
Boeck has little patience with putative prototypes and resolutely sweeps aside the timeworn
notions of ‘centre’ and ‘periphery’. ‘I argue throughout this book that message trumps
materiality,’ she explains (50). ‘[T]he designer of each manuscript dissected, discarded, selectively
reshaped, and amplified segments of the Byzantine past to suit the interests and preoccupations
of a non-Byzantine audience’ (88). The two agents must have followed the wishes of their
sovereigns (89); ‘artists were not expected to read the text and were probably not empowered to
make decisions about what to represent’ (91). Roger II’s approach is characterized as
‘perquisitive’ (a newly-coined word), that of Ivan Alexander, as ‘protective’ (69). Miniatures in
the Madrid manuscript frequently stress the emperors’ personal weakness (fols. 63v, 70r-v,
80r-v, 84v-85r, 86v-87r, 102r, 157r-159r, 174r-178v, 206v, etc.) and thus highlight the political
instability of King Roger’s foreign rival, Byzantium. In the Vatican codex, on the other hand,
Ivan Alexander – rather than the rulers of Constantinople – is cast as rightful successor to the
Roman emperors of old (fols. 1v, 91v, 123v-124r, 204v-205r).

Written to the sound of nineteenth-century opera music (xvi), Boeck’s prose is often
melodious: ‘Consideration of narrative configurations also highlights how the two manuscripts
opted for opposite strategies of dealing with an imperial decapitation’ (182). Her book is, in the
author’s own words, ‘the first comparative, cross-cultural study of medieval illustrated histories’ (1).

Georgi R. Parpulov
Plovdiv
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This book represents a revision of the author’s doctoral thesis, completed at the University of
Birmingham. He claims that it offers the first and only study of relations between the Ottoman
central administration and the Eastern Orthodox Patriarchates of Antioch, Jerusalem, and
Alexandria. Its chief value lies in the fact that the author has made use of unpublished and
previously unexplored Ottoman archival documents, notably the Prime Ministerial Ottoman
Archives in Istanbul which contain the correspondence between the central administration and
the Eastern Patriarchates.

Çolak begins by quoting a passage from Steven Runciman’s ‘seminal’ book, The Great
Church in Captivity (1968):

In the course of the sixteenth century the Sultan acquired dominion over Syria and
Egypt, thus absorbing the lands of the Orthodox Patriarchates of Alexandria, Antioch
and Jerusalem. The Sublime Porte wished to centralize everything at Constantinople;
and the Great Church followed its lead. As a result the Eastern Patriarchates were put
into a position of inferiority in comparison with that of Constantinople. The Eastern
Patriarchs lost in theory none of their ecclesiastical rights or autonomy, and they
continued to administer the Orthodox within their sees. But in practice they found that
they could only negotiate with the Sublime Porte through their brother in
Constantinople… (pp. 176–7)

All scholars since Runciman, says Çolak, have accepted this model without question, which
is apparently why we still have no history of the Eastern Patriarchates in the early modern
Ottoman Empire. He proceeds to demonstrate that the Eastern Patriarchates were (sometimes)
able to operate independently of the Constantinople Patriarchate, that they (sometimes) enjoyed
a direct line to the central administration, and that the authority of the Ecumenical Patriarchate
over them was (to some extent) limited. What he omits to say is that Runciman’s agenda was
different, that his primary focus was on the Great Church, that the Constantinople Patriarchate
was indisputably the senior throne, and that from that perspective the other patriarchates were
indeed subordinate, (for the most part) subservient, relatively impoverished, and the guardians of
much smaller flocks.

‘As late as 1964’, writes Çolak, ‘Ware [in his book Eustratios Argenti: A Study of the Greek
Church under Turkish Rule] did not talk about such a subordination of the Eastern Patriarchates
to the Great Church even though he referred to the millet system to explain the status of the
Patriarch of Constantinople under Ottoman rule’ (p. 15). Indeed he had no reason to do so there,
but in his earlier, much more comprehensive book, The Orthodox Church (1963; 3rd edition
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2015, pp. 22–5), written incidentally five years before Runciman, he carefully explains how the
heretical positions adopted by the Churches in Antioch and Alexandria were resolved by a series
of Ecumenical Councils in the fourth and fifth centuries and that, following their resolution, ‘a
settled order of precedence was established among them: in order of rank, Rome, Constantinople,
Alexandria, Antioch, Jerusalem’. And of Constantinople in particular he writes, ‘The Patriarch of
Constantinople is known as the “Ecumenical” (or universal) Patriarch, and since the schism
between east and west he has enjoyed a position of special honour among all the Orthodox
communities, but he does not have the right to interfere in the internal affairs of other Churches.
His place resembles that of the Archbishop of Canterbury in the worldwide Anglican communion’
(p. 7). Of course all this happened a very long time before the period that Çolak is interested in,
but the Councils established the fundamental tenets of Christian doctrine, Orthodoxy sets great
store by tradition, and it is not without reason that Runciman should write as he did.

That said, Çolak provides some extremely interesting material on patterns of relations
between the Eastern Patriarchates and the central administration in the early modern period,
much of which will be new to historians of the Church. He shows that they often did not need
the mediation of the Constantinople Patriarchate to obtain access to the Sublime Porte. The part
played by the Catholic missionaries and their access to provincial authorities in the Ottoman
Levant is analysed, as is the close co-operation between the Phanariots and the Ottoman central
administration in Istanbul. Especially revealing is the case of the long-reigning Patriarch
Silvestros of Antioch (1724-66) which is the focus of the author’s study of the Greek Orthodox
retaliation against Catholic infiltration among the people and clergy of the Patriarchate of
Antioch. The news that a rival Catholic Patriarch named Kyrillos had been appointed with the
support of the Jesuit missionaries and the citizens of Damascus (in which city the Patriarch
resides) was greeted with unholy fury by the Holy Synod in Constantinople: ‘May they [the
supporters of Kyrillos] be excommunicated by the holy, consubstantial, life-giving and indivisible
Trinity and may they be cursed, unforgiven and unloosed eternally, after death. The stones and
iron may be freed but they may never. May they inherit the leprosy of Gehazi and strangling of
Judea, groaning and trembling on earth, just like Cain, and may their share be with God-fighting
Judeans, and crucifying the Lord of glory...’ Interestingly, it took the Papacy twenty years to
ratify Kyrillos’s election. Meanwhile the French ambassador to Damascus argued that ‘putting
Catholics on patriarchal thrones was not the best way to advance Catholicism there’.

The second half of the book, which is concerned with the eighteenth century, reads much
better than the first and appears to have benefited from the attentions of a native English speaker
(though it would have been better still for being copy-edited). Chapter 1, on the sixteenth and
seventeenth centuries, clearly received no such attention: sentences are long, syntax goes astray,
and the meaning is often obscure. Revision of the thesis seems to have been somewhat
perfunctory and much of the signposting has been left in the text. Nor is it without error. J. M.
Neale, for example, staunchest of Anglicans, is unaccountably described as ‘a Catholic
Englishman’. Neale had been two years in his grave before Chrysostomos Papadopoulos
(Archbishop of Athens, 1923–38) was born, and yet they are treated by Çolak as contemporaries.

Graham Speake
Oxford
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Since 1991 (when I completed my doctoral dissertation on Sikelianos), there have been some
extremely valuable additions to the Sikelianos bibliography; indeed, many of these could be
described as essential resources for research on this most unmodish and underrated of Modern
Greek poets. Most notably, there is the very useful Chronography (Kostas Bournazakis,
Χρονογραφία Άγγελου Σικελιανοὐ, Athens: Ikaros 2006), which could serve as a partial basis for a
future biography; several volumes of letters (including Kostas Bournazakis [ed.], Άγγελος
Σικελιανός, Γράμματα στην Εύα Πάλμερ Σικελιανοῦ, Athens: Ikaros 2008) and two excellent studies by
Athina Voyatzoglou: Η Μεγἀλη Ιδέα του Λυρισμού (Crete: Panepistimiakes Ekdoeseis Kritis 1999)
and Η Γένεση των πατέρων (Athens: Kastaniotis 2005). In 2003, the very welcome collection of
short pieces on Sikelianos by G.P. Savidis appeared, gathered together under the title Λυχνοστάτες
για τον Σικελιανό and edited by Voyiatzoglou (Athens: Ermis). Quirkier publications, but still of
some biographical interest, are the slim volume of further reminiscences by the poet’s widow,
Anna Sikelianou (Ο Ποιτής Άγγελος Σικελιανός, Athens: Ikaros 2002), and the brief off-beat memoir
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