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The Patriarchate of Constantinople
During the Sixteenth Century.
Byzantine Pathways through Ottoman Space

A Byzantine Institution

For the Ottoman Empire the sixteenth century, especially
the reign of the Sultan Stleyman | the Magnificent, was a
time of expansion, consolidation, and great achievements in
various fields of Ottoman civilization. During this exceptional
era, a Byzantine institution continued to operate in the Ot-
toman capital, a highly important institution that survived
amid the new circumstances which surged after the Fall of
Constantinople in 1453: the Patriarchate of Constantinople.
The re-establishment of the Patriarchate in January 1454, only
a few months after the Fall of the East Roman Empire, which
we conventionally call Byzantine, marked the beginning of
a new, long chapter in the age-old history of the institution.
The new political reality posed many challenges on a practical,
political and ideological level, as the representatives of the
institution were confronted with the need to handle its Byz-
antine legacy with new objectives, within a framework that
required flexibility and adaptability. In recent decades, histo-
rians of various disciplines have been studying in depth and
from multiple aspects the Patriarchate of Constantinople of
the early modern period’. The new knowledge verified inter
alia the accuracy of the »continuity and change/breaks and
continuities« concept, indicating that maintaining balance
between old and new was a permanent endeavor throughout
the Patriarchate’s history.

This paper focuses on the Byzantine characteristics of the
institution that were still present during the sixteenth century.
In this context | also investigate to what extent the implica-
tions of this Byzantine legacy were tangible, by arguing that
they had a specific spatial imprint on the Ottoman capital,
which turned the Patriarchate into a prominent and lively hub
with a whole world moving around it.

1 The bibliography on the institution of the Ecumenical Patriarchate and its status
within the Ottoman Empire is extensive; see indicatively a selection of mainly
recent studies, with previous literature: Apostolopoulos, Hieros; Zachariadou,
Deka; Konortas, Othomanikes; Zachariadou, Church; Papademetriou, Render;
Colak/Bayraktar-Tellan, Church; Kotzageorgis, Found; Apostolopoulos, Survival;
Paizi-Apostolopoulou, Institutions; Gara/Olar, Confession-Building.

2 On Gregory Il Mamme — or Mam(m)as — see Harris, Patriarch. Regarding his
surname cf. Laurent, Surnom.

The Re-Establishment in Context

Before referring to the sixteenth century, it is necessary to
mention briefly the context of the re-establishment of the
Patriarchate of Constantinople in the middle of the fifteenth
century, when it entered the new period of its history.

As it is well known, on 29 May 1453 Mehmed Il con-
guered Constantinople after a long siege, inflicting the final
blow to the Byzantine Empire. At the time of the Fall, the
Ecumenical Patriarchate was headless, as the last Patriarch,
the unionist Gregory Il Mamme, had left Constantinople
since August 1450 and had settled in Rome?.

A few months later, on 6 January 1454, Sultan Mehmed |I
re-established the Patriarchate of Constantinople, designat-
ing Gennadios Scholarios as the first Patriarch. Gennadios
was a well-known person: in the conflict that broke out after
the Council of Florence (1438-1439), which had stipulated
the Union of the Churches, Gennadios was the head of the
Anti-Unionists3. With this symbolic act, the Conqueror aimed
at the following targets: to legitimize himself in the con-
science of the Orthodox Christian populations of the Empire
as the successor of the Byzantine Emperor; to exclude the
possibility of his Christian subjects forming an alliance with
the Catholic Church against the Ottomans; to attract Chris-
tian populations to Constantinople, as part of his project to
repopulate the deserted city and to transform it into the new
capital of the Empire*.

According to sixteenth-century Greek chronicles the
church that Mehmed Il originally granted Gennadios for
the settlement of the patriarchal headquarters was the Holy
Apostles. Some months later, in the summer of 1454, the
Patriarchate was transferred to the Byzantine monastery of
the Virgin Pammakaristos, located towards the north-east

3 On Gennadios Scholarios see the detailed monograph of Blanchet, Scholarios,
with previous literature; among the more recent works, see Paizi-Apostolopou-
lou, Appealing; Blanchet, Réaction; Apostolopoulos/Paizi-Apostolopoulou, Pra-
xeis 49-75. 99-104. 111-115; Necipoglu, Gennadios.

4 Yerasimos, Epanoikese; Zachariadou, Constantinople; Apostolopoulos, Survival.
On the reliability of the 16t"-century Greek chronicles relating these events see
the comments of Blanchet, Scholarios 17-18. 83 n. 106 and the bibliography
cited therein.
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of the city, near the shore of the Golden Horn, following
Gennadios’ request, because the neighborhood around the
Holy Apostles was unsafe for Christians®. The extant sources
confirm that Gennadios was indeed active in the church of
the Holy Apostles in the early days of his mandate. This Chris-
tian monument was still very prominent in fifteenth-century
Constantinople. Besides, thanks to the tombs of the Byzan-
tine emperors the site accommodated, it was a locus that
represented the millennial succession of Byzantine emperors.
Even though the exact status of the Holy Apostles at that
time needs further documentation, the connection of the first
Patriarch after the Fall with this prestigious monument was
highly symbolic for the identity of the Patriarchate in the new
chapter of its history®.

On 15 January 1454, only nine days after the accession
of Gennadios to the patriarchal throne, the Venetian Sen-
ate was discussing the conditions set by Mehmed II within
the framework of the ongoing peace negotiations that had
started in the autumn of 1453 in Constantinople. The Sultan
had requested inter alia that the rights and the jurisdiction of
the Patriarch of Constantinople over the Orthodox Christian
subjects of Venice should remain as they were at the time
of the [Byzantine] Emperor’. The Venetian Senate agreed
and therefore the clause became part of the treaty that was
concluded in April 1454, establishing the privileges of the
Venetian communities and consuls in the Empire®. Mehmed’s
intervention in this issue obviously confirmed the authority
of the newly appointed Patriarch. At the same time, it served
the Sultan’s own political needs, namely his intention to ex-
ercise control over the Christian populations in the Venetian
territories®.

A few months later, in October 1454, Patriarch Gennadios
sent an encyclical to the Christians of the Empire, giving them

5 See the relevant testimony provided by the Greek chronicle of the 16 century
"ExBeotg Xpovikn: Ecthesis 19,7-22; Philippides, Emperors 56. Gennadios was
installed in the monastery of the Pammakaristos in the summer or in early au-
tumn of 1454; therefore the transfer from the Holy Apostles can be dated to the
summer of 1454: Blanchet, Scholarios 94 n. 50.

6 See the recent study of Melvani, Gennadios, where the author examines the issue
of the short-term installation of the Patriarchate in the Holy Apostles through the
extant sources of 15" and 16" centuries. On the Greek chronicles of the 16" c.
see also Patrinelis, Proime 65f.

7 »... les droits et la jurisdiction du patriarche grec de CP. sur les sujets grecs de
la Seigneurie restent ce qu'ils etaient au temps de I'empereur«: Thiriet, Déliber-
ations 194-195 (summary in French of the deliberations registered in Archivio di
Stato di Venezia (ASV), Senato Secreti reg. 20, fols 4).

8 For the peace treaty of 1454 see Romanin, Storia 528-535, specifically 533:
»ltem che le intrade che havea et Patriarcha de Constantinopoli in tuti i luogi dela
lllustrissima deta Signoria de Venexia in tempo del Imperator de Costantinopoli
cussi haver le debia de presente«; Theunissen, Diplomatics 125 n. 46; Pedani,
Consuls 8.

9 Zachariadou, Deka 47; Konortas, Symvivasmos 89. The assumption that it was
the patriarch Gennadios who had asked Mehmed Il to impose the aforemen-
tioned condition on the Venetians is plausible. Besides, approximately thirty years
later, in January 1480, the then Patriarch Maximos Ill addressed a similar request
to the Doge Giovanni Mocenigo, asking him to show solidarity towards the
Orthodox Christians of his territories and to allow the envoys of the Patriarchate,
which was striving to survive, to collect from them the customary contributions
in cash or in kind; see Paizi-Apostolopoulou/Apostolopoulos, Episema 173-179;
Apostolopoulos/Paizi-Apostolopoulou, Praxeis 186-187.

advice and announcing his imminent resignation (he remained
on the patriarchal throne until January 1456). A piece of
advice he addressed to his flock was that they should »...
preserve the golden commandments of the Gospel and the
rules of the Holy Mother Church and the laws implemented
in the most pious state of Christians...«, namely the church
canons and the laws that had been in effect during the Byz-
antine period®. This explicit formulation originating from the
Patriarch himself, in a patriarchal document that was not
classified — on the contrary, it was meant to circulate widely —
presupposes and attests to the fact that the Sultan recognized
and legitimized the use of the Byzantine legal system in the
Orthodox Church.

This attitude of the Sultan vis-a-vis the Byzantine law and
the Orthodox Christians’ religious practices is indicated by
one more testimony. The berat issued by Mehmed Il for the
appointment of Patriarch Maximos Il in June 1477 includes
the following stipulation: »However, if he [the Patriarch] acts
in contravention of their rite, he shall be inspected by all the
metropolitans and if he is found worthy to be dismissed, an-
other Patriarch whom they elect shall be appointed«'". The
specific clause refers to the Holy Synod’s role in the process
of designating the new Patriarch, reflecting a reality that was
more in accordance with Byzantine practices than with the
legal order of the time'2.

From the above it becomes obvious that Mehmed Il rec-
ognized and legitimized the Patriarchate of Constantinople
as the heir to the Byzantine past through institutional means
and symbolic actions. Moreover, he used this Byzantine legacy
as a base to support specific claims regarding Christian popu-
lations living outside the Ottoman borders, as demonstrated
by the negotiations in January 1454 with the Venetians.

10 For the encyclical letter see Paizi-Apostolopoulou/Apostolopoulos, Episema
47-51 specifically 49 1. 38-41: »... QUAKTTEWY TOUC XPUOOUE TOO gVayyeAiou
vépoug Kal TaG TAG ayiag pNTPog TAG EKKANoiog SLATAEEL Kal TOug
KPOTAOOVTAG VOHOUG €V T TAV XPLOTIaVWV eV0ERETTATN TIONTEIQ. .. «; Ap-
ostolopoulos/Paizi-Apostolopoulou, Praxeis 64-65; Apostolopoulos, Anaglypha
162. | thank my colleague Nikolaos Livanos for translating this paper’s Greek
quotations into English.

11 For the transliteration and the translation in English of the berat’s text see
Colak/Bayraktar-Tellan, Church 67-68. 195 [2].

12 Konortas, Othomanikes 124-125. It should be noted though, that the afore-
mentioned clause had not been included in the text of the oldest extant berat,
the one issued by Mehmed Il for Patriarch Raphael I in February 1476. It was
probably added after Raphael’s mandate, as a measure to control the patri-
arch’s authority; see Kotzageorgis, Found 10. We find the same stipulation
in the berat issued in April-May 1483 by Bayezid Il for Patriarch Symeon |
(Colak/Bayraktar-Tellan, Church 69-70. 196-197 [2]). Nevertheless, no ref-
erence to the Holy Synod can be found in the extant patriarchal berats of
the period from 1483 until mid-18™ century, when the Ottoman legal order
recognized the power of the metropolitans, and hence the Synod, within the
Patriarchate of Constantinople through the establishment of the system of
Elders (Fepovtiopdc); on this subject see Konortas, Othomanikes 127-143;
Colak/Bayraktar-Tellan, Church 43. 244-250. 280-286. 298-322. For the par-
ticipation of the Holy Synod in the Patriarchate’s administration during the
second half of 15™ century, see Apostolopoulos, Prattein 203-208.
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Byzantine Practices in
Sixteenth-Century Governance

During the sixteenth century, the Patriarchate continued to
operate along the path lined from the second half of the
previous century. It remained the supreme institution of
the ecclesiastical administration of the Orthodox Christians,
preserving its core Byzantine characteristics.

From the point of view of its administrative structure, the
principal administrative agents of the Patriarchate were the
Patriarch, the permanent synod (cUvodoc événuotoa / syn-
odos endemousa) of prelates, and the officials (dp@iKi&ALoL)
of the patriarchal court. The synod was usually formed by
the prelates who resided temporarily or permanently in
Constantinople. On rare occasions, when the Church had
to make extremely crucial decisions, the Patriarch convened
a plenary synod, in which all the prelates under his jurisdic-
tion were supposed to participate, in person or through a
representative, along with the Patriarchs of Alexandria, An-
tioch and Jerusalem. Although in the Byzantine period the
officials were exclusively clerics, in the Ottoman period these
posts were increasingly assigned to lay persons, and some
of them became very influential in the administration of
the Patriarchate. The basic unit of the ecclesiastical admin-
istrative structure was the metropolis. Some metropolitan
provinces included smaller ecclesiastical peripheries in their
territory, namely the bishoprics. These provinces were ruled
by bishops under the local metropolitan. Some bishops were
placed under the direct jurisdiction of the Patriarch, without
the interference of the local metropolitan; they were called
archbishops. Besides, there were small areas comprising a
small number of villages or islands that were also directly
ruled by the Patriarch, the patriarchal exarchates .

In the Byzantine period, the Patriarch of Constantinople
was responsible for matters related to doctrine, worship,
and liturgy, namely for whatever referred to the core prin-
ciples of the faith and to the practice of religion by his
flock. In addition, the Great Church traditionally regulated
matters of marriage and inheritance for Christians. In the
new Ottoman reality, the matters under the jurisdiction of
the Church were expanded. In particular, the Synodal Court
of the Ecumenical Patriarchate acquired, explicitly or implic-
itly, jurisdiction over civil disputes between members of the
clergy or the laity, with cases referred to it for arbitration, as
well as over dowry disputes ™.

13 For the administrative structure of the Eastern Orthodox Church in the first cen-
turies after the re-establishment of the Patriarchate of Constantinople in 1454
see indicatively Patrinelis, Ekklesia 101-102. 103-105; Paizi-Apostolopoulou,
Institutions 121-125. Specifically for the institution of the patriarchal exarchate
see Paizi-Apostolopoulou, Exarchia.

14 Paizi-Apostolopoulou/Apostolopoulos, Kataktese 80-86; Apostolopoulos, Co-
existence.

15 For the two extant units of the Byzantine register of the Ecumenical Patriarchate,
namely the ms Vind. hist. gr. 47 and 48, see Gastgeber, Diplomatics 246 n. 6,

The Patriarchate of Constantinople also had a depart-
ment essential to any administrative institution, the Pa-
triarchal Chancellery. Headed by an official called megas
chartophylax, the chancellery was responsible for recording
the decisions of the Patriarch and the Synod. During the
sixteenth century, the rules of the Byzantine bureaucratic
tradition were maintained at all levels.

First of all, the personnel of the chancellery kept an of-
ficial codex where they recorded the decisions taken by the
Patriarch and the Synod, so as to refer to them whenever it
was necessary. This codex was called the »Sacred Codex«.
It is well known that in the middle of the sixteenth cen-
tury the ambassador of the Holy Roman Empire in Istanbul
Ogier Ghislain de Busbecq (in Istanbul from 1555 to 1562)
brought to Vienna two fourteenth-century manuscripts that
had been part of the of the Byzantine official register (cov-
ering the period 1315-1402). The manuscripts were subse-
guently integrated into the imperial library (Vind. hist. gr. 47
and 48)'. A recent study has proved that these two units
of the Byzantine official codex of the Patriarchate of Con-
stantinople were still lying in the Patriarchal Chancellery in
the post-Byzantine period, until the middle of the sixteenth
century. Furthermore, during this period the texts of the
Byzantine patriarchal acts included in the two manuscripts
continued to serve as examples for the composition of new
patriarchal letters’®.

Apart from the recording and classification in the official
codex, the chancellery also had the obligation to dissem-
inate the patriarchal decisions, sending patriarchal docu-
ments to those directly concerned (monasteries, lay persons,
priests, prelates, etc.). Depending on the nature of every
decision, the officials of the Byzantine chancellery chose
specific types of letters. These types can be traced in the
period under examination as well.

For example, in the sixteenth century the Patriarchate
continued to issue official letters of the type of the patri-
archal sigillion granting privileges to monastic foundations;
the Patriarch continued to communicate with various ad-
dressees using the patriarchal pittakion, a type of informal,
more familiar letter; the Patriarchate continued to issue a
synodical praxis for the newly elected prelates, an official
document describing their tasks and jurisdiction in their
ecclesiastical province; the Patriarchate continued to send
encyclical letters as well, in order to inform the Christians
about decisions of general application.

274-277 and the bibliography listed therein. On Ogier Ghislain de Busbecq
and his Greek manuscripts see the recent study of Gastgeber, Ogier. For the
extant fragments of the »Sacred Codex« from the second half of 15" c. see
Apostolopoulos, Hieros.

16 Apostolopoulos, Puiser.

17 For the practices of the Byzantine and post-Byzantine Patriarchal Chancellery,
see Hannick, Tradition; Paizi-Apostolopoulou, Grapheis; Paizi-Apostolopou-
lou/Apostolopoulos, Episema 13-19; Gastgeber, Diplomatics; Paizi-Apostol-
opoulou/Evangelou/Apostolopoulos, Episema 23-27.
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The Byzantine Legal System
in the Ottoman Environment

Among the words of advice Patriarch Gennadios addressed to
the Christians in October 1454, before his intended resigna-
tion from his mandate, he urged them to observe the canons
of the church and the laws of the Byzantine state. Regarding
the law, the Patriarch’s wish was consistent with the will of
the Sultan who had appointed him, who had connected the
legitimation of the Patriarchate of Constantinople with the
preservation of the tradition, namely of the Byzantine legal
system.

Undoubtedly the implementation of the Byzantine legal
system in the Ottoman context was not a simple issue. For
this reason, the Church was very often required to make
adaptations, and to invent solutions in order to legally regu-
late some realities that had not existed during the Byzantine
period '8,

Nevertheless, the presence of the Byzantine legal system
in the post-Byzantine period was not theoretical. On the
contrary, it was an indispensable part of the administrative
and judicial practice of the Patriarchate, as it constituted
its regulatory framework. Patriarchal decisions were based
on the laws of the Byzantine emperors, the canons of the
church, Late Byzantine law compilations, etc. In fact, the texts
of many patriarchal letters include passages from these legal
sources, that were integrated to establish the legitimacy of the
decisions'®. For the same reason, the patriarchal letters usually
contain mentions of earlier documents that had been issued
on the same subject, either from the lay authority (imperial
documents/chrysoboulla)?® or by the ecclesiastical authority
(Byzantine patriarchal sigillia, etc.)?', as well as passages from
Holy Scripture.

The predominance of Byzantine law in the Ecumenical
Patriarchate’s operation has been confirmed by a recent find-
ing of scientific research: a law compilation constituted by

18 For example, from the first period after its re-establishment, the Great Church
had to deal with matrimonial issues posing serious dilemmas, as the strict im-
plementation of the Byzantine law could compromise the faith and the coher-
ence of the Christians. On this subject see indicatively Papagianni, Nomologia
120-124; Paizi-Apostolopoulou, Gamoi. Besides, the plenary synod of the East-
ern Orthodox Church that was convened in Constantinople in 1593 by the
Ecumenical Patriarch Jeremias Il introduced a significant novelty regarding the
ecclesiastical penance of defrocking. Specifically, the synod decided, inter alia,
that the prelates who did not pay their financial contributions to the Patriar-
chate in due time would henceforth be defrocked. For the financial obligations
of the patriarch vis-a-vis the Imperial Treasury and the pressing circumstances
of the last quarter of the 16™ century that led to this novelty see Evangelou,
Kathairese. On both the above issues see Evangelou, Challenge Management.

19 In a letter of confirmation issued in May 1499 by Patriarch loakeim | for the de-
pendency Prosphorion of the Vatopedi monastery on Mount Athos, we find the
following passages from the private law collection Procheiron nomon or Hex-
abiblos of Constantine Armenopoulos (1345): »®nat yap 6 Oglog vopog,elte
Sikaia €lTe &SWKOg £€0Tiv 1) TOO aipeTOD SIKAOTOD PAPOG, EPpEVELY AT Selk.
Kad adB1¢, »ol adpetolg kpttalc SIKaoBEvTeg W) ékkoAeioBwaav« kal TeAW,
>6Av TIAVNOR O apPeTOC v TG Yneileabay, ol SlopBoltat YnPLOAUEVOS Yo
mémauTal sivat SikaoTrc« (»For the holy law says sWhether the vote of the
elected judge is just or unjust, it must be sustained«. And further, sthose who
have been judged by an elected judge are not to appeals; and also »if an elected
judge is misled in his vote, (the vote) cannot be corrected; for once he has
been voted he is no longer a judge«); for the text of the patriarchal letter see

the Great Church in 1564 and named the »Nomimon of
the Great Church«?2. More specifically, Patriarch loasaph II
(summer 1546 — January 1556) entrusted a learned high-rank
official, the megas logothetes Hierax, with the task of compil-
ing a law collection, which was inaugurated in January 1564.
The compilation constituted the official legal manual of the
Patriarchate of Constantinople from 1564 until 1592/1593,
a fact that reveals that its composition responded to a per-
manent need of the institution within the framework of its
administrative and judicial operation?.

The compilation includes legal sources, the majority of
which date from the Byzantine period (6"-14" centuries: col-
lection of laws of Byzantine emperors, Byzantine material on
matrimonial law (degrees of kinship), the manual »Ekthesis
Nea« of the Patriarchal Chancellery from the fourteenth cen-
tury, Taktika (lists and hierarchical rank of ecclesiastical prov-
inces, officials, etc.), and material from the period 1474-1498
and from the sixteenth century)?.

Safe-keeper of the True Faith,
Heir to an Imperial Past

In the Byzantine period, the Patriarch of Constantinople
was the supreme hierarch of the Orthodox Church, bear-
ing the title »ecumenical«, namely of the whole universe
(olkoupévn/ecumene): »... éAéw QOeol APXIETILOKOTIOC
KwvotavTtivoumodewe, Néag Pwung Kol OIKOUUEVIKOC
matpléipxng« (by the mercy of God Archbishop of Constan-
tinople, New Rome, and Ecumenical Patriarch). In the post-Byz-
antine period the ecumenical Patriarchs continued to use the
same title, except for Gennadios, who preferred to sign as
»0O S00A0C TWV TEKVWV TOO O, O Tamevog Mevwadloc«
(Servant of God’s children, the humble Gennadios)?®.

As a leading ecclesiastical institution, the Patriarchate of
Constantinople had the mission to preserve the doctrinal pu-

Paizi-Apostolopoulou/Evangelou/Apostolopoulos, Episema 61-63 specifically
62 I. 11-13. The synodical decision of Patriarch loasaph I, of December 1564,
regarding the dispute between two monasteries of Meteora, contains a pas-
sage from the official law collection Basilika (9™ c.), a stipulation that was later
integrated in the private law collections Procheiron Auctum (1300) and Syn-
tagma kata stoicheion of Matthew Blastares (1335): »... 6 vopog To0Ta fuv
Sidwol T& TapayyEApaTa kol EVTEAETAL OpBQC Plody, ETepov pr BAGmTEWY
Kall EKAOTW TO (Slov amovépewy Sikatov...« (»... the Law gives us these orders
and demands that we live properly, that we do not harm another, and that we
administer equal justice to each...«); ibidem 459-461 specifically 460 I. 4-5.

20 Paizi-Apostolopoulou/Evangelou/Apostolopoulos, Episema 69-71 esp. 70
|. 17-18. 22. 25, patriarchal letter of [March 1501] for the monastery of Timios
Prodromos near Serres; 151-155 esp. 152 |. 8, patriarchal letter of 1 September
1529-31 August 1530 for the dependency of Kato Volvos that the Athonite
monastery of Iviron possessed in Kalamaria, etc.

21 Ibidem 73-75 esp. 74 I. 3-4. 9. 11-12. 19, patriarchal letter of May 1501 for
the monastery of Koutloumousiou on Mount Athos; 433-435 esp. 434 1. 9. 14,
patriarchal letter of March 1561 for the monastery of Saint John the Theologian
on Patmos, etc.

22 For the reconstitution, publication and the photographic reproduction of this
valuable source, see Apostolopoulos, Nomimon.

23 Apostolopoulos, Nomimon I, 15-19. 21. 25-28.

24 For the contents of the »Nomimon of the Great Church« see Apostolopoulos,
Anaglypha 87-158; Apostolopoulos, Nomimon I, 19-21.

25 Paizi-Apostolopoulou, Institutions 121 n. 11.
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rity of the Orthodox Christian faith, whose main tenets had
been established during the Byzantine period. In this context,
in the period 1573-1581 a group of Lutheran scholars (Martin
Crusius, Jacob Andreae, Lucas Osiander, Jacob Heerbrand)
from Tubingen exchanged correspondence with the Patriarch
Jeremias Il, aiming to track the points of convergence be-
tween Lutheranism and the Orthodox Church. These contacts
led to a theological-confessional dialogue, through which
the Lutherans hoped to find their own confessional beliefs
confirmed by the Patriarch of Constantinople, in their effort
to consolidate the Lutheran movement. Jeremias’ responses,
indicating the divergences of the Lutheran creed from the
Orthodox doctrine, did not meet the Lutherans’ expectations.
Their aspiration to seek an ally in the Patriarchate of Constan-
tinople — a potentially precious ally in their fight against the
Catholic Church — attests though to the prestige the leading
institution of the Eastern Orthodox Church still enjoyed in the
Christian world?°.

One year after the end of the religious dialogue with the
Lutheran scholars, Jeremias Il had to face another challenge,
this time from the head of the Catholic Church. In October
1582, Pope Gregory Xlll inaugurated a calendar reform, in-
troducing the so-called Gregorian calendar. Gregory tried to
persuade Jeremias to adopt the new calendar, but the Patri-
arch did not agree to the reform. He considered it a potential
danger to Orthodox tradition, as he emphatically stated in a
letter to the Doge of Venice in February 1583: »Our Church
preserves what has been bestowed upon it, while the West-
ern (Church) does as it pleases and wishes. But it is totally
impossible to do otherwise, as each and every Patriarch of our
Church is subject to rules and laws, as well as to ecclesiastical
traditions; and by this way of life and governance are pre-
served here what have been passed on by the Holy Fathers«?”.

At the same time, the primacy of the Patriarchate of Con-
stantinople, which originated from the Byzantine period, and
its political connotations were recognized by the Orthodox
Christian rulers of Russia. Specifically, in the middle of the
sixteenth century (1557), the Tsar Ivan IV (the Terrible) of
Russia (1533-1584) requested Patriarch loasaph Il to recog-
nize him officially as the emperor of Russia. Ivan had already
been crowned tsar by the metropolitan of Moscow Makarios
in 1547, in an impressive ceremony. Still, he had the ambition
to have his title confirmed by the Patriarch of Constantinople,

26 For Jeremias II's dialogue with the Lutherans see Hannick/Todt, Jérémie 558-
560, and most recently Calis, Crusius 34-73. 95-98, with further bibliography.
According to Richard Calis, »... reading the correspondence between Tubingen
and Istanbul in light of the new confessional landscape that began to take
shape in this period strongly suggests that the allegedly uncorrupted tradition
of the Greek Orthodox Church became a touchstone for determining who was
the genuine custodian of Christian orthodoxy« (ibidem 96).

27 »...N pev ékkAnola nuwv Slakpath t& TapadoBévta aUTh, N 8¢ AuTikn
W¢ BéAeL kal BoUAeTal. "AANWG yop Tooat OUK €Xopey OAWG, WG TTOVTOG
TIATPLAPX OV TAG EKKANTIOG AWV KavOOL Kal VOHOLG 0geiovTog UtokeliaBat,
Kol TopaSO0Ealy €KKANCIOOTIKAIG Kol oUTW SIKPATOOVTOC Kal TOoug
€vtaBa KUBEPVAIVTOG, HEVEL T TWV Aylwv MATEPWY TIEQUACYHEVA ... «.
For the text of the pittakion of February 1583 see Sathas, Biographikon 26-28
esp. 27. For the reform of the calendar see Hannick/Todt, Jérémie 563-566;

the high official who crowned the emperor in the last centu-
ries of Byzantium. In his effort to be symbolically legitimized
as heir to the Byzantine emperors, Ivan implicitly recognized
the historical continuity and the Byzantine legacy of the Ecu-
menical Patriarchate.

Finally, Ivan received his legitimation in the form of an
official patriarchal document. Patriarch loasaph Il issued a
synodical letter in November 1560, that was signed by 36
prelates. Through this official letter lvan was recognized as
legal basileus (emperor), crowned by the Patriarch »vouipwcg
&pa kol ékkAnolaoTikWc« (legally and ecclesiastically). It
should be noted that in the text of the letter loasaph referred
to the Byzantine tradition, pointing out that Ivan’s coronation
performed earlier by the metropolitan of Moscow had not
been valid, because only the Pope of Rome and the ecumen-
ical Patriarch had the privilege to crown the emperor. In other
words, the Patriarch highlighted his historical rights vis-a-vis
the political ambitions of the Russian ruler?s.

Approximately thirty years later, it was in the same reli-
gious-political context that the Tsar who succeeded Ivan IV
in power, Feodor | (1584-1598), requested that the Patriarch
Jeremias Il raise the metropolis of Moscow to the rank of a
patriarchate. Jeremias granted his request (1589-1593) under
pressure and amid negotiations and disputes. Even though
the tsar desired and persistently claimed that the Patriarchate
of Moscow should occupy the third place in the hierarchical
order of the Orthodox patriarchates, it was given the fifth
place, after the Patriarchates of Constantinople, Alexandria,
Antioch, and Jerusalem?.

Jeremias Il convened two plenary synods in Constantino-
ple, in May 1590 and in the beginning of 1593; the main
objective was to confirm the establishment of the patriar-
chate of Moscow. The synodical decisions were recorded in
two official documents issued by Jeremias in May 1590 and
in February 1593. An awkward — from the point of view of
diplomatics — formulation lying in the text of the synodical
act of May 1590 reveals the power of the Byzantine legacy
of the Patriarchate at the ideological level.

More specifically, the text relates that during the ceremony
of consecration of the metropolitan of Moscow lov as the first
Patriarch of Moscow, Patriarch Jeremias Il handed to him a
»XPLOOLoLVAAOV TtaTplap)kov« (patriarchal chrysoboullon).
The document in question was actually the constitutional

Fedalto, Calendario; Tzoga, Sigillion; Calis, Crusius 80-88, and the bibliography
mentioned therein.

28 For the date and authenticity of the synodical letter of Patriarch loasaph Il
(c. November 1560), see Fonki¢, Grecheskie 247-251; Fonki¢, Gramota; the text
of the document has been recently republished by Paizi-Apostolopoulou/Evan-
gelou/Apostolopoulos, Episema 416-419 esp. 417, |. 8-11. For the recognition
of Ivan IV's coronation and imperial title by Patriarch loasaph Il see also Pitsakis,
Empire 87-111; Gudziak, Crisis 95-97; Bogatyrev, Reinventing; Apostolopoulos,
Dilemmes, studies with further literature.

29 On the establishment of the patriarchate of Moscow see Tsirpanlis, Church;
Hannick, Hiérothée; Pitsakis, Empire 111-129; Gudziak, Crisis 168-187; Han-
nick/Todt, Jérémie 572-575; Muresan, Rome.
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charter of the Patriarchate of Moscow, issued in May 1589
by Tsar Feodor 13°. The wording of the synodal act is unusual,
however, since the term chrysoboullon had the meaning of a
document issued by the Byzantine emperor. Moreover, only
the emperor had a gold seal, whereas official documents
issued by the Patriarchal Chancellery were usually stamped
with a lead seal. As has recently been argued, the strange
term »patriarchal chrysoboullon« was not used literally in
this text, but metaphorically. With this term, the Patriarchate
of Constantinople wanted to set a limit to the aspirations of
the Russian political authority, reminding it that the heir to
the Byzantine basileus was the Ecumenical Patriarch, who
therefore had the right to issue chrysoboulla, even if they
were sealed with a lead seal®'.

Visualizing the Spatial Imprint
of a Vibrant Institution

All the above aspects of the Ecumenical Patriarchate’s op-
eration during the sixteenth century composed and consti-
tuted its Byzantine identity. To what extent, however, was this
marked Byzantine character perceptible in the public space of
the Ottoman capital?

In the first place, in its capacity as a leading ecclesiastical
institution that governed the Christian populations of the Ot-
toman Empire and beyond, the Patriarchate of Constantinople
had frequent contacts with Christians, clerics or laymen, from
various places, on multiple issues. Many of them went them-
selves to Constantinople and presented their cause in a session

30 See the text of the synodical act of May 1590 in Regel, Analecta 85-91 esp. 86
|. 15-16; 87 I. 3-4 [= Papoulidis/Papoulidis, Helleno-Russica 145-151; 146 1. 15-
16; 147 |. 3-4]. For the official document of the Tsar Fedor | (May 1589), see
Pitsakis, Empire 111-113; Muresan, Rome.

31 Paizi-Apostolopoulou, Chrysoboullon.

32 The extensive presentation of the patriarchal acts of the 16" century is be-
yond the scope of the present paper. The quantity of the extant material (ap-
proximately 455 acts) has led to a selection of only a few indicative examples
that testify to the mobility of Orthodox Christians departing from many places
throughout the Empire and visiting the Patriarchate’s headquarters, as stated
in the respective texts. Besides, whenever the acts’ texts do not mention the
presence in the Patriarchate of the Christians involved, the aforementioned
Christians had obviously sent reports and documents through representatives
to support their cause (»Tfj AUWV &vnvéXON HeTPLOTNTL OTL...« / »It was re-
ported to our mediocrity that...«; »A&iwaav éyypapwc« / »they requested in
written formg, etc.), therefore these cases presupposed mobility as well.

33 Gedeon, Ephemerides 60-65, sigillion of November 1594.

34 Pardos, Pantocrator 121-123, sigillion of June 1583.

35 Paizi-Apostolopoulou/Evangelou/Apostolopoulos, Episema 107-109, patriar-
chal letter of May 1521 for the monastery of Zographou; 183-186, patriarchal
letter of May 1536 for the monastery of Stavroniketa, etc.

36 Vranousis, Sosinou 115-117, sigillion of March 1598.

37 Paizi-Apostolopoulou/Evangelou/Apostolopoulos, Episema 169-171, sigillion
of January 1533; 437-439, sigillion of 1 September 1560-31 August 1561.

38 Paizi-Apostolopoulou/Evangelou/Apostolopoulos, Episema 213-214, patriar-
chal letter of October 1540 for the monastery of Hagia Triada; 283-285, patri-
archal letter of February 1545 for the monastery of Saint Stephen, etc.

39 Paizi-Apostolopoulou/Evangelou/Apostolopoulos, Episema 177-182, patriar-
chal letter of April 1536.

40 Germanos, Sigillia 113-115, sigillion of 1 September 1592 -31 August 1593.

of the synod. For example, representatives of monasteries
asked for the renewal of their privileges, the resolution of
disputes regarding immovable property, the exemption from
financial contributions, etc.; newly elected prelates went there
on the occasion of their election; other prelates requested
the modification or the confirmation of the limits of their
ecclesiastical provinces or of their jurisdiction; when critical
decisions had to be taken, prelates of the Ecumenical Patri-
archate and Patriarchs of Alexandria, Antioch, and Jerusalem
came in order to participate in plenary synods; laymen that
had not managed to find a solution to their cases (marriages,
inheritance, dowry, disputes, etc.) on a local level, resorted to
the Patriarchate; distinguished laymen (among them, power-
ful archons of the patriarchal entourage, noblemen from dis-
tant Christian communities, wealthy merchants, etc.) went to
defend their protégés’ or their own causes, etc. For example,
in the patriarchal acts of the sixteenth century we find many
cases of translocations of individuals towards Constantinople
for any of the above reasons®?, from the monasteries of: The-
otokos Hodegetria in Kios, Bithynia®, Saint John Prodromos
in Adrianople (Edirne)34, Mount Athos3®, Theotokos Sosinou
in Pogdoriani, Epirus3, Theotokos Geromeriou in Thesprotia®’,
Meteora3®, Christ the Savior Dousikou near Pyle, Trikala3®,
Metamorphosi Flamouriou on Mount Pelion®, Theotokos
Phaneromeni Tatarna in Eurytania®', Theotokos Vlochou in
Aitoloakarnania“®?, Panagia Omplou in Achaia“®; monasteries
of the islands of Lesbos**, Chios*®, Patmos?®, Paros*’, Naxos*s,
Cos*, Crete®; from the archbishopric of Ochrid®', from the
capital’s hinterland®?, from the metropolis of: Trebizond
(Trabzon) in the Pontos®3, Larissa®*, Diauleia and Talantion®,

41 Paizi-Apostolopoulou/Evangelou/Apostolopoulos, Episema 385-390, sigillion
of January 1556.

42 Paizi-Apostolopoulou/Evangelou/Apostolopoulos, Episema 445-448, sigillion
of 1 September 1562-31 August 1563.

43 Politis, Omplou 244-245, sigillion of 1581.

44 Paizi-Apostolopoulou/Evangelou/Apostolopoulos, Episema 125-127. 161-165,
sigillia of June 1527 and March 1531 for the monastery of Taxiarchai Leimonos,
etc.

45 Amantos, Mone 455-458, sigillion of June 1578 for the monastery of Mounda.

46 Paizi-Apostolopoulou/Evangelou/Apostolopoulos, Episema 95-97, patriarchal
letter of September [1512]; 433-435, patriarchal letter of March 1561.

47 Miklosich/Mdller, Acta v. 6, 281-282, sigillion of July 1593 for the monastery
of Panagia Exochoriani.

48 Oudot, Acta 152. 154, sigillion of September 1568 for the church of Proto-
thronos at Chalki.

49 Paizi-Apostolopoulou/Evangelou/Apostolopoulos, Episema 393-394, patriar-
chal letter of 1 September 1556-31 August 1557.

50 Paizi-Apostolopoulou/Evangelou/Apostolopoulos, Episema 167-168. 219-221,
pittakia of May [1531] and May [1541].

51 Paizi-Apostolopoulou/Evangelou/Apostolopoulos, Episema 157-160, patriar-
chal letter of September 1530.

52 Paizi-Apostolopoulou/Evangelou/Apostolopoulos, Episema 379-381, patriar-
chal letter of August 1554 for the monastery of Timios Prodromos on the island
opposite Sozopolis.

53 Sathas, Biographikon 175-176, patriarchal letter of ci. 1591 for the monastery
of the Virgin Soumela.

54 Paizi-Apostolopoulou/Evangelou/Apostolopoulos, Episema 129-130. 131-134.
135-138. 345-349, patriarchal letters of September 1527, July and August
1528, February 1547, etc.

55 Kampouroglou, Mnemeia v. 2, 226-229, patriarchal letter of June 1572.

78 The Patriarchate of Constantinople During the Sixteenth Century | Youli Evangelou



Athens®¢, Argos and Nauplion®’, Corinth®®, Monembasia®,
from Ancona®, Venice®', Lviv®?, the monastery of Saint Cathe-
rine on Sinai®, etc. These cases are found in the extant patriar-
chal acts, therefore we must take for granted that movement
was much more intense and that the points of departure of
travelers much more numerous.

As mentioned above, the Ecumenical Patriarchate did
not attract only the comings and goings of the Orthodox
Christians of the Empire. Representatives of either permanent
or occasional diplomatic missions visited its premises in the
neighborhood of Fener regularly, for various official or unof-
ficial reasons.

For example, the contacts between the Lutherans of
Tabingen and the Patriarchate were mediated by the chap-
lains of the Holy Roman Emperor’s embassy in Constantinople,
the Lutherans Stephan Gerlach (1573-1578) and Salomon
Scwheigger (1578-1581). Actually, due to the two priests’
personal interest, their works are a precious source for the
Patriarchate of that time®.

The spatial trajectory of the Patriarchate’s contacts with
members of the resident diplomatic missions was more or
less short, as the latter had their headquarters either in the
center of Constantinople or on the hill above Galata/Pera.
This maritime suburb, where the Genoese colony had been
active for a long period of time until 1453, continued in the
Ottoman era to attract the international community®®.

Other missions followed much longer routes, as the en-
voys Pope Gregory Xlll sent to Jeremias Il in order to convince
him about the introduction of the Gregorian calendar. He

56 Kampouroglou, Mnemeia v. 1, 144, patriarchal letter of around 1598-1601 for
Hosia Philothei.

57 Paizi-Apostolopoulou/Evangelou/Apostolopoulos, Episema 223-227, synodical
praxis of May 1541 issued for the metropolitan of Argos and Nauplion Doroth-
€os.

58 Sathas, Biographikon 171-172, patriarchal letter of 1 September 1590-31 Au-
gust 1591 for the reunification of two bishoprics belonging to the metropolis
of Corinth.

59 Miklosich/Mdller, Acta v. 5, 175-178, synodical letter of July 1570 for the
metropolitan of Monembasia Makarios.

60 Paizi-Apostolopoulou/Evangelou/Apostolopoulos, Episema 383-384, patriar-
chal letter of October 1554.

61 Paizi-Apostolopoulou/Evangelou/Apostolopoulos, Episema 363-364, pittakion
of January 1550.

62 Szaraniewicz, Diplomata 54, patriarchal letter of October 1587 for the con-
fraternity of Lviv; Milkowicz, Monumenta 203-205, sigillion of 1 September
1589-31 August 1590 for the monastery of Saint Onouphrios in Lviv, etc.

63 Paizi-Apostolopoulou/Evangelou/Apostolopoulos, Episema 307-313, sigillion
of May [1545].

64 Cazacu, Patriarcat; Calis, Crusius 41-78; Grélois, Patriarcat.

65 From the middle of the 16" century, the »German House« was located in the
center of the Ottoman city, near the Topkapi Palace (Eyice, Elci; Radway, Alba
105), while in the same century the Venetian bailo was based initially in the
center of Galata/Pera and later on the hill above the suburb, called the Vigne
di Pera (Dursteler, Venetians 25-27, with a map of Galata/Pera on p. 25, and
188 n. 3; Pedani, Piccola 28. 30; for the toponyms Galata and Pera see also
Ganchou, Privileges 513 n. 2), where most of the embassies were gradually
installed by 1600. Of course, by the standards of those times the distance be-
tween the ambassadorial residence (German House) and the Patriarchate was
great, and moving around without the protection of Janissaries was dangerous
for Christians, as Stephan Gerlach noted around 1573 (Calis, Crusius 46). For
ambassadors in the Ottoman capital from the 16" century onwards see Mansel,
Constantinople 202-231.

had already sent Livius Cellini de Foligno before the reform,
in May 1582. Some months after the reform, Gregory sent
another mission consisting of two Greek representatives, Mi-
chael Eparchos and John Bonaphes, who had some meetings
with Jeremias from June until August 1583%. The Venetian
bailo of Constantinople had also contacts with the Patriarch
regarding this issue and informed the central Venetian au-
thorities on the progress of the talks®’.

With the exception of those who had to accomplish spe-
cific tasks or missions in the Great Church, the Patriarchate
attracted some Western Europeans as well, members of dip-
lomatic delegations or travelers who were exploring Istanbul
in the sixteenth century. Obviously, the Orthodox Patriar-
chate’s headquarters were considered as a point of interest by
those visitors, even though the relevant information in their
travelogues is scarce®®.

Furthermore, apart from the incoming movement of vis-
itors to the Great Church, there was also a great deal of
outgoing missions from the Patriarchate to various destina-
tions inside and outside the Ottoman Empire. For example,
the Patriarchs usually sent patriarchal exarchs on tour to the
continental or insular Ottoman territories, in order to collect
financial contributions from the local prelates, to regulate
administrative issues, to deliver patriarchal documents to their
addressees, etc.®®. Occasionally the Patriarchs sent their rep-
resentatives to remote locations in non-Ottoman territories
inhabited by Orthodox Christian communities or populations,
for administrative and pastoral reasons, in quest of material
assistance, etc.’?. Sometimes the Patriarchs themselves (for

66 Hannick/Todt, Jeremie 563-566; Calis, Crusius 80-87. The first meeting be-
tween Jeremias Il and the two Greek representatives was held at the home of
the French ambassador (ibidem 85). It was not the first time the patriarch met
Bonaphes, as the two men had become acquainted since 1574, when Jeremias
had supported Bonaphes in a critical moment of his life (Tsiknakis, Synergasia).

67 Mertzios, Patriarchika 8-11.

68 See for example references to the Patriarchate made by Pierre Gilles [1544-
1552], Hans Dernschwam [1553-1555], Philippe Dufresne-Canaye [1573],
Reinhold Lubenau [1588-1589], etc. in Grélois, Patriarcat. Contacts with the
Patriarchate are also attested indirectly by various kinds of evidence. For exam-
ple, during his stay in Constantinople (1555-1562), the imperial ambassador
Ogier Ghislain de Busbecq acquired several manuscripts that originated from
the patriarchal entourage (Gastgeber, Ogier 163-167. 169; Cazacu, Patriarcat
380). Besides, Arnold Manlius, a humanist from the Habsburg Netherlands who
served as a medical doctor of the ambassador of the Holy Roman Empire (1570-
1574), compiled in Constantinople an album amicorum, or friendship album,
which includes, inter alia, signatures he collected on his visits to the Greek
Orthodox Patriarchate (Radway, Alba 106-108).

69 Among the numerous tours of patriarchal representatives, see indicatively the
missions of protonotarios Theodosios Zygomalas in October 1576 - October
1577 (Rhoby, Zygomalas; Paizi-Apostolopoulou, Zygomalas) and of the megas
logothetes Hierax in December 1567, 1590-1591 and 1591-1592 (Patrinelis,
Patriarchika 149), missions assigned to the specific patriarchal officials by the
Patriarchs Metrophanes lIl and Jeremias II.

70 For example, the metropolitan of Caesarea Metrophanes (later Patriarch
Metrophanes Ill) resolved various issues of the Christian community during his
mission to Venice (around 1546-1549), where he was sent as patriarchal exarch
by Patriarch Dionysios II. For Metrophanes’ mission and his subsequent visit to
Pope Paul I, which led to his temporary defrocking, see the bibliography cited
in Apostolopoulos, Métrophane 39 n. 3. For patriarchal missions of the middle
of the 16" century to Moscow petitioning the tsars for financial aid, and for the
trajectory of the travel route usually taken, see Gudziak, Crisis 95-103.
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example Patriarchs Pachomios I, Theoleptos I, Jeremias I, lo-
asaph I, Metrophanes lll, Jeremias Il, Theoleptos Il, etc.) went
on tours, along with their retinues/suites, throughout the
Empire or beyond its borders”".

Finally, a number of people involved with the Patriarchate’s
operation were gravitating around its headquarters on an
everyday basis, such as the prelates forming the permanent
synod, the officials serving in the chancellery, priests and dea-
cons officiating in the patriarchal church, auxiliary staff, etc.

The multiple aspects of mobility around the Patriarchate’s
headquarters testify to the fact that the prestige of this Byz-
antine institution did not concern only the Christians that
lived or revolved around it in the neighborhood of Fener.
Thanks to this authority, the Patriarchate had a spatial imprint
that actually extended beyond its immediate entourage form-
ing a lively node at the north-western part of the Ottoman
capital, a node that served as the destination or point of
departure for various categories of people moving through
the Ottoman Empire or beyond its borders.
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Summary / Zusammenfassung / Résumé

The Patriarchate of Constantinople during the
Sixteenth Century: Byzantine Pathways through
Ottoman Space

During the sixteenth century, a Byzantine institution con-
tinued to operate in the capital of the Ottoman Empire: the
Patriarchate of Constantinople. The main challenge faced by
the institution in the Ottoman political framework was to deal
with its Byzantine heritage while maintaining a balance be-
tween the old and the new. This paper refers to the context
of the re-establishment of the Patriarchate in 1454 and Sultan
Mehmed II's emphasis on its Byzantine past, and focuses on
the Byzantine characteristics of the institution that were still
present in the sixteenth century. Specifically, the Patriarchate
followed Byzantine practices at most levels of its operation (in
terms of its administrative structure, its bureaucratic function,
the types of documents it issued, the legal system it enforced,
the religious dogma it was supposed to safeguard, its official
discourse towards those who made claims to the Byzantine
legacy). In this context, the paper argues that the Patriarchate,
because of its distinct Byzantine identity, had a specific spatial
imprint on the Ottoman capital; indeed, it was a prominent
hub around which a whole world moved, people from dif-
ferent geographical and religious backgrounds, people with
different agendas, clerics and laymen, who followed Byzan-
tine pathways through Ottoman space.

Das Patriarchat von Konstantinopel im 16. Jahrhundert:
Byzantinische Pfade durch den osmanischen Raum

Im 16. Jahrhundert war in der Hauptstadt des Osmanischen
Reiches weiterhin eine byzantinische Institution tatig: das
Patriarchat von Konstantinopel. Die gréBte Herausforderung,
der sich die Institution im politischen Rahmen des Osma-
nischen Reiches gegenlbersah, bestand darin, ihr byzan-
tinisches Erbe zu verwalten und dabei das Gleichgewicht
zwischen Alt und Neu zu wahren. Dieser Artikel bezieht sich
auf den Kontext der Wiedererrichtung des Patriarchats im
Jahr 1454 und auf die Betonung der byzantinischen Vergan-
genheit durch Sultan Mehmed Il. und konzentriert sich auf
die byzantinischen Merkmale der Institution, die im 16. Jahr-
hundert noch vorhanden waren. Insbesondere folgte das
Patriarchat auf den meisten Ebenen seiner Tatigkeit den by-
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zantinischen Praktiken (in seiner Verwaltungsstruktur, seiner
burokratischen Funktion, der Art der von ihm ausgestellten
Dokumente, des von ihm durchgesetzten Rechtssystems,
des religiosen Dogmas, das es schitzen sollte, seiner offi-
ziellen Haltung gegeniber denjenigen, die Anspriiche auf
das byzantinische Erbe erhoben). In diesem Zusammenhang
argumentiert der Beitrag, dass das Patriarchat aufgrund
seiner ausgepragten byzantinischen Identitat einen spezifi-
schen raumlichen Eindruck in der osmanischen Hauptstadt
hinterlieB; tatsachlich war es ein bedeutender Knotenpunkt,
um den sich eine ganze Welt bewegte, Menschen mit un-
terschiedlichem geografischem und religiésem Hintergrund,
Menschen, die verschiedene Ziele verfolgten, Geistliche und
Laien, die byzantinische Pfade durch den osmanischen Raum
beschritten.

Le patriarcat de Constantinople au XVIe siécle:

Les voies byzantines a travers I'espace ottoman

Au cours du XVI¢ siécle, une institution byzantine a continué
a fonctionner dans la capitale de I'Empire ottoman: le pa-
triarcat de Constantinople. Le plus grand défi auquel elle a
été confrontée dans le cadre de la politique ottomane a été
de gérer son héritage byzantin en maintenant un équilibre
entre I'ancien et le nouveau. Cet article se référe au contexte
de la restauration du patriarcat en 1454 et a I'accent mis par
le sultan Mehmed Il sur son passé byzantin. Il se concentre
sur les caractéristiques byzantines de I'institution qui étaient
encore présentes au XVI¢ siécle. Plus précisément, le patriar-
cat suivait les pratiques byzantines a la plupart des niveaux
de son fonctionnement (en termes de structure administra-
tive, de bureaucratie, de types de documents délivrés, de
systeme juridique appliqué, de dogme religieux sauvegardé
et de discours officiel envers ceux qui revendiquaient |I'hé-
ritage byzantin). Dans ce contexte, I'article soutient qu’en
raison de son identité byzantine marquée, le patriarcat avait
une empreinte spatiale spécifique sur la capitale ottomane;
en fait, c'était un centre important autour duquel tout un
monde se déplacait, des personnes d’origines géographiques
et religieuses différentes, des personnes poursuivant des ob-
jectifs variés, des religieux et des laics, qui suivaient les voies
byzantines a travers I'espace ottoman.
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