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Introduction


Today the theory of the Byzantine permanence has an ever increasing number of proponents. A radical branch of modern historiography placed the fall of the Lower Empire in 1204, with the establishing of the “Latins” in Constantinople; the chronology in most textbooks stops at the year of the conquest of Constantinople by the Turks, 1453, when the Byzantine political power disappeared, destroyed by the armies of Mehmed II.1 Nevertheless, historians no longer deny that for centuries, until the dawn of the modern age with the establishment of the national states in Southeastern Europe, the institutions and ideas in this part of the world preserved and defended the only form of civilization to which they were culturally connected: those of Byzantium.


The formula Byzantium after Byzantium concisely defines some of the most dramatic centuries of world history. It evokes, first of all, the amazing vitality of the Hellenic-Latin synthesis which fulfilled throughout the Middle Ages the high calling to educate and guide people, even after they fell into a long period of slavery. It also points out the antecedents of a great part of European civilization which has its origins in this superb civilization, comprising all the best that the Old World had to offer.


Byzantium after Byzantium is one of the last major scholarly creations of Nicolae Iorga. Published only five years before his tragic death,2 it comprises all the characteristics of a classical work: topical at the time of its publication, perennial through its message, addressed to a people (the Romanians), a region (Southeastern Europe), but also to specialists everywhere, it is a work of scholarly information and original thinking; it asserts itself through the rare quality of expressing the judgements of a world about itself, formulated by one of the world‟s great historians.


In Byzantium after Byzantium the two fields illustrated by the author coexist admirably — that of general history and that of national history —, as do the two beliefs he professed — the universal vocation of Southeastern Europe and the role of the Romanians in the fulfillment of this vocation. These are the important elements of this book that introduce it equally into world historiography as well as Romanian historiography.


Byzantium endured through people and through autonomies, namely through that which, spiritually or politically, had maintained a relative freedom after the conquest of Constantinople. Among the people — exiles, clerics, scholars, merchants, and high officials — the most important were the archons and the princes. Among the autonomies, the most powerful and most efficient were Moldavia and Wallachia, much more so than the Christian communities on the continent or on the islands, at Athos or in the Oriental patriarchates. The institutions, ideas, aspirations, education, way of life, and the superior type of human realization, everything that represented the grandeur of a world whose defeated descendants remained faithful to it were saved by hierarchs, archons, and Romanians. Due to them one can speak of a Byzantium after Byzantium. The contents and the judgements of the book are organized around these two realities. “The Patriarch and his clergy,” “The Renaissance through schools,” for which Iorga reserved adequate chapters (4 and 8), would not have been possible without the support of archons and princes. “Phanarion” (chapter 9) knew its epoch of glory, due to the wisdom of the archons, but especially relying on the institutions and the wealth of the Romanian Principalities. There was a time when, as the author says quoting a Phanariot, Marco Porfiropulos, “the entire Phanarion was in Bucharest.”3 From his first study of this subject, modestly entitled Contributions to the History of Wallachia in the Second Half of the Sixteenth Century,4 Nicolae Iorga directed his research toward a history of Southeastern Europe which he regarded as a spiritual and institutional continuation of Byzantium. The publication in the original version and in translation of the correspondence from 1574-1595 between the “members of the Mirceşti family,” which gave a few princes to Wallachia, brought the twenty-four year old scholar to the center of a society without which the history of his people appeared incomprehensible to him. Greeks of Constantinople or of the islands, Romanians, Venetians, Genoese, Turks, European travelers of various nationalities and religions, lived together in this world, on the still living model of the imperial civilization of Byzantium which the Ottoman conqueror himself, incapable of destroying and even less so of replacing it, learned that it was more useful to imitate it. Already in Documents and Fragments Concerning the History of the Romanians5 discovered by the young historian in the archives of Europe during the early years of his brilliant career, the geographical and historical coordinates of this world are emitted from a profound analysis of the documents. They were, in this case, letters signed by the banker Benedetto da Gagliano from Pera, by Ecaterina Salvaresso, princess of Wallachia through her husband Alexander II, by her sister Marioara Vallagra, Ban Michael, Mihnea-voievod Turcitul, Pascal de Marini, his brother John and his wife Esther-Prepia, Nicholas of Peter Piraga, Gaspar Mazza, and Princess Ruxandra. These were letters sent from Constantinople, Târgovişte, Vidin, Bucharest, Venice, regarding public or family matters, innocent incidents or political combinations with serious consequences. In this way Iorga evoked the capital role played in the history of Byzantine permanence by the great Greek families forced by the events to seek their salvation and to develop their work, useful to all of Southeastern Europe, through efficient relations with the new sovereigns or useful alliances with the Romanian boyars.


The archons remained a constant preoccupation of Nicolae Iorga, undoubtedly the most prolific in biographical studies, collections of documents or small contributions regarding the Greek families in the epoch of “Bondage” in their relations with the Romanian principalities. In 1902-1903 he published the documents of the naturalized Cantacuzenus family and of the Hellenized Callimachi family,6 but his interest in every scholar, political figure, cleric, merchant, and simple Greek traveler in the Romanian principalities is manifested in his studies, collections of documents, and other scholarly contributions throughout his entire career.


The idea of the Byzantine continuity through the Romanians is also expressed in one of Iorga‟s early works of synthesis, in his History of the Romanian People published in Gotha in 1905.7 Byzantine permanence, through people and institutions, is also frequently evoked by Iorga a few years later in another ample synthesis, The History of the Ottoman Empire.8 But Iorga‟s greatest concentration on this aspect of Southeastern European history in his research, writings, lectures, publications, and scholarly initiatives that led to his concept of Byzantium after Byzantium dates from the years of the Balkan Wars, 1912-1913.


Through the Treaty of Bucharest, Ottoman domination in Europe came to an end. “The new state of affairs in the Balkans,” as Iorga defined the principal problem of the time,9 had to give rise to a new consciousness with which he was concerned as a political figure, a consciousness based, in his conceptions as a scholar, on the careful study of the common Southeast European past. And this past brought forward a wide range of Romanian initiatives for the benefit of all the Christian nations in the Ottoman Empire. For five centuries, due to the privileged status of the Romanians as the only people with autonomous state formations, with institutions, as well as cultural and often political programs of their own, they were able to continue, in spirit or in action, the Byzantine Empire. Therefore, Iorga, who militated for the establishment of lasting relations of friendship among the former belligerents chose as the theme for his lectures at the University of Bucharest the history of the Balkan states in the Modern Age, which he published that same year.10 Together with G. Munteanu-Murgoci and Vasile Pârvan, Iorga helped to create the Institute for Southeast European Studies in Bucharest,11 to promote research and scholarly cooperation in the field. In his speeches at the Romanian Academy during this period, Iorga also pointed out important Romanian contributions, in the traditional Byzantine sense, to the Eastern Mediterranean world.


The Annals of the Romanian Academy from 1913-1914 published four extensive studies on this theme by Nicolae Iorga, based on the speeches he made before Romania‟s leading academic institution. We can easily imagine the effect of these discourses about Romanian cultural and political prestige on the public opinion of the time, so attentive to the regional role of Romania:12 “Vasile Lupu as Successor of the Emperors of the East in the Tutelage of the Patriarchate of Constantinople and of the Orthodox Church;”13 “The Ties of Mount Athos to the Romanian principalities;”14 “Religious Foundations of the Romanian Princes in the Orient;”15 “The Foundations of the Romanian Princes in Epirus.”16 The connection between these fundamental contributions — which established fruitful directions of research for Romanian historiography — with contemporary events can be explained through the interpretation that Iorga gave to these events and through what he thought was the duty of the historian toward society, the duty to enlighten the present with the experience and the values, often ignored, of the past. A year before he had inaugurated the summer courses at Vălenii-de-Munte with “Three Lessons of History about the Importance of the Romanians in World History.”17 In 1913, his speeches and writings showed the duty of the Romanians to define their position in the new Balkan political configuration “in accordance with the historical development of the Romanians and with a tradition that no one can seriously think to deny,”18 therefore in accordance with “the real situation of the Romanians” toward their neighbors, consolidated through the final division of the Ottoman Empire. Iorga reminded them that “there was a time when it appeared that the entire Byzantine, Balkan legacy would be inherited by the Romanian princes who, as the only ones who remained standing among the Christians, showed that they wanted to preserve it and that they were capable to sacrifice themselves for it.”19


Along these same lines, he made a speech on 8 April 1913 during the Third International Congress of Historical Studies in London about “Byzantine Survival in the Romanian Principalities.”20 It established in summary the main lines of the book he published in 1935: the channels of penetration of the Byzantine influence among the Romanians, the role of the exiles, the “Romanian” continuity of the great families — the Paleologus, the Cantacuzenus, and the Mavrocordat families —, the even more decisive continuity of the institutions of the Lower Empire visible in the “anointing” of the princes and in the coats of arms, in their role of protectors of the Orthodox patriarchates or of the Holy Lands.


Nicolae Iorga often stated his conviction that history must nourish the active and realistic thinking of the present.21 The crystallization of the theory of Byzantine permanence and its firm assertion since 1913 should come as no surprise. A careful examination of the bibliography used by the Romanian scholar confirms every sentence of his work as a teacher, “enlightener” of the masses, or political figure. In the majority of Iorga‟s writings from the years 1912-1914 we find ideas meant to define the place of the Romanians in Southeastern Europe.22 And while it may be going too far to look for an explanation of Byzantium after Byzantium in the contemporary events, some coincidences are at least worth mentioning: in the same year, 1935, the three volumes entitled The Place of the Romanians in World History also appeared;23 a year before, on 9 February 1934, the Balkan Entente was formed, one of the great Romanian international diplomatic initiatives between the two world wars. Even if Byzantium after Byzantium was not addressed directly to them, the peoples formed in the area of the Eastern Roman Empire could find in this book the admirable evocation of a common political and cultural past, an excellent historical basis for their new alliance.


Based upon the documentation and reflection of four decades of scholarly work, the theory of the Byzantine permanence had been in Iorga‟s immediate attention for several years. He presented it partially in 1931 in Athens, on the occasion of the International Congress of Byzantine Studies where he delivered a paper about “The Great Byzantine Families and the Byzantine Idea in Romania”24 which outlined the book published four years later in its conclusions and general outline. In only 20 pages, Iorga presented the history of the establishment of Byzantine families in the Romanian lands, the first contacts established by the Rali, the Paleologus, and the Cantacuzenus families. Descendants of the one who had been “the pillar of the Greeks,” Michael Cantacuzenus, they came to the Romanian lands to continue his activities, after his death, when “emigration was necessary.” The Byzantine idea was also represented by Michael the Brave who, the archbishop of Trnovo, Dionysius Rali, a Paleologus, said, “shows more and more that he follows, against his personal interests and those of his country, the direction recommended by the warlike fanaticism of this representative of Orthodoxy, of the old, undying Byzantine spirit.”25 But “were these extensive projects only the effect of a personal illusion, supported with enthusiasm by the Greeks, about to regain the consciousness of what their nation had given to Byzantium? It was undoubtedly the other way around,”26 the historian answers, because, according to the testimony of a contemporary, the Dominican Andrea Bobi, regarding the Wallachian Prince Michael the Brave, “if his blessed campaign is successful, which we hope that with God‟s grace it will be, the named Prince Michael must, in a short time, take Constantinople and, as a Greek, acclaimed and followed especially by the Greeks, once sovereigns of that empire, must crown himself, and not another, emperor of Constantinople.”27


He evokes “Radu Mihnea… an imperial temperament, fond of pomp and patron of the letters. And in him Byzantium was living again with its memories and aspirations;” then Vasile Lupu, with “his ambition to dominate the Ecumenical Church which depended on him completely. Some circles even pictured him entering Byzantium, helped by the knights of Poland and the Venetian fleet.”28 Finally, “until the Phanariots, poor and transitory, the Byzantine idea survived. For the Romanian princes it was their great honor and their highest glory; for the country itself it was a sacrifice which it can remember with pride.”29 In the light of these testimonies, Iorga‟s conclusion is justified:


We can ask ourselves, as has been done regarding the crusades, when did the history of Byzantium end. Undoubtedly not in 1453, with the disappearance of the Empire of Constantinople. There were still Byzantiums in Morea and Trebizond. But even after the Ottoman conquest of these two regions, Byzantine continuity did not cease. I shall not say that Byzantine art alone, which survived on the Romanian Danube up to the mid-nineteenth century, represents Byzantium. But it is one factor that undeniably survived as long as two other elements continued: the idea and those who had served it until then, the great Byzantine families.30 We meet these two elements of an imperial character in the Romanian principalities of Wallachia and Moldavia already from the beginning.31


Three years later these ideas were further developed by Iorga in the already written book which had gone to press. At the International Congress of Byzantine Studies in Sofia in 1934 he presented, under the title Byzantium after Byzantium, the nine pages of his Preface from the 1935 volume in excerpt form.32


The far from easy analysis of his process of reconstruction of the post-Byzantine world33 shows that the historian, who had long developed the general lines and chronology of the ensemble, retouched his work many times. The place reserved for the Phanariots in this admirable picture — to which many epigones refer without mentioning the author — is edifying for the evolution of Iorga‟s thinking, the scholar who strived more than any other to subject to an impartial judgement the Christian officials of the Porte, venerated or loathed in the varied conceptions of the new schools of national history in Southeastern Europe.34


In 1913, Iorga doubted the continuity of the Byzantine ideal through the Phanariots in what they cultivated most intensely: the education and the institutions of a pale but still living tradition. “Should we see,” he asked in his previously mentioned speech made in London, “in the higher schools founded in Wallachia by Şerban Cantacuzenus, who had imperial ambitions, and by George Duca in Moldavia, new elements of Byzantine survival in the Romanian lands? And is there in the great, truly imperial pomp practiced by some of the Romanian princes of Constantinopolitan origin, if not pure Greeks, then Phanariots taken out of their den in Phanarion, a natural continuity, a logical development of the interesting tendencies that have been pointed out so far?”35 The historian is severe:


Byzantinism has nothing in common with these phenomena of school and court tied to the Hellenism of an active, revolutionary national character with which some wanted to associate it — with explainable resentments on the part of the Romanians whose natural aspirations were thus defied. In the first case it was only the continuation on Romanian land, under the protection of the Wallachian and Moldavian princes, of the traditions of higher education of the Orient. This education did not establish, through its sterile lectures of science, oratory, philosophy, ancient history, religion, the direction of a Greek renewal any more than the Latin education of the Jesuits in the West established the direction of a Roman renewal, impossible and inconceivable. In the former case it was an imitation of Byzantium, but an indirect one. Christian Constantinople was recreated in miniature, mimicking with substantial expense the degenerated imperialism of the Ottomans; the slaves installed on the princely thrones wanted to be like their sovereigns, who had their principality, wealth, and life at their disposal. It was only the translation in poor modern Greek of a Byzantine text, based on a bad Turkish version.36


And in 1821, “the Hellenic Phoenix of the Heteria killed, in its daring enthusiasm, the Byzantine eagle.”37 Ipsilanti chose for his flag the symbol of the rebirth from ashes, but the empire that he wanted to recreate was only an illusion of that “modernized and westernized Byzantinism” which Iorga later evoked.38


In the conclusion of this book, the judgements of the Romanian historian are more lenient and more nuanced. Regarding the schools, the ideas, and the culture, Iorga distinguishes between the “old” and the “new” Phanarion. He describes the “first Phanariots” and the last ones, whose place would be taken by the mereots and the clefts risen from among the peasants for the foundation of a modern Greece and not of an anachronic Byzantium. The difference is based, among other things, on the writing of Constantine Daponte who “represents another period of Phanariotism,” the first one, because he denounces in the last one the abandoning of the old ideal of “liberation of the Greeks from Ottoman bondage and of recreation of the empire.” But the author does not contest that the Phanariots assumed “the task of continuing Byzantine traditions, within the confines of the territory under the authority of the sultan.”39


The severity with which Iorga denies the simple “forms,” which survived out of inertia, the Byzantine sense that disappeared in its authenticity at the same time with the true archons and princes, derives from his concept of “Byzantine perenniality.” In the “post-Byzantine” Byzantium he notices not only a phenomenon of conservation of the essence and exterior aspects of a civilization in agony, but also the evolution, uninterrupted by “the only apparent transformation, in many respects, in 1453,” of a millenary action.40 Byzantium continued therefore to assimilate “in a natural way” everything that entered its radius of action. As long as forms of Gothic civilization or the Western contribution of the Renaissance enriched an immutable essence, Byzantinism was capable to resist all dangers. Its death, definitive only “at the dawn of the nineteenth century,” was due to the new ideas of “philosophy,” “the enemy of the religious influences and of historical authorities,” and to the self-awareness of nations that had “a right and a duty to live through themselves.”41 This is why the still Byzantine forms of the end of the Phanariot epoch could not hide from the historian the fact that the millenary essence had perished.


Searching for the controversial date of the death of Byzantium beyond the evolution of the states and the institutions, in what the people hold as most intimate, in their ideas and their aspirations, Nicolae Iorga dealt with one of the most important and the least studied chapters of the history of Southeastern Europe. A research tradition born in the Western historiography concentrated for a long time on a reduced range of events in the Levant from the sixteenth through the nineteenth centuries. Europe, under Ottoman domination, could not be of interest to the West except in a few matters: the Eastern Question for historians of the political events, the companies in the Mediterranean for economic historians, the penetration of Catholicism or of the Reformation in the Orthodox world for historians of the Church, and the ephemeral role of the Greek scholars in the Renaissance for cultural historians. The schools of national history formed in Southeastern Europe during the nineteenth century had for a long time as their main task the establishment of local programs of political claims on the basis of documents and arguments brought from a past as distant as possible.


Thus, the belonging of these peoples to a universal civilization, their attachment toward ideals which preserved their ethnic and spiritual identity for centuries, their manifested Europeanism, the will to bring to the old continent the part it was lacking in its Western isolation, all the phenomena capable of explaining the century-old adventure of Southeastern Europe remained part of a new research domain: the history of ideas. The studies entered upon separately or in collaboration by several scholarly trends in the last six decades have continued successfully a direction of searching for the truth which Nicolae Iorga served with conviction and success.42


As with many of Iorga‟s works, Byzantium after Byzantium is addressed to scholars in several domains: specialists in Byzantium, historians of the Oriental Church, of Southeastern Europe, of the cultures and civilizations of all Balkan peoples. Six decades after its publication, the book is far from having reached the end of its scholarly usefulness.


The limited echo that the book had in 1935 must not be surprising. Presented as a Continuation of “The History of Byzantine Life,” the book appeared to the specialists in this field as the developed postscript of the three volumes that had just been published.43 Hence, specialist journals, which had just published extensive reviews of The History of Byzantine Life, such as Byzantinische Zeitschriff44 or Byzantinoslavica,45 limited themselves to mentioning it in their bibliographic columns. The book was simply pointed out in Revue historique46 or Historische Zeitschrift.47 Among the reviews, few seemed to grasp the true value of the book, its elevated conception, the research perspectives it opened.


In Echos d‟Orient,48 R. Janin admitted that “we are amazed at the amount of information gathered in the 240 pages of the text,” but he insists on “inaccuracies and summary judgements.” According to him, “the Turkish names… would all need corrections. The characters are presented under unusual forms, the Ruthenian cardinal… is Isidor of Kiev,” etc. The reviewer rightfully notices that the book is concerned with the entire Near East, he conscientiously summarizes it, but does not agree with the presentation of the role of the Jesuits in the tragedy of Kiril Lukaris. R. Janin concludes, however, saying that “we should thank Nicolae Iorga for giving us the elements of an extensive study of the role that Byzantium played after the fall of its empire.”


In Jahrbucher fur Geschichte Osteuropas,49 Georg Stadtmuller also presents Byzantium after Byzantium as only the elementary form of a broader study, but he perceives better the Romanian role in post-Byzantine continuity. “Iorga‟s book has the merit of dealing for the first time in a convincing manner with the continuation of Byzantine cultural life under Ottoman domination. It is understandable why the Romanian Principalities have priority: these principalities were the only states that took over the role of spiritual leadership of the Church, formerly played by the Byzantine state. It is certainly regrettable that the book deals only with the religious and cultural life. The continuity of the Byzantine state in the Ottoman ensemble, the taking over of the most important political institutions of the Byzantine state by the Ottomans are not discussed. The consideration of these two aspects would have revealed the vitality of Byzantium in every domain. A new historical work would have to present the Ottoman Empire as a second Byzantium, as a third Rome.” But who better than Iorga had depicted until then the continuity of the Byzantine Empire through the Crescent?


Jovan Radonic, in the pages of the Jugoslovenski istorijski casopis,50 ties his judgements to considerations of local history. Recognizing the merits of the book, he regrets that the author did not insist more on the southern and eastern Slavic world.


Byzantium after Byzantium continued to be read or discussed both by those who shared Iorga‟s theory, and by those who were more interested in the information it provided. Among them was Charles Diehl. “The entire Eastern Europe — wrote the great scholar in Les grand problèmes de l‟histoire byzantine51 — preserved for a long time and still preserves the memory of this civilization whose influence it felt profoundly for many years. This is why Iorga was able to write a book that has a significant title: Byzantium after Byzantium.” Among those who, on the occasion of the commemoration of five centuries from the fall of Constantinople, would use more Iorga‟s book, so opportune for the attenuation of the dramatic tones of the evoked catastrophe, was P.A. Argyropoulo. Writing about “The Greeks in the Service of the Ottoman Empire,” the author considers their work to be a “Byzantium after Byzantium, or at least what could still be preserved of it, strips of power, a tradition, a hope, the Great Idea.”52 And Iorga‟s concept appears in the title and the contents of the last chapter of Charles Delvoye‟s L‟Art byzantin: Byzantium après Byzantium. “The fallen Constantinople,” writes the author, “a new empire following the old one, Byzantine art survived for three more centuries…” It continued through Cypriot, Cretan, Athenian, Sinai, Romanian, Russian, and even Turkish art. The lines about the Byzantine permanence in the Romanian lands remind one of Iorga: “Byzantine painting found in this way an especially favorable environment in the rich Moldavia whose princes were aspiring to rule according to the memory left by the emperors, dressed after the style of the Greeks, and invited Greek officials and artists to their countries.”53


Studies of history of the Eastern Church mention Iorga‟s book in references and use to a great extent the information provided by it.54 Other studies published in the last decades, especially in English or German, ignore it completely, even when the subject would have imposed the dealing with Byzantine continuity in Southeastern Europe.55 Finally, no matter how surprising the absence of the book is in the bibliography of works about the Eastern Christian civilization and spirituality, it can be explained by the different starting points of the authors. Thus, Arnold Toynbee, in his numerous pages dedicated to “Eastern Orthodox Christian Civilisation,”56 agrees that “the Eastern Orthodox Christian peoples‟ loss of their political independence [after the fall of Constantinople] did not bring either their existence or their civilisation to an end,” but this was because “the Greek Christian Roman Empire fell to rise again in the shape of a Turkish Muslim Roman Empire.”57 The English historian applies in this case his theory according to which “usually the end of the first bout of a universal state has been followed, not by the dissolution of the civilisation politically embodied in it and by a consequent inter-civilisation interregnum, but by a less violent social and cultural break. The usual sequel has been a bout of anarchy followed by a revival of the previous universal state. This is the pattern not only of Chinese history after the fall of Ch‟in-Han Empire, but also of Eastern Orthodox Christian history after the fall of the Roman Empire in its central and eastern provinces.”58 Byzantine political continuity was assured, in Toynbee‟s view, by the new Islamic form of the empire and by Pax ottomanica (for the subjugated peoples a Pax ecumenica) which he establishes.59 Byzantine spiritual continuity would be only a subchapter of the history of the Eastern Christian civilization. In the face of this “law” of evolution of the great civilizations, the author does not consider it necessary to refer to Iorga. Byzantium after Byzantium no longer represents a “miracle,” nor “a phenomenon which is one of the most attractive in the entire history.”60 But, leaving aside the fact that both “continuities,” the political and the spiritual, of the Lower Empire had long represented capital coordinates in the work of the Romanian scholar, or that he established himself the relation between Byzantium and Eastern Christian civilization,61 his insistence seems all the more convincing and stronger in this book, on the “free human answer, unpredictable and spontaneous” in which Toynbee sees the salvation of any civilization.


Reconstituted gradually, with the efforts of erudition and reflection of an entire life, the picture of the surviving Byzantium was painted quickly in its last version, as many other works of Iorga.62 Many of the references or notes — often incomplete, addressed to specialists familiar with the sources — could therefore be corrected or completed, an effort of competence, precision, and patience made by Liliana Iorga-Pippidi, whom the years of collaboration with her father, her comprehension and veneration for his work recommended her as the best possible scholar to undertake this task.63


A century after the birth of Nicolae Iorga, Byzantium after Byzantium was offered again to the scholars and the lovers of culture in a new version. The present English version now enlarges the area of circulation of this book which still preserves its attraction for scholars and the cultivated public. The attitude of the readers of another generation will be, undoubtedly, different from that of the contemporaries to whom Iorga addressed his book. After more than sixty years, the documentation naturally could be enriched or corrected by new discoveries of scholarship. The concepts of the author, tributary to a very personal historical conception, also caused objections. However, the interest and topicality of the book have not been diminished. In an evocation of the great Romanian scholar as historian of Southeastern Europe, Mihai Berza pointed out that he offered us “profound ideas, suggestive points of view, starting points for new interpretations,” and especially that his work, “as it can never leave us indifferent, will be useful even through the contradictory positions which it is capable of producing. The reader will always find in this book an impulse to research, an engagement in personal reflection, a calling toward wider horizons.”64 The judgement of one of the best specialists on Iorga‟s work shows us the way that this book should be read.65


Virgil Cândea


Romanian Academy










1 For the acceptance of this date as the boundary of the Middle Ages and for the conception of Western historiography regarding the disappearance of Byzantium, see D. Zakythinos, “La prise de Constantinople et la fin du moyen âge,” in Le Cinq-centième anniversaire de la prise de Constantinople (“L‟Hellenisme contemporain,” 1953, fascicule hors série), pp. 69-83.



2 Published in French under the title Byzance après Byzance. Continuation de l‟Histoire de la vie byzantine, Bucarest: Edition de l‟Institut d‟études byzantines, 1935.



3 The present edition, p. 222.



4 Contribuţiuni la istoria Munteniei în a doua jumătate a secolului al XVI-lea, Analele Academiei Române, IInd Series, Memoriile secţiunii istorice, 18 (1895-1896), 112 pp.



5 Acte şi fragmente cu privire la istoria românilor. Also with the French title Actes et fragments relatifs à l‟histoire des Roumains, vol. I-III, Bucureşti: Imprimeria Statului, 1895-1897.



6 Documente privitoare la familia Cantacuzino, Bucureşti: Minerva, 1902, 360 pp. (published at the same time with Operele lui Constantin Cantacuzino, Bucureşti: Minerva, 1901, XLIV + 180 pp., with Genealogia Cantacuzinilor de Banul Mihai Cantacuzino, Bucureşti: Minerva, 1902, XI + 565 pp., and with the study Despre Cantacuzini, Bucureşti: Minerva, 1902, CXLIII pp.); Documente privitoare la familia Callimachi, vol. I-II, Bucureşti, Minerva, 1902-1903.



7 Geschichte des Rumanischen Volkes in Rahmen seiner Staatsbildungen, Bd. I-II, Gotha, F.A. Perthes, 1905, especially vol. II, pp. 17 ff., 40-41, 45 ff.



8 Geschichte des Osmanischen Reiches nach den Quellen dargestellt, Bd. I-V, Gotha, F.A. Perthes, 1908 - 1913, especially vol. III, pp. 135 ff.; IV, pp. 361 ff.



9 Cf. “Românii şi noua stare de lucruri în Orient,” in Lumina nouă, 1912, no. 3-5 (and Les Roumains et le nouvel état de choses en Orient, Vălenii de Munte: Neamul românesc, 1912, 19 pp.).



10 With this title, Vălenii de Munte: Neamul Românesc, 1913, IV + 413 pp. Republications: Histoire des Etats balcaniques à l‟époque moderne, Bucarest: C. Sfetea, 1914, 496 pp., and Histoire des Etats balcaniques jusqu‟à 1924, Paris: J. Gamber, 1925, 575 pp.



11 See “O lămurire cu privire la Institutul pentru studiul de studii sud-est europene,” in Universul, nr. 194, 1914; “Institutul de studii sud-est europene,” in Neamul românesc, 1913, no. 6, pp. 1140-1141, and “Inauguration de l‟Institut, Discours… 24 janvier n. st.,” in Bulletin de l‟Institut pour l‟étude du Sud-Est européen, 1 (1914), pp. 42-46.



12 In 1913, there also appeared, in collaboration (having Vasile Pârvan among the authors), România şi popoarele balcanice. Bucureşti: Tipografia românească, 61 pp.



13 Analele Academiei Române, IInd Series, Memoriile Secţiunii istorice, 36 (1913-1914), pp. 207-236. The prince is an “ambitious patron, with truly imperial habits, of the Great Church, as well as of all the patriarchates and religious organizations in the Empire” (p. 270); “advised by members of the Cantacuzenus family, he searched in the history of Byzantium for the name of a great ruler, founder of a country, lawgiver: that of Basil I, and adopted it” (p. 212). Example of “the Byzantine imperial idea” for the Romanians, Vasile Lupu is evoked with the same features in other works of Iorga. See, in this respect, Histoire des Roumains et de leur civilisation, 2nd ed., Bucarest, 1922, p. 162 (“Vasile, student of the school of the magnificent absolutism of Radu Mihnea, did nothing more but transpose the habits and ideas of Byzantium to Iaşi”).



14 Analele…, pp. 447-516. “In those times, when Byzantium was no more, when Serbia had perished, with all the small states separated from it, the holy churches and monasteries, now without any other patron, remained under the care of the Romanian princes” (p. 465). “The voievods of Moldavia and Wallachia were for centuries patrons of most of the monasteries, as natural and entitled successors of the Byzantine emperors and of the Serbian tsars, emulators of the former” (p. 505).



15 Analele…, pp. 863-880. “A number of worship places in the East, patriarchates, monasteries, and hermitages enjoyed the generous munificence of the Romanian rulers. And again, doing this, they carried out not only a Christian work, but they also followed their duty as continuators of the old imperial tradition” (p. 863).



16 Analele…, pp. 881-916.



17 Trei lecţii de istorie despre insemnătatea românilor in istoria universală. Vălenii de Munte: Neamul românesc, 1912. 49 pp.



18 Istoria statelor balcanice în epoca modernă, p. 5.



19 Ibidem, p. 8.



20 I. Les bases nécessaires d‟une nouvelle histoire du moyen-âge. II. La survivance byzantine dans les pays roumains. Deux communications faites le 7 et 8 avril 1913 au troisième Congres international l‟études historiques à Londres, Bucarest: Ed. du Ministère de l‟instruction publique — Paris, Librairie H. Champion, 1913, 49 (51) pp.



21 Generalităţi cu privire la studiile istorice, 3rd edition. Bucureşti, 1944, passim.



22 “Românii şi noua state de lucruri în Orient,” quoted above; România, vecinii săi şi Chestiunea Orientului, Vălenii-de-Munte: Neamul românesc, 1912, 11 + 254 + 111 pp. (a collection of articles published in Neamul românesc); “Notele unui istorie cu privire la evenimentele din Balcani,” in Analele Academiei Române, IInd Series, Memoriile Secţiunii istorice, nr. 35 (1912-1913); Istoria statelor balcanice in epoca modernă, quoted above; Chestiunea Dunării. Istorie a Europei răsăritene in legătură cu această chestie, Vălenii-de-Munte: Neamul românesc, 1914, 264 pp.; “Istoria războiului balcanic,” in Neamul românesc, 1914, no. 44-51 and 1915, no. 1-9, and in a volume. Bucureşti: Neamul românesc, 1915, 151 (-155) pp.; studies on the role of the Romanians in the cultural history of Southeastern Europe like those cited in notes 13-16; studies on the history of Romanian relations with every Balkan people, etc.



23 La place des Roumains dans l‟histoire universelle, vol. I-III, Bucarest, 1935.



24 “Les grandes families byzantines et l‟idée byzantine en Roumanie.” in Academie Roumaine. Bulletin de la Section historique, nr. 18 (1931), pp. 1-21



25 Op. cit., p. 17.



26 Ibidem, p. 18.



27 Ibidem, according to A. Mesrobeanu, “Contribuţii la istoria catolicismului în Moldova,” in Cercetări istorice, nr. 4 (1928), fasc. 2, p. 86.



28 “Les grandes families…,” p. 20.



29 Ibidem, pp. 20-21.



30 My italics.



31 Op. cit., p. 21.



32 Byzance après Byzance. Considérations générales pour le Congres d‟études byzantines de Sofia. Bucarest: Datina românească, 1934, 11 pp.



33 Far from easy due to the tremendous literature that should be consulted; until the publication of an analytical bibliography of the work of Iorga, the establishing of the chronology of any of his concepts or theories requires an effort never rewarded with the certainty of complete information.



34 “…those who, flattered while they lived and lapidated afterwards, recognized with difficulty by an impartial science, were called Phanariots.”



35 La survivance byzantine dans les pays roumains (see note 20), pp. 47-48.



36 Ibidem, p. 48.



37 Ibidem, p. 49.



38 In the present book.



39 Ibid.



40 Ibid.



41 Ibid.



42 Among the collaborative efforts to promote such research there were those of the International Committee of History of Ideas in Southeastern Europe, created in 1965 within the International Association of Southeast European Studies. Headed by Mihai Berza, the Committee dealt with the profound changes in the thinking and the mentality in this part of the world between the sixteenth and the nineteenth centuries, the transition from medieval thinking and attitudes to modern ones, the local features of certain phenomena, like Humanism, the Enlightenment, or Romanticism. See, in this respect, AIESEE Bulletin, 3 (1965), no. 3-4 (The Documents of the Meeting for the Establishment of the Committee); Tradition et innovation dans la culture des pays du Sud-est européen. Colloque tenu les 11 et 12 septembre 1967 à Bucarest, AIESEE, 1969, pp. 48-151; Les Lumieres et la formation de la conscience naţionale chez les peuples du Sud-est européen. Actes du Colloque international organise par la Commision de l‟AIESEE pour l‟histoire des idees sous les auspices et avec le concours financier de l‟Unesco — Paris, 11-12 avril 1968, Bucarest: AIESEE, 1970, 129 pp.; the conclusions of Mihai Berza at the debates of the Section of Humanism of the Second International Congress of Southeast European Studies (Athens, 6-13 May 1970).



43 Histoire de la vie byzantine, vol. I-III, Bucarest: Edition de l‟Institut d‟études byzantines, 1934.



44 Nr. 35 (1935), p. 202.



45 Nr. 7 (1938), p. 417.



46 Nr. 60 (1935), CLXXVI, p. III. The journal came back with a short presentation of the book signed by L. Brehier who welcomed “the excellent idea of studying the surviving elements of Byzantine life” (vol. CLXXXIV, pp. 351-352).



47 Bd. 1153 (1935-1936), p. 416.



48 Nr. 38 (1935), pp. 502-503.



49 Nr. 1 (1936), pp. 159-160.



50 Nr. 1 (1935), p. 608.



51 Les grands problèmes de l‟histoire byzantine, Paris, 1943, pp. 155-156 (see also the Italian translation of the book, by Franco Gaeta, Bari, 1957, p. 212). We also mention, among the authors who resorted to Iorga‟s book and adopted his theory, D. Zakythinos, Byzantion. Kratos kai koinônia, Athens, 1951, p. 145; Al. Elian, “Les rapports byzantino-roumains,” in Byzantinoslavica, 19 (1958), no. 2, pp. 212-225; Al. Elian, “Byzance et les Roumains à la fin du moyen âge,” in The Proceedings of the XIIIth Congress of Byzantine Studies, London, 1967. pp. 195-202; C. Th. Dimaras, Histoire de la littérature néo-hellénique, Annexe, Athènes, 1966, p. 18. Two studies were dedicated to Byzantium after Byzantium: D. Zakythinos, “Nicolas Iorga historien de Byzance après Byzance,” in AIESEE Bulletin, 9 (1971), no. 1, and Olga Cicanci, “Concepţia lui Nicolae Iorga despre „Byzance après Byzance,‟” in the collection Nicolae Iorga — istoric al Bizanţului, edited by Eugen Stănescu, Bucureşti, 1971, pp. 201-234.



52 “Les Grecs au service de l‟Empire ottoman,” in Le Cinq-centième anniversaire de la prise de Constantinople (“L‟Hellénisme contemporain,” 1953, fascicule hors série), pp. 151-177. Iorga‟s book is frequently quoted (pp. 156-161, 166, 168, 174).



53 Charles Delvoye, L‟art byzantin, Paris, 1967, pp. 385-387; the bibliography of the book, limited, of course, to works about Byzantine art, does not mention Iorga‟s book. Byzantium after Byzantium is also evoked by a journal published in New York, of which we know volumes I-II (1946-1949): Byzantina metabyzantina. A Journal of Byzantine and Modern Greek Studies edited by N.G. Mavris. Published by the Society of the Promotion of Byzantine and Modern Greek Studies.



54 Gaston Zanarini, Histoire de l‟Eglise byzantine, Paris, 1954, p. 256; Steven Runciman, The Great Church in Captivity, Cambridge, 1968, pp. 177, 180, 195, 218, 350, 361-377, 389, 405 (here an incorrect reference to Dîrzeanu‟s Cronica), p. 430. The author does not seem, however, to be familiar with the book of Olivier Clement who in his Byzance et le Christianisme deals, however, with “the spiritual Byzantium, the one that remains alive and fruitful today.”



55 We shall not make a fastidious list of works on this theme published after 1935 which profited considerably by using Iorga‟s book. The reproach may seem severe, but how can we not be surprised by its absence in the documentation of books like Norman H. Baynes and H.St.L.B. Moss (ed.), Byzantium; an Introduction to East Roman Civilization, Oxford, 1949 (reprint) which entitles a section of its bibliography “Byzantium and the Slavs. The Byzantine Inheritance in South-Eastern Europe,” pp. 416-417; the respective chapter of the book, written by William Miller in 1933, mentioned however the works of Iorga, or Robert Byron, The Byzantine Achievement; An Historical Perspective, A.D. 330-1453, New York, 1964 (reprint), which exceeds the period proposed in the title, since it also deals with “surviving elements of Byzantine tradition.”



56 A Study of History, 2nd ed., vol. III, London, New York, Toronto, 1948, pp. 26 ff.; vol. XII, 1961, pp. 180-182, 458-459, 550, and 592.



57 Op. cit., vol. XII, p. 458.



58 Op. cit., vol. XII, p. 304.



59 Op. cit., vol. VI, p. 300.



60 The present book.



61 See, among others, Formes byzantines et réalités balcaniques, Paris-Bucarest, 1922, p. 189 (“Ottoman domination meant just another Byzantium, of a new religious character for the dynasty and the army”), p. 33 (“this Church which the empire had found, which it had not had the idea to create, and to which it had to get accustomed”), or La place des Roumains dans l‟histoire universelle, vol. II, p. 87, where both ideas are reaffirmed.



62 Evoking the prodigious literary productiveness of Origen, Henri Grégoire said that he could not give another comparable example but Nicolae Iorga. Admiring his great force and rapidity of writing, the great Byzantinist observed how personal was this style of work, dangerous for anyone who would try to imitate it. See his study “Les persécutions dans l‟Empire romain,” in Académie Royale de Belgique. Classe des Lettres et des Sciences Morales et Politiques. Mémoires,” nr. 46, 1951, p. 14.



63 Published under the title Bizanţ după Bizanţ, with my postscript. Bucureşti: Editura Enciclopedică Română, 1972. A reprint of the French edition of 1971, with a preface by Alexandru Paleologu and the same postscript appeared in Paris: Editions Balland, 1992.



64 “Nicolas Iorga et les études sud-est européennes,” in AIESSEE Bulletin, 1 (1963), nos. 1-2, p. 30.



65 My colleague Andrei Pippidi from the Institute of South-East European Studies helped revise the references in this text. I use this occasion to express my thanks to him.











Author’s Preface


Byzantium, with all it represented — not as the authority of a dynasty, or as the domination of a ruling class, things that could disappear in a catastrophe, but as a complex of institutions, a political system, a religious formation, a type of civilization, comprising the Hellenic intellectual legacy, Roman law, the Orthodox religion, and everything it created and preserved in terms of art — did not disappear, and could not disappear with the fall, in succession, in the fifteenth century of its three capitals: Constantinople, Mistra, and Trebizond.


The Ottoman Turks did not bring with them new ways of life — as a Turkish nationalism of recent origin claims, going back to the relics of the Hittite civilization and searching for ancestors toward the Oxus and the Jaxartes —, instead they built on top of ruins. It was the Byzantine Empire that, with everything it preserved in terms of memories, means, and indestructible ideals, transformed, day by day, those who had come from Brusa and Adrianople to establish themselves in the great city of Constantinople, capable of using and exhorting all nations.


It is undeniably necessary that we consider the facts of this conquest, beginning with 1453 for many different reasons. Nevertheless, to leave aside from that date what was imperially Byzantine, soon after the bloody scenes of a lightening invasion, would be a mistake which would contribute to the falsification of the history of the immense regions that fell under the domination of Mehmed II and his grandson Selim I, the conqueror of Asia and Egypt.


Byzantium, namely that which formed, beyond outward appearances, its essence, not only maintained itself until an epoch that we shall try to specify in this book, but continued its millenary action — which we have pointed out at a conference in Barcelona1 — through which this political and cultural unity, always evolving, was accumulating on its own, appearing to remain the same, all that entered its wide area of action. Thus, after the transformation, in many respects only apparent, which happened in 1453, Byzantium would embrace forms of civilization that came from the Gothic world of Transylvania and Poland, through Romanian Moldavia, and everything that the West would send it through different channels in the epoch of the Renaissance. Many new things would come to light, but deep down the unyielding Byzantine continuity would remain.


To present this phenomenon, which is one of the most fascinating in all of history, certain chronological and geographical chapters must be established, which Byzantium experienced during its evolution.


Attention is first of all attracted by the emigrants — those who, because of the Turks, even before their appearance as rulers of a Greek world that was shaking from their unceasing attacks, left for the West, to Venice and Paris, and later to Genoa and different regions of Germany. They are usually considered only in terms of their influence, often doubtful, on the Western Renaissance, as teachers, publishers, critics, and often grammarians. But, at the same time, they were representatives of an ideal which survived for quite a long time, even longer after the first generation, which was followed by a new category of exiles that included the genius Theotokopulos, the Cretan icon painter who became in Toledo the famous “El Greco,” or even the modest calligraphers, some of them known to us, or adventurers, ready to accept any religious creed, to acquire the habits of any court and of any clique, to ascend, from one leap, to the throne which seemed to fit their ambitions, as was the Lutheran Greek, former medical student at Montpellier, de Marchetti, “the marquis” and “Despot” Jacob Basilikos who ruled for a few years in Moldavia.


They are the refugees of the Byzantine Koblenz, established especially in Italy, and their writings, often inspired by the idea of a retaliation, impossible to realize, would fill with enthusiasm many of the noblest and most distinguished spirits of Western Europe, until after the beginning of the sixteenth century, influenced by all the adventures they contain.


But behind them they left Constantinople, this city which comprised an entire world, and which more than once, while everything was collapsing around it, allowed the empire to resist for the moment and to recover afterwards. We shall see how this Stambul of the Turkish rulers, who were not even able to find a real new name for it, far from being abandoned after the bloody scenes of May, 1453, was enlarged, repopulated, and deeply loved and preserved, with care for all its needs and passions, by the emperors of Ottoman origin. An entire chapter of Byzantium after Byzantium must be dedicated to this important historical factor which — even after a new wave of Asians, whom it knew, regardless of their religion, from their origins — had a spirit that remained unchanged, beginning with the thrill of “Nike,”2 under the rule of the Christian Emperor Justinian, until the demonstrations of the plebs, even of the Christian plebs, in the Atmeidan Square, where the tumult of the rebellion raised the dust of a millenary history.


But in this city with several rival compartments, which would have even become open enemies had it not been for the unfaltering hand of the peace-keeping monarch, reminding one of the emperors of the true Rome, there was a district which preserved one of the most powerful authorities that the human spirit has been subject to throughout the successive civilizations, namely the Ecumenical Patriarchate of the Orthodox Church. Mehmed II, who did not want to interfere in the way of life of a population that did not him provide soldiers, but often advisers, through conversion, reestablished the authority of the powerful seat that had been in decline following the long quarrel over the union with the other Rome. He took an interest in the one he considered to be his patriarch; the ecumenical patriarch — always moving from one residence to another, not always compelled by the greed of the corrupted Turks, which has been talked about so much — came to take the place of the vanished empire by cooperating with the existing empire. A trend of union of all the Churches from Cairo to Moscow to Venice appeared in Ancona, Crete, in the sixteenth century, and for a while it was believed that the legacy of Constantine the Great, of Justinian, and of the Comnenus family would be passed on to the one who had a court similar to that of the old emperors and who, on his vestment of coarse black wool, was wearing the imperial eagle.


Through commerce, taking on lease even the revenues of the Ottoman Empire, the Byzantine aristocracy, which, to protect itself from conversion to Islam, had remained in hiding for a time, rose again. Proving themselves worthy of their great name, these “archons” understood how to gain through the Church, but also outside of the Church, supreme authority over things. The tolerance of Selim II, the first sultan of the Turkish decline, made possible, in the same sixteenth century, the epoch of Michael Cantacuzenus, the clever and arrogant businessman whom one of the viziers nicknamed “the son of Satan.”


But the catastrophe of the one who had the bicephalous eagle of his imperial ancestors on his seal is proof enough of the danger connected with such a situation, even when the “pillar,” the “hope” of the Greeks was enjoying the well-paid friendship of an all-powerful vizier. A secret order, extorted from the sovereign, could mean the hanging of the one who had defied until then all threats and intrigues. The immortal Byzantium, defeated in one area, immediately found another channel for its great ambitions and its unlimited authority.


Although Georgia, with its Iveron, was very little involved in the general life of the empire, and its Christianity, disputable from an Orthodox point of view, limited itself to local life, it continued in fact, in this modest and insecure form, in face of the invading Islam, what had once been the empire of the “great Comnenus family” in Trebizond. The grand duke of Moscow, despite his Byzantine marriage, which he did not seek and of which he did not know how to take advantage, limited himself to sending donations to the autonomous monasteries at Mount Sinai, Mount Sinai, Meteora, and Patmos which were still one of the forms of the Byzantine survival; on the other hand, across the Danube, which still represented the border of the empire, there were those “sovereignties” — for domnie did not mean “voivodate,” “principality,” or what was later called, using a barbaric word of Russian origin, hospodarat — of the Romanians, called Wallachia and Moldavia.


These rulers of a patriarchal peasant‟s order, these army commanders influenced by the knightly Hungary of the Angevins, became — under the influence of the Byzantine Greeks, involved in their lives through commerce, marriage, or their common living in Constantinople, in the district of Pera or of Galata, with the pleasant social relations of the Catholic Levantines of Italian language and of Western habits, but especially on the islands and in other places of refuge and exile, through the establishment of the great families in those lands where they were not constantly under the greedy and angry eyes of the Turks — the true successors of the Byzantine emperors. From them they borrowed the style, the pomp, and even their coats of arms; from them they took over, as patrons of all of Orthodox Christianity, the mission for which they sacrificed their treasury, extorted the labor and later from the poverty of their subjects, and sometimes, in a world that lived on their donations, they received titles attributed to the emperors who had reigned on the banks of the Bosphorus. This was a new basilea, surrounded soon by the presence, for months and even years, of the heads of the Greek clergy, once simple visitors, in search of donations; there were now four Byzantine patriarchs, in office or in exile, gathered around the princes in Iaşi and Bucharest.


This situation, which gave the Romanian Principalities — in the circumstances and according to the conceptions of the time — a role of supremacy which extended all the way to Tiflis, to Antioch, to Cairo, and which cannot be compared to the present importance of Romania, lasted from the fall of “the son of Satan,” Michael Cantacuzenus, whose descendants soon established themselves along the Danube, until the imperial greatness and generosity of the boyar Lupu who, ascending on the throne of Moldavia, called himself Vasile, like the lawgiver Emperor Basil, with whose work, dreaming of Byzantium where the Venetians and the Poles would have installed him, he tried to compete, by publishing his Code, at the same time when the first complete translation of Herodotus was done in Iaşi.


Vasile Lupu was a cultivated prince. His neighbor in Wallachia, Prince Matei Basarab, a patriarchal spirit, knowing no foreign language, felt obliged to follow in his footsteps and was proud to find in his brother-in-law, educated in Moscow, a literary adviser. Meletie Pigas and Kiril Lukaris had already exercised a great influence over the Church and education in the Romanian Principalities. There was at that time, in the seventeenth century, a Greek Renaissance, with which that intermediary that had been the Byzantium of the scholars, orators, archaizing poets, court historians, but especially of theologians, interpreters, and defenders of faith, remained in contact. With Nicholas Mavrocordat, the prince of Wallachia, and later of Moldavia, eager to show that he was a descendant, through the women in his family, of the former rulers of the two countries, the thrones of Mircea the Old and Stephen the Great were ascended by a scholar of this Hellenic-Byzantine Renaissance.


At that time, when Constantine Cantacuzenus, brother, uncle, and father of Wallachian princes, was bringing among the Romanians from the Byzantine world and from Padua, half Greek, the great ambition of a thinker and writer, the scholar dominated the political man. This was a different epoch from the one Byzantium had been through before.


Although his family was originally from the Archipelago, Nicholas Mavrocordat was a “Phanariot.” This means especially one thing: that the source of power was back in the old Byzantine capital. This source returned through the princes who first chose their residence there, and then through those who were also born there. In a few years, their constant presence in these poor wooden houses that sheltered their wealth and power was so necessary that the ruling families, always forced to go to their Danubian residences, were themselves dominated, ruled, controlled, raised, and ruined by the simple Greek agents, with a modest appearance, who had the advantage of being at the center of the interests and the intrigues. In appearance, they were totally different from the majestic “archons” of the sixteenth century; fundamentally, however, it was the same thing, deeply Byzantine.


But it was these “Phanariots” who brought about the end of Byzantium. As dragomans of the Porte, as informers in the capitals neighboring free Christianity, they became impregnated with a double state of mind, harmful for Byzantinism, able to resist all dangers until then: that of freedom which they preached, be it with a totally special meaning, the French “philosophy” of the eighteenth century, the enemy of religious influences and of historical authorities, and that which was deriving gradually from that cult of new abstractions, from that revolutionary internationalism, of the organic notions, having the right and the duty to live through themselves.


This represented, at the dawn of the nineteenth century, the death of Byzantium. It had survived for almost four centuries in its imperial Christian form, after it had survived for one thousand years in its previous Roman form.
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