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FOREWORD

BY THE MINISTER OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS

I warmly welcome the publication of this volume on Byzantine
diplomacy. Based on a series of five lectures delivered last year, it is
issued under the auspices of the Diplomatic Academy of the Ministry
of Foreign Affairs. With the exception of one lecture on principles,
methods and diachronic priorities, the series did not intend to present
a systematic exposition of Byzantine diplomacy. But I am sure that
once its basic material has been fully and clearly defined, the teaching
of Byzantine diplomacy will soon become an established part of the
Academy’s programme.

We have much to learn from the study of Byzantine diplomacy.
The East Roman State, the only ‘legitimate’ Roman State after 476
A.D., managed to survive for about eleven centuries, not simply
because of its military power, which was not always commensurate
with a State of its size, but, more importantly, because of its competent
diplomacy and other vital aspects of its power. Examples of the
latter are the splendour of the Roman name and hence the political
legitimacy of the empire in comparison to that of the ‘barbarians’,
on account of its direct descent from the old Roman Empire. The
East Roman State remained powerful in economic terms for many
centuries as Constantinople and other parts of the empire played a
vital part in the international trade of the then known world. This
economic power was enhanced by the efficient way in which the
State was organized in comparison with its contemporaries, and by
the stability of its currency, which for centuries occupied a position
similar to that of the dollar after the Second World War. Byzantium’s
‘soft’ power was augmented further by the brilliance of its culture, the
splendour of its capital city, and the influence of its Orthodox faith,
which it succeeded in spreading to much of Eastern Europe.

Apartfromthe existence of an educated, efficient and well-trained
‘corps diplomatique’, Byzantium’s success in the purely diplomatic
field was founded on an excellent knowledge of other countries and
courts; on the creation of influential pro-Byzantine nuclei in them;



on the exploitation of Byzantium’s economic power; on an impressive
network of ‘spies’, and, finally, on its ability to set one enemy against
another. It should nevertheless be emphasized that, in spite of the
fact that this diplomacy achieved important successes even in periods
of relative domestic or military weakness, the power of the State as
a whole reached its apogee under the Macedonian dynasty, when
diplomacy was supported by a powerful and well-organized army and
an equally powerful navy. The decision of Alexius I Comnenus to
assign responsibility for the State’s naval defence to Venice had very
harmful consequences in the middle and long term.

It gives me particular pleasure that one of the lectures refers to
Michael VIII Palaeologus as an example of multifaceted diplomacy.
A British historian writing on the period of Michael’s reign and the
problems he had to deal with famously referred to ‘the battle of wits
between Greeks and Latins’. He concluded that this battle, after the
notorious ‘Sicilian Vespers’, was indisputably won by the Greeks.

In conclusion, I should like to congratulate the Diplomatic
Academy of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs once again forundertaking
to publish the volume you have in your hands and to express the hope
that it might perhaps help inaugurate very soon a full and rounded
programme of studies on Byzantine diplomacy at our Diplomatic
Academy. Greek diplomats today, and indeed the public in general,
have much to learn from the way in which our diplomatic forebears
managed to keep alive the great State they were responsible for, for
more than eleven hundred years.

DORA BAKOYANNI
MINISTER OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS

10




PREFACE

BY THE DIRECTOR
OF THE DIPLOMATIC ACADEMY (2004-2006)

Amongst its other activities, the Diplomatic Academy organizes
series of seminars, in the form of lectures followed by discussion,
on themes arising from the need to provide a modern formation for
the personnel of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. The purpose of these
seminars is to disseminate as broadly as possible the fruits of scholarly
research, and also make available reliable information on international
relations, diplomacy and foreign policy.

With these requirements in mind, a programme of lectures
was arranged for the Fourteenth Series of trainee embassy staff, in
collaboration with the Institute for Byzantine Research of the Hellenic
National Research Foundation, under the general title 'Byzantine
Diplomacy'. The specific subject of the seminars focussed on the long
historical period covered by Byzantine history, with the chief aim of
identifying possible turning-points of universal significance today.

The tradition of Byzantine diplomacy constitutes a precious source
from which to draw knowledge of the past and contextualize the
historical continuities that characterize social phenomena, especially
with regard to the relations of power and authority prevailing in
international relations.

The empire of New Rome was a centre of international power
and a model of political legitimacy for a long period, because it linked
its character as a state to its political practice, aspiring not simply to
‘national’ survival, military superiority or economic leadership, but also
to spreading the power and influence of the culture of which it was
the bearer. Even in periods of territorial contraction, mounting foreign
threats and economic decline, the human dynamic of the Byzantine
Empire maintained the outlook of a culture of world-wide significance.
This political outlook formed the central plank of a diplomacy and
strategy which resulted in a high level of international support for the
empire and the maintenance of its political power.

The great aim of Byzantine diplomacy and strategy was the
promotion of an international order founded on a culture embodying the

m



ideological ecumenicity of Byzantium. The spread of Byzantine culture
presupposed the survival of Byzantium as a great power in a sharply
polarized international system. The Byzantine empire faced challenges
on many fronts. On the one hand it sought to construct an international
order on the basis of its own values, so as to shape an international
environment which would ensure the ecumenical dominance of its
culture. On the other, it had to face strong hostile powers which
threatened its vital interests and occasionally its very survival.

It is therefore timely that we should define the particularity
of Byzantium, a particularity arising from the combination of three
elements. First, Byzantium, at least for the greater part of its history,
faced military powers stronger than itself. Secondly, Byzantium was the
longest-lasting power in the history of western civilization. Thirdly, it
succeeded in spreading its civilization beyond its political frontiers with
consequences which are still evident in today’s cultural developments
in a significant portion of the Eurasian mainland. The combination of
these three elements makes the study of Byzantine diplomacy especially
interesting and important. Byzantium'’s extremely realistic approach can
teach us something of political value for our own time.

I should like to thank the speakers and all who have contributed
to the organization of this series of talks, especially Dr Telemachos
Lounghis, Director of Research at the Institute for Byzantine Research for
responding so promptly to the suggestion that a series of talks should be
arranged, and also for his valuable contribution to the co-ordination of
speakers and themes. Warm thanks are also due to Dr Vasiliki Vlysidou
and Dr Stelios Lampakis, senior researchers at the Institute for Byzantine
Research, and also to Dr Maria Leontsini, assistant researcher at the
Institute, for their scholarly contribution to the success of the seminars.

Finally, I should like to thank the European Commission for making
available the necessary funding from the Third Community Support
Framework and also the Special Secretary of the National Printing
House, Mr Patroklos Georgiadis, without whose wholehearted support
this project could not have been brought to a successful conclusion.

Athens 8 February 2006

STRATOS DOUKAS

Ambassador a. h.

Director of the Diplomatic Academy 2004-6
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BYZANTINE DIPLOMACY
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PRINCIPLES, METHODS, PERIODS AND PRIORITIES

If the meaning of diplomacy is identified with a state’s official relations with the outside
world, the understanding of that state’s diplomacy would entail the study of its entire political
history in both peace and war. If, on the other hand, diplomacy means only the techniques used
by any state in its relations with the outside world according to circumstances, its study would
be restricted to the following question: how are, or were, international relations managed on
each specific occasion? Beyond this question, one should confine oneself to pinpointing certain
changes in the techniques of international relations, in so far, of course, as such changes can
be pinpointed.

It should be mentioned at the outset that permanent diplomatic missions were unknown
in the Byzantine empire or in the Middle Ages generally. They are a phenomenon which arose
in the fifteenth century as a result - according to the Belgian medieval historians H. Pirenne!
and F. L. Ganshof? - of the relations that developed between the various small independent
states existing in Italy at that time, and as a result also of the impression formed by the then
rising urban middle class that the existing powers, that is to say, the contemporary states,
were powerful and long-lasting. It was at that time that the celebrated Niccolo Machiavelli
(Istorie Florentine V, 8) referred approvingly to Livy’s statement (IX, 1) on the absolute need
to avoid wars: ‘ustum est bellum quibus necessarium, et pia arma quibus nulla nisi in armis
relinquitur spes’ (‘a war is just only for those for whom it is necessary, and taking up arms is
right only for those who have no recourse left except for arms’). Henceforth diplomacy began
to be regarded by all contemporaries as a permanent state activity of first resort pursued as
of right and having a primary role - which was not, of course, the view taken throughout the
Middles Ages.

Thus with regard to Byzantium, the Eastern Roman empire - or the Byzantine empire,
as we are accustomed (incorrectly) to calling that medieval state which had Greek as its
official language and which the texts call the ‘Roman polity’ (‘Pwuaiwv moriteie) or the
‘Roman authority’ (‘Pwuaiwv doyn)® - we should always bear in mind that diplomatic
representations remained abroad only for as long as they needed to bring to a conclusion
the mission for which they had been sent, whether these were Byzantine embassies abroad
or foreign embassies in Constantinople. This remained the rule right up to 1453. When the
sources mention, for example, a permanent apocrisiarius (ad responsum, responsalis) of the
pope in Constantinople, this refers to a permanent representative of the Church of Rome to
another Church. Such representatives are also found - but not always - in relations between
other patriarchates. The role of the Church in the history of Byzantine diplomacy is generally

1 H. Pirenne, Histoire économique et sociale du Moyen Age, Paris 1963.

2 F. L Ganshof, Le Moyen Age (Histoire des relations internationales sous la direction de P. Renouvin, vol. I), Paris
1964.

3 T. C. Lounghis, ‘Some Questions Concerning the Terminology Used in Narrative Sources to Designate the Byzantine
State’, Svupetxta 11 (1997), 11-22.
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important if rather peculiar, because very often ambassadors sent by the secular authority to
Christian states - almost never to the Muslim infidel - were clerics. This was perhaps why the
term apocrisiarius, originally of ecclesiastical provenance, came in certain documents also to
mean a secular ambassador (peofevtic). This second term is well attested in the sources,
as is the term mpéopuc (plural: mpéoPeic), both of which remain the standard expressions for
ambassador in modern Greek.

It is commonly believed that Byzantium excelled in the practice of diplomacy, or that it
tended to rely more on diplomacy than on arms. In the present state of research we cannot
confirm this opinion with any clarity or precision since (a) Byzantium frequently had to
deal with faits accomplis where it was not at all easy to make a choice between diplomacy
or war; (b) Byzantium lasted about 1,000 years - perhaps 1,060 if we accept 395 as marking
the beginning of Byzantine history (the division of the Roman empire into the eastern part
under Arcadius [395-408] and the western under Honorius [395-423])* - and its power did
not remain a constant, so that the same principles should always apply in dealing with
foreign dangers; and (c) Byzantium always had a long frontier to defend to the east, north
and west, with the result that the threats and needs presenting themselves on each front at
any given time were not of the same kind or always comparable.

In the last analysis, however, the following axiom seems to hold good for both Byzantium
and the other medieval states: when the state is strong, it is also aggressive, in which case,
although diplomacy does not of course disappear entirely, it occupies a relatively small place
in foreign policy. Conversely, diplomacy constitutes a large part of a state’s concerns and
activity, and is relied upon to avert impending disaster, when the state feels compelled to avoid
war by whatever means it can. In general, many have argued that the history of Byzantine
diplomacy has not yet been written,® or even that we need many different monographs on
Byzantine diplomacy, each one approaching the subject from a different angle.® These various
proposals and opinions make it more difficult to give a full picture of Byzantine diplomacy,
at least in its-basic elements.’

First of all we need to look at the very idea of ‘foreign’. This concept arose from the
time the eastern empire first became aware that beyond its frontiers there lay a large number
of organized states. The older Roman oixovuévn (Orbis Romanus), which constituted the
entire civilized world in the early centuries, recognized as a foreign state comparable to
itself only the Persian empire of the Sassanids, whose ruler had been known since antiquity
as the Méyag BaoiAevs (great king) or Baoikete BaoiAéwv (king of kings). Apart from
the eastern frontier, the barbarians on the other frontiers of the Roman empire, however

4 E. Stein, ‘Introduction a I'histoire et aux institutions byzantines’, Traditio 7 (1949-51), 99-111. G. Ostrogorsky, ‘Die
Perioden der byzantinischen Geschichte’, Historische Zeitschrift 163 (1940-41), 229-41. The division of the empire in
395 was decisive in the sense that the two parts of the hitherto unitary Roman empire were never reunited.

5 See D. Obolensky, G. Moravesik and D. Zakythinos, ‘The Principles and Methods of Byzantine Diplomacy’, Actes du
Xlle Congres international d’Etudes Byzantines, Belgrade 1963, vol. I, 46-61, 301-13, 313-19, where the questions then
being researched are discussed.

6 A. Kazhdan, ‘The Notion of Byzantine Diplomacy’, in Byzantine Diplomacy. Papers from the Twenty-fourth Spring
Symposium of Byzantine Studies, Cambridge, March 1990, ed. J. Shepard and S. Franklin, Aldershot 1992, 3-24, a
particularly important review of research until that date.

7 Cf. Z. V. Udalcova, ‘Diplomatija’, in Kul'tura Vizantii, Vtoraja polovina VII-XIIvv, Moscow 1989, 241-75, where the
so-called ‘contempt’ of Byzantines for foreign peoples is overemphasized.
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dangerous they were from time to time, could only be regarded as inferior, unorganized and,
in general, uncivilized nations. Thus a perception of an international hierarchy of states
and rulers was gradually created which was to exercise a powerful influence on Byzantine
diplomacy. From late summer 476 especially, when in Italy the last western Roman emperor,
Romulus Augustulus, was deposed, the Roman oizovpévn still remaining intact consisted
of the eastern empire which had as its sole ruler the emperor with his seat at Constantinople
who, theoretically at least, continued to administer the western provinces of the western
Roman empire through his local officials, that is to say, the Barbarian princes who had in
the meantime established themselves in the West.*

What strikes every modern student who examines the early Roman West after the
barbarian occupation of the fifth century AD is its political barbarism. The leaders of the
Barbarian peoples who ruled in the West, and were regarded by the eastern emperor as
officials answerable to him, were first and foremost military leaders. Their chief occupation
was to command their army in battle and on plundering raids. For the occupied populations,
however, these Barbarian leaders, at least at the beginning, were simply generals who like
earlier generals of the empire made requisitions and billeted the troops under their command.
This, broadly speaking, was the collective result on the psychological level for the European
populations that were occupied either by force of arms, or as a result of one-sided treaties
(foedera) which the Roman empire made to settle non-Romans in those provinces which had
been devastated by wars or progressive social decline.

A typical example of a one-sided treaty (foedus) is that which the Emperor Theodosius
I (379-395) made with the Visigoths in 382 after the destruction of the Roman army, along
with the heretical (Arian) emperor, Valens (364-378), at the battle of Adrianople in 378. One
section of this Barbarian people was settled in the pillaged region between the Danube and
the Aimos mountain range. They were granted lands (small and medium parcels) and were
obliged to provide the empire with military services. They became in this way foederati, that
is to say, something like subordinate allies subject to their own legal processes and without
the obligation to pay state taxes.” This kind of diplomatic treaty took a unique form: although
the relations entered into were very clearly those governed by international law, the Barbarians
were now within the boundaries of the state. In referring to treaties of this kind, the celebrated
Procopius of Caesarea, the classicizing historian of the period of Justinian, who is disposed
towards everything redolent of antiquity, uses the following expression: xal 1@ evmpemnel Tig
Evupayiac ovouatt mpds TV EnnAvdwy tvoavvotuevor éBtaovro (‘and by the respectable
name of “treaty” [the Romans] were forcefully made subject to the intruders’)."’ That is to
say, Procopius recognizes the structural weakness of the empire which obliged it to enter into
treaties because of the military strength of the Barbarians, and at the same time acknowledges
the harmful consequences which these foedera had for the Romans.

To return to the now Barbarian western empire, the native populations may have tried
initially to preserve some part of their ancient way of life (social customs and certain elements

8 See Totopia 1ot EAAnvixo "Efvoug, vol. VII, Athens 1978, 127-42.

9 G. Wirth, ‘Zur Frage der foderierten Staaten in der spéteren romischen Kaiserzeit', Historia 16 (1967), 231-51. R. Scharf,
Foederati. Von der vilkerrechtlichen Kategorie zur byzantinischen Truppengattung (TYCHE, Suppl.-Bd. 4), Wien 2001.

10 Procopius, Wars V, 1, 4 (ed. J. Haury and G. Wirth, Procopii Caesariensis opera omnia, Leipzig 1963, vol. II, p. 4).
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of Roman law), but in the new circumstances now prevailing the meaning of public power
underwent a radical change. That is to say, the sense of an organized state which defines and
regulates the rights and obligations of individuals and groups was progressively weakened.
Even though certain Barbarian leaders, such as Theodoric the Great (493-526), the Ostrogoth
king in Italy, disposed of real state power which was highly effective in all sectors, the general
principle that recognized no limits to the personal power of rulers encouraged the lack of
interest in any kind of cultural activity which began to prevail among the peoples of Western
Europe at the beginning of the Middle Ages. People began to tie themselves narrowly to local
interests, just as distances began to appear insurmountably large and divided people rather
than united them, as in Antiquity, when there was a uniform culture in all parts of the then
civilized world. On the other hand, in the Barbarian kingdoms of the West which were united
by dynastic marriages among relations, there gradually developed the sense of an aristocracy
of blood (Gebliitsadel, noblesse de sang) which was associated with the leader-ruler-king in
a different way from the bonds uniting the rest of free humanity.

On the basis of what has been said so far, it is evident that where the eastern Roman
empire endured after 476, the antique character of the Roman state was maintained for
much longer. There the documents issued by the emperor were laws for all his subjects and
for all sectors of society. This contributed to maintaining through the centuries the idea that
the empire was eternal and that the Barbarian kings were only the emperor’s subordinates
in lands which more or less and according to circumstances remained Roman. Beyond
these ideological elements, however, Roman structures and organization were everywhere
in retreat. Already from the end of the fateful year 476, the Emperor Zeno (474-5 and
476-91) who reigned in Constantinople sent the senator Severus to Carthage, now the
capital of a Vandal kingdom, promoting him to patricius, 6zws ti)s moeoPeiag 10 oyiua
xataoxevdoy oeuvotepov (‘to enhance the dignity of the embassy’) as the historian Malchus
of Philadelphia says."" How successful these Byzantine diplomatic attempts were to send
ambassadors of comparable rank to the Barbarian rulers whom they were addressing'> was
to be apparent much later, after the mid-eighth century, when the international hierarchy of
princes underwent a radical change.

Turning now to the eastern frontier of the empire, where there was a political'* and
spiritual parity between the emperor of the Romans and the great king of the Persians,
what we should note first of all is that here we have two states of ancient origin on an equal
footing, with structures and a tradition going back to the remotest past, and that with the
passage of centuries the age-long rivalry between these two anachronistic state organisms
would lead to the disappearance of the older of the two, the Persian (Persian resistance to
the Arabs came to an abrupt end in 651), and the territorial curtailment of the younger, the
Byzantine, which would necessitate a radical reorganization lasting nearly two centuries.

11 Malchus (ed. Lia Raffaella Cresci, Malco di Filadelfia, Frammenti [Byzantina et Neohellenika Neapolitana IX],
Naples 1982) fr. 3, pp. 75-6.

12 In the fifth century AD the Ostrogoth, Burgundian, and perhaps even Visigoth and Vandal rulers had the title
patricius or some equivalent dignity, e.g. magister militum, bestowed on them at some time or other by the empire. Cf. T.
C. Lounghis, Les ambassades byzantines en Occident depuis la fondation des états barbares jusqu’aux Croisades (407-
1096), Athens 1980, 266-70.

13 K. Synelli, Oi SurAwparnixés oxéoeic Bvlavtiov xai Iepotas éng tov Xt aidva, Athens 1986.
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Early Byzantium draws to a close at around the end of the reign of the Emperor Heraclius
(610-41) and a long period begins of social and administrative change during the course of
a continuous struggle against an Islam initially aggressive and victorious everywhere which
succeeded the Persians as the great power in the East.

The traditional equality in political relations between Byzantium and Persia is
accompanied by an absolute and enduring diplomatic equality which is expressed in a
pompous dossier of diplomatic documents exchanged by the two rulers. So long as the two
all-powerful and equal sovereigns of such venerable antiquity called each other ‘brother’, there
could still be exceptional occasions of high diplomacy such as when a Byzantine emperor
on the approach of death sought to entrust the guardianship of his son and heir, who was
still a minor, to the Great King (Arcadius to Isdigerdh I [399-421] concerning Theodosius
I1'*), and conversely when the Great King sought the same (Kavadh I to Justin I [518-27]
concerning Khusro I)," regardless of whether these aspirations were actually put into effect.
At other times the Great King, evidently under severe economic distress, could seek a loan
(8dvetov) from the Byzantine emperor under written guarantee (&yyoagov éuoAoyiav)
as Kavadh 1 (488-531) did from Anastasius I (491-518) in 502/3."° This was denied him,
without any of the usual diplomatic courtesies, with the result that Kavadh declared war!
The most fastidious of all the emperors in matters of protocol was Justinian I (527-65). In
documents issued by him he is frequently given old-style Roman triumphalist titles indicating
the peoples he had conquered, for example: Imperator Flavius lustinianus, Alamannicus,
Gothicus, Francicus, Germanicus, Anticus, Alanicus, Vandalicus, Africanus, pius felix
inclitus victor ac triumphator, semper Augustus (‘Emperor Flavius Justinianus, pious, blessed
and renowned victor and celebrator of triumphs over the Alamanni, the Goths, the Franks,
the Germans, the Antes, the Vandals, and the Africans, ever Augustus’).'” But what are we
to make of the way in which Justinian’s famous and by all accounts cultured opponent and
equal, Khusro I Anusharwan (531-79), addressed him, according to the historian Menander
Protector,'® on the occasion of the fifty-year truce which was signed between the empire and
Persia in the winter of 561/2: O¢iog, ayaboc, eionvordrolog, doyaios Xoopons, Pactievs
Baoiréwy, evtvyic, evoepic, ayabomoids, dTvi oi Oeol ueydAnv oMV xal peydAny
Baoiieiav deddxao, yiyas yrydviwv, dg éx Oedv yapaxtnoitetal, Tovorviavd Kaioapt,
Gaderpd fuetéow. (‘The divine, good, father of peace from of old, Chosroes (Khusro), king of
kings, blessed, pious, beneficent, to whom the gods have given great good fortune and great
majesty, giant of giants, who is characterized as being from the gods, to Justinian Caesar,
our brother’). The historian Agathias of Myrina also divinized the ancient tradition and
power of the Persian state. Continuing Procopius, he describes the period 552-8 as follows:
GAANY yio molteiay otitw ol oida & mAeloTag woppac Te xal oyfjuata uetafaiotioav

14 Procopius, Wars 1, 2, 6-7 (ed. Haury and Wirth I, 8).
15 Procopius, Wars I, 11,6 (ed. Haury and Wirth I, 49).

16 Procopius, Wars 1, 7, 1 (ed. Haury and Wirth I, 30). Theophanes, Chronicle (ed. C. de Boor, Theophanis Chrono-
graphia, Leipzig 1883, 144). The fifth- and sixth-century sources present both the ancient ‘great powers’ of the period,
i.e. both the empire and the Persian state, as under more-or-less permanent economic pressure.

17 Novellae Justiniani, ed. R. Schoell and G. Kroll (Corpus Turis Civilis I1T), Dublin and Ziirich 1972', Appendix VII,
pp. 799-800.

18 Menander, fr. 6, 1 (ed. R. C. Blockley, The History of Menander the Guardsman, Liverpool 1985, p. 62).
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xal év Tautd uévely ov dtapréoacayv, aAra pvoimv édvav diiote dAAwv Emxodteiay
SeEauévny (‘1 do not know of another state that goes through so many changes of form and
shape and does not remain the same, but receives dominion at various times over a host of
other nations’)." However one looks at this equality or parity of prestige between Byzantium
and Persia, it becomes apparent that it concerns an equality going back to the past and,
especially in Agathias, that the Persian empire is subject to recurring cycles.

The same equality, mutatis mutandis, came to prevail on the eastern frontier after the
Arab conquests, for the Arabs inherited Persia’s political rivalry with Byzantium. Both the
Umayyad caliphs with their capital at Damascus (661-750) and the Abbasid caliphs, who
ruled from Baghdad from the second half of the eighth century to about the mid-eleventh
century, were regarded as on a par with the Byzantine emperor, who accorded them the title
aueopovuvic or aueoauvovviic (the Greek rendering of emir el-muemini, or ‘commander
of the faithful’ - the corresponding verb was Gunoevetv, ‘to rule as caliph’).”’ As laid down
in the famous court composition on etiquette, ITeol faoiieiov tdEews (De cerimoniis),
attributed to the learned Emperor Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus (945-59), Byzantine
ambassadors addressed elaborate adulatory greetings to the caliphs of the Saracens.? Indeed,
when writing to al-Muktadir, the relatively minor emir of Crete, the Patriarch Nicholas
Mysticus (901-7 and 912-25) accords to the Muslim Saracens the same rights of sovereignty
and supremacy throughout the world as belonged to the Byzantine empire.” It should be
borne in mind that Byzantium was able to conduct a very successful military and political
resistance against these opponents they treated as equals, both the Persians and the Arabs
who succeeded them, for more than six centuries, and it was only the Turkish advance (first
by the Seljugs and then the Ottomans) that signified the Byzantine empire’s definitive retreat
from its dominant position in relation to contemporary states.

Also noteworthy in the history of Byzantine-Arab relations is the cultural aspect:?
although it was an iron rule that clerics were not sent on embassies to the Arabs, some laymen
who later became distinguished clerics and even patriarchs, and were well known in the
contemporary medieval world for their wisdom and breadth of learning, visited Baghdad as
ambassadors and impressed everyone by their brilliance. One such example is the celebrated
John Grammaticus who was sent, probably in 829-30, by the Emperor Theophilus (829-42) as
ambassador to the Caliph al-Mamun (813-33), who was equally renowned for his wide learning
and his love for literature and the sciences. This embassy with its rich gifts is described by the

19 Agathias I, 25, 3 (ed. R. Keydell, CFHB 2, Berlin 1967, p. 73). Many of the philosophers forced to flee to Persia
after Justinian’s measures against the ancient philosophical schools became disillusioned, according to Agathias, and
returned to the empire.

20 See e.g. Theophanes, Chronicle 360, 32.

21 Constantine Porphyrogenitus, De cerimoniis 11, 47 (ed. 1. I. Reiske, CSHB, Bonn 1829, pp. 683-4): yaipot 6 yai-
owv elpvn, 6 podviuog év foviais, xai dyabos xai mpadtarog, vyaivey, eV0uudY, elonveliwy Tdvrobey, ueyalo-
nmoenéotate xai évéoEdtate Apeouovuvii. Elpijvn oot arod yic »al Baidoong, 665a xal Ty, evgpoouvy xai fwi)
UAXQOYOOVIOS ELONVIXMTATE Xl EVYEVETTATE GUEQUOVUVI), EIT) OOV TO Gvoua Evtiuov xat i {mi paxpoyoovios. gike
yAvxvitate 100 factAéwng quav tov dylov, tepifiente xal mepigavéotare Aueouovuvi). See also Appendices.

22 Nicholas Mysticus, Epistles 1 (ed. R. Jenkins and L. Westerink, CFHB 6, Washington DC 1973, p. 2). See also Ap-
pendix 2(a).

23 D. Zakythinos, ‘Byzance et les Arabes dans leurs rapports intellectuels’, L'Hellénisme contemporain (1947), 42-54.
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Byzantine authors® as evidence of the prestige of the imperial majesty in the East. Prompted
by the fact that the imperial ambassador, John Grammaticus, a little later became patriarch of
Constantinople (835-43), another slightly later patriarch, the great Photius (858-67 and 877-
86), boasts in the prologue to his BifAi00ijxn that in his youth he too had been appointed to
lead an embassy to the Arabs. Various dates have been proposed for this supposed embassy,
but the most likely suggestion is that it never took place at all,> and that the equally cultured
and even more ambitious Patriarch Photius must have envied the fame of John Grammaticus
and presented himself as having been entrusted with an embassy to the Arabs without this
actually having taken place. It should also be noted that the Byzantine interest in the spiritual
activities of the Muslims coincides with the rise of the Abbasid capital, Baghdad, as a cultural
centre of great brilliance and (for the times) global importance.

The international setting in the East is therefore completely different from that in the
West, until at least the eleventh century. In the West political and diplomatic parity with
the Byzantine empire was attained gradually, with the entry of Western Europe into the
premier political and spiritual division in two stages, both lasting from the middle to the
end of the eighth century. First the pope detached himself from the Byzantine empire and
achieved political independence as the highest spiritual authority for the whole of the West.
As a spiritual and now also as a political authority, the pope needed a strong military
power in Western Europe which would be obedient to his commands, and he found it in the
Franks with their invincible army. With the encouragement of Pope Zacharias (741-52), the
Frankish Merovingian dynasty was abolished (751) and the Carolingian was established in
its place, which united all the lands of the hitherto three or four Frankish kingdoms and,
after further territorial gains, arrived at the point of having its second crowned head, Charles
(768-814), appointed emperor in Rome on Christmas day 800.* Thus was founded the
western medieval empire by Charlemagne, which claimed recognition and equality of status
from Byzantium and obtained it through a Byzantine embassy to Aquisgranum (Aachen)
in 812.%” Henceforth, whereas the Byzantine empire had been dealing with states in the West
very inferior to it, maintaining relations which went back to the unequal foedera, now there
was an empire in the West, the ruler-of which was the d@8eA@og (brother) of the Byzantine
emperor, as formerly the Great King of the Persians had been in the East (the caliph of the
Arabs may have had equal status but in no way could he be G6eA@og of a Christian emperor).
The fact of the existence once again in the West of an imperial title created what modern
historians have called ‘the problem of the two emperors’.? For Byzantium - which may
have expressed itself in elaborate diplomatic language but was almost always realistic in its
political thought - this implied very clearly that the head of the international hierarchy of

24 Theophanes Continuatus 95-8 (ed. 1. Bekker, CSHB, Bonn 1838). See also Appendix, no. 3.
25 V. Vlysidou, Zyetxtr pt v mpeoPeia 100 Pwtiov «Enx’ Acovpiovey’, Alrruya 5(1992), 270-9.

26 There is a detailed account of relations in C. Tsirpanlis, ‘Byzantine Reactions to the Coronation of the Charlemagne’,
Bugavrvix 6 (1974), 347-60.

27 Lounghis, Ambassades, 160-1. D. Nerlich, Diplomatische Gesandtschaften zwischen Ost- und Westkaisern, 756-
1002, Bern 1999.

28 See W. Ohnsorge, Das Zweikaiserproblem im friiheren Mittelalter, Hildesheim 1947.
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princes of the classic Middle Ages® could no longer be the Byzantine emperor, as formerly,
but the pope, whom both emperors, eastern as well as western, addressed as wvevuatixog
matho (pater spiritualis, spiritual father).

Broadly speaking, although Byzantium, as is now recognized, was developing strongly
in economic terms in the tenth century,* it is very probable that in some degree it was losing
its ‘technological’ superiority over the West by about the middle of the eleventh century. If
we are to understand the empire’s diplomatic activities during the period of the Crusades,
however, it is essential that we should grasp the character of the changes taking place on the
international level and their repercussions on the Byzantine political ideology of the period.
It is to these we now turn. The most important consideration at the beginning of the Crusades
(1096), along with the fact that the pope had for two centuries already occupied a higher
rung on the ideological ladder than the two equal emperors of East and West, is that now
many laymen who were not heads of state, but feudal landowners subject to secular rulers not
themselves personally participating in the Crusade, took part under the immediate spiritual
leadership of the pope. The change ushering in the age of the so-called Theocracy was realized
in this way on the theoretical level. This age is identified with the period of the Crusades. It
implied that in Europe all secular lay states were equal to each other but were much inferior to
the secular and spiritual authority of the pope.*! The general perception then also arose that
Byzantium (weakened in Asia Minor and permanently deprived of its possessions in Italy),
which was ruled by a family alliance of Comneni and Angeli (1081-1204), was equal in the
international hierarchy of princes not only to the German empire of the Hohenstaufen (1125-
1250) but also to the already powerful kingdoms of France and England. In other words, from
the twelfth century onwards Byzantium had not the slightest ideological basis for claiming
any pre-eminence among the powerful secular states that now existed. The brilliance and
leadership that Byzantium had enjoyed in the cultural sphere were also diminished.

The diplomatic method which the empire followed from the beginning of the First
Crusade onwards (since of course the armies of the first four Crusades passed through its
lands, culminating in the capture of 1204) consisted in transferring the concept of Byzantine
sovereignty over western lands from the West to the East. This means that Byzantine political
and military power, more under the Comnenian emperors and much less under the Angeli,
sought to make vassals of the theoretically allied crusader armies that passed through its lands
and, by extension, the crusader states that were founded in Syria and Palestine after the First
Crusade.” In this attempt, Byzantine political thought, always flexible with regard to whatever

29 G. Ostrogorsky, ‘Die byzantinische Staatenhierarchie’, Seminarium Kondakovianum 8 (1936), 41-61. F. Dolger,
‘Die “Familie der Konige” im Mittelalter’, Byzanz und die europdische Staatenwelt, Darmstadt 1964, 34-69. Both be-
lieved, mistakenly in my opinion, that the Byzantine emperor was always at the head of the international hierarchy of
princes. I regard this as only true for the period 476-800.

30 A. Harvey, Economic Expansion in the Byzantine Empire 900-1200, Cambridge 1989.

31 W. Norden’s monumental work, Das Papsttum und Byzanz. Die Trennung der beiden Miichte und das Problem ihrer
Wiedervereinigung, Berlin 1903, remains unsurpassed, since he examines the Theocracy in Western Europe in conjunc-
tion with the Schism of 1054 and the mutual relations between Constantinople and Rome.

32 R-l Lilie, Byzanz und die Kreuzfahrerstaaten. Studien zur Politik des byzantinischen Reiches gegeniiber den
Staaten der Kreuzfahrer in Syrien und Palistina bis zum vierten Kreuzzug (1096-1204), Munich 1981. This principle
continued (in a completely counterfeit form) even during the Fourth Crusade, when Isaac II and Alexius IV tried to
persuade the Crusaders to take action for the restoration of Isaac.
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affected international relations, made use of the widely diffused Western European social and
political practice of feudal vassalage. The term which the Byzantine sources most often use to
describe this relationship of vassalage, which particularly up to about 1160 (until which date
the Byzantine empire was still occasionally able to impose its suzerainty over the crusader
Near East) they transfer to international relations, is Ai¢ios (= lige), or ‘liegeman’. In Byzantine
terminology this means oixétne xal vmoyeiptoc or SovAoc motoc (‘household servant’ or
‘faithful slave’), as is apparent from the so-called Treaty of Devol of 1108, when Bohemond,
the Norman duke of Taranto, swore vassalage for himself and his descendents to his vanquisher
in battle, the Emperor Alexius I Comnenus (1081-1118). This relationship of vassalage was
always reinforced by an oath of fidelity which was given by the liegeman to his overlord, more
or less as in the West. But with the Byzantine empire’s ever increasing political weakness, even
this method of applying pressure grew less effective and was finally abandoned.

After Constantinople fell for the first time to the crusaders in 1204 and until the final
capture by the Ottomans in 1453, with only one significant exception in the reign of Michael
Palaeologus (1258-82), Byzantium was a ‘small state’, as G. Ostrogorsky had described it, and it
is true that from that time its diplomatic efforts were as rich in activity as they were modest in
aim, which may be summed up as a constant effort to enable this once great and glorious state
simply to survive. Emperors (always bearing the title ‘emperor of the Romans’) even travelled
to the West to seek help against the growing Turkish threat. Already from 1379 the empire was
restricted to a few enclaves and paid tribute to the Turks.* In a letter of 1432 the Emperor John
VIII Palaeologus (1425-49) addressed the grand vizier as gide tic faotdelag pov (‘friend of
my Majesty’) and the Sultan Murat II (1421-51) as @deA@dv (‘brother’), as once the emperors
used to address their western colleagues. By a string of humiliating concessions, successive
Palaeologan emperors sought to keep alive whatever remained of the state, that is to say, the
City itself. This alone, Constantine XI Palaeologus (1449-53) wrote to the Sultan Mehmet II
(1451-81), an emperor cannot hand over: he would rather choose death.* To sum up this very
brief survey,* what needs to be emphasized in the history of Byzantine diplomacy is the almost
constant modification of the principles governing it and its necessary willingness to adapt itself,
however much the empire and its principles might appear to be immutable down the centuries.

33 Examples: Anna Comnena XIII, 12, 1-28 (ed. D. Reinsch and A. Kambylis, CFHB 40, Berlin and New York 2002,
pp. 413-23) (see also Appendix, no. 22). John Cinnamus (ed. A. Meineke, CSHB, Bonn 1838), 34. Nicetas Choniates (ed.
J. L. Van Dieten, CFHB 11, Berlin and New York 1975), 27. Cf. J. Ferluga, ‘La ligesse dans I'empire byzantin’, Zbornik
Radova Vizantoloskog Instituta 7 (1961), 91-123.

34 G. Ostrogorsky, ‘Byzance, état tributaire de l'empire turc’, Zbornik Radova Vizantoloskog Instituta 5 (1958), 49-58.

35 To 6¢ iy II6Ay gou Sotvar oUT éudv éoti 00T dAAOV TV xaTOLXOUVTWY &V TaUTY: XOWf) YaE YVOuN TaVTES
aUTomEOLPETWS GoBavoiuey xal ov gpetodueba tic Ewis fudv, according to the historian Michael Doukas (ed. 1.
Bekker, CSHB, Bonn 1834, 279-280).

36 Analytical presentation of the principles of Byzantine diplomacy before the fall of Constantinople by L. P. Medvedev,
‘O printsipach visantiiskoi diplomatii nakanunie padenija imperii’, VV (1972), 129-39.
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BYZANTINE FOREIGN POLICY DOCUMENTS

Byzantine foreign policy documents or diplomatic documents are also subject to
successive changes that correspond closely to the changes of Byzantine political ideology
relating to the international hierarchy of princes. One would not be wrong in supposing
that at the beginning of Byzantine history, when the concept of ‘foreign” only applied to
the East and the only sovereign of comparable status to the emperor was the Great King of
the Persians, documents addressed to the West were similar to those addressed to recipients
within the empire. According to the historian Menander Protector (‘Protector’ was a kind
of imperial guardsman) the text of the fifty-year truce between the empire and Persia was
written in the two languages and then provided with translations both ways: éyodgnoav
mEQOLOTL ®al EAANVIOTL, petePAnOn te 10 EAAnvixov eig [lepoida gamviy xal 10 Iegotxov
ei¢c EAMnvida...tdv otv €€ éxatépov uéoovs ouoroyidv év oviiafaic avalngheiodv,
avumapepAiOnoay aAAiiaic 1@ icodvvdu v EvOuumudtwy e xal onudtwv( ‘They were
written in Persian and Greek, and the Greek version was translated into the Persian language
and the Persian into the Greek...when the terms of either side were set down in writing, each
was translated into the equivalent ideas and words of the other’).”’ It is thus evident that in
official treaties of such importance provision was made for translation into the languages of
the two contracting parties from the record of those who had taken part in the negotiations.
From what appears also from the frequent diplomatic correspondence conducted much later
between the Arabs and the Byzantines, the Byzantine imperial chancery was accustomed
to attaching to imperial documents addressed to the caliph, which were always written in
Greek, an official Arabic translation. The oldest example of an imperial letter with an Arabic
translation dates from early 938 (a letter of the Emperor Romanus I Lacapenus [920-44] to
the Caliph al-Radi [934-8] on the subject of a peace treaty and exchanges of prisoners). As
we are informed by the later Arab historian Sibt ibn Djauzi, this imperial letter, which is no
longer extant, was written in gold letters and had attached an Arabic translation written in
silver letters.® In much the same way, the Greek text of a letter of the Emperor Constantine
IX Monomachus (1042-55) to the Caliph of Baghdad al-Kaim of 1050 or 1055 is provided
with an Arabic interlinear translation, a technique which turns this diplomatic document
into a work of art. In general, the relatively few Byzantine foreign policy documents that have
survived are distinguished by their impressive appearance.®

The oldest authentic Byzantine imperial document dealing with foreign policy which
survives in the original is the so-called ‘St Denis Papyrus’. In 1693/4 the Benedictine monk J.
Mabillon, renowned as the first systematic student of Greek palaeography, discovered at his

37 Menander, Fr. 6, 1 (ed. Blockley, p. 70). (See also Appendix, no. 5.)

38 See A. A. Vasiliev, Byzance et les Arabes 1. La dynastie Macédonienne, 2. Extraits des sources arabes, Brussels
1950, 172.

39 See the classic handbook on Byzantine documents, F. Délger and J. Karayannopulos, Byzantinische Urkundenlehre,
Munich 1968, 90.
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monastery of St Denis (in what is now a northern suburb of Paris) a ninth-century papyrus
written in Greek (today Archives Nationales K7, no. 17). According to this document, which
lacks its beginning and end, a Byzantine emperor who is not named in the text calls on his
western colleague to come to the help of the Byzantine forces by sending a Frankish expedition
which is to be commanded by the son of the western emperor, who is referred to as 0 o(&, the
rix. In a fundamental study published in 1948,* the great Byzantinist F. Dolger connected this
amazing document with a Byzantine embassy of the Emperor Theophilus (829-42) which was
received at Trier in the winter of 841/2 by the western emperor, Lothar [ (840-55); This embassy
of Theophilus is mentioned in several literary sources, both Byzantine and western.*' In spite of
the improvements and corrections proposed a little later by W. Ohnsorge* to Dolger’s readings
and chronology, the document has retained in scholarly literature the character which Dolger
attributed to it: the oldest written monument of the Crusades (‘das élteste Kreuzzugsdokument’),
in the sense that the two emperors who existed in the ninth century eastern and western, were
inclined to combine forces as Christian states to fight the Saracen infidel, who had landed
in Sicily in about 828 and, after the occupation of Spain (from 711), now even threatened
the Italian mainland. Southern Italy frequently constituted a common point of reference in
whatever concerned the defence of the Christian powers against the Muslims during the early
Middle Ages until its capture by the Normans in the eleventh century.

The St Denis Papyrus is written in the careful (by the ninth century minuscule) hand of
the imperial chancery at Constantinople. Instead of the emperor’s signature at the end of the
text (narratio) there is the familiar mark of approbation, legimus (‘we have read it’), by the
emperor which is always in red ink (‘cinnabar’). The loss of the document’s éoyatdxoilov
prevents us from knowing how it ended (the éoyatdroALov is the last portion of a document,
corresponding to the mpwtox0ALov, or protocol, at the beginning).

In accordance with what was traditionally prescribed in the handbooks, a Byzantine
foreign policy document begins with the protocol, which usually contains:
(a) a divine invocation (invocatio), e.g. ‘In nomine Dei Jesu Christi....”;

(b) the ruler’s titles (intitulatio), as given above for Justinian or Maurice (Here it should
be noted that old-style Roman triumphal titles in the protocol of documents cease in 678+,
make a sporadic reappearance under Manuel I Comnenus [1143-80], and then disappear
completely);

(c) the inscribing of the recipient (inscriptio), e.g. ‘Childeberto viro glorioso regi
Francorum’.

Then follows the narrative (narratio) which comprises the middle part and usually the
bulk of the document.

40 F. Dolger, ‘Der Pariser St. Denis Papyrus als dltestes Kreuzzugsdokument’, Byzantinische Diplomatik, Ettal 1956,
204-14. (See Appendix, no. 7 and plate I).

41 For the sources see T. Lounghis, Authopatio zot Suthopatixi zatd tov Meoaiova. Oplopéva nagadeiypota, in
Awuthwpartia xar goluxi). lotopux) mpoo€yyion, Athens 2005, 244.

42 W. Ohnsorge, ‘Das Kaiserbiindnis von 842-844 gegen die Sarazenen’, Abendland und Byzanz, Darmstadt 1963,
131-83.

43 Letter of the Emperor Constantine IV (668-85) to Pope Donus (676-8) before the Sixth Ecumenical Council: Acta
Conciliorum Oecumenicorum 11, 2, 1, Berlin 1990, 2-10.
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The protocol, like the eschatokollon, underwent various relatively minor changes in
form, according to circumstances and regardless of the date in which the document was
drawn up. That is to say, these changes do not obey any rules of chronological development.
For example in the inscriptio of the pope who is the recipient of a letter from Isaac IT Angelus
(1185-95): Toadxioc év Xototd 1@ Oed motds faoiAels xal aitoxpdtwo Pwuaimv 6
Ayyerog Katdeotive 1@ aytwtdte ndra Poung tiuny thy m0o0nxovoay 4§ TVEVUATIXGD
ratol xal OéAnow t@v evydv avtod (‘Isaac Angelus, faithful emperor and autocrat of
the Romans in Christ God, to Celestine, most holy pope of Rome, honour befitting him as
spiritual father and a request for his prayers’).* Or the invocatio in the letter of Romanus
Lecapenus written in gold to the Caliph al-Radi in 938: ‘Au nom du Pére et du Fils et du
Saint-Esprit, le Dieu unique’.* The well-known western ambassador and bishop of Cremona,
Liutprand, in his famous work, Relatio de legatione Constantinopolitana, reporting his visit
to the Imperial City in 968 during the reign of Nicephorus II Phocas (963-9), mentions that
on his departure he was given a yovoofoviiov, ‘id est epistola auro scripta et signata’, for
his sovereign, the western emperor, Otto (936-73).* O. Kresten, a specialist in Byzantine
documents relating to foreign policy, notes as many as ten examples of yovooyoagia,
chrysography (as he calls the method of writing imperial documents in golden letters) from
938 to 1146,* one example from Manuel I Comnenus to the German emperor, Frederick
I Barbarossa (1152-89) dating from 1179, and finally one late example from 1416.* The
éoyatorordov normally consists of a short form of greeting, e.g. ‘Divinitas te servet per
multos annos’ (‘May God keep you for many years’) or éppwoo év xvoiw (‘Fare well in the
Lord,” etc).’® After the emperor’s autograph legimus follows the date with the regnal year of
the imperial author, the so-called unvoAdynua (amweivfn unvi...ivéixti@vos...). (‘issued in
the month...of the indiction..”). Sometimes, in the last years of the Byzantine empire (15"
cent.) we find written at the end, together with the Byzantine date from the creation of the
world, the date from the birth of Christ, as was general in the West from the close of the
Middle Ages (1@ t@v Aativwv Soduw [‘in the Latin style’, as the Byzantine document says,
not without a certain contempt of the Latins).

A second kind of Byzantine document dealing with foreign policy and diplomatic
practice is the treaty with various foreign states drawn up by the Byzantine side. As already
noted, in the early Byzantine period, treaties are discussed in some detail in the literary

44 O. Kresten, ‘Zur Rekonstruktion der Protokolle Kaiserlich-byzantinischer Auslandsschreiben des 12. Jahrhunderts
aus lateinischen Quellen’, in IToAvmAevpos Nots. Miscellanea fiir Peter Schreiner (Byzantinisches Archiv 19), Munich
2000, 149, example f.

45 According to the French translation of Vasiliev-Canard (Byzance et les Arabes, 172).

46 Liutprand, Legatio (ed. J. Becker, MGH, Scriptores rerum Germanicarum in usum scholarum, Hanover and Leipzig
1915), 206. On the tremendous importance of Liutprand of Cremona for understanding the two different Byzantine
foreign policy strategies, see below, pp. 50-54

47 O. Kresten, ‘Zur Chrysographie in den Auslandsschreiben der byzantinischen Kaiser’, RHM 40 (1998), 139-86.

48 Annales Stadenses auctore Alberto, 1179 = MGH, Scriptores rerum Germanicarum XVI, 349. Cf. O. Kresten, ‘Der
“Anredestreit” zwischen Manuel I. Komnenos und Friedrich I. Barbarossa nach der Schlacht von Myriokephalon’, RHM
34/35(1992/1993), 65-110.

49 0. Kresten, ‘Correctiunculae zu Auslandsschreiben byzantinischer Kaiser des 15. Jahrhunderts’, RHM 41 (1999),
271-92. See also Plate 7.

50 Déolger and Karayannopulos, Urkundenlehre, 92-3.
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sources,” such as the fifty-year truce with Persia of 561/2 described by Menander Protector,
but for a Byzantine treaty with a foreign state surviving in the original we have to go to the
twelfth century. To understand how Byzantine diplomacy worked up to the twelfth century,
however, we do not of course need to wait for the appearance of these original documents.
Thus we can glimpse the laborious negotiations being conducted by the ambassadors of the
equally balanced powers of Byzantium and Persia at the Mesopotamian frontier-town of
Daras-Anastasioupolis. The ambassadors seem to have been accompanied by large staffs, to
judge from the fact that the interpreters alone numbered six on each side®? and the lengthy
document was composed in Greek and Persian. (We may note that in the matter of relations
with Persia, the Latin language was dropped in Byzantium even as early as Justinian’s reign).
The texts were checked for accuracy and correspondence to each other and were carefully
sealed with wax impresses (presumably some seal of the sovereigns) and, for extra security,
with the ring seals of the two ambassadors. Finally, they were exchanged between the two
sides, whereupon the ambassadors were free to leave. The detailed drafting of the text seems
to have been done from the recollection of those who had followed the negotiations. There
does not appear to have been any provision for stenographers. In other words, what was of
primary importance was the established form.

One diplomatic document which is an imperial letter to foreign rulers and at the
same time from the Byzantine side a treaty of alliance is the letter sent to the Merovingian
Frankish kings by Justinian I in 534/5 at the start of the war against the Ostrogoths in Italy.
This document, which is reproduced by Procopius of Caesarea,* calls on the only orthodox
allies which the empire had in Western Europe, the Franks, to participate in the war which
Justinian was beginning against their common enemy, the Arian Ostrogoths. From what
we know about Byzantine diplomacy, it is difficult to believe that the imperial letter was
so short that it was no more than the six brief and peremptory phrases given by Procopius.
More probably, Procopius composed it himself, simply summarizing the sense of the original
document and nothing more. It is, moreover, known that Procopius disliked the Franks,
whom he blames at every opportunity.

By contrast, the letter sent by the Emperor Maurice (582-602) to the Frankish king of
Austrasia, Childebert IT (575-95), whose text has come down to us in a collection of letters
preserved in a codex at Heidelberg,** cannot be considered a treaty but is rather a personal
letter, a written expression of displeasure because the imperial wish that the Frankish allies
should mount an Italian expedition - at that time a fixed Byzantine demand in pursuit of
Justinianic strategic aims - had not been satisfied.

Here we also need to mention some events arising from visits to Constantinople by foreign
ambassadors in the early period and their conduct there. The famous Persian Isdigousnas

51 Dolger and Karayannopulos, Urkundenlehre, 94.
52 Menander, Fr. 6, 1 (ed. Blockley, p. 76).
53 Procopius, Wars V, 5, 8-9 (ed. Haury and Wirth I, 26) (and Appendix, no. 6). The social and political party to which

Procopius (and his hero, the general Belisarius) belonged had no desire for Frankish participation in the expedition of
reconquest. It looked to the reconquest of the West by the empire alone.

54 Codex Palatinus Latinus 869. Cf., for the collection of letters, P. Goubert, Byzance avant I'Islam. I1, I. Byzance et les
Francs, Paris 1956, 95-173. For the dating see Lounghis, Ambassades 95-6. The letter in question is Austrasian letter 42
= MGH, Epistulae 111, ed. W. Gundlach, Berlin 1957, 148-9 [see also Appendix, no. 4(b)].
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(according to Procopius) or Iedegousnaph (according to Menander), who held the office
of Zich, was almost a permanent ambassador of Khusro I to Justinian, not only at the
concluding of the treaty of 561/2 at Dara but also earlier. He is described as ‘arrogant and a
man of extraordinary boastfulness’, a characteristic feature of many ambassadors in all ages.
When he made an official visit to Constantinople in 550 to open negotiations, he brought
with him his wife, his children and his brother, together with ‘a vast crowd of servants’,
says Procopius,* so that it looked more as if he was advancing to battle with his army than
coming on a civilized diplomatic mission. In 558, according to Theophanes’ Chronicle,™ the
people of Constantinople came out in crowds on to the streets in astonishment, so as not to
miss the spectacle of the first Avars to arrive as ambassadors at the imperial capital (it is
not mentioned how many they were). They wore their hair in plaits (moavéioic), though the
rest of their dress was similar to that of the other Huns. With this barbarian people of the
steppes, who brought such distress not just to the empire but to Europe generally until their
destruction by Charlemagne’s powerful Frankish forces in 803, the rule was that from time
to time they sent various diplomatic missions to Constantinople with relatively moderate
demands which, however, were not met. Moreover, Byzantium never seems to have concluded
formal written treaties with nomadic tribes such as the Avars, or later the Pechenegs or the
Cumans.”’

The classic handbooks®® are accustomed to saying that according to Byzantine political
theory (without specifying which particular political theory), a treaty was entered into in
the form of the bestowal of privileges by the emperor to a state or nation or even to the
ruler of a foreign nation. In view of the fact that the first treaties which survive in the
original date only from the twelfth century, although earlier treaties are discussed in detail
by other sources (on the model of Menander Protector’s description of the treaty of 561/2),
this statement is only valid to a small extent and does not have the general validity that is
usually accorded to it. The treaties which are entered into, for example, with powers regarded
as on a par with the empire are in no sense a bestowal of privileges - neither the fifty-year
truce of 561/2 with Persia at Dara, nor the bipartite treaty of 812 at Aquisgranum (Aachen)
which finally recognized Charlemagne as emperor.’” This was after nearly twelve years of
effort on Charlemagne’s part during which there were strong disagreements and fruitless
negotiations until the text of the treaty given by the Franks was brought to Constantinople.*
What the handbooks are probably trying to do, without making it entirely clear, is to show

55 ogpvalovrd te xaw ahaboveig Tivi duvbite éxouevov..Erouévav te xail Bepamevoviwy ndumoAv xAibog: Pro-
copius, Wars VIII, 15, 4-5 (ed. Haury and Wirth II, 535).

56 Theophanes, Chronographia (ed. de Boor), 232.

57 The same must be true for Attila’s feared Huns, whatever the fifth-century historian Priscus might say, even though
we cannot be certain of this. See Association internationale d’Etudes du Sud-Est Européen, Pour une grande histoire des
Balkans, des origines jusqu’aux Guerres Balkaniques, Paris 2004, 122-31.

58 Dolger and Karayannopulos, Urkundenlehre, 95.

59 For the sources which refer to the embassy of 812 see Lounghis, Ambassades, 160-1; Nehrlich, Gesandtschaften,
180-1.

60 The Annales regni Francorum a. 812 (ed. F. Rau, Ausgewdihlte Quellen zur deutschen Geschichte des Mittelalters,
Darmstadt 1974), 100, give the most detailed account of this: (Michahel imperator) et suos legatos direxit, Michehelem
scilicet episcopum et Arsafium atque Theognostum protospatharios, et per eos pacem a Niciforo inceptam confirmavit.
Nam Aquisgrani, ubi ad imperatorem venerunt, scriptum pacti ab eo in ecclesia suscipientes more suo, id est Greca
lingua, laudes ei direxerunt, imperatorem eum et basileum appellantes.
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that from the time when the familiar Byzantine document that comes to be known as the
xovaofoviioc Adyog, chrysobull or ouyiddiov, sigillion® begins to be used as a document of
foreign policy (that is to say, from 992 onwards®), it concerns foreign powers that are also
operating within the empire (Venetians and others), and thus the concluding of a political
or commercial treaty with the empire takes the form of the granting of imperial privileges
to foreign subjects, as was also the case in the early Byzantine period with the concluding
of the one-sided foedus. Furthermore, wherever these treaties were entered into, they always
had to be validated in Constantinople. Now, even though in the later Byzantine period, as
it is called, the chrysoboulloi logoi and chrysoboulla sigillia became a destructive method of
granting economic privileges to foreigners, a method undermining the empire’s power,* this
must not be judged superficially without taking into account all the factors relevant to the
evolution of Byzantine society which led to the adoption of such a solution. As with all other
imperial letters, these treaties likewise have a protocol (invocatio, intitulatio, inscriptio),
a main narrative (sometimes with a mpooiutov, or prologue, preceding the narratio), and
finally an eschatokollon with the date and the imperial signature. Here it should be noted
that the oldest example of the genuine subscription of a Byzantine emperor surviving in the
original is the signature of John I Tzimiskes (969-76) on the Typikon of the Holy Mountain
of 972,° that is to say, on a document dealing with a matter within the empire: + Twdvvng
&v Xototd 1@ O Paoidets Pouaiwy. (+ John in Christ God emperor of the Romans).
But because, as we shall see, various Byzantine imperial documents which were sent to
western leaders in the middle period were incorporated intact, or almost intact, in western
narrative sources and certainly in a more extended form than earlier in, say, Procopius,
without, however, also transcribing the imperial subscription and titulature, we may regard
the oldest example of an imperial signature surviving today in an original document as the
elaborate and very particular impressive signature of John IT Comnenus (1118-43) in a letter
which he sent in June 1139 to Pope Innocent II (1130-43): TQ’ANNHZ "EN X(pto1)Q TQ
O(e)Q TIZTo(c) BaZii(evc), TOPGYPOTENNHTo(c), ANAE “YWH(AGc), KPat(aw)d(s),
Avyovoto(g) K(al) "AYTOKp At(w)o PQMai(wv) ‘O KOMNHNG(c) (‘John in Christ
God faithful emperor, porphyrogenitus, high king, powerful, augustus and autocrat of the
Romans, Comnenus’).”

So far as we can tell, relations between Byzantium and England until the end of the
eleventh century must have been purely commercial, though there might have been some
Byzantine administrative influence in the tenth century.® A Greek-speaker from Tarsus in

61 For the term sigillion, which implies a seal on the document, see O. Kresten, “Zur Verwendung des Terminus Sigillion
in der byzantinischen Kaiserkanzlei (Der Geleitbrief)’, RHM 38 (1996), 58-76.

62 For this much-debated document of Basil II with the gold extranei, see O. Tuma, ‘Some Notes on the Significance of
the Imperial Chrysobull to the Venetians of 992°, Byzantion 54 (1984), 358-66; J. Koder, ‘Das Sigillion von 992 - Eine
“aussenpolitische” Urkunde?, Byzantinoslavica 52 (1991), 40-4.

63 See D. M. Nicol, Byzantium and Venice: A Study in Diplomatic and Cultural Relations, Cambridge 1992.

64 Dolger and Karayannopulos, Urkundenlehre, 123, n. 3.

65 Archivio Segreto Vaticano, Signatur AA. Arm. [-XVIIT 402 (A). Cf. O. Kresten and A. Miiller, ‘Die Auslandsschrei-
ben der byzantinischen Kaiser des 11. und 12. Jahrhunderts: Specimen einer kritischen Ausgabe’, BZ 86/7 (1993/4),
422-9. See also Appendix, no. 9 and plate 2.

66 The classic study is still R. S. Lopez, ‘Le probleme des relations anglo-byzantines du septieme au dixieme siecle’,
Byzantion 18 (1946-8), 139-62.
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Cilicia may have become archbishop of Canterbury towards the end of the reign of Constans
11 (642-68),°” but this notable case, which is not widely known, seems to have been an isolated
instance. England’s first official diplomatic contact with the Byzantine empire cannot have
been earlier than 1170, when according to a relatively unknown chronicle (the Chronicon
Universale Anonymi Laudunensis), King Henry II Plantagenet (1154-89) received the
envoys of Manuel, imperator Graecorum, with great pomp, took them around various cities
and castles which were under his authority (from the phraseology we must assume that these
were in his French domains, which were then vast), and at an assembly ‘apud Andegavam’
(Angers) the Byzantine ambassadors proposed to Henry that he should send the youngest of
his four sons, John (later King John [1199-1224]), to Constantinople to marry the daughter of
Manuel I Comnenus (probably Maria), which would put him in line in due course to succeed
to the Byzantine imperial throne. Henry II promised to reply to this tempting Byzantine
proposal within fifteen days.® In spite of the fact that the proposed dynastic alliance must
have been declined, ‘with many compliments’, relations do not seem to have cooled, for six
years later, from the end of 1176 to nearly the end of 1177 the presence of Byzantine envoys,
along with many others, was noted at Westminster, that is to say on the English mainland,
and an English royal document arranged for hospitality for them with a particularity about
such things apparently then already developed.” It was probably in the spring of 11777
(April) that news reached England of the Byzantine military disaster at Myriokephalon (the
Tzivritzi pass in Phrygia) at the hands of the Seljuq Turks (September 1176).

This was set out in a letter Manuel I wrote to Henry II, the Latin text of which is
preserved by the chronicler Roger of Howden.”! This letter constitutes one of the chief
- and perhaps the only authentic - sources for our knowledge of the details of this very
significant battle which marks the definitive loss of Asia Minor to the Byzantine empire. The
moderately phrased protocol (in comparison with other much more pompous documents
of Manuel) reads as follows: ‘Manuel in Christo Deo fidelis imperator, porfirogenitus,
divinitus coronatus, sublimes, potens, excelsus, semper augustus et moderator Romanorum
Comnenus Henrico nobilissimo regi Angliae, carissimo amico suo, salutem et omne bonum’
(‘Manuel in Christ God faithful emperor, porphyrogenitus, divinely crowned, sublime,
powerful, lofty, ever augustus and ruler of the Romans Comnenus, to Henry, most noble
king of England, his dearest friend, health and every blessing’). In this text the Turks are
called Persians, according to the fixed custom of the Byzantines. The Byzantine preparations
for the expedition are described as inadequate. The train of supplies and siege equipment
was too large and consequently impeded the army’s progress. An epidemic which broke
out on the long march weakened it. On entering Turkish territory skirmishes began. At

67 A. Savvides, ‘Theodore of Tarsus, Greek Archbishop of Canterbury in A. D. 668/9-690°, EEBX 47 (1987-1989), 97-
108, which dates the beginning of Theodore’s episcopate to about 668.

68 Ex Chronico Universali Anonymi Laudunensis, MGH. Scriptores rerum Germanicarum XVI, 446-7.
69 A. A. Vasiliev, ‘Manuel Comnenus and Henry Plantagenet’, BZ 29 (1929-30), 240-1.

70 On the 22 April an administrative document at Dover specifies 5 shillings and 5 pence for the entertainment of the
ambassadors of the emperor of Constantinople: Vasiliev, ‘Manuel Comnenus’, 242.

71 ‘Chronica magistri Rogeri de Hovedene’, ed. W. Stubbs, II, London 1869, 102-4 (Rerum britannicarum medii aevi
scriptores, vol. 51). In a shorter form (Benedict of Peterborough), ‘Gesta Regis Henrici Secundi Benedicti Abbatis’, ed. W.
Stubbs, London 1867 (Rerum britannicarum, vol. 49), 128-30.
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Tzyvritzilimani (Myriokephalon) the army came up against superior enemy forces. Rough
ground and narrowness of the pass led to the army’s advancing in a narrow column strung
out for about ten miles so that the vanguard lost touch with the rearguard. The Turkish
attack followed from both sides of the pass and the slaughter of men and animals was very
great. The rear-guard retreated to a nearby hill. The emperor fought hand to hand, and was
wounded many times. He ordered his personal bodyguard to adopt as defensive a position as
possible. The sultan, on seeing the outcome sought a cessation of hostilities (!) The planned
expedition against Iconium was now completely ruled out, so the emperor accepted the
generous peace terms offered by the Sultan Kilij Arslan. Having returned to the capital
Manuel was telling all this to his dear friend, the king of England who was related to him
through the blood-ties of their children (?). Dated November, tenth indiction, i.e. 1176.

The letter has been set out in some detail to highlight somewhat the diplomatic language
of the time, since Roger of Howden’s Latin text, which runs to about three pages can obviously
not be given in full. It is hardly necessary to say that, in relation to the description Manuel sent
to Henry II, the Byzantine historians who discuss that battle, John Cinnamus and Nicetas
Choniates, are much harsher in their judgement of the Byzantine emperor than Manuel is of
himself.”? What is striking in this period and in the events that followed immediately after,”
is the anxious effort made by the empire to win the friendship of England, since in the
seventh decade of the twelfth century the German alliance, that permanent cornerstone of
Byzantine western policy, was moribund.” The example of the diplomatic relations between
Byzantium and England which Byzantium, on her own initiative, tried to develop may be
a short duration but is particularly illuminating for the originality and independence that
make it stand out in the whole of the so-called middle Byzantine period (624-1204). It is
also important because it was to be followed in the late period by the ‘imperial begging’
journey of Manuel II Palaeologus to the distant city of London in 1402.

As we shall see below, the diplomatic relations of the Byzantine empire with the states
of Western Europe become more frequent the nearer we get to modern times and vice versa.
This is due mainly to the difficult conditions prevailing in the Middle Ages. In the case of
the kingdom of France, for example, which from 843 onwards is called ‘Francia occidentalis’,
or ‘Western Francia’, what is most significant is that so long as members of the Carolingian
dynasty (840-947) ruled there, no formal diplomatic relations existed. These were confined
exclusively to the kingdom of Eastern Francia (Germany), which usually also controlled Italy,
and was therefore contiguous to the Byzantine empire, which had possessions there. This is
the fixed policy of a restricted oecumene which was followed by the Macedonian dynasty.
In 987, however, when the powerful duke of Western Francia, Hugh Capet (987-96) - having
previously made approaches to the German empire, which was ruled now by emperors of

72 See P. Magdalino, The Empire of Manuel Komnenos (1143-1180), Cambridge 1993, 92, 96, 458.

73 Vasiliev, ‘Manuel Comnenus’, 242-4.

74 See the exhaustive study of O. Kresten, ‘Der “Anredestreit” zwischen Manuel Komnenos und Friedrich I. Barbarossa
nach der Schlacht von Myriokephalon’, RHM 34/35 (1992/1993), 65-110.

75 See for the middle Byzantine period (which he regards as starting in 800) J. Shepard, ‘Byzantine Diplomacy, A. D.
800-1204: means and ends’, in Byzantine Diplomacy, ed. J. Shepard and S. Franklin, 43.
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the Saxon dynasty (thc Ottonids)” and enjoyed permanent good relations with Byzantium
- deposed the enfeebled Carolingians, he wrote to the co-emperors Basil 1T (976-1025) and
Constantine VIII (976-1028) at Constantinople seeking a Byzantine bride for his son and
heir Robert,” patently to gain greater legitimacy and strengthen the ideological basis of his
dynasty. This project cannot have niet with a satisfactory response from the Byzantine side,
for there seem to have been no further diplomatic contacts uniil the time of the Second Crusade
(1146-9) and afterwards, when we have two letters of Manuel I Comnenus to King Louis Vi
of France (1137-80), one written in 1146,7 the other in 1164.7 In his first leiter the Ryzantine
emperor, who is entitled ‘Manuel in Christo fidelis Deo rex, porphyrogenitus, celsus, sublimis
et imperator Romancrum’ (‘Manuel in Christ king faithful to God, porphyrogenitis, exalted
sublime and emperor of the Romans’), expressed his joy that the French king is 1o take the
Cross. He promises that he will recerve him in his domains in the best manaer and will ses
that he receives supplies. In the sccond letter, in which the imperial titulature is much more
elaborate (‘Manuel in Christo Deo fidelis imperator, porphyrogenitus, regnator, forlis, excelsus
semper augustus et autocrator Romicon Comninos dilectissimo consanguineo ¢t amico imperii
sui, Ludovico nobilissimo regi Francorum, salutes et consanguineae ditectionis indissolubile
vinculum’ [‘Manuel in Christ God faithful emperor, porphyrogenitus, ruler, powerful, sublime,
ever augustus and autocrat of the Romans, to the most beloved kinsman and friend of his
empire, Louis, most noble king of the Franks, greetings and the indissoluble bond of brotherly
love’]) the emperor expresses his satisfaction that he is now bound by a tie of kinship with the
kingdom of France through his (second) marriage with Princess Mary of Antioch and declares
himself ready to recognize the disputed election of Pope Alexander HI (1159-81). As Q.
Kresten has already observed,® the difference between the imperial titulature of the two letters
lies in the different Latin translation of the term flaoidels that clearly existed in the Greek
original, which is no longer extant. This tcrm, which has a long prehistory, does not mean rex
in Latin but signifies the Byzantine emperor (Byzantinists nowadays render it as ‘basileus’).
However, since the word imperator already existed in the titulature, and rex was aliogether
too modest for a Byzantine emperor, the phrase finally choscn was fmperator et autocrator
(sic), as more appropriately imposing, and perfiaps also as the only remaining solution of a
diplomatic nature. One can see that the experts in the imperial chancery at Constantinopls
who drafted these diplomatic documents were anything but intlexible. It was sufficient not to
violate certain fixed traditions.

As one would expect, the most important diplomatic contacts throughout the medieval
period were naturally conducted at the highest level of the ‘hicrarchy of princes’,™ that is to

76 T.C. Lounghis, ‘Der Verfall des Papsttums im X. Jahrhunderi als Erpebnis der detsch-hyzantinischen Annaherung’,
Buavriaxd 14 (1994), 230-1, where there is an attempt (o interpret cvents after Theophanos concession.

77 The sole study is A. A. Vasiliev, ‘Hugh Capet of France and Byzantium', DO 6 (1951), 229-51.

78 Dom Bouquet, Recueil des Historiens des Gaules et de France. XV [... | Nouvelle &dition, publice sous fa direciion
de[...] L Delisle, Paris 1878, 9-10 (no. XXVI). I do not know of a more tecent edition.

79 Bouquet, Recueil, 82 (no. CCXLIX).
80 Kresten, ‘Anredestreit’, 8.

81 To the studies on this theme mentioned in note 29 should be added G. Ostrogorsky’s work subsequent to his 1936
Seminari Kondakovianum article: “The Byzantine Emperor and the Hicrarchical World Order’, The Slavonic and
East European Review 35 (1956), no. 84, 1-14
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say, after 800, when the idea of imperial government was resurrected in Western Europe,
at the level of the two emperors, eastern and western, and the pope. The oldest Byzantine
imperial document addressed to the western emperor the text of which is still preserved
though only in Latin translation, belongs to 824. From its content it acquired the (later) title:
de non adorandis imaginibus.

The Emperor Michael II Traulus (820-9) and his co-emperor son Theophilus sent
Charlemagne’s son and successor, Louis I the Pious (814-40), a letter which began: ‘In nomine
Patris, et Filii et Spiritus Sancti, unius, soli, veri Dei. Michael et Theophilus fideles in ipso
Deo Imperatores Romanorum dilecto et honorabili fratri Hludovico glorioso regi Francorum
et Langobardorum, et vocato eorum Imperatori’ (‘In the name of the Father, and of the Son,
and of the Holy Spirit, the one sole true God. Michael and Theophilus, faithful emperors
of the Romans in God, to our beloved and honourable brother, Louis, glorious king of the
Franks and Lombards, and called their emperor’).*> Although the protocol perhaps raises the
expectation of contents of a religious nature, this long imperial letter is instead an attempt
to inform the western emperor about events governing current imperial policy in the East
(e.g. the suppression of the great peasant revolt of Thomas the Slav, which constitutes the
main content of all the other sources dealing with the reign of Michael II, occupies its greater
part and only what is left is of a politico-religious nature). Apart from a relatively offensive
phrase in the protocol, ‘et vocato eorum Imperatori’ (‘and called their emperor’) the rest of
the imperial letter evidences brotherly love, trust and familiarity, together with the solidarity
and concord between the two empires envisaged by the treaty of 812, a fact which led the
great British historian, J. B. Bury, in 1912 to write that relations between the Byzantine and
first Carolingian emperors were more or less fraternal, reminiscent of the good relations of
the past between Arcadius (395-408) and Honorius (395-423), or Theodosius II (408-50) and
Valentinian III (424-55).%3 Here once again we have the famous adaptability of Byzantine
political ideology that determines the tone of diplomatic relations with foreign states on
each occasion but avoids incorporating the new empire founded in the West in 800 into the
Roman imperial tradition.

If we now compare the letters of Michael II and Theophilus to Louis the Pious and
Lothar I of the period 824-42 with the letter which, according to the author and princess
born in the purple, Anna Comnena (in contrast to Procopius, who must have drastically
abbreviated Justinian’s letter of 535 to the Merovingians, Anna Comnena sets out her father’s
letter in full except for the protocol and eschatokollon, which remain unknown), Alexius
I Comnenus (1081-1118) sent in 1082 with an official embassy to the German emperor,
Henry IV (1056-1106), to finance an alliance against the Normans and the papacy,* we shall

82 Mansi X1V, 417-22. There is a more recent edition in MGH, Leges 111, Concilia 11, Concilia aevi karolini 1, pars
11, 1908, 475-80.

83 1. B. Bury, History of the Eastern Roman Empire, from the Fall of Irene to the Accession of Basil the Macedonian
(802-867), London 1912, 325.

84 Anna Comnena, Alexiad I11, 10, 3-8 (ed. Reinsch-Kambylis, 112-14) (see also Appendix, no. 8). On the gifts sent by
A_chius see T. Lounghis, ‘Die byzantinischen Gesandten als Vermittler materieller Kultur vom 5. bis 11. Jahrhundert’,
Osterreichische Akademie der Wissenschaften, Phil.-Hist. Klasse, 619. Bd., Vienna 1994, 49-50. Also ‘The failure of the
German-Byzantine Alliance on the Eve of the First Crusade’, Actes du X Ve Congres international d’études Byzantines,
Athénes 1976, vol. 1V, Histoire, Athens 1980, 198-207.
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observe practically the same features: a full expression of solidarity and a frank admission of
the dangers threatening the Byzantine empire as a result of the conduct of Robert Guiscard’s
Normans. The delicate point, however, which should be noticed is the following: both in
the letter of 824 and that of 1082 the tenor is almost openly anti-papal. The first expresses
hostility to the worship of icons, that is to say, to the official ideology of the popes of the
period. In the second the joint expedition against the Normans of Southern Italy that is
proposed is explicitly an expedition against the papacy, since at the request of the popes
of the period the Normans executed military operations in the intcrest of the Holy See.
Moreover, on 1082 the Byzantine emperor was faced with the recent Church schism of
1054, while the western.emperor, who was permanently in conflict with the papacy over the
Investiture Controversy, needed to recover the prestige he had lost through his even more
recent humiliation by the pope at Canossa in 1077. Later historical developments showed
beyond any doubt that in the final analysis the two secular medieval empires were unable not
only to reduce the papacy to submission but even to check the growth of papal power, for the
papacy always found a way of inducing a secular power with a strong army to implement its
political aims, however powerful its imperial opponents seemed to be. These points will all be
discussed below in a narrative account of the political ideology governing Byzantine foreign
policy and diplomatic relations in medieval Europe.

The addressing of the pope as ‘spiritual father’ by the Byzantine emperor in documents
sent to him is of ancient origin and has a consistent history. In a letter of purely doctrinal
content of 6 June 533 to Pope John II (533-5) which is preserved in the Codex Justinianus,*
Justinian I, who styles himself in the protocol: ‘ Victor lustinianus pius felix inclitus triumphator
semper Augustus’ (‘Justinian the victor, pious, blessed, renowned, conqueror, ever Augustus’),
addresses ‘Tohanni sanctissimo archiepiscopo almae urbis Romae et patriarchae’ (‘John, most
holy archbishop of the bountiful city of Rome and patriarch’), and closes the narrative with the
following eschatokollon: ‘Divinitas te servet per multos annos, sancte et religiosissime pater. Data
VIII id. lun. Constantinopoli dn. lustiniano perpetuo augusto II1 consule’ (‘May God preserve
you for many years, holy and most reverend father. Dated 8 Ides of June at Constantinople in
the third consulate of our Lord Justinian, perpetual augustus’). Here we are still in a period
when Italy is not regarded as a foreign country, even though it has been ruled by Barbarians
since 476, first by Odoacer and, from 493, by the Ostrogoths. The letter concerns people who
are theoretically imperial subjects. Moreover, it is known that much later, in the protocol of a
Byzantine foreign policy document of the tenth century which is included in the De cerimoniis,
it is stated explicitly that the pope is always called mvevuaninog nai, ‘spiritual father’.*
But this established custom of the imperial chancery seems to have been abandoned when
the theological quarrels and rivalries began to multiply after the ecclesiastical schism of 1054.
In the fulsome letter, for example, which John II Comnenus sent to Pope Innocent II in June

85 Codex lustinianus 1, 1, 8 (ed. P. Kriger, Corpus iurts civilis 11, Dublin and Zurich 1967). By contrast, in Novel IX
of 535 (Novellae, ed. Schoell-Kroll, pp. 91-2) which is a purely legal text and is addressed to the same pope, this form
of address is absent.

86 De cerimoniis I1, 48 (ed. Reiske, pp. 686 and 688-9). For all this special show of respect, however, the gold bull with
which imperial documents sent to the pope were sealed was not a heavy one but monosoldia. That is to say, it weighed
the equivalent of one gold nomisma (solidus aureus), while other bulls on letters to other foreign princes were much
more costly.
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1139, and which survives in the original, there is only the inscription "EIZ ToN "ATTQTATON
ITAITAN (“To the most holy pope’) on the right of the outer side of the document®” and the pope
is addressed by the emperor in the same form: ¢yiitate wdmo (‘most holy pope’). Henceforth,
relations with the Catholic Church prevailing in the West became complicated to the extent
to which some emperors sought the lifting of the schism so that the West could be able to send
troops to assist in the struggle against the Turks, while the orthodox Byzantine Church (that
is, first the patriarchate of Constantinople and then the other patriarchates under Muslim
rule) strongly resisted the state’s conciliatory moves. It is against this background that Alexius
IIT Angelus (1195-1203) wrote to Pope Innocent IIT (1197-1214) in February 1199 with the
following composite protocol: ‘Alexius in Christo Deo fidelis imperator, divinitus coronatus,
sublimis, potens, excelsus, semper augustus et moderator Romanorum Comnanus Innocentio
sanctissimo pape Rome honorem concedentem ut patri spirituali et votum orationum eius’
(‘Alexius in Christ God faithful emperor, divinely crowned, sublime, powerful, excellent,
perpetual augustus and ruler of the Romans Comnenus to Innocent, most holy pope of Rome,
the honour due as to as spiritual father and a request for his prayers’).*And during the Fourth
Crusade, towards the end of summer 1203 when he was ruling under the suzerainty of the
Crusaders, Alexius IV Angelus (1203-4) addressed the same Pope Innocent III in almost the
same terms: ‘Sanctissimo patri et domino’ (‘Most holy father and lord’).%

Finally, a third category of Byzantine imperial foreign policy documents smaller than
the other two (coming after imperial letters of all kinds addressed to recipients outside the
empire and treaties with foreign rulers) is made up of documents of authorization” or safe
conduct® that the Byzantine emperor issued to envoys sent on diplomatic embassies or to
imperial subjects or foreigners chosen by him who were entrusted with some particular mission
of a diplomatic nature. According to the standard handbook of Byzantine diplomatics (the
study of diplomas, or official documents), only two of these procuratoria, as it calls them,
which contain the verb ‘to give’ (6{dwut) in one of the past tenses (e.g. 666wxa), survive in
the original. Both are from the last Byzantine period, one from 1362, the other from 1433.”
According to a more recent work, which gives these passport-type documents the name of
salvacondotto (sauf-conduit), there are two further examples, both older, belonging to the
Emperor Alexius 111 Angelus (1195-1203) from 1199 and 1201.”* These documents begin
with a cross +, which is thought to be a monogrammatic invocatio taking the place of the
protocol, which is lacking in the document. By contrast, there is an eschatokollon but it is
restricted to an autograph inscription of the date by the emperor, in each case in the imperial
red ink (cinnabar), this simple intervention by the emperor at the end of the document taking
the place of his signature. The emperor indicates his presence but does not present himself to

87 Kresten and Miiller, ‘Auslandsschreiben’, 422-7.

88 O. Kresten, ‘Diplomatische und historische Beobachtungen zu den in den Kanzleiregisiern Papst Innocenz 111,
iiberlieferten Auslandsschreiben byzantinischer Kaiser’, RITM 37 (1995), 46-7.

89 Kresten, ‘Diplomatische und historische Beobachtungen’, 66-72. See plate 4.
90 Dalger and Karayannopulos, Urkundenlehre, 105: Ermachtigungsurkunden.

91 O. Kresten, ‘Der Geleitbrief - Ein wenig beachteter Typus der byzantinischen Kaiserurkunde’, RITM 38 (1996),
41-83: Geleitbrief.

92 Délger and Karayannopulos, Urkundenlehre, 105, 163 no. 58, 164 no. 59.
93 Kresten, ‘Geleitbricf’, 50-7. See plates 5-6 and Appendix, no. 10.
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inferiors by writing his name and title. In both documents, which are called otyi2Ata (a word
likewise written in red ink in the body of the text) is the verb éxeddfn (‘bestowed’), which
emphasizes the emperor’s relationship to the bearer of the document.

As a concluding observation, it may be added that with regard to the term otyiAAiov
(sigillum, or seal), the seals of Byzantine foreign policy documents do not correspond in
form and weight to the seals prescribed by the De cerimoniis. In some cases the seals on
documents have survived, in others (the majority) they have not, since a gold imperial seal
was something of considerable value and naturally attracted predators in many periods.
Moreover, the weight of the seal changed during the centuries.

Finally, with regard to the language used in imperial foreign policy documents (apart
from interlinear Arabic translations) from the Comnenian period (end of the eleventh
century) onwards, imperial documents written in Greek were almost always accompanied
by a Latin translation, which has usually been preserved, often incorporated into literary
sources (e.g. Roger of Howden) either integrally or in summary, rather in the way that
Procopius, for example, summarized Justinian’s letters. In other words, Byzantium was
aware that Christian Western Europe was not obliged to know the Greek language used
in Constantinople. With the passage of time, the writing in the documents becomes less
elaborate and recherché. Parallel to this, the language begins to include many words and
phrases from vernacular Greek, as is apparent from a document of Alexius III to the Pisan
ambassadors in 1199. As one would expect, the vernacular was steadily approaching the
modern form of Greek and naturally gained at the expense of the official archaizing language
even in foreign policy documents.
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BYZANTIUM AND FUROPE 396-1204

LThe theory of the Reconquest and Byzantium’s orthodox allies

The terms Late Antiquity (Spdtantike, Antiquité tardive), Proto-Byzantine period,
and even ‘decline of the Roman empire’ refer more or less synonymously to the same
historical period marking the transition from the Roman to the Byzantine empire, or from
Antiquity to the Middle Ages. For this reason, its actual duration is even today a matter
of dispute among specialists who differ from each other n the criteria they use to define
and describe this particularly important period.” The broad change which came upon the
Graeco-Roman world may be summarized as the transformation of relations of production
(from slave ownership, which is no longer productive, to feudalism) accompanied by a far-
reaching change in ideological structures (from paganism to Christianity). On the level of
the empire’s foreign policy, however, the Barbarian Germanic peoples who with the passage
of time were growing constantly more powerful, were casting their eyes on the then uniquely
civilized world. “They turn their eyes here and there,” according to Jordanes, the national
historian of the Goths, who nses here a well known expression of Virgil, and they cannot
believe the wonders they see.” For their part, the Romans were growing constantly weaker.
According to the same historian, they preferred to delcat their opponents with overtures and
gifts. This fits in well with the decent denomination given by Procopius to Roman treaties
concluded with the Barbarians. A foreign policy, then, which followed the changes in social
and ideological thought lent this whole historical period a general sense of crisis - a crisis
and breakdown of ancient structures and ideas,” which became even more intense after
the one-sided peace treaty/foedus of 382. To the degree in which domestic policy, which
also defined the general lines of foreign policy, became increasingly more complicated on
account of the harsh treaties which were imposed, imperial diplomacy would thenceforth
have the privileged status belonging to a simple and monolithic form - just as the imperial
regime of the period called the Dominate was also simple and monolithic ~ with a structure
that became more complex and multifaceted with the passage of time.

[t was already becoming apparent to the whole world in the fourth century, that is,
very soon after the triumph of Christianity, that ‘even the wild beasts are not as ferocious
towards human brings as Christians arc towards each other.”” If suffices to note here that the

94 See T. Lounghis, H »owvovio o my Apyeuduyee otov Meoulwve, in the collective work : S. Lampakis, S. Troia-
nos, E. Saranti, T. Lounghis, V. Vlysidou and A. Savvides. Bulavong xodrog xen xowvmvia. 2iyypoves xatevfivoeig
osvvag, Athens 2003, 89-106.

95 Jordanes, ‘Getica’, 143 (MG, Anctores Antiguissimi, V/1, 95). CI*Huc illuc volvens oculos’ (Virgil, Aeneid 1V,
163). See also Appendix, no. 11.

96 O. Seeck, Geschichte des Unterganzs der anuken Welt, VI, Stutigart 1919; R. Rémondon, La crise de 'empire ro-
mair, de Marc-Auréle i Anasiase, Paris 1964; A, H. M, Jones, The Later Roman Empire. A Social, Economic and
\dministrative Survey, London 1964, Cf. AL Chastagnol, Le Bas-Empire, Paris 1969; 11. Brandt, Das Ende der Antike.
Geschichte des spitramischen Reiches, Munich 2001

97 Ammianus Mareellinus XXII, 5, 4 (ed. J. C. Rolfe. Loeb Classical Library, London and Cambridge, Mass., 1935),
Vol 11203 ‘nullas infesias hominibus bestias, ut sunt sibi ferales plerique Christianorunt’. The saying is attributed to the
pagan emperor, Julian the Apostate (361-3)
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Christianity which was defined by the Second Ecumenical Council held in Constantinople
in 381 as the empire’s only legitimate religion was considerably different in its creed. or
doctrine, from the Arian Christianity that had been taught to the Goths by Bishop Ulfila in
341. Thus when the Barbarians came to dominate the West, Western Europe became Arian,
while the eastern empire continued to be orthodox. The pope also remained orthodox, but
this did not mean that he was always in agreement with the eastern empire or in alliance
with it, since he also had to maintain good relations and a certain balance with the powers
ruling the West,”® and, moreover, in the East the whole population was not orthodox. The
common orthodoxy of Constantinople and Rome was promoted by the now Christianized
senatorial aristocracy of ancient lineage and tradition, with the aid of the episcopal higher
clergy, the majority of which was orthodox and sometimes was able even to demand that the
Gothic foederati should become eiAwteg, Helots, or serfs, on the ancient model (Themistius,
Synesius). Thus an orthodox political programme began to take shape in the East which aimed
at the recovery of the Roman West.” For this orthodox political programme of the military
recovery of lost territories to be realized, the eastern empire needed a reliable orthodox ally
in the West which possessed a significant army.'® With this in view, ambassadors of the
Emperor Anastasius (491-518) visited Tours in 508 and bestowed on Clovis (Chlodoweg 481-
511), the Barbarian king of the Franks, the title of patricius or consul honorarius."™ Clovis
had only recently (506/7) been baptized, along with his warriors, as an orthodox Christian,
in contrast to the other Barbarian princes in the West who were Arians. He now undertook
the greater part of the task of clearing Western Europe of heretics, under the supervision and
with the approval of the eastern empire. Thus his grandson, Theudibert I, who participated
so energetically in the recovery (the Reconquista) of the West from the Arian Goths under
Justinian called the Byzantine emperor pater, and, a little later, Maurice called Childebert IT
parens, as the highest officials of the empire were called in some of the laws.!"”?

One might well ask why Clovis had the title of patricius conferred on him by the
eastern emperor rather than some other title. The problem goes back to the fateful year
476, when the Barbarian leader Odoacer (476-93), who already ruled Italy, deposed the
last western emperor, Romulus Augustulus. Thereupon Zeno (476-91), the eastern emperor,
sent Odoacer an embassy which, in exchange for the imperial regalia which Odoacer had
sent to Constantinople, bestowed on him the title of patricius. The historian Malchus of
Philadelphia, who describes this period but survives only in fragments, connects the
embassy which declared Odoacer a patricius with the sending the same year (476/7) of the
senator Severus to Carthage and his ad hoc promotion to the patriciate in order to make his

98 J. Richards, The Popes and the Papacy in the Early Middles Ages, 476-752, London 1979.

99 T. C. Lounghis, ‘Ambassadors, Embassies and Administrative Changes in the Eastern Roman Empire, Prior to the
Reconquista’, in Das Reich und die Barbaren, ed. E. Chrysos and A. Schwarcz, Vienna and Cologne 1989, 143-54.

100 T. C. Lounghis, ‘Le programme politique des “Romains Orientaux” aprés 476; un répétition générale?”. in La no-
zione di “Romano tra cittadinanza e universitalita™, Da Roma alla Terza Roma, Documenti e studi. Studi 11, Naples
1984, 309-15.

101 Gregory of Tours, Historia Francorum 11, 38 (ed. H. Omont, G. Collon and R. Poupardin, Paris 1913, p. 72). (See
also Appendix, no. 13). The precise title bestowed on Clovis by Anastasius is still disputed.

102 See Appendix, nos 4(a) and 4(b).
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embassy, as he says, more imposing.® Thus Anastasius’ embassy to Clovis in 507/8, with its
impressive outcome, had the same purpose as Zeno’s embassy to Italy in 476/7: to appoint
a Barbarian prince as a high imperial official of appropriate standing - on account of the
title bestowed on him - to govern a large imperial province or a Barbarian state (in this
particular case the two being the same thing). The difference between these two embassies
lies in the fact that Zeno made a virtue of necessity, in that he appointed Odoacer patricius,
making him at the same time his subordinate, since although an Arian Odoacer was in firm
control of Italy, while Anastasius appointed the orthodox Clovis patricius with the specific
intention that he should participate in the military attempt to regain first Italy and then
the whole of the Arian West. The primary role of Italy in the political aim of the recovery
of the West for orthodoxy by the Eastern empire is demonstrated by the fact that Italy was
the seat of the western emperor, and this in turn is supported by the fact that the eastern
empire was to try different ways, in the course of time, to impose its will on Italy: long before
Anastasius turned to the Franks and Clovis, Zeno sent against Odoacer (whom he had
already named patricius) the famous Ostrogoth leader, Theodoric Amalus, who was then
himself a patricius and imperial general in the Balkans. Theodoric mounted an expedition
in Zeno’s name, defeated Odoacer and reigned gloriously in Italy!® as a leader subordinate
to three successive eastern emperors, Zeno, Anastasius and Justin 1 (518-27). It was only
towards the end of his long reign that his almost unexceptionally good relations with the
empire were disrupted, when the latter’s purely aggressive tendencies became evident. The
securing of Byzantine dominance and overlordship in the West was of prime importance
to successive governments in Constantinople throughout this period. It was a policy that
sought to ensure, mainly through diplomatic efforts, the supremacy and primacy of the
Byzantine empire in the medieval world as the state which was the exclusive bearer of the
Roman idea.'” That is why the Byzantine emperor, right until the fall of Constantinople in
1453 and in spite of all the humiliations he endured from other nations, insisted on the title
‘emperor of the Romans’. After 476, with the final dissolution of the western Roman empire,
the able eastern emperor, Zeno, knew very well, according to Procopius, ‘how to manage the
current situation’.'® And this useful ability of a competent emperor to manipulate whatever
was happening to his advantage (as Agathias says of Justinian in his old age) consisted in
‘bringing his enemies into conflict with each other, inducing them, wherever it might be
necessary, with bribes, and thus in some way or other deflecting the danger, or trusting in
himself and risking everything’.!”” As one may easily appreciate, this technique of divide et
regna (‘divide and rule’) proved particularly valuable in periods when the empire lacked the
resources to impose its will on other nations.

Consequently, the subjection of the formerly Roran West, now under Barbarian

103 Malchus, fr. 10 (ed. Cresci, 87) and Malchus, fr. 3 (ed. Cresci, 75-0): 6zm¢ tiic mogofeiag to ayijue xoraorevdon
oeuvatepov (see also Appendix, no. 12).

104 J. Moorhead, Theodoric in Italy, Oxford 1992.
105  O. Treitinger, Die ostromische Kaiser - und Reichsidee nach ihrer Gestaltung im hifischen Zeremoniell. Vom
ostromischen Kaiser-und Reichsgedanken, Darmstadt 1956,

¢

106 & mepdvra el TiBeobar : Procopius, Wars V, 1, 10 (cd. Haury and Wirth 11, 5)
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107 Evyxpoviewy év opior toi moAspions dwpou o O )
Groxpovecbau §j é¢’ Favtd mrmotbEvar xal péyor Tavos Staxvévvevey: Agathias V, 14, 1 (ed. Keydell, 180).
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control, to the overlordship of the eastern Roman empire, which alter 476 became a firm
political objective, also centributed to the factors governing this gigantic enterprise. It is
often said in scheinatic terms that this great programme of reconquest was brought to a
conclusion in the sixth century by Justinian’s generals, Belisarius in Africa, Narses in Italy,
and Liberius in Spain, by force of arms.'" In reality, a brief glance at a political map of the
last years of Justinian’s reign shows that the whole of Gaul, the greater part of Spain and
what was once Roman Britain remained outside the benndaries of the state governed by
Justinian until the end of his life. Quite the contrary, it was already evident that the eastern
empire aimed at bringing this enormous project of reconquering the West to a conclusion
with the help of the Franks, the empive’s only orthodox allies against the Barbarian Arian
states. Thus the Franks originally provided assistance in Italy with invasions from the
north, but subsequently did not help in Spain, since relations grew cooler during Narses®
final campaigns (and perhaps earlier, as a result of Belisarius’ conduct). With regard to
Britain, the supreme Frankish king, Theudibert 1, sent an embassy to his ally, the Emperor
Justinian (whom he calls pater), inciuding among the envoys ‘some Angles, priding himself
in the fact that this island too was ruled by him™.'"”” Thus one can see that the ambitious
programme of recovering all the Barbarian states of Western Europe was realized more by
diplomatic means than by the empire’s military effort, withont this implying a depreciation
of the latter, as Procopius took such pains to prove in describing the wars, This affirmation
gives a relatively satisfactory reply to the old chesinut which historians like to discuss,
whether the Byzantine empire went to war solely when diplomatic effort was no longer
proving fruitful. As a general principle, the Byzantine empire from its very beginnings
regarded treatics as first requiring the exercise of diplomacy, without this implying that
there were never exceptions to the general rule.

2. The international family of patricii

it is understandable that in a state lasting a thousand years neither the institutions nor
the state offices that appeared to produce satisfactory results at various critical moments
would all endure or remain unchanged from beginning to end. Obviously certain institutions,
offices, procedures and practices would appear or emerge as a result of specific needs in
the course of time. Thus certain mnstitutions and rules would be formed in the history of
Byzantine diplomacy step by step with the formation of the empire’s political ideology
concerning Western Europe.'" This is true for the whole of the period in which the empire is
iarge, powetful and unified, that is to say, until the capture of 1204, If we are to follow this
development, we must bear in mind what has been said above, namely:

(1) originally, the empire did not recognize any parity with the West on the level of
rulers. It recognized a parity with the Ezst, with Persia;

108 M. McCormick, Eternal Victory. Trinmphal Rulership in Late Antiuary. Byzantium and the Early Medieval West,
Cambridge, London, New York, New Rocheile, Melbourne and Sydney 1956.

109 grdompoiuevos @5 kel i) VIoOS f19e 2 UTol dpyetar: Procopius, Wars VIIIL 20, 10 (ed. Haury and Wirth, 11,
391). Ct. also Wars VIIL 20, 49 (ed. Haury and Wirth, 11, 598).

110 CE also T. Lounghis, H evpwning woooomia otov Mecaiove: 4 ysepavoputavrivi ovppayia, in: To Buldvio
so ot anaoyes s Evpdane. Athens 2004, 53-74.
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(2) the sending of envoys abroad with the title of patricius had a special significance;
and

(3) atleast in the example of the embassies to Odoacer in 476/7 and to Clovis in 507/&
tendency may be discerned for certain foreign rulers in the West to be named parricii, clearly
of a lower dignity than the Byzantine emperor.

From the time of the administrative reforms made by Constantine I, called the Grea
(306-37), a collective institution begins to appear which contemporary sources call parentes
publici and modern historians ‘the emperor’s political family’. When addressing various high
officials in his laws, the emperor sometimes calls them parens amantissime ov carissime
Naturally, all these parentes (= ‘relatives’) are of senatorial rank, and the senators were alreacly
from the time of the Republic patres (conscripti), that is to say, they had the status of parens.
The patricii of the emperor’s political family from the time of Constantine I, however, did
not constitute an indeterminate social category of the rich and well-born, as was the case
during the Republic, but on the contrary were a relatively small compact group of senatorial
office-holders gathered around the emperor, that is to say, a handful of especially trustedd
colleagues.'"!

The emperor Zeno, who by an entirely non-fortuitous accident, it appears, found himselt
on the throne of Constantinople in 476 and was the first to promote an ambassador to the
patriciate, issued a law which laid down that for anyone to arrive at the supreme dignity
of the patriciate (ad sublimem patriciatus honorem) he must previously have served in af
least one of the six highest civil and military offices of the empire."”? That is to say, Zeno
raised the dignity of patricius even higher and made it almost inaccessible to the higher
officials, without of course the law mentioning that this title had already begun to serve the
requirements of foreign princes. Thus a de facto situation began to be created which assumed
some kind of equivalence between on the one hand imperial titles which western Barbarian
leaders held, and on the other the titles which the ambassadors sent to them from the Eastern
empire themselves held.

As time passed, of course, changes of a rather subtle nature were also made to the lic
of dignities, for diplomacy was always a particularly subtle human activity: in the East, for
example, where Persian power prevailed, which was imposing and always ranked equal to the
empire, the ambassadors who were sent in the sixth century to conclude peace treaties were not
only patricii (as patricii had already begun to be sent to the hierarchically inferior West) but
active holders of the highest offices with the title of patricius as an addition. We have an examplc
of this in the patricius and magister officiorum Hermogenes, who led the Ryzanfine cnibassy
which in 532 concluded the so-called Eternal Peace (améoavtoc sionjvn, acterna pax, quics
perpetua). In practice, in spite of its impressive title, this treaty lasted a mere cight years, nntil

540)."3 The case of the patricius and magister Peter, who negotiated the filty-year troce with
111 The special monograph for the Medieval period is that of W. Heil, Der konstantinische Patriziar, Basel and Stuit-
gart 1966.

112 Codex Iustinianus X1, 3, 3 (ed. Schoell and Kroll, 454), a law which must have been published hetween 476 and
484 (see Appendix, no. 15).

113 Codex Iustinianus 1, 17, 2 (ed. Schoell and Kroll, 70-4). Procopius, Wars I, 22, 16 (ed. TTanry and Wirth, 1 117). Ci
Jones, Later Roman Empire, 470.
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Persia in 561/2 is very similar. Very little mention is made of it. Since the patricius and magister
Peter was one of the most distinguished of Byzantine ambassadors,''* it is characteristic of
his situation that in his youth, when he occupied middle-ranking state offices (with the only
distinguishing mark that he was a pijtwg, a lawyer, presumably of high repute) he was sent as
an envoy to Italy, where it was not entirely clear at that period who the real ruler was (Theudatus
- Amalasuntha). But in his maturity, laden with the highest honours, Peter became ambassador
to the East. Consequently, although the dignity of patricius might constitute the highest rank
of an ambassador, in the East the splendour of this dignity could be said to be eclipsed by an
even greater brilliance. This is apparent in the case of the highly cultured John Grammaticus,
later an iconoclast patriarch (835-43), who went to Baghdad in 830 as the envoy of the Emperor
Theophilus to conduct negotiations with the Abbasid Caliph al-Mamun (813-33), who was
similarly highly cultured by the standards of the age. With the passage of time it became the
rule for the recipient of a Byzantine embassy to express admiration for the envoy sent to him, as
al-Mamun did. And the highest dignity of patricius-ambassador was always equal to the dignity
of patricius-general (irrespective of the name which the rank of general bore in Byzantium in
different periods) as it was also to the dignity of a metropolitan in the ecclesiastical hierarchy
(whose title never changed down the centuries). !'*

With regard to the evolution of diplomatic missions to the West in the so-called ‘Dark Ages’
(c. 650 - c. 850), however, matters are more complicated, because opposing political partics
succeeded each other as the central government in Constantinople, with the result that the
corresponding tendencies on the level of foreign policy towards the West become very difficult
to discern.''® But if the general thrust of Byzantine policy is not apparent at first glance, there
are at least two factors that may be taken as given, as they appear to the naked eye:

1. After the fall of the exarchate of Ravenna in 751 and the disappearance of
the institution of the patricius and exarch of Italy, who until then had been the highest
Byzantine representative in the West, his successor thereafter was the patricius and strategus
of Sicily." On the other hand, arrogating to himself along with his political independence
from the Byzantine empire in 756/7 the right also to appoint patricii in the West, the pope
had appointed the Frankish king, Pippin the Short (741-68), and his two sons patricii of the
Romans. Henceforth the Franks would follow papal not Byzantine orders. It was then that
the following Byzantine diplomatic reaction began to develop gradually over a long period:

1(a). In 787 the patricius and strategus of Sicily, accompanied by two spatharii promoted
the local prince of Benevento to the patriciate.'® The highest Byzantine adminisiration in
the West, confined now to Southern Italy and Sicily, continued to appoint as its patricii-

ﬁ; S—CZ’ATA:mnopoulos, 1Térp0; Tetpixiog: 6 friavuvds durhouding, Ghiwparovyos xet ovyypogeas, Athens
1990.

115 Lounghis, Amibassades. 297 {f, 335 ff.

116 See J. Herrin, ‘Constantinople, Rome and the Franks in the Seventh and Eighth Centuries’, Byzantine Diplomacy,
ed. Shepard and Franklin, 91-107.

117 T. Lounghis, H fvlavuvi) xvowepyic oty TraAia (395-107 1), Athens 1989, 148-54.

118 Codex Carolinus no 82 = MGH, Epistulae 111, ed. W. Gundlach, Berlin 1957, 616, 11-13: ‘statim missi Grecorum
duo spatarii imperatoris cum diucitin (= Stouxniv), quod Latine dispositor Siciliae dicitur...’. Cf. T. Brown, ‘The Back-
ground of Byzantine Relations with Italy in the Ninth Century: Legacies, Attachments and Antagonisms’, Byzanti-
nische Forschungen 13 (1988), 27-45.
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representatives the rulers of the semi-independent buffer-states in the territories that it
regarded as falling within its jurisdiction.

1(b). Patricii-ambassadors to Western princes (or emperors after Charlemagne’s imperial
coronation in 800) continued to exist in accordance with the tradition dating from 476. Their
presence in the composition of Byzantine embassies was critical and especially noticeable at
times of political and diplomatic tension with the West, as for example, on the capture of Bari
by joint Christian (Frankish land and Byzantine naval) forces in 871,'"? and other similar
situations. Now, however, the traditional pairicii alternated as ambassadors to the West with
the protospatharii, officials with the rank of general like the pairicii, but of a slightly lower
status.'” In general tecms, as proved by the composition of dozens of Byzantine embassies
sent to the West, the protospatharius stood in roughly the sare hierarchical relationship to
the patricius as (in modern terms) a major-general to a lieutenant-general, or a bishop to a
metropolitan. From this point of view, the cormposition of the well-known Byzantine embassy
which recognized Charlemagne as emperor at Aquisgranum (Aachen) in 812 is typical: one
bishop and two protospatharii."' One could say that after papal independence, the Byzantine
central government used patricii as ambassadors only in exceptional circumstances.

1(c). Beginning with Benevento, the Byzantine title of patricius, apparently in opposition
to the similar title after 757 of papal provenance, came gradually to be bestowed in the
heads of almost all the states in Italy that enjoyed semi-independence from the Byzantine
cmpire, especially Amalfi and Venice.'” Thus without losing or renouncing the purpose of
his original function, the patricius-ambassador was again equal in dignity to the heads of
states (however much smaller now the states subject to Byzantium were in relation to the
Barbarian states of the fifth/sixth centuries) as is clearly evident from the embassy which
had as its sender and ambassador simultaneously (doubtless on the emperor’s instructions
from Constantinople) the patricius and strategus of Sicily in 787. The fact that now the
patricius and ambassador is accompanied by two spatharii also has a special significance for
the technicalities of Byzantine diplomatic missions: the spatharii who begin to be included
in the composition of Byzantine embassies to the West from 765 onwards'? must constitute
in part a Byzantine diplomatic response to the papacy’s independence of 756/7. These are
middle-ranking officials who were sent to leaders of lesser political import than the patricii
and protospatharii were, since in the Byzantine administrative hierarchy the spatharii were
in the service of the patricii and protospatharii. Spatharii, together with officials of equal
dignity (e g. asecretis) were the highest-ranking envoys sent to the pope after 757.

To surimarize, then, the emperor’s so-called political family, of which the patricii were
the most distinguished members, it extended internationally to the frontiers of Byzantine

119 V. Vlysidou, E&wreguxi) nodituxd) xal éowreounss avudpdoes tiyy énoyiy 1o BaoiAsiov A', Athens 1991, 57-9.
120 Lounghis, Ambassades, 320-1.

121 See Annales regni Francorum 812 (especially the text quoted above in n. 60): Arsafium atque Theognostum pro-
tospatharios...

122 See in gencral A. Toynbee, Constantine Porphyrogenitus and his World, Oxford 1973, 479-80. The title of patricius
arrived in Amalfi before it reached the Doge (then the Duike) of Venice. For the investment of the Duke/Doge of Venice
as protospatharius see the fundamental work of D. M. Nicol, Byzantium and Venice. A Study in Diplomatic and Cul-
tural Relations, Cambridge 1988, 36.

123 Their presence in embassies to the West lasts from 765 to 867. See Lounghis, Ambassades, 327-31.



BYZANTINE DIPLOMACY: A SEMINAR

political tule, or 1o the frontiers of the oixovuévn, a term of complex meaning and content.
Patricii-ambassadors, equal in dignity to the princes who theoretically should have been
subjects of the Byzantineemperor, ensured the ideological coherence of the multi-ethnic empire
and ol ils varions territorial and constitutive parts with Constantinople, the administrative
centie. 1t should be mentioned that historically the title and dignity of patricius, together
with all the offices of the Byzantine administrative hierarchy ‘subordinated’ to the patricius,
fell into dissuctude and disappeared at the end of the eleventh or beginning of the twelfth
century, that is Lo say, very shortly after the loss in 1071 of Southern Italy, the last territorial
possession of the Byzantine empire in the West.

5. T'he ideology of unlimited ecumenicity

According to the historian Agathias of Myrina, an enthusiastic admirer of Justinian, of
a1l the emperors who had reigned in Constantinople (he means from Arcadius, the eldest son
ol Theodosius 1, onwards), Justinian was the first who could rightly be called aidroxodrmwo
Pouatwv ovopuat xat modyuatt,'** ‘emperor of the Romans both in name and in fact’. In
order to appreciate the significance of this title with regard to Arcadius and his successors,
who reigned 1 Constantinople as emperors only of the Eastern Roman empire (t@v égwv
Papciwv), one need do no more than read the eastern empire’s programme of conquest for
the West, as set out in summary fashion (perhaps because Novel 30 is concerned with the
administrative situation not of the West but of Cappadocia) but nevertheless most eloquently
at the end of Novel 30 of the year 536. This was when the great conquests had already begun:
‘and indeed by such large expenditure and great wars, through which God granted us to make
peace with Persians [he means the Eternal Peace of 532] and defeat the Vandals, Alans and
iserbers, and conquer the whole of Africa [he means Belisarius’ victorious naval expedition
1eainst the Vandals in Africa in 533] and also Sicily [in 535 Belisarius had just completed
the conquest of Sicily] and have good expectations that God would grant us possession of the
remainder which the Romans, having ruled in the past as far as the boundaries of each of the
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1wo oceans, subsequently lost through their indolence.

Lo accordance, then, with this grandiose proclamation of unlimited Roman ecumenicity,
thi boundaries, or frontiers, of the empire should again extend to the two oceans of east
and west, where they once stood, that is to say, to the Atlantic and Indian Oceans. Since
it the East the imperial frontiers already extended to the Red Sea (the Gulf of Akaba),'?
which was tegarded as the Indian Ocean, it only remained for the expansion of imperial
terniory as far as the Atlantic to be realized. This was achieved, broadly speaking, by the
cud of Justinian’s reign with the partial conquest of southern Spain. This is why Agathias,
who believed Justinian to be the only Roman emperor worthy of the name from Arcadius

124 Agathias V, 14,1 (ed. Keydell, 180).

caitoryr év tooaiitats damdvals xal moA§uois peydiots, SU' v SéSwxev ulv 6 Beds mods Iépoag 1€ dyewv
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cenjoaofar e Ecidag Exetv dyabig 6t xal TV Aowrdv fuiv ™Y émxodteiay vevoeey 6 Beds, dvag oi
ket Popaion uéxor v 1005 Exdtegov xeavoy 0plwv xoanjoavres tais épesis anéaiov dabuuiais Novel 30,
dated 536, ch. 11 (Novellae, ed. Schoell and Kroll, 234).
176 DG Letsios, Butavuo xat Eguboa Odlaocoa. Zyéoeig ug Novpia, Aiboria xal Nowa Agafia dg thv
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oawatds, is the only Byzantine hisiorian who meations the presence of Byzantine troops in
Spain.'* The Spanish expedition of 552/3 is mentioned only by western sources,

Agathias’ devotion to Justinian is also apparent in the great respect, if not sympathy,
e shows for Justinian’s Fraukish allies,'” throush whose theoretically vassal status imperial
rule in the sixth century extended even to Gaul and Britain, With vegard to the Frankish king
Theudibert 1, however, the umperial ally who had tried through an embassy 1o demonstrate
to Justinian that he was overlord even of Britam, Agathias mentions that Theudibert had
been exasperated by the fact that in the protocols of the letters Justinian was sending him
(&v ol faoidelors mooyoduuecow) the emperor called himsell Frankish and Alamannic,

elc, as if he bad made these nations subject to him by force of arms.' [t seems to have been
on account of this serious diplomatic misunderstanding that Frankish military support in
Spain faied to materialize and that consequeatly the conguesi there was not completed on
ibe ltalian model. Evidently the anger provoked in the Frankish king nullified an alliance of
several decades. The alliance would soon be revived, however, even though the Franks were to
learn that coming down from the north into either Ttaly or Spain to help the Hasieri empire

as 1t advanced from the south would bring them no benefit. in this problematic situation
which, by the standards of the age, encompassed the whole of Furope and had far-reaching
political waplications, the formation of the opposing views of Hast and West which occurred
in the eighth century was something that nobody wanted and, above all, had not foreseen.
Unfortunately, the theoretical sovereignty of the empire over the whole of Western Europe
(not only over Italy and Southern Spain) through its orthodox Fraukish allies does not appear
on maps representing Europe in the last years of Justiniaw’s reign. But among his immediate
successors there is not the slightest sign that this fixed policy of absolute ecumenicity
underwent any change except for two events occurring at the turn of the sixth century. These
are: (1) the conversion of all the Arian Barbarian kingdoms of Western Europe (o orthodoxy
not through the Franco-Byzantine military alliance, but through the activities of the papacy,
with the result that there were no longer any heretical states in the West: and (2) the overthrow
of the Justinianic dynasty and the ideologically unchanging dorestic and {oicign policy of
unlimited ecumenicity by the bloody plebeian revolution of 602, which finally recogaized the
empire’s mability fo conquer the West by force of arms and concluded a peace treaty with
the new conquerors of Italy, the Lombards." The erperors from Heraclins (610-41) onwards
could do no more than attempt 1o persuade themselves, without of course openly admiiting
it, that these peace treaties which were now being concluded were pranted one-sidedly like the
foedus of the past. It was now evident, however, that the making of treaties and thie search for
aflies no longer obeyed the religious criterion of orthodoxy, as the oider treaties of alli-nce
with the Franks did. In Central and Fastern Burope, for example, the empire under Heraclius
was already beginmng to seek permanent allics among pagans, as the Khazars then were '™

128 Apathias 1, 2, 1-3 (ed. Keydell, 11-13)

129 Agathias 1, 4, 7 {cd. Keydell, 14)

130 K. P Christou, Byzanz und die Langobarden. Vor der Ansiedlung in Pannonien bis zur endgiliigen Anerkenning
(300-680), Athens 1991, 158, 159,

131 T € Lounghis, ‘Byzantine Political Encounteis eonce rnimng
(2001), 19-25.
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Such a perceptible change in the empire’s foreign policy naturally distanced it from a Western
Europe which was now orthodox but which on the level of international diplomacy continued
not to be regarded (nor did it regard iiself) as equal in dignity to the Byzantine empire, the
unique inheritor of the Roman tradition

As one may very easily appreciate, the ideology of unlimited ecumenicity in foreign
policy, that is to say, the political return to a situation corresponding to that of ancient
Rome, when the frontiers of the cmpire coincided with the limits of the civilized world,
could not flourish in a period of upheaval when so many new states were being formed
and consolidated in Western Europe. From a later standpoint this policy evidently
went against the current of the age. Although the prevalence of such an anachronistic
ideology was fairly natural in an age when a senatorial aristocracy ruled which had only
recently come to Christianity and with it to orthodoxy (fifth/sixth centuries), and thus
was attempting to recover that which it believed had belonged to it in the past, the
Byzantine government was almost always anxious to moderate the consequences which
an uncontrolled political conquest of the whole world would have had. It therefore devised
a policy of winning over a powerfui ally in the West like itself of orthodox faith, namely
the Franks,'** who could be considered ideologically and hierarchically inferior. That this
ally, however, was militarily very powerful and was overlord in the West to Burgundians,
Visigoths and Angles, together with the fact that it had always maintained the orthodoxy
of the Christian faith against so many Arians, brought it a special prestige. The times
would show that these theoretically inferior but highly esteemed fellow-orthodox allies
had every right to be exasperated, as their irascible and arrogant leader Theudibert [
was in the mid-sixth century, with the Byzantine imperial protocol which listed all the
peoples actually and theoretically subject to the empire. In short, it is obvious that the
ideology or theory of absolute ecumenicity could not have lasted indefinitely, and sooner
or later would have had to have been abandoned, particularly as in the seventh and eighth
centuries the Byzantine empire suffered such severe territorial losses that its total extent
no longer permitted it to maintain extensive claims in the West, as it had in the past.
The period in which the theory or ideology of unlimited ecumenicity prevailed lasted
for as long as Western Europe accepted the political suzerainty and supremacy of the
Byzantine emperor, that is to say, until the secession of the Church of Rome in the mid-
cighth century.

4. The ideology of limited ecumenicity

As the title of this section suggests, and on the basis of what has been said above, an
ideology of limited ecumenicity implies that Byzantium’s territorial claims and demands on
the West now had to be restricted, perhaps abandoning Novel 30’s programme of conquest to
the shores of the two oceans. By recognizing a specific and more limited sphere of territorial
expansion in the West, the Byzantine empire also recognized indirectly a kind of diplomatic
equilibrium with the West on the basis that Rome - the elder Rome - was no longer governed
by the Byzantine emperor.

132 Cf. the old but still useful monograph by A. Gasquet, L'empire byzantin et la monarchie franque, Paris 1888.
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‘It was now that this innovation took place, because Rome disregarded the imperial
authority and became self-governing, and was ruled chiefly by whoever was pope,” wrote
the Emperor Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus (945-59)."** With this forthright imperial
admission, Byzantium recognized the temporal power and authority of the papacy. When
it was that this innovation (xatvotouia) took place is revealed in Theophanes’ Chronicle.
There it is said that ‘in the elder Rome, Gregory, that all-holy apostolic man and co-ruler
(synthronos) with Peter the chief apostle, distinguished in word and deed, ... detached
Rome, Italy and the whole of the West from civil and ecclesiastical obedience to Leo and
the empire ruled by him, > attributing to Pope Gregory II (715-31) or Gregory III (731-
41) the removal of the whole of the West from obedience to the Emperor Leo I1I (717-41).
Independently of the fact that the ‘proclamation’ of the papal state took place a little later,
in 756,'* the Byzantine historical tradition that seeks to blame the iconoclast emperor, Leo
III the Isaurian, for the loss of the West is broadly correct in dating the events to the mid-
eighth century. According to the political and historical texts attributed to the Emperor
Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus and his ideological circle, Rome ‘is no longer ruled’
(Rome no longer recognizes the authority of the emperor) and in conjunction with this
fact, several Italian provinces seceded from Byzantine rule, which could not have happened
‘when Rome was ruled’. Strictly speaking, the Byzantine empire and emperor should have
abandoned the phrase 1@v Pwuaiwv, ‘of the Romans’, that followed their titles, but together
with the recognition of the political independence of the papacy, Porphyrogenitus refers
to the Byzantine emperor as ‘emperor of Constantinople,'*® something which is politically
and ideologically unacceptable. Parallel to this, and in obvious contrast to the elder Rome
that ‘is no longer ruled’, Porphyrogenitus, the supreme theoretician of the new political
ideology of limited ecumenicity, mentions that there was a part of Italy that had entered
into a treaty ‘with us, that is to say, with New Rome’."*’ The verb which the Byzantine text
uses in this instance is mpoag@@ototar. The authoritative Greek lexicon, Liddell-Scott-
Jones, gives the verb d@opilw the meaning ‘to mark off boundaries’, whence, with the
addition of the prefix mpo-, we are led to the conclusion that some territories in Italy had
been agreed by treaty to belong to the empire of New Rome before the text of Theophanes
Continuatus referring to Basil I the Macedonian (867-86), to which the passage mentioned
belongs, was composed in the tenth century. This portion of land which is included in
the empire of New Rome is none other than Southern Italy, most probably stretching as
far as the boundaries of the papal state. Under Basil IT (976-1025) the frontier went up to
Rome, according to John Scylitzes.”*® And when the Normans conquered Southern Italy
and finally put an end to Byzantine rule there a little after the middle of the eleventh

133 Nwvi 8¢ éyéveto i xawotouia atitn, Suix T v Pdunv drobéobal 10 Paocitelov xpdtos xal idtoxparopiay Exew
xat deomoteobar xvpinwg mapd Tvog xatd xatpov wdna, Constantine Porphyrogenitus, De thematibus 11, 10 (ed. A.
Pertusi, Vatican City 1952, p. 94).

134 év 6¢ 1j) moeoputépq ‘Paun Tonydorog, 6 maviepos drmootohindg avip xai ITétpov Tod xopugaiov ovvlgovos,
A0yw xal mod&er diaddumwy, 65 améomnoe Pauny te xal Trakiav xal ndvia 1@ éonéoia Tilg € moMTixils xal
ExxAnowaonixils Vmaxoils Aéovrog xai tijg U’ avtov facidelas: Theophanes, Chronicle (ed. de Boor), 408.

135 E. Caspar, Das Papsttum unter frinkischer Herrschaft, Darmstadt 1965.

136 T. C. Lounghis, ‘Sur la date du “De thematibus™, REB 31 (1973), 299-305.

137 tf) xa® nuag véx Paun: Theophanes Continuatus (ed. Bekker), 288.

138 Scylitzes (ed. I. Thurn, CFHB 5, Berlin and New York 1973), 426.
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century, Michael Psellus mentions that ‘we were despoiled of Italy and deprived of the
most precious part of the empire’.'* This territorially limited Byzantine recovery of the
West acccomplished under the Macedonian dynasty (867-1057), a recovery which apart
from Southern Italy also included Dalmatia, gave the dynasty’s imperial spokesmen the
possibility of making the claim for propaganda purposes (reassuring to the West) that
the Byzantine empire was and always had been an exclusively Eastern empire going right
back to Constantine I (306-37) or even beyond him to Diocletian (284-305), that is to
say, to those emperors who had transferred the seat of the empire to the East, but never
appealing to Justinian I (527-65) who, starting from the East, i.e. Constantinople, had
become emperor of the Romans ‘in name and in fact’.'*

It is not, however, only the proponents of a Justinianic absolute ecumenicity, such as
Agathias, who appeal to the Eastern emperors reigning at Constantinople from Arcadius
onwards. The theoreticans, too, of limited ecumenicity who wrote laudatory texts ( Theophanes
Continuatus, Book V) on Basil I, who succeeded in a territorially limited recovery of the
West, declare in the Prologue to Book V of Theophanes Continuatus that of the emperors
‘of the Roman empire in Byzantium™*' they would narrate the deeds and history of only one
recent emperor, Basil I, who became ‘a great asset’ (uéya dpedog) to the empire. Here they
declare that Basil was the first to go beyond the territorial boundaries which had been set
when the empire was divided between Arcadius and Honorius in 395 (sic), and thus with
this ‘preliminary definition’ (mooa@dototal) it is suggested that Basil I was within his legal
rights in annexing Dalmatia and Southern Italy, which had belonged to Honorius” western
empire from 395 (sic iterum). In doing this the theoreticians of limited ecumenicity pass
silently - deliberately it would seem - over Justinian I and his ecumenical conquests in the
West. So far as we can see from the texts of the Macedonian dynasty promoting the idea of a
limited ecumenicity, Justinian is presented there as a great legislator, as the builder of Hagia
Sophia, but never as the conqueror of the West. We seem to have here a damnatio memoriae
of gigantic proportions which now includes not only Justinian I and his work of reconquest
in the West, but also other emperors with similar ambitions, such as Constans II (642-68),
who personally led a military expedition to Italy.

5. The clash between two ideologies: the ambassador Liutprand of Cremona

A distinguished statesman, diplomat and ecclesiastical figure in tenth-century Western
Europe, who was also a gifted writer, Liutprand, bishop of Cremona (920-c. 973), visited the
Byzantine capital twice as ambassador in 948/9 and in 968. The first time, when the emperor
was the scholarly scion of the Macedonian dynasty, Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus (945-
59), Liutprand received a favourable impression. But twenty years later, when he came as
ambassador of the relatively newly crowned German emperor, Otto I (936-73, imperial
coronation 962) to seck an imperial Byzantine bride for the heir to the western throne, also

139 Trariav drooeoviijueba xal T oeuvotatov Tiis Goxic agnorueba uépog: Psellus, Chronography VI, 78 (ed. S.
Impellizeri, Milan, 1978, 11, 10).

140 évouatt xai mpdyuat : Agathias V, 14, 1 (ed. Keydell, 180). See also Appendix, no. 17(a).

141 Tiic év BuEavrip Pouaixic doyilc: Theophanes Continuatus (ed. Bekker), 211-12. See also Appendix, no. 17 (b).
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called Otto (973-83), the officials of the Byzantine court who surrounded the now warrior-
emperor Nicephorus II Phocas (963-9) treated him badly and offended him. He gives a vivid
account of this in his Relatio de legatione Constantinopolitana, which describes the embassy
of 968. By contrast, in his earlier work, the Antapodosis, which contains his impressions of
the embassy of 948/9, his narrative is very different.!*?

To this problem of the two different ways in which Liutprand was treated, and the
corresponding impressions he received of the Byzantine government, a number of very
similar solutions have been proposed. It has been suggested (without basis, as it happens'*’)
that the Byzantines were not inclined to give away princesses born in the purple, or that the
German-Byzantine military confrontation in Southern Italy was to blame.'* The solution
to the problem is very simple. It lies in the existence of two opposing Byzantine ideologies
concerning the policy to be followed with regard to the growing power of the West. That is
to say, it lies in the choice that had to be made between the ideology of limited ecumenicity
as promoted by the Macedonian dynasty, and that of the unlimited ecumenicity which
Nicephorus Phocas sought to restore. For Nicephorus was an imitator of Justinian, just as
his eulogist, Leo the Deacon, was an imitator of Justinian’s eulogist, Agathias.

In 948 the Emperor Constantine VII received Liutprand in a very positive manner and
by 955 had concluded a peace treaty in Italy.!* Texts from the time of the Macedonian
dynasty, such as those of John Scylitzes, call Otto I before his imperial coronation in Rome
in 962 ‘basileus of the Franks’,'** which means ‘emperor’ not ‘king’ (rex, or in Greek gié).
But the new Western imperial coronation (‘new’ after that of Charlemagne in 800) provoked
a violent reaction from the vigorous and militarily powerful new landed aristocracy that
was now in the ascendancy in Byzantine society. A representative of this robust aristocracy,
who in fact led the Byzantine army in a series of brilliantly executed victorious campaigns,
was the general Nicephorus II Phocas. In 963 he rebelled and at the head of a family
coalition usurped the throne and broke the hitherto friendly relations which had existed
with the West. Just as in the sixth century Justinian I's panegyrist, Agathias of Myrina, had
proclaimed Justinian ‘emperor of the Romans in name and fact’, so now in the tenth century
Nicephorus Phocas’ panegyrist, Leo the Deacon, who, it should be noted, claimed to model
himself on Agathias,'¥” maintained that if ‘malign fate’ had not brought Nicephorus Phocas
to an early grave, nothing would have prevented him from advancing the empire’s frontiers
to the Ocean in the west and to India in the east.* This was more or less a reprise of the
Justinianic programme of reconquest set out in the second paragraph of the eleventh chapter

142 See Appendix, nos 16, 19.
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of Novel 30 of 535. Thus according to Liutprand of Cremona, the people around Nicephorus
described the Emperor Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus as a spineless man (homo lenis)
who won the support of foreign nations by bribing them,'* while Nicephorus brought them
under control by fear and the sword (terrore et gladio). Advancing in this way to open threats
against the Christian West, he demanded the return to the Byzantine empire of nothing less
than Rome and Ravenna,' which indicates the complete repudiation of the Macedonian
dynasty’s conciliatory foreign policy towards Western Europe. Thus the dismayed surprise
of Liutprand was entirely justified. His writings (like those of most of the Latin-speaking
West) offer us much more plausible insights into Byzantine foreign policy than the Byzantine
sources, which usually occupy themselves with stereotyped hatreds and passions, viewing
the world from a much narrower perspective.

In contrast with the Byzantine sources, which attribute the murder of Nicephorus Phocas
to Theophano’s conspiracy with her lover, John Tzimiskes, the Western sources mention
that the murder of Nicephorus, although carried out at the instigation of Theophano, was
occasioned by the general dissatisfaction of his subjects at the failure and defeats the emperor
had suffered in the West. Even the Byzantine sources themselves do not deny the general
popular dissatisfaction and exasperation with Nicephorus. The fact is, however, that the new
emperor, John Tzimiskes (969-76), reaffirmed the peaceful policy of the Macedonian dynasty
towards the West, and was happy to celebrate the giving of his niece, Theophano Scleraina-
Phocaina, as a bride for Otto II (973-83) in 972. This Byzantine princess, first as empress and
then from 983 to 991 as regent during the minority of her son Otto IIT (983-1002), ruled the
German empire with great care and devotion until the year of her death (991).

To summarize so far, Liutprand of Cremona’s texts allow us to trace and delineate
the conflict between the two Byzantine political ideologies governing foreign policy and
the strategies springing from them. Starting from the fact that the Byzantine empire was a
Roman empire with its capital now, since the reign of Arcadius, at Constantinople, as they
both did, these ideologies took up opposing positions on the following question: whether the
greater benefit to this empire lay in attempting to conquer/reconquer the whole of the old
Roman empire (the tradition of Justinianic conquest which lasted until Nicephorus Phocas)
or, alternatively, whether it lay in confining reconquest and Byzantine rule in the West to
certain territories of limited extent which were attached to the empire with the consent of
the West, such as Dalmatia and Southern Italy. The latter ideology of limited ecumenicity
not only disavowed Justinian as conqueror but also attempted to accommodate itself to the
historical forgeries known as the Kwvotavriveios Awped, ‘Constitutum Constantini, the
Donation of Constantine’, which the papacy had adopted.'”!

The modified - not to say transformed - Constantine of the ideology of limited
ecumenicity is, in a sense, a ‘diachronic’ emperor of many different meanings on different
levels: originally because he had transferred the imperial capital to the East, to the ancient
city of Byzantium, just as Diocletian a little earlier had also transferred the seat of empire to

149 Legatio, 55 (ed. Bekker, 205-6) and Appendix, no. 18.

150 Legatio, 15 (ed. Bekker, 184) and Appendix, no. 21.
151 See the discussion in the section on relations with the pope, below, p. 123.
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the East, to Nicomedia. Together with Diocletian, Constantine I marks the beginnings of an
empire which would always be eastern and from the time of Arcadius (395-408) would have
its capital permanently at Constantinople. Skilfully emphasizing this particularly significant
Roman form, a considerable number of texts use the expression 7 év Bulavtiow dwuaixi
Goy (‘the Roman authority in Byzantium’), especially when they are discussing the exercise
of a foreign policy against Western Europe.

Constantine I made the definitive transfer of the imperial capital to the East, and
since from that time Rome was no longer the seat of government (no longer BaotAeverat)
it passed under the sovereignty of...the pope, as Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus’ tenth-
century treatise el Oeudtwv (De thematibus) puts it.'”> The multi-layered chronology
should be noted: Constantine I may have reigned in the fourth century, as we all know, but
Rome came under papal sovereignty in the mid-eighth century (756), that is to say when
the so-called Donation of Constantine was confected. The Byzantine ideology of limited
ecumenicity needed to accept the stipulations of the Donation (especially the supposed
ceding of Rome and the West to the pope by Constantine I) so as to be able in consequence
to praise the Macedonian dynasty for having succeeded through its founder, Basil I, in
conquering territories in the West (Dalmatia and Southern Italy). And in view of the fact
that Constantine I had bequeathed Rome and Italy to the popes in perpetuity, Justinian I,
who had had the effrontery to conquer Italy and Rome, was best forgotten. In this way, by
turning Constantine I into an emperor casting his shadow over four and a half centuries,
Byzantine diplomatic theory acknowledged indirectly the possibility that a western Roman
empire might also exist in the West which, theoretically at least, recognized the spiritual
suzerainty (auctoritas) of the pope. From its very nature, however, the rapprochement of
the two powerful empires of East and West in the ninth, tenth and eleventh centuries had
an innate tendency, by its sheer might in the practical realm, to sideline the international
influence and spiritual weight of the papacy.

It is therefore obvious that the theory of unlimited ecumenicity which Nicephorus II
Phocas tried to revive in the tenth century by demanding back Rome and Ravenna from the
Westerners had not the slightest chance of success. For the medieval West had already begun
to develop rapidly in all sectors and, moreover, the crude way in which the soldier-emperor
tried to intimidate the externally suave but internally stubborn ecclesiastic, Liutprand of
Cremona, was a far cry from the normally elaborate and subtle way in which Byzantine
diplomacy expressed itself whenever it wanted to abrogate some old treaty or change some
established international situation. That is why the epithets which the western ambassador
applies to the rustic Cappadocian war-lord who was sitting on the throne of Constantinople
in 968 are indicative of the manifestly belligerent crudeness that the latter emanated.

On the other hand, from Nicephorus’ point of view he was condemning with manifest
contempt any tolerant policy towards the West, implying that the crowned ideologue of the
Macedonian dynasty, Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus was incompetent, and at the same
time stripping the transfer of the capital by Constantine I from Rome to Constantinople
of all dignity and legality: as soon as Constantine left Rome barbarism gained control

152 De thematibus (ed. Pertusi), 94.
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there and Liutprand and his fellow-countrymen are not Romans but Lombards.* Here
it is worth noting that according to Constantine Porphyrogenitus, for whom Nicephorus
Phocas feels such antipathy, Constantine I had left instructions to the Byzantines not to
enter into partnership through marriage alliances with any nations apart from the Franks
or the Germans,'** to whom the imperial title legally belonged in the second half of the tenth
century, as Liutprand of Cremona in 968 well knew.

John Tzimiskes’ agreeing to send the Princess Theophano as a bride for Otto II in
972/3 signifies the restoration of relations of equality and alliance between the two empires,
relations which would last uninterruptedly at least until the beginning of the Crusades.
Nevertheless, the Byzantine ideology of limited ecumenicity with regard to the West entailed
certain consequences concerning Byzantine foreign policy in the broader field of Central and
Eastern Europe, that is to say, where the territorial and ideological claims of both empires
interacted with more general political and cultural influences.

6. Byzantine policy in Central and Eastern Europe before the Schism of 1054

What distinguishes Byzantine diplomatic thought in general is the constant search for a
strong permanent ally in every geographical area where the empire was threatened, an ally
powerful enough to advance Byzantine imperial claims or, in cases when the desired strong
permanent ally could not always be relied on, the promotion of multi-national coalitions
with the aim of destroying or weakening whoever was regarded as the main enemy. This was
the chief strategy of imperial foreign policy in Central and Eastern Europe. It was supported
by efforts in two other geographical areas: (1) in confronting the Arabs in the East from
the time they first appeared during the reign of Heraclius (610-41) to their subjection to
the Seljuq Turks in 1055, that is to say, at about the same time as the Church schism (1054);
and (2) in attaining a diplomatic equilibrium with the West, through an alliance between
the eastern and western empires (in other words, through a German-Byzantine alliance),
which effectively limited the political influence and activity of the papacy in Europe, again
until the Church Schism and the roughly contemporary fall of the Macedonian dynasty in
Byzantium (1057).

The required ally in Eastern Europe was certainly not orthodox - or even Christian - but
was needed as a counterpoise or opposing menace to the terrifying threat hanging over the
empire from the end of Justinian’s reign in the shape of the Avars. The Khazars (a Turkish
people) whom the empire bound to itself diplomatically through a princely marriage alliance
from the time of Heraclius,'® were pagans ruled by a Khan or Khagan just like the Avars.
This special relationship with the Khazars was to last a long time, supported by successive
marriage alliances with the imperial house (Justinian II, Constantine V) until the end of the
reign of Leo IV (775-80), who was called the ‘Khazar’ because of his mother. In the same
period Charlemagne’s armies were beginning to check the power of the Avars, until they finally

153 Legatio 12 (ed. Bekker, 182).
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suffered a catastrophic defeat in 803. From that time it was natural that the Khazar alliance
should fall into abeyance without, however, being entirely abandoned.'* Its end seems to have
come with the rise to power of the Macedonian dynasty under Basil I and on the pretext of
the conversion of the Khazars to the Jewish faith, against which the Emperors Basil I and
Leo VI (886-912) took severe measures.”” In consequence the Khazars, who had been friends
and allies for more than two centuries, became relatively quickly implacable enemies. The
Macedonian dynasty, which marks out and defines the Byzantine policy of rapprochement
with the West (the ideology of limited ecumenicity) proved to be anxious to bring into its
sphere of influence in Eastern Europe first of all the Bulgars and Russians. It is with these
that imperial marriage alliances were now contracted, although the Uzes and Alans could be
described as a kind of ‘extension’ of allied pressure on the Khazars. Originally, the nomad
Uzes,'® in conjunction with the Russians, who had descended on the empire by the River
Dneiper, were able to keep at bay a new and very numerous people, who were especially
threatening to the whole of Eastern Europe, the Pechenegs or Patzinaks,"” with whom the
Byzantine empire maintained very correct relations which were renewed each year and were
never allowed to be officially disrupted, as Porphyrogenitus says in the very first chapter of
his celebrated work, De administrando imperio.'" Uzes and Alans of the Caucasus together
with reinforcements from Cherson and the Bosporus (Pantikapaion-Kerch) could undertake
expeditions in concert against the Khazars, who were now the empire’s most powerful enemy.
The policy of limited ecumenicity had left the empire, it seems, a completely free hand in
the lands of Eastern Europe, since Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus reveals in his writings a
desire for the oilfields of the Caucasus!'®' Moreover, repeated expeditions of Russians allied to
the empire under the command of Svjatoslav against the Khazars culminated in 1015 in the
transportation of Russian troops on a large scale by the Byzantine fleet for the same purpose,'®
which clearly reveals the aims of Byzantine foreign policy. By contrast, in the decade (963-9)
when the Byzantine empire was ruled by Nicephorus Phocas, a tough proponent of unlimited
ecumenicity, all these complicated diplomatic relations and delicate balances were in danger of
being permanently upset. This is clearly demonstrated in the case of Bulgaria, which had won
its independence of the empire in 680/1, when the Danube frontier was breached once and for
all and a new people came to settle permanently in the Balkans.

According to the ideology of limited ecumenicity, from a political point of view as well as
that of ecclesiastical obedience, Bulgaria had to be brought into the Byzantine empire under
Basil I, who, to ensure papal consent to this, allowed Moravia to pass into the jurisdiction of
the papacy, even though Moravia had been Christianized by the Patriarch Photius (858-67)

156 Th. S. Noonan, ‘Byzantium and the Khazars: a special relationship?, in Byzantine Diplomacy, ed. Shepard and
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through the so-called ‘apostles of the Slavs’, Cyril and Methodius. Basil I had not hesitated
to depose Photius from the patriarchal throne of Constantinople!®, thus promoting friendly
relations with the elder Rome. Accordingly, after 867 Cyril and Methodius went to Rome
and were thenceforth directed by the pope. For its own part, Bulgaria went on to develop
a very remarkable military administration under Byzantine influence (867-969). A clear
example of this is provided by Tsar Symeon (893-927) who fought bravely and successfully
for his full independence. This example, it seems, prompted the adherents of the ideology
of unlimited ecumenicity, who came to power with the accession of Nicephorus Phocas in
963, to seek to bring Bulgaria under their complete control. To this end they called on the
imperial allies, the Russians, under their prince, Svjatoslav, to conquer Bulgaria,'* an act
which contributed to upsetting the settled political and diplomatic equilibrium in Eastern
Europe and destroying the alliances of the Macedonian dynasty. John Tzimiskes (969-76),
who murdered Nicephorus Phocas in 969, and was anxious to restore the fixed Byzantine
foreign policy which had obtained under the Macedonian dynasty, was obliged to defeat the
Russians and force them to evacuate Bulgaria. Bulgaria thus was reattached to the empire as
far as the old frontier of the Danube. Thenceforth the empire’s immediate neighbours were to
be the fearsome Pechenegs, who in the meantime had decimated the defeated Russians (who
were once again imperial allies) as they returned home from Bulgaria.'®> The destruction of
the Khazar state in the eleventh century made the Pecheneg threat even more acute. That is
why Byzantine-Russian relations went through a very difficult period in the eleventh century,
in spite of the conversion of this very large nation to Christianity in 988/9, a conversion
which was entirely due to Byzantium. The resulting spiritual kinship and shared heritage,
however, was to be deeply enduring.

It should also be emphasized that the Byzantines made an effort towards the end of the
ninth century to convert the still nomadic Hungarians,'®® who with Byzantine encouragement
as is evident from the words of Leo VI the Wise (886-912) himself, destroyed the state of
Great Moravia'®” which had been ceded to the jurisdiction of Rome in 867. There were many
attempts to convert the Hungarians in the years that followed, until under Theophano’s son,
Otto III of Germany, they too adopted the Western form of Christianity. The Hungarian
alliance was maintained through imperial dynastic marriages until about the end of the
twelfth century.

These, very briefly, are the general lines of Byzantine political ideology with regard to
the outside world, or in other words, the general principles of Byzantine foreign policy which
served Byzantine diplomacy until about the time of the Church Schism (1054), the fall of the
Macedonian dynasty (1057), and the beginning of the Crusades (1096). These dates should
always be borne in mind, since after the Church Schism there began in the West the so-called
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theocratic era, when the pope exercised absolute sovereignty. This becomes apparent from
the fact that not a single secular ruler participated in the unstoppable wave of the First
Crusade which had been preached by the pope. On the other side, the fall in Byzantium
of the Macedonian dynasty, which was accompanied by the loss of Southern Italy (1071),
brought about the collapse of the ideology of limited ecumenicity, which, as a fixed doctrine,
had until then defined the priorities of Byzantine diplomacy, and, by extension, the whole
of Byzantine foreign policy. From this point of view, then, it may be maintained that the
Byzantine military disaster at Manzikert in Armenia in 1071, precisely at the time of the
fall of Bari, the last bastion of Byzantine rule in Italy and in the West generally, was of much
less importance than modern historians usually claim.

7. The international standing of the Byzantine empire in the period of the Crusades

The era of the Crusades (1096-1291) is an era that demonstrates the increasing political
and military power of the rising Western European states of Germany, France and England.
But it is Italy, the most advanced country economically in the twelfth century, that makes
it fundamentally possible for the Western Europeans to stay in the East. The economic
strength of the local governments in Italy also contributed to the development of Italian
naval power (Pisa, Venice and Genoa), through which Italian capital poured into the Eastern
Mediterranean. The Byzantine empire, where the landed aristocracy still ruled, even in a great
and populous city like Constantinople, was destined to be supplanted as a result of pressure
exerted by the West, since the government formed by a coalition of aristocratic families,
the Comneni, Angeli, Doukai and others, discouraged any signs of native commercial and
industrial enterprise and readily ceded permanent privileges, mainly commercial, to the
Italian mercantile republics. Thus on the international level the Byzantine empire continued
to maintain a certain prestige and authority, which, however, progressively diminished owing
to the fact that it rested on the past, while the present revealed an increasingly obvious
state weakness. So long as Byzantine civilization, however, continued to remain at a very
high level in comparison with the civilization of contemporary western states, the Byzantine
empire remained one of the most powerful states of the period - not the most powerful, as in
the past - which was always seeking a strong ally in the West so as to be able to counter the
plots and threats which came from that quarter with a powerful alliance. It always attempted
to present the appearance of an adequate naval presence in Eastern Mediterranean waters,
now that the challenge came not only from the Muslims but also from heterodox Christians,
the Latins, as the Westerners were now called in Byzantium. After the Schism of 1054 and
expulsion from Italy in 1071, the Byzantines increasingly fell back on the resources of their
Greek literary culture - in opposition to the Latin spoken in the West - in all sectors of
human thought, in spite of the fact that they stubbornly continued to call themselves and
their empire ‘Roman’. We see here a Roman empire in retreat internationally which attempts
to maintain appearances with the support of its ancient traditions. This also accounts for
the transfer of the sense of Byzantine sovereignty over western lands from the West to the
East, as already discussed. In the period of the Crusades the Byzantine empire was always
conciliatory towards the Christian West (with the vociferous exception of the theological/
ecclesiastical lobby), even during the brief period (1151-6) of the unsuccessful Italian
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expeditions of Manuel I Comnenus (1143-80). Towards the East, however, whether towards
the Seljuq sultanate of Iconium or the Muslim state of Egypt, Byzantine foreign policy
was obviously aggressive, using to its advantage - so far as possible - the Crusaders’ drive
towards the East and aware, perhaps, that its position in the East needed stabilizing now
that it had no possibility of any expansion towards the West. At the same time, Byzantine
diplomatic thinking sought to ensure that the West in the East (that is, the newly-formed
Crusader states) should recognize Byzantine suzerainty, especially the Crusader states of
Antioch and Edessa, that is to say, those regions that had belonged to the empire in the
eleventh century.

As already mentioned above, the text on which all subsequent Byzantine claims on
Crusader lands were based diplomatically and militarily was called the Treaty of Devol (after
the name of the Albanian River Devol near Durrachium). It was concluded after a personal
meeting between the Emperor Alexius I Comnenus and Bohemond, the Norman prince of
Taranto, not long after the First Crusade, in September 1108.'® Its lengthy text has been
included by Anna Comnena in her historical work, the Alexiad,'® where, in describing
her father’s achievements she adds to them the extension once again'” of Byzantine state
sovereignty as far as the Euphrates, listing the names of all the fortified cities (Antioch,
Edessa etc), fortress-villages, military districts, and large regions such as Cilicia (Little
Armenia), which is referred to in the text as, 1 T@v Povaevinv dtaxpdtnois Aéovios te
xal Oeodwpov v "Aguevimy, ‘the territory of the Roupenians, Leo and Theodore the
Armenians’. In the text mention is made of the two hundred talents (= centenaria = 100
ounces of gold) which the emperor is to pay each year to his vassal, Prince Bohemond (he
was as handsome and as good a warrior as he was a lover of money, according to his admirer,
Anna) to fulfil his military duties (dwoxvntewy 10i¢ 1i¢ faoireias Tudv mpooTdyuaoct xal
Oeifquaot xabarepel avBowmov AMliov Tuvyydvovtog 00 avTol XeATOVS %Al TiS AUTiS
paoieias (‘submit to the orders and wishes of Your Majesty in view of being the liegeman
of the same Power and the same Majesty’). A number of witnesses from both sides signed the
document, the leading figure of whom was 100 feogiAeordrov émoxdmov "AudAgng..0¢
xal mEEoPus mapd 100 mdra wEOS TOV avtoxpdropa éAnAvbet (‘the bishop of Amalfi,
most beloved of God...who had come to the emperor as the papal ambassador’). This long
document was called by Anna Comnena £yyoagoc Gpxog, a ‘written oath’, and evidently was
kept in the Byzantine archives. Bohemond, now an imperial liegeman, received in exchange
(@vtidoow) from the emperor, as is mentioned in the text, a chrysobull, that is to say, an
official imperial document sealed with a gold seal and signed by the emperor in red ink (¢’
éovBoofapotc vmoyoapic). It was in the familiar general form of an imperial gift, in which
the lands granted were again listed, with Bohemond’s vassalage given in return. (Sadly, this
document is no longer extant). It was this treaty which led the next emperors, John II and
Manuel I, the son and grandson of Alexius Comnenus, to mount expeditions into Syria and
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enjoy, at least temporarily, the vassalage of the Crusader princes of the region. In the text
the lands under Byzantine rule are called ‘the territory [lit. frontiers] of the Romans’ (&
1@v Pouaiov épiouata- para. 6), and the Byzantine empire is twice called ‘the empire
of Constantinople’ (1] faotdeia KwvotaviivovmAews- para. 7), just as in the time when
Constantine Porphyrogenitus recognized the existence also of a western empire. Bohemond
swore on oath that any barbarian lands and territories he might conquer which used to
belong to the empire in the past he would receive them ‘in the name of Your Majesties’
(Suxaiw tig faotreias i VueTépag - para. 10), while with regard to the remaining lands
which had never belonged to the empire, Bohemond binds himself to make them vassals just
as he himself is a vassal - para. 11). The entire text is full of grandiose promises and the
declarations of faith and devotion of a vassal to his overlord - a fact which demonstrates the
great care over detail taken by Byzantine diplomacy - though events were to prove that these
‘most awe-inspiring’ (potxwdéorarar) oaths did not provide the slightest guarantee that the
rights of the Byzantine emperor, which since the campaigns of John I Tzimiskes extended
as far as Palestine, would be respected. Nevertheless, the period of the Crusades and in
particular the Treaty of Devol inaugurate a new age in the diplomatic history of the empire,'”
which might be called the age of personal encounters between the Byzantine emperor and
the western princes and independent feudal lords, marked also by the presence for the first
time of the imperial signature on treaties and agreements. The Treaty of Devol remained in
force under John II Comnenus, whose suzerainty over Antioch was accepted by Raymond
of Poitiers in 1138,'7 as that of Manuel I Comnenus was by Reynald of Chatillon in 1158.'7
Manuel I personally met the leaders of the Second Crusade, Conrad II Hohenstaufen (1138-
52) of Germany and Louis VII of France (1137-80).'™ For diplomatic reasons a memorable
reception was organized by Manuel I in 1161 for the sultan of Iconium, Kilij Arslan IT (1155-
92), who was entertained warmly in Constantinople for a number of days. This led to a peace
treaty (unfortunately temporary, as it proved) with the clearest obligations on the sultan’s
part which resemble those of a vassal towards the Byzantine empire (to have the same friends
and enemies as the emperor, etc.).'” In spite of this and the parallel renewal of the old and
traditional alliance with the German empire, which was confirmed originally by Conrad II’s
successor, Frederick I Barbarossa (1152-89),'7 and in spite of the fact, too, that the first
duchess of Austria was a member of the Byzantine imperial family (Theodora Comnena),'”
the humiliating defeat by the Seljugs under Kilij Arslan at Myriokephalon in 1176 brought
about an ideological breach between the two emperors which was very difficult to heal. They
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exchanged letters in which the long intitulatio and inscriptio used by each'”® were attempts
of the one to persuade the other which it was, Manuel or Frederick, who represented Roman
imperial legitimacy and continuity. But to Manuel’s weak third successor, the Emperor
Isaac IT Angelus (1185-95), the arrogance of the pretentious Frederick Barbarossa during
the Third Crusade (in which this German emperor who dreamed of conquering the East
lost his life ingloriously while swimming in the River Kalykadnos in Cilicia'”) became
insufferable, relations became embittered, and so far as we can see, in contrast to what had
taken place during the Second Crusade, the two emperors never met.'® The next Byzantine
emperor, Alexius III Angelus, out of fear of Frederick’s successor, Henry VI (1190-97)
consented to pay a very burdensome tax, the AAapavirog pépog, in order to avoid war with
Germany (xatévevoe yonudtwv Ty gipiivny GAAdEaoba, ‘he consented to barter peace for
money’'®!). The German envoys who were received in Constantinople in 1196 were not only
unimpressed by the splendour of the elaborate Byzantine diplomatic protocol of reception by
the emperor, but ridiculed it (Gvépamodwdeis yAidai: ‘as luxuries fit for slaves’, as Nicetas
Choniates says) with undisguised sneers at jewels and vestments more suitable for women
and flowery meadows.'®?

8. The last Byzantine diplomatic efforts in the face of the Turkish threat

The personal diplomatic efforts of the emperors were much more modest in the last
century of Byzantine history (from 1355 when the first contacts began by letter to 1453).!#?
The Emperors John V (1341-91), Manuel IT (1391-1425) and John VIII (1425-48) Palaeologi
travelled a number of times to Western Europe and tried through various and sometimes
humiliating concessions, even by converting personally to the Roman Catholic faith,'® to
persuade the heterodox Westerners to hasten to the aid of the remnant of their empire which
was in imminent danger of being finally engulfed by the expanding Turkish power (‘we hope
for many and great things from them’'®). The tactics of these imperial diplomatic begging
missions in the West (which may have resulted in various promises but rendered very little
aid), on the basis of offering in exchange the union of the Churches and the recognition of
the Roman primacy, came to a head with the Council of Ferrara-Florence in 1438/9'%. But
they did not have the slightest relation to the general diplomatic principles, methods and
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customary practices of Byzantine diplomacy discussed above which were in force in the
period when the empire was large, powerful and unitary. For this reason the last Byzantine
emperor who was able to pursue a markedly multifaceted foreign policy with corresponding
diplomatic activities was Michael VIII Palaeologus (1258-82), who inherited a state which
was territorially restricted but had great traditions and some possibilities for pursuing a
multifaceted policy in its immediate environment. But afterwards, until the final fall of the
empire in 1453, the diplomacy of the empire (a tributary vassal of the Turks after 1371)
was no longer imperial and independent, in spite of the fact, as has been mentioned, it still
reached out to Portugal, Syria, Paris, London'®” and Moscow, *® without entirely abandoning
the old German-Byzantine alliance either.'® The most striking characteristic we may discern
in the methods which Byzantine diplomacy was using in this period, even in respect of
imperial begging missions in the West, was the flexible and very different diplomatic tactics
of the Palaeologan emperors compared with those used by contemporary patriarchs of
Constantinople, and the Orthodox Byzantine clergy more generally, towards their western
Roman Catholic interlocutors. The Orthodox Church stubbornly opposed these conciliatory
tactics and the concomitant undertaking to make an official effort on the Byzantine side
for the Schism of 1054 to be lifted in exchange for substantial Western military aid, so that
the continuous Turkish expansion into Europe could be halted. Thus there developed the
constantly simmering quarrel between the Unionists and the Anti-unionists, which erupted
in bloody civil disturbances even during the last siege of the Imperial City (April/May 1453).
The undiminishing anti-western ardour over the centuries of the leadership of the Orthodox
Church was to be an ideological bonus for Ottoman policy towards the subject Orthodox
populations of the Balkans, Greek and Slav, during the Tovoxoxpatie with the aim of
averting any direct or indirect interference of a Christian but heterodox Europe in Eastern
affairs. Thus for the almost four hundred years of servitude to the Turks, the ‘mighty empire
of the Ottomans’, as various documents of ecclesiastical provenance call it, and the Orthodox
Church worked together closely to this end, with the noteworthy exception of the Russo-
Turkish wars of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. It has been maintained that the
antithesis between the conciliatory policy of the Palaeologue emperors towards the West and
the correspondingly hostile stance of the patriarchs was agreed between Church and State
so as to win valuable time (but for what purpose?) and at the same time mollify Orthodox
sensibilities, which had been deeply offended by the Fourth Crusade. But this cannot be
substantiated from Byzantine or any other sources. What is certain, however, is that state
diplomacy in the true and multi-dimensional sense of the term, in which the diplomat either
at home or on a foreign mission has to reconcile many, often contradictory, alternative
possibilities and solutions before he comes to a decision, did not exist in the last Byzantine
period, when the threat to the very existence of the state was permanent and immediate and
only permitted a one-dimensional approach.

187 Cf. the old work of G. Schlumberger, Un empereur de Byzance a Paris et a Londres, Paris 1916. Also J. W. Barker,
Manuel 11 Palaeologus (1391-1425): A Study in Late Byzantine Statesmanship, New Jersey 1969, 163-99.

188 Medvedev, ‘O printsipach’, 130.

189 John Cantacuzenus (ed. L. Schopen, CSHB, Bonn 1828) vol. I, 335-6. Cf. T. Lounghis, H evpomaixy wwogoomic
otov Meoaimva: 1 yeopavoputavewi ovppayia, in To Buldvtio xat ow arapyés ts Evodang, 73 n. 86.
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APPENDIX

i

g d¢i moeoPeveabar xai moeofevety

ITepl mpeaperdv (On Embassies), ed. 1. Bekker and B. Niebuhr, CSHB, Bonn 1829, pp. 6-8.

IoéoPeic i) map’ Mqudv i meds fuas amootéAdovrar. Eav uév olv modc nudg
amootéAAwvral, xoi) pLrAotiuws T xal SayPiAds Tovtovs Vmodéxeobar (xal ylo Tudat
TAVTES QUTOVS), TOVS 68 UmnpeTotviag avtoic 8 dogaleias Exewv eic TO UNdeVOTL
Subdonery émepwtwusvovs avtovs. Kav uév tdv Alav dpeomxdtav oi moéopeic elev,
BoTe ueTall éxelvav Te xal MUAY eival Tva TMV E0vav, dugavitew aiTods TV RUETEQWV
omdoa xai oia PovAdueba. Ouoiwg 8¢ i xal mAnoidywool uév fudv xabeiomnixeoay,
Evdeds 6¢ mpog v fuetéoav Exovor Suvauwy. Ei 6¢ xata moAl qudv dtevnvoyaow, eite
wAifeL oToaTO, EiTE AVOQElR, XOT WIjTE TAOTTOV, UITE YUVALXDV XAAAN EupaviCew avToig,
A0 68 avoodv xal GmAwy evxoouiav xal teydv Vpduata. Ei 6& map’ quiv moéopels
amootéAdovtal, yof ToUTOUS TOMTOV UEV EVOEPElq YvmoiteaBal, xal un éx’ éyxAiuact
ratnyoonféviac moté Snuooia xataxolBival, eivar 8¢ @oovinove ™y @uow, elvove
0 ®OWd, MG *al TEOXWVOVVEVEY TAV idiwv, xabdreo Piiyoviog, xal TV GmooTtoAiy
moo8uuovs, GAX 0¥ PePiacusvovs, xabdmeo 6 Aiyintioc iatode. Qv 6 uEv mapl
Kagyndoviowg éoutog dv xal mpog Pouaiovs wepl ipnvns mpeafevonv dreotaiuévog,
Suvvowy émaveAelv mpos aiTols, TV Pwuaiwv v €ipnvny ol xatadeyouévoy Enel
0¢ €ic Pwuaiovs apixeto, amnayopevel uev Pouaiow v eionvny Gotdupopov aitois
ovoav, meifer S& avtodc énavelleiv aitov mooc Kapyndoviove, 14 Soxw @eldouevos.
O 6¢ rata 100 Pactréws tiic Alyvmtov tov ITépony nvioag, ta Alyvatinv StoAwAe.
Xon 8¢ 10U mpopels mapayevougvovs mpog olig arootéAloviat, paiveobal ETiyaeEs,
UEYAAOYUYOVGS, EVEQYETIROVS TQ EiC OUVaULY, GUQw, Td T€ 0iXElQ, T TE TOV TOAEUIWY,
&v énaive molovuévoug, AL wi) ta éxeivav évdiapdirovrag. Oixovouelv O6¢ Sl Tovg
mOEOPELS, al TOIS %xaLpolc émaxorovbely, GAL 0vUx €€ Gvdyxns mOdTTEWY TQ XEAEVOUEVQ,
&l wij T moaEal maol Tpdmols mapexelevodnoay. Olov dreotdin Tig ag gidolg ddoa
701¢ yeitoow émuxoutiouevos 6 6¢ touTovs xataiafav 1 @V Exfodv TEdTTOVTaS TQ
UEV dDPa OVY TO YOGUUATL TAQAXATET)E, AOYyovs O& giAiag avtl dwpwv amexouioato.
"EQ¢l ydp TiS €ix0TWS, WS EOTY UaAAOV EmdoTvaL T ddEa, xafnueQoTVTa TMV TOAEU{WY
10 GyoLov i) T UEV TIULHTEQQ TAQAXATATXELY, Ta O& GAAa émidotval, GAAL ui) mdvia
®oately, ag wjte Tovs éxBools mAovTelv EO€Aewy, xal TO oA i) ExBoag UmoTEUVEY TMDV
moAeuiwv. Aoxwudletar 6& moéofus xai mEoO TG ATOOTOANS, UmMOTLOEUEVOV QUT@ TOV
xeparaiwv, xal EQWTHOUEVOS, GTWS TEQL EXAOTOV QUTAY 0iXOVOUNOELEY, 0UTWS 1| ETEQWS
vt TV TEAYUATOY ETLOVUPALYOVTWV.

Commentary: Lounghis, Ambassades, 285-8.
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2]

Nicholas Mysticus, patriarch of Constantinople (901-7 and 912-25)

(a) Letter 1, ed. R. J. H. Jenkins and L. G. Westerink, Nicholas I Patriarch of Constantinople,
Letters, CFHB 6, Washington D. C. 1973, p. 2:

(Addressed probably in 913/14 ‘to the most glorious and brilliant emir of Crete, my beloved friend’)

.. ‘O 6o xvpLoTNTES TAONG THS €V Vi) XVOLOTNTOG, 1] TE TOV ZaQaxnvVdV %al 1 1MV
Pouaiov vmeoavéyovor xai dStaAdumovory, Gomrep oi dU0 ueydiot €v 1@ OTEQEDUATL
PWOTRHES, xal OT %aT QVTO Y€ TOUTO HOVOV XOWVWVIXDS EYELY XAl AOEAPIXAGS, Xal ui) OLOTL
1016 Bioig xal 101 émTndevuact xal 1@ oefdouatt xeywoioueba, Tavrdraoty GAlotoing
Suaxeiobar xal GrooTeQETY EQUTOVS TS 0Ll TV YOQUUATWV TaQX HEQOS EVTUYIQG.

(b) Letter 21, ed. Jenkins and Westerink, p. 144:

(Addressed probably in 922 ‘to my most mighty, renowned, spiritual son Symeon, prince of Bulgaria’)

xal 0068V E0voc €€ 01 10 Pouainv xodtoc éyvwoiodn duviin xavyioactal wi) oty
TOV QUYEVA XATVaL QUTE...

(c) Letter 23, ed. Jenkins and Westerink, p. 160:

(Addressed probably in 922 ‘to the same’, i.e. to Tsar Symeon [883-927])

T'ivooxe yao (enui xal wdiw) e T éyo 1 éx Tic Pacthixiic xivijoews #ad tudv
xarevonoa modyuata, tav yévos ov ui) Angwoy €ig tov xal tudv GAeBpov ovyxIVOTVTES,
otite Tovprovs otite Ahavois ovte [Tatlnvaxitag otite P olte 1t GAa ExvOixd yévn,
uéxots av 1o t@v BovAydpwy €ig tédog éSamoréomot yévog.

John Grammaticus, ambassador of the Emperor Theophilus to Baghdad in 830

Theophanes Continuatus (CSHB), pp. 95-8:

Enet 0¢ madaid €et émouevoc éfovieTo Tolc TG Ayao T TS aUTOXQATOQINS
moujoar xatddnia, €ite O xowvwvols dgEoaivng Aaufdvwy gite naAlov 1@ @oPeods
uéAewv 6paocbar avroig, meos Ty Toravtny GElov dtaxoviav xpivel OV Twdvvny, 10Te
uev ovyxeAdov, avtot O¢ mpdtepov, ¢ Epbnuev eimovieg, diddoxadov. TTolTixic yao
evtaiag tovtov mhijon Tvyxdvovia, ov uhy 6¢ xal Tjj aipE0EL TOUTOV CUUTAOAUEVOVTX, ETL
e v #al 10 oG TOVS GvTIEENTIXOUS AGYous xexTuévov Soaotiotov, fydma olroc xal
SLa@epdving TV ®at avtov ardviwv éoduvuvey ol 8i) xdow xal mpds OV Tiic Svolag
Goyovta éEaméoteidey, dha te Sovs avtd moAdl oic Bavudietar faotieia Pouainy xal
MV aAAoQUAWY YEvog EmTontal, TEOOEMOOVS OE xal YQUOIOV XEVINVAQIWV TECTHQWYV
Umepfaivov moooTnTa. "AAG TQ UEV TR GueQauvOLVi) (¢ dMoa dréotalxev, TO yovoiov 8,
s ein 1@ Todvvy gic prlotiuiag énidoowy, émdeiteds te ydow dua xai avEiocwc &l yoo
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dupov 6ixnv 6 amootaleis 10 yovoiov Exel ameipew ws Povdetat, oD S1f mov uaAiov
10V amooteidavia ént tAovtov Onudvas Bavudleobar xon. Ald xal oxevn mEOS TOVTOIS
Svo éx yovoov te xal AiBwv moAvteA@dv v ovotaow Exovia, & 10 xowi) YA@TTC Xl W)
xabapa xalkel yeovifoseota, avtd émdédwxey, mavrobev éEaipwv TOV drdotolov avTod
xal xooudv. “Og 61) apurouevos xai 1@ Bayda dott xatalafaov moAg uév épaiveto éx tig
&vdov mepwvolag xal Adyov Tol meognTixoD, moAls 6¢ éx ToT EEwbev éravBoivtos mAovitov
aiTd ®al OeuveTNTOS, 0V ULXQd TIVEL TOTS ATOOTEAAOUEVOLS XAl TEOS QUTOV QOIT@OL HLdOTS,
peydia Ot xai 1@ PactAel 1@v Popainv uovov xatdAinia. ‘Ex toutov é0avudleto te, xal
70 aUT0D dLampioioy €yiyveto dvoua. AAAG modTov ugv dott T0ic 6plols TV Papgfdowv
mp00fag ESEnAnEE te mdvrag, xal Tig E0wTHOEWS xdow avT@V VINVINXOoW xal 6Tws Exot
mvhouévols uovov 0 Pactevs, tjj dayireia v dwpwv xal Tov yovoiov Bavudoal ToUToUS
énoinoev. Tote o mAnotdoag 1@ Topand xai xatl TEOTWTOV OTAS, Xl AmayyelAag TOVS €x
Baoiréws Adyovs avtd, Enel danyyéixret, dretot moOS TO Avamaioews xataydyioy. Maiiov
6¢ xal uarrov PovAduevos é&apar 1 1@v Pouaiwy modyuata, 1oUs €@’ oladnmotodv aitig
TOOS AVTOV POLTAVTAS, EYAAY) TE KOl ULXOR, OXEVOS T GOYUQEOV YOUOIOV TANODY EXATTW
Enedidov prrotyotuevos. Kai mote 6¢ 1ol fapPdools ouveoTiduevos v eionuévayv dvo
YELOOVITTOWV TOIS VANQETOTOL TAQNYYELAEV ATOAETAL TOUTWV £XOVOIWS TO ETEQOY, O €l
vrnoeoiay éxéxtnto. s 6& BpoTS TG 0V GyevVig éml Tf) GrwAelq TOUTOV EYEVETO, KOl TAVTES
oi BdpPapol TG xdAAel ToUTOV XAl Tf) OEUVOTNTL, £TL YE XXl T] pEYaAompeneiq PefAnuévol
Y Yoy moAAY ovéitnow émototvio xal £pevvay, xal TAvIa xdAwv, TO 6N Aeyouevoy,
goelov, ¢ av eic pag axbi O xAamév, vixaita olTog 10 ETEQ0V Exfalelv xehevoag, xal
«10070 &0 QOelpeobary émelnddv, €ic OduPos nye Tovs Sapaxnvols, Ty toavy Eitnow
aUTOT ®ATATAVOAVTOG, GOEV XAl O AUEQAUVOVVIS AVTLPLAOTIHOTUEVOS, Xl TOUTOU OEUTEQOS
oqpOijvar ui) ovAduevog, Grois Te Swpois aitdv éfspdmevey, olomep attds oty NAIOHETO GAN
WG 0TV aVTOD XATEVHTLOY EQQLITEY, KAl ETESIOOV AiyUaADTOVS EXQTOV AQOTL TS POOVOGS
EEayaymv xal AQu@LAoeoL xoouRoas EVTQENEDL, TQ TiS aiyuaAwaias TEQLEAGUEVOS OdxLa.
"AM ®al 00TOC EmijveL uEV mdvy xal GredéxeTo 10T S180VTOS TO PEYaAddwoov, érdupave
O€ 0VOaUAS, EITMV TOUTOVS 8V AVETEL UEV TEWS xatl EAevOeQi uévery mag’ éavTolg, uéyols av
Y avrioixwowy éEepydoetal xal GAAovS aiyuaddTovs Sapaxnvols EmdoUs Exeivols Tolg
nuetépovs éxApetar. Tovto yoiv yevouevov é5éminge Tov Zapaxnvov xai oUuxEt wg EEvov,
@S 0IXETOV OF TYOUUEVOS TOTTOV OUVEY@S UETEXAAETTO, XAl ONoavpovs E5eix Ve TOUS EqUTOT
%al T TOV OIXNUATOV XAAAY %l TV QUTOT OEUVOTQETELQY, XAl OUTWS ON TYUMY YE TOTTOV
épaiveto, dyoig ol ueyarompens wdiw mods v Kovoravrvovroy éEaméotalxey.

4

(a) Letters of Theudibert I (534-48), Frankish king of Austrasia, to the Emperor
Justinian I (527-65)
1. Epistola austrasica 19 = MGH. Epistulae 111, ed. W. Gundlach, Berlin 1957, p. 132:

Domino inlustro et praecellentissimo domno et patri, lustiniano imperatore,
Theodebertus rex
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Litteras gloriae vestrae, Andrea comite veniente, suscepimus, quibus indicare dignamini,
tria milia virorum in solacium Bregantini patrici dirigere deberemus. Sed moram huius rei
legatio vestra fecit - et ratio aliqua, quam per ipsum vobis verbo mandavimus, intercessit
-quae ad nos tardius, quam speravimus aut vestra excellentia scripserat, pervenit, quam
X. Kalendas Octobris ad nos per...accessisse gloria vestra cognoscat. Et ideo, ipso Andrea
revertente, amorem nostrum erga imperium vestrum, ut profectus communis habuerit,
interveniente caritate, custodire, Deo adiuvante, disponimus, ita ut, cum legatarii vestri ad
nos pervenerint, et omnia pro utilitate communi a nostris partibus, Deo auspice, fuerint
confirmata, rebus evidentibus, quomode vos diligamus, adprobatur. Explicit.

2. Epistola austrasica 20, ed. Gundlach, p. 133

Domino inlustro et praecellentissimo domno et patri, lustiniano imperatore,
Theodebertus rex

Theodorus vir expectabilis cum Solomonem pariter veniens, litteras, quas imperii
vestri clementia destinavit, integra animi caritate et devotione suscepimus, quia, cum de
nobis cura geritis, sic latius per diversas gentes adque provincias Dei amatam amicitiam
propagamus. Id vero, quod dignamini esse solliciti, in quibus provinciis habitemus aut
quae gentes nostrae sint, Deo adiutore, dicione subiecte: Dei nostri misericordiam feliciter
subactis Thoringiis et eorum provinciis adquisitis, extinctis ipsorum tunc tempore regibus,
Norsavorum itaque gentem nobis placata maiestate, colla subdentibus edictis ideoque, Deo
propitio, Wesigotis, incolomes Franciae, septentrionalem plagam Italiaeque Pannoniae cum
Saxonibus, Euciis, qui se nobis voluntate propria tradiderunt, per Danubium et limitem
Pannoniae usque in oceanis litoribus custodiente Deo dominatio nostra porrigetur. Et
quia scimus, augustam celsitudinem vestram de profectu catholicorum, sicut etiam littere
vestrae testantur, plena animi iucunditate gaudere, ideo est, quod secundum voluntatem
vestram, quae Deus nobis concesserit, simplici relatione mandamus, desiderantibus
animis exoptantes, ut felicibus gloria vestra ita valeat, ut antiquam retroactorum principum
amicitiam conservetis,et gratiam, quam sepius promittitis, in communi utilitate iungamur.
Explicit.

(b) Letter of the Emperor Maurice (582-602) to Childebert II (575-95), Frankish
king of Austrasia

Epistola austrasica 42, ed. Gundlach, pp. 148-9:

In nomine Domini Dei nostri lesu Christi. Imperatore Caesar Flavius Mauricius
Tiberius, fidelis in Christo, mansuetus, maximus, beneficus, pacificus, Alamannicus,
Gothicus, Anticus, Alanicus, Wandalicus, Erullicus, Gypedicus, Africus, pius, felix, incleti,
victor ac triumphator, semper Augustus, Childebertho, viro glorioso, regi Francorum.

Littere vestrae gloriae per locundum episcopum et Chothronem cubicularium nobis
directe amicalem quidem voluntatem et paternum affectum circa nos atque sacratissimam
rempublicam nostram conservare vos indicant: hoc, quod et per alios ligatarios multiplicibus
verbis ad nostram pietatem conscriptum invenitur. Et mirum nobis videtur, si, rectam habere
mentem atque priscam gentis Francorum et dicioni Romanae unitatem esse conprobatam
adfirmans, nihil operis usque adhuc amicitiae congruum eminentia tua ostendens visa est:
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dum in scriptis pollicita atque per sacerdotis firmata et terribilibus iuramentis roborata,
tanto tempore excesso, nullum effectum perceperunt. Et si hoc ita est, quid per tanta spatia
terrae atque maris inaniter sine responsu necessarios vestros ligatarios fatigatis, iuvenalis
sermonis, qui nihil utilitatis induxerunt, iactantes? Nos tamen imperialem benevolentiam
sequentis, et praefatos ligatarios vestros suscipimus, etiamsi non cognovimus, et cum veritate
a te transmissus esse, atque his, quae nunciata ab eis sunt, placidis auribus intimantes,
conpetens eis dedimus responsum, quod et per alios ligatarios vestros manifestum tuae gloriae
iam factum est. Et optamus, vos, si amicitiam nostram appetere desideratis, valide atque
incunctanter omnia disceptare et non solum dictionibus enarrare, sed enarrata viriliter,
quomodo regem oportet, peragere atque similiter nostram piam benevolentiam expectare.
Dicit igitur gloriam tam, ea quoque, [que] in scriptis inter nos placita sunt, vel etiam nunc
ad effectum perduceret, ut per hanc occasionem magis magisque vestrae gentis unitas atque
felicissimae nostrae reipublicae conficiatur et nulla inter nos controversia oriatur. Non enim
pro inimicitia memorate conventionis a nobis factae sunt, sed ut amicitia firma et inlibata

permaneat.
Per Manuhel.
Divinitas te servet per multos annos, parens christianissime atque amantissime.

Data Kalendis Septembris Constantinopoli, imperatore divi Mauricii Tiberii perpetuus

augustus et post consulatum eiusdem annis...

2J

Ratification of the peace treaty of 561/2

Menander Protector (The History of Menander the Guardsman. Introductory Essay, Text, Translation and
Historiographical Notes, R. C. Blockley, Liverpool 1985), Fr. 6, 1, p. 76:

Tovtwv oiitw mE0eAOVIWY xal €v XOOU® ol TAEeL Yevouevawy, émel avedéSavto ol
ye é¢ 10070 TETAYUEVOL TaS OVALaBag ToTv Svolv fifriowy xal aanxoiPwoav 1@ ic0pEOT®
1€ xal [00dVVdAuw TV dnudtwy T évOuwiuata, adtixa oi ye l00yoaga Eteoa EXETEAOVY.
Kal i uév xvoitdteoa EvveiAnfévia te xal xatao@aiiofévia éxpayeiols e xnoivols
étépo1¢ Te oic eiddbaot ITépoat yoijobat, xal éxtvaduact SaxtvAiinv Vx0 TV TEEoPewy,
& ye pqy xal éounvémv Séna mpog toic dvo, EE ugv Pouaionv, oty frrov 8¢ Mepodv,
GuoBaiq tij o€l & TiS ipnvng Piria mapéoyovro aAljrois. Kal 1o uév tj) lepomv
qwvij yeyoauuévov éveyeipioe Ilétow 6 Ziy, »ai ITétpos 6¢ 1 Ziy 10 i) EAANVISL,
xal avfic 1ot Ziy 10 icoppomotv tij yoagi i EAAnvidy Bipriov yoduuaor Ilegoixoic
SLaoETNUAOUEVOV GVEY TIIS TV EXTUTWUATOV Gopaelag eiAngoTog, <ég> 10 owbioeotal
oi tag puvijuag, xai ITétpog 0lx dAAwS énetédeoey duofaing.

Elta ém tovitoig StehviOnoav t@v te dplmv dro €yEvovio...
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Letter of Justinian I to Theudibert I (534-48), Childebert I (511-58) and Chlotar I
(511-61), Merovingian Frankish kings in 534/5:

Procopius, Wars V, 5, 8-9 (ed. J. Haury and G. Wirth, Leipzig 1963) vol. 1, p. 26:

I'othou, ‘Trariav v nuetéoav Pig EAGvtes oty 6oov avtny dmodidovar ovdauj
&yvwoav, aAra xal mooonduxnxaoy Nuas olte oot 0UTe UETOLA. ALOTEQ TUETS UEV
oTpatevew €n avtols nvayxdoueda, Tuas O& eixog Suvolapépety Nuiv moAeuov TOvoE,
Ov fuiv xowvov eivar moel 6Ea e 6001, dmooelouévy TV "AQELav@dy yvauny, xal 10 &
I'otovs augpotéowv Exbog.

Any feature which makes this text resemble a letter has been omitted.

Letter, probably of the Emperor Theophilus (829-42) to the western Emperor
Lothar I (840-55) relating to a common campaign against the infidels in Italy. Probably
belonging to 841/2.

Ed. W. Ohnsorge, ‘Das Kaiserbiindnis von 842-844 gegen die Sarazenen. Datum, Inhalt und politische
Bedeutung des “Kaiserbriefes aus St. Denis”, Abendland und Byzanz, Darmstadt 1963, 135, with corrections
Lounghis, Ambassades, 171, note 1:

2..wv, 8t év 1 ta[ &b Jiw Tovte Of €.

3..ec6.a yevég[O]au, [[v]a xal [xata

4..0e00 60 5[ a]v avToD 100 @[ thav]Bodmofv xai

5 év 1@ émuy Jelw 1 crydnn Tiic NueTépag éx [Oeov

6 faoideiag] épandadf Tuiv xal éontaft xal

7 6udvoia tiiJs éx Oeof 0 Paoirelag njudv

8 uett 100 N]yamnuévov nudv téx[vov] [tov

9 61yoc xal 6Jrwe xal 6 Beoc doEd[nrau

10 mapd mdvrwv xJal €ic & népata @V yoLotava[v 1 dt-
11 xala drox Jardotaows pbdvy xal ol x[owvol

12 avrinatot] GAovral xal oi pitot oétovt/at.

13 ‘H ydpic] to0 Oeotd xal 1) eipivn adtod x[al 1

14 edgoooviv]n éotw ued vumv. Kai mepl o vtov
15 100 oxomot] couodLov oot Eoty xai vmouvn[ot
16 nas éyned Je[U]ewv 1@ mpodnAwbévt[i dya-

17 ant év Xot]otd nudv téxve 1@ Ouy[(, énet-

18 61) deamd]c avTt@v éxtioOns xai émitof omog
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19 éredobnJc avtd mapd ToT Snuiovoyroalvrog +
20 + legimus +
21. [AreriOn émo tiig] 6[eopurdxtov ueya Al o]nor[ewc] u(nvi)

uaio Extn] (ivéixtidvos) Extng

Letter of the Emperor Alexius I Comnenus (1081-1118) to the German Emperor
Henry IV (1056-1106) on an alliance against the Normans in Southern Italy, dated 1082

Anna Comnena, Alexiad III, 10, 3-8 (ed. D. R. Reinsch and A. Kambylis, CFHB 40/1, Berlin and New York
2002), pp. 112-14:

Ta xata ™y ony ueyarodivauov éEovaiav xadds Eyetv xal mEOXOTTEW €l TO fEATIOV
evxils éotiv €pyov i) PaciAeln pov, mavevyevéotate xal 1@ GVIL YOLOTLAVIXWDTATE GOEAPE.
Kat wag yap ovx é5éotan tj) 100 xpdTovs Nu@v Beooefeiq émetyeobal oot Ta #pelTTw T€ *al
AvowteAéotepa v €v ool xatauaboion Oeooéfeiav; 'H yap mpog v nuetépav faotAeiav
aderpuxnn oov atitn gomi) xai SLdOeoIs xal O PETE TOD XaxounYAvov avepos ouupwvnbeic
avadeybnvai oot xduarog, va Tov raiauvaiov xal GAirijolov xai 100 ol moAuLoy xal
1@V Xototiavy aSims uetéAong Tijc xaxopeoouvne aito, ToAAjy ool Ty dyabobéletay tig
Yuyiic SLadelxvuot, xal 10 £0yov T0TUTO Yavepay T TAnoogogiay rapiotat 100 xatd Oedv
oov gooviuatos. T 8¢ xatd T fuetéoay Paoteiav talda utv el xakdc, év éhayioty 6¢
Gotatel xal TaEATTETAL TOIS % Tl TOV Pouméptov xuuavoueva. GAL el 1 el motevely Oed
%Ql 101G EXEVOU OLXA0IS XOUAOL, TAYEIQ ) XATAOTEOPT) TOT AOLXWTATOV TOUTOV GVOQWTOU
mapéoetar 000 yip aveEetal maviws Oeds 0aPoOV QUaQTWADY xaTd TS ¥ANoovouias avto
éml 10000TOV Gieofal. Ta uévrot mapd 100 xATOVS NUAY CUUPWVNOEVTA drooTaAijval Tj
peyarodvvduw oov éSovaig, ai ExatOv TEOOUQAXOVIATEOOQQES YIALAOES TMV VOULOUATWV
xal 10 éxatov Plattia, areotdinoay viv 61 100 mpwTomEoédpov Kwvotaviivov xal
XOTEXAVD TOV GELOUATOV XaTQ THY GEEOKELQY TOD TLOTOTATOV KAl EVYEVEOTATOV XOUNTOG
100 BovAydpdov. Kai 1o ¢nbev moodv 1@v drootadéviwv aneninowdn dud te eigyaouévov
GOYUPOV Xl pwuavATov TaAaids mototnTos. Kal teAetovuévor 1ot Gpxov mapd Tig evyevelag
oov otarjoovial oot xal ai UroAotwor Staxdota Sexaés yAddes TV vouloudtwy xal 1
00ya t@v 600éviwv eixooty GEiwudtwy St Tt mototdrov 1] 0ff €Sovaig BayeAdodov,
omnvina eic Aoyyipapdiav xatélins. “Onws uévror dpeidet teheodipvar 6 Goxog, mpoednAwon
AAVTOC Tf) EVYEVEIQR 00OV, Amaryyerel & €Tt OapEOTEQOV Xl O TEWTOMEOESP0S Kmvatavtivog
HOl ROTERAVD DG XAl QX TOT XOATOVS MUV EviaAlels Exaotov TV xepatainmy, drep
uérrovor EnmBijvar xai Stl 100 yevnoouévov mapd oot Goxov fefatwbivar. ‘Omnvira yio
1 ovupwvia avauetady tic faotAeias pov xal TV Taod Tijs EVYEVElRS 00V ATOOTAAEVTWV
ToéoPewv yiveto, SueuvnuoverOnoay TV TV GVayxaLotépwy xepdiaia 6Tt O¢ TeQl TOUTWY
i) Exewv modotakw eimov oi Tiic ebyevelas oov dvBowmol, xatd ToUTo xal 1 factAeia pov
10V Spxov avtils avijotnoe. Toivvy xal teAeobitw 6 Soxos mapd Tijs eVYEVElRG OOV, WG O
mOToS 00V AABEQTNS AvwudTwg Tji factieip pov éfefaiwae xal (g TO NUETEQOV XOATOS XATQ
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mpoobixny avayxatotépay avtov tntel. ‘H 6¢ foadvtig 100 mototdTov Xl e0YEVEOTATOV
oov xdunto¢ To0 BovAydpdov yéyove Suax to v faotAeiav pov fovleobar TOV piATatdv pot
AVEYLOV, TOV VIOV TOT TAVEVTUYEOTATOV OEPAOTOXQATOQ0S Xl TEQLTOBNTOV aVTAOEAPOY
Tijs faoiAeiag pov, Beadivar wag’ avtod, ws av EABwv drayyeilny oou Ty év Axiag amaid
rataomquatt fefnxrviav ovveow 100 aaidos. Ta yap EEw xal owuatixa Sevtépov Tibetal
Adyov 1) Paoireia pov, €l xal €v TOUTOLS TOAD EXEL TO TEQLOVTLOY. WS YO Tf) UEYAAOTOAEL
évonuijoag é0edoato 1o madiov xal Goa eixos AUiAnoev, arayyelel ool 6 mpéopis oov. Kal
énel maudlov ugv otinw 6 Oeds Tf) faotrely wov éxapioato, témov O€ pot yvnolov maudog
6 @iltatog ovtog énéxel aSeAqidot, Ocot vdox0TVTOS 0USEY E0TL TO KWATOV Evabdijval
nuag 6 aiuatog ovyyevixno xal @ida uev GAAijiows goovelv g Xolotavous, oixelotobat
O¢ xal 10 GAAAWY ¢ ovyyevels, IV évietbev 6L GAAMAwY Exaotog Suvauovuevor pofepol
T0ig évavriows duev xal aifrmnrol uet Ocot. Ti uévror ebyeveio oov vivv dmeotdinoay
Sebiwudrwv Evexev éyxoAmiov yovoolv et pagyaottagiov, Oixn dudyovoos Exovoa
&dov qijuara Stapdowy ayiwy, Ov Exaotov Sl 01 é@’ Exdote avtdv éviehévioc yaoTiov
yvwoitetar, xauxiov oapdovUylov xal EUTOTNS *QUOS, GOTQOMEAEXY OEOEUEVOV UETRL
xovoagiov xal émofdAoauov. Maxouvar 6 Oeos Ty Lwijv oov, mAativar ta tijs é5ovoiag
00V 6pua xal Oein 0oL TAvVTag TOVS AVTLTITTOVTAS €iG OVELOLOUOV XAl €ig xaTamdTUA EIQTVN
ein 1] éEovoia oov xat yaAqvng fjAtog émAdupor wdon tj) UaAnxow oov, xal YEVOLVTO oot
Admavieg gig dpaviouov oi éxBpol Tis Gvwbev xpataldg ioyvos xatd TAVIWY oot YaLEoUEVNS
70 duayov, 10000TOV TO GANOWVOV QUTOT Gvoua GyardvTL xal xatd TV EYHodY Exelvou Tiv
xetpa omAiCovt.

The protocol and eschatokollon are lacking.

El

Letter of the Emperor John II Comnenus (1118-43) to Pope Innocent II (1130-43)
on the union of the churches. June 1139

O. Kresten and A. Miiller, ‘Die Auslandsschreiben der byzantinischen Kaiser des 11. und 12. Jahrhunderts:
specimen einer kritischen Ausgabe’, BZ 86/7 (1993-4), 425:

+ TO mapd Tig ofg paxaeLoTTog, aytdtate xdra, i Tis drootateions i faotrein
UOU TYULWTATNG YOAPTIS 00V TTEQL THlS TMV EXXANOLDY EVHOEWS SNAWOEY Tf) THV MOAYUATWV
aAnBeiq xabéotnre ovvopouov xail s EuPotbeiag xal tol ueyébovs TS iEpds dov
@ooviioews dviws énaSiov. T yap dAro Tig aAnbols TiS ExxAnoias EVaOoEws TOOONKEL
1005 X0L0TIAvOUS NUAS TEOTIUAY T TiVL TAEOV ETEQW mEAYUaTL OEQamevely TOV THS ElORVNG
dotijoa XLotov, Og xal HéxoL Tig NUETEQAS E0xaTLAS EQUTOV PLAAVOQHOTWS EXEVWOEY, va
xataAAdEy T dieoTdTa XAl TV ExTecOTOQY THS paxapiag diaywyis TV avlodawv gioy
émavaydyn mpos 10 modTov GElmua xal @ émovoaviw Tavtny mpooaydyn Oe®; T00T0
70 TijS €lpnvng xoiua xal Oe® mEooPIAEs xal dvlpowmols taic Belais évioraic Emouévois
akolirwrov. Ei 6& xal 0 of paxaolomns 6Aov 1oV oixelov oxomov UmeQ ThS ToLauTng
EVioEws xal Aol xal vov xatefdAeto, xatdAAniov to0T0 mAVTWS QUTH. TO UEV Yo
uiay elvar Ty éxxdnoiay, v 6 owtie 1@ oixeiw ényopdoaro aiuat, 00Sevi TV T& THS
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Oeias yoaiic peuvnuévav GAwg nyvontal, 10 6¢ moAAdxis omovddety TOV TiS movnolag
YEVVATOQ %Ol TOVS UANOETOUVTaS T4 éxeivov Oeifuatt v towaitny Tis éxxAnoiag
ouovolay SLaEelv xal TV Tavtns adtdAvTov Evaoty Tovneoic Emvonuact SLaAvewy xal
70070 TAVTWG G*OAOVOOY TOIS TOT TOVNEOT Unyavijuaoty. "AAL 1) 100 0WTHPOS ANTTNTOS
Suvauis év tj) TETOQ TijS TLOTEWS Lt TAV ATOOTOAWY TAUTNY 0ix0doufoaoa xal TAAw xal
ToAAd xS TG TOU TOoVNEOT ueBodeiag Staitoar SedvvnTaL xal TOVS EXLyELQOTVTAS TOV Belov
EXEVOU YITMVA OLAPONYVUELY EIXOTWS CUVTONPEL XAl GPaVIOEL TQ TOUTWY fovAetuata.

Totto 10 Ti|S 07 @yLoTTOS EMaUVETOV Xl Beiov Gviws omovdaoud te xai fovlevua
xal 1 Paoiieia quv arodexousvn xai ogfdouatog dEtov xpivovoa mpos TV Taovoav
anetde yoapnv. [TapedfAwoe uv yip TOV TEQL TOUTOV OXOTOV Xl TOIS TUULMTATOLS AVOQAOL
Tig Of)g ayLoTTog, ALl xal Ot TG maEovons yoais dtaonuaiver TO meayua T of
B0t TOV 88 TOOTOV TS AI0O0XTS TAPEOTEQOV EmLyViS 6Ll TOT ATOOTAAEVTOS aiTOOL
UEYAAETLPAVETTATOV Xl TLOTOTATOV AVOQWTOV Ti)S NUETEQAS EVOEPOTS YaANVOTNTOS.

To tijs uéxot 100 vov foadvtijtog T00 AVTIyoduuatos aitiov toAdayobev énvyvaobey
Tf) TAVIEQW OVVEDEL THG OF)5 EVXAEETTATNG UAXAQLOTNTOS, WG TOU NUETEQOV XAT TV EV Tf]
Avatof) éxfodv uaxpuouot xatadiAov yeyovoTog xal auTois T0i¢ XOLOTLAVIXWTATOLS
Aativoig toig éxeloe, foaywv onudtwv Snlotixdv éx tis faotlelas quav denbioetat.

‘Epowobw év Kvoiw 0 on aytomg xal tic NueTéoas Vmepevyéobm Cwigs.

AmeardAnoay tj) dyiwoivy oov EEdquita ueyaldyoauua ueydia Sbdexa, xowvi EEduita
UEYAAQ OWDOEXA, HATAOPIXTOVON KOV EIXOOITECOQQC, ETWPOOLA KO UEYGAX TEOCTUQM
xal éooapaxovrdonua 6vo, 10 v 6EV xal 10 ETEQ0V #0WVOV, *al dLpE00Va TECOaQA +.

Mnyvi iovviw ivéixtidvos BT (é)o(as)

+ AmediOn unvi iovviw ivéixtiwvog - ano tijs Beogurdxtov moAews

(A latin translation follows)

on the exterior
(to the left)

Twdvvng Ev X(0101)® 1@ Oed motog faoideds moppuooyévvnrog, dva& tynmAdg,
%aTALOG, AUYovoToS XAl aiToxpdtme Pouaiwv 6 Kouvnvog

(to the right)

TQANNHs

Els TON ATIQTATON MANAN

Letter of safe conduct (sigillion) of the Emperor Alexius III Angelus (1195-1203) to
the Pisan envoys Uguccione di Lamberto Bono and Pietro Modano, who are returning
to their country. Allowing them free passage, it prohibits local Byzantine officials from
any impositions on the foreign diplomats. June 1199

Ed. O. Kresten, ‘Der Geleitbrief - Ein wenig beachteter Typus der byzantinischen Kaiserurkunde. Mit einem
Exkurs: zur Verwendung des Terminus sigillion in der byzantinischen Kaiserkanzlei’, RHM 38 (1996), 50-3:

+ Tolc mapotol ovvetwtdtols amoxpiolapiols Iioons, @ te Ntovvy xai 1@
Moddvw, dmootoépovory eis ITiooav 10 mapov tiis faciAelag pov Exedodn ovyidiiov, mg
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av tjj tovtov éupavelg SLEABwaty dxwAvtwg év Taic xati tdpodov ywboais Tis fadiielas
LOV UETA TAV AVOQOTWV %l TOV GAGYWV aVT@Y, Ui TVOS TAV €V alTals EVEQYOUvVIWmY fj
10V EEUANEETOUVIMY QUT]) O@eiAovTog mapeumodioat aitols i) avaiaféobar an’ avtiv
7l ydow mopLatixo? i) Stafatixot fj oayuaLaTixo i xouuexiov Tad Thv TEQIAN YLV
700 mEOOOVTOS T0ic mototdrols tj) Paoctieip wov ITiooaiolg yovooPfovAiov, 10D
HATATOAUNOOVTOS TOLfjoaL maEQ TNV TEQIANYLY T0T TaPOVToS owytAriov Tic factieiag
UOU TQOSEAY VPOQWUEVOV TV €E aUTHS GyavaxTnow éxl TOUT® Y(Q *xal TO TOLODTOV THG
Baoidelag pov ovyiAdiov émedoOn aitoic + unvi lovviw ivéixtidvogs T (é)o(as) .,

1j

Summons to the Gothic King Athanaric to come to Constantinople by the Emperor
Theodosius I (379-95)

Jordanes, De origine actibusque Getarum 142-5, ed. Th. Mommsen, MGH, Auctorum antiquissimorum,
tom. V, pars prior, Berlin 1961, pp. 95-6:

Ubi vero post haec Theodosius convaluit imperator repperitque cum Gothis et Romanis
Gratiano imperatore pepigisse quod ipse optaverat, admodum grato animo ferens et ipse in
hac pace consensit, Aithanaricoque rege, qui tunc Fritigerno successerat, datis sibi muneribus
sociavit moribusque suis benignissimis ad se eum in Constantinopolim accedere invitavit. Qui
omnino libenter adquiescens regia urbe ingressus est miransque: “en, inquit, “cerno, quod saepe
incredulus audiebam”, famam videlicet tantae urbis; et huc illuc oculos volvens nunc situm urbis
commeatuque navium, nunc moenia clara prospectans miratur, populosque diversarum gentium
quasi fonte in uno e diversis partibus scaturriente unda, sic quoque milite ordinato aspiciens:
“deus”, inquit, “sine dubio terrenus est imperator et quisquis adversus eum manu moverit, ipse
sui sanguinis reus existit”. In tali ergo admiratione maioreque a principe honore suffultus paucis
mensibus interiectis ab hac luce migravit. Quem princeps affectionis gratia pene plus mortuum
quam vivum honorans dignae tradidit sepulturae, ipse quoque in exequiis feretro eius praeiens.
Defuncto ergo Aithanarico cunctus eius exercitus in servitio Theodosii imperatoris perdurans
Romano se imperio subdens cum milite velut unum corpus effecit militiaque illa dudum sub
Constantino principe foederatorum renovata et ipsi dicti sunt foederati. E quibus imperator
contra Eugenium tyrannum, qui occiso Gratiano Gallias occupasset, plus quam viginti milia
armatorum fideles sibi et amicos intellegens secum duxit victoriaque de praedicto tyranno
potitus ultionem exegit.

12)

Events of 476 and Zeno’s embassies to Africa and Italy
Malco di Filadelfia, Frammenti, testo critico, introduzione, traduzione e commentario, ed. Lia Raffaella
Cresci, Naples 1982, Fr. 3, pp. 75-6:

“On Zivwv aviip OV Aroreuos dyav, xal ToAAS maviayobev Taoayis EpeoTmong,
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&yvw mpog tov Bavdidov eic Kapyndova moeofevoacbar xal Xevijpov éx ti)s PovAis
moeoPevTY aipeitat, dvopa xai owpoootvy diapépery Soxotvta xal T é0éAey Ta Sixaua,
xal TaTeixiov autov moujoas aroméunel, Snws éx T GSias tis moeaPeias O oxijua
xataoxevdoy oeuvotepov. Kai o uév é5énievoey, 6 8¢ Bavdidog, pabav 6t fi§ow moeopeia,
@Odoag «Exmhovy moleltar» xal Nixdmohw eidev. O 8¢ moeafevtic Sevijpos diafus amd
Sunellag i Kapyndova agixto xai moAa dui tov éxmAovy éuéugpeto tov Bavéidov. O O¢
T pév Eleyev a¢ moréuiog moakar tov 8¢ mepl TiC ipnvig, émeldi) moeofevorro, viv €pn
Adyov mpoadéxeobai. Tot d¢ Zevijoov 10 T 0M@PEoV 10T fiov Bavudoas xal TV Aoywv
nydodn, xai tiig Stxatoovivig el meipav Aaupdvay mav Etoyov v moelv, Grep xeivog
moofdArorto. MdAiota 8¢ E50&ev attd Sixatog eivat, 8ti, T& yonuata avtd 1o Paofdoov
8L60VTOG, %Al TO TEETOVTA OO TOETPEVT]] SWOOVUEVOS ANEBTUTO TAVTA EINWY, IS AVTL
T0UTOV dMDEOV oLy elioynuov mpeofevovtt avhodaw Tovs aiyuaidTovs xouioaobal.
O 6¢ tiic dravolag émawéoag TOv dvopa olc uev éyam, Epnoev, obv Toic &uoic viéol T@V
aiuaAdtov aréhayov, ToUTovs oot Tdvias aeinuy fjv 6¢ 10 TABog aVTOV XATEVEUATO
uoipav, ToUToVS 00l uEv E5€0TaL maQ’ Exoviwy, gi fovlel, molacbal TV ExOvimY, aiTOg
& av ov duvaiuny ovx €6éAovras Tatta T0Vs eiAngdtas frdoactal. Eviaifa ¢ Zevijpog
arélvoe ugv mpoina odc avtoc eiyev 6 Bavdidoc & Ok eixe yonuata xal é00iTac xal oxevn
wavTa Um0 xjpurt dnuooig TwAjoag TouTols Goovs ioyvoe TV aiyucAdTwy éroiato.

Fr. 10, pp. 86-7.

“On 6 Aliyovotos 6 100 ‘Opéotov viog dxovoas Zijvova mdiwv v PaotAeiav
avaxextijobar tiic éw 1OV Baoihioxov éidoavia, nvdyxaoce v PovAiv dmooteilal
moeofeiav Zivove onuaivovoay, o¢ idias uev avroic Paoctieiag ov déot, xowog O
AmoYONOEL HOVOS DV aVTOXQATWE €T GupoTEéQOLS TOlG mEpaat. Tov uévrot ‘Oddayov v
itV mpoPePriiobal ixavov dvra owlety T maQ’ avtoic modyuara, ‘woltixi)y Exovia
‘ovveoly’ ouot xai udyov xai 6eiobal T0T Zivwvos ratoixiov e aitd amooteiial
a&iav xai my t@v Traddv tovte épeivar Stolxnowy. "A@uxvoivral 61 dvopes Tiig fovAiic
i)s év Padun tovtovs eic Buldvtiov xouilovtes tovg AGyous ...xai facirelov yoduua weol
v MPoiikeTo TEuTWY TH "OS0d)®D TATORIOV EV TOUT® TH YOAUUATL EXTWVOUAOCE...

Appointment of the Frankish King Clovis to the patriciate (in the text Consul aut
Augustus)

Gregory of Tours, Historia Francorum 11, 30, ed. H. Omont, G. Collon and R. Poupardin, Paris 1913, p. 72:

Igitur Chlodovechus ab Anastasio imperatore codicellos de consulatu accepit, et in
basileca beati Martini tonica blattea indutus et clamide, inponens vertice diademam. Tunc
ascenso equite, aurum argentumaque in itenere illud, quod inter portam atrii ecclesiam civitatis
est, praesentibus populis manu propria spargens, voilontate benignissima erogavit, et ab ea die
tamquam consul aut augustus est vocitatus. Egressus autem a Toronus, Parisius venit ibique
Cathedram regni constituit. Ibi et Theodericus ad eum venit.
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Penalty of exile for anyone who disturbs the orthodox faith
Codex Theodosianus XVI, 4, 3 (18 July 392), ed. Th. Mommsen and P. Meyer, Dublin and Zurich 1971, 854:
IDEM AAA."™ Potamio P(RAE)F(ECTO) AUGUSTALL

Deportatione dignus est, qui nec generali lege admonitus nec conpetenti sententia emendatus
et fidem catholicam turbat et populum. DAT. XV KAL. AUG. CONST(ANTINO)P(OLI)
ARCAD(IO) A. I1 ET RUFINO V.C. CONSS.

15

Law of Zeno on the promotion of the office of patricius
Codex lustinianus X1, 3, 3, ed. P. Kriiger (Corpus Iuris Civilis 11), Dublin and Zurich 1967, 454:

Imp. Zeno A. Nemini ad sublimem patriciatus honorem, qui ceteris omnibus
anteponitur, adscendere liceat, nisi prius aut consulatus honore potiatur aut praefecturae
praetorio vel Illyrici vel urbis administrationem aut magistri militum aut magistri officiorum,
in actu videlicet positus, gessisse noscatur, ut huiusmodi tantum personis sive adhuc
administrationem gerendo seu postea liceat (quando hoc nostrae sederit maiestati) patriciam
consequi dignitatem. Quoniam vero gloriosissimae huic urbi, quae caput orbis terrarum est,
omnifariam credimus consulendum, universos, qui posthac honorarii consulatus insignibus
principali munificentia decorantur, centum auri libras ad reficiendum aquaeductum
publicum ministrare censemus, ad similitudinem eorum, qui per annale tempus consularium
editione munerum gloriantur. Nam ipsis quoque expedit, ut florentissima civitas centum
auri librarum munificentia sustentata honorarium quoque sentiat consulatum.

Liutprand of Cremona describes the magnificence of the reception of ambassadors
under Constantine VII in 948

Antapodosis V1, 5, ed. J. Becker (MGH in usum scholarum, Hanover and Leipzig 1915) pp. 154-5:

Est Constantinopolim domus palatio contigua mirae magnitudinis seu pulchritudinis,
quae a Grecis per V loco digammae positam Magnaura, quasi magna aura dicitur. Hanc
itaque Constantinus cum ob Hispanorum nuntios, qui tunc eo noviter venerant, tum ob
me et Liutefredum hoc modo praeparari iussit. Aerea, sed deaurata quaedam arbor ante
imperatoris sedile stabat, cuius ramos itidem aereae diversi generis deaurataeque aves

190 Augusti Valentinianus, Theodosius et Arcadius (from a previous law)
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replebant, quae secundum species suas diversarum avium voces emittebant. Imperatoris vero
solium huiusmodi erat arte compositum, ut in momento humile, exelsius modo, quam mox
videretur sublime, quod inmensae magnitudinis, incertum utrum aerei an lignei, verum auro
tecti leones quasi custodiebant, qui cauda terram percutientes aperto ore linguisque mobilibus
rugitum emittebant. In hac igitur duorum eunuchorum humeris incumbens ante imperatoris
praesentiam sum deductus. Cumque in adventu meo rugitum leones emitterent, aves secundum
speties suas perstreperent, nullo sum terrore, nulla admiratione commotus, quoniam quidem
ex his omnibus eos qui bene noverant fueram percontatus. Tertio itaque pronus imperatorem
adorans caput sustuli et, quem prius moderata mensura a terra elevatum sedere vidi, mox
alits indutum vestibus poenes domus laquear sedere prospexi; quod qualiter fieret, cogitare
non potui, nisi forte eo sit subvectus ergalio, quo torcularium arbores subvehuntur. Per se
autem tunc nihil locutus, quoniam, etsi vellet, intercapedo maxima indecorum faceret, de vita
Berengarii et sospitate per logothetam est percontatus. Cui cum consequenter respondissem,
interprete sum innuente egressus et in datum mihi hospitium mox receptus.

17

The first emperors ruling from Constantinople

(a) The theory of unlimited ecumenicity: Agathias V, 14, 1, ed. Keydell, p. 180, on Justinian I:

O yap Paoirevs émeldn mootepov Tradlav Siuracav éxelpdoato xal Afuny xal ol
UEYIOTOVS EXEVOUS TOAEUOUS OUNVUOE Xal TOMTOS WS ELMELV €V T0iC ®atd TO Buldvtiov
Pepacirevroot Pouaiowv dvouati te xal modyuatt GredEOELLTO. ..

(b) The theory of limited ecumenicity: Theophanes Continuatus, pp. 211-12, on Basil I:

"EBovAduny, av doa 0ids te &, Tot ovumavrog tic év Bulavtio Pouaixic ¢oyic yodvov
OV T€ QUTOXQATOOWY %Al TV UT aUTOUS GEYOVIMV XAl OTOATNYDV %Al VXO0TQATIYWY
xal 1@V el Exaota tag aSloroywtépas v mpdewv avayodipaocbar. Enel O& é6eito 1O
moayua xai yoovov ToAAOT xal Tovov ouyvol xal fifAlwy apboviag.. TEws Evos faotAéwg,
Eml uéya 1o TiiC Paotieiag xodrog Tpdoavtog, O¢ xal Tic facilelas Exdvuuoc v xal uya
O6@erog i) mohtele Pouaiwv yéveto...tas modSels xal v 6Any aywynyv dupyjoaoctat...

Liutprand of Cremona in 968 expounds to Nicephorus Phocas’ hostile officials
his good relations with the empire under Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus in 948.
Nicephorus Phocas’ officials disapprove of Constantine VII and his policies

Liutprand of Cremona, Legatio LV, ed. J. Becker, pp. 205-6:

“Temporibus”, inquam, “beatae memoriae Constantini imperatoris huc veneram non
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episcopus, sed diaconus nec ab imperatore aut rege, sed a Berengario marchione missus,
et multo plura ac pretiosiora pallia emi, quae neque scrutata nec a Grecis visa nec plumbo
sunt signata. Nunc Deo miserante episcopus et a magnificis imperatoribus Ottone et Ottone,
patre et filio, missus tanto inhonestior, ut Veneticorum more pallia mea notentur et, quae
quantivis pretii videntur, auferantur, cum in ecclesiae mihi commissae usus ferantur. Non
taedet vos contumeliarum mearum, immo dominorum meorum, in quibus contemnor? Quod
sum custodiae traditus, quod fame sitique cruciatus, quod non ad ipsos redirem hucusque
retentus, nisi etiam ad cumulum dedecoris eorum propriis exspolier rebus? Auferte saltem,
quae sunt empta; dimittite, quae sunt dono ab amicis donata”.

“Constantinus”, inquiunt, “imperator, homo lenis, in palatio manens perpetuo
huiusmodi rebus amicas sibi nationes effecerat. Nicephorus vero basileus, homo tayuvyeto,
id est militiae deditus, palatium ceu pestem abhorret et vocatur a nobis prope simultatis
amator atque argumentosus, qui non pretio sibi gentes amicas, sed terrore et gladio sibi
subditas facit. Atque ut cognoscas, quanti dominos tuos reges habeamus, quae data sunt
coloris huiusmodi et quae empta, via eadem ad nos revertentur”.

The Emperor Nicephorus Phocas explains to Liutprand the political reasons
(capture of Rome by Otto I) for his unfriendly reception at the palace

Liutprand of Cremona, Legatio IV, ed. J. Becker, pp. 177-8:

Debueramus, immo volueramus te benigne magnificeque suscipere; sed domini tui
impietas non permittit, qui tam inimica invasione Romam sibi vindicavit, Berengario et
Adelberto contra ius fasque vi terram abstulit, Romanorum alios gladio, alios suspendio
interemit, oculis alios privavit, exilio alios relegavit, et imperii nostri insuper civitates
homicidio aut incendio sibi subdere temptavit; et quia affectus eius pravus effectum habere
non potuit, nunc te malitiae huius suggestorem atque impulsorem simulata pace quasi
xatdoxonov, id est exploratorem, ad nos direxit.

The Emperor Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus explains confidentially to his son
and heir Romanus why dynastic marriages should only be made with the Franks, and
claims that this goes back to the instructions of Constantine the Great himself!

De administrando imperio 13, 111-26, ed. Moravcsik and Jenkins, pp. 70-2:
Kai mepl tavmg tijg Ymobéocws napayyedia xal dudtaic gofeo xal drapamointog
700 ueydrov xal ayiov Kovotavivov évamoyéyoantal év tj) ieo@ 1oamély tig xabolixig
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t@v Xototiavav éxxAnoias tic ‘Aylas Sogpiac 10U undémote Paoctriéa Pouaiov
ovumevlegoidoar uett E9vovs maponAdayuévois xai EEvois fjbeot yowuévov tiis Popaixis
*HATAOTAOEWS, HdAoTa 68 GAhomtioTov xal GfantioTov, €l ul HeTa povov 1@V Podyywv
TOUTOVS Yo Uovovs UmeEeideto O uéyag éxeivog avijo, Kwvotavtivos 6 dytos, 6t xal
QUTOS THY YEVEOWY GO T@V ToLoUTWY E0)E UEQ@Y, WS ovyyevelas xal émyusias ToAAfS
twyyavovons Podyyois 1€ xal Pwuaios. Kal Sui T uet 10UT0V UOVOY TEOETOEYATO
ouvoTav yauuxa ovvaAidywa tovs facidels Pouaiwv; A v dvwbev TV pEOMY
ExXEVOV XAl YEVDY TEQLPAVELQY %al eVYEVELaY. MeT dAAov &€ Tov oiovdnimote éBvoug un
Suvauévovs totito moieiv, GAX 6 to0To motfjoar Tolwjoas va, dg mapafdTng TaATOLXDY
elonyioewv xal Pactdeiwv Beoudv, GAAGTOLOS *0VoLTO TV XQLOTIAVDY XQTAACYWY %Al
0 avabguatt mapadidotro..

2y

In contrast to the policy of Constantine Porphyrogenitus (which he traces back to the
wishes of Constantine the Great), Nicephorus Phocas’ officials maintain to Liutprand of
Cremona that there can be absolutely no dynastic marriage with anyone unless the Franks
hand over Rome and Ravenna to Byzantium, together with the principalities of Capua and
Benevento which lie between Rome and the Byzantine possessions in Southern Italy

Liutprand of Cremona, Legatio XV, ed. J. Becker, p. 184:

Inaudita res est, ut porphyrogeniti porphyrogenita, hoc est in purpura nati filia in
purpura nata, gentibus misceatur. Verum quia tam excellentem rem petitis, si datis, quod
decet, accipietis, quod libet: Ravennam scilicet et Romam cum his omnibus continuatis,
quae ab his sunt usque ad nos. Si vero amicitiam absque parentela desideratis, Romam
liberam esse dominus tuus permittat, principes autem, Capuanum scilicet et Beneventanum,
sancti nostri imperii olim servos, nunc rebelles, servituti pristinae tradat.

22

Treaty of Devol (September 1108) between Alexius I Comnenus and Bohemond of
Taranto

Anna Comnena, Alexiad XIII, 12, 1-28, ed. Reinsch and Kambylis, pp. 413-22:

1. ‘H uév mpotépa ovupvia, fitig 61 xal xat éxeivo xatpol yéyove moog 10 Oeootepis
#OGTOG 0OV, OmOTAY UETQ TiiS TOAVTANOOTS Exeivng oToaTIAS TOV PodyYWY €ig THY faotAida
aohy émdediunxa, StePaivav aro tiic Evodang eic v Aoiav ént tj) 1@V Tepocoijumv
éAevleoiq, émeldn xatd Tvag meQLIETERS TOaYUATWY NOETNTOL, EXE(VN UEV OYoAQTdTM %Al
uh ExEtm TO EveQYOV (IS TO GHUOOV ATOPEQOUEVN OLlx TV TdV meayudtwv meolotaoty. Kal
& éxeivng o xoi) xat €uot Sixaidv T éxew Ty Pacidelay oov xavietbey ioyvoileotal
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TEQL TOV €V EXEIV]) OUUTEQWVNUEVWY TE XAl AVayeYOauUEVWY. IToAguov yap Goauévov pov
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BOomEQ éx UETAUEAEIOS EQYOUEVOS KAl BOTEQ GALEVS TANYELS XAl GEVEYRAUEVOS VOTY %Al
UOVOVOUYL T HOQATL TR O) VOUVEYETTEQOS YEYOVAS XAl THG XAT EXEIVO XLEOT HTTNG %Al
TV TOAUWY GvauvnobELS €ic ETEQAV OUUPOVIQY HETA TOD XOATOUS GOV TOATMUAL TAVTNVL,
@ote AiClov yevéobar to0 oximToov cov dvBowmov xai, iva oagéotepov eimolut xal
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WHOTE, OmEQ XAl TR TOOUVNUOVEVOEVTL TUUP@H VD TEQLEIYETO XAl AUEPOTY TOTV HEQOTV OUVIQEOE,
7)) 1€ Paotdeip Yudv xal éuol, 1@V dAAwY avnonuévav T00T0 UovoV éxeibev EAxw xal
ioyvoitouar xai amei& &ouar 10 SotiAov Tiic Paoiheiac xal aupotéomv eivar xal Aitiov
avhowmov, domep xataAvlev avaveovuevos. Kai 008’ dv, ei Tt yévorro, gic aOétnowy tovtov
Eevoouar ovd€ Tig aitia Eotal i) TOOmOS, PaveQDS Te xal agavic, xad Ov éyw mapafdng
TV OVVONRDY Kl TOV VIV OUUTEQOVIUEVDY @avijoopat. 3 "AAN émeldn Aaufdve o viv
Y OnTds Eviavboi Sndwbnoousvny xwoav év Toic HEQEat Tijs AvatoAfs duit yovoofovliov
Adyov Tils Pacideiag oov, év @ xal 1O xpdToc TO 0OV Umoonuaivetal i’ éovBpofagoic
moyoagis, 05 61 yovodPovAlos Adyos xal duolfaios yeyovag Emedodn uot, déxouar uev
105 dobeloas ywoas ws amo Tis Pactrelas tudv dedwonuévas xai o évéuvauov v Tig
Swedg éx Tiis yovooPotAlov yoapiic Gvridooty T@V T000UTWY YWEMV *al TOAEWY SidwyuL
™y miony Ty §uavtod meog Ty Yudv Paciieiay, 0o 1€, TOU PEYEAOV AUTOXQATOQOS
#vp0oU AAeElov 00 Kouvnvo, xai 1ot toumobijtov viod oov 100 faciAéws xvpot Twdvvov
100 TOPPUEOYEVVATOV, TV GueTaxivTOY *al GodAevtov xabéSewy Dmoyvotual xabdrep
dyxvoav aopai. 4 Kal iva éravaAdpo tov Adyov oagéotegoy xal thv idtotnta puidEaut
MV EYYOAPOS TUUPOVOUVIWY, i60V €yd Baiuotvrog viog Pouréotov Noxdodov ovuguvd
UETQ TOD %QATOVS VU@V, xal THY ouupmviay dopayi) tifnut puidttew mdg Ty faotieiay
U@V, TOVTEOTL OF T€, TOV UTOXATOPC Pwuainy ko AAEELov, xai TOV faotAéa xal vidv
00U TOV TOPPUOOYEVVNTOY, %al TO AlL1ov dvBpwmov AveOevToV Te xal dragpamoimtov, Eng
av umvéw xal pueta 1@V foviwv ovvaptGuduar. Kai éSomiioaiuny v yeloa xatd tdv
Evretifev avagpavnoouévay éxBodv tudv xal tiic faotAeiag tijc VueTépas v delosfdotmy
oefaotdv PaciAéwv Tiis TV Pouaiov nyeuovias. 5 Kai évla av xai mpootaybeimy g’
NUDV, UETQ TAONS TH)S TEQL EUE OTOATLAS AOOPATIOTMS EXOOVAEVOW XATh TNV TAQLOTAUEVNY
xoetav. Kal € Tives @v xal elev Svouevis xovtes moog 0 THETEQOV XQATOG, i i mOU TOIC
abavdrois ayyéhois iodlowvt av xal eiol Toig Nuetépols ddpaov drowtol i) ddaudvrvd
TIVOL TEQUXEVTOLL OBUQTA, XQT TOUTWY AAVTWY Vregaywvioaiuny tis faciAeias Tudv. Kai
€l ugv Vy1ds Exw T0U oduatos xal EAevieoLdlm moAduov Tvos faofapirod Te xal ToveKIXOT,
autog €y TH Eud oduaTt dymviotual Tov UmEQ udv moAeuov uet tot Evvemouévov
otpatevpatos. Ei 8¢ f) vdow Pageip medotual, oia mor 1 @vlodmiva, i mOAeuoc
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UEYOL %Al TS TUURGS TS VUETEQS XAl UEXOL TOV PACIAXDV TUDY UEADY EXTEV® TOV GO%OV,
el 11¢ avtoic émiPovievetal xaxwois mapd Twvwv alnoiwy éxfodv, olic Suvatoy éotty éué
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UUETEQQS XAl TOAEWS ULXQAS TE XAl UEILOVOS xal VIjoWY aUT@®Y %ol anaamAds, 6moom TIg
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Popaiov oolopata nv. 7 "Ett ovugomvd, xal E0tal 100 CUUTEQOYNUEVOY UdQTUS Xal
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nvavaotv mpog PAASNV tuetépav dodoav i mpos tnuiav xai tudv xal tis faotAelag Tig
uetépag. AAX 00d¢ dvhowmog ETépov yevijooual i) ETEQas Gpxiis ueicovos i éAdooovog
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nal EvyxpoTiioey moAguov, T00T0 moUjow xaydm xal dxAomoujooual xat avt@v. ‘B’ dv 8¢
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CHAPTER Il

THE POPE AND THE BYZANTINE EMPEROR (395-800):

STAGES IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF
PAPAL INDEPENDENCE

MARIA LEONTSINI






POLITICAL AND ECCLESIASTICAL PRESUPPOSITIONS
IN EAST AND WEST

apal involvement in imperial affairs first becomes apparent when the problem of

heresy arises.! From very early times the pope pronounced on all church questions
and for many centuries was every ecclesiastic’s ultimate point of reference. This situation
was strengthened from the time of the Emperor Constantine I (324-37), who enhanced the
importance of the clergy and its representatives. Constantine’s policy, which was to make the
pope a political factor in Byzantine history, took shape in the course of his interventions in
important doctrinal and ecclesiastical matters. Parallel to this process, the patriarchate of
Constantinople was also gaining status. Until the Second Ecumenical Council papal authority
even extended to intervening administratively in the vicinity of the imperial capital. During
the deliberations of this council, which was convoked at Constantinople in 381 by Theodosius I
(379-95), the ecclesiastical administration of Thrace, Asia and Pontus was claimed for the first
time by Constantinople and these provinces were incorporated into her church.? The territorial
limitation of the Church of Rome’s extensive jurisdiction and the strengthening of the patriarchate
of Constantinople perhaps indicate that a strong imperial government was attempting to keep
the pope out of eastern affairs. The bolstering of Constantinople by the council of 381, which
was attended by a large number of eastern bishops but not by any delegates from the West, gave
notice that the administration of the Church was to be conformed to the political organization
of the empire and subordinated to the imperial system of division into provinces. On the other
hand, promoting the patriarchate of Constantinople to an equality of honour with the ancient
Churches of the East (Alexandria and Antioch) and the West (Rome) was to give rise to the first
conflicts which would cast the bishop of Rome in the role of judge.

The Second Ecumenical Council also laid down strict requirements for orthodoxy. In
the early years of the empire, the government accepted that it should align itself with the
pope and the patriarch of Constantinople against the East, from whose churches arose a
variety of interpretations on doctrinal matters. The official strengthening of orthodoxy by
an ecumenical council - thus turning orthodoxy into imperial doctrine - was to meet with
obstacles, although the rise of the Church was to be continuous in the course of the centuries.
The orthodoxy of Rome and Constantinople, however, was closely linked to an older state
of affairs when the ideas of the senatorial aristocracy prevailed. This provoked openly hos-
tile reactions and finally alienated the East. Of course not all the emperors saw the general
political situation in the same terms and consequently differed in the way they handled the
problem. But this fact did not change the way in which eastern objections were dealt with by
ecumenical councils, which also bore the seal of papal approval. By this process, which was
repeated many times up to 685, the imperial will was expressed too. After that date the East

1 Orthodoxy was defined by bishops who took part in the ecumenical councils and usually issued official condemnations
of the Eastern heresies.

2 E. Stein, Histoire du Bas-Empire, Paris, Brussels and Amsterdam, 1959% 1, 1, 198-200; 1. Karayannopoulos, ‘Iotopia
Bulavuvot Kpdtovg, vol. I, Thessalonica 1987 (repr.), 185. See also M. V. Anastos, ‘Constantinople and Rome. A
Survey of the Relations between the Byzantine and the Roman Churches’, in idem, Aspects of the Mind in Byzantium,
Aldershot 2001, VIII, 1-119.

85



BYZANTINE DIPLOMACY: A SEMINAR

separated itself permanently from the empire, and the eastern patriarchates, which now were
under Arab rule, began to face new problems. In all these issues, papal pressure continued to
be felt, especially in the matter of relations with the patriarchate of Constantinople and - in
whatever affected them - of relations with the emperor.?

What took place in the period under review (395-800) was the development of hostility
(under the imperial government) between Rome and Constantinople. Aspects of this situa-
tion became apparent very early in the attempt to weaken John Chrysostom, and especially
in his exile in 404, an event which prompted Pope Innocent I (401-17) to issue letters of pro-
test to the East and propose to the Emperors Arcadius (395-408) and Honorius (395-423)*
the calling of a council. In this complicated situation it is significant that Innocent had an
ally in the western emperor, Honorius, who wrote to his brother Arcadius on the matter.’
On the other hand, the eastern emperor’s actions against Chrysostom were perceived in the
West by both the civil leader, Honorius, and the religious leader, Innocent, as anti-western
acts by the eastern patriarchates. When these two powerful western figures address the east-
ern emperor they create the impression that the two parts of a hitherto united empire (until
Theodosius’ death on 17 January 395) were now pursuing different interests.

As in John Chrysostom’s case, important clerics had appealed to Rome for support on
other occasions, a practice which would become very common later.® Such appeals to Rome
had been initiated much earlier. When Athanasius of Alexandria was persecuted by the
Emperor Constantius II (337-61), he turned to Pope Julius I (337-52).” The pope, ignoring
the preferences of the emperor of the eastern part of the empire, who having adopted Arian-
ism was in any case a heretic, called a Roman synod (341) which demanded the restoration
of Athanasius to his episcopal throne. In a letter to the bishops of the East,® Pope Julius
emphasized that only the bishop of Rome was competent to resolve the differences, a sign
that papal authority was beginning to free itself from imperial control. The appeal at the
conclusion of the letter to the foundation of the Church of Rome by the Apostles Peter and
Paul, was to become a commonplace frequently asserted in papal texts demanding respect
for the antiquity of the papal throne. This oft-repeated declaration on the founding of the
first Christian church in Rome and the hierarchical rights deriving from her apostolic prec-
edence, was in this period very timely, since in the East the patriarchal jurisdictions of
Alexandria and Antioch were more ancient than those of Constantinople and Jerusalem,
which were only recognized in the fifth century after the Council of Chalcedon.

3 For a more detailed discussion of this problem see below: Vasiliki Vlysidou, ‘Byzantine diplomacy and the papacy
(800-1054)’, pp. 123-144.

4 ].B.Bury, A History of the Later Roman Empire from Arcadius to Irene (395-800), London 1889, repr. Amsterdam
1966, vol. I, 91-106. There is a very vivid description by Sozomen of Innocent I's reaction in his Ecclesiastical History 8,
26.1-28.3, ed. J. Bidez and G. Chr. Hansen, Sozomenus, Kirchengeschichte, Berlin 1960, 384-9.

5 ‘Exemplum sacrae Honorii Aug. Missae ad principem Orientis Arcadium: De persona Sancti Iohannis Episcopi
Constantinopolit., Epistolae Imperatorum Pontificum aliorum ind. aba. CCCLXVII usque ad a. DLIII datae Avellana
quae dicitur Collectio, ed. O. Guenther, Prague, Vienna and Leipzig 1895, vol. I, no. 38, pp. 85-8.

6 P. Bernardakis, ‘Les appels au Pape dans I'Eglise grecque jusqua Photius’, Echos d’Orient 6 (1903), 30-42, 118-25
and 249-57.

7  B. Baldwin, A. Kazhdan and Nancy Patterson Sevéenko, ‘Athanasios archbishop of Alexandria’, The Oxford
Dictionary of Byzantium, ed. A. Kazhdan et al., New York and Oxford 1991, vol. I, 217-18.

8 Karayannopoulos, Totopia Buiavtivoi Kodroug, vol. 1, 131° G. Dagron, Naissance d’une capitale. Constantinople
et ses institutions de 330 a 451, Paris 19842 475 [= ‘H yévvnon wag mowtevovoas. ‘H Kwvotavivoirnorn xal oi Oe-
opol g, transl. by Marina Loukaki, Athens 2000, 475-476]. See also Appendix, no. 1.
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The pope’s right to intervene in the eastern patriarchates had already been strengthened by
the Council of Sardica (autumn 343). This council was presided over by a western bishop, Hosius
of Cordoba, who condemned the policy of the eastern emperor, Constantius II (337-61). None of
these disagreements were resolved, either by the restoration of Athanasius to the throne of Ale
xandria (31 August 346) or by the political reconciliation of the two imperial brothers, Constans
1(337-50) and Constantius II, which followed. This precarious new stability was more favourable
at the time to the western policies of Constans, who increased his authority by taking measures
promoting the aristocracy and suppressing heresy. The difficult relations between East and West
as a result of doctrinal and other tendencies counterbalancing each other, such as the unstable
social structures in the West in contrast to the strong central authority in the East, prepared the
ground for a tug-of-war between two strong contenders for the control of power which turned out
badly for the western part. In the East the aristocracy was able to maintain its powerful position
in the government of the empire until the seventh century and to renew itself by supporting the
central authority. But in the West the merging of the higher social class with arriviste members of
the barbarian military class failed, thus weakening its imperial environment.

Against this political background, the issuing of official statements expressing the Roman
primacy, the recourse of eastern orthodox to the pope, and the hyper-orthodox stance of the
aristocracy in the West, created the impression that the Church was administered by the pope.
The good relations between the Roman senatorial class and the pope were welcomed by the
aristocracy and higher clergy of Constantinople. Rome’s role in this period as the protector
of orthodoxy was widely recognized in both East and West. The influence of the bishop of
Rome was strengthened by the fact that the eastern ecclesiastical leaders resorted to him for
the defence of their rights. The pope, of course, was always orthodox. The orthodox stance of
the Roman primate most probably encouraged the imperial favour shown to the senatorial ar-
istocracy and promoted the stability sought in the secular administrative hierarchy. Orthodoxy
constituted a permanent element of the ideology of this upper class from the time of Theodosius
I until the Council of Chalcedon, when it was imposed forcibly on the populations of the East.

In the East the aristocracy was able to preserve its privileged position in the government
of the empire until the seventh century and to renew itself, reinforcing the central author-
ity. In the West this was achieved by co-operation with the higher Christian clergy rather
than with the barbarian military leaders. Under these conditions, the decline of Arianism
in the West until the beginning of the seventh century ensured that the pope would remain
an important and stable leader for a long time. The exchanges of letters, the ambassadors,
the invitations, and the visits of popes to Constantinople would sometimes resolve disputes
and at other times create rifts, depending on circumstances. When the barbarian tribes were
overwhelming the western half of the empire, the central authority in the West began to ap-
pear more theoretical, that is to say, more spiritual or ideological, and was only gradually
replaced by new states. These historical facts confirmed the perception that the two halves of
the empire (eastern and western) had no common interests and were divided by the religious,
social and administrative situation. Broadly speaking, initiatives designed to show solidar-
ity with the West came from Constantinople alone. The support given to the popes by the
emperors when the patriarchs of Constantinople showed themselves sensitive to - if not fol-
lowers of - eastern theological opinions, was a consequence of this relation of Constantinople

9 I. Richards, The Popes and the Papacy in the Early Middle Ages 476-752, London 1979, 11-12.
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with the West. Some emperors, such as Zeno (474-5 and 476-91) and Anastasius (491-518)
tried to bridge the religious or latent social differences with the East, provoking the wrath of
the orthodox for deviating from the line strictly defined by the Council of Chalcedon.

Thus in the last chapter of his Ecclesiastical History Sozomen emphasizes that from the
beginning of the fifth century the peace which prevailed in the East, and was the result of
strong central government, was very different from the disorder of the West.!” With the west-
ern part of the empire so weakened, the appeal to the pope for assistance in the matter of the
Nestorian heresy which arose in the East, it seemed contradictory for the powerful personali-
ties of the East to seek help from the enfeebled West. Recourse to the pope arose in a period
when conditions were no longer those of the age of Constantine the Great, neither for the
empire nor for the Eastern Church. In spite of these changes, both Nestorius (428-31) and Cyril
of Alexandria (412-44) appealed to Pope Celestine I (422-32) when they began their Christo-
logical dispute, following a well-worn path that had been used previously in similar circum-
stances. In this latent antagonism between Constantinople and Alexandria, the pope evidently
favoured the latter, since Cyril wrote to Celestine more tactfully, while Constantinople revealed
herself to be claiming a precedence in the East detrimental to the interests of both Rome and
Alexandria. Thus a synod was held in Rome which called on Nestorius to renounce his views
and appointed Cyril to be the judge of his repentance, showing clearly where the most ancient
and most reliable point of reference was to be found for the Church.

Celestine turned decisively against Nestorius at the Third Ecumenical Council convoked
by Theodosius I (408-50) at Ephesus (431)."" Consequently, in Nestorius’ case, although
Constantinople had a strong central government, stronger than that of the West, we find a
powerful personality occupying the episcopal throne, who is nevertheless condemned and
deposed by the Roman pope. The Council of Ephesus was a victory of Celestine and Cyril
over Constantinople and its patriarchate. Although the western part of the empire was rap-
idly breaking down on the military and political levels, in the Life of Pope Leo I (the Great
440-61) it is proclaimed that ‘accepting the commission in the name of the Romans, he went
to the king of the Huns called Attila and liberated the whole of Italy from the danger of the
enemy.’'? Pope Leo’s involvement in secular matters, such as his diplomatic negotiations with
the barbarians in the name of the Romans, demonstrates the significance of his position in
the West. This prestige was nurtured by the pope’s subsequent efforts to assert control over
the eastern patriarchates and by the real need to maintain him as the supreme Christian au-
thority in the West. The papacy alone was capable of dealing with the political changes and
barbarian provocations facing Rome, since any stable civil authority there was lacking.

10 Ecclesiastical History, 9, 16, 3, ed. Bidez and Hansen pp. 406. 24-407.2: Té uév otv 105 €w Tilg oyouévng moAeuiowy
amidhaxto xal vy xouw TOAD T THOE iBVETO TAOY THV TAVTWY SOEQY v Yl ETL vEOog b xoatdv. Ta 88 mpds
Stiow év arakiaug Nv moAA@Y araviotauény Tvodvvay (.). On Sozomen’s tendency to present the East as the more
important part of the empire see A. Karpozilos, Buiavtvoi Totopixol xai Xpovoyodgot (4og-70g ai.), vol. 1, Athens
1997, 168-74; cf. also the remarks of W. E. Kaegi, Byzantium and the Decline of Rome, Princeton 1978, 226 ff.

11 See, for example, the correspondence of Cyril of Alexandria, PG 77, 85-96; Evagrius, Ecclesiastical History, ed. J. Bidez
and L. Parmentier, London 1898, repr. Amsterdam 1964, I, 3, 8.7-18; Theophanes, Chronographia, ed. C. de Boor, Leipzig
1883, vol. I, 89.5-8.

12 Hic propter nomen Rq suscipiens legati ambulavit ad regem Unnorum, nomine Atthela et liberavit
totam Italiam a periculo hostium: ‘Life of Leo’, Le Liber Pontificalis: Texte, introduction et cc ire, ed. L. Duch
Bibliotheque des Ecoles frangaises d’Athénes et de Rome, vol. I, Paris 1955% 239. On the incorporation of this activity of
Leo in the historical tradition see R. C. Blockley, The Fragmentary Classicising Historians of the Later Roman Empire,
Eunapius, Olympiodorus, Priscus and Malchus, Liverpool 1981 [vol. I], 113-14. See also Appendix, no. 2.
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THE LIMITS OF CENTRAL GOVERNMENT AND
THE NEW ECCLESIASTICAL DYNAMICS

These developments lead to the conclusion that the imperial government continued to
constitute one undoubted pole of authority in the eastern part of the empire, while in the
West the authority of the Church had begun to overshadow and overlay the - in one way or
another - battered imperial institution. Such balancing of power is demonstrated by the
exchange of letters between the eastern emperor and the pope. This correspondence, which
becomes fixed in its forms, set the mould for later diplomatic relations. The confrontation
between pope and eastern emperor in these texts shows that the emperor is aware of papal
prestige in relation to the secular authorities in the West, a prestige which Pope Gelasius
(492-6) when writing to the Emperor Anastasius (491-518) would later call auctoritas (au-
thority), in comparison to the imperial potestas (power)."* These diplomatic exchanges rein-
forced the authority of Pope Leo, so that he was again the arbiter when views on the natures
of Christ of an overtly monophysite character were again advanced in Constantinople on
the initiative of the emperor.’* A partisan of Alexandrian patriarchate, called Eutyches,
archimandrite of a Constantinopolitan monastery, under the protection of Chrysaphius, the
primicerius cubiculariorum, in his eagerness to support views held by most of the peoples of
the East began to denounce Nestorius with excessive zeal. This approach, overemphasizing
Christ’s divine nature to the detriment of his human nature, prompted Theodosius II to turn
to Pope Leo. It appears, then, that not only prominent clerics but also orthodox emperors
appealed to the pope when ecclesiastical disputes threatened their authority or caused seri-
ous disturbance. Pope Leo, at any rate, defying the imperial will, did not accuse Eutyches
directly as a heretic and consequently there were no grounds for depriving him. Theodosius
then summoned a council to meet at Ephesus in 449, which acquitted Eutyches but con-
demned Flavian, the patriarch of Constantinople (447-9). By this condemnation, which took
place ‘by military force and the sword™® displeasure was again expressed not only with the
papal legates, who went home when they saw that events were turning against the nobly born
patriarch, Flavian, but also against those in Constantinople who preferred alliance with the
pope and the West to the patriarchate of Alexandria and Dioscorus (444-51).'

This turn of events was bound to displease Pope Leo,'” who requested a new council in
Italy to review the Council of Ephesus, now termed the latrocinium, or ‘Robber Council’.'®

13 F. Dvornik, ‘Pope Gelasius and Emperor Anastasius I', BZ 44 (1951), 111-16 (= idem, Photian and Byzantine
Ecclesiastical Studies, London, Variorum Reprints 1974, no. XIV). On the political relations between secular and
ecclesiastical authority in this period see T. Lounghis, Iovotwviavds, ITétpos Sapfdatios. Kowvwvia, IToAmixn xat
Ideohoyia tov 60 p.X. awdva, Thessalonica 2005, 87-96.

14 Richards, The Popes and the Papacy in the Early Middle Ages, 9-12.
15 Big otoatiwtdv xai Ewpdv: Theophanes, Chronographia 101.1-2.
16 Chr. Papadopoulos, Totopia tijg ExxAnotas AdeSavdpeiag (62-1934), Athens 19852 377-82.

17 J. Romanides, ‘Leo of Rome’s Support of Theodoret, Dioscorus of Alexandria’s Support of Eutyches and the Lifting
of Anathemas’, @codoyia 65 (1994), 479-93.

18 Pope Leo’s protests addressed to Theodosius through the western Emperor Valentinian are described by Theophanes,
Chronographia 10. 5-8.
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The pope, moreover, persuaded the Western emperor, Valentinian IIT (425-455), to write
to Theodosius at Constantinople asking him to revoke the decisions taken at Ephesus. The
victory of the patriarch of Alexandria proved transitory. The dogmatic one-sidedness (one
divine nature of Christ, made incarnate) supported by Alexandria, showed in these circum-
stances that it threatened to overthrow both of the orthodox and noble sees of Rome and
Constantinople simultaneously. Thus Pope Leo joined forces with Anatolius of Constanti-
nople (449-58) and with the approval of the new emperor, Marcian (450-7), convoked the
Fourth Ecumenical Council, which met at Chalcedon in 451." In accordance with the deci-
sions of that council, while Rome continued to enjoy ecclesiastical primacy, Constantinople
was promoted to second place, followed by Alexandria, Antioch and Jerusalem.?

Marcian’s policies bolstered the aims of the adherents of orthodoxy in Constantinople
and the West. The expectations of this powerful party, which enjoyed strong support from
the aristocracy and higher clergy, were amply met by the ultra-orthodox Emperor Marcian
and his consort Pulcheria, the sister of Theodosius II.>! Thus the Fourth Ecumenical Council
of Chalcedon not only overturned the ‘Robber Council’ of Ephesus but also satisfied the ecu-
menical demands of the senatorial aristocracy and the pope. Marcian and Pulcheria wrote
to Pope Leo ‘accepting his full authority’,”> according to the church historian Theodoros
Anagnostes. The safeguarding of dogma with the approval and participation of the ruling
class and the pope was effected so triumphantly that the patriarchate of Constantinople felt
sufficiently strengthened to proclaim - at the end of the council after the departure of the
papal legates - its parity of honour with Rome. *

This announcement at the Council of Chalcedon signified, apart from anything else,
that the eastern patriarchates, which had so strongly opposed the rise of Constantinople,
were formally losing any motive for direct communication with the administratively sen-
ior Church of Rome. The equality of honour between Old and New Rome was enshrined
in Canon 28 of the council, a fact which showed that the orthodox senatorial class of the
Byzantine capital, already powerful enough to put down heresy, was beginning to restrict
the role of the papacy in this matter. The council of 381 had accorded an honorary prec-
edence to Constantinople after Rome, but Chalcedon proclaimed an equality. With its po-
litical power enhanced, and once again its orthodox tradition strengthened, this senatorial
class, with its claim to antiquity and from which the higher clergy were almost always drawn,
had succeeded not only in surviving but also in exercising power effectively, since it had
enjoyed privileged access to diplomatic negotiations ever since the empire was founded.*

19 Aikaterini Christophilopoulou, Butavrivy Totopia, I: 324-6 10, Thessalonica 1992% 212-14. On the Council of
Chalcedon see G. E. M. De Ste. Croix, H Zivodog g Xaixndovog 451 u.X. O Xototiaviouds xat n Poun. Atwyuod,
Awpéoeig xai’HOn, ed. D. Kyrtatas, Athens 2005, 319-65.

20 Papadopoulos, Totopia tiic ExxAnoias AleSavdoeing, 425-38.

21 Christine Angelidi, Pulcheria: La castita al potere (c. 399-455), Milan 1996, 117-19.

22 Mapriavds xai Movigeola &oayav Aéovt @ Idae Poung, raoav aitd avbeviiav mapéyovres (Exhoyal
and g Exxdnowotiziig Totoplag Oeodmpov "Avayvaotov: Theodoros Anagnostes Kirchengeschichte, ed. G. Chr.
Hansen, Berlin 1995, 100,23-24).

23 E. Chrysos, H dudtagic tdv ovvedotdv tig év Xahzndovi Oixovpeviig vvédov, KAnpovouia 3 (1971), 259-81.
24 All the ambassadors of the fifth century held very high office. For the reasons dictating this strategy see T. C.
Lounghis, Les ambassades byzantines en Occident depuis la fondation des états barbares jusqu’aux Croisades (407-
1096), Athens 1980, 18-33.
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The Emperor Marcian, and those who supported his orthodox policy in Constantinople, had
succeded in punishing all who did not condemn the Council of Ephesus of 449.

Marcian’s death and the succession of Leo I (457-74) did not diminish the power of the
orthodox upper class in any way. Henceforth it would attempt to oppose both Arians and
monophysites simultaneously, and especially at times when the eastern patriarchates were in
a state of ferment and the central authority in the West was dysfunctional. It appears, however,
that after 451 the orthodox alliance between Rome and Constantinople, far from restricting
the pope’s opportunities to intervene in matters of every kind, even those that lay within
the emperor’s remit, actually increased them. This situation went back to Constantine the
Great, who intermingled the political administration of the empire with ecclesiastical issues.
The endemic friction - not to say antagonism - between the eastern emperor and the pope
may be laid at his door. One may therefore easily imagine how this antagonism increased
under Zeno (474-5 and 476-91) and Anastasius (491-518), who supported the monophysite
position, and attempted to bring about changes in the ecclesiastical arrangements that had
prevailed up to then.

This undermining of political and ecclesiastical stability provoked various reactions in
the East. After the death of the Emperor Leo I (457-74), who had attempted to reinforce the
West with naval expeditions, papal authority remained undiminished, although the central
government began to show signs of instability. The overthrow of Zeno by Basiliscus (475-
6) was a final reaction by the pro-western ruling class in Constantinople, which with the
support of a Gothic faction which Zeno had begun to marginalize, sought to prop up its
privileged position in the empire. Zeno’s return to power (476) shows that as a general under
Leo he had succeeded in building up a strong anti-Gothic party in the capital and could call
on numerous supporters. At the time this alignment favoured the East over the West and the
powerful nobles, chiefly because the latter did not have sufficient forces at their disposal to
attain their goals. Zeno seems also to have been accepted by the monophysites, whose power
increased considerably at this time. This is apparent from the support given by Constanti-
nople to monophysite candidates for the eastern patriarchates. Even Basiliscus had recog-
nized the restoration of Timothy Aelurus (457-60 and 475-7) to the throne of Alexandria
and Peter the Fuller (470 and 485-9) to that of Antioch. Zeno (as a high official: magister
utriusque militiae) had already in 470 supported Peter the Fuller as patriarch of Antioch,
which brought him into conflict with the Chalcedonians.

Zeno’s favouring of the monophysites beyond his immediate political aims must have
been intended to strengthen the provinces of Armenia and Egypt. Thus his concern to
maintain Timothy Aelurus in office at Alexandria until the latter’s death and then in 477
to order Timothy Salofaciolus to resume his former see may be regarded as an attempt to
establish his absolute authority in the East without papal interference. Nevertheless, since
Peter Mongus had already been elected, he appealed to Pope Simplicius (468-83) who had
every reason to be disturbed by Canon 28 of Chalcedon. In spite of these activities and the
papal objections, in 479 Zeno, acting in concert with the Patriarch Acacius, appointed
Peter the Fuller to Antioch (470, 485-9) and in 482, again with Acacius’ approval, issued
the Evwtixov. By this decree he sought to impose an imperial policy on the opposing par-
ties of monophysites and dyophysites (Chalcedonians). While Basiliscus believed that he
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could prevail in Constantinople by selectively promoting leading monophysites, Zeno tried
to keep the powerful leaders of both East and West under the control of Constantinople.
In Zeno’s case, the involvement of the pope in imperial matters raised the temperature
of the disputes concerning orthodoxy. But because the emperor was pursuing a domestic
policy, he was obliged to make a number of concessions to those professing the eastern
doctrinal interpretations, often revealing his own sympathy with the heresies. This policy
prompted intervention by the pope and caused repeated altercations with the emperor.
By his Evwnxov Zeno sought to prevent negotiations between Rome and the eastern
patriarchates, provoking papal anger. The text of the Evwnixov, which was an imperial
official document and not a conciliar decision, made no reference to Christological mat-
ters. Even more significant was the condemnation of both Nestorius and Eutyches. But
the most important feature of this imperial edict was its analytical reference to the first
three ecumenical councils and its placing of the Council of Chalcedon on the same level as
these.” In essence, the Evwtixov signified that the emperor was attempting to conciliate
the monophysites and impose a middle way which would not exclude them from legiti-
macy. The Henotikon’s opposition to papal authority signified that imperial pressure was
being brought to bear on the pope.

At the same time Zeno tried to diminish the support which the members of the ortho-
dox senatorial aristocracy in both Rome and Constantinople were giving the pope. They
sought the submission of the emperor to orthodoxy by the adoption of the decisions of the
Council of Chalcedon. This meant that papal legates sent to Constantinople had very little
room to manoeuvre in presenting the pope’s views to Zeno. Both their own protests and
those of the orthodox of Constantinople very nearly cost them their lives. After that Pope
Felix sent another letter. Zeno not only refused to concede anything but his harsh stand
influenced the climate of opinion and provoked the violent death of those who continued to
support the papal demands in Constantinople. Felix I1I (483-92) sought the revocation of the
‘Evotixov.” Moreover, Peter Mongus’ (477, 482-9) appeal to the pope, like the earlier appeal
of the Chalcedonian patriarch of Alexandria, John I (482), to his predecessor Simplicius
(468-83), went against Zeno. In this situation the attitude of the members of the orthodox
party who accused the emperor and the patriarch of heresy was as expected. Felix called a
synod in July 484 which condemned the Evwtixov and branded Acacius a heretic. Acacius
removed the pope’s name from the diptychs of Constantinople and in October 485 Felix
condemned Acacius again along with Peter the Fuller and Peter Mongus.

Thus Acacius of Constantinople, who was trying to impose his authority on the eastern
patriarchates with the backing of the imperial government was himself the one who was
considered a heretic in the West. While Pope Leo I (440-61) had protested immediately at
Canon 28 of Chalcedon but had confined himself in the document known as his “Tome’ to
emphasizing the primacy of Rome, his successors, and especially Felix I1I (483-92) sought
the revocation of the Evawruxdv. In spite of the fact that the papal demands from as early as
Simplicius (468-83), Felix’s predecessor, had the support of Odoacer, who in the meantime

25 Stein, Histoire du Bas-Empire, vol. 11, 25.

26 Zeno is presented by Evagrius (Eccl. Hist., 3, 22; 120.27-31) as accepting the Fourth Ecumenical Council in spite of
the denunciations he had received from the East.
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had deposed Romulus Augustulus (475-6) and had had himself proclaimed king (rex ), Zeno
did not cease to insist on complete control over theological discussions in both East and
West. But neither did pressure from Rome cease. Felix sent another embassy to Constantino-
ple to press for the recognition of John I and the revoking of the Evwtixov. His emissaries,
Bishops Vitalius and Misinus, were arrested at Abydus, the papal letter was confiscated,
and they were threatened with death if they did not restore their relations with Acacius of
Constantinople and Peter Mongus of Alexandria. Proof of their obedience to the emperor,
however, brought about their deposition by the pope.”’

In an attempt to heal the strained relations with the pope, Zeno’s successor, Anastasius
(491-518), sent an embassy to the Roman senate with the comes domesticorum, Theopompus
(516), and another count who was a member of the consistory, or imperial council.”® The
members of the Roman senate were encouraged by imperial letters to mediate both with
Theodoric Amalus - who on Zeno’s orders had in the meanwhile eliminated Odoacer - and
with the pope to restore communion between the Churches of Rome and Constantinople. It
appears, however, that the pope’s wish to see the Evonixov condemned coincided with the
unanimous will of the senatorial class of both Old and New Rome to maintain a firm posi-
tion clearly differentiated from that of the East and the emperor.” With this support, the
pope felt strong enough to demand in his letters to the bishops of Illyricum that they should
refuse to be incorporated administratively into the patriarchate of Constantinople, describ-
ing the eastern empire as a region that had been afflicted by cholera.** The stream of papal
instructions to the ecclesiastical leaders of Illyricum often had the appearance of forceful
interventions in matters concerning the political stability of the region and reactions there
to the central authority of Constantinople.*!

If papal aims could not be attained by a direct approach, the more diplomatic path
which was chosen in consequence reveals a perceptive assessment of the various doctrinal
interpretations which continued to appear in the East. Western bishops brought confidential
papal documents to Constantinople which condemned the monophysite doctrines, provoking
the anger of Anastasius. The unanimity of the pope with the aristocracies of both East and
West seem to have been the occasion of sharp altercations with the government, which had
repercussions in the buffer zone of Illyricum. It was there that orthodox rebellions broke out
against Anastasius, which ceased as soon as Justin I (518-27) seized power.* The revolt of
Vitalian (count of the foederati of Lower Moesia), which had ‘orthodoxy’ as its watchword,

27 Evagrius, Eccl. Hist. 3, 18-22; 117.1-120.31; Theophanes, Chronographia 131.30-132.2. The parading of the papal
apocrisiarii in Constantinople is also described very vividly: Theophanes, Chronographia, 132.20-6. See also Appendix,
nos 3 and 4.

28 Stein, Histoire du Bas-Empire, vol. 11, 189-92; T. C. Lounghis, ‘Ambassadors, Embassies and Administrative
Changes in the Eastern Roman Empire Prior to the Reconquista’, in Das Reich und die Barbaren, ed. E. Chrysos and
A. Schwarcz, Vienna 1989, 143-54.

29 A willingness to compromise - though with recognition of the pope - is evident in the reply of the Roman senate to
Anastasius: ‘Rescriptum senatus urbis Romae ad Anastasium Augustum’, Collectio Avellana, no. 114, p. 508.

30 Karayannopoulos, Totopia Bulavtwvou Kpdroug, vol. I, 356.

31 Epistularum Romanorum Pontificum ad Vicarios per Illyricum aliosque episcopos, Collectio Thessalonicensis, ed.
(. Silva-Tarouca, Pontificia Universitas Gregoriana (Textus et Documenta Series Theologica 23), Rome 1937.

32 L. Magi, La Sede R nella corrispondenza degli imperatori e patriarchi bizantini ( VI-VII sec.), Louvain 1972,
35-55. See also Appendix, nos 5(a) and 5(b).
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is indicative of the intense political and social pressures which were brought to bear in this
region.** The conflict between East and West during this whole period must be seen in the
context of the fact that the ruling class in both East and West, the senatorial aristocracy and
the orthodox higher clergy, had a common attachment to the Roman origins of the empire
and to orthodoxy, and were thus opposed to the emperor, who found support in the newer
social elements in the East. Indicative of these disputes are the terms which Anastasius
bound himself to observe after the suppression of Vitalian’s revolt for the restoration of
orthodoxy, with the calling of a council under the pope.*

Although these orthodox uprisings and disturbances stopped with the accession to the
throne of Justin I (518-27), Illyricum was to come under the absolute political and ecclesias-
tical control of Constantinople at a much later date on the outbreak of the Iconoclast contro-
versy. It is characteristic that the popes in this period were all ultra-orthodox but attempted
to have good relations with the Ostrogoth occupiers of Italy, while the Ostrogoths who were
committed to Arianism, promoted powerful popes able to stand up to Constantinople. This
becomes clear with Pope John I (523-6), who was opposed unsuccessfully by the Ostrogoth
ruler of Italy, Theodoric the Great, once he had arrived at a common mind with Justin I
and Justinian I (527-65). This strange condominium, the Arian rulers of Italy promoting
orthodox popes so as to condemn officially the monophysitism of the eastern emperors, had
as its wider purpose the repelling, so far as possible, of Byzantine interventions in the West.
This peculiar situation is amply reflected in the diplomatic balance of power from the fifth
to the sixth centuries. Given that the Ostrogoths were finally destroyed, while the papacy a
little later proved to be the only authority in the West capable of negotiating with the eastern
emperor, it is evident that this diplomatic balancing act turned out to the advantage of the
Roman Church.

33 Stein, Histoire du Bas-Empire, vol. 11, 182-5.

34 Buakavog 6 OpaE mpogaociv tiva Aafav, 6t dua toig éSopiobéviag émoxonovs...: Malalas, Chronographia,
107, 16, ed. 1. Thurn, Berlin 2000 (CFHB 35), 329 ; cf. ITept émtpovAdv xata Paotréwv yeyovuiav B. Ex tic Totopiag
Toavvov Avtioyéng (‘On conspiracies against the emperors B. From the History of John of Antioch): Excerpta historica
iussu Imp. Constantini Porhyrogeniti, vol. IIl Excerpta de insidiis, ed. C. de Boor, Berlin 1905, Fr. 103, and also the
charges which Theophanes ascribes to this movement (Chronographia 160.13-20).

35 Lounghis, Jovotwviavdg, 121, 225-6. Cf. also Appendix, no. 5(c).
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THE POLITICAL AND MILITARY RECONSTITUTION OF THE SIXTH
CENTURY AND THE VIGOROUS SURVIVAL OF THE PAPACY

An important element in the relations between pope and emperor was the attitude of
the senatorial aristocracy of Constantinople and Rome and especially of the higher clergy, ex-
pressed in an undeviating adherence to the dogmatic definition of Chalcedon. In practice this
meant that through the senate and the administrative hierarchy of the episcopate the strictest
control was exercised over matters of doctrine. This attitude seems to have been regarded as
indispensable in the careful watch for any tendency to defect from the official tradition of the
ecumenical councils, especially Chalcedon. An interest in orthodoxy was common to the higher
social classes of Constantinople and Rome. This is also shown by the compilation of a bilingual
(Greek and Latin) collection of canons of the first four councils (Nicaea, Constantinople, Ephe-
sus and Chalcedon) by Dionysius Exiguus which was addressed to Pope Hormisdas (514-23).%
This bilingual anthology of the fundamental decisions of the ecumenical councils showed most
clearly Rome’s concern to safeguard orthodoxy. On the basis of this text, the observance of
whatever ‘new’ dogmatic formulations in Latin or Greek had already been promulgated or would
be promulgated in the future in East and West was fully assured. Parallel to Rome’s evident
preference for Chalcedonian orthodoxy, the ascent to the throne of Justin I (518-27) signified
clearly that the orthodox aristocracy, which had been marginalized by persecution and exile
during the previous reigns, was recovering its influence on the central government.

One of Justin’s first acts was to enter into communication with Pope Hormisdas, which,
as previously under Anastasius, was undertaken by a count of the consistory.”” The Patriarch
John II the Cappadocian (518-20) took part in this imperial initiative. In a separate letter he
declared his loyalty to the Council of Chalcedon and requested an end to the schism.* The res-
toration of communion with Rome was celebrated by congratulatory papal letters conveyed by
Gratus, count of the consistory, as well as by the despatch of Roman clerics to Constantinople.
The descriptions of the brilliant reception of the papal legates, with the presence of Count Vi-
talian, who had previously rebelled against Anastasius, and a host of senators, are indicative of
the change of political climate. While the signing of the libellus affirming the Patriarch John’s
acceptance of Chalcedonian orthodoxy signified the restoration of relations with Rome, the
emperor’s communication with the religious leader of the West still preserved the idea of the
theoretical subjection of the Roman Church to the imperial authority of Constantinople.

Although the papal legates were warmly welcomed by the senatorial aristocracy, the hos-
pitable atmosphere did not bring peace to Constantinople, because it was accompanied by the
recall of orthodox bishops and the exile of monophysites who were well established throughout

36 W. Berschin, EAAnvixd Iodupata xar Aatvixos Meoaiovag. Axo tov Ieoavupo otov NixdAao Kovoavo, transl.
by D. Z. Nikitas, Thessalonica 1998, 114-120.

37 Gratus was mentioned in all the letters exchanged by the pope and the emperor: ‘Justinus Augustus Hormisdae
Papae’, Collectio Avellana, no. 143, pp. 587-8; ‘Hormisda Justino Augusto’, Collectio Avellana, no. 144, pp. 588-
9. More particularly, however, in the letter to John, patriarch of Constantinople (‘Hormisda Johanni Episcopo
Constantinopolitano’, Collectio Avellana, no. 145, pp. 589-91) the pope refers to him as ‘nostri filii (...) cuius fides et
recta credulitas nostrum circa se excitatauit affectum (...)."

38 ‘Exemplum Relationis Johannis Episcopi Constantinopolitani’, Collectio Avellana, no. 146, pp. 591-2.
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the East. Their most distinguished theologians, Philoxenus and Severus, were banished.” In the
disturbances mentioned in the sources as occurring under Justin I and his successor Justinian
I, which had an element of social unrest about them, it seems that orthodox Chalcedonians
played a leading role. On the level of central government, however, a new policy was taking
shape. The restoration of relations with Rome and the pope, who embodied the highest and
most ancient institution and had already been long recognized as a point of reference for all the
rulers of the western states,* signified a change of course on the ideological front. This turn of
events made Arianism very vulnerable as regards the empire’s western policy. The general po-
litical climate, however, had begun to be transformed as relations between Justin and the pope
steadily improved. On the other hand, the orthodox senatorial aristocracy in the West now
found itself under pressure as a result of the presence of the Arian Goths in Italy and the rise of
new states further west, such as the kingdoms of the Burgundians, the Franks and the Vandals.*
Strengthened by having been accepted by the East, the Italian senatorial aristocracy hardened
its attitude towards the Arian Goths. In these circumstances the Arian Ostrogoth king of Italy,
Theodoric the Great (493-526), perceived the prevalence of pro-Roman elements among his
compatriots, who were tending to embrace orthodoxy, as a general undermining of his author-
ity, with the result that he persecuted the Roman senate and executed a number of prominent sena-
tors.” Corresponding anti-Arian measures followed from Justin I in Constantinople, with the
exclusion of Arians from public office and the transfer of their churches to the orthodox.*

These developments show that a rupture between the eastern empire, which was now ultra-
orthodox, and the Arian states of the West was now inevitable. In this confrontation the role of
the papacy was crucial. Papal influence is evident from the successive visits of popes or future
popes to Constantinople (John I in Justin’s reign, and John II, Agapitus, Silverius, Vigilius
and Pelagius in Justinian’s). The reception of Pope John I in Constantinople was so warm, the
sources allow us to suppose, that it constituted a reward for the trials and restrictions imposed
on him by the presence of Theodoric in Italy.* Justin drew back in the face of the Gothic king’s
demands, restricting himself to forbidding the return to Arianism of those who had in the
meantime embraced orthodoxy, especially foederati (Gothic detachments bound by treaty) of
Constantinople. On his return to Italy, however, John was imprisoned by Theodoric, who ap-
pointed Felix IV (526-30) pope in his place, thus demonstrating that in such important matters
as papal affairs, Italy rather than Constantinople had the decisive word.

The next emperor, Justinian I (527-65), identified the recovery of the West with the impo-
sition of orthodoxy. This became evident in his declarations in word and deed that the empire
must necessarily have an exclusive and strictly defined orthodox religious identity.** According

39 Theophanes, Chronographia, 165,3-23.

40 Karayannopoulos, Totopia Butavrivot Kodroug, vol. 1, 379; T. Lounghis, H Bviavuvi Kvowapyia othy Tralia.
Ano 10 Odvaro tot M. Ogodooiov ig tiyv AAwon 1ot Madpt, 395-1071 p.X., Athens 1989, 76-80.

41 N. E. Karapidakis, lotopia g Meoawwvixis Avong (50¢-110s at.), Athens 1996, 68-83.

42 After the death of Pope John I it appears that Theodoric began a persecution of senators, the most prominent victims
of whom were Symmachus and the philosopher and Hellenist, Boethius: Judith Herrin, The Formation of Christendom,
Princeton, NJ 1987, 5.

43 On the change of climate in favour of orthodoxy see Lounghis, Jovotiviavog, 120-1.

44 See most recently, M. Vitiello, ““cui Iustinus imperator venienti ita occurrit ac si Beato Petro”. Das Ritual beim ersten
Papst-Kaiser-Treffen in Konstantinopel: eine romische Auslegung?, BZ 98 (2005), 81-96. See also Appendix, no. 5(d).
45 In his celebrated legal work the favourable treatment of the orthodox is emphasized as against the persecution of heretics
and schismatics in an attempt to unite all Christians in a single orthodox faith. According to the Liber Pontificalis (1, 287) he
even threatened Pope Agapitos: ‘follow my orders or you will be exiled’. The Patriarch Menas also declared at the synod of 536
that nothing could be done against the emperor’s will: Karayannopoulos, Totopia Bulavtivot Kpdrtoug, vol. I, 394-5; Lounghis,
TraAic, 106.
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to the sources, the campaign in the West was supported by clerics for whom the most important
issue was the return to orthodoxy of those who had embraced Arianism.* The advances of Jus-
tinian’s forces in Africa led the Ostrogoth leader, Theodahad, although war with Ostrogothic
Italy was imminent, to approve the visit to Constantinople of Pope Agapitus (535-6), who was
known for his extreme anti-monophysite views. His acceptance of this papal visit to the East
no doubt reflected an expectation of return to the situation prevailing under Justin L. Peaceful
coexistence with Rome indirectly confirmed the acceptance of Gothic rule by Constantinople
and created ideal conditions for the dominance of the senatorial upper class and the imposition
of orthodoxy in both East and West. Agapitus died in the Byzantine capital and was succeeded
in Italy by the equally fanatical anti-monophysite, Silverius, with the clear Ostrogothic aim
that the climate of opinion should change from anti-Arian to anti-monophysite. Thus when the
ambitions of the orthodox upper class were not only not thwarted but actually favoured by for-
tuitous circumstances, this meant that persecution would be unleashed against monophysites
in Constantinople and the East. A similar situation may be observed in Rome during the short
pontificate of Pope Silverius (536-7), a fact which favoured both the extreme adherents of or-
thodoxy and the Ostrogothic secular authorities, thus keeping the Byzantine central govern-
ment at arm’s length and deflecting its attention to the East.*’

Justinian I was aware that if he wanted to gain control of Italy he must impose his will on
the pope. But doubtless he did not wish to gain control of Italy by means of such an ambitious
general as Belisarius, who could very easily have made himself the rightful western emperor.*
Nor did he wish to deal with intransigent popes such as Silverius, which would have meant a
return to the age of Justin . The continuation of the situation as it had been shaped under his
predecessor entailed the severest measures against the monophysites and in consequence the
deepening of the gulf between the ultra-orthodox West (still with strong pagan survivals, espe-
cially amongst the old aristocratic families who were attached to their ancient institutions) and
the heretical East. Thus Belisarius was entrusted with the task of deposing the hard-line Silverius
(the son of Pope Hormisdas, who was of Roman aristocratic descent), a policy which Procopius
disapproves of in the Anecdota, or Secret History, including it among the other extreme acts of
Justinian and Theodora. Silverius was not acceptable to Justinian because the policy of concili-
ating the monophysites was incompatible with this pope’s inflexible stance. His deposition by
Belisarius and replacement by Vigilius (537-55), who was much more compliant towards Justinian
and Theodora (as was also his deacon Pelagius, who represented him in Constantinople) was
judged indispensable for the success of Justinian’s policy in the eastern part of the empire.

In Justinian’s reign an attempt was made to deal with the problem of orthodoxy versus
heresy through establishing complete unanimity between emperor and pope. The submission of
the Arians of the West to orthodoxy was a process initiated as soon as the Byzantine army had
gained control of Italy. But the completion of this process was brought about by the pope. This
assignment of absolute control of the Arians to the pope immediately after the reign of Justinian

46 Procopius, Wars, ed. J. Haury and G. Wirth, Leipzig 1962, III, 10.18-20; Theophanes, Chronographia, 188.25-9;
Karayannopoulos, Toropia Buéavtivot Kodroug, vol. I, 437.

47 The siege of Rome was lifted when Belisarius’ general, John, captured Ravenna (March 538). Belisarius - now master of
Italy - sought the approval of the new pope, Silverius (536-7), for the restoration of the Patriarch Anthimus to Constantinople.
Silverius’ refusal led to his being deposed from the papacy and exiled to Patara in Lycia. In the meantime, one of the papal leg-
ates at Constantinople, Vigilius, was elected pope (537-55) on the condition that he should recall Anthimus. Silverius returned
to Rome with the support of the bishop of Patara but was again exiled: Karayannopoulos, Toropia BuEavrivon Kodroug vol.
1, 497-9. For the social origins and similarity of views of Silverius and Belisarius see Lounghis, lovotviavdg, 230-23.

48 Baouels tig éomepiag, Procopius, Wars, VI, 29.18.
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I, very clearly implies his autonomous management of western affairs. Faced with this new
reality, Byzantium did not cease to aim at the administrative and secular control of the former
western part of the empire, but it seems to have been aware that this new situation demanded a
new strategy. In these circumstances, the pressures that needed to be applied had to aim at the
restriction of the pope’s authority, for all secular persons who acceded to power and even more
so the ecclesiastical leaders of the West had recourse to him. In this period, then, in which the
West was now perfectly orthodox or almost so, there also appeared an attempt by the central
authority to win the support of monophysite Byzantine forces (later openly under Constans II).
In this situation, the abrupt change from the pro-monophysite policy of Zeno and Anastasius
to the ultra-orthodox approach of Justin I naturally encouraged a pro-aristocratic reorientation,
especially towards prominent office-holders such as Pope Silverius, whom Procopius defends in
his Secret History. Procopius condemns both Theodora’s aggression against this pope, who had
opposed Justinian, and the obedience of Belisarius, the conqueror of the West, to every imperial
command.” In spite of the imperial measures designed to encourage stability, the persecution
of the monophysites continued. But since the empire was weakened militarily whenever the
pro-monophysite or former monophysite element predominated in the army, the Byzantine em-
peror, as in the case of Justinian I, had felt the need to impose his own orthodoxy on the pope.
Thus this emperor attempted to reach a compromise by accommodating the monophysite ele-
ment to a minimum extent. The Byzantine forces, in their turn, contributed by their campaigns
to the spread of orthodoxy in the Arian and papal West.

While Belisarius was launching a new campaign in Italy, in Constantinople Justinian was
preparing yet another decree (in 543/4) against some theological works considered Origenistic
or monophysite, namely, those of Theodore of Mopsuestia, Theodoret of Cyrus and Ibas of
Edessa known as the Three Chapters. Justinian condemned the Three Chapters, mentioning
the condemnation of Nestorianism (which, however, had been condemned by the Council of
Ephesus), so as not to appear an extremist to the monophysites.” Behind this tendency to find
balances between interpretations such as Nestorianism - which had been supported by mem-
bers of the higher clergy, senators and philosophers - and monophysitism, which had a large
popular following in the East (regardless of whether it was also supported by the patriarchs of
Alexandria), must have lain the desire to attain absolute control over the ecclesiastical leaders
of East and West. Reactions to this decree came not only from the monophysites. Suspecting
that it represented an attempt to overturn the decrees of Chalcedon, the papal legates refused
to sign, and the Patriarch Menas (536-52) sought approval from Pope Vigilius.*

In this situation the political climate in Italy exercised a negative influence. Totila had
massacred whole populations, including the bishop of Tivoli, while Belisarius was retreating to
Epidamnus (Durrachium), since reoccupation from Ravenna had had no result. Justinian then
sent reinforcements to Belisarius. At the same time he despatched the scribon Anthimus to Italy

49 Procopius, Anecdota, ed.J. Haury and G. Wirth, Leipzig 1963, I, 13-14, 27-8. Procopius’ disapproval of the humilia-
tion of the pope and his subsequent deposition is mirrored by the Liber Pontificalis 1, 292-3 (‘Life of Silverius’): Berschin,
EAnvind Toduuata xar Aatvixos Meoaiwvag, 145.

50 E. Chrysos, H éxxAnotaotixl rohitixi) 100 Tovotviavot xati v owv aepi ta Tola Kepdhata xat v E°
Oixovuevixiyy Zivodov [Avdrexta Bhatddwv 3], Thessalonica 1969, 25 ff.; . Meyendorff, ‘Continuities and Disconti-
nuities in Byzantine Religious Thought’, DOP 47 (1993), 72.

51 For this interpretation together with the military and political reactions which the decree provoked see Lounghis,
Tovotiviavdg, 291-3.

52 Justinian’s successive manoeuvres are described in detail by Karayannopoulos, Totopia Bulavtivot Kodtous vol.

I, 532-47.
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(545), who put Pope Vigilius on a ship to bring him to Constantinople. The Roman senate sent
an embassy to Totila by the deacon (later pope) Pelagius to seek guarantees from him. Totila
in the meantime had taken the city of Placentia (Piacenza, 546) and was approaching Rome.
During his long voyage via Catania, Patras and Thessalonica, Vigilius received messages of sup-
port encouraging him not to sign the decree, since Illyricum was then under papal ecclesiastical
administration. From Thessalonica he wrote a letter to Menas of Constantinople exhorting him
not to align himself with those supporting the decree. In the meantime, Rome had been sacked
by Totila (17 December 546) and Pelagius, who had gone to him again to plead for him not to
take vengeance on the senators, was sent by him to Constantinople to seek peace terms from
Justinian. Pelagius, however, did not forego the opportunity to attack the imperial decree on the
Three Chapters, invoking a letter of Ferrandus, a deacon of Carthage, which rejected imperial
interference in ecclesiastical matters.”

As in the case of the Carthaginian deacon, there were also other reactions from Western
bishops pressing Vigilius not to give in and sign the decree. In 548 he did issue an encyclical
accepting the decree in which he also referred to the Council of Chalcedon.™ But the objec-
tions to this encyclical expressed by western bishops in the papal circle, as well as ecclesiastical
leaders in Illyricum and the African clergy, were again very intense.*® The reactions of the clergy
of Galatia could, moreover, have been connected with Totila’s attempts to ally himself with the
Franks against Byzantium. Although Belisarius had recovered Rome, he was in fact too weak to
control the whole of Italy. Totila took Rome again and the objections of the western bishops to
Constantinople became more inflexible. Justinian, however, was equally inflexible. Even though
he had bound himself to the pope, the patriarch, certain bishops of the West and the East, and
even to members of the senate to call a council on the matter, in the event he gathered together
in Constantinople all the most rigid opponents to the decree and exiled those who refused to
yield. In spite of universal opposition, the emperor insisted on censuring Pope Vigilius and on
having the papal apocrisiarius in Constantinople, Pelagius, totally under his control.

A little later, although Totila had reoccupied Rome in January 550 and was pillaging
Sicily by land and sea, Justinian after some vacillation sent Liberius, Artabanes, his nephew
Germanus and the latter’s brother-in-law John, as well as his son Justinian to Italy in quick
succession. None of them could stop Totila, and so in 551 the emperor gave supreme military
command to Narses. In spite of the fact that Totila’s fleet was blockading Ancona and pillaging
the Adriatic and Ionian coasts, some forces of the governor of Ravenna, Valerian, and of John
succeeded in winning a preliminary victory over Totila before the arrival of Narses, while Arta-
banes gradually recovered Sicily. Thus, at a time when Totila had experienced his first reverse
in Italy and Narses was preparing a new major offensive against him, Justinian issued a new
decree as a theological treatise and communicated it to Vigilius. The pope, however, dismissed
the imperial emissary, Bishop Theodore Askidas, from the Placidia palace (seat of all the western
bishops), and sought refuge in the basilica of Peter and Paul at the palace of Hormisdas, where
he drew up an excommunication against all who accepted the imperial decrees, including the
Patriarch Menas.*

53 Karayannopoulos, Totopia BvEavuvod Kodtoug, vol. I, 534. The Church of Carthage and of North Africa in gen-
eral produced many adversaries of monophysitism. For the reactions of North African and other Western bishops to
Justinian’s conciliatory neo-Chalcedonian policy see Lounghis, Iovotiviavdg, 314-5.

54 Mansi IX, 347B, 351.
55 Stein, Histoire du Bas-Empire, vol. II, 645.
56 These events are vividly described in Pope Vigilius’ letter: Mansi IX, S0C-55D; see also Appendix, nos 6 and 7(a).
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Justinian then sent a detachment to arrest the pope but the commander of the praetorian
guard, Dipundiaristos, returned without having fulfilled his mission.” A new embassy consisting
of Belisarius, the leader of the Roman senate, and prominent members of the Constantinopoli-
tan senate persuaded the pope to return to the palace of Placidia. The papal entourage then fled
to the Church of Saint Euphemia in Chalcedon, demanding the acceptance of Vigilius® terms.
Thus in the summer of 552, when the pope returned to Constantinople and Narses was reaching
Ravenna, all who had been excommunicated by Vigilius, including Theodore Askidas and the
Patriarch Menas, were sent by Justinian to him and assured him of their repentance and their
recognition of the four ecumenical councils. But while Justinian was constantly making tactical
concessions to Vigilius, Narses was at that very moment winning e great victory over the Goths.
Totila was fatally wounded, and in October 552 a second definitive defeat was inflicted on his
successor, Teia.

Although Narses had begun to bring Italy under his control, new centres of resistance to
the Byzantines arose when Alamanic forces, with the consent of the Frankish King Theudibald
I (548-55), began to lay claim to Italian territories.®® Perhaps as a result of this, or the death of
Menas (552) and Eutychius of Amaseia’s ascending the patriarchal throne (552-65 and 577-82),
Vigilius proposed the calling of a council in Italy or Sicily, which would have made him feel more
secure. The emperor’s refusal to summon a council outside Constantinople was as expected. But
invitations were issued to western bishops and a competent committee was constituted. Thus
a council was convoked in Hagia Sophia in May 553. This council, in which very few western
bishops took part and which did not include Vigilius, rejected his new encyclical. The imperial
intervention in theological and ecclesiastical matters, was based in practice on documents and
letters which Vigilius had signed in 547, when he had been brought to Constantinople by the
scribon Anthimus, but which had not previously been published. By a decree communicated to
the council by the quaestor Constantine, Vigilius was removed from Constantinople’s diptychs.
The following year (554) Narses won a great victory over the Frankish and Alamanic army and
- apart from a few pockets of resistance which still held out - succeeded in bringing enemy activ-
ity to a complete halt.

Justinian I tried not to maintain a position on orthodoxy as extreme as that of Justin L
Accordingly, he was much more lenient towards the monophysites. He attempted to harness
their patriotism and incorporate the social force they represented, on account of their numbers,
into his ideological goal of recovering the West and reconstituting a world-wide empire. To en-
sure success he did not align himself with the pro-pagan section of the senatorial aristocracy,
as Justin I had done. In whatever concerned his relations with the pope, he sought agreement
in the persecution of the pagans, who were a very small minority. But he did not succeed in
winning the same consent when he tried to solve the problem of the monophysites in the East.
Nevertheless, those popes who did not support Justinian’s tactics in the West were deposed.
This is evident in the fate of Agapitus and Silverius. Of course, popes such as Vigilius and Pela-
gius, who opposed Justinian’s via media, which did not unleash any great persecutions against
the monophysites, were forced into complete submission. This last aspect, together with the
demise of Arianism, is the important new element in the balance of power with the papacy.
The conditions were thus created for the rise of popes obedient to the emperor, though this was
not always taken for granted, as developments in the seventh century were to show.

57 Malalas, Chronographia, w’, 111; ed. Thurn, 412-13.
58 Lounghis, Traia, 103.
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RADICAL SOCIAL CHANGE IN THE EAST AND BYZANTIUM’S NEW
STANCE TOWARDS THE WEST

In Italy especially, the spread of orthodoxy coincided with papal objectives and was
accomplished at the expense of Arianism by the end of the sixth century, or perhaps the
beginning of the seventh.” Up to that point pope and emperor had no essential differences
of outlook. But once orthodoxy had become dominant in the West, the intervention of the
Byzantine armies, which contained a large monophysite element, began to be counter-pro-
ductive, causing the popes considerable annoyance. For the Byzantine emperor, however, the
exercise of authority over the pope and the West generally seemed as natural as the authority
he exercised over the patriarchates of the East. Thus the attempts to put pressure on the pope
continued and, in this respect at least, Justinian II (685-98 and 705-11) followed the policy
of Justinian 1.** But since Justinian II failed to bring the West under his control as Justinian
I had done, the Byzantine empire came to realize that controlling the pope through a com-
mon understanding of orthodoxy would prove impossible. Accordingly, a different approach
was adopted based on the official dogmatic formulas which the state attempted to impose on
both the West and the East.®!

This method began to be implemented at the time of Arianism’s disappearance in the
West, that is to say from the beginning of the seventh century when, thanks to the initiative
of the popes, the West was orthodox again. It was bound up with monenergism and mono-
theletism, which were formulated by the Emperor Heraclius and the Patriarch Sergius (610-
38).%? Both emperor and patriarch adopted not monophysitism as such, but a variant of it,
with the result that the Byzantine emperor proved to be supporting an orthodoxy different from
that of the pope. As this strategy had no success until 668, the real break with the papacy oc-
curred at the beginning of the eighth century, when the Isaurian emperors adopted a policy
of iconoclasm. If political developments from the sixth to the eighth centuries show that rela-
tions with the papacy were governed by the social dynamics of the empire, this signifies that
reactions to the West should be examined on the basis of the dominant aims in each reign.
Under Justin I, papal influence, which was absolute among Rome’s senatorial aristocracy,
demanded that a blow should be dealt first to the Arians of the West, and in fact although
they endured much suffering, they were not eliminated until the death of Justinian I (565).

59 For the Christianization of Europe and the adherence of Arians to orthodoxy see B. Hamilton, Religion in the Me-
dieval West, London 1986, 10-12. For the formation of the new Western states and the rise of many different peoples see
most recently Regna et Gentes. The Relationship between Late Antique and Early Medieval Peoples and Kingdoms in
the Transformation of the Roman World, ed. H.-W. Goetz, J. Jarnut and W. Pohl, with the collaboration of Séren Kasche,
Leiden and Boston 2003.

60 Constance Head, Justinian II of Byzantium, Wisconsin 1972, 78.

61 The intention of Heraclius to transfer the imperial capital to the West is also attributed disapprovingly by the
sources to other emperors who showed an interest in maintaining a balance in the West on behalf of Constantinople: A.
Guillou, Régionalisme et indépendence dans 'empire byzantine du Vlle siécle, I'exemple de I'exarchat et de la Pentapole
d’Italie, Rome 1969, 249-50.

62 J. L. Van Dieten, ‘Geschichte der Patriarchen von Sergios 1. bis Johannes VI. (610-715), Geschichte der griechischen
Patriarchen von Konstantinopel IV, Enzyklopédie der Byzantinistik 24, Amsterdam 1972, 33.
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At any rate, the remaining Arians, such as the Visigoths in Spain® and the Lombards who
were to invade Italy in 568,° were converted by the papacy alone without the help of the
eastern emperor.*

Parallel to this, from the time of Justinian I to the beginning of the seventh century the
orthodox senatorial aristocracy followed the Justinianic tradition by attempting to invade
the West but without success. All they did was to weaken the repeated attempts of the pon-
tiffs to promote orthodoxy and rid the West of Arianism. This is particularly evident during
the reign of Maurice (582-602). This emperor’s constant efforts to subdue the Lombards by
force of arms - Byzantine and Frankish - not only laid Italy waste but destroyed his long-
standing friendship with Pope Gregory the Great (590-604). The founding of the exarchates,
apparently by the same emperor, no doubt indicates the entrusting of the administration of
the West to an authority which was to co-operate not only with the emperor and the senate
but also with the pope. This would explain the satisfaction of an aristocratic pope, such as
Gregory, with a plebeian regime in Constantinople, such as that of the centurion Phocas in
602. Even more telling is the fact that, after the suppression of this revolt, the succeeding
regime of Heraclius, which was aristocratic and senatorial, clearly wanted to maintain peace
with the Lombards in Italy, that is to say, to continue the policy of the plebeian govern-
ment.

The smoothing of relations with the West required the pope to be obedient to instruc-
tions issuing from the central government. The fundamental lever for ensuring such obedi-
ence was the exarch of Italy. It is indicative, however, of the new situation that several newly-
appointed exarchs - the patricians Eleutherius (619) and Olympius (650) - were inclined to
defect as soon as they arrived in Italy.” It is well known that the plebeian military revolt
of 602 put an end to this precarious situation, a fact which seems to have been welcome to
Pope Gregory. The West during the pontificate of this pope, called ‘the Great’, or in Greek
‘Dialogos’ (590-604), enjoyed some relief, since at that time the situatior: in Constantinople
did not allow the pursuit of a Justinianic policy. In fact, political aims in Constantinople
had not changed. When the regime of the usurper Phocas (602-10), which was friendly to
Pope Gregory I, was overthrown, the succeeding administration of Heraclius attempted not
only to control the papacy but also to impose the authority of Constantinople on the West
as a whole.

This understanding of the control of the West was rooted in the past. It reappeared
in the new political situation, stimulated by the Arian party’s loss of power in Italy. The
same factors also governed the fate of the remnants of the adherents of Arianism in Spain,
where they had to contend with strong resistance from the clergy and the rising orthodox
Visigothic aristocracy. In these new circumstances, which lead us into the heart of the Mid-
dle Ages, the policy of controlling the papacy had to be pursued in a manner very different
from that of the past. An attempt was made to implement the new Byzantine ideology of the

63 Synaxarium Ecclesiae Constantinopolitanae e codice Sirmondiano nunc Berolinensi, Propylaeum ad Acta Sancto-
rum Novembris, ed. H. Delehaye, Brussels 1902, 169-72 and 179-80.

64 Agathias (ed. R. Keydell, CFHB 2, Berlin 1967, III, 20, 10, 111.2) presents them as serving in the Byzantine army.
65 Herrin, The Formation of Christendom, 237-40 and 227-33.
66 Lounghis, TraAia, 10. See also Appendix, nos 7(b) and 7(c).
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subordination of pope to emperor by the imposition of a different theological formula from
that which had hitherto been promoted by the Byzantine authorities, but which nevertheless
did not imply the acceptance of monophysitism.”” The doctrine of monothelitism® proved
on the diplomatic level to be a Byzantine political manoeuvre to enable imperial pressure
on the West and the pope to bear fruit. If such pressure could succeed in the West, it meant
that all the social, political and religious differences between East and West in this period
would be more or less transformed. The difficulties which followed the failure of this attempt
made it very clear why the military intervention in the West of Constans II (663-8), which
followed in 662/3 and was - rightly - regarded as of a Justinianic type, had as its main mili-
tary component the forces of the Armeniakon and Anatolikon themes loyal to the emperor’s
monotheletic policies.

The officials who, until the seventh century, were sent to the pope by the imperial gov-
ernment in Constantinople as lay or secular dignitaries generally conformed to the following
rule: In order to be trustworthy they were drawn largely from select members of the palace
guard or the senate. The scribones, a small semi-military category,” appear as imperial en-
voys sent to the pope. They were noted for their high education and a fluency in both Latin
and Greek exceptional at this time. It appears, however, that this situation changed when
imperial policy towards the West underwent an essential transformation - when there were
no mutual discussions between Constantinople and Rome - and instead of the usual ambas-
sadors spatharii and protospatharii were sent, especially when relations between the papacy
and the empire were under strain. This new era in relations between the papacy and the
empire took on a clearer shape when Constans II (641-68) acceded to the throne.”

The pursuit of an aggressive policy towards the papacy, because on the theological level
a different interpretation had been adopted, was implemented by the Emperors Heraclius,
Constans II, Philippicus-Bardanes, Leo III the Isaurian and his son and successor, Con-
stantine V, from the seventh to the mid-eighth century. It was abandoned, however, by the
Emperors Constantine IV and Justinian II. Constantine IV (668-85) decided to reverse his
predecessor’s policy, proclaiming a strictly orthodox line with the convoking of the Sixth
Ecumenical Council and improving the hitherto poor relations with the pope.” This ap-
proach did not seek to put any pressure on the pope. On the contrary, such excellent co-
operation suggests rather that the emperor was accommodating himself to the orthodoxy

67 The spirit of this is perhaps expressed by the inscription @vavéwoig (renewal) on the coins of Constans II: A.
Bellinger and P. Grierson. Catalogue of the Byzantine Coins in the Dumbarton Oaks Collection and in the Whittemore
Collection 2, 1: Phocas to Theodosius I11 (602-717), Washington 19932 101.

68 F. Winkelmann, Der monenergetisch-monotheletische Streit (Berliner Byzantinistische Studien 6), Frankfurt am
Main 2001. On imperial interventions in the matter of dogmatic formulas and their political implications in this period
see Maria Leontsini, Oonozevtizéc temolffoeig xat yhwooux dtatinmon tov 7° awdva, in: Ot ox0tevol atives tov
Bulavriov, ed. Eleonora Kountoura-Galaki, Athens 2001, 73-87.

69 Maria Leontsini, A6 ) frothizy doougopia oy teheTovpyxi) ouvodeia: n avadeEn tov oxopivey and m
iyxinto, Svuuetxta 15(2002), 53-65. On the activities of ambassadors in general see J. Shepard, ‘Messages, ordres et
ambassades: Diplomatie centrale et frontaliere a Byzance (IX®-XI¢ siecles)’, in Voyages et voyageurs a Byzance et en Oc-
cident du VI au XT siécle (Bibliotheque de la Faculté de Philosophie et Lettres de I'Université de Liege, 278), ed. J.-M.
Sansterre and J.-L. Kupper, Geneva 2000, 375-96.

70 P. A. B. Lllewelyn, ‘Constans II and the Roman Church: A Possible Instance of Imperial Pressure’, Byzantion 46
(1976), 120-6. See also Appendix, no. 8.

71 Maria Leontsini, Kovortavrivoc A" (668-685). O teAevtaiog mowtofuiavrivog avroxpdropag, Athens 2006, 161-
175. See also Appendix, nos. 9-10.
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dictated by the pope. Constantine’s son and successor, Justinian II, dissolving these concilia-
tory relations with the papacy, without distancing himself dogmatically from the orthodoxy
of the Sixth Ecumenical Council, attempted to redefine the boundaries of religious life by
laying down rules regulating the conduct of the clergy and suppressing paganism.”™ The fact
that the popes adhered to orthodoxy while at the same time an attempt was made to subor-
dinate them to the emperor inevitably led to the use of force.

In these different circumstances the scribones, who had undertaken the Byzantine em-
bassies since the time of Justinian I, were no longer sent to the pope and remained at the
Byzantine court. Their presence henceforth comes to be felt in the descriptions of palace
etiquette. The implementation of the new policy and the corresponding initiatives were un-
dertaken chiefly by protospatharii, perhaps because military measures were more important
than diplomatic ones. In 692 Justinian II ordered the protospatharius Zacharias to arrest
Pope Sergius I (678-701). But this was not done because of steps that had now been taken
in Rome for his protection, while Pope Constantine I (708-15) was also accompanied by
high-ranking military officers on his journey to Constantinople. This was the last journey
to the Byzantine capital undertaken by a pope. The Emperor Justinian II changed his tactics.
Although he proclaimed a complete identity of orthodox faith with the pope, he sought in
fact his political subjection by the same means as those by which in the East he demanded,
even by force, the absolute obedience of the senate and the bishops.”

The pope’s stubborn resistance to the emperor’s policy in this period demonstrated the
inability of the central government to control its old Italian possessions, even though a mili-
tary detachment was sent to Rome under the command of the protospatharius Zacharias.
The military mobilization of the whole of the northern Italian Pentapolis for the protection
of the pope was sufficient to prevent his removal to Constantinople, as had happened to
his predecessor, Martin (649-55), under Constans II. After his failure to subdue reactions
in Constantinople and Rome, Justinian II was dethroned and his nose mutilated to prevent
his return to power. The general Leontius (695-8) who succeeded him, even though chosen
by the senatorial aristocracy and the clergy, was unable to impose his authority on the fluid
situation that prevailed. The fleet he sent to Carthage rebelled, with the result that the last
piece of Byzantine territory in Africa (apart from Septem) was lost and the emperor him-
self was overthrown. Like Leontius, his successor Tiberius-Apsimar (698-705) who was also
overthrown very quickly enabling Justinian (705-11) to return, was unable even to impose
exarchs on Italy, for the Lombards were beginning to create a state which had the capacity
to control a very large part of the former territories of the exarchate.” In the second part of
his reign Justinian tried to find common ground with Popes John VII (705-7) and Constan-
tine I (708-15), the second of whom, as already mentioned, made a visit to Constantinople.
His aggressive policy towards Rome, however, and the pressures exercised on the exarchate
by Constantinople’s military representatives provoked such resistance and so undermined

72 Sp. Troianos, H ITevOéxtn Oixovuevini) Livodos xail 10 vouobetixo g €oyo, Athens 1992,

73 T. K. Lounghis, Aoxiuto yia v xowvwvixij eéién ot Sudoxeia twv Aeyouévay «Exotevav Awivovs (602-
867), Athens 1985, 24-5.

74 Lounghis, TraAia, 138-40.
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relations between them that after Justinian’s fall his head was brought to Ravenna by the
spatharius Romanus and paraded ‘in the Western regions as far as Rome’.”®

Although in this period popes of eastern origin were elected who knew Greek, and
there were monasteries in Rome which maintained close ties with Constantinople - as sur-
viving iconographic programmes confirm’ - relations with the central government became
strained. The popes’ indifference and even hostility to the policy of Constantinople could
perhaps be attributed to the aggressive policy of Justinian II, but events show that Byzan-
tium, which was now tending to become an ‘eastern’ empire, would not subsequently have the
capacity to impose its will on the West. Important factors in creating this weakness were the
particularly close ties linking the western orthodox aristocracy not only with the occupants
of the Lateran palace and with the influential monastic communities in Rome but also with
the aristocracy of Constantinople, which thus combined to exercise a common pressure on
the central government.”” An important new factor in this approach, which, as we have seen,
had very deep roots, was the consolidation at this time of the western kingdoms, which now
followed an independent path. This meant that these kingdoms would now regulate their af-
fairs with the pope as their point of reference.

In this period the Byzantine emperors were caught between two problems: the tradi-
tional policy of the senatorial aristocracy, which sought friendship and reconciliation with
the pope, and the actual insufficiency of resources, chiefly naval, with which to ensure a
strong Byzantine presence, at least in Italy. These difficulties had limited the capability of
Byzantium to control the West militarily and politically. The repeated jussiones of the Em-
peror Justinian IT addressed to the popes™ nevertheless show that the West never ceased to
be at the centre of imperial political concerns. The new western kingdoms had additionally
to confront the Arab expansion in the Mediterranean, which also appeared to threaten their
own stability after the dissolution of the Visigothic state of Spain in 711. During the suc-
ceeding short reigns of Philippicus-Bardanes (711-13), and Artemius-Anastasius (713-15),
who overthrew him, the West assumed a definitive shape, in spite of the efforts which each
of these emperors, in his own way, made to recover it, at least politically. The first followed
an outdated monotheletic policy, which led to the excision of the emperor’s name from the
papal diptychs, while the second restored the orthodoxy of the Sixth Ecumenical Council
without, however, succeeding in improving relations with the West. This uncertain situa-
tion changed when the army of the Anatolikon theme, led by its strategus, Leo the Isaurian,
entered Constantinople and put an end to frequent accessions to the throne and the political
instability that in fact left the situation in the West unchecked.

The reign of the new emperor, who had been the commander of the largest theme in
Asia Minor,” not only strengthened the role of the central government in the East, but put

75 émi e dvnna puéon Ewg Paung, Theophanes, Chronographia, 381.6.
76 Ann Van Dijk, ‘Jerusalem, Antioch, Rome and Constantinople: The Peter Cycle in the Oratory of John VII (705-
707), DOP 55 (2001), 305-28.

77 The mobility of this group in both East and West in a period of decline in communications is noteworthy: Maria
Leontsini, ‘Les communications maritimes en Mediterranée occidentale et les “flottes Byzantines d’intervention” au VIle
siecle’, Mesogeios 13-14 (2001) (Hommage a J. Irmscher), 109-22.

78 F. Dolger, Regesten der Kaiserurkunden des ostromischen Reiches, 1 Teil: Regesten von 565-1025, Corpus der grie-
chischen Urkunden des Mittelalters und der neueren Zeit, Munich and Berlin 1924-1965, nos 254, 255, 256, 259, 264,
266, 267, 268, 269.

79 V. Vlysidou, ©épa Avatohnayv, in: H Mixpd Aoia twv Oeudtwv, Athens 1998, 69-89.
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new substance into the old imperial claims in the West. This tendency, however, came up
against the actual capabilities of the imperial navy. Its units in the West were stationed by
the Byzantine emperor, in accordance with the jussiones of Justinian II, after the exercitus
Italiae, in Sardinia and Septem (Ceuta) in North Africa,” but they needed reinforcement
and reorganization. Closely connected and even more important was the renewal of the
ideology relating to countering the now permanent western drift towards independence.
The opportunity to reinforce the imperial fleet and subordinate it to the imperial will came
in the reign of Leo III. This change did not occur suddenly. Perhaps even under Constans
II the foundations had been laid for the institution of a theme of Sicily, which sustained the
presence of a military force in Sicily and Calabria until the end of the seventh century
and the beginning of the eighth. The administrative subordination of the Sicilian theme to
Constantinople meant that the reacquisition of the Byzantine territories in Italy would now
depend on a naval zone subject to imperial policy. It appears to be on the basis of these
facts that the naval expedition of Manes, strategus of the Cibyrraeot theme, was undertaken
against Italy, when the pope, on the pretext of the iconoclast policy of the emperor, which
the Byzantine sources conceal, refused to remit the Italian taxes: ‘the emperor was furious
with the pope and the revolt of Rome and Italy, and equipping a great fleet sent it against
them, appointing Manes the strategus of the Cibyrracots as its commander.”®' The thrust of
these events, which were also reflected by Paul, the strategus of Sicily, who indicated that he
might invade Italy, led Pope Gregory II to seek help even from the Lombards holding the
duchies of Benevento and Spoleto.

In summary, we could say that the ecclesiastical alliance between Rome and Constan-
tinople occasioned by the persecution of the eastern monophysites, resulted in a long-term
military weakening of the Byzantine emperor in matters concerning the West. These per-
secutions began immediately after 451 and lasted, as a result of the ecumenical councils
subsequently convoked in Constantinople, the Fifth of 553 by Justinian I, and the Sixth of
680/1 by Constantine IV, until the reign of Justinian II, which aspired to imitate that of
Justinian I and put pressure on the higher clergy. This imitation, although not so intense
in other sectors, is very evident in the imperial measures taken against the pope. With the
aim of strengthening the central government, Justinian II clashed with the aristocracy and
attempted to arrest the pope, or bring him to Constantinople, without ceasing to be an ultra-
orthodox emperor. The dramatic events of the fall of Justinian II indicated that it was not
possible to have an orthodox emperor - as he was - who persecuted an aristocracy which
had always remained orthodox. On the other hand, the army of the empire reacted strongly
whenever there was an attempt to impose orthodoxy in unanimity with the bishops and
the pope. In these circumstances the application of pressure on the West required, as events
showed, a different ideological pretext, which needed to be enshrined in an official imperial
formula expressing the approved religious doctrine.

From the time of the Pope Boniface V (619-25), who had decreed the parity of the papal

80 Acta conciliorum oecumenicorum, Series secunda, volumen secundum, Concilium Universale Constantinopolita-
num tertium, Partes 1-3, ed. R. Riedinger, Berlin 1990-1993, vol. 2, 2, 2, 886. See also Appendix, no. 11.

81 6 8¢ Pacidets éuaiveto xatd o0 [ldra xai tis dmootdoens Paung xat Trakiag, xal ééomiioas otolov uéyay
anéoteide xatr’ avt@v Mdavny, 1ov otpamnyov v Kifroaiwtdv, xegaiiv zoujoas €ic avtovs :Theophanes, Chro-
nographia, 410.4-7.
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testamentum with the imperial jussio, it was evident that attempts to force obedience from
the pope had to have not only an ideological or theoretical character, but also a strong prac-
tical side. Faced, then, with the diplomatic manumission of papal authority, the Emperor
Heraclius reacted with the appointment of an exarch backed by powerful military forces,
who ensured the compliance of Boniface’s successor, Pope Honorius (625-38). This strategy
began to take on a permanent character. Strong military measures, including the bringing
of the pope to Constantinople, were taken under the next emperor, Constans II (641-68).
When Pope Martin (649-54) condemned the imperial Typos (648) as heretical at the Lat-
eran Council (649), the exarch Theodore Kalliopas had him arrested.®> On the other hand,
although Justinian II tried to do the same with Pope Sergius I (687-701), not only did he fail,
but the Roman mint started issuing coins bearing papal monograms.*> This emperor at any
rate ceased demanding the pope’s submission, as the visit of Pope Constantine to Constanti-
nople in 710 shows. These measures had no effect, especially when on the religious level the
emperor proclaimed orthodoxy, that is, the recognition of papal authority.

Thus the empire had become aware that the attempt to reduce the pope to obedience
must include an element of religious disagreement with him, as had occurred earlier. This
was to happen in the eighth century with violent consequences. When emperors ruled in
Constantinople with large forces from the themes, such as the iconoclasts Leo III and Con-
stantine V (741-75), relations with the papacy became openly hostile. At the same time
naval expeditions made the Byzantine presence felt in Italy as they defended the exarchate
and Sicily.* This was already apparent in the naval expedition of Manes, the strategus of
the Cibyrraeots, against Italy (730/1). On the other hand, the secession of the West, which
took place during these two reigns and is described in Theophanes’ Chronicle, is to be at-
tributed to the papal initiative in detaching Italy from Byzantine control.%* In fact it was the
Byzantine emperor, on a purely military grounds, who detached the ecclesiastical provinces
of Southern Italy, Sicily and Illyricum from the papal jurisdiction and attached them to the
patriarchate of Constantinople, thus imposing in the eighth century for the first time a new
administrative measure for the geopolitical settlement of East-West relations.

These developments showed, however, that in fact the pope knew how to use diplomacy
to his advantage more skilfully than those who had a tradition of using real weapons. It was
only a matter of time before the Lombards, who had threatened Rome and knew by experi-
ence what the rejection of Byzantine policy implied, would capture Ravenna.® The exarch
was forced to turn to the pope for help in its defence. These alignments were to change even
more when, parallel to the Lombards’ recovery of power in Italy, further west the Franks

82 Lounghis, Traia, 126-7.

83 A. Bellinger and P. Grierson, Catalogue of the Byzantine Coins in the Dumbarton Oaks Collection and in the
Whittemore Collection 3, 1: Leo III to Michael 111 (717-867 ), Washington 1993% 87-91; Cécile Morrison and J. N.
Barrandon, ‘La trouvaille de monnaies d’argent byzantines de Rome (VII*-VIII® siecles): analyses et chronologie’, Revue
numismatique 30 (1988), 149-65.

84 N. Oikonomides, ‘Les premieres mentions des themes dans la Chronique de Théophane’, Zbornik Radova
Vizantoloskog Instituta 16 (1975), 1-8; M. Nichanian and V. Prigent, ‘Les strateges de Sicile. De la naissance du theme
au regne de Léon V' REB 61 (2003), 97-141. See also Appendix, no. 12(a).

85 It is noteworthy that this approach is adopted by the best known works of the Byzantine historical tradition: T.
Lounghis, H tdeokoyie g BuEavriviic Iotoptoypagiag, Athens 1993, 77-8.

86 J. T. Hallenbeck, ‘The Roman-Byzantine Reconciliation of 728: Genesis and Significances’, BZ 74 (1981), 29-40.
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began to build up their own power, a fact confirmed by their famous victory over the Arabs
at Poitiers in 732, when their commander, the palace mayor Charles, received the surname
Martel, or ‘Hammer’. Faced with two such powerful forces as the Lombards and the Franks,
the pope continued to ally himself with the latter, as he had in the past, to preserve his ter-
ritories, which now began to take on the characteristics of a secular state. In 739 the Lom-
bards even besieged Rome and in 742 Pope Zacharias (741-52) was forced to sue for peace
for the duchy of Rome. In the following year the exarch of Ravenna sought the pope’s help in
dealing with the Lombard king, Liutprand (713-44). Although the pressures on Rome were
becoming intolerable, Pope Zacharias sent letters to Artabasdos, a claimant to the imperial
throne, again showing his preference not for the lawful but iconoclast successor, Constantine
V, but for his orthodox rival.

In Constantinople, however, the dynamics of the military successes of Constantine V
were such that the holding of the Council of Hiereia in 754 took place without the presence
of representatives from the other eastern patriarchates or the papal church, a fact which is of
course noted disparagingly by the iconophile Byzantine sources.®” The restraining, however,
of the imperial iconoclast policy, which was impossible in Constantinople and Asia Minor,
was not so difficult in the regions where the imperial army lacked power. This is shown by
references to iconophiles seeking refuge in Sicily and Italy.*® Although the political rivalry
in the East meant defeat for the iconophiles, the Lombards under Liutprand’s successor A is-
tulf (749-56) were now very near capturing the last Byzantine bastion, Ravenna itself. Pope
Stephen (752-6) sought the help of Constantine V (741-75) but the imperial envoy to Italy,
John the Silentiary, did not succeed in achieving anything positive in his negotiations with
the Lombards.* John’s return to Constantinople with papal legates to seek help again shows
the inability of the Byzantine authorities in Italy to exploit the new alignments there.*
While the relations between Rome and Constantinople were at a political turning-point, the
popes - in spite of their interest in Greek theological and liturgical texts even in the eighth
century”’- had acquired new stable alliances which were to consolidate their practically in-
dependent position in Rome.

Pope Stephen II became convinced at this juncture that negotiations could be conducted
more fruitfully in person and decided to go to Pavia, the capital of the Lombard kingdom.
But he was unable to win from Aistulf (749-56) the return of occupied lands and freedom
of movement. His turning to the Franks, however, who had recently acquired as their king
Pippin the Short (741-68), the founder of the new Carolingian dynasty, had a positive result.
At Ponthion (near Chalons-sur-Seine) Pope Stephen II (752-7) crowned Pippin and Charles
patricii of the Romans and they in turn promised the recovery of the exarchate of Ravenna.”

87 Theophanes, Chronographia 427.29-428.12.

88 Marie-France Auzépy (introduction, édition et traduction), La vie d’Etienne le jeune par Etienne le Diacre, Alders-
hot 1996, 125-6.

89 Lounghis, TraAia, 147-9. See also Appendix, no. 12(b).

90 Life of Stephen, Liber Pontificalis, 1, 442.

91 For the interest of the popes in theological texts see P. Lemerle, Le premier humanisme byzantin. Notes et remarques
sur enseignement et culture @ Byzance des origines au Xe siécle, Paris 1971, 17-21 [greek transl. by Maria Nystazopou-
lou-Pelekidou, O mp@ros fulavnvog Otuaviouds, Athens 1985, 21-26; english trans. by Helen Lindsey and Ann Mof-
fatt, Byzantine Humanism, Canberra 1986, 11-16.

92 Theophanes, Chronographia 402.21-403.23. Theophanes, an admirer of Pope Stephen, connects this coronation (at St
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Thus with the papal blessing the Frankish army entered Italy, detached the exarchate from
the Lombards, and presented it to the pope (756). When the Byzantine envoys, George the
protoasecretis and John the Silentiary sought Pippin in Marseilles (although he was actually
in Pavia) to remind him that the exarchate was imperial territory, he replied that he could
not alienate from the Church properties that belonged to it. The measures then taken by the
emperor were to occupy the papal possessions of Naples, Gaeta and Sicily. The successive
Byzantine embassies which were sent to Pippin (756, 757) did not yield results. The flight
to Constantinople of the Lombard King, Didier or Theodotus (Adelchis), who acquired at
Constantinople the title of patricius,’ shows that Byzantium continued to be a point of refer-
ence for the West, particularly with regard to strengthening claims to dynastic legitimacy.
A naval expedition in 780, consisting of 300 ships sent to Sicily - which is not mentioned in
Byzantine sources - also failed to provide a permanent solution to the problem of providing
security for Byzantine territories in Italy.**

The pope’s freedom of movement in Italy as a result of the balance of power achieved
through relations with the Franks - who were thus strengthened dynastically - and the pres-
sures which this put on the Lombards, whose power tended to be drained by the community
of their duchies, signifies a withdrawal of any respect for the emperor. The iconoclast policy,
which was continued under Constantine V and protected the central government economi-
cally and administratively from the increased demands of ecclesiastical and secular mag-
nates, was used by the papacy as a pretext for rejecting any communication with Byzantium.
In the northern part of Italy there were now two sovereigns: the pope, who held vast territo-
rial possessions without the supervision of any other ecclesiastical or political authority, and
Charlemagne, who added to his title his authority over the Lombards with the formula rex
Francorum et Langobardorum atque patricius Romanorum.

In spite of the freedom of movement they had as far as Rome, the Franks did not mount
any expeditions beyond the duchies of Naples and Benevento - which enjoyed a relative po-
litical independence - while a little further south began the territories of the Sicilian theme
with episcopal sees dependent since 732 on the patriarchate of Constantinople. In Italy, at
any rate, the Franks campaigned much more frequently, strengthening the papal claims
against Byzantium. Thus Charlemagne, after another military operation, dissolved the king-
dom of the Lombards in 774 and assigned it to the pope, putting his seal on a papal claim
which had been initiated much earlier. In spite of the probably deliberate hesitation of the
Franks, Pope Hadrian I (772-95) refused to accept Byzantine authority even in territories
south of Rome, especially in those parts of the papal patrimony which had been detached by
Constantine V, and sought the help of the Franks to check the nefandissimi (‘most impious’)
Byzantine officials in Sicily and the Lombard dukes of Benevento.” The achievement of his
absolute independence in this period is also expressed by the omission of any reference to

Denis on 28 July 754) with the battle of Poitiers (732), expressing a sympathy for the pope and the West. See C. Mango
and R. Scott with the assistance of G. Greatrex, The Chronicle of Theophanes Confessor AD 284-813, translated with
Introduction and Commentary, Oxford 1997, 588. See also Appendix, no. 13.

93 F. Winkelmann et al,, Prosopographie der mittel-byzantinischen Zeit, Berlin and New York 1999-2002, vol. IV, no. #7943,
94 Karayannopoulos, Totopia Butavtivod Kodroug, vol. 11, 151.

95 Epistolae Merovingici et Karolini Aevi. Monumenta Germaniae Historica, Epistolarum tomus 111, part 1, no. 64,
591-2 and no. 65, 592-3. See also the observations in Herrin, The Formation of Christendom, 412-14.
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the regnal year of the Byzantine emperor in papal documents. The good relations between
the pope and the Franks were confirmed again in 781 when Charles’s son Pippin was bap-
tized in Rome and, according to the Chronicle of the Franks was recognized as rex Italiae.”
In precisely this period a Byzantine embassy in Rome sought an alliance with Charles and
proposed to seal it with a marriage between his daughter Rotrud/Erythro and the heir to the
imperial throne, Constantine VI. ¥/

In summary, it may be said that what stands out most clearly after the mid-eighth
century, when the West separated itself from Byzantium, is that thenceforth the Byzantine
empire addressed not only the secular leaders but also the pope as foreign powers. In these
circumstances it is evident that even the patriarchate of Constantinople would react in the
same manner. The West had become manifestly ‘other’ in the sense that its leaders were now
dealt with as independent rulers.

96 Judith Herrin, ‘Constantinople, Rome and the Franks in the seventh and eighth centuries’, Byzantine Diplomacy.
Papers from the Twenty-fourth Spring Symposium of Byzantine Studies, Cambridge, March 1990, ed. J. Shepard and S.
Franklin, Aldershot 19952 91-107. See also Appendix, no. 12c.

97 Ruth Macrides, ‘Dynastic marriages and political kinship’, Byzantine Diplomacy, ed. Shepard and Franklin, 263-8.
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APPENDIX

4

Letter of Pope Julius to the Eusebians at Antioch

Athanasius of Alexandria, Defence against the Arians, PG 25, 308AB:
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Jordanes, Getica 42, 219-24 = Priscus, ed. R.C. Blockley, The Fragmentary Classicising Historians of the

Pope Leo I goes to meet Attila

Later Roman Empire, Eunapius, Olympiodorus, Priscus and Malchus, Liverpool 1983, vol. I, pp. 310-12:
Cumque (Attila) ad Romam animus fuisset eius adtentus accedere, sui eum, ut Priscus
istoricus refert, removerunt, non urbi, cui inimici erant, consulentes, sed Alarici quondam
Vesegotharum regis obicientes exemplo, veriti regis sui fortunam, quia ille post fractam Ro-
mam non diu supervixerit, sed protinus rebus humanis excessit. Igitur dum eius animus
ancipiti negotio inter ire et non ire fluctuaret secumque deliberans tardaret, placida ei legatio
a Roma advenit. Nam Leo papa per se ad eum accedens in agro Venetum Ambuleio, ubi
Mincius amnis commeantium frequentatione transitur. Qui mox deposuit exercitatu furore

et rediens, quo venerat, iter ultra Danubium promissa pace discessit (...)
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Evagrius, The Ecclesiastical History, 111, 15 (ed. J. Bidez and L. Parmentier, London 1898 [repr. Amsterdam
1964]), 114, 8-17:

Pope Simplicius writes to Zeno

O 8¢ ye Twdvvng ob modtepov &uvijobnuev, v AAeEdvSpov mepevyds Thv
aoyatotépav xataiaufdver Paunv, xal Oietdoatte @doxwv UmEo T@V A0vVTOg
doyudrtwv xal tic év Kadyndove ovvidov tob oixelov éxmentwxéval Boovou, Etegov 6&
avteloeAbeiv avrinaiov tovtows xabeatdta. I1pos toT0 Tapaybévtos Zunixiov 100
Ti)s meoPUTépas Paiung émioxdmov xal mpos faciAéa Zivawva yodypavrog, Aviiyodget
0 Znvwv émopxig 1@ Twdvvy éyxaidv, xal ®¢ TOUTOV xdoLv ThS Emoxomis ov Ot

£tepov annAaOn.

4)

Pope Felix writes to the emperor and Acacius

Theodore Anagnostes of Constantinople, selections from The Ecclesiastical History 111, 431, ed. G. Chr.
Hansen, Theodoros Anagnostes Kirchengeschichte, Berlin 1995, p. 119, 10-28:

Oi ti)s Paciridos xal i Ew denfoets Emeupav Pikixt {xal} 1@ peta SyumAixiov
émononw Pauns, Sddoxovies T yevoueva xal 61t Axdxids éotv 6 Talita pdAlota
Spav. Ev toootto 8¢ xai Twavvns 6 Tafevvnordtns my Pounv xatédafev xal mavia
annyyelhe. ®ME & ouvédpiov moujoag év 1@ ATOOTOAXG TOT ®0QUPaiov vad, dUo
émoxomovs xal éxduxov Eneupev eic Kovotavuvoimody, yodyas AleSavépetion xal
1015 (7ig) éw 600V Soyudtwv aviéyeoar faociiel 8¢ xal Axaxiw Eypayev éxfaleiv
0V Moyyov w¢ aipetixov éypoaye 68 xal 1@ év AQOLxf) YEVOUEVE POfeQR TaQd TV
Apetavav xata T@v 600060Ewv €v éxeiv 1@ xatod Stopbioaoctal. évietayuévar 6€ eiot
xal 0 oS Znvwva xal mpos Axdxiov émiotoral.

IToouabovres 6 Paoidets xal 6 Axdxios T@v arno Pouns otaréviov my deiéw,
év ABudw tovitovs xpamnbijvar mapaoxevdoaves, §oovg elyov ydotag dgeitovio xal
otlitwg gic Kmvotavuvoumoly ijyayov.

Ol neuplsvres amod tiig Pauns, Zivwvos uév avtois ued tmoxplocws amelAioavtos,
Axaxiov 8¢ yonuaot mefoavrog, mapd T EVIaABEvia autois éxowdvnoav Axaxio
xaimep 10V Tic TioTEWS ENAwT@Y TOElS StapapTuoiag SedwxrSTwWY avTolc WV THY uiay
Ayxiotow mepLBévTes nal oyowvin Evog avtdv dnuooiq éEfotnoay, Ty 6& dSevtéoay BiPrw

évéBadov, Thv 8¢ ToiTnV xo@ivw Aaydvwy EvéOnxav.
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(a) Life of Gelasius (492-6)

Le Liber Pontificalis: Texte, introduction et commentaire, L. Duchesne, Bibliotheque des Ecoles francaises
d’Athenes et de Rome, vol. I, Paris 19552 255:

...Huius temporibus iterum venit relatio de Grecias eo quod multa mala et homicidia
fierent a Petro et Acacio Constantinopolim. Eodem tempore fugiens Iohannes Alexandrinus
episcopus catholicus et venit Romam ad sedem apostolicam; quem beatus Gelasius suscepit
cum gloria, cui etiam et sedem secundam praebuit. Ipsis temporibus fecit synodum et misit
per tractum Orientis et iterum misit et damnavit in perpetuum Acacium et Petrum, si non
penitens sub satisfactionem libelli postularet paenitentiam.

(b) Life of Hormisdas (514-23)

Liber Pontificalis, vol. 1, p. 269:

Eodem tempore ex constitutum synodi misit in Graecias humanitatem ostendes sedis
apostolicae, quia Greci obligati erant sub vinculo anathematis propter Petrum Alexandrinum
et Acacium Constantinopolitanum episcopum. Sub Iohanne episcopo Constantinopolitano,
cum consilio regis Theodorici, direxit Ennodium, episcopum Ticinensem, et Fortunatum,
episcopum Catinensem, et Venantium, presbiterum urbis Romae, et Vitalem diaconum sedis
apostolicae, et Hilarum, notarium sedis suprascriptae. Euntes ad Anastasium Augustum
nihil egen\mt. Idem secundo misit Ennodium ipsum et Peregrinum, episcopum Mesenense,
portantes epistulas confortatorias fidei et contestationes secretas numero X VIIII et textum
libelli. In quo libello noluit sentire Anastasius Augustus, quia et ipse in herese eutychiana
communis erat. Volens itaque eos legatos per remunerationem corrumpere; legati vero sedis
apostolicae, contempto Anastasio Augusto, nullatenus consenserunt accipere pecunias, nisi
satisfactionem sedis apostolicae operaretur.

(c) Life of John (523-6)

Liber Pontificalis, vol. I, 275:

...Qui veteres Grecorum hoc testificabantur dicentes a tempore Constantini Augusti a
beato Silvestro episcopo sedis apostolicae, Justini Augusti temporibus meruisse parte Gre-
ciarum beati Petri apostoli vicarium suscepisse cum gloria. Tunc Justinus Augustus, dans
honorem Deo, humiliavit se pronus et adoravit beatissimum Johannem papam. Eodem tem-
pore beatus Iohannes papa cum senatores suprascriptos cum grandem fletum rogaverunt
Tustinum Augustum ut legatio acceptabilis esset in conspectu eius.

(d) Life of Agapitus (535-6)

Liber Pontificalis, vol. 1, 287-8:

Ingressus Constantinopolim et susceptus est Agapitus episcopus cum gloria. Et primum
coepit habere altercationem cum piissimo principe imperatore, domnum Justinianum Augu-
stum, de religione. Cui beatissimus Agapitus episcopus constantissime fidei apostolicae re-
sponsum reddidit de domino Iesu Christo Deum et hominem, hoc est duas naturas in uno
Christo. Et dum intentio verteretur, ita Dominus adfuit ut episcopum Constantinopolitanum,
nomine Anthemum, inveniret hereticum. Et cum intentio verteretur, cum Augusto et Agapito
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papa, hoc dixit ei imperator lustinianus: «Aut consentis nobis aut exilio te deportari faciam».
Tunc beatissimus Agapitus papa respondit cum gaudio, dicens ad imperatorem: «<Ego quidem
peccator ad Justinianum imperatorem christianissimum venire desideravi; nunc autem Diocle-
tianum inveni; quod tamen minas tuas non pertimesco.» Et dixit ei iterum Agapitus venerabilis
papa: «Tamen ut scias te idoneum non esse religioni christianae, episcopus tuus confiteatur
duas naturas in Christo.» Tunc ex praecepto Augusti adcersito episcopo Constantinopolitano,
nomine Anthemo, et discussione patefacta, numquam voluit confiteri in doctrinam catholi-
cae responsionis ad interrogationem beati papae Agapiti, duas naturas in uno domino Jesu
Christo. Quem convicit sanctus papa Agapitus; glorificatus est ab omnibus christianis. Tunc
piissimus Augustus Justinianus gaudio repletus, humiliavit se sedi apostolicae et adoravit bea-
tissimum Agapitum papam. Eodem tempore eregit Anthemum a communione et expulit in
exilio. Tunc piissimus Augustus Justinianus rogans beatissimum papam Agapitum ut in locum
Anthemi episcopum catholicum consecraret, nomine Menam. Qui vero Agapitus papa omnia
optenuit ex qua causa directus fuerat.

1

Theophanis Chronographia, ed. C. de Boor, vol. I, Leipzig 1883 (Teubner), 225, 12-29:

Pope Vigilius in Constantinople

Tovtw 1@ éteL waperipOn n Poun dxotdv Iotbwv. Kat 6 ITdrag Biyikiog mapeyéveto
év Kovotavuvovrolel, xai deybeic Um0 100 PactAéws et ueydins tuis Umioyveito
oLty Evwoy Tiic xaborixis éxxAnoiag xal avabeuatiCely T tola xepdAaia, T000TTOV
unBelc ¥o 100 PaociAéwe, ws Eémapbévia axowwvnoiav teoodowv unvav Sotval
Mnva, 14 Kovotaviwvovadlens émoxdnw, gic émriuioy. Kai Mnvag 6& avtd 10 avto
émitiuiov 8édwxev. dyavaxtioag 6¢ 6 faoirevs xatd BiytAlov ik 10 émutipuioy xal Sult 10
Ve tiBeoban tAnodoal Ti SOEavTa TEQL THS EVIDOEWS TMV EXXANOLDV ATEOTELAE CVALAPETY
avTov. 0 8¢ gofnbeic v doynv 100 PaciAéws 1@ Buvolaotnoin Zeoylov TOU udoTUEOS
Uoviis T@v Opuiadov mEoTepuyey. xAxelbev EAxduevog xatéoye tols faotdloviag 10
Buotaomijotov xiovac xal TOUTOVS XaTéOTEEYEY, Papls OV xal uéyas 1@ oouatt. 6 6&
Paoiets petaueAnbels é6é5ato tov Ildmav Buyiliov. Kal mapaxinbels Biyiiiog Um0
BOcoddpac Tiic avyovomg é8éSato Mnvav, tov matotdoynv Kwvotavivovaorens, T
%0 100 Tovviov unvos 1@v ayimv GrootoAwy.

(a) Life of Vigilius (537-55)
Liber Pontificalis, vol. 1, 299:

Tunc adunatus clerus rogaverunt Narsem ut una cum eius suggestionem rogarent prin-
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cipem ut si adhuc viveret Vigilius papa aut presbiteri seu diaconi vel clerus qui cum eodem
Vigilio fuerant in exilio deportati, reverterentur. Suscepta relatione Narsetis vel cuncto clero
Romano laetus effectus est imperator et omnis synclitos eius eo quod requiem donasset Deus
Romanis. Mox misit iussiones suas per diversa loca ubi fuerant in exilio deportati in Gypso
et Proconiso, et adduxit eos ante se imperator dicens: « Vultis recipere Vigilium ut fuit papa
vester? Gratias ago. Minus ne, hic habetis archidiaconum vestrum Pelagium et manus mea
erit vobiscum.» Responderunt omnes : «Imperet Deus pietati tuae. Restitue nobis modo Vi-
gilium et quando eum voluerit Deus transire de hoc saeculo, tunc cum vestri praeceptione
donatur nobis Pelagius archidiaconus noster.» Tunc dimisit omnes cum Vigilio.

(b) Life of Severinus (640)
Liber Pontificalis, vol. 1, 328:

Huius temporibus devastatus est episcopius Lateranensis a Mauricio cartulario et Isa-
cio patricio et exarcho Italiae, dum adhuc electus esset domnus Severinus. Sed antequam
veniret Isacius patricius, Mauricius, dolo ductus adversus ecclesiam Dei, consilio inito cum
quibusdam perversis hominibus, incitaverunt exercitum Romanum, dicentes quia «quid pro-
dest quod tantae pecuniae congregatae sunt in episcopio Lateranense ab Honorio papa, et
milex iste nihil exinde subventum habent? Dum quando et rogas vestras quas domnus impe-
rator vobis per vices mandavit, ibi sunt a suprascripto viro reconditas.»

(c) Life of Martin (649-53)
Liber Pontificalis, vol. 1, 337:

Ipsis diebus direxit imperator in Italiam Olimpium cubicularium et exarchum ad regen-
dam omnem Italiam, praecipiens ei, dicens: «Oportet gloria tua ut sicut nobis suggessit Paulus
Patriarcha huius a Deo conservandae urbis peragere, et si quidem inveneritis provincia ipsa
consentientem in typo a nobis exposito, tenere omnes qui ibi sunt episcopi et hieraticos pos-
sessorum atque habitatorum et peregros et in eodem subscribant. Si autem, quomodo nobis
suggessit Platon gloriosus patricius, Eupraxius gloriosus, potueritis suadere exercitu ibidem
consistenti, iubemus tenere Martinum qui hic erat apocrisarius in regia urbe, et postmodum
per omnes ecclesias relegere eum qui factus est a nobis orthodoxus typus et omnes episcopi
Italiae in ipso subscribant. Si autem inveneritis contrarium in tali causa exercitum, tacitum
habetote donec optinueritis provinciam et potueritis vobis exercitum adgregare, tam Romane
civitatis atque Ravennate, ut ea quae vobis praecepta sunt quantocius explere valeatis.»

Maximus the Confessor interrogated by the imperial secretaries
PG 90, 128AC:

E&niynois tiig xivijoens yevouévng ueta&l 1ot xvoot apfpa Ma&iuov xal tdv ovv
avt® xal TOV GOYOVIWV ETL OEXQETOV
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Kai eioayovor tov yépovia, xal Aéyel mpog avtov xtois Todidog eine afpa, fAEne,
eine Ty GAnbewav, xal éAeel o€ 0 deomotng émel éav dul Tig vouiuov dinynocws EABwyuey,
xal elipn x@v Ev 1@v xatnyoendéviwy oov GAnbés, 6 vouog povevel oe. (... ) Kal Aéyel avtdyr
0vUx Gvebeudtioas 1OV TUmOV; Amexoib molAdxig eimov 8t Gvebeudtioa. Aéyer avtyr
10V 1m0V GvebeudTioag; TOV faotAéa avebeudtioas. Anexoifn 6 100 ot SotAos Eyw
PaoiAéa ovx dvebBeudrioa, GAAL ydoTnv GAAGTOLOV TiiG 6pR0SGE0Y Kal éxxAnolaoTixils
niotews. Kai Aéyel avtd mot avebeuatiodn; Yno tiic ovvodov Pdung, amexoifn, €ig
v éxxAnoiav 100 Swtijpogs, xal i v Ocotoxov. Tote Afyel mpds avTov 6 Emapyos
xowwveic tj) ExxAnoig t@v dde, 7 0b xowwveig; AmexoiBn xal eimev ol xowwva.
Aéyer avrdy Sutx 1i; Amexpibn 61 éEw éPake tac ovvodove. Kai eimev éav §w éBake tig
ovvodovs mas eic ta dimtvya avapéoovial; Kai Afyer xal tic vnoig dvoudtwv, tdv
Soyudrwv éxfepinuévav; Kai dvvacat, &pn, tovro Setéau; Kai eimev éav AdPw ddeiav,
xal xeAeveTe, deyOival Exw T0TUT0 AV £VYEQMS. Kail OLlwanadviwy aitdv, Afyel avtd
0 oaxerrdoros diati dyamas Tovs Pouaiovs xal tovg IToatxois uioeic. Amwoxpibeis 6 Tov
Beot SovAog eime mapayyehiay Exouev 100 pi) piofioal Tva. Ayard tovs Pouaiovs, dg
ouomiorovs tovs 8¢ Tpaixoig, g 6uoyAbooovs (...).

2)

Letter of Agatho and the Roman synod instructing the legates sent to the Sixth
Ecumenical Council

Acta conciliorum oecumenicorum, Series secunda, volumen secundum, Concilium Universale Constanti-
nopolitanum tertium, Pars prima, ed. R. Riedinger, Berlin 1990, 132-4:

Juvodixi) avagopl Toic €VOEPeaTdTolS OEOMOTALS XAl YAANVOTATOLS VIXNTAIS
xal toomatovyols molntoic téxvols 100 Ocol xai deomdtov Nudv Inoot Xpioto
Kovotavtivo ueydio paoiiel ‘Hoaxieiw xal Tifepin Avyovotolg

"Aydbwv énioxomog 60TA0g TdV SoUAwY T0T Oc0ol olv Tdoais Tals Zvvodolg Talg
avnrovoais tj) Xvvidw 1ot Amootohxod Opdvov

(.)mo0g ToUTOIS dmoAoyntéov éotiv Huiv Toig EAayioTols oixETals mEOg THY
EVUEVELQY TV YaANVOTATWV U@V Se0mOTMV YdWv Tiis foaditnTos TMV OTAAEVIWY €X
Ti)c NueTéoag ovvodov mpoodrwy, ols otaAiijvar Sl T oefaocuias avtic odxeas 1
VUETEQQ KOQUQN TOREREAEVOTO, TOMTOV UEV 0DV, 6T AvapiBuntoy TATBoG TMY HUETEQWY
UEYOL TOV HAUATOV TOT dxEVOD EmexTeiveTal, NOTIVOS 60T TO UijK0G €V TOAAf) XALEOT
rapadooufi Srateiver. Eita fAmiCouev dmd Boetavias Osddwoov 1oV ovvSovAov fudv xal
ovverionomov Tiig ueydAng vijoov Boetaviag Goylenionomoy xai pLtAdoopov Ut GAAwv
Exeloe <uéxplL 100 TAPOVTOG> SLaYOVTWY Xl EXEIOEV Tf) NUETEQQE Evwbijval ueToLoTnTL
xal SLapopovs TaUTNS TiS OUVOOOU Emoxomovs v dtapopols xAluaot Tvyydvovrag,
iva €5 6Ang tiic ®owvoTnToS Tilg dovALxils UMY oUVOdoU 1) NUETEQR Gvapopl YevijoeTal,
wimwg, v HOVOUEQ®DS TO TEATTOUEVOV Yvwobioetat, TO uépog Adly, xai pdiiota émeldn
év uéow t@v E0vav t@v e Aayyifdodwv xal ZxAdfwv, ov unv ALl xai Podyywv,
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TdAwv xal IT6t0wv xal Boetavdv mAgiotol éx Tdv ouvSoUAwy fudv eival yvwoilovrat,
oltwves xal mepl T0UTOV MEQLEQYALeolatL 0Ux dpiotavTal, iva yvaoovtal Ti €ig T0 moayua
TM¢ AmOOTOAMXTC TOTEWS TOATTETAU, OlTIVES, OMOOo0V d@eAfjoal duvavtal, Exav €v T
ovupwvig tic miotews ued Mudv xpatoivrar xal Nuiv OuoweovoloL, ToooiToV, Gmep
anéotw, éav oxavédalov ti wote év 1 xepaAaiw T TIOTEWS VTOUEVWOLY, EVQIOXOVTAL
éxBool xai évavriot (...).

Life of Benedict II (684-5)
Liber Pontificalis, vol. 1, 363

Hic suscepit divales jussiones clementissimi Constantini magni principis ad venerabi-
lem clerum et populum atque felicissimum exercitum Romane civitatis, per quas concessit ut
persona qui electus fuerit in sedem apostolicam e vestigio absque tarditate pontifex ordinetur.
Hic una cum clero et exercitu suscepit mallones capillorum domni lustiniani et Heraclii
filiorum clementissimi principis, simul et jussionem per quam significat eosdem capillos
direxisse.

ikl

Imperial jussio sent by Justinian II to Pope John V

Acta conciliorum oecumenicorum, Series secunda, volumen secundum, Concilium Universale Constantino-
politanum tertium, Pars secunda, ed. R. Riedinger, Berlin 1992, 886-7

Exemplar divinae jussionis Justiniani augusti directa ad Johannem papam urbis Romae.

In nomine domini dei salvatoris nostri Jesu Christi imperator Caesar Flavius Justinia-
nus fidelis in Jesu Christo pacificus pius perpetuus augustus Johanne viro sanctissimo ac
beatissimo archiepiscopo antiquae almae urbis Romae atque universali papae.

Magnum studium primamque sollicitudinem nos habentes pro stabilitate inmaculate
Christianorum fidei - dehinc namque clementissimum nostrum deum adiutorem et suscep-
torem nostrae serenitatis esse confidimus adversus omnem inimicum Christo dilectae no-
strae reipublicae - dum cognitum est nobis, quia synodalia gesta eorumque difinitio, quam
et instituere noscitur sanctum sextum concilium, quod congregatum est in tempore sanctae
memoriae nostri patris in hanc a deo conservandam regiam urbem, apud quosdam nostros
Judices remanserunt, haec omnino non praevidimus alterum aliquem apud se detinere ea
sine nostra piissima serenitate, eo quod nos copiosus in misericordia noster deus custodes
constituit eiusdem inmaculate Christianorum fidei. Sed mox adduximus nostros patres san-
ctissimos ac beatissimos patriarchas cum vestrae beatitudinis apocrisario et sanctissimum
senatum verum etiam deo amabiles metropolitas et episcopos, qui hic in regiam urbem com-
morantur, et deinceps militantes in scolas sacri palacii nec non et ex collegiis et popularibus
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et ab excubitoribus, insuper etiam quosdam de Christo dilectis exercitibus, qui inuenti sunt
tam ab a deo conservando imperiali obsequio quamque ab orientali Tracisianoque, similiter
et ab Armeniaco, etiam ab exercitu Italiae, deinde ex Cabarisianis et Septensianis seu de
Sardinia atque de Africano exercitu, qui ad nostram pietatem ingressi sunt.

Et iussimus praefatas synodalium gestorum cheartas in medio adduci et coram supra-
dictis omnibus lectionem eorum fecisse omnesque diligenter audientes signare ipsas fecimus,
quorum auditorum universitas in nostris manibus eas prebuit chartas, ut debeamus nos
tenedo inviolatas conservare ipsas, ut non licentia fuerit in quolibet tempore his qui timorem
dei nolunt habere aliquid corrumpere aut summutare ab his quae inserta sunt in prenomi-
natis synodalibus gestis. Quas totas chartas bene definitas in temporibus sanctae memoriae
nostri patris ex probabilibus sanctisque patribus, qui propriae linguae et manu fidem apud
dominum nostrum Jesum Christum verumque deum existentem confirmasse dinoscuntur et
confitentes eam docuissent. Nos speramus in clementissimum nostrum deum quia, usque
dum noster spiritus statutus est ex deo esse in nobis, ipsas chartas inlibatas et incommuta-
biles semper conservemus.

Ad sciendum itaque et vestram paternam beatitudinem huiusmodi capituli motiones
praevidimus et earum scientiam notam fecisse beatitudini vestrae.

Et manus divina

DIVINITAS TE SERVET PER MULTOS ANNOS, SANCTISSIME AC BEATIS-
SIME PATER

Datum .XIII. KL Marc Constantinopoli imperante domno piissimoque perpetuo
augusto Justiniano imperatore anno secundo et post consulatum eius anno secundo indic-

tione quinta decima.

(a) Life of Gregory III (731-41)

Liber Pontificalis, vol. 1, 415:

Fuit autem temporibus Leoni et Constantini imperatoribus, ea persecutione crassante
quae per ipsos mota est ad depositionem et destructionem sacrarum imaginum domini nostri
Jesu Christi et sanctae Dei genetricis, sanctorum apostolorum omniumaquae sanctorum et
confessorum. Pro quibus idem sanctissimus vir, ut ab hoc resipiscerent ac se removerent er-
rore, commonitoria scripta vigore apostolicae sedis institutionis, gquemammodum et sanctae
memoriae decessor ipsius direxerat, misit per Georgium presbiterum. Quam humano ductus

timore non eandem scripta imperatori porregit.

(b) Life of Stephen II (752-7)
Liber Pontificalis, vol. I, 444:

Itaque dum hisdem sanctissimus vir iamfatum pestiferum Langobardorum regem in-
mensis vicibus, innumerabilia tribuens munera, deprecaretur pro gregibus sibi a Deo com-
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missis et perditis ovibus, scilicet pro universo exarchato Ravennae atque cunctae istius Italia
provinciae populo, quos diabolica fraude ipse impius deceperat rex et possidebat; et dum ab
eo nihil hac de re optineret, cernens praesertim et ab imperiale potentia nullum esse subve-
niendi auxilium; tunc quemadmodum praedecessores eius beate memoriae domni Gregorius
et Gregorius atque domnus Zacharias beatissimi pontifices Carolo excellentissime memorie
regi Francorum direxerunt, petentes sibi subveniri propter oppressiones ac invasiones quas
et ipsi in hac Romanorum provincia a nefanda Langobardorum gente perpessi sunt, ita et
modo et ipse venerabilis pater, divina gratia inspirante, clam per quendam peregrinum suas
misit litteras Pippino, regi Francorum, nimio dolore huic provinciae inherenti conscriptas.

(c) Life of Hadrian I (772-95)
Liber Pontificalis, vol. 1, 498.

At vero quarta feria, egressus praenominatus pontifex cum suis judicibus tam cleri
quamque militiae in ecclesia beati Petri apostoli, pariterque cum eodem rege se loquendum
conjugens, constanter eum deprecatus est atque ammonuit et paterno affectu adhortare stu-
duit ut promissionem illam, quam eius sanctae memoriae genitor Pippinus quondam rex et
ipse praecellentissimus Carulus cum suo germano Carulomanno atque omnibus judicibus
Francorum fecerant beato Petro et eius vicario sanctae memoriae domno Stephano iuniori
papae, quando Franciam perrexit, pro concedendis diversis civitatibus ac territoriis istius
Italiae provinciae et contradendis beato Petro eiusque omnibus vicariis in perpetuum possi-
dendis, adimpleret in omnibus.

Theophanes’ account of Pope Stephen II’s coronation of Pippin the Short

Theophanis Chronographia, ed. C. de Boor, vol. I, Leipzig 1883, 402, 21-403, 23:

Ta mepl 100 paxapiov Zregpdvov, 100 mdme Pouns, mwgs te Epuyev év Poayyuxf] xal
é0aOn, AéEwv Eoyouat.

Obtog 6 Goiduuoc Stépavoc oA xaxd tméotn 1ad AcTovAgov, 100 Onyds TdV
Aoyyifdodwy. mooopuywy ¢ toic Podyyoic ént Iiwivov mpooixov xal éEdpyov Tjic bi-
ownijoewg v SAwv moayudrwv xal 1ot v Podyywv Evovs Eog yio N avtoic TOV
XUQLOV aUT@Y, TiTol TOV Ofjya, ATl YEVOS doxewv xal undEv modttety ij SLotxely, TARV
aAoyws é06iewy xal mivewy, oixoul te Statoifety kol xat Mdiov uijva modtn 100 unvos
mooxabéleabal éxl mavtog 1o EBvovs xai TEOTXVVEIV aUTOVS XAl mpooxvveiobal U’
avt@v xal dwpopopeiohat 1 xate ovvibeiay xal aviididovar avtoic xal olitws Ewg
100 GALov Maiov xaf éavtov Sudyew. Exel 68 TOV AEYOUEVOV TOOOLXOV YVHUN EqUTOT
xal 100 éQvovg dtotxotvTa mavia T modyuata. EAEyovto O¢ ol éx Tol YEvous éxeivou
xatayduevol xoLotdrat, O éounvevetal ToLgopaydTar Tolas Yo )0V xaTd TS odyne
Expuougvag, g xoipot. 6 yoiv eipnuévos Ztépavos tf] auotntt 107 AiotovAgouv fraobeis
%al apovAiq, dua Ot xal émmoaneis maQ' avTol AmeAbelv eic Poayyixny xal moifjoal O
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av dvvnrai, éABwv yetpotovel Tov Ilimvov Gvépa 10 tnvixatta Alav e060xuov, moo-
iotduevoy dua xal 1@V mEayudTwv Grd T0T ONYOS ®al TEOTOAEUTioavTa Tovg mEQAL-
wbévtag Apafag ano tiic Agouxiis €xl Ty Zmaviav, Tovg xal xpatijoavias wg ol
vy tic avtic Sraviag, Soxpudoavrag 88 xai xatd 1dv Podyywv mapardEacal. oig
avura&duevos obv 1@ aAijber 6 avtog ITimvog xteivel ugv xal avtov tov Esapyov 100
&9vovg ABdegayudv, ovvavaigei ¢ xal wAfbog 0vx evapiBuntov Tapa T0v Hotdavov mo-
ToUdY, xal Oauudietal xal giAgital mapd 10T £Bvoug, 0 udvov St Totito, GAAL xal 6
dAAa mootepnuara, xai mponyeirar 10T EBvovs m@MTOS 0V ®aTQ YEVOS, AUoavTog avTov
Tiig émLopxiag Tijs TEOS TOV PRy 100 aiTOT ZTEQRAVOU, Xl GTOXEIPAVTOS TOV TPO AVTOD
offya xal év povaotnoie HeTd TIURS Kol Gvamavoews TegLopioavtos. ovtos 6 ITimvos
dvo viodg éoyev, Kdpoviov xai KapovAduayvov, T0v GSeApov aitod.
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BYZANTINE DIPLOMACY AND THE PAPACY (800-1054)

Byzantium emerged from the so-called ‘Dark Ages’ militarily powerful but ideologically
cut off from the cradle of its Roman ideology, the city of Rome. The Roman ecumenical
ideology of the Byzantines received a terrible blow when in 756 the papal state was founded
in territories that had formerly been Byzantine possessions.! The rise of Rome as an
independent state (i6toxpatogie) now ‘ruled chiefly by whomsoever was pope at the time™
implied the loss of the empire’s exclusive right to call itself Roman. At this point another
element also appears for the first time: the foundation of the papal state, at once both secular
and ecclesiastical, was accompanied by the emergence of the patriarchate of Constantinople
as a political and diplomatic force.

Having ceased to expect confirmation from Constantinople of the election of her presi-
ding bishop, the Roman Church went on to appropriate an exclusively imperial right and be-
gan to bestow titles on Frankish kings. The pope thus brought the policies and military power
of the Franks into play internationally as his allies, although previously the Carolingian dy-
nasty had accepted the political suzerainty of the Byzantine emperor. The extremely well-
planned activities of the papacy to gain its full freedom were sealed, probably under Pope Paul
I (757-67), with the forgery of the famous Kwvotavriveiog Awoedt (Constitutum Constantini,

the ‘Donation of Constantine’) according to which Constantine the Great granted the elder
Rome spiritual overlordship over the whole of the West.?

Quite naturally a period of enmity followed, when the Frankish army, which was now in
central Italy charged with protecting the papal state and extending its frontiers towards the
south, threatened the remaining Byzantine possessions in Southern Italy and Sicily. It was
thus that the strategus of Sicily, the highest representative of Byzantine authority in the West,
attempted to win over the duke of Benevento with an embassy consisting of two spatharii,
who bestowed on him the title of patricius (787)* without, of course, any negotiations with
the elder Rome. The following year, in 788, Franks and Byzantines met on the battlefield,
where the latter were defeated.’ The papal initiative in crowning Charlemagne (768-814) may
also be attributed to the desire of the papacy, in accordance with the spirit of the ‘Donation
of Constantine’, to expel the Byzantines definitively from Southern Italy.

The coronation of Charlemagne as emperor on Christmas day 800 by Pope Leo I1I (796-

1 For the founding of the papal state and its Roman character see, for example, E. Caspar, Das Papsttum unter
frankischer Herrschaft, Darmstadt 1965, and D. H. Miller, ‘Byzantine-Papal Relations during the Pontificate of Paul I:
Confirmation and Completion of the Roman Revolution in the Eighth Century’, BZ 68 (1975), 47-62.

2 Aeondleran xvplwg mapd tvog xatd xapov Idma: Constantine Porphyrogenitus, De thematibus (ed. A. Pertusi
[Studi e Testi 160], Vatican City 1952), 94,3-5.

3 For a summary account of the ‘Donation of Constantine’ see J. Van Engen, s. v., Dictionary of the Middle Ages (ed.
. R. Strayer), vol. 4, New York 1984, 257-9, where there is also a bibliography.

4 See T. Lounghis’ study in the present volume, p. 44-45.
5 Theophanes, Chronographia (ed. C. de Boor, Leipzig 1883 [repr. New York 1980]), 464,2-8.
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816),° that is to say, the foundation of a new empire in the West, came as the apotheosis of
papal high-handedness, making it plain that any attempt of a Justinianic type to reconquer
a ‘West’ now strong in its own right was no longer possible. At the same time it gave effect
to the elder Rome’s ambition to profit from a Frankish military power now provided with
imperial leadership. Thus the papacy, as a spiritual and political authority, was to head the
world-wide hierarchy of states.

The stage was now set upon which the most important events concerning diplomatic
relations between East and West would be enacted. On this stage, the most important element
of which was the dynamic following from the partition,” Byzantine diplomacy had to use its
adaptability and flexibility to the utmost to preserve the empire’s ecumenicity, enshrined in
the emperor’s title, faotAevs xal avtoxpdtwo Pouaiwy.

Before following the development of diplomatic relations between the two sides, we need
very briefly to examine one aspect concerning the constitution of embassies which almost
never changes. From the last years of the eighth century a leading role in negotiations
between the Byzantine emperor or patriarch of Constantinople and the head of the Roman
Church was played by members of the clergy.® Secular clerics who were appointed ambassadors
could hold any rank or office in the ecclesiastical hierarchy (bishops, metropolitans, deacons,
etc), while envoys chosen from the monastic clergy, whether abbots or simple monks, were
all distinguished for their devout faith, learning, intelligence and trustworthiness.” The
non-observance of this firm if somewhat unexciting rule concerning the composition of
embassies is closely connected either with a rupture in relations between Byzantium and the
pope, as in 865 when Michael III’s (842-67) contentious letter to Pope Nicholas I (858-67)
was conveyed by the protospatharius Michael,'” or with a rupture between the Byzantine
emperor and the patriarch, as is apparent in the famous clash between Nicholas I Mysticus
(901-7 and 912-25) and Leo VI (886-912) on the issue of a fourth marriage, when in 906 the
asecretis Symeon was sent to Pope Sergius III (904-11)." Finally, the documents which were
sent to the pope were sealed with a gold bull weighing one gold nomisma or solidus."

6 Theophanes, Chronographia 472,30-473,4; Annales regni Francorum a. 801 (ed. R. Rau [Quellen zur karolingischen
Reichsgeschichte I], Darmstadt 1974%), p. 74. See P. Classen, Karl der Grosse, das Papsttum und Byzanz: die Begriin-
dung des karolingischen Kaisertums [Beitrage zur Geschichte und Quellenkunde des Mittelalters 9], Sigmaringen 1985,
62-80.

7 This dynamic is revealed by the territorial fragmentation of Italy from north to south, extending from the Frankish
kingdom of Pavia, to the papal state, and the duchies of Spoleto, Naples and Benevento. The south belonged to Byzanti-
um, attached administratively until the end of the ninth century to the theme of Sicily.

8 See T. C. Lounghis, Les ambassades byzantines en Occident depuis la fondation des états barbares jusqu’aux Croisa-
des (407-1096), Athens 1980, 335-45.

9 For example, the ambassadors of Romanus I Lacapenus (919-44) to Pope John XI (931-5) in 933, Anastasius, a
senator, protospatharius and asecretis, and Orestes, a cleric and protonotarius, are described as dvdpas evAaeiq xal
loyidmui Stampémovrag xal Sui t@v Epywv i Adywv émiPefarotvrag (‘men distinguished for their piety and lear-
ning and confirming their words by their deeds’). See the Letter of Theodore Daphnopates (ed. J. Darrouzes and L. G.
Westerink, Paris 1978), no. 1, p. 37. See also below, note 71.

10 Mansi XV, 187A. The contentious letter of Michael I1I is no longer extant, but it can be reconstructed from Nicholas
I’s reply. Among other things, Michael describes the Latin language as *barbarian and Scythian’; ¢f. Appendix, no. 2(c).
For the embassy of Leo the asecretis (861-2) see below, p. 128.

11 Vita Euthymii (ed. P. Karlin-Hayter, Brussels 1970), 87 and 101. In this hagiographical text, Symeon is regarded
as ‘God-loving’, ‘most honourable’, ‘a man admirable in all things’, ‘shrewd’, ‘sensible’ and ‘trustworthy’ («BoqiAsic»,
«CTYPDTATOC, «HaTd TEVTA GEIGYAOTOC AVIjo», «QyYivOous», EXéponV», «GELCTIOTOD).

12 Constantine Porphyrogenitus, De cerimoniis 11, 48, (ed. L. 1. Reiske [CSHB], Bonn 1829, p. 686).
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With regard to relations between the two secular authorities, from an inauspicious start
the atmosphere soon began to improve, as the two sides apparently sought time to digest the
new reality. Thus in 803 the Emperor Nicephorus I (802-11) hastened to conclude a treaty
with Charlemagne.’® So long as the Carolingian empire was unified and powerful, that is,
until 843, embassies from the Byzantine side were rather frequent. Moreover, the international
situation imposed not only a realistic attitude but active co-operation. The threat from
the Arabs, who were closing in ever more tightly on the Italian peninsula, called for joint
action between the Frankish army and the Byzantine fleet. Reconciliation between the two
sides came in 812, when the Byzantines recognized Charlemagne as emperor, omitting of
course the qualifying phrase, ‘of the Romans’.! The exchange of diplomatic envoys resulted
in defining the frontiers between the two empires and concluding a peace on the basis of
equality in 817." In 824 the Byzantine emperors Michael II (820-9) and Theophilus (829-42)
called their Western counterpart, Louis I the Pious (814-40) their ‘brother’.'®

The new diplomatic understanding between the two empires contained the danger of a
gradual, if not total, marginalization of the papacy. It is significant that although the head
of the Roman Church broke off relations with Byzantium on the pretext of the iconoclasm
of the Isaurian emperors, the restoration of the icons by the Seventh Ecumenical Council
in 787 brought about neither the improvement of relations with the elder Rome,"” nor,
of course, the restoration to the pope of the Southern Italian and Illyrian sees which the
iconoclast emperors had detached from him." A detailed list of the diplomatic missions
between Constantinople and Rome after the two empires had come to an understanding in
812, would conceal the meaning of the international situation, in which the patriarchate of
Constantinople now has a share. The pope’s proclamation of an empire in the West, which
dealt a mortal blow to the Justinianic ecumenical ideology, also weakened the prestige of
Byzantine imperial authority vis-a-vis the Church generally. That is why the patriarchate
of Constantinople also entered upon the international stage, originally in a role vigorously
supportive of the emperors of the second iconoclast period, and subsequently as a spiritual
and ideological higher authority of the empire as a whole, when in the mid-ninth century the
great Photius ascended the patriarchal throne (858-67 and 877-86).

Although the understanding between the two empires developed smoothly, the gulf
separating Byzantium from the elder Rome deepened. The strongest supporters of close
friendly relations with the pope were to be found among the monks of the Stoudion. Under
their leaders Theodore, fyotuevog of the Stoudion, and the Patriarchs Methodius (843-7)
and Ignatius (847-58 and 867-77), they saw in the person of the pope their highest and
most natural protector and acknowledged the primacy of the Roman Church." A significant

13 Annales regni Francorum a. 803, p. 78.

14 Annales regni Francorum a. 812, p. 100: ‘imp 1 eum et basil ippell ". See Lounghis, Ambassades,
161, n. 1, where there is a detailed discussion of the sources and a bibliography.

15 See Lounghis, Ambassades, 162-4.
16 See Mansi XIV, 417AB.

17 For an overview of the embassies of the second half of the eighth century see Lounghis, Ambassades, 470-3. Cf. D.
Nerlich, Diplomatische Gesandtschaften zwischen Ost- und Westkaisern 756-1002, Bern 1999, 249-61.

18 See M. Leontsini, in the present volume, pp. 107-8.
19 Letter of Theodore Studites no. 429 (ed. G. Fatouros, [CFHB 31/1-2], Berlin and New York 1991, p. 601): aiitn ydo,
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feature which differentiates the attitude of the State from that of the Church towards the
papacy is this: although from the ninth century onwards it becomes increasingly evident
that within the ranks of the Byzantine clergy the followers of the pope were relatively few,
ultra-conservative, and behind the times, the State, if at first unwilling to become involved
with the primate of the Roman Church, from the time of the Macedonian dynasty began to
urge the need for friendship with him.

There is a telling example of this attitude in the friction which arose at the beginning of
the second period of iconoclasm under Leo V the Armenian (812-20). In 815/16 an embassy
sent to Rome by the iconoclast patriarch Theodotus I Kassiteras (815-21) was not received,
and in 817 the austere but emotional Theodore Studites expressed his joy to Pope Paschal I
(817-24) at the dismissal of the ‘heretical envoys’ as ‘muggers’*’ By contrast, in their desire
to avert the bad relations between Old and New Rome being stirred up by the iconophiles,
who were urging to the pope to anathematize the iconoclasts,? the Emperors Michael IT and
Theophilus sent embassies in 824 to Louis the Pious and Pope Eugenius II (824-7), with the
request that the iconophiles who had taken refuge in Rome should be expelled.”

For the next twenty years or so there is silence with regard to diplomatic relations
between Byzantium and the elder Rome. During this period the papacy seems to have been
totally thrust aside, especially as the pope began to have problems with his creation, the
western emperor. If the Byzantine side demonstrated an ‘indifference’ towards the head of
the Roman Church, the same is not true for Louis the Pious and his co-emperor Lothar I
(840-55), who issued an edict (November 824) regulating the relations between the western
emperor and the Roman pontiff: thenceforth the papal administration was to be placed
under the supervision of a representative of the emperor. The pope and all subject to him
were to swear an oath of fidelity to the emperor or his envoy and, above all, were to bind
themselves to oppose the ordination of any pope who had not previously given an oath of
fidelity to the imperial government.*

Having thrown off the hegemony of the Byzantine emperor, the Roman Church was
now in danger of finding herself under the oppressive hegemony of the western emperor.
But her resistance was not diminished in the least, since two popes, Leo IV (847-55) and
Benedict I1I (855-8), were elected in spite of imperial demands and objections which, however
strongly expressed, could not hide the obviously weak state into which the western secular

FOLOTOUUNTE BaCLAED, 1) XOQUELOTATY TV ExxANOLDV TOD O0D, N [TéT00s MW Tdho0Vvog, TEOS BV & Kiiptds oty
ov el [TéTpog, xal éml Taiity T/ €00 oixodoiow KoY TV ExxAnoiay xai ikl ¢dov ol xatioyicovow aitis wrote
Theodore Studites in 821 to the Emperor Michael II. See S. Salaville, ‘La primauté de saint Pierre et du pape d’apres saint
Théodore Studite (759-826)’, Echos d’Orient 17 (1914/15), 23-42.

20 Letter of Theodore Studites, no. 272, p. 402 (cf. Appendix, no. 1). See Th. Pratsch, Theodoros Studites (759-826)
zwischen Dogma und Pragma [Berliner Byzantinistische Studien 4], Berlin 1998, 253-4.

21 Letter of Theodore Studites, no. 271, p. 401: foinoov fuiv 6 Umd Beot tetayuévos €ic TouT0, Gpesov yeloa
xal Goov olov Té oty Exeic 1O loyvety Tapi Oed éx TOD TAVTWY TEWTEVELY €V () xal £T€0Ng. TTdNOoOY, Sedueba,
tols aipetizovs Ofjpas avptyyt 100 Belov AGyou oov ... axovodtw f Ux’ olpavoy 61t U tuav dvabepatiCovral
OUVOOLXMG O TATTA TETOAUNKOTES ...

22 Mansi XIV, 420B-422B. See J. Gay, L'Italie méridionale et 'empire byzantin depuis I'avéenement de Basile ler jusqu’a
la prise de Bari par les Normands (867-107 1), New York 1904, 58.

23 There is a detailed analysis of the edict of 824 in the classic monograph of L. Halphen, Charlemagne et I'empire
carolingien, Paris 1947, 256-8. For the previous regime regulating the relations between the western emperor and the
pope see W. H. Fritze, Studien zu den pipstlich-frinkischen Rechtsbeziehungen von 754 bis 824, Sigmaringen 1973.
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government had fallen, after the division of the empire in 843 as a result of the treaty of
Verdun.* It is this decline of imperial authority that explains how the papacy attained its
complete independence under Pope Nicholas I, who in spite of having been elected in the
presence of the western emperor, Louis I (855-75), at the synod of 862 restored the rules
which Pope Stephen IV (768-72) had laid down concerning the election of the presiding
bishop of the Roman Church by the clergy, the people and especially the Roman nobility,
without any imperial interference.?

The decline of the Carolingian empire portended changes also in relations between the
two imperial authorities. In Byzantium Theophilus was succeeded by his son, Michael 11,
who was still in his minority. Michael I1I is the only Byzantine emperor for whose twenty-
five year reign there is no mention whatsoever in the sources of any embassy to the western
ruler. Now Byzantium’s interlocutor in the West was the pope, who was much strengthened
internationally: upon the final restoration of the icons in 843 and with the conservative
patriarchs Methodius and Ignatius belonging to the monastic Studite party and recognizing
the papal primacy, relations between Old and New Rome for the next fifteen years were
more or less idyllic, and included such episodes as the confirmation by Popes Leo IV and
Benedict IIT of judgements by Patriarch Ignatius.>

The age, however, did not favour the maintenance of such relations, since, as also in
the West but for different reasons, the Byzantine imperial institution was under pressure:
throughout the first half of the ninth century the political scene was dominated by a bitter
confrontation between the imperial government and a robust aristocracy which enjoyed
the support of a notable ally, the higher clergy.”” The common front presented by the lay
aristocracy and the higher clergy was crowned with success during the reign of Michael I1I,
when the imperial office suffered some depreciation, while the patriarchate, after Ignatius
was deposed, sought in its representative Photius an ecumenical ‘promotion’. Pope Nicholas
and Patriarch Photius were placed at the head of their respective Churches in the same year,
858. With the first ‘ruling kings and tyrants and governing them by his authority as if he
were the lord of the whole world,” and the second dreaming of the reconstitution of the
empire within its old Justinianic frontiers and seeing himself as the spiritual leader of the
otnouuévn,™ a rift was inevitable,

Diplomatic contacts in the years 860 and 861, chiefly for negotiating the recognition
24 Annales Fuldenses a. 843 (ed. R. Rau [Quellen zur karolingischen Reichsgeschichte 111], Darmstadt 1969° [repr.
Darmstadt 1982]), p. 30; Reginonis Chronica a. 842 (op. cit.) pp. 184-6.

25 For the relations between the western emperor and the pope from this period until the end of the ninth century see
Wattenbach and Levison, Deutschlands Geschichtsquellen im Mittelalter, Vorzeit und Karolinger, 1V. Heft: H. Lowe,
Die Karolinger vom Vertrag von Verdun bis zum Herrschaftsantritt der Herrscher aus dem Siichsischen Hause. Italien
und das Papsttum, Weimar 1963, 451-70.

26 This statement refers to the deposition and anathematizing of Gregory Asbestas, archbishop of Syracuse. See Mansi
XVI, 428B-D.

27 SeeT. C. Lounghis, Aoxiuwo yua v xowvwvixi e§éMEn o Sudoxera twv AEYOUEVOY «OROTEWVGHY aLdvmv» (602-
867), Athens 1985, 69-81.

28 Reginonis Chronica a. 868, P- 218: Regibus ac tyrannis imperavit eisque ac si dominus orbis terrarum auctoritate
prefuit ...

29 See A. P. Kazhdan, ‘Socialyne i politiceskie vzgliady Fotija’, EZegodnik museja istorii religii i ateizma 2 (1958),
130-2.
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of Photius’ election and the return of Illyricum to the elder Rome, were difficult and time-
consuming. They caused particular hardship to one Byzantine ambassador, the asecretis Leo,
who missed his ship back to Constantinople because of the insistence of Nicholas I on forcing
commitments from him contrary to the instructions he had received. When Leo finally left
Rome (March 862), he carried two letters from the pope to Michael III and Photius which
denied recognition to the new state of affairs in Byzantium.*

To this situation a further new phenomenon was added when the Patriarch Photius, at the
wish of the Caesar Bardas and with the collaboration of the lay magnates, was put in charge
of the attempt to convert peoples living outside the frontiers of the Byzantine empire to the
Christian faith. Until that time, however, missionary strategies had come under the remit of
the emperor. Their assumption by the patriarchate of Constantinople was a radical novelty
which led to a direct breach with the papacy when Photius found the right conditions for the
implementation of his ecumenical ideals: the alliance in 862 between the empire and Rastislav,
prince of Moravia (846-70), which in the following year, 863, brought Cyril and Methodius to
Moravia.*! Byzantium’s conversion of Moravia, which adjoined Roman ecclesiastical territory,
could not have avoided provoking a reaction from Pope Nicholas I, who in accordance with the
‘Donation of Constantine’ regarded the whole of the West as coming under his absolute spiritual
overlordship. Thus just as Rastislav was opening the gates of his castle, and consequently of his
country, to Cyril and Methodius, the pope was confirming the acts of the Lateran Council of
863, according to whose decisions Photius was deposed on account of his uncanonical election.*
Subsequently, the movements backwards and forwards within the context of this antagonism
- the conversion of Bulgaria by Byzantium in 864 and the turning of its prince, Boris-Michael
(852-89), to Rome in 866* - prompted Photius to compose his famous encyclical to the eastern
patriarchates against the Roman Church,* to convoke a synod in August/September 867 and
to anathematize Pope Nicholas 1.* This is the notorious Photian schism, which was brought
about not simply by dogmatic differences between the two Churches, but also by a conflict of
spiritual overlordship of a purely political nature.

The rift between Old and New Rome became more bitter, but in around 866/7 brought
benefits to Nicholas I rather than Photius, since to Boris’s turning towards the Roman Church
was added the precarious position in Moravia of Cyril and Methodius on account of Rastislav’s
submission to the king of Germany, Louis II the German (840-76). The achievements of the
patriarchate of Constantinople proved to be on shaky foundations. But Photius, within the
context of the dispute with Nicholas I, opened up new political initiatives, loudly acclaiming
in Constantinople itself the western emperor, Louis II, as the basileus and his wife Ingelberge

30 Liber Pontificalis (ed. L. Duchesne, Paris 1955) II, 154 and 158-9. For these events see F. Dvornik, The Photian
Schism: History and Legend, Cambridge 1948, 91-131.

31 See F. Dvornik, Byzantine Missions among the Slavs. SS Con ine-Cyril and Methodius, New Brunswick and
New Jersey 1970.

32 See F. Dvornik, Byzantium and the Roman Primacy, New York 1966, 101-23.

33 See J. B. Bury, A History of the Eastern Roman Empire from the Fall of Irene to the Accession of Basil I (A.D.
802-867), London 1912, 381-92.

34 Letter of Photius, no. 2 (ed. B. Laourdas and L. G. Westerink, Leipzig 1983, pp. 39-53). See Appendix, no. 3.

35 Vita Ignatii, PG 105, 537B.
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as augusta, and indeed sending them two embassies.* And although he thus showed himself
to be a spiritual leader who had two emperors within his jurisdiction, the Byzantine and the
western, this activity of his constituted a severe threat to the very survival of the already
depreciated Byzantine imperial office, and contained the danger that Constantinople would
lose whatever power it had in practice of intervening in the West, since the sovereignty of Louis
IT over these lands had been judged rightful by Photius.

The time had come for Byzantine imperial policy to demonstrate its basic merit, its
ability to adapt itself to new situations. There were two elements that provided fertile ground
for diplomatic manoeuvring: (a) the continual fragmentation of Charlemagne’s once powerful
empire had led to the simultaneous existence of more than one Frankish kingdom; and (b)
the inability of the Frankish imperial government to ward off the Arab threat to the Italian
peninsula had made it of lesser account. The first element offered Byzantium the possibility
of entering into friendly relations and alliances with the lower-ranking kings (J7jyes) of the
West as a counterbalance to the rift with the western emperor, and the second created a basic
pretext for interference in western affairs.

The realistic approach of the new state of affairs was based on these considerations
by the founder of the Macedonian dynasty, Basil I, who, deposing Photius and restoring
Ignatius to the patriarchal throne of Constantinople, strengthened the Byzantine imperial
office and at the same time created the necessary conditions for a reconciliation with the
papacy.”’ The new western policy of Basil I envisaged a rift with the western emperor, but an
understanding with the pope, who, needing the Byzantine fleet for the defence of the Italian
mainland against Arab attack, recognized the sovereignty of Byzantium only in Southern
Italy. A vigorous realist, Basil immediately put his new aims into effect in the West. Even from
the beginning of 868 the Byzantine fleet, commanded by the drungarius of the fleet Nicetas
Ooryphas, made a strong appearance in the northern Adriatic, expelling the Arabs from the
Dalmatian shore. The enemy, however, continued to plunder Italy and even Rome herself
with impunity.* The only help which could save her lay very close at hand, and reconciliation
with Pope Nicholas’s successor, Hadrian IT (867-72), followed quickly. Upon the calling of the
council of 869/70, the condemnation of Photius, and Ignatius’ acknowledgement of the papal
primacy with the invocation of the text o &i ITétpog, xal éni Ta vty i} Mé€TOC OixOSOUTTW
uov v éxxAnoiay ... (‘you are Peter, and on this rock I shall build my Church’),* the period
of the danger of deepening the rift in relations between Old and New Rome was, officially at
least, put in the past. The restoration of relations with the papacy was followed by a rupture
of relations with Louis II, who, after a conspiracy probably inspired by the Byzantines, was
forced to withdraw permanently from Southern Italy (871).4

36 Vita Ignatii, PG 105, 537BC and 541C. See also Appendix, no. 4.

37 See V. Vlysidou, ‘O fulavtivés avtoxpatopixds Beopde xal 1 mpdtn ex8odvion tov tatodeyn Puotiov’, Suueixta
7(1987) 33-40.

38 For this Arab threat to Rome in the ninth century see E. Eickhoff, Seekrieg und Seepolitik zwischen Islam und
Abendland, Berlin 1966, 211 ff.

39 Mansi XVI, 325BC. See also Appendix, no. 5.

40 Of the bellum diplomaticum between Basil I and Louis II over the imperial title only the latter’s reply is extant:
ed. W. Henze, MGH. Epistulae, VII, Berlin 1928, 386-94. For his withdrawal from Southern Italy see Constantine Por-
phyrogenitus, De administrando imperio, ch. 29 (ed. Gy. Moravesik and R. J. H. Jenkins [CFHB 1], Washington D.C.
1967, pp. 128-34); Annales Bertiniani a. 871 (ed. R. Rau, Ausgewihlte Quellen zur karolingischen Reichsgeschichte, II,
Darmstadt 19722 p. 220).
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With its position strengthened in Southern Italy, Byzantine policy could now (872)
reject papal claims concerning the subjection of the Church of Bulgaria to the jurisdiction
of Rome. Ovx ayvoeite 6¢, 61t 1) 100 Pwtiov nTdoLs évietlev v doyny érafev (‘You
are not unaware that the fall of Photius was caused by this’), Pope Hadrian II peremptorily
warned the Patriarch Ignatius,*’ whose friendly disposition towards the elder Rome had not
changed. What had changed, and must have escaped the attention of the new incumbent
of the patriarchal throne, was that in the new situation which had been created it was no
longer the patriarch of Constantinople who was in charge of the policy of conversion to
Christianity, but the Byzantine emperor. Bulgaria was lost for good by the elder Rome and
the papal chancery condemned Hadrian II for this failure, breaking off his Vita abruptly in
the Liber Pontificalis.*

It was at precisely this moment, in 872, that a new political and diplomatic situation
unfolded which was to create serious problems for the papacy. Seeking a counterweight to
the rift with the western emperor and a further strengthening of his position in the West,
Basil I found a new western ally in the person of the emperor of Francia Orientalis, Louis the
German.* This alliance between Byzantium and Francia Orientalis became the cornerstone
of the political balance between East and West for about two centuries (872/3-c. 1089), and
survived fragmentarily, through the traumatic experiences of the Crusades until almost the
middle of the fourteenth century.* The main result of this alliance, however, is that it gave
rise to the very serious attempts, especially from the second half of the tenth century, to limit
the scope of papal authority. This will be the topic of the remainder of this treatise.

An immediate papal reaction to the alliance between Byzantium and Francia Orientalis
was the coronation in Rome in 875 by the new pope, John VIII (872-82), of Charles II the
Bald (875-7), who until then had been king of Francia Occidentalis.* This act, however,
did not produce the results that its author probably expected. The Byzantines consolidated
their domination of Southern Italy with the capture and occupation of Bari in 876, while
Charles the Bald died powerless in 877, leaving Pope John VIII in a state of terror. Seeing
no other way of stopping the plundering of the whole of Campania by the Arabs, he resorted
to Basil I at the beginning of 878, begging him for military aid.*’ This radical change in the
stance of the papacy - from Nicholas I’s rift with Byzantium under Michael III and Photius
to John VIII’s pleading for Byzantine intervention in the West under Basil I - was also the
achievement of the policy of the Macedonian dynasty’s founder, that is, the restoration of
Byzantine rule to Southern Italy, which Basil I regarded thenceforth as non-negotiable.

41 Mansi XVI, 413C-E. See Appendix, no. 6.
42 Liber Pontificalis 11, 184-5. For Hadrian II see H. Grotz, Erbe wider Willen. Hadrian I1. (867-872) und seine Zeit,
Vienna, Cologne and Graz 1970.

43 Two Byzantine embassies arrived at Regensburg; see Annales Fuldenses a. 872 and 873, pp. 85 and 93.

44 For an overview see T. C. Lounghis, H evpwraixy wwopponic otov Meoaimva: 1 yeopavopulaviwvi ovppayia, in
To Budvrio xau ot anapyés ms Evoanng, Athens 2004, 53-74.

45 Reginonis Chronica a. 875, p. 246; Annales Fuldenses a. 875, p. 98.

46 The mordant note of Regino of Priim on Charles the Bald is particularly revealing: ‘He bought the imperial title from
Pope John for a huge sum and, moreover, saw the kingdom of Italy pass out of his control even though he had conquered
it and annexed it.” See Reginonis Chronica a. 877, p. 252.

47 See Gay, Italie méridionale, 120, n. 4.
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The serious attempt to overturn this policy, however, came not from the West but from the
patriarchate of Constantinople and Basil’s decision to recall Photius to its leadership (877). The
Byzantine sources are full of the impression that Basil was deceived. Photius carefully planned
the imposition of his ecumenical ideals, which he had assuredly not traded away. Diplomatic
contacts between Old and New Rome* led to the presence of papal legates in Constantinople
and their participation in the Council of 879/80. During the time it was in session, while
Photius himself maintained a position of moderation, his numerous followers called for the
restoration of Byzantine dominion up to the old Roman frontiers. They smoothly rejected the
papal claim that Bulgaria should come under the jurisdiction of the Roman Church, resisted the
papal demand that bishops should not be appointed directly from the lay state, acknowledged
in the person of Photius the hierarch who should have o7 ovuravros xoouov Ty ériorao
(‘episcopal charge over the whole world’), and by the enactment of the council’s first canon
limited the pope’s jurisdiction only to his Italian (é€ Tradiag) flock.*

The cause of Pope John VIII’s displeasure went beyond what was apparent on the surface.
It found expression not in a ‘second Photian schism’, but in letters addressed to Basil I and
Photius in which the pope declared whatever his legates had done and signed at the council
against his instructions to be invalid. This attempt of John VIII to minimize those aspects of
what was decided at the council of 879/80 that damaged the prestige of the Roman Church
was not judged to be adequate by papal ideologists, who ‘overlooked’ his inclusion in the
Liber Pontificalis. From the point where the biography of Pope Hadrian II is interrupted
by an attempt to justify the way in which the elder Rome lost her spiritual suzerainty in
Bulgaria, there is a void marking a silence in the history of the papacy for more than thirteen
years. The three popes condemned to complete invisibility - John VIII, Marinus I (882-4) and
Hadrian II1 (884-5) - were those who remained ‘inactive’ in the face of Photius’ ecumenical

ambitions.*

From declaring his ideals, Photius went on to attempt to put them into practice. A
perfect opportunity for this was given to him by the composition of the Eioaymyn
(Eravaywyh) with the preface and first clauses of which he was personally involved. By
this law Photius imposed the novelty of the theory ‘of the two authorities’, designating the
emperor and the patriarch as two bearers of authority of equal weight with clear boundaries
between the authority of each.” Most importantly, he set down the duties of each: analogous
to the ecumenical mission which Photius attributed to his office, were the responsibilities
of the emperor to whom was assigned the claim to territories which would guarantee that
the Byzantines occupied the driving seat (qvioyeiav) in the whole of what had once been

48 Two embassies were sent in 878/9 with a request for the recognition of the election of Photius. Only the patriarch’s
apocrisiarius is known, Theodore, metropolitan of Patras (Mansi X VI, 288E-289A and XVII, 393E). The pope’s reply
was brought to Constantinople by the Cardinal presbyter Peter, who participated in the council of 879/80 (Mansi XVII,
392B-393B).

49 See the relevant passages from the acts of the Council of 879/80 in the Appendix, no. 7.

50  For a detailed account of the council of 879/80 and all that followed see V. Vlysidou, EEntepixi) moAtmixi) xai
Eomtepixes avridpdoels T émoyn 100 Baoideiov A”. "EQeUVES yilt TOV EVIOTLONO TOV GVTIITOMIEVTIXOY TEOEWY
ot yoovia 867-886, Athens 1991, 113-53, with references to sources and bibliography.

51 For this important departure from the rules governing Church-State relations up to that time see, for example, Sp.
Troianos, Ot anyés tov fulavrivou duxaiov , Athens and Komotini 1999% 171-6.
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the ancient Roman world.*> The policy of Basil I, which envisaged only limited territorial
dominion in Southern Italy, had undergone significant changes and, after the legislative
strengthening of Photius’ ecumenical ambitions, only one basic presupposition for their
realization needed to be fulfilled: an open breach with the elder Rome, which Photius
attempted to bring about by persuading Basil I to send Pope Hadrian III in writing his
objections to the election of his predecessor, Marinus I.

The papacy’s reply to ‘what the emperor under Photius’ guidance wrote to Rome’
(mapodnynbeis 6 Paoirets vmo Pwtiov Eyoaev év tj) Poun) came from Stephen V (885-
91), the pope with whom the narrative of the popes is resumed again in the Liber Pontificalis,
and Photius’ new insolence is brought to an end. Stephen V’s letter to Basil I, one of the most
revealing examples of Medieval diplomacy, contains all the manoeuvres always imposed
by the defence not only of prestige but also of territorial dominion. Uncompromising on
the matter of the papal primacy, and most decidedly hostile towards Photius, Pope Stephen
V shows himself certain that Basil is under the influence of Photius’ ‘hubris’ (iBots) and
expresses his joy that the emperor has dedicated one of his sons to the Church, suggesting
to him the way in which Constantinople could acquire the patriarch whom, in his opinion,
at that moment it did not have. Showing a very friendly disposition, however, towards Basil,
the ‘beloved emperor’, the ‘new Constantine’, the ‘holy and clear eye’, as he calls him, Stephen
begs him not to set himself against the Roman Church. He concludes with another entreaty
of vital significance, for the sending of a strong force of fully armed yeAdvdia to deliver Italy
from the seaborne depredations of the Arabs. He describes the critical situation into which
even Rome herself has fallen, perhaps with some degree of exaggeration, as one in which
there is no longer even any ‘oil with which to light the church in the proper manner’.**

Basil I responded to the papal request by sending strong forces. He continued to give
substance to his new western policy and, upon his death, acknowledged that he had been
deceived by Photius.* His son and successor, Leo VI completed what his father had left
half-finished: the strengthening of Byzantine rule in Southern Italy by the foundation of the
new western theme of Langobardia (in about 888) and the regulating of relations with the
patriarch. The disposition of the new emperor towards Photius was anything but friendly.*
He took Pope Stephen’s letter as evidence of Photius’ political machinations, and in 886 the
great prelate was sent into exile for the second time.

The ascent of the patriarchal throne of Constantinople by a nineteen-year-old youth,
Stephen I (886-93),* the youngest son of Basil I who had not long before been proposed for
the patriarchate by Pope Stephen V, promised friendly relations with the elder Rome. Most of
all it gave Leo VI the opportunity to abolish Photius’ innovations immediately, and make it

52 See Vlysidou, EEwteouxn moAitixi, 154-159.

53 otite Ehatov eic g Tavyeiay Tic éxxAnolag xavd Ty ogetkouévny tyujv. V. Grumel, ‘La lettre du pape Etienne V
a l'empereur Basile ler’, REB 11 (1953), 137-47. See Appendix, no. 8.

54 Pseudo-Symeon (ed. 1. Bekker [CSHB], Bonn 1838), 700. Vita Euthymii, 5.

55 On the unprecedented episode of the three-year imprisonment of Leo when was the heir to the throne (883-6) see
Vlysidou, E§wteguxi) moAtrix, 164-89.

56 Letter of Theodore Daphnopates, no. 2, p. 45. See G. T. Kolias, Boypaguxt Zregdvov A" Oixovpevinod Iatpudoyov
(886-893), ITpoogopa €is Zridnwva I1. Kvotaxidnv, Thessalonica 1953, 358-63. According to the Church’s canons the
minimum age for promotion to episcopal rank was thirty.
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clear that the imperial office was the sole source of authority. Now that ‘all things depend on
the imperial forethought and administration alone,”” the Church was completely subjected
to the secular authority, since the Patriarch Stephen manifested such a willing disposition
to co-operate with his imperial brother, that he sought even to leave to him the solution of
problems that both recognized did not come under the imperial remit.*® Stephen’s premature
death brought Antony II Kauleas (893-901) to the patriarchal throne. During his term of
office the good relations with the elder Rome were consummated by the presence of papal
legates (Bishop Nicholas and Cardinal John) in the imperial capital for the reunion of the
Church (899), that is to say, for the reconciliation of the Ignatians with the official Byzantine
Church and the rapprochement of the latter with the Church of Rome.* Antony Kauleas’
biographer attributes this rapprochement entirely to Leo VI, mentioning in characteristic
fashion that the emperor through the patriarch ‘united the East with the West”.*"

The image of a powerful emperor, however, who exercised absolute authority in both
the secular and the ecclesiastical spheres, could not endure for very long. In 901 Nicholas
I Mysticus was elected patriarch. His very close collaboration with high secular officials
resulted in 903 in an assassination attempt on Leo VI in the church of St Mokios, where
the emperor lay bleeding while senators and the clergy made for the doors. For Leo this
marked the return of the policies of the Patriarch Photius, Nicholas’s former teacher and
mentor. Subsequently, on the grounds of the famous issue of a fourth marriage, which on
the political and governmental level raised the question of whether the Macedonian dynasty
and its policy would continue, Nicholas Mysticus intensified his efforts to overthrow Leo
VI, joining forces with the Domestic of the scholae Andronicus Doukas. On being delivered
from the dangerous alliance between patriarch and army commander, Leo VI was more
sharply at loggerheads than ever with Nicholas I. Help came in the form of Pope Sergius III,
who responded with alacrity to the emperor’s request for the sending of a mission. The papal
legates, committed to the idea of papal primacy, and determined, as Nicholas himself later
wrote,® to stir up strife against him, ratified Leo VI's exile of the patriarch in 907.%

There now began for the Byzantine Church a long period of internal schism between the
partisans of Nicholas I and those of his successor Euthymius I (907-12) which lasted until 995.

57 Ipods uovnv v Pacileiov modvoiav te xai droixnow avijornrar ndvra : Novel of Leo VI (ed. P. Noailles and A.
Dain, Paris 1944), no. 46, p. 185.

58 Novel of Leo VI, no. 17, pp. 63-5: ‘H uév a&iworg tiic tuetéoac paxapiémros 0@’ tudv uaAov Suxaia mooéyeobar
v i mag’ fudv v yéveow Aafeiv &der yo tic Tudv icpomros Béomoua elvar vadbeow icodv. Enel 8¢ gare
g 00 8éov @’ EVi xepalaiw ouvodixy yevéobar Sudoxeywy, ... SEXGUEVOL THY mpoToTYY MV GE0TTE, SidTaky
EXQEQOUEV.

59 N. Oikonomides, Les listes de préséance byzantines des IXe et Xe siécles, Paris 1972, 163, 6-9. Vita Euthymii, 65.
See V. Grumel and J. Darrouzes, Les Regestes des actes du patriarcat de Constantinople, I: Les actes des patriarches, fasc.
II-11L: Les regestes de 715 a 1206, Paris 19892 no. 596.

60 Vita Antonii Kauleae (ed. P. L. M. Leone, Orpheus 10 [1989]), 421: .. 10 tilg éxxAnoias mods T *Qe(TT®
petepovbuileto mhnowua, xal Oedg evuevic, xai Paotreds 6 uéyag yavviuevog évevgppaiveto tig ¢ Gddexdotov
yvaung €xi ti) Yiigw ™y xplow 6pdv Eni T@V meayudtwy 10 adidyevatov éxovoay, xal 6’ aviTod 0 FAAaLdV TiG
éxxAnoiag Exog, fjrol oyioua, eic ovvovdwoty mpobuevos dyayetv, eic Ev ovvdyel ta E@a xal & Eoréoia...

61 Letter of Nicholas I Mysticus no. 32 (ed. R. J. H. Jenkins and L. G. Westerink, [CFHB 6], Washington D.C. 1973, p.
224).

62 For these events and the similarities between the actions of the patriarchs Photius and Nicholas I see V. Vlysidou,
TyeTixd pe 1o ot g exBpéviong Tov matoudeyn Niordov A" Muotizot (907), Svuueixta 11 (1997) 23-36, where
the sources and bibliography are set out.
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But for the papacy, too, there had already begun its ‘captivity’ by the Italian aristocracy and
consequent loss of prestige. The family of the Roman senator Theophylact (904-25) dominated
Rome for four generations between 904 and 964 and is closely bound up with the political
and religious decadence that prevailed there in the tenth century. As an example of how far
things had sunk some aspects of the life of Theophylact’s ‘able’ daughter Marocia (or Marotia,
Marozia) may be mentioned. The fruit of her liaison with Pope Sergius Il became Pope John XI.
Moreover, her son from her marriage to Alberic, marquis of Spoleto, was the senator Alberic,
who ruled Rome from 932 to 954 and completely dominated the succeeding popes.** A year
after Alberic’s death his son Octavian was elected pope, taking the name John XII (955-63).%

On the political level, the papacy’s decline, in conjunction with the absence of a western
emperor® and the weakness of Italy’s local princes, led to the strengthening of Byzantine
rule in Southern Italy during the first half of the tenth century. On the ecclesiastical level,
it contributed in a large degree to the fact that the new crisis which arose when Nicholas
Mysticus was restored to the leadership of the Byzantine Church in 912 did not take the form
of the exchange of anathemas and depositions, as had happened in the ninth century under
Pope Nicholas I and the Patriarch Photius.

The written request which the new emperor, Alexander (912-13), and Nicholas Mysticus
addressed to Pope Anastasius I1I (911-13), demanding that Leo’s fourth marriage should be
condemned, together with the papal legates who in 907 had confirmed Nicholas’s exile,*
received no reply. The papacy’s silence provoked the removal of the pope’s name from the
diptychs of the Church of Constantinople and of course the rupture of relations with the
elder Rome. For the next seven years, whether as the all-powerful guardian of the juvenile
Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus (913-14) or whether confined to his purely ecclesiastical
duties (914-19), the last thing Nicholas wanted was the restoration of relations with the
Roman Church. When Romanus I Lacapenus came to power in 919/20 Nicholas went along
with him. Here was an ideal opportunity for the patriarch to impose his views. The famous
Touos évaoews (‘Tome of Union’, 9 July 920) roundly condemned the fourth marriage.®” The
legitimate representative of the Macedonian dynasty, Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus, was
at first diminished morally, and then demoted in practice, since there was a new dynasty,
that of the Lacapeni, on the throne, by the successive coronations which Nicholas Mysticus
performed with the accustomed brilliance and pomp.*® Good relations with the elder Rome

63 Liutprand, Antapodosis 111, 46 (ed. J. Becker, Hanover and Leipzig 1915° [repr. 1993], p. 98): ‘Romanae urbis Albe-
ricus monarchiam tenuit’. Liutprand, Legatio LXII (ed. J. Becker, op. cit., p. 209): ‘Verum cum impiisimus Albericus,
quem non stillatim cupiditas, sed velut torrens impleverat, Romanam civitatem sibi usurparet dominumque apostolicum
quasi servum proprium in conclavi teneret.’ See P. Toubert, ‘Une révision: le principat d’Alberic de Rome (932-954)), in
Etudes sur I'ltalie médiévale (IXe-XIVe s.), London 1976, no. V, pp. 974-98.

64 For an overview of the decline of the papacy in the tenth century see the recent study by C. Wickham, ‘The Romans
according to their malign custom” Rome in Italy in the Late Ninth and Tenth Centuries’, in Early Medieval Rome and
the Christian West. Essays in Honour of Donald A. Bullough (ed. J. M. H. Smith), Leiden, Boston and Cologne 2000,
151-66, esp. 159 ff.

65 In 901 the last Carolingian prince, Louis III, was crowned emperor. He was, however, blinded in 905. There was no
imperial coronation in the West for the next sixty years.

66 Letter of Nicholas I Mysticus no. 32, pp. 214-44. See Appendix, no. 9(a).
67 Ed. L. G. Westerink, [CFHB 20], Washington D.C. 1981, 58-68. See Grumel and Darrouzes, Regestes, no. 715.

68 For the Lacapeni and the demotion of Constantine VII see the recent monograph of O. Kresten and A. Miiller, Samt-
herrschaft, Legitimationsprinzip und kaiserlicher Urkundentitel in Byzanz in der ersten Hilfte des 10. Jahrhunderts,
Vienna 1995.
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were necessary for establishing the authority of the ‘usurper’ Romanus Lacapenus. During
the intense diplomatic activity that developed, Nicholas, fortified by his splendid victory,
demanded of Pope John X (914-28) the full conformity of the western Church to the decisions
of the eastern before his name could be restored to the diptychs.”” Although in his last letter
to Pope John X the patriarch does not insist on any conditions,” and the restoration of
relations between the two Churches took place in 923, it is certain that the now aged Nicholas
I Mysticus must have believed before dying in 925 that he had done his best for the struggle
of his Church to administer its own affairs and to demand full acceptance of its activities
and decisions both from the Byzantine imperial government and from the elder Rome.

The restoration of relations with the Roman Church seems to have brought benefits only
to Romanus I Lacapenus and his government. Bent on acquiring the patriarchal office for
a member of his family, Lacapenus made plans, not with the greatest legality, to promote
his younger son, Theophylact, to the leadership of the Church.” Pope John XI willingly
offered him his assistance, as the strong objections of the Byzantine higher clergy were to be
ignored, and in the presence of papal legates Theophylact (933-56) was ordained patriarch in
February 933 at only nineteen years old.” For the next thirty years or so, with the papacy in
total decline and the Byzantine Church represented by Theophylact, who was less concerned
with his ecclesiastical duties than with riding and other ‘unseemly practices’,” relations
between Byzantium and the elder Rome could only be those of silence and indifference.

With the return to the throne of his forebears, however, of Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus
(944-59), the policies of the Macedonian dynasty also made a come-back. And this learned
member of the dynasty took special care over the ideological buttressing of them. In all
three of his historical works, Vita Basilii, De administrando imperio and De thematibus, he
discusses the political priority which his grandfather, Basil I, gave to western affairs and the
new limited re-establishment of Byzantine rule in Southern Italy.” he most important matter,
however, was that by turning to Otto I (936-73),” Constantine Porphyrogenitus renewed the
old Byzantine alliance with Francia Orientalis, which he set in the context of ‘the dread and
irrevocable decree of the great and holy Constantine’ (rapayyeAia xal Sidragic poPeod xai
anapamoitog), which permitted marriage alliances only with the Franks and thus marked

69 Letters of Nicholas I Mysticus nos 53 and 56, pp. 286-92 and 298. See Appendix, nos 9(b) and 9(c).

70 Letter of Nicholas I Mysticus no. 77, pp. 330-2. For relations between Old and New Rome under Nicholas I see 1.
Konstantinidis, NixoAaog A" Mvotixog (ca. 852-925 . X.), matoidoyns Kovoravrivovadiews (901-907, 912-925),
Athens 1967, 107-16.

71 For the uncanonical election of Theophylact see Letters of Theodore Daphnopates nos 1-3, pp. 31-51 and pp. 11-14
(introduction). Romanus I's rich gifts to Alberic and the ‘shameful transaction’ are discussed by Liutprand (Legatio
LXII, pp. 209-10).

72 Letter of Theodore Daphnopates no. 2, p. 49. See also Scylitzes (ed. I. Thurn [CFHB 5], Berlin and New York 1973),
242: ... éEnaidexa uév étdv dv, dte Tods Tis Exxnoias dravoviotws rageiAngev olaxas, tad radaywyols 8.
uéxot tvog dietéreoe. Cf. V. Stankovié, ‘When was Theophylaktos Lakapenos born?’, J6B 55(2005), 59-67

73 Theophanes Continuatus (ed. I. Bekker [CSHB], Bonn 1838), 444: O 8¢ maroidoyns Oeogidaxtos ... 0vx évéSwnev
EquTOV TiiS TOVNEAS poynolag xal T et SBOWY XELOTOVETV TOVS ALEQES *al émueAeiofal TdV (nmwy xai
Phraxeiv. Scylitzes, 243: ... xal dAda mpdttwv, Goa T0is GANOIYVOIS Go)LEQEDOWY dmeoLxdTa ETUYavEY, ITTONAV@DY
xal xuvIyeoiows EvaoyoAotuevos, xail AoLmig AOETels SLaTOATTOUEVOS TOAEELG...

74 Vita Basilii = Theophanes Continuatus, 288-97. De administrando imperio, ch. 29, pp. 126-34. De thematibus, 97-8.
See T. Lounghis, Kwvotavrivov Z’ ITopgupoyévyntov De Administrando Imperio (IToog tov idtov viov Pouavov).
Mua péfodog avdyvwong, Thessalonica 1990, 84-91 and 57-60.

75 For the embassies of 945 and 949 see Lounghis, Ambassades, 201-3.
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Romanus Lacapenus as ‘a simple and illiterate man’ who dared to break this commandment
and ally himself by marriage with the Bulgarians.” That the alliance between Byzantium and
Francia Orientalis, if it did not actively promote at least certainly favoured the reduction of
papal power under Alberic and his descendents, is apparent from what followed.

On the 2 February 962 Otto I was crowned emperor in Rome by Alberic’s son,
Pope John XIL”” Only eleven days after his coronation (13 February 962) Otto devised
a somewhat unusual way to ‘protect’ the Roman Church, obliging the inhabitants of the
newly conquered regions of Italy to swear an oath of loyalty to himself rather than to the
pope.” This ‘solicitude’ of Otto I for the elder Rome was continued, since it appears that
for this powerful emperor, who drew his authority not from his papal coronation but from
his army,” the papacy, represented by the decadent John XIL* symbolized the Roman
aristocracy’s thirst for power. It is in Otto’s desire to crush the papacy that the beginnings
should be sought of his rift with John XII, who at about the end of 962 tried to send
embassies to Constantinople and to the Hungarians.®! His attempt to escape from German
tutelage is obvious. It is nevertheless worth noting that the Hungarians were enemies not
only of the Franks but also of the Byzantines.*” Pope John XII’s decision to appeal to the
common enemy of both empires makes it very clear that Rome was attempting to break the
German-Byzantine alliance.®

John XIIs initiative fell on stony ground, and after his deposition the German tutelage
became even more oppressive: by the famous privilegium Ottonianum (end of 963), Otto
I obliged the Romans to swear that they would not elect and ordain a pope without first
obtaining consent from himself and his son.* Even though the Romans did everything they
could, as in the ninth century, to reduce the force of this obligation, Otto imposed three
popes on them of his own choice, Leo VII (963-5), John XIII (965-72) and Benedict VI
(973-4).% The approval of the Macedonian dynasty for this action was clearly expressed by
its supporter, the historian John Scylitzes, who is in full agreement with western sources,
which tell not only of the deposition of John XII but also of that of Benedict V by synods of

76 ibtitng xal dyoduparog: De administrando imperio, ch. 13, pp. 70-2.

77 Liutprand, Historia Ottonis 111 (ed. J. Bekker, Hanover and Leipzig 1915° [repr. 1993], p. 160). Liber Pontificalis 11,
p. 246.

78 For details see A. M. Drabek, Die Vertrige der frinkischen deutschen Herrscher mit den Papsttum von 754 bis 1020,
Vienna, Cologne and Graz 1976, 67-71.

79 A typical attitude is that of the monk Widukind of Corvey, the author of a ‘History of the Saxons’, who did not
regard the coronation of 962 as worth recording and mentions that Otto was named imperator by his army after the
destruction of the Hungarians at Lechfeld in 955. See Widukind of Corvey (ed. E. Rotter and B. Schneidmiiller, Stuttgart
1981) I11, 49, p. 202.

80 Liber Pontificalis 11, p. 246: ‘Iste denique infelicissimus, quod sibi peius est, totam vitam suam in adulterio et vani-
tate duxit’. See also Scylitzes, 245.

81 Liutprand, Historia Ottonis VI, pp. 162-3.

82 Scylitzes, 239: Boviooouvdiig 6 tag mpog Oeov ovvbijrag nBetnxi moAddxris ovv mavtl 1@ Ebver xata Popaiov
éEfdaoe. 10 avtd 68 toiTo xal xarh Podyywv moifjoar Stavonbeis xal dAovs aveoxolomiobn a0 "Rrov 100
Paotréws avtiv.

83 For this interpretation see T. C. Lounghis, ‘Der Verfall des Papsttums im X. Jahrhundert als Ergebnis der deutsch-
byzantinischen Anniherung’, Buiavriaxd 14 (1994), 224-7.

84 Liutprand, Historia Ottonis VIII, p. 164.

85 For an overview see W. Ullmann, Kurze Geschichte des Papsttums im Mittelalter, Berlin and New York 1978, 110-11.
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963 and 964 presided over by Otto L% For Scylitzes, Pope John XII was prone ‘to every kind
of licentiousness and evil’, whom ‘Otto the emperor of the Franks deposed and appointed
another shepherd for the Church,”® thus recognizing the western emperor as the only
authority capable of solving the problems arising within the Roman Church.

In 963, however, Nicephorus II Phocas (963-9) overthrew the Macedonian dynasty and
together with it the policy of equilibrium between East and West. Phocas’ stormy rift with
Otto I is set within the context of perhaps the most contentious diplomatic incident of the
Middle Ages, the chief protagonists of which were the Byzantine emperor, Nicephorus II
and the western envoy, Liutprand, bishop of Cremona. Under Nicephorus II, relations with
the papacy, which was now under Otto’s control, were the worst they could possibly be, and
Liutprand has described them vividly in the report he drew up for Otto I of his eventful
mission to the imperial city.

The arrival of a letter from Pope John XIII to Nicephorus II in 968 in which Nicephorus
was addressed as ‘emperor of the Greeks’ rather than ‘emperor of the Romans’ provided an ideal
opportunity for the Byzantine view to be expressed without any circumlocution, through the
mouth of the patricius and eunuch, Christopher, on the person of the president of the Roman
Church: John XIII was the most stupid of men who did not know that Constantine the Great,
in transferring to Constantinople the imperial sceptre, the senate and the army, left nothing in
Rome apart from bastards, plebeians and slaves. A formidable diplomat, Liutprand objected
that the pope had used such a phrase as ‘emperor of the Greeks’ not to insult the emperor but
to praise him, because he did not reckon that the expression ‘of the Romans’ in the imperial
title was still pleasing, just as the Roman language and Roman customs were no longer
pleasing. Liutprand went on to promise that in future letters the pope would address himself
to ‘the powerful Emperors of the Romans Nicephorus, Constantine and Basil’. This reference
to the later emperors Basil II (976-1025) and Constantine VIII (1025-8) was a reminder to
Phocas that he had thrust aside the legitimate members of the Macedonian dynasty. But the
names were also the basis for the explanations which Liutprand sent to his master, Otto I, for
the promise he had in such ‘simplicity’ given: the pope, who is burdened with the salvation of
all Christians, should send Nicephorus II a letter which would address him as emperor of the
Romans. But it should be a letter like a sepulchre which is whitened outside and full of dead
men’s bones inside, in which he would remind him that the had usurped the imperial throne
with perjuries and adulteries. And it would invite him to a synod and if he did not come it
would excommunicate him.®

According to Liutprand, this impious man, Nicephorus Phocas, who maintained that
the popes until that time were merchants who sold the Holy Spirit, went on to carry out
a further hostile act against the Roman Church. He instructed the Patriarch Polyeuctus
(956-70) to raise the church of Otranto from archiepiscopal to metropolitan rank (at about

86 See Liutprand, Historia Ottonis IX, pp. 164-6. Lamperti Hersfeldensis Annales a. 963 (ed. W. D. Fritz, [Ausgewihte
Quellen zur deutschen Geschichte des Mittelalters XIII], Darmstadt 1957 [repr. 1973]), p. 32.

87 Scylitzes, 245: mpds nGoay Goehyeiav xai xaxiav.. Qrog 6 v Podyywv Paotieds drerdoag Ereov avreiofyaye
] énxAnoip mowéva.

88 Liutprand, Legatio L-LII, pp. 202-3. See Appendix, no. 10(a). Cf. W. Ohnsorge, Konstantinopel und der Okzident,
Darmstadt 1966, 220-3.
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the end of 968) and not to allow the divine liturgy anywhere in Apulia and Calabria to be
celebrated in Latin but only in Greek. Polyeuctus’ compliance and his granting the privilege
to the bishop of Otranto to ordain bishops in five cities which belonged to the jurisdiction of
the bishop of Rome, leads Liutprand to utter against the patriarch exactly the same threats
as he had proposed concerning Phocas, that is, to summon a synod, which if Polyeuctus did
not amend his ‘faults’ would impose on him the penalties laid down by the sacred canons.*
The excommunications which Liutprand so fervently desired were never applied, since the
contentious and unrealistic policy of Nicephorus Phocas, who in the mid-tenth century,
wanted Otto I to cede him Rome and Ravenna with all their surrounding territory,” was
abandoned only a little later. According to western sources, the unsuccessful Byzantine
campaigns in Italy provoked great unrest among the populations of Southern Italy, which in
turn brought about the murder of Nicephorus II by John Tzimiskes in 969."!

That the western sources are nearer to the truth than the Byzantine, which attributed
the murder of Phocas to a love affair between the Empress Theophano and Tzimiskes, is
evident from the fact that upon the ascent of John I to the throne, political realism returned:
Tzimiskes restored the western policy of the Macedonian dynasty and upon the marriage
in Rome on 14 April 972 of Theophano’s niece to Otto II (973-83), the alliance between
the two empires returned to the political stage. After Otto I's death, however, the Roman
aristocracy and its leader Crescentius® wanted to detach the papacy from obedience to the
German imperial authority, which had exercised effective control over Popes Leo VIII, John
XIII and Benedict VI, and elected (in June 974) a new pope, Boniface VIL It only took Otto
IT one month to install Benedict VII (974-83) as pope, while the deposed Boniface VII fled to
Constantinople, where he remained for about ten years (July 974 to late 983/early 984).%

The fact that Constantinople offered a refuge to the antipope Boniface VII does not
necessarily imply that the popes imposed by Otto II, namely Benedict VII and John XIV (983-
4),°* were not recognized and therefore there was friction between the two sides. In the first
place, there is nothing in the sources that allows us to suppose that John Tzimiskes inclined
towards the Roman aristocracy, let alone changed his friendly attitude towards Otto so soon
after his marriage to Theophano and the alliance of 973 between the two empires.” Moreover,
Tzimiskes’ decision to replace the deposed patriarch, Basil I Skamandrenos (970-3), with Antony
I1I Studites (973-8) removes any suspicion that Constantinople anticipated bad relations with
the elder Rome, since the Studite tradition was predisposed to quite the opposite.

The alliance between the two empires also remained untroubled during the reign of the
last able member of the Macedonian dynasty, Basil II, since Otto II, who is regarded as hostile

89 Liutprand, Legatio LXII, pp. 209-10. See Appendix, no. 10(b); also Gay, Italie méridionale, 350-8. See Grumel and
Darrouzes, Regestes, no. 792.

90 Liutprand, Legatio XV, p. 184. See also above, p. 52.

91 Widukind of Corvey, III, 73, p. 229. Thietmar of Merseburg, Chronicon 11, 15 (ed. W. Trillmich, [Ausgewihlte Quel-
len zur deutschen Geschichte des Mittelalters IX], Darmstadt 1957*[repr. 1970], p. 50).

92 See C. Romeo, ‘Crescenzio di Theodora’, Dizionario biografico degli Italiani, vol. 30, Rome 1984, 664-5.
93 Liber Pontificalis 11, 255-8.

94 As maintained by V. Grumel, ‘Les préliminaires du schisme de Michel Cérulaire ou la question romaine avant 1054,
REB 10(1952), 13.

95 Lamperti Hersfeldensis Annales a. 973, p. 32.
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towards Byzantium, addressed him as ‘his brother and friend in difficult circumstances’.*
Otto II’s death, however, in 983, exactly as in the case of his father’s death, was regarded as an
opportune moment for new disturbances in the elder Rome. It was then that Boniface VII left
the imperial capital, imprisoned John XIV, and reinstalled himself on the papal throne (984),
only to be murdered a few months later on account of his violence (985). None of the sources,
Byzantine or western, explains precisely how Boniface managed to return to Rome and, in
particular, what support he received from Constantinople. What we can say with certainty is
that the event suggests neither antagonism nor collusion between the two imperial governments,
since it took place in a period when in the West Theophano (983-91) was occupied, as guardian
of her under-age son, Otto I1T (983-1002), with establishing her authority and neutralizing rival
claimants to the throne, which she only succeeded in doing in April 986,” while in the East
real power was exercised not by Basil II but by his all-powerful mapaxowduevog, the bastard
son of Romanus I, Basil Lacapenus. The fact that the fall of Lacapenus occurred ‘suddenly’ in
985/6* allows us to suppose that another probable reason for his dismissal was a degree of
involvement in the affair of Boniface VIL That this episode does not fit into the policy of the
Macedonian dynasty is also evident from what followed, when at the turn of the tenth century
certain tendencies become more apparent that help transform the balance of power chosen and
imposed by the two imperial governments.

In Rome the papacy remained in a state of decline, restricted to purely ecclesiastical
duties. The age, however, far from encouraged a restriction of ecclesiastical authority.
Alongside the struggle of the Italian aristocracy and its new head, the ‘patricius’ Crescentius
I1,” to free itself from the oppressive grip of German authority and impose its own choice
as pope, one should set certain phenomena which appear on the other, the Byzantine side.
Certain difficulties in relations between the emperor and the Byzantine higher clergy begin
to be noticeable at this time. These can be discerned in the fact that within a space of twenty-
two years the patriarchal throne remained vacant for a full nine of them.'” After putting
down the great revolts of the partisans of Phocas and Sclerus, Basil II appeared powerful,
but the Byzantine Church, having extended her sphere of influence by the conversion of the
Rus’ (988/9),'"! was so strong that she manifested ecumenical ambitions that conflicted with
imperial policy. These tendencies found expression in a diplomatic episode which at first
sight seems quite bizarre. It is known only from the letters of the Byzantine ambassador,
Leo, metropolitan of Synada, who played a leading part in the episode.

96 Thietmar of Merseburg, Chronicon 111, 21, p. 10: ‘fratrem meum, certum, ut spero, meis necessitatibus amicum’.
97 Thietmar of Merseburg, Chronicon 1V, 1-9 pp. 115-23. See R. Holtzmann, Geschichte der Sichsischen Kaiserzeit
(900-1024), Munich 1979¢, 279-8.

98 Michael Psellus, Chronographia 1, 19-21 (ed. S. Impellizzeri, Milan 1984, vol. I, pp. 28-32). See W. G. Brokkaar,
‘Basil Lacapenus. Byzantium in the Tenth Century’, in Studia Byzantina et Neohellenica Neerlandica (ed. W. F. Bakker
et al.), Leiden 1972, 199-234.

99 See C. Romeo, ‘Crescenzio Nomentano’, Dizionario biografico degli Italiani, vol. 30, Rome 1984, 661-5.

100 Antony III Studites (December 973-June 978) // 2-year gap // Nicholas II Chrysoberges (April/May 980 - 16
December 992) // 4-year gap // Sissinius II (12 April 996 - 24 August 998) // 3-year gap // Sergius II (June/July 1001
- July 1019). See V. Grumel, La Chronologie, Paris 1958, 436. J. Darrouzes, ‘Sur la chronologie du patriarche Antoine
111 Stoudite’, REB 46 (1998), 60.

101 See A. Poppe, ‘The Political Background to the Baptism of Rus: Byzantine-Russian Relations between 986-989,
DOP 30 (1976), 196-244.
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Otto III sought to maintain the alliance between the two empires by marrying a Byzantine
princess. The envoy he sent to Constantinople was a Calabrian Greek called Philagathus, who
was bishop of Piacenza.' In response to the western request, Basil IT entrusted the negotiations
on the matter to the patricius Kalokyros and Leo of Synada, who at the same time carried to
Rome a synodal letter of the newly-elected patriarch Sisinnius II (996-8) to Pope Gregory V
(996-9), the son of a cousin of Otto III. Nothing prepares us for what followed.

When he arrived in Rome in 997, Leo of Synada found the papal throne vacant, as
Crescentius had driven out Gregory V, and having no one to deliver the synodal letter to, he
laid in on the tomb of St Peter. Later, the Byzantine ambassador seems to have fallen in with
Crescentius’ plans - ‘since he wished to accomplish this through me’ ~(8¢" éuo@ <6¢> to0t0
mouijoat Bedjoavtog) installing Philagathus as the new pope with the name of John X VL.'%®
The pontificate of Philagathus lasted just one year, only for as long as Otto III was absent.
Otto’s descent on Rome resulted in Philagathus being arrested and blinded, and Crescentius
being hanged.'”

The purpose for which Leo was sent as an ambassador to the West - namely, to conduct
negotiations for a marriage alliance between the two imperial houses and to deliver a synodal
letter - his manifest anxiety that Constantinople would condemn his action, and the fact that
no western source attributes the election of Philagathus to Byzantine interference'® make it
abundantly clear that this episode cannot be put down to the operations of official Byzantine
policy and diplomacy. By contrast, the contradictory attitude of Leo of Synada, who on the
one hand boasts of his contribution to Philagathus’ election, and on the other is eager to see his
expulsion by Otto and Pope Gregory V, and, most of all, his claim that all he was seeking to do
was to ‘place Rome under the hands and feet of our great and mighty emperor’, the only ‘strong
and sturdy man’ that he might govern it (!)!% reveal that the ambassador was the partisan of
an ecumenical policy opposed to that pursued by the Macedonian dynasty,'"” and that when
he was given the opportunity he contributed himself to the humbling of the papacy. Thus he
could rightly have declared that the patriarch of Constantinople was ‘ecumenical....and the first
among the patriarchs’, and have expressed amazement why he should be second, when the first

102 Annales Quedlinburgenses a. 997 (ed. G. H. Pertz, MGH. Scriptores rerum germanicarum 111, Hanover 1839 [repr.
Stuttgart and New York 1963)), p. 74.

103 See the extracts from the Letters of Leo of Synada in the Appendix, no. 11. Cf. J. Koder, ‘Die Sicht des “Anderen”
in Gesandtenberichten’, in Die Begegnung des Westen mit dem Osten (ed. O. Engels and P. Schreiner), Sigmaringen 1993,
113-29, esp. 117 ff.

104 Vita Nili Junioris, 89-90 (ed. P. G. Giovanelli, Badia di Grottaferrata 1972, pp. 126-7): ui) yootaofeis é¢’ oig ESoacev
€ig 0V n@oéénﬁévm Purdyabov Gyaydv 1€ adtov, xal Ty icoatixi)v otoAly Swaddiitas én' avtd, meoujyayev
avtov naoav Ty Pouny. See also Annales Quedlinburgenses a. 998, p. 74. Lampem Hersfeldensis Annales a. 998, p. 38:
‘Crescentius ab imperatore decollatus cum XII suis ante Urbem suspenditur. pseudopapa cecatur’.

105 The sole party responsible seems to be Crescentius. See Thietmar of Merseburg, Chronicon 1V, 30, p. 146. Lamperti
Hersfeldensis Annales a. 997, p. 38: ‘lohannes Placentius episcopus sedem apostolicam invasit consilio Crescentii.’ In the
Vita Nili Junioris (p. 126) responsibility for the event is attributed to Philagathus’ vanity: Hvixa ydp 6 onbeis énépn 1@
‘Paung axhiotas Boova, ui oxecdels Ti) ToT xOauOV teyaAeldTTL, ) Oeds aiTOV TAQadSEWG VTEQUYWOEY ...

106 H Paun ddunc Seitar xai wuaréov xai otifapot avdpog xai éupotbotc goovijuatog, émep, olda, 6 Huétegos
uéyag xai tynAog Paoideds xéxtral 1dv rpoiafoviwy wAfov and iy Pauny Um0 xeloag xai nddag to0 pueydAov
xal vymAod qudv PaciAéng tot Oeod BéAovtog ... Letters of Leo of Synada no. 6, p. 10 and no. 11, p. 16.

107 The distance between the political views of the emperor and the ambassador has already been noted by J. Darrouzes,
Epistoliers byzantins du Xe siécle, Paris 1960, 43. See also L. Sevéenko, ‘Byzanz und der Westen im 10. Jahrhundert’, in
Kunst im Zeitalter der Kaiserin Theophanu (ed. A. von Euw and P. Schreiner), Cologne 1993, 5-30, esp. 6.
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‘was held in no esteem’.'® As for Crescentius and the Italian aristocracy, they were trying once
again to break the Byzantine-German alliance that they found so irksome.

The new failure of the Italian aristocracy and the papacy was manifested not only in the
punishment of Philagathus and Crescentius and the return of Gregory V but also in another
way, when in 999 Otto III chose as the new head of the Roman Church his tutor and former
archbishop of Rheims, Gerbert d’Aurillac, who took the name, not by chance, of Silvester
I1.'® The name refers directly to the first pope of that name and thus alludes to the ‘Donation
of Constantine’ on which the papacy based its claim to dominion over the whole of the West,
while at the same time ruling out any Byzantine intervention. During the pontificate of
Silvester II, a document of Otto III issued in 1001 revealed the ‘Donation of Constantine’ to
be a forgery.!'” This event may be regarded as one of the greatest humiliations suffered by
the papacy. Otto died a year later, a little before the arrival of the Byzantine embassy which
brought a positive response on the question of his marriage to a Byzantine princess, but the
alliance of the two empires remained unbroken under his successors.

But if the two temporal powers in 1029 communicated with each other by letters
written in gold (aureis litteris) and in 1049 the Byzantine ambassadors to Germany excited
admiration and were described as ‘Greeks full of every wisdom..men most worthy’,'"! the
same cannot be said of the two Churches, which at the turn of the eleventh century were
growing in influence and prestige. Just as in the case the patriarchate of Constantinople,
which is strong because of the extension of its sphere of influence in the Slav world, so the
attempt to free the papacy from German imperial tutelage is intimately bound up with the
conversion of the Hungarians, the Poles and the Scandinavians.'? If this last event was due
not so much to the papacy as to the German’emperors, an extension of influence of this kind
could not help but provoke an understandable tendency in the Roman Church to take the
reins of power away from the German authorities.

The greater the number of peoples, however, who entered into the Christian community,
the sharper the antagonism became between Old and New Rome, making their ambitions for
world dominance ever more obvious. In 1001 Sergius II (1001-19), a relation of the Patriarch
Photius, ascended the patriarchal throne of Constantinople.!” In 1012 a new pope was
elected, Benedict VIII (1012-24). Fully aware of the decadence of the papacy, he was a fervent
advocate of reform. He gave a new impetus to the ecclesiastical policy of the Roman Church,
and in the end was the pope who motivated military aggression against the Byzantines,
making use of the Normans, who had at that time first appeared in Southern Italy.!*

108 Letter no. 53, p. 82: oixovuevindv ndviws xaAE0eTe - xal TATOLAQYDY O TEDTOG...

109 On Pope Silvester II see the monograph by P. Riché, Gerbert d’Aurillac, le pape de I'an mil, Paris 1987.

110 MGH. Dipl regum et imp um Ge iae 11/2: Die Urkunden Otto I1I (ed. Th. Sickel, Hanover 1893), no.
389, pp. 818-20. Cf. B. H. Hill Jr., Medieval Monarchy in Action, London and New York 1972, 52-3 and 177-9. This fact did
not of course prevent the papacy from continuing to invoke the ‘Donation of Constantine’. There was a flagrant example of
its use in 1112; see J. Darrouzes, ‘Les documents byzantins du XIle siécle sur la primauté romaine’, REB 23 (1965), 51-9.

111 ‘Greci omni sapientia pleni....., viri dignissimi’; see Lounghis, Ambassades, 226-9, where the sources and bibliogra-
phy are given.

112 For a rapid survey of Western conversions in the tenth century and the founding of (archi)episcopal sees (e.g.
Magdeburg) see Ullmann, Kurze Geschichte des Papsttums, 115-16.

113 Scylitzes, 341: mpoePribn Zépyiog, nyotuevos dv tijs poviis ot Mavouil xai 10 yévog avagépwv mpog Poitiov
TOV TaToLAQYNV.
114 Rodolfo il Glabro, Cronache dell’anno mille: storie 111, 1, 3 (ed. G. Cavallo and G. Orlandi, Milan 1991, pp. 114-16).

“



BYZANTINE DIPLOMACY: A SEMINAR

The stage was set for schism, which of course came, probably between 1014 and 1019,'"
when Sergius I, the first patriarch after one and a half centuries to model his policy on Photius,
removed the pope from the diptychs and anathematized him."® Basil IT once again found himself
at loggerheads with that faction of the higher Byzantine clergy which advocated and followed
a policy diametrically opposed to his own. Moreover, the bad relations between emperor and
patriarch became a public issue through their opposing positions on the @dAAniéyyvov, the
tax liability for defaulters, which the emperor transferred from the village community to the
great landowners. In his struggle with Basil I1, which lasted fully seventeen years (1002-1019),
Sergius II had the undivided support of the secular and monastic clergy, just as Photius had
had in the past.!"” The ecumenical tendencies of the Byzantine Church, which became apparent
at this time, are also confirmed by the fact that under Sergius II or Sisinnius II (during whose
patriarchate there occurred the diplomatic episode involving Leo of Synada) an encyclical
addressed to the patriarchal thrones of the East was issued, which was none other than that
which the Patriarch Photius had drawn up against the Roman Church in 867.'"*

That the rift with the elder Rome was not in harmony with imperial policy is evident
from Basil II’s efforts to counter the ill effects of the political climate thus created, which
with the appearance of the Normans became particularly threatening to the very existence of
Byzantine possessions in Southern Italy. Specifically, these efforts may be observed both in
the election of a member of the palace clergy, Eustathius (1019-25),"" to succeed Sergius II,
and in the embassy which the new patriarch, at the instigation of Basil II, sent to Pope John
XIX (1024-32) with the request that with the consent of the Roman pontiff the Church of
Constantinople should be recognized as ecumenical in suo orbe (in the Byzantine empire and
sphere of influence), just as the Church of Rome was recognized as ecumenical in universo.'
In spite of the interpretations which have been put upon this request,'*! I believe that the fact
alone that the Byzantine side, after the bitterness that had previously arisen, still sought the
pope’s consent is clear evidence of an attempt at reconciliation with Rome, a reconciliation
made imperative by the political situation. The request was rejected, on account of furious
protests coming from the monks of France, where the great Cluniac reform was already
under way.'* This was the last embassy which Basil II sent to the pope. But he did not cease
trying to build up friendship with the elder Rome. This was possibly the motive which
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For a brief account of the policies of Benedict VIII see Gay, Italie méridionale, 407-9.

115 See Grumel, ‘Les préliminaires du schisme’, 19; Lounghis, Ambassades, 224-5 .

116 Nicetas, chartophylax of Nicaea, PG 120, 717E: Kai éxi Zepyiov, 100 éxt BovAyapoxtovov ratplapyeioavrog,
Aéyetau adiy oyloua yevéobar xata molav aitiav, dyvod doxel yap dut ol Bpovous. There is a detailed discussion
of the sources with annotation in Grumel and Darrouzes, Regestes, no. 819.

117 Scylitzes, 347 and 365. Zonaras (ed. Th. Biittner-Wobst [CSHB], Bonn 1897) 11, 561 and 567.

118 Grumel and Darrouzes, Regestes, no. 814 and 820.

119 Scylitzes, 365.

120 Rodolfo il Glabro IV, 1, 2, pp. 196-8: ‘cum consensu Romani pontificis liceret ecclesiam Constantinopolitanam in
suo orbe, sicuti Roma in universo, universalem dici et haberi.

121 See, for example, Gay, Italie méridionale, 426-8; Grumel, ‘Les préliminaires du schisme’, 19-21; K.-J. Hermann, Das
Tuskulanerpapsttum (1012-1046): Benedikt VIII., Johannes XIX., Benedikt IX. (Pipste und Papsttum 4), Stuttgart
1973, 63-6.

122 For a brief account of the beginnings of the Cluniac reform see N. Giantsi-Meletiadi, H enidocon g 1deohoylag
tov Cluny oto oylopa tov 1054, in: H avroxparopia o€ xpion(;). To Bvldvrtio tov 11° awiva (1025-1081), Athens
2003, 291-5.
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prompted the aged emperor, one day before his death, to appoint in an uncanonical fashion,
ov Yigw doyxteoéwv (‘without the vote of the episcopate’), the nyotuevos of the Stoudion

123

monastery, Alexius (1025-43) as patriarch.

For the whole of the long patriarchate of Alexius Studites, however, we have no information
about relations with the papacy, which remained in decline. Certain of the popes, such as the
twelve-year-old Benedict IX (1032-44), would assuredly not have inspired much respect in an
experienced patriarch such as Alexius, during whose tenure the office of patriarch was the only
sound and stable institution in a Byzantine empire which at that time was plagued by crises
of a dynastic, political, social and administrative nature. Alexius Studites was succeeded as
the leader of the powerful Byzantine Church by Michael Cerularius (1043-58), who, becoming
patriarch directly from the lay state, proclaimed himself on his own authority ‘more exalted
than the emperor’.'* Cerularius succeeded in bringing about what Photius had failed to do in
the mid-ninth century, which was to undermine the imperial institution and effect a permanent
breach with the papacy. Rome could do nothing about it so long as the papal office was held by
weak popes whose pontificate lasted only a few months.

A strong pope arose in the person of Leo IX (1048-54), who would have claimed that
the papacy had been disadvantaged since the time of Otto I. Leo IX was a fervent admirer
of the Cluniac reform, two of the basic features of which were hostility to the secular ruler of
the West and the extension of papal jurisdiction over the rest of the Churches. With regard to
the first point, Leo IX gave a clear indication of his attitude before he was consecrated pope,
declaring that he would not accept his nomination by Henry III (1039-56) and would only

assume office with the consent of the clergy and people of Rome.'*

With regard to the second point, the extension of papal jurisdiction over the rest of
the Churches, Leo IX intended to carry out a reform at a time when the Byzantine imperial
government saw the need for friendship with the elder Rome in view of the danger threatening
its possessions in Southern Italy. The plan of joint action by Byzantium and the papacy against
the Normans, which was proposed by an embassy headed by Argyros, duke of Italy (end of
1051), failed and in spite of being defeated and taken prisoner by the Normans in the bloody
battle of Civitate, north-east of Benevento, in June 1053, Leo IX preferred to demonstrate
that the Roman Church was the Ecclesia mater of all the Churches. One of the areas in which
he applied this principle was Apulia, where Leo IX introduced new liturgical customs and
demanded the payment of the tithe."” The result is well known. The arrogance and wrath

123 Scylitzes 368-9 and 401; Zonaras III, 569 and 594. Unfortunately in the second and defective edition of Dolger’s
Regesten by A. Miiller and A. Bethammer (Munich 2003) the embassy of 1024 is wrongly put in doubt (op. cit. no. 817;
see, however, Grumel and Darrouzes, Regestes, no. 828), and the enthronement of Alexius Studites has been omitted
altogether. Yet the terms used in the sources (wéuyas évpovitet, moootdSet Baotielov tov faoiiéws) suggest the
existence of an imperial document.

124 Michael Psellus, Encomium on Michael Cerularius (ed. K. Sathas, Meoatwvixi Biprio6ijxn 1V, Paris 1874), 325.
See also Scylitzes Continuatus (ed. E. Tsolakis, Thessalonica 1968), 105: Exefdieto 6¢ xai xoxxoPagi nepiparéoba
TSI TG Takaidg iEowatvig gdoxwy elvai T TolotTov £9og xal SETV TOUTONS %GV Ti) VEQ xexoTofat TOV doyieoéa.
Teowovvig yip xal faotdelag 1O Stagépov 0UOEY i) xal OAlyov Eleyev elval...

125 See F. Dvornik, ‘Preambles to the Schism of Michael Cerularius’, Concilium 17 (1966), 165 [= Photian and Byzan-
tine Ecclesiastical Studies, London 1974, no. XXII].

126 For a brief account of these events see Gay, Italie méridionale, 487-500 and V. von Falkenhausen, Untersuchungen
iiber die byzantinische Herrschaft in Siiditalien vom 9. bis 10. Jahrhundert, Wiesbaden 1967, 187 (no. 61).
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of Cerularius clashed with the inflexibility of the papal legate, Cardinal Humbertus, bishop
of Silva Candida, one of the most fanatical supporters of the Cluniac reform, leading to the
notorious events of July 1054 and the schism between the two Churches.'”

The papacy, which from as early as 1054 had attempted to come to some understanding
with the Normans, entered into an alliance with them in 1059,'*® proving once again that it
could flourish under a pious secular imperial military force through which it could achieve
its aims. The Normans, who appeared in Italy in the eleventh century, became, like the
Franks in the eighth century, the papal weapon for deliverance both from oppressive German
control and from the Byzantine presence in Southern Italy.

Michael Cerularius was deposed in 1058, but for the Byzantine imperial government
this was a Pyrrhic victory, for in 1071 the capture of Bari by the Normans signified the
definitive loss of the ‘most noble part of the empire’.'” The biggest loser in the schism of
1054 was the Byzantine imperial institution, which regarded the unity of the Church as an
element of the ecumenicity of the State. This explains why the union of the Churches was the
usual subject of negotiations between the Byzantine emperors and the elder Rome, to which
the Church replied sometimes diplomatically'* and sometimes negatively,'*' monotonously
repeating the same arguments...

With Michael Cerularius the first to add the word ‘ecumenical’ to his title,' the
patriarchate of Constantinople really did remain ecumenical with an influence extending
far beyond the political frontiers of the empire, which with the passage of time became
progressively more contracted. The ‘emperor of the Romans’, however, was the symbol of
a brilliant past which had been extinguished long before the empire’s final demise. Perhaps
the most melancholy description comes from the lawyer, Adam Usk who saw Manuel II
Palaeologus (1391-1425) in the palace of Henry IV of England (1399-1413) at Christmas
1400. Manuel aroused the greatest reverence but also pity. Adam Usk reflected how shameful
it was that this great Christian prince had come to these distant western isles to seek help
against the infidel. And he wondered: ‘What has become of you, ancient glory of Rome?'*

127 From the very rich bibliography see the recent monograph of A. Bayer, Spaltung der Christenheit. Das Morgenlin-
dische Schisma von 1054, Cologne 2002, 63-116.

128 See F. Chalandon, Histoire de la domination normande en Italie et en Sicile 1, Paris 1907, 139-42.

129 10 oeuvdtarov tijs dpyic Michael Psellus, Chronographia VI, 78, vol. 11, p. 10.

130 As is apparent from the exchange of letters in 1173 between Pope Alexander III (1159-81) and the Patriarch
Michael I1I of Anchialos (1170-8), whose reply is an excellent example of diplomatic courtesy without any concession on
matters of substance, see G. Hofmann, ‘Papst und Patriarch unter Kaiser Manuel I. Komnenos: ein Briefwechsel’, EEBY
23(1953) 76-80 (and Appendix, no. 13). Cf. Grumel and Darrouzes, Regestes, no. 1125a.

131 As the Patriarch John X Camaterus (1198-1206) did to Pope Innocent III (1198-1216) in the spring of 1200; see A.
Papadakis and A. M. Talbot, ‘John X Camaterus Confronts Innocent III: An Unpublished Correspondence’, Byzantino-
slavica 33 (1972), 35-41 (and Appendix, no. 14). Cf. Grumel and Darrouzes, Regestes no. 1196.

132 V. Laurent, Le Corpus des sceaux de I'empire byzantin V/I: L’Eglise, Paris 1963, no. 16, p. 14.

133 The Chronicle of Adam Usk, 1377-1421 (ed. C. Given-Wilson, Oxford 1997), 119-20.
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APPENDIX

i

Letter of Theodore Studites to Pope Paschal I: approval of the dismissal of the
embassy of the iconoclast patriarch Theodotus I Kassiteras in 815/16 and an appeal for
further support of the iconophiles (summer/winter 817)

Letter no. 272 of Theodore Studites (ed. G. Fatouros), pp. 402-3:

To mavayeotdte natol, X0QUPAIW PWOTHOL OIXOUVUEVIXD, XVOIW NUOV OE0mOT)
amootoAx® wdng, Todvvrg, Ocoddatos, ABavdotog, Oe6dwog, EAdyLoTol TEeafuTegoL
xal fyovuevol T@v Kabapd, 1ot [Tixpidiov, o0 ITaviometpiov, Tdv Zrovdiov.

Eneoxéparo quas avato & tpovg, Xowotos 6 Oeog qudv, v ony év tj) dvoeL
uaxapLotTa domep Tva Avyviav Beavyi) gic énidauypy Tig O 0vpavov éxxAnoiag €l
10V GmooToMKOV MW TLOTOV BOVOV OEUEVOS. Al YOO TIOONUEV PUTOS VOEQOT O €V OXOTEL
%ai 0% Bavdatov évioynuévol Tiic Tovnoag aip€oews xal 10 VEpog Tiig duuias arebéueba
%ol TOOS YoNoTAS EATISag Avevevoauey, HEnabNxOTeS SU MV GeoTEIAapEY AOSEAQ@Y U@V
xal ovvdovAwy ola xal NAixa mEmpayé 1€ xal AéAexev 1 Gyila tudv x0puEatdtng, Tovg
UEV aiQETIXOVS GmoxpLotaEiovs is AwmoduTas undé eig iepav avtis Oéav mpoonxauévn,
nopow 6¢ Gvtas EvOixws Amomeupauévn, 1oic O& NUETEQOLS TaAaimmonuact Sud Tig
ETARQOAOEWS TOV YOUUUATWV %Al ONYHOEWS T@V GTOOTAAEVIWY EmOTVYVATAOd TE
xal émotevaSaoa Oeouypuitwg og €t oixelows HEAEOL. xal GVIWS EYVWUEY Ol TATEVOL MG
évapyis duddoyog 100 @V ArooTéAwv xopupaiov meoéotn tis Pouaixis éxxinoiag
.. Tueic o0V d¢ dAnfac 1) G06Awtoc xal aramiievtoc anyn € Goyiic tiic dphodokiac,
Uuels O mdons aipetixis LdAng avoxiouévos e66t0g Auny tijs GAng éxxAnoiag, Vueis 1
Oedrexntog mOALg TOD QuyadevTneiov Tig OWTNOLAG. ...

Oi utv v Goefoiivres té ovviidn ovv mdoy omovdfi xal pavig ToLelv ovx Evotdéaot,
TAVTaS VPEAROVTES KAl XATAOTMVTES €iS TO TiS aipéocws Pdpabpov, SeditTouévous TOv
Odvatov avdyxy yap maoa OV Ul eixovia T ;ovned Aoyl TV uaotiywy vmopAndivat
ovv 1005 Grorovboig, dote xatdt wxEOV Umoeéey (10 oxeThidtarov) xai €€ avtdv
1@V NOANROTOV. Tueic 68 xal avbic ol Tamewvol xal éoyatol év Toic uéheowy, Uméo e Tic
oixelag lepas xeQaAic xal Thg EVIOTAUEVNS VTEQEXOVONS TATOOTNTOS TE Xl AOEAPATNTOS
TOAU@DVTES, TOEOPEVOUEY TE nal ExAmapoiuev mapaxAnbivai cov v ayiav xal
ATOOTOMXY YUYV TEDTOV UEV, OIEQ Xl TLOTEVOUEV TOLETY, ui) xataAfifal tis Umép
otnoLyHol xal SLacBoEws ardviwy BeoxAvois mpooevyic (vai, dedueba o icpdTaTa
omAdyyva), énewa, @ mvevpatoxwvitwg avti Pefovreviar xal dolotar én’ dgelein
UEV NUDYV TOV TATEVDY, aioVip O& paxaotoud Tis oixelag Goetig, eis méoas ovv Bed
ayayeiv.
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2

(a) Pope Nicholas I does not recognize the deposition of Ignatius and the election
of Photius as patriarch (862)

Letter of Nicholas I, Mansi XV, 177AB:

Qui postquam in patriarchatus throno stabiliti estis, non ut pater in filiis blandus,
sed ut immitem in depositione archiepiscoporum et episcoporum per severitatem vos
demonstrastis, et in damnatione innocentis Ignatii, quem vos ut depositum habetis,
immoderate exarsistis: in cujus depositione, nisi prius veracissime illius cognoverimus
transgressionem, vel culpam, inter depositos illum non numeramus, neque damnamus:
quia valde cavendum est, ne sine caussa innocens damnetur: et sicut illum in pristino
honore mansurum, si ei damnationis crimina non comprobantur, sancta Romana retinet
ecclesia; sic vos, qui incaute et contra paternas traditiones promoti estis, in patriarchatus
ordine non recipit: et neque ante justam damnationem Ignatii patriarchae in ordine

sacerdotali vobis manere consentit.

(b) Deposition and excommunication of Photius by Pope Nicholas I (863)

Letter of Nicholas I, Mansi XVI, 301B-304E:

Nuxolaog énioxomos Tig aylas xal xaboAixiic xal amootoiixis 1@V Pouainv
ExnAnoiag, maot 1oig Tijs aAnbotc Bonoxelag AELTovEYoIs, TOIS AYLMTATOLS TE TATOLAQYALS,
... XL TAOL TLOTOIS TOIS ¥t TV Aoiav 1€ xal Evodany xal Apiny ovveotdot.

... EMOTOAGS OV ... EmEPauey TOOS TOV yainvotatov faciiéa Muyank mepl t00
adedpot xal ovAdettovpyod Nuav Tyvatiov, was xal dux T €5epAOn, xal meQl TMV
aylwv ginovav, arra xal 1pog PoTiov 6Tt 0VO0AWS aiTOV €V #Afjow dmodeyoueda, Eng
av axpfds mapd TV NUETEQWY ATOXOLOLAQIWV Ta ¥aT aiToV £5eTaobf), xal Nuiv 600f
eidnoig. ...

... TOUG EMLOXOTOVG OUVOOLKDS EXAONOAUEY Kl APWOIOUUEY, xatl PHTLOV OUOIWS TOV
powov te xat Empnrooa tic Kwvoravuvovrolrav ayiag éxxinolag, ... .

. 0U6¢ yap o Ilétpov Bpovog Um’ dAdov xpivetal, §) amd 100 SedWHOTOS AVTD
105 ®AEiS TS PaociAelas aAL™ iva Tuels xata 10 doyaiov dtaq@uAdtinobe ui) xoivewy, i

OUVQLVETY AVEV THIS NUDV TAQAOOTENS ... .

(c) Pope Nicholas I rejects Michael III's description of the Latin language as
‘barbarian and Scythian’ (865)

Letter of Nicholas I, Mansi XV, 191A-C:

In tantam vero furoris habundantiam prorupistis, ut linguae Latinae injuriam
irrogaretis, hanc in epistola vestra barbaram et scythicam appellantes ... . Jam vero si ideo
linguam barbaram dicitis, quoniam illam non intelligitis, vos considerate quia ridiculum est
vos appellari Romanorum imperatores et tamen linguam non nosse Romanam.
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Encyclical of Photius to the patriarchs of the East occasioned by Rome’s involvement
in Bulgaria (spring/summer 867)

Letter no. 2 of Photius (ed. B. Laourdas and L. G. Westerink), pp. 39-53:

‘EyxuixAtos émioto) mpog Tov¢ Tiig Gvatodi)s doyiepatinots Boovovg, Adeavdpeias
@l %ol TV AOLT@Y €V 1) TEOL *EQaAalwY TV@Y SLEAVOLY moayuaTeVETAL, XAl 1S 0V XON)
A€yety éx 100 maTEOS *al TOT VIO TO AVETUQ TPOEPYEOOaL, GAL’ éx TOTU TATOOG HOVOY

Otx fv doa, i¢ EoLxev, #600S TG TOVNOD TV XAXDY, OVSE TL THV EPEVONUATWY XAl
unyavnudtoy réoag @ xatd 100 AvOowmivov YEVOUS EE GOXTS AVAXIVELY EUEAETNOEY ... .

. GAAd ye 1) nal BovAydowv éBvos Paofaoirdv xal HiooyoLotov €ig tooqutny
UETEXAWVEY NueEOTNTA %Ol Beoyvwoiay, GoTe TOV dauuoviov xal Tate@wV EXOTAVIES
doyiwv xai tic EAApvixiic deiotdaiuovias Grooxevaoduevor v TAdvny, €ic Ty tdv
Xototiavy mapadows uetevexevipiodnoay mioty.

AM & movnoag xal Paoxdvov xal GBéov PovAi te xal modEewe. 1 Yy ToLQUTH
dujynotg, edayyelinv ovoa tmdbeos, eig xamijgeiay uetatibetal, Tis 0¢O0TVYNS xal XaOaAS
ei¢ mévhog toameiong xal ddxpua. olnw yap éxeivov 100 EBvoug 00 €ig S0 EviauToUs THY
6007y 1@V Xototiavav tiu@vtog Bonoxeiay, dvopes Svooefeic xal amotoomatol - xal Tl
Yo 0Ux Gv TS EVOEPDY TOUTOVS EEOVOUATELEY; - GVOQES €x OXOTOVS GvVadUVTES - TiS YOO
éomepiov polpag VooV yevvijuaTa - oijiol, md¢ 1O HroAoLwov éxdinyioouat; - oUToL mEOC
10 veomayEs eig eVoéPelav xal veoovotatov EBvos @omep xepauvog i) oeLonog ) yaAding
A0S, u@Adov 6¢ 0ixELOTEQOY ELMETV, HOTEQ AYOLOG HOVLOS EUTNONOAVTES, TOV QUTEADVA
XUQIOV TOV NYATNUEVOY XAl VEOQUTOV xal TOOLY %l 660TOLY, fjToL T0iPols aioyods moAitelag
1ol SagBood Soyudtwy, 10 ye gic TOMAY NHOV THY AVTOV, XATAVEUNOTAUEVOL EAVmivayTo.

Amo yap 1@V 6000V xal xabapdv doyudtwv kol TiS 1OV XoLoTIaVAY GUOUiTOU
TOTEWS TAPAPOEIQELY TOUTOVS XAl VTOOTAY XaTETAVOUQYEUTaVTO. KOl TO@MTOV UEV QUTOVS
ovy 0olwg gic ™V 1@V oaffdrwyv vnoteiav uetéoToay .. . Exelta 6¢ TV TOV VOTELDY
mod TNy EBdoudda i GAANG VNOTE(OS TEQIXOYAVTES, €IS YadaxToTOTIaS XAl TUOOT TQOPNY
xal ™y 1@V ouolwv adnpayiav xabeilxvoay, Evietifev avtoic Thv 600V TV Tapafdocmy
éumAatuvovtes xai tig evbeiag Toifov xai faotAixic SlAOTOEPOVTES. .. .

AMd ye On nal toVs VO mEeoPuTéQwV oW yotoléviag aveuvoitewv avtoi ov
TEQOIRATLY, ETLOKOTOVS EQUTOVS AVAYOQEVOVTES XAl TO TV TEEOPVTEQWY XOIoUA AYONOTOY
givat xal gic udmnyv émreleiofat TEQATEVOUEVOL. ... . TOBEV 6 vOuog; Tic & 6 vouobsmg; moiog
IOV ATOOTOAWV; TV TATEQWY OF; GAAL T@V OVVEOWV 1] TOD XAl TOTE OVOTATE; ... .

AALa yap ovyl povov i talta mapavouely EEnveéxOnoay, GAra xal el Tig xax®v éott
KOQWVIG, €I TAVTNY AVESQQUOV. TOOS YAQ TOL TOIG ELONUEVOLS ATOTHUAOLY Xl TO (EQOV XAl
dyLov avufolov, 6 maot T01G GUVOSLXOTG Xl OIXOUUEVIXOIS YNPIOUaoLY Guayov éxel Ty
ioyuv, vobois Aoytopnois xal mapeyyodmtols Adyois xal Bpdoovs Umeoforf] xiponievery
énexeionoav (& 1@V 100 TOVNEOD UNYAVNUATOV), TO TVETUA TO dYLOV 0UX éX TOT TaTEOS
UOVOY, GAAA e xal €x TOD VioD éxmopeUeotal xaVOAOYHOAVTEG. ... .

At T 6¢ nal éxmopevbein ToT vioD TO TVETUQ; €1 YAQ 1) €X TOD TATEOS EXTOQEVTLS
tedeia (tedeia O€, G1i Oedg TéAeLog éx Beot tedeiov), Tis 1] éx 10D vioT éxmdpevols, xal Sul
707 TEQUTTOV YO AV €i1) T0TTO Xl HATALOV.
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“Eti 8¢, €i éxmopeveTaL TOD viol TO TVETUX, DOTEQ €x TATEOG, TL Wi) ®al O ViOg €x
700 VEVUATOS YEVVATAL, BOTEQ €% TATOOS, Iva € mAvta Toig doefoiow aoefi), xat ai
yvapaL xal T onuaTa, xal undEv avtois ATOAuNTOV UITOAEITOLTO; ... .

Vodc dcudrny ovtol, paiov § eic modyetoov Oijoav v T0AADY, T0 TV XpLoTIavdV
équTois énéfeoav Gvoua; éxmopevetal 0 mvedua 100 viol. wObeV fjrovoas ToUTO; €X
molwy edayyeMatdv v paviy éxels Tadimy; moias ovvedov 10 fAdognuov ToUTo Ofua;
0 %xUpL0g xal OO NUMV ENOLY «TO TVETUX, O TAEQ TOT TATOOS EXTOQEVETAL. ...

Tavtny v GoéBetav oi 100 oxdToVS éxeivol émioxomol (émoxdTovs yap éavtois
éneqpiuilov) puetd T@v GAAwvV GOeuitwv €ic 10 AnaAOV éxelvo xai VEOOUOTATOV TV
Bovlydowv é9voc évéomeipay. 1Aev 1) Tovtwv @ijun €ig T¢ HueToas Gxrods EmAfynuev
L0 uéowv TV omAdyyvav xawpiav IANYiy ...

AM éxeivoug utv éBonvijoauév te xal Bonvoiuey, xai avoebwlijval 100 TThuaToS 0
Saoouev toic 6@batuois Mudv Trnvov ov6¢ Tois PAEPdQOLS VVoTAYUOY, 0 AV aUTOVS €IS
70 TOD XVEIOV XA Tl TO SUVATOV NUIV El0EAGOWUEY TXGVOUA. TOVS OE VEOUS TG AmooTaoiag
wP08QOOVS, TOVG OEQameEVTaS TOD GVTILXEUEVOY, TOUS pUplwy Evoyovs Bavdtwv, Tolg
xowobe Avuedvag, Tov¢ 1O araldv éxelvo xal veoouotatov €ig v €Voéfelav EBvos
T000VUTOIS X0l TNALXOUTOLS OmQEAYUOIS SLaoraedSavTas, TOUTOUS Xal GRATEDVAS XAl
Beoudyove ovvodixf) xal Oeiq xatexoivauey Yige ov vov Ty arndpaoy xaBooitovTes,
GAX éx TV 1i6n oVVESwV xal GroaTOMK@DY BEOUDV THY TEOWOLOUEVNY QUTOIS XaTASIXNY
VTEXPAIVOVTES %Al TAOL TOLOTVTES EXLONAOV. ...

Kal y&p ot uévov 1o é0vos totito tiv ic Xototov miotv Tiic mpoTépas Goefeias
nAAdEaro, GAAG ye 61 xal 10 ol moAdois BovAotuevoy xal gig duOTNTA *aUl pLatopoviay
TAVTaS SEVTEQOUS TATTOUEVOV, TOTTO 6N TO ®aAotuevov Pax, ot 61 xal xata Tis Pouainic
doxic, Tovs EoIE aiT@V SovAWaduEVOL *AXETOEY VTEQOYXA QOOVIUATIOOEVTES, YETpag
avrijoay. GAL Guwe viv xal obtol Thy Tdv Xototiavav xabaply xai dxiBéniov Bonoxeiav
tiic EAAnwixiic xai ¢Oéov 86Ens év i xateiyovro modtegov avinAddEavro, év imnxdwv
fautodc xal meo&Evmv Tdel GvTl Tijg mEO ULxE0D xa® Mudv Aendaoiag xai T ueydiov
TOAURUATOS GYannNTOS EYXATATTHOAVTES. .. .

Aei 00V TS e’ Y@V &v8 tudv oteAdouévous xai TO YuEtepov Vmodvouévovs iepdv
xal Gowov modowmov v tuetéoav avbevriav fiv uegic év mveruatt ayiw éxAnodoacbe
&yyeloto0ipvai, (¢ &v meol e TOUTWY T@V xepadaimy xal meQl ETEQWY TOUTOLS TAQATANOIWY
&€ avbevriac dow GrooToAxol GoovVou xal AEyew ixavol xal modTTew Ax@AVTOL Xal YaQ
S nal awd v Tie Traiag peod@v ovvodixt] Tig EmoToA) meos Muds Avamepoitnxey doeRTwV
yuAnudrov yéuovoa, dtiva xatd 100 oixelov aUT@V Emtoxomov oi Ty Traliav oinotvies
UETO TOAATIC HaTAXQIOEWS #OL GOXWVUVQIWY OLETEUPAVTO, Ul TAQLOETY AUTOUS OTTMS 0IXTOMS
SAuuévovs xal Umd tmhxavtng Pageias mieouévovs tupavvidos, xal Tolg igpamxolg
véuovg tPotlouévovs xai mavras Oeouois ExxAnoiag GvaToenoUEVoYs. ... vov O€, wg Epbny
eimadv, xal yoduuata Sidgooa xal éx Siapdowy éxelbev avamepoitnxrev Toaywdiag amdong
xal puplov Boivev yéuovra. dv 1o ioa xati v éxeivav GEiwoiv te xal éEaitnow (xal yap
&ic mavrag Tods GoyeQaTIXoVs xal GrooToAixos Bodvoug dadobdijval TavTa HET POLRTHV
Soxwv xail TapaxAioewy ESvodanoay, dg avTl éxelva TaQAOTHOEL AVaYIVWOXOUEVA) TOOE
@Y 16 yoauuateio évetdEauey, iva xal QL TOUTWY, Ti)g AYiag Xal OIXOVUEVIXTS €V xVOi®
ovvidov Ghpoilouévig, T @ Bed xal Toig ouvodixoic xavoo doxoTvia Yipe Pefaiwbein
xowiji xal eipiivn Pabeia 1ag 100 Xo1oTod éxxAnolas xataAfyorro.
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Kai yap o uovov tyv tuetépav paxapiotnta éxi t1odito mpoxaiovueba, GArd ye on
xal 1@V AWV GoyleoaTIX®V ®al Gro0TOAXDY BPOVWY ol uev 1jon xai mdoelow, oi O&
00 ueTd TOAMY yodvov mapeival eiot mEOTSOKIUOL. i) 0DV 1) VUETEQ €V XVOIW GOEAPOTNG
avaPorfy tve xal mapatdoegl ypovov Tovs GdeApols avtiis Statoifewv vmEp 10 Séov
moujon, ywdoxovoa @¢ el T mapd ™V avTiic VoTéENaty 0¥ xati TO Séov EAAELTES T
Sramoaybein, ovy £1epds 11, GAA €l Eavtiy alTi) TO XATAXQUA ETLOTATALTO. .. .

Yrepevyoueba tudv xatd yo€os Tiis matoLxis 00L0TNTOS teuviiobar xal avtol Tig
U@V Ul SLaAlmoLTe PETELOTNTOS.

4

Photius acclaims Louis II and his wife Ingelberge as basileus and augusta. Embassy
of the patriarch to Ingelberge requesting the expulsion of Pope Nicholas I, deposed by
a synod (before 24 September 867)

Mansi XVI, 417D-E:

ofitwg olv mAaotoyoagiioas iSioyeipove mdviwv Vmoyoaqds, Gvnyspevoe xal
aveprjuwoey gic v avamrdacbeioav avtd ovvodov PaociAéa tOv Aoddnyov, xal v
TvyeAPéoav Avyototav moog 1V xal YEYOAQEY ETLOTOANY EVQNUIAS TETANOWUEVNY, BS
aSiwbeioav avagonoews év oixovuevixf) 67fev ovvodw tj) IToviyepia naparinoiwg, b
@EeT0... ®al maEoREVate natameioal OV idtov oulvyov Aodonyov, aretpEat tig Pauns
1oV wdmav Nixdhaov, dg 1md ovvédov xabnonuévoy oixovuevixiic xal xafoMxic, nc 1o
{oov ral mpog avThy ESaméotelie ueTd SWOWY ...

2J

Letter of Ignatius to Nicholas I: restoration to the patriarchal throne of
Constantinople, recognition of the papal primacy and request for the sending of legates
(November/December 867 - the letter was received by Pope Hadrian II)

Mansi XVI, 325A-328A:

To Oeotyunjte nyannuéve por adeApd xal ovAdeitovpyd, NixoAdw 1@ ayiwtdtew
mang tig mpeofutépas Paung, Tyvdtiog éAéw Oeot dpyienionomos Kwvotavtivovmnorews
véas Paung.

Tav év toig UEAETLY AVOQBRWY TAQUPLOTAUEVWY TOQUUATWY TE XAl UWADBTWY TOAAOVS
iatpols 1) Téyvn mooexelpioato TMV €V T0iG UEAEOL OE ToT XpLoTol xal Oeol xal owTijpog,
g TAVIOV NUAY KEPAATS xal VUu@Lov Tis xaBolixils xal Amootolxic éxxAnoiag, éva xal
uovov EEnonuévoy e xal xaBoAxdtatov iateov aiTOS O OEaQ)IXBTATOS %Ol TAVAAKEOTATOS
Adyos mooexelpioato, Ty oy SnhoveTL GSeA@uxy xal matouxiy OoLoTNTa, O OV PROL
100 ™0 TUOTATE %Al X0QUPALOTATY TV AT00TOAWY O €l TT€Tp0¢ *al éml Tavty T

149



BYZANTINE DIPLOMACY: A SEMINAR

TETOQ 0i%080UNTW OV TNV ExxANTiay, xal TUAL EOOV 0V XATIOYVOOVOLY QUTHG. XAl TAALY
ool didwut Ta¢ #Aelg TS Paotreiag, xal & av dnons éxt tig yig, éotar dedeuévov év Tois
ovpavoig. xal 0 av Avong, éotar AeAuuévov. Tag O¢ Tolavtag uaxapios ovag ov xatd Twva
TAVIWS ATOXANOWOLY T)) XOQUPAIW UOVQ) TEQLEYOUPEY, GAAL O aiToD Xal TEOS TAVTAS
100G QT éxelvov iepdoyag Tis moeofuTépas Pauns mapémeuipe. xal T0UTOV Ydowv Exmaial
xal avéxabev év taic avagpueloals aip€oeot xai mapavouials éxpliowtal TV Tovnomv
GiEaviwvy yeyovaow ol 100 AmootoAxot Goovov Tumv dtddoyot. xal Vv O 1) O HaxapLotng
a&ilwe duatebeioa tijc Sedouévne cor Xowotdbev éEovaiag, Tovs Tils aAnbeias avumdiovs
xatéfale, xal 1OV o1t Tig Bueidog eic TV avAly 1@V mpofdtwy Anotouxas eioeAbovia,
xal xataralovevoduevoy To0 Oeol TOTOTTOV, OTE Xl TUVOOOV GVATAdTaL XaTd TiS 0TS
avemAnmrov igpapyiag, ®al mpOg TOV Ofya Aavlavoviwg Exméuypavia, i xELoveyia Tig
iepapyxiic oov xal Amoorohxic éSovoiag, 10U xowol Tiis éxxAnoias é5€teues oduarog,
ol TOVS NOLXNUEVOUS NUAS WS PLAAOEAQOS Edixaiwoag duxaliwg, xal T xal’ Nuag éxxAnoia,
S dv Eyoayac amoxaréomoag. 6 Yo BeomodpAnTos Mudv Pacideds Ti yvaun xal Yigw
Ti¢ 07 00L0TNTOS ESUANOETOUUEVOS, WG TEXVOV UUDY TLOTOTATOY, €Xatéow *at a&lav
améveuey. avl v andviov G Oed T eDYaOLOTHOOVS EVYAC TEUPYAVTES, TEXCUPAUEY
Todvvny 10V evAaféotatov unroomoritny Sviaiov, dua uev ave’ qudv aroroynoouevoy,
Gua O& xai weol TV EQeEis ExxAnotaatixdv dtotxioewy Anyouevoy tag doxovoas Oed xal
/] Duetéoq oopia dratdsels.

Auttiic Yo otiong tiic 100 [E0aTIZ0T XATAAGYOV XELQOTOVIAS XAl TV UEV €& Nudv
avTiv SedeyUévamv xal Yelpoyoagnodviwy Vaep NuUdYV avBalpétws, v O6¢ mapl 10T
avoolwtdtov xal makiauvaiov Pwtiov, GAAwv uev éxoviwv, dAlwv o6& Pralouévoy
maQ’ éxelvov mepl TovtwY mdviwv a&otuev dotvar didtadwy. €t ye unv {nrotuev xai
TOMOTNONTAS Ti)S VUETEQQS HAXAQLOTNTOS EMLOXOTOVS GELOAGYOVS EADETY, Iva oDV alToig
XAADS HAl TEOONKOVIWS SLotxnowuey Ty xalf Nuag éxxinoiav.

&)

Letter of Hadrian II to Ignatius: renewed friction on account of the Bulgarian
problem (872)

Mansi XVI, 413C-E:

“Eyoayag, va 1t moAAd mapedowuev, 6rmg oi meeoPUTEQOL NUMV E€x Ti)S YOS
@V BovAydpwv puetdt vetdtouotd ueydiov xal aioyvvng éEwab@ot, xal oi émioromol
00 UETA XQAS Exellev driulas anelabdor xal Taita undEnote yeyovviag mepl TOUTOV
XOUOEWS EVATLOV VUDY. 0VOE Y(Q TOOOEXAONUEY TOTE €ig ®OLTioLOV St TOTTO. €L YOUV
Aéyetc mpotépous Nuag tols meeofutépovs Tiis KmvataviivovmoMt@v dtoixnioewg eig
v mo0ddnbeioay ydoav Aettovoyelv droxmAtioat, otx Govoluea. noav 10t Pwtiov
XOWVWVOL X0l OuupvoTaL, olg oU udvov eig v Boviydowv xwoav, GAAl xal gig maoay
éundnoiay o ioeic Eveoyelv ExwAvoauev xal xwAvouev. E5et 0 e eiddTa TovT0, UNSEV
eic v 1@v BovAydowv totottov StampdEaobal. udfouev O& xal dAla moAda évaviia
OV TATOLXMY oWV Tuag Stampdtteofat, GAAL 61 xal TOUTO. TIVAS YA VEWOTL GO TMV
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Adix@V A@ve SLaxovous EYELOOTOVIOUTE, EvVavTia [EV %l TOIS TAAAL TATOAOL, GAAL
On xal i) TPOoPATWS oVVaBoLTBE(ON 0IXOVUEVIX]] OUVOOW. 0UX CyVOEITE OF, Tt 1) TOT
DuTiov TTOOLS EVTEVOEY TNV GOy EAafeV.

Council of 879/80: triumphant vindication of Photius

(a) Following the papal request that Bulgaria should come under the jurisdiction of
the Roman Church, Photius’ party proclaims the restoration of Byzantine rule within
the old Roman frontiers and courteously rejects the papal request

Mansi X VII, 488B-E:

Keqdh. o Q¢ te unxé eic Boviyapiav yewpotoveiv 10v Kwvotaviivovrorews, uijte
DUOPOQOV ATOOTEAAELY LNTE € OEOUNOOUEY AVTOUS, XAl XATAPUYWOL TEOS TNV NUETEQAV
aytwovvny, ovurabeios agovobat.

Ipoxdmog 6 Oeoqiréotatoc doyemionomoc Kaioapelac Kammadoxriac eimev
elmouev xal mdAal, el T puvnral N YudV aylwovvy, 61t 10 xe@dAalov ToUTO XaLpOv
iS1ov émlnret. éAniCouev yap €ic Tovg oixTIQUOVS TOD O0D, xal €ic TV EVOEPELAY TMDV
PaciAéwv quav Tdv ayimy, xai Ty Uy 10T AYLOTATOV NUAY OEOTOTOV, XAODS Xal AVTA
0 TOAYUAT TQOXROTTOVT OQMUEV, OTL O Oedg amoxataotiioal xel Tf) faotAely avTod
Ta aoyala 6oLa, xal xdons Tig vy’ NAlw v Nvioxeiav. xal EXELdaV TOUTO YEVNTAL, TOTE
xabwg @v 10 xpdtos avtol fovAnbfl, StaoTelel TS Evopiag T@V GpyLEQATIXDY HPOVLY,
¢ 1€ unréTL EpLdag v avTols avagueobad. ...

BOedpiroc 6 OeogiAéotatoc unroomodime Troviov einev otitwg édmitouev St &yel
yevéoBar xal T0Te mAfov v EmBuuEl 6 GyidTatos mdrag Paung éxet mooolaPéobat, udiiota
700 AYLWTATOU NUAOV TaToLdE)ov ¥Vpiov PwTiov, TooauTY TEOS avTOV TV aidd ®al TO
OEBag neXTNUEVOV, xal ETOIUOV GVTOG, €L SUVATOV, XAl TC OixelA HEAY TAQATYETY AVTQ.

Nuajrac 6 OsogiAéotatoc unroomoditne Suviovne eimev tooavmg otione éydane
xal QuAlag mvevuatixis avauetat ol T ayiwTdTov adaa Pouns xai 100 aytwtdrov
ratoudoyov qudv Potiov, tic 0lx 0idev axoipac, 6t domeo Ty Yuyy Eovot uiav,
oUTw xal TOV Um0 xEipa AoV, xal Tag VTOYELOLOVS YWHOAS XOVAS YOTVTAL, XAl EXATEQOS
avtdv oixelov x€000¢ v 1) To1 TAnoiov xal @idov TiBeTar x£0d0c; 1 Gyia ovvodoc eime
T QUTU TAVTES XAl NUEIS TUVETLOTAUED Hal AEYOouEY.

(b) The council rejects the attempt of Pope John VIII to argue that his consent is
necessary to Photius’ restoration to the patriarchal throne

Mansi X VII, 408D-E:

Meta yotv 10 avayvwoOivar tv émotoAy Ilpoxomios 6 Oeogiréotato
aoyeriononos Kawoapeios Kaxradoxiag eimev fuels, d¢ moAdxic eimouey, xal mod
Thg VUETEQQS Tiplag EAEVOEMS, xal TOO TS EYXEWUEVNS TO) TIU(W YOAUUATL TAQALVETEWS,
DAHTIOV TOV AYLHTATOV TATOLAQYXNY QOXLEQER NUMV Xal TOWEVE ®al arnededueba xal
amodeyouea xal is oixelw TOWEVL xal Se0mOTN EXOAMONUEY Te al mepienTuEduebor
®al aUTOS TATOLXOIS NUAS OTAQYYVOLS EVyXraAioaTo GouevéoTata. T00T0 O¢ ayabov xal
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d&ov tijs avTod evAafeiag 6 ayidraros ndras Todvvng énoinoev 61 10 e00efes OéAnua
OV VYNADY xal peYGAwY PaotAémv Nudv xal Tig NUETEQAS TATEWDOEWS EEeTATiowaE xal
ATEOTELAE TNV TUDV AYLwTUVNY CUU@OYVOTOQY NUIV XaTd TAVTQ.

Mansi XVII, 420D:

ITétp0¢ 6 Beooeféotatos mpeoPutepog xai xapdnvdaiic Tov arootolixot Bpdvov Epn
0 ayLdTaTog xal oixovuevIxog maxas Twdvvng éomtd tudag 6" nuav tdv SoiAwv avtod,
DS AviABeY O xUpL0g PHTLOS O AYLHTATOS TATOLAEOYNG VIV €l TOV BpOVOV avTol. Aéyouev
Yo 6t 0vx v xakov mod Tiic éAevioews Mu@v veABelv avtdy. Halags 6 Beooeféotarog
ToeaPiTepog xal TomotnonTis TepoooAuwy elne T& Tola TG GvatoAis matolagyeia Gel
matoLdoyny avtov eixov oi év Kwvotavrivouroder doyteoeic xal (eo€ic uixoot mavrec
TaTOLAEYNY AVTOV EYovor xal Ti ExdAVE TOU GVeABETV aiTOV;

(c) Rejection of the papal request that a bishop should not be elected directly from
the ranks of the laity

Mansi X VII, 488E-489B:

KedA. B.°Q¢ te unnén amo Aaindv moodyeobau gig 10v Kwvotavivovrndrews Bpovoy. ta
yap ywoueva ondvia, € xai Alav ayabi gin, vouos toi ueténerta xabiotacbar ov dvvarat.

Baaoiletog 0 Oeopiréoraros untoomoritne Maptvpondiews xal tomotnontis, xai
‘HAiag 6 Oeooeféotaros mpeafutepos xal tomotnontis, Tt ¢ xai Koouas amoxpLoidoLos
AleEavdpeiac elmov T0UT0 xatr 0UOEV EvavtiotTal TG éxxAnolaotixd Osoud. xal yo
n Ade§dvdpeia, xat 6 matolapyixOs Tic Avrioyeias Bpovog, aAra unv xat 6 Tig ayiag
noAews, év olw & av tdyuat, eite Aaixmv, eite ®Anoix@v elowoty dpetf) Tovs Aowrols
mAeovextolvia, éml OV doyiepatinov Bpdvov avafifdlewv ol mapaitotivial. ov yap
Sl uovovs #Anotxovs xatiAbev éml yiic 6 XLoT0g, 0U6E TOUTOLS UOVOLS GERAELTE TX
Tiic Goetiic GBAa, @AMl mavil TG yoloTiavixg mAneduatl. T0iTo 0V €l Soxiuacbei
rapadexbival, wavies oi Goyiepatixol Boovor gig éofuway xal arnwAeiav Exovot
xataotivat. oi yap mAelovs T@V Stadauypdviwv év nuiv, amo Aaixol Tdyuatos tovg
doyLeoatixos xatemotevOnoay Bodvovs. Nueic éml Tovte ouvawvéoal ov dvvdueba, iva
UR XOTA TOV AOYLEQEWV NUDY PwOaBdUEY Piigov EEdyovTes.

‘H ayia ovivodog eimev Exaatos Bodvos Eoyev Goyald tiva tapadedouéva é0n. xal ov
0T TEQL TOUTWV TPOS AAATIAOUS Sta@iAovixely xal €QiCeLy. pUAATTEL UEV YO N TOV Pouainy
éxxAnoia & €0n avtiic, xal mpoonxov éoti. puAdrrel 6¢ xal 1 Kwvotaviivovwotdv
éxxAnola idud tva €0n dvwbev tapaiafovoa doaUTws xal oi T avatoAis BoovoL. ...

(d) Recognition of Photius as spiritual leader of the whole world

Mansi XVII, 521D-524C:

Oi ayidétartor Tomornontal Tig meeofutéoac Paung eimov evAoyntos 6 Oeds St 1
Gyadi) @ijun 100 Gytwtdrov Potiov 100 TATOLAEYOV, OV UOVOV €IS TV xal NuaS ydoav,
GAQ xai gic drnavra TOv xoouov EEeMijAvbey. 0l Ttodottov Adyois 10 Péfatov Exovoa,
Soov Epyois T Tépata mepihafotioa xal ov udvov év FaAdip xai Tradip SujxOn, aAio
xal év mdon tj) 0@’ Aoy yif xal T00T0 HaQETVEOTOL UYL UovoL oi TV EAAdSa UeTIOVTES
yA@ooav, GAAd xal avto 10 faofaoixdv xal dudtatoy yévos, 6Tt 0vx E0Tty avTd GUotog
év oogig xal yvaoel, olte év éAenuootvy xal ovumabeiq, olUte év yonoTomntt xal
TATELVOPEOTUVI, Xl TAVTOTE TQ QYL QUTOD TAELOVA T@V ACYWV ELODV. ...
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Iooxdmos 6 Beogiréotaroc Goyemionomos Kawoapeias Kammadoxias eimev
Tol00TOV Empemev ém’ GaAnBeiag eival TOV 100 oumavTos xéouov T émioTacy Aaydvra,
&gi¢ TUmov 100 dpyimoiuevos XoLotol 100 B0l NUMV. ...

(e) Restriction of the pope’s jurisdiction solely to his flock of Italian origin (Canon I)

Mansi XVII, 497DE:

Kepdl. o. Qowoev 1) ayla xal oixovueviri) ovvodos, @g te €l Tves v €5 Trariag
xAnoux@v i) Aaix@v i émoxdnwv év tjj Aoiq fj Ebpdan i} Aypin dwatoifovreg, vmo deoudv
il xabaipeow i Gvabeuationdv mapd 100 GyiwTdTov Tdra Todvvov éyévovio, iva dow of
tot00ToL xal mapd Pwtiov 100 dytwtdTov matotdoyov Kwvotaviivovndrews év @ avtd
Tic émimiuiac Sow TovtéoTiy iy xaBnonuévol, fj avabéuatt xabvrofefAnuévor, fj GpwoiouévoL.
ol uév tor PiTL0G 0 AyLHTATOS UMV TATELAEXNS %ANOLROUS 1] Adi®0g §) TOD GoyLeQTLXOD
xal igpatxol tdyuatos, év oig ONmote mapoixig, VX0 GpooLouov xal xabaipeow xal
avabeuatioudv woujoy, va &n adtois xai 6 aydtatos xdras Todvvng xal 1) xat avTov
ayia 100 Oeot 1@V Pouainv éxxAnoia év ¢ avtd Tis émmplag xoiuatt... .

(f) Comment on Canon I

Mansi XVI, 473A:

... 0UTW PAHTLOC 0V UOVOV Ti)S fomg amoAavery é5ovoias T mdmq dtioyvpitetat, GAAn
xal EquT® uev ™y Yeiiov draocay, 1@ 6¢ Tdrg povovs drodidwat tovs €€ Traiiag.

Letter of Pope Stephen V to Basil I. While very hostile to Photius and uncompromising
in defence of his primacy, the pope desires to maintain good relations with the emperor,
to whom he sends an appeal for the despatch of a fleet capable of repelling the Arabs

V. Grumel, ‘La lettre du pape Etienne V a l'empereur Basile ler’, REB 11 (1953), 137-47:

Zre@pdvov Tov aylwtdtov mdra Pauns émiotol) mpog tov faciAéa o Baoilelov,
otakeloa mapd émoxdmov T@v ‘Vowv oanvira mapodnynbeis 6 faocirevs a0 Putiov
Eyoayev €v tj] Padun xata 100 aytwtdrov xdrxa Mapivov.

To yoduua t0 mOEA TG VUETEQQS YAANVOTNTOS GROOTAAEV mEOS AdoLavov Tov
moonynoduevov qu(dv) €é6e5dueba, xal T00T0 AVEYVOROTES, EUQOUEV AVTO ... 00 Ul 68
avThv TV GANOELOY TaEaXAQATTOV...

‘ES00n oo, ..., T yiwva xal Plotixdt SLOLKETV XAl QOOVTILEW, ..., TOATTEWY Sixaia
7015 UmoyeLpiols, Tals moMTirals Goyais 1€ xal OVVAOTEIQLS YOUOUS OUYYOAQELY, Yi] TE
xal Baddoon T roMTind oToatevuata Stevhetely, ... - atitn olv éot Tig TUETEQAS GOXTIC
1 QOOVTIS Xl SLOIXNOLS TO OF HATATLOTEVOEY NUTV TOUVIOY TOCOTTOV E0TLY VYnAdTEQOY
600V SLAPoPOY 0VEAVADY TEOG TAL EMIYELC. ...

AM €iné, Tl 08 NadTNOEV GOYLEQER OIXOUUEVIXOV XWUWOTIOAL, KOl TIV (EQXY TV
Pouaiov xaropnuijoar éxxAnaiav, i TOV T 0iXOUUEVNS EXXANOLOY aTTN XQTAQ)EL KOl
WG HEADV 1AM TOUTWY aOdmTETAL, XAl €I TIS EQUTOV €% TAUTNG Aoy ieL, YivETaL Tig
0V YoLoTIav@v Bonoxelag GAAGTOLOG. ...
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“Eyoayag avtov émionomov ui) eivat. [To0ev Siilov toito Eyvarc; xal énel Pefaing ovx
Eyvog, T xatéxpvag; ... "H ovx Eyvog thv Suvauty ijv x€xtnvial oi Goytepeic; udvlave
toivuy éx ol naxapiov Aupoociov. Otitoc yip 1OV faciréa Osoddoiov Tic ayiag
rowwvias apopioag, EEw 1@y mpolvpwv Tiic éxxAnoiag atijval Tovtov memoinxev 60sv
xal oi uéxot onueoov Pactreis E€w 1ot Buaiaotnoiov lotavtal, nag’ avtod Sidaybévres,
&S Tiig lepag nuyxAidog iotauévous, olitw Tiig iepdg Asttovpyiag elyeabad. ...

... [Tpog tiva 6¢ améoteirev 0 1@V Pouainv éxxinoia éowtag. ITpog Aaixov dnlovitt
1OV @dTIov dréoteidev. Ei yho elyec matoidoyny, ouyvotéomg av taic émiotolaic f xatk
NUaS éxxAnoia aitov émeoxénteto, xal GoOeApixi] SLabéoel mdon te SLamvow Gydang
To0TOV é0€BeTo. AMN O, T 1) ToLavty SeSoEaouévy xal éx Oeol GUATTOUEVY TOMGS
GOYET ®al povy Tf) VueTEQQ PactAixf) mapovoie Aaurouvetat, ... .

.. AvUtoxpdtop atiyovate, 6 dtapoowv EOvav v Onototnta oLOROW TEUDY ..., O
%O0ULOG al EVYVOUmv, 6 Bela oopig dtardumwv, 6 GAlois vouovs émitibeis, mis ¢
oinelw vouw ovy vmeirels, GAL eic Ty 100U icgéwgs oty Tayls Exdixogs VTdQyELs; ...

Yroywonodtw olvv 1 véa moomETela ... Al TOUTO, TVEVUATIXOV U@V TEXVOV,
vouoletotuév oe, Omws @EovTidL Eavtov Gogaliion Emuerds, xal ul xata Mg ayiag
10V Pouaiov xaborixis xal arootodixis éxxinoias éxaviotaoo, ... . Exeidn o¢ éx 1ot
aylov oov omEQUATOS TEOS VITEQOVTIQY OAOYUY WS GAVIEQWTAS, TOTTO HaHOVTES, TOOTAUTNG
xapdg éxinjolnuev, 6oov 0v6¢ yAdooa Suvatal avayyeidat olte xdAauog dtayodypeobat.
Etyouat 8¢ 6rwe 1 t00 Nyaxnuévov qudv t€xvou Gt éxpuyn TAvIa & Tis AVATOATS
oxotelva VEpn, iva un év tjj 0iln tavty anybi 6rws 6 uEAwv puivar tj) Oin xapmos
wAvTe TOV %oouov PAAYN 10 idiw 0row. ... .

Iapaxaid 6¢ 10 dyLov VUMV xQATo¢ YeAdvoLa EEOmALOUEVE UETA TOV YOELDY QVTDY
éviqvolaiwy arnd unvos AmpiAdiov éws ZemteuPoiov dmooteilal, 6aws uAdttwor ™y
nrapabdiacoay qudv ard e TV Ayaonvav raydvoy éxmoobnoews ... Ileol 6¢ v
Aoy awwmioouev, émeldn olite Edaiov €l pwTavyeiav Eyouev Tis éxxinoias xata Ty
O@eLAougvny Tiny. ... .

£l

Letters of the Patriarch Nicholas I Mysticus

(a) To Pope Anastasius III (2" haif of 912): after a detailed description of the events
arising from the fourth marriage of Leo VI, the patriarch denounces the behaviour of
the papal legates in Constantinople in 907 and demands their condemnation

Letter no. 32 (ed. R. J. H. Jenkins and L. G. Westerink), pp. 214-44:

... apfoav oi tijs mpoeofvtépas Paung ueta uijva dydoov i) Evatov Tig ovvageiag
TiS yuvaixos, xal 10 mpdyua Vrépdetvov wdon ti) xal fuas éxxAnoiq. Ipomegijuioto
yato v avtol 100 factiéns as dyol Pouaiovs émtpéyovias avtd tov yduov. ... Ilod
Y& Oeuitdv, ot 6¢ Tj) xataoTdoel Ti)g ExxAnolag ToExov, Nuag uév é5wbeiobat Tijs maod
B0 Sedouévne éSovaiag, ETépovs 68 dtoixelv & ovd Huiv Suvatov Sul THY TOV Xavovmy
ATAYOQEVOLY ETITEAETV; ....
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... [Moooxakeitar Toivuv Nuag év toig Pactieios wg dijfev oVVEOQTATOVTAS ... XA ...
UEQ0OI0VS XaBIOTNOLY, WTE YITWVIOKROV, W]TE OTOWUVIS T UEQOS, i) PiPriov, undéva
0V €ic mTapauibiov éoouévav avyywonoas axolovlijoar dvlowmov, TAny ovv dvolv
ayoouudrols, GyAdTTols, Utxeol undé Eavtdv émarobavouévey, €ig v Umepopiay
EXTENYAG. ...

Kai oi mpo¢ xardotaoy t@v mpayudtwv areotauévor Pouaiot mapovres éviavba,
Womep Eml TO aUTO TOUTO TjxovTeg éx Padung 100 moieuov doaobar xal Huav, éxvoovv
éEoplav undev ujte molvmoayuovioavres unte uabetv fovAnbévies map’ Nqudv xaitot ye
xAv undeic drrog, avtovs 06l TODTO TOLETY, AVTIEXOUEVOUS TOOVOULOV EXHANOLAOTIXTG
UmeQoyTic, xal udiiota uéAdovrag évietlev mpOS VUGS GrADEW Xl TOV TOAYUATOV
Eoeobar ayyéhovg, xal ogeidovtag dul To0TO Xal (OElV, €l xal un Nuags éBoviovrto, GArd
wa 1OV xal Nudv ovyxwvdvvevoviwy, xal mvbéofar xail uabeiv axoipas, v Exoev
GxoIfi xal ™Y TEOS Vuas dyyeriav wotgiobat. ...

.. Emotodgnte mpos éavtovs, Gdedpol tyudtatolr, xal 1@V meaxbéviwv 1o
TAOAAOYOV XATAVOOAVTES ... unOE fovAnBijte yevéoHar dujynua, ws Popaiol tetoayauiay
mpopdce faocthixiic xdottog €ig 10 T@v Xototiavay dytov €9vog eionyayov. ...

.. TOUS O dAAOVS xal () Pilw TEQLOVTAS Tf] OPELAOUEV] TaRAOOTE XaTAOIX], Xl Ol
TV MUETEQWY Yoauudtwy padovies oo Eovneetioavto xal 0ic 6 QIAGYOLOTOS UMY
Paoiievs moovoray €beto yvavar vuag e éxeivols doauatomoinfévia xal undev Aabeiv
Mg Yevdols aiTdV OVOoXEVRS €v 10 ratampdSactal dia 100 meQUPAEnToV payioToov
00¢ Tuag xoutobivar 1 xaxmg ueretniévra, moAd 8¢ yelpw xal yoaic a&iwbévra. ...

(b) To Pope John X (920/1): Rome did not reply to the above patriarchal letter,
relations between the two Churches have been broken off and, after the publication of
the Tome of Union (July 920), the patriarch seeks the despatch of papal legates for the
condemnation of the fourth marriage

Letter no. 56 (ed. R. J. H. Jenkins and L. G. Westerink), p. 298:

TToAAdnig, € xai ui Sta yoauudtwy, GAAQ due v éx Tig tuetéoag Pauns évratba
xataAafovimv avopmv, ToUTo UV xal Hovaloviwy, ToUTo 6¢ xal iEQaTix@mV, val o1 xal
Ti¢ Aaixfic Tvyxavoviwv tdSews, édnAdoauey, GdeApE icpdtate, dote AmoaoTolovs TuMdv
éviatba mapayevéobal ... . TSod yodvoc évatoc €€ ol xpiuaoty oic 0idev Oedc eic T
Exxdnoiav éxaviAlouev, € Nic 00x &v Sinn aanddOnuev, xai ovdEV SAwe Huiv TeQl TAUTNS
EONAWON TS UmobEoEns.

... AL TODTO YOAQOUEY ATOOTAAT VAL TEOS NUAS TS VUMV UAXAQLOTNTOS ATTOOTOAOVG,
ot xal €L 10 TS TETOaYaUias Hicog oV NUIV TAVTEAGDS GroxXnUEOVatL ... .

(c) To Pope John X (921/2): A new appeal from the patriarch for reconciliation
between the two sides: He wishes the Western Church to conform to the decisions of the
Eastern and condemn fourth marriages before he will restore the pope’s name to the
diptychs of the Church of Constantinople

Letter no. 53 (ed. R. J. H. Jenkins and L. G. Westerink), pp. 286-92:

.. Todgouev 6¢ t00T0 POVOV, S TOV TdPOYOV TiGC X NUGS ExxAnoiac (6o

155



BYZANTINE DIPLOMACY: A SEMINAR

TEVTEXQULOEXQTOV ETOC 1) UEQEYOVOQ TAVTA VOV €lp1ivn, 6 xUpto¢ fudv Tnootc 6 Xototdg
xal Oeds, eig 10 ardpayov SteAvoarto, xal Ty Sewiy xatawyida ... mpds Pabeiav yarijvny
GB000V UETNVEYHEV ... .

AMa 10 pev nuétepa toratta. Eneldn 6& xal v vuetéoav adeAquxiyv € doyic
Evwoty EminToTuEY ..., ToUTOV 81) ALV YVWEILOUEY 001, paxaLidTate UMY GSeAQE, iva
%0l UUETS Tf) UGV ELQTVN CUVEVPOALVOUEVOL, TODTOV UEV, O Xatl YWOLS TV NUETEQWV AGYwV
anoAovlov éotv, dodonte 1OV xatalmdvia 1OV Tig EipNVNG ¥ATEOV MUV %Al TOTUTOV
doat fuépat, el xal ovAav 6 movneog aywvitetal, Suws éravacplovia 1oig Gyardow
avTov Emeta 6¢ iva xal Tig 1@V oxavédAwv AeAvuévng aitiag 1 moos GAAjAOVS GrooToAl)
xal ovvoutAla Ty avaxaiviow SéEntar ol unv GAA xai ToU Q0T VU@V OVOuaToS 1)
AvApONOLS HETQ THIS NUDV TETATEWWUEVNS XANTEWS €V TOIS (€Q0TS TUVATTNTAL SIATUYOLG.

.. Al talta xai 6 @iAdyolotog Nuav PaoctAevs Baoiletov tov evxAeéotarov
mowtoowaldpLov xal éxl TOD YOUOOTOLXAVOU UETH TOT 0ixeloV EEQmETTELAEY YOdUUATOG,
xal Nueis EVAGyLov 1ov evAaféotatov mpeafitepov xai xovpovxAeioov xal dvlpwmov
NUDY UETA TOT NUETEQOV YOAUUATOS CUVEEATEOTEIAQUEY, EXETVA XAl OVY TOIC YOAUUAOL KOl
OO TV YOUUUATWY 0iXeElQ YADOO) ETITOEYAVTES TOOTELTELY, HOTE TU XATATVTWOEVTXL
év 1] xal nuag éxxAnoila xal gionvixiyv Aafovia xardotaow, oitw xal T €v Uuiv
TwrwOnvar xal €ig v ued quav Evoowy dui 10T TOLOVTOV XATAOTIVAL TUTOU. ... .

Rift with the elder Rome under Nicephorus II Phocas

(a) Byzantine repugnance towards the person of Pope John XIII, who in a letter
calls Nicephorus II ‘emperor of the Greeks’, and Liutprand’s diplomatic manoeuvres

Liutprand, Legatio L-LII (ed. J. Becker), pp. 202-3:

“.. Papa Romanus - si tamen papa est vocandus, qui Alberici filio apostatae, adultero,
sacrilego communicavit, comministravit - literas nostro sanctissimo imperatori se dignas
illoque indignas misit, Grecorum illum et non Romanorum imperatorem vocans, quod tui
domini consilio actum esse non est aupiopnrov’.

“Quod”, inquam mecum, “verbum audio? perii; haud dubium est, quin in praetorium
recta proficiscar via!”

“Sed papa, audi”, aiunt, “omnium hominum stolidior, scimus, dicere, dicere vis, nosque id
profitemur”. At ego:“Non id aio”. -“Audi ergo; sed papa fatuus, insulsus ignorat Constantinum
sanctum imperialia sceptra huc transvexisse, senatum, omnem cunctamque Romanam
militiam, Romae vero vilia mancipia, piscatores scilicet, cupedinarios, aucupes, nothos,
plebeios, servos tantummodo dimisisse. Nunquam ille hoc nisi tui suggestione scriberet regis;
quod quam periculosum ambobus fuerit, nisi resipuerint, proxima tempora declarabunt”.

“Sed papa”,inquam, “simplicitate clarus ad laudem hoc imperatoris, non ad contumeliam
scribere putavit. Constantinum Romanum imperatorem cum Romana militia huc venisse ac
civitatem istam suo ex nomine condidisse certo scimus; sed quia linguam, mores vestesque
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mutastis, putavit sanctissimus papa ita vobis displicere Romanorum nomen, sicut et vestem.
Quod in futuris vita comite ostendetur epistolis, quarum superscriptio haec erit: “lIohannes
papa Romanus Nicephoro, Constantino, Basilio, magnis Romanorum imperatoribus atque
augustis”. Quod curnam dixerim, quaeso advertite.

Nicephorus periurio atque adulterio regni apicem est adeptus. Et quoniam Christianorum
omnium salus ad Romani papae pertinet sollicitudinem, mittat Nicephoro dominus papa
epistolam sepulchris omnino similem, quae foris sunt dealbata, intus plena sunt ossibus
mortuorum; improperet illi intrinsecus, qualiter periurio et adulterio acceperit super
dominos suos monarchiam; invitet eum ad synodum et, si non venerit, anathemate feriat. Si
superscriptio huiusmodi non fuerit, nec ad ipsum usque feretur.

(b) Conflict over the promotion of the Church of Otranto to metropolitan status
(about the end of 968)

Liutprand, Legatio LXII (ed. J. Becker), pp. 209-10:

... Nicephorus cum omnibus ecclesiis homo sit impius, livore, quo in vos abundat,
Constantinopolitano patriarchae praecepit, ut Hydrontinam ecclesiam in archiepiscopatus
honorem dilatet nec permittat in omni Apulia seu Calabria Latine amplius, sed Grece divina
mysteria celebrare. Mercatores dicit fuisse praeteritos papas et Spiritum Sanctum vendidisse,
quo vivificantur et reguntur omnia, qui replet orbem terrarum, qui scientiam habet vocis, qui
est cum Deo patre et filio eius lesu Christo coaeternus et consubstantialis, sine initio, sine
fine, permanens verus, qui pretio non aestimatur, sed a mundis corde tanti emitur, quanti
habetur. Scripsit itaque Polyeuctos Constantinopolitanus patriarcha privilegium Hydrontino
episcopo, quatinus sua auctoritate habeat licentiam episcopos consecrandi in Acirentila,
Turcico, Gravina, Maceria, Tricario, qui ad consecrationem domini apostolici pertinere
videntur. Sed quid hoc memorem, cum ipsa Constantinopolitana ecclesia nostrae sanctae
catholicae atque apostolicae ecclesiae Romanae merito sit subiecta? Scimus, immo videmus
Constantinopolitanum episcopum pallio non uti nisi sancti patris nostri permissu. ... Est ergo
meum consilium sanctam fieri synodum et ad eandem vocari Polyeuctum. Quod si venire et
o@diuata sua, id est vitia, superius scripta canonice emendare noluerit, quod sanctissimi
canones decreverint, fiat.

i

Letters of Leo, metropolitan of Synada

(a) Preparations for the election of a patriarch of Constantinople, perhaps Sisinnius
II (12 April 996)

Letter no. 53 (ed. M. P. Vinson), p. 82:

Iatowdoyng puérder Sobijvar tij oixovuévy olitw Yo avTOv 0iXOVUEVIXOV TAVTWS
1aAEoeTe -xal maToLapy®v 0 mEMTOS (T YaE € OEVTEQOS, TOT MEWTOV GVTOS Gpavein
TETUUNUEVOU KOl UOV®) TEUVUVOUEVOU T() OVOUATL) ... .
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(b) The involvement of Leo of Synada in the election of Philagathus as Pope John XVI
and his simultaneous aversion to the new president of the Roman Church (spring 997)

Letter no. 6 (ed. M. P. Vinson), pp. 8-10:

Twavvy ootiapie 1@ T00 TEWTOPE0TIAQIOV

Tedav pgv oidd oe, xarayerav 8¢ viv tmovod oe axovoavia 6Tl mdmav TOV
DuAayabov mooeyelptoduny, ov €56l ie xal amomviEal xal TOOUETELTEV TO GELOC, TOV
uvpimv oxnrt@v d&tov. Opd o€ TOUTOIS ETYEADVTA XAl YW Xl EVYOUAL GEL YEAQY OFE.
... ' HPdun oaung deirar xai poparéov xai otfapot avépogs xai éupotfotic gooviuarog,
Gneo, olda, 6 NUETEQOS UEyag xal 1yYnAdS Paotiels xExntal TV meoAafoviwy TAfov, (¢
®al avtOg TAEOV TV EALY 018aS, TAEOY Xal CUVOUIADY XAl TOV ATOQQHTWV KOVWVDY
7016 factAeton. X0 6 ui) 60&ns mailerv, GAN dAnbevewy tattd e yodgovia.

Letter no. 11 (ed. M. P. Vinson), pp. 14-16:

T matotdoyn

Ei xal étéow to0T0 OUVEPN TO XAl (O€iv €V TaUT® xal AMmElv xaAov TOL0TTOV,
v Beomeoiav oov @nui xepaliv, xal yevoaobar uév, un éuminobivar o€, GAL’ Goov
mooyevoaobal xai amooyéobat, Beouaxdoiote Séomota, AyVOw ... .

Tnv Paunv 0o yeipag <xai> modas 100 ueydAov xai VyYniot quav factiéws tov
Ocol OéAovToc xal GyayovToc xal Eym Stdxovog Eyevouny, Thv xaediay ToT xoatovVToS
KowoxévEouv éxeivov uév evhivavrog, 8t éuot <d&> tovto motijoar Geljoavroc. Ta ovv
xat Exaotov xal T €l AeTTH Ll TOD ATOXOULOTOD UaONON OAPEOTEQOV ... . TRV igpay
éxeivny xal Bavuaoiav yoagijv, as eimelv omiAnv 6p0odoklag, ovdels V€N ndmag
o a&ilwe vmodéEaobar xail tiuioar, GAAL 6 mpog 6v N EmotoA) Twdvvng uetirbev 6
O¢ uet éxeivov Fonyoptog 0vd Goov ovyymonbeic ebEacbat aniAbe, ti) 100 TEOEXOVTOS
év Padun Kotoxéviov dvvduet ot te Boovov xal tis a&las anedabeis 6 & Vmeloiibev
0 unde tnv d@&og, 0 éuoc poptog, 6 Boaovs Pirdyabog, 6 TAvToALOS, 1) VNOUS, O PUTOG,
fl ¥nALG, .. .

... poon&a toltvuv 10 ogfdoutov éxelvo yoduua xal TEOOETATTAAWOA TG TAP®
100 Kopvgaiov xal oixelq yelol 1O TiULOV 00V Gvoua mEOOEyoaya, avasiov xpivag
uvnuoveveobai o€ xal avapépeobal mag’ éxelivov o0 potyot, o1 féeAvoD, TOD uLoNToT,
100 Oeootvyotc. TO 0UV éxeivov mapatvd arotodmaiov dvoua undé év g meovam, undé
év 10ic mpoBvpoig, undé év toig mpoavielows, unde om teyav, Al EEw xal eig avtd
10 £EdbTEQOV AmOyOaQTVaL 0xdTOC TANY oixovoulag Evexev, mv éyodyauev, ofecbijval
xal xataoryaodivar mpdg 10 mapdv éyw ovufovievn, TV TOT RaAOT xal peydriov
UV Bactiéws evd0Elav mOayUaTEVOUEVOS, J] *al GUVEQYETV Soxel xal xatatiBeobal 6
GATijoLog, oUitL «Exav, GAL dxovtl ye Quud», yewmuetotxaig, 6 gaot, avdyxaig, ij uaAiov
Kouwoxeviixd xateyouevos @opw, Eouot évexev Cav.

(c) The anxiety of Leo of Synada whether Basil II would approve his actions and his
hope for the expulsion of Philagathus and the restoration of Pope Gregory V (spring 997)

Letter no. 9 (ed. M. P. Vinson), p. 12:

Ei zai €50Ea Goyioat, Oeoqiréotate ndtep xal Séomota, GAL oUx floynoa Ty yao
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Paunv eidov, moayua uéya, cogdv xal vagpoyxov xal Gvéoa ui égovoav dvdpa avtj
Sédwra TOv doyemioromov Poayyiag Tov 1@ lovAiw TV e0yy cov Aafovra. Tovto ui
Oavudone Edet yap otitw moofivat, dAiwg & dmofivar T yap € doyiic avurootata
0adLa maviog xal evyeon moo¢ xabaipeotv. H ovv Paun tov idiov &gl mdaav, modg
®aLov UEV ExdLwybévra Pig xat avdyxn TANV xal OV potyov evpnioovta xal ueta Siov
nwwonfoovra. T 0vv xal Exactov d¢ émpdydn tatta xai & uelfova mapd 10T xVEOD
Kahorvoot uabion. Ei ovv xakdc tmodéEetar Thv SovAeiay qudv 6 Pactievc, v v éor
el & 0vn amodéGetal xal TV avBpOTWV GO0 TO OLAKXQLTIXOV GHREQALOY EXOVOLY -AVTOS
O oxomnoov- T av €y eimolut avToV U arodeyouevov evploxwv; Yytaivav, e00vudv,
Ti)S MUV VTEQETYOV TATEWVDOIEWC.

Letter no. 12 (ed. M. P. Vinson), pp. 18-20:

To Zdpdemv

T pév dAda pot xoDga xal 6 eiTelv eUgoQa, T0 T TS 600D uixog xal T évhaidooua
vavdywa xal 1@ v Tj] 600w xAdouate 10 & aiTis 1000010V SLaoTival Tis XaAflc oov
oyewg nal Oéag xal ouAiag, Tig EvEyxol Yuxn; ... .

Tiyv Pauny eidov xal eirlov xal 1o guov EdeiEa modbuuov, T000TTOV TOAUTOWY i)
tohujoag, Soov o eic voiv av éBdAeto Etepoc. Ei uév obv xal factAels 6 uéyag xwoioot
10070, ®aAQ ®al ETL X AOTS EnoyOnoauev €l & ava&iov xoivy To0T0 Tii AUTOD faciAelag,
ool xataiiurdve oxomelv. T( av éywm eimoyut; Tov xaxdg yvmoLobévia xat xoAnbévia
pot ETL xax@ TS EaVTOT XEQaAis ndray mexoimxa, T0v éx Kaiafolag i) Sixeriag i »al
avTig Tig Aitvng, Tov €€ N éxoupivar i) évorpivar @Ewov, Tov apéBatov, OV dgiiov,
TOV TOD YPeUdOVS GoyNyOV xal matépa xai QUulaxov, TOV mdvroduov, TOv Aoidopov, TOv
pArdognuov, TovV xiva, ..., TOV gLy, Ty SoAlay yA@TTAY, TOV TQOTOV AVGUAAOY, .., TOV
rdong d&ov pracenuicg, 1OV Tdong xoAdoews, TOV TdonS Tumoelag, TOv fopPoooy, ...,
TOV QQETIXAY, TOV APATTLOTOY, ..., TOV, IVa OVVEL®, VIOV Stafolov.

Eyi 58 1OV éx TV xat aitov xal TEQL aUTOV TOLOTTOV ElvaL xaTauabaV, T) Ueydin
%Al ATOOTOALXD BOOV® A0S Al TGS EYEVOUNV, OV YNOEVOVTL ... GAAL LDVTOS TOT AVOQUG,
UOLYOV XATAOTHOAL TOUTOV OLAVONTGUEVOS. ... XAl VIV OluEel xal Ty éx Ocol xal TV
€5 avBodmwv xal v éx 100 QTov xal TV éx 100 ndra EAnilov Vpéety tumoiay. O
Yo mdmag éxetvog Orhiletar queotov EfAov Buudvs Ewv, oluar & o 0b geloetat, 0U6¢
ardaSetal, ov6E ui) StadvOf] moAAGY Sbowv 6 & VrORTHOOEL xal OESLE XUl TOOUAAEOS
E0Tl xal uepuepitwv avituta.

(d) Deposition and abusive treatment of Philagathus by the German cavalry of Otto
III (May 998)

Letter no. 1 (ed. M. P. Vinson), p. 2:

Twavvy ootiapiew 1@ 100 TEWTofeoTiapiov Aéovtog

Tedgc ot TOV Aatdy YEAWTA, @) *adi) kEeQaAl, @ xaAl Yoy, .. O Piddyaboc éxeivoc
8g, iva ovvéhw, 0U8éva elye TOV i000TGOLOV, «OD (OGS TO OTOU ®al Mxlac EVele» xal
Braognuiag xal ovnoias xai Aowdopiag, @ mapduolos ovdels, Ov Tivi avridEouev ov
YIV@OROUEY, 00TOS EXEIVOS 6 madauvaios mdmas, 6 ocoPapds xai UTEpopovS, @ Oet xal
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Siun xal filte, ovumodiobeic Eneoe. Kal T ui) 1@ GSeApd Aéyw xal 1 100 nrduaroc ei60g;
oo mavtog avdabeua yéyove tiic Sutiniic ExxAnotag, ita tovc 6@Oaiuodc EEmoviydn, Thv
Oiva Toitov ESeTunOn xal TO XETAOS TETAQTOV, TEURTOV THY YADTTAY THY TOAAX Xl GooNTCL
Aadotoav xal Guayov EmCUmEVOEV ML TOUTOLS EXTOV OVIOX® ATWYD OEUVUVOUEVOS
0U00XEATMV XAl TOVTOV, THV OF XEQAANY E0xENE GOXOD TAAQLOT TEUAYLOV TAS TOOTOURS
&ov dpbiove 10 & EBSouov eic xolow nAbe, xateynpiodn, Ty isoatixiy évedudn xal
£Ee600n ooy, dmiobopavic éovion <xatd> TOV vaOv avToV, TOV IEOVAOY, THY QLAANS
QUARY xal o¢ €ig avapuyiy eic 1OV xdoxapov EvepAion.

12)

Anathematism of Michael I Cerularius by Humbert (July 1054)

H.-G. Beck, ‘Storia della Chiesa’, in La civilta bizantina dal IX all’ X1 secolo, Bari 1978, pp. 234-7:

Oonig av tf) mioter xal tjj Qvole i) Pouaixis xal amootoiixils xabédpag
avuiAéyn, avdabeua éotw xai uite dexéobw 6pB0doEos, aAla Aeyéobw mpolvuitng xal
véog Avtiyototos. Otfeptos Oeot ydoitt Tiis ayiag t@v Popaiwv éxxAnoiag éxioxomog,
Térpog 1@V Apadenvav doyierioxomos, Pepedépyos dtdxovos xal xayxeAldpLos maot
1016 Tij¢ ®aBoAuxis éxxAnoiag téxvous. H ayia Pouaixi) modtn xai drootodixi xabédoa,
vy THG ExxANOLQOTIXAS ElONVNG XAl Yoelag ydoLv, mEOS TaUTNV TNV PactAixnyv oA
nuag amoxptolapiovs avtis mowjoar xatnEiwoey, iva xabis yéyoamtatr xatéABwuev
xal dwuev, € doa Eoyw memhjowtar 1 Pon, §j adiaotintws éx thixavtng moAews
avéBave mpods T dTa avtic, & 88 xal uy NV olitws, YV 60ev YIVOOKRETWOAV QO UEV
maviwv oi 6edoSaouévor avTorpdToQES, 0 ¥AfjPOS, 1) OUYRANTOS ®al O A0S TaUTNS TS
Kovotavrvovadiews xal maoa 1 xabodixn éxxAnoia nuag évratba dieyvoxévar, 60ev
mAgtota yawpoueba, ayabov xai uéyiotov, 60ev éreevrg Avmotueba, xaxov, xal yao
doov mpoOg T0Vg ®iovag ToU ®pdTOVS, xal TOVS QUTOD TETYUNUEVOUS XAl TOVS TOALTag
00QoUs yoloTavixwtdty xal 6p006050¢ éotty N wohg Goov O¢ mpos Tov Myganh tov
XOTAYONOTIXDS AEYOUEVOV TATOLAQYNY XAl THS aUTOD Avoiag TovS OUVEQYOUs, TAEloTA
Litdavia 1@V aipéoewv xal éxdotny StaomeipeTal €v uEow avTig, ... . Yaio &v IAavioudv
xal ETépwv mAelotwy Epywv avTtol avtos Myyand yoduuaot to0 xvpol Nudv Aéovrog
100 mdna vovhetnbels, meLoBivaL xatepeovnoey, Exewta Nuiv Tois ayyéhols avtod tag
U00E0EIS TOV TNAXOUTWV XAXDV AOYIX DS AVTLOTIVAL AEYOVOL THV Tapovoiay avTol xal
™y ovvruyiay raviedds drnovioato otte 1@ VyLel POVAETUATL TOV QUTOXOATOQWV KAl
@V 0opdY VovBeTovviwy xataorndoacbal avtov, oUy ULxovoey, xabis xal TQOTEQOV
T0¢ 10V Aativov éxxinoiac nogaiioaro, xal avtoVs Gluuitas aroxaidv ofuact xal
goyois amavrayi xatediiEato énl TooovTOV, dOTE €V TOiG Viols avTOU GvabeuatiCewv
v amootohuxny xabédoav, xal ¢ Eavtdv Tt VTOYOAQEL 0IXOVUEVIXOY TATOLEQYNY.
O0ev fueic tig aitic Gyilag xal medTne dmootodixiic xabédpas v éEdxovatov Piav
xal UPotv oy VTOQEQOVTES ..., GO mAONS THS AMOOTOALXTS ExxAnoias 1@ avabéuart,
Smep 6 #vpuLog fudv 6 evrapéoraros ndrag 1@ Miyanh xal 1ols avTd EXOUEVOLS, Eav i)
relobdowy, arepivato, olitw xabvroyodpouev. Myanh 6 xatayonotixds TatoLdoxns,
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6 vebputog xal uove avlowmivo @dPw t0 povaotxov oxiua OeEduevos, viv Ot
éyndjuaow dvnréotols mapl TOAMGY Stamepnuiouévog, xal petr avtot Afwv 6 Tig
Ayoidog émideyduevos, xal 6 oaxeAddoios Tot avtot Miyanh 6 Nuxngdpos, Sotis Ty
0V Aativoy Buoiav meopavis xatendTnoe Toig MO0l XAl TAVTES Ol ENOUEVOL AUTOIG
év 10ic mpoxeuévols mhaviouaot xal toAuijuaowy Eotmoav avdbeua papavaba ovv Toig
Siwwviaxoic, Bakeoiowg, Apetavoic, Maviyaioig, ovv oic Soyuatitovor, xal toic GAAotlg,
St 10 &vluuov Euyuyov eivat, xal obv m@olL 10l aipeTiols, uaAdov 8¢ xal ueTd TOT
StaPporov xai T@v ayyérwv atitod, éav ui) teLoboLy, Gunv, auiv, Gunv.

(a) Letter of Pope Alexander III to Patriarch Michael III of Anchialos: on the
union of the Churches (27 February 1173)

Ed. G. Hofmann, ‘Papst und Patriarch unter Kaiser Manuel I. Komnenos: ein Briefwechsel’, EEBX 23 (1953) 76-7.

‘EmtotoA 100 ndra mpog 1ov matotdoyny Kovotaviivovaoiews.

Avépeoev Muiv 6 ayarntos vios IT€tpog 6 vmodidxovos Mudv, 6 GrOXOULOTHS TOV
TaEOVTIWY Yoauudtwv, ot duaxaf émbuuiay év 1@ omibel pépey, ToU T Gvatebelody oot
ExxAnotay tf) oouainf éxnAnoiq, fjtig rao®dv éxxAnol@v v’ avtod o0 Kupiov uijtno xatéorn
nal Suddoxarog, xabix evoefec xal Sixaiov xal xavovixdv éonwv, Evawbiyvar. ... Oldag yio
TAVTOG DG AVIE TOOTEXTIXOG KLl SLAXQLTIRDG, Grtwg 1) TOD Be0T énxAnaic 0vdeuiay DmopépeLy
SeideL xataTouny xal xds uove 1@ Iétow elontar mapd T00 xvpiov ob &l ITéTpog xal énl
1Q0T) Tf) TETOQ 0i%0SOUTOW OV TRV ExxAnoiay, ... . Enel oUv moéney Tijc Sraxpioeds oov Tj)
poovijoeL 10 Léov Tis Toravtng émbuuiag eic dnotéreoua épyov dmodeibat, Thv adeApdtntd
00V mapaxaAotuey, Vmoutuvioxouey xai ovufovievouey évéiabétwg, iva tov meoLobntov
év Xowot® viov quadv Mavovnh tov xoduiotov xai 805ns whijon Kwvortavivovadrews
Paotréa, bv motevouev 1oV avtov Eijhov Exety, Vmopuvijoar omovddons EmueAéoTteQoy xal
Gyayetv, iva eic 10 évwbijvar v éxxAnoiav tic Pacireias avtod Tjj dwuaixf) éxxAnoiq,
BomeQ O@eideL Staxams oxomion, xai AGYoV TOV €l TOUTW UXO( TH YOOV TOaXTAI0OEVTa,
eic ovumAjowary Gyayelv un vmepbiion, wg &v avtog aiwviov éndbAov duvnbein émituyeiv,
xai 1 of) évievbev udowuva xal omovdi ioyvon GEiws érawvedijvar. ES60n év moer Aeyouévn
Siywia, o dvo xadavddv uaptiov, fjtis éotiv x& pefoovapiov.

(b) Reply of Patriarch Michael III of Anchialos to the above papal letter: an excellent
example of diplomatic courtesy without any concession of substance (1173)
Ed. G. Hofmann, op. cit., 77-80.

Avtiyoaupua 100 aylwtdtov matoidoyov Kovotavtivovrolews mpog T0v mdaav tig
nmoeafutéoas Paung.

Ayidtate ndma, xal €v xvlw ayaanté GOEAPE.

Yuyiic Evoeryua OeoARmTOU THY EVOTOLOV UETAOLWXELY EIQRVNY, XAl TOV TOD TVEUUATOS
ouvvdeapoy. .. Awx tolito O Ti)g PaciAelag T@V 0VQAVAY *AELOOTYOS TIV TEQLTOUNV
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TEMLOTEVUEVOS, EXIOVTTE xal TOIS £0veot, xal mooTepov v Tepovaaiy uetl tig BeoAéxtov
Ouddos T Exxndnoiay 1ot Beot ovveotioarto, Eneita év Aviioyelt, xal 0UTWE Graviayol Ty
EaqutoD Stdaoxariov EENTAmaE xal 10 xjovyua. Al To0T0 %al Sod TV xatd Oe0v Evaroty xal
ovvdgetay xal 6 paxdoiog Iaviog eig ¢ E0vn dreotaduévos, Guwg xat iovdaiots xnovttely
oUx Gvefdrieto. ... [Tdvteg 0bv 6mdooL Ty xatd Bedv Gudvolay meoateotiueda xal T ax’
MA@y ptootuey dudteviy, dpelhouev ToUToU *al povov yevéolar ot dyalod, xal T
€05 TOUTO OTWOONTOTE TPOOLOTAUEVA €X UETOV TOUfOQOBAL, XAl W] TV TOOOETLOVVATTELY
ETeoa mEQLTTOL Al QVOVITA, XAl TS EVIOM)S TOPOW PEQOVTQ, Va 1) SOXMUEV EUTOQIXDS
70 Qyabov ntetv xal uetéoyeobar. Znmtéa yao xald, 6t xard, xal wi) 6 évaliayny
moayudtwv aoxaimv xal Tis avéxabev xoatovons éxxAnolaotixic xataotdoews. Otav
yao TS Emiyelof »atopfdoal T TV EXAVETOV xal PLAOUUEV®Y BED, UET TATEWVHOEWS
x01) ToUT0 UeTéPyeotat xai mav tyowua xabaipeiv. Ottw yap el ovvepyotioav avtd xal
v 100 B0l dyabotnra. Ei § dAlws nwg, avioer 0v6€v. Aot diya Ocot 0vdE 1a PAégaoa
v xveiobar motetousy te xal Sidaoxduela. Exel ovv 1) ol &ydme mooaupeital Ty
OV Qylwv ExxAnot@v évwory, ouvigéyel 8¢ xal evdoxel xal omovddlel eic ToUTO *al 6
TaVEVOEPETTATOS *al dYLog NUMV aUTOXATWO, 1) HETQ OOV 1ia UV %ol VudYV GANBdOS xal
X1 PUOLY QYN Ei¢ TOUTO OF %Al 1) TATEWVOTNS UMY EXEL Olaxadg, TIS Y oUT® oOXaAAOS
wote W) mpotiBecba Tavtog ETEQOV TO xovov ayabov; “Etowuov 1o aiotov arotéleoua. Kal
0 €i¢ TOUTO TAPEUTOSIOWY EV TM OTEVOELY OUVILOTAY TO idLov OéANua, EEeL mdvTwe dmd OsoT
70 xatdxowa. To 6¢ uéyiotov 1pog 100 Be0aTeOTS UMV AVTOXRQATOQOS XAQLY TOUTOU 0UY
vmouvioews Oeitat mapd Twvog. Movog yao xal w0 NUMY XAl 1O TAVIWY, UEAETNV TOLED
SUnVexr T TG ATOTEQUTWIELS TMY (ylwV EVIOADY TOT 0WTHPOS MMV XOLOTOD TOLOVUEVOS, XAl
TavTaS Tf] AUTOT YAOLTL WS 0VOELS ETEQOS XATOQOMV, 0VOE THV TOV QyiwV ExxANoLdY Evmoty
Tig avT0U moounbeiag GEixrey ExXTOG, GAAL TOO HAXOMV YOOVWY Xal WS 1) TS 0TS iepapyiag
ExtedeoTdTn YVOOLIS ETioTatal, i ueQIUVNG 6Tl TOAANS ¢ mepl Tavtng émoimoe. Tiy O&
yoagny Tig ofg ayLoTnTos AT0OEEGUEVOL, XAl XATA TO EIXOS AOTAOAUEVOL, EVYAUQLOTHOQUEY
00L, 0Tt 00X avePalov pwVVUEWY NUAS €IS TO GOEOXOV Tf) OF) GyaboTnTL.

Letter of Patriarch John X Camaterus to Pope Innocent III: against the papal
primacy (spring 1200)

Ed. A. Papadakis and A. M. Talbot, ‘John X Camaterus Confronts Innocent IIl: An Unpublished
Correspondence’, Byzantinoslavica 33 (1972), 35-41:

ToU aytwTdTov %Al 0iX0UUEVIXOT TATOLAQP YOV T Twdvvov 100 Kapatnoot éntotoAn
GVTIEENTIXT) TEOS TQ TEOS AVTOV YoaPEVTe TR TOT TdmC.

EbeEdunv oov 10 yodupa, tydtate xdra, xol aveAifas to0to xal avamtvSag
noxapiomoa 1@ Ocd TOVS OLETTNXOTAS TOTWV UAXEOIS daoTiuaot ovvdrteotal
AAMIAOLS DLl YOOUUATWY TQOVONTCUEVQ, ... .

0Ll TADT UETCL TEQLYAQELOS UaAa TOAATS EDe<Edun>v TO yoduua Tic o7js iE00TNTOC,
aAAa 10 foriAnua Tis yoapic, 6,TL ToTe xal OEANS ONAOTV, 0a@dS <OUSK ETYOV XATAVOELV.
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... . TOD T@V Oelwv edayyeriny evpioxnetal Aéywv 6 Xp1otoc v 1@V Pouainy éxxinoiav
HEQAY Elvar xal unTéoa YEVIXY TIVe %l XAOOMAWTEQQY <HQl> TEQI<EXTIXNV> TOV
amavtayf] TiS XOOULXilS TETQOUEQEIQS EXXANOLOV, 1] A TIVOS TOV OIXOUUEVIXDV
oVVOOWY OUTW T TEQL TOUTOV SLaTETUTMWTAL, XtOMS VUETS TEQL THS NUETEQAS ExxAnoiag
OLavoeiobe; ... €i 6& Sl 10 1OV igpditatov ITétpov avTdb dul paptvolias Ty éviatba
uetarddEar Cwrjv, GAL dpate wimote doa 0Ux €ic oduvaua TovTo (6%Vd YaE TovVavTiov
eineiv) 1j) Popaiov loyiobioetar éxxinoiq. ... Aeimetar doa uy Sue tadta ™y Pduny
UNTEQQ TAV AOLTDY TUYYAVEW EXXANOLDY, GAAL TEVTE TUYYAVOVODV TOV UEYAAWY
ExxAnoudv al xal maTELaEyIXols oguvivovialr GElduaot, modtny, s év GdeApaic
TUYYAVELY OUOTIUOLS AVTNY.

el 6¢ 1ov I<€tpov> 1@V Aowt@v GmootdAwv amoueoitels xal idiav avtd
Sudaonaliov amoxi<nooics, g Guébextoc i Ao TV GmootdAwy Aoydc amelelphn,
P 00L OXOTETY TO EVIEVOEY QV<U>PAVOUEVOV, EVaVTIOTNS YO 0UTw xal ETeQ0TS €V
701§ Stédyuaot giodyetal ot Xptoto, dAra uev Iétow idixmc mapaddvrog, Etepa <6&>
1015 dAAOLS TOV HaONTDV. ... .

... XQl TAVTOS 0V QyVoEitaL Tf) Ayyvoig oov as v TepoooAuois To@Tov 1 TloTIS
UV éraponoidoato, xaxel moAAol xal xpeittovs GolBuot miotevely xatijoavio
@ xnovyuatt, 10 O0¢ TV moTevovias xaielobar Xoiotiavols év Aviioyelq modTwg
xatmjo§aro, 60ev xal Ogovmols atitn xatovoudietar. 0 6¢ xal udac éxxAnoia Eoye
TO TOWTNV TUYYAVELY Tf) TAEEL TOV ExxANOLDY TOV peydAwy, Sui 10 (xabwg avdtepov
eipntar) mwvindde yoovov Paciiely xal ovyxAjte oeuviveobal, xal to0Tto Exely mapl
106 Aowwas 10 d&lmua. ...

Ta T TEOS TV OTAAEI<OQV> NUIV TAEA TAS O7)¢ iE00TNTOS EmtaTolpu<aiav> yoagiy
Q nal €l uev g amo aéeApuxiis Stabéoews yoawévra dmodéEetal oov 1) ayidtng, xaidg v
einmototoa xal GElwg 100 doyLeoatinol énayyéAuatos i & Toic maQ’ MUV YEYOQUUEVOLS
aybéo<etal> oov 1) ayLoms, GAX fuels ye tijs aAnbeiags 0vx GpeEoueba, 0vx &v uvoLdaHIS
ein Tig Gretdovuevos nuiv ta dewvdtara.
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THE MULTIFACETED ‘DIPLOMACY’ OF MICHAEL VIII PALAEOLOGUS

The case of Michael VIII Palaeologus brings this series of lectures toa fitting close because
his activities were bound up with an intense but multifaceted ‘diplomatic’ effort to balance
the various factors influencing the political situation in his time: the papacy, the princes of
the different ‘state’ configurations of Europe, the small states created out of the wreckage
of the Byzantine empire by the pact known as the ‘Partitio terrarum imperii Romaniae”
and the centres of authority around which the Byzantines themselves gathered (that is, the
empire of the Grand Comneni of distant Trebizond on the Black Sea, the despotate of Epirus
and the empire of Nicaea, the last two of which were the chief contenders for precedence
and the title of being the continuator of the empire’s patrimony.” And of course account
had to be taken of the neighbouring peoples of the Balkans, Asia Minor, and the Eastern
Mediterranean in general, as we shall have the opportunity to note in due course.

In order to understand Michael’s personality it is useful to set down some details of
his activity before he ascended the throne. He was appointed a general of John III Ducas
Vatatzes (1222-54) and made an important contribution to the campaigns by which Vatatzes
succeeded in detaching many areas from the Latins and his rivals of the despotate of Epirus.
Michael’s contribution to the undertakings of Theodore II Lascaris (1254-8), Vatatzes’ son
and successor, was also important. But at the same time he was the chief suspect in a number
of possible attempts to overthrow these two emperors to his own advantage. It is therefore
easy to understand how long-standing clashes developed between them. It is interesting to
follow one of these disputes in detail.

At Philippi in 1252, towards the end of Vatatzes’ reign, the then twenty-seven year old
Michael, who bore the title of strategus of Melnik and Serres, once again had to face the
charge that he was plotting to seize the throne.’ The accusation was based on an apparently
innocent discussion between two citizens, one of whom claimed that Michael was guilty of
such plotting, while the other maintained his innocence. Those who overheard the discussion
brought it to the attention of the authorities, whereupon the pair were summoned and it was

1 This was the territorial division of the Byzantine empire amongst the commanders of the Fourth Crusade: the empire
was broken up like a great ship wrecked by the waves and the winds, writes Nicephorus Gregoras, Pouaixi Totopia
1, 2 (ed. L. Schopen, CSHB, Bonn 1829, 13): ti)c ydo 1ot Kwvotavtivourdiens vao t@v Aativov Ghovtons ovvéfn
mv 1@v Pouaiov fyguoviav xabdreo 6Axdda peydiny, avéuois ayolois xai xvuaot Baiarrios ovvelAnuuévny
xata tepdyia xal uéon mhetota Stewpedivar. Of the abundant literature see esp. A. Carile, ‘Partitio terrarum imperii
Romaniae’, Studi Veneziani 7(1965), 125-305.

2 On the empire of the Grand Comneni see most recently the comprehensive survey of A. G. C. Savvides, Oi Meydlot
Kouvnvol tig Toamelotvias xai 1ot Ioviov. Totopixl émoxdanon tis avroxpatopias o0 Mixpaotatizon
EAAnviopod (1204-1461), Athens 2005. On Nicaea and Epirus A. Miliarakis’ book, Totopia 1ot Baciieiov tiig
Nixaiag xai 1ot Aeonotdrov tis ‘Haelpov, Athens 1874 (and reprints), although very old contains much useful mate-
rial. See also D. M. Nicol, The Despotate of Epiros, Oxford 1957, and The Despotate of Epiros 1267-1479, Cambridge
1984. Also Alkmini Stavridou-Zafraka, Nixaia xaw"Haetpog tov 13° at. [deoroyini avtizapdfeon oy mpoorddeid
T0US va avaxtioovy v avtoxpatopia, Thessalonica 1991.

3 This episode is described very fully by George Acropolites, Xpovixi) Xvyyoaqn (ed. A. Heisenberg, Leipzig 1903),
92-100. See the detailed study by G. Czebe, ‘Studien zum Hochsverratsprozesse des Michael Palidologus im Jahr 1252’
Byzantinisch-Neugriechische Jahrbiicher 8 (1931), 59-98.
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decided that they should settle the matter by single combat. The one defeated was Michael’s
supporter, though he did not receive a mortal wound. It was then decided that to prove his
innocence Michael should undergo an ordeal by fire. This required the accused to take up a
piece of red-hot metal from the fire in his bare hands and walk three paces holding it. If he
endured the agony, he was declared innocent. Naturally, after an ordeal of this kind, it was
difficult for anyone actually to be judged innocent. If Michael, then, took hold of the iron
he was almost certainly condemned beforehand. But even if he endured the pain he would
have suffered very severe burns, which would have left him disabled. He managed, however,
to avoid undergoing the ordeal.

Let us look at how he did this, as described in some detail by his colleague, the historian
George Acropolites, who became his grand logothete, or, as we might say today, his prime
minister. Acropolites gives his account in the form of a fast-moving dialogue, which cannot
have been too far from the truth, since he himself was present. Michael said, ‘If there were a
specific accusation and accuser, I would agree to engage in single combat and prove that he
is lying. But since I am not accused of anything specific, I do not understand why I should
submit to this ordeal. I do not have the ability to perform miracles, and you all know that a
red-hot piece of iron will burn the hand that grasps it, unless it is made of stone.” A member
of the higher clergy, Phocas, metropolitan of Philadelphia, also took part in the debate,
trying to persuade him to submit to the ordeal. Michael replied: ‘I am a sinner and cannot
perform miracles. If you insist that I should go through with this, put on your episcopal
vestments, in which you celebrate the Liturgy, pick up the red-hot iron and put it in my
hand.” The metropolitan naturally declined and said: ‘This custom does not correspond to
our ecclesiastical traditions. It is barbarian and alien to our customs.” Michael was not lost
for a reply: ‘If I were a barbarian, you could judge me by barbarian mores and customs. But
since I am a Roman and not a barbarian, I should be tried according to Roman justice.” This
argument stirred the sympathy many already felt for Michael and forced Vatatzes to accept
Michael’s innocence and not insist on staging the ordeal.’

The episode throws into relief Michael’s agility of mind and ‘diplomacy’ in the broader
sense of the word.® It is also interesting how Acropolites accounts for the incident. It was a
divine testing, he writes, of Michael, the future emperor, so that once he had ascended the
throne he should not give easy credence to denunciations or arrive at hasty judgements.’

The ‘future emperor’, as he is called, the celebrated Michael Ducas Angelus Comnenus

4 There has been much discussion of the remoter origins of this custom. Ph. Koukoules, Buiavtiv@v Biog xal moMTiouds,
vol. 3, Athens 1949, 356-7, refers to two well-known lines from Sophocles’ Avriydvn (fjuev & étoipor xai piidpovs aipew
xeootv, xal wiip Suéomew, vv. 264-5), and maintains that the ancient Greek custom survived. In the more recent litera-
ture, of course, the prevailing view is that there has been an influence from the corresponding western practices: D. J.
Geanakoplos, Interaction of the “Sibling” Byzantine and Western Cultures in the Middle Ages and Italian Renaissance
(330-1600), New Haven and London 1976, 146-55. Also very useful is the very detailed study of S. Troianos, ‘Das Got-
tesurteil im Prozessrecht der byzantinischen Kirche’, in Zwischen Polis, Provinz und Peripherie. Beitrige zur byzantini-
schen Geschichte und Kultur, ed. L. M. Hoffmann, with the assistance of A. Monchizadeh (Mainzer Verdffentlichungen
zur Byzantinistik 7), Wiesbaden 2005, 469-90, where the ‘legal’ dimensions of the topic are also examined.

5 On all this see Miliarakis, 405-8.

6 See e.g. the definition under the lemma in G. Babiniotis’ Lexikon, as ‘ability and skill in negotiating or coming to an
agreement’.

7 Acropolites, Xpovixi) Zvyyoagp, 100.
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Palaeologus, had close family connections with the three great imperial houses of Byzantium.
His father Andronicus Palaeologus had married Theodora, a daughter of Irene and another
Palaeologus called Alexius, so that as he was descended from the Palaeologi on both his
father’s and his mother’s side he was also called Diplopalaeologus.® It should also be noted
that Irene, his grandmother on his mother’s side, was the first-born daughter of Alexius III
Angelus (the emperor overthrown by the Crusaders in the summer of 1203). As Alexius III
had no male issue, he had indicated that his daughter and her husband, Alexius Palaeologus,
should be his successors. The latter’s death, however, prevented this plan from being put into
effect. Nevertheless, Michael’s aspirations towards the imperial throne may be traced back
to it. They were naturally encouraged by his family environment. Pachymeres tells us that
when he was a baby, the only lullaby which would send him to sleep was one whispered by
his sister Eulogia, which went roughly: ‘go to sleep, my little one; when you grow up you will
be a great man, you will be emperor and you will enter Constantinople by the Golden Gate.”
This gate in the ‘Entamigyiov (Yedikiile) quarter of Constantinople, and today walled up,
was the one through which the emperors traditionally entered the imperial capital after their
victorious campaigns.

It would divert us too far from our purpose if we were to dwell as fully on all Michael’s
actions which led him step by step to the throne. It is enough to mention that in all of them
he showed the same quick-wittedness and cynical calculation for what was in his own best
interest as he did in the incident of the ordeal, with the result that the legitimate dynasty was
thrust aside and he ascended the throne. The opportunity came when Theodore II Lascaris
died in 1258 after reigning for four years. His son John was a minor - barely eight years
old - who had to be placed under the guardianship of an able person who could exercise the
appropriate supervision until he attained his majority. By his will, which he had drawn up
a little before his death, Theodore had entrusted the regency and guardianship of his son
to the mowroPeotidpiog (head of the imperial treasury) George Mouzalon. His promotion
naturally provoked a reaction among members of the traditional aristocracy, who were thus
set aside even though they felt themselves better suited to the role of guardian because of their
high social status, all the more so in view of the fact that George’s two brothers were also
honoured with high office.!” Rumours quickly began to spread that the mowrofeotidotog
had had the ear of the emperor and had prompted him to punish his opponents. The belief
that he was planning to overthrow the dynasty and usurp the throne after his appointment
as guardian came to be held by many. And it appears that Michael did his best to foment
these rumours surreptitiously, while publicly declaring in a diplomatic and dissimulating
way that he had no reservations about Mouzalon. Although the sources are far from clear,
it appears that even before Theodore II had died, a plan had been laid for a conspiracy led

8 See Gregoras, ‘Pouaixi ‘lotopia 111, 4 (ed. Schopen, 69). For the complicated genealogy see V. Laurent, ‘La généa-
logie des premiers Paléologues’, Byzantion 8 (1933), 125-49. Also A. Th. Papadopulos, Versuch einer Genealogie der
Palaiologen 1259-1453, Munich 1938, and D. . Polemis, The Doukai. A Contribution to Byzantine Prosopography,
London 1968, 131, 156-8.

9 Hv 88 10 Aeyduevov dg elye 1@ PaciAel tilg MoAews xal dg xat Ty Xovoéay mvAny eioedfeiv uéirot xal
g 10 xal 10 éxeloe peyalvvouevos éxteAéoeiev: Pachymeres, Svyyoaquxal Totopiau, 11, 23 (ed. A. Failler, Georges
Pachyméres, Rélations Historiques, Paris 1984, vol. I, 181).

10 Andronicus was appointed uéyag douéotixog (i.e. head of the army) and Theodore mowroxvvnyds (ie. in charge
of the imperial hunt).
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by Michael Palaeologus into which a number of the leading nobles had been initiated. A key
part in the evolution of these events was played by the Latin mercenaries. Their commander,
the uéyac xovrdotavios (grand constable), was Michael Palaeologus. It was he, it seems,
who by appropriate means stirred up their resentment against the Mouzalon family, and
especially against George, whom they regarded as responsible for the cuts in their wages,
since it was at his suggestion that Theodore II had introduced this measure.

On the day of the ninth-day (or, according to some, the third-day) memorial service
for Theodore II at the Monastery of Sosandra in Magnesia, the Latin mercenaries suddenly
began to shout and demonstrate against the mowtofeoridoiog. The disturbance became
general and got out of control. The mob made for the Sosandra monastery in an ugly mood,
forced their way into the church and hacked the Mouzalon brothers to pieces.!! With this
obstacle out of the way, the only choice left was Palaeologus, and everyone was obliged to
turn to him and bestow the guardianship on him. Michael, moreover, also assumed the
office of grand duke, or commander of the imperial fleet. He was now in essence the highest
official of the land since he held all authority in his hands apart from the symbols of imperial
authority, as Nicephorus Gregoras observes.'” In spite of being a usurper, he conducted
himself in such a way that he carried the nobility and higher clergy with him, as well as the
common mass of people. After a short interval he took the title of despot and finally was
proclaimed emperor on the 1 January 1259, having previously sworn not to harm the rights
of the legitimate successor and not to engage in any actions against him."

The first problem Michael had to deal with in his new role as emperor was the triple
alliance between his namesake Michael II, despot of Epirus, William de Villehardouin,
prince of Achaea or the Morea, and Manfred Hohenstaufen, king of Sicily. In these
particular circumstances the aims of the three happened to coincide, since each wanted to
seize Constantinople on his own account and dominate the wider region of the Balkans."
As only a few months had passed since the overthrow of the Mouzalon brothers, Michael
did not want to risk a clash on the battlefield. Initially, he preferred to try and dissolve
the alliance by diplomatic means. The sources mention the sending of ambassadors to
all three of these princes, who would not even discuss the possibility of coming to some
understanding. Here we should note that Acropolites’ records the names of two of these
ambassadors. A certain Nicephorus Alyates was sent to Manfred, and a Theodore Philes to
Michael II of Epirus. Furthermore, we know that Alyates was dumb and Philes blind, but
no satisfactory explanation has been offered for why Michael chose them or how they were

11 The episode described in detail by Pachymeres, Svyyoaguxai Totopiai 1, 15-19 (ed. Failler, vol. I, 65-89). See also S.
Lampakis, I'eddoytog HMayvuéons, mowtéxdixoc xai duxaroquias. Eioaywyixd doxiuto, Athens 2004, 57-60.

12 xal qv ém v xowdv moayudrmv 6 Kouvnvoc Muyaiih, tiqy 1dv paciiixdv ovufdrwv, xaoav ty éEovaiav
avelnuuévog ("Pouaixi lotopia 111, 4, ed. Schopen, 70).

13 These events and the ‘legal’ aspects are discussed in detail by Aik. Christophilopoulou, "ExAoyn, avaydpevois xai
otéyig 1ot fulavrvot avtoxpdropos [Moaypatelon tig "Axadnpuiag "ABnvav, vol. 22, no. 2], Athens 1956, 180-5.
The oaths and promises were needless to say not kept, for two years later John IV was blinded (on Christmas day, 1261)
and exiled.

14 For more detail see D. J. Geanakoplos, Emperor Michael VIII Palaeologus and the West, 1258-1282, Cambridge,
Mass., 1959, 47-74.

15 Xpovixi) Zvyyoaqi (ed. Heisenberg, 165).
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able to accomplish their mission.' I simply mention the fact here as one of the curious minor
details in our information concerning Byzantine embassies. It has also been thought likely,"’”
although there is no general agreement on this, that an embassy was sent to the pope - at
that time Alexander IV - for Michael to obtain an assurance that he would use his influence
to avert any intervention in the East. But again this met with no success. The matter was
resolved on the battlefield in the famous battle of Pelagonia. I shall not dwell on the details, "
but simply mention that it came at a critical moment for Michael and strengthened his
position. Of the three allies already mentioned, William was captured and held as a prisoner
for a considerable time. He was freed on the agreement that he would surrender certain
fortresses in the Peloponnese to the Byzantines. The agreement was sealed with what in
modern Greek is called a relationship of xovuwaoid (a mutual relationship between parents
and godparents), as an anonymous versifier wrote in the Chronicle of the Morea:

‘O BaotAedc eiyev viov uetodxiov vé fagtion,

Tov molyximayv éGTnoe #* Emoixav ouvtexviay.

Stéc ouupvies mod Eroxay NTov %t £T00T0 Néoa,

Iowe udynv va uy Exovory, aydany va xpatotory."

Michael’s next plan was the capture of Constantinople. One of his first concerns was
to ensure the neutrality of the Bulgars, who, like the Serbs, were now a major force in the
Balkans. About seventy years previously, in the reign of Isaac Angelus (1185-95), first the
Serbs and then the Bulgars had proclaimed not only their political independence, creating the
(second) Bulgarian and Serbian empires, but also their religious independence, recognizing
the hierarchy of the Church of Rome. The ambassador was the same George Acropolites.
According to his narrative of these events,” he was at the Bulgarian capital Veliko Trnovo
at Christmas and was pressed by the Bulgars to stay until Epiphany and take part in
the ceremonies, since they celebrated that day with particular solemnity. Unfortunately,
Acropolites does not go into the details of what was discussed. One probably explanation is
perhaps that, as is well known, the wife of the then Bulgarian Tsar, Constantine Tich (1258-
77), was Irene, the eldest daughter of Theodore II Lascaris > and sister of John, who had been
thrust aside by Michael VIIL It is therefore likely that since Acropolites was well disposed
to Michael, he did not wish to refer to unpleasant discussions about his actions and the
objections to them, which would unavoidably have been raised in the course of his embassy.

With regard to the Italian maritime republics, circumstances led Michael to enter into
an agreement with Genoa. By a treaty signed at Nymphaeum in the spring of 1261, a series
of commercial privileges was granted to the Genoese in exchange for their pledge to supply

16 As the punishments had been inflicted on these men by Theodore II Lascaris, it is thought probable that they were
Michaels faithful followers.

17 See Geanakoplos, Michael, 57.
18 Of the abundant literature see esp. Geanakoplos, Michael, 47-74.

19 The emperor had a young son to baptize, /He asked the prince and they made a father-godfather pact (synteknia).
/In the agreements they made was also this: /They would never give battle, but abide in love: Xpovizo tot Mog€wg (ed.
P. Kalonaros, Athens 1940), verses 4336-9, p. 183. Cf. also verse 5542 (p. 230): xai ovviexvov o¢ éxoixev vit otepewbiy
N glAla oag.

20 Xopovixn Zvyyoaqi (ed. Heisenberg, 176).
21 By his marriage to Helen, daughter of the Bulgarian Tsar John II Asen; see Miliarakis, 267, 483.
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fifty ships (maintenance to be the responsibility of the Byzantines) since for the siege of
the capital a fleet was also needed. It appears that the initiative for this alliance came from
Genoa. Nevertheless, Michael hastened to profit from it and accept it.”? In the end, as is
well known, Constantinople was recovered by the Caesar Alexius Strategopoulos before
the Genoese ships arrived. Naturally, sources friendly to Michael hastened to attribute the
success to him, while those hostile to him attempt to depreciate his contribution.?®

With the reconquest of Constantinople, Michael did not turn against its ‘Latin’
inhabitants, who were for the most part merchants of Venetian, Genoese and Pisan origin,
but allowed them to remain under certain stipulations. That is to say, he tried to maintain
a balance and remain on good relations with all parties, without showing that he favoured
some more than others, so that they would not combine against him. He also sought to be
well informed about their plans and if possible to exploit their differences.?* For his long-
term goal was the restoration of the Byzantine empire to its former extent. Pachymeres
reveals this in his verbatim report of Michael’s speech on entering Constantinople. Among
other things, he expresses his certainty that ‘just as when this city fell, we lost the rest of our
lands, now that it has been recovered, we shall certainly regain the rest.””

Naturally, the reconquest of Constantinople provoked a reaction in the West and plans
for its recovery. One of Michael’s first acts was therefore to send an embassy to Pope Urban
IV* to try to win some papal support. We know the names of the envoys: Nicephoritzes and
Aloubardes, who were unable to accomplish their mission because they were already under
suspicion of treachery from the time they served as secretaries to Baldwin of Flanders, the
Latin emperor of Constantinople. It was therefore natural that the fury of the Latins for
the loss of the imperial capital should be vented upon them. They were assaulted as soon as
they arrived: 006” adtd 10 oyfjua T@v mEéoPewv mapnteiro (‘not even the status itself of
ambassador protected them’) observes Pachymeres.”’” One of them, probably Nicephoritzes,
was flayed alive, not only to punish him personally but also ‘to dishonour the one who sent
him’ (én’ driuia o0 méupavrog) as Pachymeres comments.?® The other managed to escape.
Autres temps, autres moeurs.

Another threat, this time from Asia Minor, was presented by the Tatars, an unstable
factor because they were not an organized state but a nomadic people (Pachymeres calls
them ‘tent-dwellers’ (oxnvitai),? and no one could tell with any certainty when or how
they would strike. Michael therefore also made a pact with them, seeking to ensure that
they would remain neutral, with the promise that he for his part would keep the Seljuq

22 On the details see Miliarakis, 580-8; Geanakoplos, Michael, 77-80.
23 See e.g. Lampakis, [Tayuvuéong, 71-4.
24 Geanakoplos, Michael, 106-10.

25 "Qomep xatameoovons tavTg, ovyxatématov & Aowrd, ofitwg, avaxAnbelons tavg, olx Eomv Srws ovx
avaxinbioeofau ravra: Svyyoaguxal Totopiar, 11.30 (ed. Failler, vol. I, 211); cf. Miliarakis, 609-12.

26 On this see the recent article by B. Milios, Evotxég duampaypateioeis perad Mahaidg xaw Néag Popng apéong
uetd mv anehevBépwon mg Kovotavrvoinokng and tovg Aativovs. Miaih H” Makatohdyog xar Ovpfavig A”
(1261-1264), BvEavriaxd 23 (2003), 229-48.

27  Svyyoaguxal Totopia, 11.36 (ed. Failler, vol. I, 227).
28 See note 27.
29 Svyyoaguxai Totopiar, 11.24 (ed. Failler, vol. I, 185).
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sultan of Iconium, Izzedin Kaikaus II, at his court. Even though in decline, the sultanate of
Iconium was the main obstacle to the advance of the Tatars, so that by keeping its leader
close by him Michael was offering the Tatars a service and allowing them to carry out their
raids with impunity. At the same time he gave his illegitimate daughter, Maria, as a bride,
whom he sent accompanied by the then archimandrite of the Monastery of Pantocrator
(and later patriarch of Antioch) Theodosius Princeps, and supplied with many rich gifts
and silk robes. The intended bridegroom was the Ilkhan Hulagu, but as he was dead by the
time the party arrived at his court, Maria was married to his son and successor, Abaga.*® A
little later Michael became a relation by marriage to another Tatar leader, Nogaj, the khan
of the Golden Horde. He sent him another of his illegitimate daughters called Euphrosyne.
Pachymeres adds some vivid details. Michael sent the Tatar khan tasty comestibles, fine
wines and also luxurious textiles. Nogaj preferred the comestibles and the wines. He did
not like the luxurious robes, asking the ambassadors what they were for. Was the headgear
to stop headaches? Or did the pearl decorations ward off lightning? Could these luxurious
textiles heal his bodily pains? If they said no, he would not wear them, or he wore them
very briefly just to show willing in the presence of the ambassadors, and then put on again
his humble clothing made of skins.?' Here it is worth mentioning that Pachymeres, as an
opponent of Michael, disapproved of these marriage alliances and rich gifts, regarding them
as a disastrous strategy. He dedicates a significant part of his narrative, as a kind of excursus,
on how earlier emperors had dealt with the Tatars. Even though this excursus is not relevant
to Michael’s activities, it is useful to examine it here because it gives us an insight into the
methods of Byzantine diplomacy. John Vatatzes took care to fortify his strongholds and keep
them well supplied with weapons and food.* While as soon as the Tatars appeared, Theodore
Lascaris sent messages to make it known that he was preparing to attack them. When the
Tatars despatched ambassadors, Theodore sent out his own envoys supposedly to meet them
on the road but their real purpose was to lead them round by the most precipitous and
difficult route, telling them that that was what the whole territory of Nicaea was like.** When
the ambassadors arrived he had taken care to have troops in full armour drawn up along the

30 Pachymeres, Zvyypaguxai Totopiau, 111.3 (ed. Failler, vol. 1, 233-5)

31 AAAa Noyav pév xndevoas 6 faothevs tvixdde, 10v éxetvav Goyovia, néunwv ovx &vier tAeiota, 6oa e mEOG
&vduudrwv yofow xal Soa mpdg Tooedv mowxtAlay, mpdg 68 xai dvBoouldv oivwv Siag mbdaxvas QUAOTIOTUEVOS.
‘O 6¢ 1 pev eig Podow xai méow pabov fydra Adaufdvov xal xovoov 8¢ xal Goyvoov év éxmduact meooedExETo!
1@ 8¢ mowxida ) mpog xaAvntpas i mpOg Evévuara -épLAoTiueito Y *xal Taita mPooamooTEAAmY O Baciievc-
Gedpevog Taig xepoiv, dvnodta tov Staxoutoduevoy el yonoyevot mpds xepadiyy éml 1@ drovoy elval xai avdiyntov
0 xaAvntoa, €l xai 6 énaveonaguévos udpyapos auivew Exou Tavty Tas dotpands, &l gig foovidV xTiTOUVS HOTE
ui) éupodvnrov yiveobar v gopodvia, 6 AiBog ovvaipoiro, el & moAvtedi) atfic évétuata eig amoviav ueAdv
ovAappdvor: ayvuéong Zvyyoagixal Totopiar, V, 4 (ed. Failler, vol. 11, 445-9). Cf. also I11, 5 (ed. Failler, vol. I, 243).
32 'O Aovixas Todvvng xA€os udvov éxelvav fixove xal xatwyipov T& @EovoLe OiTw xal Gouaoty, Mv 1OV uEv
xal €l Yodvovs mpooétattey anotiBeobat, fovrdaig poAupdivais Tov évévia toig émoixols ogpayitwy, gépovias
& &wbev émirdrrwv owieobar, ta & xal dvayxaia étibeL T0is xTNOOUEVOLS, ()5 Exelvay ma@v TO eig meQLOVTlay
0v U0TeQElY TEOLX080TODVTAS Yl peTd THY oefaocuiav eixdva 1@ Srha mpoofratte xarayodpeobar unde yio
Exewv eldévau i 10 EEopuijoay T@V opdY YuAEdV £9vog xal 6molows Tois fifeot yoatal, xav eionvevely Béhot, xav
pdyeoBau: Pachymeres, Zvyypaguxal Totopiau 11. 25 (ed. Failler, vol. I, 187).

33 "Eyvw &’ Guwg 6 Paotrets, 10 poPepdv mhaoduevos, éxeivous xatacogioaofal. Kal modtov uév mpoanéoteAdev
g biifev dyyeAotviag émi mepoidog g éx’ avtods evtpenitoiro, xal oi Tayvdpouotvres énéumovto..eita 8¢ Toic
moéoPeot mpooeAaivovor méuyag Tols mavrijoovrag, ds Sifev xai opiol tag 68ovs 6dnyioat, ' ST Svoydowy
EEenitndeg 10mwv éxeivovs Siaifdlety mpooératte, x@v 115 droxvaiwy dpwtdn Ty Svoyweiay, ottw tacav Exew
iy 1ilg Popaidog yiv drnoxpiveobar, d¢ éroluws éxoviwv 1 ui) cidévar motevew: Pachymeres, Svyyoagural
Toropiau I1. 25 (ed. Failler, vol. I, 189).
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main street leading to the palace. His servants and officials contrived to appear suddenly
at different points and immediately vanish again, only to reappear at once somewhere else,
0 as to give the impression that they were more numerous than they actually were. They
also let the Tatar ambassadors wait a long time in some hall, and then suddenly raised a
curtain and revealed the emperor in all his majesty, surrounded by his courtiers, who were
themselves dressed with great splendour. And as soon as the discussions were over - in a
space of time disproportionately short compared to how long the ambassadors had had to
wait - the guides led them back again to the frontier by the same precipitous route.** Even
though we were afraid of them, Pachymeres concludes, by our intelligence we made them fear
us themselves. But now we exchange ambassadors and contract marriage alliances. Yet in
spite of Pachymeres’ negative criticism, this policy of Michael’'s was not completely without
success.

Another factor influencing the balance of power in the wider Mediterranean world
was the Mameluk kingdom of Egypt.*® The sultan, Baybars, was of Cuman stock and liked
to recruit Cumans into his army.”” As the ships bringing them had to pass through the
Bosporus, with all its geopolitical implications,™ relations with Constantinople and the
Byzantine emperor had to be good. The sultan sent him many gifts over the years, amongst
which was a giraffe. Pachymeres felt compelled to describe it in detail and devotes almost
a whole page to it: ‘an unusual and amazing animal’ ({@ov aovvnfes xai Oavudotov),”
which was a sight to see and a daily source of enjoyment for those who encountered it in the
streets of Constantinople.

A little after the reconquest there were indications that Manfred and Pope Urban
IV were probably preparing for joint action in spite of their different political goals.* If
it materialized, it would have put Michael in a difficult position. How was he to react?

34 ‘Enel 6¢ xal m00¢ Paciiéa toihi tovéoavtes apayévolvro, mvixa xai GAL arta goPeod éxevoel, O¢ avtixa
xal éx T Oag poPriowv. Exétarte yip g Suvdues év tavtd ovveAbelv xal, OnAiofévtag xata gontoas xal guia
2l TGEEIC, €V TO0OIS TLOL TOV 6ODV SLaoTiuaoty 0TaUEVOVS, XaTagodxTovs OtOfow. ¢OPOY XaTl TAdLUS EUTOLETV
To ¢ ye Tiig yeoovoiag xai Goov Ny t@v év kel xal @ Pactiel 7pOS aiaTog, AGVIAS TOOS TO UEYAAELOTEQOV
EOREVAOUEVOUS %al 0TOAUIS ®al Yevvalw THS Yryils Tapaonjuatt G alTixa 10 zati 10das AardSovias, T0ALGRIS
Suovrag €€ agavirv, éc tabta Syumintely, B¢ TolC avTods NV elval Taic aAnlelag, Soxelv & GAhovs xal GAiove
%Al UNOETOTE TOVS AVTOVG....aUTOV 88 faothixds E0Tatuévoy, ndEv T@v qoPeomv ékelmovia, dvw mov xabiobat,
onaony @éoovta Taic xeoot, PAoLs Te TOAVTEAETL TEQUXEXAELOUEVOY, ...£5aiqvng & €5 adijAov TV TapareTaoudTmy
StavoryBévtay, olitws éyyevéobar oqiot fArewy, Tov éai Tod Hpovov uda oofagevouevov, OAlya Te eiTely xal
arotoat, HETAEVAOYOUVTOV TIVOY, QOPeolt OF xal TaiTe S0X0TVTA, (IS VOV Aeyoueva xataxiiSar xal oUTws €x'
OALYOV GqOTLWTAUEVOY TOV YONUATIONOV ATOTEUTELY SLlt TOV AUTAY AAAY SVOXWOLDV TOIS 0ONYOIS ETAVAYOUEVOUS.
Pachymeres, Svyyoaguxai Totopiar 11. 25 (ed. Failler, vol. I, 189). Cf. Miliarakis, 464-465.

35  Kai ofitw dediotac SvvéBavev avrigofetv éx ovvéoews. Tote & Ouaiic xal Naiwg mdvy Exeyeipovy
ToeoPeveatan pgv Ex’ éxelvous, éxelbev 8¢ mofoPeis Séxeoba, Mg avtia xal xard x1jdn oxévocodal peAetayv: Pachy-
meres. Svyyoaguxai Totopiad 11. 25 (ed. Failler, vol. 1,189).

36 For the empire’s wider diplomatic relations see P. M. Holt, Early Mamluk Diplomacy (1260-1290). Treaties of
Baybars and Qalawun with Christian Rulers, Leiden 1995.

37 On this Turkish-speaking tribe see A. G. C. Savvides, Ot Kovpdvot zat 1o Buldvrio, 1113 a. p. X., Bulavnivd
13 (1985), 939-955 (repr. in the same author’s book, Bulavtivotovpxuxd peAetijuata, Athens 1991, 153-70). See also
Savvides, Ot Tovipxot xat 1o BvEdvrio. A”. [Tpo-oBwuavixd quia oty Aola xat ota BaAzdvia, Athens 1996, 85-
95.

38 See Angeliki Laiou, ‘On political Geography: The Black Sea of Pachymeres’, in The Making of Byzantine History:
Studies dedicated to Donald M. Nicol, Aldershot 1993, 91-118.

39 Pachymeres, Svyyoaquxai Totoplar 111, 4: (ed. Failler, vol. 1, 239).

40 See Geanakoplos, Michael, 95-110.
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In his court was the young widow of John Vatatzes, at that time still in her late twenties,
Constantia-Anna, who was Manfred’s sister. Her chastity and modesty enhanced her beauty,
writes Gregoras.*' Michael attempted to ingratiate himself with her and decided to divorce
his wife so as to marry her as the first stage of an alliance with her brother. At least it
was as the product of a political calculation that Michael’s supporters wanted to present
this scandalous story. Pachymeres, on the other hand, who, as previously mentioned, is not
generally well disposed to Michael, is condemnatory. In his view the emperor’s motives
were base: T yoiv mpo¢ avtiv éowt 6 Paciietc Muyanh GAovc...év aoqalel uév eiyev
ép” & Tdya u amodpavar mpd¢ TolC oixelovs, Suws & Exelvy moovodY TV EmTndelmv
paciiixis navia 1oomov Exeipa TS omwgeoouvng éxeivne meotyevéobar (‘The Emperor
Michael, smitten by love for her, kept her in confinement lest she should escape to her own
people. But plying her with royal gifts he did all he could to overcome her resistance’).*
Anna, of course, did not submit. According to Pachymeres she put Michael in his place
by giving him the proud reply that it did not befit her, as the former spouse of a glorious
emperor, to sully his memory and end up as the mistress of one of his subjects, even if he
had now seized the throne.* It was then that Michael promised her marriage and said he
would divorce his legal wife, Theodora, not because he had any complaint against her or any
accusation to make. It was just that the difficult circumstances he found himself in led him
to think of this solution, with the specious - as Pachymeres terms them - arguments that
Anna’s compatriots would hesitate to oppose him if he managed to achieve a relationship
with them by marriage. The episode was resolved by another ‘diplomatic’ move, this time by
Theodora. She laid the whole matter before the patriarch, Arsenius, who threatened Michael
with excommunication, which forced him not to pursue his plans and send Anna back to
her brother.* In exchange, at least, he obtained the release of Alexius Strategopoulos, the
liberator of Constantinople, who had been taken prisoner in the campaign in Epirus.

The failure of Michael’s rapprochement with Manfred was followed by his attempts
to come to an understanding with the pope, since his position had deteriorated after the
defeat of his Genoese allies, in a naval battle with the Venetians in the Argolic Gulf near
Spetsai (Sette Pozzi).* But as soon as William de Villehardouin was freed by Pope Urban
IV from his obligations, he turned against Michael, whom he defeated in several encounters
in the Peloponnese.* Nor did Michael’s appeal to the pope through an exchange of letters,
the contents of which we know only indirectly from the acts of the papal curia, lead to any
result. Michael let it be understood that he would accept the union of the Churches if the Pope
would refrain from helping the Latin rulers in Greece. But Urban’s death towards the end of
1264 aborted these plans, which each side, of course, was pursuing for its own ends, Michael
to win time after his military defeats, the pope to weaken the influence of Manfred.*’

41 "Pouaixi Totooia 1V, 3 (ed. Schopen, 92): cwgpooiivig dopa tov flov xo0ouo0a xal TOOTOIS CEUVOTNTOS THV TiS
OYews alyAny Aaumootépay detxvioa.

42 Pachymeres, Zvyyoaquxal Totoplad 111, 7 (ed. Failler, vol. I, 245).

43 unde yip @v xadov elvar xal eVTOENES, faotAéng axovoaoay dduapta oiTw weyioTor xal goPeood, év VOTEw
10 A€yog aioyivar zal 1@ doviw, €l xal faotievor viv raliaxeveobar. Pachymeres, Svyyoaquxal Totopiar, 1117
(ed. Failler, vol. 1, 245).

44 Alice M. Talbot, ‘Empress Theodora Palaiologina, wife of Michael VIIT', DOP 46 (1992), 295-303.
45 Geanakoplos, Michael, 121-2.

46 Geanakoplos, Michael, 123.

47 Geanakoplos, Michael, 136-40.
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Around the middle of 1265 Michael formed plans for an alliance with Venice, but in the
circumstances of the time they did not lead to an agreement. It appears that the Serenissima
was content to await the outcome of the conflict between Manfred and another powerful
personality, Charles of Anjou. The struggle between Manfred and Charles was brought to a
conclusion at the beginning of 1266 (on the 26 February) at the battle of Benevento, at which
Manfred was defeated and killed. In the artless narrative of the Chronicle of the Morea:

Exel éox01ON 6 00i Magoés, 1OV ToAeuov éxdoe,

%1 Goou Evéuewvay ar’ avtol, Afyw amd TOv Aadv Tov

Ghot émpoonvvijoaoty TOv uéya ot Kdphov,

xal oUtws évéuewvev aiTos ué avdmaywy x' gipnvny

onyag apéving Zixeliag xal tov pnydrov IovAwag ... *

This narrative cannot be compared, of course, to the description in the third Canto

of the purgatory of Dante’s Divine Comedy, where Manfred is one of those who speak to
Dante:

biondo era e bello e di gentile aspetto
ma l'un de’ cigli un colpo avea diviso...**
Through Dante’s description this decisive battle achieved literary immortality.

Matters were now much more critical, since Charles, the brother of the famous Louis
IX of France, succeeded in bringing together all Michael’s enemies and began to apply
himself strenuously to the recapture of Constantinople.”® As Gregoras very aptly says, he
wanted to revive the ancient Roman empire.”! He therefore made an alliance with Baldwin
in which they agreed to marry their children to each other, with Baldwin’s daughter brin-
ging Constantinople as part of her dowry. Charles was perfectly capable of deciding what
must be done and also putting his plans into effect, as Gregoras notes.” In strength and in-
telligence he excelled all his predecessors. But he was uneasy, adds Gregoras, because Mi-
chael had the same attributes and was afraid he might be led ‘into very deep waters’ (ei¢
1a¢ éoydras meototdoels ). And indeed Michael did not wait passively for his adversary
to attack him. But before suffering anything untoward himself, found an ingenious way
of causing him irreversible harm.® If Michael had not been emperor, Charles would have
prevailed, and vice versa.* After Manfred’s defeat, then, éueyaAvveto o1& 0 mpdtepov

48 Xpovixov 1ot Mopéwg, verses 6236-40 (ed. Kalonaros, 255). (There King Manfred was killed, he lost the war, /And
those who remained, I mean of his people,/ They all paid homage to the great King Charles,/ And thus he remained at
ease and in peace, /King and lord of Sicily and the kingdom of Puglia).

49 Trans. N. Kazantzakis: dptog, Eavldg, 1’ evyevino 1o Stapa, / pa poipate xAnyn ot Svo 10 @ovéL... Trans. Dorothy
Sayers: ‘Buxom he was, and blond, and debonair,/ Only he had one eyebrow cloven through.

50 On Charles of Anjou’s policy generally see Maria Dourou - Iliopoulou, H Avéeyavixi xvoiapyia oty Popavia
eni Kapdhov A" (1266-1285), Athens 1984.

51 v 8Any, as eixeiv, Toviiov Kailoapog xai Avyovatov povapyiav dveiporoet: Tonyopds, Pwuaixh Totopla,
V. 1 (ed. Schopen 123).

52 Sewdg yip v 6 Gvilp v pdvov oxéyacBar it Séovra, G xal ROTA TEAETLOVRYOV TRV OXEYLY €V TOIS EDYOLS
évdeiEaobau: Gregoras, ‘Pouaixi) Totopia V. 1 (ed. Schopen, 123).

53 AM aviénpatte aitd xabdnat eineiv i) 100 faoiiéws dpaotxwtéoa 6EUTNS xai aviexdOnto vaepdéSios. Gre-
goras, ‘Pwopaixn Totopia V, 6 (ed. Schopen, 144). On all this see Geanakoplos, Michael, 145-7.

54 Gregoras, ‘Pouaixn Totopia V, 6 (ed. Schopen, 144-5).
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%0VT05, (5 T0D ONyos Poayyias avtddeApog: T00T0 YdQ 0i xal CVUTEQWVIUEVOS 1toBOC
nv mapd tiig éxxAnoiag, Tic énl 1d Magoeé dmootatotvr ouic, Gv eic Téhoc vixdn
(‘the former count was promoted to king, since he was the brother of the king of France.
For this was the reward agreed by the Church in its assault on Manfred the apostate if he
finally defeated him.’).%

An example of how the new situation was shaping up is provided by the Treaty of Vi-
terbo of 1267, which must be regarded as a new partitio Romaniae. This treaty was drawn up
by the pope - now Clement IV - on one side and Charles, William and Baldwin on the other
to settle the fate of the Latin empire. Michael was excluded as a schismatic and usurper of the
imperial title. All promised that they would do their best to restore the Latin empire. The po-
pe’s aim was essentially to obtain the submission of the Greek Church by suitably exploiting
Charles’s ambitions but without at the same time strengthening him excessively.*

Michael’s turning to Genoa and Venice, with whom treaties were signed in 1267, led
Charles to make corresponding diplomatic moves. Once he had defeated Conrad Hohenstaufen,
Manfred’s nephew, towards the end of 1269, he succeeded in making alliances with Hungary,
Serbia and Bulgaria.*’

These alliances had been preceded (at the beginning of 1269) by Michael VIII’s failed
attempt to marry his daughter Anna to the kral of Serbia, Stephen Uros. Here again it is
worth noting what Pachymeres has to say. In his account an embassy was first sent, headed
by the Patriarch Joseph himself and other clerics, to check the conditions prevailing at the
Serbian court but was disappointed at the poverty and frugality it found there: foav 6¢ xal
T ®at adTols 1O mapdray Airi xal evteAi® (‘everything with them was excessively frugal
and economical’).

The kral was impressed by the numbers and magnificence of the Byzantine party,
especially by the eunuchs, but declared that his bride would not need such luxury. There
were other incidents too (one evening, for example, the envoys’ horses were stolen) so that in
the end no agreement was reached.”

Another of Michael’s activities was to appeal to Charles’s brother, the celebrated Louis
IX, an unflagging proponent of organizing a crusade on behalf of the Holy Places. The
embassy reached Paris in 1269. Among the gifts brought by the envoys was a luxury copy
of the New Testament, preserved today as Coislinianus 200 in the Bibliotheque Nationale
at Paris.® In the following year there was a second embassy: &meume 6 xal dvépac
ExxAnolaotinos moAV 10 GElompents éx te 10T TEOmOV Hal dPELxiny Exovrag) ‘and he
sent some ecclesiastics as greatly distinguished in their character as in their offices,” notes

55 Pachymeres, Zvyypaguxai Totopiau 1V, 29 (ed. Failler, vol. I1, 411).
56 Geanakoplos, Michael, 150-3.

57 Geanakoplos, Michael, 165-7.

58 Pachymeres, Svyyoaquxai Totopiar V, 6 (ed. Failler, vol. 11, 453).
59 Pachymeres, Zvyyoaguxai Totopiau V, 6 (ed. Failler, vol. 11, 455).

60 On folio 2 of the manuscript there is revealing note: Michail-semper Augustus serenissimo domino Ludovico
illustrissimo Regi Francorum Salutem optatam et dilectionis augmentum. Hic rex Francie recepit d[....) pro unienda
ecclesia graecorum |.....] cum romana anno domini 1269 itaque in estate istius anni fuerunt ad dominum regem, et in
hieme sequente venit alius nuncius ab eodem Michaele ad eundem Regem: See R. Devreesse, Bibliothéque Nationale,
département des manuscrits. Catalogue des manuscrits grecs. I1. Le fonds Coislin, Paris 1945, 178-9.
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Pachymeres..: !

But when they reached Sicily they were informed that Louis had set out on his expedition
to Tunisia, whereupon they changed their itinerary. Although their ship nearly foundered
they finally arrived safely. But now Louis was gravely ill. He managed with great difficulty
to indicate that he agreed to the proposals, but his death prevented the plan from being
implemented. Charles was obliged to continue his brother’s military campaign in Tunisia,
and the sudden destruction of his fleet off the promontory of Trapani in Sicily postponed
once again his plans to begin operations against Michael.*

In 1272 Michael succeeded in forging a Hungarian-Greek alliance. His son, Andronicus
(later the Emperor Andronicus II) married Anna, the daughter of Stephen V (1270-2),
who was the son of Bela IV (1235-70) and Maria Lascarina, the daughter of Theodore I
Lascaris. Pachymeres hastens to remind us that ‘their royal son was Roman-born, from a
mother born to a king, the daughter of the old Lascaris’ (6 6nE éxeivarv viog v dwuoyevi,
& unTe0S TM oMyl yevvnbels, tic T00 raiatod Adoxapt Quyatoog).* Parallel to this,
Charles conquered territory in Albania and was proclaimed (at the beginning of 1272)
emperor of the Albanians. *“In other words he came out on top in the game of the balance
of power. In the meantime a new pope had been elected, Gregory X (1271-4), who was a
strong personality. Negotiations therefore began again with the Holy See, while at the same
time treaties were renewed with Genoa, and perhaps also with Venice, since Michael had
clearly not forgotten the previous discussions which had proved inconclusive. At any rate
this time the discussions with the pope were fruitful. Michael could not promise union
in the abstract and the new pope wanted some practical evidence, whereupon union was
agreed in 1274 at the famous Council of Lyons.® Pachymeres® describes the adventures
of the mission, which had set out with two ships, one of which, laden with rich gifts, sank
off Cape Maleas. The other reached Italy with difficulty and the journey was continued
overland as far as Lyons, where a pact for union for agreed. These developments may have
caused Charles temporarily to postpone his plans, but they provoked the strongest protests
from Constantinople, from both the laity and the clergy, which forced Michael to take the
severest measures with the clerics in order to impose his views. It was at least six years before
Charles could turn his attentions systematically towards Byzantium. In 1280 his army began
operations in Albania and besieged Bellagrada, the modern Berat. Michael assembled troops
and sent reinforcements. A careless action of Charles’s commander-in-chief, who rashly
approached the Byzantines with a small bodyguard, resulted in his capture, whereupon the
Angevin army panicked and abandoned its positions, with the result that it was routed.*’
The importance of this battle was analogous to that of Pelagonia, because Charles had to
start preparations again from the beginning and change the thrust of his advance. Planning

61 Svyyoaguxai Totoolar V, 9 (ed. Failler, vol. I1, 463).
6.
6.
64 See Maria Dourou - Iliopoulou, Avéeyavixi xvotapyia, 68-71.
65 Geanakoplos, Michael, 178-212.

66 Zvyyoaquzai Totopiad V, 21 (ed. Failler, vol. II, 507-9).

6

o =

Geanakoplos, Michael, 172-3.

@

Svyyoaguxal Totopiar IV, 29 (ed. Failler, vol. II, 411). See also Miliarakis, 135.

[

3

Pachymeres describes these events in great detail in Svyyoaquxai Toropian VI, 32-3 (ed. Failler, vol. II, 641-53).
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now to attack Constantinople by sea, he clearly needed the help of Venice, which, in spite
of its treaty with Michael now inclined more towards Charles, with whom it concluded an
agreement in 1281. In the meantime there had also been the election of a new pope, Martin
IV (1281-5), a supporter of Charles. Martin excommunicated Michael, which forced him to
turn to Aragon. King Peter III had married Manfred’s daughter, Constantia, and therefore
regarded Charles as the usurper of his wife’s patrimony. Although the sources are not clear, a
plan to overthrow the Sicilian Angevins seems to have taken shape, to which Michael surely
contributed. Such was his nature that he reveals it himself in his autobiography: XixeAol 6&
i Aowrfig ioyvog éxelivov g 0U6EV olions xatagoovioavies, alpew étoiunoav dmia
xal Tig dovAeiag éavtovs avelvat. “QoT €l Afyowut xal v viv éxelvav érevbepiay Oeov
UEv rapaoxevdoat, 6L qudv 6¢ rapaoxevdoat, tj) aAnbeia ovupaivovra Aéyoyur.*® (‘The
Sicilians, despising his remaining troops as of no significance, were bold enough to take up
arms and free themselves from slavery. Consequently, if I were to say that in bringing about
their freedom God brought it about through me, I would be saying what really happened).’
The problem was resolved, in fact, by a chance event. On the Easter Monday of 1282, the
31 March, a crowd gathered to attend Vespers in the church of the Holy Spirit at Palermo.
A French soldier harassed a young girl, whereupon her relations took offence and attacked
him, and quite spontaneously the population’s latent fury against the French on account of
their oppressive administration burst forth and became general, with the result that not only
was the French garrison in Palermo massacred, but the revolt spread by stages throughout
Sicily. The disturbances lasted about a month (until 28 April 1282), and have been known
since then as the ‘Sicilian Vespers’. As a result the French were almost wiped out and had
to evacuate Sicily.® Charles thenceforth was fully occupied with Sicily. Once again his plans
were postponed, this time for good, for he died in 1285. Three years earlier, in 1282, about
five months after the Sicilian Vespers, Michael Palaeologus had also died.

Although he had successfully dealt with so many difficult situations, as I have tried
briefly to describe, and had shown a flexible adaptability in each case,” in the mind of his
subjects what counted most was his Church union, his tough policies and his usurpation of
the throne. They were not inclined to forgive him for these, even after his death.”

68 H. Grégoire, Tmperatoris Michaelis Palaeologi de vita sua’, Byzantion 29-30 (1959-60), 449.

69 For details see S. Runciman, The Sicilian Vespers, Cambridge 1958; Geanakoplos, Michael, 247-71.

70 For the diplomatic correspondence of Michael VIII see now the very useful book of L. Pieralli, La corrispondenza
diplomatica dell’ imperatore bizantino con le potenze estere nel XI11 secolo (1204-1282). Studio storico-diplomatistico
ed edizione critica, Vatican City 2006, esp. 171 ff.

71 To conclude, it is worth noting that one of the most significant Greek historical novels of the nineteenth century
is based on Michael VIII: Ioannis Pervanoglou, MiyanA IaiaioAdyos, Leipzig 1883. For details see K. Mitsakis, To
Buldvtio 01d veoeAAyvizod iotopixo pubotéonua, in the collection of studies, Ta Soxiua tiic OE@dpdng, Athens
1995, 93-107. Latterly, in 2005, another historical novel inspired by Michael’s exploits has appeared: G. Leonardos,
Muyanii H IMaiawordyog, 6 érevbepwnic.
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Dineiper; RAVEr is ses smnsan sans et wen i s 55
1)1 S 27
Donation of Constantine . ..52, 53, 123, 128, 141
DR, OB i emsss s v s v 27n. 43
Doukai, aristocratic family ................. 57
S00AOS TLOTOS .
BIUVEE < o o s Saie-siy o8 KUS-AFE HE HA% 32n.70

Durrachium see Epidamnus

E
COUMBIICILY, = 50050 asms v iasiaiios 5o, o 124, 144;
limited . ... . 48-50, 51, 53, 55, 57, 74, 132;
unlimited . ..46-8, 51, 55, 56, 74, 125, 140
BCIBBRE. s s woemi s o8 SISO AN 4SS 46K 108 58
Egypt oo 58,91, 174
Eioaywyh CEravayoyn) ............... 131-2
Eleutherius, exarch of Ravenna ............. 102
Elias, presbyter and legatus of Jerusalem ....152
embassies, composition of ................. 124
EIIPCEMUCINIRG (ws s v 5 v 5o ovms 55 22

emperor see basileus
empire, Roman (Byzantine) . .49-50, 52, 53, 57-60

England!, vo ey s yemsen 2 24,31, 32, 33, 57, 144
Ennodius, bishop, envoy of Pope Hormisdas . 113
EMTUHOV e s sisis o ass oo Srmsebiar gy sranes 92-3
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Ephesus, Council of see Third Ecumenical

Council; Council of (449) ........... 89, 90, 91
Epidamnus (Durrachium) .................. 98
Epirus, despotate of .................. 167, 169
TBIOTOOBYVON. wssersssio s srmamasoss s wvemsr s s 169
EOYATORONAOY. oo svos smawan + 27-8, 31, 35, 37
Eternal Peace (532) ....oovvvvvivennainn 43, 46
Bugenius IL PODE o v s inmoins o sumass s 126
Eugenius, imperial claimant ................ 71
Eulogia Palaiologina, sister of Michael VIIT .. 169
EUphrates; BIVEE i s 5e s ovmses ioe nesmas s i v 58
Euphrosyne, daughter of Michael VIII....... 173
Bupraxius, gloMosus . s < e o vow s 115
Eustathius, patriarch of Constantinople .. ... 142
Euthymius I, patriarch of Constantinople . ... 133
Eutyches, archimandrite................ 89, 92
Eutychius of Amaseia, patriarch of

Constantinople . ..............ooooiuin 100
F
Felix TIL/pODE s ssuncas s smmwsss siass & 92-3, 112
Belix IV, DODE 1o v s s pabanas e sibediod & 96
Ferrandus, deacon of Carthage ............. 99
Ferrara-Florence, Council of (1438/9) ........ 60
Fifth Ecumenical Council

(Constantinople 553) .............. 100, 106
Fifty-year truce (561/2) ......... 21, 26, 29, 43-4
Flavian, patriarch of Constantinople. ........ 89
fleet see navy, imperial
foederati 19, 40, 94, 96
foedus ...................... 19, 23, 31, 39, 47
Fortunatus, bishop, envoy of Pope Hormisdas .113
BOurth! CrUSAUE. « s s s sios s s Sais sines 61

Fourth Ecumenical Council
(Chalcedon 451) .... 86, 87, 88, 90, 92, 95, 99

BEENCE) 2500 ssotmgosiee s sminivions goemigiona 24, 33, 57, 142
Francia, Orientalis ...........33, 130, 135, 136;

CRBIIBHIANE ., i wmoson s s s v gy B0
Branks: .o ussas 21, 23, 29, 35, 40, 41, 42, 44, 47,

48, 54,75, 96, 99, 107-10, 119, 123, 125
Frederick I Barbarossa, emperor ...... 28, 59-60
Frederick, Roman deacon and chancellor .. .. 160
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Galatia .. ..ovoee 99
Ganshof. B L s vevssson s vo sz v sama 17



INDEX

G e 50 viom sisis o S TG B PN GRS 42, 47
Gelasius I, pope ......oovvvviiinininnn. 89,113
GeNnoa ..o 57,171-72, 177, 178
George, presbyter, envoy of Pope Gregory IIT . 118
George, protasecretis . ..................... 109
George Acropolites,

historian ............. 167 n. 3, 168, 170, 171
George Mouzalon, mowtofeotidptog .. .. 169-70
George Pachymeres,

historian ...169, 172, 173-4, 175, 177, 178, 179

Gerbert d’Aurillac, archbishop of Rheims
see Silvester II, pope

KGELIBIE e v wiwuiors wsmas v v 803 R s 21, 54
Germanus, general ..............covuvnenn. 99
(G T T17:01 A —— 33,57
Golden Gate (Constantinople) .............. 169
Golden Horde ............oooviviiiiinnn 173
GOthS s 515 swmnspmas swme e 21, 39, 40, 67, 96, 97
Grand constable see uéyas xovréoraviog

Grand Comneni, imperial dynasty .......... 167
Giratiah, SIDEROT s s oo st s 2@ i 71
Gratus, COUNt . ...vvereer e eeeirenanananns 95
Great King, Persian titlei . . oo s vice sonsas 21,26
Greek language ..... 29,38, 57, 66, 103, 105, 138
Greek palacography.............coovvinns 26
Gregoras see Nicephorus Gregoras

Gregory I the Great, pope................. 102
Gregory L PODE: i s suom v wuaes ssvwwssoipuisd 49, 106
Gregory L PODE .« s o5 v b sma s s sinpen 49,118

Gregory V, pope
Gregory X, pope
Gregory Asbestas,

archbishop of Syracuse ............ 127n. 26
Gregory of Tours ............... 40 n. 101, 72-3
H
Hadtian [, POP&:.suwecamemmswmme s 109, 119
Hadrian II, pope ........ 129, 130, 131, 149, 150
Hadrian III, pope .................... 131,132
Hagia Sophia,

church of (Constantinople) ... .... 50, 76, 100
HeIAEIberEy, o s wisiseasimmsass s svsossies o e 29
Helen, daughter of Bulgarian

oAt John I s s sawsaresom sasmans 171n. 21
Henotikon of Zeno (482) see ‘Evatizov
Henry L €MPEror: . s swpsisse oy 143
Henry IV, emperor ................... 35, 68-9
Henty VI @MPErOr i s wis v s s wimmai's 60

Henry II Plantagenet, king of England ....32, 33

Henry IV, king of England ................ 144
Heraclius, brother of Constantine IV ........ 116
Heraclius, emperor ..... 21, 47, 54, 101, 103, 107
Heraclius, son of Constantine IV ........... 117
Hermogenes, ambassador of Justinian I ...... 43
Hiereia, Council of (754) .................. 108
Hilary, notary, envoy of Pope Hormisdas . ...113
Hohenstaufen, imperial dynasty ............. 24
Holy Mountain see Athos
Holy Spirit, church of (Palermo) ........... 179
Honorius, emperor .............. 18, 35, 50, 86
HonoriusiL pope w «is session s sonmsen + 107, 115
Hormisdas, pope ..............o... 95,97, 113
Hormisdas, palace of (Constantinople) ....... 99
Hosius, bishop of Cordoba .................. 87
Hugh Capet, duke ...............coovviiin 33
Hulagy, Tatar (Ikhan .. oo s s s s vom s 173
Humbert, son of Raoul ..................... 82
Humbertus,

cardinal bishop of Silva Candida . . . 144, 160-1
HUROALY sasun o o s 56, 136, 141, 177, 178
BT 50 cnmions mes s 8300605 556 Habtimms 30, 88
I
Ibas, bishop of Edessa ..................... 98
TCONTUI: ¢ jis-siem s srsss aons s 05 s 33, 58, 173
Iconoclasm .. 36, 94, 101, 107, 125, 126, 127, 145

ideology, imperial 54-7 see also ecumenicity,
limited and ecumenicity, unlimited
LOTORBETODIE < vivrs ssmsrsss oo swimsss sigosomvars 123
Tedegousnaph see Isdigousnas
Ignatius, patriarch of
Constantinople . 125, 127, 129, 130, 146, 149-50
Illyricum, province of .. .93, 94, 99, 107, 125, 128

IMDEIBLOF wicaon swm swmaes 5w wowmass s 136n. 79
Imperator ef QUIDEIAIOr o: ios sesios vas sonsios 34
T < semm0 06 bomradd b e o S350
Indian Ocean

Ingelberge, empress ................... 128, 149
Innocent I, pope ...t 86
Innocent IL, pope .. . . covumcun 31, 36-7, 69, pl.2
Innocent III, pope ...... 37, 144 n. 131, 162, pl. 4
INSCHIPHO ..o 27, 28, 31, 60
intitulatio .......................... 27, 31, 60
Investiture Controversy .................... 36

EVOCBEIO: . ora s wsnsasroia anass sxsioanvin onsss i 7,31, 37
Irene, daughter of Theodore II Lascaris
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Irene Palaiologina,

grandmother of Michael VIIT ............ 169
Isaac II, Angelus, emperor .. 24 n. 32, 28, 60, 171
Isaac, patricius and exarch of Italy......... 115
Isdigerdhi L Great King .« s siowiosivwimosaos 21
Isdigousnas (Iedegousnaph),

Persian ambassador ... i swessssaissesi 29-30
Islam 21, see also Arabs; Saracens
{71 —— 20, 27, 29, 33, 41, 44, 47, 53,

57, 67, 101, 108, 109, 118, 124 n. 7

Southern ..... 27, 36, 46, 49-50, 51, 52, 53, 57,
76, 106, 107, 124 n. 7, 125,

129-31, 132, 135, 138, 143, 144

Izzedin Kaikaus I, sultan ................. 173
J
Jerusalem, patriarchateof ............... 86, 90
Jocundus, bishop, envoy of Childebert II . .. ... 65
Joffroy Mali, witness to Treaty of Devol ...... 82
John I Tzimiskes, emperor . 31, 52, 54, 56, 59, 138
John IT Asen, tsar ................... 171n. 21
John II Comnenus,

EMPEIOT ruis's wvis + 31, 36-7, 58-9, 69-70, 82, pl. 2

John IIT Ducas Vatatzes, emperor . 167, 168, 173
John IV Lascaris, emperor .. 169, 170 n. 13, 171
John V Palaeologus, emperor ................ 60
John VI Cantacuzenus, emperor ....... 61n. 189
John VIII Palaeologus, emperor
John, younger son of Henry II,
King of England
JOITLL, POPR »5 sccn s.0im pn 0wt s s0m s mmes Some
7010 UG o) R ——
John V, pope
JORD VL, POPE e aresn imiscomis wsmse o1 e e o0
John VIIL POPR v wvs sunsise wws swn
JORI X, POP®) 5w s sisii-sisis svess 3 st 00. 6
Jobtt XL POPR ws.cx xovm summnnone
Johty XI1, pope ..o von sswsssussnes
John XIII, pope ......
John XIV, pope ... ....
John X VI, pope ......
JORDXIX; POPC: vvivuasc sissrorss wmmmsiamparurasecnia are
John I Chrysostom,
archbishop of Constantinople ............. 86
John II the Cappadocian, patriarch of
COnSEANLINOPIE, 1 ovv.e srosrsmo s wnin svioreis 95,113

John VII Grammaticus, patriarch of
Constantinople:. ;. s i sos 22-3, 44, 63-4
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John X Camaterus,
patriarch of Constantinople . . .. 144 n. 131, 162-3
John I, patriarch of Alexandria.......... 92,93
John, cardinal, papal legate
John; general wi. ionos wisis o
John, abbot of Kathara ....................
John Cinnamus,
historian . .. < 25n. 33, 33, 59 nn. 172, 175-6
John Scylitzes, historian . ... 49, 51, 135 nn. 72-3,
136-7, 141 n. 113, 142 nn. 117,
119, 143 n. 123

John the Silentiary,

ambassador of ConstantineV ........ 108, 109
Jordanes, historian ................ 39,71, 111
Joseph I, patriarch of Constantinople........ 177
Julian the apostate, emperor ........... 39n.97
RUTUSIT DOPE io1s sssiossisis i sois-ssma s a9 86, 111
jurisdiction, papal ............... 85, 107, 153;

see also Bulgaria; Illyricum,; Italy, Southern
jussio, jussiones ........... 105, 106, 107, 117-8
Justin I, emperor . 21, 41, 93, 94, 95, 96, 100, 113
Justinian I, emperor..... 19, 21, 22 n. 19, 27, 29,

30, 35, 36, 38, 40, 41, 42, 46,

47, 50, 51, 53, 64-5, 67, 73,

74, 94, 96-100, 101-2, 106, 113-14
..... 54, 99, 101, 103, 104,
105, 106, 107, 117-18

Justinian II, emperor

K
al-Kaim, caliph ...............ocoviiiinn
Kalokyros, patricius
Kalykadnos, River .................oooen
Kavadh I, GreatKing .............oovvnnnn. 21
KNBZAES 5 5107 sy navarviain sl sjoraion a 47, 54-5, 56
Khusro I, Great King ................... 21, 30
Kilij Arslan, sultan of Iconium........... 33,59
Kresten) O:. <. aos sismosns s va esaies smeuss 28
Kovotavtivelog AWQER ............... 52,123
L
Lacapenidynasty « s soemin s sssvn s ow 134
Lampert of Hersfeld,

chronicler ..137 n. 86, 138 n. 95, 140 nn. 104-5
Langobardia, theme of .................... 132
Lateran Council ........... (649) 107; (863) 128
Latin language . ..29, 57, 103, 124 n. 10, 138, 146
Latrocinium see Ephesus, Council of ...... (449)
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Lechfeld, battle of (955) .............. 136 0. 79
Leo I, emperor
Leo III the Isaurian,

€MPeror ............. 49, 103, 105-6, 107, 118
L0 IV, CIPRIOT v siuie-suwis v sais s3w5s i3 v siois 54
Leo V the Armenian, emperor ............. 126
Leo VI, emperor ... .. 55, 56, 124, 132-3, 134, 154
Leo L, pOpe:: sus susaus sus 88, 89, 90, 92, 93, 111
LEOTIL PO o5 15 55008 65 neniainivd moih s3is30ss 123-4
Lo IV, POPC ausis. siacswss susts srwmares sivie srara 126, 127
LEOVIL PODE s simcon siom somied 13 Hopeires a9 136
Leo VIIL pope ....oovvvvviiniiinninnnnnns 138
LEo X, POPCs sewsep siws smmans v swwaos s 143
L0, AECETRHS 5.0 5.0 musoss dron soopessis 15150 St £0oca 128
Leo the Armenian, prince ............... 58, 80
Leo the Deacon, historian .................. 51
Leo, metropolitan of Synada .139-41, 142, 157-60
Leontius; emperor ; sssmess ves semssy s seeas 104
Liber Pontificalis . ......... 113-15, 117, 118-19,

128 n. 30, 130 n. 42, 131, 132,
136 nn. 77 and 80, 138 n. 93

Liberius, general .................c...e. 42,99
B’ ., casswas v snscisnn s wuerss e domsmE 27
Liddell-Scott-Jones, lexicon ................. 49
ARUOG s s vy misvs wsswmnirs wiams w5 .25, 58, 81
liegeman .........coovviiiiiiiiiinn.., 25, 58
Liutefted, weStern envoy' . ... cus.vise siuis siois. sisis 74
Liutprand, Lombard king ................. 108

Liutprand of Cremona,
ambassador of Otto I . . 28, 50-54, 73-4, 75, 76,
134 n. 63, 135 n. 71, 137-8, 156-7

Livy (Titus Livius), historian ............... 17
Lombards .... 35, 47, 54, 102, 104, 107, 108, 109
LODAON; ¢ yoys voswres s sawamsre wsne wmassy winse 33,61
Lothar I, SMPeror « . soessms s 27, 35, 67, 126
Louis I the Pious, emperor ......... 35, 125, 126
Louis I, €mpPeror .. s v gies wass 127, 128-9, 149
Louis II the German, emperor ........... 128, 130
Louis III, emperor ................... 134 n. 65
Louis VII, king of France................ 34,59
Louis IX, king of France ......... 176, 177, 178
Lyons, Councilof .................. (1274) 178
M

MaABION, I, & o 00 s venon v vssnmsgin 26
Macedonian dynasty ..... 33, 50, 51, 52, 53, 55,

126, 130, 133, 135, 136,
137,138, 139, 140

Machiavelli, Niccolo, statesman and writer ... 17

miagister MM s «onuos s s s s s
magister officiorum . ............

magister utriusque militiae

MR 550008 s 3000070600 e RS s o i
Malchus of Philadelphia, historian . . .20, 40-1, 71
Maleas, Cape e suwamymss swpnasous sspis 178
al-Mamun, caliph ................... 22, 44, 64
Manes, general ..o 106, 107

Manfred Hohenstaufen, king of Sicily 170, 174-5
Manuel I Comnenus,

EMPBLOL 0 sswains 27, 28, 32-3, 34, 58-60, pl. 3
Manuel II Palaeologus, emperor .33, 60, 144, pl. 7
Manuel, ambassador of Maurice ............. 66
Manzikert, battleof . ................ (1071) 57
Marcian, €mperor ............c.....ou... 90-91
Maria, daughter of Manuel I ................ 32
Maria, daughter of Michael VIII............ 173
Maria Lascarina,

daughter of Theodore I Lascaris ......... 178
Marinos, Sebastos .............oiiiiiiiinnn 82
Marinus:1, pope s susss s semwss swss oo 131, 132
Marocia (Marotia, Marozia), daughter of

THEOPAYIACT: ioissmmmn s mow s atan viop ssions 134
Marseilles .........ooviiiiiiiiiiiiia 109
Martin Lipope s susw vomwnn s s 104, 107, 115
MAttin-IV, POPE s s simswis s sumadn v psioss 179
Mary of Antioch, empress .................. 34
Maurice, emperor ......... 27, 29, 40, 65-6, 102
Maurice, cartularius ...................... 115
Maurus, bishop of Amalfi .................. 82
Maximus the Confessor ................ 115-16
MEyag BADIAEUE sius vuwsnn sid swpaai §o7 swmis 18
UEYOAG OOUETTUINOG .o vvieiie e 169
PEYOG KOVTOOTOVAOG v o vy wros 658 siars s o 170
Mehmet II, Ottoman sultan................. 25
TR 450 5105 500 s 85000 i3 i S0 0 raans dimib & 167

Menander Protector, historian. . 21, 26, 29, 30, 66
Menas, patriarch of

Constantinople . ... .. 96 n. 45, 98, 99, 100, 114
Merovingian dynasty ................ 23,29, 35
Methodius I, patriarch of Constantinople 125, 127
Michael I, emperor ................... 30 n. 60
Michael IT Traulus, emperor ....... 35,125, 126
Michael III, emperor ... .. 124, 127, 128, 130, 146
Michael VIII Palaeologus, emperor 25, 61, 167-79
Michael I, despot of Epirus ............... 170
Michael I Cerularius,

patriarch of Constantinople . .. .. 142-3, 160-61
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Michael III of Anchialos,
patriarch of Constantinople . . 144 n. 130, 161-2

Michael Doukas, historian ............ 251,35
Michael, bishop, envoy of Michael I ... .. 30 n. 60
Michael, protospatharius ,

envoy 0f MichaelTIL . .cwsvnvisn vurw ssamsss » 124
Michael Psellus, historian ...... 49-50, 139 n. 98.

143 n. 124, 144 n. 129
Misinus, bishop and envoy of Felix III ...... .. 93
OROPIYSILES o wvos wws s s 91, 92, 93, 97, 98,
99 n. 53, 100, 101, 106

monosoldia .......................... 36 n. 86
mBnothelitism: » wut v sussams s sme o 103, 105
MOTAVIR: woimis s ssivn sinim s55:h 85005, aiimdrbamss 55, 56, 128
MBSCOW s sivi0 o i wios sios womiswnmins 5o s 61
al-Muktadir, emir ...................... 22, 63
Murat II, Ottoman sultan. ................. 25
Muslims ...t 22,27, 57,

see also Arabs; Saracens
MYTING s s see s sissiwes sww wrww sos sian 526 03 21
Myriokephalon, battle of (1176) ........ 32-4, 59
N
Naples, duchy of ................. 109, 124 n. 7
ROTFATI0) sioss sysiusrs Gouin. 38 s dia 5.0 % 4 B0 27,31
Narses, general ................ 42,99, 100, 114
naval power; Italian . c...ocounesnsnssssans 57
navy, imperial .............. 106, 107, 109, 132
Lo S —. 25
INESEOTIANIS. & 503 sioie v g v som feinss 88, 98
Nestorius,

archbishop of Constantinople ....... 88, 89, 92
New Rome, eplteiof ....cox wes somres ot sns 49

Nicaea, empire of 167; city of 173-4
Nicephoritzes, ambassador of Michael VIII ..172

Nicephorus L emperor suaes s sesges ves pesn 125
Nicephorus II Phocas,

emperor . 28, 51-53, 55, 56, 75, 76, 137-8, 156-7
Nicephorus, sakellarios ................... 161
Nicephorus Alyates,

ambassador of Michael VIIT ............. 170
Nicephorus Gregoras, philosopher and

historian ..... 167 n. 1, 169 n. 8, 170, 175, 176
Nicetas, chartophylax of Nicaea . ... .. 142 n. 116
Nicetas, metropolitan of Smyrna ........... 151
Nicetas Choniates,

Bisborian .. ,u vou v 250,33, 33, 59 0. 175,60

Nicetas Ooryphas, drungarius of the fleet . ... 129
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Nicholas I, pope........ 124, 127, 128, 129, 130,
133, 134, 146, 149
Nicholas I Mysticus,

patriarch of Constantinople . ..22, 63, 124, 133,
134-5, 154-6

Nicholas IT Chrysoberges,
patriarch of Constantinople .. ...... 139 n. 100
Nicholas, bishop, papal legate .............. 133
Nicomedia: s swv von ssa s vams swmses sy s 53
Nogaj; TAtar Xhai, . 165 s.o0 s sainnissdssems 173
Normans ............ 27, 35-6, 49, 142, 143, 144
Nymphaeum, treaty of (1261) .............. 171

0

Octavian see John XII
Odoacer, Herulian leader . .. 36, 40, 41, 43, 72, 92

Ohnsorge, W. ..ot 27
OVRERNG v v m sivis s simss 58 wwre wioss gieieraie 25
ordeall BRLDY «uvns sneins vom somana iod neds 168
Olympius,

cubicularius and exarch of Italy ..... 102, 115
Orestes, protonotarius,

ambassador of Romanus I ........... 124n. 9
(657071111 [P 98
B oo cveymmnpomoymsni 20, 29, 36, 94
Ostrogorsky G & « o snsvos sms s sas s po7a 25
Otranto, churchof .................. 137-8, 157
Otto I, emperor 28, 50, 51, 75, 135, 136, 137, 138
Otto I, emperor .............. 51, 52, 54, 138-9
Otto III, emperor . ... .. 52, 56, 139, 140, 141, 159
Ottoman empire .......................... 61
Ottoman Turks .................... 22, 25, 60-1
Ottonid dynastyr . s s s aus sie-sis v v 34
P
Pachymeres see George Pachymeres
Palermo ... 179
PAIESHIS 1oy wore v sy sy e s e 16 59
Pantikapaion-Kerch ....................... S5
Pantocrator monastery (Constantinople) ....173
papacy ....... 22-4, 35, 36, 40, 44, 47, 48, 49, 52,

54, 55, 88, 125, 126, 130, 134, 139, 141-2

PAPALSIALR:  vusvs vivmr ssursrssavowsivar sonssscsvarnaserinsd 49, 123

Papyrus of St Denis see St Denis papyrus
DArenLeS PUBIICE «w: vvs s s v sum vpsmios 43

Partitio Terrarum
Imperii Romaniae .................. 167, 177
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patres conscripti
patricius, title . 20 n. 12, 40, 41, 42-6, 73, 109, 123

Patzinaks see Pechenegs

PHALT DODE s wiscs s snsornns wiom 23sine 50ie s 5108 123
Paul II, patriarch of Constantinople ......... 115
P APOSTIE: o wsors s wsrecsusossmsossaismrsummrinics 5 86, 97
Paul, strategus of Sicily .................... 106
Paul the Roman .........................e 82
L 108, 109, 124 n. 7
PORIOORIE 55504 s5m si ssios 5 5 L bt s 30, 55, 56
Pelagius, pope ................. 96, 97, 99, 100
Pelagonia, battle of (1259) ............. 171, 179
PEIOPODTESE: 5,015 i, b0 s sovie isiamdoe i 171, 175
Pentapolis, Italian ........................ 104
Peregrinus, bishop, envoy of Pope Hormisdas 113
PEISIA & o s oo s e 21-2, 26, 29, 42, 43
Persian language ................... 26, 29, 66
PErSIANG v o v v o ey v 20, 21, 22, 23, 46
Peter I1L, King of ATAEON ..« . ve <06 ociss sin o pimss 179
Peter,

apostle .. .49, 86, 99, 125 n. 19 (p. 126), 129, 140
Peter, archbishop of Amalfi................ 160
Peter, cardinal, presbyter ......... 131 n. 48, 152
Peter, envoy of king of Hungary ............. 82
Peter, patricius and

ambassador of Justinian .......... 43, 44, 66
Peter Aliphas, court official ................. 82

Peter the Fuller, patriarch of Antioch. . ... 91, 92
Peter Mongus,

patriarch of Alexandria, ..91, 92,93, 112, 113
Philadelphias » s sisiecsss sise s gnmn sioss 20, 40, 168
Philagathus, bishop of Piacenza

see John X VI, pope

EHTBBI wreee 2a seeney gus vei: muson e 167
Philippicus-Bardanes, emperor ......... 103, 105
Philoxenus, bishop of Hierapolis ............. 96
PHOGAS) BMDEIOY 555 sia sivssion st s & 102
Phocas, metropolitan of Philadelphia ....... 168
Photian schism ..................ooo 128-9
Photius, patriarch

of Constantinople ......... 23, 55-6, 125, 127,

128-30, 133, 134, 142, 146,

147-9, 150, 151, 152, 153

Pietro Modano, Pisan envoy .............. 70-1
Pippin the Short, king
Pippin, son of Charlemagne ................ 110

PirenneHl oowsms suwaes s sws-oms san svmes 4 17
Pisa ..o 57,71
Placentia (Piacenza)....................... 99
Placidia palace (Constantinople) ........... 100
PLato, PAHCILS oo vov s0s vus sos won sus wom sow 115
Poitiers, battle of (732) ........... 108, 109 n. 92
ROIES sare somess ssony wans O S G 9 AR 141
Polyeuctus,

patriarch of Constantinople . ....... 137-8, 157
POTEMIB & s oo s Smondiass Wiass £a v 108
Pontus, provingeof .. ..cu v viwvon vus wonsva o 85
popes see papacy
POLEURAL .o wors siusiosrons siolh S-S 555 SEmENE 61
TUGESTART vinsse v oansr soasgoassity v sspisrogs suss wopgsiis o 89
WOCOBEVTNC 1573 s0os wrssosrais w7 s ws s S aws § 18
B 0710/ 011 <Y 18
DEIIACYLDEDAL e s wmarss s v s 153, 161-3;

see also jurisdiction, papal; papacy
Priscus, historian..................... 30 n. 57
privilegium Ottonianum .............. (963) 136

Procopius, archbishop of Caesarea . ...151, 152-3
Procopius of Caesarea,

historian ........ 19, 21 nn. 14-16, 29, 30, 31,
35, 38, 39, 41, 42, 67, 97, 98

PIOCUPBLONI. w3 505 35 98 vaR sawsais Wesk 2 37, 70-1
prooemium (TEOOMULOV) . ....vvvveeiin.n, 31
PEOLOROL oo cus s smmson s s 27-8, 31, 35, 36, 47
PROIOROVBEIS « «on cxis v wimis wis v siavs w1 124n.9
protospatharius .................. 45,103, 104
HOWTOBETTUAPEOL v .41 w7 wos siars vy &74 169, 170
TOWTOKUVIYOS e veeee e eiaeenes 169
Pulcheria, SMPTESS qv s v vwsss o swwsivs s 90

Q

{0 [1F:1-5] 40) P O R 100
R

al-Radi, ealiph .o cos sivn ve sow sis s v 26, 28
Rastislav, prince of Moravia ............... 128

Ravenna, exarchate of . . . .44, 108, 118; city of 52,
53,97 n. 47, 98, 102, 104-5,
107, 108-9, 115

Raymond of Poitiers, prince of Antioch ...... 59
Reconquista .................... 40, 42, 50, 52
REA'SEA. 73 56,545,055, 608 510 s st s i o 46
RegenSbUTE o cvumnes swyeompas s s 130 n. 43
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Regino of Priim,

chronicler ..... 127 nn. 24 and 28, 130 n. 45-6
REPUINIS s mivearsmssiasivassis st Rasns 565 PSS 62
Reynald of Chatillon, prince of Antioch ...... 59
Renard, bishop of Taranto .................. 82
Richard, nephew of Robert Guiscard......... 82
Richard of the Principate,

witness to the Treaty of Devol ............ 82
01, Greek rendering of rex ......... 27, 51, 129
Robert, son of Hugh Capet ................. 34
Robert Guiscard, Norman prince......... 36, 68
Rodolfo il Glabro,
chronicler............... 141 n. 114, 142 n. 120

Roger, son of Dagobert .......
Roger of Howden, chronicler
Romanus I Lacapenus,
emperor . ... ... 26, 28, 75,124 n. 9, 134-5, 136
Romanus, Spatharius .. s .osws ves vessnss 105
Rome, city of ...... 23, 24 n. 31, 28, 48-9, 51, 52,
53, 56, 76, 90, 99, 108, 134, 138
Church of...... 85, 136, 171; synod of (341) 86;

see also papacy
Romulus Augustulus, emperor ........ 19, 40, 93
Rotrud (Erythro), daughter of Charlemagne . 110
RUSSIANE) & cs sniammivis simm, smmiime mers sag 55, 58, 139
S
St Denis, monastery of (Paris) .............. 21
St Denis PADYIUS! o« wior s s wwre ¢ 26-8, 67, pl. 1
St Euphemia, church of (Chalcedon) . ....... 100
St Mokios, church of (Constantinople) ...... 133
Salvacondotto B veu s v sepmien s vus-e 7, 70-1
SATACEHN: s v o i S Eammaes wom. 55 22, 63, 64
Sardica, Council of (343) ...........ccevunn 87
Saxon dyNasty: ws v s vws eswses wos simses o 34
Sadinis .o o sonarmn oms sonaes v ves 106, 117
Sassanids, empireof .................oo..l 18
Seandinaviansi.s s s s s v v aes 141
Schism of 1054 ........... 24 n. 31, 36, 54, 56-7,

61, 143, 160-1

WEHIDORBS, o w615 05 s otossin aimss simssThiosi 5658 ¥t 103, 104
Scylitzes see John Scylitzes
seal 38; see also sigillion, monosoldia
Second Crusade « vuves sonsowes sws vones 34, 60
Second Ecumenical Council

(Constantinople 381).............. 40, 85, 90
Seljuq Turks ........... 22, 32, 54, 58, 59, 172-3
Septemi(Centa) = ssesss suiosus s s 104, 106
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Serbid .. .vve i 171,177
Sergius L PODe: v v v sisisii swe swses 104, 107
Sergius III, pope ................ 124, 133, 134
Sergius I, patriarch of Constantinople ....... 101
Sergius II, patriarch of

Constantinople .......... 139 n. 100, 141, 142
ST s im0 sms i v E0001478 9070 MEHTHERS A6 167

Sette Pozzi see Spetsai
Seventh Ecumenical Council (Nicaea 787) ...125

Severinus, POPe ..........oeviiiiiiiiiinnn, 115
Severus, patriarch of Antioch............... 96
SEVerus; SBNaAtor s «iv waw sawsn sem s d 20, 40, 72
Sibt ibn Djauzi, historian .................. 26
Sicilian Vespers (1282) ...........covvuen 179
Sieily ¢ s 15 03 27, 44, 45, 46, 99, 106, 107, 108,

109, 123, 170, 178, 179
ovyiduov (sigillum) ................. 31, 38,70

Silverius, pope .........oiiiiiiin
Silvester I, pope
Silvester II, pope
Simon, envoy of king of Hungary
SIMPLiCius; POPE:s.sisiss i sis6wss s e
Sissinius II, patriarch of

Constantinople ..... 139 n. 100, 140, 142, 157
Sixth Ecumenical Council

(Constantinople 680/1) .. 103, 104, 105, 106, 116

Scylitzes Continuatus ............... 143 n. 124
Sophocles; dramafist : ..o veevvamn sonas 168 n. 4
Sosandra, monastery of (Magnesia) ......... 170
Sozomen, historian ................. 86 n. 4, 88
SPail 5 g semeesmas 27, 42, 46-7, 102, 105, 119
spatherius; title: oo son sumenn gon s 45,103, 123
Spetsai (Sette Pozzi) battle of (1263) ........ 175
Spoleto; dUChy:Of s s s s o 106, 124 n. 7
STCHORIBPNEES 500005 vunswen s son o s 29
Stephen I, patriarch .................. 132,133
Stephen I, pope.............coounn 108, 118-20
DI S W AV o) ——————— L 127

Stephen V, pope 132, 153
Stephen V, king of Hungary .. 178
Stephen Uros, kral of Serbia 177

Stoudion monastery (Constantinople) . ..125, 143

Studite party........ooviiiiiiiiiiiiin 127
Svjatoslav, Russian ruler ................ 55, 56
Symeon, asecretis , envoy of Leo VI ......... 124
Symeon, Bulgariantsar ................. 56, 63
SYTAIHACHUS i 41550, sims o sinsemsmbioeis s 130 96 n. 42
Synesius, bishop . ...t 40
SYER wstus s ssasons s awassesia s 58, 61, 80-1
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Tancred, Norman prince,

nephew of Bohemond .................... 79
TALSUS! simviias wais +06:5, 9058 WS S(6Reitars Wite TIRUHHHETS Wishs 31
117 o [ —— 172-4
Teia; Gothic KiNg: o-s.uss s sewies wow sewsms 36 100
Themistius, philosopher ................... 40
Theodahad, Ostrogothking ................. 97
Theodora, empress ..................... 97,98
Theodora Comnena, duchess ................ 59
Theodora Palaiologina,

mother of Michael VIII ................. 169
Theodora Palaiologina, wife of Michael VIII .175
Theodore I Lascaris, emperor .............. 178
Theodore II Lascaris,

emperor ........ 167, 169-70, 171 and n. 16, 173
Theodore, ambassador of Justinian I ......... 65
Theodore of Tarsus,

archbishop of Canterbury........... 31-2, 116
Theodore, bishop of Mopsuestia ............. 98
Theodore, metropolitan of Patras ... ... 131n. 48
Theodore Anagnostes, historian ......... 90, 112
Theodore Askidas, bishop .............. 99, 100

Theodore Daphnopates, statesman
and writer . ... 124 n. 9, 132 n. 56, 135 nn. 71-2
Theodore Kalliopas, exarch of Ravenna ... .. 107

Theodore Mouzalon, mpwtoxvvnyos ... 169 n. 10
Theodore Philes, ambassador of Michael VIII 170
Theodore Studites, abbot ......... 125, 126, 145
Theodore the Armenian, prince .......... 58, 80
Theodoret, bishop of Cyrus ................. 98
Theodoric the Great, king .20, 41, 93, 94, 96, 113
Theodosius I,

emperor ......... 19, 46, 71, 73 n. 190, 85, 86, 87
Theodosius II, emperor ... . .. 21, 35, 73, 88, 89, 90
Theodosius, abbot of Pikridiou ............. 145,
Theodosius Princeps, patriarch of Antioch ...173
Theodotus (Adelchis), Lombard king....... 109
Theodotus I Kassiteras, patriarch of

Constantinople. .. ... v e sos swie e s 126, 145
Theognostus, protospatharius,

envoy o Micksel L .. .ov com oo sy 30 n. 60

Theophanes, chronicler . . .21 n. 16, 22 n. 20, 23 n.
24, 30, 49, 107, 114,
119-20, 123 n.5, 124 n. 6

Theophanes Continuatus,
chronicler ....... 49, 50, 63-4, 74, 135 nn. 73-4
Theophano, empress ................... 52,138

Theophano Scleraina-Phocaina, princess
empress of Germany .. 34 n. 76, 52, 54, 56, 139

Theophilus,

emperor . ... .. 22,27, 35, 44, 67-8, 125, 126, 127
Theophilus, metropolitan of Iconium ....... 151
Theophylact, patriarch of Constantinople . ... 135
Theophylact, Roman senator ............... 134
Theopompus, comes domesticorum .. ........ 93
THESSAIONICA, «wuusasors: s usrans s sxase vessissosrasssgrvees 99
Theudatus, Gothic king .................... 44
Theudibald I, Frankish king ............... 100
Theudibert I,

Frankishking......... 40, 42, 47, 48, 64-5, 67
Thietmar of Merseburg,

chronicler ..138 n. 91, 139 nn. 96-7, 140 n. 105
Third Ecumenical Council

(Ephesus 431) . .......cvieeennn 88, 91, 98
Thomas the Slav, imperial claimant .......... 35
Thrace, provinceof ..............c.ocvenne 85
Three Chapters CONtTOVEISy ............. 98, 99
Tiberius-Apsimar, emperor ................ 104
TIberius, brother of Constantlne IV........ 116

Timothy Aelurus, patriarch of Alexandria ... 91
Timothy Salofaciolus, patriarch of Alexandria 91
Titus Livius see Livy

Tome of Union (920) .................. 134, 155
Totila, Gothic King' . s sws conews s o 98-9, 100
TOIIR, =.265.5.57: KR AR S, KBt G wn it & 40
TRAPANT wivzenss v wsms won pewmns vy swsmas s 178
Trebizond, empire of ..o .oe vvnvvevonivanass 167
IR v siuormses vwmrspusonanrs wses ssomeiy i5e s 0 80 27
Trnovo see Veliko Trnovo
Troilus, asecretis, patricius ................ 115
TUnisia . ...ovv 176
Turks see Ottoman Turks; Seljuq Turks
Typikon of the Holy Mountain .............. 31
Typos of Constans I1 (648) ................. 107
Tzivritzi pass, Phrygia ................... 32-3
U
Uguccione di Lamberto Bono,

BASATEIV v o vrasscseanaanso ssmomisemiaes sismmeanes 70-1
UMlA; BISHOP si5 555 008 s swsias s wmearns o7s 40
Umayyad caliphs: .. s smaen ssmss sswimesisre s 22

Union, ecclesiastical,
negations for
Unionists
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Urhat IV, PODE io.eisivs visisiwniaopin:sce 172, 174, 175
VES o0 v o sas S0RASIE S0 SOX S8 A 6 55
OTOYENQLOG + v v v 25
\Y%
ValGns; €MPETOL. < 5. s wweis i s siss 536 e o5
Valentinian II, emperor
Valentinian III, emperor......... 35,89 n. 18, 90
Valerian, governor of Ravenna .............. 99
Vandals ..................... 20, 21, 46, 72, 96
eIk TTERIOVO s v w07t eis s it 538 17
Venantius,

presbyter, envoy of Pope Hormisdas ...... 113
VENEHATS: v usnmnsanmans e vias ien sl i 31
b [ R—— 45, 57, 175, 176, 177, 178, 179
Verdun, treaty of (843) ............couunen. 127
Vigilius, pope ........ 96, 97, 98, 99, 100, 114-15
Virgil (Publius Vergilius Maro) .............. 39
Visigoths ......... 19, 20 n. 12, 48, 102, 105, 111
Vitalian,count ...........ovveviniennnn. 93, 95

Vitalis, deacon, envoy of Pope Hormisdas ...113
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Vitalius, bishop, envoy of Felix IIl ........... 93
Viterbo, treaty of (1267) .................. 177
W
WESHRIBSEEL 5 o5 5o srwices wov sl uieies vastens 32
Widukind of Corvey,

monk, historian .......... 136 n. 79, 138 n. 91
William de Villehardouin,

prince of Achaea .......... 170, 171, 175, 177

William of Gent, witness to Treaty of Devol . .. 82

Y

Yedikule see ‘Entanigylov

Z

ZAchaTias; DODE s sisissivs sios sz 23,108, 118

Zacharias, protospatharius ................ 104

Zeno, emperor ........ 20, 40, 41, 43, 71, 72, 73,
88, 91-2, 93, 98, 112

Zich alliceof .. cus suwsos s snwuvs snmvn 30, 66
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Plate 2
Letter of John II Comnenus to Pope Innocent II (1139)
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Plate 6
Sigillion of Alexius 11 Angelus (1201)
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