself] in the middle of an 

unspoken pleasure and sadness, I was in danger of experiencing something bad and I 

was just about to lose my sense from my soul. So much you allured me with your 

benevolence, and such a bitter arrow came into my soul when I looked towards the 

excessive honors and the view that these honors brought forward. I remembered how 

great you were for me, finding time about everything and providing every possible 

service.
6
 You care so much and greatly about me, although I am not there, and you 

considered worthy of such a great care everything related to me.  

To praise myself, because I have enjoyed few things, shows the virtue of my 

opinion through which I have learned to owe gratitude to you for lesser things as [if 

they are] greater ones. This is worthy of your magnanimity; [and] whenever you 

offer great gifts, you believe that you have not given anything considering this much 

less than your opinion and your preparation. But for me this is in no way proper and I 

would even be embarrassed to talk about this; does my admirable master consider me 

worthy of small things? And how -since he indeed did not lack any honor and care 

that the time allowed- did the one who shared the things that are fitting for the 

elderly care less about the deficiencies of the old age, since he knew that I loved him 

                                                           
4
 The circumstances. 

 
5
 Considering them extremely important. 

 
6
 What Scholarios is narrating here dates back to pre-1428, since from 1428 on Constantine was in the 

Peloponnese and Scholarios in Constantinople. Although not clear enough, it might be speculated that 

this statement of Scholarios’ might be linked to his desire to go to the Peloponnese, which he had 

already expressed to Theodore II in his letter to him. See notes 9 and 13 in Letter VI to Theodore II. 
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and I cared about his honor and fame? I would not be embarrassed to boast about 

this. I would indeed pray that all people believe so in me, and take courage and think 

the same things about me.  

But so that I would not use many words for the most evident things, God 

knows, the one who is conscious [about it] never ever subjects to me, since you 

needed my honor less throughout this time. I myself have been persuaded against 

everything and I would try to persuade all others (p. 430) that you have loved and 

honored me more than I deserve; and now, if something good is for me, I bring it into 

your foresight and attention. For they say that beginning is the half of everything, 

you not only opened the door into life for me, but also gave [everything for me] to 

proceed, and according to you our matters were in much better [condition]. Therefore 

comparing your benefactions to me to bountiful attitudes [coming from your] soul, 

show what you also wish concerning them, and regard the great things as small. For 

it is possible, I myself might approve [that] the tendency of eagerness you developed 

throughout time concerning the good things is less than what you have. Consider that 

I know very well the extravagance of all of your benefactions you have offered, and I 

remember all these as greatest and I would not know a favor worthy of your offers, 

nor would I offer the same things; for in this way I would not be so furious to think 

about these things differently.  

And you, the holiest of the despots, knew that you should add this great 

gratitude upon [your] other great gratitudes,
7
 making this your own as well, you are 

never fully satisfied with giving. You give the impression that you reproached our 

amnesty, although on the one hand these are under our possession. While we were 

                                                           
7
 Scholarios here clearly expects more donations from the Despot Constantine, after having praised his 

benevolence highly.   
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expecting much more, we do not take the side of the one who has given those, but 

who will give these additionally only to those who have shown great will. However 

you will not blame us as time passes. We will make sure in every possible way that 

we would both do just things and those things instead of all that will be in our 

benefit.  

For the letters came altogether at the time and found us considering these 

[issues]; just one thing left: a friend to come, for whom we rather wish that his arrival 

to us will be easy because of this, because he seems to us the messenger
8
 of your 

orders. But we were longing for the man even without these orders, and we would 

pay a lot to see him. This man is the most faithful to the sender [of the letter], and 

loves me very much because of the great love and honor he received, and wants good 

things. As he has the power to do this from you, whenever he returns, if it is God’s 

will, he will bring maybe not an ungracious gift to you.
9
  

May these still be kept in silence, just in case some evil demon may be 

jealous and may raise great difficulties against us; which only the grace of God will 

indeed resolve. Whenever they
10

 appear, also the power of your virtue and opinion 

[will resolve them]; however [it is] better that these do not arise from the beginning. 

Know well that I ask for these two [things] from God:  the relief in the next life, 

when nobody will be set against my mistakes and will take away my good fortune; 

and in the present life, your much venerable and much desired presence,
11

 even if 

                                                           
8
 Literally ‘seaman’. 

 
9
 It is not certain who this messenger is, but he might be Alexios Laskaris Philanthropenos. 

 
10

 Negative affairs. 

 
11

 Scholarios seems to support Despot Constantine’s any possible claim of emperorship underlyingly. 
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every obstacle has been between us; whenever I am given the honor to pay respect to 

it,
12

 I shall immediately be convinced that I have achieved the rest of my claims, too.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

    

                                                           
12

 Your presence. 
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Letter to Demetrios Palaiologos
1
 against the Union of Florence [1449] 

(p. 117) George Scholarios before the steps of the holy synaxis
2
 of the Father, 

striving after the true dogma [to Demetrios Palaiologos]
3
 

1. The most sublime, the most pious, the bravest,
4
 the all-prosperous, our lord the 

purple-born Despot, I received the orders
5
 of your holy rule for which I am thankful.  

You have not found it unworthy to write to us about what happened there and about 

your most beautiful and fairest opinions.
6
 Because we are familiar to you, we care to 

bring to light a piece of justice and a piece of truth with God in all matters.  I report 

myself as much as someone would talk about his disposition. But the truth itself 

favors nothing, as I myself believe, [and] I swear upon what is going to be told. 

Therefore you, best and wisest leader, have been praised almost by all circles 

about [your] governing and [being] just; which is worthy of lots of praises. I do not 

                                                           

1
 Despot Demetrios Palaiologos: (b. 1407/8, d. 1470) Fifth son of Emperor Manuel II Palaiologos. He 

was Despot in the Peloponnese together with his brother Thomas during 1449-60. For more, see 

ODB, pp. 606-7; PLP, 21454.   

 
2
 Synaxis: It means assembly or communion, which requires a suitable dress. It sometimes refers both 

to the assembly for the Eucharist, and to where it takes place. See ODB, p. 1992. Scholarios asserts 

that synaxis and κοινωνία can be used interchangeably. See Œuvres complètes de Gennade 

Scholarios, vol I, section 5, line 3. Scholarios served as the head of the synaxis, which was formed by 

the anti-Unionists after their repudiation of the Patriarchate. He says “οὗηορ ἐζηὶν ὁ διὰ ηοῦ 

μονασικοῦ ζσήμαηορ μεηονομαζθεὶρ Γεννάδιορ, ηόηε δὲ ππωηαζηκπήηηρ ἦν καὶ καθολικὸρ κπηηὴρ 

Ῥωμαίων, καὶ ηῆρ ἱεπᾶρ θεολογίαρ διδάζκαλορ ἐν ηῷ παλλαηίῳ κεσειποηονημένορ, καὶ ηῆρ ηῶν 

ὀπθοδόξων  ζςνάξεωρ ἐπάπσων”. See Œuvres complètes de Gennade Scholarios, vol. VI, p. 178.  

 
3
 The expression „to Demetrios Palaiologos‟ is not found in the original manuscript. In the original 

manuscript, it says: “He had written [it] to Demetrios, brother of John Palaiologos.” Therefore, there 

is no doubt if the addressee is Demetrios Palaiologos or not. See Œuvres complètes de Gennade 

Scholarios, vol. III, p. 117. 

 
4
 Γενναιόηαηε might be translated as „the noblest‟ as well. 

 
5
 No source mentions what those orders were. 

 
6
 Demetrios‟ letter to Scholarios does not survive. 
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say you are praised only by our citizens;
7
 for maybe they, both favoring the 

familiarity being indebted to your kinsmen,
8
 and by this remembering the favor 

bestowed by you upon them, would not probably become your incorruptible 

inspectors and judges. But when you were with that Emperor,
9
 as he was dealing 

with the Italians over the religious issues unsuccessfully, it was necessary for you to 

go through many cities and many states to meet with many rulers,
10

 and you did not 

appear to the ones among the best individuals worse than your brother and Emperor 

(for this is less offensive to say it) or except what you concealed; and even though 

that one
11

 was admired by the best people there, he seemed to them to be worthy of 

many praises for the most part, [and] you obeyed your father
12

 being similar to him 

in all aspects. For at some time he went to the West because of the need of help 

[expected] from there to this city of ours.
13

 Many [people] remembered him, and 

they were with you, they used to see in you a great resemblance to him, and a 

kinship not only by nature, but also in all other aspects. (p. 118) Your qualities that 

                                                           

7
 Bearing the date of the letter, „the citizens‟ refers to the Peloponnesians.  

 
8
 Other Palaiologoi who ruled in the Peloponnese, such as Theodore I, Theodore II, Constantine, and 

Thomas. 

 
9
 Emperor John VIII Palaiologos: Ruled during 1425-1448. Son of Manuel II, who has five brothers 

who have been despots in the Empire. He could regain some territories in the Peloponnese. See ODB, 

p. 1053; PLP, 21481. 

 
10

 Demetrios accompanied his brother John VIII as they went to the Council of Ferrara-Florence.  He 

departed with Scholarios and Gemistos Plethon. See Zakythinos, Le Despotat grec de Morée, vol. I, 

p. 241; Zakythinos, Le Despotat grec de Morée, vol. II, p. 326; Woodhouse, George Gemistos 

Plethon, pp. 139-140, 175; Runciman, Lost Capital of Byzantium, p. 71; Syropoulos, p. 461; 

Blanchet, Georges-Gennadios Scholarios, pp. 332-3; Schreiner, Die byzantinischen Kleinchroniken, 

pp. 215, 462. 

 
11

 Emperor John VIII. 

 
12

 Emperor Manuel II Palaiologos: Son of John V Palaiologos, who ruled during 1391-1425. He is the 

father of six sons, including Demetrios. He visited Europe during 1399-1403 in order to get help. See 

ODB, p. 1291; PLP, 21513. 

 
13

 Constantinople. Scholarios is referring here toManuel II‟s trip to Europe during 1399-1403 in order 

to get help against the Ottomans. 
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led most people to admiration were truthfulness, chivalry and not despising your 

subordinates because of your imperial blood. You would not tolerate shameful 

people for being abroad and also for being sent back along with all the sailing 

companions just as an ordinary anchor, not separating the ones who followed you 

from the ones who followed your brother,
14

 but through pouring forth the good 

wishes to everybody alike, just as nobody who has come about failing to reach 

[somewhere] and return in pain.
15

 You would understand the ones who are hungry in 

silence by bashfulness; [and] the understanding in you to them of their misfortune 

was an independent compassion, without cry and supplication. And these charity 

activities
16

 were made by you not out of surplus, but sharing all the treasures. 

Therefore nothing from what you brought has been left over to you at the end, for 

which you were praised by the people around you. You were admired by the 

strangers who were there, since the reason of the charity activities was running 

through the ears of everyone. You were bearing the piety of your father so carefully 

that, as you foresaw, either out of need or out of the ignorance of the truth, or by the 

falsity of the opinion that they will certainly turn themselves towards sharing 

without scrutiny what earlier was thought to be inconceivable.  

Leaving behind your brother, you went to Venice, and we went together with 

you, both Gemistos and I; even though these were pleasing neither to your brother
17

 

                                                           

14
 Most probably Emperor John VIII. See supra note 9. 

 
15

 Scholarios here refers to Demetrios‟ departure from the Council of Ferrara-Florence in 1439. 

 
16

 There is no detail on these charity activities. 

 
17

 John VIII. 
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nor to Eugenios.
18

  But your priority was piety
19

, not pleasing them; for you were not 

seeing them examining the dogmas well according to law.
20

 Having returned from 

there,
21

 you ruled the coast of Pontos
22

 close to us so beautifully and well that now, 

its inhabitants shout your name, [and] want to be ruled by nobody else but you.  If it 

really was like this, just as when they were governed by the present emperor, it 

never seemed to happen more fortunate to them.
23

   

2. However, having been that much praised, you were judged by your own 

people and by foreigners as the best ruler, and the demon envied you [and] roused an 

unbearable contempt in you against your brother the Emperor,
24

 [and] it urged you to 

defend yourself. You wanted him to abandon that power [and] to drag him against 

his will.
25

  When he strived with anger, you had to fight each other like the worst 

enemy. The one was closed together with others inside the gates,
26

 the others
27

 did 

                                                           

18
 Pope Eugenios IV: in service during 1431-1447, also during the Council of Ferrara-Florence. 

Supported the Crusade against the Ottomans in 1444. See ODB, p. 744; PLP, 6200. 

 
19

 Literally „doing the piety‟. 

 
20

 Scholarios evidently refers to Orthodoxy here.  

 
21

 Italy. 

 
22

 Mesembria: City on the Black Sea coast that is close to Burgas, Bulgaria today. See ODB, pp. 

1347-8. Before he was installed to the Peloponnese, Demetrios had been the Despot of Mesembria 

and its environs during 1441-2. See Zakythinos, Le Despotat grec de Morée, vol. II, p. 343. 

 
23

 Sources are silent on whether Scholarios has ever been to Mesembria and gathered such 

information from the local people. Therefore, this claim of his is probably based on hearsay. 

 
24

 Emperor Constantine XI Palaiologos: See note 2 in Letter to Despot Constantine. 

 
25

 This event corresponds to Demetrios‟ siege of Constantinople with the help of the Ottomans to get 

to the throne. See Necipoğlu, Byzantium between the Ottomans and the Latins, p. 278; Zakythinos, Le 

Despotat grec de Morée, vol. I, p. 241; ibid., vol. II, p. 343; Woodhouse, George Gemistos Plethon, 

p. 220; Runciman, Lost Capital of Byzantium, p. 71; Blanchet, Georges-Gennadios Scholarios, p. 

421; Nicol, The Last Centuries of Byzantium 1261-1453, p. 360; Schreiner, Die byzantinischen 

Kleinchroniken, p. 216.  

 
26

 The fight between him and his brother Emperor John VIII. However, he was not successful in his 

venture, and he was imprisoned. According to Nicol, Demetrios was taken prisoner and put under 

house arrest after the unsuccessful siege. See Nicol, The Last Centuries of Byzantium, p. 360. 
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nothing wrong but were being enslaved or were killed not in small numbers, and the 

countryside was ravaged and burned. Those who suffered these and those who 

shared the suffering hated neither the other one, nor anyone who was the most 

responsible.
28

 And according to the laws if it really seems to the one who does not 

prevent him from doing this although he could, even if some of the holy men say 

that the one who is victorious is more miserable in worthless contest,
29

 [and] the one 

who does not concede is quarreling not to give up the things which he promised for a 

long time, as we all know, and the things which were probably fair; and it was 

necessary not to refuse such things even if they are not fair. It is [also] necessary to 

prevent the future evils, but they hated only you, (p. 119) neither were they occupied 

with what was fair, nor were they considering to investigate and to find out and 

consequently to loathe the primary cause of the events greatly.  That misfortune 

more than injustice, just as a cloud covering your goodness now still gives freedom 

of speech against you to the unjust judges. For being able to accuse you of nothing 

else, they grow out of the misfortune, [and] I am going to explain the reason of this 

to you. 

Of the other rulers, or if you want indeed of all the people, they are able to 

accuse different people for different things; and because of this, they fill their souls 

with their own disadvantages, for all rulers are fond of accusing, they do not want to 

                                                                                                                                                                                     

 
27

 The local people in the environs of Constantinople. 

 
28

 Scholarios here seems to be trying to lower any possible tension on the part of Demetrios, and tries 

to vindicate him. See Blanchet, Georges-Gennadios Scholarios, p. 420. 

 
29

 The only source Scholarios might be referring to is the „Epistulae paschales sive Homiliae 

paschales‟ of Cyril of Alexandria who lived in the fifth century AD: “θεηεῖν πποελόμενοι, καὶ πολλῇ 

σπημάηων ζημίᾳ ηὴν ἐπὶ ηούηῳ πποζηγοπίαν ὠνούμενοι, ἱδπῶηα πποθένηερ ηοῖρ νέοιρ ἁμιλληηήπιον, 

πλοςζίοιρ μὲν ἄλλοιρ ἄθλοιρ ηὸν νικήζανηα γεπαίποςζι, μικπὰ δὲ ὅμωρ ηῶν δοθένηων ἡ σάπιρ, καὶ 

μέσπι ηῶν ηῇδε θέποςζα ηὴν ἀπόλαςζιν.” See J.-P. Migne, Patrologiae cursus completus (series 

Graeca) (MPG) 77, Paris: Migne, 1857-1866, Vol. LXXVII, p. 409, lines 2-7. 



49 
 

inspect the errors in public. Let it be possible to call these misfortunes, even if 

someone would call these in whatever way, there is almost nobody among the 

known rulers who has experienced what has happened to you. Not being able to 

criticize you for such a thing, they threw stings from there. If you were not 

praiseworthy to the others, the envious people would rather try to put down your 

fame. Because much disgrace is to the ruler if he handles the rule badly in peace and 

if he does not manage other things healthily; or if he attacks a foreigner or an 

acquaintance, thinking that they have done wrong [to him], he would become 

merciless to whom he would attack, or he would hurt whoever the acquaintances 

were.  

For he handles the rule in this way, as the eclipses follow the brightest bodies 

in the sky through time, which are rather our sufferings: regarding the brightness 

[and] other vigor in this land and towards us, nobody would have been delighted and 

surprised through this less than the sun. Therefore they are not able to get hold of 

you by your own actions, for you shine out with your righteousness among all the 

people; and you are compared to the most sublime nature regarding [your] 

philanthropy, sympathy and clemency; also, regarding your independence and 

magnanimity. You do not allow anyone to come close to you and you are not less 

high-born than these regarding your bravery in truth, observing and praising the 

whole virtue among those who have it and, as [it] is possible giving it back and 

being reasonable in words and deeds without lacking the following: the thing that 

might be necessary, and also the austerity which is fitting to a ruler.  Having known 

that you have been adorned by these and by all such things, they stay away from 

your own privileges; but they make an uproar turning more against the injustice of 

others and your misfortune, even though now [they are] not even able to make an 
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uproar and [are] kept away by your distinguished virtue after these and by the events 

that have happened among your brothers, except if anyone might behave 

imprudently towards the most obvious things.
30

  

3. And let us examine the events after these. The barbarian
31

 was thinking 

that you would submit the land to your brother, and he
32

 was offering you another 

land instead of this not smaller in the inland, promising to help after the war.
33

 (p. 

120) For when he
34

 learned exactly that the Hungarians were on the way, the 

barbarian knew that it was necessary on the one hand not to make the Emperor
35

 sad, 

and on the other hand to serve you and to have you ready for use for his defense 

against the Emperor.
36

 If indeed he
37

 feels that he
38

 has contributed some good will 

and help to the enemies, at the same time he hoped that you would help him a lot 

when you go to war with him not by addition of power, but by the rumor that even 

the brother of the Emperor is allied to him.  In this way he seemed to be more 

terrifying to the invaders, and he would have used all better and friendlier Christians 
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 What Scholarios narrates in the whole paragraph, namely some envious people who are trying to 

slander Demetrios after the siege of Constantinople, is not possible to be crosschecked with another 

contemporary source.  
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 Ottoman Sultan Murad II: Ruled during 1421-51. Had tough relations with Manuel II, moderate 

relations with John VIII, and considerably peaceful with Constantine XI, during whose reign he died. 

See ODB, p. 1423; PLP, 19504. 
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 Other contemporary sources do not state anything on this promise of Murad II. 
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 Murad II. 

 
35

 John VIII. 

 
36

 Battle of Varna: As a reward of the Union achieved in the Council of Ferrara-Florence in 1439, 

Pope Eugenios IV promised military help to the Byzantines. To fulfill the promise, he organized a 

crusading army led by the Hungarians that fought the Ottomans in 1443-4. Despite initial success, the 

Crusaders were decisively defeated in Varna in 1444. See C. Imber, The Crusade of Varna, 1443–45, 

Aldershot, 2006, pp. 41–106. 

 
37

 Murad II. 

 
38

 John VIII. 
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in Europe for the present matters. But gathering together all the Christians,
39

 you 

cared for your people rather than your own benefit, which someone would bear with 

difficulty, for we see many people putting pressure on those who would have been 

elected to the power; and because of the disgrace of seeming inferior in some way to 

the opponents they commit the greatest mistakes and misfortunes, if it happens 

indeed to choose this themselves.  

But in fact you, having joined your brother the Emperor in the status of a 

suppliant, did not allow even the one who would want to remember bad things; for 

he respected your virtue and he paid thanks to the one who has chosen the most 

profitable things for everyone. Then he loved and honored you immediately, I do not 

know how much and up to the most extreme end he spared what was proper [for 

you]. It was befitting for the one who has not only stopped grieving but also has 

shown great conscience, and for the one who has carried away the proof of many 

virtues to give back what is present along with the aid and to use what is left as 

faithfully as possible. Thus, God not only agrees with us who are the suppliant of 

His, whenever we regret doing something wrong,
40

 but also He delivers His grace. 

You were bearing it even though your entire household was putting pressure on you 

because of the need, and you turned your hope to God.  

 Then Theodore,
41

 one of your brothers, had taken the side of the Emperor 

himself clearly as he moved on, but you were waiting, and you were about to ally 
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 The Byzantines. 

 
40

 Scholarios might refer to the possibility that Demetrios might have regretted it after the siege of 

1442. By checking this statement, it may be argued that Scholarios actually disapproves of 

Demetrios‟ venture. Blanchet affirms this argument by saying that Scholarios, until that date [1442], 

was an ardent supporter of John VIII. See Blanchet, Georges-Gennadios Scholarios, p. 370. 

 
41

 Theodore II: See note 1 in Letter VI to the Despot Theodore II. 
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with the Emperor himself and with justice; and in this way you had prepared. The 

Emperor knew that injustice was done to you, wishing by no means to release the 

injustice, [and] fearing that he might carry on making you sad again and you might 

work together for the defense with your brother rather easily, he shuts [you] in the 

palace and he puts a guard there. And the security maintained by oaths, alas, 

radically withdraws towards fear when you were triggered by what made you suffer 

badly rather than by what made you angry. However, the guard of justice releases 

you from the oath, putting a deed to [his] mind very smart to be thought of [and] 

hardest to be accomplished without the help of God and His influence. Having been 

free from dangers by [the help of] God, you neither bear malice, nor brought about 

anything by anger to be defended, even though it was the right time for you to do 

these. Your brother
42

 needed you to make alliance with him, and promised many 

things [to you]. If he had what he desired through you, he could have compensated 

you duly.  

 (p. 121)  But at that time, rather than having appeared both kind and beneficial 

to the Emperor,
43

 you showed on the one hand that these things were truly a slander 

of the accusers and an incoherent intrigue; and on the other hand cowardice and the 

unnecessary fear of the believer.
44

 And the Emperor
45

 thought that he needed to do 

the right things late and to soothe the anger [of the injustice] of your brother.
46
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 ibid. 

 
44

 It is not possible to know what the intrigue and the injustice were, or of what Demetrios was 

accused; since it is not possible to crosscheck this statement with other contemporary sources; nor 

does a single secondary source put forward a hypothesis about that. 

 
45

 ibid. 
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Rendering your well-being in danger, he gave the islands
47

 at once and took over the 

former power.  He did not stop writing letters and sending ambassadors to you who 

had obeyed [him] and who was in the islands.
48

 What does he not give, and what 

does he not announce for the future?  

However, you did not find it worthy to reply to him and to your elder 

[brother]
49

 who summoned you for his own benefit, because he saw many people 

were in pain because of apostasies. Although the situation was not inversed for a 

long time, he needed your companionship and you were convinced [that you were] 

doing the right thing; and the need was over even before your arrival, since the battle 

was determined by death. Therefore, he was that glad to receive you in this way, and 

there was nothing which he did not do royally to display his favor.  He was about to 

fulfill his promises with actions at once and to give back those cities [which] had 

been given in a written form long time ago,
50

 but nevertheless he had been seized by 

death. 

4. As far as these [are concerned], someone would be able to praise your 

patience, justice, providence, [and] dignity; which would be too long to go through 

in words, indeed [it is not possible] to relate and attribute the suitable praise to each 
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 In the second half of the fifteenth century, Byzantine presence in the Aegean islands was limited 

only to some of the Northern Aegean islands. Because Scholarios here refers to the events after 1442, 

the islands he mentions can only be Lemnos and Imbros. Thasos was lost in 1434, Tenedos in 1381, 

and Lesbos in 1354. One may add Samothrace as well, however it was ruled by another ruler around 

those years. See ODB, pp. 1205, 989, 2013, 2025, 1219, 1837, respectively. 
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 According to Blanchet, Demetrios was in Lemnos in 1444. See Blanchet, Georges-Gennadios 

Scholarios, p. 420. 

 
49

 Manuel II had six sons. From the oldest to the youngest, they were: John VIII, Theodore II, 

Andronikos, Constantine XI, Demetrios, and Thomas. Since Scholarios calls John VIII as emperor 

and since Demetrios hardly had any interaction with Andronikos, two options left for the „older‟: 

Theodore II and Constantine XI. I believe that he is Theodore II, because Scholarios has been writing 

on an incidence among John VIII, Theodore II, and Demetrios. 
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 This document, which Scholarios alleges to have existed, does not survive. 



54 
 

one properly. And I believe that nobody among the famous philosophers have 

behaved that well to the ones who begged for their help, but rather they would not 

have been able to show you in words what would have been very easy; neither 

Plato
51

 himself, if he was around, nor Dion,
52

 nor anybody else [would be able to 

describe] how you applied every principle in action. Everybody would say that the 

consecutive actions better than a miracle were accomplished by heroic and divine 

spirit rather than –if one must say according to Aristotle-
53

 human attitude. For the 

Emperor was departing,
54

 everybody –except a few-was advising you to take the 

greater title-
55

 which was in your hands; and even when laymen seized it, it [the 

power] did not change its mind. People were telling you that both [because] your 

father was an emperor [and] your brother had ruled a short time ago, [and] you were 

present in his death and carried the burden of the matters. You will have no lesser 

legitimacy from the people older than you.
56
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 Plato: Ancient Greek philosopher who lived during the 5-4 centuries BC. Church Fathers made use 

of his ideas and Platonic vocabulary to support theological issues, and this period covering the third 

and the fourth centuries AD is called Neo-Platonism. See ODB, pp. 1683-4. 
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 Dion: Tyrant of Syracuse during 356-354 BC, and pupil of Plato. Uncle of Dionysios II, who was 

the tyrant of the same place before him. See J. Roberts (ed.), The Oxford Dictionary of the Classical 

World, Oxford University Press, New York, 2005, p. 230; J. Boardman, J. Griffin, O. Murray (eds.), 

The Oxford History of the Classical World, Oxford University Press, Great Britain, 1986, p. 840.  

 
53

 Aristotle: Ancient Greek philosopher who lived during the fourth century BC. Byzantine higher 

education centered on his philosophy. The most widely copied and commented on Ancient Greek 

author during the Middle Ages. Due to the systematic style of Aristotle, his works are more used than 

those of Plato by the Church Fathers. See ODB, p. 171. “Scholarios wrote an ardent defense of 

Aristotle” as well. See ODB, p. 830. 
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And with such words, they were obviously provoking you to attempt the 

greatest things.
57

 But in fact you, exhibiting your own nature, in case at some point 

there was need of advisors, turned not to this reckless one but to the wisest and 

assumed that the rule was suitable more to the one who chose to save the populace. 

The royal dignity is not befitting to the ones who preferred to remember the love of 

strife and the destruction of the matters instead of the safety and security of all. You 

were considering that rather [than these], you should take the glory and the good 

reputation.
58

 For this reason, with a wonderful consistency in thought, you went 

through all the matters. Although you did not interfere with the public affairs in any 

way, (p. 122) you negotiated for the sake of peace marching against the enemy 

bravely and taking care of guarding the walls, and getting hold of the empire at the 

same time with your older brother. Through all these, you were made as if you were 

put in charge of safety and protection of all in the city by God.
59

  

Even though the slanderers, because they want to disturb your thought, were 

fabricating many things, you were unshaken indeed; for it did not escape your notice 
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 Demetrios had some partisans who ardently supported him and helped him to get the throne in 

Constantinople. There were at the same time some intriguers, yet it is uncertain who they are. See 

Mijatovich, Constantine: The Last Emperor, pp. 84-5; Nicol, The End of the Byzantine Empire, p. 81; 

Blanchet, Georges-Gennadios Scholarios, pp. 420-2. 
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 When Emperor John VIII died without an heir in 1448, and there were two candidate brothers for 

emperorship: Demetrios and Constantine XI, since Theodore II had already died in the same year. See 

Blanchet, Georges-Gennadios Scholarios, p. 419. Runciman and Nicol argue that John VIII 

nominated Constantine XI as his successor. However, the presence of Demetrios in the city meant 

that rivalry was at hand. They disputed for the throne at Constantinople; however, Empress Helena 

Dragases saved the empire by acting as regent and putting her weight on the side of Constantine. At 

the end of the day, the solution was as such: Constantine was crowned as Emperor in Mistra and 

came to Constantinople; Demetrios and Thomas shared the Byzantine lands as Despots in the 

Peloponnese, which they ruled together until the fall of the Despotate of the Morea to the Ottomans in 

1460. See Turner, “The Career of George-Gennadius Scholarius” Byzantion 39 (1969), p. 433; 

Woodhouse, George Gemistos Plethon, p. 269; Nicol, The Last Centuries of Byzantium 1261-1453, 

pp. 368-70; Runciman, Lost Capital of Byzantium, pp. 77-8; Nicol, The End of the Byzantine Empire, 

pp. 83-4; Schreiner, Die byzantinischen Kleinchroniken, p. 270; Zakythinos, Le Despotat grec de 

Morée, vol I, p. 119. 
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where these were sown regarding the rule, and those who get the sown seeds were 

growing them. Indeed I, by the sacred truth, was often surprised by your patience 

much more than [your] magnanimity and forethought, and I know very well that 

unless the shouts and annoyances of the slanderers were preventing you, even 

though engaged more vigorously with the matters, you would make a treaty with our 

enemies and you would give back the rule, [which is] healthy in every aspect, to the 

one who was both your brother and Emperor, as soon as he comes from the 

Peloponnese.
60

  

Neither the dwelling would be totally destroyed nor would that trouble attack 

the islands, since it would never fall upon them
61

 in a similar way as upon us. And 

the beginning of the troubles that followed these ones was those forgeries; [so] how 

did this happen? I let those who can judge properly to examine it. Therefore for 

ceding the most pleasant title of the emperorship, for which a son quarrelling with 

the father and a father quarrelling with the son have often perished, and having 

foreseen the forthcoming dispute and the confusion and the destruction of other 

things, showing affection for a second time; how much philosophy do these have, 

and how much are we grateful to you!
62

 How is there not need to lead the miserable 

slanderers, if somebody knew your will and thought exactly, would he put the 

conspired matters by them against this, and would he show the unsuitable matter?  

They would prove themselves to be the most wretched ones to those who choose to 
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 It is known that Demetrios ceded his claim of emperorship, and Constantine XI hastened to 

Constantinople from the Peloponnese having been crowned there in 1449. 
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 Although Scholarios formerly stated that it was Demetrios‟ right to be the emperor, it is obvious 

that he told this merely to soothe the Despot. 
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do evil. Those who trusted them were utterly deceived, and they were more ignorant 

and less evil regarding their meanness.  

5. After these, considering the matters, I very much find them more amazing 

than [what was] told. To wish to struggle for the things that are yours, not from an 

advantageous position, but having sat among your brothers and the slanderers by 

whom you had been greatly affected, and what comes out again from their mouths. 

Is it not brave and magnanimous to struggle for the things that are right which of 

course nobody among those rulers whom we know would have ventured? However, 

there were many who were advising you to claim your rights in case of need and 

when you are safe; but you thought that there was no great security than the oaths of 

the Emperor. You had to think such about him and for him about himself, and not to 

lay foundation to the contempt of the oaths ever; [you also had to think that] nobody 

would accuse the one who demand the things that are right, nor if something bad 

would happen to the person who is disposed thus to claim what is right, [and you 

had to think that] it is more shameful for the one who suffered it rather than for those 

who brought it about, and to defend God before all. Then you have ventured out of 

conscience and out of that model.  

(p. 123) Therefore, having put such things in [your] mind, you stayed and did 

not esteem to show favor to the ones who wished to see the brothers stand apart in 

order to distribute what belongs to them better. For me [it is] worse, if I need to tell 

the truth; for they greatly damage both public [property] and their own belongings 

undoubtedly. When you
63

 had to deliberate in common, as you have come together, 

on whether you have to depart to the Peloponnese or stay enjoying the former rule; 
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you did not hesitate to propose what was indeed beneficial, even if you knew that 

you were not pleasing [others], you were ready to do the thing which would have 

been judged by the others as beneficial.
64

 Even if it is possible for you to have the 

expenses –which are gratitude- from the Peloponnese and to stay in the fatherland; 

firstly many advise to send away the piety and the things which they dreamed [to 

have] from the Latins, [and] to add them in reality to the city together with living 

piously. It would be possible to provide maintenance to over three hundred men with 

the money from the Peloponnese, who - being native [Peloponnesians] - would have 

twice the capacity than those who come from somewhere outside.
65

 Again, even if 

something which might be abominable may take place contrary to our opinion, for 

the moment there is somebody among us who would reflect upon the situation.  

We had to suffer the things which we suffered at the time of the former 

Emperor
66

 and we prophesized and foretold [it], thus it happened such. If it 

happened indeed, we would not have benefitted from the experience [and] maybe 

our enemies would be in a stronger position, and we would be much weaker because 

of many things, which would be tiresome to go through in detail. Therefore these 

can become such and to rid you of [too much] effort, because these did not seem 

good to the council. But those which were happening, it might be through help, you 

obeyed (for you were not thinking that you would owe in the future, and if some 
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 Scholarios praises Demetrios‟ act of ceding his right of emperorship and going to the Peloponnese, 

and he does not mention the role of the mother of the despots, Helena Dragases. See Nicol, The End 

of the Byzantine Empire, pp. 83-4; Nicol, The Last Centuries of Byzantium 1261-1453, pp. 369-370; 
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 Scholarios in a sense agrees with his contemporaries Gemistos Plethon and Bessarion, who are for 

raising native soldiers in the Peloponnese instead of hiring mercenaries for a better defense 

mechanism. See Necipoğlu, Byzantium between the Ottomans and the Latins, p. 274. 
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other thing might have turned out), and you concerned yourself in whatever way you 

could arrive in the Peloponnese with all who you could go with. For this was so 

from then on; most of the people were still negatively disposed towards you. 

The Emperor
67

 considered very much [and] wanted to do just things; for it 

did not escape his notice just like it did not escape the notice of everyone who cares 

a little bit about justice in which manner you should be sent to the ruling of the 

Peloponnese instead of your office here. Or if you want indeed, also because you are 

senior, which carries so much power, as it is reasonable. Indeed having sat down 

with the council, the things which seemed good to the ones who participated in the 

council would bring peace between you and your brother; they were trying to 

convince you, and you yourself were convinced with your good will, and you 

yielded to the younger
68

 the things which he wanted to have.
69

 And the oaths about 

these matters were full of awe upon this, the holiest things claimed for Christians are 

received by us in word, in writing and in action; these things which should not be 

violated in any part of the whole land, let alone in such a small dominion, indeed by 

those who have placed their hope of prosperity truly upon them and by those who 

care a little about honoring in action, we all respect them in word.
70

 

(p. 124) Alas, it pains me, it is swollen, I have a lot of pain, but I do not want 

to burst out. I wish to be in a position to reproach those who deserve it only by 
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 Despot Thomas, since he is the only one among the six brothers who is younger than Demetrios. 
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 There is no evidence concerning what Thomas asked for, however it might be some territorial 

adjustments in the Peloponnese, since the remainder of the Byzantine possessions in the peninsula 

was divided between Demetrios and Thomas from 1449 on after Demetrios agreed to share the rule in 

the Peloponnese with Thomas. 
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 Scholarios warns Demetrios of any probable tumult in the Peloponnese, as he seems to suspect that 

Demetrios might stir up the rule there as well. 
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tongue.  Those things that are written will reach the ears of many, and I reserve my 

good will; for we are kind to them even if they strike against Christ and therefore 

annoy us, they dishonored everything under the pretext of loving him. So let it be 

possible to say this with him; [and] let there be mercy upon them. He will give you a 

wreath for the sake of your piety, do not have any doubt. 

6. Hitherto I return to the sequence of [my] words. So you had already 

foreseen the things which had happened afterwards, I know it well and many were 

foretelling; nonetheless you were departing wholeheartedly. This is one [virtue], [so] 

how many virtues do the ones who wish to judge properly have? For you were 

foreseeing the future with your prudence, you did not wish to grieve the ones who 

were sending you away, [on the contrary] you were offering a great sign of 

obedience and love towards them. Since you wished to come to the war which was 

foreseen, you showed that you were very brave; [and] you hoped to survive it thanks 

to your piety towards God. 

 You put up with all these because you did not want to appear to have bad 

intentions against the rule, and in order that those ill-intentioned ones are not able to 

make a strong accusation, [and] to shut their mouths. Having changed the direction 

of the accusations, and for all the [abovementioned] reasons you immediately 

departed to the island,
71

 something that very few people would undertake, given that 
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 Scholarios, when he refers to the Northern Aegean islands, consistently uses the plural form. Since 

it is known that Demetrios departed from Constantinople for the Peloponnese, it might be argued that 
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to as Liddell, A Greek-English Lexicon. 
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all the small towns nearby were seized,
72

 [and] the barbarians of that place were 

transferred; [and] the relationship was for the sake of the resistance, something 

which is highly possible. For you had not encountered unexpected things and in 

order that you are caught unaware by them you would have to think over this again. 

But indeed you had wisely judged that you admitted both the things you have to stay 

behind and [the things you] fight against. Having met them, you were doing the 

things which you had ratified, because they were pleasant to the Emperor and 

beneficial to us all.  

You have not struggled for the things that are rightfully yours but on behalf 

of this miserable corpse of the Greeks,
73

 which would be completely destroyed by 

your difference even faster; if someone was greedy he may compel those 

disadvantaged to take revenge. And you also have struggled for the sake of piety no 

less than all [your] virtue.  Everybody must not tolerate those who violate what is 

right, but they should resist in whichever way it would be possible and they should 

prevent [it], even if none of them make a difference for them. Or indeed, how shall 

we be different from beasts, or if we do not take a true oath, or if we do not turn 

against those who violated things that are sworn upon?
74

 For nothing may become a 
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 This negative picture seems to be the legacy of the 1446 expedition of Murad II to the Peloponnese, 

when the Ottoman army laid waste the northern part of the peninsula: “After destroying the 

Hexamilion, Murad led the main Turkisharmy through Corinth, past Sikyon and Vostitsa (Aigion) to 

Patras, burning the towns and villages as he passed. He found Patras deserted. The population had 
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Meanwhile, a second army under Turakhan Bey marched towards Mistra; but, no doubt owing to the 

difficulty of crossing the mountains in the wintry weather, it seems that he did not reach the vale of 

Sparta. He eventually turned west to join the Sultan at Clarenza.” See Runciman, Lost Capital of 

Byzantium, p. 76. 
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 Scholarios somestimes uses the term „Greek‟ with a meaning of „pagan‟. Here, though, he uses it to 

refer to the Byzantines. See note 75 below.  
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 Scholarios covertly keeps warning Demetrios in case of violation of the oath Demetrios had taken 

in front of the emperor over the division of the Peloponnese between him and Thomas. See 

Zakythinos, Le Despotat grec de Morée, vol. I, p. 242.  
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plausible pretext for a man to neglect such things or to give the impression to 

neglect. 

 Up to these matters, everything has been determined and has been 

accomplished bravely, prudently and piously by you. And now I went through, only 

by touching upon the main points; but whenever we have free time from the matters 

that draw us in a contrary direction, your affairs would get into order, [and] we will 

chant for you with respect to all purposes of life, (p. 125) having been placed in this 

conveniently. And consider how the matters after these will be in accordance with 

the former ones, which now are worthy of praising both by us and by the ones who 

think like us and speak the truth. For the things that have been shown by you up to 

now will be sealed in the future, you will make use of your powers and affairs, and if 

the same things are set up, none among the common people and the rulers will put 

up with you as you consider and display yourself as the best.  

We are not doubtful that you seem to be worthy of your fame. We reckon 

that you will show yourself much wiser both to the friends and to others who do not 

see you as a friend by inducing and giving to each of them what is appropriate to 

their character due to your good reputation. For God to whom you express your 

piety will guide you and will lead you to whatever would be best, if He still has a 

word of us indeed, and as He will bring us to benefit, seeing the ones who have 

chosen to live piously are very much thriving in this life; if He does not, which I 

wish that it may not happen, you had better not cease living piously. For our limit is 

not here in this world, we should forbid the ones who obviously do not benefit from 

anything on account of virtue. However the compensations of the good ones are 

given somewhere else, offering unlimited happiness to those who will be adorned 

with virtue. Even if the deeds of virtue have their own self-sufficiency here; if you 
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want, certainly even if others do not know, the habit will not be rewarded to the 

benefit of the ones who live according to it. But we hope that you become eminent 

in this life as well being as a model of piety, and on account of that a model of love 

of God standing for the ones who see.  

Do not think that you are only commanded by yourself, but consider that 

everything is achieved by you clearly thanks to your piety. In order to face the 

difficulties of the affairs, one must provide the origin of all and the scantiness of the 

Greek
75

 affairs and other crookedness without doubt.  Many things certainly came 

upon you contrary to your opinion, and perhaps things like this are given to you to 

train your virtue. We may not have perceived your patience, bravery, justice and 

dignity if you were not tested by the webs of fortune concerning these. To go 

through all these difficulties with virtue keeping your tender, and still with glory and 

power, and hardly; we consider them to progress with all justice.  

Indeed what else, unless one would consider what you get guarding you on a 

good day just like he himself doubtlessly says that he guards over those who are 

against him on an unfortunate day, even if in the present situation he seems to do 

better. I have not acknowledged a piety anywhere in the present people greater than 

yours; for I have not been afraid of a piety lest you become presumptuous. Of all the 

other things [your] modesty of character, or rather moderation let us say, adorns you. 

And I leave aside your loyalty to oaths now; for I have talked about it before 

adequately.  
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Then what would be more pious than always to regret the former things,
76

 

just as attributing everything only to himself, (p. 126) and to be distressed by sorrow 

and not being uncomfortable towards those whom he should remember [in his 

prayers], if possible, and often many times a day and always to be gracious to God 

and to think that he can never go through adequate trial by those who would purify 

one, just like one commits the same sin all the time, but not having ceased from sin 

for a long time? And who, even a commoner, has humbled himself so much? Who 

has been crushed by the pain brought by sins? Actually to tell the truth, no one even 

among the hermits has done that much. It is always the easiest thing to reproach 

them due to inexperience and to call upon the smallest of the sins due to much 

moderation, as much as you yourself have been capable in the middle of so much 

trouble. Is this not the expression of purest piety? Not of utmost prudence? Not of 

perfect thoughtfulness?  Who would not have dared to approach such a person? Who 

would not welcome to be appointed by such a person? And who, even he is not 

there; would not praise [him] even in so doing he would displease some people? 

7. Now I come towards the main point of piety, stopping at this point. Many 

of those who do not have a firm belief but overlook their belief in their minds, they 

pretend in some other matters, and those things which they claim to respect in word, 

they ally themselves with those who attempt to destroy them in action; the wretched 

ones, [they are] just like someone who may not want to kill the flock himself but lets 

the shipyard open to bandits and wild beasts and hands [them] over to slaughter and 

plunder. You are not such a person, but as soon as this innovation
77

 first emerged, 
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 Scholarios might still be imlpying the siege of 1442 here, thinking that Demetrios regrets it. 

Whether Scholarios is right or not is something impossible to know of. 
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 This should be regarded with a negative sense. 
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you were present and saw the human predicament in order not to say something 

worse. Having nothing sacred, you stood firm; and you were not present in the 

voting; for you would not give your consent. You departed both with me and with 

decent Gemistos,
78

 even though they,
79

 who instigated the dreadful developments, 

were repeatedly asking you to stay.
80

 On the other hand they hardly allowed us to go 

away from those good deeds; for on the other they could not do anything decently 

but forcefully. 

From that time up to now you kept on guarding well the appropriate faith and 

the religion that have been coming down to you from the fathers, [and] you did not 

consider it worthy of yourself to mix with alien elements and associate [yourself] 

with them, thus to turn away from your ancestral faith and to show your soul to be 

just like a monster with many faces and something variegated.
81

 For many do [so] 

either because they are deceived in thinking that they do not get a part of this wit, or 

they overlook it thinking that there is nothing different. However you stay clean and 

unaffected out of those and (p. 127) in that way the leaders of our faith would have 

wished you lived as they themselves were living, in no way mixing with those who 
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 George Gemistos Plethon: Fifteenth-century Byzantine neo-Platonist philosopher, who lived during 

ca. 1360-1452. Scholarios had long debates with him being an ardent supporter of the Aristotelian 

philosophy. Plethon, as he wrote to Despot Thodore II, supported a self-sufficient government for the 

Peloponnese. Scholarios had most of his works burnt after Plethon died. See supra note 53; ODB, p. 

1685; Woodhouse, George Gemistos Plethon.”The debates between Plethon and Scholarios 

concerning Plato and Aristotle turned in part on the compatibility of Platonic or Aristotelian 

philosophy with Christian doctrine.” See OHBS, p. 715.   
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 Probably the pro-Unionist Byzantines. 

 
80

 Scholarios himself left the Council of Ferrara-Florence with Demetrios, and this action was a 

legitimate one according to Blanchet, inasmuch as Scholarios already did not have the right to vote 

there since he was a layman. See Blanchet, Georges-Gennadios Scholarios, pp. 332-3; Zakythinos, 

Le Despotat grec de Morée, vol. I, p. 241; ibid., vol. II, p. 326; Woodhouse, George Gemistos 

Plethon, pp. 139-140, 175; Runciman, Lost Capital of Byzantium, p. 71; Syropoulos, p. 461. 

 
81

 Scholarios expresses his deep gratitude to Demetrios for he did not cast his vote in the Council and 

left it. See Blanchet, Georges-Gennadios Scholarios, p. 332.  

 



66 
 

think many different things concerning God,
82

 even though you used to foresee that 

many difficult situations would emerge as it has exactly happened as you dismissed 

noble hopes, which those who disagreed with you were forwarding to you.  

Instead of those, you were thinking that piety can give you much both to 

yourself and to the ones who are with you. Considering that neither you or anybody 

in the right path should pay attention to those who lead the simpler ones to astray 

through the tricks which they found but receive support from the judgment of those 

blessed ones, who have indeed become independent and truthful leaders to us in the 

debate with the Latins for such a long time; you despise those who demand some 

other thing. And having added yourself to the familiar among the wise from both 

sides, I would even say to the wiser, which you did entirely well. On the other hand, 

you consider those who are now among our opponents who you regard as 

excrements of the older ones, and you were right [in saying this]. “Then we will be 

ludicrous”, says Plato
83

 in Theaetetus,
84

 “if we think that we say something 

important while being paltry, and if we denounce the very old and wise men. And 

see, he says, Theodore, if it is better to throw yourself to such a danger.”
85

 

 8.   Therefore you do not want to denounce very old and wise men, nor the 

ones who joined together by means of some golden line up to and at our time. I 
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 The Latins. 
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 See supra note 51. 

 
84

 Theaetetus: One of the works of Plato in the form of dialogues, in which knowledge is defined in 

multiple ways. See M. F. Burnyeat, The Theaetetus of Plato (with a translation by Jane Levett). 

Hackett, 1990. 
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 J. Burnet, Platonis opera, vol. 1. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1900 (repr. 1967): p. 181. 
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mean Joseph;
86

 for I should start from the later ones; your father
87

 the wisest 

Emperor, Neilos of Thessalonike,
88

 Neilos of Constantinople,
89

 Patriarch 

Philotheos,
90

 Theophanes of Nicaea,
91

 Patriarch Gregory,
92

 a man no less than the 

former ones, having convened the holy synod at his time with over seventy chosen 

ones, Gregory of Thessalonike,
93

 Patriarch Germanos
94

 and the decisions taken 

concerning him and by him.
95

 I keep silent at the testimony of the enemies [I mean] 

Barlaam;
96

 I leave aside Eustratios of Nicaea
97

 and the things having been discussed 
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 Joseph (Bryennios): (ca. 1350-probably 1430/1) This Joseph can be no one but Joseph Bryennios. 

An ardent supporter of Orthodoxy. A Palamite, who defended the Orthodox doctrine of the 

procession of the Holy spirit. Scholarios, himself a Palamite, cites his name here not only because 

Joseph was a Palamite but also strictly adhered to Orthodoxy. See PLP, 3257; ODB, p. 330. 

Palamism was born out of the teachings of Gregory Palamas, who was archbishop of Thessalonike. It 

was a subject of hot debate in the fourteenth century, since it claimed that God is accessible to men 

through his uncreated energies. See ODB, pp. 1561-2. 
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 Manuel II. 

 
88

 Neilos of Thessalonike: No information is found about him. 

 
89

 Neilos (Kerameus): Palamite patriarch of Constantinople during 1380/1-1388. Served as 

hegoumenos through his patriarchate. See ODB, p. 1449-50; PLP, 11648. 

 
90

 Philotheos (Kokkinos): (ca. 1300-ca. 1377/8) Patriarch of Constantinople during 1354-5, and 1364-

76. Fervent supporter of Palamism. See ODB, p. 1662. 

 
91

 Theophanes (Graptos): (778-845) Probably Theophanes Graptos. Archbishop of Nicaea after the 

end of Iconoclasm. Punished and exiled due to being iconodule. See ibid., p. 2062. 

 
92

 Gregory II (of Cyprus): Patriarch of Constantinople during 1283-9. Rejected the Union of Lyons 

and restored Orthodoxy. See ODB, pp. 876-7. 

 
93

 Gregory (Palamas): (ca. 1296-1359) Archbishop of Thessalonike and saint. The goal of Palamism 

was “to give an objective theological foundation to the theory and practice of monastic contemplation 

or Hesychasm.” See ibid., p. 1560. Hesychasm refers to a monastic practice of citation of a prayer in 

silence “to achieve communion with God”. The same word also refers to religious, social, and 

political movements in the fourteenth and the fifteenth century related to the concept mentioned in the 

penultimate sentence. See ibid., pp. 923-4. 

 
94

 Germanos II: Patriarch of Constantinople during 1223-1240. Close ally of the Nicene ruler John III 

Vatatzes. Opponent of the Union of the Churches. Wrote several anti-Latin treatises. All these led 

Scholarios to add him in the „golden line‟. See ibid., p. 847. 
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 In the margins of the original manuscript, it says “in the time of the Laskarids”. 

 
96

 Barlaam (of Calabria): (ca. 1290-1348) Born Orthodox, but later on converted to Catholicism. 

Attacked Hesychasm, and wrote against Palamism. See ODB, p. 257. 
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and done,
98

 John of Russia named after Christ,
99

 Leo of Bulgaria
100

 and 

Theophylaktos of the same place,
101

 Nicholas of Modon,
102

 Niketas called the 

ecumenical teacher,
103

 the highest of the philosophers Psellos,
104

 other countless –up 

to and in the time of- the wisest among the emperors Leo
105

 and the blessed 

Photios,
106

 those who have been listed in all ranks and in all manners, all of whom 

criticize those people who assert that the Son of God is the beginning or cause of the 
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 Eustratios of Nicaea: Philosopher and theologian, who lived in the eleventh and the twelfth 

centuries. Wrote against filioque, but condemned with heresy since he was accused of distinguishing 

the divine Logos and Christ. See ODB, p. 755. 
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 In the margins of the original manuscript, it says “in the time of the Komnenians”. 

 
99

 John II: Scholarios probably refers to John II, the metropolitan of Kiev during ca. 1077-89. Wrote 

on Latin additions to the Creed. “The tone is firm but conciliatory”. See ODB, pp. 1045-6. 

 
100

 Leo of Ohrid: Polemicist, who lived in the eleventh century. Spokesman of Patriarch Michael I 

Keroularios. Mainly attacked the Latin idea of azymes, See ibid., p. 1215. 

 
101

 Theophylaktos: Archbishop of Ohrid during 1088-9. Pupil of Michael Psellos. Rejected the 

filioque, and wrote against the Latins, although being an opponent of schism. See below note 104. 

See ibid., p. 2068. 

 
102

 Nicholas of Modon/Methone: Theologian who lived in the twelfth century. Pro-unionist, yet wrote 

against filioque. See ODB, p. 1469. 

 
103

 Niketas (of Herakleia): (ca. 1050-after 1117) Probably this Niketas is Niketas of Herakleia, since 

he was the didaskalos of Hagia Sophia in Constantinople. Little is known about his career. See ibid., 

p. 1481. 

 
104

 (Michael) Psellos: (1018-after 1081) Intellectual, writer, and court philosopher. Being an 

individualist, he leaves little room for divine providence and miracles in his work. See ibid., pp. 

1754-5. 

 
105

 Emperor Leo VI (the Wise): Emperor during 886-912. Called the wise or the philosopher. Mostly 

unsuccessful politically and militarily in the international arena. See ibid., pp. 1210-1. 

 
106

 Photios: (ca. 810-after 893) Patriarch of Constantinople during 858-67 and 877-86, scholar, and 

politician. Excommunicated the Pope over his support of the previous Patriarch who abdicated, and 

his abdication resented the Pope. See ibid., pp. 1669-70. 
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all-holy Spirit in the confession of faith
107

 with many noble books [that are] now still 

preserved.
108

  

(p. 128) They teach us to think that the Father is the only cause, the only 

beginning and origin of both the Son and the Spirit; and that they both proceed in the 

sense of the cause
109

 and the hypostasis
110

 only from Him. In their opinion they both 

and each causally receive [their] being only from Him. Leading forward the 

hypostasis of the Spirit from the hypostasis of the Son, so that in this way a 

hypostasis would derive from another hypostasis on which it depends; and just like 

they separate from the Father through Himself and not from what comes from 

Himself, only the causes of the Spirit, even if the Latins would not say so, namely 

the hypostases each of which personally posits the Spirit are not as God would be 

one in both. In order that something even worse than the former does not happen, 

they try to disperse all the abysmal and precipitous assumptions, putting boundaries 

and threatening those who dare transgress. They teach us, in other words, to confess 

that the Spirit proceeds from both, namely from the Father through the Son.  

When He approves only the betterment of the creature, so as to say or rather 

to put it like this, the creature receives the participation towards himself anywhere 
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 The Creed. 

 
108

 What Scholarios argues here is the concept of filioque, introduced by the Catholics and not 

accepted by the Orthodox.  Scholarios‟ attempts to refute this concept dominates the rest of the 

letters.  

Filioque: Latin word that can be translated either as „also from the son‟, or „and through the son‟. 

Latin addition to the Creed in a council in Toledo in the sixth century. It denotes that the Holy Spirit 

proceeds not only from the Father but also from the Son. It is believed that this addition became 

formal in 1014, and reaffirmed in the Council of Lyons and in the Council of Ferrara-Florence. See 

ODB, pp. 785-6. 
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 For a detailed lexical and contextual description of αἰηία see Lampe, A Patristic Greek Lexicon, p. 

54. 
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 For a detailed lexical and contextual description of ὑπόζηαζιρ, see ibid., pp. 1454-61. 
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through the graces granted to it, of the common goodness of the Father and the Son 

and of the oneness of their will. Or the goodness of the Spirit is also a good will, 

having led the genuine believers to goodness by means of spiritual support; and for 

this, the Spirit is said to proceed, to be offered, and to take the lead and to be given 

and to be sent from the hypostasis which share the same nature and from Himself, 

too. With that order we chant praises to the divine hypostases, that is to say to 

receive our single grace of divinity which is both sent and comes upon us from the 

Father through the Son in the Spirit, and revealing to us the power of the Spirit itself, 

and of all the divinity through the grace which enlightens us.  

 Therefore upon this notion, they strongly claim that the Spirit proceeds from 

the Father through the Son, allocating the creation and the betterment of the 

creatures together with Father and the Son against those who give it blasphemously 

the second or third rank of nature. They also teach to honor the eternal progression 

of the Spirit through the Son, first as nobody would suppose the Spirit is begotten 

from Father since it depends on the Father, because the Father is said in relation to 

the Son; and it would derive from the Father, as the name father implies, as begotten. 

But through the insertion of „the Son‟ for the specific indication of Father, as it 

indicates the begetter only in relation to the Son, immediately put in order with the 

Spirit which is drawn together [with the Son], (p. 129) not as if with someone who 

begets it, but leading forward in another way they would have been referred to 

properly.  

In this way it would be possible to say both that the Spirit emerges from the 

Father through the Son, and to assert that the Spirit proceeds from the Father, not 

like the Son by being begotten, nor as coming from the Father in the specific sense, 

but in another way, by narrowly reflecting the addition „through the Son‟ with 
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respect to the power of those many words.  And in addition to this, if they retain that 

the most unutterable and the most secret productivity in the Father towards the 

special manifestation [that] both His Son and the Spirit are one in substance, and 

they are in each other; because we immediately put the Son together with the Father 

according to transmission of holy words, it is reasonable to believe that the Spirit 

proceeding from the Father also proceeds through the Son himself, that is to say not 

external to the Son according to the blessed Athanasius,
111

 but indeed in him no less 

than with him. For in this way the Spirit would be of the Son just as [it would be] 

naturally of the Father, not being attached from outside, but being together in His 

nature, together with the other good things of the Father in the Son and this one 

reaching him from the Father, if indeed we should say so according to Cyril;
112

 thus 

reaching with the Son of God towards His own hypostasis, being defined and 

revealed through being separated only personally, otherwise staying in Him and 

resting according to the saints who said so.  

For it is distinguished from the Son by proceeding from the Father as a 

hypostasis on its own by the power of the cause that is leading forward, it is not only 

distinguished from the Father through a causal connection, but also from the 

Logos
113

 who have derived together with it through a different explanation and a 

supernatural manner of progression; through it having derived in other words not 

having derived something out of himself, taking the same substance in number and 
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 Athanasios: (295-373) Archbishop of Alexandria.  Theologian, philosopher, and saint. Strongly 

opposed to Arianism, thus exiled a lot of times. See ODB, pp. 217-8. 

 
112

 Cyril: (ca. 348/50-386/7) Bishop of Jerusalem, and saint. The first theologian to discuss 

transubstantiation. Followed the Nicene Creed. See ODB, pp. 571-2. 

 
113

 Logos: Means „word‟ or „reason‟. Used not only by the Stoic philosophers, but also by early 

Christian theologians. According to the latter, Christ is the „Logos of God‟. See ibid., p. 1246. It is 

also used in the New Testament. For an example see Holy Bible: Old and New Testaments, Ramboro, 

London, 1994, John 1:1, p. 43. Hereafter it will be referred to as Holy Bible. 
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being understood to have proceeded in this way; it becomes one and attached, so that 

the Spirit does not take from the Son what makes it the Spirit considering the Son as 

from the personal principle which posits the Spirit. In no way the Spirit receives 

from the Father what it receives but rather that of the Son receives it; neither before 

nor later, nor out of the Logos, but through the Logos itself, namely both in Him and 

with Him, just as the light of the sunrise which is emitted by the sun together with 

the beam reaches us, or the human spirit accompanying the word and revealing its 

activity, as it is present in anywhere in these corporeal realities as a kind of 

indication having used piously of what is to be found in the highest and the most 

incorporeal.  

And it is possible to leave aside all that makes this revelation, the Son of 

God, putting forward the Spirit from the Father depending on it by the same cause, 

however the Spirit rather taking that, (p. 130) just as proceeding in Him and taking 

the progression of the Spirit through Him, which is the manner that He takes; in 

other words having been begotten, taking out all corporeal and temporal notion. For 

God the Father shares all that are attached to Him through the persons brought 

forward by Him, not His very own actual essence, which He has through being the 

source of all these. Therefore, He shares with His Son the Spirit and also his 

commonality with the Spirit, not His own essence regarding the Spirit. But He 

makes it possible for the Son himself in some other way to be distinguished from the 

Spirit, and being both of them in some other way giving the same essence, not in the 

same way supernaturally. 

9.   Exactly as the Son has [his] being because he received it from the Father, 

which is only the Father, himself by the Father, but he is not the cause to himself of 

being from the Father. In the same way the Son has received the Spirit, but he is not 
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the cause of the Spirit‟s presence in himself, not at all, unless the Spirit is the cause 

of the Son in having the Son present in itself. The Son of God has the spirit of God 

having advanced through its substance, so as to say, having become one nature with 

him not in an alien way, nor in an odd manner, nor through insertion from outside, 

nor by sharing, and far away from this corporeal notion substantially and divinely of 

being in and diffused, just as we believe the Son is in the Father and the Father is in 

the Son in a way which befits the divine and far from any imagination less dignified 

than this, something which is said by the very truth.  

The Son of God, having the Holy Spirit in this way, treats the Spirit in a way 

proper to divine. He is posited and originated from the Father, just as He has always 

been treating Himself. For he
114

 himself is the Spirit itself, and they are both one 

except the supernaturally substantial character; given that He is all Son, and only 

Son in substance, and the Spirit is all Spirit and only Spirit in substance; and because 

of this “the wind bloweth where it listeth”,
115

 and the Son of God sends the Spirit 

like the Father does. Spirit is of the Son, just like of the Father. For there is some 

natural quality of the holy and wise divinity, which is thought of as being in the 

Father and in the Son and in the Spirit itself according to Cyril,
116

 blessing and 

deifying the ones who are worthy of sharing, being the substance just as the Son, 

which has been posited from the same source as the Son, and it is projected and 

proceeds only from the Father. So, in this way the teachers
117

 give theological 

                                                           

114
 The Son. 
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 For the sake of consistency, King James‟s Bible is used in all translations. The meaning of this 

phrase is „the Spirit blows where it wishes‟. Holy Bible, John 3:8, p. 44. 
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 See supra note 112. 
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 Latin teachers. 
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discourses that the Spirit proceeds from the Father, in some places, they insert the 

addition „through the Son‟, because they did not know the Son of God is the cause of 

the Spirit. For if they had known this, they would have said somewhere that the Son 

of God is the originator and the cause and the origin of it; and they would not have 

connected these things only to the Father and attribute them to Him. They would 

also have said that the Spirit proceeds from the Son and gets its substance and 

origination and procession from him.  

The things which they say about the Father, or to say more precisely, (p. 131) 

towards the Father concerning Him, they also would have said to have been from 

Him, and to proceed through Him in that way, and just like they said that the beings 

have been made in that way through the Son, not adding the Father; the others who 

said everything in the opposite way. But because they rather knew that it receives its 

being only from the Father, namely proceeding according to the command of the 

Savior,
118

 immediately and subsequently; as the Son can be immediately born from 

the Father, and hurrying to show this everywhere by words. Hence in order that 

nobody would crudely assume the progression of the Son to be utterly detached from 

the progression of the Spirit, and one person [of the trinity] from the other, attached 

only by origin, not by themselves; as if someone would think the two branches 

having come from the same stem, or two rivers flowing away from the same spring, 

and when they use these examples. 

Therefore they consider to display it with such examples, even if having been 

received due to need as it should, and throwing out that assumption, and proving the 

unity according to the substance of the separated ones as far as the procession is 
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concerned, saying together through the Son, so that by means of this addition to 

what is put forward this way, they present the indistinguishable unity of substance. 

For they did not think that the mediation of the Son and their including the Son in 

the procession of the Spirit for the aforementioned cause will compel some people to 

keep the Spirit away from its natural relation to the Father and from its direct ascent 

towards its very own cause, as if paying attention to the divine Logos thinking that 

he is in the middle of and adjacent to the Spirit, just like it also happened to the 

others to believe that it is the third by nature, given that the Son stands by the Father 

and is attached [to Him]. On the contrary they were thinking that from here a more 

pious way of thinking will keep the quality of being the only-born only for the 

Logos, given that the Logos ascends only to his begetter who is adjoining to him, 

and only the Spirit is about to bring up to the originator; as it is proper to say and as 

the holy scriptures require, the one who is the same in each condition, the Father 

originally being called as the source, namely both the begetter and specifically the 

originator, as such source.   

Thus we had to bring up a what is true and familiar gathering them together 

from everywhere in a sophisticated way, and for those who observe the unshaken 

position of the faith, not disturbing the Spirit by saying that it is of the Son or the 

Son is of the Spirit, or by the Spirit through the Son, or by the Son not ever has been 

said through the Spirit. For so far as the Son and the Spirit are in each other 

according to Cyril, they are also through one another, and are of one another, just as 

our fathers and reason
119

 want us to understand the relation of being through one 

another. But the meaning of the Son is neither to preconceive how the Spirit meets 
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the Son, nor to say that the Son is of the Spirit, so that the order of the divine persons 

would be preserved, (p. 132) namely the non-confusedness of the characters. It is not 

proper to conceive another order there, in accordance with which the divine word 

would put the names of the divine persons in order in the transmission of the divine 

baptism. Even though the teachers
120

 explain the order by reference to the purpose 

and posit what is familiar, the identity of the substance is clearly deduced from here; 

[and] they rebuke what is alien, namely the ascent of the cause and the cause of the 

beginning in the procession of the Spirit. 

 10.  But some people, in interpreting the sayings of the saints sophistically, 

just like the Scriptures; they want to extend the contentiousness even further. Then 

they assert that it is to express the cause by reference to the purpose in saying that 

the Holy Spirit proceeds through the Son, [and] they also say that the Son is the 

beginning and the cause of the Spirit, insofar as the issue concerns its procession 

through him; just like upon those words, whenever they hear that everything is 

begotten through the Son, and no less than they are created by the Son, in like 

manner in the Spirit, namely from the Spirit. Or whenever they hear that the Spirit is 

given and revealed from the Father through the Son, clearly in both of which the Son 

of God is believed and preached to be the cause; on the one hand the beginning of 

being, on the other hand the spiritual formation and the betterment of him. All these 

become the divinity and of the same category. For such a progression and procession 

of the Spirit is into hypostasis and form, and in this [process] the Spirit gives rather 

than takes. For its eternal progression is into hypostasis of the divine person, they 

neither display each matter, nor see the dangers from there, clearly the cause and 

effect and the inappropriate scale of the hypostases, and a devaluation and 
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exaggeration not fitting to the divine, and the extremity and moderateness, and being 

the first and the second and the third and all other characteristics in God, and the 

first and the second actualities, and various signs of thoughts either as believes and 

reality which do not introduce non-existent or empty sounds; or if they really would 

have the truth and existence together with the word following which would be no 

different than those extraordinary positions, which were well thrown out far from the 

church.  

And in addition to this, I leave aside most of the details, either the division of 

power according to the separation of the power of each person which they claim, or 

the unity of the persons according to the unity of the power of each person would be 

such indeed, or the reversal of the generation in the Father concerning the 

communicability of the hypostatical power, or the devaluation of the Spirit in that 

non-communicability is worse than those [positions] above. It is absolutely 

necessary for the position to be conceived by someone, even if the ones who put it 

forward would neither want nor believe such. For they neither believe nor want but 

have been involved with innovations of dogma; (p. 133) they look for an escape, in 

which it is only to be expected to fall into even if they do not want because they do 

not want to make. Having returned to the common agreement of faith, the Son of 

God the mediator of the quarrel whom the ecumenical synods were contended to 

have him as the accurate teacher of the procession of the Spirit, and because they do 

not want, by silencing the suspicious dogmas to unite the church and the faith in the 

ineffable and unambiguous word of the Lord, just as they were united by the most 

prudent, ancient and blessed men
121

 long ago; for they do not want to believe that the 
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Son is of another hypostasis besides the Father. But no pious person would agree 

either with them or with us to confess that he is less than the Father having used 

what greater things having been said concerning the Father as a decent-looking 

pretext. 

Therefore, even if they do not utterly deny all those follies, they will 

persuade us to admit the position,
122

 up to the point that they are not able to 

persuade, just as they are not strong, no corrupt thing follows their position. Or 

indeed our old teachers of the Church feared something else, they did not put it 

anywhere, and they showed many words and signs by reproaching, even if there was 

no power in us the later ones, or in those before us to see what kind of things are 

generated by this.
123

 One must denounce it through these: to say that the preposition 

διὰ
124

 has no more force than the preposition ἐκ,
125

 and that it adds the cause to the 

word after the preposition which comes from the cause; or simply, as in the claim 

that being has been generated through the Son, and in the phrase “I have gotten a 

man from the Lord”.
126

 To claim such things is a sign of people ignorant of the 

language of Greeks, [and] this is worse for those who have been brought up with 

Greek education.
127

 But indeed Chrysostom
128

 received very well the preposition διὰ 

                                                           

122
 It might be argued that Scholarios suspects Constantine XI to put the Union into effect. He is right 

in that it was during Constantine XI‟s reign that the Union was proclaimed in Hagia Sophia in 

December 1452. See Necipoğlu, Byzantium between the Ottomans and the Latins, p. 219. 

 
123

 The position. 

 
124

 Through. 

 
125

 „From‟ or „out of‟. 

 
126

 The editors, who usually provide the biblical references, seemingly did not notice this one and 

forgot to provide reference. See Holy Bible, Genesis 4:1, p. 6. 

 
127

 „Greek‟ does not have the sense „pagan‟ here. It has the linguistic sense. 
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instead of μεηά
129

 in many places, among them in what he says to the Thessalonians; 

also the preposition ἐν
130

 instead of διὰ, and διὰ instead of ἐν, having known that 

such uses are common both in Aristotle and Plato. Let me not tell the other uses of 

this preposition among the Greeks, which are not relevant to our present concern 

such as the preposition μεηαξύ,
131

 δίσα
132

 and διόλος,
133

 and many such others.  

If we perceive the progressive cause everywhere, then it is time to consider 

the hypostasis of the angels as a progressive cause of the consecration in them, 

whenever Basil the Great
134

 says, as the heavenly powers from the proximity to the 

one who is holy by nature through all their hypostasis having proceeded and become 

a second nature have their holiness; and we will fail to grasp the true meaning in 

many places, if we follow the canon of those who think contrarily. However, it is 

proper to do everything in the opposite way, even if nowhere in the Greek language 

such a thing had been found. Thence, at least they introduce something new 

concerning the art of speech [in Greek letters], (p. 134) and they believe that the 

Holy Spirit proceeds also through the Son [and] gets its hypostasis from the Father, 

thinking that the Spirit is obviously not external to the Son according to 

                                                                                                                                                                                     

128
 John Chrysostom: (340/350-407) Bishop of Constantinople, saint, and orator. Depicted in the pose 

of an evangelist in iconography. See ODB, pp. 1057-8. 

 
129

 After. 

 
130

 In. 

 
131

 In between. 

 
132

 Separately. 

 
133

 Not at all. 

 
134

 Basil the Great: (ca. 329-379) Saint and bishop of Caesarea. Brother of Gregory of Nyssa and of 

Peter of Sebaste.  One of the Cappadocian Fathers. Contributed to the development of Trinity based 

on the principle of homoousion. Defended the idea of cenobitic monasticism. See ODB, p. 279. 
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Athanasios,
135

 yet it extends from the Father into the Son according to Cyril, so that 

we clearly present the inseparable unity of the nature according to Maxim. And we 

believe that the Spirit itself is attached together in union with the Son on the basis of 

homoousios,
136

 and it proceeds from the Father according to Cyril; however not as if 

it has the existence from the Son. For the Father is the only cause and the Son is not 

the cause of the procession of the Holy Spirit, but it has everything the Father has 

except being a cause, as it seems to Damascene
137

 and to Maxim [the Confessor]
138

 

and to the great Gregory,
139

 being thought of an immanent existence and of 

extension in a way appropriate to God, just as of other things which are said and 

believed about that blessed and the simplest unity. This would be much better than 

confusing qualities of the persons [of the Trinity] and also would be to give passage 

to those groundless claims. For this does not bring malice to anyone, yet both the 

unity of the divine hypostasis through all the persons and their order are guarded 

well, so as to say the non-confusedness of the attributes and the intention and words 

of all the teachers are preserved, and nothing unbefitting takes place. 

11. However concerning these let this be enough in the course. I return from 

there, because people who both wrote and also taught these and have been 

                                                           

135
 See supra note 94. 

 
136

 Homoousios: Meaning “of the same substance of stuff” See Lampe, pp. 958-60. Though not 

biblical, an important term to understand the relation among the persons of the Trinity. ODB, p. 945. 

  
137

 John of Damascus: (ca. 675-749) Theologian and saint. Wrote many works against Iconoclasts. 

See ibid., pp. 1063-4. 

 
138

 Maxim the Confessor: (580-662) Theologian and saint. Fought against Monotheletism. Supported 

by Pope I martin, but accused by Emperor Constans II of treason. Human will, which is crucial in the 

deification of men, plays an important work in his theology. See ibid., pp. 1323-4. 

 
139

 Gregory of Nyssa or Gregory of Nazianzos: It is not clear which Gregory Scholarios refers to. 

Both are Cappadocian fathers. There is a chance that he might refer to Gregory of Nyssa, since 

Scholarios calls him „great‟, and Gregory of Nyssa is referred as „the father of fathers‟. See ODB, pp. 

882-3 for Gregory of Nyssa and pp. 880-2 for Gregory of Nazianzos. 
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proclaimed through the very deeds (for many of them also adorned with the honor of 

the martyrs by the church, in recognition of all the things they suffered as they 

confirmed the dogma, they are praised together with the first martyrs of the truth). 

You, the best and the bravest, consider those shepherds and trustful teachers doing 

very well, since we all give ear to their voices, and since they enter through the 

known door and lead others as well, and since they teach things in harmony with 

canonical words, with the Holy Gospels, with Paul the mouth of Christ,
140

 with those 

ecumenical synods,
141

 with the teachers who become prominent in them, on whose 

common agreement those who contend that they follow them should remain loyal 

and not fragment forcefully what some of them say and pull their words as they like; 

just as in the courts they make the violent and treacherous interpreters of the laws.  

The blessed Markos
142

 frequented the beaten track of those holy fathers, the 

shepherd of Ephesos, a man who has become the best in word and also in life among 

all of us, and who knew well to distinguish sophism from the genuine word, and 

remained undeceived through knowledge. He was not drifted at all by the desire of 

temporary matters so as not to concede anything appropriate through these, and 

because of this he could express his objection in support of the ancestral dogma in 

an excellent and appropriate way having struggled for it with the zeal and sayings of 

those fathers up to the extent that it is possible.  

                                                           

140
 Paul: Apostle and saint. The author of the 14 epistles in the New Testament. See ODB, pp. 1604-5. 

 
141

 Synod: meaning „council‟ or „assembly‟. “Formal deliberative bodies of bishops and ecclesiastical 

representatives that gathered to discuss and regulate disputed questions of church doctrine and 

discipline”. Some types of synods are ecumenical, metropolitan, episcopal, and patriarchal. See ibid., 

pp. 540-3. 

 
142

 Markos of Ephesos: (1394-1445) Also known as Markos Eugenikos, the leader of the anti-

Unionist camp. Although Scholarios‟ position towards the Union might be regarded as blurry before 

the death of Mark Eugenikos, there is no doubt that after his death his stance as an anti-unionist was 

certain. See Woodhouse, p. 237; Nicol, The Last Centuries of Byzantium, p. 360; PLP, 6193; ODB, p. 

742. 
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(p. 135) We are of this opinion, and we shall not break away from that chorus 

of the fathers, nor shall we ever consider the people among us who differ understand 

the truth better than them, [given that] those who hardly give ear to their [fathers‟] 

voices, but due to some intrigue or ambition or indifference they hold all their 

attention towards things beyond their limits rather than matters close to them and the 

truth, which is even worse, and they attached the reputation of bad opinion to the 

true and close matters, or they tolerate the inflicted [reputation of bad opinion] 

because of the vote in Florence. They cherished the vote against their own fathers 

and the truth as if it was brought from the sky. And through this, with the truth and 

the doctrine of the fathers, we express our gratitude to you who is standing bravely, 

and who is holding nothing prior to the pure faith, and who is confirming some 

people through your example and some others you bring them back.  

Before us, that blessed chorus and Jesus the great leader and the scholar of 

our doctrine and the overseer of the truth and the giver of the eternal prize to the 

ones who turn to him knows your grace, and he will put you together with the 

blessed people in that life, just as now you celebrate the good confession of faith 

with them in word and in soul and in all your public expressions, as it truly befits to 

the pious; thus at that time sharing the crown on behalf of the truth. And you should 

exchange this for the entire rule and the whole form and for the apparent prosperity 

as much as it would be. Do hope here as well to encounter with the more fluent 

matters on account of the genuine faith in Christ and the unfeigned observation of 

the paternal doctrine; and just as until now God helped you get rid of many difficult 

things thanks to your piety, and He leads and shapes [your thought] for [your] 
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decisions. Just as He urges [you], He has given the most sublime Empress
143

 to you 

as a companion of life, of will and of the rule, [a woman] not inferior in piety and 

prudence to the ones who are praised. For do not think of her to have become yours 

without a divine share. 

12. Therefore may God help you as you deliberate about the matters of 

closest interest to you now as safe and pious as possible; and you would deliberate in 

the best way to yourself, having deliberated on the most beneficial matters for the 

unfortunate remnants of our people, to be blown apart indeed by a light breeze and 

to be thrown into the mouth of the enemy.
144

 If what serves the common interest is 

brought first, your own interest will follow [it] in the best way. How? In this way: 

God is not unjust so as to abandon the one who may care for the common salvation 

more than for all other goods unaided and without reward. It is not difficult for Him 

to honor virtue. Whenever He wishes, He would be fair. If you manage everything 

well, God will manage your life and fortune, too. 

(p. 136) Therefore, care for everything so that God cares for you. And just 

like you often preferred the common good to what seemed beneficial to you as an 

individual, as reminded in these letters. Thus now you would want this, would pray 

for this, would place the common good before everything, and would not be 

deprived of the best will of God, so that in such manner the affairs of Christians 

would be saved and you would be highly honored by all. 

 

 

                                                           

143
 Theodora Asanina: Second wife of Demetrios. See PLP, 1530. 

 
144

 The Ottomans. 
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Letter II to Manuel Raoul Oises
1
 [1451-1452] 

[From] Gennadios to the most prudent and pious ruler, Kyr
2
 Manuel Raoul Oises. 

(P. 476) “Wilt thou then not be afraid of the power? says blessed Paul
3
 in „to the 

Romans‟.  Do that which is good, and thou shalt have praise of the same; for he is the 

minister of God to thee for good. But if thou do that which is evil, be afraid; for he 

beareth not the sword in vain: for he is the minister of God, a revenger to execute 

wrath upon him that doeth evil.”
4
 Therefore rejoice, the most pious Manuel, in that 

you fulfilled the deed of service to God lawfully.
5
 Rejoice in that you made the 

sword given to you by God shine against those who persecuted Christ. I would like 

you and all the rulers ordained by God to peoples or cities to kill the sinners of the 

earth until morning, [and] to annihilate those who work for lawlessness in the cities 

of the Lord. If you spare all other evil people and give freedom of speech to those 

who corrupt and to the scab sheep which annihilate and destroy all the flocks, namely 

these profane and scourge Hellenists;
6
 throw the shameless deserters of piety out of 

the present life by fire, iron, water, and by all possible means, if you care about being 

truthful to the Christians, [and] about the salvation of your subjects.  

                                                           
1
 Manuel Raoul Oises: Archon in the Peloponnese during 1450-4. Army leader (?). Apart from 

Scholarios, only one other primary source mentions him: F. Miklosich - I. Muller, Acta et diplomata 

graeca medii aevi I-VI. Wien 1860-1890, as quoted in PLP 24133. Had a neo-pagan called 

Iouvenalios thrown into the sea after having been offended by him. See PLP, 24133; Runciman, Lost 

Capital of Byzantium, p. 102. Received a letter from Mehmed II sent to the notables of the 

Peloponnese. See Zakythinos, Le Despotat grec de Morée, vol. I, p. 250. 

 
2
 Kyr: See note 1 in Letter to Despot Constantine. 

 
3
 See note 143 in the Letter to Demetrios Palaiologos. 

 
4
 Holy Bible, Romans, 13:3-4. 

 
5
 Murdering Iouvenalios. 

 
6
 Pagans. 
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Or you do not see the advancing evil given that that abominable and satanic 

Iouvenalios
7
 is allowed to live in the Christian cities

8
 and to corrupt the ones who are 

near him and also some others. Among the latter who are the ones that taught this 

apostasy, [and] who are the ones that were badly instructed by him? Who failed to 

notice that very evil which is increasing day by day? Whom among the pious did it 

not upset? I was explicitly crying to all and foretelling this.
9
 But among those who 

could prevent this some were laughing, others were disbelieving, and some others 

were considering the matter to be a slander which was organized by me towards 

those unlucky people because of malice. For they are unlucky, if they find the matter 

outside, [they are] the ones who threw away the hope of salvation [and] our Jesus; 

even though the letters
10

 of the thrice-cursed which are saved by us disgrace the men, 

if indeed one should call them men but not children with respect to their folly and 

thoughtlessness, and beasts with respect to their madness against their own salvation.  

For in those letters he brings together, as he writes to one of his friends and 

fellow apostates, (p. 477) the ones who were in the Peloponnese and in Ainos
11

 and 

people from various places of his faction and who were the members of it, acquired 

                                                           
7
 Iouvenalios: Latinized form: Juvenal. Pagan student/follower of George Gemistos Plethon. Executed 

by Manuel Raoul Oises in 1450. Allegedly murdered some monks in Mt. Athos. See PLP, 8221; 

Zakythinos, Le Despotat grec de Morée, vol. II, pp. 360-1. “Clearly embarrassed the Imperial family 

by claiming to be a bastard son of the Emperor Andronicus, Manuel II's eldest brother. The Emperor 

John VIII exiled him from Constantinople at the request of the local hierarchy, and later from Aenos, 

where he had taken refuge. So he moved to the Peloponnese, where he had studied in earlier days. 

There he managed to shock and offend Oises and so met his terrible fate.” Runciman, Lost Capital of 

Byzantium, p. 102.  

 
8
 Iouvenalios had been to various places such as Constantinople, Ainos, Albania, Apulia, and in the 

end the Peloponnese. 

 
9
 Scholarios requested banishment of Iouvenalios from the Emperor John VIII. See Zakythinos, Le 

Despotat grec de Morée, vol.II, p. 280. In the end, he escaped to Ainos and other places, and then 

banished to the Peloponnese. See supra note 7. 

 
10

 Correspondances among Iouvenalios and his supporters. It seems that Scholarios collected those 

letters after the execution of Iouvenalios in order to make sure that they were not circulated. 

 
11

 Ainos: Modern Enez, Turkey. City in Thrace on the coast of the Aegean Sea. Lost in 1384, passed 

to the Genoese until 1456. See ODB, pp. 41-2. 
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the same reputation as him.
12

 The pious men took and brought those things and put 

them in our hands. Indeed we did not hear such things at all that were later detected 

by your piety. Of these latter things, as we heard, impiety and nonsense were away 

from the holy and divine, our [own] matters are preserved through them. How the 

wretched covertly united Hellenism
13

 by calling the Greek
14

 polyarchy
15

 and 

polytheism as a system of one principle
16

 and putting forward other such monstrous 

things! He did not dare to rise up against our sacred matters yet. This happened to 

him, because he was afraid of your excellent opinion
17

 from afar.  

But the cloth [is understood] from the edge and the donkey from the claws,
18

 

as the proverb says, I understand better by observing well. Also given that his fame 

which makes me realize the harmful things that he did to the ones who are around 

[him], he was more audacious in speech or in the letters, as there he rather hopes to 

be about to escape notice of the pious ones. They were indignant against him and 

against the ones like him whom he was proclaiming in the letters, especially because 

they became responsible for this ecclesiastical controversy;
19

 even though it is 

conspicuous that without that testimony from the letters, as someone would not have 

                                                           
12

 Blanchet argues that Iouvenalios is linked to Plethon because of this sentence. See Blanchet, 

Georges-Gennadios Scholarios, p. 183. 

 
13

 Paganism. 

 
14

 Pagan. 

 
15

 Scholarios uses this term to contrast it with μοναρχία, that is, the notion of having one ruler instead 

of many. 

 
16

 Μοναρχία. 

 
17

 Literally „vote‟. 

 
18

 This proverb may mean that something can be understood as soon as a part of it is seen.  Seeing the 

whole is not necessary. It exists in Ancient Greek texts as early as the second century AD. For the 

earliest example, see F.G. Schneidewin and E.L. von Leutsch, Corpus paroemiographorum 

Graecorum, vol. I. Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1839 (repr. Hildesheim: Olms, 1965): 

centuria 5, section 15, line 3. 

 
19

 Iouvenalios is alleged to be a pro-Unionist during 1438-1445. See PLP, 8221. 
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despised the true dogma of the fathers and would not have dared to step over the 

doctrines
20

 of so many fathers for such long time, if he had not despised the whole 

faith in advance.  

For no matters concerning Latins or anybody else had remained unclear to us 

from our fathers. Emperors, patriarchs, bishops, monks and wise men alike had 

defined each thing in both their private lives and in public meetings with horrible 

threats. They were neither unaware of those new and recent dogmas, which shook 

and divided the Church;
21

 nor were they neglecting, nor were they the enemies of 

peace. It is not possible for someone who takes all evil things to deliver them to our 

fathers, by contrast bringing all the best things to us, who now judge differently 

concerning such people. And contrarily it might be proper.  

For those were countless, wise, noble,
22

 unaffected, loved-by-God, and 

judging the matters concerning God together with God; and it is evident what kind of 

people we are. We cannot even stand next to their shadows, nor are we worthy to 

stand next to their rubbish. Would it not be a matter of thoughtlessness rather than of 

disbelief and impiety to depart from the opinion
23

 of those fathers concerning the 

slightest of dogmas? And if someone would dare this, perhaps handling some other 

opinion in his soul [and] having lightly esteemed the Christian faith, he adds the 

thing [thanks to] which he thinks he will live in a more glorious and pleasant way, 

                                                           
20

 Literally „votes‟. 

 
21

 The issue of the filioque might be one example of this. 

 
22

 Can be translated as „brave‟ as well. 

 
23

 Literally „vote‟. 
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the thing which also happened to them concerning the matters which he goes through 

in his letter.
24

 It had been written before the synod in Italy.
25

      

(p. 478) Therefore I was irritated when I saw from afar the matters growing 

up, [yet] I was unable to endure and I was distressed.  And I am leaving behind the 

rest. However, having learned that the thrice-cursed Iouvenalios utterly destroyed
26

 

many people in Ainos, there were some people from Ainos [who were] still pious 

[and] who let me know of the danger. They wrote many times to Gateliuzos,
27

 the 

archon of the city, [and] I was advising him either to imprison or to drive out the 

offenders. He 
28

drove him out without any delay. Unless it would happen in this way, 

whole Ainos would have been destroyed by him. Although many people were pushed 

out, they were saved without any harm.  

After Iouvenalios came from there to here, I did not spare any effort to rectify 

and heal him. I invited him to talk [and] brought honors from the Emperor
29

 for him, 

if he would wish to go away from deceit as he had formerly been persuaded by just 

and truthful words.  He was hiding from me and he was saying that he was neither 

thinking nor teaching anything against the Christian faith.  When he was around the 

monasteries, he was talking nonsense against the virginity of Mary and the revered 

garment of the monks or some other stuff. In this way he corrupted the more simple-

                                                           
24

 Non-existent today. 

 
25

 Council of Ferrara-Florence: Opened at Ferrara, then moved to Florence due to plague. Aimed at 

the Union of the Churches. Sides were unequal, and the East-West antagonism was still alive. While 

Papacy looked the Byzantines with contempt, the Byzantines were politically motivated and aimed to 

get military help against the advancing Ottoman threat. See ODB, p. 783. 

 
26

 Scholarios probably means that Iouvenalios converted them to Paganism. 

 
27

 (Palamedes) Gateliuzos: Archon of Ainos/Thrace during 1409-1455, ruler of Samothrake during ca. 

1431-1455, and of Imbros during 1453-1455. See PLP, 3583. 

 
28

 Gateliuzos. 

 
29

 John VIII. See note 9 in the Letter to Demetrios Palaiologos. 
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minded ones. As Kyr Makarios of Coron
30

 and Dionysius of Sardis
31

 learned this, 

having me as their companion, they went to the Emperor.
32

 They have the accursed 

driven out of the city. I actually advised them to imprison him.  

Again, after some time, having returned after the conflict of the Church, he 

was the same and even worse. And for a long time I had him brought to me twice and 

thrice:  Brother, I said, why do you corrupt the souls of the most modest ones as you 

wander from here to there, and why do you venture again to be driven out from the 

cities by us, or to suffer something even worse? If you think that what you teach to 

the uneducated is true, share them also with us, and we will teach these things 

together.  And if you come to know that these are the tricks of demons and the 

demonic people who taught you these, you will entirely benefit by coming back to 

the truth. If you really love this [truth], as it is proper for a human to long for truth; 

and unless I could ease your difficulties and persuade you to change, let it be 

possible for you to stick to your opinion. Nobody will force you with respect to your 

opinion.
33

 Your opinion according to those who know and are able, either to help you 

or to disgrace you for attacking yourself in a hidden way to the ones who were 

persuaded without investigation because of frankness, this is the opinion of the ones 

who hate the salvation of the other and also yours. And no enemy would have 

harmed you more than you would be harmed by yourself. 

                                                           
30

 Makarios: Bishop of Coron. Pro-Unionist (?), since he probably served in a Unionist Church in 

Coron. See PLP, 16193. 

 
31

 Dionysios of Sardis: Metropolit of Sardis during 1437-8. Patriarch of Jerusalem appointed him as 

his representative to the Council of Ferrara-Florence, and Dionysios died there. See PLP, 5486. 

 
32

 John VIII. 

 
33

 What irritates Scholarios seems to be the alleged missionary activities of Iouvenalios, not his 

thoughts. 
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 And they are again hiding from me and utterly denying being such kind [of 

people] as many people say, when he was around the monasteries, guest-chambers 

and festivals he sowed impiety; when he became conspicuous to many and received a 

lot of ridicule by many people and was afraid that he may be driven out again. Then 

as he came to the great protosynkellos Kyr Gregory,
34

 (p. 479) [who is] now the 

patriarch, he pretends that he accepts the Latin dogmas and promises to cooperate 

with him, and to assist him in the matters related to the Union, having hoped to be 

sheltered by his warmth in this way and to be set free from the ones who chase [him], 

and stay away from fear being the enemy of Christ in the middle of Christians. 

After I had learned about the issue and not became unable to tolerate the 

sarcasm of [this] impure person against the faith any longer, I sent a letter to the great 

protosynkellos
35

 [in which] I explained what was necessary. That person immediately 

persuaded the Emperor
36

 and it was good that he did so, and he
37

 had already been 

persuaded to drive out the godless before I wrote [this letter]. May the Lord have 

mercy to the soul of that Emperor, because he hated the impious and drove out the 

impiety, and he was eager to secure and exalt the faith of Christ by teaching and also 

by other methods. For the only thing one could charge him
38

 with is the ecclesiastical 

confusion. He participated in it against his will and as far as it was up to him he was 

getting away [from the ecclesiastical confusion].  Being compelled to procure 

something for himself, he nevertheless proved himself with all his deeds and signs 

                                                           
34

 Gregory III: Patriarch of Constantinople during 1445-1451. Megas protosynkellos during 1439-

1445. Latin titular patriarch of Constantinople in 1452 (?) See PLP, 4591. 

 
35

 ibid. 

 
36

 John VIII. 

 
37

 ibid. 

 
38

 ibid. 
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both to God and to the ones who pay attention to the truth; and he was the only one 

who made it possible for us to fight back that defeat.  

But the impious Iouvenalios fled to the Peloponnese again, for he learned that 

that island
39

 is more congenial to his evil seeds. Obviously on the spot he rages 

against his own salvation, as he became a more foolish one than those who taught 

[him]-since for sure those people who turn against Hellenism
40

 both by talking and 

writing- genealogies of gods and immaculate expressions [taken] from the poets and 

convenient rites, as they say. On the one hand the administration and they
41

 may try 

well to bring them back to life, all the things that have been totally rotten and erased; 

and on the other hand they did not freely venture to talk and write openly against the 

sayings, the doctrine, and the deeds of Christ and our holiest religion, even if they are 

busy with the demolition of the sacred, through which they exalt and revere the 

profane. Therefore they are honored as they escape notice of many people, and upon 

being honored they corrupt others; those whom they have corrupted honored them, 

even if they are now recognized well. That who moves his shameful tongue against 

the holy found the most worthy end of his life by the pious ones.   

And such people among us as well are not few in number, and we showed 

some of them to the ones who can prevent or dishonor, or drive out, or send to the 

depth [of the sea]. But how tolerant you are, our Lord Christ, and the means is given 

to them rather to damage others and sow the seeds of the impious. And a place is 

given to them so that they speak about the holy dogmas and they venture to talk 

about religious matters of the Christians, just as the ones who have great license to 

                                                           
39

 Peloponnese. See note 71 in the Letter to Demetrios Palaiologos. 

 
40

 Paganism. 

 
41

 The teachers of Iouvenalios. 
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dance war dances impiously among the profane people, [I mean] the ones whose 

souls are infected with Zeus,
42

 Apollo,
43

 Cronus,
44

 and with such mucus. And what 

they do would not be the greatest evil, (p. 480) but who in their right mind would pay 

attention to the ones who knew these, and to those who agree, and to those who want 

to be such as if they were pious? For it says: “shew me thy faith without thy works”
45

 

and “wherefore by their fruits ye shall know them.”
46

 Who will be the Jeremiah
47

 to 

lament on these? From here who will not foretell the greatest disaster to us? And 

rather, paying good attention, who will not see and remember many origins of the 

present evils? 

 It is gone, alas, the faith has been despised. Disbelief is always an evil; some 

were possessed by the mania of Hellenism,
48

 some others by idleness and 

godlessness, indifference and obscurity about the faith and concerning the paternal 

heritage, apostasy, and overall impiety, as they had found a pretext for all this 

ecclesiastical confusion. Who among such people care about what is going to 

happen? None at all. They care about presidency, empty names, great pieces of land, 

money, rule, and the honors in the palace. Why did I give up spending time in the 

palace? Why am I busy with my own matters being confined by borders? Except for 
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a few people to whom it is possible to hide coming with piety, why do I not open the 

door of my chamber to the others?
49

 Why have I kept silent? Because the time is evil 

as the prophecy goes, and the one who understands will keep silent. Because 

formerly I was listened as I was talking, now I am talking to the ones who do not 

listen. Because we the people became wolves or leopards to each other as we slander, 

malign, deceive, fabricate tales and kill, if we hoped to be unnoticed. Where are 

these from? [It is] from indifference towards faith. Where is this [indifference] from? 

[It is] from being silent about the word of God, from the worst hunger of all hungers. 

It is the last blow that God holds up against the cities that have been hostile. He says: 

“And how shall they believe unless they unite, and how shall they unite, unless they 

obey?”
50

 

       From here it is obvious that our end is at hand. The blessed Paul,
51

 as he 

writes to Timothy, says: “In the last days perilous times shall come. For men shall be 

lovers of their own selves, covetous, boasters, proud, blasphemers, disobedient to 

parents, unthankful, unholy, without natural affection, truce-breakers, false accusers, 

incontinent, fierce, despisers of those that are good, traitors, heady, high-minded, 

lovers of pleasure more than lovers of God, having a form of godliness, but denying 

the power thereof: from such turn away”
52

 he says. The priesthood is cheap, the 

archbishopric is buyable, [and] all the ecclesiastical posts are for sale for money. The 
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gifts of the Spirit are measured from the treasure of Mamonas.
53

 Holy settlements 

and the things consecrated to God are sold. What an uninhibited sacrilege of the ones 

who buy and sell these.   

(P. 481) And could we not be abandoned by God, given that we do these or 

tolerate them?  And what is abandonment? We rejected to serve God. How? We do 

not have the Church. The dogmas of the fathers have been ignored by us, they have 

been despised. We exchanged them for hopes out of fear, with the offers of gifts. 

Such things in Italy,
54

 [and] others from there up to now, we have given holy things 

to dogs, pearls to pigs. Common people among Jews and Saracens, who were 

committed to the worldly matters, do not dare to say out loud something against 

those who are knowledgeable in the holy matters and are responsible for them. 

Among us, namely the Christians, the matters of faith are treated in no appropriate 

way. Nobody among them dares to talk against the ancestral faith let alone disbelief 

or praise some other faith before it, only someone to be stoned and burnt.  

We speak in public shamelessly against the fathers and the faith, and who 

[are] these? [They are] some artisans, ill-trained people, sorcerers, and people 

incapable of saying something about the holy matters even once. It is necessary to 

impale those who dare these, and they also praise them. Those who know and those 

who can say something concerning the holy matters with piety and those who judge 

happiness and the bold defense of truth, and those who are annoyed by these evils, 

we chase [them] as if they were trump and harmful to the society. O Lord, be 
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gracious to this remnant of Orthodox Christians.  Do not abandon, but amend as you 

know them; and have mercy on me, the useless and sinful servant of yours. 

 But if I were to talk about these tragedies, I would need many words. And you, 

the most pious Manuel, cheered us through what you have done to the impious 

Iouvenalios;
55

 and we, who were suffering, could breathe in the midst of what 

happened thanks to the fame of those greatest deeds of yours. For you removed the 

plague from the council, you [also] removed the blame on our faith and our people. 

You saved the ones who would be harmed by that, if their incessant pain was being 

stretched out very much. You helped the ones who got damaged, on condition that 

they want to come to the right mind even late and to understand the right thing. For 

they are able to reflect upon that most pitiable life and the dishonorable death, which 

took place according to and in line with his evil purpose and distorted dogmas.
56

 

 What [is] revered and graceful about him, through which he would be 

persuasive to a sensible person? He had no wisdom, and he was absolutely ignorant 

about the sublime and holy matters. He differed from the most uneducated people 

only by some small measure, because his tongue had been moderately trained to 

speak and write. He kept his soul rough, and he had not tasted or heard any wisdom.  

(P. 482) What was more vulgar in his direction, through which he was not 

[considered] worthy of priesthood even if he desired it?
57

 This is what made him turn 

mad against the faith in the beginning. He was a glutton, a drinker, a jester, an 
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incontinent, a licentious, and an unstable. First he was a Christian, then he became a 

Jew, then he celebrated together with the heretic followers of Mohammad,
58

 then he 

was acting offhand, then he betrayed the Christians, this was the most remarkable of 

[his] evils and the peak of them.  - But he was not wise, not holy, and not even 

prudent. –  

Who would not go mad having said this? What sign of prudence did he bring 

about during all his lifetime? Did he not become the chief of robbers in the Holy 

Mountain,
59

 intending to do the most evil things there against the monks? Did he not 

become the slayer of the monks who did nothing wrong, because of which he was 

arrested in the end by the people of the Holy Mountain and was held fast in bonds for 

some time, then being released by the ones who treated [him] humanely?
60

 Did he 

not want to do similar things in and out of the Peloponnese at the time of the blessed 

and purple-born Theodore?
61

 Did he not pretend like the holy men in Apulia
62

 and 

Albania being unholy, and at the moment he was recognized he wanted to get away 

like mice of pitch? Was he not captured upon [doing] the most evil things 

everywhere? Was he not gathering gold coins by every means, living in hunger [and] 

begging for more?  

For the demons he cured prophesized to him that he would be emperor and 

such things, and because of this he gathered money as he lived in hunger; how fool 
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was he to venture such things with such little money? Was he not saying to others 

that he had been born as the bastard of Emperor Andronikos,
63

 conferring to his own 

mother such a big honor [as to be the mistress of Andronikos]?
64

 Having taken the 

monastery here, that of the Commander-in-chief, did he not dig up the graves of the 

dead and bring out their bones, put some of them on fire at nightfall [and] threw 

some others to the places that happened to be open areas, only in order that he would 

throw out the scabs of the graves and sell the iron and would find some gold, as he 

thought, buried together with those dead people? 

 Of whose notice do these escape, who ignores them? And [are] these whether 

of the prudent and pious people, or of the ones who think according to some faith, or 

of some unintelligent, unholy and brutish people? Also his pupils and teachers are 

such people. The fact that they are such people escapes the notice of many; none of 

them indeed escapes the notice of God and of prudent and pious people. 

 His end was in accordance with his life. The vain one wanted quickly to be 

anointed with myrtle to get rid of his lie. As he hated that painful life worthy of his 

choice, he intended to disregard it
65

 notably to his own friends, because he died on 

behalf of the dogma and [he was] enraged, and because he was punished for murder, 

which he ventured against the monks, who did nothing wrong. For our teacher is 

God, one who blasphemes was the one [for whom] it has been said: “all they that 
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take the sword shall perish with the sword”
66

 and “for with the same measure that ye 

mete withal it shall be measured to you again”.
67

      

(P. 483) However, for him to come to the end of his life in this way is 

appropriate.  But you, just like I said, helped those who could consider all these 

through bringing an end for him worthy of his impious life, [and] you met the need 

of the others, they were not tearing him in pieces despite seeing him offending the 

faith. You frightened the same ones, so that they could not attack pious hands like 

those of yours. Yet you made the ones who were able to prevent such matters but still 

do not prevent until now appear more sensible concerning such matters. For now we 

will demand back the same vehement zeal from them, and maybe feeling ashamed 

they will manage the matters concerning Christ; thus they will not be cold avengers 

of our salvation and of our faith. For until they become such, they arouse the Holy 

Spirit and they will tear our conscience in pieces.  

You punished the hand that audaciously moves against the Creator, [and] you 

severed the tongue that is prone to enrage God, [and] the ears which do not pay 

attention to the holy sayings.
68

 God also punished [them] by worms before those, 

whom you could find that accursed and impure corpse by its stench and putrefaction; 

but before he neither paid attention to the divine justice which was enraged at once, 

nor was he punished by the human avenge later on. Indeed on the one hand he gave 

up both lives, on the other hand he appears to have preserved for himself the glory of 

witnessing and guarding the law of Christ also in his struggle against Christ, and 
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treading on the Greek
69

 laws in favor of the Greek
70

 doctrines. Thus the vain one was 

not even in line with his own impiety.  

 Therefore rejoice, just like I said in the beginning, the soldier of Christ and the 

advocate of his glory. I kiss your mouth, which brought the vote
71

 against the stained 

tongue. I kiss your soul before the tongue, which gathered the defense in the 

Christian way on behalf of Christ against Christ-defiling. I would have kissed your 

hands, if you were ruling over the impious by those hands of yours. O blessed hands, 

which once dragged that evil remnant of men into the sea and happily gave [it] to the 

bottom of the sea, having imitated the zeal of the best rulers. They say that the one 

who is dragged and sunk sent the glory up to the first cause.
72

 The one who 

disregarded nothing of impiety and foolery concerning the first cause of everything 

indeed glorified Him well. And glory be from us to the first cause of everything, 

because He did not overlook the impious in disgrace and wantonness against it; and 

that best management and the laws, through which he improved the rational nature 

extraordinarily, distancing the simplest ones from the faith in him and dragging them 

to the cliff of polytheism and the dangerous deception of daemons. But (p. 484) here 

as well the trespassers received the punishment, the forerunners of the evils
73

 [fallen] 

upon him after these [was] like prophetic.  

 Pardon me, man of God, because I do not praise you worthily of your virtue. 

Now I might have timely used rhetorical methods and wise words to show you the 
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superiority of the perfectness of Christ; but the manner [of this letter] prevents [me]. 

Hence I send [this letter] to you more solitarily and privately. For we always 

neglected the external matters
74

 and we only see one thing, to serve God and to wail 

on behalf of the sinful, and to wish for God as much as we were given mercy. And a 

great love towards you and your greatest deeds persuaded [me] to write these. In 

addition to these there was another reason as well, [which] I am also telling.  

Now ignorance and envy against good people and their good deeds have 

arisen everywhere. Therefore, it is natural that some people have slandered your 

most pious deed. And those who accused you through ignorance and inexperience of 

the good or because of the impiety same as his,
75

 I let them aside; but maybe some 

people felt disgraced about their own indifference concerning faith as they consider 

your warmness. These people will accuse you forcefully finding some impropriety in 

your deeds. Therefore in order that your zeal towards Christ does not lose heart upon 

hearing these, or [in order that] you are not made afraid by an accusation from the 

things that they judge badly, but rather [in order that] you agree with the opinion of 

the prudent and pious people.  

Indeed there are many here who praise you, as I think; especially because of 

this I endeavored to write to you. I express my opinion to you, which I have from 

God. For it is from God and His selected holy saints, even if I become its
76

 servant 

and a letter-bearer to you [and] His useless slave. Let the others talk foolishly. They 

claim something else either through idiocy or through whatever other reason. And 

there are some people who are on the verge of not agreeing with that opinion. Do not 
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think of them; “they be blind leaders of the blind”.
77

 Rather pity them, because 

laymen bring them forward into the palace/empire, and they are not ashamed. For 

they had to be zealous, those who prevail over the stunning depth and being ill-

intentioned against the ones who are awake, some of them also truly embraced the 

crime of Iouvenalios, even if [they were] not within them. Because of their 

indifference to the faith they do not care if the Church and the faith in Christ are 

harmed and humiliated, but they flatter and let those who dishonor so that some good 

thing happens to them in time.  

You, having received and embraced that opinion, should not care about those. 

If human thought, not divine, exalted you towards that murder of the man; and 

another purpose, neither the zeal of faith nor the hatred of his impiety and the desire 

of Christ and the mysteries of faith, against which he
78

 was howling, nor the thought 

of salvation of brothers, (p. 485) in this case you are reproached.  You pleased God 

by removing the impious one from among us, to whom
79

 he was acting impiously. 

Good things happen to you even if you did not have such a purpose. You should owe 

your words to God, and you should be purified and struck by repentance through 

some deeds regardless of your original purpose, with which you endeavored the 

murder of the impious.  

For all judges judge according to purpose and the lawgivers stipulate the right 

matters, and God certainly tracks the hearts of people and sees the purposes without 

inquiry. I do not talk about whether something good came upon those who worked 

for the punishment of the impious from his money, which he acquired in an evil 
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manner and saved in a worse way. If he was conveniently punished because of his 

impiety, he met this subsequently. It is natural that he was murdered and [his 

property] was distributed to some people. This does no harm to the ones to whom it 

is distributed. However, I advised you to gain no advantage out of such things 

indeed, but to leave these to other attendants, or to the public treasury not because of 

your certain misdeed to them. For as it has been said, there is no such thing; but in 

order that the favor which you did in the name of Christ to the ones who do not know 

well to judge would not be foul, and in order that the impious people do not benefit 

from your life even by accident, and in order that you would take the compensation 

of the freedom of speech on behalf of Christ only from Christ, as no temporary 

benefit would come to you through it. I do not say these because I heard of someone 

talking about such a thing, but because I give the canon of truth to you in every 

manner and I apply it in all likely occasions of this issue, which is correct according 

to our own judgment, even according to the saints.  

If conveniently and originally and just like deceitfully for benefit, either for 

defense or generally for human passion you brought out that vote.
80

 You owe some 

apology and purification through this purpose. If the zeal of faith conveniently and 

originally moved your pious soul against his
81

 dirty life, just as we had been 

convinced; for what could you bear ill-will to him, or hope goodness from his end? 

Or who would claim that he sends out the executioner against him to have him killed, 

but rather than having any pity for the everyday murder of the others and caring the 

souls murdered by him? 
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Then if, to sum up, on behalf of the glory of Christ as you punished that 

thrice-cursed  spoiler in this way, and as both you and whoever else shared the vote; 

[let] your very sin [be] upon me and my head,
82

 and you [are] not only pure, but also 

worthy of many rewards. You will be honored distinguishably by your people on 

earth, and by that pious vote of yours in the heaven. You are truly Manuel, because 

you did not neglect Emmanuel
83

 as you were abused by those who should not offend 

him. God is with you, who moved you towards his own zeal. Indeed, in those days of 

ours you proved yourself to be the true Christian good Manuel. (p. 486) We know 

your piety and zeal as counterbalancing the impiety of Iouvenalios in those cold 

days, whose impiety was at an utmost level. If we all had taken up your zeal on 

behalf of faith, only unintelligent and fool men would have stirred up the sacraments 

of Christ both in the Peloponnese and here.   

 This is the conclusion I have come to. Consider the testimony of the Spirit, and 

let everyone who knows and believes correctly consider [it]. To be a heretic is one 

thing, and to be a non-believer is another; and to be an apostate of the faith [is] also 

another thing. For the one who does not want to ally himself with Christ at all is a 

non-believer, just like Jews and Greeks.
84

 The one who allies himself with Christ 

[but] utterly destroys his teachings either obliquely or by falling into fallacy 

concerning the theology or oikonomia
85

 is a heretic.
86

 For any teaching which 
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contradicts with the faith either directly or indirectly is heretic concerning either 

theology or oikonomia, and anyone who has that doctrine [is] a heretic. The one who 

has allied himself with everything of the faith but then departed from it
87

 is an 

apostate, about whom it is said in the Proverbs; “An apostate is a useless man”; for 

he looks like dead, or accepted faith as he rejected the cause of eternal life in the 

faithful. 

 The Church of Christ does not allow the rulers to punish the unfaithful who 

have never received the faith. The holy apostle,
88

 in the Corinthians, says “For what 

have I to do to judge them also that are without?”
89

 Regarding the heretics, he awaits 

Paul himself as Paul writes to Timothy;
90

 “A man that is an heretick after the first 

and second admonition reject; knowing that he that is such is subverted, and sinneth, 

being condemned of himself.” Such a thing is accomplished thanks to its great 

reasonableness and compassion which it has for the return of the ones who are 

misled.  

It
91

 admonishes the heretics once and twice, and seeing them resisting again, 

losing hope of their return, then considering the salvation of the others, and then 

separating them from the pious taking the decision of excommunication against 

them, so that nobody who would be close to them would be harmed. Having been 
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separated from the Church and having brought the separation, when they suffer 

incurably, if they guard the distorted dogmas only to themselves, they stay 

unaffected of the evils [done] by the secular rulers, just as the unfaithful. If they 

secretly sow love of strife and contend for their own dogmas, [there would be] a 

necessity to force the secular rulers, to imprison [them], or to do such things to them 

so that they would not be able to harm the others. When the apostate of the faith 

prevails over both the heretics and the outright unfaithful with many in the middle; 

the blessed Peter tells [them] “For it had been better for them (p. 487) not to have 

known the way of righteousness”.
92

  

The Church in no way clearly allows the secular rulers to punish them; if 

however the rulers do this as they have been motivated by the zeal of faith and 

achieved security on behalf of the Church, it accepts and rewards them. This is not to 

prescribe and to praise, but the Church praises many things among the things that 

happen, and wishes them to be such. It does not impose them clearly in this way. For 

example, it does not order to kill the ones who adulterated the money, neither if a 

certain ruler, who arrested a certain person, was asking the Church what he should do 

to him, nor [the Church] would say that the ruler should kill that man. If the ruler 

who arrested him would impale or mutilate him according to the laws which are 

found and operated everywhere, the Church would not have been vexed at the ruler, 

rather it would have praised the ruler and blame him.
93

 On average, how much worse 

is the corruptor of faith, through which the salvation comes to the souls of people, 

than [the one who causes] the adulteration of money, through which we are aided in 
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the transient life? In this way the ones who have the imperial sword from God must 

punish the other wrong-doers to the extremity, just like the apostates of the faith with 

that much punishment.  

 Such was that lamentable Iouvenalios; for contrary to the contracts, which he 

had confessed towards his mother Church [when he was] baptized, which he diverted 

towards the Greek
94

 superstition. Then he talked and wrote against the faith. And 

then he contrived every evil thing wholeheartedly so that he separated from the faith 

only the ones who were with and near him. Then he did not use reason and 

arguments; for he would neither had [them], nor was he such a man; but he was no 

longer tolerable because of [his] shamelessness, blasphemies, and wantonness 

against his own head. Who will dare to bring in a charge of murder against the 

punisher of such a man, only if would he not be the enemy of the salvation of 

Christians, or a childish person, otherwise a superannuated person? Much rather, 

how could those who tolerated his being alive until now not be the murderers of 

Christian souls?  

 Listen also what the imperial ordinance says: “The ones who were deemed 

worthy of holy baptism but then Hellenized
95

 long time ago are subject to extreme 

retribution”; and it says: “If Jews would dare to distort Christian sayings, they are 

subject to a major retribution.” Therefore how greater condemnation is to him [who 

is] after the baptism and the faith not just Hellenizing,
96

 but distorting Christian 

sayings with silly sayings, writings and all ways [and] with violence of madness 
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against the honorable people? And I skip to declare many people against 

Manichaeans
97

 and Donatists
98

 and Hellenists.
99

  

(p. 488) Does the Church consider it terrible to guard these laws, or does it 

exact punishment for the ones who want to guard them? And how would the story go 

on? First the ones who put those laws would not even have started it, unless they also 

satisfied the Church. Then how would the Church canonically consider the sinners, 

the ones who contend together with it
100

 and those who both legislate and act upon 

such things on her behalf?  Unless the Church does this by its own hand, that is why 

the secular rulers were ordered to be extremely just, so that they themselves do the 

things which were not proper for the Church on behalf of the Church by its own 

means. And the Emperor swears to advocate the doctrines of the Church, promising 

in return a reward for he was proclaimed [to be] recognized from there. The eparches 

who are sent to the cities swear to guard the imperial edicts; [and] the edicts state 

what we exactly heard. Therefore everything accords with the purpose of the Church 

through all means, even if in this way it is not said openly by the Church. 

 So you, the bravest and the most pious of men and rulers, [as you are] 

convinced by me, be grateful to Christ for what has happened; for many crowns
101

 

are made for you. Because of this if you detect some other person suffering the same 

illness as Iouvenalios and bringing away those who were close to him from the true 
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faith [and] dragging them towards the tricks of demons, which God left ineffective 

by means of Himself and by His best oikonomia;
102

 whip [him] after second and third 

warning, imprison [him], then take his tongue out, and then sever his hands. In this 

way if he [still] remains evil, send [him] to the depth of the sea. After second and 

third warning, I report [what] the holy apostle says “if God peradventure will give 

them repentance to the acknowledging of the truth; and that they may recover 

themselves out of the snare of the devil.”
103

  

This is likely to happen to many people, even if a possible repentance was 

never possible on the part of Iouvenalios. For his shameless and oppressive madness 

against piety was indeed a deception and a mental disorder that the demons beset him 

with; those demons found him hollow and inclined to error both out of ignorance and 

baseness. Indeed they brought wretched one to the very edge of mania against his 

own salvation.  Therefore many times and by many people warned by the Church, he 

was to be rejected as [he was] entirely deviated, the most extreme retributions were 

to be for him by the secular rulers. Even if neither the Church nor the rulers were 

doing every necessary thing, they belittle, alas, the human souls killed by the sword 

of the accursed.    

 However your matter is such; I foresee that all the greater and lesser rulers, if 

they do not punish these Hellenists,
104

 (p. 489) [and] if they tolerate seeing 

Hellenism
105

 advance and do not examine properly how to correct it as soon as 
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possible; either they attempt to escape notice as they are Greek,
106

 or they will be 

judged by God and people as Greeks.
107

 Nobody including the ones here and among 

us and the ones who sowed its seeds and those who accepted it is aware how big the 

disaster is. Neither your rulers nor ours gathered themselves together nor cooperated 

with the Church, rather they summoned the Church for this reason as they cooperated 

with the Church.  

For these tribulations happened because of the ecclesiastical confusion, let 

them do every necessary thing together with their piety being lost. Everything will 

get away from us including the holiest, royal, free things as well as laws and 

customs, and our matters will become upside down not before long. And I, the 

guiltless of the remaining ones, was often discussed and protested solemnly both 

privately and publicly concerning these [matters]. Those who pierce Christ or those 

who take pleasure seeing the ones piercing Christ will see whom they pierce both 

here and there, for all the tribulations that will happen they will pay the penalty 

because of the things here.     
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CHAPTER IV 

EVALUATION OF SCHOLARIOS‟ LETTERS IN LIGHT OF FIFTEENTH-

CENTURY PELOPONNESIAN POLITICS 

In this chapter, Scholarios‟ six letters sent to some of the fifteenth-century politicians 

in the Peloponnese -namely Despot Theodore II, Alexios Laskaris Philanthropenos, 

Despot Demetrios, Despot Constantine, and Manuel Raoul Oises- will be evaluated 

in a chronological manner in light of fifteenth-century Peloponnesian politics. The 

years in which the letters were sent to the Peloponnesian politicians are 1430/6-

1451/2,
1
 which means the post-Byzantine period will not be dwelled on. Major 

events that Scholarios addresses in the letters will be crosschecked with other 

contemporary sources, any accordance or discordance with those sources will be 

stated; and the ones he does not refer to will only be supported with secondary 

sources. Before focusing our attention at the Peloponnese, it would be convenient to 

talk about what was happening in the rest of the Byzantine Empire, especially 

Constantinople, the imperial capital, at the turn of the fifteenth century, since 

Scholarios did not write only on the Peloponnesian-specific issues.   

Byzantine Empire in the First Half of the Fifteenth Century 

Byzantine Empire got through hard times in the fourteenth century. It experienced 

major civil wars, the bubonic plague, and attacks of aggressive foreign powers; all of 

which devastated the economy and reduced the Empire to a tiny state tributary to the 
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propose a date for that letter. 
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Ottomans.
2
 At the turn of the fifteenth century, the Byzantine Emperor Manuel II 

was not in Constantinople but in France, touring European countries to get military 

and financial aid against the Ottomans; and he left his nephew John VII as the regent 

emperor. He left Constantinople in 1399 and spent three years in Europe, reaching as 

far as England, and returning with rather inadequate subsidy and soldiers in 1403. 

Chronologically speaking, this is the first event Scholarios mentions in six of his 

abovementioned letters, in the one which he wrote to the Despot Demetrios.
3
 Other 

primary sources that touch upon Manuel II‟s visit to Europe is Doukas,
4
 Sphrantzes,

5
 

Chalkokondyles,
6
 and six of Manuel II‟s own letters (letters 37-42) sent from Europe 

to Constantinople and Italy.
7
 All these contemporary sources agree on the fact that 

Manuel II‟s visit is to obtain aid for his country against the Ottoman threat. 

At the time Manuel II departed from Constantinople, the city was being 

besieged by Bayezid I for almost five years. The Ottoman siege would only be lifted 

by an external factor, that is, the Mongol attack on the Ottoman soil.
8
 The threat the 
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Mongols posed on the Ottoman Empire was a serious one. A battle took place in 

Ankara in 1402 between the two powers, in which Bayezid I was defeated and taken 

captive by the Mongol ruler Timur. The Ottoman defeat is undoubtedly a relief of 

almost two decades on the part of the Byzantines because of the rivalry among the 

sons of Bayezid I over the Ottoman throne that lasted a decade.
9
 The enthronement 

of the Byzantine-backed Mehmed I (1413-1421) added another decade of respite 

which would last until the reign of the next Ottoman Sultan, Murad II (1421-1451). 

During the Interregnum Period (1402-1413) and the reign of Mehmed I, the 

Byzantines could regain some of the lost territories and could shake the Ottoman 

yoke. They were no longer to pay tribute to the Ottomans, and Mount Athos and 

Thessalonike were restored.  

Nevertheless, following the completion of the first year of Murad II‟s reign, 

tides turned against the Byzantines. In 1422, Murad II besieged and attacked 

Constantinople, only to re-experience his grandfather Bayezid I‟s failure.
10

 

Immediately after the abandonment of the siege, Manuel II‟s son, the next emperor 

John VIII, repeated what his father Manuel II did two decades ago. He went to 

Europe in 1423 to seek aid against the Ottoman aggression. What he could get was 

conditional aid: while Venice asked for commercial privileges, Hungary demanded 
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union of the two churches.
11

 In the same year Thessalonike was given to the 

Venetians, who could hold it only until 1430, when it was taken by the Ottoman 

army together with Ioannina, the capital city of Epiros.
12

 The Constantinopolitans 

had to endure one more attack in 1442, this time with the help of someone from the 

royal family, that is, Despot Demetrios. This event together with the Council of 

Ferrara-Florence in 1438-9 and some other events will be examined in detail in the 

third section with Scholarios‟ statements.   

Even though the Byzantine Empire was shrinking, it was expanding in the 

Peloponnese until the collapse of the Despotate of the Morea in 1460. In the section 

below, the Peloponnese‟s superiority over Constantinople will be clearer, thus it will 

be an attempt to legitimize Scholarios‟ wish to go to the Peloponnese .  

Despotate of the Morea in the First Half of the Fifteenth Century 

While all these were taking place in and around the capital, the Peloponnese was 

going through a divergent path and displaying a better image than Constantinople in 

terms of economy, cultural and intellectual life. The Despotate of the Morea was 

founded after the Fourth Crusade, and controlled by people from the Byzantine 

imperial family, firstly by the Kantakouzenoi during 1348-1384 and then by the 

Palaiologoi during 1384-1460. It had occasionally unsteady relations with the Latins, 

and had often been exposed to the incursions of Ottomans, who supposedly had no 

intention to conquer it yet. Another threat to the Despotate was local Peloponnesian 

aristocrats, who sometimes allied with the enemies of the Despotate. Whenever the 
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Byzantines were in dire conditions, the impacts were felt in the peninsula as well, an 

example of which would be Bayezid I‟s attacks on the Despotate during the siege of 

Constantinople in the last years of the fourteenth century.
13

  

At the turn of the fifteenth century, the peninsula was under the rule of 

Theodore I, who ruled there until his death in 1407. His nephew, Theodore II, 

succeeded him and ruled alone until 1428. Although his rule alone does not seem to 

be a military and political success story, the intellectual life flourished with his and 

his Latin wife Cleope Malatesta‟s patronage. The presence of great intellectuals of 

the time like Bessarion and Gemistos Plethon shows how attractive the peninsula 

was for them. If Scholarios‟ wish to go there is evaluated in this framework, it should 

be considered as legitimate. From 1428 to 1443, Theodore II was no longer ruling 

alone, but shared the rule with two of his brothers, Constantine and Thomas. When 

Theodore II left the Peloponnese for his appanage at Mesembria and its environs, 

Constantine and Thomas continued ruling there until the coronation of the former as 

the last Byzantine Emperor in 1449. From 1449 until the fall of the peninsula to the 

Ottomans in 1460, two rulers shared the rule there, namely Thomas and Demetrios.
14

    

It would be wrong to think of the Peloponnesian peninsula as a single and 

undivided unit under the Byzantine rule. Until 1430, aside from the Despotate of the 

Morea, there were still some Western principalities that were remnants of the Fourth 

Crusade: the Franco-Navarrese Principality of Achaia, Archbishopric of Patras, the 

County of Corinth, and the Duchy of Athens that dominated the peninsula and its 

                                                           
13
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environs.
15

 However, thanks to the wars with the abovementioned powers, the 

Despotate of the Morea was able to extend its domains, and dominated almost whole 

peninsula with the exception of some coastal towns such as Modon and Coron.
16

  

On the one hand the Western powers were losing power in the peninsula, yet 

on the other hand the Ottomans were encroaching towards it. The wall at the Isthmus 

of Corinth, also known as Hexamilion, had been rebuilt by Manuel II during his visit 

to the Peloponnese in 1414-6 to defend the Peloponnese against any attack that 

would come from the mainland.
17

 However, the Ottomans destroyed it in 1423.
18

 It 

was restored, but then re-demolished by the Ottoman forces in 1446 so that they 

could penetrate into the Peloponnese and ravage the countryside.
19

 The efforts to 

rebuild it unfortunately proved vain in the aftermath of the pillage of 1446.
20

 As 

mentioned before, after 1449, two despots shared the rule in the Peloponnese: 

Demetrios and Thomas. To put it simply, Demetrios was a pro-Ottoman, and Thomas 

was a pro-Western. Be that as it may, the quarrels between the last two despots of the 

Despotate helped bring the end of their rule there.
21

 The Ottomans, upon the calls of 

the despots over obtaining aid for the dispute between them, got into the peninsula 

gradually with their army during 1452-60. It was able to survive only seven years 

                                                           
15

 Zakythinos, Le Despotat grec de Morée, vol. I, p. 122. 

 
16

 Nicol, The Immortal Emperor, pp. 10-1. 

 
17

 Gregory, A History of Byzantium, p. 323; Nicol, The Last Centuries of Byzantium, p. 328. 

 
18

 Kalligas, H. Monemvasia: A Byzantine City State, Routledge, New York, 2010, p. 45. Hereafter it 

will be referred to as Kalligas, Monemvasia; Nicol, The Immortal Emperor, p. 8; Necipoğlu, 

Byzantium between the Ottomans and the Latins, p. 272. 

 
19

 Nicol, The Last Centuries of Byzantium, p. 364; Necipoğlu, Byzantium between the Ottomans and 

the Latins, p. 286. 

 
20

 Kalligas, Monemvasia, p. 48. 

 
21

 Necipoğlu, Byzantium between the Ottomans and the Latins, pp. 233-4. 

 



116 
 

longer than Constantinople until its corporation into the Ottoman Empire in 1460. 

After the demise of the Despotate, Demetrios submitted his portion of the peninsula 

to the Ottomans and he was awarded with land in Thrace and some northern Aegean 

islands and he died after 1470, whereas Thomas took refuge in Rome, receiving a 

pension from the Pope until his death in 1465.
22

 

Scholarios‟ Views on Major Events That Took Place during 1435/6-1450/1 

So far, major events that took place in the Byzantine Empire in the first half of the 

fifteenth century have roughly been covered. The principal aim of this study, 

however, is incorporation of Scholarios‟ view on the fifteenth-century Peloponnesian 

politics, and it will be attempted in this section. The earliest event that he touched 

upon had been Manuel II‟s tour to Europe to seek help. Chronologically speaking, 

the second event Scholarios reflected on is „the need‟. Scholarios wrote about a need 

in several letters of his, without explicitly stating what it was. The first instance in 

which Scholarios stated his need is the letters, letter VI and VII, which he sent to the 

Despot Theodore II. Scholarios asked for donations and good treatment from the 

Despot Theodore II in letter VI,
23

 yet he seemingly did not get what he asked for, as 

can be understood from letter VII to the same person.
24

 In letter VII, he added that he 
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was going to have greater hopes against all odds.
25

 As for what the donation was or 

what Scholarios asked for, all sources are silent. Nevertheless, it can be asserted with 

some reservation that the demand might have been financial. Another letter in which 

Scholarios asked for donations is the letter to the Despot Constantine, who seems to 

have been granting lots of donations until then.
26

 

As a matter of fact, what Scholarios asked for was indeed to leave 

Constantinople for the Peloponnese, specifically for the court in Mistra. The only 

secondary source that addresses this wish of Scholarios is Blanchet‟s book on 

Scholarios. Blanchet, by taking the two letters that Scholarios sent to the Despot 

Theodore II and another letter that Cardinal Bessarion sent to Scholarios into 

account, puts forward the clearness of Scholarios‟ wish to go to the Peloponnese. 

Blanchet believes that Bessarion was playing an intermediary role between the 

Despot Theodore II and Scholarios.
27

 Scholarios‟ wish of departure might be clear in 

Bessarion‟s letter to Scholarios; however, in the letter VI, it is not that evident. In the 

letter VII, though, it is crystal-clear.
28

 Another obvious statement is Theodore II‟s 
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declination of Scholarios‟ demand, which Scholarios appears to have taken for 

granted.
29

  

The two letters that were sent to the Despot Theodore II are not the only 

sources which exhibit Scholarios‟ wish and attempt to leave Constantinople. The 

next source is the letter to Alexis Laskaris Philanthropenos,
30

 an archon in the 

Peloponnese under the service of the Despot Constantine. According to Blanchet, the 

letter was written either in the end of 1435 or in the beginning of 1436; and 

according to the editors in 1438.
31

 In any case, what is certain is that it was written 

before the Council of Ferrara-Florence, inasmuch as Scholarios talked about 

preparations of departure from Constantinople for somewhere else, an idea that was 

not favored by the Despot. Although Scholarios did not specify his name, there is no 

doubt that the Despot was Constantine, since the Despot Theodore II was not in 

Constantinople at that time.
32

 In the letter, Scholarios clearly stated his trust in Alexis 

in that Alexis would assist him to go to the Peloponnese, yet with some delay. There 

were two matters that seemed to legitimize the delay: either the Emperor‟s
33

 honor to 

be about to be bestowed on Scholarios, or the coming synod.
34

 All in all, although 

Scholarios could stay in Constantinople and continue serving the Emperor,
35

 he still 
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wanted to quit everything there. Nevertheless, he had to conform to what Alexis 

exhorted him to do, namely to stay in Constantinople for some more time.
36

   

In the end of the day, Scholarios never had the chance to go to the court in 

Mistra to serve the Despot Constantine. In the 1430s, he wished to be at “somewhere 

fitting for his merits”, be that land Byzantine or Latin.
37

 However, he appeared to 

have seized an opportunity to leave Constantinople in 1438, the year when he 

departed from Constantinople for the Council of Ferrara-Florence.
38

 The Council 

aimed at uniting the Catholic and the Orthodox churches, which had been officially 

separate since the Great Schism in 1054. The Byzantine delegate the members of 

which would have difficulty in affording the journey would be furnished with papal 

sustenance. The Council‟s ecumenicity was assured with the representatives coming 

from the Patriarchates of Antioch, Alexandria, and Jerusalem. That it is called the 

Council of Ferrara-Florence stems from the change of its place from the Italian city 

of Ferrara to Florence, due mostly to pestilence –although none among the Byzantine 

delegate died because of it- and Pope‟s concern over Ferrara‟s military insecurity.
39

 

                                                                                                                                                                                     
 

36
 “But if I, having hoped in all the rest, should entrust myself to you contrary to expectations - I 

certainly do not know-, you could make plans beforehand with the help of God both depending on the 

thread of the letters and until you arrange the definite moment of our departure. ”. See Letter to 

Alexios Laskaris, p. 38. 

 
37

 Blanchet, Georges-Gennadios Scholarios, p. 314. 

 
38

 As opposed to his stout anti-Unionist stance after 1445, Scholarios was in favor of the Union and of 

going to the Council. See Gill, Personalities of the Council of Florence, p. 81. 

 
39

 On the Council of Ferrara-Florence, see Chalkokondyles, pp. 62, 71, 257; Doukas, pp. 179-188; 

Syropoulos; Sphrantzes, pp. 49-50, 52; also see OHBS, p. 292; Diehl, History of the Byzantine 

Empire, p. 167; Haldon, Byzantium: A History, p. 65; Gregory, A History of Byzantium, pp. 328-9; I. 

Ševčenko, “Intellectual Repercussions of the Council of Florence”, Church History, vol. XXIV, no. 4 

(1955), pp. 291-323; Runciman, Lost Capital of Byzantium, p. 71; Necipoğlu, Byzantium between the 

Ottomans and the Latins, pp. 209-11; Woodhouse, George Gemistos Plethon, pp. 119-53; Zakythinos, 

Le Despotat grec de Morée, vol. I, pp. 191, 213, 224, 241, 354; ibid., vol. II, pp. 99, 262, 278-9, 280, 

286, 292, 323, 326, 327, 331, 334, 343, 350, 359-61, 370-1, 398; Blanchet, Georges-Gennadios 

Scholarios, pp. 249-352; Gill, Personalities of the Council of Florence, pp. 1-14; Nicol, The Immortal 

Emperor, pp. 16-17, 21-2, 28, 33, 36-7, 49-51, 58, 74, 109, Runciman, The Fall of Constantinople, pp. 



120 
 

Many issues were discussed in several sessions, including purgatory, the Eucharist, 

the papal privileges, and maybe most importantly the issue of the filioque on which 

Scholarios devoted almost half of the letter he wrote to the Despot Demetrios to its 

explanation, clarification, and defense against the Latin doctrine.
40

  

The Byzantine delegate, numbering around 700, arrived at Venice in 1438, 

yet Scholarios arrived there a little later due to his illness.
41

 He arrived there with the 

Despot Demetrios and Gemistos Plethon.
42

The Council lasted for more than one 

year, yet Scholarios left it without waiting for its completion with the Despot 

Demetrios and Gemistos Plethon.
43

 The fact that he left the Council early might 

indicate his discontent about it,
44

 although he was for the Union of the two churches 

before and when he had gone there. Scholarios already could not vote, since he was 

an adviser of the Emperor,
45

 in other words he was a layman.
46

 Interestingly, he 
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foreign mercenaries. See Letter to the Despot Demetrios, p. 54. 

 
44

 The reason why Scholarios left the Council early is open to debate. Though it may sound 

hypothetical, it may be alleged that Scholarios might have endeavored to stay in Italy where he 

wanted to go before; and when he could see no possibility for that, he might have decided to go back, 

having no right to vote after all. 
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 Gill, p. 82. 
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 ibid., p. 85; Blanchet, Georges-Gennadios Scholarios, p. 333. 
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congratulated Demetrios for not having voted there as well, as if Demetrios, being a 

layman as well, had had the right to do so.
47

  

In the end, the Union was signed in the absence of Scholarios. Only two 

people from the Byzantine delegate refused to sign it: Markos Eugenikos, the bishop 

of Ephesos, and Isaias, the metropolitan of Stauropolis.
48

 Some of the members of 

the delegate, either because of their repentance
49

 or because of the fear of the stoutly 

anti-Unionist Constantinopolitans, repudiated their signatures after they got back to 

Constantinople.
50

 One of the most notable members to do so was Sylvestre 

Syropoulos.
51

 Bearing all these people in mind, it should be noted that Scholarios 

was not alone in his shift. The letter sent to Demetrios was written probably in the 

end of 1449, long after Scholarios‟ shift to anti-Unionism and repenting having 

attended the Council. Scholarios‟ shift can be seen in his identification of John VIII‟s 

efforts unsuccessful
52

 and defining the delegate as a mass that had been led by 

someone else as if its members had no free will.
53

 Scholarios went as far as asserting 
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 “…you stood firm; and you were not present in the voting; for you would not give your consent. 

You departed both with me and with decent Gemistos, even though they, who instigated the dreadful 

developments, were repeatedly asking you to stay. On the other hand they hardly allowed us to go 

away from those good deeds; for on the other they could not do anything decently but forcefully.” See 

Letter to the Despot Demetrios Palaiologos, p. 59. 

 
48

 Gill, Personalities of the Council of Florence, p. 10. 

 
49

 Doukas depicts a scene where members of the Byzantine delegate returned to Constantinople and 

encountered the Constantinopolitans, and expressed their repentance to them. See Doukas, p. 181. 

 
50

 Gill, Personalities of the Council of Florence, p. 11; Blanchet, Georges-Gennadios Scholarios, p. 

354. 
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 Gill, Personalities of the Council of Florence, p. 12. 

 
52

 “But when you were with that Emperor, as he was dealing with the Italians over the religious issues 

unsuccessfully, it was necessary for you to go through many cities and many states to meet with many 

rulers…” See Letter to the Despot Demetrios Palaiologos, p. 44. 

 
53

 “You would not tolerate shameful people for being abroad and also for being sent back along with 

all the sailing companions just as an ordinary anchor…” See Letter to the Despot Demetrios 

Palaiologos, p. 45. 

 



122 
 

that even the Emperor attended the Council against his will, a claim that is not 

convincing.
54

 

Scholarios experienced a radical shift regarding his opinion over the Union, 

and it is generally believed that he was a pro-Unionist before 1445, namely before 

the death of his teacher Markos Eugenikos,
55

 and took over the flag of anti-Unionism 

from him after the latter‟s death.
56

 It is known that Scholarios was proficient in Latin, 

and admired Thomas Aquinas.
57

 Part of the options as a place to migrate, Scholarios 

considered Rome to serve the Catholic Church.
58

 Nevertheless, if it is checked with 

scrutiny, it will be manifest that Scholarios‟ religious stance towards the Union was 

not that clear before the Council, for the reason that there is no religious work of 

Scholarios that predates the Council of Ferrara-Florence from which his point of 

view regarding religion would be deduced.
59

 The period between the 

accomplishment of the Union and the death of Markos Eugenikos is also debated in 

terms of Scholarios‟ stance towards the Union,
60

 in which Scholarios, having shifted 

from a Unionist position to neutrality, engaged in a debate with Markos Eugenikos 

who wanted him on his side, namely into the anti-Unionist camp.
61
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 “For the only thing one could charge him with is the ecclesiastical confusion. He participated in it 

against his will and as far as it was up to him he was getting away [from the ecclesiastical confusion]”. 

See Letter to Manuel Raoul Oises, p. 90. 
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 See note 145 in Letter to the Despot Demetrios Palaiologos. 
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 Gill, Personalities of the Council of Florence, p. 79; Woodhouse, George Gemistos Plethon, p. 237; 

Nicol, The Last Centuries of Byzantium, p. 360; Runciman, The Last Byzantine Renaissance, p. 82. 
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 Blanchet, Georges-Gennadios Scholarios, p. 283. For Thomas Aquinas, see ODB, p. 146. 
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 Blanchet, Georges-Gennadios Scholarios, p. 304. 
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Scholarios‟ addressees, as mentioned in the biographies chapter, are largely 

anti-Unionist. Put it simply, he attempted to gain their support and to help preserve 

the Orthodoxy. He did his best for that, as can be seen in the way he wrote to the 

Despot Demetrios on the latter‟s attack on Constantinople with the help of the 

Ottomans in 1442.
62

 A contemporary historian, Sphrantzes, asserted that Demetrios 

had gotten disgruntled when the Emperor John VIII, having no son, considered 

Despot Constantine as his successor. Demetrios apparently had an eye on the throne. 

That was why he attacked Constantinople having joined with the forces of the 

Ottoman Sultan Murad II. The attempt was a failure, and it further drove a wedge 

between the Emperor and Demetrios.
63

 Despot Constantine, who was preoccupied 

with the defense of Lesbos which was attacked by the Ottoman fleet, rushed to 

Constantinople to assist the Emperor in defending the city.
64

 He was later on granted 

Selymbria as an appanage, probably to keep an eye on the probable malevolent 

activities of Demetrios in the future, considering Selymbria‟s proximity to 

Constantinople.
65

 This reflects a covert distrust against Demetrios. 

Scholarios, in his letter to the Despot Demetrios, touched upon the siege in 

1442. He, in a sense, confirmed Sphrantzes without mentioning Constantine‟s 
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 On the siege in 1442, see Sprantzes, p. 53; Chalkokondyles–Darko, vol. II, p. 80 as quoted in 

Necipoğlu, Byzantium between the Ottomans and the Latins, p. 141; Schreiner, Die byzantinischen 

Kleinchroniken, vol. I, Chr. 29/11, 62/10; vol. II, p. 461; Blanchet, Georges-Gennadios Scholarios, 

pp. 370, 420, 466; Necipoğlu, Byzantium between the Ottomans and the Latins, pp. 141, 190, 278; 

Runciman, Lost Capital of Byzantium, p. 71;  Runciman, The Fall of Constantinople, p. 49; 
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nomination as John VIII‟s successor.
66

 He only presented Demetrios‟ contempt 

against his brother as a pretext, and pointed the demon as the driving force. The loss 

after the siege was heavy: many people were killed, and the countryside was 

ravaged.
67

 Scholarios in no way approved Demetrios‟ act, however, he tried to soothe 

Demetrios,
68

 who was imprisoned and put under house arrest in the palace.
69

 

Demetrios was forgiven later on. According to Scholarios everything went back to 

normalcy, and the brothers did not intend to take any revenge from each other.
70

 This 

does not seem to reflect the truth, in that a covert distrust dominated the relations 

between the two brothers, as discussed above. Scholarios, having attempted to soothe 

Demetrios, went one step further when he mentioned some “unjust judges” who 

found Demetrios guilty in the aftermath. Demetrios should not worry, though, since 

they had the habit of accusing everyone.
71

 In other sources, there is unfortunately no 

clue about who those judges were. 

                                                           
66

 “You wanted him to abandon that power [and] to drag him against his will.” See Letter to the 

Despot Demetrios Palaiologos, p. 46. 

 
67

 “…the others did nothing wrong but were being enslaved or were killed not in small numbers, and 

the countryside was ravaged and burned.” See ibid. 

 
68

 “However, having been that much praised, you were judged by your own people and by foreigners 

as the best ruler, and the demon envied you [and] roused an unbearable contempt in you against your 

brother the Emperor, [and] it urged you to defend yourself.” See ibid. 

 
69

 “The one was closed together with others inside the gates…” See ibid.; Nicol, The Last Centuries of 

Byzantium, p. 360. 

 
70

 “Those who suffered these and those who shared the suffering hated neither the other one, nor 

anyone who was the most responsible.” See Letter to the Despot Demetrios Palaiologos, p. 46; 

Runciman, The Fall of Constantinople, p. 49. 

 
71

 “…they hated only you, neither were they occupied with what was fair, nor were they considering 

to investigate and to find out and consequently to loathe the primary cause of the events greatly.  That 

misfortune more than injustice, just as a cloud covering your goodness now still gives freedom of 

speech against you to the unjust judges. For being able to accuse you of nothing else, they grow out of 

the misfortune…”, “Of the other rulers, or if you want indeed of all the people, they are able to accuse 

different people for different things; and because of this, they fill their souls with their own 

disadvantages, for all rulers are fond of accusing, they do not want to inspect the errors in public. Let 

it be possible to call these misfortunes, even if someone would call these in whatever way, there is 

almost nobody among the known rulers who has experienced what has happened to you. Not being 
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According to Scholarios, the alliance between the Ottomans and Demetrios 

was seemingly broken before the Battle or the Crusade of Varna that took place in 

1444 as a reward of the Union given by the Pope to the Byzantines.
72

 The Crusaders 

were composed of different peoples: primarily the Hungarians, the Venetians, the 

Wallachians, and so forth. They firstly advanced through present day Serbia into 

Bulgaria, capturing Nis and then Sofia. Murad II did not immediately respond to the 

invasion of the Crusaders, instead he signed a truce valid for ten years with them. 

The reason why such a truce was signed was presumably to gain time.
73

 In the end, 

the Ottomans gained the upper hand and annihilated the Crusader army, which might 

have actually aimed at invading Constantinople if it had become victorious.
74

 

Scholarios, in his letter to Demetrios, presented an interesting detail that cannot be 

crosschecked with any other contemporary source. The detail was not commented on 

in a secondary source, either. He narrated that the Ottomans wanted Demetrios at 

least to appear to support them if not assisting militarily, and they offered some land 

to Demetrios for the fear that he might submit his appanage to his brother.
75

 

                                                                                                                                                                                     
able to criticize you for such a thing, they threw stings from there. If you were not praiseworthy to the 

others, the envious people would rather try to put down your fame.” See Letter to the Despot 

Demetrios Palaiologos, pp. 46-7. 
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 For the Battle of Varna, see Sphrantzes, p. 55; Doukas, pp. 184-5; Necipoğlu, Byzantium between 

the Ottomans and the Latins, pp. 17, 37, 212, 218-9; Imber, The Crusade of Varna, pp. 41-106; 

Blanchet, pp. 64, 255, 372-3, 378, 381-2, 390, 454, 466, 494; Runciman, The Fall of Constantinople, 
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Emperor, pp. 29, 52; Zakythinos, Le Despotat grec de Morée, vol. I, pp. 231, 237; Gregory, A History 

of Byzantium, p. 329; Haldon, Byzantium: A History, p. 65; Diehl, History of the Byzantine Empire, 

pp. 164-5; Nicol, The End of the Byzantine Empire, pp. 81-2. 
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 Nicol, The Last Centuries of Byzantium, p. 362. 
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 ibid., p. 363. 
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 “For when he learned exactly that the Hungarians were on the way, the barbarian knew that it was 

necessary on the one hand not to make the Emperor sad, and on the other hand to serve you and to 

have you ready for use for his defense against the Emperor. If indeed he feels that he has contributed 

some goodwill and help to the enemies, at the same time he hoped that you would help him a lot when 

you go to war with him not by addition of power, but by the rumor that even the brother of the 

Emperor is allied to him.  In this way he seemed to be more terrifying to the invaders, and he would 
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Nevertheless, Scholarios asserted that Demetrios declined the offer of the Sultan and 

voluntarily submitted to the Emperor.
76

  

So far Demetrios‟ relation with his brothers had been turbulent. As stated 

before, it is known that Demetrios wished to be the next emperor after John VIII,
77

 

who supposedly considered Constantine as his successor. Demetrios, however, had 

not yielded yet; he grabbed another chance with the death of John VIII in 1448, 

rivaling his brother Constantine. At that time he was closer to Constantinople than 

Constantine, since his appanage was the Byzantine possessions along the Black Sea 

coast, around Mesembria;
78

 whereas Constantine was in the Peloponnese. According 

to Scholarios, there were some people who „provoked‟ Demetrios to rival 

Constantine. Those people incited Demetrios by saying that he had no lesser 

legitimacy than Constantine, since he was with the Emperor on his deathbed and 

shouldered the burden caused by the Emperor‟s death; and also he was part of the 

                                                                                                                                                                                     
have used all better and friendlier Christians in Europe for the present matters.” See Letter to the 

Despot Demetrios Palaiologos, p. 48. 
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 “But gathering together all the Christians, you cared for your people rather than your own 

benefit…”, “But in fact you, having joined your brother the Emperor in the status of a suppliant, did 

not allow even the one who would want to remember bad things; for he respected your virtue and he 

paid thanks to the one who has chosen the most profitable things for everyone. Then he loved and 

honored you immediately, I do not know how much and up to the most extreme end he spared what 

was proper [for you].”, “When it was necessary to deliberate in common when we come together, 

whether you have to depart to Peloponnese or stay enjoying the former rule, you did not hesitate to 

propose what was indeed beneficial, even if you knew that you were not pleasing, you were ready to 

do the thing which would have been judged by the others as beneficial.” See ibid. 
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 For the coronation of Constantine and installation of Demetrios in the Peloponnese, see Schreiner, 

Die byzantinischen Kleinchroniken, vol I, p. 269; Sphrantzes, p. 57-8; Nicol, The Last Centuries of 

Byzantium, pp. 368-70; Nicol, The Immortal Emperor, pp. 36-8; Mijatovich, The Last Emperor, p. 85; 

Runciman, Lost Capital of Byzantium, p. 77; Necipoğlu, Byzantium between the Ottomans and the 

Latins, pp. 219, 278; Runciman, The Fall of Constantinople, p. 52; Nicol, The End of the Byzantine 

Empire, pp. 83-4; Blanchet, Georges-Gennadios Scholarios, pp. 420-1; Zakythinos, Le Despotat grec 

de Morée, vol. I, pp. 241-2. 
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imperial family.
79

 Scholarios seemingly agreed with them, but still praised 

Demetrios‟ cession of his right.  

At last, Demetrios ceded his claim to be emperor, and Constantine was 

coronated in the Peloponnese and rushed to Constantinople to reign from 1449 until 

1453 as the last emperor of the Byzantines, Constantine XI Palaiologos. Present 

scholarship does not deny the role of the mother of the despots, Helena Dragases, 

who acted as regent in Constantinople until the arrival of Constantine. Helena was in 

favor of Constantine‟s emperorship, and seems to have played an important role in 

those critical moments.
80

 However, Scholarios did not mention her role and depicted 

the last decision as that of Demetrios‟, who, according to him, was a perfectly 

legitimate candidate for the throne but chose what was beneficial in the end of the 

day to save the Empire. Scholarios expressed his gratitude to Demetrios for ceding 

his right of emperorship for the rule in the Peloponnese, which he carried on until 

1460.
81

 According to Sphrantzes, the Constantinopolitans already disfavored 

Demetrios‟ emperorship.
82

 Scholarios so far had not openly and harshly criticized 

Demetrios in his long letter; when he did, he did it covertly. His vote was for 
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 “For the Emperor was departing, everybody –except a few-was advising you to take the greater 

title- which was in your hands; and even when laymen seized it, it [the power] did not change its 

mind. People were telling you that both [because] your father was an emperor [and] your brother had 

ruled a short time ago, [and] you were present in his death and carried the burden of the matters. You 

will have no lesser legitimacy from the people older than you. And with such words, they were 

obviously provoking you to attempt the greatest things.” See Letter to the Despot Demetrios 

Palaiologos, p. 51. 
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 Runciman, Lost Capital of Byzantium, p. 77; Nicol, The End of the Byzantine Empire, pp. 83-4; 

Nicol, The Last Centuries of Byzantium, pp. 369-370. 
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 “Therefore for ceding the most pleasant title of the emperorship, for which a son quarrelling with 

the father and a father quarrelling with the son have often perished, and having foreseen the 

forthcoming dispute and the confusion and the destruction of other things, showing affection for a 

second time; how much philosophy do these have, and how much are we grateful to you!” See Letter 

to the Despot Demetrios Palaiologos, p. 52. 
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 Sphrantzes, p. 57. 
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Constantine, as he implied so in the letter that he sent to Constantine.
83

 In the letter to 

the Despot Demetrios, he narrated signing of an oath over Demetrios‟ installation in 

the Peloponnese to share the Despotate with his younger brother Thomas, and the 

coronation of Constantine. He urged Demetrios to obey the oath,
84

 feeling and 

implying that Demetrios might create trouble there as well.
85

 

Scholarios wrote the letter to the Despot Demetrios probably in the end of 

1449. The next year would be a turning point in his life: he became a monk and took 

the name Gennadios.
86

 Out of the six letters evaluated in this chapter, only one was 

written by Scholarios when he was a monk: the one he sent to Manuel Raoul Oises, 

who was an archon in the Peloponnese during 1450-1454.
87

 This letter is an 

invaluable source, in that it provides an account that is not possible to find in other 

sources, apart from only one.
88

 The account is about a man called Iouvenalios, or 

Juvenal, who was a pagan follower or student of Gemistos Plethon.
89

 Iouvenalios 
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 “…and in the present life, your much venerable and much desired presence…” See Letter to the 

Despot Despot Constantine, p. 42. 

 
84

 “And the oaths about these matters were full of awe upon this, the holiest things claimed for 

Christians are received by us in word, in writing and in action; these things which should not be 

violated in any part of the whole land, let alone in such a small dominion, indeed by those who have 

placed their hope of prosperity truly upon them and by those who care a little about honoring in 

action, we all respect them in word.” See Letter to the Despot Demetrios Palaiologos, p. 55; 

Sphrantzes, p. 58. 

 
85

 “Or indeed, how shall we be different from beasts, or if we do not take a true oath, or if we do not 

turn against those who violated things that are sworn upon?” See Letter to Demetrios Palaiologos, p. 

56; Nicol, The Last Centuries of Byzantium, p. 370.  
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87

 See note 1 in Letter to Manuel Raoul Oises; Zakythinos, Le Despotat grec de Morée, vol. II, pp. 
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was an interesting figure.
90

 Little is known about him, much of which is the several 

charges put against him, like murder of monks and robbery of monasteries in Mount 

Athos,
91

 distorting Orthodoxy and trying to convert people to a different sort of 

paganism
92

 wherever he went,
93

 claiming to be the bastard son of Emperor 

Andronikos, Manuel II‟s eldest brother, and so forth. His religious views are rather 

pejoratively described as being variegated.
94

 Scholarios‟ less credible and weirder 

accusations against him are Iouvenalios‟ saving money to be emperor which can be 

related to his claim of being the son of Andronikos IV, and his exhumation of some 

dead people‟s bones to find gold and silver in their tombs.
95

  

Iouvenalios firstly had been in Constantinople, from where he was banished 

to Ainos, which Scholarios claims that his banishment was requested from John VIII 
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 Œuvres complètes de Gennade Scholarios, vol. IV, p. XXVIII. 
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 “Did he not become the chief of robbers in the Holy Mountain, intending to do the most evil things 

there against the monks? Did he not become the slayer of the monks who did nothing wrong, because 

of which he was arrested in the end by the people of the Holy Mountain and was held fast in bonds for 

some time, then being released by the ones who treated [him] humanely?” See Letter to Manuel Raoul 

Oises, p. 96. 

 
92

 “How the wretched covertly united Hellenism by calling the Greek polyarchy and polytheism as a 

system of one principle and putting forward other such monstrous things!” See ibid., p. 86. 
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 “Or you do not see the advancing evil given that that abominable and satanic Iouvenalios is allowed 

to live in the Christian cities and to corrupt the ones who are near him and also some others.” See 

ibid., p. 85. 

 
94

 “First he was a Christian, then he became a Jew, then he celebrated together with the heretic 

followers of Mohammad, then he was acting offhand, then he betrayed the Christians, this was the 

most remarkable of [his] evils and the peak of them.” See ibid., p. 96; Zissis, Γεννάδιος Β’ Σχολάριος, 

p. 362. 
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 “For the demons he cured prophesized to him that he would be emperor…”, “…did he not dig up 

the graves of the dead and bring out their bones, put some of them on fire at nightfall [and] threw 

some others to the places that happened to be open areas, only in order that he would throw out the 

scabs of the graves and sell the iron and would find some gold, as he thought, buried together with 

those dead people?” See Letter to Manuel Raoul Oises, pp. 96-7. 
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by himself together with two bishops.
96

  Having been driven out of Ainos too, 

Iouvenalios had been to Albania and Apulia, and ended up to be in the Peloponnese. 

There he offended Manuel Raoul in such a way that he had to face a terrible death 

inflicted upon him by the archon. Some of his limbs were removed including his 

tongue, and then he was cast into the sea. Scholarios thanked a lot Manuel Raoul for 

this execution,
97

 and did his best to exculpate him.
98

 Scholarios‟ implication of 

ecclesiastical support for Manuel Raoul over the execution of Iouvenalios might 

evoke inquisition practices that prevailed in certain parts of Europe in the fifteenth 

century. 

The emergence of people like Iouvenalios drove Scholarios to pessimism over 

the future of the Empire and Orthodoxy. He expressed his concern over this in his 

letters to Demetrios and Manuel Raoul, the latter having been written a few years 

later than the former. Scholarios told Demetrios the gravity of the situation in 

Constantinople,
99

 and told Manuel Raoul that they were having their last days.
100

 In 
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 “As Kyr Makarios of Coron and Dionysius of Sardis learned this, having me as their companion, 

they went to the Emperor. They have the accursed driven out of the city. I actually advised them to 

imprison him.” See Letter to Manuel Raoul Oises, p. 89. 
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 “Therefore rejoice, the most pious Manuel, in that you fulfilled the deed of service to God lawfully. 

Rejoice in that you made the sword given to you by God shine against those who persecuted Christ. I 

would like you and all the rulers ordained by God to peoples or cities to kill the sinners of the earth 

until morning, [and] to annihilate those who work for lawlessness in the cities of the Lord.” See ibid., 

p. 84; “And you, the most pious Manuel, cheered us through what you have done to the impious 

Iouvenalios; and we, who were suffering, could breathe in the midst of what happened thanks to the 

fame of those greatest deeds of yours.” See ibid., p. 95. 

 
98

 “Now ignorance and envy against good people and their good deeds have arisen everywhere. 

Therefore, it is natural that some people have slandered your most pious deed. And those who accused 

you through ignorance and inexperience of the good or because of the impiety same as his, I let them 

aside; but maybe some people felt disgraced about their own indifference concerning faith as they 

consider your warmness. These people will accuse you forcefully finding some impropriety in your 

deeds. Therefore in order that your zeal towards Christ does not lose heart upon hearing these, or [in 

order that] you are not made afraid by an accusation from the things that they judge badly, but rather 

[in order that] you agree with the opinion of the prudent and pious people. ” See ibid., p. 100. 

 
99

 “and you would deliberate in the best way to yourself, having deliberated on the most beneficial 

matters for the unfortunate remnants of our people, to be blown apart indeed by a light breeze and to 

be thrown into the mouth of the enemy” See Letter to Demetrios Palaiologos, p. 73. 
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the same letter, because Scholarios thought that people were indifferent to their faith 

and because there was corruption everywhere in their lives, he quitted his post in the 

palace and retired to a monastery; closing the door of his chamber.
101

 Doukas 

believes that Scholarios put a notice on the door of his chamber, castigating the 

Union and accusing the Unionists.
102

 One question may be posed regarding the 

importance of the Union as a matter of debate for the contemporary intellectuals, 

who in one way or another engaged in it. The answer might be, as discussed before, 

the complexity nature of the debate since it was so much associated with the very 

future of the state.  

Lastly, although where Scholarios exactly was during the capture of 

Constantinople in 1453 is unknown, it is known that he was taken captive and 

brought to Adrianople, from where he was brought in front of Mehmed II to be made 

the first Patriarch of Constantinople under Ottoman rule with the name Gennadios II. 

During his patriarchate he opposed the Union expectedly, thereby rendering its 

revival impossible. 
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 “From here it is obvious that our end is at hand.” See Letter to Manuel Raoul Oises, p. 93. 

 
101

 “Why did I give up spending time in the palace? Why am I busy with my own matters being 

confined by borders? Except for a few people to whom it is possible to hide coming with piety, why 

do I not open the door of my chamber to the others? Why have I kept silent? Because the time is evil 

as the prophecy goes, and the one who understands will keep silent. Because formerly I was listened 

as I was talking, now I am talking to the ones who do not listen. Because we the people became 

wolves or leopards to each other as we slander, malign, deceive, fabricate tales and kill, if we hoped to 

be unnoticed. Where are these from? [It is] from indifference towards faith. Where is this 

[indifference] from? [It is] from being silent about the word of God, from the worst hunger of all 

hungers.” See ibid., pp. 92-3. 
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CHAPTER V 

CONCLUSION 

George-Gennadios Scholarios was one of the most influential intellectual and 

religious figures who lived in a transition period from the Byzantine Empire to the 

Ottoman Empire in the fifteenth century. When he was a layman, he served the 

Byzantine state as general judge, and general secretary of the emperor, and official 

sermonist who preached in the palace. Being a stout anti-Unionist after his teacher 

Markos Eugenikos, due very much to Emperor Constantine XI’s Unionist policies 

which he did not favor, he retreated to a monastery and became a monk in 1450. 

From there he was captured by a lord during the fall of Constantinople to the 

Ottomans. Later on he was released and made patriarch by the Ottoman Sultan 

Mehmed II. He served as patriarch during 1454-6. In 1456, he resigned and retreated 

to a monastery again, and died as a monk in Serres, in present-day Greece. 

 Scholarios was a very much debated figure. Whoever studies him cannot 

escape dealing with certain questions such as his stance concerning the Union of the 

Catholic and the Orthodox churches which had been separate since the Great Schism 

that took place in 1054, how and why he shifted from pro-Unionism to anti-

Unionism, and whether his patriarchate was a forced one or not. To be able to answer 

such questions, one has to examine his works thoroughly which are all edited in eight 

volumes and have not been fully translated yet. 

 This study, however, does not deal with such questions. Its primary target is a 

small part of the eight volumes, namely six of his letters. Three criteria have been 

applied in the selection of the letters: They must be sent 1. To the ruling elite, 2. To 

those who resided in the Peloponnese, 3. Before 1453. Chronologically speaking, the 
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addressees of the letters are Despot Theodore II, Peloponnesian governor Alexios 

Laskaris Philanthropenos, Despot Constantine, Despot Demetrios, and a ruler called 

Manuel Raoul Oises. The main aim of this thesis is to translate, comment on, and 

evaluate the findings of the abovementioned letters in light of the fifteenth-century 

Peloponnesian politics, thereby to integrate the findings to the historiography. 

 Although Scholarios sometimes gives the account of specific incidents like the 

execution of a neo-pagan called Iouvenalios by Manuel Raoul Oises in his letter to 

the latter, there are some patterns that he repeats. One is his zeal for cooperating with 

the anti-Unionists by various means and preserving Orthodoxy; and the other is his 

wish to leave his hometown Constantinople for another place, such as the 

Peloponnese or Italy. This study reveals that Scholarios’ wish to leave 

Constantinople not only implies unfavorable conditions in the City, but also the 

intellectual opportunities that the Peloponnese offers to scholars. This study 

propounds novelties to the existing historiography, too. Some of them are the dating 

of Scholarios’ letter to the Despot Constantine, finding the counterparts of some of 

the proverbs that Scholarios mentions, an imperial ordinance that he states, 

Scholarios’ definition of heresy, apostasy and disbelief in the letter to Manuel Raoul 

Oises, uncertainty of Scholarios’ so-called Unionist stance before the Council of 

Ferrara-Florence, Ottomans’ offer of land to the Despot Demetrios on condition that 

he helps them during the Battle of Varna in 1444. All these are new additions to the 

historiography. 

 This study, however, has certain drawbacks due to the criteria that are applied 

when selecting the letters. Those criteria made me unable to study some texts of 

Scholarios which are of almost equal importance with the selected ones. Therefore, it 

might be improved with the inclusion of those texts. Due to my language capacity, I 
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could only read the Ancient Greek, Modern Greek, English, French, and German 

works. Another action that may improve this study is to study the works in Slavic 

languages and Ottoman sources as well. Another attempt to improve this study would 

be to examine Scholarios’ relations with contemporary intellectuals by working on 

the letters being circulated among them.  

 Bearing all these in mind, Scholarios is a very important and influential figure, 

yet his works, especially his letters, are understudied. Because of this reason, 

translating his works thus making them accessible to the historians is of utmost 

importance. Hopefully in the future, other historians will undertake such translation 

works and contribute to the fifteenth-century Peloponnesian historiography, which 

still lags behind compared to the literature on Constantinople that cover the same 

period. 
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APPENDIX 

 

 

SCHOLARIOS’ SIX LETTERS TO DESPOT THEODORE II, ALEXIOS LASKARIS, 

DESPOT CONSTANTINE, DESPOT DEMETRIOS, AND MANUEL RAOUL OISES 

 

 

The letters presented below are found in L. Petit, X.A. Sideridès, M. Jugie, ed. Œuvres 

complètes de Gennade Scholarios, 8 vols., Maison de la Bonne Presse, Paris, 1928-1936. 

 

Letter VI to the Despot Theodore, vol. IV, pp. 417-418. 

Letter VII to the same, vol. IV, pp. 418-419. 

Letter to Alexios Laskaris, vol. IV, pp. 435-436. 

Letter to the Despot Constantine, vol. IV, pp.428-430. 

Letter to the Despot Demetrios, vol. III, pp. 117-136. 

Letter to Manuel Raoul Oises, vol. IV, pp. 476-489. 
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