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[TepiAnyn :

On the 29" of May 1453, the Ottoman sultan Muhammad |1 captured Constantinople, after a siege that lasted about two months. During the siege the
last emperor Constantine X1 Palaiologos died. Although the Byzantine State had long ceased to be a power to be reckoned with, the symbolic and
the emotional appeal of the fall wasimportant, since it formally marked the end of the Eastern Christian Roman Empire aswell.

Xpovordynon
29 of May, 1453

['ewypaeucog Evtomiopnog

Constantinople

1. Historical framework

The Fall of 1453 was the result of along process of disintegration of the Byzantine State and at the same time of the rise of the
Ottomans as the dominant ruling power of the region. The Byzantine Empire never recovered to its old splendor after the fall of
Constantinople to the Crusaders in 1204. Nevertheless, until the civil war among the members of the Palaiologan dynasty in the middle
of the 141 century (1341-1354) it remained a viable political entity with considerable territory and resources. Later on, during the last
century of its existence, the Byzantine empire became aloose union of independent lordships (Constantinople, Thessalonica, Moreas
etc.) which were governed by members of the imperia family. The dominion of the emperor was confined in Constantinople, the
surrounding region, some cities in Propontis and the Thracian seashore of the Black Sea, as well as certain isands. The economic base
of the empire was from now on mainly urban, and from many aspects Constantinople during its last century was compared to the
[talian city-states. The state revenues were considerably limited and derived mainly from taxes, such as on the selling of wine, from
monopolies, as of the salt, and from custom duties.

During the same period the rapid expansion of the Ottoman state took place, as well as its transformation from alittle state with tribal
base to a multinational empire. Osman’s emirate had been created on the northwestern Asia Minor around 1300, and until 1330 it had
enrolled Byzantine Bithynia. The Ottomans came across to Europe for the first time in 1345 as alies of the pretender of the Byzantine
throne John Kantakouzenos. After the capture of Kallipolisin 1354, they obtained a firm base in Thrace, from where they could get
ferried across and plunder European regions. This possibility gave the Ottomans a huge advantage against all other Turkish emirates of
Asia Minor, since they attracted nomad warriors from the Turkish region of the Middle East, which were enchanted by the
perspective of the combination of wealthy booty (mainly under the shape of Christian prisoners slaves) and of the holy war against the
infidels.

Within afew decades the Ottomans had captured a large part of the Balkans and from 1394 until 1402 they made afirst attempt to
force Constantinople into surrendering by blockading the city. The defeat of the Turks by Timur (Tamerlane) in the battle of Ancyra
(1402) and the subsequent conflicts between the members of the Ottoman dynasty was arelief to Byzantium, but after the risein
power of the sultan Murad 11 (1421), the Ottoman State recovered and the dominion of the Byzantine emperor was limited again to
Constantinople and some maritime cities of Thrace. However, after an unsuccessful attempt in 1422 there was not any other direct
assault against Constantinople until 1453. The main restraining factors for the Ottomans were the strong fortifications of the city, the
supremacy of the Venetians and the Genoese on the sea and the fear that the engagement of great powers to a siege would encourage
attacks from the powers of the Western Christendom (the Crusade of 1444, which ended in the Turkish “Pyrrhic” victory a Varna,
had troubled the Ottomans a lot) or uprisings by the various pretenders to the throne.

Asfar as the Byzantines are concerned, the only perspective of a surviva in the long term presupposed the active military aid by the
Christian powers. However, the necessary condition for this to happen was the union of the Byzantine Church with the Church of
Rome, which deeply divided the Byzantine society. The union was finally agreed during the synod of Ferrara-Florence (1438-1439),
but stumbled on the reaction of alarge part of the Orthodox flock. The attempt of avoiding an internal crisis probably explains why the
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patriarchal throne of Constantinople was vacant in 1453, as well as why Emperor Constantine X1 was not crowned after his arrival at
Constantinople in 1449.

2. Forces and leader ship of the opponents

The testimonies on the size of the Ottoman army during the siege are considerably divergent (from 160.000 to 700.000) and, as
happens usually with the medieval sources, most of them probably exaggerate with the numbers. Although in the ranks of the tactical
Ottoman army and the subordinary forces were certainly added many irregulars with the hope of booty, the total amount must not
have surpassed by far that of 200.000 men, and it is highly possible that it was inferior to this number.

There is aso divergence regarding the forces of the defenders; however, for them we have the most reliable testimony of Sphrantzes,
who had proceeded in counting the troops by order of the Emperor. He reports 4.773 Romans and some 200 foreigners, but the
number of the latter ones surely did not include the organized Italian military corps, for which we know from other sources that
surpassed the number of 1.000 men and maybe they were around 3.000. In any case, the total number must not have surpassed that
of 8.000 men. The besiegers' superiority in numbers was undoubtedly overwhelming.2 Likewise uncertain is the number of the ships of
the Ottoman fleet, with a number of 100-150 ships of various types probably being closest to the truth. The ships of the defenders on
the Golden Horn were much less, mainly converted merchant ships of the Venetians and the Genoese. Finally, important role in the
siege played the canons of the besiegers, of unprecedented size and range. The defenders had also firearms at their disposal, but they
were smaller and the defenders were not able to use them properly due to the damages that the vibrations were causing on the walls.

The leadership of the attackers was at the hands of the sultan Mehmed I1. Among his inferiors it is worth mentioning the commanders
in chief of the European provinces (Rumeli) and of Anatolia, Karadja and Ishak respectively, Zaganos Pasha, Mehmet, Saruja Pasha

and Halil, as well as admiral Baltoglu, who was replaced during the siege by Hamza.®

From the defenders' side, under the general commandment of the emperor Constantine X1 Dragases,* the military order had the
Genoese Giovanni Giustiniani Longo, whereas various Byzantines and Italians commanded various parts of the walls where they had
beeb appointed, including the papal Isidore and Loukas Notaras.

3. The cour se of the events

The capture of Constantinople was Mehmed |1's main purpose right after hisrise in power, at the end of 1451. During 1452, he built
the fortress Bogaz kesen (modern Rumeli Hisari) on the European shore of Bosporos, in order to control the passage of the Straits,
wheresas at the same time he began preparations for the siege and the construction of the canons. Already from the fall of 1452 he
started seizing Byzantine fortresses outside Constantinople.

Early in April 1453 (gradually from the 4™ until the 7" of April 1453) the Ottoman troops were gathered outside Constantinople and
on the 12" of April the bombardment of the land walls commenced, as well as the efforts of undermining them. By the time of the final
assault, alarge part of the walls, especially their middle parts, had suffered heavy damages. On April 18 afirst assault against the walls
failed. On April 20, after a successful effort of four ships to break the iron ring of the Ottoman fleet and to enter the Golden Horn, the
sultan replaced the admiral Baltoglu and, on April 22, he managed to transfer by land part of his fleet in the Golden Horn. The
besieged had until then protected the entrance to the Gulf with a chain and with ships arrayed. The entering of the Turkish ships
exposed the vulnerable north wall of the city to attacks and forced the defenders to spread even more their already weak forces.
Other initiatives of the besieger that impressed his contemporaries was the construction of an armored tower of siege and a floating
bridge made with barrels at the creek of the Golden Horn. In spite of the harassment of the walls, two more genera charges, one on
the 7t and another on the 121 of May, failed. On May 21 the Byzantines turned over the sultan’s proposal to surrender the city on
favorable terms. Besides ideological aspects, the emperor’s and his council’s refusal might conceal the hope of the siege being lifted.
Rumour of arrival of help from the West was spread in the besiegers' camp, whereas a group within the sultan’s court from the
beginning opposed to the prospect of capturing Constantinople, and they probably passed information to the defenders.
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During the final assault, the early hours before the sunrise of the 29t of May, Turkish troops succeeded in penetrating through the
walls of the Gate of Saint Romanos area, which had suffered the most serious damages. It can not be estimated if and what role did
the alleged penetration of army through the unguarded K erkoporta play. The resistance of the defenders collapsed when the heavily
wounded Giustiniani abandoned the battlefiled, causing panic. A frightful crush between the outer and the inner wall followed, and then
the Turks entered the city, exterminating whoever was till resisting. During the phase of the collapse of the resistance at the walls the
emperor Constantine was killed as well, although all the details about his last moments do not come from eyewitnesses and they are
probably imaginary.

To the conquerors was given the right to sack the city and capture the inhabitants, and most of them were occupied with zeal to this
task, allowing a part of the defenders to take refuge to the ships, which afterwards broke the chain of the Golden Horn and escaped.
The rest of them were killed or captured; captivity was the fate of the largest part of the people as well. On the 29t of May the
Genoese colony of Galata, which until then had kept a neutral position, surrendered to the sultan, whereas Mehmed made a triumphal
entrance to Constantinople.

4. The day after the Fall

The main general dilemma that the conqueror sultan faced after the Fall was that of the break with- or the continuation of the Byzantine
legacy of Constantinople. His attitude toward some members of the old ruling class is characteristic, such as with megas doux Loukas
Notaras, whom the sultan faced favorably in the beginning, but right after he changed his mind and ordered his execution.® On the
contrary, he appeared tolerant with the Orthodox Christian religion, and six months after the Fall he took the initiative of reestablishing
the Ecumenical Patriarchate by choosing as patriarch the anti-Unionist leader Gennadios Scholarios. His most important long term
decision was the transfer of the capital to the captured Constantinople, which seems to have been announced in 1458. This decision
was followed by an extensive program of resettlement and building, which laid the foundations for the transformation of the ruined city

to an ecumenical imperial capital, with a different character and appearance, however, compared to the respective Byzantine one.®
5. Theimportance of the event

Because of its symbolic aspect, the fall of Constantinople has for along time been regarded as a hallmark between Middle Ages and
Modern era. To estimate its actual wider historical meaning is hard enough, since for the most part this event completed developments
that had already taken their course. In the middle term, it considerably contributed to the transformation of the Ottoman state to a
powerful imperial power with a clear expansionist orientation and, thus, to amajor threat for the European states. In addition, it
marked the end of the supremacy of the Italian commercial cities on the trade of the Balkans and the Black Sea. Asfar asthe
Christians of the East are concerned, the fall defined the failure of the union of the Churches and the survival of the Orthodox Church
as aspecia entity. At the same time, the church partially took the symbolic place of the Empire as a point of political reference for the
Chrigtians, taking simultaneously administrative, financial and juridical responsibilities within the framework of the Ottoman system.

1. The patriarch Gregory 11l Mammas was alive, but he abstained from his duties, without being officially disordained or resigned, whereas from 1451
he settled in Rome. For these conditions see ITitadxng, K.I'., «Kat wdh yio v “Ztéyn” tov Kovotavtivov TA Tlakatoddyov», in Mraldyiov, X.IT.
(ed.), H souPoisj tov oty aviderln tov Bolavrivod Ioliticuod (Athens — Mystras 2005), p. 145-165.

2. For the numbers see Pertusi, A. (ed.), La Caduta di Costantinopoli 1. Le testimonianze dei contemporanei (Milano 1976), no. LXXI-LXXIII*
Kovtofda-AeinBopid, B., «Xpovoypapiri» kai yaproypagixi arotorwon e Aiwcews (Athens 2003), p.95f.- Bartusis, M., The late Byzantine Army.
Arms and Society, 1204-1453 (Philadelphia 1992), p. 129-132.

3. For the various types of names see Kovtapd-AelnBopid, B., «Xpovoypagpuxii» kai yaproypapucii amotimwon e Aldoews (Athens 2003), pp. 54 .

4. Some of the historians enumerate him as Constantine X |1, by counting —mistakenly— Constantine Laskaris, who was proclaimed emperor during the



IAPYMA MEIZONOX EAAHNIEMOY
Zoyypoon :
Metagpaon :
T mapomwopsiy :

<http://www.ehw.gr/l.aspx?id=11673>

entering of the Crusadersinto Constantinoplein 1204. By following the trend of those times, Constantine used more often the family name of his
maternal grandfather, after which he was named. Naturally, he aso carried the family name of the Palaiologan dynasty.

5. For this event see Zayapiadov, E., «Ta Adyio kot 0 8dvatog tov Aovkd Notopé», Podwvid. T otov M.I. Mavoveaxe A’ (Rethymno 1994), pp.135-
146; Ganchou, T., “Lerachat des Notaras aprés la chute de Constantinople ou les relations ‘étrangeres’ del’ élite Byzantineau XVesiecle’, in Balard,
M. — Ducdllier, A. (ed.), Migrations et Diasporas Méditerranéennes (Xe-XVle siecles) (Paris 2002), pp.149-229 - Kiovconoviov, T., «Aovkdg Notopdc:
Yypata pag Boypaeios», in Evayyeddrov-Notapd, ®.— Mavid-Kokkivn, T. (ed.), KAntopiov eig uvijunv Nikov Oikovouion (Athens — Thessaloniki
2005), pp. 161-176.

6. T'epasipov, X., «H enavoiknon e Kovetavivodmokng petd myv Alwcn», in Kiovsornovrov, T. (ed.), 1453: H Alwan ts Kwvetaviivobmolng kot
HETGPaon amo Tovg HEGALWVIKODS 0TOVS VewTepovg ypdvoug (Heraklion 2005), pp. 3-21- Kafescioglu, C., “ Reckoning with an Imperia Legacy: Ottomans
and Byzantine Constantinople”, in Kiovsomotiov, T. (ed.), 1453: H Alwon tns Kwvetaviivodmodng kou i petdfoon ome toug HECaImVIKODS GTOVS
veawtepovg ypovoog (Heraklion 2005), pp. 23-46-Zachariadou, E., “ Constantinople se repeuple”, in Kiovsoroviov, T. (ed.), 1453: H Alwon tic
Kwvoravtivodmodng kou n puetéfiacn amé tovg Hecaiwvikoig atovg vewtepovg ypovoog (Heraklion 2005), pp. 47-59.
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[Nwccdpto :
legate

(lat. legatus). The senatorial ambassador a) to foreign nations or b) to military commanders, in which case he assumed command. He was considered a
functionary, since he was under the commands of the Senate; he was also a sacred person.

In later periods, legate was named the representative sent to aforeign land, and such was the title of the head of the Italian communitiesin Byzantine
Constantinople. The representatives of the Pope empowered for the settlement of ecclesiastical matters were also called |egates.

megas doukas

The commander of the Byzantine fleet. In the Late Byzantine period, the title of the megas doukas was assigned to the highest officials
of the imperial administration.
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[Topadépata

The Ottoman troops are being gathered outside Constantinople:

noav d’ at maoaL TV AQLOUOV, WG EAEYOVTO, TOLAKOOLAL KAL TTEVITKOVTA AVEL HEVTOL YE TWV OKELAYWYWV KAl TWV KAt &AANV TLva
xoeiav 1) éumogiav &Pukvovpévwy: al d’ avijyovto tdxet ToAAQ oLV Bor) kal 00QVPw kal dAaAayp@ elgeoia Te xowpevaL Kal
MAHOAKEAEVOHQ KAl TATAYW Kal AvTProtiunoet meog aAANAag vrtegnxovoat pev tov EAAjomovtov, ékmAn&wy d¢ kat popov éti
TMAELOTOV A€ xovoaL Toig 6PWOt. (3.) dxt TOAAOD YoQ XQOVOL 0VDAUOD TOTOVTOG OTOAOG VEWV Kol TAQATKELT) TOOTIOE KATX
Oadattav éyeyover 0 d1) kal paAAov Tolg tadantovs Pwpaiovg eEémAnie mag EATda davev kail elg ATMOYvVwoLy kal abvpiav
ueylotnv évéBade kal macav AAANV EATDA xoNoTV abt@v mtagnonTaL. (4.) TEOTEQOV UV YXQ 1Vika meogéBaAAov avtoig ol
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TIOAELLOL, KATO YTV €TOALOQKOUVTO Kal HOVov, g d¢ OaAdoong ékpdtovy, kat eixov td te émutideia ddpOova ) katx OdAattav
£umoQig XQWHeVOL TOV Te MOAEOV OdlwS dvédeQoV Kal TAC TTROTBOAAS 0V XAAETIWG ATIEKQOVOVTO dLX TOAVXELQIAV TV TTOAEUiwWV
EVi pépet kat POV TQ KATA YV HOXOUEVWV: VOV D€ kat& Te YNV kal OdAacoav Eémdvia OQWVTEG TOV TOAEUOV EIKOTWS
£EemANTTOVTO KAl €lg amoglav peylotny kal poBov detvov EVEMITITOV. kal O péV kata 0aAacoav 0TOA0G TQ BactAel 0UTWS AVI)YETO.

1.23. (1.) a0TOg d¢ Goag €k TS ADOLAVOD TTAVTL TG OTEATQ LTTTL Te Kal el dLX TG HECOYEIAG EXWOEL ATAVTO CUYKUVKQV TE
KOl OLVTAQATTWV Kol POPov Kal adywviav kal poikny peyiomv éumoiwv, kab’ obdg av yévolto, ouvemayduevog &pa ol Kol Tag
Unxavae: kal adkveitat dexatalog €6 10 BulAvTiov Kol 0ToatomedeveTol mEOg T TOAEL €Yy UG IOV TOD TelXOUs boa Ao oTAdlwV
TETTAQWV TEOG TALS KaAovpévais IToAag tod Pwpavo. (2.) al d& vijeg opuiCovtat dAAN kal &AAT) TG 1)TEIQOL KATAVTLKQV THG
MOAEWS TTATNOWOATAL TTACAV TNV TAVTT) TAQAALAY.

MuxanA KowtépovAog, Iotopia, 1.22-23 (CFHB 22, Berlin — New York 1983).
The Byzantines struggle to fortify the city:

Pwpaiot d¢ 0TEATOV TOCOUTOV TECHV TE KAL VAVTIKOV KAl TAHQATKEVTIV TOOVIE kata YNV kKAl OdAaocoav €movoay 0QWVTES
€EEMANTTOVTO HEV TG TE TARAAGYW TNG B€ag T Te 00w TG EMBETEwWS, OV PV NUEAOLVY YE Kol aVTOL TV € TOV TOAEHOV KAl TV
Evavtiav avTimagaokevny, AAAX tavta émoiovy undév DPLEVTEG. (2.) Kal TEWTOV eV OAKADAG peyAAag TeQl Te TV AAVOLY Kal TO
OTOUA TOU HeYAAOL ALHEVOG AVTLTIOEEOVGS FULNV WOHLLOV KAl TOUJQELS LAKQAG TTEQL AVTAG (WG TAVTI) TOV ETTIAOVV TV TOAEIWV
KWAVOOVTEG.

MuxanA KoutépBovAog, Iotopia, 1.24, (CFHB 22, Berlin — New York 1983).
The arrival of Giustiniani reinforce the defense of Constantinople:

Opolws kat €k g 'evovag éABwV eig ovopatt Twavvng Adyyos ék twv Tovotvidvwv ovv duot vijais DmegueyéBolg, Exwv kat
TIOAELLKAG TTAQAOKEVAG TTOAAAG Kal kaAag oLV évomAols véols T'evovitaig, ageikov mvéovtag Ouuov: kot 6 avtog Twdvvng
ETOEELOC AVTQ KAl LG TAQATAYAS KAL OLVACTTIOUOVG TOAE WYV DOKLUWTATOG, €DeELOTATO TOVTOV O PATIAEVG KAl QOYAS EUéTonoe
TOUG OTQATLOTAS AVTOL KAl eVeQYeTiag EVELE KAl TEWTOTTOATOQX TOVTOV ETIUNOE: KAl avTOG TNV PUAKELY TV TIEOG TO TAAATIOV
Kelévwv tetxéwv aveAdpeto. Kal yao foav 60@vTeg TOV TUQAVVOV EKEL TAG OKEVAS TAG TTETEOBOAOVS TNy VDOVTIA KAl TV AAANY
MooV AVTipoxov év toic toixols mapataliv. Evegyétnoe d¢ toUtw kai dio xQUooPoUAAOL YOAUHATOS TV VIjooV ATfjUvoy, el
amokpovoOnoetat 6 Mexépet kat UmooteadroeTal ATEAKToG, €€ v Bagodet kepdavat g ITéAewc. "ExToTe 00V EUAXOVTO 1)OWik®G
ot Aativot oUV @ Twdvvn é£eQXOUEVOL €K TOV TVADV TG TTOAEWS KAL LOTAREVOL €V TQ) EEWKATTOW KAl €V T TADOw.

Aovxag, Iotopia, Grecu, V. (ed.), Ducae Historia turco-byzantina (1341-1462) (Bucarest 1958), 38.2.

The fall of Constantinople and the death of Constantine XI:

Kat ) k0-1 Maiov, fjpuéoa y-1), doa g fpéoag apxrn annee v ITOAWV 6 auneag, v 1 doa kat AAWoEeL TG TOAEWS Kal O
Hakaitng avOéving pov kal Bactdeds kv Kwvotavtivog okotwbels amédavev, EHod mAnolov adtob ovy evEeB£VTOG TH) Woa
&ietvn, aAAA& mooota&el éxeivou eig EmiokePv dMOev dAAov pégoug TN MOAEwe, LoV, lov KAOL, TS TTEoVoiag oVk eld’ el Tiva e
Kkalpov GpvAattovonge. (10.) "Hv 8¢ 1) maoa Cwr) avToD d1) 100 pakaitov BaciAéws kal HaQTLEOG XQovoL O’ kat unveg vy’ kal péoat

K/, OV 1V Bactdes xpdvoug &, unvag O’ kat uéoag kd’, 0yd0og BactAels tov YEvous avtov TV ITaAaloAdywv Ddoxwv.

Tewoylog doavtlng, Xpovikov, Grecu, V. (ed.), Georgios Sphrantzes. Memorii 1401-1477 (Scriptores Byzantini 5, Bucharest 1966), p. 49-50.

Xpovoroylo
1452: Building of Bogaz kesen by Mehmed II on the European shore of Bosporos

4-7 April 1453: Gathering of the Ottoman troops in front of the walls of Constantinople
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12 April: Bombarding against the walls of Constantinople
18 April: First unsuccessful assault of the Ottoman troops

20 April: 4 ships break the iron ring of the Ottoman fleet and enter the Golden Horn, in order to join with the besieged ones.
Replacement of the admiral of the Ottomans

22 April: Part of the Ottoman fleet is transported by land into the Golden Horn
7 and 12 May: Assaults of the Ottoman troops
21 May: Rejection by the Byzantines of Mehmed’s proposal to surrender the city on favorable terms

29 May: Fall of Constantinople to the Ottoman troops



