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MARK OF EPHESUS (1392-1444): REVISITING THE SOURCES
ON HIS LIFE AND WORK

Ewan Davies, Swansea

Abstract

Mark of Ephesus, or Mark Eugenikos (1392-1444), was a leading Byzantine theologian of the
15" century. He was a key figure on the Byzantine side at the Ecumenical Council of Ferrara-
Florence (1438-1445), which attempted to bring about a reunion between the Latin and Greek
Orthodox Churches after the schism of 1054. Initially sympathetic to the idea of reunion Mark
became increasingly sceptical and in the end refused to sign the bull of union, Laetentur Caeli.
He went on to become a leading voice in the Greek east opposing the union, which was declared
on 6 July 1439 and then enforced by the Emperor, John VIII Palaiologos, until the conquest of
Constantinople in 1453, or, in ecclesiastical terms, until its revocation by a Constantinopolitan
Council sometime between 1482 and 1484.

Western scholars have tended to perceive Mark as a rather sad figure, beholden to Palamite
Hesychasm, apophaticism and spiritual theology, an ascetic and monk, narrow in his outlook,
philosophically and dialectically ill-equipped against the astute Latin scholastics, who led the
debates at Florence and in most cases won the oratorial contests. The present article contends
that this characterization is flawed. It accepts — prejudicially — the Latin approach to Council
proceedings as standard and neglects the validity of Eastern concerns regarding, for example,
the Latin tendency to brush aside Patristic and late-antique conciliar theology as irrelevant and
to introduce flawed and even fake documents into debates to validate idiosyncratic doctrines.

A new look at the sources, as proposed by this article, reveals that Mark was in reality an
exceedingly competent and observant conciliar theologian, whose knowledge of Patristic and
conciliar theology was arguably superior to that of most of his Latin counterparts and who was
very well able to understand and even formulate scholastic theological arguments, for example
on the doctrine of predestination. Moreover, what has escaped many previous scholars almost
entirely was Mark’s key role as a leading Byzantine theologian and spiritual guide. Referred to
once by Steven Runciman as “the conscience” of the Byzantine contingent at Ferrara-Florence
his principled opposition against the bull of union was highly respected in the Greek east, and
because he suffered attacks and repressions from dominant unionists, he was soon venerated as
a martyr to the cause of Greek Orthodoxy, a role which was greatly amplified after the end of
the imperial Church in 1453.

Finally, a renewed return to the sources of Mark’s life, work and thought may also open up
new theological perspectives to possibilities and limitations of efforts towards reunion between
Latin and Orthodox Churches today. Keeping in mind the changed historical context, there are
nevertheless lessons to be learnt from the example of Mark of Ephesus.

Keywords
Mark of Ephesus — Mark Eugenikos — Council of Ferrara-Florence (1438-1445) — Laetentur
Caeli — John VIII Palaiologos — Greek Orthodoxy

Introduction

The Council of Ferrara-Florence (1438-45) marked the final attempt — in the context of a
general Church Council — to reunify the Roman Catholic and Eastern Orthodox Churches
following the so-called “Schism of 1054.” It was successful. On 5 July 1439 most of the
Latin and Byzantine Fathers in attendance at Florence formally signed the bull of union,
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Laetentur Caeli, which was publicly proclaimed in both Latin and Greek the following
day. Thereby the two bodies of Churches ostensibly resolved their long-standing disputes
over matters such as the filioqgue, Papal Primacy, Purgatory and the nature and number of
Sacraments. But there were opponents; and historical events occurred, which made sure
that the triumph did not last. Those opposed had good reasons to be doubtful. One of them
was Mark, the Metropolitan of Ephesus (1392-1444). He was one, indeed the leading one,
of few Byzantine Fathers who refused to sign the bull of union that day, and he would go
on to spearhead the campaign against reunion until his death. After his death a number of
his disciples formed the Tepa 2vvadic and continued his cause until the Ottoman capture of
Constantinople on 29 May 1453 — and beyond.

Following the demise of the Byzantine Empire and under Ottoman rule the Ecumenical
Patriarchate was restructured in a way that frustrated any efforts for the Florentine reunion
to be implemented in the Orthodox Church. The appointment of anti-unionist clergy to the
principal offices of the Church in Constantinople, such as the elevation of Mark’s student,
Georgios Gennadios Scholarios, to the Patriarchate in January 1454, merely underlines this
development.

In the end, at a synod held in Constantinople at some time between 1482 and 1484, the
Eastern Orthodox Churches whose representatives were in attendance, formally repudiated
the Florentine reunion and the Roman Catholic Church and the Eastern Orthodox Churches
have remained formally in schism ever since.!

Given this background and the role of Mark of Ephesus as a key figure within these
developments, this article aims to examine what information the available literary sources
concerning Mark’s life and work provide in order to glean why Mark initially rejected the
reunion and why he led the subsequent opposition to it in the east. The article also poses
the question whether Mark’s framework of thought might contain anything that is useful
for Roman Catholic as well as Eastern Orthodox ecumenists today to understand and work
towards resolving doctrinal and practical divergences and edge towards greater unity and,
perhaps, union.

Mark of Ephesus’ Life, Work and Thought: Status quaestionis

Through the early-to-mid twentieth century several Western ecclesiastical historians and
theologians concerned with late medieval Byzantium assessed Mark’s personal abilities
and intellectual framework rather unfavourably. For example, the French Assumptionist
theologian, Louis Petit, who in 1923 published a critical edition of Mark’s anti-unionist
oeuvres, posited that Mark was led by an irrational anti-Latin antipathy when producing
these writings.? Likewise, in his 1926 article on Mark’s life, work and thought, Petit’s
fellow French Assumptionist, Venance Grumel, judged Mark as myopic in regard to the
Pneumatology he upheld in the debates concerning the addition of the filioque clause to
the Creed and the Spirit’s ad intra procession at Ferrara-Florence.® Yet another French
Assumptionist theologian contemporaneous to Grumel and Petit, Martin Jugie, broadly
accorded with Grumel’s interpretation of Mark in the second of his five-volume oeuvre

!'See Concilium Constantinopolitanum, a. 1484 (Paschalidis 2016: 225-8).
2 Petit 1923: 309-35 at 309.
3 Grumel 1926: 448.
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Theologia dogmatica christianorum orientalium ab Ecclesia catholica dissidentium from
1933.4 While Jugie acknowledged that Mark’s works could potentially fulfil the role of
literary interlocutors to the Latin Church concerning the divisive question of the divine
essence-energies distinction, he nonetheless held that throughout the Council of Ferrara-
Florence Mark as well as the other Byzantine attendants were either totally incognizant
of the Latin Patristic tradition, or they pusillanimously denounced such Latin literature as
having been corrupted by the western reception.’

Building upon these earlier Roman Catholic studies, in 1959, the Jesuit Byzantinist,
Joseph Gill, published what could be argued to be his magnum opus, The History of the
Council of Florence. One of Gill’s main intentions was to provide a new narrative of the
history of Ferrara-Florence based on the then still recent publication of critical editions
of key source material for the Council, including the Acta Graeca, the Acta Latina, and
Sylvestros Syropoulos’ Memoirs.® Although his work was primarily a historical rather
than theological endeavour, Gill nevertheless paid considerable attention to expositing
the doctrines articulated by the various contingents that attended the Council and even to
the contributions of individual participants. It was in this context that Gill negatively
evaluated the cogency of Mark’s overall theological framework. Thus, regarding Mark’s
contribution to the Florentine debates concerning the filioque held in winter 1438 Gill
concludes that

Mark ... was unpersuaded [by the Latins] ... [he was] more than ever confirmed in his
belief of the unassailability of the Greek position [regarding the filioque], convinced by

his own eloquence.’

Regarding Mark’s post-conciliar activity Gill describes how

[Mark] was active with voice and pen persuading the hesitant, confirming the persuaded
and exciting the convinced to open and undying opposition to union. It was not a very
difficult task, because the Greeks at large had long believed that the Latins were heretics.
But Mark performed his task well. He wrote an encyclical letter “to all orthodox
Christians everywhere and in the islands;” he composed an account of his action in the
Council; he corresponded with various people. In the compositions he mingled deep
reverence for tradition with scorn for the “innovators”, ardent love of his Church and
vulgar invective against the Latins and their Greek supporters (he never, however, wrote a

4 Jugie 1933: 141.

3 Jugie 1933: 402.

6 See Gill 1959: viii-xv; see also Gill 1953; Laurent 1971.

7 Gill 1959: 166. A somewhat fairer, though still quite unfavourable, assessment of Mark’s role at the
Council offers Runciman 1968. Runciman calls Mark on the one hand the “conscience” of the Byzantine
contingent because of his honesty and loyalty to Orthodox doctrine, while otherwise “the Emperor could
dominate his team at Florence unchallenged” (72). But on the other hand he deplores the fact that Mark
was an “ineffectual debater” (108) because of his “loyalty to the apophatic tradition” (127 and 134-35).
Runciman thus describes the Council from a Latin perspective. For him the meetings between Latins and
Greeks were dialectical contests, in which the Latins inevitably gained the upper hand because of their
superior philosophical debating skills. The fact that their knowledge of the Patristic and conciliar tradition
was patchy and skewed counted for little under the circumstances (104-10). A reappraisal of the practice of
referring to and arguing with these traditions in the conciliar proceedings as practised by Mark and his
colleagues is therefore a desideratum.
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disrespectful word about the Emperor), serious theological reasoning with the most blatant
argumenta ad hominem. He was writing primarily, not for theologians, but for the mass of
the Greeks, and he was clever enough to adapt his style and method to the educational
level of the ignorant monks and the amorphous populace — very successfully.®

The importance of Mark’s contribution to and later study of the Council of Ferrara-
Florence and its aftermath is reflected by the state of veneration in which he was held in
Eastern Orthodoxy in the proximate aftermath to his death. This is especially reflected in
the manner in which Georgios-Gennadios Scholarios characterised him in his writings and
speeches following the Council. Scholarios was born in Constantinople to a family from
Thessaly and began his formative instruction under Mark during the latter’s tenure as a
schoolmaster in Constantinople in the 1410s.” He then studied with John Chortasmenos,
Joseph Bryennios, and Makarios Makres, all three of whom had been closely associated
with Mark.!? During the 1430s he became didcoralog of his own school of philosophy in
Constantinople.!! In this role he garnered such a strong reputation that in 1437 Emperor
John VIII Palaiologos appointed him xafodixog kpitig tév ‘Pouaiwv, which was one of
the principal positions in the Byzantine jurisprudential system.!? He also appointed him
as adviser (peritus) to a body led by Mark of Ephesus commissioned to prepare for the
doctrinal debates at the impending Council of Ferrara-Florence. As part of this research
Mark and Scholarios paid particular attention to the Latin doctrine of Papal primacy, the
divine essence-energies distinction, and the filioque.'3

8 Gill 1964: 64.

9 Scholarios, Lettre d’Envoi de |’Ouvrage précédent a Marc d’Ephése (Petit-Sidéridés-Jugie 1929-1935:
4.117-8: Mark his first instructor); Scholarios, Elege de Marc Eugénikos, archevéque d’Ephése (Jugie-
Sidérides-Petit 1929-1935: 1.248-9: He knew Mark before he became a monk, a fact that will be discussed
below); see also Turner 1969: 420-23 for an overview of Scholarios’ familial background and early life.

19 Scholarios, Premier Dialogue sur la Procession du Saint-Esprit (Jugie-Sidéridés-Petit 1929-1935:
3.7: Scholarios studied under Chortasmenos, Bryennios and Makres). It is also possible that Mark directed
his former student to receiving some form of instruction under one of his own former teachers, Georgios
Gemistos Plethon, while serving in Emperor John VIII’s retinue during the Emperor’s voyage to the
Peloponnese ca. 1426 to 1428. This hypothesis is partly based on the fact that Scholarios referred to Plethon
as “my master and my brother (Av0évin pov, adeAen pov);” Scholarios, Lettre a Demétrius Raoul Kabakes
(1450-1451) (Petit-Sidérides-Jugie 1929-1935: 3.457-8). Kappes 2018: 103-7 argues for this possibility.

! See the letter addressed to his students written during this period, explaining the enjoyment he gained
from his teaching and research: Scholarios, Lettre a ses é¢léves (Petit-Sidérides-Jugie 1929-1935: 4.403).

12 Cf. Doukas, Istoria turco-bizantina (1341-1462) (Grecu 1958: 267).

13 Syropoulos, Les Mémoires, 3.10 (Laurent 1971: 170) reports that this preparatory commission made
use of Neilos Kabasilas’ De primatu Papae. See also Manuel of Corinth, Manuelis Magni Rhetoris Liber
de Marco (Petit 1923: 520); Schmemann 1957: 17. Monfasani (2011: 167-8) posits that by 1438 Mark had
produced his Capita Syllogistica adversus Latinos de Spiritus Sancti ex Solo Patre Processione and
Scholarios his Réponse aux Syllogismes de Marc d’Ephése sur la procession de la Saint-Esprit (Jugie-Petit-
Sidéridés 1929-1935: 3.476-538) as a result of their cooperation within this imperial study group, thus
indicating the nature of their research material. Assuming the veracity of Monfasani’s conclusion,
Scholarios’ references to Neilos Kabasilas’ De processione de Spiritu Sancto within his Réponse suggests
their use of this work within their pre-conciliar preparatory studies. See Scholarios’ Réponse (Jugie-Petit-
Sidéridés 1929-1935: 3.496, 497, 499, 500, 507) for his own references to this work. As Gill 1975: 387-8
elucidates, Bessarion explicitly referred to Neilos’ doctrinal authority during the council. Jugie, “Avant-
Propos” (Jugie-Petit-Sidéridés 1929-1935: 3 .xlviii), who dates Scholarios’ Réponse to c. 1440, claims that
the work’s tone suggests that it was produced in the context of Mark’s refusal to sign Laetentur Caeli.
Ewan Davies, “Mark of Ephesus (1392-1444): Revisiting the Sources on His Life and Work,” Journal for
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22 EWAN DAVIES

It seems that Scholarios initially supported ecclesiastical reunion but became doubtful
as the Council approached an agreement. This impression is supported by the observation
that he likely left the council in June 1439 alongside Plethon and Demetrios Palaiologos,
the Despot of the Morea, before the formal signing of the bull of union, Laetentur Caeli,
on 6 July that year.'* But he was then not known yet as an outright opponent of the union.
The events that took place in his life between his return to Constantinople in 1439 and the
death of Mark of Ephesus in 1444 are not well accounted for in his own writings. In 1440
he wrote a letter to Mark in which he explained that he did not wish to engage in intra-
Byzantine disputes regarding the reunion until he had fully studied the main points of
controversy.'> Mark responded by criticising Scholarios for his — in his, Mark’s, view —
tacit support for the reunion. For Mark, Scholarios was beholden to the prestige of the
imperial honours which he had received. He reminded his former student that there was
no room for vacillation when it came to ecclesiastical matters and he also called in doubt
the claim that the reunion was established for the Empire’s political and military benefit.
Ultimately, he implored Scholarios to resign from his prestigious imperial positions as
member of the Byzantine imperial Senate and xafolixog kpizr¢ and to support him in the
authentic Christian cause against the Florentine reunion.!®

Without explaining his motivations in any detail, by 1444 Scholarios at last declared
openly his support for the anti-unionist movement. As a result, in spite of his previously
ambivalent stance, Mark bestowed on him the leadership of the movement while on his
death bed, and Scholarios wore this mantle up to and beyond the Fall of Constantinople
in 1453.'7 Scholarios’ close relationship with Mark is reflected by the way he bolstered
Mark’s veneration, beginning with his funeral oration delivered at the Monastery of Saint
George in Mangana. Marie-Héléne Blanchet has shown that Scholarios’ oration includes
many hagiographical elements. Above all it characterises Mark as having courageously
defended the doyudrawv ainbeiav against the affront as which the Florentine reunion was
perceived by Eastern Orthodox Tradition because of some of its crucial clauses.'®

Scholarios especially sought to bolster the characterization of Mark as a defender of
Church Tradition, whose motivation behind his subsequent anti-unionism was his desire
for the purity of doctrine to be retained. In a letter addressed to Demetrios Palaiologos,
the Despot of the Morea, dated 1450 and intended to secure Demetrios’ support for the
anti-unionist cause, Scholarios appraised Mark thus:

Mark, the pastor of Ephesus, who proved himself excellent amongst his contemporaries
in both his reasoning and his life. He knew well how to discern sophistry from true
speech. He remained free from any deception and was wholly uninspired by any worldly
pleasures. Therefore, he did not allow himself to make any compromise for temporal

14 See Syropoulos, Les Mémoires 9.25 (Laurent 1971: 460).

15 See Scholarios, Lettre a Marc Eugenikos (Jugie-Sidéridés-Petit 1929-1935: 4.445-9).

16 See Mark of Ephesus, Marci Ephesii ad Georgium Scholarium epistola, qua in eum invenitur quod
aliguam cum Latinis concordiam fieri posse existimasset (Petit 1923: 460-4).

17 See Marci Ephesii Oratio ad Amicorum Coetum ac Nomiantum ad Georgium Scholarium (Petit 1923:
486, lines 14-489; line 10 for Mark’s appointment of Scholarios as his successor); Blanchet 2008: 353-450
for Scholarios’ gradual realignment with the anti-union cause and his subsequent appointment and activity
as head of the movement opposed to the union.

'8 See Scholarios, Eloge de Marc Eugénikos, archevéque d’Ephése (Jugie-Sidéridés-Petit 1929-1935:
1.247-54 at 251); Sideras 1994: 367-70; Blanchet 2008: 396-400.
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MARK OF EPHESUS 23

purposes. Conversely, inspired by his zeal for the teachings of the Church Fathers, he
valiantly struggled and defended traditional teaching in the best way until his passing.'®

In addition, as will be elucidated further below, shortly following his funeral, Mark’s
younger brother, John Eugenikos, composed a 2ovacapiov (a collection of narratives) to
commemorate his older brother’s piety and adherence to Orthodox doctrine. Moreover,
the Ecumenical Patriarch Maximos III, who governed the See of Constantinople between
1476 and 1482, commissioned the uéyog pnrwp of the Ecumenical Patriarchate, Manuel
of Corinth, to produce a new Axolovfia in Mark’s honour which would be sung on the
fifth Sunday of Lent. Ultimately, in 1499, Mark was also added to the list of saints to be
commemorated in the Synodikon of Orthodoxy.>°

In his three-volume work Celebration of Faith Alexander Schmemann has explained
the significance of this liturgical expression of Mark’s theological authority as typical for
the Orthodox tradition. He writes,

One speaks, for example, of liturgical theology, or a liturgical “ressourcement” of theology.
For some, this implies an almost radical rethinking of the very concept of theology, a
complete change in its structure. The leitourgia — being the unique expression of the Church,
of its faith and of its life — must become the basic source of theological thinking, a kind of

locus theologicus par excellence.?!

Attempts to bolster Mark’s cultus within the Orthodox tradition continued through the
seventeenth, eighteenth and nineteenth centuries: In his 1698 work Touog dydnns (Tome
of Love) Dositheos II Notaras, Greek Orthodox Patriarch of Jerusalem, defended Mark’s
venerated status within Orthodoxy.?? He sought to counteract the Jesuit Frangois Richard,
who in 1658 had published a work in Demotic Greek, his Tapya tij¢ miotewc tij¢ Pouaixiic
Exxinoiog €ig v oropevoevory tijc opBoooliog (Shield of the Faith of the Roman Church
for the Instruction of the Orthodox), to support Roman Catholic missionaries who worked
in Hellenophone regions.?* In this work Richard evokes John Plousiadenos’ Responsio
ad libellum Marci Eugenici, Ephesi metropolitae claiming that Mark’s agonizing death

19 Scholarios (Jugie-Sidéridés-Petit 1929-1935: 3.134): Mdpkoc 6 tiic 'Epécov mowuny, dvip tdv &'
NUAYV ATAVTOV GPLeTOG YEYOVAS &V TE AOYOLG Kol Pim Kol €100 PV KAADG dlaKkpival GOPIGLO Kol AdyoV
aAnowov, kol o1 Emotyuny aveEumdntog peivag, vmd 08 Tiig TV mpookaipmv EmBupiog UNOOA®MG
TOPLGVPELG AOTE GLYYWOPTIoAL TL TOV oL KOAGDY d10 TODTA, Kol 610 TOVTO TNV VAEP TOD TATPIOL SOYLOUTOG
gvotacty dplotd ye Kol oikeiowg TV motépmv €kelvav évdsiEapevog A Kol Adyolg Omep TadTNG
MNyoviopévog Emg €EMv. The English translation is mine (ED).

20 Papadopoulos-Kerameus 1902a: 60; Blanchet 2012: 106.

2l See Schmemann 2001: 53.

22 Dositheos 1I Notaras, Patriarch of Jerusalem, Tduo¢ dydnnc (1asi: Boeboda, 1698); see Palmieri 1909:
56-7 for an overview of the provenance of the work.

23 See esp. Dositheos 11, Touoc dydng, Ipoleydusva, p. 28, lines 36-40: ...Ex0oviec 0OV TOGODTOV VEPOG
HopTOp@V o1 TV LNV Koi TV doidov Koipnoty tod paxapiov Mdapkov, tepippovodpey tiig Tapyag tig
Bracenpovong TOv dylov Kol Tpoopepovong TV Pracenudy paptopa Toone tov Mebovng dyvootov
avOpomov 1§ 'Exkincig Kol avatedpoppévoy ig 1o oyioua, ig To0G VEMTEPIGLOVS KOl €iG TAG aipéoelg TdV
Aartivov... (My English translation:) ...having seen a multitude of witnesses to the life and glorious repose
of the blessed Mark, we despise the Targa of he who blasphemes the saint and puts forward the blasphemous
witness, Joseph of Methone, an ignorant man in the Church and who ruptured into schism, to the Latins’
novelties and heresies...”
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24 EWAN DAVIES

was a divine punishment for his opposition to the Florentine reunion.?* On the other hand,
in February 1734 the Ecumenical Patriarch, Seraphim I, presided over an assembly of the
Evonuovoa Xovvodog which promulgated a decree that ratified Mark’s canonisation.?’ This
inspired Nikodemos the Hagiorite to produce his Axolovfia in commemoration of Mark.
It was likely completed by the late 1780s and formally published in 1834.26

The high regard for Mark continued into the twentieth century: In his 1972 work O Ayio¢
Maprog 6 Ebyevikog ki 1 évaoig t@dv Exkinoidv (St. Markos Eugenikos and the Union of
Churches), Nikolaos P. Vasiliadis characterises Mark as one the foremost defenders of
Orthodox doctrine in the aftermath of the Council of Florence, especially through his
polemical activity against the imperial programme of ecclesial reunion. Vasiliadis’
treatise suffers from the weakness, however, that it is apologetic and anachronistic in the
way it truncates Mark’s opposition to reunion by comparing coeval pro-unionists such as
Bessarion and Isidore of Kiev with twentieth-century Orthodox ecumenists, whom
Vasiliadis criticises for being preoccupied with non-doctrinal concerns.?’

This short overview could offer but a glimpse of Mark’s continuous and consistent
liturgical veneration since his passing in 1444, which underpins his role as the foremost
literary authority on the Orthodox opposition to the union of 1439. It is the aim of this
article to demonstrate that any modern-day attempt to reach some form of reconciliation
between the Roman Catholic and Eastern Orthodox Churches over the various sources of
doctrinal division such as the filioque, Purgatory, and Papal Primacy, needs to take
Mark’s framework of thought into consideration as a locus theologicus. The following
sections will introduce some of the main sources on Mark’s life and work, which should
form the basis of such an engagement.

John Eugenikos’ 2vvadapiov.

The principal literary source for Mark of Ephesus’ life prior to the Council of Ferrara-
Florence is the Zvvalapiov of his younger brother, John Eugenikos, composed shortly
after Mark’s death.?® For John’s date and location of birth there is no precise information.
He was likely born around 1400, as he must have been of similar age to other students at

24 See Richard, Tépya tijc miotewg... (PL 159: 1023-1106 at 1088b): “gic v év ropevtig dvTioTdon
] cVVOd® Evag kal povog Mdpiog 6 ti|g E@écov: aun 6&v €népace TOADS KupOg, Kol EMijye TOD KaKOD,
Kol ExaBnkev 0 TaAainwpog. Akove TOV Beo@iréostatov Enickomov ti|g MebBavng Toone, 0mod kat’ dvopa,
Kol KOTO TPOCHOTOV, Kol Katd Toig aipeces Eyvmpioe kodd Tov Mdapkov ékeivov Tov 'E@éctov 810 ToUTO &ig
TNV AToAoYioy TOV ADVTOG LET’ avTov Aéyel «Maptupel TodTo mhoa 1) ToMG. ..» (My English translation:)
During the Council of Florence, [it was] the one and only Mark of Ephesus [who] opposed [it]; but not
much time passed and bad things came upon him, and the poor man was lost. Listen to the most holy Bishop
of Methone, Joseph, who was well familiar with Mark of Ephesus’ name, person, and heresies; for this
reason, in his apologia, [Joseph] addressed him saying, “The whole city [i.e., Constantinople] bears witness
to this [story]...”

25 Papadopoulos-Kerameus 1902a: 56.

26 See Nikodemos the Hagiorite, Axolov8ia tod dyiov Hatpog Hudv Mépxot Edyevikod Apyiemioromov
Egpéoov (Thessalonica: Orthodoxos Kipseli, 2010), 5-35. For the 1834 edition, Nikodemos the Hagiorite,
ArolovBia 100 év dyioic motpog nuav Mdprov dpyiemioronov Epéoov tod Edyevikod (Constantinople:
Hotplapywdv Tvroypageiov, 1834). Cf. Manaphis-Arampatzis 2006: 529-44 for an overview of the
background to Nikodemos’ production of this dxoiov8io and its redaction history.

27 Vasiliadis 1972.

28 For the date see Petrides 1910: 97.
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MARK OF EPHESUS 25

his father’s Georgios’ and after that Mark’s school in Constantinople, including Georgios
Scholarios and Theodoros Agallianos, whose dates of birth are estimated by scholars to be
in approximately the same year.?’ In contrast to Mark, who pursued a monastic vocation,
John married and around 1421 moved with his family from Constantinople to the Despotate
of the Morea, where he lived until 1431, when he returned to Constantinople. Why he left
the Peloponnese is not clear. He was evidently highly respected in the Despotate. But
there was his open support for the Despot, Theodoros Palaiologos, when he abdicated to
pursue a monastic vocation. John came out on that occasion with a laudatory discourse
praising the monastic life.>® When, through the intervention of his inner circle, Theodoros
rescinded his decision and remained in post, John again came out in support of the Despot,?!
but then left Morea shortly after.

At any rate, upon his return to the capital John soon became a Patriarchal vozapiog and
was swiftly promoted to the higher office of yapropviaé. Not long after he was appointed
vouopviaé.>* While holding these high offices he also taught. One of his students was
Giovanni Tortelli, who worked under the alias Johannes Arretinus. He later served as
Pope Nicholas I’s librarian. He had travelled to Constantinople in 1435 to learn Greek. On
3 July 1435 John presented Tortelli with a copy of Thucydides, having been his instructor
for two months.?? It was likely in virtue of his position as vouogpdlaé, and because of the
fact that as Tortelli’s former tutor he had some knowledge of Latin, that in 1437 John was
selected as one of the Byzantine periti to journey to the Italian Peninsula to attend the
Council of Ferrara. On this occasion he carried with him a letter from the Eastern Orthodox
Patriarchs of Antioch and Jerusalem, whose supreme representative was none other than
his brother, Mark of Ephesus.**

Shortly after arriving in Ferrara, John — alongside other senior members of the imperial
Byzantine contingent — was invited to a banquet hosted by Cardinal Giuliano Cesarini,
Pope Eugenius IV’s principal negotiator. Keen to establish amicable relations with the
Byzantines, Cesarini invited not only John but also Mark of Ephesus and Metropolitan
Dorotheos of Mytilene. While John did not hesitate to accept the invitation, Mark initially
declined. This led John to persuade his brother to accompany himself and Dorotheos. By
attending the banquet the delegation disregarded advice given — according to Syropoulos
— by the Ecumenical Patriarch, Joseph II, not to accept invitations of this nature.*> During
the banquet, Cardinal Cesarini requested Mark to recite an encomium addressed to Pope
Eugenius IV thanking him for convoking the Council.*®* Mark accepted the request and

29 Cf. John’s letter to Scholarios (Lambros 1912-1930: 1.159), wherein John alludes to the fact that the
two were contemporaries.

30 See John Eugenikos, Yrduvnua moporvetixov émi diopOcaet fiov kai dpyij tiic kate Xpiotov moliteiog
7POG 0V deomotnv kbp Ocodwpov (Lambros 1912-1930: 1.67-111).

31 See especially John’s letter to Theodoros (Lambros 1912-1930: 1.115-6).

32 See Omont 1897: 10, 62 (cod. Par. Gr. 2075); Litjica 1909: 178.

33 See Tortelli’s subscription of this work in Codex Basiliensis E. III. 4, fol. 274" (Cataldi Palau 2001:
19 n. 55): “Liber Johannis Arretini datus sibi dono a mag(istr)o suo papa Johanne efge eugeniko i(n) Con-
stantinopoli: die III mensis iulij: Anno D(omi)ni M0. CCCCO0. XXXVO0 secundo scili(cet) me(n)se quo
studioru(m) ca(usa) ad ea(m) ciuitate(m) applicui: una cu(m) fidelissimo socio Thomasio (com)patriota: et
fra(tre) meo Laurentino.”

34 Syropoulos, Les Mémoires, 4.44 (Laurent 1971: 248).

35 Syropoulos, Les Mémoires 5.3 (Laurent 1971: 258). Syropoulos does not say why Joseph advised this.

36 See Syropoulos, Les Mémoires 5.3 (Laurent 1971: 258).
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used the occasion to express the wish that the Roman Church fulfil the reunification of
the Latin and Byzantine Churches which it had so brilliantly begun.’” In particular — he
requested — she should excise the filioque from her version of the Creed and refrain from
using azymes as Eucharistic matter. This would remove the causes of dissension amongst
the fraternal Churches. Naturally, as Syropoulos points out, these requests were perceived
as tactless and provocative. They also incurred the wrath of emperor John VIII, for whom
reunion was a vital political goal to obtain aid from the west against the Ottomans.>®

After this, Gregorios the Ilpwroadykeilos suggested to John VIII that Mark and John
be monitored on account of their supposed manoeuvres against ecclesial reunion.?® This
only helped to stoke tensions within the Byzantine contingent further. Refusing to offer
support for ecclesial reunion, given his desire to remain faithful to Orthodox doctrine as
well as his lack of trust in the promises of the Holy See to arrange military and financial
support for the Byzantine Empire against the Ottomans, John made a request to emperor
John VIII to allow him to depart from the Italian Peninsula alongside his brother Mark
and Antonios, the Bishop of Herakleia, and return to Constantinople.

While John VIII initially granted them permission to return, he rescinded his decision
again upon the intervention of Bessarion, the Metropolitan of Nicaea, who turned out to be
a leading unionist. Bessarion argued that Mark’s absence would substantially weaken the
Byzantine position at the Council. The three were therefore stopped at Ancona by senior
officials Alexios Laskaris Philanthropenos and Sylvestrios Syropoulos and escorted back
to Ferrara.*® For John this was not the last word, however. On 14 September 1438 he did
leave Ferrara and set sail from Ancona. However, he was shipwrecked nearby and had to
wait until 11 May 1439, before he could finally set off and leave the Italian Peninsula to
sail to the east.*!

He reached Constantinople at some point in time before 17 December 1439, when he can
be placed in the city upon the passing of emperor John VIII’s third wife, Maria Komnene,
daughter of emperor Alexios IV of Trebizond; on which occasion he wrote a monody.*?
He subsequently focused his attention on bolstering a campaign against those who on 5
July 1439 had signed Laetentur Caeli. Like his brother Mark and Antonios of Herakleia,
who departed from the imperial capital on 14 May 1440, John declined to celebrate the
Sacraments under the new Ecumenical Patriarch, Metrophanes II, who in his view had
betrayed the Orthodox faith because of his support of the reunion.*3 At the same time he
tried to restore to his cause those who had supported the reunion, while also providing
encouragement to those who continued to adhere to Orthodoxy in the face of adversity.
To this end he employed Mark’s letters, forwarding this correspondence to prominent
officials and clergy imploring them to repent their earlier signing of Laetentur Caeli as

37 The encomium is extant as Marci Ephesii Oratio ad Eugenium Papam Quartum (Petit 1923: 336-41);
Acta Graeca (Gill 1953: 28-34).

38 Syropoulos, Les Mémoires 5.4 (Laurent 1971: 260).

39 Syropoulos, Les Mémoires, 5.31 (Laurent 1971: 286).

40 See Syropoulos, Les Mémoires, 6.16-7 (Laurent 1971: 306-8); John Eugenikos, A6yoc Edyapiotipiog
(Lambros 1912-1930: 1.275-7) for the factors that influenced John’s inability to support ecclesial reunion.

41 See Adyoc Evyoprotipioc (Lambros 1912-1930: 1.276-7).

42 Syropoulos, Les Mémoires 12.17 (Laurent 1971: 568); Sphrantzes, Chronicon 24 (Maisano 1990: 86);
For Eugenikos’ monody, see Lambros 1912-1930: 1.112-4.

43 Syropoulos, Les Mémoires 12.10 (Laurent 1971: 556).
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well as admonishing them in their idleness and prodding them to increase their efforts to
restore harmony in the imperial Church.**

Optimistic that the Hellenophone anti-unionist movement was gaining traction, John
also journeyed to various Hellenophone regions such as the Empire of Trebizond, where
he implored clergy and laity alike to remain steadfast in their opposition. He continued
this campaign until 1441-2.% Around 1442 he returned to the Despotate of the Morea,
joining the circle of anti-unionists who had sought refuge there including Serapion, the
Bishop of Mantineia, Neilos the IIpwtoctykeiiog, and Nikephoros Cheilas.*® It was in
this context that John may have been informed of his brother Mark’s passing. Through
the encouragement of an unnamed friend this seismic event in his life inspired him to
produce what was arguably his theological magnum opus, the Avrippnrixog, a point-by-
point refutation of Laetentur Caeli. In it he utilised to a significant extent discourses of
Mark’s composed during the Council as well as later letters.*” Following the Ottoman
invasion of the Peloponnese in 1447 John returned to Constantinople and left his son,
Georgios, to guard the family estate in the Peloponnese.*® Back in Constantinople John
tried to realign Loukas Notaras, usoalwv to both John VIII and Konstantinos XI, with the
anti-unionist movement. His approach was two-pronged. He explained to Notaras that
only the Orthodox Church had authentically preserved the tradition of the Church Fathers,
while he also insisted that the western promises of military aid would prove futile.*’
Importantly in the context of this article, John supported his arguments with consistent
references to his brother Mark, whom he invoked as an authority, as one of the great
doctors of the Church, in the company of none other than Gregory Palamas himself.>’

John also opposed emperor John VIII’s successor, Konstantinos XI, who acceded as
emperor in January 1449 and continued his predecessor’s pro-unionist course.’! Along
with other anti-unionists John declined to commemorate Konstantinos’ name during the
Divine Liturgy.>? But John’s attempts to rally anti-unionist support were failing. Deeply

4 Among John’s correspondents are Konstantinos XI Palaiologos (following his accession as Byzantine
Emperor), the peoalwv to both Emperors John VIII and Konstantinos XI, Loukas Notaras, Georgios
Amiroutzes, and Sylvestros Syropoulos. John’s letters to them can be found in Lambros 1912-1930: 1.123-
34, 137-46, 156-7, 191-5.

45 John recounted this campaign in numerous letters to David Komnenos and Nikephoros Cheilas; see
Lambros 1912-1930: 1.155-6, 166-7, 197-8, 203-4.

46 See John’s letters to Serapion and Neilos in Lambros 1912-1930: 1.162-3 and 205 respectively. For
Nikephoros see Vogiatzides 1925: 197.201.

47 See Rossidou-Koutsou 2003: xI-lv for an outline of the argument of the work and ibid. 1-5 for John’s
explanation in his zpooiuiov of the factors that led to the production of the work.

48 See John’s letter to Nikephoros Cheilas in Lambros 1912-1930: 1.204.

49 See Lambros 1912-1930: 1.137-46.

50 See Lambros 1912-1930: 1.123-4.

3! This was despite the fact that the anti-unionist movement more broadly speaking offered a stringent
reaction to this policy. Indeed, even Konstantinos’ mother, Helena Dragas, supported the movement at some
point. Cf. John’s two letters to Konstantinos XI, the first written in March 1449 following the latter’s
accession, and the second written in 1450, in Lambros 1912-1930: 59 and 123-5.

52 Within his letter to Konstantinos XI dated to March 1449 John explicitly stated that he would not
commemorate him if he persisted in his support for the Florentine Reunion (Lambros 1912-1930: 1.123).
Explaining his stance John insisted that this was a natural corollary of the fact that, for a decade, the anti-
unionists had been declined entrance into Hagia Sophia, despite the fact that they had faithfully adhered to
Orthodox doctrine (Lambros 1912-1930: 1.128). John concluded by pleading with his correspondent to
return to the authentic Christian faith (Lambros 1912-1930: 1.134).
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disappointed by the ecclesio-political situation in Constantinople, John opted in 1450 to
return to the Peloponnese to support his son Georgios in running his estate.>> In 1452
Demetrios Palaiologos, the co-regnant Despot of the Morea, bestowed on John the gover-
norship of the metropolis of Lacedaemonia, after the pro-unionist Metropolitan, also named
John, had been deposed. John immediately tried to exploit this appointment by imploring
Demetrios to enact this policy on the remaining four pro-unionist bishops subject to this
Metropolitanate as well.>* In the end, however, and despite all his efforts, John bitterly
complained in a letter to Loukas Notaras that the anti-unionist movement continued to be
“broken and dismembered (JicomdoOnuey kai éuspioOnuev).”>> He visited Constantinople
for one further period in the lead-up to the city’s capture by the Ottomans and indeed
witnessed the conquest and was personally taken into captivity, as he describes in a letter
to Antonios Malaspinas.’® He was likely liberated from his captivity by the intercession
of John IV Komnenos, the Emperor of Trebizond, and his son Alexios. After his liberation
he transferred to the Empire of Trebizond, where John IV and Alexios provided him with
shelter and monetary support.’” Where, when and how he died remains unknown.

Contents of John’s Xvvatapiov

Moving on now to examine the contents of John’s Xvvadapiov. As John recounts, Mark
was born as Manuel Eugenikos in Constantinople ¢. 1392-4 to the Trapezuntine deacon
and caxellapiog to the Byzantine Imperial treasury, Georgios Eugenikos, and his wife,
Maria Loukas.’® Georgios Eugenikos also operated his own school in Constantinople,
where Mark received his initial instruction.®® As Mark himself recalls in his Ouoloyia
tijc dpbijc miotecwe, composed between May and June 1439,%° his family’s piety instilled
in him his preoccupation with studying the historical doctrine of the Byzantine imperial
Church and seeking a vocation within the Church.®!

After Georgios Eugenikos’ death in 1405 Mark undertook studies with two renowned
Constantinopolitan instructors, John Chortasmenos and Georgios-Gemistos Plethon.®? The

33 See John’s letter to Nikephoros Cheilas in Lambros 1912-1930: 1.204-6.

34 See John’s letter to Demetrios Palaiologos in Lambros 1912-1930: 1.176-82.

55 See Lambros 1912-1930: 1.171.

36 See Lambros 1912-1930: 1.208, lines 15-18. Shortly before the Ottoman conquest, in a letter to
Scholarios, John referred to the “gross anomaly (dervy) avwpalia)”, likely evoking the Byzantine and Latin
concelebration of the Divine Liturgy which took place in Hagia Sophia on 12 December 1452 (Lambros
1912-1930: 1.202).

57 See John’s letter to John IV and Alexios, dated before John I'V’s passing in April 1460 articulating his
gratitude for their care and for providing him with a sense of hope (Lambros 1912-1930: 1.207, lines 5-8).
John composed a lamentory fp7jvog on the occasion of the Fall of Constantinople (Lambros 1905).

38 Cf. John Eugenikos, Tod adtod vouopblaxog tod Evyevikod i Tpomelovviimw méler ykmulootixy
éxppooic 18 (Tafel 1832: 370-3 at 373) for Georgios’ Trapezuntine heritage.

39 John Eugenikos, Synaxarion (Petrides 1910: 99-100).

60 On the date see Petit 1923: 316.

61 See especially Marci Ephesii confesso fidei Florentiae scripta sed post absolutam synodum in lucem
edita (Petit 1923: 435). One of the measures used to gauge the degree of Georgios’ piety is the number of
liturgical hymns he is reputed to have composed. Cf. Georgios Eugenikos, Axolovbia wollouévn gig tov év
dyioig Xmvpidova: Toinua tod tyiwtdrov cokxeldiov tijc Meyiing Exxinaiog diaxovov kop Iewpyiov 100
Ebyevikot (ed. Pilavakis 1984).

62 John Eugenikos, Synaxarion (Petrides 1910: 100).
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Palaiologan curriculum comprised grammar, logic, and rhetoric as well as mathematics,
natural philosophy, and metaphysics. There was particular emphasis on rhetoric given the
imperial court’s need to employ appropriately equipped and articulate individuals for the
state bureaucracy, not least for engaging in foreign diplomacy. The versatile nature of the
Palaiologan curriculum was oriented towards the ultimate study of Theology, designed
so as to begin by using natural knowledge to understand God ad extra through His
Creation, before transitioning to the study of God ad intra, which was known strictly only
through divine revelation in Scripture and the Apostolic tradition.?

John Chortasmenos, in addition to serving from around 1391 to 1415 as a vordpiog in
the chancery of the Ecumenical Patriarchate, was a diddoxolog in Constantinople before
following a monastic vocation in the Prodromos Monastery. He was known to possess a
number of manuscripts of scholia on works by Aristotle, which he himself commented on.
It is therefore likely that Mark developed his competence in syllogistic reasoning under
Chortasmenos. He honed these skills in his theological work, particularly when engaging
in the forensic debates which characterised Ferrara-Florence.* For example, during the
discussions concerning Purgatory at Ferrara in June 1438, a contentious and much debated
topic at the Council, which was ultimately rejected by the Orthodox contingent, Mark
concluded his response to Cardinal Giuliano Cesarini’s assertion that the truly penitent who
died before undertaking satisfaction for their sins underwent post-mortem purification,
the Avtippnoic t@v Aativik@v kepaloiwv Smep obTOD TPOETEIVOV TEPL TOD TEPKATOPION
wopog (Antirrhetic of the Latin chapters which [Mark] presented concerning the Purgato-
rial Fire), by presenting eleven syllogisms which undermined the logical foundation of this
Latin doctrine.®

After his studies with Chortasmenos, Mark, as his brother John continues to report in
his Synaxarion, undertook more advanced studies in philosophy under Georgios Gemistos
Plethon.®® These studies are likely to have advanced also his skills as a Humanist, as can
be seen in a work dating from that period, his Movwdia éni ti] aAwoer tijc Ocooolovikng
(Monody on the Fall of Thessalonica), written in the immediate aftermath of the Ottoman
capture of Thessalonica in 1430. In it Mark describes the Ottomans in an epithetic style
imitating Homer.%” Already around 1410 he had taken over his late father’s school. While
in charge of the school he instructed several prominent Byzantine scholars and clerics,
who would later all be delegates at the Council of Ferrara-Florence including Theodoros
Agallianos, Scholarios, and, of course, his brother John.®

63 See Geanokoplos 1989: 6-7; Fuchs 1964: 41-5; Zervas-Rivera 2018: 119-30 at 120.

%4 See Hunger 1969: 14. 17; cf. Gamillscheg 1981: 52-7, who draws attention to the fact that at the time
of writing thirty-two extant manuscripts were known to have contained Chortasmenos’ autograph.

5 Cf. Marci Archiepiscopi Ephesii Oratio Prima De Igne Purgatorio (Petit 1927: 39-60 at 56-60) for
Mark’s eleven syllogisms. See also Runciman 1968: 104-10 for the relevance of this topic at the Council
of Florence and Mark’s position on it.

% John Eugenikos, Synaxarion (Petrides 1910: 100).

67 See Mark of Ephesus, Ediw Ocooalovikn: Opijvog yic v dlwon tod 1430 (Pilavakis 1997: 66): oi
amnVveig kal aipofopot kail d6Aot Thg dSovAidog Ayap oi damodyovot...; “...the harsh and bloodthirsty and
deceitful descendants of the slave Hagar...” (English translation mine, ED)

%8 John Eugenikos, Synaxarion (Petrides 1910: 100-1); Gregorios Melissenos, Apologia contra Ephesii
Confessionem (PG 160: 13-204 at 16a); Scholarios, Lettre d’envoi de I'ouvrage précédent a Marc d’Ephese,
in Jugie-Petit-Sidérides (1929-1935: 4.116-8 at 117); Pilavakis 1987: 24.
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His spiritual development during this stage in his career was manifest, too. As John
records, he conducted himself like a monk, even though he was still a layman. Thus, he
daily attended the Divine Liturgy in Hagia Sophia and spent his nights meditating and
bolstering his wisdom through intense study of the Sacred Scriptures, the writings of the
Church Fathers and “secular wisdom (z7j¢ éSw cogpiag),” the latter probably referring to
philosophy and the classics.®” John also emphasizes that Mark was closely associated with
several prominent Byzantine temporal and ecclesiastical leaders during his tenure as
school head. For example, he was close to the Ecumenical Patriarch Euthymios, who
reigned from 1410 to 1416. In 1416 he composed a hymn mourning Euthymios’ death, in
which he mentioned that the Patriarch had appointed him as dvayvaorng.’’ Indeed it may
have been his relationship to Euthymios which gained him access to the emperor, Manuel
I1, who sent him manuscripts of his writings to amend.”!

Mark’s relationships with the imperial court, the ecumenical patriarchate, and highly
reputed Constantinopolitan intellectuals including Chortasmenos would suggest that he
was on the cusp of an illustrious career within the imperial capital. However, according
to John Eugenikos, at the age of twenty-six, he joined an eremitic form of monasticism,
to which he had long aspired. He settled in the Monastery of the Holy Transfiguration on
the Isle of Antigone in the Sea of Marmara under the spiritual direction of a renowned
hesychast monk named Symeon. His monastic life there was soon interrupted, however,
when approximately two years later Ottomans began to raid the island. This led Mark in
1422 to transfer to the Monastery of St George in Mangana, Constantinople, where he
had access to an extensive library. It is from this time onwards that we see him engage
more closely with theology per se, no longer as a learned layman but as a zealous monk
and soon-to-be member of the clergy.”?

Excursus: Mark of Ephesus’ Writings

To take this opportunity for a brief excursus: Mark’s extant literary production during the
1420s suggests that his stance towards Latin-Byzantine ecumenical relations was initially
irenic. His only direct engagement with disputed topics, as far as can be ascertained, was
in a letter written in 1422 to the Ecumenical Patriarch Joseph II, wherein he lauded Joseph
for defending the invalidity of the addition of the filioque clause.” This praise was given
against the background of the negotiations between the Latin and Byzantine Churches for
the convocation of a new ecumenical council: On 19 October 1422, amidst the imperial
proposals for a new ecumenical council, Pope Martin V sent a delegation led by Antonio
da Massa to Constantinople to begin negotiations with Byzantine ecclesial representatives
presided over by Joseph II in Hagia Sophia.” It is important not to mistake the fervour of
wanting to bolster the Byzantine position in these negotiations as a sign of not being pre-
pared to engage in negotiations and — by implication — seek a negotiated outcome.

The second broad phase in Mark’s career is demarcated by John VIII’s accession as
sole emperor on 21 July 1425. John’s encouragement for ecclesial reunion amplified the

% John Eugenikos, Synaxarion (Petrides 1910: 100-1).

70 See Mdpkov tov gvyevikod 1g Evovov Motpiapynv Kog Kavav (Diamantopoulos 1912: 133-5).
7! John Eugenikos, Synaxarion (Petrides 1910: 100).

72 John Eugenikos, Synaxarion (Petrides 1910: 101-2).

3 Marci Ephesii Epistula ad Patriarcham Constantinopolitanum (Petit 1923: 337-8).

74 See Laurent 1962: 36-47.
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need for Byzantine scholars such as Mark to study the imperial Church’s doctrine given
the more frequent pre-conciliar negotiations which now occurred under the new regime.
The significance of this event is exemplified by the fact that Mark wrote a thanksgiving
hymn that was likely read aloud in the ceremony of John VIII’s enthronement, wherein
he petitioned God to provide John VIII with David’s mildness, Solomon’s wisdom, and
the virtue of justice shared by both Biblical kings.”> As the two were likely acquainted
prior to John VIII’s accession given Mark’s closeness to Manuel II, Mark sought to
bolster this acquaintance through composing an encomium to the Emperor, wherein he
implored the new emperor to ensure that his interior disposition rendered him fit both to
govern as temporal monarch and to prepare for the Heavenly Kingdom to come.”

This second period was also informed by Mark’s ordination to the priesthood shortly
after 1426. John Eugenikos reports that Mark was ordained only after significant pressure
was applied. This could have come from the Abbot of Mangana, Makarios Koronas, who
may have regarded Mark a potential successor. Or it could have been applied by Patriarch
Joseph 11, given Mark’s close ties to the Byzantine imperial and clerical hierarchy.”” But
while Mark’s formidable educational background and his reputation for sanctity made
him to be considered well suited for the role of conciliar peritus, he did not desire to be
appointed as the principal Byzantine representative, nor be subsequently incardinated as
the Metropolitan of Ephesus following the death of the incumbent Metropolitan, Joasaph.”®
Yet in 1437 Mark was further appointed as the procurator for Philotheos, the Patriarch of
Alexandria, before being appointed by John VIII later that year as lead of a pre-conciliar
preparatory commission.”

Joseph Gill has claimed that John VIII appointed Mark to this pre-conciliar commission
because he wanted to ensure that a spectrum of stances towards ecclesial reunion were
represented, assuming that Mark’s stance was already sceptical towards reunion at that
time. In fact, however, Mark was during that period still cautiously receptive towards the
possibility of a reunion and he was willing — and able! — to utilise Latin Scholastic axioms
and literary methodologies within his body of work.%°

For example, Georgios-Gennadios Scholarios reports how Mark impressed John VIII
with his treatise concerning predestination, /lpog Toidwpov iepoudvayov mepi Spwv (wijs
(To Hieromonk Isidore Concerning the Limits of Life), when it was publicly read before
the emperor prior to Mark’s appointment to the imperial commission.®! The treatise had
been written in direct response to a request by a fellow monk and was set out like a Latin

75 See Lambros 1912-1930: 1.31-2.

76 See Papadopoulos-Kerameus 1884: 100.

77 John Eugenikos, Synaxarion (Petrides 1910: 102).

78 See Mark’s "ExOsaic tivi tpomep é0écato 10 Tiic dpyiepwatvig Gliwua, xoi SHAmOIC T vvédov Tije
&v @lwpevtig yevouévyg, Ekthesis on How He Accepted the Archiepiscopal Office and on the Synod of
Florence (Petit 1923: 443-9), written between June and July 1440 (for the date cf. Petit 1923: 316).

7 Syropoulos, Les Mémoires 3.3, 3.8 (Laurent 1971: 164, 168). Scholarios, Fausses doctrines sur la
Prédestination (Jugie-Petit-Sidéridés 1929-1935: 1.427-39 at 428). Cf. Syropoulos, Les Mémoires, 3.32,
4.43, 4.44 (Laurent 1971: 194, 244, 248), who highlighted that Mark was subsequently appointed as the
procurator for the Eastern Orthodox Patriarch of Jerusalem later that year, before being ordained as the
Eastern Orthodox Patriarch of Antioch’s procurator following the Byzantine contingent’s arrival within the
Italian Peninsula.

80 See esp. Gill 1964: 119-20.

81 Scholarios, Fausses doctrines sur la Prédestination (Jugie-Petit-Sidéridés 1929-1935: 1.427-39 at 428).
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scholastic quaestio. First, arguments and theological authorities were presented in support
of the position that was eventually to be rejected, namely that the time of a person’s death
is predetermined by God. Then, arguments and authorities against that position were lined
up. Thirdly, Mark set out his own doctrine, which was in accord with the arguments and
authorities against, before analysing the rejected position’s arguments in an attempt to
“resolve them,” that is to demonstrate by way of distinctions that the two positions are
fundamentally reconcilable.??

Therefore, the tendency in earlier scholarship to consider Mark — even from his early
career and background — either an anti-unionist hardliner (Gill) or of limited theological
competence (Petit, Grumel, Jugie) ought to be treated with scepticism. Rather, evidence
suggests that he was spiritually as well as intellectually a highly impressive personality,
who approached his emperor’s concern for reunion with a great degree of humility and a
considerable amount of good faith.

The Acta Graeca and Sylvestrios Syropoulos

Moving on now to examine Mark’s participation at the Council of Ferrara-Florence, the
two main sources for analysing Mark’s role on this score are the Acta Graeca Concilii
Florentini and Sylvestros Syropoulos’ Amouvnuoveduara (Memoirs). The Acta Graeca
narrated the events from the arrival of the Byzantine contingent in Venice through to their
departure from that city. Historically, scholars have regarded the Acta Graeca as the work
of one author who actively participated in the Council and employed official documents
composed in the course of the Council, though it is unclear to what extent and with what
accuracy. Scholars such as Theodor Frommann and Adolf Warschauer studied the Acta
Graeca from such a perspective and therefore held them to be a principally personal and
partisan narrative of the conciliar proceedings.®?

However, as scholars such as Joseph Gill have shown, this hypothesis concerning the
origins of the Acta Graeca lacks sufficient weight: Having analysed all of the then-known
manuscripts of the conciliar Practica when producing his critical edition of the Acta
Graeca, published in 1951, Gill concluded that they were not a composition in which one
author utilised and adapted conciliar documents to meet his authorial intent, but is instead
a compilation of three documents which should each be assessed in their own right:

Firstly, the discourses delivered in the Ferraran and Florentine sessions, which are the
authentic protocol of these conciliar sessions, produced by three Byzantine notaries who
compiled this protocol by conglomerating their distinct versions of the sessional orations
which were written as they were delivered and comparing their versions to the analogous
Latin Practica.®* Secondly, the “Description,” whose copyist, John Plousiadenos, added
to the above source. This second source describes the course of events from the Byzantine
contingent’s arrival at Florence through to the first dogmatic session at Ferrara, the
background to the translation of the Council from Ferrara to Florence, and a memoir-like

82 See Mark of Ephesus, IIpo¢ Ioidwpov ispoudvayov mepi Spwv (wijc (Boissonade 1844: 349-62). For
an appraisal of Mark’s teaching on predestination see also Runciman 1968: 125-6 and 280.

83 Frommann 1871: 50; Warschauer 1881: 9-11.

8 Cf. Acta Graeca (Gill 1953: 35, 87-8, 160, 389); Syropoulos, Les Mémoires 5.8 (Laurent 1971: 264)
for references to the work of the Byzantine and Latin notaries.
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narrative of the concluding conciliar events from 24 March 1439, through to the departure
of the Byzantine contingent. According to Gill, this “Description” was potentially the
work of Dorotheos, the Metropolitan of Mytilene. Thirdly, a succinct introduction and a
small number of authentic conciliar documents interpolated in the first source produced
by an anonymous scribe.® According to Gill, the first source:

...contain[s] matter characteristic of the Acts and, if they show any prejudice, it is for the
Greeks and not the Latins... they correspond in content, even in what they omit, to the
records at Constantinople that Syropoulus terms “Practica” and “minutes” and show verbal
similarity with the text he consulted there. That text must have been written before 1444,
the date of [the initial publication of] Syropoulus’s work...*

Gill seems to contradict this claim of a tendential Greek prejudice in the Acta Graeca
when he writes in another article published in his Personalities of the Council of Florence
that “the ‘Acta’ are in favour of union and are conciliatory in tone to the Latins.”®’

On balance one can assume that the Acta Graeca provide for the most part a rather
safe basis for analysing the record of the public Ferraran-Florentine sessions and Mark’s
actions and his counterparts’ responses: The contents of the conciliar protocol are likely
to correlate to a significant extent with Mark’s various public and private orations held
during the Council. Moreover, both the second and third sources serve as a supplement
and balance to the first layer and put his orations and his colleagues’ and counterparts’
responses in context.

Regarding Syropoulos’ Memoirs: Syropoulos functioned as the uéyog éxxinoidpyns
(grand ecclesiarch) and deacon of the Ecumenical Patriarchate and was a member of the
Byzantine imperial contingent.®® The first recension of his Memoirs was likely completed
around 1444, approximately five years after the contingent’s departure from Italy.®° The
opening passage of the work is not extant. Judging by the opening words of the preserved
extracts it is likely — according to Joseph Gill — that it “dealt with a question of authority
in the Eastern Church between the emperor and the hierarchy, included probably by the
author because he considered that it had some connection with the Greek side of the
Council.”®® The remaining extant passages of the first recension deal firstly directly with
the Council, beginning with the Latin-Byzantine negotiations that took place during
Martin V’s and Eugenius IV’s Pontificates.”! The following part details the arrival of the
Byzantine contingent on the Italian Peninsula and the proceedings at Ferrara-Florence.”?

85 See Gill 1959: ix-x; Gill 1964: 131-43, 144-77. See also Gill 1951 for his critical edition.

8 Gill 1964: 142. Cf. Tsirpanlis 1979: 33-4.

87 Gill 1964: 144.

88 See Syropoulos, Les Mémoires 3.14 (Laurent 1971: 176) for his appointment as uéyog éxxinoiépyng.
See Cod. Par. Univ. 190, fol. 255" “EteM®On 1@ mapov Piriov S yepog €pod tod didackdiod tod
€00yy€o10U dtokovod Tod ZIMPBESTPOL TOD LipdmovAov &v Etel CURPALY, ufjvit iovM(i®) tv(dktidv)og B.”
Quoted in Laurent 1971: 6-7, n. 10. My English translation: “This book was completed by my own hand,
[that] of the teacher and holy deacon Sylvestros Syropoulos, in the 6932 year of our Lord [i.e., 1424].”

8 This date can be inferred from the fact that Syropoulos does not mention that Gregorios, who had
previously functioned as the confessor to the emperor John VIII, was in 1445 elevated to the Ecumenical
Patriarchate.

% Quoted from Gill 1959: xiv.

°l See Syropoulos, Les Mémoires 2.2-3.32 (Laurent 1971: 100-95).

92 See Syropoulos, Les Mémoires 4.1-10.29 (Laurent 1971: 196-521).
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Thirdly, Syropoulos narrates the Byzantines’ return to their homeland and the Byzantine
reception of the reunion.”® Syropoulos details with considerable lucidity Mark’s actions,
relations, and struggles with his conciliar counterparts and colleagues and the reactions
of the latter two parties. He provides for the most part summaries, unravelling in detail
the intentions of the various Byzantine conciliar participants and the development of their
relations to one another. One can infer that he intended to offer an account with a high
degree of objectivity and veracity, as indicated by several passages within the Memoirs:
For example, he proclaims that his authorial intent is to recount the events of Ferrara-
Florence with the highest degree of accuracy and to make these events available for those
who are interested in them in posterity.**

One can glean Syropoulos’ intent of offering a balanced account of the activities of
the Byzantine imperial participants from another passage in the Memoirs, in which he
makes explicit his disagreement with Mark during a Byzantine conference before emperor
John VIII, in which the Byzantines worked out which topic should be chosen as the first
to be addressed in their discussions with their Latin counterparts.® Indeed, at a later point
within the Memoirs, Syropoulos refuted his own disagreement he had with Mark at that
conference. He indicates that Syropoulos intended to accurately recount the mindsets and
objectives of the competing factions amongst the Byzantine conciliar contingent.”® Thus,
one should exercise caution regarding Gill’s preemptive conclusion that “the Memoirs
are opposed to union and hostile to the Latins and to the Greek ‘Latinizers’.”’

On the other hand, although caution is recommended regarding Gill’s assessment, it
must also be said that there are certain limitations to Syropoulos’ account. For example,
it will be shown below that he failed to provide sufficient information concerning the
period following Mark’s return from the Italian Peninsula, with his account of Mark’s
activity stopping at Mark’s escape from Constantinople to Broussa and then to Ephesus.
Thus, Syropoulos’ Memoirs do not corroborate or challenge the information provided by
authors such as John Eugenikos concerning Mark’s role in the anti-unionist movement
between 1440 and 1445.

Contents of Syropoulos’ Memoirs

According to the Acta Graeca, at the start of the formal Ferraran discussions concerning
Purgatory in October 1438, Mark showed a remarkably amicable disposition towards his
Latin counterparts authentically addressing his interlocutors with respect and tact. Thus,
after requesting in his initial oratio to Pope Eugenius IV the abolition of the filiogue and
of unleavened Eucharistic bread, he humbly excused himself at the beginning of the first
public session at Ferrara on 6 October 1438 — that is in advance of the upcoming debates
— for any language he may have used, which might be regarded as offensive, while making
reference to the “the divine work of peace and unity of the Churches (7o feiov Epyov tijg

93 See Syropoulos, Les Mémoires 11.1-12.18 (Laurent 1971: 522-75).

%4 Paraphrased from Syropoulos, Les Mémoires 10.29 (Laurent 1971: 520): tg tpoéPnoav novov youve
Tadto €kBEcOon Kol STjAa KotaoTiioat Toig BovAopévolg Kol mapaméyat Tolg EpeEns.

95 Syropoulos, Les Mémoires 6.21 (Laurent 1971: 316-8).

% Syropoulos, Les Mémoires 7.12 (Laurent 1971: 360-2).

7 Quoted from Gill 1964: 144.
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elpnvic kol dvaroewg v éxkinoidv).””® According to Syropoulos, the Greek Dominican
friar Andreas Chrysoberges (Andrew of Rhodes) seconded Mark’s speech, although he
seems to have done so primarily as a formality to justify his interjection in the middle of
Mark’s discourse. The Acta Graeca further record how Chrysoberges went on to attempt
to wrongfoot Mark by pressing him on the spot to set out in detail the Byzantine Church’s
problem with the filioque. Mark is recorded in turn as having politely responded to the
request, upon which Andrew settled down and allowed his Byzantine opponent to speak.”

The Acta Graeca report that Mark consistently evoked the theme of love, referring to
the Latin and Byzantine Churches’ fraternal — or sororal — bond. He presented his requests
framed in this theme of love, asking, for example, that the Church of Rome, as a loving
sister to the Byzantine Church remove the filioque clause from its Creed so that each sister
Church might cooperate with one another through divine love. Mark believed that if the
filioque was the primary cause of scandal between the two Churches, then both Churches
should quickly return to the common formula of the first Seven Ecumenical Councils,
which he emphasized he and his Byzantine colleagues would embrace.'®

Andrew’s reply, as recorded by the Acta Graeca, reflect his annoyance with Mark’s
attitude. He accused Mark of failing to sufficiently recount the Roman Church’s positive
attributes, particularly its charity towards the Byzantine contingent. He stressed that the
Byzantines should acknowledge that throughout the history of the Church it was from
their Church that many forms of heresy emerged which did not ever affect the Church of
Rome.'%! Although this statement implicitly suggests that only the Roman Church could
credibly claim Orthodoxy and that the Byzantine Church would have to subject itself to
the Roman doctrine, Mark’s response was calm and polite: “The prior response, which
was revealed by your reverence... is true and confessed by us.”!%?

The Acta Graeca continue that in his response Mark acknowledged that the Church
of Rome had displayed great charity towards the Byzantine Church amidst all its inner
turbulence. From Mark’s point of view, while Chrysoberges’ recourse to the history of
heresy within the Church was significant, it did not concern his fundamental claim that
unilateral additions to the common Creed of the Church jeopardize the fraternal charity
between the Churches. In his view, if the filioque clause was removed, no love between
the Latin and Eastern Churches would be lost.

At the second public session at Ferrara on 13 October 1438, the Acta Graeca report,
Mark and Andreas also clashed over Mark’s belief that the historical decrees of the first
seven ecumenical councils should be publicly proclaimed to all in attendance so that all
attendees should have a shared understanding of the fundamentals of the common faith
between the Latin and Eastern Orthodox Churches. However, Andreas unambiguously
sidelined any idea of these conciliar decrees being publicly recited.!??

Mark later indicated that the move by the Latin side to suppress the proclamation of
the ecumenical conciliar decrees was a major factor in his own rejection of the claim of

% See Acta Graeca, (Gill 1953: 49).

9 Syropoulos, Les Mémoires, 6.27, 6.29 (Laurent 1971: 326-8); Gill 1953: 50.

100 See Gill 1953: 52.

101 Gill 1953: 54. Gill 1959: 145 concedes that Andrew’s interjections lacked rhetorical tact.

102 My English translation from Gill 1953: 56: T&. p&v npdta, 8mep drmedoyncoto 1 o aidectuodtg. ..
AN 07| T€ glotv Kol OLOAOYOVLEVO TTOp ™ MMV

103 See Gill 1953: 56-8.
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Ferrara-Florence to ecumenicity and the canonicity of its definition, Laetentur Caeli.'**

As long as he could, Mark continued to demand his right to recite these decrees before the
Council, while Chrysoberges consistently interjected his Byzantine interlocutor.!?> Both
the Acta Graeca and Syropoulos report Mark’s continued insistence.!? The reason for
the Latin refusal against having the decrees read out in public was probably the fear that
this could have exposed the fact that past church councils repeatedly prohibited, under pain
of anathema, any additions to the Creed. This could have affected the Latin insistence on
the filioque. The Latin Fathers therefore preferred that these conciliar decrees be pro-
claimed in a private meeting in order to eschew a potential scandal.!®” Eventually, however,
albeit reluctantly, the Byzantine side was being granted the right to publicly recite the decrees.
This made Mark, as the Acta Graeca recount, politely address his Latin counterparts with
the formula “most reverend fathers (rarépec aideoiucrraror).”!*8

It was above all Chrysoberges’ behaviour that diminished Mark’s trust in the sincerity
of the Latin Church’s intentions for the Council. Syropoulos records a significant episode
in the third session at Ferrara (16 October 1438) involving Mark and Chrysoberges: In a
bold move Cardinal Cesarini presented a manuscript containing the Acta of the Second
Council of Nicaea, in which the Symbolum Fidei included the filioque.'® Syropoulos and
Scholarios agree that it was Chrysoberges who pressed Cesarini to do this.!'® However,
the initiative did not have the desired effect of persuading the Byzantine Fathers’ to accept
the validity of the clause. Instead, an investigation was called into the authenticity of the
cited passage. According to Syropoulos, when the Byzantine delegation examined the text
in their private session, they mockingly pointed out that the claim was ultimately based on
a single Latin manuscript with no known textual precedent in either the Latin or Helleno-
phone tradition. When Plethon then further suspected that the phrase had been interpolated,
the Byzantine contingent angrily pressed Cardinal Cesarini to dismiss Chrysoberges, who
subsequently retired from the public conciliar proceedings in a state of humiliation.'!!

A further blow to Mark’s confidence in the project of ecclesiastical reunion occurred
during the second public session at Florence concerning the procession of the Spirit on
10 March 1439. At this session Giovanni Montenero, another Dominican friar, evoked a
codex of Liber III of the Adversus Eunomium attributed to Basil the Great, which had
significant textual variations to the work’s Greek manuscript tradition. The following table
offers a comparison of what was arguably the most controversial passage:

104 See Mark of Ephesus, "Exfeoic tivi tpome édééato 10 tijc dpyiepwodvie alimua (Petit 1923: 444).

105 See Gill 1953: 59-63. Indeed, Andreas’ conciliar colleague and fellow Dominican, Giovanni Montenero,
had to interject and remind Chrysoberges to show charity towards his Byzantine counterparts. See Gill
1953: 63-4.

106 See Gill 1953: 59-63. Cf. Syropoulos, Les Mémoires 6.29 (Laurent 1971: 328).

197 Syropoulos, Les Mémoires 6.31-3 (Laurent 1971: 330-4); Acta Graeca (Gill 1953: 65-6).

18 See e.g. Acta Graeca (Gill 1953: 86); ibid. 216-7 for later examples of this same esteem on Mark’s
part during the thirteenth session at Ferrara. According to the Acta Slavica Mark was willing to abbreviate
his reading of these conciliar decrees in to accommodate Cardinal Cesarini’s request that Chrysoberges be
given sufficient time to offer his response to this reading prior to the end of the daily session. See Krajcar
1976: 56.

109 See Syropoulos, Les Mémoires 6.31 (Laurent 1971: 330-2).

110 See Syropoulos, Les Mémoires 6.31 (Laurent 1971: 330-2); Scholarios, Examen de quelques passages
des Peéres Latins sur la procession du Saint-Esprit (Jugie-Petit-Sidérideés 1929-1935: 3.52). Cf. Gill 1953:
85 for the interpolated Creeds utilised by Cesarini and Chrysoberges.

11 See Syropoulos, Les Mémoires 6.31 (Laurent 1971: 330-2).
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Mark’s Edition Montenero’s Edition
“A&1OPOTL HEV YOP OELTEPEVELY TOD VIOD “A&dpoTt pEV yap dedtepov Tod viod
napadidwoty iomg O Ti|g evoePeiog nap’ ovTod TO ivan Eyov kol wap’

AOY0G... 00T ONAovoTt kol To TvedpHo 10 aOToD Aappavov Kai avayyéiiov nuiv,
dylov, et kai VToPEPnKe TOV LIOV T T€ KOl 6AMG TG aitiag ékeiving EEnupévov
Ta&el Kol 1@ aSldpartt... napadidwotv 0 Tig evoePeiog Adyoq. ..
oUTm AnAovoTt kail TO Tvedua TO dylov,
el kol vmoPéPnke TOV VIOV TH TaEL Kol
1@ d&iopartt. ..

(My English translation:) For [the Spirit] (My English translation:) For [the Spirit]
is second to the Son in dignity is possibly  is second to the Son in dignity, having
handed down in blessed writings... and  and receiving from Him His being and

therefore in this way is the Holy Spirit declaring to us and was wholly
below the Son in both order and in attached to Him as cause, [as] has been
dignity...” handed down in blessed writings... and

therefore in this way is the Holy Spirit
under the Son in order and in
dignity...”!1?

The Acta Graeca record how, while Mark conceded that Constantinople contained a few
codices which exposited Montenero’s edition, he highlighted that many other codices,
especially the most primitive, offered a different reading. Mark therefore claimed that
Montenero’s edition had been subsequently interpolated by pro-filioquists.''3

Mark’s suspicions towards Montenero’s source material were justified, although he
may have been wrong to attribute the source of the textual corruptions to the Latins. As
modern scholars including Bernard Sesboiié¢ have highlighted, Mark accurately posited
that his edition was authentically Basil’s, while inaccurately attributing the source of the
interpolations in Montenero’s edition, whose version circulated before the emergence of
the East-West Schism in the eleventh century. According to Sesboii¢, the interpolations
in Montenero’s edition were likely a subsequent conglomeration of literary excerpts from
Eunomios and his circle added on to Basil’s work.!!* In light of what was discussed above,
Mark evidently became overwhelmed and distressed by what he perceived to be dishonest
methods employed by some of his Latin counterparts in the conciliar discussions and their
underlying bad faith. He was thinking especially of Andreas Chrysoberges.

Connected to this may be his increasingly declining health, which caused him to stay
away from the final sessions on 21 and 24 March. As he alludes to in his "Exfeaig, written

112 See De Durand 1981: 37 for the quoted texts evoked by Montenero and by Mark of Ephesus during
this debate with their differences highlighted, and Sesboii¢ 1983: 146 for an analysis of the of the various
Greek and Latin editions of this text, wherein the editors argue that the former, as upheld by Mark, was that
authentically composed by Basil.

3 Acta Graeca (Gill 1953: 296).

114 Sesboiié 1983: 146-7, n. 1. Cf. Van Parys 1967.
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between June and July 1440, he entered into seclusion during this period.!'> Syropoulos
notes in particular that he was absent for the initial discussions in June 1439 between the
Byzantine contingent and Pope Eugenius about the remaining issues of divergence such
as the questions concerning whether to use unleavened or leavened bread in the Eucharist
and the nature and moment — or moments — of the Eucharistic consecration.!!'® Syropoulos
also sheds light on the circumstances surrounding Mark’s refusal to sign Laetentur Caelli,
the bull effectuating ecclesial reunion, on 6 July 1439. After the public signing ceremony,
in a private meeting, Pope Eugenius IV pressed the emperor, John VIII, to put Mark on a
canonical trial for his refusal to sign the bull. His calculation was that this would lend the
bull additional legitimacy, as Mark might either be persuaded to sign it after all, or be
condemned.!!” However, Syropoulos reports, John had already privately agreed to give
Mark some form of immunity and the promise of safe passage back to Constantinople in
virtue of Mark’s earlier fidelity towards the Emperor’s programme for reunion.''® Thus,
the Emperor strictly agreed to Mark appearing before the Pope in an informal audience,
while also guaranteeing that Mark would be subject to no judicial action as a result of this
audience.!!” Mark clearly put his trust in the emperor’s promises and at some point after
12 July 1439 appeared before Pope Eugenius IV.

Syropoulos details how Mark entered the Pope’s chambers, where he met Eugenius,
who was flanked by six cardinals. He showed reverence towards the Pope according to
the normal custom, but soon had to sit down given his weakness due to his deteriorated
health. Eugenius laboriously attempted to persuade him to submit to Laetentur Caeli,
positing that if he were adjudicated as a noncompliant, the consequences for him would
be the same as those known from earlier Ecumenical Councils. Historical penalties for
noncompliance were deposition from clerical office and being denounced as a heretic on
the basis of preaching against an Ecumenical Council and its definitions. Essentially, he
and his fellow non-signatories would be treated as a new brand of heretics.'?* Mark, in
his response to the Pope, offered an alternative interpretation. He pointed out that the
Ecumenical Councils had always condemned those who were not compliant as heretics
in the sense that they preached a novel doctrine and instigated controversy within the
Church. His own faith, however, was that which the Church had received and upheld from
the Apostolic Age and which the Roman Church, too, had received and accepted in
communion with the Eastern Churches prior to the “schism”. Consequently, he asked, on
what basis could he be condemned as a heretic?!?!

Thus, the Pope did not succeed in persuading Mark to sign and Mark returned to his
homeland safely, as he had been promised by the emperor, to become a figurehead of the

115 See Marci Ephesii Relatio de Rebus a Se in Synodo Florentina Gestis, 2 (Petit 1923: 308, line 16):
... TopovTog ol da v dobéviay... Mark describes how his illness prevented him from engaging in
these concluding public discussions. Moreover, as detailed in Acta Slavica (Krajcar 1976: 63-5), despite
recovering from his illness, which had begun around March 1439, following the conclusion of the debates
concerning papal primacy during late spring 1439, Mark continued to remain in seclusion through to the
formal signing of Laetentur Caeli in July 1439. Cf. Gill 1959: 118.

116 See Syropoulos, Les Mémoires, 10.1-2 (Laurent 1971: 474, 476).

117 See Syropoulos, Les Mémoires 10.18 (Laurent 1971: 504).

18 Syropoulos, Les Mémoires 10.9 (Laurent 1971: 482, 484).

119 See Syropoulos, Les Mémoires 10.23 (Laurent 1971: 508).

120 Syropoulos, Les Mémoires 10.23 (Laurent 1971: 508).

121 paraphrased from Syropoulos, Les Mémoires 10.23 (Laurent 1971: 508, 510).
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anti-unionist movement. What has been shown, however, by the episodes treated in this
section, and by the accounts of the Acta Graeca and Syropoulos, is a reality that is more
complex than that of a stubborn, narrowminded, Mark, who scuppered reunion through
sheer incalcitrance. Several aspects stand out: 1) Mark was considered a key player, even
by the Pope, and certainly be the Emperor. It was clear that for the project of reunion to
succeed it needed Mark on its side. 2) Mark, loyal to the emperor and exceedingly learned
and intellectually astute, was initially positively minded towards reunion believing that it
was possible — and indeed desirable. He saw it also a Christian duty, a labour of love, to
work towards reunion, which would renew the Church of the Fathers. 3) Mark worked
hard to hammer out, in fraternal conversation as well as in dialectical discussion with his
Latin counterparts, a formula that could bring about reunion; but he was disillusioned by
the disingenuous methods, as he perceived them, resorted to by some on the Latin side to
entrench positions that had caused the schism in the first place. 4) To what degree Mark
was honestly engaged can perhaps be gauged by the fact that during the proceedings his
health increasingly deteriorated. This may not be solely due to the strain under which he
found himself during the Council, but it could have been a contributing factor.

Mark of Ephesus’ Life and Work Following the Council.

Moving on now to analyse the sources concerning Mark’s post-conciliar activity and his
inclusion within the Eastern Orthodox liturgy in the immediate aftermath of his passing.
Having secured John VIII’s assurance that he could return safely to the Imperial capital
despite his refusal to sign Laetentur Caeli, Mark departed from the Italian Peninsula on
19 October 1439 and arrived in Constantinople with John VIII in February 1440.!2
According to Doukas’ Historia Turco-Byzantina, composed on Lesbos c. 1462, many
Eastern Orthodox periti who had signed Laetentur Caeli were now keen to assure the Con-
stantinopolitan populace that they repudiated their earlier support for the Florentine reunion
claiming that they had “sold their faith” for “fear of the Franks” and monetary privilege.'??
Officially, however, the empire was now committed to the reunion. Out of fear of an intra-
Byzantine schism, Syropoulos reports, John VIII therefore commissioned several officials
to persuade Mark to accept his installation to the Ecumenical Patriarchate. But Mark
refused this elevation, as it would have entailed that he implemented Laetentur Caeli in
accord with the emperor’s policy.!?* Thus, John appointed the pro-unionist, Metrophanes,
Bishop of Cyzicus, to become the Ecumenical Patriarch. He was formally installed on 4
May 1440. On the same say, Syropoulos reports, Mark left the imperial capital under
pressure from the new Patriarch and departed for his new Metropolitanate of Ephesus,
which was under Ottoman occupation.'?> In Ephesus, John Eugenikos reports, Mark made
every effort to live up to his episcopal vocation. At the same time he continued to lead the
Hellenophone opposition to the Florentine reunion, favoured by the circumstance that he
was now outside the political realm of the empire. The two aspects are closely connected.

122 See Syropoulos, Les Mémoires 11.4, 11.23 (Laurent 1971: 524, 544).

123 See Doukas, Decline and Fall of Byzantium XXX1.9 (Magoulias 1975: 181-2).

124 Syropoulos, Les Mémoires, 12.4 (Laurent 1971: 548).

125 Syropoulos, Les Mémoires, 12.10 (Laurent 1971: 556) detailed how Mark first journeyed to Prousa
before arriving in Ephesus. Cf. Marci Ephesii Epistola ad Theophanem Sacerdotem in Euboaea Insula
(Petit 1923: 480), wherein Mark elucidates the reasoning behind his departure from Constantinople.
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John highlights that Mark visited many churches in his diocese, ordained many priests,
and provided aid to those in need.!?¢ It was through these at a superficial glance apparently
innocuous pastoral activities that he also promoted his church-political stance.

Beyond that he also strengthened the position of the Church under Ottoman rule, which
naturally raised suspicions among the Ottoman authorities. All this only contributed to a
further deterioration of his health. Thus, under pressure from many sides Mark decided to
travel to Mount Athos. However, he did so without a commission from Metrophanes. He
was therefore apprehended on his journey by Byzantine imperial authorities on Lemnos
and placed under house arrest, probably also for his anti-unionist activities in Ephesus.!?’
Pertinently, during his stay on Lemnos he composed his Epistola Encyclica, which he
addressed universally to the Orthodox Christian populace. In it he begged his audience to
uphold the true Orthodox faith and wholly refrain from cooperating with Latin Christians
and Hellenophone pro-unionists. The Epistola Encyclica’s broader pertinence for Eastern
Orthodox theology was noted by Kallistos Ware in his book The Orthodox Church. Ware
regarded the letter as an archetypal delineation of Eastern Orthodox doctrine following
the canons of the first seven ecumenical councils.'?® From such a perspective Mark could
be regarded as a founder-figure of modern Greek Orthodox Christianity.

Mark remained on Lemnos until 4 August 1443 and then returned to Constantinople.
According to John Eugenikos he was warmly received by the populace there as a “new
confessor (véog 6poroyntic).”!?* While there is a lack of definitive evidence concerning
his prosopography following his return to Constantinople, he nevertheless continued to
bolster the anti-Florentine cause as the movement’s de facto leader. For example, John
Plousiadenos, whose accounts of Mark’s life and thought are further examined below,
details how Mark engaged in a number of discussions with Pope Eugenius’ ambassador
to the Byzantine Empire, Cristoforo Garatoni, the Bishop of Corone.!3°

This lacuna in the textual evidence relating to Mark’s prosopography following 1443
raises a further problem, namely, the date of Mark’s death. Whether Mark passed away
in 1444 or 1445 has long been a point of dispute among scholars, since John Eugenikos
simply reveals that Mark passed away at fifty-one, and that his Axolov8ia was dated to
June 237,131 However, one can glean the dating of Mark’s death from the suggestions in
some extant sources that Mark participated in the initial Latin-Byzantine discussions with
the Papal legate to Constantinople, Bartolomeo Lapacci, immediately before his death. In
Lapacci’s eulogising obituary in Santa Maria Novella in Florence we read that he engaged
in public discussions with Mark and triumphed over him. Following the disputation Mark
supposedly died in ignominy, humiliated by the experience.!'*? Antoninus’, the Archbishop

126 See John Eugenikos, Synaxarion (Petrides 1910: 106).

127 See John Eugenikos, Synaxarion (Petrides 1910: 106); Mark of Ephesus, Epistola ad Theophanem
(Petit 1923: 480) for an elucidation of the reasons behind Mark’s departure from Ephesus.

128 See Ware 1983: 211.

129 John Eugenikos, Synaxarion (Petrides 1910: 106).

139 John Plousiadenos, Canon in Octavum Synodum Florentiae Habitam (PL 159, 1105b).

131 See John Eugenikos, Synaxarion (Petrides 1910: 106). Cf. e.g., Petit 1926a, who argued for Mark’s
death in 1444, while Mercati 1920: 134-43 and 1926: 122-6, Gill 1964: 222-32 and Blanchet 2008: 384-90
argue for 1445.

132 See Kaeppelli 1939: 126: cum Ephesino illo eruditissimo disputans, eum ita publice stravit, ut se
vinctum asserens, mox lectu decumberet pauloque post e vita migraret. Turpe quidem existimavit, ut, qui
eruditissimus omnium haberetur, post eam ignominiam superesseft].
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of Florence’s account in his Chronicon partibus tribus distincta ab initio mundi ad MCCCLX
offers the same chain of events as Lapacci’s eulogy.!3* Whether these accounts are true or
not, they underline Mark’s standing as an interlocutor in the ongoing debates about reunion
even on the verge of his death.

John Eugenikos and Scholarios suggest that Latin-Byzantine theological discussions
were underway shortly before or contemporaneous to Mark’s death: John Eugenikos for
example lauded his brother’s long struggle against Latin dogma, “just as recently in his
homeland in three discussions (Gomep kdv T TaTPidL ¥0EC Kol Tpdnv Dotepov v Tpiot
StoréEeat).”3* Within his funeral oration for Mark, Scholarios indicated that a verbal
interlocution between Mark and representatives of the Latin Church had very recently
begun at the time the oration was delivered and suggested that, since Mark’s death, these
discussions had become more acerbic so that Scholarios himself began to receive violent
attacks for his anti-unionism.!?>

The Latin and Hellenophone accounts complement each other. They suggest that Mark
engaged in at least three sessions of theological debate shortly before his death. Following
his death the discussions continued without delay, now between Lapacci and Scholarios,
who stood in for Mark. That Mark met Lapacci shortly before his death is a decisive factor
which, in this author’s view, enables the determination of the year of Mark’s participation
in these discussions and his death: Given that Mark’s death is ascribed to June 23", one
should plausibly date Mark’s brief discussions with the Papal emissaries in early June
that year, i.e., of 1444 or 1445. However, Thomas Kaepelli has also made reference to a
record from the Papal archives which suggests that the Cardinal Legate, Francesco
Condulmer, left Venice for Constantinople on 22 June 1444, arriving there in late summer
1444.136 According to the above-mentioned excerpt from Archbishop Antoninus, Lapacci
was with Condulmer. But even if Lapacci had arrived earlier that Condulmer, it is unlikely
that the public discussions which John VIII had organised would have been held prior to the
arrival of both emissaries. Thus, these discussions most likely took place in early June 1445.

While convincing, these arguments are ostensibly in violation of Scholarios’ remark in
his work Against the Partisans of Gregorios Akindynos (4¢' fic oi Axivévviactai), which
he wrote in 1445, sometime before August.'3” In this work Scholarios briefly conjures up
the doctrine of the Spirit’s procession and referred to two books he had written — in which
he refuted the Latin doctrine of the dual procession — for further detail.!*® Scholars such
as Louis Petit have concluded that these “two books™ correspond to the First and Second

133 See Morgay 1913: 64-5: cum cardinalis Venetus destinatus legatus in regionem illam, Constantino-
poli moram traheret et in eius societate esset venerabilis episcopus Coronensis, dominus Bartholomeus de
Florentia, sacre theologie professor egregius et greci idiomatis non ignarus, placuit eidem imperatori Gre-
corum et proceribus eius, ut fieret publica concertatio inter episcopum Ephesinum prefatum et Coronensem
episcopum, iam fama ibi celebrem. Quo facto Ephesinus prefatus iterum ab eo superatus et confusus est,
tanta ex eo absorptus tristitia, ut infra paucos dies expiraverit cum sua perfidia.

134 See Eugenikos, Synaxarion (Petrides 1910: 103).

135 See Scholarios, Eloge de Marc Eugénikos (Jugie-Petit-Sidéridés 1929-1935: 1.250, lines 29-251 at
line 2. Cf. also Darko6 1927: 69, esp. lines 17-23; Plousiadenos, Canon in Octavum Synodum Florentiniae
Habitum (PL 159, 1101-6 [1105b]), who verify these earlier sources’ claims.

136 Cf. Kaepelli 1939: 96.

137 Scholarios, Contre les partisans d'Acindyne (Jugie-Petit-Sidéridés 1929-1935: 3.204-28) and Jugie,
“Introduction,” in Jugie-Petit-Sidérides 1929-1935: 3.xvii-xix on the date. See also Zisis 1988: 277-8.

138 Scholarios, Contre les partisans d'Acindyne (Jugie-Petit-Sidéridés 1929-1935: 3.210, lines 23-7.
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Treatises on the Procession of the Holy Spirit.'3° However, it is very likely that Scholarios
had composed some versions of these two treatises following his debates with Lapacci
given that — as he alludes to in the second of these treatises — there was much within the
work that he believed should not be revealed to his opponents — i. e. those in communion
with the Latin Church — in the event that these opponents sought to reopen any discussions
with him, !4

This statement suggests that Scholarios had already personally debated with Lapacci
when completing Against the Partisans of Gregorios Akindynos. 1If, as Scholarios
ostensibly suggests in this work, these two long Pneumatological treatises had been
completed by c. August 1445, the discussions which took place in Xylala Palace prior to
their composition could not have occurred during the summer of 1445, being too
substantive for Scholarios to have had time to compose the two works between June and
August 1445. Thus, Petit concluded that the talks between Scholarios and Lapacci must
have occurred at the beginning of the year 1445 or even in late 1444.'! However, Petit’s
dating calls into question Georgios Sphrantzes’ dating of Gregorios III’s elevation as
Ecumenical Patriarch to the summer of 1445, given that it is also reported by Scholarios
that the new Patriarch attended the Latin-Byzantine discussions in Xylala.!*?

Otto Kresten tried to resolve these apparent contradictions by interpreting Scholarios’
references to “two books” as references to drafts, which have — as such — perished. He
speculated that Scholarios conglomerated Patristic and other historical conciliar textual
references into florilegia, as evinced by the numerous quotations these treatises contain,
which he would have used during the debates with the Papal emissaries and which he
then utilised as a basis for the final redaction of his Pneumatological treatises.'#?

This theory seems plausible, particularly in the light of information about the dates of
composition of the two Pneumatological treatises provided by one of Scholarios’
marginal autograph notes in the MS Athous Pantocratorinus 127. This note stipulates that
the first treatise was composed eight years prior to the Fall of Constantinople. Now,
according to the Byzantine calendar the Fall took place in the year 6961 (= September
1452 — August 1453).!44 Eight years prior to that was the year 6953 (= September 1444 —
August 1445). Is it possible that this first treatise was already completed when Scholarios
wrote Against the Partisans of Gregorios Akindynos? In other words, Scholarios could
have begun the work early in 1445 and completed it after his discussions with Lapacci,
but before August 1445.!%5 One could therefore plausibly surmise, in agreement with Gill,

139 See Petit 1923: 323-4.

140 See Scholarios, Deuxieme traité sur la procession du Saint-Esprit (Jugie-Petit-Sidéridés 1929-1935:
2.270-1.

141 See Petit 1923: 324-8.

142 See Sphrantzes, Chronicon minus (Bekker 1838: 195-8); Scholarios, Premier traité sur la procession
du Saint-Esprit (Jugie-Petit-Sidérideés 1929-1935: 2.1-2); Gill 1964: 223-5 for a discussion of Sphrantzes’
account.

1493 Kresten 1976: 33-4.

144 See Scholarios, Premier traité sur la procession du Saint-Esprit (Jugie-Petit-Sidéridés 1929-1935:
2.2 apparatus): cuveppaPn ToDTO OKT® £TEGL TPO THG CADCENC.

145 This hypothesis would nonetheless not apply to the second Pneumatological treatise. According to
Scholarios this work was produced in response to a request by the Emperor of Trebizond, after the latter
became aware of the first treatise. See for this Scholarios, Deuxieme traité sur la procession du Saint-Esprit
(Jugie-Petit-Sidérides 1929-1935: 2.270-1).
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that Gregorios III’s elevation would have taken place in early June 1445. Shortly
afterwards, on 23 June 1445, the Latin-Byzantine discussions with Lapacci would have
started. While these were going on, Mark died.!*°

Mark was the principal anti-unionist representative. His death at a crucial moment in
the history of the Byzantine Empire and its Church would have had a tremendous impact.
The meetings arranged at the Imperial Palace between the Papal envoys and anti-unionist
Byzantine representatives had promised the latter a new opportunity to debate the terms
of Laetentur Caeli, in a context which was much more favourable to the Greeks than the
Council of Ferrara-Florence had been. The talks were now not held in the Papal state but
in the imperial capital. Furthermore, a shift had occurred in the balance of power between
Christians and Ottomans. The defeat of the “Crusade of Varna” in November 1444 had led
to a rapprochement between Byzantines and Ottomans.!#” John VIII had signed a peace treaty
with Murad II, which acknowledged the fact that he was now unable to rely on any further
military assistance from Latin powers.'*® Subsequently, theological questions could be
examined almost independently of their political stakes. This helps to account for why,
as Scholarios recounted, the Emperor “gave us leave to meet in the palace called the
palace of Xylala many times, and to see an answer concerning the objection of this [Papal]
legate [i.e., Lapacci].”'*’ For Mark this would have been a prime opportunity to legitimise
his movement further and bring it to the forefront of the Byzantine ecclesial-political
sphere. However, his sudden illness and death to some extent undermined this opportunity
for the anti-unionists to oppose their Latin counterparts. However, once more, even in his
illness and death he comes across as a key figure both in the dialogue between the Greek
and Latin Churches, which offered the only realistic path to reunion, and in the birth of a
modern Greek Orthodoxy from the ashes of the Byzantine imperial church following the
Ottoman sacking of Constantinople on 29 May 1453. This is also recognised by Steven
Runciman in his classic The Great Church in Captivity: A study of the Patriarchate of
Constantinople from the eve of the Turkish conquest to the Greek War of Independence,
when he concedes that after he was forced to abdicate Mark “was treated as a martyr by
almost the whole body of the Greek Church.”!>°

Theodoros Agallianos

In what remains of this article we will look at a few further sources relating to Mark’s life
and work found in the writings of some of Mark’s contemporaries and associates. We
begin with Theodoros Agallianos, whose account relating to the circumstances of Mark’s
death offers some additional information. Patrinelis and others have identified Agallianos

146 Cf. Gill 1964: 230-2.

147 See Gill 1959: 15, 23, 28-32, 34-6, 52-60 for various instances of this intention for the Council to
be held in Constantinople brought to light in the pre-conciliar negotiations. Imber 2006 for a variety of
contemporaneous Hellenophone, Latin Christian, and Ottoman literary sources concerning this crusade
and its consequences. For more information relating to this Crusade and its aftermath, see Chasin 1989:
276-310; Fine 548-54; Halecki 1943; Imber 2006: 1-39.

148 Puri¢ 1996: 351-2.

149 My translation from Scholarios, Bréve apologie des antiunionistes (Jugie-Petit-Sidéridés 1929-1935:
3.99, lines 27-9): dédmrev MUV ddetay &v 1@ ToD EvAoAT AeYOpEVE TaAUTI) TOAAAKLG GLUVEADETY, Kol dohvat
ATOKPLOY TEPL TG EVOTAGEWDS TOPOVTOG TOD AEYHTOV.

150 Runciman 1968: 109.
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with Theodoros, the bishop of Media, who studied under Mark during his brief tenure as
a schoolmaster in Constantinople.!>! As a result of Agallianos’ record Mark’s last testament
is known, which he issued on his deathbed to his various lay and clerical disciples including
Scholarios and Agallianos himself.'>? This final address is pertinent for the purpose of this
article, as it elucidates Mark’s and Scholarios’ personal relations as well as Mark’s intentions
and factors behind his struggle with the unionist movement. In it Mark also delineates his
stance towards ecclesial reunion: He claims that he did not accept the doctrinal definitions
of Laetentur Caeli because of his intention to remain in tune with those Church Fathers
who throughout history upheld Orthodox doctrine.!> As a result he refused to allow any
pro-unionists to concelebrate at his funeral given that they were in his view no longer in
unity with the truth and therefore no longer in communion with himself and his supporters.
They would remain in this state until God established diopfwaois (“reformation”) and
eipnivyy (“peace”) in His Church.!>* Based upon Mark’s admonitions, his disciples, under
Scholarios’ leadership, subsequently formed the Zepa Zvvalic to continue opposing the
terms of the Florentine Reunion.!

John Plousiadenos

Another, slightly later, source is John Plousiadenos. Likely born between 1427 and 1430
in the Latin kingdom of Candia (Crete), Plousiadenos describes how he was raised in an
anti-Latin milieu.'>® During his youth, while in Constantinople, he became embroiled in
the disputes concerning the Florentine Reunion. He first rejected any accommodation of
the Latin Church but was eventually persuaded that the Council of Florence’s doctrinal
definitions were commensurate with the Patristic witness.!>” He was ordained priest c. 1451
and upheld a pro-unionist stance in his vast and multifaceted literary productions which
included theological writings, orations, and liturgical music.'>® His support for ecclesial

151 Cf. Patrinelis 1966: 14-27.

152 Agallianos’ account has been critically edited by Petit 1923: 484-91; cf. Patrinelis 1966: 51.

153 Paraphrased from Mark of Ephesus, Oratio ad amicorum coetum ac nominatum ad Georgium
Scholarium (Petit 1923: 485, lines 21-31): domep 00OE TV yevouviaw EVOGTY Kol TO dOYHOTO TO AATIVIKA,
Gmep €06EaTo aVTOG T€ KOl ol HET' adTOD, Kol VIEP TOD dePevdeVEV TADTO KOl TNV TPOSTAGioY TOOTV
EUVNOTELGOTO €Ml KATAGTPOPT) TAV OpBGAV Tii¢ €kkAnciog doypdtwv. [Ténsicpon yap axppdc, 6t doov
G0dAoTALLOL TOVTOV KOl TV TooVTOV, £yyilom T® Oed kol mact Tolg ayiolg, kol domep TovTOV yopilopar,
olTmg Evodpon Ti] GAnOeig kai Toig ayiolg maTpdat, Toig 0goAdyolg TG EkKAnoiag. ..

154 Paraphrased from Mark of Ephesus, Oratio ad amicorum coetum (Petit 1923: 485, lines 34-486 at
line 5 and 486, lines 9-11: Kai 1t To0010 Aéym, domep mopd macav pov v {onv Hunv Kexoptopévog '
adTOV, 0VT® Kol &V T@ Kap@d Tiig €60E0V Hov, Kol £Tt Kol PETO TNV UV anoPiocty AmooTtpiépopat, TV
adTOV Kowvoviav kol Evaoty, kol EE0pkdv EviéAlopal, iva unodeig €€ adT®dv Tpoceyyion 1 v Ti) Euf] knoeiq
1) TOlC LYNUOGVVOIG HOV... A&l 88 TOVTATAGLY £KEVOVC ElvaaaL KEYOPIGUEVOLS UMY, HéEXPIC BV 86 6 O£dC
TNV KoANV 010pBwotv kol eipHunyv tijg EkKAnciag avtoD.

155 See Mark of Ephesus, Oratio ad amicorum coetum (Petit 1923: 486, lines 14-489 at line 10), for Mark’s
appointment of Scholarios as his successor.

156 See Plousiadenos, De differentiis inter graecos et latinos, et de sacrosancta synodo Florentina (PG
159, 1017d), where Plousiadenos also states that he was not yet ten years old in the time of the Council of
Florence, i.e., between 1437 and 1439; Cf. Yost 2018: 44..

157 See Plousiadenos’ description of his attack on Gregorios I1I and his realignment with the pro-unionist
movement in his Disceptatio (PG 159, 1017a-20b). Yost 2018: 44 for Plousiadenos’ early life and literary
oeuvres.

158 See Despotakis 2016: 134-5 for the date of Plousiadenos’ sacerdotal ordination. Cf. Yost 2018: 44-
5,nn. 5, 7, for Plousiadenos’ literary oeuvres.
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reunion provoked the antipathy of Hellenophone anti-unionist clergy who, as John reports,
persuaded the laity to avoid participation in any Church services led by unionist clergy, also
to deprive the latter of financial support. However, Plousiadenos secured such support for
the pro-unionist movement through the mediations of the Papal Curia and the Venetian
Republic.!>” In 1491, he was elevated — by the Papacy — to the Metropolitanate of Methoni
in the Peloponnese, which was still under Venetian occupation. He assumed the episcopal
name of Joseph. He died in Methoni in 1500 amidst the Ottoman conquest of the area.!°

John attests that the antipathy towards the unionist cause was influenced by Mark’s
leadership of the anti-unionist movement following the Council of Ferrara-Florence. For
example, within his De Differentiis Inter Grecos et Latinos, et de Sacrosancta Synodo
Florentina, which was likely composed during the 1460s, John details how — upon his
return to the Byzantine imperial capital in early 1440 — a crowd of Constantinopolitans
glorified Mark because of his refusal to sign Laetentur Caeli and prostrated before him
as though he were a new Moses and Aaron, proclaiming him to be blessed and holy.!¢!
Plousiadenos supplements some lacunae in John Eugenikos’ prosopography of Mark for
the time after his return to Constantinople in 1443. For example, he describes how Mark
engaged in several discussions with Pope Eugenius IV’s delegate, Cristoforo Garatoni,
the Bishop of Corone,'? and — in his Expositio pro sancta et cecumenica synodo Florentina
— how after Mark’s death many coeval Byzantine Rite Orthodox venerated him together
with Gregorios Palamas, having icons written of them both.!6?

To put Mark’s leadership of the anti-unionist movement into perspective, within his
Epistula Encyclica referred to above, Mark put forward a direct assault on the unionist
movement.'®* Therein, Mark graphically describes the “Greco-Latin ((I'patkoAdotivot)”
and “Latin-minded (Aatwogpovec)” pro-unionists as being “half-bred” like centaurs in
the sense that they, on the one hand, profess the Pneumatic procession from the Son and
partake of azymes in the Eucharist when with the Latins, while professing that the Spirit
proceeds from the Father, and refusing to receive azymes when with the Greeks. '

Underlying Mark’s arguments was a deeper concern: Like the Florentine Reunion
itself the unionists instantiated in Mark’s view the failure to provide any authentic Latin-
Orthodox ecclesial reconciliation; for concerning their basis the two Churches continued

159 See esp. Plousiadenos, Discrepatio (PG 159, 1005d-8a); H. D. Saffrey 1979: 41-4 ; Yost 2018: 45.

160 See Manoussacas 1959: 48-51 and Yost 2018: 45 for Plousiadenos’ archiepiscopal career and his
passing.

161 paraphrased from John Plousiadenos, De Differentiis Inter Grecos et Latinos, et de Sacrosancta Synodo
Florentina (PG 159, 992): 'O ‘Epécov [i.e., Mark] £ide 10 mA0oc Sofalov adtdv, G ur) Droypdyavra, Ko
TPOGEKHVOLV 00T ol dyrot kabdnep Moicel kol ' Aapmdv, Kol E0PILPLV aDTOV Kol GY1ov ATeKAAOLV.

162 See John Plousiadenos, Canon in Octavum Synodum Florentiae Habitam (PG 159, 1105b).

163 Plousiadenos, Expositio pro sancta et eecumenica synodo Florentina (PGraeca 159, 1199-1394 at
1357b): domep moAhoLG eV GALOLG Kal TOV kadovpevov [aiapdy, kai tov Epécov Mdapkov: avOpdmovg
oUT' BAA®G PpeUnPELS, GALA Kol 60E0c00iog EUTETANGUEVOLG UNdEpio APETNV | Ay1cOVIY &V £0VTOIG
&yovtag, LOVov dtd TO AEYEV Kol cuyypdeey Katd Aotivev, do&dlete kal DUVEITE, Kol ElkOVOG EYKOOUETTE
avTolG, Kol Tavnyvpilovieg, oTEPYETE ADTOVE MG AYIOVG KOl TPOGKUVETTE. ..

164 Marci Ephesii Epistula Encyclica (Petit 1923: 449-59).

165 paraphrased from Marci Ephesii Epistula Encyclica (Petit 1923: 450): ...xoi 510 todt’ dv Sikaiong
Kn0évteg Tpokolativol, kahovpevor 8 oby Drd TV ToAADY Aatvoppovec. ODTot Toivuv ol wEGONpeg
GvBpmmot katd Tovg &v pHbolg inmokevtavpovg petd TV Aativov pév opoiloyodot o €k tod Yiod 1o
[Tvedua to dyrov ékmopeveadat. .. ped’ Muav ¢ 10 £k 1od [atpog EkmopevesBot AEyouat. .. Kai PeT’ EKeivmv
pev 10 alvpov odpa 1od Xptotod AEYouat, ped’ fudv 6& auTtod HETOAUUPAVELY 0VK GV TOAUNCOIEY.
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to be separated from one another. There was in reality no union. In particular, though they
proclaim the supposedly erroneous doctrines of the Latin Church when in the company
of those continuing to uphold the Byzantine Rite, the pro-unionists pretend that there is a
status quo, despite the fact that both Churches, Latin and Byzantine rite, have retained
their respective, separate, liturgical practices. A real reunion, for Mark, would only come
about when there was unity between the Churches in all areas.'®

Mark also imputed the pro-unionists with professing Latin doctrines which were at
odds with their self-proclaimed adherence to the ancient faith of the Eastern Churches.
Mark’s rhetorical question to them was what via media there exists between those who
follow the Latin Church and its definition in Laetentur Caeli that the Spirit proceeds from
both the Father and the Son, and those who follow what in his view is the Patristic
consensus that the Spirit proceeds solely from the Father.!®” Thus, from Mark’s view, a
rupture still pertained between the Latin and Eastern Orthodox Churches which could not
be coherently amended by those who supported the Florentine reunion. It was to views
such as this that Plousiadenos was inspired to issue a response. One can glean from his
work that while in his perspective ecclesial reunion did entail being in communion with
the Latin Church, this union was not confined to acknowledging the fraternal bond
between Latin and Eastern Christians but had as its object the universal nature of the
Christian faith transcending both the Latins and Byzantine-Rite Churches. This view was
particularly exemplified in his Refutatio Marci Ephesini in the context of defending the
controversial doctrine of the filioque, which the Council of Florence had formally approved
in Laetentur Caeli.'®® Therein, Plousiadenos exposited excerpts from an unidentified anti-
unionist text ascribed to Mark before offering his own objections. In one extract ascribed
to Mark, the author putatively exhibited that the “novel Latin dogma (r00 xaivod t@v
Aativav doyuotog)” of the Spirit’s dual procession had been unambiguously prohibited
by the Apostles and their episcopal successors in the context of the Ecumenical Councils.'®
Plousiadenos responded by (erroneously) claiming that this “novel” doctrine had in fact
been sung within the Creed by the Roman Church from the time of the First Council of
Constantinople of 381, while at the same time claiming that the doctrine is not solely
“Latin” as the Fathers of the Church, Latin and Greek, were united in the same faith. As
a result, the filioque, being a part of this universal faith, did not solely pertain to the Latin
Church but was in fact a dogma binding the whole Church to submission.!”?

Plousiadenos made this same point concerning the catholicity of the Christian faith in
his treatise Expositio pro sancta et oecumenica synodo Florentina. In it Plousiadenos upheld

166 Paraphrased from Marci Ephesii Epistula Encyclica (Petit 1923: 453-5).

167 Paraphrased from Marci Ephesii Epistula Encyclica (Petit 1923: 455-7). Cf. Yost 2018: 47.

168 See Plousiadenos, Refutatio Marci Ephesini (PG 159, 1023-1106).

169 Plousiadenos, Refutatio Marci Ephesini (PG 159, 1060c): ITapd pév tdv edayyeMk®dv apEdpevog
AOY@V d10. 8¢ TAV ATOCTOAMV Kol TOV SadIENaUEVOY aDTOVS KOTEADMV ypt Kol THG OIKOVUEVIKTG TPITNG
GLVOO0VL, KOTh LEPOG TE EEEPYOLOUEVOG EKAGTOV TRV PTGV, Kol GUAAOYILOHEVOC &0 EKAOT®, Kol GLUTEPAIVMV
Umtep amodekvival Tpokeitevov elyov, g Tovtayod Tod Kavod TV AaTiveav dOYHATOC AT YOPEVLEVOV.

170 See Plousiadenos, Refutatio Marci Ephesini (PG 159, 1061b-c): Kowvov 8¢ kai dnnyopevpévov 1o
TV Aativeov d6ypo odte unv €deiéag ovte dei&elg mote, obte oV 0VT GAAOG TIC DYNAOTEPOG GOV Kol
AOYLOTEPOG™ BTL OV KOOV TODTO TO dOYHO VITAPYEL, GAL’ GO THG SEVLTEPUG GVVOSOL £OTI TE KOl WAAAETOL
év 1] Popaikii Exkincig: ovde Aativikdv €ott fj I'patkikov, od yap &v pépet 1 mioTic, dALG XPpIoTiovikov:
mavteg yop ol diddokarol ['pawkoi kol Aativol 10 avTd PPovodStv' &l ) TOGODTOV ATOTMTOTOC PovAEL
eovivat, OoTe Kol TOLS AVATOMKOVS 0yiovg Kkal d1dackalovg Aativoug dmokaAeiv. Yost 2018: 52-3.

Ewan Davies, “Mark of Ephesus (1392-1444): Revisiting the Sources on His Life and Work,” Journal for
Late Antique Religion and Culture 19.1 (2025) 18-54; DOI: https://doi.org/10.18573/jlarc.156



MARK OF EPHESUS 47

the use of unleavened Eucharistic bread. He began with a quotation of Laetentur Caeli
and continued by invoking the witness of both Scripture and the Church Fathers to support
his position that the one Church shares the same Sacrament of the Eucharist, although
some use leavened bread while others used unleavened bread. In Plousiadenos’ view the
truth that the Eucharistic bread is transmuted into Christ’s Body exceeds any customary
divergences in the Eucharistic matter used by different local Churches.!”! With this view
he fundamentally diverts from Mark, who held that a plurality of liturgical praxeis was
in contradiction to ecclesiastical union.

These examples elucidate further the principal source of contention between Mark
and pro-unionists such as Plousiadenos, namely the authentic basis of Latin-Byzantine
ecclesiastical reunion. As has been shown, for Mark, ecclesiastical reunion could only
genuinely be put into effect if there was unity in liturgical praxis. Plousiadenos’ stance in
contrast was undergirded by the principle that ecclesiastical union was characterised by
the one universal faith confessed throughout the whole Church, which transcended any
customary discrepancies which might exist between various local Churches.

Manuel of Corinth.

In terms of discerning the life and work of Mark of Ephesus within the available near-
contemporary sources, one should also take into consideration the 4dyo¢ produced by
Manuel of Corinth. As its full title indicates,!”? the work was composed principally in
order to refute Plethon’s Antirrhetic to the Treatise in Support of the Latin Doctrine of
the Procession of the Spirit, which — according to C. M. Woodhouse — “was Plethon’s
most important contribution to pure theology.”!”3

As one of the most important and prolific Hellenophone Orthodox theologians of the
post-Byzantine period Mark wrote theological treatises, hagiographies, orations, letters and
liturgical music.!7* After the Fall of Constantinople the Ecumenical Patriarchate functioned
as the chief guardian of Byzantine Orthodox doctrine in virtue of the fact that, having
been appointed as the milletbashi of all Eastern Orthodox Christians under the Ottoman
Empire, it assumed a higher degree of spiritual, canonical, civil legislative, and financial

171 See esp. Plousiadenos, Expositio (PG 159, 1192a): ... tva deiy0f] S mévtav, &t v eipjvny koi Thv
anBelov roduev, kol ov Povrdueba tov Eva Xplotov datpeiv, dGote Tov pev Aéyewv ['pakov, Tov 68
Aotivov' dAL’ 006E 10 puotiprov tijg Néag Awbnime, 10 Tiig iepdc TEAETIIG S1TTOV AéyoUEV” DOTE ADTO TO
odpa Kvpiov pepilewv gig 600" kai 10 pev Evlopov Aéyety, 10 & dlopov: GAN’ Ekdtepov TOLTOV, GMLLO
Xp1otod Oporoyoduey, kol odpa Xptotod KNPUTTOUEY, £V Kol TovTo AoyiLopevol, €l kol dtapopwg TeAiTaL
&V AUQOoTEPOLS TOlG Pépeaty. Yost 2018: 53-4.

172 The full title of Manuel’s work is 700 kdp Mavovii tod Meydiov phtopog Adyog mepi Méprov t0d
ayiwtarov unpomoiitov Epécov kai tijc év Plwpevtig ovvodov kol karo I 'guiotod xai Byoooapiwvog kal
dvazporn v dvooefdv avyypouuatwy odt@v. The first critical edition (with an accompanying Russian
translation) was provided by the Russian Imperial Orthodox Bishop Arsenius Ivashchenko (1866: 102-62).
In 1923, Louis Petit provided a critical edition in Patrologia Orientalis, Vol. 17, 491-522 as part of his
critical edition of Mark’s ‘anti-unionist’ oeuvres (Petit 1923).

173 Quoted from Woodhouse 1986: 273. Plethon’s work has been preserved under the title zpoc 0 dmép
Aativawv 100 Nikoiog Bifiiov, kai to0 Nikoiog drnoloyior kai 100 avrod IAnBwvog Exl T@ télel vtippnoig.
See Leo Allatius, “Notitia” (PG 160, 789-92). While the treatise which Plethon was responding to was
traditionally attributed to Bessarion, scholars such as Spyridon Lambros and Frangis Masai have instead
helped to identify this work as that of John Argyropoulos: Lambros 1910: 107-28; Masai 1956: 390-1.

174 For a list of Manuel’s works, see Papadopoulos-Kerameus 1902b: 80-9.
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authority over these bodies of Christians than it had possessed under the Byzantine
emperors.'”> This background helps to explicate why Manuel’s body of work, especially
his theological treatises, is broadly marked by his authorial attempt to sustain and
proliferate the Byzantine Church’s theological and literary traditions, particularly in the
face of the pro-unionists. Moreover, the production of his various dxoiov8ia: for coeval
saints directly contributed to the canonisation and expansion of the veneration of new
saints under the Ottoman Empire.

It was in this context that, during the Patriarchate of Maximos III between 1476 and
1482, Manuel was commissioned by Maximos to produce a new Axolovfia in Mark’s
honour to be sung on the Fifth Sunday of Lent.!”® This work offers valuable information
about Mark’s pre-conciliar background that helps to verify the details provided by other
sources such as John Eugenikos’ Zvvacdpiov.!”” For example, Manuel reports that Mark
was born and raised in Constantinople and was given an all-encompassing education by
his parents, which allowed him to quickly grow in wisdom, knowledge and piety. Mark,
Manuel continues, subsequently worked in the chancery of the Ecumenical Patriarchate
under Euthymios II before pursuing his monastic vocation at Mangana, where he soon
became renowned as one of the foremost hesychasts. Manuel describes how Mark was
dedicated to studying Sacred Scripture and the teachings of the Apostles and Fathers of
the Church while also producing a panoply of theological oeuvres of his own, which
Manuel suggests were still well-known at his time of writing. It was in Mangana that
Mark was ordained to the priesthood.!”®

Manuel’s Aoyog further elucidates the intra-Byzantine political and ecclesiastical
milieu up to and during the Byzantine imperial participation in the Council of Ferrara-

175 See Apostolopoulos 2021 and Paizi-Apostolopoulou 2021 for overviews of these developments.

176 Manuel’s Axolov8io was edited and published by Papadopoulos-Kerameus 1902b: 90-102. Cf.
Petit 1926b: 136-9. The critical edition of the Axolovbio specifies when it was to be sung when it stated:
yoAdopeva tf) Tépmtn Koplaxi tédv ayiov vnoteidv... Quoted from Papadopoulos-Kerameus 1902b: 90.

177 See esp. Petit 1923: 491-5.

178 Paraphrased from Petit 1923: 491-2: "Eneidn petd ye 16v dAov tdv i mpdg MG cov dumept-
EIANUEVOV EMGTOAT] Kol TOUTO Lot Ypapov Tpocenn&iovg gilmv dpiote 10 €v KePaAi® cot £ékBEcOat kai Ta
Kot TOV pokaplov Mapkov tov v ‘Eeeciov dpylepatikov Entkocunoavta Opovov, 60ev te dpunto xai
omwc &v 11 kot Trolov cvotdon dydom datebeic eaivetar cuvOd®, TIGL T€ TAV TNVIKADTO TPOCIIa-
AEYOLEVOV GUVTETOYUEVOG TV, Kad &1 Ve Katd okomdv dxpiPfi Toic dryiolc Osoldyorc Smympevpévoc Tuyydvet
TEM®V, KOl TIVEC TG ACVLUPDOVMG SOUEUEVIKOTES, TH| THG CQETEPUG YVAOUNG CLYKEYPNUEVOL GTPEPAITNTL
Kol £téporg g OpOT|g Kol €00siag dmoyevéshan katéotnooy aitiol, N GOl TOV TOVTOV APOGLOVUEVOG
OO0V, GUVERTVYHEVOC TG, (G olov T, TadT &melelv mepdcopol, V' €ing &ywv dvaieyduevoc €ic Te
pipmot 1od kat' apetnv kohod kod T TPOC 68 fueTépc drparpvodc eidiog Doy, ODTOC Totyapodv
6 igpdratoc Mépkog avtic thic PaciMdog TV TOremv yYévwnua kol Opéupo §v &k TpdTG 88 TPYdS O
EMElV YO TAV aOTH YovE@V TNV EyKOKAMOV EkmtandevecBot copiav £kdédotal v &v Ppayel Kapd TTvOg
TG kaBdmep deABdV TavTmV coppadnTdy Kol NAikov ékpdtel. "Encita 68 1@ iep® TG HEYAANG EKKANGIOG
gykataeyelg KAMp® oepoyidl kol evAoyig tod dywwtdtov €v matpipyolg Kol copmtdtov Edbupiov
gxeivov, Bhov £avtdv i) Os0mvedoT® Ypaef SKSISmoty: £1To TO poVayKOV Ap@EvvuTan Gyfipo &v T iepd
Kol peydin tedv Mayyavov povij kai O\og Thic ovyiag yivetar To6odTOV 8¢ THG HoVi|g Kal TiG 010G KEAANG
ampditog Erdyyavey wv épécel Sfimov Tiig Kat' avTov Novyias, Og Kal yvweTolg koi ¢ihoig kai avTolg Toig
ko' aipo cvyyevéot Pnode eig Oyv EABETV dveyduevog povov 6¢ antd viktop kol ped' Nuépav Epyov nv
axotdtavotov 1 T@V Oelwv pelét ypapdv. EvBev Tol kol vonudtov Erhodtnoe mEAYOS, MG TO oOTR
wovnBévta ocvyypdapata deikvooty. E&ng 8¢ kal tov Oglov ti|g iepwodvng Quyov Eravyeviletot kol HeT' ov
TOAD apyepevg TV Epeciov vmo Tg pneyding kol aylotdng kabictoton EkkAnciag, ovk £é0glovng iomg,
TOMAV &' A&1doel TV cuvi BV, Kol 0DT® TOV TiG APeTHS AydVa £0vT® LAAAOV EXNOENGE TE Kal KAT' iYLV
EMETEVE.
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Florence. For example, Manuel describes how Emperor John VIII was a significant force
behind Mark’s ascendancy during the 1430s and 1440s. According to Manuel, John VIII
was acutely worried by the threat of the “tribe of Hagar” and was thereby highly receptive
to the overtures of “those in Italy” who were making overtures of ecclesial reunion with
the promise of helping to secure the Empire. Manuel links these concerns to his own
motivation for writing his 4dyog claiming that the question of the procession of the Spirit
was one of the main issues of contention between the Latin and Byzantine Churches that
the Council sought to resolve. He describes how John VIII sent a contingent which
included Mark as well as Plethon and Bessarion to Ferrara-Florence and disingenuously
links Plethon’s alleged polytheism with the apparent willingness of some in the Byzantine
contingent to accept riches and honours from the Latin Church and to betray in exchange
the Orthodox opposition to the filioque.'”

Conclusions

The full story of the Council of Ferrara-Florence has thus been far from told. One of the
principal intentions of this article has been to detail that Mark of Ephesus’ life and work,
particularly within the context of the Council itself, was underpinned by a considerable
degree of sincerity and learning. Mark’s intellectual contributions to the debates before,
during, and after the Council were marked by a notable sense of erudition and desire for
both himself and the Church universal to remain in continuity with the traditions passed
on through Scripture, the Church Fathers, and the Church’s common Councils. Such a
fundamentally positive interpretation of Mark’s contribution stands in stark contrast to

179 Paraphrased from Petit 1923: 492-4: Tdv kot avtov totvov Tavtn tot thv Oeiav mpokomyv xod'
EKGoTNVY EMOBOVI®V, O Kt EKEIVO Kapod TNV TV Popaiov é00vav cknrtovyiov Todvvng &' 6 doidtpog
Bacthedg ovtoc fv, O¢ EkTog 6md ToD TPAOTOL TAY ITaAaoAdYmY ETOYYXAVE YEYOVMC, TO THiC Ayop ¢dAov Ka'
gkdotny 0p®dV vIawEdvov, TO &' uEtepov otevoduevov mavtayoBev kai gig EkAenyty cuvwbodEVOV G
EIMETV TavTe], kvtedBey dedumg un katd fpoyd ta TEPE ThHc TV Popaiov dpyiic Antlouevoy, kal avtrv
VTOTOIONTOL TV TAV TOAE®V PactAida, kabdmep dfjta Kol E600TEPOV OTpOL YEYOVE, DETV EYVMD GULUAXOVG
gavt® TovC &v 11 TroMg mpocemkticuchor. Todto 8 dp” ovK NV &v AcPUADS YevécBo, €l Py cvvodov
OULYKPOTNOELE KOl Ta TpoOg TNV Kob' Mudc Beoloyiav mpoodvtn telodvio kedAaia, Gmep €keivol
KOVOTOUNoAVTEG TOIG OpB0OOEDIG TPOCTOPEVEIPAVTO dOYHAGL, GTOVOACEL TooT| duVALEL ) dievBenBiiovar
1 8k péoov g yevécBou: To 88 T, T € Kol &k Tod Y10 10 moavdylov mpecPevety Ivedpa koi T mepl Ty
Ociav ovoiay kol dvépyeiav ToTdv, dmep 81 kol vouilmv R, O¢ glye cUVOSIKMG Kol Soyuatik®de ¢ eimetv
pn dteviutwbein, ovk Gv i piov dpBodoiag meplomny dueom ta yévrn cuvélBolev, GAL 008" AN
gmrdppoda Aourdv Ecovt' dv. Tov torodtov Toivuy dyaddv Sokolvia okomdv 6 EIAOYPLGTOC 0VTOC Kai
evoePéotarog Pactledg VI Avaykvmg &v Eovtd Béuevog. Tpog Tov g Pounc mpesPeiav mept Tov;ToUL
EKTEUTEL TTPOEdPOV OG OfTal Kol YOPLEVTIOG GmodeEAIEVOC TOOTNYV Kol EVOCUEVICAUEVOG HOAO TG
gvBopport, St oikelmv abbic mposemEince TpéoPemwv Ty mepl TovTmY dv Dropevtia yevéchon civodov,
Omep Kol yéyove. T®V yop mepl £00TOV TOVUG EMAEKTOVG O POciAedg €IANQAC kol Aoyddo0g TIVAC,
oupmapeMNEEL kol TOV pnoévta paxdpiov Mdpkov, dvrep 10N €keloe yevopevog, Kol TG ouvodov
ovoTaong, E&apyov atig approlovimg Katéotnoev-EE yap €€ Ekatépov PEPOVG TOV TPOGOOAEYOUEV®V
Ta0EVTOV, TV MUETEPOY 0VTOC EEAPYEY TPOGTETAKTAL &V Olc Kol O xprua Ticag pmtpomoiitng Nikaiog
Brnooapiov kai Tepnotoc, ol Osopdyor te kol molvedde Siepbap: pévor, cOv Etépoic foav kodopvolc §y
BeokannAolg, oftiveg ovy aipeTikol povov HIOLAMG (60ev M Kol TOig EvavTiolg VAT dedMKAGL Kol TOVG
TPOGAVEXOVTAG ODTOIGC TNVIKADTO TPOGEPDEpOY TNV AAN OOV TPOdoDVaL EmayyeAUG TIUAVY TE Kol SPEDV,
GAAG kol doePsic dvtikpug foav, Ty modoidy EAAqvov mepi Ogovg, §| Soipovag éueiv oikeldtepov,
Boehuyuiov &v Taic COEMV ODTAV TEPLPEPOVTEG WLXOIC, KAOMG YE TG aDTMV APEDTATO TOOVTL GUYYPALLLOTO
delkvooty, anep &ic dtaotpoenyv 61j0ev Kal GKAVOOLOV TV ATAOVCTEP®Y KOTOAEAOITAGTY.”
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the characterization of Mark put forward by a number of western scholars, especially in
the 20" century. While it is acknowledged that Mark has to be understood as a child of
his time, his life, work and thought can nevertheless serve in an exemplary fashion as
material for a meaning discourse on the pursuit of unity between Western and Eastern
Churches today: By studying his theological sources and method, one could facilitate
more effectively Mark’s desire for unity among the various Churches both in doctrine and
liturgical praxis.
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