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Schrodinger’s Rule: Making Apparent
the Emperor’s Body in 1453

Abstract: ‘The king is dead, long live the king!” serves as one of the best-known excla-
mations for marking changes of monarchical rule. While literally reducing the procla-
mation of the incumbent’s death and his successor’s accession to a single (prolonged)
held breath, this paper argues that successions of rule cannot always be condensed to
such a barely noticeable reflex that focuses solely on emphasising dynastic continui-
ties. Assessing the ruler’s body as cornerstone in narrating these moments of change,
it is argued that, for instance, notions of the return of a supposedly dead predecessor
to restore rulership ultimately run counter to established narrative strategies of dy-
nastic upheavals. How is a ruler believably dead and yet still alive, a change of rule
accomplished and yet still in progress, and rulership, thus, there and not? In this
paper, such ambivalences are discussed using the change of rule after the Ottoman
conquest of Constantinople in 1453 as example.

Introduction: Weird Tales - Kings, Queens, and Fools

After the Ottoman conquest of Constantinople in 1453 which was led by the Ottoman
sultan Mehmed II (r. 1444-1446, 1451-1481),' Greek scholars remained an important
source of reference concerning various topics — be it the humanist recovery of ancient
Greece,” the political discourse on the Ottoman Expansion,® the discovery of the Greek

1 From the high number of overviews on the Ottoman conquest of Constantinople in 1453 cf. for a
historical reconstruction of the events still Runciman, Fall (1965), and Babinger, Mehmed (1959), albeit
outdated in some facts. Further overall displays provide Harris, End (2010), and Nicolle, Constanti-
nople (2000). For a quick overview cf. Saint-Guillain/Vatin, Introduction (2016), 13-61, for Latin per-
spectives Meuthen, Konstantinopel (1983), Philippides, Mehmed II (2007), and for the entanglements of
Byzantine, Greek, and Latin political, economic, and social life Necipoglu, Byzantium (2009).

2 Cf. Monfasani, Renaissance Humanism (2016); id., Greeks (2012), even more recently Aschenbrenner/
Ransohoff (Eds.), Invention (2021); Abbamonte/Harrison (Eds.), Renaissance (2019); Pdll/Volt (Eds.),
Hellenostephanos (2018); Ciccolella/Silvano (Eds.), Teachers (2017). Cf. extensively Wilson, Byzantium
(*2017), and Ben-Tov, Lutheran Humanists (2009), remarking ibid., 100: “The fall of Byzantium
brought an end to the city’s role as storehouse of Greek erudition but did not extinguish Greek eru-
dition itself (...).”

3 The number of contributions is abundant albeit there is still no overall survey on the topic. A brief
English introduction is provided by Schmitt, Ottoman Conquest (2021), with extensive references to
further literature in the footnotes, and id., Introduction (2016). For discourses on the Ottoman Expan-
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church during Reformation,” or for obtaining further knowledge about Greek life
under the recently established Ottoman rule.’ The loss of the Greek Empire® indeed
evoked a new thirst for knowledge and curiosity about ‘everything Greek’:” This was
also true for Martin Crusius (fl. 1526-1607), a Humanist scholar, historian, and profes-
sor for Greek and Latin at the university of Tiibingen.® He was especially interested in
the contemporary state of Greece’ — namely in the ‘Turco-Graecia’, as he calls it in the
letter of dedication to his work because it comprises the affairs of the Greeks that hap-
pened under Ottoman rule and that [still] tend to happen [in our times] (.).10

Against this background, it comes as no surprise that Crusius wanted to be di-
rectly in communication with Greeks as best as he could in order to obtain as much
information as possible for his ‘Turco-Graecia’."* But composing history sometimes
turns out to be no less than a rabbit hole: Crusius was almost obsessed with specifying
and verifying all the information given in his work down to the smallest details."* He
even composed a double epitaph for the last Byzantine Emperor Constantine XI
(r. 1449-1453) and his wife:

sion, aspects on the medialisation of ‘the Turk’ as a figure of alterity, and for the media coverage on
the Ottoman Wars cf. Hofert, Feind (2003), esp. 56-62, Topkaya, Augen-Blicke (2015), Thumser, Ttrken-
frage (1997), Hille, Tiirkengefahr (2016), each with further literature.

4 Cf. on this topic recently Moore, Wittenberg (2022), furthermore Ben-Tov, Lutheran Humanists
(2009), Hering, Orthodoxie (1995), Geanakoplos, Episodes (1994), Wendebourg, Reformation (1986), and
Zachariades, Tlibingen (1941).

5 Cf. e. g. Calis, Reconstructing (2019), Extremera, Surviving (2014), and Ben-Tov, Lutheran Humanists
(2009), 83-132.

6 The expression Imperij Greeci amissio is taken from the letter of dedication to Martin Crusius, Turco-
graecie, ep., ili—xii, at iv, which is also cited in note 10 (hereafter referred to as ep. in the footnotes). Un-
less indicated otherwise, the English translations and additions given in brackets in this article are mine.

7 This was further encouraged by numerous Greek manuscripts brought to the West, cf. e. g. Tinne-
feld, Erinnerung (2011), 83.

8 On Crusius cf. comprehensively Calis, Reconstructing (2019), 152-162, more concisely Rhoby, Friend-
ship (2005), 250 £., with further literature in note 6.

9 Cf. Kresten, Patriarchat (1970), 17, and Tinnefeld, Erinnerung (2011), 87.

10 Martin Crusius, Turcogrecie, ep., iv: (...) propterea quod res Greecorum (...) sub Turcico dominatu
factas, & fieri solitas, continent. For a brief overview of the ‘Turco-Graecia’ (hereafter referred to as
TG in the footnotes) in terms of its contents cf. Lackner, Rev. of Crusius, Turcograecia (1974), 514, and
the assessment made by Monfasani, Byzantium (2019), 246: “[T]he work aims to reveal the miserable
condition of the Christian Greeks now that they have fallen under the yoke of the Infidel Turk.”

11 Cf. on Crusius’ contacts to other Greek scholars Rhoby, Letter Network (2009), id., Friendship
(2005), each with further literature, and more generally Kresten, Patriarchat (1970), esp. 18-24. An
overview on Crusius’ correspondences is provided by Zachariades, Tibingen (1941), which is supple-
mented by Rhoby, Letter Network (2009), 139-152.

12 This is evident from the comprehensive appendix of the TG which not only comprises several
notes by Crusius himself but also provides insight into exchanges with other scholars who were con-
sulted for information, cf. Martin Crusius, TG VII, 410-557.
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Here (Where? [Only] God knows!) your own homeland became your tomb, | Lord of the Hellenes,
most wretched Constantine. | Here (Where? [Only] God knows!) a nameless tomb holds you, /
Queen of the Hellenes; a mournful Niobe it conceals. | May God erase all tears from your kind /
eyes with endless joy."

Commemorating Constantine and his anonymous wife in this way may prove that the
German scholar was, indeed, burning with interest about Greek matters,™* as he ex-
plained in a letter written in early 1575. Crusius, in fact, made quite an effort to dis-
cover the empress’s name:" But neither in Constantinople nor in Venice was [he] able

13 Martin Crusius, TG 1, 57: Hoc utrique Epitaphium pono: | EvBa8e (1tod; Oedg 08e) kapn o€o TaTpig
gxwoev: EXAvwv ayé, AolaBe, Tardvtate Kwvotavtive, Hic vbinam? Nouit Deus) est tua tumba: fidelis
Rex Graium postreme, miserrime Constantine. ¢v0a8e (100; Be0¢g 018€) TAPog 60¢ avwvupog oty ‘EA-
Avwv Bacidig, NIOBnv kpvmtovoa yowdn. / Hic tua (vbi? Nouit Deus) est sine nomine tumba: quae
luctu Nioben superas, Augusta fidelis. 6YeoLv AAAd @AQVOpwTOLG OedG VUETEPPNOL [ XAPUATL CAAKTOLG
anod Saxpva mavta kabaipot. Sed deus a vestris oculis mitissimus omnes abstergat lacrymas, aeterna-
que gaudia donet. The English translation is based on Philippides, Constantine (2018), 304, with minor
changes. On the differences between the Latin and Greek text provided by Crusius cf. ibid., 328 (note
8), Hanak/id., Siege (2011), 135 (note 168), with further literature. On the textual and material evidence
of the tombs of the Palaeologan emperors cf. Melvani, Tombs (2018).

14 Letter by Martin Crusius to Theodosios Zygomalas on 21* Jan. 1575. Ed. Kampouroglou, 51 f.: (...)
Slaka®g mept @ EMnvikd omovdadoupt (...) (= Martin Crusius, TG VII, 426 f., at 426). The English trans-
lation is taken from Rhoby, Friendship (2005), 267. Cf. also Wendebourg, Alles Griechische (1994), 119 £.,
and Eideneier, Martinus Crusius Neograecus (1994).

15 In the appendix of TG I, 57, Crusius notes: De Augusta ultima, Constantini Imperatorem coniuge
(...). Invenio duas uxores Constantini. Priorem, (...) Tochij (...) Leonhardi filiam (...), olim Cyllene dicta,
nomine dotis. (...) Alteram autem, aliquandiu ante Varnessem cladem, Lesbi Ducis filiam (...) se Maho-
meto dedidit. FortafSis heec altera §¢omowa, fuit illa miserrima, de qua scribitur: Imp. Constantini uxo-
rem, filias, & alias nobiles feeminas, iussu Tyranni, in conuiuium adductas fuisse, & post contumeliam
dissectas. Nomen eius nondum ex libris inuenire (...). Mirum, personce tam illustris, tantam in Historijs
obliuionem esse — Regarding the last empress, the wife of Emperor Constantine. I was able to identify
not one, but two women who were married to the ruler. The first was the daughter of Leonardo Tocco
(...) who used to be called Cyllene according to her dowry. (...) But the second [wife] whom he [had]
sometime after the defeat at Varna, the daughter of the ruler of Lesbos, surrendered to [sultan]
Mehmed. Perhaps this second Queen was that most unfortunate [women] about whom is written: The
wife of Emperor Constantine, daughters, and other noble women were brought to a feast banquet at the
behest of the tyrant, and after being ill-treated, they were cut into pieces. I have not yet been able to find
her name in the books (...). It is strange that such a respected and great personality has fallen into obliv-
ion. In a previous addendum De Paleologis — On the Palaeologan dynasty — ibid., 47, for Constantine XI,
there are noted two uxores eius, Itala, & Lesbij Ducis filia — his two wives, an Italian and the daughter
of the ruler of Lesbos. For the title §éomowva, the title of the emperor’s wife, cf. Dukas, Chronographia.
Ed. Reinsch, 685 (note 703). It is true that Constantine was, indeed, married twice, first to Maddalena
Tocco (T 1429) in 1428 who was called Cyllene according to the city of Kyllini on the west coast of the
Peloponnese, and, then, to Caterina Gattilusio (f 1442) in 1441 who both died childless. Constantine
never remarried but after the conquest of Constantinople in 1453, rumour had it that the emperor had
left a widow to which Crusius also testifies, cf. Nicol, Emperor (1992), 95 f., Kolditz, Kaiser (2010), and
Philippides, Constantine (2018), 108-111, 209-211, 244-249.
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to find it out."® The reason for his failure was clear: She did not exist. What is more, it
remained uncertain if Constantine himself had died during the conquest of Constanti-
nople.”” This knowledge is also perceptible in the ‘Turco-Graecia’ even though the epi-
taph may indicate quite the opposite, as it only gives a rather vague location for the
tombs of the imperial ‘couple’ — Here (Where? [Only] God knows!"® In general, all in-
formation regarding Constantine seems to focus on his death: After a few remarks on
his descent and coronation,'® the emperor already dies in the Ottoman assault on Con-

16 Martin Crusius, TG I, 57: nec e Constantinopoli nec Venetijs cognoscere potui[t]. Crusius further elabo-
rates on this in the appendix under the marginal title Imperatrix Byzantij ultima, the last Empress of
Byzantium, cf. ibid. VII, 497: Nomen & familiam (...) cognoscere é Greecis non potul. (...) Nomen ultime
Imperatricis Constantinopolitance (inquit Hieronymus Viscerus, Epist. 9 Nouemb. 1580: Venetijs ad me
scripta) nondum comperi — Her name and family (...) I could not find out from the Greeks. (...) The name
of the last Constantinopolitan Empress (says Hieronymus Viscerus in a letter dated 9™ Nov. 1580 which he
had written to me from Venice) I have not find out yet. At least, the prothonotary (mpwotovotdptog) of
the Ecumenical Patriarchate of Constantinople, Theodosios Zygomalas (fl. 1544-1605), provided some in-
formation in order to answer Crusius’ rather peculiar question, cf. ibid. I, 97: @épetat 8¢ Adyog dTL O
TPOTEPOV PETAS0VE TGOV Belwv puoTnpiwv T0T¢ matsly avtod, Tfj Paciioon kal mToAAOTG cuyyevéat Kal
oiketolg amavtag anokepaiodijval mpocétale 100 Uy aiyuaAwasiag Tuxelv. paciiioong Gvopa HOTATNG
0UK 018a. pwTnoa yap ToAAoTg, Kai 00Seig pot elye aAndeiag pripata ij ypagiyv Set€al — There is a tale
that he [sc. Constantine XI] first partook of the divine sacrament together with his children, his queen, his
numerous relatives, and all his servants, whose decapitation he then ordered so that they would not be
captured. I do not know the name of the last empress. I have asked many people but no one could tell me
true words or could show me a document. The translation is taken from Philippides, Constantine (2018),
304. For a brief overview on Zygomalas’ life cf. Rhoby, Friendship (2005), 251 with further literature in
note 2, Wendebourg, Reformation (1986), 70. Philippides, Constantine (2018), 303 f., also has shown that,
in his letter, Zygomalas passes on information that can go back to Hierax, a 16th century Greek poet and
functionary of the Greek patriarchate in Constantinople. The Slavonic eyewitness account ‘Tale on the
Taking of Tsargrad’ by Nestor-Iskander also testifies to the existence of an empress, cf. ibid., Hanak/id.,
Siege (2011), 54 (note 148), 132 f., 202 £, and Nicol, Emperor (1992), 95 f.

17 In fact, the circumstances of Constantine’s death quickly became so contradictory that already the
anonymous author of the AAwolg tf|¢ Kwvotavtivounodews. Ed. Legrand, 195 £, V. 824-826, a ‘Lament
on Constantinople’ which was composed not even five years after the conquest of the city, asked an
imaginary Constantine himself about his whereabouts: Q@ Kwvotavtive BactAed, (...) &uté pot, / mod
evplokeoat; £xaOng; ekpupnong / 1 Ciig 1 kal anébaveg éndvw g T0 omadi cov — O Emperor Constantine
(...) tell me: | Where are you? Did you vanish? Were you hidden? | Are you alive or did you die, a sword
in hand? The translation is taken from Philippides, Constantine (2018), 319, cf. identical Hanak/id.,
Siege (2011), 240. Cf. with a similar direction in terms of content AAwag tfig Kwvotavtivoundrews. Ed.
Legrand, 202, V. 1014-1018, and, furthermore, Ferndndez Galvin, Tradiciones (2006), 366—368.

18 Cf. note 13 for the Latin and Greek original text.

19 In Martin Crusius, TG I, the information on Constantine is, indeed, limited to biographical outlines,
such as that he was one of the filij Emanuelis — the sons of Manuel [sc. II Palaiologos (r. 1391-1425)]
(ibid., 3). After the death of his eldest brother John VIII Palaiologos (r. 1425-1448), administratione im-
perij urbis Constantino tradita (ibid., 8) — Constantine was given the rule over the imperial city. Hence-
forth, he is called Imperator in Crusius’ narrative.
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stantinople in battle in which his head was cut off (...).%° Crusius, then, continues giving
an interesting explanation for Constantine’s demise:

This only happened because the barbarians did not know that it was the emperor. Otherwise, in
my opinion, they would not have killed him, but (...) led him alive and [still] in power before their
king. In fact, an exact search [for his body] took place afterwards, (...) at the sultan’s behest, of
course, to see whether he might still be alive and have fled to renew the war with troops assembled
elsewhere. They found his head and recognised him by his chest [armour] and the other nobles.
[Only] then did he [sc. the sultan] desist from his fear.”!

It is only after the identification of Constantine’s body that Mehmed regards himself
as legitimate ruler over the ‘Turco-Graecia’ — ‘The king is dead, long live the king!” But
what serves as probably one of the best-known sayings to mark changes of monarchi-
cal rule does not quite add up in Crusius’ account:* For it is explicitly stated that nei-
ther the Ottoman soldiers nor Mehmed himself knew about Constantine’s physical
appearance (ignorarunt Imperatorem Barbari). This lack of knowledge eventually led
to the problem of identifying the ruler’s body in the first place.”® Crusius states that
Constantine was not killed deliberately but rather by chance, if not by mistake (alio-
quin [...] haud interfecturi), and that his body was not brought to the sultan immedi-
ately but after a belated, yet diligent search (posterius vero diligenti inquestione facta).
Eventually, the ruler was not recognised by his face but by imperial insignia on the
torso and other nobles who lay dead around him (a Mamale, alijsque proceribus agni-
tum). For Mehmed II, this (necessarily) sufficed: After having confirmed that the
‘right’ person had been found dead, his fear of a counter-offensive — led by a former
ruler who wanted to regain his throne — dissolved (ne forte [...] bellum renouari [...]
tunc a metu ille destitit). Being therefore assured that the change of rule from the By-
zantines to the Ottomans was successfully completed, both Mehmed and his troops
could breathe easy. However, it is precisely because of the emphasis on the sultan’s
fears, his subsequent relief, and the many inconsistences in identifying Constantine’s

20 Martin Crusius, TG 1, 12: (...) miserrimus Imp. Constantinus: eodem tempore, quo Turce irruerunt,
qua parte S. Romani porta est, obibat meenia, ipse et alij proceres, inspiciendi causa. Tunc obuiam facti
hostes, pugnam commiserunt, in qua caput ei preecisum est, pugnanti, & neutiquam seruitutem subire
volenti. (...) — The most pitiful Emperor Constantine and other nobles died when the Turks invaded the
city, at the Gate of St. Rhomanos, while inspecting the walls. After they encountered the enemies, a fight
ensued in which his [sc. Constantine’s] head was cut off, for he fought since he did not want to be en-
slaved under any circumstances.

21 Martin Crusius, TG 1, 12: Id factum inde, quod ignorarunt Imperatorem Barbari: alioquin, ut mea
fert opinio, haud interfecturi: sed, quoquo modo potuissent, viuum in potestate redacturi: & suo Regi
adducturi. Posterius vero diligenti inquestione facta (meiuente videlicet Sultano, ne forte adhuc in viuis
esset: profectusque, auxilijs alicunde adductis bellum renouari) inuenerunt caput eius: a Mamale, alijsue
Proceribus, agnitum. Tunc a metu ille destitit.

22 For the Latin original text that is quoted in parantheses in the following paragraph cf. note 21.

23 A similar problem in identifying the ruler’s body is discussed in Prietzel, Schlachtentod (2015), esp.
120, who examines the death of the Sicilian King Manfred (r. since 1258).
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body that the text also hints at the possibility that this sigh of relief was not justified:**
Was it ‘really’ the former Byzantine emperor whom the Ottoman troops had identified
by his chest armour?

It was mainly these nebulous circumstances of Constantine’s death that should
spark so many diverse iterations:* Indeed, Crusius’ account fits in well with this
hardly manageable number of sources dealing with the many facets of the last Byzan-
tine emperor’s death. In view of the questions posed by the editors of this volume,
however, the account of the German scholar also illustrates the complexity, fragility
and, thus, processuality of changes of rule. Crusius seems to mark the end of all varie-
ties of Byzantine rule permanently at first: By composing a double epitaph, he literally
buries not only the idea of Byzantine rulership but also the idea of a widow being a
potential heiress of her hushand, a figure of continuity and, thus, the possibility of
female rule in Byzantium.?® At the same time, however, the ambiguity of the words
Crusius chose for identifying the ruler’s body offers potential for subversive readings
of the change of rule from the Byzantines to the Ottomans.

This paper, therefore, argues that finding and identifying Constantine’s body has
a deeper meaning in the telling of the succession after the Ottoman conquest of Con-
stantinople in 1453: Mehmed may have been able to successfully bring about the city’s
conquest which made him de facto the new ruler. However, he was not able to seize
its rulership on his own as long as there is no predecessor whom it can be taken
from. Thus, in order to be considered the legitimate new ruler, Byzantine rule had to
be concluded formally first. To this end, Mehmed had to find the former ruler:
Whether brought about by force or not, the sultan’s accession to power, consequently,

24 Cf. also the trenchant assessment by Hanak/Philippides, Siege (2011), 236, remark: “It is not at all
certain, however, that a proper identification of the emperor’s remains was ever made.” Cf. also Car-
roll, Constantine (1984).

25 On this vast field of research cf. Nicol, Emperor (1992), 96-108, Papayianni, Polis (2010), Philippides,
Constantine (2018), 11 note 5 and passim, Hanak]/id., Siege (2011), 236-288, Halstead, Greeks (2019), id.,
Everyday (2022), esp. 244-247, and more generally Marciniak/Smythe, Introduction (2016), with an ex-
tensive bibliography in the footnotes and who ibid., 6, among others, also mention the science fiction
author Harry Turtledove (* 1949) whose short story ‘The Emperor’s Return’ in the pulp magazine
‘Weird Tales’ served as inspiration for the chapter headings in this article. On this, cf. Turtledove, Em-
peror’s Return (1990), and more generally Everett/Shanks (Eds.), Legacy (2015). On ‘iterations in the
border region’ of Crown Ruthenia cf. recently Jaros, Iterationen (2021), 5 £., 13-24.

26 Female rule is, of course, also attested in Byzantium — to name but a few with Irene (r. 797-802),
Theodora (r. 830-867), and Zoé (r. 1028-1050) who temporarily ruled together with her sister Theodora
(r. 1042-1056). But albeit the study of female power, agency and political activity in Byzantium has
increased considerably since the turn of the millennium at the latest, early and middle Byzantine em-
presses have received far more attention in research than those of the later period, cf. Herrin, Influ-
ence (2013), 161-193, id., Women (2001), James, Empresses (2001), Garland, Empresses (1999), and Hill,
Imperial Women (1999). Cf. recently on the late Byzantine period Melichar, Empresses (2019). On the
general potential of gender studies in Byzantium cf. Neville, Gender (2019), with further literature, and
also Kinloch, Subordination (2020), esp. 305-307.
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remains in the balance until his predecessor is found and identified. This prolongs the
transition of rule as such since it has, strictly spoken, not taken place, or at least not
been completed yet. While, for the sultan, Ottoman rule in Constantinople seems so
close and yet so far, the opposite applies to the Byzantines: Their rule is not over yet,
but, most probably, will be soon.

In this context, the mere possibility that Constantine had survived the fighting
highlights the ambiguity that is inherent in changes of rule in general. Thus, a para-
doxical situation arises: While the predecessor is simultaneously alive and dead, both
his and his successor’s reign — and, thus, the change of rule itself — remain in the bal-
ance, causing a predicament that is not easy to resolve. But how is a ruler credibly
dead although he might still be alive, a change of rule accomplished and yet still in
progress, and rulership, thus, there and not? This moment is what I would like to coin
as ‘Schrodinger’s Rule’. For in the overlay of both the ruler’s survival and death and
in contradiction to the temporally rather condensed perception of monarchical suc-
cessions as happening on the spot, possibilities of deliberate discomfort and delegitim-
isation are created. The change of rule is, thus, dynamised itself.

Using the conquest of Constantinople in 1453 as an example, this paper contrib-
utes to aspects of different temporalities inherent to narrating changes of rule by fo-
cusing on the ruler’s body. It is argued that the body has a particular narrative
potential in offering both contemporary and later authors the opportunity to com-
ment on changes of rule. Thus, in combining recent approaches from the fields of
body history and cultural history, this paper offers a re-examination of a pivotal con-
temporary account which is generally regarded to be not only critical of the newly
installed Ottoman rule but also of Constantine XI: the ‘History’ of the late Byzantine
author Doukas (fl. 1400— after 1462).%” To this end, after some introductory remarks
on the author and his work and a brief discussion of the current state of research, the
narrative logic of Doukas’ account and the role of the emperor’s body in it will be
analysed in detail.

27 Cf. comprehensively Reinsch, Einleitung (2020), 7-56, with further literature ibid., 52-56, who has
to be considered “the main point of reference for (...) dealing with Doukas’ historiographical work”, as
Monticini, Rev. of Dukas, Chronographia. Ed. Reinsch (2021), 241, has rightly pointed out. For more con-
cise introductions cf. Prinzing, Doukas (2013), Karpozelos, BuCavtwvol (2015), 287 f., Talbot, Doukas
(1991), and Magoulias, Introduction (1975), 23-41. A critical edition is being prepared by Sofia Kotza-
bassi (University of Thessaloniki); the text presented in Ducas Istoria. Ed. Grecu, has been re-
published with a German translation in Dukas, Chronographia. Ed. Reinsch, based on a new collation
of the codex unicus, cf. id., Einleitung (2020), 48. For an English translation cf. Doukas, Decline. Ed.
Magoulias. Unless otherwise indicated, for the ‘History’ of Doukas, this paper uses the edition pre-
pared by Reinsch and the English translation by Magoulias.
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Merely old Wine into new Wineskins? Telling
the Death of Constantine XI in contemporary
Byzantine Historiography

There is no account considered historical that relates the final moments of Constan-
tine’s life.”® Not even George Sphrantzes (fl. 1401-1477/1479), the Byzantine imperial
courtier, confidant of the Emperor and eyewitness to the Ottoman conquest, provides
any specific information on the ruler’s death in his ‘Chronicon Minus’ because he was
not at his side at that hour but had been inspecting another part of the City, according
to his orders.” This lack of actual eyewitnesses for the end of Constantine’s life, how-

28 Cf. Philippides, Constantine (2018), 7.

29 Sphrantzes, Chronicon minus 35.9. Ed. Maisano, 134.4 f.: [¢avut]oD mAnciov avtol oty eVpedévtog Tij
Wpa exelvn, GAAA TpooTdel ékelvou eig emiokePv 8fiBev dAlov pépoug tiig moAews. The translation is
taken from Philippides, Constantine (2018), 316. In the following, the citation of Byzantine Greek sources
first designates the resp. chapter (sections) of each work and then indicates the pages and line numbers in
the resp. edition. Cf. on Sphrantzes Vachaviolos, Church Union (2019), esp. 380-384, and Hanak/id., Siege
(2011), 139-191, with further literature in the footnotes. That there initially was uncertainty about Constan-
tine’s fate after the Ottoman takeover of the city, is also made clear by Makarios Melissenos-Melissourgos
(f 1585), an exiled metropolitan bishop of Monemvasia who oversaw the forgery of the extended version
of the ‘Chronicon minus’ of Sphrantzes, the ‘Chronicon maius’. Makarios Melissenos-Melissourgos, Chron-
icon maius III, 9. Ed. Bekker, 290.18-291-10: w¢ 00V 1 TTOALG, £0Aw, O aunpdg £vSov eioeA@wv 0BUG Tdon
omovdf] {RTow énoiel mepl 100 Paocéwg, Katd volv Aoyllouevog Ao, el py uovov wabetv § Cfj i
€0vnkev 0 Baoevg. kal Tveg pév EABOVTES EAeyov 8TL EQuyey, GANoL 8¢ &v Ti) TOAEL EAeyov elval KEKpuY-
uévov, Aot 8¢ teBvaval paydpevov. kal BéAwv matobijval dAn0@mg £oteley, EvBa T owPATA THY Avalpe-
Bévtwv €xelro owpoeld®g (...). xal mAeloTag KePaAdS OV avalpedévtwy Emivvay, el ToxN Kal TV
Bacwny yvwplowaot. xal ovk RduvBnoay yvwploat adtiyv, el pn 0 teBvedg ntdua 100 Paciéng evpo-
VTEG, £yVOPLoaV avTO K TV PacAK®Y TEpKVNUiSwy A kal medidwy, £va xpuool Getol foav yeypauué-
voi, w¢ €8og Umijpxe Tolg Paciebol. kal pabwv 0 aunpdg mepyyapng kat evepavopevog LTIpEE Kal
npootdel avTod oi evpebévTeg XploTiavol EBaav T0 BACIALKOV TTOUA UETA PACAKAG TLUiG — After the
city was captured, the sultan entered and immediately showed great concern about the emperor; he was
extremely anxious to find out whether the emperor was still alive or dead. Some individuals came and said
that he had escaped; others said that he was hiding in the city; others that he had died fighting. And as he
wanted to find out exactly what had happened, he sent to the place where the bodies of the slain were lying
in heaps (...). They washed the heads of many corpses, in case they recognized the emperor’s head. But they
proved unable to recognize it; they did find the corpse of the emperor, which they recognized from the impe-
rial greaves and shoes, which had been imprinted with golden eagles, as it was the custom with the emper-
ors. When the sultan found out, he rejoiced greatly and became cheerful. By his order the Christians who
were found there buried the corpse of the emperor with imperial honors. The translation is taken from Phil-
ippides, Constantine (2018), 380. The similarity between Melissenos-Melissourgos’ and Crusius’ account is
due to the use of the ‘Patriarchal History’ by Manuel Malaxos, cf. Hanak/Philippides, Siege (2011), 92-94,
with further literature in note 145, and more generally ibid., 139-192, on the ‘Chronicon minus’ and ‘Chron-
icon maius’. A new critical edition is being prepared within the German Research Foundation funded proj-
ect ‘Forgery of a Chronicle — Chronicle of a Forgery. Origin and Transmission of the so-called Chronicon
maius of Pseudo-Sphrantzes’ which is led by Sonja Schénauer (University of Cologne).
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ever, serves as only one reason why Crusius — who otherwise seems so concerned
with accuracy — describes the circumstances of the emperor’s death in his account
clearly at first, though this proves inconclusive on closer examination. After all, there
were other Byzantine survivors who could have likely identified the emperor.

This is also what the late Byzantine historian Doukas implies in his ‘History’. Eve-
rything that is known about him is what the author lets his intended audience know in
his work — and this information does not even include a reliable transmission of his
first name.*® Probably born around 1400, Doukas was in service of the Genoese ruling
family Gattilusi on the island of Lesbos since the 1420s.3! Having witnessed, from Didy-
moteicho, the Ottoman siege preparations outside Constantinople, he visited Edirne
after the conquest of Constantinople to deliver tributes.* His historiographical work is
considered to be one of the most important contemporary sources on the Ottoman con-
quest of Constantinople.® It is transmitted without a title or proper ending:** Origi-

30 That Doukas’ first name was Michael is considered as certain by Magoulias, Introduction (1975), 27,
Talbot, Doukas (1991), 656, and Reinsch, Einleitung (2020), 7, yet only “with a certain probability” id.,
Mehmet (2009), 16 (“mit einer gewissen Wahrscheinlichkeit”); more reluctantly cf. Moravcsik, Byzanti-
noturcica (1958), 247, Hunger, Literatur (1978), 490, and Magoulias, Introduction (1975), 26, who re-
marks that this principle of name giving — if it was still consistently practised in the Eastern
Mediterranean at the beginning of the 15th century — would only apply to the first-born. Cf. similarly
cautious Flusin/Saint-Guillain, Doukas (2016), 105.

31 Cf. Talbot, Doukas (1991), 656, albeit Reinsch, Einleitung (2020), 7, correctly states that “[i]t is impos-
sible to determine exactly when he was born.” (“Wann er geboren ist, kann man nicht genau bestim-
men.”) Therefore, it can only — if at all — be given an approximate estimate for a rough temporal
localisation. Magoulias, Introduction (1975), 26 f., does not mention a year of birth at all, yet Flusin/
Saint-Guillain, Doukas (2016), 105, dates his birth “doubtlessly” (“sans doute”) to the 1390s.

32 Cf. Doukas 35.2. Ed. Reinsch, 438.11 £, and ibid. 44.1, 570.3-6, with Moravcsik, Byzantinoturcica
(1958), 247 f., Hunger, Literatur (1978), 490, Talbot, Doukas (1991), 656, Flusin/Saint-Guillain, Doukas
(2016), 106 f., and Reinsch, Einleitung (2020), 9 f. The author also testifies himself to an unsuccessful
diplomatic mission to the Ottoman Constantinople in Doukas 44.7. Ed. Reinsch, 580.5-9. The passages
mentioned in this footnote are translated in Doukas, Decline. Ed. Magoulias, 200 f., 250 f., 254.

33 Cf. e. g. already Moravcsik, Byzantinoturcica (%1958), 249 £, Magoulias, Introduction (1975), 23 £, 34,
and Rosenquist, Literatur (2007), 179. On a brief overview of the content of Doukas’ work cf. Reinsch,
Einleitung (2020), 12-14.

34 The title ‘Historia turco-byzantina’ which Doukas’ work is commonly referred to traces back to the
first editions of the work by Ismaél Boulliau (1605-1694) and Vasile Grecu (1885-1972). It is also quite
accurate in terms of content for it tells the story of the last centuries of Byzantium and the rise of the
Ottomans, cf. Magoulias, Introduction (1975), 27, and Flusin/Saint-Guillain, Doukas (2016), 105 £. Cf. also
Reinsch, Einleitung (2020), 7 £, 11 f,, 607, and id., Text (2019), 187, who discusses the repeatedly argued
thesis that Doukas’ work has neither a title nor an ending due to a loss of pages. Cf. on this view Hun-
ger, Literatur (1978), 490 f., and Kotzabassi, Kopist (1993), 307, who, however, has revised her opinion
id., Kopist (2004), 683. Thus, my remark in Szill, Herrschaftszeiten (2020), 271 (note 17), is also incorrect:
Doukas’ work is transmitted as codex unicus in a 15th century manuscript compilation which is kept
as MS grec. 1310, fol. 288™-391", in the Bibliothéque nationale de France, Paris. There also is an early
18th century copy in BNF MS grec. 1766. Furthermore, there is an anonymous 15th century Italian
translation which is kept as Cod. Marec. It.VI 83, fol. 1-133, in the Biblioteca Marciana in Venice. For an
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nally intended as universal chronicle, the account becomes increasingly detailed from
the middle of the 14th century until, after a “harrowing account”® on the fall of Con-
stantinople including the death of Constantine XI, the work breaks off abruptly with
the Ottoman conquest of the island of Lesbos in 1462.3

Narrating the violent death of a Byzantine emperor could be regarded, in fact, as
quite a literary spectacle particularly for contemporary Byzantine authors: For the
fact that the last murder of this kind was committed during the Latin conquest of Con-
stantinople about 250 years earlier”’” may have only encouraged the composition of
further tales, myths, and legends about Constantine. This rich tradition is also re-
flected in modern contributions on the conquest of the city which almost always men-
tion his death either at least in passing or dedicated entire chapters to it.*® But while
it is, thus, undisputed that Constantine’s last moments in life are considered impor-
tant, the significance and deeper meaning of his demise have hardly been analysed
within the intrinsic logic of the individual narratives themselves: Instead, many con-
tributions have focused on a reconstruction of historical events in comparing a wide
range of sources, thereby concentrating on individual events and actors in an over-
arching meta-narrative, and, thus, aiming at a comparison of different modes of re-
presentation.®® Indispensable and important as these results may be, the narrative

edition cf. Anonymous, Ducae Historia Italice. Ed. Bekker, 349-512. This Italian translation is being an-
alysed by Miriam Salzmann (University of Mainz). Cf. comprehensively on the tradition of the text
Reinsch, Einleitung (2020), 42-47.

35 Moravcsik, Byzantinoturcica (%1958), 249, calls it “[d]ie erschiitternde Schilderung der Einnahme
von Konstantinopel (...).”

36 Cf. Doukas 45.23. Ed. Reinsch, 598.1-600.22, with a translation in Doukas, Decline. Ed. Magoulias,
261. Cf. also the supplement that is transmitted by the 15th century Italian codex in Doukas 45.23. Ed.
Reinsch 600.23-602.52, with a German translation. On the Italian codex cf. note 31 in this paper. The
conquest of Lesbos is considered the only reliable terminus post quem for both Doukas’ life and the
period in which his work was written, cf. already Hunger, Literatur (1978), 491, and Reinsch, Einleitung
(2020), 8, 14-16.

37 Cf. Reinsch, Tod (1994), 264, id., Tod (2003), 199 {., and Dennis, Death (2001). On the death of Alexios V
(r. 1204) cf. also Kraft, Prophecies (2021), with further literature in the footnotes. On the Latin conquest
of Constantinople in 1204, cf. also the paper of Simon Hasdenteufel in this volume.

38 Only recently Constantine XI received a new monograph which can justifiably be considered the
new standard work since it draws a much more balanced picture of Constantine’s life and legacy than
previous works did, cf. Philippides, Constantine (2018), with Harris, Rev. of Philippides, Constantine XI
(2019). Constantine’s death (and burial) has been subject to a vast amount of studies, indeed, cf. Mel-
vani, Tombs (2019), 252 f. In this context, linking the circumstances of his death with its subsequent
reception history proved a fruitful undertaking, cf. e. g. Philippides, Constantine (2018), esp. 314-317,
Hanaklid., Siege (2011), 232-237, Sakel, Tales (2006), Nicol, Emperor (1992), 74-108.

39 That the episode of the emperor’s death has much analytical potential is illustrated not least by
the fact that such comparative approaches focused on single phrases, cf. e. g. Reinsch, Tod (1994),
251-256, or on power constellations of individual figures and their interactions with each other, cf.
e. g. Philippides, Rumors (2017), and Reinsch, Mehmet (2009). In this context, also Doukas’ account on
the emperor’s death has found mentioning several times. Therein, the author harshly opposes the
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potential of the disappearance of Constantine’s corpse within the specific individual
narrative framework has rarely been considered.

Yet the potential of this perspective is also reflected in current research: The in-
terest in the ‘King’s Two Bodies’ seems greater than ever,*® and recent scholarship,
too, has not only re-acknowledged the significant role the human body played as a
material object in the Middle Ages but also highlighted its status as cultural construct
shaped by the meanings and practices applied to it.*' Since the corpse, therefore, was
also used as means in political discourse,** incorporating it in the telling the change
of rule, thus, offers particular potential not only to structure the narrative but also to
determine the liminality of the succession more precisely in order to comment on the
legitimacy of change of rule as a whole. The predecessor’s body serves, therefore,
equally as nucleus, and argument of the narrative — “and [its] disappearance does not
seem to have been accepted with (...) ease.”*

newly established Ottoman rule but “refuses to consider [Constantine XI] the legitimate emperor.”
(Magoulias, Introduction [1975], 35, cf. also Philippides, Constantine [2018], 222.) In Doukas’ narrative, it
is stressed that Mehmed, his “béte noir”, as Reinsch, Mehmet (2009), 15, aptly put it, rules unjustly in
Constantinople. Cf. on the broad range of insults the author, therefore, attributes to the sultan ibid., 15,
and similarly id., Einleitung (2020), 32. This, indeed, fits well to an oracle that Doukas presents after
describing the Ottoman conquest of Constantinople which prophesied a more or less simultaneous end
to the rule of the Palaiologans and the Ottomans, (...) 6Tt 70 TéA0g Tijg TUPaVVISog TMV OTPdAVWY, EoTal
ouod eBdoav oLy T Télel Thg Paceiag ITaratoAdywv (...) — that the end of the Ottoman tyranny would
take place with the extinction of the Palaiologan dynasty, cf. Doukas 42.14. Ed. Reinsch, 554.7 f. The trans-
lation is taken from Doukas, Decline. Ed. Magoulias, 244. Cf. on this aspect Reinsch, Einleitung (2020),
17,24 £, and Szill, Herrschaftszeiten (2020).

40 Cf. e. g. Antenhofer, Concept (2016), Figurski/Mroziewicz/Sroczyrniski, Introduction (2017), and id./
Byttebier, Introduction (2021), each with an extensive bibliography in the footnotes. Cf. also the criticism
already stated by Jussen, Bodies (2009), 105. On Byzantium cf. recently Studer-Karlen, Image (2022),
Pawlik, Epiphany (2021), and Spingou, Power (2017).

41 Schmitz-Esser, Leichnam (2014), offers both an encyclopedic insight and overview of the very dif-
ferent functions a dead body could perform in the Middle Ages: These include, for example, its state
as an object of medical diagnosis such as a remedy or magical cure, as a pilgrimage goal in being
considered as an actual relic or in its use as a political instrument of legitimacy or manipulation,
cf. ibid., esp. 311-336. The book was recently published in English as Schmitz-Esser, Corpse (2021). Cf.
also Bruhn, Kein Platz (in print), JanfSen, Leben (2021), 23-29, Kamenzin, Tode (2020), 19-28, and Mara-
fioti, Body (2014), each with further literature.

42 Cf. Schmitz-Esser, Leichnam (2014), 8 f., 311-336.

43 Schmitz-Esser, Leichnam (2014), 46, states that “ihr Verschwinden [sc. von Leichnamen] scheint
keineswegs mit jener Leichtigkeit hingenommen worden zu sein.”
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Weirder Tales: A Change of Rule almost slipped from
Memory?

The late Byzantine author Doukas is not considered to be particularly fond of Con-
stantine.** Therefore, the mere fact that the ruler is assigned such a prominent role in
his account on the conquest of Constantinople is not self-evident. For Doukas, Byzan-
tine legitimate rule had already come to an end with the death of John VIII (r. since
1425) in 1448 — and, thus, five years prior to the Ottoman conquest of Constantinople.*®
Against this background, it is perhaps only consistent that Doukas does not provide a
thorough account of Constantine’s coronation as emperor — because he had never
been nor would he ever be crowned.*® That Constantine held this title at all was, ac-
cording to Doukas, only due to a foolish assembly of the Romans (...) [that] called him
Emperor Constantine (...).*" Strictly spoken, this event had never taken place, for Con-
stantine, indeed, had never been formally crowned: He was only invested secularly in
Mystras on January 6th 1449 in a ceremony that lacked any religious significance.*®

It is this very passage on the emperor’s status that generally serves as crown wit-
ness for Doukas’ dismissive attitude against Constantine.*® And given this, the author
may well have held a view that met with approval: As Marios Philippides has pointed

44 Cf. e. g. Philippides, Constantine (2018), 222, and Reinsch, Introduction (2020), 14, 24.

45 Doukas 33.1. Ed. Reinsch, 396.1-398.6: 0 &¢ Baoirelg Twavvng modaiyla meopevog év mToAlolG Ete-
ow xal petd v éndvodov amo Traiag €v moAdalg OAlYeot kal Svogopiatg GV, T pev Sua Ty TV
EKKANOLOV Tapaynv: T 8¢ St v ékdnuiav Tig eomoivng, kKatéAapev avTtoOV vocog: Kal v OAlyalg
nuépaig €terevtnoev: Hotatog Pacievs ypnuatioag Pwuaiwv — Emperor John who had suffered from
gout for many years, a condition that was aggravated by the deep distress and grief he experienced
after his return from [the Council of Florence in] Italy, partly because of the agitation resulting from
the Union of the Churches, and partly because of the empress’s death, fell gravely ill and within a few
days died, the last to reign as emperor of the Romans. The translation is taken from Doukas, Decline.
Ed. Magoulias, 186. Already here, the strong focus on both the emperor’s physical and emotional
frailty is striking, as it neither corresponds with the expectations on the body politic nor with the rul-
er’s virtues, cf. Philippides, Constantine (2018), 213 f. In this context, Doukas also recalls the death of
the last Byzantine Empress, Maria Comnene of Trapezunt (fl. before 1404-1439) who died before
John’s return from the Council of Ferrara-Florence-Rome, cf. Doukas 31.7. Ed. Reinsch, 382.1-384.1,
with a translation in Doukas, Decline. Ed. Magoulias, 181.

46 Doukas 34.2. Ed. Reinsch, 414.3-416.4: o0mw yap Av ote@eig adAd o08E oTe@Bfval éueAde. The
translation is taken from Doukas, Decline. Ed. Magoulias, 192.

47 Doukas 34.2. Ed. Reinsch, 414.1-3: pwpd tOv Pupaivv cuvaywyn (...) Aéyovteg mig 6 Baciiets Kwv-
otavtivog. The translation is taken from Doukas, Decline. Ed. Magoulias, 192. Cf. also Philippides, Con-
stantine (2018), 222, 234 (note 123).

48 The coronation could have only been performed by the patriarch of Constantinople in the Hagia
Sophia, cf. Philippides, Constantine (2018), 221-223, esp. 222: “The contemporaries of Constantine were
sharply divided on this issue. The majority seems to have accepted the legitimacy of his position. He
was de facto and de iure emperor, even if the required ceremony in church had been denied to him.”
49 Cf. e. g. Reinsch, Introduction (2020), 14.
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out in his seminal study on Constantine, contemporaries were, indeed, highly divided
on the issue of the ruler’s legitimacy.*® Yet, despite being so critical about the circum-
stances of the coronation, Doukas continues his narrative by explicitly referring to
Constantine as ‘emperor’ himself — just as he did with John VIII and his predeces-
sors.” Therefore, Doukas either did share the general acceptance of Constantine’s de
facto rule after all,>® or at least agreed with this opinion insofar as he, too, assigned
him as an indispensable role in the narrative.’® But what seems even more important
in this context is that Mehmed was neither particularly concerned with Constantine’s
legitimacy nor did he seem to be informed about his disputed status at all — at least,
this is what Doukas suggests in his narrative: Mehmed calls Constantine the ‘Emperor
of the Romans’ immediately.>* As it was the case with Crusius’ ‘Turco-Graecia’, it is
also Mehmed’s ignorance, indifference, or lack of interest that is at the heart of Dou-
kas’ narrative framework.

The notion that, also in Doukas’ account, Constantine serves an important role in
the change of rule from the Byzantines to the Ottomans despite not being fully legiti-
mate may be not initially apparent: In large parts of the account of the Ottoman siege
of Constantinople, Constantine hardly plays a role at all. He is only briefly mentioned
as taking up his defensive position on the Theodosian Walls and as supporting the
Genoese captain Giovanni Giustiniani Longo (fl. 1418-1453) alongside his troops.™ It is
only after the latter had been wounded that Constantine was put in charge. His behav-
iour, however, cannot be described as very imperial: Doukas does not ascribe the
same — or even remotely similar — military qualities to him as he does to the com-
mander (...) and heroic and powerful warrior*® Giustiniani nor does Constantine seem
to be successful in terms of keeping up the esprit de corps. But albeit he and his com-
panions lost heart, they continued fighting with all their strength.>’

50 Cf. Philippides, Constantine (2018), 222, 234 (note 112) with further literature on this issue.

51 While Philippides, Constantine (2018), 222, emphasises Doukas’ inconsistency in this context,
Reinsch, Mehmet (2009), 19, states that Doukas “quite consistently (...) only very hesitantly granted
[Constantine] the title BaoAevg” (“durchaus konsequenterweise (...) nur sehr zégerlich der Titel Baot-
Aevg zugestanden [wird]”).

52 Cf. Philippides, Constantine (2018), 222.

53 Cf. Reinsch, Introduction (2020), 14.

54 Cf. Doukas 34.3. Ed. Reinsch, 418.4. The passage is translated in Doukas, Decline. Ed. Magoulias,
193 1.

55 Cf. Doukas 39.8. Ed. Reinsch, 496.1-4, and ibid. 39.9, 496.8 f. Both passages are translated in Doukas,
Decline. Ed. Magoulias, 222.

56 Doukas 39.10. Ed. Reinsch, 496.2—4: Tov otpatnyov (...) kal ioyvovta kat (vOpwmnov moAeptotiv. The
translation is taken from Doukas, Decline. Ed. Magoulias, 222.

57 Doukas 39.10. Ed. Reinsch, 498.22 f.: ¢8eiAiacev xal ol ueT’ avtov: MANV 600V 1) SUVANLG AVTEUG-
yovto. The translation is taken from Doukas, Decline. Ed. Magoulias, 222 f., with minor changes.
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Doukas, then, describes the rapid and violent advance of the Ottoman troops into
Constantinople who cut down all those they met.>® Constantine dies in this bloodbath.
Interestingly enough, the description of his death takes up almost twice as much
space as that of the legitimate Byzantine Emperor John VIII. And in marked contrast
to the death scene of his predecessor, the author even assigns a brief direct speech to
Constantine in this context: Is there no one among the Christians who will take my
head from me?* This passage has been adapted in pre-modern sources as well as ana-
lysed in modern scholarship multiple times. It not only foreshadows the tragic death
of a Christian Emperor who stood, despairing and hopeless, with sword and shield in
hand (...), abandoned and alone® against his enemies, calling out his final words and
also his death wish that was ultimately fulfilled by his non-Christian opponents.®!
More importantly, it highlights the only physical feature that clearly identifies him in
course of the further narrative: his head. This seems all the more important since
Doukas nowhere describes the emperor’s insignia, such as his (chest) armour or
cloak, nor any of his bodily features. Indeed, Constantine’s death scene is kept rather
short:

One of the Turks wounded him by striking him flush, and he, in turn, gave the Turk a blow.
A second Turk delivered a mortal blow from behind and the emperor fell to the earth. They slew
him as a common soldier and left him, because they did not know he was the emperor.®

Having died an ordinary fighter, the emperor’s body remains lying unrecognized in
the streets of Constantinople for the next 20 chapters. Constantine already seems to
be almost forgotten, indeed, until the Grand Duke Loukas Notaras mentions him to
Mehmed II who is boasting about his success in taking the city:%*

58 Doukas 39.12. Ed. Reinsch, 500.18: tou¢ cuvavt®vtag katékontov. The translation is taken from
Doukas, Decline. Ed. Magoulias, 223 f.

59 Doukas 39.13. Ed. Reinsch, 500.2—4: o0k’ €07t T(¢ T®V XpLoTIav®V T00 AABEY THV KEYAANV pov r’
¢uo0; The translation is taken from Doukas, Decline. Ed. Magoulias, 224.

60 Doukas 39.13. Ed. Reinsch, 500.1-4: amayopevoag £avtdv iotdpevog Baotalwv onddny (...), povwta-
706 aroAelpOeic. The translation is taken from Doukas, Decline. Ed. Magoulias, 224.

61 Cf. e. g. Philippides, Constantine (2018), 314-319, Reinsch, Tod (2003), 200 f,, id., Tod (1994), 256 f.,
and Nicol, Emperor (1992), 74-108, each with further literature.

62 Doukas 39.13. Ed. Reinsch, 502, 5-9: T4te €ig T®v Tovpkwvy 800G adTd Kath mpdowmov kal TAREAg:
Kal avTog @ Tovpkw £tépav £xapioato. TV 6miabev 8 €tepog katpiav So0g TANyNY, éneoe Kata yiig.
oV yap fecav 4Tt 6 Pacreds €0Tiv: GAN (G KOOV otpatiwtny Todtov Bavatwoavteg defkav. The
translation is taken from Doukas, Decline. Ed. Magoulias, 224.

63 Philippides, Constantine (2018), 4: “Soon after the sack, Constantine’s grand duke, Loukas Notaras,
was accused of playing both sides. Gradually this charge of duplicity transformed itself into an accusa-
tion of treason. What circumstances Notaras’ treason entailed, no one could say but the grand duke
became the proverbial villain.” On Loukas Notaras cf. ibid., 218-221, Reinsch, Turban (1996), and Gan-
chou, Rachat (2002), each with further literature.
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‘Did you do well not to surrender the City? Behold the damage and ruin! Behold the captivity of so
many!’ The duke replied, ‘Lord, we did not have the authority to give you the City. The emperor
himself did not have that authority.”*

What was originally intended as a mockery of the defeated, now turns into its exact
opposite for Mehmed. Because

[wlhen he heard the name of the emperor, he asked if he had escaped in the ships. The duke replied
that he did not know because he was posted at the Imperial Gate when the Turks, who entered by
the Gate of Charisios, encountered the emperor.*

Two Ottoman soldiers, then, stepped forward, almost competing for the claim to be
the one who gave the emperor the better, more deadly blow.®® But since the first one
was in a hurry to enter the City with his companions to search for plunder, (...) [he] left
him [sc. the emperor’s body] behind dead.®’ Being sent off by their sultan and running
swiftly, they found him [sc. Constantinel, and cutting of his head, they presented it to
the ruler.%®

It is not only the satirical undertone that marks the scene as criticism. In contrast
to Doukas’ previous report, the Ottoman soldiers now claim that they had killed Con-
stantine knowingly and willingly — but had consciously left him behind to indulge in
their greed for loot. In this context, however, Doukas seems to have aimed less at a
critique of Constantine whose body is almost forgotten since it is only one of many in
a pile of corpses. Rather, the very act of leaving the ruler’s body behind is used delib-
erately and purposefully to illustrate the sultans’ ignorance, disorganisation, and for-
getfulness. After all, it is Mehmed who affirmed on oath that he desired for himself no
gain other than the buildings and walls of the City® before the final assault. Instead of
giving the order to find the Byzantine emperor and bring him to him, he promises the

64 Doukas 40.3. Ed. Reinsch, 522.3-6: ‘kaA®g émoujoate o0 pi mapadodvat Ty moAw. i8e moon {nuia
¢yeydvel mooog 0AeBpog, moon aiyuaiwaoia’ 6 8¢ §o0E anekpivato: ‘kKUpLe oUK * elyauev TOONV NHUES
¢tovalav ToD 8186vat oe TV II6ALY- 008E 0 Paciieds avtdc. (...) The translation is taken from Doukas,
Decline. Ed. Magoulias, 232.

65 Doukas 40.3. Ed. Reinsch, 522.10-14: tdte dkovoag T0 dvoua T00 Baciéwe, 1pwnaoey el 0 Pacielg
anédpa oLV Talg vavet. kai 6 SoVE dmekpivato dTL 0vK’ 0l8ev. AV yap adTog v Tij Backif] ITUAY ToTe,
6te ot ToOpkol guvivtnoav eioeAb6vTeg v Tff TOAN i Xapool, t® PactAel. The translation is taken
from Doukas, Decline. Ed. Magoulias, 232.

66 Doukas 40.3. Ed. Reinsch, 522.14-18: eipnkev 6 £i¢ 16 TupavvwKOpLe £y® ToUTOV GmékTewva. (...) 0 &
a\og elnev- éyw todtov éndtaga mpdTov — The first informed the tyrant, ‘Lord, I slew him. (...)’
The second youth added, ‘I struck him the first blow.” The translation is taken from Doukas, Decline.
Ed. Magoulias, 232.

67 Doukas 40.3. Ed. Reinsch, 522.16 f.: Blag6uevog obv oD gioelbely kal aprdoat ovv toig ovv [adTod],
£aoa a0TOV vekpov kataAeipag. The translation is taken from Doukas, Decline. Ed. Magoulias, 232.

68 Doukas 40.3. Ed. Reinsch, 524.20 f.: tayu8popricavteg ebpov: Kai TV KEQAANV abToD TEUOVTES TTap-
éotnoav @ nyepdvi. The translation is taken from Doukas, Decline. Ed. Magoulias, 232.

69 Doukas 39.2. Ed. Reinsch, 490.4-492.5: 6pdoag GG oUKET A0 XpNleL kKEPSOG ANV TUG 0iKOSOHAG
kol o telyn Tig moAewe. The translation is taken from Doukas, Decline. Ed. Magoulias, 220.
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treasures and prisoners to be captured in the city to the Ottoman troops as their re-
ward.”® Furthermore, it is Mehmed who, after setting aside his suspicions and fears
(...), made his entry into the City with his viziers and satraps.” It is Mehmed who
boasts confidently about his victory to Notaras, only to be reminded by the latter of
his missing rival; having, therefore, directed the conversation to the emperor’s where-
abouts, it is also Notaras whom Mehmed finally asks for help in identifying Constan-
tine’s body:

‘Tell me truthfully if this is the head of your emperor.” Upon careful examination, he answered, ‘It
is his, Lord.’ Others saw it too and recognized it. Then they affixed it to the Column of
the Augustaion, and it remained there until evening. Afterward, the skin was peeled off and stuffed
with straw, and Mehmed sent it around, exhibiting the symbol of triumph to the chief of the Per-
sians and Arabs, and to all the other Turks.”

Several things seem worth noting here: While Doukas had emphasised that the two
Ottoman soldiers had killed Constantine like a common soldier (...) because they did
not know he was the emperor’ earlier, his body was now found, decapitated and
brought quickly before Mehmed without any further difficulties, albeit being buried
under numerous corpses and without having any identifying features on him.” On
the sultan’s orders, the head was, then, identified by all the Byzantines present before
being accordingly prepared to be finally passed around among the Muslim rulers as a
travelling trophy. In fact, this passage is full of foreign stereotypes showing both Meh-
med’s cruelty and dishonesty in dealing with the conquered of Constantinople.

The alleged museification (Musealisierung) of Constantine’s head, however, ap-
pears suspicious: For albeit there was, indeed, the Byzantine custom of displaying the
severed head of a defeated enemy on a stake,”” one would expect Muslim sources to

70 Cf. Doukas 39.2. Ed. Reinsch, 492.6 f. The passage is translated in Doukas, Decline. Ed. Magoulias,
220.

71 Doukas 40.1. Ed. Reinsch, 520.4-6: miéicav Umopiav kal oBov anobéuevog, iofiel EVTog Tig mTOAEwWS
oLV T01¢ aUTOD uesdovaty Kal £Tépotg catpamals. The translation is taken from Doukas, Decline. Ed.
Magoulias, 231.

72 Doukas 40.3. Ed. Reinsch, 524.21-29: 6 8¢ TOpavvog €pn mpog Tov péyadodka- ,einé pol o aAndég el
il Ks(poo\n abtn €ott 100 Paciéwg cov.: TOTE KATAOTOXAGAUEVOG QUTHY, elpnkev: éketvou €otl kUpLe.t

€l8ov 00V aumv kal Etepol kal £yvaploav. T0Te TPooiAwoav abTy, &v 7@ kiovt Tol Avyovotaiov: kal
{otato éwg eomépag. peta 8¢ Tabta ékdeipag kal dyvpolg o épua atolfdoag: Emeppe mavtayod Set-
KvOwV T0 TG viKng cbupoAov, T@ TOV Ilepo®v apyny®: kal TV AppdBwv Kal T0Tg GAAolg TovpKOLG.
The translation is taken from Doukas, Decline. Ed. Magoulias, 232.

73 Cf. for the Greek text note 51. Doukas 39.12. Ed. Reinsch, 500.9-18, also describes the piles of corpses
that prevented the Ottomans from entering the city. For a translation cf. Doukas, Decline. Ed. Magou-
lias, 223 f.

74 In doing so, the Ottoman soldiers unwittingly fulfil Constantine’s last wish, cf. the emperor’s excla-
mation in Doukas 39.13. Ed. Reinsch, 500.2—4, which is also cited above in note 57.

75 Cf. Miklds Szdke, Treaty (2018), 202 (note 20), with further literature. On impaling as death penalty
cf. Heher, Tod (2013).
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report about such a spectacle had it happened. However, the opposite is the case: As
Philip Bockholt demonstrated recently, the conquest of Constantinople in 1453 was re-
garded as important in contemporary sources of the Islamic East but they did not put
any particular emphasis on the event.”® Moreover, Doukas himself subsequently gives
an alternative version of the whereabouts of the Megas Doux, Loukas Notaras, during
the fighting:

Other say, however, that the duke was discovered with Orchan [fl. 1412-1453] in the tower of the
castle of the Franks, and that they gave themselves up there because it was no longer possible to
resist the Turks. (...) When the survivors in the tower had surrendered, they (...) were taken to
(...) [a] ship. One of the captives, to gain his freedom, bargained with the ship captain: ‘If you will
set me free this day, I will deliver to you (...) the grand duke.’ (...) [And hle brought the grand duke
to the ruler in Kosmedion (...).”

It is this second version that deserves closer scrutiny. Here, it is precisely explained
exactly how Notaras was captured during the advance of the Ottoman troops into the
city and how he came before the sultan. This course of events leads directly to the
conversation that Doukas refers to at the beginning of his passage. The identification
of the Constantine’s head, however, depends on Notaras’ statements about his own
whereabouts during the final assault.”®

Therefore, the confirmation by both Notaras and other Byzantines that the Otto-
mans had found the emperor’s head can also be read subversively: Doukas evokes
a second, more subtle level of interpretation for Notaras’ conversation with Mehmed
where the Megas Doux deliberately lied to the Sultan not only about his own where-
abouts but possibly also about the identification of the emperor’s head. Thus, Doukas
suggests that Notaras deliberately made a false statement — a white lie, so to speak, in
order to keep ‘the truth’ about Constantine’s whereabouts a secret (about which he
himself was not sure) and which all too easily found approval among the other Byzan-
tines present because of the grand duke’s office and authority.”

76 I kindly thank Philip Bockholt (University of Miinster) for pointing this out to me. Cf. on this in
general Bockholt, Lost (2021).

77 Doukas 40.4. Ed. Reinsch, 524.1-18: £tepot §¢ @aotv: g o o0 eVPEdn petd tod Opxay €v Td TOPyw
700 KaoteAiov TV PpavtléQiSwy: KaKel Tapedobnoav: OpHVTEG MG OUK’ AV Suvatodv avtiotacdal TALov
T0ilg TovpKoLG. (...) oi 8¢ Tod TUpyoL Mapadodévteg (...) &vtdg ol mAoiov (...) eioiyOnoav. Tote &l TdV
Al HOAWTWY TV PwPainy: KaTampayHaTeLodpevog Ty avtod éevbepiav, elpnke ¢ vavdpyw: ‘el éAev-
Bepwoelg pe orjpepov, €xw oot Sodvat (...) ToV péya Sovukav opod.’ (...) Tov 8¢ péyadolka (...) ig TOV ye-
uova amiyayev €v 7@ Koouidiw. The translation is taken from Doukas, Decline. Ed. Magoulias, 232 f.

78 Cf. on the fate of Notaras and his family after the Ottoman conquest of Constantinople Reinsch,
Mehmet (2009), 23-25, Philippides, Constantine (2018), 218 f., 245-247, with further literature, and the
following footnote.

79 On the death of Notaras in Doukas’ account cf. Doukas 40.5-40.7. Ed. Reinsch, 526.1-532.44, with a
translation in Doukas, Decline. Ed. Magoulias, 233-235. Mehmed, however, seemed to have learned
from his previous dilemma, cf. Doukas 40.5-40.7. Ed. Reinsch, 523.41-44: AaBwv odv O 8fjuiog Tag Ke-
QoAag AABeV gig O cuumdotlov: gupavicag avtig T aipoBopw Bnpiw. T 82 copata yvuva kel kal



418 —— Rike Szill

A misidentified corpse, a sultan who has fallen victim to cunning, who does not
know his opponent and who does not recognise the lies told to his face — against this
background, Doukas marks the moment of Mehmed’s accession to power — which he
had longed for so desperately — as mockery. He is ridiculed in front of everybody
present: the Ottoman troops who represent the people he already rules, and the By-
zantines who are represented by the grand duke and a (fake) emperor’s body.*° Thus,
even though Mehmed now seemed to formally have ended Byzantine rule, he, how-
ever, still does not rule them completely. The Byzantines are, thus, not inferior.

Doukas remains silent about which of the presented versions he believes himself.
Thus, it is left largely up to the intended audience to decide whether Constantine’s
head was now on display in distant Muslim countries, buried under a pile of corpses
in the streets of the conquered Constantinople or to be found elsewhere — for exam-
ple, on the shoulders of a still-living ruler. It is only in the lamentation on the fallen
city that the topic emerges for one last time. Here, the authors asks: Where are the
remains of Constantine the Great and the other emperors?** Although another — histor-
ically significant — Constantine is mentioned here explicitly, the resonances of the
shared name ‘Constantine’ and the allusion to the loss of the other dead emperor’s
bodies, one may also feel reminded of the last, not fully legitimate ruler who allegedly
died during the fall of the city to the Ottomans. However, whether this reflects the
author’s view or merely illustrates his own ignorance about the emperor’s where-
abouts cannot be fully decided. But be it as it may, Doukas ultimately answers this
delicate question with a concise counter-question which should speak volumes in fur-
ther reception.

White Lies and stinging Critique: Commenting
Mehmed’s ‘Accession’ to Power in the ‘History’
of Doukas

Changes of rule are dynamic processes: Manifesting both continuities and discontinu-
ities of rulership, they also demonstrate the fragility and precariousness that is funda-

araga katéhutev — The executioner picked up the heads and returned to the banquet, presenting them
to the bloodthirsty beast. He had abandoned the bodies where they lay naked and uninterred. The trans-
lation is taken from Doukas, Decline. Ed. Magoulias, 235.

80 Whether Doukas alluded to Mehmed’s own problems with legitimacy cannot be said with certainty
at this point, cf. on this Doukas 32.3. Ed. Reinsch, 392.6-8, with a translation in Doukas, Decline. Ed.
Magoulias, 184.

81 Doukas 41.2. Ed. Reinsch, 534.6 f.: mo0 ta (...) Aetpava (...) 7@ 100 peydrov Kwvotavtivov; The trans-
lation is taken from Doukas, Decline. Ed. Magoulias, 236.
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mentally inherent in power transitions. While the change of personnel from predeces-
sor to successor may seem rather uncomplicated, its actual implementation and consol-
idation depend highly on a plethora of factors that go far beyond the people who
represent the ‘old’ and ‘new’ rule. In this context, rumours about the return of an alleg-
edly dead ruler ultimately run counter to common notions of dynastic upheavals and
continuities, as they stimulated a broad discourse among both contemporaries and
later generations that ultimately postponed the actual change of rule.

The mere possibility that the last Byzantine emperor had survived the Ottoman
conquest of Constantinople thus dynamised the change of rule from the Byzantines to
the Ottomans by keeping it in balance. The paradox of an emperor simultaneously alive
and dead, which was called ‘Schrodinger’s Rule’ in this paper, was thereby nourished
primarily by lack of knowledge. Neither the Ottoman troops nor Mehmed himself were
aware of the emperor’s physical appearance; they were not able to recognise his body
but had to rely on the testimony of others, namely the Byzantines themselves, since
there were no identifying markers at hand that could not easily have been substituted
(such as a cloak, a helmet, or other imperial insignia, such as shoes).®? However, the
Byzantines were unaware of their emperor’s whereabouts as the Ottomans, simply not
knowing if he was still alive or not. The situation was further complicated by the fact
that this lack of information could not be overcome: The circumstances of the emper-
or’s death remained unexplained - in a way, Constantine, thus, became Schrodinger’s
cat but without the opportunity for bystanders to simply open the box to gain certainty
about his condition.

Against this background, it becomes clear why the death of the last Byzantine em-
peror has been told and retold again and again — and why modern historiography has
also continued to reproduce this narrative loop: Constantine is a ruler known espe-
cially for his death. Not least for this reason, the focus has so far been on comparing

82 That, for instance, the location as such seems to be a weak indication for identifying any corpse
also stresses Schmitz-Esser, Leichnam (2014), 61 (201). On the robbery of the dead’s garments cf. ibid.,
79, 86 £., 133 f. There are several examples on the identification of the ruler’s body in medieval sources,
on the identification of Harold II Godwinson (r. 1066) by Edith the Fair (fl. 1025-1066) after the battle
of Hastings in 1066 cf. Bruhn, Kein Platz (in print), and Schmitz-Esser, Leichnam (2014), 87 £., 321, on
identifying Charles the Bold (r. since 1467) after the battle of Nancy in 1477 and further examples cf.
ibid., 32, 86—89, and Prietzel, Schlachtentod (2015), 129, each with further literature; on the death of
King William (r. since 1256) after a battle near Hoogwoud in 1256 cf. Kamenzin, Tode (2020), 312-332,
esp. 317 £, 330 f. For the death of the Byzantine Emperor Nicephorus (r. since 802) in the battle of
Pliska in 811 cf. Miklds Széke, Treaty (2018), 197, 202 (note 20), and Ziemann, Dangerous Neighbours
(2018), with further literature. Although this source material includes typical and topical forms of
speaking, it is worth noting that, regarding the social differentiation of bodies, all the above-
mentioned identification markers refer to physical characteristics, not to items of clothing. Cf. on gar-
ments of the dead in general cf. Schmitz-Esser, Leichnam (2014), 362-402, esp. 370. On the fate of the
dead on the battlefield cf. ibid., 77-80, on face and facial scars as identifying markers cf. Morosini,
Body (2017), 178 £., and on facial disfigurement Skinner, Challenges (2016), 32—-34. On religious connota-
tions of scars cf. recently Dickason, Sacred Skin (2022).
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the circumstances of his death in different sources but not on the meaning ascribed to
it and to the change of rule respectively.

Focusing on the historiographical work of Doukas, this paper argued that his ac-
count is determined by the emperor’s disappearance in the fighting during the final
Ottoman assault on Constantinople. In this context, it is especially the ruler’s body
that serves as cornerstone to make sense of the change of rule from the Byzantines to
the Ottomans: Doukas, thereby, offers a biting commentary on Mehmed’s accession
which fits perfectly well with the authors’ general attitude towards the sultan — and
against this background, it is hardly surprising that Doukas characterises Mehmed
both as illegitimate and incapable of ruling. Even though Doukas does not conceal his
criticism of Constantine’s coronation, the author was not so much focusing on delegi-
timising his rule but rather concerned with instrumentalising his death and, above
all, his corpse for his own specific viewpoint on the power transition. In doing so, he
undoubtedly attaches a great deal of importance to Constantine. But this significance
is not to be equated with legitimacy: Even an illegitimate ruler can have significance,
so that, consequently, even an illegitimate rule must be concluded formally. This is
the difficult task Mehmed faces in the immediate aftermath of the city’s taking: His
troops may have been successful in their conquest but the change of rule can only be
brought about by the presence of the sultan’s predecessor. It is precisely this impor-
tant closing, however, that Mehmed - in the subversive reading of Doukas - fails to
achieve because “[s]imply put, Emperor Constantine XI (...) refused to die.”®®

Only recently the term ‘Interregnum’ has been used to describe historical constella-
tions as principally “‘open’ situations in which political solutions and constellations of
power can arise in different, unpredictable ways.”®* The change of rule from the Byzan-
tines to the Ottomans may not have come unexpected® but it still fits well into this
broader understanding of such “precarious temporal spaces of political in-between”®® —
or, as Stefan Tebruck has coined it recently, as a moment of “precarious ‘Herrschaft’”:’
For the late Byzantine author Doukas uses the absence of Constantine’s body not only
to prolong the transition of rule and, therefore, of the imperio vacante itself. In his nar-
rative, the rather complicated change of rule also leads to “a change of course being set
with lasting consequences for the ‘Herrschaftsverband’”: For Mehmed both fails to for-

83 Philippides, Constantine (2018), ix.

84 Kersken/Tebruck, Interregna (2020), 4, understand interregna as “offene’ historische Konstellatio-
nen, um Situationen, in denen sich politische Losungen und Machtkonstellationen in unterschied-
licher, nicht vorher absehbarer Weise herausbhilden konnten.” Cf. also Jaros, Rev. of Kersken/Tebruck,
Interregna (2022).

85 Cf. concisely Schiel, Mongolensturm (2011), 13.

86 This wording is borrowed from Zotz, Interregna (2020), 14, 22, who describes these situations as
“prekarel...] zeitliche[...]” and “politische Zwischenrdume”.

87 Tebruck, Interregna (2020), 273, who discusses the term “prekédre Herrschaft” for such phases of
transitions that are accompanied by a “Weichenstellung mit nachhaltigen Folgen fir den Herrschafts-
verband” (ibid., for the following quote).
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mally end his predecessor’s rule and to establish his own accession as successor. Dou-
kas, thus, deliberately contradicts the idea of keeping the change of rule “as short as
possible”®® in order to emphasise the illegitimacy of Mehmed’s rule and to blur the tem-
poral lines between the new and the old regime.®* However, precisely because of the
fact that interregna themselves are commonly meant to last at least for several months
and not just for a short moment,” they may not seem to be useful when it comes to the
precarious micro-temporalities inherent to every transition of power. But they may
offer suitable links for those phases of transition and moments of ‘precarious Herr-
schaft’ that are studied in this conference volume: For, strictly speaking, during changes
of rule, rulership is always at stake — regardless of the actual duration and (ir)regularity
of the processes inherent: If a change of rule is always a state of in-between, does a
regular change of rule, then, even exist? Are changes of rule not always to be under-
stood as precarious moments whose degree of ‘unusualness’ is ultimately determined
by how long this moment lasts and how strong the consequences are that it yields? In
this context, a ruler’s supposed return in an attempt to regain his throne seems partic-
ularly suitable for comparative approaches towards examining changes of rule, as
they are intended in this volume:* For these ideas run counter to the linear model of
dynastic succession by showing great potential for discussing legitimate rule at the
same time. Which narratives were established as rumours, which proved to be incapa-
ble of gaining support and, therefore, remained an individual opinion? Which patterns
of argumentation were used? Did these patterns remain always the same or were they
applicable and changeable in a context-specific way? Are there chronological or geo-
graphical trends, commonalities, and differences? It is precisely in tackling questions
like these that approaches from the field of temporality studies can prove fruitful in
order to highlight precarious micro-moments during changes of rule with regard to
their potential political brisance. For if the king is not dead, or rather, if the king is no
longer dead, when is rule, then, ever secure?

88 Zotz, Interregna (2020), 15.

89 Cf. on the fact that, also in contemporary perspectives, the description of controversial changes of
rule are always an assessment Tebruck, Interregna (2020), 257 f.

90 Cf. Kersken/Tebruck, Interregna (2020), 4.

91 Cf. on apocalyptic connotations in this context e. g. Moehring, Weltkaiser (2000), and more recently
Brandes, Predictions (2021).



422 —— Rike Szill

Bibliography

Unpublished Primary Sources

Paris, Bibliotheque nationale de France, MS grec. 1310, fol. 288"-391", online: https://gallica.bnf.fr/ark:/
12148/btv1b10721902v/f297.item (accessed: 10.10.2022).

Paris, Bibliothéque nationale de France, MS grec. 1766, fol. 19"-409", https://gallica.bnf.fr/ark:/12148/
btv1b10723391j/f24.item (accessed: 10.10.2022).

Venice, Biblioteca Marciana, MS Marc. It.VI 83, fol. 1-133".

Martin Crusius, Turcograeciae, Basel: Henricpetrus 1584, https://bildsuche.digitale-sammlungen.de/index.
html?c=viewer&bandnummer=bsb00088623&pimage=00001&v=150&nav=&I=de (accessed:
10.10.2022).

Published Primary Sources

AAWOLC Tfi¢ KwvotavtvoutdAews, in: Bibliothéque grecque vulgaire, vol. 1. Ed. Emile Legrand. Paris 1880,
169-202.

Anonymous, Ducae Historia Italice. Ed. Immanuel Bekker. (Corpus scriptorium historiae Byzantinae 18)
Bonn 1834, 349-512.

Doukas, Decline and Fall of Byzantium to the Ottoman Turks. An Annotated Translation of Historiae-Turco
Byzantina. Ed. Harry J. Magoulias. Detroit 1975.

Dukas, Chronographia. Byzantiner und Osmanen im Kampf um die Macht und das Uberleben (1341-1462).
Griechisch / Deutsch. Ed. Diether R. Reinsch (Sammlung Tusculum) Berlin / Boston 2020.

Dukas, Istoria turco-bizantind (1341-1462). Ed. Vasile Grecu. (Scriptores Byzantini 1) Bucharest 1958.

Giorgio Sfranze, Cronaca. Ed. Riccardo Maisano. (Corpus Fontium Historiae Byzantinae 29) Rome 1990.

Letter by Martin Crusius to Theodore Zygomalas on 21% Jan. 1575, in: Mvnueia tg wotopiag twy
ABnvaiwy, vol. 2. Ed. Demetrios Kampouroglou. Athens 1891, Reprint 1993, 51 f.

Makarios Melissenos-Melissourgos, Chronicon maius, in: Georgius Phrantzes. Ioannes Cananus. Ioannes
Anagnostes. Ed. Immanuel Bekker. (Corpus Scriptorum Historiae Byzantinae 33) Bonn 1838, 3-479.

Harry J. Turtledove, The Emperor’s Return, in: Weird Tales 51, 3 (1990), 80-87.

Secondary Sources

Giancarlo Abbamonte / Stephen Harrison (Eds.), Making and Rethinking the Renaissance. Between Greek
and Latin in 15™-16™ Century Europe. (Trends in Classics. Supplementary Volumes 77) Berlin 2019.

Christina Antenhofer, The Concept of the Body of the King in Kantorowicz’s ‘The King’s Two Bodies’, in:
Giovanni Batista Lanfranchi / Robert Rollinger (Eds.), The Body of the King. The Staging of the Body
of the Institutional Leader from Antiquity to Middle Ages in East and West. Proceedings of the
Meeting held in Padova, July 61-9t™" 2011. Padova 2016, 1-23.

Nathanael Aschenbrenner / Jake Ransohoff (Eds.), The Invention of Byzantium in Early Modern Europe.
(Extravagantes 2) Washington D.C. 2021.

Franz Babinger, Mehmed der Eroberer. Weltenerstlirmer einer Zeitenwende. Munich et al. 1959.

Aspah Ben-Tov, Lutheran Humanists and Greek Antiquity. Melanchtonian Scholarship Between Universal
History and Pedagogy. (Brill’s Studies in Intellectual History 183) Leiden et al. 2009.


https://gallica.bnf.fr/ark:/12148/btv1b10721902v/f297.item
https://gallica.bnf.fr/ark:/12148/btv1b10721902v/f297.item
https://gallica.bnf.fr/ark:/12148/btv1b10723391j/f24.item
https://gallica.bnf.fr/ark:/12148/btv1b10723391j/f24.item
https://bildsuche.digitale-sammlungen.de/index.html?c=viewer&bandnummer=bsb00088623&pimage=00001&v=150&nav=&l=de
https://bildsuche.digitale-sammlungen.de/index.html?c=viewer&bandnummer=bsb00088623&pimage=00001&v=150&nav=&l=de

Schrodinger’s Rule: Making Apparent the Emperor’s Body in 1453 =—— 423

Philip Bockholt, Lost Somewhere in Between? On the Transmission of History from Islamic West to East in
Premodern Times. The Case of the AlImohad Caliph AbT Yasuf Ya'qib and the Battle of Alarcos, in:
Maria Isabel Fierro Bello / Mayte Penelas (Eds.), The Maghrib in the Mashriq. Knowledge, Travel and
Identity. (Studies in the History and Culture of the Middle East 40) Berlin / Boston 2021, 119-142.

Wolfram Brandes, Byzantine Predictions of the End of the World in 500, 1000, and 1492 AD, in: Hans-
Christian Lehner (Ed.), The End(s) of Time(s). Apocalypticism, Messianism, and Utopianism through
the Ages. (Prognostication in History 6) Leiden et al. 2021, 32-63.

Stephan Bruhn, Kein Platz fiir einen Verlierer? Die Erinnerung an Harold II. Godwinson in der anglo-
normannischen Historiographie (ca. 1066-1206), in: Marcel Bubert (Ed.), Aneigungen der Geschichte.
Narrative Evidenzstrategien und politische Legitimation im europdischen Mittelalter. KéIn (in print).

Richard Calis, Reconstructing the Ottoman Greek World. Early Modern Ethnography in the Household of
Martin Crusius, in: Renaissance Quarterly 72, 1 (2019), 148-193.

Margaret G. Carroll, Constantine XI Palaeologus. Some Problems of Image, in: Ann Moffatt (Ed.), Maistor.
Classical, Byzantine and Renaissance Studies for Robert Browning. (Byzantina Australiensia 5)
Canberra 1984, 329-343.

Federica Ciccolella / Luigi Silvano (Eds.), Teachers, Students, and Schools of Greek Renaissance. (Brill’s
Studies in Intellectual History 264) Leiden et al. 2017.

George Dennis, Death in Byzantium, in: Dumbarton Oaks Papers 55 (2001), 1-7.

Kathryn Dickason, Sacred Skin. The Religious Significance of Medieval Scars, in: Signs and Society 10,1,
(2022), 17-47.

Hans Eideneier, Martinus Crusius Neograecus und die Folgen, in: id. (Ed.), Graeca recentiora in Germania.
Deutsch-griechische Kulturbeziehungen vom 15. bis 19. Jahrhundert. Vortrdge eines ersten und eines
zweiten deutsch-griechischen Arbeitsgesprachs vom 19. bis 22. April 1989 und 11. bis 13. Februar 1991
in der Herzog-August-Bibliothek Wolfenbittel. (Wolfenbitteler Forschungen 59) Wiesbaden 1994,
123-136.

Justin Everett / Jeffrey H. Shanks (Eds.), The Unique Legacy of Weird Tales. The Evolution of Modern Fantasy
and Horror. (Studies in Supernatural Literature) Lanham 2015.

Miguel Angel Extremera, Surviving the Fall. Greek Elites under Ottoman Rule in the Prephanariot Period
(1453-1711), in: Erytheia 35 (2014), 381-409.

Ana Isabel Ferndndez Galvin, Tradiciones y leyendas populares en los Trenos por Constantinopla, in:
Encarnacién Motos Guirao (Ed.), Constantinopla, 550 afios de su caida, vol. 2: La caida. Granada
2006, 363-376.

Pawet Figurski / Pieter Byttebier, Introduction, in: id. / Johanna Dale (Eds.), Political Liturgies in the High
Middle Ages. Beyond the Legacy of Ernst H. Kantorowicz. (Medieval and Early Modern Political
Theology 4) Turnhout 2021, 11-24.

Pawet Figurski / Anna Karolina Mroziewicz / Aleksander Sroczyriski, Introduction, in: Anna Karolina
Mroziewicz / Aleksander Sroczynski (Eds.), Premodern Rulership and Contemporary Political Power.
The King’s Body Never Dies. (Central European Medieval Studies) Amsterdam 2017, 9-19.

Bernard Flusin / Guillaume Saint-Guillain, Doukas. Histoire turcobyzantine, in: Vincent Déroche / Nicolas
Vatin (Eds.), Constantinople 1453. Des Byzantins aux Ottomans. (Collection Famagouste) Toulouse
2016, 105-185.

Thierry Ganchou, Le rachat de Notaras apres la chute de Constantinople ou les relations ‘étrangeres’ de
Iélite byzantine au XV€ siécle, in: Michel Balard / Alain Ducellier (Eds.), Migration et
diasporas mRediterranées (Xe-XVI® siécles). Actes du colloque de Conques (octobre 1999).
(Publications de la Sorbonne. Série Byzantina Sorbonensia 19) Paris 2002, 149-229.

Lynda Garland, Byzantine Empresses. Women and Power in Byzantium AD 527-1204. London 1999.

Deno . Geanakoplos, Some Important Episodes in the Relations Between Greek and German Humanists in
the 15" and 16" Century, in: Hans Eideneier (Ed.), Graeca recentiora in Germania. Deutsch-
griechische Kulturbeziehungen vom 15. bis 19. Jahrhundert. Vortrage eines ersten und eines zweiten



424 —— Rike Szill

deutsch-griechischen Arbeitsgespréchs vom 19. bis 22. April 1989 und 11. bis 13. Februar 1991 in der
Herzog-August-Bibliothek Wolfenbiittel. (Wolfenbiitteler Forschungen 59) Wiesbhaden 1994, 27-46.

Huw Halstead, Everyday Public History, in: Journal of the Historical Association 107, Special Issue 375: Public
History (2022), 235-248.

Huw Halstead, Greeks Without Greece. Homelands, Belonging, and Memory amongst the Expatriated
Greeks of Turkey. (Routledge Studies in Modern European History) Abingdon 2019.

Walter K. Hanak / Marios Philippides, The Siege and Fall of Constantinople in 1453. Historiography,
Topography, and Military Studies. Farnham et al. 2011.

Jonathan Harris, Rev. of: Philippides, Constantine, in: The Medieval Review (2019), online:
https://scholarworks.iu.edu/journals/index.php/tmr/article/view/26752/32278 (accessed: 10.10.2022).

Jonathan Harris, The End of Byzantium. New Haven, Conn. et al. 2010.

Dominik Heher, Der Tod am Pfahl, in: Jahrbuch der 6sterreichischen Byzantinistik 63 (2013), 127-151.

Gunnar Hering, Orthodoxie und Protestantismus. Frankfurt (Main) et al. 1995.

Judith Herrin, Unrivalled Influence. Women and Empire in Byzantium. Princeton, NJ et al. 2013.

Judith Herrin, Women in Purple. Three Byzantine Empresses. London 2001.

Barbara Hill, Imperial Women in Byzantium, 1025-1204. Power, Patronage and Ideology. Harlow
et al. 1999.

Martin Hille, Turkengefahr als Kommunikationsprozess. Perspektiven des ,gemeinen Mannes* in der
Reformationszeit, in: West Bohemian Historical Review 6, 1(2016), 1-30.

Almut Héfert, Den Feind beschreiben. , Tlirkengefahr“ und europdisches Wissen tiber das Osmanische
Reich (1450-1600). (Campus Historische Studien 35) Frankfurt (Main) 2003.

Herbert Hunger, Die hochsprachliche profane Literatur der Byzantiner, Erster Band: Philosophie -
Rhetorik - Epistolographie - Geschichtsschreibung - Geographie. (Handbuch der
Altertumswissenschaft, Abteilung 12: Byzantinisches Handbuch, Teil 5) Minchen 1978.

Liz James, Empresses and Power in Early Byzantium. (Women, Power and Politics) London et al. 2001.

Mike JanfSen, Wie das Leben so der Tod. Sterbedarstellungen von Kaisern und Kdnigen in der
Historiographie des friiheren Mittelalters. (Studien zu Macht und Herrschaft 4) Géttingen 2021.

Sven Jaros, Rev. of: Kersken/Tebruck (Eds.), Interregna, in: Zeitschrift flir historische Forschung 49 (2022),
724-726.

Sven Jaros, Iterationen im Grenzraum. Akteure und Felder multikonfessioneller Herrschaftsaushandlung in
Kronruthenien (1340-1434). (Europa im Mittelalter 41) Berlin / Boston 2021.

Bernhard Jussen, The King’s Two Bodies Today, in: Representations 106 (2009), 102-117.

Manuel Kamenzin, Die Tode der rémisch-deutschen Kénige und Kaiser (1150-1349). (Mittelalter-
Forschungen 64) Ostfildern 2020.

Apostolos Karpozelos, Bu{avtivol Lotoptkol Kal xpovoypdgol, Topog & (130¢/150¢6 al.). Athen 2015.

Norbert Kersken / Stefan Tebruck, Interregna im mittelalterlichen Europa (12.-15. Jahrhundert).
Konkurrierende Krafte in politischen Zwischenrdumen, in: id. (Eds.), Interregna im mittelalterlichen
Europa. Konkurrierende Krafte in politischen Zwischenrdumen. (Tagungen zur
Ostmitteleuropaforschung 38) Marburg 2020, 1-12.

Matthew Kinloch, In the Name of the Father, the Husband, or Some Other Man. The Subordination of
Female Characters in Byzantine Historiography, in: Dumbarton Oaks Papers 74 (2020), 303-328.

Sebastian Kolditz, Des letzten Kaisers erste Frau. Konstantin Palaiologos und die Tocco, in: Jahrbuch der
o6sterreichischen Byzantinistik 59 (2010), 147-161.

Sofia Kotzabassi, Ist der Kopist des Geschichtswerkes des Dukas Dukas selbst?, in: Byzantinische Zeitschrift
96 (2004), 679-684.

Sofia Kotzabassi, Der Kopist des Geschichtswerkes von Dukas, in: Friederike Berger et al. (Eds.), Symbolae
Berolinenses fiir Dieter Harlfinger. Amsterdam 1993, 307-324.

Andrds Kraft, Prophecies as Resource of Decision-Making. The Case of Alexios V Doukas Mourtzouphlos’
Execution at the Column of Theodosios, in: Michael Griinbart (Ed.), Unterstiitzung bei


https://scholarworks.iu.edu/journals/index.php/tmr/article/view/26752/32278
https://scholarworks.iu.edu/journals/index.php/tmr/article/view/26752/32278

Schrodinger’s Rule: Making Apparent the Emperor’s Body in 1453 =—— 425

herrscherlichem Entscheiden. Experten und ihr Wissen in transkultureller und komparativer
Perspektive. (Kulturen des Entscheidens 5) Géttingen 2020, 86-107.

Otto Kresten, Das Patriarchat von Konstantinopel im ausgehenden 16. Jahrhundert. Wien 1970.

Wolfgang Lackner, Rev. of: Crusius, Turcograecia, in: Stidost-Forschungen 33 (1974), 514 f., online: http://
bsbO0sit-zepweb01.bsb.Irz.de/portal/index.php/sof/issue/view/122 (accessed: 10.10.2022).

Harry J. Magoulias, Introduction, in: Doukas, Decline and Fall of Byzantium to the Ottoman Turks. An
Annotated Translation of Historiae-Turco Byzantina. Ed. id. Detroit 1975, 23-41.

Przemystaw Marciniak / Dion C. Smythe, Introduction, in: id. (Eds.), The Reception of Byzantium in European
Culture since 1500. Farnham et al. 2016, 1-9.

Nicole Marafioti, The King’s Body. Burial and Succession in Late Anglo-Saxon England. (Toronto Anglo-
Saxon Series 16) Toronto et al. 2014.

Petra Melichar, Empresses of Late Byzantium. Foreign Brides, Mediators and Pious Women. (History &
Political Science) Berlin et al. 2019.

Nicholas Melvani, The Tombs of the Palaiologan Emperors, in: Byzantine and Modern Greek Studies 42
(2018), 237-260.

Erich Meuthen, Der Fall von Konstantinopel und der lateinische Westen, in: Historische Zeitschrift 237
(1983), 1-35.

Hannes Moehring, Der Weltkaiser der Endzeit. Entstehung, Wandel und Wirkung einer tausendjahrigen
Weissagung. (Mittelalter-Forschungen 3) Stuttgart 2000.

John Monfasani, Byzantium and the End of the Middle Ages, in: Mediterranea. International Journal on the
Transfer of Knowledge 4 (2019), 245-253.

John Monfasani, Renaissance Humanism, from the Middle Ages to Modern Times. (Variorum Collected
Studies Series) Ashgate 2016.

John Monfasani, The Greeks and Renaissance Humanism, in: David Rundle (Ed.), Humanism in Fifteenth
Century Europe. (Medium Avum Monographs 30) Oxford 2012, 31-78.

Francesco Monticini, Rev. of: Dukas, Chronographia. Ed. Reinsch, online: https://www.uni-muenster.de/Ejour
nals/index.php/byzrev/article/view/3610/3607 (accessed: 10.10.2022).

Colton Moore, Wittenberg and Byzantium: Lutheran Incentives to Correspond with the Patriarch of
Constantinople (1573-1581), in: Journal of Religious History 46, 1 (2022), 3-23.

Gyula Moravcsik, Byzantinoturcica I. Die byzantinischen Quellen der Geschichte der Tirkvélker. Berlin
1958,

Giulia Morosini, The Body of the Condottiero. A Link Between Physical Pain and Military Virtue as it was
Interpreted in Renaissance Italy, in: Jérg Rogge (Ed.), Killing and Being Killed. Bodies in Battle.
Perspectives on Fighters in the Middle Ages. (Mainz Historical Cultural Sciences 38) Bielefeld 2017,
165-198.

Nevra Necipoglu, Byzantium between the Ottomans and the Latins. Politics and Society in the Late Empire.
Cambridge 2009.

Leonora A. Neville, Byzantine Gender. Leeds 2019.

Donald MacGillivray Nicol, The Immortal Emperor. The Life and Legend of Constantine Palaiologos, Last
Emperor of the Romans, Cambridge et al. 1992.

David C. Nicolle, Constantinople 1453. The End of Byzantium. EIms Court 2000.

Janika Péll / Ivo Volt (Eds.), Hellenostephanos. Humanist Greek in Early Modern Europe. (Acta Societatis
Morgensternianae) Tartu 2018.

Aphrodite Papayianni, He Polis Healo. The Fall of Constantinople in 1453 in Post-Byzantine Popular
Literature, in: Al-Masaq. Islam and the Medieval Mediterranean 22, 1 (2010), 27-44.

Robert Pawlik, Imperial Epiphany. Ernst H. Kantorowicz as a Scholar of Byzantine Political Theology, in: Vox
partum 77 (2021), 7-34.

Marios Philippides, Constantine XI Dragas Palaeologus (1404-1453). The last emperor of Byzantium.
London et al. 2018.


http://bsb0sit-zepweb01.bsb.lrz.de/portal/index.php/sof/issue/view/122
http://bsb0sit-zepweb01.bsb.lrz.de/portal/index.php/sof/issue/view/122
https://www.uni-muenster.de/Ejournals/index.php/byzrev/article/view/3610/3607
https://www.uni-muenster.de/Ejournals/index.php/byzrev/article/view/3610/3607

426 —— Rike Szill

Marios Philippides, Rumors of Treason. Intelligence Activities and Clandestine Operations in the Siege of
1453, in: Murat Arslan / Turhan Kacar (Eds.), Byzantion’dan Constantinopolis’e istanbul Kusatmalari.
Istanbul 2017, 403-444.

Marios Philippides, Mehmed II the Conqueror and the Fall of the Franco-Byzantine Levant to the Ottoman
Turks. Some Western Views and Testimonies. (Medieval and Renaissance Texts and Studies 32)
Tempe, Arizona 2007.

Malte Prietzel, Der Schlachtentod mittelalterlicher Kénige in der Darstellung von Zeitgenossen, in: Martin
Clauss / Andreas Stieldorf / Tobias Weller (Eds.), Der Kénig als Krieger. Zum Verhdltnis von Kénigtum
und Krieg im Mittelalter. Beitrdge der Tagung des Zentrums fiir Mittelalterstudien der Otto-Friedrich-
Universitat Bamberg (13.-15. Mdrz 2013). (Bamberger interdisziplindre Mittelalterstudien. Vortrage
und Vorlesungen 5) Bamberg 2015, 117-136.

Gtinter Prinzing, Doukas, in: David Thomas / Alex Mallett (Eds.), Christian-Muslim Relations. A
Bibliographical History, vol. 5 (1350-1500). Leiden / Boston 2013, 473-477.

Diether R. Reinsch, Einleitung, in: Dukas, Chronographia. Ed. id., 7-56.

Diether R. Reinsch, Warum der Text im cod. Parisinus gr. 1310 nicht das Autographon des Autors Dukas sein
kann, in: Medioevo greco. Rivista di storia e filologia bizantina 19 (2019), 185-192.

Diether R. Reinsch, Mehmet der Eroberer in der Darstellung der zeitgendssischen byzantinischen
Geschichtsschreiber, in: Neslihan Asutay-Effenberger / Ulrich Rehm (Eds.), Sultan Mehmet II.
Eroberer Konstantinopels - Patron der Kiinste. Cologne et al. 2009, 15-30.

Diether R. Reinsch, Der Tod byzantinischer Kaiser in Historiographie und Sage, in: Phasis 5-6 (2003),
185-204.

Diether R. Reinsch, Lieber Turban als was? Bemerkungen zum Dictum des Lukas Notaras, in: Costas
N. Constantinidis (Ed.), ®\éAAnv. Studies in honour of Robert Browning. Venice 1996, 377-389.

Diether R. Reinsch, Der Tod des Kaisers. Beobachtungen zu literarischen Darstellungen des Sterbens
byzantinischer Herrscher, in: Rechtshistorisches Journal 13 (1994), 247-270.

Andreas Rhoby, The Letter Network of Ioannes and Theodosios Zygomalas, in: Stavros Perentidis /
Georgios Steiris (Eds.), [IQANNHZ KAI @EOAOZIOL ZYTOMAAAZ. Athens 2009, 125-152.

Andreas Rhoby, The ‘Friendship’ Between Martin Crusius and Theodosios Zygomalas. A Study of their
Correspondence, in: Medioevo greco. Rivista di storia e filologia bizantina 5 (2005), 249-267.

Jan O. Rosengvist, Die byzantinische Literatur. Vom 6. Jahrhundert bis zum Fall Konstantinopels 1453.
Berlin / New York 2007.

Steven Runciman, The Fall of Constantinople, 1453. Cambridge 1965.

Guillaume Saint-Guillain / Nicolas Vatin, Introduction générale, in: Vincent Déroche / Nicolas Vatin (Eds.),
Constantinople 1453. Des Byzantins aux Ottomans. (Collection Famagouste) Toulouse 2016, 13-61.

Dean Sakel, Sixteenth Century Tales of the Last Byzantine Emperor, in: Encarnacién Motos Guirao (Ed.),
Constantinopla, 550 afios de su caida, vol. 2: La caida. Granada 2006, 97-112.

Juliane Schiel, Mongolensturm und Fall Konstantinopels. Dominikanische Erzéhlungen im diachronen
Vergleich. (Europa im Mittelalter 19) Berlin /Boston 2011.

Oliver Jens Schmitt, The Ottoman Conquest of the Balkans and Its Historical Arenas. On the Relationship
Between Regional and Supraregional History, in: Revue des études sud-est européennes 59 (2021),
9-36.

Oliver Jens Schmitt, Introduction. The Ottoman Conquest of the Balkans. Research Questions and
Interpretations, in: id. (Ed.), The Ottoman Conquest of the Balkans. Interpretations and Research
Debates. (Sitzungsberichte. Akademie der Wissenschaften in Wien, Philosophisch-Historische Klasse
872) Vienna 2016, 7-46.

Romedio Schmitz-Esser, Der Leichnam im Mittelalter. Einbalsamierung, Verbrennung und die kulturelle
Konstruktion des toten Korpers. (Mittelalter-Forschungen 48) Ostfildern 2014 [= id., The Corpse in the
Middle Ages. Embalming, Cremating, and the Cultural Construction of the Dead Body. (Harvey Miller
Studies in the History of Culture) Turnhout 2020].



Schrédinger’s Rule: Making Apparent the Emperor’s Body in 1453 =—— 427

Patricia Skinner, ‘Better off Dead than Disfigured?’ The Challenges of Facial Injury in the Pre-Modern Past,
in: Transactions of the Royal Historical Society 26 (2016), 25-41.

Foteini Spingou, The Supreme Power of the Armour and the Veneration of the Emperor’s Body in Twelfth-
Century Byzantium, in: Anna Karolina Mroziewicz / Aleksander Sroczynski (Eds.), Premodern
Rulership and Contemporary Political Power. The King’s Body Never Dies. (Central European
Medieval Studies) Amsterdam 2017, 47-72.

Manuela Studer-Karlen, The Emperor’s Image in Byzantium. Perceptions and Functions, in: Michele Bacci /
Manuela Studer-Karlen / Mirko Vagnoni (Eds.), Meanings and Functions of the Royal Portrait in the
Mediterranean World (11™"-15™ Centuries). (The Medieval Mediterranean 130) Leiden / Boston 2022,
134-171.

Rike Szill, Herrschaftszeiten! Endlichkeitsdiskurse im Kontext der Einnahme Konstantinopels 1453, in:
Andreas Bihrer / Timo Felber / Julia Weitbrecht (Eds.), Die Zeit der letzten Dinge. Deutungsmuster
und Erzdhlformen des Umgangs mit Verganglichkeit in Mittelalter und friiher Neuzeit. (Encomia
Deutsch 6) Gottingen 2020, 267-286.

Béla Miklés Sz6ke, What did the Treaty of Aachen do for the Peoples of the Carpathian Basin?, in: Mladen
Anci¢ / Jonathan Shepard / Trpimir Vedri$ (Eds.), Imperial Spheres and the Adriatic. Byzantium, the
Carolingians and the Treaty of Aachen (812). London / New York 2018, 195-206.

Alice-Mary Talbot, Doukas, in: The Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium 1 (1991), 656-657.

Stefan Tebruck, Interregna im mittelalterlichen Europa. Herrscher- und Dynastiewechsel im Kontext
prekdrer Herrschaft, in: Norbert Kersken / id. (Eds.), Interregna im mittelalterlichen Europa.
Konkurrierende Krafte in politischen Zwischenrdumen. (Tagungen zur Ostmitteleuropaforschung 38)
Marburg 2020, 257-274.

Matthias Thumser, Turkenfrage und 6ffentliche Meinung. Zeitgendssische Zeugnisse nach dem Fall von
Konstantinopel (1453), in: Franz-Reiner Erkens (Ed.), Europa und die osmanische Expansion im
ausgehenden Mittelalter. (Zeitschrift fir Historische Forschung: Beiheft 20) Berlin 1997, 59-78.

Franz Tinnefeld, Die Erinnerung an Vergessenes in der Byzantinistik seit ihren Anfangen im 15./

16. Jahrhundert, in: Reinhard Lauer (Ed.), Erinnerungskultur in Stidosteuropa. Bericht Gber die
Konferenzen der Kommission fiir interdisziplinare Stidosteuropa-Forschung im Januar 2004, Februar
2005 und Mérz 2006 in Gottingen. (Abhandlungen der Akademie der Wissenschaften zu Géttingen
NF 12) Berlin 2011, 83-104.

Yigit Topkaya, Augen-Blicke sichtbarer Gewalt? Eine Geschichte des ‘Tiirken’ in medientheoretischer
Perspektive (1453-1529). Paderborn 2015.

Dimitrios Vachaviolos, Church Union and Balance of Powers in Late Byzantium: The Testimony of Georgios
Sphrantzes, in: Byzantina Symmeikta 31 (2021), 379-400.

Dorothea Wendebourg, Alles Griechische macht mir Freude wie Spielzeug den Kindern. Martin Crusius und
der Ubergang des Humanismus zur griechischen Landeskunde, in: Hans Eideneier (Ed.), Graeca
recentiora in Germania. Deutsch-griechische Kulturbeziehungen vom 15. bis 19. Jahrhundert.
Vortrage eines ersten und eines zweiten deutsch-griechischen Arbeitsgesprachs vom 19. bis 22.
April 1989 und 11. bis 13. Februar 1991 in der Herzog-August-Bibliothek Wolfenbiittel. (Wolfenbiitteler
Forschungen 59) Wiesbaden 1994, 113-122.

Dorothea Wendebourg, Reformation und Orthodoxie. Der 6kumenische Briefwechsel zwischen der Leitung
der Wiirttembergischen Kirche und Patriarch Jeremias II. von Konstantinopel in den Jahren
1573-1581. (Forschungen zur Kirchen- und Dogmengeschichte 37) Gottingen 1986.

Nigel Guy Wilson, From Byzantium to Italy. Greek Studies in the Italian Renaissance. London 22017.

George Elias Zachariades, Tibingen und Konstantinopel. Martin Crusius und seine Verhandlungen mit der
Griechisch-Orthodoxen Kirche. (Schriftenreihe der Deutsch-Griechischen Gesellschaft 7)

Gottingen 1941.



428 —— Rike Szill

Daniel Ziemann, Dangerous Neighbours. The Treaty of Aachen and the Defeat of Nikephoros I by the
Bulgars in 811, in: Mladen Anci¢ / Jonathan Shepard / Trpimir Vedri$ (Eds.), Imperial Spheres and the
Adriatic. Byzantium, the Carolingians and the Treaty of Aachen (812). London / New York 2018,
93-107.

Thomas Zotz, Interregna im mittelalterlichen Europa. Zur Einfiihrung, in: Norbert Kersken / Stefan Tebruck
(Eds.), Interregna im mittelalterlichen Europa. Konkurrierende Krafte in politischen Zwischenrdumen.
(Tagungen zur Ostmitteleuropaforschung 38) Marburg 2020, 13-24.



